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14

5,6,7
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(language difference) (language disorder)

(bilingualism) . :

1)

2)



(interference)

3)

4)

5)

(passive) (receptive)

(bilingualism) (semibilingualism)

(balanced)

(use of two languages)

6.7)
)

(simultaneous acquisition) 3
(successive acquisition) (primary

native language) 3 2

(additive)” ” (subtractive)" )



9)

(dominant
language) (language proficiency)
(primary language)
(dominant language)
, 2
(standardized test)

(criterion-referenced test)

(Parent- Child Comparative Analysis)



(invented morpheme teaching method)

10)

(repeat  phonologically

complex nonwords)

11,12)

13)

14)

Nelson™
(Black English Sentence Scoring)
16)
17)
2
(interference),
(codeswitching), (language  loss), (fossilization),
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(interlanguage), (silent period)

18)

19,20)

21)

(grammatical morpheme)

= )



18)

23)

18)

24)



PPVT (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test),
PPVT -R(Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised), PPVT - (Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test 3rd ed)

. Acevedo & Mckaig®
Peabody Picture

Vocabulary T est ( ) 2 ( )
. Adler & Birdsong®
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test(PPVT)

. PPVT-R :
Washington & Craig®”
: . PPVT-R

Kresheck &
Nicolosi*® PPVT
PPVT

PPV T

10)

Roseberry & Connell's
(invented language rule) - 13

13



, Restrepo™ - 31
31

, Frogs “A Boy, a Dog, and a

Frog™” “Frog Where Are You?"*"

Bloom Lahey® :

Washington & Craig®

45

) . Washington & Craig®”

65



. Owens, R*®

2 5,6 7 ;
’ 3 4
® 2 9
2 6
18) ‘ ’
37) l 2
(salient)
(noun stem) ‘ ’(chunk) (.
)
38) 39)
1 10 7
. Brown*”

41)

- 11 -



38)

42)

(Specific Language

Impairment) ,

1349 3 -9, “-ed, ‘is, are, am’

45 46)

. Rice and Oetting

47)
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Washington & Craig®

Restrepo®

30

13 -

Restrepo®

48)



(1)
)
©)

(1)

(1)
)
©)
4)
()
(6)
)
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5 13 ,6 12
7 5
1
30 : 1)
)
Audiometer 500, 1000, 4000Hz  25dB
(3) . Korean Kaufman Assessment Battery for
Children - (4)
2.
49)
PPVT-R*
(ESL teacher) 2 2
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231)

dinner.

51)

53)

5-7

52)

“Frog

51)

16 -

where are you?’“Frog goes to



(1) ( )

) :
) ( ) 1 )
1> < 2>
(2)
Screening Audiometer (AS42Ver.1.04)
25dB S
®3)

Korean Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children®®

- 17 -

500, 1000, 4000Hz

)

56,57)

58,59)



&“ »” ) K'ABC

)l ’ 1 1 )
( )
(4)
, 20
(base line)
(5) ( )

“Frog where are you?’ “Frog goes to dinner.”

&“ & ok »” &“

(6)
SV-H85

- 18 -

(ceiling

10

line)



(1)

(2)

60)

1-2
3>

47)

- 19 -

61)



, decision rule
sas 6.12 version

0.05 .t

61)

99%
99%
99%

- 20 -

x 100

100

60)

98%

x 100

99%
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(< -1> < -4>).
< -1> (age) (total)
< -2> (sex) (total)
< -1>
t < -1>
31941 :
33.538 ,
< -3> (total)
< -4> (total)
, < -4>
< 3> < 4>

- 22 -



e

&=

Lol 7hE )

a0
an
m
&0
& s
E 410
i

20

PYE
- o) i

1 20

40 i
oy

A

i

20

4an il
HolE e

an

L1 1]

17

31941
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16.117
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t Pr > |t|
28 -0.25 0.8036
3.
(Decision Rule)
, < -3> < -3>
< -3> ‘ 65' ( 65
) 38 , > 65'( 65 )
27.9 , =65’
‘ 51'( 51 )
356 , bl< 65’ 404
S > 56' , “age( ) <76’
26.4 , >65 , ‘age( ) >76' 29.1

- > 65'
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< 65 [Ave: 38, Effect: +5.367]
< 51 [Ave: 35571, Effect: -2.429]
>= 51 [Ave: 40429, Effect: +2.429]
>= 65 [Ave: 27.938, Effect: -4.696]
< 76 [Ave: 26429, Effect: - 1509]
>= 76 [Ave: 29.111, Effect: +1.174]

‘ :65’
§ > 65)) 2(° 65')
-4> 10
0.05 (@ 0.05).
1 16 27938 16.894 4.2234
2 14 38 16.014 4.28
t
t Pr > |t|
28 - 167 0.1066
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26 -

< -7>
1 0253 0038 0.258 0.033 0049 0025 0434 0034 0007 0.003
2 0305 0044 0230 0.030 0013 0.005 0433 0.039 0019 0011
F

F Pr>F

1 0.00069 0.00069 0.05 0.8175

4 3.77301 0.94325 72.09 <.0001

b 4 0.05814 0.01453 111 0.3539

-6> ,
1 2 3.75
, 1 2 2.7



@ 0.05).

(Least Significance Difference)

(® 0.0001).

(< -8> )-
8.
A 0.43357 30
B 0.27677 30
B 0.24513 30
C 0.03240 30
C 0.01240 30

< -9

(P 0.05).
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(® 0.0001).

@ 005).<  -5>
30
F
F Pr>F
0.00681 0.00681 0.82 0.3667
2 1.38516 0.69258 83.73 <.0001
2 0.01042 0.00521 0.63 05351
Hedo| e Bipl B 2F8
0.3
0.25
g 0.2
I
M 015
il
LR

0.05

At AL

L EFEA
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(L east

Significance Difference)

, : (< -10>
).
10.

A 0.26767 30

0.00520 30
B 0.00380 30

< -11>
(P 0.05).
(P 0.0001).
P 0.05). < -6> 30
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11. F
F Pr>F
1 0.00290 0.00290 036 05482
1 0.77134 0.77134 96.78 <.0001
x 1 0.00329 0.00329 041 05230

Selo| M2 ZAME BEEFE
0.25
0.2
i 015
"
LR
0.05
0
Sht HEA
6.
o < 11>
© 005).
© 0.005).
-7> 30

- 30 -

@ 0.05).



12. F

F Pr>F
1 0.00204 0.00204 0.26 06097
2 0.15054 0.07527 9.65 0.0002

x 2 0.00505 0.00252 032 0.7239

SA M SRULRAE UOZRE

SMEH o2t ool

(L east

Significance Difference)

) , (< -13> ).
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13.

0.12627 30
0.08320 30
0.02640 30
< -14> < -14>
(P 0.05).
(P 0.0001). ,
(P 0.05). < -8> 30
14. F
F Pr > F
1 0.00000 0.00000 0.00 0.9952
2 3.27815 1.63907 24594 <.0001
2 0.00051 0.00025 0.04 0.9620
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EHMelol e =AtE A2 RE

EEY HEE=A BEA
8.
< -15>
@ 005).
(P 0.0001).
(P 0.05).
-9> 30
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15.

F
F Pr > F
1 0.00001 0.00001 0.00 09675
3 035894 0.11964 16.08 <.0001
x 3 0.01950 0.00650 087 04570

HEAME UEZFE

F SHY BFAMH 83 MEH MeH

(Least
Significance Difference)

(< -16> ).
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16.

A 0.15187 30

B A 0.14243 30

B 0.10300 30

C 0.01343 30
5.

< -18>

17.

< -17>

1 0748 0027
2 0667 0035

0170 0028 0.046
0250 0041 0.043

0013 0035 0019
0012 0039 0010

18. =
F Pr F
1 0.00000 0.00000 0.00 0.9992
3 9.03933 3.01311 321.25 <.0001
b 3 0.09670 0.03223 344 0.0194
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< -17>

70% , 20%
74.8% 2
1 17%
25%
< -18>
e 0.05),
(@ 0.0001).
©® 005).

- 36 -

66.7%

(<

-19>



A 0.71053 30
B 0.20757 30
C 0.04483 30
C 0.03710 30
- 20>
(¢
0.05).
(® 0.0001). ® 005).
2 1
1 2
® 0.05)
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- 29> -10> < -11>
20. =
F Pr>F
0.00609 0.00609 0.65 0.4212
1.76539 0.25219 26.85 <.0001
X 0.16388 0.02341 249 0.0175
21.
16 0.1673 0.0763 0.019
14 0.0822 0.0907 0.0242
22. t
t Pr > ||
28 2.79 0.0093
23.
16 0.0885 0.0646 0.0162
14 0.0728 0.0696 0.0186
24. t
t Pr [t
28 0.64 05267
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25.

Gl 16 0.1662 0.1096 0.0274
G2 14 0.0857 0.0672 0.018
26.
t Pr |t
28 2.38 0.0244
27.
16 0.2399 0.192 0.048
14 0.3311 0.2444 0.0653
28. t
t Pr > |t|
28 -1.14 0.2627
29.
A 0.28247 30
B 0.12863 30
B 0.12760 30
C 0.08117 30
C 0.04173 30
D 0.02690 30
D 0.01420 30
D 0.00770 30
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d=10iM2 2 FrE

10. 1

d=20iM2 x2FreE
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3
(P 0.0001).
< -31>
-31>
30. F
F Pr > F
2 0.11387 0.05693 10.08 <.0001
3 2.73692 0.91230 1614 <.0001
bs 6 0.55150 0.09191 16.27 <.0001
31.

02662 0.1580 0.0010 0.0040 0.0008 0.0044 0.0087 0.0275
0.1569 0.0913 0.0289 0.0579 0.0428 0.0457 0.0132 0.0232
02477 00985 01582 0.1339 0.0012 0.0067 0 0
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< -32>

-32>
(P 0.05),
(P 0.0001)
(P 0.05).
< -33>
1,2
< -12> < -34>
32. F
F Pr > F
1 0.00174 0.00174 0.20 0.6523
3 0.81240 0.27080 31.68 <.0001
X 3 0.02689 0.00896 1.05 0.3739
33.
1 0 0 0.0137 0.0318 0.05 0.065 0.1771 0.1518
2 0 0 0.0083 0.0217 0.0284 0.041 02349 0.1971
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Ui A2 FrEe JFheln

o1&
[ =i

= Sjo| i
12.

34.

A 0.20407 30

B 0.04003 30

B 0.01117 30

B 0.00000 30

< -35:

1> -36 : 2> -35> 1
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® 0.05).

2
< -37>
. < -37>
1 2
- 13> - 16>
35. 1
F Pr>F
2 0.02745 0.01372 6.68 0.0016
3 0.07495 0.02498 12.16 <.0001
6 0.02940 0.00490 2.39 0.0305
36. 2
F Pr>F
2 0.01159 0.00579 5.00 0.0079
3 0.04041 0.01347 11.62 <.0001
6 0.02481 0.00413 357 0.0024
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37.

0.0764

0.0183

0.0683

0.0711

0.0264

0.0357

0.1

0.0499

0.0812

0.0534

0.0366

0.0545

0.0037

0.0046

0.024

0.0009

0.002

0.0222

0.0111 0 0 0.0066

0.0185 0 0 0

0.0468 0.0439 0.0477 0.0037

0.0035 0 0 0.0073

0.0075 0 0 0

0.0628 0.0415 0.0453 0.0094

0.0197

0.0147

0.0187

0.0184
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0.008
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-38 1> < -39: 2> . < -38>
1
(P 0.0005).
(P 0.05).
2
(P 0.0005).
< -40>
< -40>
2 12
< -17> <
- 19>
38. 1 =
F Pr > F
2 0.00791 0.00395 251 0.0849
2 0.02671 0.01335 8.48 0.0003
X 4 0.01541 0.00385 245 0.0494
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39. 2 =
F Pr>F
2 0.00520 0.00260 2.76 0.0675
2 0.00114 0.00057 061 05470
4 0.02184 0.00546 5.79 0.0003
40.
0.0068 0.027 0.0376 0.0521 0.0177 0.0365
1 0 0 0.0096 0.0385 0.0086 0.0345
0.0085 0.0176 0.0597 0.0801 0 0
0 0 0.0236 0.023 0.0476 0.0584
2 0.0204 0.0366 0 0 0.0059 0.0161
0.0116 0.0329 0.0241 0.0432 0 0
ErlMHe D27 EFE FFE
0025 p
0.02
o
1015 -
LT [ Pt
i -
0.005 T
I:I -
= A H| o 7 to|
17.
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ZapolMel 227 20| 258

0.07
0.08
0.05
HE 0.04
M
= 003
[:01]
0.02
0.01

o1&
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SAHEH oft ofol

18.

SAlMe 387 B0 2RE

0.07
0.08
0.05
HE 0.04
M
= 003
0.02
0.01
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19.
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< -41 1> < -42 2>
-41> 1
(p 0.0005).
2
< -43>
. < -43>
1 , 2
< -20> < -21>
41. 1 F
F Pr > F
3 0.03737 0.01245 752 <.0001
3 0.21910 0.07303 44 .06 <.0001
9 0.05590 0.00621 3.75 0.0002
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42. 2 F

F Pr > F
3 0.05492 0.01830 744 <.0001
3 0.14272 0.04757 19.34 <.0001
9 0.09085 0.01009 4.10 <.0001
43.
0075 0.049 0061 0.064 0 0 0 0
1 0.094 0.068 0024 0.059 0 0 0 0
0.096 0.083 0034 0056 0.002 0.009 0 0
0.019 0.038 0 0 0 0 0 0
0054 0.048 0113 0.129 0 0 0 0
5 0058 0.077 0025 0.054 0 0 0 0
0084 0.095 0061 0.044 0 0 0 0
0.006 0.012 0 0 0 0 0 0
HEEAOM2 JS7FWE 258
a1z
0.09 o ]
o
fiE =
M 008 j '_':Lf
TF [ i
el
Q.03
- | |
32 Sy B -
20.
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FEAOIML JS7 L 258
0.12
0.08
e
Oa&!
. 000 mas2
il
0.03
0
3z =Nx B2 pay
21.
< -44 1> < -45
< -44> 1
(® 0.0001).
-46>
L< -46>
1
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1, 2
-22> - 25>
44. 1 F
F Pr>F
0.01234 0.00411 561 0.0009
0.06995 0.01748 23.83 <.0001
12 0.06806 0.00567 7.73 <.0001
45, 2 =
Pr > F
3 0.00880 0.00293 3.87 0.0098
4 0.01876 0.00469 6.19 <.0001
12 0.04075 0.00339 448 <.0001
46.
0.043 0.048 0.017 0.023 0 0 0.008 0.019 0.000 0.003
1 0.077 0.062 0.007 0.022 0 0 0.011 0.024 0 0
0.014 0.023 0.063 0.057 0.006 0.020 0.005 0.018 0.005 0.015
0.019 0.038 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0.006 0.0110.0283 0.042 0.004 0.012 0.015 0.035 0 0
2 0.053 0.065 0 0 0.001 0.005 0.003 0.010 0 0
0.014 0.0260.0498 0.076 0.016 0.024 0.002 0.007 0 0
0.006 0.012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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< - 26>
< -47>
= 48> y y
(@ 0.05).
FAZFFEL IS 2FE
0.025
0.02
o
.
. FEH
M [ =i
0 0.01
0.005
0
=0 FIEH R EH )
26.
1 0.0231 0.08 0.0222 0.061
2 0.0082 0.0139 0.005 0.011
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48.

F Pr>F
0.0038 0.0038 1.36 0.2482
0.00006 0.00006 0.02 0.8847
0.00001 0.00001 0.01 0.9343
< - 27> 2
< -49> -50>
(P 0.05).

HAZR®

0.02

0.015

Q.01

C.005

JEE SE 278

a1

&2

27.
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49.

1 16 0.0068 0.0126 0.0031
2 14 0.0188 0.0413 0.011
50.
t Pr > |t]
15.1 -1.04 0.3135

- 59 -



(decision rule)
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‘frog’

21)

‘froggy’

64)
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63)



47)

47)

20%

22)

37)

47)

62 -

70%



36)

47)

- 63 -

5! 6l 7l



- 64 -



13

60)

Brown*”

(phonological)

¢ L3 1

39) « ’
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47)

37)

47)



. Kim, B®®
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1. Do you think the child has language problems? yes / no

2. Do you think the child has academic or learning problems? yes/ no

3. Do you think the child has behavioral or social problems? yes / no

4. Do you think the child has physical problems? yes/ no

5. What is the main language when the child speaks with you?
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English / Korean

7. What language does the child uses when speaking with the best
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English / Korean

8. Does the child use bilingual? yes/ no

9. If the child has dominant language, which you think it is?

English / Korean
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Abstract

Error Types of Word-Class Analysis in Korean-English
Bilingual Children

Dong Sun YIM

Graduate Program in Speech Pathology, Yonsed University

(Directed by Professor Lee Ik Hwan)

The purpose of this study is to analyze the error types of word class in
Korean-English bilingual children. In recent years, a great number of people
have opportunity to learn and experience various languages and cultures. Their
experiences have resulted in the emergence of a bilingual population. In Korea,
there are much more bilingua population who uses Korean-English than any
other languages. One of the primary job of the speech-language pathologists in
dealing with children from culturally different backgrounds is to accurately
diagnose language disorders and distinguish them from language differences.
To do so, analysis of error patterns, one of the normal linguistic characteristics,
of normal bilingual children is needed. Groups of bilingua individuals are
heterogeneous in terms of socioeconomic status, length of time in the country,
and degree of acculturation. Therefore, subjects were divided into two groups
(high-score group, low-score group) to systemize the variability of every
bilingual child. The score on the picture-vocabulary test in Korean was used to
make the group for it was highly correlated with the total number of errors.

In this study, 30 bilingual children aged 5,6,7 years were shown two short
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picture books and were asked to tell the story. After having gathered the
spontaneous speech, the error types of word-class were analyzed. The results

were as follows :

There were differences between two groups (high-score group -
low-score group). The linguistic level of high-score group was at the upper
aged level in monolingual children, therefore the linguistic level of
low-score group was at the lower aged level. This suggest that bilingual
children have similar linguistic development as monolingual children and
they also have similar linguistic error patterns as monolingual. In addition,
the variability in bilingual children was shown in this result. However, the
error types of word class were still found in bilingual children group
which had to be developed earlier. Furthermore, there were unusual error
types of word-class in bilingual children group which were hard to find in
monolingual children. This late development of error types of word-class
and unusual patterns are the normal bilingual's linguistic characteristics.
These normal error types of word-class could be helpful to make an
unbiased and accurate assessment of bilingual children. For there are many
environmenta influences in bilingual children, differences of each child

should be considered in further research.

Key Words : Korean-English bilingual children, error types of word-class,
language disorder, language difference, normal linguistic characteristic,

unbiased assessment
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