rESREEETFLTARE] N2l (1991.10.1)

HEEBROBALBIEFREZDOAICONT
—BEOWEEZIERVIE > T—

KEXEX#R W 8 # =

1. Introduction

ZEEE1G (sccond language acquisition, U FSLA) BIA#RbLEEMCHEHBLE-LD
D—>TH BEllis (1980, SLAMEN I LEZX EXEWVL 20D key questions ' %
BRBICHIFTWE, 2OHD &I’ .. . to what extent is it possible to "apply’ the re-
sults of "pure’ SLA rescarch? (p.291) W5 HDHH 5, JO@XIE, Fic., o " pure’
SLA research” DR D—o>ThH 5, EE42 IKEEMMNIUIF (cross-sectional studies ) R HH
% (longitudinal studies) k- T, ZHFHEOFE—FE (L 1) LSERE, FHEH,-rd>DS
T, SEREEETSIIEFHLHICINTX/HBROEFBMRF (natural scquence of acqui-
Mﬁm,ﬂ%NSA)Kﬁﬁ%&TT.%@ﬂ@%ﬂﬁ(mmmnhumthQM&ﬂTFL
T) ~OEHIET 2F2ERTOIEORWE, BEOTI2LEUFZOXMERYEKS LI
EVBHSHhIL, COHBMREAZE LT IHATH S,

A, Ellis (1989)ik, NSAKRSDWCTLTORIZHRRTWS, ¥

There is considerable evidence to suggest that learners
of a particular L2 follows a fairly well—-defined sequence
of development, and +that even the order in which specific
morphemes are acquired is subject to only minor
modifications as a result of the learner’s L1 or
environmental settings. The investigation of transitional
structures (longitudinal studies, MP) such as negatives
and interrogatives also shows that there is a clear
developmental route (p. 285). [italics mine]

ETAN, NSADHEKCMETI—BULARICLrIHST, WEZOEHENZE, 2HOD
BT UEORVWEREONE, CORETHR, Th5E2HH>LDOUBIIHY, ThEhDIL
B H>FEHEOEREZPA L, RRICETOEREEMA 5.

2. Warning Hasty Application

COVBIC>EZEL OMAELBR, NSARLGY, SLABEBREVWS LXOVEVEHEHLIS
ZTOHERDOF LTI EAICH L TEESEER L TX /X (Tarone, Svain & Fathman 1976;
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Hatch 1978; Lightbown 1985a; McLaughlin 1987) . lZ X, Tarone et al. (p.20-21DIZ SL A
HHEoHEBE~DOIBHICHdT 3, FicxLzTHo0 ‘linitations™ ZZiFCH b, Lighthown
(1985a: 184)i%, ’Nearly ten years later we could quite rcasonably use the same list.’

EFRLTWS,

1. the restricted lingquistic scope of the studies

2. lack of data on cognitive processes and learning strategies

3. limited information about the role of individual variables

4. insufficient information about the role of social and
environmental variables

5. undeveloped methodology for data collection

6. undeveloped methodology for data analysis

7. the limited number of replicated studies

Tl HoiR, SLAMENFFLTARLEMTEZZ20R, HWMICHAIE, FFHEOBRLICHL
TERICIL AL E D ‘change in attitude™ 2 /2642 &2 & LTW3 (Tarone et al. 1976:
30) . Lightbown (1985a) X, "Does it (SLA research, HP) tell us what to teach? Does it
tell us how? (p. 1800 & W5 2D fllIA SEBL TV 3, RITIOHRBIXT I HLDOEAR
‘an emphatic no” Ch 5, TDOEHHE LT, #Zid. “knowing what learnmers acquire first
(or last) cannot in itself tell us what should be taught first (or last).’ (p. 185) &
WBRTWB, LAIL, Bk, 32BEQHFcEEIZEAchTwIBEZ - REROR
REBRETIHENHERZVSODTAE, NSACR->THAZ L LOHMBREO>VTHEIDE
ZBEAHSELTVWE, _EHOERMCHEAL CRERXRIBEENTH S, SLAFIFETHOS ;K »
7&K, 'how” OARBEELTHD, ZHholCHBET A EICK D, HENXAENERK
TEBIEIcBALT, $¥-oL kv BAENUHFERDLIRLZLESL S LEKIB BTV S,

Lo LRSS, CoMBEERT I OWMAHEOERII, McLaughlin (1987) OXRDEIRIC
HMXNZTHHS, At this stage in our knowledge, it is a long step from theory to
practice’ (p. 16).

3. Different Proposals for Application

DTy a rTRNTEIZEELDIR, LO2O BRI OARBEHXTNS ADELELTHL
b, HLBENSALZRBIANBAENEFERORERITo-TWAAKLLETH S,

3. 1. Abandoning Formal Instruction

COMBICY- DI, NSAZYMROHELERAL LT, XEE#HEY (fornal instruction) XN S
ACEELEZ R VWHILHRNTEL, pOoBBETCEHREWEERTZIALLETHS,
Dulay & Burt (1973) &, [FHIHKELZBAIEXEd, | EESHERBICHLT, No"&Z&X,
VWTFRRLTHIRTORESEFE CHEBHEFRA W00 5, HAZEHEXEBELI O, T
42 THRE I 22—V a YORB ] CXS5FT I ERETEHTIRELZELTVS,
DA E B HIREM T ¥ F I Krashen TH 3, TiZ, VoA RHRUEBMER S
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(The Natural Order Hypothesis) DIIEHE, % ®natural order (N O) 2% - 7z "Natural
syllabi"D¥EIcH 2 & LA S (Krashen et al. 1975), HiETit, NOKHE-THZ ZZ &
R DIUE%E & > TW3S (Krashen 1982, 1985) o #id, NOZFEHWICHKRKICHERL, w5
X2 BHENCEE (‘learn”™ ) LTHNORZEDLSTWOREDLI S, BURAHARTCESAZYT, i
+17 (ZEBOSOVXNILVEL ¢95¢E, thipbDLEGEOVRILDSLS Ty M) 288
Bl 4 > 7w b (comprchensible input, P FC 1) 2+ IEIC L > T, WM
MICSELZEE (acquire” ) 3 LKW WEFEET 5, Krashen (1982: 68-70) X, NOI#H -
REBARNT 2HBEEZBRRTVED, TLHZLROLICK D,

Folloing NO Not following NO

1. 752R0EEIFFRICEHEREICVWA | b LERUETTHFSREDS Ty S
tRBEDIHLVOT, —OFEBEEICED] i, I RToLEICZhThODItl H¥H
HhegEETOE LTI ZOBRBICWVWAR FNICEA o535, ‘

Shi-HodFEicLhritl 2B TcEH v,

2. FhZThoXFEHBFN—EBELIMAOHN +HEIAOoNIZTHIE, CIIRESEAX
HODT, —EREART L, TOBONH HHEEEATEY, HhloRETERFEI
HERBHEAONLWVWI XK S, HHORESE5Z 5,

3. XEHHEAIN ¥ ToNnE LItk BHRAFTICELSVKIEToNTI 224 —
AIah—va viEEPEATH, AT s vEEPREEI RS,
2LV HDICK B,

3. 2. Following Natural Sequence of Acquisition

OB ERLbE, BEOEIZHh, HEMIC, NSARKK-THZ S Z L0t
BAZHTWS,

Valdman (197503, 75 Y RAZED Vi-question®HFPLRIc>WT, HEEVERAHFEL T
W3, 73 »REDOVE-question 212, U TO4->08MH 3,

1. PRONOMINALIZATON — Vous allez a la poste pouquoi? (You go to
the post office why?)
2. SIMPLE FRONTING — Pourquoi vous allez & la poste? (Why you go
to the post office?)
3. ESTE-CE QUE — Pourquoi est—ce que vous allez & la poste? (Why
is it that you go to the post office?)
4. INVERSION — Pourquoi allez—-vous a la poste? (Why go you to
the post office?) '

1 & 2 itnative speakeriC k> T L LERERKTH 2 LM, 3LARELWETH 3.
Valdnan {ZEST-CE QUE& INVERSION DA ICX 5X N7 5 Y RBOVIREBEHO I V-TZ,



SINPLE FRONTING %72 L { L7245, REICSINPLE FRONTINA2HZ o hiz s — 7k, BE
f1icid & b /D75 { STNPLE FRONTING % fHF L, EST-CE QUERIA —#{tL it LTWwW3, 2205
#%i3. SINPLE FRONTING {3ESTE-CE QUE RO EHEBABE KT AhRIBRETCH I L WS REENT
TW5,

Piencmann (1985: 47-49) %, 3. 1 TR L 7<Krashen DR 2 DEEICH L TUTD & 5 1#ty
ZMATWS,

1) CoOFXEDOHRME S > TWBKrashen D1 > 7 » FKS: (The Input Hypothesis) it
‘highly speculative” T&H 5, itl DRETIFELRICERI DTV WY, FHicdx
ToAEIcit] FPEFNESEZ ATV ISV L, it] AEREEETLIHLES D
bHSL, Z2EER, FEEBCL-TI/V-FRFTx3L, EHbZzOSN-FTZ
IR TE %,

2) XEFHPA—ELIMERINEVWESESDR, NORESWE Y I RAXDARMUFH T
B, TLH, ZITCRNETFHABEYEKBICIRRIN, TORVEFE~NNT S
ARAE-FICHIhEET 5.

3) a3alr—YarvobicEhT 3 L XENERIPHEASH, BESEOBENFKVWE
fARikxhTcLx5/£55,

X 5IcHiE, 2 Oril (Yarning Hasty Application ) o L, # ¥k (teaching methods)
NDIGHIEH->TEZE, B, R4DOSLAREATIARIEARTSTH S, H¥RsiEzh
KBV XEHZICE > THOSOULARISHELRS T 2D, Z20B8BRIBANREICK-
TVWAHARKREEINZ0D, FLEEINBTVOLKETIEAMNTERILETHE0L5ZLELT
W3, L2L, TEROBE S| CHABEREDOL 20 XEREY, oM CEE I ICBE
T5RBIE+255E L, EB, GSL (German as a second language)ickir s, [HROB
FJi 1 (natural grading ) OHERLTVWS (p.54-68 ) .

FochonERR, HHFEEHETIT>AERISHEIM LU, HBETEERS (the teacha-
bility hypothesis, L FTH) iKEISWTW3 (Picnemann 1984, 1985, 1989; Picnemann et
al. 1988) . LT ZOEBRLEHFEZHBICHNT D, 7. FAVEOERICETOL S KEEG
BRBEMH B ENDbIh->TWS (Meisel et al. 1981) ,

X = "adverb—preposing"
eg. da kinder spielend ("there children play")
X + 1 = "verb separation”
eg. alle kinder muB die pause machen (all children must the
break have")
X + 2 = "inversion"”
eg. dann hat sie wieder die khnoche gebringt ("then has she
again the bone bringed")

OERTHR, HROBETHE_SBLLTFIVELXERIO00ANDM %Y TE EL1LET S

NEEDhh SRBIEN, RERBICEVWTX 23X+ 112051 0A8, stage X + 2 OF
EHMEEBA SN R, stage X + 1 KWAEFELGL, X + 2 OFTERELEROFELE
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BTHESILPTEIe THRCOKRZEHHT 2007, LEOFRBRBREVWEHEHELS -
Ty, [ZNThoBET, ZOROBREOI:HD (5iE) B EOMESH (processing
prerequisites ) ZFET 5, 1 BN, i MTEEBER, (FEEHD) BEEEY, Hiohs
SaBErHRORATERIh 2O (PRISED) RBIEVWKICKEY, SZEELEET
B ENTESH, | (Picnemann 1985:37 ) &FHlT 5, LIHL, ToORSE, EEENFEHO
BEOTE - XETHEAE A2 L3ERERET L LTEY, FHBRECR > A XEEHD
32 R LDTHEIEREESI RV,

Bahns (1990)ik, NSAKH-THAIZ B Licid, Ficl. HEOHRICK » e XEDOHEFH
FRHTESL, 2. NSAKEBRES EZz0ohRIEBETCORBIELXHA S LKL S, L)
BEmdHEELENS, NSAKBET ARG, HEKS 25 EORKE T4 L %I ‘consult
ant" & LTORBEERETREIDDOTHBELTWVS, BN, EBicBVWTH A3XEEA
BEFICEILTCHLEBLAVWEZZOTHEONSAZREL, b LIhIEROHEIEFEER
B, TONSARK->-THATHIRETHBEFRELTWES, /2, COBEEHL L, HE
DERZEZIFNSAKRE SV Y S /3X 4B J SPienenann O Xk 51378, >Fh, NSA
% ‘initiator” (Fh#ZF T, B2 EIIT DDA HER) ¢RET IS HBEHAL
TWwW3,

3. 3. Teaching Marked Features First

Gass (1982) i, Kcenan & Comric (197N ick » THREI W /-BHEREH I T 2 FiiDAc-
cessibility Hierarchy (A H) icESW/HEEBAT- 71

Accessibility Hierarchy

Subject (SU) > Direct object (DO) > Indirect object (IO) >
Object of preposition (OPREP) > Genitive (GEN) > Object of
comparative (OCOMP)

> = more accessible than
(Gass 1982)

COHBBOEKTZLEIAR, B4DE-74 TOREREF OIS ENBI{R (inplica-

tional relationship ) 2’59, b LHBIZEFHF OB LOBVAE (HAHIOME) b2l
BREFZ2 L 2D TENE, 2OEBRZNIIVBVUE (EHOLE) Kb 3 LoBER
ZiHAbEBIEHNTEHH, WREALVEWVWITLLETH S, /2, Gassickhif, AHIX, &
KCHEFOHROMFbLRLTWSE, COXERTIH, 2HoOES LEFHEIFHAGERLZEHOHKES:
Zifc, BRI/ NV— 7. HiEAOBMENMEERE N2 (AHOBEVWEIKS S, 2%Y

‘marked” D | ) XOA BT 2B EEZT ., MABEES V- Fik, FELEHEHNE

MEENEFBEGEEEIh 2 (AHOEWHEIKSH 3, D% 0 "unnarked” [EED | ) XicBT
LHBEZY 2. HBRONRICEESWANHEORIOERICL B L, ERS L — TiZ0PREP
IDOWTHEYTHL, AHOEDFEVWAEdTRTREALTHAZMY Lo L., 5o s
-7, BEEZZF LIV EVWVERSDVWTRBEEZHET EILENBTEUD 1, 2F D,
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HEOOPREP ICBH 4 2 HEH, HEIhiudh -7/, ZRLVEVWNEICH 2EEOHBE (SU,
DO, 10) O—ikZ2 b o LicDTH B, GassRIDBERMRETZH0ELT,. [ZoHEEEL
DEPLYINRR « FHFAL U OEFIVG (B 5HETRE) LLAE, FOHBLSBENESNR
bOIXYRIBARINWBZLDTHE I, | LBXTWVWES (p. 139) »

¥/, TOEEIX, Eckman et al. (1988)ick-»TEhBFICREXH, RELERVLESL
2o

Zobl (1985) i, 2D 75 v RFBEHELZWRICKED 3 AVFHKROFTHER (his/her ) B
THHEBGREFAR, BTV -THREBELICABLAOYE & 55H#H (eg. his/ber doll)
KT 2HEESY, 7V -TREBEACBELFA%L L 28HHK (eg. his/her brother ) i
B4 2 HEEA 27z, ZobliIZZ D2 > DRBHDHICIRAENBEENS 52D T, HE (narked
feature ) OHIFIIHTE (unnmarked feature) It 4 3 (project ) W FTH B L VWS KRHUS
MTlo ZLTZOREE., BV —-TiclR, BRBECEVWTE -V - kY KEITHEEN
HohlktwisBRICk-THEEBahi, bl 410 F v b - F—vDthoFEOLEER, &
BREMA ST 2EBOAESA YTy b - F-S R DLDOOTARORLNLRELTAFERT
3, HEI;OABEUNRBELH/BETE2THESS, 1 (0. 344) EERSHFTWAS,

4. Discussion

ZODt7varTiR, LTRENEZAZTHDINBESDVWTETOZEELMA 3,

Varning Hasty Application: BEHEORIZWMO TR, ZOMNEZFRTIEHIATEDZLHD
TwW3kS5icBbhs, B, 2 TRUS, Lightbown (1985a) &8I L TV BTarone et al.
(OO THE»SH B3V X PR (ZOBOZRThoRTFicE T 2WMEOHERIC LI LD ST)
158 k->75THHEAEL0THSH S,

Abandoning Formal Instruction: XIEEREHOFEIFORAARL, 3 ah5q4 7KK T
ClA#SZMALOHEENSHFEB X ¥ /Krashen OFMBATH 34, CIEFTREEY
BOVBEIARELIEZLVWDOT (Long 1983; Swain 1985 ) , XHEHEHEARAMKENL ET I E
REITEZAXTTHH9,

Following Natural Sequence of Acquisition: ZOFXRBEEIZHEIKEWVY, W > ORH
BEEZS5h 3 (Long 1985; Lightbown 1985b; Bahns 1990; Ellis 1990) . I FTEH b D £ %
F3. 1) REBREORPICEY 2BRREEBISILICLZ, 2) HrOFEHEHOREREE
FRcimEL, SIS, SAHEREZEITOREREARTETH S, 3) Pienenann 50D
Fik & 3. 3 TH7-Gass, Eckman et al., Zobl D ZFh EBHLIICFIET 5.

Teaching Marked Features First: C OB LHBEWVWDS, 3. 20 EFEREIOFBEOMIC
b, 1) AERRETEDLEW 2) DI & bEcknan et al. OWETIR (H% 5 { GassD
RIEBWTH) #H-> LHEEREGEHORNI, ERICENELAY L LTEASLL (IAE,
OPREP OB D H % ST I EBREL, NHEEFEZICH W T *xBob adnires the student whon
wrote a letter to John, DL SN EF->-THRh ERIhiTh-72) OC, KHOEKTOD
MEBE~D—BRBI - LEBESVHVOTRE WS 3) OPREP O¥RIcH v BT i
DERIUCETORREA >, SU, DO, 10, OPREP # 3 RTC—FBRREA/-EGLoHREBENXESHh
TWHW (Eckman et al. 1988: 12) , WX OMELANZI LN B,

5. Conclusion



CODHRETH, SLAEOERRERO—DTHENSADOFLTADIEHICHNT 32EB D

DiEVWA, H'HLE, 1) Yarning Hasty Application 2) Abandoning Formal Instruction 3)
Following Natural Sequence of Acquisition 4) Teaching Marked Features First (43 (F, HH
LML TEl, BRIEBUINSAKBETIZSOMWME, £ 2DIEH~NOHS LI DS
T, NSAOFLT~NOEEMZIEHICRENNEDOX>TH S, LHLUEH S, Picneaann
Gass W EDWMAEIE, NSAZZEZBZIENTEHVWEIATWSEXERY (Ellis 1985, 1990)
2, WHrKNSAOBRERELREETLI0E2HRPFLEIS>IETEb0THY, EHICHT 2, LA L,
COEOHFEEITTIICIE, ToDLlong (1988) DREBEZLBTHEARETHS D,

1)

Further research in this area is clearly a high priority,
but investigators will need to select subjects and targeted
structures very carefully. In addition, if the aim is to
establish a causal relationship between instruction and SL
(second language) development/performance, more researchers than
have done so to date must be prepared to adhere to such
principles of experimental design as the inclusion of a control
group in their studies and random assignment of subjects to
groups.

W AWMELHE-NE, SLAEELFLTO—HLRVWESDI-DIZ,

Notes

(i) Norpheme®d H{FNHFF

ING (progressive)
PLURAL
COPULA ( 'to be™)
|
UXILIARY (progressive)
r ARTICLE (a, the)
}
|
REGULAR PAST
III SINGULAR -s
POSSESSIVE -'s

(Krashen 1977)

(ii) Negation OF EEBEFE | (iii) Interrogation OHHERE
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1. external negation 1. intonation questions
No very good. I an coloring?
No you playing here. Sir plays football today?
2. internal ncgation I writing on this book?
Mariana not coming today. ¥hat's this?
I no can swim. 2. productive WH-questions
I don’t see nothing mop. Vhat you are doing?
3. ncgative attachment to modal verbs ¥Yhat ’ tub’ mcan?
I can’ t play this one. Vhat the time?
I won' t go. Vhere you work?
4. target language rule 3. inversion
He doesn’ t know anything. Are you a nurse?
I did’t said it. Vhere is the girl?
She didn’ tbelicve me. Do you work in the television?
V¥hat is she’s doing here?
4. embedded questions with S-V inversions
I tell you what did happen.
I don’ t know where do you live.
5. target cmbedded WH-questions
I don’ t know what he had.

(based on Ellis 1985: 59-61)
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