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Abstract

The question of language proficiency has been widebated in the bilingual
education field in Spain, but there is a need @yae how Madrid’s bilingual project
works. My study addresses the issue of written pectdn of Bilingual Section students,
Bilingual Program students and Non-Bilingual studem a comparative manner
following Ana Martin Uriz et al. (2005)’s approach.

Initially, | have looked at the students’ generedquction, fluency, complexity,
lexical variety, grammatical correction, and userahsition words in the three cohorts’
compositions. The results show that Bilingual Sectiearners outperformed their
counterparts across all the measures except fmalexariation. Likewise, the Bilingual
Program students performed better than the Nomdgikl group across many of the
categories analyzed. However, these differences@ralways statistically significant,
thus not matching the great difference in numbesxpiosure hours to the FL among the

three cohorts.

More specifically, | compared Bilingual Section démts’ written production in
CLIL (Content Language Integrated Learning) and-@ahL written essays in order to
reveal that their writing ability in those two certs does not differ, as it has been
typically stated. The minimal differences foundvibetn the EFL and the CLIL essays
indicate a greater use of conversational langulage was the case for cognitively more
demanding academic language, which shows the loeadediffects of CLIL on spoken

language.
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1. Introduction

Multilingualim is essential in today’s society. Wleed multilingual citizens, not
only as a labor necessity, but also as a factacatidg social integration, research and
education (Lasagabaster and Sierra 2009). In fiad, in education “where answers
have to be sought for how immigrant populations lesanntegrated into and served by
their host societies, but also for how predominamionolingual populations can be
made fit for the demands of international interattand cooperation” (Dalton-Puffer
and Smit 2007: 7). In this environment of multiliadism, FLs (foreign languages)
teaching-learning processes are vital, namely, @Gh#. scheme has grown stronger as
a solution” (Lorenzo 2007) in this context to be@mommonplace due to its
effectiveness to improve students’ FL skills (Ladaaster 2008). Rooted in immersion
programs in Canada and content-based languageirtgaltke sheltered instruction
(Dutro and Moran 2003) and bilingual educationhie USA (Pérez Vidal 2007; Dalton-
Puffer 2007; and Dalton-Puffer, Nikula and Smit @Q1CLIL “refers to situations
where subjects (...) are taught through a foreigrguage with dual-focused aims,
namely the learning of content and the simultandeaming of a foreign language”
(Marsh 1999, as cited in Pavlovic and Markovic 201Rlence, CLIL establishes a
balance between content and language learning q#avland Markovic 2012).
Proficiency is supposed to be reciprocally achiewetioth the subject matter and the
FL (Dalton-Puffer 2007; Coyle et al. 2010; Llinarasd Morton 2010; Lasagabaster
2011; Jaimez and Lopez Morillas 2011). However, LCId distinctive from other
content-based approaches in the sense that “otamscontent is not so much taken
from everyday life or the general content of the dulture but rather from content
subjects, from academic/scientific disciplinesrani the professions” (Wolff 2007: 15-
16, in Dalton-Puffer 2007: 1).

The broad implementation of CLIL programs acrossope, and especially in
Spain, has given way to interesting research, latlthe macro and micro levels
(Dalton-Puffer, Nikula and Smit 2010). The formefars to reports or principles on
how CLIL works in different countries and the lattmprises studies on actual CLIL
classrooms or language and content achievemerd.stinly looks at CLIL in its micro
level as it compares the writing development of thfferent groups of CLIL students

and one group of non-CLIL learners using MartinzUi al.’s (2005) writing measures,



based on Wolfe-Quintero et al. (1998). In the catene of the CLIL groups, a
comparison of language-based and content-basedenmvritompositions will be
analyzed. As the CLIL classroom has been typicatiglyzed as a place of interaction
and the language this brings with it (Dalton-Putiad Smit 2007), more related to what
Cummins (1984) calls BICS (basic interpersonal camicative skills) or
conversational languagéhe aim of this analysis is to shed some light loa little
research carried out so far on the academic wrpt@duction “or the language of
school, literacy, content, and higher learning” {{duand Duran 2003: 3) of CLIL
students (Whittaker et al. 2011), within CALP (ctiye academic language
proficiency) by Cummins (1984, as cited in Madnatladughes 2011; Navés 2009).

2. Literature Review

2.1. Why CLIL?

The implementation of CLIL programs aims at fulfitf socio-economic, socio-
cultural, linguistic and educational objectives i(fglice 2006a: 22). Offering students
better job prospects and values of cultural toleeaenabling them to use the FL in real
contexts and to acquire content knowledge are Wastors which CLIL is covering.
Bearing these objectives in mind, in order to asdendifferent features of CLIL
pedagogies, Coyle (2007) and Coyle et al. (2010psst a “4Cs” approach to CLIL.
This conceptual outline can highlight CLIL as a raad instruction (Morton 2010: 97)
because it caters for an equilibrium between cdanfgubject matter), communication
(language), cognition (learning and thinking) amdture (social acceptance of the self
and others) (Pérez Vidal 2007; Morton 2010; Lasagtdy 2011; Spratt 2012; Pavlovic
and Markovic 2012). An association between cognigod bilingualism is evident in
The Threshold Theory by Cummins (1976) and Skutriatdigas (1979), which says
that “the closer the students are to being bilihgtee greater the chance of obtaining
cognitive advantages” (Madrid and Hughes 2011: 24jis cognition, as well as

culture, could be further enhanced through a gbased approach (Morton 2010).

The language needed for learning in a CLIL contsxhoroughly presented in
The Language Triptychvhich Coyle (2007, 2011) and Coyle et al. (2010Qgest.
CLIL learners can highly benefit from this threefalole of language: languag#



learning (conceptual language), languaige learning (metacognitive skills) and
languagethroughlearning (language learned through cognitive dgwelent, language
needed for BICS and CALP) (Coyle 2007, 2011; Cetla@l. 2010; Spratt 2012). This
representation promotes language using as langtiageknowledge construction’
(Dalton-Puffer, 2007: 65) since “using languagdetarn is as important as learning to
use language —both are requirements” (Coyle e2@l0: 35) for a systematic CLIL
progression. Consequently, a combination of languearning and language using, i.e.,
“teaching English, not just teaching ‘in’ English simply providing opportunities for
students to interact with each other in Englishuif® and Moran 2003: 3), lets CLIL
teachers bring together “what is good practicarst fanguage content classrooms and
second or other language learning classrooms” €2911: 60).

Based on the belief that children are better auigicgy a language implicitly,
CLIL encourages the use of language in naturalecast(Dafton-Puffer and Nikula
2006; Dalton-Puffer 2007; Dalton-Puffer and Smi020 Lasagabaster 2008), which
takes us to the idea of a communicative approadanguage teaching (Lasagabaster
2008). Dalton-Puffer (2007) posits that CLIL leaecquire “concepts, topics and
meanings which can become the object of ‘real comoation’ where natural use of
the target language is possible” (p. 3). Unliketiaditional EFL contexts, CLIL
promotes learning the language of the street irorandl context, thus creating a
“language bath” (Dalton-Puffer 2007).

It is “in real communicative situations” that “lamgge learning takes place in a
more meaningful and efficient way” (Lasagabasted®@32). CLIL is then linked to
experiential views of SLA by merging meaningfuligities and meaningful academic
content, therefore bringing about authenticity @mo 2007). Likewise, “the
implementation of a CLIL approach augments the gmes of the foreign language in
the curriculum without increasing students’ timeneoitment” (Lasagabaster 2008),
consequently saving time (Dalton-Puffer and Smid70Q and time is precious in any

educational context.

Another advantage for CLIL students is how this teattbased instruction
enhances motivation (Dalton-Puffer and Smit 200@yl€ 2007; Coyle et al. 2010;
Spratt 2012), self-esteem and confidence (Llinamed Dafouz 2010); partly because



“the higher proficiency level achieved (...) may havpositive effect on their desire to
learn and develop their language competence” (Mag)0, as cited in Lasagabaster
and Sierra 2009; Lasagabaster 2008).

Also, the development of CLIL programs is to a aertextent derived from
cooperative learning (Ting 2011) for this methodamages the progress higher
order thinking skills (Brewster 2009, Llinares abdfouz 2010) and makes available more
opportunities to share different opinions by meaihsocial interaction with peers (Pistorio
2010). Cooperation has also been essential in etherational contexts like post obligatory
education in North American which the content subjects and the linguistibjscts
“share the content base and complement each atherms of mutually coordinated
assignments” (Briton et al. 2003: 16, cited in J&#rand Morillas 2011: 89)

For implicit learning to occur, “massive amounts mwiput are needed”
(Lasagabaster 2008: 32). Studying different contastjects through a FL clearly
provides more exposure to the language (DaltoneP@®07, 2008), improving thus the
linguistic competence of CLIL students (Agustin dda2009; Ojeda Alba 2009).
However, this improvement is more obvious in resepskills (listening and reading),
vocabulary and morphology than in productive sk#iseaking and writing) and syntax
(Dalton-Puffer 2007, 2008; Lasagabaster 2008; kéisaand Dafouz 2010). In the case
of vocabulary, repeated exposure to new lexicorgkes an increase in the knowledge
of words. In Nation’s (1990) view, “learners neeal lbte involved in five to 16
repetitions in order to learn the new word” (in §ig011: 136), a frequency possible

when studying subjects in a FL as a consequentt@sofreater exposure.

Also, it has been claimed that “learners studyim@giCLIL context will show
fewer instances of L1 transfer than other learnecgiving traditional instruction in the
foreign language” (Agustin Llach 2009: 114). Thesbiased on the strong relationship
between L1 (first language) and L2 (second langyaae stated by Vygotsky (1934,
1986) and Cummins (1978) through the linguistieidependence hypothesis, which
asserts that “becoming functionally bilingual isluenced by the level of competency
in the first language” (Vartuki 2010: 68). Thusetl exists a necessity for CLIL
students to have a good mastery of the L1 befaréirgg studying in the L2.



2.2. CLIL and EFL

When comparing CLIL and EFL, the positive effectsontent-based teaching

can be indicated.

Attributable to the implicit learning exclusivelyrqvided in FL naturalistic
contexts (Lasagabaster 2008), CLIL learners showbedter development of
communicative competence than traditional EFL stteléDalton-Puffer and Nikula
2006). Apart from implicitness, “a distinguishingature unique to L2 acquisition in
immersion education -including CLIL- is languagéibition” (Bialystok 2005; Gasner
and Maillar 2006; in Lorenzo 2007). This impliest@ising on language using “for its

instrumental use” and disregarding “the language @sde” (Lorenzo 2007: 33).

Based on a greater exposure to the FL and moreinggahand authentic tasks
through CLIL rather than ELT (English Language Teag), the content-based
approach appeals to more positive attitudes towidnel$-L on behalf of CLIL learners
(Lasagabaster and Sierra 2009; Lasagabaster 206t 3012).

CLIL and ELT require different syllabuses, languagee and teaching
methodologies. In the same way, the learning castthey entail are different. While
CLIL classes are organized around the content tedmed, typically covering BICS
and CALP, ELT focuses on grammar, vocabulary, skihd mainly BICS (Spratt
2012).

Finally, we can go as far as saying that “evernd traditional teaching of the
foreign language is of very high quality, optimalads cannot be achieved due to lack of
time, as ‘in foreign language settings input is, d@finition, limited and it is usually
distributed in very small doses™ (Mufioz 2008: 590, Lasagabaster 2008). In this
sense, CLIL is much more beneficial due to the tgremmount of exposure hours to the

language.
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2.3. CLIL in Europe

The European Commission’s White Paper on Educadiwh Training (1995)
suggested incorporating methods which promoted ilipigualism into national
curricula. Many countries promptly started implerigg bilingual programs (Casal and
Moore 2009: 38) as “a European solution to a Eumopeeed” (Marsh 2002: 5, in
Lorenzo 2007: 27). Principles like mobility, econoncohesion, and maintenance of
cultural diversity were necessary to implant an@agment (Lorenzo 2007). Today, the
range of CLIL programs under plurilingual Europeamtexts is reasonably extensive:
Germany, Italy, Ireland, Luxembourg, Switzerlandjs&ia, Finland, Spain or Wales
(Marsh 2002, in Lasagabaster and Sierra 2009:nd);tlaeir use of the FL “is mainly
confined to the classroom” (Lasagabaster and Si2®&D; Whittaker, Llinares and
McCabe 2011).

Concerning Spain and Italy, CLIL instruction wagmses urgent from an early
age owing to the facts that more than 50% of timsiabitants are monolingual, and that
“the percentage of Spanish (17%) and Italians (1840 can hold a conversation in
two other languages is among the lowest among tampean member states”
(Lasagabaster 2008: 31).

Dalton-Puffer (2007, in Lasagabaster 2008) boostedlinguistic benefits of
CLIL after looking at some research in German speplkcountries, whose results
showed a higher language competence by CLIL stedenompared to non-CLIL
learners. Dalton-Puffer reached the conclusion thase CLIL learners who were
generally good at FLs would also have a good perdorce in traditional EFL classes,
and that it would be the average students who wdddefit more from a CLIL

program.
In another study, in Swedish secondary schools;€8y{2004, 2006) states that

CLIL learners acquired a wider vocabulary due tgreater exposure to the FL (in

Jiménez Catalan and Ruiz de Zarobe (2009).
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2.4. CLIL in Spain

The spread of CLIL programs across Spain has begnfast; first, due to the
Spaniards’ growing awareness of the necessity aonld-Ls (Ruiz de Zarobe and
Lasagabaster 2010a), and, second, to incorporatedtofficial languages (Catalan,
Basque or Galician) in education (Cenoz 2009; Riez Zarobe and Lasagabaster
2010a). In the case of foreign languages, it isliBingthe international language, the
predominant FL in CLIL programs in Spain. Accordibgg Cenoz (2009), “using
English as an additional language of instruction peovide the opportunity for more
exposure to English in a context in which contaith\inglish outside the classroom is
very limited” (p. 145), as unfortunately happenSimain.

Spain presents two different settings for the imfation of CLIL: bilingual and
monolingual regions. Bilingual areas like Catalorti®e Basque Country or Galicia,
through CLIL, aim “to maintain already existingibhgjual communities”. Specifically,
the Basque Country has been implementing a Plguéh Experience “to prove the
educational importance and the efficiency of thisgpam in a bilingual community
with two already integrated languages, Spanish Bagsque” (Ruiz de Zarobe and
Lasagabaster 2010b: 30). On the other hand, manainregions like Madrid,
Andalusia, La Rioja or Extremadura, intend to fosteeign languages, mainly English,
apart from L1 (Road, Madrid and Sanz 2011: 107-8).

In Catalonia, some CLIL programs have been impthnte primary and
secondary education, but there exists a lack ofirmaity from one level to the other.
Nonetheless, the research carried out so far la®grthe positive outcomes of CLIL.
Namely, Catalan students have shown a good comwianoth Catalan and Spanish at
the end of secondary education, which seems toobd gvidence for CLIL in other
languages (Ruiz de Zarobe and Lasagabaster 20DQbir3fact, Navés and Victori
(2010) mention the better results in language piexiicy by CLIL learners than EFL
students. However, we must still be doubtful akibig connection as the presence of
FLs outside school is much more limited than the eisCatalan or Spanish. That is to
say that the degree of bilingualism in other lamgsawould be somehow more difficult

to attain than in Spanish-Catalan.
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The Basque Country offers a widespread implemeamtadf CLIL programs.
Lasagabaster (2008), in a study conducted in dg®n, observed how CLIL learners in
grade 4 of secondary education outperformed nor-Gluidents in the same or even
higher grades in all the linguistic measures arelyzZlhus, CLIL did not only foster
receptive skills as pointed out by Dalton-Puffer0q2), but also writing and
pronunciation. Also, it was demonstrated that “stid benefited from the CLIL
approach irrespective of their sociocultural statysobably due to the meaningful
language use created in CLIL classes (Lasagali2G&: 40).

In another bilingual setting, Galicia, a study (Ssidro 2010) in 10 secondary
schools, both in urban and rural areas, provedethecational benefits of CLIL as
regards English language proficiency. Contraryhe traditional view that girls are
better at languages, no gender differences wenedfau this CLIL context. However,
CLIL urban learners outperformed their rural coupéets in oral skills, probably due to
technologically less well provided schools in ruaedas.

The Spanish monolingual setting where CLIL impléiota has been more
flourishing in the last two decades is Andalusiard{ CLIL instruction is present in a
great number of primary and secondary educatiomashin which one group of
learners per level (known as the bilingual sectiertaught 30% to 50% of the curricula
of two or more content subjects in a FL, primaggglish. At a later stage, this CLIL
exposure is increased through the learning of aitJa8nez and Lopez Morillas 2011:
79). Hence, the Andalusian context shows good te$oit the multilingualism Europe
is seeking. Some research conducted in this rdgrdrorenzo, Casal and Moore (2009)
showed that CLIL students performed better in EfMglthan monolingual peers.
However, CLIL late starters obtained similar scotegheir early start counterparts,
which makes us speculate about the necessity efdy start in CLIL or not. In any
case, according to some teachers, bilingual caiatidins and language assistants
involved in this Andalusian CLIL setting, the infince of CLIL goes beyond the L2

itself (Roa, Madrid and Sanz 2011) as it improvesléarners’ cognitive development.

Below, | will refer to the community of Madrid, we¢h has also implemented

CLIL programs in the last two decades.
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Hence, CLIL instruction is present in state, semgie and private schools all
over Spain, which takes us to the constructiveebehat this type of learning is not
discriminatory. The only selective factor evidemtsome regions such as Madrid is the
requirement for a minimum mark to enroll in the Clgrogram, which in Lasagabaster
and Ruiz de Zarobe’s (2010) view should be avoidée. best way to implement CLIL
programs is doing it equally across the country,imdependently.

2.5. CLIL in Madrid

In the region of Madrid, two bilingual programs kaween working
simultaneously in the last decade: the MEC/BritGauncil project, an agreement
signed between the British Council and the Spakististry of Education in 1996, and
the CAM (Autonomous Community of Madrid) BilinguRtoject, which started in 2004
in primary schools (Llinares and Dafouz 2010) anithiww which this study is involved.

The MEC-British Council project consisted of areigitated English and Spanish
curriculum. The students would have five hours oflish language per week and study
different content subjects in English, too. Theckeas could be either Spanish speakers
or natives. At the end of'4grade of Secondary Education, these CLIL learmensld
optionally take IGCSE exams (an international mrsof the General Certificate of
Secondary Education in the UK) in different conteabjects. Participating students
obtained good results in English, Biology, Histayd Geography (Roa,Madrid and
Sanz 2011). Through this program, it has been shthah students showed good
listening skills, use of higher-order thinking $kilmotivation, personal confidence and
cultural awareness (Llinares and Dafouz 2010). €hily, this program only applies to

Bachillerato (post obligatory education) as the CBNMngual Project is replacing it.

The Community of Madrid has introduced CLIL, pautarly through English,
as an unguestionably ambitious program. In faciLG4 different in Madrid due to “its
large dimension” and “its fast implementation” ¢idres and Dafouz 2010: 110). The
number of state schools incorporating CLIL progrdmas been consistently increasing
in the last decade (Whittaker, Llinares and McCa0g1). In the academic year 2013-
14, there will be 316 state primary education st$)080 state secondary education

schools, 141 semi-private schools and a numberrighte schools (Consejeria de
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Educacion de Madrid). At the end of this schoolrydéae first CAM Bilingual Project
students will graduate and get their secondary achrec certificate, which might bring
about a range of studies to analyze the benefiGLdE after so much funding in its

implementation.

Apart from its fast incorporation, CLIL in Madridak been put into practice
differently and in a more demanding way from otlsgranish regions. Some of the
requirements established by the regional governnaemtthe exclusion of teaching
Math, and obviously Spanish, in a FL, the prerdatpii®r learners to attain a minimum
mark according to the European Framework of Langsidg enter the program and the
condition for teachers to have a C1 level to taacBLIL programs. Lasagabaster and
Ruiz de Zarobe (2010) support this last requirena¢rieast for teachers in secondary
and tertiary education. However, in other regiam$Spain, Math is taught in English,
there is no minimum entrance mark requirement aadhers are simply required to

have a B2 level.

The CLIL program in state secondary education sishimoMadrid encompasses
one or more CLIL Bilingual Section groups in eaekdl. The rest of the students are
distributed in semi-CLIL or non-CLIL Bilingual Progm classes. The CLIL learners in
the Bilingual Section are all taught Social Studied Science in English and optionally
other different content subjects. Additionally, yhare given five hours per week of
Advanced English (English language, literature amiture). In the Bilingual Programs,
learners are offered five hours of traditional EFLt semi-CLIL students are also
taught some optional content subjects (Art, Teabgyl PE) in English depending on
the school. We can then conclude that all learmerstate bilingual schools gain a
greater exposure to a FL as against those attenamgbilingual high schools in
Madrid. It is in this environment that this studgswdesigned.

The effects of CLIL in Madrid are examined in adsticonducted by Llinares
and Whittaker (2010) in different state secondatyosls to examine if CLIL learners’
difficulties with history genres were due to a p&orglish competency or if they also
appeared in tasks developed in their mother tonge.results suggest that the history

genres are not negatively affected by CLIL tuitisupporting thus the idea that
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content-based education enhances the learningcoht@nt subject instead of having a
harmful effect on it (Spratt 2012).

3. The study
3.1. Purpose and Research Questions

In this study | analyze students’ written produstisince there is a gap in
research regarding studies on specific skills ik@ing (Dalton-Puffer 2005; Nikula
2007) Therefore, | intend to compare the English wnittempositions of wholly CLIL
(BS - Bilingual Section), partially CLIL (BP - Bitigual Program) and non-CLIL
students (NB - Non-Bilingual) in8year of Secondary Education in the city of Madrid.
Likewise, | plan to look at the BS group’s writiadpility in an EFL essay and a CLIL

essay.

Using Wolfe-Quintero et al.’s (1998) meta-analy&istudies in L2 writing, this
research aims to analyze measures of writing dpuwsdmt, not writing proficiency,
owing to the fact that “language development retercharacteristics of a learner’s
output that reveal some point or stage along a ldpeeental continuum” (Wolf-
Quintero, et al. 1998: 2). Besides, the analysidTof(interlanguage) development
through learners’ compositions lets us decide “ow o describe the characteristics of
the learner’s interlanguage and how to measuraiitig change over time” (Torras,
Navés, Celaya and Pérez-Vidal 2006: 157).

In order to examine the English writing developmehthe three groups, | will
look at the different categories used by MartinzUst al. (2005) to analyze Spanish
Bachillerato students’ FL compositions, which airesdd on Wolfe-Quintero et al.’s
(1998) four major writing measures (fluency, lexicamplexity, syntactic complexity,

and accuracy).

Taking into consideration previous research whatfirms that CLIL learners
perform better when writing about a general topi€nglish than older EFL students on
most of the measures utilized by Wolfe-Quinterale{1998) (Llinares, Whittaker and

McCabe 2011), this study aims at answering th@fohg research questions:
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1. Will there be significant differences betweee OLIL (BS and BP) and non-
CLIL students (NB) across the different writing rmeges?

2. Will there be significant differences betweer BS and the BP groups across
the different categories?

3. Will there be significant differences betwebe BP and NB cohorts across the
different categories?

4. Will there be significant differences in writingptween the EFL essay and the
CLIL essay by BS students?

3.2. Participants

The subjects involved in this project are ten Bjlial Section students, ten
Bilingual Program students and ten Non Bilingualdsints. The first two groups were
studying ata bilingual state secondary education school duhegschool year 2012/13,
while the third group was in"Byear of ESO at a non-bilingual state secondary
education school. These two schools are locatsdriiar working-class neighborhoods
in Madrid, where families are low-middle class. Wiast say, though, that, on average,
the parents of the BS students are financiallyebethd have a higher academic level

(based on the answers from the personal intervibmhsw).

The percentage of immigrants in these two schaolsigh, and come mainly
from Romania, Morocco and South America. In factne of the students analyzed here
come from other countries or have a foreign baakggo In the BS group there is a
student whose mother is from Morocco and whoseefaih German. In the BP group
there are three immigrant students, while in thed&up there are two immigrants. It
must be pointed out, though, that all these stisdbate lived in Spain from an early

age and are linguistically and culturally integcaile the community.

Regarding the English learning background, theBSrstudents started learning
English at the age of three and were enrolled ex@omunidad de Madrid bilingual
program at the age of six. They have all been stgdyn the same bilingual Primary
and Secondary schools, and have even shared theedassroom and teachers, being

thus the most homogeneous group analyzed in thdysin Primary Education they
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received between eight and nine hours of Englishweek (distributed in English
Language, Social Studies/Science and either Muart, or PE). In Secondary
Education, they have been exposed to five hourddvanced English weekly (the
researcher being their teacher ihy&ar), plus three or four hours depending on e y
of Social Studies and Science. Also, they have b#mng Art, Technology, PE,
Citizenship and Tutorial Time in English in the$gee years. This makes a total of

approximately 3780 hours of English exposure.

In the BP group, half of the students started legringlish at the age of three
and half at the age of six. They all followed adioary EFL Non-Bilingual Primary
Education curriculum, with two or three hours ofglish per week depending on the
year. At the age of eleven they entered a SeconBdugcation bilingual school and
started doing other subjects in English. In theeazsthese ten students, they all did PE
in English in ' year of ESO, Citizenship in"2year, and Technology and PE iff 3

year. Hence, BP students have been exposed to Zd@dithours of English.

Finally, the NB group started learning Englishtet tige of three, except for one
late starter. These learners also followed an arginEFL Primary Education
curriculum, but unlike the BP group, they were dlecbin a non-bilingual high school,
having three hours of English per week and the odsthe subjects in Spanish.

Consequently, the number of exposure hours ingttuigp is approximately 672.

The table below summarizes the main features othtee groups analyzed in

this study.
COHORT | AGE N GENDER Hours of Cloze Test
Exposure Average Grade
BS 15-16 10 5 Male 5 Female 3780 8.2
BP 15-16 10 4 Male 6 Female 1064 5.7
NB 15-16 10 2 Male 8 Female 672 4.3

3.3. Data collection
In the first place, after being given parents’ @ntsfour ¥ year of ESO classes

were chosen: a 24-student Bilingual Section clads-student Bilingual Program class
and a 18-student Bilingual Program class at thadibl school, and a 25-student class
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at the non-bilingual school. The reason for chap$wo Bilingual Program classes was
the necessity to analyze sufficient semi-CLIL stude From these two Bilingual
Program classes, only some of the students wouwldpgd together this school year for
Technology and PE CLIL lessons owing to their ggodglish level.

Two types of methods were carried out to pick tlestappropriate students for
this study out of those four classes. First, |dakd a qualitative analysis through
studying all the learners’ written personal intews. These interviews, designed by
myself, were administered by the students’ Engtesdichers (the researcher being in
charge of the BS group). The final aim of this ga#lve examination was to control the
CLIL and age variables. The English starting agel@&mot be entirely controlled as
some students started learning English at the &gfgee while others did it at the age
of six. In any case, this difference has been asdumot to be significant as “an earlier
start in a foreign language context does not meaching a higher level of ultimate
attainment or faster and more effective acquisitiothe different subskills which form
an integral part of the skill of writing” (TorradJavés, Celaya and Pérez-Vidal 2006:
177). In point of fact, when looking at learnergiteen production, the BAF (Barcelona
Age Factor) project has proved that it is the afjé2othat represents a change in the
development of “grammatical and lexical complexéither triggering the development
of subordination or accelerating the rate of dewelent of coordination and the

increase of language variety” (Torras, Naves, Gelyd Pérez-Vidal 2006: 177).

Equally, the nationality variable was hard to cohtis there happened to be a
fairly high percentage of immigrant pupils in thdilgual Program and Non-Bilingual
classes. Nevertheless, the total number of immigran the groups analyzed is
reasonably low (6 out of 30). Nor could privatetian be absolutely controlled (4
learners out of 30 have at some point had some sdfteol English classes, none in the
BS group).

It was indispensable to identify those learners Wwad been previously exposed

to CLIL lessons. Therefore, thanks to these ingavgl | could obtain a totally CLIL
group (BS), a semi-CLIL group (BP) and a non-CLHowgp (NB).
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Once three similar groups were identified, it wasassary to pick the final ten
students in each group for the analysis of wrifiesduction. In order to do this, a 20-
item cloze test was administered. The results egdltests were analyzed quantitatively.
The students with the best and the worst marksaah group were discarded with the

aim of picking ten students from each group withdgs in the middle.

At the same time, all the students were given lBjirtiEnglish teachers 15
minutes off a class period to write down a GE (GahEnglish) essay on the prompt
“Introduce Yourself”, used in the BAF Project (Mui@006; Miralpeix 2006; Torras,
Navés, Celaya and Pérez-Vidal 200B)is topic was thought to be easy enough for the

three groups of students to write about.

In addition, on a different day and during the Estyklass period, the BS group
was given 15 minutes to write on a Geography tgpeeviously dealt with in the
Geography class and revised through a whole-clesdsdscussion a few days before
realizing the writing task in the language clas#ipfving the design of the UAM-CLIL
written corpus (Llinares and Whittaker 2010). Taral work was thought to be highly
beneficial for the pupils “to create a stable knedge base on which to draw during the
writing of the text, releasing attention for othmarts of the complex and demanding
task of formulating text in a foreign language” (M&aodn et al. 2009, in Whittaker et al.
2011: 358-9). The academic task consisted of arigéise report, “common when
students are shown some data and asked to compéeeent aspects” (Llinares,
Morton and Whittaker 2012: 131), in which the studewere asked to compare four
population pyramids of two different countries, tH8A and Afghanistan. The reason
for this assignment choice was the cognitive andtacognitive knowledge a
comparison/contrast essay habitually inspires ¢SitR98, in Loranc-Paszylk 2010;
Dutro and Moran 2003). Along with this, “compariagd contrasting develops critical
thinking skills thanks to the necessity of selegtielevant information” (Bransford,
Sherwood and Vye i Rieser 1986, cited in Lorackziias2010: 48). This way, we are
verifying the importance of using a genre-basedr@ggh to analyze subject matter

written production (Morton 2010).
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3.4. Method

The analysis process involved the essays of thatlRlEnts chosen, which makes
a total of 40 writing papers analyzed. All of themere analyzed from different
perspectives in order to obtain reliable informatédout a variety of features in writing
development. The BAF project has demonstrated“thaingle developmental index” is
not constructive due to an unparallel developmérnhe elements of writing (Torras,
Navés, Celaya and Pérez-Vidal 2006: 158). That hy whis study focuses on the
following measures proposed by Martin Uriz et 2DQ5): general production fluency,
complexity, lexical variety, grammatical correctiand use of connectors or transition
words (Martin Uriz, et al. 2005).

General production was analyzed by counting thal teamber of words (W),
sentences (S), T-units (T), defined by Hunt (196%;7), in Martin Uriz, et al. (2005:
81), as non-coordinated main clauses together thigir subordinate clauses, finite

clauses (F) and non-finite clauses (NF).

In order to measure fluency, or the facility witlhieh a writer, in this case, uses
language (Dutro and Moran 2003), | observed thgtleof the texts (Wolf-Quintero, et
al. 1998). In this study this measure has beeryaedlby counting the number of words
per sentence (W/S) and the number of words perifTOQMT).

As regards complexity, the ratio of finite and rfante clauses per T-unit was
calculated attending to Martin Uriz et al.’s (20@Bsumption that this measure might

be sensitive to the syntactic development of thdestts’ writing.

As in Martin Uriz et al. (2005), this study has deed on lexical variation
instead of lexical density following Wolfe-Quinteret al.’s (1998) hypothesis that
“measures of lexical variation and sophisticatibat not lexical density, appear to be
related to second language development” (Wolfe-@uinet al. 1998: 104). Hence,
only the number of different content words was taketo consideration. This was
applied to the first 50 words in each essay “coinetle evitar el posible sesgo debido a
la repeticion, que se suele encontrar en textosntayor numero de palabras” (Biber
1988, Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998, as cited in Wizl. 2005). When comparing the BS,
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BP and NB cohorts, an additional analysis of theettoken ratio (total number of
different content words per total number of wordstten) was calculated to test the
initial results due to the difference in numbenairds across the three groups.

Grammatical correction refers to accuracy or lagguarecision (Dutro and
Moran 2003), and was examined by calculating twmsathe number of grammatical
and lexical errors per T-unit (E/T), and, the numbiieerrors per total number of finite

clauses (E/F).

Finally, the proportion of connectors per T-unitsaaalculated. Here, | counted
the coordinating conjunctiorend, orandbut, plus other connecting words indicating
addition @lso, tog, enumerationfirst, ther), consequencebécausg and conclusion

(finally).

After the results were quantitatively collated, es&l ANOVA tests were applied
in order to check if there existed statisticallgrsficant differences (§0.05) among the
three groups across the different measures analy¥bdn the difference between the
groups across some measure was significant, thvestd were employed between
groups 1 and 2, 2 and 3 and 1 and 3 in order ta stteere the difference lay.

In order to examine BS students’ non-CLIL and Cld&says, several T-tests
were administered with the aim of indentifying putel statistically significant

differences across the different measures analyzed.

4. Results and discussion

4.1. Analysis of Bilingual Section, Bilingual Progam and Non Bilingual learners’

written production

4.1.1. General Production

Table 1 and figure 1 present the general produdtiomber of words, number
of sentences, number of T-units, number of finiuses and number of non-finite

clauses) of the three groups analyzed (BS, BP @&)d N
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GENERAL PRODUCTION

w S T F NF
GROUP Mean and Mean and Mean and | Mean and | Mean and
s. d. s.d. s.d. s.d. s.d.
BS 147.4 12.2 15.8 18.8 5.6
33.08 2.25 2.86 4.26 2.41
BP 122.5 11.7 14.7 16.8 5.3
31.42 3.83 3.83 4.54 1.89
NB 86.90 12.90 13.90 14.00 5.30
14.95 4.01 3.78 3.74 3.20
p=0 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

Table 1 General written production of the BS, BP and NBups

160

GENERAL PRODUCTION

140 +71

120 A

100

Frequency
A OO @
o O o

N
o o
i I

Words

Sentences

T-Units

Clauses

Non-Finite
Clauses

O Bilingual Section
@ Bilingual Program

O Non-Bilingual

Figure 1. General written production of the BS, BP and NBup®

The Bilingual Section learners outperformed thenBilal Program and Non

Bilingual students in the number of Words, T-unigjite and Non Finite. In the same
way, the BP group performed better than the NB doimoW, T and F. However, the
NB group outperformed the BS and BP cohorts in Sads, which means that their

sentences were shorter -since they produced fewstsa suggesting less complexity.
This is also supported by the fact that they predugery few Finite clauses; the

difference between T-units and Finite clauses iglljaappreciated. The examples

below, taken from the BS and BP cohorts’ writteadurction, give the reader an idea of

the students' writing of Finite clauses and thetgpsubordination used:
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BS

1.1 like listening to music, going out with my friendloing sportswhich | do twice a
week.

BP

2.1 use it alwaysvhen | have time

3. | practice judosince I'm sixand | brown belt

In the case of NF clauses, the three cohorts didasiy. This is evident in the
type of non-finite clauses all of them producedjmyaby means of tag forms ando-

and bare infinitives as direct objects indicatiikg$ and preferences:

BS

4. In my free time_I likegoing out with my friendswatching TV andplaying with my
sister.

BP

5.1 like travelling far, knowabout different places, etc
NB
6.1 like watchingTV, chatting, listeningo music, etc.

The Bilingual Section learners also showed a bettastery of grammar by
using the correct complementation of verbs{a)g forms after prepositions (b) or past

participles (c):

7. My teacher at this momenttislling meto finish. (a)

8. 1 would liketo study (b) psicology or somethingelated (c) for helping people with
their problems, andolve them.(b)

9.1 go to a bilingual schootalled G.M. (post modifier of the Noun Phrase)

Nevertheless, after applying ANOVA tests, we casenbe that there are not
any statistically significant differences in anytbé measures except for total number of
tokens or words (p=0). The T-tests applied aftedwashowed that the greatest
significance lies between the Bilingual Sectionugpoand the Non Bilingual group

(p=0.0001). However, it was also demonstrated tihat difference between the
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Bilingual Program and the Non Bilingual groupsti significant (p=0.0046). Figure 2
clearly represents a progressive decrease in nuoflvesrds across the three groups of

Total no of Words
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>
o 100
c
o =
g 60
[V

40

20

0 . .

Bilingual Section Bilingual Program Non-Bilingual
Group type

Figure 2. Frequency of words written by BS, BP and NB cahort

students. These results evidently support a stadyatalonia of CLIL and non-CLIL
learners’ written production across different lesyelvhich shows that CLIL learners

write more words, even more than older non-CLILdsnts (Navés and Victory 2010;

Navés 2011).

Hence, we can conclude that when it comes to gepeoauction, the three
groups mainly differ in the number of tokens writtd his could demonstrate the easier
facility of CLIL students to write longer texts fson their frequent writing on CLIL
topics. However, the lack of statistical differesde the rest of the general production
measures shows that bilingual education does mo¢ase the number and complexity
of the sentences produced to a great extent. Tidg contradicts Arcos Sorando’s
(2012) study of CLIL and non-CLIL i year of ESO students’ written production, in
which she shows that “the most syntactically comptempositions were the ones

written by the CLIL learners” due to their highevesage of clauses, T-units and

complex T-units (p. 5).
4.1.2. Fluency

Table 2 indicates how much fluency (words per sergeand words per T-unit)

the three groups showed in their essays. The Bidh&ection learners outperformed
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the Bilingual Program and Non Bilingual studentsbioth fluency categories as the

example (10) below shows.

FLUENCY

WIS WIT

GROUP Mean and Mean and
s. d. s. d.
BS 12.16 9.33
2.24 1.20
BP 11.30 8.59
4.43 2.23
NB 7.16 6.47
1.81 1.14

p=0.002 p=0.001

Table 2. Fluency level produced by BS, BP and NB learners

BS
10. I'm sympathetic, happydnd| don’t get angry too muchliut when | get angry |
think I’'m dangerous(1 Sentence, 3 T-units)

Similarly, the BP group produced more Words/Serdeartd Words/T-units than
the NB cohort:

BP

11.Her name is Fiorella And she studies in the same high school that(h&entence,
2 T-units)

NB

12. I have black eyesrid have big (mouse}l Sentence, 2 T-units)

However, the difference in the mean of W/T acrdss three groups is less
evident than the mean for W/S. In fact, the BS atiisl nearly double the number of
WI/S produced by the NB learners (Bilingual Secti@16 vs. Non Bilingual-7.16)
probably due to their lower number of sentencedin@ial Section-12.2 vs. Non
Bilingual-12.9 in table 1).
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The difference among the groups after applying &lOXA test was significant
in both ratios (p=0.002 and p=0.001 respectivéhigure 3 shows a bigger difference in
words per sentence than in words per T-unit betwexh the BS and BP groups and

the NB group.

FLUENCY

14.00
12.00 1
10.00 1
8.00 +—|
6.00 -
4.00 +— —
2.00 +— m—
0.00

O Bilingual Section
B Bilingual Program
0O Non-Bilingual

No of words

Words/Sentence Words/T-unit

Categories

Figure 3. Fluency level by BS, BP and NB groups

Nevertheless, after applying the correspondingsistethe difference in both
W/S and WI/T between the BS group and the NB greuponsidered to be equally
significant (p=0.0001). In addition, the differenbetween the BP group and the NB
group is to some extent significant (Words/Sentenge0.0135, Words/T-units:
p=0.0154). In the light of figure 3, no statistisanificance was found between the BS
group and the BP group in either category. If wketanto account the general
production results of the three groups, we sedatfie of the fluency measure. Namely,
the considerable difference in W/S and W/T betwibenBS group and the NB group is
anchored in the higher number of words writtentmy/former and the similar number of
sentences produced by both. Finally, figure 4 idence for the similar number of W/S
and W/T produced by the NB group owing to the agails number of sentences and T-
units they wrote (table 1).

27



No of Words per Sentence and per T-Unit
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Figure 4. Frequency of words/sentence and words/T-unit

Nonetheless, the BS and the BP groups show a sidiffarence in both W/S
and W/T, proving their greater use of T-units (¢ab).

4.1.3. Complexity

Table 3 presents the results for complexity as oredsin texts of Bilingual
Section, Bilingual Program and Non Bilingual colsorThe table shows the mean of

finite and non-finite clauses per T-unit in thee@digroups.

COMPLEXITY
GROUP Mean s. d.
BS 1.54 0.22
BP 1.52 0.34
NB 1.41 0.27

n.s. (p= 0.545)
Table 3.Complexity level of BS, BP and NB learners

The following examples show how many Finite and Namte clauses are

included in two T-units in each group:
BS

13. My familyis the most important thing for methe people who is going to stay with

me in the future, / and my friends that makdamgh (2 T-units, 2 Finite, 1 Non Finife
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BP

14.1 like to goto America, / but ton't thinkthat I'm going to gosoon.(2 T-units, 3
Finite, 1 Non Finitg

NB

15.1 like playing basketball, / but Hon't like playing football. (2 T-units, 2 Finite, 2
Non Finite

Here, the difference in the number of finite anch fimite clauses per T-unit is
statistically non-significant (p=0.545). It must peinted out, though, that despite of the
fact that the dissimilarity is not considerableg tihean of finite and non finite clauses
per T-unit is minimally higher in the BS and BP gpps than in the NB group (figure 5).

COMPLEXITY

1.60
1.55
1.50
L 145
1.40
1.35
1.30

O Bilingual Section

| Bilingual Program

O Non-Bilingual

Finite+Non-Finite Clauses
per T-Unit

COMPLEXITY

Figure 5. Complexity level of BS, BP and NB groups

4.1.4. Lexical variety

This variable has definitely been the most laba@itu measure. Table 4 shows
the average number of different types or contentdwavritten by the three groups in

the first 50-word range of their compositions.

LEXICAL VARIETY |
GROUP Mean s. d.
BS 23.5 2.72
BP 22.5 0.85
NB 25.10 2.18

p=0.03

Table 4. Lexical variety in the first 50 different contembrds of BS, BP and NB compositions
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Although the mean difference is not very high,igufe 6 it is evident that non-
CLIL learners outperformed their CLIL counterpagpecially the BP group. This is

LEXICAL VARIETY OF FIRST 50 CONTENT WORDS
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22
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LEXICAL VARIETY

No of content words

Figure 6.Lexical variety in the first 50 different content wordsi&f, BP and NB compositions

established by the ANOVA test (p=0.03) and the egnent T-tests. There is no
statistical significance between the Bilingual S@attand the Bilingual Program groups
(p=0.2817), and between the Bilingual Section ahé tNon Bilingual classes
(p=0.1638). Nevertheless, the difference in nundietypes is statistically significant
between the Bilingual Program and the Non Bilingraiorts (0.0025).

These results are supported by former researchLtin@hd non-CLIL learners’
productive vocabulary. Several studies have shtwvanthe differences in lexical variety
are not as clear as in syntactic complexity (Na2@%1) despite the positive effect
cognitive maturity has on vocabulary acquisitionufddz 2006). CLIL students seem to
produce more tokens (as discussed above) but figgwes of different content words
than non-CLIL students (Navés 2011; Fernandez Ebat2010). This may be due to
the fact that the longer the composition, the meyeetition produced, thus a greater
development of the topic (Martin Uriz et al. 200Bjother reason for this might be
that, despite their lower exposure to the FL, ndukQearners tend to show higher
lexical richness when dealing with certain topiGgeda Alba 2009). Thus, we can say
that the “Introduce Yourself” prompt was not demagdenough for CLIL learners.
Based on this, the examples below show the sirtekdcon used by the three cohorts

and the lexical variation produced:
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BS

16. My nameis M. I'm 14 years old| wasborn in Madrid on 28" of May, 1998.1 have
two sistersandone brother15 types/25 tokens

BP

17.My nameis L., I'm 15 years old| live in Madrid. | have 2 brothers: 1 older sister
and lyoungerbrother.14 types/23tokens

NB

18. My nameis H. M. I'm fifteen years oldI'm live in Espafa (Madrid) | like

chocolate cakeMyfavorite foodis PastaandPizza.16 types/25 tokens

The findings might be, indeed, the outcome of te that vocabulary is one of
the linguistic features that students learn “mdfieiently in the first stages of learning
a language” (Miralpeix 2006: 90). Also, they may &&cribed to “the type of test
utilized with a limited amount of time in a formabntext, not in a communicative
environment, where CLIL learners feel comfortab{Eernandez Fontecha 2010: 87,

based on Jiménez Ojeda and Ojeda Alba’s analysTd bf in La Rioja).

Considering the study by Jiménez Catalan, Ruizatel®e and Cenoz (2006) of
primary CLIL and non-CLIL students’ productive vicaary in compositions, whose
results showed that the type/token ratio was highethe CLIL group (in Ruiz de
Zarobe 2011), and the belief that CLIL studentgductive lexis is generally larger and
more academic due to content and language integlaéening (Dalton-Puffer 2011),
an additional analysis of lexical variation wasreal out to check the initial results.
This time, | considered the total different conterrds produced per total number of
words. As shown in table 5 and figure 7, the nontCjroup once again outperformed
their CLIL cohorts. However, and surprisingly enbuthe BP group showed a slightly
richer lexical variation than the BS cohort.

LEXICAL VARIETY I
GROUP Mean s. d.
BS 0.39 0.06
BP 0.41 0.04
NB 0.48 0.07

p=0.005
Table 5. Lexical variety of type/token ratio of BS, BP aN& learners
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Figure 7. Lexical variety of type/token ratio of BS, BP aN@& learners

The ANOVA test applied determined that the differerdetween the groups is
significant (p=0.005). The T-tests showed that thiference is considerable between
both the BS and BP cohorts and the NB group (p#20@&nd p=0.0133
correspondingly). Consequently, these findings remit¢t Jiménez Catalan, Ruiz de
Zarobe and Cenoz’s (2006) study.

4.1.5. Grammatical Correction

Table 6 gives results for errors per T-unit (E/myl@rrors per finite clause (E/F)

in the three groups analyzed.

GRAMMATICAL CORRECTION
E/T E/F
GROUP Mean and Mean and

s. d. s. d.

BS 0.37 0.30
0.27 0.20

BP 0.56 0.50
0.30 0.27

NB 0.55 0.55
0.35 0.35
n.s. n.s.

Table 6.Levels of grammatical correction attained by B8, &d NB learners
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The percentage of E/T and E/F is slightly lowerthe BS cohort than in the
other two groups, supporting Arcos Sorando’s (20d@)clusion that CLIL students

make fewer mistakes in writing than their EFL cauparts, especially in grammar.

The mistakes accounted in this study are grammatnzhlexical and seem to be

due to L1 transfer:

BS

19.1 don’t say nothing(Grammar transfer: double negation)

20.I'm a funny and happy boy, vesgcialand intelligent (Vocabulary transfer)
21. My motherwho’s name is Maria Consuelo .(Error based on the homophones
Who’sandWhosg

22.In thisredaction ... (Vocabulary transfer)

23.1 have very poocalifications.(Vocabulary transfer)

BP

24.1 havea red, long hair(Grammar transfer)

25.1 always want tdhave the reasar{Grammar and vocabulary transfer)

26.1 like travel. (Grammar transfer)

NB

27.1 like the extreme spar(Grammar transfer)

28.1 like write. (Grammar transfer)

29.1 like the childrens(Grammar transfer)

30.They are happysympatique(Vocabulary transfer)

31.He has goti brown eyegGrammar transfer)

The BP and NB cohorts show similar E/T and E/Fosatwhich means little
difference between the two when it comes to erraking. Moreover, the similarity
between E/T and E/F in each group is clear dubdaimilar amount of T-units and
Finite clauses produced, especially by the NB dphdrose results are identical for
both E/T and E/F. Despite the disparity shown guie 8, after applying an ANOVA
test, no statistical differences were encountele#d@: (p=0.316; E/F: 0.127).
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Figure 8. Number and error types produced by BS, BP anddéiBkers

Based on these findings, we assume that the m@@sare to CLIL classes, the

more free-error sentences produced by Englishdesrn

4.1.6. Connectors

Table 7 and figure 9 show the results for the ayemrumber of connectors per
T-unit.

CONNECTORS
GROUP Mean s. d.
BS 0.53 0.22
BP 0.59 0.18
NB 0.43 0.21

n.s. (p=0.227)

Table 7.Use of connectors by BS, BP and NB learners

USE OF CONNECTORS
» 0.80
2
2 0.60 - O Bilingual Section
c
S 0.40 B Bilingual Program
u; 0.20 O Non-Bilingual
S 0.00
CONNECTORS

Figure 9. Number of connectors used by BS, BP and NB learners
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Bilingual Program learners produced more trans#tittran Bilingual Section and
Non Bilingual students. Overall, CLIL learners merhed better regarding connectors
than their non-CLIL counterparts. Nonethelessait be appreciated that the differences
are not significant across the three cohorts (ptdyyean ANOVA test, p=0.227).

As regards the type of connectors, the conjuncéind is the most frequently

utilized by the three cohorts, followed bytandor:

BP

32.1 like football, basketnd dancing.

33.1 would like to live in Canada, Dublior London with my boyfrienandlost of pets.
BP

34. their name are PichhdCola both are blac&kndwhite.

35. In the school | go welbut | don't like studying.

NB

36. I look like slimandtall.

37. | love gymnasticanddanceput | hate playing football.

These coordinating conjunctions are typically foumgpoken language, which
means they are not an indicator of written develepimEven though the CLIL learners
produced more linking words, content-based insimactand thus a greater exposure to
English, does not seem to affect the use of cohesica great extent (Dalton-Puffer
2011).

In addition, the overuse @nd is evidence for conversational language (Barrio
2004, cited in Llinares and Whittaker 2010), thu€8is more present here than CALP
or cognitively more demanding language (Varkuti@01

Apart fromand, another additive wordlso, is particularly used by BS group:

BS
38.1 alsoplay the piano.
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However, instances of the result connedorand the exemplifying transition

such asare scarce and only found in texts by BS learners:

BP

39.Sq bye people.

40. | have many hobbiesuch asfriends, videogames, playing airsoft with my fden

andMusic.

The trend of these CLIL students to write in cohtsmbjects like History or

Science may be the reason for this. Hence, thekimdj words are the only instances of

CALP encountered in this measure.

4.2. Analysis of Bilingual Section learners’ non-CLL and CLIL written essays

4.2.1. General Production

Table 8 displays the means for the general prodigtieasures in the non-CLIL

and the CLIL essays.

GENERAL PRODUCTION

w S T F NF
Mean and Mean and Mean and | Mean and | Mean and

ESSAY TYPE s. d. s. d. s.d. s.d. s.d.
NON-CLIL 147.4 12.2 15.8 18.8 5.6
33.08 2.25 2.86 4.26 2.41
CLIL (Geography) 127.8 7.2 9.5 12.2 0.4
39.45 2.49 2.85 4.29 0.70

n.s. p=0.0002 P=0.0001 p=0.0029 p=0.00(

Table 8.Levels of general production in non-CLIL and CLIbrapositions

It is conspicuous that CLIL learners wrote moreteeces, T-units, finite clauses

and non-finite clauses in English on a generalctdgpan on a content-based prompt

which demanded a similar amount of text. These oedalted in statistical differences

through a T-test. In the case of tokens, even thaeugre words were produced in the
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non-CLIL paper, no statistical difference was fouAd shown in figure 10, BS students

performed better in the EFL essay on all the messur

General Production in Non-CLIL and CLIL Writing
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\ —e— Non-CLIL Essay
\ —=— CLIL Essay

Frequency

N b O ©
o O O O

5

Words  Sentences  T-Units Finite Non-finite
Clauses  Clauses

Figure 1Q.evels of general production in non-CLIL and Cldeémpositions

In the case of Sentences, the learners producedr fewthe CLIL essay,

resulting in more coordination and subordination:

41. We can seehat the USA has a higher life expectanoycauseis a developed
countryand have developed new medicines.

42.1 also think¢ there are more females than males in 2010.

43. The pyramid of USA in 1980 shotirsit moreor less, are the same amount of men
andwomen.

44. We haveto comparethem we should sathat there’'s a big difference between
population

Instances of NF clauses are limited in the CLIL positions (e.gto comparéan
44 above); fewering forms were used as there was no necessity to tefikes as
happened in the EFL essay.

These findings might be assigned to the fact tHdt. @earners tend to show a
better mastery of BICS than CALP, i.e., they fih@asier to write down on a general
topic related to everyday communication. In fact, would probably get similar results

if we looked at these learners’ essays in thei(lllihares and Whittaker 2010).
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4.2.2. Fluency

Owing to the fewer sentences and T-units producdtie CLIL writing papers,

the token/sentence and token/T-unit ratios aredrighthe same essays:

45. Here we can see a population pyramid of the US Asigthanistan of the 1980s and
2010s.(17 Words, 1 Sentence, 1 T-unit)

On the other hand, the data show lower rates imameCLIL written production
(table 9 and figure 11), as exemplified in thedwling sentence produced by the same

learner who wrote 45:

46. In this redaction I'm going to introduce about nmelfs(10 Words, 1 Sentence, 1 T-

unit)
FLUENCY
W/S WIT
ESSAY TYPE Mean and Mean and
s.d. s. d.
NON-CLIL 12.16 9.33
2.24 1.20
CLIL (Geography) 17.83 13.48
5.78 1.32
p=0.0097 p=0.0001

Table 9.Fluency rates in non-CLIL and CLIL essays

Fluency in Non-CLIL and CLIL Writing

20.00
g 15.00
g 10.00 +—1 O Non-CLIL Essay
S @ CLIL Essay
S 5.00 1+
0.00

Words/Sentence Words/T-unit

Figure 11.Number of words/sentence and words/T-unit in nontGind CLIL essays
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These differences are statistically significant cading to a T-test
(Words/Sentence: p=0.0097, Words/T-unit: 0.0001)feasible explanation for these
findings is that, when it comes to academic writigpanish learners usually write
longer sentences, in consequence more words. §hygpically transferred by students

into the L2, as might be the case here.

4.2.3. Complexity

Table 10 illustrates the finite plus non-finite w$&s/T-unit ratios. The

complexity mean in the non-CLIL essay is highemthlae mean in the CLIL essay
(1.54 vs. 1.30).

COMPLEXITY
ESSAY TYPE Mean s. d.
Non-CLIL 1.54 0.22
CLIL (Geography) 1.30 0.19

p=0.0177
Table 10.Levels of complexity in non-CLIL and CLIL compasits

According to figure 12, CLIL learners made use @afrenfinite and non-finite clauses in

Complexity in Non-CLIL and CLIL Writing
2
= . 160
"5 150
S -
S 02 1.40 @ Non-CLIL Essay
E ® 1.30 B CLIL Essay
L 2120
o &
L O 1.10

COMPLEXITY

Figure 12.Frequency of finite and non-finite clauses pemit-in non-CLIL and CLIL essays

the language essay, as illustrated in the follovexgmples written by the same learner:
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47. Non-CLIL essayWhen! get older | would like to travel all around the world
specially | wouldike to goto New York(1 T, 3 F, 2 NF)

48. CLIL essayBetween 1980 and 2010 the populatiars suffere@ great change(l
T,1F, 0NF)

The CLIL composition accounts for less finitenets,the extent of showing
statistical significance in this measure (p=0.0183sed on the fluency discussion
above, more complexity was expected in CLIL essdye to the length of the
sentences. Nevertheless, the data presented hewd dapport the idea that cognitively
demanding tasks provide complex language produttyon? learners (Cummins 1984,
in Whittaker, Llinares and McCabe 201This might be due to either a syntactic
transfer from L1 into L2, or to a lack of the lingtic resources needed to write
academically in a FL (Manchon 2009; Manchon eR@09, cited in Whittaker, Llinares
and McCabe 2011).

4.2.4. Lexical Variety
In this case, lexical variation has been analyzedhe first 50 different content

words or types as the results are greatly conaudfigure 13 displays the level of

lexical richness in non-CLIL and CLIL essays.

Lexical Variety in Non-CLIL and CLIL writing

ol

]

@ Non-CLIL Essay
m CLIL Essay

= = NN
(S BN =]
L
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L

o o

No of contentwords

LEXICAL VARIETY

Figure 13.Frequency of content words in the first 50 wordadm-
CLIL and CLIL essays

It is obvious that CLIL learners produced a higbegree of lexical variety in
the non-CLIL composition (p=0.0020 in table 11).
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LEXICAL VARIETY
ESSAY TYPE Mean s. d.
Non-CLIL 235 2.72
CLIL (Geography) 17.70 4.30
p=0.0020

Table 11.Lexical variety in the first 50 content words inm@LIL and CLIL essays

Examples 49 and 50 below, produced by the samadgaare evidence of this

finding.

49. Non-CLIL essaytn myfree timel like to see video#n youtuve andgo to thestreet
with myfriendsandplay football 11 types / 22 tokens

50. CLIL essayin theUS the populationhasincreasebetweenl980and201Q Alsoin
Afghanistarbut no sanuchthan the US8 types / 21 tokens

“The unfamiliarity with the language of the discis” even in the L1 on behalf
of secondary education students (Llinares and \Akett 2010: 125) might explain this
finding. The use of technical terms is essentiahry subject (Llinares and Whittaker
2010). In Geography, the language is utilizedobserve the experiential world through
the creation of technical vocabulary: a procesgiwtling up and naming those parts of
the world which are significant to geographers” gWall et al., 1993: 137, as cited in
Llinares and Whittaker 2012: 12@n this research, CLIL learners appear to have the
lexis needed for the task, but their lexical vaoiatis similar in the CLIL and the non-
CLIL essays. These data support the idea that Gidktners produce similar pieces of

writing regardless of the teaching environmentaegiin CLIL or in EFL classes.

4.2.5. Grammatical Correction

The analysis of the number of errors per T-unit padfinite clause resulted in

statistically significant differences (p=0.0083 gowD.0127 respectively in table 12).
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E/T E/F
ESSAY TYPE Mean and Mean and
s. d. s. d.
Non-CLIL 0.37 0.30
0.27 0.20
CLIL (Geography) 0.77 0.63
0.33 0.32
p=0.0083 p=0.0127

Table 12.Levels of grammatical correction in non-CLIL antIC essays

More grammatical and lexical errors were made bijn@ual Section learners in the
CLIL essay (figure 14).

Grammar Correction in Non-CLIL and CLIL Writing

1.00
0.80 -
0.60 O Non-CLIL Essay
0.40 m CLIL Essay

0.20
0.00

No of errors

Errors/T-unit Errors/Finite Clause

Error Type

Figure 14.Number and type of errors in non-CLIL and CLIL egsa

This is probably due to the difficulty of, firstrganizing data according to
geographical criteria and giving “sequential andised explanations”, and, second,
providing the correct terms of the discipline (ldmes, Morton and Whittaker 2012:
127-9).

The examples below account for different types ofors in the CLIL

compositions:

51. Comparationof the population of US and Afghanistéviocabulary transfer)
52.1n 2010, as in the US, the populatiormrease (Grammar mistake)
53.Men haveo wentto war. (Grammar mistake)

54. There were lower populatiathan in 2010(Grammar mistake)
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55. The population of US is realljifferent ofthe Afghanistan’s onédGrammar mistake

based on L1 transfer)

These mistakes are principally grammatical, altfotigere are some instances
of vocabulary errors. There are fewer cases of fahsfer than in the EFL texts

probably due to the repetition of words based encthgnitive demanding task.

4.2.6. Connectors

Contrary to the previous measures, in which CLlarhers always performed
better in the general topic essay, in this cass the CLIL essay that shows better

results (figure 15).

Use of Conectors in Non-CLIL and CLIL writing

1.20
1.00
3 080
s @ Non-CLIL Essay
= 060 CLIL Es
o
8 0.40 m say
% 020
0.00

CONNECTORS

Figure 15Use of connectors in non-CLIL and CLIL essays

Table 13 accounts for the greater use of marketharnCLIL composition than

in the EFL essay (mean: 1.01 vs. 0.53 respectively)

CONNECTORS
ESSAY TYPE Mean s. d.
Non-CLIL 0.53 0.22
CLIL (Geography) 1.01 0.44

p=0.0064

Table 13.Use of connectors in non-CLIL and CLIL essays

The comparison/contrast topic clearly has influenche CLIL written

production as the organization of information adaay to similarities and differences
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(Loranc-Paszylk 2010) requires the use of linkingra®, unlike in descriptive texts
(EFL composition). This generic demand for markeregs about text sophistication to
content-based texts. In the same vein, teenage Gludents are expected to already
provide coherent and cohesive short texts in bdtrahd L2 (Whittaker, Llinares and

McCabe 2011), for which the employment of transisids vital.

With reference to the type of transition wordsizéitl in the CLIL composition,
they are similar to the connectors used in the @bh- essay above; an overusearsfd
is recurring and indicative of orality, thus showitittle register knowledge (Barrio
2004, in Llinares and Whittaker 2010: 139):

56. They have more malesid also more females.

57.1n 1980 womemnd men were mostly the samedin 2010 too.

Some other linkers were used, too. Additive woikis also, too, as well agere
produced to add information (58). BS learners atsale good use of the consequence

word becauséo explain geographical facts (58).

58. In the USA women have mopecausethey are healthier than menp they live

more.

5. Conclusions

In this study | have studied the written productaithree groups of students
(Bilingual Section, Bilingual Program and Non Bdimal). In each group a sample of 10
average students were selected. The study focusediting, as an area unresearched
at present, and yet important for the future ofistus in the educational system. The
results have shown that BS students outperformeid BP and NB counterparts in all
the measures analyzed, except for lexical variat®imilarly, BP students performed
better than NB learners in most of the categoriesmened. However, the NB group
produced a wider lexical variety than the other teborts and made a similar number
of mistakes per T-unit to the BP learners. Addiiby | have compared the written
production of BS learners in an EFL essay and d_@slkay. The results have shown

that they performed better in the EFL essay aaithshe measures analyzed.
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The results of the first analysis answer the ihthieee research questions of this

study. Regarding the first research question:

1. Will there be significant differences between thellC (Bilingual
Section and Bilingual Program) and non-CLIL studenNon

Bilingual) across the different writing measures?

CLIL learners produced a greater general produdtian their non-CLIL counterparts.
However, there were only statistical differenceshiea number of tokens, favoring the
BS group. NB learners produced fewer words in nsergences, thus simpler language,
but the difference was not statistical. In the aafskuency, both the BS and BP cohorts
performed better than the NB group. BS learnerdemmmore words and organized them
in fewer sentences. No statistical differences wetad as measured by complexity
(average finite plus non-finite clauses per T-ub&ween CLIL and non-CLIL learners.
However, non-CLIL students outperformed CLIL (b@&@B and BP) learners in lexical
variation. The reason for this might be the longeits written by BS students, which
can lead to repetition, as the students may deulegopic more. Concerning errors,
there are no statistical differences between Clid aon-CLIL learners. Without a
formal analysis, the texts gave an impression aiftaining similar mistakes, mainly
based on L1 transfer. In the use of connectorshalfroups performed in a similar way
because content-based instruction does not alwiésst @ohesion. An overuse ahd

by the three cohorts indicates oral language, BIGS.

As regards the second research question:

2. Will there be significant differences betweee ®Bilingual Section and
the Bilingual Program groups across the differet¢gories?

it has to be stated that the BS and BP groups meeit quite similarly across all the

categories. Statistically speaking, they only détéin number of tokens produced.

About the third research question:
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3. Will there be significant differences betweer Bilingual Program and

Non Bilingual cohorts across the different categs?i

there are significant differences between the B& MWB students in the number of
tokens produced and fluency rates favoring the Qe#rners, while non-CLIL students

produce a wider lexical variety.

The fourth research question refers to the secavadlysis of this study,

which looks at CLIL and non-CLIL essays written B$ students:

4. Will there be significant differences in writiligtween the EFL essay and
the CLIL essay by Bilingual Section students?

BS learners performed significantly better in theniCLIL essay across all the
categories except for connectors. Neverthelessdifference in general production is
only obvious in the higher number of words writterthe EFL composition. The scarce
use of Non Finite clauses in the CLIL essay indisat lack of academic writing. This is
supported by the lower lexical variation rate, thtmreover, more errors were made in
the CLIL essay perhaps due to the cognitive denmantéisk. In the case of cohesion,
more connectors were used in the CLIL essay, coictiag the belief that this aspect

beyond the sentence level is not much affectedunjysg content subjects in a FL.

Dutro and Moran (2003: 4) posit that many intermaggliand advanced English
learners do not receive any formal language instmc(California Department of
Education 2000), which leaves them fluent in cosaional language (BICS), but
“with critical gaps in academic language knowledged vocabulary” (CALP). The
present research shows that the everyday langwesgdhed higher levels in the BS
learners than was the case for cognitively moreastetimg academic language. This is
shown by the minimal differences encountered beatvike EFL and CLIL essays. The
beneficial effects of CLIL on spoken language igent in a study by Ruiz de Zarobe
(2008) of non-CLIL and CLIL groups in oral and e competence, which indicated
that CLIL learners are better at oral productioruifRde Zarobe and Lasagabaster
2010b). Similarly, Lose’s (2007) secondary studextisieved better results in general

L2 competence than in academic language (DaltofeP@011). This reflection of
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orality in writing is very common among bilinguatdrners, even when writing in
subject areas like Geography. Owing to the longitsuccess students might achieve
through academic language proficiency (Dutro andavi@®003), teachers should focus
on the difference between informal and academitirgriin the bilingual classroom,

and researchers should investigate this aspect deay.

On average, CLIL learners showed a greater writiegelopment than EFL
students. However, these results should be corsider the light of the number of
exposure hours to the FL in the three groups (Gilai Section 3780, Bilingual
Program 1064, Non Bilingual 672). In this caseg“dooner, the better” idea in foreign
language learning should be refuted. In my stulkdg,BP students performed similarly
to the BS group although there is a difference afrenthan 2000 exposure hours.
However, the differences in written production bedw the BP and the NB cohorts are

more comprehensible due to a lesser differencemdire hours.

Considering the minimal differences between theaB8 the BP students in the
measures studied, an early CLIL start may not leessary. Educational administrators
might wonder, thus, if it is necessary to investnsach money in CLIL instruction in
primary education or would it be enough to stara aecondary level. Related to this,
we must say that this research only looks at vgjtieaving out other language skills in
which CLIL learners are supposed to do better. Eguently, further research on how
Bilingual Section and Bilingual Program studentsfqen in the different language
skills should be carried out.

Regarding CLIL instruction, due to ineffective, #rconsuming guidelines on
how to teach content subjects, this might be altangment for CLIL teachers (Coyle
2011, Ting 2011). Despite all the enthusiasm Cldachers tend to show, frustration is
around the corner mainly due to a heavy workloadltant from insufficient materials,
lack of technology and lack of incentives. In orderavoid this problem, Madrid
bilingual teachers are being rewarded with a psg a@nd training courses in the target

countries.

Frustration might also come from being moved frame school to another every

year in spite of having worked hard to implementroprove the bilingual program in
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one school (Lasagabaster and Ruiz de Zarobe 2@&L(gint effort of educational
administrations, parents and teachers is essénti@ep the continuity of CLIL teachers
(Navés 2009).

CLIL instruction might lead to sacrifices; over-gihfication of content to
accommodate language or emphasis on content doguigi detriment of linguistic
skills (Dutro and Moran 2003). This is shown in thmilar grammatical structures and
vocabulary used by the BS students in both the &k CLIL essays. Because of this,
the gap between what the students know and what ibed to know might grow
(Stanovich 1986, in Dutro and Moran 2003) as thidaace through the grades.

According to Coyle (2010: viii), “without approptea teacher education
programs the full potential of CLIL is unlikely tbe realised and the approach
unsustainable” (cited in Gutiérrez Almarza, Martimad Llavador 2012). In this sense,
Dutro and Moran (2003) claim that “many mainstreaomtent area teachers teach
English Learners and receive little or no supporhow to adapt teaching methods to
ensure they have meaningful access to the coneng5). In the same vein, Fernandez
and Halbach (2011) suggest that CLIL teachers shoeteive both linguistic and
methodological training, and self-assess their aeaching practice “rather than
subscribe to principles which are transmitted ustjamingly across the teaching
profession, then the way is open for teachers &ater their own organic practice”
(Coyle 2011: 67). The fact that CLIL learners mddeer errors than non-CLIL
students supports CLIL in the sense that focus eanmg still has an effect when there
is a lot of input. This can be connected with appede pedagogic planning of lessons
by teachers with the aim of diminishing the leashéainguage mistakes through both

implicit and explicit correction (Dalton-Puffer 2002011).

Thus, teachers should be provided with “informationthe role language plays
in the creation of disciplinary knowledge in thembjects, and the features of their
written and spoken registers” (Llinares and WhitakR010: 128), as well as on the
different genres relevant to their subject matt@®rton 2010). Dutro and Moran
(2003) compare the role of a content teacher gt of an architect in the sense that
they both implement a well-designed approach. imgbnse, CLIL teachers “must learn

to analyze academic language in terms of the fanstiforms, and fluency features and
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address these in the planning process” (p. 6).rékelts of the second analysis of the
present study, which show that CLIL learners penfbetter in a general topic than on a
Geography genre, are symptomatic of this necessity.

Hence, CLIL teachers are required to escape fraditional methodologies into
new ways of teaching incorporating both content dadguage, following the
cooperative principle, and using scaffolding teques and assessment procedures
based on authentic reflections of meaningful oppoties (O Malley & Valdez Pierre,
1996).

In addition, collaboration and carefully plannedigges have been implemented
differently across different regions. In Lasagabasind Ruiz de Zarobe’s (2010: 292)
view, “putting CLIL into practice has to be gradwaald carefully monitored; otherwise

it will not work out irrespective of the context”.

By closely examining written production in bilinduend non-bilingual students,
| aimed to shed some light on the issue of sucoedwilure of Madrid’s bilingual
program. Suffice it to say that this is a smalldgtuwhich means it is more difficult to
achieve statistical significance, but it is stitidicative of the need to work on the
language of the school subjects. Additionally, Hert research on how Bilingual
Section, Bilingual Program and Non Bilingual stutdeperform in different linguistic

skills, not only writing, should be carried out.
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7. Appendices

7.1. Personal interview for Sample A (Bilingual Sdmon students)

Name:
DOB:

PERSONAL INTERVIEW ON BILINGUALISM

Nationality (if foreign, say how many years you have lived paiB)
Mother’s nationality:
Father’s nationality:
Mother’s profession:
Father’s profession:

-Answer the following questions as accurately assjie:

1.

2.

At what age did you start learning English?
At what age did you start bilingual education? Imcth grade were you?

How many years have you been enrolled in the highgrogram? In which
school/s?

Which content subjects have you learned in Englisdhvhow many years?

Do you think having learned content subjects inlishghas helped you improve
your knowledge of the language? Why? Why not?

Why are you currently enrolled in the bilingual gram?

Grade how important bilingual education has begyotofrom 1 to 10 (10 as the
highest score):

Do you speak / listen to English outside school#%®o

Have you ever attended private English lessong@slf since what age and for
how long?

10.Which English-speaking countries have you visitedny? On how many

occasions?
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7.2. Personal interview for Samples B and C (Bilingal Program and Non Bilingual

students)

INTERVIEW (ENGLISH LEARNING BACKGROUND)

1.

Nombre:

Fecha de nacimiento:
Pais de nacimiento:
Nacionalidad:
Nacionalidad del padre:
Nacionalidad de la madre:
Profesion del padre:
Profesion de la madre:

2. ¢ A gque edad empezaste a estudiar inglés?

3. ¢ Has recibido clases particulares de inglés?PagiBicuanto tiempo?

4. ¢ Donde has cursado la educacion primaria?

5. Aparte del centro actual, ¢ has estado en algannstituto? ¢ Qué cursos?
6. ¢ Has estudiado en algun colegio / institutogile?

7. ¢ Has estudiado otras asignaturas en inglégeapmmglés (sociales, ciencias,

educacion fisica ...)? ¢ Durante cuanto tiempo?

8. ¢ Te gusta el inglés? (¢,Del 1 al 10 qué notarfesd tu interés por esta asignatura?)
9. ¢ Estudiarias inglés si no fuese una asignahligatoria? ¢Por qué?

10. ¢ Ves peliculas o series / escuchas musicagkast¢ Con qué frecuencia?

11. ¢ Has suspendido inglés alguna vez? ¢ Qué relts Sacar?
12. ; Te gustaria tener mas horas de inglés a anséhg Por qué?

13. ¢ Te gustaria estar estudiando en un institlingie? ¢Por qué?
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7.3. Cloze test

Cloze: Let it be

Fill in the gaps with a word from the box. The first one has been done as an example.
There are 4 words that you don't need (distracters). 20 x0.5 = 10 marks

Sir Paul McCartney is probably (0) __ most famous pop musician of the 20th century.
(1)___ with John Lennon he formed the Beatles, and since their break-up has had a
long solo career. Altogether he has (2) over 500 songs including Yesterday, the
most played song of (3)___ time. He has recently also written a classical piece called
Standing Stone which was premiered in 1997. His wife Linda died of cancer in 1998. He
has four children.

When did you and John Lennon meet? 'In 1957, when | was 15 and he was 16 and we
were both still at school. We had a lot in common, we were both (4) __ about music
and we both lost our mothers when we were teenagers. My mother had died of cancer
the year before and John's mum was run over by a (5)_____ a year after we'd met. So
there was always that special bond (6) ___ us.'

When did you and John begin to write songs together? '(7)____ was when | was still at
school and John was at art college. We (8)____ to write at my house in the afternoon
when my dad was working. We had about three hours before my dad (9)___ home.
John had a second-hand guitar and | played a bit (10)____ the piano. We had an old
school notebook and | used to write at the top of the page A Lennon and McCartney
original. We always said to each other that we'd be the (11) songwriting team in
the world, which is funny (12)___ that's exactly what we became. We (13) ___ the
Beatles in 1960.'

Are any of your lyrics about real people and events? 'Usually the Beatles' songs which
were my (14)___ weren't personal, but there were some (15)____: for instance, |
wrote Let it be about my mother, (16) __ name was Mary. One night, when the
Beatles were breaking up and | was feeling very depressed, | had a (17) ____ where |
saw my mum, who had died when | was fourteen. It was great to see her again and in
the dream she said, 'Don't worry. Everything will be (18)__." It was such a nice
dream | woke up and | felt much (19)___ and | started to write Let it be. Afterwards,
thousands of people wrote to me saying that the song had helped them in (20)
times. Later, after the Beatles had broken up, | formed Wings and | wrote a lot of songs
to my wife Linda, like Silly Love songs and The Lovely Linda.'

all all right because become better
between car difficult dream exceptions
formed got greatest guitar happy
idea it mad on other
the together used whose written
0. the
1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
6. 7. 8. 9. 10.
11. 12. 13. 14. 15.
16. 17. 18. 19. 20.
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7. 4. Geography comparison essay

-Analyze the following population pyramids and write down an essay comparing
the evolution of population in the USA and Afghanitan.

Male United States - 1980 Female

15 12 9 B 3 0 0 3 B 9 1z 1F
Fopulation {in millions) Age Group Population (in millions)
Male United States - 2010 Fermale
15 12 9 5] 3 0 0 3 6 ] 12 15
Population (in millions) Age Group Population {in millions)
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Male Afghanistan - 1980 Fermnale

2 16 1.2 08 0.4 0 0 0.4 0.8 12 18 2
Population (in millions) Age Group Population {in millions)
Male Afghanistan - 2010 Female

3 24 18 12 0.6 0 0 0.6 1.2 18 24 3
Population (in millions) Age Group Population {in millions)
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7.5. Written compositions by Bilingual Section studnts

Student 1

My name is Francisco Gimeno Barrio. | am 14 yedds My parents are Francisco José
Gimeno and Maria Isabel Barrio. | was born in theand of July of 1998. | also have a
brother, Fernando Gimeno Barrio. | was born in Nidgpain.

I’'m a boy with brown hair, brown eyes, curly hdim medium size tall, a little bit fat.
I’'m sympathetic, happy and | don’t get angry toocmibut when | get angry | think I'm
dangerous.

| like football, basketball, tennis....Almost all gports. Also read, listen to music,
watching TV, play computer, play PS3 and goingweiti friends.

| like wearing sports clothes.
I would like to be coach of a football team of teacbut | don’t know exactly.

| think | help my friends and they know they cah tee whatever they want because |
don’t say nothing.

This is my life.

(153 words)

Student 2

My name is Said Aarén, I'm from Madrid but my mathe from Morocco and my
father is from Germany. I'm 14 years old and | vibmsn in the 23 of November of
1998.

My favourite colour is green. | like doing sportsch as karate, football, basketball. |
enjoy going out with my friends and playing compstgames with my friends.

I'm in 3° E.S.O. and | have been studying engl@mhS years and 3 years french. In the
future | would like to study sciences technologwesomething about security.

Finally 1 would like to say that I'm a funny andgmy boy, very social and intelligent.

(111words)

Student 3

63



My name is Leyre Gaztelu. | was born in the 1988, 13" of July. | am 14 years old. |
was born in Madrid, Spain. | live with my fatherahRcisco Javier Gaztelu, my mother,
Maria Luisa Cachon, and my brother, Ander Gaztelu.

I am a tall girl, with blue eyes and brown haifike listening to music, going out with
my friends, doing sports, which | do twice a weldike football, basket and dancing.

My mother is from Madrid, she has 6 brothers arstiesi and she has been a doctor
more than 10 years. My father is from Pamplona,axa/ and he has 1 brother and 1
sister, he works in an office. And my brother isnfr Madrid, as me. We've been
studying since 6 years, in the Alberto Alcocer sthand now | am in third of high
school. | also play the piano.

I would like to study psicology or something rethtéor helping people with their
problems, and solve them. Or biology, medicine, esting similar.

I’'m a good friend, nice, | like helping everyoneémla good student, sister and daughter.

(191words)

Student 4

In this redaction I'm going to introduce about meffsMy name is J. David Gonzalez,
I’'m 14 years old but on July I'm going to have 1%ike every sport, but, my favourite
sport is football like a lot of people. Fisicalliain blonde, with a short cut hair, I'm
medium sized tall 1,70 m. Psicologically | like @awails a lot | have a parrot and two
dogs, people describe me such a kind person agdseey funny.

I love TV programmes like la que se avecina, twomraed a half and CSI Miami Bacle.
When | was a child | wanted to be an actor.

| don’t like studying although | have good marks1eCof my best hobbies is playing
computer games of ps3, | have played professiomalsome of them. Mi family is the
most important thing for me is the people who isngdo stay with me in the future,
and also my friends that make me laugh.

(168 words)

Student 5

My name is Patricia, I'am fiveteen years old, Ilar Madrid, and | still in Madrid.

| life in a aparmet, with my family, my mother, wehaname is Maria Consuelo, my

father, Santiago and my brother, Serguio, he igs®en, so he is older than me, and
recently my father bring a dog to our house, wh@se is Chula, she only have two
years if you count like human years, but if you oy dog years she is fiveteen as
I'am.
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My hobbies are play the piano, dance and read, aagurite are of adventures and
mistery, but now I'm reading the triology of “Sonfyg Paula” and now other triology

of the same author. My favourite author is Bluendeand the books | meancion are
written by he. | also like to go to the cinema, bdiont go very often because is very
expensive, and none with my friend’s we start td@bghtpubs, in the future i want to

study psicology, but by the moment I'm not veryeswand | also, if it's posible, to study

to an oder country. My favorite band is One dir@ttand my favorite song is Dont you
worry chield by the swedish house magic.

(210 words)

Student 6

My name is Ana. I'm 14 years old. | live in Madriipain. I'm tall, | have black hair
and dark brown eyes.

| have one sister younger than me. I live with doed my parents in a flat.

I go to a bilingual highschool called “Gomez Morgngefore going to this highschool |
went to a primary school called “Alberto Alcocerhigh was also bilingual.

In my free time | like going out with my friends,atching TV and playing with my
sister.

| play paddle and I've done karate for 5 years.

When | get older | would like to travel all aroutide world specially | would like to go
to New York.

(117 words)

Student 7

In this redaction | am going to write about mysélfin gonna start writting general
things about me: My name is Ivan Garcia Asoreynlla years old, | am from Madrid
(Spain) and a I'm a boy.

Now, I'm gonna talk about specific things about ham 1,77 m tall, | study in a high

school called IES Gomez Moreno, in Madrid, And mgdgs are not very good, | thank
| have good capacities, but i am so lazy.

| have many hobbies, such as friends, videoganiaging airsoft with my friends and

Music, Music is my passion, actualy i am startinging songs, and creating my own
songs, | don't think i have a perfect life, buts ibice. So, this is how | can introduce
myself.

(132 words)

Student 8
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Hi. My name is Carlota and I'm a fourteen years $fghnish girl and in this text | will
introduce my self. | live in Spain, madrid, andudy in Gomez Moreno high school. In
my free time | like to draw, play videogames, ctiabugh internet and playing the
piano.

Im not really sporty, | don't like sports. Wheneédome older | will like to be a graphic
designer. The one of agust of this year | will itetéen years old, because is my
birthday. | have one sister called Paula. | alseehalot of friends, thoug Im really shy,
my best friends are Andrea and Noelia. | do a fathongs with them. Im not a very
tallented student, Im just a normal one. Im Carbotd this who | am.

(139 words)

Student 9

Hello, my name is Daniel. I'm fourteen years oliny free time | like to see videos in
youtube, and go to the street with my friends atay pootball, Also we go to the
cinema. My favourite colour is the red. | live inablrid with my mother and my father.
| have a cat called Flypy that is brown. I'm studyiin the high school “Gomez
Moreno” in the bilingual section, I'm in 3°A. A bigart of my family live in Zamora
and on holidays me with my family go to Zamora. Wseally go there on summer. I'm
in a football team called “Antonio Mata”, | play thimy friends of the school.

(118 words)

Student 10

My name is Marina. I'm 14 years old. | was bornMiadrid on 28' of May, 1998. |
have two sisters and one brother. their names ateeld, Deborah and Javier. My
brother is the youngest in the family.

In my free times, | usually play tennis or go outhwmy friends, we always go to the
shopping center or we eat at “Macdonals”. In thghhi usually have parties, so that is
not a problem of boring.

| go to Gomez Moreno’s School, | go 6 hours a dayhe playground | eat with my
friends and we talk about boys.

| have very poor califications thats why my parears angry with me. But im studing.
My teacher at this moment is telling me to finiSio. bye people.

(135 words)
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7.6. Written compositions by Bilingual Program stueknts

Student 1

My name is Ramona and | am 14 years old. | haves@ter, she doesn’t live with me
and my parents. | am from Romania, but | came vbien | was 6 years old.

| like to meet my friends, to read interesting b®oko listen to music...l love

photography. Last Christmas, my parents gave nmarer@ and | use it always when |
have time. Also, I love to travel. | was in Veneaiad | like it very much. | like to go to

America, but | don’t think that I'm going to go swo

(100 words)

Student 2

Hello!" My name is Melani. | am 14 years. | live Mhadrid, Spain. | born in Spain. | am
medium-height, | have long brown hair and brownseydy family is niece.

My family: my father, his name is Walter, my mothkeer name is Elizabeth, | haven't
brothers or sisters.

My hobbies are listening to music, playing the catep, go with my friends of the
street. | like cook and swim.

| like cook dessert, go to travel and the foode lice-cream, tea of limon, the chocolate
and the sweet.

| don'’t like go the shopping alone and the foodoh' like cheese, beans and green
beans.

| study in the I.LE.S. Gémez Moreno. | am in 3 eso C

(125 words)

Student 3

My name is Victor Manuel and | live in San Blas, dvid.

| study in I.LE.S. Gébmez Moreno and I'm 14. | haeeng friends and different hobbies,
some of them are play videogames, go out with neydéis and do sport.

My favourite sports are swimming and taekwondo.
| like also ride my bike.

In my family we are 4 persons: my parents and noyhar.
In the future | want to be an architect.

(76 words)
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Student 4

My name is Luba, I'm 15 years old. | live in Madridhave 2 brothers: 1 older sister
and 1 younger brother.

My favorite sports are gymnastics. | practice #psrts because its funny and | like it. |
practice when | have 7 years old.

My birthday is on 18 of March. My favorite color Hue. My hobbies are listen to
music, sleep, and go with my friends.

| don't like go to school because | don't like sgudut | like then because | stay with
my friends.

My favorite subjet is Physical Education.

| have a tortle. His name is Puka.

My favourite food are spaguetti.

In holiday | going to the beach and village.

| like so much going to shopping because | liketleds and my favorites shops are:
Bershka, Blanco, Foot Looker, Stradivarius, Inside...

My best friends are Marina y Ana because hers stppte.

(153 words)

Student 5

Hellow my name is Paula, I'm not very tall, | haaeed long, curly hair and | have a
piercing in the nose. | haver a brother, he isytsars older than me.

| like listening to music and dancing, | went a damcademy when | was six years old
but now | go to a English academy two at week.

My favourite subjet in the school are English amoldgy. My best friend is Diana. |
have very reliance in her.

On holidays | usually go to the beach with my couwsid my ankle in Murcia, and with
my parents | go to a differents places of Spalikeltravel.

| have two pets a rabbit and a dog. Their nameP&ki and Cola both are black and
white.

| was born on 28 of April in 1998, my character is very strong, yemolite, | very
stabbord | always want to have the reason.

| want to be psicology or teacher for the children.

| practise swimming once at week and my favouotadfare macaroni and paella.

(186 words)

Student 6

My name is Eva, I'm 14 years old. | have one brgthes name is David. My hobbies
are listening music, play with my brother and mysias. I'd like to meet friends in the
park or in the cinema, I'd like watching TV. | havegot any pets however my cousin
has a dog and it is like it is mine.

I would like to be psicollogy. I like go on holiddg the beach with my family because
there | have some friends. | don't like the spidérate it.
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(93 words)

Student 7

Hi, | am Celeste and I'm 14 years old.

My family and me come from Peru. | live in Madrldstudy in I.E.S. Gomez Moreno.

| have got a sister. Her name is Fiorella and sidiess in the same high school that me.
She is younger than me. She’s 12 years old.

The names of my parents is Carmen and Juan.

I love dancing and listening to music.

My favourite food is pizza and my favourite drirskdoca cola.

My favourite animal is dog and | would like to haw€hihuahua.

| like playing football and basketball.

| practice swimming with my sister and my cousinsad a good time!

(115 words)

Student 8

My name is Aaron and | have fourteen years old. fslyourite hobbie is to play
videogames, because they can explain good stameéy@u can decide how to change
them.

You can live into a good videogame because if,ithe hours that you pass playing it
can pass very quickly easily.

The videogames are for me like wine, they can bg peor and bad, or they can be
famous, or the company that made the game becanwufa..

Talking about me, I'm a poor guy that has a bragtllemom, a dad and nothing else
living with him.

| have a good girlfriend, friends and things toaddhe day to don’t get bored.

| can say that my life is simply and a little baring so this is it.

(137 words)

Student 9

My name is Miguel I'm 15 years old | have brown wad brown hair. | love play the
guitar and do judo. | practice judo since I'm sndd brown belt, | would like exam for
black belt in no much time. | have one brotherr@me is Enrique he is 14 years old. |
have a chinchilu his name is Boliche it is verelhgent and it runs a lot. | love metal
music my favorites styles are Viking and Folk Medl favorites groups are
Enfisenum and Warcry. My friends are David, Vicamd Quique, they are strange, we
do many crazies in the street, we like to climblsvahd we do a little of

all of us minus Quique.

(127 words)
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Student 10
Hi! My name is Ifaki Mora, | live in Madrid and this my description.

| like playing football, with the PS3 and meet witty friends.

In the school | go well, but | don’t like studyiniglove my family, too. | am short and
thin, friendly. | have some pets: 30 fishes anittle Idog, but he is 8 years old. I like
doing sport, in my life, | did: ping-pong, badmintdootball and padel. In the holidays
| like travelling far, know about different placet¢c. | have beware with the food,
because I'm (celiaco); but | like eating at all. Fyourite things is my mobile phone,

(113 words)
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7.7. Written compositions by Non Bilingual Students

Student 1

My name’s Lucia. I'm 15 years old. | have 1 brothes name is Arturo. | live with my
parents and my brother. | have two birds, theybéwe and white. | like languages, play
clarinet, travel meet with my friends, sweets astéh to music. | don'’t like the noise.

I'm tall. I've got brown eyes and brown hair. | plathletics because | like run and
jump.

In my free time | like write, paint and listen tousic. My favourites groups are
Extremoduro, sum 41, Rihanna and Michael Jackson.

(93 words)

Student 2

My name is Nuria, I'm fourteen years old. | havekdarown eyes and curly, dark
brown hair. | usually have a ponny tail. I'm shand slim.

I’'m funny, clever, friendly and honest.

I live in Madrid with my father, his name is Ferclan He is tall, he has short, black hair
and green eyes. He is forty one years old.

I love gymnastics and dance, but | hate playindtdalb. | like watching TV, surfing the
net and using the mobile phone, but | don't likedieg very much.

(91 words)

Student 3

My name is Irina Barjollo Magro. I'm 14 years oldy birthday is on 8 of June. | am
studying in Vallecas | since 2010/2011. I live witty mothers calls Loli, my father
calls Manuel and my brother calls Mauricio. | likead books, listen to music, surf the
net, play computer games, go out with my friends$ go shopping. | don't like study —
it's too boring.

I live in Vallecas (Madrid).

| have got brown eyes. My hair is long, dark broand wavy. I’'m medium-height.

(89 words)
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Student 4

My name is Raquel. I'm fifteen years old. I'm SpsniI'm clever, hard-working and
helpful. I've got brown eyes. I've got long, darkolwn and straight hair. 'm medium
height and I'm medium built. I've got glasses.

I live in Madrid whit my family. My father’'s namesiFernando. My mother’'s name is
Elena and my brother's name is Fernando like myefat

| like listening to music and watching TV. | dorike reading books and playing
volleyball.

(79 words)

Student 5

My name is Hasna Mabchour. I'm fifteen years oloh live in Espaiia (Madrid). | like
chocolate cake. My favorite food is Pasta and Pikh&e jeans and skirt. My favorite
colour is blue and red. | prefer yellow colour.dvie one brother, he’s name Karim. |
have mother and father. My parents name MiloudaTabdri. | don’t have animal’s. |
like a dog. I'm honest and loyal. | like listenibg music. | don’t like read a book. I'm
slim. | have long hair. | have black eyes and Haigemouse.

(96 words)

Student 6

My name is Shirley. I'm fourteen year old. My h&rlong dark and curly. I'm Shy and
quit. 1 live with my family, mon, dad and my twodthers. My mother name’s Sixta
she’s fourty two year. My father name’s Hernan Heisrty three year old. Dario and
Cristhian are my brothers. | like playing volleylbéistening music and reading books. |
don't like studying, reading mazine.

(68 words)

Student 7

My name is Ivan. I'm 15 years. | live in Vallecdsam honest and intelligent. 1 am
stronger and tall. | play football. | ride a bilelike the extreme sport. | like a fruit,
chocolate, soup and chicken. | don't like a vedetaMy family is large. They are
happy, simpatique etc. | like listening to musidike car game and football game. |
have got green eyes and yellow heard.

(75 words)

72



Student 8

My name is Ronny, | am 15 years old, | live in Mddrand | study in high school
“Vallecas 1”. | am friendly, polite and lazy, I'vgot hair short, black and streak. My
eyes are dark brown and | am small, and thinkvd Whit my parents and my sister. |
like play the drum and guitar but | don’t like dg/fmomework.

(67 words)

Student 9

My name is Celeste I'am 14 years old. | live in MddI born in Madrid.
| have got a brown, wavy, and medium length hair.

| have got a dark brown eyes.

I'am very honest and loyal.

I look like my mother, | have a dark brown eyes.

| like chocolat, | don't like the bikes.

My mother live in Santiago de Chile, she’s nam&asdnica, and she like chocolat.
She has got a dark brown eyes. She is tall

My father | live in Madrid wich my and my uncle.

He like chips.

He don’t like the footbool.

He has got a brown eyes.

He has got a brown, short hair.

He’s tall.

(116 words)

Student 10

My name is Irene. I'm fourteen years old. I'm Simil am a ordinary looking. | have
got brown eyes. | have got brown eyes. | have gaog blonde straight hair. | look like
slim and tall.

| am like polite, lazy, easy-going, generous, fdigrand happy.

[ live in Madrid, with my mum, dad and my brother.

Their names are Marga, Carmelo and Javier.

| like playing basketbal, but | don't like playirigotball.

| like the animals, the children’s.

| like the chocolate.

I like watching TV, chatting, listening to musidce

(95 words)
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7.8. CLIL compositions by Bilingual Section studerdg

Student 1
In the U.S in the 1980’s the population was kindj@at in compare with Afghanistan.

In 1980 in the US there were more male than in Afgstan and more female. | think
this is because Afghanistan is a developing country

In 2010 the population in Afghanistan increase tainomale and female. The U.S.’s
population also increase but not as much as Afgleami

(65 words)

Student 2
Comparation of the population of US and Afghanidiatween 1980 and 2010

The population of US is really different of the Afgnistan’s one. Between 1980 and
2010 the main population changed even more.

In 1980 the main young male population was 11 ariliand the main female population
was 11 million as well in US.

In Afghanistan, the main young male population ess than 0,8 million and the
female one even less than that.

In 2010 the main population of US was almost theesthan in 1980 but in Afghanistan
were more than 1,2 millions of males and females.

The conclusion is, in US the main young populatasidn't change a lot but in
Afghanistan yes.

(118 words)

Student 3

In the US the population has increase between 28802010. Also in Afghanistan but
no so much than the US.

In the US between the 1980 to the 2010 populatamihcrease. | think there are more
females than males in the 1980’s, and in 2010 also.

Also in Afghanistan population has increase all@iso think there are more females
than males in 2010, but in 1980 | think there aogenmales than females.

There’s a lot of more population in the United 8¢athan in Afghanistan. In 1980 and

in 2010 the US have more population than Afghanidtaey have more males and also
more females.
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(111 words)

Student 4
US and Afghanistan

In 1980 in the US there were lower population thm2010. In 1980 women and men
were mostly the same and in 2010 too.

In 1980 in Afghanistan the population was lowemthia 2010, there were more men
than women. In 2010, population increased and tiere also more men than women.

Comparing US with Afghanistan we realize that th® khd many more population in
1980 and in 2010, maybe because it is a large ppant very famous and attractive to
all people. Afghanistan is not attractive to pedpeause of wars and deaths. Its a poor
country.

The highest population in millions of Afghanistan?.4 m and in the US is 12 m. There
are 10.4 millions of people of difference in 20veen both (women)

In 1980, the highest population in Afghanistan & th and in the US 10 m. There are
9,6 m of people of difference, in women.

There are lots of difference population betweer lwoiuntries.

(170 words)

Student 5

Male population in US in 1980 was a little bit larghan female population in 1980
towards the age of 50-59, after this ages femafmilption was larger than male one.
The reason can be the second World War, and aksdirdt one, this is the reason

because female population became larger at thefagor 60.

Male population in Afghanistan in 1980 was largeart female population. We can

appreciate that in both graphics, female and nuEerease progresively, and make like
a semiarch. This is because in Afghanistan theheingry and little water, so people’s
life expectancy is lower.

The population of male and female in the US in 2&Ll&arger than in 1980. Until the

age of 70, the population between male and fenwmlthe same, but after that the
population in female became larger because thenSiéaarld War.

The population of male and female in Afghanistar2@i0 is larger than in 1980. And

also happens the same, the life expectancy isdedbgere is less adult people.

(180 words)
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Student 6

Population Changes

In 1980 population between the US and Afghanistaa very different. In the US there
were much more population. More children, more tsd@nd old people. It isn’t much
differences between men and women, in both case#&fghanistan there was little
population, the most abundant were babys, whichewadr list 1,3 millions then

population (adults) start to decrease a lot.

In 2010 population has changed, in the US at thanhent were more children, adults,
and old people, but still been more women than nre\fghanistan population have
increase, but we cannot see so much differencleowdh children population have
increase to 2,4 millions. And there’s not more memwomen, they seem the same.

Population in the US have always been higher thaAfghanistan between 1980 and
2010, there is a big difference between both coestr

(143)

Student 7

In 1980, United States had a higher population tAfghanistan, but in Afghanistan
there are more childs of 0-4 years old, we obsarvery good example of a developed
and non developed countries.

In 2010 we can observe a change in the quantipoptilation in both cases they grow
but there is still a big difference in middle ageople in Afghanistan are less than in
United States.

(70 words)

Student 8

Here we can see a population pyramid of the US Afigthanistan of the 1980s and
2010s.

We can see that the USA has a bigger life expegthacause is a developed country
and have developed new medicines.

In the 1980s the USA has a bigger life expectariantAfghanistan because in
Afghanistan there is also a lot of war and it's eveloping country. In 2010s
Afghanistan has improved the data of children a®hagers but it hasn’t change a lot.
In the case of the USA in the opposite they hayaraved everything because also they
have developed new medicines.

In the 1980s women have the same life expectaneyieas but less in 2010s because

there women are considered less than men. In tfewtBnen have more because they
are heathier than men, so they live more.
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(141 words)

Student 9
us

Between 1980 and 2010 the population has suffegrdat change.
In 1980, there was the same number of people fherage of 0 to 54, but from the age
of 55 to 100+ there were more women.

In 2010 the population increased, however the feraatl male population had the same
differences as in 1980, there were more females thales, that's because the live
expectancy of a woman is higher than the one odla. m

Afghanistan

In Afghanistan is the opposite of the US. In 1988lerlived longer than women, there
were less females than males.

In 2010, as in the US, the population increaseftmre were more males than females.

Student 10

The pyramid of USA in 1980 shows that more or less,the same amount of men and
women, but the women life expectancy is more bexausn have to went to war. In the

second pyramid of 2010 you can see a increasesqidpulation but is still more or less

equal the number of women and men, and womerhatf more life expectancy.

The pyramid of Afghanistan in 1980, shows a liigpulation, and very few adults, it
also show that theres more men than women but tmew still living more. In the
second pyramid you can see a big increase of thelgkon, but theres also more mens
and women also have more life expectancy.

If we have to compare them we should say that sherebig difference between
population, because there is more population inUB& with a huge difference, and

theres a little in Afghanistan, there are also namhelts in USA, and high expectancy is
also higher.

(168 words)
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