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1.1

1.2

Introduction

The purpose of the Rapid Evidence Assessment (REA) reported in this document is
to inform the Welsh Government’s planning and delivery of Welsh language
provision for learners aged 3-16 years, as it undertakes reform of curriculum and
assessment arrangements in Wales. The REA was commissioned in the light of two
significant national policy drivers: the development of a new school curriculum for
Wales, initiated by the Successful Futures report (Donaldson, 2015), and Cymraeg
2050: a million Welsh speakers (Welsh Government, 2017). Together, these
necessitate a significant review of language education in Wales, and create
potential for a paradigm shift in approaches to language teaching and learning. This
context provides a rare opportunity, from a research perspective, to focus on the
effectiveness of language education, in conditions that will tolerate, even
encourage, a transformational change to teaching approaches and methods. The
REA reported here, comprising an assessment of high quality, relevant research
yielded by a principled and extensive literature search, represents a state-of-the-art
research platform for policy development. While its relevance to Wales is explicit,
this constitutes a significant contribution to teaching policy and practice in all non-

dominant target language contexts.
Aims and rationale for the Rapid Evidence Assessment (REA)

In 2017 Welsh Government (WG) identified a key area in which a rapid evidence
assessment (REA - ‘the project’) should be undertaken: the effectiveness of
approaches and methods in second language teaching. The aim of the project was
therefore to assess research on language teaching practices and interventions used
in international and national contexts parallel or comparable to Wales, in order to
inform WG planning for delivery of Welsh language provision for learners aged 3-
16. The project will contribute to WG’s awareness and appreciation of
approaches/methods that are likely to give learners effective functional skills in the
Welsh language by the age of 16. The specific research question addressed in this

report is:

What teaching approaches and methods are effective in developing young learners’

second language competence, according to high quality empirical evidence?




Policy background and development
1.3 There are three principal WG policies which provide the context of the project:

e Cymraeg 2050 — A million Welsh speakers.! One of the sea-changes required to
enable WG to achieve its goal is to transform how learners are taught Welsh,
with the aim that by 2050 at least 70 per cent report that they can speak Welsh
by the time they leave school. This will require an increase in the number of
primary and secondary teachers who can teach Welsh as a subject. In secondary
schools this will be from 500 in 2017 to 900 by 2031 and to 1,200 by 2050.
Improving how Welsh is taught in English-medium schools is noted as a priority.

e A Curriculum for Wales — A Curriculum for Life.? Six Areas of Learning and
Experience (AoLEs) are identified in the new curriculum for Wales, with
progression within each AoLE based on continua of learning. The Welsh
language (a compulsory element of the curriculum up to age 16 for all learners)
falls within the AoLE for Languages, Literacy and Communication. The emphasis
on learning Welsh is defined as developing the language as a means of
communication with progress towards “transactional competence” (Donaldson,
2015 p. 60) by age 16.

e Education in Wales: Our National Mission.® The development of a
transformational approach to the learning, teaching and assessment of Welsh is
a stated aim of this action plan covering the period up until 2021. The aimis to
ensure that all learners will be able to use Welsh when they leave school. One of
the priorities for professional learning here is to teach Welsh as a living language
and to ensure that greater numbers are able to work effectively in Welsh-medium
and/or bilingual settings. The vision to enable all learners to develop their Welsh
language skills and use Welsh confidently in everyday life is reiterated in Welsh
in Education: Action Plan 2017-2021.* Particularly relevant to this REA and to
enabling WG to realise its vision for children and young people are the
development of a new curriculum to inspire learners to learn and use the
language, and the need to enhance motivation through accurate measurement of
progress, together with ensuring that teaching and learning are based on

teachers’ understanding of the most effective language acquisition pedagogy.

! http://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/170711-welsh-language-strategy-eng.pdf

2 http://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/151021-a-curriculum-for-wales-a-curriculum-for-life-en.pdf
3 http://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/170926-education-in-wales-en.pdf

4 hitp://gov.wales/docs/dcells/publications/17 1212-welsh-in-education-action-plan-2017-21-en.pdf




1.4

1.5

1.6

Project objectives

The aim of this REA is to identify, assess the quality of, scrutinise and report
research relating to effective second language teaching approaches and methods
for use with 3-16 year olds, taking a principled, systematic and transparent
approach to literature search, screening and synthesis. The main objectives of the

project are:

e Objective A — to conduct a search and scrutiny of published research within the
parameters described below (Section 2. Methodology of this report);

e Objective B — based on what is found through Objective A, to produce a state of
the art synthesis of the most relevant and highest quality research, organised
thematically (Section 3. Findings);

e Objective C — to assess how the research findings map onto Welsh language
pedagogy (3-16 year olds), particularly in the context of Education in Wales: our
national mission (Welsh Government 2017) (Summary of findings applied to
the Welsh context);

e Objective D — to indicate related research areas which, while outside the scope
of this report, will be key to achieving the policy aims outlined in 1.2 and 1.3
above (Section 4. Notes on excluded literature and future research

imperatives).

The project parameters require that research will only be regarded as relevant and

suitable for inclusion when it:

¢ s directly or indirectly relevant to language learners aged 3-16 years old;

e is directly or indirectly relevant to the context of teaching Welsh in Wales (for
example, it has relevance to the teaching of non-dominant target languages);

e focuses on “approach” and/or “method”; research on theoretical models, or
teaching techniques/activities are only included if they are relevant to an
approach or method;

e addresses deliberate, within class, teaching of second languages that are

human, written/spoken, languages.
Investigative framework — definition and interpretation of terms

The framework for the investigation was based on parameters using PICO
(Richardson, Wilson, Nishikawa, & Hayward, 1995). While originally designed for

clinical contexts, the Population > Intervention > Comparison > Outcomes



framework, and the overarching principle of evidence-based practice, makes it

highly appropriate for the definition of terms in our current investigative framework:

e Population: learners of Welsh as a second language aged 3-16. ‘Language
learner’ indicates a deliberate intention on the part of the learner and/or teacher
(thereby excluding immersion contexts). ‘Language’ here is human,
written/spoken language (therefore not including Sign Languages or computer
languages, for example). ‘Welsh second language’ is used with the specific
meaning applied to learners who are following a curriculum solely or
predominantly delivered through the medium of English. This differentiates them
from second language speakers of Welsh who acquire the language through a
predominantly Welsh-medium curriculum and/or within an immersion setting.
Welsh L2 does not, therefore, necessarily reflect learners’ linguistic background
and exposure to Welsh prior to education, nor does it include those learners for
whom Welsh may be a second (or other) language who are in Welsh-medium or
immersion provision.

¢ Intervention / Exposure: classroom-based or -related teaching approaches and
methods. Theories of language learning were beyond the remit of the study, as
were interventions beyond the reach of the classroom. ‘Approach’ and ‘method’
are terms whose definition has changed over time and is contested (Hall, 2011).
In this project, ‘approach’ is taken as a set of values, principles, and beliefs about
factors that drive learning, and ‘method’ is taken as the systematic engagement
of learners with language (definitions informed by e.g. Hall, 2011; Chapter 22 of
Richards & Rodgers, 2014). Techniques and activities were included, only where
they exemplified methods and approaches.

e Comparisons: Where the literature permits, comparisons between
methods/approaches were made on the basis of ‘effectiveness’. The
interpretation of ‘effectiveness’ which informs this investigation is the deployment
of a teaching method or approach in a classroom that enhances learner
performance, in a measurable and sustained way, in one or more of the
competences identified in the methodology.

e Outcome: language competence, particularly (given the emphasis in Successful
Futures) with reference to ‘transactional competence’, and interpretations of the

components of this.

10



1.7

1.8

Project Team

The REA took place between November 2017 and March 2018. The core project
team of two senior researchers and four research assistants was based at Swansea
University. An advisory team fed into the methodological process at critical stages,
and most influentially in developing the investigative framework and contributing to
the supplementary searches (see Section 2. Methodology). The team was
constituted in order to maximise the reach of expertise in areas relevant to the
project objectives and methodology. Half the team members have previous
experience as classroom language teachers (of Welsh, Irish, English, French,
Catalan and Spanish), and team members’ research and scholarly activity covers
areas including: Second language acquisition; Language education policy;
Language pedagogy; Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL); Computer
Assisted Language Learning (CALL); Motivation studies; Language assessment;
Teacher education; Inter-relationship between child second language/foreign
language learning, vocabulary and literacy development; The effects of age in
second language learning; Formulaic language acquisition; Language learning in
minority language contexts; Language acquisition and bilingualism amongst
children and adults. A full list of the project team members is in Annex A: Project

team members, roles and affiliations.
Approach and structure of the report

The potential scope of the report is vast, given the quantity of research literature
published in the field of language learning and teaching. As an illustration of this, a
search on the Scopus Database titles, keywords and abstracts for “lapproaches OR
methods] + [language] + [learning OR teaching]” returns over 43,000 items. In
order, then, to adhere to the principled, selective approach demanded by an REA,
to target the literature most acutely relevant to the REA, and to meet the ‘rapidity’
criteria of the REA, a sophisticated search mechanism was required (Objective A in
Project objectives above). Section 2. Methodology of the report sets out the
method we devised for this, and the quality assurance measures and contingencies
we put in place. Findings then had to be synthesised and presented in a way that
was fit for purpose (Objectives B and C above), and here the challenge was
threefold:

11



1.9

i) A framework driven by conventional taxonomies of method and approach,
established a priori, would risk excluding research on a) methods that do
not sit obviously under the traditional (often unhelpfully broad) banners of
‘task-based learning’, ‘grammar translation’, and so on, and b) practice
emerging from the “principled eclecticism” and “principled pragmatism”
(see e.g. Kumaravadivelu 1994) of the post-method era.

i) Effective language teaching and learning is by no means solely generated
by planned, teacher-controlled, classroom-based endeavours; a vast array
of additional influences and variables play critical roles in language
learning, and these must be acknowledged.

iii)  “Transactional competence” (Donaldson, 2015) is presented as a measure
of effectiveness in the policy context, but the term itself is under-defined
(generating only one ‘hit’ in Scopus, for example), and its components

must be identified.

Section 2. Methodology of the report sets out the methodology used to address
these challenges, and presents the rationale for organising the project findings
(Section 3. Findings) according to a thematic approach based on language
competences. Finally, in connection with point (ii) in the paragraph above and
Objective D in Project objectives, Section 4. Notes on excluded literature and
future research imperatives of the report focuses on areas of research which,
though excluded from the main business of this project, are critical considerations in

the formation of policy for Welsh language education in Wales.

12



2.1

2.2

Methodology

Defining the research question

The aim of the project was to provide a balanced assessment of research literature
evidence in order to help inform the Welsh Government’s planning and delivery of
Welsh language provision for learners aged 3-16. In order to do this in such a way
as to maximise both fithess-for-purpose and feasibility, precise framing of a
research question and establishment of research parameters was essential. The
social and psychological complexity of language learning means the breadth and
quantity of research literature with relevance to the topic is vast. This was evident in
the fact that initial scoping of policy frameworks (see Policy background and
development) and consultation within the project team, generated a preliminary set

of twelve broad areas of relevance to the WG’s policy ambition. These were:

i) Effectiveness of approaches/methods when applied to the young language
learner context;

i)  Immersion and CLIL (Content and language Integrated Learning);

iii) Assessment of learning;

iv) Quality and intensity of learners’ exposure to language;

v) Age and cognitive development;

vi) Practitioner skills and training;

vii) The processes by which ‘transactional competence’ develops;

viii) Development of bi- and multi-literacy;

ix) Cognitive and social advantages of language learning and bilingualism;

x)  Motivation and attitude;

xi) Role of technology in language learning;

xii) Individual learner differences.

That these areas are of core relevance to the policy ambition context of the project,
and relate directly to considerations of teaching methods and approaches is
undeniable. However, trial database searches encompassing all these themes
yielded hundreds of thousands of results, indicating that this approach would risk
generating wide-ranging and unfocused findings, and was in any case not feasible
within the parameters of a REA. It was therefore decided to constrain the scope of
the research question to a tight interpretation of approach and method (see Phase

2a — Screening), while acknowledging that consideration of iii-xii above would also

13



be essential to informing policy development (see Section 4. Notes on excluded

literature and future research imperatives).

2.3 This decision narrowed our focus to i) effectiveness of approaches/methods when
applied to the young language learner context; and ii) immersion and CLIL (Content
and language Integrated Learning). On closer scrutiny of ii), it was decided that
while CLIL’s explicit attention to language development (as well as academic
content) render it relevant to this REA, the theoretical foundation of ‘Immersion’
(that exposure without explicit language-focused instruction will lead to acquisition)
is not compatible with the “deliberate, within class, teaching of second languages”
parameter established in Project objectives above, and is therefore not within the
scope of the REA.

2.4 The question addressed by this review is, then: What teaching approaches and
methods are effective in developing young learners’ second language competence,

according to high quality empirical evidence?
Methodological approach

2.5 To answer this research question, a rigorous approach to literature search,
screening, scrutiny and synthesis was required. The expertise and experience of
the project team supplemented this, enabling the authors to tap into state-of-the-art
knowledge across areas relevant to our project focus, and to make contingency for
crucial literature not captured by the database search (for example because article
tittes do not transparently reflect content, or items fall outside search engine capture

zones, or are incompatible with our search terms).

2.6 The following sub-sections outline the objective investigative framework devised for
the project. This was based on the parameters outlined in Project objectives of the
introduction, and was informed by the REA considerations in Table 2.1, the GSR
(Government Social Research) Rapid Evidence Assessment toolkit and EPPI
(Evidence for Policy and Practice Information) Centre guidance.® The investigation

proceeded in four phases:

® Government Social Research Service and Evidence for Policy and Practice Information Centre (n.d.). Rapid Evidence
Assessment toolkit. Retrieved from
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140402164155/http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-
quidance/rapid-evidence-assessment

14



2.7

e Phase 1: Literature search

e Phase 2: Screening, selection and categorisation

e Phase 3: Detailed data extraction and weighing of evidence

e Phase 4: Clustering items and synthesising key findings

Methods used in each phase are detailed in sub-sections Phase 1 — Search to

Phase 4 — Clustering items and synthesising key findings. A member of the

project team was assigned the role of Quality Assurer, and scrutinised the

methodological approach of each phase; quality assurance measures were also

embedded in the methodology processes. Considerations driving the REA methods,

and the means by which they were addressed, are presented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Methods for addressing key REA considerations

Methodological consideration

Addressed by...

maximise completeness of REA

conduct initial search across range of databases
define keywords for searches and trial them robustly
use project team’s combined expertise to identify items
supplementing initial search results

maximise rapidity and
achievability of REA

adopt exclusion criteria to limit search to recent research
(published post 2000) in English or Welsh

secure support from research librarians and subject
specialists

limit grey literature review to items signalled by expert
team members and Welsh Government steering group,
that meet the inclusion criteria set out in the section on
supplementary manual searches

fast-track review papers (e.g. systematic reviews/meta-
analyses/state-of-art summaries)

maximise relevance of focus of
included studies

attend closely to relevance of focus in key word selection
screen abstracts by relevance of study focus
record study focus and assessment in data extraction form

maximise relevance of study
design of included studies

screen abstracts by relevance of topic focus and research
design
record study design assessment in data extraction form

assess quality of included studies

use a matrix approach in data extraction process,
considering study design, validity, and reliability (informed
by Petticrew & Roberts, 2006).

avoid bias in REA

define a priori search and scrutiny principles

search across range of databases

adhere to data extraction protocols

use a provisional list of thematic sections as indicative,
and adapt/supplement these according to themes
emerging from the literature

maximise comprehensibility of
REA report

organise syntheses by thematic sections, based on a
consideration of competences and skills
include summary of ‘key considerations’

15




2.8

2.9

2.10

2.1

Phase 1 — Search
Database searches
Databases used: The databases used in the search phase were:

e Scopus: a global abstract and citation database of peer-reviewed research titles
in the fields of science, technology, medicine, social sciences and arts and
humanities

e LLBA (Linguistics and Language Behaviour Abstracts — abstracts and indexes
the international literature in linguistics and related disciplines in the language
sciences)

e Web of Science Service for UK Education

e ERIC (Educational Resources Information Centre — major contributors include
journal publishers, grey literature and book sources and individuals through an
on-line submission system)

e National Library of Wales Catalogue (NLW is a legal deposit library with a
particular interest in Welsh and Welsh language material)

e Swansea University Library Catalogue (Access to all the deposits in the

University libraries including Welsh language material)

These databases/platforms were selected from an initial larger set, in collaboration
with a subject librarian. Considerations in selection included coverage (size and
scope of database), reach of search (the most efficient was for search terms to be
sought in title, abstract and keywords), accessibility of abstracts for rapid scrutiny.
The last two catalogues listed above were included to facilitate Welsh language

searches.

The search and inclusion criteria below are presented according to search protocols
on Scopus. The search terms were adapted to fit other database search engines as

appropriate.

Search terms (English language): With close attention to the project parameters
(Project objectives), the investigative framework (Investigative framework —
definition and interpretation of terms) and a tight interpretation of the research
question (Defining the research question), search terms were identified and
trialled. Trialling attended to feasibility (number of results) and capture (a test set of
expected items, drawn from the recommended literature from expert members of

the project team, was used to ensure that relevant literature was captured). The set
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2.12

of search terms emerging from this process consisted of five sets of “relevance”
keywords linked by “AND” operators, yielding results relevant on the five counts:
population, context, subject domain, activity and ‘effectiveness’ variable. The terms

were:

For relevance of target population - (child* OR pupil* OR student* OR new

speaker®)
AND

For relevance of context - (elementary OR secondary OR high school* OR

young OR primary OR early years)
AND

For relevance of subject domain - (second language* OR foreign language*
OR modern language* OR heritage language* OR minority language* OR
regional language® OR L2)

AND

For relevance of activity - (teach* OR learn* OR instruct®* OR pedagog* OR

acqui*)
AND

For relevance of target variable - (succe* OR achiev* OR improv* OR attain*
OR

effect* OR gain* OR increas® OR grow®)

Search terms (Welsh language): In order to capture Welsh language outputs, a
set of Welsh search terms was created for use with the National Library of Wales
and Swansea University Catalogues. Following trialling (as above), the terms were

confirmed as:

For relevance of target population - (plant OR plentyn OR blant OR blentyn
OR phlant OR phlentyn OR mhlant OR mhlentyn)

AND
For relevance of subject domain - (iaith OR ieith*)
AND

For relevance of activity - (dysg* OR ddysg* OR nysg* OR addysg*)

17



2.13 Inclusion criteria: To maximise the relevance and quality of search results, the

following inclusion criteria were applied:

e Date of publication = post-2000. A non-date-limited key word search using
Scopus revealed a sharp increase between 2000 and 2001 in the number of
outputs relating to teaching young language learners. 2001 was the European
Year of Languages, and a significant year in language teaching pedagogy, with
initiatives that changed and reinvigorated language teaching research: for
example, Cameron’s Teaching Languages to Young Learners (2001) was first
published; the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages was
launched (Council of Europe, 2001); the National Foundation for Educational
Research published Teaching Modern Languages: Policy and Practice in
England, Wales and Northern Ireland (Boyd, 2001).

Subject domain: “SOCIAL SCIENCES”, “ARTS & HUMANITIES”

Publication type: “ARTICLE”, “BOOK CHAPTER”, “ARTICLE IN PRESS”,
“‘REVIEW”, “BOOK”

Language: "ENGLISH”, “WELSH”

“Peer reviewed”: some databases (Scopus) only include peer reviewed outputs;
others (ERIC, LLBA) have this as an optional filter.

Supplementary searches

2.14  To mitigate the risk that relevant items would be missed through the database
searches (for example, because they are in non-electronic or -indexed journals, or
do not feature our search terms), and because books and book chapters do not
have searchable abstracts, a supplementary search was conducted. This would
also enable the capture of grey literature, and any highly relevant research items
lying outside the inclusion zones set for the electronic searches. The supplementary

searches were as follows:

i. Expertteam members were asked to provide items that perform strongly
against the criteria of relevance (as set out in Table 2.2 below), but which do
not necessarily meet the inclusion criteria in Database searches above (i.e.
the list may include items published before 2001; in a language other than
English or Welsh, that do not have a specific focus on (but can inform)

teaching of young learners, etc).
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ii. Expertteam members were asked to identify grey literature such as reports
commissioned by public bodies including key reviews focusing on similar
contexts and research imperatives; research project reports; unpublished
dissertations; reading lists from internationally recognised, practitioner-
focused training programmes. The inclusion criteria for grey literature were
that it must have relevance to the REA, and carry some assurance of quality,
such as having been produced by/for public bodies or research councils
whose funding protocols demand quality assurance scrutiny, or by accredited
professional bodies, or (for academic research) have met the criteria for PhD
award.

iii. Special editions/sections of journals on relevant topics were scrutinised.

iv.  Alibrary catalogue search was conducted, using the search term “Young

Language Learners” and restricted to books.

In connection with (i) and (ii) above, instructions to expert team members were to
submit a list of publications which the team member considered to be of key
relevance/importance to this project. With regard to grey literature, team members
were asked to focus on items they considered most useful according to their own
knowledge and experience. They were asked to record their list of publications on a
spreadsheet, together with information to support the sorting, selection and
categorisation of items for further scrutiny and synthesis. This information
comprised: author(s); year of publication; full APA reference; publication type;
weblink (if available); “which language competences and/or skills does this relate
to?”; “what is the main focus in terms of teaching approach/method?”; “what is/are
the key finding(s)?”.

The decision was made not to give a pre-determined list for either the
competence/skill or the approach/method question, in order not to risk excluding
relevant items, and to enable categories identified by expert panel members to be
triangulated with, and to inform, the indicative categories used in Phase 2 —

Screening, selection and categorisation below.
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2.19

2.20

2.21

Quality assurance at Phase 1
Quality assurance measures taken during Phase 1 included:

e Search terms were tested and scrutinised with research librarian (using a set of
test articles) and with Quality Assurer, in order to ensure fitness-for-purpose and
appropriate application.

e Database searches were conducted by two members of the team, and results

compared.

In Phase 2 of the project, outlined below, search results were manually screened for

relevance.
Phase 2 — Screening, selection and categorisation

Items emerging from the electronic searches in Phase 1 were imported into
Endnote reference storage platform, and subjected to screening and categorisation.
A programme was created to facilitate the transfer between Endnote and Excel of

screening and scrutiny information at Phases 2 and 3.
Phase 2a — Screening

For an item to be included for scrutiny and assessment at Phase 3 of the study, it
needed to satisfy the criteria for relevance set out in Table 2.2. A tick box approach

was chosen to aid rapidity, whilst assuring rigour and reliability (see below).

Table 2.2: Relevance criteria used at Phase 2a - Screening

Phase 2a — Does the publication.....

....relate to the effectiveness of something that is identifiable as an yes/no
approach or method?

(for definition of terms see Section 1.6)

....have relevance to teaching second language Welsh in Wales —i.e. yes/no
does it

e engage with pedagogy in a classroom context? AND
e have relevance to learners between the ages of 3 and 16?7 AND
e have relevance to teaching of non-dominant target languages?

If the answer to either of the above questions was no, then the article was excluded
from any further treatment in the project. For quality assurance and in order to
assess consistency of judgement across the team, a 20% sample was screened
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using titles and abstracts by four team members, and records were compared for
inter-rater reliability. While the team were in agreement about which articles to
exclude from further data extraction, at this stage it was necessary to reassess the
screening process in order to aid efficiency. A 1% sample of the overall articles from
the electronic search were assessed according to the inclusion criteria in Table 2.2
by four team members, using titles only. The team were accurately able to exclude
75% of the articles based on title alone, and decisions were consistent across team
members. Title-only screening allowed for a much more rapid screening process.
Those articles where title alone did not give sufficient information for exclusion were

then assessed using abstracts.
Phase 2b — Identification of thematic domains, and preliminary categorisation

In order to inform the structure of the in-depth review and synthesis at Phases 3 and
4, in the second stage of Phase 2, preliminary categorisation data was extracted
from items where the answer was ‘yes’ to the questions in Table 2.2 (i.e., the
inclusion criteria were met). This enabled the identification of emerging themes
and clusters of focus in the literature, and would facilitate a coherent approach to
the synthesis of findings. While the aim was to capture emerging themes (a pre-
determined set of categories would impose constraints on emphasis or inclusion), it
was necessary to decide on a broad thematic approach which would maximise the
usefulness of the findings. Research in the area of language learning and teaching
can be categorised according to a wide range of dimensions: target language, age
of learner, resource requirement, and so on. Categorisation by approach or method
was possible, but was considered problematic because of the risk that relevant
evidence may be excluded, or novel approaches would be forced into ill-fitting
categories and because of the implicit assumption that a single approach can be

effective across the full range of language skills and competences.

The framework adopted therefore was one based on language competence. This
reflected the key policy ambition of “transactional competence”; as noted earlier,
definitions of “transactional competence” are elusive, but the term can be sensibly
interpreted as a composite of key identifiable language competences. The decision
was taken, therefore, to categorise research evidence according to a list of
competences, and to structure the resulting report in the same way. The following
provisional taxonomy of eight thematic competences was compiled, informed by
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competence descriptors in the robustly researched CEFR framework, IELTS Band

Descriptors and Cambridge DELTA Young Learner Profiles:®

e Spoken interaction and production

e Written production

e Reading comprehension

e Listening comprehension

e E-language, technology and on-line interaction
e Metalinguistic skills

e Autonomous learning skills

e Willingness to communicate

It was anticipated that changes would be made to this list as themes emerged from
the literature that had met the inclusion criteria, and indeed a preliminary scrutiny of
the items emerging from the Phase 2a screening revealed two further categories for

inclusion:

e Grammatical awareness

e Vocabulary knowledge

These categories were used to cluster research outputs in the second stage of
Phase 2. Specifically, for those sources which passed the screening process in 2a,

information was extracted to answer the following questions:

e Which (if any) of the competence-based thematic domains (listed above) is this
item relevant to?

e Are any other thematic domains addressed in this item? (if so what are they?)

e What is the focus of the item in terms of method/approach?

e What is the focus of the item in terms of topic/research question?

e What is the focus of the item in terms of findings?

This stage provided the information necessary to evaluate the fitness for purpose of
the categories identified a priori; to facilitate the identification of additional domains,
or necessary amendments to those listed; and to identify key topics within each
category. This in turn enabled us to prepare an outline of the final report, with

findings organised by theme, and to operate data extraction, at Phase 3,

® CEFR — Common European Framework of Reference for Languages https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-
european-framework-reference-languages/

IELTS — International English Language Testing System https://www.examenglish.com/IELTS/index.html
DELTA - Diploma for Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages
http://www.cambridgeenglish.org/teaching-english/teaching-qualifications/delta/
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thematically, so that outputs addressing common themes/competences could be
grouped. This made it possible to note replications, contradictions, conflicting and
supporting evidence within each theme, and thus enhanced the quality of evidence

assessment.
Quality assurance at Phase 2

In addition to the consistency checks detailed in Phase 2a — Screening above, a
practice was implemented whereby different stages of screening were conducted by
different team members so that each article included for detailed data extraction in
the study was scrutinised by at least two team members. The protocols for Phase 2

were developed in consultation with the Quality Assurer.
Phase 3 — Detailed data extraction and weighing of evidence

Full texts of all of the studies emerging from Phase 2 were obtained and grouped
according to their thematic domain. The ten thematic competences listed in Phase
2b - Identification of thematic domains, and preliminary categorisation above
were refined in response to patterns of representation within the papers. Many
papers addressing Willingness to Communicate also addressed Spoken Interaction
and Production, so these themes were merged, along with Listening. Technology
was initially listed as a competence in its own right (“E-language, technology and
on-line interaction”), but closer scrutiny of outputs revealed that in almost all cases,
the focus was either on technology-supported learning, where the technology was
the medium for a particular method/approach, or on affective dependent variables
such as motivation or attitude, which, though of crucial importance, are outside the

scope of this project.

The refined list of competences, though derived in a bottom up, principled way,

emerges as reflecting conventional taxonomies of language skill:

e \ocabulary competence

e Grammatical competence

¢ Reading competence

e Writing competence

e Speaking and Listening competence

e General language competence
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The items emerging from Phase 2 were then scrutinised for quality and relevance
and coded to enable synthesis of findings. The EPPI Data Extraction form’ (see
Annex B: Data Extraction Form (adapted from EPPI-Centre 2007) was adapted
to fit the purpose of the REA, and the question-driven scrutiny it generated was
trialled by the research team for feasibility before being used. The form uses 57
questions to extract data from a research item, with the questions clustered under

the following headings:

e data management details

e study aims and context

e study focus and sample

e if the study is an intervention...

¢ methods — data analysis

e methods — data collection and analysis
¢ results and conclusions

e quality

A final heading, ‘weight of evidence’, requires assessments to be made regarding
the ‘trustworthiness’, ‘appropriateness’ and ‘relevance’ of the target item; the
assessment therefore, though not calculated quantitatively, is driven by attention to
the quality and relevance considerations targeted by the previous 57 questions.
Broadly, the quality assessment was based on research rigour and integrity, and
validity of evidence. Assessment of appropriateness of design and analysis was
based on the degree of empirical focus, element of comparison, etc. Assessment of
relevance was based on the degree of comparability with the context of teaching
Welsh in Wales, and the specific parameters set out in the investigative framework.
The ‘weight of evidence’ section of the form can be seen in Table 2.3, and the full

form is Annex B: Data Extraction Form (adapted from EPPI-Centre 2007).

" EPPI-Centre (2007) Review Guidelines for Extracting Data and Quality Assessing Primary Studies in
Educational Research. Version 2.0 London: EPPI-Centre, Social Science Research Unit
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Table 2.3: Final section of Data Extraction Form (adapted from EPPI-Centre

2007)

Weight of evidence

|.1 Taking account of all quality assessment [.1.1 high trustworthiness
issues, can the study findings be trusted in
answering the study question(s)?

1.1.2 medium trustworthiness
1.1.3 low trustworthiness

and measures) for addressing the question, or
sub-questions, of this specific systematic review. | 1.3.3 low

|.2 Appropriateness of research design and [.2.1 high

analysis for addressing the REA. 122 medium
[.2.3 low

|.3 Relevance of particular focus of the study 1.3.1 high

(including conceptual focus, context, sample 1.3.2 medium

REA.

I.4 Overall weight of evidence as relevant to the | 1.4.1 high

1.4.2 medium
1.4.3 low

2.32 The composite weighting, recorded in the last row of Table 2.3 was calculated

according to the system outlined in Table 2.4 below.

Table 2.4: Calculation of overall weight of evidence (1.4 in Table 2.3 above)

1.4 = HIGH

IF

(I.1 = HIGH) AND other scores are (HIGH
+ HIGH) or (MEDIUM + HIGH)

l.4 = MEDIUM

IF

(I.1 = HIGH) AND other scores (in any
order) are (MEDIUM + MEDIUM) or
(MEDIUM + LOW) or (HIGH + LOW)

l.4 = MEDIUM

(I.1 = MEDIUM) AND other scores (in any
order) are (HIGH + HIGH) or (HIGH +
MEDIUM) or (HIGH + LOW) or (MEDIUM
+ LOW) or (MEDIUM + MEDIUM)

.4 = LOW

(1.1 = MEDIUM) AND other scores are
(LOW + LOW)

.4 = LOW

(1.1 = LOW)
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Quality assurance at Phase 3

The detailed data extraction form was trialled by three members of the team in order
to compare answers to one paper and interpretations of data categories. A 10%
sample of detailed data extracted was checked by another member of the team. A
10% sample of the final items included was checked for consistency, and had been
given the same weighting assessment by two team members, working

independently.
Phase 4 — Clustering items and synthesising key findings

To ensure that the REA findings focus on the highest quality and the most relevant
outputs, it was agreed to include in the syntheses of findings only those items
that scored a composite HIGH AND scored HIGH for quality AND HIGH for

relevance, i.e.
.4 HIGH = (1.1 = HIGH) AND (l.2 = HIGH or MEDIUM) AND (1.3 = HIGH)

All such items were included in Phase 4, and these were grouped according to the
competence-oriented categorisations developed in Phases 2 and 3 (see Sections
Phase 2b — Identification of thematic domains, and preliminary categorisation
and Phase 3 — Detailed data extraction and weighing of evidence). For each
item, the key findings (regarding effectiveness of approach or method) were
synthesised, and findings sharing a focus were grouped, for ease of comparison
and reference between confirmatory, contradictory or otherwise connected findings.
The findings are presented, organised first by competence area and then grouped

according to their focus, in Section 3 of the REA.2

& All items that met the Phase 2 inclusion criteria are listed in Annex C, with an indication of those included in
the research syntheses in Section 3 below.
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3. Findings

3.1 This section of the REA opens with a Prisma diagram9 (Figure 3.1) reporting the

outcomes of each of the methodological stages described in Section 2.

Methodology, in terms of the number of items emerging from each phase.’® The

following six sub-sections present research syntheses of evidence from the 106

studies that emerged from the search, screening, data extraction and weight of

evidence assessments detailed in Section 2. Methodology. The evidence is

grouped into the six areas of language competence identified in Phase 3 — Detailed

data extraction and weighing of evidence above: vocabulary, grammatical,

reading, writing, speaking and listening, and general language competence (Sub-

sections Vocabulary competence to General language competence).

Figure 3.1: Flowchart of items included at each methodological stage™*

Literature identified through Literature identified through other sources:
database search Expert list (129) + iFind Cymraeg (81) + books (75)
= 5609 =285

l

Items screened
= 5861 (duplicates removed)

A 4

Items excluded = 5522

J[Z. Screening} [ 1. Search }

[tems not sourced in time = 33

\ 4
S
I ‘g Items assessed for eligibility
o g =309
(]
—
)
=z \ 4
'4: . .
8 u Items included in
= = . .
E _g synthesis of evidence
£ & =106
o
O
<
—

A 4

Items excluded (medium or low
weighting) =203

° Flowchart adapted from: Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D.G., The PRISMA Group (2009).
19 At Phases 1 and 2 books are counted as a single item; after screening, individual book chapters are

counted.

" The numbers given in Figure 3.1 are for unique items; in the following ‘competence’ sections and in Annex
C, items that have relevance to more than one competence area may be listed more than once.
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3.3

3.4

3.5

In the Section Summary of findings applied to the Welsh context, the application

of evidence findings to the Welsh context is considered.

The competence focus of most eligible items was easily identified; in most cases it
was the dependent variable measured in an empirical study, and in a few it was the
area of competence that emerged as being influenced by an intervention or
condition. Where items had relevance to more than one competence, they were
considered under both the relevant headings (the ‘number of items’ summary tables
at the start of Sub-sections Vocabulary competence to General language
competence include these, so the numbers reported there will exceed the totals
given in Figure 3.1). ltems with relevance to more than two competences were

allocated to the ‘General language competence’ category.

Any conclusions drawn from the findings in this section must take into account the
derivation of evidence, i.e., that the research syntheses below are restricted to
items which emerged from Phase 3 scrutiny (see Phase 4 — Clustering items and
synthesising key findings above) as highly trustworthy, highly relevant to the
context of the REA, and appropriate to the REA in terms of research design. The
findings here, then, are from an apposite, but relatively small, evidence base. It
should also be noted that there is an imbalance in the quantity of research across
contexts. For example, there is more research on some age cohorts within the 3-16
range than others, much more research on some target languages (notably English)
than others (notably non-dominant languages), and a more frequent focus on some
competences (e.g. vocabulary knowledge) than others (e.g. listening competence).

The findings reported below do not attempt to address that imbalance.

The distribution of the 106 items included in the syntheses below, between the six

competence areas, is shown in Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2: Distribution by competence of items included in the synthesis of
evidence

Vocabulary competence

Table 3.1: Summary of items (vocabulary competence)

Number of items identified at Phase 2 72
Number of items not sourced 5
Number of items excluded from evidence synthesis at Phase 3 40
Number of items included in evidence synthesis 27

There are five key areas of focus in the literature relating to effective methods for
teaching vocabulary to students aged 3-16. These are i) CLIL learning contexts (6
studies); ii) Intentional focus on form and meaning of individual words (7 studies); iii)
Input-only, and input plus interaction instruction (8 studies); iv) Involvement load (2

studies); v) Integrating imagery, gesture and movement (4 studies).
The effect of CLIL instruction on vocabulary development

Six studies included for synthesis here relate to vocabulary development in CLIL
contexts. The national and first language contexts vary, as does the age of the
learners, but the studies have in common that they compare vocabulary size or gain
in English language CLIL and non-CLIL experiences. Their commonalities and
differences are summarised in Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2: Studies of CLIL and vocabulary learning

Study context and | compared vocabulary | n per age (yrs)

L1 (if given) | conditions tested condition
Merikivi and | Finland, L1 CLIL vs receptive, 75, 88 CLIL 13, 16
Pietila (2014) | Finnish ‘mainstream” | productive 74 93 non-

CLIL

Agustin- Spain CLIL vs EFL | receptive 58 CLIL 9-12
Llach and 49 non-CLIL
Canga
Alonso
(2016)
Gierlinger Austria, L1 extra 60-80 receptive 39 CLIL 12-14
and Wagner hours CLIL

83% 48 non-CLIL
(2016) German,

17% other
Jiménez Spain CLIL vs EFL | receptive 65 CLIL 11-12
Catalan and :
Ruiz de L1 Spanish 65 non-CLIL
Zarobe
(2009)
Sylven Sweden CLIL vs receptive 137 CLIL 15-16
(2010) non-CLIL 84 non-CLIL
Tragant, Spain CLIL vs EFL | productive 22 (within 8
Marsol, subject)
Serrano and
Llanes
(2016)

3.8 Three studies: Jiménez Catalan and Ruiz de Zarobe (2009), Sylven (2010), and

Agustin-Llach and Canga Alonso (2016), found CLIL learners’ scores to be

significantly higher than those of non-CLIL learners on a general test of receptive

vocabulary. Merikivi and Pietila (2014)’s CLIL learners outperformed the non-CLIL

group in both receptive and productive vocabulary scores at 6th and 9th grades,

with large differences particularly in the younger group. However, the other three

papers note that the difference between group scores was small, and in fact Agustin

& Canga found no difference in their youngest (9-10) group. Gierlinger and Wagner

(2016) cast further doubt on CLIL’s contribution to vocabulary growth; they

measured vocabulary gains of a group receiving an extra 60-80 hours of CLIL

tuition, against a control group, and found that both groups’ receptive vocabulary

size grew, with no significant effect of the CLIL treatment. Finally, Tragant, Marsol,




Serrano, and Llanes’ within-subject comparison (2016) tested learners on words
encountered in the class EFL (term one) and science (term two) textbooks, and
found vocabulary gains to be significantly higher in the EFL context than the CLIL
context. These CLIL studies urge caution in interpreting apparent gains from CLIL
treatment, and suggest that contributory factors include hours of target language
exposure, earlier exposure to target language, the quality of vocabulary input in
CLIL (and the frequency-based vocabulary measures used in the studies), and the
fact that CLIL is sometimes an opt-in reflecting students’ (and parents’) motivation

to learn (in these cases) English.

Focusing attention and intentional learning activity on form and meaning of

individual vocabulary items

3.9 Seven of the studies included in this REA compare Focus on Form (FonF), where
attention is given to an item during a communicative activity, with the more
traditional Focus on Forms (FonFs), where the learning focus is the items
themselves. Laufer (2006) claims the role of the latter to be of major importance in
learning conditions that do not emulate L1 input. She found that 16-year-old
learners performed better (72% success) on target item recall when they had
studied and practised items from a word list than when they had read a text
containing the words, supported by dictionary look-up (47%). A follow-up study
(Laufer & Girsai, 2008), differentiated not only between FonFs and FonF, but also
between contrastive (L1-L2) and non-contrastive FonFs instruction. They found that
15-16 year old L1 Hebrew learners of English (n=75) receiving contrastive
instruction in the form of L2>L1 and L1>L2 translation tasks, out-performed learners
in the FonF and the non-contrastive FonFs conditions. (See 3.13 — 3.15 for further

consideration of the role of L1).

3.10  Findings from Shintani (2013), who set out to compare the effectiveness of FonF
and FonFs on 6-year-old learners’ productive vocabulary knowledge, challenge
those of Laufer, but replicate those of de la Fuente (2006) (whose participants were
university students). Shintani’s task-based teaching activity represented FonF, and
a PPP approach (Presentation = repetition of target; Practice = drill; Production = in
a game) represented FonFs. Target items were 24 nouns, for which there was no
significant difference in uptake between the two groups, and 12 adjectives, for
which the FonF group out-performed the FonFs group.
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A possible explanation for these contradictory findings comes from studies that
suggest the effectiveness of FonF depends on the timing and nature of teacher-led
interventions. Alcon (2007) analysed audio recordings from a year of English
language classes, along with learner diaries from 14-15 year old Spanish/Catalan
L1 participants (n=12), and identified instances of ‘pre-emptive’ and ‘reactive’ focus
on form by the teacher. She found that pre-emptive FonF led to ‘noticing’ items (as
reported in learner diaries), and there was a positive correlation between noticing
and post-test production of items. On the other hand, Hennebry, Rogers, Macaro
and Murphy’s study of 262 14-year old learners of French (2017) found that
vocabulary instruction (including in L1) after a listening activity led to more effective

recall of vocabulary than a listening only condition.

Several studies emphasise the role of the teacher in determining the timing and

nature of the focus on vocabulary; indeed, Graham, Courtney, Marinis and Tonkyn
(2017) found in comparing an oracy focussed approach with an oracy plus literacy
approach to teaching French to 9 and 10 year olds (n=252), that teacher expertise

was a more influential variable than teaching approach.
Input-Only, and Input plus Interaction Instruction

Eight of the studies meeting our weighting criteria investigated the effectiveness of
L2 input conditions. Williams and Thomas (2017) assessed uptake of Welsh
vocabulary by 4-5 year old English speakers in four 20-minute interventions applied
three times weekly for 6 weeks. The interventions were: i) watching 15 Welsh TV
programmes; ii) as i, but with teacher interaction; iii) “storytime”, where the same
stories as in the TV programmes were read aloud in Welsh; iv) as iii), but in English
(control group). Post-tests on vocabulary from the programmes/stories found that
the control group was outperformed by all other conditions. The highest vocabulary
scores were seen for watching the TV programmes with teacher interaction, and
there was no difference in performance between those who watched the TV
programmes and those who listened to the same stories read by a teacher. The
authors conclude that TV programmes, especially when viewed in interaction with a
caregiver, can facilitate language uptake. Lin (2014) also reports vocabulary uptake
from input-only exposure: 45 Chinese L1 learners of English, aged 10-11, listened
to a story read aloud by the teacher four times, and by the third time had learned

four of 8 target (non-) words.
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Comparing 6-8 year olds’ input-based instruction (listen-and-do card selection
tasks, n=13) with production-based instruction (matched tasks but with cued
production, n=11), Shintani (2011) found no significant difference in performance on
three of four post-task vocabulary tests. Shintani (2012) uses the same context and
finds that teacher input is modified, and learners’ voluntary production of target
items increases as the input-based task is repeated nine times over five weeks. Her
finding that learners’ negotiation of input pushes vocabulary gains from an input-
only task is supported by Luan and Sappathy’s study of 10-11 year old L1 Malay
learners of English (2011).

Evidence suggests that input can be made more effective by including strategic use
of L1. Lee and Macaro (2013) investigated use of L1 in vocabulary instruction. They
tested vocabulary recall and recognition of 12-year old Korean learners of English.
The teacher used code-switching into Korean to give information about new lexical
items for 223 learners, while 220 received English only instruction. For acquisition
and retention, the code-switching group significantly outperformed the English only
group in both recall and recognition. Lesniewska and Pichette (2016) similarly note
the apparent effectiveness of using L1 in activities to enhance L2 uptake, as do
Camo and Ballester (2015), who tested the acquisition of 20 target items by 10-11
year old learners of English. Their experiment and control groups listened to a story,
and as a target word appeared, the experiment group were shown and heard the
word in both L2 and L1 (Catalan), whereas the control group were only exposed to
the L2 item. In post-test picture matching tasks, the experiment group scored higher

for accuracy and speed of response.
Involvement Load

Huang, Willson and Eslami (2012) aimed to investigate the effectiveness of output
tasks in development of learner vocabulary. Their meta-analysis of 12 studies
included six with high school learners. They found that vocabulary gains were
greatest where the involvement load of the task was high, where a combination of
output tasks were undertaken, and where more time was spent on task.
Involvement load is a motivational-cognitive construct; a task requiring learners to
need, search for and evaluate the meaning of a word is interpreted as having high
involvement load. Task-based learning (TBL) and digital game based learning
(DGBL) are candidates for high involvement load. From a meta-analysis of ten

studies, 7 of which focus on young learners, Chen, Tseng and Hsaio (2018) find
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that the greater the fun and adventure-challenge component in a game, the more

likely it is to be effective in terms of vocabulary uptake.
Integrating imagery, gesture and movement

In the Keyword method of learning new vocabulary, learners attend to phonetic or
orthographic features of the target item, link these to a familiar ‘keyword’, usually in
the L1, and create a mental image representing the link. Dolean (2014) investigates
the effectiveness of this method in teaching 101 Romanian L1 learners of Italian,
aged 9-10, and finds that presenting learners with the image of the target word,
alongside a keyword image, leads to significantly better L2>L1 translation
performance in an immediate post-test, and a follow up study with 24 7-8 year olds
and 21 13-14 year olds found a significant positive effect of keyword presentation,
including in a delayed post-test. Dolean and Dolghi (2016), teaching 30 imageable
items to 6-7 year old Romanian learners of English (n=34) found that a Keyword-
instructed group significantly outperformed a Total Physical Response-instructed

group, with a large effect size.

Investigating the integration of gesture and movement in learning, Porter (2016)
found an initial significant advantage to gesture elaboration while teaching formulaic
utterances to 4-7 year olds (n=40), but that recall dropped considerably (though
remained higher than control group scores) at a 2-week delayed post test. Mavilidi,
Okely, Chandler, Cliff and Paas (2015) compare four learning conditions for
teaching 14 Italian words to 111 children (mean age 4.9). The conditions were
simultaneous to visual and oral word presentation, and were: integrated physical
exercise (children enact actions); non-integrated physical exercise (unrelated to
item); gesture (gestures to act words while seated); conventional (repeat words
while seated). Free- and cued-recall test scores were low for all conditions. The
integrated group performed significantly better than other groups for free recall, but
still their average score was below three out of 14 words recalled. In cued recall, no
significant difference was found between the two physical exercise groups, but they
both performed significantly better than the other conditions, and the gesture

condition produced higher scores than the conventional condition.
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Summary of Vocabulary Competence findings

Learners in CLIL contexts tend to perform better on vocabulary tests than non-
CLIL learners, but evidence for this is not consistent, and can be attributed to
factors other than teaching method/approach.

Focusing attention and intentional learning activity on form and meaning of
individual vocabulary items enhances vocabulary uptake, but this must be
strategically applied.

Input-only instruction (including L2 television) is effective in terms of vocabulary
uptake, and learning gains are enhanced further when input is supplemented with
interaction.

Vocabulary learning is facilitated by tasks with high involvement load.
Integrating creative imagery can boost vocabulary uptake; integrating gesture
and movement yields more modest gains.

Timing and variety of mini-interventions in learning has a significant impact on

effective learning, regardless of approach/method.

Grammatical competence

Table 3.3: Summary of items (grammatical competence)

Number of items identified at Phase 2 36
Number of items not sourced 7
Number of items excluded from evidence synthesis at Phase 3 18
Number of items included in evidence synthesis 11

There are three key areas of focus in the literature relating to effective methods for

teaching grammar to students ages 3-16. These are i) Explicit instruction (7

studies); ii) CLIL (2 studies); iii) Oracy and literacy (2 studies).

Explicit Instruction

The term “explicit instruction” is taken here to mean any kind of instruction in which

learners come to an explicit awareness of target language features. In deductive

instruction, these features are brought directly to learners’ attention by the
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instructor; in inductive instruction, they are led to discover the target features for

themselves, and these are later confirmed by the instructor.?

Hanan (2015) found that explicit instruction with either a focus on form-meaning
correspondence, or on form only, was effective for learners of German aged 9-11,
who made substantial gains on written, oral, and metalinguistic tasks. The
preference for explicit instruction is supported by Tode (2007), who found that
explicit instruction for Japanese learners of English aged 12 and 13 led to
immediate performance gains as compared to implicitly-instructed subjects, but that

these gains did not persist to delayed post-test.

Lichtman (2013) provides evidence from children aged 8- 17 showing that explicit
instruction is particularly effective for tasks that test explicit knowledge of grammar,
whereas implicit instruction leads to stronger performance in tasks believed to tap
implicit knowledge, such as a story rewriting task. Findings by Toth and Guijarro-
Fuentes (2013) expand on this, with evidence that explicit instruction leads to
improvement in tests that target implicit knowledge for learners aged 15-17.
Tammenga-Helmantel, Arends, and Canrinus’ (2014) study of 981 Dutch children
aged 12-15 learning three different L2s found that any kind of exposure to a target
form, whether explicit, implicit, or incidental, leads to gains on grammaticality
judgement tests (GJTs) and the correct use of the target item in writing tests. They
found a weak preference for explicit instruction in two contexts only: GJT scores for
learners of English, and writing test scores for learners of German. Ho and Binh
(2014) support these findings, in that both traditional grammar translation method
(GTM) teaching and communicative-style explicit instruction were found to increase
grammatical knowledge in participants aged 12, although only the communicative-

style instruction led to gains on an oral production task.

Ho and Binh (2014) also found that an inductive teaching method led to gains in
grammatical competence on both a grammar test and an oral production test.
Hanan (2015) provides evidence that deductive methods increase gains across a
range of test types. Tammenga-Helmantel, Bazhutkina, Steringa, Hummel and
Suhre (2016) treated deductive and inductive methods as variables with learners
aged 15-18, and found that inductive instruction is slightly more effective for
performance on a GJT, but not on a writing test. Tammenga-Helmantel et al. (2014)
found weak evidence for the superiority of deductive instruction over implicit

12 Although the terms ‘inductive’ and ‘deductive’ instruction are not used in all studies, treatments are
described in such a way that this categorisation can be made.
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instruction on an English GJT, and for the superiority of inductive instruction over
implicit instruction on a German performance test. The effect sizes here are small,
however, and other tests in English, German, and Spanish showed no preference

for either type of instruction.
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)

Ibarrola (2012) found CLIL students learning English to be ahead of their
counterparts (who were following a curriculum of English as a school subject (ESS)
only) on a range of grammatical measures when the former were aged 13 and the
latter aged 15. They conclude that CLIL instruction, begun in this case at age 12,
provides a significant advantage in the development of grammatical competence.
The findings of Martinez Adrian and Gutiérrez Mangado (2009) are more equivocal,
showing equivalent performance for CLIL learners and ESS learners aged 14 in all

but one outcome measure.

They argue that the relatively small effect of CLIL versus ESS instruction in their
study may be the result of the CLIL learners’ having experienced only 363 hours of
extra exposure at the time of the study. They suggest that the effects of CLIL may
be tied to the amount of exposure to the target language. This conclusion is also
drawn by Ibarrola (2012) , who argues that the positive effect of CLIL on
grammatical competence and rate of acquisition of the target language is largely a
result of increased exposure. She further argues that her results support the
commencement of CLIL instruction around age 12, hypothesizing that this is an age
when the level of cognitive maturity means that greater exposure can be

transformed into faster rate of learning.
Oracy and Literacy

Campfield and Murphy (2017) found that providing eight-year-old learners of
English with input rich in prosodically-marked features led to better results on a GJT
testing understanding of English word order. This is interpreted as support for the
‘prosodic bootstrapping hypothesis’, which argues that prosodic features in

continuous speech underline the grammatical functions of different word types.

Graham, Courtney, Marinis and Tonkyn (2017) considered the relative merits of an
oracy-based and a literacy-based approach to teaching primary school children
aged 9-10, and found that there was little difference in outcome between the two.
Learners with lower L1 (English) literacy scores, however, were slightly benefitted

by a literacy approach to the teaching of French. The study found that the teacher’s
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level of training, and the number of hours of instruction, were far more important
variables than type of instruction. Pupils with a teacher with degree-level French
made significant progress in grammatical competence at all test points, whereas
those whose teacher had GCSE-level French or below failed to progress between
school years 5 and 6. Those who received 60 minutes or more of instruction per
week achieved test scores in year 5 that were barely achieved by students receiving
less instruction in year 7. The authors conclude that type of instruction is not a
decisive factor in children’s grammatical development in the L2 between primary

and secondary school.
Summary of Grammatical Competence findings

e Explicit instruction is effective, but rarely more effective than other types of
instruction, in developing grammatical competence.

¢ Both inductive and deductive types of explicit instruction are effective, but
inductive may be slightly more effective under certain conditions.

e CLIL is more effective than teaching a language as a school subject for the
development of some areas of grammatical competence.

e Although CLIL appears to be a particularly effective method, this may well be the
result of the greater exposure to the target language enjoyed by these students,
rather than of the methodology per se.

e There may be an optimum age (12?) at which to commence CLIL instruction.

e Attention to prosodic features (e.g. rhyme, rhythm) in oral input can aid the
development of grammatical competence.

e Both oracy and literacy approaches in primary school can be effective in
developing grammatical competence.

e Teacher language competence and number of hours’ instruction are more

influential factors than instruction type.

Reading competence

Table 3.4: Summary of items (reading competence)

Number of items identified at Phase 2 34
Number of items not sourced 2
Number of items excluded from evidence synthesis at Phase 3 20
Number of items included in evidence synthesis 12
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3.28 There are two key areas of focus in the literature relating to effective methods for
teaching reading skills to students ages 3-16. These are i) Development of lower-
level processing skills such as orthographic decoding (5 studies); ii) Working with
higher-level processing skills including strategy development and attention to

cognitive load (7 studies).
Developing lower-level processing skills

3.29 Takeda (2002) investigated the effects of six months of phonics instruction on
Japanese L1 learners of English (aged 12-13). The treatment group out-performed
a control group in improvements in (i) reading words, listening to three possible
pronunciations of each, and identifying the correct pronunciations; and (ii) reading
aloud words printed on the test paper. Phonics instruction was shown to be a
significant factor in the treatment group’s improvement on both tests. A qualitative
questionnaire completed by the treatment group did not clearly demonstrate
improvements in comprehension as opposed to simply being able to read words

aloud.

3.30  Similar results were found by Fonseca-Mora Jara-Jiménez and Gémez-Dominguez
(2015), who studied an 11-week intervention with 7-8 year old beginner EFL
students in Spain. They compared a control group (in which the teacher used the
syllabic and global word approach) with two experimental groups receiving
phonological training, one with music support. The phonological training programme
included phonics instruction, and also phonological awareness development,
particularly of sounds which are not distinguished in the learners’ L1. Students in
both experimental groups performed significantly better than students in the control
group on tests (i) naming upper and lowercase letters presented randomly to the
student and (ii) identifying the initial sound of ten words read aloud. In addition, a
non significant trend was reported for the largest improvement on test (iii) reading a
dialogue with accuracy, speed and fluency, to be found in the non-music

phonological treatment group.

3.31  Porter’s (2014) study of 9-11 year olds learning French in England somewhat
supports this. The pedagogical approach implemented during this 23-week study
involved four main elements: Simultaneous oracy and literacy development; Focus
on L2 sounds; Systematic and explicit phonics instruction; and Experiencing L2
sound and print. As with Fonseca-Mora et al.’s (2015) intervention, Porter’s (2014)

phonological training involved attention to differences between the L1 and the target
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language. Statistically significant increases were found in both reading aloud and
reading comprehension scores in week 21 of the intervention. Unlike the studies
reported by Takeda (2002) and Fonseca-Mora et al. (2015) this was a one-group
study — i.e. there was no comparison with a control group, and it is possible that

benefits cannot fully be attributed to the intervention.

Two studies investigated technology-driven methods for developing oral reading
fluency. In a study of 9-10 year old EFL students in Taiwan, Lan, Sung and Chang
(2009) compared an experimental group learning reading skills using a computer-
assisted system with a control group using paper-based versions of the same
materials and activities. In both modes, instruction included individual learning (e.g.
learning phonics rules and vocabulary, reading a paragraph of a text), cooperative
learning (e.g. teaching each other the learned rules and vocabulary, putting
paragraphs into the right order), and peer/teacher assessment. In the computer-
assisted group, each student had a tablet, stylus and headset, and completed
individual and cooperative activities and peer assessment by logging into the
bespoke software. Oral reading fluency was tested before and after the 10-week
treatment, and although significant improvements were made by both groups, there
was no significant difference between groups. However, raw scores suggest that in
the control group the instruction mainly benefited high-level ability students,
whereas the computer-assisted instruction benefited most students. In addition,
video recordings of the classes allowed observation of learner and teacher
behaviour. Analysis of the time spent on different behaviours demonstrated that
learning-unrelated behaviours (e.g. chatting, looking around, walking around,
playing alone or with others or with equipment) were significantly more common in
the control group than in the computer-assisted group. In addition, the experimental
group appeared better able to focus on the activities allocated to them by the
computer-assisted system (i.e. independent and cooperative learning activities, as
and when appropriate), whereas the control group showed far more teacher-

dependency.

Chen, Tan and Lo (2016) also studied Taiwanese EFL students, this time aged 13-
14. The experimental group in this 8-week study practised repeated reading with the
support of a digital pen, whilst the control group practised with the support of a peer
and/or the teacher. For both groups, instruction consisted of a reading
demonstration (via the digital pen or read aloud by the teacher), student imitation of
the model and repeated practice, and peer assessment of oral readings (via a
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Moodle course management system or face-to-face). The principal difference
between the groups was that the digital pen allowed students in the experimental
group to record their own readings and listen back to them, thus encouraging self-
assessment in comparison to the model. Both groups of students significantly
improved on oral reading fluency tests between pre- and post-tests. However, the
experimental group made more significant progress than the control group.
Qualitative data collected via interviews with a sample of students from the
experimental group point to the benefits of self-learning via the digital pen system in

terms of learners’ active engagement with and control of their learning.
Developing higher-level processing skills

3.34  The six studies of interventions involving reading strategy instruction are unanimous
in finding it plays a role in developing comprehension skills (Harris, 2007; Macaro &
Erler, 2008; Macaro & Mutton, 2009; Manoli, Papadopoulou, & Metallidou, 2016;
Martinez & de Zarobe, 2017; Mistar, Zuhairi, & Yanti, 2016). Strategy instruction
was variously implemented with groups ranging in age from 10-11 to 15-16. In all
cases, treatment groups outperformed control groups on measures of reading
comprehension ability, and Martinez & de Zarobe (2017) found this to be the case

whether students were being taught via CLIL or via EFL teaching approaches.

3.35 The strategies chosen for instruction varied somewhat between studies, but many

were used in multiple studies. The most commonly implemented were:

e Predicting text content (four of the studies).

¢ Inferring meaning of unfamiliar words from their context (four studies).

e Using prior/background knowledge/common sense (three studies).

e Skimming (getting the gist) or looking for the main ideas (three studies).

e Scanning (identifying specific information) or looking for details (two studies).
e Not giving up (two studies).

e Sounding out an unfamiliar word/phrase to aid decoding (two studies).

e Checking deductions/guesses make sense (two studies).

3.36  All but one (Macaro & Mutton, 2009) of the six studies of strategy instruction

involved the teaching of more than one strategy simultaneously.

3.37  The five studies that explicitly taught multiple reading strategies taught three (Mistar
et al., 2016), four (Manoli et al., 2016), five (Martinez & de Zarobe, 2017), six
(Macaro & Erler, 2008) and 18 (Harris, 2007) strategies at once. Whilst all
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interventions were successful in improving students’ comprehension skills, Harris
(2007) found that the very large number of strategies in her study caused some
problems for the learners, including difficulties in remembering all the different
strategies and difficulties in selecting the most appropriate strategy from the large
repertoire. No such problems were reported in the other four studies, suggesting

that explicitly teaching three to six strategies at a time might be more appropriate.

Two studies investigated the effect on reading comprehension of manipulating
cognitive load: Turk & Ergetin (2014) investigated the use of multimedia glosses
during reading comprehension tasks, comparing two conditions of learner control
over the presentation of glosses: learner choice of text, graphics or both; and
simultaneous presentation of text and graphics (no learner choice). The study
showed that students in the simultaneous group outperformed those who had a
choice of glosses in reading comprehension tests. The authors conclude that this is
explained by a reduction in cognitive load. The implication is that materials which
are adapted in order to reduce the distribution of cognitive load could lead to better

learning.

The learning materials in Macaro & Mutton’s (2009) interventions were: (i) graded
readers; and (ii) a code-switched text —i.e. an age-appropriate novel in the learners’
L1, with target language words embedded into the text in gradually increasing
proportions. It should be noted that the code-switched text group also received
strategy training, whereas the graded readers group did not. Students in both
interventions made significant advances in reading comprehension in comparison
with a control group who received normal teaching provision rather than dedicated
reading time with adapted materials. Both types of materials used in the study have
been adapted — for example, graded readers include vocabulary and grammar
structures appropriate to ability level. However, the code-switched text helps
learners notice and acquire ‘little words’ (function words) which can be important for
comprehension but that might be overlooked in L2-only texts. It achieves this by
‘reduc|ing] the cognitive load on working memory by expecting the reader to hold
the context not in L2 but in the much more familiar L1, thereby freeing up capacity

to process the phrase, not only for its meaning but also for its form” (2009, p. 176).

42



3.40

3.41

Summary of Reading Competence findings

¢ Instruction for the development of reading skills needs to include explicit attention
to both lower-level and higher-level processes; it cannot be assumed that either
will be transferred from a student’s L1 without instruction.

e Phonological training can help beginner learners to process word forms, but not
necessarily word meanings.

e Technology can contribute to the development of oral reading fluency by
facilitating student-centred learning.

¢ In contrast to paper-based learning, computer-assisted learning of reading
enhances focus on task, reduces teacher dependency, and benefits lower ability
learners.

e Strategy instruction is an effective method of developing reading comprehension
skills.

e Multiple strategies can be taught together, but not in excessive quantities.

e Reading materials which are adapted to reduce cognitive load can scaffold

comprehension.

Writing competence

Table 3.5: Summary of items (writing competence)

Number of items identified at Phase 2 51
Number of items not sourced 2
Number of items excluded from evidence synthesis at Phase 3 28
Number of items included in evidence synthesis 21

There are three key areas of focus in the literature relating to effective methods and
approaches for teaching L2 writing skills to learners aged 3-16. These are i) The
role of technology (6 studies); ii) Non-traditional pedagogical approaches (10

studies); iii) Taught strategies for writing (5 studies).
The role of technology in writing development

Although there are a large number of research works describing the positive impact
of ICT (Information and Computer Technologies) on the general learning process,
there are fewer indications that it is necessarily advantageous to students’ writing in
particular (Yunus, Nordin, Salehi, Embi, & Salehi, 2013). The importance of
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understanding how best to use technology, rather than assuming it to be
advantageous merely by its presence, cannot be overlooked. It is clear that
students must be sufficiently supported, and that writing improvement will only

substantially occur under suitable conditions.

Fidaoui, Bahous and Bacha’s (2010) exploration of the use of CALL (Computer-
Assisted Language Learning) indicated that the majority of participants felt it was an
enjoyable (95.8 %) and motivational (64.6 %) influence on EFL writing acquisition.
Students had weekly sessions for 50 minutes in a computer lab, in addition to
access to one networked machine in their main classroom. Using CALL, they were
better able to express their perspectives, gather and synthesise online information
and develop “creative, neat, organised, error-free written products” (Fidaoui et al.,
2010, p. 164). However, as a caveat, initial learner weaknesses in elementary
computer and research skills prevented them from producing high-quality written
work. The authors recommend careful planning of ICT-based writing work, and that
students are properly monitored throughout. Users must be taught how to access
reliable websites, to adequately paraphrase and avoid plagiarism from Internet
sources, to focus on writing neatness and to use a range of relevant computer

features as required.

These findings were supported by Yunus et al.’s (2013) study to an extent, which
also noted the advantage of using ICT to stimulate student interest, develop their
lexical knowledge and promote practical learning. However, further challenges were
also identified, namely increased difficulty of controlling the class, ease of
distraction and the tendency of pupils to write short-form responses to tasks. It was
also revealed that teachers in that project were somewhat weak at handling these
problems, and that planning to use computers in writing sessions was less than

adequate.

It may be the case that the impact of using more specific elements of CALL / ICT is
easier to ascertain. For example, Taylor, Lazarus and Cole (2005) investigated the
use of drop-down menus to provide writing frames, which assisted students by
providing options for part of a sentence they were attempting to formulate. Students
were found to write at greater length, increase their accuracy and engage with tasks
more enthusiastically. Progress was supported by PowerPoint presentations, in
which grammar was addressed — an important additional part of the writing

development taking place, which was not to be overlooked.
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Other research has explored the use of Weblogs, concluding that a positive impact
also depends on a considered approach (Sercu, 2013). Encouraging learners to
contribute to an online blog led to a sense of achievement and successful
collaboration, and increased motivation was reported once again. Seeking peer
approval and the benefits of co-constructing a text were found to be especially
appealing to participants. Nonetheless, students who were weaker than their
classmates at using technology felt marginalised and somewhat less enthusiastic
about participation — they struggled to reach the level required. This echoes the
findings of Fidaoui et al. (2010) and underlines the importance of considering how to

help those pupils with limited technological skills.

Using mobile devices was also found to potentially increase motivation to learn
writing skills in class, and subsequently encourage achievement, as such activities
were perceived as enjoyable and engaging (Hwang, Chen, Shadiev, Huang, &
Chen, 2014) . Using mobiles for ‘situated writing’ about three familiar contexts
(classroom, meal and playground) was challenging for the elementary students
involved, but those who were asked to use mobiles demonstrated a higher
performance when asked to describe the environment and express their ideas than
those who were not. Finally, Facebook has also been suggested as a tool for
developing writing skills (Buga, Capeneata, Chirasnel, & Popa, 2014). Findings
showed that it has the potential to help students experiment with learning methods,
and that participants completed written homework tasks, having not previously done

SO.
Non-traditional approaches to writing instruction

Contemporary instructional techniques have also been identified as potentially
advantageous to writing. ‘Flipped learning’ involves giving students online materials
prior to class, and using the lesson time to deepen understanding of these, for
example through collaborative problem-solving activities. Abdelrahman, Dewitt,
Alias and Rahman (2017) found that writing proficiency and pupil engagement
improved using this approach, particularly due to the interactive nature of the tasks
set. The teacher was able to allocate more class time to help the learners, which
was cited as an especially positive outcome. The authors note the possibility that

such an approach might not suit every student.

45



3.48

3.49

3.50

3.51

Ngo and Trinh (2011) evaluated the impact of a process-based approach to writing
in a context where examined, product-based approaches are the norm. Process
writing — involving idea generation, multiple drafts, emphasising the reader,
collaboration and creativity — increased student writing performance and
enthusiasm for written work. Focusing on content over correcting grammatical
inaccuracies was particularly instrumental to motivation, in addition to prioritising a

strong communicative message over error avoidance.

Another non-traditional approach explored was dialogue journal writing, which was
shown to empower students, foster critical awareness and develop the notion of
‘voice’ (Ghahremani-Ghajar & Mirhosseini, 2005). Teaching literacy and oracy
together has also been suggested as an innovative means of instruction, and one
which is feasible without one element necessarily having a negative impact on the
other (Porter, 2014). First language (L1) reading age and verbal working memory
proficiency are identified as highly important to second language (L2) oracy and
literacy education. However, all ranges of ability are capable of participating in L2

combined instruction, and progress can be made by lower level pupils too.

Bartan (2017) explored improvement of Turkish learners’ English language writing
through short story reading. Specifically, using reading to provide a model for writing
was found to help students develop their language, content, organisational structure
and communicative achievement. Collaborative translation was also investigated as
a potential means of instruction (Bruton, 2007). Undertaking these tasks increased
vocabulary development as students wrote, and they also became able to identify
different text formats they were exposed to. This was described as a potentially

useful skill to acquire for future use.

Finally, the relationship between CLIL and writing instruction must also be
considered. Saladrigues and Llanes (2014) revealed a modest advantage for CLIL
participants over their non-CLIL counterparts in written fluency, though not in
syntactic complexity. Amount of L2 exposure played an important role in
subsequent writing performance - whether or not the language content was chosen
for a specific purpose or context. Other research supported this, indicating that CLIL
students’ writing contained more features of the target language discourse than that
of non-CLIL learners when compared (Maxwell-Reid, 2010). Gené-Gil (2015)
echoes this point, concluding that higher writing performance scores for CLIL
participants than non-CLIL were evident. Despite this, the need to avoid simplistic
conclusions about its effectiveness was underlined. Although overall the CLIL group

46



3.52

3.53

3.54

benefited, there were particular areas in which performance was lower — such as
lexical complexity, for example. Ikeda (2013) reports that a ‘weak’ or ‘soft’ version
of CLIL leads to improvement in writing fluency and complexity, but not in accuracy.
Notes of caution accompany this finding: language acquisition was prioritised over
content learning (possibly at the expense of the latter), gains were not solely

attributable to CLIL lessons, and there are significant teacher training implications.
Taught strategies to promote writing skills

In addition to direct pedagogical approaches, strategies may be taught to assist
learner writing. Layered instructional strategy - matching students to their learning
needs rather than using one approach for all class members — was shown to
significantly benefit the writing skills of those who received it (Shafqat, Idrees, &
Guijjar, 2009). Similarly, accommodating multiple intelligences in the classroom was
shown to improve writing acquisition more effectively than traditional methods
(Gundiiz & Unal, 2016). In addition, participants reacted more positively to this

when compared to regular practices.

Griva & Anastasiou (2009) investigated morphological awareness training as a
route to spelling improvement in written tasks. Spelling did largely improve, but
other aspects of learning to write which were not included in the training did fall
somewhat behind. The authors conclude that although this does support earlier
research findings, more work in the area is required. Other strategies taught to
assist learner writing included mind-maps, brainstorming and pre-writing planning,
facilitated using computers (Lan, Sung, Cheng, & Chang, 2015). Results showed
that mind-mapping and drawing before writing increased grammatical knowledge
significantly, and were particularly appealing to younger learners. Learners reacted
positively to their use overall, and displayed awareness of why they had been

engaging in such activities.

Finally, reducing learner anxiety about the writing process through creating a
suitable environment has been shown to improve performance; and render writing
instruction more effective (Tsiriotakis, Vassilaki, Spantidakis, & Stavrou, 2017).
Specifically, using cognitive strategy instruction (Self-Regulated Strategy
Development, SRSD) is a recommended approach to writing instruction. Developing
student critical awareness and ability to learn in a social environment, for example,

will better equip them to write independently later on.
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Summary of Writing Competence findings

e Technology has a potentially important role to play in writing development if
carefully implemented.

e Technology cannot be assumed to be advantageous merely by its presence; its
use must be informed and planned.

e Learners require training in using ICT-based information for writing.

e Use of ICT requires specific classroom management techniques.

e Pupils with limited technological skills must be appropriately supported.

¢ Interactive writing tasks promote proficiency and engagement.

e Combining literacy and oracy teaching can be beneficial, especially in mixed
ability classes.

e Strategy training (e.g. planning, morphological awareness, cognitive strategies)

can improve writing performance.

Speaking and listening competence

Table 3.6: Summary of items (speaking and listening competence)

Speaking

Number of items identified at Phase 2 62
Number of items not sourced 5
Number of items excluded from evidence synthesis at Phase 3 42
Number of items included in evidence synthesis 15
Listening

Number of items identified at Phase 2 19
Number of items not sourced 4
Number of items excluded from evidence synthesis at Phase 3 6
Number of items included in evidence synthesis 9
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Because of numerous overlaps in the content of these items, these topics have
been integrated into a section on speaking and listening, organised into four key
focus areas:, i) Interaction and negotiating meaning (12 studies); ii) Pronunciation (4
studies); iii) Listening (5 studies); iv) Speaking and listening strategies (3 studies).

These counts, and those in the table above, include overlapping items.
Interaction and negotiating meaning

A number of interventions under the umbrella of ‘creating meaningful interaction’
demonstrate how meaningful interaction enhances speaking skills. In a secondary
school context, Arslanyilmaz (2013) demonstrated that task-based CALL (with
meaning-focused objectives) was more effective than form focused CALL (with
objectives focused on word form) for improving production in terms of fluency,
accuracy and complexity. Ho and Binh (2014), from the perspective of CLT,
highlight how communicative grammar teaching can improve secondary students’
oral production over a Grammar Translation Method (GTM). In this study, after
being introduced to the grammar through exploration, guidance and comprehension
check, the students in the experimental group took part in two further stages, a
meaningful oral fluency task, and a production stage where students talked about
their own lives. The students in the CLT group performed significantly better in an
oral post-test than the students taught using a GTM. Working with younger learners
(7-11) from the perspective of TBL, and specifically on how type of task repetition
affects speaking, Garcia Mayo and Imaz Agirre (2016), found that there was no
difference in the effect of the type of task in terms of whether it was task repetition
(with the same task and content) or procedural repetition (with the same task and
different content) on negotiation of meaning strategies (such as use of clarification
and confirmation checks). However, they did find that procedural repetition had the
effect of creating more collaborative interactional patterns amongst learners than

task repetition.

Well-targeted game-based activities can also provide opportunities for meaningful
interaction that improve speaking skills. Focusing on primary school learners (mean
age 7.41 years), Griva and Semoglou (2012) found that participating in physical
activities and role play games provided a real reason for children to use the target
language. The group taught in this way were found to be more effective in
communicative activities including both listening and speaking than the
experimental group where a PPP (presentation, practice and production) teaching
approach was used. Also working with primary school learners, Young and Wang
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(2014) investigated the different effects of drill-based or game-based CALL
pronunciation practice, and found that learners’ pronunciation showed a significant
improvement when using the game-based platform. One key advantage of the
game-based activities over the drill was that they afforded opportunities for lively
interaction with peers. Though opportunities for meaningful interaction are
highlighted in both these studies, it should be noted that the teaching activities and

the games used were carefully targeted to suit the relevant learning objectives.

Three of the studies that explore the positive effects of meaningful interaction use
CLIL as the independent variable. That is, the students use the language as a
vehicle for learning content, so are engaged in this way in meaningful interaction.
Fluency and accuracy are particular aspects of speech that seem to be higher for
CLIL than non-CLIL students. Gallardo del Puerto and Gémez Lacabex (2013)
report that in a story-telling task, CLIL students’ speech was found to be more fluent
and characterised by better grammar and vocabulary, supporting previous findings
that CLIL instruction leads to more fluent and accurate oral production than non-
CLIL instruction. Pérez Cafado and Lancaster (2017) report a CLIL group
performing better on a spoken interaction task than non-CLIL students, with a

greater propensity to employ more sophisticated structures in their language.

The above two studies report evidence that one area of oral production does not
appear to be benefited by CLIL: both report pronunciation as no better for students
who had been educated through CLIL than those who had not. Gallardo del Puerto,
Gbémez Lacabex and Garcia Lecumberri (2009) similarly found no statistical
difference between CLIL and non-CLIL learners in terms of degree of foreign accent
and intelligibility, but alongside this report that CLIL students’ foreign accent was
rated as significantly ‘less irritating’ by judges. The authors note that there could be
non-phonological factors accounting for the ‘irritability’ judgement. One reason that
pronunciation differs from other aspects of oral production amongst CLIL learners
can be related to the input the learners receive and how ‘native-like’ this is. CLIL
learners in Spain, where the studies reported here took place, are often taught by
non-native speakers and so there may be a ‘lack of authentic input’ (Gallardo del
Puerto et al., 2009).

Several studies investigate the effectiveness of computer-mediated interaction on
learning. Satar and Ozdener (2008), working in the context of a secondary school,
showed that synchronous computer-mediated communication, whether voice chat
or text chat, had positive effects on both spoken production and anxiety levels. It
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was noted that text chat may be more appropriate to lower level learners due to
more time being afforded to construct utterances while higher proficiency learners
can gain more from voice chat to improve fluency. Another important finding from
this research is that the learners preferred to work with non-native speaker (NNS)
interactants. For younger learners, robots with speech recognition software can be
an effective means for students to improve conversation skills in a foreign language.
Wu, Wang and Chen (2015) investigate the effect of meaningful communication
with a single teaching assistant robot in a class, which uses forms of total physical
response, communicative language teaching and storytelling techniques. He
reports improvement in learning outcomes (as well as motivation/confidence) of
children (aged 8-9) who worked with the robot compared to a control group .
Working with primary aged children (7-9) in a study that allows children to have
more one-to one-interaction time with a robot, Wang, Young and Jang (2013) report
the benefits of students working with tangible learning companions that have the
appearance of soft toys. Though it is reported that the students’ performance
improved, the robots used in this study used the audio-lingual method, and were
suitable only for more basic interactions with beginner level students. Crucially, all
of these studies emphasise the importance of creating an environment where

students are free to interact and make mistakes.
Pronunciation

Training for pronunciation of individual words was found to be as effective using
ASR (automatic speech recognition) as using a teacher for 11-year olds, even
where time for training with the computer amounted to half that with the teacher
(Neri, Mich, Gerosa, & Giuliani, 2008). The system used in this study trained
children on individual words and provided a simple reject/ accept response. Authors
suggest that the positive effect of the intervention on the experimental group is that
the children training with the computer assisted programme had the ‘undivided’
attention of the programme. While not comparing CALL with a teacher, Young and
Wang (2014) similarly note the value of ASR software. Their dual game- and drill-
based system enabled 7-9 year olds to repeat a level if word-level pronunciation
was incorrect. The game-based activities were shown to improve the children’s
pronunciation over the drill activities, but the dual system was important in allowing
students of different levels choice in their study and the ability to return to material

they were unsure of.
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One aspect of pronunciation activities that proves particularly beneficial to learners
is the opportunity to repeat tasks over time. This is evident in the two CALL studies
noted above, and improved precision in pronunciation by primary aged children
using CALL for a a read-aloud task was shown by Nutta, Feyten, Norwood, Meros,
Yoshii and Ducher (2002). In this study, the children worked with an interactive story
and used the computer to record their own versions of the narration. They were able
to use the recording function on the computer to pause and rerecord their output,
leading to more repeats and greater precision. Repetition of task is equally possible
in a non-CALL environment. In Jung, Kim and Murphy’s (2017) study on
collaborative priming tasks with adolescents, task repetition (with the same
procedure and content) was as effective in an immediate post-test on the production
of lexical stress as procedural repetition (repetition of the same task but with
different content). However, in the delayed post-test, the task repetition was twice
as effective as the procedural repetition. This suggests that a) hearing and
producing the same words containing the target-stress patterns repeatedly, coupled
with collaborative meaning-focused tasks, aided the learners in improving lexical
stress, and b) knowledge of word stress might be more fully proceduralized and
automatized through repeated practice with the same words. The authors note how,
as was reported by Trofimovich, McDonough and Foote (2014) these findings
provide evidence of the learning value of interaction-based alignment in

pronunciation (where learners can be guided by the pronunciation of peers).
Listening

Studies focusing on types of listening input evidence how supported authentic
material, adapted materials and moderated teacher input can all aid
comprehension. Vulchanova, Aurstad, Kvitnes and Eshuis’s (2015) study of
secondary school students watching L2 animations demonstrated that subtitles in
the target language aid comprehension over L1 subtitles.” This, the authors note,
contradicts earlier research where the use of L1 subtitles was shown to be more
beneficial (for example, Bianchi & Ciabattoni, 2008; Guillory, 1998). A possible
explanation given for this apparent contradiction is that Norwegian learners in
Vulchanova et al.’s study may have been more advanced than learners previously
studied. Nevertheless, findings regarding the L2 as the best language for subtitles

should be treated with caution. Also evidencing the importance of multiple input

'3 Different results were found for learners of over 16 included in Vulchanoa et al.’s study but only the results
for those learners falling into the relevant age group are reported here.
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channels, Cabrera and Martinez (2001) investigated strategies used by teachers to
modify spoken input in the primary classroom. They found that while input from the
linguistic point of view is important, there is no improvement in comprehension
without simultaneous interactive adjustment (such as repetitions, comprehension
checks and gestures). This theme of interactivity as well as modification in terms of
linguistic input for young learners is further supported by Verdugo and Belmonte
(2007) who found that though the use of multimedia stories did improve learners’

(aged 6) comprehension, the stories need to be of a slow enough pace for learners.

There is evidence in the studies that pre-listening activities are important in aiding
listening comprehension and that some types of pre-listening activity are more
effective than others. Li, Wu and Lin (2017), in order to prepare 14-16 year old
students for a listening task, used an interactive brainstorming technique (think-pair-
share), developed by Lyman (1981). They found that students who used a
collaborative technique for prediction outperformed the control group who did not. In
terms of the type of brainstorming activity, those students who used picture
brainstorming in the first activity did better than those who used brainstorming with
words. With a similar age group, Rouhi, Nabavi and Mohebbi (2014) likewise found
that topic preparation was effective in aiding comprehension, as was repeated
listening. However, the study found that previewing questions did not seem to have

any effect on listening comprehension scores.
Speaking and listening strategies

Tisma (2016) reports beneficial effects of strategy instruction (SI) on listening
comprehension and on the metacognitive awareness of 14-16 year olds after five
weeks of training. Also working with secondary age children, Harris (2007) in
preliminary findings of a study on strategy interaction found S| had a positive
influence on performance and motivation. However, the study suggests that Sl
needs to be tailored effectively to ability level as students found the listening
strategies they were taught to be complex. Nutta et al. (2002), working with primary
age children, found that while the CALL approach they were investigating showed
no significant learning gains for students in terms of language production, what did
improve, as a result of the opportunities the CALL approach afforded the children,
were language learning strategies. Learners spent longer perfecting their answers
when reading aloud, highlighting that as well as teaching language strategies,
providing opportunities for learners to develop language learning strategies can
have beneficial effects on output.
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Summary of Speaking and Listening Competence findings

Approaches that create meaningful interaction more positively affect speaking
skills than activities where the focus is on form.

Game-based activities (in contrast to e.g. drill-based) have a positive effect on
pronunciation and communicative achievement.

Spoken production (though not necessarily pronunciation) tends to be more
advanced among CLIL than non-CLIL students. However, this cannot be
attributed to CLIL alone.

Online interaction and interaction with robots can be equally as effective as face-
to-face interaction in creating an effective learning environment for spoken
interaction.

Opportunities to interact and to make language errors are important to the
development of speaking skills.

Use of automatic speech recognition (ASR) technology to provide feedback aids
pronunciation and is more efficient but not necessarily more effective than a
teacher.

Task repetition aids pronunciation.

Supporting authentic listening material (even with L2 input in a different medium)
and moderating input both aid comprehension.

Pre- listening support aids comprehension.

Strategy Instruction or providing opportunities for students to develop strategies

for speaking and listening improves both competences.

General language competence

Table 3.7: Summary of items (general language competence)

Number of items identified at Phase 2 89
Number of items not sourced 11
Number of items excluded from evidence synthesis at Phase 3 58
Number of items included 20
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The previous sections have addressed the effectiveness of approaches and
methods for developing specific aspects of learner competence. Twenty of the
items meeting the inclusion criteria for this REA relate to multiple aspects of
competence, or to general competence in the L2. This section includes a relatively
high proportion of grey literature, in the form of commissioned pedagogic reviews
and reports. It is important to note that the synthesis below only refers to findings
from those reports that are within the parameters of this REA; other important
themes emerging from those reports include the impact of: teachers’ competence
and confidence in target language, and consequent opportunities for learners to
use/hear target language spontaneously (Cable et al., 2010; Driscoll et al., 2004;
Ofsted, 2011); a whole school policy promoting the teaching of the target language
(Cable et al., 2010; Driscoll et al., 2004); effective teacher training and ongoing
skills development (Cable et al., 2010; Lo Bianco, 2009); motivating learners and
making the language relevant to them in terms of their interests, community and
identity (Lo Bianco, 2009; Edelenbos, Johnstone, & Kubanek, 2007; Ofsted, 2011);
second language literacy development to sustain L2 proficiency (Harris & O Duibhir,
2011).These themes are discussed further in Section 4 “Excluded literature and

future research imperatives”.

Five themes with direct relevance to effective methods and approaches for general
L2 proficiency development emerge from the literature: i) CLIL and partial CLIL (6
studies); ii) Amount and distribution of instruction time (4 studies); iii) Isolated and
integrated Form Focused Instruction (3 studies); iv) Technology and language

learning (2 studies); v) Use of songs in the language classroom (3 studies).
CLIL and partial CLIL

The widespread adoption of CLIL methods in some national contexts offers
opportunities for the analysis of very large data sets. De Diezmas (2016) analyses
English language test results in writing, oral production and interaction, reading, and
listening, that were generated by a census of all schools in Castilla-La Mancha,
including CLIL (>1,900 learners) and non-CLIL (>17,100 learners). All learners
studied English in infant (270 hours) and primary (450 hours) education, and CLIL
learners received an additional 250 hours (average) of target language. A
significant difference was found between CLIL and non-CLIL learners in oral
production and interaction, but not in the other three tests. Dalton-Puffer (2011) ,
synthesising research on learning outcomes of CLIL, also finds that CLIL learners
outperform others in spontaneous oral production. Additionally, she finds that they
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score higher on vocabulary tests, but adds the caveat that they often arrive in the
programme with larger L2 vocabularies, and score high on frequency based
vocabulary tests due to the subject-specific vocabulary they are exposed to. She
finds that evidence of the effectiveness of CLIL for improving morpho-syntactic
knowledge is mixed, and that evidence relating to the effect of CLIL on writing ability

is unclear.

The confounding variables noted by Dalton-Puffer and others are addressed by
Artieda, Roquet and Nicolas-Conesa (2017), who enhanced the robustness of their
comparison of formal instruction with and without CLIL, by controlling for the effects
of confounding variables identified in other CLIL studies: ability, motivation to study
the L2, socio-economic status, age, and previous exposure to L2. CLIL in this study
was ‘partial’, accounting for 2 hours per week of science class. The study found that
in some aspects of performance (listening comprehension, writing accuracy), the
older learners (13-14 years, n=50) outperformed younger learners (12-13 years,
n=50) even when the latter, but not the former, received +CLIL instruction. When
the learners in the +CLIL and -CLIL groups were matched for age, the +CLIL group
scored significantly higher in assessments of reading comprehension, lexical

richness, and linguistic and communicative competence.

A more effective example of partial CLIL is reported in Coral, Lleixa and Ventura
(2016)’s analysis of state language competence assessments in multilingual
schools in Catalonia. A key finding relates to the teaching of a Physical Education in
CLIL (PE-in-CLIL) programme, which yields significant language gains. The authors
identify critical contributors to this success: methods of teaching PE were changed
to incorporate language learning techniques; co-operative learning was combined

with meaningful hands-on tasks, to maximise opportunities for learner talking time.

Harris and O Duibhir (2011) argue that there is evidence that CLIL has a positive
impact on language proficiency and that it ‘enables learners to encounter language
in context and use it for authentic communication’. The Irish (L2) situation at primary
school level favours the use of CLIL, which may be enacted through (i) informal use
by teachers either in the Irish language classroom or in other subjects where there
is use made of the language (ii) a wider programme of Irish medium provision in
other subject areas (iii) partial immersion (up to fifty per cent of contact hours). All
teachers at this level in Ireland have to have competence in Irish to fully qualify as a
teacher in the primary sector. Edelenbos, Johnstone and Kubanek (2007) also call
for partial/total immersion with more contact hours and intensity, finding that this
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factor yields the greatest level of proficiency in the target language (with the caveat,

however, that it is ‘unlikely to be generally applicable’).
Amount and distribution of instruction time

The intensity and timing of second language instruction, as well as the total amount
of class time, is considered by a number of authors. Harris and O Duibhir (2011)
note as a main finding that short-term intensive language programmes are more
effective than ‘drip feed programmes’ taking place over a longer time period. This is
supported by the findings of Collins, Halter, Lightbown and Spada (1999), who
compare language gains in two time distribution conditions: 2 hours of language
class per day for 10 months, and the same number of contact hours condensed into
5 months (n=700). Language gains were evident in all learners, but those on the
intensive programme scored higher across all language skills tested. They note as
a possible confounding factor that the groups were not matched on academic
achievement level, and findings from a replication by Collins and White (2011) add
weight to this possible confound. Collins and White examined the acquisition of
English by 11-year-old French L1 learners (n=230) in two 400-hour programmes,
one delivered across 10 months and one concentrated into 5 months. Language
development was compared across the two contexts four times via a battery of
comprehension and production measures, and found that both groups improved,

with no significant difference in learning outcomes between the groups.

Mitchell and Myles’ (2018 (forthcoming)) report on 38 observed hours of language
classes across one school year, for 8 year old English L1 learners of French. The
classes took a predominantly oral approach, using age-appropriate games such as
role-play, stories, songs and crafts. Post tests included a receptive vocabulary test
(based on classroom input) and an Elicited Imitation (EIl) test to measure general
proficiency. Significant gains were made in the Elicited Imitation Test, but not in
vocabulary. The authors consider these outcomes to be limited, and conclude that
a time allowance of 38 hours per school year will make appropriate language gains

challenging, regardless of the teaching approach and quality.
Isolated and integrated Form Focused Instruction

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approaches, including Content Based
Instruction (CBI) and forms of CLIL, create opportunities for language development
during meaning-focused activities. Form focused instruction (FFI) can be included

before, after, or during CLT and CBI classes, and this necessitates consideration of

57



3.75

3.76

which is more effective: isolated or integrated FFI. Spada and Lightbown (2008)
review evidence of the comparative effectiveness of these approaches, and
conclude that each fulfils a different role. Integrated FFI, which might range from
responsive feedback to planned, repeated elicitation of target language structures,
can boost reliable usage of recently acquired language. Isolated FFI lessons might
usefully focus on language elements identified as challenging (possibly due to L1
influence), but will be most beneficial when included in a programme of study
alongside CLT and CBI classes. Somewhat in line with this, Harris and O Duibhir
(2011) call for balance between communicative and analytic approaches, noting
that there are contradictory results regarding courses with a communicative

orientation.

Spada and Lightbown (2008) report research evidence to suggest age differentials
in learners’ responses to FFI: older children will derive more benefit from it, whereas
young learners sometimes need little or no FFI instruction. They do not specify the
age threshold for this, but Elgun-Gunduz, Akcan and Bayyurt (2012) test this finding
with 11-12 year olds, in an investigation of isolated and integrated FFI in primary
school English classrooms in Turkey. They compare the vocabulary, grammar, and
writing development of learners in a school implementing isolated FFI (n=50) and a
school implementing integrated FFI (n=70). Learners receiving integrated FFI

performed better in all measures than students receiving isolated FFI.
Technology and language learning

Data Driven Learning (DDL) does not, in theory, require technology support, but the
strength of the approach is in its capacity to present learners with large data sets of
multiple examples of target items, which they can explore to find patterns of use.
Boulton and Cobb (2017) provide a systematic meta-analysis of 64 studies on the
effectiveness of a corpus linguistics approach to second language learning, and find
that the greatest gains happen when learners operate a concordance themselves,
directly or through a CALL (Computer Assisted Language Learning) programme.
DDL is found to be beneficial for learner language development, with large effect
sizes reported for both between- and within-group comparisons. The authors reflect
that while the approach, which often requires learners to investigate patterns of use
for single vocabulary items, seems time consuming, it develops language
sensitivity, noticing, and inductive skills, and encourages autonomous learning and

engagement with authentic language.
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Grgurovi¢, Chapelle and Shelley (2013) focus on more traditional CALL methods in
their meta-analysis of effectiveness studies on computer technology-supported
language learning. They include 37 studies comparing approaches supported by
and not supported by computer technology, and find a small but significant

difference in favour of CALL instruction.
Use of songs in the language classroom

Driscoll et al (2004) ’s systematic review of the characteristics of effective foreign
language teaching found support for a ludic approach, including songs, in the
primary school language classroom. However, Davis’ (2017) review of evidence
focusing specifically on the effectiveness of songs in teaching young language
learners (3-12), finds that theory-driven links between songs and language
development do not materialise strongly in practice. He reports some evidence that
in addition to motivating learners, use of songs can promote vocabulary acquisition,
and there is tentative evidence to suggest that integration of music into language
learning can lead to communicative competence gains. Campfield and Murphy
(2017), also cited in Davis, found that rhythm-salient input helped to develop

structural knowledge of English in L1 Polish learners.
A note on approaches and methods

Many of the outputs included in this review, and in particular the commissioned
reports featured in this section, explicitly state that the effectiveness of any method
or approach is less influential than the skill and competence of the teacher
delivering it. The Bauckham (2016) modern foreign languages pedagogy review
concentrating on teaching practice in key stages 3 and 4 comes to the conclusion
that ‘no single approach to teaching languages represents ‘the best way’ in all
circumstances’. Similarly, Edelenbos, Johnstone & Kubanek (2007) conclude that
there is ‘no clear evidence which relates different models of provision for ELL [Early
Language Learning] to the outcomes of these models.” As noted at the beginning of
this section, the reports included in our review draw attention to many factors
affecting language learning in schools, but methods and approaches do not feature
strongly in this list (Bauckham, 2016; Edelenbos et al., 2007; Harris & O Duibhir,
2011; Lo Bianco, 2009; Ofsted, 2011).
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Summary of General Language Competence findings

e |tis difficult to draw any strong conclusions in terms of the direct effect of CLIL as
in most studies the amount of exposure to language was greater than for the
control non-CLIL groups.

e Some evidence suggests that short-term intensive language programmes may be
more effective than ‘drip feed programmes’.

e Form focused instruction should be strategically deployed, and may be more
beneficial to older children.

e Data driven learning can develop language sensitivity, noticing, and inductive
skills, and encourages autonomous learning and engagement with authentic
language.

e There is little evidence to suggest that use of songs in class promotes language
uptake.

e Approaches and methods can be less influential on learning than factors such as
teachers’ language confidence, opportunities for language exposure, societal and
educational context for learning, effective teacher training and ongoing skills
development, motivating learners and making the language relevant to them in
terms of their interests, community and identity. These themes are explored in

more depth in Section 4.
Summary of findings applied to the Welsh context

In applying the findings from sections Vocabulary competence to General
language competence to the context of Welsh language (L2) pedagogy (project

objective C), the following key observations emerge:

e Maximising exposure to the language is common to many of the findings. This
could be achieved by use of Welsh elsewhere in the curriculum (CLIL), within the
school as part of a school language policy, or through the use of technology.
Calls for CLIL such as Harris and O Duibhir (2011)’s could be considered in the
Welsh context although findings also suggest that CLIL may be more effective
precisely because it tends to equate with an increase in contact hours. CLIL is
shown to be most effective when combined with greater exposure to the
language and when this happens consistently for a longer duration. If there is a
subsequent reduction in contact hours or exposure to the language, then the
benefits of CLIL can be eroded. On that basis, there would need to be an agreed
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optimum number of teaching time/hours to maximise contact with Welsh
consistently across all Key Stages.

The educational context in which learning happens and incidental use of the
language throughout the school were found to be influential factors. Therefore,
any movement towards developing CLIL in the Welsh context would require
negotiations with the wider school community to ensure support for
developments of this nature, including a realisation that there would be
implications for teachers’ training / development.

Oracy and literacy approaches to teaching and learning a language at primary
level can both be effective in developing grammatical competence and writing
skills. These can be supplemented by the incidental use of prosodic features at
this level too.

Meaningful interaction, particularly with an emphasis on use of authentic
materials, has a positive effect on speaking skills, and may be just as effective
when conducted on-line as face-to-face; this is important for teaching and
learning in communities where there is less opportunity for face-to-face
interaction. There is evidence that focus on form can also be beneficial,
especially at Key Stages 3 and 4.

Planned use of technology and data driven learning is shown to have potential in
developing skills and promoting more general language awareness. In the Welsh
context, this could also involve greater use of (and cooperation with) other
authentic Welsh language sources such as S4C and Radio Cymru (broadcasts
and web-based materials).

There is a need to ensure that any advances in teaching Welsh at primary level
are sustained and continue to be developed effectively at secondary level.
Affective factors: although these are outside the scope of this REA, many
findings refer to the importance of motivation and enjoyment in maximising
achievement. It is clear, therefore, that the wider societal and educational context
of learning Welsh as a second language and its association with learners’
motivations(s) need further exploration. This is discussed further in the next

section of the report.
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4.2

Notes on excluded literature and future research imperatives

This section of the report deals briefly with a number of key psycholinguistic,
sociolinguistic and educational issues which were excluded from the scope of the
main report (see Defining the research question) but which are relevant to the
future of effective Welsh language education and will merit continuing research

attention. The issues discussed are:

¢ Bilingualism and the “cognitive advantage”;
¢ Identity and language learning motivation;
e Cross linguistic relations, translanguaging,'® and biliteracy;

e Effectiveness of immersion education.

Bilingualism and the “cognitive advantage”

There is a long historical debate over the relevance of bilingualism to intelligence,
cognitive development and cognitive resilience. Recent research has argued for a
bilingual advantage in certain types of executive functioning in the brain (e.g.
Bialystok & Viswanathan, 2009; Grundy & Timmer, 2017), and for a protective effect
of bilingualism during aging, including delayed onset of dementia symptoms (e.g.
Bialystok et al., 2014). Considerable numbers of studies have supported these
claims, including studies of later, non-balanced bilingualism (e.g. Vega-Mendoza et
al., 2015), and these have naturally aroused considerable popular interest. However
others have failed to find any clear cognitive advantage for bilinguals (including the
Welsh-English bilingualism study of Gathercole et al., 2014). Critics of this research
tradition have argued that the apparent bilingual advantage may be correlational
rather than causal, and/or that it may be a result of social confounds, and/or of
publication bias (de Bruin et al., 2015; Valian, 2014). However the proponents of
“bilingual advantage” have pursued the debate, putting forward proposals on how
the issues can be pursued and disentangled in a rigorous and better contextualised
manner (e.g. Bak, 2016), for example through longitudinal research such as the
Lothian Birth Cohort study (Bak et al., 2014). This is a key background issue for
proponents of bilingualism in language education, and further research in locally

relevant conditions is needed to inform longer term policy development.

'* See Lewis, Jones, and Baker (2012) for definition and discussion of Translanguaging.
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Identity and language learning motivation

In an age of global English, proponents of all types of education involving other
languages must confront issues of attitudes, motivation and identity both within
school systems and in the wider social context (Ushioda, 2017). European surveys
of school students have consistently documented more positive motivation for
English and less positive motivations for other foreign languages (Csizer & Lukacs,
2010; Busse, 2017); longitudinal research in Ireland has shown an association
between decline in wider social support for Irish language instruction, and in primary
school learners’ achievement in the language (Harris et al., 2006). Regarding
regional minority languages, motivation has been theorised differently by different
researchers. A study of learners of Gaelic in Nova Scotia claims that learners are
aiming to develop a “rooted” L2 self (MacIntyre et al., 2017) i.e. they are primarily
motivated to become bilingual in order to transmit local cultural heritage. However,
Lasagabaster (2017) argues that school aged learners of minority languages in
Spain (Basque, Catalan), including new speakers, are moving beyond traditional
exclusive language identities and developing a more “cosmopolitan” and plurilingual
identity in which the regional language sits more comfortably alongside English and
Spanish (and that this identity is reflected in increasing translanguaging behaviour).
It is also known that attitudes (as well as achievement) of students in partial or total
immersion programmes are much more favourable toward minority languages and
related identities. This may be because populations are not identical (e.g. reflecting
parental choice) but it nonetheless reinforces the vital importance of immersion
programmes in the production of minority language speakers. For all types of
learner, classroom experiences and relationships with languages teachers can
influence motivation (Graham et al., 2016), and Dérnyei and associates have
proposed a range of classroom motivational strategies grounded in research, which
would merit further research investigation in a minority languages context (Dornyei,
2001; Doérnyei & Kubanyiova, 2014). Lasagabaster (2017) also stresses the
dynamism of language attitudes and motivation, and the need to track these
systematically, for minority language education to meet the changing sociocultural
expectations of young people (and to face challenges such as engagement with

new migrant populations).
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4.4

4.5

Cross linguistic relations, translanguaging and biliteracy

Contemporary theorists of language acquisition increasingly take the view that
multilingualism is a “normal” condition and monolingualism the exception (Douglas
Fir Group, 2016). Correspondingly they are interested in relations between
language systems and mutual influences of different languages within the
multilingual mind (Sharwood Smith & Truscott, 2014), with some theorists arguing
strongly for conceptualising multilingual proficiency in terms of a single underlying
dynamic system (Cook & Li Wei, 2016). These views have implications for language
education, supporting the development of metalinguistic awareness, classroom
translanguaging and the coordinated promotion of biliteracy as routes to ultimate
effective performance in different languages (Leonet, 2017; Lyster, 2015; Moore &
Sabatier, 2014). These educational ideas relate positively to the development of
plurilingual identities incorporating positive views of minority languages, but their full
application and evaluation would evidently require an innovative programme of
interventionist classroom research. In particular educational evidence regarding the
impact of L1 oracy and literacy development on L2 and vice versa, is complex and
context dependent (Murphy et al., 2015; Shiel et al., 2010; Sparks, 2012).

Effectiveness of immersion education

The effectiveness of immersion education is a longstanding focus of bilingual
education research including in Wales. Content learning in quality immersion
programmes typically keeps pace (at least) with that in other programme types
(Cheng et al., 2010; Shiel et al., 2010; Steele et al., 2017). Regarding language
development, a common finding is that immersion education produces high level
receptive skills in L2 and may also promote L2 oral fluency, but that grammatical
accuracy in L2 production can lag behind by comparison. Various interventionist
research studies have pursued this issue and made recommendations on styles of
L2 pedagogy offering appropriate focus on form for immersion students (Lapkin &
Swain, 2004; O Duibhir et al., 2016). Some Canadian researchers view biliteracy
and elements of translanguaging in immersion contexts, when accompanied by
metalinguistic reflection, as contributing to developing high level L2 proficiency
longer term (Cummins, 2014; Lyster, 2015), while others argue for continuing
language separation (Ballinger et al., 2017). Other researchers have explored the
challenge facing immersion teachers of balancing content instruction and L1/L2
development (Cammerata & Tedick, 2012; Li et al., 2016; Turnbull et al., 2011), of

responding to individual differences in immersion settings, and of resourcing high
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quality early years immersion in minority languages (Hickey & De Mejia, 2014). The
nature and adequacy of teacher qualifications in immersion education remains a
general concern (Murphy & Evangelou, 2016). A number of issues require ongoing
research in the area of immersion education in order to inform development of
curriculum and pedagogy. These include: the quality of interaction in the immersion
classroom, the dialogic construction of content knowledge and the extent and
nature of translanguaging; children’s engagement with classroom resources in all

relevant languages; and the learning outcomes being achieved.
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5.1

5.2

Concluding remarks

The research evidence synthesised in this report has emerged from a principled
and systematic search and scrutiny of literature, and has met a set of strict inclusion
criteria, and has been assessed as trustworthy, appropriate and relevant to the
context of this REA. This process has controlled for the quality and relevance of the
items included, but it is important to note that the distribution of those items across
competences, the degree to which particular approaches and methods are
represented, and the number of items addressing each approach, are dependent
entirely on the outcome of the methods described in Section 2. Methodology.
Distribution of items across competences is reasonably even. The method/approach
themes, though, are not distributed across conventional categories. This is partly a
function of the date inclusion criteria; by 2001 the “post methods” era was
underway, and research on the global effectiveness of isolated methods was rare. It
is possible that an interaction exists between research quality and type of
method/approach investigated; research into CLIL, for example, has become
increasingly sophisticated, and the co-existence of CLIL and non-CLIL language
education systems (e.g. in Spain) makes for comparative studies with large sample
sizes, and therefore statistically powerful research. It is also the case that CLIL is
straightforwardly identified as a method (though not without definitional challenges),
and one relevant to a bilingual context, and this too may explain why it emerged

strongly from our searches.

The inclusion criteria we used favoured evidence emerging from high quality
individual papers; because each output was screened and scrutinised in isolation,
any evidence in collections of research papers which were individually of moderate
quality, but which complemented and supported each other’s findings, was not
captured. Indeed, evidence reported in an REA will almost inevitably be defined by,
and therefore limited to, the scope and distribution of published research within the
specified timeframe, and once search and selection protocols are defined, there is
little capacity to ensure balanced representation across themes and focuses as
research meeting the inclusion criteria emerge. In this report we note that there is a
dearth of studies targeting the teaching of lesser-used languages, and in contrast,

studies with English as a target language are legion.
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5.3

54

A major constraint of an REA is its rapidity; in this case, within five months a robust
set of protocols and methods had to be established, and 5861 research outputs
were processed. The time invested in honing procedural protocols was well spent,
and supported the fast, consistent and high-quality decision-making required of the
team. The time resource constraint necessitated a relatively narrow and exclusive
focus on approaches and methods and on competence in this report. This must be
acknowledged in interpretations of the findings we report; as we see in the papers
scrutinised here and in Section 4. Notes on excluded literature and future
research imperatives, methods and approaches are inextricably linked with
affective, cognitive and societal factors, and these must be considered together in

order to use the findings in a way that is ecologically valid.

That said, a number of evidence clusters emerge strongly from the REA. Effective
language teaching requires a supportive environment, that facilitates exposure to
the target language, including in non-traditional and creative ways. Attention must
be paid to learners’ linguistic landscape, and the societal and educational context
for learning. Technological developments and tools offer valuable opportunities for
language teaching and learning, but only if they are used in an informed way.
Teacher education too should be strategic, well-informed from a language learning
perspective, and carefully targeted, to produce teachers who are responsive to
learning needs and processes. The effectiveness of a method or approach is
critically dependent on the context in which it is used, and effective language
education demands mastery of a comprehensive range of approaches and methods

including those reported in this REA, and the ability to deploy them strategically.
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specify)

F.4.2 Implicit (please specify)
F.4.3 Not stated/ unclear

F.5 What data was collected? F.5.1 details

F.6 How was the data collected? F.6.1 test
F.6.2 Curriculum-based
assessment

F.6.3 Focus Group interview

F.6.4 One-to-one interview (face
to face or by phone)

F.6.4 Observation

F.6.5 Self-completion
questionnaire

F.6.6 self-completion report or
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diary

F.6.7 Examinations

F.6.9 Practical test

F.6.10 Other documentation

F.6.11 Not stated/ unclear
(please specify)

F.6.12 Please specify any other
important features of data
collection

F.7 Are assessments of reliability/replicability reported?

F.7.1 yes (please specify)
F.7.2 no (please specify)

F.8 Are assessments of validity reported?

F.8.1 yes (please specify)
F.8.2 no (please specify)

F.9 Where were the data collected?

F.9 Details

F.10 What rationale is given for data analysis methods?

F.10.1 details

F.11 What data analysis methods were used?

F.11.1 Explicitly stated (please
specify)

F.11.2 Implicit (please specify)

F.11.3 Not stated/unclear
(please specify)

F.11.4 Please specify any
important analytic or statistical
issues

F.12 What statistical methods (if any) were used?

F.12.1 details

F.13 For qualitative methods, has complexity and
diversity been addressed?

F.13.1 yes (please specify)
F.4.2 no

Results and conclusions

G

G.1 What results do the authors report?

G.1.1 details

G.2 What population do the authors aim to extrapolate
to?

G.2.1 not specified

G.2.2 details
G.3 What do the authors conclude about the study G.3.1 details
findings?
Provide sufficient detail here to allow for synthesis stage
to be completed
Quality H
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H.1 Are the aims of the study clear?
Please refer to your answers for section B here

H.1.1
H.1.2

yes (please specify)
no (please specify)

H.2 Is the methodology adequately reported?
Consider your answers to section E and F here

H.2.1
H.2.2

yes (please specify)
no (please specify)

H.3 Is the study replicable?

H.3.1
H.3.2

yes (please specify)
no (please specify)

H.4 Are the data traceable?

H.4.1
H.4.2 no (please specify)

yes (please specify)

H.5 Is there selective reporting?
Do the authors report all variables as noted in their aims?

H.5.1 yes (please specify)
H.5.2 no (please specify)

H.6 Are there ethical concerns?

H.6.1
H.6.2

yes (please specify)
no (please specify)

H.7 Is the methodology justified by the authors?

H.7.1
H.7.2

yes (please specify)
no (please specify)

H.8 Is the validity of the research tools established?

H.8.1
H.8.2

yes (please specify)
no (please specify)

H.9 To what extent can research error/bias be ruled out?

H.9.1 almost fully (please
specify)

H.9.2 alittle (please specify)
H.9.3 not at all

H.10 How justifiable are the conclusions?

Take the above into consideration and note to what
extent the review agrees with the author about the
conclusions.

H.10.1 almost fully (please
specify)

H.10.2 alittle (please specify)
H.10.3: not at all

H.11 How generalizable are the findings?

H.11.1 details

Weight of evidence

I.1 Taking account of all quality assessment issues, can
the study findings be trusted in answering the study
question(s)?

[.1.1 high trustworthiness
1.1.2 medium trustworthiness
1.1.3 low trustworthiness

|.2 Appropriateness of research design and analysis for
addressing the REA

[.2.1 high
1.2.2 medium
1.2.3 low
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|.3 Relevance of particular focus of the study (including 1.3.1 high

conceptual focus, context, sample and measures) for 1.3.2 medium

addressing the question, or sub-questions, of this specific |

systematic review 1.3.3 low

|.4 Overall weight of evidence as relevant to the REA. [.4.1 high
[.4.2 medium
1.4.3 low
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Annex C: Iltems that met the Phase 2 inclusion criteria

Items that met the Phase 2 inclusion criteria (see Phase 2 — Screening, selection and

categorisation), organised by competence.

- For criteria determining inclusion in or exclusion from syntheses of findings (Phase 3

weighting) see Phase 3 — Detailed data extraction and weighing of evidence and

Phase 4 — Clustering items and synthesising key findings.

- To maximise usefulness of the table below, multiple entries are included for items

that have relevance to more than one competence area.

- Note that the accuracy of bibliographical information for ‘not sourced’ items cannot be

guaranteed.

Table C.1: Iltems that met the Phase 2 inclusion criteria

Included in synthesis
of findings?

Item (for full bibliographical details of ‘included’ texts see
References section)

Vocabulary

Included

Agustin-Llach & Canga Alonso (2016)

Alcon (2007)

Camo & Ballester (2015)

Chen, Tseng & Hsiao (2018)

de la Fuente (2006)

Dolean (2014)

Dolean & Dolghi (2016)

Gierlinger & Wagner (2016)

Graham, Courtney, Marinis & Tonkyn (2017)
Hennebry, Rogers, Macaro & Murphy (2017)
Huang, Willson & Eslami (2012)
Jiménez-Catalan & Ruiz de Zarobe (2009)
Laufer (2006)

Laufer & Girsai (2008)

Lee & Macaro (2013)

Lesniewska & Pichette (2016)

Lin (2014)

Luan & Sappathy (2011)

Mavilidi, Okely, Chandler, Cliff & Paas (2015)
Merikivi & Pietila (2014)

Porter (2016)
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Shintani (2011)

Shintani (2012)

Shintani (2013)

Sylven (2010)

Tragant, Marsol, Serrano & Llanes (2016)
Williams & Thomas (2017)

Excluded

Aghlara, L., & Tamjid, N. H. (2011). The effect of digital games
on lranian children's vocabulary retention in foreign language
acquisition. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 29,
552-560.

Amin Afshar, M. & Mojavezi, A. (2017). The effect of aural and
visual storytelling on vocabulary retention of Iranian EFL
learners. English Language Teaching, 10(4), 92-99.

Behlol, M., & Kaini, M. M. (2011). Comparative effectiveness of
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Bilen, D., & Tavil, Z. M. (2015). The effects of cooperative
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Choi, M. L. & Ma, Q. (2015). Realising personalised vocabulary
learning in the Hong Kong context via a personalised
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and Education, 29(1), 62-78.

Davoudi, M., & Yousefi, D. (2016). The effect of Keyword
Method on vocabulary retention of senior high school EFL
learners in Iran. Journal of Education and Practice, 7(11), 106-
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Ellis, R., & Heimbach, R. (1997). Bugs and birds: Children's
acquisition of second language vocabulary through interaction.
System, 25(2), 247-259.

Ellis, R., Tanaka, Y., & Yamazaki, A. (1994). Classroom
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meanings. Language Learning, 44(3), 449-491.

Fahrurrozi (2017). Improving students' vocabulary mastery by
using Total Physical Response. English Language Teaching,
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Franciosi, S. J., Yaqi, J., Tomoshige, Y., & Ye, S. (2016). The
effect of a simple simulation game on long-term vocabulary
retention. Calico Journal, 33(3), 355-379.
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Goundareva, |. (2011). Effect of translation practice on
vocabulary acquisition in L2 Spanish. Working Papers of the
Linguistics Circle of the University of Victoria, 21(1), 145-154.

Harwood, N. (2002). Taking a lexical approach to teaching:
Principles and problems. International Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 12(2), 139-155.

Heras, A., & Lasagabaster, D. (2015). The impact of CLIL on
affective factors and vocabulary learning. Language Teaching
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Huang, C. S., Yang, S. J., Chiang, T. H., & Su, A. Y. (2016).
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Educational Technology & Society, 19(1), 263-276.
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word cards and computers: Implications from cognitive
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effects of within-session repeated retrieval on second
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Nam, T. T., & Trinh, L. Q. (2012). Powerpoint as a potential tool
to learners' vocabulary retention: empirical evidences from a
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Tellier, M. (2008). The effect of gestures on second language
memorisation by young children. Gesture, 8(2), 219-235.
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effect of task-based reading on FL vocabulary learning. /TL-
International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 153(1), 1-24.
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