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    Abstract     This chapter presents an overview of the history, theories, research and 
practical issues in the area of teaching Chinese as a heritage language (TCHL) in the 
post-secondary setting in the United States. The theoretical aim of the chapter is to 
formulate interdisciplinary insights into TCHL, relating research from second lan-
guage acquisition perspectives to identity research, curriculum development 
research, discourse analysis, and social constructionist views on language learning. 
The practical aim of the chapter is to provide teachers, program administrators and 
policy makers concrete pedagogical suggestions regarding TCHL.  
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1         Introduction 

 As reported in the 2011 American Community Survey, the Chinese-speaking popu-
lation in the U.S. has reached 2.9 million, quadrupling the number in 2000, marking 
Chinese as the third most spoken language in the U.S. after English and Spanish 
(Ryan  2013 ). Among those reporting to speak Chinese, 44 % also indicated they 
speak English very well (Ryan  2013 ). These statistics provide a snapshot of the 
widespread Chinese-English  bilingualism   in the U.S. A cogently related phenome-
non is the increasing number of students in Chinese foreign language classrooms 
who have pre-existing abilities in Chinese due to their home background, viz. 
Chinese Heritage Language Learners (CHLLs). In an English-dominant society, 
children of Chinese-speaking families have extensive exposure to Chinese but typi-
cally become English-dominant once formal schooling starts. For many children of 
immigrant families, learning Chinese may remain a remote childhood  memory   or 
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may constitute years of (reluctantly) attending community-based Chinese schools 
on weekends, as demanded by parents. 

 Such reluctance and amorphous identifi cation with the family language may sud-
denly change once young individuals enter college, a critical period in which for-
eign language study is intricately connected to one’s conscious  identity   formation, 
as well as intellectual development (He  2006 ; Li  2011 ). Foreign language study is a 
mandatory subject in the university setting. Students from Chinese families or other 
heritage backgrounds may elect to (re)learn Chinese both to fulfi ll their foreign 
language study requirement and to explore their personal, familial, and cultural con-
nections with the language (He  2006 ,  2008 ,  2010 ; He and Xiao  2008 ; McGinnis 
 2008 ; Wen  2011 ; also see Polinsky and Kagan  2007 ; Valdés  2001 ). Meanwhile, 
since China has become a global economic force, Chinese is now a world language 
of considerable social capital (Bourdieu  1991 ). On the societal level, heritage lan-
guage speakers are a national resource as they possess great potential to reach 
advanced Chinese  language profi ciency   in a relatively short amount of time (Brecht 
and Ingold  1998 ). 

 Thus, teaching and learning Chinese as a heritage language is signifi cant on 
many levels for individual learners, their families, the community, the language 
teaching profession, and the society and nation at large. At the same time, however, 
unprecedented complexities and challenges lie in the increasingly heterogeneous 
Chinese language classroom. Pedagogical challenges are no longer just about teach-
ing the language itself, but also about understanding learner’s different needs and 
creating curricula that take into account learners’ different language backgrounds 
and profi ciency profi les. 

 Teaching Chinese as a Heritage Language (TCHL) is a young but fast developing 
fi eld. From the seminal collection of articles in X. Wang ( 1996b ) on community- 
based Chinese schools, a special issue of the  Heritage Language Journal  dedicated 
to TCHL (Tao  2006 ), a comprehensive review of the evolution of  Chinese language 
education   (McGinnis  2008 ), a wide-scope foundational volume (He and Xiao 
 2008 ), and numerous original journal articles (e.g., in more recent years, Wen  2011 ; 
Wong and Xiao  2010 ; Xiao and Wong  2014 ; Xie  2014 ; Zhang  2014 ), a rich knowl-
edge base is forming. However, critical reviews of research, theories, and pedagogi-
cal activities in TCHL specifi cally pertaining to the university setting are 
non-existent, with the exception of Duanduan Li and Patricia A. Duff’s chapter in 
He and Xiao ( 2008 ). Since the time of Li and Duff’s ( 2008 ) publication, diverse 
studies of CHLLs at the post-secondary level have emerged and the fi eld of foreign 
language education as a whole has evolved and become more interdisciplinary. 

 The current chapter extends the discussion initiated in Li and Duff ( 2008 ) on 
university-level TCHL. Compared to the article by Li and Duff ( 2008 ), the current 
chapter focuses more on classroom-based research and insights. The chapter relates 
research from  second language acquisition   perspectives to  identity   research,  bilin-
gualism  , discourse analysis, and curriculum development and materials design. The 
practical aim of the chapter is to provide teachers, program administrators, and 
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policy makers with concrete pedagogical suggestions regarding post-secondary 
TCHL. 1  

 The chapter provides a critical review of the sociolinguistic contexts of TCHL, 
including a review of the theoretical constructs in TCHL literature, a discussion of 
 home and community   environments of TCHL, and discussion of the nuances of 
Chinese as a Heritage Language (CHL) for dialect speakers. It also offers a review 
of research directly pertaining to university-level TCHL, including research on 
learning  motivation  ,  identity   research, and research on various linguistic structures 
and usages of HLLs. Pedagogical discussions and suggestions based on relevant 
research and the author’s own practical experiences are also presented. The chapter 
concludes with suggestions for further research.  

2     Heritage Language Learners (HLLs): Constructs 
and Contexts 

2.1     Defi ning Heritage Language Learners 

 Drawing on Valdés’ defi nition ( 2001 , p. 38), He ( 2006 ) defi nes a Chinese  HLL   as 
someone “who is raised in a home where Chinese is spoken, who speaks or at least 
understands the language and is to some degree bilingual in Chinese and in English” 
(p. 1). The key elements of this defi nition are the learner’s home environment and 
his/her existing Chinese profi ciency. HLLs contrast with foreign language learners 
(hereafter FLLs). The latter encounter Chinese as True Beginners (Valdés  1997 ), i.e. 
they have not benefi ted from what Dai and Zhang ( 2008 ) call the  Chinese linguistic   
habitus (Bourdieu  1991 ). As HLLs’ exposure to Chinese primarily occurs in the 
home domain, Chinese language skills of HLLs have certain common limitations: 
generic and small-size vocabulary and vocabulary particular to home-based lan-
guage use, unfamiliarity with language tasks not typically encountered in the home 
setting, unfamiliarity with a range of registers, style, and genres, and limited experi-
ence with written Chinese (He and Xiao  2008 ). Further, since Chinese has a non- 
alphabetic writing system, HLLs’ aural-oral profi ciency acquired in the home 
setting does not necessarily lead to fast-paced acquisition of reading and writing 
(Xiao  2008 ). A wide variability of literacy levels exists in HLLs. 

 Kagan ( 2011 ) defi nes HLLs as “those who have been exposed to a particular 
language in childhood but did not learn it to full capacity because another language 
became dominant” (p. 4). 2  This defi nition brings to the foreground two factors in the 

1   The chapter does not cover issues concerning language maintenance and indigenous language 
rights and national foreign language polices, all of which are however important dimensions of 
understanding the sociocultural context of heritage language learning. 
2   This defi nition is based on Polinsky and Kagan ( 2007 ) and is called the narrow defi nition of HLLs 
to contrast with the broad defi nition that focuses on an individual’s cultural or heritage  motivation  
to learn the HL, not necessarily considering existing  language profi ciency . 
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development of a Heritage Language (hereafter HL): the competition of English 
leading to unbalanced bilingual language skills and HLLs’ initial exposure to 
Chinese in childhood. Children born in the U.S. tend to have a steep reduction of 
their Chinese exposure when formal schooling starts. In HL literature, the age at 
which HLLs shift from a Chinese-dominant environment to an English-dominant 
environment is correlated with subsequent HL profi ciency. This correlation is par-
ticularly salient for “Generation 1.5” HLLs, i.e. HLLs who immigrated to the U.S. 
at a young age. Kagan ( 2011 ; also see Polinsky and Kagan  2007 ) suggested that 
HLLs who immigrated at the age of preschool have similar HL characteristics to 
U.S.-born HLLs. Those who have completed elementary school before emigrating 
differ considerably from the younger age group. Students who attended the equiva-
lent of junior high school in their home country tended to have signifi cantly higher 
Chinese literacy level. Completion of high school typically corresponds to the pro-
fi ciency of a native speaker. 

 Adopting a classroom-based perspective, Weger-Gunther ( 2006 ) defi nes a Chinese 
 HLL   as “an individual who has one or more parents who speak Chinese as their fi rst 
language and who self-identifi ed themselves as taking Chinese classes in part because 
of their ethnic heritage” (p. 30). This defi nition marks HLLs’ self- identifi cation as 
critical to understanding students as HLLs (see also He  2006 ). In an interview given 
to  Korean Language in America , Professor Jin Sook Lee ( 2013 ) emphasized, “The 
concept of heritage languages encompasses a wide range of personal, societal, lin-
guistic, and cultural experiences” (p. 137). Ties to a heritage language include ethnic 
ties, psychological ties, profi ciency ties, cultural ties, religious ties, and a myriad of 
other ways in which an individual can make connections to a language in ways dif-
ferent from a traditional foreign language learner (J.S. Lee in Lee  2013 ). 

 These various defi nitions of HLLs help us to “highlight and differentiate” (Lee 
 2013 , p. 137) the commonly shared but ultimately individual backgrounds of the 
students in our classrooms. While building on these common constructs, we need to 
keep in mind, as Wiley ( 2001 , p. 30) noted, that the term  HLL   is “elastic” and 
includes a broad range of variables and  individual difference   s  . Family history, home 
literacy practices, family language policies, community efforts, the learner’s life 
experiences, experiences learning Chinese, personalities, aspirations, interests, and 
learning styles all have a role to play in an individual’s self-identifi cation as a heri-
tage speaker/learner, his/her bilingual profi ciency, and developmental trajectory. 
Theoretical constructs such as “the HLL” thus need to be understood as no more 
than mnemonic shorthand for the complex, evolving, and individualistic nature of 
heritage language use and learning.  

2.2     The Role of Home and Community 

 This section reviews research on the  home and community   environment of HL 
learning in order to help us understand the pre-existing knowledge and skills, as 
well as learning expectations, of HLLs when they enter the university-level FL 
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classroom. In the home setting, it is not unusual for parents to speak Chinese to their 
children and children to respond in English (Liu  2013 ). In the following extracts, 
two HLLs in a university heritage Chinese class describe their use of Mandarin at 
home. 3 

•       I usually speak / reply  ( in )  English to my parents and my parents speak Mandarin Chinese 
to me. I usually only speak Mandarin to clarify when my parents don ’ t understand what 
I am saying in English .  

•    The majority of the time I speak to my parents in Mandarin  ( like 90  %),  but I mainly 
speak English to my brother .    

   The students’ descriptions refl ect common  bilingual practices in Chinese immi-
grant familie   s  . Aural skills, the ability to understand Chinese, are the most typical 
skill set that HLLs bring to their university-level Chinese classes. It is also common 
for Chinese parents to implement a “Chinese-Only” home language policy, creating 
an environment where not only listening but also speaking in Chinese is enforced. 
The extent of parents’ home language policy will  affect   the degree of oral profi -
ciency of learners. Although, as He ( 2008 ) cautions, children may develop a nega-
tive attitude towards the controlling of language use at home, it is also through this 
home language policy and conscious effort of parents that a child develops both 
aural and oral skills despite the constant competition of English. 

 Aural-oral skills in Chinese are much easier to foster compared to the develop-
ment of literacy skills due to the non-alphabetic writing system of Chinese. Koda 
et al. ( 2008 ) examined HLLs’  literacy development   at home and in community- 
based Chinese schools. The authors found that HLLs’ print-based input was heavily 
restricted in amount and type. Similar fi ndings were seen in Xiao ( 2008 ) who 
showed that Chinese families’ home literacy practices were exemplifi ed by chil-
dren’s learning to write their name and reading fl ashcards of Chinese characters, 
picture books, and nursery rhymes. However, once kindergarten begins, formal 
schooling results in a drastic reduction of time spent on Chinese literacy learning. 
Both studies suggest that HLLs’ home background does not necessarily position 
them in an advantageous position over FLLs in university-level Chinese classrooms 
due to the limited exposure HLLs may have had to print texts. 

 Community-based Chinese language schools extend HLLs’ heritage language 
exposure and development. These schools tend to follow the instructional approaches 
of the school director’s home country (McGinnis  2008 ). Schools organized by 
Taiwanese Chinese immigrants versus schools organized by Mainland Chinese 
immigrants adopt different textbooks and form their own respective national heri-
tage school coalitions, i.e., the Chinese School Association in the United States 
(CSAUS, ) and the National Council of Associations of Chinese 
Language Schools (NCA-CLS, ) 4  (see Wang  1996b  and 
Liu  2013  for detailed discussions). 

3   Learner excerpts used in this chapter were from the author’s own research. 
4   Traditional-style characters are used here in accordance with the script-choice of NCA-
CLS. Likewise, simplifi ed-style characters are adopted in referring to the name of CSAUS also in 
accordance with the Organization’s script-preference. 
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 Community-based Chinese schools attended by immigrants from Taiwan tend to 
adopt  (Zhuyin Fuhao), the phonetic system used in Taiwan, along with 

 (Pinyin, the  Romanization   system used in Mainland China), traditional charac-
ters (as opposed to simplifi ed characters used in Mainland China) and the textbook 
series “ ”  Huayu  (as opposed to “ ”  Zhongwen  used in Chinese 
schools administered by individuals from Mainland China) (Liu  2013 ; CSAUS 
 2013 ; NCA-CLS  2014 ). 

 Despite these curricular differences, community-based Chinese schools are simi-
lar in their methodological approaches. Both of the core textbook series,  Huayu  and 
 Zhongwen , zero in on the characters as building blocks and the phonetic symbols as 
a bridge to written Chinese. The textbooks are accompanied by workbooks that drill 
on proper stroke orders and sensitize students to single character’s combinatorial 
potentials with other characters. Heritage Chinese textbooks do not present explicit 
grammatical instructions nor are there instructions on listening and speaking. 
Poems, picture stories, and other such small bits of literacy input engage learners in 
reading and writing in a manner similar to that found in mainland China or Taiwan 
for Chinese monolingual speakers. The speed of reading development is estimated 
at 400–500 characters per profi ciency band, each profi ciency band corresponding to 
the amalgomeration of 4 levels in the 12-level system in the adopted textbook series. 
Learners are expected to acquire 1,350 characters upon completion of the 12 levels 
(Wang  1996a ). 5  

 Since instructors in community-based language schools tend to be parent 
volunteers, 6  methodologies in the classroom vary, but rote-memorization and drills 
are commonly practiced. A critical review of curriculum used at heritage language 
schools (Wang  1996a ) suggested that instruction in Chinese community schools 
tends to be too textbook-driven. Teacher training in using textbooks in fl exible ways 
and in creating context-rich supplements is much needed. Because of the sole focus 
on reading and writing, the needs of dialect speakers to practice speaking and listen-
ing in Mandarin Chinese may also be left unattended. By directly adopting  teaching 
method   s   for Chinese monolinguals in mainland China or Taiwan, the teaching may 
not explicitly focus on morphology and  grammar  , assuming that students will have 
internalized grammatical rules. Research has not shown yet if implicit grammar 
instruction is suitable for bilingual learners who do not encounter the abundance 
and variety of input that Chinese monolinguals apparently enjoy (O’Grady et al. 
 2011 ). But we may anticipate that HLLs in university-level FL classrooms have 
some degree of implicit grammatical knowledge even if they are unable to use meta-

5   The author is not aware of more recent publications that specifi cally address the vocabulary and 
skills coverage of the textbook-based curriculum of Chinese community schools and is thus unable 
to extend the insights offered in P-F. S. Wang ( 1996a ) nearly two decades earlier. 
6   As one of the editors of this volume points out, depending on the locale, sometimes graduate 
students from local universities or community volunteers who are non-parents also serve as 
instructors. It would be an interesting research project to study the extent to which graduate stu-
dents bring different methodologies and perspectives into the community language classroom. 
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language to explain that knowledge. In this regard, the heavy focus on grammar in 
current university-level FL classrooms may present a challenge to HLLs. 

 Another major difference between community-based schools and the typical 
university-level foreign language classroom is the community school’s abundant 
use of Chinese as the language of instruction and considerable incorporation of 
cultural practices (dancing, calligraphy, arts, etc.). In community-based Chinese 
schools, curricula often link to Chinese summer camps and various community 
activities (such as New Year celebrations) (Wang  1996a ). Teachers also act as “par-
enting fi gures,” instilling in the students Chinese moral values, such as respecting 
authority in classroom  teacher-student interaction  s (He  2000 ). Parents’ direct and 
in-depth involvement in all aspects of the school’s affairs and the heavy cultural and 
extra-curricular activities result in community-based Chinese schools becoming a 
part of HLLs’ personal life. 

 Having experienced such personal feelings for the community school, HLLs 
arriving in university Chinese classes may welcome the diversifi ed learners in the 
classroom and enjoy a sense of independence and freedom. But on the other hand, 
a traditional university foreign language classroom tends to treat language learning 
as an academic endeavor where experiential approaches and extra-curricular activi-
ties may play a small role. 7  Culture and worldviews are not traditional components 
of the university-level foreign language classroom. Compared to community-based 
Chinese classes, university-level Chinese classes, if run in a heavily traditional and 
structural way, may feel intensive, isolated, and austere to HLLs.  

2.3     Dialect HLLs 

 The Chinese language is not a monolithic language. Rather, it is a language family 
of numerous regional dialects, including Cantonese, Hakka, Taiwanese, to name 
just a few (Chao  1968 ; Li and Thompson  1981 ). In the context of U.S. Chinese 
immigrant communities, speaking a particular dialect is associated with certain geo-
cultural values and the sociopolitical and historical contexts that gave rise to waves 
of immigration (Chao  1996 ). Tension exists between the social prestige currently 
enjoyed by Mandarin Chinese and the familial and personal values dialect speakers 
feel towards their home dialect (see, for example, Dai and Zhang  2008 ; Wong and 
Xiao  2010 ; Xiao  2008 ; see critical discussions in He  2006 ,  2008 ). 

 As Wong (2010) suggested, the various defi nitions of HLLs may prove problem-
atic for dialect Chinese speakers. Regional dialects such as Cantonese are mutually 
unintelligible from Mandarin. Thus, Mandarin is neither the home language nor 
does it occur frequently in a Cantonese-speaking  HLL  ’s immediate community. 

7   See, for example, Jack Richards’ ( 2001 ) discussion of academic rationalism as a widespread 
language curriculum  ideology  that has had a great infl uence on how languages are taught in the 
U.S. Academic rationalism constructs language as a subject matter, an end in itself, an embodiment 
of knowledge, and generational wisdom (Richards  2001 , p.114). 
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Dialect-background HLLs thus face a triple-challenge in a Mandarin Chinese FL 
classroom: learning to speak and understand Mandarin, learning the standard writ-
ten form of Chinese, and maintaining profi ciency in the home Chinese dialect. The 
following excerpt is from a blog entry written by an HLL fl uent in Cantonese who 
was taking a beginning-level University Mandarin class for HLLs. The student 
explained his reason for enrolling in the Chinese class.

   , , 
  

  I was studying in Hong Kong when I was one-year old. I came back  ( to the U.S .)  when 
I was six years old. I want to study Chinese because I can ’ t speak ,  read and write Chinese . 

   The excerpt illustrates some typical HL linguistic characteristics. For example, 
instead of using null pronouns as a cohesive device, typical in  L1   Chinese, the stu-
dent uses a fi rst-person pronoun in the subject position in every clause (cf. Xiao 
 2010 ). The excerpt also shows the predominance of the SVO sentence structure. 
What is worth noting though is the student has explicit awareness of his needs for 
not only reading and writing in Chinese but also speaking in Mandarin. As Wong 
and Xiao ( 2010 ) suggested, in the classroom, teachers may have unrealistic expecta-
tions for dialect speakers, assuming they should learn Chinese in the same way as 
Mandarin heritage speakers. At the same time, in a heritage-track FL classroom, 
instruction tends to cater to the Mandarin-speaking  HLL   majority in the classroom, 
primarily focusing on reading and writing. The needs of HLLs to develop Mandarin 
speaking and listening skills are left unaddressed (Wong and Xiao  2010 ). 

 Further, social stigma may attach to speaking a regional dialect of Chinese as 
opposed to Mandarin, and ideological tensions may result from the choice of a par-
ticular script system, i.e., the simplifi ed Chinese script or the traditional Chinese 
script. Wong and Xiao ( 2010 ), based on their interview research with Chinese dia-
lect speakers and Mandarin speakers, found that dialect speakers are conscious of 
the offi cial status of Mandarin, and students from Hong Kong and Taiwan immi-
grant family backgrounds express preference for the traditional script for writing. In 
this vein, teachers, as language educators, should not force their own  ideology   and 
cultural upbringing on learners. There should be space for discussion and awareness 
of the sociolinguistic landscape of China. While classroom instruction has to adopt 
a particular phonetic system and writing system, the teacher should give students 
fl exibility to choose one code over another while raising awareness of the implica-
tions of their code choices. Such sociolinguistic awareness is increasingly common-
place in Chinese textbooks. A textbook series may provide both the traditional and 
the simplifi ed characters as written input and include explicit cultural notes on the 
diversity of Chinese dialects. It is also important for teachers to build sociolinguistic 
knowledge about Chinese and be able to respond to contingent and emergent 
 questions that may arise in the classroom and need to be expertly addressed in an ad 
hoc manner (Wong 2010).   
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3     CHLLs in the University Setting: Motivation, Identity 
and Linguistic Profi les 

 The U.S. post-secondary setting presents a unique context for understanding heri-
tage language learning and teaching. On the one hand, it is typically at this stage that 
HLLs become acutely aware of the pertinence of their HL profi ciency to their per-
sonal  identity  , and, in turn, become strongly motivated to (re)learn Chinese (He 
 2006 ,  2008 ,  2011 ; Li  2011 ). On the other hand, the higher-education setting differs 
greatly from the K-12 setting and the community setting (Li and Duff  2008 ). In the 
post-secondary setting, heritage language teaching typically constitutes a specifi c 
unit of foreign language teaching. Historically,  heritage language learner  s were an 
emergent phenomenon that seemed to have just caught the  attention   of many lan-
guage educators. William O’Grady ( 2013 ) relayed that the fi rst time he heard the 
term “Heritage Language Learner” was in the 1980s when it came to be realized 
that some students in the foreign language classroom “have no native language,” 
being neither a native speaker of English nor a native speaker of the family language 
(p. 141). 

 Heritage language learning is intrinsically “sociocultural” (He  2010 ). Profi ciency 
considerations alone are never suffi cient to provide a coherent and suffi cient under-
standing of CHLLs. Three major strands of research have been carried out with 
HLLs in university FL classrooms: (1)  motivation   to learn, (2)  identity   and  bilin-
gualism  , and (3) acquisition in specifi c language areas. 

3.1     Motivation 

 Generally speaking, foreign language learners may be motivated to study the for-
eign language for practical reasons, i.e. “instrumental factors,” such as better job 
prospects, greater salary, etc. (Gardner and Lambert  1972 ). On the other hand, 
learners may be motivated by “integrative factors” where the learner appreciates the 
language, its  culture  , its people, and wishes to be a member of the target community 
(Gardner and Lambert  1972 ). 

 TCHL research shows that similar to FLLs, HLLs have strong instrumental  moti-
vation   to study Chinese (Lu and Li  2008 ; Wen  1997 ,  1999 ), sometimes even more 
so than FLLs (Lu and Li  2008 ). Lu and Li ( 2008 ) found that while both HLLs and 
FLLs are motivated by instrumental factors, as well as integrative factors, FLLs’ 
motivation to learn Chinese is also infl uenced by “situational factors” (such as prior 
learning experience and teaching approaches experienced), a phenomenon not 
apparent in HLLs. In other words, for FLLs, experience with a supportive teaching 
approach and learners’ self-monitoring and learning strategies play a signifi cant 
role in learners’ motivation to study Chinese. In contrast, HLLs maintain heritage- 
related motivation. The National Heritage Language Resource Center’s (NHLRC) 
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2009 survey showed that the majority of HLLs are motivated to study due to their 
cultural and linguistic heritage and their need to communicate with family members 
(Carreira and Kagan  2011 ). 

 Such different motivational profi les were confi rmed by Wen ( 2011 ), who com-
pared the  motivation   of HLLs with some degree of HL profi ciency to HLLs with 
little pre-existing profi ciency and to FLLs. Her survey results showed that HL pro-
fi ciency did not impact HLLs’ motivation to learn Chinese. Wen ( 2011 ) also sug-
gested that for all background groups, positive classroom experience and interactive 
instructional processes strengthen learners’ motivation for continued study. Simply 
put, for both HLLs and FLLs, classroom experiences should be “challenging yet 
fun” (Wen  2011 ). This, nevertheless, presents a great challenge for a mixed-group 
FL classroom since what is “challenging yet fun” for HLLs may likely be consider-
ably different for FLLs. 

 Xie ( 2014 ) studied learner  motivation   using a wider group of learners from six 
universities across fi ve states, all at the university introductory level. The study 
found that FLLs had a “linear” experience with Chinese while  HLL  ’s motivation to 
study Chinese was “non-linear,” characterized by struggles at an early age, rebellion 
and rejecting Chinese learning during adolescence, and fi nding confi dence and 
motivation to study Chinese again in college along with a search for coherence in 
self-perception and identifi cation. 

 This body of  motivation   research, all of which is based on learners’ responses to 
surveys and interviews, suggests that understanding HLLs’ motivation is extremely 
important when planning curriculum and materials for HLLs. HLLs’ motivation 
and non-linear history of such motivation is closely related to learner’s evolving 
perceptions of how they should and will be able to master their HL.  

3.2     Identity and Bilingualism 

 Research provides abundant evidence that HLLs consider Chinese  language profi -
ciency   part of their  identity   and seek to improve their Chinese profi ciency so that 
their language profi ciency refl ects their ethnic identity (He  2006 ,  2008 , and inter 
alia; also see Polinsky and Kagan  2007 ; Kagan  2011 ). Ideally, classroom instruction 
should both facilitate  HLL  ’s endeavor toward advanced language profi ciency and 
facilitate HLLs in their search for a deeper understanding of their multifaceted heri-
tage identity. This section reviews a number of recent studies that theorize the rela-
tionship of HLLs’ identity and  bilingualism   to their profi ciency development in the 
post-secondary setting. 

 First,  identity   is multifaceted, evolving, and contextualized (He  2004 ,  2006 , 
 2010 ,  2013 ; Lee  2005 ; Li  2011 ). J. S. Lee conducted a survey of 530 college-level 
learners and found that HLLs construct their identities in relative terms related to 
the perceptions and identities of others (Lee  2005 ). HLLs think of themselves as 
both an  HLL   and an FLL, two fl uid constructs that necessarily intersect. As elo-
quently stated in He ( 2013 ), an HLL’s language system is “a complex system that is 
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self-organizing (without being guided by any external principle or source), emer-
gent (unplanned, evolving as the interaction unfolds), creative (always different, 
always changing), and unpredictable, but bounded by the entire linguistic repertoire 
of the speaker. It is as a collage and calibration of holistic resources” (p. 314). 

 However, this dynamic and holistic view of the language system of HLLs may 
not be embraced by teachers in a traditional FL classroom. Weger-Gunther ( 2006 ) 
illustrated a case where in a university-level FL classroom the teacher had high 
expectations for HLLs and expressed to them, “You should learn better than other 
students because you already speak the language.” But at the same time, HLLs’ use 
of outside vocabulary and structures not from the class textbook was censored by 
the teacher. Teacher’s censoring of  HLL  ’s existing knowledge, on the one hand, and 
stereotype-based high expectations, on the other hand, may frustrate and alienate 
HLLs in the FL classroom. 

 Understanding the complexity and evolving nature of  HLL  ’s  identity   goes hand 
in hand with understanding the bilingual skills of HLLs. HLLs, with profi cient 
aural-oral skills in Chinese easily mix English and Chinese. Traditional classrooms 
may view HLLs’  English-Chinese code switching   as “rebellion to the teacher’s 
authority” or a sign of underdeveloped Chinese  language profi ciency   (He  2010 , 
 2013 ). Through ethnographic research and interviews, He ( 2010 ,  2013 ) demon-
strated that HLLs’ code switching to English is more customary than intentional. 
There are profi ciency-related reasons to switch, but overall, no one single theory can 
account for all instances of code switching across learners in various situations. He 
( 2010 ) hypothesized that HL bilingual speakers are able to access both English and 
Chinese language systems simultaneously, which results in their complex, non- 
uniform code switchings. Therefore, HLL’s English-Chinese code mixing is not to 
be viewed as a sign of defi ciency in Chinese, but as the ability to operate between 
languages. Correspondingly, the goal of HLL learning is not Chinese “linguistic 
competence”  per se , but “translingual and transcultural competence” (MLA  2007 , 
p. 237). 

 He’s ( 2010 ,  2013 ) theorizing of the “ multicompetence  ” of HLLs is echoed in Li 
( 2011 )’s study of the language use of multilingual Chinese youth in Britain. Li used 
the term “ translanguaging  ” to depict bilingual youth going between linguistic codes. 
Their creative use of English-Chinese code mixing is a source of group rapport, 
aesthetic pleasure, and self-identifi cation. Li ( 2011 ) also suggested that the univer-
sity is an important context for HLLs to re-connect to their heritage background. It 
is in this setting, along with fi nding like-minded friends, that HLLs experience mul-
tilingual opportunities and create a “translanguaging space”. 

 He ( 2006 ,  2008 ) used Identity Theory to explicitly relate HLLs’ self- identifi cation 
to  language profi ciency   development. He ( 2006 ) theorized that an  HLL  ’s HL devel-
opment is dependent on the degree to which “s/he is able to fi nd continuity and 
coherence in multiple communicative and social worlds in time and space to develop 
hybrid, situated identities and stances” (p. 1). It would seem fruitful for university- 
level HL instruction to incorporate  identity   as a focal point to organize instructional 
content and provide ample discursive opportunities for HLLs to express, articulate, 
understand, and broaden their sense of being a multilingual and multicultural 
individual.  

The Teaching of Chinese to Heritage Language Learners at the Post-Secondary Level



178

3.3     Literacy Development and Grammar 

 As Xiao ( 2006 ) and many others have suggested, CHLLs’ primary challenge in 
learning the HL is to connect their oral skills with literacy skills, including the abil-
ity to read and write and sensitivity to  genre  , register, and style shifts. These literacy 
skills are facilitated through  grammar   and vocabulary development. 

 Xiao ( 2008 ) studied the degree that  HLL  ’s heritage background facilitates their 
 literacy development   and found that HLLs have a relative advantage over FLLs in 
speaking, listening,  grammar   and sentence construction, but not in reading compre-
hension, vocabulary learning, and character writing. The study suggested that oral 
exposure does not necessarily lead to HLLs’ acquisition of reading and writing 
skills at a faster pace than FLLs, especially if the HLL has no prior exposure to writ-
ten Chinese (see also Ke  1998 , which focused on character recognition and produc-
tion skills and also found that HLLs did not demonstrate advantages over 
non-HLLs). 

 In a university setting, but shifting from overall  literacy development   to discourse 
features of  HLL  ’s writing, Xiao ( 2010 ) examined HLLs’ writing samples vis-à-vis 
FLLs’ writing samples and compared their writing with native speakers’ re-writing 
of the same learner texts. The study found that after a semester’s interval of learn-
ing, both the FLLs and HLLs improved in their written Chinese, but both cohorts 
also showed overall simplistic, loosely structured syntax. The re-written texts by 
native speakers used various devices to maintain discourse cohesion (i.e., topic 
chains), such as null pronouns and register-specifi c subordinate and coordinate con-
junctions. Compared with native speakers’ re-writing, HLLs used very few null 
pronouns while explicit subject pronouns and conjunctions were overused, resulting 
in repetitive and fragmentary discourse. The author hypothesized that such reliance 
on explicit devices was due to the visibility of these explicit features and their simi-
larity to English cohesive devices. Chinese-specifi c devices, such as null subject 
pronouns, are challenging and rarely used by HLLs. Within the range of conjunc-
tions used by HLLs, the usage tended to be formulaic and mirrored textbook input. 
Xiao indicated that discourse building is more important than sentence building for 
HLLs, compared with FLLs. To that end, compound sentences and complex sen-
tences should be a focus of instruction. This is an important insight for language 
programs that adopt textbooks designed for FLLs and use them for HLLs in a fast- 
paced manner. FLLs’ introductory textbooks tend to focus on oral skill develop-
ment. Consequently, input texts tend to be based on sentence-level, constructed 
short dialogues. Such sentence-level input does not address the discourse needs of 
HLLs and is a shortcoming to be addressed by supplemental input. 

 Research on the linguistic systems of Chinese HLLs is scarce compared to 
research on more commonly taught heritage languages, primarily languages using 
infl ectional morphology, such as Russian and Spanish (see, for example, Lynch 
 2003 ; Montrul  2002 ; Polinsky  2008a ,  b ; Polinsky and Kagan  2007 ). The results of 
these studies, based on heavily infl ected language, cannot be directly used to under-
stand Chinese HLLs’  grammar   acquisition (and in turn, their development of 
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 literacy). Chinese has an isolating morphology, relying heavily on word order, dis-
course context, and grammatical particles. 

 Nevertheless, there have been some illuminating studies in this area. Jia and 
Bayley’s ( 2008 ) study of the perfective marker - le  found that HLLs born in China 
outperformed their U.S.-born  HLL   peers in using this particular grammatical 
marker. This fi nding suggested that abundance of input plays a role in HLLs’  gram-
mar   knowledge. Xing ( 2006 ) also suggested that HLLs have the ability to internal-
ize grammar without  explicit instruction   although the nature of such grammatical 
knowledge is subject to further study. 

 A signifi cant challenge to learning written Chinese, unique to the situation of 
Chinese literary history, is the considerable, even formidable, difference between 
modern written Chinese and spoken Chinese. Li and Thompson ( 1982 ) suggest the 
non-alphabetic logographic writing system preserves the heavy presence of classi-
cal Chinese in modern written Chinese, and consequently maintains (and widens) 
the gap between spoken Chinese and written Chinese. Written Chinese uses much 
briefer clauses, very few explicit grammatical morphemes, and distinctive lexical 
choices, which are features of classical Chinese (   wenyan - wen ). The gap 
between modern written Chinese and spoken Chinese is so great that literate Chinese 
are in fact “bi-dialectal.” Essentially, learning written Chinese is much more com-
plicated than simply matching the sounds of Chinese to logographic symbols. 

 Very little research exists that gives us a coherent picture of how HLLs learn and 
understand written Chinese as a hybrid code. We also do not know the extent to 
which HLLs grasp the specifi c discourse and lexico-grammatical features of written 
Chinese. But several studies on CHLLs’ discourse characteristics in writing, includ-
ing Xiao ( 2010 ), are beginning to provide valuable information. 

 Zhang ( 2014 ) conducted an interesting and revealing study on a specifi c con-
junction type particular to Chinese compound sentences. Chinese compound sen-
tences are typologically distinct. Numerous correlative pairs depict specifi c logical 
and discourse relationships (i.e. such as  and pairs … …; … …), 
a device-set critical for written discourse development. Zhang focused on HLLs’ vs. 
FLLs’ knowledge of compound sentences at the university beginning level. Using 
acceptability judgment tasks, the study revealed that  HLL  ’s internal  grammar   in this 
area, at the beginning level, is similar to FLLs who have had 2 years of study as a 
True Beginner. FLLs’ knowledge corresponded to what they had been taught explic-
itly in the classroom while HLLs performed better on items that were more frequent 
in natural input in the kind of situations HLLs are exposed to. The results suggest 
that HLL’s grammatical knowledge is based on extracting rules from natural input 
(cf. Xing  2006 ). Further, HLLs were unaware of high-register pairs, such as 

… … and other such pairs which were correctly understood by FLLs due to 
explicit learning from textbooks. It is also interesting that HLLs treated many unac-
ceptable constructions as acceptable at a higher rate than FLLs. This grammatical 
“leniency” also suggests that HLL’s implicit grammar is rather crude, and  explicit 
instruction   is potentially very helpful. 

 Although few studies focus on the hybrid characteristics of modern written 
Chinese, studies such as Xiao ( 2010 ), on null pronouns and topic chains, and 
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Zhang ( 2014 ), on register-specifi c correlative conjunctions, suggest to us that the 
advantage of HLLs due to their heritage background should not be overstated when 
it comes to  literacy development  . Fast-paced learning, the typical model in the 
university- level Chinese FL classrooms for HLLs, may not adequately address the 
learning needs of HLLs. More appropriate may be a qualitatively different curricu-
lum that caters to HLLs’ need for explicit awareness of discourse characteristics of 
spoken Chinese (see, for example, Ming and Tao  2008 ) and the hybrid features of 
modern written Chinese (Li and Thompson  1982 ).   

4     Curriculum and Methodology for TCHL in Post- 
Secondary Settings 

 Due to budget limitations and the relatively smaller number of HLLs in university 
settings, HLLs are either mixed with other FLLs in the same classroom or are 
grouped in a fast-paced heritage language track. Consequently,  CFL   classrooms 
may be multi-leveled and present considerable pedagogical challenges. This section 
provides pedagogical suggestions based on research and the author’s experience 
administering and teaching Chinese language classes in an urban setting. 

4.1     Placement and Tracking 

 To my knowledge, research has not yet been carried out on designing appropriate 
 placement assessment  s for Chinese HLLs. Before such research becomes available, 
we draw insights from non-Chinese HL  assessment   insights. Polinsky and Kagan 
( 2007 ) and Benmamoun et al. ( 2010 ) suggested that vocabulary is a good measure 
of HL profi ciency, especially lexical range, specifi city, and  accuracy  . Polinsky and 
Kagan ( 2007 ) and Benmamoun et al. ( 2010 ) also suggested that speech rate is a reli-
able measurement of HL profi ciency since near-native speech rate correlates with 
general high-profi ciency. Applying such insights, it would seem appropriate that a 
placement assessment should have learners display their vocabulary knowledge 
and, if resources allow, demonstrate their natural speech rate. 

 As to  tracking  , research has predominantly pointed to the benefi ts of separate 
instruction for HLLs because of their pre-existing aural-oral skills, different degrees 
of exposure to reading and writing, earlier age of exposure, language exposure in 
naturalistic settings, different  motivation   profi les, and centrality of  identity   and  cul-
ture   as content to explore, among other factors (Kondo-Brown  2003 ; McGinnis 
 1996 ,  2008 ; Xiao  2006 ; Xing  2006 ; Valdés  1997 ,  2001 ). 

 In many FL programs, HL classes are designed as fast-paced classes with the 
same textbooks as FL classes, but as Xiao ( 2006 ) indicated, what  heritage learner   s   
need is a different type of instruction from fast-paced instruction. A mixed group 
class is likely frustrating to both learner groups. To explore if HLLs benefi t more 
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from a mixed-level class or a separate HL class, Shen ( 2003 ) situated a study in the 
 CFL   program at the University of Virginia where a separate HL track was estab-
lished in the fall of 1999. A one-semester HL class was equivalent to a two-semester 
FL class using the same textbook series (Yao et al.  1997 ). Shen tested the HLLs’ 
reading ability with vocabulary tests and the SAT II Chinese test in the mixed- 
background class vs. the separate HL class. The results showed that HLLs in the 
separate HL class performed signifi cantly better after one year of study than HLLs 
in the mixed group class after two years of study. The study suggested that  tracking   
based on similar backgrounds improved HL achievement. This achievement was 
attributed to the class environment that enabled abundance of learning opportunity, 
peer pressure, and more level-appropriate input and output activities, such as the use 
of short plays and movies, recordings of oral commentaries, reading accompanied 
by audio recordings, all from the beginning of instruction and learning. In contrast, 
the mixed-group class spent much more time on Pinyin training, focused on oral 
skill development, and delayed writing until the second year. Language practice was 
also more centered on drills than open-ended responses. 

 Putting research and theories aside, in reality, without a signifi cant population of 
HLLs, university level foreign language programs have to mix HLLs with FLLs in 
the same class due to budgetary considerations (Kondo-Brown  2003 ). Carreira 
( 2013 ) indicated that less than half of current higher education FL programs have 
separate courses for HLLs. Less commonly taught languages, such as Chinese, have 
an even lesser chance of offering separate-track HL classes. It is important, thus, for 
program administrators to engage in program advocacy and to foster positive enroll-
ments through careful curriculum development. Before separate HL classes are 
encouraged and fostered in the university setting, the FL classroom has to make 
conscious use of strategies to manage multi-level classes, such as tasks and projects 
to sequence learning (Willis and Willis  2007 ),  explicit instruction   on self- monitoring 
and learning strategies (Hurd et al.  2001 ), and the use of blended learning models to 
provide fl exibility in pacing for students (Goertler  2011 ). It remains to be explored 
if similar instructional approaches that have benefi tted HLLs would also be appli-
cable to FLLs (i.e. enriched input and output activities). Instructional interventions 
effective in mixed-group classes also need to be explored.  

4.2     Learning Goals 

 Explicit formulation of  learning goal   s   can guide curriculum development (Graves 
 2000 ; Richards  2001 ). Two frameworks for articulating learning goals are particu-
larly pertinent to  HLL    curriculum design   due to their explicit contextualized consid-
eration of  culture   and  identity   formation. The frameworks are  KASA   (Knowledge, 
Awareness, Skills and Attitudes)    (Fantini  2007 ) and  ACTFL  ’s “ Five C’s  ” Foreign 
Language Education Content Standards (ACTFL  2014 ). The Five C’s stand for 
 Communication, Cultures, Connections, Comparisons, and Communities  . 
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 Fantini’s ( 2007 )  KASA   framework was originally proposed to assess Intercultural 
Communication Competence (ICC) and relates to the interconnection of knowl-
edge, awareness, skills, and attitudes one encounters when learning about a new 
 culture  . Such encounters contribute to new ways to “perceive, conceptualize, and 
express thoughts” (Fantini  2007 , p. 185). This performance-oriented framework 
provides concrete learning targets (knowledge, skills, attitudes, and awareness) that 
underscore the overall “translingual and transcultural competence” HLLs ideally 
should possess (He  2010 ). 

 Valdés ( 2001 ) advocated the use of  ACTFL  ’s  Five C’s   framework for planning 
instruction for HL speakers, a sentiment also echoed in Kagan ( 2011 ,  2013 ). The 
Five C’s provide both guidelines for curricular goals and curricular content. 
Particularly important, in Valdés’ view, is the Communication goal. ACTFL’s 
Communication goal statements specify language skills for different communica-
tive modes (interpersonal, interpretative, and presentational), oral and written 
modalities, and communicative situations. Indeed, ACTFL’s Five C’s standards 
closely address the language needs of HLLs, as has been suggested in current TCHL 
research. 

 Communities is another important goal among the  Five C’s   statements. It makes 
relevant not only the target Chinese-speaking communities but also the  HLL  ’s home 
and immediate community as sociocultural realities to be explored and understood. 
Recent years have seen the increasing adoption of service-learning models in for-
eign language classrooms (e.g. in Spanish FL classrooms, Lear and Abbott  2008 ; in 
French FL classrooms, Grim  2010 ). Service learning situates language development 
and critical thinking in community-based activities. For example, McPherron and 
Randolph ( 2013 ) reported a curricular project (albeit for an ESL class) where lan-
guage learners were guided to conduct critical cultural observations and interviews 
in their community in the manner of a layperson ethnographer. Learners not only 
develop language skills through designing questionnaires, interviewing community 
members, and formulating an expository essay, but also gain deeper, personalized 
cultural understanding.  

4.3     Adopting a Macro-Micro Approach 

 Kagan ( 2011 ,  2013 ) proposes the combination of a macro and micro approach to 
building a HL curriculum. A macro approach would mirror native speakers’ experi-
ences learning Chinese, with language as a tool for obtaining information, commu-
nicating, and creating discursive products, i.e., theme-based, content-based, or 
 project-based learning   (Kagan  2011 ,  2013 ; cf. Graves  2000 ; Richards  2001 ). A 
micro approach would focus on  grammar   and vocabulary development and fi ne- 
tuning grammatical-lexical awareness. 

 Project-based learning appears to be particularly suitable for HLLs and a mixed- 
level class. PBL is an entirely different approach from traditional instruction, which 
focuses on discrete knowledge, rote memorization, mechanics, close-ended applica-
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tion, and display of  accuracy   as the primary means of  assessment  . In accordance 
with the performance-based goals of TCHL (e.g.,  KASA  ;  ACTFL  ’s  Five C’s   Goals), 
well-designed projects help students discover, problem-solve, create, and formulate 
new angles and perspectives, and gain and expand their heritage  language profi -
ciency   throughout the process. Because projects are performance-oriented and lan-
guage takes place on an individual level, organizing courses around sequenced 
projects would work as a response to the multi-level nature of a mixed-group class 
(for examples of using projects in the Chinese FL classroom, see Cai  2012 ; Lee 
 2011 ; Shih  2006 ; Xiang  2014 ; Zhang  2011 ).  

4.4     Making Use of Existing Knowledge, Transitioning 
from the Familiar to the Unfamiliar 

 This principle should work both as a general sequencing principle of the syllabus 
(Graves  2000 ) and as a sequencing principle for small-scale activities, instruction, 
and homework. While each student has to be understood individually, typically 
HLLs have better aural-oral skills than reading-writing skills and better receptive 
skills (listening, reading) than productive skills (speaking, writing). Making use of 
a learner’s aural skills, we can provide audio recordings that accompany his/her 
input text, but delay reading to the extent that he/she is motivated to see the script 
that matches the familiar audio text. Within a macro syllabus unit, it may also be 
advisable to delay writing (Kagan  2011 , p. 87) until students have gained suffi cient 
print exposure and have personalized reading through guided discussion and critical 
thinking (Xiao  2006 ). We also want to expand students’ register awareness by mov-
ing from the familiar modes and registers (informal communication with familiar 
addressees) to different, less familiar communication modes and from an everyday 
register to an academic register (Kagan  2011 ). Classroom activities and homework 
should help students make different types of “association,” from sound to print, 
from print to meaning, from reading to writing (Koda  2002 , p. 242).  

4.5     Providing Instruction from Discourse Analytical 
Perspectives 

 Chinese  grammar   is heavily discourse-oriented (Tao  1996 ; Chu  1998 ). Without 
explicit mentoring on discourse characteristics of Chinese, HLLs may not notice the 
various meaning-making systems in Chinese grammar and consequently may have 
few resources to build advanced profi ciency, such as knowledge of correlatives 
(Zhang  2014 ) and null pronouns (Xiao 2011). A CHL class should incorporate 
 explicit instruction   on target discourse features and use good modeling texts to dem-
onstrate how communicative intentions and discourse development are achieved 
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through lexical-grammatical means (cf. discourse analytic frameworks explicated 
in Strauss and Feiz  2013 ). We also need to develop effective writing and discussion 
prompts to lead students to incorporate their learned linguistic resources in a mean-
ingful and productive manner and off-set the tendency of avoidance, i.e., avoiding 
using features that are diffi cult and not fully understood (e.g. Xiao  2010 ). For exam-
ple, as a consciousness-raising activity, students may be challenged to rewrite the 
same story/news in different styles, genres, or formality (a narrative vs. a news 
headline vs. a conversation; addressing family members vs. professors in an aca-
demic setting).  

4.6     Building Learner Communities, Fostering Confi dence, 
and Reducing Anxiety 

 HLLs are a  learner community   connected by comparable language backgrounds, 
Chinese learning experiences, and the ability to tap into both English and Chinese 
cultural and linguistic resources on a daily basis. Teachers may benefi t from using 
community-building techniques, as well as providing opportunities for supportive, 
collaborative learning. 

 Further, we should not assume that because of their heritage background, HLLs 
are confi dent in the learning process. Xiao and Wong ( 2014 ) studied the anxiety 
levels specifi c to Chinese HL learners based on surveys of 87 CHLLs in heritage- 
track classes from a larger sample of 192 Chinese FL students at two U.S. universi-
ties. The study showed that HLLs felt most anxious about writing while FLLs had 
the most anxiety in speaking. Class dropout rates were higher among students with 
high-anxiety. The study shows the importance of creating classroom environments 
where anxiety is anticipated, understood, and strategically addressed. Thus, in read-
ing and writing, it is not suffi cient just to provide writing tasks and expect students 
to produce the desired results. We should explicitly train students in the writing 
process, including brainstorming, planning, drafting, revising, self-editing, as well 
as providing teacher feedback that is sensitive to learners’ potential anxiety of the 
process (cf. illustrations of such approaches, albeit in the ESL writing context, in 
Stauss et al.  2006 ; Strauss and Xiang  2006 ).  

4.7     Providing Explicit Instruction in Grammar 
and Discourse- Oriented Grammar 

 Research on the  grammar   of HLLs has shown that explicit grammar instruction is 
benefi cial and necessary (Montrul and Bowels  2010 ). Montrul and Bowels ( 2010 ) 
suggest that explicit grammar can help to “restructure” what is dormant and implicit 
in HLLs due to early exposure in naturalistic settings (p. 48). 
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 Since HLLs have a wide variability in their  grammar   knowledge, workshop-style 
instruction in grammar may be more suitable than teaching the same grammatical 
features at the same pace to HLLs. In the workshop, students’ own productions are 
analyzed in a supportive and anonymous manner (Strauss  2014 ). Through rewriting 
learner sentences, they understand what is possible or not in the Chinese language, 
and they learn alternative and more appropriate ways to express the same intended 
meaning related to a particular task, audience,  genre  . These strategies expand HLLs’ 
command of the Chinese lexico-grammatical systems while always putting mean-
ing making at the center of concern. In this area, a learner corpus would be very 
useful to help the teacher see generalizable patterns of the  HLL  ’s grammar and 
focus on areas of most diffi culty. Research using learner corpora is rare, but Ming 
and Tao ( 2008 ) made a valuable initial attempt.  

4.8     The Role of Textbooks and Materials 

 In the fi eld of TCHL, critical use of textbooks and the ability to develop engaging 
 teaching material   s   are especially important, due to the complex learning needs of 
the learners, and the young, underdeveloped textbook market for HLLs. Because 
there are fewer HLLs compared to FLLs, publishers are hesitant to publish text-
books exclusively catering to HLLs, especially for a less commonly taught lan-
guage such as Chinese. 

 Popular among the choices of textbooks written for HLs in the university context 
are Duanduan Li’s ( 2009 )  A Primer for Advanced Beginners of Chinese  ( ) 
published by Columbia University Press and  Me and China  ( ) published 
by MacMillan (He et al.  2006 ). 8  Both textbooks adopt a topical syllabus, either 
building on the study of China (history, geography, social issues,  culture   and cus-
toms, idioms, and folklore) (Li  2009 ) or incorporating everyday life of Chinese 
immigrant families in written narratives (He et al.  2006 ). Such theme-based units 
and narratives appeal to HLLs with their interest in Chinese culture and society. 
Further, these textbooks build on linguistic research on the frequency of words and 
grammatical structures. The implicit grammatical and lexical syllabus, embedded in 
the thematic syllabus, also provides a good structural support for building an HL 
course. 

 But a number of limitations are also present that are arguably common in newly 
developed textbooks for HLLs. First, unlike mainstream FL textbooks that enjoy 
fi nancial resources to develop companion materials,  HLL   textbooks do not offer an 
abundance of companion workbooks, multimedia components, web-based support, 
etc. to facilitate learners in building  fl uency   and to extend their exposure to print 
materials. Secondly, the textbooks usually contain little use of authentic texts, realia, 
or  culture   notes. Understandably, copyrighted materials are expensive to license. 

8   Another popular textbook for CHLLs is  Oh ,  China ! ( , !) by Chou et al. ( 2011 ), published 
by Princeton University Press. 
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Having authentic input in the textbook is not a feasible option fi nancially. Teachers 
can supplement their HL textbooks with a variety of text types and authentic images, 
realia, media etc. to add cultural exemplifi cation, to facilitate discussion, and to 
stimulate interest. Thirdly, the methodology adopted in the textbooks tends to be 
monotonous and traditional (short questions for schema activation, text-based input, 
fi ll in the blanks, and sentence construction exercises). Teachers need to provide 
extensive schema-activating activities, group-work, pair work, fl uency building 
activities, problem solving, tasks, etc. to engage students in collaborative learning, 
meaning-negotiation, and open-ended inquiries (Tomlinson  2012 ). Reading exer-
cises tend to be closed-ended and on discrete items, treating reading as information- 
retrieving, comprehension-checking, and grammatical exercises. Writing prompts 
also tend to be generic. Teachers will have to create more tailored tasks to engage 
students in language use during and after class in a more open-ended and explor-
atory fashion. 

 While textbook limitations need to be addressed, experienced teachers do not 
expect any textbook to have perfect explanatory adequacy and pedagogical rele-
vance for their own particular cohort of students (Carreira  2004 ). After all, com-
mercial textbooks are meant for an audience as wide and general as possible. To this 
end, it is very important to educate teachers in evaluating and writing instructional 
materials. It is critical not to build a course around a textbook, but to use existing 
textbooks to provide structural support and grammatical-lexical sequencing. As the 
fi eld develops and matures, as teachers gain more professional expertise, and as the 
Chinese language classroom becomes increasingly more diversifi ed and connected 
to other disciplines, textbooks will begin to play more of a supportive role than a 
controlling role as is currently the case.   

5     Suggestions for Further Research 

5.1     Classroom-Based Assessment 

 The current tendency for  CFL   classrooms to be mixed-group makes  assessment   a 
highly important issue to consider in the curricular process. Particularly needed are 
knowledge and research regarding  placement assessment  s, performance-based 
assessments, and ways to use assessment results to inform classroom practice (cf. 
McGinnis  1996 ). 9  McGinnis ( 1996 ) proposed a three-stage curricular model for 
HLLs that begins with placement diagnostics, which then feeds into setting  learning 
goal   s   and designing performance-based assessments to foster profi ciency develop-
ment. To continue to explore the path set forth by McGinnis ( 1996 ), we need 
classroom- based research that measures the effectiveness of current assessment 

9   To this end, McGinnis ( 1996 ) specifi ed a model for developing curriculum for HLLs based on and 
starting with placement diagnostics. McGinnis ( 1996 ) also suggested the use of performance-
based  assessment  methods for HLLs. 
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methods. We also need to use classroom-generated data to understand which 
performance- based assessments are best for which purposes and how we can use 
assessment not only for assessing learning but as a tool for learning (Tomlinson 
 2005 ). 10  It is also important to gauge learners’ entry-level profi ciency with  ACTFL   
Profi ciency Guidelines and to design curriculum to explicitly address the gaps 
between entry-level and exit-level benchmarks. Throughout a course, students 
should be assessed based on performance at the discourse level (such as presenta-
tional vs. interpersonal modes of communication, written modes vs. spoken modes 
of communication, control and use of lexico grammatical resources for meaning- 
making). Such performance-based assessment, both for the purpose of initial diag-
nostics and for assessing achievement and exit-level profi ciency, arguably will exert 
a positive impact on other components of the curriculum.  

5.2     Corpus and Discourse-Driven Research on Learners’ 
Language Use as Meaning Making 

 Previous research has primarily used SLA research methods (e.g., surveys, gram-
maticality judgments). Further research needs to investigate the nature of  HLL  ’s 
language perception and production in naturalistic settings. A considerable void in 
current research is how HLLs’ current linguistic system enables them to or falls 
short of facilitating their need to express communicative content. Learners are 
experimenting with the meaning potential of the linguistic devices they learn 
(Byrnes  2006 ). Combining corpus and discourse perspectives and situating research 
in actual classrooms, we will gain a more fi nely-grained understanding of learners’ 
use of Chinese for meaning making and in turn make classroom instruction relevant 
and applicable to what learners need.  

5.3     Materials, Curriculum, Methodology, and Their Effects 
in the Classroom 

 We not only need to understand linguistic and language acquisition phenomena, but 
also we need to gain insight into the process of material design and curriculum 
development. Although theories and research in TCHL have begun to guide class-
room practice, there has been an absence of research on the effects of materials, as 
well as curriculum and instruction, on learning (Lynch  2003 ; Valdés  2001 ).  

10   Similar needs pertain to  community-based Chinese language school s  as well, as anticipated in 
Wang ( 1996b ) and still remain a persistent problem today. 
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5.4     Longitudinal Studies to Track HHLs’ Development 
of Multi-competence and Translingual Skills 

 If, as He ( 2006 ,  2008 ) hypothesized, HLLs’ profi ciency strongly correlates with 
fi nding a coherent heritage  identity  , it is through longitudinal case studies that we 
will best be able to test such hypotheses and guide classroom practice. In this vein, 
ethnographic and biographical research methods will lead to valuable insights.  

5.5     Oral Profi ciency Development 

 Current research has not focused on the development of HLLs’ oral profi ciency. It 
would be interesting to see what oral skills HLLs bring to the classroom and to what 
extent they can develop oral profi ciency in classroom settings. It is important to 
ascertain the interconnection between oral profi ciency development and  literacy 
development   and the effect of developing literacy skills on learner’s profi ciency 
development in spoken Chinese. Perhaps by socializing students into written 
Chinese and associated literary styles, HLLs’ oral competence will evince a transfer 
of discourse features from written to oral Chinese, thus becoming an effective way 
to broaden learner’s spoken communicative repertoire.  

5.6     Genre, Style, and Register 

 Although it is well known that knowledge of  genre  , style, and register are missing 
elements in  HLL  ’s linguistic repertoire, research on these aspects is extremely 
scarce. To what extent are these relevant to beginning-level HLLs and when should 
genre, style, and register be introduced into the HL curriculum? Further, what are 
learners’ existing abilities in and awareness of genre, style, and register and what 
would be effective approaches to expand HLLs’ linguistic repertoire? Further, how 
do we socialize students into the hybrid and mixed-register nature of modern writ-
ten Chinese, and to what extend will students’ existing profi ciency in spoken 
Chinese facilitate their development of advanced profi ciency in written Chinese? 
All these questions remain to be understood.  

5.7     Dialect Speakers 

 Another under-explored area of TCHL is the learning of Mandarin by HLLs who 
speak a different dialect compared to Mandarin-heritage speakers and FLLs. 
Specifi cally, how do  grammar   and macro-skills develop in dialect HLLs? In the 

X. Xiang



189

learning process, what psychological factors ( identity   development, perceptions, 
and  motivation  ) play a signifi cant role in dialect speakers’ Chinese learning? In 
what ways does maintenance of one’s home variety of Chinese compete with or 
complement dialect HLLs’ learning of Mandarin Chinese?  

5.8     Teacher Education 

 Teacher training is particularly important for TCHL since classrooms are likely to 
be multi-leveled and contain multiple ability groups. Teachers need to be able to 
think on their feet to guide learners and address their needs (He  2010 ). From design-
ing the course, evaluating textbooks, creating supplemental materials, developing 
 assessment   methods to teaching the Chinese grammatical system and socializing 
students into the written mode of Chinese, teachers constantly need to make 
informed decisions. Teacher education and teacher support is a separate subfi eld in 
need of dedicated research and practical efforts.  

5.9     The K-16 Pipeline 

 As S. Wang ( 2010 ) cautions, the teaching efforts of community-based Chinese 
schools are often ignored by FL programs in formal K-16 contexts, especially at the 
university-level. HLLs with community-based language learning experience, or 
those who have studied Chinese in K-12 settings, may still be placed in a beginning 
level university FL class due to existing gaps in curricula, as well as the focus on 
explicit  grammar   in the university setting. S. Wang ( 2010 ) observed that HLLs 
unfortunately “start early and stay long,” repeating the beginning-level classes in 
different places. The broken K-12 to post-secondary level pipeline is largely due to 
different curricula and  assessment   methods adopted in community-based schools, 
K-12 schools, and post-secondary settings. But since all FL classes are beginning to 
embrace  ACTFL  ’s  Five C’s   standards, and as teacher professional knowledge and 
expertise have increased, we are hopeful that the fi eld will see efforts to streamline 
the K-16 Chinese learning process.  

5.10     Policymaking, Community Support, and Teachers’ 
Professional Resources 

 For HLLs, learning the HL is not only learning the language but also maintaining it. 
As Montrul ( 2013 ) suggested, the sociopolitical status of the HL as a minority lan-
guage in the U.S. and in the world interplays with HLLs’  motivation   to learn the 
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language and sustain its use beyond the classroom. Policy advocacy for supporting 
heritage language programs, collaborations between community and university FL 
programs, and the building of Chinese teacher professionalism and networking 
forums/online portals are all efforts that will have a long-lasting impact on the 
teaching of Chinese as a heritage language. 

 TCHL is a unique subfi eld of second language education and research. It is also 
a fi eld that intersects with a range of other fi elds, such as multilingualism and lan-
guage maintenance and revival. Its very basis in the sociolinguistic context of lan-
guage learning challenges language educators to go beyond the classroom to see 
language learning as a social, dynamic, individualistic, and evolving process. It 
challenges researchers to fi nd inspiration and insights in the classroom and in the 
community. For  heritage language learner  s, the heritage language is a galvanizing 
agent that will transform learners and the world around them. This fi eld thus bene-
fi ts the most from, and is also in the most need of, symbiotic collaborations between 
learners and teachers, teachers and researchers, community and formal school set-
tings, administrators and practitioners, as well as interdisciplinary collaborations.      
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