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Abstract
This research study analyzes the effect the implementation of language-driven CLIL has on senior learners from
Manuel J. Calle High School in Cuenca, Ecuador in relation to the development of written production in terms of
Syntax, Content, Communicative Achievement, Organization, and Language compared to a non-language-driven
CLIL classroom. There were 40 participants in the experimental group, and 38 participants in the control group.
Learners from the experimental group received a condensed 35-hour intervention using CLIL. This study
features an exploratory, mixed-method, and quasi-experimental research design. To collect qualitative data, an
open-ended questionnaire was administered to explore the subjects learners preferred to study in a
language-driven CLIL classroom. To collect quantitative data, a Pre and Post-Test based on the writing section
of Cambridge Objective Primary English Test was administered. The data was analyzed through the Independent
T-Test and Paired-T-Test to determine if there was a statistically significant difference present between the
language-driven CLIL classroom and the non-language-driven CLIL classroom. The data was calculated through
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). A survey was administered to collect data on learners’
perceptions about CLIL and then analyzed statistically. Results indicated that learners preferred to study History,
Biology, and Spanish Language and Literature. Results also demonstrated that the experimental group also
demonstrated improvement in all the examined parameters when compared to the control group. However, when
results from both groups are compared, there is only a statistical improvement in Organization and Syntax.
Keywords: Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy, Language-Driven CLIL, Perceptions, Written Production, 4Cs
1. Introduction
Learning a foreign language has become a growing need in this globalized world. That is why many people
spend considerable time studying English, in order to be fluent users of the language. Nevertheless, acquiring the
four skills of a foreign language can be an easy task for some or a tedious task for others. Of the four language
skills, it is said that writing is the last and most difficult skill to perfect when learning a second language (Al
Fadda, 2012; Nasser 2016; Indrawati & Ayob, 2018).
According to Fareed, Ashraf, and Bilal (2016), a written text must be very well-stated, clearly structured, and
properly organized with a tremendous range of vocabulary. Nonetheless, learners from Manuel J. Calle High
School, a public school located in downtown Cuenca, Ecuador, show low proficiency in writing. This is a
peculiar fact since they have been studying English for six years by this point in their studies (Ecuadorian EFL
Curriculum, 2016).
When writing texts, students usually struggle with syntax, giving a coherent argument, organizing ideas,
structuring sentences, and using correct punctuation (Shing, 2013). There are many reasons why these problems
arise: lack of motivation, absence of interesting topics (Montoya, 2018), lack of vocabulary, and being unaware
of writing strategies (Riadi, 2017). Therefore, CLIL, (Content Language and Integrated Learning), an
educational approach in which content from disciplines such as chemistry, biology, history, geography, science,
etc. are taught through meaningful and purposeful language use (Met, 1999; Cameron, 2001; Coyle, Hood, &
Marsh, 2010; Popescu, Pioariu & Herteg, 2011). This approach has pedagogical features that engage learners to
develop writing skills (Xhevdet, 2015).
Thus, the objective of this study is to analyze how the implementation of the language-driven CLIL classroom
helps senior leaners from Manuel J. Calle High School develop their written production in terms of Syntax,
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Context, Communicative Achievement, Organization, and Language in comparison to a non-language driven
CLIL classroom.
2. Literature Review
CLIL is a flexible and adaptable approach (Brown, 2015) because it is a continuum (Met,1999; Gabillon &
Rodica, 2015; Dalton-Puffer, Nikula & Smit, 2010; & Kryachkov, Yastrebova & Kravtsova, 2015), On one side
is Language-Driven CLIL (Soft CLIL), and on the other side is Content-Driven CLIL(Hard CLIL) (Bentley,
2010; Nikula, Dalton-Puffer & Llinares, 2010). In a Language Driven-CLIL classroom, language learning is
important and content is seen as the vehicle for that language learning (Met, 1999; Ikeda, 2013). Content can
enrich, or reinforce language learning. Content can be drawn from many disciplines in a single lesson or unit
(Curtain & Pesola, 1994; Kusmayadi & Suryana, 2017, Banegas, 2020). On the other hand, Content-Driven
CLIL primarily focuses the teaching and learning on the subject content, and evaluation is based on students’
knowledge of the content and not on language proficiency (Met, 1999; Nikula & Mård-Miettinen, 2014). These
two extremes of the continuum are important to mention. However, the core principles of CLIL and its
distinctive features, such as the four 4Cs model (Coyle, 2007) and Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy (Hanesová, 2014;
Tufail, Murtaza & Iqbal, 2017) are present in both (Marsh, 2002; Ball, n. d.; Martínez, 2011; Martín del Pozo,
2016). Due to the flexibility in this approach, many researchers have implemented language-driven CLIL to
develop students’ written production.
Llinares and Whittaker (2007), analyzed the influence CLIL had on written production in the first year of
secondary school. They took content from social and natural sciences from the syllabi taught in Madrid, Spain.
They found that written texts had more descriptive relational processes, a higher proportion of definition,
features of deeper argumentation, and a wider use of modal expressions in comparison to a non-language-driven
CLIL classroom. Another research study in which affirmative results were evident was carried out by Gené-Gil,
Juan-Garau, and Salazar-Noguera (2015). They carried out a longitudinal study in a Catalan bilingual secondary
school and analyzed how the context of learning affected the written production in bilingual secondary education.
The results obtained from the experimental and control group were compared and indicated that the
language-driven CLIL group progressed favorably in the written tasks in terms of syntax and lexis.
Ikeda (2013) carried out a research study in a State Secondary School in Wako City, from Saitama Prefecture, in
Japan. This research aimed to analyze essay writing through language-driven CLIL. The results showed that
students’ writing improved significantly in terms of vocabulary, grammar, and organization. Likewise, Ruiz de
Zarobe (2010) carried out an empirical study in the Basque Community. Participants studied contents from
Social Sciences and Modern English Literature. Outcomes showed a statistically significant improvement in
their writing skills in terms of content and vocabulary. However, in terms of organization, language usage, and
mechanics, the differences were not statistically significant once they were compared to the non-language-driven
CLIL classroom.
Garcia (2015) carried out a project with infant learners in order to examine how language-driven CLIL helped
develop written production in bilingual environments. The study took place at Centro Universitario Cardenal
Cisneros, in Madrid, Spain. The outcomes from the student teachers’ responses showed that the language-driven
CLIL model for infant education was effective since it facilitated the learning of another language providing the
development of cognitive skills, real communication, and cultural awareness. In contrast, Olsson (2010)
investigated the effect of language-driven CLIL on academic language where they focused on academic
vocabulary use among CLIL and non-CLIL students in a Swedish upper-secondary school. The covered topics
were natural and social sciences from the Swedish curriculum. However, results from this study showed that
language-driven CLIL learners did not have a significant increase in the use of general academic vocabulary in
comparison to non-language-driven CLIL learners.
Finally, Lahuerta (2017) carried out a study in Asturias, Spain in order to examine written language accuracy in
a language-driven CLIL and non-language-driven CLIL program at the secondary education level. The outcomes
showed that learners succeeded in the writing aspects of syntax, lexis, and lexicogrammtical concepts; however,
Gutiérrez-Mangado and Martínez-Adrian (2018) found that learners from a language-driven CLIL classroom did
not improve in syntax-morphology properties although they did improve in terms of proficiency.
Learners’ perceptions towards language-driven CLIL have also been studied. For instance, Nakanishi and
Nakanishi (2016) and Ikeda (2013) conducted studies to analyze students’ perceptions, and they found that
learners had a positive attitude towards language-driven CLIL when writing.
Most of the research articles above show that language-driven CLIL has had a positive impact in developing
written production and learners have also showed positive attitudes towards language-driven CLIL; however,
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Gené-Gil, Juan-Garau, and Salazar-Noguera (2015) left inconclusive questions to confirm or reject the effect of
language driven CLIL on written production in other contexts. That is why this study aims to analyze how the
implementation of the language-driven CLIL helps senior learners from Manuel J. Calle High School develop
the writing production of texts in comparison to a non-language driven CLIL classroom.
3. Research Problem
Writing is a difficult task to acquire even for native speakers (Klimova, 2012) since many elements have to be
developed simultaneously (Javed, Xiao, & Nazli, 2017; Muluneh, 2018). Learners from Manuel J. Calle High
School have difficulties giving a valid argument, organizing ideas, using grammar and vocabulary properly, and
using correct punctuation. Research studies on language-driven CLIL show positive results and indicate it could
be adapted to any contexts (Cenoz, Genesee, & Gorter, 2013; Šulistová, 2013). Thus, the current study addresses
two research questions: To what degree does the implementation of language-driven CLIL impact the
development of written production in terms of Syntax, Content, Communicative Achievement, Organization, and
Language in comparison to a non-language-driven CLIL classroom? What are learners’ perceptions towards
language-driven CLIL when writing paragraphs?
4. Methodology
This project features an exploratory, mixed-method, and quasi-experimental research design. The researcher first
collected qualitative data and then collected quantitative data to explain quantitative results (Mertler, 2017). It
also presents a mixed methods research design because of the integrated elements of qualitative and quantitative
research approaches to provide breadth and depth of understanding of the research problem (Schoonenboom &
Johnson, 2017). Qualitative research helped the investigator explore and understand learners’ preferences on
content subjects and topics. Quantitative research, on the other hand, tested if there was a statistically significant
improvement after the intervention between the control and the experimental group (Creswell, 2014). Finally,
this study shows a quasi-experimental research design since participants in both groups were selected without
random assignment. Both groups took the Pre-Test and the Post-Test, but only the experimental group received
the treatment (Creswell, 2014).
4.1 Participants
This study took place at Manuel J. Calle High School, a public school located in Cuenca, Ecuador. Participants
were students from the Third Year of Baccalaureate: Classes A and B. There were 20 female learners, which
represents 53%, and 18 male learners, which represents 47% in the control group. Meanwhile, there were 9
female learners, representing 21 % and 31 male learners, representing 79% in the experimental group. There was
a small gender gap in the control group with more males than females, while the gender gap in the experimental
group was large, with males unevenly outnumbering females. Learners were aged 16 to 19 years old. The control
group presented a lower average age of 17 in comparison to the experimental group, whose average age was 18.
5. Qualitative Data Collection
At the beginning of the second semester of the 2018-2019 school year, qualitative data was collected through an
open-ended questionnaire to determine learner’s preferences about the content subject and topics they found
interesting. The content subjects were taken from the Ecuadorian Curriculum (2016). The open-ended
questionnaire was elaborated in Spanish and was piloted and validated with 76 students during the first semester
of the 2018-2019 school year.
6. Qualitative Data Analysis
Responses from the open-ended questionnaire were manually transferred into an excel spreadsheet. Then, they
were classified into categories until saturation was obtained. Finally, inductive and descriptive analysis were
done to determine learners’ preferences about content subjects. Once the top three content subjects were
obtained, they were used to plan the intervention.
7. Qualitative Data Results
Findings revealed that both groups (32% in the control group and 50% in the experimental group) preferred
History. Second was Biology with 29% in the control group and 26% in the experimental group. In third place
was Spanish Literature with 11% in the control group and 16% in the experimental group. Learners also stated
that learning those subjects in English would give them the opportunity to improve content and technical
vocabulary. Sub-topics and themes for planning language-driven CLIL lessons were selected by learners. The
World Wars (History), the Human Body (Biology), and Decapitated Era (Spanish Literature) were the topics that
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learners expressed that they would like to study. Regarding methodological strategies, 55% participants in the
control group and 61% of participants in the experimental group stated they preferred group-work activities.
8. Intervention
A language-driven CLIL Unit was elaborated based on the qualitative results and on theories by Met (1999),
Coyle, Hood and Marsh (2010), Olsson (2010), Bentley (2010), and Kusmayadi and Suryana (2017). It was
essential to divide the unit into single lessons considering Content-Compatible Language and
Content-Obligatory language objectives (Bentley, 2010; Banegas, 2012).Seven lesson-plans were created, and
each one of them took 5 class periods. As learners in the experimental group were at an A1 level according to the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), the writing tasks started from writing
simple isolated phrases and sentences to writing texts at the end of the semester. On the other hand, a unit plan
for the control group was created following the Communicative Approach since it is an approach promoted by
the Ministry of Education in Ecuador (Ecuadorian EFL Curriculum, 2016). Thus, the intervention took place
from April 22nd to June 11th, 2019. There were 35 hours of intervention. Similarly, the researcher worked with
the Communicative method in the control group during the same period of time.
9. Quantitative Data Collection
Quantitative data was collected through the use of two instruments. The first was the Cambridge Objective
Primary English Test (PET exam), and the second was a survey. Both were collected with the participants’
consent and administered by the researcher. The PET exam was employed with two aims. First, the PET exam
helped determine participants’ general English proficiency before and after the 35-hours of intervention. The
proficiency test provided data to be able to analyze if language-driven CLIL helped learners move from one level
to another in general terms. Secondly, the written section of the PET exam was used as the Pre and Post-Test in
order to analyze how language-driven CLIL influenced the development of written production. Thus, the writing
skill section was scored based on the PET writing rubric, which had five parameters: Syntax, Content,
Communication Achievement, Organization, and Language. Each of these parameters had a grading scale in
which 5 was the highest score.
10. Data Analysis: PET Test and Written Production
The results of listening, reading, and speaking of the PET exam were transferred to an excel spread sheet. The
writing results were also processed in an excel spreadsheet, but were organized according to the writing PET
rubric. To analyze the obtained results of the Pre-Test and the Post-Test, Llinares and Whittaker’s (2007) and
Olsson’s (2010) criteria was followed. Such criteria suggested the use of the T-Test in order to compare results
between a language-Driven CLIL classroom with non-language-driven CLIL classroom. With this in mind, the
independent T-Test and Paired T-Test were used as a hypothesis testing tool that allowed the researcher to
determine if there was a significant difference between the means of the experimental and control group. To
calculate these means, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used. After that, a descriptive
analysis of the main measures of central tendency as well as the distribution of variables was done. The variation
in the written production from both groups was described through inferential statistical analysis. This analysis,
along with the analysis of the students’ perceptions, converged to triangulate the validation of the research
questions.
11. The Survey
In order to find out students’ perceptions on language-driven CLIL, a survey was elaborated and taken
anonymously at the end of the intervention. The survey was elaborated following Ikeda’s (2013) study. The
survey had two sections. The first section had 5 closed-ended questions and rested on Coyle’s 4 Cs. For each
question, learners were given a five-point Likert scale (5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neither agree nor disagree,
2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree). The second section of the questionnaire had one open-ended question, which
asked learners to write freely about how they considered language-driven CLIL helped them write in English.
The survey was elaborated in the learner’s native language, and was piloted in similar classes to have it
validated.
12. Data Analysis of the Survey
The responses from the survey were immediately transferred into an excel spreadsheet. Each rank on the Likert
scale was tabulated independently. The responses from the survey were analyzed using the relative frequency on
learners’ perceptions about language-driven CLIL. To check reliability of the five-items, descriptive statistical
analysis with percentages was done through the SPSS.
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13. Results
13.1 Analysis of the Written Production Results–Experimental Group
To analyze the results of the written production in terms of Syntax, Content, Communication Achievement,
Organization, and Language of the experimental group, the mean, median, and mode of the results of the
Pre-Test and Post-Test were calculated.
Table 1. Written Production Results
Writing Skills

Pre-Test

Post-Test

Mean Median Mode Mean Median Mode

Syntax-Part 1

2

2

2

3

3

3

Content-Part 2

3

3

3

3

3

3

Communication Achievement-Part 2

3

3

3

4

4

4

Organization-Part 2

3

3

3

4

4

3

Language-Part 2

3

3

3

4

4

4

Content-Part 3

3

3

3

4

4

3

Communication Achievement-Part 3

3

3

3

4

4

3

Organization-Part 3

3

3

3

4

4

4

Language-Part 3

3

3

3

4

3

3

The writing section of the Cambridge Objective Primary English Test had three parts. Part 1 evaluates Syntax by
asking learners to complete the sentence so that it had the same meaning as the example. Part 2 and 3 asked
learners to write descriptive and narrative texts. In Part 1, the experimental group improved their average
performance from 40% in the Pre-Test to 60% in the Post-Test. In Part 2, the results show that students improved
from 60% to 80% in terms of Communication, Organization, and Language after the intervention with the Soft
CLIL method. Meanwhile, in terms of Content, the average performance was maintained at 60% in the Pre- and
Post-Test. Prior to intervention, the results of the group’s performance in the second section had a symmetric
distribution. After the intervention, only “Organization” became negatively skewed, in which the majority of
students obtained 60%, which represents a lower than average performance. Regarding the evaluation of the
third section, the four parameters have an average performance of 60% with a symmetric distribution before the
intervention. In terms of Content, Communication, and Organization, the performance improved to 80% after the
intervention. The average performance was maintained in terms of Language. In this section, the distribution of
the results obtained in Content, Communication, and Language had a negative skew. Thus, most students had a
20% lower performance than the average group performance (80%) as shown in the previous table.
13.2 Written Production: T-Test Paired Sample Analysis
In order to reinforce the descriptive results that show improvement in the written production in the experimental
group, a two-tailed hypothesis test was carried out through the Paired T-Test (Paired-Student). This helped
determine if the differences between the average scores in the Pre-Test and the Post-Test were statistically
significant. The following tables indicate the results of the parametric analysis of the paired samples in order to
contrast the hypothesis and to determine if there is a significant difference between the final averages of the
experimental group before and after the intervention.
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Table 2. Written Production: T-Test Paired Sample Results
Paired Samples Statistics

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Pair 1 Pre Test_ Part 1

2.25 40

1.171

.185

2.83 40

.813

.129

2.98 40

.832

.131

3.40 40

.672

.106

Pair 3 PreTest_Communication_Achievement_ Part2

2.80 40

.853

.135

PostTest_Communication_Achievement_Part2

3.50 40

.599

.095

Pair 4 PreTest_Organization_ Part2

2.85 40

.802

.127

PostTest_Organization_Part2

3.58 40

.712

.113

Pair 5 PreTest_Language_ Part2

2.80 40

.823

.130

PostTest_Language_Part2

3.60 40

.632

.100

2.78 40

1.143

.181

3.80 40

.823

.130

2.58 40

1.107

.175

3.50 40

.599

.095

2.75 40

1.032

.163

3.68 40

.730

.115

2.90 40

1.081

.171

3.50 40

.784

.124

Paired Samples Statistics
Pair 2 PreTest_Content_ Part2
Post_Test_Content_Part2

Pair 6 PreTest_Content_Part3
Post_Test_Content_Part3
Pair 7 PreTest_Communication_Achievement_Part3
PostTest_Communication_Achievement_Part3
Pair 8 PreTest_Organization_Part3
PostTest_Organization_Part3
Pair 9 PreTest_Language_Part3
PostTest_Language_Part3

Paired Differences
T Test-Paired Samples
Pre-Test-Post Test

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std.
Error
Mean

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower

Upper

t

df

Sig.
(2-tailed)

Pair 1

PreTest_Sytax 1-Post_test_part1

-.575

.903

.143

-.864

-.286

-4.029 39

.000

Pair 2

PreTest_Content_Part2-Post_Test
_Content_Part2

-.425

.549

.087

-.601

-.249

-4.892 39

.000

Pair 3

PreTest_ Communication_Part2PostTest_Communication_Part2

-.700

.648

.103

-.907

-.493

-6.827 39

.000

Pair 4

PreTest_Organization_Part2-Post
Test_Organization_Part2

-.725

.554

.088

-.902

-.548

-8.275 39

.000

Pair 5

PreTest_Language_Part2-PostTest
_Language_Part2

-.800

.516

.082

-.965

-.635

-9.798 39

.000

Pair 6

PreTest_Content_Part3-Post_Test
_Content_Part3

-1.025

.768

.121

-1.270

-.780

-8.446 39

.000

Pair 7

PreTest_Communication_Part3PostTest_Communication_Part3

-.925

.730

.115

-1.158

-.692

-8.016 39

.000

Pair 8

PreTest_Organization_Part3-Post
Test_Organization_Part3

-.925

.730

.115

-1.158

-.692

-8.016 39

.000

Pair 9

PreTest_Language_Part3-PostTest
_Language_Part3

-.600

.778

.123

-.849

-.351

-4.878 39

.000

The results indicate that all paired samples from Part 1 (Syntax), and the parameters of Content, Communication,
(null hypothesis) is rejected. This result draws
Organization, and Language in Part 2 and 3 indicate that the
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us to the conclusion that with an error of 0.000 in all cases, there is a significant difference between the average
scores of the evaluated parameters in the Pre-Test and the Post-Test. In short, through the use of Language
Driven CLIL methodology, the development of the written production in English in the experimental group
.
improved
There is a difference of 0.58 points between the average performance of Part 1 obtained in the Pre-Test by the
experimental group (2.25) with the average performance obtained in the Post-Test (2.83). This reveals a
statistically significant improvement in the development of written production through Language-Driven CLIL.
The average performance in terms of Content in Part 2 is 2.98 in the Pre-Test, and the average in the Post-Test is
3.40 in the experimental group. There is a difference of 0.42 points, which shows a statistically significant
improvement in the development of written production through Language-Driven CLIL. The average
performance in terms of Content in Part 3 is 2.78 in the Pre-Test and 3.80 in the Post-Test. The difference of
1.02 points also demonstrates a statistically significant improvement. This means that the reader was informed
on the topics that writers described in their paragraphs and that the content was relevant and appropriate.
The average performance in regards to Communication in Part 2 is 2.80 in the Pre-Test and in the Post-Test it is
3.50. There is a difference of 0.70 points, a statistically significant improvement. In regards to Communication in
Part 3, the average performance is 2.58 in the Pre-Test and in the Post-Test it is 3.50, which is also a statistically
significant improvement. Students improved in the use of conventions of the communicative task to express
direct ideas.
Concerning “Organization” in Part 2 in the Pre-Test, the average performance is 2.85, and the average
performance obtained in the Post-Test is 3.58. There is an improvement of 0.73 points, which is statistically
significant. Concerning, “Organization” in Part 3, in the Pre-Test the result is 2.75, and the average performance
in the Post-Test is 3.68. There is a difference of 0.93, which shows a statistically significant improvement. This
result indicates that learners in the experimental group developed more connected, consistent texts through the
use of linking words and cohesive devices than in the initial stages.
In regards to Language in Part 2, the average performance in the Pre-Test is 2.80, and the average performance
in the Post-Test is 3.60. There is a difference of 0.80 points, which is a statistically significant improvement. In
regards to Language in Part 3, the average performance in the Pre-Test is 2.90, and the average performance is
3.50 in the Post-Test. There is a difference of 0.60, which is a statistically significant improvement. Students in
the experimental group showed good use of everyday vocabulary and used complex grammatical forms in their
writings by the end of the intervention.
13.3 Writing Level of the Experimental Group
The four sections of the Cambridge Objective Primary Test had a maximum score of 185 points, which is
equivalent to a C1 on the Common European Framework for Reference, and the maximum score in the Writing
section is 45 points. Thus, having a reference of the maximum levels of the PET Exam as well as the writing
section, the following table was created in order to determine the experimental group’s writing level.
Table 3. Writing Level of the Experimental
Experimental Group
Writing Section
Average ( /45)

Average total score

Pre-Test

24

99

A1

Post-Test

31

127

A2

(

/185)

CEFR Level
Equivalent

The table reveals that before the intervention, the experimental group had an average writing score of 24 points,
which is equivalent to an A1 level (99 points). In the Post-Test, the average writing score increased to 31 points,
which puts learners at an A2 level (127 points).
13.4 Learners’ Perceptions about the Language-Driven CLIL
This section describes the experimental group’s perceptions regarding the impact of the Language-Driven CLIL
on the development of written production. The results were obtained from the survey, which had 5 closed-ended
questions in the form of statements, evaluated on a Likert-scale and one open-ended question:
1. Content learned through the use of Language-Driven CLIL was relevant and easy to understand.
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2. Language-Driven CLIL helped produce texts using the conventions of writing (spelling and punctuation) to
communicate direct ideas.
3. Language-Driven CLIL helped develop critical and creative thinking through organizing the text in a coherent
and cohesive way.
4. Language-Driven CLIL facilitated the appropriate use of grammar and vocabulary to transmit knowledge of
the different subjects studied in class.
5. I consider that the Language-Driven CLIL method influenced the development of written English in a
practical and efficient way.
6. How do you consider the Language-Driven CLIL method influenced the scale you selected in the previous
sentence?
Results for the first statement show that 48% (sum of 18% totally agree and 30% in agreement) of students
agreed with the statement; 25% of learners said that Language-Driven CLIL did not make a difference to them;
meanwhile, 28% (sum of 15% disagree and 13% totally disagree) of students disagreed with the statement. More
than half of the students in the experimental group (58%) agreed on the second statement. On the other hand,
18% of students neither agreed nor disagreed; meanwhile, 25% of learners said that Language-Driven CLIL did
not have any advantage when it came to writing. Results show that 53% of learners agreed with the third
statement; 28% of learners neither agreed nor disagreed, but 20% of students said that they disagreed with the
statement. Findings reveal that 60% of the students agreed with the fourth statement; 25% of the students
expressed neutral opinions, and 15% disagreed with the statement. Results in regards to the fifth statement are
described below:

Figure 1. Language-Driven CLIL influenced in a practical and efficient way to develop the writing skill
The figure reveals that 65% (sum of 35% totally agree and 30% in agreement) of learners agreed that the
Language-Driven CLIL method influenced the development of the writing skill in a practical and efficient way;
20% of the learners had a neutral opinion, but 15% of the students disagreed with the statement. Concerning
question number 6, learners who agreed with this statement said that the Language-Driven CLIL method allowed
learners to produce written texts because they were provided with writing examples, they analyzed how written
texts are organized, and arranged words, sentences and phrases to communicate ideas and opinions according to
different situations. In contrast, the learners who stated that Language-Driven CLIL did not influence them in an
efficient and practical way said this because content from the curricular subjects was hard to understand. They
said that new words learned in class were difficult to memorize and it was therefore difficult to use them
properly.
13.5 Written Production Results–Control Group
The written production parameters of the control group follow a symmetric distribution. Therefore, the measures
of central tendency focus on the average scores as seen in the table below.
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Table 4. Written Production Results – Control Group

Before and after the intervention, the written production in Part 1(Syntax), has an average score of 2, which
represents 40% of the total score. This average score did not vary after the intervention. The written production
evaluated in Part 2, in terms of Organization, maintains an average score of 60% throughout the intervention
period. This means that learners created well organized and coherent texts, using a variety of linking words and
cohesive devices in the Post-Test. In part 2, in terms of Content, the control group had an average performance
of 80% before and after the intervention. The Content of the written production was relevant in the different
tasks and allowed the target reader to be fully informed. In some cases; however, minor irrelevant details and
personal pronouns were omitted in the Post-Test. After intervention, in terms of Communication and Language
in Part 2, the mean average moved from 60% in the Pre-Test to 80% in the Post-Test. This means that learners
used communicative tasks to hold the target reader’s attention, and they used a range of everyday vocabulary and
grammar forms, respectively. In Part 3, the four evaluated parameters had the average performance of 60%
before and after the intervention, as seen in the above figure.
13.6 Paired Sample T-Test Analysis of Written Production
The following tables show the results of the parametric analysis for paired sample T-Test in order to test the
hypothesis and determine if there is a significant difference between the final average scores of this group.
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Table 5. Written Production: Paired Sample Analysis

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean

N

Std.

Std.

Error

Deviation

Mean

Pair 1 Pre_test_ Syntax_Part 1

2.05

38

1.064

.173

Post_test_Part1

2.34

38

.745

.121

Pair 2 PreTest_Content_Part2

3.55

38

.891

.145

3.55

38

.555

.090

3.42

38

.948

.154

3.55

38

.555

.090

3.42

38

.948

.154

3.45

38

.724

.117

Pair 5 PreTest_Language_ Part2

3.50

38

.952

.154

PostTest_Language_Part2

3.45

38

.724

.117

3.11

38

1.034

.168

3.18

38

.730

.118

2.66

38

1.236

.201

3.18

38

.730

.118

2.87

38

1.212

.197

Post_Test_Content_Part2
Pair 3 PreTest_Communication_Achievement_Part2
PostTest_Communication_Achievement_Part2
Pair 4 PreTest_Organization_Part2
PostTest_Organization_Part2

Pair 6 PreTest_Content_Part3
Post_Test_Content_Part3
Pair 7 PreTest_Communication_Achievement_Part3
PostTest_Communication_Achievement_Part3
Pair 8 PreTest_Organization_Part3
PostTest_Organization_Part3
Pair 9 PreTest_Language_Part3
PostTest_Language_Part3

3.21

38

.741

.120

2.84

38

1.263

.205

3.18

38

.730

.118

T Test - Paired Samples

Paired Differences
95%
Std.

Pre-Test - Post Test

Mean

Sig.

Confidence
t

Std.
Error

Interval of the

Mean

Difference

df
(2-tailed)

Deviation
Lower Upper
Pair 1

PreTest_Syntax_Part 1-Post_test_part1

-.289

.768

.125

-.542

-.037

-2.324 37

.026

Pair 2

PreTest_Content_Part2-Post_Test_Content_Part2

0.000

.735

.119

-.242

.242

0.000

37

1.000

Pair 3

PreTest_Communication_Achievement_Part2-PostTest_Communication_Achievement_Part2

-.132

.741

.120

-.375

.112

-1.094 37

.281

Pair 4

PreTest_Organization_Part2-PostTest_Organization_Part2

-.026

.677

.110

-.249

.196

-.240

37

.812

Pair 5

PreTest_Language_Part2-PostTest_Language_Part2

.053

.695

.113

-.176

.281

.467

37

.644

Pair 6

PreTest_Content_Part3-Post_Test_Content_Part3

-.079

.673

.109

-.300

.142

-.723

37

.474

Pair 7

PreTest_Communication_Achievement_Part3-PostTest_Communication_Achievement_Part3

-.526

.862

.140

-.810

-.243

-3.765 37

.001

Pair 8

PreTest_Organization_Part3-PostTest_Organization_Part3

-.342

.815

.132

-.610

-.074

-2.589 37

.014

Pair 9

PreTest_Language_Part3-PostTest_Language_Part3

-.342

.878

.143

-.631

-.053

-2.401 37

.022

The results indicate that the null hypothesis ( ) is rejected for Part 1 and Communication in Part 3. With an
error of 0,026 and 0.001 respectively, there is a significant difference in the average scores in the Pre-Test and
Post-Test in all other areas. This means that the intervention with the communicative language methodology
. The average performance
improved the development of written production in the control group
in Part 1 obtained in the Pre-Test by the Control group was 2.05, while the average performance obtained in the
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Post-Test was 2.35. Thus, there is a difference of 0.29 points, and indicates a statistically significant
improvement. The average performance of the control group in Communication in Part 3 of the Pre-Test was
2.66, and the average performance obtained in the Post-Test was 3.18. This means that there is a difference of
0.52 points of improvement, which is statistically significant. Learners in the control group were able to use the
conventions of the communicative tasks to express direct ideas. This helps us conclude that there is a 22%
improvement, which is statistically significant in the control group regarding written production.
13.7 Writing Level of the Control Group
The four sections of the PET Exam had a maximum score of 185 points, which when compared to the Common
European Framework for Reference is equivalent to a C1 level , and the maximum score in the Writing section is
45 points. Thus, having a reference of the maximum levels of the PET Exam as well as the writing section, the
following table was created in order to determine the control group’s writing level.
Table 6. Writing Level of the Control Group
Control Group
Writing Section
Average ( /45)

Average total score

Pre-Test

27

111

A1

Post-Test

29

119

A1

(

/185)

CEFR Level
Equivalent

The above table shows that learners from the control group obtained 27 points in the Pre-Test, which
corresponds to an A1 Level (111 points). In the Post-Test, the writing level of the experimental group is
maintained at 29 points.
13.8 Final Results in the Written Production: Control and Experimental
To determine if the written production was impacted through the language-driven CLIL model in terms of syntax,
content, communicative achievement, organization, and language, scores from parameters in Part 1, Part 2 and
Part 3 were put together through the Levene Test.
Table 7. Written Production Final Results
N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std.
Error
Mean

Control Group

38

2.34

.745

.121

Experimental Group

40

2.83

.813

.129

Control Group

38

3.37

.541

.088

Experimental Group

40

3.60

.662

.105

Control Group

38

3.37

.541

.088

Experimental Group

40

3.50

.480

.076

Control Group

38

3.33

.640

.104

Experimental Group

40

3.63

.618

.098

Control Group

38

3.32

.631

.102

Experimental Group

40

3.55

.628

.099

Group
Syntax
Content
Communication
Organization
Language
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t-test for Equality of Means

Independent Samples Test
F

Sig.

t

Sig.
(2-tailed)

Df

Mean
Difference

Std.
Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Lower

Syntax

Equal variances
assumed

.038

.846

Equal variances
not assumed
Content

Equal variances
assumed

1.582

.212

Equal variances
not assumed
Communication Equal variances
assumed

1.128

.292

Equal variances
not assumed
Organization

Equal variances
assumed

.028

.868

Equal variances
not assumed
Language

Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

.011

.918

Upper

-2.730

76

.008

-.483

.177

-.835

-.131

-2.736

75.908

.008

-.483

.176

-.834

-.131

-1.686

76

.096

-.232

.137

-.505

.042

-1.695

74.375

.094

-.232

.137

-.504

.041

-1.137

76

.259

-.132

.116

-.362

.099

-1.133

73.855

.261

-.132

.116

-.363

.100

-2.080

76

.041

-.296

.142

-.580

-.013

-2.078

75.429

.041

-.296

.142

-.580

-.012

-1.643

76

.105

-.234

.143

-.518

.050

-1.642

75.768

.105

-.234

.143

-.518

.050

The Levene Test for equality of variances indicates probability associated to Levene’s statistic, which is higher
than 0.05, equal variances are assumed for all analyzed parameters. The Paired T-Test statistic with its bilateral
significance reveals that Syntax (Part )1 and Organization is lower than 0.005 in the Post-Test. This means that
there is compatibility between the hypothesis of equality of the average scores of the analyzed parameters of the
control and experimental group. The average performance in Syntax (Part 1) of the experimental group obtained
in the Post-Test is 2.83 and is 2.34 for the control group. There is a difference of 0.49 points. This is a favorable
difference for the experimental group and it is statistically significant. The average performance obtained in
terms of Organization in the experimental group in the Post-Test is 3.63, and in the control group it is 3.33.
There is a difference of 0.35. This difference is in favor of the experimental group and it is statistically
significant. The Paired T-test statistic with its bilateral significance reveals that: Content, Communicative
Achievement, and Language is higher than 0.05 in the Post-Test. This indicates that the hypothesis of equality of
mean scores in the evaluated parameters in the control and experimental group is rejected. Although there is a
mathematical difference in the mean scores and the experimental group has a higher score than the control group,
such differences are not statistically significant, and both groups have the same writing level in the above
parameters at the end of the intervention.
13.9 Skills: Experimental vs. Control Group after the Intervention
The figure below shows the percentage of variations in the average scores of the skills evaluated through the
Post-Test PET exam of both groups.
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Figure 2. Control and Experimental Group: Results of the skills after the intervention
The growth of the control group’s average in Reading (5.6%) is higher than the experimental group by 3.1
percent. The experimental group obtained a higher variation in the average scores in writing. This group
obtained 27.1%, which represents 6.1 percentage points more than the positive variation in the control group
(6.1%). Listening, Speaking, and the final global score of the control group presented a higher difference of
25.1%, 3%, and 0.2% respectively in the average grades of the mentioned skills, when compared to those
obtained by the experimental group.
14. Discussion
The research question in this study was to analyze how the implementation of language-driven CLIL helps
learners develop written production of texts in comparison to a non-language-driven CLIL classroom in terms of
Syntax, Content, Communication Achievement, Organization, and Language as well as the learners’ perception
towards language-driven CLIL when producing texts. According to the results, learners from the experimental
and control group show a variation in the average scores in all the evaluated parameters after intervention. The
language-driven CLIL classroom had higher results in comparison to the non-language-driven CLIL classroom,
but not all of them were statistically significant. Only in terms of Syntax and Organization, results show a
statistically significant improvement.
Concerning Syntax, the obtained results from the experimental group indicate that learners were able to rewrite
sentences properly and communicate the message meaningfully in the Post-Test. Findings in this research study
are similar to the ones obtained by Lahuerta’s (2017) results. In that study, errors diminished substantially in
terms of syntax since learners were also able to look for ways to combine words, phrases, clauses, and sentences
and communicate the message meaningfully through the use of language-driven CLIL. Nonetheless,
Gutierrez-Magado and Martínez-Adrian (2018) found negative results in terms of syntax-morphology, but they
concluded by saying that language-driven CLIL aided in acquiring features from syntax-semantics-discourse
interface, which was evident in this study, too.
Organization was another parameter that had a statistically significant improvement in writing in the
language-driven CLIL classroom when compared to the non-Language-driven CLIL classroom. Findings reveal
that texts were generally well-organized and coherent. Furthermore, learners used a variety of linking words and
cohesive devices, such as sequencing, adding, illustrating and comparing. Learners were impacted positively in
writing in terms of Organization, and these results are similar to the ones in the study conducted by Ikeda (2013).
Learners in that study improved significantly in terms of organization. However, results of this study as well as
Ikeda’s (2013), are contradicted by Ruiz de Zarobe’s (2010) findings. In that study, leaners improved
significantly in terms of Content and Vocabulary, but they did not improve in terms of Organization. The
researcher found that texts were not connected using linking words. Instead, learners wrote long sentences
without any cohesive devices.
In regards to the other evaluated writing parameters (Content, Communicative Achievement, and Language) the
results indicate that there was improvement in the language-driven CLIL classroom, but it was not statistically
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significant when compared to the non-language-driven CLIL classroom. Therefore, the language-driven CLIL
classroom and the non-language-driven CLIL classroom maintain equal writing results on these parameters.
In Llinares and Whittaker’s (2007) study, results reveal that learners’ writing level improved significantly in
terms of Content using language-driven CLIL. Learners were able to present a problem and give a solution,
events were connected from the beginning to the end, and sequence in events was also observed. However,
Gené-Gil, Juan-Garau, and Salazar-Noguera (2015) found that Content did not improve in neither
language-driven CLIL nor non-language-driven CLIL classrooms. Learners’ scores were low, and they showed a
limited development of the main ideas. Learners did not respect e-mail conventions (title, story line, time,
characters or personal opinions). In our study, on the other hand, most of the texts from the language-driven
CLIL classroom were relevant to the given prompt and readers could fully understand the passage.
Notwithstanding, results were not statistically significant.
About Communication, Bentley (2010) and Coyle, Hood, and Marsh (2010) stress that language-driven CLIL
facilitates the learning of language by developing communicative skills. Findings in this study are similar to
language-driven CLIL principles since learners were able to use conventions on the communicative task to hold
the target reader’s attention and communicate straightforward ideas. This is similar to what Garcia (2015) found
in their research study, in which learners’ texts communicated ideas meaningfully. Garcia (2015) did find
significant results in that study when results were compared to a non-language-driven CLIL classroom. In our
study, however, improvement is evident in the Language-Driven CLIL classroom, however, the results were not
statistically significant.
In terms of Language, language-driven CLIL classroom results indicate that learners did not show a statistically
significant improvement when compared to the Non-Language-Driven CLIL classroom. These results were also
found by Olsson (2010). In that study, language-driven CLIL learners did not have a significant increase in the
use of language in comparison to non-language-driven CLIL learners. Nonetheless, Ikeda (2013) asserted that
learners were able to use a range or everyday vocabulary and complex grammatical forms in their texts through
language-driven CLIL.
It is also important to refer to learners’ perceptions when it comes to using language-driven CLIL. Findings
revealed that most learners from the experimental group show a positive attitude toward the language-driven
CLIL on all five questions. They claimed that the content of classes was relevant, they were able to express their
ideas using the appropriate grammar and punctuation, they had a chance to give an opinion on the different
topics covered, and they learned how to organize and link texts. These results were asserted by Ikeda (2013),
who also found similar positive results. In that study, learners revealed that language-driven CLIL involved
critical thinking tasks, cooperative work, knowledge increment, and vocabulary expansion. Nakanishi and
Nakanishi (2016) found similar results, too. Learners had positive attitudes towards language-driven CLIL since
learners improved their English Proficiency. Such results are comparable to the ones obtained in this study
because learners from the language-driven CLIL classroom improved their English Proficiency Level.
The Language-Driven CLIL classroom started with an A1 level, based on the results from the Cambridge
Objective Preliminary Test. After the intervention, learners moved to an A2 level. Writing and speaking results
influenced the move from one level to the other. On the other hand, the non-language-driven CLIL classroom
started with an A2 level in the Pre-Test, and they maintained the same level in the Post-Test. Listening is the
skill in which learners obtained the lowest scores and the reason why they were unable to move to a B1 level.
15. Conclusions
First of all, quantitative data was collected through an open-ended questionnaire in order to determine learners’
preferences about content subjects and topics to be studied. Descriptive analysis was done, and the findings
revealed that the selected subjects and topics had a positive impact due to the fact that learners had a statistically
significant improvement in terms of Syntax, Content, Communicative Achievement, Organization, and
Language when results from the Pre and-Post Test were compared.
Secondly, the writing level of the experimental and control group was determined through the PET writing rubric
and analyzed through the Paired Sample T-Test (Pair student). Findings revealed that language-driven CLIL
learners and non-language-driven CLIL learners had an equal writing level (A1), before the intervention. After
the intervention, learners from the experimental group moved from an A1 to an A2 level. Meanwhile, the control
group maintained the same A1 level in the Post-Test. Therefore, it is concluded that the language-driven CLIL
method helped learners move from one level into the next.
Thirdly, in regards to the writing parameters before the intervention, both groups showed an equal average
performance in terms of Syntax, Organization, and Communication. The groups differed in Language and
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Content. The control group had higher results than the experimental group. However, after the intervention, the
experimental group obtained higher results in the written production in terms of Syntax and Organization, and an
equal level in terms of Content, Communicative Achievement, and Language. Thus, it is concluded that
language-driven CLIL helped learners develop written production in terms of Syntax and Organization with a
statistically significant improvement.
Moreover, learners from the experimental group were asked about their perceptions towards the language-driven
CLIL method when learners were producing written texts. Most learners from the experimental group agreed
that the language-driven CLIL method allowed them to produce written texts because they were provided with
examples, they analyzed how written texts are organized, they were able to arrange words, sentences, and
phrases to communicate ideas and opinions based on different situations. These findings lead us to conclude that
the learners from the experimental group had a positive attitude towards the language-driven CLIL method, and
those findings correlate with the writing parameters, in which learners had a statistically significant improvement
(Syntax and Organization).
Finally, in regards to the English Proficiency level, the language-driven CLIL classroom had an A1 level before
the intervention, but after the intervention they moved to an A2 level. On the other hand, the control group had
an A2 level in the Pre-Test, and the level was maintained in the Post-Test. Thus, we can conclude that the
language-driven CLIL method did not only help learners improve the evaluated writing parameters, but it also
helped improve their English Proficiency in general.
All in all, the general objective of this study was to analyze whether or not the implementation of the
language-driven CLIL helped senior learners from Manuel J. Calle High School develop the written production
of texts in comparison to a non-language-driven CLIL classroom. Findings in this study show that leaners did
improve in all the evaluated writing parameters. However, only in terms of Syntax and Organization, the results
demonstrate a statistically significant improvement when compared to non- language-driven CLIL classroom.
These findings open new gaps for further research. For instance, a replication study with more hours of
intervention can be done to test if language-driven CLIL helps to statistically improve written production in the
other writing parameters. Furthermore, an analysis of the impact of language-driven CLIL on the speaking skill
can also be investigated.
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