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(23 x What
}ysec:lﬁélanguage"behav1or of - access to two competmna language
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-Tsystems’ (3) To hhat extent does a w1de range of external
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- " P
assoc1atlon test~Ch1nese ver31op, and a code-swltchlng test

Vg e

"The-'external .factors were 1explored by a Questlonnalre on

VfSoc1011ngulst1c Background and an 1n-depth 1nterv1ew.

gegually s proflcient .} as’= thelr‘

i.counterparts. The subjects' responseé in

ﬁ

The results of the Engllsh' syntax test showed that

Lor

'ﬁexcept for: a- recent arrlval from Talvan uho ﬁasgclassifled
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,,the Engllsh word
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q .

,1n Internedlate Level, ﬁall subjects were categorlzed rasg
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p/rlvatlonal morphology test, thQS;oun '.Uchlnese-group (6=7

'ﬁH" do the blllngual chlldren perform pn varlous llngulst1CA°“ﬂ
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: test *a | paradlgmatlc/syntagmaglc VOrd; ~assoc1at1om L
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gllsh ' monollngual g
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Engllsh scores,_leadlng to the speculatlon that ,access tb

two . competlng language . systems-' does ' not have  thé

'balance—eﬁfect predlcted by Macnamara (1966).
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CHAPTER ONE

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The study of bilingualism as a personal
and societal phenomenon, especialy in
situations of conflict,  1is a critical
area of psychollngulstlc and
soc1011ngulst1c inquiry.

A. S. Dil (1972, P. xiv).

t 
|

lem of a Blllnqual Child in a Momolingual _ggggﬁ;gx

The problem.of bilingualism is more than dcﬁte to nevly
arrived immigrants in countries - such ras_ Canada and'the
Onited States; it is central to 'decisions that they must
make ‘about the edqcatidn and socialization of their children
in the ne;' land. They. require iﬂformatien about the
_influence of their children's first language. von t he
acquisition of a second,' ahqﬁt the ‘functiohing Tdf the
| blllngual child ln a monellngual ‘society, ~and ‘about :ﬁhatf

’ aspects of that soc1ety w111 help or’ hinder ‘their children's

fluent acqu151t10n of the dominant 1anguage-



Tne problem ”ariSesuespecially_whenbthe.new.imnigrants
have to decidev whether  the =ethnic‘ language should be
preserued at home and passed on to the. second generatlon or
not. The de51re to preserve the ethnic language is motlvated

by the sense,'of "the immigrant's national identity, for

[y

language,'.afterlall representsvthe traditions, the ldeals,
the culture, and the proud achlevements ‘in the history of a
people (of.' Arsenian 1937). This motlvatlon can best be.
illustrated by a typical case such as this- one oited by

Chao.

I am a proud citizen of China. I speak
the language of the descendants of [ the]
"yellovw Emperor. My children don't - speak
‘Chinese, because I speak Fukienese and

" my vife speaks the Shanghai. dialect and -
so we have to speak English to them. But
we teach ' them some characters and
constantly remind them that their first
loyalty is to China. They just happened’
to be born here whén we were travelling
here. We are sad that we can't go back
nov, but there will always be a ' China
and- "That's where you belong," as I
alvays tell my children. (Chao 1968, p.
5, emphasis added) .

Another .case, this one reported in 'Kuo, that sums up a
similar motivation is more dramatic. This cquple

nbrain-washed" their childrenubecause, as they explain, the

'preservatlon -0f the Chinese language and ulture
is a problem of identi You are:
. Chinese. ° With your yellow face, no
' matter what you do..., you - may even
become ap American citizen, still you
are a Chipnese ... For our children, they

.see Chipese [the language] as ‘'our!



language and Engllsh is for conversatlon
with American_ people. They are proud of
'speaklng Chinese : ... .of course, - ve
_"braln-washed' themf*(Kuo 172, p- 123).l
Be51des Isupportlng the Sense of nat10nal 1dentlty, languagef
has valne as a. tool for acqulrlng human knovledge, and thlS‘
is another motlvatlon for preserv1ng the ethnic languagei-It
;isl commonly held that 'no‘ single. language“;ean clalm theziv
possession"of ‘the ’entlre »nealth of human culture 'and
cimilination,.h“or ' bebi-so : fOOllSh as to assume _the -
..respon51b111tyvfor its progness" (Arsenlan 1937 P 13). To
know 'more than one language is to have one - more key to the-
'treasure of knowledge. It is ‘an asset . rather than .al
llablllty, especlally if a ch11d can pick up the. language at

home effortlessly, Chao argues, why throw away such a good

‘opportunlty° (Chao 1968, p. 231).

Stilllother'Parental.attitudesl'tovardS‘ the vvalue of -
ﬁilingualism; reported in Kuo - (1972), are even more
optlmlstlc and‘are in llne u1th the current pos1tlon held by
:psychologlsts such as Lambert and hls assoc1ates (1972), and
their followers. These people belleve that "the access' to

and use of two languages 1n early chlldhood mlght accelerate

some asPects of cognltlve development“ (Cummlns.and.Gulutsan L

197u, g- 260) " because of - a p051t1ve transfer of SklllS
across ianguages .and the opportunlty for comparing and
contrasting the two languages._ Other parents, if not as .

enthusiastic as the ~ones 'mentloned above, are corfident.
N ‘7\ . B . . . . . .
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‘that, ’ although the; blllngual 'Chlld may be slower in hls'
‘1n1t1a1 development, eventually he 1s destlned to catch up
Hlth hls monollngual counterparts 1n control and use of the.

] >
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second language (cf Kuo 1972 p. 116)

yzbespitel;some parentsiv enthusiasm“" for,' \and ' some.

psyfhologistsj -fgvdrable» advocacy of blllnguallﬁm,_,thei

following‘case;‘ot confu51on .descrlbed ‘by “a parent randb
' reportedv,in Kuo (1972) p01gnantly p1ctures for$ us the
‘p5ycholog1cal problem parents_ fear for. therr”,b;llngual‘
'chlldren. | |

Bilingual environment mlght have some =~ = . ¥,
‘negative influence on her ;ntelligencé. ‘ B
-For instance,  she . was confused for a-
while in counting narbers - when  she
started to learn to count in English. -
- Some ‘confusion: and interference:  were-
_obvious. Now ‘she’ uses only one systen,
that of English, to c\unt We don't want -
her to be confused (Kuo 1972 Pe 116). S

\\1

(These doubts and worries.' have not been resolved by the
1nvest19at1Ve literature" on the .problem. Certaln of. the

early 1I.Q. studles on b111ngual chlldren cited'in'Darcy

<

(1953, 1963), and Peal and’ Lambert (1962), seemed also,
'accordlng to the researchers' lnterpretatlon, to‘indicate”"

that on some T.0. tests, partlcularly on verbal tests, the

blllnguals performed at a. Loﬁer 1eve1 than the1r monollngualﬂ

counterparts, leading ;,to' fears that blllnguallsm' had.

detrimental effects on*:;the - bllinguals'¢"1ntellectua1
. . : : S T : . ,
development; other studies,y espec1a11y ”morevrecent ones,

e 8
L



T however,'secured just the opp051te resnlts (Peal and Lambert
f1962). Cr1t1cs of the earller studles (Peal and Lambert~
1962,A Taylor 1976) suggest that the early vental T. Q. tests

vere llkely to have been. standardlzed ~on

‘mlddle-olass.

., >Eng11sh-speak1ng chlldren., The- majorlty Jof he‘bilingual‘-

subjects were from fam;lles of low soc10—eoonomrc status.
. Such chlldren,d evén ~monollngual‘s,‘_ do not perform egually
_uell on such tests as. those §rom the higher socmal class.
»Furthermore, the chlldren vere tested 1n Engllsh before they“
.had 'adeguately mastered Engllsh. The test results certalnlyl
_were affected by such factors and welghted in favor . of the>

»:,monollnguals accordlng‘ to -Taylor.ﬁ To. sum up, the mixed

experlmental flndlngs of the I. Q. studles Were,a'in :fact,

contradlctory. o Hhat is _moTre, 1; ”the'-ﬁprobaﬁly"

4 ~1ncorrectly——ascr1bed the blllnguals' poor ‘performance ‘to

vthe'{vrong factor- to blllnguallsm per  se, rather than to

. .Socio—-econonic. status or knovledge of Engllsh )

dllso assoc1ated"vith"the psychological. problem. of
x._bilingualism is = the questlon of'"'- influence onv the
“'V.eaotlondl adjustment of b111ngual chlldren. Peal and Lambert

AN

'fﬁ962) p01nt out that blllnguallsm hag a p051t1ve effect on

thelr uontreal bllingual snbjects, who vere found to be more:’ril

broad-mlnded tovards speakers of- other languages. A s1m11arA”%

‘ v1ew vas also expreSsed by some Chlnese Parents'-interV1evedftf“" :

f'“bj-ﬁhu (1972) .‘The“b%11nguals who hav&,lou. roflc;eu,yj%;i

'fEnglmSB bouemer,mare hgundN to ngyevvadjustment problems,'
e ] . o | L AN N » e R R e gt v

e



"beCaﬁse' school educatlon is: based on Engllsh. Wlth llmlted.

'iEngllsh, they f1nd 1t dlfflcult to follow what is going on

inu school »and cannot communlcate vlth other puplls. This

‘1vk1nd of emotlonal problem' isb p01gnantly expressedh,by .an,

almmlgrant glrl student who sa1d

1 feel very lonely at tlmes, espec1ally
that having 1language difficulties ' T
can't develop .close friendships with
lpeople of my own agé. After seven months
in a new country I am still lonely and a
bit. lost (Ashworth 1975. p. 73).

Im addltlon to this emotlonal adjustment problem asSOciated_
‘ wlth def1c1ency 'in Engllsh soc1ofcultural adaptaion is
, another problem that the bilfnguals have to ‘facea " Their

hstrange »accent behav10r, dress, food, ‘and value systen oan

be 1mned1ately recognlzed by North—Amerlcan-born chlldren,

'who may be 1nterested 'in and curious about this forelgnness,'

Y

, but -who exert 'peer group pressures on. the immigrant’ Chlld
';who 1ongs chlefly for anonymlty in hlS new group. To cope

Hlth this problem, many immigrant chlldren try to learn to

use two. dlfferent behaV1or and value patterns,' one in wthe
home and the other 'in the’ school and the communlty (cf.'

Krear 1969, Ashvorth 1975). As the chlldren grow older,"the,

'ﬁalnes of the adopted soc1ety will beoone‘more and more

influential. As a matter of fact, the numerous forceful

.dinfluences', of the school the T?, the channels for

. 'entertalnment, and reading, as :vell ~as  many ﬂother,ﬁdaily

”
e e

| experiences of _“th ;mmlgrant chlldren, pressure them

pos

RS

';contlnually to adopt English and the value' system of the



,_bost _sdcieﬁy’,(cf. Kuo 1972, | Ashworth 1975). nnén the
confllct between the language and" values of home and school
cannotr be. resolved, the- immigrant chlldren,' of Course,
ET'LSﬁfFer (Ashvorth.1975)- ’Llnguists, soc1ologlsts, narents,

S : .

and A‘educators alike' are confronted with the task of
; v ‘

a551sting these 1mmlgrant chlldren to. become blllngual and

blcultnral and to go freely from one language and culture ta

‘the other. ~

Bilingualism may also present' another -and nore
spec1f1cally 11ngulst1c nroblem, that_ ;is, linquistic
1nterference. Llngnlstlc 1nterference by the flrst language,
together vith 1nterference by 1nsfructlon, second language
learning strategles, second eelanguage : communlcation
strategies,- and overgenerallzatlon of the target 1anguage
.rules and semantlc features, vas proposed by Sellnker (197 2)
to account for the dlfferent forns produced by the second
language learner.“ The innigrantfchildren not only have to
overconme the'problemlof linguistiCiinterference, they vhaVe
also to learn dlfferent ‘styles "of English‘ plafground .
English, schoolroom Engllsh‘ literary Engllsh Hrltten
English, and so on. The more Engllsh they learn, the greater
.will be the number of educat10nal professional, and social
opportunltles avallable to them (Ashworth 1975). Learning
the correct styllstlc alternates can be dlfflCUIt however,'
since the immigrant: chlldren “are- also bnrdened wlth the

'trenendous challenge of learnlng new cultural structures to



Vappreciate‘the proper and appropriate use”of'the'Styles.

\,

All these psjchological ‘ educatlonal _ soc1o-cultura

and llngulstlc problems of blllnguallsm constltute questlons=
to be addressed 1n the challengrng study of blllnguallsm aJd?.

e

. .4 K
_its effect for good or bad, upon the blllngual lmmlgrant

child. It is so. 1ntr1cate a top1c that uackey (1968) rlghtly
remarked "there is no autonomous d15c1p11ne encompass1ng

e

the llngulstlc phenomenon of blllngUallsm."

Before gOLng on to dlscuss the main problems concerned

in the spe01flc study to be reported in thlS the51s, dnd then

|
motlvatlons for d01ng thls partlcular 1nvest1gat10n, it will

@

be useful to deflne some concepts and terms. BlllnguallsmV

itself is a very general term, and is applled to a lee

range of language behav10rs. Welnrelch (1953) viewed

bilinqualisnm 'as "the practice Jf alternately using two:

¢languages." BloomfieLd, (1933, b. . 56) characterlzesf

bilingualism .as "a natlverllke control over two languages "

s

The Bloomfleldlan deflnltlon _certalnly is too harrow to _'

_encompass 'the behav1or of ‘the najorlty of those who are
usually credited with blllnguallsn (cf. Dlebold 1961 P. 99,

- Wald . 197# pP- 301)- It nlght haVe SerVed hovever, as - a

basis: for those' vho created the notlon of and studled the-'
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S : . ‘ ' -'*x»\u
so-called ﬁbalanced'bilinguals" (cf Peal and Lambert 1962, -

Cumlns ‘and Gulutsan 1974y . in these papers,_ theffterm

S A | e
- balanced blllngual refers to someone - Wwho' - has “ehgual

competence in two languages, wlth spec1al reference to the

egual degree? of the1r llngulstlc achlevement 'inv 'both

_ languages, -.e;,- natlve-llke, control of, Or the lack:

thereof . both languages (cﬁ. Lambert and Anlsfeld A1969 ‘p:

125, Hacnamara 1967 f.h60)._Thls deflnltlon is llmlted

-

“that: in a real blllngual communlty there are not',many

bilinguals who are prof1c1ent to the same degree 1n the two

languages used (cf. Arsenlan 1937 p- 19, Dlebold 1

99).. Rather, a blllngual usually speaks one language etter

than the other (Leopold 1939, pp. 6 7),:and can thus be sa1d

to have one domlnant language and one weaker language.

W
\

To ‘understand -the;iprOcess»-of- becoming -+ bilingual,

'Diebold (1961) argues,' ope',has to. postulaté aVstage ofj,

"incipient blllngualism." ‘To .;eluc1date what "1nc1p1ent

bil{ngualism"“means, Diebold (1961) c1tes his' study of the

o
\\

Huave Indlans of Oaxaca, ‘Mexico, as. an example- his Huave;l

subjects had the ablllty to g1ve a large number of Spanlsh
lexlcal equlvalents to native Huave words, but they were not
s

.necessarlly able to produce vell~formed utterances 'Ain'-ﬁ

Spanish. Wald ‘(397R, P- 303) suggests that thls phenomenon

iy

seens- to ,1mply that blllnguallsm may 'start Awlth the ..

anﬂlSltlon'«Of the lexlcal 1tens of the second language

wlthout the masterlng of syntactlc and phono}og1cal rules-



necessary to produCe,conpiete'meaningﬁnlmsentences.unf

Another type of b111nguallsm, the so—called "receptlve'

ibllanguallsm," 1s #1scussed iin, Macnamara (1967 i 59). N

Receptlve hlllnguals are those who can understand but cannotgh~.

EY

-’speak one of thelr 1anguages. ThlS type of b111nguallsm, asﬁvpvv\

'Macnamara explalned f"typlcally occurs in’ homesflwhere. the'

-

parents< are lmmlgrants to -a’ country thch dlffers ‘in

language from thelr country of orlgln" (p, 59).

R

In- summary, blllnguallsm nlght usefully be taken as:'ap

contlnuum of ab111t1es i £s) manlpulate tuo languages, with
. -

_Bloonfleld'sf deflnltlon, ,“natLVe—llke 3 control of/ twoﬁb"'

:languages'" as Onep pole, and Dlebold s postulatlon of&f

"1nc1p1ent blllnguallsm" as the opp051te. - Im betveen the'

extremes there 15 only the degree of blllnguallsm 1n a range

.v&of b111ngual 51tuat10ns. " This .notlon may turn out to' be -

useful 1n descrlblng a real b111ngual conmunlty such as that

of the Chlnese community in Ednonton, Alberta,~ Canada, who'

constltute the subjects of -the study to be reported in' the ;J'

»body of thls theSlS.

2

The delineation'in'the preceedlng paragraphs, of. the

prohlens of being billngual and the range of nanlfestatlonsusuf,,‘

of blllnguallsn polnt out the dllenna that the neuly arrlvedf;fV«:

51nmlgrants face.,It lS nore than 'clear that parents farejf.

obssessed with the question of Hhether the blllngual child -



LN

15 able to functlon adeguately in school and in }“his‘tpeer""

’{ grouP QSLHQ the communlty language (cf.-uarckvorth 1977b, p.ih;"”"

-2, Kuo 1972, p.-116). Thelr dec151ons about vhat lS best for’f“‘lAw

grthelr chlldren in’ regard to the naintenance of the ethnlcﬁﬁp‘y‘

1anguage, and, “1ndeed d-any : dec1srons . by7 teachers,
school-boards ';etc., about the management and eduCatlon of

the b111ngual Chlld, must be based upon SOlld ev1dence about,

”. thed abllltles and behaV1ors assoc1ated w1th 1mmlgrant.'

blllnguallsm Though 'llnlted 1n scope and object1Ves, thls

-study was proposed therefore, to 1nvest1gate aspé@ts of the;&;f’

Lt

11ngulst1c behav1ors _of »a_ group ' of Canadlan Chlnese

o 1mm1grant blllngual chlldren r951d1ng 1n Edmonton, Alberta,si,

and the posslble relatlonshlp of these hehav1ors to external g-

-‘1soc1o-cultura1 varlables.p'The_ pr1nc1pal object of' thls o

e lnvestlgatlon gis explorationrrig?h followlng general

questlons ane of partlcular 1nterest. -

_ "ff1) How “do the blllnguals perform on"’
T Varpious llngulstlc -and psychollngulstlc ‘
- --tests in comparlson to monollnguals? B

2) what appears to be the effect on a

child's w,second language- behav1or -of

“dccess  to.  two competing language -

Systems,: l.e., is there any effect, ‘and -
‘ " if there.is, what is the nature of this
T . effect? Is it an~‘enhanc1ng or _an/

S ~.1nterfer1ng one?
s - 3) To uhat extent does. a. v1de -range'5ff F L U
< -+ external soc10-cu1tural variables . . /7

.. interact with or determine blllngualJbl{
. language behavior? SRS R

;u) Hov wlll snch a study shed 1lght on : /i R
 the problem of dlvergent deflnltions jof I
*blllnguallsn? :

N -
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"'These' éuestiOns "are fhe=zones' Hlth vhlch parents of

blllngual chlldren ‘are most concerned- they .aref alsO',ofv

1nterest the' llngulst vho _isﬁ,concerned about the.

blllngual ¢hlld's language acgu1S1t10n, 1ts rate,: pattern

Ji'and content as compared vlth that of the nonollngual chlld'«

,to_'th psychqllngulst who 1s Concerned about the language;
' process as blt 'may'“be;'revealed by the' acqulsltlon ,and

productlon- pattern (cf Marckvorth 1977b, p._1). and to the

5001ollngu1st who 1s ~oﬂoerned about language soc1allzat10n . _f

::'ﬁuf; sKno -1972,-p. 1). To carry out the 1nvest1gatlon, four
”1anguage behavxor tests were admlnlstered to a populatlon of
'f, blllngual chlldren from the communlty noted ‘above. ‘These
: gere'_an‘ Engllsh derlvatlonal morphology test, Ch;nese:and
';Bnélish " syntax - tests, : Chlnese o andf{ V ﬁnglisn
w;snntaénatlc/parad1gnat1c word :assoc1ationfltests,'Jand-faf_-
'Codeeswitching test;5 As'f,well, varlous guestlonnalres:
de51gned to examlne extenSLVe soc1o-cultural varaables whlchn“
v“‘in nght 1npact on’ language; behaV1ot vere admlnlstered. Thed
”Smf cnntent and ratlonales of thesei tests ' and questlonnaires
V‘v1ll be fully treated in Chapter Three. ‘To find" out to what“
extent the soc1o—cultural varlables and ‘blllngual language
behavlors 1nteract 'a set of Kruskal Wallls and Kendall-

statlstlcal analys/ were carried Lout to dlsentangle the

,conplex:4 1nter elatlonships along these varlables.” The'

-

appllcatlon and recnlts of the statist1ca1 analyses wlll be
treated in Cﬁapter Four. In this manner it -was hoped that
the Confllctlng ev1dence reqardlng blllngualisn and its:

i

: R
VA -
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.'1inguisric, social, and psychologlcal manifestations could

u

be reduced to .some reasonable order.

3



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED STUDIES

~An Introduction

The history of the study‘ofvbilingualiSm is not a short
. ope. In its dodefn COntext it can be dated back at least as
arly as the turn of this century. A comprehen51ve review of
the llterature is thus beyond the scope of the’ present work.

This cChapter will treat only a select ive sample of empirical

studies which are related to. this 'tl.xeeigs.‘.Bas,ically¢ the

selecion was  made according " to  the followlng o

- EEEAPE o - . N

. CamsideratidnsT. TFifst “sugh " StudleS~ should have “direct

".Béhring'ehfthe PrbblemS‘Stated“in Chapfet‘one.“seéond;ﬂ‘thef"

' shou1d1~'be;* enpirical ~{in ‘nature. . Based ‘on these ~ two

principles the Treview - w111 be organlzed 1nto four sectlons'
studies of Chinese-English bilinguals, of bilingualism and
iptelligence, of bilingualism and 1inguistic proficiency,
apd of thedrole of an ethnic language et home.

- ' 11‘» LT R ) » o e V.,, - e 7, PN @ e e e w
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Studies of Chinese-Enqlish Bilinguals

One' of the earliestl studiesb of Chinese-English
bilinguals was 'carried out by Yeung (1921), The‘speoific
purposes'of Yeung‘s investigation were' to find out‘ the
'hgeneral intelligenoe levelh of  Chinese children. ir  the
-vvicinity of San Francisco,‘ to compare ‘the- intelligence
scores of these chlldren with norms for American chlldren of
31m11ar socio-economic status,  and to see 'whether sex
differences existed in the Chinese sample (kp. 267).”.Yeung
‘gave the stanford Revision. of the Binet Scale to 109 Chlnese
children 1in the v1c1n1ty of San Franc1sco durlng the sprlng

of 1921. The- subjects ranged from flve to thlrteen years old

and were all Amerlcan-born. Sixty-two were boys and forty

seven were girls. Most of them came fronm parentswoi lover .

’soc10—eCOnom1c status.' Theﬁ Chinese _ language, customs,

R U ,_ .

bellefs, and manner*'of worshlp Here all retalned 1n the

homes of these chlldren. Accordlng to Yeung,' "the‘ Chlnefm -

‘children master[ed] the Engllsh language readlly" (p- 207).

O . " = - ow. .

‘The'-results revealed no striking dlfferences in the

1ntelllgence of - Chlnese .and Amerlcan chlldren. Both "groups

performed at about the same level. Yeung also obtained.the o

results of the Blnet tests glven to hseveral' other :rac1al

ka} "~ T 5 - &

groups in the v1c1n1ty of Stanford Unlver51ty and compared

“these results Hlth hlS own data. He found that the Chinese

markedly outperformed the South‘Europeans and performed»as

.
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well aslthe_North-Europeansq The median intelligence' score
for the'Chfhese_group was 97 in comparlson with 99 as found
by. Terman for the unselected Amerlcan chlldren. A sex
dlfference was not clearly 1nd1cated by the data because the
numbers were too small for 1nterpretatlon, although there
vas a sllght bias in favor of the glrls. .The correlatlon
between 1ntelligence and soc1o—econom1c statusm for .the
Chlnese vas cons1derably lower than that found wlth Amerlcan
chlldren.’ Yeung explained that . the . coeff1c1ent of
correlatlon is lowered "because large numbers of the Chlnese
children test in 1nte111gence " above thelr, soc1al and
economic status"-(Yeungv1921, p-. 273).

‘Interesting ‘as flt is) Ieung's study has to  be-
'1 1nterpreted _carefullyf rt“'hasfttﬁoflimitations.»Eirst, in

- u51ng the Blnet - tests, the vocabulary 'tests . wWere

1ntent10nally omltted ; Sanef Yeung clalmed that they were -

unfalr to the Chlnese chlldren, thus "nece581tat1ng a- small . ..

5 )

change ey the SCorlng of . the tests" (p 267). Furthermore,‘
Yeung d1d not control for the. factor of Nage. Among 109_
-subjects tested,‘ forty-nine vere nine to ten Years old and
?thirty—three Gere ‘twelve to thirteen, represénting " the
largest. groups - in the . total sample. The remaiming

ﬁtuenty—seven Wiere of various -other ages from five to

o ot -

c%”€* thitteen. Because of the sampllng method for age, the median
1nte111gence computed by Yeung for the total Chinese sample:
o uas'97 a flgure unsurprlslngly close to that for the nine

) v
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to ten year old Chinesef subgroup; that 'is, the medlan'
1ntelllgence score computed by Yeung represents that of the
subgroup rather "t han the total group, because the n1ne to
ten year old Chlnese subgroup was cverrepresented It is,

.therefore, .falr to suggest that the sampllng technlque was

actually biasegd. “:'." ‘ _ c oy

Another early experimental investigation of the verbal

'abilities of Chinese—English bilinguals was'done by S. L.

Wang (1926). Hang vas 1nterested in know1ng Hhether there is

a language bias 1nvolved in comparlng rac1al groups by means
biof a. verbal 1nte111gence test. He admln;stered ' Ohio State
'Unlver51ty I. Q. Test to thlrty—four Chlnese,‘ ]50 black
,Amerlcan students, forty-flve students born 1n_ Ru551a, rand
also to vhite American students matched for age, sex, and
year of study at the Ohlo State _UnlverSLtyrv_Hang clalmed
that his Chlnese subjects scored'Significantly better than
any of the other rac1a1 groups mentloned above on 'the“ test
of number ser ies, whlch lnvolved very llttle language usage,
and that they performed as well as- the palred Amerlcan white

students on the test of arithmetic problems. These

“_ Chlnese—Engllsh blllnguals vere, however, decidedly 1nfer10r

vto the palred white American students on tests of proverbs,
dlssected sentences, and general 1nformat10n vhlch not only

demanded a high level of llngulstlc sophlstlcatlon'but also:
',in-depth knowledge of American life and._custons. ‘uang;“t'

ES

concluded that his Chinese subjects ,vere‘ not .imferior
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handlcapped by language dlfflculty (p- 105). ) _slz
Waugfs. study, just -like that of Yeung,'represented a

_ , S

ploneerlng enthu51am coupled wlth rudlmentary experrmental

design’ and} statlstlcal techn;gue, His subjects could ‘be

.ldescribed as. a hlghly selected ”sample, “he himSelf
admitted . (p- 106). Taklng thlS factor into apcount "we have
to ‘interpret the - superlorltyw of ‘the Ch;nese _bilinguaisF

‘ % o - o : : | C
‘performance  on. . arithmetic problems and number series

cautiously. - Aﬁother iutfinsio 'difficulty with o the.

.experimental' de51gn vas that Hang dld not- carefully control

‘other. varlables such as soc1o—econom1c status _and language

4

background.\ We do ‘not know,_ for. 1nstance, vhere thesef“

AN
\

Chinese bilifguals were born, brought _up; and educated

originally. = This liuitation made further generalizatiou

.virtuallj impossihle; More detrlmental is‘ the laok-' of

;developmeutal llnformatlon about the Ru551an group (cf. Wang'
1926, note 3;:p. 105). If it vere ‘the case that thesef'
tRu551an subjects- vere in fact brought up in Amerlca and'
spoke only-Euglish at home,ahd'school, this group then cou;dl
not serve as a v1able exper1menta1 group.~ Flnally, ~We --are.:

“also not clear how many Amerlcan students serwed assthe'”,;,

-J...’g- e - :4'»"' l\'.‘"o'

controi group. He would 11ke to know for sure that the‘**f?“"

’4control group vas not unﬂerrepresented or- overrepresented“f;wa‘h’“

:-fin spite of these veaknesses, Wang dld‘ralse

T L R Y e e s v e mw oo
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' .eompared to other racial. groups in terms of*nén%Verbal‘\

1nte111gence tests; however,_, they were  undoubtedly
Lo 4
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i issue regardlng blllnguals'vverbai and non-verbal abllltleS;:- Yo

' whlch isa3st111 much alxve 1h contemporary studles of . "

-, .-

bllinguals and blllngual educatlon. That 1s,‘what 1s thepled“

’[‘ real effect of blllnguallsm on measured 1nte111gence° R

SR '..-..... e .
A T we e iw . . - v . N
. T T S ¥

In the studles of Chlnese—Engllsh b111nguals, uadorah

Smlth and her students have made ;mportant‘contrmbutmonsa cee e s

o e s am e R

Smlth who has spent a llfetlme 1n blllngual studles, hegan_“

by~ studylng some Amerlcan chlldrem A rova who Were elther

born _o had llved in China’ and consequently had become o _
~b111ngual .(1931- 1935)'. ’S‘he found 'that the R Engllsh o
vocabularles of her subjects werewbelow average, and«thelr-
llngUlSth development uas retarded‘due to the change -of -
env1ronment (Smlth 19%1 p 187). Smlth 1ater studled the
Chlnese Engllsh blllnguals in Havall. Chun (1935), _oneﬂ of

Smlth' . students, reported that in informal English
conversatlon her bilingual subjects ‘used shorter sentences

than monollnguals of' the same age. Motoyama (19“0) found
that“herv Ch;nese-EngiiSh b111ngua1 subjects were ~ below

‘aVerage in 'terms of thelr vocabulary 51ze. The hlgher the‘

blllngual scores, that 1s, vhen Chinese" was spoken more fat

' {
home, _the worse _th chxldren performed 1n the vocabulary

“‘-n-.u,.q * e Lt -

test.xuotoyama's study 1s 1mportant in that, itx‘appears uto.féij;:f77

LR A A TR W

p01nt‘“out- the.‘poverful 1nflnence 'of home language donf;ﬁf

I

R . e

F Al e - < R S

."‘:-“‘“Chﬂdrefn's Enghsh vocabtrlary a.cgllisiti"oﬁ-‘_.,ﬁer sugqested PSR

1nterpretatlon has a contemporary echo 1n the controverslali"”' S

problem,-oﬁ_ SPanlsh—English hillnguallsm yhlch AHlIl peffpjwy..._l

e e w . e b I e T . ‘ FERE
. u,.‘t“_‘"‘ .-u. t

vl . i . : Cag é . X
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- briefly trevieved*'in the next sectlon. Theoretlcally, the:

factor-oﬁ_-an“ ethnic language spoken at ‘home mlght be

. Seemingly as detrlmental as: uotoyama cla1med° its effect on
zacademlc achlevement is less certaln, hovever._Smlth ~119u2)

1!1;1nterest1ngly conflrmed - our cr1t1c15n; Snlth obtained

*“blllngual scoresi aaptltude ascores,‘ and'~ the grade—poxnt; .

ratios‘ (presumbly the grade p01nt average) of students whol“
destudled at the Unlver51ty of Hawall. ‘The subjects con51sted“
'nga;fj”5;5m1th observed that "the least and next to the poorestd
&:r;; . ggEugllsh 'is; used ih¢ the hones of the students of Japaneseﬁ_
L .v'ancestry":(p. 357), next for Koreans,x Chlnese,v Hawaalans;a o
and Caucasians last. On the college% aptltude’ test"thel
Cauca51ans ranked flrst Chlnese and Japanese next and the
'Hawallans and Koreans last. As for the grade-p01nt ratios,
-the means for the varlous ethnlc ’groups -were’ 2.28 for -
: pninese,l‘2.26 'for— Cauca51ans, 2 33 for Japanese, 1. 96 for
’Hagailans,’and 1 92 for Koreans. Smith concluded that "t he
grade?point ratios ‘were hlgher 1n the case of those Chinese
and Japanese who attended ethnlc language school" (p. 363).
‘Smith's 'study thus seemed to Suggest:;that a bilingual
lbackground dld not have ,detrimentali.effects on academic

achievement,

.'th
A

"7f5¥"Koreans, Japanese, Chinese, Hawallans, and Caucasians.l”"" '

ntfff€355555f' fuo partrcularly 1nterest1ng papers (Smlth 1939,;;37

o ?f_,;g-1957), §n1th—stated.that 1n 1933 hec subjects of Chlnese°'_

o

. s . o e e
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knev hardly any Chlnese and actually were monollnguals. "The - -
-only . _Chlnese words used hy more than three chlldren vere
those by vhlch they called thelr grandparents" (Smlth 1957
P 258 ).1In 1933 Smlth observed a verbal def1c1ency in hHer

'subjects, 'bht_uim,,1957 the nev generatlon was found to be

o almost as prof1c1ent - as thelr . Amerlcan monollngual

counterparts 1n tetms of length and complexrty of sentenbes, T
command of ~vocabulary,‘ amd _th ablllty —use aspects 3
q;‘correctly. however, thF speech of -theﬁpn generatlon: "1s

‘stlll COntamlnated by pldgln Engllsh so . that they Stlll nake

"Iﬁtoo- hlgh“ a percent of errors: for thelr age" {p-. 258 ). .

' Unfortunately, ve are here left unclean "Y-~what Smi th
'-referred ~to. ‘when"sheﬂ Spoke of "pldgln Engllsh" and where‘
chlldren were exposed to it. Was lt _an_snbstandard Engllsh
spokﬁn at home or that spoken in the streets? If the new
generatron had: been contamlnated by pidgin Engllsh"; spoken

at home, '£ﬁé"ﬁsé' of ethnlc language as the home Ianguagesll
mlght be more‘approprlate. - He v111 treat thls .toplc. in

detall 1n the next sectlon.

. A dlssertatlon done at the Unlver51ty of: Callfornla at
Berkeley by Chen .{1964) appears . also. to _demonstrate_ that
bilingualism has detrlmental effeCt‘ on bilingualsl
' performance on’ Engllsh tests. Chen set out to 1nvest1gate
the effects of bmlinguallsm on. llngulstlc skllls as measured
by Engllsh tests. He selected 160 Chlnese students attendlng

westlake Junlqr H;gh School 1n Qakland Callfornla,aas his_:?

.....



,"Subjects.-TheSe subjécts vere .elther monolinguala Ethish.

o

,develo?ment and intelligencej_(McCarthy.'195u,:Jones‘l960,,

"‘a"' "°' o-'e'

speakers or Chlnese-Engl;sh bllinguals."ﬂe admlnlstered to -

these students the 1957 rev151on -of "the . Caleornla Reading

. .

Test, Form _W; - which’ prov1ded three 'séores'-famfreading
comprehen51on score, .a'reading vocabulary score, and a total

reading .score. The experimental results vrevealed that
. : N

,monollnguals ‘a- dec1dedly ,superlor to blllnguals on all

o

e e

three ‘scores. Chen concluded that "blllnguallsm is a factor‘
in. the 1nfer10r performance of the blllnguals.‘ Thls study
seems to- be. quest;onable in experlmental ~de31gn. Flrst fﬂVW

_all,_ it. did not control for socio-economic factors,which

have beenurepeaﬁedljkshoﬁnﬁto be correlated with linguistic

Cazden‘1965y: In addition, age and sex are also important

variables which should be taken into account, and they vere

T N . v
also 1gnored in this vstudy. Névertheless, ‘it . presents a

negatlve effect of - blllngualrsm 'bhi;second*'language

performance whlch needs to be explored.-

w.

' Contrary to Chen s-‘(19éu)' findings, Kllne and .Lee’

- (1972) reported that their subjects had not been adversely

influenced by blllnguallsm. They studled "dyslexia, ‘deflned
as reading dlsablllty occurlng in a Chlld who has adequate
lntelllgence, v1510n, and hearlng, _and ilsf wlthout ‘brain

-

damage or prlmary 51gn1f1cant emotlonal dlsablllty," ‘in

Chinese chlldren 1n Vancouver, Brltlsh Columbra, yho were -

simultaneously 1earn1ng' to read and write in English and-



Chlnese (pQ 9)._After a’ full day studylng rn publft school

W T

these

'A,prlvate Chlnese language schools to. read and wrytemmchinese"'

23

- h P

!

chlldren 'stayed forf ‘t¥o  hours. in ome: of the three:th” .

T

eI

-anaf to learn Chlnese culture and hlstory.rThe total number

of subjects in thlS study was 277- 136 - of thenm came ”fron*

Strathcona Publlc School 1and were attendlng a - prlvate

Chlnese 1anguage school-~1u1 were from public schoolsf'other L

than'

S

'School.

O

trathcona- studylng in the Hon Keang Chlnese Language'

All of the subjects took the Iota Oral Readlng Test

.
he .~ .
R

whlch 1nd1cates readlng dlsablllty- A Chinese ver51on of'the

Iota was also dev1sed standardlzed validatedivand used “to

determine “the chlldren s ablllty .in readlng Chlnese. In

_addition,‘the authors admlnlstéred Seven addltlonal tests to

those .

students. showlng readlng dlsablllty. ‘The famlly o

-

backgroundwtof the"subjects was aliso. studled by asklng the

‘parents to complete 'a: guest;onnalre.varom' th returned

W t .

_,qguestlonnalre,‘ the authors were able . to report that Chlnese

was the language spoken 1n the hones of nlnety two percent

- of_

the

chlldren almost exclu51vely and most of the, tlme 1nw'“’*53"

the other elght percent. The subjects were also found to be

from the families of the sane socio~economnic level. ’ ' ¢

. Th

e results of the study revealed that the 1nc1dence of

dlsabllltles uas5 as follows. (a) in Chlnese only, thlrteen

percent- (b) in Engllsh only,' nine percent' '(c),'inv both '-qu.u

languages, “six percent; Comblnlng the flgures, the total

havingAtrouble in,English was flfteen percent and:the totaIN'
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haV1ng dlfflCﬂlty thh Ch1nese,13nineteen percent.f This

Coander L

ST . -

amount of dyslex1a_ 1n a populatlon 1s con51dered by Kane'~
and Lee to be 1n51gn1f1cant for two reason5° j(a)' the
natlonal 1nc1dence of Engllsh readlng dlsablllty as reported;

-was 1u 7 percent' tb) p0s51b111t1es of measurement error in. .

. . > . a RN
."’““.‘:\m e e : -
Y - . -

R the stu

_fes“should be alloved.»-

It is 1nterest1ng to note that only srx percent c

chlldren in this study had‘difficulty in -both 1anguages and

) their 1ncidence of'reading 111ty at the.vend of grade» .
/ -<>
three was much,levéf/than the reported natlonal average. All -
/ s

of /these chlldren spoke both languages- many of them even;

”spoke*dhlnese more fluently than Engllsh accordlng to Kllne_..‘~~r~'

e - v_ At
e e

L and Lee. More surprlslnd is the fact that 5the chlldren . at

Strathcona School whlch ;s almost completely Chlnese 1n;?ff~‘?'”

. . 4.‘

populatlon, consastently have the hlghest scholastlc averagehw:hvﬁhw"
”1n the Vancouver Publlc SChOOl system. -Conseguently, the -
authors.y argued that there '}s“ihoYJneed to- fear that{h';i;h
blllnguallsm mlght confuse the chlldren and create problems

“in- learnlng to read

Reasons to -account for the discrepanc1es betveen thei

experlmental results of Chen (196&) ;onf‘the'ﬁgné. hand and
‘:Kllnej.and Lee (1972) on the other are not that dlfflCUIt to%-j-

: find,. Plrst .of | all, -:the‘ studLes ; are ‘J dlfferent‘

"vmethodologicallyﬁf.éhen;hpade an.lntra‘conparlson' that 1s,;

A :;his experimental’ (bilingual) ‘and control ) (monolingual)

¢



: gfoupé .are- both Chlnese. He .do" not know, therefore, whether
hls blllngual subjects would underperform or,-outperform
“whlte Amerlcan students;_ Furthermore, We are 'not clear

whether' or not - these blllngual students_ have academlc

... RN
b

problems in- school.-It nay be the case that Chen's subjects,v

though ' belng unfavorably evaluated, are sat;sfactory_l

-

‘s students in terms of academlc achlevement "If ;so, 'Chenﬁs;

L argument then represents a hypothe51s _too strong to bef-t

t substantlated. On the other hand Kllne and hLee's findipg
“that- the children at Strathconau'School vhich is almost

completely Chlnese nin populatlon,chon51stently have the;

o _ e
. 5 ¥

"}Ehlghest“‘schdlastlc average in the Vancouver Publlc School

5ystem 1s'surpr151ng. This flndlng seems to be in llne vwith e 4

SmlthJs (19u2) obServatlon in Hawall, hovever. B

O Lo
-

If"Kliﬁen and Lee (1972) Seen overly Optlmlstlc about

blllnguallsm, Ramsey and wrlght (1970) are less fso;l Aftern -
t{vstudylng language backgrounds and achlevement ln.Toronto
'schools,: Ramsey and5 Hrlght r@ported that .thei‘ Chinese
,students of_ recent arrlval from outs;de -Canada, " when

compared vith"other ethnlc, groups .such as - Canadians,v
‘.-Germans,, - Greeics, It-alians, apﬁ Portuguese, ’ "are most

Q

: successful on the tests }of computatlonal SklllS and the
progre551ve matrlces, thelr ratlngs-byvteachers are'lovEr"

»and thelr scores on the Picture Vocahulary Test are very

AN

-louﬂ' (p. 9); Ransey and. erght concluded that in evaluatlng

the academlc achlevement ,ofv Chlnese. stndents, "no clear



‘__inf the Tw1n Cltlesq area ﬁ Kuo administered a modi..ed

26

.

patterns were ohservable on the ba51s of language alone" (p.a'
731). Notlce that Ramsey and Urlght dldaCOnflrm ¥ang' s (19L6)

flndlng that the Chlnese -blllnguals might be hand;capped'

llngulstlcally, but they are certalnly not 1nferlor in the

tests 1nvolv1ng less lanUISth SOphlStlcathD. Thls finding,

'also p01nts out the complexlty of studylng b111ngua11sm (cf-'

‘Mackey 1968).,

4
< -

vone-;OE ‘the most 1mportant SOClOllBgUlSth studies of

Chlnese—Engllsh blllnguals reported “dn the‘ llterature is

: N
that of oKuOu (1972). Alnlng "to 1nvest1gate the bilingual

pattern and 1ts varlatlons among preschool Chlnese'~ch11dren'?‘

-

'ver51on'of ‘the. Peabody'P1Cture Vocabulary 'Test (PPVT)'tin

both . Engllsh and Chlnese forms to- hlS forty- even subjects.
A modlfled form of the Hoffnan Blllngual SChednle (193“) was

adopted to measure-the famlly blllngual‘scores. In addltlon,

" intensive interview techniques . were. . also used in

'data-collectlon. Kno's 4flndings, supported the nOtlon that:
. the fanlly is hlghly influentlalA "in  the ~ bilingual
sociallnatioﬂ.’of [tbe‘ cnildlﬁi If the patents used'note
,Englishxin'their'conversation_netieen‘ themselves and wlth,lr
the child, or in”reading Stonies to the chlld if they.ue;e"
naturallzed Amerlcan crtlzens, if they had mdre-y}ears"oft

- experlence in’ the Unlted States, ‘and if theY‘served more

Amerlcan food in the famlly, the. Chlld tended to be' more

wprof1c1ent in Engllsh-tnan in Cn;nese. Kuo also found that,

'S
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when the fanily was Chlnese—orlented the
child would 1learn more Chinese but not
less English. On the other hand, when
the family was English- orlented the
child might learn less Chinese, but not
more English. The family environment was
more influential in the child's learning
of Chinese (Kuo 1972, pp. 156-157).

Kuo's findings also revealed. that the chikd's, English
ability‘increaSed’vifh a§e, while his Chinese proficiency
"tended to level off whenvthe child was older." Kuo reasoned
that when the 'child grows older the extra-familial
1nf1uences then become more ang more important to the Chlld

and . consequently the predominant 1mpact of the family tegds‘

to decrease (cf. Ashworth 1975) . 'Therefore, it is possible - -

2

to predict that,

soon after the «child starts grade

school, his ability in English will

reach a level comparable tao the norm of

other ' monolingual American children,

while his Chinese language ability may

remain constant or start to decline (Kuo

1972, p. 157).

’ \ ,. "

Pinally, Ku‘ Feported that his statistical analysis did not
suggest that' the learning of one language affects,
positively or Regatively, the learning of another language,
because the child learns one language fronm the family and

-another from outside the family (p. 157). In short‘ Kuo's
study does not support Macnamara's balance~effect hypqt§e51s
o

(1966) which predlcts that "1f a Chlld develops s lls. in

one of his tﬁo 1anguages, he generally pays fo,

def1c1t in the o;her"» Ep. v’ ‘

B U



The Kuo study‘represents one of the most thorouoh and

L )7

“inﬁortant soc1ollngulst1c 1nvestlgatlons of Chlnese Engllsh

N

: b111nguals to date, not the least for its acknowledgement of

Sy e ‘..(:

the fact that soc1al factors: are 1mportant in the study of

language behavior--a fact often dignored ln the previous

studiesf It has several limitations, however, as Kuo himself
adnitted {pp- 160-164) . Firstly, his subjectsa wWere mainly
from families of the'upﬁer—middle professional class whose
homogeneity certainly prevents further generalization akout
the role of socio-economic status 1in languageAbehavior.

Secondly, the, PPVT is only a test of "hearing vocabulary"

which 1is a very small dimension of the total range of _

linguistic abilities. Finally, Kuo points out that  many
panents of his subjects suggested that."early scnool years,
instead of preschool years, were the most disturbing years
for both children and their parents in terams of bilingual
experience" (pp. 163-164), possibly because as soon as the
oilingual children are enrolled in the. school, they
immediately have to confront independently all the
psychological, educational, socio-cultural, and 1in§uistic

problems which are not apparent when they are protected and

sheltered in the home. Further research along this line,

therefore, isfdesperately needed, according to Kuo (p. 164).

The present'study'may heip to f£fill this gap.

The above brief review of the studies of

-

.....
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Chinese—English bilingoals reveals that in most of the early
'studies, the éhinese bilinguals ;ere found to be handiCabped
in some aspects of verbal abllltles in comparlson to thelr
j'monollngual counterparts (¥ang 1926 Smltﬁ 1933( 1942, 1957,
Chen 1964, Ramsey and -Wright 1970), but they were not
inferior in non—verbal tests (Yeung 1921 Wang 1956,‘Ragsey
and Hrlght 1970). The recent studies are more fayorable to
Chinese blllnguals; however. Por example, Kline and Lee
(1972) conclude that bilingualism has no detrlmental effects
"on the readlng ab111ty of thelr Chlnese Engllsh blllngual
J subjects._ On the contrary, their 1nc1dence of dyslexia at
'”the end ovarade Three‘was much 1lower than the ‘reported:
national average. Kuo (1972) is also optnistic in projecting
‘ ghat .the English- ability of the Chinese bilinguals will
reeoh a level comparable to the norm of their monolingual
counterparts after  they enter grade school. ° The
contradiction of these‘test results with the-earlier stuydies
undoubtedly points to a need for further study of the

problem. .

Houever,' the' question .of the lack of agreement in
results between studies in the earlier years of. this century
-and more recent ones may not be due entirely to deficiencies
in the methodology in the earller studies. It is possible
tbat - the pattern of acculturation of the immigrant
‘population has changed consideggbly in fifty years: in the

-~

1920s, immigrants typically entered North American society
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as servants and unskilled laborerS' and lived in ghettos.
Today, dimmigrants may be hlghly educated people who move

1mmed1ately into the upper middle profe551onal ‘classes,,and

-

;oA . o *

‘assbciate with thelr monollngual nelghbors on equal terms.

¥e cannot ignore the p0531b111ty that such dlfferenqes in

socialization mqy affect the' language acquisition of the

Tmlmmlgrant ‘bilingual Chlld.

The study of blllnguallsm and 1nte111gence can also be

’dated back to as early as the turn of the twentleth century.

Llngulsts psychologlsts, and educators were at that time
concernedtabout vhether bilingualism affects: intelleetuel
functioning. Among the early reports, Ronjat (1913) has
become a classic in the study of - bilingualism (cited in
Arsensian 1937 pP. 29). Ronjat carefully recorded the
linguistic development of his bilingual son, Louis. Louis
acquired both French and German'simultanequsly.at home. The
father and thevrelatives on the father's side spoke French
to Louis, but the mother and the relatives on the mother's

51de spoke Gernan to him. These two languages, Prench ‘and
German, wvere. kept on as equal a level as possible. Ron jat
reported that from the very start the child pronounced the
two languages as vell as a monolingual ohild in either

language. At the end of this third year, Louis- became
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to see thenm funétion bilingually. .

\yote oee . b/' . O T I

conscious of . his bilingualism and eager to show off his

.

bilingual ahlllty by acting as an lnterpreter. Accordlng _to

Ronjat,' Louis" accent and 1ntelllgence were not retarded Lnr;.

_anyfway-,Even .after- regevrng gchoglmng~'1n “Frenchh deuis.“i

Vo)np "
o v a
AT 3 @

-stlll ‘maintained his knowledge of and 1nterest in ‘the German
blanguage }equallyﬂ w1th‘French. S;mllar,blographlcal reports:”
~{e.g. Leopold 1939~u9)~occur’throughout.inrtthe 'literature;

However, these studies, valuable as”'they . are, are not

empirically sufficient to prove that bilingualism presents

no . handicap to the intellectual functionihg of children

brought up in Qil;pgualuedggronments; because it' should- be_;
;noted that children reared in such '01rcumstances were

_generally rewarded hi;their fanily who were unusually eager

i

Numerous experiments  have attempted to Adetermine
whether monolingual and bilingual children - differ in
intelligence as ‘“measured by standard tests: The results

‘obtained  are unfortunately %  contradictory. . ' Many

r

investigators, especiak}y'ih the early years of the.century,

~concluded thaf bilingualisn does have a detrlmental effect

on 1ntellectual functlonlng. However, there are others who

have found - little ot ho‘ influence of billngualism on

intelligence. But, strikingly surprising are most of the

recent empirical studies, which <clair . to obtain positive

test results,  suggesting that bilingualism - may have

- favorable intellectual consequence S.- Part of the

-
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- and operatlonal 1ntelllqence.r?‘

e
unnecessarlly controver51a1 1nterpretatlon, 1.'e;; that of

rac1al superlorlty,' p0551b1y arlseS"from confu51on “of

-"1nnate ;ntedllgence" and "ogeratlonal 1nte111gence n If we

La s a
L L e e

follow Hebb (1972) to deflne "1nnate lnteliigence" as the
hypothetlcal construct of 1nborn mentallty of an 1nd1v1dual -
then,= by deflnltlon, such inborn capa01ty canv not be

affected “by\ any external factors such as bllrnguallsm and

5.7

env1ronmenta1" advantages or dlsadvantages. Consequently,
innate - intélllgence* 5 Y- w1rtually~ beyond y ;p0551ble_
emplrlcal measurement. Our concern, therefore, 1s' wlth *thef

»

. unknown relatlonshlp between blllnguallsm, external factor} )

i

‘ Anon§ the early studles which support the deleterlous'
effects of bllinguallsm, Saer (1923) fistyae'clas51cal andr~
typlcal | example.“ Saerzrtested”ﬂnearl§ fourteen hundred‘
chlldren of seven to twelve years of age from five rural and‘
two urban dlStthtS in wales. He obtained information about
»the'socioeCOnonic background, home'language,‘and age of each
‘ chiid; and then admlnlstered the Stanford -Binet Scale to his *
subjects. For those who used Welsh as their mother language,'
a ,translated version: ‘in Welsh vas used instead. The test’
results revealed (1) that the 'urban_ - subjects, " béth:
‘3fbilinguais and monolinguais,. outperformed those from the
rural area, (2) that there is an 1nconszderable difference<
‘between monollnguals and blllnguals from the urban distrlct

but, (3 ) that there ‘is a considerable nd. significant



-dinferioritj of"rural”Jbiiinguals'jwhén‘cbnpared-vith;their-fii-~

t.”rural monollngual counterparts—-the' gap ‘f 'inferiority.

-became v1der and wlder W1th each year from seven to eleven

‘"years old as. shovn in rhythmfand dextrallty tests S (p." 38).,"'

F.fThe mean range of vocabulary of . monollnguals vas hlgher than

- - v e oan
N ‘-4:l¢°0a@<\’* G e e °

that of the blllnguals. “In explalnlng “the" dlscrepancy, Saer C

speculated that mental confu51on’ p0551b1y ‘occurs . in the

"L biiinguals ‘morev.often than in the monollnguals. Though the

- wo.

Saer study was falrly good 1n terms of 1ts Sample 51ze, it -

did'.not* carefully control for the factor of soc1o—econom1c
.status ﬁhlch -has been repeatedly found to be closely related
.to- measured 1ntelllgence and 11ngulst1C' development- (Neff

'1938 HcCarthy 195“ Jones 1960 Curry 1962).

5]

sé%er51 other studies  (Graham T925;aueadz1927, ﬁigg_

1

1928, Pintner 1932, Jones and Stewart 1951, Lewis 1959) have

also.shownlthat'the monolinguals outperformed’the bilinguals~

on intelligence tests.: Tucker and d'Anglejan (1971, p.. 491)

sum up ,the four bel1efs wldely expressed throughout these

kS

studies.
1) © Children  who' ~ are - instructed
bilingually from an early age will
v suffer cognitive or  intellectual

- retardation in comparison with their

) monollngually lnstructed counterparts.

' 2) They vill not achleVe the same level RS
of content @' 'mastery as ‘their * o
monolingually instructed counterparts.

3) They will not achieve acceptable
native language or. target language
skills. ' o o '




-u)-;The3'majbrity.'wiil 'becdneev'annnic3 A
individuals without - affiliation to
elther ethnollngulstlc contact group.

. E N ;
[ :

, - \ o | ’ P
However, ‘all of these studles could be 'crltlclzed for'

failing to ~control the factors~of 50c1o-econom1c status,ﬁ»_“

’wage, and blllnguals' knowledge of both languages (cf. ,Darcy

|

e a e - a A ..

1953, 1963, Peal and'Lambert 1962).

a -

'fhﬁothefl-W'group' Qf : stndies on Spanlsh English,

‘Italian—English and Jewlsh-Engllsh ‘bilingdals (Plntner dand

Keller4 1922, Seidl 1937, Darcy 19u6 Johnson 1953, Lev1nson

~.1953) and some studles of Chlnese Engllsh bilinguals (Yeung

1921, Hang ‘ 1926, Ramsey - and..Wrrght 1970) .show that
bilinguals underperformed.the monolinguals on ‘verbal qtestsﬂ
but scored . better or as well as monollnguals on performance
of nonverbal tests. In thlS category, the Se1d1 study (1937)
is alrather vel;—controlled example (cf., Peal and Lambert
1962) . Seidl administered the41916 Stanford-Binet Scale and
the Arthur Point ;cale of Perfdrmance to his tvo_ ‘gronps .of
snbjects' vhc ‘were matched on sex and age. The test results

revealed that monollnguals were snperlor to bilinguals on

all . verbal te sts, but blllngualsv were superior to -

monolinguals on performance. measures; Although Seidl d4did

econtrol the factdrs such as’agem‘sex, and blllngual ability,.

he falled to match the subjects omn soc1o-econom1c status. It
should be noted that the mean occupatlonal level of the

monolinguals"® parents was~in‘the.laboring‘_class while the

2
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~bilinguals} vas,semiskilled labor. This difference in social
‘class may“partly explaln the- superlorlty of blllnguals on
- some tests. This, cr1t1c1sm could also be applied to other

studies (i.e.,.Plntner ahd Keller 1922) as well.

Another group of studies <(Darsie 1926, Hill 193,

ArsenianVHQBf" Pintner and Arsenian 1937, . Spoerl 19&0)

shoved that ‘Do dlfference wa's found between monollnguals and

blllnguals on intelligence tests. Among then, .Arsenian

D

’(1937) Teserves: s?eclal attention. Arsenian. stnaled . two -
groups. of immigrant chlldren ln New York Clty wvho had been
exposed to a bilingual background ‘fromn their infancy and
were '|matched on age, sex,_ soc1o-economlc class, and'

measurement of blllnguallsm. Arsenlan selected mental tests

P

accordlng to the follOW1ng criteria.

1) The tests should be non-language, in
order to eliminate the ' factor of
language ability or understanding.

2) The material involved should be of as
high ‘a 1level of symholxc or abstract
quality as posslble, in viiew of the fact
that most non—language tests are imputed
to measure concrete rather tham abstract
abilities, and it is the 1latter with
which this study is particularly
concerned.

3)- The tests should conform to the usual
requirement of ‘validity, rellablllty,
_objectivity, and SUltabllltY for the
articular ages involved in this study
(p- 62).

With these criteria' in mind, Arsenian administered the

Pintner Non- language Test and the Spearman Vlsual Perceptlon



'lTesﬁeto Eie Asubjeees.ineJAfound “out that‘ Fhere Qee' no

diffefence:':betweenw‘"ﬁﬁe.ﬁ't;eeﬁﬁlénguige ~ groups ‘as ‘io
intelligenqe, He concludedithat“"fﬁete'ﬁae heleeéefdationvpt
'acCegstation'in'the.mental deveiépment of children from ege’
9 to 14 in’fhe groups étudied" (p- 120). His findings were
inte;eeting and impo:fanf. Hoiever,,Daer‘ (1953) and Peal
and‘eLémbert '(1562)$fctiticized-'thew {tseniap study on the
grounds that,Athdnéi it vas ;ell-qentrolled from ‘thé'_peint‘
of view of .external factors, the tests used_were far from
acceptable. Two seriouslfiaﬁs# vere nmegtioﬂed. ‘First, the
Spearman 'teéf.ﬁas'e;t Standar dized. Secoed, no verbal tests
Heie administered; and'iﬁ ‘is not 'appropriatev to exclude
'Verbal' tests 1in an intelligence study, aecofding to tﬂese
critics. This second criticism produces a dilemma éor
inyestigators of the reiafionship between’bilingualism and
intelligence.

. -

In sumpary, the earlier studies may be generally

v ¥

criticized on the ground that the importarnt variables such
as socio—-economic status} sex, age, degree of bilingqualisnm,
and the éctual~tests chosen, vere not carefully controlled.
Peal and Lambert (1962, p.qSMB) conclude the following.

In view of the weaknesses of the studies’

reviewed the best general conclusion is

that there is littlé evidence to suggest

“that bilinguals differ from monolinguals
Qn nonverbal intelligence, but that

there. may be  difference in verbal
intelligence a$ measured by intelligence’
tests. At ‘a certain stage in the

‘learning : of ~the second 1language, a

P

Y



‘pilingual may suffer from a,"ianguage'
handicap." " E

) o

This conclusion seems to be in line with. those studies of

Chinese-English bilinguals we have already reviewed in the
last section.

N

‘The negatire relationship between bilingualism and
© intelligence ‘vas challenged by  the experimental results

reported 1n Peal and Lambert (1962), who clalmed that thelrJI'f

group of ten—year-old balanced blllnguals performed at a
51gn1f1cantly hlgher level than thelr monollngual group on : ,_/
both verbal and non- verbal measures of - 1ntelllgence. ‘The
degree of blllnguallsm vas assessed by the vord association

.test, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Pest, and a subjectlve

{
self—ratlng score. Only balanced blllnguals were. chosen as

snbjects. All ‘of these snbjects came from schools:'which vere.

- 1 . . M . . R
ctassified as "piddle class schools" by “the ’School

Commission of Montreal. Peal and Lambert administered the

[

Lavoieé-Laurendeau Group Test of General Intelligence

[4
Raven Progressive

;;and the Thurstone Primary
Mental Abilities Test, as vell as various attitude and
achievemeg? measures.

Peal and Lambert reported that their findings "run
_counter to most prev1ous flndlngs in this area and to the

orlglnal expectatlon of thlS study"  (p. ~558). They -found

that blllnguals outperformed monollnguals on both verba} and
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nonverbal ,1ntelllgence tests. Che important reason for such
surprlslng frndlngs could be dne to the nature of the

sampllng technique, whlch ish a far nore 1mportant factor'
R

,‘that Peal and Lambert orlglnally -reallzed. It.vshould be

;noted‘ that'.Peal and Lambert chose only balancéd blllnguals

: as thelr subjects 1n the study. Thus, one mrght suspect thatw

: .f;whether or not a given Chlld was a blllngual”

‘was attached to his score on the En

“the- balanced blllnguals chosen in this study vere far nore

intelligent than common_'monolinguals,has~Peal and Lambert
admitted:

... . at ‘least ‘some nminimum. level of
. intelligence is nec Ssary to become a
really balanced bilin ual, at - least too
meet the Tequireme , for.bllingualism
iet in this study. . :

_Furthermore, Peal .and Lanbertﬂ reported that "when the

balance measures used d1d not give a clear 1nd1catlon of

ore weight

'vocabulary test.’

Thus some tbilinguals‘ ‘might be balanced, but whose .

abulary in ‘English and French might be small' would be

: omltéed from our sample" (p 560). 1t 1s prec1sely for this

ot

reason that uacnamara cr1t1c1zed the Peal and Lambert study
on the ground that it was based on a blased'_sample of
children - (196“).“In -addltlon, one might question how
probable it is that there are many- balanced bilinguals in ah

real bilingual communlty who are profrc1ent to the same

degree in two languages used (cf. Arsenian 1937, Ps 19),

calling into question vthe claim. that the resulting .
P . ’ SO ’ N d

e




generalization can be nniversally‘applied;

\ ) ' <

So long as one 1s fully aware of all these llmltatlons,

the 1nterpretatlons of the- Peal and Lambert _study are

Y

1mportant : Subseqnent- experlmental"studies'rof balanced

blllnguals and evaluatlon of . b111ngua1 programs (Liedke ‘and

™

Nelson 1968 Casserly and Edwards 1973 Lamhert»and,Tucker

‘1972 1973 Cumlns and Gulutsan+197u) also chave tended'ﬂto'

'“support the strong clalm ‘made by Peal and Lambert that‘_;r

access ‘to and use of two languages in early Chlldhood /mlght°'
bef\ang asset to’ cognltlve development. Thls newv. bellef has'
'_been put 1nto practlce and lS best represented by the' St.s
' Lambert blllngual educatlon program in Montreal and varlousit‘
’,blllngual 1mmers1on programs aCross Canada. As Lambert 3and§
'\Tucker (1972) report, the St._lamhert experlments'anCeeded

: in demonstrating that the home-=school language fsnitch lis‘
practically ’ftenable4\ that is;‘ tne' children | from -

: Engllsh-speaking homes can succeed in French schools v1thout
‘sufferlng deflc1ency in either Engllsh ‘or Erench' language
sk;lls. |

The above rev1ew reveals the confllctlng p051tlons held'
by researchers. Itayalso reflects the pros and cons in the -
attitudes toward billnguallsm among _the Chlnese parents;
mentioned in Chapter One. The next section will‘reviey the .

relationship o bilingualism and linguistic proficiency;

-
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Bilingualism and Linguist;g gggficieggx

a

Ome of the,most'importamt studies'of the relatidnship

)

of blllnguallsm to llngulstlc skills }ls ‘a  doctoral.

'dlssertatlon by Carrow (1957). Carrow attempted to study the

effect of blllnguallsm _On _ llngulstlc ' functlonlng | by'

.comparing the Engllsh language ablllty and achlevement of

two groups of Grade Three chlldren who were matched on. age,

_grade soc1o—econom1c status, and - 1ntelllgence. The flrst

group was composed of Spamlsh-Engllsh blllnguals and the‘

-second of Engllsh monollnguals' there Wwere fifty subjects 1n”

each group.j The Spanlsh Engllsh bilingual chlldren were

chosen by means of 1nformat10n obtalned from ”ahf-interViev

_Hlth. ‘the parents. " No measurement of the degree of
'bilingualism was adopted Carrow admlnlstered the Callfornla., ,

Testtof Achlevement Prlmary‘Torm AA- the '‘Durrell-Sullivan

e

Beadlng Capac1ty Test Prlmary, Pornm A, HOrd Meaning; the
'Gllnore Oral Readlng Tesg, and the Falrbanks Test - of

tﬁArtiCulation- for .NQ,

23 -

fsubject a three-mlnuten %iie of oral language recorded on

tape, as a bas1c for’ stu31§§& oral lamguage functlonlng. The
test results shoved that there d%re no s;gnlflcant
.hld1fferences betveen the ‘monollngual and ‘the . bilingual
.children in silent readiag vocabulary, silent’ reading

d,comprehen51on, oral readlng rate, and spelllng. Hovever, the

'monollnguals 51gn1f1cant1y outperformed the bilinguals in

the test' .of gral . reading -accuracy, . oral reading'

o

ad s. -She also obtalned from each:

mid
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comprehension, hearing vocabulary, and arithmetic reasoning.
Carrow reasoned that thé.lower scores of ﬁhe b;Liéguqls in
~oral reading accuracy and; oral ;eadin§ comppegéhsiéﬁ may
have been due to the bilinguals who ‘had 'aﬁticulatioﬂ

»

problems.” She. attributed thé'artiCulatibn problems to the

a

-

possible ‘"presence of confﬂséd and incorrect languége
patterns+ in the hope “and a' mgager background of Ianguage

~

experiences" (p- 378).

Carrow's logic is supported by Chao's (1972) owp
'experience. In his_linguiétic géography, Chao observed that
his parents spoke an- impure -Mandarin Chinese of the
Changchow dialectv‘uhich sﬁbstitutés an abrupt glottél—stop
ending for the so—calléd Entering Tone. Having been exposed
to such a speech model, Chao naturally acquired this.éiaiect
of ﬁandarin Chinese. Chao 1lamented that he had barely
managed 'tQ. correct it in tén long years.' Cafrow's
speculation and éhao's own experience posé a serious
guestion of the desirability of .an immigrant's speaking

incorrect English with his children at honme.

Carrow also observed that bilingual children at all
levels of intelligence séqred lower in  the languége
achievement tests than monolinguals at corresponding levels,
except for the brightest bilinguals of 121 I.c and over.
The brigh£est bilinquals either attained or :urpassed the

achievement of the wmenolinguals in the same category of

o
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intelligence (cf. Curry 1962). Thls observation serves to
support the cr1t1c1sm Macnamara raised agalnst the Peal and
Lambert study, 1ndlcat1ng that the subjects in the Peal and

Lambert study might have cone from a selected elite.

The ‘above brief review of bilingualism and langquage
proficiency shows that the test results are inconclusive\

The problem still needs to pe éxplored.

On the Bole of ap Ethmic Language at Home

It 1s a widely held notion that an ethnic home language
is a handlcap for school ‘success ang that students with an
ethnic’ home language are boung to experience academic
failure in school (Garcia 1974, p. 46?). This misconception
‘may have arisen from the earlier I.Q. studies  whic¢h showed

4
unfavorable test results obtained by bilinguals.

lhe educational Systems in the United States and Canagda
have, until recently, overwhel lngly discouraged the use of
important ethnic languages such as Spanish, Ukrainian, and
native Indian languages in school. According to Garcia, as
many 4s 69.8 percent of the public schools surveyed by the
'Unlted .States Commission on Civil Rights, have enforced the
"No Spanish" rule on school grounds and in class. Suchk an

enforcement coupled withl‘punishment, Krear (1969) arques,
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deﬁelope feelings of guilt in Chicanos and tears up
emotional roots . and the innermost stability of
Spanish;English bilinguals (pp- 3—4). She proposes the
folloying. ; |

1) Positive attitudes and practices
regarding the use of the. mother - tongue
at school will provide an environment of
acceptance for non-native Speakers. It
will assure him that his language and
Culture along with his "worth as an
individual have thelr place in the host
soc1ety.

2) Positive attitudes and practices
regarding the use of nmother tongue at
honme will provide an atmosphere of
security, authentic sSpeech nmodels in
English, and a perfect opportunity to
attain a high degree of bilingualism (P~

4 -
Krear's criticism that the use of substandard English as the
home language for communlcatlon "can develop more -speakers
of Engllsh with an accent" was supported by Carrow (1957
and Chao (1972). The concommitant question of the relatlon
of home' language to performance on Standardized tests was

investigated by Spence, Mishra, and Ghozeil (1971).

Spence, Mishra, and Ghozeil administered four
étandardized tests to 146 six4year-old Hexican—Ameri?ans who
were matched on age and socio-economic status and were
grouped into Group A, who spoke only‘ Spanish at home and
Group B, who spoke both Spanish and English at home. The
Metropolitan Readiness Test results showed that Group B did

not perform significantly better than Group A; in fact,

~
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-~ .
theré~§ere no sigpificant différences between the gro;pé on
any subtests or. on the to£a1 score. However, Group B
obtained higher‘I.Q. score§ on verbal tests;«Spence,'HiShra,i
and Ghozeil concluded that both Group A and Group B seemi

equally disadvantageé in terms of their knowledge of

Engiish.

Ramirez and Politzer (1975) adninistered a- revised
version of “the Spanish/American Oral Proficiency Test to
‘forty subjects from kindergarten;'first, third, and fifth
grades in a bilimgual eduqa;ion program.. fhe test results on
both English and Spani#h.versidns‘shoved imérovement-from o
kindergarten through gradesAone,'three, and five, but only
the improvement .on the English.ve;sion was statistically
significdht. At the kindergarten level there was an obvious
imbaladce in favor of Spanish, but at the third and fifth 
grade levéls the English and:Spanish scores were viftuakly
Iidentical. Ramirez and Politzer found that the signiﬁicant
source of variaﬁce in the Spanish test was the language
spoken at home, while the significaﬁt sources of$Variance
for the English test ;ere gradé, language spoken wWith
friends and siblings, and‘langnége preferred in schOoi (pp-
118-121). The authors,?rgué that the home language . factor
detefmines the. achievgment on the Spanish version, but the
peer dgroup interaction‘déterqines achievement on the English
test (cf. Kuo 1972, Marckwvorth 1977b) . Ramirez and Politzer

contend that their results do not support the well-known
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;balance effect hypothe51s (Macnamara 1966) that one language
is achieved at the expense of proficiency in the other. They
conclude that the.ethn1C'language used and . maintaihed at
home does not affect the chlldren s acqulsltlon of Engllsh
which naturally "takes place as a result of contlnued
exposure to English in‘the school environment" (p.v122);‘

In summary, the use _of. the'ethnic Ianguage at home
seems to be . more desirable“ than using‘ an incorrect or
substandard English accordlng to the research rev1eved on
the grounds that the immigrant chlldren Hlll consequently
not develop a kind of English wlth a foreign accent. It also

-
appears conclusive that the use of English at home does not

help the Ammigrant children in their acquisition of English
;i onm the contrary, it appears to be deleterious if the honme

language is substandard English.

{

%

Summary and the Need for Further Reseagch

o .
The first section of this chapter reviews the studies

of Chinese—English‘bilinguals. It was shown that.the Chinese
‘bilinguals underperformed their monolingual counterparts on
.reading.tests kchen 1964) , vocabulary tests (Smith 1947, Kuo
1972), and tests on proverbs andrdissected sentences (Wang
19265. However, thej vere not inferior in_non-verbal tests

»~

(Yeung 1921, Wang 1926, Ramsey -and. Wright- 1970).
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The second sectlon rev1ews the relatlon of blllnguallsm
to 1ntelllgence and language prof1c1éncy, derived from
studies of non—Chinese'nilinguals.vIt vas he&d that there 15'
little evidenc‘:e to suggest that | blllnguals -*fer from
monollnguals on non—verbal 1ntelllgence, but that there may

be some dlfference in verbal tests and bilinguals may be

ﬁﬁbehlnd in language development at a certain stage. This

conclusion seems to be in line with that drawn ffom studies .
of Chinese bilinguals. . In this section earlier studies of

bilingualism were cr1t1c1zed for failing to control for

.external factors such as socio-econonic status, ‘age, sex,

and degree of bi;@nguaiism.
The p051t1ve role of the ethnlc language was suggested
by 4 number of studies snch as Carrow (1957), Krear {1969)

Spence, Mishra, and Ghozlel (1971), Kuo (1972), Chao (1972)(

and Ramlrez and Polltzer (1975). These studies suggest that’

the wuse of ethnic language as the home language for
communication does not affect the bilinguals:® mastery of a

second language. °

In addition‘to the motivations noted in Chapter One for
doing the present study, the above review also reveals
several other urgent needs for further ‘research. First,
51nce Kuo reported that early school years 1n fact . are 'tne

most difficult period for bilingual children and their
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parents, if is desperafely needed to 1nvest1gate the
1anguage‘ behaviors of Chinese-English blllnguals in thlsb
category (Kuo 1972, p- 164) and to scrutlnlze any p0551ble
relatlonshlp betveen llngulstlc factors and soc1al—cultural
variables. Second, many of the prev1ous studies" of'
bilingual&sm center around vocabulary tests, length of
sentence; proverbs, and verbal and non-verbal intelligence_
tests. These aspects, of éourse, are interesting questions
to inyestigate; however, some of the mostv important'
properties‘ of blllnguals' language and language use such as
creativity, acceptablllty, and communicative competence have
' nof yet‘reeelved desirable attention. The conceptual bases
| for doing 'reéearch along these two lines are discus?ed in

detail in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE

" METHODOLOGY

This éectioﬁ briefly recapitulaté§ gene , research
questions ;adatessed inv this study and-infroddCes.various
‘tests édﬁinistered and factors examined in an attempt‘ to
-ansver A tﬁése guestiohé_x' Conceptuglization and
operationalization of these testé are discuéged in' detail in

4

the next section. -

The~principai oﬂject of the vpreSQnt ihvéstigatioq as
nqted: in Chapter One, ié éxploratioﬂ: éxplofation' aﬁd
delineation"of‘the 1inguistic‘pfofile of a?selected group of

upperrnidd;e class Chinese-Engliéh' vimmigrani bilingual
‘éhildrgn,‘ énd Garious social kfactors vhich may influence
that profilé.lTo investigate these questions,‘the innigrant
bilingnal‘ chiléfeg Hére given a battery of language tests

and the results of these tests were correlated with &ach

> .

48
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other and; with measu;es on a number of social factors. The

languamUebattery ﬁ‘% salected to 1nvest1gate - a range of

A

language behav1ors and abllltles in both the natlve and the

second language. The soc:al factors were ones which wvere

.thought might 1nf1u€ﬁ€§%ﬁhe ind1v1dual's lahguage profllex¢‘

‘Mf . .
The following 1anguage tests wete administered. R
< ﬂ - T T

L

1) The Blllngual Syntax Meas¥re-English » &
Version (Burt, Dulay, Hernandez, 1975).

2) A Bilingual Syntax Measure-Chinese
Version, developed for this study by the
auﬁ?gr. | 3 by
3) A Derivational Morphology - Test - o
(Derwing 1976).

4) A Paradigmatic/Syntagmatic - Word

Association . Test~-English Version
(Bickley, Dinnan, and Jones 1970; Otto
'1976) . '

5) A Paradigmatic/Syntagmatic - Word
Association Test-Chinese - Version,
developed for this study by the author.

6) A Code-Switching Test, developed for
this study by the author.

The social factors considered were the following.

. 1) Characteristics of the family
‘nelghbcrhood of residence. 4

2) Soclo-economlc status Qf-the family.

3) “parental expectation  about the .
child's schooling.

4) Parental education.

5) Parents' pre-immigration socio-
economic status.

6) Prequency of family moving.
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7) Peer grodp relationships of the

8) Influence of média ‘on the child:

television, radio, movies, tapes, and
,Qrecords. o :
©9) Age.

10) Sex.

11) Birth ofder.

12) Number of siblings.

13) Birthplace.

14) English exposure: when the chila
arrived in North America, when he was

put in . amn English® environment
consistently and for how long, and how
8 many hours he spent  reading English

books.

15) Family language orientation: how
e much Chinese or English is us%& at bhonme.

S

. The Subijects

All of the subjects were chosen “according to the
following criteria. First, @he‘subject.should be age 6 - 12
years and be’ enrol1ed in an English-speaking,élementary
school. Second, the  subject should come from a. famiiy
vherein one of the major Chinese diélécts is usually spoken,
normally Mandarin Chinese or Taiwanese. Third, the parents
should be foreign-born Chinese and, together with their

~bilingual children vho were not necessarily born in North

N
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America, shbuldkﬁave sgﬂ&ed in Edmdhton, Alberta, for at

least  one mayear.,,’Fourth, the- ' families 'should - be of

<

upper-middle class" Socio-economic status. The  last

constraint was inélﬁded 'because we wished to look at the
language‘patterns of the gggggggggg immigrant " bilingual
chilqd; ! much has been vrittehq aﬁout tbe» g;§advan1§ged
immigrént child, but with the changing patternsyﬁ 6f
immigration in recent yéarSf' it seenms impéfgant;to study

I

. . c & . : : .
thlS'lncrea51ngly humerous group. o ‘ ¢

The shbjects cﬁosen acéording to the above"eétablished
crigeria amounted to twenty-four Chinese-English bi%inguals
from - ¥Fifteen EdmontonA | ‘Mandarin—§péaking or
Taiwanese;speaking families gwith ap- even distributi§n
between the two dialect groups. a detailed description of
botﬁ communities énd-their sociolinguistic patterns; and a
fuller analysis of characteriéfics of the subject pool  ié

treated in Chapter Four.

Two~ groups of Adults were also pésted on the
paradigmatic/syntagmatic word association tests -and the
code—switching tests to provide base-line data for
combafison with that of the bilingual children. The first

gféﬁpf .consisted of twent y- four Handafin-speaking' and

-Taiwanese-speaking adults; most of vhom were the subjects‘

pParents. The second group consisted of six English-speaking

Canadia-, adults who have studied Chinese at least two years
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- Bilingumal Syntax Measure-English Versi

e

It has been :pointed out 1n Chapter One (p.\10) that
Chinese-born parents are obsessed with the questlon of
whether the b111ngual Chlld is able to function adequately
in schooll and in - his ‘peer group _u51ng the communlty
language' ;on this ba51s; formulate the first. general
question: how do the b111nguals perform on various English
\llngulstlc ‘tests in conparlson to monollnguals’ Thls is'a
legltlmate question for research, since if the wbillngual
child can not communlcate, as effectively as' can the

@

-monollngual in the communlty language, he would A more than.

llkely encounter :‘such { psychologlcal emotlonal and
educatlonal problems as wvere 111ustrated in Chapter\One. AJ
objective vay to evaluate the blllngual chlld's general
linguistic skills is to obtain his scores 5in_ standardlzed
. tests  so that a  meaningful. oomparison> between _his -

performance and that of monolinguals‘canibe made. »Thus;, a’

~lingquistic } téét,lﬁfthe \Bilingual Syntax’

Version (hereafter ”Syntax' English) vas
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considered. . ‘ /

d

‘ ] . R . -
~ \ .o

The Blllngual Syntax Measure (both Engllsh ‘and. Spaulsh B

“t

‘versions) were ,orlglnally developed by Burt; Dulay . and

ﬁernandez (1973, 1975) for measuri children's,knoﬁledge of.

grammatical structures in Engl' h' and)or Spanlsh by us1ng

natural communlcatlon as a ba51s for maklng judgements. For

1nstance, in response to a plcture of some fish (presumably

sleeplng) and a questlon (Q-1u), "Why do you thlnk .their

,eyes are closed’" a grammatlcal response would be; "They are -

sleeping" or "They are happy,"‘but'not."He‘s-sleeping"«or

"They's sleeping." The test allows chlldren to express their

Vthougbts freeiy. The recorded response is then analyzed and

serves as indicator >f structural prof1c1ency. Burt, Dulay,

and Hernandez (1975) dlstlngulsh five 1evels of 'structural

oo, |

prof1c1ency.‘ Level One\351gn1f1es that "the Chlld nelther

i

speaks nor comprehends th:ilanguage in which. the test is@}

admlnlstered " whereas Level Flve indicates that the Chlld -”

"is> as prof1c1ent a&@ hls monollngual ' Engllsh-speaklng
S

counterparts.i The %SCﬁres obtalned make it possible to

compare the over—ail grammatical prof1c1ency or the control
')
of spec1f1c -grammatlcal structures of any bilingual chilg

(4

‘ P . .
with that of hisr‘monolingual counterparts, because the

Bilingualf;Sjnthx Measure-English Version has been wldely

.fieldttested and has been adnlnlstered to as many as 2, 200.

,Engllsh—speaklng nonollnguals.‘
o : g



- Becently, “ investigators ~adopted the'BilinguaL’Syntax

easure—EnQLfsh Vérsion as a device for 'Both ‘first and-

. - : N : " - N M o P L l,
‘'second language acquisition research and - also for “the

comparlson between them (Dulay and Burt 1973 197ua, 197ub

[

Balley,‘ uadden, and Krashen’ 1974, . LarSen—Freeman 1975). :

Dulay and Burt (197ua) studled the acqu1s1tlon sequences‘vofll

eleven " Emglish functors by natLVe_i Chlnese~speaking
e :

(presumbly Cantonese) and Spanlsh-speaklng chlldrenv in the
Unlted States. The eleven functors regularly e11c1ted from

8

the chlldren are (Dulay and Burt 197ua, p- 41)

Functors _ . ‘g_ Qlé§
" “pronoun case He doesn't llke him,
article ! - Ii the fat guy's house. =
singular copula - .. He's fat.
present progress¢ve IO He's mopping. -
plural : . Wipndows.
singular auxllllary Sk e's danc1ng.‘_
‘Past regular, ‘ He" closed lt..'
past 1rregular He stole 1t
long plural? , Houses.
possessive ‘ - King's.
third person singular He eats- too much.

B

The children Burt and Dulay studied were six to eight' years

old and emnrolled in AmeriCau"schools ihere theirvpeers‘vefe*

native speakers of English Dulay and Burt reported that the

same sequence of acqulsltlon of functors for both languagev

groups were obtained. SlmlLar results were also secured in
* Bailey, Maden, and Krashen (197“) vho admlnlstered 'Syntax
“fEhglish to seventy-two adult students learnlng Engllsh as

se*qmd language. They found - that thEII rank orderlng of

,Eugllsh functors vas highly correlated vlth Dulay and Burt

a
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(1973) -

The administration of Syntax English to the

‘Chinese-English bilingﬁals in the present study served t he

following pur poses. First, simce it had been widely field-

”testéd on ‘English speaking monolinguals, it seemed to be a

" reliable standardized test of'grammatical proficiency. #®hen
admihistered, it would indicate the child's strengths and
weaknesses in the basic structures of Erglish (Burﬁ,, Duléy,

“and Hernandez i975, P- 6). Thus, it appeared to- be an

objéctivé way to evaluate the syntactic aspects  of

communicative performance of bilinguals as compared with:

-

that of monolinguals. Second, sinée the test was conducted
in a naturalv conversation,.of tﬁe four iingnistic skills,
speaking, listening, reéding and writing, the former two
skil£; %f the bilinguals weté also aéSessed (Burt Dulay, and
Hernandez 1975, p. 5); Third, sipnce Syntax English has beer
adoéted as a device for 1language acquisition vresearc@ by
investigators (Dulay and Burt 1973, 1974a, 174b, Bailey,
Maiden, and Krashen 1974, Larsen 1975. and BRosensky 1976),
data were available for cross—cultusal comparison. Analysis
of the ﬁest results 'compéred Witﬁ those obtained from

studies of Japanese, Arabic, Pérsian, and -Spanish speakers

acquiring English, it was hoped, would vyield meaningful

advances in our knowledge of language acquisition. For

instance, it has been reported in the aforementioned papers

that a similar acquisition sequence of“English functors by



o : . s6
P .

learners with different na tive laaguages was found. It was
presumed that the subjects in the present study would
aonform to these results and acquire the English functors of- -
the test in the same order as other language groups and as.

English monolinguals.

Materlals and Procedure

——— e e I

The Bilingualg-Syntax Measure-English Version (Burt,
Dulay, and Hernandei 1975) used‘in this' study .consists of

Atventy-five gueStions for ‘testiﬁg basically the sanme

- grammatlcal aspects described above except that word order,

and condltlonal Perfect are added. Functors and examples are

shown in Table 1. , . v
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functors o Exanmples
X 1) word order Those are birgs.
) 2) pronoun case She isNhappy.
3) progressive " He is éating.
« 4) plural Her flovers.
5) sinqular auxiliary She's \dancing.
6) copula . They are wet.
7) article The fat man.
8) present indicative He eats too mach.
9) past reqular . He dropped it.
10) past irregular . He took them Off. 4
11) possessive His mop. @,
12) cond. perfect He would have eaten it.

-13) long plural Houses.

For example, ;word ~order _is‘"feéied. throughout : the
twenty-five qﬁestions in Syntax Enéiish. Questions such as,
"Is the man all wet" angd "Are the fish Het?" reguire answers
like ‘"yes, he isw end "fes, they are"™ +vhich serve to
indicate whether the childrean have ﬁastered propoun number.
All these gquestions are embedded in a natural communication
setting starting with tralnlng questlons center;ng around a
culture-free picture book de51gned especially for the Syntax
English by Burt and her Colleagues. Based.on different
pictorial cues, five blocks ef questions are ‘used. a
question in amy block may be used to test more than one
functors; for instance, Question 19; "What's the gqirl"

doing?" which can be answered by "She's dan01ng"-—clearly,

it is a question testlng both promoun and prograessive.

P
.

~
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/

The Syntax English test is admipistered to each s\ ject
individﬁally. First of all, thQAchild is put at e;A¢ by
showing - him the pictures ;nd asking the training quasﬁf%ps.
Then the examiner asks the tevnty-five test questigns J\ﬂle
looking at the approprigﬁe pictures w1th the chlld, 1Ad the
child's responses are wrx(%en down Or tape-recorded. A ¢ he
child fails to respond to at leasg three test questiﬂuﬁ in
the first block, the test is discoﬂtiuuéd. Othervlsg/ ;he
examriner proceeds until the twenty five test questLQﬂs gre

-
S

finished.

Judgnents of grammatical correctness are‘based o  yhe
context provided by the questions. Individual childxsn yre
expected to ansver differently to the wane quéstions QLuCe
they have different backgrounds ,2nd perceive the Rj%f,re

differently.

.

In scoring thé test, Syntax Acguigition Index (SAI) is
obtained ‘for each subject, followinlg the formula deacR$ed
in the Technical Bandbook of the Blllugual Syntax M¢AS\re
developed by Burt, Dulay, -and Hernandez (197s, p, 13.
Basically, a plain response "wvword whiéh correctly hzA no
grammatical ending is assigned one poiﬁt, to ‘Which ong Ylre
point can be added if the respounse contains a eryQ@r
. grammatical _emnding, or tvo’hore points can be added if‘\pe

response contains an irregular functor. a1l the posseﬁvige

pronouns Aare weightéd' for three poigts. The procedyfe pf

7



computilly an SA7T ig’
(1) Assigﬂ foints to the grammatical ¥
’ verSion Qf the «cbild's response
(De velopg? Byrm Value) s
(2) sapRydst  points _ from this
., - grabunati¢Ay  form to reflg%t those parts
of the ch%LQﬁs response that were still
developiy? A¢hild Response Value); and
(3) comp?vA a ratio vhose numerator is
the sum of Rpe Child Respopse Values for -
. all the jRyRs and whose denominator is
~the suy cf  all the corresponding
Developeg ¥i/n-Values., The Quotient [is]
‘multipliegd Ay 100 to yield the SAI (Burt /)
et al, 19/'(% p- 15). v ' '

»

The pe®t step is tg v%fign proficieneY leve%s..According to
Burt add her cojh¢dgues (1976, b. 19), the highest level,
Profifiant Level, fﬁqW4reS«a chila to have achieved an SAT
of at Leést 9S5. Ay iﬁ;ermediate Level was defined as‘having
acquifed an SAI fryA Qﬁ to 94. The Survival Level ranges

from 45 to gh.

In determinigQ proficiency ‘Dn“a.specific grammatical
structube, are peag@da  the Expectéd SCOre$> and the ' Actual
Scoref. The Ezpeok¢N score is alvays two points for each
tested {tem. The A(RY41 score is agsigned by giving two
pointAa .for supplyiv\ a correct structure, one point for a

nisinforged StructyR¥ such as, * two childs, and zero point

L —¥ %

for AuUNplying na dlfucture at all such as, * two child.
Finally, a structay® Agore is yielded by computing a ratio
vhose Numerator ;A the sum of tpe Actual Scores for all

occasions when tha Aydacture was Osed and vhose denominator

S d
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¥y the expected scores for ajl such.occﬂrﬁﬁﬂyes, putiplieq
Y» 100. A structure is said to be acquired ! the subject
g$qores 90 or higher for that structure (ByQVRA 1973, Burt. et

2. 1976, p. 18). -

Bilingual Syntax heasugg:_hinesg !%yﬁﬁgg

~

o

}Q;goduction

Motivated by the same conceptuali,Aydpn as syntax.
/lﬁaélish, - the ,§i§ingual Syntax Measury”vNinese Version
(hereafter calléd_éyntax Chipese) waS  dgV@wQQed for 'thi%
éﬁudy. The Chinese grammatic@l‘funbtors te@vﬁa‘afe shown iR

Yable 2, and are discussed below.



1)

)

word order
N

measure’ word
(gender)

progressive

stative verdb

S, awxiliary .

§)

Y

3)

copula

adverb

possessive

bei (passive)

]Q) le

Pz y8

tyg Qpr 1i "man eats chicken® versus Ji chr ge

surface vord OXder in

61

Table 2

hiyese Functors Tested

s

&

Wo you shu

I have a book

WO you yi.tyau myanbau
I have a loaf bread

"I have a loaf of bread"

Jang dzai chr lidz ne
Jang partlcle eat pear- partlcle
"Jang is eating a pear"

hwa hen pyaulyang
Flover very pretty
"Flowers are very pretty"™

vo hwei lai

"I will come

gk
ﬂ¥)§gg Yi ge nanhar
Li be a measure word boy

""Li is a boy"

Wang hen ai hwa
Wang very love flower
"Wang loves flowers very much"

wenwen de shu
Wenwen possessive marker boox
"Wenven's books"

ta mai le
him/her sold particle
was sold by him/hey"

fangdz -bei
House by
"The house

Chang dzou le
Chang valk particle

"Chang walked away"

Chinese 1is basically SVO and

a very ippottant role in communication, for example,

\

en nchicken
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eats i’ h

-'mng measute word consjdexs¢q in the plregyent work’is
Chao'y “?udividﬁal~measure" 0:,#Q}§Sgifier,ﬁ vhich has also
'begn &kaed the numérati§e ok Yjlyerary adjuncf.(1968, p.
585)'aﬂq VS catedorized in Structfry, linguistic terms as."
'ggggg{, Qm ChipeSy, a numeral CahﬂQt be immediately followed
by a 15Q$n ‘except in the literyfy (or classical) 1anguage;
yepyey WwebconstrUCtion ofda.nouﬁ Qprase with a numeralb in
mogery 'Qyinese pyst be: Numera] V yleasure Word + Noumn, for
ingtayfyn j; shuy "a tree® (vepyey) , and yi ke shy "a tree"
(node (A &hineﬁe),‘ The measuge RruRd is usually“predictable
3ccordiv% to the éhape, kind, Qg some Other property
assocjAyAA with the nbuh; thus thA Qﬁinese cha:écter for gg,‘
" the PA4ipare ﬁobd for ;ggg. apprOytiately has "wood" as its
radioal¢. Each individual *néun ¥3 assigned a proper
Clasijf\f but tpere is also a Q%ﬁpral classSjfier ge which
is. apgl%\pble t0 a}l nouns (Cﬁaq 1?&8, p. 588), Since there
are a/V%/1al dozen peasure words {Of individual nouns, it may
Bé ag%éulated that it vill ba Y4yficult for the bilingual
chilq %/ master all of them. It shp\1d be  noged that the
mopoljhfal chinese child ipdydf|ly uses ¢§ as the only
measys\ yord, ang only at a raﬁb&f advanced Geveloémental :

level ifyroduces appropriate sperifyc numeratides.

- . .
f%mwressive can be. eyprq/y®y in Chitsge in several”

\

'ways, Yyntences (1) through (8) below cowld all " be
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translated in English as "I anm eating.®
1) o chrje ne
I eating particle

2) wo jeng chrje ne
I particle eating particle

3) wo jengdzai chrje ne. o
I particle eating particle

4) wo jeng chr ne
I particle eat particle

S) wo jengdzai chr ne
I particle eat particle

6) wo jengdzai chr
‘ I particle eat

7y wo dzai chr
~ I particle eat

N
(224
-~

wo jeng chr
I particle eat

l ,
Sentence&y (1) - (7) are alvays accePvable, put (g) Q%ﬂ'onlf

be used vhen qualified in sqme copteyt, for instyR{Y, wo

leng cht ghr, ta lai le »"vh'ile I was eating, be camg~ /

The fhnqtion of noun 'mbdifiét"in the ptediJ§¢e is
eihibited by:tvo structures in ChineSe: the Statiy® gerb,
pattern (1) below, and be + Adj}ctlve. patterp (37 Wﬁlow.
The £irsSt pattern is by far the most cosmon, ahd the VW@ of
. the second 1np11es‘ 1nten51f1cat10n_ or * focCUsjing ¢®  the
adjective, A nati;e speaker of Chingse distinguigPy® the

folloving tvo sentences:



-

1) je AyQ hva fdaulyang
this pyAyYze word £10/\r pretty
“this f;d“#[ is prattﬂ\
- 2) je AyQ hva \hr 'pyaulang'

this meAyYse word £1f\r be pretty
*this flvhér is 155@*}\¢ pretty"

The currenpt stu@y aims ta Qﬂ\pover whether the child ¢¢*
make a distinctioA Rﬁtween thgS# tvwo sentences and vwhethyr
he wight take '?gw¢enCe (%) §pr »(1)‘_under a égégipgﬁ
influence frop E,,éiﬁ;;h syntax, . |

The pOSSessi¢¢ parker 1A "\, in Chinese,. so-qygursu 44
ﬁiiﬁ Nyou + PosseAJQﬂe partiéL%lM ana Yhis" is (;ggg fhe +
poNsessive pattiﬁyﬂ,ﬁ Sincea k\e possessive form is ﬁarkJQ
and attached diCQQVQﬁ Tto the \jtem without exception A
Cbipese, .it may %p specul ap&h that'it-is easiek to mastyh
th§n other ConsthJ\}ons  suQp \ys bei and ;g//(explainﬁQ
pelov). |

The passivg \pice ia Ghiyese is expressed gsuaily 28

thy construction; § + bei ¢ § \/%, where bei + N is simil/\

to an English naqgR {ﬁrase. by + \gent, for examplé,

1) syashayt y4i mana clp®? le
child p? \other puhi§h particle
"the Qpi}\/yas pun b %) by the mother®

LY

Note that, 1likgy (nglisk, +¢b4® Chinese passive requires M\

t

Bt i s A i
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inversion. The bei copstyanction waS'fOriginally us&d with
disposal -verbs such ag, buz(' sell, and donate, but this
restriction was relaxed recently due to influence from

v

Engllsh particularly in amch areas as technical lLthature,

for example,. J_;g_ nggp bei yamijyoun le "This problenm has
been studied,“:now is P@rfectfj acceptable. Opportynities
vere provided in the\SYntaXJChidese test for the subdject to
produce or avoid Egé bei Construction with the verb egat, a

- -

non—-disposal but non—teChnncal verb.

Le 1is a very importapt anduﬁseful particle whose ﬁajor
functions considered im the current work are as 'fOLlOHS.
First of all, it has a class meaning of compieted action in
the pasF. For instance, i dzwotyan ku le "Li yesterday .cry
particlg" or "Li cried ygsterday," and in the préEent, for

instance, Wo hw 1la1 le "I have come back." Second, lg used

as an inchdative also signifiés a new situatiop or a
situation just new to the gpeaker, for ipstance, sya sive le
"fall snow partiéle" could mean either it just begah to snow
or it has been snowing for some time but the speaker Just

knows it now.

The choice of fumctovs for the Syntax Chinese test was
mo§ivated“by severail conCeyns. First,‘it was neceSﬁary ﬁo
choose * structures tépreawntative of basic Chinese syptax,
which could be expécted to be mastered by monolingugl

Chinese children in the age range of our subjects- Second,
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it was felt 1mportant that the Syantax Chlnese and the Syntax
Engllsh tests be eomparable 1n the followlng 'respects. (1)

They should test s1m11ar functlons (semantlc 1ntentlons) so.

that maturational level ' of the subject would not be a

contaminating vaviable. This condition was*largely Bet; of

the Chinese”functeré, only lé has no clear parallel English
meaning, and of the English functors, only conditio nal
perfect, and possibly the English ar 1g;g have mo clear,
vparailel Chlnese‘,meanimda:'(z) They should be roughiy

parallel in complexity of'strmctures tested; for example,’

‘ both tests include an 1rregular and only partly predlctable_

'structure— ~measure word ln Chlmpl nd past 1rregular ~in
English--and both include regular and /non complex

» S - -
structures-—progtegsime . in both‘j» languagés "~ Such

con51derat10ns vere presumed to be learnablllfy constraints.
.

The  Syntax Chinese test was administered to the
subjects for the follovimd reasons. First,'as an exploratoryT
stmdy,' it jis ’important. to know  how :Cﬁineee;English
bilingﬁals perform in a‘Chinese test. Is it true that, for
sub jects such asyomrs, the older they are the . more slowly
their Chinese advances? Second, is:it the case that such
subjects may have actually lost their mother tongue? If so, .
_how many and what of those eariy—learned .grammatical
structures were lost? Are the grammatical Structures common

to both languages more resistant to losé?‘Third, is there

-

any correlation petween_a subject's scores on Syntax English

o>
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and Syntax,chinese2“

‘Materials and Procedure

| Besed on the sane ratlonale and method employed 1n 'the
Blllngual Syntax ueasure-Bnglish Version, its counterpart,
the ,Blllngdai Syntax Measure-chlnese Version, vas
“constructed to test the spec1f1c Chinese grammatical aspects~

described in the prev1ous sectlon.

Tweﬁty questiorsJ iﬁ tptai'lrere presehted, to the
subjects in the same’ray as in the administration of Syntax
Engllsh All. the test materlals appear in Appendlx Al L1ke»j
Jits Engllsh counterpart, vord order is tested throughout the,
whole test. Grammatical concepts which' ' seen
impressionisticaily to be structurally more complex appear‘i-
later in the test, allowlng subjects to warm up. The answers
were evaluated according to the context in which the
questions appeared. Scoridgj nethods ‘were based on those
developed by Burt and her colledgues,(described above), with
some modlflcatlon. A pléir- response word carrying no
gramnatlcal fnnctlon ‘'such as, hwa "flower," is thus vorth;
one point only. For those ﬂresponsz vords carrying ‘a'
graqmatical - function being tested, such as -je "-ing," one
morevpoiPt was added. The procedare used in computing the
SAT and ‘Strhcture Proficiency in Engllsh Version was also

adopted to yield the Chlnese SAI and Structure scores.

14

°
«
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'The Der1vat10na1 Morgholggx

-3
10
17]
let

- Introduciion

-5

One of the most 1mportant propertles iof language is
<

,generat1v1ty, or creat1v1ty from the user's p01nt of view.
This notion flrst appeared 1n' Paul (1891) and Bloomfleldf‘
(1933), according to Derwing (1973, pp. BGéié, 1976a, PP- .
‘ 8—9)." Chomsky revived and re—empha51zed | this* notlon:

" Basically the argument runs as follows. To learn a 1anguage,'

does not mean to learn a set of utterances per se, 'but

_prlmarlly to learn a set of prodnctlve llngulstlc rules ie a

glven language, for it is re&ognlzed that every child

_learnlng Emgllsh (and p0551bly second language learners of
.Engllsh too) is frequently found at a certain stage to say

‘ran ned or gooses, under the 1nf1uence of an overgeneralized"

rnle. Therefore, "the fundamental fact that must be faced in

any investigation of language and llngulstlc behav1or [ls

- that] a native speakerlof a langnage has the ability to

comprehend an immense nuuber of sentences that he has never
previously heard and to produce, on  -the appropriate
occasion, novel utterances that are similarly understandable

to other native speakers® (Chomsky and Miller 1963, p. 271) .

To be able to communfcate in a language, therefore, can be'

1nterpreted as having access to such llngulstlc knowledge as
to allow the ' formulation and production of ‘an intended

message, as suggesied"in Baker (1976, p. 13). It then

A
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Sy

follo;s that the knowledge of what \ifhguisticf-rules are
ayailab;e to the lahguaye user’would*yield at least a clue
as to the language user's linguistic ébility. This notion
led to the }inélusion‘ of the second test in this study--a.
test of some English morpholﬁgical' Iinguistic processes

described below.

Ad

It is suggested in Berko (1958) that in order to test
the productivity of linguistic rules, nonsense fofms must be
invenéed ana.presented to subjecis so as to exclude the
possibility ‘that the real form has been memorized. Berko's
subjects, therefore, were shown a picture of two ¥ugs, but

¢

~not two 'dogs to test pluralizatiomn, a ‘man zibbing but not
“Yesterday and a man who lgggggé everyday to test past and

third person singular present respectively. -

Using the Berko techniqué, Derwing (1976a) devised a
: - : | :
Derivational Morphology Test (héreafter called: Derivational

P Mor phod ogy) to investigate six English mofphological

prodeésés: noun compounding (CPD), as ic doghouse; the

ag::ii;QT suffix (AGENT) -er, as in singer; the instrumental

"

" suffix':(ADJ) =¥, as in fugpy

suffix (INST) -er, as 'in eraser; the adjective forming

the adverb forming suffix

(ADV) ;ix, as in’ ggiggix an@\ an -affectionate diminutive

t

, - 4 )
saffix (DIM) -ie, as in'hgggig. In the test, six nonsense-

stems are used ahd illustrated. Each nonsense stem is

>
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presented in a dialogue "eimed at forcing the subject to
produce a morphologically inflected form of the nonsense
stem if the morphological process ‘is- available to him"

(Marckworth 1977b, p- 7). For example, the subject is shown

a picture and the examiner says, "This is a picture of two

zabes." To allow the subject practice vwitk the made-up stem
and assure'Ahe can'articulate it, the examiner asks, "What
are they?" Next, a picture is shown of a house for the zabes
and the examiner says, "This is the house where tte ggggs

iive; it's a house for zabes. What do}}ou call a house for

IN

abes? It's a what-kind-of house?" (Marckvorth ‘5977b,
pPp-7-8) . If -the subject has acquired the appropriate noun
compounding process, he-will produce the new form zabehouse.
Derwing administered the test to native speakers of - English
of three age grouﬁs, namely, children (8 12 years old),
adolescents (13-17 years old), and adults (18 Years old and

ovVer) . He dlscovered that the affectionate-diminutive

-norpheme —1e ¥vas never productive (productlve was defined as

used by or more of the subjects) "for any subject group and

tvo processes, the instrumental (INST), er, and adverblal

(ADV) le, vere uot productive in the children's group.

C

-
~ 7

Marckworth (1977a{ extended'the,Derwing tes£ to young
children"(5—7 years o0ld) iﬁ‘an atteﬁpfttb defefhine an onset
age of psychologlcal product1v1ty for these morphologlcal
processes. Onset time was deflned as the point at, whlch at

least .one subject shows a process as. productlve° i.e., when
. ,
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‘the percventicyrrect figure is not ¢ero. Her study showed
that in the g year-gld group, only tVO processes, adjectlve
(ADJ) amd aqverb (ADy), are pre-onset. She also " discovered
that pone of the processes are ?rodﬁctive in the younger
childran's'group "although’noun Compounding (CPD) was very
close.™ uafekworth‘(1977bj further e¢Xtended thé berivational
Morpholagy ftest to French-Englis?p bilinguals, Who were
matche@ with>mthlingaals on sSocio-¢%onomic status, age and
grade level, for comparison witp the monolingual young
¢hildrén's IroupP (5 to 7 years ol{g). Marckﬁorth observed
that the ‘.Qaguisition ~pattern of the French Engllsh
bilinguals wag dlfferent from that oX the monollnguals. This
observatlon led to her test of a secOnd bilingual group, the
ChinesevEAglisp bilinguals (ages 5 o 12 years'o1d).AIn‘sum,
the Man¢kWorth bilingual study (1977h) reveals that

1) pilingual children ifitially  1lag

be pipd monolinguals in tRe acquisition

of morPhOIlecal -processe gs

2) mg °llngual ahd bilipgual children

show [ some di fferent acquisition

Pattefkls,

. 3 tye young Chinese bilipdual children
% (3-7 | Years 01d) lag far hehipd both the

Engl j $h monolingual apd . the

Frenc ~Bnglish bilingual groups. (only

Cip ovws the eqnlvalemt acqu1s1tlon ' ;
rate,) A

N ,

4) ¢be - olger Chinese cpildren (8-12
Yeéarg 014) exhlbit, however, "a drasatic
Catcp~Up ip all but A of the

N Ses. "
P OCels QS. -

A close exgmjpation 'off the Marckvworth biiingnal " study
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clearly shows “that it sUpports the report of Helderson and
Silverman (1973, p.1§) -¥po wrote that,

data  fron Ype Toronto School yPalg
indicate thgt young - ‘children adaptéyg
nost readf1? to the English sepoly
programs. MY children who “entered thg-
school in klydergarten or the esrly
elementary JrAges, assimilation intq the
regular pr/yfgh requires about tprée
Years. In YthAgt time, these studgyty
catch up (ity their English-speafify .
bpeers on m/NAyres of school achievegefiy
--- The 0ld/Y students appear to be y ST
fortunate a/y take longer to assimilgte
Many nevey catch up with tyQiy
English-spegking counterparts.

The older Chinese yilyngual children: in vh¢ Marckworth

bilinénal study»enieryq Nchool in kindergarten Qr the first

grade. The fact fhaf,}‘ .ed“%ﬂgramatié cytch-up in the

morphologicai'te$t ma3R%l;o §ﬁjgest that their a\similation
into the reguléi,Engli§h Program is more or 18s\ cogpleted
(cf. Kuo 1975;‘Ramire3 a4 Politzer 1975); §iuce "they are
‘the--group of eight ty t¥elve year olds, it furthdy syggests
that it did take at lo2st three years for them to catch up:'
In her study of the'bilihguals' backgrbund; MarCk¥orth found
out that family .USQ Of chinese was not 2 Significant
variable in the .biiiﬁgﬂalé'i rerformance on the English
mor phological »test.b Aulg fiﬁdingvis in agreengut With that
of Kno'(1§72, P. 122). Kig shaﬁs,that the fhmi}y' bilingual
scores  are poSitiyflf :corrélated ';giih Yhe cpineéé
bilinguals® per formancy ?h the Chinese tést. | 4t ‘ﬁéf with
that of English "('cf.,," §amirez ~and Politzér 1975)+ These
findihgs;iﬂdicate, as M%ﬁckvoﬁth rigﬁtlyA_poiktg oit, that

<
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the lack of exposure to Eng{}ﬁk ét home  did not
significantlj influence the subjecty’ performance on the

English test.

Iﬁ addition to the conceptual,cvﬂgidepation staﬁed in
the beginning of ;this.”section, a WAjfied form of the
Derwing Derivational Horphblogy Test YAy used in this study
for the folloving reesons; First, it ﬁv jateresting to know
aboutﬁ the bilingual chil@fs moréholqﬂ&ﬁgl rule acquisijtion,
its rate, pattern,(and contené, as CQﬂ&ﬁxed With that Qﬁ.the
monolingual ehild;-Such a novel . test Vgﬁlﬁ Provide solid
“evidence regarding the bilingual's Gteative use of - the
second language. Second,,it was ueef 'in“Derying' (19f6a,
1976b) and ‘Mérckwoéth' (1977a, 197ﬂk1'anq its utility for
testlng language acquisition has been wOQfltmed @hlrd data
from the above studies .were avalﬂﬁple for //6mpar1son.
Fourth, it was thought of 1ntere¢&' to see how the test
results in the Derivational . Morpholog% ”QSt correlated Hlth
thOSe of the 5yntax Engllshvtest- %ﬂe 1n5tance are they
hlghly correlated or is the reverse tyied Though dlfferent
in methodology, both tests aim at neagQﬁ\ng the same sort of
productlve Engllsh llngulstic ~abilytyn E;fth, does ‘the
. second language acqulsltlon of de&i#\tioﬁal 'morphologye
precede, follow, or parallel the acquy&}\ion of 1nf1ectlonal
norphology/syntactlc 'strucﬁpye? Sleh' a hlgh correlatlon
-between these tests would generate a vﬂp\ﬂdable Picture of .

Engllsh 1anguage development._i
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May4als add Procedure

Yhe Orlglnsl Der1Vat10na1 Morphology test (berwing
.19%@3\ 1976b HaICkwdtth 1977a,_1977b) con51sted of fifteen
elVQlkation forms: for each of the six processes tested, a
noyﬁeﬁse foTn and a real regular form, and for three of the
pry®e\ses a real irregular form ‘also.’ (Responses:
zavab\ase/dogﬁogse, . yurser/singer/oook cumer/p01nter,
glvaﬁ¥/mnddy:3“$lighij/slowly7fast' oogle/hor51e/k1tty). The'n
Derd\;lonal uorphology test was modified in this study for
"thy Rpllowing reasons. First, the Derwing test showed that
'rthﬁbfectionate diminu;ive suffix —ie was not prodﬁctive-at i
al), 44 t he tole' postuIated far ~it. The 'current study,
thgfﬁ$ore ignored 1t.’Second, the 1rregular forms cook and

._

fazk N;e real English words. Even when they are prodidced in

: thga,tast ve are not sure whether the ‘child correctly

1d§htkfles then as 1rreQUIar or wvhether he simply as yet is
J :
not h;oduclng 1nflected forms of this category. Thus a

.;deqlvlon was made to drop them from the inventory ;i; favor.
of‘ v“nsense forms. The final ﬂOdlfled test consists of five
momeﬁloglcal processes, each tested wlth one real Englisﬁ,
steld gnd - two nonsense .forms. increaSipg the number of::
hoqﬁvﬂge foregs fror five to ten: The f}ve morphologlcal~
prgfvﬂges t§sted and thelr correspondlng examples are as,
follyhg. - | S 3 S

v

'u_k1) Yoy éOﬁpouﬁd: doghouse, zdbeggnsr. Qggégtchgg.bu

- B P .
R . ; Sy
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-(2) Agent: singer, doghexr, yurser.
(3) Instrument: pdintgk,'neaver, cupmer.
(4) Adjective: muddy, Aegby, glurky-

(5) Adverb: slowly, blLdghly, heesply.

The itens weée rgRdonized and presented to the'subjeCts
Who were tested individuaiiY) either at home or at school in
a quiet cofuer. Polloving the technique déscribed above, the
exzifimqnter vent through the set of pictures and dialogueg

wi the subject to elicit responses to the tested stenms.

ResponSes Were scored as correct (expecfed) yi;lding' one
poiht'or‘iFror (not.etpé?ted) and null (no response)  with no
credit given. ﬁpe eirunltesponses were also recofded so that
a comparison 6f the‘eznob'patterns of bilingual childreﬁ and
those  of  their msnolihgua} counte;parts\could be made. In
the final scoring, on}? jonsense forms wére used in ihe
primary éﬁalysis. and the real regnlar forms were looked at

.only in a subsidiary sRalysis-

!

‘The Paradigmagiéégxgggggg;;_ Hord‘Assqc;gtion'Tests
, _ , i _ -

Introgduction

'; The second generél'gaeStion delipeated in Chapter One

(p- 10) nOtivétea the Asq of the third sets of'tests in fhis

stddy:' a pai;;of pagadignatic/syqtagnatic ﬁord,aSSOCiation

/
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tests (hereafter Word.Aéeociation Tes£). The q/aStions afe‘
what appears to be the effect on a child's. 1an¢§3§e behavior
due to access to two competlng 1anguhge sysﬁ&vg, i.e., is
thefe any effeét and if there is, what 1is ty&4 opature éf
thisv effect? Is it an enhancing or an 1nterfe&{0§ one? Hlll
it, given thls partlcular sanple,' suﬁport Yacnamara's

"baiance—effectﬁ hypothesxs which predicts thyk- “1f a Chlld
develops skills in‘one of hlS two languages, he generally
pays for it by a def1c1t in the other" (1966, R. ¢i). These
questions entail a_comparispn‘of the bilingualvq Ehglish and
Chinese scores on a cCommon test. Thus, boty 3\p English
version (Bickley,‘ Dinnen, and Jones 1970, Otvd ]956) eng a
Chinese version prepared by the:" authdr oy the word

Aesociation TeSts/;ere administered.
- | - v '
Before going further, it is useful to defyﬁe_ﬁgme terns
first. In a typical parédigmatic/gxntvgmitic word
- association test, the experimenter sayéf a “oxq, | for
-'instance, new, ‘then the subject is requir VAN utter the
response that coies to the mind first, for eigVPJQ, old. If
a Tresponse. can substitute for its stimulus Lﬂ \ sentence,

these two elements are said to be in a pradlgmatlc

relationship. 'For: instance, as demonstrated in Pa¥tor (1976,
, +asta : S _

p.67),
‘my v,new _ car -
the. .. old "book
his - big . pen

~that = ugly . . bag
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. the

of the efqrynts listed in the same colupgy could

for

the _ld QQQ. Bag

relatlon v{thﬁ%ag, pen and

usually y® the same form class (Blckley/ B{ckley.

1971, p, 11) and

relationyhipsy

a’ 5uperordinate:
bi Co-ordinate:
cy contrast;

,d{ yhole-part:

A rhymed Fesponse to a

lon g(fong VA defined as ‘a "clang response .,

therefore,

illustrate

one

stimulus:
response:

stimulus:
response:

stinMus:

Tresponse:

Stimulus:

response:

stimulus,

stands

M

in fa

Qf the

yPrle
gru e

AQﬂmv

ved

yladx
yBit

hTalc¢h
tres

&Uch as

ek_zstimnﬂhﬁ‘ in a word éssociation L asy
paradigmafy¢ or clang is classxfled as sfutggmatic, such

redégegcﬁj oc bad/man. In almost every cAyé of

nou/ phrase py new car consists of three elements.

77

Any

substitute

thef Yy make another equally accep#idble phrase, such as

Paradigmatic

book The pgnaalgmétlc wbrds are

and Cowart

following

Rinsbin
" Any response

vhich is

4
or

to

not

as -

‘syntagmatic

response, ft4e stlmulus/response pair pukgs up a syntactic
constitueg\. |
: i Y
That t{e ¥ord assoc1a ions of chlldren - differ

systematngle from those of a,ults has 7012 /% kuovn since the'

classic yApnfiment of Woodfow andeovyllv(1916) who found

that chijdrag vouldl'easily follow a 9tlnulns vprd in

.ordlnary bﬂp&aage Vlth a syntagnatlc resg“nge, for xnstance,'



Qggg(hole, soft/pi;low, t Q;QZgQ}, ~and ‘pan/vork. The
s

responses of adults, however, were ,gﬁyﬁgggg; table/chair,

man/woman, and deep/shallow. It Splyld be noted that the
adult's responses andistimﬁli"Seem 10 ¢ome from the sanme

grammatical class, that is, table 3Pd ghair, man and woman,

— e ——

ére nouns, and deeQ[shalloﬁ, "voft hard are usually ’

¥

N

adjectives. Ervin (1961) ‘obtainew - Ryee word asS?Ciations
from children in kindergarfen; Grady ¢hfee, and Grade Six.
.She found that the proportion yﬁ Ngradigmatic responées
increased with\age‘and wvas accompyiﬁ&é bf a declire in
.syntagmatic responses. similar fiydiygs vere also reborted
in_Browh‘and Berko (1960). Héw"do"pifadigmatic re5ponses
dévelop? Brown and Berko (1960) hypytb\sized that

| asv.ultilization ‘of‘ syﬁyﬁx develops in

children, syntactic.similgki\ﬁgin words
becomes an increasing JatNgmipant of

word association and - that the
development trend from . I\tgrogeneous
(Syntagmatic) ' responyfs ~ toward

Homogeneous (Paradigmaticy r\ponses is a
manifestation of this gregl \tep forwvard
into syntactic operations {¢. 4). -

o - /

Adoﬁéing -the concept of segaAntic ﬁarkers (Katz and
Fodor'19$3), McNeill (1566) contend%ﬁ ;that, youﬁg chiliren
giveTrelatively fe;>paradigmatic regboyses, because they have
not"yet_maste:ed ;hchomplete_lists 4f semantic garkers. For
example, . ggg -ha's semantic imarkﬁ%ﬁ, ‘(living)k _(humad)f 
(aduli);fdnd (méie);leCQmmon‘pafgquﬂ§£ic respoésé forms a‘
,minimélv.conttaSt with thé stin#lusf“a.shift'in one seﬁéntié

'market éauées;thevchange of'meaningy 59 vHen'thg stimulus is



. P ggggg is ofteh given as a teNponse. Both égg and woman
 ¢§6 (living), (human), (adult) but ’differ only . on one
Jiﬁgmantic marker (sex). Man &vqliggggg also .share such
fyntactic features as (nonn,*coﬁpt,nouq; singulér) (Taylor
| 1y76, Pp; 68-69) . Tﬁisl expl&nition‘ is not complefely
4§tisfactory, howevef. It does hoh'explain why. the respohses
#y-e the kinds of word”that follw the stipuli in speech (cf.
Pippman 1971, p. 397, Tayla® 1976, p. 69); For example,
ﬂhefé are‘ﬁany responses that gbuld.be qiven to the stimulus
fyn and fit the cﬁiteria‘of éeq&n\ic ﬁarker, i.é.; gdlice éf
. P§x, McNeill'Svnotion seemns fettab at' explaining the finding
ﬁhat.chiidrenfs respons:s are wftﬁp-in grammatical classés
dyfferent from stimuli. |

_ » = ' {
- The Paradigmatic/SyntagmytiQ Rord Association Test has
#yso been found ‘to  Dbe high Ly cdrrelgted with reading':
fyvadiness. Bickley, Dinnan, anq J§ﬁés (1970) administered it
1y fift;ltwo first grade'public \¢hool pupils, Tpe.subj:;ts

@/ﬁg_ ?Qso topk.tpe Metropolitan ReadinWss Test. Bickley, Dinnan,
8L 'Alﬁhd Joges:reported ﬁhat subjeqts of low ;éadiness gav more

f’ﬁyntagmaiic'responses- The samq F\sult '&s.ai#o obtained by

3 0yto (iq76), A high proportioy oY syntagmatic responses was
2yso found to be .closely cory@ldted with a p@qr ‘veqbal

Apility Score on the Scholgstic‘nptitude Test by Diﬂnan,

Pyckley, and Williams (1970). A
\*' ‘ o ; ! -
S R

'V'tln(cbﬁégndin§ their reviey 0¥"7paradigmatiq/syntagmatic

;\/ ., ',’;M""""_ & . a
: & yoa
N . J";‘c hY .
. AT ‘ ’ ' .
. - . P .
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'responses; Glucksberg -and Danks (1975, p- 60) wrote that,

"the amount of evidence on .this point is ‘equivocal with

regard to  whether the paradigmatic-syntagmatic change

treflects a shlft in ways of thinking, or a deeper mastery of
the language." The admlnlstratlon and constructlon of_ both ..

the Word Association Test—Engllsh and the Hord Association -

Test-Chinese to bilingdals_shduld reveal whether it is a

shift in ways ' of thinking or a deeper masterj of the

language. For instance, if a bilingual, child consistently'

scores better on -all English stests and gives more

: A

paradigmatic responses in the Word Association Test—English

but coﬁes up with more syntagmatlc responses in the Word’

Association Test-Chlnese, then we may conclude“fthat the

-

paradlgmatlc/syntagmatlc shift reflects a deeﬁerfmastery of

the Ianguage and does not reflect general cognitive,

©

'maturiQQ;

-fhe present study constructed and administered both‘
Chinese and Englishﬁversions'ofithe Hord nssociation Test to -
“the Chlnese-Engllsh bllxngual chlldren for the followingv
reasons. Flrst  the Word Assoc1at10n Test English not only\
» prov1ded 'an index.of the Engllsh readlng ablllty of the
_gblllnguals but also,'of their langnage naturlty. Thus, the}
'test resnlts would resolve the confllcting flndlngs of Chen -
(1965) and . Kllne ‘and - Lee (19W2) concern;ng tne*read}ng :
ability of Cnlnese—Eng;;sh bilingnals.l Secdnd,‘ thef_wordn"

\{Assoclatlon' Test-Chinese showved ;the“blllngual's.'Chlnese

‘A o . : T .
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ability. Third,vfhe Chiﬁese-EngliSh ~adults also took the

Word Association. Test-Chlnese but -not the Word: Assoc1atlon~

w

Test-English, so that the baseline of the Chinese language

.matdrity 'sccre could - be established This insured that a

‘'standard of. conparison for the blllngual's Chinese -ability

was avallable for maklng comparison with his English

ability. Fourth, thevadminiStratidneofnthh Word Association

Test versions would enable us to see whether they measure

>

-

. : SN .
language maturity in a specific language or general

4

' cognitiie~matutity. Fifth,,one measure of bilingualism might

q“‘étud"y, and the Otto‘(1976) study. A Chinese"versiOn was"
’ -

L.

« r

+

a

be obtained.

( . - I ~
Ma te 1als and Procedure

- Lo ) ) - 1‘, . ’ » ’

-

The‘wOrd—ASSOCiatiOQ’English task'consisted of  twventy

nouns adopted; from the. Bickley,"Dinnai; and Jcnes_(1970)

deViSed for this study conprised of twenty nouns as vell,

v

1n the Engllsh task aref

(1) front (2) kihg (8) life (4) work
(5) fﬁther (6) cxtx (7) var (8) mornlng
(9) nllk (10) table (11) house e

(12) 'appleA (13) foot (14) sonth_’.

(15) vater jiG)'sand'(17):needle."

(jé) sugar (1§)'g%cfor (20) wi:e

Pl

but dlfferent from those of the Engllsh versaon._The stlmull

\/_‘__
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. The stimuli ihsthe_chinesedtaSk are:b
(1) jr (paper) (2) shou.(hand)

(3) dzwobyan (left hand side)

(4) fan (cooked rlce) (5) chyou (ball)
(6) chedze (can).(?) hwva (flower)
(8):syeﬁhwa; }joke)»(Q)-sye (shoes)
(lO)Abyau (iétch) (1) yifu {(clot hes)
.(12)fdyanhwa (telephone) o e

,(13) didi (younger brother)
. @

- (1) d;tan (rng) (15) dyanshr (televiSLOn)
s ,

(16) chuang (bed) (17) men (door)

”

*(18) blngsyang (reéilgerator)

9
'adminiStered ‘bott " the
3 . vérsions’ aq@ veg\{nstructed to tell the

aﬁlrst nord they thought of\ each- tlme ﬂhe

’ s%id a vord. Snbjects vere 1nforned that there

vhoi rlght ot_ vrong reSponses.‘ﬁIn{ addltlon, - the. Ch1 ese
~ version was adnlnisteted Jto three- groups_ of b111 gual

‘adnlts' tve1Ve uandarln chlnese-English blllnguals, ﬁelve
‘Talwanese-English bilinguals, vand‘ ~sixi Engllsh-s@eaking._
'Canadlan adults who have studled Chlnese at least ﬁwo yearse

,‘in the East Asxan Studies Ptogra- at the ,Uniyersityt of

Alberta. SR o T



*u

,”

) possxble_polnts_;
S ETEEE .

a3 Introduction‘ G

R S T P T + 83
: . | L | | . |

The word assoc1at10ns vere 1ndependentli‘eategor1zed;,

‘lnto elther paradlgnatic or syntagmatlc responses by tpree ‘

,scorers.' leferences ,were dlscussed .and. agreement was."

'reached. Only paradlgmatic responses were"S¢ored, yleldlném

o_ p01nt for eath ‘paradlgmatlc response,f,upvto tﬁenty

_(’ . T . % ° L , L o Ce
. . . B . .

S e ‘The Co deLSwitching'ggst R

The notlon that language 'ls"fanT’ 1nstrument for

lfcommunlcatlon rather than a formal object to. be descrlbed

for 1ts ovn sake has been recognlzed by varlous researchers:

recently (Prldeaux .1975, Baker‘ 1976, Yngve 3559, 1975;,f

fjbuofgan 1973). Yngve (1975) even: redefined' the' study of - -

\

language as . human- ll_gulstlcs, whose goal is to achleve a

sc1ent1f1c unherstandlng of how people -ommunlcate, for it

ds acknowledged that mit is only in the context of’ the’,f

communlcatlve sxtuatlon that the essentlal propertles.‘Of a

linguistic - system can{lbe‘ dlscovered and analyzed" (Baker'

i1976?_p.2). Thls/notiOn has long been put into practlce win'
, ’ A .

”.observing bilinguais in conmnnlcatlon. Code-svitchlng, whlch

]~is an. 1Eterplay of tvo languages in utterances, is a falrly _ff‘

‘common com-unlcation phenonenon Hltb blllngﬁals.‘ It is .-

characterlzed by freguent su1tch1ng from one language to the

!



SR

other in a natural conversatlon. NOD‘llHQUlSth varlables»V'

:have  been proposed to explalnv whygt b;llnguals swltch -
languages. It _ observed that dlfferent languages are
relevant and approprlate ln dlfferent contexts.‘For eiample,\

Gumpert and Hernandez Chare2\41972 p»98) demonstrate thatrf
: , P

swltchlng code . "1s ‘a reSponse 1tq' each dlscussant'

qpsessment of the others' ethnlc 1dent1ty,-age,.sex,' degree

‘of solldarlty »or confldentlallty." Hhen 'the tOplC 'éf. o

conversatlon turns to aspects of the other culture and llfe,}j

a language SHltCh is nade. Thls type of language swltchlng{
~.

can< be made \nter—sententlally or 1ntra-sentent1ally. The_.;

ablllty to sv1tch codes effectlvely ;dis | recognlzed,ifi.'

therefore, _xn nany blllngual 'speech( comm n1t1es as“_an ,df'

ablllty to be cultlvated and 1t 1dent1f1es the speaker as a:d?:

member oﬁ- the blllngual rather than fthe'v»monollngua1%5‘>

,communlty. ThlS Qhenomenon ‘not only 1s observable among_,
adult blllnguals but also among blllngual chlldren-' The
followzng | example . §S'. an 1nterest1ng one-a(personal

observatlon).
dt o S
Ch11d° ma, gvak be ai / julce.' "Mother,
I - want Juice.® (Talwanese-Engllsh_gv
:code—swltchlng). . ‘ -

Hother. julce / keng d1 /- bing-syang-
"Juice is ~the, - refrlgerator.
(Engl1sh-Ta1wanese-Mandar1n

~ code-swltchlng). :

Chlld' blng—syung, / not / blng-syang.'"
“"You .. should say - blng—syung, - ‘not
blng—syang.ﬁ (Talwanese-Engllsh uandarlnw
code~sw1tch1ng.y_

~




'Sentences whlch v1olate these snrface—structure constraintsf“h
‘are judged un cceptahle. These constralnts are'T
,1) agalnst switchlng between pronomlnal subjects or- ebjéétss

(dlrect 1nd1rect) and the flnlte verbs to whlch they"
;belong S . : : : ‘

2f' agalnst svitching betueen f;nlte‘_uerbs k égaf;fthgifj,a;v

~swi£%hing.f Tlmm argued that'.

R e

"LThe»chlld was taught 1n Talwanese_:only,fand"did"uogi kuoﬁ,;
ff;uapdarln at- all © 80 - he regafds bl_g—sxang (Handarlnf
“h‘xpronounciatlon) as an' unacceptahle pronounciation of ther'

a'Talwanese‘ vocabulary 1tem for:"refrlgerator." Thls casualj;

) » .
observatlon .of ,mother Chlld communlcatlon- leads to"the
\

«jbe]_ief that Lan Code—SultEhlng test( Hllght be a Vlable way to_:‘

examlne the chlli's b111ngua1 1anguage ablllty.»-

e : R

N B RN . \ -~ -

Varlous reseqrchers (Hasselmo 1970 'Biou and cqmpefzf.»i
“19721' Lance 1197‘}. Gumpetg and Hernandez—charez 1975, Tlmm
_;1975‘ and Wentz 1977) have suggested that blllnguals swltch,”

. code .accordlng gf’some unﬁversal and psychologlcally realde

e
»

"’Ti'prlnc1p1es.\1n examlnlng samples of blllngual talk and taped
uduiconversatlom ﬁy Hex1can—Aner1cans res;dlng- im% Callfornla,

_.T;mu ,(1975) notlced that there» are syntactlc 11m1ts to;dff

?Cthtraiuts h Spanlsh—Engllsh switchlng may help preserveg,gf

'tgrammatlcallty and acceptablity in each language j}b u77).;:

>

'rf\‘*yo "eht ‘?t3r 1-f:, "I ventn (gf ";gj\

*T fu1 f.ffflj_“i' :"I vent%

1nf1n1tive complenents o e

-7*, *They want a venlr‘"b ﬁ(rheyy'want_tO'goueﬁta“

yarlous _'surface structure o

e R s e




ih3) agalnsﬂ swltchlng between &nklllarles

j?fu) agaldst svltchlng betveen a negatlv‘felenent and the ve b
'-negated/ L - Do N R

?zsf‘ llmlted sw1tch1ng 1n Nes contalnlng a determlner andéan'y

v,“yand admlnlstered to' above-mentloned three gron R4 "_ﬂl

'fzblllngual adults ; whose natlve languages aré Manaari%

o J: subject group,;e_h b111ngua1
“.-‘\ o

- swltching test ~awere as follovs., Flrst,, to test the

)

'”&'relatlonship between the~ h111nguals'= wOrd Assocmgtlon o

‘: those ‘ stated Tlmm: (1975).4 Second,‘r_or examine the

*voy to dec1de

= e

. - { . . -'
4‘*1 must esperar e "I must {@it"
/* He has V1sto j_r‘fﬁ

,_.‘-,~ AR 'f,i‘;“ f‘,.fﬂ 'g-~'

-

*I don t qulero ‘3.Vf"T don't Hant" :ﬁqéf

adjectlvefgl-;y, AR u?fufﬁi1
*% L S
KN o RN

:ﬁnnis;ﬁayafite{Sthn@ i xpuv =

e i,ju R

*Su favorlto spot, -

%
M

S
o

In the present study, a Code—suxtchlng test vas d Vi edv‘v"‘?gfi‘“

\

“_. f}’ 44;“ :
Chlnese, Talwanese, and Engllsh as well as to the prlmary

échlldrem. A sample of test

ltems appears ln the next sectlon.sgihe purposés of thls rfgg

LAy

unlversalltx of the surface-strncth;e constralntsi suchﬂ as='
o

il

E T

':Test—Chlnesewascores, the S ntax Chinese scores: and the ’fffjﬂ-7””
. y

’iCode—Sv1tch1ng test, wlth the hope that a dependahle Chlugsq

;!pool could thus beb ylelded. Thlrdd
es7»relationsh1p between scores on the Derlvational norphology,  ;,{?.-;7

s-fthe Syntax English and the Code-Sultchlng test. Fourth

“.ablllty measure for blllnguals of theISOrt

;fbur subject@ 5

o

itb dlscover the




: stated 1n Tlmm (1975) and 111ustratéd 1n the abOVe SeCtlon..wf._m,,

m”‘ffbetween pronominal ijectﬁ and the finite}verwa R

. cons1sted_

:ass1gned to each of the

;hLJf ffff j3j1B1shard /" chrfan _"Rlchard eats"

T L e R e K=
. TN . L -

'”M,The Code~siitch1ng

'd‘ ) i l‘

-ff1Ve surface-structure condltlons
. . *.-. el
O M ?{ .'

ser

,n-.

;ﬁ. o

conditlop

.M_,:,, . g oo o Y S A Lo . T

= R S e jf
;“,_a;gwlx1)ﬁyo@ / chrﬁanv

Q"

-gege / 9°- ;?5551:"The ol&br brother goesn‘ﬂff'

‘E;"{' '."' ’ G

(5)»-'-*Jang si;;n / go "J\%-hn‘ Doe goesn ‘; -

”;xﬂ

R

;of tuenty-flve sentences;f f1ve of uhlch vere“f“)rff_ﬂV
}_,

’;syntactlc testlng, ﬂgand;fy}}“‘

were 1ntroﬁuced lntomfff5 '

agalnsx SHltchinngﬁ'

L RS S S




RN 1s acceptable or

”WyThe flrst and second sentences wete de51gned to test whethet
RN = .

L sw1tch1ng bétveen proﬂomlnal subjects and the flnlte vethﬁ

[’ )‘v e P é

:t@;The renalnlng‘th:ee sentences c%ntal

Jang Shan "gohn'\

famlly structure. {

2 N ! e

*34#15 tested agalnst Rlchard [ chcfan _"Rgphard» eats,";;td?ff

,,.- "o‘

'explore experlmentally 'ﬁow subjects react $o thesgj;l.}

Cn swltchlngs.‘vixfasa;a %fa'"ff-fq‘f'*pb_: ':";f“-7 . "?r“f

oA i TR ) S T T U

,isf:an Engllsh nam%-;ﬂiy

The st;mull then were d1v1ded 1nto two parts, w1th parfif

,_One cpmprlsed of eleven Senuthces sultchlng fron Engllsh 6%4;fhﬁ&;»7,

~

Chlnese .andi part two 'conslstlng of fourteen gsentencesh“

B

Y

e ‘;yf R

;!{ swltchlng from Ch;nese to Engllsh.u The, sentences %ln eachfffg“ o
part finally were randomlzed and presented to the snbjects.Ju;E

1nd1v1dually who vere then asked to grade the< sentencesgﬁ; -

'{ e
,‘ . _,. v .

ac"ordlng to a scale of acceptablllty rang;ng fron‘good, all'"3“

- rlght, gunnz, to z ;_nnx.,hll tventy-flve stlmnll 1n thf;ie*

Code Sw1tcthg test appear lnahppendlx C. g

B . PR \ . . " :

. e

the judgement of the sentence as ;x_fu'nz, one lent“ forﬂ;}*

1

."tg°°d and zero for_ no reply The Predfctlon was that thef’ﬁm o

ER R | SO
e subjects ~such Rlcﬂrd _,gege "\lh% older brother," andﬁu’;;‘-'

'Jang Shan fllls the same role 1n Chlneseﬂf%f&ﬁﬁ

that John, oe does 1n Engllsh.) Then, you / chrfan "yon eat"?ﬁfl’“ L

T -y

i D

JUTOVR,

-whlch can be termed language-sﬁfclfﬁp‘p:@;pff3&~




9 : f-‘-l"

,;,:.

'D«‘.

°£ the’t al scores of the<thlnese adultSwV/‘L\§;:}f?£'

It 1s ‘a trulsm 1n*§bc1011ngulst1cs that"Soexal factors

o e i
N are hlghly correlated wlth thld language developngnt.f."It

b'“lﬁis' the: soc1al env1ronnent_that operates to stlmulate or to
g iy

fﬂclnteractional '_approach iﬂf

-

'7laSSnnptlons.' Flrst, ,"man has -the capac1ty to learn hugeig

'dﬁwnunbers of neanlngs éﬁa};zvalues ' through'f* symbollc”"

L synbols through 1nteract10n v1th other people,'speclfically;n,hjf

T nenbers of the fanily“ (Schvaneveldt 1966 p.; 109). Theseh.,n7{5f"'

o comuunlcatdon,j“espec1aliy comnunlcatlng nessages and values

oL gt
Al .“3
.

A

“soc1ology.5“,The‘ symbollct;

:ft-lnteractional aPProach has 'iQﬁeVi following 5 1nterest1n9?ih

ytions are of spec1al 1nterest to this study. Flrst of’z

fhnnler: than those -whlc, jco tr&vene cnltural quStD&lntSw e
K only. A standamﬂlzed@score u&% comgpted for'eeach chlld by{g’fftﬂ;?
adﬂlng up‘all of kxs poiﬁts obtalned and divlded by t&e meanﬁf”’“

-retard a Chlld 1n hls Language developnent"' (KHO'\1972 ' P?;*ffjfﬁf
'rtﬁug)., Accordlng to Kuo thls process 1s called "languagefﬂf

‘fﬁsoc1alrzat10n" and 1s the focal 'concern, of thek-symbollc,T

t’communlcatlon.. He’ learns these by 1nteract1ng wlth otherj{;ff°5’“d

fTQ persons" (Rose 1962, p.:9).‘Second "one learns nearly llﬁfﬁn

e all_'they 1mp1y that synhols,; language 1ncluded Aare; forfiﬁ



_g_to other people. This ls a p051t10n essentlally no. dlfferent‘
"ffronl that takeni by Varlous‘ researchers in llugulstlcs;
~7(prideaux ‘1975 ‘Baker 1976, Yngve 1969, 1975, uorgan 1973),~'

-h

u;and adopté ‘as’ a coﬁggptual framevork'ln thls study. Second,j,'

‘-l;_'the learnlng of symbols,_ language 1ncluded 1s nqt only-”"ﬁ

:-psychologlcal but : also soc1olog;cal.d‘ uistudy of the_;{l:fﬂ‘

"acgulsition of language by chlldren reared

g‘; 'euVLronnent ' such as that ofgthe bllrngual subjects ln the*

*’“;f,ag external factors in- ‘orderV;tot‘account thelr poss1b1e.ﬁ,f‘

',Viuflueucéfﬁpbufuéasuresjofflanguage'ahility‘aﬁd{heﬁaiior;hA'
Db TS e e T SORATRY, and behavior,

r*“f-;gt;g§ﬂ¢;;onfgggjggggéag;§,f-j

Thegrsoc1011ngulst1c features of the prlmary subject

._:‘an atyplcalhf'”

group expkﬁfeaﬁun the current vork vere brlefly nentloned 1n .'

an earlier sectlon of thlS chapter._They are llsted here in,ﬂ;:h

the order in which they will be dlscussed belou.‘
',1) Parents' : preelmnagrataon *Vsaé£6¥7h-7‘
~_econonic status.v s S A@ S
lhpiZ) Soc1o-econon1c status of the fanlly.-.hi L
3) Age. o : _. - -
:*_1Q) Parental ;téi§e¢£a£i¢ﬁ5" ahoutul_the '



“'chlld's sEPoollngb
”J5) arental educatlon.,,iis

aaf”s) Peer' group relatldnsﬁ
qchild.-u.:. Lo

'7) : Characferlstlcs of

‘ 8) Freguencyfof fanlly novzn

;1'9) Famlly language orlentatl
jjchlnese ‘or . Engllsh 1s be
Qhone.iv, - o

\"10) Engllsh exposure-ﬂ‘vhen3

‘\Q’ff'aqxlved . North -‘America, .
© .o opat: o in. -lan. Engllsh
_._.consistently 'and for how 1
- many - hours: hé spent read
‘i,,books. o ,_

:11) Influence/ of 'ned1a ‘o

‘.such  as .television, rad1
;tapes, and records.:,‘
'd3ﬂ312) Blrth qrder. N

ﬁ113) Nunber of 51b11ngs., T

I 1nvestigate these»"factcrsj'whlch

»

'fblllngnals' llnguistlc perfornance,:lt

“:fthejﬂ Panily Billngual Patterni and

Background and InterV1ew Gulde used

u1v0-193) :were adopted and nodlfled i

eSoc olinguistic Background and used fo

”'be £o! nd in Appendlx D. Slxty qnestion

guestlo nalre, and the parents were

fK\;;°':';

ips ;cffjﬁneffci

LT e _vt_he.‘. - fapilgy
o ':-_nelghbcrhood of residence._ ERCRRRERC AR

' env:.x: onnent.

f;“QJ

/.

onz how nuchf
1ng useduat'
‘the chlld‘ g
when he was»
ong,.and how:

ing Engllsh{-f‘.a"'

n’ the chlld,y;fu_“;,
Ol o EOVJ.es',_'-‘J_.'-

nlqht 1nfluence thefd'-

the General ramllyfiifg '
bx Kuo (1972 'pfb'  S
nto a Questlonnalre‘ont;q
. thls study..It willdiiy.d” :
s were included in theifgnh )

asked to ansver these,"5f

Questlonnalres on"“' '

L 0 e 1 271 e 2P

A A A e Ay e £ "




' toi thls 'study '=the aforenentloned~;.factors;a sthelrzf

'f;5'operataonallzed forms, and the method of guantﬂflcatlon of'“"'d

some of then, where necessary, for statlstloal analy51s.,4 ;'f%A”"'

: R' .o . VA:\T‘\:-:‘} o . ‘ '~ >"( -. . L . ~ ’ t_..

. ;{f&' One of the most 1mportant soc1al tactors con51dered

R

soc1al class. The dlfference 1n language

-

the current wor
n \ . 1
ﬂse betveen'

fn from dlffetént soclal env1ronments vas,s“”

“:anfobject of egtens;ve 1nvestlgat10n duringidthe s;xtles.kitf?'””

Theoret1ca1 1ns_fratlon came from Ba311 Betnsteln s urltlngs

“'”:‘1n England.¢ B'rn~te1n (1971) distlngnlshed a restrlcted

language code

elaborated :;f?he;{f“"ix'ﬁ

{\<\‘ restrlcted code 1s"

transferred" a

(Geest, Gerstel Appel and,fervoort 1973 pp. 2u—25). The

characterlzed by
G L '
Llatles:su}ted

great nnnber of syntactlc and lexlfal'pos

3 : X = ,a‘\
why do menbers

rdAniddle ‘ class ;in degelophent \

\expenaence far less verbal ldteractlon with thelr nothers at

W\;ﬂ ;‘”, B jgi H
- NG




o cognlfive

totallyf; o

“ﬂffcapac1ty of chlldren from the louer class 1s eqnal to tha

I

if“f those fron the mlddle class, bueﬁl

McCarthy (195“) also reported that”:f:

tfffcon51derable eV1dence 'lﬁgfthe 11terature to 1nd1cate thatif*fﬂ

‘7,'

'Jefthere exlsts a marked relationsh1p°;betUeen socioﬁecononlcff“:'

P

tiigfstatus of the famlly and thefchlld'Aﬁ 1ngulst1c.development"afia‘hn'ﬁ“'

3? fff(p.5 586).f McCarthy quoted a study by Descoeudres (1921)_1n$:?’

";fAiwhlch chlldren of theJupper class were*shown”ﬂto outperﬁorn

ef}fthose of the 1ower class on practically every ;temlof anTr*

ﬁfexten51ve battery of tests that inVolVed language-

T

7%év1dence abounds 1n ~the 1iteratnre (cfe"f'“"'

To;quantlfy soc1oeconon1c status, Plneo

and Porter'sfg



Sane many etudies _arel.aw'“F

thlS studY  ?  ; f

“ c1osely related

N "”’ckworth 19 77b, Kno1972 ‘and




"gffdevelqpment.psince schoollng for almost

7ﬁjiflﬁ_;ffpted1ctab1e from age,< lt 1s notgp0551bl_ t_l* para

fflnfluence of these two factors._,ﬁ7?¥"”“'
ST 3 s ,‘_-' ) L \

“f'f;fr Parental '1nfluence has been found tO»ﬁ.'"
f;;;,correlated to \Pe educatlonal asplratlons and occhpatmonal

mobLllty of hlgh school boys 1n the

Unlted States (Kahl

= 1953 Floud 1956 Bordna 19&0 Sevell and, Shah 1968).“ Sewell ’

1Jf:and

1be a

owerful séunce 1n encour_ 1ngihlgh educat10nal -asplfatlon

hlgh—school senlors uho are ﬁromfl'v SES but are hlgh Ain

general

and femalesnwho score relatliely hlgh on 1nte111gence,ffl

_.'come fron famllles occupylng relatlvely hlgh SOC%Oecmnom1c7Tj?5’”‘ o

Parental -1nf1uence the

llngulstlcf-f;f{f;fﬁﬂ
such as "Hovf,‘ﬁ

children

on_thlnk it is that your Should befaﬁ“ 




inportant do you thlnk educatlon is?" The answer 1s a scale'

e

-‘ranged from reall ' 1mportant,:‘ _p_____t, . he lpfg;, to_

’ee:l_y__,_‘ ovable.
. . . 'I-;”f«"

‘ Peer group | inﬁiuence and neighborhobd -are also

=)

"ﬂ 1mportant factors to con51der in the study of blllnguallsm. :

' Gulutsan (1974) - reported the followlng case.
John was encouraged by h1S'parents to
continue his. .French. Two  of. his best
friends took - Industrial Arts and had. a . .
good time.... The difficult. weeks beqan“w.
- and John hated French more than ever..-..-q
e - He. made up his mind that next year he - .
3 .. vwould: j01n his friends in the fun-class // o
‘ . i and say’ good- b?e to French. But later in J . -
"~ the Fall..., the. family moved .... and .
. John had to change school.... ' In this .
school, John 'did not . feel he was mlssing
v anythlng durlng Freixh class because

) everyone - 'studied French.... . John
P "obServed ‘also that ‘parents of his new
 friepds- .- often ;Spoke ~Ta secgndh.
. }.,language.... In '_'short time ! John's /)
- vfmother noticed that the - problem Mof

" having to ““take “Frénch®" was a thing of'“

‘the past (p. 160 emphasxs added). :

. Thls case reflects the powerful 1nf1uence of the peer ‘grouP
and nelghborhood It may be speculated that the amount and‘
nature of the contact w1th peers will- affect the billngual s

'».Engllsh iscores, v1th .greater. cqntact tlme _and a - more

idhomogeneous nonollngual English peer group correlatlng wlth

higher Engllsh scores. Th;s varlable may be tapped by asklng'

‘

"Who. are your chlld's three best friendS?" and "How often do

they play together in a week?"

‘)



Famlly llngulstlc 'orientationi is a. comnler factor‘
_‘deslgned espec1ally to estimatevfthe. relatlve amount of
eichlnese ‘and - Engllsh used by the ‘famlly bmembers amongﬁh
chemselies in  the hone.a As stated ‘in Chapter Two,'lt was:

suggeSted‘that the use .of- ethnlc language as the home

:IangUage for communlcatlon does not affect the blllngual'

mastery of a second language (Kuo 1972, Ramlrez and Polltzer'

1975). uarckworth (1977b) also found that_"lack of exposure'

to: Engllsh in a very 1mportant component of the chlld's llfe
- did not 51gn1f1cant1y 1nfluence hls performance on ‘the test

materlals"'(p 19). It wlll be useful 1f further testlng can

L

. be done and results analyzed to explaln why thls is 'so-i_An

”:attempt to do thls ‘vas' made hy decomp051ng thlS complex: "

-_factor 1nto f1ve suh—factors.

”1) Father—chlld'dthe.language uséa bj
the father to the‘chlld '

2 Mother—chlld:'the language used by 9
" the nothertto the child - N

3) child- father~ the language used‘hy'
.+ the’ child'to: ‘the father W .

u).Chlld-nother' the 1anguage used by
the Chlld to the nother ’ :

»fS)dBlllngual Bxposure Scores (BES) 3
the language used. and Chineseness
”malntalned by the parents. »

It sh&ﬁldfbe‘noted that. this. decomp051tlon= characterlzes

Blllngual Exposure Scores as a partlcularlzed neasure of the

97. :
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S chlld's pass1ve exposure to the home language, as opposed to'~¢‘
‘the actlve\use and exposure for the other four factors.: |
'fTh ‘f1ve factors llsted above are tested by guestlons,
_or1g1nally formulated by Hoffman (193&),_ modlfled by Kuoj
.(152;), and adopted ?i thls study, about who speaks whatff
3 language to whom how often in the home. Each guestlon may beg.
) lansvered with "never," "sometlmes,ﬂ "often,“ '"mostly," Iandff
'”.uﬁalways,, whlch were then scored 0, 1, 2,’3,fu.po;ﬁf§"
"respeCtively. Scorlng ylelds a. percentage figurelffor'»the
-amount ]of’f Chlnese language used and Chlnese Culture_

'malntalned by the subject's parents 1n the home.

1) North- American arrlval age: how old was the chilad S
when he first arrlved in North- Amerlca.

' 2) Engllsh env1ronment age-'how old was the Chlld
' vhen he was pat con51stently 1n an Engllsh .
env1ronment.h : .

'3) - English environment years. how many years has the
. child ‘been in an Engllsh env1ronment g
' con51stently.m' : - -/

) Engllsh readlng hours"how many hours does the
child spend reading Engllsh books weekly. '
L . R . r

s
~

. . ‘aA-> o /)"/
v; The factor, Influence of uedia,;finvestigates’ the ’childjSJj"‘
"*fexposure to teleV151on, radio, mov1es, tapes, and~records;'e

Both: Influence of Hedla and Engllsh Exposure vere "designed'f

o

‘The factor, EnglishvExposure,)Covers-four‘suh-factorsf7"‘

.



.99

“to flnd out whlch experlentlal or env1ronmental factor otherffEV

’ than 'age may account for the varlance,‘lf any, 1n the testf

‘1,SCOres. It is also 1nterestxng to' know vhlch factor fmay“f

5pred1ct spec1f1c test scores. Through a close observatlon of »

rhov these factors 1nteract vlth test scores,"ue fmay:>=
”.jdetermlne whether such external factors as these ;1nfluenceh
how~v1mm1grant ‘blllngual chlldren learn,-orvfail‘to;learn;if
othe second language, and whether they maLntaln, or faili*to
malntaln, the flrst.w'i - | |

' jbtherdfactorsaSGch as;gBlrth‘érder, Number of Slbllngs,g_
fBirthplaCe; and Sex need llttle comment.-In regard to Blrthv
i!order, 1t has been, suggested that the second born‘ chlldf'm
_usually : s less prof1c1ent in- the ethnlc language because_h,

gh?nvhe;eis learnlng n_ language hls older 51b11ng has‘

'’

’attended

::hulsh school 'already and certalnly would brlng
;‘Engllsh home and conmunlcate 1n Engllsh vlth the younger one,fh
-'ﬁ“(KdS 1972)- The factor, Number of 51b11ngs, lnvestlgates the.

hypothe51s ‘that the presence or’ absence of . other chlldren 1n¥'d
-.the home may 1nfluence the amount of Engllsj,_gg us h1nese
| the subjects hears,' and - the amount of adult v__gus chlld/

c0mmun1cat1on. Blrthplace examlnes the guestlon of uhetﬂer

-»;the.‘language patterns of the forelgn-born Chlld dlfferedh'“

'ﬂffrom'those of the Canadlan—born. Sex rev1ews the con31stent iff”

LS

N Co
females than in nales of conparable age ‘in the elementaryr.

school years.n Tog further. explore these factors ahd thelr

L

'“”reports in the 11terature .on hlgher verbal ablllty 1nj Qhr::



'_posSible~”reIétfohshi§s wlth both Chlnese‘.sandjffﬁrgiishf_,f

vllanguage tests was thought to be of 1nterest.~o,fk

,',

[

7The.;spec1f1c ereseapch~questlons tested 1n the present
‘[uork-wé:é thus as’ follows- f'

,ri§.1) Do the b111ngual chlldren lag behlndf
t;fifthe monollnguals 1n general? L

'Lﬁsf\*f‘of?"Z)' age an’ lmportant varlable? Doese@
v . the 9 12 age- group . approx1mate its-
monollngual counterpart 1n performance°

©3) 15 the acqu151tlon order of. Engllshﬂs”
“functors similar. to: results obtalned byi
other 1nvestigators? v :

gy Cire the b111nguals'f_scores in thefﬂot;fif
.giﬁDer1vat1ona1 uorphology test . hlghlylgq-v
']‘correlated v1th those ln Syntax Engllsh7j’

w75) the famlly huse of Chlnese é'{f C
51gn1f1cant varlable4 1n .the ' Engllshr'w o

¢?6) Is parental 'expectatlon related tozfiQn"

"all performance scores? . A

.7) ‘Does famlly b111ngua1 orlentatlon,_
~influence’ - the" b111nguals" Chinese .

" scores? Is it the. case that the more the -
“family 1s Chinese language orlented “the
‘better: the Chlnese scores, but not- _th@&y.;'

-gEngllsh scores’ W L ;

.v””tB),,'. Are»'l_;he fﬂ'bilingﬁalsi;~j:ﬁordfﬁ:;3»>~
“'Association~English = 'scores. -highly =

””jCOrrelated with Derlvational Morphology:f‘ 
'and Syntax Engllsh? . ‘

,f',9) Do paradig\atlc responses‘ increase’
© with. age in "both Chinese and Engllsh
T;‘.'ver51ons of the word lssoc1atlon tests?



0y 1

- 1t the case that Jthe‘% iore"jg‘_Jr
-g;*aparadlgmatlc responses,] the better the'h_’
z;"Code 5w1tch1ng scores? ' L ,

f511) Is 1t the case that the hlgher

exposure score Sy

) i

-

L ..

PR Lot

o ‘the: hlgher the;ﬁu
r,rDerlvatlonal Morphology . and “the " Syntax: :
: ;‘Engllsh scores? ir¢3\._ o TR
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" Brofile of the Subject pobl

.- .

Followlng 1s the general descr1pt10n of iyé subjectsl?ﬂ;

'”fxw'”;j-lnterv1ews. All of the twenty—four subjects 1n the

jwwork come, fgpm fifteen' fanllles f upper mlddle class}

RTINS .jv  soc1a1 env1ronment based on the questlonnalre and in= depth;?'

-current{°'

kground 11V1ng in exclusxvely Engllsh—speaklng Edmontonif

ﬁfnelghborhoods,”’vhere thelr best frlends and- playnates were,;ﬁj B

.¢ w1thout exeeftnon, Engllsh-speaklng nonollnguals._dinf'_:au

.

_3 case1. the prxmary fanily wage—earner 1s the fathet;; ﬂf[f

3,

. .14"

f%}Qif:fl_;;, falrly close to the natlonal
.. i :,‘ - wﬂm g il m\ Ay “W e 1% J_i’»'j“l—"""
;f.i"" profe551onals accordlng to the soc1o— conc

~~~~~~~~




"Pineo and Porter (1970).. Eleven of the fathers hold thel:-”
'i7fdoctorate and the rest a master's degree from North Amerlcan.':t

»unlver51t1es. The pre-lmmlgratlon status of the parents Qvas o

'that of students 1n Talvan. All but one of the famllles havef*
j ;llVEd 1n thelr present communlty for at least flve yearsbf o

"the one famlly came'from Taluan just one year ago.

Ly
»

¥

These Ta1wanese~speak1ng and Mandarln—speaklng parents,

o *nov 1n thelr late 30s and early 405, cane fron Talwan vherel;vf””

t.i}llke Japan, competltlon for- educatlonal .opportunlty -ist‘
dereadfully | severe, ‘nandeu they naturally are hlghlyil'

‘%_,educatlon-orlented Though. they would not put ﬁ“ muchh'

: ?:{pressure on thelr chlldren as thelr parents>once dld onAthemr'h

P .;;1n chlldhood . when asked about the 1mportance of educatlon}d

‘Jflfgpf of learnlng Engllsh : they unequlvocally hplaced ther’*@

\

"Q;gfhlghest rat1ng on these act1v1t1es, only addlng so long as}f

4“ﬁft1t vould not harm the chlld's nornal development. As for the?
: 1mportance of thelr chlldren's : learnlng hf' Chlnese,i'
ff1fty-percent of them responded by saylng elther "enjoyable""
':or "helpful" vhereas another flfty percent(;ald "1mportant..
"These parents hope that their chlldren wlll malntaln the;}?

7Ch1nese cultural tradltlons, even as they, at the sane tlme,";}{n

Qhope for thelr smooth and successful acculturatuon to thefjp“”

AftNort Amerlcan comuunaty.

fa?omdof,brllmggallsm,‘Vhlch however, they feel 1s noref.:'
wrale \)-,xyu«l - . : G .
'\ » '. B i . . .‘ ‘~ ,-‘ ) » »» P N



Lo ;"”;;b.x"“ ‘ ‘ T AN ‘ .
'rfsdifficult to- achieve than ‘bi?culturalism;r A su'stantlal

gr'percentage of the parents, nlnty-two percent, expresse 'the__ o

'ﬁ?bell £ ’that blllngual experlence -may have, a p p051 1ve:7‘
I S k- -

'F,alnfluence on the -chlld's 1ntellectual development vhl'ef
'fﬁonly elght_ percent of them were vorrled that blllnguallsmf
:?fmay be & burden to the Chlld Among those fnh belleveﬂﬁlnh
ﬂ1eﬁgb111nguallsn,~7ﬂevery effort :is» nade _to: persuade theirhﬂ
‘Vﬁfchlldren that the learnlng of :Chinese;pcan 'be“hugéfﬁi;;‘;

’ﬂfparent reported that,:?f;_’

,ﬁHe took x to a. Chlnese restaurent, ‘and
“ordered four dishes, with tvo of them. alel e
from the Chinese-menu'and the other from . . o
fEngllsh ‘menu. -‘When X enjoyed very ‘much -~ .
the authentlc Chlnese: dlshes, ordered =
. from - the ' -menu -written in . Chinese oo
‘,»characters,,we began to~ 1nstruct him how . | : ,
-.h;useful learnlng of Chlnese can - be (case - . .o

",]'othet optrmlstch’parents (cases #u,_#16) asserted that theh"‘
,ichlldren spend thlrty-flve to forty hours a’vveek 'inh the%i9
Engllsh :school learnlng Engllsh from‘ Engllsh-speaklngr‘
N fteachers and frxends, almost aé nuch tlme as they ‘stay at "

| home,‘and they also have easy access to varlous overwhelningf

*medla events 1n Engllsh in: the home, Consequentlg 1t lS the

| 1chlldren's Chlnese that these' parents are worrled about“ )

IR S
w

._rather than thelr Engllsh - The 1nfluence .of'lthe::ned;a,ﬂ -
"espec1a11y telev1510n can; not’ be overestlnated..Afmother',f‘  h7
(case ¥9) ;n51ghtfuf:; remarked that TV ', extremelyvlh'l
e 1nfluent1a1 fbr chlldren who are’ young and Hho do not know:

ﬂ“much3 Engllsh,‘ These young chlldren follov rclosely‘ and‘>

"_ . . ‘ -



aL’,V'.;tinitate honestly ’what 1s offered on TV althohgh the older
o ;chlldren are more 1nterested »y_ﬁthef content of the ffih?h“
-‘progran, and not so nuch 1n 11ngulst1c aspects, except for'tr‘
fjokes._51m11ar v1eus werevalso expressed by other parentsv“
‘fl(cases #10 $12, #20). The majorlty of these parents are so‘ﬁ
ff.educatlon—orlented that they themselves uould not watch vhat

.;they con51der to: he lnapproprlate Tv.iprograms,, not to.

. mentlon mov;es, 1n order to serve as a good model for thelr -

.3,'

. ‘ychlldren.

N .

‘Q'QIn'the homes 1n our sanple, Chlnese is- the 1anguage foff.

'f_éubicé' forﬁ the parents., Llngulstlcally speaklng, thesei,,:d‘
:parents.are fully aware of the fact that they are not natlve ;;;“f
_.speakers of . Engllsh therefore, they con51der themselves ,as";

?faf good model for thelr chlldren s learnlng Qf Chlnese hut

'°-“not of. Engllsh Consequently, 1n only two homes are Engllsh

’,stories.‘read to the chlldren 1n bedtlme- however, *n actual
communlcatlon, no- parent he51tates_ to nse fragments of
Engllsh such as vocabulary or. 1d10ms 1n Chlnese sentences. 'f;fif

~3§ . One. of the most predomlnant soc1ollngulst1c patterns_h

ypone,ils that nearly half of the subjects (forty*81x percent)
responded to thelr parents in Engllsh whlle thelt parents

:-address then 1n Chlnese, and they,conmunxcate perfectly vell

wln thls way. It 1s mbsleading, hoiLver, to characterlze ,a;lffj;ﬂ

of h; chlldrenv'as receptlve billnguals- (accordimg;;toﬂ

’--»?derlved from th;s study, though not a strlkingly surprlslng‘ifth":



”.fgfalled to respond in the‘ the‘ 5yntaxﬁ_chinese test vhlle

'-iulmay be expressed ln a more subtle way such as pretendlng to»

o " \\ 4 q . ‘ ' -, - . . ‘ .. g -- ‘ a

'.fuacnauara,_persons vho can u',erstand the language but can

h.:u@:olspeak _) Slxteen percent'fzf\*the subjects totally ﬁ;f{:”‘

'.another‘ twenty-f1Ve. percent could barely. conmunlcate 1n

‘:hfragmentary Chlnese. Almost 11 of the chlldren tested

/,_,—

1(h1nety—two percent) communlcate ehclusxyely in: Engllsh wlth 713,5_

'hfthelr peers, Chlnese _bf Canadlan allke, 'and 1nvar1ably
rutlllze Engllsh when cur51ng and self—talklng.b Hhen ‘belng
?asked to glve reasons for such a fact a parent (case #3)

‘commented that 51nce swearlng 1s _not heard at home,__thef7i"

rchlld learned, 1t 1n Engllsh from peers and certalnly ‘Ould" X
. h&say 1t in Engllsh. She felt that for one»-thing, _th Chlld :f
ireasoned that the Parents dld not know any Chlnese swearlng W i:
‘”ant to speak °f any 1“ EngllSh. so 1t was safe to use 1t %. }{

iﬁ?an emotlonal outlet.'On the"ther hand the Hestern-e@ucated

s

DAY

:hparents hold that unless the Chlld has really gone too far;,{Tﬁ(':d.

"fjtolerance may be 1n order occasionally, and mlld dlsapprovalff”.

<

know nothlng at all about such usages in. English. gvxf}gﬁ}itfﬁﬂhrffi.

Table 3 glves some 1nformat10n ahout”ht[r
L s .
'f{subjects.; Note that ‘over half vere horn abro;'h

v“ffaverage years of Engllsh exposure 1s 3 8 years-__j

v :the. subjects are fenale and thlrteen»are nale. Seven ar;f"”“"’






‘ff7ba51c Engllsh expre551ons after the' characters onf,“

f;fmurmuring, for 1nstance,,-"up and down" A d;"ln and‘

*:qﬁljffRadlo, movles, and records were not attractlve to the_ chllde_,ﬁ'

'hence were‘ not ’j 1nflnent1al as 1n the pre TV era.»;e‘h“:

U G

between the age of t'h

flve,_ auareness Qoffitheg' e

17;,_ exxstence of tuo languaq” _emerged, when u1der contact yith&fﬁ

Py s

Tfthe onts1de vorld chxefly v1th peers and nelghbors,::vasf-V“*‘f“
*fh&f?fmade.c,ln, thls stage, the chlld learned Engllsh malnly ftonjfd‘i;g"f

w

“";TV and occasmonally nelghbcrs. The freqh ncy of the f'sé“§§£};;*~i“

‘ﬂ'Engllsh started to rlse as he grew)older.,ht about the end

'5fitj7fof the flfst yearvof'schoollng, whether 1t was klndergarten '
';Qdomlnant_ language. If the parents 1n51sted at thls cr1t1ca1
nome the ethnlc language he used at home, the chlld's B

,‘.,.._;\

3Ch1nese vas: malntalned and further developed along 'Hlth;;niJ”"

fEngllsh Otherwpse, 1t levelWe,Yoff or decllned and was:eyenfﬁtfff“

S pattern vas gulte dlfferent.i These: chllzfeni vere -exposed;f,?j”

'Vb-only to Chlnese unt11 age f1ve or si

And upon’ arrlval 1nffr”

'"Vﬂf;,Canada, vere put xnledlately 1nto an_b:h:nf:“***"v’

) '7f(k1ndet9artén or Grade." éa

"'j..alntalned his English developed;/ iy

e @

Etgwhlch because of the famlly's :anxlet}_’about the chlld'ﬂ,w.&;a’”xh
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En¢leh ’;Chlnese_ uas‘tnétfdnsedfofteu at;ﬁpuérfﬁhe3child!S'”"”"

" hesumts _g ‘the English Tests .

>‘,

Pollowang the age grouplng establlshed ln Marckvorthf L

(1977b), Derwlng (1976), ahd Burt and her colleagues (1975),;_}lJf‘79”

'“ffthv ’subjects the current work vere d1v1ded 1nto tuogffhpffVV

*ﬂ~\fgfnﬂfs. ,'le younger: group.. COnSlStngo ;gf,r seven ?;6~77‘

'iff yeaﬂfolds, and thef older group,'seventeen 8 12 year-olds.:,?fj'l:

T_Qena;ally speaklng, almost all of the subjects'd performancef;wf-;"

any Engllsh test except Der1vationa1 Morphology can: bedif?ﬁ7?w'ﬁ

T ‘qchflbed as comparable to that of monollnguals,~5; the;fbf

'7fhebkvatlonal Morphology test, the younger group lags behlndfy”“55 .

?,ftnabg nonollgual counterparts on certaln der1vational;ffff3~Y\

: S _ :
Qyistic processes,. vhlle 1the older igroup reveals,

PR

"?diykyer;” a dramatic

'n'v'

yhe subjects tested .except }e] (case f17) should be;i

R catﬁyorlzed as havlng achleved Level Plve thch 51gn1£1es

;,¢Ch‘“P f;:all but process,”][?&hﬂ7.

Thls _repllcates uarckworth's (1976bLA;;gJ'“"“

presented 1n 'thelf¥T

:Based on the test scores of the Syntax Engllsh test allﬂw¢ﬁﬂf'

1evﬁ1 as prof1c1ent as Qhelr Engllsh counterparts« Even thea

oue d;ﬁ not achleve the Prof1c1ent Level : scored'

b
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elghty-flve, which is ‘in the. Intermedlate Level accordlng to

Burt - and her colleague§ (1975). (Case #17 vhose scores are

‘aberrant ,in all of the Engllsh tests had- arrlved -from Talwan'

_-only a..year ago and had thus heéh exposed to Engllsh for the

mininum time allowed for 1nc1u51on in our subject pool ) The

scones obtalned by the _group range from elghty five to one’

hundred ‘with a mean score of 96.66 ‘and a mode of 98.

- In terms of performance on the 1nd1v1dual functors, vwe

have tvo 1nterest1ng observatlons., Elghty—four percent of

AN
ST

ndltlonal perfect (hereafter‘ CP). Broken down by age'

groups, none of the younger group acquiredéthe'CP,structure,

and- even - the percentage of the‘ older _.subjects hauing

ﬁacqulred ~CP structure is astonlshlngly 'low,:_ a. mere o
‘twenty—three percent almost as low as the natlonal standard‘
'for. grades K—2,_ twenty—one percent Desplte the lou
structure Scores on CP, all of the subjects except case #17

acgulred all other functors tested in the Syntax English

test. Case $17 thus gives us the only information “oph.the

N order of acqulsltlon_ of functors.! ‘He falled to masterEf’

aux111ary, plural, past 1rregular, and conditiornal perfect
having. structure scores»,for these functors of 83, 50, 33,

' .and' 0 respectively., He 'managed to acquire all other
P _Q - o .

“ o fun tors. wihef Lrank . vorder- of . functor _acqu51tlon, as

. ALe N .
P D on . LN “ a B . 5 -

demonstrated by the stnucture scores for case 917 1s,"5v-“

s N R
% g a . o . o
. L . P PN w o * . . L PR
B o Co LT ; L S B, Ay T Lo ) “ - .
- o . .-

t
_‘the subjects in our study falled to acqulre the structure

i
3
N
{
4
b

NI S -
g R s e
¢ P




(1)'aux111ary

-(2) plural. o T : L
(3) past. 1rregular - ' B -
4) condltlonal perfect auxlllary o '
This rank order can be compared with‘that'of_“Burt and ,herl
collegues (1975, pP.20). . T R
(1f¢auxiliary R : - o
(2) - plural o S Tt
- - (3) past 1rregular o ’ : :
e () (condltlonal) perfect aux111ary
T (5) past - part1c1p1 - E
It is- observable ~that these two ~rank orders -are almostA
indentical v1th the exception of past part1c1ple, whlch all.
nlnety percent ‘of ‘the subjects 1n Burt'srsample'had nOtv
| acgulred Nevertheless, this study seems to _conflrm that
there ’1s p0551bly a unlversal rank order of Engllsh functor'
acgulsltlon by learners from dlfferent language backgrounds;
and monollnguals allke,

S

;he results of performance on the.nonsense forms in ‘the Viff

L wr - s e =R

Dea}Matlonal &erphology test}ﬁregSunnatizédfindtheQfollowingf"
table and«are compared wlth the results obtafned by Derwlng
(1976) and uarckworth (19771)). el ‘ Ll

- e e e e
cw e - L

t

,Of,the fiiE’English norphologlcal processes, 'the‘ younger .

Chlnese group scored falrly lou on three of then and dld not

P
A ey e
o

A.
4
] L,

x

L e e M R o s
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*'even reach onset (deflned as the age level at which no Chlld

o uses the process productlvely) on Lnstrumental and»adjective. S

’ 112 !
: Table 4
o gg;gggt Correcg Scores on the geg;vatlonal gholggi'gggg |
P 4.(,EQH_£Q§§EQ£!§_._ZOH1L R
_“Morph;ﬂvl English © Chinese ° ~  English .’ ‘.Chinese o
"Process = (5-7. yrs). - (6-7 yrs) - (8-10 yrs) (8-12 yrs)
cep 49 100 65 . 100
* AGENT . .- &y 1y I
INST - 26 L0 s 70
apg - 20 0 s5 . 23
ADv. - .8 o280 -0 20 TS B
N=55 . N=7 ... N-ao N
(from Marckworth) - - (from Dervlng) ST y.' "

Cformat;on, but performed better on~-noun compounglng and o e e
Adverb The older Chlnese group scored reasonahlz hlgh =on' AT

/

- : ’ . ) . -
‘.noun compoundlng, and ageutave, and‘lnstrumental fbrﬂatibn,‘“ TR e

P T TN
— » - =

r,but falled to acgulre and use the other processes, adjectlve

=and aﬂverb formation, productlvely.'when compared wlth theﬂ.s.u,;we;j_.

PR

'Mmonollnguals' performance, the younger Chlnese group lagged_~

.‘behind An- three morphologlcal processess, .and ’exceeded infhl |
'two. Thls -result may come from the fact that the YQunger.m .
Chlnese groupﬂgad,not hgvg“fgme year-okds ;n the ééhélé-fle"’fi:°f'f':'
the» results _aréi analyzed year—hy—year,v 1t 1s observagle%QWf s Ef

;Qavthat, for the;_slr;year—old Chlnese"hlllnguals,n only 9§e_<;,r.; g
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o - X

 process -reaches . onset, vhile[ for their 'monollngualﬁ EO
= 2 : ' , - S ‘
'counterparts,  ‘noun - * compoundlng, -and agentlve,v..;apd_

'1nstrumenta1 formatlonxtdreJ,already productlve (Marckworth

: 19775,»p.12), Forccthe seven-year—old Chlnese‘ blllnguals,

noun COmpounding ‘and adverb formatlon are productlve, but
1nstrumental and ;ﬁjectlve formatlon -are - st111 pre onset. 1

Such a comparlson can be shown more clearly by Table 5.

-~

S e o Table 5

7;§9§2§£i§92 ngYounggg Chlnese and _ggllsh Chlldren s.d e
. Qerfgrnancevggjggg Derlvatlonal uorggologz Test ' [.?f _‘ R

...~ Morph. ,'Engllshff.ighlnese;ﬁ English Chlnese _— o
-_f"~j‘;Prodessrg"hgé’Gfxff ~Age 6 . " 'Age T g-_Age 7 .. o ’
' ];lgPDH[f'.‘_ﬁproduCt\jﬁ"ptodnct"*’_broductg‘" prodgcth

. -
et e on ;,,\, o

el S L AN g i T

5::;jffhiéﬁﬁ¢3- "productv- pre-onset pfoduE{“-"éﬁsé¥7"""

_,_-.-«-v-v'-

oaoe

;&:ﬂfol- INST i product _ Pre-onset -productgﬁjﬁgtéﬁooééifﬁL”

RN

. «uii-*}ADJfﬁfﬁt onset ‘f'~ pre-onset onset ;;LLJP?efO#ééﬁt

?‘“««"JFQEDW*;“ﬁ,?‘“OUSet Pre-onset J@nset + product- e

. Y -

’. [ ‘ . )

g w SRRV o= . v "." \’\ ."; 2 "’-i: s ':‘:. o '-n-b e ‘,
com wm e cfe e @t e e e , )
'_;io» Suhmarize ~¢he results of the Derlvatlonal Morphology

test, tvo points can be made. ‘Flrst,‘ fhef younger Ch;nese




ngrOup; jespecialy7fthev sxx-year—olds, lagged behlnd Engllsh

K monollnguals 1n control of fonr morphologlcal processes, andeg__'

6

"v[5the seven—year-olds, though stlll behlnd in three processes;

‘h:started to show !,some ' development -ini agentlve p.ande

~11nstrumental formatlon 'and even went a blt ahead in adverb'

,;_catch-up_fin all but 'Qn process,'adjectlve, and moved a

- . ,l.

'little;hit-ahead _ini noun’ compoundlng,_ lnstrumental ang -

x_adverh fofhatlon.;rlni short th Derivatlonal Morphologyf""

:scores for the older -group rel comparable’ to those of

4fmon011nguals, lf not better. Flnally, the flndlngs presented"

1?”Z1n the Marckuorth b111ngua1 study (1977b) are repllcated andifd*t”

":conflrmed by the current vork

R R

w\ N

'-The, test scores on the Word Assocmatlon-Engllsh test '

a _ranglng from 13 to 20 vhere 20 1s the maxlmum poss1ble,- areﬂ

"?120; Thlrty-seVen percent of the subjects obtalned a score of?
‘1720 1nclud1ng even three of the 51x and seven—yearvolds.~fA‘

'5dec151on fvas‘ made' to compare the Chlnese blllnguals' Wordl

_fhssoc1atlon—Engllsh _ test 'scores ] vlth ) those’_ gOf

‘

“‘Engllsh-speakmng college students vho vere learnlng Chlnese;fu-fh

in the East A51an Program at the Unlverslty of Alberta,:ibx SRR T §

u51ng a Kruskal-ﬁallls analysis of varlance.’

shovs, reveals that the' meap ranks for hothfibrOups‘ are =

v

'Iiu'

‘ Hl:formatlon. Second,g the older group exhlblt a’ dramatlc~-

’snunexpectedly hlgh wlth a mean score of 18. 4s and a mode offi‘

'fihe' Kruskal-wallls ana1y51s of uariancegﬁanfahleiﬁngu

PR




erelyiV'”
A

*04087"uhichv' statlstlcally 1n51gn1f1cant It seems thatj

37fd%flyjclo§e and:the;corrected chi-sQuare‘for ties ié

there 1s no dlfference between ;hese' two groups, amd the? ;";iffﬁtgﬁi
ﬂ.Chlnese blllngual chlldren performed as well as the Engllshu
'd.monollngual adults on the Hord A55001at10n—Engllsh test.ﬁfldath"g'.'
Thls‘ result ré totally unexpected. Further ana1151s wlll be.ﬂlgfﬁ"f"ini
made 1n the f&&lowlng sectlon to correlate the 11ngulstlcvf N

vscores v1th soc1al factors, and at that tlme an attempt Hlll‘; .._}37

be made to explaln thlS unexpected flndlng-_ :’%:.f“ei_fffgﬁf‘f:id3\<

y Table 6

The Kruskal 11 gaixs;§~§fd-ariagggmf

a Chlnese Chlldren 91 Canadlan Adu;té""
L Assoc1atlon Engllsh___ t

> nenean cobcno-n.oa*. -boob.c...--a...w._.n vwe s we s Semsaseesanave

g Groapg Number fa‘-MeanpRangg_h;'_7

Chlnese ff 28

' I 15.7
Canadlan _,.,6,,f;# B L Y-

5.73
u 8

cases= 30. Chl-sqqare corrected for tles = 0,087
level of 51gn1f1cance -0 76 L . R

o ‘e B . o

[’g‘ / e
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‘h subjects hawe 1ost the«ﬁpﬁyg

:_to have had in earller years) and falled to contlnue to take._“7

‘,:the test (thls happens vhen the Chlldﬂjal;§ tgwreqund to

iV'; tventy~f1ve
-3'fragmentary Chlnese, only recognlzable hyf*ah' experlenced
fffrllngulstv Thls twenty-flve percent can be categorlzed as ffiTQ
'f7belov Survlval Level, us;ng Burt' 3 c1a551f1cat10n system.,:
-”One' of these ,subjects apparently was not pleased wlth the
'7'ftest result at all, remarklng that - |
L .“ffYou should have come here to play thlst.,; o
';gllngulstlc game vith” me . last- year. I wasﬁ*;a@_ A
_ Stlll pretty good at. that time. You. knowg“ L
" I “have 'mot practiced my. Chinese" for. a- -
~long time. ‘Will you come back next year? ' -

I will be able to do- nuch better byvthen]' S
(subject #19).‘hﬁ__., T AT UR AT

' fThls subject was a just-entered-grade—two glrl of* years

-who trled desperately hard to retrleve her Chlnese from

'”7Q"memory. but falled Very ahaShed .A“°ng thos




AL

7categorlzed ’ :ﬁ "proflclent" rnf.Engllsh as well. 1t‘seemse:r?p
Proper to c1a551fy thls tventy-fLVe percent of the supjects.*r
: balanced blllnguals.b A further tventy percent of the_;f_'
budﬁe‘. subjects vere at the Intermedlate Level fandv thlrteendsp;;
~w-percent at thei Surv1val LeVe1.= From thls.postelnterv1evf ——

Atstatlstlcal analy51s, 1t should be p01uted out that the

AQ(.‘

”{ parents'v judgements of thelr chlldren's llngulstlc ablllty_o}tf

‘v.g_l ¢ g a
e RN . :

vl __,_, (R

-Of'the tWO C 1neseitests, the word Assocxat1on—Ch1neseﬁfﬁﬁﬂ”

't st ’was the nore popular Hlth the suhjects..For one thlng,ﬁﬁgié“

1t seemed to the chlldren ‘ea51er to do than»‘the Syutax* £

-

i~

Chlnese test,. They felt comfortable and smlled a blt when.e';d
.they .could respond wathout fall Indeed, only 31xteen5::
percent of ;the. subjects gave up on thls test- Contrary to?i?5i7
the subject's judgement that the WOrd :Assoc1atlon—Ch1nesef
test was easy, the scores were not 1mpre551Ve, however. The:”
z.'score range spreads fron 0 to 20 vlth 7 25 as the group meanﬁ
.'; score and 2 as the mode. Except for tventy-flve percent £»€“dhy

the subjects "h° scored ‘as hlgh as 17 19 the rest obtalnedﬂ;;”'

a score below 11 Twenty lS the naxlmuu on thls test. h[*'“




" -The " Relationship “between “sofial FPactors s Lbdeisiie
"l Yaciables™ Ling

e Ll S -
".A..‘--..--...'l FERPEE
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In order to probe deeply 1nto the socral factors that

' P TR INTIR,

mlgh operate to 1nfluence a cnlld's language development

-
n.-.

-f~thevdata collected Uere subjeoted to nonparametrlc tests..‘.mv

;

'? lfhe ratlonale for adoptlng nonparametrlc tests for the‘:}h

"l{fﬁp:esent study was essentlally as. follows (cf Slegel 1956

'ffpéi v11). Fl;st of all,_51nce the nonparametrlc tests do not
4='assume that the scores under analy51s were orlglnally dravn
':from 'a- mormally dlstrlbuted populatlon,_ they are often

”~f@constrhed as- "dlstrlbutlon free.ﬂ Furthernore, many of the

“’.

:?nonparametrlcrftests, are vxrtually ."ranklng tests " bence

.they are appllcable to scores whlch ~Ati-f.i'-‘-'f‘;i"""'' ;ordlnalt

:measurements.,Bes1des, the nonparametrlc technlques are also “;“.1

' lnherently sultable to small samples,'a feature, as Slegel
rlghtly p01nted out whlch is helpful to the researcher‘u

f'hwhose samples are small "because of thelr very nature (e g.,
‘hsamples of persons v1th a rare form of mental 1llness, or_

lsamples of cultures)

The Kruskal—iallis one-vay analy51s of varlance,,wasrl

. P RN '.-,'?"_ RN
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'"7serve as- a model ”and _companlon. Couseguently;‘ve uouldi
'expect that the second born' child's English in the same
(developmental 'stage mlght be better “than hisi,elder
'1brother/51ster.who hadbno such a chance before. On the. other‘
»hand,.the second—born-chlld's Chinese\night. be ‘uorse than
vthe, first—bOrn!s; Sane his older 51b11ng, schooled 1n the
} Engllsh env1ronment, would prefer to communlcate 1n’ Engllsh
with him, prov1ded that Engllsh 1s freely allowed for use at
home. This suggeéstion is hot conflrmed by the current study,
:hoyezer. The Kendall 'correlatlon coeff;c;ents for five
liﬂguistic varlables, Syntax' Engllsh Sfutax Chinese,";”
aDerlvatlonal uorphology, WOrd Assoc1atlon Engllsh v and_Hord
Assoc1atlon-ch1nese w1th Blrth Order were ‘very low andf
1n51gn1f1cant. ‘The Kruskal -Wallis analyses of variance also:;"
ylelded low' corrected chi-squares for the aforeuentloned

f1ve llngulstlc varlables with Blrth Order.

The factor TV Exoosure Seeged Ato”“be ‘a potehtially
'important deter‘bnant in language .acqulsltlon.- A parent
,Njcase #19) reperted that hlS daughter had not known English
unt11 she vent to klndergarten at the age of five. The
Engllsh she knev vas mainly from watchlng TV .programs, such

as gasane Stregt .Most of the chlldren 1nterv1eved were'

<+

enthusiastic TV vatchers. Those Hho attended Edmonﬁﬁh .
. v L

CHinese School.»o Saxurday mornlng were always fo
complaln that they hated Ch;pesb school because they
not watch the Saturday nornlng? g‘ogra,ns.

T .‘,'-‘ o B ' : C
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'In “order to examlne the strength of assoc1at10n of TV

¥ ExpoSure v1€h lﬁhgnlstlc scores, the »Kendall correlatlons

R

were performed. },I§'

‘a‘ﬁ"corfelaflon coefficiénts for; linguistic .sdores with TV

“Exposure Vere falrly lovl and» 1ns;gn1f1cant.v The  same
statlstlcal results wvere obtalned fr{} the Kruskal—Wallls
analyses of varlance. ThlS leads io _the‘ inevitable
1mpre551on that though telev151on\may afrect a'young childis
EQRLY language acqu151t10n as parents reported,.it is nbt as
1nfluentia1 to.the'older child's LATE" language developrent -

as it .was credited with being.

The»-factOr, ‘Bilingual Exposure Score, was de51gned to
llnvestlgate especially how. much Engllsh or Chlnese ‘is ‘used
at home by the Earents and how much ’Chlneseness Vis
'malntalned by the famlly. The. Kruskal—ﬁallls analyses of
variance . for the five‘.lingulstic variables"vith .the
Bilingual Exposure Score‘xielded low correcredv chl-sguares,
14.37 ifor Syntax English, 13. 92 for Syntax Chlnese, 14, 893
for ’ ;Derivational Horphology, " ]j.09 _for:h'f»wordv
Association—ﬁnglish;‘ 18.37 for Word' Associatipn—chinese,
Hlth tvelve degrees of freedom, wvhich are rejected.‘at the
. 0.10 - level of signlflcance. -It; may be concluded \that.
’fvhatever language the.,parents"u betveen theuselves at

home, "if‘«1 1t is not used to conmunlcate vlth t he Chlld is

!
;"

unllkely to 1nfluence the child's performance in linguistic -

**foun“a that 11 he ' xéndan‘
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The - following social factors are significant
.'determinants of English scores, VlZ. North America, English

1Env1ronment and Read English.

ks defined in the preVious section, the factor North
America refers to the age at vhich» the child arrifed in

North America ‘in‘ order to determine preCisely how long he

a-v

w“has been influenced by. a complex of communica” factors.

.English -Environment is the number of years' e has beenbin a’
‘predOminantly English—speaking"milieu; The factors North
America *and English Environment are highly correlated for :
this sample. The Kruskal-ﬁallis analyses of variance for
Syntax English and,vDerivational uorphology vith Northn
;America give the corrected chi-squares 9. 91 and 11 13 Hlth
'four degrees of freedom each, vhich are significant at the
:levels of 0.04 and O. 02 reSpectively. Thus, it suggests that
the longer the child has lived in North America .the better

is. his English

:fThe factor,‘Read English, vas deSigned to find out how
many hours the chilad spends reading English books. Among the
CEnglish scores, only the the iord\uAssoc1ation—English test

'achieves stgtistical significance in the Kruskal—Wallis
t . - :



analysis of variance. Table 9 . presents the analysis Cof ..

varlance for the Hord Assoc1atlon-English test.

- Mean Ranks
‘Sugj;‘ L '
3 a3
6 hes 2 T 6475
« . T'hrs. . T - 2.00
‘ .8 heso— 4 - 10.63
__~-=710 hrs. 6 13.08
T 12 hrs. .3 - 17.83 -
14 hrs.’ 1 220400 L
.15 hrs.. 4 «-,zo;oo_f-

.n.-aa"..--...~..o...'...ovsaqb..‘..--’....-:-.--v-.-.t“..

Cases=24 chl-square corrected for tles-17 436 -
level of 51gn1f1cance—0 01 L S

‘As Table~f9fsshovs,f'w1th one exception the . mean ranks
'iqcréESessmodfhiy Hlth the 1ndrease- of hours spent ‘in'
'_rea&ing.J'The Kendall correlatlon coefflclent for the Worgd

'Assoc1atlon Engllsh test with Read Engllsh .is gulte' hlgpﬂ
}sO 75, and' is SLgnlflcant at “the 0 001 level. The.x7

Kruskal-wallls analysis of varance aIso yleld the pigﬁff,
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o bodks,.‘;e' 1§ more llkely to do. better 1n the the Wordo-'ﬂ

3

Assoc1at10n-§pg11sh Test. .]

"

. o
cme et A - e
* et e - ¥

RN

wﬂat emerges hiie-is the connectlon of readlng “and

'natﬁreﬁ vord assoc1 ion reponses. ThlS 1s the other 51de of -

\ the coin dlscussed hy Blckley and h1s colleagues—f1971)

. N e Jerret LA TIT G
ﬂ. ooa“' M‘lﬂ‘_.b.!_‘&duﬁa Oo,ch _8 : 8
l. 90 !ﬁi‘_,' .

' corrected chl-sguare, 17 u36 wlth ‘seven degrees of freedom,derf
"gtuhlch ‘is' 51gnlflcant at the 0-01 level-;The.data—analYSLSLa;?ﬁ
reveals that 1£ the Chlld spends nore tlm,..E adlng.,Engllshiligllm

e

Ott0»' (1976), ,in vhlch mature word ‘assocnatlon scores'gu

WU .
w-;

o correlated Hlth hlgh readlng readlness =scores-v Hhatever“

._'Q“’

the Ang facet.. ST '"‘_‘, _
’;Aéalxses,gg’SOCial Factors_ggiDeterminénts gg'gh;gese‘SCQres7

)

. - S “_«}4

Three soc1a1 factors stand outyln the data—analysxs *as_f.

'51gn1flcant determlnants of hlgh Chlnese scores, nanely,'

o Learnlng Chlnese, Father—chlld, and Chlld-parent

-~

Learnlng Chlnese is a factor de51gned to determlne howi'
1mportant the parents thlnk Ehe learning of Chlnese 1s. As‘53<

detalled ln the prevxous section,» flfty percent of the_ﬂ

parents .viev the» learnlng of Chlnese as either helpful or

ke facet ;of language abll\/y these tests tap, 1t 1s apparently,

}enjoyable. None of thel, even‘ the strongest -advocate:‘og
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iiat.energes "reeis..theﬂ connectlon of readlngA ;ha:rT
af‘vordfasseczitlon reponses. ThlS 1s the ether sidé'§f1  N é o
)in dlscussed hy Blckley and hls colleagues—f1971) " e fm”f"’:
(1976): tin vhlch mature word ‘assocnatlon scores:;‘ ;
Lated Hlth hlgh reaé;néw readlness =scores-v Hhatererh | g
;°f language abll\/y these tests tap, 1t is apparently: | _ é
E§’9£~S°ciél Fad§9£§; §. eterg gnts of Chlnese Scoresi , t}iv-afﬁl‘ﬁ

‘hree soc1a1 factors stand out.in'thé*data‘analysis'“as_f:f’”

1cant determlnants, of hlghv Chlnese scores, nanely,"

o B am e ok e et

ng Chlnese, Father—chlld, and Chlld-parent

.earnlng Chlnese is a factor de51gned to determlne howi'
ant - the parents thlnk Ehe 1earning of Chlhese 1s. As‘t”
.ed”in.the prevxous section,» flfty percent of the_ﬂ

wlviev the» 1earn1ng of Ch;nese as either helpful or

ble. None of thel, even‘ the strongest -advgcate:‘qg

B
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e ey Casess24 _chi-3guare corrected- for tles-13 7u7
o level of” s1gﬁif1cance 0.001 A

namely, from Group One " Hho rated 1t as enj_ g Group Twoept
v pful,z to Group Three as. 1mportan . Just as the large,‘

s1gn1f1cant chl-square demonstrates,; tﬁ' chrld performed&w
o better the 'more the parents v1eved the learnlng of Chlnesers‘
.‘as 1mPortant .?} sxmllar pattern vas° observed ‘when the
relatlonshlp between Father—chlld for Child—Parent and the~;-
‘ Chlnese scores had been explored by Kruskal—ﬂallls aualyses_

t
of varlance.. The results were summarlzed 1n Tables 12 13

r

15..It shonld be noted that the more the' father spoke B
L Chlnese‘:to the ch11d _o Lhe ch11d to either parent the"

IR better the Chlld performéd 1n the Chlnese tests. D

Toe o . " v o R . ¥
. H Ll .

:-;'*;;’»‘ ) » E VeSS b . : Soaln Coe
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" - Cases=24 - chl*sgaare corrected for t1es—13 u1u
level of 51gn1flcance-0 001 < R

Table 13'

Kruskal Hallls Ana;x of gg_éggg

WOrd Assoc1at10n-chings by gg;g_g_gg d

'r:g“u'ég'cz Number , Meap Ranks .
- of usagg of Subi. . . Sl =

Sometlnes 5. 5,20 .
‘often 10 11.90 .
mostly 9 R ‘17.22

,-b.--‘..a'--n.-m-q'--.n'hc'---.—:‘..."o.‘..-"‘.-aannb'.-...-
).

-Cases=24 chi-square corrected for t1es—9 620
‘ levél of sign1f1cance—0 008 - .

[T



Number geén Ranks
i of'Usage of Subi.
sometlmes NS & RO !f-';‘ 7-64 ..

" often. '“f~'6~i-ﬂ!fﬁ“'1¢-05~“
' mostly 7. 18.79 -

.o.o..a-c-..c...‘.a-o.-.q.-u.-...c'

-

- <
Ca

- k@velﬁof 51gn1f1cance-0.003

o . ..“g‘ E3

Table 15

§ka1— l s An a1151 of Varlance

——msssss

Word Assoc1at10n- h ese Qj,CHild-Pa nt'A

....."-...b."m-‘..‘...ﬁq‘.-.O."-.l.‘..w‘

Fre gaencx
of Usag

_sometlnes ]1,: 7.
. often 6 % . "3.83 -
"mostly, -7 :

level of 51gn1f1cance—0.006

..

. w
'#_- ¥

.........

I , - Cases=24. chi-square corrected for t1es—11m9l7

-w O.."-.-‘.Q‘.I......

Case =24 chl-sguare corrected for t1es-10 229
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: To\explore the 1nteract10n among lxngulstlc variables;f'v'.

,: 'the Kendall correlatlons' were 1nvestlgated for the f1ve

llngulstlc scores. The results are descrlbed below-.n7

@ v e

A T
Pl R
» .

. First of. all;f-aEH{S€atedfh'n“ Chapter Three, it“nis ‘
interesting.‘to kndw~.ﬁhether the Engllsh scores correlate

with one another"and, 1f so,_ '_%kwhat manner.,hl hlgh :

‘ s
oo, ¥

Tcorrelation among them would ensure that dependable Engllsh'

7ﬁ.s"ores had been derlved. Thls.fisi also “true for the tw0»

Chlnese 'test scores; The strength of the assoc1at10n of”

‘fDerlvatlonal norphology wlth Syntax Engllsh is manlfested byf'

,the Kendall tau of 0.50 vhlch 1s s1gn1flcant at the 0.001

level. Based 'on -this. statlstlcal analy51s,A 1t' can be

concluded that the better th subject performs ,oﬁ; Syntax K

e Engllsh r.the ‘ hlgher_ he v1ll score in Derlvatlonal

g

v'uorphology.,The p051t1ve correiatxon‘»also exlsts between
‘ Q‘Derlvatlonal Morphology and the WordxAssoc1at10n-EngllshA

hTest although: wath -a weaker strength pfy_ assoc1at10n.

o

Comparedh vithv-‘Kendall tau of 0. SO for Derivational,
SMorphology w1th Syntax Engllsh the strength of assoc1atlon_'

o between v;thel Word - Assoc1at10n—Engllsh test and.:they

@

;Derivatlonal Mprphology ‘As- weaker as shovn by ‘the Kendall

' correlatlon' coeff1c1ent J0. 38 vhlch 1s st111r51gn1f1cant at

the 0. 009 level The statlstlcal analyses done. so - far

'1nd1cate that these tvo sets of scores,_Syntax Engllsh and




e

: r,_?;ihff;=> -;”,dene‘t‘s’¥5dffi7iaﬁfii34¢~

Derlvatlonal Morphology, ’and Derlvatlonal Horphology dr,”H

Word , Assoc1atlon—Engllsh ??e;; p051t1ve1y :'correlated.ff‘

However, the plcture 1s sllghtly dlfferent for the scores off”

<

the Syntax Engllsh test and the. Hord 'Assoc1at10n~Engllsh""

_test. - When the Kendall correlatlon was made for the Word

hssoc@ation-Engllsh Test and the Syntax Engllsh test  the

L -

11ngulst1c varlables. The Kendall tau was a mere 0.15 ‘wﬂlch!_ 
'“i _even” not 51gn1f1cant t. 0.]0 level 1nd1cat1ng very-,
.ffh llttle varlatlon between them' the reason for thlS 1s tbat,>'

as' descrlbed ‘in the second sectlon of thls chapter, ainost‘
’ all of the subjects scored falrly hlgh Ln both - theiaSYntar~.

Engllsh test and the Word Assoc1atlon—English test,

Lo
!

-the Syntax Chlnese test and the Word Assoclatlon Chlnese
test whrch ,~yas‘,shownw by Kendall tau 0 48. thch isf

A'J51gn1f1cant at‘ 0. 001 - level-‘ thls : is addltional v'and

. result':showed a very weak assoc1at10n betveen thése twd’ﬁ).‘

' There is - alSO' a strong, p051t1ve correlatlon hetween'V :

;qonv1ncing ev1dence of the clalm that both tests are good,ffdr

tneasures of language ablllty-

Since  the Syntax ‘Englishfv'.and | "the Uord

_Assoc1atlon-Englls ”tests have the1r ,counterparts in the
Chlnese tests,_lt is methodologlcally justlflable to make

_comparlsons of scores ton the Syntax Engllsh test and the

: Syntax Chlnese test and on the Hord Assoc1atlon-Engllsh 1est‘-'

and the WHord: Assocxatlon—chinese test- Both sets ofznscores

[4



'ff~Although the result .of thxs' statlstlcal ana1151s 1s nott*st"*“;'

.3Macnamara's "balance—effect" theory. ja:W

D

“\

i coefflcient for the Syntax Engllsh test Hlth the Syntaxf

)

/

“=these' two ,sets 'of scores. The result 'was a: posxtlve*

;;correlatlon,f 0 39 thch 1s sxgnl 1Cant at 0-008 1evel._Th1st:

-d,test and the Syntax- Chlnese test, agaln does not support;}

. \-*

General Digscussion - °

q*o major areas of 1nterest energe from the statlstiCalf'f;

K

opportunlty for equal prof161ency in bq;h languages has bee§:3-" |

L~

3f‘1mpresslvely h1gh for thlS partlcular sanple, 1n vhlch thef"

.

T - 135‘~ . L b'_‘ RPN,

W7were tested by Kendall correlatlons.\whe Kendall correlatlongﬁ“
h:_chlnese test 1s 0 21 whzch is 51gn1f1cant at 0 10 1evel.fi:““

“€part1cular1y dec151ve, 1t seens. not to support uacnamara'S'}ffjﬁaTV
hf"balance-effect" theory.A'inﬂ'explorlng the relatlonshlp“v
'sbetveen'the Hord Assoc1at10n—Engllsh test and the Word:i'

‘wlssoclatlon—chlnese test ' the Kendall tau vas computed fordf ‘

ifresult, 51n11ar to that obtalned from the syntax' EngllShf'h

‘analy51s presented above. The flrst is_ the character1St1cs;;‘

:t°f _;5°Ft‘ partlcular subject pool.: Tihe;”jsecond }détf}ditit
s characterlstlcs of the language tests and hov they relate to?f=”dt’d
r»oeach other._The statlstlcal analysxs suggests that one—forthlrﬁ*:
'sof the subjects can be descrlbed as balanced blllnguals VQhot'dfifT

'have nat1Ve llke control of hoth languages, a nunber notf~

LY

'~abundantly present.‘If ve take these balanced billnguals asﬂ,Vbﬁ




‘ih.azablllty.4;;3 e

the upper~end of a contlnuum, the 1over end 1s the s1xteen .

percent of the subjects who falled totally to respond J.n\the‘.-""f-“~

Chlnese tests. Slnce ALL ‘of the parents 1nterv1ewed reportedffh'!g

that they speak to the chlldren An Chlnese but the chlldren_

lfy may reply 1n Engllsh thls segnent of uthe sanple'ecan_ beT S

categorlzed .at least as receptlve blllnguals- thelr pa551ved

knovledge of Chlnese may have been underestlmated however,f
. ey

51nce, g1n the actual testlng sxtuatlon, these chlldren Here~"

“:not allowed to respond in- Engllsh- conseguently they 51mply3"

sa1d ’"I can't do 1t n In the mlddle range of the contlnuums"'?

s ; -
' are the subjects who are not clearly elther one th1ng or the~" B

L other-‘ these subjects tended to havef gulte proflélent5:.5

Engllsh but the;r~_ch1nese covered a falrly wlde range offﬁ

' uacnanara's halance-effect hypothe51s (1966),: whlchi

predlcts that "1f a chlld develops skllls in one of hls two‘

languages. he generally PaYs for 1t by a def1c1t iin :theﬁﬂb‘

other" '(p.vl). seens 4' be too broad a contentlon to bei'
fully accepted 1n v1ev of the general results‘ obtaxned 'in?;f"
thls study.' The_ hypothesxs was only correct 1n predlctlngff
'hh the Chlnese test scorES ’of the 51xteen‘ percent of thet"

subjects who uere categorlzed as receptlve blllnguals, s1nceJ'

they achleVed level ln Engllsh conparable to that of :
.f nonollngualS'- %g : 5yntax_ ‘ English | and Ihe{'- Hord
+ . : :

Assocxation-Engllsh test but falled in the Syntax Chlneseh,

test and the Hord Associatlon-Chlnese test. However, 'to a
o R S e A SERTAARERE
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majOrlty of the subjects 1n the sample, hav1ng access to tv’

ﬁ dlfferent llnguxstlci systems d1d~ not appear to cause one-

~

”'(Bicklé

s .

'n<language to suffer unduly when the other prospered.- Horeﬁ:

1nterest1ng1y, thlS study suggests why dlfferent patterns of?

- blllnguailsm develop in 1nd1v1duals (even 1nd1v1duais\\rom a-f

.

seemlngly hggogeneous group) showlng 'what »sorts : f’“f”

external : soc1al iandfg experlentlal factors 1nf1uence‘e
development 'i both the home, aethnlc language 'and;the

second, communlty language.c

.‘Ailj-of-,thé"sdbjggts‘ except fohe’ (#17) | perforned;‘{fr”
extféﬁelY ﬁwéil’ iﬁe two - of her Engilsh tests,_ word

Assoc1at10n—Eng11sh ‘test and Syntax Engllsh, and achleved a,’

d“t' evel comparableA to that of Engllsh monollnguals.vThe Word

A O . o
oc1at10n~Engllsh test has been conflrned by ,recent -

' stud‘;s. as belng hlghlg correlated v1th readlng scores ,

) b '-‘ . o
;the Word Assoclatlon-Eng?ﬁkh test, that 1s, the nore hourSj_-

ST S

' factor,- Read Engllsh5a’Jﬁ%ﬁactnalfhours'chi}drenispeﬁtfin'

readlng Engllsh ‘books+ H,“,

chlldren spent in readlng Engllsh books,f?.h better 'theygrf*

perforned “in the Hord A55001atlon-Engllsh test. If Blckleyvj[ el

“and his colleagues'.and Otto's flndlngs and arguments._are“.

0.

afcepted 1t is justlfled to specnlate that, based on the,

. subjects' o excellent ‘ perforlance: ,Von o the.' Hord;"'

Assoc1atlon Engllsh test, that the Chlnese billnguals may -

&

perforn 1n ‘a readlng test at a. 1eVel comparahle to that of

»

Dlnnan, and Jonss,>0tto 1976). In: thls study, ?theb“'..

vas found to be a- functlon of-":'



138

monolingua}s as well. If so, this study may INDIRECTLY

refute Chen's"(196uf' argument that bilihgualismﬂgis~, a

L2 . .
o TH. - W ..

detrimental factor »"in  the “iuferior perfOerQCe "of the
bilingunal's reading." - ) o | L Z
‘ . ° N ' . ’ :. ’ ;‘- )
A, ', . . ‘ .
Although all of the subjecfs except "#17 are categorlzed
as "prof1c1ent " the hlghest levelrln‘ the Syntax Engllsh

~»

the functor condltlonal Eerfect aux111ar1, was a problem to

"

ali of them. ‘A similar rank order of functor achISltlon was
obtained in this study as in those of ‘Burt and. ‘her

colleagues u51ng the same ‘testq This generallzatlon is
3”7 4

‘limited, however, due to ‘'very small number of subjects who

made errors on the test in our study.

qu ‘the .Derivationaiv uorphology .test, the younger

.Chlnese chlldreu, especially “the 51x—year*olds, ‘ Iagged
behind their- Brglish monollngj!& counterparts in all but one
morphologlcal . process (uoun compoundlngyg," The -
seven-year-olds are still pehiud their monolingual
-'counterparts‘:in instrumental and adjective fornatiou, but:
“alreudy shovw good development in .agentive 'formation';anq

signs of catching up. The older chlldren exhibite a dranatlc

catch—up by moving a b1t ahead in some processes.'

In ‘addition‘ to scoring the nonsense formc< in the
- ‘ . A V ‘ ' ‘ . B . . ’ ‘ ’ .

- Derivational . Morphology test, performance on the  real

. English forms wasﬂalsouauaiyzed, It was found that among the

- © -
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older Children, ~seventy ‘percent used ‘all of. the' five -

morphologlcal processes productlvely and obtalned perfect

scores. Even 1n the younger group, forty three percent have

’full control of four morpholog1ca1 processes 1n the real .

~

forms, lacklng only adjectlve formatlon. These real formsi

nay-have been memorxzed by the subjects in real' 11fe

;situations and, when needed, retrieved .from memory. We nay

thus speculate that, ip bilingual ldnguage acguisition,,more

Bemorization than occurs with monolinguals may ’precede,

a\'

productive rule acquisition.

. . . . \ X

In the post;interuiew period, two children.who,uere not

5satisfied With their the ‘Word Assoc1at10n-ch1nese test

responses made a spec1al request that. they would 1ike to

‘answver the Word Assoc1atlon-ch1nese test in Engllsh whlle,

‘the experlmenter sa1d the stimulus in ChlneSe, a pattern

these‘ b111ngual children are most accustomed to._To satisfy

their prlde the request vas granted. Separate records of the7

the Word Assoc1at10n—ch1nese test scores answered 1n Engllsh"

were kept for these two subjects (#1712, 420 ) but wvere not

-entered 1nto the main stat15t1ca1 apalysis presented above.

The f1rst subject (#12) had perforned poorly in the ‘Word

Assoc1at10n—ch1nese test when responding 1n Chlnese (as he

. reallzed), achlev1ng a score of 'only flve, but h1s -Word

rAssoc1atlon—Ch1nese test score when respondlng in Engllsh
went -up to e;ghteen, allost‘ conparable to. -his Hord
Association-English test score of ninteen. A similar result

¢ » .
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was obtained for’subject fzoa‘ﬁis'lﬂord AAssoc1at10n-Ch1nese
_‘scoreb'vhen he ansvered in Engllsh went up to seventeen from
:three when he answered in Chlnese, and was comparable to his
»Word ‘Assoc1atlon—Engllsh score of -tuenty. vThls aspec1alj
ékperlment,‘uorlglnally ‘deslgned onlyhto.satisfy-two young'
boys? pride,< has .some. unexpected value because of its
inplications. Ve must flrst note what the non—paradlgmatlcl
'responses of these tvo vere when they responded in Chlnese.
If .they do not\respond to the stlmulus vord at all, wve can
assume only,that_they do not have productlve control of
enough lexicon. However, if theY'give'syntagmatic reSponses,‘
we' wlll have ev1dence that the tests tap language maturlty,
~and not a more general cognltlve maturity ua has been
claimed. _ln fact, . the 1atter case vas what occurred The
follovlng example 1llustrates the sort of dlfference seen
betveen the two response languages. The stlmulus shou "hand"
was‘ respondﬁd to by both subjects with da "hlt“ 1n Chlnesex*.
"~ bat foot in‘Engllsh. Thls generallzatlon 'is 11m1ted - of

‘course, because it is derlved fron two subjects only. Future'

research done along this llne may be more revealing.
: b .

The  most *inportant _ determining factor for: good
performancef on both thek Syntax Engllsh test and_: the
'D%rlvatlonal Morphology test ls age. Bngllsh Exposure is the

1ength of tlme ‘the parents .estlnate a subject has been

consxstently exposed 'to‘ Engllsh be_°‘it at. an -

. 2 o
fEngllsh—speaking ‘ baby51tter' .’hone, - inm day-care,

.
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kiudergarteu,for schoOl. fluskal-wallls tests uere conducted

for all llngulstlc tests wlth Engllsh Exposure. It Has found o

'that Engllsh Exposure 1s hlghly correlated only wlth the,s
"‘Syntax | Engllsh iftest . (p=0. 006) vand' th Derlvatlonal
Horphology-Real Form (p O 007); No correlatlon‘vas ‘obtalned
Hlth ~the Syntax Chlnese test the Derlvatlonal Morphology
'*test (nonse forms), the wOrd Assoc1atlom'Engllsh test and
the Hord Assoc1at10n~Ch1nese test It may be speculated that
‘the length of time: of exposure to Engllsh may determlne the'f
acquisition of real forms in Engllsh such as 'those .1n the.
Syntax English 'and the Derlvatlonal Horphology—Real Forms,
‘but it nmay ;notv‘bei suff1c1ent for act1v1t1es 1nvolv1ngo
productime rrule usage~ such 'as .manlpulatlng the nonsense'
forms in the Derlvatlonal norphology test- Thls “sp.ecula'tion.".~
may- reafflrm the 'explanatlon about' memorizatiou amd
bproduction made aboye. | K
It wonld be.-misleading,' ‘however, ' to - assert that
’fﬂmemorlzatlon ‘is 'all in language acgulsltlon.elu the,syntax.
fEngllsh test and the Syntax Chlnese test, past ;;ggggl i.in:
'Engllsh and the mea e ord 1n Chlnese,'hoth of whlch
require extensive memorlzatlon but not nuch reference 1toida :
general productlve rule, vere dlfflcult to master. In ‘the
‘Syntax Chlnese test all of the subjects invarlably used theb
general _form_ of the measure word ge 1nstead -of the -
agpropgigte' items regnlged for\ lndividual“'nOuns.'On they

'other' hand, 'hei,_cougtruction,‘ vhich is syntaCtically



fhcbmplex,‘ was mastered by 51xty—four percent of those who ;
completed the test The. comparlson of rank order of functor:
 x .

‘~acqulsltlon in- both the Syntax Engllsh and the*SYntax-
. .Chlnese‘leads one ‘to. ‘doubt that ‘the . notlon that‘ formally
..complex 'structures are"alsoﬂthe:mostpdlfflcult tofacquire
can‘be'un;verSally true.' | 5 ",f :” V |

: . : 5o
Blllngual Erposure Score uas nlt;;correlatedf vith'

fperfornance on any of:the tests, elther Chlnese or Engllsh

L 'Thls "has" several 1mpllcat10ns.' Nelther Chlneseness

malntalned at home nor how much Chlnese language used hy the

f,parents between themselves has "any effect on’ the chlld's

_'Engllsh or ou hls Chlnese, Thus, 1f the' parents want fthex”’

E_chlld to malntaln or contlnue to develop skllls 1n Chlnese,;'
speaklng Chlnese between the couple w111 not help at- all, f

and; 1f the parents uant the chlld to further develop skllls‘r
sin- Engllsh speaklng Chlnese hetveen the couple does no harm'

' e1ther. ‘Two of the faully factors, Learnlng Chlnese\ and

vPather—chlld are hlghly correlated vlth the Chlnese scdres,

,but not wlth the Engllsh scores. ThlS suggests that 1f
"'parents desperately want the Chlld to further develop sk111
‘in Chlnese,l.thef father should speak Chinese to the chlldﬂi
fnoften. Furthermore, that these factors “are not p051t1vely

nor negatlvely correlated with any of the Enollsh test

'scores 1mp11es that. speaklng Chlnese to,the child wlll ”not.f:'"

lnfluence h1s developuent in Engllsh language skllls at all.L

'These results confirned studles by Marckworth (1977b), Kuo



L

(1972), and Ramirez and Politzer (1 975 .
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‘CHAPTER FIVE

. SUMMARY AND SOME SUGGESTED FURTHER RESEARCH

Csemamy .

. : s o T [

The pr1nc1pal object of this fétuay;”“as étated ‘in

- Chapter One,r_ﬁas,~explorat10n. It 1nvestlgated how 'the o
gblllngual chlldren of a partlcular h111ngual type perform onf'

7varlous language. tests Ti both thelr flrst aﬁaf second

4

‘languages,‘.and hov ‘a wlde range of soc1o-cultural factors;xiﬁ'

1nteract w1th thelr blllngual language skllls and behavior.

fSuch an 1nvestlgat10n fis: of ;nterest %;o» llngulsts,f

't_educators, and parents,‘vho are, cpncerned about the- chlld's

.ablllty to functlon 1n school~u%1ng the connunlty language,:
[

about his 1anguage acqulsltlon% flts rate, pattern, .anﬂt"

content, and about his language soc1allzation as a blllngual

:1n a. predonlnantly monollngual settlng.

”

A set of very specific gueetions vas asked (see Chapter:

RITEN
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N

‘Three), and 1nvestlgated. The followlng language tests vere.

':admlnlstered the Blllngual Syntax Measure-Engllsh -Verslon;r
",a: Blllngual Syntax Heasure—chlnese Ver51on, a Derlvatlonal:;:'

o Morphology \ test l‘:a_h Paradlgnatlc/Syntagmatlc ” Word:'-

Assoc1at10n—Engllsh Ver51on, a: Paradlgmatlc/Syntagnatlc Hord '

'Q'Assoc1at10n-Ch1nese Ver51on, and a Code Swltchlng test The.

]

,chlldren's parents were asked to respond to 51xty guestlons.;l
: de51gned "to- scrntlnlze soc1o—cu1tural factors that mlght

- affect llngulstlc varlables. Performance on, the‘ language

itests and responses to the soc1o—cultural guestlonnalre were

P

’f,correlated .

.The, results» reveal that all but one of tgggéhineSei-\

«

'“j'blllngual Lchlldren' perforned as well ras; the1r Engllshr

;'monollngual counterparts on the: Syntax Engllsh test and that

thelr Engllsh ,'could be categorlzed as "proflclent"

adfe according to the cla551f1cat19n -set ap by Burt and her-
:~colleagues (1975). An unexpectedly hlgh proportlon of thelr_

”responses 1n the Uord Assoc1atlon—Engllsh test were -alsof

unnlstakably paradlgmatlc, a result not dlfferent from that.i

o

‘:h of Engllsh—speaklng unlver51ty students,¥ establlshed by a

”Kruskal—wallls .one-way ana1y51s ~of varlance. However, the<

)

b;yonnger group of the Chlnese blllngual chlldren ‘(6 7 years -

old) lagged behlnd thelr Engllsh monollngual counterparts 1n‘

"three morphologlcal processes in the Der1vat10nal Morphology

ftest ;_although the older ones (8-12 years old) exhlbited ant

'~performance.comparable to or . better than nonollnguals 1n all



exceptftone f morp o f ,, process,. namely, adjectlvejf
. \\ 2 .
t

o formatlon.v Thls se m

f studles,'va b111ngua1;,.“f;j3f“‘ ;hehind Q}SI monollngual

*counterpart but “catch p »atig 1@ter stage. Hendefsqn“andrggaq

146
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A8

suggest that at a certaln stage in'

the learnlng of the second language, 1asf‘Peal and, Laubertf

ﬂ(1962 p. 5&8) speculate_ in' their review Of previous
- . ’ nhey ) EEPE

L3 R

i, i
;

4 *& ) o
Silverman (1973) also report:. - S B . U
For children who entered the school in

-"kindergarten or the early elementary
grades, assimilation into the rébul;g,-
‘prograh. reguires- about three Years. ‘In R
that time, these students catch up with R ¢
- their English’ speaklng peers on measures
" of school achlevement (p..16). : -

s o Ao

Similar* resultsV were detalled in Marckworth (1977b), ash

well. Thls flndlng may partlally explaln vhy the .blllngual'

-subjects' performed as vell ,‘ if not better than, the
'monollngual chlldren in prev1ous studles such as, those. of

’ insenlan (1937) whose subjects were of age 9 to 14 Yeung

kiQéﬁy'-whOSe ‘subjects . were overrepresented rhby 9 to
10- year-olds,':and‘ Klinel and Lee _(1972) whose subjects'.
reading dlsablllty at the end of Grade Three was much lower L
than the reported natlonal average. In the Chlnese tests, ,‘v

51xteen percent of the subject vere ' shown to have lost thelr

a actlve control of Chlnese in both the 5yntax Chinese test

and Word AsSoc1atlon-Chinese test and consequently can be

_;descrlbed as receptlve blllnguals only. One-fourth of the'

jChlnese .children tested by the 5yntax Chinese test could be.

categorized as'"prof1c1ent" in Chlnese' and deserve to be



'rcalled "balanced blllnguals." The remalnder vere. dlstrlbuted‘

Ly
° Wworse than thelr scores on the comparable Engllsh test..

,'among- ‘the anternedlate level (20%), and the survxval and
_'belou survﬁkal level (39%)._In the WOrd Assoc1atlon—Ch1nése
",test agaln 'only one-fourth '(the same one- fourth) of the

'subjects scored as hlgh as 17*19 out of 20 “and the‘ rest

0 3
obtalned scores below 11, Hlth 7 25 as the group mean, far

:rhe most important'factOrs‘influencing"English' scores;

especially ' the Syntax Engllsh test anq Derlvatlonal

: Morphology Real Porm, are age and years exposed»}p Engllsh.

.Contrary to the prev1oqs’ studles, Word- Assoc1atlon testsV»

C s

‘age.

%re not found to be correlated with aﬁk in the 'currentj

work Rather,, 1t wasf a functlon of the hours spent in

readlng. The Derlvatlonal Horpholpgy test vas predlctable by

bl

The Chinese scores were highly‘-pdsitivéiy correlated
with how important  the parents thlnk Chlnese is and how

of ten the~parents, especxally the father, speak to the_'

.chlldren in Chlnese. . ' .o

K~

It should be ‘noted that language tests used in the

current vork might be reflned in further studies of this

.

sort The English tests; vere "chosen because' there vas

normative information available on them, and the Chinese

‘tests. werel conmstructed to parallel then. However, on the

. . 3 7
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Fbas1s of the present exploratory study more udetailed and

'e'rgformatlve tests mlght be developed.

‘:ln concludlng thls sectlon, it should he p01nted out,

‘that s1nce the blllngual chlldren 1n thls ‘study, yho. came.:

[

,from ‘an ‘upper—mlddle ‘class, hlghly educatlouiorlentod,

1mm1grant group,; performed ,iﬁ- Engllsh tests' more llke_

monollnguals than d1d the chlldren from lower soc1al stratq,

j:it suggests that many of the problems with the language off

chlldren from lover SES must stem from soc1al factors than

'factors engendered by hav1ng and u51ng two language systems;

» .

' tChapter Three 'ended w1th a. llst of spec1f1c research3

guestlons to be 1nvestlgated 1n thlS exploratory study. They

are repeated here with their answers.

1) Do the brllngual children lag behlnd
the monol}nguals in general?

No, omnly in ‘the early Yyears (6 7 years L
0l1d) and then only o the. Derlvatlonal
Norphology test. : ' S

2) Ts age an 1mportant varlable? Does
. the ¢-12 age group. approxlmate ts.
vmomollngual counterpart in performance? '

Yes. o . “"‘. .

L. 3) ls' the acgu151t10n order of Engllsh
.. functors similar to results. obtalned by -
: other 1nvestigators? :

' Yes, insofar as could be determined from
our sample, vwho were so proficient in
English as to deny us nmany errors- to
asy alyze. . S -

4) Are the bilinguals* 'SCores'onhthe



_Derlvatlonal Morphology ?iesti’,hlghljjl
.correlated 'wlth those “im - the. . Syntax
© English? & o SRR ‘

Yesfv 

L B). Is’ the famlly use of Chlnese la -
.s1gn1f1cant varlable./in the . Engllsh;.ui-
‘tests? . e '

No-”_
. Ié. parental expectation related - to
v all performance scores? ' ~

Expectatlons about learnlng Chlnese are§
#highly correlated with scores on Chinese-
- tests. Since expectations about learnlng .
' Engllsh -were uniformly hlgh, ve can only
‘assume that they,. ‘influenced - "the' .
nnlformly hlgh Engllsh scores. - : K
S Does famlly b111ngua1 orlentatlon
influence ' the. blllnguals"; “Chinese
scores? Is it the case that the ‘more’ ‘the =
T famlly is Chinese language orlented, the. - -
‘better ' the Chinese scores, but not the--
_Engllsh scores? .

No. _f‘”.»_f'l |
'8)  Are  the ‘bilinguals' ‘word ' ‘ =
.. Association- Engllsh . .scores - highly R : i
‘correlated : with ' the Derivational, T /71

AMorphology and the Syntax Engllsh tests° :

Yes. - '55 h - S

9) Do - paradlgmatlc responses 1ncrease;'r - )
"with age 1n -both Chlnese and Engllshj. »
ver51ons? i _ _ SR .,“lbbl

»'NO__'.‘ SRR

10i Is it the, case that the noreaf'
~p2;2dlgnat1c responses, the better EHe
—swltchlng scores? : PR

P , . _
F¥nce the' code—swltchlng test proved -
impossible = for* two-thirds of ' the y

-i## subjects, it was ot included in the
'~ ¥ analysis. A N



31‘11) Ls it the ‘case. that the - hlgher the‘ S
) .Engllsh exposure scores,, ‘the higher" the.
- Deriwvational Borphology and the .Syntax- . o o
: Engllsh scores? .;,._ S PRI A
ae ,fEngllsh exposure : wasvflb' :ded'-into'--‘c
.‘suhfactors,; of * ‘which _yea .im " an
: :Eugllsh-speaking environmen 'influenced;‘
~ Syntax and that part ‘of . perivational = .
Morphology- - concerned wlth real Engl*shy'
' forms.-j.< L : _ : :
. l?, v
B R T o w e
~Some Suqggested Further Research -

coe

**fihé exploratory nature of thls , study fmakes }it3-

uusurprlslng that many m re questlons are ralsed by 1t thanaf

.are ansvered. Followlng are few of the most 1nteresting.

iR As dlscussed Ln Chapter_,rour, vthere"is _a drastlc“'

Yoer

;llmbalance between the Ho d Assocxatlon—Engllsh and the Nord

,_Assoclatlon-Chlnese taﬁg sé%res* therefore, 1t was suggested

;‘;that the Hord Assocsatlon test 'nlght be -a neasure 'f i

:._language .naturlty.‘ If ‘%uch an 1uba1anced response pattern;

y”prevalls -in - future resbarch, 1t may be considered that solldh

';evldence has been obtained for assertlng that'?al wordffi'

t_\‘

'-b“assoc1atlon test 1s _a measure of 1anguage maturlty rather”

Vchan general cognltlve naturlty.~

'iHerrelatioushipfbetveeh:variousd_sortsl»of flinguiSticv"

. w2
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"ditests- indicated: 'h* thls study shows just the t1p Qf the'

DR

-'1ceberg in language development- The Der1vat10nal Horphologyi

htest exhxh1t5~2a dlfferent -acqulsltlon pattern from‘ the[;

"Syntax ”Engllsh and the wOrd Assoc1atlon-Engllsh tests. Is*f

derlvatlonal construct1on a later-developlng Sklll -becauseﬁ
”v'it*s is cognltlvely i more dlfflcult,-j o just less B

"

communxcatlvely necessary than ha51c syntax’ Ihe wlde-spread

use of the general measure 'uorg ”Qé:‘in Chlnese by the
‘ L == . :

,subjects 1n thls study to replace the spec1flc measure vor s .

‘:generally requlred for an:adult seems - to suggest tﬁht the~

Y

'_later may be the case, because the basxc measure word g; is”

: communlcatlvely suff1c1ent.' In the s e. way; the-@hlld vho-

_substxtutes mud b 1 for the pattern,‘adjectlve + Noun, muddxt.‘

vhgi; is g1v1ng;’}commun1cat1vely adquate response, even-'ift

it, is Stlll syntactlcally non—adult.lFuture research on the:
. acgulsltlon of meanlngs 1ndependent -oﬁ adult forms:dis
ﬁ_vsuggested»’by thls. In_ partlcular, a .studyj'of'Specific!

'émeasure vords in Chlnese; thelr development; pattern,_pahdg:

1content 'may shed some llght on thls problem.

R
3

o o o L e T
‘The  external factors.\con51dered 1n the current work B

';were‘exPlored~from the. >parents" v1evp01nt-' for 1nstance,

_;attltudlnal factors vere investlgated by asklng the parents.
' "how 1mportant they thlnk the learnlng "of Chlnese 1s. It
'_would mbe 1nteresting to examlne the chlldren's attltude, as

'.:well”. Such cons;deratlons may be operatlonallzed in a

questlon such as,““Hov do you des&ribe learning of Chlnese?"
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It can be. measured by enjoyable, ;nstrggehtal,‘ehcourgged.gx _

parents, forced to- learn, ,aud‘uselgsé\and like to forget

about it.

»

Finally, what would.bewthe resuit if.some of the social
gﬁactors"that'vere cohstantsjin our rather"homogeheous sample
vere tested -as varlables, for example,vcom9051tlon of peer
. group? (Subjects in our sample without exceptlon soc1allzed
in a) prlmary peer grpup that vasr exclu51ve1y Engllsh
monollngual ) On the basis of results obtalned in the study,
we m;ght prei&ct that the 1nclu51on of some other Chlnese
: speakers 1n the prlmary peer group yould hot 1nf1ueﬁce a
| subject' . Engllsh but might affest;histchinese. Howeveri
the influence and interaction of the peer( group of the .
immigrant bilingual child' may be more .complex than_ve'
suppose.;Toward the-conclusion'of .this study,_ Emlly, the
author!s thlrty-elght—month old daughter, who prev1ou§1y had\;
heardv,vand spoken‘ only Chlnese,» began' attendlng “an
Engiish;speaking day care“centér for eight hours a aé&.
Nithin two omqnths' tinéifher monoioging vas complétely.inb
English, although she contruues to speak - to’ her bilingual
parents'inhbhinese. Purtherlore; other older childr;h inlthe
AQChinese#Ehglish group (some of them-subjects in this study)‘
'soon after she began to attend . day—care started speaklng to
.Ellly entlrely 1n English, although prev1ously they had used'

_only Chlnese to her (to get their toys back fronm her)..
{ : '
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These are‘ just fa few  rese§rqh‘Eguestieﬁs tﬁat_wefe\
~1mned1ately apparent after the cqmpletioﬁ, eff'fhié ‘study,v
Despite thev’mapy gueStionsv‘remaining; lfhisﬂcstpdj haeg.b
answered the ‘major ‘probiejs 'that‘ worry. the’ parenis””efpx
children »of the ‘sort 'iﬂ epur_ sanple.'.Tﬁe biiinghaiisd
patterns and progn051s for the development of both qunese

and Engllsh in our subjects has been usefully and frultfully

| explored.

3
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je1 shr shemma? you dvoshau ne°v"ihét até these?‘Hbv.many
are they?" ' S _ o : - T

~.

ta naje myanbau Yau ‘dzwo shenla’ "Hhat's he 901ng to do,

ivmth the hread’"

»

fﬁéishehna yanlch;? "Why does he gaﬁtttp éat_it?“'”“

/

jei shr sheide maudz? "Whose hat is this?

‘you dwoshau hwa ne?s"Hoﬁ!mgny;flbvér§ a:e the;e?"

,ﬁéige_féngdz:dzéhmdyaﬁg?mﬁﬁdnfs that house?"
 neige men dzenmayd992 "How's that &qor?"'~‘

~ jeige men né?1"ﬁqiis this door?w .

£a_vei§héihé,ju;dzqi jeii?.ﬁwhyfdbes'he liie-hére2ﬁ v»3;

fweishemma tamende dzwe1 bije? "ihy do ~you think7 £Heir?53

 'mouths are closed?"_

: : 12..°

 : 1“£

déiéhéhma ‘tamende dzvel kaije? "th do you thlnk thelr .
3mouths are- open?"v-,

‘jéige réﬁ did;;dzi§5éheﬁnaiQﬁwnaﬁis“hélddidg?ﬁ_'::

_ﬁéisﬂédlia?x"ﬁhy?“7ﬁ,.
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15;,j§i'shrrsheide'syedz? EﬁhoSéfShoes are these?" -

16.’jei§evnYuhéidz dzwo Shéhﬁa?'ﬂﬂﬁattspthefgirl doing?"

.f17.ﬁjeifshr:sheidé ji? "Whose cﬂiékeh';S"this?"“_l*

,f1é. ji bei shei éhr.lé?‘ﬁthe'chiéken vaa,éateh-by«vhbm2"‘ 
.19. pinggwo dzenma le? "What happened to the apple?" .
3l;20.'gv°ﬁ6ngde'ji bei tou le, ta Jywede 1dzenmayéhg?’ "Thé.'
o ‘king's chicken was stolen. What do‘YOu;think he feltzn ..

’ . S, _ _ ) ‘o

* The 1Pi°f“res-fusedf,inf‘this.'test ‘were those from the
Bilingual Syntax Measure (Burt et al. 1975). . .
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_*~; -‘..Subject’s Respomnse ‘ . .

1. ..-:."..'....--..-'. . ) B h '. ¥y

b- _l_l_eavez .‘ - ' o » ' ol 2- ..'. .’_.‘.-‘..;‘-6.’.’..-

c' glurkx ’ o o ) 3. ..6".-.’0’.“_..-v-.. ! o /

d.slq'].’l . . - " ) .- »a. --»;o'q‘_v‘co ."“..'..;.._..V. . f
’e.tgeb! R I 5' f"‘-_"""f"'f"»‘-

f.. dOSher N o 6‘. "v_f‘,.._'.'.."'.".

h' §;_ng_g£ - 8. .V.J-tf'."“’“,-"-..."
-.’i:-_:bl.i.sllli, 9. --.a, 3 , .
f j;'g¢;gté; “ o 7 ’ .io. ;;.;;;_.,J;...*'; - I | e

k. beesply AN el S el e

8 Y
4

v‘I‘;ngghop§g5 v 'ff‘ 12;’,;.:;,.;,5;b.; B |
. . n. C_u‘gr o ; ; ._ o - 1“' v':_.».' '.- o.‘f_.i- f‘ L Y : v o " s

s -

o. gogcatcher = j--”;.'15.:.;,;;54;,.;3;;




2. Her beantlful / shu "book"

":‘u, RiChard’/'ch; fan "edﬁﬁ-'

‘v_5§ women yau / to reapx"ie_vant""”
g 7. wo hwe1 / skate "I can"

‘-'95 nlde po / clothes "your worn“

'E:_1Q; vonen yau / read “ve vant"

APPENDIX C

TEST M _ATEBI’M.S FOR THE CODE—si gc u_’

1. They dontt: / yung kwaldz "use chopstlcks"
"3; They,want /-lal.ﬂcome"

53 His éyqrité'/ tsai "dish" -
6. The iant to /lai "ddmeﬂ
7. You / chr fan "eaﬁ" 

‘Be He can au "run" o
-,\"1 ]

9. You don!t / chyyk"go"'

310; He can’ / yung kwaldz "use_ChopstiCkSﬂ

11. I don't / jrdau "know".

,l

+

a1l Jang Shan / go "John ‘Doe"

g‘ women yau / read "ue want"’

,‘>3; wo bu / skate "I don't":

Coll wode / steak "ny"

L]

?6, wode/ hotdog "my"'

8. tamen bu / come "they don't"

. .".‘
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oy
11. gege / Qbfﬂthe;older brother"
12. wo hwei /vtp ékate-ﬁfTC§nﬁ o B
13. ni / go "you"

10.;w0'hwei./'skating "I can"

L I
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APPENDIX D o

QUESI\IONNAIRE ON §o¢10;;g§g;§g_;g BACKGROUND
sub ject's fuil‘naﬁb:
HHohe lanéoage: g
Age:
Grade:_ |
Date:

1. What is the,nane yoﬁ’call yOur-Chi}d»at home? .

2. Date of birth of the chlld" R ﬁ\ﬁj-
3. Birth order of the ch11d° |
v';kq‘Number of 51b11n95°

:iS;“Hhere vas your Chlld born?

6. \;£/66£ born in North Amerlca) vhen dld he  first arrive
in North Anerlca? A . _ :

_7,.How§iongvhaié you anddyouf'childtlivéd‘ih'Edion§oo2‘ih

8. What was the;éarlieét‘langnage'exposntgf%flyour_Child?

&

a. Chlnese only" :
b. Chinese but with some Bng
‘¢. ‘Both about egnal S IR o L
d. English but with- sone Chin. €. S
é;”English only L ‘ . o

:9;vwhat HaSche earlxest language tendency of your child and
S vhy? ' . . . : , e .

;a} Chihose{only~fd



',b.’Chlnese but ‘with some Engllsh

175

c. Both ‘about’ equal

- d. English but with some Chlnese
. Q. Engllsh only-
Why? : ’

10.

1l

How old vas he vhen you flrst notlced such a tendefcy°'
_ | _ v

Hhen - and '1n vhat ‘manner was yonr ch11d avare of the

j'exlstence of two languages in his env1ronment°

12.

6

How old'was:your'cbild vhen you- started puttlng hlm ’
_regularly in- an Engllsh-speaklng env1ronment llke.,

v
c T .o
K4

‘ ‘Ia.ibabf4sitter's;h0ne*

- b. day-care center

C. mursery 'school- - . .. o 7o - B

- d. kindergarten.-

e. pre-school - ST RS
f. eleﬁentary school . -

How aoiioﬁ”Qonpafe'yonrbéhild'$»Chiﬂe$ev?na'gngiiSh?~'

o s

1,a..Hls Chln%Se is very nuch better

o 1u.j'

b. His Chinese is a little better
‘C+s Both ahout’ equal '
‘4. His English is a ‘little better

:-e.fﬂls Engllsh is’ verz nnch better e

‘ thch language, English or Cblnese, does your child useﬁ.
- ‘with the follewing peopleu; or ‘in  the followlng
g:ﬁsituations? | =

j‘a:“af;ays Chinese ;7rj'; iij'jffif vahﬁ‘-

1HPd.'nost1y English

- b\ mostly Chinese
. .Ce both about: eqnal

: alvays En glish




15.

16.

17.

Oon the average, -

2) English stories: .

'English or Chi

o 176
3+ ' )

f1) Télking'to-otherkchinese childtén

2) Wwhen he is angry or cursing

3) when he is talking to himself -«

o

‘hov many hours is your child exposed to:
1) televison: - |
2) radio broadcasting:

" 3) Chinese records:

4) Chinese cassette fapes{
5) English records:. -
6) English cassette tapes:

on the average, hov»mapy.ﬁours do'YOuh(b _yéur'vifé)
read English or Chinese sto:ieS‘to'XOur’child,weekly? -
:  AK | R = e ’

1)»Chinése‘sﬁoriéé:
on the a#éfagé,Uhov many hours does your child read

inese stories to you of your vwife veekly?

c

'v1y2Chiheée'étories:

2) English stories:

*

| -Oon the. avérage,“ how 'many hours doés,Your'child‘reaﬂa

.- English or Chinese stories to himself after school?

ERRNEREN ) } avera9e7h°9r51

+3) natifonality: .

1)‘Chinese'stories: _>‘"_ e \g;;

* 2) English stories:

f

§Vfcén 1onfn§ié th;eéfovyouflchildis best friends?

oy memen e e

2) age:

'of‘veékly contact:




-

. 21;

224

23

R b

At school ‘your chlld's favorlte courses,‘:inLVOrdet ‘of
preference are- : . . . C

‘The threevoourses hefdiélikes‘most. in order, -are: !

N

Conoerning*your”ohild's eduoation,.yon-hAVe'

1) ‘never saidianY£hing.about'it‘-_ N

2) asked him to work instead - = ' .
‘3) ‘asked him not to continue after high 'school o

4) - encouraged ‘Him. to continue if p0551b1e~
--5) strongly encouraged to: continne -

oy
. Chlnese?

: _u,-‘ , v . ‘ o _
Uhat do. you thlnk of Your chlld's learnlng of Engllsh orf"“

4‘_ . .
. . S N

e

1) ynimportant -
'2) emjoyable .. o oL o 0T e
3)“ helpful° Co e .ﬂ N SR “5 - - DI, ) : \j
4) importamt . . ..o . 0 o
5) very important . . B A

%f?&xChinese-

b. Emglish = - o

PN E

. Information about husband ‘and wife

a. place of birth:

'7'b;'year of birth:

¢. 'years in North. lnerica--"

. d. years of education: . .
~» e« highest. degree~'”

" he p re-inligratlon occn&etlon'3

" tThe |

f. major field: ' o ‘

g occnpatlon°-'

R s

‘ ‘:1

following scale iS°iusedﬂ.€o 'indibntefﬁffthency?fofffiiiﬁn
‘Ptactices. o S T L T e
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26

o

29

t21.

. : 31.

39,

B
G

.

e'.
Does .
Does
Does

Does

Dd-the:chiidrépusPeak_Cﬁinese td-the iotﬁé:? ;»T“”

Do th

3u.

35,

-_»36g;Db§s'tHe»ﬁifé‘réad;ani_chinesé,névsbaper_ct7pagazfnes?.
ST e:’}':”i“ny'.“" : ;  ”,“~3“ é-v:.f: ) :

37,

384

~15D§ t@e_chi}a;én.speak_toithe.cohqbitaﬁf'in Chinege?:

)the §ife,quak'@d-the'hﬁéhapdfin

RV § [

.- never

sometimes-
often. '
mostly .. .
always oot

e -

thelhusband,speékftb'the‘ﬁife ihUCBinesé?
hinese? =

the'ﬁather speak,tq‘théléhildten-infchinese?"

the mother speak to the child:en;in,eﬁinégggf

-~

e children speak Chinese to the father?

»

Y

e children speak to ome another in Chinese?

C e /o S

fDdgslthi/C6ﬁabitan£gspe5k to the children in Chinesg?f)

4

“Does

- magaz

_ﬂﬁhe_}huébandf~fédd..any,fChihesé:'.neﬁsﬁapér - or
13352_,: = . R

A

Doés the hysbaid-read any books in Chimese? ' ~ . .~

3

Does:

. Are

oramingr

the wife read amy books in Chinesé? .

fthe£é§ ahy 'hbbksg:infutﬁé1chiﬂésé.1&n§hégé”ipyt§é



. “O__'.

vDoes the . husband write any letteréw,id' the. Chinese °

;vlanguage?

4.
42,
g3,

gy,
- 45L
46,

s
R fconpared v1th Canadlan food)? R | gﬂj,-éfi

o .. 52. '.

-Aré records or tapes glven in ~ the Chihesé. ianguage?
: llstened ‘to 1n the" fanlly? -‘\* o :

‘1X‘Ch1nese c ‘f’“rr;::_ _rﬁ‘/

7r;2):€hinese—Canad1an

I .‘

;Dées'the,wifé yriteiany lertérS'infChinese?r

N

Are letters vrltten' in- Chlnesé recelved in the home
(excludlng bu51ness letters)?.

-

Doés thefﬂuShéndﬂattend~Chiﬂese novies?‘
| | 'Av | ‘- ‘ ‘.. - ‘ ‘ . ‘v | . " : . 0 ] . - | -

Does the wife attend Chinese movies?

T S D O

bo the Lchilidre_n 'ittend-‘c'ﬁinésé movies? -

”,m,L&m bcial aCthltleS (partles, ‘
‘?_x, etc.y ﬂlth people that ' speak

-.‘. ‘v.‘ S o , . I

Does the husband’
lectures, dlnn :

attend.such dctivities?
JRECH activities?
Ea-

R ' o] [T
iy family Visitors vho speak CMinese? B

:ﬁffﬁges'the fanllylas_a vhole'yisit &3yuf§nilv/friends wvho
. _.speak Chinese? SN ST S R S

v o et et E
Does ‘the - fan;ly hava Chlnese food fo : sﬁppérlﬂ(as f‘

- ;». - L " ../iﬁ'”
Hhat klnd\of food do your chlldren prefgr? ' S U

3) about egual - ‘_: rﬂ”1 ‘ ;f’t'  t:j'"

- ;a)QCanaaian-Chinese T R
35)'Canadian LT e RS P



S4.

55.

56.

57..

58.

. 180

» ' h ) ‘

tht klnd of 1nf1nences do the TV have on the language

development of your cblldren,uin your assessment’

'Hew about radio? - A

How aboﬁt.records and tapesZ?

How about storybooks?

-

K .
How about your children's best friends?

What kind ‘of influence do fou think the bilingual

experience -may have on the 1ntellectual development of

- your childz

59.

‘1) some positive influence .

.2) some negative 1nf1uence

‘3) no-influence : : o .
Please elaborate why..'- _ : ‘

How about emotional adjustment?

" 1) some positive 1nfluence

2) some negative. 1nfluence
3) no influence
Please elaborate why.

~



- , N N T3

-60% Any general comment on’ the 1anguage development of ydur{}'

_ ch11d° -Aly: problem’ Satlsfled?
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T e . APRENDIF E
" KENDALL 'QORRELATION ggggggg_mﬁ OR soc- :
B . ‘ LINGUISTIC VARIA LES -
- N L R
. 2' . . "
‘f;Abbrev1atlons N » ‘ )
.  BSM~ E"Blllngual Syntax Measure—Engllsh Ver51on :
.DMT-R: Derivational Mq;phology Test-Real Form - -
DHT—N:"Derlvatlonal uorphology TEst~Nonsense Form .-
‘PST-E: Word Association- Test-English - .. :
- BSM-C: Bilingual, 5yntax Measure—chinese Ver51on '
"PST-C: Hord’ Association Test- —Chinese B E
Note: the first ‘line spec1f1es Kendall's correlatlon o
j-coeff1c1ent and the secon e, level of. 51gn1flcance.‘fﬁw:f
ng;:pé"'-,,, '_‘ - . . ‘?ﬁ
\figion . DBSM-E' DMT-R  DMT-N  psi-p  BSM=C ' PSTrC
R .." P - T ’ . ’ ».'-‘ L . B ,‘, y ﬂ o .' - S
f e é\-r« _ o o .t . o
Age - o w- 67 60" 56 ~06 -~ 14 «13°.
S : ' .001 .GOA =001 -34 =19 o 21
. ‘- - - T . :
Sex S ~0.18 -0-36 © =029 =0.34 5 _o01 0 -0.10
, -17 - -03 .05 T .04 48 30
" Birth Order +0.21 . -0.25  <0.05 .09 - -o 20 -0.09
ST -13 <10 -38° .31 ,14- »=30
© Siblings " .15 <13 24 -0.07 © 2007 20,13
S o s ’ .25 .09 ;363“ «35 - 20,
‘Birth Blace . “21 120 20,17 .07 “Z0.10
Coe -1“ . ‘25 ’ .28, -35 -30
N ," L - Y ) B ) -‘:, . } S T . . ; -
'North America W22 25 . .15 —O 01 <24, L0
o o S L1000 -08, ! ;18’ ~46 -08. 8
o e - bs Lo T R
" Engli'sh Year . .73 .48 T .56 .12 -18 .10
: . <001 " .003 .00 .23 st 26
" Parént Judge ¢ -0.08 2006, .12 o1 -0.73  =0.52
o : : <33 0 Ju9 .25 -48 <001 . .002.
TV Exposures. =-0.11. -é~ou ' .10 .28 -0.12 - 1§
e C.25 g2 .28 .06 -20 &g .17



. .. . Read Engli

.

Child Parent

° B
. . el e

&y

'ﬂf:ﬁﬁji;ffﬁé&rn;chihe
SR T U TAIN A DU
.. Father chila ..

/. Mother Chila .
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