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Article

Effects of delaying character instruction in a
Chinese as a foreign language classroom on
affective outcomes
Jesse Walker and Frederick Poole
Abstract
This study surveyed 58 sixth grade students in four different Chinese as a second
language classrooms about their anxiety, self-efficacy and attitudes towards learning
Chinese as a foreign language when taught using three different approaches: Pinyin
only instruction (POI), character only instruction (COI) and character instruction
with Pinyin located above the character (PCI). All participants completed a fivepoint Likert scale battery of 38 affective items and six open-ended questions. Our
findings indicate that students in the POI condition reported significantly lower anxiety levels than participants in the COI condition. Our findings suggest that POI has
potential benefits for learners in that it lowers anxiety while providing similar levels
of motivation as COI and PCI.
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Introduction
Learning a second language (L2) can be a difficult task. To ease this burden
L2 instructors teaching target languages with an alphabetic script often provide learners with the written form when teaching new words. This not only
helps students make connections between oral and written representations of
a word, but it can also serve as a cue to facilitate recollection of newly learned
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words. This can be done with alphabetic writing systems because once students have developed a working understanding of an L2’s phonetic system,
they are able to gain direct access to the phonetic properties of a word simply
by sounding out morphemes. This, however, is not the case for Chinese as
a foreign language (CFL) learners. Due to the unique Chinese orthography,
which uses symbols instead of letters, learners of CFL often struggle with
learning to read and write characters because the logographic writing system
does not allow for easy connections between orthographic and phonetic properties (Everson, 1988, 1994; Shen, 2005).
The Chinese writing system does not use an alphabetic writing system but
instead uses characters that can be loosely divided into three main categories: phonetic compounds, ideograms, and pictograms. Phonetic compounds
make up approximately 90% of the most commonly used characters (Wang
et al., 2016) and are comprised of phonetic and semantic radicals. These radicals are often utilized by native-Chinese speakers and advanced CFL learners to guess phonetic and semantic properties of a character (Feldman and
Siok, 1999). However, it should be noted that phonetic radicals are inconsistent and only represent the exact pronunciation of a character about a quarter of the time (Fan, Gao, and Ao, 1984). In addition, these radicals can appear
in different locations and in different forms. For example, the phonetic radical 青 (qīng) can be found in the following characters, in both the left and
right position, with varying phonetic properties: 静 (jìng), 精 (jīng), 靓 (liàng,
jìng), 靖 (jìng), 倩 (qiàn) and 猜 (cāi). Further complicating the task, the clues
offered by the semantic radicals require learners to make logical connections.
For example, 清(qīng), which means ‘clear’ uses the sematic radical 氵(shuĭ)
that refers to water, and 情 (qíng), which means ‘emotion’ uses the semantic
radical 忄 (xīn) that refers to the heart or mind. In some cases the connections
between the semantic radical are less obvious than others, for example the
character 给 (gěi) which means ‘to give’ uses the semantic radical for ‘silk’.
After learners are able to recognize characters, they must learn to parse
characters to form words as there are no spaces between words in the Chinese
script. This can also be a challenge for students as a character can be a word by
itself such as 是 (shì, to be) but also can be located within multiple character
words unrelated to its original meaning 但是 (dànshì, but); 还是 (háishì, or).
Thus, to be a successful reader in Chinese, learners must be able to: (a) recognize characters quickly; (b) parse characters to form words; and (c) complete
tasks a and b quickly and accurately to comprehend the meaning of the text.
To help students overcome the obstacle of learning to read Chinese characters, the Pinyin system, or Romanized script, was introduced in the late twentieth century. Pinyin offers a convenient way of identifying unfamiliar characters
(e.g. Ma and Li, 2007). In theory Pinyin can promote learning of characters,
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since a reference to a characters’ phonetic properties is said to relieve the cognitive mental capacity needed to memorize a character’s orthography, meaning and phonetic properties (Chung, 2002; Jordan, 1971). Chinese character
pronunciation can be memorized through various supports like Pinyin but
ultimately reading the Chinese script requires students to quickly recognize
and identify orthographic, semantic, and phonetic properties of Chinese characters in the context of a text and understand word breaks through context.
The cognitive strain that is asked of new CFL students to balance the memorization of both the new phonetic properties of the Pinyin system and the Chinese orthographic system is very challenging.
To help novice learners overcome the arduous task of learning characters, there are two approaches involving the timing of character introduction
that have been debated. The first approach is to introduce characters immediately. In this approach, Pinyin is used simply as a phonetic tool, whereas all
new vocabulary is introduced via characters. This immediate use of character
instruction has been called immediate character instruction (Ye, 2013). The
second approach involves using Pinyin for phonetic instruction and for introducing new vocabulary and sentence structures. After learners have developed
basic oral skills (times vary), characters are introduced usually requiring students to relearn vocabulary that they have previously learned via Pinyin. This
method has been called delayed character instruction (Ye, 2013). In this study,
we were interested in how focusing on either characters or Pinyin in the initial stages of learning CFL affects students affective factors towards learning
Chinese. Due to time constraints of the middle school classroom, we were
unable to start with only character or Pinyin instruction and then add characters or Pinyin after a delay. Instead, we used a character only instruction (COI)
group to represent the immediate character instruction approach and a Pinyin
only instruction (POI) group to represent the delayed character instruction
approach. We argue that given the goals of our study which is to determine
the effect of focusing on either characters or Pinyin in the early stages of learning Chinese, these groups make adequate representations. Finally, we added
a third approach which involves using both characters and Pinyin together,
by providing Pinyin on top of all characters. We will refer to this method as
Pinyin and character instruction (PCI). To date, a few studies have examined
how focusing on characters or Pinyin in beginner-level classes effects student
performances (Knell and West, 2017; Packard, 1990; Poole and Sung, 2015).
However, to our knowledge no study has investigated how such approaches
influence learner affective factors such as attitudes and motivation towards
learning Chinese, self-efficacy, and anxiety. Furthermore, we are adding a
third method which combines the first two approaches to explore a combined
method for novice CFL learners. In the following section, we will first review
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literature concerning past studies that investigated differences between immediate and delayed character instruction. Then we will illustrate the importance of affective factors in L2 research.

Literature review
Delayed character instruction vs. immediate character instruction
Due to the complexity of learning how to read and write Chinese characters, both teachers and students have argued that it is necessary for characters to be taught immediately (Ye, 2013). However, when teachers focus on
characters too much there can be a disproportionate amount of time spent in
the classroom on production of characters (Allen, 2008). Those arguing for
a delayed character approach claim that by using Pinyin to help build overall oral fluency, vocabulary usage and mastery of the various phonemes and
morphemes (Packard, 1990), students will be better prepared for the task of
learning characters. The assumption is that by first developing speaking skills
via Pinyin, learners will be able to rely on their oral skills as they attempt to
decode the written script, much the way native speakers develop literacy skills.
While there are only a few studies that have specifically compared delayed and
immediate character instruction approaches, other studies have attempted to
illustrate the effectiveness of Pinyin as a tool for teaching Chinese oral skills,
and the negative effects of focusing on characters initially.
It has been argued that focusing too much on reading Chinese characters hinders textual comprehension due to the ‘intense nature of the decoding process’ (Everson, 1994: 6). In other words, some learners spend so much
time trying to decipher characters that they are unable to lend attention to
the actual message. In an earlier study, Everson (1988) investigated the role of
Pinyin for non-native Chinese speakers (NNCS). He found that NNCS read
faster and showed increased comprehension when reading with Pinyin than
when reading with Chinese characters. This study was cited as an early motivation for comparing immediate and delayed character instruction approaches.
In another study, Everson (1998) found that if NNCSs were able to pronounce
a word then there was a 90.7% probability of them correctly identifying the
word. Everson concluded that students’ oral skills are strongly associated with
their ability to recognize characters. These studies have largely fueled the
delayed character instruction argument for first promoting oral skills before
teaching characters.
To the best of our knowledge, there have only been three studies that have
directly compared the effects of delayed and immediate character instruction
approaches empirically. Packard (1990) compared a lag (delayed) and nonlag (immediate) group by delaying character instruction for three weeks in an
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intensive introductory Mandarin Chinese course at the university level. He
found that the lag group was more fluent in spoken Chinese and better at discriminating sounds. Furthermore, he reported that there were no significant
differences in character acquisition or writing skills between the two groups.
In a small-scale study, Poole and Sung (2015) examined the effect of Pinyinbased instruction and character-based instruction on vocabulary knowledge
at the university level. Interviews and surveys were also collected to investigate the effect of the interventions on student affect. The findings of this study
suggested that the focus on Chinese writing negatively impacted the students’
Chinese oral development. Furthermore, students reported a preference for
less character writing exercises and a more balanced approach. However, it
should be noted that this study only investigated nine participants. Finally,
in a more recent and robust study, Knell and West (2017) compared the two
approaches in middle school classrooms with 56 participants. The researchers
used several forms of assessment to compare the two approaches including:
oral interviews, character recognition tests, reading comprehension assessments, character writing tests, and an attitude questionnaire. The delayed
character instruction group in this study was delayed for the first semester (3.5
months) and then character instruction began at the beginning of the following semester. Knell and West found that the immediate character instruction
group performed significantly better than the delayed character instruction
group on the reading comprehension and character recognition tests, but no
differences were found between the two groups in terms of oral skills. This led
the authors to suggest that the focus should shift from whether or not teachers should delay characters to how teachers should teach characters to learners
of different populations. It should also be mentioned that students reported a
preference for the teaching intervention that they were placed in. Finally, in
response to Knell and West’s (2017) study, Krashen (2017) argued that because
the immediate character instruction group received an additional 10 hours of
character instruction their gains in reading comprehension and character recognition may not be due to the immediate exposure to characters, but rather
longer exposure to characters.
Past research comparing delayed and character instruction groups has
been somewhat conflicted. On the one hand research has shown that delaying
characters in lieu of Pinyin instruction helps learners develop phonetic skills
(Packard, 1990), yet another study found that the delayed character instruction approach did not lead to any differences in oral skills (Knell and West,
2017). However, all studies did report higher character recognition scores for
the immediate character instruction groups than delayed character instruction groups. One aspect missing in the previous research is the effect of such
interventions on student affect, such as motivation, self-efficacy, and anxiety.
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In this study we are using a POI model as a substitute for delayed character
instruction approach due to the time constraints of the study. While the students in the POI treatment were never exposed to Chinese character instruction during this study, the students were aware at the end of the unit they
would transition into a PCI model of instruction. In the next section, we will
illustrate the importance of these affective factors in the L2 context.

L2 affective factors
Motivation in L2 learning is a complex area of research. Previous studies concerning motivation have largely focused on English as a second language
(ESL) learners and in particular the effect of the learning context on motivation rather than how pedagogy affects learner motivation (Clement, Dörnyei
and Noels, 1994; Dörnyei, 1990). In a review on the definitions of motivation,
Kleinginna and Kleinginna (1981) define motivation as an internal state or
condition that serves to initiate, maintain, and direct behavior. Understanding
how pedagogical approaches affect learners’ motivation to learn and persist
in Chinese as an academic subject is important especially given that that past
studies have shown that learners can be overwhelmed and may experience
anxiety as a result of learning Chinese characters (Poole and Sung, 2015; Zhao,
Guo, and Dynia, 2013). Past researchers and models exploring factors that
impact motivation have identified self-efficacy and anxiety as major determinants of a learners’ motivation and attitudes towards learning (Dörnyei, 1994,
Eccles et al., 1983).
Bandura (1977) argued that self-efficacy influences how long one will persist in doing challenging activities. He also suggested that people with a sense
of strong self-efficacy will persist through challenging activities to gain corrective feedback and reinforce one’s sense of efficacy. In a meta-analysis on
self-efficacy in the L2 classroom, Raoofi, Tan, and Chan (2012) found that
interventions can affect learners’ self-efficacy and that student self-efficacy is
one of the most important independent variables on learners’ achievement.
They go on to suggest that teacher interaction and teacher efficacy can also
impact learners’ sense of efficacy.
Anxiety or feelings of worry, stress and nervousness in the world language
classroom has been a topic of interest for a long time. Horwitz, Horwitz, and
Cope (1986) set out to define and describe foreign language anxiety. They synthesized research on foreign language anxiety and described situations when
one would likely see foreign language anxiety. They claim a useful model for
understanding foreign language anxiety is to draw parallels between three
separate anxiety disorders: 1. Communication apprehension; 2. Test anxiety; and 3. Fear of negative evaluation. They also explain how the learner’s
self-esteem is ‘vulnerable to the awareness that the range of communicative
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choices and authenticity is restricted’. Anxiety in the world language classroom was seen as a fixed state of the learner or something that was inherent in
the personality of the learner. However, recently anxiety is seen as a dynamic
state that can change depending on the situation the learner is in Lightbown
and Spada (2006: 61). This is important for our study as we intend to observe
how different approaches affect learner anxiety in a CFL classroom. Effects
of anxiety are an important area of study in the world language classroom as
MacIntyre (1995) claims that high levels of anxiety in the classroom can slow
down the learning process because students will focus on both the task and
how they feel about it. In the CFL context, it has been argued that the first
steps to teaching Chinese literacy is ‘getting students to overcome their anxiety over learning characters, so that they can settle down and learn to read and
write characters’, (Ling, 2007). Finally, Zhao, Guo, and Dynia (2013) investigated foreign language reading anxiety among 114 university-level students
in three different courses: Elementary Level I, Elementary Level II, and Intermediate. They found that participants of all levels experienced elevated levels
reading anxiety compared to learners of languages that have similar scripts to
their own. Furthermore, they reported that participants in the Intermediate
level experienced higher levels of anxiety than those in Elementary Levels 1
and 2.
Given the relationship between the affective factors mentioned in the previous section, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that using a COI, POI, or
PCI approach will influence beginner CFL learners’ affect towards learning
Chinese. To the best of our knowledge no past studies have empirically investigated the effect of early Chinese pedagogical approaches on student affect
towards learning CFL, we intended to fill this gap with this study. Our research
questions are presented in the following section.

Research questions
1. How do the three pedagogical approaches (PCI, POI, and COI) affect
students’ attitudes/motivation to learn Chinese, Chinese learning anxiety and self-efficacy beliefs about learning Chinese?
2. What are student perceptions of delaying character instruction in an
introductory Chinese course?

Methods
Participants
The participants of this study were 63 sixth graders from an urban school in
the Western United States. As per requirements of the school every student
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must take a world language class. In the school where the study was a conducted, a ‘carousel’ approach was introduced for incoming sixth graders in
which they studied Spanish, French and Chinese all for one quarter each and
then chose the language they would like to continue for their remaining time
at the school. The sixth graders had already taken both Spanish and French
before starting Chinese. The participants came from four separate classes, two
classes were assigned to the PCI condition, and one class to the POI condition,
and one class to the COI conditions.
The PCI group included 33 students, 14 males and 19 females. The ethnic
background was 17 White non-Hispanic, four African American/Black, six
Hispanic/Latino, four American Indian/Alaskan Native and one Asian. Of
these students seven identified their primary language as Spanish and one
identified French as their primary language and the remaining identified English as their primary language. The COI group had 14 students, seven males
and seven females. The ethnic background was six White non-Hispanic, three
African American/Black, three American Indian/Alaskan Native, two Hispanic/Latino. Four students identified Spanish as their primary language at
home and the remaining identified English as their primary language at home.
The POI group had 16 students, 10 males and six females. The ethnic background was nine students listed as African American/Black, four students
identifying themselves as Hispanic/Latino, two White/non-Hispanic and one
American Indian/Alaskan Native. Only one student identified Spanish as their
primary language at home and the others identified English as their primary
language. All students in the study were considered true beginners of the Chinese language.
Research design
All three conditions were given an introduction to the Chinese language
which included a basic overview of characters and radicals, Pinyin, tones
and simple phrases with communication practice. The PCI group was taught
using both Characters and Pinyin with Pinyin located on top of the characters. The COI group was taught using Chinese characters only, with no support of Pinyin and the POI group was taught in Pinyin only with no use of
the Chinese characters when introducing new vocabulary words or readings. A randomizer was used to determine which classes were assigned to
each intervention.
The first 5–10 minutes of class involved vocabulary writing that involved
either copying new vocabulary or copying sentences with new vocabulary
words in context. When the classes did these writing exercises the PCI groups
wrote in both Chinese characters and Pinyin for full credit, the POI group
only wrote Pinyin and the COI group only wrote Chinese characters. After

170     Delaying character instruction in a CFL classroom
two separate reading mini-units, students were asked to answer comprehension based questions after each story. Students had to answer in the ‘target
language’. The target language is identified by the above-mentioned criteria for
writing. Any writing activity done in the classes followed this format.
Class was conducted through a communicative approach where the teacher
used comprehensible input strategies, visuals, gestures and kinesthetic movements, and TPR to teach new vocabulary words. Two short stories were taught
through TPRS (Ray and Seely 2012). All four language domains were taught
to the students, speaking, listening, reading and writing. All four classes were
taught by the same instructor who has a master’s degree in teaching foreign
languages and over 10 years of language teaching experience.
At the end of the quarter students were asked to answer a survey about
learning Chinese. The survey attempted to quantify student affect towards
learning CFL. The survey asked questions using a five-point Likert scale about
attitudes/motivations, self-efficacy and anxiety relating to learning CFL. In
addition, seven open-ended questions were asked to determine student opinions about the teaching method used in their class. However, for this study,
we will only be looking at the responses to the final question regarding student perceptions of delaying character instruction in an introductory Chinese
class. See appendix for the survey.
Instruments
Understanding student perspectives on L2 learning is crucial in trying to
understand effects of L2 instruction. For this study, we pulled from preexisting surveys that have been tested for validity and adapted them for the
CSL classroom. Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope’s (1986) survey for anxiety in the
L2 has been found to be reliable and has been tested for validity. We adapted
10 items from their scale for this study. For the attitude/motivation construct,
we adapted 18 items from Gardner and Smyth’s (1981) attitude/motivation
test battery for foreign language learning. Finally, for our self-efficacy measures, we adapted 10 items from a scale used by Jian Dong and Soransataporn’s
(2012) study regarding self-efficacy in the English as a second language classroom in a teacher college in China.
Analysis
In this study, we are investigating the effect of intervention (PCI, COI, or
POI), our independent variable, on three different outcome variables: attitudes/motivation, anxiety, and self-efficacy. Given that our analysis includes
three dependent variables we chose to use a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) analysis. Prior to analysis we checked all MANOVA assumptions.
All dependent variable scores were normally distributed for each intervention,
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as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test (p > 0.05). There was no multicollinearity,
as assessed by Pearson correlation. There was a linear relationship between
all dependent variable scores in each intervention, as assessed by scatterplot.
There were no univariate (assessed by boxplots) or multivariate outliers in the
data, as assessed by Mahalanobis distance (p > 0.001). There was homogeneity
of variance-covariances matrices, as assessed by Box’s test of equality of covariance matrices (p = 0.435). This analysis only included 58 participants, as five
participants did not complete the entire survey.

Results
Learners in the POI group reported higher attitudes/motivation scores (M =
3.42, SD = 0.78) than both the PCI group (M = 2.95, SD = 0.64) and the COI
group (M = 3.32, SD = 0.97). Learners in the POI group also reported higher
self-efficacy scores (M =3.84, SD = 0.57) than both the PCI group (M = 3.37,
SD = 0.71) and the COI group (M = 3.70, SD = 0.82). Finally, the POI group
reported lower anxiety scores (M = 2.49, SD = 0.80) than both the COI (M =
3.55, SD = 0.98) and the PCI group (M = 2.78, SD = 0.97). See Table 1 for the
descriptive statistics and the Cronbach alphas for each construct.
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics
PCI (N = 32)

Attitudes/Motivation
Anxiety
Self-Efficacy

POI (N = 15)

COI (N = 11)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

α

2.95
2.78
3.37

0.64
0.97
0.71

3.42
2.49
3.84

0.78
0.80
0.57

3.32
3.55
3.70

0.97
0.98
0.82

0.89
0.88
0.81

No. of
Items
18
10
10

Note. All measures are on a five-point scale

The difference between intervention groups on combined dependent variables was significantly different, F (6, 106) = 2.87, p = 0.012; Wilk’s Λ = 0.740,
partial η2 = 0.140. Follow-up univariate ANOVAs show that there was a significant difference in anxiety scores for learners in different conditions (F(2,
55) = 4.332, p = 0.018; partial η2 = 0.136). There was not a significant difference for either attitudes/motivations (F(2, 55) = 2.494, p = 0.092; partial η2 =
0.083) or self-efficacy (F(2, 55) = 2.552, p = 0.087; partial η2 = 0.085). Tukey
post-hoc tests showed that for anxiety scores, learners in the POI group had
significantly lower mean scores than learners in the COI group (p = 0.016).
Other comparisons were not significant. Figure 1 provides an illustration of
the mean scores for each measure by condition.
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Figure 1: Mean scores by condition

Open-Ended Questions
Students were also given an open-ended question regarding their perception
of delaying character instruction. Of the 50 participants who responded to
the question, 33 participants believed that characters should not be delayed,
13 believed that they should be delayed and four were neutral. Of the students
who argued for a delay, many students cited the difficulty of understanding
characters. For example, one learner said the characters were ‘overwhelming’ while two others noted that the characters were ‘very stressful’. For the
students who were in favor of teaching characters immediately, some of
them stressed that learning the characters created a more authentic learning
experience. For example, one student said that learning characters from the
beginning was helpful because ‘we can learn the whole thing’. While another
student said, ‘I think it (COI) is helpful. Because that means that the teacher
really wants us to understand the language’. These quotes seem to suggest
that by not learning characters, students were only partially learning Chinese, or weren’t really learning Chinese. Though, the most common reason
for supporting COI was that many students believed it helped them remember the words. For example, one student wrote, ‘It (COI) is helpful because
it makes me remember’. Another student commented on the logographic
nature of characters and said, learning characters is ‘helpful because it shows
pictures of the words’. We will discuss the implications of both the survey
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findings and student beliefs regarding the delay of character instruction in
the following section.

Discussion
In this study, we compared the effects of three different teaching approaches
for true CFL beginners on student affect (attitudes/motivation, anxiety, and
self-efficacy). To answer our first research question, we found that students in
the POI class experienced lower levels of anxiety compared to students in the
COI classroom. This supports past research which argues that Chinese characters incite anxiety in language learners (Zhao, Guo, and Dynia, 2013). This
finding was somewhat intuitive given the complex nature of Chinese characters, but at the same time it was surprising because a majority of the students
reported a preference for learning characters in the open-ended question section of the survey. Two students in the POI treatment when asked if Characters should be taught from day 1 stated that they should, because characters
‘… show pictures of the words’. Another mentioned ‘… you can memorize the
character to say the right word’. Finally another student in the POI group suggested that they would have preferred the COI condition because it would
have ‘helped [sic] me be able to read the language’ while also stating that ‘reading’ was the hardest part of learning Chinese, suggesting that without the characters the student was unable to sufficiently rely on Pinyin for comprehension
of reading tasks. These somewhat contradicting findings seem to suggest that
even though the Chinese character can provoke anxiety, students still prefer to
focus on characters when beginning to learn Chinese.
Although we did not find a significant difference between intervention
groups on attitudes/motivation and self-efficacy scores, the POI group scored
higher on both constructs than both the COI and PCI group. Interestingly,
the POI and COI groups reported similar scores on both the attitudes/motivation and self-efficacy measures, which were both larger than the PCI group.
This may have been due to a cognitive load issue (Lee and Kalyuga, 2011). Lee
and Kalyuga (2011) found that the location of Pinyin in relation to character
and English impacted the amount of attention that learners could lend to the
words in simple vocabulary recall exercises. While their study suggested the
vertical alignment of Pinyin over Character with English located below may
decrease cognitive load in beginning students, this study also suggested that
vertical alignment of Pinyin over characters in more authentic tasks such as
reading passages could prove overwhelming as learners must lend attention
to both character and Pinyin. The open-ended questions showed that 24% of
the PCI group felt negatively about immediate character instruction compared to only 14% in the COI group and 6% in the POI group. These differences may suggest that the lower self-efficacy scores by participants in the

174     Delaying character instruction in a CFL classroom
PCI group may have subsequently affected student attitudes and motivations
towards learning CFL.
Our second research question concerning student perception of delaying character instruction, has partially been answered by discussing possible
explanations for our findings in our first research question. To summarize,
we found that students seemed to prefer immediate character instruction
(COI) over a delayed approach (POI) for a variety of reasons including a feeling of authenticity, support in remembering vocabulary, due to their novelty.
This finding supports Ye’s (2013) findings regarding students’ feelings towards
learning characters when first starting to learn Chinese.
On one hand, the findings from this study seems to support a POI approach
in that learners reported lower anxiety levels and higher self-efficacy and attitudes towards learning Chinese. However, several participants noted a desire
to learn characters even though they viewed the task of learning characters as
difficult and anxiety provoking. Similar to Knell and West (2017), we argue
that the debate should not be on whether or not teachers should focus on
characters in the beginning Chinese classroom, but rather on how to integrate
both characters and Pinyin in to the beginning classroom without overloading
the learners and inciting feelings of anxiety.

Conclusion
In summary, this study found that when comparing COI, POI and PCI
approaches to early CFL classrooms, participants in the POI group experienced lower levels of anxiety than those in the COI group. Furthermore, learners preferred the COI approach. Given past research and our current findings
comparing the affective outcomes of COI, POI and PCI we believe that characters should still be taught early on in the beginning CFL classroom, however,
instructors should strive to find ways of: (a) making characters less intimidating; and (b) integrating Pinyin into character instruction without overwhelming the learner.

Limitations
This study has several limitations that could have affected the outcome. The
first being that data was collected through survey format at the middle school
level and some students may not have taken the survey seriously. Second,
although we had 63 participants, only 58 completed the survey and we had
four classes which needed to be divided into four groups. This led to smaller
sample sizes in our COI and POI group and created unequal groups. Another
limitation was the lack of a pre-test. Some students may have entered the class
at higher affect levels than others. We believe the likelihood of this happening
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was reduced because students in this study were randomly assigned to one of
the four classes. Furthermore, we randomly assigned the four classes to one of
three treatments. However, without a pre-test we were not able to completely
control for these potential differences.
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Appendix
DO NOT put your name on this paper. This is a survey, not a quiz or a test. I
am trying to find out the best teaching methods for helping my students learn
and enjoy Chinese. There are no right or wrong answers. But your honest opinions will help me teach you and future students Chinese in the best way possible.
Please fill out the following survey about studying Chinese. There are no
wrong answers, please answer truthfully.
1=strongly disagree     2=disagree     3= neutral     4=agree     5=strongly agree
1. I would rather spend more time in my Chinese class and less in other classes.
(Attitude/Motivation)
2. I hate the Chinese language. (Attitude/Motivation)
3. It is not important for us to learn the Chinese language. (Attitude/
Motivation)
4. My parents have stressed the importance that Chinese will have for me
when I leave school. (Attitude/Motivation)
5. I am sure I have the ability to study Chinese well. (Self-Efficacy)
6. Sometimes, questions in Chinese are easy for me, but hard for others. (SelfEfficacy)
7. I always feel that the other students speak Chinese better than I do. (Anxiety)
8. It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals in Chinese
class. (Self-Efficacy)
9. I want to learn Chinese so well that it will become natural to me. (Attitude/
Motivation)
10. To be honest, I have little interest in my Chinese class. (Attitude/Motivation)
11. I don’t panic when I have to speak in Chinese class. (Anxiety)
12. Even if I am well prepared for Chinese class, I feel anxious about it.
(Anxiety)
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13. I really have no interest in the Chinese language. (Attitude/Motivation)
14. I like Chinese class so much, I look forward to studying more Chinese in
the future. (Attitude/Motivation)
15. Chinese class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind. (Anxiety)
16. When I meet difficulties in Chinese class, I usually give up. (Self-Efficacy)
17. Studying Chinese is important because it will be useful in getting a good
job someday. (Attitude/Motivation)
18. Studying the Chinese language is not enjoyable. (Attitude/Motivation)
19. I like challenging tasks in my Chinese class, because I know I can be successful. (Self-Efficacy)
20. I believe I can reach my goal in my Chinese class if I study hard. (SelfEfficacy)
21. I feel more tense and nervous in my Chinese class than in my other classes.
(Anxiety)
22. In Chinese class, I can get so nervous I forget things I know. (Anxiety)
23. I make a point of trying to understand all the Chinese language I see and
hear. (Attitude/Motivation)
24. I wish I could have many native Chinese speaking friends. (Attitude/
Motivation)
25. I can solve difficult problems in Chinese class if I try hard enough. (SelfEfficacy)
26. I cannot answer the questions my Chinese teacher asks even though other
students can do it. (Self-Efficacy)
27. My parents are very interested in everything I do in my Chinese class.
(Attitude/Motivation)
28. I don’t worry about making mistakes in Chinese class. (Anxiety)
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29. I really enjoy learning the Chinese language. (Attitude/Motivation)
30. The more difficult the task in my Chinese class is, the harder I study.
(Self-Efficacy)
31. When I’m on my way to Chinese class, I feel very sure and relaxed. (Anxiety)
32. I would like to know more native Chinese speakers. (Attitude/Motivation)
33. I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak Chinese.
(Anxiety)
34. I get nervous when I don’t understand every word the Chinese teacher
says. (Anxiety)
35. I wish I could speak Chinese perfectly (Attitude/Motivation)
36. I think my Chinese class is boring. (Attitude/Motivation)
37. If it were up to me, I would spend all of my time learning the Chinese language. (Attitude/Motivation)
38. When I am confronted with a problem in Chinese class, I can find solutions. (Self-Efficacy)
Please answer the following questions as completely as you can:
1. What was the most interesting thing of learning Chinese?
2. What was the hardest part of learning Chinese?
3. What was the least interesting part of learning Chinese?
4. What did you like the most about Chinese class?
5. What did you like the least about Chinese class?
6. Do you think learning Chinese characters from day 1 of Chinese class is
helpful or not helpful, why or why not?
7. The pace of Chinese class was: 		

too slow just right

too fast

