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CLIL modules and their affective impact on
students with high English anxiety and
low self-efficacy
Stephanie Ohlberger, Bielefeld University
Claas Wegner, Bielefeld University
Many studies in recent years focused on the efficiency of bilingual education in
different school settings. If a school pursues a regular implementation of CLIL
modules instead of the establishment of proper CLIL streams, the student group that
is affected by this teaching approach is much more diverse when compared to the
preselected CLIL stream groups. In this regard, also students with high English
anxiety and low self-efficacy will have to participate in the modules and it is
particularly interesting to see how these student types deal with teaching units held
in a foreign language. The study at hand presents results from an intervention at
German schools with two biology units taught in English. Students aged 15 to 16
rated the affective effects of these modules by filling in a pre-post-follow up
questionnaire. Results show that English anxiety can indeed be lowered, while
students’ self-efficacy increases due to this intervention. Obviously, more research
has to confirm whether this is the case for other age groups and subjects as well.
Nonetheless, it is a good start to recommend employing CLIL modules on a greater
scale since the effects are substantial even if students do not willingly choose to take
part in CLIL.
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1 Introduction
Despite the success of bilingual education as a teaching concept (see e.g. Admiraal,
Westhoff, & de Bot, 2006; Dallinger & Jonkmann, 2015; Dalton-Puffer, 2007;
Lasagabaster, 2008; Osterhage, 2009; Rumlich, 2016, for different contexts) and its
European equivalent called Content and Language Integrated Learning (Coyle,
Hood, & Marsh, 2010), the question remains whether this approach suits all
students or if some reported effects do not entirely hold true for every type of
student. As previous studies at least in the German context too often research
students in specific CLIL streams, positive results in terms of linguistic and
affective advantages seem to come easy for these students who voluntarily c hose
CLIL as an option. However, as CLIL advocates (Marsh, 2002, as cited in
Fernández Sanjurjo, Arias Blanco & Fernández-Costales, 2018, p. 18) regularly
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state all the benefits that every participant in CLIL will have, our results will help
shed light on students who do not typically enrol in bilingual programmes,
namely those who experience high levels of anxiety and low levels of self-efficacy.
Can we also help these students to gain more self-confidence when studying
biology in a foreign language? And will this effectively reduce their language
anxiety?

2 Theoretical background
2.1 CLIL modules
CLIL, short for Content and Language Integrated Learning, is the European
equivalent of bilingual education, which is distinguished from immersion
programmes in Canada and the United States (Brown & Bradford, 2016, p. 330 ;
Cenoz, Genesee, & Gorter, 2013, p. 247; Coyle, 2007, p. 544, 2008, p. 97; Garcia,
2009, as cited in Costa & D’Angelo, 2011, p. 2) as well as other forms of bilingual
education worldwide. In Germany, most bilingual school programmes are
organised as CLIL streams. These streams can be taken as profile courses, in which
participating students are usually selected using the criteria of high marks and
motivation for learning foreign languages (Dalton-Puffer, 2011, as cited in Devos,
2016, p. 17). Apart from additional preparatory language lessons, content subjects
that are taught bilingually comprise of one more weekly lesson in comparison to
regular monolingual teaching. Commonly, CLIL teaching takes place parallel with
two to three subjects, and these can change from term to term. The target language,
in Germany this is most often English, is used as a vehicle to teach the content
normally used in the regular (monolingual) syllabus. However, since the focus is
explicitly on content and not on language, it is acceptable to use the L1; after all
it is called bilingual education and should not turn out to be teaching the usual
content in just another language (Marsh, Marsland, & Nikula, 1999, p. 36;
Ohlberger & Wegner, 2018, pp. 47–48).
CLIL modules, on the other hand, are a rather short-term implementation of
teaching a content subject in a second or foreign language. A teacher might decide
that he wants to teach a particular unit, often due to cultural proximity to the
target language and country, in another language. This undertaking can range
from just a few lessons to complete units over the period of several weeks. In this
case, no additional language lessons as preparatory means are offered a nd
students cannot willingly choose or drop the class; however, it is advisable to
discuss this enterprise with the participating students beforehand. There are
basically no regulations on the practice of bilingual modules, but it seems to be
best if students have a good language command already and the topic is
somewhat connected to the other culture. Also, one might not see such a strict
usage of the foreign language as it might be pursued in regular CLIL streams,
where the students are accustomed to using the foreign language in teaching
contexts. According to Costa and D’Angelo (2011, p. 10), this concept represents
a far more “inclusive, unifying and democratic instrument” than other
realisations of CLIL. Following this approach, one circumvents the so -called
creaming effect, i.e. CLIL is mostly shown as having favourable effects since a
positively selected group of students takes part in these classes and succeeds in
them (Küppers & Trautmann, 2013, p. 291; Rumlich, 2016, p. 89).
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2.2 Foreign Language Anxiety
Anxiety is a well-known and commonly researched emotion in second language
learning (MacIntyre, 2017, p. 12). Language anxiety, however, is to be
differentiated from other types of anxiety and can be considered a separate,
situation-specific concept (MacIntyre, 2017, p. 16). Research has found various
indications of how anxiety influences language learning (MacIntyre, 2017, p. 17)
and most often it has been “described as one of the strongest predictors of success
or failure in [foreign language] learning” (MacIntyre, 1999, as cited in Dewaele &
MacIntyre, 2014, p. 238). Even though anxiety is commonly associated with
harmful effects for learning, Pekrun, Goetz, Frenzel, Barchfeld and Perry (2011)
point out that it can indeed undermine intrinsic motivation, “but can induce
strong extrinsic motivation to invest effort to avoid failure” (p. 38), suggesting
that the overall impact on learning motivation is not entirely negative (see also
Alpert & Haber, 1960; Ellis, 2008; Scovel, 1978). However, works on changing
levels of anxiety in language learning are still rare (Kruk, 2018, p. 33) and thus
need further examination.
Usually, language anxiety leads to lower school performance, limited test
performance, and a decreasing self-evaluation of one’s second language
competency (MacIntyre, 2017, p. 17). Regarding cognitive effects, heightened
language anxiety correlates with self-critical thoughts, performance worries, and
the fear of failure (MacIntyre, 2017, p. 17). Furthermore, cognitive performance at
all stages of language production is restrictive and in general, it takes more time
for anxious people to take in information and carry out tasks, thus limiting the
ability to acquire and produce the target language (Gkonou, 2017, p. 136;
MacIntyre, 2017, p. 17). Due to limited linguistic self-confidence, people tend to
communicate less, emphasizing the influence language anxiety can have on a
social level (MacIntyre, 2017, p. 17).
In the CLIL context, levels of language learning anxiety should presumably be
lower, as communicating content is more of a priority than focusing on language
form (Thompson & Sylvén, 2015, p. 5). This also fits Gregersen’s finding (2003)
that language learning is “particularly prone to anxiety-arousal, […as] error
correction is both an indispensable part of learning and a key source of anxiety”
(as cited in Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014, p. 239), which is not as prominent in CLIL
lessons. Muñoz (2002) even goes so far as to state that CLIL is “a relatively
anxiety-free environment” (p. 32). This case goes hand in hand with findings from
Thompson and Sylvén’s study, namely that non-CLIL-students have a higher
English class performance anxiety than CLIL-students (Thompson & Sylvén, 2015,
p. 14). This difference was found even before students had been separated into
CLIL and non-CLIL groups – on an important note, this grouping happened as a
result of students’ choice and not via screening tests (Thompson & Sylvén, 2015,
p. 7). If groups are further differentiated, girls show higher levels of anxiety than
boys (Thompson & Sylvén, 2015, p. 14).
Constituting CLIL as an environment for reducing language anxiety is also
supported by Pihko (2007), who claims that CLIL increases students’ willingness
to use English as a foreign language even during the critical phase of puberty,
where the “linguistic self-confidence” of learners is often fragile (p. 137).
Correspondingly, CLIL-students have more self-confidence when compared to
non-CLIL students (Thompson & Sylvén, 2015, p. 14). In general, one can note that
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CLIL-students possess personal skills beneficial for learning. However, Doiz ,
Lasagabaster and Sierra (2014, p. 216) found that the degree of anxiety is similar
for CLIL and non-CLIL students during their first year of secondary education.

2.3 Subject-specific self-concepts and self-efficacy
Several studies have found that both self-concept and self-efficacy affect academic
performance (e.g. Bandura, 1997; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Lent, Brown, & Gore,
1997; Multon, Brown & Lent, 1991; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2009; Zimmerman,
Bandura & Martinez-Pons, 1992) in some way and usually both concepts can be
contrasted quite clearly, however when narrowing it down to a specific domain,
the boundaries become less obvious (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2009, p. 272). This is
why both self-concept and self-efficacy will be depicted briefly in the following.
Self-concept, meaning the beliefs one has about oneself (Baumeister, 1999), is
in most research considered in terms of individual domains. In the school context,
therefore, a prominent question is how a subject-specific self-concept relates to a
student’s academic performance. Self-ascriptions on an affective level denote
interest (Skaalvik, 1997; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2004) and have to be distinguished
from evaluative-comparative statements; thus, someone can like a certain subject
at school, but being good or bad in a subject is a matter of contrasting one’s
performance with others’. The latter is a person’s self-concept sensu stricto (Donat,
Radant, & Dalbert, 2008, p. 177). By means of social comparisons amongst other
students (Jansen, Scherer & Schroeders, 2015, p. 14), self-concept decreases
throughout the school career (Donat et al., 2008, p. 179). However, students also
compare their performance at one time with performances in the same domain at
a different point in time and comparisons among different domains also take place
(Jansen et al., 2015, p. 14). It is therefore necessary to support students’ autonomy,
show an honest interest in them, and retain the structures needed to strengthen
students’ self-concept (Donat et al., 2008, p. 179), particularly, since “teachers’ and
parents’ appraisal or stereotype endorsement” also influence students’ selfconcept (Jansen et al., 2008, p. 14).
As opposed to self-concept, self-efficacy beliefs are defined as their beliefs in
their own capability to achieve a certain aim, thus these beliefs influence peo ple’s
feelings, thoughts, motivation and behaviour (Bandura, 1994, p. 71). Scholastic
self-efficacy, more specifically, can be described as a student’s certainty about
being able to complete new and difficult tasks solely based on their own ability
(Jerusalem, 2016, p. 169). It does not rely on social comparisons (Bandura, 1986)
and increases over the school years (Donat et al., 2008, p. 181), thus it is generally
less stable (Jansen et al., 2015, p. 14). Academic success that is internally attributed
– therefore perceptions of mastery – will enhance one’s perceived self-efficacy
(Pietsch, Walker, & Chapman, 2003, p. 590); in contrast, emotional and
physiological states such as stress, anxiety, and fatigue can negatively influence
self-efficacy (Donat et al., 2008, p. 182). High levels of self-efficacy in subjects are
associated with a favourable set of self-regulating learning strategies (Donat et al.,
2008, p. 183), which are often noticed in well-performing students. Furthermore,
highly self-efficacious students tend to actively participate in lessons, leading to
a better overall performance (Donat et al., 2008, p. 183). Thus, efficacy beliefs
“contribute to academic performance over and above actual ability” (Zimmerman,
1995, p. 213), and other authors support the assumption that self-efficacy is one
of the most important psychological constructs in predicting academic outcomes
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(Jaekel, 2018, p. 7; Jansen et al., 2015, p. 13). However, it is difficult to separate
this from other self constructs and therefore is often found in a “variety of larger,
multi-dimensional frameworks such as self-regulation or motivation” (Jaekel,
2018, p. 7). While high levels of self-efficacy correlate with effective strategy use
and good academic performance, low self-efficacy results in a heightened anxiety
and the misjudgement of difficult tasks (Schunk & Pajares, 2010, as cited in Jaekel,
2018, p. 7). As found in Jaekel’s study by means of structural equation modelling,
“self-efficacy exerted the strongest positive effect on language proficiency”; in
particular, CLIL students had “higher levels of self-efficacy than their peers in
regular EFL classes” (Jaekel, 2018, pp. 16–17).
As a means of contrasting self-efficacy and self-concept, one can ask different
questions to address the issues: “Can I cope with this science problem?” relates to
self-efficacy, while “Am I good at science?” refers to the self-concept (Pietsch et
al., 2003, p. 590). A combining element of both is their positive relation to
educational and career choices, even though this factor is not equally well proven
with less empirical evidence in the case of self-efficacy (Jansen et al., 2015, p. 16).
There are reports stating that the academic self-concept is a “better predictor
of academic performance than self-efficacy” (Choi, 2005, as cited in Bong, Cho,
Seon Ahn, & Jin Kim, 2012, p. 337), but since we were more interested in evaluating
how students dealt with a CLIL module as a challenge and did not assess
performance, we just included items on self-efficacy instead of self-concept.

3 Study
3.1 Sample
Between 2017 and 2019, a total of 330 students took part in the study; 75.5% (249
cases) of data sets were complete and could be used for data analysis over four
points of measurement ( t 0 to t 3 ). The test group (n = 166, 49.4 % male, mean age =
15.66 years) consisted of students that took part in two bilingual modules,
whereas the control group was made up of students in regular bilingual streams
of nearby schools (n = 83, 43.4 % male (mean age = 15.82 years). 166 questionnaires
from the test group and 83 from the control group were used for further analysis.
Students from all participating schools had a comparable socioeconomic status.
All students, both in the test and control group had receive d English instruction
since the transition of primary and secondary school, thus amounting to having
had at least five years of consecutive lessons in English as a foreign language.
According to the European framework of reference for languages, this
corresponds to the level B1 (MSW NRW, 2014, p. 12). In case of the control group,
the students had been used to CLIL teaching in different subjects for two years.
It should be noted that there are consequences arising from this selection
process (for more detail on that, see Ohlberger & Wegner, 2018, p. 80); as
calculated via independent t-tests, students in the control group tended to be high
achievers as they had significantly better marks in English (x̅ control = 2.04 1 vs. x̅ test
= 2.75; t(198.88) = 7.15, p = 0.000, d = 0.946) and biology (x̅ control = 2.12 vs. x̅ test =
2.52; t(173.81) = 3.502, p = 0.001, d = 0.463). Further significant differences were
observable regarding English anxiety and self-efficacy at test point t 0 (p< 0.05).
While the control group showed significantly less anxiety (x̅ = 1.95; t(219.4) =
7.722, p = 0.000, d = 1.038) and higher levels of self-efficacy before the two
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teaching units, test group students generally felt less self-efficacious (x̅ = 4.13;
t(247) = -3.033, p = 0.003, d = -0.408) and more anxious (x̅ = 3.01) (see figure 1).
For further evaluation, only the test group will be put into focus since we
consider it particularly interesting what CLIL does to students who are not
accustomed to being taught in a foreign language.
Differences between test and control group at t0
4.4640

Self-efficacy t0

4.1314

1.9470

Anxiety t0

3.0111
1.0

2.0

3.0

control group

*

*
4.0

5.0

6.0

test group

Figure 1. Differences between test and control group students before starting bilingual
intervention with test group students (t0) regarding self-efficacy and anxiety. (*) indicates
significant differences (p < 0.05).

3.2 Test instrument
Since a longitudinal evaluation of the implications of bilingual modules was
sought, questionnaires had to be used in a pre-post-follow up design. Further, as
many students took part, a qualitative way of researching was not an option and
the subgroups analysed for this partial study would have been even smaller if no
quantitative approach had been chosen. Very similar study designs that have
proven successful in parts also inspired this study, e.g. Rumlich (2016),
Rodenhauser and Preisfeld (2015), Dallinger, Jonkmann, Hollm, & Fiege (2016)
and Verriere (2014).
In the study at hand, an identical questionnaire was used to survey students’
opinions before (t 0 ), right after the first (t 1 ) and after the second (t 3 ) bilingual
module. Apart from sociodemographic data, questions covered biology and
English motivation and interest, English disinterest and anxiety, and self -efficacy
beliefs concerning the bilingual intervention. Further, students stated their
favourite subject(s) choosing between biology, English, both, or neither. Subject
preference was correlated with the index variable ‘affinity’, which is calculated
from the means of intrinsic motivation and interest for each of the subjects,
providing a consolidated perspective on subject preference.
Since anxiety and self-efficacy are of major importance, a few sample questions
are provided below (see table 1); each were answered on a six-point Likert scale.
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Table 1. Sample questions for anxiety and self-efficacy (Cronbach’s alpha for complete scale).
Anxiety (α = .853, n = 246, 5 items)
I feel more tense and nervous in my English class than in my other classes. (based on Doiz et al., 2014)
I always have the feeling that my classmates speak English better than I do / speak better English
than me. (based on Doiz et al., 2014)
I am very nervous during English exams. (based on Pekrun et al., 2011)
Self-efficacy (α = .835, n = 219, 7 items)
Even if I am sick for a longer time, I will still be able to perform well. (based on Jerusalem & Satow,
1999)
I am able to solve difficult tasks in school when I make an effort. (based on Jerusalem & Satow, 1999)
Even if my teacher doubts my abilities, I am sure I can still perform well. (based on Jerusalem &
Satow, 1999)

3.3 Data analysis
For our data analysis, the statistics software IBM SPSS 25.0 was used . To compare
the test and control groups, or pre-post-follow up data from one of the groups,
independent and dependent t-tests were applied. Since group sizes did not always
measure up to numbers that are robust enough for t-test statistics, the nonparametric equivalents of Wilcoxon and Mann Whitney U were used accordingly.
The significance level was determined as p ≤ 0.05 as calculations included
subgroups with sample sizes lower than 100 pupils (for previous discussions on the
meaningfulness of p values, see Biau, Jolles, & Porcher, 2010; Dahiru, 2008; Palesch,
2014). Effect sizes were considered high if values were above 0.8 for Cohen’s d, medium
for values between 0.5 to 0.8 and small if values were lower than 0.5 (Field, 2013,
pp. 80, 82).
For most comparisons, students were categorised as having low or high levels
of either anxiety or self-efficacy. The distinction was made based on the construct
mean and extended to ± 1 point as a medium zone, where students did not show
any particularly unusual values. Since the general mean of anxiety was 3, low
anxiety was categorised as <= 2 points and high anxiety as >= 4 points. For self efficacy, the same method applies; the mean for all students in the test group was
4, so students with low self-efficacy were those with construct means of <= 3
points and with high self-efficacy with construct means of >= 5 points.

4 Hypotheses
Based on the literature review, the following hypotheses were formulated are to
be examined with the data obtained from this study:
1) Students with high English anxiety at t 0 will have lower levels of English
anxiety at t 3 after two bilingual modules.
2) Students with low levels of self-efficacy at t 0 will have increased levels of
self-efficacy at t 3 .

5 Results
Anxiety and self-efficacy correlate negatively with each other (r = -.269) in the test
group, suggesting that students with high English anxiety have low levels of self -
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efficacy. In some cases, students will therefore be in the categories “high self efficacy” and “low anxiety” as well as “low self-efficacy” and “high anxiety” at
the same time.
Students with high anxiety (n = 33, 4.80 points at t 0 , see figure 2) were
significantly less anxious after one module (x̅ = 4.55; d = 0.37) and after two
modules (x̅ = 4.19; d = 0.68), confirming the first hypothesis. Self-efficacy also
slightly increased, although the difference was insignificant. Over the course of
two modules, affinity for biology dropped by 0.4 points to 3.82 (d = 0.38), whereas
there was no significant change in English affinity.

Figure 2. Mean differences of students with high anxiety with comparisons between t0 - t1
and t0 - t3. (*) indicates significant differences between either t0 and t1 or t0 and t3 (p < 0.05).
When looking at students with low anxiety levels (n = 35, x̅ pre = 1.59, see figure 3),
their anxiety increased by 0.1 points after the first module and by 0.5 points after
the second bilingual module, where the latter change is of significant, medium sized effect (d = 0.651). While biology affinity dropped by 0.2 points after the first
module, it came back to its initial value of 3.71 after two modules. English affinity,
however, decreased over the complete course of the intervention, with a difference
of 0.3 points (small effect, d = 0.34). In both short- and long-term comparisons,
self-efficacy remained largely unaffected at a value of 4.4.
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Figure 3. Mean differences for students with low anxiety with comparisons between t0 - t1
and t0 - t3. (*) indicates significant differences between either t0 and t1 or t0 and t3 (p < 0.05).
Students with high self-efficacy (n = 22, see figure 4) experienced a decrease in
self-efficacy to 5.14 points at t 3 . Anxiety dropped significantly by 0.2 points during
the first module (d = 1.03), but rose during the second module, so that in the end
the initial value was reached (x̅ = 2.60). Both affinities decreased, by 0.1 and 0.5
points for biology and English, respectively.

Figure 4. Mean differences for students with high self-efficacy with comparisons
between t0 - t1 and t0 - t3. (*) indicates significant differences between either t0 and t1 or t0
and t3 (p < 0.05).
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For students with low self-efficacy (n = 9, see figure 5), an increase in self-efficacy
was observed, confirming the second hypothesis, however this difference was
insignificant. Anxiety rose slightly during the first module, decreased by 0.3
points after both modules. Both subjects were liked a little more after the firs t
module, but this did not hold true at the end of the intervention, particularly for
biology (difference of 0.4 points between t 0 and t 3 ).

Figure 5. Mean differences for students with low self-efficacy with comparisons between
t0 - t1 and t0 - t3. (*) indicates significant differences between either t0 and t1 or t0 and t3 (p
< 0.05).

6 Discussion
The study set out to research the impact of CLIL on students who would not
typically choose CLIL in the first place; as for the results, many assumptions were
confirmed and are likely explained by the preconditions of the groups. For
students with high levels of anxiety, the modules helped significantly reduce
their anxiety, as a focus on the English language was not present in the bilingual
biology modules (Gregersen, 2003, as cited in Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014, p. 239 ;
Pihko, 2007, p. 137). Furthermore, their feelings of achievement induced an
increase in self-efficacy (Jerusalem, 2016, p. 169, Pietsch et al., 2003, p. 590).
Although it seems that bilingual modules are particularly effective regarding
these developments, both the affinity for English and biology decreased over the
course of two modules. Since 66% of the students in this subgroup considered
themselves biology-prone, this change might be explained by the fact that they
did not like shifting the usual focus on biology to include English.
Surprisingly, students with very little anxiety experienced a significant
increase in anxiety from t 0 to t 3 . Even though they were able to cope with the
challenge (self-efficacy remains at 4.4 points), using English in an unfamiliar
context might have added more pressure. Additionally, affinity for English
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significantly decreased, suggesting that it was more difficult to uphold their
aspirations and expectations. As these students predominantly rated English as
their favourite subject, it might have bothered them that there was no linguistic
focus in bilingual biology.
Although students with high self-efficacy experienced no change in English
anxiety, self-efficacy decreased after both bilingual modules. This is similar to
students with low anxiety, and could be explained by the fact that these students
are used to performing at a high level and put themselves under pressure to
succeed. Nonetheless, they may struggle with the bilingual modules in the
beginning, which may explain the more prominent decrease in self-efficacy (and
the increase of English anxiety in the low anxiety students) between t 0 and t 1 . As
for all groups, we also see a decrease in values for both subjects.
High self-efficacy students displayed the highest English affinity amongst all
four groups with 4.4 points at t 0 , which can be connected to Jaekel’s (2018, p. 16)
finding that self-efficacy positively influences language proficiency, since there is
a close relation between affinity and performance.
The results obtained from students with low self-efficacy look encouraging in
terms of positive changes, as they displayed a continuous increase in self -efficacy
to a high of 3.1 points. Anxiety was reduced with the help of both modules; they
seemed to realise that they were able to cope with the challenge. Since the English
language was not focused on as much as it usually is in regular language lessons,
they were able to freely express themselves without consequences, thus gaining
confidence (Pihko, 2007, p. 137). An increase in both subject affinities was detected
after the first module, which might be due to the novelty value of the intervention.
However, there is a decrease after the second module, especially in biology. It is
likely that the novelty wore off and that it was seen as a nuisance, requiring more
effort without noticeable benefits for the students.
A negative correlation of self-efficacy and anxiety was seen in both the test and
control groups (r = -0.269), similar to previous studies (Donat et al., 2008, p. 182;
Schunk & Pajares, 2010, as cited in Jaekel, 2018, p. 7). Regular CLIL students
(control group) have higher levels of self-efficacy (Jaekel, 2018, p. 17), and indeed
in our control group, this value amounts to 4.46 points at t 0 , while the test group
students have a significantly lower value of 4.13. Our findings on language
anxiety also confirm past research (Thompson & Sylvén, 2015, pp. 5, 14), as
students in the control group are significantly less anxious about English than
their peers who do not take part in regular CLIL streams (x̅ = 3.01). A short
intervention of one or two bilingual modules can successfully reduce test students’
anxiety levels, supporting Muñoz (2002) that CLIL is a stress- and anxiety-free
setting for students that does not have to focus on linguistics.

7 Conclusion
Our study explored the question whether bilingual modules can positively impact
students who do not represent the typical target group of bilingual education.
This question was to be answered with the help of two hypotheses, namely that
by attending two modules, (1) students’ English anxiety will decrease and (2)
students’ self-efficacy will increase. Both hypotheses could be confirmed, thus we
carefully claim that CLIL modules are helpful to reduce English anxiety and
increase self-efficacy, at least on the basis of this small-scale study. The reported
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differences of students in CLIL streams and modules confirm the so-called
creaming effect (Rumlich, 2016), stating that selection processes of CLIL students
have led to obscure comparisons in the past. Unfortunately, CLIL streams were
often taken as the bilingual test groups and compared with non-CLIL peers at the
same school, so that eventually significant differences between the groups existed
due to the selection procedure, but not necessarily due to the CLIL teaching. For
years, this circumstance was largely ignored and solely CLIL was made
responsible for the positive outcomes of CLIL students. Keeping this in mind, our
study focused on subgroups of module students instead of comparing the two
groups with different performance preconditions, as CLIL is supposed “to be
appropriate ‘for a broad range of learners, not only those from privileged or
otherwise elite backgrounds’ as compared with the past when ‘learning content
though an additional language was either limited to very specific social groups,
or forced upon school populations from whom the language of instruction was a
foreign language’” (Cenoz et al., 2013, p. 249). In our study, unfortunately, the
affinity for both subjects decreased over the course of two bilingual modules.
However, it is rarely the case that motivational changes occur within these short term interventions (Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2011, p. 198-199); the lack of any
significant changes could be explained by a general interest decline over the
students’ school career (Daniels, 2008, pp. 221–237; Krapp, 1998, as cited in
Spörhase, 2012, p. 101).
This study’s results definitely emphasise the educational and even more
affective importance of (short-time) CLIL for a very heterogeneous group of
students and follow-up studies will hopefully continue to verify the efficiency of
CLIL modules, also for different age groups and a further range of subjects. In
particular, it has to be identified how aptitude, anxiety and performance
interrelate exactly (Dewaele, Petrides & Furnham, 2008, p. 918) and what we can
learn from that for adapting CLIL lessons accordingly.
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