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INTRODUCTION

CLIL — Content and Language Integrated Learning concerns integrated subject and
language education based on the simultaneous transmission of content in the field to

subjects and elements of a foreign language.

The CLIL method is recommended by the European Commission to promote language

learning and linguistic diversity. The essential features of this method are:

e systematic group work,

e selection of exercises that take into account different types of learners' intelligence,
e learning through various sensory channels,

e the use of sources and materials appropriate for integrated teaching,

e vocabulary useful in CLIL lessons,

e the use of a foreign and native language in integrated teaching.
During the classes, various forms can be used:

e group teaching,
e work in working groups,

e workshops and presentations of video, music and images.

Classes primarily include exercise and workshop, which allows for the practical use of
theoretical knowledge. In this method, the learner is focused on obtaining substantive

information using their language skills.

The methods of LSP and CLIL differ significantly in their point of view. While standard LSP
teaching focuses primarily on foreign language competences, CLIL methodology always
implies teaching contents as well as language. Therefore, they stimulate varying
approaches to foreign language teaching, as well as learning objectives and outcomes and
teachers’ roles. However, these two linguistic approaches seem also to share some basic
features: use of needs analysis, context-based and task-based instruction, subject-specific

orientation, fostering of both communicative and academic competence, etc.

Regarding higher education, CLIL teaching in Slovenia, Poland, Spain, Portugal and
Turkey is still scarce, with the exception of some colleges and faculties, like the College of

Logistics and Management — AREMA in Slovenia and Academy of Physical Education in




Katowice, in Poland — AWF Katowice. A good example of CLIL methodology used in the
classroom are lectures in “Communication Management”, “Mobile Marketing” and “Gestion
de projectos con fondos de la Union Europea”. These courses are provided by Luis Ochoa
Siguencia PhD to Polish students of Sport and Tourism Managements in the bachelors

and masters’ degree (AWF, 2023).

Surprisingly, several studies usually conclude that older starters show a faster rate of
language acquisition. Therefore, implementing CLIL classroom into higher education
programmes is a good idea. The main idea of CLIL is to guide learners towards a functional
integration of language mastery, subject field knowledge and cognitive and metacognitive
skills, all of which require systematic monitoring and planning. The CLIL methodology
under our scrutiny represents a possible model of teaching economic and logistics subjects
in English through a gradual and mutual collaboration of CLIL and LSP approaches, which

are considered to have a great amount of features in common.

Questions should promote discussion in the classroom while learning. Learners are not
supposed to be afraid of making mistakes. This means that the teacher should plan the
lesson in a different way, giving more space to learners, asking questions which require
them to extend their thinking and which encourage them to increase their contributions.
The more learners are involved with the content, the more they will understand and the
longer they will retain their understanding. The kind of input for interaction would be:

question — answer + question — answer + question— etc.




CONTENT AND LANGUAGE INTEGRATED LEARNING

In spite of the coexistence of Language for Specific Purposes (LSP) and Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) in the European tertiary education settings, in recent
years there has been an increasing interest in the implementation of CLIL programs at
higher school level, in preference to LSP courses (Costa & Coleman, 2010; Gonzalez
Ardeo, 2013; Raisanen & Fortanet-Gomez, 2008; Vazquez & Gaustad, 2013). This hardly
comes as a surprise because CLIL is undoubtedly an innovative approach with its dual
focus that combines language learning and subject learning. Although it has been more
widely studied within primary and secondary education, there are also some studies on
CLIL at university level (Fernandez, 2009; Gustafsson, 2011; Leonardi, 2015; Smit &
Dafouz, 2012; Wilkinson & Zegers, 2007, 2008). It was not until the early 90’s that CLIL
began to take shape in Europe. After the White Paper entitled Teaching and Learning:
Towards the Learning Society was issued in 1995 (Commission of the European
Communities, 1995) promoting multilingualism has become one of the relevant objectives
of the European education system. The concept of multilingualism, expressed by the
formula 2+1, implies that all the citizens of Europe should be able to use not only their
mother tongue but also two other foreign languages. Consequently, the implementation of
CLIL started spreading rapidly (Pérez-Vidal, 2009), particularly within the primary and the
secondary education framework where bilingual education was usually the term used to
refer to teaching content subjects (especially Humanities or Natural sciences) through the

medium of foreign and native language.

Regarding higher education, CLIL teaching in Slovenia, Poland, Spain, Portugal and
Turkey is still scarce now. However, the majority of language programs intended for non-
philological learners remain devised as LSP courses. The main issue involving the tertiary
level of education and foreign languages teaching is what methodological bases,
approaches and strategies, techniques and materials to apply within the broad term of LSP
teaching, especially since there is no common or standardized curriculum framework for
LSP teaching or within ERASMUS+ exchange programs, where some courses are

specially designed for the foreign students. The student participating in the exchange




learning experience will have lectures in English or they will have the lessons of the chosen
subject Individually.

This matter, however, is becoming more and more a pressing issue as the
internationalization of university studies and learner mobility in Europe has become a
reality in the country. Surprisingly enough, it is generally the foreign language teacher who
decides whether to implement CLIL or teach a course as LSP in order to meet the needs

of standardization and internationalization of university studies in Slovenia.

CLIL Methodology and English language learning

When it comes to the choice of language, as expected, English is the most extensively
implemented target language for CLIL in Europe (Dalton-Puffer, 2011). Generally, any
other foreign language could be exercised as a medium of instruction in CLIL programmes,
but English continues to be the most popular vehicular language in all the non-Anglophone
areas (Graddol, 2006, as cited in Coyle, Hood, & Marsh, 2010). Despite official policies of
the European Union promoting multilingualism and linguistic diversity, implementing such
policies, however, proves more difficult than anticipated, due to “an inexorable increase in
the use of English” (Coleman, 2006, p. 1). No other language can challenge its position as
international lingua franca or as ‘killer language’, as Coleman (2006) refers to it. This is
also true for higher education globally. Even before the Bologna Process, English was
irreplaceable as the language of science, technology and academia, so it is no surprise
that most courses at tertiary level at many European universities determine for English as

the main instruction language (Gonzalez Ardeo, 2013; Leonardi, 2015).

In addition, according to the main principles of the Bologna Declaration, international co-
operation among universities implies the mobility of learners and teaching staff. It reflects
on the curricula and the dominant presence of English as the main language of instruction
(Leonardi, 2015). To put it as Philipson (2009, p. 37) does, internationalization of education
has come to mean English-medium higher education. Regardless of sporadic frequencies
of other languages as instruction languages (French, German, Spanish), a number of
degree courses in Europe have already introduced English as mandatory in their study
programs. A quick look at the literature on LSP and CLIL courses, it is often assumed that

the language of instruction is English. There are some initiatives, both in Europe, United




States and Australia, to include Asian, European and heritage languages among CLIL
vehicular languages (Coyle et al., 2010) which is in line with the promotion of LOTE
(Languages Other than English) programmes (de Riva O’Phelan, 2006; Haataja,
Kruszinna, Arkossy, & Costa Alfonso, 2011).

It is important to stress that in this paper CLIL methodology will be considered as a fusion
of two parallel courses: a language course and a content teaching course with a focus on

developing different language skills in order to achieve higher-order thinking.

This model is known as Adjunct CLIL: “Language teaching is field specific, [...] language
courses complement stage-by-stage higher education programmes, learners successfully
learn content and gain the ability to use the CLIL language for specific purposes” (Coyle et
al., 2010, p. 25).

For the purpose of this study, some CLIL features were:

e selected, defined and explained.

e identified and analysed in the specific settings of the subject Professional
Terminology in a Foreign Language (originally: Strokovna terminologija v tujem
jeziku).

e analysed through learners’ answers on the use of the particular feature, and

e discussed in the light of possible future use in the classroom.

Learners’ views on different approaches, strategies and techniques used in college
language teaching shed a fresh light on the LSP teaching experience, allowing the authors
to examine critically the teaching paradigm in use and hopefully identify certain aspects of
teaching that may contribute to a better and more successful acquisition of foreign

language in the given situation.

When to apply CLIL

One of the most topical issues in many European education systems is whether it is better
to start foreign language teaching at an early age, or whether it is better to include CLIL
courses at a later stage — without establishing an early first contact with the foreign
language. Although research undertaken in naturalistic settings confirms that young

starters ultimately achieve higher competence in the L2, studies carried out in school




settings are not so definitive and, in fact, they usually conclude that older starters show a
faster rate of acquisition [Lasagabaster, 2008]. In the same vein, studies completed in the
Canadian context demonstrate that late immersion learners perform as well as early
immersion learners in some language assessments, despite the latter having accumulated
two to three times more instruction learning the L2 (Turnbull M, Lapkin S, Hart D, Swain
M. 31-53). Studies completed in formal learning contexts have thus recurrently shown that
older learners are faster and better learners than younger ones in most aspects of
acquisition, even in the case of pronunciation, the skill that —at least from a theoretical point
of view— may benefit most from this early start (Garcia Mayo MP, Garcia Lecumberri ML,
2003) .

However, folk beliefs are playing a paramount role in this respect, as it is widely held that
the younger, the better in foreign language learning, despite the previously mentioned
empirical evidence, which demonstrates that this is not always the case in formal language
learning contexts such as, school. One of the main reasons lies in the idea that children
are supposed to be better at acquiring languages implicitly (whereas older learners and
adults benefit more from explicit teaching), and for this implicit learning to take place,
massive amounts of input are needed. Therefore it is similarly believed that this implicit
learning can only be provided in second language naturalistic contexts or in immersion

programmes (Dekeyser RM, 499-534).

This belief is shared not only by parents, but also by teachers and language planners,
which is why most European governments have decided to lower the starting age of
learning a foreign language (Eurydice, 2005). Nevertheless, this is an issue which is

becoming controversial in some contexts.

In fact, Egiguren observed that the early teaching of English may not be the only course of
action. This author compared two groups of learners, the first one made up of learners who
started to learn English at the age of 4, and the second one at 8, but the latter also had two
hours per week of Arts taught in English. In this case, no differences were found when the
participants’ proficiency in English was compared at the age of 10. This leads Egiguren to
conclude that the early teaching is not the only possibility when it comes to improving our
learners’ command of English. In just a year and a half, the late starters had already caught
up with the early starters thanks to the CLIL approach.




The findings obtained by Egiguren seem to support the implementation of CLIL
programmes since the particular features of formal settings such as school appear to
benefit older learners in the short term due to their being at a more developed cognitive
stage. This gives them an advantage when it comes to test-taking. However, young
learners cannot take advantage of the necessary exposure and contact with the L2 (Munoz,
2006a). Similarly, the implementation of a CLIL approach augments the presence of the
foreign language in the curriculum without increasing learners’ time commitment. This
creates a context in which the foreign language is used to transmit information in real
communicative situations and therefore language learning takes place in a more

meaningful and efficient way.

Benefits of CLIL

The CLIL approach has been praised on many different grounds (Coyle, 2008). It is
believed to help prepare learners for internationalization, a key word for all education
systems due to the aforementioned globalization process. It is also believed to boost the
affective dimension because learners will feel more motivated to learn foreign languages.
It is thought to help improve specific language terminology. It is believed to enhance
learners’ intercultural communicative competence and to foster implicit and incidental
learning by centring on meaning and communication. In addition, it is thought to trigger
high levels of communication among teachers and learners, and among learners
themselves. As a result of all the reasons mentioned above, it is also believed to improve
overall language competence in the target language, in particular oral skills. CLIL is
logically being more beneficial for their development than traditional foreign language

teaching approaches, for instance LSP.

LSP & CLIL: differences and similarities

LSP refers to language research and instruction that focuses on the specific
communicative needs and practices of particular social groups (Hyland, 2007). It has
evolved quickly over the past four decades, drawing its strength from an eclectic theoretical

foundation, a distinctive interdisciplinary and a vivid interest in research-based language




education. Dating back to the sixties, LSP has reached its maturity and proved its value

when it comes to learning foreign languages for a variety of specific purposes.

CLIL, on the other hand, is “a dual-focused educational approach in which an additional
language is used for the learning and teaching of both content and language” (Mehisto,
Marsh, & Frigols, 2008, p. 9) which implies “using a language that is not learners’ native
language as a medium of instruction” (Mehisto et al., 2008, p. 11). Moreover, CLIL is not
considered an absolutely new form of language or subject education, but rather an
innovative fusion of both. It is defined as an umbrella term which includes LSP, language
and subject education, while sharing some elements of education practices such as
Bilingual education and immersion (Coyle et al., 2010), Content-Based Instruction (CBlI),
Dual Language Programmes, English-Across-the-Curriculum among others (Dalton-
Puffer, 2007).

The relationship between LSP and CLIL in the tertiary education

If one is to attempt to explore the relationship between LSP and CLIL in the tertiary
education, it is important to stress that these teaching approaches have been at the core
of heated controversies as to whether they are different methodologies or two different
terms used for the same approach. Apparently, LSP is usually considered as focusing on
specific language, whereas CLIL is seen as concentrating on both language and subject-
specific content at the same time (Gonzalez Ardeo, 2013). Nevertheless, both approaches
share an interest in subject-specific context. If we look at things from LSP perspective, it is
certain that if authentic texts are used by language teachers, the prevalent reason for
choosing such materials remains language learning, albeit within a specific, disciplinary
area as LSP teachers are language specialists. Diversely, CLIL falls into the category of
content-driven approaches in which a foreign language is used for learning and teaching
both content and language (Coyle et al., 2010). Furthermore, CLIL normally allows for

mother tongue (L1) use and code-switching, while LSP traditionally does not focus on L1.

The main idea of CLIL is to guide learners towards a functional integration of language
mastery, subject field knowledge and cognitive and metacognitive skills, all of which require
systematic monitoring and planning (Swain, 1988). Consequently, it seems that when

embracing the CLIL approach it is not a question of whether to focus on meaning or form




but rather that it is crucial to address both (Coyle et al.,, 2010). To put it clearly, the
emphasis on form or meaning is subject to specific learning situations and determined by

a wide range of variables in the particular CLIL settings.

As stated by Leonardi (2015) and by Martin del Pozo (2017), there are more areas of
convergence than divergence between these two approaches. The attempt at collaborative
work inspired by these approaches would be certainly beneficial for foreign language
learning for university learners. What is more, both CLIL and LSP should foster intercultural

understanding.

The review of relevant literature shows that, generally speaking, LSP and CLIL share

several key features, the three most frequently mentioned being:

e the use of context from different non-linguistic subjects,

e the use of communicative language teaching methodology and

e the development of academic and communication skills (Dalton-Puffer & Smit, 2007;
Greere & Rasanen, 2008).

It is a well-established fact nowadays that learning languages out of context came to be
regarded as an outdated methodology. The rationale behind both LSP and CLIL is that the
use of language becomes more authentic and more functional if it allows learners to
understand and express thoughts in a specific discipline. The subject-specific contents
seem to provide learners with a more appropriate and more natural environment for
language learning and practice leading to a more successful and meaningful

communication in real life situations (Dalton-Puffer, 2007; Dalton-Puffer & Smit, 2007).

Because each approach is subject to the specific learning situation and unique educational
and teaching settings, the features of Professional Terminology in a Foreign Language
taught at Arema, the College of Logistics Management, as a form of both, CLIL and LSP,
indicate that the primary goal refers to developing learners’ functional language
competences regarding specific topics about specific disciplinary contents, in this case: the
professional terminology in logistics management. The secondary goal is learning the
language. However, both of the goals are being performed interchangeably. Thus, the CLIL
methodology under our scrutiny represents a possible model of teaching economic and
logistic subjects in English through a gradual and mutual collaboration of CLIL and LSP

approaches, which, as we discovered, have a great amount of features in common.




INTERACTION IN THE CLIL CLASSROOM

Bilingual programmes under the umbrella of CLIL began their implementation in the
Spanish region of Murcia in 2009 and since then they have gained a foothold, not only in

this area, but also in the whole country (Lasagabaster and Ruiz de Zarobe, 2010).

A few years later, CLIL teachers were asked in this region to participate in a survey to learn
about which CLIL approach they were implementing, their satisfaction with the programme,
and the difficulties they were experiencing. One recurring feeling that the vast majority of
the 99 teachers who took part in the survey shared was that learner learning rates seemed
to slow down after the first two years of the programme (first and second year of primary
education). From the extensive reading of research concerning the role of teachers in the
classroom, especially in CLIL contexts, it was discovered that excessive levels of teacher
discourse appeared to be the cause of the slowdown (Mercer, 1995; Dalton-Puffer, 2007).

Additionally, the relatively few opportunities that learners did have to interact consisted of
initiation—response—feedback sequences that only involved pedagogic feedback. Thus, the
goal of the exchanges was simply to check their understanding of the content explained
and whether they followed the teacher’s discourse or not (Lorenzo, Truijillo, and Vez, 2011).
As a result, they came to realisation that if learning contexts were based on the
transmission of content alone and checking what learners remembered or understood
learners would not learn to think for themselves and there would be few opportunities for
language development (Hunkins, 1989; Llinares, Morton, and Whittaker, 2012). In order to
provide such learning opportunities, classroom interaction should be more dialogic; and
effective questioning can be one of the ways of providing the catalyst (Wells and Mejia-
Arauz, 2005).

Posing questions in the classroom

There are some guidance directions, which should be followed by teachers in CLIL

classrooms.

14



Firstly, when using questions in the classroom, teachers should be mindful of the true
pedagogical objectives. Hence, we as teachers should not lose sight of the fact that this
type of questioning requires a certain conscious preparation, because not every question
raises a stimulating response, fosters critical thinking, or enlivens knowledge processing
(Fisher, 2013) Thus, for example, the questions formulated during content explanations
should be especially meaningful. In this way, if they draw learners’ attention to recall mere
facts, they will focus on listening for and finding just this type of information. However,
questions that involve linking the content with learners’ prior knowledge will imply higher-
order thinking. Remarkably, different studies have indicated that teachers merely use
questions that develop low cognitive levels such as ‘remembering’ or ‘understanding’
(Acree and Dankert, 2005; Dean, Ross, Pitler, and Stone, 2012).

The process of interaction between the teacher and the learner, as stated before, is based
on the use of initiation—response—feedback exchanges in which the teacher poses a
question, the learner answers it, and the teacher says if the response is right or wrong—
limiting the exchange of communication (Coyle, Hood, and Marsh, 2010). As such, the

outcomes of the teaching and learning process, including CLIL classrooms, are lacking.

Questions should promote discussion. Learners are not supposed to be afraid of making a
mistake. This means that the teacher should plan the lesson in a different way, giving more
space to learners, asking questions which require them to extend their thinking and which
encourage them to increase their contributions, as the more learners are involved with the
content, the more they will understand and the longer they will retain their
understanding.The kind of input for interaction would be: question — answer + question —

answer + question— etc.

Secondly, as also Zydatif} (2012) pointed out, it is paramount for the teachers to improve
the CLIL training, as well as to provide further empirical research on the ‘merged learning’
of subject matter and language. In addition, the research has demonstrated that engaging
learners cognitively in an interactive way leads to an increase in the quality of their learning
(Freire and Faundez, 2010; Llinares). When it comes to CLIL classrooms, teachers’
questions that intent to develop learners’ thinking contribute to high-quality interaction and
provide exceptional opportunities for both content and language learning, and therefore
represent an improvement of the teaching process (Llinares, 2017). In light of the above,

they decided to conduct research that addressed the types of questions teachers asked




their learners in CLIL classrooms and how they could be sure the questions they posed
covered a complete set of knowledge and cognitive dimensions. The results pointed to the

great significance and promise of optimizing the use of questions in CLIL classrooms.

Thirdly, it is of great importance, how a question is formulated. Depending on how a
question is formulated, it can address a lower dimension such as ‘remembering’ or a higher
one such as ‘creating’. Additionally, learners should not limit their answers just to one single
word, but they should use whole, grammatically correct sentences, which differ in their
answers. With this in mind, our goal is to develop cognitive levels different from
‘remembering’, the answer to the question must be new. That is to say, teachers should
not ask questions with  already given answers, or it becomes impossible to discern if
learners reached the solution by using higher cognitive processes such as ‘analysing’,
‘evaluating’, and ‘creating’, or if they just remembered a previously learned fact (Caravaca,
2019).

To summarize, as teachers we sometimes pose a question in order to draw learners’
attention or to check if they understand the content correctly. Unfortunately, it occurs very
often that we get the same answer from several learners. With this in mind, we could
conclude that different types or even more preparations are needed to teach in CLIL
classrooms. That includes also posing questions whose importance is to be emphasized

in order to reach learners’ higher cognitive processes such as:

e analysing
e evaluating

e creating.

Active learning

One of the core features of CLIL we consider of great importance is also active learning
(Coyle et al., 2010). The traditional classroom and the roles once played by the participants
of the learning process have given way to a different atmosphere and a more active role
of learners who become more autonomous and responsible for their learning. Additionally,
for learning to be defined as active, learners need not only to do something, but also to
reflect on that. As a learner-centered concept, active learning involves learners “doing

things and thinking about what they are doing” (Bonwell & Elison, 1991, p. 2). This is to




say that active learning means shifting the focus from the teacher to the learners, but also
at promoting cognitive tasks of higher order through active engagement with the subject-

specific content (Prince, 2004).

The concept of active learning implies, for example, that learners should be communicating
more; especially when it comes to verbalizing different procedures connected to the non-
linguistic content they are learning. In doing so, learners should co-operate with their peers
through various social forms such as pair work, group work, debates, plenum etc. while
teachers are expected to act more and more as mediators or “facilitators” as mentioned by
Dalton Puffer, ready to negotiate the meaning of language and content with their learners
when necessary. As active learners, learners become involved in tasks that stimulate

decision-making and critical thinking, such as:

e setting contents of the course,
e choosing materials and learning techniques, as well as most useful language and
learning competences,

e and enabling most adequate learning outcomes for their particular needs.

In addition, active learning also means the maturity and responsibility for self-evaluation
practices and self-monitoring in achieving the learning outcomes (Dalton Puffer, 2007).
This is vital for learners and teachers to be satisfied with the outcome, especially, when
reflected back on learners’ knowledge before lectures. Of course, the learners’ prior
knowledge differs, but the fact is that all learners including teachers notice the difference,
upgrade, and progress, which makes the evaluation much easier.

The possibilities of using CLIL for teaching English to seniors

Despite the fact that there is basically no scientific researches or literature on using CLIL
for teaching English to seniors, practical experience shows that it is as much possible as it
is useful.

Organizations, such as universities for third age, can use CLIL for teaching English to
seniors during various activities, lecture or study circles for seniors. For example, mentors
and English teachers can join forces and collaborate in creating bilingual cooking courses




for elderly, where seniors learn expressions in connection to food, local and international
dishes, beverages and also polite phrases used at restaurants and bars.

In addition, learning English can be introduced into Nordic walking sessions, where seniors
can role play giving and receiving directions in a certain city, learning not only phrases for
giving directions, but also English words for buildings in cities and villages, all of which are
very important while travelling abroad, as well as the use of the Imperative.

Yoga or any other kind of physical exercises can be a good tool for learning English
expressions for body parts and also health conditions, which can be very useful when one
gets ill during travelling abroad and needs to visit a doctor.

Computer classes or classes on how to use smart phones can again be used as a means
of learning English expressions needed while using different applications and machines
while travelling, such as ticket machines, ATMs and similar. Using the word such as "send’,
‘confirm’, “delete” and similar that can be found on computers and phones can alo be found
while using different machines while travelling.

Dancing classes can also be a good opportunity for counting steps in English and learning
English numbers while doing something good for your health.

To sum up, CLIL for seniors, although not pointed out by experts in the field, is very much
possible, all is needed is a bit of imagination, good will and enthusiasm of the mentor of

individual activity for seniors.




DEVELOPMENT OF CLIL CLASSROOMS IN CHOSEN
COUNTRIES

Development of CLIL in Slovenia

The fact that content plays a vital role in teaching and learning a foreign language has not
been a secret. Already Mohan (1986) pointed out that in the teaching of content the role of
language as a medium is often ignored and forgotten. Experts in foreign language didactics
have developed a range of approaches and methods that address foreign language
learning in relation to non-language subjects or focus on a greater role for content. They
go by different names with some differences, but the important role of linking content and

learning a language through it are what they all have in common:

- language across the curriculum,

- content-based instruction/content-based language learning,
- content and integrated language learning,

- cognitive academic language learning approach,

- English for specific purposes,

- immersion etc.

In a content-oriented approach - CLIL, the foreign language becomes both a medium of
communication and a language of learning, It is an approach to learning and teaching that
combines two goals at the same time - focusing on the foreign language and content
interchangeably (Mehisto, Marsh, Frigols 2008).

This type of approach offers not only an increase in linguistic abilities in a foreign language,
but also intervenes in the area of the learner's cognitive development. Of course, the
development of metacognitive abilities developed by the learner with this approach, also
plays an important role in this. A foreign language is thus learned through content that is
suitable for the learner's age and cognitive abilities. The purpose and main goal is to learn

the basic vocabulary in spoken and written situations and grammatical structures.

The content represents an enriched language input for the learner, as the teacher has to

use various teaching aids, such as additional explanation, visualization, movements and
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gestures, manipulate the language and provide the learner with support throughout the
process. The didactic and methodical skills of the teacher are of central importance here,
according to the fact that the learner is dealing with two unknowns at the same time. On
the one hand, he/she gets to know the demanding content of a particular field, on the other
however, he/she is constantly exposed to the requirements and laws of the target
language. Therefore, it can be concluded that the learner is continually in a language
situation that is just above his/her current level of understanding and succeeds to take it to
the next level (Krashen 1985).

During the entire process, the learner has to participate extremely actively mentally and
physically, focusing on the content and the language at the same time. As a result, he/she
is forced to pay attention. There are also many opportunities to actually use the target
language, which accelerates both understanding and acquisition and stimulates the output
(Swain 1985).

Content-based approaches in Slovenia

The CLIL approach, which has spread across Europe and become part of the national
curriculum has not yet been officially implemented in Slovenia or is only widespread in
certain environments (Pizorn and Pevec Semec 2010). It has been tested by teachers in
national and school projects, but it has not been able to spread as an equivalent foreign
language approach (except in the UTJ-JIMU project; ibid.). One obstacle may be the
Constitution of the Republic of Slovenia, which states that the only official language of
instruction in the Republic of Slovenia is Slovene. Nevertheless, the CLIL approach should
not be refused because it does not change the official language of instruction in any way;
furthermore, it is only its extension (Dalton Puffer 2007, Coyle et al. 2010).

There are numerous advantages of CLIL in the classroom, which have also been
discovered:

- learners enhance their sense of citizenship,
- they increase their awareness of the value of transferable skills and knowledge,
- they improve their confidence and ability to use the target language,

- CLIL may enormously increase the learners’ thinking ability (Sabet, 2012).




Development of CLIL in Poland

CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning) means learning the language through
specific topics and issues from different disciplines, and using one's knowledge and
interests in the process of learning the language. INBIE uses this method when providing
programming, ce Information and communication technology applied to business and

workplace, and during Spanish culture lessons.

Senior learners receive a text that covers the topics. The topics are discussed in small
groups using English or Spanish language as a medium. This activity promotes the self —

stimulation of imagination and creativity in adult learners.

What can be noticed is that the classes with CLIL elements increase motivation to learn
both the language and the subject / topic discussed. The learners acquire a better ability
to learn and to search, select, analyse and synthesize the information obtained. One
important element during the learning activity is the use of Information and Communication
Technology. Seniors use smartphones to search for information and / or meaning of
sentences / words they cannot understand. Taking into account this fact, we can assure
that participants of the lessons learn not only the foreign language, but also how to use

more effective forms of communication.

Content and Language Integrated Learning fosters the development of key competencies
and social behaviour (working in teams) and awakens curiosity and independent thinking
skills.

The starting point is the text given to senior learners and later on the question or problem
to be solved is added to the activity. Among others, the classes consist of team projects

and individual project tasks. In this way, practical skills and competencies are acquired.

Senior learners who join different courses conducted in a foreign language are motivated
not only on the subject but also on the possibility to improve reading and listening
comprehension. In this situation, we found that Content and Language Integrated Learning
is one of the best methods for elders willing to improve their foreign language skills.




Development of CLIL in Turkey

CLIL is a type of bilingual education and successfully applied in many European countries.
However, CLIL-based activities in English as a foreign language teaching received less
attention in Turkey when compared to other European contexts. In the 1950s, Anatolian
High Schools provided education for selected high-achieving students and included
intensive English courses in their education programs. In these schools, every subject was

taught through English.

There were also some schools that offered courses in German and French instead of
English. However, such programs failed to be successful because teachers lacked the
necessary proficiency to teach the subject matters through a second language. Although
the CLIL method was set aside in primary and secondary education in the 1990s, up-to-
date many private primary and secondary schools have adopted CLIL in several subjects.
CLIL is also successfully on the rise in higher education; it continued at highly prestigious

Turkish universities.

CLIL-supported education system in Turkey was carried out in Anatolian high schools and
Science high schools until 1997 in order to teach science and math lessons in English.
Today, this system is used in some private schools. In the globalized world linguistic
effects are gaining importance. For this reason, Turkey, like many countries, is doing its
best to reach this competition because almost many institutions “are in competition with
each other to add new English-medium programs to their bodies, making English Medium
Instruction (EMI) a common phenomenon” (Atli, 2016: 1). These kinds of schools utilize
CLIL, one of the most chosen approaches as internalization of higher education gets much

more competitive.

Between 2006 and 2009, the ProCLIL project financed by the EU involved four countries
(Germany, Spain, England, and Turkey). The project aimed to explore how primary school
teachers, learners, and parents perceived CLIL in the beginning and at the end of the
implementation process. The findings indicated that primary school teachers focused more
on the content while teaching English. The teachers, students and their parents also
perceived CLIL as a positive instructional tool to help students with their language

development.




Development of CLIL in Portugal

The first appearance of CLIL method in Portugal is not connected to learning English, but
to learning French language. It began in 2006 with one of the earliest projects ‘Secgbes
Europeias de Lingua Francesa’ (SELF) in which French was used for teaching subjects in
more than twenty lower and upper secondary schools across Portugal. It was started by

Portuguese Ministry of Education and the French Embassy.

CLIL in connection to English language was started by various projects. Although none of
these projects lasted very long, they all left an important mark in this area. One example
of these successful projects is the STEPS — UP Project (Support for Teaching English in
Primary Schools — University of Porto) which was presented by FLUP and Porto City
Council. In this project English language teachers were encouraged to take part in small

CLIL projects at schools where they were teaching.

A significant importance for CLIL in Portugal was the piloting of the Early Bilingual
Education Project, presented by the Portuguese Ministry of Education and the British
Council in the period between 2011-2015 in primary schools across Portugal. Primary
teachers taught Social Studies and ‘Expressions’ for 5-10 hours per week in four levels of
primary education. Teachers received training in bilingual teaching practices. After 2015

the project started gradually extending to other schools.

So what can be said about the situation with CLIL in English in Portugal today? Statistics
show that most teachers involved in teaching CLIL are part of an ageing population and
therefore CLIL should be addressed in pre-service teacher education or foreign language
and teachers who do not teach languages to achieve a greater presence of CLIL in
Portugal (Ellison, 2018).

According to Lasagabaster and Doiz (2016), CLIL has exponentially grown in popularity
over the past 20 years in Europe, becoming "widespread across the continent and its
reach, under its many guises, is felt around the world" (Ellison, 2018). In primary and
secondary education, particularly, content and language integrated learning (CLIL) has a
long history in European nations. However, not all nations have adopted the same
implementation models for CLIL, nor have they all been on the same page with regard to
the dissemination of CLIL (Huttner & Smit, 2014; Ellison, 2018).




There is not much evidence of CLIL in Portugal's public or private schools, and the strategy
is still an evolving phenomenon (Ellison, 2018). Hence, not all Portugal's mainstream
education incorporates CLIL at all levels. Although the scope of CLIL practice or teacher
preparation for CLIL has not been systematically chartered, CLIL is primarily known
through the "top-down" PEBI program policy of the Ministry of Education and by a number
of "bottom-up" grassroots initiatives of CLIL implementation in schools. A number of
Erasmus+ projects seem to enable students and teachers to explore CLIL and gain access

to training.

In Portugal the adoption of CLIL in schools has been slower than in the majority of other
European nations. Nevertheless, the phenomenon exists, and even though it is not
required, more schools are beginning to use CLIL in recent years under various names,
such as "bilingual education." No studies are available about CLIL across all school levels
in this country up to this point, but scholarly interest in the phenomenon is growing

concurrently.

When compared to neighboring European nations, the number of schools and teachers
participating in CLIL projects is still small, and the geographic distribution of CLIL
implementation is uneven. A priority of centralized educational policy is needed to involve
more students, teachers, and schools in high-quality CLIL education while also addressing

the geographical imbalance in distribution across Portuguese state schools.

Development of CLIL in Spain

Although numerous researches have shown the benefits of CLIL, the General Organic Law
of the Educational System (LOGSE) accepted in 1990 did not mention it at all.
Nevertheless, teachers often used topics and contents during their classes, not only
focusing on grammar, but also on content, using authentic language, important topics and

problem solving tasks, which later on served as a base of CLIL training.

A good example of fostering CLIL is Andalusia, one of the pioneering regions in the creation
of bilingual schools. In this region, CLIL programmes started with the Plan for the
Promotion of Multilingualism in 2005, which included important information on bilingual
schools, bilingual coordination, the roles of language and non-language teachers and

assistants, students and similar.




In the last two decades Spain has taken over a leading position in the European context in
connection to the implementation of CLIL programmes, mostly due to its cultural and
linguistic diversity which contribute to the development of various CLIL policies and

practices (Madrid, Ortega Martin and Pearse Hughes, 2019).




CONCLUSION

With all the evidence in favour of a content-based approach, it would be a real pity if we
did not allow the possibility in our school system to find a solution for its implementation.
Consequently, learners (and teachers too) could see the relevance of foreign language
learning in connection with non-language subjects, and the need to systematically integrate
foreign language teaching with non-language subjects in a way that gives both subjects
equal status. The starting point should be the content of non-language subjects, as this
would not burden pupils with additional content, but deepen and build on existing ones.
We have to make sure that the learning objectives of both the language and the non-
language subject are met, which is possible only with careful lesson planning in various

forms of quality teamwork teaching.

CLIL and non-CLIL learners have different attitudes toward L1 and L2, which may cause
differences in their learning motivation (Sylven, 2015). In CLIL, the use of foreign language
learning strategies as well as subject-related content were facilitated and improved; at the

same time, reading skills, lexicon, satisfaction, and collaboration were enhanced.

However, CLIL has some limitations. CLIL research thus far has focused on English as a
Foreign Language (EFL); in the future, research on CLIL should pay more attention to the
effect of CLIL in other linguistic environments and the effectiveness of language and
content integration [3]. Although CLIL has made great progress in the last 20 years, it is
also necessary to determine how to innovate CLIL on an ongoing basis. Therefore, new

tools are needed to improve the quality of CLIL.

In sum, although CLIL has the advantage of teaching both content and language, it still
has many issues. For example, it is common for the target language to be limited to
English. The issue of the balance of content and language in the classroom needs to be
resolved, and research is required to make CLIL more efficient. Moreover, CLIL design has
been based only on CLIL characteristics. To develop its potential, it should perhaps be

discussed from the viewpoint of a more professional curriculum design model.
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Consequently, senior students’ success in foreign language study depends not only on
how old they are, but on their choice of study objectives and learning strategies. If learning
objectives and strategies of the offered courses comes from the learners, they will be happy

and motivated to be involved in the foreign languages experience.
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