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Abstract

In the present day Mandarin Chinese has become a commonly taught language in the
U.S. Mandarin is widely taught in colleges and universities; K-12 Chinese programs, including
immersion programs, have also grown rapidly. However, to date little research has been
conducted on the latter programs. This study examines immersion programs in elementary
schools. I investigate three aspects: 1) teaching methods in Chinese immersion programs, 2)
acquisition of grammatical patterns, and 3) computer assisted methods for character learning. |
adopted a qualitative approach; the methods | employ include observation, interviews,
questionnaires, and tests. Data were collected from two immersion programs and two non-
immersion programs in a Southwestern city in the U.S.

The first study compares the teaching methods used in Chinese immersion and non-
immersion programs. It is found that the two immersion programs adopted the functional
approach with explicating in each class time, while the non-immersion programs used the
analytical approach with practicing in context in most classes. The immersion students produced
spontaneous speech in each class, while non-immersion language class students did not. The
second study examines how immersion learners acquire the ba-construction and time phrases.
We found that immersion students produced not many ba sentences but a large number of time
phrases. However, in terms of accuracy, ba sentences were produced almost flawlessly, while
time phrases were often placed incorrectly in a sentence. This result is quite different from what
we find in adult learners who mostly acquire Chinese in a non-immersion setting. It shows that
immersion learners’ acquisition differs from both L1 acquisition and L2 acquisition by adults.
The third study investigates how computer-assisted methods help students learn Chinese
characters. | compare immersion learners with heritage learners with respect to how they respond
to computer-assisted methods. No difference is found between the two groups of learners in
terms of their performance in character recognition, pronunciation and writing. It is also found
that while computer assisted materials helped with character recognition, it did not help with
character writing.



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

In the past 20 years the number of Chinese language learners in the U.S. has increased
dramatically. According to Wang (2012), the Chinese language course enrollment in U.S.
colleges grew close to 80% between 2002 and 2009. In K-12 schools the growth is even more
dramatic. The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages ACTFL reported a
growth of 195% between 2004 and 2008 in Chinese language programs of. Although at the
present time a large portion of the Chinese learners is K-12 students in the U.S, most of the
research on L2 Chinese has been conducted on college students, with very little study of K-12
programs (Ke, 2012, p. 98). We know even less about K-12 immersion programs.

The purpose of this study is to investigate Chinese language teaching and acquisition in
immersion programs. My focus is on immersion programs in elementary schools. | will examine
three aspects of Chinese immersion programs: 1) comparison of pedagogy between immersion
programs and non-immersion programs, 2) acquisition of grammatical patterns, and 3) computer
assisted methods for character learning. Data were collected from two immersion programs and
two non-immersion programs in a Southwestern city in the U.S.

To start out, below I will first briefly review developments of two areas that are the
central concern of this study: the development of Chinese language teaching in the U.S. as well

as the development of immersion education.

1.1 Chinese Language Teaching in the U.S.
According to Wang & Ruan (2016), the history of Chinese language teaching in the U.S.
can be divided into four time periods: 1) 1871- 1940; 2) 1940 — 1960; 3) 1960 — 2000; 4) 2000 —
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present. The information that I report below is mostly extracted from their study. In the first time
period only few universities offered Chinese language class, such as Yale University, Harvard
University, California State University, the University of Chicago, and Stanford University. In
the time period, there were limited students, and most of them were Christian missionaries or the
people who were interested in sinology (Wang & Ruan, p. 18). As for non-college schools, Yao
& Zhang (2010) stated that from 1848 Cantonese classes appeared in a few big cities in the U.S.
in order to meet Chinese laborers’ demand. In 1870 there were Chinese schools for heritage
students in San Francisco, and in 1874 there were Chinese schools that taught classical Chinese
in Connecticut (p. 774). According to Liu (2010), the first Chinese heritage language school in
the US was founded in San Francisco. The language taught was Cantonese. In 1920s, more than
fifty Chinese-language schools, including public and community-based schools, were around for
Chinese Americans.

In the second time period, because of World War 11 Chinese was offered to the military.
The number of the universities that offered Chinese classes increased to 25 in 1957. In the third
time period, Chinese programs developed differently at the college level and K-12 level. The
number of K-12 programs went up and down, while college programs continued to grow. In
1970, 230 high schools had Chinese classes, but the number of Chinese students decreased to
1,345 in ten states (Yao & Zhang, 2010, p. 776). However, because of the problem of funding, in
1982 only two high schools offered Chinese classes. Although around 60 high schools received
funding to establish their Chinese programs during 1982-1992, only a few schools still offered
Chinese class by 2000. However, in 1993, College Board decided to have SATII Chinese test

that is offered to students who have studied Chinese for — two to four years at secondary school,
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and the results can be submitted when applying for university. This greatly influenced Chinese
teaching at secondary school; it was a milestone in K-12 Chinese teaching (Yao & Zhang, 2010,
pp.776-777). At the college level, in 1973, 39 states offered Chinese programs in 260 higher
education institutions, and it increased to 486 in 1990; the student enrollment increased from
6,238 in 1970 to 19,490 (Wang & Ruan).

In the current period, Chinese programs have been rapidly developed at both college and
K-12 levels. Because of the efforts of American government, from 2006 Chinese programs of the
National Security Language Initiative (NSLI) appeared, such as “STARTALK, Foreign
Language Assistance Programs (FLAP), NSLI-Youth (NSLI-Y), the language Flagship Program
of the National Security Education Program (NSEP), and the pilot National language Corps
under NSEP (Wang & Ruan, p. 21).” STARTALK is one of the most successful programs to
promote K-16 students’ Chinese learning. Based on the 2008 Chinese Field Report, from 2007 to
2008, the number of summer programs that were supported by STARTALK increased from 25 to
55, while the number of high school students who participated in the programs increased from
944 t0 1,884 (p. 2). In 2013, there were more than 35,000 STARTALK students in 48 states.
Chinese government also provided financial and technical support to teach Chinese in K-20 in
the U.S.; they have established 542 Confucius Institutes and classes in the U.S. by 2014). During
this time, U.S. high schools also started to offer AP Chinese courses. The following paragraphs
will present more detailed evidence of the rapid development of Chinese programs in both
college and K-12 level.

In the present day Mandarin Chinese has become one of the most commonly taught

languages in the U.S. According to Wang (2012), while college level enrollment in Chinese was
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only 1,844 in 1960, it went up to 34,153 in 2002; by 2009 the enrollment had increased to
60,976. Chinese became the 7"" most commonly taught languages in college, with 3.6% of
language course enrollments being Chinese (table 1). As for K-12 enroliment, in 1990, the
Chinese enrollment was only 6,738 in US public high schools. The enrollment increased to
59,860 in 2007-08 school year, from 20,292 in 2004-05 school year (Wang, 2012, p.28-29). That
is, the K-12 enrollment more than doubled in three years.

Table 1:

Top 10 commonly taught lang

uages in 2009

Language Enrollment Enrollment Percentage
Spanish 864,986 51.4%
French 216,419 12.9
German 96,349 5.7
ASL 91,763 55
Italian 80,752 4.8
Japanese 73,434 4.4
Chinese 60,976 3.6
Arabic 35,083 2.1
Latin 32,606 1.9
Russian 26,883 1.6

(Furman et al., 2010, cited in Wang, 2012, p.28)

Study abroad is also an important part of Chinese programs. Based on the data of Open
Door on the website of Institute of International Education, the number of U.S. students in
mainland China has rapidly increased from 2002. In 2005 mainland China became the fifth place
of destinations of U.S. study abroad. In 2011, the number of U.S. study abroad students in China
was 14,887, while United Kingdom attracted 33,182 U.S. students, which has been in the first
place of U.S. study abroad in history. Although after 2012 the number of U.S. students in

mainland China slightly decreased, mainland China still kept the fifth place. This number does
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not include the U.S. students in Hong Kong and Macau. In addition, there were also U.S. study
abroad students in Taiwan.

As for heritage students, Yao & Zhang (2010) said that Chinese School Association in
the United States mainly works for the immigrants from mainland China and served for more
than 60,000 students in more than 300 schools in 42 states, and National Council of Association
of Chinese Language Schools mainly works for the immigrants from Taiwan and served for
more than 100,000 students in more than 1000 schools in 47 states (p. 779).

The above report shows that currently there are 60,000 or more students learning Chinese
in the U.S. both at the college level and at the K-12 level. This is a large number. It underscores
the importance of understanding how Chinese is taught in various programs in the U.S. and how
it is acquired by different types of learners. Recent research has made much progress in this area,

but much more needs to be done.

1.2 Language Immersion Programs

The term “language immersion” was first used in October 1963, for an English-French
program where English native children attempted to learn French at Margaret Pendlebury
Elementary School in Canada (Fortune & Tedick, 2008, p. 5). During the same period, the first
two-way Spanish-English bilingual program was introduced at Coral Way Elementary School in
Miami-Dade County in Florida in the U.S. Later on, this model spread to the rest of Florida and
the U.S. (p. 5-6). Fortune & Tedick (2008) noted that at this time there were 18 languages of
one-way immersion programs in the U.S., including Spanish, French, German, Arabic,
Mandarin, Russian, and indigenous languages in 33 states (p. 6). Two-way bilingual programs
did not develop as early as one-way immersion programs though federal and state funding started
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to support educational research in two-way immersion models from the mid- to late- 1980s, and
two-way bilingual programs have rapidly increased in 1990s (p. 7).

Based on Weise’s (2013) study on the website of Mandarin Immersion Parents Council,
the first Chinese immersion program was established in San Francisco’s Chinese American
International School in 1981. In 1991, the second Chinese immersion program opened in Pacific
Rim International School in Emeryville, CA. From 2000 to 2006, the number of Chinese
immersion program increased from 10 to 23. From 2007, the number of Chinese immersion
program rapidly increased from 38 to 147 in 2013, which were in 26 states and the District of
Columbia. 37 of the 147 immersion programs were in California, and 26 were in Utah. 113 of the
147 immersion programs are in public school, including 18 charter schools, while 34 were in
private schools.

Based on the full Mandarin Immersion School list (2017-07-29) on the website of
Mandarin Immersion Parents Council, at the present time there are 241 Chinese immersion
programs in the U.S. California has 59 Chinese immersion programs and is still in the first place.
Utah is in the second place and have 45.

Based on the same list, the first Chinese immersion program in Arizona, where my study
was conducted, was established in Gavilan Peak School in Anthem. Currently there are ten
Chinese immersion programs in Arizona. One of the immersion programs is in a private school,
another one is in a charter school, and the rest are in public schools.

In K-12 schools, immersion programs have multiplied rapidly in order to keep up with
demand of learning a second language. According to the 2011 report of the Center for Applied

Linguistics, during the last 40 years, from 1971 to 2011, the number of K-12 schools that have
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immersion programs increased to 448 from 3.There were a total of 528 immersion programs
(2011 Annual report, pp.30-31). Of these, 71 were Mandarin immersion programs, which
accounts for 13% of all immersion programs. This made Mandarin Chinese the third most
common language with an immersion program for instruction. The first was Spanish, at 45%,

and the second was French, at 22% (2011 Annual report, pp.30-31).

Table 2:
Percentage of immersion programs by language of instruction, 2011
Language Percentage
1 Spanish 45
2 French 22
3 Mandarin Chinese 13
4 Hawaiian 6
5 Japanese 5
6 German 3
7 Other (16 languages) | 6

(2011 Annual Report, p.31)

1.3 Plan of the Present Study

While there has been a steady increase in U.S. based Chinese language education
programs for K-12 over the past several years, with a corresponding increase in Chinese
language immersion programs, very little research has been conducted on Chinese language
pedagogy for this level. In this study I will investigate immersion programs by evaluating the
pedagogy used in immersion programs, observing learners’ acquisition of grammar patterns, and
examining how effective computer assisted methods are in learning Chinese characters.

| conducted three studies, which represent three different aspects of immersion programs.
The first study investigates the differences between Chinese immersion and non-immersion
programs, and finds out if the differences show advantages of practicing and using language in

authentic contexts. The second study examines the effects of this approach by observing Chinese
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immersion learners’ acquisition of the ba-construction and time phrases. The ba-construction
represents a difficult grammar structure, which does not have a corresponding structure in
English, while time phrases represent a relatively easy grammar structure. The study shows how
contextual learning provides a gateway for students to hear and practice the structure, and then
begin to comprehend proper usage. The third study discusses computer-assisted methods for
teaching Chinese characters. Chinese characters provide relatively fewer phonological clues
(DeFrancis, 1984; Everson, 1994), therefore learning characters is difficult for learners,
including immersion program learners who have a high Chinese input in authentic contexts.

In chapter 2 a literature review of bilingual programs and immersion program is
presented, along with previous research of Chinese heritage language and Chinese immersion
programs. This is followed by a chapter of methodology, chapter 3, which introduces participants
and the methods used in this study. Chapter 4, 5 and 6 present the three studies respectively.

Chapter 7 is the conclusion with implications.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The U.S. has a long history of bilingual education programs (Garcia, 2005, p. 602),
especially Spanish bilingual or dual languages programs. Often, these programs serve speakers
of heritage languages. Wiley (2005) defines heritage language as “to refer to immigrant, refugee,
and indigenous languages, as well as former colonial languages (p. 595).” Wiley (2005) also
states that Spanish speakers were only second to English as the most spoken language in the U.S.
In the former Spanish Empire, Spanish was the dominant language much like old English in the
former English Empire, and thus is a prominent language in Spain and among settlers in North
America from Spain. It spans far enough into history to be an indigenous language among people
in the U.S and is also the primary language of Mexico, which provides the majority of
immigrants to the U.S. (pp. 595-596). Many researchers of bilingual or immersion programs
have focused on language policy, identity, language loss or language shift, because these have
been identified as the main problems in minority language programs, that is, identifying
impediments to minority language learning or maintaining. This broad literature prompted me to
ask whether Chinese immersion programs share similar issues with other minority language
programs in the U.S.

In this chapter I will review research on immersion programs. | will start with the
background of bilingual education in the U.S., dual language immersion, and types of immersion
programs. | will then review research that has been carried out on Chinese immersion programs.
We will see that indeed some of the issues that are of concern for research on Spanish speakers

have been raised for Chinese immersion programs as well. At the end of the chapter, I will
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outline the three studies that will be presented in the following chapters, which focus on Chinese

learning in Chinese immersion programs.

2.1 Background of Bilingual Education in the U.S.

The study of bilingual education involves the following fields: language policy, heritage
language, identity, language loss and language shift. The issue of language policy is related to
the history of heritage languages or minority languages and the languages schools in the U.S.
Fishman (2001) uses the term “LOTEs” (languages other than English) (p. 81) to identify
heritage languages as relative or family languages. These languages can be indigenous
languages, colonial languages, or immigrant languages. Indigenous languages in the U.S. are the
languages of Native American tribes and communities. Although historically, the values, beliefs,
and community ties of Native peoples have been prohibited through both policy and practice,
some scholars have made efforts to support Indigenous language revitalization through offering
these languages’ classes at the university level (Fishman, 2001, p. 82; McCarty, 2013; McCarty
& Zepeda, 2006). Colonial or immigrant languages are the non-indigenous languages that
entered into the continent before the United States of America was established, such as Dutch,
Swedish, and Finnish, which have long since lost their colonial relationship with their new
country (Fishman, 2001, p. 83). Fishman recorded 1,885 ethnic community schools before
1960s, but no public agency was interested in researching them (p. 88). Although governmental
agencies have considered heritage languages as a national resource (p. 88), there are issues with
the maintenance and instruction of these languages, particularly with attempts by some groups to

establish English as the official language (Garcia, 2005; Villa, 2002; Wiley, 2005).
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Villa (2002) pointed out that non-English languages, especially Spanish, are the
languages that some English only organization have attempted to restrict. The motivation to
restrict the use of languages other than English in official spaces is not linguistic but rather
ideological. Expressed concerned about language and its use also represent concerns about class,
race, culture, and gender, or what anthropologist Jane Hill has called “language panics (Hill,
2001, p. 245).” Villa (1996) also specifically discussed the issue of standard Spanish and clearly
stated that “no ‘standard’ language in the sense of ‘uniform’ exists (p. 193).” He also strongly
believed that the concept of selecting a standard Spanish was not from linguistic analysis but
from a political agenda (p. 194). Villa pointed out a serious problem which was documented by
many researchers: that more and more U.S. Spanish speakers shift their language from Spanish
to English because Spanish speakers might not maintain their individual dialectal varieties, due
to some attempts to standardize Spanish speakers’ Spanish (p. 195). This problem that Spanish
speakers face represents the situation of other non-English speakers in the U.S. Indeed, as |
began my study of Chinese immersion classrooms, | wondered if similar complex language

ideologies might be present among students acquiring Chinese as a heritage language.

2.2 Bilingual Models in the United States

Bilingual education has not been supported by the U.S. government (Wiley,2005; Garcia,
2005). Educational enterprises which supported bilingual programs to include English and
Spanish learners have used dual language programs. However, the No Child Left Behind Act
treated non-English languages in the U.S. as controversial topics (Wiley, 2005, p. 595), and

essentially stands for “English monolingual imposition (Garcia, 2005, p. 604).” As Christian
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(2010) summarized, because of “colonial histories, political changes, and ideological factors”
language policy is a complicated issue (p. 6).

As a result, non-English languages speakers in the U.S. and educational enterprises have
to struggle to maintain and protect teaching non-English languages in the academic area and the
rights of non-English languages in society. Baker (2007) points out there are two types of
bilingual education, transitional and maintenance bilingual education, and both affect minority
language students. The aim of transitional bilingual education is to maintain an English
dominant society and shift minority students’ language to English, while maintaining bilingual
education attempts to protect minority students’ native language, native cultural identity, and
rights of being an ethnic minority group member (p. 213).

From the perspective of the means of teaching a target language, bilingual language
education includes both teaching a target language directly and teaching a target language
through using the language to teach academic content. From the standpoint of perceived target
language value, there are programs that attempt to shift minority students’ native language to the
majority language — English; programs that attempt to maintain minority students’ native
language; and programs that attempt to teach majority students minority languages. The next two
sections discuss immersion programs and heritage languages respectively. | will discuss types of
immersion programs in the following section. Then, | will identify which types Chinese
immersion programs belong to, and whether the main issues in other bilingual programs are the

key issues for Chinese immersion program.
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2.3 Immersion Programs

2.3.1 Types of immersion programs

Immersion programs have been classified into different sub-types by different scholars,
but as we will see below, a major distinction is between one-way and two-way programs.

Fortune & Tedick (2008) stated the characteristics of immersion programs as using the
target language to teach academic content in preschool or elementary school (p. 9). The
difference between immersion and other language programs is that immersion programs teach
the content in the target language. They identified three main branches of immersion programs:
one-way foreign language or immersion for majority students to learn a second language;
bilingual or two-way immersion programs for majority and minority students to learn the other
language, and one-way indigenous immersion for Native Peoples to learn their language and
culture.

Christian (2011) identified four types of dual language programs: 1) developmental
bilingual programs, also called maintenance bilingual education or one-way immersion, which
use the additive approach of transitional bilingual education that only has minority languages
students and is a transition to English while using students’ native languages to learn academic
subjects and English in a limited time; 2) foreign language immersion programs or one-way
immersion that primarily has English native speakers who are learning a second language; 3)
heritage language immersion program is to help the students who came from minority

community or have a cultural or linguistic tie to a minority ancestor acquire the minority
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language; 4) two-way immersion programs that have half majority students and minority
students to balance the two languages in class, including class time and curriculum (p. 4).

Baker (2007) further divided two-way immersion programs. Two languages of the dual
language program can be used for different days or different lessons. For example, one language
can be used on Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays, and the other one can be used on Tuesday
and Thursdays. Then, in the next week it will be reversed. Or, one language can be used to teach
science, and the other language can be used to teach math. The aim of different ways of language
distribution is to balance the amount of time using different languages in the teaching process.
There are two main models, 50:50 and 90:10, in the U.S. The model of 90:10 means 90% of the
language in the teaching process is minority language in kindergarten and 1% grade so that
students can have time to develop their English skills. From 2" grade students start to use more
English, and the ratio of minority language to English changes to 50:50. The model of 50:50
means the ratio of minority language to English is 50:50 from an early grade. The balance point
of the two languages in teaching may be varied between 90:10 and 50:50 at different academic
levels.

Genesee (2008) summarized three types of dual programs: 1) one-way immersion
programs; 2) developmental bilingual education; and 3) two-way immersion programs. The
differences between one-way immersion program and developmental bilingual education are that
students in one-way immersion programs are English native speakers who are learning a second
language, while students in developmental bilingual education are minority students who are
learning English, although the students in each of these two types of programs are learning a

second language. As for one-way immersion programs, Genesee introduced partial immersion
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that is to use a minimal of 50% second language in the program teaching; total immersion uses
100% second language in the teaching part of the program; early immersion that starts to use the
second language to teach from kindergarten or first grade; delayed immersion starts to use the
second language to teach from the middle elementary; and late immersion which uses the
second language to teach from early high school (p. 25).

Collier & Thomas (2013) also summarized one-way programs that have only one
language group being taught academic content in two languages (p. 2), and two-way programs
that have English native students, including minority heritage students who lost their native
languages, and non-English native students.

Although scholars did not have exactly the same categories of dual programs, it is clear
that all scholars recognized a major distinction between one-way and two-way programs.
Chinese immersion programs are one-way foreign language programs that are more closely

identified with pedagogical issues.

2.3.2 Research on immersion programs

There is some existing research which discusses teaching methods in bilingual programs.
I will discuss three studies here, which cover content-based teaching, comparison between one-
way immersion and two-way immersion, and comparison between two-way immersion and
traditional English classes

Genesee (2008) introduced content-based language instruction designed to teach
academic content in the target language, which is the key point of dual language programs.

Genesee (2008) expounded that this approach fully utilized children’s natural abilities of learning
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languages. However, Genesee (2008) also pointed out that some immersion students could not
successfully master the grammar of the target language, “such as verb tense, pronouns,
prepositions and sociolinguistic forms (p. 33).” He further explained that linguistic competence
might not be improved by extending the time of self-using the target language, because
functional and structural skills do not equal linguistic competencies (p. 33).

Steele et. al. (2015) compared one-way and two-way dual language programs and
attempted to test the following: 1) the causal effect of random assigned immersion students’
performance in English language art, math, and science; 2) the effective difference between one-
way and two-way immersion programs, and the difference between Spanish and three other
language programs: Mandarin, Japanese, and Russian; 3) effective difference on whether
student’s first language is English. They focused on causal effects of immersion programs in
Portland public schools, which included one-way versus two-way immersion programs and
involved four languages, Spanish, Mandarin, Japanese, and Russian. The study used the results
of state-mandated accountability tests of reading, mathematics, and science to compare 3,457
students’ performance, from third grade to ninth grade. The analysis did not show significant
effect of immersion in math and science. As for the second research question, the effective
differences among different language programs and between one-way and two-way immersion
were not significant. The results show that Spanish programs and two-way immersion were
better than other programs, and the former outcomes are slightly greater than the. As for the third
research question, there is no significantly difference between English native speakers and non-
English native speakers, except for eighth grade math. In sum, the effect of language in

immersion programs is slightly larger than the effect of type of programs (one-way or two-way).
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Li et al. (2016) compared two-way dual language and traditional English classrooms
regarding teaching practices and the extent of each dual language that teachers and students
intended to use. Through classroom observations during two academic years, they found that in
two-way dual language the teachers nearly fully used the target language during the observed
class time, and the students had enough opportunities to speak the target language, but this did
not extend to using the language that the students actually speak. In addition, the students had
fewer opportunities for writing than speaking. This study also found that the target teaching
practices, including lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, learning
strategies, interaction, practice and application, lesson delivery, review and assessment (p. 36),
were consistently implemented. However, Li et al. (2016) concluded that the teaching practices
in traditional English classes and in two-way dual immersion classes were not systematically
different, and the academic benefits of dual language immersion came from the acquisition
process in two-language classroom instead of teaching practices (p. 40).

After reviewing the research of the content-based teaching approach, the comparison
between one-way immersion and two-way immersion, and the comparison between two-way
immersion and traditional English class, we may start to think about the difference between one-
way immersion and non-immersion class from the perspective of pedagogy, especially for
Chinese language. What are the differences between the different kinds of Chinese classes,
Chinese immersion, non-immersion Chinese class and Chinese weekend school? What strategies
are used in the different classrooms, such as teaching characters, vocabulary, and speaking?
What is the role of the teachers, students, and parents? What learning resources, such as

software, do they have access to? What are students expected to do outside of the classroom?
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Although Genesee (2008) pointed out that some immersion students’ grammar
knowledge might not be good, the acquisition process of Chinese immersion students has not
been studied by previous research. | would like to know what the learners acquired during a
specified time period; and in the process what the difference between immersion students and

non-immersion language students was.

2.4 Heritage Languages and Chinese Heritage Language

Undoubtedly, bilingual education is related to heritage language learning. Although
Chinese immersion programs are one-way foreign language immersion programs in the U.S.,
Chinese is also a heritage language in the U.S. The majority students in Chinese immersion
programs are not Chinese heritage students, and some Chinese heritage students learn Chinese in
weekend schools or at home. This situation is different from other dual languages immersion
programs, such as Spanish-English, which have heritage students in the immersion programs.
This situation provides an opportunity to compare immersion students and heritage students in
order to evaluate immersion programs. Are they different or similar in the four language skills,
listening, speaking, reading, and writing? Do they encounter the same challenges? In this section,
| review the research on heritage language and Chinese heritage programs.

Wiley (2005) stated that heritage language implies “immigrant, refugee, and indigenous
languages, as well as colonial languages (p. 595).” Juxtaposed with “majority language,”
“heritage languages” refers to the past or tradition in comparison with the term “community
language” which includes the present and future (p. 596). Garcia (2005) who studied heritage

languages in the U.S. also stated that heritage languages imply something that is not in the
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present but something in the past or for old generations (p. 601). However, Garcia also pointed
out that the term “heritage language in education” reminds educators, parents, and children that
there is a space to teach with languages other than English (p. 602).

The implication of “heritage languages” reflects the power of different languages in
society, which led to non-English native people’s selection between their native language and the
majority language — English. Therefore, language shift or language loss is an important issue
when scholars study heritage languages. Besides languages’ power in society, the issue also
involves other factors that interact with each other, such as language policy, educators’, parents’
and the community’s attitude or reaction to heritage languages, and bilingual people’s identity.

Fillmore (2000) conducted a case study of a Chinese immigrant family in the U.S. to
analyze language loss and language shift. She described the language change of four children in
a family during more than 10 years after they came to the U.S. Two children in the family when
they arrived were ages 5 and 4, and the other two were born in the U.S. In the family, the
parents, the uncle, and the grandmother, each spoke Cantonese; they did not speak English. The
one who came to the U.S. at age 4 was sociable and did not have difficulties with classmates or
teachers. She could still speak her native language with her family and translate for her parents
and grandparent to her siblings, but she was not as fluent as before. The other one who came to
the U.S. at age 5 was totally different. He was not accepted by his majority language classmates
and hung out with other Asian immigrant children. He refused to speak his native language with
his family. The other two who were born in the U.S. did not know how to speak Cantonese to
their grandmother and parents. The four children spoke English to each other. Fillmore (2000)

said that the language loss and shift reflected children’s change in language loyalty (p. 208);
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English represented an ideology (p. 207), as children did not want to be considered unacceptable
by the majority (p. 209). She pointed out that language loss and shift meant a disconnection
between the children and their family and their original ethnic knowledge and culture, and
questioned whether the children had a successful education because they were using English.
This study presented Chinese heritage students’ language shift or loss and its reasons, which is
similar to other heritage students.

Besides the issue of identity, bilingual programs as a way to help non-English children
maintain their native language have been discussed for a long time. Fillmore (1991) examined
the issue of maintaining non-English native language by interviewing language-minority families
whose children were in preschool programs. She came to the conclusion that children lost their
native language because they learned English (p. 341). However, she stated that second language
learning itself cannot lead to first language loss, and the reason for first language loss is the
society’s lack of value for linguistic or ethnic diversity (p. 341). She pointed out that families
played an important role against the assimilative forces that led to language loss (p. 334), but the
fact that parents judging their children’s native language proficiency also led to children’s
language loss (p. 339). The study showed that many parents worried that their children would
lose their home language.

When it comes to Chinese as a heritage language in the U.S., only a few scholars have
studied Chinese heritage students. The research that has been conducted so far focuses on the
effect of students’ motivation to learning Chinese with its culture; parents’ attitude towards

language learning program; and character learning. | will briefly review each area below.

29



He (2008) pointed out that learning Chinese as a heritage language meant not only
knowing the grammar but also contextually understanding the linguistic structures, which is
related to Chinese culture. Moreover, Chinese heritage leaners should have motivation to value
the language in order to learn it well. Concerning the issue of identity, He (2008) expounded that
the identity issues Chinese heritage learners faced in their social life every day (p. 4) are the
same as for other heritage languages learners. She agreed with previous studies that positive
attitudes toward ethnic identity and ethnic groups helped Chinese heritage learners achieve high
level language proficiency. Lee (2002) conducted a survey to look into the relationship between
students’ attitude and their language learning. She collected data from two high schools that
included 105 U.S. born Chinese-American and Korean-American students. The results showed
that the students who valued their native culture, identity, and language had more success not
only with language learning but also in academic achievement levels than the students who had a
strong proclivity towards the assimilation process. These results are similar to the findings of He
(2008) in that positive attitude towards native culture (Chinese culture) helps students learn the
language.

Regarding parental attitude, Lao (2004) surveyed 86 parents whose children were in a
Chinese-English bilingual preschool. 70% of the children were Chinese Americans, and the rest
came from other ethnic groups. Lao (2004) concluded that the parents did not feel bilingual
programs are a good way to achieve higher levels of English proficiency, although they strongly
supported bilingual programs. Liu (2008) and Lu (2001) conducted a study on a Chinese Sunday
school. Liu (2008) surveyed 28 heritage students; it was found that all the parents and the

students had positive attitudes towards learning Chinese, and that parents played an important
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role in supervising their children’s learning Chinese. Lu (2001) did another study on a Sunday
school. She interviewed 35 parents whose children were in the Sunday school. She three reasons
that parents sent their children to learn Chinese: 1) identity as Chinese; 2) the hope their children
can communicate with their grandparents and other relatives; 3) future job opportunities. The
parents reported that their children became confident and proud of being Chinese after learning
Chinese language and culture (p. 211), which reflects the bilingual children’s self-identity.
However, the parents did not identify themselves as a part of Chinatown, which represents an old
and different self-image, or being related to Chinatown (p. 213). Law (2014) conducted a study
on the effect of families and community in children’s Chinese learning in the U.S. The study
came to the same conclusion that family played an important role in children’s native language
acquisition in a community with another majority language, but the parents may not have enough
knowledge of bilingual education or language maintenance (p. 740). Many families depended on
weekend school to teach the home language due to lack of bilingual teaching programs (p. 738).
However, Liu (2008) mentioned that some students did not really value Chinese language
learning and just did what their parents wanted them to do, which presents a problem in the
process of learning and maintaining their native language (p. 46).

Besides the issue of identity, He (2008) also pointed out the difficulty of Chinese
character learning, which is different from other heritage language learning. This is also
discussed in Liu’s (2008) study. Liu raised four main problems learners encounter: writing,
reading, insufficient time to study, and unattractiveness of the Chinese class. The students
especially mentioned that they did not like the rote-learning method, such as copying Chinese

characters and memorization. Law (2014) pointed out that rote memorization may not be an
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effective way to learn characters. The issue of teaching methods and content was also presented
in other research. In Lu’s (2001) study, the parents also expressed the desire to have a better
curriculum that includes more history and culture lectures with videos or other attractive
methods (p. 214). Lee (2002) also mentioned that Asian-Americans need to receive more input in
regards to history and culture (p. 333).

In sum, learning Chinese as a heritage language in the U.S. faces the same issues as other
heritage language learning. Chinese heritage students need to identify themselves. This may lead
them to have either a positive or negative attitude towards learning Chinese, which may help or
impede in the learning process. Parents or families played an important role in the process of
maintaining the native language, culture, and identity, and preventing their children from
suffering language loss or language shift. Parents are able to recognize that maintaining the
native language is beneficial for their children, the family, and ethnic group, so they help their
children learn their native language while they learn English. However, some parents might not
recognize the function of bilingual programs and instead may prefer English only programs to
efficiently improve their children’s English. Teaching methodology should include how parental
involvement impacts learning, attitude, and motivation toward the language and the learning
process. Besides these similarities with other heritage language learning, Chinese heritage
students’ difficulties in reading and writing drew attention. Chinese does not possess an
alphabetic writing system and therefor does not provide phonological clues for writing or reading
(DeFrancis, 1984; Everson, 1994). From this perspective, Chinese heritage students and Chinese
immersion students are similar: they might have high Chinese aural input but they still have

difficulties in learning characters.
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2.5 Chinese Immersion Programs

Chinese immersion program is one-way immersion. Based on the full Mandarin
Immersion School list (2017-07-29) on the website of Mandarin Immersion Parents Council,
there are 241 Chinese immersion programs in the U.S. A big portion of these immersion
programs is in kindergarten to fifth grade. In addition, most of the programs were established in
public schools. California has 59 Chinese immersion programs in the first place, and Utah is in
the second place. However, some states did not have it. Research that has been conducted on
Chinese immersion programs focuses on the following issues: attitude and motivation, teaching
strategies, short term immersion, pedagogy, challenges, and reading. | will briefly review each

topic below.

2.5.1 Attitude and motivation

First, concerning learners’ attitude and motivation, Bodey (2016) conducted a case study
with three Chinese immersion students in a middle school. All three students had good
performance in the immersion programs, and they shared some characteristics: very positive
attitude towards learning Chinese, having good methods of learning Chinese, did not have any
negative image of the Chinese immersion program, and their parents were motivated to support
them learning Chinese. Tang (1998) conducted research on the relationship between parents’
motivation and Chinese immersion program in a kindergarten through interviews, questionnaires,
and language tests. The results confirmed the positive effect of parents’ attitude towards the
program and the influence on administrators. The findings also support the view that an

immersion program is an effective approach to teach Chinese and it does not hurt students’ other
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grades, such as math and English. This is consistent with the research findings of other language
immersion programs. Simith (2007) conducted research on Chinese language at elementary
schools by interviews, observation, and a survey on students, teachers, and administrators in
three elementary schools. The purpose was to find the factors of an effective immersion program.
He did not find problems with a lack of motivation in the three Chinese immersion programs.
Based on these studies, attitude and motivation is not a controversial issue in Chinese immersion

programs.

2.5.2 Teaching strategies

Next, we consider teaching strategies. One strategy that has been used in immersion
programs for young learners is to incorporate music in language teaching. Zhou (2013) examined
the effect of singing in kindergarten Chinese immersion programs from three school districts in
Michigan. Both control groups and treatment groups spent a half of school day in Chinese and
the other half school day in English. In the experiment, a story was learned 25-30 minutes each
day and it lasted for a week. The participants included one hundred and six immersion
kindergarten learners, who were put into two groups, one group listening to a story with its song
and following along singing, the other group only listening to the story. Through pre-test at the
beginning, immediate post-test at the last lesson of the experiment, and a delayed post-test 16
days after the immediate post-test, the results show that singing songs can help learners acquiring
and retaining vocabulary. Wang (2014) also investigated the role of music in learning vocabulary
in a Chinese immersion preschool. This study has one treatment group that was taught five

words using pictures and song and one control group that was taught the same words with
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pictures but no music. Through pre-test and post-test, it was found that the control group learned
more words than the treatment group. These two studies focus on immersion programs, but the
teaching strategies that they discuss cannot represent the characteristics of immersion programs,
as these strategies with music can also be used in non-immersion programs. Thus, the teaching
strategies that are specific for immersion programs are still needed to be concerned, especially at

a pedagogical level, which this study investigates.

2.5.3 Short term immersion programs

There have been studies that look at Chinese learning in short term immersion programs,
such as summer immersion programs. Beard (1994) studied a three-week Chinese immersion
program with 25 second-grade heritage students together with two other immersion programs
that focused on Spanish and English respectively. This study discussed the activities in the
programs with the teachers’ description and comments. He found that the immersion programs
helped the students have motivation to internalize their original culture and communicate with
other people in the community. He also pointed out common characteristics of the three
languages’ immersion programs: they all provided resources of the target language and its
cultures, and they all helped building relationships between the learners and their teachers or
people in their original community. Chen (1995) studied learner’s difficulties and language
learning strategies in a nine-week intensive program with 13 American students, which is a semi-
immersion program. She conducted surveys, interview, observation, and case studies. She found
that short-term memory strategies were commonly used by the students in order to accomplish a

great amount of assignments in a limited time. She also found that the less successful students

35



used more strategies than more successful students, which are direct strategies that include
memory, cognitive, and compensation, and indirect strategies that include metacognitive,
affective, and social strategies (Chen, pp. 20-21). Liu (1992) discussed the interaction between
teacher and students in a two-month summer immersion program from both teacher and
students’ perspectives. She used observation, interviews, notes, and journals to analyze one
teacher and her three students in the program. She pointed out three issues of language learning
in immersion program: language fluency vs. accuracy, knowing the language vs. using the
language, using language in school vs. using language in society. Chao (1993) investigates two
adult learners in a nine-week immersion program by focusing on learner’s role. He documented
the experiences of these two adult learners’ experience in the immersion program. The results
show the importance of learning environment, teaching instruction, as well as learners

themselves in the process of language learning.

2.5.4 Pedagogy

There have been several studies that discuss pedagogical issues in Chinese immersion
programs. Wang (2008) examined how the immersion approach was applied in class based on
five characteristics: (1) who were the main speakers; (2) the purpose of the communication in
class; (3) if the communication involved non-linguistic content; (4) when students spoke in class,
this was to practice or repeat the sentence structures or for real conversation; (5) what the talking
areas were (pp. 44-45). Four grades (2"9, 4™, 6™, and 8") of a Chinese immersion school were

investigated through observation and interviews. The following features were found in the
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immersion classes: comprehensive input and comprehensible output in real conversation through
using content-based instruction (p. 151).

Yao (2016) investigates the effect of corrective feedback in Chinese immersion
classrooms. To examine how teachers corrected their students’ errors, Yao used observations,
video-tapings, stimulated recalls and interviews. It was found that in the process of correcting
errors, both the teachers and the students were involved in negotiations that include different
contexts. In the negotiations, students spontaneously produce modified and non-modified output.
The results also show that content-focused interaction has an effect on students’ awareness.

Jacobson (2013) evaluated seven aspects of Chinese immersion programs based on an
evaluation model, which presents values and criteria of “class context, input, process, product
evaluation, institutional values, pertinent technical standards, duties of personnel, and
idiosyncratic criteria (pp. 69-70).” Through interviews, survey, and analysis of students’
academic performance, which includes final grades and the results of a standard Chinese
proficiency — Youth Chinese Test (YCT), Jacobson collected data from administrative stuff,
immersion teachers, and students. The final grades of 272 students from kindergarten to 5" were
analyzed. At the time of the research, three different grades students (3", 4", and 5") were
compared. The students of 2" grade and 3 grade took YCT. The findings show that the
immersion students had higher academic scores than non-immersion students in each grade. In
fact, the immersion students had significantly higher scores of math than non-immersion students
in this school and other comparable schools. All administrative stuff and 78% teachers thought
the program followed the design and achieve the goals. In addition, based on the results of YCT,

the immersion program with diverse students did not differ significantly from the immersion
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program with less diverse students. This study thus provides evidence that immersion programs
do not hurt students’ academic performance, which was also found in research of different
language immersion programs.

Fortune & Song (2016) investigated Chinese immersion students’ academic outcomes, and found
the same results — Chinese immersion students’ scores of English and math on the state’s standardized
tests were the same as or higher than non-immersion students at 5™ grade. To find out students’ Chinese
proficiency, they gave the students’ four tests: 1) YCT, 2) SATndards-based Measurement of Proficiency
4 Skills elementary (STAMP 4Se), 3) the Student Oral Proficiency Assessment (SOPA), and 4) the
Center for Applied Linguistics’ Oral Proficiency Exam (COPE). They found that all 3™ grade students
achieved an intermediate level. Listening was the strongest skill, followed by speaking, and these two
skills were much better than writing and reading. A big portion of 5" grade students’ Chinese character
writing and reading were at the Novice range and over half were at Intermediate-Low, while their
listening and speaking performance were solidly at the Intermediate level (p.190). Fortune & Song
explained that the results have to do with the characteristics of the Chinese language and students’

curriculum, but they did not offer an analysis of how students learn language skills.

2.5.5 Challenges

Chung (2015) investigated a dual language immersion program in an elementary school
from stakeholders’ perceptive and focuses on benefits and challenges of immersion program, the
effects on students; the parents’ expectation, and academic performance. Chung interviewed 24
participants who were administrative stuff, teachers, and parents. The results revealed the
challenges of the immersion program: the demand of appropriate program structure; turnover of

teachers; the lack of teaching resources. Cao (2013) also studied challenges of Chinese
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immersion education by interviewing the educators of a preschool Chinese immersion program.
It was found that Chinese immersion programs did not solve the problem of students’ learning in

reading and writing. Cao also emphasized the importance of teaching Chinese culture.

2.5.6 Reading and character learning

Lv (2016) investigated Chinese character reading and text reading by comparing 2™
grade Chinese immersion students and weekend school students. The results show that Chinese
immersion students made more progress than weekend school students. Lv provided an
explanation: immersion students had more class time on Chinese than weekend school students.
However, Lv did not explain the relationship between the input in immersion classes and the
progress that immersion students made in reading. Thus, the advantage of immersion program in

character learning was not proven.

2.5.7 Summary

In sum, previous research of Chinese immersion programs have been concerned with a
number of issues, including attitude and motivation, teaching strategies, short-term immersion,
pedagogy, challenges, and reading and character learning. The research that discussed pedagogy
focused on specific features of these programs, the advantages of content-based instruction, and
the evidence that immersion programs do not have negative effects on students’ academic
performance. The findings of these studies are similar to the studies that were conducted on other
languages immersion programs such as Spanish. These studies mostly did not discuss the process

of Chinese learning in Chinese immersion programs, except for two studies. Cao (2013) pointed
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out that Chinese immersion program did not solve the problem of learning how to read and write,
and Lv (2016) presented the progress that immersion students made in reading. However, these
two studies do not analyze the reason or solution from a pedagogical perspective.

In this study, I will conduct three studies. The first study discusses the differences
between immersion, non-immersion, and weekend school classes based on language pedagogy.
The second study discusses acquisition of the ba-construction and time phrases in an immersion
program. The third study discusses computer assisted materials in learning Chinese characters.
The reasons for choosing these three studies are the following. | am interested in exploring what
research had been done in Chinese K-12 immersion programs, or indeed, whether they would
interfere with or improve Chinese language teaching and learning. | am also interested in
observing whether the instructional approaches used to teach Chinese significantly impacted the
results of the Chinese immersion program. Previous studies have examined the characteristics of
immersion programs including Chinese; there have also been studies on Chinese heritage
students. However, a number of questions have not been answered. Frist, what is the extent of
the effect of immersion programs? What are the differences and similarities between immersion
programs and heritage programs from the pedagogical perspective? Second, how does immersion
teaching influence language acquisition? How do learners in the immersion program acquire
certain grammar patterns? Third, does the Chinese language present challenges to the immersion
program? In particular, how does the program help students with the Chinese writing system?

Thus, | designed the first study to investigate the differences between Chinese immersion
programs and Chinese non-immersion programs at the pedagogical level, including classes for

heritage students. This answered the first question. The second study examines the effects of
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Chinese immersion program in acquisition of Chinese. This explores the second question. The
third study explores the third question and discusses computer assisted methods for character

learning, an area that presents challenges to the Chinese immersion program.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

In this chapter I discuss the methodology used in my study. | present the participants of

the study and the materials they used, followed by research methods that | adopt.

3.1 Participants and Course Materials

3.1.1 Participants

Participants for the study include students from four different schools in a Southwestern
city in the US: Central Hill School,! which has the immersion Chinese language class; South
Mountain School, which has the immersion Chinese-math class; West Desert School, which
offers non-immersion daily Chinese classes, and Lincoln School, which offers Chinese classes

on weekends. This is summarized in Table 3:

Table 3:

Schools and classes where the participants are from
School Name Type of class
Central Hill immersion Chinese language class
South Mountain immersion Chinese-math class
West Desert non-immersion daily Chinese class
Lincoln weekend Chinese class

Aside from Lincoln school, where students meet only once 90 minutes per week, the
other three schools are regular full day schools.
All four schools participated in the first study - comparison of teaching methods. For the

second study, acquisition of two grammatical patterns, only students at Central Hill participated.

1 The names of schools given here are not real names.
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The third study, computer-assisted materials for character learning, was conducted at Central Hill
and Lincoln.

The Central Hill is PK-8 school, which includes preschool, junior, and middle school. It
offers immersion classes in Spanish, French, German and Chinese. The number of students in the
school is about two hundred, and average class size is ten or more. This school is a private school
that uses Cambridge international examinations for English, mathematics, and science teaching.
The Central Hill School started Chinese immersion program from the 2010-2011 academic year.
The Chinese immersion class in the preschool includes preschool and kindergarten students, and
the class activities includes math, drawing, singing, Chinese character learning, game, cooking,
and other daily life activities in Chinese, which is about half of a school day. The Chinese
immersion class in the junior school included first grade to fourth grade in the academic year
when | observed. Each week, the students receive 11 hours of Chinese instruction, including
discussing daily life issues, singing, drawing, feeding a hamster, learning Chinese culture, and
learning Chinese language in Chinese. They also receive 5 hours of English instruction, 5 hours
of math instruction, and 4 hours of science instruction every week. There is also time on physical
education, art, and music. However, when the Chinese teacher accompanied them to do physical
exercises they still used Chinese. In general, they spent almost a half school day in Chinese.

The class that | observed is an immersion Chinese language class with 10 students: three
in 1%t grade, four in 2" grade, one in 3™ grade and two in 4™ grade. During the semester, one
student in the 2nd grade transferred to another school. Only one student in the 1st grade did not
go to the immersion Chinese pre-school, while the other nine students entered the program from

pre-school.
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The South Mountain School is a K-5 school that focuses on math teaching. This school
became a public school from a charter school in 2016. The number of students in this school is
more than six hundred, and the average class size is twenty or more. The South Mountain School
have only one immersion program — Chinese immersion, and it started from 2014. The
immersion program is 50:50. The students spend 2.5 hours in Chinese every day, which includes
learning math, science, and Chinese, and another 2.5 hours in English. At the time when |
observed, the school had immersion classes in Kindergarten, 1% grade, and 2" grad. There were
24 students in the 2nd grade, 24 students in the 1st grade, and 28 students in kindergarten. All
are non-heritage students and speak English at home. The class that | observed is 2" grade.

The West Desert School, which is a K-12 charter school. It has about two hundred
students. In K-5, the average class size is about twenty students. Each class in one teacher’s
charge combined students at different grade levels, and students’ grade level may not be the
same as their school year or correspond with their age. For example, it is possible that a student
has only studied for one academic year but his academic level is at the 2" grade. The school
offers Chinese language for each class, and the students in the same class that one teacher is in
charge of have Chinese classes together. One Chinese teacher teaches 6 Chinese classes each
day, a kindergarten class and 5 combined 1% — 5™ grade classes. Students have 30-minute
Chinese language class respectively every day. The class that | observed had 24 students,
including 6 in the 1st grade, 10 in the 2nd grade, 7 in the 3rd grade, and one in the 4th grade.
With the exception of transfer students, they all started to learn Chinese from kindergarten. The
teacher did not say how many transfer students there were, but she said all the students had had

at least one year of Chinese before the semester I observed.
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Lincoln School is a school that offers Chinese language and culture classes including
Chinese dancing, Chinese painting, calligraphy, Chinese games and sports. All classes are on the
weekend. Most students are Chinese heritage students. There are also classes for the general
public. | observed a third-year Chinese class, with 10 students. They were all heritage learners.
One student was 9 years old, five students were 8 years old, and four students were 7 years old.
Two of the ten students came into the class during the academic year. One of the two was in a
Chinese immersion kindergarten class and took a year of weekend school class prior to
participating in the project. The other started to learn Chinese at another Chinese school when
he was 7. The rest of the students have been with the class from the beginning, and this was their
third academic year. Five students had no other Chinese class. Three of them had experience in
Chinese immersion programs, and one of the three students was still in a Chinese immersion
program. Three students have Chinese class every day at their school, and one of these three
students also had experience in a Chinese immersion program in 1% grade.

Reasons for home use of Chinese varied. Only one student affirmed they spoke English at
home. Eight students speak Chinese at home, but four of the eight admitted that they spoke
English when they did not know the Chinese. One student speaks half Chinese and half English
at home, because the parents asked him to speak Chinese, but he does not want to. Five of the
eight students who speak Chinese at home expressed that they were willing to do so, two said
sometimes they wish to speak Chinese, and one stated that she did not want to speak Chinese at
home even though she did. Seven students said they learned Chinese because their parents
wanted them to. One student learned Chinese because all family members speak Chinese, while

one student wants to go to China. Table 4 lists the details.
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Table 4
Background information of students in the weekend class

at home; Kindergarten and
1%t in immersion Chinese
program; currently every
day has one Chinese class
in elementary school

Age | Chinese background Chinese at | Self- Willing to | Reason for
home evaluation | use learning Chinese
Chinese at
home

119 No other Chinese class Yes Good Yes Parents

2 |7 No other Chinese class Yes Good Yes Parents

3|7 No other Chinese class Yes Good Sometimes | Parents

4|8 Spends 6 weeks in China | Yes Not know | No Parents
every summer since two (not strict)
years old. No other
Chinese class.

518 had stayed in China for Yes Good Yes Family speaks
one year at three years Chinese
old; no other Chinese
class.

6 |8 Has one Chinese class Yes Okay Yes Wants to go
every day in elementary (not know | China
school for three years some

Chinese
words )

718 Has taken three and a half | No Okay No Parents
semesters weekend class.
In immersion kindergarten
for one year.

8|7 Every year back to China | Yes Good Yes Interesting
to take some elementary (no know
school class; in second some
year immersion Chinese Chinese
program; teach Chinese at | words)
home

9|7 80% speaking Chinese at | Yes Good Sometimes | Parents
home; 30-minute Chinese | (80%)
class every day in
elementary school

118 From kindergarten, Yes or No | Okay No Parents

0 gradually speaks English
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In addition to students, seven teachers from the four schools also participated in the
study. The four classes observed were taught by teachers from mainland China. The other three
teachers were interviewed. Two of the three were raised in a bilingual environment outside of
China. All these teachers provided information of the students and their programs in either

Chinese or English.

3.1.2 Course materials
Course materials for the immersion Chinese language class at the Central Hill School

include a set of textbooks and a workbook. The textbook is “/N22% 3 (Textbook Chinese

language for Primary Schools.” The books were also used for heritage students in weekend
schools in the U.S. and elementary schools in Singapore?. In the textbook there are Chinese
characters, Pinyin, pictures, and a vocabulary list, but no English. It provides both Traditional
and Simplified characters. There was also a workbook, with fill-in-the-blank character exercises.
For the lowest level, the workbook also includes other exercises, such as choosing the correct
Pinyin. The teachers also passed out handouts in characters and Pinyin. Students had in-class
writing exercises and homework. Homework included reading out loud the assigned lesson, and
character writing. Level 3 and level 4 students also had homework such as answering questions
in characters and writing a simple dairy. In class students used an e-book that corresponds with

the textbook, which includes voice reading with color-changed characters, animation, and games

2 In Singapore there are four official languages (English, Chinese, Malay, and Tamil), students must learn two of
them, and one of them must be English. (The Constitution of the Republic of Singapore)
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for practicing characters. The teacher also used online videos in Chinese for teaching songs and
cultural topics.

In the immersion Chinese-math class in South Mountain School, all math and science
materials are in English. When the students or the teacher came across a specific English word
they said it in Chinese. In the Chinese language class, the teacher used PowerPoint or cards
written in Chinese, sometimes with accompanying Pinyin, and pictures.

The weekend class in the Lincoln School used a set of textbooks that were designed for
heritage students in weekend school by a teacher who had extensive experience in teaching
heritage students in the U.S. There is text, vocabulary lists, grammar tips, and reading materials.
The text and vocabulary lists have no Pinyin or English translation, while the grammar tips have
English translation for specific vocabulary. Additionally, the students had workbooks and CD
homework. Exercises in the workbooks include a set of true false reading comprehension
questions, character writing and sentence writing (which varies depending on the level of study),
and dictation to be done in class. The latter has voice reading with color changing character, as
well as game-style exercises.

In the non-immersion Chinese class in the West Desert School, students did not have a
textbook, but used handouts in character learning class to practice writing target characters.
Sometimes the teacher gave each student a textbook and asked them to read a selection related to
a given week’s topic. The teacher also used computer-assisted materials in class to teach a
particular week’s topic. The materials included voice reading with color changed characters,

game-style exercises, songs, and online videos in English that contain key words in Chinese.
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3.2 Research Methods
A number of methods are adopted in my study. Some of the methods are used in all three

studies, while some are used in one or two studies only. These are presented below.

3.2.1 Observation
Observation is a major method in my study. It is employed in all three studies; in fact, for

the study on acquisition of grammatical patterns (chapter 5), my observation notes are the only
basis whereby | report my findings. In each class | observed, | wrote down what was orally
produced by students as well as teachers, recorded (by hand) activities the class was engaged in,
types of written exercises carried out in class, etc. Thus my observation notes include both
learner data (what they produced) and explanatory notes (descriptions of what the students were
doing in class). Due to school regulations, audio or video recording were not allowed.

The four Chinese programs were observed from February to May of 2016. Table 5 shows the

details of the class observation schedule.

Table 5
Details of class observation (Feb.2016 — May 2016)
Number of Regular
School Name Class Type students Attendance Hours
Immersion Chinese At least 4 hours
Central Hill language class 10 Y per week
Immersion Chinese
Central Hill language pre-school 13 N 5 hours
Immersion Chinese-math At least 4 hours
South Mountain 2" grade 24 Y per week
Immersion Chinese-math
South Mountain 1%t grade 24 N 4.5 hours
Immersion Chinese-math
South Mountain Kindergarten 28 N 4.5 hours
1.5 hours per
Lincoln Weekend school 10 Y week
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| West Desert | Chinese language class | 24 | Y | 1 hour per week |

The immersion Chinese language class at Central Hill was regularly observed twice per
week, the entire 3 hours duration of the class one day and 2 hours the other days. The classes on
different weekdays do not have the same hours, so the weekdays were observed rotationally.
The immersion Chinese language pre-school was observed twice, for a total of 5 hours.

For the immersion Chinese-math class at South Mountain, the 2nd grade was regularly
observed twice per week. The class, which were two hours each day, had a Chinese language
class portion, a math class portion, and a science class portion. Each day’s class did not include
all three portions, but every day they did have the math portion in Chinese. The three different
class portions were each observed. The kindergarten and the 1st grade were both observed
twice.

For the weekend at Lincoln school, classes are held every Sunday afternoon from 4:00 to
5:30 except holidays, and these were observed regularly.

For the Chinese language class at West Desert, the daily class sessions are each 30
minutes. From Monday to Wednesday they focus on vocabulary and sentence structures, on
Thursday there is a test, and on Friday they focus on character learning. The classes on Tuesday

and Friday were regularly observed.

3.2.2 Interviews and questionnaires
The purpose of the interviews was to get information from the students and the programs
as well as the interviewees’ opinions of the programs and Chinese learning. Therefore, basically

there were two kinds of questions: background information, which includes students’ and
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programs’ background information; opinions of the programs and the process of learning
Chinese. Besides informal interviews, | also prepared a set of questionnaires. The questionnaire
for parents included what the students did to learn Chinese at home, whether the students had
Chinese homework, how they did the homework, whether the parents helped the students to learn
Chinese, and so on. The questionnaires were sent to parents and teachers in the immersion
Chinese language class at Central Hill and the weekend class at Lincoln school. All teachers of
the four classes at the four schools either answered the questionnaire or did an official interview
with audio recording. Interviews as well as questionnaires were used for the first study
(comparison of teaching methods) as well as the third study (a study on computer assisted

language materials). The questionnaires are presented in Appendices A to F.

3.2.3 Tests

Besides observation, questionnaires, interviews, the third and fourth grade students in the
immersion Chinese language class at Central Hill and the heritage students in the weekend class
at Lincoln school also took tests. There were two pre-tests, which were taken at the beginning of
the semester, and a post-test at the end of the semester. These tests were used for the third study,
the study on computer assisted teaching materials. The writing portions of the Youth Chinese
Test (YCT) level 3 and level 4, an international standardized test of Chinese language
proficiency, were used as the pre-tests and the post-test, respectively. The YCT level 3 has
Pinyin and all questions are multiple choice. YCT level 4 does not have any Pinyin and includes

questions that require writing using only characters.
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CHAPTER 4: TEACHING METHODS IN FOUR CLASSES

4.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine immersion classes and other language classes
and find out if the teaching methods used in immersion classes are superior than those used in
non-immersion classes. After reviewing theoretical framework and related studies, | compare
four classes: an immersion Chinese language class, an immersion Chinese-math class, a regular
Chinese class, and a Chinese weekend class. | describe the similarities and differences between
these four types of classes through observation, questionnaires and interviews. In particular, my

research focuses on the way the communicative approach is implemented in these classes.

4.2 Review of Teaching Approaches

Before evaluating the classes that | observed, I first review a number of approaches that
have been proposed for language teaching, including the interaction hypothesis, output
hypothesis, communicative language teaching, content-based instruction, and approaches to
teaching Chinese. These approaches are relevant to the concepts included in the observation
checklist that is used to evaluate language classes. Several concepts are discussed: the
experiential approach vs. the analytical approach; implicit learning vs. explicit learning;
declarative knowledge vs. procedural knowledge; the functional approach vs. the formal
approach; the content-driven approach vs. the language driven approach. The review will then
take us to the focus of this study--whether immersion instruction has advantages over other types

of language programs.
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4.2.1. Interaction hypothesis

The interaction hypothesis explains second language acquisition from the
cognitivist/development perspective. The interaction hypothesis proposes that learners acquire
language through communication. Ellis (1999) defined interaction as “the interpersonal activity
that arises during face-to-face communication ... it can also refer to the intrapersonal activity
involved in mental processing (p. 3).” He suggested that interpersonal and intrapersonal
interaction are both related to language acquisition (p. 3). Hatch (1978) argued that interacting is
a key point of learning a second language. The interaction hypothesis focused on interaction
itself - that is, to understand the meaning through negotiation (as cited in Ellis, 1999, p. 3).

Important components of the interaction hypothesis include (a) comprehensible input and
(b) modified interaction, and (c) language acquisition. Comprehensible input refers to the
information the listeners can understand. Modified interaction refers to the mechanism that
makes the information understandable (Lightbown & Spada, p.43). Krashen (1982) and Long
(1983) both considered comprehensible input an essential part in the process of language
acquisition. Long (1983) further suggested that modified interaction is the opportunities to
interact with other people in order to comprehensively understand each other (as cited in
Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p. 43). Long (1980) described interactional modifications as the
effort to alter the conversation in a way that enables better understanding and prevents potential
miscommunication due to language or other barriers (Ellis, 1999, p. 4). Long (1983) explained
the relationship among interactional modification, input and acquisition in the interaction
hypothesis: “1. Interactional modification makes input comprehensible. 2. Comprehensible input

promotes acquisition. Therefore, 3. Interactional modification promotes acquisition (as cited in
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Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p. 43).” Basically, the interaction hypothesis states that a language
acquisition process is promoted through comprehensible input that includes appropriate
feedback.

The interaction hypothesis has developed over the years (Ellis 1999). Originally, the
interaction hypothesis was defined as language acquisition resulting from solving
communication problems as they arise within an interpersonal oral interaction (Ellis, p. 4). Over
time, Long (1996) updated the interaction hypothesis, and

“proposed that environmental contributions to acquisition are mediated by selective

attention and the learner’s developing L2 processing capacity, and that these resources

are brought together more usefully, although not exclusively during ‘negotiation for

meaning’(Long, p. 414, as cited in Ellis, 1999, p. 8).”

Ellis (1999) explained the difference between the early and later versions. The early
version only explained that learners need comprehensible input through negotiation and this
process helps learners to acquire the language. The latter version has more ways to explain the
effects of interaction in language acquisition: the listeners’ feedback and modified output are
also comprehensible input, which help learners recognize errors, and this process connects the
input and the learner’s internal capacities that facilitate the learner’s acquisition (Ellis, p.14).
Both the early and latter version of the interaction hypothesis provide an explanation of
interaction as a tool in the language learning process.

Ellis (1999) also discussed the information processing model, which is related to the
noticing hypothesis and facilitates understanding the effects of interaction by the latter-version of

the interaction hypothesis. As Lightbown & Spada (2006) summarized, the noticing hypothesis
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was proposed by Schmidt (1990, 2001), who suggested that learners could acquire something
when they noticed it, and acquisition could not happen itself (Lightbown & Spada, p. 44).
Schmidt & Frota (1986) stated the principle of noticing the gap as:

“a second language learner will begin to acquire the target like form if and only if it is

present in comprehended input and ‘noticed’ in the normal sense of the word, that is,

consciously (Schmidt & Frota, 1986, p. 311, as cited in Kowal & Swain, 1997, p. 293).”

Swain (2000) thought learners might notice the target language at different levels, such as
grammar that is used frequently; the different language forms between native language and the
target language, which Schmidt & Frota (1986) mentioned; and what learners do not know how
to express (p. 100). Processing input includes understanding the message content and noticing
the linguistic form. Robinson (1995) reviewed information processing models and stated that
learners had the ability to response both new information and language forms (as cited in Ellis,
1999, p. 8). When considering learner’s memory size and the capacity of processing language
information and form, it is not difficult to understand that with time spent negotiating meaning,
learners have the opportunity to follow the process from language form to language meaning
(Ellis, 1999, p. 8). On a certain level, the information processing model explains the
reasonableness of effects of negotiation in the interaction hypothesis.

The interaction hypothesis explained the effect of negotiation including comprehensible
input and the other’s feedback in the process of language learning. In immersion language
classes, the process of teaching and students’ understanding includes: a) the process of

negotiating, b) teacher’s adjusting input, and c) students’ receiving feedback.
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4.2.2 Output hypothesis

The output hypothesis nurtures the learner’s grammatical competence by providing
leaners opportunities to have output. It is proposed by Swain (1985) and influenced by the
cognitive theory and sociocultural theory (Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p.48).

Through studying French immersion programs, Swain (1985) proposed the output
hypothesis which is developed from Long’s interaction hypothesis (Fotos & Ellis, 1999). Swain
proposed that producing language in both spoken and written forms may result in language
learning (Swain, 1993, p. 159). Swain (1993) pointed out that there are four ways that producing
language fosters language learning. First, producing language provides learners opportunities to
practice their linguistic knowledge in context so that they can develop their ability to
autonomously use the language. Second, producing language can be a process where the learner
transfers an idea from semantic meaning to syntactic form (Swain, 1993, p. 159). Through
producing language, learners can notice syntactic knowledge while attempting to express proper
semantic information after understanding a speaker’s message. This is related to Ellis’s (1999)
view on the connection among the noticing hypothesis, the information processing model, and
the interaction hypothesis — during the time of responding, learners acquire the language through
noticing the language form. Third, within the opportunities of producing language, learners can
see if their expression works through the others’ reaction. This can be a test of learners’ output.
Fourth, after producing language, learners may receive responses from other speakers (Swain,
1993, p. 160). This relates to the later version of the interaction hypothesis — feedback and
modified output is also comprehensible input, which causes learners to recognize their errors and

acquire the language. Swain (1993) concluded that it is important to provide learners
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opportunities to speak and write in class, along with collaborative activities, especially the
discussion that focuses on the target language itself (p. 162). Swain also suggested that class
activities could represent sociolinguistics in both formal and informal ways (p. 163). According
to Swain’s argument, the activities that attempt to promote output should be designed to involve
oral and written forms, as well as formal and informal contexts.

Swain (2000) elaborated on the Output Hypothesis through discussing collaborative
dialogue in language acquisition. She emphasized the following:

...the importance of output to learning could be that output pushes learners to process

language more deeply — with more mental effort — than does input. With output, the

learner is in control. In speaking or writing, learners can ‘stretch’ their interlanguage to
meet communicative goals. To produce, learners need to do something. They need to
create linguistic form and meaning, and in so doing, discover what they can and cannot
do. ... One role for output in second language learning is that it may promote ‘noticing’.

(p. 99)

Swain clearly identified the process of acquiring language through producing output and
connected it to the noticing hypothesis. In the process of producing language, learners may
notice that they do not know how to express what they want to say, and they focus on the parts
they do not know or cannot perfectly express, in which they modify the output that results in
their linguistic knowledge learning. In addition, learners may learn language through hypothesis
testing and other’s feedback.

Swain concluded that collaborative dialogue facilitates language acquisition through

practicing linguistic knowledge and language skills (p. 113). In the process, learners may
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spontaneously create words to express themselves with integrating both internalization and
externalization of the meanings in the context, so they acquire the linguistic knowledge. He
thought that the tasks provided learners opportunities to think about the language form and to
practice understanding input and making sentences with meaning, which is useful and helpful for
learners improving their ability of strategic processes and knowing language grammar (p. 112).
This process of verbalization allows learners to focus on what they say and later contemplate
what was said, and the results of his study suggested that the efforts that learners made in the
process supported their autonomously correcting grammar forms, which is a process of

internalization of knowledge (pp. 109-112).

4.2.3 Communicative language teaching

Communicative language teaching emphasizes using language in meaningful and natural
contexts in class. Canal & Swain (1980) proposed that communicative competence consisted of
grammatical competence, which is “a knowledge of the linguistic system of the target language”;
sociolinguistic competence, which is “an understanding of the dynamics of communication in
social contexts”; discourse competence, which is “the ability to interpret individual elements of a
piece of discourse in terms of their interconnectedness and their relationship to the entire
discourse”; strategic competence, which is “the ability to employ various strategies effectively to
get communication done” (as cited in Hu, 2002, p. 95). Thus knowing grammar or using
grammatical knowledge is only a part of language ability. Teaching language is to provide
learners opportunities to improve comprehensive language abilities so that learners can

communicate with others. Fotos and Ellis (1999) pointed out that communicative language
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teaching is to assist students in exchanging meaning during opportunities of interaction instead
of teaching a language directly (p. 193).

The difference between communicative language teaching and traditional approaches is
related to the difference between experiential and analytic activities (Allen, Swain, Harley, &
Cummins, 1990). Lapkin, Swain, & Shapson (1990) stated the following:

A typical dichotomy made in second language teaching is that between analytical and

experiential teaching. The former implies breaking the language down into its parts and

teaching knowledge about those parts. The latter implies a “holistic” approach to
language where teaching strategies involve using the language in meaningful,

contextualized ways. (p. 653)

The experiential approach is the communicative approach. Richards and Rodgers (1986)
summarized three key assumptions of communicative language teaching:

1) that activities that involve real communication promote learning; 2) that activities in

which language is used for carrying out meaningful tasks promote learning; and 3) that

language that is meaningful to the learner supports the learning process. (p. 72, as cited in

Hu, 2002, p. 95)

In contrast, the analytical approach focuses on teaching language knowledge itself. If the
instructor spends more time on group-work activity, then learners should react to others’
message rather than focuses on language code. This kind of class is categorized as an
experiential profile. If the instructor spends more time on practicing language form and reacting
to language code, this kind of class is categorized as an analytic profile (Allen, Swain, Harley, &

Cummins, 1990, p. 58). The difference between these two approaches is that while the analytical
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approach focuses on explicit knowledge, the experiential approach focuses on implicit
knowledge (Bialystok, 1981, p. 34; as cited in Fotos & Ellis, 1999, p. 190). Explicit knowledge
is what learners can consciously know and state about what they know, and it is abstract and is
able to be analyzed, but it is not the same as knowledge of grammatical terms. Implicit
knowledge is what learners cannot consciously know and state about what they know, and it is
intuitive and procedural, for example, without training native speakers cannot clearly state the
language rules that they actually use (Fotos & Ellis, p. 190).

Dekeyser (2003) explained that children’s acquisition of their native language is
inductive and implicit, while language learners’ acquisition is inductive and explicit when they
have motivation to study and conclude the rules by themselves through examples (p. 314). He
discussed another pair of terminologies that corresponded to explicit learning and implicitly
learning: declarative knowledge—which students learn from the process of explicit learning(p.
328)—and procedural knowledge—which students access through the same process as implicitly
acquired knowledge (p. 328). Dekeyser thought it was possible that language learners can
complete automatization of the language rules without awareness after having large amounts of
communication, which results in learners acquiring procedural knowledge and implicit
knowledge (p. 329). However, he also suggested that it was difficult to find solid evidence to
prove a process of learning without awareness (p. 317) and the evidence of the analytical
approach with practicing cannot cause students to naturally acquire procedural knowledge (p.
329). In addition, he discussed several laboratory studies and drew the conclusion that all these
studies of comparing implicit and explicit approaches show the strength of explicit learning (p.

324). Implicit learning is good for learning concrete and contiguous knowledge (p. 319) while
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explicit learning is good for abstract knowledge and the elements that have distance in their
relationship (p. 334). Christensen & Warnick (2006) also discussed procedural knowledge and
declarative knowledge in proposing an Asian language teaching approach. This will be discussed
at the end of this section.

Based on the review above, the analytical approach is more related to explicit knowledge,
while the experiential approach is more related to implicit knowledge. Communication language
teaching adopts the experiential approach with appropriate portion of explicit knowledge. A
balance between the experiential approach and the analytical approach is a key point to help
learners receive the most benefits (Lapkin, Swain, & Shapson, 1990). The following studies
discuss the balance between the two approaches.

Allen et al. (1990) discussed the variable-focus approach which consists of structural-
analytic component, functional-analytic component, and experiential component. The structural-
analytic component focuses on “the formal features of language and medium-oriented practice
(Allen et al., p. 67),” which is language knowledge itself. The functional-analytic component
focuses on discourse and “practice is both medium- and message-oriented (Allen et al., pp.67-
68).” The experiential component focuses on “the natural, unanalyzed use of language for
personal, social, or academic purpose (Allen 1983; as cited in Allen et al., pp. 67-68).” Allen et
al. investigated functional-analytic materials of a French immersion program, which focused on
its effect on learners’ L2 proficiency and if it increased learners’ opportunities to use the target
language forms. Through observing the French immersion program, Allen et al. (1990) found
that the learners had struggled to express their content-based idea in French, and they needed

language-form help. This study suggested a combination of analytic and experiential approaches.
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Stern (1981) discussed language approaches that vary among communicative or
functional language teaching and formal language teaching within two frames, a linguistic and
sociolinguistic frame, and a psycholinguistic and pedagogic frame. In the linguistic and
sociolinguistic frame, formal language teaching focuses on grammar; shifting from formal
language teaching to functional language teaching is to add explanation of the target language to
the process of exchanging meaning in contexts (p. 430). In the psycholinguistic and pedagogic
frame, the distinction between communicative functional language teaching and formal language
teaching is learning a language through using the language in an environment or learning a
language through practicing the language in language study (p. 430). He thought that functional
learning is the most important part in the process of children’s language learning while formal
learning strategies were involved in a process of adult language learning in psycholinguistic and
pedagogic frame (pp. 431-433. Immersion program represents a kind of functional teaching. In
order to put the functional approach into effect, Stern (1981) gave an example of a successful
French immersion program where L2 is used in teaching school subjects or skills as in real
communication while L2 is also used in simulated contexts “artificially creating situation (p.
435)” that represents language strategy teaching or formal teaching. Stern (1981) argued that an
effective language teaching approach must combine formal and functional teaching in the

psycholinguistic and pedagogic frame.

4.2.4 Content-based instruction
Met (1998) defined content-based teaching as follows:

Content-based language teaching is an approach to second language instruction that
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involves the use of a second language to learn or practice content. ... many content-based

course or programmes use the second language as the medium for learning the content of

specific course (such as mathematics, science, art, or social sciences), shifting the focus

from language as course content to language as the medium of instruction. (p. 35)

Met (1998) thought that immersion programs displayed the effectiveness of content-based
teaching, which provides learners opportunities to acquire a target language through an authentic
context (p. 36). She thought authentic tasks or real-life tasks contribute to declarative and
procedural knowledge (p. 37). She also proposed that explicit language instruction may be
included in the content course and that explicit information may be beneficial to content-based
instruction.

Lyster (1998) proposed combining analytic teaching strategies with experiential teaching
in immersion programs. Based on class observation, he suggested that teachers incorporate
content in language teaching. He also suggested minimizing explicit teaching in order to
integrate language skills into content learning process (p. 85). Obviously, this issue is related to
the ratio between explicit language instruction in content-based teaching and analytic teaching in
experiential teaching, which was discussed in the previous section.

Snow (2005) agreed with Wesche and Skehan (2002) that content-based and task-based
instructions are two trends of curricular design based on communicative language teaching
principles (p. 693). Snow (2005) cited Wesche’s (1993) summary of content-based instruction
(CBI) as follows:

- The goal of CBl is to provide a meaningful context for language teaching to occur.

- The organization of a CBI course centers on content.
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Content drives the curriculum, that is, it is the starting point for decisions about what is
taught.

Language and content are taught concurrently.

Comprehensible input, provided through the content materials leads to language

acquisition. (p. 240, as cited in Snow, 2005, p. 693)

More recently, scholars have begun to think of content teaching as a means to facilitate language

learning. Wesche and Skehan (2002) noted five features of different forms of CBI:

The premise that learners in some sense receive ‘two for one’, that is, content knowledge
and increased language proficiency.

A language curriculum in which expository texts and discourse are central.

Orientation into a new culture or ‘discourse community’.

Adaptation of language input, interactional moves, and context to accommodate learners’
limited language proficiency.

Focus on academic language proficiency. (p. 221, as cited in Snow, 2005, p. 694)

The difference between the earlier and latter models is small, and it concerns whether or

not language is the exclusive subject taught. The early one is closer to the idea that language is

also curricular content — to teach academic content, while the later one is closer to the concept

that language learning is through academic content learning — the academic content itself. This

reflects a continuum from content-driven approaches to language-driven approaches. An extreme

content-driven approach is like total immersion. Along the continuum is partial immersion,

language classes that focus on language practice through using content, and language class that

focus on language itself, which is an extreme language-driven approach (Met, 1998; Snow,
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2005). Immersion instruction is a kind of the communicative approach, which use the content-
driven approach combined with an appropriate portion of the language driven approach. The
following studies discuss the challenges and problems in immersion programs, which are related
to the balance between content driven and language driven approaches. Swain (1991) found that
immersion students’ productive skills often lag behind their comprehension skills, which is
native-like, and they could not easily move from the level of understanding each other and the
teacher to the level of expressing themselves clearly (as cited in Paige et al., 2003, 188-189).
Loughrin-Sacco (1992) found that in a two-week summer session class that was less regular
academic content and was less competitive, immersion students had a positive increase in the
target language learning (as cited in Paige et al., 2003, 189). Based on an observation of
immersion classes, Allen et al. (1990) concluded that the weakness of content-driven teaching is
unsystematic feedback to learners’ language errors when they focus on expressing meaning (p.
76). Their study suggested that integrating focused input could combine grammar exercises and
communicative activities in class and this way could fully represent the advantages of content
teaching. However, doing grammar exercises in content teaching raises the question whether we
should focus on students’ target language output or target language proficiency. In addition, how
does an educator combine the language-driven approach or the analytic approach with the
functional approach, especially in Chinese language teaching? In the next section | will discuss

one combined approach to teaching of East Asian languages.
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4.2.5 Performed culture approach

Christensen & Warnick (2006) proposed the performed culture approach for teaching
East Asian languages including Chinese, Japanese, and Korean. It attempts to balance the formal
approach and the functional approach in language teaching. Christensen & Warnick suggested
that culturally understanding communicative situations and reacting to the situations is the
essential element of a performance. Learners need to learn these skills in language classes by
imitating meaningful and authentic cultural contexts, because “when language is used for
communication, it is inextricably connected to a specified cultural context that provides the
meaning and enables understanding of the situation (p. 9-10).” Cultural behavior is the ability
that language learners should have beyond knowledge of linguistics code. As East Asian culture
is significantly different from Western culture, it is important for American students to learn
cultural performing as part of their communicative competence in East Asian languages. Being
able to culturally perform needs to be understood and practiced in class. How to balance class
time for understanding and practicing is the biggest issue concerning the balance of formal and
functional approaches in language teaching.

Christensen & Warnick (2006) introduced two types of classes, FACT and ACT?, which
are concerned with declarative and procedural knowledge respectively. The former is what one
knows consciously about the language, and the latter is what one does with the language. They

summarized FACT and ACT classes as followings:

3 These are not abbreviations. FACT represents the lecture class that explains the language’s fact, and ACT
represents the class that students need to act (Christensen & Warnick, 2006, pp. 58-66).
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In summary, the FACT classes include discussion about the language and the culture,
such as explanations about how to produce the sounds of the target language, grammar
patterns and how they are used, when and how certain vocabulary items are used, ... The

ACT classes provide opportunities for learners to perform in the culture, ... (p. 59)

The FACT class is a formal approach and the ACT class is a functional approach.
Christensen & Warnick suggested that for each FACT class, there should be at least four ACT
classes, although the actual ratio may vary. According to them, the ratio between the two types
of classes is an important factor in achieving a balance between procedural and declarative

knowledge.

4.2.6 Summary

In the above | have reviewed five approaches on language teaching. The interaction
hypothesis developed from focusing on language learning in communication to focusing on
negotiation for meaning and comprehensible input in language acquisition. The output
hypothesis proposes that having opportunities to produce output benefits the process of
improving learners’ grammatical ability. The communicative approach advocates learning
language through meaningful and natural context. Content-based instruction is to teach academic
content in target language. The performed culture approach focuses on culturally communicating
with balancing the formal approach and the functional approach in language teaching. The
interaction hypothesis and the output hypothesis are foundation of the communicative approach
and content-based instruction. The performed culture approach is an applied communicative

approach with a balance between the analytical approach and the experiential approach in
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teaching East Asian languages. The observation check list that | used for this study was designed

on the basis of the five approaches.

4.3 The Present Study

In this study I evaluate the teaching methods adopted in Chinese immersion programs
following guidelines of the approaches reviewed above.
The research questions are as follows:

1) How do the four types of classes, the immersion Chinese class, the immersion Chinese-
math class, the non-immersion Chinese language class, and Chinese weekend classes,
differ with respect to teaching methods?

2) Do the differences between Chinese immersion program and other Chinese language
programs indicate that the approach of practicing and using language in authentic
contexts is better?

Each type of class will be evaluated according to a list of criteria, which will be introduced in the

following section.

4.3.1 Observation checklist

This observation checklist was designed based on the approaches discussed above. To
date, two observation checklists have been proposed in the literature: Fortune’s (2000)
immersion teaching strategies observation checklist, and the communicative orientation of

language teaching (COLT) observation scheme that Allen et al. (1990) introduced, which is
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based on the study of appropriate ratio of the analytic and experiential approaches in immersion
program.

A communicative approach should consider the following aspects: comprehensible input,
which includes negotiation, adjusting input, and feedback; output, which includes the
opportunities of producing output, noticing the gap between what learners said and what they
expected to say, whether it is intact output, the reaction to others’ feedback, and whether there
are oral output and written output; the ratio of the analytical approach to the experiential
approach; and authentic materials or context.

The COLT observation scheme divided aspects of communicative language teaching in
two parts. The first part includes the design of class activity, class content, and materials. This
concerns the ratio of the analytical approach to the experiential approach, negotiation, and
authentic materials and context. The second part includes the ratio of L1 to L2; information
exchange; learner’s utterance, including the length of learners’ speech and the abilities of
learners’ self-correction, adjusting input and initiated talk; reaction to the correction of linguistic
knowledge and other language knowledge; reaction to peers; and whether there is any restriction
of linguistic form in class. This concerns negotiation, adjusting input, the effect of feedback, and
the effect of output (Allen et al., p. 59, & pp. 78-81). Fortune’s (2000) immersion teaching
strategies observation checklist has similar structures for each item.

For this study, | combined the two observation checklists above. The list that | made
contains 8 parts: teaching approach, ratio of explicating, authentic context, comprehensible input,
output, language, students’ speech, and restriction of linguistic form. In each part several

possibilities are given. The complete list is give in Appendix G.
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For each observation time, detailed notes were written down, which include the teachers
and the students’ utterances. Each observation was analyzed according to the observation
checklist. All observation checklist information was collected for each language class in order to
summarize its characteristics. The frequency each option was selected for each language class
was tallied. The observation results of each language class are presented in Table 6 to 9. At the
end, each of the four language classes’ information was presented in one table (Table 10) for

ease of comparison.

4.3.2 The immersion Chinese language class at Central Hill

There were a total of 28 instances of observation. Except for one observation event,
which was less than one hour, the other 27 events were approximately two hours. | observed the
class at least twice weekly except holidays. Not all classes were observed in their entirety. The
classes on different weekdays were not the same, the entire 3 hour duration of the class on
Tuesday and 2 hours the other days. The observation was rotated throughout the semester, and
all weekdays were observed rotationally. Table 6 gives the findings of the immersion Chinese
language class at the Central Hill school. The second column in the table shows how many

classes that were observed displayed the feature listed.

Table 6
The observation results of 28 immersion Chinese language classes
Categories # of events
1 Teaching approach
A. Mainly analytical approach 0
B. Analytical approach with practicing in context 0
C. Functional approach with explicating 28
D. Mainly functional approach 28
2. Ratio of explicating
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A. Less than 25% 28
B. Around 50% 0
C. Around or above 75% 0
3. Context

A. Authentic context 28
B. Practice materials 28
4. Comprehensible input

A. Adjusting input with learners' negotiation 28
B. Adjusting input with learners' non-language reaction 28
C. Giving learners contextual feedback 27
D. Giving learners grammatical feedback 26
E. No feedback 0
5. Output

A. Learners have opportunities to produce output 28
B. Learners have opportunities to produce contextual output 28
C. Learners have less opportunities to produce output 0
D. Have peers' contextual feedback 28
E. Have peers' grammatical feedback 16
F. No peers' feedback 0
G. Have reaction to grammatical feedback 12
H. Have reaction to contextual feedback 23
I. Learners don't have opportunities to react to feedback 0
J. Learners have opportunities to produce oral output 28
K. Learners have opportunities to produce written output 26
L. Learners have self-correction 2
6. Language

A. Mostly use Chinese to teach content 28
B. Training learners to use Chinese in appropriate context 28
C. Use Chinese to teach Chinese grammar 28
D. Use English to teach Chinese grammar 0
7. Students' speech

A. Incomplete utterance (one word or one clause) 28
B. Sustained speech (at least two main clauses or longer than one

sentence) 28
C. Spontaneously initiated talk 28
8. Restriction of linguistic form

A. Restricted: expect a particular linguistic form 28
B. Unrestricted: no expectation of any particular linguistic form 28
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Class activities of the immersion Chinese language class at Central Hill school included a
large variety of events: covering the content of the Chinese textbook; introducing Chinese
culture; teaching the “Three-Character Classic” (a part of the traditional Chinese canon);
singing Chinese songs; rehearsal; organizing subject matter; drawing; making cards; watching
video; using an electronic book; watching a hamster; the instructor reading a story book in
Chinese; daily questions; vocabulary test; and handwriting exercises.

This teaching style primarily involved the functional approach (Table 6 SEC 1). The
instructor organized class activities around performance in Chinese, and the students used and
learned Chinese by performing various activities. But the immersion class also uses a textbook.
Therefore the class combined the functional approach and deductive instruction.

Less than 25 percent of class time was devoted to explication (Table 6 SEC 2). When
explicating grammar points or new vocabulary, the instructor focused on how to use them by
providing examples and context rather than explaining linguistic codes.

With respect to context (Table 6 SEC 3), class activities included both authentic contexts
and practicing material. As mentioned above, the instructor taught, demanded, and managed the
students in Chinese, and she also used Chinese to provide feedback. These are all authentic
contexts. The instructor also gave the students classroom exercises to reinforce vocabulary and
specific grammar points. These concern practicing materials.

When categorizing comprehensible input (Table 6 SEC 4), adjusting input because of
learners’ negotiation and non-language reaction were observed in each event. Students’

questions about the instructor’s input were observed. Also, the instructor rephrased students’
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explanations or statements, which means the teacher noticed the students’ confusion. Contextual
feedback includes complimenting students, making corrections, addressing discipline issues, and
so on. Grammatical feedback includes providing students with Chinese words when students
spoke English, correcting them, and reminding them of grammar points that students could not
readily recall. There was only one day when | did not record contextual feedback by the
instructor, and there were two days where the instructor did not offer any grammatical feedback.

Concerning output (Table 6 SEC 5), the students had opportunities to produce Chinese
including contextual output in each observation class. The students’ contextual feedback, such
as telling the instructor their classmates were talking and expressing disagreement with the
instructor or their classmates, was apparent in all 28 observation instances. The students’
grammatical feedback, which includes correcting their peers and the instructors, as well as
explaining details of the errors, was observed in 16 observation classes. The students’ reaction
to grammatical feedback from the instructor or their peers was observed in 12 classes. The
students’ reaction to contextual feedback, such as disagreeing or refuting the teacher or the peers,
was noted in 23 classes. Only verbal reaction was noted while body language was ignored.
Opportunities to produce Chinese were observed in each class. In all but two classes the students
produced written output as well. In two observation classes the learners’ made self-corrections.

Approaching language of instruction in class (Table 6 SEC 6), in each observation class
the instructor mostly (75% or more) used Chinese to teach class content including Chinese
grammar and appropriate contextual usage. But in almost every observation class the instructor
also used a little English, which was limited to one word expressions or short sentence

explanations.
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When dealing with the actual language use in class by the students (Table 6 SEC 7),
students produced a wide range of utterances from single word through complete sentences
reflecting attempts at complex communication. In multiple instances, incomplete sentences were
supplemented by inclusion of English vocabulary.

The observations regarding the learner’s language structure showed both restricted and
unrestricted linguistic forms (Table 6 SEC 8). When the teacher taught specific grammar and/or
vocabulary, the students readily adopted the proper from following initial practice. When the
students communicated spontaneously, the linguistic form used was often outside of the structure
of the current lesson, suggesting that the students have internalized forms that they were exposed

to before.

4.3.3 The immersion Chinese-math class at South Mountain

Table 7 shows the observation results of the immersion Chinese-math class at the South
Mountain school. There were a total of 19 instances of observation lasting two hours each on
average. Each instance of observation included math, as well as either language and/or science
portions, all taught in Chinese. Math was taught in Chinese every day. All three class portions

were observed. The second column displays the corresponding category item for the observed

classes.
Table 7
The observation results of immersion Chinese-math class
Categories # of events
1 Teaching approach
A. Mainly analytical approach 0
B. Analytical approach with practicing in context 0
C. Functional approach with explicating 19
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D. Mainly functional approach 19
2. Ratio of explicating

A. Less than 25% 19
B. Around 50% 0
C. Around or above 75% 0
3. Context

A. Authentic contexts 19
B. Practice materials 19
4. Comprehensible input

A. Adjusting input with learners' negotiation 0
B. Adjusting input with learners' non-language reaction 19
C. Giving learners contextual feedback 19
D. Giving learners grammatical feedback 17
E. No feedback 0
5. Output

A. Learners have opportunities to produce output 19
B. Learners have opportunities to produce contextual output 19
C. Learners have less opportunities to produce output

D. Have peers' contextual feedback 17
E. Have peers' grammatical feedback 6
F. No peers' feedback 0
G. Have reaction to grammatical feedback 2
H. Have reaction to contextual feedback 5
I. Learners don't have opportunities to react to feedback 0
J. Learners have opportunities to produce oral output 19
K. Learners have opportunities to produce written output 5
L. Learners have self-correction

6. Language

A. Mostly use Chinese to teach content 19
B. Training learners to use Chinese in appropriate context 19
C. Use Chinese to teach Chinese grammar 17
D. Use English to teach Chinese grammar 0
7. Students’ speech

A. Incomplete utterance (one word or one clause) 19
B. Sustained speech (at least two main clauses or longer than one

sentence) 0
C. Spontaneously initiated talk 19

8. Restriction of linguistic form
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A. Restricted: expect a particular linguistic form 19
B. Unrestricted: no expectation of any particular linguistic form 19

Class activities of the immersion Chinese-math class at the South Mountain school
include reviewing math questions, teaching math, math practice, math tests, teaching science,
and teaching Chinese language. Like the immersion Chinese language class, these classes were
mainly conducted using a functional approach (Table 7 SEC 1). The instructor organized student
class activities in Chinese, and the students used and practiced Chinese language during class.
Chinese was the primary means of language for learning. The immersion class includes teaching
math and science along with Chinese language teaching. Therefore the class displayed a
functional approach coupled with explicating. There is a Chinese language teaching class
portion, which is to teach Chinese vocabulary and writing, and the instructor used pictures and
body language without any explanation of linguistic code, showing that less than 25% of
classroom teaching is explicating (Table 7 SEC 2).

With respect to authentic context and practice materials (Table 7 SEC 3), the instructor
taught, corrected, and managed the students in Chinese. She also provided feedback with
authentic contexts. The instructor further designed class activities to practice new vocabulary in
the Chinese language class portion.

In each observation class the instructor adjusted his language based on students’ reaction
(Table 7 SEC 4), such as confused expressions or wrong answers. The students did not have the
ability to negotiate. When they did not understand, they gave wrong answers to the instructor’s
questions, produced simple words, such as yes or no, right or wrong, or showed confusion. In

each class, the instructor gave students contextual feedback, such as complimenting students,
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discussing their answers, and telling them their manners were not good, etc. With the exception
of two instances of observation, in all other classes the instructor gave the students’ grammatical
feedback, or else corrected their pronunciation or writing in math and Chinese language class
portions.

In terms of contextual output, in each class multiple opportunities were provided for
students to produce Chinese (Table 7 SEC 5). Students made statements as “xiéxie (thank you),”

29 ¢

“bt keéqi (you are welcome),” “lingshi (snack),” “zhuinb¢i hdole (we are ready),” “zud wanle (we
are done),” “wo xiang hé shui (I want to drink water),” “ji kuaisu you zhuinque (be quick and
accurate),” “mamahthu (just so-so),” and so on. Although the expressions are simple, the
students produced them freely and spontaneously. Students’ contextual feedback was observed in
17 classes, which included asking other students to be quiet or not to speak English, group
discussion, and reminding the instructor of something, etc. Students continued to use simple
words, but the expressions were appropriate in the context. Students’ grammatical feedback to
their peers was observed in 6 classes. Such feedback was used to remind their peers how to say
something in Chinese. Students’ reaction to grammatical feedback from the instructor was
observed in 2 classes, and their reaction to contextual feedback from the instructor and their
peers was observed in 5 classes. Besides spoken Chinese, which was produced in each class,
students also did written exercises in Chinese in 5 classes, including four occasions of writing
practices and one time of character writing on science materials. This was observed in the

second half of the semester, as the first half of the class was devoted to practicing spoken

language only in the Chinese language portion.
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In each class, the instructor primarily used Chinese to teach class content (Table 7 SEC 6)
and trained learners to use Chinese in appropriate contexts. For example, even though some of
the materials were in English, the instructor did not speak about the material in English.

As to students’ speech (Table 7 SEC 7), in each class session, students had multiple
opportunities of spontaneous talk. The talk included incomplete utterances, such as one word,
one phrase, or a simple sentence. Even though what the students could spontaneously say was
limited, they repeated these routine phrases every day.

With regards to restriction of linguistic form (Table 7 SEC 8), in each observation event
there was both restricted and unrestricted linguistic forms. When the instructor introduced new
vocabulary, the students practiced the new words, which is the expected linguistic form. When
students communicated spontaneously, the linguistic form was often beyond the structure

covered in the current lesson.

4.3.4 The Chinese weekend class at Lincoln

The weekend class at the Lincoln school was observed once a week on the weekends.
There were a total of 11 ninety minute classes. Table 8 shows the observation results of Chinese
weekend class. The second column shows the number of classes displaying the features under

each category.

Table 8
The observation results of Chinese weekend class
Categories # of events
1 Teaching approach
A. Mainly analytical approach 0
B. Analytical approach with practicing in context 9
C. Functional approach with explicating 0
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D. Mainly functional approach 2
2. Ratio of explicating

A. Less than 25% 2
B. Around 50% 9
C. Around or above 75% 0
3. Context

A. Authentic contexts 11
B. Practice materials 11
4. Comprehensible input

A. Adjusting input with learners' negotiation 11
B. Adjusting input with learners' non-language reaction 0
C. Giving learners contextual feedback 9
D. Giving learners grammatical feedback 10
E. No feedback 0
5. Output

A. Learners have opportunities to produce output 11
B. Learners have opportunities to produce contextual output 11
C. Learners have less opportunities to produce output 0
D. Have peers' contextual feedback 3
E. Have peers' grammatical feedback 9
F. No peers' feedback 0
G. Have reaction to grammatical feedback 3
H. Have reaction to contextual feedback 5
I. Learners don't have opportunities to react to feedback 0
J. Learners have opportunities to produce oral output 11
K. Learners have opportunities to produce written output 3
L. Learners have self-correction 2
6. Language

A. Mostly use Chinese to teach content 11
B. Training learners to use Chinese in appropriate context 10
C. Use Chinese to teach Chinese grammar 8+Eng/3
D. Use English to teach Chinese grammar 0
7. Students’ speech

A. Incomplete utterance (one word or one clause) 0
B. Sustained speech (at least two main clauses or longer than one

sentence) 11
C. Spontaneously initiated talk 11

8. Restriction of linguistic form
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A. Restricted: expect a particular linguistic form 11
B. Unrestricted: no expectation of any particular linguistic form 11

The class primarily adopted the analytical approach. Class activities focused on a
Chinese textbook (Table 8 SEC 1), including reading texts, dictation, explaining vocabulary, and
practicing in context. However, two classes were devoted to discussions or explaining the
format of the midterm and the final exam. In these classes a functional approach was adopted.
Correspondingly, in only two observed classes did explanation consume less than 25% of class
time (Table 8 SEC 2), while in the remaining classes explicit occupied about half of class time.

As shown in the table (Table 8 SEC 3), class activities were conducted in authentic
contexts; there was also practice material. The instructor used Chinese to organize class
activities, which included collecting homework, praising the students, correcting them, and
general discipline. These were activities used in authentic contexts. The class also focused on a
Chinese textbook for learning materials.

In each class the instructor adjusted her language based on the students’ negotiation,
indicating comprehensible input (Table 8 SEC 4). There was no notation made for adjusting
input with non-language reaction. The reasons may be that: 1) students’ language ability was
high, and they could fully express themselves; 2) the instructor adjusted the input based on the
students’ non-verbal reaction, but it was not written down. In 9 classes there was contextual
feedback provided to the students. As the instructor used Chinese to organize the class, it is
possible that the instructor gave contextual feedback to the students every session. In 10 classes

there was grammatical feedback, which included correcting pronunciation.
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In the area of output (Table 8 SEC 5), the students had multiple opportunities to use
Chinese for contextual communication in each class. The students’ contextual feedback to their
peers, instructor, and the class were observed in 3 classes. The students’ grammatical feedback
to their peers was observed in 9 classes. This primarily consisted of correcting someone’s
pronunciation. Students’ reaction to grammatical feedback was notated in 3 classes and their
reaction to contextual feedback was noted in 5 classes, which included attempts to find excuses
for themselves. In each class, the students had opportunities to use spoken Chinese. However,
in only three classes they did write Chinese. In two classes the students made self-corrections.
While it is possible that the students had more feedback, reaction or self-correction, it was not
recorded.

As for the language of instruction in class (Table 8 SEC 6), in each class the instructor
mostly (75% or more) used Chinese to teach the content, including Chinese grammar and
vocabulary with appropriate contextual usage. In eight classes the instructor did use English but
this was limited to one word or short sentence explanations.

When it comes to the target language use in class, in general, students were able to
express themselves with complete sentences (Table 8 SEC 7).

In each class both restricted and unrestricted linguistic forms were observed. (Table 8
SEC 8). The former was used when the instructor taught certain grammar or vocabulary.
Students employed restricted form to practice relevant words and patterns. When students
communicated spontaneously, the linguistic form used was often beyond the structure of the

current lesson.
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4.3.5 The non-immersion Chinese class at West Desert

The non-immersion Chinese class at the West Desert school was observed twice weekly,
each time approximately 30 minutes. Altogether 19 observations were made. Table 9 gives the
observation results of the Chinese language class. The second column shows how many classes

that were observed displayed the features under each category.

Table 9

The observation results of non-immersion Chinese language class
Categories # of events
1 Teaching approach
A. Mainly analytical approach 0
B. Analytical approach with practicing in context 19
C. Functional approach with explicating 2
D. Mainly functional approach 0
2. Ratio of explicating
A. Less than 25% 2
B. Around 50% 17
C. Around or above 75% 0
3. Context
A. Authentic contexts 2
B. Practice materials 19

4. Comprehensible input

A. Adjusting input with learners' negotiation 0
B. Adjusting input with learners' non-language reaction 0
C. Giving learners contextual feedback 6
D. Giving learners grammatical feedback 17
E. No feedback 0
5. Output

A. Learners have opportunities to produce output 19
B. Learners have opportunities to produce contextual output 0
C. Learners have less opportunities to produce output 0
D. Have peers' contextual feedback 3
E. Have peers' grammatical feedback 2
F. No peers' feedback 15
G. Have reaction to grammatical feedback 0
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H. Have reaction to contextual feedback 0
I. Learners don't have opportunities to react to feedback 0
J. Learners have opportunities to produce oral output 19
K. Learners have opportunities to produce written output 7
L. Learners have self-correction 0
6. Language

A. Mostly use Chinese to teach content 0
B. Training learners to use Chinese in appropriate context 0
C. Use Chinese to teach Chinese grammar 2
D. Use English to teach Chinese grammar 19
7. Students' speech

A. Incomplete utterance (one word or one clause) 19
B. Sustained speech (at least two main clauses or longer than one

sentence) 0
C. Spontaneously initiated talk 12
8. Restriction of linguistic form

A. Restricted: expect a particular linguistic form 19
B. Unrestricted: no expectation of any particular linguistic form 0

In this class the focus was on teaching vocabulary and simple sentence structures. In each
of the 19 classes the analytical approach with contextual practice was employed (Table 9 SEC 1).
However, in the last two classes the instructor also used the functional approach when she taught
the four physical directions (in front of, behind, left, and right). Correspondingly, in these two

classes the time of explicating grammar or vocabulary was less than 25%. The ratio of

explicating was around 50% in other classes (Table 9 SEC 2).

In all 19 classes the instructor used prepared practice materials, while in the last two
classes the she also used authentic contexts as part of ‘real life’ situations (Table 9 SEC 3).

There was no sign of adjusting comprehensible input with respect to learners’ negotiation
or non-language reaction (Table 9 SEC 4). The reasons may be that first, the students’ language

ability was low, and they could not express what they wanted to say; secondly, the instructor
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used English to explain things, and she did not need to modify the Chinese input; thirdly, the
students used English when asking questions and received an English explanation. In 6 classes
the instructor’s contextual feedback was observed and the instructor’s grammatical feedback was
observed in 17 classes.

The students had multiple opportunities to speak Chinese in each class, but it followed a
strict structure, which cannot be considered contextual output (Table 9 SEC 5). The students’
contextual feedback to their peers was observed in three classes and their grammatical feedback
was observed in two classes. It includes helping classmates during grammar pattern practice. In
all 19 classes, the students had opportunities to speak Chinese, and in 7 classes, they also had
opportunities to write Chinese.

With the exception of the last two classes which contained some Chinese, the instructor
used English throughout the course with Chinese examples (Table 9 SEC 6).

In each class students produced simple sentences or incomplete sentences, which
followed grammar practice, (Table 9 SEC 7). In 12 classes the students also produced
spontaneous speech in Chinese, which included “qing anjing (be quiet)”, “féng ldoshi (teacher

9% <6

Feng),” “xiéxie (thank you),” and “ni hao (hello).”

The linguistic form in each class was restricted to the content of the lesson (Table 9 SEC
8). Although the students spontaneously produced a few expressions as mentioned above, they
cannot be counted as unrestricted linguistic forms because they were too simple. While students
could communicate and respond to the teacher’s simple commands such as “zhtinbéi hdole ma?

(ready?)”; “qili (stand up!)”; “xiake, tongxuémen zaijian (class is over, see you)” etc... these

expressions are simply rote communication.
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4.4 Discussion

The purpose of the this chapter was to examine immersion programs and find out if these
programs used more effective teaching methods compared with non-immersion programs. To
achieve this goal, | compared immersion Chinese language, immersion Chinese-math, non-
immersion Chinese language, and Chinese weekend classes. We can now answer the research
questions, repeated below:

1) How do the four types of classes, the immersion Chinese class, the immersion Chinese-
math class, the non-immersion Chinese language class, and Chinese weekend classes,
differ with respect to teaching methods?

2) Do the differences between Chinese immersion program and other Chinese language
programs indicate that the approach of practicing and using language in authentic
contexts is better?

Table 8 combines the information obtained from all four tables (Table 6, 7, 8, 9), and
shows the differences among the four classes. The first category in the table is teaching
approach. The immersion Chinese language class and the immersion Chinese-math class mainly
adopted the functional approach supported by explicating, while the weekend class and the
regular Chinese language class mainly used the analytical approach together with practicing in
context. No language class used the analytical approach as the only teaching method.
Correspondingly, no language class devoted more than 75% of a class to explicating in teaching.
The immersion Chinese language and the immersion Chinese-math class used less than 25%
class time explicating vocabulary and grammar, while most sessions of the weekend class and

the Chinese language class used around 50% class time explaining grammar.
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Three of the classes, the immersion Chinese language, the immersion Chinese-math, and
the weekend class, used both authentic contexts and practice materials, while the Chinese
language class mainly used practice materials, which were designed to help students to use the
target grammar structures with limited contextual information.

In the first three classes, the instructors adjusted their language use based on student
reactions, including negotiation or/and non-language reaction, while providing both contextual
and grammatical feedback. However, in the Chinese language class the instructor did not
obviously adjust her Chinese input based on learners’ reaction, and instead focused mainly on
giving grammatical feedback with some contextual feedback in Chinese.

Students in the immersion Chinese language class and the weekend class both produced
comprehensive output, including contextual and grammatical feedback to their peers and
instructors, refuting others’ feedback, and self-correction. In addition, they produced both oral
and written Chinese. Although the students in the immersion Chinese-math did not make
obvious self-corrections, what they produced can also be considered as comprehensive. Students
in the regular Chinese language class produced less Chinese than students in the other three
classes although they had opportunities to produce oral and written Chinese. Additionally, they
had less contextual and grammatical feedback with their peers; neither did they have obvious
reaction to others’ feedback and self-correction.

In the immersion Chinese language, the immersion Chinese-math, and the weekend
classes, the instructor mostly used Chinese as the language for content teaching, while in the

Chinese language class the instructor used English for instruction.
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Students in all the four types of classes had spontaneously initiated talk, but the students

in the immersion Chinese language and weekend classes produced more complete sentences, and

students in the immersion Chinese-math and regular Chinese language classes mainly produced

incomplete sentences.

In the immersion Chinese language class, the immersion Chinese-math class, and the

weekend class there were both restricted and unrestricted linguistic forms, while in the regular

Chinese language class there was mainly restricted linguistic form.

Table 10

Comparison of four classes
Class Type Imr_nersion Immersion

Chinese math Weekend | Language

Class Sessions 28 19 11 19
1 Teaching approach
A. Mainly analytical approach 0 0 0 0
B. Analytical approach with practicing in context 0 0 9 19
C. Functional approach with explicating 28 19 0 2
D. Mainly functional approach 28 19 2 0
2. Ratio of explicating
A. Less than 25% 28 19 2 2
B. Around 50% 0 0 9 17
C. Around or above 75% 0 0 0 0
3. Context
A. Authentic contexts 28 19 11 2
B. Practice materials 28 19 11 19
4. Comprehensible input
A. Adjusting input with learners' negotiation 28 0 11 0
B. Adjusting input with learners' non-language reaction | 28 19
C. Giving learners contextual feedback 27 19 9 6
D. Giving learners grammatical feedback 26 17 10 17
E. No feedback 0 0 0 0
5. Output
A. opportunities to produce output 28 19 11 19
B. opportunities to produce contextual output 28 19 11 0
C. less opportunities to produce output 0 0 0 0
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D. Have peers' contextual feedback 28 17 3 3
E. Have peers' grammatical feedback 16 6 9 2
F. No peers' feedback 0 0 0 15
G. Have reaction to grammatical feedback 12 2 3 0
H. Have reaction to contextual feedback 23 5 5 0
I. Have no opportunities to react to feedback 0 0 0 0
J. Opportunities to produce oral output 28 19 11 19
K. Opportunities to produce written output 26 5 3 7
L. Self-correction 2 0 2 0
6. Language
A. Mostly use Chinese to teach content 28 19 11 0
B. Training learners to use Chinese in appropriate
context 28 19 10 0
C. Use Chinese to teach Chinese grammar 8+Eng

28 17 /3 2
D. Use English to teach Chinese grammar 0 0 0 19
7. Students' speech
A. Incomplete utterance (one word or one clause) 28 19 0 19
B. Sustained speech (at least two main clauses or longer
than one sentence) 28 0 11
C. Spontaneously initiated talk 28 19 11 12
8. Restriction of linguistic form
A. Restricted: expect a particular linguistic form 28 19 11 19
B. Unrestricted: no expectation of any particular
linguistic form 28 19 11 0

The above comparison of the four different types of Chinese classes shows clearly that

the Chinese immersion program is different from other Chinese programs in teaching methods

and student output. Immersion Chinese language and immersion Chinese-math class share the

most similarities, and they contrast sharply with the Chinese language class in the following

areas:
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1) The immersion programs adopted the functional approach and did not focus on explicating,
while the Chinese language class employed the analytical approach and taught grammar through
explicating;

2) The immersion programs used authentic contexts combined with practice materials, while the
Chinese language class focused on practice materials;

3) The immersion programs had comprehensible input and comprehensive output, while the
Chinese language class had limited Chinese input and the students had limited output;

4) The immersion programs mainly used Chinese to teach content, including training students to
use Chinese in appropriate contexts, while the instructor in the Chinese language class used
English to explain vocabulary and grammar;

5) In the immersion programs the students’ speech included both restricted and unrestricted
linguistic form, while students in the Chinese language class mainly used restricted linguistic
form.

My findings show that immersion programs employ the communicative approach; it
attempts to provide contextual input and encourages spontaneous output. According to the output
hypothesis, this is necessary for successful language learning. The immersion programs also
combine analytical and experiential teaching. Based on previous studies (Allen et al., 1990;
Stern, 1981; Christensen & Warnick, 2006), effective language teaching must combine
explicating grammar with the communicative approach; the goal is to find an optimal means of
instruction that is geared towards benefiting language learners. The observation results show

that immersion programs give learners the greatest possible opportunities to be naturally
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involved in the target language by teaching academic content in the language. This is content-
based instruction that uses the target language in an authentic context.

A number of implications follow from our findings. First, in terms of immersion in the
target language, the weekend class was similar to the immersion class. In both classes students
were immersed in the target language and taught in the target language. The weekend class also
involved comprehensible input and the students also had multiple ways of producing Chinese.
However, the weekend class mainly used the analytical approach when it comes to practicing in
contexts. This shows that immersing students in a target language by itself does not necessarily
mean implementing the functional approach. It is understandable that when Chinese native
speakers learn Chinese, they are immersed in Chinese, but they do not practice Chinese
grammar. Although the weekend class also displayed comprehensible input and students’
comprehensive output, it does not imply that the analytical approach itself is sufficient; authentic
practice is also necessary. Students of the weekend class received help from their parents on their
assignments, while regular language students did not. In the interviews and questionnaires, all
parents of the weekend school mentioned that they attempted to speak Chinese to their children,
and some parents said that they explained word meanings to their children. It means weekend
classes had both FACT and ACT, (Christensen & Warnick, 2006), and the ACT part was
accomplished at home by the parents. This also shows that the ACT part, which relies on the
communicative approach, is important. Without interaction between the instructor and students,
it is difficult to know if students have acquired the language knowledge. We may understand it
through an example that many Chinese people living in the U.S. do not naturally improve their

English. This supports the competition model that the second language has to be learned
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(Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p.42; MacWhinney, 1997, p.113) and that the communicative
function determines language development (MacWhinney, 1997, pp.114-115). Therefore, how
to implement a communicative approach is an important issue in language teaching,

Second, the findings show that both the immersion Chinese language and the immersion
Chinese-math language classes had a small class portion of Chinese instruction which focused on
vocabulary and grammar learning. This suggests that educators have noticed the importance of
finding a balance between an experiential approach and an analytical approach. This supports
studies of Allen et al. (1990) and Stern (1981). They found that learners needed explanations of
the target language and it is necessary to combine the analytic approach into the communicative
approach. This also supports Christensen & Warnick’s (2006) proposal on the ratio of FACT and
ACT. Without teaching vocabulary and grammar, the vocabulary and linguistic form that can be
naturally involved in a students’ learning are limited, although immersion programs attempt to
reach more vocabulary through teaching academic content in the target language. Without any
explanation of vocabulary and grammar, students would spend more time guessing the meaning
instead of using the language, which would reduce the effect of the communicative approach.
Thus although a language class should not focus on explanation, it is beneficial for learners to
receive some explanation in class, especially when new vocabulary and grammar patterns are
introduced.

Third, my findings show that the four types of classes did not fully break away from
English. The instructor in the Chinese language class taught vocabulary and grammar by relying
on English translation; the instructors in the immersion Chinese language class and the weekend

class occasionally explained difficult points in English; the instructor in the immersion Chinese-
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math class spoke very little English, but he used English language materials. This implies that a
certain amount of English explanation is necessary, and this supports Christensen & Warnick’s
(2006) approach, where FACT is in English within an appropriate portion. How much English
should be used in class has to do with the ratio of FACT and ACT. This is addressed in my next
point.

Fourth, the findings also show that the regular Chinese language class spent more time on
teaching in English, while the other three types of classes had less English speaking by the
instructors. However, it is worth noticing that the regular Chinese language class only has 30
minutes of instruction per day, and the students’ proficiency was very low. Thus using more
English in class might be a strategy the instructor used to communicate with students. It could
be argued that the students in immersion programs were also at a low level but they continually
improved through being immersed in Chinese. But one cannot deny that immersion programs
provide more time for students to learn and practice the target language. In the immersion
Chinese-math class, students could spontaneously produce expressions like “wo xiang hé shui (1

9% ¢eqy

want to drink),” “buxt shud yingyu (don’t speak English),” *ji kuaisu you zhiinque (be quick and

29 <6

accurate),” “wo zuo wanle (I am done),” “lingshi shijian (snack time),” “bu kéqi (you are
welcome),” “anjing (be quiet),” and so on. Notice that these are their routine phrases from the
first day, which means they have practiced it every day for at least one year. The findings also
show that students in the Chinese language class could also naturally say “anjing (be quiet)” in
an appropriate context although they could not produce the target answer during practice, and

“anjing (be quiet)” was a high frequency phrase. This is partially because the instructor needed to

discipline the class every day. This is evidence that learning language takes time and needs
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sufficient input and practice. Immersion programs have advantages because they have been
designed to allow plenty of time implementing a communicative approach through teaching
academic content in the target language. However, different programs may have their own
requirements, and it may not be possible to adopt the communicative approach for all types of
language programs. Finding an appropriate ratio of FACT and ACT is important for all kinds of
language programs, and the appropriate ratio of FACT and ACT can vary based on the needs and
goals of language programs.

In sum, although finding a balance point of explicating in the communicative approach
may not change the reality that learning language takes time, it can make the learning process
easier. When compared with other approaches the approach can produce learners with the same
or higher level of proficiency in the same amount of time. This study is based on the observation
notes that were taken by hand, and thus it is not possible to write down every single detail.
However the results do show a pattern of the four classes. In future research, if recording data
can be obtained, a statistical analysis of the data may provide stronger evidence for the efficiency
of the communicative approach in immersion programs and the importance of finding the

appropriate ratios of FACT and ACT for language programs.
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CHAPTER 5: THE BA CONSTRUCTION AND TIME PHRASE

This chapter is devoted to the second study, an examination of how learners in immersion
programs acquire grammatical structures. | focus on two structures--learners’ development of the
ba construction and the placement of time phrases. The two structures present different
challenges to L2 learners. The ba construction is a unique structure in Chinese with a non-
canonical word order that does not exist in English. On the other hand, all languages have time
phrases, but how they are placed in a sentence may vary. In Chinese time phrases are placed
preverbally, either at the sentence-initial position or after the subject, while in English they can
be placed sentence-initially or at the end of a sentence. Thus it is possible that L2 learners of
Chinese may be affected by L1 influence as they learn to use time phrases. My goal is to find out
how immersion learners use these two structures and how their performance compares with adult
learners. Earlier studies show that the ba construction is a difficult structure to acquire, while the
placement of time phrases is relatively easy for them. Do immersion learners show the same

pattern? This is one of the questions | will attempt to answer.

5.1 Previous Studies

5.1.1 The Ba-construction

In the ba construction, the object that normally occurs after the verb occurs pre-verbally,

marked by ba, creating a Subject-Object-Verb word order. This is illustrated in (1). (1a)
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illustrates a sentence in the canonical SVO word order, while (1b) is a ba sentence with the SOV
word order.
(1) a. Wo xi-le wan
| wash-perf bowl
‘I washed the bowl.’
b. Wo ba wan xi-le
I ba bowl wash-perf

‘I washed the bowl.’

In terms of form, the predicate of the ba construction almost always carries some
material in addition to the verb, e.g. a resultative phrase or a prepositional phrase. In (1b) above,
the predicate contains a resultative compound verb. With respect to the ba object, it is usually
definite or generic (Li and Thompson 1981). There has been abundant literature on the ba
construction since as early as Wang (1957); as a result, we now have a good understanding of its
syntactic, semantic and functional characteristics. The ba construction exhibits high transitivity
(Thompson 1973, Sun 1995), which incorporates the concept of disposal (Wang 1957).
Semantically, it often expresses the causative meaning (Sybesma 1992) and it also expresses a
bounded event (Liu 1997). Additionally, the ba object has characteristics of a topic (Tsao 1987).
As for how the ba construction is used in discourse, it is shown that the ba construction is often
used when the ba NP carries old information but is not highly topical (Liu 2007).

What is more relevant to us is how the ba construction is acquired by L2 learners. There

are a number of important issues that concern L2 acquisition of the ba construction. First, as
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illustrated in (1) earlier, a sentence can often be expressed both as a SVO sentence and as a SOV
sentence. Given that the SVO word order is more commonly used, and that the SOV word order
is not always required, the question therefore arises whether L2 learners actually produce the ba
construction. Another issue concerns whether L2 learners have acquired the constraints that are
imposed on the ba construction, e.g. the ba predicate is not a bare verb, but a verb with more
material which together expresses a bounded event (Liu 1997). Below I will review previous
studies on L2 acquisition of the ba construction by adult learners. This will enable us to compare
the acquisition by adults and young learners in immersion programs.

Du (2004) examined how L2 adult Chinese learners use the ba construction with
resultative verb compounds (RVC) and le (perfective aspect). Since RVC and le are ways to
express bounded events (Liu 1997), if learners associate ba with RVVC and/or le, it would mean
that learners have acquired some knowledge about the association between ba and boundedness.
She used a production test and a grammaticality judgment test. 65 adult L2 learners were divided
into three proficiency levels. Du found that the learners had knowledge of the complexity
constraint on the ba VP; they performed well on the grammaticality judgment task. However,
they did not use ba much. She also found that the learners produced bare verbs. Overall, L2
learners had difficulties producing the ba-construction although they have acquired some
knowledge about ba. She suggested adopting the communicative approach to facilitate the use of
ba.

Zhang (2002) also concerned whether L2 learners know the constraints associate with
ba, including aspect marker le, verb selection, word order, directional complement, reduplication

of the verb, and resultative compounds. She used a grammaticality judgment task, translation

96



task, and picture-cue production task to test six properties of ba including. The results show that
ba acquisition follows a sequence the word order is acquired first followed by the use of the
aspect marker le and verb selection. The use of directional complements, reduplication of the
verb, and resultative compounds with ba is acquired even later. Acquisition of ba forms a U-
shape. This conclusion is in accordance with Ke’s (2005) study, who also found that learners in

his study demonstrated a U-shape developmental with respect to the acquisition of ba.

Jin (1992) proposed that the ba construction manifests topic-prominent properties;
therefore, acquisition of the ba construction by L1 English speakers would involve transfer from
subject-prominent characteristics to topic-prominent characteristics. Her study was intended to
find out whether L2 learners show such transfer effect. She considered three types of ba

sentences (p. 35)

2)a. ik iz T T S+0+V
wo bid fan chi wan le
| bafood eat finished
‘I finished eating the food.’

b A i€ K v X T K S+NP+V+0
ta ba juzi bo le pi
He ba orange peel ASP skin
‘He peeled the skin of the orange.’

e BT HEW L OB S+PP+V+0
wobd wizi duimanle sha
I ba room fill ASP book
‘I filled the room with books.’
All three sentences include a definite object, but they have different structures—(1a) has a word
order of SOV, (1b) S-NP-V-O and (1c) S-PP-V-0. According to Jin (1992), the use of ba is

determined by three factors: the definiteness of the ba NP, topicality of the ba NP and the
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disposability of the VVP. For her, (1a) manifests structurally dependent properties, while (1c)
manifests pragmatically controlled properties and its use depends on context. In addition, (1a)
has high transitivity, (1b) is less so, and (1c) is further lower in transitivity. It is predicted that
(1a) will be easier for learners, while (1c) will be more difficult for learners, as it manifests more
topic-prominent properties. She conducted a grammatical judgment task and a production task.
The results supported her hypothesis—Learners acquired the ba sentences that can be understood
by the structure earlier than the ba sentences that need to be understood in context. That is, L2
learners did better on sentences like (1a), and they had difficulty with sentences like (1c). This
suggests L2 learners did show effect where they transferred subject-prominent properties to
Chinese.

Wen (2012) addresses differences between the acquisition of ba by different proficiency
levels and the differences between the acquisition of ba construction with different ba NPs. Wen
focused on three types of ba, 1) ba NP is human; 2) ba NP is moved somewhere, and the
sentence only shows the direction but not the location; 3) ba NP was moved somewhere, and the
sentence shows the location. The results showed that in production there were significant
differences between different proficiency levels, and the ba-construction that has a simple and
transparent verb-complement was acquired first. Wen concluded that the simple structure of ba-
construction was acquired earlier than the ba-construction that need to be understood
contextually or in discourse, and the latter was acquired by the learners at a relative high level.
This finding is similar to what Jin (1992) found except the two studies used different types of ba

construction in the tests.
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Xu’s (2012) study is about which aspects of ba sentences learners acquire first. She
focused on four ba properties: 1) pure syntactic constraint: word order; 2) syntax-semantics
interface: the complex verb and the affectedness on ba NP; 3) syntax-discourse: the ba NP as a
secondary topic constraint (p. 28-29). This study used grammaticality and contextual preference
judgment to answer two research questions. First, amongst core syntax, syntax-semantics,
syntax-discourse, which one did L2 learners master first? The results showed that learned core
syntax first. Second, how well are L2 learners aware of the obligatory usage of ba? The results
show that L2 did better with optional ba. This study thus supports both Jin (1992) and Wen
(2012) in showing that L2 learners have less difficulty acquiring ba’s syntactic, structural
properties, but they have difficulty acquiring discourse-related properties.

Huang & Yang (2004) want to find out which concept of ba is relatively easy for L2
learners. They used a judgment task, a changing sentence task, and a sentence making task to test
how learners use telic and atelic predicates of ba, The results showed that the learners were
conscious of the telic and atelic distinction; however, learners did not understand the concept of
“disposal” (Wang 1957).

These six studies all focus on learning ba as by adult L2 learners. They focused on
different aspect of ba. Du (2010) was concerned with the production of ba and the association
between ba and RVC and le. She found that learners didn’t use the ba construction much, but
they did understand the constraints on ba VP. Jin (1992), Wen (2012), and Xu (2012) all
compared different types of ba, from structural dependent ba sentences to sentences that are
pragmatically controlled or discourse related. Although they looked at different types of ba

sentences, the findings point to the same conclusion—L2 learners had an easier time with
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structurally dependent properties of ba, but were not as good handling ba sentences that require
contextual knowledge. Jin (1992) in addition showed that L1 English learners of Chinese were
influenced by subject-prominent properties of English when they acquired the ba construction.
Huang & Yang (2004) found that it was relatively easy for learners to understand the concept of

telicity compared with the concept of disposal.

5.1.2 Placement of time phrases

In contrast to the ba construction, the placement of time phrases is considered relative
easy for second language learners. To date the only study that looks at L2 acquisition of time
phrase placement by adult learners is Jia & Liu (2016). I will review it briefly here.

The time phrase in Chinese can be placed before the subject, or after the subject but
before the predicate, as in (3a) and (3b). It cannot be placed after the object, as in (4). This is
different from English where the time phrase can be placed after the object, as can be seen in the
gloss of (3a) and (4):

(3a. b B WANEN XF T — 3 H o

Shang xinggqi lit women qu kan-le  yichang dianying

last Saturday we Qo see-PERF one-CL movie
‘Last Saturday we went to see a movie.’

b. 1 E EWMANER T 3 B
Women shang xingqi liu qu kan-le yichdng dianying
we last Saturday go see-PERF one-CL movie
‘We went to see a movie last Saturday.’

@4 *& N xFT7T 4 B F LEEWHIN
* Women qu kan-le  yichang dianying shang xingqi liu
we 0o see-PERF one-cL movie last Saturday

‘We went to see a movie last Saturday.’
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Concerning the internal structure of time phrases, the time phrases with “after” and “when” are

also different between the two languages, as illustrated in (5-6):

B)a. = K& Pa
san didn yi hou
three o’clock after
‘after three o’clock’

b.*PlE = A
*yihou san dian
after three o’clock
‘after three o’clock’ (Jia & Liu, 2016, p. 5)

(6)a. B HL M KN Ax
kan dianshi de shihou
watch TV DE time
‘When (one) watches TV’

b.* (H) i fix B A
* (de) shihou kan dianshi
DE time watch TV
‘When (one) watches TV’ (Jia & Liu, 2016, p. 5)

These examples show that “when” and “after” are at the beginning of the time phrases in
English while they are at the end of the time phrases in Chinese. Thus two steps are involved
learning time phrases, 1) knowing the expression of time phrases, and 2) knowing the position of
time phrases in a sentence (p.5).

Jia & Liu (2016) conducted an experiment comparing learner performance on the
placement of time phrases and locative phrases. They used an online test in which participants
were asked to write a descriptive sentence for a set of pictures which were provided with key
words and Pinyin. The results show that beginning level learners’ use of the time phrase was

significantly better than their use of the locative phrase. The results also show that beginning

level learners had difficulty with the time phrase with de shihou phrase; On the other hand,
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learners at the intermediate level performed well on both time phrases and locative phrases. By
2" year Chinese most subjects performed on a par with native speakers on both time phrases and
locative phrases. The findings therefore suggest that for beginning learners the time phrase is

generally easier to acquire than the locative phrase.

5.2 The Present Study

One the basis of previous studies, we learned that for adult learners the ba construction is
acquired at a stage past the beginning level, and even advanced learners do not use it much. On
the other hand, the placement of the time phrase is learned relatively early; by 2" year learners
generally have a good handle of it, performing on a par with native speakers. The two
phenomena therefore present a sharp contrast—a difficult construction that is used little and an
easy construction that is mastered early. When we look at the immersion programs, the question
naturally arises how learners in these programs handle the two structures. Do they show the same
pattern as found in adult learners? What are the similarities and differences between the adult
learners and young learners in immersion programs? This is what we will try to find out.

The research questions are as follows:

1) How do learners in the immersion program use the ba-construction and time phrases?

2) What are similarities and differences between adults in regular language programs and
children in the immersion program?

3) What does the difference in performance between adult and immersion learners say

about the effectiveness of immersion programs?
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As mentioned in chapter 3, the participants for this study comes from one single class
only—the Chinese immersion class, and the data is exclusively based on observation notes.
These notes were taken during class time. | observed the class about four hours per week for 14
weeks, totaling 56 hours. | wrote down everything that was said in class, by both the teacher and
the students. The dynamic interaction between the teacher and the students means that there may
be utterances that | did not catch at the time, especially when more than one student competed
for attention. Nonetheless, | managed to take down most of what was said. The report below is

therefore representative of what was going on in the immersion class.

5.3 Findings

5.3.1 Ba-construction produced by students

12 ba sentences were produced by the students. They are discussed below, from (7) to
(18). The 12 sentences can be divided into two groups, ones that were produced spontaneously
and ones that were produced during a practice session. (7) - (11) are sentences produced during

practice.

Mis € K B 4 R
qing ba shuiht dao zai nali
please ba kettle pour at there
‘Please pour the water over there’

(Feb. 19)
@Ak L LI F W T % T & JLIR
jintianwo ba laoshi jiao de ju zi lianxi e héo ji ci

today | ba teacher teach possessive sentence practice perfective marker several times
‘Today I practiced several times the sentences that the teacher taught.’
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(March 17)

@ — H & 4 Aotk e
ba yi féng xin  géi béiji xiong
ba one measure word letter give polar bear
‘give a letter to a polar bear’

(March 17)

ol

(10) &A1 € M T 4 {3
women bd pingzi tui  dao
we ba bottle push down
‘we push the bottle down.’

(March 22)

(A1) K E 4y btk AR
ba shui song géi béi ji xiong
ba water give polar bear
‘give a polar bear water’

(April 6)

(7) was produced by a 2" grade student when the teacher asked them to make a sentence,

although the target was not the ba-construction. The sentence is not considered spontaneous

speech, and it was produced in response to the instructor’s request.

(8) was produced when the students were doing a written exercise. The Ba-construction

was the target of the exercise.

(9), (10) and (11) were produced by the same student, who is a 2" grader. All three

sentences were prompted by the instructor. Not much time was spent on practicing the ba

construction in class. On the days that | observed the class, only 2" graders had class practice on

ba. As can be seen, only two students out of four responded to the teacher’s prompt to produce

ba sentences during the practice session. The rate of production was relatively low. However,
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what they produced was appropriate in form—the predicate is complex, containing more than a
bare verb, and they used a variety of material in the predicate to satisfy the requirement of a
complex predicate, including RVC, locative phrase, quantity phrase, and prepositional phrase. In
addition, there was no sentence where the ba construction was used with an incorrect form.

I now turn to ba sentences that were produced spontaneously, listed in (12) to (18).

(12) A1 € A B W FE ... #RJ5 2 bathroom
woOmen ba women shiibao fang zai... ranhou qu
we ba we (our) school bag leave in then go-
‘we leave our school bags (there), then go to bathroom.’

(Feb. 11)
(13) ML 4 L
ta bd zhe ge dong xi fang

he ba this measure word thing  put
‘he left this one (here).’

(Feb. 11)
(14) =Jh, -~ %A 8 Al planner away
laoshi, ~ méiyou ba ta de

teacher, (someone) didn’t ba his

‘teacher, (someone) didn’t leave his planner away.’
(Feb. 24)

(15) &M1 ©2& f 1 1l A Ak A AT A HiE
woOmen yi jing you ba quan ci quan qi 1ai hé women bu zhidao
we  already have (did) ba target word circle and we not know
we have circled the target words and we don’t know ...

(March 25)
(16) 1xAI1 X —It % 7T, RE KB 2 M s R 2 fi
nimen ba zhé yici wan wanle, wo jiu..., rdnhou wo jiu hui zuo 5 ge ni hui zuo

you (plural) ba this time play finish 1then then  1then will do 5 measure word you will do
you finish this turn, then I will do five times, then you will do
(March 25)
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An % & AR ATRME R By BT W
luo ldoshi  ni k&yi ba wo de mingzicale ma
Luo teacher you can ba my name erase yes-no question word
Teacher Liu, can you erase my name?
(April 6)

(18) & # ¢ #1 F RXHE I
wOyao ba panzind zheli ba
| should ba plate take here model particle
Should I take the plate to here?

(May 3)

The seven sentences in (12) — (18), were produced spontaneously. Sentence (12) and
(13) were produced on the first day of observation. Sentence (14) was produced by a 2nd grade
student. The first three sentences, (12) — (14), were all produced even before the ba construction
was introduced as a grammatical pattern in class. This suggests that some of the learners already
have knowledge of the construction, and they were able to use it in daily activities. Sentence (15)
and (16) were produced by a 4th grade student. At the time when (16) was produced some
students were playing a game, and this student attempted to arrange the turns of playing.
Sentence (17) and (18) were produced by a 2" grade student on different occasions. When they
were doing rehearsal for a play, the student attempted to establish where the plate should be.

Thus altogether the spontaneous sentences were produced by five learners. Considering
the hours of class that were observed, the production of the ba construction is extremely low.

Looking at what was produced, the first two sentences were missing the locative phrase,
but in the context what was conveyed was quite clear as the unexpressed locative phrase was
conveyed by gesture. It is significant that the learners have associated ba with a locative context,

which is one of the ba contexts. Three of the seven sentences produced spontaneously have a
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locative context. Sentence (14) does not have a verb although it does have a resultative, which
was expressed in English away. This is an error that we have not seen among L2 learners—none
of the studies reviewed above mentioned errors of this type. However, omission of verbs is found
frequently among L1 Chinese learners. Erbaugh (1982) reports that young children often
produced sentences that only contain the result but not the action, e.g. shang zhege ‘on this’
rather than ba zhege dai-shang ‘put this on’. It seems that for children expressing the result is
more important than expressing the action that leads to the result. It is interesting that this error is
also found among L2 Chinese immersion learners. What we do not know yet, however, is how
strong the tendency is as this is the only case associated with ba. Aside from the missing locative
phrase and missing verb, the predicate of the seven sentences is well-formed, satisfying the
complex predicate requirement. This suggests that when learners in the immersion class did
produce ba, they used it mostly correctly and appropriately.

There were also situations where ba could have been used but was not: Two cases concern an

unexpressed object:

(19) & % H N E JR A b
lud laoshi méi you rén yao fang zai dishang
Luo teacher nobody want put on floor
‘Teacher Luo, nobody wanted to leave it on the floor.’
(March 4)

Sentence (19) is produced by a 3" grade student in response to the instructor’s question in the
form of the ba-construction, “iX 2 EEH F, ~ Z/KME? (who left it here on the floor, ~
is you?”

(20) & & it

W0 yijing quan qi
| already circle
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‘I have circled it.’
(March 15)

Sentence (20) was produced by a 4™ grade student. At that time, the instructor asked the
students to circle a target word. The instructor did not use the ba-construction. (20) is
incomplete, missing both the ba object and the directional complement. In both cases the
missing words are retrievable from context. In fact, both sentences are acceptable without the use
of ba. These examples do not represent failure to use ba; rather, they represent how learners use
ellipsis in context. (21), on the other hand, is an error. The correct way to express ‘Leave it here’
is to use a ba sentence. The learner who produced the sentence could have been affected by their

L1 English.

(1) W e £ X H
fangta zai zhe li
put it in here
‘leave it here’

(March 22)

5.3.2 Ba-construction produced by the instructor

In contrast to low frequency of the ba construction by the learners, the instructor of the
immersion class produced a large number of ba sentences. Table 11 shows the times that ba-
construction appeared in the teacher’s speaking in each observation class. These ba-

constructions were in sentences or clauses.

Table 11

The times of ba used each observation day
Date Times
Feb. 11 25
Feb. 12 9
Feb. 18 13
Feb. 19 24
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class when | observed, totaling 287 times. On April 5, the observation time was only 30

minutes, and the class activities were reviewing words, watching a video, and assigning the roles

Feb. 24
March 3
March 4
March 9
March 15
March 16
March 17
March 21
March 22
March 24
March 25
April 4
April 5
April 6
April 12
April 15
April 21
April 27
April 29
May 3
May 4
May 11
May 12
May 13
Total
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Table 12 shows that with the exception April 5, the teacher used ba-construction in each

of a skit.

observation class, it is obvious that the ba-construction was commonly used by the teacher.

Although possibly not all utterances of ba-sentences were written down in each

Table 12
The different types of sentences with ba-construction in the teacher’s talking
Types Times
1 | Imperative sentence — ask the students to do something 231
2 | Sentences to suggest the students to do something 5
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Negative imperative sentence — ask the students not to do something 3
Yes-no questions 8
Question-word questions 9
2
4

Statement
Others — example sentences in vocabulary quizzes or texts
Total 287

0N OB |W

| divide all of the ba sentences used by the instructor into sentence types, listed in Table 10.
231 out of 287 sentences were imperative sentences. The instructor gave commands in the form
of the ba construction, such as asking students to sort out their reading materials, punch their

materials, put them in their files, and so on, as illustrated below.

(22) f8& W 4
ba ta fang hao
ba it put
‘put it in a right way’

(23) BT
ba ta ca ganjing
ba it clean
‘clean it”

@y E 4 K
ba bi g&i wo
ba pen give me
‘give the pen to me’
Sometimes the instructor used ba when it is optional, e.g. (25) a. could also be expressed
as (25) b. When the instructor repeated her requests, she used the ba-construction again, but

sometimes she repeated with a non-ba sentence.

(25a 8 % ¥# H L
ba mingzi xié€ shang
ba name write down
‘write your name’
b. 5 Lk & F
xi¢ shang mingzi
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write down name
‘write down your name’

Appendix L lists the instructor’s ba sentences in all types except for imperatives. In
Table 8, the second type is sentences that suggest the students to do something. This type is a
little different from imperative sentence, as it is an entire sentence with subject and the tone is

less strong than imperative sentences. (26) is an example.

(26) AR £ a8 & B K K
ni  jintian yao bd cangshu dai  hui jia 6

you today will/need ba hamster take back home model particle
‘today you are supposed to take the hamster back to your home.’

The third type is negative imperative sentence. The instructor asked the students not to

do something. (27) is an example.

(27) 7417 ANE KA O % T
nimen buyao bd wo de dou yong wan le
you (plural) don’t ba mine all use done
‘don’t use all of mine.’

Sentence (28) is another example of the third type, but it is a positive form and expresses

a negative meaning.

(28)fx A HAN i £
ni  xidoxIn ba rén za dao
you careful ba people break
‘be careful, and don’t hurt others’

Although the sentence does not show a negative form, the student understood the
negative meaning, as she answered that “I am a person who is careful” in Chinese. The fourth
type is yes-no questions, and the fifth type is question-word questions. (29) and (30) are

examples of the two types respectively.

(29) X > B % (S R € N - AR N 5] B S
zhege xingqi gai ni bd cangshi dai hui jia ma
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this  week should you ba hamster take back home yes-no question word
Is your turn to take the hamster back to your home this week?

(30) & 4 48 0 £ XHK
shi shuiba zhi dit zai zheli de
is who ba paper lose in here (sentence structure particle)
‘Who left the paper here?”

The sixth type is statements. Except for imperative sentences, the ba sentences used by
the instructor were mostly of this type, 27 times in all. The instructor used this type of ba
sentences to express what the class will do together, what the instructor or the students did, and
what the instructor can or will do, etc. Sentences (31), (32), and (33) are examples.

@& e e HE T
wO yijing ba ta ca  hdole
| already ba it clean done
‘I have cleaned it.’

(B2 e 7T, Lt € AT B
ni  ba td zuo wanlido, wojiu ba mingzi ca diao
you ba it do done I then ba name erase
‘If you can finish it, I will erase your name.’

(1) K A= N7 RS A R (A S < S| R S N/ G S
ni zai changgé, wo jiu ba ni sOng dao xiaozhing bangdngshi qu
you again sing I thenba you send to principal office go
‘If you will sing again, I will send you to the principal office.’

(34) 4 BR3¢ ook AR K e
ba giusai huan chéng dianshiju de huan
ba ball game changeto drama possessive change
“The “switch” is the one in the sentence that “switch ball game to drama.’
Sentence (34) was produced when the 3rd grade students were asked to write the

character “change” in their vocabulary quiz. Although the ba-construction was not the target of
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the test, the instructor used it to give test instructions. This shows that the students’

understanding of the ba construction was at a high level.

5.3.3 Time phrases used by the students

The learners produced a large number of time phrases, 97 in all, listed in Appendix J.
These sentences are oral exercises with time expression structures.

The 97 sentences with simple pre-verbal time phrases in learner speech can be divided
into three types: spontaneous sentences; spontaneous sentences produced during practice, but
without a given structure; non spontaneous sentences produced when practicing a given
structure. Table 11 shows the details. There are 44 spontaneous sentences, and in 17 of them the
time phrase was placed incorrectly, at the end of a sentence. There are 15 “spontaneous
sentences during practice”, and there was only one error. There were also 38 sentences that were
produced during practice, and one is incorrect. With the exception of the correct “not
spontaneous sentences”, table 10 lists the sentence numbers for each type in the last column.
The sentence numbers are from Appendix J, which lists sentences with time phrases learners
produced. The followings are examples of each type.

Spontaneous sentences:

(35) A1l HKR EH e BT ?
women jintian yao xi  longzi ma
we  today needto wash cage question particle
‘Do we need to wash the cage today?’

(36) & WL M H T A5 HKR?

wo ké yi zuo dianzi shi jintian

| may do e-book today
‘May | use e-book today?’

Spontaneous sentences produced during practice:
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@ik K Kba # i N FE e K.
wo zhang da yihou yao zud gl rénléi xué jia
| grewup after wantto be ancient anthropologist
‘I want to be an ancient anthropologist after | grew up.’

(38) & Kl F K
woshua yd  méitian
| brush teeth every day
‘I brush teeth every day.’

Non spontaneous sentences produced when practicing a given structure:

BYFE HK A K @& X
W0 jintian bu tai  gaoxing
| today not very happy
‘I am not very happy today.’
(40) A B AF F A M X A B BAH A IR A nTBLJ Chinese club
WO zuo nage hé wo y€ zuod zhege...xingqiwl hé wo bu kéyi qu
| do that and | alsodo this  Friday and | notmay go

‘I did that and I also did this on Friday, and I cannot go to Chinese club.’

Sentence (35) was produced at a time of playing with a hamster. (37) and (38) are
spontaneous sentences during practice. Sentence (37) was produced by a 2nd grade student at the
end of the class when the teacher asked the class what they learned on that day. Sentence (38) is
an error; it was produced by a 1st grade student when the teacher asked the same question at the
end of the class but on a different day. This sentence was practiced in class when students were

studying the text, which is about daily life. However, right after the class, the student continued

to place the time phrase “4>k today” at the end of a sentence. The teacher immediately

corrected him, and then he repeated the correct sentence. (39) and (40) are not spontaneous
sentences. Sentence (39) was produced during class activity, which was “4> RKARE 241 ? Are

you happy today?” The teacher asked each student the question in Chinese. Sentence (40) is an
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error, which was produced by a 3rd grade student in class activity, which was “f/RERAL 111
2 ? what did you do in spring break?” The question was written on the whiteboard in Chinese.
In sentence (40) the time phrase is in the middle of two sentences; it “/£ 1 71. Friday” was
analyzed as belonging to the first sentence, because this student used “#1 and” right after the

time phrase to connect the two sentences.

Table 13
The sentences with simple pre-verbal time phrases in the students’ speaking
Types Sub-types Sentences #

Spontaneous sentences | 44 | correct 27 | 3,5,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45,48,49,50,52,
63,64,65,70,75,77,78,88,93,94,95,96,97

incorrect 17 11,2,6,11,37,47,51,60,61,62,66,67,69,73,74,

82,83,
Spontaneous sentences | 15 | correct 14 | 4,7,8,9,10,53,57,58,59,72,84,86,87,92,
during practice incorrect 1 |71
Non spontaneous 38 | correct 37
sentences incorrect 1 |55
Total 97

Sentences (41), (42), and (43) represent three types of errors in the students’ time-phrases
sentences. Students in all four grades produced incorrect sentences. In sentence (41), “(after), LA
J&i, yi hou” should be placed before “(do), 14, zuo”. Based on the context, the student wanted to
ask if he could do something after another student. This student attempted to use English at the
end of the sentence. In sentence (42), the student made a simple mistake, placing “yesterday” at
the end of the sentence. In sentence (43), there are two errors. First, it misses “fJ %, de shi
hou, (when)” or “ff, shi, (when)”. Second, the time phrase was placed at the end of the

sentence.

(41) & T LA fi after. ..

wo ke yi zuo
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|  may do
‘May | do it after ...’

(42)& x£ 71 XA HE R
wo mai le zhé ge zuo tian

| buy perfective marker this  yesterday
‘I bought this one yesterday.’

(@43)5k ZIm #H oo AT R K A TR
zhang ldo shi jiao gud wo men tan tian zai er nian ji
Zhang teacher teach past we chat in second grade
‘Teacher Zhang taught us the word chat (when we were) in the second grade.’
Overall, the learners produced a large number of time phrases, both spontaneously and in

practice. The accuracy rate is quite high, about 80%. They had more problems in spontaneous

speech, when they suffered from L1 influence; in practice, their performance was almost perfect.

5.3.4 Time phrases used by the instructor
The instructor also produced a large number of time phrases, 72 in total, although in

comparison to the learners, the number is smaller. This is listed in Appendix K. Here are some

examples:
(44) A1 mER M oE Y % Rk
nimen zudtian  zhéngli le 71 liao jia

you (plural) yesterday organize perfective marker files
‘you have organized your files yesterday.’

(45) SR W ZE H o ARA xR
jintian wo yao jiao  nimen zhe y1 ke
today | will teach you (plural) this lesson
‘today I will teach you this lesson.’

(46)fx K KBlJE & M H 4
ni zhang da yi hou xidng zud shénme
you grow up after want do what
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what do you want to do after you grow up?

(47) 1Al 2 1 W 2w A G
nimen chaqu de shihou yao shuo yi ge juzi

you (plural) go out possessive time need say one measure word sentence
‘When you go out, you need to say a sentence.’
The 72 time phrases produced by the instructor is less than the 287 sentences with ba-

construction that she used.

5.4 Discussion
We now return to the three research questions posted earlier:
1) How do learners in the immersion program use the ba-construction and time phrases?
2) What are similarities and differences between adults in regular language programs and
children in the immersion program?
3) What does the difference in performance between adults and immersion learners say

about the effectiveness of immersion programs?

5.4.1 Learner performance

The first thing we noticed when we compare the use of the ba construction and the use of
time phrases by the learners in the immersion class is that there is a strong contrast in frequency
between the two phrases. During my observation time, the learners only produced 12 ba
sentences, while they produced 97 time phrases. The large discrepancy is likely due to the fact
that when an event occurs is often an integral part of daily conversation and therefore we would
expect its number to be high. What is perhaps more surprising is the low number of ba sentences.

One possibility is that the ba construction varies with a sentence in the canonical SVO order; one

117



can describe an event without using the ba construction. Thus learners who have not acquired ba
and are not comfortable using ba may simply resort to the SVO structure. It is also possible that
there were few occasions for the use of ba. At the moment | am not sure which factor is stronger.
It could be that both contributed to the low frequency of ba.

In terms of accuracy, however, the ba construction had a higher accuracy rate than the
time phrase. Of 12 tokens of the ba construction, two were incomplete and the missing
information was clear from context. They are not considered errors. Only one ba sentence

produced includes an error, (3% {4 /) planner away), which has a missing verb. Earlier it was

mentioned that children in L1 acquisition also make this type of errors often. The other nine
sentences were accurate in form. In particular, they all met the requirement that the predicate
includes more than a bare verb. The material that was added to the verb including locative
phrases, resultative complement, quantity complement. We can conclude that learners had a
good knowledge of the ba construction—when they did use it, it was used mostly correctly. In
addition, all 12 ba sentences were used appropriately in the context. Earlier it was mentioned that
a corpus study (Liu 2007) showed that in adult language the ba construction is used when the ba
NP carries old information and is not highly topical. When we look at the contexts in which the
ba sentences were produced spontaneously, we can confirm indeed all of the ba NPs are old, e.g.
shubao ‘school bag’, ci ‘word’, panzi ‘plate’; furthermore, they are not topical--the topic that is
being continued in each sentence is the subject. Thus it is remarkable that the learners in the
immersion class produced mostly grammatical accurate and completely contextually appropriate

ba sentences.
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When we look at the accuracy of time phrases, we notice that learners made considerable
number of errors, especially in the spontaneous production—17 out of 44 (39%) of
spontaneously produced time phrases were placed wrongly, at the end of a sentence. For
example, when the students were asked to say what they learned that day, one 1% grade student
made a mistake, placed the time phrase at the end of the sentence in Chinese. On the other hand,
the learners did almost perfect in practice sessions, only 1 out of 39 was an error (2.5%). An
obvious source for the errors is L1 influence. Since these learners use English daily, outside of
the immersion context, the word order of English is likely to interfere when they speak Chinese.

Does L1 influence also affect the use of the ba construction by learners? It is likely that
L1 influence contributed to the low frequency of the ba construction in learners’ production,
since English does not have a construction comparable to the ba construction. However, L1
influence does not seem to have much to do with the constraints on the ba construction; the
requirement on the predicate, for example, is part of construction itself that needs to be learned.
This might explain why immersion learners produced mostly well-formed ba sentences. They
have knowledge of the requirement on the ba construction and there is no effect from English
that could interfere this knowledge.

We can also compare the acquisition of the two constructions with respect to the input
learners received in class, which includes teacher talk and the amount of practice that was
devoted to the two constructions. Earlier we saw that the instructor produced 287 ba sentences in
class; it looks like the instructor put in much effort using the ba construction in class. In contrast,
she only produced 72 time phrases. On the other hand, the ba construction was not practiced

much in class; only 2nd grade students practiced ba in as a grammatical pattern, whereas a
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considerable amount of time was devoted to the time phrase in class. Out of 97 time phrases
produced by learners, 40 were produced during class practice. During daily topic questions, each
student had an opportunity to use a time phrase. Every day after class the teacher asked “what
did you learn today” in Chinese. The fact that with daily use of the time phrase there was still
such a high rate of errors shows the strong effect of L1 influence—it seems to overpower the
effect of the input.

An important criterion for whether learners have acquired a grammatical structure is
whether they are able to use the structure spontaneously. The learners produced both
constructions spontaneously, seven ba sentences and 44 time phrases. Three of the seven
spontaneous sentences were produced even before ba was practiced in class as a grammatical
pattern, suggesting that some of the learners already had knowledge of the construction.
However, given ba’s low frequency in learners’ speech, we cannot yet conclude that learners in
general are able to use ba freely. In contrast, the evidence for the time phrase is much stronger.
In terms of both the time phrases produced and the number of learners that produced it, we can
come to the conclusion that the learners do use the time phrase freely and spontaneously.
However, it should be noted that using the time phrase spontaneously is not a difficult task for
L2 learners; it does not quite compare with using a new construction that does not exist in their
native language.

To summarize, immersion learners produced a lot of time phrases and few ba sentences.
They made many errors in the placement of time phrases, while their accuracy of ba sentences

was quite high. There were more tokens of ba sentences than time phrases in teacher talk, but in
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class more time was devoted to practicing the placement of time phrases than the use of ba
sentences. Finally, learners produced both phrases spontaneously.

The fact that immersion learners are able to use grammatical patterns spontaneously and
at the same time produce errors due to L1 influence suggests that their language learning
experience is neither like adult learners in the classroom, who may not be able to produce the ba
construction spontaneously, nor like L1 learners, who are not affected by L1 influence. They are

a separate groups learners with their own traits.

5.4.2 Comparison with adult learners

The data produced by the learners in the immersion class provides a useful reference for
us to compare the acquisition of Chinese between adult learners and immersion learners. The
contexts under which the two groups acquire Chinese are quite different—one in college
classrooms and the other in an immersion context; nonetheless, it is interesting to see if the two
groups share some features. | compare the two groups on two aspects: frequency and accuracy.
The other aspects, e.g. input in class and spontaneous use, cannot be compared because of lack of
data on adult learners. For the adult data, | rely on studies reviewed above in section 5.1; in
particular I will rely on Du’s (2004) study on ba and Jia and Liu’s (2016) study on the time
phrase.

First, in terms how much ba is used, adult learners and immersion learners are similar—
both groups tend not to use the ba construction. In the case of the adults, we do not have data
from spontaneous contexts; rather, what we have is a controlled experiment. In Du’s (2004)

study, subjects were asked to describe two pictures. The average production rate was low (2.1
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out of 10). Whether this is due to avoidance (because the same picture can be described without
the use of the ba construction) or to lack of knowledge is difficult to know. The low frequency of
ba in both groups may indeed be an indicator that the ba construction is a difficult construction
for L2 learners in general.

As for accuracy, the adult learners in Du’s (2004) study made a number of errors, illustrated

below:

48)%k J5 s i .. AR E WL WL B
ranhou bd xin  si... ranhou si s Xin
then ba letter tear then tear tear letter
then tore the letter

(49) i e ... PETF, e M. gL T T oA mE Ba il

ta xian...xishou, ranhou yong...zhi... bd shou ca... bu zhidao zénme shud

she first wash hand, and then use  paper ba hand wipe not know how say

She first washed her hand, and then used paper to wipe hand ... don’t know how to say it

(Du, 2010, p. 22)

In (48) the first half reflects that the subject attempted to use the ba-construction, but it
was incomplete. The subject then changed the word order back to SVO and produced a sentence
without ba. This shows that the subject attempted to use ba but did not know how to use it
correctly; therefore it was probably easier not to use ba. Sentence (49) demonstrates a similar
situation - the subject also attempted to use ba, but had to stop because he realized he couldn’t
complete the ba sentence. Both examples demonstrate that the subjects were aware there needs
to be some material besides the verb in the ba predicate although they were not able to produce
the material.

In contrast, there were few errors among immersion learners. The only error that was

found in my data is omission of the verb, given in (14) above. This seems to suggest that
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immersion learners have a better handle of the ba construction—the additional material required
after the verb is not a challenge to these learners, and the learners produced mostly produced

perfect ba sentences.

We are not able to compare the use of the time phrase in terms of frequency between the
two groups. There is no data on how often time phrases are used by adults, as the only study
available so far, Jia and Liu (2016), was not concerned with this issue; their focus, rather, was on
the placement of the time phrase. In their study, subjects were asked to describe pictures with
provided phrases, and for each picture the time phrase was always provided. Therefore, if
subjects followed the instruction, each sentence they produced would have a time phrase. Even
so, based on my own teaching experience, the use of time phrases is not difficult for adult
learners. Time phrases are used often by students at all proficiency levels.

In terms of accuracy, in adult learner data, Jia and Liu (2016) found some instances in

their data where the time phrase was placed incorrectly. The following are examples.

(G0) i I b Mz B K
ta qing ta chifan mingtian
she invite him eat food tomorrow
She invites him to a meal tomorrow.

G MLE 5 fF B W 7
ta ythou xi¢ xin shuijiao le
he after write letter sleep  PRT
He wrote a letter and went to sleep.
(Jiaand Liu, 2016, p. 19)

(52) & W W WiE JT = HE .
w0 changchang shihou kaihui shuijiao
| often when have meeting sleep

‘I often sleep when I’m in a meeting.’
(Jia and Liu, 2016, p.21)
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In sentence (50), the time phrase was placed at the end of the sentence. In sentence (51),
the time phrase “PLJi5 515 yihou xié xin” is in a right place, but the time phrase itself is not in a
right order in Chinese. The subject used English word order to express the time phrase in

Chinese. In sentence (52), the time phrase “I {5 72> when having a meeting” is placed

appropriately, but the time phrase itself is not correct.

However, the three types of errors are few among adult learners. In Jia & Liu’s (2016)
experiment, there were 13 sentences with errors of 270 produced sentences with time phrases,
which were produced by 54 second language learners who had taken Chinese class less than two
years, and the error rate is 4.81%. Immersion learners showed a different pattern. First, there
was a relatively high error rate, 39% (17/44), when they produced the time phrase spontaneously.
The time phrase was placed at the end of a sentence, suggesting strong influence from L1. The
second and third types of errors, illustrated in (51) and (52) above, was not found among
immersion learners. The immersion learners could correctly say “{ K UPLJ5 after growing up”
without any error in their sentences, which was a target point of their class activity. However,

sometimes they use English words “while” or avoid to say it in the temporal expression of “[JHf
fiz: when/while”, which also reflected strong influence from L1. Sentence (53) is an example of

immersion students’ sentence with this error.

(B3) AT WLLEHE while AT i XA
women kéyi kan  while women zuo zhége ma
We  may look at while we  do this question particle
‘May we look at (it) while we are doing this?’
(p.185 in observation notes)
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Over all, a comparison between adult and immersion learners shows that neither group
produced many ba sentences, but when they did produce it, immersion learners’ performance
was almost flawless while adult learners made a number of errors. With respect to the placement
of time phrases, adult learners performed well, with few errors, while immersion learners made a
large number of errors. Thus it seems that the ba construction is more difficult for adult learners,

while a correct placement of time phrases is a challenge for immersion learners.

5.4.3 Evaluation of immersion programs

Finally, we address the issue of whether immersion programs offer advantages over
regular language programs with respect to language knowledge. On the basis of learner
performance of the ba construction and time phrases, can we conclude that immersion learners
have acquired more language knowledge than learners in regular language programs? We will
not be able to answer this question conclusively, since in order to do so, we will need similar
data from K-12 regular language programs, in particular, how learners in the latter programs use
the ba construction and time phrases. At the moment we do not yet have such data. Based on
how immersion learners used the two grammatical constructions in class, however, it is clear that
learners have acquired linguistic knowledge that learners in other programs have not.

In the immersion Chinese class that | observed Chinese is not only the target language, it
is also the language of communication. Besides learning grammatical patterns in class, learners
used Chinese to communicate with the teacher and among themselves. Chinese was used to react
to instructor requests, activities performed by fellow classmates, call attention to themselves,

complain to the instructor, etc. This is obvious in their use of the ba construction. Learners used
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ba in various contexts—telling on someone who did not put their planner away, asking for one
more game play, suggesting putting something somewhere, etc. That is, they used the ba
construction to communicate in exactly the same way they used English at home. This ability is
noticeably absent among most adult learners. Even in an advanced Chinese class, it is rare that
adult learners would produce a ba sentence without prompting from the instructor. Therefore, the
immersion program is clearly more advantageous than a regular language program, where
learners spend much time drilling on grammatical patterns but are not necessarily able to use
them.

However, being in an immersion program does not mean learners will acquire the target
language like native speakers. Learners will continue to be affected by the influence of their
native language and make errors. This is clearly seen in the way learners in the class | observed
used time phrases. While they produced time phrases spontaneously, they also made many
errors, placing the phrases at the end of a sentence. The interference effect seems rather strong
with these learners. In contrast, the placement of time phrases is not a challenge to adult learners
who make few errors in this area (Jia and Liu 2016). At this time we do not know at what stage
immersion learners will recover from the L1 influence. This is something to find out in future
study. We also don’t quite understand why it is the case that adult learners do not have much
difficulty with the placement of time phrases, i.e. why L1 influence does not seem to have as

much effect on them. Further research is needed in this area.
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CHAPTER 6: COMPUTER ASSISTED TEACHING AND CHARACTER LEARNING

6.1 Introduction

The third study that | conduct in this dissertation concerns how computer assisted
methods play a role in character learning. | will evaluate the effect of computer-assisted
materials on character learning among immersion learners as well as heritage learners. The
method I will use is qualitative, including observation, questionnaires, interviews and student
tests.

Learning Chinese characters, including recognition, comprehension, and writing, poses
several challenges for all students of Chinese language. Recognition involves knowing both the
proper pronunciation of a character and its meanings, while writing means being able to properly
reproduce a character from memory without cues. Chinese characters are logographic (Fromkin
et al, 2007); they provide comparatively fewer phonological clues compared with an alphabetic
writing system (DeFrancis, 1984; Everson, 1994). As a result, linking the recognition and
pronunciation of a character is relatively difficult.

The generally accepted method of teaching Chinese characters asks students to write
characters several times as homework in a workbook following examples where reference
characters have the strokes numbered in the proper order. However, learners may not connect
pronunciation and meaning with characters after finishing the homework. In addition, in this
method it seems that learners continue to struggle with proper stroke order in character writing.
In this chapter, | will first review previous studies, including the discussion of the effects of
phonological and orthographic information on the process of learning characters, immersion
students’ acquisition of characters, and computer-assisted methods and materials in teaching
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characters. After presenting the research questions, | will present the findings from observation,

interviews and questionnaires and the results of pre-tests and a post-test.

6.2 Previous Studies

In the study of character learning, researchers have been concerned with the following
issues: the relationship between phonological information and character recognition, the effect of
the semantic radical, the usefulness of writing practice, and computer assisted methods for
character learning. I will review these issues below.

On the issue of the relationship between phonological information and character
recognition, Chen, Flores d’Arcais and Cheung (1995) performed two experiments to test if
phonological information is automatically activated in character recognition. The subjects’ native
language is Cantonese, and the test is in traditional Chinese characters. In the first experiment, 24
subjects participated in a semantic-categorization task, and the purpose of the experiment was to
find out whether phonological information influenced a semantic-decision task. The test was on a
screen. Each subject saw a category name that was followed by a character. The subjects were
asked to decide if the target character belonged to the given category. Each subject saw 122
characters, which include 20 homophonic distractors, 20 controls, 41 filler characters that belong
to the given category, and 41 filler characters that do not (p. 147). The homophonic distractors
and their controls are similar graphically, sharing one major component of a character or the
radical, but their meanings and pronunciations are different. The homophonic distractors and the
corresponding filler characters that belong to the given category had similar pronunciation,

which represents phonological information. In the experiment 11 of 24 subjects made no errors,
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and13 subjects made errors, but the errors were not wrongly deciding the homophonic distractor
or their controls that belong to the given category. The results showed that the subjects could
accurately make decisions on semantic categorization, and phonological information did not
have much effect in the process.

In the second experiment, 24 new subjects who had the same background as the subjects
in the first experiment participated in 10 experimental sets. Each set includes a phonological
distractor, a phonetic control, a graphical distractor, and a graphical control. The phonological
distractors and the corresponding phonetic controls were chosen from experiment 1. As for the
graphical distractors and the corresponding controls, their meanings and visual forms are
different but either their vowel or consonant is the same. There 11, 9, and 6 subjects made errors
in deciding the phonological distractor, phonological control, and graphic control respectively.
This showed that graphic information helped subjects decide the meaning of a target character
but phonological information did not. Therefore, while a reader might be able to guess the
meaning of a character, its pronunciation would still be unclear.

Another issue that previous studies have been concerned with is the effect of semantic
radical. This issue concerns the role of a radical’s semantic information in character reading.
Tong & Yip’s (2014) studied radical sensitivity, which refers to whether Chinese learners rely on
radicals’ semantic information in character recognition more than other information, such as
orthographic or phonological information. The purpose of the study was to find out what
information of characters was used by learners in reading and which information was used the

most.
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They tested 84 adults Chinese learners on a picture-character mapping task. The results
showed that Chinese as foreign language (CFL) learners relied on semantic radicals more than
phonetic radicals in character identification. Another study that also investigated the effect of
semantic information is Williams (2013)’s experiment. He also found that CFL learners were
good at using semantic information, instead of phonological information when recognizing and
interpreting Chinese characters.

Besides investigating whether Chinese learners use semantic meaning in learning
character, scholars also studied whether the way of using semantic meaning is good for teaching
Chinese characters. Xu & Padilla (2013) tested the method of meaningful interpretation and
chunking* (MIC), which used meaningful background information of radicals and characters to
teach Chinese characters. This study suggests that MIC was effective in improving Chinese
character learning. This result also suggested that orthographic information had more effect on
character recognition than phonological information did.

The usefulness of writing practice is another area of research on character learning.
Knell & West (2015) conducted an experiment on first grade students in a Chinese immersion
program. Character writing practice instruction and character recognition instruction were used
in two separate groups. The subjects were given an oral character identification test, a character
selection test, a writing test, and a questionnaire about the subjects’ attitudes toward reading and
writing characters. The results of the character identification test, which required the subjects to

read target characters, showed that the group with writing practice instruction performed

4 In Xu & Padilla (2013) explained that “Chunking ... refers to processing small units of information (chunks) and grouping them into large,
meaningful units ... (p. 404).”
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significantly better than the other group. This study strongly suggests that writing practice is an
effective way to improve the reading skills of learners. The researchers did not agree with the
“Read First, Write Later” philosophy. It was thought that spending time on character writing
practice could help learners recognize characters.

Two other studies also investigated the efficiency of writing practice and the conclusions
all present the effectiveness of writing practice in character learning. Guan, Liu, et al (2011)
conducted two experiments on adult learners and found that writing practice can strengthen
character reading by adult learners. In one experiment subjects were asked to learn characters
under two separate conditions, reading-only and handwriting. The other experiment added one
condition, Pinyin typing. Subjects were divided into two groups, one group with only
handwriting while the other group with Pinyin typing one day and handwriting on the alternate
day. In the first experiment, the subjects performed better in the handwriting condition than in
the reading condition when it came to recognizing characters and knowing their meanings. In the
second experiment, the handwriting group still performed better than the other group on
character recognizing and understanding meanings, while the group with handwriting and Pinyin
typing training showed better performance on knowing pronunciation and connecting character’s
pronunciation, meaning, and orthographic information. This study suggests that writing practice
has a measurable effect on character learning, including both meaning and pronunciation. Xu,
Chang, Zhang, & Perfetti, C. A. (2013) conducted a similar experiment of adult learners and
received the same result where writing practice benefits reading in the character learning process
(p. 432). In the experiment, subjects were divided into three groups, with each group needing to

learn three identical lists of 250 vocabulary items. Each group had three conditions, reading,
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animation, and writing to learn the three lists of vocabulary, but the three groups had different
conditions. The results show that besides the effect of writing practice in character recognition
and writing, animation can better help learners connect orthographic information and meaning
than writing practice alone, demonstrating the effect of a computer assisted method in character
learning.

Another area of research is concerned with experimental studies of computer assisted
methods for character learning. Computer-assisted methods and materials both provide a student-
centered environment for learners to practice foreign language learning (Ariew, 1991). There are
not many comparison studies of computer-assisted methods in Chinese teaching (Grhurovic,
Chapelle, & Shelley, 2013). Lu, Hallman & Black (2013) did an experiment to study how to
teach students new characters. This study tested 36 undergraduate and graduate students who did
not have any Chinese learning experience. They were randomly divided into three groups: a
Traditional Learning (TL) group, an Animation Learning (AL) group, and an Embodied
Animation Learning (EAL) group. In the TL group, the participants received a character’s
pronunciation, meaning, and form, without video. In the AL group, the participants received the
above information and “a video that shows an animation of character’s etymological form
changes (p.4).” In the EAL group, participants received the same input as the TL group and “a
video that not only shows an animation of the character’s etymological form changes but also
human bodily movements, actions, or gestures that depict both the semantic meaning and written
form of the character (p. 4).” The results of an immediate test showed that the three groups were
significantly different, and that the EAL group had the best performance. These results are

similar to the studies that showed context is useful in learning Chinese characters, and
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demonstrated the advantages of computer-assisted materials. The computer assisted program that
provided video context was useful in reinforcing the understanding of the characters while non-
computer materials were not as clear. However, this study was a one-time experiment, and the
participants were not Chinese language learners. As a result, this study did not show the effects
of computer-assisted materials or methods among regular Chinese learners.

All of the studies reviewed above are quantitative studies.

6.3 The Present Study

The present study will analyze how effective computer-assisted materials and methods
are in character learning. | will compare heritage and non-heritage immersion students, who used
computer-assisted methods in different ways. Different from the studies reviewed above, my
study is qualitative, mainly due to the type of data that | was able to collect. My research
questions are as follows:

1) Do the teachers and students in the two programs think computer-assisted methods
help children who have relatively high Chinese input learn Chinese characters?

2) How do the methods help them learn Chinese characters?

3) What is the relationship between computer-assisted methods and character learning?
"Help’ in question 1 is meant to include improving students’ learning outcomes and making
students feel the process of learning is relatively easy.

Participants for this study include 3™ and 4" grade students from Desert Hill School, who
are non-heritage learners, in the immersion Chinese class, and students from Lincoln School

weekend class, who are heritage learners. Altogether there are 13 student participants. In
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addition, 2 teachers and 13 parents also participated. | adopted four methods for this study,
observation, questionnaires, interviews, and tests. Student participants took pre-tests twice and a
post-test at the end of the semester. The immersion learners took the tests in class, while the
weekend class students took the first pre-test at home with parental supervision, and the second
pre-test and the post-test in class. However, the class time was limited and was not sufficient for
test completion. Some students completed the test at home after starting them in class. The
reading and writing portions of the Youth Chinese Test (YCT) level 3 and level 4, an
international standardized test of Chinese language proficiency, were used as the two pre-tests
and one post-test. The YCT level 3 has Pinyin and all questions are multiple choice. YCT level
4 does not have any Pinyin and includes questions that require writing using only characters.

The results of interviews and questionnaires were used to analyze the pre and post-tests.

6.4 Findings
Below | present the findings on observation, tests, interviews and questionnaires in

separate sections.

6.4.1 Observation

The immersion Chinese language class used an e-book that corresponds to the textbook,
which includes voice reading with color-changed characters, animation, and games for practicing
characters, but the class did not have time to do it everyday. The students selected the paragraph
and the word list they need to listen to. When a word was being read, the color of the word

changed. The students could also click on a picture, which prompts the paragraph that
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corresponds with this picture, and the picture becomes an animation showing the paragraph’s
meaning. The students always chose to play games after listening to the e-book. Although each
lesson has its own game, the game does not focus on the target words of its lesson. The teacher
also used online videos in Chinese to teach songs and cultural topics. The students were provided
a handout to read and write about the songs and cultural topics that they saw on the videos. Some
classes also had dictation of Chinese characters. As mentioned in chapter 3, the students have a
workbook with fill-in-the blank character exercises and writing homework. As a result, the
students wrote characters in class and out of class. In addition, they had opportunities to learn
characters through computer assisted materials, including the e-book.

In the heritage weekend class, the students’ homework included both handwriting and
computer portions —a CD-ROM. In the CD-ROM, students were required to read a non-
animated e-book that is otherwise similar to the non-heritage students’ e-book. Students could
not choose the page they want to read, but they did have game-style exercises, which focus on
the target words they were learning. Therefore, while the non-heritage students in the immersion
Chinese language class might work on the characters beyond the lesson that they were currently
at, heritage students in the weekend class only worked on what they were learning in that week.
Their workbook contains a set of true or false reading comprehension questions, character
writing and sentence writing (which vary depending on the level of study) and dictation done in
class. Thus, the students had written practice and computer assisted materials.

Based on what | was able to observe in the immersion Chinese language class, it was
difficult for the students to read the textbook, complete their workbook and writing exercises

without Pinyin. However, they could recognize and write at least some characters in the
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exercises, which they may have learned previously. In the weekend class, most of the students

were able to do dictation and read the text fluently after finishing their homework.

6.4.2 Results of tests

With respect to the test results at the YCT level 3, the 25 question test was relatively easy
for most of the students. Half of heritage students made no errors at all, 2 of the heritage
students made more than 10 errors, and the rest made only a few errors. The two fourth grade
non-heritage students made one and two errors, respectively. The third grade student made 9
errors. Table 14 shows the results of YCT level 3. There was no big gap between heritage
students and non-heritage students. Since all participants thought the YCT level 3 test was easy,

a second pre-test was given, YCT level 4.

Table 14
Results of YCT level 3
Heritage students Fourth grade | Third grade
No errors 5
1-2 errors 1 2
3-5 errors 2
5-10 errors 1
More than 10 2

Table 15 shows the results of the second pre-test. At the YCT level 4, the test was
difficult for all students. Out of a total of 30 multiple choice questions only 2 of the 10 heritage
students had more than 10 correct answers. 2 others had 5 correct answers, which is the lowest
score among all heritage and non-heritage students. As for the first writing portion, the heritage
student who had the highest score wrote 3 sentences for a total of 5 questions. In the second
writing portion, the heritage student who had the highest score wrote 4 characters for a total of 5

questions. However, 3 heritage students did not write anything in the writing portions. Of the
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two fourth grade non-heritage students, one had 10 correct answers, 1 sentence, and 1 character;
the other had 11 correct answers, 1 sentence, and 2 characters, respectively. The third grade non-
heritage student had 7 correct answers. The results of the two tests were similar and showed that
the levels of the fourth grade non-heritage students were very close to well-performing heritage
students. The third grade non-heritage student’s results matched the average range from among
the results of the heritage students. There was no noteworthy difference between heritage and
non-heritage students.

Table 15
Results of first YCT level 4

Heritage students Fourth grade | Third grade

30 Multiple choice questions
10-14 correct answers 2 2
6-9 correct answers
5 correct answers 2
Written | (5 sentences)
0 sentence 6 1
1 sentence

2 sentences

Written Il (5 characters)
0 character

1 character

2 characters

3-5 characters

(o]
[EEN

N
N

N

WIN|F>
[HEN

Table 16 shows the results of the post-test, which is also at the YCT level 4. These
results are in line with the pre-tests, with no meaningful difference between heritage and non-
heritage students. One heritage student had 30 correct answers out of a total of 30 multiple
choice questions, wrote 5 sentences for a total of 5 questions, and 4 characters for a total of 5
questions. However, this student took the test back home and her mother marked the few

characters in the questions, indicating the mother’s assistance. It is therefore possible that she
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might not have the result without her mother’s help. The results of 2 other heritage students on
the three sections are better than non-heritage students’, with 28 correct answers, 4.5 sentences, 5
characters and 26 correct answers, 5 sentences, 4 characters respectively. Two heritage students’
results were close to the two fourth grade non-heritage students. These students had 27 correct
answers, 2 sentences, 4 characters and 22 correct answers, one sentence, 3 characters
respectively, while the two non-heritage students had 22 correct answers, 3 sentences, 4
characters and 18 correct answers, 3.5 sentences, 3 characters respectively. One heritage student
had 29 correct answers, but no sentences, and only one character. 4 heritage students’ results
were lower than the third grade non-heritage student, who had 12 correct answers, 2 sentences,
and 2 characters.

Table 16
Results of second YCT level 4

10 heritage students | 2 fourth grade | 1 third grade

30 Multiple choice questions
26-30 correct answers 5
22 correct answers 1 1
18 correct answers 1
12 correct answers 1
5-8 correct answers 4
Written | (5 sentences)

0 sentence

0-1 sentence

2 sentences
3-4sentences (include 3)
4-5 sentences (include 4)
5 sentences

Written |1 (5 characters)
0 character

1 character

2 characters

3 characters

4 characters

5 characters

NP INDNDN
[HEN

R Wk R W
[EEN
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The results of the three non-heritage students’ post-test are better than the results of the
pre-test. The two fourth grade non-heritage students’ correct answers improved from around 10
to around 20, and they could write more sentences and more characters in the test questions. The
heritage students’ situation was different. Table 17 shows the comparison between heritage
students’ pre and post-test. Six heritage students’ correct answers improved by more than 20.
However, four heritage students’ results of the post-test are similar to or lower than the results of
the pre-test. There are a number of possible reasons for the discrepancy among heritage
students. First, the heritage students who requested to take the test back home showed high
motivation to do the test, and they might pay more attention and spent more time at home.
Second, at the end of the semester in the weekend school, there was an activity involving a
review and testing of characters. It was possible that some heritage students’ parents urged their
students to study the required characters, which was helpful for the post-test questions. Third,
some heritage students might not have the motivation or desire to pay attention to the test
because they were bored, especially at the end of the semester. They might not have the required
motivation to spend time on the post-test at home. These factors might impact the results of the

heritage students’ post-test.

Table 17

Comparison of heritage students’ pre-test and post-test
Heritage | Pre-test Post-test
students | Correct sentences | characters | Correct answers | sentences | characters

anSwWers

A 14 3 0 30 5 4
B 12 0 2 26 5 4
C 9 1 2 7 2 0
D 9 2 4 28 4.5 5
E 9 2 0 8 0.9 1
F 8 0 0 27 2 4
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G 7 1 1 22 1 3
H 6 0 0 6 0 1
I 5 0 5 29 0 1
J 5 0 0 5 3 2

6.4.3 Results of interviews and questionnaires

In order to analyze the results of the tests, questions about the tests were prepared and
given to teachers, parents, and students through informal and formal interviews as well as email.
The main purpose was to find out how they felt about the tests and how they view character
learning in general. Were the tests easy or difficult? Do they view character learning as a
difficult task?

At the YCT level 3, most students, parents, and teachers said it was not difficult, and
most students spent more than 10 minutes but less than the 25 on the test. Only one heritage
student’s mother said he did not schedule enough time to do the test at home. On the other hand,
two heritage students stated that the test was not easy. Most students said they read Pinyin,
while one non-heritage and one heritage student stated that they did not read Pinyin and it was
not helpful. Both heritage and non-heritages students felt the YCT4 was difficult the first time.
Most indicated they would not be able to do more even if they had more time. By comparing
YCT level 3 and YCT level 4, we can see that heritage and non-heritage students had similar
reactions to the two pre-tests, and most of them thought Pinyin was useful in YCT level 3.

All interviewees felt that learning to write Chinese characters was difficult, because it is
difficult to memorize how to write the strokes in order. All of the teachers and most parents who
were interviewed stated that computer-assisted materials were useful for teaching Chinese. The

main reasons are the following. First, computer-assisted materials are interesting and can attract
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and maintain children’s attention. Second, computer-assisted materials have interactive exercises
requiring attentiveness to the subject. Third, children can do homework or exercises alone with
these materials. The weekend class teacher said through the dictation and voice homework for
reading, it was easy to see that CD-based computer homework is very useful for reading. As for
students, six heritage students and one non-heritage student also thought computer-assisted
materials were useful, because they liked to use computers to play games. Three non-heritage
students said that voice reading was very helpful. One non-heritage student mentioned that he
likes the software that teaches how to write characters because it helps learn the stroke order.
However, there were also other opinions. Two non-heritage students said they did not want to
use computer assisted materials, because it is not that helpful. Four heritage students indicated
that they did not like computer assisted materials, even though it was helpful. They did not find
the material interesting, and the writing practice it provides is not sufficient. One heritage
student’s father said that after his child knew the order of the strokes, this kind of software was
not that helpful, and that his child needed more practice in handwriting to learn new characters.
One non-heritage student’s parent also mentioned that computer assisted materials should
involve writing. Another reason is that computer assisted materials may add difficulties doing
homework or exercises. One heritage student did not use the computer aid at all, except when
doing homework because she did not know how to use it by herself. Two non-heritage students
said they liked the questions that ask them to put the right word inside of an appropriate
sentence, but they did not like the game design that required dragging a Chinese character to
another part of the computer screen. One heritage student also said that the movement needed to

be extremely precise and was difficult to accomplish.
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In sum, the results of the tests show that there is no meaningful difference between
heritage and non-heritage immersion students. The results of immersion learners’ post-test are
better than the results of their pre-tests, while the heritage students’ situation was inconsistent—
some improved and the others did not, between the tests. The results of interviews and
questionnaires indicate that Pinyin was useful in YCT level 3, while learning to write Chinese
character is difficult. It was felt that game-style exercises and e-book are good for character

recognition and reading, but there is a need for softwares that teach character writing.

6.5 Discussion

The purpose of the study on computer-assisted teaching was to examine the effect of
computer-assisted methods on character learning. Chinese characters provide comparatively
fewer phonological clues compared with an alphabetic writing system (DeFrancis, 1984;
Everson, 1994). In order to analyze the process of Chinese character learning, this study observes
non-heritage and heritage elementary school students in an immersion Chinese class, and a
weekend class. Pre-tests and a post-test were conducted in the immersion Chinese class and the
weekend class. In the above through observation, interviews, questionnaires, and tests, |
described the similarities and differences in character teaching between heritage and non-
heritage students in the four types of classes. In particular, my focus was on the effectiveness of
computer-assisted materials by analyzing the difficulties learners face in connecting
phonological and orthographic information. Based on the findings presented above, we can now

answer the three research questions:
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1) Do the teachers and students in the two programs think computer-assisted methods
help children who have relatively high Chinese input learn Chinese characters?

2) How do the methods help them learn Chinese characters?

3) What is the relationship between computer-assisted methods and character learning?

Concerning the first research question, based on the findings of interviews presented
above, the teachers and most students in both heritage and immersion programs think computer-
assisted materials helped students learn Chinese characters. Although four heritage students did
not like computer assisted materials, they did not deny its usefulness. Only two non-heritage
immersion students felt that the computer assisted materials were not that helpful, but the two
students did find voice reading helpful.

Based on observation and interviews, the immersion Chinese language class and the
weekend class used similar computer-assisted materials, voice reading with color-changing
characters, and game-style exercises. These materials were used regardless of the amount of
input students receive elsewhere. Both teachers in the two programs used the materials to guide
their students to learn characters and improve reading. Based on results of tests at the schools
collected from teachers’ interviews and the tests conducted in this study, all students made
improvement in their character learning, although a few heritage students only improved slightly.

However, this study did not find that the relatively high oral input and the ability of
speaking help students memorize the form and the meaning of characters. All interviewees stated
that learning to write Chinese characters was difficult. Most students who participated in the tests
said that they read Pinyin and it was useful at YCT level 3. Students still need to learn how to

connect a character’s pronunciation to its form and meaning. In addition, the results of pre-tests
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and post-tests did not show a significant difference between heritage and non-heritage students,
who used similar computer assisted materials. The results of the tests indicate that heritage
learners did not have an advantage over non-heritage learners in reading comprehension and
writing. The results of interviews and questionnaires also show that heritage learners and non-
heritage learners are comparable when learning characters. Heritage learners and non-heritage
learners had similar opinions about the difficulty of learning to write characters. Besides written
homework, the teacher of heritage students collected voice homework recordings — reading of
texts after doing homework which included following the e-book to read the text. Based on the
homework and the results of dictation in class, the teacher stated that voice reading with the e-
book was helpful, an opinion the non-heritage learners agreed with. This reflects that connecting
a character’s pronunciation to its form and meaning is equally difficult for heritage and non-
heritage learners. This may be related to characteristics of Chinese language - Chinese characters
provide relatively few phonological clues compared with an alphabetic writing system
(DeFrancis, 1984; Everson, 1994).

As to the extent that computer assisted materials help learners, based on interview
findings the learners and their teachers thought the computer assisted materials helped them with
character pronunciation when comparing using computer assisted materials and not using them.
In interviews and questionnaires non-heritage learners as well as heritage learners expressed that
learning characters was difficult. Both the immersion class at Central Hill and the weekend class
at Lincoln school used the e-book and game-style exercises to help the students read the texts.
The weekend class teacher found e-book reading to be beneficial, as it improved textbook

reading in class and dictation results. The three non-heritage immersion learners also found voice
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reading to be helpful. From interviews and observation I found that the e-book helped students
directly connect the pronunciation with the character form. Students who had a relatively high
Chinese input may have had background information of the characters already. Reading the e-
book strengthened the mapping between form and sound. As for new characters, animation in the
e-book helped non-heritage students recognize the meanings of the new characters. This is
similar to what Xu et al. (2013) and Lu et al. (2013) reported - video context or animation was
useful in reinforcing the connection of a character’s pronunciation to its orthographic
information and meaning.

In addition, the computer assisted materials were attractive to learners because of the
game-style exercises, which encouraged the students to be actively involved. In the immersion
Chinese language class, the students were very interested in doing game-style exercises. They
randomly chose a game, which might consist of the characters that they were learning, had
already learned, or characters they did not yet know. This was different from the weekend class’s
homework, which focused on the target words in the lesson that they were learning. However,
the pre-tests and post-test did not show a significant difference between the two groups of
learners. Both groups had additional writing practice to improve their character retention, but, in
interviews it was indicated that students want to play games on computer, and the game-style
exercises offer more opportunities to process Chinese characters.

The third question concerns the relationship between computer-assisted methods and
character learning. Based on my observation, computer assisted materials made recognizing
characters relatively easy, interesting, and convenient, as it created a student-centered learning

environment (Ariew, 1991). However, the materials did not solve the problems of character
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writing. The learners still used the traditional method, practicing writing by hand, to learn
characters. The findings of interviews and questionnaires also show that current computer
assisted materials need to include practice of writing to help students learn characters. Current
computer assisted materials alone cannot improve students’ character learning ability. They can
help students retain the pronunciation and connect the pronunciation to its form and meaning, but
it does not contribute to students’ written output, a critical part of learning Chinese. Character
learning can benefit from both computer assisted and traditional methods. This finding is
consistent with the findings of Knell and West (2015) and the studies of Guan, et al. (2011) and
Xu et al. (2013).

The results of pre-tests and post-test show that some students made measurable progress
during one semester while others did not. This suggests that other factors also affect the learning.
Learning characters requires self-motivation and time management skills. All three non-heritage
students made progress, and this may be because the immersion Chinese class was mandatory,
and by finishing classroom exercises and homework they improved their language skills.
However, the weekend class was an optional class for heritage students, and they were not
required to devote time to it. Students who had the motivation might spend more time practicing,
while students who had less motivation would spend less time on it. Therefore, although all of
them did the same homework, the results were different. This indicates that learning characters
requires practice. While computer assisted materials are useful tools, they alone cannot lead to
success; repeated practice is essential. Using computer assisted materials can be an efficient
method, which may help students achieve a higher level over time, but without time spent on

practice, the methods may not produce good results.
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In addition, a computer assisted method itself may also face some challenges. First,
according to the interviews and test results, not all learners had a positive view of the computer
assisted materials. Some learners indicated that they did not like the materials for various
reasons. In addition, it is possible that learners may only focus on the game aspect of the
materials. This may lead to an unintended learning outcome. Second, current materials do not
fully satisfy learner needs. Parents and students expressed their desire for better materials, which
are interactive and come with more functions. There is clearly a need for continual improvement
on computer assisted materials.

Due to inherent restrictions to the study, there was not enough time to conduct in-class
tests. Therefore the conclusions that are drawn here are based on qualitative analyses of
observation, interviews, questionnaires, and pre- and post-tests. In the future, it will be good to

examine the same issues from a quantitative perspective.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate Chinese immersion programs, how
Chinese is taught and how students learn Chinese in such programs. Despite the rapid growth of
these programs, there have not been many studies on them. In the dissertation, | conducted three
studies to examine three aspects of immersion programs. The first study investigated the
differences between Chinese immersion programs and Chinese non-immersion programs. |
compared four classes, immersion Chinese language class, immersion Chinese-math class, non-
immersion daily Chinese class, and weekend Chinese class. | used observation, interviews, and
questionnaires to make the comparison. The second study examined the effects of immersion
programs by looking at how immersion students learn the ba-construction and time phrases. The
study was exclusively carried out by class observation. The third study discussed computer-
assisted methods for character learning. | used observation, interviews, questionnaires and tests
to understand the role of computer-assisted methods in character learning.

In the first study, we found that the Chinese immersion program is different from other
Chinese programs in teaching methods and student output. The two immersion programs, the
immersion Chinese language class at the Central Hill school and the immersion Chinese-math
class at the South Mountain school, used the functional approach (the communicative approach)
with explicating in each class time, while the weekend class at Lincoln school and the non-
immersion class at the West Desert school used the analytical approach with practicing in
context in most classes. The immersion students and weekend students produced spontaneous

speech in each class, while non-immersion language class students did not. In the second study,
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we found that immersion students produced ba sentences at a relative low rate, while they
produced sentences with time phrases very often. However, in terms of accuracy, immersion
students almost flawlessly used ba sentences, but they made a large number of errors on time
phrases. This is quite different from adults’ performance on these two grammatical constructions.
Ba sentences were difficult for adults, who hardly produce any ba sentences freely, while time
phrases were easy for them, with few errors. In the third study, we found that there was no
difference between immersion students and heritage students in character learning. It is also
found that while computer assisted materials helped with character recognition, it did not help
with character writing.

My study offers at least three implications for Chinese language pedagogy. First, finding
an appropriate balance to combine an experiential approach with an analytical approach can
benefit language teaching. Immersion programs are perhaps the best examples of such a balance.
The key point of the immersion approach is to provide enough comprehensible input and
opportunities to produce output in authentic contexts with an appropriate amount of explanation.
Other kinds of classes may also use authentic contexts and find an optimal ratio of explicit
learning to implicit learning. This is Christensen & Warnick’s (2006) proposal concerning FACT
and ACT. The ratio of FACT and ACT can be applied in overall curriculum design and
individual lesson plans. At the curriculum level, the ratio of FACT and ACT represents planning
how many class hours are spent on each one per week. However, college, high school, middle
school, and/or elementary schools may have different amounts of allotted class time per week,
and each class is different. Additionally, instructors may not have the authority to alter

curriculum. However, the instructors might have the authority to design their own lesson plan for
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each class session, and this is an application of an appropriate ratio of FACT to ACT at the class
level.

Second, using targeted grammar patterns in authentic contexts has great value. Some
Chinese grammar, such as the ba-construction, is difficult to explain because there is no
corresponding structure in English. Even for some Chinese grammar that can be explained
through English translation, using it in authentic contexts provides learners opportunities to
understand it deeper, including not only the syntactic form but also appropriate usage. With real
understanding of the target grammar through comprehensible input, learners develop the ability
to properly produce output.

Third, appropriate use of computer-assisted methods requires specific application tailored
to the current lesson. Current computer-assisted methods cannot solve all learning problems. In
the process of learning Chinese characters, computer assisted materials made recognizing
characters relatively easy, interesting, and convenient, but did not solve the problems associated
with the difficulties in learning to write characters. Computer assisted materials can aid students
in character recognition and support reading comprehension. However, when a teacher wants to
improve the students’ ability to write characters, other methods should be involved.

As video and audio recording was not allowed during class observation, the data of this
research is not complete, and some students’ and teachers’ speaking could not be recorded.
Thus, the analysis is about trends instead of specifics. In addition, the number of participants is
limited, especially for the pre-tests and post-test. As such, statistical tests cannot be conducted.
In future studies, with more accurate data, further analysis in more detail may provide more

useful information and benefit the teaching process.
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APPENDIX A - QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NON-IMMERSION CLASS TEACHERS
For the Chinese teacher

1. What is your students’ Chinese background before taking your class this semester?

RT3 77 _E 00T B A R R 2

2. What do you expect them to learn in the class?

A A IR R B2 R A2

3. Can you introduce the Chinese curriculum design that you are using? Including the strategies
used in the classroom for teaching vocabulary, character writing, sentence building, etc.;
teachers’ role; students’ role; parents’ role; learning resources, what are students expected to do
outside the class.

BUERRAE TR BRI ? B E A LR A, B, &R, RE B
R A X R EFX KM PMATT S AR, O AL H R
s SRR TR EICTE M IREE E .

4. In a perspective of pedagogy, what do you think the strength and weakness of this kind of
curriculum design in reality?

MEMEEE G, Bt BT EEE RIS P A A gm ?

5. Based on the characteristics of children’s learning, what aspects of the curriculum design are
helpful and useful to the students? Why? Do you have any suggestions for the curriculum
design?

RKPWFHIF,  HETHIZEEE R Ty A M T 22287 o ? B A TR 20 KA
A A ?

5.1 How do you approach teaching Chinese characters as compared with other language skills,
such as listening, speaking, reading, sentence building, etc.?

XA 0. Biah. BEE. 1ER)AE, BB ABIRNTE?

5.2 What challenges do students encounter when learning characters? What challenges do you
encounter teaching characters?

FES )RS, A AR PR IR AENE ? FEBAR DI, A 4 Bk e PR v
n, 9

5.3 What do you think about the computer-assisted teaching materials? Are they helpful or
useful? What kind of computer-assisted teaching materials do you need or expect? Why?

o TS S VIR A 2 AR M VR HE BN 7 14 RER L SN B
VR AR ? A4 7

6. What do your student learn in the class? Does it achieve your goal or match your expectation?
Can you explain more in details?
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BUNERZEER EZR] U7 352 TR HUIANG ? GERARMRE— T2 thnid, M
VU F 25 115 100 A2 175 RE U BH 22 AR O R S 2

7. What do you think is the ideal Chinese class style for children? You may talk about in
different situations.

M A AR I 0% TS OB R B A B2 16T BIARAR (5748 3 0[50 L R R s
L

8. Based on your teaching experience in this program, what is characteristics, such as advantage
or disadvantage, of children in the aspect of Chinese learning? What can adults do better than
children if they use the same curriculum design style? What can be worse for adults?

ETEAERNRERNZ LR, BE% T I SO s 247 R FERERBCER
4, TRLLHh T %o R TN, DR T 2 85 T RN ?
For the English teacher

1. How many students in this class?

2. How many students are 6 years old or 1st grade; how many students are 7 or 2nd grade; how
many students are 8 or 3rd grade; how many students are 9 or 4th grade; how many students are
10 or 5th grade; how many students are 11 or 6th grade?

3. How long have they taken Chinese class? Is this their second semester of learning Chinese or
second year?

4. They do not have Chinese homework, is it right? Do they have other homework?
5. I saw you helped teacher Feng in Chinese class when she could not hold them, and you helped

the students to practice something according to teacher Feng's lesson in class. Do you also help
the students for their Chinese after the Chinese class, such as preparing for test?
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APPENDIX B - QUESTIONAIRE FOR IMERSION CHINESE CLASS TEACHERS

1. How many students in your class? How old are they? What is your students’ Chinese
background before taking your class this semester?

2. What do you expect them to learn in the class?

3. Can you introduce the Chinese curriculum design that you are using? Including the strategies
used in the classroom for teaching vocabulary, math skill, etc; teachers’ role; students’ role;
parents’ role; learning resources, what are students expected to do outside the class.

4. In a perspective of pedagogy, what do you think the strength and weakness of this kind of
curriculum design in reality?

5. Based on the characteristics of children’s learning, what aspects of the curriculum design are
helpful and useful to the students? Why? Do you have any suggestions for the curriculum
design?

5.1 Do you teach Chinese characters? If yes, what challenges do students encounter when
learning characters? What challenges do you encounter when teaching characters? How do you
approach teaching Chinese characters as compared with other language skills, such as listening,
speaking, reading, sentence building, etc.?

5.2 Do you teach Pinyin in your class? Have students already known Pinyin because they have
learned it in Kindergarten?

5.3 What do you think about the computer-assisted teaching materials? What computer-assisted
teaching materials are you using? Are they helpful or useful? Can you explain it in details, such
as if it is helpful to listening, writing, reading or not? Why? What kind of computer-assisted
teaching materials do you need or expect? Why?

6. What do your students learn in the class? Does it achieve your goal or match your
expectation? Can you explain more in details?

7. What do you think is the ideal Chinese class style for children? You may talk about in
different situations.

8. Based on your teaching experience in this program, what is characteristic, such as advantage
or disadvantage, of children in the aspect of Chinese learning? What can adults do better than
children if they use the same curriculum design style? What can be worse for adults?
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APPENDIX C - QUESTIONNAIRE FOR IMMERSION CHINESE-MATH CLASS
TEACHERS

1. How many students in your class? How old are they? What is your students’ Chinese
background before taking your class this semester?

2. What do you expect them to learn in the class?

3. Can you introduce the Chinese curriculum design that you are using? Including the strategies
used in the classroom for teaching vocabulary, math skill, etc; teachers’ role; students’ role;
parents’ role; learning resources, what are students expected to do outside the class.

4. In a perspective of pedagogy, what do you think the strength and weakness of this kind of
curriculum design in reality?

5. Based on the characteristics of children’s learning, what aspects of the curriculum design are
helpful and useful to the students? Why? Do you have any suggestions for the curriculum
design?

5.1 Do you teach Chinese characters? If yes, what challenges do students encounter when
learning characters? What challenges do you encounter when teaching characters? How do you
approach teaching Chinese characters as compared with other language skills, such as listening,
speaking, reading, sentence building, etc.?

5.2 Do you continue to teach Pinyin in your class? Have students already known Pinyin because
they have learned it in Kindergarten? (I did not ask this question to Kindergarten.)

5.3 What do you think about the computer-assisted teaching materials? Are they helpful or
useful? What kind of computer-assisted teaching materials do you need or expect? Why?

6. What do your student learn in the class? Does it achieve your goal or match your expectation?
Can you explain more in details?

7. What do you think is the ideal Chinese class style for children? You may talk about in
different situations.

8. Based on your teaching experience in this program, what is characteristics, such as advantage
or disadvantage, of children in the aspect of Chinese learning? What can adults do better than
children if they use the same curriculum design style? What can be worse for adults?
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APPENDIX D - QUESTIONNAIRE FOR WEEKEND CLASS TEACHERS
1. What kind of background on Chinese do your students tend to have?

2. How do you approach teaching Chinese characters as compared with other language skills,
such as listening, speaking, reading, sentence building, etc.?

3. What challenges do the heritage students encounter when learning characters? What
challenges do you encounter teaching characters?

4. Do you think the CD homework helps your students in learning characters? Can you explain
in details about how you find the CD homework is helpful or is not helpful? Why?

5. In general, what do you think about computer-assisted materials? Are they helpful or useful?
Can you explain in details about how computer-assisted materials help or do not help teaching or
learning Chinese based on your teaching experience? For example, is it helpful to listening,
writing, or reading comprehension? Is it very useful to heritage students, non-heritage students,
or both? Why?

6. What kind of computer-assisted materials do you need or expect? Why?
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APPENDIX E - QUESTIONNAIRE FOR IMMERSION CHINESE CLASS PARENTS
AND STUDENTS

Questionnaire for parents

Your child’s name:
(I'will use it to organize my data, and | will not show it in my research.)

1. How old is your child?

Can you talk about your child’s Chinese background? For example, how long has he/she
learned Chinese? Did he/she go to the immersion pre-school in this school? Does your child
speak Chinese at home?

2. Why do you want your child to learn Chinese?
After school, does your child has any other Chinese class, such as Chinese tutor or weekend
school? Do you teach your child Chinese at home by yourself or any software?

3. Do you know Chinese? Do you know Chinese characters? Do you have any thoughts about
Chinese characters, such as is it important for learning Chinese? What are the difficulties of
learning characters?

4. Does your child study Chinese at home? If yes, how did your child study Chinese at home?
Does he/she use some computer-assisted materials to learn Chinese at home?

5. What do you think about computer-assisted materials? Are they helpful or useful? Do you
think computer-assisted materials help your child in learning characters? Why?

6. What kind of computer-assisted materials do you want or need or expect? Why?

Can you also help me ask your child the following questions? Thank you.

1. What is your Chinese name? (You can write Pinyin if you do not know how to write the
characters)

2. Why do you learn Chinese? Do you think your Chinese is good? Why?

3. What do you like to learn, character, listening, speaking, reading, writing, singing, or
something else? Why?

4. Do you like to learn Chinese characters? Why? Do you think learning Chinese characters is

important for learning Chinese? Why? What do you think are the difficulties of learning
characters?
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5. Do you like to speak Chinese at home? Why?
6. Do you like to study Chinese at home? Why?

7. Do you like to learn Chinese in computer? What do you like to do for Chinese in computer?
Do you think computer-assisted materials help you learn Chinese characters?

8. What kind of computer-assisted materials do you need or expect? Why?

9. (For 3 & 4 grades) Did you remember if you read Pinyin when you do the research test (the
first time)? Do you think the Pinyin is very helpful for you to answer the questions? Do you
think the first test is easy or difficult?
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APPENDIX F - QUESTIONNAIRE FOR WEEKEND CLASS PARENTS AND
STUDENTS

Interview questions for parents

Your child’s name:
(I'will use it to organize my data, and | will not show it in my research.)

1. Do you remember how long it takes for your child to do the test at home (the first time test)?

2. How old is your child? Can you talk about your child’s Chinese background? Does your child
speak Chinese at home?

3. Why do you want your child to learn Chinese? Besides the weekend school, does your child
also have other Chinese class? Do you teach your child Chinese at home?

4. Do you think learning Chinese characters is important for learning Chinese? Why?
5. What do you think are the difficulties of learning characters?

6. How did your child study Chinese at home? Do they use some computer-assisted materials
besides the homework of the weekend school?

7. What do you think about computer-assisted materials? Are they helpful or useful? Do you
think computer-assisted materials help your child in learning characters? Why?

8. What kind of computer-assisted materials do you want or need or expect? Why?

Can you also help me ask your child the following questions? Thank you.

1. Do you think the test that you did at home is easy? Did you read Pinyin to do the test? Do you
think the Pinyin is very helpful for you to answer the questions?

2. Do you think your Chinese is good? Why? Why are you learning Chinese? Do you prefer to
speak Chinese at home?

3. Do you want to learn Chinese characters, including recognizing and writing? Why? Do you
think learning Chinese characters is important for learning Chinese? Why?

4. What do you think are the difficulties of learning characters?

5. What do you think about computer-assisted materials? Are they helpful or useful? Do you like
computer-assisted materials? Do you think the computer-assisted materials help you in learning
characters? Why?

6. What kind of computer-assisted materials do you need or expect? Why?
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APPENDIX G - OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Categories

Observation

Class type of content

1 Teaching approach

A. Mainly analytical approach

B. Analytical approach with practicing in context

C. Functional approach with explicating

D. Mainly functional approach

2. Ratio of explicating

A. Less than 25%

B. Around 50%

C. Around or above 75%

3. Context

A. Authentic context

B. Practice materials

4. Comprehensible input

A. Adjusting input with learners' negotiation

B. Adjusting input with learners' non-language reaction

C. Giving learners contextual feedback

D. Giving learners grammatical feedback

E. No feedback

5. Output

A. Learners have opportunities to produce output

B. Learners have opportunities to produce contextual output

C. Learners have less opportunities to produce output

D. Have peers' contextual feedback

E. Have peers' grammatical feedback

F. No peers' feedback

G. Have reaction to grammatical feedback

H. Have reaction to contextual feedback

I. Learners don't have opportunities to react to feedback

J. Learners have opportunities to produce oral output

K. Learners have opportunities to produce written output

L. Learners have self-correction

6. Language

A. Mostly use Chinese to teach content
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B. Training learners to use Chinese in appropriate context

C. Use Chinese to teach Chinese grammar

D. Use English to teach Chinese grammar

7. Students’ speech

A. Incomplete utterance (one word or one clause)

B. Sustained speech (at least two main clauses or longer than one
sentence)

C. Spontaneously initiated talk

8. Restriction of linguistic form

A. Restricted: expect a particular linguistic form

B. Unrestricted: no expectation of any particular linguistic form
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APPENDIX H - BA-CONSTRUCTION - STUDENTS

(The page numbers are for the observation notes.)

May use ba-construction

1

P EIMBAT N ETR A E (L3)
(FEREZIMR T “IX Y i E7 )

p.53 (March 4)

2

FozkE i (L4)
CEIMAE LT AL 7] Pl oK)

p.83 (March 15)

PRAT AR 44 7, Bk TR Z 3T (L)

p.108 ((March 22)

4 | RATBAERRI 4 T (L2)
5 | ARATAERATIN A (L)

CXJLARZ LA NS a R I T, I i ve
NN AR R A b, AT e S e,
L2 B R4 7 H5i)

AT PR BR EFARE R A4 7, BT R34 (L4 boy)

p.110 (March 22)

AT PUSCE it 2

p.116 (March 22)

WHERCE 2 (L)

O©| 00N O

JEAEX E (L4 boy)
(X =AM, EuiERe REE 1,
Ja A — A NIEE BLE)

10 | ~ JCEAEX B (L4 boy) p.119 (March 22)
11 | R AR S, DA NF p.147 (April 12)
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APPENDIX | - BA-CONSTRUCTION - TEACHER

(The page numbers are for the observation notes.)

AR A A — ik p.1 (Feb. 11)

=74 ek

A 5 A L

PR B, Hg

~ AR FE R

T=FEFEHK

REAEITSL

E 2GR DA SUS

OO N OO B~ WIDN P

~ PR BRI =44k R

10 | JEapiA] s AE

11 | A ek p-2

12 | A A

13 | E=raFlK

14 | AL (EE)

15 | EARIA) ARk oK

16 | e feix B

17 | 4eskigi p3
18 |~ KRBT B RIK

19 | fRIERIKLIT T p4
20 | KA. 05

21 | fEEmiel X

22 | fEEmiel X

23 | =ik

24 | E= 2T FLGEK

25 | ~ XA EIHZARIE A BT [ 5

26 | ~ S RIWELE M ERIK p-10 (Feb. 12)
27 | EHE R LR 1

28 | RUEICAR EALIX HLH p.14

29 | M iFE AT e %

30 | fhIEALIAEAR R, BN E p.15

31 | RABFEXA A 1 0

32 | JEAX T p.16

33 | eI

34 | RIS EAERE I E T p.17

35 | e R P20 (Feb. 18)
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36

~ WETRAEBRER B

p.21

37

EUERY T SUD)S

p.22

38

TeFitE

39

IRESTAAN T

p.23

40

ezt esy

41

TeHET

42

e %

43

~ e %

44

e %

45

UL PAE D)<

p. 25

46

e

47

~ T

48

~ e

p.27 (Feb. 19)

49

KR EBHEX R (RNEE)

50

TSGR

51

eEX BT

52

~fEHRE CRER)

53

EURELNG DS

54

TeEPiE NEE)

55

PRATERA Nk 1

56

A PSR 2 T

p.28

57

AT

58

~ KA. ..

p.29

59

~ FWERLITR T IR

60

e K

61

PRIEAT K AE K

62

TR AE.

63

TR EENT

64

X WEIE B E AR R

65

T H SRR PRI X AT

p.30

66

o, ek, WE

67

KA AR E LX)

68

eSS A B

69

~ LA E R

70

SRR S

71

AT 2 ARIEZ T IEA AP AR e

p.31

72

FEARATIVE S 0 ) 5 R ()

p.37 (Feb. 24)

73

~ FAiy BRI AR B 0 i oK
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74

BAVEHF L4t ek

p.38

75

FATTHEIX A i B 0 1715

76

JLRX ARl K

77

TRFE = LT E R R

78

IR KB IR E 2

79

AT e I %

80

RIS T

81

~ PR A AR M I I

82

~ EENER PRI T B %

p.39

83

AR FR) B AR ) 1 — R AT R

84

~ WAL

85

PRICAZAETE 1717 [0l 51

86

TR TR LT

p.42 (March 3)

87

e

p.43

88

e BER P, BHEE, Xt T

89

AR i — B

p.45

90

AR B HER

91

e Bud R 15

92

FACIR =R H K

p.46

93

TEREL XA FEIZi

94

TesE

95

~ JE~GE K

96

TEHETF

p.47

97

T ERE T T

98

~4E AU

99

~ 3 ipad Al (KD

100

~ {8 ipad Ji4F (EE)

p.48 (March 4)

101

FTILESL T (HE)

p.50

102

~ LK

103

TELHEK (EHRD

104

S EDEEES

105

T EBRETF

106

~ JEPRI K AZ R AR 25

107

LEIRK Tk

p.51

108

e

p.53

109

PRAT DA e AT S AT

110

X AL E e E

111

RIEIR A 75

p.54
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112

TRERAFEK CAER)

113

~ LR EEREK

114

~ P4 R EFE A Bl 7 [9 5Kk

p.55

115

~ R EERGER

116

~ EARIE (ERD

117

~LEEER (ER)

118

FANZETARE ~ F b

119

HFAHEF IR T £

120

LEFAAE i

121

~ IR R ELE

122

ENEE S

p.56 (March 9)

123

~ WEEMRE A B 2

124

~ WX ER B E %

125

o, WRLT, JEaRE %

p.60

126

of, JEARNIRIE S A ZE K

127

BT, ARGk

p.62

128

e RlEK

p.73 (March 15)

129

e A R B

130

PRAS S AT AR 4 AT B 1

131

WERIIMESC, SCEELXK

p.74

132

WERHIA TR NE, JEAR IR S H K

133

~ REEY TR

p.75

134

PRI AR A 45 0 X

135

(%) AT EHRE R

136

Pk Pl )R] S AR IX

137

R EERE K

p.77

138

~ T EE

139

TIIxEk

140

~{LEE L

141

g5, BBk adok, B sadk

142

B2, k. ETHTK, AR REST

p.78

143

LEHETF

144

eI

145

~ EARI IAE. .

p.79

146

~ JEORE P AR AR B

p.80

147

RS54, TAFEL

148

~ BB, ORISR

p.82

149

RIEE M BWBHEIR K T
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150

R E A EERE X T

151

RESCE S /X E

152

LR ok

p.83

153

T H Rl K

154

A& K

155

Aok

156

~ LB

157

UK ¥ folder 18] 3K

p.85 (March 16)

158

FERIEI BURE AR K

159

AT

p.86

160

PRAANCATE NI 3]

161

UK B ok

p.88

162

TENEEK

163

~ AR SCGE K

p.89

164

~ 1K, AR T 4R

165

of, JEIEShAS B

166

EIREIAE T 453K

p.90

167

HIC BRI T

p.91 (March 17)

168

K, EFHHK (EED

p.92

169

~ AR R RS B K I A =

170

e el %5

171

e E IR 7 B L

p.93

172

LAtk TR

173

a5, EEITIL (ERD)

p.94

174

~ WEIRITIL, REGEESTIEmE

175

~TWEFTH T

176

TR E ()

177

o, exE

178

~ 7 R

p.95

179

LIREE 453K

p.96

180

 ipad G K

181

~ EARE P HGEK

182

~ JESR R Bk R B

p.99 (March 21)

183

RS X T

184

PRBEE VR T X P

185

BB AT ARIET F8 T

p.100

186

TR B

p.101

187

~ ERAEL K
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188 | 4man . milE ik p.102

189 | gl ok p.103

190 | —AEgat. . itk

191 | AR 11 i) 5= H oK p.107 (March 22)
192 | AR e TRl p.110

193 | RERSE T

194 | Tt 44 7 (X2 M 193 5 (1) —h)iF)

195 | #F, fEEATHL p.111

196 | REHCAIRE WIS FT R

197 | St = 72k n] &= p.115 (March 24)

198 | {5 p.116

199 | L L TIRIN

200 | L3R mI T p.117

201 | fE SR m AR A T

202 | $EAR 145 2D W BUET p.118

203 | B HAE B R R B i

204 | BTG p.119

205 | 4n AR T HER I RE e BUK Bk (FE A2 18] /N 5) p.122 (March 25)
206 | 81 = ok p.123

207 | ~ fuke Tk % p.124

208 | FRATTAEIR BT # T ME T p.125

209 | 1515 W ok >k

210 | JAH R K B koK p.127

211 | PR GRS O S B = K

212 | hF 7, R

213 | EfEE bk p.128 (April 4)
214 | ~ XA fuie R p.129

215 | ~ etk p.130

216 | eI B, 4T4L p.132

217 | eI AL p.133

218 | IF, EHGEE

219 | BRI TR BT

220 | ~ EEVEIE T

221 | e, BAEET

222 | { e RAE A R BRI (B R) p.134

223 | TG R p.138 (April 6)
224 | WO BRI AE T FE R p.140

225 | BRI BRLR B
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226 | AR E)HERF p.141
227 | fREEBUERA fE It p.142
228 | Y BB Rk B i

229 | e K .
230 | &f, - RBGHER T p.145 (April 12)
231 | i H —F AT EH K

232 | f5g. . kR p.146
233 | e B IA

234 | JeH O, HRATEHK p.147
235 | fE it PR

236 | 4F 7, UEIRAETTRRE p.148
237 | e p.149
238 | {EEHTAL

239 | 17, eduiek p.150
240 | fERNTHAE - #WR I T I%A

241 | ~ oKk K

242 | ~ 4R () B )G R

243 | ‘BAEABA TR e T

244 | P ScAbAEE R T

245 | AR AT _
246 | fRFFIEF, BIERIERIRK A E L p.160 (April 15)
247 | i, {RINA TS B p.161
248 | SR JE RS P h S p.163
249 | by, HRk—i, AUBOL %

250 | Tk EAARA R oK p.164
251 | e H i

252 | AP EHE B X p.165
253 | ARG B AR oK

254 | ~ A5 el K p.166
255 | ~ L EREES TR p.169 (April. 21)
256 | ~ kit R

257 | ZAREUE BT, JEBERSE R BRI (EE)

258 | AR PEYGE R p.172
259 | ~ 1 ipad LT

260 | e A2k p.173
261 | 1., %%,

262 | fu ek

263 | ~ AR PH AT p.174
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264 | i, AR T

265 | R AR p.175 (April 27)
266 | IR E 7 B

267 | ~ (REGIXAN N — T p.179 (April 29)
268 | #f, RoEH GRAVGERD p.180

269 | R mWsdn i

270 | 4, el %, wF p.181 (May 3)
271 | {2

272 | $ERMTH ZERL R YR p.184

273 | ~ 3R B Wida ok p.185

274 | ARAITAT DAAEARATT B Bk} e [l 5K & ) p.186

275 | ~ B HhF p.190 (May 4)
276 | ~ IR EIL R p.192

277 | 6 U R & p.194 (May 11)
278 | 5T p.195

279 | {6 R R & p.198 (May 12)
280 | ~ IS H bR B 14

281 | eI p.199

282 | fREHESE LI

283 | M H ML LT p.201

284 | 44k ) planner Z 1

285 | {LHAMLIELA K,

286 | IR R K p.202 (May 13)
287 | ~ I AT p.203

April 511:00-11:30 observation, no ba
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APPENDIX J - TIME PHRASE - STUDENTS

(The page numbers are for the observation notes.)

1 | AT LA after. .. p.3 (Feb.11)
(BLZAMUIEAT A2 JG RS, mrReiE R )G,
A 5E L R)

2 | LM B4R p.4

3 | HSREERNEE p.12 (Feb.12)

4 | HEKRUEIREM — MR (L2) p.25 (Feb.18)
(XA TR R, X T ERE W A A R 2B T A4
I pAEq))

5 | & KFAIZE clean cage (L3) p.34 (Feb.24)

6 | &A1 yesterday, i:F before the day (L4)

7 | A RILEEISCEL T i 23 p.41 (March 3)

8 | A—RILatp e LA
(X PR EHEERFLRLE B i)

9 | K ALLE B — AN VKR (38 ) (L1 girl) p.46

10 | KR LU ZH NR2ZEFK (L2 boy 2) p.47

11 | A1 A% now (FEEE) (L4 boy) p.48 (March 4)

12 | -ERAK =%

13 | AT RAE — ...

(X AR ) ERE )

14 | S RBIRFF L

15 | & RIBEHM... p.56 (March 9)
(HE %, WRA)

16 | .. AU RANEH R AN RIRA 1A 548 p.57
(H&E %, RS

17 | FARRESAEEY FIuiERk p.76 (March 15)
(XRZHINE, ZIndkil, AATRE U

18 | FAFFESAEEY F BTk
(XRFHALRE, i)

19 | A KR E 24 (L girl) p.77

20 | ROAE TN TEE, B4 field trip (L1 girl)

(XPAEEEN, AR 7 &4, ERAO, REEA
% E UL T X A)E)

21 | SR T . p.84
(R, ZIBIETT A NS K T HA)

22 | FERIIE... (L1 girl) p.85 (March 16)
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23 | WERIREA ...

24 | R F 5 BBEAFTHE P A (L1 girl)

25 | WERFIFR G HEAFTHE T F51A (L2 girl)

26 | WER I G JATEA T H 551 (L4 girl)

27 | FERBIF AN IERAT... (L3

28 | WERIAIZK ~ FAFRAB IR (L4 boy) p.86

29 | S RBACZIMBI ) T25>] T4 JLIK p.96
(g2, 2, 2Imin, —AEEE )

30 | FRARM T A4 (L1 girl) p.97 (March 21)
(E in) 2 R 1) 0] #2)

31 | ARIRAMFR A TR p.98

32 | FAARIA =% (L2 girl)

33 | BRI WY will come back (L2 girl)

34 | ERIRAT 74T T & p51A]

35 | AR AMTHIR (L2 boy)

36 | WERILE R F5E (L4 girl) p.106 (March

22)

37 | BAKEWR, FNRATATLL sleep 7E 8 K (L4 girl) p.109

38 | n A RESEN R EEIDU (L4 girl) p.110

39 | AATTUAE S RANATTER K UL (L4 girl) p.111

40 | B0, FAT AILAEMRIR 217G (L4 girl) 2.41)15 (March

41 | R R e A AR, ... (L4 girl)

42 | N ~ ARSI (L4 girl)

43 | AT AILAE X AN 2J ARG (L4 girl)

44 | A TAT PAIAE DR =15 (L4 girl) p.117

45 | AT AIAE DL SR i (L4 boy)

46 | fi R E R D IR ZE Bl Rk (L1 girl) p.120 (March
I A TR BIRE S 4, SEARLE, T3ompis, ik |25
AT VRELE, CERIEEER)

47 | JA study KK (L4 girl) p.121
CEITEAAT S 1], AEXAN IR U )

48 | n s PUAERNE R A L TIRZ (L4 girl) p.122

49 | WAWERM TIRZ, dAHNIEAIT T (L4 girl)

50 | FAVS REWIE Y, FUONIRNE (L4 girl) p.124

51 | gkt FA 1R KAE 52 (L4 boy) p.127

52 | MERIKEE 7 XAPYIX (LI)

53 | WIAERITE AT 4. FRAKRE £ TR AR S (L4 girl)
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(52F4], B possible time phrase HL i)

54

FEIFMIXAS (L3)
(IRBEBUS T A2, AR SCRE )

p.128 (April 4)

55

BAIC A FRAB XA .. B I FL AT A AT LA Chines club (L3
girl)

56

HEE, WSV IR0, (L4 girl)

57

LA A AL (L4 girl)

58

BLEARAEAE DC (L4 girl)

59

SRR KA B B (L4 boy)

60

s B b SCLE 10 234 (L1 girl)

61

Reas57 b (L4 girl)

p.129

62

b EENZ 2R P £ AR AN LE T4 (L4 boy)

63

AT, WUATHRAR 7 TR E DA VISR
(L4 qgirl)

p.131

64

~, DAErdfie 7, i£F~ (L4 boy)

p.132

65

A RILEK (L1 boy)

p.133

66

~, BATAT L use XA~ for now (L3 girl)

67

~, BATAT LA use XA for now 15 (L3 girl)

68

ILAE 8 K, FREE[EIZK (L4 girl)
(FEM 5 T )

p.137 (April 6)

69

~, LT XAHER (L3)

p.140

70

B2 W ARKERBEA 4341 (L3)

p.146 (April 12)

71

B &K (L1 boy)

p.148

72

WAF R (L1 boy)
(U5 L —MA)F, ZIYIE, RJEE TIXANA)T)

73

R ABATATT LUK (L3)

p.160 (April 15)

74

AR A H—1E today? (L1 girl)

75

HE, A ADREAE T AR T (L4 girl)

p.166

76

AR BLJE FEAR e — MUK HIE RS (L1 girl)

p.171 (April 21)

77

FUARTAE AT, AR AR A EH Y script (L4 girl)

78

FATETEAR Z I a] PUE — g 505 (L4 girl)

p.176 (April 27)

79

KRG HRER A, REBR ... (L2 girl)

p.183 (May 3)

80

REAUUERE AR5 (LL boy 2)

81

K KLUR 1 F135 (LL boy 2)
GEHT S0, IR, YT &Ry
%)

82

BATAT LA while FoAl 150X AN (L3)

p.185

83

AT AT Bl K4 K (L4 girl)

p.186
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84

WKL T — MBI B (L4 girl)

p.189 (May 4)

85

SRR FHE Oz sh B R (L1)
CXRZH BT, ZIiEE Zhi)

86

TR AR FANEE RABIRIAF (L2 boy 2)

87

WERAELRN T, BOBAAETKEK (L2 girl)

p.190

88

WE R AR B R FRATTAT LU (L2 girl)

89

PATTEE UL FRA T R B i B AR A4 (L2 girl)

p.191

90

KRG — AT (L2 girl)

91

P K LU R T2 (L1 boy)

92

PR A R 2 ... (L4 girl)

p.192

93

AR R R LD D, AREK (L4 girl)

p.197 (May 12)

94

I URETIRATTEE TR (LD girl)
(FREWTIE, HZMWTE T, EE T —IK)

p.203 (May 13)

95

PN RIREXE ... (L3)

p.204

96

& 8 Z KRR A8 A ... (L4 girl)

97

5 DRy, FATLAEF. I8 ... (L4 boy)
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APPENDIX K - TIME PHRASE - TEACHER

(The page numbers are for the observation notes.)

PRELAE AT DT

p.1 (Feb.11)

~ S RIREAE A B K

p.10 (Feb. 12)

PRATVE R B8 T %Rl

PRI RN £ T I I i

p.19 (Feb.18)

R EZZWH T

p.24

R B

p.25

A R~ Bl B K

p.26 (Feb.19)

o T o B K R

OO N0 B~ W NP

A RART

KN4 REEEE 10 08 (R AJAT EA) R EE L)

e
| O

PRATTIAE ZEAHOX A5t

p.28

[EEN
N

PR B AR A4

p.31

[HEN
w

USINONER 1 EIGR

[EEN
M~

R

[EEN
a1

PR I R T T, eV T

[EEN
(o]

WeECE ERT

p.33 (Feb.24)

[EEN
\‘

o, AT RIEZEH HH W E

[EEN
(0e]

~ AR ... (W RE2 4R B )

[EEN
O

DRI ~ K (AR TR B R)

N
o

e, XAz B T (e TR B )

p.35

N
[T

FXFE, SRMAEBEIER T

N
N

PRICR UG A8 A 4 TAE

N
w

H G A 5, R R DUJE AR .

p.36

N
N

WER LR TR a] [

p.37

N
o1

PR B AR A4

N
(o]

BUEAZE T

p.40 (March 3)

N
~

& TR 452 AT 4

p.48 (March 4)

N
oo

A RBA M i) N AR GLE T

p.49

N
(o]

- SR AK

w
o

b4 RASHES Wt

w
-

R4 RAREST & B

w
N

RUONRIERITIF 1081

w
w

It LARA R 2t
(X =H)EIEHE 1)
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34 | FRATTILAE %

35 | A REHIRIIX IR p.50

36 | ZIAECHS AR P I i, A ELLEIRIT BARATTH 5

37 | RS RAKFEIX L

38 | AEECR I p.51

39 | ~ AZARFE, XA EIE~ A~

40 | /R4 R EFE A B [Pl X R p.55

41 | USRS RARES) 4 B

42 | JRATA RAR e p.61

43 | ALARIAE AT 2 VR4 p.75 (March 15)
44 | ~ &5 RAZIRFE p-82

45 | /REH R i eI p-83

46 | IIEREAS/NAA = [F) % p.85 (March 16)

47

WE R B 5 RT3 55 18] 1

48

WER IR ERE T A

49

WER Bl K Ja ARl T DR

50

TRUE, WER RIS G BATEBATIT 4455 18]
(FFHEEAEU)

51 | WERBI K G Rfi 1 Dyikng p.86

52 | WERUE 1 HER R p.87

53 | I RFK AR p.89

54 | fREHK AT LA touch p.94

55 | IR IR HIEHE B T ok p.95

56 | FERIRAIH T —MEAIRC

ST | TATA RN H & A% p.97 (March 21)
58 | BLAEFRA IR i p.99

59 | MAEAT RAE & p.111 (March 22)
60 | N ANBREUASKZR T4

61 | MR SRR O E RN E K p.127 (March 25)
62 | XA EHEE SR p.130 (April 4)

63 | M ILUE ES —MEMIBARH —F p.137 (April 6)

64 | ~ B FHZAR W 6 R A 5K p.145 (April 12)
65 | FERFAMIH T H 45

66 | ~ FiRARE K p.146

67 | WAHKRES 10 4 p.160 (April 15)
68 | Z M MR CR P B, AN I SR i) p.163

69 | URAIE R A R p.164

70

FRE YA K3 1 Ao (FRERZZ )

p.180 (April 29)
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71

G RAT HH 0%

p.202 (May 13)

72

PATE BMERSE T4

p.203
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APPENDIX L — THE TEACHER’S BA SENTENCES IN DIFFERENT TYPES

(The first column is the number of Appendix I; the page number is for the observation notes.)

The teacher’s ba sentences to ask or suggest the students to do something

73 | ~ FAy BRI AR HEAH 11 1] L oK p.37 (Feb. 24)
77 | RfEe LT E R R p.37 (Feb. 24)
114 | ~ R4 R EFA B ] 5K p.55 (March 4)
151 | fREHE HAEX p.82 (March 15)
174 | ~ JERITFL, REEATIER p.94 (March 17)
Negative imperative sentence

34 | RMINAZLEIRAY S 58 T p.17 (Feb. 12)
130 | AR AN I AF R 2 M 4 p.73 (March 15)
160 | fR/INCaFt N Aill 21 p.86 (March 16)

Yes-no questions

9 | ~ IREIIRE = F LI R p.1 (Feb. 11)

25 | ~ XA B HIZARIE A BT [l R p.5 (Feb. 11)

31| IRARFE X AR T A p.15 (Feb. 12)

75 | FATFEIX AR S A p.38 (Feb. 24)

85 | IRELIEAEIE - [a] 22 p.39 (Feb. 24)

149 | /R MBI SYIAEIREK | p.82 (March 15)

196 | VR BRI i S 3T 1% p.111 (March 22)

240 | {RATEAE PR I TR p.150 (April 12)
Question-word questions

28 | SRR ELIX B p.14 (Feb. 12)

49 | KR EE R E ORERD p.27 (Feb. 19)

64 | R HERA B A E p.29 (Feb. 19)

65 | I A IR IX AT p.30 (Feb. 19)

67 | XA AR EAEIX L p.30 (Feb. 19)

71| A AAREZ B AN R PG ER SR I [ p.31 (Feb. 19)

110 | X e e e b p.53 (March 4)

150 | fRae e i) A A S B E B 2 1 p.82 (March 15)
Statement

19 | RIEFRILAT T p.4 (Feb. 11)

27 | TR R T p.10 (Feb. 12)
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29 | F— R sCE It e a2 p.14 (Feb. 12)
40 | ZREsm ey T p.23 (Feb. 18)
S1 | e Bl T p.27 (Feb. 19)
74 | TATEHF LA BN R p.38 (Feb. 24)
79 | A e R K B X p.38 (Feb. 24)
80 | IR E AT p.38 (Feb. 24)
81 | ~ VRV TR I i i i p.38 (Feb. 24)
109 | /R ] LAY B AR B AT p.53 (March 4)
118 | M ZHF 4 ~ F b p.55 (March 4)
119 | AN HEFHIERT B p.55 (March 4)
134 | ARAEAR B i X A p.75 (March 15)
164 | ~ 1ok, RIS TFLHIR p.89 (March 16)
167 | #RHEIRAETE p.91 (March 17)
169 | ~ IR A ULIE RIS R K A % & p.92 (March 17)
184 | AREUIEAR I X0 4 FRIE p.99 (March 21)
185 | AN NPT ARIETFRET p.100 (March 21)
193 | R EfSE T, p.110 (March 22)
194 | T4 T (X2 193 34 1 —5)1F) p.110 (March 22)
208 | FRATTAEIR BT #F R ME T p.125 (March 25)
243 | EAEAATI e R T p.150 (April 12)
244 | P TR E R T p.150 (April 12)
245 | T AR I p.150 (April 12)
246 | fREFIEH, FEHERIERIRK A= X p.160 (April 15)
250 | FRALEAEARI R oK p.164 (April 15)
274 | ARATRT DAEARATT I BRI [5] 5 5 ) p.186 (May 3)
Others

61 | IR kPR p.29 (Feb. 19)
62 | BRI, .. p.29 (Feb. 19)
205 | fn AR - HE Bk BEME 2K L (TE2E 17/ 5) p.122 (March 25)
257 | =GR BT, JEEREEH R AR e (R ) p.169 (April. 21)
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