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The objectives were to study, compare and survey the models of English Instructional management in
secondary of bilingual and general schools. A mixed method research was employed. Starting with a multi case study
of 2 secondary schools. One was a good practice bilingual schoo!l and the other a good practice general school. Then
a survey research of 258 administrators and English teachers in 43 bilingual schools and
43 genera! schools was collected by a questionnaire and analyzed by description statistics and t-test.

Tne research findings were as follow:

1) in a good practice bilingual school, the English instructional management model believed in child
centered, integrated instruction, and authentic assessment. The objective is to learn English for communication.
Teachers plan and conduct the instruction according to 3P's principle. They were presentation, practice and
production. The whole period was communicated in English and various exercises were employed. Students’
development were evaluated through the students’ learning products. The academic action btans were clearly
established. The school curriculum requiréd 3 English subjects per level. Each class consisted of 34-37 students ina
permanent classroom. Native speaker teachers were arranged and supported to plan and produce teaching and
tearning materials together with extra activities. The school provided oﬁtsource for English ability tests. A great
success of thié model was students had high English achievement and were able to use English outstandingty. The
students were confident and outspoken. Problems were some parts of students iackea of responsibility and a number
of teachers were part time positions.

2) In a good practice bilingual school, the model had similar believes, principle'é and objectives to the
bilingual school. Though the 3 P's instruction was used, the teachers emphasized on searching assignmént and
evaluated from students’ learning products. The school provided a clear academic action plan. The school curriculum
required 2 English subjects per level. There were 50-55 students per class. The success of this model was that
students had good learning achievement, critical thinking and problem solving skills. Probléms were parts of
students had fow responsibility and intention, and the class size was too large. 7

3) The two models were different in curriculum, teachers, and success. The bilingual schoof required more
English subjects than the general school. Also, the school can provide native speaker teachers and its students had
better English skill, and more confidence than students in general school.

4) The administrators and English teachers in bilingual school and general school indicated that their

practice was along the English instructional management model of the bilingual schoo! bul at a fower level practice.





