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1. EUBHIC

INA ) Y HILEE (Bilingual Education) &3 — S i SEE (Second Language Acquisition
Theory) . ZNZ N BIEHNCE Z X AV Y HLEEIE, 7 2V A EREL H - & JERKGEEE (2
Tr—T Y, T4V TYF) BETHONTOIEMNEEBA D720, HRTHE_SEH D0
FSEEEE T 2 SR EBCRO D2 Th 0, B _SiEEEHm . APE _Sibd 5 \\I3HHE
ima FEXE, HET57-00MEmTHh S, [t-o T, B _SiEEAHEmEMET 22 81, N1
YHANBEROREONEREAE & L TORBHHICARAMAZ 5 4, FIIZ, BUETrbhTtn
B/NERETCOSMEREGGE)., ke @EARL KFAETIT O T B BB HENDEEEND T30
D EHERMIERE A S5 A T< b, ARTIE, 1986 FYEEOXKEH ) 7 4+ L =TT 554 ) v
HNBEER OIS, 2009 FD A7) 7 + L =T WEET O/ ) ¥ HVEEER & L &8
5. bAEORFEHENOBENES 217> 22 HNET 5,

2. RKEAVUTZ+IW=FMICHEFBNAY L HILEE

BT HNEZTHICIT B34 ) Y HVBEEDORRHEIL, RSN dG506E)) & R Tt 725 T,
LEP *#/f (Limited English-proficient Students) — £ Ci3 EL (English Learners) —& I,
GHUHR R A & A &< A 2ESIC K0 ORI 5 5, MBE T OBE EM (Education
Code) 5:¥H 52163 12Kk % ELP FAEDERII. [ FESELHEETH S E—FOFk7=5 LFH LT
LALT, SEETORFEEZT 50t aBi)) Gid. H<, s, H <) 2ff-Tuvxk
W25 ] Th B, 1986 Ftat (X 1. 2) Tid. SHERE A S K% 1 F4E F TOF B AL,
ANA VEEHBKI AL TR N T LEEDKY 3 T AIRHEEAKI 2 TN Jr AR Y TEEAKY 1 T3 4000 A
T4V / 2Aua N1 3000 ATH B,

1 Number of Limited-English-Proficient Students 2 Growth of Limited-Englishi-Poficient (LEP)
by Primary Language, 1985 Students in California’s Public Schools,
other . 1977-1985
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AT D 2007-08 126 1T 2 AV AROBEEEFEFER (£ 1) 130 AXA VEEK 132 TAL. XM T
L EERY 3 )7 4000 AL TAHEER 2 11000 A, 74 VB Y/ 2 v s EER 2 )1 2000 A VAR Y
TERRY 7000 ATH D, 2O 1 5 AL EDSEE FEFRIL, £ V6 19,715 A, #EEE 16,799 AL
EAEE 12,918 ATH %, LLEDETE, 2007-8 F-D A ) 7 )b = T INA S 2AREGED RIBAGH L
(X3) IcHfiLTns,

% 1 Number of English Learners in California Public Schools 2003-04 Through 2007-08
Language 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 (2';85‘_’32‘1 :,"353*;?38)

Albanian 163 140 119 111 112 -31.29
Arabic 7,556 7,646 7,876 8,430 9,133 20.87
Amenian 10,660 9,698 8,655 7,859 7,606 -28,65
Assyrian 656 650 595 667 711 8.38
Bengali N/A 381 474 489 590 N/A
Bosnian 264 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Burmese 432 422 456 452 625 44.68
Cantonese 22,867 22,475 22,756 21,388 21,551 -5.76
Cebuano(Visayan) 389 395 445 470 452 16.2
Chaldean 649 543 541 549 645 -0.62
Chamorro(Guamanian) 48 41 44 45 56 16.67
Chaozhou(Chiuchow) 573 589 568 547 537 -6.28
Croatian 181 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dutch 152 184 185 195 217 42.76
Farsi(Persian) 5,650 5,565 5,442 5,506 5,634 -0.28
Filipino(Pilipino or Tagalog) 20,895 20,939 20,556 21,435 22,389 7.15
French 962 1,007 1,022 1,136 1,269 31.91
German 639 625 643 798 883 38.18
Greek 187 173 162 159 166 -11.23
Gujarati 1,153 1,175 1,123 1,157 1,266 9.8
Hebrew 948 1,004 957 965 999 5.38
Hindi 4,172 3,994 3,859 3,838 3,979 -4.63
Hmong 23,423 22,776 21,907 21,047 19,715 -15.83
Hungarian 178 195 179 178 178 0
llocano 1,387 1,296 1,208 1,193 1,206 -13.05
Indonesian 1,043 1,002 1,049 1,106 1,121 7.48
Italian 290 288 305 301 371 27.93
Japanese 4,764 4,582 4,673 4,869 5,099 7.03
Khmer(Cambodian) 10,011 9,563 8,469 7,854 7,364 -26.44
Korean 17,132 16,463 16,091 16,732 16,799 -1.94
Kurdish(Kurdi, Kurmaniji) 332 324 316 303 289 -12.95
Lahu 357 311 299 301 294 -17.65
Lao 4,573 4,055 3,710 3,446 3,181 -30.44
Mandarin(Putonghua) 11,347 11,825 12,452 12,719 12,918 13.85
Marshallese 126 122 132 204 234 85.71
Mien(Yao) 2,837 2,443 2,101 1,806 1,611 -43.21
Mixteco 666 720 743 938 1,090 63.66
Pashto 732 762 796 817 877 19.81
Polish 296 281 290 269 268 -9.46
Portuguese 2,021 2,096 2,020 1,965 1,988 -1.63
Punjabi 8,977 9,259 9,138 9,283 9,198 2.46
Rumanian 1,208 1,078 1,019 958 877 -27.4
Russian 7,654 7,678 7,547 7,164 7177 -6.23
Samoan 1,574 1,648 1,479 1,449 1,525 -3.11
Serbo-Croatian(Bosnian,

Croatian, Serbi(an) 249 663 542 509 616 107.23
Somali N/A 928 999 1,293 1,428 N/A
Spanish 1,359,792 1,357,778 1,341,369 1,338,611 1,320,981 -2.85
Taiwanese 301 299 277 242 274 -8.97
Thai 1,535 1,417 1,430 1,423 1,539 .26
Tigrinya 356 393 414 389 388 8.99
Toishanese 250 244 202 170 164 -34.40
Tongan 1,716 1,678 1,672 1,591 1,616 5.83
Turkish 280 298 318 338 362 29.29
Ukrainian 2,391 2,548 2,464 2,324 2,223 -7.03
Urdu 2,620 2,587 2,558 2,576 2,756 5.19
Vietnamese 34,444 34,333 34,263 34,356 34,712 .78
Other languages 14,317 11,809 11,368 13.624 13.826 -3.43
State totals 1,598,535 1,591,525 1,570,424 1,568,661 1,553,091 -2.84

Source: Language Census, March 2008, CDE Educational Demographics

Note: The term English learner(EL) hasreplaced the term limitted-English-proficient(LEP).




3 California Schools’ Ethnic Makeup

1997-98 o
Hispanic or
White (not Latino: 40.49%
Hispanic):
38.75%

African
multiple or no American:
response: 0 8.75%

Pacific American Asian: 8.14%
Islander: 0.6% Indian or o
Alaska Native: Filipino: 2.39%
0.86%
2007-08

Hispanic or
Latino: 48.71%

White (not
Hispanic):
28.53%

multiple or no African
response: American:
3.05% 7.43%
Pacific American Asian: 8.23%
Islander: 0.63% Indian or
T Alaska Native: Filipino: 2.67%
0.76%

Source: CBEDS data collection, CDE Educational Demographics (October 1997 and 2007)

REMKILZ e 2529 25 hbb 5T T A) HR4871%,. 7V T75%823%. 77V ART
ANVHNTA3%. 7 4 VEVR267% FHAN2853%. 7 AV A VT 47 R 0.76%. KV-FEaE
5% 0.63%. MENE 3.05% Th %,

b, BLoT0wa0ld, #) 73 =7k b e 252y 7 RAFEDOBIMN TS %, 1986
FETIE, ZAXA VEBEHTE 2852 9 2 AR 41 HATH - 7225, 2007-08 4 C¢id, #9132



BANE 3L ESIL T3,
INAY) VIHNBEDOHERE, @V KEED RS §IEERE ) O & SO A REDI L ) —F 4 v
7. AT v B B EOBRNC BT BB Om b BUHE A ORE O 2 S b a
OO REEBED =D Th b, WA ) v HLTar T LE LT, (1) KRN ) Y HLEE
(Basic Bilingual Education). (2) /34 U ¥ H )L (& EH (Bilingual Bicultural Education). (3)
HFg N4 ) v H LT a5 4 (Innovative Bilingual Program) 23® 5., Z 8 6 OFEHNYHEAR X
Contextual Interaction Model (CIM) (X[ 4) T® 5%,

4 The Education of Language Minority Students

A Contextual Interaction Model

Societal Context
The Societal Curriculum

Family Socio-economic status
Institutions Mass media
Heritage Culture/ethnicity

Occupational opportunity
Prosocial skills Genres of language use
Community Attitudes/perceptions
Educational level of school

Other sociocultural factors

Language status

School Context
The School Educational Process

Educational Input Factors

Staff knowlege of language
minority students’
(LMS) background

Staff knowledge/use of
effective instructional
strategies for LMS

Staff proficiency in L1 of
LMS

Staff attitudes toward L1 of
LMS

Instructional Elements

L1 development opportunity

1.2 acquisition opportunity

Prosocial skill development
opportunity

Positive teacher-student
interactions

Selection and coordination
of appropriate core and
supplementary curricula

Use of appropriate English
and non-English language
materials

Student Qualities

Oral proficiency in L1/L.2

Academic skills in L1/1.2

Skills in L1/L2 use

Attitudes toward LL.1/L.2 use

Perceptions Iex pectations
of teachers and school

Attitudes toward teachers
and school

Prosocial skills

Self-image

Life goals

Motivation

Sociocultural attributes

:Té%\aM

Outcomes
Academic achievement
Language proficiency
Prosocial skills
Self-image
Other cognitive/affective

skills

Adapted from Carlos E. Cortés “The Education Language Minority Students : A Contextual Interaction,”
Model,” Social & Cultural Factors in Schooling Language Minority Students, 1986.
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DAL LTiA SN, 520 (X5) »ofkEhs, LITE, 5 DDA Z 0Bk
A& T —~ (1)~ (5) (X6 ~10) Th 3.

5 Contextual Interaction Model @ 5 JEH|

Principle One
FOR BILINGUAL STUDENTS THE DEGREE TO WHICH PROFICIENCIES IN
BOTH L1 AND L: ARE DEVELOPED IS POSITIVELY ASSOCIATED WITH
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT.

Principle Two
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY IS THE ABILITY TO USE LANGUAGE
FOR BOTH ACADEMIC PURPOSES AND BASIC COMMUNICATIVE TASKS.

Principle Three
FOR LANGUAGE MINTORITY STUDENTS THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PRIMARY
LANGUAGE SKILLS NECESSARY TO COMPLETE ACADEMIC TASKS FORMS THE
BASIS FOR SIMILAR PROFICIENCY IN ENGLISH.

Principle Four
ACQUISITION OF BASIC COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCY IN A SECOND LANGUAGE
IS FUNCTION OF COMPREHENSIBLE SECOND LANGUAGE INPUT AND SUPPORTIVE
AFFECTIVE ENVIRONMENT.

Principle Five
THE PERCEIVED STATUS OF STUDENTS AFFECTS THE INTERACTIONS BETWEEN
TEACHERS AND STUDENTS AND AMONG THE STUDENTS THEMSELVES. IN TURN,
STUDENT OUTCOMES ARE AFFECTED.

PIriE. 5 EHIORLBEETH 5,
(1) S#Ef%UJE (The Linguistic Threshold) (IXI 6)
(2) S&8 ﬁmﬁ%. (The Dimensions of Language Proficiency) (X 7)
(3) ALK S3ERE)) (The Common Underlying Proficiency) (1| 8)
(4) L FiEHE (Second Language Acquisition) (X 9)
(5) RN (Student Status) (X 10)

)
)
)

(1) SENEIEOMBEIZ, —SiE0RREN S " SEMMHOEMII. 2 HOFEELFFAL &5
LT ARBETH D, Thbb, “SEORETIZIE. —DO0E (threshold) 2% . & L. il
Bl d [Lo#E] D EICELZEAIZ. BEFEONCE S DD FEEI D % proficient

bilingualism (2 0 GBI AT 7 2D ENR B 5. & L. TOBIE] £ TELLWELAIZIE,
FHITIDIRGEIZY A F ZDOFERH D, _DOFEN 7% L 28\ limited bilingualism (278 5,



MEEEOH, EB560—D2ZFEEORELZLLGAIZE. 77 20HEE A T 2A0OHEE k<K&
D . partial bilingualism (127 %, (2) OFEEESIEEAITIE., Cummins (1981) 12X % — DD FakERE
NEFUBRBNC D . SiBInERES] (communicative language skills) & 22¥SaERES] (academic
language skills) (Z[X/F N %, 5 aBRESIIC LB 5 aEHAEIE D OMGHADWIRIIZ L > TER SN 5,
MUZ B 2K, FEICBT 2RO EEAR L, BEIZAMEROEEZEZL TS, K
12, (3) OISEBIKSFERDOMBEIZIZ. NA ) VALNEDIIICEHELNIEL, HEAX 510
IREIZ " DODEZ D5, —2id. L1 & L2 DHeINE, o Thl 4oy LTHREL, Blc

IZE Z b5 & § 5 Separate Underlying Proficiency E7 )L THh 5, 2, NV U HILD D
S DB TF ML IAAET 5D TIE AL, HlEH D2 F-> TO T FilBIEAVICHE LGV
MEIEET S &5 Common Underlying Proficiency ET )L Th %, FIZ, $HEFHIFTLERIKSEER

J1& UTZFi . Contextual Interaction Theory DEHIIZ 2 > T3,

(4) O _FEEEMIIDOWTIE, Krashen O " SEEEMAMG 2 BRI L T 5, GHllE. %ido
SHITHENSG, (5) &, Sif. REMICRL 572 LEP #ERMEOEELD &, ARV ERNE
JEaHi o IZ OV TOHRELFHI & LT, LEP S#ES R THANRL M A & 5 5 72 SRS &
ZFBOTHDE, £ELD, FAIS X, v4 7 VT 4%E vV a7 4 %E Lo L%
DBEMRIHE LG 2, @YU FEEEE DL 2 Z LN EEBIERORELEET S Z L 2B T
W3,

6 EEHVEUE : Cognitive effects of different types of bilingualism

Type of Bilingualism Cognitive Effects
A. Proficient bilingualism Positive

High levels in both cogmtlve

languages effects
=
(3]
g
g Higher threshold
g B. Partial bilingualism Neither positive level of bilingual
2 Native-like level in nor negative proficiency
;%] one of the languages cognitive effects
=
= Lower threshold
5 level of bilingual
3 C. Limited bilingualism Negative proficiency
= . ..
ﬁ Low level in both cognitive effects

languages (may be

balanced or dominant)

Adapted from P.Toukomaa and T.Skutnabb-Kangas, The Intensive Teaching of the Mother
Tongue to Migrant Children of Pre-School age and children in the Lower Level of Comprehensive
School. Helsinki, Finland: Finnish National Commission for UNESCO, 1977



7 E:EREHEMR : Range of contextual support and degree of cognitive involvement
in communicative activities

Cognitively
Undem_anding
A E C
Context- ! Context-
Embedded E Reduced
B ! D
Cogni.tively
Demanding

Adopted from J. Commins, “The Role of Primary Language Development in Promoting Educactional
Success for Language Minority Students,” Schooling and Language Minority Studens : A Theoretical
Framework. Los Angeles :Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Center, California State Univer-
sity, 1981.

8 IFBEEJEEFEARES : Common Underlying Proficiency Model

The separate underlying proficiency The common underlying proficiency Model
(SUP) of bilingual proficiency (CUP) of bilingual proficiency

L1

Proficiency Common Underlying

Proficiency

b

Channel
Channel

Adapted from J.Cummins, “The Role of Primary Language Development in Promoting Educational
Success for Language Minority Students,” in Schooling and Language Minority studens : A Theoretical
Framework. L.os Angeles: Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Center, California State

University, 1981

9 Krashen DIERAVFHA A : Second Language Acquisition Model

The Moni
. t
Affective ontor
Filter
Language Basic
) Acquisiti
Comprehensible c]gz;siztéon Interpersonal
Input Communicative
Skills

Adapted from S. Krashen, “Bilingual Education and Second Language Acquisition Theory,”
in Schooling and Language Minority Students : A Theoretical Framework.
Los Angeles: Evaluation, Dissemination, and Assessment Center, California State University,

1981.



10 ZERR

Expectation

Status Previ E . Status
Characteristics Tevious RXperiences Ranking
Attitudes
Change
- or |
Reinforce
Outcomes Behavior

3. Krashen (1977) MOE_SEFEER

Krashen (1977) O SiEEARG L. 1. 84 - FE NG 2. ARLERIEFIG. 3. €=4 —
at. 4.4 7y MEEL 5. HET 4 L& —NED 52756k %,

PUF. BRI ARAUIIROD K 51274 5,

(1)

(4)

E - FEEE (The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis)

Krashen (1977) (3. BRA(ZET 5 7-0ICSHELEHHL TEHET 2 [SiENE] L5
DEDIZDONTHIS [SEFE ] #XAF 5, [SEEEA] T BRKICENEHTEII =T —
Va VORERELTGRZ 3 ERMERETH . [SiEFY] . HESEO A% &l
NZFAPRERE L GRZ 2EEMEFRTH 5, ZOXINIODWTIE, HAaRE1EL S h
TWbd, ZO—2iF, FEHINZHFEGIMIC K > T, BRI NHERICE2 222150, W
FHERXAT 5 Z LiE, FEHTRIC B W TIATBETH 5.

H R BSNEFIREE ( The Natural Order Hypothesis)

A - BEOESE. PHIMREANET TIibh b EWIRFTH 5. HEk. CEERER
DOEMREFIZDONT, £ O%ER & S h, T, B, @EH. e, Bh#Es s, M
PILZNEF TEE NS Z e hbhr->Twb, F72, Dulay and Burt (1973) &, Z~XA V3§
A Sl L. WA E ST IOYRORIEORD ZRHAL., F _SHORERE
BIEFE S —SEOHRA P DML TWA Z AW 5L TWS, ZOHRBHE. HAE
DYFERE . B, hFERTOEFEOIEIETR IS, Gissfis 512 <hb, L. &
TEEEEC BT A SCREH OEEIERE A S i iU, YR, SHEREREIC L@ TR,
SR 75 FEER N TR SN B T LTk B,
£ =4 —{{@# ( The Monitor Hypothesis)

T4 - L, FEHEDPHAOSEEAEZ T 2DICHVREEDOZ LT, FEENEL
720, D Lk, E=4 MR U A ACETIEEMER S, Zhid, £ -5iETS
BRLUABAICHOTIEAR1TS L5112, B oSiEERATE, S5 VT, E=4 -
b, BO»fTbhiL 5%, Krashen NEZ 2 ) V7 LB L 2B X2 L5 L LTW53
Tt B= 4 — R A SRERIEICHEYNICHU ) AR AUE. DRI A R SRR T H B T L
AERT 5,

4 V7w MR ( The Input Hypothesis)



ORI, FEHADEZERL T OEE GO RIENI» IS5 2 LA TES
EVWSZETHS. Thabb, FEEHEF, BUEORIL NV BRE» 5, <itl> B2 5405
mEMRT 2Lk T. HEVPTETHL EVWINHHTH 5,

FEEE, BUEORNLVRLEIDIEFADSLENA v Ty P AL T, SiEx MR 5,
Krashen 12Xk % & GETHES NS FfEVTBEZ 4 ~ 7" v b (comprehensible input) &5 % 5 L THE,
HRIZEBIND WS, ZDA V7 v MIlE, caretaker speech, foreigner talk, teacher talk
Whb, 4Ty MIRTIE, FEEDOL NG CESHEERNH 5 L5 2 LT, 5t
FEEOMBRE AZR L ST UT A S K0, DAREOEK., KFETEMERIRT 2546, #4
DL NN EEBEL 7 <it]l> BREOBM 2 BIRT 2 Z X HETH S,

(5) 1477 1 L4 —{XFi (The Affective Filter Hypothesis)

WHET 4 V2 —OPWERRIT., FEEOHEMN T, BfE. ALKELETHD. mEEft
JEHEEAH D, ARREMEEEFZ, BET 4 L2 =ML, < DA Ty b
THIENTE S,

LIk, Krashen @5 " SEEESMERICOWT, BIlE, RTX 722, KIZ, 5 DDIRFEADAED
FEERBEICR LT, EOLS HRBNHIRE 52 T ha»EE5T 5,

4. HBHIEDORFEHBENDRS
41 41 >7y MRED S ZEXR
3 HIZ BT, Krashen DAL T4 V7 y MREUIDOWT, ZOME%E R7Z,
Krashen (1982) <Tid. [Bf#n[EEZ A > 7w | (comprehensible input) IZ2WTKD K 512
WRTN B,

We acquire by understanding language that contain structure a bit beyond our
current level of competence (i+1). This is done with the help of context and
extralinguistic information.

G, BHEOBHZORNED D LEH L W <it]> O SiEkE 2 B4 2 Z &
ko TEEFENS, Thid, kR

S MEROIT 2 D AUITRET H B)

Z 2T, <itl> &35, Krashen H&iE. <i+1> ZEHRSEDOFEMEIE LT, ABIMIC
5256580 T, {EROHESEIZ K 5 BMBENTIT A< HHERHES S 2RO & 5 Bk %
DEDTHDBH, EEALTND, X612, BFZiE, I ANEFS (finely-tuned input)
Et i X N W AJIEHLS (roughly-tuned input) 233 0. SCEEREA JJEH (grammar-
sequenced input) DAY Natural Communication Approach 12617533 2= —3 3 V¥
MTH %, ZO15ri S ko ATTERNZ DROBHEREES ORI DK A 725 AR -
ZEBIIC T & > TEIRAGEE % EIRT 5 “here and now” JHPRIZ K 5, 25 FibEA T,
FIZ K D caretaker speech. native speaker 2SEEFIZ A SE A L EETI5E D teacher talk
2R 5N 5, Comprehensible input 2328 " Fii& U THREEEINA ) VHILEFTIE, 2D



WD TR TH B0, bOAEOHEGEE U CREEZFZSGAIEEITH A0, ARG 2 0HE
ET 5, RD 4 HIE. EOBRBEOFEDEIBEIUC S KU X 2 HANEZETH 5,

(1) EHICE ST, HFRETHZ Z L,

(2) FEHIZE ST, MRS 2NETH D Z &

(3) 4 £E GE H < Wit & <) ZRAMITHA I =T —Ya Ve HNETH T L,
(4) Mkwe L CHEHATBE LB TH 5 T &,

42 FHOEHEBREICH T HXFEDEE

THOEEEMICE VT, ¥ 774 5 — (caretaker) & DREHICIE. FEEFE O R
o MEEOMHF»6 526123, HiEEAXLADY A — M, SEREICL > THELEK
RO TW5, ZTOK D BEHEIGEICK T 320 AEHORE % HE 9 5+ 2 3 L ER
(sociocultural theory) DRIRNSHDE —SiEEMAEOH LWERIZA S & Bbh b, L
TR WIS BT B REEFEOBAKGITH 5,

<Adult> <Paul>
Paul, are you writing? Yeah.
What are you doing? I'm write.
Paul, are you writing? Yeah.
What are you doing? I'm writing.
Is the boy crying? Baby is crying.

F7TA = A= F ORI, SOy FTOSL< D LA, T — XYM H & EEE Y
585 MR OEL AT 5, Tabb, R, PR IE L WIEEE, B, BRE S -8
#, HIRATBE LR IE LW R A E, Wb D “here and now” FBab&HTH 5,

ZDZ &1 BEBEE (motherese) . 7 + 1) 7 —+ F — 2 (foreigner talk) . #filiod Z & 13 (teacher
talk) ICE AL 72T H S, 0B L. DITIZK S,

1) EE - - - EETHEEIROSL<DTH S,
2) dhAE - - - BURIREIRZ FORENR B,
WY - - 7TFAh— c AE—FIIARARNKADEEI D EYTH 5,

(
(
(3)

(4) Bx - - X

(5) MBEDOBMEE - - - BHDOZLBXEAIAT 4T - AE—F—KDFETH 3,

BOSWHEATER, BEHABOTELRBFHEERNOZ LWE _SErEAELOZEE, [
Wit A | (scaffolding) EWHIXH, SEEREITOREZEZDIRMIZETEEZEZL O TS, F -,
Z DG AIL 1990 A S W RISFERENII AT DN TS T A —H A - XV - T — 4
(Focus on Form) 123175 [FHAE(LESR (clarification request) | & L THH Eh T35,



43 4> 7y MEEICXHT B8
431 Gregg (1984)
Gregg (1984) (3. Krashen O " SaEHEMAMH I L T, RO[MZHERML T\ 5,

(1) B _SEEEEE. 6FDICBEMTHL <. —DOHERTHS ZLiFTE AN,
(2) SEEHERO L WS EEEEEE L. WIS B,

& 512, Krashen O SEEE GG X LT HEROERO A, BERINA ORI, BEENE
S ORMZ &z 45f L T %, Gregg DILHIZ, SEEEGHERT DL DO FONE KD
Mz gL, <i+1> 1S LT3, T zERT 502, HRE-ELZHW AL, &L
T3, Krasahen D% . SiEE &AL, acquisition, learning, structure 7 & DFFE L EFH

FFIZHO TS A, SHEEAMHGRARET 2123, w/NROBEGNIEME S LGS S AR 72
HEEDRBRDBBETH A9,

4.3.2 Mclaughlin (1987)
Meclaughlin (1987) (%, Krashen FGmIZ0td 2 5l FEHEA 4 )8R L T\ 5,

m

BlGAI30E 78 EOIERE & LB & Hi 2 i il e 5 s,
MERIEBIER O N T E Z e —HL T AT L 550,
BRI RN PUTE LT T A 5 v,

PHER I PGER T U % 5 250,

1
2
3
4

2

{

2

{

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

L

Z OFMiFHE A F 2. Melaughlin 1. <i+1> 1I2DWT, ZOWE& % A S BETRECHIE T
X5 K3 ICBRGTT BTy, ERRTW S,

4.3.3 White (1987)

White (1987) %, Krashen @ <i+1> 12D\ T, #HEDRESIERE i 5 6 OB <i+1> O
B IAfE T2 <. <i+1> X input ISBAR L TV AT h E S, ZHhHEKED input TIXAWV, &
RO 3 RzEfHEfL T 5,

(1) CHRPEMA WIS 5 Z L12 K > T, Krashen 3¥HFOEIIE VT, EOZELH
FEBEOBAEOGERENAG, MEBENARRE L THR 2 2 I D0 THERB ZIT ThAl,
FEBORRGE S XM A HELBER A LICA Y7y MEEARER I N TS, i &
<i+1> OM BRI T A0,

(2) 47y ME#EE comprehensible input & OBIEREETH 5, 4 7 v MBI S
BRNFEHICE S THESN S A5, BlA . SHE#E AN 12X > Tinput & #4E
THILEMNNTHS, ZEEL, FEHENEOERMICWA DL, EHfEICIZT25
L, B#$ 3 input AEEMTH S0 8 005 k0, FEEE input i <i+1> KD 3



<G-1> Th H2E Lvsn, FEEOADPHCOBMED SEEREN DR 2 Hl-> Twh 5,

(3) B _SiBEEMAICEAT AR, Krashen ®BIE L 72 & 9 7% comprehensible input 23 &
DOFEIENE & 7263 &5 BRPUE 28, Krashen 13 d 725 & E 15 & BHIGHI O
ThHEhrDESIHhoTn 3,

DI E. Krashen D% - SEEEMAMGR IS T 241 &2 R T X228, 2O Krashen D 53
f3PEERIZ 4D < Krashen and Terrell (1983) OAMEFELIZEF F 2 I - 770 —F (The
Natural Approach) 12X L TE 4 ¥ 7y MREEL B - FENEH. HET 4 L8 — a0 > 5,
WET 4L E —EBROTZOMBERAER ST T, JHOmME. OFEE ISR TOKS
G5 ABRETHDL, QFHEOLEIIHT I OEZARHINETH S, ILENESIS, £
D%, 1980 %245 &, Swain (1985) O 7 ¥ b7 v M@, Schmidt (1990) DD
EWFAETT Ty b (output). [KDE | (noticing) & DMEPEEMR IS HIZE S
T3 (k- BEEE, 2009:171-81), ML Eof#EakE 25L&, 4 v 7y Miat, E#5-
PR EZOE E, DAEOIHEERFHIGICHD ANS Z L ISEBER I TL 2L Ebh
%,

5. $hHYIC
ARETIE, AV TZAN=ZTINICBTEZNA ) VHLEFIZOWT, ZOMGNEBRTH 3
Contextual Interaction Model @ 5 JiHI| % I L. KIZ. Krashen O " SiEE SR ICK T 5 5
DORFERET L. ZOHDOA ¥V Ty MEFAD & bAEOEEHEEENO T H20 & LT, bt
BIRO ARG DN TRIKIRO BRI R & 47 5 72, Krashen O — 5 FEEAFHEREFIZ D0
T, HERZ DL DEBEAIZTHOTIEEL, DHEORGBELE WD % SR, FRE
Bi, EEER G S AZ R L, MEAEEALZZLEBMLIV, REIS, N VHLEFHE
T EEESRS O SINEMA L LTRD 3 HAERET S,

© HVTHNZTTIE, 54 ) Y HIVEE LB SEEEPERI AL, S ) v
LEEE, B oSiEEAME» S 2 < OMERNIHR 2152 LI, B SEEEMm e
AV VHNEE»S LS OFBRNEDS T 2/[ T D, ZOXIBEKRNEZEZD L. DRBEOD
PEERBENOB _SEEAHREOEAIZIOWTIE, B _5iEL LTo%EGE (ESL, English
as a Second Language) &FMEFEEE U TOHEE (EFL, English as a Foreign Language) O
HHEICRRIROTE 405 BED B B

@ B SEEESGHERHC Krashen B3, BRICHZ L9512, Blime L TORNHELH 5. R,
A4 v 7 MREED comprehensible input {IZ2DWTIE, 72724 < OB e FELH 2 5- 2
XK &0 S FEE I e fam N < fafRTEA & 5, Comprehensible input DNZEFIZ DN T,
Lo LAY, DAEOREHEDOFRICE 724 v Ty 2 EATRETH S,

®  HAEOKRFELESEE VIR T B 2 G2 E, i 4 OBAERO R =R AR REIPZZEN DT



ZEGEICF L TONBZEIZED TR AV, WBHHETBEGRE . PEE8HE Ok b
O AR IR S Z EARETH D, ZhE. H< ML DA - FENEL N T
52U ER, DR ER A G, ENORELE FEERE. & 5 ICEBENREIS T -
A EREREREME AL A 220 TRITNE AL BV, REEDS, TA) I EEFD,
boEOGHEEE (EE hEZE) . JEMkA Sk 3 EEELH OFEEIZ OV TOERIE
D WEEREICE, BN EENEDIZE S5 TW5,

RIS, BEODLAENCET 558 5B, REDESEET, FLI/oNSHE 5
AERMIROIE < o T b, 2, ZORBEME D HVA, Sk, IRGIOFEK, RO
Mk & AL, D SHEOFBEARETH 5. AROER 2 WHEICEZILL TO 50 % ik
LD 55T %,

T eSS S NMEREEA R A A BN IR A E S 95 Z L. FREOBIZOIC
MO TEHLNE [{5EFEP (teaching principles) ] Z2FRNB T EEDTIEEWEA D H, {HE
JREE L FEEE SRR A LTRSS Bl & U T ORISR, HiE. REENFE U DWW, KD Bk

CEBIRENRRIC A EE Ao NS, (HMATE - HMORH] - MBI [REEE S
FEESMIE — i SR £ ) WEgEAE. 2010,118-119)
¥ OKREIE. SHEREEPZLEBEREAOREHS (1) —AL Bl vs.CL BlE— (A1 60 45 3 H. 01 E 5655
WA 22 55, 141-152), SHEGEHIZEFIRANOFH (2) —IEE LL &% & LL #d7E— (CFX 6
3 H. IS A e 31 5. 91-108) . 4HEG ?Sli’ﬁ(i%ﬁ%’%’\@ﬁz (3) -CALL v 7 &l &
CALL #fzik— (VPR 743 H. IS0 HoCEs 32 %5, 55-71). BBPLERREAN O (4)

—vLF AT 4 THHRIZ BT 5 S EHEGERH -explicit 22 5 implicit ™\ - (QZEC 94F 3 H. JHJIIEEa e
SCH 34 5, 159-179) 124 8 DTH B,
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A Preliminary Discussion of Developing Foreign Language Teaching
Methodology (5): Learning from Bilingual Education and Second Language
Acquisition Theory

TAKAHASHI Junichi

Abstract : According to the Longman’s Dictionary of Language Teaching & Applied Linguistics,bilingual
education refers to the use of a second or foreign language in school for the teaching of content subjects.
Second language acquisition refers to the processes by which people develop proficiency in a second or foreign
language.

In California, U.S.A, limited-English-proficient students have comprised a significant proportion of school-
age population from 1986 to 2009. Providing these students with equal educational opportunities is one of the
main objectives of the bilingual education in California. The contextual integration theory is the theoretical
framework and guideline for improving the bilingual education of language minority students. This theory
consists of five principles. Each is viewed as a synthesis of current theories and research on bilingualism,
bilingual education, and second language acquisition.

This paper reports on content of the contextual interaction theory and its possibility of being introduced into

English language teaching in Japan and offers some proposals.



