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Abstract

The main objective of this study isto adopt the first stage of the nine-year
integrated curriculum of the elementary school Hakka language course, where the
scope of Grade One would be used, and conduct empirical studies on the Interpretive
Structural Model and structuralized learning method. Computer programs will be
utilized to assist the process of mathematical calculation, the procedure of
reorganizing the learning items, the establishment of a scientific learning path and
learning map, as well as creating a more efficient learning structure.  On one hand,
thiswill alow the teachers themselves to examine their own knowledge system; and
on the other hand, help the learners to rapidly acquire new knowledge when entering
into anew field of learning. Thiswill subsequently reduce the burdens on the
teachers, and help learnersto build their own knowledge system in order to achieve a
meaningful learning, and avoid the abuse of recitation and forced memorization of
partial knowledge in the past.

This study uses the discussion of past literatures as the foundation for the current
research theory. Then viathe composition of real teaching materials, plus the advice
and confirmation of experts, the feasibility of the current study isconfirmed. The
findings of the study are therefore categorized as follow: (1) The structuralized design
of the Hakka teaching materials can help students to build a learning path for the
Hakka language, thus reduce the interpretation burden, increase learning efficiency,
and achieve ameaningful learning; (2) The structuralized design of the teaching
material can be used as a reference in which teachers can measure their own
knowledge system and teaching and material compilation against; (3) Repetitive
revision of the structuralized design procedure of the Hakka teaching materials will
help to create a database for the learning of Hakka language; (4) Establish the
knowledge system of the Hakka language learning as atool for compiling teaching
materials or when evaluating textbooks.

Key terms. Hakka teaching materials, Inter pretive Sructural Modd,
structuralized lear ning, lear ning map
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