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IZ. CBI & CLIL O 7275 % (Brinton & Snow, 2017; Coyle etal.,2010) Z4E#L L |

HAEAERT 7 v —F (Gass & Mackey, 2015) C58H1 - &5 - tH2 3L PR (Fitzsimmons-
Doolan et al., 2017) 72 & CBI/CLIL O BEEFHHIE-SIHIZOW T Lz, KimC T
L7 ERR¥ERmO 7 L —2AU—27 Toh D Mohan (1986)D i ~7 L — LU — 7
(Knowledge Framework). Echevarriaetal. (2017)?® SIOP £ /L, Stoller and Grabe (2017)
? Six T's &7 /b, Lyster 2011) OH T X —/"T LR « T Fa—F|ZHOW T L
Too WIT, AARTIHM 72 CB/CLIL 784 L E 2 — L7 & 2 A, WX A 7135
FRHREN TR THY  SiBRNT 4+ —~ VAR EL A LI EIEFRIIRE LTV,
A ARDOEEAFIIFETIE, CBUCLIL 233E527# (Goya, 2018; Yamano, 2013) . SUEFH

(Kashiwagi & Kobayashi, 2019) . 74 7 ¢ > 7 (lkeda, 2013; Suzuki, 2022) (277 &
DB G2 D PRI TWD, NEFEOROF THESFEEBITHY K
LEfMLFEE L T Ao EfEIND,

WIZTAT 4 7 AF AN, AEGEE L TORGEMEHESE (English as a Foreign
Language, EFL) @ CBI/CLIL #ZZI2B W T ED L I ITHET HICHERERK D, B
PE - IR - WGEE L —T U v 7 TR, WS ODDOFEITH DL OO, FFIZEE
). EHEME, v—T U v 7 FHEIZSW T CBICLIL O#FF LWRIEREZ/RL TV D
(Pérez-Vidal & Roquet, 2015; Roquet & Pérez-Vidal, 2017) ., H AR TITOINTZMFIETH .
REES) VRGE, V—T ) v VSR T DT A T 4 T DOREE R TRER NN S
T3 (Ikeda, 2013; Shibata, 2021) , 72728, %< OHFSETIL CBI/CLIL = T 5
NWEEBRD72 W T AT 4 L T E R ZHNT WD, Lo T, NEFHIZEEE LT Z
AT A4V T HAT EBREET D Z L1%, CBICLIL #ZEICBIT 5% EEOSEREEM
% ECMifEn s D EBbiud, RFFETIENE v 7 ~OB LA (topic familiarity) &
AT AT 47D 2 O&MFET D, CBICLIL THNAEZFT-IZHESTZO, FH A
IZEDONFIZDONWTELS LB LATEL 2D ARBHEDN S D20, FHFZIZIEEEDL Z &
DTHEIND, £, BiAMEBBIILTZT7 A7 4> 71X CBIYCLIL TEHE/R X A7
%A 7 CoHD (Plakans, 2015) .

INEDERTELRNTAT 4TI EDIITEET LINERT D202,
TBLT &5 _SfB7 A7 4 » VDB OEGTMIEEZ SR LT, FE Y 7 ~DOBTKD
EWE G U722 Tl — RIS, My ZIZBET DA FFo, £7213B 562 &
X, CAF TIN5 SN (Abrams, 2019) <°/L—7 U v 7 §ffi (Vandommele et
al.,, 2017) IZ7 T ZADEELE 52 D705, IEMEMESONFIT/NS N &R ST
%o LIED o T HILRFHAICONWTELS 2 &R0 FHED R A 572 %I2E < 1T 9 23,
FEHENPOLIVEWART =~ U AZ G EHTOTE RO EHE SN D, b5 —D
DEATERTCOLHETAT 4 TICEHLTUI ML TA T 4 7 L0 b EVGESR
HBHEMEZ S S T 2 D REIN TR MEBEREMEES L —7 Y v 7§l 2V T
IE, FERIF—E L TR (Cumming etal., 2005; Frear & Bitchener, 2015 72 &) , Lo
T, MHETAT 427 % CBUCLILETHEMHT L2 LICE- T, @BRE~ADEEL R
DONDARMEN DD, TAT 4 T ZATHIBNTBNTZNALOHENRH HITH 0

5



ﬁ%ﬁﬁiCmmuL%%K%Hé?4?4yﬁ@ﬂ7f—7yxk%é%%ﬁ#5
IZNHOHBIZIHE Y Y ALHIu TN,

uh@% AW E X T 3 B TIE, CBUCLIL (IZBEHHET 574 T 1 V7 X AT B
D1 DOThHDHIERD My 7 ~OFUEEIZHOWT, HERDEK 3 4 36 4 & XRIT
FREE L7z, CBI/CLIL #ETHST-HNEICFHL LTEHKEBEO My 7 L L0 HEHZ
MY ZIZBTDTIAT 4 TR T =~ AL LT, BEAFDO WL OO
H[E5 /L (Echevarriaetal., 2017; Mohan, 1986) # &%\, 3BE M v 7 IS %3¢
ZAERL U BREREZED 2 DO ME 71T 7674’74/7/\7ﬁ—<7/x>§:rf%<bk
LDOH LTI L > Tl LTz, ZORER, P 7 ~OBLIEOENI LD T
AT 4 VT IRT 3 —< LV ADFENRE NI, BARIZIE, 28 E D L0 B g
LR L= RBICH L LTI A4 T 47 PE 7 TlE, MEBOEMES (Ta=y b0
ﬁ@%é)\ﬁ%‘\%E®%WE\*§@®@T$W FHHET AN EBITEN AT
TEES L, —H, LVBEENR MY Y7 OBEOSEMEITER - FHRTANED
Iz <, E%¢i%%%x%#m#ot“JWﬂﬁﬂ%%>Wﬁ@ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%kb
—TEDHZEN DD ERFHEENDTIAT 4 T My I EHWLZ ET.IFA4T 4~
7@#%@§%%@ HIZBWTEWR T r—< A E B &4 Z LR aEnT-, £,

BREORBIZONVTL, FBERIZ2OD FE v 7 ZNETNICEBNT, 4T 47D
Fr2 BN AL LT, BED MYy 7 TIHFREOERE & ErEMER, L BEMA
My 7 TN e —BEMNEholc, 2O b, HEOEK LD
Ny 7 DEOEBO TR EZNRKRE L IREDRENZ ERbroTo, K
RECHETIRBINE Y I DOTAT 4 7T TR, LVEFN/R Y7 0DF
AT AVTICHDEWVWEERHD I ENREN, HAOEROEFEREIZBIT S
CBI/CLIL OEANZFFSINDA[REMED R ENT-, Flo, V7LV v aryy—baegyy
Br UToE R, PAEDRZEICH L THEMNRRED L B ENRKE OO 5 &2 T
HZEMHLMMNI o T2, BEMN R AL ME, FIZFEAERSY —F7 v O SFEHE
BlIZoWT, THETE, ~T&7, HEEH LW REDFETREINTEY,
BEM e AL NI, BoORRESTIERS FRFEFEE U A=27) 12201 T,
Fﬁbwoty~f%ﬁﬁotq@MT%&ﬁotjﬁkf%ﬁéhfwto%E
FETONAERLEEHEE (MR EI R E) 2RI TR 5 —) T, W*%
HCHHEELERDHEELNNVOEICHLGD L2 AFILVOREEEERNTR Z Tz &
B R 5, AFFEEORF L LCL, FHEHENESSMEBEBRLIESNTND Z &0,
EOWFFETHRMBER SN TWDEN, FE Y 7 ~OHITKOE 2 ED X HIZERH L
M+ 200827515 (He & Shi, 2012; Kessler et al., 2021)

%4 ETIL, Hﬁ@k%&z%%%ﬁ%’%%Ltmﬁiﬁ@?4%4y7§¥’
BWC, b9 —2DTAT 4T HATDOER (V—F 4 V" ITHNEREDOEE) |
WTRRGET LTz, BRI, MEHV X A7 TiEX, V—T 1 > 7 @5%m@m@%
IANBRLESZERRDON, MER LZ A7 TIE, BE#ET LY —F 4 7 iR
INDN, EDOHFHREMET DLEITR, ZOXATERNFHEDTAT 4T D
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Wole, MRLOH D TREEATOTERER. V=T 4 VT OHEENED FTAT 47
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AR LA AT T, BEITTAT 4 T O EESNEDAERE NI BT, ZDH
27 O L INEEZR SO T 23k LT\ D Z LR ENT-, CBI/CLIL #2124
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TAUTIEBTDN =T 4V ITNEEBIHT OMEOH D Z AT <720 F A7 DL
DT, BEIZRME L My 71, KV BEENZR NE v 7 E iR L T, #iEn
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SHFEDN R Yy 7 XV LREO Ny 7O HF 2LV LI E LD
T (Yang & Kim,2020) , JOVREELE UL by 7oL TH, 4T LEH/NT
G ANTFENRD LIRS RV ATREMEARIR ST, SRR EBICFE L7z FE v
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