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REHE AT 5 HEMERIC DT

yiji| FE E *x
L&z
SE B 2RELBOMEO, BEERERBELNDLIICE>TuiDTHAIH». HAE

’C“ﬁilfiﬁﬁ}ié N EHEE— (MR) "3HEHT BMx—7— B, gk, 1991), SHEEEH
LWHRAIC & 3 EEREHRL, (KB, 1989), T/ THFEHT, BIAEREEE, T rols
EFICDWTORERSE, ZTDIiTH 1985 FEIC Tﬁﬁﬁt?&?ﬁﬁg I 1 FRLERIC T - SRR
BR T miglondlE —HL WEEBEFTOLDI— %24 TY, 2ia=4y—2 3 iEH%
SAERBICANEFMICZEL TETWSE Z & iﬁfﬁlﬂé Lbon, REHABTNDEEMEL I LD
FERIICIE—B L TH FE DL Ty, BRI - TWB LI ICEbNS.

I L) wRBEITI *T‘%é@iﬁtfw%@’c%é I 7. 80 U BV TAHIENT, £H0HE—D
BEHBIZOWTDI YR 74 (TESOL 5 19 HERXKEDOF TIThIR) DHEE Morely
(ed.) Current Perspectives on Pronunciation (1986) O, XD L ICEEHEIN T3

Beginning in the late 1960’s and continuing into the 1970’s and early 1980’s, there was a
significant decrease in the amount of time and explicit attention devoted to pronunciation
teaching in English programs for second and foreign language learners. While publications
of textbooks in a wide variety of other ESL/EFL areas mushroomed, very few new pronunci-
ation books appeared on the market... Growing dissatisfaction with both the principles and
the practices of the traditional approaches to pronunciation teaching led to the elimination
of pronunciation work in many programs... As directions in pedagogy moved to a concentra-
tion on language functions, communicative competencies, task-based methodologies, and
realism and authenticity in learning activities and materials, the familiar ways and means of
teaching pronunciation did not seem to fit in.

ICFBAE NA2REE, 122012 Nunan (1991, pp.100 ff.), Celce-Murcia (1991, pp.136 f£.),
Pennmg‘ton and Richards (1986), Wong (1987, F) %L EIC LB EMANTWBNDT, Skl &
LT AU 2 EHLET 5 EFL/ESL RTIRIZITERICK > TR ERTLELIZILWTH DT,
DL REFTHFEIMMED, H ) FEH C - THKNDEIC perception gap #8h 5 = & HARMBE
BRORETIR S 24, TONRTIELUT, BE2EOLSEMRONE ST »EBHFTOLEEN L
PTEFEAL L2 T LT, RICRFHEEN VA M SR TL0h, TOERE -
2L DRIMTH - 72D DT, Scovel DEEFIIC DT OHZE, Suter Io k 2 FHLEETEAE
ICBERT 2 BEE DA, HITFEOE(LEFRY EFCaA LW EES
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I EZFEHBFIHI3EBMHOABEITOESE

SEBIGUFE TR AN L J ICKFENFFONFICIT 4B L0 5 SFREEH L BFE, 0k, &
T, FOMXE - RELEPLLIEEMEIEEIN TS, SHEH (HIX¥FEES) N4HE
(A o, BICUEOBE TEWTINLICRES Z E (B RES LI LHEHE
LWeTaDNREDERTHBE Vo TRWTHAI DL, 4FEED I LT ORI EIX
EEDBEBRTEICHENEEZBUD, $RBURENIZEEIENENLHICER). Krashen
Input Hypothesis #53< Z & 2L 2 ¢ 2 ER L THOZOOEBIC TR B MBI T2 LD
BOLABMCBT 530 TH A, ¥FEHICAFEREEHHZ, CHMITHIFICHEL L2
TeOICEIRENT TR 4 FEIIVWOLEERICHETWEDTH 55, ZIICEND & EFEEMEHL
WTWERIEICWBEKRLED L, TOLOHICKELTICBIT 5 SEMBOME DT DR - Fitid 4
HRnBEL Y L BELPRTF LWL ICEbNB bbb d, HEYHMEZZWE I ICREDT
LB,

1) BRCHT 3574

BB iE, RF - 0B - FEBIROZ SO EFMED Lo TIESUEr B E L 2 EZ A6 T
X0l BRN, BIREEFRIIIZERNOBB 2 -TERZLWZ 5L )ICE ). SHREWEE T
BT H - 3 - REAOEFETRSREN LLHEE, FROLDOBROEE L HErkE
HHER EDHTEY, & 5IC 1920 F480 & 8- T & 72 Michael West ?ZEET 3 Reading Method
(ZDBFFEIZT A ) A TLHEEZ TEFICESTH - 12) I B TLERNERIIFFICEMRS
NIz BT Do ORE E LT M. West 258358 L 72 A General Service List (1936), Thorndike
and Lorge MEA~7 3 FRENOEERL Y, 4% BREAZN T AWRELFEIrBENLZ LT LS
HMLENTWBEBNTHE, BHIOEIL, TRAF 27— VEERE,OFE, MEERIFS LT
TSRy M OAEL M A—NXRFF—F ) —F—REE 2 R5E, &
DIE 2 % FEFENM DAL, WERERHM OABEL IEROBEECED(ERFEORETH LI LI
Bl bl oz ) 2L TP ETHS.

Lo LIS Zo0FEFEIC DWW, FHEERZOITNELES L EEEZF T L0l
PRENDLIICRY, Hh¥TEHBIC L » T SEE¥ICED ( Audio-Lingual Method (Oral
Approach) #3887 5IC kA TEREFEOHMBZSOSEMBE O L TRREN T > 7ItB L
Lo bz, ALM Tid o8y — > 3 FOFR LRI ER E N, AEREFEOMRNEE TliZn
DOEDBRIC TSNz, L LERNFBEIEBEENVAREIC L0 LT L AR
ENBMEEEZH (Seal p.296), # ) X =2 T 2D ETIHFRUBENL NN THOFEFEEHE /-,
AIM I BWTEHBROLE» WIS LWL D Tholedr, FREDKRLERAL LEEATZH
Z2Tnid, ITDOWTRIIFERTEREEAT O pp.28-31, 190-14 2 82— BT5LBLZDR
EHOLTHDS ). TDEIICUBBLZLHENH N IEABEIP T - RFEROKEL, ULk
Hh, S0HEMEIEr L2 I 2=h T 47 - 77 u—F & Krashen and Terrell ®##K§ % Natural
Approach (Krashen 1982, p.80 f. BE2EIC BT % ‘new view’ {2 DT, Krashen and Terrell 1983,
p.156 £ 7% &) B L T B LIk, BN ClisCEME oML ) b EEROEMNIT )
HENaIa=s— g, language use ICKRE S FET B, Fob 5BRENFERIHHUTHE
LG THEBRZEHT LEDI TE L (2D bypass #ld, BFEZENLZT T aia=r—
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ParHTERLOEMLRBENEELZREEL Tw3) tORFHFHEAL, BEEAFO VAT
BHUOKE(L->TERDTHS (Nunan p.117). ESP (English for Specific Purpose) & 3L
LEMARE, MErERENISTHONAErERL TELZ L LFREABOLEENEIBELRT
TEICEBLZOLITE LUK ETH D Y. AILA Review 7 1989 £5 13 Vocabulary Acqui-
sition %8 L T8 Y, Ronald Carter DFLIIEEREENEIE L HEEL T 5,

S L RIS BRI N0k - REREEEICHT 52T F - T— e LT 19 e oRICEER
BErEEN, FREBEFERS (PA) 9.0 T 5FFEHRD Phonetic Method 234 L 72
ZERLZCTOEFEOELEEIrHZ 5L 25 TH5H. ALMH»IPA OFIFHNOMEEL O—EH
LAELZZ X 2B UE, SCEE - T~ IPA MEESFEIREN, HE#H— Reading Method
S ALM =23 22T 47 - T7o—F ) RELFENOFRT, BBREEFRNOT A F KA
KERTAMFBAR L Vo TLEVEIEDF DT VBB TE 5.

2) CERICXHT 3R

DT A M EIEILL CERTHS ) H. Language use Tl %  language usage ¥ &
DOBEEICT B E, BEEDEZILEENITRLE 5D TH B0 LENDEBOLEEIZERFIZ SICIXES
BT HBAIEE L AL A S L Twizizdic, FRIFEICBBI» 22 {bii RonZi v, ALM o
BERRIC - THIMBIL F L2582 B IS, 2 —>, #hE, MunBabr oL (o ENnNEL
iR, HETREIORENLSEHICTIET A, RS o0BEFRE L (TRES2TOT
BT 2B EBENFENEAL EXCHREFICHRE BV 20  EEI LL I ETH- 72,
Chomsky 7 £ 2 L8 L TEREEZ B L 20I1IC v, BEER L ITEHFHRN.LEFICE
¢ ALM LB 3 N T, TRk & Ba1E3EIC#ED < Cognitive-Code Learning Approach #°%
BELTCEZ, ZOCCLALHEFER L IR ZOREDCEE SR L L THSFTHEEINL I E
THY, > T T CCL RN E-REEADFERTH 2 LR T INTDIRMOH B 2
ETHo7z, LA LIZoCCL B#HEREE L THo%EES A4k - 72, Council of Europe Mk
fE% T ¢ David Wilkins #* 1976 42/ %% L 72 Notional-Functional Approach iz ##. % Tit&
EEFOEE Y H o> TA X)) R TEETH - 7= Situational Syllabus, # L THrczEE - REF R
&, ALM THEE-TH - 72 Grammatical (Structural) Syllabus ##t#] U e 5 B L CE 2L T
B2 12DT, BRLH LILENMIEITIZIFFICEL, Notion DLIIchbTRIC—D2DHALE S
LICBELH -T2, A > FTITh L7z Bangalore Project T3 Grammatical Syllabus T#z 72 7
Z Z & Communicative Syllabus T# 2 72 7 T X DFEERFE D ECEBR AT H NAEE OB AT
BENN L L (2770, ALM 0B Pennsylvania Project, Gume Project & FEIREICEERT L
BHENTIEW3), BARTYESEHREIC BT 5 H5%2 Grammatical (Structural) Syllabus #» &
Notional Functional Syllabus, Communicative Syllabus [2#% IC#ATT 310D T, | ox
sEARIE ) Target Sentence (H 5 Vi3 Key Sentence) #°REE DL THIZ O B> L %5 T
W E BN IEHHPENLL T DT, > 552 DZEEIL Target Sentence NLENE
B L RBBICHN T B LW 2HITTH S,

B _EENEREF (Second Language Acquisition, SLA) DIFRNAESEE, FOREFTIY
A A 72 Natural Approach, Input Theory #& 33 Grammatical (Structural) Syllabus ?:BEHIC
BWIEEL %2177z (Nunan pp.144-49). >CEHEHE DB (acquisition) i< natural order %% 5 =
EHFEHRTE 20 THNE, ZTOIEF&E—HL T WEIFERICED W TRA R SN2 3EEE 0#
BEHEIERS T I EI2% 3. F72, Natural Approach i3#(2 T formal training, 397
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learning #BEL T B ICET 2 &ic L 72 T Grammatical (Structural) Syllabus I2# - T#
LT EZ 6 e \WERFR %) Twblr e ThH 5, Krashen (1982, p.119-21) iZ ‘Grammar as
Subject-matter’ % 1B 2 T, 3CHkdEERC.LIES X [ L content subject Iz LT 5

L2 L##EF Notional syllabus #* 5 Communicative Syllabus [C 8B A RA5 _’D:J’L'C, EQA
Communicative Syllabus #2388 E O 2 IS EL) AL S L5224 C, Grammatical (Structural)
Syllabus & LEETH 3 & DA, NS TONY T X FFEICHERENIZE Y A s spiral
approach D# 2 R E - 720 72T, R I OBHAD L P TEIRLL—Y v T —MLEER
TEIEDRTELDTHED, FNEFTHOALM DL TEHD TV L S LEELRETIZ AW
FI3BATHS. TN L& Jic LT Notional Functional Syllabus 758 L Th 5 5 & £ 10 4],
ERDED LT B EN TR RN % Geoffrey Leech (Z##R BN 7% % T ‘ugly duckling’ TL
Phlrolz EREL TV 5%, EOEMEE DIESNEBIRIT 1980 FRICA - THrLHFEICK -
72D TH %A (Larsen-Freeman, pp.279f.) ZD—o0F %, LHEFH— (1987) 121986 £ T > 7
A2 G —RETHEI N -FEEEOEMRESBICHEL TORB LI ETHREL T, DT
SEXHEICBT AHHEEN L J I B 8 LT 7z Communicative approach (C & M S22
WENDICONTHBICH B TEFEARITRICL TR UVHREZBUTL 2D, BIFNL

RN EBRENRE2AIUSEIT 2 - 25 THH%, FEZHE, Nunan (1992, p.179-151) 3%

#—Fl & L T Rutherford # grammatical cconsciousness-raising M 2 12 L 5 CHEHE#RBML
Twa, DLEBB Lz L ic, XEEE CBWTRFFERNDEEEIFMENTE 2D LHBHAIL T
LEDEBEWESIET L 2BErbr 5

ALM BRIz 0 & —#IC Eﬂ]ﬁ:%(’\v’f WwEREY, CLLOBHEICON, $3xEERBIC
communicative approach MR & & LICHBILT L Tvo/z, ZORBOFEMC DTS
SIEHDTENTALV, REEFERAFTOLENMET LU UTKRRE -2 eE2 b N5 EREE
DRERD ZDONBERITOW TN TAS.

I FEHEFCRTIEENLER

1) BE5L88 (critical period) X #EY (foreign accent)

EYORE2 B FEICX inprinting (B D 3AR) T & DEHEN T EATTI S 5 T & P EEEIC
Lo THREINT S, AHOEBOBAIEETH-> T, SEEOFEIC LTS (optimal
age)H D, NEENFEBDLOICIIRNFEZICHEETEI A X2 T L5 1ELBLENH B » DR
FIED DT A F F DRI EHE W. Penfield @ 1960 AR OF/ER OBEHNEEN Th - 72, B
HE (425 10T T) DERREZEILT 272010, BhbrF4AEZFAVEBET7 72 AFENR
BTBEC-HRENERIZI S+ ¥ Toimmersion program ) & & #%1F & & % - 72, Penfield,
Roberts D#F7e, # L T Lenneberg @ Biological Foundations of Language (1967, SiEI KD
BT E 15 —Hl1b, BRI T H LI Liz) & EPZ DRI KB L SHEREOFE
ORI OWTHERBATROND LH - 2 FRERBEL 20, FFEFOED LT 2 ITRANA
227 h %52 72013 Thomas Scovel ND—ENH/LTH - 7.

i3 1969 = Language Learning 5512 Foreign accents, language acquisition, and cerebral
dominance & BT A28 EREEL, 1) EMRTEVWALEREHRY ZERNES ICERTES 2
r, 2) BIEFESEE (native speaker) DL I ICRETE L &5 DRIIEEDFEE H M % T
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¥BYE (neuroplasticity) 2 b N AKBO—MEI TR T2 Z LICERT 2 Z &, 3) BAMOHEERR
FHROBHIZITICRES I, CEEFERICEERTE LW &, O3 2% FEHRL 72 (Scovel 1988,
p.59).

BEMZEELNERE CGRF) FEHRCENEFZER I RS L) wbidd ) LN BERyESE
FEHFEAY 5 720, 10 ADEEE (34013 native speaker, #3413 nonnative TH % HIEEE|CHE
BT, EN2L DT H 5 Tl native £ BN BFEE) (2 ‘Hello Mr. Smith. How are you
today? WO EHWBRE R TESE2E, 11T A0bEE (S MNTFHN—%) IclbeT
‘native-born American’ TH 52 & ) 2 HE 3¢ 2EBE 21T - /2. EERIT BB TH - 7277,
native speaker DA X ) AADS—ANE, ZORADT ANVHATATX ) ZERZA VTS
ﬁ—:/\, Tz ADBAICITFHEEOHENCIRELD R 5, Z0#ElERZBRATIUIESR 5% 05

ICELZ., ZOERIIKBOEHNEL EOFEBICHETIUET I 05 B TH 2 B 2T
73‘1 S THBNZHE2L DT, 2 & - TEED native speaker (3 1 ~ 2BERERICT 3720 T
nonnative speaker DHMEFREZL £ ) DEFELZMBICRIKS ZEHNTELZ ERAERHL 2D TH 5.
Scovel 138 LK FPER, PEEFSHELL KT TONEEICEZ TEHO ERIC >N TH
WihsIEREIC e B 2 & (73%2 5 9T%ICER) #BLic L, FREBENRETLITIT S0%IEHIC
HW T % 2FEF L2 (Scovel 1988, pp.109-113). HEICIT > T, RATIE % { FRICRESHE
REERHEN EORBREEDIARL L 0D, TRCIETHIAALY I EELZ L w2k
T TR, FEEICIERICHERENRD 2 RSN T TICHERTWEZEHFEEE L TH -T2
b TH 5. Scovel D—EDEE TR 2 ICHFICHEBREE V- D3 nonnative speaker IZHMEFEH ) MH)
EBEIWRERTHE. 2 ADOE v V=T KREDBEFERIRIC LR 10 AnEREEEFLL
F— 7% M EBRER TR, EERTOWHRL N 0FE DM O IEEERIL 57%, Tk~
DFEEDHEDTEEZEL 63%, LRV ~NDFEEDHW T IEEIET 12%I1ICB E 72> - 72 (Scovel
1988, pp.1131). ZALZENL, FHOEEFE 6% L VI BFRLBALANT L, EBROB¥ENITE
BH#TE 2 b native speaker D5 BBDIELERICE DL L W) BRI TR W) Z L TH L, EED
CNN 7} T4E? nannative speaker N7+ 7>V —HBCHEND LV B— 2T HH % #
ECTRYEI L &, 7F 77> —7% nonnative speaker TH 3 I & [THENFENGHI DL LW LT
BWTERD S 545, Scovel DEFRRIZ I VERFEEEL T2 LB 5. HcHEz T
NERD ZEDBESF v 7 TELPIIHABICERLVNICET S8 TH2ELELDLTHA
9. bUbNHEEFABRMPEENRFTLFET &) 2 LIZEFENNEMY) 23H L (EEEE2RT
LG Z ETH B, Scovel DHFFEIT Z D% E % nonnative speaker DEEFHFTHI Z L DEEL 2 %
Bo»c L7720 Th S, Native speaker ¥ N L 5 ke SmiIcEH L THAEBRD 2F2 v 7L T 5H
ICDWTiIXFET LTG>T\ (Scovel, p.165-8) 726Hic, T IZFFENEEHIICEN L S
R ZOMEICE) AL L COPEZ DI EDNFTELDOPIRRTH 5.

2) DEIZOWTIE Scovel D & 5 ITHEREYFAY 7 critical period 5% 3 L EZ 2% ENER
&, BRADHEREFEE I FHOEE - B15 X B 5 JERIZ critical period DFEEN 72 Tt 7e { 4t
K- - BRI AHEBIIC L 2N TH B EFZ 2EFB L OB TRALEROMN I H B, ‘it
is increasingly difficult for the nonspecialist to adequately cover and evaluate current discov-
eries.”’ (1981, p.70) &, H & critical period DFFZEICHd - T 72 Krashen DEJ & B D HrH
LWOHTHHEDTRADBERIIELEZ 22 LI 507, BEMNICE 213 Krashen (1981, %6
B) [CENE N RFEIT 1970 £ TIEE - THE D, Scovel (1988) I2EXEI N BIR
T ZDHBOBIFRDL 2T 7— L T BN TEH L L TiZ Scovel s (Krashen 12544 2 K13 E
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SEHICRLNG) LGP H 5 LHE L 72 wRA4T 5, Krashen i & - T3 EYFH LR FAINF
FEHTEET B = & H%natural approach, input theory #* ERT B ONEHR EL LD TH 52 Lk
FEZ E W BPIIRELMELDTH 5.

3) DAITDOWTIE, Scovel I critical period %3¢, 883, FRHAE(RNZEDHL VT,
REICBRETAVEZHMAL TS, ZOXRER—F> FATHY L LB RENNHEE
V72 Joseph Conrad HFNIC & - CIREICHIFEICFRE N 5. Penfield i Conrad NEZITETH -
REMGIZ LB D EFHNT VDY, BHOR) ZFEECHEP TN TT 4 7 XNDLHIZT 2Y
7 R EERATL TR 2 0 2B X5 % 2 - 12 IBERLIEE Gerard 7535 T\ 2 D AEARICE
wE SV, Scovel (1988, p.88 % &) id Conrad & 5 IC AEANAN TEHZLRAEESRNEFERET
ECLHAMEZBAECRTFCAERIIB-TLE )y —RE ZDEFEL L IERICHA T Joseph
Conrad Phenomenon & &L, B L LT FA VER) DEFEEL L N 5BEBEE D Henry
Kissinger #l L 21F T 5

EEHEIZTICIIEEFEL B % E DGR, BETNEEFS2BECLE-> e NEFEFEEL
I UHRBAICIZE ) L TLREFTICHERY 2R Y, native speaker D & 5 ICEETE 5 EBICE
LZrw s b WwidBE{EL 5T %7 Practice makes perfect. 13RS L 70\ & DEERICH
BT AEFILRTHEINDLNT, FERESE & L Tid 2 Scovel #icid€0 & b FLERHH - THK
LWk ZATH3, Scovel REFIEL 72 & Z A TlddFIc G. Neufeld #75i# 10 £RIC 72 - TR
LA DIEEREL TV EE), I H—2Tld 20 ADFEEZWFIC L THARE, PEEE <
2% E—8E (HEEIHEET, BICHEN3) % delayed oral production D FHIC & - T 18 B¢
B, BBRBICL - TREEFEENT L D% FDHSED native speaker 7HEEH D DEEE F =
7 L ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%%ﬁ*‘%’) D TEHEFE»H -2 LTLEBICL - TN ERDY 2k TE 3

WESIEHLTWBEY, ZORXLOEBRNMLT, LEOM4KF % Lok L T Scovel iFIEFIC

%) - <‘: %) LELNAEREEMICEREL T3 (p154-9)®0 Fx & L TIRERTELNIZHFED
BB EALT DD TH -T2 BRD 2 EIATH B, AAE, FEHERKICLA-I0FHI2LLH 10D
FXTS - 72HELISMT Scovel ICER I LT Wi vs, 83557 Scovel D ER & 1Z5C Neufeld DEER T
BERRIC B S A3, EXEREOPFEREIGECATE THRE EY T, #1727 % native check ioh»17 T
OK TN FNTHAER ) BV LI L BNREIPEVIEATHE. RETHHIEEHREL
LTREVWEL o TH—MBEFHTLE D &, #5\id model sentence % repeat 5D Tlt
ZZCV‘A%@*BA B ETEORMHICL > TLEV, carryover KR LN WHIZEECEEBRL T

LZ—HELTE, 232y —a v OEEILLBEREL 7’?5(,%;?@%%%??%6: L 725 & D

DHEICREFET DN TH 5. 850 E A, Neufeld DEERICIZEE L LT TEH2TE
ZLEWRLTENTH S, Bl HLEFHIG Y &) %E BET 137>, Scovel i3 ‘...we cannot
make perfect what nature has already made permanent.” (p.159) * DSETI NHEE K- 72
BEBATVDS, TLIPNOEZENKH L L TRHRAESTRDEICEEHT NS,

‘...the inability of adults to sound exactly like a native speaker of another language after
puberty by no means implies that language learners cannot improve their ability to speak a
foreign language as adults. Postpubescent learners can and should work on improving their
phonological ability; the critical period for accentless speech simply means that adults will
never learn to pass themselves off as native speakers phonologlcallywa fairly useless linguis-
tic goal to begin with.” (1988, p.185)

o 1969 £ DERICIE, T XNV A TEFEL YT 4 —FF #%%&i Tvr % Corey ER DS /3
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TAANVTA Y FIZHEL, E¥TA—REEOLNB T3 6BNETOIEIFAT L >
F 4 =R HOEDOTHLVWEWE LY — F2BAL, foreign accent # ET 3%
‘...as futile as Professor Corey’s attempts to become a native speaker of Hindi.’ (p.252) & O#:
FETHH 5> T BN T, Scovel (1988) @, native DU ET 2 2 LIZ TEZ WATEDOLH
Db B EDFERNDFWEIZL IR D DH 5 L DTBEOMRELZT 5. RER&% T &£iT Scovel DA
TREZFTYWETE LN OWTIEMENS & 250 7% .

Nonnative speaker T3 native S B LN BT LEFICRKEFTELHAANLAL VL Z LICHE
LT, Scovel (1988, pp.176-181) XM FETE ) ERGTAH N7 7 72> TAOD BRITET S
At native iz e e v, BIsbicET 5 0.13% Elb B L % 1,000 Alc—A) O superexce-
ptional language learner [ZERFEANFIR ZZIT 2 W Z L HFIFHNICLER 5 L DRBHAEZ L T
%. Native 37 speaking #8771 % FHEOMAELK, FEBHRKL &4 DREFOZADBUEL 72
NEDHME LS 2 5MBIEN 250 L MVWES 22T 5D TH 555, Scovel D TIERE TN
I, EFEELNCIIHEMICRIEFICHMNMCET DATH - T, ZLDAENRET 5 BOFRH
Bl CRBEENEELEBELE (A L2 EEEE L TH I e TELWENLP S,

Scovel DRI OV TOMFERRFTEEICE DL ) B2 EZ 20 TH 5 H . Celce
Murcia and Goodwin (1991, p.136) i ‘The cognitive-code approach de-emphasized pronunica-
tion in favor of grammar and vocabulary because the conventional wisdom of the late 1960s and
early 1970s (see Scovel 1969) held that nativelike pronunciation could not be taught. And, by
extension, many practitioners argued that pronunciation should not be taught at all because
there were many other more learnable objectives.” (p.136) L ENT VB LI APLET L&,
Scovel DRI REHFE ICHEEAICER L2 Z & D812 5. Bic bz & 51z, o 1969 £
XOFERE A EREEMICIER ICTENICHIZ 2 LTI ARE TR VWO TH B, INEOK
2B L 72 John Morley {22 Scovel DEFIIZH T Z e v-5%, Celce-Murcia and Goodwin M
B 5 X Scovel NG 2 12 HEI ZF DEDREFIHT B BL.LDETICERY - Twvo 2HBEI 14
RgTEs LyicBbNs. Kenworthy (1987) IREFHEFLX*ILEW - TR EFe®/ 7570
BLOIMETE2LD0THEH%,§1.4.2 THREDFBICRIZTERNOERZ 2 —Yicbhi ) FAE
ELTEHFELIRLEL TS, BREFAICOVWTLERLTWwAED, S Snow and Hoefnagel-
Hoele 7 EOEENZHLE (—HIIIC?) BAL, ZOMEIC O W TEFERIE T » ERFA
TWB DT, Scovel DIFRDFHEEF TELLZTAL( L L) EL72DTiE L wh L DHIRE5%T 5
NDTHD.

2) R. W. Suter ) pronunciation predictors D%

Penfield & DFZEHNEEE DB DB O B2 BEEIT©H 2 0 TEE DAL ‘the earlier
the better’ TH 5 L #z, BRI FHRICEI N T 2D & HBET 5 &, Scovel DITFRILEG I
B ECHER2FARKEEOFEEEDTTICTIINER ) R L 2 & 2 EBROICHI O T, R
NEATERYNZICE . BRIZ8E-2EEE, KoEEN L S IiC, native speaker DV
NNCET L ZEEEFTATRTHLEIFROLNE & LB, BRRNCEEE2HEBL 2%
#&T native speaker Wiz 7 > TADRE L B w2, BBRIIOBICEE 2B L 2¥EEBEDS
BICFEALFEEGEZF TREVREALLDOPICDWTIIMLIRET 2 L 2 AH50\w, TS
LB LT RELFEAENFROLNEZOTHNEZOERIIATHA ) 5. 2D &) LBEH» LD
ZehY 1976 FEICFEF X 1172 Suter @ Predictors of Pronunciation: accuracy in second language
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learning. T 5.

Sutter FEHLXRENERICAT S LBLNIERLLUATY LBLNDIZEEDT, A5 20
BT T35,

1. EEZEFTE~D TR L 20EE (ZDERIZ Scovel DFFFE & EREIICBIET 2)

2. KECHEWRDI BEEEHOTTH Z & SR FE
3. HREEICEACHME

4. FREET native speaker & TR NES

5. BE3E L 5K T native speaker L EETEEOEE

6. native speaker & —#EIZ{EA T\ 5H5H

7. EETIThNAFERE THEERBNEF

8. EEETITh N Y L 2 RERH D&

9. HEBORETICOWTEIT L EERM AR

10. native speaker 2T - /=32 B L 2R 45t
11. ¥BEORERF

12. ¥BEOHEZ 5 BRI

13. Bzl

14, BHEE 2 BIH

15. AENEH

16, M~

17. XAbRYZ 8 (BE, B LUERE~") DEE

18, KEOEFTICNT HBLNIEE

19. OEDNEHIZLEES (E. Pike DERLL 727 X b 24£H)

20, WAL S

EBROWNEEIZTIET, BER, NS T, A0 LNDBFEENEE 61 ATE I N—TDEFE
DY, EEOENLLTLIAL TEZ Y, FREZ OB BRECECFEZ T AT 7 —
FERTEZ, HICRFOEMIICODWTEEZENREFHEE L 200 (BENKE 238302
DWTEELY, BN 25 EHENRICT 5) % 14 AOHEEH 5 BRIEICTHFEL 2. BEDIEHE
BORHNT 243 R—VICETEINTWED, 1—2 (theleast accurate) DEHEIZ HAAN T L—
THBELE RN TIANDITN—TIEN TITETAD T N—T1E AT 70595 — 6 (the
most accurate) DFEHIZ—F S\,

vy AR T, E/R2% (multiple R for the regression) i3 11 ZOREFENRAT65 &
FEICEDIE, BEENREFEOTLHINB L+ LU HEREICL > TTFEEND LRI
ol 2FBICECRIZ BENREFICHTLELOESENTL6, IBBICEL 720X 5FNH
LR TP AT RM TREIZ 40 THh-72@0, FICHT R2MEFTITHP>TnELD
iE, 4f0i2 2%, S47IX3E, 6403 19%F, TA0IX8F, SONFTH, 94T 16 %, 10473 1%,
1A 4%, 203 6B L - T b, HEBOFWEE LTI 7T -0 EERE LTE ) B %A
B0 THLH, ZNICOWTZTEEBNEE (BEORME) 1 14 IFBITE, 1TEALY
EHTERARENDERTH 272, ZDFERITDWT ‘One of the most surprising findings was that
the variables relating to classroom training demonstrated very little relationship to pronuncia-
tion acuracy.” (p.250) &&E W, Suter HF L FENTH -2 & %2FBH T 5. ‘The generally
dismal results obtained in correlating formal training in pronunciation with pronunciation
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accuracy raise some doubts about the role of classroom training to teach pronunciation.’
(p251) ENEZEE LZTNELLLVDOLRUEILNWEZHATH B,

Thompson iZ 1991 £ Foreign Accents Revisited &L T 36 AN T TH 6L NBREE RIS
LTRBFOEHEEDERAOCTAEREREHEL T b, FITh 5 RATHRD review TRREETHHE
FIRYOHRIT O TOEOH ORIUHT 2 ERFRLNS (p179) #5, I HVERZEH T
ZEZEEZLLLATEENPRICIEE TN T\, Suter & Thompson DERLEHHETEZN
¥, 72040 EFL/ESL T THORETRLL V) LDREFOTHRRCTFETL L2 50%

V, IR LWL DOTH L EDERTELLRLDEEZLNS. T DL ) Ie#EimdS, acquisition &
B# Y7 learning # X5 L, learning # B%E 3 % Krashen ¢ Natural Approach, ¥ 7z accuracy
£ 0D fluency 2EBER T A5RENEARFEIC L - THFAE L LD TH D Z EIXHELDTHH .

UE, #BFEFEEBIC WL TEEN LB R 52 % Scovel & Suter DX ML 72, BEHEIC

EbiinicE-T, if’Eﬂim%ﬁﬁﬁktcfﬁkﬁg‘ﬂ%gzé"ﬁbﬁ%%)’) =YY
L THARTORRET O L), BRETEL N LT L o2 N EXMNIBTERETH B LEL DD,
BRICAZPE) TRESLFLZDL ) UHWEIIRLEL LWL ) THD., EELVOFEZ L
LR T Az,

E

(1) #& (1987) 7 p.70 %2 HMW,

(2) ZHEEE— (1987), p.7 5 DESIA.

(3) /S (#8) (1990, pp.178-83) ICIICEMRDLERI R SN TV BH, FOHEETIFRER-Z2LDTHL L
JICHERICIEE LN S,

(4) Thompson (1991 p.179), Kenworthy (1987, pp.4-7) 7% & L B

(5) Scovel (1988) IZEBRZMEL ZHRLE L DL JICHAR ﬁ;;uxﬁwovxf;‘li% CHFIT B EEHITIIB LN
5.

(6) METHEHIZLAFIC DWW TUIFEFIIFRE LIS LHD L 2 AP D THEATE LW Th 2%, Suter NDEICIE
ISR+ 5725 L { Purcell XA CEEICHLEL LLH LEREL TV
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