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The study presented in this paper examines how Chinese characters,
hanzi, was taught and learned in a first-year Chinese language classina
major American university. The teaching of Chinese in an American con-
text to students of non-Chinese ethnic background is relatively new since
the 60s (Moore, Walton, and Lambert, 1992). Traditionally the teaching of
Chinese characters in a university setting has taken one of the following
four approaches: the radical approach, the high-frequency-hanzi approach,
the phonetic approach, and the non-teaching approach. This paper ana-
lyzes the four approaches from second language acquisition perspective,
specifically the L1-L2 transfer and orthographic depth effects in compar-
ing native Chinese learners and second language learners of Chinese. In
this study, participant observation, interview, and survey were used to
collect data. Answers to the following researcher questions were searched:
(1) what approach/belief does the teacher under study follow? What is
the relationship between her belief and her teaching? and (2) what learn-
ing strategies do students of this class develop and adopt in studying hanzi?
Some pedagogical implications were also discussed in view of the find-
ings of the study.

INTRODUCTION

Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, and the People’s Republic of China,

the Chinese language has enjoyed an increased popularity as a subject
of second /foreign language (CSL/CFL) study in the States. However, be-
cause of its non-alphabetic writing system, in addition to its tones in pro-
nunciation, the Chinese language has had a reputation of being difficult.
While many students are attracted to Chinese because of the Chinese char-
acters, called “hanzi,” many more students are afraid of studying the lan-
guage for the same reason. The learning and teaching of hanzi thus present
a great challenge to students and teachers alike.

This paper, therefore, examines some aspects of the learning and teach-
ing of hanzi to students of language backgrounds other than character-

In recent years, due to the rise of the economicand political influence of
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based orthographic system. By conducting a study in a first-year Chinese
language class in a major American university, I intended to find out how
hanzi is taught and learned in a classroom situation. I was also interested
in finding out if classroom interaction can improve the teaching and learn-
ing of hanzi. Based on the findings of this study, I shall discuss some peda-
gogical implications and thus, hope to make a small contribution to the
research and teaching of Chinese as a second / foreign language.

Popular Assumptions about the Teaching of Hanzi

Different teachers hold different assumptions on how hanzi should be

taught and learned. Traditionally, there are four prevailing approaches to
teaching/learning hanzi in the CSL/CFL context. The first approach sug-
gests that teachers should teach students hanzi by emphasizing radicals,
the semantic indicator that usually appears on the left side of a compound
hanzi (Liu 1983; Pye and Itoo 1979 cited in Horodeck 1987). One main rea-
son is that radicals and number of strokes are how traditional Chinese dic-
tionaries are arranged; learning radicals will help students know how to
look up a new word. Another reason is that radicals often give clues to the
meaning of the hanzi. Liu (1983) specifically suggests teaching xingsheng
(phonetic compounds, usually with radicals on the left and phonetic indi-
cator on the right side) first so that students can learn them with relative
ease through the radicals to grasp the semantic-ideograph relationship, then
the phonetic indicative should be emphasized as well because it sometimes
gives clues to the pronunciation of the whole hanzi. For example, in E
(bao), the radicalis . (huo, fire), and the phonetic is % (bao, sudden
and violent); therefore, 4% is bao, “to explode,” a sudden burst of fire.
This teaching approach of emphasizing the semantic function as pri-
mary in hanzi is being criticized on two grounds. One is that many
xingsheng hanzi are not high-frequency words/ morphemes. When they
are rarely used in real-life contexts, they are not reinforced and are thus
easily forgotten (Horodeck 1987). The second problem is that, in high fre-
quency hanzi, both the phonetic indicators and radicals are unreliable clues
(DeFrancis 1984). As an alternative, the proponents of the second approach
advocate that the most beneficial way for beginners to learn hanzi is to
start with a small number of high frequency hanzi and ignore either the
radical or the phonetic (DeFrancis 1984; Jordan 1962). They argue that once
learners have learned a “critical mass” of hanzi, they will be able to ana-
lyze hanzi by radicals or phonetics, thus utilizing their accumulated knowl-
edge of hanzi and their relationship with radicals and phonetics to ad-
vance their study and the hanzi reading /writing skills. However, it needs
to be pointed out that, so far, there has not been much research on the
number of hanzi that constitutes the “critical mass” as suggested by many
teachers of Chinese.

The third approach advocates that beginning CSL/CFL learners should

THE LEARNING AND TEACHING OF HaNz1

be introduced to a small number of high frequency _hanzi first, and that th;:
sound value of these hanzi should be stressed as !)emg primary (Horodl:ec1
1987; Li 1981). Much research in psycholinguistic and cognitive tjp\syc 1-? -
ogy (Tzeng 1980; Tzeng & Hung 1980; Ho_rode.ck 1987) supports da?t pho-
nological recoding is automatically and mev1tab!y a part of rea mgt 1;;)
matter what orthography is read and how deep it fmght be (Ffost e 1.
1987, see the next section). While the argument for this approach is appeal-
ing, nevertheless, the supportive evidence shows the prod.uct of pbor'lo-
logical mediation of hanzi recognition. How the phonological .meilahoxl
aids the processing mechanism of hanzi recognition or production has ye
ined.
° blilif:lt:l;trix:)n to these three popular and much debated flpproiches, there
is another prevalent yet silent approach in the ﬁelc{ . That is, the “non-teach-
ing” of hanzi. It is believed that hanzi must be? vm.te-rnahzed by learners
themselves, a task that must be tackled through individual effort and rot;—
memorization. In light of the time constraint of the .classroom .andhthe d f-
ficulty of acquiring the language, the task of learning/ studyl_ng falrllm ':1:
usually assigned to students as homework. Furthermore, the notion of “cri
cal mass” is commonly held to the extent that many teachers. do not re-
quire students to do anything with hanzi befo.re such a mass is accurp;—
lated. The result is that students are left on their own with the most dlct; i-
cult aspect of learning the Chinese language. 'I.'here is l:lardly. any wonder
that students realize the task of learning hanzi is labor-mtens.lve and tm:ie-
consuming, which also demands a huge amount of memories and study

capabilities (Everson 1998).

L1-L2 Transfer and Orthographic Depth Effects

e approaches mentioned above focuses on how feachers shogld
teaffic\,}\:iot‘f\glut tglP:ing into account how students learn hanzi. Many stud}es
in second language acquisition have demonstrated that l_anguageftratn:h z
does take place (for review, see Gass 199?). However, given t_.hethac
the writing systems of Chinese and English are not rel.ated,”ls fere anﬁy
linguistic transfer for English speakers who. study Chinese? Be oref s
question can be answered, some understanding of what take's.plaFe t;)Ir a
native speaker of English or Chinese to process word recognition in their

i age will be helpful. . _
nahl:iel'::: f:viiw of the secgnd language word recognition st:ud¥es, Ko‘;iai
(1996:452) cited Seidenberg and McClelland’s (198.9). c.onnectlomst m;) e
that describes the word recognition and skill acquisition proce}Sfesk;)1 nai:
tive English speakers. According to this model, the orthc?gra}p ic 1(11\':;“
edge of native speakers of English is an elaborate matrix o T;orre ah on
among letter patterns, phonemes, syllablgs, and fnorphemes. tiroug e
peated processing experience in the Enghsh.w.ntmg system, ;\; ve sp 2
ers gain literacy by forming interletter associative networks. The more
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faster a speaker internalizes the interletter relationship in words, the more
proficient a reader he/she becomes. When a pattern of letter-sequence com-
bination is activated frequently, the connection that holds it together be-
comes stronger. This is the reason why high frequency words are better
acquired than low frequency words, and real words are easier to process
than pseudo words which, in turn, are easier than nonsense words.

But how do Chinese speakers process hanzi recognition? Besides the
obvious difference in script, English and Chinese writing systems also dif-
fer in two aspects: their representational units and their orthographic depth.
First, in English, the linguistic unit is represented through its phonemes,
whereas as in Chinese, it is through monosyllabic morphemes (Tzeng &
Hung 1980; Horodeck 1987). Second, Chinese is considered as a deep or-
thographic language, while English is not as deep. The orthographic depth
hypothesis (ODH), proposed by Frost, Katz & Bentin (1987), states that the
extent to which the writing system represents phonology, i.e., the regular-
ity in sound-symbol correspondence, may be deep or shallow from lan-
guage to language. Serbo-Croatian is considered a shallow orthographic
language because its orthographic code is isomorphic with its phonologi-
cal code, and Chinese and Hebrew are considered deep, while English is
somewhere in between. Many cross-linguistic studies (see Koda 1996 for
review) have provided evidence to the hypothesis of ODH that the more
shallow orthographies are, the more phonological (i.e., prelexical) coding
can be generated from print, whereas the deeper orthographies are, pho-
nology is retrieved through lexical (i.e., postlexical) coding (Frost et. al.
1987; Chikamatsu 1996: 407). Word recognition in Chinese is further com-
plicated by the fact that recognizing individual hanzi does not necessarily
guarantee recognition of the whole word, which is usually a compound of
two or three single hanzi (morphemes) bound together.

The results of some empirical studies have shown that perceptual abili-
ties are more involved in reading the Chinese script. The configuration of
the Chinese script as its script-sound and script-meaning relations can dif-
ferentially affect perceptual processes. Various studies also show that vi-
sual code plays a greater role in memory of Chinese compared with En-
glish (Chen & Juola 1982; Turnage & McGinnes 1973; Tzeng 1982; Tsou |
1986; Ji and Luo 1989; Hue & Erickson 1989). Taken together, these studies
suggest that there may be a stroke order, graphemic, phonological, and
morphological interrelationship within individual hanzi, similar to the cor-
relation among letter patterns, phonemes, and syllables in English words
described in Seidenberg and McClelland’s model (1989).

However, although these studies generally support the theory that the
Chinese orthographic system involves more visual coding processing as
predicted by ODH, some empirical studies present different results. For
example, Hue (1992) and Cheng (1992: 67-91) conducted character nam-

ing/lexical-decision experiments. They both conclude that phonological

information represented in scripts are used in processing the scripts, and
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reading Chinese requires phonological mediation. Anqther study con:iiucted
by d’Arcais (1992) also refuted the notion that hanzi are processeth n:orl(:
“like pictures” than like words. In addition, he argues that when the :;?l
requires naming the hanzi, phonological infqrn}anon seems to bec?me a:rd -
able prior to the full availability of semantic information, not a terwfsc/i S.
Horodeck’s study (1987) on native speakgrs of.]apanese shows t(;w encg
that native speakers associate kanji primarily with sounds when they rea
* V"I,';::s!;: studies on hanzi are hardly conclusive; .however, .they.do of-fer
some windows to the mechanism of hanzi processing, espec1a.lly in nat}ve
speakers of Chinese or Japanese. Hoosian posits thagt han.m pro;eﬁsmg
mechanism is a bottom-up process (Hoosain 1991: ?0), in which teacal anzi
requires more individualized phonological, semantic, as well as v1§ual{scatlrll-
ning experience. Although words are usually coded phonologically, ei
visual-spatial processing as well as psycho-motor coc?e plays a more ﬁzr;e
tral role, compared with other languages. Wprds are units of memc;\r); Xiff e
morphological and orthographic information are stored somewha er
entlli,\ ts}rrrrlu:;trhy ]%arllg'}:)?gh none of the experiments were conducteq to test
the efficacy of a;ny of the teaching methods mentiongd in the. earlier s;c-
tion, the results do support each teaching approach in a sPec1al w:vayi.gsc;r
example, Ji and Luo (1989), Tsou (1986)., and Hue and Er1§kson s é 8 )
studies showed that stroke orders were m\p.)ortant,.and radicals an p]-1 o}
netic components that frequently appeared m‘hanz1 en.hanced the ;ecah. :)h
hanzi containing these parts. The claim of the flrst teaching approach whi
emphasizes the use of radicals and phonetic components as c:irg;lalmzu;ig
principles is thus supported. However, the fact that rad_lcals an pt c;\ne c
parts activate not only semantic meaning, but also offer v1sua'l cliles lc: anﬁm
recognition indicates that high frequency appearance of radicals/phonetic
part/hanzi is an important factor in short-term and long-ter(r:nh nfnimc:g_
and retrieval. This points to the support of the se.cond approaI_I o deak’S
ing high frequency hanzi. Coincidentally, D’A.rca‘us (.1992) @dl ;)rc;1 ;ecful
(1987) studies indicate that phonological _medlatlon is particularly help ul
to the recognition of hanzi. Hence, the Cci:lam3 of tlluzi tl:u;i teaching approa
i i nological encoding is validated.
Wh;(t:}i‘sei?lng}::ﬁstg?:;te thgt all the resegrch cited above is conductfed on
native speakers of Chinese or Japanese. For these spe.akers, (1). hana?l pro:
cessing relies heavily on visual coding, ;imd (2) har.121 processtilngt soelrc:f
volves phonological mediation. Equally important is the fa(t:}t‘ athnon > of
the teaching methods may be better or more effective than the others, |
cause each addresses only partial phenomena of th.e hanzi Pro;esmgg
mechanism in native speakers of Chinese. The question now 15:’ “c;}v:/ o
learners of different orthographic writing system process hanzi? What is

1-1.2 transfer effect? ‘
theI]; reading and cognitive psychology, many researchers are interested
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in the effect of orthographic differences on visual information processing.
"The hypothesis is that reading different writing systems of various ortho-
graphic depths may entail different processes (Gibson 1975: 163-164; Tzeng
1981: 237-238). Based on reviews of various findings in literature and from
the results of their own experiments, Tzeng and Hung (1980) posit that
orthographic variations affect cerebral processing, memory functions, prob-
lem-solving strategies, lexical access pathways, and the lexical organiza-
tion of bilingual subjects. Koda (1996) points out, based on the results of
two cross-linguistic research (Koda 1989b; Muljani et al. in press), that su-
perior word recognition performance has been consistently demonstrated
by learners whose L1 and L2 orthographic systems are related and similar.
Koda thus hypothesizes that L2 learners with divergent L1 backgrounds
would utilize qualitatively different processing procedures during L2 pro-
cessing (Koda 1996: 468).

Chikamatsu’s (1996) study on the effects of a L1 orthographic system
on L2 word recognition strategies supports such hypothesis. Forty-five
American and seventeen Chinese college students who were enrolled in
the second semester of a Japanese language course at an American univer-
sity participated in the study. The results indicated that English subjects
utilized the phonological information in Japanese kana words more than
did Chinese subjects whereas Chinese subjects relied more on the visual
information in L2 Japanese kana words than did English subjects. In the
context of CFL, Everson (1998) also demonstrates that beginning students
of Chinese already develop a strong relationship between knowing aword’s
meaning and knowing its pronunciation. His finding coincides with that
of Chikamatsu'’s (1996) study and support the hypothesis that American
students transfer their L1 processing strategy of relying on phonological
mediation to process L2 orthography, whether they are Chinese hanzi or
Japanese kana. The question now is what optional strategies do learners of
CSL/CFL possess in order to acquire hanzi?

The Study

So far, I have delineated popular assumptions about the teaching of
hanzi. In discussing L1-L2 transfer and orthographic depth effects, I cited'
various empirical studies from first language acquisition of Chinese and
Japanese as well as studies on L1-L2 transfer of reading different ortho-
graphic systems. I am interested in finding out if teachers teach in the way
described above and how students learn hanzi despite what the research
indicates. My research questions are as follows:

(1) What approach/belief does this teacher take? What is the relationship between her
belief and her teaching? and

(2) What learning strategies do beginning students of Chinese develop and adopt?

In order to find out what methods teachers use and what strategies
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students develop with regard to hanzi acqui'sition‘, I co.nduct.ed a quali.te%-
tive study over a period of ten weeks. Questionnaires, mterv1ew:<;, partici-
pant observation, and field notes were used, and classroom teaching mate-
rials and homework assignments were also collected.

Subjects and Setting

A first-year, second-semester, non-intensive, Chinese Mandarin clas.s
designed specifically for students of non-Chines'e background at an’Amgrl-
can university was selected for two reasons. First, these students .natlv'e
orthographic systems are not related to Chinese. Second, students in theg
second semester of studying Chinese should have already developed their

ies to study hanzi.

Stra';;gelree were fif}t,een students in this class: five female and ten male stu-
dents. They met Monday through Thursday for 50 minutes per day. The
textbook used was Practical Chinese Readers, Vol. 1 (Beijing Language Ix}-
stitute 1990), which will be finished in two semesters. The teacher. of this
class was Lin Laoshi (Teacher Lin, a pseudonym), who had estabhsl'\ed'a
routine with the class. Generally speaking, one lesson was taught in six
days, starting with the learning of vocabulary, oral reading of Fhe text, gram-
mar instruction and drills, then going over exercises and review before the
lesson test. There were five written and oral tests, given alternately every
week. None of the tests was cumulative, i.e. they only covered the material
taught in the lesson, not including previous lessons.

As far as hanzi was concerned, the goal of the course was to learn 300
hanzi by the end of the semester; i.e. a total of 600 hanzi in the first year. As
a way to help students achieve this goal, each week the teacher wogld
distribute a hanzi homework packet. It included hanzi worksheets with
which students had to (1) copy each new individual hanzi; 2) trar.lsl.ate
sentences from English to hanzi and pinyin (a Romanized! pronunciation
system for Mandarin Chinese); (3) fill in blanks with hanzi; (4) .re-arrarTge
scrambled phrases into coherent sentences; and (5) answer questions Wthl'}
were written in hanzi. However, except for item (1) in wh1cl:1 copying hanzi
was required, students were allowed to use pinyin to finish their homfa-
work in items (2) through (5). On each Monday, studer}ts had to turn in
hanzi homework and took a quiz on hanzi that were assigned for the pre-

ious week.
VloTile format of hanzi quizzes was very simple in that stu.dents only had
to fill out either hanzi, pinyin, or English definition accordmg to the clues
provided. In other words, hanzi quizzes assessed students’ a?blhty to memo-
rize and produce newly introduced, isolated hanzi at the time of the quiz.

Data Collection

Questionnaires were used to providebasic answers to the research ques-
tions. There were two questionnaires for students: one on their background
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information and the other on their strategy use. The students’ background
questionnaire (Appendix A) was designed to find out their language learn-
ing experience, perceptions and beliefs about the Chinese language, and
their goals and purposes for studying Chinese. The strategy-use question-
naire (Appendix B), on the other hand, was based on theories about L1-L.2
transfer effect, L1-L2 orthographic depth effect, hanzi learning, and vo-
cabulary as well as Chamot and O'Malley’s three-way learning strategy
framework (Chamot & O’Malley 1990). Finally, the teacher’s questionnaire
(Appendix C) was designed to solicit teacher’s belief, attitude, and the
methods of teaching hanzi. All the questionnaires were in checklist form.
Subsequent follow-up interviews provided insight on the participants’
teaching and learning process and allowed the teacher and students an
opportunity to explain and elaborate on their questionnaire responses.

Classroom observations allowed comparisons between answers on ques-
tionnaires to classroom behavior and provided first-hand information on
how the class was taught and how students and the teacher negotiated the
learning of hanzi. As a participant observer, I generally sat in the back of
the class and took field notes, although with the teacher’s permission, I
would work with the students upon request. For example, when they were
in need of a partner, I would play the part. I collected extensive field notes
and documents, which included the course syllabus, weekly schedules,
hanzi quizzes, classroom handouts, homework papers, and xeroxed cop-
ies of students’ hanzi quizzes.

Results of Teacher Questionnaire and Interview

The data collected from the teacher questionnaire, interviews, classroom
observation, and casual conversations after classes indicated that Lin Laoshi
believed that listening/speaking should precede reading/writing, so she
placed more emphasis on the aural and oral work in First Year Chinese.

Because of the requirement of the curriculum, in the third week of the
first semester, she introduced hanzi to students. First she distributed a hand-
out explaining the concept of radicals and the six principles (liushu) of
hanzi formation. After that, students had to study hanzi on their own. The
routines of weekly hanzi homework and quizzes described earlier had since.
then been established and continued throughout the whole year.

There were several reasons why Lin Laoshi did not teach hanzi in class
nor use/design any activities or tasks beyond what was required of home-
work and quizzes. First, she felt that there was already too much to cover
in the first year Chinese, she did not have the time to teach hanzi or the
tools for analyzing them. Second was her belief that studying and memo-
rizing hanzi should be an individual activity. Students must take the re-
sponsibility of internalizing hanzi on their own. Third; she felt that class-
room activities or tasks, if any, would be an extra burden for the students,
instead of providing them with more opporturiities to use and practice
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hanzi. Fourth was her belief that a critical mass of hanzi must be accumu-
lated in the students’ vocabulary repertoire before they could use them for
communication. Students simply must go through the drudgery of build-
ing their own hanzi bank. Fifth came the readiness issue. This class of stu-
dents, as compared to the intensive class, was believed to be not ready to
produce anything in hanzi, other than taking the weekly quizzes. The sixth
reason was that, because she felt sorry for her students who had to spend
much time to learn hanzi independently, she was apologetic and tried to
keep the learning or using of hanzi to the minimum. Finally she felt it was
unfortunate that students had to learn the traditional instead of the simpli-
fied hanzi. In her opinion and based on her experience of teaching the sim-
plified form of hanzi in another university, she felt that the traditional hanzi
were much more complicated and harder to memorize than the former.
Her mixed sentiments of empathy, pity, and the sense of being pressured
to complete the prescribed curriculum surfaced many times during classes
and during our interviews.

I found that the teacher’s belief and attitude toward hanzi and the Chi-
nese language in general had shaped the teacher-student role and interac-
tion of this classroom. Because she felt sorry for students that Chinese was
such a difficult language and the fact that she felt that this class was not
“ready”, the teacher did not expect them to do anything in hanzi. The Chi-
nese language was treated as an academic subject, rather than a system for
communication. The four skills were taught separately in distinct sequence
and discrete points, and were tested as such. Although students sometimes
were required to synthesize their skills and knowledge, such as putting
grammatical and lexical knowledge into skits, they did not have to inte-
grate the four skills and apply them beyond the scope of the textbook. I
shall elaborate these points in the following sections.

Results of Student Background Questionnaire (Appendix D)

Among the fifteen students in the class, six were freshman, two juniors,
four seniors, and three graduate students. Ten of them were majoring in
business, one in science, one in engineering, one in music, and two were
undecided. In terms of foreign language study experiences, this was a very
sophisticated class because Chinese was the third language for all students;
for two of them, it was the fifth language. Ten of them were native speak-
ers of English, the rest included one Hungarian, two Indonesian, one Malay,
and one Thai student. The Thai and Indonesian students were of Chinese
descent, in addition to two Chinese-Americans who grew up in Cantonese-
speaking families.

As far as their goals of studying Chinese were concerned, “to go about
daily life in Chinese-speaking region” and “to dobusiness in Chinese” were
marked as most important (40% each), followed by “to be very fluent in
Chinese” and “to read and write some basic Chinese for survival purposes”



78

WORKING PAPERS IN EDUCATIONAL LINGUISTICS

(33.33% each), with “to learn the culture and the Chinese way of doing
things” and “to make friends with Chinese people” trailing behind (13.33%
each). None of the students checked to enjoy/study Chinese literature,
philosophy, and arts, etc. or to read and write like an educated native
speaker as important for them. ‘

These students did not use computer programs to learn or practice Chi-
nese. Slightly over half of the class (53.33%) said that they did not have
opportunities to practice Chinese outside the classroom.

Half of the class felt that listening and speaking were more important,
while the other half felt that all four skills were important. None stressed
the importance of reading /writing skills alone. As to which skill was more
difficult, 80% felt that writing was undoubtedly on the top of the list, sec-
ond was speaking (20%), reading was next (13%), and listening was the
least difficult (6.67%). (In some questions, students were allowed to check
more than one answer as long as they were applicable to their situations.)

Most students spent a considerable amount of time studying Chinese
outside the class. Sixty-six percent of students reported that they studied
Chinese at least three days a week, with a total of 3-5 hours (53%). More
than a quarter of the class spent more than five hours a week, with one
student spending over eight hours per week. Did they feel that their per-
formance in Chinese was in proportion to what they put in? Almost half of
the class said that they felt that their performance was, a quarter felt some-
what, and 20% of the students felt not quite.

Results of Students’ Strategy Use Questionnaire (Appendix E)

When students encountered any hew hanzi, did they try to find some-
thing in them that they had already known? 80% of students answered
yes, while 20% of them said no. What did they rely on, if yes? Most stu-
dents reported copying them repetitively (44.44%), followed by looking
for pictures, ideas, or familiar shapes (18.52%), associating them with En-
glish either by sound or meaning(11.11%), and using recurring phonetic
indicators as clues (7.40%).

What metacognition learning strategies did they employ? 93.33% re-
ported that they aimed for memorization, except for one student who au-
dited the class. 86.67% of students said that they tested themselves on hanzi
memorization, 13.33% said that they did not. How realistic was their ex-
pectation of their memorization effort? Slightly over half of the class (53.33%)
said that they did not expect to have memorized the hanzi once they had
studied them. The same percentage of students also admitted that they
made a conscious effort to use hanzi whenever they could in tests, quizzes,
homework, or in class, but not beyond.

Cognitively, how did they study hanzi? 80% of students answered that
they did not categorize hanzi into groups. It came as no surprise, therefore,
that 73% of students did not answer the following question which asked, if
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they did, how they categorized hanzi. Of those students who answered the
question, radical was on the top (13.33%), phonetic indicator and referen-
tial meaning, respectively, came as seconds (6.67%), and no one catego-
rized hanzi by sounds (homophones). When they tried to memorize hanzi,
equal numbers of students reported memorizing them as independent char-
acters (e.g., as morphemes such as hua: flower; Cha: tea), or as compounds
(huacha: jasmine tea). On the other hand, the majority of students (73.33%)
said that it was easier to memorize hanzi by itself (as compound words),
13.33% as phrases, 6.67% as sentences, with one student not answering
this question.

Sixty percent of students said that they read hanzi out loud when study-
ing them, and 73.33% said that they translated word for word into English,
or vice versa. In fact, 60% of students reported that they used English to
study hanzi, noting that it was how the hanzi quizzes were designed.When
they encountered new hanzi or new ways of using the hanzi that they had
already learned, the majority did not take notes about the changes (73.33%).
However, slightly over half of the class (53.33%) reported that they tried to
create a “network” by associating hanzi with other hanzi in different con-
texts, while the others did not. Did it bother them if they did not recognize
some hanzi in the sentence or passage they read? 80% said yes. Did they
look over their errors and practice over them? 53.33% said yes, 46.67% said
no.

Apparently most students agreed with the belief that studying hanzi
was an individual effort (80%), although 13.33% expressed that they would
like to study hanzi with other fellow classmates (One student did not an-
swer this question.) Did they extend hanzi reading/writing into their daily
life? 60% said no, 33.33% said yes, with 6.67% saying a little.

To the big question of whether they had found an effective way to study
hanzi, 53.33% answered yes, 46.67% said no. How did they summarize
their experience of studying hanzi? Challenging (86%) and time-consum-
ing (80%) were on the top of the list, followed by satisfying (40%), frustrat-
ing (33.33%), and fascinating (20%).

Summary of Findings

The teacher under study is an experienced teacher who is caught be-
tween the reality of classroom and curricular demands. She knows that
students must learn to develop oral proficiency before they can develop
reading/writing literacy. However, she has to “teach” 600 hanzi in the first
year of the program in order to prepare students for their second year of
studying Chinese. On the other hand, she believes that her students cannot
use hanzi before they have learned the 600 required for the course. Asa
result, her approach is to ensure the “teaching” (covering) of prescribed
hanzi in the textbook but to ignore the retention and application of those
hanzi
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The students under study are sophisticated language learners. They
know that they have to memorize hanzi, and they have employed motor-
sensory skills of copying hanzi repetitively to achieve this goal. They also
developed various ways such as using flash cards or making their own
dictionary/glossary words to help them memorize hanzi. However, they
tend to treat hanzi as a whole, without taking hanzi apart and tackling its
components such as radical, phonetic indicator, sound, or shape as they
would with English words. The implications of these findings will be ad-
dressed in detail in the following section.

Discussion

Based on the data collected through questionnaires, interviews, and
classroom observations, it is clear that the program designers must re-ex-
amine the stated curricular goals and course syllabus against the type of
students they are serving in their Chinese courses. According to the stu-
dent background information, most of students did not plan to pursue a
degree in Asian Studies or Chinese Literature. Instead, many of them came
from engineering or business backgrounds. Their goals and purposes for
studying Chinese and their needs for the type and degree of proficiency
were very different from those students who had a literary or historical
interest in Chinese-related studies, as mostly witnessed in previous gen-
erations of students of Chinese (CLTA Leadership Seminar discussion 1996).

Given the fact that this is a proficiency-based curriculum, as stated on
the course bulletin, coupled with the consideration of students’ needs, it is
important to critically examine how Chinese is taught in the program. That
is, is it treated as an academic subject that is to be studied, understood, and
memorized, or as a communication system? The data of the present study
indicated that Chinese was taught and studied as a linguistic system, in
which the form of the language was explained and drilled. The assessment
of students’ progress was also on their knowledge about the linguistic sys-
tem and how well they could control the production of the language within
the scope of the textbook, rather than on how well they could do things
with Chinese, an essential outcome of a proficiency-based program.

Student modality was heavy on listening with few opportunities to
speak. Most listening and speaking took place in the form of a typical teach-
ing move, i.e. teacher initiation /solicitation, student response, and teacher
evaluation/comment (IRE) (Sinclaire & Clouthard 1975; Fanselow 1977;
Mehan 1979; Chaudron 1988). Occasionally students asked clarification
questions, however, almost all questions were asked in English, as were
teacher’s explanations. Very few interactional restructuring moves such as

confirmation and comprehension checks and clarification requests (Pica
1987; Pica, Young, & Doughty 1987) could be coded. If they occurred, again,
they were usually conducted in English. In fact, several students expressed
the desire of engaging in “real conversation” to talk about themselves. One
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student, PS (name initials), doubted his ability of carryi.ng on a conversa-
tion with a native speaker other than their teacher. CL‘sald that the skits
they did in class could not be considered as “real speaking,” because they
got to write down what they wanted to say and were allowed tc: read the
dialogues to the teacher. Another student, JE, even suggested that “we need
more pressure to speak on the spot” (interview data). ' .

Most reading activities derived from the textbook, son}etlmes with stu-
dents repeating after the teacher, or students reading c?mlogu.es_ to eflch
other. Oral reading was treated as hanzi or pinyin decoding activity, with-
out any effort made on students’ comprehension of the text. The only two
times that any hanzi writing activity took place in class was when student.s
had to copy individual hanzi from the textbook or the b9ard onto their
bingo worksheet in preparation to play the game. The bingo games, as
acknowledged by the teacher and students, were played because of my
presence and research inquiry. However, almost every student expressed
an interest of playing more bingo games during the class.. They cqmented
that the game offered them an opportunity to interact with hanziin a chal-
lenging and fun way. o

When she wrote on the board, the teacher usually wrote only in pinyin.
According to the teacher, she wanted to save time because writing ha.nm
took longer than in pinyin, in addition to saving students .the aggravation
or frustration of decoding hanzi. While her intention was sincere, the prac-
tice deprived students the opportunities of receiving inPut in h.anZL {Xs
Edelsky has strongly argued, the presence and use of meaning-making print
materials are part of a literacy event , and students must l?e constantly
exposed to meaningful print so that literacy in a L2 may begin to develop
(Edelsky 1993). Some students in the study actually noticed the l.ack of use
in hanzi. They commented, during the interviews, that they w1s'hed that
the teacher would write more hanzi on the board. They felt that it would
provide them a chance to test their reading ability, bes%des seeipg how a
native speaker would write hanzi in the right proportion and in correct

stroke orders. They suggested that writing pinyin on the board was not
necessary because the teacher would read the sentences anyway.

Did the outcome of the course align with students’ needs and goals of
taking this course? Keeping this in mind, the program desigm.er needs to
reassess whether or not requiring a beginning student of non-Chinese back-
ground to learn 600 hanzi in the first year, on top of trying to develop aure.ll
and oral proficiency in Chinese, is a reasonable goal. According to DeFranqs
(1977), the number of the most essential hanzi is estimated to be .2,‘400. IF is
reported that it takes six years for children to master 3,000 hanzi m Chn}a
(Serruys 1962:73 cited in Horodeck 1987). Leong’s (1973:387 cited in
Horedeck 1987) study states that students in Hong Kong learn 500-600 hanz_l
during each year of primary schooling. In Japan, students lgarn approxi-
mately 881 kanji in primary school (grades 1- 6), then 969 in gradgs 79
(Pye 1971: 3 cited in Horodeck 1987). If it takes so many years for children
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to develop L1 literacy, why do we expect an adult L2 learner with a totally
different linguistic and orthographic system to develop oral proficiency
and literacy in such a short period of time? Is it reasonable to expect a
teacher to accomplish so much? What does it mean that students “have
finished a Chinese textbook and studied 600 hanzi”?

Because of the pressure of teaching 600 hanzi, this teacher felt forced to
play the number game. She chose to use teacher-fronted approach with
which she could maximize her control of the classroom interaction and
content in order to ensure the completion of the prescribed curricular goals.
Considering that she had to help students develop all four skills in sixty-
four contact hours, she chose to concentrate on oral and aural skills, which
could not be adequately developed given the shortage of input and the
opportunity to push for output. Her class was textbook-driven, aimed at
finishing the book, not on what or how well students could do with all the
material covered during the year.

Besides the issue of learning new hanzi without heeding to the use of
them, another bigger problem existed. That is, the retention of old hanzi.
Almost all students reported that they were most frustrated by the fact that
they could not retain the hanzi they had studied so hard. Thus, we need to
draw on research and incorporate some theoretical factors into consider-
ation in curriculum design and classroom teaching practices. For example,
according to the information processing model, focal awareness is neces-
sary for short-term memory store which, through practice and constant
processing, will become permanent storage and automatic skills will be
developed (McLaughlin & Heredia 1996). Both presence and frequency of
input (Schmidt 1990) in meaningful and appropriate contexts are neces-
sary conditions for retention and active use of hanzi. Furthermore, the lit-
erature cited earlier in this study supports the notion that oral proficiency
aids the development of reading/writing literacy (especially in a deep or-
thographic system such as Chinese). It is essential that teachers create the
contexts in which hanzi and oral Chinese can be used and practiced mean-
ingfully and repetitively in various ways.

Research has consistently shown that classroom interaction is impor-
tant in providing comprehensible input for students (Long 1980, 1983; Ellis

1980; Pica 1987; Pica, Young, & Doughty 1987). Teachers of Chinese need to '

examine their own teaching and classroom interactive patterns to see if
they create contexts that allow for negotiation in the form of simplification,
repetition, paraphrasing, clarification, and confirmation checks in oral
Chinese and hanzi literacy. Because Chinese is not “in the air” in the daily
life of the American society, the classroom often becomes the only place
where students hear and speak some Chinese on a regular basis. However,
the data of the present study indicated that most of the negotiation was
conducted in English. Did students have enough opportunities to listen
and negotiate meaning in Chinese? If aural and oral input was already in
such paucity, compounded with the fact that the teacher felt that reading
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hanzi in class was a waste of time and thus left hanzi learning and process-
ing completely up to the students, then, the chance for students to develop
literacy in hanzi was seriously diminished. If Chinese is, as it was catego-
rized by the Foreign Service Institute (FSI), to be one of the most difficult
languages for speakers of English to learn (Moore, Walton, and Lambert
1992), what we are doing is simply adding more load on students’ shoul-
ders and making the learning of Chinese harder than necessary.

Granted, learning and memorizing hanzi is an individual activity; how-

ever, I would argue that it need not be such a lonely and rugged journey.
Teachers have the responsibility to help students build a bridge between
their L1 and L2 so that some L1-L2 transfer would take place and the L1-L2
orthographic distance would be reduced. Research has shown that class-
room interaction and input are important to students. Teachers need to
recognize the power they possess over students’ learning outcome. Long
points out that the teacher’s role is “the single most crucial element in de-
termining how students perform” (Long 1984: 1). His argument can be ex-
amined from two perspectives. First, the teacher-student relationship in
the classroom is unequal (Pica 1987). According to Fanselow (1977), and as
was mentioned earlier, classroom interaction may be analyzed as a sequence
of pedagogical “moves” in discourse, such as structure, solicit, respond,
and react. Empirical data show that the pattern of teacher talk is 30-30-30-
10, corresponding to solicitation-responding-reacting-structuring respec-
tively, with students uttering mostly responding moves (Chaudron 1988).
The IRE pattern also indicates that teachers get two turns while student
gets only one turn, in addition to the fact that teachers control the floor
through topic-initiation and nomination (calling on students) practices,
among others. Second, how we teach our students will shape the kind of
skills the students develop. For example, research has shown that students
build a strong grammatical base if they are taught in grammar translation
methods or audio-lingual methods because their attention has been drawn
to syntactic structure of the TL (Sharwood Smith 1981).

The analysis of the data also indicates that the teacher should have taken
advantage of what her students brought to the classrooms. As revealed by
the questionnaires and interviews, these students were sophisticated for-
eign language learners. According to research in good language learners
and learning strategy, the more prior experience a learner has in studying
a foreign language, the better he/she learns another language (Ellis 1994).
While the data of students’ strategy-use and interview indicated that they
knew how to study, they could have benefited more if they were provided
with more hanzi learning strategies which will be elaborated later.

In the meantime, Lin Laoshi’s notion of “readiness” is being seriously
challenged by her students’ background, experience, ability, and willing-
ness to participate. That is, when do teachers know that students are ready
to use hanzi for their own communicative purposes? In a three-year study
on 29 limited-English-proficient children (3-10 years of age), Kleifgen and
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Saville-Troike (1992) found out that a common linguistic code is neither
necessary nor sufficient for coherent communication. They concluded that
shared background knowledge, including prior experience, world and cul-
tural knowledge, was the most critical element for successful communica-
tion. Therefore, they emphasized that code, content, and context are inter-
woven in the dynamics of communication; the contribution of linguistic,
situational, and background knowledge cannotbe separated. Although their
study was focused on achieving oral communication in a multilingual class-
room, the finding demonstrates that what students have brought with them
will be resources on which communication may be drawn.

On the other hand, Pienemann (1985) proposes that L2 learners must
go through developmental stages in processing certain linguistic structures
in the L2. There are also a few fundamental psycholinguistic “processing
prerequisites”, ie., learner’s cognitive and affective needs, that must be
met first. In the present study, nonetheless, Lin Laoshi insisted that her
students were “not ready” to do anything in hanzi. By so believing, she
failed to assign them with any real-life reading and / or writing activities in
hanzi either in or out of the classroom. Lacking the opportunity to receive
input and push for output in hanzi, students’ cognitive and affective needs
were not met in developing expertise in hanzi. This is rather unfortunate
because the auto-input hypothesis (Schmidt and Frota 1986) suggests that
a learner’s own output becomes his/her input. Without making the con-
nection between input and output, hanzi remained distant and marked in
students’ L2 interlanguage system.

Some students made a few suggestions to increase the use of hanzi in
their lives. They said that they would like to write notes to each other and
were willing to co-author, in class or as homework, stories in hanzi that
they had learned or must memorize by heart. One student (KG) said that
she wrote all her secret personal identification number (PIN) codes in hanzi,
and another student (JK) said that he wrote down his lists of things to doin
hanzi. If the teacher could capitalize on her students’ willingness and readi-
ness to use hanzi in real life, the learning of hanzi did not need tobe such a
drudgery.

PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

Finally, I would like to propose a few points for teachers to help stu-
dents improve their learning strategies in processing and retaining hanzi.
As suggested by Higgs (1982), teachers can and should make the unavail-
able available, i.e. they need to help students convert input into intake
(Corder 1978). Schmidt (1990) posits that intake is that part of input that
learners notice. Research in the area of consciousness raising (Bialystok
1978; Rutherford & Sharwood Smith 1985; Schimidt 1990; Sharwood Smith
1981) and input enhancement (Rutherford 1987; White, Spada, Lightbown
& Ranta 1991) has demonstrated that students may fail to perceive certain
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structures in naturalistic input. When certain features in the TL are specifi-
cally taught and practiced, through conscious-raising activities, students’
performance in the TL improves. When designing different classroom ac-
tivities, tasks, homework, and assessment instruments, teachers need to
pay attention to how the input they provide may affect students’ rate of
progress and the type of skills. The following is a list of suggestions which
teachers could explicitly teach or discuss in class, particularly in the first
few months when students are just beginning to learn hanzi. The first three
are related to language learning in general, while the fourth is concerned
specifically with learning hanzi.

A. Encourage students to develop their own self-monitoring system. One im-
portant learning strategy identified by researchers in this area is the em-
ployment of a self-monitoring system (O'Malley and Chamot 1990; Ellis
1994). Many students in this study reported that they used flash cards or
created their own dictionary system to practice and to test themselves. One
helpful example included the making of “dazibao,” putting hanzi in big
letters and posting them on the wall in the dorm.

B. Teach students to adopt "good language learner” strategies (Ellis 1994).
The strategies include paying attention to form and monitoring one’s own
and other’s speech, attending to meaning, being flexible, focusing on mean-
ing or form at different times, being actively involved in language learn-
ing, being “active” in the classroom, and engaging in “silent speaking” or
#silent writing” in their mind, striving for high-quality participation and
output, being aware of their own learning process and progress by assess-
ing their own needs, evaluating progress, giving direction to their learn-
ing, determining how they are going to tackle a certain learning task, and
controlling their own learning. Students should also develop multiple ways
to study according to different task demands and situations. They should
take advantage of their general prior knowledge, classroom experiences,
and that of the Chinese language.

C. Help students apply Chinese in real-life situations. Teachers need to en-
courage students to use an experiential approach to complement the ana-
lytical approach (Harley 1993). With the former, students use or immerse
themselves in the TL as a tool to learn other subject-matter, while with the
latter, students focus on specific features of the TL. Students need to un-

derstand that classroom instruction contains the following characteristics:
limited time, focus on form, patterned drills, limited input, teacher talk,
one person input, and an instructional/ syllabus-based orientation. On the
other hand, naturalistic learning experiences may include real-life tasks,
natural negotiations, unlimited input, foreigner talk, multiple interlocu-
tors, and with a communication orientation. Students should be encour-
aged to make the use of Chinese a part of their life. Given that Chinese is
not ubiquitous in American society, teachers have the added responsibility
of creating contexts in which students have to use Chinese and thus, acti-
vate their linguistic knowledge and develop sociolinguistic competence.
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Examples include leaving or taking phone messages, or writing notes/
cards/e-mail messages in Chinese to a classmate or the teacher.

D. Help students develop their own learning strategies to process hanzi. As
Brown and Perry’s (1991) research suggests, the deeper a person processes
information, the more he/she will remember. Students should be encour-
aged to look at the similarity, in addition to the differences, between hanzi
and English. For example, individual hanzi can be taken apart by radicals
or phonetic indicators, just as there are prefixes, stems, or suffixes in En-
glish. Once we learn the parts, it will become easier to tackle the whole,
although the sum of all parts may not always equal the whole. In this way,
the L1-L2 transfer will take place in terms of processes, and the interrela-
tionship between shapes, sounds, and meanings will be played out and
strengthened over time.

At the individual hanzi level, instead of asking students to copy hanzi
mechanically, encourage them to do things with hanzi. Students need tobe
aware that the more they categorize, network, compare and contrast hanzi,
the more they will remember. As they engage in these cognitive activities,
the learning of hanzi will also become less tedious and more interesting in
the process. For example, students may learn to put all hanzi with the same
radicals or phonetic indicators together, while comparing and contrasting
their similarities and differences in terms of pronunciation, shape, number
of strokes, meaning, and usage. Because Chinese has many homonyms, it
would be helpful to compare words with similar or identical sounds or
tones. Students can also put words with similar shapes together to com-
pare.

At the compound /word level, shidents may be introduced to the “build-
ing block” concept of hanzi. For example, an individual hanzi can be a
morpheme stem, to which different prefixes or suffixes may be attached to
form new words. Once students are aware of the concept of word forma-
tion in Chinese, they will be able to remember many new words without
having to learn all hanzi in the compound. In addition, they will have the
chance to review old hanzi and learn their various new combinations.

Students should be introduced to peg-word, key-word or the semantic-
keyword methods (Thompson 1987; Brown & Perry 1991), as well as be
encouraged to come up with their own mnemonic or iconic methods (Cohen
& Aphek 1981). For example, the radical-phonetic indicator learning method
is similar to the peg-word method, because radicals and phonetic indica-
tors can be used as cues with which vocabulary categories in the L2 can be
built. Because most words in Chinese are bimorphemic or polymorphemic,
these compounds may be learned either by themselves as words or by peg-
word method. For example, xue may be used as the peg or semantic cat-
egory, which means to study. Thus, xuesheng is a “student,” xuexiao a
“school,” xuexi to “study,” and xuewen “knowledge.” All these words con-
taining the morpheme xue and are related to “study” in a certain way, so
these words may be learned as vocabulary words or compounds stem-
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ming from the peg xue.

The key-word method may involve using pictographs and ideographs
as links between pictures and/or ideas to meaning and graphemic infor-
mation carried in hanzi. In fact, because of the use of pictographs or ideo-
graphs is fun and attractive, it often becomes the source of misconception
that hanzi is like “pictures.” It is thus important to point out to students
that pictographs and ideographs constitute only five percent of hanzi
(Moore, Walton, and Lambert 1992: 56), although they may serve as an
interesting point of departure.

Phonological mediation can be an example of key word-semantic
method. By activating sounds in short-term memory (bottom-up and vi-
sual information), it involves the use of top-down processing (oral profi-
ciency and phonological mediation) and triggers what is stored in long-
term memory about the sound-meaning of the hanzi. English words may
be used to associate with some hanzi either through sound or meaning.
For example, “too” (meaning excessive as in too much) is pronounced as
“tai” in Mandarin Chinese, which sounds similar to the English word “tie,”
when you wear a tie, you'll feel “too” tight.

Repeating or copying hanzi may be necessary but is not sufficient. Us-
ing them in contextualized sentences or discourse will increase the fre-
quency of these hanzi being used in a meaningful way, and help students
gain real control of grammatical usage, cultural connotation, and
sociolinguistic competence. The edited writing samples can be used for
reading material on which reading comprehension tasks may be devel-
oped. When students read or write about themselves and for a real audi-
ence for authentic communicative purposes, the texts will be contexualized
in a more meaningful way (Edelsky 1993). In the process, students will
have to rely on their memory bank for hanzi, which will be activated in-
stead of laying dormant. Most important, when students read or write in
discourse, their oral proficiency and phonological mediation will be called
on for processing, thereby employing top-down, not just bottom-up, pro-
cessing mechanisms.

Finally, the class could spend some time discussing how students pro-
cess hanzi. The more they can share their strategies, the more creative they
will become. Many teachers of Chinese worry that if students use the
“wrong” methods to memorize hanzi they will develop misconceptions
about the origin or formation of hanzi . However, etymology is an aca-
demic pursuit; students are not required to know the historical changes
that occurred in hanzi. For the majority, their goal is to memorize, retain,
and use hanzi; how they achieve that aim is a personal strategy and jour-
ney.

Conclusion

Because hanzi is often the area of most difficulty for L2 learners of Chi-
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nese, this paper has examined what teaching approaches the teacher takes
and what leamning strategies students adopt in order to tackle this prob-
lem. Additionally, I examined classroom interaction and activities in order
to find out if or not the learning of hanzi could be facilitated.

I have also made some suggestions to program designers to re-examine
if studying 600 hanzi is a reasonable goal in first year Chinese for students
of non-Chinese background. I called for program designers and teachers
to re-evaluate the role of the student, who should be treated as an active
learner and user of Chinese, instead of someone who only waits and ab-
sorbs linguistic knowledge about Chinese. Finally, in addition to offering
some specific suggestions to teach hanzi, I asked teachers to re-examine
the classroom instruction and interaction. Because the products of students’
learning will be shaped by instructional approaches and philosophy, teach-
ers need to heed the issue of aligning instruction with the former’s goals.
Eventually, the success of language programs depends not on how many
words students can memorize, but on whether or not they are able to do
things in the language under study.
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Appendix A

Student Background Questionnaire

All the information on this questionnaire will be kept confidential.
. Name
. Phone number(area code)
E-mail
. Address
. School and major
. Are youa: Freshman___; sophomore ___; Junior
. Your gender is: Male ; female

. What Chinese course are you enrolled
9a.What is your native language?
9b.Have you studied another foreign language? When? For how long? Whatlanguage(s)?

; Senior

LIS N T O Il &

10. Why are you taking Chinese? List as many reasons that apply to your situation:

11. In your case, which skills are more important than the others? Check the appropriate answer(s):
a. listening and speaking are more important than reading and writing
b. reading and writing are more important than listening and speaking
¢. all four skills are equally important
12. In terms of your goals and according to their importance, please rank the following items from 1
to 5 (1 being the most important and § the least): -
a. to go about your daily life in a Chinese-speaking region
b. to be very fluent in Chinese
c. to read and write some basic Chinese for survival purposes
d. to read and write like an educated native speaker
e. to do business in Chinese
£. to learn the culture and the Chinese way of doing things
g. to enjoy/study Chinese literature, philosophy, and arts, etc.
___ h. to make friends with Chinese people
13. Do you have opportunities to use/practice Chinese outside the classroom?

ARRRRY

Yes ; No___
14. Do you use computer to leam/practice Chinese?
Yes M No

15. If yes, what programs or internet service do you use for Chinese? Please list all that you have
been using:

16. On the scale of 1-5 (1 being the most difficult and 5 the easiest) and based on your experience of
leamning Chinese, how would you rate the difficulty of Chinese?

1 ;2 ;03 4__ , 5
17. For you, what skill is the most difficult to acquire? Please rank them according to the degree of
difficulty (1 being the most difficult and 4 being the easiest. You can also give them the same
number if you feel that they are equally difficult or easy):

Listening ____; Speaking _____

Reading (hanzi) ___; Writing (hanzi) ____
18. How many days per week do you practice hanzi?

—_— —_—

19. On the average, how much time do you spend on Jeaming/practicing hanzi each time you work
on it?

15 minutes ; half an hour ; 1 hour ; 2 or more hours
20. Do you think your performance in Chinese is in proportion to what you have invested in it?
Yes ; somewhat ; not quite ; definitely not

21. When will you be available for an one-half hour interview?
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Appendix B

Student Strategy-Use Questionnaire

This questionnaire is interested in finding out what you do to learn hanzi. Please focus your
response on the learning of Chinese characters. Mark the items witha ¥V when they apply.

1a. When you encounter any new hanzi that you have to learn, do you try to  find something in
them that you have already known?

Yes s No__

1b. What do you rely on?
radicals ____; phonetic indicators ____;
make pictures/ideographs ____; copy them repetitively ____;
associate the hanzi with English either by sound or meaning ___;
actingout ___; others

2. When you learn a new hanzi, do you strive to memorize it?
Yes ___ ; No__

3. Do you test yourself to see if you memorize the hanzi?
Yes _  ; No_

4. Do you expect yourself to memorize the hanzi as soon as you studied them?
Yes __ ; No____

5. Do you make a conscious effort to use the hanzi you have learned?
Yes_ ; No____ : ‘

6a. As you are learning new hanzi, do you categorize hanzi into groups?
Yes_  ; No_ i

6b. 1If you do, how do you categorize them? :
By radical ___; by phonetic indicator _____;
by sound ____: by meaning ;
Others (please indicate)

7. Do you memorize hanzi by individual characters or by compounds?
For example, (1) dad: big; xue2: to study; shengl: a child—
dadxue2shengl: abig student, so, a college student. Or, ;
(2) dadxue2shengl: college student.
By individual character _____;
8. Do you try to read out loud when studying hanzi?

By compounds

Yes ; No___
9. Do you translate word for word in studying hanzi?
Yes No

JRE——

10. Do you take notes on any new hanzi or new ways of combining the hanzi that you have
learned?

‘Yes ; No
11. When you are studying a new hanzi, do you try to create a ‘network’—by associating that
hanzi—with other hanzi in other contexts?

Yes __; No
12. Do you find it easier to memorize hanzi by itself or by using it in a phrase or sentence?

individual hanzi ___; phrase ____; sentence ____
13. Do you use any English to learn hanzi?

Yes 4 No
14. When you read texts written in hanzi, does it bother you if you don’t
hanzi in the sentence or passage?

Yes No_
15. Do you like to study hanzi by yourself or with a group of classmates?

By yourself ___; With a group

recognize some of the

iR

Tue LEARNING AND TEACHING OF HANZI

16. When the teacher give back your homework or tests, do you look at your errors and practice

over them?
Yes H No ) ) .
17. Do you try to use/read/write the hanzi you have leamed in your daily life?
Yes ) No

18. In your teacher’s teaching of hanzi, what activities do you like most or find most useful?

19. In general, do you think you have found an effective way to learn hanzi?

Yes H No . ) o
20. Finally, how would you describe your experience of learning hanzi (mk whatever it applies):
Satisfying H challenging ;  fascinating H

time-consuming ; frustrating :
The information you provided will be extremely important an s
for your time and cooperation. Good luck with your study of Chinese.

d useful for my research. Thank you
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Appendix C

Teacher Questionnaire

. Your name:
2. School:

3. Course Title:
4. You address (including zip code):

5. Phone number (including area code):
6. e-mail:

Please mark a check V_ in the appropriate space provided:

7a. If you are a native speaker of Chinese, please continue this item

to 7b). You were raised in: '
us. ; China ; Taiwan ;
HongKong _______; or other place (please indicate)

7b. If you are not a native speaker of Chinese, you are a native speaker of

(otherwise, please go

8a. Do you believe that speaking and listening should precede reading and  writing hanzi?
Yes. ; No
8b. If yes, do you prioritize the development of oral proficiency over reading/writing
literacy in the first semester?
More oral/aural work ____;
More reading/writing work _____
9. When do you start teaching hanzi during the first semester?
inthe firstweek__________; after pinyin is taught?
other time (Please indicate approximately which week) .
10. As a general rule, when you introduce hanzi in class, do you analyze them?

equal emphasié ;

yes H No ;
11. Do you often encourage students to analyze hanzi as much as possible?
Yes 4 No
12. Do you teach students how to analyze hanzi?
Yes H No___
13. If you analyze hanzi, what kind of association do you make?
classical etymology ; ideographs H
radicals H phonetic parts H

or others, what are they?

14. Do you feel that learning/practicing hanzi is an individual effort?

. yes , No
15. Do you expect students to memorize hanzi?
Yes ; No
16. Do you set special time for hanzi learning/practicing in class?
Yes H No
17. How often do you quiz/test hanzi in class?
Daily H Weekly ; by-weekly o
Others (please specify)
18. How do you treat hanzi ? each character is:
as a word ; as a morpheme

19. How do you teach hanzi?
teach them as individual character ;
teach them in compounds

THE LEARNING AND TEACHING OF HANz1

20. Do you feel that stroke order is important in writing hanzi (in the scale of 1-5, 1 being the most

important and 5 the least important)?
2 ;3 . 4 ;5

1 N )
21. Do you feel that reading out loud will help students process hanzi?

Yes ; no difference :No )
22. How soon in the course do you believe that students should be asked to read or write
texts in hanzi? o ) '

At the beginning of the course o After pinyin is finished g

Other time (please specify) _ .
23. Do you use any task or activity to help students practice hanzi?

Yes H No ) .
24. Do you advise students to use computer programs to practice hanzi’

as a requirement H as a recommendation ; notatall
25. Do you advise students to use hanzi (not as homework) outside the classroom?

as a recommendation : not at all

as a requirement _;

e of your hanzi instructional units that is representative of

Please give me a complete sample of on . 1
Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

your teaching and assessment of hanzi.
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Appendix D

Students’ Background Results

1. Characteristics
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior

Senior

Graduate School
male

female

mmpan o

2. Studied another langauge

3. Native Langauge

a. English
b. Hungarian
c¢. Indonesian
d. Malay
e. Thai
4. Ethnic Chinese background
a. Yes
b. No

5. Which skills are more important?
a. listening & speaking
b. reading & writing
c.  all four skills

6. Goals

a. to go about daily life in a
Chinese-speaking region.

b. tobe very fluent in Chinese

¢. toread and write some basic
Chinese for survival purposes

d. toread and write like an
educated native speaker

e. to dobusiness in Chinese

f. tolearn the culture and the
Chinese way of doing things

g. toenjoy/study Chinese literature,
philosophy, and arts, etc.

h. to make friends with Chinese people

7. Opportunities to practice Chinese outside

the classroom

o O ®

40%

0
13.3%
26.67%
20%
66.67%
33.33%

100%
66.67%
6.67%
13.33%

6.67%
6.67%

33.3%
66.67%

53.33%

53.33%

40%

33.33%
33.33%

40%
13.3%

13.33%

10.

11.

THe LEARNING AND TEACHING OF HANZI

a. Yes
b. No

Use computer to learn/practice Chinese

How difficult is Chinese?
most difficult
difficult

somewhat difficult

. not too difficult

easy

oapTe

Which skill is the most difficult to acquire?
listening

speaking

reading

writing

an o

Do you think your performance is in
proportion to what you have invested in it?
a. yes

b. somewhat

c. not quite

d. definitely no

_— N G = ON=JU ®

O Wk

46.67%
53.33%

33.33%
46.67%
6.67%
13.33%

6.67%
20%
13.33%
80%

46.67%
26.67%
20%
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Appendix E

Student Strategy Use Results

1. try to find something in the hanzi

a. yes
b. no
c. radicals
d. phonetic indicators
e. pictures/ideographs
f. English
g- copy repetitively
h. acting out
i. others

2. Itry to memorize them
a. yes
b. no

3. Itest myslef on hanzi memorization.
a. yes
b. no

- 4. Texpect to memorize a hanzi character

once I study it.
a. yes
b. no

5. I make a conscious effort to use hanzi
a. yes
b. no

6a. I categorize hanzi into groups
a. yes
b. no

6b. I categorize hanzi by
radicals

phonetic indicator
sound

meaning

no answer

oo oe

7. I'memorize hanzi by
a. individual hanzi
b. compounds

8. Iread hanzi out-loud when I study them.
a. yes
b. no

9. Itranslate word-for-word in studying hanzi.

a. yes
b. no

O =W ON B W

N

N

o =N

—
—
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80%
20%
14.81%
13.33%
18.52%
20%
44.44%

6.67%

93.33%
13.33%

86.67%
13.33%
46.67%
53.33%

53.33%
46.67%

13.33%
80%
13.33%
6.67%
6.67%
73.33%

53.33%
53.33%

60%
40%

73.33%
26.67%

A 2 R

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
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I take notes on new hanzi or new ways
of using hanzi that I have learned.

a. yes

b. no

I try to create a “network” by associating
hanzi with other hanzi in other contexts.
a. yes

b. no

C. no answer

I find it easier to memorize hanzi
a. by itself

b. in phrases

c. insentences

d. no answer

I use English to learn hanzi.
a. yes
b. no

It bothers me to not recognize some
hanzi in the sentence of passage I read.
a. yes

b. no

I like to study hanzi.
a. by myself

b. with others

c. no answer

I look at my errors and practice them over.
a. yes
b. no

I try to use/read/write hanzi in my daily life.

a. yes
b. no
c. alittle

I have found an effective way to study hanzi.
a. yes
b. no

I found my experience of studying hanzi
satisfying

challenging

fascinating

. time-consuming

frustrating

o N o

- O\
—

O =N=

=]

N

= 0 0N

26.67%
73.33%

53.33%
40%
6.67%

73.33%
13.33%
6.67%

60%
46.67%

80%
20%

80%
13.33%

53.33%
46.67%

33.33%
60%
6.67%

53.33%
46.67%

40%
86.67%
20%
80%
33.33%
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