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ABSTRACT

Sebnem Yalcin, “Exploring the Effects of Content-Based Instruction on Skill

Development Domain-Specific Knowledge and Metacognition in the L.2”

The study investigates the effects of Content-based instruction on language, content
learning, metacognitive awareness in L1 and L2 on first year students who study in a
Department of Foreign Language Education at an English-medium university in Turkey.

Although CBI has been investigated extensively across various contexts such as
immersion and English as a second language, there is a limited documented literature in
English as a foreign language context such as Turkey. Since most of the studies come
from immersion and ESL, studies conducted in the EFL context are needed to explore
the efficacy of CBI in EFL.

The present study has an experimental research design in which 60 participants
were randomly assigned to two groups. The experimental and the control group
consisted of thirty participants. The participants attended follow-up sessions conducted
for two hours a week in relation to a departmental course designed for improving
research and study skills. Experimental group was given a treatment which is based on a
syllabus design which integrated language and content for 12 weeks and the control
group followed the regular follow-up syllabus. The syllabus designed for the
experimental group aimed to provide a deeper treatment of the content. Thus, reading

comprehension questions involved analysis and synthesis of information not only within
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a given text, but also across multiple texts. On the other hand, the control group
followed a syllabus which focused on language.

A set of instruments were used to measure the variables in the research questions.
A multiple choice test and two essays of the participants were used to measure content
learning, reading component of IELTS and two essays were used to measure language
proficiency. In addition to content learning and L2 language proficiency, metacognitive
awareness in L1 and L2 were also measured through questionnaires. The results of the
statistical analysis revealed that CBI group outperformed the control group in content
learning on both measurements but achieved as well as the control group on language
proficiency again on both measurements. However, there was no statistical difference
between the two groups on metacognitive awareness in L1 and L2.

The results of the present study confirm the previous research which documented
that language and content integration can result in better content learning. The
participants in the experimental group were significantly better in content learning and
were able to compete with the control group on language proficiency. These results
indicate that the content learning do not end in failure in language proficiency.

These results are consistent with Krashen’s hypothesis that when the focus of
instruction is on meaning rather than language, success in L2 learning is achieved and
with the argument that the meaningful communication in purposeful social and academic

contexts provided by content and language integration is better for language learning.
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OZET

“Beceri Gelisimi, Alan Bilgisi ve Ikinci Dilde Bilisotesilik Uzerindeki Konu Odakli
Ogretimin Etkilerinin Arastirilmas1”
Bu ¢aligma konu odakli 6gretim tekniginin Tiirkiye’de egitim dili Ingilizce olan bir
tiniversitenin Yabanci Diller Egitimi Boliimiinde egitim alan birinci sinif 6grencilerinin
dil, konu 6grenimi ve birinci ve ikinci dilde bilisotesi farkindaliklar tizerindeki
etkilerini arastirmaktadir.

Konu bazli 6gretim teknigi ikinci dil olarak Ingilizce dgrenilen iilkeler ve dalma
gibi farkli ortamlarda oldukg¢a fazla arastirilmistir ancak Tiirkiye gibi yabanci dil olarak
Ingilizce dgrenilen iilkelerde yapilan arastirmalar ¢ok siirlidir. Cogu aragtirmalar ikinci
dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenilen iilkeler ve dalma ortamlarindan geldigi icin Tiirkiye gibi
Ingilizce’nin yabanci dil olarak 6grenildigi iilkelerde bu konuda galigma yapilmasina
ihtiyag vardir.

Bu c¢alisma altmis katilimcinin iki gruba rastgele atandig1 deneysel bir ¢alismadir.
Deney ve kontrol grubunda otuz katilimer bulunmaktadir. Katilimeilar haftada iki saat
olarak arastirma ve caligsma becerilerini gelistirmek i¢in hazirlanan bir boliim dersine
destek olarak yapilan ek derslere katilmislardir. Deney grubunda 12 hafta boyunca konu
bazl1 bir program islemistir. Kontrol grubunda ise varolan ek ders programi islenmistir.
Deney grubu i¢in hazirlanan program igerigin detayli olarak islenmesini hedeflemistir.
Bu yiizden okuma pargalarina ait sorular sadece tek bir okuma parcasinin degil tiim
okuma parcalarinin analiz ve sentezini gerektirmektedir. Diger taraftan, kontrol

grubunun programi ise dil becerilerine odaklanmisgtir.



Aragtirma sorularindaki degiskenleri arastirmak i¢in ¢esitli 6lcekler kullanilmistir.
Icerik bilgisini 6lgmek igin 15 soruluk ¢oktan secmeli bir test ve 6grencilerin iki deneme
yazilari, okuma becerisi 6lgmek i¢in IELTS sinavinin okuma boliimii ve 6grencilerin ik
denemeleri kullanilmustir. Icerik bilgisi ve ikinci dil becerilerinin yani sira birinci dil ve
ikinci dilde biligotesi farkindalik anket yoluyla ol¢iilmiistiir.

Calismanin istatistik analiz sonuglar1 deney grubunun konu bilgisinin iki
Olciitiinde de kontrol grubundan daha basarili oldugunu gostermektedir. Bunun yaninda,
deney grubu dil becerileri bakimindan iki 6l¢iitte de kontrol grubuyla esit derecede
basarili olmustur. Fakat, iki grup arasinda birinci dil ve ikinci dilde biligotesi farkindalik
Olciitiinde istatistiksel bir fark goriilmemistir.

Calismanin sonuclari, konu ve dil 6gretiminin birlestirilmesinin daha iyi igcerik
Ogrenimi sagladigini belirten gecmis calismalari da teyid etmektedir. Deney
grubundaki katilimcilar igerik 6grenimi konusunda kontrol grubundan daha iyi olduklar1
gibi dil becerilerinde de kontrol grubuyla esit olduklarini gostermistir. Bu sonuglar igerik
O0greniminin dil becerilerinde geri kalmaya neden olmadigini gostermektedir.

Bu sonuglar, Krashen’in dil 6gretiminde odagin dilden ¢ok anlam olmasi
durumunda ikinci dil 6greniminde basar1 saglanacagini belirttigi hipotezi ve icerik ve dil
Ogretiminin entegre edilmesinin sagladig1 sosyal ve akademik ortamlardaki anlamli ve

amacl iletisimin dil 6greniminde daha 1yi sonuclar verdigi fikri ile ortiigmektedir.

vi



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

It is a pleasure to thank all the people who made this thesis possible. This thesis
is a result of a challenging but enjoyable journey which took two years.

First, I would like to thank my supervisor Assist. Prof. Giilcan Er¢etin, who has
been the inspiration for my M.A study and my M.A thesis. She has guided me all the
way through.

My parents, Tiirkan Yalcin and Ismail Yalgin, deserve the most sincere gratitude.
They are the reason for everything I have done. They have been providing the
unconditional support for anything I do. I have always been spoiled with their unlimited
love and I felt that I can change the world. This thesis would absolutely be incomplete
without them. They have appreciated every little thing I did. They have always
encouraged me to try, to risk, and to go further. They have been the real inspiration for
me. Without them, I would not have dared to do any of this. It is easy to run if you
know there will always be someone to hold your back when you fall. I must also thank
my brother, Hakan Yal¢in, for supporting me all the way.

I am indebted to Assoc. Prof. Yasemin Bayyurt who has been supportive all the
time. She has a faith in me. She has been both an advisor and a friend which is a difficult
thing to manage. I am grateful to Prof. Ayse Akyel and Asisst. Prof. Sumru Akcan, who
read my thesis and made invaluable comments. I would also like to thank Assist.Prof.
Senem Yildiz, who spent her valuable time in grading the essays. I want to express my
gratitude to all the members of our department since they have provided a warm

atmosphere to work and study.

vii



Lastly, I want to express my deepest gratitude to my friends with whom I have
learnt and grown. Being with friends who understood me and supported me was the
most enjoyable thing during my thesis study. Giilay Tasseven, with whom I started this
journey, has provided the answers to all my questions. She was always there for me. The
time we spent studying together is the most memorable part of my M.A study. Nazik
Dingtopal and Feride Ozdemir, who are the gifts of the M.A study, have been decent
colleagues, keen listeners for any problem I encountered during my study. I had great
fun working with them. They are the real witnesses of my pains and joy. I also want to
thank Cetin Tasseven, who cooked delicious meals for us and has been the image of the
ideal academician for me.

I want to thank El¢in Yilmaz and Didem Eler who have been keen listeners even
though they had their own work loads and they are literally away from my academic
interests. They have been “home” for me especially during those times I felt I was losing
control.

Hiiseyin Simsek, Yavuz Gosterisli and Amac¢ Herdagdelen also have their own
shares from my whining, complaints, and statistical work. They helped me with various
things during my thesis study.

My extended family, especially my aunt Nuray Sagsoz, always supported me
during my thesis study. They always welcomed me whenever I needed a break and I

spent invaluable time with all of them. They make me feel proud of myself.

viil



Finally, I would like to dedicate this thesis to my parents and to my grandfather,
Ismail Yal¢in, who, I am sure would have been very proud to see me a graduate of M.A

from Bogazici University.

X



CONTENTS

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION .....cooitiiiiiiniiiieniteieeeesieese sttt ettt 1
Content-Based INSIIUCTION .......couiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieiie ettt 1
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW ..ottt 8
Content-Based Language INStruction ...........ccoccvvieriiieeriiieeniieeriieceieeeieeeeveeeinee e 8
History of Content-Based INStruCtion............coooueeiiieiniieeniiiiiniieeieeeeeeeee e 10
CBI and Some Program MOdeIS.........cccceeeiiiiiiiiieiiiieriie et 12
Sheltered INStIUCTION ......coouviiiiiiiiriieeete et 13
AdJUNCE MOEL ..ottt et e e e e e aaeeeaaeeennaeeas 13
Theme-based Language INStruCtion..........cooueeeiieeriiieniiieeniieeieeieeeee e 14
IMmErsion Programs..........cccueieiiiiieiiiieeiieecee ettt e e e e e 16
The Rationale behind CBI ...........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 19
Skills Emphasized in CBl.........c.coooiiiiiiiieiieceeeceee et 28
Empirical Evidence for Effects of CBI on Language, Content Learning,
IMOTIVALION. ¢ttt ettt ettt et e s e et e st e bt e sabeebeesbeeeaes 33
Criticisms against CBL...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiie e 48
CONCIUSION ...ttt et e ettt e e e e e e etta e e e eeabeeeeeearaeeeeeasseeeeensaeaaans 49
CHAPTER 3: METHODS AND PROCEDURES ........ccccooiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeee e 50
INEEOAUCTION. ...ttt ettt ettt et et e e as 50
Research QUESHIONS.......ceeiiiiiieiiiiiieeeeeeeeeccitre e e e eeecrer e e e e e eeeetarrreeeeeeeeeetnraareeens 50
SUDJECES .ttt ettt ettt e et e ettt e et e e st e e e aa e e e bae e et e e e nbeeenbaeesaeeennaeenn 51
The EXPEriment SETUP ......ccocueeiriieiiiieiiiie ettt ettt et ettt e e s 52
Definitions and Measurement of Variables ............coccevieeniiniiiinieniiiinicnieeeeee 56
CONLENE MASTETY...ceiuttieiiiieeiie ettt ettt ettt ettt e st e et e et ee st e e s ateeebbeesseeeas 56
Writing DevEelOPMENT .......coouiiieiiieiiieeciie ettt e e eesreeesaaeeeeaee s 56
MEtacOZNITIVE AWATENESS. .. ..eeerurierririerririeeiieeeiteeeiteesiteestteesbeeesabeeesibeesssseessareens 56
L2 Reading CompreRension .........cccviieiiieeriieeiiieeiieeeieeeeieeeeiee e ereeesvee e e e 57
Data COlECTION ......eeiuiieiiieiieieee ettt st 57
INSTIUMENTS ...eeiiiiiiiiiiee ettt sttt e e 57
L2 REAAING TSL..eeiuiiieeiiieeiieeeite ettt ettt ettt e et e s esaaee s 57
L010) 1115 1 1ILY E R 1S o T S OSSPSR 57
ESSAY WIIHINE. ..couiiiiiiiiiiiieeeiteeee ettt ettt e st e e 58
Metacognitive Questionnaire in English and Turkish ...........cccccoeviiiiniiiiniiennnnn. 59
Demographic Information SUIVEY ........ccceeeuiieiiiiieiiiieeeiie et 60
Data Collection ProCedures ...........cocueeuieriiiiieniieiienie ettt 61
DAta ANALYSIS..eevvieeiiiieeiiieeiiee ettt e eiteeeieeeeieeesteeesbeeesbeeessseeensseeessaeesseeesseessseens 63
CHAPTER 4: RESULTS ...ttt s 65
Effects of CBI on Content Learning...........cceeevveeerieeenieeeiiieesieeesieeesveeesveeennens 65
Effects of CBI on Writing Development.............ccocueeviieiniiiiniieiiieeieeeieeeeeene 68

X



Effects of CBI on L2 Reading ProfiCiency........ccccoovvieeviieeiiieniieciieecee e 69

Effects of CBI on Metacognitive Awareness in L1 and L2............c..ccoccoiininie. 70
CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION .....cccoiiiiiieienieieeiesieeie e 72
DISCUSSION .....iitiiiieiiteeteee ettt et e b e st e e e eanee 73
CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt et e sttt st e e bt e st e e beesane s 77
IMPIICALIONS ...ttt ettt ettt et e et eseabeesaeee s 78
LAMIEALIONS ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e st e e s aes 81
REFERENCES. ... .ottt sttt sttt b et sanenaeens 83
APPENDICES ...ttt ettt et et et e st enee 90
Appendix A : Syllabus for Control Group...........ccecueerviieeriiieiniieeieeeieeeiee e 90
Appendix B : Syllabus for CBI group ........ccccoeevveeiiieniiieiie e 96
Appendix C: IELTS Reading Component...........ccocueevvueeerieeeniieenieeeeeeeiee e 103
Appendix D: Content Mastery Multiple-choice Test .........cccceevvveeriieeniienrveennnen. 109
Appendix E: Writing Prompts ( First Writing)........cccooeveeniiieniiieiniieiiceeieeeee, 112
Appendix F: Writing Prompts (Second Writing) .........ccceeeeveeeriieeniieenieeeieeennee. 113
Appendix I: Demographic Information SUrvey.........cccccovvieeniiiiniiinnieenieenee, 120

xi



FIGURES

Fig 1. Dimensions of Language ProfiCiency.........cccoceeiviiiiiiiiniiiiniieeneccseeeeeeeeeee 5
Fig 2. Continuum for Content Integration into Language Teaching............cccccecveervneennne 19
Fig 3. Estimated Means Table for Content Mastery ...........cccceeveeveenieriienienneenieeneene 67

Xii



TABLES

. Summary of the Research Questions and the Corresponding Procedures.................... 64
. Descriptive Statistics for Content Learning ..........ccoccueevvieeinieeiiiieeniiieenieeeniee e 66
. Mixed Design ANOV A Summary Table of Content Learning ..........ccccceeevveernuveennee. 66
. Descriptive Statistics for Multiple Choice Test ..........coevveerviiieniiiieniiieiieeieeeeee e, 68
. Descriptive Statistics for Writing Development ............ccccevvieeriiiieniieiniiieinieeeieeeee, 68
. ANOVA Summary Table of Writing Development ............ccccoevviiriiiiniiiinieeeieenee. 69
. Descriptive Statistics for Metacognitive Awareness in L1 and L2...............cc..cooec.. 70

. MANOVA Summary of Metacognitive Awareness in L1 and L2 Measured

by Metacognitive Awareness in L1 and L2 Questionnaires ............ccoceeevveerveeneense 71

xiil



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Content-Based Instruction

Content-based language instruction (CBI), which integrates language learning with
subject matter learning, is considered one of the most important instructional designs
that conform to Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) principles. CBI has been
offered as an alternative to bottom-up approaches of linguistically driven curricula and
aims to end the unnatural disassociation between language and content since all
language inherently includes content (Wesche & Shekan, 2002). CBI is based on a
curriculum which is derived from the subject matter rather than forms, functions,
situations, or skills. Thus, communicative competence is attained during the process of
learning about academic subject matter (Stryker & Leaver, 1997).

CBI takes language as a tool to communicate. Thus, language becomes a means
to communicate rather than in the conventional (henceforth ‘conventional’ will be use to
refer to language teaching methods or programs which take language learning as the
only aim of teaching) models, which see language as an end. CBI assumes that students
can take “two for one”. That is, content and language can be mastered simultaneously
rather than sequentially. In successful CBI programs, learners master both language and
content through a reciprocal process as they understand and convey varied concepts

through their second language (Wesche & Shekan, 2002).



CBI shares many principles with CLT that is why it is considered an approach
conforming to CLT. For instance, CBI uses interaction activities where learners
exchange information and solves problems. It utilizes authentic texts and materials in
real-world contexts and takes learners into the center of instruction.

In addition to common principles with CLT, CBI has its own methodological
principles. First, all CBI programs share the principle that language and content are
taught concurrently. Therefore, learners have the chance to improve their content
knowledge and language proficiency at the same time. Learners need to master subject
matter texts and concepts through a constant use of their second language (L2). Every
content lesson is also a language lesson in a CBI program. Thus, a language lesson is
also an opportunity for students to develop concept attainment. Snow, Met and Genesee
(1989) proposed a conceptual framework to describe two different kinds of language
objectives that are needed in integrated language classrooms. They identify two kinds of
language objectives for a variety of language settings where language and content are
integrated. The first type of language objectives is content obligatory, which refers to
language which is closely associated with the specific content objectives and the
students cannot master the content without learning the language as well. Content-
compatible language objectives can be easily taught through a content lesson, but the
material can be taught and learnt without knowledge of this vocabulary, grammar, or
language functions. Content-based teachers need to work precisely on the language of
the academics needed for success mastery. Working collaboratively with grade level
teachers, language teachers identify the content-obligatory language need for successful

content mastery.



Second, CBI programs emphasize that learners are placed in an academic
context where they need to socialize within a new culture or “discourse community”
(Kramsch, 1993, cited in Wesche & Shekan, 2002). This new culture may require new
school roles and routines like in early immersion starting from kindergarten, or
requirements for academic life and specialized discipline for post secondary students.
These new requirements may include essential skills needed for academic success such
as academic reading and writing or lab reports or summaries for any subject matter.

Third, expository texts and discourse are central in the content-based language
curriculum. Thus, authentic texts which represent native language (L.1) norms of usage
since they are prepared for native speakers for non-teaching purposes are used in class.
Through the use of authentic materials learners are exposed to content knowledge and
new language forms at the same time (Wesche and Shekan, 2002).

Finally, focusing on academic language proficiency is probably the most
distinguished feature of CBI because the language skills emphasized are primarily those
needed for success in academic life. Cummins (1980) proposed that there are two
different language proficiencies that a learner can attain. Basic Interpersonal
Communication Skills (BICS) can be attained via the help of daily interpersonal
communicative activities with the help of contextual and paralinguistic features in a
relatively short time. On the other hand, Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency
(CALP) takes much longer to attain because it refers to context-reduced, formal features
of language which do not include contextual cues. Thus, CALP is the kind of language
ability that students need to attain to succeed in academic contexts. Although CALP and

BICS are defined as two different proficiencies, no language task can be defined as



requiring only BICS or CALP. Each language task may include various degrees of both.
CBI aims to enable learners succeed in academic contexts where there they need to
master formal language features and academic content simultaneously.

Cummins (1980) also differentiates among the cognitive demands of language
tasks have important roles in CBI. He proposes that any kind of task can be defined as
cognitively demanding or cognitively undemanding. The former refers to language tasks
that require higher mental processes like analysis, synthesis and evaluation. On the other
hand, cognitively undemanding tasks require lower mental processes like
comprehension. The degree of the cognitive demand on the learner is basically
dependant on internal factors like the background information (schema knowledge) the
learner has about the specific task and the language proficiency and external factors like
the complexity of the task itself. When the learner has the required information for the
task, s/he does not have to spend much time in figuring out the problem and achieves the
task. On the other hand, when the learner has the required background knowledge but
lacks the language proficiency, s/he may fail to achieve the task. CBI emphasizes
cognitively demanding tasks because they support the development of higher order
thinking skills and critical thinking skills.

Cummins proposes that language tasks can be defined as ranging on two
intersecting continua (Figure 1). The second dimension of tasks has an important
relation with the cognitive demand of language task. These are context-embedded and
context-reduced aspects of language proficiency. Context-embeddedness refers to
paralinguistic features and contextual clues like gestures and intonation. People make

use of the context-embedded aspect of language proficiency when communicating face
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to face and share common and mutual efforts, knowledge and experience. Context-
reduced aspect is more related to the formal, complex and abstract features of language
since context-reduced feature of language proficiency is closely related to cognitive

growth because of its abstract nature.

Cognitively
Undemanding,
Context- Context-
Embedded Feduced
Cognitively
Demanding,

(Curmmins, 1984 p. 139)

Figure 1 Dimensions of language proficiency

By selecting the right content-based language objectives and activities, the teacher can
vary the degree of cognitive demand on the task or by altering the contextual features of
the activity s/he can promote higher cognitive functioning.

The literature has documented the advantages of language and content
integration at various grades across different contexts. CBI models are reported to
enhance language and content learning. Language and content integration also results in
increased motivation and interest on the part of the learner.

Content in language learning provides a meaningful context for learning and
communication. Language becomes a vehicle for meaningful and developmentally

appropriate content (Grabe & Stoller, 1997). Content and language development goes



hand in hand, like cognitive and L1 language development in children. Cognitively and
academically appropriate and interesting content in CBI models increases second
language acquisition because students learn language better when there is an emphasis
on meaningful content rather than the language itself (Met, 1991).

When content is integrated into language learning, it provides opportunities for
using skills beyond mere description and identification. Since the tasks get cognitively
more demanding and context embedded, students are encouraged to develop higher
order thinking skills (Met, 1991). Content also provides opportunity for learners to make
use of their background knowledge and bring expertise to the class. Activating prior
knowledge also leads to better learning (Grabe & Stoller, 1997).

Coherent and meaningful information presented according to the students’ grade
level leads to better learning. This learning is supported by a great number of
connections between each piece of information. Anderson’ Cognitive Theory (1990)
suggests that greater connections related to information learned promotes better learning
and better recall.

Most research conducted in the field comes from immersion studies carried out
in Canada and the United States and studies conducted in the ESL context at the
university level. The CBI studies reported are generally descriptive, which means they
only report the features of the programs. There are recent studies conducted in EFL
context but these studies are also mostly descriptive rather than investigating the
effectiveness of CBI. CBI has been supported by many theories such as Depth-of-
Processing and Cognitive Learning Theory (Anderson, 1990), The Social Constructivist

Theory of teaching (Vygostksy, 1978), and research conducted on extensive reading,



strategy training and so forth. However, these theories of extensive reading and strategy
training have not been investigated in experimental studies of CBI. Most of the
documented literature on CBI investigates the effect of CBI on language proficiency and
content learning. Studies which assess content learning are rare since there are not many
available standardized tests for content learning. Furthermore, the possible effects of

CBI on individual differences like metacognitive awareness have not been studied yet.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Content-Based Language Instruction

Over the last few decades there has been a movement in language teaching away from
studying about language toward a focus on using a language as a tool to communicate
(Stryker & Leaver, 1997). CBI, which is defined as “integration of particular content
with language teaching aims” and rejects the notion that language should be the only
aim of a language class per se, has been one of the most popular language teaching
methods among all in the last fifteen years. Moreover, CBI is seen as a powerful
innovation in language teaching across a wide range of instructional contexts and it is
viewed as a growing enterprise (Grabe & Stoller, 1997; Brinton, Snow & Wesche, 1989).
CBI is based on the principle that people learn languages by using them in real
life rather than learning a language first and using it later on (Brinton et al., 1989;
Cantoni-Harvey, 1987; Crandall, 1987). CBI tries to provide meaningful learning by a
curriculum based on learners’ needs and interests. The course objectives, materials,
activities, and tasks are designed to correspond to cognitive and affective needs are
chosen appropriate to the learners’ proficiency levels (Leaver & Stryker, 1989).
Language is used as a medium for meaningful communication in authentic interactions
and classroom activities have a purpose and require an authentic exchange of meaning

(Met, 1998).



CBI can be viewed as a philosophical orientation, a methodological system, a
syllabus design for a single course, or a framework for an entire program of instruction
at the same time (Stryker & Leaver, 1997). It requires total integration of language
learning and content learning. Thus, CBI represents a significant departure from
conventional foreign language teaching methods since it shifts the focus of instruction
from the learning of language per se to the learning of language through the study of
subject matter (Styker & Leaver, 1997).

CBI has put forward strong arguments for language teaching practice. However,
it also has strong evidence from Second Language research to support those arguments.
Grabe and Stoller (1997) provide a detailed overview of research findings to support
content-based instruction. Krashen’s Comprehensible Input Hypothesis (1985) is one of
the basic tenets of CBI. Krashen argues that language is best acquired through extensive
exposure to comprehensible input. As natural language acquisition occurs in context, it
is never learned apart from meaning. According to Krashen, success in second language
could be best achieved when the conditions are made similar to first language
acquisition. Cognitive development and language development occur simultaneously in
young children. Language is a medium for a child to understand the world. The child
explores the world by experiencing with the language. When conventional methods of
second/foreign language teaching separate language learning from academic
development, they do something contrary to child first language acquisition. CBI aims at
integrating content into language learning to practice second/foreign language

instruction similar to first language acquisition (Brinton et al., 1989).



Snow, Met, and Genesee (1989) argue that CBI bases language teaching on the
premise that language is learned most effectively for meaningful communication in
purposeful social and academic contexts. Thus, CBI tries to provide a similar context to

real life in second/foreign language teaching.

The History of Content-Based Instruction

Integrating content and language is a growing interest in today’s world. However, it is
not a new one. Brinton et al. (1989) provide a detailed historical account. St. Augustine,
as early as 385 A.D, emphasized the need for a focus on meaningful content in language.
The real shift from isolated language teaching started with the Language across
Curriculum Movement which was the result of a committee report (Bullock report) by
the British Government in 1975. The report alleged that first language instruction in
schools should cross over all subject matter domains. This movement has influenced
second and foreign language instructional practice. The objectives of first language
instruction shifted from * learning to write” and “learning to read” to “writing to learn”
and “reading to learn” which required a real cooperation between language and subject
matter teacher. This movement helped language learners to refine their functional skills
in their native language to more the academic decontextualized skills needed in
academic writing and reading. Schools in Britain and North America responded
positively to this idea (Brinton et al., 1989). They became the pioneers in this new
methodology.

English for Specific Purposes or Language for Specific Purposes (LSP) is
another cornerstone in the history of CBI. LSP courses aimed to prepare adults who had

already identified second language objectives like learning specific language needed for
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air traffic controllers for real-life tasks. According to Widdowson (cited in Crandall,
1990) the learning of English is “auxiliary” to the learning of “content” in ESP. The
goal of instruction was to enable learners to access texts, seminars or understand the
language of specific disciplines such as science, technology, and economics etc better
(Crandall, 1990). Homogeneity of the learners was an important requirement for LSP
courses. Since they generally served specific occupations or fields, their objectives and
tasks differed significantly across fields and levels (Brinton et al., 1989). English for
Academic Purposes (EAP), which aimed at preparing students for study abroad,
constituted a major part of LSP courses. Some second language needs are difficult to
teach through subject matter due to their isolated nature. According to Brinton et al.
(1989: 7) “LSP courses through the frequent use of authentic materials and attention to
the real life purposes of the learners, often follow a methodology similar to that of other
content-based models in which a major component is experiential language learning in
context.”

The immersion model, which is still popular in some parts of the world like
Canada and the United States, is the most carefully researched example of content-based
instruction at elementary and secondary levels. It was consistently reported to be
effective from kindergartners to adolescents with a type of instruction that focuses on
teaching subject matter through the medium of second language (Brinton et al., 1989).
Although there have been unsuccessful cases with language minority children, the
immersion model yielded consistent results in both Canada and the United States with
language majority children (Genesee, 1987). Brinton et al. (1989) indicated that

immersion resulted in high levels of functional ability in the second language with near-
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native proficiency in receptive skills both in elementary and late immersion high school
program.

Crandall (1990) reports that adult vocational ESL (VESL) is another step in the
history in CBI. Tasks determined by specific work needs became the focus of instruction

in VESL contexts.

CBI and Some Program Models

Content-based instruction has a relatively short history compared to other methodologies.
However, it has been applied in various contexts since it started with the Language
across Curriculum Movement. There is a range of contexts and levels in which it is used.
Foreign language teachers have implemented content-based instruction in a variety of
programs across levels.

Since content-based instruction is mostly used as an umbrella term for a general
pedagogical approach that includes a number of methods of teaching and learning non-
language subjects through a second or foreign language, there are various definitions of
it. In general, CBI can be defined as “a method which ESL, foreign language or
bilingual teachers use academic texts, tasks, and techniques as a vehicle to develop both
language and content objectives and skills”. There are various names in the literature
such as content-based instruction, integrated language and content instruction, content-

integrated language teaching.
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Sheltered Instruction

In this variation of CBI, content area teachers adapt the language of the texts and tasks

they prefer. They use techniques similar to language teaching such as demonstrations,
visuals, and graphic organizers to enable diverse learners with mostly limited English
proficiency. This variation of content integration into language teaching is often called
as Sheltered subject matter teaching, Sheltered English or Language-sensitive content
instruction (Crandall, 1990).

“In sheltered programs, second language learners, who are mostly from a
language minority group and have limited English proficiency, are segregated from
native speakers to receive content instruction appropriate to their level of proficiency
(Crandall, 1990: 231).” These kinds of classes are often provided in schools where there
is a large population of language minority students who speak a different language at
home and want to pursue their education in the target language (Crandall & Tucker,
1990; Brinton et al., 1989). The sheltered class is generally taught by a content instructor
who tailors the teaching according to learners’ language needs and abilities. However, it
could be taught by a language teacher who has the content knowledge. An important
dimension of sheltered programs is that the overall purpose is the content learning rather

than the language learning.

Adjunct Model

Another type of CBI is known as the adjunct model. In this model, students follow two
linked courses concurrently; a language and a content course. The two courses share the

content base and complement each other via mutually coordinated assignments (Brinton
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et al., 1989). Therefore students receive instruction from a language and a content
teacher separately. The language teacher may focus on the reading, writing or listening
skills required for a subject-matter course, whereas the content teacher may focus on
concept development. These are also known as “paired courses”. These kinds of courses
are usually preferred at the tertiary level (Crandall & Trucker, 1990). These courses are
more commonly offered within second language contexts rather than foreign language
contexts. The key feature of the adjunct model is the integration of native and nonnative
speakers in the content course and only sheltering them in the language course to enable
the students to reach the required language proficiency level without missing the
authenticity of the academic demands in the content course. In language class, the focus
is mostly on basic academic skills: academic writing and reading. The students are
encouraged to practice language and integrate and synthesize information from the
content classes. All the information they learn from the content classes provides
authentic content for students to use for discussions and writings (Snow & Brinton,

1988).

Theme-based Language Instruction

Theme-based language instruction is another way of integrating content into language
instruction. The language teacher selects a theme from which language outcomes are to
be realized (Met, 1999). This way language class is structured around topics or themes.
The main principle is that the content material presented by the language teacher
provides the basis for language analysis and practice (Brinton et al., 1989). Thus, they
are chosen to be suitable for students’ academic and cognitive interests and needs,

content resources, educational aims. Topics or themes are taken as a source for a wide
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range of language items or activities which are truly meaningful and contextualized.
Language teachers mostly need to generate activities from various sources and adapt
from outside sources.

There are two different ways to organize a theme-based course. It might be
organized around several unrelated topics like health, the environment, advertising or
literature or the curriculum could be organized around one major topic like cinema and
could be subdivided into more specialized topics like special effects, actors and actresses
etc. In the end, in both cases a sequence of topics are linked together by the assumption
of a coherent overall theme.

Stoller and Grabe (1997) emphasize that all content-based instruction is
inherently theme-based. Since a language instructor can work autonomously to conduct
a theme-based course, theme-based courses are the most common models of CBI.
Theme-based courses do not require the language teacher to be a content expert. Theme-
based, adjunct and sheltered instruction are three content-based models that are usually
applied at the university level.

Brinton et al. (1989: 17-18) list both the common features and differences of
these three types of instruction. First, their main principle is that success is best achieved
when students are provided with meaningful, contextualized tasks and exercises with the
aim of acquiring information. Secondly, these three types of CBI are all dependent on
the academic demands placed on students and basically aim to meet those academic
needs. The materials are authentic since they are not originally for language teaching
purposes and they are needed to be adapted by the language or content teacher. When

the instructors help learners with content, it inherently works for language needs.
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On the other hand, there are major differences in instruction, tasks and so forth. In
theme-based classes the main aim is to improve second or foreign language proficiency
whereas in sheltered classes mastering the content is the primary aim. Thus, content
learning is thought to be incidental in theme-based classes and just the opposite in
sheltered classes. In terms of the responsibilities of the teacher, sheltered courses assume
that a content teacher handles both content and language whereas in an adjunct class the
responsibility is shared by the content and language teacher. On the contrary, a language
teacher is responsible for both content and language in a theme-based class. Thus,
students in sheltered classes earn credit for content and are assessed on content whereas
students in theme-based classes are evaluated on language skills. In adjunct courses,

they receive credits for both language and content.

Immersion Programs

Genesee (1987: 1) defines immersion as “a form of bilingual education in which
students who speak the language of the majority of the population receive part of their
instruction through the medium of a second language and part through their first
language.”

Immersion education emerged as a result of the argument that “intensive
exposure to the target language through natural communication with a native speaker is
essential for successful second and foreign language acquisition and starting at a young
age is a plus” (Genesee, 1987:1).

More than twenty years of research has provided evidence for the immersion
model and consistent findings were obtained in both Canada and the United States.

Immersion education varies with respect to the goals and characteristics of students, and
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the amount of instruction in the languages. Genesee (Genesee, 1987:1) indicates that
“both the second and first language can be used to teach regular school subjects like
mathematics, science, or physical education. However, the same subjects are never
taught using both languages concurrently or during the same academic year. Different
subjects are taught through the medium of each language. In general at least fifty percent
of instruction in an academic year must be in second language for the program to be in
second language to be regarded as immersion.”

In Canada, immersion programs aimed at improving students’ functional
competence in both written and spoken aspects of French promoting and maintaining
normal levels of English language development, developing students’ academic ability
and creating appreciation of both French Canadians, English Canadians respectively.
Immersion programs are designed to create the same kinds of conditions that are thought
to occur during first language acquisition by engaging students in meaningful and
interesting communication, thus creating a desire to learn the language (Mcnamara, 1973;
Terrell, 1981 cited in Genesee, 1987).

Immersion programs are available in several different forms. Alternative
forms of immersion are early, delayed and late immersion based on the grade level and
total and partial immersion based on the amount of instruction in the second language.
Furthermore, two-way immersion programs in which language-minority and language-
majority students are integrated for all or most of the school day and strive to promote
bilingualism and biliteracy and heritage language immersion are available to revitalize

and develop heritage languages like Ukrainian in Canada.
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Although all models of CBI share the basic premise of integrating language
teaching and content teaching together, they differ in terms of the degree of integration,
in program objectives, and in practice. Met (1999) introduced a continuum for models
that have the common feature of engaging learners with content using non-native
language. She draws a distinction between content-driven and language-driven
approaches. The former is planned to teach content in L2 or foreign language and takes
content learning as the primary aim whereas language-driven courses or programs use
content to teach L2 or foreign language and the priority is on language learning and
content learning is assumed to be incidental.

In this new continuum, Met proposes that immersion is at the extreme end of
the content-driven programs because the focus of instruction is on content and students
are expected to master the regular school curriculum in L2 even it is new to them (see
Fig. 2). At the other extreme end of the curriculum are language-driven programs which
have the language as the primary aim and content is taught to facilitate language growth.
In such programs content is supposed to enrich the language instruction. A major feature
of the language-driven programs is that the objectives of the language curriculum
determine how content is integrated into language instruction. Topics and tasks may be
chosen from various disciplines and mostly a language teacher can easily handle the
content on her/his own. However, s/he may consult colleagues from a content-area. Met
(1999) provides examples of how teachers can integrate content into language
instruction. She explains that a language teacher can integrate mathematics into

language class when teaching “shopping for clothes” having students calculate the

18



discounts and tax or an elementary teacher can prepare story problems when teaching

animals.

Content-driven Language -driven

Total  Partial Sheltered  Adjunct Theme-based  Language Classes with
Immersion courses courses frequent use of content

Fig. 2 Continuum for content integration into language teaching (Met, 1999)

Met (1999) indicated that the choice among those alternatives depends upon the content
and language objectives of the course and the desired outcomes in both language and

content.

The Rationale behind CBI

The most powerful argument for content integration into language teaching is the
similarity of the desired context of CBI to language acquisition experience in natural
settings. Young children acquire language while they are trying to understand their
immediate environment. They have an intrinsic motivation to make sense of the world

and communicate with the immediate environment. Thus, the need to be involved in
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purposeful, meaningful real life activities is the real motivation for language learning in
children (Met, 1991; Snow et al., 1989). By integrating content and language teaching, it
is possible to provide meaningful and purposeful social and academic contexts for
learners. Language becomes a means to explore the world. This way CBI ends the
unnatural disassociation between language and content learning in traditional classrooms
and CBI emphasizes the role of content in language learning (Mohan, 1986; Snow et al.,
1989). Met (1991:282) argues that “the separation of language from learning, of
language from thought, of language from meaning, of language from communication,
can only undermine the effectiveness of language instruction.” Meaning is an
indispensable part of any leaning in human life. The degree of meaning depends on how
it corresponds to the needs of the learner. Thus, in order to guarantee that the course
objectives, materials, activities, tasks correspond to cognitive and affective needs and
chosen appropriate to their proficiency levels (Leaver & Stryker, 1989). When language
is used as a medium for meaningful communication in authentic interactions, these
communicative classrooms make use of activities and tasks that have a purpose and
require an authentic exchange of meaning.

Research in second language acquisition probably provides the major argument
for CBI. Krashen (1985) argued that language is best acquired incidentally through
extensive exposure to comprehensible second language input. These conditions are
present in first language acquisition. The right conditions for successful L2 learning are
similar to the ones in L1 acquisition in children. Thus, according to Crandall (1993: 113),
“successful L2 acquisition could be achieved when the focus of instruction is on

meaning rather than form; when the language input is at or just above the proficiency of
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the learner and when there is sufficient opportunity to engage in meaningful use of
language in a relatively anxiety-free environment.” Realization of these conditions is
possible in CBI where academic content works as a meaningful context and
modification of the target language both facilitates language acquisition and makes
academic content accessible to second language learning (Grabe & Stoller, 1997;
Brinton et al, 1989; Crandall,1993). Brinton et al. (1989:3) emphasize that “input which
have new elements to be acquired with the help of cues from the situation and verbal
context will help a better learning. Learner’s imperfect knowledge of language and
his/her world knowledge of the language and expectations will interact for a better
learning.”

Krashen’s (1982) parallelism between first and second language acquisition had
many implications for the right kind of input in second/foreign language classrooms. He
proposed that the input that children get from their caretakers should serve as a model
for second language teaching. The right input must be comprehensible to the learner and
must be available through multiple opportunities to be understood and used in an
anxiety-free environment (Crandall, 1987; 1993). The learner will then try to make
meaning out of what s/he already knows and what is meaningful and relevant in the
environment.

Ideal conditions that Krashen proposes for second language learning hold
another implication for CBI classroom. When language and content are integrated,
language is learnt most effectively while communicating in meaningful, purposeful
social academic contexts like in real life where the main purpose for talking is to learn

what is needed. Language and content integration prevents overlooking the role of each
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one in separate instruction which is usually the case in conventional language classes
(Mohan, 1986; Cantoni-Harvey, 1987).

Another important theoretical support for CBI is proposed by Cummins (1980),
who distinguishes between Cognitive and Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) and
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS). Basic Interpersonal Communications
Skills (BICS) is the social dimension of language that demonstrates a student’s ability to
converse socially with teachers, peers, and others. According to Cummins, BICS can be
attained in a relatively short period of time like two-three years and CALP is the more
abstract dimension of language that includes being able to read, write, and perform
within a content-area classroom at grade level. CALP takes from 5 to 12 years to
develop, depending on a multitude of variables for each ESL student. Although students
may seem to develop communicative competence and fluency enabling them to talk with
their peers, engage in informal conversation with their teachers, read simple narratives,
write informal notes or letters, they may not be able to deal with more abstract, formal,
contextually reduced language of texts, lectures, discussions of science or mathematics,
or social studies (Crandall, 1987: 6).

In a second language context, students can acquire social language easily in a
short time but when they enter mainstream classes, they may experience difficulty in
acquiring the academic language required for mathematics word problems, lab reports
and so forth (Cummins, 1980). Stoller (1997) indicates that the language of CALP is the
language of academic content areas and CBI helps learners develop CALP and BICS
simultaneously. Stoller also proposes that students in CBI classes inherently learn

content information while they are acquiring CALP. Since these skills are academically-
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oriented and require more complex language abilities, they are best taught within a
framework that manipulates more complex and authentic content (Crandall, 1987;
Cantoni-Harvey, 1987; Short, 1991; Stoller, 1997; Snow et al., 1989).

Cummins (1980) posited another paradigm to characterize language tasks. He
proposed that language tasks can be categorized as context-reduced and context-
embedded. In context-embedded tasks immediate communicative surroundings help to
get the meaning. These include background information, visual or contextual cues
available in the environment. In contrast, context-reduced tasks include limited
contextual cues for the learner. Making a language task easy or difficult depends on the
teacher. The teacher can provide contextual cues and support and make learning more
meaningful. In this situation when there are a lot of contextual cues in the environment
another dichotomy Cummins proposed comes into play. When the language tasks
become too context- embedded, they also become cognitively undemanding in contrast
to cognitive demanding tasks such as discussing the causes of the First World War. Met
(1991: 283) argues that “CBI classroom activities are cognitively demanding, unlike
traditional classroom activities which can be cognitively undemanding. By selecting
content-based second/foreign language objectives and activities, teachers can promote
higher cognitive functioning while providing quality language practice.”

Content integration into language teaching provides both a cognitive and
motivational basis for learning (Snow et al., 1989). Content includes some value for the
learner to pursue further learning. Thus, it is motivating and worth learning. Language in
this situation is only a means to access the content and it may even be incidental to

learning about the content like in immersion classes.
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Inherent meaning that is included in content provides the cognitive basis for
learning since it enables the learners to accommodate learning in the right cognitive and
conceptual bases. Language functions and structures work as a means to promote real
meaning. If the content chosen is important and motivating for the learners, its
motivational and cognitive bases can be realized (Snow et al., 1989). Subjects in the
mainstream curriculum can be easily motivating for the learners for language learning at
school. This way, students become aware of the fact that the content and language skills
are required for their future education. Therefore, the relevance of the materials and
classroom activities to the learners’ needs is more likely to motivate them and increase
their learning efficiency (Genesee, 1994; Snow et al., 1989, Mohan, 1986).

Another argument that supports CBI is that “any teaching should build on the
previous experience of the learner by taking previous experience and the existing
knowledge of the subject matter into account. Learning becomes meaningful when the
learners apply their already existing schemata and skills into new learning situations
(Genesee, 1994). CBI courses whether adjunct or theme-based have a sustained content
basis which can activate the already existing background knowledge. Learning becomes
meaningful when learners add up new schema through subject-matter learning. As they
keep expanding their schemata, learning becomes more meaningful and comprehensible
facilitating the progress in linguistic, cognitive and academic skills recursively
(Flowerdew, 1993; Kasper, 1995). When the new information is presented in a relation
to the previous knowledge and experience, it makes both the content and the language
more meaningful. Subsequently it lessens the cognitive burden, decreases anxiety,

increases motivation and self-esteem (Flowerdew, 1993; Kasper, 1995).
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Short (1991: 5) indicates that as proposed by Carrell (1983) schema or background
knowledge is built before a topic is introduced. Students are encouraged to process
material from both top-down and bottom-up being able to grasp the general picture and
study the details like vocabulary, syntax and rhetorical style. CBI enables the learner to
grasp the new information with the help of the previous learning. All add up to a more
general schema in the end. Theoretical support for CBI comes from Constructivist
Theories, which are holistically-oriented and meaning-based, are important for the right
decisions in CBI models. The major idea behind holistic approaches is that the brain
stores information in networks (Met, 1998: 37). The greater the number of connections
and the stronger the connections among networks (bits of information) the deeper and
the more powerful the learning becomes. Met (1998) emphasizes that authentic
experiences in meaningful contexts promote learning. Holistic approaches enable
learners to see how the parts fit into the whole. Students in CBI classes are exposed to a
sustained theme which is presented through authentic experiences and they are able to
expand their schemata. In a CBI classroom, learners have the opportunity to comprehend
how a piece of information is connected to what they have already learnt in others. This
way, according to Constructive theory, learning is strengthened because learners are able
to perceive the connections among many concepts and facts they are learning.

Another theoretical support comes from Vygotskian concepts in second
language learning. According to Grabe &Stoller (1997) the negotiation of meaning that
takes place in the CBI classroom is consistent with sociocultural approaches to second
language acquisition. Three Vygotskian notions introduced in the sociocultural learning

theory: negotiation in the Zone of Proximal Development, private speech, and
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appropriation of learning tasks are also important for L2 learning. According to Grabe
and Stoller (1997, p: 3) these three notions are applicable to CBI contexts. She suggests
that “students in CBI classes have many opportunities to negotiate the knowledge that
they are learning and to expand their knowledge to increasing levels of complexity as
more content is incorporated into lessons. Moreover, students in content-based
classrooms have many occasions to engage in private speech while learning language,
sorting out input and rehearsing as they interact with more knowledgeable individuals.
Finally, students have many chances to develop ways of learning from teachers, peers,
thereby appropriating activities, strategies, and content in ongoing cycles of learning.”
CBl is also supported by Depth-of- Processing research (Anderson, 1990), which
argues that rather than intention, how the learner processes the material during its
presentation matters in learning. According to Depth-of-processing, “any additional
information is a kind of elaboration for the information that is committed to memory.
Elaborations facilitate recall by providing additional retrieval paths and by permitting
recall by inference and reconstruction. Elaborative processing produces better memory
for all sorts of material (Anderson, 1990).” Grabe and Stoller (1997) draw parallelism
between the principles of Depth-of-Processing and CBI applications in class. They
indicate that three principles of Depth-of- Processing research are consistent with CBI:
when a piece of information is presented in a coherent and meaningful way, it promotes
deeper processing and results in better learning and when a piece of information is
elaborated, it can be memorized and recalled better and lastly a spaced study of
information, rather than a single massive dose, leads to better memory and recall. When

there is a sustained content which learners can base their learning, they constantly add
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additional information to the previous ones and they develop personal conceptions about
tests, sentences.

The theory of Expertise proposed by Bereiter and Scardamalia (1993) also
provides positive evidence for CBI programs. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1993) argue
that the extent a learner reinvests his/her knowledge in successively complex problem
solving activities and the gains from the increasing challenge can be defined as expertise.
Expert-like learners look for complexity in the tasks they engage in and respectively this
complex problem solving activity ends in an increase in student motivation. They
became aware that their knowledge/expertise in content area and task accomplishment
over challenging tasks result in expertise. In the end they look for learning to knowledge
building goals rather than task accomplishment goals. According to expertise research,
good learners try to figure out connections between sets of information and prefer using
different strategies for making the right connections. This theory of expertise has
connections with Depth-of- processing research and Anderson’s Cognitive Leaning
theory because all share a common argument that complexity can optimize learning in
the right educational contexts since complex challenges and the investment of skills to
meet these challenges stimulate optimal learning.

How CBI involves the principles of Anderson’s Cognitive Learning and Depth-
of-Processing Theory (1990) is exemplified in a Content-based model called Cognitive
Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA). CALLA is an instructional model
designed for limited English proficient (LEP) students who need to participate in
mainstream classes and cope with the academic content and language requirements at

grade level. CALLA has been influenced by the principles of Cognitive Learning
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Theory proposed by Anderson (1990). Anderson’s theory proposes a distinction between
procedural and declarative knowledge. Declarative knowledge is what we know about a
given topic and procedural knowledge is what we know how to do. The former refers to
factual information which can be acquired quickly whereas the latter is acquired
gradually and requires extensive opportunities for practice. According to Anderson’s
theory, procedural knowledge underlies the ability to understand and produce language
and interplay between declarative and procedural knowledge leads to refinement of

language ability (Chamot & O’Malley, 1987).

Skills Emphasized in CBI

CALLA as an instructional model tries to put Anderson’s principles of Cognitive
Learning theory into practice. Chamot and O’Malley (1987) propose CALLA as an
instructional model which aims to provide additional experiences for English Language
development in three specific areas: science, mathematics, and social studies for learners
at the intermediate and advanced levels of English proficiency. CALLA is not intended
to replace mainstream instruction. It rather aims to promote academic language skills
which are reported by many researchers to fall far behind the development of
communicative language skills (Cummins 1984; Saville-Troike, 1984 cited in Chamot
& O’Malley, 1987).

The model has three components: (a) a curriculum correlated with mainstream
content areas, (b) English language development integrated with content subjects, and (c)
instruction in the use of learning strategies. The content component of the model

includes the concepts, facts, and required skills for science, mathematics, and the social
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studies at the grade level. Thus, content knowledge is declarative. The language
development component intended is to teach the procedural knowledge that will enable
learners to use language as tool for learning and provides opportunities for practice using
language in academic contexts. In the final step, language comprehension and
production is planned to be automatic and learners are anticipated to develop the ability
to communicate in academic concepts. The third component is the learning strategies
which are based on Anderson’s Cognitive Learning theory. Learning strategies play an
important role in this model since they are considered to enable learners to develop
autonomy in learning. Chamot and O’Malley (1987: 239) argue that “learning strategy
instruction is a cognitive approach to learning that facilitates the comprehension,
acquisition, and retention of new skills and concepts.” They support learning strategy
instruction because they argue that good learner are mentally active and they organize
new information and consciously relate it to former learning leading to more cognitive
linkages. They believe that strategies can be taught and learner would be more
successful when provided with enough practice with a variety of learning strategies.
Another point they make is that learning strategies are transferable to new learning
situations and academic learning is more effective with learning strategies.

Chamot and O’Malley have three categories of learning strategies in their models:
(a) metacognitive strategies, which involve planning for learning, monitoring
comprehension and production, and evaluating the end result; (b) cognitive strategies,
which require the learner to interact with the material to be learned by manipulating it
mentally or relating new information to previous learning. The last category is (c¢) social-

affective strategies, which involve the interaction of the learner with another person in
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order to assist learning. Chamot and O’Malley select strategies which they thought to be
easy to teach and useful for discrete and integrative language tasks.

They emphasize metacognitive learning strategies as particularly powerful
because they can be used for many different types of learning activities such as selective
attention, self-monitoring, and self-evaluation. They also indicate that most of these
cognitive strategies can be used by ESL students to assist learning. Elaboration is
thought to be one of the most effective strategies and can be used for all four language
skills and all types of content. Elaboration is an important part of Anderson’s Cognitive
Learning Theory (1990) since it enables learners to add up new connections in the
network of learning. When learners elaborate on any kind of information, they call upon
previous learning and relate it to what they are currently learning.

CALLA is an approach to learning which supports the language and content
integration as well as learning strategy instruction. According to Grabe and Stoller (1997:
4), in addition to CALLA’s emphasis on learning strategy instruction, “reading strategy
instruction research also has reported that strategy learning works, when it is integrated
within the regular curriculum as a consistent feature of content and language
instruction.” Grabe and Stoller argue that CBI approaches can facilitate development of
strategic learners within a language-learning curriculum. Content component of CBI
classroom provides a meaningful basis to integrate strategy instruction into the
curriculum and recycled on a daily basis.

Grabe and Stoller (1997) list various research areas which have contributed to
providing evidence for the arguments of CBI and supported its applications. Reading

research also plays an important role for successful applications of CBI because reading
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has strong relationships with other variables that can affect the success of any teaching
program like motivation, strategy use and so on. Reading comprehension is considered
as an essential part of academic learning, professional success and lifelong learning
(Tercanlioglu, 2004). Although listening, speaking, and writing are also emphasized in
CBI, academic reading has a greater importance because the ability to read academic
texts is considered one of the most important skills that university students of ESL and
EFL need to acquire (Levine, Ferenz, & Reves, 2000). Basic academic reading skills,
strategies, and critical literacy skills are three components of successful academic
reading. Skilled L1 and L2 readers already have those basic reading skills. Critical
literacy which is defined by Palinsar and David (1991 cited in Levine et al., 2000) as
“the ability to clarify purpose, make use of relevant background knowledge, focus on
major content, critically evaluate content, draw and test inferences and monitor
comprehension,” is attained as a result of instruction which encourages various strategy
use, critical thinking and the use of background knowledge.

Extensive reading is also important for successful CBI because both in L1 and
L2 contexts, extensive reading has been shown to improve reading abilities, vocabulary,
and general knowledge (West et al., 1993, cited in Grabe & Stoller, 1997; ). Elley (1991)
emphasizes that extensive reading across a range of topics improve learners language
abilities in reading, writing, vocabulary, speaking, and listening skills. Krashen (1989)
argues that pleasure reading and free voluntary reading play important roles in ESL
acquisition. Extensive reading, according to Grabe (cited in Carrell & Carson, 1997),
besides enabling word-level recognition and large vocabulary knowledge is a key source

for building student motivation once students are involved. Extensive reading also has
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positive effects on students’ general background knowledge. Extensive reading
according to Grabe (1991), is essential to develop the ability to “read to learn” and
become more strategic readers.

Since CBI programs mostly include extensive reading, metacognitive awareness
in reading is an important dimension to be emphasized. To be able to grasp the content
material, students need to read both extensively and intensively across different genres
and different levels of difficulty. Nuttall (1996:38-39) argues that “intensive and
extensive reading are complementary and both are necessary.” Thus, students need to be
skilled readers to succeed in such programs. The sustained theme provides a solid
background for learners to accumulate vocabulary and knowledge of the content and
with the help of the knowledge they become selectively attentive readers and
intentionally attempt to integrate across the text and look for more interpretation rather
than literal meanings (Pressley & Afflerbach 1995: 79-80, cited in Janzen, 2002).

Skilled reading, according to Grabe (1991), “is a complex affair that entails a
variety of bottom-up and top-down competencies, from the ability to automatically
recognize words to extensive knowledge of vocabulary and syntax.” CBI programs
which emphasize extensive reading across various sources inherently support skilled
reading. As skilled reading results in metacognitive awareness in the learner,
metacognitive awareness is also promoted in CBI.

Paris and Winograd (1990, cited in Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002:250) maintain
that metacognition can promote academic learning and motivation. It is assumed that
when learners become aware of their own thinking as they read, write and solve

problems at schools, learning is facilitated.
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As reading is an indispensable part of content-based programs, reading
motivation in students is also one of the important factors in the success of those
programs. Types of motivation can be viewed as reason for reading. Students’ goals can
be classified as intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation refers to the activities in
which pleasure is inherent in the activity (Gottifield, 1985 cited in Gutrie et al., 1996).
Curiosity and involvement are good examples of intrinsic motivation. Extrinsic
motivation refers to motivation that comes from outside the learner. Compliance and
recognition are examples of extrinsic motivation.

Relationships between students’ motivation and their use of strategies during
learning have been examined by several investigators (Corno & Kanfer, 1993;
Covington, 1992; Ford, 1992 cited in Gutrie et al., 1996). Pintrinch and De Groot (1990
cited in Gutrie et al., 1996) concluded in a study of 173 seventh grade students that
intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy strongly predicted student’ use of strategies.
Similarly, Meece et al., (1988) reported that intrinsic motivation predicted students’

cognitive strategy use in science classroom

Empirical Evidence for Effects of CBI on Language, Content Learning, Motivation

Positive outcomes of empirical studies conducted to demonstrate the effectiveness of
CBI as an instructional model provide strong evidence. These outcomes are mostly
mastery of language and content. However, various studies conducted in the field used
different methods and investigated different variables. There is a variety of outcomes
investigated by studies conducted on CBI. Studies conducted with preschool, primary
and middle school children in immersion contexts provide the majority of documented

literature on CBI. Studies conducted at the university level mostly come from adjunct
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and sheltered courses designed for language minority learners in the ESL context.
However, there is a growing interest in CBI studies in EFL context. Researchers have
started exploring the effectiveness of CBI in the EFL. Despite new attempts in EFL,
strong research evidence for CBI comes from immersion programs in the United States,
Canada and later in Europe.

Cummins and Swain (1986) provide a detailed review of research studies
conducted on Immersion Education in Canada. Immersion students were tested with
standardized tests of mathematics and science to demonstrate academic achievement.
The results of the studies conducted with immersion students in early total immersion
programs in Ontario consistently showed that immersion students performed as well as
English taught comparison groups. Swain and Lapkin (1982) report that immersion
students performed as well as, or better than, comparison groups in thirty-five separate
administrations.

In early partial and late Immersion programs, immersion students were not
always equal to English-taught comparison group in academic achievement. They
performed less well in mathematics and science. Cummins and Swain (1986: 39)
indicate that “these results were mostly due to the fact that the second language skills of
the students could be insufficient to deal with the complexities of the subject-matter
taught in French.” Studies conducted on immersion programs also investigated second
language development. When immersion students in early total Immersion programs
were compared to French as a Second Language Programs (FSL), which mostly had 20-
40 minutes of daily FSL instruction, each study revealed a significant difference in favor

of Immersion students (Barik and Swain, 1975; Edwards and Casserly, 1976 cited in
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Cummins and Swain, 1986). When early total Immersion students were compared to
native speakers of French, studies focused on receptive and productive skills
respectively. In terms of receptive skills, Swain and Lapkin (1982) report that on the
standardized tests of French achievement, by the grade five or six in a primary
immersion program students performed on the average. However, on some locally-
developed comprehension tests, Immersion students performed as well as francophone
students as early as second grade. Cummins and Swain (1986) emphasizes that “these
studies suggest that early Immersion students develop native-like proficiency in their
ability to understand spoken and written French.”

Genesee (1987) reports studies conducted on immersion education in Canada.
The results of these studies validated the previous results. Early total Immersion
students (fourth, fifth, and sixth grades) scored as well as English control students on
English mathematics test. In terms of science achievement, Swain (1978) reports that
early total immersion students in Ontario scored as well as the English control group.

In terms of French language achievement, Genesee’s longitudinal study on early
total immersion program in Montreal reveals that Immersion students scored as well as
French control group on the comprehension subtest of California Reading Test and their
comprehension skills during an oral interview were judged to be as good as those of the
French control students. Swain and Lapkin (1982) also validated these results. Students
in both early and late immersion programs achieved native-like second language
proficiency despite some linguistic errors in pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar.

In addition to studies conducted with kindergarten and primary schoolchildren

in immersion and ESL contexts, there is empirical support for CBI in the EFL context.
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Alptekin, Ercetin, & Bayyurt (2007) report a longitudinal quasiexperimental study
which investigated the effectiveness of a theme-based instruction for fourth and fifth
grade students. The study lasted two years. The experimental group was exposed to a
theme-based syllabus which was designed parallel to topical content of subject areas in
science and social studies. The control group, on the other hand, was exposed to a
grammatical syllabus designed by the Turkish Ministry of Education that was based on
grammatical structures. Both groups had two hours of English per week. The students’
language development was measured with the Cambridge Young Learners English Test
(YLE) three times (beginning of the first year, beginning of the second year and the end
of the treatment) in two years. A comparison of the mean scores on the listening and
reading/writing tests showed that experimental group outperformed the control group on
three different measurements. The results indicated that young EFL learners who were
exposed to a theme-based syllabus designed in relation to national curriculum were able
to develop better language proficiency in listening and reading/writing than the control
group exposed to a traditional grammatical syllabus. Interviews with randomly selected
students revealed positive attitudes of students towards the theme-based syllabus.

When studies conducted at university level are considered there is a widely
accepted fact that students from various L1 backgrounds entering university in
multicultural, multilingual societies like the United States encounter difficulties in
meeting the academic demands of the mainstream classes because those incoming
students, both from language majority and minority lack the essential skills to succeed
academically. The skills they need include reading proficiency, and ability to synthesize

information gathered from lectures or texts (Snow & Brinton, 1988).
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One of the most up-to-date studies was carried out by Rogers (2006) who
conducted an experimental study in a university-level Italian geography CBI course to
demonstrate the improvement in content knowledge and linguistic form/language. The
participants were 43 adult beginning level L2 learners of Italian at a university in the
United States. The focus of the course was the physical and social geography of Italy
and its regions. The students studied an authentic geography book used by middle school
students and a workbook specifically designed to accompany the textbook by the
university’s Italian language director. Classroom activities included class discussions
and tasks about the course content. Students did not receive any formal grammar
instruction in class or online. However, linguistic forms and functions were not
neglected. They were dealt with when they arose within the context of the classroom.

Three measurements were used to evaluate the improvement in linguistic form
and content: a composition, a cloze test and selective oral interviews. Two composition
tests were given in week 2 and week 12 and were graded by the researcher for content
and grammatical accuracy. A subsample of participants was selected for oral interviews,
which were held at the beginning and at the end of the semester. The results indicated
that the participants improved their content knowledge. The comparison of the mean
scores of week 2 and week 12 for each measurement indicated that the participants
produced significantly more ideas than in the first one in the composition tests. Secondly,
they also improved in functional linguistic abilities on both composition and cloze test.
Oral interviews conducted with a subsample also demonstrated gains in oral production
with regard to functional linguistic abilities. The results of the study showed that

students in the CBI classroom made gains in both subject-matter content and linguistic
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form compared to their first scores on measurements although there was not an emphasis
on grammar.

Snow and Brinton (1988) describe a Freshman Summer Program (FSP) at the
University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) where they applied the adjunct model of
language instruction. The FSP is a content-based instructional program which was
designed to support students who lack the essential academic and linguistic skills to
succeed at university. The program lasted seven weeks and the students were enrolled in
two linked courses concurrently: a language course and a content course. The two
courses shared the content base and completed each other through coordinated
assignments. Both native speakers and nonnative speakers attended the content course
and ESL students were sheltered in the language course. The ESL course focused on
academic reading, study skills, and the treatment of persistent structural errors while the
content component aimed at helping students synthesize information from the content-
area lectures and readings. Students attended twelve to fourteen hours of language and
eight hours of content classes in a week. They received credit for both lessons. The
Freshman Summer Program at UCLA is a well- studied example of CBI. Snow and
Brinton (1988) report two different studies conducted on the same program. The first
one reports a retrospective evaluation of former FSP students. The study aimed to
demonstrate the profile of former ESL students who had participated in FSP between
1981 and 1985 and reflect their evaluation of FSP after they had taken regular courses
during their graduate study. Seventy-four former FSP students replied to the
questionnaire. The students commented on two open-ended questions. The results of the

first study revealed that students confirmed the overall usefulness of FSP in helping the
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transition into graduate study. The results indicated that FSP helped them to adjust to
the university, facilitated self- confidence, and enabled them to learn to get help. These
results confirmed that the objectives of the program were fulfilled.

In the second study, Snow and Brinton (1988) conducted a follow-up of ESL
students who had participated in the FSP in 1986. This study included a control group of
ESL students who had not participated in the FSP. Participants were 12 students from
the FSP program and fifteen non-FSP students. Two instruments were used for this
study: a structured interview to reveal the academic problems the students experienced
and a simulated final exam from a content area to assess the students’ academic
proficiency. The simulated academic tasks included an audiotaped university lecture, an
excerpt from a university textbook, objective questions and short answer questions on
lectures and texts, and a short essay which required synthesis of information from both
lecture and reading passages. The results of the interviews revealed that students
believed that FSP helped them to achieve time management, lecture note-taking, and
reading. FSP also enabled them to be “wise” to the “system”. In terms of the simulated
final exam, the test scores of FSP and non-FSP group on ESLPE were analyzed using a
Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test and the analysis revealed ESL students in FSP
had significantly lower placement scores than the non-FSP ESL students, but there were
no significant differences in performance between the two groups on the objective or the
essay questions of the simulated examination. Although the FSP students scored lower
on the language exam (ESLPE), they performed as well as the non-FSP students on
essay writing, which included listening, reading comprehension and required higher

order thinking skills like synthesis and evaluation. The results of the second study also
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provided evidence that the adjunct model is suitable for students who lack the required
language and academic skills for university. The students who started FSP as lower in
English and academic skills could compete with non-FSP students in tasks that required
both language and academic proficiency. Thus, these two studies conducted at UCLA
provided evidence for the assumption that adjunct model facilitates student motivation in
direct proportion to the degree of relevance of its activities and content and the
comparison study also indicated that the FSP students were able to perform as well as
their non-FSP peers. However, the researchers emphasize that despite the pedagogical
strengths of the adjunct model, its applicability depends on various factors like the
availability of content course offerings, and students’ perseverance in coping with
authentic readings and lectures.

Another content-based second language program investigated extensively was
at Bilingual University of Ottowa. The University of Ottowa has opened various
sheltered and adjunct courses since 1981. There have been a number of research studies
on sheltered and adjunct courses undertaken at the University of Ottowa (Burger, 1989;
Edwards et al., 1984; Hauptman et al., 1988). Edwards et al. (1984 cited in Burger and
Chrétien, 2001) was reported as the first study which compared students from sheltered
courses in their L2 with students who took the same courses in their L1. The results
proved that sheltered students achieved equally well on content through their L2. The
sheltered students were also reported to gain listening and reading comprehension skills
equally well compared to students in advanced courses. Hauptman et al. (1988) also
found that subject matter learning in L2 helped students improve receptive skills and

enabled better L2 use in “real” situations outside the classroom and concluded that
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students in sheltered classes made significantly similar and sometimes even greater gains
in second-language proficiency compared to learners in the control group. Burger (1989)
investigated the written composition of a full-year sheltered ESL group and supported
the idea that receptive and productive language skills are closely related and practice in
one can improve the other. Ready and Wesche (1992, cited in Burger and Chrétien, 2001)
investigated the new adjunct courses which were adopted instead of the sheltered

courses at University of Ottowa. The researchers investigated seven adjunct courses at
the University of Ottowa and reported substantial improvements in listening and reading
skills in all courses. Additionally, students’ self-reports indicated positive changes in
self-perceived ability in speaking and writing. All previous research at the University of
Ottowa reported improvements in receptive skills. Burger and Chrétien (2001) tried to
assess students’ oral production by investigating two groups of students who attended
French and English language adjunct courses linked to Introductory Psychology courses.
The adjunct courses aimed at supporting students’ academic learning in second language.
Instruction focused on all four skills, but mainly emphasized receptive skills especially

in the beginning. The students’ oral production was measured with an elicited imitation
task which is considered to tap the development of high-level productive skills. The
second instrument was a discussion task on a psychology-related topic. The comparison
of pre- and post-test results for two academic years on two measures indicated
statistically significant improvement in both the elicited imitation and discussion tasks.
Thus, the students are said to make measurable oral production gains in both fluency and
accuracy. The results are important because the students were exposed to L2 through the

subject matter content and the adjunct language courses, which mostly focus on
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students’ understanding of content was only allotted half of the time of a regular content
course. The students were able to attain significant gains in oral production skills which
are claimed to fall behind the receptive skills in CBI programs.

Gaffield-Vile (1996) describes a sheltered content-based course developed for
overseas post-secondary students who experience problems in the first year of their
undergraduate courses at universities in Britain. The researcher indicated that the
standard EAP courses were not enough to prepare non-native students for undergraduate
study. The particular sheltered content-based course in this study took sociology as the
subject- matter. It met in two 90-minute sessions for content and 60-minute sessions for
EAP work each week. The course was designed for post-secondary non-native speaker
students who planned to pursue undergraduate degree in Britain. The researcher
emphasized that the students had to be at least of intermediate language ability and no
prior background information in content area was assumed. Sociology was chosen as the
theme because it was interdisciplinary and included concepts and theories from other
subject areas like the humanities and economics. The sheltered sociology course was
designed to improve students’ four language skills by providing appropriate tasks and
activities related to sociology. Thus the students would be familiar with the type of tasks
they would experience in the first year. The tasks included listening strategies,
interruption strategies for listening to lectures, skimming and scanning for reading and
practice with rhetorical devices for writing. The researcher emphasized that the
particular course proved one of the assumptions of content-based instruction that

language can be effectively taught through the medium of subject. The students found
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the CBI courses more motivating and they gained critical academic skills through the
study of subject matter.

Stryker and Leaver (1997) present eleven case studies of successfully
implemented models of CBI. Each chapter is devoted to a CBI program which was
actually implemented and evaluated. The writers of each part provide details of each
program.

Klee and Tedick (1997) report on a content-based Foreign Language Immersion
Program in Spanish for students with intermediate level of proficiency at the University
of Minnesota. The aim was to enable undergraduate students to immerse themselves in a
foreign language for one academic quarter, studying the culture, literature and history of
the region in which the language was spoken. An important feature of this specific
program was that the instructors developed assessment instruments for the specific
program and piloted those instruments and changed them substantially. The assessment
battery included reading, writing, speaking, and listening and grammar development.
The instructors collected data through journal writing, interviews and constantly revised
the program considering the results of the assessments and students’ comments. The
researchers reported that the students’ language abilities generally improved during one
quarter of immersion instruction. That is students’ scores on language proficiency
assessment improved significantly on the writing section and two subsets of the
grammar portion. Students also rated their facility in the target language higher at the
end of the quarter. Designing an assessment battery for a specific CBI program is an

important feature for this specific program; however, the battery designed focused only
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on language skills, since assessing content is one of the major obstacles in content-based
programs.

Kasper (1995) describes two different content-based reading courses developed
to facilitate student transition to the mainstream. She reports the results of a study of two
variations of content-based ESL reading instruction: a single content course and a paired
content course. The ESL course is paired to a mainstream introductory psychology
course and the students studied texts topics similar to those of the mainstream course. In
the single content reading course, students again read texts on various topics, but within
one specific mainstream discipline. The reading component of the single and the paired
content courses were identical so that students in both classes read texts about
psychology. The only difference between the single and paired course was that students
in the paired reading course were also attending a mainstream introductory psychology
course. The students were representative of a regular ESL student population attending
Kingsborough Community College in the United States. The results indicated that
students in the single content ESL class had higher pass rates compared with the
students in the regular literature-based ESL students. Likewise students in paired content
class outperformed the literature-based ESL students on the end-of- semester reading
test. The students in the paired content course had improved scores in both reading and
mainstream courses. Students in both single and paired content course reported positive
feedback for the courses. Another indication of positive attitude towards the paired
content course was decreased attrition rates from the mainstream psychology course.
The study concluded that the content-based ESL helped students improve reading

performance and prepare for the mainstream better.
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Literature on content-based instruction documented enhanced motivation,
interest, and decreased anxiety besides improving in language skills and content
knowledge. However, there is little reported research on the long term effects of CBI.

Kasper (1997) reports a pioneer study which tried to provide evidence for the
impact of CBI on academic performance beyond a single semester of content-based
instruction. The study compared the subsequent academic performance of 73 ESL
students who took content-based (ESL 09) course with 79 ESL students who took non-
content-based ESL courses at Kingsborough College. The CBI group read selections
from five academic disciplines like language acquisition, computer science, and
anthropology. The syllabus included a four-stage instructional sequence which started
with prereading for topic introduction; the second step included the factual work of
presenting information about concepts and theories; third step includes discussion and
analysis; and the last one includes extension activities. In contrast to the experimental
group, the non-content-based (ESL 09) class used texts from various topics rather than
being grounded in any specific discipline. However, they followed the same four-stage
instructional sequence similar to their content-based counterparts. When the two groups
were compared in terms of their performances in various assessments, the content-based
group scored higher than the control group on each assessment. The study also
investigated the subsequent performance of the students on the college assessment
examinations of English proficiency administered at the end of the semester both in
reading and writing separately. The experimental group was reported to achieve higher
overall scores in the English proficiency than the students in the control group in all four

semesters. The experimental group also continued to achieve higher scores after they
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were mainstreamed after the ESL 09 course. Another difference was observed in the
higher graduation rates in the experimental group. These results, although they need to
be taken cautiously, are promising since they present preliminary evidence for CBI
programs to provide ESL students with the required linguistic and academic tools they
need to succeed in the mainstream. The results should be taken cautiously because both
groups of students attended mainstream courses after the experiment which means there
may be teacher variability, over which the researcher had no control.

Song (2006) reports another study which investigated long term outcomes of CBI
on ESL students at Kingsborough Community College. The study compared ESL
students who took content-linked ESL courses to ESL students who took non-content-
linked courses. The content-linked ESL courses were a part of a developmental English
program which aimed to prepare ESL students for mainstream courses. The content-
linked courses were designed in relation to general content courses like Introduction to
Psychology. These courses were documented over a five-year period so that the
researcher could investigate long-term outcomes of content-linked courses. Students
attended content-linked courses on a voluntary basis since they required a commitment
with a course schedule from 9:00 to 5:00. The study provided significant differences
between the two groups. Students who attended content-linked courses performed
significantly better than the students in non-content-linked courses in the subsequent
language courses required for the developmental program.

Janzen (2002) described a reading course which was a part of an Intensive
English program at a university in the United States. Different from other studies on CBI,

this study emphasized the importance of reading strategy instruction since expanding
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academic vocabulary, reading quickly and reading independently are considered to be
three critical objectives for English for academic purposes course. The researcher
organized the course syllabus around a single topic, “special effects in the movies”
which according to her was a theme with which every student had some familiarity.
Sustained content was considered important in developing students’ reading abilities
because profound knowledge of vocabulary and background information would be more
available on a single theme (Pally, 1999). She indicated that a successful strategy
instruction should include modeling and feedback. She organized the strategic reading
course around the most important strategic reading behaviors, designed activities and
homework that required strategic reading. However, Janzen only describes the course
she designed. She does not provide any evidence for any kind of assessment on any kind
of variables.

Rosenjkar (2002) reported a case study which described an adjunct course based
on literature. The writer outlines the challenges he faced in designing and applying the
program. The writer tried to make the content-based language course recognized as a
credit-bearing one and achieved to gain academic recognition after several years of
persistence. The writer included qualitative and quantitative evaluations: statistical
comparison between the content-based group and the students who did not take such
courses and course evaluation questionnaires filled out by the students. The comparison
of the mean scores of the two groups was not statistically significant, but the writer
indicates that groups were not comparable at the outset. Another interesting case study
in this collection is content-based English for academic purposes in a Thai university

(Owens, 2002). The course described was a Communication Skills course which was
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designed to cater to the language learning needs of first year students. The description of

the course included distinguishing features: tasks, activities and so on.

Criticisms against CBI

Despite the theoretical and experimental support for CBI programs and models, they are
not without criticism. First, the reassessment of Canadian immersion programs which
are the most studied examples of language and content integration, are reported to reveal
some limitations. As Cummins and Swain (1986) state even though immersion students
seem to acquire native-like receptive skills, their productive skills may continue to
remain non-native. Along with such outcomes, Swain indicates that Canadian CBI
immersion programs despite their success in teaching subject matter were not as
successful in teaching speaking and writing. Considering this limitation in developing
productive L2 skills, Swain proposes The Output Hypothesis ( 1993) which argues that
student learning requires explicit attention to productive skills like speaking and writing.
Another criticism of CBI comes from the difficulty of finding interesting and
motivating content. Carrell and Garson (1997) emphasizes that although interesting
content is motivating for learners, it is difficult to find a common ground for all learners.
Face validity poses another problem for CBI courses because the prospective
benefit of content learning is not always that convincing in the post-secondary academic,
setting given that future content needs of learners are variable. The communicative
needs of learners are said to have greater face validity (Carrell & Garson, 1997). They
argue that CBI does not provide a principled basis for deciding on course focus in cases
where content mastery is either unnecessary or inappropriate. The writers propose that

task-based language teaching would be a better match in terms of face validity.
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Finally, practical issues constitute a challenge for CBI programs because CBI
demands a strong commitment in terms of language and content teacher coordination,

curriculum development and teacher development.

Conclusion

There is substantial theoretical and empirical support for CBI in the immersion and ESL
contexts. The studies reported on CBI demonstrate the benefits of CBI, such as using
subject matter as the content maximizes learners’ exposure to the target language and
enables them to receive “two for one” by providing increased content knowledge and
language proficiency. Despite some reported cases which indicate that in content-based
language models productive skills fall behind receptive skills, literature on CBI recorded
many successful programs which have achieved to accomplish their objectives. CBI has
gained worldwide acceptance as it is now considered as a “strong” form of
communicative language teaching. However, there are not many reported studies