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Resumen 

 Esta investigación ha intentado descubrir una respuesta a una pregunta que ha 

surgida una y otra vez desde el nacimiento de la metodología conocida como Aprendizaje 

Integrado de Contenidos y Lenguas Extranjeras (AICLE o, en inglés, CLIL): ¿cuál es el 

efecto de introducir el idioma principal de los estudiantes en el aula? Esta pregunta tiene 

una multitud de dimensiones complejas que abarcan el pedagógico, el político, el 

administrativo, el psicológico, el lingüístico y, sobre todo, el académico. Esta 

investigación actual intentará dedicarse a examinar todas estas dichas dimensiones a 

través de cuatro preguntas de investigación: 1.) ¿reducirá el uso del español las 

ocurrencias de errores estudiantiles? 2.) ¿facilitará el uso del español una comprensión 

más ampliada de las instrucciones entre los estudiantes? 3.) ¿debilitará el uso del español 

la capacidad lingüística de los estudiantes? y, últimamente, 4.) ¿cuáles son las opiniones 

y actitudes de los estudiantes con respecto a las varias estrategias que se encuentran en el 

aula de AICLE? 

 Como ya ha sido establecido, la base de esta investigación se hace sobre la 

metodología de enseñanza conocida como AICLE. El AICLE estaba desarrollado como 

una continuación de décadas de investigaciones, experimentos e innovaciones dentro del 

campo de la educación, las cuales tiene su comienzo en los años sesenta con las obras de 

Noam Chomsky y Dell Hymes. También queda importante al desarrollo de AICLE las 

teorías de Stephen Krashen, quién formuló un “acercamiento natural” al aprendizaje de 

idiomas. Krashen planteaba la idea que la manera más fácil de aprender un idioma nuevo 

era trabajar con recursos a nivel más allá del nivel actual del estudiante, una idea 

típicamente representada por la formulación i + 1, donde i representa el nivel del 
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estudiante. Krashen, junto con otros investigadores como Canale y Swain o Savignon, así 

planteaba unas nuevas teorías sobre las maneras en que una persona aprende un idioma 

que revelaba las grandes debilidades en las metodologías tradicionales de enseñanza.  

 El AICLE era entonces el resultado de un gran esfuerzo de crear una nueva 

metodología que mejor aprovecharía de los beneficios señalados por Krashen y sus 

contemporáneos. El AICLE debe mucho a Fred Genesee, quién era una de las voces 

principales en el desarrollo de una metodología que sería la base del AICLE dentro del 

contexto bilingüe de Canadá en los años noventa. Siguiendo el ejemplo de Genesee y sus 

coetáneos, y elaborando donde había una necesidad, el AICLE emergió a los finales del 

milenio por Europa. Reducido a sus conceptos más básicos, el AICLE consiste de la 

enseñanza de una asignatura que no era un idioma (en el contexto de la investigación 

actual, las ciencias) por un idioma extranjero. De tal manera, el idioma extranjero se 

utiliza para enseñar no únicamente el idioma mismo, sino el contenido de otra disciplina 

a la vez. La teoría al fondo del AICLE es que así el idioma que los estudiantes recibir a 

través de lecturas y clases y el que producen será un idioma verdadero. En otras palabras, 

el idioma que reciben y producen no sirve para demostrar normas gramáticas (y por esto 

les resulta algo artificial y sin un sentido propio) sino para demostrar un contenido ajeno, 

verdadero e útil. Así, el idioma extranjero que se halla dentro del aula tiene un sentido y 

una aplicación más allá que la adquisición del idioma, resultando en un nivel de 

motivación más alto por parte de los estudiantes. Se puede decir entonces que el AICLE 

es una forma orgánica de aprender el idioma, y una metodología que intenta duplicar la 

manera en que una persona aprende y amplia su capacidad con su lengua natal.  
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 Pero, aunque el AICLE ha sido ampliamente adoptado por muchos países de la 

Unión Europea, existe todavía un gran y animado debate sobre las detallas más refinadas 

de su implementación. Y, dentro de dicho debate, quizás ningún tema ha sido más 

discutido (y más controvertido) que el papel que hace el idioma natal dentro del aula. En 

general, las dos posiciones son: 1.) que el uso del idioma primario de los estudiantes, al 

menos por propósitos limitados (como asuntos administrativos) aumentará la 

comprensión de los estudiantes y evitará que éstos pierden algún conocimiento del 

contenido por falta de un nivel lingüístico bastante avanzado y 2.) que el uso del idioma 

primario solamente sembrará la confusión entre los estudiante y debilitará su capacidad 

lingüística con el idioma extranjero. Esta investigación actual busca entrar en este debate 

e intentará recomendar una de las dos estrategias con el apoyo de los datos recopilados 

por un experimento nuevo. 

 Dicho experimento era diseñado e implementado por la autora de la investigación 

actual durante cinco días escogidos entre los meses de marzo y mayo de 2012. Con el 

final de resolver las preguntas previamente planteadas, la investigadora contrataba la 

ayuda de dos grupos de estudiantes españoles desde el Colegio Bilingüe Príncipe de 

Asturias en Pozuelo de Alarcón, Comunidad de Madrid, España. Todos los estudiantes 

fueron provenientes del segundo grado y estaban entre siete y ocho años de edad. En total 

había cuarenta y ocho estudiantes quienes participaban en el experimento, divididos en 

dos grupos: Grupo 2A, de veinticinco estudiantes, y Grupo 2B de veintitrés.  

Era la hipótesis de la investigación que las normas oficiales del programa bilingüe 

de Madrid, las cuales prohíben el uso de español por cualquier motivo, eran perjudiciales 

para el aprendizaje. Más, la investigación planteaba que el uso del español para asuntos 
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administrativos y también para explicaciones sería últimamente benefíciales para los 

estudiantes, reduciendo la frecuencia de errores en cuestiones de contenido y de 

instrucciones. Pero también era planteada la idea de que el uso de español sí bajaría el 

nivel de los estudiantes con respecto al idioma extranjero—el inglés.  

Para examinar y verificar estas teorías, el experimento seguía los siguientes pasos: 

primero, la investigadora planeaba una serie de cuatro lecciones de ciencias en inglés, las 

cuales tienen un examen breve al final. Segundo, los estudiantes de cada grupo recibirían 

las lecciones por veinticinco minutos y después tendrían otros veinticinco minutos para 

cumplir el examen. Uno de los grupos—Grupo 2A—no estaba permitido el uso del 

español, como era normal. El otro—Grupo 2B—estaba permitido el uso limitado del 

español para asuntos administrativos (por ejemplo, explicando las instrucciones de los 

exámenes) y para realizar explicaciones del contenido. Tercero, los cuatro exámenes de 

los dos grupos (más una encuesta en español donde los estudiantes podían explicar sus 

actitudes y opiniones sobre las estrategias que han experimentado) estaban examinados a 

mano para tres tipos de errores: errores regulativos (cuando un estudiante no cumplía con 

las instrucciones de su tarea), errores de contenido y errores lingüísticas. Finalmente, las 

frecuencias de errores de los dos grupos estaban comparados para determinar cuál era el 

más fuerte en cada categoría.  

Los resultados obtenidos resultaban algo sorprendente, porque en casi cualquier 

caso o repudiaban el hipótesis de la investigación o quedaban demasiado inconclusos 

para ser útiles. En términos de errores regulativos, el grupo que estaba permitido el uso 

del español contenía más errores que el grupo que recibía sus clases únicamente en 

inglés, al contrario de las expectaciones de la investigadora. Cuando los errores de 
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contenido estaban calculados, los resultados salían inconclusos: cada grupo contenía más 

errores que el otro por 50% de los exámenes. Hablando de las capacidades lingüísticas de 

los estudiantes, la investigación actual planteaba que el grupo que nunca recurría al 

español demostraría un nivel más alto, pero los resultados quedaban algo mezclados. Con 

respecto al deletreo, el caso era igual que errores de contenido: cada grupo era superior al 

otro 50% de las veces. Con respecto a las otras áreas lingüísticas examinadas 

(demostrativos, artículos, sintáctica y complejidad), el grupo que utilizaba de vez en 

cuando español salía como los más capaces. 

Mientras los números sugieren que una estrategia que permita el uso del idioma 

primario en el aula al final está prejudicial al aprendizaje, las opiniones de los estudiantes 

mismos resultaban fuertemente a favor de tal estrategia. Cuándo se recuerda de la gran 

limitación de la investigación actual—que con cinco días los estudiantes no pueden ajusta 

de manera adecuada a un paradigma nuevo y llevarse los beneficios—al final las 

implicaciones completas del uso del idioma primario en el aula AICLE se ruegan más 

investigación. Al momento, esta investigación aconsejará que los programas bilingües 

dentro de la Comunidad de Madrid mantengan sus normas actuales, pero que a la vez que 

los profesores y investigadores futuros reconsideren sus estrategias desde un punto de 

vista conceptual, como lo estudiantes respondían mejor al nuevo paradigma que al viejo.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Intercultural mobility and the facilitation of quick and convenient communication has 

been the single largest hallmark of the last century. Due to numerous technological 

advances in communication and other technologies, cross-cultural and cross-linguistic 

contact has now become not only commonplace, but an unavoidable facet of everyday 

life in the twenty-first century. Because of this, the European Union (EU) has launched in 

recent years a wide variety of programs aimed at teaching its citizens its various 

constituent languages in an effort to promote such international contact and cooperation, 

both within its own borders and beyond them. Among these EU initiatives, the vast 

majority of European citizens choose to enroll in English programs due to the perceived 

global nature of the language.  English is the most commonly spoken language in the 

world, when first, second and foreign speakers are taken into account, and it has 

unquestionably come to dominate several key spheres such as diplomacy, trade, science 

and education (Crystal 2004) . It is therefore unsurprising, given the demand for and 

utility of the language, that many of these programs have been developed with English 

language teaching in mind.  

 Among these programs, one which is perhaps considered to be the most uniquely 

European is known as Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL). CLIL is 

relatively a new set of teaching methodologies that promotes a move away from the 

traditional language classroom (known as Formal Instruction) in favor of a more natural 

approach. It does this by teaching a concrete content subject, such as Science or History, 

through a medium of a foreign language such as English. CLIL classes in general do not 

instruct students formally on linguistic structures such as grammar and syntax, instead 

hoping to aid them in sublimating these forms on their own by providing them with 

copious amounts of authentic and meaningful input, while simultaneously providing a 

forum for equally authentic and meaningful output. Yet within the wide scope of CLIL 

programs, there still exists much room for varied approaches, and the most effective 

methodology for CLIL teaching is still a matter of intense debate.  

1.1 Aims and Hypotheses 
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This current paper aims to contribute to this debate with new research and insights into a 

specific and somewhat controversial approach to Content and Language Integrated 

Learning teaching; namely, translanguaging. In particular, this paper focuses on a 

Spanish context, and more specifically with young learners. It was the goal of this 

research to determine what sort of effects, if any, the introduction of translanguaging to 

the CLIL classroom in a controlled capacity would have on both language and content 

comprehension and ability. To that end, the following research questions were posed:  

 

1) Does the use of Spanish reduce the occurrence of students’ content errors?  

2) Does the use of Spanish facilitate greater understanding of instructions among 

the students? 

3) Does the use of Spanish negatively impact the students’ L2 linguistic ability?  

4) What are students´ opinions and attitudes concerning various classroom                         

  language strategies?  

  

It was the hypothesis of the researcher, based on personal experience and observations 

working as a Language Assistant in the Ministry of Education’s bilingual program,  that 

the controlled use of translanguaging would ultimately prove beneficial to the learners in 

a CLIL context. Particularly, it was believed that, by permitting the teachers to use the 

first language (L1) for regulative—that is to say, task instructions—and explanatory 

purposes, students would be less likely to commit errors in completing tasks and 

examinations while simultaneously being more likely to effectively process the non-

linguistic content of the lesson. At the same time, it was thought that move away from a 

traditional monolingual model would have an adverse effect on students' second language 

(L2) production, due to the decreased amount of input.  

 

1.2 Structure of the Current Paper  

This paper first undertakes a critical review of recent literature dealing with a variety of 

germane topics in Chapter 2. More specifically, it examines research into the fields of 

Second Language Acquisition, CLIL methodologies and benefits, scaffolding and 

translanguaging/translanguaging. Following this overview of the theoretical foundations 
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on which the current study is based, the methodology employed is outlined and explained 

in detail in Chapter 3. Next, the findings of the experiment are presented, analyzed and 

discussed in Chapter 4 before the study comes to its final conclusion in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Background  

In order to adequately accomplish the aims of this paper, a strong foundation was needed, 

both in order to understand how students acquire second languages (so that new and more 

effective methodologies may be developed) as well as to appreciate the techniques and 

paradigms currently in place that this paper seeks to re-evaluate and challenge. To that 

end, this chapter will first examine theories of second language acquisition before taking 

a detailed look at the most current teaching methodologies which are germane to the 

context being studied. Finally, as the crux of the experiment carried out herein revolves 

around the idea of translanguaging and translanguaging, previous examinations of these 

notions are reviewed and evaluated. This present study then hopes to build upon this 

tradition, and provide yet another incentive for the tolerance of translanguaging strategies 

in bilingual classrooms. 

 

2.1 Theories of Second Language Acquisition and Teaching Methodologies: From 

Formal Instruction to Communicative Language Teaching 

Perhaps the most significant change in the manner in which language teaching was 

understood came about towards the end of the 1960s and the beginning of the 1970s: 

namely, the pedagogical shift from a transmission model to a more communicative based 

model. Prior to the seminal works of linguists such as Chomsky and Hymes, foreign 

language teaching, like most other disciplines, was taught based on a classroom model in 

which the instructor "transmitted" their knowledge directly to the pupils in a largely 

lectured based format. This model is generally referred to as Formal Instruction (FI), and 

persists in many places even today despite the numerous advances in second language 

acquisition theory.  However, as early as the 1970s, a new paradigm began to emerge: 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). Under this new approach, classrooms 

became more cooperatively orientated, with the focus placed centrally on the learner and 

notions such as a "joint negotiation of meaning" becoming the rule. Savignon (2002) 

described CLT as deriving from "a multidisciplinary perspective that includes, at the 

least, linguistics, psychology, philosophy, sociology and educational research" (4).  

 CLT, as Savignon understands it, is firmly rooted in the theory of Communicative 

Competence, which was first developed by sociolinguist Dell Hymes in 1966. Hymes' 
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theory was in and of itself an answer to Chomsky’s earlier idea of linguistic competence. 

Chomsky (1965: 4) distinguished between competence, "the speaker-hearer's knowledge 

of his language," and performance, "the actual use of language in concrete situations." 

Hymes, conversely, understood competence to refer to a speaker-hearer's ability to 

combine grammatical knowledge with socio-cultural knowledge in order to produce 

contextually appropriate language output. In the 1980s, Hymes' theory was expanded 

upon by Canale and Swain (1980) who divided the Hymesian notion of communication 

competence into three general categories: grammatical competence, socio-cultural and 

strategic competence. Savignon (2002) would later add a fourth category--discourse 

competence--to the other three. According to Savignon (2002), the relative importance of 

these four areas varies slightly from one learning context to another, but all four are 

essential to developing true communicative competence. Furthermore, all four are 

interconnected, and as such an increase in one area will perforce result in an increase in 

the other three.  

 Grammatical competence is defined by Canale and Swain (1980) as the ability to 

recognize the morphological, phonological, syntactical and lexical features of a language 

and combine them to create meaning at the level of individual words or sentences. 

Grammatical competence is not measured by an explicit knowledge of grammatical rules 

but rather the ability to apply these in real language contexts to create and negotiate 

meaning. Discourse competence is the logical extension of grammatical competence: it 

deals not with isolated words or sentences, but with the ability to connect these into a 

larger and meaningful whole (such as a novel, a speech, etc.). Closely related to this field 

are the notions of coherence and cohesion: coherence refers to the individual units of a 

text all contributing to a unified, general theme, while cohesion refers to the 

interconnectedness of words and sentences at the local level.  

 Socio-cultural competence, on the other hand, extends beyond knowledge of 

linguistic and grammatical forms alone. Instead, it involves an acute knowledge of the 

social contexts in which a language is used (Canale and Swain 1980). That is to say, it 

refers to a speaker's knowledge of the social rules and conventions governing language 

use in a specific context (what is sometimes referred to as "pragmatics”). Beyond the 

most common circumstances, socio-cultural competence is nearly impossible to teach: 
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instead, it can only be learned through practical experience. The reason for this is that no 

learner, nor even a native speaker, can reasonable be expected to anticipate all of the 

social contexts and their corresponding rules for any given language. This is especially 

true with global languages such as English, Spanish or French, which encompass an 

enormous variety of cultures and contexts within their respective spheres, and are also 

used as tools for intercultural/international communication. Lastly, strategic competence 

refers to how a speaker attempts to cope linguistically when confronted with an imperfect 

or incomplete socio-cultural understanding of their context.  

 Evolving from CLT, Terrell and Krashen (1983) developed what became known 

as the Natural Approach. Krashen (1982) made a distinction between acquiring a 

language and learning a language: the former is a subconscious process that occurs 

naturally (hence the name of the approach), while the latter is a conscious procedure that 

follows a strict set of rules.  Perhaps Krashen's most enduring contribution to theories of 

second language acquisition was the so-called "input hypothesis," which stated that 

languages are more readily acquired if the input offered is one level beyond the existing 

level of the learner (often stated using the formula " i +1"). However, Krashen was clear 

that simple exposure to second language input was not sufficient to provoke natural 

language learning. Instead, the input offered to the learner needed to meet three key 

conditions. The first of these is what Krashen attempted to represent via his "i + 1" 

formulation: that the input must be comprehensible to the learner, tailored to their 

capabilities yet containing an additional element to be learnt. The second condition is that 

the input must be meaningful and authentic: input which serves no purpose other than the 

academic presentation of grammatical rules will not provoke natural language 

acquisition. The third and final condition is that the input must cover the various domains 

of use and functions of language in general communication (Kasper and Rose 2002).  

 It is clear that conventional Formal Instruction is deficient across all of these 

dimensions represented in the theories of Hymes, Canale and Swain, Savignon and 

Krashen. A simple lecture based model might be able to develop a learner's grammatical 

and discourse competences to a certain degree, but are woefully lacking in both socio-

cultural and strategic competence instruction. Likewise, FI fails to provide the massive, 

intensive and authentic exposure to input required by Krashen's theories, even in 
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classrooms which follow a more communicative-based model. FI also fails to fully 

represent the breadth of domains of use and functions of language in general 

communication, because classroom settings seldom cover the domain of real 

communication sufficiently.  

 Another area in which FI falls short of other models such as CLT or the Natural 

Approach is that of output. Similar to Krashen's theories on input, Swain and Lapkin 

(1995) developed the Output Hypothesis, which further argues that learners need to 

produce with in the second language to a sufficient extent as well as receiving the 

necessary input. The benefits of this production are manifold, and include: greater 

cognitive effort than understanding alone due to the lack of contextual clues, requiring 

the learners to use syntax and morphology accurately, allowing for the practice and 

automatization of linguistic forms, matching the students' language with the language 

they hear and see, and finally encouraging feedback from teachers and/or peers. In 

conventional FI classrooms, the speaking time for individual students is incredibly short, 

and nowhere near sufficient to reap the benefits that Swain and Lapkin describe. 

Obviously, the best context for both input and output are full immersion, study abroad 

programs. However, in the absence of these, approaches such as CLT or its later 

incarnations--Content Based Instruction (CBI) and Content and Language Integrated 

Learning (CLIL)--are the most preferable approaches. These latter two methodologies 

will now be examined in close detail.  

 

2.2 Content Based Instruction and Content and Language Integrated Learning  

2.2.1 Content Based Instruction 

CBI and CLIL are highly related, interconnected terms, and the latter cannot be 

understood without the foundation provided by the former. At its core, CBI is defined as 

the integration of content and language in the classroom with the emphasis being placed 

especially on the content matter. Or, as Davies (2003) puts it, CBI is a teaching 

methodology that focuses on learning about an actual subject rather than learning about 

the language itself. It has only been in the last couple of decades, particularly in Canada, 

the USA and Europe, where such an approach has been broadly and uniformly applied to 

language teaching.  
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 Fred Genesee, who was instrumental in the development of CBI approaches in a 

bilingual (English and French) Canadian context, observes that "language serves as a 

vehicle for discussions of academic matters and it is only a secondary focus of 

instructional attention" (1994: 2). The main theory behind CBI, as with CLIL, is that the 

acquisition of the second language will come about naturally as a result of the constant 

contact the learner has with the language in question. The usefulness of CBI in meeting 

both Krashen's and Swain and Lapkin's approaches is evident: the teaching of the subject 

in a foreign language provides large amounts of input which is at once comprehensible 

and authentic, and likewise covers more domains of use than a simple academic treatment 

of a language would. At the same time, students must constantly produce meaningful and 

varied output in classroom discussions, tasks and examinations in order to demonstrate 

their knowledge concerning the non-linguistic subject being taught, therefore providing 

them with constant practice in real world language use. Snow, Met and Genesee (1989) 

seemed to echo Krashen's hypothesis, stating that language acquisition is more effective 

when language is learned in situations that are both meaningful and important for 

communication, such as the subject matter content of a school course.  

 Overall, the principle idea of CBI is that the integration of content and language 

offers to the student--in addition to content knowledge--the opportunity for second 

language acquisition in a communicative environment which a traditional (FI) language 

class does not offer (Genesee 1994). In the last ten years, policy makers in the European 

Union have taken a great interest in the practice of CBI, sponsoring a great deal of 

research on the topic language learning. In November of 1995, the Commission of the 

European Communities issued a White Paper titled Teaching and Learning: Towards the 

Learning Society that established new educational policies throughout the European 

Union. Given the greater need for competent communication between speakers of 

different languages within the European Union as a result of business needs, the cultural 

unification efforts of the European Union and other factors, the European Committee 

proposed the so-called "2+1" rule for foreign language learning, which states that every 

European citizen ought to be proficient in two European languages beyond their mother 

tongue. The need to implement this ideal led to the adoption of a number of new 

language teaching pedagogies, of which CLIL is the most famous and widespread.  
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2.2.2 Content and Language Integrated Learning Definitions and Terminology  

CLIL is a natural evolution of CBI, and at times may even appear to be the same method. 

However, there are a few distinctions which need to be made. CLIL is "a dual-focused 

educational in which an additional language is used for the learning and teaching of both 

content and language" (Coyle, Hood and Marsh 2010: 1). It is this last feature which 

distinguishes CLIL most clearly from CBI; that at any given point the focus may be 

greater on either content or language, whereas CBI is always focused more on content. In 

such a way, CLIL allows for a degree of explicit language instruction (when and where 

necessary) that CBI generally does not. Eurydice (2006: 7) defined CLIL as a "twofold 

aim...[that] implies a more integrated approach to both teaching and learning, requiring 

that teachers should devote special thought not just to how languages should be taught, 

but to the educational process in general." In a similar vein, Pérez-Vidal (2009: 6) stated 

that "CLIL is essentially the natural development of communicative approaches, updated 

with the incorporation of the effects of recent developments."  

 Pérez-Vidal then goes on to explain three factors which she believes strengthened 

the emergence of CLIL as the dominant European language teaching paradigm. The first 

of these was that the European Union itself, along with increasing globalization trends 

and greater mobility for European Union citizens promoted a strong and immediate need 

for multilingualism and cross-cultural attitudes, particularly among the youth. Exchange 

programs such as Erasmus, Comenius and Leonardo are highly emblematic of this new 

European reality. The second factor was new pedagogical insights, such as the 

importance of attitude and motivation in the development of learner language autonomy. 

These new perspectives led to the creation of teaching strategies which placed a high 

emphasis on learner language autonomy, of which CLIL is a potent expression. The final 

factor was technological process. The incorporation of Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICT) contributed to CLIL's development, as CLIL is greatly enhanced by 

the use of new audiovisual technologies for the promotion of learner language autonomy.  

 

2.2.3 Content and Language Integrated Learning Dimensions and Benefits  
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One of CLIL's greatest strengths is that it is a multifaceted approach to both content and 

language learning. Pérez-Vidal (2009) proposes three dimensions on which a CLIL 

methodology ought to focus, and in which CLIL is uniquely able to operate. They are:  

1. The Socio-cultural Dimension: This dimension deals with the general cultural 

vision which is part and parcel of the unification of the European Union and the 

subsequent sharing of values which occurs as a result of exchanges among its 

members and the learning of languages in order to communicate more effectively.  

2. The Educational/Curricular Dimension: This dimension deals with the manner in 

which knowledge is presented and taught in a CLIL classroom. The focus is 

placed upon a constructivist methodology, in which oral interaction and 

widespread communication is considered the ideal. This dimension is closely 

related to Do Coyle's (2000) idea of the "4 Cs," which will be discussed below.  

3. The Psycholinguistic and Language Acquisition Dimension: this dimension deals 

with the ways in which learners acquire a language through a CLIL program. 

CLIL generally places a higher degree of importance on language acquisition than 

previous iterations of CLT did, containing a higher amount of meaningful 

exposure to the second language across a higher number of weekly hours than 

conventional language classes do. CLIL also encourages students’ second 

language production to a much higher extent than other approaches, the benefits 

of which were first discussed by Krashen and Swain and Lapkin.  

 

Coyle’s “4 Cs,” as mentioned above, is a further framework which is useful for an 

understanding of the way in which CLIL operates and the benefits its approach to 

knowledge presentation has for learners. The 4 Cs move for a re-conceptualization of 

language from a more prototypical understanding of language learning, as best 

represented by FI,  to an integrated model which actively involves the learner in using 

and developing language competence through content learning (Coyle 2005). The 

eponymous four “Cs” of the framework, which represent the dimensions on which CLIL 

operates in Coyle’s model, are content, communication, cognition and culture. Content 

refers to the subject matter, theme or project: the type of course (other than a formal 

language course) being taught through a language other than that spoken by the students 
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as a mother tongue. Communication refers to the students’ use of language as a vehicle 

for meaningful communication, which in turn (as Swain and Lapkin’s Output Hypothesis 

states) enables content learning. That is to say, the communication dimension refers 

explicitly to the manner in which students use the target language in order to express their 

thoughts, opinions, attitudes and discoveries pertaining to the content lesson. In order to 

foster this type of communication, Coyle believes that group work needs to be highly 

encouraged in a CLIL setting, as its use serves to guarantee meaningful peer-to-peer 

interaction.  

Cognition refers to the critical thinking skills that students must engage with in 

order to understand the course content, solve problems and to reflect on what they have 

learned. In such a way, a CLIL course seeks for students to be able to develop the 

appropriate mental skills necessary for connecting abstract and concrete information, in 

particular regarding the concept learning entailed by the course content. Likewise, 

another key facet of cognition is that the students be able to and actually do carry out 

these types of reasoning in the target language. Finally, culture refers to an understanding 

of otherness and the concept of citizenship—a dimension which is especially poignant in 

the extreme cultural diversity found in a context such as the European Union. The 

cultural dimension of CLIL instruction encourages students to develop feelings of 

community and global citizenship, primarily through the vehicle of foreign language 

learning, in order to promote an increased international awareness and understanding. 

(Coyle, Hood and Marsh 2010).  

A CLIL approach which embraces the dimensions outlined by Pérez-Vidal and 

Coyle will accordingly be possessed of numerous benefits. Speaking purely in terms of 

second language acquisition, a CLIL approach makes learning a foreign language seem 

like a more attractive prospect to learners, do to its use of linguistic resources as a means 

of acquiring non-linguistic information. Furthermore, not only do CLIL programs 

encourage content learning and intellectual improvement (both content-wise and 

linguistically), but they also encourage metalinguistic improvement, as CLIL by its 

nature requires that students use a large variety of communicative strategies in order to 

learn and demonstrate understanding in their content courses (similar to the ideas of 

strategic and discourse competence). Lastly, the cultural connections that CLIL programs 
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can and should provide are nearly infinite in scope. Through CLIL, students have access 

to a host of intercultural connections that they would simply not be able to access if they 

were monolingual. Additionally and in parallel with the expanded access and opportunity 

CLIL teaching provides, language use and learning helps students to develop positive 

attitudes towards other languages, cultures and people.  

 

2.2.4 Scaffolding  

CLIL teaching itself, however, needs to be carefully designed and constructed in order to 

be most effective. To such an end, many CLIL methodologies embrace and encourage the 

notion of “scaffolding.” Scaffolding is a term often used in CLIL contexts, and was 

originally coined by Bruner (1985), who in turn drew on various notions from the work 

of Russian philologist and psychologist Lev S. Vygotsky (1896-1934). Scaffolding, as 

Bruner conceived of it, is understood to mean a multifaceted conceptualization of second 

language learning and teaching, wherein the student learns content and language through 

a primarily task-based paradigm. The learner as social being is placed at the center and 

acquires knowledge through interaction, using the second language as their form of 

communication, similar to Coyle’s communication and cognition dimensions of CLIL 

teaching. Also like Coyle, the notion of scaffolding encourages teaching techniques that 

are highly interactive in nature: students are obliged to interact with both their peers and 

their teachers in order to produce meaningful output and thus enable both content and 

language acquisition.  

 Within this approach, the notion of the so-called Zone of Proximal Development 

(ZPD) is of paramount importance. The ZPD can be defined as the primary activity space 

in which learning occurs (Bruner 1985; Mercer 1994; Hammond 2001; Walqui 2006; 

Walqui and Van Lier 2010), and is further understood as ¨… the distance between the 

actual development level [of the learner] as determined by independent solving and the 

level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult 

guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers¨ (Vygotsky 1978: 86). In such a 

way, Vygotsky’s description of the ZPD would seem to predict Krashen’s  “i + 1” 

formulation as the ideal model for stimulating learning, at least when dealing with 

language.  
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 Bruner also mentions the critical difference between “learning to know a 

language” and “learning to use a language” (1985: 26): a division which seems to echo 

Krashen’s distinction between learning and acquiring a language. According to Bruner’s 

classifications, learning to know a language can be accomplished with little to no external 

help/scaffolding, while learning to use a language requires extensive additional support in 

order for the learner to acquire the necessary extra-linguistic skills. It is important to note 

that Bruner’s notion of scaffolding is closely linked to the conception of language as a 

social semiotic system (Hammond 2001). The semiotic approach to language posits that 

language is essentially a sign system (an idea first pioneered by Saussure, who believed 

that language is the main vehicle of thought (Walqui 2006: 160) whose main function is 

to create meaning based upon context (Halliday 1978; 1994; Halliday and Matthiessen 

2004). It is this same interplay between the actual linguistic forms and the individual 

contexts in which they appear and function that drives the concept of scaffolding. Under 

such a model, a teacher is forced to be explicitly conscious of the specific language they 

are going to employ for any given set of classroom materials or contexts. Accordingly, a 

teacher employing scaffolding must formulate a plan in advance so that they might make 

linguistic choices which will best aid students within their respective ZPDs until the 

students are able to develop sufficient competence to function independently in the new 

context.  

To this end, Jennifer Hammond and Pauline Gibbon (2001) have attempted to 

identify the key dimensions of scaffolding, ultimately determining that these are: 

extending understanding, temporary support and macro/micro focuses. Extending 

understanding is a self-explanatory concept, wherein a teacher serves as an expert source 

of new information for the students. “Temporary support” is understood as the teacher’s 

ability to detect when the students have obtained the desired level of competence and are 

thus ready to work on their own. Once the teacher feels that the students have reached 

this point, the teachers will withdraw their assistance so that the student might continue to 

develop and strengthen their newly acquired independent ability. Macro and micro 

focuses of scaffolding are described in detail by Sharpe (2001): macro-level scaffolding 

(also known as designed in) refers to the unit planning stage, wherein a teacher considers 

the outcomes to be assessed, as well as the overall goals that they have for the class. 
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Micro-level scaffolding (also known as point of need), on the other hand, refers to 

supporting student comprehension needs as these are observed by the teacher during the 

moment of instruction. Micro-level scaffolding thus reflects upon previous knowledge, 

requiring teachers to be able to identify so-called “teachable moments” in order to 

maximize the learning potential in that instant.  

Hammond (200l) constructed a thorough classification of specific scaffolding 

strategies for use on both the macro and micro levels, outlining four different strategies 

that can be used by the teacher while developing their curriculum: 

 Building the field: The teacher plans activities that focus on the curriculum 

and the relevant language.   

 Modeling:  The teacher introduces a genre and guides the students by 

having them follow an example.  

 Joint Construction: The teacher works with the student, slowly withdraws 

support and ultimately leads the student to slowly work independently in 

the genre.   

Within the realm micro or point of need scaffolding, Hammond mentions three additional 

techniques. These techniques are most appropriate for building on technical vocabulary, 

and are as follows:  

 Repetition of students’ remarks  

 Recasting: The act of the teacher repeating and modifying the student’s 

remark so that it follows the appropriate form.  

 Appropriation: The teacher modifies the student’s idea in a technically 

appropriate form.  

 In all cases, as scaffolding heavily revolves around classroom interactions, the 

relationship between the teacher and the student takes on a critical importance. Donato 

(1994), for instance, describes knowledge as being “co-constructed,” and labels 

scaffolding between peers as “collective scaffolding.” Van Lier (1996) likewise describes 

two forms of scaffolding: one where a stronger student scaffolds a weaker student and 

another where a student auto-assists by employing the knowledge gained from the 

teacher. As such, there can be said to be a central concept behind all the various forms 

scaffolding may take: namely, granting students the ability, within their own ZPD, to 
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learn based on one of several factors. These factors are: support from the teacher, 

assisting their classmates in understanding new material (Donato’s “collective 

scaffolding”), working with their peers or drawing on previous background knowledge. 

 

2.3 Translanguaging 

2.3.1 The Use of the L1 in an L2 Classroom 

Occasionally, foreign language classrooms will experience a mixing of language in 

pedagogical contexts, often when either the student or the instructor lacks the proper 

linguistic form to express a point clearly. This phenomenon, when employed deliberately 

for pedagogical purposes, is known as translanguaging. In general terms, 

“translanguaging” refers to the explicit and deliberate use of both the first language (L1) 

and the target or second language (L2) of a classroom by teachers and students alike in a 

controlled manner. In order to contrast this particular phenomenon to the more general 

(and often unintentional and/or spontaneous) term “code-switching,” translanguaging will 

be the preferred terminology in this paper. Translanguaging is a pedagogical tool, rather 

than an indication of a lack on the part of a speaker, and its ultimate purpose is to allow 

language learners to more easily and readily process both the new linguistic forms and, in 

a CLIL setting, the content matter they are learning. As such, the use of 

translanguaging—particularly to a gradually diminishing degree—can be considered as a 

very specific type of scaffolding. When used properly, translanguaging can be a powerful 

and effective tool for language teaching: Duran (1994: 75) describes its use as a natural 

part of the “three-pronged language growth” of bilinguals, and argues that those teachers 

charged with fostering bilingual language growth need to promote all three forms (use of 

the L1, use of the L2 and use of translanguaging) in order to properly support the 

development of both languages in the learner. She further states that “I have not come 

across any studies which outline the development of bilinguality without the use of 

interlanguage, code-switching, and other cross-linguistic phenomena” (75). Serra (2007), 

who studied the combined use of the L1 and L2 for both linguistic and content reparation 

purposes in the CLIL programs of Swiss primary schools, found that “as rephrasings in 

L2 and in L1 involve both the subject language and the everyday language to convey the 
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intended meaning, they effectively support the processing of subject content…[and] 

second language acquisition was equally successful” (600). 

 The practice of translanguaging is not without a great deal of controversy and 

debate, however. For instance, the Boletín Oficial de la Comunidad de Madrid (BOCM), 

which sets the norms for accredited bilingual programs within the Autonomous 

Community of Madrid, explicitly states that “classroom instruction will always be carried 

out in English” (2011: 41) in that hopes that students will “absorb English naturally 

through the different subjects” (46). There are several studies (for example, Chambers 

1991; Halliwell and Jones 1991; Macdonald 1993) which argue that any use of the L1 

undermines the language learning process. These studies all seem to base their theories 

on Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, arguing that a use of the L1 must entail a lowered degree 

of L2 input, which has been long understood as a prerequisite for natural language 

learning. Cook (1991) argued for a somewhat middle-ground position, granting that there 

may be certain principals for translanguaging, but that L1 use inevitably reduces L2 

exposure, which is seen as a highly undesirable outcome.  

 Of course, for each of the arguments put forward by the proponents of L1 

exclusivity, scholars in the pro-translanguaging have written a rebuttal. Dickson (1992), 

for instance, argues that the quality of L2 input is far more important than the quantity, 

and that an increase in sheer volume alone may not be significantly beneficial. Hagen 

(1992) saw the process of translanguaging as a normal part of multilingual 

communication and therefore an essential skill to be acquired.  

Both Phillipson (1992) and Van der Walt (1997) saw the exclusion of the L1 in 

favor of the L2 (particularly in English as a Second Language context, which both were 

concerned with) as a form of linguistic imperialism which threatened to downgrade or in 

extreme cases outright erase various L1s and, with them, associated cultural markers. 

Auerbach (1993) demonstrated that the integration of the L1 into a foreign language 

classroom had a positive influence on students, allowing them to more easily make the 

transition to the L2. Lastly, numerous authors (see, for example Macaro 1995, 1996, 

1997; Coste 1998; Simon 1998) have argued that banishing the L1 from the classroom 

deprives learners of an important language learning tool. 
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2.3.2 Pedagogical Implications of Translanguaging 

 In most cases, authors who support translanguaging in the classroom seem to 

offer at least general frameworks as to the circumstances under which use of the L1 

might be permitted and the pedagogical applications for which it might be employed. One 

of the more interesting recent studies in this regard is that of Dalton-Puffer (2007), who 

examines the role played by questions in CLIL classrooms. Of particular note is her 

division of classroom discourse into two “registers:” the regulative and instructional. The 

regulative register deals with that discourse which has to do with the administrative 

functions of the classroom: setting schedules, giving non-content related instructions, 

disciplining students, etc. The instructional register, on the other hand, refers to that 

discourse which pertains to the presentation, processing and comprehension of content 

items. According to Dalton-Puffer’s findings, the regulative register tends to be 

overwhelmingly teacher dominated, and use of the L1 is a regular and recurring feature. 

Conversely, discourse in the instructional regulative tended to be shared evenly between 

teachers and their students, and the L2 was dominant by a tremendous margin. 

Accordingly, Dalton-Puffer suggests that the L1 is ideally reserved for such regulative 

duties, where it is most useful and least likely to detract from content and L2 learning.  

 Rolin-Ianziti and Varshney (2008) promoted the use of the L1 in order to explain 

and reinforce complex linguistic structures in the L2, which is just one of many 

constructive uses that researchers have suggested instructors employ the L1 for. Cook 

(2001b) made a similar suggestion to Rolin-Ianziti and Varshney, as well as suggesting 

using the L1 as a point of contrast in order to teach novel L2 forms (2001a). Atkinson 

(1987), Lucas and Katz (1994) and Schweers (1999) all promote the use of the L1 for 

clarification purposes, usually by checking student comprehension. Atkinson (1987), 

Schweers (1999) and Cook (2001b) also agree with Dalton-Puffer, claiming that the L1 is 

particularly well suited for assisting in task and classroom management. 

 Other research has focused on the use of the L1 from a student’s perspective. 

Swain and Lapkin (2000) found that student translation into the L1 was an effective and 

valuable strategy which students used to assist their comprehension and memorization of 

L2 vocabulary—a task which is doubly important in CLIL settings due to the content-

first approach. In a related field, Storch and Wigglesworth (2003) found that using the L1 



  27 

to clarify and communicate points of L2 grammar—especially in group work—was 

largely beneficial to students. Lastly, several studies suggest that students get the most 

mileage out of the L1 when it is employed in peer-to-peer interactions. Anton and 

DiCamilla (1998) suggest that the L1 can be used to create a social space which enables 

students to work together, and Thoms, et al. (2005) argue that students can use the L1 

among themselves to facilitate task management. Finally, Cook (2001b) also posits that 

students working in pairs or groups can benefit from the use of L1 to assign roles. 

 As such, the arguments for limiting the L1 in the classroom seem to have been 

roundly answered by recent scholarship. The basis on which L1 exclusivity rests has 

always been more of an assumption than hard fact, and the plethora of studies which have 

been made demonstrating benefits and constructive uses of the L1 in the L2 classroom do 

much to weaken the position even further. However, as documents such as the BOCM 

attest, many institutions are still reluctant to implement translanguaging in their 

classrooms, which can often intimidate teachers who might recognize or merely hold 

views regarding its benefits. Therefore, if such policies are to be changed, further 

research and further evidence of the usefulness of translanguaging for CLIL students 

must be made in order to continue the push.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

3.1 Participants 

In order to study the hypotheses outlined above, a prolonged experiment was designed 

with an eye towards determining what effects, if any, the use of the L1 for regulative and 

clarification purposes had on the L2 classroom. In order to obtain these results, it was 

first necessary to recruit participants who would be subjected to the experiment in order 

to produce quantifiable data. For the purposes of this experiment, the participants chosen 

were two distinct groups of second year students at the Colegio Bilingüe Príncipe de 

Asturias in Pozuelo, Comunidad Autónoma de Madrid (Spain). The students were 

separated by their previously assigned classrooms, which were then given the code 

designations of Group 2A and Group 2B. Both groups were composed of children aged 

seven to eight years old, and of both genders, who were all native speakers of Spanish. 

Group 2A consisted of twenty-five students, and Group 2B consisted of twenty-three. 

 Each of the students were in their second year of bilingual education, and the 

structure of the curriculum was such that they received English, Science, Physical 

Education, Art and Music classes in English, with all other classes being conducted in 

Spanish. Following the education norms set forth by the regional government, students 

received twenty-five total hours of classroom instruction per week, a third of which was 

given in English. Each of the English-language classes was team-taught by a main, 

bilingual Spanish teacher and a native-English speaking language assistant.  

 

3.2 The Experiment and Procedure 

In order to test the hypotheses at play, the following experiment was devised and carried 

out to completion using both groups of students as subjects. A series of four lessons with 

accompanying exams (along with one attitudinal survey) were planned and designed, 

each of which belonged to the domain of Science class and was based around the units in 

the Macmillan Natural and Social Science Grade 2 textbook. In total, three units were 

used: two of which corresponded to a single lesson and subsequent exam and the third to 

two. The units in question were: Unit 12 (“Time”), which corresponded to the first lesson 

and exam; Unit 6 (“Water, land and air”), which corresponded to the second and third 

lessons and exams and lastly Unit 7 (“The Sun”), which corresponded to the fourth and 



  29 

final lesson and exam. The reason for the seemingly random order of the units examined 

is that, while the textbook in question was used a source of materials for the class, it was 

not itself the basis for the course syllabus. The units were presented to the students in the 

order the overall course program had been designed by their teacher and not in the order 

found in the textbook. 

 Each of the lessons, as well as the attitudinal survey, was conducted over the 

course of a single, fifty-minute class session, for a total of five days of experimentation 

spread out across various dates from March to May of 2012. For each session, the teacher 

and language assistant would dedicate the first twenty to twenty-five minutes of the class 

to instructing the students in the content of the lesson, with the hope being that such 

students would also acquire the germane linguistic forms incidentally. Each of the lessons 

revolved around a concept that had been previously introduced to the students, and which 

they were at least somewhat familiar with before each of the experimental dates. 

Additionally, the lessons were supported throughout with visual aids such as PowerPoint 

presentations. Following the lessons, the students were given the remainder of the class 

(approximately 25 minutes) to complete a short quiz (each quiz consisting of a single, 

double sided sheet) covering the content of the lessons they had just received. All of the 

exams are appended for the reader's convenience.  

 Group 2A was chosen to be the control group, and therefore did not deviate from 

the usual classroom paradigm in any way. As such, they were restricted to the use of 

English only throughout the whole of the session: neither the students nor the teachers 

were permitted to use Spanish in any capacity, as is normally the protocol. Group 2B was 

chosen to be the experimental group, and on the five days wherein an experiment was 

conducted, the students in this group were introduced to a shift in classroom language 

policy. On these days—and these days alone—students were permitted to use their L1 in 

order to ask questions and seek clarification if they were unclear about any content or 

linguistic form, and the teachers were likewise permitted to respond using the L1. 

Furthermore, while the instructions written on the exam were themselves in English, the 

students in Group 2B had each task explained to them in Spanish prior to beginning (and 

were similarly allowed to use the L1 to ask questions if these instructions did not remain 

clear). Thus, while the use of the L1 was allowed in the classroom, its use was ultimately 
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restricted to regulative functions and matters of clarification initiated by the students 

themselves. 

 Certain of the quizzes were focused more upon content, others more upon 

language, and some on both spheres in relatively equal measure. Additionally, as the 

experiment progressed, the quizzes instructions themselves contained progressively less 

scaffolding. That is to say, the very first exam for example contained instructions that 

were very explicit and occasionally redundant, provided model answers as well as 

templates for the students to follow in their answers and provided suggestions for what to 

discuss in any open-ended questions. The final quiz, on the other had, contained much 

more sparse instructions, no model answers or templates and kept the open-ended 

prompts as broad as possible. In one instance, the final quiz even contained extraneous 

terms (distractions) in the exercise word bank as an added measure of difficulty. In such a 

way, the results obtained would hopefully reflect not only the general abilities of the two 

groups of students and the effect the use of the L1 had on these, but also whether these 

abilities were adequately progressing with each lesson so that the students might move 

towards greater linguistic independence.  

 A brief exception must be noted, which is the attitudinal survey. The survey was 

administered on the fourth experimental session, and students were given the entire class 

to complete it as it was much longer than the exams. In order to ensure maximum 

comprehension and therefore accurate and representative responses, the survey itself was 

entirely in Spanish. The purpose of the survey was to gauge the students’ opinions of the 

prevailing classroom paradigm, their reactions to the experiment, and finally their 

preferences for the future. A copy of the survey is likewise appended with the quizzes. 

Table 1 below summarizes the individual quizzes by subject matter, focus and level of 

scaffolding: 
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 Subject Focus Level of 

Scaffolding 

Quiz 1 “In the Past” Language Extremely high 

Quiz 2 “Look After the 

Environment” 

Content Medium 

Quiz 3 “Water States” Even Medium 

Quiz 4 “The Sun” Even Low 

Table 1 

3.3 Method of Analysis 

Following the conclusion of the experiment, the exams of each student from each group 

were taken and carefully examined by hand and using computer software for various 

types of errors. Following the hypotheses that the experiment itself was designed to test, 

quizzes were thoroughly searched for regulative errors, content errors and linguistic 

errors. Regulative errors are here defined as any instance in which the student did not 

properly comply with the instructions of the exam, judged and justified at the discretion 

of the researcher. For illustrative purposes, an example taken from the results was a 

student failing to identify a pictured object as instructed in a free-form response question. 

Content errors were defined as any statement by the part of the student that was factually 

incorrect—a mistake about the actual content contained in the lesson. An example of this 

would be a student stating that microwaves are an object from the past rather than the 

present. In instances where the two classes of errors seemed to overlap, the error was 

classified according to only one category at the discretion of the researcher.  

 Linguistic errors are defined as any mistakes in a student’s English-language 

expression. Each of the four quizzes was examined for two distinct classes of linguistic 

errors. The first class, which each exam was analyzed for, was spelling errors. In order to 

study these errors, the student production on each exam was transcribed, and the files for 

each group as a whole were then run through the AntConc concordance program. In order 

to limit the analysis to those mistakes that were endemic to the group as a whole, only 

those errors which appeared on a minimum of three different exams within a group were 

considered. For this purpose, as well as analytical purposes, different misspellings of the 
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same word were considered to be a single error. The second class of linguistic errors 

examined was different for each exam, and were as follows: demonstrative errors for Test 

1, article usage errors for Test 2, syntax errors for Test 3 and linguistic complexity for 

Test 4.  

 Each of the three types of errors was then subjected to various measures of 

quantitative analysis in order to compare the performance of the two groups. For the 

analysis of regulative, content and non-spelling linguistic errors, the metrics employed 

were as follows: the total number of exams which contained any error of the requisite 

type, the percentage of the group as a whole that those exams represented, the total 

number of errors of the requisite type present, the average number of errors per exam on 

an absolute basis for the group (number of total errors/total students in the group) and the 

average number of errors per exam on a relative basis for the group (total number of 

errors/total number of exams with errors). In the case of spelling errors, the metrics used 

were: exams which contained a suitable spelling error (following the criteria outlined 

above), the percentage of the total that these exams represented and the number of 

distinct types of spelling errors per group (a type being a single world misspelled in any 

number of ways). Finally, in addition to a comparison of the numbers, each of the errors 

of every type was examined closely in context (that is to say, from a qualitative 

perspective) in order to see if there were apparent clues or causes that could be attributed 

to any of the factors under study. The results follow in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4: Findings and Discussion  

Once all the data was gathered and each of the three error types per exam quantified, 

what remained was to examine the individual errors themselves in context in order to 

hypothesize about their underlying causes and whether or not these could be related to the 

language used in the classroom. Each of the errors in both groups were subjected to the 

measures of quantitative analysis outlined in the previous chapter in order to reach a 

general understanding of the competencies of the two groups. Next, each error type 

which met the criterion for analysis (a frequency of three or more students per group) was 

examined closely in context, with the researcher attempting to assign a root cause as to its 

occurrence based on knowledge of the students' L1 and the classroom paradigms 

affecting them. The results are presented here on a test by test basis in chronological 

order except for the attitudinal survey, which is presented at the end.  

 

4.1 Test 1: In The Past  

The first test conducted as part of the experiment corresponded to Unit 12 of the 

Macmillan Natural and Social Science Grade 2 textbook. The principal focus of this unit 

was "time," and the official objectives listed in the teacher's book included sequencing 

events and comparing household objects from the past and the present. It was the latter 

that was chosen for the content focus of the exam. However, this exam was primarily 

language focused, with content being a secondary goal. The test was divided into three 

unique sections: recognizing which items belonged to the past and which to the present 

and describing them with past or present tense verbs, object identification using 

demonstratives and an open-ended question where students were prompted to identify 

and describe an object, including whether it belonged to the past or to the present. A 

blank copy of the exam can be found in the appendix. The statistical results for this exam 

are summarized below in Table 2 for reference.  
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 Group 2A 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

4 16% 15 0.60 3.75 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

2 8% 3 0.12 1.50 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

19 76% 8 

Demonstrative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Demonstrative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Demonstrative 

Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

8 32% 15 0.60 1.88 

 Group 2B 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

5 23% 25 1.14 5 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

5 23% 7 0.32 1.40 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

16 70% 5 

Demonstrative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Demonstrative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Demonstrative 

Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

5 23% 16 0.73 3.20 

Table 2 

 

4.1.1 Test 1: Regulative Errors  

It was hypothesized that Group 2B (the group that was permitted to use the L1 during the 

exam session) would show fewer instances of misunderstandings related to what was 

expected of them by the exam tasks. The reasoning was that the use of the L1 would 

make the instructions more readily comprehensible; the results, however, did not confirm 

this hypothesis. In fact, the results obtained were precisely the opposite: the control group 

(2A) contained only four exams wherein a regulative error was present, while the 
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experimental group (2B) contained five. On a percentage basis, this comes to 16% of 

Group 2A's students and 23% of Group 2B's.  

 There were several common types among the errors committed by both groups. 

Group 2A possessed two distinct error types which they shared with Group 2B, while 

Group 2B also possessed an additional two error types. The first of the two types which 

were held in common by both groups consisted of students failing to properly model their 

responses on the template provided, resulting in incomplete answers. The format which 

this error universally took was the omission of the phrase "in the past" from student 

responses. The model answer provided was "they did have record players in the past," 

whereas the students who committed this error returned such answers as "they did have 

fires to cook" instead. This error type occurs exactly once in Group 2A, and four times in 

Group 2B. Among these five students, two committed this error in every single answer, 

which is suggestive of a severe lack of comprehension regarding the expectations set by 

the task instructions. The remaining three students only made this error with some, but 

not all, responses. A possible explanation for this phenomenon could be that, rather than 

the students failing to understand the instructions, these three simply became careless 

and/or lazy in completing the task.  

 The second error type that was seen across both groups was a failure to properly 

employ the negative verb form as instructed. For example, rather than answering "they 

didn't have microwaves in the past," as the model dictated, they would instead write "they 

did have microwaves in the present." The three outstanding students who were guilty of 

regulative errors in Group 2A committed this error, while only a single student from 

Group 2B did likewise. All four students committed this error in a uniform manner, 

which would seemingly reveal a faulty understanding of the instructions. In seeking to 

discover the root cause behind this error, the most probable source was that the example 

answer—cited in the previous paragraph—was given in a positive format. The actual, 

written instructions did require the students to use either the positive or negative verb 

form as appropriate, and corresponding templates were provided for each. Therefore, it 

seems likely that an incomplete understanding of the instructions led these four students 

to mistakenly model all of their responses on the example.  
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 Group 2B also contained two error types which were unique to that group. In the 

first of these, students gave an answer following the incorrect prompt. Two students 

made this error, in both did so in the same fashion. The form this error took involved the 

students copying the model answer ("they did have record players in the past") in answer 

to the first prompt, which was "fires to cook." Similarly, both students then used the 

prompt "fires to cook" as the basis for their answers to the second prompt, "microwaves." 

That is to say, when prompted with the object microwaves, these students returned an 

answer of "they didn't have fires to cook in the past." Following these first two prompts, 

both students correctly answered each subsequent question. This may suggest that the 

students in question were confused regarding the function of the example answer, though 

this is difficult to prove concretely.  

 Regarding regulative errors, the results of Test 1 generally repudiated the original 

hypothesis in a number of ways. The English-only control group not only committed 

fewer total errors, but were found to have a more limited spectrum of errors as well. The 

translanguaging group, conversely, contained a significantly higher percentage of 

regulative errors and committed a greater number of distinct error types. Finally, both the 

regulative error types found among Group 2A's exams were also present in Group 2B's 

exams, suggesting a general disposition towards those errors for learners in this particular 

context. Group 2B, on the other hand, contained two unique error types which, taken into 

consideration along with their greater number of errors, may be indicative of confusion 

created by the introduction of translanguaging into the classroom. Despite the instruction 

being given to the students in their L1, the unexpected shift to a translanguaging model 

for the experiment session may have disrupted their comprehension to a greater than 

anticipated degree. The further fact that the ruling classroom paradigm is English-only, 

and therefore instruction is normally given wholly in English, may have been an 

aggravating factor due to the sudden, limited and unanticipated use of the L1 on a single 

day basis. It is very possible that this jarring policy shift may have been particularly 

difficult for the students to process, resulting in the higher proportion of regulative errors.  

 

4.1.2 Test 1: Content Errors  
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Turning to content errors which could not be reasonably ascribed to a failed 

understanding of task instructions, the hypothesis was that Group 2A would posses a 

higher frequency of said errors due to the potential inability to clarify doubts concerning 

content items as a result of lacking the necessary L2 linguistic forms for asking questions 

and processing answers. Once again, the actual results directly contradict this hypothesis. 

The fact was that Group 2A convincingly outperformed their translanguaging peers. Only 

a pair of exams from Group 2A contained content errors, while Group 2B had five. 

Percentage-wise, this works out to only 8% of Group 2A's students against 23% for 

Group 2B, a 15% difference.  

 Within Group 2A, there were two distinct types of content errors. The first of 

these errors was unique to this group, and consisted of the students either failing entirely 

to answer the open-ended question, or only answering it in part. Both students in Group 

2A committed this error: the first failed to provide a response to the first component of 

the open-ended prompt ("what is this object?"), while the second did not respond to the 

prompt at all. It could be reasonably inferred that both students lacked sufficient 

linguistic competence to fully and adequately demonstrate their content knowledge in 

such an unstructured format. The fact that this error was seen only in the English-only 

control group would appear to support the original hypothesis despite the overall 

disparity in total content errors.  

 The second content error type committed by Group 2A was also present in the 

exams of Group 2B. In both cases, students incorrectly identified microwaves as 

belonging to the past. Only one student from each group committed this error, which 

proved to be rather difficult to quantify. The student from Group 2A was also guilty of a 

regulative error, which seems to be the most likely explanation for their content mistake. 

The student from Group 2B only managed to provide a correct answer in this task when 

the answer happened to follow the linguistic model of the provided example. In other 

words, only in instances where the correct answer followed the format "they did have 

____ in the past" did the student succeed in providing a correct answer. In the three 

instances where the correct answer did not follow this format, the student committed 

content errors (i.e. "they did have microwaves in the past"). One possible explanation for 
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this pattern is that the student was uncomfortable in independently constructing unique 

sentences, which would suggest a lower level of English.  

 Group 2B also contained four error types which were not found in the exams of 

Group 2A. The first of these appears on only a single exam, and consisted of the student 

incorrectly indentifying the object "electricity." Instead, this student repeated the 

response "they didn't have tall buldings [sic] in the past" for both the "tall buildings" and 

"electricity" prompts (spelling errors will be discussed in section 4.1.3.1). However, it 

seems more likely that this error was the product of the student's haste rather than of an 

underlying comprehension issue.  

 The second of these unique types is actually a compound error, appearing on two 

exams. Both students firstly misidentified both "fires to cook" and "microwaves," and 

secondly incorrectly asserted that "fires to cook" do not belong to the past. Which is to 

say, this error took the form of responding to the prompt of "microwaves" with "they 

didn't have fires to cook in the past." The first element of this error can be chalked up to 

regulative errors, as were explained in detail above in section 4.1.1. The second element 

is identical to the previously described error wherein students incorrectly identified 

microwaves as an object belonging to the past, the only difference being the object in 

question. For a theory concerning the cause of these highly similar errors, please refer 

back to the paragraph where this error type was first discussed.  

 The third error type is similar in structure to the second, but appears in a different 

section of the exam (the open-ended question). Only a single student committed this 

error, and did so by claiming that "this object (a computer) is from the past." Without 

having any compelling reason to believe otherwise, the most likely cause of this error is 

faulty content knowledge. 

 The fourth and final error type that was unique to Group 2B occurred on yet 

another section of the exam: the object identification using demonstratives. Again, only a 

single student was guilty of this error, which occurred when the student incorrectly 

identified a drawing of an MP3 player as "a pen and ink."  

 

4.1.3 Test 1: Linguistic Errors  
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4.1.3.1 Spelling Errors  

 As Group 2A remained English-only throughout the experiment, while Group 2B 

was allowed to code-switch, the hypothesis went that Group 2A would uniformly display 

a higher linguistic level in English than the experimental group. Once again, the findings 

dispute the hypothesis, at least in terms of spelling errors, as Group 2A committed eight 

distinct types of spelling errors (using the criteria outlined in the methodology) compared 

to only five for Group 2B. Four of these errors were common to both groups, and can 

likely be said to be errors which particularly affect Spanish learners of English. Thus, the 

fact that Group 2A committed four additional errors beyond these common types while 

Group 2B committed only one seems to suggest a higher level of spelling ability on the 

part of the latter group.  

 Among the four error types held in common by both groups were: numerous 

variations on the word "write," various misspellings of the word "object(s)," spelling the 

word "I" using Spanish phonetics and, lastly, misspelling the word "simple." Each of 

these mistakes can be readily ascribed to interference from the students' L1. In the case of 

the word "write," neither the letter nor the corresponding phoneme for the English "W" 

exist in Spanish: as a result, seven students in Group 2A and seven from Group 2B 

produced misspellings of "write" which would seem to be derived from Spanish 

phonetics or using English homophones (e.g. rait, ride, right, etc.). Concerning the word 

“object(s),” a similar problem arises due to the fact that Spanish does not posses a 

phoneme equivalent to the English "J." Therefore, the students produced such variations 

as "obyect" and "obect." Four exams from Group 2A and three from Group 2B contained 

this error. In regards to "I," it is without fail spelled phonetically using the Spanish 

system (e.g. ay, ai or hay). Only three students from Group 2A committed this error, 

versus five from Group 2B. Lastly, as relates to misspellings of "simple," the most likely 

problem is that there does exist a word "simple" in Spanish, though its pronunciation is 

distinct from the English one. Consequently, it seems likely that the students may have 

committed these errors as a result of believing that the English word needed to be 

somehow differentiated from the Spanish word. Three students in Group 2A and two 

from Group 2B were guilty of this error.  
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 Group 2A, as previously stated, also committed four additional spelling error 

types. The most common of these was misspelling "my" as "may." Four different students 

committed this error, and its causes are likely the same those concerning "I." Each of the 

remaining three spelling errors unique to Group 2A was committed by two students a 

piece. The first, misspelling "horses" as "hourses," is most probably a result of an 

overgeneralization of the British spelling rules which the students learn (e.g. "colour" or 

"favour"). The second, misspelling "letters" as "leters," can likely be attributed to a 

Spanish spelling rule which states that only certain consonants may be doubled—and "T" 

is not one of them. The final error, misspelling "one" as "une," would seem to be an 

unconscious blending of the Spanish and English words "uno" and "one." 

 

4.1.3.2 Demonstrative Errors  

An entire section of the exam was dedicated to using the demonstratives "this" and 

"these" in order to identify objects. Once more, Group 2A showed a higher frequency of 

errors than Group 2B, as eight students from the former had demonstrative errors against 

five from the latter. As with spelling mistakes, there existed several classes of errors, 

including one that was common to both groups.  

 This common error had to do with students using the single demonstrative "this" 

despite correctly conjugating the verb "to be" as "are" when the object in question was 

plural. Seven students from Group 2A displayed instances of this error, while only two 

students from Group 2B did like wise. It should be noted that one student used the 

construction "this are" only once: all of their other responses were correct, implying a 

simple mistake rather than a lack of linguistic knowledge. Given that Spanish, like 

English, differentiates between singular and plural demonstrative pronouns, it seems 

reasonable to infer that the main issue is principally a lack of linguistic content 

knowledge on the students' part. Furthermore, the wide gap between the two groups 

suggests that the potential for asking questions and having clarified in the L1 does in fact 

aid students rather than hinder them.  

 On the other hand, while Group 2A did perform significantly worse than Group 

2B within the limits of this common error type, the English-only group did contain only 

half as many error types in total. The previously described error accounts for an 
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overwhelming 88% of all Group 2A's demonstrative errors, and only a single additional 

error type was present. Only a single student committed this unique error type, which was 

again exclusively employing the single demonstrative "this," but without conjugating the 

verb "to be" correctly for a plural subject (e.g. "this is horses"). Such a construction 

suggests both a lack of knowledge similar to the above error, in addition to an incomplete 

comprehension of English verb conjugations.  

 Group 2B, meanwhile, contained three error types in addition to the one held in 

common with Group 2A. Of these, only one was committed by multiple students, and 

occurred when two individuals replaced the plural demonstrative "these" with "there." A 

possible explanation is the fact that "there are ____" is a perfectly acceptable English 

construction, and thus the students simply confused the two words that are separated by 

only a single letter. The second type of error unique to Group 2B likely has the same 

cause, but with "these" being replace by "they."  

 The third error type involved a single student using the appropriate demonstrative 

pronoun and the correct verb conjugation, but forming improper contractions such as 

"this's" and "there're."  

 On the whole, it would appear reasonable to conclude that—in the case of 

demonstratives—the translanguaging group was possessed of a higher overall 

competence. Not only did this group contain a lower absolute percentage of mistakes but, 

with a single exception, each of their unique errors was committed by only a single 

student. This fact would not be indicative of a systematic lack of linguistic knowledge by 

the group as a whole. With all of these factors in their favor, Group 2B yet again 

demonstrated a higher level of linguistic ability than the English-only control group.  

 

4.2 Test 2: Look After the Environment 

Test 2 was based on Unit 6 from the same Macmillan Natural and Social Science Grade 2 

textbook, which focused upon aspects of water, land and air. The official objectives for 

the unit, as outlined in the teacher's book, included students being able to identify the 

various states of water, which was combined with a short lesson concerning the damaging 

effect of pollution on water environments to form the content background for the test. 

Test 2 was the most content-driven of the tests, with very little leeway allowed which 



  42 

would allow for testing the students' linguistic ability. The test was divided into two 

sections: an identification section, wherein the students would have to identify a body of 

water using vocabulary terms provided in a word bank and following a model sentence, 

as well as a simple true/false section. A blank copy of the test has been appended and the 

results are given below in Table 3: 

 

 Group 2A 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

0 0% 0 0 0 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

11 50% 21 0.95 1.91 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

4 18% 3 

Article Errors Number of Exams with 

Article Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Article Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

2 9% 2 0.09 1 

 Group 2B 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

1 4% 4 0.17 4 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

11 48% 21 0.91 1.91 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

6 26% 3 

Article Errors Number of Exams with 

Article Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Article Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

2 9% 4 0.17 2 

Table 3  

 

4.2.1 Test 2: Regulative Errors 

As was with Test 1, the findings obtained with Test 2 provide evidence against the 

overarching hypothesis that Group 2B, permitted the use of translanguaging expressly for 

explaining exam instructions, would as a whole commit fewer regulative errors than their 
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English-only peers. However, the difference between the two groups is negligible: no 

students in Group 2A were guilty of regulative errors, while only a single student in 

Group 2B was. Perhaps it was due to the comparatively straightforward nature of the two 

tasks—it is nearly impossible to make regulative mistakes on a true/false task, and the 

identification task did provide a model sentence and word bank. 

 In general, however, the fact that only a single student of the combined forty-five 

was guilty of a regulative error suggests that both groups had little to no difficulty in 

successfully processing the instructions for Test 2. As such, despite the raw data stating 

that the translanguaging group performed slightly worse than their English-only 

counterparts in contradiction to expectations, the effective result is that there was no 

appreciable difference between the groups in terms of navigating regulative language as 

pertains to Test 2. 

 

4.2.2 Test 2: Content Errors 

As with regulative errors, the differences between Group 2A and Group 2B relating to the 

commission of content errors in Test 2 was effectively zero. In fact, both groups 

contained an identical number of content errors (twenty-one) spread across an identical 

number of exams (eleven, which works out to 1.91 errors per exam on a relative basis). 

Statistically, given that for this test Group 2B was larger by one student, the 

translanguaging group performed ever so slightly better, with only 48% of its students 

committing content errors compared to 50% for Group 2A. Yet the fact is that the 

difference is so slight that, taken into consideration with the identical relative numbers, it 

can be said that both groups performed at an equal level where questions of content 

comprehension are concerned. 

 Between the two groups, there were only four types of content errors in common. 

The most frequently occurring of these was a student answering "false" to the statement 

that "the wind blows the plastic bag into the sea." Four students from Group 2A 

committed this error on their exams, and six from Group 2B did likewise. For both 

groups it was among the most common errors, being the error most frequently found on 

Group 2B's exams and the second most frequently found on those of Group 2A. The next 

most frequent of the four common error types was also an incorrect response to the 
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true/false section, with various students claiming that the statement "a hungry turtle sees 

the plastic bag, thinks it's foods [sic] and eats the plastic bag" with "false." Three students 

from Group 2A made this claim, as did five from Group 2B. It was the second most 

common error for Group 2B, and the third (tied with another) for Group 2A. The fact that 

both of these errors were common to each group, were the most frequent of the common 

errors and were likewise among the most frequent for the groups on an individual level 

suggests that neither group was particularly successful in absorbing and demonstrating 

the content knowledge vital to the environmental responsibility portion of the lesson. At 

least a partial explanation may be the fact that the prompt concerning a turtle was the 

longest, most involved sentence on the exam—as well as being somewhat awkwardly 

worded in order to make the question as clear as possible on a content level—resulted in 

part of the students' confusion. 

 The remaining two content errors which students from both groups were guilty of 

both had to do with students incorrectly indentifying whether a given body of water was 

freshwater or saltwater. The more common of the two, committed by five students from 

Group 2A (the most common error for that group) and three from Group 2B, was labeling 

a lake as a saltwater body. The final error, which was found on two exams in Group 2A 

and four in Group 2B, was declaring a river to be a saltwater body. Among these six 

students, a full four (two from each group) labeled all three bodies as saltwater. Given the 

fact that the example provided was "this is a waterfall. It is freshwater," such an error 

cannot be attributed to students simply blindly following the model, and must instead be 

considered as the result of a genuine lack of content knowledge concerning the 

composition of various bodies of water.  

 Group 2A, in addition to the four types of errors that it shared with Group 2B, 

also included instances of an additional three error types. Of these, the most common was 

giving a "true" response to the statement "it's okay to throw your wrappers or plastic on 

the ground at the beach:" three students were guilty of this error, maintaining that littering 

was permissible. The remaining two errors were each committed by a single student.  

 Group 2B, on the other hand, possessed only two error types among its exams in 

addition to the four common types. Only one of these was committed by multiple 

students (two), and came about when this pair mistakenly labeled the sea as a freshwater 
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body. This error is both similar in structure and probable causes to the mislabeling of 

"river" and "lake" from the common error types. The final error type, found on only a 

single exam, involved a student leaving the "sea" prompt completely blank, after having 

identified and labeled "river" and "lake" (though the student in question was also guilty 

of the error of labeling a river as a saltwater body). Again, a lack of content knowledge 

seems to be the only cause to which this error can be at least reasonably attributed.  

 In the end, however, even a more detailed examination reveals the overall 

differences in content knowledge between Groups 2A and 2B to be as slight as the 

statistical analysis suggested. Group 2A's exams contained only a single error type more 

in total than those of Group 2B, and the group likewise had only a single wholly unique 

error type more in addition to those held in common by both groups. As such, though the 

data does suggest that Group 2B is slightly superior in terms of content knowledge, as the 

hypothesis predicted, the results are so close and reveal such a large issue of content 

knowledge among all the students that Test 2 cannot be said to conclusively support the 

hypothesis on this dimension. 

 

4.2.3 Test 2: Linguistic Errors 

 

4.2.3.1 Spelling Errors 

 Given the extremely limited amount of student writing in Test 2, there were no 

spelling error types which fit the criteria outlined in the methodology (appearing on at 

least three exams in a group). As such, in order to examine students' spelling ability, a 

new protocol was adopted and applied to Test 2 only. Each of the spelling errors was 

catalogued and divided into types, as with each of the other tests, but rather than limiting 

the analysis to those errors which appear above a certain per-group frequency, the 

analysis of Test 2 was instead limited to those error types which were found in both 

groups. Even with this broader criterion, only four spelling error types were eligible. 

Among those, the translanguaging group did prove to be less capable, containing a grand 

total of seven errors spread across six (26%) exams compared to five errors on four 

(18%) exams for the English-only group. 
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 By far the most common spelling mistake, accounting for five of the twelve errors 

found between both groups, concerned the word "saltwater." Group 2A proved better able 

to handle this term, with only a pair of students misspelling it, each producing a different 

variant ("salwater," which is the likely result of interference from the L1 given that the 

Spanish word for "salt" is "sal," and "sathwater"). Three students from Group 2B had 

difficulty with the word, producing the variants "soltwater" (two students) and "saltwate" 

(one student). The first variant would appear to be an attempt to render the word in its 

proper pronunciation using Spanish phonetics, as there is no context in which this system 

would allow "salt" to be pronounced as it is in English. The second is probably simple 

oversight on the student's part, but this cannot be said with any degree of certainty. 

 The next most common error was caused by the other compound word found on 

the exam: freshwater. Three students—one from Group 2A and two from Group 2B—

committed this error, and each produced a unique variant. The student from Group 2A 

gave the spelling "freshwatr," which again may be little than an honest mistake or 

careless oversight. One student from Group 2B wrote nothing beyond "fres," suggesting a 

difficulty with the compound form as well as with the "sh" phoneme, which does not 

exist in Spanish. The final student from Group 2B wrote out "fresh water" as two separate 

words, suggesting again an issue with the compound form.  

 Finally, each Group contained only single instances of the remaining two spelling 

error types. The first of these is not a misspelling of the same word, but rather misspelling 

two different words in the same manner: by unnecessarily doubling a letter (e.g. "iit" 

instead of "it" and "thhis" instead of "this"). The cause(s) behind this error remain largely 

impenetrable, as neither the spelling rules of English or Spanish allow for either of these 

letters to be doubled, nor do the pronunciations of either word conceivably lead to the 

variants produced as a result of phonetic spelling. The last error type was of a similar 

structure, which is to say, misspelling two different words in the same manner. In this 

instance, two words ("is" for the student from Group 2A and "it" for the student from 

Group 2B) were incorrectly spelled due to the student dropping the final letter. Though 

unable to do more than guess at the cause, it seems eminently possible that the students in 

question dropped the final letters by mistake, perhaps due to rushing, and did not catch 

their mistake because the word "I" is valid in English. In this way, though with an 
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admittedly paltry sample size due to the content focus of the exam itself, Test 2 would 

seem to support the hypothesis that the English-only group ought to produce fewer 

spelling errors due to their more constant exposure to the language. 

4.2.3.2 Article Usage Errors 

As proved to be the case throughout Test 2, the examination of student errors concerning 

English article usage did not prove fruitful one way or the other as far as evaluating the 

potential benefits of using the L1 in the classroom. Again, the limited language output 

that this content heavy test allowed the students to produce provided very little data 

overall. Only four total exams, two in each group, contained an error in article usage 

(which was required by the answer structure for the identification task). The only true 

difference between the two groups was that the students from Group 2B committed twice 

as many total errors as those in Group 2A. Statistically, this works out to 9% of the 

exams in each group containing an error in article usage, with Group 2B possessing a 

relative error per exam rate of two against Group 2A's one. These differences are so slight 

as to be mathematically insignificant.  

 There were only two error types in article usage present in the four exams, one of 

which was shared by both groups and one which was unique to Group 2A. The shared 

error, which was the most common, accounting for half of Group 2A's errors and all of 

Group 2B's errors, was the deletion of an article. In general, the English-only group was 

more capable in this regard, committing this error only once ("this is sea"), while Group 

2B committed this error four times in total. On one exam, the student was guilty of this 

error only in a single instance, producing the same sentence as the student from Group 

2A. The remaining student from Group 2B committed this error across the board, 

producing the sentences "this is river" and "this is lake" in addition to "this is sea." In the 

case of the first two students, a cause suggests itself, as either the definite article "the" or 

the indefinite article "a" would be acceptable with the subject "sea." This fact may have 

confused the students, who accordingly simply omitted the article due to their potential 

uncertainty. As far as the remaining student is concerned, it seems likely that they simply 

were not sufficiently familiar with English article usage, as no other cause presents itself 



  48 

(the rules of Spanish grammar would also necessitate the usage of an article in the same 

position).  

 The second error, committed only once by a single student in Group 2A, occurred 

as a result of said student inserting an article unnecessarily. This student mistakenly 

wrote "it is a freshwater," which is a grammatically unsound sentence in English as well 

as Spanish. Given that the student correctly omitted the article in two-thirds of their 

answers, a simple mistake rather than a more serious lack of linguistic knowledge is the 

most likely cause underlying this error.  

 All together, Test 2 did not provide any useful data either in support of or 

opposition to the hypotheses of this paper. Perhaps due to its more limited, simplistic 

structure and heavy content focus, the differences between both student groups were 

negligible in every dimension analyzed.  

4.3 Test 3: Water States 

Test 3, "Water States," was based on the same textbook unit as Test 2. This time, the 

exam sought to seize on the stated objectives of students being able to recognize and 

describe the different states of water, recognize and describe distinct types of land and to 

be able to describe the characteristics of air. Test 3 became progressively more complex 

compared to the previous tests in both the number of total tasks and the degree of support 

and/or modeling provided to the students in order to assist them in completing the tasks 

themselves. The test was divided into four sections, with the first and second tasks both 

involving identifying the three states of water using a word bank. The first only provided 

the students with an image prompt, requiring them to not only select the proper term, but 

also to provide their own sentence structure. The second task was nearly identical, with 

the exception that the sentence structure—minus the key terms that were found in the 

word bank—was ready made. In other words, the second exercise was fill-in-the-blank. 

The third exercise was structurally similar to the first, but dealt with types of land and 

lacked a word bank. In addition, students were also required to describe the type of land 

instead of only identifying it, as was the case with the water states. The fourth and final 

task consisted of an open-ended question that tasked the students with "writ[ing] 
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everything [they] know about air."  Whereas Test 1 was mainly focused on language, and 

Test 2 on content, Test 3 was more or less evenly divided between the two areas. A copy 

is appended and Table 4 below summarizes the results: 

 

 Group 2A 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

5 20% 11 0.44 2.20 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

9 36% 12 0.48 1.33 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

20 80% 8 

Syntax Errors Number of Exams with 

Syntax Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Syntax Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

9 36% 20 0.80 2.22 

 Group 2B 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

5 23% 9 0.41 1.80 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

10 45% 19 0.86 1.90 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

17 77% 5 

Syntax Errors Number of Exams with 

Syntax Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Syntax Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

15 68% 37 1.68 2.47 

Table 4 

4.3.1 Test 3: Regulative Errors 

With respect to regulative errors, both groups performed at a roughly equivalent level, 

with Group 2B holding a slight but not particularly convincing edge. Both groups 

contained five students who committed regulative errors, which works out to 20% of 

Group 2A's total and 23% of Group 2B's. However, despite a higher percentage of its 
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students committing regulative errors, Group 2B was superior in both the total number of 

errors present as well as the error per exam rate, both absolute and relative. Group 2B 

committed only nine regulative errors, while Group 2A committed eleven. That translates 

to 1.8 errors per exam on a relative basis for Group 2B against 2.2 for Group 2A. Even 

so, the various statistics seem to balance each other out and therefore suggest that neither 

group was more or less successful at processing task instructions than the other.  

 Among the various types of regulative errors found in the ten exams from both 

groups, only a single error type was discovered to have been committed by at least one 

student from each group. This error consisted of students ignoring instructions to “use 

complete sentences,” which were applied to every section of the test save the cloze 

exercise. Two students from each group were guilty of this error. The two students from 

Group 2A who did so each made the error in a different sections: the first merely 

responded to the image prompt concerning the states of water by copying the appropriate 

term from the word bank, and in the section on land types responded with fragments such 

as “is rock.”  The second student responded to the open-ended questions with sentences 

that, while technically complete in their own right, are not complete sentences if the 

student is speaking about the characteristics of air. That is to say, the student responded 

by writing that “I can’t see,” “I can’t taste,” and so on. Considered as comments on the 

student’s actual ability to exercise the senses in question, the sentences as written are 

complete. However, given that the student is presumably speaking about which senses 

can and cannot perceive the air, they become fragments lacking an object.  

 Both students from Group 2B who failed to use complete sentences as instructed 

did so in the task which charged them with identifying types of land and subsequently 

explaining in which of the types animals and plants were able to live. These students 

produced such sentences as “Is sand” or “have camels,” and as such became guilty of a 

regulative error. The causes behind the errors of the students from Group 2B—and some 

of the errors by the first student from Group 2A—seem to most likely be yet another case 

of L1 interference. Due to the pro-drop nature of Spanish, the sentences they produced 

would be correct in Spanish, with the missing subjects being reflected in the verbs. It 

therefore seems that the students transferred their native linguistic structure directly, such 
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as by rendering the complete Spanish sentence “es arena” on a one for one transfer basis 

(“is sand”) rather than factoring in the need for the dummy “it” subject in English. The 

lack of an “it” can also be seen in the errors committed by the second student from Group 

2A above, but it is not as easy to see a case of L1 interference in this instance. As in 

English, Spanish grammar necessitates a visible pronoun in order to indicate the object of 

the verb, if the student is indeed speaking about the tangible and intangible properties of 

air. However, where a problem may arise is that, in Spanish, such a pronoun is 

represented by a clitic and is physically attached to the end of the second verb (e.g. “No 

puedo verlo”). It is possible that the incompatibility of this system with the English 

language confused the student and resulted in the incomplete sentences present in their 

work, but this cannot be established at more than a theoretical level. In the case of the last 

student, there is no way to narrow down the reason why they choose to merely respond 

with the vocabulary term.  The student only used complete sentences for the open-ended 

question, which suggests that they may not understand what the difference between a 

complete or incomplete sentence in English is and therefore cannot process the 

instructions. Or they may have been affected by the same L1 interference as the students 

from Group 2B and their English-only peers, or may have been confused by the fact that 

the exercise on water states was immediately followed by another exercise dealing with 

the exact same content and using the exact same image prompts in which the only task 

required by the students was supplying the necessary content vocabulary. Any of these 

explanations are possible and plausible, and they all—as well as those causes attributed to 

the other errors—are indicative of a general lack of English-language competence on the 

part of the students in question. 

 Beyond this shared error, Group 2A produced less distinct mistakes than Group 

2B did, with only two other error types being present on their exams compared to three 

more on those of Group 2B. One of these was committed by two students in the group, 

and simply involved leaving the open-ended question completely blank. However, while 

this omission can only be validly classified as a regulative error, it seems most likely that 

the underlying issue is not one of instruction comprehension. Rather, the issues most 

likely lie on the content side (the students not knowing the characteristics of air, 

particularly when the prompt—unlike that of the only other open-ended question the 
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students had previously encountered, in Test 1—did not contain any suggestions or hints 

as to what the teacher was looking for). It is also quite possible that these students lacked 

the proper linguistic forms to express their content knowledge. Depending on which 

scenario proved to be the correct one (with the most probable being a combination of 

both, with content issues dominating), the fact that this error was only found in the 

English-only group could either support or contradict the hypothesis of the experiment: a 

lack of content knowledge on the part of the monolingual group would support the theory 

that translanguaging in the classroom would be beneficial to students’ content 

comprehension, whereas a lack of linguistic resources would seemingly repudiate the 

belief that an English-only paradigm results in a higher linguistic level among learners. 

Given that the students had been observed using the necessary linguistic forms in other 

tasks and in the previous open-ended question, it will be tentatively argued that this error 

was principally content-driven and thus supports the overall hypothesis of the study. 

 Group 2B had three different classes of regulative errors among the five offending 

exams in addition to a failure to employ complete sentences, with only a single student 

committing each one. The first of these involved the student only completing the first half 

of a task’s instructions by identifying the types of land pictured, but not stating “where do 

the plants and animals live.” In this instance, and in this instance alone among the 

regulative errors present in the exams of Group 2B, the most likely cause is a lack of 

content knowledge. The other two error types, which were one student using the incorrect 

word bank to respond to an exercise and another student listing the water states at the end 

of the open-ended question (after describing various characteristics of air, as instructed), 

can only be reasonably attributed to a failed understanding of the exam instructions. And, 

as this cause is found twice among the students from the translanguaging group (not 

including the failure to use complete sentence, which was found in equal numbers among 

both groups) and only once in the English-only group, it would seem to provide a 

measure of evidence against the hypothesis that the use of translanguaging would reduce 

the frequency of this particular type of error. 

 All in all, the results of this test are mixed when speaking of the effects the use of 

the L1 for specific classroom purposes has on bilingual learners. While fewer students as 



  53 

a percentage of the whole from Group 2A were guilty of regulative errors, those who did 

commit such errors did so at a higher frequency than the students of Group 2B. Group 

2B, on the other hand, possessed more distinct types of errors than did Group 2A, and the 

causes of Group 2B’s errors are more easily ascribed to a failure to understand 

instructions than Group 2A’s were.  

4.3.2 Test 3: Content Errors 

On the subject of content errors, Test 3—like Test 1—roundly contradicted the original 

hypothesis that Group 2B would outperform Group 2A due to their ability to ask 

questions in the L1 if necessary. Test 3 again saw Group 2A manage questions of content 

significantly more ably than Group 2B across every metric calculated. Group 2A had one 

less exam (nine) which showed instances of content errors than did Group 2B (ten), 

which becomes far more telling on a percentage basis: given Group 2A’s larger sample 

size for this test, nine exams with content errors accounts for 36% of all students in the 

group, whereas the ten exams with content errors in Group 2B comes out to a much 

higher 45% of the total. Likewise, Group 2A also committed fewer errors in total than 

Group 2B, twelve to nineteen. This figure comes out to an average of only 0.48 errors per 

exam for Group 2A as a whole, and Group 2B nearly doubles that at 0.86. Lastly, using 

the relative measure of the errors per exam rate of only those students guilty of errors, 

Group 2A’s nine students average 1.33 errors each compared to 1.90 for Group 2B’s ten. 

 A close examination of the content errors committed by those nineteen students in 

this exam found five general types of errors which appeared in both groups, with Group 

2B committing four of these five shared mistakes more frequently than Group 2A. By far 

the most common of these was the student in some way mischaracterizing one of the 

three types of land presented to them (rocks, soil and sand). Instead, students would come 

up with responses such as “rock is a tipe [sic] of soil” or saying that sand is partially 

composed of water. In other cases, students would leave the identification blank. These 

were tallied as content errors rather than regulative errors because the students in 

question either identified the other types of land, suggesting that they did understand the 

task instructions but lacked the proper content answer, or likewise began to write an 
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identification sentence without supplying the necessary vocabulary term (such as when 

one student wrote “this is a ____” before failing to identify sand). Three students from 

Group 2A committed this error, and five from Group 2B did the same. That means that, 

among the most frequent error in the corpus (which in and of itself implies that the types 

of land was the most difficult item of content for the students to comprehend), only a 

third of the students from Group 2A who committed errors had difficulty with the issue 

against half of those same students from Group 2B. Accordingly, it could be inferred that 

Group 2A had a significantly better grasp of the most difficult content concept within the 

lesson than did their translanguaging peers, in direct opposition to the hypothesis. 

 The next most frequent of the shared errors was in a similar vein, and occurred 

when a student made a false statement regarding in which types of land plants and 

animals live. Students gave such erroneous responses as “in sand the animals and plants 

don’t live” or “in sand live only plants.” As with identifying the types of land, there were 

also students who left this part of their response blank for some, but not all, prompts or 

failed to complete an introductory phrase (e.g. when a student wrote nothing beyond “In 

the soil lives ____”). Two students from Group 2A were guilty of this error, as were five 

students from Group 2B. Counting students who made both of these two frequent errors 

only once, a grand total of five students from Group 2A and ten from Group 2B were 

found to have made a mistake concerning this portion of the content lesson. On the 

whole, that translates to 56% of Group 2A’s erring students and 100% of Group 2B’s, 

which reinforces the conclusion that Group 2A understood at the very least the types of 

land content lesson far more thoroughly than did Group 2B. 

 The remaining two common error types were each committed by only a single 

student from each group. 

 As a whole, though Group 2A had one more overall error type than did Group 2B, 

the close analysis of individual errors in context likewise supports that statistical 

conclusion that Group 2A possessed a firmer grasp of content issues than Group 2B did. 

Among the five error types which were shared by the two groups, and which constituted 

an overwhelming majority of all content errors, Group 2A was found to commit the 
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errors with less or equal frequency in all cases than Group 2B, and in particular was more 

competent on the task which caused the greatest difficulty among all students. As such, 

Test 3’s data can be said to argue, as did Test 1’s, that not only does monolingual foreign 

language instruction not inhibit students’ content comprehension, but also that the 

introduction of translanguaging into a predominantly L2 classroom does. 

4.3.3 Test 3: Linguistic Errors 

4.3.3.1 Spelling Errors 

As Test 3 demanded a level of student writing higher than that of Test 1, spelling errors 

were once again found in abundance. Again, as with Test 1, the results obtained ran 

counter to the hypothesis that the English-only group would be more able spellers due to 

their greater exposure to L2 output. In reality, Group 2A committed more spelling errors 

on both an absolute and percentage basis, with twenty students (80%) fitting the 

established criterion compared to seventeen (77%) from Group 2B. Furthermore, Group 

2A’s exams contained a greater variety of spelling error types than those of Group 2B, by 

a margin of eight to five. 

 Among these eight types present on Group 2A’s exams, only two also appeared 

among those of Group 2B. The most common of the two was various misspellings of 

“need,” with output including forms such as “nid,” “nede” or “ned.” Eight students from 

Group 2A misspelled this word at least once, while seven from Group 2B did likewise. 

The root causes behind most of the variants seem to be a Spanish phonetic spelling (seen 

in the replacing of “ee” with “i,” or of the final “d” with a “th” to match the local Madrid 

accent), along with Spanish’s aversion to doubled letters. The second error produced only 

one variant which was uniform to the seven students from Group 2A and the four from 

Group 2B who committed it: misspelling “balloon” as “ballon.” Again, the aversion to 

doubled letters in the students’ L1 is likely to blame, as “ll” does appear in Spanish 

(though considered as a single letter, and with a very distinct pronunciation) while “oo” 

does not. In both cases, Group 2A saw more students commit each type of error than the 

translanguaging Group 2B (although the same percentage of both groups misspelled 

“need”). Taken together with their greater overall propensity towards error, and the 
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greater number of words commonly misspelled, this too suggests a net lower level of 

English ability on the part of Group 2A. 

 Among the remaining six spelling error types within Group 2A, five were again 

an easily visible case of phonetic spelling. Words influenced thusly included misspellings 

of “things” (e.g. “cings,” “cing,” “cincs”) by seven students, “all” (e.g. “ol,” “oll,” “old”) 

by six students, “air” (e.g. “ear”) by three, “oxygen” (e.g. “oxigen,” “oxigend”) by four 

and “inside” (e.g. “in sait,” “in said,” “insaid”) by eight. This strong reliance on phonetic 

spelling is strongly suggestive of a lower level of English than would be desired and 

expected out of a monolingual instruction group. The final error unique to Group 2A 

likely shared causes with an error type discussed previously in this paper, and thus will 

not have those causes touched upon in detail here. The error in question was the 

misspelling of the word “living” as “livin” by four students, mostly likely due to similar 

reasons as the error involving demonstratives being expressed as  “this’s” and “these’re,” 

seen in Test 1.  

Of the three additional errors committed by Group 2B, two are also seemingly the 

result of phonetic spelling, though the total number of students committing these errors is 

less than those of Group 2A. The “th” to “c” substitution with regards to the word 

“think(s)” rears its head in this group as well on the exams of seven students, and “the” is 

rendered as “de” (reflecting the local accent’s pronunciation of the phoneme represented 

by “D”) by three students. The final error, the misspelling of “here” as “hear” by four 

students, can be readily explained by simple homophone confusion, often one of the more 

difficult parts of learning English. The decreased reliance on phonetic spelling and the 

lower number of both errors as a whole and error types in particular implies, as with Test 

1, that the students in Group 2B enjoyed a higher level of English than their peers, which 

in turn contradicts the hypothesis and prevailing wisdom that the use of translanguaging 

would reduce the L2 ability of learners.  

4.3.3.2 Syntax Errors 

For Test 3, which contained the most student output up to that point, questions of 

improper English syntax were chosen for a close analysis as a measure of students’ 
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linguistic capabilities. When the results were analyzed, Group 2A was discovered to have 

performed significantly better than Group 2B, in support of the hypothesis that Group 2A 

would be generally more capable with English language forms. Only nine exams from 

Group 2A contained syntax errors, whereas in Group 2B the total was more than 50% 

larger at fifteen. Taken as percentages of the whole group, those exams represented 36% 

of Group 2A’s students and 68% of Group 2B’s. Group 2A also had a lower number of 

total errors, with twenty spread across their nine exams versus thirty-seven for Group 

2B’s fifteen. On a relative exam per error basis, that gives Group 2A a narrow advantage 

at 2.22 compared to Group 2B’s 2.47. 

 Virtually all of the syntax errors are the results of the students utilizing Spanish 

grammatical forms in English. One such error dominated both groups, with the students 

producing a sentence that followed the template of prepositional phrase-verb-subject. 

This structure accounts for a staggering thirty-six of Group 2B’s thirty-seven syntax 

errors, and fifteen of Group 2A’s twenty. The occurrence of this error was nearly 

uniform: tasked with identifying whether animals or plants lived in rocks, soil or sand, 

the students would invariably answer “In (the) rocks/soil/sand live animals/plants.” 

Occasionally, there would be a minor variant, such as some students writing “Here live 

animals/plants” or “There live animals/plants.” The influence of Spanish is plainly 

visible, as the translations of these sentences (“Por las rocas/el polvo/la arena viven los 

animales/las plantas” or “Aquí/allá viven los animales/las plantas”) are perfectly correct 

in the L1, and rather commonplace. However, English’s non pro-drop nature and its near 

total adherence to the subject-verb-object word order make such constructions 

grammatically unsound. The very high instances of these errors among both groups 

suggest that young Spanish learners as a whole struggle with this point of contrast 

between English and their L1. However, the fact that Group 2B committed this error on 

more than twice as many exams as Group 2A, and with more than twice the absolute 

frequency, suggests that the English-only group did have a much better comparative 

grasp of the feature than did the translanguaging group.  

 The only other form that syntax errors took in Group 2B—a single error on a 

single exam—was also the probable result of L1 interference. In this instance, the student 
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in question wrote “meni [sic] thinks [sic] more,” reflecting the Spanish ordering of 

“muchas cosas más,” rather than the grammatically correct “many more things.” As far as 

Group 2A’s remaining errors, L1 interference is not a viable explanation, and as such 

their construction suggest a general lack of English forms, rather than confusion about 

points of contrast. These errors include two instances of students reversing the words in 

the vocabulary term “water vapour,” and one of a student writing that “air need people.” 

In this way, Group 2B has its only advantage, as none of its students experienced 

confusion on questions of syntax that were due to some difficulty beyond thinking in 

terms of the L1.  

 In general though, Test 3 would seem to bolster the results obtained in Test 1 

which point to the various hypotheses of the paper being in error. The case of regulative 

errors was nearly identical, with Group 2B doing slightly worse to a statistically minor 

degree. Group 2B later showed a moderately higher frequency of content errors, and was 

generally possessed of better spelling than Group 2A. Group 2A did make fewer syntax 

errors, but thus far that has proven to be the only conclusive evidence of the monolingual 

group demonstrating a higher level of linguistic ability.  

4.4 Test 4: The Sun 

Test 4 was actually given fifth, and represented the final experiment and the most 

linguistically demanding exam. As the test given immediately before it was in fact an 

attitudinal survey, designed to gauge the students’ reactions to the experimental changes 

to their classroom environment and not to provide data on the various competences of the 

students, it will be discussed at the end of the chapter, following the analysis of the 

remaining hard data. Test 4 was designed around Unit 7 in the same textbook as Tests 1-

3, and the official goals of the unit included (but were not limited to): being able to 

explain the day/night and season cycles, identifying some basic characteristics of the 

moon, including its phases, and to identify the relative positions of the three astral bodies 

studied (the sun, earth and moon). The test itself was divided into three tasks: a cloze 

exercise, where students needed to supply the missing information in a continuous 

paragraph using a word bank; a reading comprehension/content comprehension exercise, 



  59 

wherein students were asked to draw the phases of the moon following the labels 

provided, and a series of open ended questions asking students to “Tell [the teacher] all 

[they] know” about the three astral bodies, as well asking them to explain the seasonal 

and day/night cycles. As such, Test 4 was therefore the most heavily focused on both 

content and language, in more or less equal measure proportionally. A copy of the exam 

can be found in the appendix. The results obtained can be found below in Table 5: 

 

 Group 2A 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

1 4% 1 0.04 1 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

16 64% 45 1.80 2.81 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

22 88% 10 

Linguistic 

Complexity 

Corpus Size Words Per Exam Words Per 

Response 

Characters Per Word Flesch-Kincaid Grade 

Level 

1,943 words 77.72 15.54 3.64 0.90 

 Group 2B 

Regulative 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Regulative Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Regulative Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

2 9% 6 0.26 3 

Content 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Content Errors 

Percentage of Total Total Number of 

Content Errors 

Errors/Exam, 

Absolute 

Errors/Exam, Relative 

12 52% 30 1.30 2.50 

Spelling 

Errors 

Number of Exams with 

Spelling Errors 

Percentage of Total Number of Spelling Error Types 

21 91% 4 

Linguistic 

Complexity 

Corpus Size Words Per Exam Words Per 

Response 

Characters Per Word Flesch-Kincaid Grade 

Level 

1,861 words 80.91 16.18 3.77 0.90 

Table 5 

4.4.1 Test 4: Regulative Errors 
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For the third time, the students of Group 2B were guilty of committing more regulative 

errors—and committing them more frequently than those of Group 2A. Though only two 

exams from the translanguaging group contained a regulative error, this still translates to 

9% of the group as a whole—more than twice the 4% represented by the single exam 

with a regulative error in Group 2A. What’s more, the student from Group 2A committed 

only a single error, while the two students from Group 2B committed six between them, 

leading to a three to one relative ratio in errors per exam. It is again telling that the 

introduction of translanguaging into the classroom for regulative perhaps did not have the 

expected or intended effect, but rather the opposite. In total, these three tests seem to 

suggest that translanguaging creates more confusion than it solves when it comes to exam 

regulation. 

 The lone student from Group 2A committed the same error as one of the students 

from 2B, and this error was in fact directly tied to an instructor error. The exam itself, in 

the cloze exercise, contained a typo: the third to last sentence read “we have day and 

night because the earth is ____,” with the” “is” being incorrect due to the answer being 

“turns around.” The error was discovered prior to the administration of the exam, and 

students were accordingly shown the faulty sentence and instructed to cross the offending 

“is” out. However, these two students—once from each group—crossed out the wrong 

“is.” Rather than deleting the one which they were instructed to, the students in question 

instead crossed out the “is” the in the sentence “we have seasons because the Earth is 

____,” with “tilted” being the correct answer. Despite having crossed out the wrong “is” 

and having maintained the incorrect one, the student from Group 2A was still able to 

answer both questions correctly. The student from Group 2B, though correctly answering 

the question with the offending “is” still in place, was unable to answer the question 

wherein that had improperly removed the “is,” perhaps due to the resulting incorrect 

sentence context. Given that this regulative error was the direct result of an error by the 

instructor, it is problematic to place the burden for the results on the students. However, 

the fact that the Group 2A student was still able to successfully negotiate the error and 

provide an answer while the student from Group 2B was not is suggestive of a higher 

level of content ability (recognizing the answer rather than providing the word based on 

syntactic cues).  
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 The remaining student from Group 2B committed a familiar type of error, which 

was unfortunately seen at least once in each of the three exams where it was a possibility. 

Namely, the student failed to answer any of the open-ended questions. As this error has 

been seen before, and its possible causes previously discussed, it will not be further 

elaborated upon here. As a whole therefore, Group 2A proved more successful than 

Group 2B at navigating the instructions on the exam, and would have been completely 

free of regulative errors had it not been for a typo. As such, Test 4 again seems to 

disprove the hypothesis that L1 usage is beneficial for the students on a managerial level.  

4.4.2 Test 4: Content Errors 

Test 4 represented the first and only instance where the hypothesis concerning content 

errors was supported by the data to a meaningful degree. Group 2B performed noticeably 

better in this category than did Group 2A, with only twelve of its students (52%) 

producing a content error against sixteen students (64%) from Group 2A. Group 2B also 

contained fewer overall content errors than Group 2A, by a thirty to forty-five margin, 

which resulted in a relative exam per error rate of 2.50. The rate for Group 2A was 2.81. 

Given the fact that this exam was the only case wherein the two groups performed to 

expectations concerning issues of content, a closer look at the individual errors 

themselves is warranted in order to try and understand what made this data set different 

from the previous ones. 

 There were three overarching error types which were common between both 

groups. By far the most frequent of these, committed by eleven students from Group 2A 

and six from Group 2B, was giving an incorrect explanation as to why the earth 

experiences the day/night cycle. This question appeared in both the cloze exercise and the 

open-ended portion of the exam, and as such students were able to make this error on 

multiple occasions and in multiple ways. Group 2A had far more variance in their 

erroneous explanations than did Group 2B, boasting nine different answers against Group 

2B’s four. Some of these included: leaving the answer blank (in both the cloze and open-

ended portions), attributing the cycle to the movement of the earth around the sun, or due 

to the fact that the earth is titled upon its axis. These four explanations are common to 
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both groups, with Group 2A further adding such examples as “we have day and night 

because the Earth light,” “we have day and night because the Earth heat” or “why [sic] 

have day and night four [sic] the moon rifleks [sic].” In most cases, the reason behind 

these errors seems to be due to confusion or conflation over similar mechanisms. 

Students often confused the cause of the day/night cycle what that of the season cycle 

(axial tilt), or confused the turning of earth on its own axis with its orbit around the sun. 

The prevalence of this error suggests that neither group understood the causes of the 

day/night cycle particularly well, but that Group 2B—with its fewer instances of the error 

and fewer variations which are not easily explained by a reasonable confusion—

understood the lesson to a significantly higher degree than did Group 2A, as the 

hypothesis predicted.  

 The second error type which appeared with great frequency among the students of 

both groups occurred in the section of the exam wherein the students were asked to draw 

the phases of the moon according to the labels provided. More specifically, students from 

both groups chronically confused the quarter and crescent moon phases, drawing one in 

the space labeled with the other. Six students from each group were guilty of this error in 

at least one direction, and a seventh from Group 2B left both spaces blank (while 

correctly drawing the new and full moon phases). The labels were arranged in a logical, 

progressive order (quarter moon, crescent moon, new moon, full moon: a waning moon 

cycle and then the full moon tacked on at the end), so it would appear unlikely that the 

students merely committed the pattern to memory rather than learning the proper terms 

and were therefore thrown off by a differing order. In this instance, the two groups were 

nearly identical in their inability to retain the content of the unit, with Group 2B’s lone 

student leaving both answers blank being the only difference between the two. 

 The final common error was found on only two exams in Group 2A, and one in 

Group 2B, and appeared in the fill-in-the-blank exercise. In it, the three students in 

question completed the sentence “We have seasons because the Earth is ____" with 

"heat" (an extraneous term in the word bank which was not a correct answer for any 

prompt). Explaining the causes of the seasons in general incorrectly was committed by 

further students, though only a single one of whom was from Group 2A and responded to 
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the same prompt with the answer “one day.” Two students from Group 2B attributed the 

seasons to earth’s spinning on its axis (one in the cloze exercise and the other in the open-

ended question), and a third left the open-ended question dealing with the seasons blank. 

Taken as a whole, four students from Group 2B were unable to correctly identify the 

cause of the seasonal cycle, while only three from Group 2A were similarly unable to do 

so. This, as with the moon phases exercises, suggests little difference between the two 

groups regarding this particular point of content, with Group 2A enjoying the barest of 

edges. 

 Among all the remaining errors within both groups, only a single one was 

committed by multiple students. The error in question belonged to Group 2A, and 

involved three different students stating that the sun rises in the west and sets in the east. 

This minor confusion about directions is completely absent from Group 2B, who gave the 

correct answer to both prompts with a 100% success rate. Group 2A’s remaining errors 

were all one-shot occurrences, and included a student stating that “it takes heat for the 

Earth to turn around once” (correct answer: “it takes one day…”), that the moon orbits 

the sun and that astronauts landed on the moon in 1895 (note: the students were not 

taught about the moon landing, and the student in question attempted unsuccessfully to 

bring in outside knowledge to their answer). Group 2B’s one-off errors included a student 

drawing the same image for the new and full moon phases, leaving the open question 

asking for information about earth blank or answering the prompt “it takes ____ for the 

Earth to turn around once” with “turns around.” 

 In sum, Group 2A possessed eleven different classes of content errors (including 

those shared with Group 2B), while Group 2B contained only six. A closer look at the 

various errors in context shows that, when the two groups are in fact significantly 

differentiated, it was Group 2B performing at the higher level. It is interesting to observe 

that, while this was the only one of the four tests administered in which Group 2B 

convincingly outperformed Group 2A on matters of content, it was at the same time the 

exam and lessons with the greatest amount of content, the least degree of scaffolding 

within the test itself and the most complex concepts. This may suggest that the 

relationship between translanguaging and content performance operates on a curve: the 
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more support given to the students via scaffolding, the less of a noticeable benefit to their 

performance, and the less support, the more their performance ability increases. As such, 

the benefits of translanguaging for content comprehension are potentially cumulative, and 

only become manifest in the long run as the students are gradually left to depend more 

and more completely on their own knowledge.  In accordance with these findings, the 

best approach may be to keep scaffolding and other support tools (such as 

translanguaging) to the minimum possible level where students are still able to function 

in the L2, and work to phase such support out as quickly as possible in order to promote 

students’ linguistic independence.  

4.4.3 Test 4: Linguistic Errors 

4.4.3.1 Spelling Errors 

Yet again, the results proved to be the opposite of what was anticipated. While a similarly 

high proportion of students in both groups—88% for Group 2A and 91.3% for Group 

2B—committed one of the spelling errors found to match the established criteria, the 

English-only Group 2A was found to contain over twice as many distinct types of 

spelling errors—ten to four. 

Among all spelling errors, there were three types held in common by both groups. 

By far the most common of these, committed by all twenty-two students guilty of 

spelling errors in Group 2A and all but one of the twenty-one students who committed 

spelling errors in Group 2B was the misspelling of the astronomical term “satellite.” 

Student produced variants included “satelite,” “satelait” and “satelight,” among others. In 

most cases, the students’ issues with this rather difficult word stem from L1 interference. 

Such is clearly the case with the variant “satelait,” which is written using a Spanish 

phonetic spelling, and is likely the reason for producing the single-l variant (“satelite”), 

as the doubled l in Spanish has a pronunciation more akin to the English phoneme “y.” A 

third cause can be observed which has no discernible relation to the students’ L1, which 

is employing the English homophone “light” in the word formation (thus, “satelight”). 

While this error was near-totally pervasive, it is worth noting that the only student found 

to have spelled the term correctly came from the translanguaging group.  
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The next most frequently occurring of the common misspelling types dealt with 

the word “around.” Many variants were produced, a few of which are “araund,” “araun,” 

and “arund.” Eighteen students (about 82% among those who committed any spelling 

errors) from Group 2A were guilty of this error, and only fourteen (67%) did likewise. As 

with “satellite” and, indeed, most of the spelling errors encountered throughout this 

student, resorting to Spanish phonetics is the most obvious and prevalent cause found at 

the root of the mistake. Principally this takes the form of being confused by the English 

diphthong “ou,” which does not occur in Spanish. The Spanish diphthong “au,” found in 

most of the student variants, is the closest approximation of the sound in the students’ L1 

and this becomes the motive behind the numerous misspellings. 

Lastly, the final error type found in the exams of both groups was misspelling the 

word “because.” Several notable variants existed, such as “wicause,” “vicoos” and 

“becoos.” In this case, Group 2A did perform somewhat better than their translanguaging 

peers, as only seven (32%) of its students were guilty of this mistake, compared to ten 

(48%) for Group 2B. Once more, Spanish phonetics rule the day, which can be seen in 

the substitution of “v” for “b,” as both letters have highly similar pronunciations in the 

students’ L1. Likewise, the changing of the initial consonant from “e” to “i” can be 

attributed to L1 phonetics. 

Beyond these common error types, Group 2B was significantly more capable in 

terms of spelling ability than Group 2A, contrary to expectations. Group 2B contained 

only a single additional error type, which was various misspellings of the term 

“illuminate(s).” This error was somewhat rare, occurring on only the minimum three 

exams (14%) required for inclusion. Group 2A, on the other hand, contained a full seven 

additional error types. These were, in order of frequency: “goes” (twelve students), 

“light” (twelve students), “give” (eight students), “tilted” (six students), “have” (five 

students), “Earth” (three students) and “planet” (three students”). Thus, the fact that 

Group 2B—the translanguaging group—was not only superior in terms of unique errors 

but also in two out of three of the common error types again seems to repudiate the belief 

that the introduction of translanguaging into a foreign language learning context would 

weaken students’ L2 production abilities.  
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4.4.3.2 Linguistic Complexity 

Finally, due to the fact that Test 4 contained the most student production, it was decided 

that a general look at the linguistic complexity of the two groups would be examined. 

However, linguistic complexity is a difficult and subjective concept to attempt to quantify 

empirically, a fact which is exacerbated by the relatively low levels of the learners in 

question. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, the simplest of metrics was employed: 

word count. Though far from perfect for many reasons, there is at minimum a general 

correlation between the number of words used in a document (particularly on a per 

sentence and per paragraph basis) and the document’s general reading level. In fact, the 

Flesch-Kincaid score—one of the oldest and most widely used formulas for assigning 

grade levels to various texts (Flesch 1948)—makes this element a central part of its 

calculation. The Flesch-Kincaid grade level score of a text is determined by the formula 

0.39 (total words/total sentences) + 11.8 (total syllables/total words) – 15.59. The line of 

thought goes that the more words a given sentence or paragraph contains, and the more 

syllables each word contains, the more linguistically demanding that sentence is likely to 

be. As such, word count and readability scores were judged to be a useful metric for a 

quick and dirty analysis of students’ writing complexity, with an eye towards gauging 

which group was possessed of a higher level of competence and confidence in their 

writing. 

 In terms of a pure word count, Group 2B wrote more detailed answers than did 

their monolingual counterparts in Group 2A, against expectations. The total size of Group 

2B’s corpus (only the open-ended responses were included in the tally, as the other 

exercises consisted solely of supplying single words from a word bank) was 1,861 words, 

and that of Group 2A was 1,943 words. However, Group 2A was also larger by two 

students during this exam, which is why those corpus sizes boil down to 80.91 words per 

exam, on average, for students in Group 2B and only 77.72 words per exam for students 

in Group 2A. Broken down further to level of individual questions, the figures come out 

to 16.18 words per response on average for Group 2B, and 15.54 for Group 2A. That 

works out to a difference of +3.19 words per exam for Group 2B, but only +0.64 words 
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per response. These differences are slight, and can at best be said to only tentatively 

indicate that Group 2B wrote at a more complex, detailed level than did Group 2A. 

 Turning to the question of readability scores, there was found to be little 

difference between the two groups. Other than the previously touched upon differences in 

total number of words per answer and per exams, the words themselves employed by 

students in each group were of almost identical complexity: Group 2A had an average of 

3.64 characters per word, and Group 2B had 3.77. Both groups answered the questions at 

an identical grade level, at least according to the Flesch-Kincaid scores used for the 

purposes of this analysis. In each case, the group as a whole returned a Flesch-Kincaid 

Grade Level of 0.90, suggesting little difference between their English language 

production abilities. 

4.5 Attitudinal Survey 

Between Test 3 and Test 4, the students were tasked with filling out an attitudinal survey 

designed to gauge their reactions to the experiment as well as their opinions on the 

current classroom paradigm and their preferences for the future. The survey consisted of 

fifteen questions with a range of responses for the students to choose between, as well as 

a final section wherein they could freely make any suggestions or comments they wanted. 

Unlike the four tests, the survey was written entirely in Spanish (although the questions 

will herein be translated into English) in order to ensure maximum clarity and the highest 

possible accuracy in student responses. The fifteen questions can be roughly classified 

along three categories:  

- Six opinion questions, which sought a student assessment of classroom 

practices and ideologies;  

- Five questions which tasked the students with reflecting on their own 

metacognitive processes (such as learning strategies used or preferred)  

- Four preference questions which gave the students an opportunity to voice 

how they would like the classroom dynamic to function. 
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There were several interesting results obtained across each category, both in terms of the 

differences in opinion between the control and experimental groups, as well as the overall 

trends which both groups were in strong agreement with. These findings will be 

discussed forthwith on a category by category basis. 

4.5.1 Opinion Questions 

Perhaps the most interesting and heartening result from the opinion questions was the 

students’ overwhelmingly positive response to the bilingual program, and the usage of 

English in the classroom in particular. Forty-two out of the forty-nine total students from 

both groups (86%) responded that they enjoyed speaking English, and the remaining 

seven students all responded that they were indifferent: not a single student, Group 2A or 

Group 2B, responded in the negative. The response to the question of whether or not 

students enjoyed having Science class taught in English was a bit more reserved, but still 

markedly positive. The majority of both groups—seventeen students from Group 2A and 

twelve from Group 2B—answered in the affirmative, with indifference being the 

dominating minority (seven students from Group 2A and eleven from Group 2B). A 

single student from each group responded in the negative.  Beyond the general consensus, 

the difference between the two groups was also noticeable: the English-only group was 

far more certain in their support for Science in English, whereas the translanguaging 

group was nearly evenly divided between full blown support and indifference, suggesting 

that a level of comfort develops over time with whatever paradigm is used.  

 The reasoning for these answers is perhaps evident in the student responses to two 

later questions, one which asked whether or not they thought English was good for them 

and another asking whether or not the students believed learning English would directly 

benefit them in the future. In both cases, the responses were overwhelming positive, with 

no student answering “no” on either question. In the case of the former, forty-five 

students (92%) responded “yes”—an emphatic twenty-two students from Group 2A and 

twenty-three from Group 2B. For the later, forty three students (twenty-four from Group 

2A and nineteen from Group 2B) responded “yes,” with the remainder answering “I don’t 

know.” It is interesting to note that, while both groups believe English is “good for them” 
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in equal measure, the English-only group had a stronger conviction that learning the 

language would have tangible benefits to them individually down the line, which implies 

that the increased exposure may affect their attitudes and perceptions of the language’s 

utility to a meaningful degree. 

 Conversely, the students similarly overwhelmingly rejected the idea that an 

English-only classroom was burdensome. When asked if it bothered them if the teacher 

didn’t allow them to speak Spanish, forty-two students again responded in the negative 

(twenty-two from Group 2A and twenty from Group 2B). Only a single student—who 

was from Group 2A—answered in the positive, with the remaining six being indifferent. 

In a similar vein, the final guided question of the survey asked the students to indicate 

how they felt when Science class was taught in English alone, with students being able to 

select multiple options. Within both groups, the top three responses were “good” (forty 

students), “happy” (thirty-nine students) and “content” (thirty-four students). However, 

while Group 2B also chose these three responses more often than any other, there is a 

marked disparity between their attitudes and those of Group 2A. In every case, students 

from Group 2A indicated one of those three options significantly more often than 

students from Group 2B, with every single student in the group selecting “happy,” all but 

one selecting “good” and 80% selecting “content.” Compare those numbers to Group 

2B’s responses, which were, respectively, fourteen students (58%), sixteen students 

(67%) and fourteen students again. This would seem to suggest that, rather than the 

enforced and sole use of the L2 imposing undue difficulty on the students, it instead 

strengthens their ability and enthusiasm, whereas the use of translanguaging would seem 

to dull these same factors, rather than bolstering them by making the learning “easier.” 

 On the opposite end of the spectrum, students from Group 2B were generally 

more likely to indicate one of the negative answers, although they still did so with a low 

frequency. Looking at the responses “a little lost,” “lost” and “frustrated,” Group 2B 

indicated a level of confusion and discomfort with English—as was predicted by the 

hypothesis—more often than Group 2A in two out of three cases. Two more students 

(four) from Group 2A indicated the weakest of the answers—“a little lost”—than did 

students from Group 2B, but the latter group was also the only group to have students 
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indicate the strongest negative answer: “frustrated” (three students did so). In total, the 

attitudinal survey indicates that the student body in general is pleased with the bilingual 

instruction and generally feels comfortable with English, but that the monolingual group 

did so to a higher degree. The student responses to this last question are reproduced 

below in Graph 1: 

Q15: When Science is taught in English only, do you feel...
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Graph 1 

4.5.2 Metacognitive Reflection 

Those questions classed as “metacognitive reflections” asked the students to express their 

beliefs concerning the manner in which they learn, as well as their comprehension 

abilities. Only two of the five metacognitive questions dealt with issues of 

comprehension, and the results generally indicated that students did have occasional 

problems processing both content and language due to the use of English, but also that 

these issues were generally not overpowering. Not a single student responded that they 

“never” understood everything when the teacher spoke in Spanish, but the overwhelming 

response for both groups was the middle ground option “sometimes.” Seventeen students 

from Group 2A responded thusly, as did twenty-two from Group 2B. The remaining eight 
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students from Group 2A and two from Group 2B answered “always.” The most 

interesting result, of course, is the fact that the English-only group—though most 

indicated only partial comprehension—was over three times as likely to answer that they 

never experienced comprehension issues regarding English. While the data from the tests 

may not back up this claim, this would seem to indicate that the monolingual group at the 

very least possessed a higher level of confidence concerning their English than did the 

translanguaging group.  

 The findings were somewhat more mixed when it came to the question of content 

comprehension, however. Asked whether or not their were times when the students did 

not understand the Science lessons due to the language of instruction being English, only 

students from Group 2A (two of them, or 4%) responded with “always.” Yet, Group 2A 

was also more likely to respond “never” than Group 2B was, with fourteen (56%) of its 

students giving this response against only eleven (46%) of Group 2B’s. Accordingly, 

Group 2A once again seemingly had the higher confidence, choosing “never” most often 

and almost 50% more often than “sometimes.” It would seem, given the other disparities 

between the two groups in the “never” and “sometimes” responses, that the two students 

from Group 2A who answered “always” are nothing more than statistical outliers which 

can generally be discarded. 

 The remaining three questions all asked the students to reflect on the ways in 

which they learned, and how these related to the language of instruction. Students from 

both groups responded positively in staggering numbers to the possibility of 

translanguaging for clarification purposes, with thirty-three students (67%)—evenly 

divided between both groups—stating that it helps them if the teacher explains things in 

Spanish. Curiously, only students (again, two of them) from Group 2B claimed that such 

translanguaging was never helpful but, as above, these are probably nothing but a 

statistical outlier and not particularly important in the overall analysis. The other two 

questions asked the students if they believed certain practices—namely, being allowed to 

ask questions in Spanish or having the whole class taught in Spanish—allowed them to 

learn more. Concerning the latter, “yes” was a very clear minority answer, with only a 

single student from Group 2A giving that response. “I don’t know” was also little more 
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than a blip, with eight total students (five from Group 2A and three from Group 2B) 

supporting it. The remaining forty students answered with a resounding “no,” and it was 

the translanguaging group which led the way with twenty-one “no” responses.  With 

respect to the former, the responses were thoroughly mixed, with Group 2B (who did 

employ this practice for the duration of the experiments) leading Group 2A in both “yes” 

and “no” answers. All in all, an equal number of students (twenty) from both groups 

answered the question with “yes” and with “I don’t know,” which suggests that, in the 

view of the students, limited translanguaging may be of use, but only to a limited, 

uncertain extent.  

4.5.3 Student Preferences 

The four questions left over were of a sort that asked the students for their preferences 

concerning classroom practice, and the open-suggestion space could also be considered 

as a part of this category. Perhaps the most straightforward response can be found in 

answer to the question as to what language the students would prefer Science be taught 

in. The will of the students was abundantly clear: thirty-six (73%) favored 

translanguaging, answering with “Spanish and English.” Among these, the students from 

Group 2A represented the larger portion, with nineteen of them (76%) giving this answer. 

No student answered with “only Spanish,” and twelve (six from each group) answered 

with “only English.” Given the previously established opinions of the students 

concerning English, these results are not surprising, but the overwhelming favoring of a 

translanguaging approach over the current monolingual paradigm is noteworthy. A 

question asking students whether or not they would like Science class to be taught wholly 

in Spanish returned similar results, with only three students (two from Group 2A and one 

from Group 2B) answering in the affirmative. Group 2B was more likely to be indifferent 

(thirteen to eight), and Group 2A more likely to be firmly opposed (fifteen to ten).  

 There were two questions which delved into a more detailed level, asking students 

if they would prefer to do tasks and exams in Spanish, and both questions returned very 

similar results. In both cases, indifference was the rule of the day regardless of group, 

with Group 2B being observably more likely to feel this way than Group 2A. Group 2B 
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answered with “indifferent” to the possibility of Spanish-language tasks twenty-two times 

against twelve from Group 2A, and eighteen times to Group 2A’s thirteen when it came 

to exams. Group 2A was, paradoxically, more likely to answer both “yes” and “no” to 

both questions than Group 2B. Group 2A had six students express an interest in Spanish 

tasks and four for Spanish exams, versus one and one, respectively from Group 2B. On 

the other end, students from Group 2A answered “no” seven times to Spanish tasks and 

eight to Spanish exams, compared to one and five students from Group 2B. In any case, 

the results seem to suggest that the translanguaging group tends to favor English based 

assessment more than did the English-only group, which would contradict earlier survey 

results which implied a higher level of linguistic confidence and comprehension on the 

part of the monolingual group. 

 By and large, the free suggestions provided by the students were reflective of the 

various preferences and opinions obtained via the survey. The students, writing in 

Spanish (here translated), wrote several illuminating answers, the most salient of which 

are reproduced here: 

  -“It seems to me like a good thing that Science is taught in English” 

 -“The most important thing is speaking English”  

 -“I wouldn’t want English and Science class to be taught in Spanish”  

 -“I like that the school is bilingual because we learn English and Spanish” 

  -“I would like it if English class could be explained in Spanish”  

 -“I think it’s good that we speak English, but I also want us to speak a little bit of 

 Spanish.”  

Perhaps the only true suggestion offered, rather than commentaries which simply 

confirmed the survey data, came courtesy of a student from Group 2B, who provided 

their guideline for translanguaging: “I would like it if, in Science class, we could speak 

English one day per month.” Thus, the students continued to express their opinions that 

English was important, that they do not want to move away from a bilingual model and 
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revert to an all-Spanish paradigm, and that they feel a limited amount of translanguaging 

would be both beneficial and desirable.  

4.6 Conclusions 

When all the data is considered together, the hypotheses presented in this study simply do 

not hold up well. The students from the translanguaging group were guilty of 

considerably more regulative errors than their English-only peers, and there was virtually 

no difference in the propensity towards content errors. Linguistically, the theory that the 

English-only group would demonstrate a better grasp of the L2 returned mixed results: 

while the students in this group did commit fewer (non-spelling) linguistic errors than 

their codes-switching peers, their spelling was also markedly worse. Table 6 below 

provides cumulative data for all four tests for reference purposes: 

 Regulative 

Errors 

Content 

Errors 

Spelling Error 

Types 

Other 

Linguistic 

Errors 

Group 2A 27 81 29 37 

Group 2B 44 77 17 57 

Table 6 

 The above data seems to suggest that, when it comes to the use of translanguaging 

in the classroom for purely regulative purposes, the observed effect is in fact the opposite 

of what was intended. In fact, in the four experimental quizzes administered in this study, 

the translanguaging students were almost 40% more likely to commit a regulative error 

than their monolingual counterparts. On the other hand, the belief that translanguaging 

would interfere with students’ content comprehension by creating an atmosphere of 

confusion proved to be completely unfounded, as students in the experimental 

translanguaging group actually committed fewer content errors than those in the English-

only group, though the difference was extremely slight. In total, in terms of the potential 

non-linguistic benefits and drawbacks of limited classroom translanguaging, this study is 
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forced to conclude that while translanguaging possess no noticeable barrier to content 

comprehension, it does in fact make regulative tasks more difficult. As such, its 

usefulness as a pedagogical strategy remains rather debatable, and it falls to the potential 

linguistic benefits to determine whether or not such a paradigm is worthwhile. 

 Unfortunately, the analysis of those linguistic benefits—at least in this present 

study—returned far too mixed results to be useful for such a purpose. It was theorized 

that translanguaging would prove somewhat damaging to students’ L2 production 

abilities compared to a traditional English-only classroom, but the data does not 

consistently support this idea. In fact, the translanguaging students were in general far 

better spellers than their English-only counterparts, committing over 40% fewer spelling 

errors. On the other hand, the other linguistic areas examined (demonstratives, article 

usage and syntax) had the opposite result: the English-only group, as expected, 

demonstrated significantly more ability in these areas than the translanguaging group. In 

the end, the mixed nature of these results, combined with their limited scope, makes it 

impossible to draw a solid conclusion regarding the linguistic benefits of either 

translanguaging or monolingual classrooms. In general, this fact—combined with the 

non-linguistic results and the close qualitative analysis conducted in this chapter—

ultimately suggest that the introduction of translanguaging does not represent a marked 

improvement over traditional, English-only teaching models.  

 Lastly, however, are the attitudes and self-assessments of the learners which 

ought to be taken into account. The vast majority of the students polled, through various 

responses, seemed to indicate a belief that translanguaging was not a barrier to any kind 

of comprehension (content or regulative) and may in fact help them perform better, 

despite the actual results. Perhaps most tellingly, when explicitly asked, the students 

themselves overwhelmingly voted for a translanguaging approach and in their 

testimonials expressed a strong desire to see such a classroom paradigm adopted more 

broadly. Though such a survey can, of course, provided only speculative conclusions, the 

fact that the learners themselves favor a translanguaging approach needs to be interpreted 

along with the hard data. Given their enthusiasm for it and their belief that it aids (or at 

least doesn’t hinder) their comprehension, the researcher must admit the possibility that 
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perhaps it was only the extremely limited manner in which translanguaging was utilized 

in this study that is to blame for the unanticipated results. It is entirely possible that a 

more consistent and prolonged use of translanguaging in the L2 classroom—and perhaps 

the inclusion of other types of examinations, such as those designed to measure oral 

language skills—would return entirely different results in line with the hypotheses of this 

paper, and as such further research needs to be conducted. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion  

This paper has aimed at investigating the potential benefits and detrimental effects that 

the introduction of a moderated translanguaging or translanguaging strategy would have 

on a normally English-only CLIL classroom. In particular, it has sought to discover 

whether or not the use of the students’ L1 for regulative purposes (which is to say, 

tending to classroom administrative duties and relaying task instructions following 

Dalton-Puffer 2007) would prove to be beneficial in terms of students’ understanding of 

task instructions and of content matter. At the same time, it has sought to address the 

traditional concern that the use of the L1 would prove to be a weakening factor where the 

students’ production abilities in the L2 are concerned. This paper hypothesized that the 

limited use of translanguaging would indeed facilitate better comprehension of both task 

instructions and content matter, but would create a decline in students’ L2 ability. 

 On the whole, however, the results obtained have not borne these hypotheses out. 

In regards to regulative errors, it was found that the translanguaging group was more 

inclined to their commission, their tests containing a greater number of regulative errors 

than their English-only peers in three out of the four exams, with the fourth being even. 

When taken as a percentage, Group 2B (the translanguaging group) committed the higher 

number of regulative errors 100% of the time, a fact which strongly repudiates the 

original hypothesis.  

 In terms of content errors though, the results were unfortunately inconclusive. 

Both the monolingual and translanguaging groups outperformed their opposite number in 

terms of content errors on two exams in percentage terms, with a single exam being equal 

in absolute terms. In a similar vein, a close analysis of these errors in context fails to 

reveal a significant difference between either group when it came to issues of content 

comprehension.  As such, the hypothesis that the use of translanguaging would improve 

students’ content comprehension can not be said to have been confirmed or disproved by 

this present study. 

 Like content errors above, spelling errors proved to be a mixed bag when the 

results were scrutinized. Both groups were the more successful spellers in 50% of the 

exams, and an examination of the errors and error types in context swings between 
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favoring one group over the other on a test by test basis. Therefore, determining whether 

or not translanguaging would have the anticipated debilitating effect on students’ 

linguistic skills needs to be resolved through an evaluation of the non-spelling linguistic 

errors. When these means are considered, the original hypothesis is seemingly disproved: 

the translanguaging group proved to be less mistake-prone than their monolingual 

counterparts in the usage of both demonstratives and articles, and similarly demonstrated 

a greater degree of linguistic complexity in their writing. The English-only group did 

perform best on issues of syntax, but as this is only a quarter of the linguistic measures 

being examined, it can be reasonably concluded that the introduction of translanguaging 

did not appreciably affect students’ L2 production abilities.  

 Despite the data which seems to demonstrate that—all other factors being equal—

the use of translanguaging is more detrimental than beneficial in the foreign language 

classroom, students’ attitudes are overwhelmingly in favor of adopting a more consistent 

translanguaging approach. The students surveyed responded hugely in favor of classes 

being taught in both English and Spanish, with the majority of students in both groups 

stating that they would prefer not to see a Spanish-only policy enacted and that it is 

helpful if they are allowed to ask questions and have the occasional item explained to 

them in Spanish. These results call to mind the single greatest limitation of this present 

study, which is that the students who participated in the experiment were not given 

sufficient time to become accustomed to translanguaging strategies, as translanguaging 

practices were allowed only on five separate occasions over a period lasting several 

months. This lack of a consistent and prolonged application of a translanguaging policy 

may skew the results considerably, and further parallel studies would be necessary in 

order to more definitively argue whether or not translanguaging is a viable and 

worthwhile tool for CLIL teaching. In particular, these studies would do well to have a 

comparison across a full scholastic year (or more) wherein one group of students is 

subjected to English-only strategies and another group permitted the use of 

translanguaging. A study encompassing a greater range of age groups would also be 

helpful for a more complete understanding of the effects of translanguaging on the CLIL 

classroom. 
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 As such, the full and complete implications of translanguaging as a pedagogical 

tool cannot be understood without significant further research. This present study 

suggests that current practices may be preferable from an accomplishment point of view, 

as the English-only students were less prone to regulative errors and equally likely to 

commit content errors, but the fact that the learners themselves are uncertain is cause for 

further reflection. Ultimately, this present study is forced to suggest that for the moment, 

the current teaching policies encouraging English-only instruction in teacher and student 

discourse be maintained. The reality of the matter, at least that observed in Spain, is that 

teachers tend to use translanguaging (mainly for regulative purposes, just as Dalton-

Puffer’s 2007 study showed to be the case for other contexts) in spite of official 

classroom policy set by the government. The results of this study should therefore at least 

encourage teachers to reconsider this strategy, as it would seem to be more detrimental 

than beneficial to their students. However, as the results of the attitudinal survey 

demonstrated, learners themselves tend to find translanguaging strategies to be a very 

comforting and motivating factor, and as such a further conceptual rethinking of the 

practice—as this paper has attempted to present—becomes a valuable asset. As this 

studied has attempted to demonstrate, translanguaging strategies are perhaps not as 

undesirable as typically conceived by educational policy makers, and ought to be 

reconsidered strongly both in future research and program design.  
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