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1 INTRODUCTION

Bilingual education is not a new phenomenon. Acecmydo Rasanen (1994: 16), it
dates far back in history when bilingual educatiees used to help immigrants to
adapt to a new language. Because of the longiadibf bilingual education and its
many versions, there are different ways to usenduial education. Content and
Language Integrated Learning, also known as CldLbeécoming more and more
popular in Finland as well as elsewhere in Eurdpe.Content and Language
Integrated Learning the weight is on learning tloatent, not on learning the
language. One of CLIL’s many positive aspects & #tudents learn that language is
not just a target of learning but also a way tagtdifferent subjects (Nikula and
Marsh 1997: 70). The main goal of CLIL teachingdsdevelop students’ language
skills. In addition, according to Marsh and Hadié2001: 21), one of CLIL's aims is
to develop intercultural knowledge and understagavhile teaching communicative
skills. As a result, CLIL teaching is not just aywaf learning languages but it is
connected to intercultural knowledge as well. Imeotwords, it can be said that CLIL
is a dual-focused approach; a foreign languagesesl dor learning and teaching of
content and language (Mehisto, Marsh and Frigol382®). In Finland, CLIL is
already quite known among teachers but, on theroltlamd, there are many

interesting and valuable areas that should beexdudi

It is widely acknowledged that CLIL students hawtér language skills than non-
CLIL students because of the amount of exposurd.Gludents have to the target
language at school. However, the development ahgrar skills is under debate. For
example, Nikula and Marsh (1997: 8) point out tthetre should be more focus on
form in CLIL classes because there seems not ta geeat influence on students
learning grammar. Jarvinen (1999: 18), in additsays that that productive skills do
not develop like other language skills. In additidarvinen (1999: 22) points out that
there has been found excellent results in receghilts but not in productive skills.

Rasinen (2007: 103) also points out that usingraiga language as a medium of
teaching offers more situations and opportunitestactise and use the foreign
language. This results in better development ofahguage skills. Rasinen adds that
the positive sides of CLIL are that students hawhentic situations, various topics,

versatile written materials and communication witifferent teachers, which all



together enhance foreign language learning. Moredvehisto et al. (2008: 169)
point out that content teachers should consider tewcrease focus on form to
increase the accuracy of students language usaddition, Mehisto et al. (2008:
169) say that by long run focus on form will be rsé more accurate expressions
and content. On the other hand, they say that kEgeyueachers should use the
materials from content subject to motivate the etisl As can be seen, there are
many positive effects of using a foreign languag@ anedium of teaching, however,
the learning of grammar in CLIL classes is a cordrsial issue that should be

studied more.

The purpose of the present study is to examirteeifet are differences in competence
in English grammar between CLIL and non-CLIL studeim grade six of Finnish
basic education and if it can be pointed out, iratmreas of English grammar the
differences are. In addition, it is discussed dréhare similarities in the mistakes
made by CLIL students and non-CLIL students. Inegah it is hoped to find out
some useful information about the grammar develaoproé a foreign language in
CLIL teaching; do the grammar skills differ betwe@hlL and non-CLIL students
and if there is a difference in the competencewimt areas of grammar the
differences are? The study was carried out in tdiferent schools by a grammar
test which the students filled in. The grammardesgére studied quantitatively and
the results of the CLIL students and the non-CLtudents were compared. In
addition, the errors were taken into account anel éhror types were studied

qualitatively to find out if there were differencessimilarities between the students.

In the first part of the study bilingualism and nsany different definitions are
discussed. In addition, it is seen how the diffegfinitions of bilingualism affect
bilingual education. In chapter three, Content Aadguage Integrated Learning is
discussed. It is seen what kind of positive effe€tdL has on foreign language
learning or learning in general. Moreover, it isalissed what the Finnish national
curriculum says about bilingual education. Critici©on CLIL is also taken into
account. The framework of this study is introduaeahapter four. Different views
of learning a foreign language in bilingual edusatare taken into account, such as
Krashen’s Monitor Hypothesis, Vygotky's zone of yiroal development and the

Output Hypothesis by Swain. The present study esqumted in chapter five. In



chapter six the results of the study are discussetbking a look at the average

results of the exercises and examining each exeircigirn.



2 BILINGUALISM

According to Beardsmore (1986: 1), bilingualismaasoncept has an open-ended
semantics. Beardsmore compares bilingualism aseepbd to a word as a concept;
everyone knows what a word is but its definitionnadequate and it is difficult to
explain what is meant by it. In other words, biliagjsm can mean different things
for different people and there is no one definitiminbilingualism but many. In
general, it can be said that bilingualism referpéople who are able to speak two
languages (Myers-Scotton 2006: 2). Next the vararspectives to bilingualism are
going to be discussed because all these have eat eff bilingual education and its
aims. The perspectives examined vary from old to;nehas to be acknowledged
that most of the recent theories of bilingualisnvengheir background in the older
theories. This results in presenting the old treoms well. It is also taken into
account that languages have an effect on each athérthat is why the term
interference is discussed from the point of viewbilihgual education as well. The
different cognitive theories of bilingualism ares@ldiscussed on the viewpoint they

have on bilingual education.

2.1 The definitions of bilingualism

Next different definitions of bilingualism are disssed. First, the classic definition of
bilingualism by Bloomfield is presented in additiom three definitions by Pohl.
Third, ambilingualism is discussed. Forth, bilinsm can be achieved via different
routes, which are taken into account next. Fiftite term non-fluent bilingual is
discussed. Sixth, bilingualism seen from functionala receptive point of view
differentiates the use of different languages. Néhe issues of passive and active
bilingualisms are presented which are related tmctional and receptive
bilingualism as well. Seventh, a dormant form dihigualism is presented. Eight, the
productive bilingualism is taken into account, whitoday is usually the goal of
modern bilingual education programs. Ninth, adéitand subtractive bilingualisms

are discussed. Bilingualism can also be definedhenbasis of how the different



languages are presented in the brain. This perspestll be taken into account as
well. Last the term semilingualism and multilingsad are discussed.

Bloomfield’'s (1984: 55-56; see also Butler and Hak2006: 114; Baker 2006: 8; Ng
and Wigglesworth 2007: Slassic definitionof bilingualism characterizes bilingual
to have a native-like control of two or more langess However, some
contemporary researchers see this definition asekteeme and strict (Butler and
Hakuta 2006: 114; Baker 2006: 8). According to Bag®06: 8), the other extreme
end in defining bilingualism is Diebold’s (1964)fotetion of incipient bilingualism
Diebold defines people to be bilingual with minincaimpetence of second language.
Bloomfield’s and Diebold’s definitions seem too rexhe because bilinguals’
proficiency may vary greatly between languages @rdexts. Native-like control of
a second language seems too difficult to attain andhe other hand, one may argue
if a person can be said to be a bilingual when &nlywing some phrases in a second
language. Haugen’'s (1953; see also Butler and t4ak006: 114) view seem more
reasonable: a person is a bilingual when he/sfleaast in one language but can, in
addition, produce complete meaningful utterances isecond language. Already
these three definitions prove that bilingualism barseen in very different ways.

Pohl (1965, as quoted by Beardsmore 1986: 5) intresl three different kinds of
bilingualisms. First, th@orizontal bilingualismmeans a situation where a person has
two different languages. The languages have anvalguit status in the official,
cultural and family life. Second, according to Rahlvertical bilingualism a person
has a standard language together with a distindt rblated dialect. Vertical
bilingualism is also known adiglossia Third, a situation where a person uses two
dialects or non-standard language together witheetcally unrelated standard
language is calleddiagonal bilingualism Pohl's three different definitions for

bilingualism and to its different forms offer van®angles to bilingual teaching.

Halliday (1970: 141-142) talks aboamnbilingualism Ambilingual is described to be

a person who is capable of functioning equally wekither of his/hers languages. In
addition, either of the language is used in all doms of activity and there cannot be
seen any traces of the other language. In othedswvtire languages are balanced.

Halliday’s definition of bilingualism connects tbe one that is generally accepted as
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the aim of programs of bilingual education. Howeveday it is acknowledged that a
bilingual may have different functions with diffetelanguages. In other words, the
languages are differentiated according to variasg&d and contexts. This has to be
taken into account in bilingual education becausdents may be able to function

with a foreign language in one context but notnotaer.

To add to previous ones, Edwards (2006: 11) defpramary bilingualismand
secondary bilingualismIn primary bilingualism, the situation could lier, example,
when a child has parents who speak two differemjuages. As a consequence, the
child learns naturally two different languages. @®lary bilingualism, according to
Edwards (2006: 11), is a situation where seconduages have been added via
instruction. Secondary bilingualism refers closéby traditional foreign language

teaching.

Segalowitz and Gatbonton (1977: 77) differentiateoa-fluent bilingualwhen there
are clear differences between the languages; teaksp has sufficient skills to
communicate but does not possess native like doafrthe language. Non-fluent
bilinguals should be taken into account in bilingealucation. Especially with
minority language speakers one has to be carefehlb@ance language development.
If a person has two poorly developed languagesait have an effect on competence
at school or, in general, everyday life. Teacharbilingual education should avoid
situations where neither of the languages deveddpsguately.

Beardsmore (1986: 15-16) introducdsnctional bilingualism and receptive
bilingualism Functional bilingualism can be divided into mimilist and maximalist
interpretation. The minimalist interpretation reféo a person who is able to cope
with the second language. There are, however, shiffdlences in grammatical rules
and less limited lexis appropriate to the task atdy that is, there is language for
special purposes. Minimalist functional bilingualiss easy to acquire and requires
no intensive investment in time or tuition. Howewiis form of bilingualism is not
always accepted as a form of bilingualism. Maxistainterpretation of functional
bilingualism refers to a person who is able to amall his/hers activities in a given
dual linguistic environment satisfactorily. Recegptibilingualism is also a form of

functional bilingualism. A receptive bilingual is @erson who can understand the



11

written or spoken form of the second language lamnot necessarily, however,
speak or write it. This form of bilingualism is al&nown aspassive bilingualism
Passive bilingualism is quite easy to acquire, egflg for older learners.
Beardsmore also adds that passive bilingualisnmig-term effects may be greater
because the ability to understand a foreign langsigys longer than the ability to
speak or write it. However, from a functional anlihigual education's point of view
passive bilingualism seems useless. Beardsmordisitims for bilingualism are

quite comprehensive and he takes into accountrdiffeperspectives.

According to Grosjean (1999, as quoted by Butlet Hakuta 2006: 1157ormant
bilingual has knowledge of different languages but is nayéonable to use the
language in everyday life. In other words, Grosj€e®82: 237-239) points out that
dormant bilingualism is a form of bilingual who,rfexample, when moving to a
foreign country looses the productive skills of tisive language but is still able to
understand the language. When returning to thevenauntry one may be able to
require the productive skills back. According to Hgd Wigglesworth (2007: 7),
dormant bilingualism can be seen to be relatedassipe bilingualism. Edwards
(2006: 10) also talks about receptive or passilradualism. The opposite of passive
bilingualism is, according to Edwards (2006: lifijpductive or active bilingualism
The difference between these definitions is in Whebne can understand spoken or

written language and can or cannot produce it.

Beardsmore (1986: 18-19) sees productive bilingoalas the opposite of passive
bilingualism, as well. Aproductive bilingualis able to understand, speak and
possibly write in two or more languages. Howevéere¢ is not always the same
proficiency in all the languages in all areas ohgaage use. According to
Beardsmore, most of the foreign language teachmgrams aim to productive

bilingualism. In addition, the goal of modern bguel education programs in
general, is productive bilingualism and the teagland learning is closely connected
to learning by doing which aims to the developmehtproductive skills. The

traditional foreign language learning is also caornicdging more and more on

productive skills of the language. It is seen vitat pupils learn to use the foreign

language and are able communicate with foreignuagg speakers.
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Another kind of perspective to bilingualism is thee by Lambert (1977: 18-19;
1974, as quoted by Beardsmore 1986: 22-23). Lanthéks aboutadditive and
subtractive bilingualismIn additive bilingualism the second language'gnitive
and social abilities have no negative effect on fingt language. However, in
subtractive bilingualism the second language isuimed at the expense of the first
language. It can be said that there is compethigween the languages. In addition,
Edwards (2006: 10) points out that the differeneéMeen additive and subtractive
bilingualism is in the different outcomes. Merilém(2008: 120) talks about similar
definitions for bilingualism. According to Merilégm, when bilingualism has a
negative effect on learning, one can talk abmstricted bilingualism(rajoittunut
kaksikielisyys).Unbalanced bilingualisnfepatasapainoinen kaksikielisyys) means a
situation when bilingualism has neither a positha negative effect on learning.
When bilingualism affects learning in a positive mar, one can talk about
dominant bilingualism(hallitseva kaksikielisyys). The aim of bilinguatlucation
should be additive bilingualism; however, in sonases the result is subtractive.

This is the case usually with minority languages.

Bilingualism can be defined to lialancedor dominantas well. According to Butler
and Hakuta (2006: 115), a balanced bilingual haslai degrees of proficiency in
both languages, whereas dominant bilingual, or lamgad bilingual, has a higher
competence in the other language. However, Ng armghMéworth (2007: 7) add
that the dominance of one language may not appBblltdomains and therefore a
similar competence in both languages has been uhelmate. As can be seen the

terms balanced and dominant bilinguals are noteaboa.

In the 1960s, according to Myers-Scotton (2006:-298), bilingualism was defined
on the basis of how the languages had been acqamgdow the languages were
represented in the brain. Weinreich (1968: 9-113timijuishes three types of
bilingualism: compound coordinate and subordinate According to Weinreich, in
coordinate bilingualism the words of the two langesm are kept separate, whereas in
compound bilingualism the words have a common ssmation in the brain.
Subordinate, on the other hand, refers to a typbilofgualism where words are
interpreted through the stronger language. Myert&ae (2006: 294) adds that in
compound bilingualism the two languages are acduirethe same context, in
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coordinate bilingualism the languages are acquireddifferent environments.
However, as Myers-Scotton points out, this viewhaimgualism did not hold up
because there were no consistent results in résdargoint out that bilinguals

performed as the definitions indicated.

Bilingualism has negative definitions related t@st well. Cummins (1979: 7-8; see
also Romaine 1995: 261) talks abgemilingualisma form of bilingualism when a
person has less than a native-like competencetinlanguages. Edwards (2006: 10)
points out that semilinguals’ competence in botigleages is inadequate. According
to Cummins, semilinguals may have detrimental dbgni and academic
consequences because of the poor competence itabgtimges. In addition, Ng and
Wigglesworth (2007: 8-9) point out that semilingjabr limited bilinguals, have
limited proficiency in the first and second langaagHowever, according to Ng and
Wigglesworth, the term semilingualism is no longer fashion because of the
negative label of it. Baker (2006: 10-11) pointg that, in addition to the negative
connotation semilingualism has, the reasons foerdelelopment of the languages
may not be in bilingualism, but in economic, soeatl political conditions. One has
to acknowledge that languages are used for diffggarposes and educational tests
may be insensitive to the qualitative aspects ofjlages (Baker 2006: 11). In
addition, Baker claims that comparing bilingualsriionolinguals is not reasonable.
As a result, the language development in bilingeddication should be carefully
studied as of its own unity.

In addition to the definition of bilingualism, isiimportant to consider the term
multilingualism as well. Multilingualism, according to Oksaar 809 as quoted by
Oksaar 2007: 21), can be defined to be the aldifyroduce and understand two or
more languages as a means of communication. Mymte® (2006: 2) points out
that multilingualism means speaking more than twoglages and the term
bilingualism covers multilingualism. In addition,k€aar (2007: 21) says that a
multilingual is able to switch from one languageatwother. Oksaar continues that
the relationship between languages may differgf@ample, in quantity, quality and
function. The person’s age, sociobiography andas@eid cultural criteria affect the
relationship the languages have. As an importantt @ksaar points out that it has to

be remembered that language is part of a culturehwmakes multilingualism
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connected to multiculturalism. Oksaar's definitioof multilingualism seems
comprehensible and modern. The definition can ydml seen in today’s bilingual
education where switching between languages isptaisle and the importance of

culture is recognized.

To sum up, all the definitions of bilingualism has@mething in common but vary on
the terms being used and on the perspective thiey tawards bilingualism.
According to some definitions of bilingualism, bigjuals have balanced competence
in both languages. On the other hand, some definguhges to have different
purposes and they are used in different contertaddition, bilingualism can be
defined how languages are learnt: via instructiormaturally, for example from
parents who speak different languages. Bilingualcem be defined also from the
perspective how the languages are presented ibréne: do the different languages
have common or separate representation or are vadrdee language understood
through the stronger language. As can be sees difficult to say which definition
would be the best one because the definitions l@ramon issues but more

importantly, they differ in the perspective biliraism is seen from.

Butler and Hakuta (2006: 120) point out that biliats profile may change over
time, hence, bilingualism is seen as dynamic naticstand that has effects on
education as well. Today the emphasis in secongulge learning, whether the
foreign language is used as a medium or in tradatiboreign language classroom, is
on learning how to use the language. The studdmislé have to learn how to
communicate with the foreign language. Therefohe, approach to bilingualism
needs to takes this viewpoint into account as vikelbddition, one has to take into

account that languages are not learnt separatety déther languages or cultures.
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2.2 Dimensions of bilingualism

As was seen, there are multiple definitions ofnigilialism. However, bilingualism
can be defined in a different kind of way as waltcording to Baker (2006: 3-4),
bilingualism can be explained through different eimsions. These dimensions vary
from ability to the use of language and from thieafof age to the importance of

context. Next these dimensions of bilingualism@esented.

Baker (2006: 3-4) talks about dimensions of biliaggm which explain bilingualism
in a modern kind of way. First, according to BaK@006: 3), one can view
bilingualism from the point of view of ability. Ailmgual may have a productive
competence, which means that one is able to spehkvate in both languages. A
receptive ability, on the other hand, means a rpassive form of bilingualism when
one is able to understand a language or readcbrise bilinguals vary in the use of
languages. It can be studied where languages quéred and used. Third, according
to Baker (2006: 3-4), the balance of different laages is not usually equal which
means that often one language is dominant. Foagd has an effect on bilingualism
(Baker 2006: 4). According to Baker (2006: dimultaneous bilingualisms a
situation where two languages are acquired at tmaestime from birth. In
consecutive or sequential bilingualison the other hand, the other language is learnt
after the age of three.

Baker (2006: 4) also talks about the dimension @fetbpment in bilingualism.
According to him, when one has a well developedjlage and the other is in the
early stages of development, it is calledcipient bilingualism. Ascendant
bilingualismrefers to a situation when a second languagevislolging andecessive
bilingualism when one language is decreasing. The point otulis taken into
account as well. A bilingual may be bicultural, tmedltural or monocultural.
Seventh, the importance of context has to be aclaumed. There can be bilingual
and multicultural contexts, monolingual and montgal contexts. In addition,
Baker (2006: 4) talks about subtractive contextwinich the home language is
usually replaced by the majority language. In aditag context, a second language
Is acquired at no cost to the first language. Hemintiates elective bilingualism as
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well: a situation when one chooses to learn a setamguage. In this case, one may
talk aboutcircumstantial bilingualismfor example, a situation where an immigrant
wants to learn another language to be able to fumetffectively in society. Ng and
Wigglesworth (2006: 20) also talk abostable bilingualismwhich includes the

terms of elective and circumstantial bilingualism.

Baker’s dimensions of bilingualism take into accovarious perspectives that affect
bilingualism and, hence, bilingual education. Inliidn, Baker’s definitions offer a

new kind of perspective to view bilingualism whigch more diverse than the
previously described.

2.3 Languages in contact

There are many terms that are closely connectedilittgualism and one cannot
discuss bilingualism and its education without iggttto know these terms. An
important fact to acknowledge is to realize thatglaages have an effect on each
other. Therefore, interference has an importarg ol bilingualism and in CLIL
because it affects the ways of teaching. Interfe¥eshows that languages do not
operate independently. When learning a new langoagealready has the skills of
another language. The well-known view to learninggeneral, today is that one can
and should use already learnt things when learsorgething new; the learner is
seen as an active constructor of knowledge. The sgpplies to learning languages.
Interference is related to CLIL because they appeaveryday communication. As a
result they should be taken into account in thehigg, too. Next the issue of

interference is discussed.

When the elements of one language are used indhe&xt of another there is
interference (Beardsmore 1986: 45). There can lgative interference or positive
interference but, in general, the term interferencéself has a negative connotation
and that is why the term transfer can be used dis(Beardsmore 1986: 46-47).
Krashen (1981: 64-66) points out that first languagerference can be seen in the
second language as errors. When speaking in tlenddanguage, one may adapt,

for example, forms from the first language that eppin the second language as
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incorrect language structures. According to Krashkea first language influence is
strongest in complex word order, word-for-word andtranslation of phrases. In
addition, strong first language influence can beensein acquisition-poor
environments. However, the influence is weakeraord morphemes, for example,
in omission of plural on nouns or lack of subjeethy agreement. Broughton et al.
(1980: 135-138) claim, on the other hand, thatrerame a natural and important part
of the language learning process. However, allrerdo not come from mother
tongue interference. Errors can be seen as gezriagptules when the restrictions of
the rule have not been learnt yet. Broughton et1&i80: 135-138) add that a native
speaker may tolerate lexical errors far more thamgnatical errors. In other words,
interference is the influence of another languawgkiican be seen as negative or as
positive. For example, in second language learmigrference is positive when a
learner is able to transfer structures learnt ia amguage to another language. In
fact, this is something that CLIL and foreign laage teachers should teach and
emphasize to their students to make the learnimgusmg of foreign language as

effective as possible.

2.4 Cognitive theories of bilingualism

There are different cognitive theories of bilingsal which have an effect on

bilingual education. The cognitive theories explaow languages are presented in
the brain and what kind of effect the languagesehaw each other. Baker (1993:
131-146; Baker 2006: 167-180) introduces these different theories; the balance
theory, also known as balloon theory, the iceber@ayy, the threshold theory and

the developmental interdependence hypothesis.

According to Baker (1993: 132-134; Baker 2006: 16®), the balance theory, the
separate underlying proficiency theory, sees lagguas a balloon in one’s head.
Monolinguals have only one balloon, one languageiclv means they have more
room for one language. On the other hand, bilirgueve two languages, which
means that they have two balloons in their head#t&rwone balloon (language) gets
bigger, it takes room from the other. Accordingthis theory, languages operate

separately and there is no transfer between tlgeigages (Cummins and Swain 1986:



18

81). One might oppose the teaching through a faréggnguage because of the
balance theory. If languages operate separateipg us foreign language as a
medium should have a negative effect on one’s edinguage (Baker 1993: 132-
134). It could be said that learning a new langudigenishes the skills in the other.
However, Nikula and Marsh (1997: 96-98) point ddttthere is no evidence of the
negative effect on the native language, althougihetimeeds to be more research on
that area. In addition, Cummins and Swain (1986:s8% that there is little evidence

to support the separate underlying proficiency.

The second theory, the iceberg theory (Baker 1983:135; Baker 2006: 169-170;
Shuy 1978, 1981, as quoted by Cummins 1984: 13fichams also known as the
common underlying proficiency model, assumes thierdnt languages have the
same integrated source of thought. It can be satlanguages have the same basic
foundation but, on the surface, they are seen aggar The visible part of language,
the tip of the iceberg, is the formal aspect ofjlaage which contains, for example,
pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar (Shuy 198811 as quoted by Cummins
1984: 137). On the other hand, the less visibl¢ igamore difficult to measure and
includes semantics and the functional meaningrajuage. According to this theory,
languages have to be sufficiently developed to lble #0 process the cognitive
challenges. According to Cummins and Swain (1985, &n experience in one
language can promote development in both langu&gasmins and Swain present
evidence for the common underlying proficiency modecording to them, results
from bilingual education support the idea that lsages have the same basic
foundation. In addition, the studies relating ageaorival and immigrant students’
second language acquisition support the theory. @@munderlying proficiency
model support teaching through a foreign languageabse it recognises the
interference languages have and which can be sssaidents benefit when learning

a foreign language.

The third theory, the threshold theory (Baker 19835-137; Baker 2006: 170-173)
or house theory sees languages as different fléfoasbilingual is on the first floor,

his/her bilingualism is limited, which means thaedas limited competence in both
languages. In this case there might be negativeitrog effects. On the second floor

one is a less balanced bilingual. The less balamig@thual has age-appropriate
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competence in one language and there are no negatipositive cognitive effects.
On the third floor balanced bilingualism is achigv&he balanced bilingual has age-
appropriate competence in two or more languages #uege are cognitive
advantages. In Finland, when students enter agiof@inguage program, they have
usually firm competence in their native languags. aéAresult, teaching through a
foreign language does not have negative effectsnwdensidering the threshold
theory. The aim of the bilingual program may be aabced bilingual who can
operate in two languages, but this can be achievdgl in an extensive and

continuous bilingual program.

The fourth theory, the developmental interdependdmnypothesis (Baker 1993: 138-
142; Baker 2006: 173) sees that the first languageto be developed before the
second language can develop. As a result, it ilee&s the second language to
develop, the more the first language has alreadgldped. If one sees bilingualism
according to the developmental interdependenceryhéoresults in late bilingual

teaching.

As can be seen, there are many different cognitigeries of bilingualism. The view
the theory has, has its effect on bilingual edwcatind how it is seelfror example,

if bilingualism is seen from the point of view dfet balance theory, it might be said
that it is not useful to learn another languageabse the new language takes room
from the first language. On the other hand, thébecg theory emphasises the
common source of thought which should be used &ereefit of learning new
languages. From the perspective of the threshoéibrihthe goal of bilingual
education should be balanced bilingualism becahisentay more positive cognitive
advantages would be gained. As a result, the liihgrograms should stress the
development of both languages. If bilingual eduwaprograms are considered from
the point of view of the developmental interdeperdehypothesis, foreign language
teaching should not be started early on becaus@rgihiéanguage has not developed
sufficiently. As can be seen, some of the cognitheories take a negative attitude
towards bilingual education, but there are alsse¢htnat see the value of bilingual

education.
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3 CONTENT AND LANGUAGE INTEGRATED LEARNING

In different countries bilingual education has was forms. Next | will take a brief
look at the history of bilingual education andvtzious forms. In addition to CLIL,
the ideas of immersion are discussed because inandras had a lot of influence on
CLIL. The positive effects of CLIL are presentedianis considered why CLIL can
be seen as an effective way of learning and tegdioireign languages. In addition,
the characteristics of CLIL classroom are discusséeixt the Finnish national
curriculum is discussed in point of view what iysabout foreign language teaching
and using a foreign language as a medium of tegchaust, the criticism on CLIL is

discussed.

3.1 Bilingual education

According to Baker (2006: 213), bilingual educatisran umbrella term and it refers
to many different versions of using a foreign laage as a medium of teaching. He
also states that bilingual education as a ternmthggoblems because it is associated
with bilingualism. Not all forms of bilingual edutans’ aims are in bilingualism; the
aim may just be to introduce students with diffédlanguages and get them to think
of foreign languages. In addition, Wolf (1997: $®jnts out that bilingual education
can mean two different things; either upbringingcbfidren at home by using two
different languages, or teaching through a foréagiguage. As a result, one cannot
use the term bilingual education without explainivizgat is meant by it.

There has been bilingual education since the Rdampire when Greek was used
for language of education (Takala 1992: 138). Had007: 7) points out that 200-
800 BC the Greek language was widely used andwvates Latin became the
language for work, education and universities. M&hiet al. (2008: 9) go even
farther saying that the first known bilingual typeprogramme dates as far back to
history as 5000 years ago when the Summerians damtenow the local language.
According to Genesee (1987: 1-11), it could be ghat bilingual education has
existed since the beginning of formal educatioralise in ancient times for example

Latin was used as the language of education. Intiaddaccording to Résanen
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(1994: 16), bilingual education has been usedenpist to help immigrants to adapt
to a new language. As can be seen, bilingual educa not a new phenomenon
although it might seem that way. In recent yeaisgiganguage as a medium of
teaching has gained more popularity in schools as@ result, researchers have had
to pay more attention to it. In the 1990s one raedsothe growing interest on CLIL
was because of globalization (Mehisto et al. 2A03: According to Mehisto et al.
(2008: 10) the desire in Europe is to develop th&ropean cohesion and

competitiveness by improving the language learomgortunities.

However, from a research point of view, bilingualueation is quite a new area
(Nikula and Marsh 1996: 9). Researchers have bderested in bilingual education
since the 1960s. There have been about one thossadies but the main focus of
them has been on Canada and on the USA, therttlésrésearch on the bilingual
education in the European context. Because ofritireasing popularity of teaching
through a foreign language, there is a need faaret in the European context, as
well. In addition, according to Jarvinen (1999: ,2gsearch on CLIL is scarce.
However, she points out that there should be mesearch on CLIL to be able to
form a foundation for a model of bilingual educatiand deal with fears concerning
CLIL. Nowadays bilingual education is consideredj@d way to teach students
languages and contents. Bilingual teaching candeel as early as in kindergarten.
Wolff (1998: 26) points out that children get acoed with the language and the
language is learnt naturally in a group. Childrequare a good starting point for

learning languages in bilingual education.

There are different forms of bilingual educationeitto et al. (2008: 12) say that
CLIL is an umbrella term which covers different edtional approaches such as
immersion, multilingual education, language show@&ianish term kielikylpy) and
enriched language programmes. First of all, subioersalso called sink or swim
approach, can be said to present the negativeasidsing foreign languages as a
medium (Cohen and Swain 1976: 46). In submersierethre no adjustments to take
the minority language cultural and linguistic drfaces into account. This often
results in frustration of difficulties of communtaan. According to Cohen and
Swain (1976: 46), teachers do not understand thd'xlirst language or different

culturally determined expectations of appropriatehdviour. As can be seen,
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submersion is not additive or taking the secon@uage into account. The aim of
submersion could be said to be to assimilate theomy language speakers to the
mainstream culture and language. However, the abihgunctional bilingual

education should not be as in submersion.

Immersion is one form of bilingual education andwids developed in Canada.
Immersion means teaching content through anothegukge than the native
language. Cummins and Swain (1986: 8) define imimeras a situation in which
children from the same linguistic and cultural bgidund are put together in a
classroom where a foreign language is used as aumeaf teaching. According to
Genesee (1987: 1), in immersion students who speaknajority language of the

society receive part of their education througbraifyn language.

In immersion the foreign language is used to teasgjular school subjects and
usually the amount of foreign language is fifty pent of the teaching. Immersion
can be divided into different forms according te #tarting point or the amount of
foreign language that is used; early immersiore latmersion, partial immersion,
total immersion and early total immersion (BakeB3;9Swain and Lapkin 1982: 5-
15; see also Nikula 199B; Snow 1990: 110-112 as quoted by Jarvinen 1996: 3
Cummins (1984: 156-158) divides immersion for mityodanguages into four
different types; submersion, monolingual immersiamjority language bilingual
immersion and minority language bilingual immersiés can be seen, immersion

can be defined in various ways.

The characteristic features that Canadian immerBasmshows how it differs from
submersion. According to Cummins (1984: 155), imiension there are bilingual
teachers who are proficient in both languages. Thssures functional
communication between the teacher and studentsldition, in immersion teachers
use extensively paralinguistic means, such as atimm and gestures. Context,
linguistics redundancy and repetition play a lgpge of immersion teaching as well.
The aim of immersion is to ensure additive bilinggra and biliteracy. However, not
all of the different forms of immersion take allete features into account. In
monolingual immersion second language input is frextli teachers are not always

bilingual and first language literacy is promot@€lmmins (1984: 156-158) says that
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monolingual immersion might be effective in devetap English fluency. On the
other hand, majority language bilingual immersi@as bilingual teachers, instruction
is modified and first language literacy is promoté&de aim is to immerse students in
the societal majority language. Minority languagéngual education promotes

strongly the students’ first language.

A popular form of bilingual education in Finlandasso language shower. Jarvinen
(1996: 3) uses the terms immersion and languageeshim the Finnish context as
synonyms. However, | would differentiate them besaimmersion is the Canadian
form of foreign language teaching and the term lagg shower refers to a form of
immersion created to apply to bilingual educatiorFinland. According to Rasinen
(2006: 36) language showers have the most establigiosition of bilingual
education. Language shower programs have usuadly tlivn curriculum and the
aims of the programs are established. The aimafoguage shower programs is, for
example, oral and written competence in the tdeggjuage. In addition, the purpose
is to contain and promote the development of trst Fanguage, guarantee the same
level of knowledge in the subjects taught as imradrclasses and to teach students to
understand and value the target language speakdrthair culture. Laurén (1991,
1992, 1994, as quoted by Nikula and Marsh 1996p@hts out that in language
shower programs the target language should beaidedst fifty per cent of the time
during the whole school career. In addition, slatestthat teachers have their own
language roles, which means one language for omgome She also adds that
communicative and student-centred teaching methbds provide students with
diverse and interesting learning opportunities distinctive to language shower
programs. According to Mehisto et al. (2008: 13-lfjguage showers are usually
targeted to students aged four to ten years olddthtion, they say that the goals of
language showers are to make students aware @irehtf languages and prepare
students for foreign language learning. The foréagrguage is used in routines, for

example, to manage breaks or singing songs.

As can be seen, bilingual education has many namgghe recommended term in
Europe is Content and Language Integrated Learr@dl. (Jarvinen 1999: 15).
CLIL is becoming more and more popular elsewhetimand as well as in Europe.

The reasons for the increased interest in CLIL lmariound in European integration



24

and globalisation, which place demands on foremmgliage teaching (Seikkula-
Leino 2007: 91; Mehisto et al. 2008: 10). In CLlIhetweight is on learning the
content, not on learning the language (Rasinen :268@% One of CLIL's many
positive aspects is students learning that langisget just a target of learning but
also a way to study different subjects (Nikula awdrsh 1997: 70). According to
Mehisto et al. (2008: 11), CLIL is a tool for teawp and learning of content and
language, but also the essence of CLIL is integmatvhich has a dual focus. The
dual focus means that the foreign language learsiimgpeded in content classes and
the contents from subjects are used in foreigndagg-learning classes (Mehisto et
al. 2008: 11). Mehisto et al. (2008: 10) add that¢ is also a third element in CLIL;
“The development of learning skills supports th@iagement of content language

goals.”

According to Sajavaara (1995: 25), Finland has baelatecomer in bilingual
education. Seikkula-Leino (2007: 92) points outt tGalL came to Finnish schools
in the 1990s. This was made possible by the chafgmaish school laws in the
1980s and 1990s. The late change is surprisingubeckinland has long been a
bilingual country. Bilingualism in Finland has t&ckground far back in the history
when Swedish was used as the language of churamjn&tiation and law
(Hakulinen et al. 2009: 15-17Mpne might assume that in Finland there has been a |
of bilingual teaching for a long time but, as Sajna (1995: 25) points out, that is
not the case.

In Finland, the most common language in CLIL teaghis English but languages
such German, Swedish and French are used in tepasnwell (Nikula and Marsh
1996: 35). In my study, | will concentrate on thegksh language because of my
own background. However, Nikula and Marsh (19976)1foint out that there
should be more foreign languages to choose froniL @lms, on the one hand, to
promote students language skills but, on the othlen to preserve smaller foreign

languages.
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3.2 The positive effects of CLIL

There is some evidence that using a language asdaum of teaching has positive
effects on students’ language skills. First of dlican be said that CLIL offers a
naturalistic language learning environment (DalRarffer and Smith 2007: 8). In
addition, they say that the increase in amounthef target language increases
efficiency in learning. According to Nikula and Nér(1997: 86-91), in Finland in
grades 7-9 of basic education, students in CLllss#a are likely to have a wider
vocabulary than non-CLIL students. In addition, Cktudents have better listening
and reading comprehension skills due to the usea dbreign language. The
development of oral skills depends on the teachethods; CLIL students are more
confident in using a foreign language and theirfidemce increases if the teaching
methods enhance oral skills. When comparing CLlidents’ formal language skills
to those of non-CLIL students, the differencesrakgreat. | (Mékinen 2006) found
out similar kinds of results when students hadvaleate their own language skills.
These differences may be because in CLIL classesattempt is not only to learn a
language and the teacher does not always pay iattetat the students’ language
mistakes. In addition, Jarvinen (1999: 22) says$ there has been found excellent

results in receptive skills but not in productivls.

Rasinen (2007: 103) argues that CLIL offers motaasions and opportunities to
practise and use the foreign language, which egubetter language skills. In CLIL
classes pupils have authentic situations, variopgcs, versatile written materials
and communication with different teachers, whichhate foreign language
learning. This is why, according to Rasinen (20003), CLIL can make teaching
and learning more efficient. She brings out thearngmnt fact, as well, that in CLIL
classes the concentration is not on the contenhdhe language but on both at the
same time. Nevertheless, it could be said that G&lan effective way of teaching a

foreign language.

Cummins and Swain (1986: 89) point out that oléarhers in bilingual education
make rapid progress. However, Cummins and Swai®6(188) argue that there is no

advantage for older students in pronunciation. Adioy to Cummins and Swain
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(1986: 49) learners are able to attain native Irkeeptive skills in bilingual
education, but the productive skills stay non-reat®n the other hand, they point out
that despite the grammatical weaknesses learneiabée to communicate. As can be
seen, according to Cummins and Swain, older learf@mefit from bilingual

education as well. However, their productive sKkdlsk behind.

Jarvinen (1999: 80-81) talks about the neurobia@gimplications for practical

implementations of CLIL. According to her, nativkd proficiency may be acquired
by early onset of a foreign language. In addititwe, acquisition of content words is
more likely to be enhanced by rich stimulus envinent. She adds that the
phonology component may be influenced, as welhaddition, according to her, the
acquisition of implicit syntax may have a positivdluence from early onset to
language resulting in implicit learning. Howevetr,is unlike that there is benefit
from explicit instruction of grammar in early ongamiograms. Jarvinen found out

similar results as Cummins and Swain.

In addition, Jarvinen (1999: 109-137) studied thquasition of second language in
CLIL programs. In general, she found out that tHdLCgroups’ development of
second language is faster and more versatile. gxeaf of this, it was found out that
the CLIL students produce longer sentences and nwrplex ones. In addition, the
CLIL groups’ imitations of relative clauses were nm@ccurate. Jarvinen’s study is a
good example of the positive effects of CLIL.

The motivation of CLIL students has also been stdin addition to self-concept,
grammar learning and classroom anxiety. Pihko (R@&nd out in her study that
CLIL students have higher motivation than non-Clsiudents. In addition, CLIL
students put greater effort in their English stadyg have clearly high willingness to
use English as a means of communication outsidectdms well. However, she
points out that those motivational and attitudimatiables are quite expected and
obvious. In addition to motivational variables, kohstudied the students’ self-
concept for English language. She found out th#ét bbthe groups had positive self-
concepts. The CLIL students were more satisfiech whieir English proficiency,
however. CLIL students seemed to have greater @emde in their ability to learn

English or other foreign languages at school. Apartant fact, considering the
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present study, is that Pihko (2007: 121) foundtbat CLIL students grammar skills
rated better than non-CLIL students’. Classroomietgxwas studied as well.
According to Pihko (2007: 122), CLIL students use second language naturally in
the classroom and enjoy more English-medium classraommunication than
students in traditional second language learniigkd®s study gives clear evidence
that CLIL has many positive effects on second laggulearning, although some of

them are obvious because of the amount of Endiisistudents are exposed to.

In addition, Seikkula-Leino (2002) studied the mation, self-esteem and mother
tongue and mathematic skills of students in bilalgaducation. Seikkula-Leino
(2002: 111-112) found out that the self-esteemrhef@LIL students is similar to the
non-CLIL students. However, the self-image of then4«CLIL students was
significantly stronger than the CLIL students. TGeIL students estimated their
reading and writing skills as well as oral and cosmgnsion skills more negatively
than the non-CLIL students. However, when compatireggmotivation to study and
the use of a foreign language, the CLIL studenteweore positive (Seikkula-Leino
2002: 122). Pihko (2007) also found out similaruitssin motivation. In addition,
Seikkula-Leino (2002: 126) found out that there wadglifference in the skills of the
students’ mother tongue between the groups. Acegrth the study of Seikkula-
Leino (2002: 140), there is no great differencéearning between the CLIL and the
non-CLIL students. According to Seikkula-Leino (20040), foreign language does
not have a negative effect on learning in genéfalvever, in bilingual education
students may not always be able to perform as aggfiossible in learning a content.
On the other hand, Seikkula-Leino (2002: 143) moiaut that using a foreign
language as a medium of teaching is a justified¢hieg method, which has no

negative effect on learning when used as appratyiat

Laitinen (2001) studied the English language skifiCLIL students in the B grade

of Finnish basic education compared to the non-C'flgraders’ performance in a
National Board of Education English test. The ainthe study was also to discuss
the immersion programme in Hollihaka school in Kol&k According to Laitinen’s
(2001) study, the CLIL students in th8 rade achieved very much higher results in
writing and oral skills than the sample of th& grade non-.CLIL students in the

National Board of Education English language assess test. The % graders had
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little lower results in reading comprehension aittlel higher results in listening
skills than the students in th& @rade group. According to Laitinen (2001: 98), it
can be said that the CLIL students in tfegsade have higher level of knowledge
than the non-CLIL 8§ graders of English language by the end of thdipstyear. In
addition, Laitinen studied the vocabulary sizelw students and she found out that
the 8" graders of immersion programme had a large voeapalready by the end of
the sixth grade. According to Laitinen (2001: 10di)ingual teaching in the school
of Hollihaka gives good results in learning Engllahguage, in addition, it suits to
all kinds of students. She also points out thatgisi foreign language as a medium
of teaching is effective in teaching the productinge of language. In general, it can
be said that according to Laitinen’s study the Cktudents learn a foreign language

in a effective way.

Jappinen (2002, 2003, 2005) studied the effectldf. @n students cognitive skills
and learning a content. She found out that usifyeign language as a medium of
teaching supports the cognitive development ofstiidents. Jappinen (2005: 62-64)
points out that CLIL is more demanding for young#udents and for learning
abstract contents, such as space. However, Jap{@faea: 136) points out that there
are other factors that have an influence on thenitwg development as well; for
example, students’ background and the qualificatidior acceptance to CLIL
classroom. According to Jappinen (2003: 42-43), tearning difficulties of
individual students are usually a result of sonmghelse than learning through a
foreign language. In addition, she says that witficient support CLIL is not
harmful to learning processes or to cognitive depelent. Moreover, learning in the
CLIL environment enhances and helps the cognitieeetbpment of the students,
which can be seen clearly among students of théeiyeeen 10 and 12 years old. As
can be seen in Jappinen’s and others study, CLH duarce negative effect on
learning. On the other hand, is seems that usifuggesgn language as a medium of

teaching enhances learning.
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3.3 Characteristics of CLIL-classrooms

CLIL has its own core features which have an eftattteaching and learning, as
well. According to Mehisto et al. (2008: 29-30)ethasic core features of CLIL are
the multiple focus, safe and enriching learningiemment, authenticity, active
learning, scaffolding and co-operation. Next theskaracteristics of CLIL

methodology are discussed. In addition, | will takdook at the qualification of

CLIL teachers and the teacher talk.

First, multiple focuses in CLIL means that foreignguage learning is supported in
content class and content learning is supporteldnguage class. In addition, the
integrations of different subjects are importanfickh means in practise cross-
curricular themes and projects. The supporting toldents’ reflections on the
learning process is also vital. (Mehisto et al. 2@B.) This means that students are
not just focusing learning a foreign language artent but focus on both of them by
studying a theme which can include several diffesahool subjects. Nikula and
Marsh (1996: 7) add that the importance of CLIltasntegrate traditional foreign
language teaching and content teaching. The foraigguage needs to be seen as
medium of learning and teaching and not just aarget of it (Nikula and Marsh
1996: 7).

Second, the safe and enriching learning environnierd crucial part of CLIL
methodology. In CLIL a foreign language is useddutine activities and discourse.
Students’ confidence to use the foreign languagal®nced. The safe and enriching
learning environment includes also using classréeaming centres, guiding access
to authentic learning material and environments imedeasing students’ language
awareness. (Mehisto et al. 2008: 29.) By creatingaf® and enriching learning
environment students are more encouraged to ueecayr language and they feel

safe to do it. Hence, learning is enhanced.

The third characteristic of the CLIL methodologyaisthenticity. Students are free to
ask help for the language, the interest of studsnisaximized and connections are
made between content and students’ lives. In amditnaterials from the media and

other sources are used and connections with speaethe CLIL language.
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(Mehisto et al. 2008: 29.) In addition, Brinton,d®nand Weche (2003: 3) talk about
the enhancing of foreign language learning, thentagd uses of the students’ use of
the target language have to be taken into acctumiddition, contents to be studied
need to be relevant, interesting and informatidodie able to increase the students’
motivation. Brinton et al. (2003: 3) point out thall teaching should base on
previous experience as well. An important part @iLCis that language is taught

through a focus on contextualised use.

Fourth, the active learning of students is impdrianCLIL. In CLIL students are

communicating more than teachers and studentstbe$et content, language and
learning skills outcomes. Students also have aomppity to evaluate their progress
in achieving the learning outcomes. In additiortjvaclearning means co-operation
and negotiating the meaning of language and coteith peers. The role of the
teacher is to act as a facilitator. (Mehisto et28l08: 29.) In other words students
have a bigger role in learning and this makeséhening of content more interesting

to the students.

One of the core features of CLIL, authenticity athg included the connections
between learning and students’ own lives. The fatine element, scaffolding also
takes this into account. Scaffolding means thatniag is build on the existing

knowledge, skills, interest and experience of sttglen addition, the information is

repacked in a user-friendly way and the differezdrihing styles are taken into
account. Creative and critical thinking are supgdnivhile challenging the students
to enter a way from their comfort zone. (Mehist@et2008: 29.) As it can be seen,
students’ learning is based on previous knowledyg® students are encouraged to

think beyond.

Sixth, co-operation is vital for CLIL. CLIL teacheeand non-CLIL teachers need to
plan their lessons, courses or themes in co-operat enhance learning. Parents
also have to be taken into account and make sesekimow about the core features
of CLIL and how they can support the learning afdents. In addition, there should
be co-operation with local community, authoritiasdaemployers to enhance the

authenticity of learning. (Mehisto et al. 2008: 3By co-operating with, for
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example, local authorities, students see thatdhegn language can be used outside
school as well, and they get real life connections.

There has been some debate about the qualificdbomsachers who are teaching in
the foreign language classroom. According to Nikaal Marsh (1997: 43), in the
lower elementary school, grades 1-6 of basic ettutan Finland CLIL teachers are
usually foreign language teachers or elementaryodcheachers who have
specialised in a foreign language. However, in gsad-9 of basic education the
teaching is done mostly by subject teachers. Nilkni Marsh (1997: 43) point out
that in grades 1-6 of basic education the teacHersign language skills are very
important because the lessons are based on orahgoitation and the teachers are
the foreign language speaker models for the staddnt Finland, there are no
specific qualifications that teachers should hahenvusing a foreign language as a
medium of teaching. Marsh, Oksman, Rinkinen andalaeakL996: 78-122) argue that
a good certificate for CLIL teachers could be YKidiset kielitutkinnot) language
tests’ level six. In addition, they say schoolsldause language tests like TOEFL or
the language test by the University of Cambridgs. can be seen, there are no
general guidelines for the CLIL teachers’ qualificas but, on the other hand, there
seems to be a need for clear guidelines for teaclearcan be seen, it is difficult to
say what the specific qualifications for CLIL teachare. As Rasinen (2006: 128)

puts it; the qualification for a CLIL teacher isam of many different things.

However, foreign language skills are not the oelguirement for CLIL teachers. In
addition, the teachers have to be, for examples &bladjust their teaching. Nikula
and Marsh (1997: 45-47) add that a native speakéneoforeign language is not
always the best teacher in CLIL teaching. The teattas to be familiar with the
subject contents and one has to recognise theraluttantext that teaching always
has. The CLIL teacher’s language skills do not haviee perfect. Nikula and Marsh
(1997: 48) argue that CLIL teaching offers a goodtext for learning together; a
teacher can show his/her difficulties in a forelgnguage and by this one can create
a positive atmosphere for learning. When studeeésthat their teacher does not
know everything, they can be braver to use thedarianguage in the classroom. As
a result, it is seen that teachers offer a fordagrmguage speaker model for the

students but it does not have to be perfect bedesteacher can show students the
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importance of using the language even though omtninave difficulties in it, the
importance lies in the foreign language development

An important part of CLIL teaching is the mannerusiing the foreign language.
Wong-Fillmore (1985: 33-42) points out some impottaharacteristics of teacher
talk as combined to bilingual education. First bbf #lere has to be clear separation
of languages. The languages are used in differ@eistor by different teachers. The
emphasis needs to be on communication and comienerin addition, Wong-
Fillmore (1985: 38) says that in the classroomeéhsrould be no “foreigner-talk”;
the language should be grammatical and appropfatehe other hand, one may not
agree with this because of the various Englishdagg models students get from
everywhere. However, Wong-Fillmore (1985: 39) peiatit that it is important that
the teacher has routines in his or her languagen&ke the language more
comprehensible and rich. In addition, accordingMtehisto et al. (2008: 31-32),
CLIL teachers have to adjust their foreign language. CLIL teachers need to talk
slowly and use repetition and visual aids. Latertlos foreign language can be in

more natural pace.

Lyster and Mori (2006 as quoted by Mehisto et 80& 169-170) also talk about the
importance of the recasts of teacher. Accordinghiem the teacher encourages
students to accurate language use by using recastgctions and prompts. In
recasts teacher repeats the student’s sentencsifyy accurate language. However,
recast can lead to insufficient language growth rwiliteis overused and used
ineffectively. Prompts, on the other hand, meannasktudents questions to lead
them to the right directions or giving studentsesluThe goal of using prompts is to

support the self correction of the student.

Code-switching is an important part of bilingualismd therefore part of content and
language integrated learning. According to Beardeni®86: 49), code-switching is
rule-governed and depends on the topic and ondlbe being used. Situation and
participants also affect code-switching. For codéehing to exist there must be at
least two interlocutors who share the same pailamfuages. When a person uses
different languages to different tasks or in diéier situations there can exist code-

switching. For example, in a CLIL classroom sitaatithe teacher may switch
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his/her language if it seems necessary. In addistudents may also switch between
languages when doing exercises. As can be seem;svatthing is a natural and
quite usual situation, for example, in a CLIL clagsn. Therefore, it is important for
the CLIL or foreign language teacher to think abibwtse situations beforehand and,
in addition, how one reacts to one’s own code-3wiig or to the students. It can be
said that teachers have to think of his/her foréggiguage use carefully.

As a conclusion, it can be said that CLIL suppdhis holistic view of learning

(Mehisto et al. 2008: 30). According to them thalgaf CLIL is to guide students to
be capable, motivated and independent bilinguatautilinguals. The core features
of CLIL take this view into account and it has éffect on learning and teaching in

CLIL classes.

3.4 The Finnish national curriculum and foreign larguages

The Finnish national curriculum sets the framesféoeign language teaching and
using a foreign language as a medium of teachihgreéffore it is important to take a
look at the Finnish national curriculum when coesidg CLIL. Next the Finnish
national curriculum is discussed from the point wéw of teaching foreign
languages. In addition, the view the national cuftim takes on using a foreign

language as a medium in the Finnish basic educatigrades 1-6 is discussed.

3.4.1 Foreign language teaching

The Finnish national curriculum (Perusopetuksentugsiunnitelman perusteet
2004, POPS 2004) sets aims for foreign languagehiteg In the Finnish national

curriculum foreign language are divided into A, &1d B2 languages. One starts to
study the A language usually in grade three ofRmmish basic education and, in
general, it is English. The B1 language is norm&lyedish and students start to
study it in the ¥ grade of the Finnish basic education. In additsmgdents have

usually an opportunity to take another voluntaryeign language in the upper

elementary school. Considering the present studyimportant to take a look at the
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aims the national curriculum sets for the A languatudents in the Finnish basic
education because the non-CLIL students of thdysthelong to this group.

The aims of foreign language teaching and learanegmultiple but not specifically
stated. This results in different outcomes in fgneilanguage teaching. According to
POPS (2004), foreign language students should @cmqmeans to operate in different
kinds of foreign language situations. In additithe aims are to teach students to use
their foreign language and understand and appeeatter cultures. The foreign
language is seen as a skill and as a medium fomeoncation, not just a target of
learning. As a result, foreign language learnirgunees variable practice in different
kinds of communication situations and it is seeat tthe learning of a foreign
language is long-term. As can be seen, POPS (2&®bhasizes the meaning of
communication and the use of the foreign languagevieryday contexts that are
close to the students’ own world. In teaching #hisuld result in using exercises that

activate students and are interesting to them.

The first foreign language is usually chosen indgrdhree of the Finnish basic
education, although some schools offer the optibrstarting to study a foreign

language already in grade one. If one starts shgdgiforeign language in grade one
the teaching focuses on listening skills and tlaefice of oral skills (POPS 2004). In
addition, the exercises should be functional, plaghd connected to the students’
experiences. As a matter of fact, it seems thaidorlanguage teaching in grades

one or two are similar to CLIL; the focus is notform but on communication.

The norm in the Finnish basic education is to sartlying a foreign language from
grade three onwards. The aims for teaching, acecgrdi POPS (2004), at that stage
are to teach students to communicate in a for@igguage in concrete situations that
are familiar to the students. The emphasis is @l oommunication; however,
written communication is added gradually. Studeats, in addition, taught to
acknowledge the differences between cultures angukges. Moreover, it is vital
that the students learn in lower elementary schomditive language learning
strategies that give the basis for learning fordagrguages in the future. From the
point of view of grammar, it is said in POPS (20@4at students should learn

structures that are important in communicationcaAs be seen, the focus of POPS is
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again on communication and on students’ own liG@smmar or the written form of

a language are not emphasized, as it is not in OMhen examining POPS, it seems
clear that all foreign language teaching shouldceatrate on communication.

However, it seems not to be the case today. Althotgg general approach to
teaching seems to be moving gradually to the foneli approach. The growing

popularity of CLIL is a good example of that.

3.4.2 CLIL and the Finnish national curriculum

The Finnish national curriculum gives schools thmoartunity to use other than
pupils’ native language in teaching school subjexatents (POPS 2004). Language
becomes then a medium of teaching and not the tobjet The schools can decide
the term for the teaching used but usually the t&anguage shower or foreign

language teaching is used.

It is pointed out in the curriculum (POPS 2004} tie aim of teaching is to provide
students better foreign language skills than iditi@nal foreign language teaching.
However, it is pointed out in the curriculum thanmish/Swedish and literature must
be taught in the students’ native language. Ashmgeen, the importance of one’s
native language is acknowledged and it should eatdrried that CLIL has negative

effects on students’ mother tongue or literaturdlsskHowever, it is acknowledged

that when using a foreign language as a mediuneadhing, it should have some

positive effect on students’ foreign language skill

Furthermore, the curriculum gives the same aims léarning different school
subjects as the one not using a foreign languagermasedium has. Hence, students
have to obtain the level of foreign language gkifit enables them to acquire school
subjects’ aims similar to non-CLIL classes. The anmoof foreign language used in
teaching has no effect on this. Because of the sams, teachers’ have to be extra
conscious of the students’ learning and use varteashing methods to ensure

comprehension. As a result, teaching is more dévarnsl activates students well.
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It is pointed out in the Finnish national curricoiihat schools have to do their own
curriculum concerning teaching in a foreign langaiamd define what subjects are
taught in a foreign language and how much foreagigliage is used in teaching. The
national curriculum does not define the way CLIlogll be executed; instead, it
gives the schools freedom to execute CLIL in a tieyschools see it to be the best.
As a result, there are variable ways of using tpreianguages as a medium of
teaching. It may not be entirely dependent on th®al, but on the teacher as well.
Inside one school there can be teachers who haweain approach to CLIL. One
teacher can use a foreign language in teachingst of the subjects but another one
uses it to cover certain areas and topics. Accgrtinthe national curriculum, the
school itself has the freedom to come up with teetral contents for the foreign
language teaching. The school can, for exampleps#gan which language the
students are first taught to read or write. Theeeraultiple approaches to CLIL and
it is hard to say which one is the best. It cowddshid that each teacher finds his/her

own approach by experience.

Even though POPS (2004) does not define specifadsgor learning when using a
foreign language as a medium, schools themselwestbado this. Schools should, at
least, define what are the aims for listening aedding comprehension, oral
communication, writing and cultural knowledge. biddion, the national curriculum
states that if a student’s native language is #mesas the language used as a
medium of teaching, s/he should have stricter amthe target language. The aims
of using a foreign language as a medium have necefbn the aims of
Finnish/Swedish native language teaching, howadren using a foreign language
as a medium of teaching, it is important that trecher and the students know what
the goals are. If the foreign language is useckatching without acknowledging its
purpose and its aims, there seems to be no ussirgj the foreign language at all.

Setting goals in any learning and teaching is wddle able to gain results.

The national curriculum takes into account traresiee between different subjects,
especially the importance of Finnish/Swedish nalmeguage. According to the
national curriculum, the amount of transferencdififerent between contents. On the
other hand, the national curriculum states someect® in Finnish/Swedish native

language that have minor transference; for exanmpieraction skills such as telling
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one’s own opinion or receiving or giving feedbabk.addition, contents in reading
comprehension such as noticing the values andi@astthat are hidden in texts. One
also has to take into account the relationshipaoigliage, literature and culture.
Some contents that are also thought to have mnamsfierence are the skills for
searching information, oral presentation skills @nel form of language. As can be
seen, there are many contents that are seen tonfiawve transference with a foreign
language, and as a result, a teacher has to talee into account in his or her

teaching.

The evaluation of CLIL classes, according to th&gomal curriculum, has to give
teachers, students and parents enough informatiotheo progress of student’s
language skills. One has to pay special attentidhe progress of comprehension. In
Finnish/Swedish native language evaluation, it toalse taken into account that the
progress may delay in the beginning if a studemaught to read first in the foreign
language. In separate school subjects the evatuatilhve same as when teaching the
subjects in one’s native language. As can be séam, national curriculum
emphasises the development of foreign languageaakdowledges the fact that
students and parents should be given informatiautathis development. To avoid
frustration among students it is important to shbeam how they have developed. In
addition, it is evident that students’ parents wemtknow how their children’s
foreign language skills are developing. To be abl®llow one’s development, it is
important that the aims of teaching and learniregcdear and visible.

In conclusion, foreign language teaching and usirigreign language as a medium
of teaching in the lower grades of Finnish basigoation seem to have similar kinds
of aims. In general, the meaning of communicat®emphasised and, in addition,
the importance of the activities to be relatedttments own experiences and culture
are acknowledged. POPS (2004) does not defineimegtammar structures that

should be taught in a foreign language, althougghsaid that structures that are vital
from the point of view of communication are impaottaThis gives the teachers free
hands when planning teaching and materials. Wherg us foreign language as a
medium of teaching, language learning has to be ase coherent unity between all
the school subjects. Therefore, teachers have-tpemte with each other to be able

to sustain students’ rational entities of differestdntents. In addition, the co-
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operation between the class teacher and the taditiforeign language teacher is

important to enhance foreign language learning.

3.5 Criticism on CLIL

There has been some debate about the effect of @bithe mother tongue. Nikula
and Marsh (1997: 96-98) point out that the efféc toreign language on the mother
tongue has not yet been comprehensively studieddttition, they claim that the
amount of using a foreign language in teaching deanected to mother tongue
development. However, there is no proof that usirigreign language as a medium
in teaching would have a negative effect on theh@otongue because teachers
provide also the important terms of the contertheamother tongue and students use
support materials, which can be in their mothegten On the other hand, Nikula
and Marsh (1997: 96-98) point out that in grades of-basic education not enough
attention has been paid to the effect of CLIL téaglon the mother tongue. Nikula
and Marsh (1997: 98) argue that the general idegper grades of basic education
is that the pupils’ mother tongue is already depetb However, when using CLIL
extensively, students may use, for example, foréagguage sentence structures in
their mother tongue. Seikkula-Leino (2007: 96) p®iout that if a student has
problems with the development of the first languag@roblems in concentration it
is not rational to study in a CLIL class. Accordity Seikkula-Leino (2007: 96),
linguistic factors are crucial when transferringwpil from a CLIL class. However,
motivation and social skills should be considersdvall. For this reason, the effect
of CLIL on the mother tongue should be studied fcélsgeand more attention should
be paid to it.

Learning content in CLIL teaching has also beeneurdtbate. There have been
some concerns that students in CLIL classes maygerdrate too much on the
language itself, while paying no attention to tloatent at hand. However, Nikula
and Marsh (1997: 71) and Mehisto et al. (2008: @8im that some teachers have
pointed out that actually students learn the cdnvetter in a CLIL class than in a
non-CLIL class because of the multiple teachinghods and support materials.

However, there are always students who have diffesuin learning the content in
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CLIL teaching. The difficulties are usually due tee lack of motivation toward
content rather than toward the language. In addittbe lack of motivation can
depend on the wrong reasons for choosing CLIL,elcemple friends or parents’
wishes. There have not been any valid researcltseshowing that content learning

in CLIL teaching would be weaker than in non-CLIasses.

Behavioural problems in bilingual education arealiyuconsidered to be the result
of using a foreign language as a medium of teachtignmins (1984: 211-212)
points out behavioural problems that bilingual mmityochildren may experience.
According to him, children may have cultural idéntproblems when home and
school cultures collate. In addition, the confhictidemands of parents and peers may
result in behavioural problems. The maintenanddefirst language may result as a
problem or the lack of adequate knowledge of schaajuage. Bilingual minority
children may have to cope with an economically-deped and stressful home
situation or racial or ethnic intolerance. To sup hilingual children may have a
variety of problems that affect the behaviour dtosdt. As a conclusion, it is vital for
the bilingual education’s teacher to get familiatrmthe students cultural and home
background. In Finland, as well, there may be sitglen CLIL classes who have

trouble because of the second language, may it lhenae or at school.

Rasinen (2006: 162) points out that bilingual etiocahas in a way an elitist
connotation. Because of this more attention shdoddpaid on the measures of
choosing students to CLIL classes. CLIL should Ibetconsidered to be an elitist
form of education but as a form of education to stlldents depending on their
backgrounds. This is why schools have to pay attertb how to choose students to
bilingual classes and how to deal with the clagsesyday school life. In addition,
Mehisto et al. (2008: 20-21) point out that CLILoskd not be just seen as a
programme for the brightest. Learning content canmore motivating in a CLIL
class than in a normal class: In addition, the Baod method and the participatory

nature of CLIL classes enhance learning.

To sum up, studies show that CLIL has many positgpects in language and
content learning. Cummins (1984: 265) points oat tihere is no implication that

bilingual students with learning difficulties woulde better off in monolingual
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education; learning in a second language is no mamnéusing than learning in a first
language. However, there have been some indicatiorlast few years that the
amount of CLIL classes would be decreasing (Halkuliat al. 2009: 75). According
to Hakulinen et al (2009: 75), the reasons for l@ge been in the lack of resources
and teaching materials. In addition, there showdntore training for teachers.
However, Hakulinen et al. (2006: 75) point out ttoatay it seems that the number of
CLIL classes has been stabilized. There shouldhbgjever, more studies about
CLIL and how it is used as a teaching method. Theeealways going to be students
in schools who are weaker learners than otherstHaatshould not be a counter-
argument against CLIL teaching.
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4 THE THEORY BACKGROUND FOR CLIL

In general, CLIL is lacking a solid background theoMany second language
acquisition theories apply to learning foreign laages as a medium but they are not
all widely accepted when considering CLIL and teéaghHowever, it is vital that
teaching and learning methods have a solid theateiackground, as Merildinen
(2008: 15) points out. Krashen’s Monitor Hypothesish its multiple independent
hypothesises are seen as one functional theoryctratapply to CLIL (see e. g.
Merildinen 2008). According to Merilainen (2008:)2i&ing the method of a foreign
language as medium teaching is based on the comativ@ approach and on
Krashen’s second language acquisition theory. Treslien’s Monitor Hypothesis
takes many different variables into account. Initaid, when considering CLIL it is
vital to study Vygotsky’s zone of proximal developm because it offers an
important setting for the learning in CLIL classewd in non-CLIL classes as well.
Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development recognizlee importance of pushing
learners ahead while offering the students helpai®® output hypothesis gives an
interesting point of view to CLIL and teaching a®lw Swain’s ideas about the
meaning of output are vital to CLIL as well. CLIk a complex phenomenon and
cannot be explained by using one theory. Becaugheodiversity of CLIL, it is
important to take a look at different theories whioffer different kind of
perspectives to CLIL. Next these different theoaes discussed.

4.1 CLIL and the Krashen’s Monitor Hypothesis

The Monitor Hypothesis by Stephen Krashen (1988) tffers a good background
for the present study because many of the Krasheypmtheses are taken into
account in CLIL teaching. According to Krashen (1B8bilingual development
depends primarily on acquisition. The Input Hypsikeconsists of five different
hypotheses: The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesise atural Order Hypothesis,
The Monitor Hypothesis, The Input Hypothesis an@ Mifective Filter Hypothesis.
According to Merildinen (2008: 27), using foreiganuages as a medium of
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teaching is based on communicative approachesaimitg and teaching and on
Krashen’s second language learning theory.

Marsh and Nikula (1997: 14) point out that Krasisetiieory cannot be applied as a
whole to CLIL teaching; however, it has boosted ithea of automatic assimilation
of language. Swain says (1985; 1996, as quotedikyld&Nand Marsh 1997: 14) that
foreign language input alone is not enough, butethe a need for comprehensible
output as well. As can be seen, Krashen’s theorypravide the background for
CLIL teaching, but there is also need for somegiewi. Next these hypotheses are
presented in view of the support they can givelti @eaching.

4.1.1 Foreign language as a medium of study

In CLIL classes a language is used as a mediuntudf/snot as a target. Due to this,
students are not consciously learning the langumgeacquiring it subconsciously
while studying a particular content. Krashen’s Asgion-Learning Hypothesis
offers an interesting point of view to languagermgag and, in addition, to CLIL
teaching. The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis suppthe view of CLIL teaching
on learning language subconsciously: “In other wpracquisition is a result of
natural interaction with the language via meanihglommunication...” (Mitchell
and Myles 2004: 45).

The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis distinguishesetween learning and

acquisition. Krashen (1985: 1) claims that acquisitis a subconscious process,
whereas learning is a conscious process. Accoitdiri¢rashen (1981: 1), language
acquisition is similar to children’s first languagequisition. It requires meaningful
interaction and natural communication. Krashen {19801-102) argues that in
second language learning as well, the most impbgamt is acquisition. He says
that the major function of the second languagesotasn is to provide intake for

acquisition. Intake, according to Krashen is inpditich has been understood. In
addition, the focus should not be on form. Howevkrashen (1981: 101)

acknowledges the fact that it is challenging toat¥ematerials and contexts to

provide intake. On the other hand, learning come¢ed on error correction and
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explicit rules (Krashen and Seliger 1975: 173). ual in learning should be
acquisition; however, if learning is conscious aachuisition subconscious, all

teaching should aim at subconscious acquisition.

4.1.2 Route of learning

CLIL cannot be used the same way with older learnéro already have acquired
some rules of the foreign language than with srolailldren who are beginning to
realize the existence of foreign languages. Accgrdio The Natural Order
Hypothesis, there is a predictable order for acagithe rules of language (Krashen
1985: 1). Therefore, language cannot be used isdhee way as a medium of study
in the lower grades of basic education as in thgeugrades. In addition, Nikula and
Marsh (1997: 8-81) point out that in classes 1-6ba$ic education the subjects
taught have to be practical and usually in loweadgs of basic education the
teaching is done in short periods. In lower gradésasic education bilingual
teaching may be centred on getting to know theudagg. In grades 7-9 of basic
education the subjects that are taught in a forleigguage also have to be concrete.
However, subjects that are international, suchhasworld wars, can be taught
through a foreign language as well because itsy &mget hold of teaching materials
in a foreign language. On the other hand, Nikuld Btarsh argue that high school
contents do not have to be so concrete anymoreubecstudents can work with

abstract subjects in a foreign language.

4.1.3 Various language learners

In CLIL classes teachers do not pay attention wdestts’ language mistakes in the
same way they do in language classes. The purpdbkis @s to encourage students to
use the foreign language even though they mighemaiktakes. Correcting mistakes
Is important but students in CLIL classes have del fsafe to use the foreign
language. Nikula and Marsh (1996: 7) point out tiat aim of CLIL usually is to

encourage students to use the foreign languageetawSeppala (1996: 23) argue
that indirect error correction is vital to enhanearning. In addition, in CLIL

teaching teachers have to take the learner’s dilieto account, such as, attitude
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towards a certain school subject, since they magnbebstacle for learning. Teachers
should provide a neutral learning atmosphere t@eod learning. In CLIL teaching
language is used as a medium of studying and tightie not on learning grammar.
This provides students with opportunities to usejleage without having to pay so

much attention to mistakes.

The Monitor Hypothesis (Mitchell and Myles 2004)) &xplains differences between
individual learners. Krashen (1981: 12) states tbatners have different ways of
paying attention to language rules. Conditionsstarcessful monitor use are various;
there needs to be enough time, focus on form ared gpeaker must have
representation of the rule to apply it correctlyrgBhen 1981: 3). He points out,
however, that situations where all the three défiérconditions apply are rare, most

obviously the one being a grammar test.

There are two types of monitor users; “the oversisand “the under-users”
(Krashen 1981: 15-16). Over-users concentrate amgar rules and do not want to
make any mistakes at the same time making thegcspaon-fluent (Mitchell and
Myles 2004: 46). However, according to Krashen (19%5) the over-users are quite
accurate in their written English but are typicaligsitant and over-careful when
speaking.Under-users do not mind mistakes and speed anchcju@are more
important to them (Mitchell and Myles 2004: 46)si#ems that under-users do not
monitor at all or use conscious grammar (KrasheBl1196). Instead, they use a
subconsciously acquired system but not conscioasgpar. In classes there are

always students who use the language in differexyysw

The Affective Filter Hypothesis, on the other hapays attention to learners’ mental
blocks, which can prevent the full internalisatioh input (Krashen 1985: 3). In
addition, attitudinal factors like integrative andstrumental motivation affect
learning (Krashen 1981: 22). Integrative motivatioreans low affective filters
because the aim to learn a language comes frong leimalued member of the
community that speaks the target language. In otlweds, interaction for its own
sake is valued. Strong affective filters can benseih instrumental motivation when

a person desired to achieve proficiency in a laggufor utilitarian or practical
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reasons. The aim of interaction, in this casepiadhieve certain ends. As can be

seen, the motivational factors affect second laggu@arning as well.

Furthermore, Krashen (1981: 37-38) describes a dgaoguage learner and a bad
one. A good language learner according to Kraskeamiacquirer. The acquirer is
able to obtain sufficient amount of intake in thecend language and has low
affective filters to be able to utilize the inpwirfsecond language acquisition. In
addition, the good language learner uses the momitoptimal ways. On the other
hand, the bad language learner is not able to eequiearn the target language. The
reasons for this may be the attitudal factors, dwample, lack of interest in the
second language, its speakers or high anxietyddiitian, the learner may have low
aptitude or interest in grammar. A bad languagekramay also be an under-user of
the monitor. This kind of learner will progressfasas attitudes take him, according
to Krashen (1981: 38). However, a monitor over-usay also be a bad language
learner because the over-user is limited by his/lenscious knowledge and will
suffer from lack of spontaneity. These descriptiapply easily to CLIL classes
where teachers are faced up with different kinthouage learners. For the teacher
to be able to optimize the learning conditionsdweryone, it is useful to get to know

the reasons behind good or bad language learning.

4.1.4 The importance of input in acquiring language

In a CLIL class, the teacher has to pay attentmnwhether students understand
everything. The teacher has to do comprehensiockshend use support materials to
prevent students from misunderstanding the topikulld and Marsh 1997: 55-57).
Comprehension checks may be, for example, askirgg sbndent to translate the
given instructions in the mother tongue or questiabout the current topic. By
making sure that students understand everythingpoghensible input is provided
and students should be able to acquire the tasgpefunge. Cummins and Swain
(1986: 131) point out that comprehensible inpwrigial to grammatical acquisition.
They say that by being understood, there can besfon form. According to The
Input Hypothesis, speaking is a result of acqusitiand grammar is learnt

automatically as far as there is enough comprehkensiput (Krashen 1985: 2).
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According to Krashen (1985: 2), language is acgubg receiving comprehensible
input. In his view, input is necessary for learnirtgshould be comprehensible and
there should be an adequate amount of it. Krash@82( 63-73) defines four
characteristics of optimal input for comprehensibirst, optimal input has to be
comprehensible; hence, the message is understeadn& optimal input should be
interesting and relevant. Third, optimal input i3t grammatically sequenced and
fourth, there is sufficient quantity of optimal up All of the characteristics need a
supportive affective environment as well. AccordiegLong (1983, as quoted by
Cummins 1984: 231), making comprehensible inputisdere and now orientation.
In addition, there has to be use of linguistic axdralinguistic information with

general knowledge. The wuse of modification, repetjt confirmation,

comprehension checks and clarification requestsirmportant as well. In CLIL

classes students receive input from a teacher hasvitEom peers.

According to Krashen (1981: 103-104), the inputwtiogo “little beyond” the
student’s knowledge. With the help of extralingwistontext or our knowledge of
the world, the student is able to understand thatirkKrashen puts this in the form of
i+1. i represents the stage where the student iB his/her knowledge at the
moment. The student or acquirer can progress ¢i@ $td by understanding the input
at hand. In other words, the teacher should prosiddents input that is challenging
to them. Krashen (1981: 103-104) adds that optimmalt includes structures that are
a little bit beyond the acquirer’s current levelcoimpetence. In addition, he says that
the optimal activities are natural, interesting anderstood. The i+1 formula will be
naturally covered if the previous optimal inputuggments are met and if there is a
great deal of input. In addition, the formula seemmslerstandable to maximize
learning. The same kind idea of going beyond tlenker’'s stage of knowledge can
be seen in Vygotsky’'s (1982: 184-186) proximal zafelevelopment (in section
4.2).

Even though in CLIL classes teachers do not pagnatin to grammar, students
acquire structural rules when hearing the foremmguage. On the other hand, this
puts pressure on the teachers to speak corredlpm@vide correct language models
for students. However, CLIL students participatsoain formal language lessons

where the attention is on learning grammar rulesstundents get input from there.
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In addition to input, Krashen (1981: 107-108) mensi the meaning of output.
According to him, the meaning of output is not tteically essential to language
acquisition. Krashen (1981: 107-108) argues thebrsé language competence may
be acquired without ever producing it. In additisirashen (1981: 108) says that
when active listening is provided but speaking gedhin a second language, it
causes no delay in the proficiency in second lagguacquisition. He claims that
comprehension normally precedes production andpttoatuction needs never occur.
However, from a bilingual point of view, output mseaningful because it enables

communication.

The aim of CLIL is to learn a foreign language tsing the language in studying
normal school contents as has been explained prgyioNikula and Marsh (1997:

70) point out that one of CLIL's many positive asfseis that students learn that
language is not just a target of learning but alseay to study different subjects. As
can be seen, the meaning of output and using tteégfolanguage is seen vital to

learning.

The Output hypothesis by Swain (1985, 1995, asegutty Mitchell and Myles
2004: 174) recognizes the meaning of output in @danguage learning. Swain
(1985, as quoted by Merildinen 2008: 29) agreeh Witashen’s ideas of input but
points out the meaning of output and paying atbento it as well. Swain (1995:
125-140) introduces three functions for outputstrithere is a noticing-triggering
function, which has consciousness raising rolenglage learning. Second, there is
a hypothesis testing function and, third, a megplistic function which has a
reflective role. According to Swain, the activity produce the target language, that
is, output, makes the learner aware of the gapspasidlems in the current second
language stage. There has to be an opportunitgftect on one’s own language
skills, to discuss and analyze it, to be able tpeexnent with new structures and

functions of the second language new.

In addition to the functions of output, Swain (20@@-100) points out that output
has several roles in second language acquisitiiost, Butput pushes the learner to

process more deeply because output requires montaheffort than input. With
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output, Swain (2000: 99) says the learner is irtrcbof the situation and output also
stimulates learners to move to more complex andpbeten grammatical processing
which is needed for accurate production. Output pesmote noticing-triggering
functions, as well. Swain’s Output hypothesis makegvident that in second
language learning it is important to offer the &wid opportunities to use the target
language. CLIL and other bilingual programs ainthé and make the learning of a

second language more effective.

When considering Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, ClLéladhing seems an effective
way of learning a foreign language. Students receavgreat amount of target
language input in CLIL classes and it is made cam@nsible by teachers’
comprehension checks. On the other hand, outpwiss emphasised in CLIL
classes, although Krashen does not put great weigloutput. Because of the great
amount of input the students exposed to in CLIlss#s, students should be able to

acquire the target language in CLIL teaching.

To sum up, Krashen’s Monitor Hypothesis providegpsut for CLIL. It takes into

account many aspects that are important in learfongign languages. First, The
Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis brings up the intpot point of acquisition being

subconscious. Second, The Natural Order Hypothebsws that there is a
predictable order for acquiring language rulesrd,hthe Monitor Hypothesis pays
attention to different language users. Fourth, lAipait Hypothesis acknowledges the
importance of comprehensible input and its amoaracquiring a foreign language.
Fifth, The Affective Filter Analysis presents theemtal blocks that can prevent the

full utilization of input.
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4.2 Supporting learning

In CLIL teaching students are constantly exposedaioexample, new vocabulary.
They are able to understand what is being tauglih wie help of supporting
materials and peers’ or teacher’s assistant. Onesasily see how Vygostky’'s zone
of proximal development works in a CLIL class whgndents are acquiring new
information. However, it has to be acknowledged tha idea of zone of proximal

development can be seen in non-CLIL classes as well

Vygotsky (1982: 18) sees language as a means famcmication. According to
Vygotsky (1982: 18), language is a medium for daai@raction and understanding.
Vygotsky's ideas about language are easily condetbe CLIL because of the
connection to communication it has. Vygotsky (19824-186) introduces the zone
of proximal development which claims that a chddable to go beyond his or her
skills with the help of another person. Vygotskgtme of proximal development has

the same features as Krashen's i+1 formula.

According to Vygotsky (1982: 184-186), a child cparform in higher levels if

he/she gets support. In other words, a learndnlesta solve problems which he/she
could not independently do. However, if there imeone to help him/her or there is
supporting materials, the problem can be solvedvé¥er, the zone of proximal

development is not limitless. A learner can eastwe problems that are close to
his/her zone of proximal development but as oneaadurther away from the zone
the tasks become more difficult and eventually isgilde. The importance of zone
of proximal development is that what a child iseabld do today with some help;
he/she will be able to do tomorrow independentlyg. &result, teaching should go
little beyond students’ abilities. In addition, Msfo et al. (2008: 169) say that the
zone of proximal development is the zone betweedesit’'s current knowledge and

the knowledge that can be pursued with assistance.

According to Mitchell and Myles (2004: 195-214),ethzone of proximal
development is a domain where learning can moste¥kly take place. The learner
is not yet able to work on his/her own but with heline can achieve the aim.

Mitchell and Myles (2004: 214) point out that onglly the zone of proximal
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development was concerned with the novice and éexggunes. However, today it
includes collaborative activities, for example, rpand group work with peers.
Lantolf (2000: 17) reminds that the zone of proXim@velopment is not a physical
place situated in time or space. On the other hiaman be said to be the difference
between what one can independently achieve and waiatcan accomplish with
support from someone else or with the support aferrads. According to Thorne
(2000: 226), Vygotky's zone of proximal developmerhphasizes collaborative
activity. It is seen that a person has an abilitycd-construct through activity with
other people and artifacts in the environment. Tikis distinctive difference to
Krashen’s Monitor hypothesis where, according torfie (2000: 226-227), a learner
IS seen as a passive body listening and, in additiee learning is seen as child-like.
The zone of proximal development is closely see@lifL; the students are helped,

for example, with different kind of visual matertal cope with the task at hand.
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5 THE PRESENT STUDY

Next the present study is presented. First, | taile a look at the research problem
and explain the research questions. Second, tlacatat methods will be discussed.
In addition, the methods of analysis are presenild.aim is to present the present

study as clearly as possible.

5.1 Research problem

The aim of this study was to find out if studemt<Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) teaching program and non-CLIL staottehave differences in their
performance in English grammar. In Finland, CLILaiseady quite known among
teachers but, on the other hand, there are maeyesiing and valuable areas in
CLIL that should be studied. There is little resbaon CLIL, in general; however, it
Is becoming more and more popular in Finland. Tioeeg there is need for more
research on how, for example, CLIL affects studdatgguage skills. CLIL students
are not taught more grammar than non-CLIL studehitss creates an interesting
topic for research: do CLIL-students and non-CLIudents have differences in
English grammar skills even though the amount mktdevoted to grammar is the
same. However, the CLIL students hear the foregmgliage much more in the
school context than non-CLIL students and this mesplt in better grammar skills.
According to Nikula and Marsh (1997: 8), there dbdoe more focus on form in
CLIL classes. In addition, Jarvinen (1999: 18) p®iout that productive skills, such
as grammatical accuracy of speech, do not devala dther language skills.
Jarvinen (1999: 22) adds that there has been fexoellent results in receptive skills
but not in productive skills. As can be seen, garing of grammar in CLIL classes

iS a controversial issue.

The aim of the study was to find out whether theaa be found differences in

English grammar skills between CLIL students and-@alL students.

1) Are there differences between CLIL students and-@bh

students’ grammar skills?
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2) If there appear to be differences, in what areaSngflish grammar
there are differences between the two groups?
3) If there appear to be differences, what kind ofedénces can be

found?

5.2 Data and methods

The information about the grammar skills of thedsihits was gathered via a
grammar test (see Appendix 1). The tests were th&léhreedifferent schools and
the teachers were informed what kind of instrudido give to the students (see
Appendix 2). One has to take into account that &ymshow in results how the
teachers have given the instructions to the stgddot example, whether to leave
tasks blank or try to fill in something. In additiothe schools have different
orientations when using a foreign language as aunmedf teaching, which have an
effect on the development of the students’ fordegmguage skills. In schools, that
participated in the study, the use of English laggincreases gradually from the
first grade to the sixth grade. However, the amafnising a foreign language in
teaching may vary depending on the school. In additschools varied in what
language students learn to read and write; otheghe foreign language, others the
mother tongue. It has to be acknowledged that usifugeign language as a medium
of teaching has different variations, which affdot learning of a foreign language

and may have effect on the results of the presadys

The grammar tests were mailed to schools in theng@009 and in the autumn
2009. Two schools had the opportunity to complbete grammar test in the spring
2009. In addition to this, in the autumn 2009 th&t tvas done in one more school to
enhance the reliability of the results. In eachosthwo different groups of sixth
graders of Finnish basic education took the tast; GLIL class and one non-CLIL

class. The non-CLIL class acted as a control group.

The primary research material for the study waséiselts of the grammar test. The
grammar test consisted of six different grammar@ges. Each exercise was a total

of ten points; hence the maximum of the grammarwes 60 points. Five of the



53

exercises were taken from an English course baeks’'materials. One exercise was
a combination of two different exercises. The eex were chosen, in general, so
that they would measure only the students’ gramskéls not, for example, their

vocabulary skills. As a result, in most of the eksgs students were supposed to fill
in gaps and the word was given to them in Finriigmce, the exercises did not give
opportunities for the students to be creative. dldigon, the exercises did not

measure students’ communication skills. Howeveg bas to acknowledge the fact
that these kinds of exercises always include oskdis than grammar as well.

Student have to, for example, understand the icsbns, which in these case were
in Finnish, but they, in addition, have to undamdtdhe sentences the exercise

includes or the storyline in the exercise.

The first page of the grammar test consisted okdpazind questions. The students
were supposed to write down their last school gradEnglish and whether they
were in bilingual education or not. In additione tstudents were asked whether their
home language is Finnish, and if not what their @danguage is. The students’
home language may have some effects on the remudtshat is why it was asked.
Because the grammar tests were handed in withoo¢sighere was a need for some

background information about the students to enhastudy’s reliability.

The grammar test consisted of six different exescidhe first exercise concerned
the use of Englisdo, doesand -s (Fabritius 2005). The students had to fill in arsh
letter with the correct forms afo, doesor -s. Finnish speaking students often have
difficulties differentiatingdo anddoesand, in addition, when to use the third person
—s. Therefore this kind of exercise was used ingit@@nmar test. The exercise had
ten gaps to fill in and each gap was worth one tpdihe maximum points for this

task was ten.

The second exercise concerned the use of Engligieara, an andthe ((Fabritius
2005). The students had to again fill in the gapsn, the or no article. Each article
was worth one point, the whole exercise ten poifte Finnish language does not
have articles and that can usually be seen ircdiffes of learning the use of English
articles. That is why it was useful to include aticée exercise in the grammar test. It

could be that the CLIL students know the use oflBhgarticles better than the non-
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CLIL students because they have practiced morekspmeas well as hearing. On the
other hand, the CLIL students may not consciouslyvk how to use the articles; the

skills have become automatic.

In the third exercise students were given to wémis which they had to choose the
correct one to apply to the sentence (Fabritius5R0All the sentences were in the
past tense so the students had to know which oerb Was the correct one. Simple
past tense can be difficult to learn because oirtkegular verb forms. The exercise
had ten sections and each section was one point.

The fourth exercise was, also, about past tensesf@Fabritius 2005). In the fourth
exercise students had to fill in gaps in a postc8tddents were given the Finnish
word for the gap and, in addition, the verb in Estgin infinitive from. This was to
make sure that the students would not do poorlythis exercise because of
insufficient vocabulary. The exercise had ten gapseach gap was worth one point.

The fifth exercise was made of two different exsgsi (Fabritius 2005). The exercise
consisted of five sentences to where studentsdétl in will or would The verb of
the sentence was translated into Finnish. Eacleseatwas worth two points. In
grade six of the Finnish basic education the fomils andwould are not usually
taught but they appear in texts and in differenéreises; the forms are used
unconsciously. One can expect that CLIL studenés more used to using these
forms than non-CLIL students and this may resulietter grammar skills.

The last exercise, exercise six, concerned pron@kiasnisto, Sarlin, Siikaniemi-
Holopainen & Térma 2006). The exercise was a s$torly where students had to fill
in the correct pronoun forms. The pronouns weremito the students in the text in

Finnish. Each answer was worth one point.
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5.3 The methods of analysis

In the present study, three different methods @flyais were used. First, statistical
analysis was crucial to get an overall picturehaf tesults. Second, the results were
compared to each other. Third, hermeneutical petiyge was also taken into
account when analysing the mistakes students hal.niNext, the methods will be
discussed more carefully. In addition, it is takeio account what the positive aspect

and negative aspects of the chosen methods are.

First, the primary method of the present study wasatistical analysis. There were
68 CLIL students and 54 non-CLIL students thatipgted in the study, altogether
122 students. In this case the students were fhoee tdifferent schooldn addition,

the Pearson Chi-square test was done to resolvstdlistical differences between
the two groups in each part of every exercisetdtisical analysis it has to be taken
into account that the data have been altered tdbrtsnIn controversial cases this

may cause difficulties; for example, if the answgemot clear correct or incorrect.

Second, a comparative method was used as well.avamge results of students
were compared to each other and it was considehedher there were differences
between the results. In addition to comparing therage results, the percentage
amount of mistakes of every part of each exerciseewompared to each other. The
purpose of this was to examine are there differemecdehe amount mistakes and if
there are, in what kind of parts. To get informatabout the differences in grammar
skills between CLIL and non-CLIL students compamatmethod is crucial. To be

able to say something about the foreign languageldement in bilingual education

one has to have a group were to compare the results

Third, the hermeneutical perspective was also takEnaccount. Hermeneutics, in
general, is about the interpretation of the resiiltsne 2007: 28-31). According to
Laine (2007: 28), in hermeneutics it is importantunderstand and interpret the
results and the data. However, Ricoeur (2007: 4Xs about the hermeneutic
problem; the problem of interpretation. According Ricoeur (2007: 150),

interpretation is, for example, finding out the déth meanings. In addition, Laine

(2007: 34) points out that it is very importantttkize researcher is critical and does
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not take the spontaneous interpretation for graritashe (2007: 36) also talks about
the hermeneutic spiral where the researcher isialogue with his/her data and
results; after analysing it is important to takéoak at the data again. In addition,
Siljander (1988: 115-118) describes the hermeneygi@l. According to Siljander
(1988: 118), it is important to go back to theftfirmpressions and think if they are
valid after the analysis. As can be seen, hermeaseist a multilayered perspective
when analysing research results. In the presenltysthe mistakes students made
were considered and, in addition, it was thoughy atstudent had made a mistake
he/she had. As a result, it was considered whehb®ebilingual education can have
an effect on these mistakes. In general, hermearseigtinterpretation and that is why
one should be careful with it. An interpretation afe task may vary extensively
between individuals because everyone has their backgrounds and ways of
thinking. In the present study, the interpretaticare® explained carefully with
examples to ensure the understanding behind thelusson. However, the

hermeneutic aspect to the study is vital to undadsthe results.

As a conclusion, three different methods of analygere taken into account in the
analysis of the data; a statistical approach, coativa approach and a hermeneutic
perspective. All these different perspective ofemething different to the analysis.
The statistical approach gives general informa#ibaut the competence of students
in different areas of grammar. When comparing #sults of the CLIL and non-

CLIL students, it is seen how the foreign languakéls between the groups differ.

When analysing the results from the hermeneutisgestive, the reasons for the
mistakes are considered and explained. To conchlbdthe methods add something

of their own to the analysis.
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6 RESULTS

The results of the grammar test are discussed rexst, the analysis will start with
a look at the average results of both groups oh earcise. In section 6.1 the
average results of exercises are compared betweerCLIL and the non-CLIL
group. In addition, it is taken into account whatdkof differences there are in the
average results. Second, in sections 6.2-6.7 eesgrcise is examined more
carefully and it is seen how many mistakes the Caid the non-CLIL students
have made in percentages. The items of the exeraibere the differences between
groups have been very significant are taken intmaact and they are studied in more
detail. Some examples of mistakes are also takeragtount to support the analysis.
In addition, it is considered why students have en#ite mistakes they have to
deepen the analysis and to take every aspect otouat. It is also considered
whether the mistakes are similar between the Cldd #ne non-CLIL students. In
addition, there will be a look at the items of exees where students from both
groups have or have not made mistakes. Third, litb&i discussed which exercises
groups had the least and the most difficultiesaAgsult it is seen in what areas of
English grammar students have difficulties and wdratas seem easy according to

the present study.

6.1 The average results of the grammar test

Exercise one concerned the usaelafdoesand the third person’ss The aim of the
exercise was to see whether the students know wdemse the auxiliary verb
do/doesand third person’ssin a text that is in past tense. In addition, @svstudied
if the students recognise when there is a needafioauxiliary verb or s-in the
context of the texts; not every item needed fillingexercise one the CLIL students’

average result was 8.7 and the non-CLIL studen8(fEigure 1).
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Figure 1 The average results of exercise 1

The Std. Deviation in exercise one was among thik Gtudents 1.5 and among the
non-CLIL students 2.1. This shows that the varianate answers of the non-CLIL
students have been greater than among the CLIlestsidin general, as can be seen
from the results, the CLIL students seem to outperfthe non-CLIL students when
testing how the students ude, doesand—s(p=.000).

The purpose of exercise two was to measure theeistsiduse of English articles
which is generally a difficult aspect of Engliskagrmar for Finnish students to learn.
The CLIL students’ average result was 8.3 and the-@LIL students’ 4.6 (Figure
2).
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Figure 2 The average results of exercise two

The variance between answers in exercise two wakrge (CLIL s= 1.8 and non-
CLIL s= 2.2), however, as can be seen among non-Gtudents the answers vary
more than among the CLIL students. As can be dsene tis a big difference in the
results between the two groups (p= .000). It setlvasthe CLIL students are more
familiar with using the articles than the non-CL#tudents. Whether there are
differences in article use, for example betweeningdef and indefinite, will be

presented later.

Exercises three and four both concerned the Enpghsih tense. In the third exercise
students chose the correct alternative to suintesee and a text from two options;
the students did not have to produce any past tense but they had to recognize
when to use or not to use the form. Exercise ttugeed out to be quite easy for the
CLIL students; their average result was 9.7. The-@tlL students’ average result

was 7.1 (Figure 3). The difference here is sigaifi¢c as can be seen (p=.000).
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Figure 3 The average results of exercise three

On the basis of the average results of exercisetht can be said that the CLIL
students are very competent in recognising andguiie English past tense. In
addition, the variance in the answers was not 1§@&jdL s= 0.6 and non-CLIL s=
2.6). However, the variance of the answers is aldrger among the non-CLIL
students than among the CLIL students. The avergdt of non-CLIL students is
quite good also, but the variance may have anenfte on that. In general, it seems
that the CLIL students clearly outperform the ndoiCstudents.

In exercise four, students were asked to fill ipscto a short story by using the past
tense. The verbs were given to the students inishrend in English to ensure that
their performance would not depend on the knowledigeocabulary but on their
grammar skills. The average result of the CLIL stud was in exercise four 9.2 and
the non-CLIL students’ 6.1 (Figure 4).
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Figure 4 The average results of exercise four

Again, here can be seen the difference betweegrthgs (p= .000). It can be said
that the CLIL students recognise the past presemb foetter than the non-CLIL
students. In addition, the CLIL students are mamihar with the past tense
conjugation. However, it has to be also taken mtoount how the answers vary
inside the groups; Std. Deviation among the CLlidsnhts was 1.3 and among the
non-CLIL students 2.7. According to this there @ng variance in the answers but
not significant. What has to be taken into accasititat the variance among the non-
CLIL students is again greater than among the Gitlidents.

Exercise five concerned the usevafl as a future mark and conditionabuld The
purpose of the exercise was to see how the studecsgnizewill and would and
whether they are able to connect the forms to seatewhere the verb has already
been translated into Finnish to make the task eabBie average result of the CLIL
students was 9.8 (s= 0.6). On the other hand, Ykeage result of the non-CLIL
students was 7.7 (s= 2.4), which is not a poorlregier (Figure 5).
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Figure 5 The average results of exercise five

As can be seen from the average result the CLIdestis did really well in exercise
five. It can be said that the CLIL students attieasognize the formwill andwould
and know the difference between them based on isediree. However, there can be
seen a difference in the performance of recognisiigagndwould between the CLIL
and the non-CLIL students (p=.000).

The last exercise of the grammar test, exercisaesked the students’ knowledge of
personal pronouns. In general, it seems that thé Siudents clearly outperformed
the non-CLIL students in this task (p= .000). Tierage result of exercise six of
CLIL students was 9.7 (s= 0.6) and the non-CLILdsefuis’ 7.0 (s= 2.2). As can be
seen, there are differences in the use of perspralouns between the groups
(Figure 6).
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Figure 6 The average results of exercise six

In general, it can be seen that the CLIL studergsreore competent in using English
personal pronouns; however, the non-CLIL studenésult was not bad either.
Whether there are differences in the mistakes tih@ests make, will be discussed

later.

To conclude, the CLIL students outperformed the-@afl students in all of the
exercises of the grammar test based on the aveeagt. In addition, the statistical
difference between the groups was very significamach exercise. As a result it can
be said that the CLIL students are better in Ehggsammar than the non-CLIL
students based on this study. The results of taeage result seem to be the opposite
to what Nikula and Marsh have pointed out. Nikufad a/arsh (1997: 8) say that
when using CLIL as a teaching method there showdniore focus on form.
According to them, using foreign languages as ahieg method does not have an
effect on learning grammar. Jarvinen (1999: 18htoout the same kinds of things
saying that grammatical accuracy does not develope@LIL classes like other
language skills. However, it could be said that ICktudents are simply better in
English because they are a special group. It s¢eat@ccording to this study there
Is a significant difference between the foreignglaage grammar skills between the
CLIL students and the non-CLIL students.
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Nevertheless, there is a need to go a bit deep#reiranalysis to see what kind of
differences there are between the groups in thevkealge of English grammar. Next
each exercise of the grammar test is presentecne aetail. The aim is to find out
whether there are differences in the mistakes thik Gtudents and the non-CLIL

students have made in the present study.

6.2 The use otlo/does/third person’s —s - “Does your parents enjoy travelling?

Exercise one considered the uselof doesand -s. The students were asked to fill in
when necessary the missing words to a short teedt, Ehe items with statistically
significant differences are discussed. Next, teenitvhere there was no difference
between the CLIL and non-CLIL students is preseiated last, | will take a look at

the items that were easy for students from bothggo

First, in exercise one there were many items wherestatistical difference between
the CLIL students and the non-CLIL students wagy/\&gnificant. In items two,

three, four, five, six, seven and ten the staasétiifference was significant (Figure
7). Next the items will be discussed in more detentl it is studied if there are
similarities between the items where the CLIL studeoutperformed the non-CLIL

students in a significant way.

My parents just 2. love  it.

It 3. sound ____ exciting, doesn’t it?

My parents never 4. want ___ to do anything when we travel.
We just 5. see __lots of museums, art galleries, cathedrals andghggentres.
|6.swim__ and 7. fish ___ there.

If you do, please, 10. write to me.

Figure 7 Exercise one: items with statistically sigificant differences (p< .001)
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In item two students were asked to fill My parents just 2. love . Beventeen
CLIL students answered at this poioves In general, 29.4 per cent of the CLIL
students answered incorrectly and 85.2 per cetiteohon-CLIL students. However,
the most common mistake among the non-CLIL studesis also using the third
person’s s-formloves On the other hand, the there was a similaritthenmistakes
which shows that there are students in both grthgishave a difficulty in using the
third person’s s: The reason for making a mistake in this item ddad explained by
the unitparents the students may have considered the plpasentsto be a single

unit that can be referred to in a third personisftoves

In the third item]Jt 3. sound____ exciting, doesn’t,itdf exercise one only 1.5 per
cent of the CLIL students answered incorrectly, ighs, 25.9 per cent of the non-
CLIL students did. The non-CLIL students made \#aamistakes in this item and
there cannot be seen any similarity between théakes. Some non-CLIL students
had left the space empty, some had answeoeahd some had used the s-form with
an apostrophe. Using the forsound’sindicates that the students knew the correct
form but made a spelling mistake. In spoken languhg would not have such a big
difference but in written form it is a mistake. Taavas only one CLIL student who
made a mistake in this item and the mistake was @g the apostrophe. As can
be seen, it cannot be said that there were sitidarin the mistakes made between
the groups because only one CLIL student made takeisn item three; however,
that one mistake was the same as the most commstak@iamong the non-CLIL

students.

In item four of exercise ondfly parents never 4. want __ to do anything when
we trave] the number of incorrect answers among the CLlldeshts was 17.6 per
cent of the whole group and the non-CLIL studertg.8 per cent. The most
common mistake among the CLIL students was usieghird person’s s; as was
among the non-CLIL students as well. A reason fakimg a mistake in this item
may be again in seeing the wgrdrentsas a single unit where one can refer with the
third person’s s as was in item two. Some students in both growgesl lagain the
apostrophe which indicates that the students doknotv the correct uses.- In
addition, this may mean that these students damdérstand the difference of third

person’s s and the genitives:
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The CLIL students outperformed the non-CLIL studantitem five,We just 5. see
____lots of museums, art galleries, cathedrals ahdpping centresas well. Only
2.9 per cent of the CLIL students had answered gviorthis item, whereas, 40.7 per
cent of the non-CLIL students had. Eight of the «@kiL students answeredo,
sevendoesand five used the third person's i can be seen that the use of modal
verbs is not clear with all the non-CLIL studentglee use of third person‘s

In item six | 6. swim___ and., 4.4 percent of the CLIL students had incorrect
answer and 35.2 per cent of the non-CLIL studehisee CLIL students made a
mistake by using theirg form which was the only mistake made by CLIL shidge
However, there was more variety in the mistakes enathong the non-CLIL
students. Ten non-CLIL students used the thirdgméss-s and some used theng
form ordo. In addition, one non-CLIL student answessdm’s There was again no
similarity between the mistakes and non-CLIL studenade more variable mistakes
than the CLIL students.

Only 5.9 percent of the CLIL students made a mestakitem seven, and 7. fish
_____ there However, 38.9 per cent of the non-CLIL studerasl the same item
wrong. The non-CLIL students made several differardtakes, for example, using
do or doesor the third person’ss In addition, two non-CLIL students used thg-
form. Only four CLIL students made a mistake in segenth item, which was using
theing-form as well. It is difficult to say why the studls had used theg-form in
this item; one reason may be that they had nogeithderstood the sentence or they

had read it hastily.

The last item of exercise one, item ,téhyou do, please, 10. _ write to.me
showed again differences between the two group8; d€r cent of the CLIL students
had an incorrect answer and 44.4. per cent of treGLIL students. The most
common mistakes among the non-CLIL students wasgufie formdoes,which
indicates that the use db anddoesit not clear to these students. None of the CLIL
students made the mistakes of ugilogs however, there were several students who
answeredlo, six CLIL students and six non-CLIL students. Wsilo in this context
would be acceptable if the writer really wants twaurage the other to write to

him/her. What makes this interesting is that th@esamumber of CLIL students and
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non-CLIL students suggested the fodm It could be said that this kind of language
is a bit more difficult but apparently some studefiom both groups were familiar
with the phrase. One might suggest that the usdoofomes from teacher talk;

teachers may use tke the enhance their instructions.

As can be seen, in six item out of ten in exercse the difference between the
CLIL students and the non-CLIL students was vegpisicant. However, there can
be seen a similarity in some mistakes, for exammplparts two and four were the
most common mistakes among both groups was usiaghind person’s s: In
addition, some students had problems in using hirel {person’s—s which was
written down with apostrophe. In general, it candagd that there were only few

similarities in the mistakes made between the Cird the non-CLIL students.

In exercise one there was only one item where tvagenot a difference between the
CLIL and the non-CLIL students; in the first iterhtbe exercise (p= .465). In item
one both groups had difficulties (Figure 8).

1. your parents enjoy travelling?

Figure 8 Exercise one: no difference between the @Land non-CLIL students

In exercise one in the first iterh, _ your parents enjoy travelling®?l.5 per cent
of the CLIL students answered incorrectly, from tios-CLIL students 59.3 per cent
answered incorrectly. The only mistake in item omas usingdoes, 32 CLIL
students an@5 non-CLIL students used the same form. It isdift to say why the
students made this mistake; the problem may laynarerstanding where thim/does
refers to in this sentence. The subject of theeswmat here iparents which needs the
form do and it seems that students may have been confuskedhe phrase/our
parentsand this may be the cause of the mistake. Howévisrinteresting why so
many CLIL students made a mistake in this itemrmitin item two and four where
the unit parentswas used also. The number of mistakes in item &wd four,

however, was significantly lower.
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There were also two items, item eight and nine ctwhvere easy for both the CLIL
students and the non-CLIL students (Figure 9). d@dm®mmon subject in these two

items was that the both items concerned directtouness

8. you have this problem with your parents?

9. you want to talk about it?

Figure 9 Exercise one: easy items for the CLIL andb the non-CLIL students

The eight item of the first exercis8. _ you have this problem with your
parents?,seemed to be easy for both groups; 4.4 per cahiedCLIL students made

a mistake here and 11.1 per cent of the non-Cludestts. The non-CLIL students
used the forndoesseveral times, whereas only one CLIL student laiisl t

In the ninth item of the exercis®, _ you want to talk about it@nly 1.5 per

cent of the CLIL students answered incorrectly Whieceans only one student. The
non-CLIL students also did well in this item, or8y3 per cent of the non-CLIL

students had a mistake at this item, which meamsstudents. The one CLIL student
who had answered incorrectly had left the item gmwhich would be acceptable,
for example, in spoken language when one can irgethe phrase as a question
from the intonation. However, here it was not ateépTwo non-CLIL students had
also left the ninth item empty and three had ansd@oeswhich indicates that these

three students had not known the right referendie thie subject you.

The form of the questio®o you...may be quite familiar to both groups from
classroom interaction; students are used to heestigms by their teacher and are
used to forming ones. This results in knowing hoviorm the direct question, which

was seen in the results of the grammar test insiteight and nine.

To conclude, it can be said that the CLIL studemigperformed the non-CLIL

students in exercise one of the grammar test, mergd the CLIL students had a
better average and when analysising the exercise parefully it can be seen that
the CLIL students did significantly better in magms of the exercise one than the

non-CLIL students. In exercise one, there were ssmularities in mistakes, for
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example, in item two where the most common mistakeng both groups was using
form loves with the subjectparents In addition, in item ten students from both
groups used a form of spoken language in sentéyoel do, please, 10. dawrite

to me In item one, CLIL students and non-CLIL studezitso made a similar kind of
mistake. However, it has to be taken into accobat some of the students have not
read the instructions carefully as was asked tachwivas seen in a variety of given
answers, such asng forms in points six and seven. This may have erilted the

results.

6.3 Articles - “Look! What a expensive hat!”

Exercise two measured the use of English artidlbs. students were asked to fill in
to a short text when necessary artideanor the | will first present the items where
student had a statistically significant differende. addition, an item with no

difference is discussed.

In exercise two there was a very significant stias difference in seven items of the
exercise (Figure 10). Next these items are distlssd it is seen what kind of

differences or similarities there can be foundh@m answers of the students.

-I'm not sure. But | like (2) leather jacket over there.
Look! What (3)__ expensive hat!

| haven’t got that much (5) money.

... sandwich with (7)  ham and (8) cheese

for me, please.

- For me, too. And (9) cup of (10) tea, please.

Figure 10 Exercise two: items with statistically gjnificant differences (p< .001)

The second item of exercise twBut | like (2) leather jacket over there

seemed out to be more difficult to the non-CLILdgnts than to the CLIL students.
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In this item it was studied if students know howuse the definite article when
referring to a certain object. 10.3 per cent of @ldL students made a mistake in
this item. For example, five CLIL students used ainiicle a, one CLIL student left
the space empty and one answelteat. In general, usinghat leather jackeis a
correct answer but does not apply to the instrastigiven where students were
asked to use, an or the when needed. This may imply that the student dicknow
the correct article but was able to go around titsch is an important skill in itself.
Most of the non-CLIL students who had made a mestak this item used an
indefinite article which indicates that they didt nmderstood the difference between
a definite and an indefinite article. On the othand, it can be that the non-CLIL
students had not understood the text itself antiththe reason why they did not

realize to use the definite article.

Item three concerned the use of an indefinite lartWWhat (3) __ expensive hat!
13.2 per cent of the CLIL students answered wramd) 44.4 per cent of the non-
CLIL students. Nine CLIL students used the indééirarticlea and seventeen non-
CLIL students. Some non-CLIL students also usedd#feite article and some had
left the space empty. Using the indefinite artialendicates that these students had
not either noticed the letter beginning the werpensiver they did not know how
this affects the choice of an indefinite articla. deneral, the CLIL students had

fewer mistakes in this item the mistakes were, h@wvsimilar.

In the fifth item,l haven’t got that much (5) _ mon@®nly 7.4 per cent, four
students, of the CLIL students made a mistakeigphrt, whereas, 57.4 per cent of
the non-CLIL students did. The five CLIL studentBosrhad an incorrect answer in
this item had usethe, ofor a. The most common mistake by non-CLIL students was
using the indefinite articla. In addition, many of the non-CLIL students uskd t
definite article. Two non-CLIL students had alsedisf like one CLIL student. As
can be seen, for non-CLIL students it appearedetdifficult to understand the
meaning of money with the use of articles. Monegnsabstract word which does not
need any article with it. This seems to be diffidor Finnish students to learn but
the CLIL students had clearly understood this itasmonly two CLIL students

answeredhe money
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In item seven and eight. sandwich with (7) _ ham and (8) ___ cheese ®r m
please, students were suppose to recognise the zeabeantith food related words.

In item seven, 23.5 per cent of the CLIL studentslena mistake and 77.8 of the
non-CLIL students. Most of the mistakes among Cktudents were the use of
indefinite articlea. Among the non-CLIL students, students’ mistakased more
than the CLIL students’ mistakes. Thirty-four ofmaGLIL students’ mistakes were
the use of an indefinite artickeor an. Some students wrote down also the definite
article or other words, for exampded In item eight, the most common mistake by
CLIL students was again the use of indefinite &tec The same mistake was seen
among non-CLIL students; 26 answer@@nd others, for examplen andthe. In
item eight, 17.6 per cent of the CLIL students haalistake, whereas 74.1 per cent
of the non-CLIL students made a mistaks can be seen, even though the statistical
difference between the CLIL students and non-Clilidents was very significant,
the mistakes made were similar. It seems that 6ath and non-CLIL students are

uncertain about the use of zero article.

In item nine and terAnd (9) _ cup of (10) _ tea, pleasaly 4.4 per cent
of the CLIL students had a mistake, three studevhereas 25.9 per cent of the non-
CLIL students made a mistake in this item. In item, again only six CLIL students
made a mistake, 8.8 per cent of the whole groupveder, 59.3 per cent of the non-
CLIL students made a mistake in this item. The Cktudents answered in item
nine, for examplean cup of...or the cup of...In item ten the CLIL students made
mistakes by usinghe, anor a. However, there were not many mistakes. The non-
CLIL students made more mistakes than the CLIL estigl and, in addition, there
was variety in the mistakes. In item nine, six stud used the definite article and
some the indefinite articles. In item ten, the agrswaried froma to the It seems
that the non-CLIL students were not familiar witletphrasea cup of tea Many
students tried to use articles with the wi@dwhich indicates that the use of articles
with food related words is not clear to the non-Cktudents as has been previously

noted.

As can be seen, there was a significant statistitféérence in many items of
exercise two; the CLIL students outperformed the-GhIL students. The mistakes

varied a lot; however, there were some similar aiss as well. For example, in item
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three using an indefinite articen with the wordexpensivavas a common mistake.
In addition, items seven and eight, which concettheduse of zero article with food

related words, appeared to be difficult.

In exercise two there was one item where thereneastatistical difference between
the CLIL students and the non-CLIL students (p=2)1tn item four students from
both groups had similar difficulties (Figure 11).

- (4) things aren’t any cheaper here than at home.

Figure 11 Exercise two: no difference between theldL and non-CLIL students

The fourth item of the exercise(4) _ things aren’t any cheaper here than at
home.,appeared to be difficult for both groups. 64.7 pent of the CLIL students
had a mistake at this point and 77.8 per cent efribn-CLIL students. The most
common mistake among CLIL students was the use dadfmite article, 41 CLIL
students choicéhe thingsto be a correct answer. Similarly, 33 non-CLILd&nts
used the fornthe It can be said that the students thought thatai referred to
certain things in the context although it was spo&e a general level when there is
no need for a definite article. What was interegiim this item was that also many
CLIL students made the same mistake in this itedthpagh they did, in general,

better than the non-CLIL students in the exercise.

In exercise two there were significant differenbesween the CLIL and non-CLIL

students in many items of the exercise: most aehgere in items that referred to
food or to an abstract word and or the article wasused at all. It seems that, at
least, to the non-CLIL students the use of artielgh food words and abstract words
seems difficult. The difference here may be ofdh#y use of a foreign language the
CLIL students have; they are used to using thesesvand articles and, in addition,

they hear the teacher using the foreign languaie da
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6.4 The past tense - “l buyed you a present.”

Exercise number three concerned the use of theppesént form. In exercise three
students were asked to choose from two optiamsdb, the correct form to apply to
the given sentence and the text. In exercise ftudesits filled in a short text with
correct verb tenses. Next, | will discuss the iteshsexercise three and four with

statistically significant differences.

In six out ten items of exercise three the sta@s$tdifference was very significant
and the CLIL students clearly did better than the-@LIL students (Figure 12).

2. | have a CD full of digital photosal) take b) toolat least a hundred photos.
5. 1didn't a) had b) have that much money or time.

6. What a) - b) did you do in New York?

7. Well,1 a)walked b)walking on Broadway.

8.1 g watch b) watchedmerican TV.

9.1 a) went b) go roller-blading in Central Park

Figure 12 Exercise three: items with statisticallysignificant differences (p< .001)

In item two,| have a CD full of digital photos. | a) take bptoat least a hundred
photos, the percentage of mistakes among CLIL students2:@, when among the
non-CLIL it was 36.5 per cent. As can be seen,Gh#d_ students recognised the
irregular form for of verbtake better than the non-CLIL students. The irregular
conjugation of verldake may be difficult to students but at least accaogdia this
item of the exercise the CLIL students were famiiithe formtook In addition, in
item nine,l a) went b) go roller-blading in Central Parkhe students had to know
the correct conjugation. None of the CLIL studemade a mistake in this item,
however; 17.3 per cent of the non-CLIL students enatcording to these items of
the exercise the CLIL students are better in uging recognising irregular past

tense.
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Items seven and eight concerned the regular cotqugaf past tense. The difference
between the CLIL and the non-CLIL students wasrcieatem sevenWell, | a)
walked b) walking on Broadwayhere only one CLIL student chose the incorrect
form. However, 30.8 per cent of the non-CLIL studemade a mistake in item
seven. In item seven students also had to knowlitffeence betweenirg form and
the —-ed form. In the instructions of the grammar test &sanot said that choose the
past tense but choose the correct form to suitteke In this case the non-CLIL
students’ mistakes may indicate that they did naivk that the right form in this
sentence was the past tense or they did not resghe text be in the past tense.
However, the difference to the CLIL students issidarable. Only one CLIL student
made a mistake in item eighta) watch b) watched American TWhereas 21.2 per
cent of the non-CLIL students chose the incorrecinf It is interesting that there
was a considerable difference also concerning #gular conjugation of verbs.
However, the mistakes may be a result of not kngwtime correct form of not

understanding the context of the text.

Both items five and six concerned the uselidf although in different ways. In item
five, I didn’t a) had b) have that much money or tinealy two CLIL students made
a mistake in this item, whereas fifty per centhe hon-CLIL students made. In item
six of exercise threeWhat a) — b) did you do in New Yorthe CLIL students
performed better than the non-CLIL students. ThéLGtudents did not make any
mistakes; however, 30.8 per cent of the non-CLudshts chose the incorrect form.
From these items of the exercise it can be sedrtlibanon-CLIL students did not
know how the verb acts with the modal velitd. In item five, where students should
have noticed that the foraidn’t needs an infinitive form with it, about fifty peent

of the non-CLIL students chose the incorrect alitve. This result shows that the
form did + infinitive was not clear for the non-CLIL students. Furtheritem six
many of the non-CLIL students did not succeed mmiag a question. These kind of
questions one might assume to be familiar to aitlesits because of teacher talk;
teacher asking students questions. The positieetedif teachers’ questions was seen
in items eight and nine of exercise one; both gsopprformed well in forming
questions. However, those questions were in pasteteln general, it seems that

forming questions in the past tense is difficultl @inshould be practiced more.
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In addition to exercise three, exercise four comedrthe past tense. In exercise four
students were asked to fill in missing verbs inghset tense. The aim of exercise was
to measure the students’ ability to form past tesfdbe given verbs when the aim of
the exercise three had been more of recognisinggbeof past tense. To make sure
the students would not do poorly in the exerciseabse of not knowing the verb
itself in English, all the verbs were given in thdinitive form in Finnish and
English. When comparing the average results ofwlegroups one can see that the

CLIL students did again well in the exercise

Next the items of the exercise four are studiedra/tibe statistical difference was
very significant between the two groups (Figure. B2)me examples of mistakes are
also taken into account and the difference betvteemistakes of CLIL students and

non-CLIL students’ is studied.

1. (@) you (b) my postcard from New York? (Saitko? - get)
2.1 you a present. But it's a surprise. (ostin - buy)

3. Yesterday | the biggest ice cream

7. After the film | mum. (soitin - call)

8. We for at least an hour. (puhuimme - talk)

9. What (a) you (b) this weekend? Send me an e-mail!
(teit - do)

Figure 13 Exercise four: items with statistically gnificant differences (p< .001)

Sentences one and nine aimed to test the studesngdetence to form questions
using the past tense. In item o ¢f exercise foyr(a) _ you (b) _ my
postcard from New York?he CLIL students did not make any mistakes.ha t
second item,k), seven CLIL students had an incorrect answer, f8r3ent of the

whole group. On the other hand, 34 per cent ofrtbe-CLIL students made a
mistake in the first item and even 57.4 per centhi@ second item. The most
common mistake in the first item among non-CLILdgnts was usindo; the non-

CLIL students knew how to start the question biledato use the past tense. The
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mistakes in item oné were more variable; many non-CLIL students ansivgo
somegettedor somegetting The mistake made among the CLIL students in(bhe
was using the forngot As can be seen, even though the difference betwee
groups was very significant, the most common metkong both groups was using
the formgot in item one(b). The students had not remembered to use thetinéni
form which is required witidid. This may be a result of hasty reading or lack of

competence.

Sentence nine similarly measured the forming ofstjaes. Item nine consisted of
two items,What (&) you (b) ___ this weekendfid they were corrected
individually, although they are connected to eattten In the first item, 7.4 per cent
of the CLIL students made a mistake. The studeméwared eithehaveor do; have

in one case could have been correct but not inatigext.Do, on the other hand,
suggests that students have not understood hosgfeoto the past when usidig. In
addition, the non-CLIL students made mistakes efitst item; 35.6 per cent of the
group. The most common mistake among the non-Ctutents was the use db.
Some non-CLIL students had also answedeé@sor left an empty space. In the
second item, only two CLIL students made a mistékee had answeradbneand
the other had left the space empty. Among non-Citlidents, 22.2 per cent of the
group had answered incorrectly. The mistakes vabetveendoes and doing It
might have been confusing to students to form astipue by using two form odlo;
first to refer to the past one should be able ®did and then remember what form
to use with that. However, even though the CLILdstit had some mistakes in item
1(b), which also concerned the use of infinitive walild, in item nine(b) only a few
made the same mistake. On the other hand, the hinsfudents made mistakes in
both items which indicate, as in exercise thre@f the non-CLIL students have
problems in forming past tense questions.

In sentences two and three students should haverkrioe right conjugation to
irregular verbs. First, both groups made mistakethe second item of the fourth
exercisel _ you a presentn the CLIL group, 1.8 per cent had an incorrect
answer and in the non-CLIL group 40.4 per centha group. Only two CLIL
students had usezttending to refer to the past tense; the rest otistakes were

spelling errors, for examplaougthandbogth It seems that the CLIL students were
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aware of how to form a past tense from the Viedy. However, the non-CLIL
students had various mistakes. Quite many had theegresent form of the veluy
even though in the instruction it was asked tothsepast tense. Some had used the

edending and some had formed their own conjugatifumsgxamplebprig.

Item three consisted of two iteméesterday | (a) _ the biggest ice cream and
(b) __ the biggest coke of my.lif¢nere was a difference between the groups in
their answers and in the ite(a). In the first item only five CLIL students made
mistake, 7.4 per cent of the whole group. Howe®@dr,per cent of the non-CLIL
group made a mistake in this item. As in the presiexercise, some CLIL students
had used thedform to conjugate the past tense. The non-CLIldstis’ mistakes
were more varied and included soetforms as well. According to items two and
three, the non-CLIL students have more difficulire$orming the past tense than the
CLIL students. However, it has to be taken intocacdt that, for example in item

four, which also concerned the conjugation of aegular verb4. | a

horse, too. Yes, | really did. (ratsastin - ridbg difference between the students was

not very significant.

It seems that the non-CLIL students do not onlyehdifficulties of conjugating
irregular verbs but regular also. Iltem sewkfter the flm 1 mumwas easier to
the CLIL students than to the non-CLIL studentsteBhCLIL students, 4.4 per cent
of the whole group, made a mistake in this itemoTaf the students had used the
infinitive form of the verb and one had used a faratld. The formcalld could be
interpreted as a correct from; the student had gilybonly forgotten one letter.
However, in this case it was taken as an incoraesiwer as has been with the
previous spelling mistakes. The non-CLIL studen&den more mistakes than the
CLIL students in item seven; 48.9 per cent of the-€LIL students had an incorrect
answer. The non-CLIL students’ mistakes were qudgable; however, the two

most common mistakes were using the infinitive famnteaving the space empty.

In item eight,We for at least an hauthe non-CLIL students had again more
mistakes than the CLIL students. 10.3 per centhef €LIL students answered
incorrectly, whereas 53.3 per cent of the non-Cgtbup made a mistake here. The

most common mistake among the CLIL students wasgusie infinitive formtalk,
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as was with the non-CLIL students as well. The Gak students had, in addition,
various conjugation suggestions, for examfueak tolk andtalkt. Some of the forms
suggest again that students probably knew the kdghjugation form but did not
know how to spell it. Using the infinitive form ieither item seven or eight may
suggest that students had not understood the darftéhe text or they simply did not
know the correct past tense faik. It is interesting that the difference between the
students was very significant in items seven agttewhich were the only items of
the exercise that aimed to measure the conjugafioegular verbs. The conjugation
of regular verb should be easier to students thamwonjugation of irregular verbs. In
addition, the verbs used in the exercisa] andtalk, are quite common verbs that
should be familiar to non-CLIL students as well.vBeheless, the CLIL students

outperformed the non-CLIL students.

As a conclusion, it can be said that the CLIL stigleknew better the use of past
tense according to exercise three and four; howekiere can be found common
mistakes among the groups in the exercise four.eikample, the use of infinitive
form of the verb aftedo/did proved out to be difficult in both exercises. Irdaibn,
both of the groups had difficulties in conjugatsgme verbsdrink, ride andeat In
general, however, the CLIL students outperformrbe-CLIL students in the use of

past tense based on the present study.

6.5 The use ofwill / would - “Where would (matkustat) you travel next

summer?”

In exercise five students were asked to filwil or would to five sentences. The
verb of each sentence was translated into Finoishake the exercise easier for the
students. In grade six of Finnish basic educatientéaching ofill andwould are
usually left in the end of spring semester. Somesiiere is no time to teach these
forms at all. As a result, in this exercise it vgapposed to see differences in the use
of will andwould because they have not been directly taught teredhthe groups
but can be used in the classroom in normal intenacthe point of exercise five was

to see if the recognition o¥ill andwouldis different between the groups
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In exercise five there were statistically a vergndicant difference in three
sentences, one, two and four (see Figure 14).

1. (haluaisitko) you like a chocolatee@ak
2. Where (matkustat) you travel next surdme
4. What (haluaisit) you like for ybithday?

Figure 14 Exercise five: items with statistically ignificant differences (p< .001)

In item one,Where (matkustat) you travel next sufymene of the
CLIL students made a mistake. On the other hamd,ntan-CLIL students made,

twenty per cent of the whole group. In item twdhink | (pysyttelen)
stay in Finland, six CLIL students, 8.8 per cent, made a mistakegreas 46 per
cent of the non-CLIL students made a mistakes & dbcond item. In sentence

number four, What (haluaisit) you like for your bday CLIL

students made no mistakes, whereas 16 per cehé ofan-CLIL students answered
incorrectly. As can be seen, in three out of figatences there was a very significant
difference between the CLIL students and the nofl-Gtudents’ performance. This
indicates that the CLIL students are more famiéh will as a future mark and the
conditionalwould This can be the result of daily use of Englishe TLIL students
may be more familiar with hearing these forms imsstoom talk, whereas the non-
CLIL students have not got so much practicevdf andwould because of the less

use of the foreign language.

As can be seen, in three out of five sentencestdtestical difference between the
CLIL and the non-CLIL students was very significahbwever, there cannot be
pointed out any similarities in those sentencesaddition, in sentences three and
five (Figure 15), the difference between the growps obvious but not as significant

as in the previous ones.

3. I think | (pysyttelen) stay in Fird&n(p=.028)
5. We (menemme) go to our summer cat{@g .005)

Figure 15 Exercise five: items with some difference
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Both groups made some mistakes in item thrdgnk | (pysytyttelen) stay in
Finland. Three CLIL students answered incorrectly, 4.4qmstt of the whole group,
in sentence numbet three and 18 per cent of theChdin students. In addition, in
item five, We (menemme) go to our summer cqtebthe CLIL students
had a correct answer. In sentence number five,vevper cent of the non-CLIL
students made a mistake. It is difficult to say whg difference between the two
groups was not very significant in these two setgenThe exercise itself was quite
short and it was probably easy just to answer domgt It would have been
interesting to know how the students felt about éixercise; was it too difficult,
which led them to guess or was it too easy, in Wwhiase they did not have

motivation to do it.

There were very significant differences statistichletween the groups in exercise
five. In sentences number three and five the diffees were not very significant,
although there could be seen a difference betwegroups. The differences do not
show which one of the formsyill or would is more difficult to the non-CLIL
students. In general, the exercise shows that thie ludents are more confident in
usingwill or conditionalwould It seems that CLIL students recognised the forms
will andwould better than the non-CLIL students. This can besaltef the daily
use of English language in a classroom; the teanitéie CLIL studentsnay use the
forms even though they have not been taught tetilngents. As a result, the CLIL
students learn to recognise the difference betwekrandwould.

6.6 Personal pronouns - “Come on, Mummy can take #y home!”

The last exercise of the grammar test, exercisecsircerned the use of personal
pronouns. Students were asked to fill in the cdri@en of a pronoun to a short text.
The correct pronoun was given in Finnish. Firsgill present the items of exercise
six, which had statistically significant differersceln addition, the items with no

differences between the CLIL and the non-CLIL shidare discussed.

In six out of ten item the statistical differencetleen the students’ answers was

very significant (Figure 16). Next these items diseussed.
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... walk (2) dogs in the park and

let (3) run around.

friend sometimes calls (5)  and

The dogs like (7) a lot.

... mother sees (9) in the park she often shouts to the dogs:

“Come on, Mummy can take(10) home!”.

Figure 16 Exercise six: items with statistically ginificant differences (p< .001)

First, in the first sentencél) often walk (2) dogs in the park and
let (3) __ run aroundn item two, three CLIL students had an incorr@aswer.
The given answers were, for examplas andar; ar can refer that the student had
known the correct form but did not know how to $jtelin the third item,... and let
(3) __ run aroundthere were four mistakes made, for exantipéy; their,theye
and one empty answer. It can be said that theskersis did not either know the
correct form forthey or students did not know where at this point thenpun was
referring to. In contrast, the non-CLIL studentsd@manore mistakes in both of the
items. In item one the most common mistake ws which may indicate that
students understood the context but did not know d¢brrect form forwe In
addition, some CLIL students answeias] usandours The closest correct answer
here would beurs, which shows that these students had been onghetrack. In
item three, the answers of non-CLIL students wel@ anore varied than the CLIL
students’. The most common mistake was utiieg Some students had also left the
space empty and other had answered, for exathepte, thoses, thosedtheir. The
non-CLIL students, as did the CLIL students, haedtto find the right answer but
failed in the spelling.

In the next sentence, (4)  friend sometimes calls (5) and says (6) can
come to the park topthe most difficult one seemed to be item five.nBlof the
CLIL students made a mistake in this item, howegght non-CLIL students made.

The non-CLIL students answered, for exanmpie to myor left the space empty. The
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form my may once again show that in spoken language theOhdL student may
have had the correct form but in written was nd¢ ab differentiateneandmy.

Some mistakes were also made in item seVap,dogs like (7) a lot. In
this item the correct answer could have been eltivaror her because it does not
come clear from the text if the person is maleeondle. Five CLIL students did not
know to correct inflection for the pronoun at thgsint and they usedt® The
mistakes of the CLIL students were all in singudabject form pronouns, however,
the non-CLIL students’ mistakes were more variolibe non-CLIL students
answered, for examplee’s, heson heandhis. The most common mistake was
leaving the space empty but some non-CLIL studbat$ also used the singular
subject form he/she. The non-CLIL students’ missakere various and one cannot

see from them if students had known the right fand only had trouble writing it.

In the next sentenc&/hen (8) mother sees (9) in the park she
often shouts to the dogs: “Come on, Mummy can (&g home!”, in item
nine only four CLIL students had an incorrect answine CLIL students had
answered, for exampleurs and aur. From these mistakes it can be seen that the
CLIL students were trying to find the correct fobmsed on the Finnish wondeid&t
the CLIL students were probably trying to write dowur which is not the right
object form to fit the sentence. The non-CLIL sttde on the other hand, had
various mistakes, for examplee, ours, our, me, thegndas In the same way as
some CLIL students had tried to put the Englishnptm based on only on the
Finnish translation, some non-CLIL students didvad. Either the context was not
understood or the students did not know the righinf In the last item, item
ten;'Come on, Mummy can take (10) home!”., a few CLIL students made a
mistake. The CLIL students answered eityaur, os or them The answeos may be

a result of studying Swedish and mixing languagesonsciously. Among the non-
CLIL students there were many different mistakégy, your, your’s, as, theand
them It seems that by using the foryour or your’s the non-CLIL students were
close in finding the correct answer. However, fotikes their andas show that there

needs to be work done in the use of personal proou
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As can be seen, in many items of exercise six ffferehce between the CLIL
students and non-CLIL students was very significdnt addition, there were
different kinds of mistakes which are difficult &xplain where they come from.
Some mistakes seemed obviously to be spelling kastdout some were just
incorrect. In exercise six there were also item&mlthe statistical difference was
not significant and in which students from bothugp® made only some mistakes.

These items of the exercise are discussed nexir@-iy).

(4) friend

says that (6) can come to the park too.

Figure 17 Exercise six no difference between the @Land non-CLIL students

In the sentence, (4)  friend sometimes calls(5) __ and says (6) can come to
the park toa.students made only a few mistakes. None of thik Gludents made a
mistake in item four and only one non-CLIL studemde. The mistake made was
using wordmine In item six only one CLIL student and four non{Clstudents’ had
an incorrect answer. The mistake made by a CLIdestuwashan which is difficult

to say what was meant by it. The non-CLIL studengégle mistakes, for exampte
his and an empty space, which are too difficult tolgse Items four and six may
have been quite easy for students because the tfmtnwas looked for was the
singular subject from of personal pronouns. These$ are the basic forms that are

in use from the beginning of starting to learn igeign language.

To conclude, in exercise six, there were many iterhere the statistical difference
between the CLIL students and the non-CLIL studevds very significant: items
two, three, five, seven, nine and ten. This meaas there was a very significant
difference in the answers in half of the itemsha exercise. A significant difference
was in items five and eight. In items one and fthe difference was almost
significant. In item six, there was no differenoethe answers but students from both
groups made only a few mistakes. As a conclusibeam be said that the CLIL
students and the non-CLIL students made mistakdseatame items in exercise six,
however, the non-CLIL students made more mistakes the CLIL students and

there was, in addition, many items where the dffee between groups was very
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significant. The use of personal pronouns may #figult task for students because

of their various forms.

6.7 How about it?

Next there will be a brief look at the exercisesahhwvere most difficult to the CLIL
students and to the non-CLIL students. In additiorwill be discussed in which
exercise the students performed the best. Thisusksen will give information on

what areas of English grammar seem difficult taletis and which easy.

First, in exercise two both groups had the modficdities based on the average
result of the exercise. The average result of thik Gtudents was 8.3 and the non-
CLIL students 4.6. In general, the CLIL studentd diell in this exercise as well;
however, the average result was the lowest in esestewo. Even though the average
result in exercise two was the lowest for the kgtbups, there was a big difference
between the CLIL and the non-CLIL students, whicaynndicate that the use of
English articles is the most difficult part to bo@iLIL students and to non-CLIL
students but non-CLIL students do worse than Cltlidents. As a conclusion it can
be said, that English articles are a complex idgsudrinnish students to learn. A
reason for this is probably because the Finnisguage has not got articles like the
English language. For this reason teachers shaydegtra attention on the teaching
and learning of articles. However, it has to be esihered that when
communicating, small errors are not essentialafrittessage is understood. Although
correct language use should still be emphasised.

Second, the best average result of the groupsmhe isame exercise, exercise five.
The result of the CLIL students was 9.8 and the-@btL students 7.7. As was
discussed earlier, exercise five concerned thegretton ofwill as a future mark and
conditional markwould As can be seen from the result, both groups dilll iwv this
exercise, although the CLIL students outperformieel mon-CLIL students. It is
interesting that the best result can be found ier@se five because the issue is
usually taught more profoundly in the upper gradés-innish basic education.

However, it has to be taken into account that tterase had been modified to suit
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the needs of this study and to make it easierferstudents. This may have affected

the results.

There have not been many studies about the eftéc®LIL on foreign language
learning. Most of the studies have found out thilL(has a positive effect on, for
example learning vocabulary. In addition, it iese¢hat when using CLIL, listening
and reading comprehension and students oral sHigelop. However, when
comparing formal language skills, the differencasennot been great. (Nikula and
Marsh 1997: 86-91.) In addition to Nikula and Massstudy, Jarvinen (1999: 22)
points out that there has been found excellentlteegu receptive skills but not in
productive skills. As can be seen, the developmégrammar in CLIL teaching is
not a straightforward thing. Jarvinen (1999: 109313however, has studied the
acquisition of a second language in CLIL programs ahe found out that the
language CLIL students use is more versatile. lditesh, according to Jarvinen’s
study, CLIL students are able to produce longer amate complex sentences.
Laitinen (2001) also found out in her study thatdsints in CLIL programme learn
English in a effective wayAccording to the present study there is, in addjtia
difference in the grammar competence between Clilidents and non-CLIL

students.

As a conclusion, it can be said that the CLIL stusleoutperformed the non-CLIL
students in the present study. First, the averagalts of each exercise of both
groups were studied. It was found out that the Cétildents had better results than
the non-CLIL students in each exercise. In addjtiba statistical difference between
the CLIL students and the non-CLIL students way wggnificant in each exercise.
Second, each exercise of the grammar test wassdisdand items of exercises were
taken into a more profound analysis. Third, it wiescussed which exercise was the
most difficult one to each groups and the easiast lmased on the average results.
The results showed that exercise two, which comzkrihe use of articles, was
difficult to both CLIL and non-CLIL students. Onelother hand, the students had
least mistakes in exercise five, which concernedrédtognition ofwill andwould

To conclude, it is seen that the CLIL students sra$ie English grammar better than
the non-CLIL students.
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7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

As has been pointed out, using foreign languages asedium of teaching is
becoming popular anywhere in Europe. The reasonghé popularity of bilingual
education are in the positive effects there has bgmined in foreign language
learning and learning, in general. However, bilialgeducation research is quite
scarce and there is a need for more research ng feign languages as a teaching
method. It has been found out that using a for&gguage as a medium of teaching
has positive effects on the productive skills &f tudents. However, there is a need

for more research on the effect on grammar skills.

The purpose of this study was to find out whetlmerd are differences in English
grammar skills between CLIL students and non-Clilkdsnts. In addition, it was
studied if there are similarities in the mistakesde between the two groups. In the
present study it was found out that the CLIL studeputperform the non-CLIL
students in the sixth grade of Finnish basic edocah English grammar. The CLIL
students achieved better results in each exerdiskeogrammar test and in every
item of each exercise. The difference of the twougs was statistically very
significant in each exercise (p < .000), which nsetrat there was a great difference
in the competence of grammar skills in each exenciggeneral. In addition, the Std.
Deviation was smaller among the CLIL students tharong the non-CLIL students
in every exercise. In general, it could be said thaeach exercise the variance of
mistakes was larger among the non-CLIL studentereds the mistakes made by
the CLIL students were more similar to each otliéere was seen a consistence in
some mistakes done by the CLIL students, for exantipé use of some spoken

language forms, such as usohgto emphasize a verb.

In general, students made various mistakes andagt aifficult to make general
conclusions based on the results of the grammar eEsvever, there were some
similarities in the mistakes made by the CLIL stgeand the non-CLIL students as
well. For example, in exercise one, students frasth lgroups had difficulties of
using the correct auxiliary verb form with the updrents In addition, the use of
third person’s s proved out to be difficult with the subjeparents Students also

made similar mistake in exercise two in item foyrusing a definite article with the
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word things In exercise four, the CLIL students and the naitkGtudents both had
the same mistake of usiggtinstead ofyetin sentence with the auxiliary vedud. It

is difficult to say what, are the reasons for timilsr mistakes the students made.
Nevertheless, it could be said that the similartakiss point out the issues of

grammar that are difficult to both CLIL and non-Cldtudents.

The most difficult area of grammar according to present study was the use of
English articles; both groups had the lowest resultexercise two, which measured
the use of articles. However, the CLIL studentgetfbrmed the non-CLIL students
this exercise as well. Both groups of studentstigetbest results in exercise five,
which concerned the recognition will as a future mark and conditionabuld
These give an indication of what are the most diffi parts and the easiest parts of

English grammar for students.

There are, however, some limitations in the presandy that one has to take into
account when considering the results. First, imi@angjtative study it is important that
the amount of data is adequate. In the preseny sheldata consisted of 68 CLIL
students and 54 non-CLIL students, in overall 12@ients participated in the study
(n= 122). The results of the present study giveesguoideline on the differences in
grammar between CLIL and non-CLIL students but cafre generalized too much.
Based on these results it would be interestingacadvider research to see how
reliable the results of this study were.

Second, the backgrounds of the students’ were di@grse. In one non-CLIL group
there were students whose home language was noiskibut something else. In
addition, some students’ mother tongue was notiglmwhich may have an effect
on the results. The grammar test was in Finnishchwvimeans that the students
whose mother tongue was not Finnish were not ablase their native language
when answering the grammar test. In addition, & ttabe taken into account that
when a student has another mother tongue thandhinhie/she is also studying
English through a foreign language or a seconduagg. As a result, studying
English may be even harder or on the other hareh) easier if the mother tongue is
close to English. As can be seen, the studentsbwsrbackgrounds may have an

effect on the results of the present study.
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In addition, there might have been differences he tnstructions given to the
students when filling in the grammar test or incteas’ teaching methods. It has to
be taken into account that the teacher gave theugt®ns to the grammar test.
Teachers were provided with an instruction; howeuwdiere may have been
differences in giving the instructions. This mayédad some effect on the results
and on the way the students answered. For examptge group there were some
tests that were not done completely. It is impdssib know whether these students
did not have time to finish the grammar test, dtl know how to do the exercises or
did they not just feel like it. Fourth, it has te laken into account that there are
differences in teaching methods, in general, batwsdools, not to mention CLIL
teaching which has various forms. As a result,edéfit teachers may put weight

more on grammar learning which, on the other harad; be seen in the results.

It also has to be taken into account that thereamg one person who corrected the
grammar tests. In general, because of the typaeokxkercises, for example fill in,

the answers were quite uncontroversial. Howevestettlwere also some items of
exercises that were more difficult to interpretr Egample, if the instructions of an
exercise asked the students to fill in when neeil@hs impossible to know whether
a blank space meant a correct answer or had thierdti left answered because
he/she did not know the answer. This problem cbialke been avoided by asking to
mark a line when, for example an article was na&deel. In addition, giving points

was difficult in some items; some students hadlsggbr example a verb incorrectly
but it was seen that the students’ form was corpettit was written down as a

spoken word. In these cases, the answer was coedidecorrect because the
purpose of the study was to examine the grammearitten form not in oral. These

kinds of mistakes could have been avoided by daipdot test, which was not done
in this case. However, Valli (2007: 203) points thdt even though one finds some

mistakes in data, it does not mean the data catldenused.

One crucial point has to me remembered: how theesiis are selected to the CLIL
classes. Usually CLIL students are in a CLIL claskintarily and have motivation
to learn a foreign language. In a non-CLIL classrgone needs to participate in the

foreign language teaching even though some mightvamt to. The difference in
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motivation may be a key issue in learning the fymdanguage. The more a student
has motivation to learn, the more he/she will le#inis applies also to CLIL classes.

The present study only gave a small view of thdeddhces in grammar skills
between CLIL and non-CLIL students. There were sdéiméations for the study;
however, the results still give some indicationswbthe differences of grammar
between CLIL and non-CLIL students. In the futurevould be interesting to study
the phenomenon more profoundly to get results thwauld be more easily
generalized. There should be more information omv litbe foreign language
grammar skills develop when using a foreign languag a medium of teaching. It
would be interesting to know how CLIL students’ mraar skills develop over time
compared to non-CLIL students’. In addition, whaitthe role of teacher talk and
focus on form on learning grammar in CLIL classesild be an interesting topic to
study. In addition to the differences in grammatisketween CLIL and non-CLIL
students, other areas of foreign language learshmauld be studied. The present
study gave a glimpse of the CLIL students’ competemm English grammar skills
compared to non-CLIL students. In general, accgdinthe present study it seems
that the CLIL students’ formal language skills amt at least worse than non-CLIL
students’. In the future, CLIL is going to be aremesting area of research that
should be taken into account to be able to dev€lblh and get more information

about its effect on foreign language development.



90

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Baker, C. 1993Foundations of bilingualism. Education and bilindgjamn.
Clevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd.

Baker, C. 2006Foundations of bilingual education and bilingualis@ievedon.
Buffalo, Toronto, Sydney: Multilingual Matters Ltd™ ed.

Beardsmore, H. 198@&ilingualism: Basic principlesClevedon: Multilingual
Matters Ltd.

Bloomfield, L. 19841 anguage. With a new forewords by C. F. Hockekticago
and London; The university of Chicago press.

Brinton, D., M. Snow and M. Weche 20@3ontent-based second language
instruction.USA: The university of Michigan press.

Broughton, G., C. Brumfit, R. Flavell, P. Hill akd Pincas 1980Teaching English
as a foreign language.ondon, Henley, Boston: Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

Butler, Y. and K. Hakuta 2006. Bilingualism and @ed language acquisition. In
Bhatia, T. and W. Ritchie (eds.) 200Bhe handbook of bilingualism
Blackwell publishing: USA, 114-145.

Chomsky, N. 1995The Minimalist programCambridge, Massachusetts, London,
England: The MIT Press.

Cummins, J. 1979. Linguistics interdependence hactucational
development of bilingual childrerReview of educational research
[online] 49 @), 222-251. (12 Oct 2009)
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1169960.

Cummins, J. 1984Bilingualism and special education: Issues in Asssd and
pedagogyClevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd.

Cummins, J. and M. Swain 1988ilingualism in educationLondon and New York:
Longman.

Dalton-Puffer. C. and U. Smith (eds). 20&mpirical perspectives on CLIL
classrooms discoursé&rankfurt: Peter Lang.

Genesee, F. 198Iearning through two languages. Studies of immeraiad

bilingual educationCambridge: Newberry house Publishers.



91

Grosjean, F. 1982.ife with two languages. An introduction to biliredism
Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

Edwards, J. 2006. Foundations of bilingualism. hatéa, T. and W. Ritchie 2006.
The handbook of bilingualisrlSA: Blackwell publishing, 7-13.

Fabritius, M. 2005. Surprise. Kokeet 4. Helsinkiaa.

Haataja, K. 2007. CLIL-opetus kattokasitteena:dmiatlinen nakékulma. In
Gonzales, B. 2007Hyvéat kaytanteet kielen ja sisallon yhdistavassa
CLIL-opetuksessa. BECLIIComenius-C21, 8-9.

Hakulinen, A., J. Kalliokoski, S. Kankaanpaa, A.nkar, K. Koskenniemi, L.
Laitinen, S. Maamies and P. Nuolijarvi 2009. Suomkielen
tulevaisuus. Kielipoliittinen toimintaohjelma (on&). (24 Aug 2008).

http://scripta.kotus.fi/www/verkkojulkaisut/julkidemen kielen tulev

aisuus kotus verkkojulkaisuja 7.pdf.

Halliday, M. 1968. The users and uses of langukgEishman, JReadings in the
sociology of languageHague, Paris: Mouton,139-169.

Haugen, E. 1953. The Norwegian language in AmeAcstudy of bilingual
behavior. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Universityehnsylvania press.

Jappinen, A-K. 20024jattelu ja sisaltdjen oppiminen vieraskielisesgétoksessa.
Tutkimusraportti 1/3. Jyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan ylidpis

Jappinen, A-K. 2003Ajattelu ja sisaltdjen oppiminen vieraskielisesp@tnksessa.
Tutkimusraportti 2/3. Jyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan ylidpis

Jappinen, A-K. 20054 jattelu ja sisaltdjen oppiminen vieraskielisesgétoksessa.
Tutkimusraportti 3/3. Jyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan ylidpis

Jarvinen, H-M. 1996. Mita vieraskielinen opetus.dn?arvinen, H-M. (ed.), 1996.
Opitaan englanniksi. Seurantaraportti englanninisesta
sisallonopetuksesta Turun normaalikoulussa 19951%8rku: Turun
opettajankoulutuslaitos, 3-8.

Jarvinen, H-M. 1999cquisition of English in content and language gnéged
learning at elementary level in the Finnish compmmetive school.
Turun yliopiston julkaisuja 232. University of Turk

Kannisto, L., H. Sarlin, M. Siikaniemi-HolopainendaJ. Torma 2006. What's on?
test it. Helsinki: Tammi.

Krashen, S. 1985econd language acquisition and second languageilea

Oxford: Pergamon Press.



92

Krashen, S. 1982 rinciples and practice in second language acqiasitOxford:
Pergamon Press.

Krashen, S. 1983 he Input Hypothesis: Issues and Implicatiadew York:
Longman Inc.

Krashen, S. and H. Seliger 1975. The essentiatibotions of formal instruction in
adult second language learnifigessol Quarterly9 (2), 173-183.

Laine, T. 2007Miten kokemusta voidaan tutkima? Fenomenologindibkiima
Teoksessa Aaltola, J. & R. Valli (eds.) Ikkunoitakimusmetodeihin
II. Jyvaskyla: PS-Kustannus, 28-45.

Laitinen, J. 2001English immersion programme in Finland — dreamseality?: a
case study on the Hollihaka early total English iension programme,
its structure, implementation and learning outcom@anline].
University of Jyvaskyla, Centre of applied languasgeidies. (27
February 2010) http://urn.fi/URN:NBN:fi:jyu-20018280.

Lambert, W. 1977. The effects of bilingualism oe thdividual: Cognitive and
sociocultural consequences. In Hornby, P. (e@)lingualims.
Psychological, social and educational implicatioidew York, San
Francisco, London: Academic Press Inc., 15-28.

Lantolf, J. 2000. Introducing sociocultural thealry Lantolf, J. (ed.)Sociocultural
theory and second language learnif@xford: Oxfrod university press,
1-26.

Marsh, D., P. Oksman-Rinkinen and S. Takala (ek#9%. Mainstream bilingual
education in the Finnish vocational sector. HelsiNlational board of
education.

Mehisto, P., D. Marsh and M. Frigols 20@8covering CLIL Oxford: Macmillan
Education.

Merildinen, M. 2008Monenlaiset oppijat englanninkielisessa kielikylpgtuksessa.
Rakennusaineita opetusjarjestelyiden tuekgvaskyla Studies in
Humanities 89. University of Jyvaskyla.

Mitchell, R. and F. Myles 200&econd Language Learning Theoriesndon:
Arnold.

Myers-Scotton, C. 2008ultiple voices. An introduction to bilingualistdSA:
Blackwell publishing.



93

Méakinen, M. 2006CLIL students’ and non-CLIL students’ perceptiohsheir
language skills. Unpublished pro seminar paper. University of
Jyvaskyla, Department of English Language.

Ng, C. and G. Wigglesworth 200Bilingualism. An advanced resource book.
London: Routledge.

Nikula, T. and D. Marsh 199&artoitus vieraskielisen opetuksen tarjonnasta
peruskouluissa ja lukioissédelsinki: Opetushallitus.

Nikula, T. 1997 Terminological considerations in teaching contémbtgh a
foreign language In Marsh, D., B. Marsland and T. Nikula (eds.),
1997. Aspects of implementing plurilingual education: 8&m and
field notesJyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan yliopisto, 5-8.

Nikula, T. and D. Marsh 199¥ieraskielisen opetuksen tavoitteet ja toteuttamine
Helsinki: Opetushallitus.

Oksaar, E. 2007. On becoming multilingual. In Koskda, A., J. Smeds, P.
Kaikkonen, V. Kohonen (eds.) 2007Foreign language and
multicultural perspectives in the European cont&etlin: Transaction
publishers, 19-28.

Perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman peru2t@®. Finnish National Board of
Education [online]. (14 Nov 2008)
http://www.oph.fi/ops/perusopetus/pops_web.pdf

Pihko, M-K. 2007. Me, school and English: A compan of affective L2 learning
outcomes in CLIL classrooms and EFL classroom&dskensula, A.,
J. Smeds, P. Kaikkonen, V. Kohonen (eds.) 208iteign language
and multicultural perspectives in the European eant Berlin:
Transaction publishers, 117-125.

Rasinen, T. 200@Nakdkulmia vieraskieliseen opetukseen. Koulun
kehittamishankkeesta  koulun  toimintakulttuuriksi.Jyvaskyla:
Jyvaskylan yliopisto.

Rasinen, T. 2007. CLIL makes it douple? The dual#fomakes learning and
teachingmore efficient. In Koskensula, A., J. Smd&tsKaikkonen, V.
Kohonen (eds.) 200Foreign language and multicultural perspectives
in the European contexBerlin: Transaction publishers, 99-106.

Ricoeur, P. 2005ksistenssi ja hermeneutiikkBeoksessa Tontti, J. (ed).

Tulkinnasta toiseen. Tampere: Vastapaino, 140-163.



94

Romaine, S. 1998ilingualism Oxford: Blackwell publishers.

Ré&sanen, A. Language Learning and Bilingual Edanaifi heoretical Considerations
& Practical Experiences. In Rasanen, A. and D. Mgexds.) 1994.
Content instruction through a foreign language. @épBrt on the 1992-
1993 TCE Programmdyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan yliopisto, 9-32.

Sajavaara, K. 1995. The Necessity of networkind.IMarsh, B. Marsland and T.
Nikula (eds.), 1997Aspects of implementing plurilingual education:
Seminar and field notedyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan yliopisto, 25-35.

Seikkula-Leino, J. 200Miten oppilaat oppivat vieraskielisessé opetuksessa
Oppilaiden suoriutumistasot, itsetunto ja motivaatiieraskielisessa
opetuksessaJniversity of Turku, Department of Teacher Ediarat

Seikkula-Leino, J. 2007. The development of CLItotigh the comprehensive
school curriculum reform. In Koskensula, A., J. Sis1eP. Kaikkonen,
V. Kohonen (eds.) 2007.Foreign language and multicultural
perspectives in the European conteBérlin: Transaction publishers,
91-98.

Seppéld, L. 1996. Kaksikielinen opetus alkuopetssaeln Jarvinen, H-M. (ed.),
1996. Opitaan englanniksi. Seurantaraportti englanninisesta
siséllénopetuksesta Turun normaalikoulussa 199251%98rku: Turun
opettajankoulutuslaitos, 18-29.

Siljander, P. 1988. Hermeneuttisen pedagogiik@smintaukset. Oulun yliopiston
kasvatustieteiden tiedekunnan tutkimuksia 55/1988.

Swain, M. 1985. Communicative competence: some ieomprehensible input
and comprehensible output in its development. Iss(38., Madden C.
(eds.)Input in second language acquisitioRowley, London, Tokyo:
Newbury house publishers; 235-256.

Swain, M. 1995. Three functions of output in sectamfjuage learning. In Cook, G.
and B. Seidlhofer (eds.) 199%rinciple and practice in applied
linguistics. Studies in honour of H. G. Widdows@xford: Oxford
university press, 125-144.



95

Swain, M. 1996. Discovering successful second laggueaching strategies and
practices: from programme evaluation to classrospeementation.
Journal of multilingual and multicultural developnigonline], 17 (2-
4), 89-104. (12 Oct 2009)
http://pdfserve.informaworld.com.ezproxy.jyu.fi/388 731322002_9

07960755.pdf.
Swain, M. 2000. The output hypothesis and beyonediiting acquisition through

collaborative dialogue. In Lantolf, J. (edSociocultural theory and
second language learnin@xford: Oxfrod university press, 97-114.

Swain, M. and S. Lapkin 198Evaluating bilingual education; A Canadian case
study Clevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd.

Takala, S. 1992Virikkeitd uutta kokeilevaan koulutyéhdlyvaskyla: Kirjapaino Oy
Sisasuomi.

Thorne, S. 2000. Second language acquisition theadythe truth(s) about relativity.
In Lantolf, J. (ed.)Sociocultural theory and second language learning.
Oxford: Oxfrod university press, 219-244.

Valli, R. 2007. Vastaaja asettaa tulkinnalle hatestd eoksessa Aaltola, J. & R. Valli
(eds.) Ikkunoita tutkimusmetodeihin Il. Jyvaskyl&-Rustannus, 198-
212.

Vygostki, L. 1982 Ajattelu ja kieli Espoo: Weilin+Go06s.

Weinreich, U. 1968Languages in contacThe Hague: Mouton.

Wolff, D. 1997. Content-based bilingual educatiorusing foreign languages as
working languages in the classroom. In Marsh, D.M&rsland and T.
Nikula (eds.), 1997Aspects of implementing plurilingual education:
Seminar and field notedyvaskyla: Jyvaskylan yliopisto, 51-64.

Wong-Fillmore, L. 1985. When does teacher talk wasknput?, In Gass, S. and C.
Madden (eds.)input in second language acquisition. Series ondss
in second language researcBambridge: Newbury house publishers,
17-50.

Wood, D., J. S. Bruner and G. Ross 1976. The ridletoring in problem solving
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiafry, 89-100.



96

Appendix 1: The Grammar test

Englannin kielioppitesti 6. Ik

Kielioppitesti ei vaikuta englannin kielen numeroosi. Tee tehtavat kuitenkin
huolella ja tarkasti. Ala hamaanny, jos osa asioista ei ole sinulle tuttuja,
tarkeintd on yrittdad vastata jokaiseen kohtaa.

Ennen tehtavien tekoa tayta alla pyydettavét tiedot.

Tyttd Poika

Viimeisin todistuksessa ollut englannin kielen numero

Olen englanninkielisessa opetuksessa kylla ei

Aidinkieli, jos muu kuin suomi

Kotona puhutut kielet, jos muita kuin suomi

Kiitos vastauksestasi!

kkkkkkhkkk *kkkkkhkk kkkkkkkk *kkkkkkkk
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1 Lue artikkeli matkustamisesta. Lisda  do, does tai s-paate tarvittaessa. *

1. your parents enjoy travelling? But probably not as much as my
parents. My parents just 2. love it. We just got back from London.
Next month we are going to New York. It 3. sound____ exciting, doesn't it?
But it isn’t. My parents never 4. want to do anything when we travel.
We just 5. see lots of museums, art galleries, cathedrals and shopping
centres. I'd like to go our summer cottage. | 6. swim and 7. fish

there. And | play with our neighbours’ children.

8. you have this problem with your parents? 9. you want to
talk about it? If you do, please, 10. write to me.
Dave Davenport / 10p.

2 Lahdet ostoksille uuden ystavasi kanssa.

Kirjoita artikkeli a, an tai the tarvittaessa. 2

Do you want to go shopping?

- Sure, why not? Ineed ____ new jacket.

OK. What size do you take?
- I'm not sure. But | like leather jacket over
there.

Look! What expensive hat!

- things aren’t any cheaper here than at
home.

You're right. | haven’t got that much

money.
- Let’s go and have something to eat.
Yes, let’s. sandwich with
ham and cheese

for me, please.
- For me, too. And cup of tea,

please. /10p.

! Fabritius, M. 2005.Surprise kokeet 4. Helsinki:skannusosakeyhtié Otava.
Z Fabritius, M. 2005.Surprise kokeet 4. Helsinki:skannusosakeyhtié Otava.
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3 Jimia haastatellaan koulun lehteen hanen USA:n ma  tkastaan.

Lue haastattelu. Ympyroi oikea vaihtoehto. 3

1. Did you a) bring b) brought any photos with you?
2. | have a CD full of digital photos. | a) take b) took at least a hundred

photos.
3.a) Do b) Did you buy any presents?
4. No, | a) didn't b) doesn’t  buy anything.
5.1didn't a) had b) have that much money or time.
6. What a) - b) did you do in New York?
7.Well, | a)walked b)walking on Broadway.
8.1 a) watch  b) watched American TV.
9.1 a) went b) go roller-blading in Central Park.
10. Oh, yes. And | a) see b) saw King Kong. On TV!
/10p.

4 Lue Jimin postikortti New Yorkista.

Kirjoita puuttuvat verbit englanniksi imperfektiss a.

Verbien perusmuodot ovat lauseen lopussa suluissa. 4
Dear Steve,
1. you my postcard from New York? (Saitko? - get)
2.1 you a present. But it's a surprise. (ostin - buy)
3. Yesterday | the biggest ice cream and the biggest
coke of my life. (sdin - eat, join - drink)
4.1 a horse, too. Yes, | really did. (ratsastin - ride)
5.1 some policemen in Central Park. They had horses. (nain -
see)
6. In the evening we to the cinema to see an action film.

(menimme - go)

% Fabritius, M. 2005.Surprise kokeet 4. Helsinki:skannusosakeyhtié Otava.
* Fabritius, M. 2005.Surprise kokeet 4. Helsinki:skannusosakeyhtit Otava.
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7. After the film | mum. (soitin - call)
8. We for at least an hour. (puhuimme - talk)
9. What you this weekend? Send me an e-

mail! (teit - do)
Jim / 10p.

5 Taydenna aukkoihin  will tai would.”

1. (haluaisitko) you like a chocolate cake?
2. Where (matkustat) you travel next summer?
3. Ithink (pysyttelen) stay in Finland?
4. What (haluaisit) you like for your birthday?
5. We (menemme) go to our summer cottage.
/ 10p.
6 Taydenna pronominit vihjeiden mukaan. °
often walk dogs in the park and let
miné meidan niiden
run around.
friend sometimes calls and says that can come
minun minulle han

to the park too.

The dogs like a lot.
hanesta
When mother sees in the park she often
minun meidat
shouts to the dogs: “Come on, Mummy can take home!”.
teidat
/ 10p.

Kiitos vastauksestasi!

® Tehtava muokattu kayttaen Fabritius, M. 2005.3sepkokeet 4. Helsinki: Kustannusosakeyhtio
Otava.

® Kannisto, L., H., Sarlin, M., Siikaniemi-Holopam& J., Térm&. 2006. What's on? Test it. Helsinki:
Tammi.
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Appendix 2: Instructions for the grammar test

Ohjeet englannin kielioppitestin tayttoon

Kielioppitestin tekevat yksalakoulun normaalissa englannin opetuksessa
ollut seitsemas luokka ja yksi seitsemas luokka, ka on ollut alakoulussa
CLIL luokalla.

Oppilaiden nimia ei tule mihinkaan kielioppitesgpapereihin.

Kielioppitesti ei vaikuta oppilaiden englannin kaalnumeroon.

Ennen testin aloittamista, pyyd& oppilaita tayttaméuolellisesti testin
ensimmainen sivu.

Pyyda oppilaita tekemaan tehtavat huolellisestigahassa. Tehtavissa voi
olla asioita, joita heille ei ole opetettu, mutié@rkeaa on yrittdd vastata
tehtaviin.

Testin tekeminen vie noin tunnin.

Kielioppitestit (kaksi eri pinkkaa; CLIL-luokkalaesn ja ei-CLIL-
luokkalaisten) keratdan samaan kirjekuoreen, joka&awustettu postimerkilla
ja palautusosoitteella.

Kielioppitestin tarkoituksena on tutkia onko kuuden CLIL-luokkalaisten
ja ei-CLIL luokkalaisten valilla eroja englanninekiopin osaamisessa.
Oppilaille annettavassa versiossa ei ole nakyvgkitavien lahteita, mutta

laitoin yhden version, jossa lahteet ovat merkitty.

Kiitos testin tekemisesta!

Terveisin,

Mirva Makinen



