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Plan
The aim of this article is twofold: to describe the common denominators of effective content and language integrated programs, those that have obtained the best results, according to the research, and to interpret the preliminary results of incipient research in foreign language contexts, critically analyzing empirical research findings on CLIL settings. 
First I will present the different contexts in which CLIL has taken place and the terms used to identify them. I will then briefly examine the psycholinguistic principles that Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research indicates are favorable to successfully integrating language and content. I will conclude with Muñoz (2007:25) that Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) provides the necessary conditions to achieve successful language learning (though it does not guarantee it) (a) through massive exposure to comprehensible input, (b) because it facilitates processing meaning through learning focused on meaning but compatible with a supplementary treatment of form and (c) because it gives a reason for production in the target language. 

I will then present the results of the abundant empirical research on Canadian immersion programs and content-based and bilingual education programs in the USA, and I will critically examine the limited but somewhat promising results in European contexts of the integration of foreign languages such as English in the teaching-learning of academic subjects.

I will conclude with a listing of the characteristics good content and language integrated programs have in common (Navés, 2002, 2009) and finally, in the light of similarities and differences in international policies on content and language integration and the results of empirical research, I will defend referring to CLIL as a program and not simply as a methodology or approach. Not all content-based teaching is necessarily good (Swain, 1988: 68), and not all CLIL instruction is necessarily good. An adequate methodology for content and language integrated learning (CLIL, content-based, bilingual education, immersion, etc.), though important, is only one of the many ingredients in the programs that have shown good results (Navés, 2002, 2009). 

Recent empirical research, despite certain shortcomings, indicates that after one academic year there can be statistically significant differences in favor of students who have done CLIL. The question of how research results can be statistically significant but at the same time irrelevant to the shaping of educational and language policy will be answered last.
What are the most common reactions to the proposal to integrate curriculum content courses with language learning?

The first reaction to teaching a subject in a foreign language may be surprise and even suspicion. The proposal may even seem counterproductive. It may lead people to think that this is just going to complicate things more. We are often asked: why should we study science in English or mathematics in French? Isn’t learning these subjects complicated enough without trying to teach them in a foreign language? Or, if what we want is for them to learn languages, why try to teach arts and crafts in English? If students are barely competent in Catalan and Spanish, how can we propose they learn a subject in a foreign language? 
The idea of reaching two goals for the price of one does not turn out to be so clear. The idea of the added value of teaching subjects in languages other than the students’ own language is not so simple. In fact it is contrary to many people’s intuition and beliefs to think about teaching a subject in a foreign language. This may very well have to do with the way in which each person learned languages and other subjects at school. Our experiences at school and our memories of how we learned have shaped the way we conceive how one learns and how one learns languages in particular.
What is CLIL?

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) refers to situations in which part of a study program is taught in a foreign language, with the dual objective of learning the content of the discipline while learning the language at the same time. 

The acronym CLIL has been widely accepted in the European educational community. The term AICLE, CLIL in Catalan and Spanish, was coined in the mid-90s in a TIE-CLIL program with the participation of Carme Muñoz of the University of Barcelona, coordinated by Gisela Langé and David Marsh, when they sought an acronym that would serve for both Catalan and Spanish. Different variants of the acronym AICLE have appeared since then.  
It has been common practice at conventions on semi-immersion organized by the UAB over the last few years to use the term AICLE to refer to teaching subjects both in foreign languages and in second languages, such as Catalan. This has been the option in articles for the general public of researchers such as Pérez-Vidal, who prefer to call it EICLE in order to put the emphasis on teaching rather than learning. 
The importance of prior experience in beliefs about how one learns better
Everybody has an opinion when it comes to talking about why people in this or that country have a better command of English than we do. The reasons they adduce for better language learning are extremely varied and correspond in large part to perceptions on traveling to other countries, meeting speakers from other places, remembering one’s own experience of language learning, etcetera. We do not necessarily have answers borne out by empirical research for many of our interpretations of the reasons for these people learning better. But what we do know about the opinions and beliefs of teachers and students with regard to teaching and learning information and languages is that they frequently do not coincide.

Before examining the results obtained by the introduction of CLIL instruction, it may be useful to review the reactions in communities with two official languages to the increasing importance of English in the school curriculum and to CLIL instruction in particular. The low level of students’ foreign language competence in Spain is notorious, and this has led to foreign languages being included in school curriculums earlier and earlier. What are the attitudes toward “trilingualism” of the Basque and Catalan communities? Lasagabaster (2009) examined the apprehensions aroused in certain educational sectors by the increasing importance of English as a foreign language in school curriculums. In some sectors the concern to protect their own, minority languages against languages in international use, such as English and Spanish, has been evident. Lasagabaster (2009) and Lasagabaster and Sierra (2009) used a questionnaire to examine beliefs and attitudes toward the three languages in the Basque context, and, contrary to alarms that had been heard in some sectors, they found that in CLIL instruction contexts the attitudes toward “trilingualism” were quite positive for each of the three languages and for English in particular. It would be interesting to have available data from similar studies for our own context on the perception and attitudes toward languages as implementation in CLIL instruction advances here. We will go on to see what the results that the as yet insufficient studies on ClIL contexts show us.

The study of the use of teaching resources for teaching English in primary school, Proposals for Improvement, prepared by the Grup d’Anglès de Formació de Formadors de l’ICE de la UAB during the academic year 2006-2007 shows that CLIL is a subject that arouses a great deal of interest among teachers of English in primary education. It is clear that the CLIL experience is considered as very positive by almost all teachers (95% of teachers consider it very or sufficiently positive), though they find difficulties and problems involved in applying it.

Why is the need for CLIL programs under consideration in Europe?
To promote the mobility of its citizens, the Council of Europe (1995) decided to promote learning two European languages. The intention was to effectively raise the level of proficiency in one of the two foreign languages achieved by students by the time they finish school. Two initiatives to improve language learning were agreed upon, which were understood to need to work together: on the one hand, lowering the age for beginning the teaching-learning of the foreign language and, on the other, introducing programs in which that language was used to teach other subjects.
In order to significantly increase competence in a foreign language the European Union decided to intervene in this area and advocated (a) more intensive courses (b) more hours of contact and exposure to the foreign language. 
What are the antecedents of CLIL and what are the lessons we can learn from them?
 Content and language integrated programs have a long history in North America, where they have been referred to as content-based instruction, English across the curriculum, bilingual education, and immersion.
 It is worth looking at the antecedents of CLIL before analyzing the similarities and differences between the different traditions and going on to analyze the extent to which the introduction of CLIL educational and language policies have meant renouncing and/or ignoring their origins. In doing so, we will review research in the field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) which indicates what, according to empirical research, the ingredients necessary for successful language learning are. We will then look into the most important content and language integrated programs with a long history in North America. 
CLIL has a long history, and there has been considerable variation in the motivation and objectives of the programs and in their degrees of success. In Canada, in the mid-60s in Quebec, for example, an immersion program was initiated in schools on the initiative of parents. In the United States, with a multilingual population, the main concern was to guarantee that all students, from primary school on, could be effectively educated in English. Also in the US, as a result of a great increase in the enrollment of foreign students from all over the world, universities had to consider how to teach classes so that these students, whose mother tongue was not English, could successfully carry on their university studies.

 Thus we can see how the problem of failure in US schools in the case of third and fourth generation immigrants and the fear of leaving behind international students in their academic studies at universities led to a quest for solutions in terms of language learning.
The main interest in having an evaluation and monitoring of the first immersion programs introduced in Canada in the mid-60s was shown by school principals, parents and educational authorities. Parents and educators were concerned about the possible effects of teaching school subjects in a second language other than the students’ native language. As Spada and Lightbown (2002) claim, after four generations of monitoring many immersion programs, we are in a position to draw some conclusions. In the short term, in other words, after two or three years in immersion courses, students who have not studied in immersion programs obtain better results in some aspects of English. In the long term, however, immersion students obtain the same or better results in all English language skills. To put it another way, integrating language and content is not miraculously effective right from the start, in the short term; but in the long run results from both bilingual education and immersion programs have been shown to be highly beneficial.
CLIL educational policies
In Spain the use of CLIL has varied from one autonomous community to another and has been a response to both private initiatives and collective efforts on the part of the different educational administrations, such as the PELE projects in Catalonia, PILC in la Rioja, Las Secciones Bilingües in Andalucia or Proyecto Bilingüe in Madrid.
Private schools, here and all over the world, have been opting to teach all or part of their curriculums in a foreign language for some time in order to be more competitive in an ever more globalized world. 

On a university level, teaching subjects in foreign languages such as English is a priority for European higher education. The need to internationalize universities and open them up to exchanging students and teachers, on the one hand and, on the other, to the academic and professional requirements of today’s world, has led more and more universities to teach part of their curriculum, or at least their third cycle studies, in foreign languages. The number of masters and doctoral courses taught in foreign languages grows day by day. 
Methodological principles supporting CLIL
Rather than referring to CLIL in terms of instructional programs, CLIL is frequently referred to as a methodology or approach. In contrast, it would not occur to anyone to refer to bilingual education or immersion or semi-immersion programs in that way.
For Richards (2001, 2005) the content and language integrated teaching-learning we refer to as CLIL, like task-based teaching-learning (TBL), is a continuance of the communicative-oriented teaching that appeared in the 70s. (Littlewood, 2004, 2007; Richards, 2005 p. 29).
CLIL makes it possible to provide a more massive exposure to the language (more contact hours) in the form of comprehensible input that assists in the processing of both meaning (content) and form (grammar and lexicon). In addition, CLIL gives learners a purpose, a goal, a need to use the target language. Finally, CLIL fulfils many of the required characteristics of communicative language learning, such as, for instance, the use of the language in appropriate contexts, the exchange of relevant information and the involvement of learners in cognitive processes (Richards and Rogers, 2001; Muñoz, 2007 p 25; Navés 2011).
Lightbown and Spada (2006) remind us that in order to motivate and maintain the interest, not just of students but also of teachers, learning that focuses on content is far more effective in stimulating, involving and motivating, while at the same time it encourages building strategies for interacting with real, authentic language.

Principles from the field of SLA coincide with CLIL contexts.
As Lightbown points out in the video “Subject matters”, there was a time when we believed that we could teach how to use language, that we could teach students a language, its forms and structures so that, when they had reached a certain level, we could begin to introduce interesting content. Now, on the other hand, to get students to learn a language in order to be able to talk about interesting subjects, we present interesting subjects so that the students can learn the language. According to Lightbown, any foreign language class should have both linguistic objectives and thematic content.

CLIL contexts are consistent with what we know from the results of research in SLA. Researchers like Krashen, (1982), Lightbown and Spada (2006), Long (1990) and Nation (2007), and Swain (2000), among others, suggest that for second language learning to be effective, it is necessary for the instruction to focus on meaning, for the input to be just beyond the learner’s competence, for there to be plenty of opportunity for meaningful learning of the language, and for exposure to be massive, encouraging spontaneous interaction between learners while at the same time focusing on form.
 CLIL presents the conditions necessary for good language learning but does not guarantee it. To put it another way, not all CLIL instruction is necessarily good. Navés, Muñoz and Pavesi (2002) and Muñoz (2007) describe the psycholinguistic principles of second language acquisition necessary for effective language learning in CLIL contexts. Muñoz (2007) identifies three: exposure to the input, processing the input, and output.

Considerable exposure to the language is needed to guarantee a good level of competence in a second or foreign language (De Keyser, 2001). We often underestimate this fact. Making a total count of class hours in the different European curriculums, from pre-school to university entrance, we know that the total is less than a thousand (1000) hours of formal exposure. What can be achieved in 1000 hours? Basically it is what we are achieving all over Europe, levels that are short of the B1 established by the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. We think that the immersion programs, which we hold as a model of the best results for learning a second language, good as they are, have their shortcomings.

Let us go back, however, to the conditions which, according to Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research, are necessary for good, effective language learning.

The acquisition of a second or foreign language is a very, very long and not easy process (Lightbown and Spada, 2006). Besides a massive amount of exposure or input, SLA research has shown that learners need to be able to participate in spontaneous interactions.

Krashen (1982), in what has become known as the input hypothesis, argues that exposure must be to an input that is comprehensible. The part of Krashen’s proposal that has most often been called into question is that for him comprehensible input is not just a necessary condition but is sufficient in itself. The field of SLA research, however, argues that comprehensible input is a necessary condition but is not sufficient on its own for acquisition of the target language to take place. In other words, when students receive an input they can understand, it can obviously facilitate acquisition, but it is necessary for other elements to come into play, attention to form, for example. 
A third factor is the processing of the meaning, of the content, in which factors such as short and long-term memory have been shown by the research of the last few years to be very important. As regards focus on form, the morphosyntactic forms and expressions through which the meaning is expressed, attention is particularly important. Muñoz (2007) indicates that two SLA models are particularly influential: Van Patten’s (1996) and Schmidt’s (1990, 2001) known as noticing.
Regarding the fourth factor, focus on form, in Schmidt’s (1990) model not all the input the learner receives is of value if the student is not aware of it. When input is noticed it becomes intake. As Muñoz (2007:19) suggests, what is interesting about Schmidt’s proposal is that what learners most probably perceive and notice are the most frequent, most prominent forms or those that attract their attention in one way or another. In short, processing input begins with short-term memory, which is transferred to long-term memory, in which it is assimilated to the system of the second language; and, as a result, when it is sufficiently relevant, it causes a reorganization of the entire system. As Muñoz (2007:20) points out, to begin this process the learner must be alert, which is something that is more likely to occur when she is motivated by the message itself, i.e., when the learner is interested in understanding the input, the content, the subject which is being studied.

 A fifth element is production or output. Production on the part of the learner is essential in models like that of Swain and Lapkin (1982) who formulate an output hypothesis. Their proposal rests on the idea that besides giving the learner ample opportunities by making the input more understandable, it is necessary to move on to interaction and the use of the language, both verbally and in writing. From a psycholinguistic point of view, the requisites for the processing of receptive, comprehension skills are more superficial than those necessary for production. The output hypothesis underscores the importance of certain treatments of feedback and error correction and the need, aside from providing teaching focused on content, on meaning, not to forget about teaching-learning focusing on form, in a complementary fashion and without bowing to much more traditional proposals focusing exclusively on aspects of grammar worked on solely through the deduction and application of rules and through explicit teaching of grammar. 
Finally, it is important to remember that in order for second language learning to be effective it is necessary for the tasks to be both cognitively demanding and highly contextualized at the same time (Cummins, 1981). Content and language integration offers a range of opportunities for meeting these two requisites.

Following Muñoz (2002: 34) we can summarize CLIL’s potential in seven points: 
1. Teachers are more aware of learners’ language needs because they have to use a foreign language to teach and communicate, which requires them to make input more comprehensible and more contextualized. 
2. Constant, ongoing checking on learners’ comprehension on the part of the teacher raises the level of communication between learners and between teacher and learner.  
3. Incidental and implicit learning is possible as a result of focusing on meaning and communication and on providing massive amounts of input, though at the same time and in a complementary fashion techniques calling attention to form can also be used. 
4. Fluency and not correctness is what is encouraged, in contrast to what happens in the traditional language class. (In this respect, see the importance that Nation (2007) assigns to fluency).
5. Both the capacity to learn how to learn and the ability to produce meaningful, complex output are stimulated and encouraged. 
6. The use of visual and other aids increases teachers’ awareness of the cognitive and interactive support students, particularly younger students, need. 

7. The quality of language teaching also benefits from teamwork and from teachers specializing in the subject and language teachers working together, since this requires a constant rethinking of pedagogical practices. 
Spada and Lightbown (2002) support content and language integration and remind us that there are many studies that indicate that the teaching-learning of a subject in a second or foreign language is the best way of acquiring the language.

One of the most innovative proposals for teaching-learning is that of Nation (2007), who suggests that classes should be equally divided into four components: input-focused meaning, output-focused meaning, emphasis on fluency, and language-focused learning. Thus, with the importance assigned the content, meaning becomes the backbone of the teaching-learning of second languages. 

Results of research on content-based, immersion and bilingual education programs in North America. 

Canadian immersion is one of the programs that have the most general support not just from academics, researchers and the educational community but also from families and learners. More controversial is the debate on the effectiveness of bilingual education programs in the USA, though controversy is largely on the level of the media and in political debate rather than in the academic community. Where rigorous research has been done, it has systematically found that in adequately implemented content-based, immersion or bilingual programs students matched, when they did not surpass, their peers who had received instruction in their native language, in terms of both the content of the course and competence in the target language. The positive results obtained through immersion in Canadian education and many of the successful experiences with content-based and bilingual education programs have been researched and published by Genesee (1987), Brinton et al. (1989) Snow et al., (1989), and Met (1994) among others. 
There are, nonetheless, some limitation to learning a second language through content, particularly if emphasis is put on the content and teaching does not include attention to form. Some authors, such as Lyster (1994) and Swain (1988) have suggested that it is necessary to complement meaning-focused only teaching with a strong communicative component, with a greater attention to morphosyntactic forms. As we said before, this does not mean returning to models of explicit grammar teaching. It is simply necessary, to pay a certain amount of attention to form. We should not forget that we have evidence that simple emphasis on explicit grammar teaching has never yielded anywhere near the excellent results that experiences, practices and programs like those in Canada have obtained in the course of decades.

No one questions the idea that Canada’s immersion programs have been an unqualified success. Let us now take a look at what we can learn from the bilingual and content-based programs in the United States. We will not examine them simply because they are from the USA, as some have suggested, but just because the integration of contents and second languages has a long history there. Nor should we adopt them just as they were designed for that context. We want to see what results can be achieved under specific conditions and what are the limitations they have had. To put it another way, we want to see what lessons we can learn in order to avoid repeating the errors or shortcomings brought to light by extensive research and to discover the ingredients and conditions that we might want to transplant, transfer and adapt to our own context. 
CLIL research is in its early stages
As Escobar (2008) notes, while research into the pedagogical proposals that integrate content and second language learning have a long history, with a vast amount of published work on the subject (Arnau et al. 1992; Brinton, Snow and Wesche 1989; Crandall 1992; Genesee, 1987), so far little research has been done on learning content and language in mainstream classrooms where the language used is a foreign language.

 Though CLIL has many proponents in the world of education, the research that supports its potentially promising results is still not sufficiently conclusive. (Pessoa et al.,2007). We still lack a body of research on the results that different CLIL policies, from scattered instances in different areas to more structured, long-term programs in others, have produced.
It was not until 2009 that an article on CLIL appeared in a top ranking journal, Applied Linguistics, where Lorenzo et al. (2009) published research done on CLIL in Andalusia. Only a few months later Bruton (2011) questioned some of those findings in the same journal.
Results of research in European CLIL contexts
The examination of empirical research on CLIL in Spain by Muñoz and Navés (2007) concluded that most of the results published up to then were from comparisons of classes of primary and secondary school students who had done CLIL courses while their peers had taken courses in English as a foreign language as part of the ordinary curriculum (See also Ruiz de Zarobe, 2008 and Ruiz de Zarobe and Jiménez Catalán, 2009). The results show advances on the part of students who did CLIL of up to two school years. Primary school students in 5th grade, for instance, who had done a one-year CLIL course, achieved levels in English comparable to those of 7th grade students, two years ahead of them. 

The authors point out that this research, like most CLIL research in Europe, has not taken into account a strict control of the variables involved, such as different starting ages in many cases, the greater number of hours of instruction for students who have done CLIL, or the contexts of the different schools, some of which are public while others are subsidized private schools. Muñoz and Navés (2007) emphasized that we need more methodologically controlled research that would make it possible to make reliable comparisons in the future, while at the same time we also need to examine the more long-term effects of introducing CLIL instruction. 

Many authors predict, in the light of experience in immersion contexts, that in CLIL, as in immersion programs, at least in the short term there will be an imbalance between receptive and productive skills. In reviewing research on immersion in French in Canada, Lazaruk (2007) underscored the very considerable distance between the results learners obtained in receptive and productive skills. 
Navés and Victori (2010) and Navés (2011) reviewed empirical research on CLIL. Here we will only describe the results of the studies the authors did comparing groups that had done CLIL courses with primary and secondary school groups that had not, using data collected by the GRAL research project on language acquisition at the University of Barcelona (Muñoz, 2006). Four proficiency tests (the University of Michigan multiple choice grammar test, a cloze test to measure reading comprehension, a dictation of 50 words and multiple choice oral comprehension test using 25 drawings) were used in the first study and a writing task in which students presented themselves in the second.

The objective of the studies (N >700) was to see up to what point the different groups of students that had done a CLIL course, such as natural sciences, in English would have a level similar to or above that of students in higher grades. The first study focused on general competence in English in primary and secondary school students from 5th grade primary school to 3rd year secondary school. To make the research more easily comparable to international studies, the courses were translated to their equivalents in the English system and corresponded to grades 5, 7, 8 and 9. For the second study, analyzing learners’ writing competence, grades 5, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 12 were compared. From the two studies it can be concluded that students in grades 5, 7 and 9 that had received instruction in CLIL obtained results similar and even superior to those of their peers two courses ahead of them.
Unfortunately, one of the most important limitations of these studies, as in others published in this context up to now, is not only that CLIL students have in addition received normal instruction in the foreign language but the impossibility of guaranteeing that students who did CLIL were not already more competent in English for other reasons. We need studies in which it would be possible to evaluate results for an equal number of instruction hours of the possible effects of having done a CLIL course.
Up to now we know that more hours of instruction in the form of out-of-school classes or stays abroad do not necessarily lead to better language learning (See however Llanés and Muñoz, 2009). The initial results of many studies in CLIL contexts seem to indicate that in the short term students up to two years behind match their older peers. However, we need to greatly refine research design and obtain more evidence as to what happens in the long term.
Common denominators of effective content and language integrated programs.
Do the content and language integrated programs that have met with success throughout the world all show certain specific characteristics? If so, what are the common denominators of effective content and language integration programs?  

Navés (2002, 2009) characterized effective, successful content and language integrated programs. Listed below are the 10 key features of these programs. 

1. Integration of languages and respect for learners’ own languages and culture. 
According to the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFRL), plurilingual and pluricultural competence refers to the capacity to use the languages with communicative objectives and to participate in an intercultural relationship in which a person, as a social agent, has a command – of varying degrees – of various languages and experience of various cultures. This is not seen as a superimposition or juxtaposition of distinct competences but as the existence of a complex - or even composite - competence the individual can use. According to Noguerol (2008), to achieve plurilingual competence a minimum of coordination is necessary between the parties involved, while examining which aspects are to be learned within the different areas of the curriculum.

Why is it considered that for learning a target language it is important not to underestimate the role played by the learners’ native language but rather to support it and even use it as the language of instruction in the first stages, particularly if the languages are typologically distant, as is the case with Spanish, a Romance language, and English, a Germanic language? The field of SLA has shown us that the level of competence in the native language has a direct influence on the development and learning of a second language. We may think of it in this way: the knowledge that learners have acquired through their native language helps them to make the target language they listen to and read more understandable.
For Pascual (2006) integrated treatment should consist of an overall approach that has as its objective the construction of plurilingual competence through a joint perspective in the teaching and use of all the languages in the curriculum.

2. Teachers’ Profile: 
The majority of teachers in successful content and language integrated teaching-learning are equally competent in the target language and in the students’ native language/s. The relation of the teacher’s proficiency in the target language to the competence achieved by students is well known (Van de Craen and Perez-Vidal, 2003). 

One of the concerns of the departments of education in the different communities is precisely that, the need to have primary and secondary school teachers with an adequate command of the target language. While communities like the Basque Country seem to have opted for a model in which language teachers are responsible for doing CLIL in fields like the humanities and social sciences, in communities like Catalonia it is the teachers of the different academic subjects who provide instruction in CLIL classes. The joint qualifications or unified specialization that would provide levels of competence high enough to be able to conduct classes in the target language and to apply the strategies necessary for a successful integration of content and language is still a challenge faced by many communities in Spain and in all of Europe.  
In successful programs in the United States, one of the common denominators was the ongoing training teachers got in good practice and in the principles of content and language integration (Clewell and Campbell, 2004). In addition, many teachers were outstanding in terms of their enthusiasm and positive attitude toward change and innovation (Robledo et al, 2002, 2004; Montemayor, 2004; and Harper and de Jong, 2007).
Pedagogical and theoretical training in acquisition of second languages is one of the key aspects in the future success of the programs (Montague, 1997).  
The profile of teacher can be summarized in the following points: 

1. bilingual and even multilingual 

2. dual qualifications / specialization in the subject and in the target language
3. high level of competence in the target language
4. ample experience with the subject
5. specific training in CLIL and language acquisition 

The guaranteed right to participate in a mainstream program and non-segregation (non pull-out)
It may come as a surprise that one of the common denominators of success is that courses are optional. Even today in Canada the success of immersion programs resides in the widespread demand for them and not in their imposition (Swain and Lapkin, 1982). Parents and students have the right to apply and the education administrations have the obligation to guarantee them access to the programs. 

A factor that is not surprising is that it is programs that are integrated, not segregated, that have achieved the best results (Crawford, 1999; Crawford and Krashen 2007; Krashen, 1999).  

Long lasting programs with a stable teaching staff
García (2009), along with many other researchers, criticizes the fact that in the USA, in spite of the extensive studies and empirical research attesting to the need to guarantee bilingual education programs of from 5 to 7 years, in many places programs are limited to three years or even only one.

One of the key factors for the success of the programs underscored by Navés and Muñoz (1999) and Lindholm-Leary (2001) is the stability and permanence of the staff, along with the possibility of guaranteeing the continuity of the programs, so that they do not depend on the good will and volunteering spirit of those who put them into practice.

Parental involvement.
Keeping families and students informed at all times is one of the keys to success. A meta-analysis by Jeynes (2005) of 41 studies showed the significant correlation between the support and involvement of parents and the academic goals achieved. Robledo et al. (2002, 2004) confirmed that in all the schools with successful bilingual education programs parents had not only been kept informed but were conversant with the basic aspects of the program.

Parents play a crucial role in content and language integration policies. We should remember that in Canada, for instance, the initiative to introduce the program came from families rather than from the administration. Parents saw these programs as a right and not as an imposition.

The coordination of all the parties involved
Good leadership is one of the 25 characteristics found to be shared by good bilingual education programs in the United States (Robledo, 2002 and Montemayor et al. 2004). 

Effective content and language integrated programs require joint effort from all of the parties involved, from educational authorities to parents and teachers (Navés and Muñoz, 1999).

Teachers’ high expectations of their students
Comparative studies of bilingual education indicate that most of the programs that have achieved the best results had made public their objectives and expectations and these had been adopted by the entire education community (See Robledo et al, 2002, 2004 and Montemayor, 2004).
One aspect in which teachers can make a difference: by having very high expectations for results from their students, letting them know about them and not lowering their goals (Collier, 1992 and Walqui, 2006). Teachers of the most successful programs are characterized as having great confidence in what students can do in spite of whatever initial shortcomings there might be (Robledo and Cortez, 2002). 

Availability of materials

Oakes (2002) maintains that there is a clear relationship between the availability of suitable materials, curriculum and school results. Navés and Muñoz (1999) pointed out how important it is to have materials available for teachers for CLIL teaching-learning and how very often teachers are left to solve this problem on their own. The creation of materials is a highly complex and time consuming task. 

Teaching-learning methodologies
Numrich (1989) highlighted five strategies for making new input more accessible, for facilitating learners’ comprehension of new content:

(1) predicting on the basis of prior knowledge and experience
(2) anticipating what the next (oral or written) text will be about
(3) ongoing checking of comprehension of the text

(4) analyzing and organizing the text 

(5) classification to facilitate understanding of similarities and differences.

According to research on excellence and the research on characterization of teachers with extensive teaching experience and good practice (Johnson, 2005, Tsui, 2003, Verma et al., 1995), Navés (2002, 2009) compiled a decalogue of the characteristics of effective content and language integrated programs: 

1. Teachers have a high level of command of the target language and are at the same time highly competent in the subject. They have training in the integration of contents and language and in the principles of constructivism, bilingual education and SLA research. 

2. In classroom activities and tasks the emphasis is on meaning rather than on forms. Work addressing questions of function and form is done in a complementary fashion. The role of grammatical accuracy is much more secondary than in traditional language teaching since priority is given to fluency and understanding the content of the subject. 

3. Characteristic of teachers is their competence in directing classroom tasks. At all times they give instructions that are clear and understandable, they inform learners of the objectives, describe the tasks to be done, capture learners’ attention and get them to focus on the work to be done, making clear both the objectives of the task and what is expected of them.   

4. When presenting new information, in order to make the input easier to understand and to contextualize the task, teachers use appropriate strategies such as demonstrations and experiments, using graphic organizers and visual keys, previewing key words, guaranteeing repetition, rephrasing and scaffolding, starting from students’ prior ideas and experiences and connecting them with the new information. 
5. Teachers monitor students’ progress on a regular basis, checking on the level of achievement and consistently providing learners’ with the necessary feedback. The quality of communication between teachers and students is very high. 
6. Effective teaching-learning involves permitting students to respond in a variety of ways, including, for example, non-verbal responses, demonstrating comprehension through problem solving, and learning by doing – particularly in the early stages. Thus we gradually bring them to use the target language when they are ready. In the initial stages emphasis is on receptive rather than productive skills.   
7. Effective teaching-learning requires the consistent use of tasks that are cognitively demanding but strongly contextualized. Cognitive skills and processes such as identifying, comparing, finding similarities and differences, putting in order and sequencing need to be integrated into curriculum design. 

8. The students’ native languages and cultures are viewed not as detrimental but as forming a part of the culture of the school and the classroom and are not ignored but, on the contrary, are integrated into the curriculum. 

9. Work with meaningful tasks includes what is known as experiential learning, learning by discovering, for solving problems. 

10.  The most frequently used forms of organizing classroom work involve cooperative teaching-learning and the promotion of students’ autonomous learning. 
Discussion
Navés (2009) concluded that the defensive attitude with which researchers time and time again justify the principles of the benefits of integrating content and language may reside in preconceived ideas about learning more than one language.
“I argue (...) that the debate on bilingual education must be considered in the political contexts for two reasons: first, the research findings on the effects of bilingual education are both abundant and clear; the common perception that research is either largely unavailable and/or inadequate is a myth generated by strong vested interests. The second reason for examining closely the political context of the issue is that the educational changes required to reverse the pattern of language minority group school failure are essentially political changes because they involve changes in the power relations between dominant and dominated groups.”  (Cummins, 1995)
The results being obtained by empirical research are still in the preliminary stages and are not definitive because it has not been possible, in most of the studies, to control the variables involved. Many more and more refined studies are needed, both on quantity and quality, in order to obtain a better knowledge of the gains we can expect from the application of CLIL policies. Though we would like to be cautious, the research available leads us to expect that having done a CLIL course may permit students to reach levels of linguistic competence comparable to their peers one to three years ahead of them, while short-term stays abroad and out-of-school classes do not produce such good results. 
There are at least two arguments for caution. In the first place, it is important not to forget that even in immersion programs in Canada, though unanimously applauded as having achieved the best final competence for students in a second language, problems and certain aspects requiring improvement have been detected. And we are talking about gradual, very long-term programs that are very intensive, with a long history, stable teaching staffs of competent, bilingual teachers with good training. If even the best language teaching programs like the Canadian immersion programs have shortcomings, what can we expect of initiatives still not clearly defined in short-term programs? The second reason we need to be cautious is related to the levels of students’ language competence. Throughout Europe, despite national differences, it is considered that the majority of students, on finishing their pre-university studies, obtain level A2 and at the best B2 of the six levels established by the Council of Europe (C2 being the highest level). If levels are so low, what does it mean if a primary or secondary school student catches up with peers one to three years ahead after doing a CLIL course? If students’ level of final competence were more varied, then catching up with students two or three years ahead would indeed be a very significant jump, but that is not the case. 
Final considerations
Current results from comparative research show that the proficiency levels obtained in CLIL classes are statistically significantly higher but not drastically different from those found in mainstream classes. What needs to be done to achieve substantial improvement in students’ levels of foreign language competence? 

At the beginning of this article the question was posed as to whether or not the future of CLIL was promising. The answer, in the light of empirical research, is still not as conclusive or hopeful as we might think. In the first place, the fact that empirical research indicates that students who have done a CLIL course catch up to their peers one to three years ahead of them would be very promising if the levels of language competence among students were both varied and high, so that the difference between academic years would be differences that are not just statistically significant but relevant from the point of view of educational policy. We should remember that the Council of Europe’s incentive for introducing CLIL was to drastically raise students’ ultimate level of proficiency. If all students have a similar level, below European B1, the gains found up to now may be statistically significant but are not relevant from the point of view of educational policy.
In the second place, comparative studies show the characteristics of successful language learning, particularly of content and language integrated learning. Navés (2002, 2009) summarized the characteristics of effective CLIL programs, taking CLIL as an umbrella term including content and language integrated programs with other names such as content-based, immersion, whole-language curriculum, English-medium, bilingual education, etc., in ten points: (1) respect and support for students’ native language and culture; 2) bilingual teachers highly competent in the target language and in the subject material to be taught; (3) courses that are optional and not segregated; (4) long-term, stable programs and staff; (5) support and involvement of the families in the programs; (6) coordination and involvement of all the agents; (7) profile of the teaching staff: highly competent in the subject material and in the target language, as well as in the principles, bases and methodology of content and language integration; (8) high expectations for achieving goals on the part of the teachers, coupled with strong leadership; (9) availability of suitable educational materials; (10) implementation of suitable CLIL teaching-learning methodologies. 
Our CLIL experiences are still far from being structured in the form of programs with these characteristics. If even in the best programs there are aspects that need to be improved, such as the treatment of form/s in immersion programs, only arrogance or blind presumption could lead us to believe that the preliminary results we are obtaining in the short term for the few existing CLIL courses are sufficient to guarantee good results in the long term and that they would, finally, drastically raise the language competence of our students to very high levels.

CLIL meets some of the necessary conditions that the field of SLA sets for good language learning. We should not forget that one of the most important factors SLA points to is massive exposure to input. One or two courses in CLIL may produce promising results. We are confident that the implementation of carefully structured CLIL programs that are long-term and of sufficient intensity, could provide the necessary conditions indicated by SLA and comparative research on good practice and excellence, to achieve desired goals for content and language integrated learning.
Content and language integrated learning must be looked at within the context of plurilingual and pluricultural education, which demands a change in the overall approach to teaching and the use of languages in teaching. 
At this time, in Europe in general we still do not have long-term CLIL programs that guarantee a significant increase in exposure to an input of comprehension and quality, with teachers who have dual qualifications and experience in content and language integrated teaching-learning and high expectations as to achieving goals and who are highly competent in the target language. We do not have the participation of all sectors of the educational community, stable teaching staffs the active involvement of parents and students, a range of available teaching materials, shared standards or the work of consolidated teams with strong leadership. At the moment what we have are experiences of short-term courses, pilot programs and divergent policies.   

Effective content and language integrated programs share a series of characteristics including length and teaching staff stability, the three-part profile of the teaching staff (highly competent in the target language, in the subject matter to be taught and in classroom teaching strategies for the integration of the two), and the availability of suitable materials, among many others (See Navés 2009).  The initial results of empirical research on CLIL contexts in the short term are still in their early stages, since they frequently do not allow for adequate control of the all the variables involved. Even if we accepted the statistically significant differences in favor of CLIL contexts, they would not represent a substantial change in the levels of students’ foreign language competence. If we seek to substantially improve students’ language levels, it will probably be necessary to implement well-coordinated, long-term, content and language integrated programs with profiles that are close to those of the programs that have been successful.

It is necessary, however, to be very cautious in interpreting this research. We need more long-term research that is more highly refined, taking into account starting ages, number of additional hours of instruction, etcetera. If we consider that programs that have been carefully examined by empirical research for decades, the Canadian immersion programs, show weak points in the achievement of their objectives, the optimism generated by initial results from short-term comparisons in CLIL contexts – in which not all variables have been adequately taken into account – should not make us forget that one of the conditions that characterize the most effective programs is that they are long term, guaranteeing a massive exposure to the target language. Quality of input is important. The quantity, the massive exposure, in other words, is one of the factors that the field of SLA underscores as essential for the acquisition of a second language. Finally, research on educational excellence concludes that more important than the methodology employed by the teacher in the classroom, is the variable teacher, and particularly the teacher’s competence and training, which in the case of the CLIL teacher means being competent not just in the subject but also in the target language, along with a vast number of other factors relating to the institutional context coinciding with the characteristics of good content and language integrated programs which make some educational programs distinctly better than others.

Serrano (2010) found that intermediate-level students tend to make more language gains in intensive programs than in regular programs, whereas advanced EFL students do not. Further research is also needed to investigate the potential effect of CLIL on students’ foreign language gains.
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