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ABSTRACT

The present study seeks to contribute new evidence on the effects of the
CLIL approach (Content and Language Integrated Learning) on young
EFL learners productive and receptive skills in a school set in
Barcelona (Catalonia). Catalonia is a bilingual community in which
both Catalan and Spanish are official languages and English represents
the first foreign language included in the curriculum. For that purpose,
two groups (n= 50 each) involving 100 bilingual Catalan / Spanish
students aged 12 to 15 were analysed longitudinally over two academic
years in two different types of exposure contexts. Fl (Formal
Instruction of English as a foreign language school subject, control
group) and CLIL (English as medium of instruction when learning
Science, experimental group). Data were €licited both for productive
and comprehension skills and were statistically analysed quantitatively
and also qualitatively using a posttest design at the end of each
academic year. Results obtained confirm the effectiveness of the CLIL
programme, however not in all domains and to the same degree as
significant benefits did not accrue in all skills and measurements.
Concerning receptive skills, when contrasting the differential effects of
the two programmes on the participants’ linguistic progress, the group
in the FI+CLIL improved their reading competence significantly more
than the other, as was expected, but not their listening competence. As
for productive skills, our findings show a significant improvement in
the case of the FI+CLIL group, something which we had not
hypothesised, as the subjects writing and particularly so accuracy,
significatively progressed and so did lexico-grammatical abilities. This
is in contrast with findings published in previous studies. Results also
tend to confirm that age had an impact and thus the older, the better as
far as progress made by our subjects. Finally, our results show that the
CLIL approach did not seem to erase the differences observed in
traditional foreign language teaching contexts when gender is
considered: contrary to expectations, femae participants still
outperformed their male counterparts not only in a Fl context but also
ina CLIL context. In conclusion, it can be stated that the effectiveness
of aCLIL context of learning in this dissertation is confirmed but that it
does not suffice to improve the participants overal linguistic
competence as, whereas some levels of language competence made
substantial progress, some other levels did not seem to follow the same
path.
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RESUM

L’ objectiu d’ aquest estudi és aportar noves dades sobre €els efectes de
I’enfocament EICLE (Enfocament Integrat de Continguts i Llenglies
Estrangeres) en les habilitats productives i receptives de subjectes
aprenents d'anglés com a llengua estrangera, d'una escola concertada
de la ciutat de Barcelona (Catalunya). Catalunya és una comunitat
bilingle on e catala i I'espanyol son llengles oficials i I’anglées
representa la primera llengua estrangera del curriculum educatiu. Amb
aquest objectiu s’ ha dut aterme un estudi comparatiu de |’ adquisicié de
I’anglés com a llengua estrangera en dos contextos d’ aprenentatge.
L’ estudi adopta un disseny longitudinal (al Ilarg de dos anys) i compara
dos grups (n= 50 cada grup) d aprenents bilinglies catala espanyol
d edats compreses entre els 12 i els 15 anys. El grup de control apren
I’angles amb I’ enfocament convencional en aules d’instruccié formal
(IF) i & grup experimental rep I’enfocament EICLE a |’ assignatura de
naturals en anglées (Science) a més de seguir les classes convencionals
en context IF. S han recollit dades relatives ales habilitats de produccio
i de comprensio i shan analitzat quantitativament i qualitativament
mitjancant un disseny post-test al final de cada any académic tot
aplicant andlisi estadistica. Els resultats obtinguts confirmen que el
programa EICLE és efectiu tot i que no en tots els ambits ni amb la
mateixa intensitat, ja que no apareixen millores significatives en totes
les habilitats i mesures adoptades. Pel que fa a les habilitats receptives,
quan es contrasten els efectes diferencials dels dos programes en €
progrés linguistic dels subjectes, € grup EICLE millora
significativament més en la prova de comprensié escrita, com estava
previst, perd no en la de comprensio oral. Pel que fa a les habilitats
productives, els nostres resultats demostren una millora significativa en
el grup que segueix I'enfocament EICLE. A diferencia de la recerca
publicada anteriorment, els nostres participants milloren de manera
significativa en la produccio escrita, especialment en la correccio, i en
les habilitats Iéxico-gramaticals. Els resultats també tendeixen a
confirmar que €l factor edat és rellevant i que com més grans millor.
Finalment, els resultats demostren que I’ enfocament EICLE no gjuda a
disminuir les diferencies observades en contextos tradicionals
d ensenyament de llenglies estrangeres pel que fa a génere dels
subjectes: a diferencia del que s havia previst, els subjectes femenins
obtenen millors resultats que els subjectes masculins no només en €
context d’'IF sin6 també en el context EICLE. En conclusi6, en aguesta
tes doctoral es pot confirmar |’ efectivitat d'un context d enfocament
EICLE. Ara bé, aquest enfocament no és una garantia suficient per ala
millora de la competéncia linguistica general dels aprenents.
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Introduction

1. INTRODUCTION

Globalisation and internationalisation are making increasing demands
on the foreign language skills of European citizens. As a consequence,
one of the key features in the European strategy towards
multilingualism is an interdisciplinary approach to education. Thisis a
policy in which lesser-known languages, either majority or minority
languages in the community are established within a school programme
as the medium of instruction for content subjects. This approach has
recently been known as Content and Language Integrated Leaming
(CLIL). In these so-called CLIL classes a language other than the L1 of
the students is used in teaching a non-language subject matter, the aim
being to increase the students' exposure to the language and to create a
motivating low-anxiety environment in which attention is paid to the
message conveyed rather than to form. In this way the students
language competence is to be enhanced and they are to be better
prepared for life and work in a globalised society and
economy, where English in particular dominates asthe Lingua Franca
of today’s world.

The interest of investigating the effects of CLIL contexts of acquisition
on linguistic outcomes and processes seems undeniable and
undiminishing. One of the main questions in relation to CLIL as a new
educational approach arises when analysing to what extent the
increased exposure to a target language brought about when adopting
CLIL to teach one or more subjects in a school trandates into tangible
improvement in the quality of language output. In addition, another
relevant issue is what aspects of language proficiency are most likely to
be affected. This is more particularly interesting when CLIL is
analyzed and contrasted together with other contexts of acquisition,
with different input conditions, such as formal instruction (FI) in the
foreign language classroom.

This research study” presents CLIL as a central feature in the European
strategy towards multilingualism and its impact on second language
acquisition by secondary English as a foreign language (EFL) learners
and compares it to Fl. Indeed, CLIL and FI allow a close examination
of the effects of different contexts of leaming on foreign language

! This study has been developed within the framework of the ALLENCAM research
group: Language Acquisition in Multilingual Catalonia, Universitat Pompeu Fabra
(www.upf.edu/dcl/recerca)
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leamers' linguistic outcomes and attitudes, a question currently under
scrutiny in second language acquisition (SLA) research. In this study
the terms foreign language acquisition (FLA) and SLA are used
aternatively. And only when relevant will the central difference
between aforeign and a second language be made.

It is hypothesised that because each of the two contexts has differential
patterns of input exposure and offers different opportunities for
interaction, both quantitatively and qualitatively, their effect on the
participants communicative and motivational development will also be
different.

More specifically, this research study focuses on whether or not the
acquisition of a language which is only heard and practised in the
language classroom as the object of instruction, i.e. Fl, presents
significant differences with respect to the acquisition of a language
which is only heard and practised in the language classroom as the
vehicle of instruction, i.e. CLIL. And, likewise, it focuses on whether
or not the degree of influence of individual factors such as age, or
gender influence the level of competence achieved in each different
context. Since research studies which have covered age and gender
issues in the last decades throw contradictory results, we believe that
analysing the effects these two individual variables have may
contribute with useful datato the FLA research field.

The reason for focusing on the classroom, however, is not merely to
shed light on how FLA takes place. Being myself a teacher, this
research is also motivated by a desire to discover what classroom
conditions or contexts are most likely to facilitate acquisition, whether
CLIL or FI, and what exactly does CLIL contribute to education in
general and language acquisition in particular. It is important to
remember that CLIL initiatives are becoming very popular al over the
world. Where it was once believed that the formula for successful
foreign language acquisition was “the earlier the better”, on the face of
the fact that no generalized improvement has come about in EFL in our
contexts, nowadays CLIL initiatives may well be seen as a second
aternative to the success in FLA (Pérez-Vidal, forthcoming). In other
words, there is an inherent indirect goal in the study which falls within
the domain of teaching and learning EFL. However, such a pedagogic
purpose is not biased towards didactics as in methodol ogical handbooks
for teachers, where the aim is to suggest specific techniques or
activities that teachers can use. This research considers didactics not in
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terms of “techniques’ or “activities’, but in terms of what kinds of
classroom behaviours teachers need to engage in to promote learning in
CLIL contexts as opposed to Fl. Indeed, we believe that the ultimate
goal of research in language acquisition studies is that findings be taken
into consideration by educational policies and the educational
community in genera (both top down and bottom up forces).

Hence, in order to accomplish its main objective, the present
dissertation has been structured around seven chapters. Chapter 1
corresponds to the present chapter, the introduction, and explains the
main objective of this research, justifies its relevance and describes
how it is organised.

In chapter 2 the theoretical background to the study of LA in Formal
Instruction Contexts (from now on FIC) is presented from an applied
linguistics perspective using a highly canonical structured. The chapter
has three main parts. The first oneis an overview of SLA/FLA research
from the 50's until today. The second one analyses LA and
Multilingualism in detail, focusing on Bilingual and Third LA, the
issue on focus in our study, while dealing with Catalan/Spanish learners
of English as a third language. The third part presents the specific
context of acquisition scrutinised: CLIL.

Chapter 3 deals with the research questions and the method used to
carry out the present research study. The organisation of the chapter is
as follows. Section 3.1 presents the objectives of the investigation. In
section 3.2 the research question and the hypotheses used to address the
issue analysed are explained. After this, a section with the method is
offered. In it the context and participants of the study, the design,
treatment, and instruments used, and the data collection procedure are
explained in detail. The last part within the method section (3.3) is a
large description of the quantitative and qualitative measures used to
analyse the data, and the statistics adopted.

Chapter 4 presents the results of the analyses performed in order to
answer the research question formulated in Chapter 3. This research
question enquired how context of learning affects the oral and written
development of young bilingual secondary education EFL learners
when contrasting a group experiencing FI only and a group
experiencing FI in combination with CLIL. Three specific issues are of
interest in this field of research when contrasting the two contexts. The
first one, related to general language development and presented in
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section 4.1, is whether all linguistic abilities develop accordingly or
differently. The subjects examined are measured as far as their writing
abilities, their reading abilities, their listening comprehension abilities,
and their lexico-grammatical abilities. The second issue, related to
individual differences and presented in section 4.2, is whether changes
occur irrespective of age differences. The third and last issue
corresponds to section 4.3 and relates to another individual variable,
gender, which has caught the interest of research in recent years.

Chapter 5 contains the discussion of results. This chapter is organized
into different sections each one dealing with one of the three
hypotheses established in relation to the main question. Firstly, section
5.1 tackles the issue of language progress and skill development. It
discusses the results obtained in order to address the first hypothesis.
Secondly, section 5.2 deals with the the issue of language progress and
age: whether changes occur irrespective of age differences. In the third
place, section 5.3 discusses the results concerning the issue of the
impact of gender differencesinaFl and aFl + CLIL context in relation
to each of the different skills measured.

Finaly, based on a summary of the main findings and the discussion,
Chapter 6 offers the conclusions reached after carrying out the
investigation. It also identifies the limitations of the study presented
and suggests several issues for further research.

To conclude, chapter 7 is a list of the bibliographical references
included throughout the dissertation. After this, 3 appendices are added
in the end. The first one presents the tests administered to the
participants. The second one shows a table with the school’s CLIL
programme development. Finally, in the third and last one, the rating
scale used for assessment of the writing task from Friedl/Auer (2007) is
shown.

It is very much hoped that the investigation presented here will be able
to discretely contribute to the field of SLA research and at the same
time be of interest to al those involved in education. This is the right
place to play tribute to all the schools which are offering their CLIL
programmes as sources of empirical evidence such as the school in
which data were collected for the present dissertation. Their
contribution to scientific research is tantamount to their capacity for
innovation and service to the community. To finish on a persona note,
given the effectiveness of the CLIL programme analysed in this
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research as far as specially writing skills and accuracy, | have begun to
pay attention to content topics in as much as to form in many of my
EFL FI classes. As a consequence, | have started to use more authentic
texts and topics and in addition chosen by students and thus
overcoming the artificiality of FI contexts in EFL. More often than
before my students ask questions just for pleasure of finding out more
about the topic, and it happens that when students like what they are
doing, classes become in turn a much more stimulating experience for
the teacher. Because as we all know, there is nothing that equals the
gratification of working with motivated students.
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2. LANGUAGE ACQUISITION LITERATURE: AN
OVERVIEW

In this chapter the theoretical background to the study of LA in Formal
Instruction Contexts (from now on FIC) is presented from an applied
linguistics perspective. The chapter has three main parts. The first one
is an overview of SLA/FLA research from the 50's until today. The
second one anayses LA and Multilingualism in detail focusing on
Bilingual and Third LA, the issue on focus in our study, dealing with
Catalan/Spanish learners of English as a third language. The third part
presents the specific context of acquisition scrutinized: CLIL.

The notion of language acquisition (LA from now on) can be
approached from a variety of perspectives: sociolinguistic, educational,
neurolinguistic, psycholinguistic or linguistic. Each of these approaches
involves different assumptions, methods and goals, abeit they all aim
at contributing to a better understanding of the processes underlying
LA. The present study focuses on the linguistic account of language
acquisition, more specifically Second Language Acquisition and
Foreign Language Acquisition (from now on SLA and FLA) in relation
to a specific European context of learning: Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL from now on).

The task awaiting the study of SLA and FLA is vast. It must account
for failure as well as success and must cover both naturalistic and
formal learning, at al ages, in second and foreign language
environments, with monolingual, bilingual or multilingual speakers and
with all the variables that these macro considerations imply. For
example, consider a group of monolingual students in a state secondary
school in Spain, who may be learning a FL, that is a language not
spoken in the environment in a conventional Formal Instruction
classroom, or following a bilingual immersion programme, compared
with a group of multilingual speakers learning a language in the target
language community during a Study Abroad (SA) Period. If what is
being proposed is a FLA theory, it must be applicable in any of these
different contexts of learning. In addition, it must cover all aspects of
language: form, meaning, sound, use.

2.1 Formal Instruction Contexts

In this part an overview of S/IFLA research is presented. First of all,
following a chronological order, four different periods are identified
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and described: i. the structuralist-behaviorist period, ii. the Chomskyan
period, iii. the social-interactionist period, and iv. the cognitive period.
After this, four key hypotheses that provide a rough sketch of the
features which come to play a role in the process of acquiring
languages are introduced: i. the Input Hypothesis, ii. the Interaction
Hypothesis, iii. the Output Hypothesis, iv. and the Noticing Hypothesis.
Next, a section dealing with focus on form and acquisition and the
current state of research in thisdomain is presented. Finally, the chapter
ends with a section on individual differencesin SLA.

2.1.1 Four Different Periods

In this section, developments in the field of Linguistics applied to the
acquisition of languages are succinctly presented and organised in four
chronological periods, roughly corresponding to four differentiated
models. As Pérez-Vidal (2001a) summarises, three distinct periods can
be identified since work in the field of Linguistics, understood as the
study of language as a system, began around the 50’s: a structuralist-
behaviorist period, a period named after its main figure, Chomsky, and
the social-interactionist period. The main focus in this author’s account
is placed on the role of input in the process of language acquisition and
how it is viewed differently in each period. This is a view which
specifically relates to contextual differences in language acquisition,
the main focus of the study presented here. After these three, a fourth
final period follows, a cognitive period which is included in this
presentation in order to show the most recent developmentsin the field
of Linguistics applied to the acquisition of languages, together with a
summary of Skill Acquisition Theories.

2.1.1.1 The Structuralist-Behaviorist Period

In the first period of research on LA, conventionally called the
structuralist-behaviorist period, the structuralists linguists were close to
the behaviorist school of psychology (Skinner, 1957). They believed
that learning takes place as a habit formation process, a stimulus-
response reaction followed by a positive or a negative reinforcement. It
was posited that children learn languages by being encouraged or
reinforced when they speak properly, and by being discouraged when
they do not speak properly. This implies a view in which adults or
carers speak to children and model specific linguistic forms and
patterns so that children imitate them and internalise those patterns. If
they imitate well, they will be reinforced with a Very good! Right!, if
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they don’t, they will be corrected. In the case of an L2, native speakers
(from now on NSs) will speak to non-native speakers (from now on
NNSs); and, in classrooms, teachers will speak to students to help them
learn in asimilar way to how adults do with children.

What this means, in terms of the role assigned to language learners, is
that acquisition is manipulated from outside by choosing what one says
(input), and providing appropriate stimuli to speak. It is thus controlled
from the outside and the learner is passive and learns by analogy, not
by analysis.

2.1.1.2 The Chomskyan Period

In the following period, to put it very succinctly, firstly Chomsky
objected to the view that human learning, and specifically language
learning, can be explained as the stimuli-response chain (Chomsky,
1959). He rejected that learning is a habit formation process, a process
of imitation and analogy, where children acquire a language by
imitating more and more complex structures. He objected basically on
two accounts. On the one hand, he argued, athough children do imitate
certain words and structures, they cannot possibly imitate structures
that they have never heard before, such as GO-ED for past of go
instead of WENT, in the case of English.

Thus, given that imitation cannot explain some of the language
produced by children, we can easily say that the structuralist
behaviourist paradigm does not work as an explanation of the language
acquisition process. It is true that imitation does play arole, and today
we know that it is a strategy used by child and adult learners: there is
no doubt that some children imitate a great deal, although some imitate
much less, and that the same happens with adults in natural and formal
acquisition in the classroom. However, the crucial objection put
forward in this period is that imitation does not take into consideration
a much more essential process which is going on underneath imitation,
the complex process of acquiring alanguage.

Secondly, Chomsky also objected to the idea that children are
reinforced by what they say well, and corrected when they do not speak
well. Chomsky accumulated evidence that proved that when adults talk
to children, what they are mainly concerned about is communication. If
something is corrected it is to make sure that the child’s contribution to
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communication is true, not false, but blatant grammatical errors tend to
go uncorrected provided that what the child saysistrue.

“Heagirl” (achild says of her mother pointing at her)
The mother accepts in spite of:

- wrong gender

- and no verb (Pérez-Vidal, 1996: diary record)

As aresult of this view, and in contrast with the previous one, the role
assigned to the learner is that of being engaged in a mental activity
process whereby, in the case of a first language, children use what
adults say, the input, to form and test hypothesis about how language is
organised, hence trying to infer the rules from the language spoken to
them by their carers. Further development of language ability is the
process from basic rules to more refined one which will alow the child
to incorporate more and more of the language he or she hears. In this
way, what is called the interlanguage of the learner develops, that is the
type of language produced in the process of learning the second/foreign
language. Hence, language acquisition is a creative and rule governed
activity. And this, Chomsky claimed, is possible because we are all
genetically programmed, we have an inner mechanism which is
different from all the others we inherit (so it is language-specific) and
unique to humans (species-specific), that allows us to proceed in this
way. This inner mechanism includes knowledge of the properties that
are common in the basic structure of all languages.

Accordingly, babies learning their first languages and second language
learners alike are active in the process of learning languages, they
proceed by analysis, rather than analogy, and they are creative, for they
are able to use a set number of rules to produce as many sentences as
they wish.

Since those days, empirical research on input addressed to children has
proved that input is generally correct, although modified, and somehow
simplified by adults whose role is to interact with children and help
them say what they would not be able to say on their own. Such a kind
of input has received severa names. ‘motherese’ baby talk and more
recently child directed speech (CDS). This type of assistance has
received the name of scaffolding. It was proved that such a type of
communication contributes to the process of how a child acquires afirst
language (Gallaway and Fichards, 1994). Asit will be further explained
in more detail in the following sections, a very powerful model was put
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forward by Stephen Krashen (1985) who, on the basis of this evidence,
formulated the same principle in relation to second language
acquisition. His Monitor Theory, resting on five hypotheses of which
the basic one was “The input hypothesis’, stated that input which is
accessible to the learner, because being ssimplified to just one level
above his or her competence level, might become intake, that is,
acquired language. However, this idea that only comprehensible input
IS necessary for acquisition to take place was subsequently criticised as
is explained further below. Other authors became more interested not
only in the input addressed to learners, but in the discourse interaction
in which learners participate, also drawing from the research in first
language acquisition. Hatch (1978) applied the construct of scaffolding
to adults learning second languages, and subsequently other authors
carried out empirical research in order to prove to what extent the type
of input addressed to adult learners was similar to that addressed to
children, and whether it also favoured acquisition (Larsen-Freeman and
Long, 1991). The terms teacher-talk and foreigner-talk or ‘foreignese’
came to be used to refer to this specific type of input.

2.1.1.3 The Social- Interactionist Period

The third period in this account of SLA research is the social-
interactionist period. The idea that input is necessary in the process of
acquiring languages has not changed in this period, however it has been
refined in three respects. Firstly, in the sense that input is no longer
considered sufficient; it is even seen as insufficient by some authors
(Long, 1985). It is understood that in addition to input, specific
interactional adjustments are displayed not only by the native speaker
in the situation of communication, as was assumed in the preceding
period, but also by the learner within the microcosm in which learning
takes place. It is proposed that adults learn an L2 by participating in
interaction where modifications at the level of language and discourse
take place. In this way they benefit from comprehensible input, which
alows them to incorporate new syntactic structures in their
interlanguage. In addition to that, negotiation of meaning takes place.

Consequently, NSs contribute to the process of language acquisition of
adult learnersin two ways: by allowing them to negotiate meaning with
them, and by adjusting their discourse with the type of modifications
needed. Negotiation of meaning is a key phenomenon in the model put
forward by socia interactionism. It takes place when there are
communication problems either due to limitations in the learners
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competence, or the complexity of the situation. In this sense,
negotiation is a kind of problem solving strategy applied to language,
motivated by a pressure to communicate imposed in a particular
situation, something which has recently been stressed by authors such
as Gass (1997).

Secondly, if we go back to the mental activity which goes on when
trying to establish hypotheses about the rules of the language we hear,
in the model put forward by Chomsky it would appear as if al input
can be processed with the same degree of efficiency, yet thisis not the
case. The order of acquisition and the stages of acquisition studies
proved that when learning a particular language we first learn some
aspects of it and then others (see Ellis, 1994, for a throurough summary
or Dulay et al., 1982). And this we all do following the same order. It
was aso clear that children make the same mistakes on route towards
adult competence, and so do adults gaining native-like competence
throughout their different stages of interlanguage. Input studies first
acknowledged the need for input, and, through this third period, they
also investigated the manifold reasons why we learn some bits of
language before others. These reasons can be summarised as follows:

1. Learners get positive evidence in the form of input.

2. But this is not sufficient, because they will only notice some
phenomena in this evidence, and not others, those utterances they
notice will trigger rules which will be language specific (Schmidit,
1990).

3. The learner’s output produced will be contrasted with the input,
which may contain negative evidence, correction that will help them
disconfirm hypothesis they have made.

Thirdly, there is conclusive research showing that learners, both
children and adults, who receive either explicit corrections or implicit
corrections perform better (Long, 1996). The previous three successive
stages, which in real life may not take place in such a neat order, are
only possible when learners are engaged in interaction with an
interlocutor.

What is the role of the learner in the process of acquiring a language
according to this view? It is the conversational adjustments and
interactional modifications in which they are actively engaged when
negotiating meaning which promote acquisition.
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2.1.1.4 The Cognitive Period

Since the late 1980s, there has been a revival of interest in
psychological theories of language learning. Cognitive psychologists
see no reason to assume that language acquisition requires specific
brain structures used uniquely for language acquisition. Rather, they
hypothesize that second language acquisition, like other learning,
requires the learner’s attention and effort —whether or not the learner is
fully aware of what is being attended to. Some information processing
theories suggest that language, like other skilled activity, is first
acquired through intentional learning of what is called ‘declarative
knowledge' and that, through practice, the declarative knowledge can
become ‘proceduralized” and, with further practice, it can become
‘automatic’ (De Keyser, 2003). Other theorists make a similar contrast
between ‘controlled’ and ‘automatic’ processing (Segalowitz, 2003).
The difference is that controlled processing is not necessarily
intentional. Controlled processing occurs when a learner is accessing
information that is new or rare or complex. Controlled processing
requires mental effort and takes attention away from other controlled
processes. For example, a language learner who appears relatively
proficient in a conversation in a familiar topic may struggle to
understand an academic lecture, because the effort and attention
involved in interpreting the language itself interferes with the effort and
attention needed to interpret the content. Automatic processing, on the
other hand, occurs quickly and with little or no attention and effort.
Indeed, it is argued that we cannot prevent automatic processing and
have little awareness or memory of its occurrence. Thus, once language
itself is largely automatic, attention can be focused on the content. The
information processing model offers a useful explanation as to why
learnersin the initial phases of learning seem to put so much effort into
understanding and producing language.

Thus, according to the information processing model, learning occurs
when, through repeated practice, declarative knowledge becomes
automatic. In addition to practice, it is aso hypothesized that a process
referred to as ‘restructuring’ may result in learners appearing to have
made quite sudden changes in their interlanguage systems rather than
gradually increasing the speed with which they use constructions that
were aready present. Restructuring is a cognitive process in which
previously acquired information that has been somehow stored in
separate categories is integrated and this integration expands the
learner’s competence (McLaughlin, 1990; McLaughlin and Heredia,
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1996). Sometimes the restructuring can lead learners to make errors
that had not previously been present. For example, when a learner
comes to understand that English question forms require inversion,
there might be a period in which embedded questions (Do you know
what the children are doing?) would be produced with inversion as
well (* Do you know what are the children doing?).

Some researchers working within information processing models of
SLA have argued that nothing is learned without ‘noticing’. That is, in
order for some feature of language to be acquired, it is not enough for
the learner to be exposed to it through comprehensible input. The
learner must actually notice what it is in that input that makes the
meaning. This idea has raised a considerable amount of interest in the
context of instructed second language learning (Schmidt, 1990, 2001).
The next section (2.1.2), dealing with the hypotheses in SLA which
account for how languages are learnt, further developes it as the
Noticing Hypothesis.

The implicit/explicit dichotomy is aso one of the central issues in the
cognitive view of SLA. The underlying question here is whether adults
can learn a language fully through the same implicit learning
mechanisms used by the child in learning afirst language. According to
De Keyser (2003), ‘implicit learning’ can be defined as learning
without awareness of what is being learned as opposed to a more
explicit process whereby there is no lack of consciousness of the
structure being learned.

It is important, furthermore, to distinguish implicit learning from two
concepts it is often confused with in the second language literature:
inductive learning and implicit memory. Inductive learning (going from
the particular to the general, from examples to rules) and implicit
learning (learning without awareness) are two orthogonal concepts (see
table 1 below). Viatraditional rule teaching, learning is both deductive
and explicit. When students are encouraged to find rules for themselves
by studying examplesin atext, learning is inductive and explicit. When
children acquire linguistic competence of their native language without
thinking about its structure, their learning is inductive and implicit. The
combination of deductive and implicit is less obvious, but the concept
of parameter setting in Universal Grammar could be seen as an
example; supposedly learners derive a number of characteristics of the
language being learned from the setting of the parameter, and this
clearly happens without awareness.
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Table 1. The inductive/deductive and implicit/explicit dimensions

Deductive Inductive
Explicit Traditional teaching Rule discovery
Implicit Using parameters Learning L1 from input

Source: Implicit and Explicit Learning (De Keyser, 2003: 314)

In the same vein, implicit memory and implicit learning are in principle
independent concepts. Even though implicitly aguired knowledge tends
to remain implicit, and explicitly acquired knowledge tends to remain
explicit, explicitly learned knowledge can become implicit in the sense
that learners can lose awareness of its structure over time, and learners
can become aware of the structure of implicit knowledge when
attempting to access it, for example for applying it to a new context or
for conveying it verbally to somebody else. (De Keyser, 2003).

Finally, we can not finish a section devoted to cognitive psychology in
language acquisition without briefly summarising Skill Acquisition
Theories. Thisiswhat the next section is about.

ill Acquisition Theories

Skill Acquisition Theories of language acquisition draw on the
distinction between declarative and procedural knowledge (Anderson,
1983) or between controlled and automatic processes (McLaughlin, just
presented, 1987). That is, they are based on the view that language
learning is characterized by a progression from an initia declarative
knowledge stage involving controlled processing, to a final procedural
stage where knowledge is automatic. Skills are learnt as a result of
“practice”. Practice, however, needs to be skill-related. So the
development of skill in listening requires practice in processing input
while the development of speaking requires practice in oral production
(DeKeyser and Sokalski, 1996). According to this view, procedural
knowledge is uni-directional; that is, automatization of one skill, such
as listening, does not directly assist automatization of a different skill,
such as speaking. However, automatization of one skill may have an
indirect effect on a different skill by improving and strengthening
declarative knowledge which is bi-directional (i.e. can be utilized in the
development of different skills). Van Patten and Cadierno disagreed
with this view and purported that input practice aone can lead to
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improved output, although not viceversa (Van Patten and Cadierno,
1993).

According to skill-acquisition theorists, L2 learners achieve
proceduralization through extensive practice in using the L2. However,
“practice” is a relatively crude concept, especially when applied to
language learning. What exactly does it entail? The traditional view is
that practice involves the process of repeatedly and deliberately
attempting to produce some specific target feature. It was this view that
led to the use of the mechanical drills found in the audilingual and oral-
situational methods of language teaching (Richards and Rodgers,
2001). What was missing from this view, according to DeKeyser
(1998), was recognition of the importance of practice directed at
“behaviour” rather than at “structures’. Ellis (1988) showed that
practice is often not effective in enabling learners to use new structures
autonomously. This is because practising a structure in a mechanical
way reifies the structure by decontextualizing it and thus does not affect
long-term memory or lead to any change in behaviour. To change
behaviour (i.e. develop automatic processes) it is necessary to provide
practice of the actual behaviour itself. In the case of language learning,
“behaviour” must entail attempts to communicate. Thus, for practice to
work for the development of the speaking skill it must involve learners
producing the target structure in the context of communicative
activities.

According to this view, then, communicative practice serves as a
device for proceduralizing knowledge of linguistic structures that have
been first presented declaratively. Instruction that incorporates such
practice can be seen as an attempt to intervene directly in the process
by which declarative knowledge is proceduralized. DeKeyser (1998)
drew on Anderson’s skill-learning theory to argue for such an
intervention:

...proceduralization is achieved by engaging in the target
behaviour —or procedure- while temporarily leaning on
declarative crutches...

Repeated behaviours of this kind allow the restructuring of
declarative knowledge in ways that make it easier to
proceduralize and allow the combination of co-occurring
elements into larger chunks that reduce the working memory
load (DeKeyser, 1998: 49).
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Johnson (1988, 1996) also drew on skill-learning theory to justify
practice. He emphasized the importance of feedback in the learning
process, suggesting that the instructional sequence is best seen as one
of “learn — perform — learn” rather than the traditional sequence of
“learn — perform”. During (or perhaps after) the “perform” stage
learners must have the opportunity to receive feedback. This feedback,
Johnson suggested, should consist of “mistake correction” (i.e. negative
evidence about the misuse of features that the learners already have
knowledge of but cannot yet use automatically). Johnson emphasized
that for feedback to be effective learners “need to see for themselves
what has gone wrong in the operating conditions under which they
went wrong” (1988: 93). He suggested that this can probably be best
achieved by means of extrinsic feedback (i.e. feedback from an outside
source) that shows the learner what is wrong by modelling the correct
form while they are attempting to communicate.

Skill acquisition theories of the kind promoted by DeKeyser and
Johnson underlie mainstream accounts of how to teach grammar. Ur
(1996), for example, proposed a sequence of practice activities
designed to lead a learner from “accuracy” (i.e. performance based on
declarative knowledge) to “fluency” (i.e. performance based on
procedural knowledge). This sequence involves “controlled drills’,
“meaningful drills’, “guided meaningful practice”, “structure-based
free sentence composition”, “structure-based discourse composition”
and “free discourse”. It should be noted, however, that such a sequence
finds a place for mechanical as well as communicative practice, seeing
the former as a way of preparing for the latter, and, as such, does not
conform with DeKeyser's and Johnson's views about the need to
ensure that the practice involves “behaviour” in “real operating
conditions’.

There can be little doubt that language learning, in part at least, does
involve skill-learning in the sense that practice aids the process by
which L2 knowledge is automatized. However, skill-acquisition
theories are problematic in two related aspects. First, they provide no
explanation for the orders and sequences of acquisition. As Mitchell
and Myles (1998) commented “the route followed by L2 learnersis not
convincingly explained by such approaches’ (p. 99). Second, it is
difficult to accept that the acquisition of all L2 features begins with
declarative knowledge. This implies arole for metalinguistic awareness
in L2 acquisition that far exceeds that sketched out in this section.
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Four different periods regarding developments in the field of
Linguistics applied to the acquisition of languages have been presented.
One different line of enquiry in those years was the analysis of
individual differences and their impact on LA to which awhole section
is devoted. Before that, however, what follows now is an overview of
four major FLA/ SLA hypotheses which tried to further account for
how languages are learnt in the decades subsequent to the periods just
described.

2.1.2 Four Key Hypotheses

In this section four key hypotheses related to the process of LA are
presented: the Input Hypothesis, the Interaction Hypothesis, the Output
Hypothesis, and the Noticing Hypothesis. None of these hypotheses
alone purport to account for FLA. Yet taken as pieces of a model in
construction they should provide a rough sketch of the features which
come into play in the process of acquiring languages. The role of input
and context of acquisition, the focus of this dissertation, is also central
to al of them.

2.1.2.1 The Input Hypothesis

Advanced by Stephen Krashen since the 1980s (Krashen, 1982, 1985,
1998), the basic claim of the input hypothesis states that acquisition
will take place automatically if learners receive ‘ comprehensible input’.
We progress along the natural order of acquisition by understanding
input that contains structures at our next ‘stage’ of language
competence —structures that are dightly beyond our current level of
competence. (We move from i, our current level, to i + 1, the next
level along the natural order, by understanding input containing i +
1;...). Therefore, input is the essential environmental ingredient for LA
to take place.

Krashen's hypothesis, within his monitor theory of FLA, proscribes
traditional instruction devices (grammar teaching, linguistic grading,
error correction, etc.) due to the so-called “non-interface” concerning
any potential relationship between learned and acquired knowledge.
This author claims that knowledge resulting of consciously learned
language is distinct in memorial representation from unconsciously
acquired language, that only the latter type of knowledge can be
deployed in spontaneous language use, and, furthermore, that there can
be no interaction between these two independent knowledge systems
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(i.e., the so-called learning / acquisition distinction, where the former
implies a conscious effort and the latter a naturalistic, to some degree,
unconscious process). The non-interface position states that learned
knowledge can never become acquired knowledge.

Krashen's views have had a notable impact on FLA and also on
language pedagogy. Although intuitively attractive, however,
Krashen's model was extremely criticised as lacking theoretical or
empirical foundations. In fact, it was criticised to such an extent that
the dichotomy acquisition/learning is generally dispensed with and
linguists tend to use the terms as synonyms, as is the case in the present
study. It was also argued that incomprehensible input was also vital to
the process as it triggered learners awareness of gaps in their
knowledge (Gass, 1997). Long looked more carefully at the notion of
comprehensibility and how it had to be negotiated in NSs / NNSs
conversations (Long, 1983) and came to the conclusion that while the
input hypothesis might be open to criticism one thing is
uncontroversial: that without comprehensible input there is no learning,
so from that perspective the hypothesis holds. This author’s views are
further presented in the following section.

2.1.2.2 The Interaction Hypothesis

In the early 1980s, as was already presented above (see 2.1.1.3), Long
first advanced the argument that in order to understand the nature and
usefulness of input for FLA more fully, greater attention had to be paid
to the interactions in which learners were engaged (Long 1983). Like
Krashen, Long viewed comprehensible input as a source of acquisition.
However, he differed from Krashen in that he emphasized one
particular way of obtaining comprehensible input: negotiation of
meaning. Long argued that these interactions did not have to be seen
simply as a one-directional source of target language input, feeding into
the learner’s presumed internal acquisition device. Instead, when
learners engaged with their interlocutors in negotiations around
meaning, the nature of the input might be qualitatively changed. That
is, the more the input was queried, recycled and paraphrased, to
increase its comprehensibility, the greater its potential usefulness as
input, because it should become increasingly well-targeted to the
particular developmental needs of the individua learner. “Learning
does not happen outside performance; it occurs in performance” (Swain
and Lapkin, 1998: 321). This view has become known as the
Interaction Hypothesis (Long 1983, 1996). This author proposed that
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environmental contributions to acquisition are mediated by selective
attention and the learner’s developing L2 processing capacity, and that
these resources are brought together most usefully, athough not
exclusively, during negotiation for meaning.

He aso stated that negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation
work that triggers interactional adjustments by the NS or more
competent interlocutor, facilitates acquisition because it connects input,
internal learner capacities, particularly selective attention, and output in
productive ways. (Long, 1996: 451).

In addition, he proposed a role for different kinds of feedback.
According to him, negative feedback obtained during negotiation work
or elsewhere may be facilitative of L2 development, at least for
vocabulary, morphology, and language-specific syntax, and essential
for learning certain specifiable L1-L2 contrasts. (Long, 1996: 414). He
defined negative feedback as input that provides “direct or indirect
evidence of what is ungrammatical” (Long, 1996: 413).

The Interaction Hypothesis thus leans towards a social constructivist
model of language lacking in Fl contexts. According to this model,
there are a variety of possible classroom interaction patterns between
the Student(s) — S(s) and the Teacher(s) — T: §(s)<>(s), (9T,
T—>S(s) etc which have generated a number of studies (for example
Allwright, 1984; Ellis, Tamaka and Yamasaki, 1994; Hall and
Verplaetse, 2000). The analysis of interaction between T and S(s) has
led to a renewed interest in corrective feedback as a means of
negotiating meaning (and learning language) (Lyster, 2002; Lyster and
Ranta, 1997; Mackey, 2006; Mohan and Beckett, 2003; Oliver and
Mackey, 2003). These studies have mostly been small scale classroom
based studies and as a consequence findings have tended to be mixed —
different methods, assumptions and questions are almost bound to
produce different results (Oliver and Mackey, 2003: 520), although, in
Mackey’ s words, they do tend to be “interesting, complex and positive”
(2006: 405). A rough consensus around the linguistic benefits of
negative evidence seems to have been reached, as is further developed
below (see table 2 about FoF).

Identifying the specific linguistic and / or learning gains of (negotiated)

interaction is made difficult by the fact that the interest primarily liesin
incidental rather than intentional learning (Ellis, 1999a: 4). Incidental
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leaning covers awealth of possibilities and can be extremely difficult to
pinpoint.

Incidental learning is unintentional or unplanned learning that
results from other activities. It occurs often in the workplace,
during the use of computers, and in the process of completing
tasks. Incidental learning occurs in many ways, including the
following: through observation, repetition, social interaction,
and problem solving; from implicit meanings in the classroom
or workplace policies or expectations; by watching or talking to
colleagues or experts about tasks; and from being forced to
accept or adapt to situations (Kerka, 2000:1).

Gass, Mackey and Pica recognise that “the precise role of interaction in
actual development and internalisation of L2 knowledge has continued
to challenge researchers’ (1998: 299) although, asis the case with input
and output, it is probably safe to say that there is a general consensus
that it is a necessary component of LA and that corrective feedback
seems to lead to higher levels of linguistic devel opment.

2.1.2.3 The Output Hypothesis

A second challenge to Krashen was put forward by Merrill Swain. Her
work with immersion students experiencing content-based second
language French instruction in Canadian schools led her to question the
claim that comprehensible second language input is sufficient to ensure
all-round interlanguage development. Whereas Krashen had seen no
role for speaking in L2 acquisition, Swain considered learner output an
important mechanism in the acquisition process. This author advanced
a set of clams about the relationship between language use and
language learning, the so-called Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1985). The
immersion students studied by Swain and her colleagues were exposed
to French-medium instruction for extended periods of time, and
achieved comprehension abilities in French as a second language that
were close to native speaker level. However their productive ability
lagged behind, something which Swain attributed to the fact that their
classroom use of French mostly involved reading and listening to
second language input, without corresponding expectations that they
themselves would speak or write in French at a high level. Swain
argued that students could often succeed comprehending second
language texts, while only partly at processing them, that is,
concentrating on semantic processing. In her view, only second
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language production (i.e. output) really forces learners to undertake
complete grammatical processing, and thus drives forward most
effectively the development of second language syntax and
morphology.

The Output Hypothesis goes beyond the idea of output as practice and
addresses it as a learning tool (Swain, 1993). Swain (1995: 128)
proposes three functions for output:

1. the notice/ triggering function which, through a process akin to
consciousness-raising, allows learners to become aware of gapsin
their interlanguage

2. the hypothesis-testing function, which allows learners to try out
language and seeif it works

3. the metalinguistic function, which allows learners not just to try
out their hypotheses but also to discuss them and reflect upon
them

The Output Hypothesis has generated significant quantities of research,
much of it examining the minutiae of the three points above (eg. De
Bot, 1996; 1zumi, 2003; 1zumi, Bigelow, Fujiwara, and Fearnow, 1999;
Shehadeh, 2003; Swain and Lapkin, 1982, 1995, 1998; Swain, 2005).
Naturally the three functions above are not always guaranteed; rather
they are seen as expressing an optimal scenario. Thus, the idea of
output, like input, being necessary to language learning seems to be a
working hypothesis, and afairly sound one.

2.1.2.4 The Noticing Hypothesis

Although these previous hypotheses are presented in linear order, they
have not evolved in sequence; to a certain extent (apart, perhaps from
the original version of the input hypotheses) their relationship might be
seen as symbiotic, feeding into and off each other and often grappling
with the same concerns. One of the primary concerns which they al
share relates to the role of consciousness within SLA. The idea of
noticing being essential to language learning was first put forward by
Schmidt, who posited three possible models of learning: subliminal,
incidental and implicit (1990). He rejected the first, accepted the
second and was uneasy about the third; and, in justifying his decision,
conceived the Noticing Hypothesis, which, stated in general terms, is as
follows:
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SLA is largely driven by what learners pay attention to and
notice in target language input and what they understand the
significance of noticed input to be (Schmidt, 2001).

In specifying the Noticing Hypothesis beyond its general formulation,
Schmidt has claimed that learners must pay attention to what he terms
“surface elements’ in order to acquire them. More specificaly, he
states that:

the order of attention and noticing are elements of the surface
structure of utterances in the input — instances of language,
rather than any abstract rules or principles of which such
instances may be exemplars (Schmidt, 1990: 5).

Noticing structural regularities, forming hypotheses, and making
comparisons is alevel beyond. Precisely what these “surface” elements
of language input are is, as yet, little understood. However, Schmidt is
clear about how these elements should not be construed:

Noticing is therefore used here in a restricted sense, as a
technical term roughly equivalent to “apperception” (Gasset al.,
1998), to Tomlin and Villa's (1994) “detection within selective
attention”... My intention is to separate “noticing” from
metalinguistic awareness as clearly as possible (Schmidt, 1995:
5).

The key point is that metalinguistic awareness and noticing are to be
considered different mental processes.

Though the Noticing Hypothesis is made difficult to evaluate due to its
conceptual nature, again there is a commonsense consensus that
noticing things (on some level of consciousness) must help. This begs
the practical question: if learners need to notice, there must be ways in
which the noticing can be pushed. This has given rise to the idea of
enhanced input — a kind of third way between explicit teaching and
implicit learning which seeks to provide opportunities for noticing.
Input can be enhanced by various means:

1. textual or typographical enhancement refers to visual stimulusin
printed materials by underlining, italics, colours, etc (Sharwood-
Smith, 1993). Research has found, however, that while such
enhancement does promote noticing, it does not necessarily
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promote learning (Izumi, 2002; Jourdenais, Ota, Stauffer, Boyson
and Doughty, 1995; Leow, 2001).

2. proactive verbal enhancement implies the teacher choosing in
advance to model a wider range of types of input, for example
making an effort to not always use the same discourse markers or
request formulae (Moore, 2007). The supposition is that learners
will acquire something from the teacher’s models by a process
akin to osmosis.

3. reactive verbal enhancement, known as Focus on Form. This is
the area of input enhancement which has probably received the
most attention. It:

consists of an occasiona shift of attention to linguistic code
features —by the teacher and/or one or more students — triggered
by perceived problems with comprehension or production (Long
and Robinson, 1998: 23).

There has been a wealth of research into Focus on Form
enhancement although, once again, findings are mixed as to the
benefits for language development (see section 3.1 and see Ellis,
1999Db; Doughty and Williams, 1998; Long and Robinson, 1998)
and the debate continues (Davies, 2006; Loewen, 2004; Zyzik
and Polio, 2008).

The four key hypotheses outlined above serve more than one purpose.
On the one hand, they serve to pinpoint four of the commonly agreed
basic requirements of language learning theory: input, output,
interaction and noticing (or some form of conscious involvement). On
the other hand, even in the rapid and arguably superficial treatment
above, it becomes clear that fine-tuning these hypotheses is stymied in
the face of learner and situational variables, an issue dealt with further
below (see 2.1.4).

The preceding two sections in this chapter have dealt with questions of
general import to the study of second language acquisition, in an
endeavour to review the current state of thinking around LA. In the
following section, however, the focus is on classroom formal
instruction contexts of LA as the relevant ones in the study presented
here. Furthermore, the distinction between SLA and FLA will be
presented.
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2.1.3 Instructed Foreign Language Acquisition. Focus on
Form

While there may be many similarities in the ways that learners learn a
FL inside an outside a classroom, there are also differences with regard
to the nature of the input they are exposed to, the kinds of interactions
they participate in, and, crucially, the extent to which they attend to
form as opposed to meaning. In naturalistic settings, learners will
primarily treat the target language (from now on TL) as a tool for
communicating. In classrooms settings, it is also possible that the TL
will be viewed as atool for communicating (as is the case in task-based
teaching) but it is also likely that learners will approach the TL as an
object to be studied and intentionally learnt. These differences have led
researchers to specifically identify FI as a context of LA worth of
attention.

In fact, the study of how acquisition takes place in a classroom context
has entailed revisiting many general issues, some of them already
presented in 1.1.1 and 1.1.2, such as the role of interaction in shaping
learning, the difference between implicit and explicit knowledge, the
role of corrective feedback, the significance of acquisition orders and
sequences, and the role of individua learner differences. In the
following lines, Focus on form as a feature of the input and language
exposure learners receive will be presented. We adopt Ellis perspective
(Ellis, 2008) on this matter. After this, a presentation of the studies that
have investigated the effects of Focus on Form Instruction (from now
on FFI) on SLA is offered.

Before that, the distinction between FLA and SLA needsto be clarified.
In the case of SLA the language plays an institutional and social role in
the community (i.e. it functions as a recognized means of
communication among members who speak some other language as
their mother tongue). For example, English as a second language is
learned in the United States, the United Kingdom, and countries in
Africa such as Nigeria and Zambia. In contrast, FLA takes place in
settings where the language plays no major role in the community and
is primarily learnt only in the classroom. Examples of FLA are English
learnt in France, Spain or Japan. This distnction is best treated as a
sociolinguistic one rather than a psycholinguistic one. Somewhat
confusingly, the term SLA is often used as a superordinate term to
cover both types of learning. In this study, we take the standpoint of
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using both, in an attempt not to forget their differences, albeit the many
similarities.

2.1.3.1 Focus on form and acquisition

Ellis (2008) stressed the role of FoF in the process of LA in Fl contexts.
According to this author, one reason why learners fail to achieve high
levels of competence in communicative classrooms may be their failure
to attend to form. That is, because the activities they engage in are
meaning-focused, they do not notice features such as past tense
markings or unusual word order, or have many opportunities for
“pushed output”. Such an interpretation is compatible with the Noticing
and Output Hypotheses summarised above. This has led researchers to
investigate “focus-on-form” instruction. Long (1991) provided the
following definition:

...focus-on-form...overtly draws students' attention to linguistic
elements as they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding
focusis on meaning or communication (Long, 1991: 45-6).

One macro-distinction that has figured strongly in recent form-focused
instruction research is Focus-on forms versus Focus-on-form (Long,
1991; Doughty and Williams, 1998). Focus-on-forms refers to
instruction that seeks to isolate linguistic forms in order to teach them
one a a time as when language teaching is based on a structural
syllabus. Focus-on-form, as defined above, involves “aternating in
some principled way between a focus on meaning and a focus-on-
form” (Long, 1991) and involves the use of tasks as opposed to
exercises.

The definition of focus-on-form and focus-on-forms types of
instruction is debated, however. For example, Doughty and Williams
(1998) characterised focus-on-form as follows:

...a focus-on-form entails a focus on the forma elements of
language, whereas focus-on-formsis not limited to such afocus
...the fundamental assumption of focus-on-form instruction is
that meaning and use must be evident to the learner at the time
that attention is drawn to linguistic apparatus needed to get the
meaning across (Doughty and Williams,1998:4).
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Further, Doughty and Williams have argued that both types can include
explicit instruction and that the distinction between the two types
constitutes a continuum rather than a dichotomy.

The theoretical rationale for focus-on-form is as follows:

1. To acquire the ability to use new linguistic forms

communicatively, learners need the opportunity to engage in
meaning-focused language use.

However, such opportunity will only guarantee full acquisition
of the new linguistic forms if learners also have the
opportunities to attend to form while engaged in meaning-
focused language use. Long (1991) argued that only in this way
can attention to form be made compatible with the immutable
processes that characterize SLA and thereby overcome
persistent developmental errors.

. Given that learners have a limited capacity to process the new
language and have difficulty in simultaneously attending to
meaning and form they will prioritize meaning over form when
performing a communicative activity (VanPatten, 1990).

For this reason, it is necessary to find ways of drawing the
learners attention to form during a communicative activity. As
Doughty (2001) noted “the factor that distinguishes focus-on-
form from other pedagogical approaches is the requirement that
focus-on-form involves learners briefly and perhaps
simultaneously attending to form, meaning and use during one
cognitive event” (Doughty, 2001: 211)

Doughty and Williams (1998) offered a taxonomy of focus-on-form
tasks and techniques based on whether they were unobtrusive (for
example, recasts) or obtrusive (for example, consciousness-raising

tasks).

Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen (2002) summarized the various options
for inducing attention to form in the context of meaning-focused
language use (see table 2 below).

Table 2. Options for focus-on-form

Options

Description

A Reactive focus-on-form

The teacher or another student responds to
an error that a student makes in the context
of acommunicative activity.
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1 Negotiation
a Conversational

The response to the error is triggered by a
failure to understand what the student

b Didactic meant. It involves “negotiation of
meaning”.
The response occurs even though no
breakdown in communication has taken
place; it constitutes a “time-out” from
communicating. It involves “negotiation of
form”.

2 Feedback

almplicit feedback

b Explicit feedback

The teacher or another student responds to
a student’'s error without directly
indicating an error has been made, e.g. by
means of arecast.

The teacher or another student responds to
a student’s error by directly indicating that
an error has been made, e.g. by formally
correcting the error or by using
metalanguage to draw attention to it.

B Pre-emptive focus-on-
form

The teacher or a student makes a linguistic
form the topic of the discourse even
though no error has been committed.

1 Student-initiated

A student asks a question about a linguistic
form.

2 Teacher-initiated

The teacher gives advice about a linguistic
form he/she thinks might be problematic
or asks the students a question about the
form.

Source: Doing focus on form. System 30 (Ellis, Basturkmen, and Loewen, 2002:

429-30)

2.1.3.2 Research on Form-focused instruction

There are now a large number of studies that have investigated the
effects of FFI on SLA but clear conclusions are difficult to arrive at.
Norris and Ortega (2000, 2003) noted problems with the research
methods employed, relating to both the overall design of the studies
(for example, no control group or no pre-test) and to the instruments
used to measure learning outcomes (for example, the failure to
demonstrate validity and reliability). Thus the following conclusions

30




Language Acquisition Literature: An Overview

regarding what research tells us about FFI must be viewed as
programmatic (Ellis, 2008: 900).

a. FFl iseffectivein helping learnersacquirean L2

The case for form-focused instruction is strengthening. FFI results in
increased accuracy and accelerates progress through developmental
sequences. It is effective in promoting both the learning of grammar
and L2 pragmatics. Two important caveats, however, are that FFl may
not be necessary for learning many of the features of an L2 (i.e. many
of the features can be learnt naturally) and FFI may not ensure that
learners achieve full target-language competence. In general, however,
learners who receive FFI will learn faster and progress further than
those who do not. Also, certain “marked” L2 features may only be
acquirable with FFI.

b. Theeffects of FFI are not always positive
A number of studies have shown that FFI can sometimes have negative
effects. FFI directed at features that are formaly simple but
functionally complex may result in their overuse. FFl directed at a
feature similar to one previously taught and learnt may lead to
confusion and loss of learning.

c. FFI facilitates natural language acquisition

This is a more contentious claim. As presented above (see 2.1.2.1),
Krashen (1981) mantained that FFl assists “learning” but plays no role
in “acquisition”. However, there is now clear evidence that although
FFI may be powerless to ater a developmental sequence it facilitates
progress through it. Initially, this finding led to the claim that learners
had to be at the stage immediately preceding the stage targeted by the
instruction, but this may no longer be the case. Instruction directed to
more than one stage ahead can enable learners to progress, although
they will still follow the sequence. The available evidence suggests that
FFI can work by facilitating the processes involved in natural L2
acquisition.

d. FFI also offersan alternative mode of learning
In addition to facilitating natural language acquisition, FFl can teach
learners metalinguistic facts about the L2 and thereby contribute to
their explicit knowledge. Explicit knowledge is of value in itself asit is
available for formulating and monitoring utterances, especialy in
planned language use. There is also growing evidence that explicit
knowledge developed through instruction can assist learners

31



Chapter 2

acquisition of implicit knowledge. That is, teaching “rules’ (or assisting
learners to discover rules for themselves) leads ultimately to improved
accuracy in unplanned as well as planned language use.

e. FFI canresult in implicit aswell asexplicit L2 knowledge
This claim is, according to Ellis (2008), a key one. It addresses the
criticism leveled at much FFI research by Doughty (2003) —hamely,
that the choice of measurement in many studies is biased towards
explicit knowledge. It remains uncertain, however, how FFI results in
implicit knowledge. One possibility is that it enables learners to convert
explicit knowledge into implicit knowledge through practice in
accordance with skill-building theory. Another possibility is that it
serves to facilitate the processes involved in natural language
acquisition in accordance with the claims that have been advanced in
favor of focus-on-form instruction or input-processing instruction.

f. Thereare constraintson theteachability of specific features
There are constraints on whether FFI works. Factors such as the degree
of markedness, form-function transparency, and the nature of the
processing operations involved determine how difficult different
structures are to teach. Thus, it does not follow that FFI will always be
effective. However, little is currently known about whether these
constraints apply to explicit knowledge as well as implicit knowledge
or whether there are different constraints that apply to the two types of
knowledge.

g. The effects of FFI may or may not be evident immediately
and may or may not be durable
A number of studies have found that the effects of the FFl do not
appear in the immediate post-test but do emerge some time later in a
delayed post-test. Instruction raises learners consciousness about a
feature which is then attended to selectively in subsequent input,
resulting in acquisition. Other studies have found that instruction can
have an immediate effect but that this may not last (i.e. it disappearsin
a delayed post-test). An explanation of this phenomenon is that the
instruction resulted only in explicit (declarative) knowledge which then
atrophies because the learner was not developmentally “ready” to
acquire it or because of no subsequent communicative exposure to it
and lack of adequate amounts of practice.
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h. Both focus-on-forms and focus-on-form instruction are
effective

This claim is aso contentious. Doughty (2003), for example, argued
that “the completely decontextualized nature of explicit focus-on-
forms... promotes a mode of learning that is arguably unrelated to L2
acquigition... in that the outcome is merely the accumulation of
metalinguistic knowledge about language” (p.271). In other words,
Doughty claimed that focus-on-forms only results in explicit
knowledge. There is aso growing evidence that focus-on-form
instruction facilitates acquisition. However, it is not possible to clam
that one kind of instruction is superior to the other. Ellis (2008) has
argued that given the disagreements in the definitions of these two
constructs and the fact that they are composites involving a number of
distinct options it may not be possible to conduct a convincing
comparison.

I. Thetypeof instruction influences lear ning outcomes

What does research tells us about the relative effects of a number of
different instructional options such as input-based, explicit as opposed
to implicit, inductive versus deductive, error-inducing production
practice, or corrective feedback? According to Ellis (2008), it is not
easy to reach clear conclusions due to the fact that most of the studies
did not investigate discrete options but rather combination of options,
making it difficult to determine what aspect of the instruction was
effective. There is clear evidence that input-based instruction can assist
acquisition athough it may be premature to claim that this is more
effective than production-based instruction. There is clearer evidence
(Norris and Ortega, 2000) that explicit instruction (especially when
combined with practice activities) is more effective than implicit
instruction (i.e. practice activities alone). Both inductive and deductive
explicit instruction appears to work with no clear evidence in favour of
either. Inducing errors in order to correct also appears effective.
Arguably, some of the best research has examined corrective feedback,
providing an accumulation of evidence to suggest that explicit types of
feedback (for example, metalinguistic explanation) are more effective
than implicit types (for example, recasts) and that output-prompting
types (for example, elicitation) are more effective than input-provided
(for example, recasts) at least for features that learners have already
partially acquired (Sanz, 2003; Lyster, 2004; Sheen, 2006). Ultimately,
however, trying to establish which type of instruction is most effective
may be a mistaken enterprise as it may depend on contextual and
individual learner factors.
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j- Individual difference factors mediate the effects of FFI
Researchers have been interested in examining whether, to what extent,
and in what ways individual factors such as learning style, language
aptitude, memory, anxiety, age, motivation, and learner attitudes
interact with different types of FFI. There is clear evidence that they
do, although, again, it may be premature to offer any conclusions.
Learners language analytical abilities influence their capacity to
process instruction, especially when thisis of the more formal, explicit
kind. Working memory and affective factors such as motivation and
anxiety have been shown to have an impact when the instruction is of
the more implicit kind.

The research we have considered in the previous section summarised
the effects of FFI on learners in general. The underlying assumption is
that it is possible to identify whether instruction or what types of
instruction work best for all learners. However, it would seem likely
that learners differ in the kind of instruction they are best equipped to
benefit from. In other words, individual factors may mediate the effects
of instruction (as explained in 2.1.3.2. “j”). Therefore, in the next
section these individual differences are examined in detail.

2.1.4 Individua Differences

No account of L2 acquisition is complete without due consideration of
individual differences (ID) in learners. There is a real plethora of
individual learner variables which researchers have identified as
influencing learners outcomes and these are presented in this section.
Doérnyei (2005) defines them broadly as “enduring personal
characteristics that are assumed to apply to everybody and on which
people differ by degree” (p.4).

Table 3 lists the main variables mentioned in three surveys. Skehan
(1989), Robinson (2002), and Dornyei (2005). The three authors
include language aptitude, motivation, and anxiety among others.
These, then, can be considered “core variables’ as appear on the table
in bold.
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Table 3. Factorslisted as influencing individual learner differencesin
language learning in three surveys

Skehan (1989) Robinson (2002) Dor nyei (2005)
1. Language aptitude 1. Intelligence 1. Personality
2. Motivation 2. Motivation 2. Language Aptitude
3. Language learning 3. Anxiety 3. Mativation
strategies 4, Language Aptitude | 4. Learning and cognitive

4. Cognitive and affective
factors

5. Working Memory
6. Age

styles
5. Language learning strategies

- extroversion/ 6. Other learner characteristics
introversion - anxiety
- risk-taking - creativity
- intelligence - willingnessto
- field independence communicate
- anxiety - self-esteem
- learner beliefs

Source: The Study of Second Language Acquisition (Ellis, 2008: 644)

According to Ellis (2008), what has been lacking in this area of SLA,
however, is a framework for examining these factors. This is because
the factors overlap in vague and indeterminate ways. Ellis attempt to
impose some order on thisfield of enquiry (see Ellis, 2004) is shown in
table 4 below. This author distinguished factors according to whether
they constitute (1) “abilities’ (i.e. cognitive capabilities for language
learning that are relatively immutable); (2) “propensities’ (i.e.
cognitive and affective qualities involving preparedness or orientation
to language learning that can change as a result of experience); (3)
learner cognitions about L2 learning” (i.e. conceptions and beliefs
about L2 learning), and (4) “learner actions’ (i.e. learning strategies).

Table 4. Factors responsible for individual differencesin L2 learning

Category Factors
A Abilities 1 Intelligence
2 Working memory
3 Language aptitude
B Propensities 1 Learning style
2 Motivation
3 Anxiety
4 Personality
5 Willingness to communicate
C Learner cognitions about L 2 learning L earner beliefs
D Learner actions L earning strategies

Source: Individual differencesin language learning (Ellis, 2004: 530)

Dornyei’s 2005 classification is presented and discussed in detail in
order to identify ID’s relevant to our study of CLIL acquisition. This
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author’s view has been chosen for two different reasons. It follows the
structure of the seminal book by Peter Skehan (1989) Individual
Differences in Second Language Learning and it provides a consistent
and comprehensive review of the most up-to-date studies in this field.
In section 2.2.1.4 (Individual variables associated with bilingualism)
reference to some other 1Ds will be made as they are relevant to the
present study of CLIL acquisition. This is, for example, the case of
some variables associated with bilingualism and trilingualism, such as
language use, and balance.

According to Dornyei (2005), the core variables in ID research
comprise personality, language aptitude, motivation, learning/cognitive
styles, and learning strategies.

a. Personality

It can be defined as those characteristics of a person that “account for
consistent patterns of feeling, thinking and behaving” (Doérnyei, 2005).
The relationship between personality variables and L2 learning is not
yet clear. There is some evidence to show that extroverted learners are
advantaged in the development of the kind of language associated with
basic interpersonal communication skills. Extroverted learners may
also be more likely to participate actively in oral communication. This
broad sub-domain of personality is not further explored here, partly
because it is so extensive, and also because progress in this area has
been slow, in terms of both methodology and systematic patterns of
results. A review of the area can be found in Dewaele and Furnham
(2000).

b. Aptitude

People differ in the extent to which they possess a natural ability for
learning an L2. This ability, known as language aptitude, is believed to
be in part related to general intelligence but also to be in part distinct.
Language aptitude involves both an underlying language learning
capacity and a capacity to handle decontextualized language. Both
quantitative and qualitative differences in language aptitude have been
found. These relate to the development of both linguistic and
communicative L2 abilities.

Early work by John Carroll (1991) led to the identification of a number
of components of language aptitude. These are:
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- Phonemic coding ability — capacity to code an unfamiliar sound so
that it can be retained over more than a few seconds and subsequently
retrieved or recognized.

- Grammatical sensitivity — capacity to identify the grammatical
functions that words fulfil in sentences.

- Inductive language learning ability — capacity to extract syntactic and
morphological patterns from a given corpus of language material and
to extrapolate from such patterns to create new sentences.

- Associative memory — capacity to form associative bonds in memory
between L1 and L2 vocabulary items.

Skehan (1998) proposed that different components of aptitude could be
related to stages of information processing. Phonemic coding ability
can be related to input processing; language analytic ability
(grammatical sensitivity, inductive language learning) can be related to
central processing; and memory-as-retrieval can be related to output
and fluency. Such a set of linkages shows how aptitude, at a fairly
genera level, is consistent with a cognitive view of SLA.

For many years, aptitude has been isolated from the wider area of
foreign language learning and acquisition. It has been perceived as
effective as a predictor, but undemocratic with respect to learners, out
of date conceptually, and of little explanatory value. Research over the
last years has indicated that this judgment is unwarranted. Aptitude
may well be a central construct when there is a focus in form in SLA,
precisely the condition many SLA researchers now cal for. If we
accept that there is a critical period for second language learning and
that totally meaning-based acquisition is a hazardous undertaking, then
aptitude may well represent a constellation of individual differences
which bear upon the effectiveness with which learners are able to focus
on form when the conditions for doing so are operative (Skehan, 1991).
According to Dornyel (2005), age is precisely one ongoing issue in
language aptitude research and therefore a special mention is devoted
to this factor. In addition, this factor, together with gender, are very
relevant for the present dissertation because their possible impact on
differential gains in favour of a Fl or a CLIL learning context is going
to be measured.

b.1 Age
Children generally enjoy an advantage over adults in L2 learning
because of their age, particularly in pronunciation. However, this will
only become evident after substantial exposure to the L2. In the short
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term, adults may learn faster. The evidence relating to the existence of a
critical period for L2 acquisition, after which full competence is not
possible, is mixed, with no definite conclusion possible. Children and
adults manifest similar processes of learning.

If we consider research carried out in the particular setting where our
CLIL study is conducted, the Barcelona Age Factor Project (Mufioz,
2006) investigated the effects of age of onset in an instructional setting.
This project examined the acquisition of English by classroom learners
in Catalonia, comparing those who began their study at the age of 8, 11,
and 14 and controlling for exposure to English outside the classroom.
Data from a battery of tests providing measures of both implicit and
explicit types of knowledge were collected on three occasions —after
200 hours of instruction, 416 hours, and 726 hours. The main finding
was that the older learners progressed faster than the younger learners.
The younger learners did not catch up over time. These results, which
contrast with those of previous studies, must be interpreted in the light
of the distinctions established above between SLA and FLA, and the
input and output hypotheses: the number of hours available for learning
in this FI foreign language context was insufficient to enable them to
do so. However, there was evidence that age had a differential effect on
the acquisition of different aspects of the L2. Thus, the advantage for
the older learners was strong and durable on measures of grammar and
least evident in the case of measures of speech perception, listening
comprehension, and oral fluency. In the latter measures, no statistically
significant differences between the young and older starters were
evident on the final measurement. Overall, the research supports the
conclusion that learners who start learning an L2 in adolescence or as
adults learn more rapidly than those who start in childhood.

However, to fully understand the results of this research it is useful to
distinguish the effects of age on the rate of acquisition in terms of the
distinction between implicit and explicit learning (DeKeyser, 2000).
The greater cognitive development of older learners is advantageous
where explicit learning is concerned. In contrast, they do not
necessarily outperform early-starters in the long-term where implicit
learning isinvolved.

These results are preceded by those of a wide range of studies

investigating the effects of age on L2 acquisition in a SLA context
summarised by Singleton (1989, 2005):
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Concerning the hypothesis that those who begin learning a
second language in childhood in the long run generaly achieve
higher levels of proficiency than those who begin in later life,
one can say that there is some good supportive evidence and
that there is no actual counter evidence (Singleton, 1989: 137).

As for the Critica Period Hypothesis (CPH), another Spanish based
project, the Basque Age Factor Project (GarciaaMayo and Garcia-
Lecumberri, 2003) claims that there is a fixed span of years during
which language learning can take place naturally and effortlessly, and
after which it is not possible to be completely successful. There is,
however, no clear consensus on when the “window of opportunity” for
language learning ends. Singleton (2005), in a survey of the literature
that has addressed this issue, reports claims ranging from near birth to
late adolescence. Also, it has become clear that, if there is a critical
period, this varies depending on the level of language under
examination with the end point coming earlier for pronunciation than
for grammar.

c. Motivation
This factor involves the attitudes and affective states that influence the
degree of effort that learners make to learn an L2. Various kinds of
motivation have been identified: instrumental, integrative, resultative,
and intrinsic. (Clément and Gardner, 2001; Gardner, 2007; Dornyel,
2005).

Instrumental motivation
Learners may make efforts to learn an L2 for some functional reason —
to pass an examination, to find a better job, or to obtain a place at
university.

Integrative motivation
Some learners may choose to learn a particular L2 because they are
interested in the people and culture represented by the target-language
group (the motivation that many English speaking Canadians have for
learning French, for example).

Resultative motivation
It is also possible that motivation is the result of learning. That is,
learners who experience success in learning may become more
motivated to learn. In a context like Canada, successin learning French
may intensify English-speaking learners’ liking for French culture.
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Intrinsic motivation

It is possible that many learners do not hold distinct attitudes, positive
or negative, towards the target-language group. Such is probably the
case with many foreign language learners. It does not follow, however,
that such learners are unmotivated. They may find the kinds of learning
tasks they are asked to do intrinsically motivating. According to this
view, motivation involves the arousal and maintenance of curiosity and
can ebb and flow as a result of such factors as learners’ particular
interests and the extent to which they feel personally involved in
learning activities.

These four types of motivation should be seen as complementary rather
than as distinct and oppositional .

Strength of motivation serves as a powerful predictor of L2
achievement, but may itself be the result of previous learning
experiences. Learners with either integrative or instrumenta
motivation, or a mixture of both, will manifest greater effort and
perseverance in learning. Other internal sources of motivation, such as
self-confidence, may be more important than either type of motivation
In some contexts. Motivation can also take the form of intrinsic interest
in specific learning activities and, as such, may be more easily
influenced by teachers than goal -directed motivation.

Finaly, Dornyei (2005) proposed a process-oriented conceptualization
of motivation. As so it is defined as the dynamicaly changing
cumulative arousal in a person that initiates, directs, coordinates,
amplifies, terminates, and evaluates the cognitive and motor processes
whereby initial wishes and desires are selected, prioritized,
operationalized, and (successfully or unsuccessfully) acted out.

d. Cognitive and learning style
According to Donyel, confusing labels, ineffective measurement
instruments, lack of distinction between style and other constructs (e.g.,
personality) make the research on learning style and cognitive style a
“guagmire’ (Donyel, 2005: 120). The autor tries to at least clarify the
difference between learning style and cognitive style using colors as an
analogy:

cognitive styles can be seen as equivalents of the colors proper,

whereas learning styles are the manifestations of the colors in
the real world” (Donyei, 2005:160).
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Cognitive style can be defined as a predisposition to process
information in a characteristic manner. In contrast, learning style can be
defined as atypical preference for approaching learning in general. The
former, in other words, is more restricted to information-processing
preferences, while the latter embraces all aspects of learning.

The major interpretation of cognitive style has been through studies of
the constructs of field independence and field dependence (FI/FD from
now on). Fl are seen as more likely to analyze information into its
component parts, and to distinguish the essential from the inessential.
FD, in contrast, are more likely to deal with information structures as
wholes, or “gestalts’. At a personal level, FI are portrayed as aloof,
preferring to find solutions to problems for themselves. FD, in contrast,
are sociable and work well in groups. Each of these putative
preferences could have advantages in language learning: the former
should link with a capacity to analyze linguistic material, and perhaps
learn systematically; the latter to engage in communicative language
use, and to “talk to learn”.

e. Learning strategies

This concept reflects the learner’ s active contribution to enhancing the
effectiveness of his or her own learning. In other words, the students
own active and creative participation in the learning process through
the application of individualized learning techniques. According to
Skehan (1991), learning strategies can be classified in the following
way: cognitive strategies (repetition, summarizing, using images...);
metacognitive strategies (analyzing, monitoring, evaluating, planning,
organizing one's own learning process...); social strategies (initiating
interaction with native speakers, cooperating with peers...); and
affective strategies (taking control of the emotiona conditions and
experiences that shape on€’s subjective involvement in learning), what
Dornyei refers to as the ‘process oriented” conceptualisation of
motivation.

There have been various attempts to discover which strategies are
important for L2 acquisition. One way is to investigate how “good
language learners’ try to learn. One of the best-known and frequently
cited study is Naiman et al. (1978/1996). A main finding of such
studies is that successful language learners pay attention to both form
and meaning. Good language learners are also very active (i.e. they use
strategies for taking charge of their own learning), show awareness of
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the learning process and their own personal learning styles and, above
all, are flexible and appropriate in their use of learning strategies. They
seem to be especially adept at using metacognitive strategies.

Other studies have sought to relate learners’ reported use of different
strategies to their L2 proficiency to try to find out which strategies are
important for language development. Such studies have shown, not
surprisingly, that successful learners use more strategies than
unsuccessful learners. They have also shown that different strategies
are related to different aspects of L2 learning. Thus, strategies that
involve formal practice (for example, rehearsing a new word)
contribute to the development of linguistic competence whereas
strategies involving functional practice (for example, seeking out native
speakers to tak to) aid the development of communicative skills.
Successful learners may also call on different strategies at different
stages of their development. However, there is the problem with how to
interpret this research. Does strategy use result in learning or does
learning increase learners’ ability to employ more strategies? For the
moment being, there are more questions than answersin the literature.

Finally, apart from the core variables which Dornyel highlights, this
author also includes a discussion of lessresearched learner
characteristics also regarded as important in the ID research picture.
Among them, | will make reference to *affective state’ since it includes
‘anxiety’, a factor highlighted not only by Ddrnyei (2005) but also by
Skehan (1989) and Robinson (2002). Since the effect of gender is also
measured in the present dissertation, in the following lines mention to
this individual variable is also made. These suposed less prominent
variables open a large window onto future research into this field that
may also significantly impact second language acquisition studies.

f. Affective state
Affective factors relate to the learner’s emotional state and attitude
towards the target language. Learners’ affective states vary dynamically
and have a significant impact on their ability to learn. The affective
aspect that has received the most attention in SLA is anxiety. Anxiety
arising out of poor performance, communication apprehension, tests,
and fear of negative evaluation is likely to have a debilitating effect on
L2 learning, but it can aso have a facilitative effect. How anxiety
affects learning will depend on its strength and the situational context.
There has been an attempt to examine experimentally how language
anxiety affects language processing (Macintyre and Gardner, 1994).
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Ethnographic studies based on rich descriptions of learners’ reactions to
their learning situations have also begun to appear (Spielmann and
Radnofsky, 2001). The research has addressed three key issues: the
sources of language anxiety, the nature of the relationship between
language anxiety and language learning, and how anxiety affects
learning.

It can be concluded that anxiety (its presence or absence) is best seen
not as a necessary condition of successful L2 learning, but rather as a
factor that contributes in differing degrees in different learners,
depending in part on other individual difference factors such as their
motivational orientation and personality. Research has attempted to
relate language anxiety to the developmental aspects of language
learning and to a model of language processing. These are both positive
aspects of anxiety research.

One study we would like to mention here is related to the effects of
language anxiety on learners of Spanish as a FL, Juan-Garau and
Marcos-Llinas study (submitted). The study was conducted with 134
American college learners of Spanish. Anxiety was measured through
the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) consisting of
33 statements that assess communication apprehension, test anxiety,
and fear of negative evaluation in the FL classroom. Results show an
interrelation between language anxiety and academic achievement.
Thus, students with high levels of anxiety exhibit lower academic
achievement in comparison to students with low levels of language
anxiety. This finding seems to confirm previous studies on anxiety and
language learning. Nevertheless, results also showed a medium level of
language anxiety among most participants with no negative effect on
academic achievement.

g. Gender
As mentioned before, since the effect of gender on language
competence will also be analyzed in this dissertation, attention will be
paid to the gender variable in the following lines. Research studies,
which have widely covered gender issues during the last three decades,
suggest that gender plays a significant role in foreign language
performance, as there seems to be afemale oriented culture that spreads
the idea that learning foreign languages is a feminine terrain
(Kobayashi, 2002) and, subsequently, male students feel less confident
and obtain worse scores (Onwuegbuzie, Bailey and Daley, 2001;
Oxford, 1993). Research studies undertaken in different contexts show

43



Chapter 2

that women are more inclined to study foreign languages and second
languages and they usually outperform their mae counterparts
(Pavlenko and Piller, 2008; Sunderland, 2000). However, CLIL
programmes seem to help blur these gender-based differences. A study
of foreign language learners by Schmidt, Boraie and Kassagby (1996)
may help to explain this. They concluded that females were better
foreign language learners because they were more intrinsically
motivated, whereas males expressed more ex- trinsically motivated
reasons. This is why CLIL programmes may help balance out gender
differences, as male students might feel more motivated to learn both
the language and the subject matter, enabling them to obtain higher
scoresin the subject concerned (L asagabaster, 2008).

To conclude, it isimportant to note that two views regarding the nature
of the relationship between IDs and L2 learning are possible.
According to the aggregate view, the one represented by the Naiman et
al. study (1978/1996), success is the result of the accumulative effect of
facilitative 1Ds. For example, a learner with low anxiety, high overall
language aptitude, an inclination to be analytic, a strong integrative
motivation, and an outgoing personality could be considered likely to
succeed. In contrast, according to the alternative view, there are many
ways to achieve success and it is not possible to draw up a single
profile of the successful language learner. This view of IDs has
important implications for language instruction because it
acknowledges the need to take account of learner-instruction
interactions (i.e. to recognize that different learners can achieve the
same level of success if the instruction matches their own preferred
approach to learning).

By way of afina cautionary word, research into individual differences
would do well to heed Larsen-Freeman’s (1997) warning:

Progress in understanding L2 acquisition will not be made
simply by identifying more and more variables that are thought
to influence language learners (L arsen-Freeman, 1997: 156).

As has been noted at the beginning of this section, individual factors
may mediate the effects of instruction. An increasing number of studies
have examined the inter-relationships between ID variables, formal
instruction, and learning outcomes. There is now empirical evidence
that cognitive and affective IDs do mediate the effects of FFI. For
example, Bialystok (1985) noted commonsensically that there needs to
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be a “minima congruity” between the learner’'s preferred way of
learning and the type of instruction for L2 acquisition to proceed
efficiently.

Regarding the studies investigating the effect of affective factorsin LA,
it is tempting to hypothesize that these may be more important when
attention to form occurs in instruction that is primarily meaning-
oriented. Two studies support this hypothesis. Takahashi (2005) found
that intrinsic motivation led to higher achievement in input-based
instruction, while Sheen (2006) reported that learners with low
language classroom anxiety were able to benefit from corrective
feedback in the form of recasts to a greater extent than those with high
anxiety.

Other studies investigated the effects of cognitive variables such as
language aptitude (especially language analytical ability). DeKeyser
(1993) found no interaction between language analytical ability and
instruction (possibly because this study did not investigate specific
grammatical targets) but three other studies (which targeted specific
structures) did find a relationship. Robinson (1997) reported that
learners with high analytical ability benefited in three of the conditions
he investigated —implicit, rule-search, and instructed. Erlam (2005)
found that language analytic ability was a factor when learners were
taught by means of an inductive or structured input instruction. Sheen
(2006) found that learners with high language anaytical ability
achieved higher scores on tests of English articles as a result of a
treatment that included metalinguistic explanations but not as a result
of the same treatment with recasts. Thus, in the case of Robinson and
Sheen it would appear that language analytical ability is of benefit
when the instruction encourages direct attention to form but not when
learner’ s attention is primarily focused on meaning.

For the purpose of our study, research related to age (Garcia-Mayo and
Garcia-Lecumberri, 2003, and Muioz, 2006) has aready been
presented in this section. Furthermore, in 2.2.1.5 and 2.2.2.1 empirical
evidence concerning individual variables related to bilingualism and
trilingualism (language use, biliteracy and balance) is also summarised
since the dissertation presented here deals with Catalan/Spanish
learners of English as athird language in multilingual Catalonia.

In sum, in this section the core variables in ID research mainly
following Dornyei’s (2005) view have been presented. These comprise
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personality, language aptitude, motivation, learning/cognitive styles,
and learning strategies. Following the thread of the core variables, |
have elaborated on each of them individually. It is important to note
that age has also been considered and has been included as a factor
within language aptitude research. The same occurs with affective state,
which, athough suposed aless prominent variable, it is one of the three
common factors highlighted both by Skehan (1989), Robinson (2002),
and Dornyei (2005) together with motivation and language aptitude.
After the presentation of the core variables, the current state of research
in this domain has been briefly presented.

To conclude, an assessment of ID research seems to offer a mixed
picture. One can even delineate interesting connections and interactions
among different ID variables which can give a better understanding of
the complicated phenomenon of ID variables in L2 acquisition. For
example, it is clear that foreign language aptitude and cognitive style
have some degree of relationship. This connection is accounted for by
the way each draws upon the common underlying factor of intelligence.
In dlight contrast, Skehan (1998) argues that the connection arises
because within aptitude one can propose an analytic learner type and a
memory-oriented learner type. Thisis related to, but not identical with
the analytic-holistic contrast in the style literature. Skehan argues that if
cognitive style is interpreted as not one continuum but two, this,
combined with a style vs. predisposition interpretation, can acomodate,
separately, both aptitudinal and style concepts. We can see another
connection between learning style and learning strategies, in that style
relates to consistency of strategy use accross contexts. More interesting,
perhaps, is the potential connection between motivation and learning
strategies: the effective use of learning strategies may be precisely the
sort of behaviour that causes motivational levels to be sustained within
the learning situation (Dornyei, 2001). Their use may give
encouragement to the learner, provide benchmarks for evaluation and
progress, and enable motivational goal setting to be accomplished. If
strategies are viewed in this way, they may re-emerge within a more
elaborated theoretical framework.

2.1.5 Summary

So far, in this first part of chapter 2 an overview of research on Fl has
been presented. Four different chronological periods concerning four
differentiated models of language acquisition have been explained: the

46



Language Acquisition Literature: An Overview

structuralist-behaviorist period, the Chomskyan period, the social-
interactionist period, and the cognitive period with a section devoted to
skill acquisition theories. After them, four key hypotheses related in our
view to language acquisition have been introduced: the Input
Hypothesis, the Interaction Hypothesis, the Output Hypothesis, and the
Noticing Hypothesis. A section on focus on form and acquisition and
the current state of research in thisdomain has aso been presented. The
section ends with areview on individua differencesin SLA.

To conclude, we have seen that taken together, the fields of skill
acquisition theory and second language acquisition theory have
established a series of conditions for the acquisition of knowledge and
development of skill. A relevant question for the study presented here
iswhether a CLIL context creates different learning conditions to those
of Fl. Purportedly, in contrast to FI, which limits exposure to the target
language to what takes place in the classroom, CLIL offers more hours
of both input and output production. In addition, communication is a
central feature, hence interaction is fostered (Pérez-Vidal, 2007).
Empirical evidence is beginning to show that this seems to be the case
(see 2.3 below). As far as the cognitive side of learning processes,
research is scarce.

What follows now, included in the second part of this chapter, is a
review of current thinking about bilingual and trilingual contexts since
the study presented here deals with Catalan/Spanish learners of English
as athird language in multilingual Catalonia.

2.2 Bilingual and Trilingual Contexts.

This second part of chapter two provides a focus on key issues at the
intersection of multilingualism and second language acquisition. An
overview of research on Bilingual Language Acquisition and Third
Language Acquisition (BLA and TLA henceforth) will be presented
after an introduction of what bilingualism implies.

2.2.1 Bilingual Language Acquisition

In this section we introduce definitions and maor typologies for
classifying bilingualism. We then discuss theories on the cognitive
effects of bilingualism. After that, the major individual variables
associated with bilingualism are explained and, finally, an overview of
research on BLA is presented.
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2.2.1.1 Definitions of bilingualism

According to Butler and Hakuta (2004, p.114), bilinguals are often
defined as individuals or groups of people who obtain the knowledge
and use of more than one language. However, bilingualism is a
complex psychological and socio-cultural linguistic behaviour and has
multi-dimensional aspects. There is no agreed-upon definition of
bilingualism among researchers. What do we mean by “knowing” two
languages? As is often believed, bilinguals could be defined as
individuals who have “native-like control of two languages’
(Bloomfield, 1933, p.56). However, this strict view of bilingualism
limits the number of individuals and groups that could be classified as
bilingual, not to mention the fact that such a definition makes it
difficult to operationalize “ native-like fluencies’.

On the other hand, many researchers employ a broader view of
bilingualism and include in their defintion of bilinguals those
individuals who have various degrees of proficiency in both languages
(Macnamara, 1967; Hakuta, 1986; Vadés and Figueroa, 1994,
Mohantly and Perregaux, 1997). Broader definitions of bilingualism
have an advantage in that they incorporate the developmental processes
of SLA into the scope of studies on bilingualism (Hakuta, 1986).
Grogjean (1999) and Grosjean (2008), for instance, focuses on the daily
use of two languages, and distinguishes bilinguals who use more than
two languages in their daily life from “dormant bilinguals’” who retain
knowledge of different languages but no longer use them in daily life.

In this investigation, | adopt a broader notion of bilinguals which
corresponds to the recent shift of focus among bilingual researchers
away from the acquisition of formal rules of language and onto
communicative skills (Mohantly and Perregaux, 1997). The present
authors define bilinguals as individuals or groups of people who obtain
communicative skills, with various degrees of proficiency, in oral
and/or written forms, in order to interact with speakers of one or more
languages in a given society. Accordingly bilingualism can be defined
as psychological and social states of individuals or groups of people
that results from interactions via language in which two or more
linguistic codes (including dialects) are used for communication.
Hammers and Blanc (2000) called individua bilingualism
“bilinguality” and distinguish it from societal bilingualism. This is the
first classification that is explained in the next part.
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2.2.1.2 Typologies

Rather than attempting to provide a definition of bilingualism, most
speciaists prefer to work within the framework of a typology of
bilingualism which allows for a clear delimitation of the particular area
of investigation within a larger field. We are going to highlight the
following typologies mainly following Baetens Beardsmore (1986)
point of view: societal and individual bilingualism, natural and
secondary bilingualism, balanced and dominant bilingualism, and
additive and subtractive bilingualism.

Societal and individual bilingualism

According to Baetens Beadsmore (1986), in societal bilingualism the
investigator is placing the accent primarily on understanding what
linguistic forces are present in a community, their inter-relationships,
the degree of connection between political, economic, social, educative
and cultural forces and language. On the other hand, individua
bilingualism focuses on the individual and this broad field attempts to
classify bilinguals into different categories depending on linguistic,
cognitive, developmental, and social dimensions.

For the student of bilingualism the societal aspects often form the
background canvas which determines the relevance of his enquiry by
clarifying the historical and social processes which lead to the existence
of bilingual individuas. Even the microlinguistic case study of one
bilingual speaker must normally be prefaced by a contextualization of
the elements which brought about the presence of two or more
languages in that one speaker, often in the form of a smple case
history, but sometimes leading to a complex description of both the
background and the ways the two languages form part of the person’s
everyday life (as we have done in the present study section 2.3.2.4).

Natural and secondary bilingualism

By natural bilingual, also known as primary bilingual, we understand
someone who has picked up two languages by force of circumstances,
either in the home as a child or by moving to a community where the
speaker is obliged to work with more than one language, but where no
systematic instruction in two languages has been provided.
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On the other hand, secondary bilingualism describes the situation when
a second language has been added to a first language via instruction.
(Baetens Beardsmore, 1986: 8)

Balanced and dominant bilingualism

This distinction is based on the relationship between the proficiencies
of the respective languages that bilinguals master (Peal and Lambert,
1962). Balanced bilinguals are those who acquire similar degrees of
proficiency in both languages. On the other hand, dominant (or
unbalanced) bilinguals are individuals whose proficiency in one
language is higher than that in the other language

Additive and subtractive bilingualism

Lambert (1974) focused on how one's L2 affected the retention of
one's L1. Bilinguals who can enhance their L2 without losing L1
proficiency have been referred to as additive bilinguals, whereas those
whose L2 was acquired or learned at the expense of losing their L1
have been referred to in the literature as subtractive bilinguals. To be
additive bilinguals, both of the languages learned by bilingua
individuals must be valued in the society in which they reside.

In sum, bilingual individuals can be classified on the basis of different
dimensions both at the individual and social levels, and thus can be
classified into different types of bilinguals depending on which
dimensions of their bilingual characteristics are the focus of attention.

2.2.1.3 Theories dedling with the cognitives effects of
bilingualism

As will be explained more in detail in section 2.2.1.5, since the 1960s,
research on the impact of bilingualism on cognition has associated
bilingualism as the source of the cognitive differences observed when
comparing bilingual and monolingual subjects. There are a series of
authors that maintain that bilingualism is an important reason for these
differences. One of them is Cummins with the Threshold Hypothesis
(1976, 1979) and Interdependence Hypothesis (1981).
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The Threshold Hypothesis (Cummins)

Cummins elaborated the Threshold Hypothesis (1976) in order to
explain contradictory results found in studies on cognitive advantages
(and disadvantages) of bilingualism. This hypothesis establishes a
relationship between cognition and language proficiency. It attempts to
describe the underlying mechanisms leading to individual differences
in terms of positive and negative cognitive consequences among
bilinguals. His original proposal stated that bilingual individuals can
enjoy cognitive advantages if they attain “native-speaker competence’
in both languages, therefore a balance is necessary. In other words,
Cummins does not claim that only balanced bilinguals benefit from the
bilingual experience, but that an upper threshold must be reached to
observe cognitive benefits.

However, if they have not attained such competence in either of the
languages, they may fall into a state of “semilingualism” and may not
be able to avoid negative consequences in their cognitive and academic
development. As Cummins admitted:

The term semilingualism has no explanatory or predictive value
but is rather a restatement of the equally ill-defined notion of
‘limited proficiency in two languages (Cummins, 2000: 104)

Whatever term is used and whatever “semilingualism” refers to, there
are indeed individual differences in academic performance among L2
learners as well as monolingual students (see section 2.1.4). The key
questions seem to be (1) to what extent such individual differences in
academic performace among L2 learners can be attributed to their
“language proficiency” as opposed to their ability to master academic
content knowledge and skills (“achievement”); and/or (2) whether or
not individual variations in academic performance are better explained
by qualitatively different constructs (i.e. separately for monolingual
students and L2 learners). These questions leads us to the following
section (2.2.1.4) about individual variables associated with bilingualism
(in section 2.1.4 an overview of the individual differences in SLA in
general was presented).

The Inter dependence Hypothesis (Cummins)
According to Cummins’ Interdependence Hypothesis (1981), children

learn to use language as a symbolic system in the process of acquiring
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literacy skills in their first language, and that results in ability to
classify, abstract, and generalise linguistic information in a way that
can be transferred to subsequent language learning contexts.

This hypothesis, stating that academic proficiency in L1 and L2 are
interdependent, provided a theoretical framework for understanding the
mechanism of bilingual proficiency in academic contexts. This
“common underlying proficiency”, composed of both conceptual and
procedural knowledge and skills, enables bilinguals to transfer
academic skills from one language to another.

2.2.1.4 Individual variables associated with bilingualism

Individual bilinguals can be classified differently according to different
dimensions, such as the relative relationships between L1 proficiency
and L2 proficiency, the age of exposure to a given language, and the
status of a particular language in a given society. However, such
typologies can capture only a small subset of the many aspects of
bilingualism. Bilingualism is indeed very dynamic and entails multi-
dimensional, continuous variables. It is therefore very important to
identify the factors that contribute to individual variation not only in
language learning in genera as we have seen in section 2.1.4 but also
within bilinguals. The present section focuses on the two major
variables associated with bilingualism (Baker, 1993): language use and
balance (age is aso another important factor within this field but we
have already explained it in 2.1.4)

Language Use (frequency and context)

Baker (1993) points out the importance of incorporating language use
and not just language knowledge into any study dealing with
bilingualism. The difference between knowledge of the two languages
and actua use of the two languages can be especialy acute in
Barcelona, the context of the present study, where the unequal status of
Catalan vs. Spanish is more greatly felt. It is commonplace in Catalan
sociolinguistics to refer to the difference between the language of the
classroom (Catalan) and the language of recess (Spanish).

Biliteracy and bilingualism (balance)
Some scholars attribute the cognitive benefits of bilingualism to

literacy in two languages (Bialystok, 2004; Cook, 1997; Cummins,
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1981; Swain et al., 1990). Swain and colleagues investigated the effect
of L1 (a number of Romance and non-Romance languages) literacy on
L3 (French) learning among 319 eight-graders for whom English was
the L2 in Toronto. Results of this study suggest that the crucial factor in
successful L3 acquisition is development of heritage language literacy
skills, rather than exclusively oral skills. As has already been detailed
in section 2.2.1.3, their conclusion supports Cummins' (1981) linguistic
interdependence hypothesis, according to which children learn to use
language as a symbolic system in the process of acquiring literacy skills
in their first language, and that results in ability to classify, abstract,
and generalise linguistic information in away that can be transferred to
subsequent language learning contexts.

2.2.1.5 Research on BLA: Background on the evidence
regarding effects of bilingualism

The claim that bilingual children of many language backgrounds show
academic or intellectual deficiencies was widespread through most of
the 20" century (Saer, 1923; Jones and Stewart, 1951; Macnamara,
1967). The studies purporting to demonstrate such deficiencies
typically showed a correlation between bilingual status and low scores
on academic or intelligence tests. The causes of these apparent
deficiencies demand evaluation. Might the bilingual child be hampered
by the extra cognitive / linguistic burden imposed by multiple language
learning? In the USA, the key facts that have been invoked to support
this view have long been based upon the well-documented tendency oh
Hispanic-American children to perform poorly on various tests of
achievement when compared with monolingual children. While it is
true that the average Hispanic child scores below the mean for the
nation on academic tests, it is also true that the average Hispanic child
in the United States is of lower socio-economic status than the average
child as measured across the entire population. In studies comparing
academic performance of Hispanic children of low socio-economic
status with non-Hispanic children of similar socio-economic status,
Hispanic children do not trail academically (Lambert, 1981; Ped &
Lambert, 1962). These results suggest that poor academic performance
could be the result of factors other than bilingualism: poverty is
associated with low educationa levels in parents, poor nutrition,
domestic violence, a sense of diminished status and self-worth, and
lower levels of linguistic stimulation than are available to children of
higher socioeconomic status (August & Hakuta, 1997).
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In fact, many bilingual children do well in school. A thorough analysis
of the evidence on educational and linguistic outcomes for children
educated in two languages yields a complex picture that suggests
bilingual education is sometimes advantageous. Based in part on the
results of the Canadian studies of bilingualism through French
immersion in elementary school for children from English-speaking
homes (Lambert and Tucker, 1972; Lapkin et al., 1980; Swain and
Lapkin, 1991), it appears that, for some children, successful adapatation
to the needs of bilingualism may produce academic and social
advantages in comparison with monolingual peers.

It is important to note that for the past 40 years there have been a spate
of investigations suggesting that bilingual children and adults actually
possess significant and consistent advantages over monolinguals on a
variety of metalinguistic and / or cognitive tasks. More specificaly,
since the 1960s, research on the impact of bilingualism on cognition
has associated bilingualism with positive effects on a number of
internal variables, including intelligence (Peal & Lambert, 1962),
metalinguistic awareness (Ben-Zeev, 1977; Bialystok, 1991), cognitive
flexibility and processing mechanisms (McLaughlin & Nayak, 1989;
Nation & McLaughlin, 1986; Nayak, Hansen, Krueger, & McLaughlin,
1990).

Concerning the most recent studies related to cognitive consequences
of bilingualism, one of the most exciting developments comes from
studies that show that a life as a bilingual confers a set of benefits to
cognition within the realm of executive function. A now compelling
body of literature shows that there are benefits of bilingualism on
attentional control that extend from young bilingual children to young
adult bilinguals and to elderly bilinguals (for example, Bialystok, 2005;
Costa, Hernandez and Sebastian-Gallés, 2008). Most notably, these
benefits are observed in simple cognitive tasks that do not explicitly
involve language. The data on older bilinguals are particularly striking
because bilingualism appears to provide a measure of protection against
the normal effects of cognitive aging (for example, Bialystok, Craik,
Klein and Viswanathan, 2004). Elderly bilinguals outperform their
monolingual counterparts on tasks that require them to ignore irrelevant
information or to resolve conflict in the face of stimulus-response
incompatibility. The hypothesis is that a life spent negotiating cross-
language competition fine tunes a set of cognitive skills that benefit the
ability to select targeted information, regardless of whether the context
islinguistic or not. Thus far, the available data are correlational. It will
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remain to be seen in the next period how studies of language processing
in bilinguals might be related to the observed cognitive consequences
to provide a causal account of the way in which the resolution of cross-
language competition might create these changes in cognitive
performance.

All these findings encourage further evaluation of the relatively good
performance of bilingual learners in academic domains. Such is the
case of the subjects in the study presented here. Their performance
anaysed in the following sections can be categorised as the
development of bilingual learners in a third target language, a topic
developed in the next section.

2.2.2 Third Language Acquisition

In this section a special focus on research in third language acquisition
(TLA henceforth) will be presented specially highlighting the effects of
bilingualism on third language acquistion. After this, the main models
in TLA research will be characterised.

The field of research on TLA represents a rather young discipline
within linguistics which has, however, been gaining more and more
interest over the last years (Clyne, 1997; Cenoz and Genesee, 1998;
Hufeisen and Lindemann, 1998; Cenoz and Jessner, 2000; Dentler,
Hufeisen and Lindemann, 2000). Although the number of studies on
the acquisition of a third or a fourth (or more) languages is still very
limited, this research area has aready established itself as afield of its
own by emphasising the differences between TLA, BLA and SLA as
well as pointing out that other aspects of learning a third language have
to be seen assimilar to SLA.

2.2.2.1 Effects of bilingualism on third language acquisition

It seems to be widely known that under certain circumstances life with
two or more languages can lead to advantages, not only with regard to
language knowledge but also in terms of cognitive and sociopragmatic
development. Cummins Threshold Hypothesis (Cummins, 1976)
presented above (2.2.1.3) states that a certain level of proficiency in
both languages has to be attained in order to profit from the cognitive
advantages which are related to a heightened level of metalinguistic
awareness, creative or divergent thinking, communicative sensitivity
and further language learning.
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In some studies bilingualism has already been proved to be beneficial
in the learning process of the third language. This belief corroborates
informal observations (Larsen-Freeman, 1983 in Zobl, 1992) and
different studies that compare bilinguals' and monolinguals acquisition
of a foreign language (Cenoz & Vaencia, 1994, with data from the
Basque Country; Safont-Jorda, 2005, as well as Sanz, 2000, 2008, with
Catalan data, and Swain et al. 1982, 1990, with Canadian data).

Similarly, Ringbom (1987), one of the first scholars to show interest in
TLA, reports of the advantages of Swedish speaking Finns over
monolingual Finnish students when acquiring English in Finland.
Ringbom concludes that, among other factors, like language typology
or linguistic experience resulting from bilingualism, which play an
important role in this particular language learning context, the high
degree of automaticity as that found in experts learnersisinfluential.

These studies show that in a sociolinguistic situation that promotes
additive bilingualism, like the one for students in immersion
programmes in Canada, the Basgue Country and Cataonia,
bilingualism appears to exert a positive effect on third language
learning.

In Sanz's (2000) study, bilingualism (biliteracy, to be precise) aso
results in more efficient language learning. Her comparison of
achievement in English by students in Spain following instruction
through Catalan and Spanish in Catalonia yielded evidence in favour of
bilingualism and bilingual education as positive contributors to foreign
language learning. Sanz (2005) carried out a subsequent study
prompted by a need to explore the role of individua variables in L3
learning and speciadly the role of biliteracy in enhancing L3 learning.
The author focused on a group of high-school junior bilinguals in
Catalan and Spanish learning English as a foreign language to identify
and explain those factors associated with bilingualism as well as
general factors identified in the SLA literature that may predict
successful acquisition of a third language (L3). The results obtained
lead Sanz to conclude that motivation and exposure are the most
important variables for success in L3 acquisition by bilinguals. Once
these variables are controlled, however, a higher level of biliteracy —the
ability to read and write in Catalan and Spanish- is associated with a
higher level of English proficiency. The author interprets these results
as a confirmation of the existence of cognitive benefits of bilingualism
for cognition as it pertains to subsequent language learning, and
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specifically of the existence of a Threshold Level (Cummins, 1976)
associated with equal ability to either read or write in both Catalan and
Spanish. These results also agree with those in Mufioz (2000),
L asagabaster (2000), Sagasta (2003), and Roquet (2005) and take them
further by showing that it is not overal L1 and L2 proficiency but
biliteracy that contributes to cognitive benefits resulting in enhanced
ability to learn languages.

In Lasagabaster’s study (2000), Spanish Basgue bilingual students also
outperformed Spanish monolinguals in the acquisition of English as an
L 3. Furthermore, Lasagabaster applied Cummins's Threshold Model to
these trilingual children in the Basque Country and found support for
the relationship between the varying levels of proficiency in the three
languages and the stages in cognitive development.

Cenoz (2003) found a tendency towards mixed results in studies on the
effects of bilingualism on further language learning which she related
to the diversity of the studies concerning the specific aspects of
proficiency, methodology used and the testing context. Summarizing,
she pointed out that the majority of studies on general proficiency
indicated a positive effect of bilingualism on TLA and that this effect
was linked to metalinguistic awareness, language learning strategies
and communicative ability, in particular in the case of typologicaly
close languages

Roquet (2005) analysed the effects of the “regular reading language”
variable (Catalan, Spanish, or both) on the learners written ability in a
third language, namely English. At the same time, the variable upper
threshold of bilingual proficiency in Catalan / Spanish was analysed to
check its correlation with their written ability in English. The study was
carried out while also looking at the impact of some of the individual
variables that have proven to be essential in previous research (age,
motivation, L1, or L3 degree of exposure). For that purpose, 58
bilingual Catalan / Spanish students aged 13 to 17 were analysed with a
questionnaire gauging personal linguistic profile, reading and writing
regular languages, attitudes, beliefs, and motivation. They were also
administered three written tests in Catalan, Spanish, and English by
means of a composition. They were analysed following an adapted
version of the Celaya, Pérez-Vidal, & Torras (2001) matrix, which
profiles lexica and syntactic complexity, fluency and accuracy
features.
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The results in Roguet demonstrated again the importance of reading
regularly in both the L1 and L2 in order to attain balanced bilingualism
with an upper threshold of bilingual proficiency (regardless of the rest
of the individua variables). At the same time, results showed
statistically significant superiority in complexity, fluency and accuracy
features of written English tests of learners who read regularly in both
Catalan and Spanish.

Safont Jorda (2005) also compared Vaencian / Spanish bilinguals and
monolinguals learning an L3 and this study showed that the main effect
for experience was prevalent, constant, and uncomplicated by possible
interactions. Instruction did not level the field: bilinguals retained their
advantage even after instruction focused on specific pragmatic
functions.

Sanz (2005) concluded, like Thomas' classic study (1988), that the key
variable for the successful acquisition of athird language in bilinguals
was the ability to read and write in two languages. Thomas showed that
English-Spanish bilingual students in USA performed significantly
better than their monolingual peers when learning French in the
classroom. Ongoing research by Ellen Biaystok and her team at Y ork
University also shows a strong relationship between biliteracy and
bilingualism.

2.2.2.2 Main modelsin TLA research

Most of the models used in research on multilingualism have been
developed from those presented for BLA research and also SLA.
Research on TLA is supposed to bridge the gaps between the areas of
study of SLA and bilingualism. Models from both fields have been
taken into consideration in the study of TLA: Bilingua and
multilingual production models (De Bot, 1992, 2004; Clyne, 2003),
The activation/inhibition model (Green, 1998), The language mode
hypothesis (Grosjean, 1998, 2001), The multilingual processing model
(Meissner, 2004). Furthermore, a new dynamic systems theory
approach has been adopted in the study of language acquisition in
three, four or more languages. The dynamics of the processes involved
in individual progression and regresson and the complex
interdependences between the factors involved in the language
acquisition process are focused on in a dynamic view of language
acquisitions and multilingualism, the dynamic model of
multilingualism (DMM henceforth), a model created by Herdina and
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Jessner (2002) as a specific realisation of such a new approach to the
study of multilingualism.

According to these authors, language acquisition can be seen as
inherently dynamic, something that exhibits change and flux, and is
characterised by motion. In contrast to fossilised languages, living
languages are in a continuous motion. They adapt to the social contexts
in which they are used and they move with time, changing
chronologically. A specific instance of chronological or diachronic
change occurs on the individual level.

Language change in the individual results from adjusting one's
language system(s) to one’s communicative needs. If we look at the
bilingual as an integrated whole, we can watch how changes in the
language environment, and therefore in language needs, affect her/his
linguistic competence in the one or the other language, not in her/his
linguistic competence in general. Speakers may move from
monolingualism to bilingualism, from bilingualism to trilingualism,
that is different systems (LS1, LS2, LS3, etc.) are transitionaly
commanded by the same individual. According to the communicative
needs, the native speaker has transitional command of different
language systems over a period of time, resulting, for instance, in
monolingualism, bilingualism, trilingualism, etc.

In the case of multilinguals we are frequently confronted with the
phenomenon of language loss, language deterioration and/or attrition, a
phenomenon frequently observed by sociolinguists. Generaly,
language loss has been investigated in terms of language death under
pressure of a competing or dominant language, that is, in a
fundamentally bilingual situation. This might create the inaccurate
impression that language loss or unlearning only takes place in
linguistic situations where languages are in sociolinguistic and
therefore frequently also psycholinguistic competition. We may rather
assume that language loss can take place in norma and healthy
monolingual speakers as well, that is in the form of intrapersonal
(systematic) variation (Mehotcheva, 2010).

Furthermore, this psycholinguistic model of multilingualism is learner-
oriented and tries to explain individual learner differences in language
acquisition. Herdina and Jessner are interested in various factors
affecting (the learner’s) language performance, for instance, attitude
and motivation, anxiety, language aptitude. The approach taken in the
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DMM thus focuses on the dynamic systems of language learners. This
view implies that language itself is in constant flow, and so are the
language systems in a multilingual, depending on the various factors
involved in the language acquisition process.

DMM provides the necessary conceptual psycholinguistic framework
for modelling multilingual proficiency. It describes the language
systems of a bi- or multilingual reacting differently to identical input in
different situations, that is, different languages commanded by the same
speaker which are viewed as separate systems (LS1, LS2, LS3, etc.)
exhibiting different properties. This model, taking the wholistic view of
bilingualism into account, stresses the fact that an adequate description
of multilingualism must comprise not only transfer phenomena
including codeswitching, language mixing, language attrition, but also
the positive cognitive consequences of multilingualism (e.g. enhanced
metalinguistic and metacognitive abilities, divergent thinking), which
become apparent if certain social and cognitive conditions are met.
Multilingual proficiency is, therefore, to be considered as consisting of
dynamically interacting linguistic subsystems which themselves do not
necessarily represent any kind of c