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An Experimental Study on the Effect of Word Combination
in Chinese .2 New Word Learning

Abstract  The purpose of the experiment conducted in this study is to find out whether
there is a process difference between two learning methods: to learn a new Chinese word in a
format of known-and-unknown word combination or to learn a new Chinese word alone with-
out employing any known words. The results show that 1) learning a new word in a known-
and-unknown word combination is more effective than learning a single word; 2) as the
number of unknown character in the new word increases, the efficiency of memorizing the
target word decreases if using the second method. However, the number of unknown charac-
ter has little impact on the memorization of the target word when using the first method.

Key words method of learning with word combination; method of learning with one

single new word; Chinese word learning; lexical chunks
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