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A B S T R A C T   

This study relies on a longitudinal design to test the added value of a Content and Language 
Integrated Learning approach (CLIL) for socio-affective outcomes. 756 French-speaking pupils at 
primary or secondary school, learning either English or Dutch (as a ‘language other than En
glish’), in a CLIL track or in non-CLIL mainstream foreign language classes, participated in the 
study. The participants twice completed a questionnaire and several tests over an 18-month in
terval. The questionnaire included items measuring their emotions in the classroom (anxiety and 
enjoyment) and motivation for language learning (perceived task value, expectancy for success, 
and perceived cost). A range of individual background characteristics, including initial vocabu
lary knowledge in the target language, were included in the analyses. The findings of the group 
comparison between CLIL and non-CLIL (between-subject) showed that the CLIL group reported 
more favorable emotions and motivation for language learning, in line with previous cross- 
sectional research on socio-affective outcomes. However, the longitudinal results (within-sub
ject) indicated that the effects of CLIL were limited, particularly when initial vocabulary 
knowledge was factored in. Our findings thus contradict or moderate the (largely theoretical) 
claim that CLIL de facto would generate advantages in terms of socio-affective factors such as 
language emotions and learning motivation.   

1. Introduction 

CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning) refers to an instructional approach using a target language to learn subject 
matters in non-linguistic courses, aiming at acquiring both the language and the content. The integration (the I in CLIL) of these two 
dimensions is supposed to lead to synergies in the learning process, involving besides content and communication also cognition and 
cultural awareness (cf. the C 4 model by Coyle, 2011). The target languages can be international languages (English), state languages 
(French, Dutch or German in Belgium), regional and minority languages (Frisian in The Netherlands, German or French in northern 
Italy, Sami in Finland), as documented in the Eurydice reports (2006, 2023). Over the past three decades, CLIL has been promoted by 
the European Council and Commission as a successful method to develop multilingual competences (which are at the heart of the 
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European Union’s linguistically and culturally diverse project) and has spread out through Europe and far beyond from pre-primary to 
higher education (Eurydice, 2023). The outcomes of CLIL as a didactic approach are therefore a main concern and research area. 
However, not all aspects of CLIL receive the same attention and some results bring more questions than answers. 

In CLIL research, socio-affective factors have not been as extensively studied as for instance linguistic outcomes or didactic pro
cesses and methods (De Smet, Mettewie, Galand, Hiligsmann, & Van Mensel, 2018). This might come as a surprise, since the 
socio-cultural and educational dimensions of the multilingual pedagogical approach (including positive attitudes, learning enjoyment 
and motivation) have been put forward, from the very start, as one of the possible beneficial outcomes of CLIL (see e.g. Dalton-Puffer, 
2008; Eurydice, 2006; Marsh, 2000). As detailed below, some cross-sectional data (based on only one measure at a certain point of 
time), almost exclusively focusing on English, seems to be consistent with these expected socio-affective benefits of CLIL. But globally, 
results are not unambiguous and call for larger and better controlled studies (Cenoz et al., 2014). A recurrent issue in analyzing the 
potential role of the CLIL approach is whether CLIL learners have developed better socio-affective profiles by participating in CLIL 
classes or whether CLIL tracks attract learners with more favorable initial socio-affective profiles. Moreover, few longitudinal studies 
(including several measures at different points of time) have tested if the development of socio-affective factors over a certain period is 
higher for CLIL classes than for non-CLIL mainstream classes (Goris et al., 2019). Partly due to differences regarding methodological 
aspects, their findings point at different directions, thus presenting a rather blurry picture. 

Therefore, the aim of the present study is to test if the evolution over time of language learning emotions (anxiety and enjoyment) 
and motivation (perceived task value, self-efficacy, cost of learning) is different among CLIL and non-CLIL students, controlling for a 
range of background variables including initial vocabulary knowledge in the target language. We also wanted to check if age cohort 
(primary vs. secondary school) and target language (English vs. another language) moderate these effects. 

2. Socio-affective factors in CLIL research 

From the early days of CLIL in Europe, both descriptive and theoretical works mention socio-affective aspects as being part of this 
educational approach. In 2006, the first statistical report of the European Commission on CLIL in Europe mentioned, besides a range of 
general aims, socio-economic aims (offering internationally better job perspectives), socio-cultural aims (conveying values of tolerance 
and respect) and improving learning motivation (educational and linguistic aims), through a practical use of the target language 
(Eurydice, 2006). Earlier on, Marsh (2000) indicated that the natural setting in which the target language is used, together with the 
combination of language and content learning, would boost youngsters’ language learning motivation, as it would emphasize what 
Baetens Beardsmore and Kohls (1988) coined the ‘immediate pertinence’ of language learning in multilingual education (see Housen, 
2002). This usefulness linked to a sense of fun experienced in an alternative educational setting would in turn help to nurture 
youngsters’ positive attitudes as they see successes achieved, further stimulating their learning motivation. Similarly, when describing 
the five dimensions for the implementation of CLIL in Europe (culture, environment, content, language and learning), Marsh et al. 
(2001) considered an increased learning motivation as an outcome of the learning dimension, as CLIL would support the development 
of individual learning strategies through diversified teaching methods and forms of classroom practices. The immediate relevance of 
the dual approach in CLIL, and therefore the very nature of the language input, is in this sense theoretically regarded as being more 
important than the amount of input and is as such considered an added value to the language learning process itself (Maljers et al., 
2007). However, it is also acknowledged that the CLIL approach is likely to entail a range of challenges, which then might put 
socio-affective factors such as motivation, enjoyment and self-esteem at risk (Coyle et al., 2010), for both learners and teachers (see e. 
a. Hofstadler et al., 2020; Talbot et al., 2021). 

Empirical research on the possible socio-affective benefits of CLIL usually found that CLIL learners report (a) higher language 
learning motivation (Amengual-Pizarro & Prieto-Arranz, 2014; Coyle, 2011; Doiz et al., 2014; Lasagabaster, 2011; Lasagabaster & 
Doiz, 2017; Mearns et al., 2020; Thompson & Sylvén, 2015), (b) more positive attitudes towards the target CLIL subject, language and 
community (Amengual-Pizarro & Prieto-Arranz, 2014; De Smet, Mettewie, Hiligsmann, Galand, & Van Mensel, 2023; Mettewie & 
Lorette, 2014; Navarro-Villarroel, 2011; Pirskanen, 2009), (c) more multicultural openness (Lasagabaster, 2009) and (d) lower anxiety 
(Coyle, 2011; De Smet et al., 2018; Thompson & Sylvén, 2015). For a more detailed overview of research on emotions and attitudes and 
motivation in CLIL, we refer to De Smet et al. (2018, 2023). 

Nevertheless, other studies found no differences or even a disadvantage for the CLIL groups under investigation (Amengual-Pizarro 
& Prieto-Arranz, 2014; Fernández Fontecha & Canga Alonso, 2014; Heras & Lasagabaster, 2015; Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017). This is 
for example the case in Spain (Doiz et al., 2014), where grade 7 pupils learning English through CLIL reported at the same time higher 
motivation but also higher anxiety when compared to pupils from the non-CLIL group, i.e. those involved in mainstream English as a 
foreign language instruction class. The authors suggest that the more demanding learning situation in CLIL probably explains higher 
emotions, whether positive or negative. However, in a second and slightly older cohort (grade 9), the difference in anxiety seemed to 
disappear, suggesting that CLIL learners became accustomed to the approach and the associated expectations of the CLIL program. In a 
similar vein, Seikkula-Leino (2007) also warns about a possible detrimental effect linked to the high demands of CLIL, as CLIL learners 
rated themselves very low as English language learners, even though the motivation to learn a foreign language was higher in CLIL. In 
Germany, Möller (2021) identified different types of anxiety linked to the language learning (fear of success, activating or inhibiting 
exam anxiety) of English, with marginal differences between the German-speaking CLIL and non-CLIL grade 11 pupils, though CLIL 
students were slightly more inhibited by exam anxiety. In Sweden, on the contrary, research by Thompson and Sylvén (2015) in grade 
10 indicated lower anxiety in the CLIL group, but more favorable attitudes towards English as a target language amongst the non-CLIL 
pupils. In French-speaking Belgium, De Smet et al. (2018) observed that CLIL students reported lower classroom anxiety than non-CLIL 
students, both in grade 5 and grade 11, whereas a difference in enjoyment in favor of CLIL students only appeared in grade 11 but not in 
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grade 5. Similarly, De Smet et al. (2023) found more positive attitudes towards the target language (English or Dutch) and higher 
language learning motivation (higher perceived task value and self-efficacy, lower perceived cost of learning) among CLIL learners 
compared to the non-CLIL learners in mainstream English or Dutch language classes. Interestingly, these differences appeared to be 
more clear-cut for Dutch than for English, and at secondary level (grade 11) than at primary level (grade 5). These results suggest that 
the CLIL learning experience could - to a certain extent - mitigate the expected decrease in motivation with age for formal foreign 
language learning (Chambers, 1999; Williams et al., 2002), and indicate the potential impact of target language on motivational 
processes, thereby stressing the relevance of studying ‘languages other than English’ (LOTE), as also noted by Dewaele and Proietti 
Ergün (2020). 

It is worth noting that in all these studies the authors tended to explain the differences in socio-affective outcomes by the CLIL or 
non-CLIL approaches, even though the design of the study prevents them from identifying whether the (more or less) positive outcomes 
recorded amongst CLIL learners are the results of the pedagogical approach itself. On the one hand, these studies compared CLIL and 
non-CLIL students at one moment in time (cross-sectional design) and not changes among CLIL and non-CLIL students, making 
impossible to know if the observed differences between students reflect initial differences in socio-affective factors (Thompson & 
Sylvén, 2015) or the added-value of the CLIL approach. To overcome this limitation, studies measuring outcomes at least on two 
occasions (longitudinal design) are needed, as they allow to compare the evolution of emotions and motivation between CLIL and 
non-CLIL students. As an illustration, Goris et al. (2019) systematically reviewed longitudinal studies on linguistic outcomes for CLIL 
vs. non-CLIL learners of English in European contexts and concluded that there was no “unequivocal support for the hypothesis that 
learners in a CLIL class will develop more EFL proficiency over a certain period than their mainstream counterparts” (Goris et al., 2019, 
p. 692). On the other hand, observed differences in motivation or emotion between CLIL and non-CLIL groups could reflect other 
influences than instructional approaches, like the selection processes for accessing CLIL (Fehling, 2009; Rümlich, 2014) and/or dif
ferences in learners’ socio-economic status, non-verbal intelligence, or initial language proficiency (Van Mensel et al., 2020). One way 
to overcome this limitation would be to randomize students between CLIL and non-CLIL classes, but this is usually both practically and 
ethically impossible. Another way to try to make CLIL and non-CLIL students as comparable as possible is to statistically control for 
several individual background variables. However, gender is often the only individual background variable included in previous 
studies on emotions and motivation. Finally, another limitation of most available studies is the small number of pupils involved (often 
less than 50 in CLIL and non-CLIL, sometimes no more than one class in each group), threatening the replicability and generalizability 
of the findings (Cheung & Slavin, 2016). 

3. Longitudinal research on socio-affective profiles in CLIL 

As already mentioned, longitudinal studies on socio-affective effects of CLIL are particularly scarce. In their overview of second 
language motivation research published between 2010 and 2019, Hadi Mahmoodi and Yousefi (2022) list only two studies (Lasa
gabaster & Doiz, 2017; Pladevall-Ballester, 2019) that refer to longitudinal research in a CLIL context. Pladevall-Ballester (2019) 
followed 138 CLIL and 149 non-CLIL learners of English from 5th to 6th grade in Catalonia. Using a longitudinal regression model with 
both intergroup and intragroup comparisons, very few significant differences were found between CLIL and non-CLIL group on foreign 
language motivation. At the last measurement time, only a factor mixing perceived easiness and self-efficacy was favorable for the CLIL 
group (due to a drop in the non-CLIL group), whereas both groups had similar levels regarding interest and perceived utility. Lasa
gabaster and Doiz (2017) followed 199 CLIL and 111 non-CLIL Spanish participants learning (through) English from the first/third 
year of secondary education to the third/fourth year. Contrary to their expectations and previous findings (see Doiz et al., 2014), the 
authors observed no main differences between motivation of CLIL and non-CLIL pupils in the last phase of the study. The authors 
suggest this might be due to the hegemonic position of English, sustaining equal motivation in both education types. However, while 
non-CLIL pupils’ motivation to learn English did not decline during the study, the motivation of the younger CLIL pupils seemed to 
wane over time. This echoes the findings of Papaja and Rojczyk (2013), who found that the pleasure and satisfaction of learning 
through CLIL waned towards the end of the third year due to pressure of the final examinations (see also Möller, 2021). This makes 
Lasagabaster and Doiz (2017) wonder whether motivation may also wane once CLIL ceases to be a novelty (see also Dalton-Puffer & 
Smit, 2013). Nevertheless, it should be stressed that in the study of Lasagabaster and Doiz (2017) only the younger pupils, who had 
been selected by the schools to participate in CLIL depending on their level of English, suffered a motivational decline. The older ones 
who had not undergone a selection process maintained high motivation, although they became slightly more anxious to speak English 
during CLIL classes. Therefore, age and selection into CLIL seem important factors for motivation, although the authors also suggest the 
difficulty of the subjects taught through CLIL might play a role. In a more recent publication, San Isidro and Lasagabaster (2022) discuss 
the findings of a two-year longitudinal study looking at the attitudes and motivations towards English of two groups of Spanish 
students (n = 20 and n = 24) from the same school, as well as their parents. In this sample, both CLIL and non-CLIL students (and their 
parents) displayed positive long-term motivation, and the CLIL group even more so. However, the authors not only note the small 
sample size but also acknowledge the importance of the teachers’ commitment in this school in obtaining such positive results. 

A study published in an edited volume (Sylvén, 2019) and not included in Mahmoodi and Yousefi’s (2022) list, is the longitudinal 
follow up of a Swedish project comparing ‘motivational’ profiles (including anxiety, but not enjoyment) of pupils in English CLIL and 
non-CLIL, mainstream language learning tracks (Thompson & Sylvén, 2015). The data were collected at the very beginning of the 
CLIL-project (1st semester grade 10, aged 15–16 years) to identify possible preliminary differences in profile (T1) and at the end of high 
school (T2), roughly two years later (grade 12, aged 18–19 years), to assess the stability of the motivational patterns. The authors 
found that CLIL pupils were more motivated, even before starting the program and that at T2 these more positive profiles of the CLIL 
pupils (n = 60) over their non-CLIL counterparts (n = 51) were maintained (Thompson & Sylvén, 2019). The results also revealed that 
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English anxiety in the CLIL group tended to be lower and to decrease over time, whereas the non-CLIL group had more anxiety, which 
remained stable at T2. This tends to confirm the general trend of a higher degree of dynamicity of socio-affective variables in CLIL, for 
better or for worse, as the study also indicated a decrease in interest and appreciation of English in the CLIL group, suggesting that the 
initial enthusiasm might have worn out, despite the positive selection bias at the onset (cf. Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017). Linked to the 
initial bias potentially present in analyzing CLIL tracks, Ohlberger and Wegner (2019) conducted a longitudinal intervention study 
through delimited ‘CLIL modules’ in Germany. The impetus to investigate CLIL modules (short sequences of teaching hour in CLIL 
implemented in mainstream, non-CLIL tracks) rather than complete CLIL tracks themselves can be explained by an effort to overcome 
the ‘creaming effect’ or selection of high-achieving students, which may be induced by CLIL enrolment procedures in Germany 
(Rumlich, 2016). The authors measured the affective effects of two biology units taught in English on students aged 15 to 16 (n = 166; 
control group n = 83). The results indicated that the ‘CLIL modules’ reduced English anxiety and increased self-efficacy over a period of 
two years compared to the control group, suggesting a positive effect of the CLIL approach. 

Even if the studies reviewed above used a longitudinal design, they included a limited number of background variables. Conse
quently, like we discussed for cross-sectional studies, it is impossible to know from those studies to what extent initial differences and a 
change in emotions and motivation reflect the effect of instructional approach (CLIL) or other intake differences among students, like 
for instance socio-economic status (SES). Most importantly, available longitudinal studies on the link between CLIL and socio-affective 
variables did not consider initial target language (TL) achievement or proficiency. Specific knowledge and skills in one domain have a 
strong effect on further learning in this domain (Tricot & Sweller, 2014), but they also predict further motivation and emotions in this 
domain (Möller et al., 2020; Toste et al., 2020). Students with a high initial proficiency level in a TL thus have a higher probability to 
feel more enjoyment, less anxiety, higher expectancy of success and higher interest toward learning activities related to that language 
than students with low initial proficiency level. Initial TL proficiency thus appears to be a more proximal predictor than more distal 
characteristics like SES or non-verbal intelligence. 

4. Rationale and research questions 

All in all, the studies reviewed above show that the effects of CLIL on socio-affective variables are not as clear-cut as is often 
believed. In fact, a range of parameters (including age, educational level, learning context, teachers’ commitment, exam pressure, 
selection bias, target language) appear to impact different socio-affective variables in various ways. Additionally, the constructs used 
to operationalize motivation tend to differ from study to another, depending on the underlying theoretical assumptions, which 
complicates comparison of the outcomes. 

The few longitudinal studies available until now largely support this observation. Instead of providing definite answers, they 
highlight the variability of motivational patterns over time and underscore the complexity of the matter. Additionally, these longi
tudinal studies have some limitations, primarily involving relatively small sample sizes and a narrow focus on English as the target 
language. Moreover, they have applied minimum control for the influence of other features of learners’ backgrounds on their moti
vation, particularly their previous language proficiency, which makes it challenging to filter out the contribution of CLIL as an 
instructional approach. 

Therefore, in the present study, we wanted to address the following research questions:  

1. Is the evolution of language learning emotions (classroom anxiety and enjoyment) more positive among students in CLIL classes 
than in mainstream non-CLIL classes?  

2. Is the evolution of language learning motivation (expectancy for success, perceived task value and cost) more positive among 
students in CLIL classes than in mainstream non-CLIL classes?  

3. Are changes over time different depending on the target language (English vs. a language other than English)?  
4. Do the effects of CLIL remain the same when the level of initial proficiency in the target language and other background variables 

are considered? 

In order to reduce the effect of a possible initial selection bias amongst CLIL learners and to better understand the role of CLIL in the 
development of socio-affective reactions toward language learning, it seems crucial (a) to involve larger cohorts of respondents, (b) to 
control, in the analysis, as much as possible for learners’ background by including initial language proficiency and proxies for SES, 
cognitive intelligence, degree of school retention and multilingualism, and (c) to implement longitudinal designs. This is the rationale 
behind the present study, in which we followed cohorts of pupils in CLIL tracks and in non-CLIL tracks (control groups learning the 
target language only through the classical language classes). The cohorts had either English or Dutch as a target language, both at 5th/ 

Table 1 
Distribution of participants across educational level, target language and instructional approach at T2 (N = 756).   

CLIL Non-CLIL TOTAL 

Dutch English Dutch English 

Primary 157 87 61 76 381 
Secondary 129 88 81 77 375 

TOTAL 286 175 142 153 756  
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6th grade of primary school and 11th/12th of secondary school. Next to measuring twice their affective profiles (motivation and 
emotional engagement in the classroom) with an 18-month interval between Time 1 (N = 896) and Time 2 (N = 756, see Table 1), we 
collected a range of background variables to control for. 

5. The research context: CLIL in French-speaking Belgium 

In the Federal structure of Belgium, the organization of the educational system depends on the linguistic community in charge 
(Dutch-, French- or German-speaking) and the region it is located in. Due to the socio-political, economic, and historical context, the 
legislation defining language education and the languages of instruction, as is the case with CLIL, is strictly regulated; this has allowed 
each language community to forge a tailor-made system (for details see Mettewie & Van Mensel, 2023). For this contribution we will 
spotlight CLIL in the French-speaking community in Wallonia, which has been allowed since 1998 (Chopey-Paquet, 2007) and was 
originally called “immersion”.1 These programs allow for the use of another language of instruction (Dutch, German or English), 
besides French (official language of the school), for nearly all courses other than the language courses. The CLIL programs can be 
started at different moments (from the last year of kindergarten at the age of ±5 to the second part of secondary school, about ±15 
years old) and can be organized until the end of compulsory education (at the age of 18). The percentage of courses in the CLIL 
language can vary from 25 to 75% at primary level and from 20 to 45% at secondary level, depending on the pedagogical project of the 
school. Since 1998, CLIL or “immersion” has enjoyed considerable success, with 332 schools in 2019–20 (206 primary/116 secondary) 
and 42.775 pupils involved.2 Contrary to the regular foreign language classes, for which English is the most popular language amongst 
learners (43% at primary level and 66% at secondary level in 2019–20), the dominant target language in the CLIL tracks in respectively 
kindergarten, primary and secondary schools is Dutch (77, 71 and 54%), followed by English (22, 26, 41%) and anecdotally German. It 
is also important to note that to allow for equal access to CLIL tracks in French-speaking Belgium no financial contribution is asked 
from the parents, nor is there an official selection procedure (based on intelligence tests or exam results) allowed to admit a pupil in a 
CLIL class. Anecdotal evidence, however, suggests that intake interviews and procedures might encourage or discourage some pupils 
(Van Mensel et al., 2020). 

6. Method 

6.1. Participants 

At baseline (T1), 896 pupils participated to this study. They were at the beginning of their fifth year of either primary (Grade 5) or 
secondary (Grade 11) school in French-medium education, learning Dutch or English as a target language (TL) through either CLIL or 
non-CLIL. Eighteen months later, 756 of them participated to a second data collection, when they were either at the end of Grade 6 or 
Grade 12. The others were absent at the later data collection, were retained, or moved to another school. The participants came from 
13 primary and 9 secondary schools across Wallonia in French-speaking Belgium, which were willing to participate and selected to 
obtain diversity regarding location, socio-economic level, and organizing authority. Table 1 displays the distribution of the partici
pants across the different educational levels, target languages and instructional approaches. 

The sample at T2 is well balanced in terms of gender (53% girls, 47% boys). 65,9% of pupils indicated that they speak exclusively 
French at home, 27,1% indicated that they speak French at home in combination with another language, and 7% that they speak 
exclusively another language than French at home. The highest degree of the mother was used as a proxy of participants’ socio- 
economic status (SES) and comparisons revealed significantly higher SES in CLIL and in Dutch as a TL compared to English. Pupils’ 
non-verbal intelligence was measured through Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices (Raven et al., 1998), indicating means in 
accordance with the norms for the respective ages of the participants, but also significantly higher non-verbal intelligence scores in 
CLIL and in Dutch compared to English. Regarding the school retention rates, 12.6% of the participants reported having failed at least 
one year in their curriculum, with again a more favorable profile in CLIL (secondary school) and for Dutch as a TL. Finally, because of 
the totally free structure of CLIL provisions in French-speaking Belgium (see above), it is impossible to map in a clear and compre
hensive way how many hours of CLIL and/or language teaching the 756 pupils have had by the time of the data collections. Each pupil 
has its own pace and (intra and extra) curriculum input (see Goris et al., 2019, for similar observations in different school systems). 
However, all pupils from our sample involved in the CLIL tracks had between 3 and 12 years of CLIL, and pupils in the traditional 
language classes all started at latest in the 5th grade, which means that at T1 the cohorts in primary schools had about 2 months of TL 
teaching and the cohorts in secondary schools at least 6 years of the same TL. Similarly, because of the large sample, the free CLIL 
provisions and the individual trajectories of the pupils, it is impossible to include any description of the instructional quality of the CLIL 
teaching/learning processes the respondents have enjoyed prior or during the data collection. For more details about the background 
characteristics of the sample, see Van Mensel et al. (2020). 

6.2. Procedure 

Participants were invited by a member of the research team to complete a pen-and-paper questionnaire during school hours at T1 

1 https://www.gallilex.cfwb.be/fr/leg_res_02.php?ncda=22229&referant=l01.  
2 http://enseignement.be - AGE - Dossier rentrée - 2020–2021 (ressource 15,923).pdf. 
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and an identical online version on campus at T2. The member of the research team explained the aims of the study to the students, 
answered their questions, informed them about the confidentiality of their answers and reminded them that participation was 
voluntary. With the approval of school boards and the university’s ethical committee, active consent was requested for students, and 
passive consent (assuming consent unless explicitly declined) was used for parents to maximize the representativeness of the sample 
(Pokormy et al., 2001). For more details about the design of the larger study and the general data collection, see Hiligsmann et al. 
(2017). 

6.3. Measures 

There were two slightly different versions of the questionnaire, as items were adapted to pupils’ (first) TL (English or Dutch). All 
items were however formulated in French, the main language of education and most pupils’ first language (93%) alone or in com
bination (see above). 

6.3.1. Language learning emotions 
Items assessing classroom anxiety were adapted from the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (Horwitz et al., 1986) and 

items assessing classroom enjoyment from the Foreign Language Enjoyment scale (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014) in order to fit the 
specific context and needs of the study. A pilot study showing that CLIL pupils did not distinguish between regular language classes and 
subject classes taught through the target language when it comes to their answers regarding classroom anxiety and enjoyment, some 
items were selected and adapted to build a common version for CLIL and non-CLIL pupils (targeting both language and subject classes 
in the case of CLIL pupils). This resulted in one 9-item scale measuring foreign language anxiety and one 5-item scale measuring foreign 
language enjoyment in the classroom. Both were measured through seven-point Likert scales. Exploratory factor analyses supported the 
distribution of the selected items into their respective scales. Both scales also showed satisfactory internal consistency with α =
0.85/.88 for anxiety and α = 0.78/.80. for enjoyment, at respectively T1 and T2. For a detailed presentation of the items, see De Smet 
et al. (2018). 

6.3.2. Language learning motivation 
Relying on the motivational framework of expectancy-value theory (Eccles & Wigfield, 2020; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000), which is 

widely used in many fields of education and psychology research, we assessed expectancy for success, perceived task value and cost. This 
framework complements the dominant models of L2 motivation as its components were found to change throughout school years, to be 
responsive to interventions, and to predict persistence, achievement and course/study choice (see review by Wigfield & Cambria, 
2010). It looks at the relations between the self and the task at hand, integrating components from classic language learning models 
(instrumental and intrinsic orientations, self-relevance) and enriching them with new components (expectancy, cost). 

The scales were constructed from existing adaptations in French (Galand & Hospel, 2015) and measured as 7-point Likert scales, 
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Exploratory factor analyses supported the distribution of the selected items 
into their respective scales. Reliability analyses indicated satisfactory internal consistency for all scales. This resulted in one 5-item 
scale measuring ‘expectancy for success’ (α = 0.76/.79), one 8-item scale measuring ‘perceived task value’ (α = 0.85/.88), and one 
3-item scale measuring ‘cost’ (α = 0.71/.75). ‘Expectancy for success’ refers to the learner’s evaluation of how well he/she could 
perform, whereas ‘perceived task value’ is an indicator of interest, utility and importance that participants attribute to target language 
learning. ‘Cost’ reflects one’s estimated effort and time investment she/he needs to achieve success in the learning process. For a more 
detailed presentation of the items, see De Smet et al. (2023). 

6.3.3. Target language vocabulary 
At T1, the pupils’ TL receptive vocabulary was measured through a computerized version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test for 

English (PPVT-IV; Dunn et al., 2007), and the Dutch version of the same test (PPVT-NL-III; Dunn & Dunn, 2005). The PPVT is a 
standardized task consisting of a series of four-picture sets from which the participants need to select the drawing corresponding to a 

Table 2 
Means, standard deviations and correlations for the main study variables.   

M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 

1. Anxiety T1 3,56 1,25 –          
2. Enjoyment T1 4,95 1,13 − .32 –         
3. Expectancy T1 5,32 1,00 − .39 .55 –        
4. Task value T1 4,97 1,17 − .25 .61 .57 –       
5. Cost T1 2,53 1,33 .36 .42 − .41 − .46 –      
6. Anxiety T2 3,28 1,35 .60 − .22 − .31 − .15 .22 –     
7. Enjoyment T2 4,72 1,15 − .22 .52 .36 .36 − .27 − .36 –    
8. Expectancy T2 5,29 1,06 − .33 .39 .56 .39 − .34 − .44 .57 –   
9. Task value T2 4,76 1,31 − .26 .46 .41 .63 − .37 − .23 .56 .59 –  
10. Cost T2 2,64 1,37 .27 − .25 − .28 − .29 .42 .40 − .47 − .50 − .52 – 
11. TL vocabulary T1 0,00 1,00 − .32 − .21 .02 .01 − .11 − .25 − .15 .03 .11 − .14 

Note. All correlation coefficients above 0.10 are significant at p < 0.01. 
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word they hear; the score consists of the number of correct answers identified. The task is frequently used to assess receptive vo
cabulary (Goriot et al., 2021). The raw scores were transformed into standardized scores for each TL separately (English or Dutch). 
These standardized scores were then used in subsequent analyses. Preliminary analyses showed that TL vocabulary was higher among 
CLIL students, both in primary (M = − 0.51 vs. M = − 1.32) and in secondary schools (M = 1.01 vs. M = 0.17). 

For a detailed description of the scales, lay-out, factor analyses and clustering of the items into variables, we refer to De Smet et al. 
(2018, 2023). 

7. Results 

The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 24. Means, standard deviations and correlations for 
the main variables are presented in Table 2. 

Our study design involved two measurement points among CLIL and non-CLIL students. This design allows us to test the hypothesis 
that the evolution of language emotions and motivation would be more positive with CLIL versus non-CLIL instructional approaches (i. 
e. an interaction between time and instructional approach) and to test whether this difference is moderated by educational level and 
target language. We thus first performed repeated measures ANOVAs with the three grouping variables ‘instructional approach (non- 
CLIL/CLIL)’, ‘target language (English/Dutch)’ and ‘educational level (primary/secondary)’ as between-subject factors, and language 
emotions and motivation as within-subject factors. Significant interactions between these grouping variables and time would indicate 
that changes in language learning emotions or motivation from T1 to T2 varied based on the group to which the students belong. Of 
particular interest for this study are the interactions between time and instructional approaches, as previously mentioned. In a second 
step, the level of TL receptive vocabulary at T1 was introduced as a covariate in the analyses. Change in the effects of instructional 
approach between step 1 and step 2 would indicate that these effects could simply reflect the impact of initial differences in TL 
proficiency. Finally, we tested the effect of adding the other background variables (gender, SES, bilingualism, school retention, non- 
verbal intelligence) to the analyses. 

Systematic between-subject effects were found for target language, many were found for educational level, and some for 
instructional approach. Those between-subject effects were entirely consistent with the results of cross-sectional comparisons found in 
previous studies (De Smet et al., 2018; 2023) and were not informative for the present research questions. For the sake of clarity and 
parsimony, they are not repeated in this section (see section on Socio-affective factors in CLIL research above). 

Results for within-subjects analyses showed that, between T1 and T2, anxiety, enjoyment and task value decreased, expectancy 
remained unchanged, while cost increased (see Tables 3 and 4). 

The results for emotions are presented in Table 3. A three-way interaction between instructional approach, target language and 
time was found in the first step for anxiety (partial η2 = 0.02). This interaction remained similar when T1 TL vocabulary is controlled 
for (partial η2 = 0.02). Decomposition of this interaction (see Fig. 1) showed that in English, CLIL students reported a reduction in 
classroom anxiety from T1 to T2, while this anxiety remained stable for non-CLIL students. In Dutch, a different pattern was found, 
classroom anxiety slightly decreased among non-CLIL students and remained more stable among CLIL students. In other words, within 

Table 3 
Within- and between-subjects effects for emotions (anxiety and enjoyment).   

Anxiety Enjoyment 

Without T1 TL 
vocabulary 

With T1 TL 
vocabulary 

Without T1 TL 
vocabulary 

With T1 TL 
vocabulary 

Within-subjects F  F  F  F  
Time 44,36 a 36,39 a 37,62 a 28,64 a 
Time * Educational level 11,16 b 5,97 c 1,92  0,06  
Time * Target language 1,59  1,42  0,64  0,07  
Time *Instructional approach 2,56  0,48  6,13 c 1,57  
Time * Educational level * Target language 0,93  0,59  0,06  0,50  
Time * Educational level Instructional approach 0,00  0,16  2,32  1,17  
Time * Target language * Instructional approach 14,07 a 15,04 a 0,09  0,04  
Time * Educational level * Target language * Instructional approach 1,21  2,13  0,12  0,01   

Between-subjects 
Educational level 27,72 a 1,71  103,76 a 69,73 a 
Target language 7,70 b 5,09 c 98,66 a 96,22 a 
Instructional approach 30,46 a 2,03  16,89 a 4,66 c 
Educational level * Target language 2,17  2,11  13,29 a 11,24 b 
Educational level * Instructional approach 2,39  3,36  6,06 c 8,77 b 
Target language * Instructional approach 4,05 c 1,16  1,09  0,02  
Educational level * Target language * Instructional approach 0,07  0,01  0,18  0,21  

Note. Educational level: primary vs. secondary; Target language: English vs. Dutch; Instructional approach: non-CLIL vs. CLIL. 
a p < .001. 
b p < .01. 
c p < .05. 
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a global trend of anxiety reduction, the difference in reported anxiety between CLIL and non-CLIL learners of English grew apart, 
whereas it tended to be reduced for CLIL and non-CLIL learners of Dutch. 

For enjoyment (see Table 3), the interaction between instructional approach and time was significant at the first step (partial η2 =

0.01), indicating that non-CLIL students, contrary to CLIL-students, reported a slight decrease in classroom enjoyment from T1 to T2. 
But this effect became non-significant and close to zero (partial η2 = 0.002) once T1 TL vocabulary was controlled for, suggesting that 
this effect is due to initial differences in TL proficiency and not to the CLIL instructional approach. 

Regarding motivation, the results presented in Table 4 indicate no effect regarding instructional approach for expectancy of 
success, while a significant interaction between time and instructional approach emerged for perceived task value (partial η2 = 0.015). 
This effect was reduced, but remained significant when T1 TL vocabulary was controlled for (partial η2 = 0.007). Means for task value 
decreased from T1 to T2 and this decrease was slightly smaller among CLIL students than among non-CLIL students (Fig. 2). 

The results for cost (Table 4) revealed at first a significant interaction between instructional approach and time (partial η2 = 0.01), 
suggesting that cost increased over time among non-CLIL students, but not among CLIL students. However, this effect did not remain 
significant once TL vocabulary was introduced as a covariate (partial η2 = 0.002). 

Finally, complementary analyses indicated that including gender, home bilingualism, SES, school retention rate, or non-verbal 
intelligence as co-variates did not modify the within-subject results once initial vocabulary knowledge is taken into account. Only 
initial TL proficiency changed the effects related to instructional approach. 

Table 4 
Within- and between-subjects effects for motivation (expectancy of success, task value and cost).   

Expectancy Task value Cost 

Without 
T1 TL 
vocabulary 

With T1 TL 
vocabulary 

Without T1 
TL 
vocabulary 

With T1 TL 
vocabulary 

Without 
T1 TL 
vocabulary 

With T1 TL 
vocabulary 

Within-subject F  F  F  F  F  F  
Time 0,72  0,50  34,03 a 27,76 a 7,06 b 5,41 c 
Time * Educational level 0,95  4,92 c 3,50  0,16  0,31  1,78  
Time * Target language 0,12  0,58  6,30 c 7,78 b 0,13  0,14  
Time * Instructional approach 1,07  0,01  12,48 a 4,95 c 6,44 c 1,40  
Time * Educational level * Target language 0,37  0,00  0,74  2,41  0,31  0,00  
Time * Educational level * Instructional approach 0,30  0,98  2,73  3,50  2,83  2,53  
Time * Target language * Instructional approach 0,05  0,02  0,56  0,68  0,17  2,08  
Time * Educational level * Target language * Instructional approach 1,21  0,23  0,38  0,67  0,66  0,01   

Between-subjects 
Educational level 19,30 a 42,74 a 5,33 c 26,53 a 0,17  16,78 a 
Target language 41,31 a 34,38 a 203,02 a 180,07 a 62,74 a 45,55 a 
Instructional approach 20,03 a 0,48  50,53 a 12,12 b 61,99 a 10,71 b 
Educational level * Target language 17,81 a 14,59 a 12,22 a 12,36 a 19,97 a 19,05 a 
Educational level * Instructional approach 8,57 b 12,12 b 4,43 c 6,11 c 2,45  4,59 c 
Target language * Instructional approach 0,11  0,41  4,44 c 6,69 c 0,38  0,75  
Educational level * Target language * Instructional approach 0,15  0,12  0,16  0,98  0,27  0,07  

Note. Educational level: primary vs. secondary; Target language: English vs. Dutch; Instructional approach: non-CLIL vs. CLIL. 
a p < .001. 
b p < .01. 
c p < .05. 

Fig. 1. Classroom anxiety means depending on time and instructional approach (corrected for T1 TL vocabulary) for English and Dutch.  
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Discussion and conclusion 

The literature review on socio-affective factors in CLIL, including the limited number of available longitudinal studies, does not 
present a clear and consistent picture of positive outcomes for CLIL learners compared to non-CLIL controls. Instead, the research 
reveals a rather blurry picture, with contradictory effects or no effects. Various factors, such as the educational level (primary/sec
ondary), the age of the learners, the duration of time spent in CLIL tracks, the selection process for CLIL classes, the type of subjects 
taught through CLIL or the type of CLIL approach, exam pressure, the CLIL target language, and individual differences in profile (socio- 
affective, cognitive or SES), have been noted to potentially impact motivational processes and emotional states. 

In an attempt to sharpen the view on the effective contribution of CLIL as an instructional approach, we conducted a longitudinal 
study comparing the socio-affective states of a representative cohort of French-speaking pupils (n = 756) in Wallonia, Belgium over an 
18-month period. The pupils were learning either English or Dutch (the “other” main language of Belgium) at primary or secondary 
school level, either through a CLIL track or mainstream foreign language classes. To further clarify the differences between the CLIL 
and non-CLIL groups, we also controlled for individual background characteristics such as initial vocabulary knowledge, gender, 
bilingualism, school retention rate, socio-economic status, and non-verbal intelligence in the analyses. 

First, we can note that the between-subject results at T2 (global comparison of the mean differences between CLIL and non-CLIL 
with no consideration for the longitudinal effects) are consistent with our previous cross-sectional studies (De Smet et al., 2018; 2023): 
CLIL students reported more positive socio-affective profiles. However, the analyses detailed in the results section show that few of the 
within-group effects actually involve the instructional approach (CLIL). Indeed, for the first research question regarding language 
learning emotions we notice a general decreasing trend over time (less anxiety and less enjoyment), but interactions with CLIL are very 
limited. The apparently slightly more stable enjoyment in CLIL compared to non-CLIL became indistinguishable when controlling for 
initial vocabulary knowledge in TL. For anxiety, the interaction remains significant with the initial vocabulary knowledge as a co
variate and involves time, CLIL and the target language. For English, we find a pattern similar to the one reported by Thompson and 
Sylvén (2019), namely that the slightly lower classroom anxiety for learners in CLIL decreases even more, whereas it remains more 
important and stable for non-CLIL learners. For Dutch, we see the reverse pattern: learners of Dutch in CLIL had slightly lower anxiety 
than non-CLIL, but that difference disappears at Time 2 as the anxiety of the non-CLIL learners has decreased over time. These findings 
suggest that the dynamicity of classroom emotions is rather linked to the target language and prior vocabulary knowledge than to the 
instructional approach. 

For the second research question, regarding motivational aspects, the analyses over time indicate that expectancies remain stable 
within the 18 months of the study, whereas perception of the task value tends to decrease and the perceived cost of the learning process 
tends to increase. For cost, we notice a similar pattern to enjoyment, as the effect of CLIL (interaction between instructional approach 
and time) disappears after controlling for prior vocabulary knowledge. For task value, the pattern is comparable to anxiety as CLIL 
learners show a slightly more favorable profile with no decrease in the perception of task value, compared to a small decrease for non- 
CLIL pupils. This is the case regardless of the target language and controlling for prior vocabulary knowledge. This pattern of results is 
similar to the one observed by Pladevall-Ballester (2019) on another motivational variable (self-efficacy). 

Regarding the third question, which focused on the differences between the target languages and CLIL over time for emotions and 
motivation, we only see significant interactions for anxiety in favor of the English learners (vs. Dutch), whose negative classroom 
emotions continue to decrease significantly between Time 1 and Time 2. For the other variables, longitudinal effects are similar for 
Dutch and English, suggesting that except for anxiety, TL does not moderate the effect of time on language learning emotions and 
motivation (Hornstra et al., 2016). 

Finally, the fourth question addressed the importance of controlling for background variables. In this set of analyses, the factor 
more directly related to the reach of the instructional approach was neither gender or instructional level (primary/secondary), nor SES 
or non-verbal intelligence or school retention rates, but prior target vocabulary knowledge. Hence, these results underline that it is 
crucial to control for background variables, especially TL proficiency, in order to rule out differences in initial profile (selection bias in 
CLIL) and to better identify the role of the instructional approach. The results of the present study suggest that initial level of TL 
proficiency (even measured as simply as through receptive vocabulary knowledge) has an effect on the evolution of TL emotions and 

Fig. 2. Task value means depending on time and instructional approach (corrected for T1 TL vocabulary).  
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motivation beyond the initial level of those socio-affective variables, highlighting the importance of controlling for TL proficiency in 
further research on language motivation and emotions (see also Van Mensel & Galand, 2022). 

Some limitations of the present study should be kept in mind when interpreting these results. As explained in the Research context 
and Participants sections, we were unable to trace the precise timing and amount of exposure to the TL for CLIL students, while there 
was likely variability in exposure among them. However, it is worth noting that participating CLIL students attended at least twice as 
many TL lessons as non-CLIL students over the course of several years, indicating a substantial difference in exposure between the two 
groups. While the language qualifications of teachers were similar between these two groups, factors such as the quality of teacher 
input and out-of-school exposure were not included in the analyses given the large quantitative approach and could differ. Never
theless, these factors are not necessarily directly related to the CLIL instructional approach itself. 

In summary, the longitudinal effects of CLIL on classroom emotions and language learning motivation, as measured in this study, 
appear to be limited. The evolution of students on those measures was largely similar in both the CLIL and non-CLIL approach, echoing 
the results of other longitudinal studies (Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017; Pladevall-Ballester, 2019). Among the five indicators used to 
measure emotions and motivation, four exhibited an evolution, indicating that the 18-month period was sufficient to capture variation. 
However, the evolution related to the instructional approach only slightly differs for two out of five factors, namely anxiety and 
perceived task value, with a non-declining task value among CLIL students and mixed findings depending on TL for anxiety. These two 
effect-sizes are very small, and it is not sure that they have practical significance. Even at the between-subject level, the effect-sizes for 
TL and educational level were stronger than those for instructional approach (see also De Smet et al., 2018; 2023). 

Our findings thus contradict or moderate the (largely theoretical) claim that the CLIL approach de facto would generate advantages 
in terms of socio-affective factors. A plausible explanation for this lack of impact could stem from a ‘partial’ implementation of CLIL, 
where insufficient emphasis is placed on the ‘Integration’ aspect (the I in the acronym). Issues related to this aspect with a possible 
impact on learning emotions and motivation include an inadequate integration between CLIL content and language instructors, 
insufficient content scaffolding in the target language, or the omission of socio-cultural and socio-affective objectives within CLIL 
teaching. Additionally, the lack of standardized organizational provisions in the Belgian context, leading to heterogeneous CLIL classes 
in terms of experience and language exposure, might equally contribute to the limited benefits observed. Nonetheless, it is also possible 
that the CLIL approach simply fails to deliver the anticipated benefits. Relatedly, it is worth noting that many of the longitudinal 
studies reviewed in Goris et al. (2019) similarly fail to demonstrate any discernible benefits of the CLIL approach in terms of target 
language proficiency. 

The results of the present study call for two important and related observations. Firstly, the effect of CLIL does not have to be 
overestimated but should rather be cautiously analyzed as being embedded in a broader language learning context in which many 
different factors are at play. Secondly, when using CLIL as an independent variable, it is crucial to include a longitudinal perspective in 
the data collection and to control for different contextual and individual factors, including (prior) language knowledge. This appeared 
to be a determinant feature in accounting for the dynamicity in both language learning emotions and motivational aspects in this study 
amongst learners of English and Dutch in French-speaking Belgium. As such, we hope that both researchers and practitioners will get a 
clearer and more nuanced picture of the effect of CLIL as an instructional approach. 
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