189

272D mnn;g'f?@ﬁ@:gﬁﬁié

w R oW K

F (Introduction)

EREBRET s RECEFBOF TR L TENLDR I 7 v v 2 VOERT
Hbo WOEMISOOEHELOMY I ->TED, FEMNCE 2 & HWEGET
Hoo BIOEFL, EEBOREZTEBLEBNREFZOET Y RAlILL
The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis Th 5. 52 ¥z, BHNALE
FOEELE =2 —~DEELMEX WL T% The Monitor Hypothesis ¢
Hbo #HIOEBL, XEE (LEFER) 0BRCR—EDBRIRIFFA
5% & L7 The Natural Order Hypothesis T %, #4 OR3HL, ¥TE

CEETFRERA VT Vb WEERER BB TE % &£ 3% The Input
Hypothesis Th 5, 5 OFEHIL, FEEONERER LOBHENERYTEE
OEEDOREE L /3 &35 The Affective Filter Hypothesis T %5, Th 2
hOEHEYEHL, BL, #HHEN v

1. The Acquisition-Learning Hypothesis

7Sy vaevieIhiX, BRAPE2EE TR/ TH200HENDS. 12
3, THEAL1SELBEBTH L0, EEBOIBbREEF LR OTTCLE
5 (picking up a language) X 5 7x ®#] (acquisition) TH%, 5 1
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12, BEMCEEYEs %5 | (learning) TH 5,

There are two independent ways of developing ability in second
languages. ¢ Acquisition’ is a subconscious process identical in all
important ways to the process children utilize in acquiring their
fist language, while ‘learning’ is a conscious process that results
in ‘knowing about’ language. (Krashen, 1985: 1)

(BOSEDOENI R REIRD2ODTENRD S, TEE] R THIELS
ELBETLORREVLIBRLETOBERSA TCR—OEEBNIBET
BhH, —H, MBI REECOVTALBRCKLLIESZNIGEBETH
% o)

Zor e TERY & TEE] 220N T5z L, —RESD0IS
CBZBA, BTFLLEENCHREFHBIEL DR TV 77 vy Y=V
(1982 : 83) #»% “Learning does not turn into acquisition” (FE13EBK
BRI EEBRTHCLCIVTFEIBREL CTE I, M, MFEEI 1 IE
Bl oBTERLT, BLAGHTRESEVIDTHB, XL DADRE
EBir R+ %, Z Uy 7 (Gregg, 1980 it - 0 R RA L, HEFLHAE SR
AV, BEOBRAEYEILLT ($#E] $szirl), EBEOBET
FERTEAENE TEBB] LkioRNTwd, £LT, Z7Vvy ZRRO LI
BATWA,

If unconscious knowledge is capable of being brought to conscious-
ness, and if comnscious knowledge is capable of becoming uncon-
scious—and this seems to be a reasonable assumption—then there
is no reason whatever to accept Krashen’s claim, in the absence
of evidence. (1984 : 82)

(3 LESSRNMZNERCORD Z LNATE, BERNAFF ERR:
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D5 BEELIF—ZhIABBRECELLZN—25 vy v = vOTEY, I
WRRIMLIEE T, ZHARLFMLOEBL R,

AZA VA= {FE LI RBETRD X 5 TR T 5,

Although rules which are learned through explication involve con-
scious processing, in time such processing may become unconscious
to the degree that inductive processing is, with the result that
language may be dealt with effortlessly and without hesitation.
With use, consciously learned rules can become unconscious, much
the same as arithmetic rules for multiplication, division, etc. become
unconscious with extensive use over time. (Steinberg, 1982 :172)

(FEAC L - TEE IR RN, BEROLUELHES 2, BHORKBE &
BT, TOLX5 RAENEFNLE L ARECEERSCY 5%, ZLT,
BRELCEBIECRT A A2 L5k d2d Ly, #
AtazlicXy, BEEMHCEE LLBNRERRCY 5 5, Kxoh
FELE Y BoRAR, Riicbly KSEATIE, EE58cikcsnt
RLTH5b.)

TDXORITy V= VIER T D RBEEBIIR TS, [EE] X TEE]
CEELRWE WS 7Ty ¥z VOERIEFIENIMIFHH I L TR0
Thb, LA, BENLFTRERRNLBRCELELI B E WS ONESE
TRIsD 5 D D

B, FEEZOUERPETAZ A AREOERC LT, 8] & 7Y
BloBREIBEIRS, 77 v v (1987 :189) 1%, “Second language
learning is clearly a process in which varying degrees of learning and
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of acquisition can be benefical depending upon the learner’s own styles
and strategies” (2 FEFE, Bork, LEFEHZOLERA {12
FEHELIIT, RELEBOEMTIEANERTH D > 5BRTHS)
EBRT Do CHITELSHBITH B,

77y v=vo [BE] & [FE] 2 2570CET 3 EHIBHETHY,
BMTHY, RAYTDTHRDTH %, [HE] & %B ) 21 o0@kk
(continum) + LT LB ETH5,

2. The Monitor Hypothesis

759 v2vDOFIOEHC X hiE, BE| ESHROBEECTHY, S
BADEENLELOTH Y, [FB] aXERNOZHNEECH Y agkc
HBo £LT, FEEETIHL, REEXETEB L HNOKRELA WS
DTHDo FEEFFINHINL 1 SOBEE LB Tt Bb, BE
SRR L VBDONERFEDOE= X P A —FR2UHE— i EOER
BELBHO=F 4 2 —~OBETH B,

Our ability to produce utterances in another language comes from
our acquired competence, from our subconscious knowledge. Learn-
ing, conscious knowledge, serves only as an editor, or Monitor.
We appeal to learning to make corrections, to change the output
of the acquired system before we speak or write (or sometimes
after we speak or write, as in self-correction). (Krashen, 1985 : 1-2)

FIOEBETHRE TSI, BEISh BN, EEH0ME AT
bo FH, BEMABMINCIEER=F 4 2 —mT=2—-DBHLIEIL
Vo RRZIRFEE LAY BN e ) $58C, ¥ itACBED X 5 L
DB LAHT, MRV RS LAY, BEAIALT Yy + %
EXR)THRICEECELIOTHD,)
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IDEOIE, 77y Y= VRO XS hEBNAFTIBBLYFT, 21
=2r—v 3 vERBLTEBINARE LT AT E 5,

ToE=x—~DEERFERLT, 77y (1982:19-20) 1358 2 S5
BEOERAENOHEBLZRDI DD X 4 7 ST T\ 5, 1D 2 £ 712
Monitor over-users TH %5, HHi%, EELTCVHER, BiLEt=x —%4f
ALTw3, BEBIAEBTT Y Py b2 TF= v 7 LTV 5, 2OKE
ELT, RDHWHABRELLD, REORPCHCSFTELLD, KDRIERE
BRI B IDRAYDOHG X TER IV 2 D X 4 72 Monitor under-
users THbo BB LIZLALAVECART, BYDOFEC I sHE
50T, BEINBERCELICEFLTW%. 3D x 1 712 The opti-
mal Monitor user Th b, 2t a=br =3 VEGTF R Z &7, Bk
RE=X-WMERTELEBFETHD, F2EFHFTOHER 0 X5 ntE
FEEXBETCHZETHD,

779y v=VHBE3IDXATEEHAL, WELEREATIE 540 LMBD
VBRI 2 X5 Bo3, 1024 F2HALTLEL, ==
2 —~DEARSEERDOP T ERD LV IRBREYE T LE oo ZOMEHRD
ELDANDBERCRTEDOTHS, HAXFEEL, ThELATIZEX LD
IVERAORDREDE WS L ERSOEFENEST L%, SEEHK
BT BHA L SEEENE 2 S HMTIRL, FEERNELL T LA
Thd. LT, FLEELHACHE LI ABR (rule-governed process) ¢
Bho COXIREMND, v 77 ) vide=2~RHELEOCLIHH LT
Vo

What does it mean, then, to say that some people are ‘over’
users and some ‘under’ users of the Monitor? Everyone uses
rules; the differences Krashen observed in his case studies seem
to relate to differences in ability to use and articulate the specific
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grammatical rules that were learned in the classroom. It is not
necessary to invoke the Monitor to account for such differences, and
because the concept has such little empirical justification, it seems
unwise to do so. (McLaughlin, 1987 : 28)

(FhTiL, B5ARE=2-2HCBELY, HEZAIRICAVEZ
AERLVTRENI LR, E50IBKARON, ETLHALAV-50
ThHbo 77 v ¥ = VIREAWRROFTHEL LHRIZ, HETEELEL
BEOXFEHALZFEA LR - X vFETEDOHEEBCEEL W5 L5
b b, TDX5HEXHBETIOCE =2 ~FHEDOHTERD D HE
i ZORFEDOEEITIZ LA LREMELHEZRF > T\ DT, %
A ERDB LR BRI SCE LS,

EELOHHPCBERTH %o
3. The Natural Order Hypothesis

EEOHICEEOEBCIERL—EDIHFIFETH LS00 277
vV vOEIOEHRTH B, = DEHi: Roger Brown (1973) 7z ¥ FHko
E1EEZTBOWRCES-TW5, F1EBELBHT LR, FHIXELD
BRFTEEERPHALEE T LW RETH B HlziE, EET, FHt
LETHO -ing SHED -5 CEBBY 3 NFEABEOBTRO s C2HE
IR BEBTIE VS, 20X EENFEBOHRNEFORBE™T
EENB. 77y V= VRAEBIDHEATEKO L 3REHL T B,

It states that we acquire the rules of language in a predictable
order, some rules tending to come early and others late. The
order does not appear to be determined solely by formal simplicity
and there is evidence that it is independent of the order in which
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rules are taught in language classes. (1985: 1)
(ZoFEHFHe LhiX, AXTFRERELREFCEEORMYES T3, 5
BAlREL, MoRNTEEEINHEACD 5. TOEFIR-RERR
HABPE IR I VREZINIRCL D THB, IBIT, BFOHETHL
b 2 ARDNERF L BRI &\ 5 BRI D B o)

H2EROBEROBEIFIERFOTBOBLAL LS CHARNIEFR S5 &
t % Dulay and Burt (1974) o Rt FAREBLTWbD. S OLDHEN B
SOEHREEDTZ 7 v V= VERADOE 2EBETELIRAL L 5 . BEIE
FremrteLT, ®RDX>5kBEFYEHL TW\5,

Average Order of Acquisition of Grammatical Morphemes for
English as a Second Language (Children and Adults)

ING (progressive)
PLURAL
COPULA (to be)

4
AUXILIARY (progressive)
ARTICLE (a, the)

i
IRREGULAR PAST

]
REGULAR PAST
IIT SINGULAR (-s)
POSSESSIVE (-s)

(Krashen and Terrel, 1983 : 29)

FERERHRR 2 2= - 1 VEFYHELTCES2EE T, Lo X
SRIEFERTEVD, LALAdS, Abro HRNIBEFIZRES ALY,
EEOLIEF D508 nEELTRE L OBEESABTAT LR T 5,
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FHERATIRIEFNE S OTRARNES 5 2 EEEOE 1 EROMERRT X
> THIEERE b - TL 5D TS 5 b, FlxiE, Hakuta and Cancino
Q977 REFEHEOBERL L v BESEOHBROBRNEH I IR - TS
5EL T3, B, bHEBEOEIEFFLHEEEFODBIERAOER
YRECTHZEIHBOTHS. bk, ALEESHELEBLI> ETS
SFEMC, Rk EERRRE - BRIBEFL LT ETAMELS
%, (Vihman, 1982)

DX hBARRBYRELL 7 7)) VIRKD X RAB RT3,

Krashen’s argument for the Natural Order Hypothesis is based
largely on the morpheme studies, which have been criticized on
various grounds and which, by focusing on final form, tell us
little about acquisitional sequences. Research that has looked at
the developmental sequence for specific grammatical forms indi-
cates that there is individual variation and that there may be
several different developmental streams leaping to targetlike com-
petence. If the Natural Order Hypothesis is to be accepted, it
must be in a weak form, which postulates that some things are
learned before others, but not always. (1987, 35)

(HRWEFEHR~D 7 7 ¥ = YOREHIL, ECHEBROHECE S
THY, ThixfFccBaH»bHHIhTELL, ThrEROHARE
AXBVTWEHR DR, BEBEFCOVWTRIVEDRFEB LTt
o BAEM TR ORZRF Y ANCHAREARER S L
BENGEVREIRE S BERORL » L REOWILEH 5 = E 2R LT
5, HABMIEFZZFARS &EThE, ThEBEVE, B, o3
DEIVHEEBIRDZEWMEEEREH, BTFLIWILE5THS
ERBELIEVEVSERT, RTARLhDZINETHD.)
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DX, BREBBOBRMNERFCEL ULELREININ L. WX, BB
1 oD HRBIEF ORRCE ST Y 7 S RARMED 2 LR R & T
BBo LRL, B OBRRENOWECIEERTWEDT, B
FERY 7 AR ERET IRCREDTHES 5

4. The Input Hypothesis

75 v VOBBZITFHIOEIX The Monitor Model & FEiE 3TV Fods,
ZOBERBERTHCONTS V7 vy PEIHPFLICE > TEDR, 4T
. The Input Hypothesis L®Eh 5 Z £23% v 1 V7 v MEHIIE 1O
Ko MBR] LE3OEHD TBRHNERF] KhdvboTde 77y ¥
VRO LI EHBAL T B,

The Input Hypothesis claims that humans acquire language in
only one way — by understanding messages, or by receiving ‘com-
prehensible input’. We progress along the natural order by under-
standing input that contains structures at our next ‘ stage ’ — struc-
tures that are a bit beyond our current level of competence. (1985 :
2

L, BB TEEFRERA vy M 2FTARD L TERLYERT
5EEETSH, FEEIRD TRE] ofE, By, BEogEHovr-~r
o3 AL EoEEYE1 vy PEREETHI LI ) BRWIEFC
Z o THESHTS,)

HEMELRA V7 MLI+L 23 BEETRINTWS, 1 IFEFEOHED
BAVvLThHh, 1XHRMBERFCL kDO VLD ETHDB, Ev)
ZEiE, AV PREFEOZRRENZIIZINEIZTLE LD (i42),
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198 FEIREMEEE 333 5
B ETERY (40) LTablhni i s Thd, FRECH
S IBEARERL Y7y P (+D) EXHETIE, SEIERACERIRT
WS EWHDTH B,
COREORBIHERELT, 75 v ¥ = YRED2ETHAL T 25,

(a) Speaking is a result of acquisition and not its cause. Speech
cannot be taught directly but ‘emerges’ on its own as a result
of building competence via comprehensible input. (1985: 2)

GET R EBORETHY, EE TV, BTENIEEIRLD
Ric, BEETRERA V7 v FOBEATERINCEEERNOEEELLT,
RTENIERE TRl T %] 3D TH%.0)

FET ML THEH L OB LD TIRRL, B4 Ty, b, 20
EENMEEBTEXAEEDA vy FORBRLELTCARLHTS3E05,

(b) If input is understood, and there is enough of it, the necessary
grammar is automatically provided. The language teacher need
not attempt deliberately to teach the next structure along the
natural order — it will be provided in just the right quantities and
automatically reviewed if the student receives a sufficient amount
of comprehensible input. (1985: 2)

(£ v7 v v BEFEIh, Thi+oThiul, LELGRIABNCS
2 bhb, SEHMIEARANEFCE > L kOBEYERCE LS &
YRTHLERE V. FEENTIBRBEOBEMBELRS V7 v P RRET
T, ROBEERXD Y FXVETELLh, BBHKESE IS

XEFEYBBNCHE L £, BRANIRFCHE - TS v 7y b5 DR
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NITEELBEBL TV W2 ELHTH D, FlziE, FRAUBFACARE %
BBRLTWLFEEES, RUBHORBEREEARA V7 y P25 DR,
AV7y bO2y e ~URBERTENE, BRCH LWEERABFRORE
H—aEBHBL TV Evd,

AV 7y MR EL DEBERAEZEA TV, ZOERDOFE LT WD
BEARELS v 7y b (+D EWIEERETHVF W THD, FEERKE
5T i+l VA LRBHRMCHEDO, EDX 5 hBEERONMI-E D LR
Ve iz, —#o formulaic speech (X ¥ nxr4) BT 3HENiI+1 ©
REEE I oTwd, COWRI IhE, FHEIEZ ) XHOBRPEEN S
B &b, ThOLFBBLTLEIE V), ¥, ¥ 0GR IHITLE
ZTLESTHDL, TRZhOBEHTIELTERTIHAEZBBL T &w
5 TORFEREL~7r7 Y VIZRD X 5 BT 5,

If the use of formulaic speech is important in some situations and
for some children, there is a problem for the Input Hypothesis.
Research has shown that such expressions are only vaguely under-
stood by the child and contain grammatical constructions far in
advance of the child’s current level of development. The input
that serves as a basis for formulaic speech can hardly be described
as ‘comprehensible input’ in Krashen’s sense. (1987: 41)

(22 YV UHOFEALDLHBEPD 5 FHRECE > TEETHD & T5H7
I, 41 v7y VMEFRCRMEESR BB, F0 L5 LRBIFHRCIVIER
Y ELMEREINTELT, FLTHOFREOREL AV IDRZBINE
BEARIERBEZBA TV ZERMAC L DB IR T, &F
DXADEBL - THBI YTy M2 T v ¥z VOWSERTD [H
BAEEIs A V7 v ] BB VAo V,)
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CORENIDL, 779y VE YTy VMERC FHE—DOSEBBOFE
THLEWMEL T 5DREHRTH %o

(a) DHERTBELTIZELORFE DM, ZOFTRENKDIZAY =
4 v (1985) DFEE LI BEWEEL 7 ¥ b 7 » FMES | (comprehensible
output hypothesis) Th A 5, AV =24 VIIBELIEZELLTCO 75 VAED
EhEEH S r /5 4 (immersion program) O 6 FEL DA L 7 5 Y AEBEL R

EETB6FEDEED T I VAEORIXHEL Tw5, MERXHEEIOR
BCRRECISRRETH - et Bl B TrREEENTHE U
73 VAERRELTAREDTBEHF TH o1

ZOEEND, AV =4 VIRRD X BEREE TS, 7T v AGEEF
FET w77 A0FERELONEERISCEEL Wb, FLTEEDES
RECERCEINR T, L, THEEOBMEMERS V7 » POBTY,
7 7 VABDBERPTACREREISh Tt k7 5 A3 ohEE
DOV y RAVvRELledhh, NG EAEFERZ LT, ZEREHTHS L
SERBBICIn Do DI, FHEITORBERENERA VT »y MIRT B,
REEIT=RETERIBLAEELZDR TtV ZOEREED X 5 i
Redfeblicd LT, BT d, BRTHLE, BEVELT Yy b
THZER, EEEBCEVCTRRIKRTEZECHAHLE LT3,

... Krashen suggests that the only role of output is that of gener-
ating comprehensible input. But I think there are roles for out-
put in second language acquisition that are independent of com-
prehensible input. ... immersion students do not demonstrate native-
speaker productive competence, not because their comprehensible
input is limited, but their comprehensible output is limited. (Swain,
1985 : 248-9)

(759> iE, 797y F OfE—oDOBENIBRETEERA VT v
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PRERHTIERFRETE LTS, L L, BRI YTy b
BT YTy FORENE2EEBBCDD LB - EREERT
" 77 ADFENRERELED LS REREN LRS00, BEFER
Av7Ty PHABLRTWB LD TR, BEWERT Y7y PHRLA
TWBDTHBo)

CDXIR, FEENFLVEERRLEMET ARG T i, HL
WEEHRATRETAIESNFLDNRERNETH S,

(b) OHHLELDRBIEAYEAT WS, 77 v vV = VIZIIUE, #¥ET
D2 EEBHFTIEBEIA VS y PORELTOREYTHY, FEEC
EBROCTERELALBERRVEV D, T X RIBRIRAOREIRLE
BTOHBRoLBOFAELBEL TSI LR/t b. RADEFEZRLFBTO
BELXEATHENTELDOTH D, HESHEORULEE TS LT, &
BToRELYEDBZENTE D, DERPBOXELYHLD 2 LOMEVE
SIELTRBZ LY EEEEEBOEELFATRB L TH B,

£y 7y MERIE—RS 5 & b B LWENTH 52, SETEOUMER
FRPT L LRERRLICE 5 Th Do TORKDFEREZ DRFED BRI
[ERAERA V7 v b LS EBANRBE WD TH D, DAL
< 7e 7Y VEOED LS EHHL T B, |

Krashen does not define comprehensible input; what he says is
that input is comprehensible when it is meaningful to and under-
stood by the hearer. But this is tautological. (1987 : 39)

(75 v = VIXBEELA Y7y PEERL T, BOBRTH
B riY, 4 V7 y METASEETRRERN D Y B I 5 RN E R
Bk Wbt ThDH, L, 20X 5 hEWHIX, HEREN
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TH5bo)

75y Y= VORBIBRANCIEE TH 50 RENCIEARTRRZEREL
o TLETWwA, 20 ERBL, A2 —Y =2 ARKD IS BNTU%,

TR V7 y b ] VI EXHEIHED R T EL e Thid
FERS = (81 2 M2E] L5 L3 gl R cERv0L
Rl &ETHB @RI, 7T ¥=vDL4 V7 y VESHEIKE LT
=338 £ 5 113 Love Model of Language Teaching X #s, Peace Model
of Language Teaching & EENBRELDTH BN

F LR R X B TH B,

5. The Affective Filter Hypothesis

77y Y= VORES ORFIER7 4 v & ~HHTHS. 77 v Y= VL
HE, BE7 2 —~RBE2EEFTB/OLHEED I > b DTH B, BEMHEA
Biet v 7y P REEECEL T, BRE7 4 42 - HEBEOLOFTH
L, DA vFy b NEEZEEERE (Language Acquisition Device —
LAD)? e, EBRBERIh VLI,

Comprehensible input is necessary for acquisition, but it is not
sufficient. The acquirer needs to be ‘open’ to the input. The
¢ affective filter’ is a mental block that prevents acquirers from
fully utilizing the comprehensible input they receive for language
acquisition. When it is ‘up’, the acquirer may understand what
he hears and reads, but the input will not reach the LAD. This
occurs when the acquirer is unmotivated, lacking in self-confidence,
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or anxious, when he is ‘on the defensive’, when he considers the
language class to be a place where his weakness will be revealed.
The filter is down when the acquirer is not concerned with the
possibility of failure in language acquisition and when he considers
himself to be a potential member of the group speaking the target
language. (1985 : 3-4)

(B@wgei A v 7y PXBBRCELERESR, ThEFT TTHoTikicv,
BBREIA V7 y PEH LT THINRT) WHLENRD 5, [BE7 4V
£ XEBEBOLORET HEFEARERA VT y v TORERT2
CEERGFHLNEETH D, BE7 a2 -p RV &, BRELHE
WD FRARD TR ERBEBET AL LALVS, AV y PAEE
BEE (LAD) TELRV. 2O X3 nENRBI 201, BEE TES
FEhTwishotcd, BHEN o), TETH-ch, FHFHT]
Boleh, BEDIIFIARHEINBEELTCLESIEMEEZLLVTIRET
Bho BEZ7 4 Va2 —PEVEEVWIOIZ, BERENEEEECEKTS
FREZRD OELTO VP EESELYE L T 2 EHOBERIER
BOo—BThoLBOYELLMHTHS.)

COBE7 4N Z—DEIEEHNRTHERDI IR D,

Operation of the “ Affective Filter ”

filter
Language
input ——jeeer Acquisition —> acquired competence
Device

(Krashen and Terrel, 1983 : 39)

BENEL, BEYLACA 2 —C%FY, HEOBLFEEEOH R v Ty
FEZFARRSTVEWS, R 4 A X - EITH LD T EIX, ERE
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BEOTEERELTHLEVIZETH D,

77y ¥= VIEGFTEL, HZLOMRENBFENER N E 2EZEFHCH
TRIEBEELZRTE I ZETRE—HKLTB, LirL, BE7 15—
WCORBREITHRDERD DM E I NIRELEELTH 5,

Flwe, FE7 412 -0BEEFED LOWHTEXT AR, LRy HE
TBONEDWTERANT BT I T,

B, FHOBCE2EEFFBLHDE IR, RACK->THDB LD,
BHRAOCEBOBERNEVWEHB L LT, 73 » = Vit “Strenghening of
the affective filter at about puberty” [BEMOEIBEE 7 + L & — 238 <
72BIA982 144 T EEDFT B, Lz bz, FROFHEE7 412
—HMEL, IVRVWEBEBETHY, FEMLERLABRARBE Y 4 1 £
—hES, EREYEBTLC NI VARECAEDEVWIZETHD, ThNE
EreTrE, BR74MVZ - —EREIEEFPISEEBCRBEORH L
WO RIS TLE S ZOZEIERERRTH LI THD. HLOWEE
BEFRHOVHNE 2EFEBORBHATHLLLTWBEDTH S,

B3, BR74VE—~IBETHIHNLEVLDLELTEBLZBATVLS

, BRELTOLDIIRVWEDTHLEVLLDTELHR, FE7 4 V& —~DF T
BB Ch AP RRIBENC LT TR{BEEHC L EH LB &N TE
%o fiziE, BESECTAREERB U TV RVOTREVD &V RER,
bold ) ICEBLEVEVIBRSTRIRD S50 THS. TOLHK
BHELC) DIIFERRLDORDTH D, COERE A 2 — ¥ = AT “the
same heat that melts the butter hardens the steel” [z —% %L T
LE 50 LM UBHEELES 501988, JACET) L5 5 CBh e
Lo

WIRKLTS, 259 v VOBEE7 4 A X —~RBEBVEFWRLOTH
D, MERENERIRADOTRELILE 2 EFEEB/LH Y T & o] “affective
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variables cannot account for the imperfect second language acquisition

of adults” (Scovel, 1988 : 96) X\ 5 FERBEER L2\,
# (Conclusion)

77y Y= YD5ODRBS LI AEEREHERIFCKELRERTH 5,
Lirl, ZOBERBIE OMERE2EETEREORRCK T 5L 0TLD
bo 77 v Y= VOYRREETBOMECER LR LR Y OFKRY
BHE LWL THS D, £LT, HOWMRCMBEINT—EHOHEINH
TERLEWIZETHS D, LA L, BRATRBEOBROTELICE - &
BEmdin T by, 7

77y v=VvOERIT AV HOELFFEFTR TR I TILINR T
b BORETL—HTIOBREYZBELOODSHD, T 7r7 ) vOROES
DV U TE E 24,

Unfortunately, many teachers and administrators accept the
theory as the word of God and preach it to the unenlightened.
In their enthusiasm for the Gospel according to Krashen, his dis-
ciples do a disservice to a field where there are so many unresolved
theoretical and practical issues and where so many research ques-
tions are unanswered. (1987 : 58)

(PR LR, EL0BHMRTBREN 75 v ¥ = VOEBZLHOSTED
ISR Ah, EFEBRETIABOLVCAAREZOEREIBL T
Who 77y ¥ VRIBBEERCBIEORY, HOBTERE OXRKER
DOERE X OEERIERD D ¥ 122 OMERBBENEL bR T
LW EREXT05,)
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Notes

1. 1988FORFEFHFH¥ L (JACET) Effi« s 7 - ©o» Thomas Scovel Dz
% (7 A3lE—8 A5 H) TORE,

2. Language Acquisition Device (LAD) the capacity to acquire ome’s FIRST
LANGUAGE, when this capacity is pictured as a sort of mechanism or ap-
paratus. In the 1960s and 1970s Chomsky and others claimed that every
normal human being was born with an LAD. The LAD included basic knowl-
edge about the nature and structure of human language. The LAD was
offered as an explanation of why children develop COMPETENCE in their
first language in a relatively short tjme, by merely being exposed to it.
(Longman Dictionary of Applied Linguistics, 1985: 154)
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