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(1) # 290](second language) vs. $]70]
(foreign language)
o] /g FEL QGolF HInFoR FtEX] AL}
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H$e 2L AFste HolllA wel Roled),
& Eo] Engligh as a second language(ESL :
A 2910]2412] o)) 2} English as a foreign
language(EFL : &]Fo{2A)2] go]) e L&
Z}z} thE Eo 2 21}, English as a second lan-
guage(ESL)2le 22 ujIFoh} HG3go] olfl
AL AF-sto AbEEC] dojo 87 £ 9
g Wl Feol e 2ddy, A=y 2
#HAHYE Fdol7t sute] FEol2 2oz Yt
Aol = g€} ol wa, English as a for-
eign language(EFL) 2k 42 =3 o] 9o
b 20]R] g =] FAHNA dolE MW o
9] 9ol & 7}a)zit}, ESL# EFLE dutz oz
238 E AT Ay 2 ZAE 3L
Ae 485 ey, o 87, g, ZAEel
222 ESLe| #§ A7 A4t EFLe atfz
HEHA g= F27 e AL 954 = ¥
a7} gl Baexx ESLe A3 A3} EFL
o A7 AnE AFFA AL3AT, 23] 9
L #}AEA7E A dart vk

£

=
=2

{2) L1 vs. L2

HollA] 27 ‘A 2¢0'e} ‘fFol’'s mIFojet
€ tZ2de FdAA4 8L Az U o2t
A, patols) HlE ol tiu|E of 2e Boj&
£ Ll{L-one ¥& first language}il ¢S, A 1
do])ale 71359, L2(Ltwo E& second lan-
guageZt ¢&, A 2ddo)ek= 712 F #rh o
o L2%= §lolA 2§ ‘Lo’ AXE e N
Wog #o|7|% g, 2ol ‘A2 Aot ‘9
ZolelslE FEE Yarl gl& 9 o) L2gte ¢
ol AZshs A¥ol Utk 2R B3 FL
AZolets FHE A8 AXHA 907t 3
ojA F 83 @FL Yeldirld BA#E F¢7t
Ak, & 2aojgks T2 L oA A= AL
#o] n39] olE AF sl R e JHd

F Az, AFeEe g A5y Y, v}
5 E o149 doig Tz 2E dIdMe
L1512 25 Axgololnz 1 3 84 w2 A
& AFolEll REE AL Y AW B F
At BRoME R0 T zZolete @ Ol
Aol Liolgbe 712 &, A2 dojut o =zolete @
tAalel L2gle 7158 8 £33 ft, (Folm
FA e 20 E0E ‘mFofes T Y
Tol'Ele & &)

(3) &% (acquisition) vs, &< (learning)

Zdd= o] F foj7t A2 E Qo] 24e
1}, Krashen(1978, 1982b)°] 2 & 783X -
A2 g EA HAUvk Krashend] =
217kl olg wif& HAPo| F7HA7F Ued,
F5S 2301A Y A &7 el 7o s
BrhE A7 glo] A 4oz [29] FHE
7195 Zola, e adeld 73 A 9
217 Az FHL FAAM v Holth
Krashene e t& A4 8 ‘A1 32 23’ (Mon-
itor Model)ell 4], 58 2T ol Alge &8
2+ 5l3, g9 AL U3 & o AR
(monitor) o] A &tel 3A Fevhes #3E &
Ak 19 o] F3FL wBE WkAIRE, o]
HAFEON A B2 4L FUZ, o]l ¥ U olF
o] ‘&5 7 ‘GgoletE §olE 2 U 4L
A, A7ie ojE Eem 20 HF FR
A BEh B S5WE pdsfor &
deto] obd FAME 2 EF THER YL AL
£},

L2 SF7 348 gojo Hod M & 3 F
a3 AL mioju &FolE 5 /8Ese
of FH& Zedn & o, 1o FYHL TS
oln| st=7lo] di g Hojolnh, o] Ao FEd of
& Aoe F ol A3 waE 27t o o
dol HFgHog )
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1. 2. ¢0] 52{2| Fe|

o} T e Aol Fdo F2FAF &
g1 28 gAEEH nyog o] 44%
F gld, 9A4EAH 23oEE Canalest
Swain(1980) 2] 23 ¥} Bachman(1990) 2] =% ¢]
At

1.2 1 F&F3 2%

¢l o g A 2lE Lado(1961) & Carrol-
1{1961) 5] MAH =¥o| 17t 7 REH LR
wolE o) o] 2R L FEF AU A
ojdel glza AUH, Aol THE FAHL U
= a4 (components)o] W& =4 (knowledge)
7 71%(skills) 2.2 el & 9, U, o
], B8} 23 F& 59 89 84E 41,
7], g7], @apvl, 2719 715EE el A o
2 AYste FES ¢ 7N dof FHeIHRT
Bl

o]l @39 7l & JHL, FRF Aojdel
AAE @3 AEsied, o AMgd A4
(contexts)g U4aA] ¥ Holgn o
(Bachman, 1990, p. 82). L o] ¥ 9] o] e]& 9]
W), do] w50 Wkl AE:ae 49 A
s olo) 88 % (sociolinguistic competence)-&
dehg ZAnE 9o AM4g A3 oA
gtk AL Yzhaid, o] Yol ofF L Uus
Azreicka & 4 Ut

olste gel, ool TEL 7T 39 84
7} Q&g AAshY, Qo] ARgolA HeEg FA
o, oAt 4% ¥ L FAlsle E¥o| Canale
9} Swain(1980)¢) =33} Bachman(1990) ¢ =
o,

1. 2. 2. Canale®} Swain?} 2JANESH 24
Canales} Swain(1980)2] 2HdHE Ao ¥

g drkA 84 &, 33 ¥ (grammatical
competence), A}8 210133 54 (sociolinguis-
tic competence), ©33 %7 (discourse com-
petence), H A %2 (strategic competence) £
ek, 29 F ol ol ZAA, F
olF, ol 7Y, B4 I 73, £4H ¢
v], wg, Az Fo AE F5& I o) H]
& Al do]dty FH & wete) upe} e onn
ezt AAE doj8 FAse THE Tald,
289 FEo|d ¢ H7l R Ax AAAA T
o] H=E we] Hejel ouE T WY £ U
9L wic) nxugoez AHH FH|T £
| g AP gathEe] FE BAYG
Al g & W A ol gAY TE T Z2 %
We 545t ngsle AFE A $9E
g3}, o] 8L 1 ¥ Bachman®] Bt} ¥ 343
?l B¥o] R | AANE A3 B2 AlEE
o o3 1ol H 3 ML P2 AEH
2 Fa7t He 2 o

1. 2. 3. Bachman®} 2jA1A% 3 v ¥

3 Bachman(1990, 84)& oJA} 2% $HE
FAEHE 22 2A do] 58 (language com-
petence), FFA ¥ (strategic competence),

- Alak-A8 3 714 (psychophysi ological mechan-

isms)& B3 Uk Ao F¥(language com-
petence) & A& Bl 2} AFe) o]F0i3)
e F4d AgEHEe 4F 7AH Ao Frd B
# AL gated, 1 PAF A 24 E o
oA A7Rgch #HEkE 5@ (strategic com-
petence)2 Canale 9 Swain(1980) ¢} &ois=
ozt thadl, YolE ARE3t] AL 2FT 3=
Ao A o] FH & FAEe 8l aLEd

iz A &4 4 A A FH(mental ca-
pacity) ©.2 A oAl T8 do] ¥4
39 RAES HA F3l g, LA4EY
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A4 Aol ALRol #E3e FHE A Fie
g Aot} Hel - Z1A e dojAHEE 3t
el E€3 @A (AE Eol Aoz s
ol #ejdte AdFHH| L JH HPL 7}
CEdR= 2

#olA4 € Bachman 2] 2% o 5¥(lan-
guage competence)& t}r] =23 %4 (organ-
izational competence) # 323 %8 (pragmatic
competence) £ 2 U1, o] ¥ &9 se o}
A EHeE Ut g olE T4 AEd o
g A9t} (Bachman, 1990, pp. 84-98 ; 4%
£olol g e A MWD& F=8).

off

o] 52{e| F4 ME(Bachman, 1990)

A F2Z3 %¥{organizational competence) :
dojel HFegd Fxo FAH FHoZ FHAH
233 2 &S oldlisin 4389 TRz g
e wEolr) oldle B FHA wAMEH
EYo| AUth

(1) 293 %8(grammatical competence) :
Widdowsone] Zat= 49 9] 834 (usage) 7
#FHE Aolr}, Fle] Fm Eoly} FxFo}
¥4, 2813 Chomshye] ¥3 A4 &9 T4
Hole BT o] £33 FEE 71 o] B9
H 582 ogx g2 519 848 Jpoh

(a) °J#(vocabulary) 4] : o1# 2] 2o}
S5 WL A o]

(b) Fel(morphology) A4 : HehLo oA
g EAE ok X4

(c) BAKsyntax) 2] : TALH T30 B
A4

{d) &% /%2 phonology /graphology) A
4 :grgol} o9 BEE A4

(2) #+23 %9 (textual competence) : E%

SAE dolM E ol A8 X3t FES
olsisl M slc FHCIT. v g2 Fr1A
39 248 7HA 2 dh

(a) & #4d(cohesion) A2 : EFoj} BT
Aol ato] 9] At 1e]& FA T Ay

{(b) 4Al23 FZ(rhetoric organization)
A2 o] Aot FUE TLA, 4BAPT
g x|

B. 887 ¥ (pragmatic competence) : ¥

gol a7lo] oxdl 7lgae] #AE ol UE
W3 53 23] HHAL P Hegee
W5 Ao AP A3 Aol Yo o) F
o]4 At

(1) & FH3H %9 (illocutionary competence)
Dozl s E oY 7kA 215 E olsista &4
3te THoE v&d B ZIvEH A7 A
}.

(a)  BERHE /{75 (ideational func-
tions) : Aot Aol B AR E nPsAL}
odS H¥Esle 715 7ML ®ol AR HE 7%
o]t}

(b) 48%4 715 (manipulative functions)
P holg EFE AMESlY B, s 3E L de e
T& 7%, &S B3t BAEe w&F 7
w, HRlBAE /ASs FEALFH 7% TE
E@ste 7%

(¢c) & —<1A] 7]%5(heuristic functions) :

dolg T3 29 XH 4498 AdH 7he 7

{d) & - d&7] 5 (imaginative functions)
1 Aol g A 2FH gt A& AL gEE 7F

(2) A3 9oisd 53 (sociolinguistic com-
petence} : 91019 o V|GES Watol] o
A B3 olsjstn AHRste FEo= ogw g



40 AMEERTE

& v7tx 74 847 Uth

(a) wi¢t /o3 Wi F T {(sensitivity to
differences in dialect or variety) : & #, *]-31
= wolzt Qlole HolBe g AL 2

(b) AF Lojol A3 ZHzt(sensitivity to dif-

ferences in register) : & dreloln} Weld <kl
A ggte] 99, Jg AA(ZAY /A, 2EA
wa} g2A et Aol Fetel i@ s
e A

(c) A2 ol A Tz (sensitivity to
naturalness) ; Yol (native speaker)e} Z3%
] 9017 (non-native speakery$] @o] Aol
Bole AFse gl hE 4

(d) B83 At v § /o) & 43 (abil-

ity to interpret cultural reference and figures
of speech) : Qojd ©7 E3AQ &I} ¥if
B T KA il Sy

Canale®} Swain®] =% 3 Bachman®] 2%¥%,
29 94 2% 598 dol 59 A B

L 25 gay, 9Folg dedvge AL
2g7} AFAA AAARE ded 83 §
o) #ENTHE 84 Bgstn Aol A e Yol
t}. oldole] ol2o] & FAHM Y
s)zelg Bgthe Aol #A on7AAE HAF
gl AAA ] Us 7L 2R FE 5 9A
frh Z2n 2AE AFAAL gFo] Tl
A% 77} Qeld EAE 74 228 =5 A
F3A @2, @A 9%, IRAE F2 £3F Y
o] Welol A AP Holdk wakA, 7]
A s 9Fo] gl B ol8EE 1 W
Ao =z 29d 99 3FE AYL aA 9%
e

1.3. OFEQ] L2 Sh0) Wt o7 BH

L2 stge L1 s TR Zoldel @t

A A7E 77 A2 AFE eEd Helrh 1
2O HE o}Ee] [2 gFe OE Ao FaeAet
2 e F YoM Fa.8 A Bobo|rh, L2 Ba
g vzdTHE HEe ddHo g HN7ATE 7}
&), Brown 1994)2 th&3 o] AARR(2
QoA ol AQ Alolel AMe o FA £
2o ofd sl e Yehdc dukdez A9
o) N 7lE AbE7) ol FEtT B3 AT,

ok - - A
L1 c1 |- Al C : Child
L2 cz | A2 A Adult

aO% 1-1. OIE2 4212 =X0{2 =0 &g

g9 2PdA Al HHHo2E Yol 7T
Kol Atk Wt Hze Fee (1) oFe Ll
7 L2 & "l@ (Cl:C2), (2) ok&9 L2 &+
1 Aelel L2 s Wl (C2: A2), "HAI%e.R2
(3) ot5¢l L1 g3 AA9) L2 S vjz(Cl:
A2) 7} 7hsdich BaelME WA 99 FHA
vl 2 obEal J]le) L2 st Wmate 1 A}
old g AMuy, 1 el obFe] L17 L29] &
& =it gk

. o}&3 AQle] L2 st vl &

o}E 9 L2 841 B3 F 8T d44le &

= obg e} L2 ghgrol A%l L2 ohpdl wiaf ¢
4371 8 Aot} oldl tisiA& Krashen,
Long ¥ Scarcella(1979)7} o8] 4+ 2X& ¥
FHd e g A& Ul Ak A, &
£#9) 27l oj@o) ATt FATEY ¥
gexe aA%g we gg@ch €4, 2L o
do|5ola ¥ NFAE 27]dE o] B oldo
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7F vpo] & ofdelng FAlrRS) HHEHY
8488 5% 27t B2}, A, 373
o2y AAFANAM od W L2 58 A F§
Atgge] o] 8o] Rlo] A& AlgRT ditdo R
& FEY Ao =g},

olgo] L2 &2 27|dA A oo} mt

Evte AL o8 dF7F HoF o), Asher} Pric-

e(1967) & Fol 8 mol2 2 & 2|A|oto] T}
E 42 A o8 AFE &I A 24X 71 48
O ARL 23 Fof dAo] WA A E ZAEAT
a A3} A FHee 719 At A %,
10-144) o] gk, 84 ojgle] FAvkel #2082
71948 & dedfich <A A5 Aoz B
FE gied, A%e da) F2(variance) 9] 20%
A= A9 Ety 7] d&Ee|th, #H# Olson# Sam-
uels(1973)7} &% W& wul FHAgM T FA
A e el 2tz FR Y FAduc) 4
g9vt. ®E Snowel Hoefnagel —Hohleo] '3
(1977), B-Ar7=< P EFH 24(1678) & 712
A B M= o] Ee] o] e)re} U3,

Aoz & Wi oA AFE FEA7} of
go] Mol AAT &R $5AE, 53]
wrg-o| 4] 2@ slt}, Asher?} Garcia (1969)= 40
Z@A A3 AFsE Fuk 24 ojdol5e)
ol EE e EASATE 64 oMol wFol o] Fq
ojfelg2 A7t fojul(native speaker)*] ¥
TSR on, 134 o] Fo o|F3 ojde|E2 ¥
ARIA Y Wd&de 5o 71FE FHAUA 134 ]
Fo olFa 1-4d 3 FaelA= dojulAHY
23 olde)7l flen, 589 AUME 9
oRIAH &2 Alge 27 17%% ). Oyam-
a(1973)7F 3§ 8ol Al olHiE] o|NESY I
& 29}, Seliger, Krashen ® Ladefoged
(1975)7} & vl o]Xetede] o7t & £ 3
o} g FAAE, ol o AlFRF SRt
+& 9070 717t $SE HA

- ¥, Patkowsky(1980)71 83 w5 AF 6'd
o] 2] olglol g AP e 1@ o n]Ze
Z4 Aol A =& ARG BARR(=
T2) §504 98 1Y, wdepbq 3714
o22x od | L2 da AT dert ¢4
ot Aol AHEAH, ol 22l dutHg F
HE A F= AT Aok 2grld ojgoe)
7h o Ar1H o2 e FHES s AR Yok
g, ole] g Aoz AAE Ro] A8 AAHA
A)7] 7FA(the cricitical period hypothesis) ¢]c},

. 234 A7) 744
(The Critical Period Hypothesis)

AHA A7) 7PEL oW fFe] FubE ALH
L2 §5& oldin B} 2 Al7e dut3 e
= ARESH(puberty)gtn B3 vl 2HH AR
HQl L2 §50] Fog17t st Ho] 93] F 9
HA gow, o] 7HEL =9 X7} g} gl
A A71 % Bachman$] 28 e6] ¢)5H ¢lolxa e
T3t a4 e g2, 11 ZF5E #5
of JFHRNA, 987 53 1 F EANE &
Edjol A, 281 #5HTE 22 o= F
=2 FEs dotol 5T ¥ £ JEA F
ofd] 71X A7t i, dutd e s F74] A
A Al7] 7T BRF L2 5L F2 297
89 §50 @AF £ ) 28 2 5 2 E
8 Ay $oRle] FRox Alghe] ulg} x}olr}
RL, FEHQ A5 Algo] wle} z}o)7} e
B2, 129 AFolgte Ax x| EAH, o
= FE2RE YFFolgn Bevh s 2A A
€ F 317l Eolg. (& Eo] n|= IHRAFL
Al A7 F14A g2 ole Y o] o} 9l
o1} RE mialuct o] £§% FoE FAE
ded, o] ZHde ¢S wfEe] 4 FH L2 &
solEn &+ glert ste A& Ui 4 %
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o) :

a8 3 A9le] HelME AFHA L2 e 3
= AH7E 97 QoA B A A7) shAde]
A9l AL ot Aol g + Ak ol T
& olfz “AAF A7"EE o] tald a4
# A]7]"(sensitive period)@he @& 2J|% &
o}, 97 A7) 7HEe AFE A7) AR M A
3 A% F9g AdFHolgdn wAE ¢, 2 A
717t A E 4 F e A7k et HlEE o
Woim 2ok 2 ol ME L2 ShaelA AR
golo} ke HolM, &9 HH A% (opti-
mal age)ol glthe Al stel, o e gl i #
o] of 2 7tA = AAE AT

HAAY L AWse &9 ol&FE WA
494 o]&(brain platicity theory), 4833
2131 A o] E(biological predisposition theory),
249l o] & (imprinting theory)$e] UtH Asher
& Garcia, 1969). ths #d4 &< Penfield¢}
Roberts(1959) &) dol3 #are] of 2 Ho] &
# A A MR GE, ool tidE A
S0 FAsAT o7} ERA Zojrle °l
ot} walA dix7t Zoiz Fle 129 §5
o] olzi Atk duolct. ¥ WEHE HHA
o]BL QIzto] A& & A/ T FHE HI
dbe A, o] gayd dH4gel AEHHA
drgagel A RAdE Felvke A7IZE Sle A2
Z BE Aotk 7 olge 24T A& ¥
t o] AAALZ Agse AT 77 A
gm 2o, & 28 A7s FasaUA 2L
2 5 eFoE e B4 watthe §4¢]
20| gdolzt o] Aldd] ZAddnte Rel
t} o]d OlEEL 72 L] 58 A9 FE 9
goz 2 & ged, L2 &g 49o2 =
H4d e REERE UL

H3 dgo] i@ F o FHPAY dHLEE
Krashen{1982a) 3 Brown(1994) 2] ¥4j<] 3t}

Krashen& 27 vl7}l 71 HF2 Wrois 4
783 7}4d(neurological hypothesis), 1=
7}4d(cognitive hypothesis), &3 7H4d(af-
fective hypothesis), 718} £.91E (other factors)
o] oA HHFEH L AESAUL, Brownd F
W MEsle] AA8H 29 (neurological consid-
erations), J&-%% 2% (psychomotor consid-
SRR
tions), A3 =W (affective considerations),
Qlo]d Z&m(linguistic considerations) T2E
o] AR ol A M) HY AR Y
Av-e o3 gk

erations), 2 (cognitive considera-

3.1 AHEN &Y

Lenneberg (1967) & A% it H ek @4 (lef-
t-hemisphere lateralization)o]2tE L2 HF
A8 & dgstey gk Ak FHde 3
S(left hemisphere)s} $wtF(right hemi-
sphere) 7} S131. #3te] ddx o e, #4-1t
o] A, AN #F 9G] ok o] Y
& ke Heks o] glEd), Lenneberge Ao
A 7)5o] Furfo] UFHE A 7E AE7IR R
o}x 1 o]%d& L2 #50] oI U 2
A 2 F wg U @Aof 5417 o] FoiAH
= Z=&(Krashen, 1973)°1 %2E7} 3Hd, & 4
A Foizi} 24 oA =E tiH wTe 7
2}po}7} 2tk A A7t vh{Witelson & Pal-
lie, 1973 ; Wada, Clarke, & Hamm, 1975). 2%
oA k7 H1E Ao e 684 ool L2 &
5& dnsy] SWsteE, Scovel(1984) & BY
Aol 2 YA RE Ajzbsl o] 54 el 8 H A=A
gk Ap&71d) 7hA o g E T BT

wed B¢ 434 A71E PP es d9st
= Ao = Scovel(1988) &) $AZt AT HEZ} S
e, TAFY 2544 5 A2AERFHO R
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A58 A7 Ante Rolth & A4t =8
o4 ®H o] Al7le) AfHes 4 + Us
g ZES YESHOE BUPLEMN 1 F
&9 9oz sy Wold 4 Utk Aol
o $80] TF JAHE Td Wol UL $7F
Atk el R 2ok,

3.2 el -85 &9

olholE Hold Me wie] gy 2850
A= gl AA ged, 5471 B gAR) A
NE dgsitn @ 2HHE $eo] B
@, AFE7I7 A F9 L2 $502E fojue
ggo] olgch 289 FaTFe] Aum UA
L2 & 3 el olgdost o fel@
A god, AAEE 1 old A6 $e7t ¥
+ e 2 7ol Aol dolita g B8
7FestA sl Aot Brown, 1994 : 59).

3.3 21X £H

A2 SHeM ¢4 F4E e o] &2 Piaget
9] ¢1z] wg @A olv), Piagetell 2@ 217t
Y g2 2o dA4E AXed, 27 F5
A (sensorimoter stage : 0-24]), A 23 @4
(preoperational stage : 2-74)), T8 & =3 &4
(concrete operational stage : 7-1141), 43 =
Z oA (formal operational stage : 11-164))7}
2 Rolth 114 o1 %9 F4H =7 dAGA ¢
o]9] 43 HEEH FAES MNEHE F A
Hed, o] 5ol vt ojE7} ojHo]g] L2 &5
Aol 2polE Atz B Rojr), F o] 9 o
F4 Nde AT Y G2l L2 59 279

EFHF Ao A ojgo] s-dslthe Aot o)

Aol B3 EFZF o] 722 Ao M F=g
Aol (Genessee, 1977), A4 @A ETh 24 @73

A FeafFc

e o] 7HAE s} oPolrt AFE o8RG
Vot =Ag 4t XK@} ¢]o] s Ellen
Rosansky(1975) & o{@ |7} 7] do] g2 A
S0 vl 271FH A o] HolA e A P
B3 g1 Fo A7 2 + ded, © F
o] vt L2 59 o] vk 49 & stz
At |
Brown(1994) & Piaget®] 483 33 (equili-
bration)olghe & HH Ao g dyge
2 333z . F L2 e shve] 2335 3
Aol g, ol&a B84 A (doubt /uncertainty)
o] el siZ3 H4X(resolution / cer-
tainty) o] @A2 3 F Al 2L BT B¥
A9 gAz dHsted, 14154 FPAe L2
T o] WP e dF U BN ggair) F

£ A Aok FHolt}h ojdelztd jhde &)
U FE5S 8 AN HE3A god, 4
< 2R £3 Ao}

3.4 22X &£H

P A E FE ALEJE Ao g
#2459 A deirt Wdnkedd F58r A}

27] o179 ool A71FAF o7 W&o L2

Bhegoll taiA 53] AeHQ Ao & 2HA G2
v AREZIelE Ao A R A A a2
Zt, & AAo] ZFEUA L2 Tgo] 7hAQ =
M2 A AA d# d31F 99 (inhi-
bition)& ztA ¥} Schumann(1975, p. 229)&
“AMg7] o) ¥ 2] o] e o]F e 2 oo
stk A3, A2F AsE /7] gErolgl
2 &gy ¥ Guiora $(1972)2 ddolx #}o}
(language ego)dles Ado = o]F Hysta 9
o}, A2 FA7)9 Aojel FAAE MAL A9
71 AL 7HAZ ded, el Aeole
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GEFHo|2 FAM N2 Aol Yol B +
glov, A7 HE Aoy Apolrt wrejF ol
HAA, A28 dojo APE =7che Aol

719 Hxels FHdME o] rHedtd,
FL 59 233 A2 E 71 Al 1%
A ¥ AR L2 39 ngdse 497t
3, o §& do] 48 (input)L Woly o) &
S o] ®@rixn £} & HZE 712 5
Aol tha] HaEY¥ez o AAEAdE, Dulayst
Burt(1977)%& ©] /g A2 e “nr) @
Atz -3 oja o=} "(lower socic-affective
filter) 8 713 Aejetn EPHA . 28 A
71& Rod o] o ofHgar} s oM 4
Qe ZFAHQ F5eo] oldelo} FEANGR B
t Aojrth

3.5 O E &5

olfoles F olE FAld -2 w5 ¢
€ 2% L1AY 945t gL JYZFHE ALE3o
¢l gt o i) F 2% AL T E ALE
sl 870 M2 Ee = slojol AFHR o|F
o] ALgzl7t Frhe Aotk 2elm 28 L1
t} JFo] $E5e e oldele Ll 5
F AL 2dolF AXF {AY L BAdoke g§cH(Dul-
ay & Burt, 1974a : Ervin-Tripp, 1974). olel ©|
& o&e L2 ggAld 7187 FRE ©] &3t
Aol Y& AARAD xA3= § AANA A
28 @) o] W vy fEg WP A Hyy
o] B84, =3 FYo] A& Hed, £

£ old F8o] golF AAA E487 &
of 2383 ojdolnt} ¢iolE AFFoz H¢A
Eile Ar deox Ao] opdrl e HNE
Fc},

3. 6. 7|El 221&(other factors)

Scarcella®} Higa(1982) & o|@ )7} o]&9) v}
d dad 48& vevde AE TAFAAT,
FAlol S22 uisle] HaS T FARSA (A
g ol E FAAA 29 “old] AMTd 4F”
(comprehensible input)£ @o] e AL
LA oA 0] 7] o]E8o] ojdeln} -
H3g A& dusFcl. 18] 2 Cazden, Cancino,
Rosansky ® Schumann(1475)& o] &<} olglo]
o) vl 91x)A A 2 cognitive constraints) o]
HolA o] M2 w2t ¥tk ¥ Cummin-
s(1980) = Yo)5 8 & BICS(basic interpersonal
communication skills, 7124 JAAE 71&) 9t
CALP(cognitive /academic  language pro-
ficiency, J1A1A /& o FHE)E VFA
t}. BICS7} 71232l thgle] 8 ol#td, CALP
£ AAF) 2 FEAQA 247} dE RoEH o)
). %2 H2Ey} BICS Bvh= CALPE 233
e, ©] 34 oj&o] ofdolrn} $HaEA Y
e 2L 393t Cumminse BICS9] 74l
 oj&1 o ele] Rel7} Rt FAHZ A
Z feg AFH,

ol4e] A7 ZWeA g 7ldx) o]EEL o]E
i ojgol9 zejE AT =FY HHPNFAL,
o= A% shigte s I Ajo]g @A 3] AP
v ZY olvix o] o7 8180 B
2 A& 3, of WA gL 1 ojd adl
Ze| B o 4£9] HF APl Y
o] Yehte ARIA L wec),

N. L2 3t A ol &
of@ol sl L1 #59] )4 Chomsky: 47)

Ao} 4% A (Language Acquisition Device :
LAD) @t AL 4F3o], olde|E o] LADE
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7HA 2 ghojitr] wiEe] Fold AFE o] 94
(input)¥t 71Xz R3 o] Yo 7%5%
del 7 E& §5HAT 8%t ©] LADE &
f1 298 &y (Universal Grammar)ol82a 2
g0l HHZ ol&o] Hol gl dapHom
€ L1 &5 i3 dge] &3Fe|r}, olAo] L2
ol o FE-g st Ao dside Fo o
Al =2 AR, L2 SerAbst oW 4 & 535
o A Aol g T3 Gaaty vig o

- B0l 71 BA 48 dEHdA e dids] o3HA
7HA & A3t ol dslelx st Ao m3}
olt}, o] FHddl & A8 X7t A& F e,
Krashen¢] A& 2] 7}4d(the Monitor Hypoth-
esis) E2& 4] A ¥ (the Monitor Model)
o]1} McLaughling] A B X2 23, Bialystoke]
FAH-GAH A4 2yFe] dEHQ AR
Btk BucMe olF 2wy g tad 3
EE &1z} §ict

44

N\

4. 1. Krashen2| ZtA| B2 2
{The Monitor Model)

1970:dd] Zubell Krashen A9 #FAHA =
¥ (Monitor Model)¢jg}= AL E1 s 252
& wAdcHKrashen, 1977, 1978). 1980¥ ¢ =
2% A A(1981, 1982b, 1985 ; Krashen & Ter-
rell, 1983)o14 o} o]&& A% FFsio I
Hhekg B dozich AR 2¥e 8w 3t
#1733 o] & (Monitor Theory)o]gt® He]Qlo
Y, %ol Krashen #4412 Monitor Theoryzts
T2 232 gty ok (McLaughlin, 1987 :
20). Dulay, Burt 3 Krashen(1982)¢] AA|8he
o] By & 39 413 2o,

A2 YL 9N 712 7HEAE o) FolA 3]
<=H, (1) #5-&%2 7H4d(the Acquisition—
Learning Hypothesis), (2) ZA17A 714 (the
Monitor Hypothesis), (3) A998 oA 7}-4(the

a7

/

(

dARE ——» . - wyga | —-

4 F0A

/

LR

2% 4-1. ZHA| ZX| 23(Dulay, Burt, & Krashen, 1982)
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Natural Order Hypothesis), (4} 4% 7H4d(the
Input Hypothesis), (5) 3¢d o#43A 714
(the Affective Filter Hypothesis)e] t3lo|t}.
ol& 7Hdol it herg A9 th&at B

(1) 4=-8+<% M4 (acquisition-learning hy-
pothesis) : L2¢] 73& Wdz stede &5
(acquisition) # & (learning)e] Uk BT}
458 230 §E5AY AI2YP A Ay £
dX L2¢ ¥¥& 7% Relx, H&e AL
Ao gjZo] B SaAY ool FAd &
A& 71X A A L29] 534 7198 Aok

(2) Ad €A 7Hd(natural order hypoth-
esis) : [29) @ge AT AAH 48 HE
t}, o] &£A & mZol7l 2etk o)z} glen, o
g3} ool 8] L2ol A FF 3 o2 viede.

(3) ZAAx =¥ 74 (Monitor Model hy-
pothesis) : o] A<l &L wE Fdste 3
7} € 4 93, @A 2l i@ ZAAA A 7
ol g@oh, ZAEA e ARE2 AL, Feie]
#Y A, FA U AYolte UL FFH
A 735l 7Hst

(4) 99 7}4(input hypothesis) : §5& °|
& 7lse ?Jﬁ(comprehensible input}el S1&
wol gt Yoldct, o8} 7H5F AolP A
dAe By FEoligta g w i+l 7E 9
& @x U3 2 9Y9) ou g AE2rt RS
oz ¢ £ U LYE T

(5) 93 o3}Fx 714 (affective filter hy-
pothesis) : B 938 o aFx 7t 2F3HH YHel
. HEOR odAA gl HFH HEg /M
Sate B o)A 7HAL e AR

Fdr.

A 2y NF FAAR 72 E Krah-
nke$] “7+8 ¥ o) &"(powerful theory) &F-& “A
2¢lo) 5o #§ 71 ERFHo| WA <]
E£"(the most extensive and explicit theory of
second language acquisition) (1985, p. 593)%F
% e 2 e g vigd RA3E ¥
7t= wolth g £9, Spolsky(1989, p. 5)&
ZAFA 2ye] 2RHoE 4P L HAL 3l
o, YR gdsictn H7isie o Klein(1986) =
o] =& AvtA?l Adojgs ol o 94
¢l 14 o] 5o ojFA FFE FeAE 44
F3e L2 1%0ch

#3, McLaughlino]u} Gregg & ol ¥4
FHARoz ZAAA 2y APL vEIHAL
o, 2 912 o7 AEe the ZEds £AE
#715tdth A& E°, §5-ggo 7 A
Az 74de] W HFE 2L HA Mclaug-
hlin(1978 ; 1987)c] AAstEe] FAfei Aol
= AE S S Felge gl ol g B8 P
7t gtk a8l n Shepel 502 ARHA de
e F4& Long(1983)°] o3 vk ity
Longe @ (instruction)?} §5¢ 2ol F&
Aol s A7 158 =F& AESHT A
R47 B3 ans) qlvke 2ES @Y 2
v 2471 ol&3 ojdelelA dgel fosta,
FEE 4 e A F1 g @74 flol =
&g v, SEYY B Y 25 2344
& $AFNAY =W 2e a0 522
HEE 5 oy, dge] #59] FJ 9EL ¥
Ttz 2etek Seliger(1979) = &0l BA A 9
gt s Ae) ehal wH e} HNE F3¢
o3 ek Gregg(l984) = A8l AES
aAseH, 28 B ¥4S 5 W EF &
o 2 L oln AFT FH AaE AL
goate oslaionz, ol FHAFA} ofy
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g ol#el =&& & Aolcty F3FsA (F
A2 myd i@ Ho AA @ EAEL AF
(1990) -2 McLaughlin(1987)& 3=% #)

Krashend] of A3 232 o] @ HiPolx
B3 §2 A3 wAlet A7AEANA deE
AFE 71AH T, L2 dhpoll A o4 H Fe ZEE
o ol Zhe @ fEE AFste Ao Fade
A4S A 3h=d T8¢ FTHL s

4. 2. McLaughiin®| &H| —X}E Xz2| 2%

Krashen®] Z+A] Zra] =¥ disf 71d WA
AZret vlA-E 71 A& Malaughlin (1978)
olt}, 1 Krashend £9 +53 oeo 74
of & o H ~ 7oA 3 olgle e gL A
H3tar, oA Az FojAAl Fe diE
F e Feo] opriet AAR] Mo =& F
Adle Aoz Bk 25 2% o221 AR A
#] o)&(information processing theory)< o] &
e Qo] Fgg dE3Y AE A olEd
o)3tA EAE A2 (controlled processing) ¢} A}
23 22 (automatic- processing}’t gled, £
AY AR FHe 27 BN T 2= o
2 s dAolx, AEE Ae sd9 ¥
Hel A PEelA g M ste el a8
o|g} p& 2AAH o]BE& Ho] g59 A=
e, FAE Auls AL Ad5sA #S
do] HeE Wi AR E W e, AFF
Azl GAE 285t ANE ALgste =
Aefel A 22l @AM veEldta Bkt
agln B4l (attention) 2 ZHAE FHHA
(focal) ¥4 FHZ (peripheral} #4le] 3o
A, e13lel BAE A, AFH Aot HEHA
29 4-29 2L FE 2 vehd,

o] AR A& o] W2 L2 &% o}E 2
AR Aol 7l §53 22 AL AHA

Aol g g of R A
o & 4 EAE A AEH 0 A
(Cell A) (Cell B)
237 | 993 79 o4 N¥E Ae 4%
o =3 o] S | HM g dof 58
{Cell C) (Cell D)
= A g F2 | gAAE g
FFA Sgol o [ 9 Aol 44
¢ ¢do) +4
aOF 4—-2. XEX2| o[ mE 12 0| $8

B&(McLaughlin &, 1983)

Yo}, ojeele ¢ F2 Cell Cit Cell D
dlAl L2 gtge] dojd Aol oj&e Fee
2 Cell AdlA %3t Cell B, Cell CE& AH
Cell Dol =23 A @v}(Brown, 1994, p. 284).
ol 48 Az o288 43L& 12, Aozt A

& AAH Ao} g3 227 e AR
A71ste YAl 2 @78 ddo) gA B &
o} ojdole o A FHe] I3 AFHY
= BTEE dole] BRF FAHN (AN AF
§@) 7 HESA A #5373 {38 AL 7}
T AL BHY, dole bdE AA A A= ¢
& I 4] e Felrh

4. 3. Bialystok2| HA|® -2AIX X|4| 2@

Bialystok(1978) & Krashen#= @& ¢ol3
AXE FGAF A4 (explicit linguistic knowl-
edge) i A1F . A2 (implicit linguistic knowl-
edge) o2 Witk FAF Aol ge Ao
of #a X e RS T HAYE F U
ZjHolar, GAlH AL Aolg A of =5
He|i ALAH L 2 AMEHE TH S et} Bial-
ystok& o] % AL Fefol] 3 AFH FES
T8 A2 9UE F e Aoz Bt 5 9
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A AL Feo] A AFS T3] A A
Moz Agd £ don, FAH AL old o)
38 32318 FAHA AYe] B F AT 8
£ Zelt}y, I m¥e 21y 4-35% #Th

V. L2 g0l A 2] L12] A

L2 StgollAd Lio] e A8 disf o714

u= Qofele) =2
Ha

R tg_ : o}A] A
]| A
™ g QoA J =\ 2R

1
> | wg | -
A

& A

‘>| A A& |

ag 4-3. Bialystok®] X210t &2 2 (Bialystok, 1978, p. 71)

Bialystok 2] n8& A4 HAZ FAHA A4
A A Aoz U7 W& Krashen 42l
23 gge FEuTE S gL 4%
Al ol Sl o APP APL A E
t}. 9}Zo)Z GolF W ge FHAHE &9
o] Feje) UM PAHQ 4FE dxn, HEA
£ o)8 wo} 54 ¥ AFL Bl AFHoR
G0l ALgE BAQ GAH AL 2A Ao
i F Q7] Mot

A7 AEY RYEL 73 ez 4
Bee AnE Qdod, o= AE LA Y&
Zhe] Wil A dohkn sl HAel BAUXE
As FHFAE AL okl geex 1Y
Rol}, thedlE L2 A&elA L1e 77
o B3 A5 pAY BA sl nFstaz
g},

#ANA HET 5= QALY o7 e L1g A
o] BAlg} B¥ B9 FAE N3 chFuA
g},

5. 1. ®O|{Transfer)

gt¢po 9] Aol (transfer) & d¥td oz oA
ol &8 Ao} 71gol otF el Fial Hoist
A QgL MNE R Fied, Aolde o
o] ofF g o L F JYH Aol
(proactive transfer) s}, o] 2] 2ol o] 9] ¥
&ol 42 F+= I3 Aol(retroactive trans-
fer)7} f1ch. 21o] BHiol M AT Hojo d2e
L2 shol L1o] 88 & A foly, £33 A
ole] d 2 YPolg WiE & U v B
o] AA v F Jol2 Hdold oz YEIe
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RAE E & AAH

do) g BAY Hole Aot Aol(inter-
lingual transfer)$} <o Hej{intralingual
transfer)7} 31t} 213t Aol L2 dFAld) L1
o] Holshe Aol sy, gojul Aol #
dojufell A AA vl FHo] L3 wiE Fel FF
& F¥ Folth, 13d L2 #FA At Ao
b Ael@ ofuia} oy Aoz Hojdtt o
E Eo] g2 ao] Bt *1 don't know what
~ is his name. & FHE ol Hol A& =
o &}, (L2 ¥FAel 75 What is his name?9]
ghe £35 1A o-¢7) " &olt})

Aol 2 BAHAAM FHF Aol(positive
transfer)$} BA2 Mol(negative transfer)=
e £ ded, 333 dole ¥eg Fske
&7} (facilitation) 7} 3, B4 H< Hole &3]
WHafl (interference)2tm R EW, 12 &4 L1
2 B} E o L2 279 ¥dol H7= sHAE,
27 g 7% oo, 53] Lis L27 A1 7
ole F39 £79= gl

Aolgl @A Fv] e A= Dulaysh
Burt{1974) 2] Held &5 &4 Aol 18
A29012 P E v % 5M~8H ] oJ-olES
Aoz 1A g Ak &, #AL be HAL —ing
g, BF ofn], #AY ofnl 55 &5 «AHE
ZALEH EE, A2 & L1 WAz ¥7sia
oj@olge] RAIG 5 €ME Relve AHE
Badtgch o] 97 gollA A3 % Krashend]
A93 §5 M /M9 FAZ AHEHAE, &
A d3E ygko, #B9A dF(cross-sec-
tional study) d#E Al ALGA A7 (longitudi-
nal study) Z3Q AHH Y= T2} 78}
AT wEEA EAHel Urhs ®ldo] AU
(MaLaughlin, 1987). 2@ o] 47 A&
ojzt Ao)7t glrke doz H MMz =
&rt,

5.2 HH 22 &5

Chomsky®] HH3H Ao 5 FX(LAD) %
1Y $49 (Universal Grammar)o)2he 7i\d e} ¥
21 " 712 E(Descartes) o] & gl i),
BERH BfL EE d0A HEF o2 R4
A 4F < 9]t AAESRH, LADS W5
gt 2 ¢ Qlck o8} 22 HY FHE 45
olfE delgEe =2d A ot F o)
ol 49 A=Fel Y& (the poverty of stimulus)
dx B3l BxojE F53k=H, o8 4¥s
e B By EAE Ao drte Aolnh
(Haegeman, 1991). o[¥ A= wlte] f¥ole
A7 A}, AR = oA ofo)7} & s ol
H o] BgAA (degeneracy)olr}, oAt &
B3 gt EH3e B3] e Hol
opdd = olelE2 ¢HH% L1o] ¥¥E 584
2}, A= 9o A8 #84 (finiteness) o]t}
olglolel7} e Ao FH I AFL A A Y=
B olol= 298 Mzs EFEL WE]
Y 4 ole Holrh, AAe Aol 49 B33 0
A& A (under determination)elt}t, & Foj3 ¢
o] gHPTo e EruA] e S AR E
g gAY FA A 9] ZH(overt or positive evi-
dence)7} gl Z¥x ool & He FHolg-
{Haegeman, 1991 ; White, 1989).

Chomsky (1965 ; 1981 : 1986 : 1988} =1&HA
QUZrE H¥H EHE 7R T #ojudA] AA o
=&5UA BLH B 452 Y8 E(princip-
les)3} wh7f W¢l(parameters)Eo <3 =AW
ol9] g+& 4A (parameter setting)ste] B4 £
' (core grammar)}-& S L) o)A AL &
HE ggstAA FACh &4 A7t AEF ez 7]
A3 Je ST AL vYdte 8 29 (per-
iphery grammar)2 ¥j$E o] =2 o] Zo
A= Aolt}
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o] B 2L 5% o] #5& dAHLR
L1 5o di§ 949¢d), a9 #4412 &
o} of W BEyo] #&2 vl gt A%
A 2Bgstsrt s BAolt), 1dW L2 gl
Aol By Bye) Zgn g@d d7e oA o
g2 gaez 39 (ol otz ofdeolv &
WA AAg BAHe 2 AdEe o A o
F&ol AolH 138 % et ) o AMdE 1
o] ¥, BE 2yjo] L2 &) vlxl= g of
@ ZRAESL AAsuA f

White(1989)0 138 23 F¥e] L2 Sl
o] Zgo] et i o] tAZEA FRol
et

(1) L1} L2o] g& 4o e agart

(2) L2 Sl A3 Fgstx] gerh

(3) L19] 48 Axed, L1d A8& 2243F
grgt AL,

(4) L19] vizpigle s L2o) HI3ke w7
91 43 (parameter resetting) ¥k,

(5) L1&E 9] A 9o e gz L2 59
K hide )

3 Cook(1993)& ojdl FFEE Sty
29 2y L2 B9 F2&¢ (1) 3™ L
& (direct access), (2) 78 F*&(indirect ac-
cess), (3) ¥] H2&(no access) 0.2 BHEHA

(1) A3 M8 (direct access) : ¥ £l
Ll% sha7kAR L2 59 FEdcke @30l
o}, golH AFE Krashend] AR =YL
old F2d AL Hx Ak B + e A
olty, & o AL Zvlol dF AHE
(Schmidt, 1980 ; Gass & Ard, 1980)¢] i) A
719g.en, @ae AAsE o7 gle A ok

(2) 218 RS (indirect access) : o} 3l
o3l L2 dgA B8 2dS Ll1g 4% 59

Zg-3ich o] wj L1g] w7 WAEL 2 W F
A7t gle o L2oll a2dz Hedels ATl 3
o, wel ThE ASdE wAEAL A 23
A g}, o] dFol & Bley-Vroman, Felix 3
Ioup(1988), Schachter(1989)% ¢} it}

(3) 8] AZ&(no access) : L2 5o 2 A &
o] Wasa ¥, ¥y Byol opd b U9
7} @A gk el o] 93 L1 L29) 4
F9) RAxrt BASA Relst Bk HE £
BY 249 ¥ F2& F3ecH(Bley-Vroman,
1089 ; Clahsen & Muysken, 1986 ; Schachter,
1988).

old R ¥y A FAEL do2 L2
&9 Q03 &= FA g7 Bt g o5&
& # 9l e % AF Bobd shlelq.
Bl EYe Ay oze 19 50 e 43
& 7hsstA AFAT, FAe L2o] B 43
T 2§ 7FsAd s AlAbE el w7 WEeld

V.2 &

B AE L2 gha @ d o £oF S
olE 9] L2 &% /&g #AE 4+ o8, F
4 BEARNSE ABFos nFIPL WA ¢
Zo| g AT FololA A& st folrt dvkal
Bo] AHgdte g 28] 2ol AL WHA
gAzte] o HE FolBL SRL, Aol FH
U HeE BESY, dojg gtk AL F4U
£ oual=A)¢ 3l Az Lt

g oz o]do)g) ojE9] L2 e Ao|E
EEd, 27de o&e +HEaAT BrFHe
2 ojdolrt $¥3ittE A& FRh oA
AR A A7) AT FdE 97HA A
sHaT 4de FESHeH, o= @744 7Hdw
o2E MYE + Uue AL Ak FHI2 #
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o] FAIH-RAH 2 2ol EFHQ Yoz
HEHAG, 282 L2 gadAe L1g 97
gddsted L19) o] #A BE Eye] EAE
s FeEsw

L2 §5°Iu ¥gFd B oldaz g2 o
T7F ok, L2 Spol] diaf o]sfi7 P A
£ old A7 At ¥ 4 2l aeu ol
o] BoldFE REE o] BolA FAE ARe]
th o]AY E2¢ Aol ¥ welzltte e 94
Hog 27t Blg 22EXE ¢ F A A
=2 gAY G A& JuEiiE o gog
od AEHA e A HGE FTHE
Ze] o] ool A g FHA 2 st Ac)

FrFEd

#A 2 %(1990). Monitor Model®] HIZE 3} of o]
2Ake] A3 HO{ IR, 40, 39-55.
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This paper reviews theories related to child second-language acquisition /learning,
The paper first clears the way by presenting definitions of some of the key words used
by second-language researchers. The terms defined are ‘second language’, ‘foreign
language’, ‘L1, ‘L2, ‘acquisition’, ‘learning’, and ‘language competence.” The paper
then reviews studies that reported on child-adult differences in second language acqui-
sition and examines the so-called ‘critical period hypothesis’ from the neurological as-
pect, the psychomotor aspect, the cognitive aspect, the affective aspect, the linguistic
aspect, and other factors. Next it reviews the major models that attempt to explain the
process of second language acquisition. The models reviewed are Krashen’s Monitor
Model, McLaughlin's Controlled and Automatic Processing Model, and Bialystok’s
Model of second language learning. Finally, the paper discusses the role of the first
language in second language acquisition in terms of language transfer and Universal
Grammar. The paper concludes that the study of child second language acquisition
needs our future efforts to find solutions to the many unsolved questions in it,
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za:L1 §53% L2 59 TF5HH Aol B3} 2

o ¢} o]
o] 8}o 2el oL 3 &5}

I.A &

12 = A7 743 Fad S He R 59 shvkes L2s} L1Y #5°) Bl oz {AH
RAeI7} st EAlojt). L2 $5& dFAEc] oln & 90§ ¢ e AMT Ll 53 4&
popAHoz L1 ¥&H 3ol Corder(1967) 8} F&ol ¥, L2 5 A7AEL L1A L2 €5
o) FAH S 37 98 Be =L 71eh 23 70 Tt ol ¥R AT AAE 9 FY
A A7AREL L1 L2 459 #ARIE oja old EF nFch 7090 L2 5 7€ °
of thk AN MR A A, FHA FA9 AZ Fuhu BAEL, AT Aoj 0|89 de
& L1 L2 $59 AT ol Fol & MAZA B AXNE 5 AA & =AUt

B =R Ae Bea(1995)00 A = ot L1#} o}F L29) fAM = olF L1/L2¢t A4 129
0] 4 & B2H TE 7}4(Creative Construction Hypothesis) 3 5. 2% (Universal Grammar) 2|
E qtollN FHrRuzt g

II. o} L1} o} 5 L2 $59 F44

L27k L1 53 vl@ SPA7LE = o, =99 230 9 AL dFE 4 L2 FFAelt,
ol AHOEL oldc]So] Hlaf iz wao] &AM Ax, FUETE ojul & Aojd diF A4 & AL
gt AN wjR o)t} olc) H|3| s} ojelql Ao, L1F L2 ¥Iwd Ao &5 71Af 9
& oleo| Atk slA o] Y] ol B rHWhite, 1989). ©l&= TFHLZ ool L2 5 A7t
folnlz} vlad A5 9] Qo] 5 (competence) & 2A 7] WEolch UL F(1995)NA oFs L2 &
22 L1 53 8§ Q1A H, dolF 2H L welcka A&, oo dd F o FAHLE 4
B A §c},

1) & =N E A03(1995) 8 Wt molu Astolde @ didle] L1&, A 2 dojut gjFojete ¥ il L2
& AHgdh

2) o}% L2 5 &7} A7) of Aol L2o] =2E F4-8, 49U L2 52 St A7 ol ¥l mEE %
§-8 ¥
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21 A IR MY OlE 2 &5

Brown(1973)¢] 9ol& EZZ uwi$£ A ojdelrl Holol FY3AH H=L(grammatical
morphemes} 8 33 A E FEATIE A4S X G o] F, Dulays Burt(1974)= M2 0 23
o9 A& 713 ofde] L2 SEAER 219 Hg §5 £4F Koy B, #7 oha, o}
T L2 5AEC ddols oiH E9A @48 58 o, L1 Aol vl L/& 93y, vz
3 ¥ A (developmental stage)& R the AMdo] @ cHFelix, 1984). & Eol, ol
wh-questiong &5 o, Yo|& EIE g oAo)E2 &7 B& A dAE gol o v}
(Klima and Bellugi, 1967):

1. wh-question€ “chunk™ = %+ @2
o) What this /that?

2. wh-questiono| A ZFA7L WA = B
o) What me think?

3. 2FALE AHEEAE, Folo RX{ 7 oy g& ©A
o) Where the other Joe will drive?

ol v & F 29| ool E 9 wh-question 5 HHE A7 Ravem(1974) & L2 54
EX o9} B8 we GAE Bty B ayr) Raveme] F o|fo]EL R A0 Jo|§ nFo
2 = o]de]EXY, “What is this /that?”#% 22 #3& shte] @92 9ojA daidct s
GAA o] Aol EL olv] AAEL] BZolE T Fol-TEA EAYE Cu ALK, Foljg T
EA7E =X 5 A @2 “What [ am doing”™ 3 28 B3-S @¢alatg o

L1/12% &53he oJdo)E AloldA d a4 A 2484 ol §t A7 73 4L Dulays} Burt
2 3l F L2 #5247 L1 G 83 4ol viad FzA ez 790" (interlanguage) § 84
8 e FxA 7 A4S FASHA #ich o] 7Hdel wE, o] 58 Ui REH 7
Aol ols] o] Fojx e Fx A FHeIn, 2P HAAY A 71A7 L1 L2 59 fAME
NVg3A Fcke RAelth Dulayst Burt 9 ©]¢t & F3 = &731, AHF o] &5 Y8 T
FE 71 g FAHA =8 BE o, F2H FE /ML ok L2 §5& L1 57 A
E2HQ RRAAM 43 FAMIE Bk AHD olflole, L2 #50 i@ ol 73 AAAQ] dux
A ApskA E ¥

22 EHEHT OF5 12 &5
323 78 7Hde] THstnA 89 L2 #59 F24% L1 539 FAH4E AADoE Uy

3) Selinker(1972) & L2 #5442 deotrt vi{ Syt AT viuy A A4E 2 AddoleEds 53
ol 7H2E WEFOZM, L2 §59) 323 298 Z2grh,
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vEE AEs 32 LHEY o) B QoA o)foiA R U}, BUEH L ojdelEc] MAALL PojAR
o =0l B F24HA mHe] AL §EE AE dPEr) A8 AANEN nEEY
& qIzto] HojHAMRE AR oz glud doix EE Aol §5 $8E 7tE7 e, o] & <l
A Ll #52 43839 998 J 43, FolA 48 R v Adc|E YT A He
#Pog HeEch AT o|AY Ll #5€ FAsin 7M5dA €0 LojAe RUEYI L2 &
EdAE H&P TS ¥ R} st AE] ANHQAG. Bk BEEYl L2 5% FE B0,
L#L2 #5& b4 AFL22 2 7 30E Ao

L2 S&A71 o€l A% Ll oldo|ENH RAEY A2 7H5atn, wetA oFs L2 52 9
Aol P /A HPoe & & Ache 7P e TopEoA R g} ol obF L2 #5AF
o] 232a o L] 39} H5¥ do] 58 2 Arke AYA Aol 2AF Fol. B2 %(1995)
A A A HEE0], “grlAezE AARAAM o o) L2 5§ A 2E ALge] ol&o] HojA Az
AlgE gty oz e £30 dojsdd 28Rt (p. 40)& A F &AW AYY A7 Aol
o}, ®g oluz} AtE7) oldd] L28 453 FFAES olu A v £E U FH

= 2s}7 ®ch(Patkowski, 1980; Newport and Johnson, 1989).

Patkowski(1980) &l =} o|Rlx}Ee] tig AFE A7|Hoz & ), 154 o]H) Folo] =2€
o] 154] o] Fo] dojoll =& d ADRT FATRE 5004 1 258 # opa, Yol vd 5
Fo 288 5 ithe 3¢ BoFr) Patkowskie fo]Vo2 soiF e o]¥l 23 6d |4
g7 2] o|NAS} 158 Aol AARE EX 2159 BAEH A4 di@ PriE AEF He
b, 2 3= 29 1, 29 29 7@

C R _ 22

10

2+ 3 3+ 4 4+ 5

a8 1. 12 SaRHES] SEAIRESS W —AHEY| O|Fo| Holol -@E FT
Z+E : Patkowski (1900} oA =14

4) RUEY o) & Aol 48] oig} 2R Fo|A ojdol7} o] F A FARA A M T 53} 4R W) 9]
3 2 2RAME F2 12 #5A5 FAEF AY §50 il =o g
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WU
12
9
6
4
2

ON 2. 12 St AR BAITESS @0 - AHEY| O %0 Hojo| RS BT
& : Patkowski (1990)°1 41 A<l &

. o}5 L1/ L2 553 AU L2 559 Hol3

¢k AolA @3 AAY, ofF L1z L2 #50°] vlxd fYolatd, ok A9 o] &5 £
usgt BAAA vims 2 eyt dok A 2F(1995) L ol 409 L2 59 Aol “EAH A
71 7T B YHA dFTog 4RE § o, ol# @ 7hdo) odelg AU Aelo] i #H @
A e AF3A FIdn AFHY, B =RAAE oFsH 49 Aolg RBENY AHE7MEA
{availability) & 2 93t} $c}

&t oldolql Aok gal, 49 L2 §56A e RHE e e ds B& el ok
A9l L2 #EdA RBEY J82 3o R, L1z HA L2 50 2FFo= fAET T 23
BHe olgL HAEZYE AYA=E & F7F IUAd Aot #5¢ = A =& (Hornstein &
Lightfoot, 1981)¢] L2 59 = oA 3] g drte AME& A i (White, 1989). 42 L2 #&2He
A JYAE Y AAAD &L FAME =43 & 7 gl L2 e FEHE AL 2A dobe
Zelch, 8 o}F L2 §5A5 # ole AER L1 dolE3 vl e g5 TAU TeH

AE A AFHHh(Felix, 1984).

olel Hla] 49l L2 §E5AME 45 doje5Axe vAEYH JE€E AAY 4 grke 47
2 Aol L2 #50} obF L1/L2 ¢S50 Aol AL Adrhe AL F28r) o152 o}F 2 A9

5 vuEye] o FARAT, 4d L2 5 L1 A4 A AdNAHA A SN 93
o|gojA FAFTE o e Aozl BEAY L2 EY ¥ (incompleteness), RZoj2] Hol
(transfer) &4}, 314 3H{fossilization) B4 F oF59] o] 5 Me AH ot & 5 fle 5IELS
Aol L2 54 Vel A §ivte RAolth(Bley-Vroman, 1989: Schachter, 1988).

3.1 HO| HAHTransfer)

L2 &#50) st&Ae] L1o] B HQ 9%S v Acks AL Lado(1957) ol F &3] AFH A 7
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Aol X¢ YE 2zt L1o 2 ¢53ted], ofRol8e A2 H2d 2o Atd =g Yas I
X& R2oZ & ojdol7l Y& BRol% dhiz ojdeolnt) o B AE W8 E AU § @
Bee AAE g old vE A L2 #59 A%, olnl & dojd) djF AN E 1A 2.7 WE
o, ch ol AR &5t Mol o] BE 53k R Brh o] goldv o oj#E & At

L2 st&ate] L1 2|40 L2 52 §018HA sbAY 1@ fvhe A& vl 4 7Hd(Contrastive
Analysis Hypothesis) olF 7&3 35tk th& 4 7Hd & L1 AHo) L2 §5 doldvke ¥
z201% fdA, L1 20 728 WY vlR 43t F doje] FAPEH Fold g EFHHE
AL L2 $S A7 712z Agch o 7L L% L27h vied 22N e 33 A7t deoivt
L2 50| Lol 3, olo} vlal T Aejrt Aold FEAME AFAe eF7F B L2 501
At FF§c), EF Ll L27t M2 o8 RENAE M2E F8o] Y450} ke, o
STe(L)S 4 47 F4L walsis 9 i FRP. 48 S0 Yol vt FIAE]
“rap g Rested @l ee Fed, 11 olfe Foldde MR & §2< 1"F Yol 2T
e ol 57 7] HEen.

3.2 312 &}( Fossilization )

=g Aol e Ee J2 L2 #5245 “843)" (Selinker, 1975) 4% Bt AHo|
o A3 L2 el B e o] §AslM, d2E SRS WD HEE /S WHA WE
H4e waich A Bapd o)A TAle] AEd A gubd WEd gijfictn Adse B 283
oo} @are] AA %3N TZ8 thA] et dAelt). dE o, ofF §33HA F1E P
12 4527} “I see him yesterday™@h: & & & utZ *I saw him there yesterday” =t @3he 3+
oldl, AA fossilo] Ve peAE d&s7] ot oleld 4 gd We| AYL Fo2@ g ¥
&3 YR G Y ASAA AF Qo] vredl, o}F L1 /L2 59 A$ 235A gert

33 gE st 12 28 53 (Incompleteness)

Aol 12 4= o} L1 /L2 §59] 714 & Aol AlE7) ol Foll Af L2d =88 HaAES
oligl ¥ 7)3t [2o] x2EHolE foinla A o £¥3 59 (grammatical competence) &
217 9obe Aol ? ] 2ad Ll $EJELS 5EE FEoU AAH Aol AR =EF0IE,
Aol ol9] glo] G L1 EYMAS 24 5 QA H2, olF L2 §SAEE IFTHLE Ui
H]=# olo] He A e, oo v 4 L2 #5A52 vnd AAHY Ao AR g 5
Ql:, 493 oA 7|7t EH =& 71goE, slFol(target language) ol & Yo7} Z& &
WA 2dg A S717 otk B ot vl 71 T L2of =E&HUA, v BN

5) “oHE9] 1Fo] H&T(WLH, 1995)9]4 olu) NASUKe], dole] FAE, F2& v E Tl B A4
293 Se7 A9 g 27 5& BUAT ol AT F AE AAteFTYE FEE Hart At L2 €5
A7} v]2 foia e £47 $H & 22 s, 439 A 290 ErbsdAE 4T
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28 ¢5% 4% dgAERAT M2 v Axe] AT E HolA ¥ AU 48 GSe 4
F=E 29,

Schachter(1988) & B3 F33lAl Fol& FAH= L2 54X 409 #AHdeterminers), 4
(aspectual systems), & &FAHmodals) 52l §Hdl s BLHF AL AU Aoz A¥
t}. Coppieters(1987)8] @7 =3 Eo] fojule] A 7174 AEZ {33 o8 FAsHE 43
L2 $EAEE dojviztes M oe B3 J8E A e BdEng.

N4 #

G A -2l o L2 €53 49 L2 59 Aol F, ofTolEL HAA R4 HEEY
& AR 5 Ua, 4AEL BHEYP e HSol Er1edr] violste MR A izt it o
e ot 7Y Aol L, EE A2 L2 $5AM4E RHEYEY A7t e 4 FAse AFAEE B
o] glerw, L2 F5d4 RHEEYY g U AEH FFo) Aok ©)& s, dFolE L1
2 83 Gol& L22 ahe 64 O} HE 264 HA7AA 7399 §Fe Fol AR N 4G &
HuEgtch o]E& 4Y B4 vFelA AFe AL, vFAMY AF 70 F7 3d A=A, 9
o8 L122 3 129 9] 4ol 33 ZY 488 3t

o] AF A& L2 5 A=l Governing Category Parameter (GCP) (Wexler 9} Manzini, 1987) 2}
U0 & QAR AHB gl GCPe $alge] “a7]", 919 “himself /herself” ¢} 2
A AL BH ojokst= AvhE 3 (binding domain) 7} ¢lojnit 234 darieE Helh F AAA
o] AujyF7t wisdelst Evke Relth o E Eof, FoldHe AFAA Al BF7t HAER
(minimal sentence)¢ld], #Fojelxe £ AA (matrix clause) o]t} e]e FololX e AFA}
“himself /herself”7} HAE-F oyt Q8ALE Gk X, ol M AAAL “A7]" 7 2%
AAof A APALE A E & Ak dolth

{1) John thinks that [ Tom hates himself].
(2) [&& Eo] 712 goidctn Q]

AE ()M e dBEZ £ &3] “himself” o] Auj HFo|B=Z, (1)olA+ “himself”7} “Tom”
g 71273, & (2)dM e 3 A7) A7l dig AupgFelaz “Ar"s &olu §& 7122
4 gtk (1)olAM “himself”7}t “John™& 7t27]9 H|&o| &}, |

AAA N #§ 3, dole $2o)e] HE AP (subset) o) A? o] FHA) Foi7 YYAEY 71
1% BEHHA ATz JPste AL 7HedtAD, 2 g F e B wekA, 9
o} W& FFAEC] 4ol AAA N e AujdFE & Actd(ie, HREFLANT HPAE

6) goi7l HZolg] REAYP] HE olfe AE (DF (2)dA 28 F e A, ZII-HAPE.:SE‘EH} dols] =&
EFUAQ 83L& @FojolME BteA] 2y olAT, AAAE TEY 502 RE E93L 83 c] GoldA
=iz 2939 AL ok o)
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H@Hcd), GCPE AL $AS & 5 Uvh. 0F @30l diAghe Holsto] B3 AMdM 19
A+g H@chd, GCPE AT AT B7) ojfoh

AP E YL 18 BY4 Bd IHAF M. 2409 29 £F A e F3, 94987
Z stelF 2@ EAo] AR XA YXEA) geA BasA St

(3) Ernie is dreaming that Mickey is pointing at himself.

AR 2L (39 g, 292 “Mickey”7t Aol o} “Ernie”& 71273 k& 73 $olh
g olo A “himself”7} wt=A] “Mickey”t 7L24 4 43, @FoldlA & “Mickey™t “Ernie” ¥+
B 7l2d 4 Atk weF JAPast o) @ 2@ 30 A2 dXPvtn EEHE, GCPe A
LRe] Aot & + {irh

&7(A) 1113 18-25
810 14-16 fejgl

a8 3. Ho{xHPIAtOH CHEt Bh=0lo| BhSo| M (HHECHE)

2g 39 date 4 2EL A, 2E A4PEA 2§l 40 A9 vsd S S E
BoZtl ANOVA Bl 2E d3), 2t 2§79 wgol fefvid Abel7} )1A=wl (F(5,84) =5.36, p<.
0003), Tukey HAEE A7} o] ol Al 11-14M 2FL) RAn & A}o)7t UE& BRAF
At} o] At AAAL] BEF HQ L2 $5A7e] Yoiviaes AF oE 2HH FHL 7R 3
28 HAZT, F AJELS GCPE Lod MRS FA8 HFA| odAw, AlR7] o del Gojd =
29 g 92852 GCPE AMuAF Aoz 291}

v.d &

2 £F& of§ L13t L2, o}% L1% 49 L2, oFF L2st 49 L29) §5¢ vlashaza, L2 &5
L1 &S5 fAHE B, ol e HRAvtehe EAE AR, & wRAE B 2% (1995)
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o)A =% obF L13 obF L29) fAM S A=4 78 /M nEEYS & oM F W A4 &
HESET, ol L29} 41 L29] Aol H L “HAH AR g M, RHEHL A grtedez 4
Fatnzl Ak AEL oF Lid L2 a2 Aol utte fAMol, okF Ll/L2¢g 49 L2 &g
FAHR R ZolHo] B grke Aot

FaxEd

A2 %(1995). o592 o Fe] a4y, '95 #1217 WE B3] &k 8 WE =FE, 2 35-55.
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