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ABSTRACT

Children’s language acquisition has attracted more attention than it was before
because of the widespread of second language learning and the increasing number of
young learners over the last decades. In order to understand children’s language
acquisition, their morphological and syntactic abilities has been widely investigated.
Morphological and syntactic processing are the two basic processes involved in
acquiring language skills for young learners. Children’s morphological and syntactic
knowledge can be examined in their oral narratives.

As a result, many researchers have investigated children’s morphological and
syntactic abilities in the storytelling task. A large number of studies on children’s
acquisition of morphology and syntax in a narrative centext have focused on
typically-developing children and atypically-developing ehildren (e.g., children with
specific language impairment) as well as children with low school achievement. Some
studies have reported children’s acquisition of English and: their first language. Most
of the ESL studies with children have examined languages that differ substantially in
types of syllables and phonemic compaonents used, but that are similar in sharing the
Latin alphabets and a large number of cognates such as the English-Spanish pairing.
However, little research has studied pairings of English with non-Indo-European
languages such as Chinese. Moreover, relatively few studies have specially
documented Chinese-speaking ESL children’s morphological and syntactic abilities as
well as cross-linguistic influences in a narrative context.

This study, therefore, aimed at examining Taiwanese EFL children’s
morphological and syntactic abilities as well as possible cross-linguistic influences
observed in their Mandarin and English narratives elicited by a wordless picture book,

Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969). The main purpose of the present study was to



investigate Taiwanese EFL preschoolers’ morphological and syntactic abilitiesin their
Mandarin and English stories. A subsidiary purpose was to examine the existence of
possible cross-linguistic influences on their storytelling task. The children’s language
productivity was also measured to determine whether there were significant language
effects on the children’s language productivity in their stories.

The findings showed that, for language productivity measures, the Taiwanese
EFL children produced higher number of modified C-units, number of total words,
and number of different words but shorter mean length of modified C-unit in wordsin
their Mandarin narratives than in English ones. Despite the fact that the children told
stories of equal length in both the Mandarin and English narrative tasks, there were
differences between the Mandarinand English stories in the children’s language
productivity measures. For morphological errors, more children had more variety of
English erroneous uses while relatively fewer.children' made M andarin morphol ogical
errors. When it comes to measures of Syntactic structures, the children used more
variety of the pre-specified Mandarin syntactic structures than English ones. In
addition, more cross-linguistic structures with influences at morphological and
syntactic levels from Mandarin to English were identified. As aresult, the children
appeared to perform better in their Mandarin stories than in English ones. Finally, the
findings from this work can provide early childhood professionals or educators with

implications and suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the review of research evidence in children language acquisition
has documented the importance of morphological and syntactic knowledge (e.g.,
Baayen, Feldman, & Schreuder, 2006; Franklin, Lindsey, & Bailey, 2004; Fukuda &
Fukuda, 2001; Gutierrez-Clellen, 1998; Gutierrez-Clellen & Hofstetter, 1994; Lee &
Naigles, 2008; Pe'rez-Leroux, Pirvulescu, & Roberge, 2008; Reilly, Losh, Bellugi, &
Waulfeck, 2004; Thothathiri & Snedeker, 2008; Treiman & Cassar, 1996).
Morphologica and syntactic processing are the two basic processesinvolved in
acquiring language skills for young-children. Children’s morphological and syntactic
knowledge can be assessed to understand their languageacquisition. One challenge
for achieving this understanding is that a large number of studies have measured
children’s morphological and syntactic:knowledge on standardized language
assessments (e.g., Barnett, Yarosz, Thomas, Jung, & Blanco, 2007; Yamashita, 2008),
but these measures may have limited validity and may not licit children’s
spontaneous speech, known as speech which is indeed produced spontaneously (Prins
& Bastiaanse, 2004), or semi-spontaneous speech, as defined by Prins and Bastiaanse
(2004), namely that which is elicited by situational pictures (e.g., Frog, where are
you?).

Without the implementation of an effective method to dlicit children’s
spontaneous or semi-spontaneous speech, their morphological and syntactic
knowledge required to produce speech may either be underestimated or overestimated.
Therefore, the selection of a suitable method capable of measuring children’s

morphological and syntactic knowledge in their spontaneous or semi-spontaneous



speech isimportant. Oral narratives can provide an excellent quasi-naturalistic
measure of children’s spontaneous languages, and reflect distinctive structural and
linguistic changes (Rellly et a., 2004). Thus, children’s spontaneous use of
morphological and syntactic knowledge can be measured in their oral narratives.

Most studies on children’s acquisition of morphology and syntax in a narrative
context have focused on typically-developing children (e.g., Fiestas & Pena, 2004;
Gutierrez-Clellen, 2002; Gutierrez-Clellen & Hofstetter, 1994, Hell, Verhoeven, Tak,
& Oosterhout, 2005; Miller et al., 2006; Pearson, 2002) and atypically-devel oping
children (e.g., children with specific language impairment (SL1), early focal brain
injury, Williams syndrome, or autism) (e.g., Reilly et al., 2004; Tsou & Cheung, 2007;
Wulfeck, Bates, Krupa-Kwiatkowski, & Saltzman, 2004) as well as children with low
school achievement (e.g., Chi, 2001;2003; Gutierrez-Clellen, 1998). Hell et al. (2005)
studied how Dutch children used pronouns and passive construction in narrative text.
Gutierrez-Clellen (1998) compared theSyntactic skills of Spanish-speaking children
with low and average school .achievement using oral-narratives.

Some of the aforementioned studies have reported children’s acquisition of
English and their first language (e.g., Fiestas & Pena, 2004; Gutierrez-Clellen, 2002,
Miller et a., 2006; Pearson, 2002; Serratrice, 2007). Serratrice (2007) investigated
Italian EFL children’s nominal expressions in the Frog Story. Gutierrez-Clellen (2002)
examined Spanish ESL children’s grammaticality in their oral narrativesin two
languages using wordless picture books. Miller et a. (2006) measured Spanish ESL
children’s lexical and syntactic structures in a narrative context. In Pearson’s (2002)
study, 80 Spanish- and English-speaking and 40 English-speaking children told stories.
The children’s use of selected verb forms, conjunctions, adverbs, and the specialized

noun vocabulary were examined. Fiestas and Pena (2004) documented 12 ESL



children’s language productivity, grammaticality, and non-target language influences
in their narratives across English and Spanish. Most of the above-mentioned ESL
studies have examined languages that differ substantially in types of syllables and
phonemic components used, but that are similar in sharing the Latin alphabets and a
large number of cognates such as English-Spanish and English-Czech pairings.
However, little research has studied pairings of English with non-Indo-European
languages such as Cantonese and Mandarin (e.g., Wang, Cheng, & Chen, 2006). Wang
et a. (2006) investigated the contribution of morphological awarenessin
Chinese-English biliteracy acquisition. The findings indicated a cross-language
morphological transfer in acquisition of a pairing of an alphabetic language with a
non-Indo-European language (e.g., aphabetic and legographic). Moreover, relatively
few studies have specially decumented Chinese-speaking ESL children’s
morphological and syntactic ahilities as well ascross-linguistic influencesin a
narrative context.

In a Chinese-speaking eavironment, afew available studies which examined
children’s morphological and syntagctic knowledge are working from pathological
perspective (e.g., Tsou & Cheung, 2007) or with low-achievement learners (e.g., Chi,
2001; 2003). For example, Tsou and Cheung (2007) investigated Taiwanese
monolingual children’ s performance on linguistic indices (e.g., length of story, mean
length of utterance, and use of complex sentences) in a narrative context. Those were
high-functioning children with autism. For the purpose of understanding poor
Mandarin-speaking readers’ language performance, Chi (2001; 2003) examined their
linguistic knowledge (e.g., cohesion and syntactic skills) in their ora narratives.
Nevertheless, the findings of these studies are difficult to be generalized to typical

population. Although in Au's (2002) study, the expressive language abilities (e.g., the



use of syntactic structures and specific lexical items) of typically-devel oping
Cantonese-speaking children were examined in a narrative task (re-telling the story
with picture support), it focused primarily on Cantonese-speaking instead of
Mandarin-speaking popul ation. Differences may be observed between Cantonese- and
Mandarin-speaking children’s oral narratives.

Previous studies on children’s oral narratives used different types of narrative
tasks. Some of these studies asked children to tell stories from wordless picture books
(e.g., Fiestas & Pena, 2004; Tsou & Cheung, 2007). Some requested children to retell
stories from memory with an ad (e.g., awordless book and pictures) after a researcher
told storiesfirst (e.g., Au, 2002; Miller et al., 2006). For example, Fiestas and Pena
(2004) investigated the effect of language on Spanish-speaking ESL children’s oral
narratives in two languages in two ways— one élicited by using a wordless picture
book and the other by using a static picture. Miller et a. (2006) measured
Spanish-speaking ESL children’s lexical-and syntactic structures in a story-retelling
task. Once the examiner narrated a prescribed narrative of the story, the children
retold the story with the pictures in the wordless book. In the present study, Taiwanese
EFL children’s oral narratives in English and Mandarin were élicited by awordless

picture book, Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969).

Purposes of the Study
The main purpose of the present study was to investigate Taiwanese EFL
preschoolers’ morphological and syntactic abilities in their Mandarin and English
stories. A subsidiary purpose was to examine the existence of possible cross-linguistic
influences on their storytelling task.

Given the preceding research purposes, four maor research questions in this



study were proposed as follows:

1. Do Mandarin-speaking EFL children have differential language productivity in

their Mandarin and English narratives?

2. What types of Mandarin and English morphological errors do

Mandarin-speaking EFL children make in their oral narratives?

3. What types of Mandarin and English syntactic structures do

Mandarin-speaking EFL children usein their oral narratives?

4. Isthere any possible cross-linguistic influence in Mandarin-speaking EFL

children’s oral narratives? If thereis, what typeisit?

It is hoped that answering theses questions could contribute to the understanding
of the relation between children’s use of their developing morphological and syntactic
knowledge and their language abilitiesintheir English and Mandarin. In addition, the
findings of this study might enhance parents understanding of children’s early first
and second language abilities. For early childhood professionals or educators, the
findings might provide them with insights into thelr curriculum design. As for
researchers, they could be encouraged to conduct more cross-linguistic studiesin an

EFL context.



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Children’s language acquisition has attracted more attention than it was before
because of the widespread of second language learning and the increasing number of
young learners over the last decades (e.g., Fiestas & Pena, 2004; Gutierrez-Clellen,
2002; Miller et ., 2006; Serratrice, 2007). In order to understand children’s language
acquisition, their morphological and syntactic development can be investigated.
Morphologica and syntactic processing are the two basic processes involved in
acquiring language skills for young learners. Children’s morphological and syntactic
knowledge can be examined in théir oral narratives.

Asindicated in Chapter:One; the present study intended to elicit Mandarin and
English morphologica and syntactic knowledge fromTaiwanese EFL childrenin a
narrative context. This chapter, therefore,:gave a review of«important studies in the
research areas involved in this specific research topic: First, this chapter offered a
general introduction to the significance of morphological and syntactic development
and gradually narrowed the focus down to the children’s morphological and syntactic
development. Monolingual and ESL children’s morphological and syntactic
development were then discussed. Findings and results related to the present study
were highlighted. Next section examined monolingual and ESL children’s
morphologica and syntactic development in a narrative context. Typically-developing,
atypically-developing and low-achievement children’s uses of their morphological
and syntactic knowledge in their oral narratives were introduced. The last section of
the chapter discussed the measures frequently used to evaluate children’s language

abilitiesin their oral narratives. Concepts such as language productivity, linguistic



structures, and possible cross-linguistic influences were presented as well.

The Significance of Morphologica and Syntactic Development

Children’s morphological and syntactic development is of crucial importance for
understanding their language acquisition. As children develop their language, their
morphological and syntactic knowledge emerges. Morphological knowledge refers to
the knowledge “of the internal structure of words and, of the rules by which words are
formed” (Fromkin, Rodman, & Hyams, 2003, p. 76). Syntactic knowledge means the
knowledge “of sentences and their structures” (Fromkin et al., 2003, p. 118).
Children’s ability to construct sentences from words reveals their use of
morphosyntactic knowledge. In erder to understand.children’ s language development,
their morphosyntactic knowledge can-be evaluated. Wulfeck et al. (2004) ina
pathological study mentioned, “We focus on morphosyntax because limitationsin
grammatical abilities are among the mest:common and persistent features in [children
with] SLI” (p. 215). The morphesyntactic development of atypically-developing
children such as children with SLI"ar with focal brain lesions is usually compared
with that of typically-developing counterparts to provide evidence of their
vulnerability of morphology and syntax.

Morphosyntactic knowledge also plays an important role in young learners
academic success (Pearson, 2002). Children who experience difficulty in dealing with
language tasks that require the use of explicit, precise language in complex sentences
and paragraph frequently exhibit academic difficulties (Gregg, 1991). Children’s use
of morphosyntactic knowledge may reveal important information about their facility
to meet academic requirements. When children move up through the grades, their

ability to tackle longer passages in all subject mattersis crucia. To understand and



produce longer passages, children must be capable of using their knowledge of words
and sentences. At early school age, children have acquired most of their knowledge of
how to combine morphemes into words and words into sentences.

Finally, morphologica and syntactic knowledge (which together comprise
grammar) has been regarded as one of the reliable measures of second language
proficiency (Komarova, Niyogi, & Nowak, 2001; Marinova-Todd, 2003). For
instance, Johnson and Newport (1989) studied English proficiency attained by native
speakers of Chinese or Korean learning English as a second language. A
grammaticality-judgment test which measured different types of English grammar
was used. The findings concluded that the first language did not have a measurable
effect on the acquisition of a secend language. Therefore, learners’ morphosyntactic
development can revea their:ESL: development.

The Sgnificance of Morphological Devel opment

Morphologica knowledge isimportant in interpreting meaning and assigning
grammatical function to the smallest‘meaningful unit-in:a language. Goldin-Meadow,
Mylander, and Franklin (2007) noted, “Althoughthere is great variability in how
much within-word structure a given language has, it is nevertheless difficult to find a
language that has no structure at the word level” (p. 89). Due to the universality of
morphological knowledge in languages, it has been widely examined to understand
learners' language abilities.

Some studies have highlighted the importance of morphological development for
children’s language acquisition (e.g., Baayen et a., 2006; Franklin et al., 2004;
Fukuda & Fukuda, 2001; Hoover & Gough, 1990; Jia & Fuse, 2007; Treiman &
Cassar, 1996). For example, Treiman and Cassar (1996) indicated that morphological

knowledge played a predictive role in child early spelling acquisition. In a Japanese



language acquisition study, Fukuda and Fukuda (2001) examined children’s ability to
construct implicit procedural rules for morphology. The results have proved that the
deficit in morphology among the children with SLI affected their morphol ogical
processing in comparison with their typically-devel oping counterparts. Baayen et al.
(2006) conducted a study on visual lexical decision and word naming experiments to
gauge the importance of morphol ogical measures as well as frequency in the lexical
processing of morphologically simple words of young participants. The results
showed that morphol ogical measures emerged as strong predictors in visua lexical
decision, while not in word naming task, providing evidence for the importance of
morphological knowledge even for the recognition of morphologically simple words.
In another study (Franklin et al., 2004), aword;i dentification task was used to
examine Spani sh-speaking English-learning children’s devel opment of English- and
Spanish-reading skills. It has been concluded that morpholegical measures were
identified as strong predictors in the children’s lexical proeessing. Jiaand Fuse (2007)
conducted a 5-year longitudinal study to investigate the:acquisition of six English
grammatical morphemes by 10 Mandarin=speaking ESL children and adolescents.
Their morphological proficiency was measured by the accuracy of these morphemes
in obligatory contexts during spontaneous speech. The results showed that if the
average percentage correct across al testing sections was counted, progressive —ing
and regular past tense respectively dicited the highest and the lowest level of
accuracy. Notably, this pattern was the same for both children and adol escents ESL
learners. Morphological knowledge, therefore, has been frequently used to tap into
individuals', especially young learners’, language abilities.
The Sgnificance of Syntactic Devel opment

Syntactic knowledge, namely the knowledge of complex syntax, has been widely



used in evaluating children’s language ability. As Marinellie (2004) noted, “complex
syntax is necessary as children are increasingly required to describe, persuade report,
predict outcomes, imagine, direct, and infer cause in daily classroom oral and written
activities” (p. 518). To meet school requirements, children should be capable of using
their complex syntax. In addition, complex language is important to children as
meaning relationships in alanguage can never be adequately expressed in simple
sentences (Scott, 1988). Children’s capability of producing complex sentencesis
required for the purpose of expressing their ideas clearly and accurately. Studies with
English-speaking children have showed that |earners with academic language
difficulties may have problemsin producing complex sentences (Bradley-Johnson &
Lesiak, 1989; Gregg, 1991). Children’ production of.complex syntax is highly
pertinent to their academic language development..On the other hand, learners
proficiency in complex syntax'can fecilitate literacy development such as reading
comprehension (Oakhill & Garnham, 1988; Yuill.& Oakhill, 1991).

Severa studies have confirmed the importance of.complex syntax in children’s
language acquisition process (e.g.; Gutierrez-Clellen, 1998; Gutierrez-Clellen &
Hofstetter, 1994; Lee & Naigles, 2008; Pe'rez-Leroux et a., 2008; Thothathiri &
Snedeker, 2008). Thothathiri and Snedeker (2008) reported that young children used
abstract syntactic representations in an online sentence comprehension task. The
results of an experimental work (Pe’rez-Leroux et a., 2008) supported the conclusion
that French- and English-speaking children’s lexical learning in the verbal domain
was driven by syntax. Lee and Naigles (2008) have noted that Mandarin-speaking
children used their syntactic knowledge in verb learning. Therefore, the measure of
children’s devel oping knowledge of syntax can reflect their current language

development and predict their later academic performance.
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Morphologica and Syntactic Development

The process of acquiring the implicit and explicit knowledge of morphology and
syntax islong and gradual. At an early age, children start to develop their implicit
knowledge of morphology and syntax. For example, Berko’s (1958) pioneering study
using the “Wug Test” examined children’s ability to give correct morphemes for novel
nouns and verbs in an elicited production task. Results showed that the preschool and
first-grade children succeeded in such atask. Hence, they possessed internalized
knowledge about English morphological rules.

Around the age of 18 months, children start to string words together (Brown,
2000). This can be observed in their early two-word or three-word sentences (e.g.,
allgone milk). Children are capahle-of using their syntactic knowledge to form
sentences at an early age. Researchers (Huttenlocher, Vasilyeva, Cymerman, &
Levine, 2002) supported that typically-developing children progressed through a
predictable sequence of stages and became proficient in the basic syntactic relations
of simple sentences at arelatively early age. Severa studies (e.g., Brown, 1973;
Fromkin et a., 2003; Reilly, Bates, & Marchman, 1998; Slobin, 1985) have noted that
by age 5, most typically-devel oping children can generally access most of the
morphosyntactic structures of their language. Their understanding of how and when to
fluently and flexibly use these structures in specific discourse genres continues to
develop well into adolescence (Relilly et a., 2004).

Chinese Morphological and Syntactic Development

Before elaborating on children’s Chinese morphosyntactic development, this
study should first clarify acritical question, that is, what is a Chinese word? Different
schools of linguistics usually have distinctive definitions of a Chinese word.

According to Li and Thompson (1981), aword isaunit typical of “syntactic and
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semantic independence and integrity” (p. 13). Polysyllabic forms such as pu2tao2
‘grape’ and bolli2 ‘glass’ constitute single words despite the fact that they consist of
two characters.

For children’s Chinese morphological development, Tse, Tang, Shie, and Li
(1991) reported Taiwanese monolingual children’s developmental process of
morphological acquisition. The following stages were adopted from their study. The
children’s first identifiable word production appeared at around the 11th month. At
this stage, the children simply imitated adults' speech. Theseinitial identifiable words
involved nouns, appearing as the largest in number, verbs, and dexical termsincluding
demonstratives, certain time adverbs, certain place adverbs, and deictic verbs. At the
age of 11 to 16 months, they started to produce deictic expressions, particles, aspect
markers, and adverbs. The emergence of their first-particles included a0 indicating
“[the reduction of] forcefulness,” (Li & ThompSon, 1981, p. 238), oul “friendly
warning,” (Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 238), and yel, the expression of happiness. L ater,
they used |e0 expressing “currently relevant state,” (Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 238),
nel “response to expectation,” (Li*& Thompson, 1981, p. 238), mal “question,” (Li &
Thompson, 1981, p. 238), and bal“solicit agreement” (Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 238).
For the children’s adverb development, Tse et a. also confirmed that manner adverbs
“expressing speaker’s attitude, manner of action, frequency, and qualification” (p.11)
emerged earlier than adverb with presupposition.

One of the most distinctive features of Mandarin noun phrases is the use of
classifiers from an English speaker’s point of view. In the same study by Tse et d., at
the age of 19 months, the children started to use the generic classifier ge0 (e.g.
yilgeOren2 ‘aperson’ and sanlgeOhe2zi0 ‘three boxes') and the classifier ben3 (e.g.

yilben3shul ‘abook’) without afollowing noun. A noun phrase in the form of a
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classifier phrase, consisting of a number and a classifier, plus a noun appeared at the
20th month. The generic classifier ge0 was used whenever the children could not
think of a specific classifier to use.

The children in the same study began to use their first modal auxiliary (e.g.,
hui4 expressing “know how” or “will”) at the age of 19 months. The children’sfirst
connectors emerged at the 19th month as well. Their earliest connectors functioned as
turn holders to proclaim that they wanted to say something (e.g., al expressing
feelings and en0 making a response). However, it was common to discover the
children’s use of two connectors at the same time. As for coverb acquisition, when
they were 22 months old, coverbs (e.g., locative zai4 and benefactive gei3) emerged.
Coverbs, as defined by Li and Thompson (1981), are as follows:

... aclass of morphemesin Mandarin which includes such words as genl ‘with’,
cong2 ‘from’, ... zai4 ‘at’ , usedin locative constructions, ba3, the marker of the Ba
construction , bi3, the comparative morpheme, bei4, the marker of the passive
construction, and . . . gei3, the marker'of benefactive and indirect object
constructions.. . . . The coverb introducesanoun phrase, and the phrase formed by the
coverb plus the noun phrase generally precedes the main verb and follows the subject
or topic. (p. 356)

For example:

wo3 yao3 genl tal shuolhuad
I want  with 3sg9 talk-speech
| want to talk with him/ her.

R RT,
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Later, prior to the age of 25 months, the children in the same study tended to use
nouns in the production where pronouns were more suitable.

In terms of Chinese syntactic acquisition, Tse et a. (1991) observed Taiwanese
monolingual children’s developmental process. The findings showed that the
children’s single-word and two-word sentences first emerged at the 11th and 13th
month respectively but they were more like imitations of adult speech. Multiple-word
sentences appeared as early as the 13th month but not until the 19th month did they
occur more frequently.

According to Hsu (2003), Taiwanese monolingual children in his study expanded
their utterances roughly from the age of 23 to 30 months. In particular, their verb
phrases grew inlength. A verb began to take a sentence as its object. This can be
classified as belonging to one type of the serial verb construction. The serial verb
construction is a structure consisting of two or more verb phrases or clauses
juxtaposed without any marker signifying what the relationship is between them (Li &
Thompson, 1981). In one type of the'seria verb construetion, a clause can be the
direct object of the first verb. Therefore; it can beinferred that these Taiwanese
children began to acquire the serial verb construction around this age.

Sentence linking construction in Chinese is defined as “ sentences composed of
two linked clauses . . . [and] each of the two constituent clauses contains alinking
element . ...” (Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 632). The meaning completion of each
clause depends on the other clause. According to Li & Thompson (1981), this
dependence can be established either by a specific linking element (e.g. a conjunction
or an adverb) or by the speaker’s intention. Children’s development of sentence
linking can be observed from their acquisition of compound sentences.

Compound sentences include all sentences connected with conjunctions. In Hsu's
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(2003) study, during the 2 years from 2;4 (years;months) to 4;2, there were no
conjunctions explicitly expressed in the surface structures of Taiwanese monolingual
children’s compound sentences. However, some conjunctions could be inferred from
phonological cues. Later, from the age of 4;2 to 6;0 and beyond, conjunctions began
to be used frequently but not always correctly.

Asfor the children’s acquisition of the Ba-construction, Tse et al. (1991)
documented that it occurred as early as the children were 1;9. Although the children
produced Ba-sentences at an early stage, they still made mistakes as late as the age of
5;10. Their mistakes can be categorized into four types. First, the children used the
verb inappropriately. Although they had acquired the meaning of the verb, they had
not mastered the sense of disposal’ef it. The verbsused in the Ba construction should
have a clear sense of disposal against the interests of the subject. Second, the children
omitted the object when a direct object in Ba:eonstruction.imust be placed directly
after Ba and should never be del eted. Addition of.a sentenee as the object after the
verb was the third type of mistakes. Finally, the childrenfailed to produce
Ba-sentences based on its formulaic ward order. According to the above-mentioned
mistake types, it can be referred that the Ba-construction is arelatively difficult
syntactic structure for children to acquire so it can only be fully mastered at afairly
late age.

The Bei-construction is also difficult for children to acquire at an early age. In
the same study by Tse et d. (1991), the Bei-construction emerged in the children’s
production when they were 2;5. The children continued to make mistakes as | ate as
they were at the age of 5;10. These mistakes can be grouped into three types. First, the
children produced Bei-sentences without implying a sense of adversity. The verbs

used in the Bei construction should have a clear sense of adversity against the
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interests of the subject. Second, an intransitive verb or a verb whose meaning was
already passive was used in aBei-passive. Finally, the agent noun phrase and the
subsequent verb were omitted.

After the age of 5 years, in Hsu's (2003) study, the children did not really violate
any mgjor structura rules; their mistakes were mostly resulted from selection rules,
especially in the choice of function words. Their misuse of word order was no longer
a serious problem afterwards.

English Morphological and Syntactic Development

Morphologica devices (e.g., pronouns, determiners, adverbs, and conjunctions)
can help connect individual phrases smoothly (Pearson, 2002). At early school age,
children have acquired most of théir knowledge of how to combine morphemes into
words and words into senterices. Fromkin et a. (2003) have noted that there are
several stages of English-speaking children’s morphological development. In
children’s acquisition of merpholagy, their morphol ogical errors revea that they have
acquired the regular grammatical rules but overgeneralized them. In the acquisition of
an irregular morphological form, children use the correct word such as ‘ brought’ or
‘broke’ which are treated as separate lexical entries. That is, children do not relate the
form *brought’ to ‘bring’ at this stage. Then, at the second stage, children construct a
rule for forming aword and attach the regular morpheme to all words. Later, children
learn that there are exceptions to the rule. English-speaking children’s morphol ogical
rules emerge quite early.

There has been a great interest in English-speaking children’s acquisition of
morphology. In Brown'’s pioneering study (as cited in Cho & O’ Grady, 1997) of three
English-speaking children between the ages of 20 months and 36 months, their

developmental sequence of bound morphemes and functional words (e.g., determiners
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and auxiliaries) was observed. The developmental sequence was as follows: ‘-ing’,
plura ‘-s', possessive ‘-'s', the and a, past tense ‘-ed’, third person singular ‘-s', and
auxiliary be. This development took place in an orderly sequence with relatively little
variation from child to child. Therefore, children before the age of 3 years have used
progressive, plural, possessive, determiners, past tense, third person singular, and
auxiliariesin their production. Caselli et a. (1995) conducted a study to investigate
the initial expressive and receptive lexical development of 659 English infants
between 8 and 16 months of age using parental report data. The finding indicated that
the children began with words which were difficult to be grouped into adult

part-of -speech categories such as "routines’ and later, a steady growth of common
nouns followed. However, the emérgence of verbs, ad)ectives, and grammatical
function words (e.g., prepositions; pronouns, auxiliary verbs, conjunctions, and
determiners) were relatively late until the chitdren acquired at least 100 words. That is,
among very young English=speaking children, lexical verbs did not emerge until the
development of common nouns was well-established.intheir growing lexicon.

For children’s acquisition of modal auxiliary, Quigley (2000) reported that
children’s modal auxiliary emerged gradually between the age of 1,0 and 2;6. Their
initial use of verb auxiliary often included a single or negative modal formin limited
contexts and with alimited set of meanings. Later on, it developed relatively rapidly.
Kuczg formed that the secondary modals such as "would" developed relatively late
around the age of 5 years (as cited in Quigley, 2000). In general, by age 5, most
modals werein use.

In the case of pronoun acquisition, Chiat reported that most 3-year-old children
used the full range of pronouns spontaneously (as cited in Chiat, 1999). Deutsch and

Pechmann (as cited in Chiat, 1999) commented that there were few instances of
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incorrect pronoun uses. Pronoun errors mostly included a demonstrative pronoun
alone or ademonstrative pronoun combined with a personal pronoun, a combination
of two singular pronouns, or a name aone or combined with a personal pronoun in
substitution for the target pronoun.

In children’s acquisition of English syntax, Fromkin et al. (2003) have proposed
the following developmental stages. Around the age of 2 years, English-speaking
children began to put words together. These utterances seemed to be strings of two of
children’s earlier holophrastic utterances with each word having its own
single-pitched contour. Soon, they started to form sentences with clear syntactic and
semantic relations. In children’s earliest multiword utterances, they were inconsistent
in their use of grammatical morphemes such as function words. It took children
several months to master their use of grammatical morphemes and auxiliary verbs
consistently. By the age of 3 years, most children were consistent in their use of
function morphemes and began to produce and understand:complex sentences
including coordinated sentences and-embedded sentences of various types.

There are two types of embedded sentences (Przetacznik-Gierowska, 1995). One
type of the embedded sentences can play the syntactic roles such as subject, object, or
indirect object. A noun clause can be embedded as an object into a sentence (e.g., She
knows that Venus is the goddess of love and beauty in Greek mythology). Therefore,
children at the age of 3 years have gradually devel oped their knowledge of noun
clauses. Children have also been aware of constituent structures and syntactic rules
although they may often omit function morphemes in their correct use of word order,
case marking and agreement rules. Roughly between the age of 2;6 and 3;6, children
developed their language at a faster rate than they used to do. At this phase, it was

difficult to identify different acquisition stages because children developed their
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language rapidly.

Asfor the acquisition of relative clauses, the knowledge of relative clauses
enables children to lengthen noun phrases. They can add relative clauses after noun
phrases to make them longer. However, relative clauses are not common in children’s
speech. Ingram (as cited in Ingram, 1989) has argued that there was a lack of relative
clauses in spontaneous speech of children between 2 and 5 years old. However, she
has indicated that children have acquired relative clauses around age 4;0 but the
productivity in their use, which was the characteristic of adult speech, has not
appeared yet. Severa studies (e.g., Corréa, 1986; Limber, 1973; Menyuk, 1971, as
cited in Corréa, 1995) have confirmed that children’s production of relative clauses
began very early in childhood. Hewever, these early:production may not fully
demonstrate knowledge assumed to-berequired in-comprehension (Labelle, 1990;
Menyuk, 1971; Tavakolian, 1981, as cited in Corréa, 1995). Children show difficulty
in comprehending rel ativeclauses at an‘early age.so they produce few relative
clauses.

Asto the acquisition of passive construction, the passive is frequently taken as an
instance of linguistic complexity, relative to active sentences. Studies (e.g., Beilin,
1975; Olson & Nickerson, 1977, as cited in Elliot, 1981) have addressed that a young
child's ability to correctly use the passive voice depends on aspects of the event
described by the utterances, his/ her role inferred from the utterance and the linguistic
context. Around age 4 years, children began to notice the syntactic differences
between active and passive sentences (Dewart, 1975; Strohner & Nelson, 1974, as
cited in Elliot, 1981). It was not until the age of 7 years that children understood the
relation between active and passive constructions (Beilin, 1975, as cited in Elliot,

1981). In genera, asinformed by scholars (Chomsky, 1969; Slobin, 1973), children
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by age 5 have used magjor syntactic structures of their languages as they continue to
enlarge the range and complexity of their applications of these structures during

school age.

Morphologica and Syntactic Development in Bilingual Children

The predominant view regarding the way that children learn the structure of two
languages supports that it is parallel to what is observed among monolingual children
in each language. As Romaine (1995) noted, “the majority of studies seem to support
the conclusion that the developmenta sequence for the bilingual child isthe samein
many respects as for the monolingual” (p. 217). While learning two languages
simultaneously, children understand the distinction between these two languages
(Meisdl, 1990; 1993). They also |earn-the structure of each language in much the same
way that the corresponding monolinguals do.

In two early studies on the acquisition order.of morphemes, Dulay and Burt (as
cited in Ellis, 1994) investigated Spanish-speaking and €hinese-speaking ESL
children at age 6 to 8 years. They reported that the acquisition order for a group of
English morphemes remained the same irrespective of the learners' native language or
of the methods they used to measure the accuracy of the morphemes. Gathercole (as
cited in Biaystok, 2001) investigated syntactic mastery of Spanish-English ESL and
English and Spanish monolingual children at age 7 and 9 years. The results showed
that the ESL children lagged behind their monolingual peersin acquiring the correct
syntactic structures. Nonetheless, their progress was identical and the structures were
learned in the same order and manner. Therefore, the language acquisition process of
monolingual and ESL children is quite similar. ESL children may show delay in their

acquisition of the second language or both languages.
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Studying Morphologica and Syntactic Development in Children’s Narratives

Children may show their language-based aspects of academic readinessin their
oral narrative production (Gutierrez-Clellen, 2002). To meet academic needs, children
should be capable of using their language-based knowledge. While telling stories,
children use their language-based knowledge (e.g., morphosyntactic knowledge) in
their oral narratives. Morphosyntactic knowledge is essential for young learners to
achieve their academic success (Pearson, 2002). Therefore, children’s
morphosyntactic knowledge can be measured to indicate whether they have academic
difficultiesin their oral narratives.

Narrative development even at preschool level can predict children’s later
literacy development (Griffin, Hemphill, Camp, & Wolf, 2004; Snow & Dickinson,
1990; Torrance & Olson, 1984). Preschoolers narrativesican be analyzed to predict
their later literacy development. At the prescheol-age, children are in the process of
developing their narrativeskills. Children‘as young as 3 years old have acquired their
basic narrative skills (Appleby, 1978). Later on, at age 10, children use richer lexica
and more embedding sentences in‘their stories (Karmiloff-Smith, 1986). Narrative can
be arich context in which researchers examine children’s use of syntactic structures to
serve narrative functions (Reilly et al., 1998). In addition, researchers can measure
children’s syntactic knowledge in their narratives to indicate devel opmental
differences (Gutierrez-Clellen & Hoffstetter, 1994). Therefore, children’s narratives
even at preschool level can provide researchers with insight into their
morphosyntactic development.

Nevertheless, children’s knowledge of language is often examined through
standardized language proficiency tests which may have limited or no validity and

consequently may not accurately reflect children’ s language proficiency
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(Gutierrez-Clellen, 2002). There are three reasons to support that oral narration is
better than traditional language proficiency test in measuring children’s
morphosyntactic knowledge. First, on the microstructural level, narrators can
demonstrate their knowledge of cohesion and coherence through different types of
connectives and adjusting tense, pronouns, and anaphoric reference (Hedberg &
Westhy, 1993). However, most language proficiency tests simply assess learners
morphologica and syntactic knowledge separately. To put that differently, traditional
language proficiency tests focus on the examination of children’s sentence-level
knowledge while narration highlights discourse-level knowledge such as pronoun use.
Another reason is that there are many features of written discourse in the oral genre of
narrative (Chafe, 1980; 1982). Therefore, oral narration can reveal children’swriting
development. Asit is known; testing children’s early language skills is difficult
because their abilities are still: developing until'the middle € ementary school level.
Hence, to understand children’s currentlanguage devel opment, researchers can assess
children’s morphosyntactic knowledge in their oral narretives. Thirdly, some literacy
educators have long acknowledged that human minds sequence experiences in the
mode of story, whether real or virtual (Fox, 2003). Therefore, children can produce
linguistic output similar to what existsinside their minds in their stories. To
understand young learners morphosyntactic devel opment to a greater extent,
children’s narration is an appropriate practice.

Some studies have utilized oral narratives to examine the morphologica and
syntactic development of young monolingual learners (e.g., Bliss, McCabe, &
Miranda, 1998; Gutierrez-Clellen, 1998; Gutierrez-Clellen & Hofstetter, 1994; Reilly
et a., 2004; Tsou & Cheung, 2007) and young ESL learners (e.g., Fiestas & Pena,

2004; Miller et d., 2006; Pearson, 2002). In Tsou and Cheung’s (2007) study,

22



Mandarin-speaking high-functioning children with autism and typically-devel oping
counterparts told stories. Their narrative samples were analyzed to disclose their
development of morphology and syntax. The findings showed that the
high-functioning group performed comparatively well in complex sentences. In
Pearson’s (2002) study, 80 Spanish-English ESL children at second and fifth grades
told stories from the wordless picture book, Frog, where are you? Children’s use of
selected verb forms, conjunctions, adverbs, and the specialized noun vocabulary were
examined. The resultsindicated that ESL children’s degree of elaboration and
embedding in complex sentences was similar across languages, but knowledge of

vocabulary items and general well-formedness of sentences were not similar.

L anguage Productivity,Linguistic;Structures and Cross-Linguistic Influences

Measures of |language productivity (e.g., average'sentence length) can be used to
determine whether there are significantlanguage eff ects on the children’s language
productivity (Fiestas & Pena,;:2004).Language productivity measures in the present
study were cal culated as the number of modified communication units (NMC), the
mean length of modified communication unit in words (MLMCW), the number of
total words (NTW), and the number of different words (NDW). Measures of linguistic
structures can provide insight into children’s grammatical production (Reilly et al.,
2004). Morphological errors as well as syntactic structures used were assessed in the
present study to indicate the children’s language abilities. Finally, measures of
possible cross-linguistic influences can improve the understanding of the processes
and the outcomes of acquiring more than one language (Miller et a., 2006).
Language Productivity

When working with language sampl es, researchers have proposed different types

23



of language productivity measures to examine speakers' language abilities. The mean
length of utterance (MLU) is frequently used to measure children’s productive speech
(Hsu, 2002). It reflects children’s gradually increasing nature of utterance length and
continuous revision of the rules applied to generate grammatical structures. As
children’s memory capacity and grammatical information increase, their MLU
expands (Ellis, 1985). Previous studies (Brown, 1973; Klee, 1992; Miller & Chapman,
1981) with English-speaking population indicated that MLU strongly correlated with
language proficiency of preschoolers.

The calculation of MLU in Englishis usually counting the number of
morphemes and then it is divided by the total number of utterances. Nevertheless, the
way that researchers adopt to caleulate MLU in English may not be excellently
applied to the calculation of ‘ML U:in-Mandarin due to the fact that the morphol ogical
nature of English is different from that of Mandarin. Before el aborating on how to
calculate MLU in Mandarin, the present_study should clarify the difference among a
character, a morpheme, and aword in‘Mandarin first..Li-and Thompson (1981)
provided an account of the relation among acharacter, a morpheme, and aword as
follows. In Mandarin, each character is pronounced as a monosyllable and each word
is composed of one or more characters. A word, as defined by Li and Thompson, isa
unit typical of “syntactic and semantic independence and integrity” (p. 13). Most
polysyllabic words in Mandarin consist of several morphemes but few of them consist
of only one morpheme. Polysyllabic forms such as you2qil ‘paint’, pu2tao2 ‘grape’,
and bolli2 *glass constitute single words despite the fact that they consist of two
characters. However, you2qil consists of two morphemes but pu2tao2 and bolli2
consist of only one morpheme. If pu2tao?2 is separated as two morphemes, each

character has no meaning. In short, the rules used to calculate how many morphemes
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constitute aword in Mandarin are not as clear as that in English.

For the calculation of MLU in Mandarin, MLUW (MLU in words) seems more
appropriate than MLUM (MLU in morphemes). There are two reasons to support that
MLUW is more appropriate than MLUM in calculating Mandarin-speaking EFL
children’'s MLU in both English and Mandarin. First, Liao (1994) investigated the
validity of MLU as a developmental index of language production for young
Mandarin-speaking children. She suggested that MLUW was better than MLUM and
MLUC (MLU in characters) because it highly correlated with the other two measures
and conformed to the concept of morpheme. Thus, MLUW is better in measuring the
language productivity of Mandarin-speaking population. Secondly, there are
considerabl e differences between.the morphology of English and Mandarin. The rules
applied to count how many morphemes constitutea word in Mandarin are not as clear
asthat in English. To provide anequivalent measure of language productivity in
English and Mandarin, thesnumber of words in each utterance is calculated instead of
the number of morphemes. Therefore, MLUW should be adopted to measure
Mandarin-speaking EFL children’s language productivity in English and Mandarin.

Nevertheless, the application of MLU hasits limitation. MLU is useful at early
stages of language development but its validity for English-speaking children beyond
3;6 or MLU score greater than 4 has been questioned (Craig, Washington, &
Thompson-Porter, 1998). MLU isaso avalid predictor of Mandarin-speaking
children’s language devel opment only when MLU score is below 4 or participants are
preschool children (Cheung, 1998; Liao, 1994). Hence, the limitation of the
application of MLU isthat the measure may only be valid for learners below 3;6. For
older children, MLU may not be avalid language index. Researchers should be more

conservative in interpreting the MLU value when either older participants or greater
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MLU scoreisinvolved.

In order to avoid the limitation of the MLU measure, an utterance can be defined
by a communication unit (C-unit; Loban, 1976) which consists of an independent
clause plus its modifier or one main clause and al of its subordinate clauses. Instead
of using pause, intonation, or semantic segmentation criteria to segment language
samples into utterances, C-unit segmentation rules follow structural criteriato
segment language samples. Craig et a. (1998) proposed that with older children, an
utterance defined by a C-unit is usually used for oral language analysis. Still, Loban
(ascited in Miller et al., 2006) noted that “devising an objective method for
segmenting the flow of oral language was a critical problem.” It becomes relatively
difficult when researchers attempt to apply the same segmentation rules across two
languages. In Miller et a.’s (2006) study with Spanish-speaking ESL children,
Loban’s rationale for considering English utterances with compound predicates and
the same subjects as one C-unit was modified because this rule was not applicable
across languages, such as Spanish. Miller et al. treated coordinated utterances with
co-referential subject deletion in the second clause as separate C-units. For example,
the utterance “The frog saw the boy and (it) ran away” is composed of two C-units.

In the present study, Loban’s C-unit rules for segmenting utterances were
modified as well. According to Loban (1976), each C-unit consists of one main clause
and al of its subordinate clauses. Thisrule is not applicable in Mandarin because
different linguists have distinctive definition of what a coordinate, subordinate, or
adverbia conjunction is. Some researchers such as Li and Thompson (1981) even
applied the term “linking elements” instead of conjunctions to describe units used to
connect clauses. Therefore, this rule was modified as follows: when two clauses are

connected by the linking element, they are two modified C-units (e.g., The boy slept
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and the frog went away.).

Loban’s rationale for considering English utterances with coordinated predicates
and co-referential subject deletion in the second clause should be modified as well. In
light of the nature of pro-drop in Mandarin, pronouns may be omitted when they are
semantically inferable from the linguistic context. Hence, Mandarin speakers
frequently omit the co-referential subject in the second clause without aloss of
meaning. The second modified C-unit rule is that when there is an utterance with
linked clauses and a co-referential subject deletion in the second clause with alonger
modifier, this utterance is composed of two modified C-units. For example, the
utterance “ A boy wakes up and sees no frog.” istreated as two modified C-units;
however, “A boy wakes up and cries.” is considered consisting of one modified C-unit.
The same modified C-unit rules were applied across both English and Mandarin in the
present study to maintain consistency and comparability across both language
measures. To make an equival ent comparison of older children’s language
productivity in Mandarin and:English, the mean length of modified C-unit in words
(MLMCW) was used to measure the Taiwanese EFL children’s production in the
present study. The following are two examples showing an utterance consisting of one

modified C-unit in the first example and two modified C-unitsin the second example.

gou3 ganddaod  Yi4 zhil Nadge0 tuoltao2

dog see-arrive  one CL that shed-flee
The dog saw one which ran away.

REE B
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dangl tal xiao3de0 shizhoud, me2 ren2 zhao4gud tal

when 3sg small time not person carefor 359
When g/he was small, there was no one to take care of him/ her.

ERRE L R E R

Studies with English-speaking monolingual children (e.g., Zackheim & Conture,
2003), Chinese-speaking monolingual children (e.g., Au, 2002; Chi, 2001; Tsou &
Cheung, 2007), and Spanish-speaking ESL children (e.g., Miller et al., 2006) have
measured children’s MLU to reflect their language productivity. Research with
Chinese-speaking monolingual children (e.g., Au, 2002; Chi, 2001) and
Spanish-speaking ESL children (e.g., Fiestas & Pena, 2004) hastallied children’s
average number of C-units to measuretheir story length:*Some studies with
M andarin-speaking monolingual children (e.g:; Chi, 2001;-Lin, 2004) and
Spanish-speaking ESL children (e.g., Fiestas & Pena, 2004) have calculated the
number of total words (NTW,) to reveal children’s language development. Other
research with Mandarin-speaking monalingual children (e.g., Lin, 2004) and
Spanish-speaking ESL children (Miller et a., 2006) has measured the number of
different words (NDW) to tap into children’s vocabulary diversity. Language
productivity measures in the present study were calculated for NMC, MLMCW, NTW,
and NDW.

For example, in Zackheim and Conture's (2003) study, 12 English-speaking
monolingual participants below the age of 6 years were recruited. The influence of
utterance length and complexity pertinent to children’s mean length of utterance was
examined. The results showed that utterances with length greater than children’'s MLU

were more vulnerable to disfluency. Tsou and Cheung (2007) used the wordless
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picture book, Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969) as the elicitation tool to elicit
children’s production. They investigated the content and linguistic expression of 19
high-functioning Taiwanese monolingual children with autism and a matched group
of 19 children with normal development. Their average age was 5;9. The children’s
MLUW, the total number of utterances, and NTW were measured. They formed that
the high-functioning autistic group produced comparatively well on length of story
and MLUW.

Chi’s (2001) study examined the language productivity of 66 third-grade and
sixth-grade Taiwanese monolingual poor readers and 65 peers of the same gradein a
storytelling context. The children’'s MLUW, the total number of utterances, the total
number of C-units, NTW, and NBW in Mandarin were measured. The results
indicated that there was no significant difference in the ML UW between poor readers
and their typically-devel oping peers. Nonetheless, theNTW of the poor readers was
lower than that of their peers. In Au’s (2002) study, 100 Cantonese-speaking
typically-devel oping children-between 5 and 9 years old retold a story in Cantonese. A
14-page wordless picture book was used toillustrate the story. She examined the
children’s mean length of C-unit in words (MLCW) and the average number of
C-units. The results showed that MLCW had a positive correlation with age. Thus,
MLCW can be used as a developmental index of language productivity for
school-aged children.

Fiestas and Pena (2004) examined Spanish-English ESL children’s language
productivity in a storytelling context, using the wordless book, Frog, where are you?
The children’s MLCW, the total number of C-units, and NTW were calcul ated.
Although the children were exposed to a second language after acquiring their first

language at home, the finding indicated that the children’s expectations about story
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length and how much information to address in a specific narrative task in their two
languages were interrelated. The above studies have measured monolingual Chinese-
or English-speaking or Spanish-speaking ESL children’s language productivity in
their oral narratives. However, relatively little research has been done on
Mandarin-speaking EFL children’s language productivity in their oral narratives
across English and Mandarin, not to mention the measure of their mean length of
utterances defined by modified C-units in words.
Linguistic Sructures

Measures of linguistic structures have been considered as developmental indices
for children’s language development. Measures of morphological errors and syntactic
structures comprise measures of linguistic structures. Some studies (e.g., Chen, 2007;
Chi, 2001; 2003; Fiestas & Pena, 2004; Reilly et a., 2004; Tsou & Cheung, 2007)
have analyzed children’s oral narratives to investigate their, morphol ogical errors and
syntactic structures and toreveal their language abilities. Morphological errors
involve al errors of commission or omission (Reillyet a., 2004). For example, one
child made a morphological error in the sentence: “The dog looksinthejar.” Thisisa
commission of preposition error. The preposition “in” should be replaced by “into”
because the dog looks into the jar to check if the frog is there. Syntactic structures
refer to the various types of syntactic structures used. For instance, in the sentence
with two linked clauses: “ The boy is angry because the dog falls down,” the
independent clauseis“ The boy isangry” and the dependent clause is “because the
dog falls down.”

With the aim of obtaining insight into children’s morphological knowledge, Chi
(2001) examined morphological knowledge of 66 third-grade and sixth-grade

Taiwanese monolingual poor readers and 65 peers of the same grade in a storytelling
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context. The children’s uses of classifiers and pronouns in Mandarin were measured.
She concluded that there were more grammatically-incorrect uses of classifiers and
pronouns in poor readers’ narratives. Reilly et a. (2004) focused on comparing the
morphological development in English-speaking monolingual children from two
experimental groups (children with early unilateral focal brain damage (FL) and
children with SLI) and typically-developing controls. The children were presented
with a wordless picture book, Frog, where are you? and required to tell the story to
the experimenter. The children’s morphological errorsin pronouns, verb auxiliaries,
determiners, noun plurals, verb tense, number marking, and prepositions in their
English oral narratives were examined. The results demonstrated that both FL and SL|
groups made a greater proportion.of morphological errors than the control group did.
Although there were differences in-theirate at which English morphology was
mastered by each group, the researchers noted-that for'all populations, the kind of
errors was similar, but therate of acquisition was.different:

Asfor ESL children’s morpholagical development;:Fiestas and Pena (2004) used
the same wordless book to elicit Spanish=speaking ESL children’s storiesin Spanish
and English. The children’s morphologica knowledge in both languages was
examined through participants’ use of pronouns, verb auxiliaries, determiners, verb
tenses, number marking and prepositions as well as other uses in noun and verb
phrases. The results showed that the children demonstrated comparable proportions of
grammatical utterances in both languages while there was a slightly higher percentage
of grammatically-correct utterances in their first language. Therefore, it may be
inferred that their rate of morphological acquisition in each language was slightly
different.

As for the syntactic structures used in narratives, Chen (2007) used awordless
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picture book, Frog, where are you? to elicit Mandarin narratives from 10
high-functioning children with autism spectrum disorder and 10 matched
typically-devel oping children. The results indicated that there was no significant
difference between the high-functioning autism spectrum group and the
typically-developing group in syntax complexity (e.g., sSimple sentence, embedded
sentences, and compound sentences). Tsou and Cheung (2007) elicited narrative
samples from 19 Taiwanese high-functioning children with autism and 19
typically-devel oping children using the same wordless picture book. The children’s
uses of the serial verb construction and sentence linking in their Mandarin narratives
were examined. The conclusion showed that the high-functioning group performed
comparatively well in complex sentences.

In addition, Gutierrez-Clellen (1998) compared thesyntactic skills of
Spani sh-speaking monolingual children with 1ow andaverage school achievement
from kindergarten to fifth grade. She usedawordless picture book and afilm to elicit
the children’ s oral narratives.in Spanish in two retelling.tasks. Syntactic structures
such as relative clauses, noun clauses, and adverbia clauses were analyzed in the
children’s narratives. The finding indicated that the children with low school
achievement exhibited limited use of syntactic structures and greater difficulty in
formulating their narratives than their peers. Rellly et al. (2004) dicited 169 English
narratives from both typically-developing children and children with FL and SLI
using awordless picture book, Frog, where are you? Syntactic structures including
coordinate sentences, adverbia clauses, verb complements, relative clauses, and
passive sentences were examined in the children’s ora narratives. The results
indicated that both FL and SL1 groups produced fewer complex sentences and

significantly fewer types of syntactic structures than the typically-devel oping group.
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In Miller et a.’s (2006) Spanish-English ESL study, they also adopted Mayer’s picture
book to elicit stories from alarge group of children from kindergarten to the third
grade. The researchers examined the children’s knowledge of syntax. They found that
features of oral language such as syntactic skills predict passage comprehension
within alanguage.

Some of the aforementioned studies used Mayer’s wordless picture book, Frog,
where are you? as an dlicitation tool to elicit children’s oral narratives. Thisbook has
created an appropriate story context for children to tell stories. The present study also
used this book to elicit the children’s ora narrativesin Mandarin and English. In
addition, results of these studies showed that there is a correlation between children’s
morphosyntactic knowledge and-their language abilities regardless of their language
status. In the literature, some ESLstudies have been conducted in a storytelling
context to disclose the relation between children’s morphosyntactic knowledge and
their language abilities. However, relatively few were undertaken with
Mandarin-speaking EFL children.

Cross-Linguistic Influences

In the process of second language (L 2) acquisition, both adult and child learners
use their first language (L 1) as a basis for understanding or producing the L2. The
influence of L1 on L2 isoften referred to as transfer from L1 and appears most
evidently at the stage in which learners start to produce output productively but have
limited L2 resources (Genesee, Paradis, & Crago, 2004). When the earlier knowledge
is correctly applied to the current learning task, a positive transfer occurs. Conversely,
when the previous linguistic repertoire interrupts a latter task, this presents a negative
transfer or interference (Brown, 2000), or atransfer error (Genesee et al., 2004).

Three types of L1 influences can be observed in children’s L2 acquisition
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(Genesee et al., 2004). The first type is negative transfers including three kinds. First,
L1 structures are directly transferred into L2. Children may apply their L1 syntactic
rules to produce utterances in English. For example, one child made a syntactic
transfer such as: “See inside have one this.” This English sentence, when translated
word-for-word into Mandarin, is grammatical. The child transferred some Mandarin
syntactic features into English such as the pro-drop phenomenon, the omission of a
pronoun. Secondly, phonological transfer is often a major source of L1 transfer.
Japanese speakers often have difficulty in pronouncing consonant clusters and
word-final non-nasal consonants in English since in Japanese there are no consonant
clusters and only anasal consonant can appear word-finally. Hence, Japanese
speakers learning English often inSert vowel's between the consonants to crumble the
clusters or put vowels after word-final non-nasal consonants. For example, the word
“English” may be pronouncedias“engulisu” by Japanese EFL |earners. Thirdly, when
L1 and L2 have different word orders (€.g9., SVO.and SOV:languages), thisisalso a
common domain for transfer..For example, object pronouns in Spanish and French
appear before the verbs whereas in Englishithey come after the verbs. The sentence “I
seeit” in Frenchis“jelevois’ where the object pronounis“le.” English speakers of
French sometimes leave a French object pronoun after the verb so a negative syntactic
transfer from their L1 occurs.

The second typeislearners preference for a structure in the L2 which parallels
that in their L1. For instance, in English one can say “the dog's house” or “the house
of the dog” whereas in Spanish or French only the latter construction exists such as
“lacasadel perro.” Spanish- and French-speaking learners of English have often been
observed to prefer saying in English “the house of the dog” rather than “the dog’s

house” which is nevertheless considered more natural to be articulated by most native
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English speakers. The last type is the avoidance of aL 2 structure. For example,
English learners of French avoid using direct object pronouns so they may use the
demonstrative pronoun in French which comes after the verb or use alexical object.
They may, instead of using “jelevois’/ ‘I seeit,’ say “jevois¢a”/ ‘| seethat’ or “je
voislechien” / ‘| seethedog.’

Evidence from severa studies revealed that children learning two languages
utilize language-specific linguistic devices to narrate in each of their languages but
most devices are grammatical in each of their languages (Dart, 1992; Fiestas & Pena,
2004; Gutierrez-Clellen, 2002; Silliman et al., 2002). However, cross-linguistic
influences have still been identified in various studies (e.g., Dopke, 1999; Fiestas &
Pena, 2004; Miller et a., 2006; Miller, 1998; Wanget a., 2006; Westby, Moore, &
Roman, 2002). Westby, M oare and-Roman (2002) investigated cross-linguistic
influences at syntactic level inichildren’s narratives. They examined 18 English stories
produced by Southwest Native American-children from the third- to fifth-grade using
awordless picture book, A Bay, a Dag, and a Frog (Mayer, 1967). The result
indicated that many stories contained features of Native American syntactic structures.
Thus, syntactic transfers from L1 to L2 were observed. Mller (1998) conducted a
study on the syntactic progress of children learning German as L1 and French,
English or Italian as L2. She reported that these children committed systematic errors
in German structures by adopting the simpler rules from their L2 when speaking
German. Nevertheless, she argued that they knew that the rules belonged to two
different linguistic systems. Hence, they transferred the grammatical construction
from the other langauge since the German context was equivocal. She concluded that
cross-linguistic influences between the syntactic systems of the children’s two

languages existed.
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A longitudinal study by Dopke (1999) investigated four
German-English-speaking children’s syntactic knowledge. Their development of
negation (NEG) and syntactically relevant modal particles (PRT) revealed the
existence of cross-linguistic influences. V_NEG/PRT isatypica mid-sentence
modification structure in German while NEG/PRT_V_XPisastructure in English.
One of the findings revealed that in the children’s German production, the English
structure (e.g., NEG_V_XP) was found. For instance, “Katze nicht gehen zu Bett/ Cat
not go to bed,” was considered to be a result of the children’s still developing
syntactic knowledge. On the other hand, in their English production, the
corresponding cross-linguistic structure, V_NEG/PRT was a so observed. For instance,
“I want not like that” or “I got also(PRT) my baby in here” was identified. An
additional finding further confirmed that code-switchingexisted in the children’s
German production. Code-switching is defined as movement back and forth between
two languages or dialects within the/'same'sentence or discourse (Fromkin et al., 2003).
The children’s code-switching on theverb and the madifier was found in their
German production such as “kann‘nicht spill das/ .can not spill that” or “just rutschen
runter/ just slide down.”

In Fiestas and Pena’'s (2004) study, the effect of language transfer on 12
Spanish-speaking ESL children’s oral narratives in Spanish and English was
investigated. The finding indicated that cross-linguistic influences identified in each
language were qualitatively distinctive. The Spanish-influenced English utterances
showed influences on verb usage, pronoun omission and syntax. On the contrary, the
English-influenced Spanish utterances indicated almost solely code-switching on the
word or phrase level and modifier + noun instead of the typical Spanish word order as

noun + modifier. In addition, it seemed that the children’ expectations about story
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length and how much information to yield in a specific narrative task in both
languages were interrelated. The result supported Cummins's view (1991) that
narrative productivity might be more probable to transfer from one language to
another.

The above-mentioned ESL research was conducted with children learning two
alphabetic languages. Rl atively little is known about cross-linguistic influences
identified in the oral narratives produced by children learning different language
systems (e.g., aphabetic and logographic). Wang et a. (2006) investigated
morphological awareness of 36 Mandarin-speaking ESL children. Their results
indicated a cross-language transfer on morphological level in the acquisition of two
distinct writing systems. The morphological transfer. was only found in the direction
from English to Mandarin. Given the fact that the children in this study had more
rapid improvement in English language compared with Mandarin, they may tend to
use L2 strategies in processing L 1.

Some af orementioned Studies have discussed cross-linguistic influences at the
morphological and syntactic levels whilerelatively few studies have investigated
Mandarin-influenced English or English-influenced Mandarin utterances at the
morphological and syntactic levels. From the literature reviewed, it is expected that
cross-linguistic influences at the morphological and syntactic levelsin children’s oral

narratives are feasible to explore their language abilities.

Summary
The present study focused on Taiwanese EFL preschoolers’ morphological and
syntactic abilities in their Mandarin and English stories. Possible cross-linguistic

influences on the storytelling task were also examined. Language productivity
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measures were further calculated to determine whether there were significant
language effects on the children’s language productivity in their stories. Literature
concerning the morphological and syntactic development of children learning two
languages has suggested that morphological and syntactic knowledge has been
regarded as one of the reliable measures of second language proficiency (Komarova et
al., 2001; Marinova-Todd, 2003). Evidence from the literature reviewed confirms that
researchers can measure cross-linguistic influences to obtain insight into the processes

and the outcomes of acquiring more than one language (Miller et a., 2006).
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CHAPTER THREE

METHOD

The Study
The present study collected 44 oral narratives, 22 in Mandarin and 22 in English
respectively. Twenty-two Mandarin-speaking EFL preschoolersin Taiwan participated
in this study. All of them were required to produce two narratives in both Mandarin
and English from reading a wordless picture book. The children’s language
productivity was measured in the Mandarin and English narratives. Furthermore, a
microstructural analysis focused on the children’s morphosyntactic abilities in each

language. Finally, possible cross-linguistic influences were determined.

Participants

A total of 22 Taiwanese EFL children (10 boys and 12 girls) with a mean age of
5 years and 10 months old (rang = 4;10-6;10) participated in this study. Their mean
score on nonverbal intelligence quotient (1Q) test was 110.86. It indicated that their
nonverbal 1Q was above average (e.g., a score ranges between 110 and120 indicates
an 1Q above average). A high percentage of their parents received college education or
higher degrees (paternal education: 82%, maternal education: 82%). A certain
percentage of their parents worked as high-level or senior administrators (paternal
occupation: 59%, materna occupation: 36%). At the time the data were collected, al
the children had received at least 12 months of English instruction (Mean = 25, SD =
11, range = 12-48) at their school or in other institutes. Only 1 of them had ever
stayed abroad more than 3 months.

The children were considered EFL learners because they speak Mandarin as their
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first language at home and learn English as aforeign language after enrolling in an
English immersion kindergarten. This kindergarten offered English immersion
programs where English was the primary medium of instruction. All of the children
were recruited from two different programs in the same kindergarten in Tainan, a
southern city in Taiwan. One of the two programs was an English language immersion
program (19 students) and the other was a bilingual program (3 students) in which the
children studied in the English immersion course in the morning and learned in
Mandarin in the afternoon. The children from the immersion program were supposed
to have better English abilities than the children from the bilingual program.

In the immersion program, there were two teachers in each class. One teacher
was a native speaker of English from an English-speaking country (e.g., the United
States, Australia, or South Africa). The other was a Talwanese teacher who was not
involved in the instruction. She assisted the English teacher in classroom management
and communicating with students' parents. She aso took care of the children during
lunch hours and naptime. All of the students were in four classes, two K4 and two K6
classes (e.g., the fourth and sixth semester in a 3-year kindergarten). The class size

was about 10-15 students.

Procedures
All narratives were elicited from the children using a 24-page wordless picture
book, Frog, where are you? (Mayer, 1969). This storybook is about a boy and his dog,
and their search for their missing pet frog. When they search for the frog, the boy and
the dog encounter different forest animals that in some way interfere with their search
for the frog. After several encounters, they eventually find the frog with amate and a

clutch of little baby frogs. The story ends when the boy and his dog leave for home
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with one of the baby frogs as their new pet. Because this storybook provides afairly
rich context for language production, it has been used extensively (e.g., Miller et a.,
2006; Rellly et al., 2004; Tsou and Cheung, 2007).

The study was conducted during the summer of 2008. The data collection period
lasted approximately 5 weeks. At first, a 2-week classroom observation was
conducted by the researcher to familiarize herself with the children. The classroom
observation was followed by atask of the Test of Nonverbal Intelligence (TONI,
Brown, Sherbenou, & Johnsen, 1990) and two major data collection sessions: a
Mandarin narrative task and an English narrative task. The children’s mental
intelligence quotient (1Q) on the TONI helped understand if the children had
language-learning disabilities onithe basis of mental,age. One participant was dropped
from the study because his score was relatively low. The TONI and two data
collocation sessions were administered during the children’s break time.

Prior to the TONI and data collection sessions, school (see Appendix A) and
parental permission were obtained and parents had completed a brief demographic
guestionnaire (see Appendix B and C) about their children. In order to ensure that the
data collection procedures were feasible to be followed in this kindergarten, a pilot
study was conducted beforehand. A girl from a K6 immersion program took the TONI
and produced a narrative in each language. The data collected in the pilot study was
not used in the data analysis.

Before the Mandarin narrative task, the children were invited individualy into a
quiet classroom where they had been accustomed to. The researcher sat next to a child
so asto prompt the child’s production. The child was administered the TONI right
before telling a Mandarin story. It took each child around 10 minutes to finish the test.

In the Mandarin narrative task, when required to tell a story, each child began with
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looking through the wordless book as long as s/he preferred in the presence of the
researcher. Once s/he finished, the researcher requested the child to narrate a story in
Mandarin. The child used the pictures in the book as an aid in the narration.

The child was prompted by the researcher saying, “Can you tell me what is
happening in this story?’” When the child stopped telling the story before going
through the remaining pictures, the researcher encouraged production by asking, “Can
you tell me more?” Then, as the child merely labeled the pictures, the researcher said,
“Tell me what is happening.” Or, when the child addressed questions related to the
content of the pictures, the researcher simply replied, “ You think what it should be
and it would be.” Back-channeling and some short phrases irrelevant to the content of
the pictures (e.g., “Yes,” “Aha,” “Go on,” and “Tell me more.”) were also used to
encourage the child’s storytelling and to demonstrate the researcher’s attentiveness to
the narration. Praises were given freely throughout the session to encourage the
child’s participation. The Mandarin equivalents of these prompts and praises (e.g.,
Jidxud ‘go on’ and hen3hao3 ‘very good') were used while the researcher was
eliciting Mandarin narratives. Each child spent around five to 15 minutestelling a
Mandarin story.

After collecting the children’s stories in Mandarin, the researcher began to
collect their stories in English with atime interval between these two data collection
sessions. Since Mandarin was their dominant language, telling a Mandarin story first
might familiarize them with the task in their second English narration. The children
might also be less burdened with the reading and storytelling when required to tell a
story in their more familiar language first. In addition, there was atime interval (more
than 4 days) between these two sessions in order to avoid the practice effect and

create independent performance for each language. The children might have trand ated
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their Mandarin sentences word-for-word into English ones if they had told an English
story immediately after a Mandarin story. In order to collect the data within the
semester, the researcher asked three of the children to tell stories in Mandarin and
English with an only four-day interval. In the English narrative task, the same
procedure followed to elicit a Mandarin story was repeated to elicit an English
narrative. It took the child about five to 15 minutes to tell an English story. At the end
of each task, the children were rewarded with praises and stickers. Finally, with the
help from the Taiwanese teachers, parental socioeconomic information was collected
and the results were shown in Appendix D. Figure 1 shows the flow chart of the data

collection procedures.

Familiarization Consent A pilot Data
and observation forms study collection

v

Test of Nonverbal
Intelligence (TONI) Collection of

and collection of English stories

Mandarin stories

!

Parental socioeconomic
information

Data Collection Procedures

Figure 1. Flow chart of the data collection procedures.
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Transcriptions and Coding

All narratives were digitally audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. The
Mandarin-English EFL researcher transcribed the English oral narratives into
computer text files based on the conventions from the Systematic Analysis of
Language Transcripts (See Appendix E) or SALT software (Miller et d., 2006). The
Mandarin oral narratives were manually transcribed by the same trained researcher
into computer Word files. The transcripts were segmented into modified
communication units (C-units) as defined in Chapter Two. Once transcribed,
narratives in each language were coded for linguistic structures and possible
cross-linguistic influences.

As for language productivity measures, English measures were generated using
SALT while Mandarin measures were calculated manually. SALT was used to
transcribe and code narratives in an al phabetic language such as English rather than a
logographic language such as Mandarin. Following Au’'s (2002) procedures for oral
language analysis, mazes (e.g., false starts, repetitions, reformulations, and unfinished
attempts), comments, habitual starter, and place-fillers irreverent to the narratives (See
Appendix F) were excluded from the word counts for the calculation of language

productivity.

Transcription and Coding Reliability
Transcription reliabilities were assessed for both Mandarin and English
narratives. Approximately 20% of the narratives, that is, five storiesin each language
were independently transcribed by atrained first-year graduate student in the
Graduate Institute of Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL). A

point-to-point comparison at the word level between the researcher and the second
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transcriber was high, 87% in Mandarin stories and 88% in English stories, when the
number of agreements was divided by the number of agreements plus disagreements.
Coding reliabilities were established at 89% agreement in Mandarin stories and
88% in English stories. A trained second-year graduate student in TESOL also
independently coded 20% of the transcripts in each language, atotal of 10 stories. A
point-to-point comparison was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by
the number of agreements plus disagreements. All of the remaining percentage of
disagreements in transcription and coding were resolved by the researcher for 100%

agreement.

Measures of Language Productivity
L anguage productivity measures were used to determine whether there were
significant language effects on the children’s language productivity in their storiesin
the present study. Language productivity-was measured for the number of modified
communication units (NM C), the mean length of modified communication unit in
words (MLMCW), the number of total words (NTW), and the number of different
words (NDW).

The number of the children’s utterances defined by modified communication units
(C-units) was calculated. The number of total words was divided by the total number
of modified C-unitsto calculate MLMCW. The NTW provided a measure of story
length. Each word in the story was calculated. As for the NDW, it measured
vocabulary diversity. The NDW was cal culated by counting the number of different
lexemes, specifically their word roots without inflection. For instance, ‘runs and ‘ran’
were considered as one lexeme ‘run’; jilguo4 ‘ have eaten’ and jilleO ‘ate’ were taken

asonelexemejil ‘eat.” The measure of lexical diversity in both languages was
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comparable since this measure was based on lexemes in respective language.

Measures of Linguistic Structures
To access the children’s grammatical knowledge, morphological errors and
syntactic structures used in both languages were identified, tallied, and categorized.
For morphological errors, al errors of commission or omission were counted.
Morphological errors were categorized and limited to only certain types in Mandarin
and English narratives respectively. Categories and examples of morphological errors
were in the next section. Number of students making each type of morphological
errors was calculated. For measures of syntactic structures, the present study limited
analyses to only certain types of syntactic structures in Mandarin and English stories
respectively. Categories and examples of syntactic structures would be presented in
the next section. Number of students using each type of syntactic structures was
counted. Unlike the morphological errors, using various syntactic structuresis a
rhetorical choice the narrator makes when telling a story. Hence, the children’s use of
various syntactic types was examined rather than their syntactic errors.
Mandarin Morphological Errors
In the children’s Mandarin narratives, the types of morphological errors

consisting of the following were adopted from Tse et al.’s (1991) study.
1. A deictic expression refers to the interpretation of a unit depending on the context

of the utterance including a personal pronoun. A deictic expression could be:

1.1 A demonstrative expression indicates the noun or noun phrase referred to.

wo3  shou3 li3 del nadgeO[EW:zhedgeO] hen3 dad

I hand in  GEN that[EW:this] very  big

That[EW:This] in my hand isvery big.
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1.2 A temporal expression isaunit related to time.
Mother:
zuozZtianl ze3meOliang4
yesterday how
How’s yesterday?

. B

A girl:

jinltianl[EW: zuo2tianl] bu4 hao3
today[ EW:yesterday] not good
Today[EW: Yesterday] is not good.

R [EWER] T

1.3 A spatial expression is a unit relevant to space.
Mother:
niao3 zaid na3li3
bird at where
Where isthe bird?

L[R2

Child:
zhedli3[EW: nadli3]

here] EW:there]

47



Herel EW:There].

FRIEWHH]

Mother:
nadli3 nadli3
there there
There. There.

AR o HH

2. Particles are known as empty words in Chinese serving various functions, such as
le0 as a change of state marker, ou0 used to soften the tone of a sentence and mal
used to form atypical question sentence.

tal xiad lou2  ouO[EW:ma0]
3sgy godown stars FW[EW:Q]
* Does s/he goeg EW:go] downstairs?

/9 ARIF[EV:R]

3. Aspect markers are used to refer to how the situation itself is being viewed with

respect to its own internal makeup, such as|e0 as the perfective marker, zai4 as
the imperfective marker and guo4 as the experiential marker.

uo3 zhengd[EW:zheng4zai4] chil guod4[EW] fand

I right:now eat EXP[EW] rice

| have] EW:am] eaten[EW:eating] right now.

25 -[EW: 7 [P 23 EW R
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4. Adverbs are units expressing speaker’s attitude, manner of action, frequency or
qualification.
zou3  manddian3[EW: quaiddian3] gan3shizjianl
Walk  dlowly-littlel EW:fast-little] rush-time
Walk morel EW] slowly[EW:faster]. (We are) in a hurry.

AU TEW: ] - AR

5. Classifiers are words occurring with numbers or demonstratives or certain

guantifiers, such as mei3 ‘every’ before the noun.

yil ge0[EW:ben3] shul
a CL book
a book

- [WEW: £

6. Moda auxiliaries are units with some verba properties and not full-fledged verbs,

such as neng2 ‘be able to’ and hui4 *know how’ or ‘will.’

A boy:
tal hui4 la2 mal
3 will come Q

Will s’lhe come?

/Py

A child:
neng2[EW: hui4]

be:able:to] EW:will]

49



(S'He) iEW:wilI] able] EW] to[EW].

W)
7. Personal pronouns belong to one type of deictic expressions and are used to

substitute the person or people mentioned previousdly.

talmenO[EW:tal] zai4 kul

They[EW:3sq] DUR cry

They[EW:S/H€] is crying

FIFEW: P ] Y

8. Coverbs are morphemes which introduces a noun or noun phrase. A phrase formed
by the coverb plus the noun phrase generally precedes the main verb and follows
the subject or topic, such as cong?2 ‘from’ and ba3 as the marker of the Ba

construction.

tal *cong2 gonglyuan2 lai2
359 *from  park come
He comes *from the park.

o 12

9. Connectors are units used to connect two utterances, such as ke3shi4 ‘but’ or
functioning as turn holders such as en0 or na4.
wo3 &4 le0 ke3shi4[EW:suo3yi3] xiang3 chil fand
I hungry CRS but[EW:s0] want eat rice
I’m hungry but[ EW:so] want to eat.

FOER T RLEWETT 1P Z B
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English Morphological Errors

For English narratives, morphological errors were classified and limited to the

following types adopted from Reilly et al.’s (2004) study. The examples below were

taken from the same studly.

1.

Pronouns are units used to replace nouns or noun phrases to refer to someone or
something.

Him[EW:Hge] lost it.

Verb auxiliaries are verbs used with main verbs to form different tenses or to make

the verb passive. The basic auxiliary verbs are “be,” “have,” and “do” and modal
auxiliaries are verbs, such as“can” and “will.”
They *are hollering at him

They was[EW:were] hollering.

Determiners are words used at the beginning of noun groups to indicate, for
instance, which thing one is referring to or whether one is referring to one thing or
several, such as“a” “the,” “this,” “some,” and “each.”

*The dog runs faster than the bee.

Noun plurals are forms of nouns used to refer to more than one person or thing.

He found lots of frog/*s.

Verb tenses are forms of verbs usually showing whether one is referring to the past,
present or future time.

He fal[EW:fell] down there.
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6. Number marking primarily focuses on the relation between the subjects of the
sentences and the verbs.

He havel EW:has] his horns sticking in.

7. Prepositions are words usually taking noun groups as their objects, such as “by”
and “into.”
He's looking up[ EW:into] those woods.
Mandarin Syntactic Sructures
For Mandarin narratives, the serial verb construction, sentence linking, the Ba
construction, and the Bei construction were examined. The seria verb construction
and sentence linking were adopted from Tsou and Cheung’s (2007) study and further

definition related to these two structures was adopted from Li and Thompson’s (1981)

study. According to Tse et al.’s (1991) study, the Ba construction and Bei construction

were relatively difficult for learnersto acquire at an early age; they were examined
here and defined by Li and Thompson (1981). The examples below were al taken
from Li and Thompson’s (1981) study.

1. The seria verb construction is a sentence consisting of two or more verb phrases
or clauses juxtaposed without any marker signifying what the relationship is
between them. A seria verb construction can be formularized as this (the noun
phrases in parentheses are all optional): (noun phrase) verb (noun phrase) (noun
phrase) verb (noun phrase) (Li & Thompson, 1981). There are four kinds
according to different types of messages conveyed.

1.1 A sentence includes two or more separate events relating in one or more of the

following four ways: (i) Consecutive means that one event occurs after the
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other; (ii) Purpose means that the first event is accomplished for the purpose
of achieving the second; (iii) Alternating means that the subject alternates
between two actions; (iv) Circumstance means that the first verb phrase
describes the circumstances under which the event in the second verb phrase
or clause occurs. (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv) are placed after each translation to
indicate which of the four relationships it represents. The verb phrases in each

example are underlined.

wo3 mai3 piaod  jindqud
I buy  ticket enter-go

{ | bought aticket and went in. (i) }
| bought aticket to goin. (ii)
SRS

tal gi2 ma3 choul yanl
3sg ride horse extract smoke
S/He rode a horse and smoked. (i) (iii)
S/Herode ahorse in order to smoke. (ii)

S/He rode a horse while smoking. (iv)

P A

1.2 A sentence contains a verb phrase or clause functioning as (i) the subject or (ii)
direct object of another or (iii) a clause in the question form as a subject or direct

object of another clause or verb phrase.
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da4 shengl niand kedwen2 ke3yi3 banglzhud falyinl

big voice read lesson can help pronunciation

Reading the lesson aloud can help one’'s pronunciation. (i)

B AR L RZbAE

tal bu4 chil xilgual taid ke3dxi2 el

3sg not et  watermelon too  sad CRS

It's too bad he doesn’t eat watermelon. (i)

IS

wo3 vyaod  shangdjiel

I want ascend-street
| want to go out. (ii)

s> ﬁllf =

wo3 pandwang4d ni3 kuai4  yildian3 _bidyed

I hope you soon alittle graduate
| hope you' |l graduate a bit sooner. (ii)

S B Y

talmen0 bul xia03de0 shei2 ba3  dianddengl guanl

they not  know who BA  dectricity-light close

diao4 1e0
off PFV/CRS
They don’t know who turned off the light. (iii)

54



ﬁﬁTE@ I%@%ﬁ”
1.3 A pivotal construction includes a noun phrase as the subject of the second verb
and as the direct object of thefirst verb simultaneously. The noun phrase

functions as a pivot associating the two verbs.

wo3 quand tal niand  yil

I advise 359 study medicine
| advised him to study medicine.
E01 SNl s

1.4 A descriptive clause is a sentence involving a transitive verb whose direct

object is described by afollowing clause.

tal you3 vyil ge0 meidmei4 hen3 = xi3huanl

3sg exist one CL younger:sister. . very like

kand diandying3

see movie

He has ayounger sister who likes to see movies.

)~ RS S B Y

2. Sentence linking is a structure including at least two clauses. It means “ sentences
composed of two linked clauses . . . [and] each of the two constituent clauses

containsalinking element . . . .” (Li & Thompson, 1981, p. 632). The meaning
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completion of each clause depends on the other clause. This dependence can be
established either by specific linking el ements (e.g. a conjunction or an adverb) or
by the speaker’s intention. For example, one type of the linking elementsis
adverbia forward-linking elements including (i) movable forward-linking
elements which can be located both clause-initially and after the topic/ subject and,;
(if) nonmovable forward-linking elements which must be positioned either
clause-initially or after the topic/ subject.

(i) Moveable forward-linking elements. The mgority of these forward-linking

movabl e adverbs require the occurrence of a backward-linking element in the

following clause. The most general pairings of them are indicated below:

Forward-linking Backward-linking
feildan4 } ‘not only’ er2qie3 ‘aso’
bu2dan4 ye3

hai2
ru2guo3 ) “qf’ jiud ‘then’
jia3ru2 Ye3 } ‘aso’
jia3shi3 >
yao4shi4
chu2feil ‘unless
ji2shi3 } ‘even if’ ye3 } ‘still’
jiudshi4 hai2
yaodbu2shi4 ‘if not that’ jiud ‘then’
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suilran2 ‘athough’ dao4 ‘but’

ke3shi4 ‘but’
hai2(shi4) ‘still’

yinlwei4 ‘because’ suo3yi3 ‘therefore’
youz2yu?2 } jiud } ‘then’
yaodshi4  jinltianl fangd jiad jiud hao3 |e0
if today let:go  holiday then good CRS

If today were a holiday, that would be good.
folkL 4 ~HEf > kg

yinlwei4 tianl  hel ey ——suol3yi3  wo3' mei2 chulqud

because sky black. ' CRS so I not  exit-go

Because it had gotten dark, | didn’t go out.

PERR 0 Bl 252 A

(i) Nonmoveable forward-linking el ements: They must occur after the topic or
subject; thus, they do not appear sentence-initially except the absence of the

topic. There are four types, al of which require an identical backward-linking.

Forward-linking Backward-linking

you4... you4

‘both...and’

‘not only...but also’
yes... ye3 ‘not only...but also’
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yued... yued ‘the more...the more...’

yidbianl... yidbianl ‘while...V-ing...Ving...’

tal  yidbianl chil ping2guo3 yidbianl  kan4 bao4

3sg while eat apple while read paper
He's eating an apple while reading the paper.

P S -

The other way to create the dependence between two clausesis based on
the speaker’s intention rather than overtly marked; that is, the hearers have to
infer the specific relationship between two clauses from their knowledge of the

circumstance and of what has been mentioned to that point.

ni3 bud xianglxin4 ;s wo3 zuo4d gei3 ni3 kan4

you not believe I do to you see
If you don't believeit, I'll doit for you to see.

fas 7 ﬁ[ 5 «&lé?”f[

wo3 you3 shiZjianl yi2dingd la2 kand ni3

I exist time definitely come see  you
{ When?r | havetime, I’ll definitely come to see you.

If

/yéjﬁgjfi y — —Lj\flﬁ
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3. The Baconstruction has the basic sentence structure that the direct object is
placed immediately after Ba and before the verb (Li & Thompson, 1981). There
are two conditions under which a message in the form of a Ba sentence can be
expressed appropriately. Thefirst oneisthat the noun phrase following Bais
definite, specific or generic. The other is that the message involves disposal,

something occurring to the entity referred to by the Ba noun phrase.

kuai4 vyildian3  ba3 zheid kuai4 roud na2zou3

fast alittle BA this piece meat  take-go

Take this piece of meat away quickly!
PR BRI £ -

tal  you3deshizhoud _ ba3 yan2 dangl tang2. chil

3sg  sometimes BA sat’s takeas sugarr  eat
He sometimes eats salt thinking it’s sugar.

P R R

4. The Bei construction is used to refer to the passive voice in Mandarin. The Bei
construction is generaly applied to sentences including the coverb “Bel,” such as
this, NP Bei (NP) verb, where NP represents noun phrase (Li & Thompson, 1981).
The direct object noun phrase, followed by the coverb Bei, which introduces the
agent of the action, is affected by the action of the verb semantically and located
sentence-initially. The Bel passive in Mandarin is used mainly to elicit an adverse
condition in which something unfortunate has occurred as the following

exemplifying:
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jiao3zi0 bei4 (gould) childiaod lel

dumplings BEI (dog) eat-down PFV/CRS
The dumplings got eaten up (by the dog).
B BT

However, Chao reported that due to the influence from the Indo-European
languages, particularly English, the nonadversity usage of the Bel construction
which isknown as “trandatese,” alinguistic system in which from transating
foreign passive verbs, ‘by’ or some equivaent in the Western language is
mechanically equated to Bei, (as cited in Li & Thompson, 1981), has clearly
increased in modern Chinese. Besides adversity, the Bei construction also

expresses disposal in the same manner as the Ba construction does.

Zhanglsanl bei4 ren2min2 . xuan3  zuo4 dai4biao3 le0

Zhangsan BEI  people elect serveias  representative CRS

Zhangsan has been elected by the people to be (their) representative.

gR= LN AE R A

wo3 bei4 tal bang3 e yi4 zhil tui3

I BEI 3 tie PFV one CL leg
| had one leg tied up by him/ her.

SR B

English Syntactic Sructures

For English narratives, syntactic structures were categorized into the following
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four types adopted from Rellly et al.’s (2004) and Gutierrez-Clellen’s (1998) studies.

The examples below were all taken from Reilly et al.’s (2004) study.

1. Noun clauses are embedded clauses which function as nouns and can be the
subject or object in a sentence.

Thy boy knows that he cannot be | ate.

2. Clauses connected by conjuctives which are connective words, especialy a
conjunction or conjunctive adverb (e.g., atemporal adverb ), were examined.
Clauses can be connected by a conjunction such as “when” and “because” or a
temporal adverb such as“then.”

While the boy was sleeping, the frog snuck out.

3. Relative clauses refer to embedded clauses which modify noun phrases. A relative
clause usually begins with arelative pronoun, such as “who,” “which” or “that.”

The boy was calling for the frog that was lost.

4. A passive sentence is a sentence in which the subject undergoes the action. It is
formed by using aform of the auxiliary verb be together with the past participle of
averb.

He was thrown in the water.

Measures of Cross-Linguistic Influences
Possible cross-linguistic influences at the morphological and syntactic levels
were measured. When structures unique to Mandarin but not to English are directly

transferred into English or structures unique to English but not to Mandarin are
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directly transferred into Mandarin, utterances with transferred structures are
considered to be influenced by the other language. Possible cross-linguistic influences
could be classified into four types:
1. A Mandarin-influenced English morphological expression

gi4 qiu2

ar ball

air ball[EW:balloon]

balloon

hong2 se4
red color
red color[EW:red]

red

2. A Mandarin-influenced English syntactic expression
wo3 chil wan2
I eat finish
| *have eat[ EW:eaten] finish[EW:up].
I’ ve eaten up.

Hpak

hao3 nan2 jian3

) hard cut
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*|t *is so hard to cut.
It's so hard to cut.

)]

zhed  vyi2 ge0 bud4 quanl
This one CL not circle
Thi[EU] ong[EU], don’t circle *this *one.

Don't circle thisone.

iF;‘— (ERENE
yinglwei4 tal lei4 1e0- suo3yi3 - tal zao3 shang4 chuang2
because 3sg tired CRS-jso 359 early go:to bed

Because[EU] he'stired so he got to bed early.
Because he's tired so[ EU] he got to bed early.

PUELPSRLY o PRI

3. An English-influenced Mandarin morphological expression
uo3 xiang3 chil mi3[EW:fan4]
I want eat rice

| want to haverice.

A [EWER]

4. An English-influenced Mandarin syntactic expression
tal zai4 taizbel3 zuo2tianl

3sg in Taipel  yesterday
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S/He'sin Taipei yesterday.

e T R [EU]

A visitor:
malmal bu2 zaid(zhedli3) mal
mother:mother  not in (here) Q

Isn’t (your) Mom here?

ISR T 7 1B

A boy:
YOu3[EW: mei2iu3] tal zai4(zhedli3)
yes|EW:no] 3sg in (here)
Yes, she's here.

E[EWAZE] > 97



CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

The present study was conducted with 22 Taiwanese EFL children producing
stories for aMandarin and an English task. The results of this study were presented in
the sequence of language productivity, linguistic structures, and cross-linguistic
influences. More specifically, descriptive statistics were shown for measures of
language productivity. To understand the children’s morphological and syntactic
abilities, examples of linguistic structures and cross-linguistic influences were
excerpted from the children’s narratives.

All Mandarin and English narratives were analyzed for four language
productivity measures. These measuresincluded the number of modified C-units
(NMC), mean length of madified C-unit in words (MEMCW), the number of total
words (NTW), and the number of different words.(NDW):xMeasures of linguistic
structures consisted of morphological errors and syntactic structures used. Measures
of cross-linguistic influences were explored for English-influenced Mandarin
morphological expressions, English-influenced Mandarin syntactic expressions,
Mandarin-influenced English morphological expressions, and Mandarin-influenced
English syntactic expressions.

The children’s morphological and syntactic knowledge in Mandarin and English
was addressed through the analyses of morphological errors and syntactic structures
used in their Mandarin and English narratives. Owing to the different nature of
Mandarin and English, types of morphological errors and syntactic structures
analyzed in Mandarin narratives were not the same as those calculated in English

narratives.
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To explore possible differences in language productivity between Mandarin and
English, paired sample t-tests were conducted. In addition, the relation between the
children’s language productivity in both languages was al so evaluated by
Pearson-Product Moment correlations. For linguistic structures, the number of
children making each type of morphologica errors and the number of children using
each type of syntactic structures in Mandarin and English narratives respectively were
calculated. Finally, possible cross-linguistic influences shown in the children’'s
Mandarin and English stories were identified and categorized. The number of children

producing each type of influenced structures was counted.

Language Productivity

For language productivity, descriptive statistics were cal culated, revealing the
means, standard deviations, and ranges for eacht measure of language productivity in
Mandarin and English narrétives (see Table 1). The effect of |anguage on productivity
measures was explored using:paired sample t-tests with:scores (NMC, MLMCW,
NTW, and NDW) and languages (Mandarin and English) (also see Table 1). Results
demonstrated that NMC in the children’s Mandarin stories was slightly higher than
that in their English stories. However, the difference was not significant t (21) = 1.34,
p =.20. In addition, the children produced a dightly larger number of total wordsin
their Mandarin stories than in their English stories but the difference was also not
significant (t (21) = .07, p = .94). On the other hand, for the measure of MLMCW, the
children produced shorter utterances in Mandarin than in English and the difference
was significant t (21) = -4.25, p = .00. Therefore, the results indicated that the
children’s English utterances were longer than their Mandarin utterances. For the

measure of NDW, the children used more different words in their Mandarin stories
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than in their English stories and there was also a significant differencet (21) =5.93, p

=.00.

Table 1

Means, Sandard Deviations, and Ranges for Mandarin and English Productivity
Measures (N = 22)

Mandarin English
Type M D) Range M D Range t(p)
NMC 38.73 1013 26-69 3564 894 20-50 1.34(0.20)
MLMCW 480 049 39456 532 060 4.27-6.24 -4.25(0.00*%)
NTW 185.27 50.927.126-315 18432 *54.13 105-281 0.07(0.94)
NDW 92.14 22110 64-141 61.64 1329 42-95 5.93(0.00%)

Note. * p< .05

A Pearson-Product Moment correlational analysis was further conducted to
investigate whether NMC, MLMCW, NTW, and NDW in the children’s Mandarin
stories were correlated with the same measures in their English stories. Correlations

between Mandarin and English productivity measures are reported in Table 2.

Table 2

Correlations between Mandarin and English Productivity Measures (N = 22)

Variable Mandarin  NMC MLMCW NTW NDW

English
NMC .36
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MLMCW 48*

NTW .28

NDW 14

Note. * p<.05

A moderate, but ill positive and significant, correlation exists between the children’s
MLMCW in Mandarin and English stories (r = .48, p <.05). Figure 2 isadisplay of

the language productivity distribution in the children’s Mandarin and English stories.

O Mandarin B English |

8
6
4
{1
. ]

NMC MLMCW NTW NDW

Productivity M easures

Figure 2. Language productivity measures.

Note. Language productivity measures included the number of modified C-units (NMC), mean length
of modified C-unit in words (MLMCW), the number of total words (NTW), and the number of
different words (NDW).

Morphological Errorsin Mandarin and English Narratives
The second research question identified the types of Mandarin and English
morphological errors which the Taiwanese EFL children made in their oral narratives.
In Mandarin narratives, the number of students making each type of the
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morphological errors was calculated. The Mandarin morphological errors were
measured for deictic expression, particles, aspect markers, adverbs, classifiers, modal
auxiliaries, personal pronouns, coverbs, and connectors. Results showed that few
children made morphological errorsin Mandarin. The types of Mandarin
morphological errorsidentified in the children’s stories included erroneous uses of
adverbs (n = 2, 9%), personal pronouns (n = 1, 5%), coverbs (n = 3, 14%), and
connectors (n = 1, 5%) (see Table 3). The list of Mandarin morphological errors as

shown in Table 4 are all taken from the children’s Mandarin stories.

Table 3

Number of Children Making Mandarin and EnglishiMorphological Errors (N = 22)

Type Number-of Children(%o) Number of Errors
Mandarin
Deictic Expressions 0 0
Particles 0 0
Aspect Markers 0 0
Adverbs 2(9%) 3
Classifiers 0 0
Modal Auxiliaries 0 0
Personal Pronouns 1(5%) 1
Coverbs 3(14%) 4
Connectors 1(5%) 1
English
Pronouns 7(31%) 15
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Verb Auxiliaries 12(55%) 30
Determiners 21(95%) 151
Noun Plurals 13(59%) 53
Verb Tenses 13(59%) 119
Number Marking 22(100%) 355
Prepositions 21(95%) 131
Table 4
Mandarin Morphological Errors
Category Age Example
Adverb 511 nad vyi4 zhil gou3 ba3 hualping2
that one CL dog ba vase
YOU4[EW]* da3sui4 1e0
again[EW] smash PRV
That dog has smashed the vase again[EW].
6 e Ll [EWE
511 talmen2 zai4 cao3yuan2 Youd[EW] jiao4
they a pasture again[EW]  shout
They shouted at the pasture again[ EW].
P P 51 L [EW L ©
6;10  zhao3 yil  hen3[EW] zhao3

look-for one  very[EW] look-for
look for (the frog) very[EW] alittle
B IEW]ES
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Personal

Pronoun

Coverb

4;10

6.9

6;10

talmen2 jiud genl talmen2 jied
they emphatic with  they borrow
til[EW: talmen2] de0 bao3bei4
3sg[EW:they] GEN  baby
They simply borrowed its]EW:their] baby from them.
P PIRERLS P PS[EWAS ] e !

tal yaod *za4 tal shou3 shang4
3sg want-to  *at 3sg hand above
It wants to be *at_his hand.

Pk

tal de0 nad[EW] geO[EW] gou3 ye3
3sgy GEN thaEW] CL[EW] dog also
diulxiadqud le0

throw-down CRS

His that[ EW] dog was a so thrown down.

PR EW] s B3 5

talmen2 liang3 ge0 jiud *pei4 diul
they two CL  emphatic *bei  throw

dao4 li3miand qu4d

to inside to-go

They two were simply thrown into the inside (of the pond).

P TR faiop B S 2[R A
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Connector  6;10  suilran2[EW] tal diaodxiadlai2 deOshizhoud nadged

althoughlEW] 3sg fal-down when that
guandzi0  shi4 bolli2 jiud poddiaod |e0
jar be glass emphatic break-fal CRS

Although[ EW]when it fell down, that jar which was made of
glass simply broke.

BETRIEWI ™ e fiop it » Dot Ll

Note. “See Appendix E for the Iist of transcription and coding conventions. "THhis was the Tirst ttme the

dog broke a vase. °This was the first time they shouted at the pasture.

Similarly, the number of students making each type of English morphol ogical
errors was counted. Morphological errors examined in.English narratives included
pronouns, verb auxiliaries, determiners, noun plurals, verb tenses, number marking,
and prepositions. Results showed that the children made errors in al seven types of
morphological uses. A larger humber of-the-ehitldren made errors in number marking,
prepositions, and determiners than the number of children had erroneous uses of noun
pluras, verb tenses, verb auxiliaries, and pronouns. The most common English
morphological errors which amost al the children made were number marking (n =
22, 100%), prepositions (n = 21, 95%), and determiners (n = 21, 95%). On the other
hand, more than half of the children produced errors in noun pluras (n = 13, 59%),
verb tenses (n = 13, 59%), and verb auxiliaries (n = 12, 55%) while 7 out of the 22
children (31%) used inaccurate pronouns (see Table 3, p. 69). The examplesin Table 5
provide an idea of how the children made English morphologica errors. The English

excerptsin Table 5 are al selected from the children’s English narratives.
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Table5

English Morphological Errors

Category Age Example

Pronoun 55 It[EW:There]/'S[EW:'re] af EW] many bees.
6;8  They still can[EW:could]/'t find *it.

6,10 She[EW:He] look/*ed behind the lake.

Verb 4;10 He*isgetting closer.
Auxiliary
4,11 *The dog and thisboy *are sleeping.

5,0  Thedog and the boy iEW] fall down fall[EW] to the water.

Determiner 5;7  He go[EW:goes|.to*the owl/*’s house.
6,0 *ThedogarelEW:is] running.

6;2 *Anowl came out.

NounPlural 55  The dogsEW:dog] flow[EW:fall]/*3s out in[EW:to] the garden.

57  *There*are have[EW] so many bee/*s.

VerbTense 5;7  Thedog ran[EW:rung].?
6;3  They did[EW:do]/n’t find the frog.

6,4  Oneday, they are[EW:were] sleeping.

Number 52  Thisfrog jump/*3s out.
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Marking

5,7 A boy and adog sees[EW:seg] afrog.

Preposition 55 A doglooksin[EW:at] the frog.
6;2  Thedog look/*ed in[EW:into] the jar.

6;6  Theboy isangry *about the dog.

Note. AIf the child told the story using present tense in most sentences, this story was considered to be
told in present tense. Likewise, if the child used past tense in most utterances, this story was considered
to be told in past tense. Here, the child told the story in present tense but used past tensein afew

sentences which should be produced in present tense as well.

With respect to morphol ogical -errors, what eould be concluded from these results
was that the number of children making,Englishamorphel ogical errors was higher than
the number of children making Mandarin morphological errors. The children seemed

to perform better in their Mandarin narratives than intheir-English narratives.

Syntactic Structures in.Mandarin.and English Narratives

In answering the third research question, the types of Mandarin and English
syntactic structures that Taiwanese EFL children used in their oral narratives were
documented. In Mandarin narratives, the number of students using each type of the
syntactic structures was calculated. Syntactic structures measured in Mandarin
narratives included the seria verb construction, sentence linking, the Ba construction,
and the Bel construction. The results indicated that 6 out of the 22 (27%) used all of
these four types of syntactic structuresin their stories. All of the children (n = 22,
100%) told stories using the seria verb construction and sentence linking, 15 of them
(68%) used the Ba construction, and 7 of them (32%) made sentences with the Bei

construction (see Table 6). Children can make sentences carrying more information
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using the serial verb construction and sentence linking. The Ba and Bel constructions
can add diversity to children’s sentences. Examples of syntactic structures used in the

children’'s Mandarin narratives can be seen in Table 7.

Table 6

Number of Children Using Mandarin and English Syntactic Sructures (N = 22)

Type Number of Children Number of Uses
Mandarin
Seria Verb Construction 22(100%) 343
Sentence Linking 22(100%) 299
Ba Construction 15(68%) 31
Bel Construction 7(32%) 8
English
Conjunctive 22(100%) 119
Noun Clause 12(55%) 25
Passive Construction 4(18%) 4
Relative Clause 0 0
Table 7

Mandarin Syntactic Sructures

Category Age Example
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Seria Verb 511 nan2shengl xiang3yao4  duo3

Construction boy want-to hide

The boy wants to hide.
s

6;9 tal jiud kand jiud zhao3

3sg emphatic see  emphatic look-for

kand dao4d zhedged

see to this

He ssimply sees, smply looks for it, and sees this.

PRETHS TEl

6,10 ni3  zhildao4 qginlgwal zai4 na3li3 mal
you  know frog at where  Q
Do you know where the frog is?
o g PRI
Sentence 5;7 gou3 douO[EW] yilzhi2 pao3  yinlwei4
Linking dog al[EW] al-the-time  run because
midfengl yilzhi2 dou0 za4 zhuil tal
bee dl-thetime Al DUR chase-after 3sg

The dog all[EW] keeps running all the time because the bees all are

chasing after it all the time.

- o P B
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6;2 tal jiaod gou3 bud ke3yi3 chul
3sg ask-to dog not beableto produce
shenglyinl talmen2 jiu4 pa2 guodqud  1e0
sound they then climb go-by PFV
talmen2  jiu4  kand dao4  qginlgwal

they then see to frog

He asked the dog not to produce sounds. They then climbed over.
They then saw the frog.
PAPLDR i T o P o P i
6;9 nadge4 nanzhai2z qi3lai2 deOshizhoud  jiud
that boy get-up when emphatic
mei2 kand daod4 ginlgwal
no see to frog
When the boy got up, he ssimply didn’t see the frog.
M 1R OB 5 0 R I

Ba 55 tal  jiu4 ba3 shoud fangd zai4 gianZmiand
Construction 3sg then BA hand put at in-front
He then put his hands in front of himself.
1= B
6;9 nad zhil |u4 ba3 talmen2 diuljind
thaa CL deer BA they toss-enter
shui3 i3
water inside

That deer tossed them into the water.
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HLES gl P2 3]

Bei 54 nadge4 xiao3 gou3goul3 jiud
Construction that little  dog-dog emphatic

bei4 tal bao4zou3

BEI 3sg hug-leave
That little dog ssimply was held and taken away by him.
S | R e -
6;0 xiao3peng2you3 jiud bei4  kaz3hud le
child emphatic BEI get-stuck PFV
The child was simply got stuck.

KL S ANEES

In the children’s English narratives, the number of students using each type of
the syntactic structures was calculated. English syntactic structures measured
consisted of noun clauses, clauses connected by conjunctives, passive clauses, and
relative clauses. The results demonstrated that none of the 22 children (n =0, 0%) told
English stories with all of these four types of syntactic structures. All of the children
(n =22, 100%) connected sentences with conjunctives and more than half of them (n
=12, 55%) embedded noun clauses into sentences. Nevertheless, few of them (n =4,
18%) used the passive construction to describe the action of story characters and none
of them (n = 0, 0%) produced relative clauses (see Table 6, p. 75). Table 8 provides

examples of how syntactic structures were used in the children’s English narratives.
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Table 8

English Syntactic Sructures

Category Age Example

Conjunctive 6,4  They woke up and saw the frog was gone.
6;9  When they get up, they saw[EW:seg] the frog is gone.
6;9  They just saw[EW:seg] the frog is not in this bottle. Then this boy

just quickly put/* 3s on the shirt.

Noun Clause 5;2  Thisboy thinks why the frog did[EW:is]/n’'t infEW] here.

55  The people] EW:person] and the dog see the fog is not here.

6;8  Hethink/*3slet’sgo climbing upon[ EW] here.

Passive 4;10 *The bee/*s/*z houseis broken.
Construction

5,5 Theglassis broken.

57  Thefrog/*z house.is broken.

6;3  Thejar isbroken.

Overall, the participants used more variety of the pre-specified Mandarin
syntactic structures than English ones. That is, they made more rhetorical options

while telling stories in Mandarin.

Cross-Linguistic Influences in Mandarin and English Narratives

The last research question asked whether there was any cross-linguistic influence

79



in Taiwanese EFL children’s oral narratives. Cross-linguistic influences were indeed
observed in the children’s narratives. Cross-linguistic influences were measured for
English-influenced Mandarin morphologica expressions, English-influenced
Mandarin syntactic expressions, Mandarin-influenced English morphol ogical
expressions, and Mandarin-influenced English syntactic expressions. The number of
children producing each type of influenced structures was measured. The results
demonstrated that few children told Mandarin stories with influences from English
(see Table 9). Only 2 of the 22 children (9%) produced English-influenced Mandarin
morphological expressions (see Table 10 for examples) and 5 (23%) generated
English-influenced Mandarin syntactic expressions (see Table 11 for examples).
However, more than half of the children (n'="14, 64%) had Mandarin-influenced
English morphological (see Table 12 for examples) and syntactic (see Table 13 for

examples) expressions.

Table9

Number of Children Producing Influenced Utterances (N = 22)

Type Number of Children Number of Uses
EMM 2(9%) 6
EMS 5(23%) 7
MEM 14(64%) 66
MES 14(64%) 58

Note. Cross-linguistic Influences included English-influenced Mandarin morphological expressions
(EMM), English-influenced Mandarin syntactic expressions (EMS), Mandarin-influenced English
morphological expressions (MEM), and Mandarin-influenced English syntactic expressions (MES).
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Table 10

English-Influenced Mandarin Morphological Expressions

Age Example

50 za4 tal de0 tou2  *shang4
at 3sy GEN head *above
onits head
T f[r%ﬁf}@ﬁ*{
6,2 nadged xiao3peng2you3 shenglgi4 nad4  zhil gou3
that child anger that CL dog
That child angered that dog./ That child was angry about that dog.
W] I 2 R E Sy
[ 2 MR S a

He was angry at the dog.”

Note. *The grammatical Mandarin morphological expression; °A partially corresponding utterance
found in the child’'s English story

Table 11

English-Influenced Mandarin Syntactic Expressions

Age Example

54 fenlkail zuo4 zai4 tal de0 mian2 bei4 *shangd[WOQO]

divide-open sit a 3sg GEN cotton quilt *above]WO]

Sit down separately on his quilt.

o3 Bl PaputRiEer H[WO)

i PO 53 e

8l



5,5 tal qi3la2 le0 genl gou3gou3[WO]

3sg get-up PRV with dog-dog[WOQ]

He got up with the dog.
o8 o EUpHIWO)
PpsU e

6,9 talmen2 tu2ran2 kand daod vyil ged shudmud
they suddenly see to one CL treeewood
dao3 deO[WQ]

collapse  GEN[WOQ]

They suddenly saw atree which collapsed.
P IRE - (T 9 WO)
PSR 2 W EIpsA 2

Note. *The grammatical Mandarin morphological expression

Table 12

Mandarin-Influenced English Morphological Expressions

Age Example

4;10 Heare[EW:is] looking *at afrog.

tal kand zheO0 ginlgwal
3sg see DUR frog
PrEE
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5,0  *Hefal to[ EW:into] the water inside{ EW]

tal diapd daod shui3 li3miand

3sg fdl to water inside
*PIHIE R

6,10 The bee do[EW:does]/n’t want to give hefEW:him].

midfengl bu4  xiang3 gei3 tal

bee not want-to give 3sg
BT E'{F—[i
Table 13

Mandarin-Influenced English Syntactic Expressions

Age Example

5;2  Here*there havel EW:is] abee *whieh-go/*3s out.

zhedli3 you3 yil zhil midfengl chullai2

here exist one CL bee exit-come

FHT 6 W

55  Thedog and the people[ EW:person] come out *to get the

dog[ EW:frog].

gou3d  he2 ren2Zmen0 chulgqu4 zhual gou3
dog and people exit-go get dog
A TIIEW: * [ TR[EW:F i

6;10 | not can sleeping[EW:sleep][WO].

wo3 bu4 neng2 shuidjiaod
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Number of
Parti cipants

I not can sleep

SR

The distribution of cross-linguistic influences in children’s narratives can be seenin

Figure 3.

B R R R R NN

1
EMM EMS MEM MES

Categoriesof Cross | ingui i ¢ Influences

Figure 3. Cross-linguistic influences.

Note. Cross-linguistic Influences included English-influenced Mandarin morphological expressions
(EMM), English-influenced Mandarin syntactic expressions (EM S), Mandarin-influenced English
morphological expressions (MEM), and Mandarin=influenced English syntactic expressions (MES).

For cross-linguistic influences, more children were observed to produce
Mandarin-influenced English utterances at the morphologica and syntactic levels
than those were noted to have English-influenced Mandarin utterances. That is, the
children produced cross-linguistic structures with influences predominantly but not
exclusively from Mandarin to English.

To briefly summarize here, for |language productivity measures, the children
produced higher NMC, NTW, and NDW but shorter MLMCW in their Mandarin
narratives than in English ones. For morphological errors, more children had more
variety of English erroneous uses while relatively fewer children made Mandarin

morphological errors. When it comes to measures of syntactic structures, the children
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used more variety of the pre-specified Mandarin syntactic structures than English
ones. Finally, more cross-linguistic structures with influences at the morphological
and syntactic levels from Mandarin to English were identified. As aresult, the

children appeared to perform better in their Mandarin stories than in English ones.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION

The primary purpose of the present study was to explore Taiwanese EFL
preschoolers’ morphological and syntactic abilities in their Mandarin and English
stories. The subsidiary purpose was to examine the existence of cross-linguistic
influences on their storytelling task. In the present study, language productivity
measures were also calculated for each story sample to determine whether there were
significant language effects on the children’s language productivity in their stories. A
total of 22 Taiwanese EFL preschool ers served as participants. They produced 22
stories in Mandarin and 22 stories’in English for atotal of 44 stories. The study
focused on certain types of Mandarin-and English morphological errors and syntactic
structures as well as possible cross-linguistic influences present in the oral narratives.
The results demonstrated that the language in which the stery was told to some extent
had an effect on the children’s language productivity;dn.addition, the children made
particular types of morphologica errorsand used certain types of syntactic structures
in their Mandarin and English stories. Finally, possible cross-linguistic influences

were identified.

Language Productivity of the Children’s Mandarin and English Narratives
Analyses of language productivity measures reveal ed that the Taiwanese EFL
children produced higher NMC, NTW, and NDW but shorter MLMCW in their
Mandarin narratives than in English ones. The children told stories of equal length in
both Mandarin and English which were conveyed through NTW. Thisfinding is

consistent with that of Fiestas and Pena (2004). In their study, the children primarily
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spoke their native language at home and learned English at school. They indicated
that the children’s expectations about story length in a specific storytelling task in
each language were interrelated. In the present study, the children primarily spoke
Mandarin at home and studied English at school. As observed in their Mandarin and
English narratives, the story lengths in terms of NTW in both languages were
comparable. Despite the fact that the children told stories of equal length in both the
Mandarin and English narrative tasks, there were differences between the Mandarin
and English stories in the children’s mean length of modified C-unit in words
(MLMCW) and the number of different words (NDW). Although the children might
have been expected to have better |language productivity in Mandarin than in English,
this trend was only evident in the.children’s number:of modified C-units (NMC), the
number of total words (NTW) and NDW. Here, the children tended to produce
significantly longer MLMCW iin'English than.in-Mandarin:

There are two possible explanationsfor thisfinding. The tendency to produce
more words in an English utterance eould reflect differences in grammatical structure
between Mandarin and English. First, English has a strict Subject-V erb-Object word
order and in nearly all cases, pronominal subjects or objects cannot be omitted in
English sentences. In contrast, Mandarin is a pro-drop language (Gelman & Tardif,
1998); that is, pronouns can be omitted when they are pragmatically inferable from
the context. Thus, pronoun uses are different between Mandarin and English. Thisis
further complicated by the fact that pronouns are expressed more frequently in
English than in Mandarin (Gelman & Tardif, 1998). Thus, English pronouns are used
more frequently and omitted much more rarely than Mandarin ones. The children in
the present study tended to more frequently express pronouns in their English stories,

but drop pronouns in their Mandarin stories. Therefore, this may have increased the
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children's MLMCW in English.

From the same perspective, in English, a discourse often begins with the use of
indefinite articles (e.g., Afrog was in the jar.); and once speaker and listener agree on
the referents, definite articles (e.g., A dog chased the frog.) start to appear. A violation
of the discourse rule produces unacceptabl e utterances (Fromkin et al., 2003).
Nevertheless, the discourse rule is not applied to Mandarin sentences. Mandarin
speakers do not need to use definite articles to specify the agreed upon referents (e.g.,
ginglwal zai4 quan4ziO li3 ‘A frog wasin thejar.’ gou3 zhuil ginglwal ‘A dog
chased the frog.’). Therefore, the children's MLMCW in English was longer than that
in Mandarin.

In addition, in the present study, the children’syocabulary diversity in their
Mandarin stories was significantly higherthan that found in their English stories.
There are two possible reasons for the differencein vocabul ary diversity. First, the
children’s tendency to usessignificantly-fewer different words in their English stories
may be related to the fact that Mandarin was thelr dominant language. The children in
the present study primarily spoke Mandarin at home and were only exposed to
English in an English immersion program (19 students) or a bilingual program (3
students) in which the children studied in English-medium classes in the morning, and
were taught in Mandarin in the afternoon. All the children’s average time of English
learning was only 25 months. Therefore, they might have better Mandarin language
skills than English. English language learners are assumed to have much better first
language skills than English, at least initially (Miller et a., 2006). Thus, it is expected
that these children had larger vocabulary in their stronger language (i.e., Mandarin)
than in their still-developing foreign language (i.e., English).

Secondly, when the data were being collected during the summer session, all of
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the children were taking a 2-week intensive Mandarin course in which they learned
how to pronounce and recognize Mandarin vocabulary. Intensive instruction can
improve students' academic achievement to alarge extent (Hardman & Dawson,
2008). The children’s intensive Mandarin course may have enlarged their Mandarin
vocabulary in a short period of time when the story samples were being collected.

It was observed that the children in the study performed better in Mandarin than
in English on three language productivity measures. Two of the three language
productivity measures analyzed were comparabl e between Mandarin and English;
however, the children had significantly lower vocabulary diversity in their English
stories than in their Mandarin stories. On the other hand, the children's MLMCW was

significantly higher in English than.in Mandarin.

Morphological Errors in Mandarin-and English Narratives

Overal, different types of maorphological errors in the children’'s Mandarin and
English stories were found. The children made fewer.types of morphological errorsin
Mandarin than in English, and the'number of students making morphological errorsin
the Mandarin stories was relatively smaller than that in English ones.
Mandarin Morphological Errors

The second research question asked what types of Mandarin morphological
errors the Taiwanese EFL children made in their oral narratives. The present study
limited analyses to predetermined nine types of morphological errorsin Mandarin
stories. The analyses revealed that four types of Mandarin morphological errors
identified in the children’s stories included erroneous uses of adverbs (n = 2, 9%),
personal pronouns (n = 1, 5%), coverbs (n = 3, 14%), and connectors (n = 1, 5%).

However, the number of the children making each type of morphological errors was
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small. Given that Mandarin is the dominant and primary language spoken in Taiwan,
the children were exposed to Mandarin. Hence, the children were expected to make
few Mandarin morphological errors. Another explanation is that the children have
acquired the nine types of word classes; thus, few of them had erroneous uses of these
word classes. Taiwanese monolingual children’s first emergence of the
aforementioned nine types of word classes occurred at the age of no later than 22
month (Tse et a., 1991). Usually, it takes children a couple of months after the first
emergence of aword class to produce aword class with greater frequency. The
children in the present study were between the ages of 4;10 and 6;10. They appeared
to have acquired and mastered the knowledge in these aspects of Mandarin
morphology to alarge extent. Perhaps it was for this reason that they committed few
Mandarin morphological errars.

What can be concluded from these resultsis that'the morphological knowledge
of these Taiwanese EFL children appeared to be well developed when the Mandarin
stories were narrated. It can only be stpposed that as age increases, the Taiwanese
EFL children become more proficient in their morphol ogical uses. A longitudinal
study with younger Mandarin-speaking EFL children may see more instances of
children’s morphological errors as well as their developing abilities in acquiring
morphological knowledge in their Mandarin stories.

English Morphological Errors

As was the case with Mandarin morphological errors, the children committed
morphological errorsin their English narratives. Unlike the morphological errorsin
the children’s Mandarin stories, the children committed more types of English
morphological errors, and alarger number of students made morphological errorsin

their English stories. The present study limited analyses to predetermined seven types
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of English morphological errors. The Taiwanese EFL children committed a greater
proportion of errors in number marking, prepositions, and determiners than that in
noun plurals, verb tenses, verb auxiliaries, and pronouns. The most common English
morphological errors which amost al the children made were number marking (n =
22, 100%), prepositions (n = 21, 95%), and determiners (n = 21, 95%). On the other
hand, more than half of the children (n =13, 59%) produced errors in noun plurals as
well as verb tenses, and 12 out of the 22 children (55%) had errorsin verb auxiliaries
while 7 out of the 22 children (31%) used inaccurate pronouns. These results were
partially consistent with the findings of Rellly et al. (2004), which suggested that both
typically-devel oping and atypically-devel oping monolingual children tended to make
English morphological errors in the aforementioned;seven types. These seven types of
morphological errors seem to be typical for both monalingual English-speaking and
EFL children.

As expected, alargersnumber, of the children.making English morphological
errors and more types of morphological errors were observed. In the present study, the
children’s average time of Englishlearningwas 25 months. Fifteen out of the 22
children (68%) had received English instruction for less than 25 months. Seven of
them (32%) had been exposed to English for no more than 18 months. The Taiwanese
EFL children may still bein the process of developing their English morphological
knowledge. Furthermore, a greater proportion of the children making errors in number
marking, prepositions, and determiners may have been an indication of the different
nature of morphology between Mandarin and English.

All the children had erroneous use of number marking in their English narratives.
English is alanguage with subject-verb agreement (Vigliocco, Butterworth, & Garrett,

1996), while Mandarin is a topic-prominent language (Li & Thompson, 1981). When
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speaking English, speakers have to use number marking to indicate the relation
between the subjects of the sentences and the verbs (Vigliocco et al., 1996). However,
Mandarin speakers do not need to reveal thisrelation. Therefore, the children tended
to make errors in number marking when speaking the non-dominant language. Also,
instead of using prepositions, Mandarin speakers use coverbs (e.g., locative zai4) to
introduce a noun or noun phrase, and sometimes a locative particle (e.g., li3mian4
‘inside’) can follow the noun or noun phrase to specify a spatial relationship (Li &
Thompson, 1981). Finally, when referents to which a Mandarin speaker is referring
can be pragmatically inferred from the context, determiners preceding the referents
usually can be omitted in Mandarin.

In sum, the Taiwanese EFL ¢hildren’s morpholegical errorsin Mandarin and
English stories suggested that the children’s Mandarin merphological abilities
appeared stabilized, while their English morphological skills were still in
development. The childrenswere clearly’acquiring.Englishras an additional language,
and there was no obvious evidence indicating that their morphological skillsin the

native language were affected during the process.

Syntactic Structures in Mandarin and English Narratives
In contrast to the above-mentioned morphological errors, narrators have to make
rhetorical decisions about which types of syntactic structures to use when they tell
stories. The number and type of syntactic structures used in stories do not affect the
grammaticality of the narrators’ utterances. Using various types of syntactic structures
can suggest the narrator’s capability to manipulate and combine information into
different discourse forms. Narrators may use various types of syntactic structuresin

their stories; therefore, it is not easy to predict which types of syntactic structures they
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may use in their utterances, especially in spontaneous or semi-spontaneous speech
such as the storytelling task in this study. In the present study, the analyses were
limited to predetermined types of syntactic structuresin Mandarin and English
respectively for the sake of conciseness.

Mandarin Syntactic Sructures

The analyses of the children’s Mandarin syntactic skills were limited to the serial
verb construction, sentence linking, the Ba construction, and the Bei construction. The
results demonstrated that 6 out of the 22 children (27%) used all four of these types of
syntactic structures in their stories. All of the children (100%) told stories using the
seria verb construction and sentence linking, 15 of them (68%) used the Ba
construction, and 7 (32%) made séntences with the Bel construction.

All the 22 children used the serialyverb constructionrand sentence linking in their
stories. This finding was partially consistent with that'of Au’s (2002) study, which
reported that all 100 Cantonese-speaking children.in her study used the seria verb
construction in their story-retelling task. The possible explanation for the children’s
frequent use of the serial verb construction and sentence liking is that they can use the
seria verb construction and sentence linking to make sentences longer. They may
produce utterances carrying more information using the serial verb construction. For

example, achild said, “ "'6*’7»%‘,27/?] AE 7 EEEH? (Do you know where the frog is?)” In

addition, sentence linking can help children to relate an utterance to another in a
particular sense. For instance, achild said, “ 2[5 )25 E L faff 2 - BE2 7. ,Zy/ﬁ} 4
(When the boy got up, he ssimply did not see the frog.)” Thus, all of these children used
both the serial verb construction and sentence linking in their stories.

In comparison to the serial verb construction and sentence linking, a smaller

number of the children used the Ba and Bal constructions in their stories. One
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possible reason for this may be that the Ba and Bel constructions have a unique
structure and function (Tse et al., 1991); therefore, the Baand Bei constructions do
not frequently appear in children’s naturalistic language samples when compared with
the serial verb construction and sentence linking. The Ba construction is usually the
preferred and often the only accepted form, if the verb is morphologically complex or
modified (Li & Thompson, 1974). The children in the present study were not
frequently observed to produce utterances with verbs which were morphol ogically
complex or modified in their Mandarin narratives. Therefore, the Ba construction was
not frequently used in the children’s utterances.

In addition, the Bei construction was the least used in the children’s Mandarin
utterances. Children do not fullyunderstand the relation between active and passive
constructions until they are at the age-of 7 years (Beilin,as cited in Elliot, 1981). The
Taiwanese EFL children recruited in the present study were with a mean age of 5;10.
Their Bei construction might be stillfin-development. Thus; fewer children made
sentences with the Bel construction.

Overal, al the children used‘the serial verb construction and sentence linking in
their Mandarin narratives. However, due to the unique structure and function of the
Baand Bei constructions, not all of them made Ba and Bei sentences.

English Syntactic Sructures

The analyses of the children’s English syntactic skills focused on noun clauses,
clauses connected by conjunctives, passive clauses, and relative clauses. The results
demonstrated that none of the 22 Taiwanese EFL children (0%) told English stories
with al of these four types of syntactic structures. All the 22 children (100%)
connected sentences with conjunctives, 12 (55%) embedded noun clauses into

sentences, 4 (18%) used the passive construction to describe the action of story
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characters, but none (0%) produced relative clauses.

All the children produced stories with conjunctives. Conjunctives can be
conjunctions or conjunctive adverbs (e.g., temporal adverbs), which can signify a
relation between two utterances or relate an utterance to another in a particular sense.
Children can make their stories more semantically complex in their use of
conjunctives. In the present study, the children’s use of conjunctives suggested that
they were capable of encoding information about time, place, quantity, or manner in
their narratives (Gutierrez-Clellen & Hoffstetter, 1994).

Twelve of the 22 children embedded noun clauses into sentences. Eight of them
came from the K6 classes at the age of more than 6;3. In comparison to the children
from the K6 classes, the other 4 ehildren from the K4 classes at the age of less than
5;6 produced a dlightly smaller humber-of noun clauses. The followings are two
examples indicating a noun clause produced by a child from the K4 classin the first

example and the other made by a child from the K 6 class in the second example.

The people and the dog see the fog is not here (5;5).

He think let’s go climbing up on here (6;8).

One possible explanation was that the children in the present study had not yet
acquired noun clauses. By the age of 3 years, most English-speaking monolingual
children begin to produce embedded clauses (Fromkin et a., 2003). Although the
Taiwanese EFL children in the present study were older than 3 years old, they
possibly lagged behind their English-speaking monolingual peersin acquiring houn
clauses. Thus, they produced fewer noun clauses in their stories.

Four of the children incorporated the passive constructions into their stories,
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using the auxiliary verb “be” together with the past participle of averb. Yet, the
children’s capabilities to use the passive construction at this stage were doubted for
two reasons. First, al 4 of the children who appeared to use the passive construction
used asingle past participle “broken” in their passive construction; that is, they all
produced the passive structure as the auxiliary verb “be” together with the past
participle “broken” (e.g., The glassis broken). However, “broken” can also function
as an adjective in the predicate, like the auxiliary verb “be” together with an adjective
(e.0., The bee's house is beautiful.). Therefore, when a child uttered, “The jar is
broken,” it was difficult to determine if the word “broken” was used as a past
participle or smply as an adjective.

Secondly, there was a high passibility that the Taiwanese EFL children had not
yet acquired the passive construction-at the mean age 5;10. According to Beilin (as
cited in Elliot, 1981), it was not until the age of 7 years that children understood the
relation between active and passive constructions. Neverthel ess, around age 4 years,
children began to notice the syntacti e differences between active and passive
sentences (Dewart, 1975; Strohner & Nelson, 1974, as cited in Elliot, 1981). Thus, the
Taiwanese EFL children in the present study might still have been in the process of
acquiring the passive construction.

With respect to the children’s performance on relative clauses, none of the 22
children was observed to embed relative clauses in sentences. This result was partially
consistent with that of Ingram (as cited in Ingram, 1989), who found that there was a
lack of relative clauses in spontaneous speech of English-speaking children between 2
and 5 years old. He also pointed out that children had acquired relative clauses around
age 4;0, but their extensive and stabilized use of relative clauses, which was the

characteristic of adult speech, had yet to appear. In light of the phenomenon that ESL
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children often lag behind their English-speaking monolingual peersin acquiring
complex English syntax, in the present study, the Taiwanese EFL children might have
lagged behind their English-speaking monolingual peersin acquiring relative clauses.
Therefore, athough some of the Taiwanese EFL children in the present study were
older than 5 years of age, they might still have difficulty in producing relative clauses.
In the present study, the findings suggested that the Taiwanese EFL children had
not fully acquired the use of noun clauses, passive clauses, and relative clauses.
Research with elder Mandarin-speaking EFL children may see more instances of

children’s use of these English syntactic structures.

Cross-Linguistic Influencesin Mandarin and English Narratives

It was also interesting to note the possible influence'of one language on the other
at the morphological and syntactic levels in the Taiwanese EFL children’s stories. The
analyses clearly showed that the children-used English-influenced Mandarin and
Mandarin-influenced English-morphological and syntactic expressions. Fewer of the
children were influenced by English whiletelling Mandarin stories. Only 2 of the 22
children (9%) used English-influenced Mandarin morphological expressions and 5
(23%) generated English-influenced Mandarin syntactic expressions. However, 14 of
the children (64%) made Mandarin-influenced English morphological and syntactic
eXpressions.

It isimportant to mention that the types of morphological and syntactic
expressions possibly influenced by the other language were qualitatively different in
each language. In the children’s Mandarin stories, two types of morphological
expressions were influenced. The first one was strictly the word class unique to

Mandarin but not to English, that is, locative particles. One child in the study omitted
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alocative particle that should follow anoun phrase to specify a spatial relationship
(i.e, Z#99 *onitshead’). In English, instead of alocative particle, apreposition
that precedes a noun or noun phrase describes a spatial relationship. The other was the
language-specific use of the compound verb, shenglqi4 ‘anger’. For instance, achild
sad, “ Zijli ) 7% 4 a2 E -# (That child angered that dog.)” When this compound
verb is used in Mandarin utterances, it should be divided into two parts. A noun or
noun phrase as an object should follow shengland precede qi4.

The influence of English on the Mandarin syntactic expressions of the children
showed up primarily in the word order of their narratives. In Mandarin, the typical
word order is modifier + modifiee, instead of modifiee + modifier (e.g., arelative
clause), which isregular in English: The children inithe present study produced
English-influenced Mandarin expressions in which the modifiees preceded the
modifiers. For example, achildsaid, “ /97726 9~ Z)— [l 1 FF7 (They suddenly
saw a tree which collapsed.)”

The influenced morpholegical’ expressions seen.in English stories included
influences on prepositions and cases as well as erroneous uses of |ocative particles
and pro-drop parameter. In English, an intransitive verb (e.g., 100k) is often followed
by a preposition preceding a noun or noun phrase, while in Mandarin, averb is not
followed by a preposition to specify the relation between the verb and the object. The
children in the present study omitted prepositions after the intransitive verbs in their
English utterances (e.g., He are looking a frog.).

In addition, instead of using different forms to show case relations, Mandarin
speakers use word order to express case relations. For example, in the sentence tal
da3 tal ‘He hits him,’” the first talpreceding the verb is the subject while the second

tal following the verb is the object. The subject and object case of talin Mandarin
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share the same form. One child in the present study used the subject case “he” in the
position of the object case (i.e., The bee don’'t want to give he).

Another cross-linguistic pattern was to keep the position of locative particles
(e.g., li3miand *inside’) and replace them with nouns, which was observed in alarge
proportion of the influenced utterances. The pro-drop parameter of Mandarin
appeared in alarge number of influenced utterances in English aswell. When
pronouns are pragmatically inferable from the context, they can be omitted in
Mandarin but not in English. For example, a child’s utterance shows both instances:
“Fall to the water inside.”

The Mandarin-influenced English syntactic expressions included the use of the
serial verb construction and presentative sentences as well as influences on word order.
The seria verb constructionand presentative sentences are characteristic of Mandarin
syntax. Some of the children used the serial verb construction in their English
sentences. That is, they preduced English'Sentences containing two verb phrases
juxtaposed without any marker indicating what the relationship was between them
(e.g, The dog and the people come aut get the dog.).

In addition, in the children’s English narratives, presentative sentences with
Mandarin syntactic structure were identified. A presentative sentence introduces a
noun phrase which names an entity into adiscourse (Li & Thompson, 1981).
According to their definition, a presentative sentence may have the form of locus +
existentia verb (e.g., you3 ‘exist’) + presented noun phrase. Some children produced
presentative sentences with thisform in their English narratives (e.g., Here have a bee
go out.).

As for the influences on word order, the children produced English sentencesin

which the negative preceded the auxiliary verb (e.g., | not can sleeping.). In Mandarin,
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the negative can sometimes be placed before the auxiliary verb but not in English.

In addition, some children translated their Mandarin phrases word-for-word into
English ones. For instance, a child said, “ ;‘7‘5/‘5:5/ E/— £ FUE ] (Here have a bee go
out.).

Overadl, in the present study, more Mandarin-influenced English utterances than
English-influenced Mandarin utterances were observed in the children’s stories. The
number of influenced utterances the children made in either language was obviously
different. There are two possible explanations for this finding. First, the Taiwanese
EFL learners may still be in the process of acquiring second language (L 2). Although
the children in the present study spoke two languages, they learned Mandarin first at
home and then English later at sehool. Mandarin is the ambient language. Fifteen out
of the 22 children (68%) had:received English instruction for less than 25 months.
They had limited L2 proficiency; thus, they used theirfirst.language as a base for
understanding or producing the second-language..Therefore, the influence of L1 on L2
was most in evidence at this stage, at'which learners’.output was more productive, but
their L2 resources were still limited (Genesee et al., 2004).

The other possible explanation for the difference in the number of influenced
utterances the children made in either language may be that telling English stories was
amore demanding task for the children. When telling stories, children use their
microstructure knowledge of morphology and syntax, their knowledge of how to
achieve cohesion and coherence as well as their knowledge of how to represent the
content and overall structural organization of the story. Therefore, telling storiesis an
arduous task, as children must use both their linguistic and cognitive knowledge at the
same time. When the EFL children in the present study were requested to tell stories

in English, the storytelling task appeared to be more linguistically and cognitively
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challenging. It might be inferred from the data that the children had to draw on their
knowledge of Mandarin morphology and syntax in order to produce complex and long
sentences in English to fully deliver the plots of the story. The reason why the
children produced a larger proportion of Mandarin-influenced English expressions
may be because they decreased self-monitoring of their English morphology and
syntax in amore cognitively-demanding storytelling task.

To sum up, while Mandarin was the children’s dominant language, they still
generated Mandarin utterances influenced by English. However, this should not be
used as strong evidence indicating that the children’s native-language proficiency was
affected by learning a L2, because the datawere limited and only applied to the
specific task assigned to the children inthe study. This may only indicate that the
mental operation executed inthe Mandarin narrative task was influenced by English.
On the other hand, the children made more Mandarin-influenced English utterances.
While they were still in the'process of .acquiring English, they used Mandarin asa
basis for understanding or preducing English. Therefore, the Taiwanese EFL children
in the present study generated more Mandarin-influenced English utterances than

English-influenced Mandarin utterances.

Limitations and Future Directions
Several limitations of this study are noteworthy. For one, the present study
limited analyses to only certain types of morphological errors and syntactic structures
in Mandarin and English narratives respectively. It should be noted that the present
study reported findings of only these particular types of morphological errors and
syntactic structures in the children’s Mandarin and English narratives. Further

research could address other types of morphological errors and syntactic structures
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shown in Taiwanese EFL children’s narratives in Mandarin and English. Another
limitation is that the present study is a preliminary attempt to systematically analyze
the possible cross-linguistic influences in the Taiwanese EFL children’s narratives.
There is apossibility that the children’s influenced utterances may result from other
factors such as the number of years the L2 has been learned, the authentic contact
with L2 or not (Cortés, 2006), and their still-devel oping language systems. Future
research with Mandarin-speaking EFL learners is needed to determine cross-linguistic
influences with more specific evidence.

Finally, the small sample size and the inclusion of only one age group of the
Taiwanese EFL children did not provide sufficient evidence to chart the process of
acquiring morphological and syntactic knowledge: 1t would be of future interest to
include alarger number of Mandarin-speaking EFL preschoolers with awider age
range. Thiswould help understand the developmentalprocess of acquiring
morphological and syntactic knowl edge.-In addition, the present study used SALT to
analyze the children’s English productivity measures. The analyses of Mandarin
productivity measures, however, were carried out manually because SALT cannot
anayze Mandarin language samples. Other studies (e.g., Au, 2002) used the CHAT
format from the Children’s Data Exchange System (CHILDES, MacWhinney, 1994)
to analyze children’s Mandarin language samples. It would be of particular
importance to use other computerized language sample analysis tool to calculate
children’s language productivity measures in their English as well as Mandarin

narratives and to see if the results of language productivity measures are comparable.

Implications

This study isa preliminary attempt to systematically analyze the grammatical
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structures and cross-linguistic influences in the Mandarin and English narratives of
EFL preschoolers from Mandarin-speaking backgrounds. There are several
implications that this work has for understanding Taiwanese EFL preschoolers
morphological and syntactic abilities as well as cross-linguistic influences. First, there
is no denying that the Taiwanese EFL preschoolers tended to have language-specific
morphological errors and uses of syntactic structures in their Mandarin and English
narratives. The children’s performance on the measures of linguistic structures might
provide teachers with insights into their curriculum design for Mandarin-speaking
monolingual or EFL preschoolers. For example, teachers can conduct activities or
tasks focusing on the specific word classes which students would tend to have
erroneous uses of. In addition, some activities or tasks can target on the syntactic
structures which learners might net frequently usein their utterances in order to
certify that they are capable of using these structures.

Secondly, the children’s.influenced.utterances at the morphological and syntactic
levels might inform teachers about the influences from ene language on the other. The
children produced cross-linguistic'structures with influences predominantly but not
exclusively from Mandarin to English. Therefore, teachers should be encouraged to
pay attention to students’ influenced utterances in order to facilitate their first and
second language development. Finally, for early childhood professionals or educators,
this research might indicate that a narrative task is an effective activity for eliciting
ora production from children even at the preschool level. They can analyze children’'s

narratives to evaluate their language proficiency and multifaceted language abilities.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A
Consent Form for the Kindergarten Administration: Chinese
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Appendix A (Continued)
Consent Form for the Kindergarten Administration: Chinese
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Appendix B
Informed Consent Letter for Parents: Chinese
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Appendix B (Continued)
Informed Consent Letter for Parents: Chinese
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Appendix C
Parental Consent Form: Chinese

Fr [

—WU-L

S RFPRARL 2R PR O RIS

*éﬂfrpl‘éi; o FG I E[Eﬁ]‘«‘l‘z}k’ﬁfjg Ipaﬂt@ygﬁﬁ SEGE| ST Fr;qﬁ Hif Jar;[ fir]

FYRIEG g f S PR TR AL A A P (O P

7| p@@m{ﬁgf, N iié?@m‘aﬁ%gﬁgrﬁl 2 J% ?ﬁsﬁf*fﬁ%‘ﬁf@z EEae

2T PO T IR 1 v RIS o SRR 1) TR
W e ISP E I ,&Efﬁgﬁeﬁ > %ﬁ'f[ﬁ‘m@}gﬁﬁj{ij’ il fﬁi‘?.}l’%iéﬁ%fﬁ&}?’fﬁj\ FIFY o 29 i
FE | u%ﬁ, {ﬁ” R EE fPﬂ?aFJ’hlv[}]ﬁ”& MAT’F':E;J;?YE J@IE’J“;{% FUE fJI’AE ﬁl‘k

PR~ EURRRSR T R ST e

O[S S oppek (gl | > | 975 34 7o)
FREY

O PIRIESS g e i

1 fogL 4 R

sy
Ve
o

R S S | I 2

I
F

119



Appendix C (Continued)
Parental Consent Form: Chinese
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Appendix D
Parental Socioeconomic Information

Parental socioeconomic information

Paternal Maternal
Type Occupation Education Occupation Education
Code 1 2345 12345 61 234512345 6
Number 0 02713 000412 68 0248 0004 14 4
Total 22 22 22 22
Occupation Codes:

1. Homemaker or the unemployed(€.0:, housewives, students, and etc.)

2. Non-technical workers (e.g.;Street venders, sanitary workers, and etc.)

3. Semi-professional workers (e.g., store owners, assi stants, painters, salesmen, and
etc.)

4. Professional, middle-rank administrators or workers (e.g., college faculties, doctors,
engineers, and etc.)

5: High-level or senior administrators (e.g., employers, general managers, school

principals, and etc.)

Education Codes:

1. Theilliterate

2. The literate, elementary school level
3. Junior high school level

4. Senior or vocational high school level
5. College or university level

6. Graduate school level or above
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Appendix E
List of Transcription and Coding Conventions Based on SALT

Some SALT conventions (Miller & Chapman, 1993) were used to transcribe
and code children’s narrative samples.
. Bound morphemes: A slash is used to separate morphemes.
(1) /s: Plural. Words that end in “s” but represent one entity are not slashed.
Ex: kitten/s, baby/s, pants
(i1) /z:Possessive inflection. Do not mark possessive pronouns.
Ex: dad/z, Mary/z, his, yours
(iii) /9/z:Plural and possessive.
Ex: baby/s/z
(iv) /ed: Past tense. Predicate adjectives are not slashed.
Ex: loveled, digfed, isinterested
(V) /3s. The third person singul ar-verb-ferm:lrregul ar forms are not slashed.
Ex: go/3s, tell/3s, does
(V1) /ing: Verb inflection. The gerund'use of the verb form is not slashed.
Ex: go/ing, run/ing, went shopping
(V1) In’t, /'t: Negative contractions. Irregular forms are not slashed.
Ex: can/’t, does/n’t, won't
(v I, 'm, Id, I're, I's, I've: Contractible verb forms.

Ex: 11, 1/'m, 1/'d, wel're, hel's, wel’ve

. Mazes: Mazes in parentheses are not counted. When aword in asentence is
repeated, the repeated word is parenthesized. When a sentence is repeated more
than twice, the third one is parenthesized.

122



Appendix E (Continued)
List of Transcription and Coding Conventions Based on SALT

Ex: (The little boy) the little boy saw there was still a dog. The dog barks. The

dog barks. (The dog barks.)

. *: Omissions. It indicates the omission of aword; /*: It means the omission of an
obligatory bound morpheme.

Ex: The dog barks *at him. The car go/* 3s fast.

. [ ]: Codes. Codes are used to mark words or utterances. Codes are placed in
brackets [ ] and cannot contain blank spaces.

() [EW:__] isused to mark word-level-errors.

Ex: He were[ EW:was] look/ing.

(i) [EW] is used to mark extraneous-werés:

Ex: The boy is a| EW] dleepling:

(iii) [EV] is used to mark utterance-level errors.

Ex: They came to stop/ed[EU].

(iv) [WQ] is used to mark utterance with non-standard word order.

Ex: Fall down the dog and the boy[WQ].
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Appendix F
Exclusion of Items for Word Count

The following items were excluded for word count and analysis. Words
marked by parentheses in the transcript were not counted. The following were
adopted from Au’s (2002) study.

1. Mazes. False starts, repetitions, reformulations and unfinished attempts were
composed of mazes (Miller & Leadholm, as cited in Au, 2002, p. 51).

() False starts:
(IR .. R g1 ) SR s e
(Then...thelittle...then...the deer took...) then the deer ran in ahurry
(boy ...) the boy drinks much water.

(i1) Repetitions
Cl B35 ) T BISEae - By
(The little boy) the little boy saw there was still a dog.
(And) (and and and) the boy shout.

(i) Reformulations:
(F9.. ) P I R R
(He...looked) he smelled into the hole.

The boy sees outside (and a...) and no more.
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Appendix F (Continued)
Exclusion of Items for Word Count

(iv) Unfinished attempts:
JFVJFHE?#%— KB (BT IR E L)

The little dog was scared alot. (The boy then...then...)

The boy ran to the frog. (A boy is...)

2. Comments; Comments irrelevant to the narrative were excluded.
(7" RLag =5 7 1)

(But | till don’t understand this.)

(I don’'t know.)

3. Habitual Starters: Words that children used habitually sentence-initially were
excluded.
(IRE) T PIgipst: Tl o (IR P9 PTR (] HR o (TREAHHN)
TIENF) 4 & RIS
(Then) the little boy said:” Shh.” (Then) they two climbed up to that. (Then asa

result) saw Father frog and Mother frog.

(And) the boy slegps and the frog goes. (And) a boy wakes up and seesthereis

no frog. (And and) the boy looks at his shoes.
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Appendix F (Continued)
Exclusion of Items for Word Count

4. Place-fillers: Words which serve to fill a pause or transition were excluded.

T (pd) - T IEE RS ()

Then (REX) the dog ran (REX) in a hurry.

The boy falls down (uh) because the dog is pushing the tree.
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