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Abstract. This article compares the implementation of the Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) approach across different schools. The study
examines similarities and differences in teaching practices, the organization of CLIL-
based instruction, and its impact on students’ language proficiency and subject
knowledge. Particular attention is paid to the factors that contribute to successful
implementation as well as the challenges schools face during the process. The findings
suggest that the effectiveness of CLIL is largely influenced by the educational context,
teachers’ proféssional competence, and the availability of appropriate learning
resources.
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Annomayusn. B Oannoil cmamve npoBoOUmMcst CpASGHUMENbHOE UCCAe008AHIUE
8HeOpeHusi u npakmudeckoz2o npumerenusi nooxooa CLIL (Content and Language
Integrated Learning) 6 pasnuuHblX wWKOAAX. AHAIUZUPYIOMCA CXO0CMEA U pa3IuUdUsl 8
opeanuzayuu yuebHo2o npoyecca, ocobenHocmu ucnonvzosanus memoouxu CLIL, a
makoice eé 8nusAHue Ha paseumue npedMemezx U A3bIKOBbIX Komnemem;uﬁ yuaujuxcA.
Ocoboe sHuMaHue yoensemcs haxkmopam, CnocoOCmayrowuUM YCRewHoU peaiu3ayuu
OaHHO20 I/ZO()XO()CZ, u mpydyocmﬂm, BO3HUKANOWUM 6 npoyecce eco 6H€0p€Huﬂ.
Pezynomamet uccneoosanus noxaszviearom, umo sgpgpexkmusrnocmo CLIL 3a6ucum om
00pazosamenvHoll cpedbl WKOAbL, NPOYecCUOHANIbHOU NO020MOBKU Yuumeneu u
00CMYNHOCMU Y4EOHbLX PeCypCo8.

Knrwoueesvie cnosa: CLIL, unmeepuposannoe obyueHue, UHOCMPAHHBIU S3bIK,
l’lpeaMen’lHO-}ZSblk‘OBaﬂ urnmezcpayu, WKOJIbHOEe 06pa306aHue, CpClGHumeﬂbellj
araius, y'{€6l-lble KomnemeHyuu.

Annotatsiya. Mazkur magolada turli maktablarda CLIL (Content and Language
Integrated Learning) yondashuvining joriy etilishi va amaliy qo ‘llanilishi giyosiy tahlil
gilinadi. Tadgigotda CLIL metodikasidan foydalanayotgan maktablar o ‘rtasidagi
o xshash va farqli jihatlar, o ‘qitish jarayonini tashkil etish usullari hamda ushbu

yondashuvning o ‘quvchilarning fan va til kompetensiyalariga ta’siri o ‘rganiladi.
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Shuningdek, CLILni amalga oshirish jarayonida uchraydigan muammolar va ularni
bartaraf etish imkoniyatlari tahlil gilinadi. Tadgiqot natijalari CLIL yondashuvining
samaradorligi ko'p jihatdan maktab sharoiti, o ‘qgituvchilarning tayyorgarligi va
mavjud ta’lim resurslariga bog ‘ligligini ko ‘rsatadi.

Kalit so‘zlar: CLIL, integrallashgan ta’lim, chet tili ta’limi, fan va til
integratsiyasi, maktab ta’limi, gqiyosiy tahlil, o ‘quv kompetensiyasi.

Introduction. The growing influence of globalization and the increasing
demand for multilingual education have encouraged educators to seek more effective
approaches to language teaching. One of the most widely discussed innovations in this
field is Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), an educational approach
that combines subject learning with foreign language instruction [1]. By integrating
content and language objectives, CLIL enables learners to develop both academic
knowledge and language proficiency simultaneously.

Despite its growing popularity, the implementation of CLIL varies significantly
across schools due to differences in educational environments, teacher qualifications,
curriculum design, and available resources. Therefore, examining how CLIL is applied
in different school contexts is essential for understanding its strengths and limitations.
This article aims to compare CLIL implementation across different schools, identify
key factors influencing its effectiveness, and highlight best practices that can support
successful integration of content and language learning [2].

Literature Review. Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) has
attracted considerable attention from researchers and educators since its introduction
in Europe during the 1990s. The approach is based on the integration of subject content
and language learning, allowing students to acquire knowledge and language skills
simultaneously. According to Coyle, Hood, and Marsh (2010), CLIL creates a learning
environment where language serves as a tool for understanding subject matter rather
than being taught as an isolated discipline [3].

Previous studies have emphasized the positive effects of CLIL on language
acquisition. Dalton-Puffer (2011) argues that students participating in CLIL programs
often demonstrate higher levels of communicative competence and greater confidence
in using a foreign language compared to learners in traditional language classrooms
[4]. Similarly, Lasagabaster (2011) found that CLIL learners generally achieve better
results in language proficiency while maintaining satisfactory performance in subject
content [5].

Researchers have also highlighted the cognitive benefits of CLIL. According to
Mehisto, Marsh, and Frigols (2008), the integration of language and content
encourages critical thinking, problem-solving, and active learner participation [6]. In

addition, Pérez-Caniado (2012) notes that CLIL promotes learner motivation by
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providing meaningful contexts in which language is used for authentic communication
and academic purposes [7].

Despite these advantages, several challenges related to CLIL implementation
have been identified. De Graaff et al. (2007) emphasize that successful CLIL
instruction requires teachers to possess both subject expertise and sufficient language
competence [8]. Furthermore, Banegas (2012) points out that a lack of appropriate
teaching materials and professional training may limit the effectiveness of CLIL
programs in some educational contexts [9].

Research methodology. This study employs a qualitative comparative research
design to examine the implementation of Content and Language Integrated Learning
(CLIL) across different schools [10]. The purpose of the study is to identify similarities
and differences in CLIL practices, teaching strategies, and learning outcomes in
various educational settings.

Data were collected from secondary sources, including scholarly articles, books,
research reports, and case studies related to CLIL implementation. The selected sources
provide information on schools that have adopted CLIL in different contexts and
educational environments. Particular attention was paid to factors such as teacher
qualifications, instructional methods, learning materials, and student performance.

The collected data were analyzed using comparative analysis. Schools were
compared according to several criteria, including the extent of CLIL integration,
classroom practices, teacher preparedness, availability of educational resources, and
challenges encountered during implementation. This approach made it possible to
identify common patterns as well as context-specific differences [11].

To ensure the reliability of the findings, information was gathered from peer-
reviewed publications and recognized studies in the field of CLIL education. The
results of the analysis were then organized into thematic categories to facilitate
interpretation and discussion.

The methodology adopted in this study provides a comprehensive understanding
of how CLIL is implemented across different schools and highlights the factors that
contribute to its successful application.

Analysis and Results. The comparative analysis revealed that the
implementation of CLIL differs significantly across schools due to variations in
educational contexts, teacher qualifications, and available resources. Schools with
well-trained teachers and adequate instructional materials demonstrated more effective
integration of content and language objectives. In these schools, students showed
higher levels of engagement and were able to develop both subject knowledge and
language proficiency simultaneously.

The findings also indicated that CLIL classrooms encouraged active learning

through discussions, collaborative tasks, and problem-solving activities. Students in
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CLIL programs appeared more confident in using the target language for academic
purposes than those in traditional language-learning settings. These findings support
previous research suggesting that CLIL contributes positively to language development
and academic achievement (Lasagabaster, 2011).

However, several challenges were identified. Some schools experienced
difficulties due to insufficient teacher training, limited teaching resources, and varying
levels of student language proficiency. In certain cases, teachers reported challenges in
balancing content objectives with language-learning goals. These findings are
consistent with the observations of De Graaff et al. (2007), who emphasized the
importance of teacher competence and methodological support for successful CLIL
implementation.

Overall, the results suggest that while CLIL offers considerable educational
benefits, its effectiveness largely depends on institutional support, teacher
preparedness, and the availability of appropriate learning materials.

Conclusion. This study compared the implementation of Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL) across different schools and examined the factors
influencing its effectiveness. The findings demonstrate that CLIL can successfully
support both language acquisition and subject learning when implemented under
appropriate educational conditions.

The study revealed that schools with qualified teachers, sufficient instructional
resources, and strong institutional support achieved better outcomes in CLIL programs.
At the same time, challenges such as inadequate teacher training and limited learning
materials may reduce the effectiveness of the approach. Despite these obstacles, the
overall results confirm that CLIL remains a valuable educational strategy for
promoting multilingual competence and academic achievement.

Therefore, educational institutions should invest in teacher professional
development, provide access to quality CLIL materials, and create supportive learning
environments to maximize the benefits of CLIL implementation. Future research may
focus on larger samples of schools and explore the long-term impact of CLIL on
students’ academic and linguistic development.
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