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ABSTRACT

Writing accuracy remains a persistent challenge for EFL students in Indonesian vocational high schools, where

grammar instruction is often decontextualized. Additionally, low language learning motivation further impedes proficiency,

as conventional non-CLIL methods fail to provide meaningful engagement. Content and Language Integrated Learning

(CLIL) presents a pedagogically sound alternative, merging subject content with language acquisition to create an interactive

and cognitively enriching learning environment. This study explores the efficacy of CLIL in enhancing writing accuracy

and language learning motivation among third-grade vocational high school students in Aceh, Indonesia. Employing a

mixed-methods, quasi-experimental design, the 12-week intervention integrated CLIL-based lesson plans and e-modules

adapted from the national curriculum. The instructional approach emphasized linguistic structures such as cause-and-effect

clauses, active and passive voice, modal auxiliaries, and selected tenses (present, past perfect, and future tenses), with

structured activities strategically designed to foster motivation. A total of 44 students participated. Writing accuracy

was assessed using the Barkovska EFL CLIL assessment grid, while language learning motivation levels were measured

through a structured questionnaire. Statistical analyses—including paired t-tests, 95% confidence intervals, and effect size
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computations—revealed minimal, non-significant differences between the experimental and control groups. These findings

suggest that while CLIL enhances learner engagement, further pedagogical refinement and targeted teacher training are

essential to optimize its impact on measurable language proficiency outcomes in vocational EFL settings.

Keywords: CLIL; EFL; Writing Accuracy; Language Learning Motivation; Vocational High School (VHS)

1. Introduction

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) has

emerged as a prominent instructional approach, particularly

effective in contexts where language acquisition must com-

plement specific subject knowledge. By integrating con-

tent and language learning, CLIL fosters both linguistic and

cognitive development, embedding language skills within

subject-matter learning [1, 2]. Within the English as a Foreign

Language (EFL) educational framework, CLIL is particularly

valuable for enhancing students’ communicative competence

and engagement through context-rich learning experiences [3].

This integration is crucial in Indonesia, where Bahasa Indone-

sia is the national language and English is primarily taught

as a foreign language within formal education [4].

Despite its potential, implementing CLIL within the

accuracy of writing and language learning motivation in In-

donesian vocational high schools (VHS) faces significant

challenges. Vocational education in Indonesia aims to equip

students with specific professional skills, yet the level of En-

glish proficiency among VHS students remains insufficient,

particularly in written communication [5, 6]. Studies indicate

that English writing accuracy and language learning moti-

vation in Indonesian EFL classrooms are low, largely due

to limited exposure to English in real-world contexts and a

curriculum focused heavily on grammatical accuracy rather

than applied language use [7–9]. Consequently, Indonesian

students often struggle with constructing grammatically cor-

rect sentences, understanding complex sentence structures,

and accurately using vocabulary in vocational contexts, im-

peding their professional readiness [10, 11]. Potentially, these

factors will indicate a decrease in students’ language learn-

ing motivation to enhance their existing English language

knowledge [12].

Research in various EFL contexts worldwide under-

scores CLIL’s effectiveness in improving writing skills and

enhancing language learning motivation by providing stu-

dents with a purpose for language use beyond rote memo-

rization and grammar drills [13–16]. However, in Indonesia,

studies on CLIL are limited and have produced mixed results,

with some reporting improvements in language skills and

others highlighting challenges due to varying English pro-

ficiency levels and resource limitations [17, 18]. For instance,

Mukadimah & Sahayu found that while CLIL improved stu-

dents’ vocabulary and comprehension, many struggled with

the cognitive load of learning complex content in English,

leading to a higher dropout rate from CLIL-based classes [18].

This study specifically targets writing accuracy—fo-

cusing on linguistic features such as cause-and-effect clauses,

modal auxiliaries, voice (active/passive), and selected tenses

(present, past perfect, and future)—as these elements are

not only fundamental to academic writing but are also cru-

cial in the workplace communication scenarios expected of

vocational graduates. The emphasis on these grammatical

features is informed by the demands of vocational tasks such

as report writing, instruction giving, and procedural explana-

tions, where precise and effective language use is essential.

Simultaneously, the study addresses language learning

motivation (both internal and external) as a core affective

factor influencing students’ engagement and persistence in

English language learning. Given the often utilitarian and

goal-oriented nature of vocational education, understanding

and fostering motivation is critical for aligning language

instruction with students’ career-oriented aspirations.

Although CLIL is traditionally associated with content

integration, this study applies it as a dual-focused pedagogi-

cal approach in which language learning and vocational con-

tent mutually support each other. Integrating subject-relevant

English instruction—delivered through CLIL-informed les-

son plans—enables learners to develop language skills in

a meaningful, contextualized environment, which supports

both linguistic accuracy and language learning motivation.

The dual nature of the inquiry justifies the mixed-

methods design: (1) quantitatively measuring changes in

writing accuracy and language learning motivation before

and after the CLIL intervention (RO1–RO4), and (2) qualita-
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tively exploring the extent of CLIL’s influence on these do-

mains (RO5–RO6). This design allows for triangulation and

a more nuanced understanding of the intervention’s impact.

The central hypothesis—suggesting that CLIL enhances both

writing accuracy and language learning motivation—is sup-

ported by the two null hypotheses (H₀₁ and H₀₂), which are

used to test the statistical significance of the intervention’s

effects.

In addition to the overarching research aim, this study

outlines six specific research objectives, as detailed below:

RO1: To determine the vocational school students’

writing accuracy scores before the intervention.

RO2: To determine the vocational school students’

learning motivation scores before the intervention.

RO3: To measure the gain scores of vocational school

students’ writing accuracy after the intervention.

RO4: To measure the gain scores of vocational school

students’ language learning motivation after the intervention.

RO5: To explore the extent of CLIL effects on voca-

tional school students’ writing accuracy

RO6: To explore the extent of CLIL effects on voca-

tional school students’ language learning motivation.

The central hypothesis posits that CLIL instruction in

an Indonesian vocational high school enhances third-grade

students’ writing accuracy and language learning motivation.

To determine the statistical significance of the quantitative

data, employing null hypotheses remains fundamental [19, 20],

as described below:

HO1 . There is no significant score gain in the learners’

writing accuracy after the intervention among the treatment

group participants.

HO2 . There is no significant score gain in the learners’

language learning motivation after the intervention among

the treatment group participants.

2. Literature Review

2.1. CLIL and Writing Accuracy in the EFL

Setting

Recent research increasingly supports using Content

and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) to enhance writing

accuracy among EFL learners by promoting the simultaneous

development of linguistic competence and content knowl-

edge. Studies consistently show that CLIL environments im-

prove lexicogrammatical accuracy, helping students reduce

syntactic and lexical errors and produce more structurally

complex writing than their non-CLIL peers [21, 22]. These

gains are attributed to CLIL’s emphasis on cognitively en-

gaging, content-driven tasks that require learners to apply

grammar in authentic contexts [23].

While traditional EFL classrooms often reveal gender-

based performance gaps—typically favoring female stu-

dents—emerging evidence suggests that CLIL may help

equalize writing outcomes across genders by shifting focus

away from rote drills to meaningful, task-based learning [24].

This equalizing effect reinforces the pedagogical value of

CLIL in diverse classrooms.

Several studies also demonstrate that embedding gram-

mar instruction within subject content—such as in history or

science modules—leads to better internalization and appli-

cation of grammatical forms [25, 26]. This finding aligns with

Swain’s Output Hypothesis, which emphasizes the role of

meaningful language production in developing accuracy.

CLIL has shown promise across various educational

contexts, including vocational high schools in EFL settings.

Learners in these settings, such as in Indonesia, have re-

ported improvements in formal writing tasks when exposed

to CLIL instruction [27]. This suggests that CLIL’s dual fo-

cus enhances grammatical control and supports broader aca-

demic and career readiness. Therefore, the literature broadly

agrees on CLIL’s benefits for writing accuracy, with evi-

dence of consistent gains in grammatical precision, learner

engagement, and task performance across contexts. How-

ever, variation in outcomes points to the need for further

research on contextual factors and instructional design. This

study contributes to that conversation by evaluating CLIL’s

effectiveness in a vocational EFL setting, addressing a gap

in applied CLIL research in underrepresented educational

environments.

2.2. CLIL and Language Learning Motivation

in the EFL Setting

Growing evidence suggests that the CLIL approach is

pivotal in enhancing language learning motivation, particu-

larly within EFL settings. Research indicates improvements

in students’ intrinsic engagement, positive emotional orien-

tation, and interest in academic content when language is
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taught through authentic, content-driven instruction [28–30].

These outcomes are linked to CLIL’s integrated model, which

combines language development with meaningful subject

learning, thereby promoting relevance, autonomy, and self-

efficacy—factors essential for maintaining long-term moti-

vation [1, 31].

Empirical studies across primary, secondary, and ter-

tiary levels generally report positive motivational outcomes,

though the extent and durability of these effects vary. For

instance, some studies have found statistically significant in-

creases in learner motivation [32, 33], while others have noted

only modest improvements, often influenced by factors such

as program duration, implementation quality, or learner pro-

ficiency levels [34]. The authenticity and cognitive challenge

of the CLIL environment are often cited as enhancing moti-

vation, but they can also lead to frustration or demotivation

if not adequately scaffolded [35, 36].

CLIL’s impact on teacher motivation and classroom

dynamics is also crucial. Studies indicate that CLIL fosters a

collaborative learning culture, enhancing teacher-student in-

teractions and promoting spontaneous language use and con-

fidence [37–39]. Coyle identifies three dimensions—learner

environment, engagement, and identity—as central to un-

derstanding motivation in CLIL, a framework supported

by recent findings linking classroom practices to affective

learner outcomes [15, 40, 41].

In Asian contexts, particularly in Indonesia, CLIL has

shown promise in enhancing not only language skills but also

values, activeness, and character development [6, 42]. Incor-

porating genre-based pedagogy or ICT tools into CLIL has

been shown to reduce anxiety and boost writing motivation,

particularly in vocational high schools. However, challenges

such as limited teacher proficiency, rigid curricula, and in-

sufficient resources—especially in rural areas—continue to

impede effective implementation. Addressing these struc-

tural barriers through targeted teacher training, curricular

flexibility, and policy support is essential to fully realizing

CLIL’s motivational potential in Indonesian EFL classrooms.

Thus, while the literature generally agrees that CLIL sup-

ports motivation and language achievement, its success de-

pends on contextual and pedagogical factors. This study

contributes to the ongoing discussion by examining moti-

vation in a vocational EFL setting—where CLIL remains

underexplored—highlighting how instructional design and

learner support influence motivational outcomes.

Furthermore, Content and Language Integrated Learn-

ing (CLIL) fosters writing accuracy and language learning

motivation through the integrated principles of Coyle’s 4Cs

framework—Content, Communication, Cognition, and Cul-

ture. Firstly, Content provides a meaningful context for writ-

ing by embedding language learning within subject-specific

material, such as science or history. This connection gives

purpose to writing tasks and promotes the use of accurate vo-

cabulary and structures required to communicate discipline-

specific ideas effectively. Secondly, Communication empha-

sizes the functional use of language, positioning writing as a

tool for real expression and interaction rather than isolated

language practice. When students write for genuine audi-

ences and purposes, their motivation to improve and revise

increases, naturally supporting greater linguistic accuracy.

Thirdly, Cognition pushes learners to engage in higher-order

thinking, such as analyzing, synthesizing, or evaluating con-

tent, which demands more precise and complex language

use. This cognitive challenge encourages careful attention to

grammatical and syntactic accuracy to convey nuanced ideas.

Finally, Culture enriches writing by allowing students to ex-

plore and articulate diverse perspectives, including their own,

about global and intercultural themes. Writing with cultural

awareness often requires thoughtful language choices, further

supporting accuracy, while also boosting motivation through

personally and socially relevant expression. Collectively,

the 4Cs framework supports a dynamic learning environ-

ment where motivation and writing accuracy reinforce one

another in the pursuit of meaningful communication across

languages and disciplines.

3. Material and Methods

This study investigates the impact of the CLIL approach

on enhancing the writing accuracy and language learning mo-

tivation of third-grade vocational high school (VHS) students,

within the context of a recent curriculum promoting peda-

gogical CLIL applications among Indonesian students. The

intervention content is based on the first-semester curriculum

of third-grade students. Specifically, a teacher engaged in

collaborative classroom intervention research with a given

CLIL English module over 12 weeks of lesson plans.
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3.1. Research Materials

The research employed classroom research and a

quasi-experimental design with non-equivalent pre-post-test

groups to analyze teaching and learning in context, ad-

dressing pedagogical-related issues [43, 44]. To examine stu-

dents’ language learning motivation—both internal and ex-

ternal—and its impact on writing accuracy, a questionnaire

was administered. The questionnaire explored both posi-

tive and negative perceptions of learning writing through

the CLIL approach, adapt and adapt from [45, 46]. It included

four-point Likert scale questions: 1 (strongly disagree), 2

(disagree), 3 (agree), and 4 (strongly agree), measuring stu-

dents’ attitudes toward English and the frequency of using

English outside the classroom. The participants comprised

both Bahasa Indonesia and Acehnese speakers, with vary-

ing levels of English language practice, as shown in Table

1. Additionally, a semi-structured interview was conducted

to evaluate the post-intervention impacts of CLIL. To fur-

ther analyze students’ writing performance, six post-writing

test document samples—representing high, middle, and low

scores—were examined.

Table 1. Summary of Students’ Demographic Information of Experiment and Control Group.

SEX

MALE FEMALE

17 27
L1

Indonesia Aceh Java Indonesia Aceh Java

14 4 0 24 2 2

A predisposition towards liking English (5 to 1)

Strongly Like Like Neutral Dislike Strongly Dislike

6 17 18 0 0

Frequency of use of English outside the classroom (times per week)

0 1–3 4–6 7–9 10 and more

0 4 1 1 0

3.2. Research Procedures

This mixed-method study was conducted among third-

grade students in the Accounting Department at a vocational

high school (VHS) to examine their writing accuracy and

language learning motivation. The study employed a multi-

faceted approach to ensure comprehensive data collection,

incorporating intervention strategies, pre- and post-writing

assessments, questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, and

document analysis.

3.3. Participants

3.3.1. Criteria for Participant Selection

The selection of respondents in this study was guided

by purposeful and practical considerations to ensure data

validity. For the teacher-participant, a convenience sam-

pling method was applied. The criteria included substan-

tial teaching experience at the vocational high school level,

current involvement in teaching third-grade students, and

a demonstrated willingness to collaborate in implementing

the 12-week CLIL intervention. For student participants,

the study employed intact classroom groups, selected based

on academic comparability and alignment with the quasi-

experimental research design. This approach ensured a nat-

ural classroom environment without randomization while

maintaining equivalency between groups. Additional con-

siderations included linguistic diversity among students and

their relevance to the target population. Furthermore, two

independent raters were selected based on their expertise in

EFL writing instruction and assessment, each with more than

a decade of experience. They were chosen from different

schools to maintain objectivity and ensure scoring reliability.

3.3.2. Number of Participants

In total, 45 participants were involved in this study.

This included one English teacher, who served as the teacher-

participant responsible for implementing the CLIL-based

instruction during the 12-week intervention. The student

participants comprised 44 third-grade vocational high school

students. The experimental group (EG) consisted of 23 stu-

dents (9 males and 14 females) from the highest academi-
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cally performing class, although their English proficiency

was moderate. The control group (CG) included 21 students

(8 males and 13 females) from another class with similar

academic characteristics, who continued with non-CLIL in-

struction throughout the study.

3.4. Research Methods

This study employed a mixed-methods research ap-

proach within a classroom research framework, utilizing a

quasi-experimental design to examine the impact of the Con-

tent and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) approach on

students’ writing accuracy and language learning motiva-

tion. Two intact third-grade classes from a vocational high

school were selected—one as the experimental group, re-

ceiving CLIL-based instruction, and the other as the control

group, following non-CLIL teaching methods. The quasi-

experimental design allowed for natural classroom settings

without randomization while still maintaining comparability

between groups.

To ensure the validity and reliability of the research

instruments, a pilot study was conducted before the main

research. This pilot involved 26 third-grade students (aged

17–18) from the Multimedia Department of the same vo-

cational school, who were not included in the main study.

The primary objective was to identify and resolve poten-

tial issues related to the design, administration, and scoring

of both the writing test and the language learning motiva-

tion questionnaire. For the writing task, students—many of

whom had limited proficiency in English—were asked to

produce a 150–200-word essay in response to the prompt:

“Describe the most memorable experience while you are

studying English at your school.” The pilot revealed issues

concerning prompt clarity and content relevance, as some

students misunderstood the task. For example,

Hi

Whoever read this, I hope you are happy I do not give up easily remember all children have their own

fortune, not all of them can run smoothly, tired? Of course everyone feels. It’s okay, humane feel free to share

your story with other, but choose people you trust, believe in something that ends beautifully? Yes I don’t stop

moving forward. I always pray for your happiness. hope we meet another time

Oh yeah, I wanted to be Psychologist haha

But I took a different path. Please pray that I can become a psychologist in own way, I want to help

many people there.

Umm … thank you

In response, the prompt was revised to include more

explicit language features, and clearer instructions along

with sample responses were provided. Additionally, a more

supportive testing environment was established through the

integration of the CLIL approach, which helped activate stu-

dents’ prior knowledge and provided meaningful content

context.

Student writing performance was evaluated using the

Barkovska EFL CLIL assessment grid, which aligns with

the objectives of CLIL instruction. The language learning

motivation questionnaire was also assessed for clarity, item

functionality, timing, and reliability. The instrument demon-

strated acceptable internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s

alpha coefficient of 0.710, as in Table 2 [47, 48], exceeding the

commonly accepted threshold of 0.6 [46], thereby confirm-

ing its reliability in measuring both intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation. Based on the pilot findings, minor revisions

were made to enhance the clarity and appropriateness of the

questionnaire items for the target student population. For

instance, some students had difficulty understanding terms

such as academic (akademis) and mother tongue (Bahasa

ibu), which were subsequently rephrased or supplemented

with simpler explanations.

Table 2. Reliability Statistics.

N Items Cronbach’s Alpha

26 0.710

In the main study, quantitative data were collected

through two primary instruments: a writing accuracy test and

a structured language learning motivation questionnaire. For

the writing test, students were asked to compose a 150–200-
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word essay in response to a prompt such as: “Describe the

most memorable experiences while studying English at your

school. Please insert the elements of writing accuracy, such

as cause-and-effect relationship clauses, modal auxiliaries,

active and passive voice, and specific tenses (present tense,

past perfect tense, and future tense) where necessary.” The

students’ written responses were evaluated by two indepen-

dent raters—selected to ensure objectivity and avoid scoring

bias—using an adapted Barkovska EFL CLIL assessment

grid (seeAppendix A Table A1) [49].

In addition, the structured motivation questionnaire

consisted of 30 items designed to measure language learn-

ing motivation, with 20 items focusing on positive moti-

vation and 10 items addressing negative motivation. The

data obtained from both instruments were analyzed using

various statistical techniques, including tests of normality

(Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk), outlier detection,

paired-sample and independent-sample t-tests, Hedges’ g for

effect size calculation, 95% confidence intervals, and descrip-

tive statistics such as mean, standard deviation, skewness,

and kurtosis.

A semi-structured interview was conducted to examine

the strengths and weaknesses of CLIL implementation after

the intervention. Face-to-face interviews were conducted

with seven students and a teacher-participant, supplemented

by 15 and 13 questionnaires, respectively. The collected

data were transcribed and thematically analyzed for qualita-

tive analysis. Through a rigorous coding process, three key

themes emerged, such as a comparative analysis of whole-

class instruction versus CLIL instruction in students’ writing

acquisition, the impact of the classroom intervention pro-

gram, and the potential of CLIL instruction to enhance writ-

ing skills in the EFL context of Aceh, Indonesia [46]. To en-

sure consistency in data representation, a teacher participant

was coded as TP, respondents as R (regardless of gender),

and questions as Q.

Furthermore, for document analysis, we reviewed six

samples of students’ written work (the highest, middle, and

lowest scores) of both groups to explore the six elements of

writing aspects, such as cause-and-effect relationship clauses,

modal auxiliaries, active and passive voice, and specific

tenses (present tense, past perfect tense, and future tense)

within the students’ writing. This approach aligns with the

methodologies discussed by Mashuri et al. and Cardno [50, 51],

who emphasize the effectiveness of semi-structured inter-

views in qualitative research. Additionally, the thematic

analysis process is supported by Onwuegbuzie et al. [52], high-

lighting its relevance in educational studies. The document

analysis methodology is consistent with the best practices

outlined by Hamed and Liu and Zu [53, 54].

3.5. Intervention Procedures

The intervention was implemented in five sequential

stages: Pre-research, Need Analysis, Intervention Planning,

Intervention Implementation, and Post-intervention, each

carefully documented to ensure transparency and procedural

integrity.

In the Pre-research stage, the research team secured

ethical clearance from the National University of Malaysia

(UKM) and received approval from the university’s confir-

mation review committee. Additionally, formal permission

was obtained from the school principal to conduct the study

within the participating institution.

The Need Analysis phase was conducted through a

combination of formal and informal meetings with the

teacher-participant. These sessions were used to review the

annual teaching schedule and plan for subsequent school

visits. A sample lesson plan and accompanying student

activity sheets were designed and reviewed with guidance

from academic supervisors (Appendix A Table A2). The

lesson plan checklists were then validated by educational

experts to ensure content appropriateness and alignment

with pedagogical goals. Necessary revisions were made

based on this expert feedback to improve clarity, structure,

and instructional coherence.

During the Intervention Planning stage, a comprehen-

sive 12-week instructional module was developed, featuring

lesson plans aligned with the national curriculum and activity

sheets tailored to the CLIL framework. To ensure method-

ological fidelity, the module was evaluated by two experts

from a reputable university in Indonesia. Following this, the

module was reviewed by the teacher-participant to confirm

alignment with the official syllabus. Revisions were made

as needed to ensure both pedagogical integrity and curricular

coherence.

The Intervention Implementation began with the admin-

istration of the pre-tests—a writing accuracy inventory and

a language learning motivation test—across both the exper-
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imental (CLIL) and control (non-CLIL) groups. To ensure

consistent delivery of the CLIL module, the researcher con-

ducted the first lesson demonstration in the classroom. The

remaining sessions were carried out by the trained teacher-

participant, who adhered to the standardized lesson plans pro-

vided. The control group received instruction covering sim-

ilar content topics but without CLIL methodology, thereby

isolating the instructional approach as the independent vari-

able.

In the post-intervention phase, all participants com-

pleted post-tests assessing writing accuracy and language

learning motivation. The phase concluded with a school visit,

during which the researcher formally expressed gratitude to

the administrators, teachers, and students. Participants also

received compensation, marking the ethical closure of the

study. This documented process demonstrates that the in-

tervention was not only systematically designed but also

implemented with careful attention to fidelity, standardiza-

tion, and ethical research conduct. The structured execution

enhances the credibility of the findings while underscoring

the need for more robust fidelity monitoring in future studies.

4. Result and Discussion

4.1. Quantitative Analysis

This study aims to investigate the impact of the CLIL

approach on EFL writing accuracy and language learning

motivation among Indonesian VHS students and examine

how this pedagogical method can be adapted to better serve

vocational education needs.

4.1.1. Analysis of Writing Test and Language

Learning Motivation Scores Pre-and

Post-CLIL Intervention

Figures 1 and 2 display individual scores in writing

accuracy and language learning motivation across pre- and

post-test phases for the Experimental Group (EG), which re-

ceived CLIL instruction, and the Control Group (CG), which

followed traditional instruction. These visualizations high-

light learner-level responses to the intervention.

Figure 1. Summary of Scores of Writing Accuracy Test Differences Between CLIL and Non-CLIL Intervention in Both Groups.

Learners in the EG, such as R2, R5, and R10, demon-

strated clear improvements in writing accuracy following the

intervention, suggesting a beneficial effect of CLIL. How-

ever, gains were uneven; learners like R4 and R15 showed

limited progress, possibly due to the cognitive demands of

CLIL and individual differences in adaptability or prior lan-

guage competence [34, 55]. In contrast, the CG showed more

consistent improvements, particularly among R9, R11, and

R17. This may reflect the advantages of traditional instruc-

tion’s familiarity and structure, which can support more im-

mediate language development through reduced cognitive

load and clearer pedagogical framing [56, 57].

The EG began with relatively high motivation levels

(e.g., R1, R4, R6), aligning with research suggesting that

CLIL fosters initial engagement through content-language

integration and novelty [58, 59]. However, post-test data re-
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veal a decline in motivation for some (e.g., R4, R10, R14),

potentially due to ongoing cognitive strain and a lack of affec-

tive support [60, 61]. Meanwhile, the CG maintained stable or

slightly improved motivation (e.g., R7, R20), possibly due to

the predictability and emotional safety offered by traditional

instruction [62, 63].

Figure 2. Summary of Scores of Language Learning Motivation Differences Between CLIL and Non-CLIL Intervention in Both Groups.

Overall, CLIL may enhance writing accuracy for certain

learners, but its effectiveness appears contingent on learner

readiness, scaffolding, and instructional design. Motivational

outcomes are more nuanced: while initial interest may be

high, sustaining motivation requires addressing cognitive and

emotional demands [64]. Non-CLIL instruction, while less in-

novative, may promote more consistent short-term outcomes

due to its lower complexity and greater familiarity.

These findings underscore the importance of main-

taining intervention fidelity. Variations in teaching quality,

learner support, or instructional context can significantly in-

fluence results. Future research should incorporate fidelity

monitoring and control for confounding factors to ensure

robust and generalizable conclusions [22, 65].

4.1.2. Analysis of Distribution of Normality

Before conducting a paired-sample t-test, the data were

assessed for normality and outliers. Normality was tested

using the Shapiro-Wilk test and by examining skewness and

kurtosis, while outliers were identified using Tukey’s Out-

lier Labelling Rule [66–68]. A nonparametric alternative was

used if normality was violated, and outliers were excluded.

The null hypothesis, stating that the data follow a normal

distribution in writing accuracy and language learning moti-

vation scores, was rejected if p < 0.05. Statistical analyses

of pre-and post-test scores are presented in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3. Tests of Normality for Overall Scores of Writing Accuracy Tests of Both Groups.

Kolmogorov-Smirnov a Shapiro-Wilk
Group

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

Pre-Test Experiment (CLIL) 0.09 23 0.20 0.96 23 0.56

Post-Test Experiment (CLIL) 0.16 23 0.16 0.92 23 0.07

Pre-Test Control (non-CLIL) 0.11 21 0.20 0.93 21 0.14
Writing Accuracy

Post-Test Control (non-CLIL) 0.21 21 0.00 0.82 21 0.00

Note: This is a lower bound of the true significance.
a Lilliefors Significance Correction.

Table 3 presents the normality test results for the ex-

perimental (CLIL) and control (non-CLIL) groups, using the

Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) and Shapiro-Wilk (S-W) tests,

both before and after the intervention. In the experimental

group, normality was confirmed for both the pre-test (K-S

= 0.085, p = 0.20; S-W = 0.96, p = 0.56) and post-test (K-S
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= 0.155, p = 0.161; S-W = 0.921, p = 0.070), indicating no

significant deviations. Similarly, the control group exhib-

ited normality in the pre-test (K-S = 0.11, p = 0.200; S-W

= 0.930, p = 0.135); however, the post-test results (K-S =

0.21, p = 0.002; S-W = 0.816, p = 0.001) demonstrated a

significant deviation from normality. These findings suggest

that while most of the dataset adhered to normal distribution

assumptions, the control group’s post-test scores deviated

significantly. Furthermore, concerning language learning

motivation, the S-W test yielded p-values of 0.000 for both

the pre-test and post-test, supporting the assumption that the

data approximates a normal distribution.

Table 4. Tests of Normality for Overall Scores of Language Learning Motivation of Both Groups.

Kolmogorov-Smirnov a Shapiro-Wilk
Group

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

Pre-Test Experiment (CLIL) 0.40 23 0.00 0.50 23 0.00

Post-Test Experiment (CLIL) 0.45 23 0.00 0.50 23 0.00

Pre-Test Control (non-CLIL) 0.38 21 0.00 0.62 21 0.00
Motivation Scores

Post-Test Control (non-CLIL) 0.42 21 0.00 0.54 21 0.00
a Lilliefors Significance Correction.

The analysis of writing accuracy and language learning

motivation across CLIL and non-CLIL groups reveals distinct

trends in learner performance (Table 5). Writing accuracy

improved in both groups, with the CLIL group showing a

moderate increase (M = 70.74 to 73.87) and reduced vari-

ability, while the non-CLIL group exhibited a larger gain (M

= 69.14 to 77.23) but greater score dispersion. Skewness and

kurtosis shifts suggest that CLIL instruction fostered more

stable linguistic outcomes, whereas non-CLIL instruction led

to greater individual variability. In contrast, language learn-

ing motivation declined in the CLIL group (M = 74.83 to

71.35) and remained relatively stable in the non-CLIL group

(M = 69.43 to 70.52). The extreme pre-test kurtosis in the

CLIL group (7.851) suggests initially high motivation levels,

which became more dispersed post-intervention, likely due

to the cognitive demands of CLIL instruction [69, 70]. Mean-

while, the non-CLIL group exhibited more stable motivation

patterns, indicating that non-CLIL instruction may provide

a less demanding but more consistent motivational environ-

ment. These findings align with research suggesting that

while CLIL enhances linguistic competence, its impact on

motivation is complex and context-dependent, highlighting

the need for scaffolding strategies to sustain engagement

while maintaining linguistic gains [71].

Table 5. Descriptives of Skewness and Kurtosis Levels of Writing Accuracy and Language Learning Motivation.

Writing Accuracy Language Learning Motivation

Statistics Std. Error Statistics Std. Error

Pre-Test EG Scores (CLIL)

Mean 70.74 2.36 74.83 5.00

Skewness −0.43 0.48 −2.96 0.48

Kurtosis −0.74 0.94 7.85 0.94

Post-Test EG Scores (CLIL)

Mean 73.87 2.80 71.35 5.93

Skewness −0.43 0.48 −2.29 0.48

Kurtosis −0.09 0.94 3.70 0.94

Pre-Test CG Scores (non-CLIL)

Mean 69.14 2.98 69.43 6.61

Skewness −0.10 0.50 −1.90 0.50

Kurtosis −1.25 0.97 2.18 0.97

Post-Test CG Scores (non-CLIL)

Mean 77.23 3.05 70.52 6.49

Skewness −1.14 0.50 −2.13 0.50

Kurtosis −0.04 0.97 2.97 0.97
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4.1.3. Homogeneity of Variance

In addition to normality and descriptive analyses, Lev-

ene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance was conducted to

evaluate whether the assumption of equal variances across

groups was satisfied for both writing accuracy and language

learning motivation. The results revealed no significant dif-

ferences in variance among the four groups.

For writing accuracy, all Levene statistics based on var-

ious estimation methods (mean, median, trimmed mean, and

adjusted degrees of freedom) produced p-values well above

the 0.05 significance level (e.g., based on mean: Levene =

0.492, p = 0.690), indicating homogeneity of variances. Sim-

ilarly, for language learning motivation, Levene’s test con-

firmed equal variances across groups (e.g., based on mean:

Levene = 0.728, p = 0.540).

These findings affirm the suitability of parametric tests

for analyzing writing accuracy, as both the normality and

homogeneity of variance assumptions were met. In contrast,

although variance was equally distributed for motivation

scores, the significant departures from normality warrant the

use of non-parametric tests for motivation-related analyses.

Overall, these results, as presented inTable 6 andTable 7, en-

hance the validity of subsequent statistical comparisons and

suggest that observed differences in learner performance are

unlikely to be attributed to unequal variances across groups.

Table 6. Test of Homogeneity of Variance of Writing Accuracy.

Levene

Statistic

df1 df2 Sig.

Scores Based on Mean 0.49 3 84 0.69

Based on Median 0.28 3 84 0.84

Based on the Median and with adjusted df 0.28 3 68.2 0.84

Based on trimmed mean 0.44 3 84 0.72

Table 7. Test of Homogeneity of Variance of Language Learning Motivation.

Levene

Statistic

df1 df2 Sig.

Scores Based on Mean 0.728 3 84 0.54

Based on Median 0.214 3 84 0.89

Based on the Median and with adjusted df 0.214 3 81.7 0.89

Based on trimmed mean 0.647 3 84 0.59

Moreover, the results of the normality tests and descrip-

tive statistics provide critical insights into the differential

effects of CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning)

and non-CLIL instruction on learners’ writing accuracy and

language learning motivation. Normality was assessed using

both the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests [66, 72].

For writing accuracy, the CLIL group’s pre-test (S-W = 0.96,

p = 0560) and post-test (S-W = 0.921, p = 0.070) scores

showed no significant deviations from normality, indicating

the data were suitable for parametric testing. Similarly, the

control group’s pre-test met the normality assumption (S-W

= 0.930, p = 0.135); however, its post-test scores significantly

violated normality (S-W = 0.816, p = 0.001). In line with

standard statistical protocols [73], non-parametric methods

were therefore considered appropriate for analyzing post-test

data in the control group where normality was not upheld.

In contrast, language learning motivation scores across

both groups violated the normality assumption at all time

points, as consistently indicated by highly significant

Shapiro-Wilk results (p = 0.000). This consistent deviation

necessitates the use of non-parametric approaches to ensure

the validity and reliability of any statistical inferences drawn

from the motivational data [74]. Additionally, Tukey’s outlier

labeling rule was applied to identify influential data points,

and any identified outliers were excluded to preserve the

integrity of the analysis [68].

Descriptive statistics revealed meaningful patterns in

learner outcomes. In terms of writing accuracy, the CLIL

group experienced a moderate improvement in mean scores,

rising from 70.74 to 73.87. This was accompanied by a
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decrease in kurtosis and stable skewness (−0.426), suggest-

ing more consistent and symmetric performance following

CLIL instruction. Conversely, the non-CLIL group showed

a larger mean gain (from 69.14 to 77.23), but this was ac-

companied by increased negative skewness (−1.136) and a

near-zero kurtosis (−0.037), indicating a broader spread of

scores and more variability in learner outcomes. These dif-

ferences suggest that while non-CLIL instruction may lead

to substantial gains for some learners, the effects are less

evenly distributed [1, 16, 75].

Language learning motivation exhibited a different

trend. The CLIL group started with high motivation lev-

els (M = 74.83) and extreme kurtosis (7.851), indicating a

tightly clustered distribution among highly motivated learn-

ers. However, post-test scores declined (M = 71.35) and

became more dispersed (kurtosis = 3.70), suggesting a drop

in motivation and a widening range of affective responses.

The consistently high negative skewness (−2.96 to −2.29)

indicates a subset of learners remained highly motivated, but

the overall decline points to the cognitive load of CLIL as

a potential demotivating factor [76–78]. In contrast, the non-

CLIL group maintained relatively stable motivation scores

(M = 69.43 to 70.52), with moderate skewness and kurtosis,

indicating a more uniform affective response to instruction.

Furthermore, the assumption of homogeneity of vari-

ance was tested using Levene’s Test across all groups and

conditions. Results showed no significant differences in

variances for either writing accuracy or language learning

motivation scores. All p-values exceeded the .05 threshold

across multiple methods—based on the mean (F = 0.728,

p = 0.538), median (F = 0.214, p = 0.887), adjusted me-

dian (F = 0.214, p = 0.887), and trimmed mean (F = 0.647,

p = 0.587)—indicating that the assumption of equal vari-

ances was met. This further justifies the use of parametric

statistical tests for writing accuracy where normality was

also confirmed. Although motivation scores did not meet

the normality criterion, the equality of variances implies

that any group differences are likely attributable to instruc-

tional effects rather than variance instability. This supports

the interpretation that CLIL’s cognitively demanding nature,

while effective for enhancing linguistic competence, may

present challenges for maintaining learner motivation over

time. Thus, these findings highlight the dual impact of CLIL

instruction. While it appears to facilitate improvements in

writing accuracy through cognitively engaging tasks, it may

also lead to reduced motivation in some learners, particu-

larly those with initially high enthusiasm. This underscores

the importance of integrating scaffolding and affective sup-

port strategies within CLIL frameworks to sustain learner

engagement while ensuring academic and linguistic advance-

ment [79–81].

4.1.4. Detecting Outliers Between Writing Ac-

curacy and Language Learning Motiva-

tion

The second step before conducting a parametric test

is to eliminate identifiable outliers, which are observations

that deviate significantly from the overall distribution pat-

tern [82–84]. Using these formulae: Upper boundary: Q3 +

1.5 × (Q3−Q1) and Lower boundary: Q1−1.5 × (Q3−Q1),

where Q3 represents the 75th percentile and Q1 represents

the 25th percentile of the scores. The upper and lower bound-

ary values for the pre-test and post-test were determined. The

percentiles were obtained through SPSS and are displayed

in Tables 8 and 9.

Table 8. Percentiles for Writing Accuracy in the Pre-and Post-Tests for Both Groups.

Percentiles

5 10 25 50 75 90 95

Pre-Test Experiment 50.05 52.30 61.75 68.00 79.25 86.40 87.40

Post-Test Experiment 50.50 51.10 62.75 75.50 85.50 89.40 90.45

Pre-Test Control 49.05 49.60 52.75 70.00 80.75 87.30 89.75
Weighted Average (Definition 1)

Post-Test Control 48.20 50.10 68.00 83.50 86.50 90.80 91.45

Pre-Test Experiment 62.50 68.00 77.50

Post-Test Experiment 64.00 75.50 85.50

Pre-Test Control 55.00 70.00 80.00
Tukey’s Hinges

Post-Test Control 71.00 83.50 86.00
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Table 9. Percentiles for Language Learning Motivation in the Pre-and Post-Tests for Both Groups.

Percentiles

5 10 25 50 75 90 95

Pre-Test Experiment 0.00 14.80 77.00 81.00 84.50 87.80 88.90

Post-Test Experiment 0.00 0.00 78.00 81.00 83.00 85.40 86.00

Pre-Test Control 0.00 0.00 75.00 81.00 86.00 89.60 91.80
Weighted Average (Definition 1)

Post-Test Control 0.00 0.00 78.00 81.00 84.00 89.00 90.90

Pre-Test Experiment 78.00 81.00 84.00

Post-Test Experiment 79.00 81.00 83.00

Pre-Test Control 75.00 81.00 86.00
Tukey’s Hinges

Post-Test Control 78.00 81.00 84.00

An outlier detection analysis was conducted using

Tukey’s Outlier Labeling Rule. In the context of writing

accuracy, pre-test results showed no outliers, with EG scores

ranging from 61.75 to 79.25 and CG scores from 52.75 to

61.75. Post-test results confirmed validity, with EG scores

between 62.75 and 85.50 and CG scores between 52.75 and

86.50. Similarly, pre-test scores ranged from 75 to 91.80

for language learning motivation, and post-test scores from

75 to 90, with no extreme values detected. These findings

confirm the absence of outliers in both datasets, ensuring

their reliability for further statistical analysis [85].

4.1.5. Calculating the Significance of Score Dif-

ferences

A paired-sample t-test was conducted to calculate the p-

value. This test compares two population means from paired

samples, such as “before-and-after” measurements [86, 87].

The p-value, ranging from 0 to 1, indicates the significance of

the difference between pre-test and post-test scores. A small

p-value (≤ 0.05) suggests strong evidence against the null

hypothesis, while a larger p-value (> 0.05) indicates weak

evidence. Means and standard deviations were calculated

using SPSS Version 26, as shown in Tables 6 and 7.

In Tables 10 and 11, the statistical analysis compar-

ing writing accuracy and language learning motivation be-

tween the Experimental Group (EG) and Control Group

(CG) showed differing trends. In writing accuracy, the EG’s

mean scores increased slightly (70.73 to 73.87) with ris-

ing variability (SD: 11.30 to 13.41), while the CG showed

greater improvement (68.21 to 77.19) with reduced variabil-

ity (SD: 14.27 to 14.05). Paired t-tests confirmed that the

EG’s improvement was insignificant (p = 0.348), while the

CG showed a significant gain (p = 0.001), suggesting that ex-

ternal factors influenced CG’s performance. To support this,

CLIL improves students’ written performance, and writing

accuracy in particular, except coherence and cohesion [88],

but the CLIL environment across disciplines has a positive

impact on the students’ results in the post-task writing activ-

ity [89]. Similarly, the EG’s mean scores in language learning

motivation dropped slightly (74.83 to 71.35), while the CG

saw a marginal increase (69.43 to 70.52). However, paired

t-tests showed no significant changes in motivation for ei-

ther group (p > 0.05). The cognitive load of integrating

content and language may have hindered writing improve-

ments, while the 12-week duration may have been too short

for measurable gains. Although CLIL fosters engagement,

it may not directly address key motivational drivers such as

self-efficacy and goal-setting [29, 90]. To maximize its effec-

tiveness, longer intervention periods, stronger scaffolding,

and targeted motivational strategies may be necessary in EFL

settings.

Table 10. Paired Samples Statistics of Writing Accuracy.

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

EG
Pre-Test Experiment 70.73 23 11.3 2.36
Post-Test Experiment 73.87 23 13.41 2.8

CG
Pre-Test Control 68.21 21 14.27 3.11
Post-Test Control 77.19 21 14.05 3.06
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Table 10. Cont.

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences

t df Sig. (2 tailed)

Mean
Std.

Deviation

Std. Error

Mean

95% Confidence Interval

of the Difference

Lower Upper

Pre-Test Experiment
−3.13 15.64 3.26 −9.89 3.63 −0.96 22 0.348

Post-Test Experiment

Pre-Test Control
−8.98 10.8 2.36 −13.89 −4.06 −3.81 20 0

Post-Test Control

Table 11. Paired Samples Statistics of Language Learning Motivation.

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

EG
Pre-Test Experiment 74.83 23 24 5

Post-Test Experiment 71.35 23 28.41 5.92

CG
Pre-Test Control 69.43 21 30.29 6.61

Post-Test Control 70.52 21 29.72 6.49

Paired Samples Test

Paired Differences

t df Sig. (2 tailed)
Mean

Std.

Deviation

Std. Error

Mean

95% Confidence Interval

of the Difference

Lower Upper

Pre-Test Experiment
3.48 30.16 6.29 −9.56 16.52 0.55 22 0.59

Post-Test Experiment

Pre-Test Control
−1.10 27.5 6 −13.61 11.42 −0.18 20 0.86

Post-Test Control

4.1.6. Calculating Within 95% Confidence In-

tervals

The 95% confidence intervals (CI) were calculated for

a within-subjects design. For writing accuracy, the experi-

mental group’s CI ranged from −9.89 to 3.63, showing high

variability and no statistical significance. In contrast, the

control group’s CI (−13.89 to −4.06) indicated significant

post-test improvement, highlighting the impact of non-CLIL

instruction. Similarly, for language learning motivation, the

experimental group’s CI (−9.89 to 3.63) showed dispersion,

whereas the control group’s CI (−13.89 to −4.06) confirmed

statistically robust gains. These results suggest the control

group consistently improved, while the experimental group’s

variability may reflect individual differences or contextual in-

fluences and warrant further investigation. This study aligns

with the findings of Camacho et al. and Liu et al. [91, 92],

highlighting the impact of different instructional methods on

writing accuracy and motivation.

Hedges’ g is an effect size measure used to assess the

difference between two groups, especially when sample sizes

are unequal. It is similar to Cohen’s d but includes a correc-

tion factor for small sample sizes, improving its accuracy in

such situations [93]. The formula for Hedges’ g is g = M1−

M2/SD pooled , where M1 and M2 are the means of the two

groups, and SD pooled is the pooled standard deviation. This

measure is commonly used in meta-analyses and research

studies to provide a standardized effect size, facilitating com-

parison across different studies [93].

4.1.7. Identifying the Effect Size

Hedges’ g is valuable for correcting bias in

small sample sizes, ensuring more reliable results [46, 94].

For the pre-test, Hedges’ g was calculated as

(68.21−70.73)/12.800519=0.2, and for the post-test, it was

(77.19−73.87)/13.718486 = 0.2. Both groups had a Hedges’

g of 0.2. Conversely, the Hedges’ g values of language

learning motivation calculated from the pre-test and post-test

data of both groups were Hedges’ g = (69.43 − 74.83) ⁄

27.177407 = 0.2 and Hedges’ g = (70.52 − 71.35) ⁄ 29.04118

= 0.03. indicating small effect sizes and minor differences.

The effect sizes of both writing accuracy and language
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learning motivation revealed that the CLIL intervention did

not produce significant improvements in either variable. For

writing accuracy, the effect sizes measured using Hedges’

g were small, with both pre-test and post-test values at g

= 0.2. The total effect size of 0.44 indicated only minor

improvements, and the control group slightly outperformed

the experimental group, though not significantly enough to

reject the null hypothesis. Similarly, for language learning

motivation, the effect size decreased from g = 0.2 in the

pre-test to g = 0.03 in the post-test, resulting in a total effect

size of 0.23, suggesting that any observed differences were

likely due to random variation rather than the impact of the

CLIL intervention. The small effect size may indicate that

both groups employ similar sentence processing strategies,

especially for sentence types with low cognitive load [95].

The statistical analyses revealed nuanced patterns in

the development of writing accuracy across the CLIL (ex-

perimental) and non-CLIL (control) groups. Tukey’s Out-

lier Labelling Rule confirmed that both pre- and post-test

writing accuracy scores were free from significant outliers,

validating the reliability of the data for further parametric

testing [73, 82]. Paired-sample t-tests demonstrated that while

the CLIL group showed a moderate increase in writing ac-

curacy (M = 70.73 to 73.87), this gain was not statistically

significant (p = 0.348). In contrast, the control group ex-

hibited a larger, statistically significant improvement (M =

68.21 to 77.19; p = 0.001), indicating more consistent gains.

Despite the statistical significance favoring the con-

trol group, the effect size analysis using Hedges’ g revealed

small effects for both groups (g = 0.2), suggesting that the

differences in performance were modest. This aligns with

previous research suggesting that short-term CLIL interven-

tions may not yield significant gains in writing accuracy

without sufficient cognitive and linguistic scaffolding [21, 61].

Furthermore, the wide 95% confidence interval for the CLIL

group (−9.89 to 3.63) suggests high inter-individual variabil-

ity, possibly due to differing levels of language proficiency,

content familiarity, or learner autonomy.

While CLIL instruction has been found to support

grammatical development and syntactic complexity in writ-

ing [70, 96], the current findings suggest that a 12-week inter-

vention may be insufficient to produce statistically signif-

icant improvements, particularly in aspects such as cause-

and-effect relationship clauses, modal auxiliaries, active and

passive voice, and specific tenses (present tense, past perfect

tense, and future tense) where necessary, or critical thinking.

The marginal gains observed may reflect a shift in student

awareness of formal accuracy rather than immediate improve-

ment, as CLIL promotes deeper language processing through

exposure to academic discourse [1].

Language learning motivation was also assessed across

both groups, focusing on both intrinsic and extrinsic dimen-

sions. The quantitative results indicated a slight decline in

the CLIL group’s mean motivation scores (M = 74.83 to

71.35) and a marginal increase in the control group (M =

69.43 to 70.52). However, paired-sample t-tests revealed

no statistically significant changes in motivation for either

group (p = 0.59 for CLIL, p = 0.86 for non-CLIL), and the

confidence intervals confirmed substantial overlap. These

results suggest that motivation was largely stable across the

study period, though individual experiences varied.

Effect size calculations further reinforce this interpre-

tation. Hedges’ g decreased from 0.2 to 0.03 in the CLIL

group, indicating a negligible effect. These findings align

with earlier studies that emphasize the complexity of motiva-

tion in CLIL settings, especially in short-term implementa-

tions [69, 71, 97]. While CLIL may offer cognitive and linguistic

benefits, it does not inherently guarantee motivational en-

hancement unless paired with explicit motivational strategies

such as goal setting, feedback, and emotional support [28, 98].

Qualitative data highlighted that some learners found

CLIL intrinsically motivating due to increased confidence

and task autonomy, while others reported anxiety and confu-

sion, likely stemming from the cognitive demands of dual-

focused instruction. This supports the idea that motivation

in CLIL is highly context-sensitive and mediated by fac-

tors such as instructional clarity, task design, and learners’

self-efficacy [99, 100].

Taken together, the findings suggest that while CLIL

can foster moderate improvements in writing accuracy, its

short-term impact on motivation is less predictable. The

small effect sizes and wide confidence intervals indicate that

learners’ responses to CLIL are highly individualized. To

enhance its efficacy, longer intervention periods, increased

scaffolding, and targeted motivational techniques should be

incorporated. These could include formative feedback loops,

peer collaboration, and content-language differentiation tai-

lored to student proficiency levels.
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This study supports existing research emphasizing the

need for sustained and context-responsive CLIL integration

in EFL classrooms [25, 101]. Future studies might adopt a

mixed-methods approach over a longer duration to capture

deeper motivational shifts and academic progress.

Findings support the hypothesis that CLIL enhances

writing quality, syntactic and lexical complexity, and key

writing criteria like task achievement and coherence. How-

ever, improvements vary, with areas like vocabulary and

critical thinking needing additional strategies. Integrating

these insights can refine CLIL’s impact and inform its appli-

cation in language education [102–104].

4.2. Qualitative Analysis

This section presents a qualitative analysis of semi-

structured interviews conducted with seven student partici-

pants and one teacher-participant. The aim was to examine

two key dimensions of EFL learning: writing accuracy and

language learning motivation, with consideration given to

both intrinsic and extrinsic motivational factors. The findings

are organized around three principal themes: (a) a compara-

tive analysis of whole-class instruction versus CLIL (Content

and Language Integrated Learning) instruction in supporting

students’ writing development; (b) the impact of the CLIL-

based classroom intervention on student engagement, writing

performance, and motivation; and (c) the prospects and chal-

lenges of implementing CLIL to improve writing skills in

the EFL context of Aceh, Indonesia.

4.2.1. Whole-Class Instruction vs. CLIL In-

struction on Students’Writing Acquisi-

tion

The transition from conventional whole-class instruc-

tion to the CLIL approach marked a substantial shift in the

classroom environment, particularly in terms of students’

writing development. According to the teacher-participant,

while the core materials such as grammar structures and

writing components remained largely the same, the delivery

method under CLIL fundamentally altered the classroom

dynamic. She noted, “There are some similarities with my

previous lesson plan in terms of the theory and materials pre-

sented. But the difference is in the way how to transfer it in

the classroom teaching-learning process” (TP_Q6_271123).

This reflects a movement away from teacher-centered trans-

mission toward a more interactive and learner-centered in-

structional model.

Students reinforced this perspective. They indi-

cated that CLIL made language learning more meaningful

by embedding grammar instruction within relevant, real-

world content. One student stated, “Presenting a video

about learning and then explaining the video as in CLIL”

(R09_Q14_281123), highlighting how visual and thematic

integration enhanced comprehension and retention. An-

other commented, “Interesting activities are activities that

are done in groups. Because group work will increase

the enthusiasm for learning by discussing with friends”

(R20_Q14_271123), underscoring the motivational value

of collaborative learning in CLIL settings.

Nonetheless, while CLIL improved student engage-

ment and contextual language use, challenges emerged in

mastering grammatical accuracy. Some students found it

difficult to manage the dual cognitive load of processing

both content and language without sufficient instructional

scaffolding. Weaker students, in particular, struggled to ab-

sorb complex language forms embedded in content-heavy

lessons. In contrast, whole-class instruction—though more

grammar-focused—lacked the engagement and contextual

authenticity that CLIL offered. These observations suggest

that while CLIL is effective in enhancing motivation and

contextual writing ability, its success in improving linguistic

precision relies heavily on the teacher’s ability to scaffold

language learning appropriately.

4.2.2. Impact of the Classroom Intervention

Program

The CLIL intervention had a positive and measurable

impact on students’ participation, engagement, and writ-

ing outcomes. Over the 12-week program, students en-

gaged in tasks such as interpreting vocationally relevant

videos, composing reflective writing, and participating in

group-based technical writing activities. According to the

teacher-participant, this content-integrated approach helped

students significantly improve their written communication.

She observed, “They are now able to write more effectively

and comprehend the lessons better, for instance, they can

now describe their daily and past activities in their writ-

ing with greater clarity” (TP_Q5_221123). The strategic

integration of vocational content—such as business proce-

dures and job application skills—with language features
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like modal verbs, passive voice, and temporal structures

gave students a clear, practical rationale for developing their

writing accuracy.

Students also expressed increased enjoyment and moti-

vation. One noted, “When watching videos and group work.

Because watching videos is more fun and group work can

share knowledge with friends” (R15_Q14_281123), while

another stated, “Learning English is more exciting if we

watch videos about learning English with subtitles and mate-

rials that are easy to understand” (R13_Q14_281123)nature

of the intervention enhanced both comprehension and moti-

vation.

Moreover, the intervention positively influenced stu-

dent autonomy and classroom rapport. The teacher re-

marked, “They are now more eager to present arguments

and confidently support their points with strong examples”

(TP_Q9_221123), indicating a growth in student confidence

and ownership of learning. However, some limitations

were noted, particularly regarding instructional time and

lesson complexity: “Some topics, particularly the lesson

on Passive Sentences and Past Perfect, were quite chal-

lenging for students... made more difficult by the time con-

straints” (TP_Q8_221123). This suggests that while the

CLIL model is pedagogically effective, its implementation

requires thoughtful pacing, lesson design, and professional

development to be sustainable and impactful.

4.2.3. Prospects of CLIL on Writing Skills

Within the EFLContext in Aceh, Indone-

sia

Looking forward, both teacher and student feedback

points to a strong potential for CLIL to enhance writing in-

struction in Aceh’s vocational high schools. The integration

of academic language learning with career-relevant content

was seen as particularly valuable. The teacher-participant

voiced her intent to continue incorporating CLIL principles:

“I may employ and take some ideas in CLIL lessons or meth-

ods I will use... So the CLIL method will be one of my ref-

erences in my teaching methodology” (TP_Q11_221123).

She further stated, “The CLIL method is simpler and can

enhance students’learning in terms of cognitive and learning

motivation” (TP_Q13_221123), indicating its accessibility

and pedagogical merit.

the teacher provides us with certain video animations”

(R18_Q14_271123), while others emphasized that CLIL

made learning English “less boring” and “more insightful.”

These responses suggest that CLIL not only aligns well with

students’vocational goals but also fosters deeper engagement

with writing tasks.

Despite its promise, the implementation of CLIL in

Aceh is not without challenges. Key issues include limited

teacher proficiency in English, insufficient training in CLIL

pedagogy, and a lack of localized instructional resources. Ad-

ditionally, students with lower proficiency levels expressed

difficulty in handling the linguistic and cognitive demands of

CLIL lessons. The teacher acknowledged these difficulties,

noting that students initially struggled with the complexity

of the integrated tasks.

Nevertheless, participants from both groups expressed

optimism about CLIL’s long-term value. With adequate

teacher training, curriculum alignment, and resource develop-

ment, CLIL can become a sustainable and effective strategy

for improving writing outcomes in EFL vocational contexts.

Hence, the qualitative findings suggest that CLIL creates a

motivational learning environment by addressing both in-

trinsic factors—such as enjoyment, cognitive stimulation,

and confidence—and extrinsic factors, including perceived

academic gains and career applicability. However, for these

motivational gains to translate into improved performance,

appropriate pedagogical scaffolding is essential.

These results are consistent with Swain’s Output Hy-

pothesis [105], which posits that language production in mean-

ingful contexts promotes linguistic development. Likewise,

Meyer argues that CLIL fosters deeper language process-

ing through content-driven tasks [106], which was evident in

students’ improved engagement and writing fluency. Sup-

porting this, Siepmann et al. affirm that CLIL enhances

learner motivation by integrating real-world themes [107],

although Meyer cautions that excessive cognitive load may

hinder outcomes unless tasks are carefully calibrated [25].

Taken together, the findings indicate that when appro-

priately supported, CLIL has the potential to significantly

enhance both writing accuracy and language learning mo-

tivation among EFL students in vocational settings such as

those in Aceh, Indonesia.
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Students similarly appreciated the real-world rele-

vance of CLIL. One noted, “Group presentation and when
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4.3. Document Analysis of Post-Writing Accu-

racy Tests from Six Selected Respondents

in Both Groups

The analysis examines the frequency of four elements

(cause-and-effect relationship clauses, modal auxiliaries, ac-

tive and passive voice, and specific tenses (present tense,

past perfect tense, and future tense) of students’ writing ac-

curacy by selecting six post-test samples—two high (R22

(EG) and R05 (CG)), two middle (R16 (EG) and R18 (CG)),

and two low (R14 (EG) and R12 (CG)) scores—after the

CLIL intervention to assess its impact on writing accuracy

(seeAppendix A Table A3).

The highest-scoring Experimental Group (EG) stu-

dents exhibit greater grammatical complexity, frequently

using cause-and-effect sentences, modal auxiliaries, passive

constructions, and varied tense usage, including present,

future, and occasional past perfect. This aligns with the

findings of Dalton-Puffer [79], who found that CLIL learn-

ers develop more advanced syntactic structures and greater

grammatical accuracy. In contrast, the Control Group (CG)

predominantly employs present tense with minimal use

of modal auxiliaries, passive voice, or past perfect, high-

lighting EG’s superior grammatical accuracy through CLIL.

Lorenzo et al. support this by noting that CLIL students show

higher syntactic variety and accuracy compared to non-CLIL

peers [108]. Moreover, middle-score samples reveal distinct

grammatical patterns. EG students use cause-and-effect

and passive constructions more frequently but lack modal

auxiliaries, future, and past perfect tenses. CG students

use modal auxiliaries and cause-and-effect structures but

show limited passive voice usage. The EG group demon-

strates slightly more varied grammatical structures. This

supports findings by Ruiz de Zarobe [109], who observed that

CLIL students attempt more complex grammatical struc-

tures, even when errors occur. Conversely, lowest-score

comparisons show that EG students attempt complexity us-

ing cause-and-effect but rely mainly on past tense, lacking

modal auxiliaries and passive voice. CG students predom-

inantly use the present tense without complex structures.

While both groups display limited grammatical variety, EG

students attempt more sophisticated structures, whereas CG

writing remains factual and simplistic. This is consistent

with the work by Lahuerta [110], who found that CLIL stu-

dents display greater syntactic complexity and risk-taking

in writing, even at lower proficiency levels.

5. Conclusions

This study investigated the impact of CLIL (Content

and Language Integrated Learning) instruction on writing ac-

curacy and language learning motivation among vocational

high school students in Aceh, Indonesia. The Experimental

Group (EG), taught through CLIL, showed modest improve-

ments in writing accuracy but with inconsistent results, while

the Control Group (CG) achieved statistically significant and

more stable gains under non-CLIL instruction. Language

learning motivation changes in both groups were minimal

and not statistically significant, with a slight decline observed

in the EG, likely due to the cognitive demands of integrating

content and language.

Qualitative data revealed that high-performing EG stu-

dents displayed advanced grammatical structures and rea-

soning, supporting CLIL’s potential to promote academic

writing skills. However, many students—especially those

with lower proficiency—struggled with cognitive overload,

highlighting the need for targeted scaffolding and differen-

tiated instruction. While CLIL’s real-world relevance was

motivating for some, others found the dual-focus approach

overwhelming.

To improve CLIL implementation in vocational EFL

settings, teachers should apply tiered scaffolding, use authen-

tic and collaborative tasks, and receive training in balancing

language and content. Curriculum designers should develop

localized, modular CLIL materials aligned with vocational

goals, while policymakers should promote hybrid models,

teacher development programs, and investment in supportive

resources.

This study was limited by its short intervention period

and lack of triangulated data. Future research should exam-

ine long-term CLIL effects using mixed methods, explore the

integration of adaptive technologies, and investigate moti-

vational strategies that sustain engagement in content-based

instruction.
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Criteria 86–100
Excellent

70–85
Good

51–69 Satisfactory 0–50 Unsatisfactory

C
O
N
T
E
N
T

Use of basic
subject
concepts and
knowledge

Content completely
relevant to the topic.
Arguments are supplied
with examples.
Facts justified with
appropriate examples.
Appropriately used
all/main basic concepts.
Evidence of understanding
principles of the topic.

The topic was discussed
successfully. One
argument can lack
support.

An attempt to discuss
the topic has been made.
Does not give enough
arguments or aspects of
the problem.

The topic is not
revealed or is
misunderstood

Organization Clearly and logically
arranged. Linkers are
varied and used
successfully. Proportions
observed.

Clear layout. Link
words used, though
some may be repeated.

It is possible to follow
the ideas.
Paragraphing may be
wrong or absent.
Proportions are not
observed. Too long or
short. (The normal
number of words is +/−
10%.)

The organization is
hard to follow or
trace. Too short.
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Table A2. Sample of CLIL Lesson Plan.
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LA
N
G
U
A
G
E

Vocabulary
and spelling

Vocabulary is relevant to
the
topic. A wide repertoire of
vocabulary and terms. No
spelling mistakes.

Appropriate use of topic
vocabulary.
Inappropriate use of
synonyms may occur. A
few spelling mistakes
(1–3).

Basic vocabulary is
used. Vocabulary
repertoire is limited.
There are mistakes in
using synonyms.

Inappropriate use of
basic vocabulary.
Sometimes (3 or more
cases) spelling
inhibits
understanding.

Grammar Grammar
No grammar mistakes
(especially in the use of
cause and relationship
effect clauses, modal
auxiliaries, passive and
active voice, and tenses
(present tense, past perfect
tense, and future tense),
except for some (1–2) in
articles.

Good grammar
(especially in the use of
cause and relationship
effect clauses, modal
auxiliaries, passive and
active voice, and tenses
(present tense, past
perfect tense, and future
tense).
Some mistakes
(1–3) may be present.

There are mistakes (5 –
10) in the use of cause
and relationship effect
clauses, modal
auxiliaries, passive and
active voice, and tenses
(present tense, past
perfect tense, and future
tense).
Some mistakes (1–2) are
disturbing

Mistakes prevent
understanding of
content

Criteria 86–100
Excellent

70–85
Good

51–69 Satisfactory 0–50 Unsatisfactory

CLIL Lesson Plan
Writing Accuracy class

Group: Third-Grade Time: 4 × 45 minutes
Topic: Cause and effect relationship clauses
Previous Knowledge/Skills: Dependent and independent clauses
Aim(s):
 To introduce cause and effect relationship clauses

 To compare similarities and differences to the functions of cause-and-effect relationship clauses

 To compose texts of written transactional interactions that involve the act of giving and asking for information related to
causal relationships

Teaching Objectives Learning Outcomes
A. Content A. Content

 The function of cause-and-effect relationship
clauses in learning English.

 The use of cause-and-effect relationship
clauses in written communication

 Students acquire the vocabulary related to the unit

 Students are encouraged to write simple sentences consisting of cause-
and-effect relationship vocabulary such as because of, owing to, to
identify the ‘Why’ question, etc.

B. Cognition (Functions) B. Cognition
 Evaluate: determine the possible outcomes  Students can describe the use of cause-and-effect relationship clauses
of processes

 Analyse (write sentences based on the given
topic)

 Understand: arrange sentences from the
words given and identify the differences
among them

in certain discourse or utterances

 Students understand the function cause-and-effect relationship clauses
in contexts

 Students identify and arrange properly the cause-and-effect
relationship clauses in a short paragraph

C. Communication

C.1 Language of Learning: Key Vocabulary
Writing Accuracy: because of…, due to …, in the reason of …, since…owing to…
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C.2 Language for Learning (=language needed to operate in the learning environment or in a particular lesson)
 Language to combine the sentences

 Language to compose a short paragraph

For example, I have a terrible headache because of ...
 Language to explain the function of cause-and-effect relationship clauses

 Language to explain how to write cause and effect relationship sentences.

a. because of …

b. due to …

c. in the reason of …

d. since …

e. owing to …

C.3 Language Through Learning
Language for carrying on worksheets

D. Culture/Citizenship
 To associate the contents of the lesson with real-world situations

 To be aware and meticulous while writing cause-and-effect relationship sentences.

 To be respectful with partners when working in groups/individually

Materials & resources
Internet hotspot, laptop, English book Grade-Three, worksheets
Teaching plan (type, timing & sequence of activities)
Stages
and time

Lesson procedure (describe
the activities and instructional
strategies)

Justification for the activity (content, language, cognition, culture)

Lead-in 10
minutes

Watch YouTube videos from
native or EFL/ESL about
cause-and-effect relationship
clauses

To warm up
To revise cause-and-effect relationship clauses

Presentation
20 minutes

Presentation of the concept of
cause-and-effect relationship
clauses

The purpose of this activity is to present the concept of cause-and-effect
relationship clauses.
The teacher picks up and shows 5 sample sentences from a YouTube
video and writes them to the board and draws the similarities and the
differences among them.
The teacher explains that cause-and-effect relationship clauses have
similarities and differences while writing sentences or paragraphs and
asks students to connect a sentence as in ‘most students this year failed
an exam due to/because/because of ….
The teacher asks a high-level thinking activity as in ‘write several
sentences that consist of cause-and-effect relationship clauses’

Practice 1
10 minutes

Worksheet
Listen and point activity

The purpose of this activity is to listen and point out the words of cause-
and-effect relationship clauses

Practice 2 English book Grade-Three: The purpose of this activity is to listen to the teacher reading a book
25 minutes Reading certain texts that

consist of cause-and-effect
relationship clauses

about cause-and-effect relationship clauses.
The teacher asks questions while reading the book about the cause-and-
effect relationship clauses that appear in the text. Where are the cause-
and-effect relationship clauses located?
Students also mention the number of cause-and-effect relationship
clauses in the text that has been read.



Forum for Linguistic Studies | Volume 07 | Issue 06 | June 2025

Table A2. Cont.

Table A3. Document Analysis.

143

.
Practice 3
20 minutes

Conclusion
5 minutes

Write less than two or three
sentences of each cause-and-
effect relationship clause.

Post-Activities

The purpose of this activity is to encourage Ss to choose cause-and-
effect relationship clauses and produce them in sentences. The teacher
writes a model of the sentence on the board, for instance:
 I have a terrible headache because of my sleeping time all day.

 The dam burst owing to the heavy rain

 Owing to the snow, the train was delayed, etc.

 Recalling students' cognitive learning

 Language of motivation

Assessment:
The teacher checks on understanding and adjusts instructions to keep students on track. No grades or scores are given.
Incidental observation and guiding students' understanding.

The Highest Score (EG) The Highest Score (CG)
I will tell about the memorable experiences while studying english
in my school. It started when I was 1st grade, the teacher who
taught English in my class at that time was Mr. Rikki. Actually, he
used teach Japanese at my school, but since the COVID-19 virus
exists, he wasn’t teach Japanese anymore at my school. And then
at that time, he started to teach English. Studying English with Mr.
Rikki was really fun and I really enjoyed that study. I was
improved my English too, and at that time I got very good score.
Continued when I was studied English in 2nd grade, the teacher
who was taught English was not Mr. Rikki anymore, but has been
replaced by Mrs. Ti Aminah. There weren’t many interesting
things when I was studied English in 2nd grade, it’s because Mrs.
Ti Aminah rarely teach English in my class. Besides being an
English teacher, Mrs. Ti Aminah also serves as deputy principal
for student affairs, therefore she rarely teaches in my class.
Honestly, I was a little disappointed, because when I was in 2nd
grade, my English scores dropped quite a bit. And last, when I was
started learn English in the 3rd grade, the teacher who taught
English has been replaced again. Currently, the teacher who
teaches English in my class is Mrs. Zainatuddar or usually called
Mrs. Ina. So far, studying with Mrs. Ina has been very enjoyable.
But now, English lessons are sometimes taught by Mr. Faisal,
because Mr. Faisal is doing his research to continue his study.
Hopefully, in this 3rd grade, I can improve more about my English
skills, and I can get good scores.

When I was I Junior high School. That was the first time I was
interested and wanted to study it well and truly. Previously, I was
not interested in learning english. because I feel studying english
is boring. I don’t know if it’s because I don’t understand it
easily. but that all changed when entered junior high School. why
I am interested? And what make me serious about learning
english well? Because the language used to be boring and I didn’t
understand. In fact that day and now it actually attracted my
attention to learn it because it saw that my friends could speak
english and I thought it was quite cool, really, that become a motto
for me to want to study it seriously.

My teacher’s way of teaching is very unique and easy to
understand. Sometimes we learn through the cartoon video are
very funny and we laugh together. It is the most unforgettable
moment and he also always asked questions if we didn’t
understand well. But it was different when he was asked to repeat
the material he was very scary. the reason is because when we
couldn’t repeat it he was very angry which different when he
taught. That why he often ask questions if there is something he
doesn’t understand. And that’s why sometimes I’m really afraid
to come to the lesson. But I don’t give up easily, because I am
interested in the subject. I am serious about studying it myself. So
there is a good improvement in me from before, than I was given
praise for my improvement learning English and now I like it.

The Middle Score (EG) The Middle Score (CG)
I will share my experience of learning English through out my life
while at school. English is one of the subjects that I am least
interested in. But since middle school I have liked hearing English
songs from older sister.
And before there was no Google, now you can’t find the lyrics and
translation of the song. But I just sang along based on the
pronunciation I heard.
In junior high school, English lessons have become mandatory.
But unfortunately my English teacher is not a student-centered
Englis teacher so I don’t like it. Because of the lesson is just doing
questions in the book. Sometime it’s not explained it’s just
corrections together exchanges with friends. The result is that
nothing changes in my English.

When entered vocational school in first grade, I studied
with Rikki Sensei, the experience of studying with Rikki Sensei
was very fun and exciting. And when I entered second grade I
didn’t take English lessons because of practicum. After going up to
third grade I studied with Mrs. Zaina, I learn a lot with her from
cause to effects and others.

I first learned English when I was in junior high school. now I am
in vocational school and I thought middle school and vocational
school english are different. Vocational english is more
memorable and I am quite afraid of that lessons. But when my
english teacher first come into the class I feel nervous because I
was not an experts in this area of english. I thought english was
difficult and boring. The first time my englsih teacher came in. we
were all told to introduce ourselves using english. I saw my friend
who was the first to come forward who wanted to introduce
himself. She can learn english very well, because of that I was
very nervous because I was afraid of speaking English. what I
used was wrong, but my teacher said it was okay. Ita was wrong
we were studying, that’s when my nervousness started to subside.
After the lesson was finished we all went home and when I got
home I told my mother about what happened that day. this is my
first experience or bring able to fix my nervousness about learning
English.
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The Lowest Score (EG) The Lowest Score (CG)
Monday I went to school on a motorbike, I had an accident,
because I was riding very fast. I suffered a very serious injury to
my honda motor bike doesn’t have to be fast, because there will
be very high risk.

English is the most widely spoken language in the world, this
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