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ABSTRACT: The importance of bilingual education is widely debated in the scientific 
world; it represents an opportunity for millions of international students in the 21st century, 
endorsed with varied benefits, including cognitive, neurolinguistic, socio-cultural, academic 
or labor, among others. The main objective of this work is to evaluate the impact of bi-
lingual education on students who graduated from bilingual programs by measuring three 
key factors (employability, mobility and intercultural awareness), and comparing the results 
with those from a group of students who graduated from non-bilingual programs. A factorial 
analysis was carried out to reduce the size of the original set of variables from 11 to 3, thus 
constituting a model of scientific efficiency. Finally, this paper shows a statistical evaluation 
of the real effects that bilingual programs have achieved since implementation, concluding 
that the three main factors identified here allow the scientific evaluation of the success of 
bilingual programs.
Keywords: bilingual programs; success; employability, mobility, intercultural awareness.

Factores clave para la evaluación del impacto de los programas bilingües: empleabilidad, 
movilidad y conciencia cultural

RESUMEN: La importancia de la educación bilingüe es una cuestión ampliamente debatida 
por la comunidad científica y representa una oportunidad para millones de estudiantes 
internacionales en el siglo XXI, suficientemente avalada debido a los múltiples beneficios que 
reporta, incluyendo en ellos los de tipo cognitivo, neurolingüístico, sociocultural, académico 
o laboral, entre otros. El objetivo principal de este trabajo es evaluar el impacto de la 
educación bilingüe entre estudiantes que se graduaron de programas bilingües, midiendo tres 
factores clave (empleabilidad, movilidad y conciencia intercultural) y comparándolos con 
alumnado graduado de programas no bilingües. Se realizó un análisis factorial para reducir el 
tamaño del conjunto original de variables de 11 a 3, constituyendo así un modelo de eficiencia 
científica. Finalmente, este trabajo muestra una evaluación estadística de los efectos reales 
que los programas bilingües han logrado desde su implementación, concluyendo que los tres 
factores principales identificados aquí permiten evaluar con garantías científicas el éxito de 
los programas bilingües.
Palabras clave: programas bilingües; éxito, movilidad, empleabilidad, conciencia 
intercultural.
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1. IntroductIon

The importance of bilingual education has been widely debated and supported by scientific 
literature, where field research has proven bilingualism to be an opportunity for millions of 
international students in the 21st century. Among the features of bilingual education, numerous 
benefits can be highlighted in different areas: a) cognitive and neurolinguistic (Hanesová, 
2014; Baker et al, 2016); b) socio- and intercultural (Dewaele and Wei, 2013; Fielding and 
Harbon, 2013); c) academic (Hemsley et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2015); and d) employment 
advantages (Callahan and Gándara, 2014). The research in this field was groundbreaking at 
the time and marked several essential lines of work. In this light, Pavlenko (2005) stated 
that being bilingual has a positive impact on critical and flexible thinking. Moreover, Lind-
holm-Leary (2001) demonstrated that bilingual programs improved academic performance and 
have positive effects on language learning. Current objective data defend the implementation 
of this type of programs at all educational levels, including initial stages (Bialystok, 2018).

Investment in the implementation of bilingual programs worldwide is unquestionable 
and absolutely plausible because, as stated by García and Yin (2017, p. 6): “The interre-
lationship of bilingual education especially to economic factors is evident in its concern 
with the neoliberal global economy in which it operates.” However, actual profitability of 
this investment is worth considering at a global level. The most direct way to assess the 
investment and impact of bilingual programs is through former students, determined by the 
use of bilingualism in their lives.

2. theoretIcal Backdrop

Traditionally, specialized literature has identified three models of bilingual education: 
Transitional, Maintenance, and Enrichment Models (Hornberger, 1991, p. 224). These models 
are implemented with different contextual and structural characteristics in various countries 
of the world, which has generated “ninety different variables depending on four intersecting 
factors” (García, 2009, p. 275). The implementation of bilingual programs consequently 
entails extensive variation at the international level.

In European countries, the European Commission has endorsed the implementation of 
an official bilingual education approach: Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), 
whose legislative documentation is outlined by Eurydice (2006). CLIL is a bilingual approach 
which refers to educational contexts where subjects (or parts of subjects) are taught through 
a foreign language with dual-focused aims: the learning of content and the learning of the 
foreign language. The European educational policy is very clear: bilingual education is a 
priority for the Council of Europe, which defends the efficacy of bilingual programs: “In 
dealing with different models of bilingual education, it should be borne in mind that this 
form of education has proved its effectiveness in numerous situations throughout the world” 
(Council of Europe, 2003, p. 23). 

Thus, bilingual education in Europe is supported by both the scientific community and 
international educational policies. This commitment is based on the aforementioned scientific 
evidence of its benefits, in addition to the work opportunities it offers for students who take 
part in bilingual programs. Research on the implementation of bilingual programs reveals 
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a fruitful trajectory. In Europe, we can find interesting studies on the implementation of 
bilingual (both CLIL and non-CLIL) programs. For instance, Pilat et al. (2014) studied 
the efficacy of bilingual programs in Russia considering the factors that influence second 
language learning and teaching. Moreover, profuse literature is devoted to the efficiency of 
bilingual (CLIL) programs in Spain (e.g. Cenoz, 2005; Madrid and Madrid-Manrique, 2014; 
Pérez-Cañado, 2016; Ortega-Martín et al., 2018; Fernández-Sanjurjo et al., 2019; Madrid et 
al., 2019). Other studies pay special attention to the comparison of data between programs 
and schools in different European countries. Muszynska and Gómez (2015) carried out a 
comparative study on the effectiveness of bilingual programs in four European countries 
(Italy, the Netherlands, Poland and Spain), concluding that these programs have:

an urgent need for effective and real institutional support. There should be more 
assistance provided for the schools wishing to implement a bilingual curriculum in 
the form of practical publications/guides, as well as personal support from teacher 
trainers and curriculum developers (p. 115).

Analyses of the effectiveness of bilingual programs at national and international levels 
analyze specific areas of bilingual education, though many of these studies focus on students’ 
academic or cognitive factors. The studies on national education policies typically focus on 
specific content subjects, generally combined with educational levels (e.g. physical educa-
tion or mathematics in primary, secondary, or tertiary education). Moreover, comparisons 
between international schools, at best, suggest proposals for improvement that are not easily 
applicable in other contexts due to limitations of the specific study. In this light, Reljić et al. 
(2015) carried out one of the few meta-analyses at the European level focused on academic 
results. Regarding the limitations of the study, they highlight:

Other limitations to this and other meta-analyses in this field are related to the 
methodological flaws of the primary studies in bilingual education. Takakuwa 
(2005) pointed out that among the common mistakes in studies of bilingualism are 
overgeneralization, invalid use of tests of statistical significance, and inappropriate 
use of analysis of covariance (Reljić et al., 2015, p. 122).

Therefore, according to the previous quotation, one of the challenges that research in 
bilingual education faces is the adjustment of the statistical method. Our study addresses 
this issue to explain the causes that lead to the success of bilingual programs from the 
perspective of the final user (that is, the graduate). It is a new approach for data analysis 
based on a completely different model to date, and to our knowledge it entails an interesting 
advantage: scientific efficiency, which allows researchers to make the most of the study time, 
reliability, and objectivity of the data.

3. Methodology

This work is the first in-depth analysis —considered as a pilot study— of the impact 
that education has had on the students of the University of Córdoba (UCO), Spain, who 
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have taken both bilingual and non-bilingual programs. The main objective of this work is 
to evaluate the impact of education on students who graduated from both bilingual and 
non-bilingual programs by measuring and comparing three key factors: employability, mo-
bility and intercultural awareness. To sub-objectives are identified: a) to visualize whether 
there are significant differences in the participants’ responses; and b) to determine whether 
predicted differences exist in a clear, reliable, and objective way through a factor analysis.

For these purposes, this paper analyses the results of a survey gathered by massive data 
collection dispersed through the UCO website, comparing the responses of students who have 
taken part in bilingual programs (BSs) and those who have not (NBSs). The methodology 
presents an exhaustive statistical analysis in which a confirmatory factor analysis has been 
developed. This model is based on the principle of scientific efficiency; in other words, it 
has reduced the number of items to evaluate the essential data and allow researchers to reach 
relevant conclusions. The confirmatory factor analysis (which has reduced the factors from 
11 to 3) and statistical methodology lead to the conclusion that to measure the success of 
participants of bilingual education programs three factors must be considered: employability, 
mobility, and intercultural awareness.

3.1. Participants

The sampling was non-probabilistic and of the accidental type. The final sample was 
formed by 746 undergraduate students of the University of Córdoba (UCO): 284 (38.1%) 
were men, 455 (61.0%) were women, and 7 (0.9%) of participants did not answer this ques-
tion. All the subjects were enrolled in the Welcome Course (CBM) of the UCO’s platform 
Moodle. The average age of the sample was 20.7 (SD 2.26).

This analysis will distinguish between two types of participants, classified according to 
their answers to the questionnaire: a) students who have been part of a bilingual program, 
considered in this study as ‘formally bilinguals’ (BSs – standing for ‘bilingual students’); 
and b) students who, regardless their exposition to the language, have not taken part of a 
bilingual program (NBSs – non-bilingual students).

3.2. Procedure

The data collection process was carried out in November 2019 by CBM; students were 
invited to participate in the survey through a direct link to the platform Survey Monkey. The 
questionnaire was conducted in English and Spanish for this research. The total number of 
questionnaires answered was 1603, out of which 1289 were complete.

After the information was collected, the data were refined in two phases. In the first 
stage, the cases which presented atypical data were detected and deleted after a process of 
standardization. In the second stage (and considering that the total sample was large), the 
questionnaires with missing data were removed instead of applying an imputation procedure. 
This ensured the integrity of the results.

3.3. Instruments and Materials
A web format was chosen to develop the data collection tool, thus ensuring accessib-
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ility for all participants. The questionnaire was developed by the researchers of the Project 
“Facing Bilinguals: study of the results of the bilingual education programs through the 
massive collection and analysis of data extracted from social networks” (EDU2017-84800-R).

The first step was the literature review on bilingual education. The work presented 
here is essentially interdisciplinary, and involves four areas of knowledge: Bilingualism, 
Computer Science, Statistics, and Bilingual Education. Through a Delphi-like process, the 
basis to define the concept of ‘success in the implementation of bilingual programs’ was set, 
identifying the main dimensions involved: employability, mobility, and intercultural aware-
ness. For this purpose, and using repeated rounds, consensus among the team members was 
reached regarding the items to define these dimensions. This led to the construction of an 
initial instrument composed of 24 items to measure the 3 dimensions previously identified, 
which included 13 demographic and generic questions for the respondents. Most questions 
were made on a 10-point Likert scale (1 = very little, 10 = a lot). For general questions, 
numeric and binary variables were used.

3.4. Statistical Analysis

Data were statistically analyzed on SPSS version 22.0 software. A basic descriptive 
analysis was carried out to detect deviations (anomalies), as well as to get a general per-
spective of the data before performing any inferential studies.

A primary objective of this study is to visualize whether significant differences on 
mobility, employability and intercultural awareness between students who have taken part in 
bilingual programs (BSs) and those who have not (NBSs) exist. After verifying the assump-
tion of normality in the distributions of considered variables is not supported (sig. < 0.05) 
by means of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test with Lilliefors’ correction, comparisons between 
BSs and NBSs were carried out by Mann-Whitney U and Wilcoxon W (UW) non-paramet-
ric tests. The reliability or internal consistency of the constructed scale was performed by 
the Cronbach’s alpha index (Cronbach, 1990) both for the whole scale and for each of the 
sub-scales of the 3 dimensions. To validate the dimensions, a confirmatory factorial analysis 
was conducted by using the principal component analysis as extraction method with Promax 
rotation and Kaiser normalization. The suitability of this type of analysis was verified by 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity.

Finally, when the factorial scores of the subjects that determine the dimensions considered 
were set, the scores of BSs and NBSs were compared again by UW tests.

4. FIndIngs

As stated above, the sample was formed by 746 undergraduate students of the Univer-
sity of Córdoba (UCO): 284 (38.1%) were men, 455 (61.0%) were women, and 7 (0.9%) of 
the participants did not answer this question. The average age of the sample was 20.7 (SD 
2.26). A total of 97.1% (N = 724) have their official residence in Spain, while 2.9% (N = 
22) officially reside in a foreign country.

Regarding the questions on generic information of the participants, 42.9% of the re-
spondents participated in a bilingual program (N = 320), 29% had taken a training course 
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abroad, 9.9% were currently working, and 8.8% had worked abroad. This information dis-
criminating between BSs and NBSs is shown in Table 1:

Table 1. Generic information of the respondents distinguishing between BSs and NBSs 
(and total)

did you LEarn LanguagEs in
a biLinguaL Program? FrEquEnCy % totaL

FrEquEnCy
totaL %

Are you employed?

Yes
Yes 24 32.43

74 9.9
No 50 67.57

No
Yes 296 44.05

672 90.1
No 376 55.95

Have you ever worked 
abroad?

Yes
Yes 27 40.90

66 8.8
No 39 59.10

No
Yes 293 43.08

680 91.2
No 387 56.92

Have you ever followed 
a training course abroad?

Yes
Yes 111 51.38

216 29.0
No 105 48.62

No
Yes 209 39.44

530 71.0
No 321 60.56

Table 2 shows the descriptive information obtained from the analysis, discriminating 
between BSs and NBSs. As seen below, some of the means differ depending on student 
participation or lack thereof in bilingual programs, which are corroborated by the results of 
the corresponding UW tests carried out. BSs’ average age is 20.37, and NBSs’ is 20.94, so 
there is no significant difference between the groups. Nevertheless, all scores are higher for 
BSs than for NBSs (e.g. BSs more frequently use their second language writing and orally, 
believe that being bilingual helps them learn other languages. Regarding their mobility, they 
feel more international, adapt more easily to other cultural contexts, want to travel more 
abroad, and believe that their second language improves their employability, their work re-
lationships, and their salaries). Consequently, the scores are remarkably higher for BSs than 
for NBSs in the key three dimensions identified: employability, mobility, and intercultural 
awareness, a fact that is confirmed later.
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Table 2. Basic statistical descriptors depending on having participated in a bilingual 
program or not

did you LEarn 
LanguagEs in 

a biLinguaL 
Program?

n mEan stan-
dard 

dEvia-
tion

avEragE 
standard 

Error

Age Yes 320 20.37 2.004 .112

No 426 20.94 2.408 .117

How much do you use your second language as 
written?

Yes 320 6.05 2.60 .14563

No 426 5.49 2.56 .12406

How much do you use your second language as 
oral?

Yes 320 6.33 2.64 .14799

No 426 5.58 2.58 .12545

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages help/s you learn more languages?

Yes 320 8.34 1.86 .10400

No 426 7.97 1.99 .09658

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages favor/s your mobility abroad?

Yes 320 9.12 1.27 .07130

No 426 9.06 1.41 .06857

How much do you use your second language/s 
abroad when you travel for pleasure?

Yes 320 8.68 1.67 .09387

No 426 8.21 1.89 .09196

How much do you feel more international due to 
your second language?

Yes 320 8.07 2.08 .11631

No 426 7.4343 2.21 .10720

How much do you think your second language 
makes you more willing to travel abroad?

Yes 320 8.73 1.58 .08844

No 426 8.21 1.88 .09157

How much does your second language influence 
your destination when travelling abroad?

Yes 320 7.53 2.17256 .12145

No 426 7.29 2.18375 .10580

How much do you think your bilingualism / 
languages make/s you willing to follow training 
courses abroad?

Yes 320 8.15 1.72 .09641

No 426 7.44 1.98 .09597

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages has / have favored your employability?

Yes 320 7.35 2.39 .13388

No 426 7.05 2.29 .11137

How much do you think your second language has 
impacted the development of your job?

Yes 320 7.16 2.20 .12305

No 426 6.76 2.40 .11667
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How much do/would you use your second language 
to communicate with your colleagues at work?

Yes 320 5.99 2.81 .15709

No 426 5.52 2.78 .13489

How difficult do/would you find to communicate in 
your second language with your colleagues?

Yes 320 3.97 2.41 .1348

No 426 4.49 2.27 .11202

How much do/would you use your second language 
abroad when you travel for work?

Yes 320 8.19 1.91 .10709

No 426 7.87 1.92 .09331

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages can improve your salary?

Yes 320 8.20 1.80 .10080

No 426 8.02 1.86 .09040

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages make/s you a citizen of the world?

Yes 320 8.10 1.93 .10799

No 426 7.63 2.01 .09742

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages favor/s your understanding and acceptance 
of others?

Yes 320 8.49 1.56 .08775

No 426 8.20 1.68 .08163

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages favor/s your adaptation to other cultures 
abroad?

Yes 320 8.66 1.41 .07926

No 426 8.36 1.56 .07582

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages make/s you willing to live in a foreign 
country?

Yes 320 8.55 1.72 .09623

No 426 8.15 1.80 .08759

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages has/have impacted the way you are?

Yes 320 8.04 1.97 .11041

No 426 7.58 2.00 .09717

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages has/have impacted the way you live?

Yes 320 7.81 1.98 .11084

No 426 7.3615 2.05 .09950

How much do you think your bilingualism / 
languages make/s you evolve as an intercultural 
individual?

Yes 320 8.40 1.72 .09631

No 426 8.08 1.76 .08561

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages make/s you competent in different cultural 
contexts?

Yes 320 8.39 1.56 .08765

No 426 8.09 1.57 .07645

How much do you consider that being bilingual/
plurilingual helped you to understand /feel empathy 
with foreign citizens (even in your own country)?

Yes 320 8.48 1.60 .08962

No 426 8.13 1.71 .08327

How much do you think your bilingualism / lan-
guages help/s you have access to and enjoy a wider 
spectrum of cultural products (e.g. books, films, TV 
series, music, videos, video games, etc.)?

Yes 320 9.23 1.25 .07023

No 426 9.00 1.34 .06526
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UW tests show that there are statistically significant differences (sig. < 0.05) in most 
of the scores between BSs and NBSs. As a result, this factor can be considered essential 
in the responses of the participants. The items without equality of means rejected (sig. > 
0.05) are the following: (a) how much do you think your bilingualism / languages favor/s 
your mobility abroad?; (b) how much does your second language influence your destination 
when travelling abroad?; and (c) how much do you think your bilingualism / languages can 
improve your salary?

Regarding the scales, it is necessary to indicate that only items determined by the 
research team as indicative have been considered. This recommendation is based on con-
sensus among experts, considering the principle of parsimony, and the study of item-factor 
correlations, eliminating those items that provided less information. Basically, the concept 
of reliability refers to the degree of accuracy of the measures obtained by an assessment 
instrument, quantifying the degree of error affecting these measures. The index or the coef-
ficient used to measure this reliability is Cronbach’s alpha. The internal consistency of each 
of the 3 dimensions combined with their items, the correlation item-factor, and the alpha of 
the subscales (if item removed) are shown accordingly in Tables 3, 4, and 5:

Table 3. Reliability of the subscale “Intercultural Awareness”

CronbaCH’s 
aLPHa .823

no. oF 
ELEmEnts 4

mEan oF tHE 
sCaLE iF itEm 

rEmovEd

varianCE oF 
tHE sCaLE iF 

itEm rEmovEd

CorrECtEd 
totaL 

CorrELation oF 
ELEmEnts

CronbaCH’s 
aLPHa iF itEm 

rEmovEd

How much do you think your 
bilingualism / languages make/s 
you a citizen of the world?

25.0469 16.327 .596 .814

How much do you think your 
bilingualism / languages favor/s 
your understanding and accep-
tance of others?

24.5550 17.300 .724 .743

How much do you think your 
bilingualism / languages favor/s 
your adaptation to other cultures 
abroad?

24.3914 18.451 .705 .756

How much do you think your 
bilingualism / languages make/s 
you competent in different cultural 
contexts?

24.6649 19.096 .600 .798
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Table 4. Reliability of the subscale “Mobility”

CronbaCH’s 
aLPHa .738

no. oF 
ELEmEnts 4

mEan oF tHE 
sCaLE iF itEm 

rEmovEd

varianCE oF 
tHE sCaLE iF 

itEm rEmovEd

CorrECtEd 
totaL Cor-
rELation oF 

ELEmEnts

CronbaCH’s 
aLPHa iF itEm 

rEmovEd

How much do you think your 
bilingualism / languages favor/s 
your mobility abroad?

24.5617 21.946 .432 .732

How much do you use your sec-
ond language/s abroad when you 
travel for pleasure?

25.2386 17.905 .522 .682

How much do you feel more 
international due to your second 
language?

25.9410 13.935 .651 .603

How much do you think your 
second language makes you more 
willing to travel abroad?

25.2131 17.843 .548 .667

Table 5. Reliability of the subscale “Employability”

CronbaCH’s 
aLPHa .718

no. oF 
ELEmEnts 3

mEan oF tHE 
sCaLE iF itEm 

rEmovEd

varianCE oF 
tHE sCaLE iF 

itEm rEmovEd

CorrECtEd 
totaL Cor-
rELation oF 

ELEmEnts

CronbaCH’s 
aLPHa iF itEm 

rEmovEd

How much do you think your bi-
lingualism / languages has / have 
favored your employability?

12.6622 18.581 .590 .571

How much do you think your 
second language has impacted the 
development of your job?

12.9115 17.560 .667 .479

How much do/would you use your 
second language to communicate 
with your colleagues at work?

14.1206 18.622 .393 .828

We verified that in the three subscales defined a value of alpha higher than 0.7 is suffi-
cient to validate their reliability (Nunnally, and Bernstein, 1994). Similarly, the reliability of 
the whole scale is also analyzed; the number of elements is 11 and the alpha value 0.842, 
which is higher than the threshold value 0.7. To confirm the proposed underlying structures, 
confirmatory factor analysis has been used. The appropriateness of this type of analysis is 
confirmed by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s 
Test of Sphericity. This last test is significant (sig. < 0.05), so the correlation matrix is not 
the unit matrix, and it also has a very good measure of adequacy among variables (KMO = 
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0.859). The percentage of the total variance explained by the 3 factors considered is 63.183% 
(Table 6), a high percentage in relation to the inherent variability in the data:

Table 6. Total variance explained

Component

initiaL auto-vaLuEs
rotation sums oF 
squarEd Loadings

Total variance % accumulated % Total

1 4.583 41.661 41.661 3.794

2 1.377 12.519 54.180 3.403

3 .990 9.003 63.183 2.884

The main component method has been chosen for factor extraction. Moreover, to clarify 
the factor structure, a rotation of axes using the Promax method with Kaiser normalization 
has been used, which alters the results of an orthogonal rotation to create a solution with 
factor loadings as close as possible to the ideal structure.

Table 7. Rotated components

Component

1 2 3

How much do you think your bilingualism / languages favor/s your understanding and 
acceptance of others? .911

How much do you think your bilingualism / languages favor/s your adaptation to other 
cultures abroad? .910

How much do you think your bilingualism / languages make/s you a citizen of the 
world? .735

How much do you think your bilingualism / languages make/s you competent in 
different cultural contexts? .650

How much do you use your second language/s abroad when you travel for pleasure? .930

How much do you feel more international due to your second language? .742

How much do you think your second language makes you more willing to travel 
abroad? .705

How much do you think your bilingualism / languages favor/s your mobility abroad? .400

How much do you think your second language has impacted the development of your 
job? .895

How much do you think your bilingualism / languages has / have favored your em-
ployability? .858

How much do/would you use your second language to communicate with your col-
leagues at work? .663
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As shown in Table 7, the items saturate in all the three factors considered, each one 
identifying with the dimensions proposed, thus confirming the theoretical components ini-
tially proposed. These dimensions or components are correlated with each other, as shown 
in Table 8:

Table 8. Component correlation matrix

ComPonEnt 1 2 3

1 1.000 .551 .395

2 .551 1.000 .441

3 .395 .441 1.000

From this confirmatory analysis, the factorial scores of each of the subjects analyzed 
were obtained. This way, the dimensions of the original problem are reduced from 11 to 3: 
factor 1 corresponds to intercultural awareness, factor 2 corresponds to mobility, and factor 
3 corresponds to employability.

With this information, a new analysis comparing the means between these dimensions 
was carried out considering students participation or lack thereof in a bilingual program. That 
is, a new analysis was carried out to compare the means between intercultural awareness, 
mobility and employability (table 9). The results of UW tests reveal significant differences 
in the participants’ responses (sig. < 0.05).

Table 9. Ranges between factors and descriptive values

did you 
LEarn Lan-
guagEs in 

a biLinguaL 
Program?

n avEragE 
rangE

sum oF 
rangEs mEan

standard 
dEviation

Intercultural 
awareness

Yes 320 402.56 128819.50 .13 .97

No 426 351.67 149811.50 -.10 1.00

Total 746

Mobility Yes 320 415.55 132976.50 .18 .94

No 426 341.91 145654.50 -.13 1.01

Total 746

Employ-
ability

Yes 320 395.27 126487.50 .10 .98

No 426 357.14 152143.50 -.07 1.00

Total 746
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From the results presented in Table 9, it can be deduced (through higher ranges and 
mean values) that the highest scores correspond to BSs. This confirms the initial assumptions 
that taking part in bilingual education programs is determinant in the theoretical factors that 
influence the success of bilingual education: intercultural awareness, mobility, and employability.

5. dIscussIon and conclusIons

In this study we have analyzed a sample of 746 undergraduate students of the University 
of Córdoba (Spain) with a double objective discussed below.

This paper is in line with other studies that analyze the intercultural awareness of 
bilinguals (e.g. Arasaratnam-Smith, 2016; Abduh and Rosmaladewi, 2018; Gómez-Parra, 
2020), their employability (e.g. Callahan and Gándara, 2014; Yang, 2015; Jongyeon, 2019), 
and their mobility (e.g. Pérez-Vidal, 2015). Applied scales have been statistically validated 
both individually and as a whole in our statistical analysis. This way, this study goes a step 
further and makes an exhaustive analysis of these three areas as a whole (not isolated), 
which provides us with valuable crossed information to draw conclusions regarding the in-
tercultural awareness, employability, and mobility of bilingual individuals as key factors to 
evaluate the success of bilingual education programs. Moreover, it should be borne in mind 
that our analysis is not focused on students who are currently part of a bilingual program, 
but on students who were ‘formally bilingual’, that is, they have completed the educational 
stages that name them as ‘bilinguals.’

The first objective of this paper was to measure the efficiency of bilingual education 
programs by identifying evidence of the existence of significant differences between the 
perspectives of the two differentiated groups of the sample, that is, students who have taken 
part in bilingual programs (BSs) and those who have not (NBSs). The three factors identified 
to evaluate the success of bilingual programs are employability, mobility, and intercultural 
awareness. Data show clear differences between both groups in these three dimensions. Bi-
lingual individuals believe their employability is better thanks to their bilingual competence, 
they have higher intercultural awareness, and the fact of speaking two languages enhances 
their mobility. It is essential to emphasize again that this paper is focused on the analysis 
of these factors to assess the success of bilingual programs when the students have finished 
these stages. In other words, the participants, despite being made up of undergraduate 
students, are no longer enrolled in bilingual programs, but they had been involved in such 
programs in previous stages (Primary Education, Secondary Education or Baccalaureate).

Regarding the data related to intercultural awareness, findings shown in Table 2 would 
seem to indicate that BSs think that speaking several languages helps them feel more like 
citizens of the world than NBSs. Similarly, their adaptation to other cultures, willingness to 
live abroad, has a positive impact on how they are and how they live, makes them evolve 
as intercultural individuals, improves competence in different cultural contexts, increases 
empathy, and gives them access to enjoy more cultural products. Consequently, we can state 
that bilingualism, according to the bilingual participants in this study (BSs), has a variety 
of positive impacts on individuals’ cultural awareness.

The intercultural axis is essential in numerous models of bilingual education. For 
instance, it is the central C of CLIL (Coyle, 1999, 2002, 2006, and 2007). Moreover, it is 
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one of the main objectives of Spanish bilingual programs, which mainly follow the CLIL 
approach: to help students improve (or develop) their intercultural awareness (Coyle, 2009; 
Méndez-García, 2012), because CLIL has been specifically designed to develop students’ 
intercultural awareness (Méndez-García, 2013). In this light, it is important to verify whether 
students who have taken part in bilingual education programs have been enabled to develop 
their intercultural awareness.

Intercultural awareness is confirmed in this study as a value that respondents consider 
important in the development of their lives as speakers educated in bilingual programs. Our 
data prove clear evidence that the CLIL programs that the participants of our survey have 
participated in have been successful in developing their intercultural awareness, as BSs feel 
interculturally more competent than NBSs. More generally (that is, beyond Europe), interest 
in promoting intercultural awareness or competence among students at different educational 
stages coincides with public policies that support their introduction in the curricula. The 
focus is largely on sustainable development and social inclusion as the pillars for intercultural 
education (Banks, 2006; Portera, 2008; UNESCO, 2012). Consequently, we can affirm that 
the results of this work are relevant at a global level.

Furthermore, employability is one of the objectives of the Spanish Organic Law 8/2013, 
9 December 2013, closely linked to plurilingualism as Gándara (2015) demonstrates. This 
is also connected with scientific literature, which has already identified the need to draw 
relevant conclusions regarding the economic value that bilingualism brings to society 
(Callahan and Gándara, 2014, p. 4). Data regarding employability show that a majority of 
BSs do not work (92.5%, see Table 1). This means that only 7.5% are currently working. 
Nevertheless, 8.4% have previously worked abroad, and 34.7% have attended at least one 
training course abroad. When comparing these results to those of NBSs, we can see that 
11.7% are currently working, while 88.3% do not work; moreover, 9.2% have previously 
worked abroad, and 24.6% have attended at least one training course abroad. These data 
correlate with the three items in Table 2, whose differences are not significant (sig. > 0.05) 
and explain the fact that the respondents did not answer positively to the question that their 
bilingualism improves their salary, as they mainly do not have work experience (only 9.9.% 
of all respondents were working at the moment of the survey).

Regarding mobility, literature reveals that this is one of the areas where further research 
is needed. For instance, Yang (2015, p. 2) emphasized: “to what extent CLIL has contrib-
uted to the goal of enhanced mobility and employability is still unknown (Tudor, 2008).” 
In the dimension related to mobility, our data show higher scores for BSs (see Table 2), as 
their status as bilingual individuals helps the use of a second language when they travel for 
pleasure, they feel more international, and are more willing to travel abroad. Consequently, 
the influence of bilingualism on international mobility for students who have taken part in 
bilingual education programs is further supported by our data.

The data obtained from the 3 sub-scales (intercultural awareness, mobility, and employ-
ability) allow us to say that the highest scores are associated with BSs. This confirms the 
initial assumptions that these three theoretical factors are important to assess the success of 
bilingual education programs. This result is directly connected to the second objective of this 
paper, focused on reducing the size of the problem. It allowed us to determine whether these 
differences exist in a clear and objective way, looking for the desired scientific efficiency 
that all researchers seek. The data show reliable values for all the sub-scales and scales, and 
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the different statistical analyses have led us to reduce the dimension of the original problem 
from 11 to 3 variables: intercultural awareness, mobility, and employability.

Finally, and considering that this study is the first of a series of papers that will con-
tinue to analyze the success of bilingual education programs at the global level from the 
perspective of their former students, we will extrapolate our conclusions to other contexts. 
Moreover, we will be able to contrast these data with future analysis, which may help 
improve the implementation of bilingual programs and contribute to the advancement of 
science in this field.
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