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Abstract. Exploring educational contexts, this literature review examines the distinc-
tions between English Medium Instruction (EMI) and Content and Language Integrat-
ed Learning (CLIL). While both instructional styles aim to enhance language proficiency
alongside subject knowledge, they also exhibit distinct pedagogical approaches, objec-
tives, and implementation strategies. The main emphasis of English-Medium Instruc-
tion is on delivering material, with a secondary focus on developing language skills.
Content and Language Integrated Learning effectively combines subject and language
goals, ensuring thorough integration of both aspects. This review meticulously analyses
recent studies to provide a comprehensive understanding of the nuanced differences
and similarities between EMI and CLIL. Employing a systematic approach, various ac-
ademic databases, such as Scopus, Web of Science, ERIC, Google Scholar, and JSTOR
were exhaustively searched using targeted search terms to identify pertinent research
published from 2010 to 2024. The findings illuminate various aspects of each approach,
offer valuable insights for educators, policymakers, and researchers, and highlight the
implications for teacher training and institutional support. It emphasizes the impor-
tance of a profound understanding of these instructional differences to make well-in-
formed decisions tailored to specific educational settings and goals. Such knowledge is
crucial for contributing to the evolving discourse on bilingual and multilingual educa-
tion strategies and enhancing educational outcomes in diverse learning environments.
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Introduction. It is widely acknowledged that
higher education institutions have under-
gone substantial internationalization in re-
cent years [1]. Introducing English-medium
instruction (EMI) in college and university

is a vital component of internationalization.
EMI refers to the practice of teaching cours-
esin English in environments where English
is not commonly used in everyday commu-
nication [2]. Universities often include EMI in


https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.59941/2960-0642-2024-3-19-27

.‘ 2. MOHOEPAI OKbITY S[ICTEMECI
20

their internationalization policies to attract
international students and improve com-
munication among students from diverse
language backgrounds [3].

EMI has also been seen as an opportunity
for learners to improve their language pro-
ficiency [4]. The use of EMI for this purpose
is founded on the belief that language ac-
quisition occurs only via exposure to English
material due to the immersive character of
EMI [5]. Some argue that in certain situa-
tions, EMI becomes partially CLILised, which
means that EMI is used not only for deliver-
ing content, but also as a way for students
to enhance their language skills [6]. The ac-
ronym Integrating Content and Language is
often used in tertiary institutions to describe
courses that incorporate both content and
language learning outcomes. EMI is seen as
a platform primarily focused on disciplinary
subject learning, with limited opportunities
for developing academic and disciplinary
languages.

It is important to recognize that EMI and
CLIL are often used interchangeably, which
might result in misunderstandings while
implementing and evaluating them. Tedick
[7] asserted that CLIL courses have become
widely recognized as a method of teaching
English in continental Europe, South Amer-
ica, Asia, and other regions. Although both
systems aim to improve language compe-
tence and topic knowledge, their educa-
tional foundations and aims vary dramati-
cally. This study examined the differences
between EMI and CLIL. The objective was
to clearly define the differences and simi-
larities between these approaches, offering
significant knowledge for educators, policy-
makers, and researchers.

It is important to understand the differenc-
es between EMI and CLIL for various rea-
sons. Thislt allows educators to choose the
most suitable approach for their unique
educational contexts and objectives. Addi-
tionally, it provides policymakers with valu-
able insights into the resources and training
needed for successful program implemen-
tation. Furthermore, it adds to the academ-

ic conversation surrounding bilingual and
multilingual education by providing a clear
understanding of theoretical and practical
differences between EMI and CLIL.

Materials and methods

This literature review employed a system-
atic approach to find, assess, and integrate
relevant articles on EMI and CLIL. Keywords
such as “English Medium Instruction,” “Con-
tent and Language Integrated Learning,”
“EMI vs. CLIL,” and “bilingual education”
were used to search databases, such as
ERIC, Google Scholar, and JSTOR. Studies
published between 2010 and 2024 were in-
cluded to guarantee the incorporation of
the latest advancements and viewpoints.

Criteria for Inclusion and Exclusion. Inclu-
sion criteria were studies that presented
empirical data, theoretical analysis, or com-
prehensive literature reviews on EMI and/or
CLIL. The exclusion criteria included studies
that failed to distinguish between the two
techniques or lacked a well-defined meth-
odological framework.

Data analysis. Data were obtained from the
selected studies, with a specific emphasis
on the definitions, teaching methods, in-
structor qualifications, student results, and
implementation settings of EMI and CLIL.
Thematic analysis was used to uncover pop-
ular themes and patterns across research.

Results and Discussion

Defining EMI and CLIL

English Medium Instruction (EMI)

EMI is the practice of teaching students in
academic disciplines using English in ter-
ritories where the language is not official.
The primary focus of EMI is on the delivery
of content knowledge, with incidental lan-
guage learning. EMI programs are prevalent
in higher education institutions, particularly
in non-Anglophone countries, aiming to in-
ternationalize their education systems [8].
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Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL)

CLIL is an educational approach in which
content and language learning objectives
are integrated. Unlike EMI, CLIL explicitly
aims to develop subject-specific knowledge
and language skills simultaneously. CLIL can
be implemented at various educational lev-
els, from primary to tertiary education, and

Table 1 - Definitions of EMI and CLIL

is characterized by its dual-focused nature,
promoting language awareness alongside
content mastery [9].

To understand EMI and CLIL, it is crucial to
examine how they have been defined by dif-
ferent scholars and institutions. This section
brings together definitions from various
sources to emphasize the main features and
differences of each approach (Table 1).

EMI

CLIL

The language goals are not explicitly
stated, although the major focus is on
students' intellectual knowledge [10].

Means that courses in economic history,
chemistry, and aeronautical engineering
are taught and studied using English as
the language of teaching. It often does
not prioritise language acquisition or
particular language goals [11].

Academic disciplines taught by teachers
that do not directly pertain to the
objective of enhancing students’ English
proficiency are referred to as a catch-all
phrase [3].

Acquiring academic information is the
primary goal of university-level courses
taught in English [12].

the practice of instructing students in
academic disciplines via the medium of
English in territories where English is not a
first language [8].

refers to the use of English in academic
contexts by both students and content
instructors, regardless of their location.
This may include many forms of English
usage, such as sole use, partial use, and
code swapping, for the aim of studying or
teaching topics other than English [13].

Through the use of various techniques, dual-
focused education is achieved, wherein subject
matter and the language are given equal
weight [14].

Certain components of the curriculum are
taught using a non native language. Learners
naturally learn the intended language [15].

Learners participate in a collaborative learning
activity that involves both the content of a
certain topic and the acquisition of a foreign
language [16].

CLIL encompasses all educational approaches
in which topics are acquired either via a second
language (L2) or through the simultaneous use
of two languages [17].

Foreign language instructors are responsible
for conducting CLIL lessons, while the primary
focus is on language acquisition through
academic content [18].

Note: based on literature review

After a closer examination of these defini-
tions, it becomes evident that EM| and CLIL
have distinct methodologies and primary
objectives, despite both aiming to use a for-
eign language for instruction. EMI primarily

focuses on content delivery with secondary
language benefits, while CLIL places equal
importance on material and language learn-
ing via integrated instructional methods.
This distinction is important for educators
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and policymakers when making decisions
about which approach to implement, con-
sidering their unique educational contexts
and objectives.

Key Differences
Between EMI and CLIL

EMI and CLIL have distinct objectives and
implementation strategies, although they
both aim to improve students’ content
knowledge and language competency.
EMI places its emphasis on content deliv-
ery, with language learning being seen as a
secondary, unintentional advantage [2]. This
approach emphasizes content and expects
learners to improve their language profi-
ciency on their own through immersion
without relying heavily on explicit language
support. In comparison, CLIL takes a deliber-
ate approach to combining language learn-
ing and content instruction, resulting in a
balanced approach that emphasizes both
subject-specific knowledge and language
competency [9].

There is a significant distinction between
the pedagogical strategies used by each ap-
proach. EMI usually consists of convention-
al teaching methods that prioritize content
along with informal language support. In
EMI courses, teachers often possess a high
level of proficiency in English and special-
ized knowledge in their respective fields.
However, they may lack professional train-
ing in language-teaching methodologies
[8]. In contrast, CLIL uses a combination of
teaching methods, such as scaffolding, task-
based learning, and formative assessment,
to help students develop both their knowl-
edge and language abilities. Teachers who
engage in CLIL must possess profound com-
prehension of the subject topic and profi-
ciency in successfully instructing language
[9]. They often receive specialized training to
ensure that they can effectively handle the
dual-focused approach.

There were differences in student outcomes
between EMI and CLIL. EMI students typi-
cally demonstrate effective comprehension
of subject matter, although their language
skills may vary depending on their previous

exposure to English and the level of lan-
guage support they receive. Students who
engage in CLIL tend to make equal pro-
gress in content and language proficiency,
because of the integrated approach. This
well-rounded progress is credited to the em-
phasis that CLIL places on clear language
goals and supportive teaching methods.

Despite these differences, there are some
similarities between EMI and CLIL. Both ap-
proaches aim to enhance students’ under-
standing of academic subjects and fluency
in English. To achieve this, English was used
as the primary language of instruction. They
are affected by educational policies that
strive to enhance language proficiency and
academic standards. Proficiency in English
and subject knowledge are necessary for
both, although the level of language-teach-
ing skills may differ.

Regarding assessment, EMI places a strong
emphasis on content knowledge while also
incorporating informal assessments of lan-
guage skills. CLIL incorporates formative
assessment content and language skills,
offering a more thorough evaluation of stu-
dents’' progress. Differences in assessment
practices highlight the contrasting priorities
of each approach. EMI focuses on mastering
content, while CLIL aims for a well-round-
ed development of language and content
equally.

Students’ experiences with EMI and CLIL
can vary based on the level of language sup-
port offered. EMI students may encounter
difficulties owing to limited formal language
assistance, resulting in different levels of
language proficiency. CLIL creates a nurtur-
ing atmosphere that focuses on clear lan-
guage goals, leading to improved language
achievement among students. In CLIL, stu-
dents are able to navigate the complexities
of learning content through a foreign lan-
guage more effectively because of the sup-
portive environment.

EMI and CLIL are components of wider in-
ternationalization and educational policies.
EMI is frequently incorporated into strat-
egies aimed at attracting a wide range of
students and boosting global rankings in
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line with institutions’ objectives to enhance
their international appeal. CLIL is supported
by policies that seek to improve muiltilingual
skills and promote intercultural understand-
ing, which are influenced by its originsin Eu-
ropean educational settings.

To fully understand the similarities and dif-
ferences between EMI and CLIL, it is bene-
ficial to make direct comparisons. This table
compares different aspects, including goals,
pedagogical strategies, teacher qualifica-
tions, and student outcomes (see Table 2).

Table 2 - Similarities and differences between EMI and CLIL

Aspect EMI

CLIL

Similarities

Goals Primary goal is content
delivery with incidental

language learning.

Dual-focused goals of
content and language
learning.

Both aim to enhance
subject knowledge and
language proficiency.

Content-driven
approach with minimal
explicit language
support.

Pedagogical Strategies

Integrated approach
using scaffolding, task-
based learning, and
formative assessment.

Both use English as the
medium of instruction
to teach academic
subjects.

Teachers are

subject experts with
proficiency in English,
often without formal
language teaching
training.

Teacher Qualifications

Teachers require both
subject knowledge
and language teaching
skills, often receiving
specialized training.

Both require teachers
to have proficiency in
English and subject
knowledge.

Implementation Commonly adopted

Implemented across

Both are implemented

Contexts in higher education to  educational levels, in non-English-
attract international particularly in primary  speaking regions to
students and enhance  and secondary enhance educational
global competitiveness education, to promote  outcomes.

bilingualism.

Assessment Focused primarily on Formative assessment  Both utilize English-

content knowledge,
with language skills
assessed informally.

of both content
knowledge and
language skills.

language assessments
to measure student
progress.

Note: based on literature review

Challenges of EMI

Overcoming language proficiency barriers is
a major challenge for students in EMI pro-
grammes. It has been extensively found that
students who are not fluent in English often
face difficulties in comprehending complex
academic content. This, in turn, can result
in knowledge gaps and hinder overall aca-
demic performance [2]. This challenge be-

comes especially difficult when institutions
fail to offer sufficient language support,
leaving students to navigate their learning
environments without the necessary lin-
guistic tools. Furthermore, students in EMI
programs face a significant cognitive load.
Processing new academic concepts while
understanding the language of instruction
can be challenging, as it puts a lot of cog-
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nitive strain on students. This can result in
increased stress levels and potentially lower
academic performance. EMI places a heavy
cognitive load on students, which is exac-
erbated by the absence of proper language
support. Many EMI programs prioritize the
delivery of content rather than focusing on
language development. This method may
result in students not receiving the required
support to enhance their English skKills,
which can make their learning experience
more challenging and potentially affect
their academic performance [8].

Teachers in EMI settings often encounter
considerable obstacles. Although EMI teach-
ers are typically knowledgeable in their re-
spective subjects, their English proficiency
may hinder their ability to effectively teach
them. These factors can lead to misunder-
standings, less clear explanations, and chal-
lenges in responding to language-related
guestions. Additionally, many teachers in
this situation do not have formal training
in language teaching methodologies. This
can make it difficult for them to implement
effective strategies that promote language
learning and teaching content. Preparing
instructional materials in a foreign language
can be demanding, as it requires addition-
al time and effort to ensure that they are
clear and easy to understand. This task can
be particularly challenging for teachers who
are non-native English speakers.

Implementing EMI in tertiary education in
Kazakhstan presents a variety of difficulties.
These include a range of challenges such as
language, managerial, cultural, and emo-
tional obstacles that require attention and
resolution. Enhancing English proficiency is
essential for both students and staff. It could
be achieved via language classes, online ex-
ercises, conversation with native speakers,
and reading and writing assignments. These
activities are important to ensure that indi-
viduals have the necessary language skills
[19]. From a managerial perspective, it is im-
portant to ensure that there are sufficient
instructional resources, such as textbooks
and other materials, and to provide proper
training for instructors who may not be fa-
miliar with teaching in EMI environments.
Integrating into the academic environment

can be particularly challenging for students
in EMI classrooms because of cultural dif-
ferences. Having sufficient support and re-
sources is crucial to help students overcome
these challenges. This includes having ac-
cess to native English-speaking teachers
and international students, and engaging
in cultural activities. To address emotional
challenges such as anxiety among learners,
it is crucil to give necessary support. This
can be done through additional tutoring
sessions or mentorship programs, which
can offer students someone to rely on when
they face difficulties [19].

Challenges of CLIL

CLIL programs require students to manage
content as well as language acquisition ef-
fectively. Dealing with the dual focus of CLIL
can pose challenges, particularly for stu-
dents with a lower proficiency in the target
language. There are noticeable differences
in language proficiency among students,
which can result in unequal learning out-
comes. Students with stronger language
skills tend to advance at a faster pace than
their peers do, leading to varying learning
experiences within the same classroom. In
CLIL settings, the assessment of both con-
tent knowledge and language proficiency
can be complex. It can be challenging to
assess students’ overall abilities when they
excel in one area but struggle with another.
This adds complexity to the evaluation pro-
cedure and hinders the ability to provide an
impartial evaluation. [20].

Teachers face a significant challenge with
CLIL as it demands expertise in both subject
matter and language teaching. Teachers
need to have strong command of the target
language and be able to seamlessly incor-
porate language and content learning. This
requires continuous, thorough professional
development. Creating teaching materials
that effectively integrate content and lan-
guage objectives is a challenging task that
requires meticulous planning and innova-
tive thinking. It is crucial to design resourc-
es that support language acquisition, while
effectively delivering academic content.
Managing a CLIL classroom requires a high-
er level of effort than traditional settings. It
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is important for teachers to closely observe
and assist students in their language devel-
opment, while ensuring that they adequate-
ly cover academic content. This may result in
elevated levels of stress and an augmented
burden for instructors.

Conclusion

Through the literature review, this study
examined various aspects of EMI and CLIL,
shedding light on their definitions, differ-
ences, similarities, and obstacles.

EMI and CLIL, although sometimes used
interchangeably, has distinct definitions
and objectives. EMI prioritises the use of the
English language for instructing subjects
related to learning in environments where
English is not the main spoken language,
with a specific emphasis on effectively com-
municating knowledge while also promot-
ing language acquisition. CLIL integrates
content and language learning objectives
to improve subject-specific knowledge and
language competency simultaneously. EMI
and CLIL differ significantly in terms of ed-
ucational techniques, teacher qualifications,
student results, and implementation situa-
tions. EMI adopts a strategy that prioritises
content and has little explicit language as-
sistance, whereas CLIL employs techniques
like scaffolding and task-based learning to
promote the growth of both content and
language abilities. EMI instructors often
possess extensive expertise in their respec-
tive subjects and have a high level of skill in
English, although they may not have had
professional training in language education.
On the other hand, CLIL instructors must
possess extensive knowledge in both the
content they teach and the methods of lan-
guage learning, frequently undergoing spe-
cialised training.

Although EMI and CLIL have distinct char-
acteristics, they also share several com-
monalities. Both strive to improve students’
understanding of academic subjects and
their ability to effectively communicate in
English. They are impacted by education-
al policies that strive to enhance language
proficiency and academic standards, neces-

sitating teachers who are skilled in English
and knowledgeable about their respective
subjects. Both approaches are utilized in
regions where English is not the primary
language for improving educational results
and promoting academic and professional
opportunities.

The challenges associated with EMI and
CLIL are significant and complex. Students
enrolled in EMI programs have difficul-
ties related to their language skills, suffer a
greater mental effort, and frequently lack of-
ficial language assistance, leading to possi-
ble shortcomings in their academic achieve-
ments. Teachers in EMI contexts may have
difficulties in successfully commmunicating
in English, lack formal training in language
teaching methodologies, and need more
time to prepare for sessions. In Kazakhstan,
it is necessary to tackle a range of issues, in-
cluding language, managerial, cultural, and
emotional obstacles. In order to effectively
carry out EMI, it is essential to possess lan-
guage courses, educational materials, cul-
tural assistance, and supervision.

Students in CLIL programs face the chal-
lenge of juggling content and language
learning. However, varying levels of lan-
guage proficiency can result in unequal
learning outcomes. Evaluating both con-
tent and language skills increases the level
of difficulty. Teachers who specialize in CLIL
must possess a unique set of skills and face
the challenge of creating teaching mate-
rials that seamlessly integrate content and
language while effectively managing class-
rooms with multiple objectives in mind.
Both EMI and CLIL require robust institu-
tional backing, encompassing teacher pro-
fessional development, language support
services for students, and resources for cre-
ating instructional materials.
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EMI xxaHe CLIL TyciHiri: sne6u wony

A. AMaHoBa*, I YXyMa)kaHoBa?, K. Ka)kbiMoBa?, K. BucekoBa3
T1.H. TyMuneB aTblHOafFbl Eypasusa yATTbliK YHUBEPCUTETI,

KasakcTaH Pecnybnmkachl, AcTaHa K.

?lllokapiM aTbiHOarbl CemMeln yHuBepcuTeTi, KaszakcTaH Pecnybnumkacsl, Cemen K,
3M. ©TeMicoB aTbiHOarbl baTbic KasakcTaH YHUBEPCUTETI,

KasakcTaH Pecnybnumkachl, Opan K,

AHpaTna. biniM 6epy KOHTEKCTTePiH 3epTTer OTbipbIn, Oy aaebueT WonybiHaa aFbi-
WbIH TiniHae cabak 6epy (English Medium Instruction) »xeHe Ma3sMyH MeH Tinai 6ipik-
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TipinreH okpITy (Content and Language Integrated Learning) apacbiHOarbl anbip-
MaLUbINbIKTap KapacTbipblnagbl. OKbITYAbIH, €Ki CTUAi Ae naHAaik 6iniMMeH KaTap Tingi
MeHrepyai apTTbipyAbl MakcaT e€TKeHIMeH, onapha apTypni megarorvkanblk Tacingep,
MaKcaTTap »KaHe Yy3ere acblpy cTpaTernanapbl KonoaHblnagbl. AFbIILWbIH TiNiHAE cabak,
G6epy (EMI) BipiHLWIi Ke3ekTe Ma3MyHObl »eTKi3yre 6aca Ha3ap aydapblin, Tifl 4aMbITyabl
eKiHLWi opblHFa koaabl. A Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) kepiciHwe
eKi 6aFbITTbl Aa 6ip yaKplTTa YKakcapTyFa bikMas eTeTiH Ma3MyH MeH Tingik MakcaTTapabl
MYKMAT BipikTipeni. Byn wony EMI men CLIL apacbiHAarbl kenbip avblpMallblibiKTapbl
MEH YKCACTbIKTapblH YXaH-XaKTbl TYCiHY YLiH COHFbl 3epTTeynepai MyKMAT Tanganabl.
LWonyabiH, »yMenik TaciniH KongaHa oTbipbin, Scopus, Web of Science, ERIC, Google
ScholarxaHe JSTOR c1aKTbl 9pTypi akageMuanbik gepekkopnapna 2010-2024 »kblngap
apanblFblHOA XapuanaHFaH CoMKeC 3epTTeyNepai aHblKTay YLiH MaKcaTTbl i3gey Tep-
MWHAEPI apKbIbl YXaH->XaKTbl KAPaCTbipbIAbl. 3epTTey HaTWhKenepi MyFaniMaepre, ca-
gcaTkepriepre xaHe 3epTTeyLlinepre KyHAbl TYCIHIKTEP YCbIHATbIH YXaHe MyFaniMaepai
OanblHOAY MeH MHCTUTYLMOHANAbIK KONAayablH cangapblH KepceTeTiH apbip TocingiH,
SPTYpP/i acnekKTinepiH anFakranabl. HakTbl 6iniM 6epy KOHTEKCTTEpPi MeH MaKcaTTapbiH
eckepe OTblpbIMN HerizgenreH wewiMaep Kabbiigay YWiH OCbl OKY alblpMallblibiKTa-
PbIH MYKMAT TYCiHYAIH MaHbI3ObIbIFbIH @Tan KepceTeni. MyHaam ManiMeT apTypii oKy
opTanapbiHOa OKy HaTVYKENepiH KakcapTaTbliH eKiTiNai »xaHe kenTingi 6inim 6epy cTpa-
Ternanapbl Typanbl 4aMblm Kefe aTKaH OUCKYPCKa Yyec KOCY YLUiH 6Te MaHbI3abl.

TyniHai cespep: EMI, CLIL, onebu wony, aFbinwblH Tini

MoHnMmaHue EMI u CLIL: 0630p NuTepaTtypbl

A.AmMmaHoBa", IOykxymaxkaHoBa?, K.KaxumoBa3, K.bucekosa?
'EBPAa3sMNCKMM HaUMOHaNbHbIM YHUBepCUTET MMeHu J1.H. [ymumnneBa,
Pecny6nvka KasaxcTaH, r. ACTaHa

2YHunBepcuTeT Lakapuma, Pecnybnvka KasaxcTtaH, r. Cemen
33anagHo-Ka3zaxcTaHCKUIM YHUBEPCUTET UMEHUM M.YTEeMUCOBa,
Pecny6bnuka KasaxcTaH, r.Ypanbck

AHHoOTauusa. B o63o0pe nuTepaTypbl, MOCBALLEHHOM 00pa3oBaTe/lbHbIM KOHTEKCTaM,
paccMaTPMBAOTCA PasNInNUMa Mexay obydeHMeM Ha aHINIMNCKOM a3bike (EMI) 1 nHTe-
rPUPOBaHHbIM OByYeHMeM Ha OCHOBe cofepykaHusa U a3bika (CLIL). Xota oba cTunsg o6-
YYEHMSA HampaBieHbl Ha MOBbILLEHME YPOBHS BafeHUa A3bIKOM Hapsaay CO 3HaHMEM
npegMeTa, OHU AEMOHCTPUPYIOT PasfinyHble NefarorMyeckme noaxonbl, LLenu n crpa-
TErnn peanmsaumu. Npur obyyeHur Ha aHMMUNCKOM A3blKe OCHOBHOE BHUMaHWe yaena-
eTca nepefaye coaepXaHud, a BTOPOCTEMEHHOE - Pa3BUTUIO A3biKa. B oTnmnume ot 3Toro,
MHTerprupoBaHHoOe obyyeHne Mo COAePXKaHMIO 1 A3blKy TUlaTeNbHO o6beaunHAeT 3aa-
UM MO COOEPIKAHUIO U A3bIKY, CMNOCOHBCTBYA OAHOBPEMEHHOMY COBEPLIEHCTBOBAHUIO B
ob6eunx obnacrax. B gaHHOM 0630pe TUWaTebHO aHanM3npyoTca NocneaHme nccneno-
BaHUs, 4TOBbl o6ecneynTb BCECTOPOHHEE MOHMMaHMe HIDAHCOB PasNMYMin U CXOACTB
Mexay EMI n CLIL. Micnonb3ya cnucteMaTUYecKMIM Moaxo[, pasfnMyHble akageMumyeckme
6a3bl JaHHbIX, TakMe Kak Scopus, Web of Science, ERIC, Google Scholar 1 JSTOR, 6binun
TWATENbHO U3Y4YeHbl C UCMOMb30BaHMEM LieNEBbIX MOMCKOBbLIX TEPMUHOB 4719 BbISB-
NeHNA COOTBETCTBYIOLLMX UCCedoBaHUM, onybnnkoBaHHbIX B nepuop ¢ 2010 no 2024
ron. CoenaHHble BbIBOAbI OCBELLAOT pa3fiMyHble acreKTbl Kaykaoro noaxona, npeania-
ras LeHHble naev onda negaroros, MONMTUKOB M MCCefoBaTeNen, a TakxKe yKa3blBada Ha
nocnencTema ANg NoAroTOBKU yYUTeENem U MHCTUTYLLIMOHaNbHOW Noaaep>ku. Mogyep-
KMBAETCA BaYKHOCTb My60KOro MOHUMaHUS 3TUX Pasnnymin B 06ydeHnn ona npuHaTms
060CHOBaHHbIX pelleHni, YYUTbIBAOLLMX KOHKPETHbIE YC10BUS U Lenn o6pa3oBaHmUa.
Takue 3HaHUA KpanHe BaXXHbl OJ19 BHECEHMA BKIada B Pa3BMBalOLLMMCA OUCKYPC O
cTpaTermax ABysA3bl4HOMO M MHOMOA3bIYHOIO 0OPA30BaHMA, YNyYLLAOWMX pPe3ynbTaThl
obyyeHu s B pa3HOOOpa3HbIX y4eOHbIX cpedax.

p Kntouesble cnoBa: EMI, CLIL, nuTepaTypHbI 0630p, aHTMTMNCKUM A3bIK
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