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Invited Article
R
JACET &F
WESE A ST SO BRATERE LV, BARNC L o TIRIEARIC A AR
15ETHY, TOSEENCSEIERANFEBORIDPMMENL TN DTH S,

1. ZLIX0EFIIEESE
AENIEEN TS, %@if;%&%ﬁT . TD %% IZBWT, Z L IXo%E T4
ERETHDHLEEZD, ZZ2TiE, 0RklE I FE TOFIEES %ﬁﬁ#é

1) ala=r— 3 OEMFE (0R%R)

ORDaIa=lhr—rar 2#8E45 L, EABIZ Face to face communication
(interaction) T ¥ . MNP OHAEERNEARNFRETH D, OdE., Tala=r—v
a rOEREZ, OOBEA - & UL (imitation) « FZ X9 U —F > 7 (reaching) * £1
BIRO UL ZERR L 2 ADOKEIZ L DITEIOE Y] (742, 1996:86-7) 72 ST X FKHLT
5, O as a=r—y a ATEIZBPBEICBIZ L TA LD,

(1) PLE 75 (crying) : ANRFFADBGETHY . TFARPEDaIa=r—T 3 VIZEELT
RERFETRL BT D0 (F2, 1996:80) & b,

Q) 7 —A 7 (cooing) (6-8 WMH) : 7 —A 7%, HEHORS, 7—, v—, /—T
o, FELETITRS, TEOVHRATICRs70, TRV, £k
F—varytWnWHIborEUCEEZEELLY &35 (E& - it 2011:59) , Ap
H, a3la=br—va VORI EICHEGEZEWSIT T, EEEFETERVDOIC
TEZIBHER XX T 9A) L, FRHEEIT TH5A?2) EMEVSITET D]
(IEf& « 3t 2011:186) O TH D,

(3) 7> §& (babbling) (6-9 & H) : 172, 72, 721 X, X, X b, T+HERENM
HEDS > THEEE L THEMEICR > T 5, THHE (articulation) & FEIEN L Z & &, A
MIZECHWTEDLY OFZERRN LT 5, BERREVWI bORKLE ] (EF -
. 2011:61) THDH, SHIZ, MNTWASERECTENEY, [RELADETS
SHEFERICEEBEZ T D, 7TV AOLB CEENTERHBRARL L7 TV AGEIC

Ew%&ﬁﬂotﬁVﬁotD¢6J(E%'ﬁ\mnﬁ)®T%6 H 0336 L

CHEHZRICBREEIANE D TR LIT (echoic responding) A LT b Z & (MR

W)\oiDFﬁAm%ﬁé%xfé EATEESAR IR (IE® - 3, 2011:63) 72

DThHbD, BFOMAEANRAI 2= —2a OBMNIHDLZENSND, £

=

\
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(BT HOEFOMEERS £/ THKFER) OMmAeH 51 (7422, 1996:83) OT
H5,

(4) FfgH & gk (empathy) ~—IEEBEIE (10-9 5 H) : SFEOML CTEEZREMIL, b

AN L TWDITAELE VNI B DE, TORELEWVWI LOEHESHEFOLDIZERS
DED, HOLNIRELELWOITAN, RO ELEZAZTIHLE VI LDITIIRAI R TH
B b, FRSHEIIMOLEDICHoTenE ) & TR ADE N, A D R
TEVWIBDEASEINLET DL VNI RO FHENEL L TE WS T &%
TSARB LTS EEWET) (EA - ik, 2011:29) Lo 2 eThsb, TA
M OB ITHEORE 2R T L ZACH D] (EHE « . 2011:70) OTHV, %
IR L WIBEIEE WO M AEERICW =520 TH 5,

(5) tEGEA Z & 1X (caretaker speech) : Z Z CHIZRH AN LI L CTAHIZV, Wb HHILGE

2)

(motherese) [FHICX L CREV MT 2 L ZITHBPMGEHBELTZY, TR B -<

DNigolz, MULZ EFEMELRELED, FORTRELS o205 5] (IE
& e ik, 2011:39) WED HFTH D, BREBEOHIRY RIZE— 3 =—X (motionese) &\
IDOMB D, i, TFELICH L TMMEEFEH, 722 1ER MARH - TSH

ZRRITTHRODITTTITE, ZObDE—RKEDLIITHEI NS ZEE2RT LN
VIRWZEAES> THIF T, FEBRICENZDIRICH L TERACH L TTH0EHD L&,
RIFTVRD HRES, FHISH L TT o856, BEEEZHES LE00D Hbpo-< DI
o T, HEBKET DL IR D L, EERTELETHAFICHBINAST VLD

WCEMEZBEL TS (EE - ik, 2011:40) WO Kozt ThD, HEIFEAZ L

IXIZIE, #hl 2 & 1X (Teacher Talk) 0@ nE ~D~ % U — X (patronizing speech) 72 &' %

HDH, HEEANZ EIXAERICUEREENTWND I EICEEEL I RETHA I,

IR (young child)
ZORHICEIT 2 EHEEAOREIX. RRHSHEFZIILOLHFTTEF b ik

FAEET L (usage-based model) D9 K 5 REE T, ETHMEIIKFT HOENZEV D
Fx I T7L—RA, OF ) BERHRELOBENS Ao T, RBAR - 2R ELR
ST, AWM SOER « SEREEICERIL ST (ES - i, 2011:53)

&

WHZETHAHI, WOOTNLRHEAKE L, BEROFAEZNDHY . HOEBMOL

BV BROSBENE Z Y RREABLEIAE, SRAAOELAIAE, EERELAISE 5,
FHROADOEE THET L LPRETH D, BERITITRO &5 2fldmE ShTnd,

L - BEEDOE ORI, BWROMR., FIREOHE : v~ milk

1%« BIUE R (telegraphic utterances) : ¥ >~ A%, want milk, all gone milk

25 ¢ BES°A & What pa doing? /3733 L C % @ ? That not red, that blue 77 U %72 <
F

3k 7 nonstop chattering, incessant conversation

4 EARAY oIS ) DM E O NTEL (B 19)

S EELEEOIZEAEOHBIIPMERTE S, FBHEOHK, aIa=r—Ta
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it

Thr D

3) VEE M (child-school age)
Z ORI, AT AEZEES (literacy) OESERH Y | 5 - LR SR CEY)
RXDFFEEZTHL IR, mEHNEZS LT L 0I1TD,
WoT, F1SEEG GEH—IREY) L8235 5EEN (BR—FF8) oRdn
O GAICIE, REMIRE ) OFEDN B H DT, 5§ 2 5558 15 Cl3 Natural Approach (38 ¥
R IR,

2. EUDSEER

MR D EFBHBICE KRR ELZ KT L TWHON T —n v S iEEE B H(Common
European Framework of Reference - CEFR) C& %, CEFR |31 5% 3 (plurilingualism) % 1§
F. FhE L EEEER (multilingualism) & XHILTW5, EADOFE LI-EEOSEETN
MLTEbDE LTFEET 5D TERL . —HOSEOHEI M OSFEOFE 28T, M
HIZEBELDOV, —SEOAMIZT TG LNRWAHRHAR I I 2= —v a VEENZIEK
TLHDTHD, HEELSNOSFFEL 1 S50 HERT 2 2 &1k, ENKOEEEGS 0T &
RN ATH D,

1) #HEFRER - EbER
CEFR (IHEEFHE TR L L EFRTERERO LI LTV D,

BEBERIIZLEHEREBLR D, BFITEBOFTHEOMMTHY . HDHWITFFE
DHEDOFTREOSENMEEL TWEZLETHD, (P EHSEZELNTAL L
R L TWDDIE, ROXHIBRFEETHD, 2F 0~ AOSFERRIL, ToE
FEROHFTIER > TN DTHD, FENOSHEND, EBTOERE, %ﬂ#
BMORBEDOEFFE~EIENR>TN DTHD, LNLEDOEE, ZOSESbE 5
IZEIDEEL . DOBIOERIZLE > THE DI TiERW, ﬁb%%_fiﬁbw:\
2= —va VEAIBED EF o0 TH DN, %@ﬁiwﬁﬁ&f®;mﬁ%k
BN FETHL, T2 CHEHEERLEPHAEORBREZEE, FLMAEIEH LA
wémﬁhéo(¢%):®ﬁﬁ%%é@%*\éﬁﬁﬁ®9%iﬁ$%:wﬁén
HZEITRD, BITREIO L oIz, HIc—o0 oD EE (Fg) 2%8 L. 2h
EMAEICHERBROEEICL T, BEEES LT EENREEREE] 2525L 0o
ko723 es, HILWEHMIX, T XTOSFERRINE DO T & OB E
ERETZENTEDL L) REFWBEMEFEVHT LN ZETHD, (FE - KE.
2004:4-5)

HLOHRIE, WhiX TRErEEReED ) I - il 2010:152) TH D, ZOH
ik, #=E - %’E LAV A8 JI(plurilingual and pluricultural competence), #H A 3C 1k 4
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(interculturality) Z &2 DFH EWVWH T & TH S,
BERE - BULREN EI1X, ala=r—a v 0ldIilE@8EOSHEE v CTRIUBRH
DEFUCSMTEDRIDZ EZ2F W, (T — A— APHESFES L TEED
BHRAL, HE oMb ToORBEATIREOZ L2F 5, (HE - K.

il
=11
oH
&
A

2) HEGE - EUbig
CEFRIIEEFE - HXULBEE N OB EZ L L TUTO LI R b 0E2HITF s (EFE -
K. 2004:108-111) .

a) FEESUBRYEIRR © 1B W ATEICBIT 2, 2E8REE, 350 NBIfR, 4MMERL. 1545,
HEEE, S.HIRSEE. 6 ALarEE . 7EXREOLH BIR D B
b) EERHREREEL /U - N R EGRE. ETERRE, WEERE LU, AR
HE
c) EIbfHEREL /U - D
HoOHE L EAE DL E B HEWICEBR ST Z 2R TE 5 )
- BITHRT D mVESEME S | SO DN EHET ORI D S E S E
FMgEM->TWDHZ &, iz, EEEICHEX 56
BB SO EANESUL DI & 2 B H 2 LN TE L & E . Bkl o
RREORI NS U TR e i S T&E D 2 &
© AT VFZATITEDOTEANHBREZDY 225208 TELHT)

CEFR [X1TEVE M OZEHL (action-oriented approach) NEEFEFEREZ X2 HE LTV D,
TR A OYE, KRBT, BRI E EORETX AN EENT L, ZOBXHND
PEENTZDN 6 BMED can-do list ThH D, > T, ZNENDOEETOaIa=r—3
RETIDERSYHIRE DT (partial competence) & KFIZT 5,

3) HEpITAE L L TOFEHE
Newby (X CEFR O SUVAIRE ) DB Z LU D 3 SUZEHK L Tv%d  (JACET ZE HEMT
784, 2011:129)

(1) BRBEFHIHA - S8l T2 SE55HIEEJ) ] (Council of Europe, 2001:159) & 415 3k
FIREORBL L RpIh b, FlziX, TEI OEFIRRLR S,

Q) BEFHIMA  SEHBEOHEIL., UK S E ) X [EFWRED) OfREEICE
WTROND TEIMEIEOERM] &) BEZ(RET 2 R RE 2RI 5, #
ZIE, [SHEOMEIZRT 2 KB BOREE S A O & S 2 FEiE & 58771 (Council of
Europe, 2001:105) TdH %,

Il



FRARIC N B> T R 5 S E

(3) R BIRFAIMLR « SMEREEE 1T, f%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁi%J R b ER ) HEET 5k
D e 5, EEBRNE VD 2 Lid, AEMITIE, FATWDEEE ThICHET
% ALY 3~ | ff?é%wfiﬁ< MESNIZ—2DbD, DEVFEH
EADSFEI UL E L RSN D,

4) F—nw v e L EE
EU O EREECORIC I3 2 PRI EE R Ch B, & 1 L3klE 2 ORI A LLT O
JCHUE L= (TIME, MARCH 5, 2012:44-48)

- SAMEACKTT AR (RBYE) A —r vy RNEBEOSHHRIZLTND, I—R1 v X
ORFIW S AR BLEE LTWHIRIZ, (XY T+, miLRIE)

- BRO/BW LTI, 2L 0ENERMEICH L < ol

AT UFEFRMNEE T, IATI T ENL— =T BARRAR— 2L TANDS Y =
Y UHIRADONLH AN FFRE LD 2 EEEA Ls, BRI ST D PEKR
Th b,

- FERREE O ARB OEF ER EAMENREICZEI TN D

- P UREHEIL, BOBEROFEHT, [3—m vy iEPIOD;r{ﬂﬁfii@]\u%’?D
W —m y "REOMDE L DBRLEVWIBAOHEBVICEHINTETWND] &
7=,
ANV ERIZ, TRAYVIEBRZED LZNEOL IR LT, E4
R LTz iR~ 7z,
=B v NNOEENMERTHD EVIBZITEMEZWEDPND LD TIE o7,
ZIUTHITRLESETIEZV,  (Hugo Brady, Center for European Reform)

- EBU BNOBELEINEES T EUICE > TRWIHRIZIZIBWEZ FE -7 (F
W) SZFRLVRVWEZ ST TH D,

- MEREZOESENRESOTRIZZEOLIICEZIERABENE T Th
Zap

ZORFE I WASAEELRB AR L., BROMBEE W) REBRBENFET D &
DD D3, EU DA OEEIIETH HEEFEEFEK - #3UbFTEF A BUREIIRUICE
T TN T B, A BEU I/ —VULERER G 26N E W) 2 Eid, 2o
KON EHEERE T oM EELES A L,

HEEERE - UL ERITDOBREOEBFTEIRIC %ﬁ@ﬂﬂ%ﬂé%iﬁ?%é&m’
Bl Z X, [ix THAROIEFEHE CROONDMERERE)] ELT28201F, kDX D
FiRLTWD (|, 2012:19-20) .

- BB L LIS, BBEIDSLCTEFROYUVERANTE, TOHDO=—X(Z
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I U CHESRZ 308 U, MAERRZ 2k T X 5 X 9 7e s EFEE R
Lom & LT-REERDEERICE 2NN E, HEAE L THEIZNL T TR
FEAEATTE D HAN, W2 UT plurilingual 72 H AN O F AL

3. HEDHERFE (35 HEBR
1) [HEENEX D HARN] OFROZ OO (T4, 2003a)

Z ORERRIT 21 ALO HARDRFERBEBORDEAR L e o7, MEIILLTO@EY Th 5,
RS EBENILEE L 2o CWD [HEE) Oala=bs—va BB ERIIOTH I L
- EAAAE  ERERISRD 5N 55GE) . EFRARITTERT 2 AR b 5 5GE
- ERBORIRE - FEET OBES T 05, BENREOUE, KEHBROEE N KD
REESBORE, PNEROBGERFEIRBIOFFE (2011 FE THMEGEEE)) & L TuE
t) | ERES i

2) [HEFEXEZDZHARN] OFROZOOITENGE CCRHE. 2003b)
ZOFHBEOMEIILLFTO®EY TH D,

- PFEORE  WEEEOREO REITIEZEE W TT Y,

- BEEHE MR TOREHE N, LROREERITI ZENTE D —EDFFES) KO
¥NEWZ Do

C BT 4 N—T 3 v BAE 10,000 AN O EREDNEINE FE T D, eahE O TR AR
BIETLHRE, HERKE —BRET D,

- NFEFERY K ROSETREN 2G50 a a = — v a VEEN 2 EUNCEHET 5,

- T O NFRRSEETEE), EFE oM L EEAFE,

ITENGHEI A EM I ST 10 F L2508, REL LT, ARV Z—B~D
VA= T A NOEBA, JFEEEHE ORENE, SELHI OHEEZR i b, 7238,
SAEENGIFF RO ERIZW K O OHLER PR E S L. BHENFZEOUE~OTLY FHLA
WhEE - 72, ERIFERTO CAN-DO U A hDOIERK & Z IS < REMRK & 72> T
%o

3) HrEEIR R

FTTICEME SN TV DN, PR OB EIRE B & RED O E i S D @7
DO AEFEEEOERILLTO@EY TH S,
cINERSMERETEE 0 5 - 6 R4, 4EM] 35 R

At : Tala=r—varaio#EtzE s ] OFFUBIT OV THRERIICHEE 2
WD, OFMBIICala=r—vara2MA9 LT HBEOEREN S, QIERED
FAEREANRRBUTIEABR L £¥ 2,

- PEERCERE - 4 B (BN 20-30 4ERIIE 6 FFFH])

AiE: Tala=r—Ta holklfz®)d ) FEENABREHRAMITEMNTED
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NEFED, LEFZTORNEZZHDEMBETH D,

- IR Ak 22 BT

B . THOREICHERMR L7- 0l o2 -0 T ha3a=r—va v iENEEY | SiED
EHGEDRIL, BRREESER, SEOBHIITHARET L2 LDTE D 4EmEr
MELIZRANRala=r—ya VEEJIDOBERK,

(SRR DR ZEITRFET) L HETREARMICRFETRELZED L Z LR SN, =3
2= —a YHILOEFEHE (CLT: Communicative Language Teaching) OHERED K D 5 4
TW5,

4. REHBEREOHR L REFHEE

KRFRELEDO KM (1991) 1TRFOHEBICKE B L 5 272, FlZ, —REEH
BENEEHEOFBLEWHIFERE L7205 Lz, I TFOL I ICHEHL WD,

- R EAEEO RMbIL, FER & U TR & TR nic@ s, HAEEFE LT
D& T MR E S, BEHP RS, BREABFOEEN L6 I, FF,
2012:4)

- SMEREHE OBEMMIIAER VLI L, 4 TIEEEIXEHEMEMITHET 20,
HDHWTIEHE O & — IR LT, FHEMFE A~ THAGER] 75808 i
fELTWD,  (GFR. 2012:4)

- FFEEAEAT T, RFEOREHE L. HFEN TE 2 HMBECEEERBR DO E )72
FEENEEDLD, BOIVEFHEMERIZT Y R = 7 LEIEI B nEn) Z i
720 RV, (EAF 2012:10)

BURIZRFIC L o THER DD, REBRKEWIIA-TNWD EFE XD, AL, HEHE L
SMEGEHE OB L EEMENIEE > T D, KFFRELEDO KfEE 21 Flckd45 2%
KFFBEHBIIT - 2E@EATCORELEEELNTND,

[EGIEARAR ) CIL, RFEORFEHAE O BIELY TEFHSITIERT 5 AMIZRDO B D %
B EMGTHZ L L. [RRFN, AT THRENMEZ D AM 2R D8RG E
AR AZRE] T2 LTS, BT, [Za—rLAM] OBRNAKETHD &
S, (FEFEEEICL D 7 — OV AMERMEESEE) Cldths TAARANOT AT T
ATALFE RN G, BEEEHEMMNE, B2 bexROVBLX TCOaIla=r—a VB R
WiatE, AEESCHASEMOBREZFF o2 AM ) EERMT VD, 20 L5 Rz R
e HitEte LT, THEES] T7v— L) O % LI FHITVEEE 86 &2 GEE A
[:2012/05/11) ([ZDIEDH &9,

XREE TRPWHFEFATT 7] 25FEDO6 AICELRL, 17n— VKTt Lz
AMERK) ICBOHTeZ L2 ES L, AEE LT, TAR - ¥zl Ui hm Lo
W) o TEBEOZ7v—VETEHOME) . DMEAZBORMIER) | ESMEZ -
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RFCDOYER) . TANZF - 22260 o) A2 0D CCR4E. 2012)
BARM ik & LT 10 AICEHB LD S KF%E 42 WEE L (HREFHH :
2012/10/15) .

5. RFEEFEHED 2 KD
IO RRFHELIEOBMOF T, SEEEE. FICKEHEE O X 2 IcdEL
=550 DTHA DD,
1) —f#EE (VR_"FL7—Y) B AL LTOHEERE
HIRFEERHESODED KL, [HBAOER, WEHO —Kbivz 20 F£28%
T (RFHE—MRTE M) LW LOGEFET, [T — LV AMEETHID
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ABSTRACT

The relation between the first language (L1) and the second language (L2) has been most
commonly discussed in light of whether and to what extent L1 knowledge influences L2 learning. A
question, however, should be addressed in light of what and in what ways L1 influence is
manifested, because individuals who use more than one language have a distinct compound state of
mind, which is not equivalent to two monolingual states. This study investigated what role L1
lexical knowledge plays in shaping category prototypes in a foreign language (FL). Using a set of
67 video clips showing a range of cutting/breaking actions, we looked at how Japanese-speaking
learners of English apply the cutting/breaking verb break or kowasu, and how their extension
patterns are consistent with English-speaking monolinguals’. Results showed that Japanese-
speaking learners of English extended the verb differently from monolingual speakers of either
English or Japanese: although they mainly formed their linguistic category in the L1-based fashion,
they acquired some native-like knowledge on the category prototype in an FL. These findings
suggest that the construction of category prototypes in an FL is a dynamic phenomenon that may be
subject to both L1 and FL influence.

Key words: crosslinguistic influence, lexical acquisition, verb meaning, category prototype,

cutting/breaking events

I. INTRODUCTION
1. The multicompetence perspective on second language acquisition

The study of crosslinguistic influence or language transfer has re-attracted much attention in
research on L2 acquisition and L1 attrition (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008). This popularity stems in part
from recent acceptance of the multicompetence framework proposed by Cook (2008). The
multicompetence framework suggests that individuals who use more than one language have a
distinct compound state of mind, which is not equivalent two monolingual states. The concept of
“multicompetence” also suggests that the knowledge of languages reflects interaction between
multiple languages in the speaker’s mind. More importantly, the multicompetence approach allows
us to describe and explain knowledge, acquisition, and use of languages in their own right, not
against native monolingual speakers (Murahata & Murahata, 2008). A similar view has been
proposed by Grojean (1998). He argues that a bilingual is not a sum of two complete or incomplete

monolinguals, but rather a specific speaker-hearer with a unique, complete linguistic knowledge.
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This idea of considering individuals who use more than one language as distinct from monolinguals
is more or less shared among researchers of crosslinguistic influence.

Previous studies on the interaction between languages in the bilingual’s mind also
demonstrated that individuals who use more than one language perform differently from
monolinguals in their L1 and L2. Such crosslinguistic influence occurs not only from an L1 to an
L2 (forward transfer), but also from an L2 to an L1 (reverse transfer). For instance, Wolff and
Ventura (2009) found that Russian-English bilinguals applied Russian causal verbs differently from
Russian-speaking monolinguals. When describing the causee’s role in creating an endstate,
Russian-speaking monolinguals used Enable verbs (e.g., let, help and allow), which indicated a
degree of ambiguity. Alternatively, Russian-English bilinguals used clear Causal verbs (e.g., make
and force) in the same way as English-speaking monolinguals. Wolff and Ventura concluded that
learning an L2 may change the representation of word meaning in an L1 due to reverse transfer.

From this multicompetence perspective, an important implication is the reinterpretation of L1
influence in the learning and use of an L2. Traditionally, the relation between an L1 and an L2 has
been most commonly discussed in light of whether and to what extent L1 transfer occurs in the
course of L2 learning. However, if individuals who use more than one language have a compound
state of mind, which is not equivalent to two monolingual states, it is important to address the issue
in light of the conditions under which L1 influence is manifested and the ways that L2 users differ
from the monolingual speakers of the respective languages. More specifically, the multicompetence
approach allows us to reformulate the question “Does knowledge of one language play a role in
shaping knowledge of another language?” into “When and in what ways does crosslinguistic
influence emerge and what types of knowledge are most vulnerable to such influence?” We would
like to discuss this issue in the area of lexical knowledge, focusing on the semantic interaction

between languages.

2. Semantic interaction between multiple languages

Because languages differ widely in how they map concepts onto words (Malt, Sloman,
Gennari, Shi, & Wang, 1999), L2 learners need to acquire the language-specific naming patterns
(native-like meanings) by reorganizing the already existing categories that have been developed and
established in the L1 (Pavlenko, 2009). To do so, L2 learners first need to detect differences in
meaning between words in the L1 and L2, and then reconstruct the semantic boundaries of L1
categories.

Previous studies of the interaction in lexical knowledge between an L1 and an L2 have
demonstrated that L1 influence is strongly manifested when two words in an L1 map onto a single
word in an L2. In fact, many studies have shown that L2 learners struggle to acquire native-like
meanings, because L1 lexical knowledge plays a key role even at the later stage of lexical
development when two words in an L1 translate into a single word in an L2 (Gass & Selinker, 1983;
Jarvis, 1998; Odlin, 1989; Ringbom, 1987). They commonly use basic L2 words in the L1-based

fashion through over-extension, especially when the L2 has more inventories of words than the L1
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(Gullberg, 2009; Jiang, 2002; Saji, Kajita, & Imai, 2011). For example, Gullberg (2009) showed
that English-speaking learners of Dutch have persistent trouble in distinguishing between leggen
and zetten (i.e., to put), because both L2 Dutch words translate into the same word in English.
Dutch-speaking monolinguals generally use a different verb to describe the placement events
depending upon the orientation or posture of the object placed. For example, when putting a bottle
on a table, leggen refers to horizontal placement but zetfen indicates vertical placement. In contrast,
English-speaking learners of Dutch generally over-generalize one of the posture verbs (i.e., zetten)
in the Ll-based fashion even at advanced levels. Likewise, Saji, Kajita, and Imai (2011)
demonstrated that Japanese- and Korean-speaking learners of L2 Chinese, who have lived in China
for a few years, have considerable difficulty in producing the semantically specific Chinese
carrying/holding verbs. While Chinese-speaking monolinguals used 13 different verbs to describe
13 different carrying/holding events according to the manner in which the agent supports the object,
Japanese- and Korean-speaking learners of L2 Chinese rarely used distinctive verbs for particular
carrying/holding events. The L2 users commonly followed their L1-based lexicalization patterns to
describe the carrying/holding events in their L2 Chinese. This L1 influence made Japanese- and
Korean-speaking learners’ patterns of verb use unique in that each group showed different patterns.

These previous findings highlight the considerable difficulty in the acquisition of native-like
meanings in terms of the overgeneralization and oversimplification of L2 words—especially when
the L2 has more repertories in the vocabulary than the L1. However, it remains an open question
what meanings are ascribed to specific word forms in an L2 (Jiang, 2000). Moreover, we know
surprisingly little about how the acquisition of native-like meanings occurs in the other classes of
words — words can cross-cut and overlap one another; and words can be related in a ‘mix and
match’ fashion (Malt, Sloman & Gennari, 2003). Because words within a language differ widely on
a number of dimensions (De Groot, 1993; Gentner, & Boroditsky, 2001), it might be the case that
L2 learners have different types of difficulties in the acquisition of native-like meanings depending
upon the types of words and relations between the linguistic categories of different languages
(Gathercole, & Moawad, 2010)

The present study investigated what role L1 lexical knowledge plays in shaping category
prototypes in a foreign language (FL) when words of different languages have some overlap in
prototype but with varying boundaries. To address this question, we looked at the relationship
between verbs and scenes by using the applicability-rating task, in which participants were asked to
rate how each video was a good action for representing the cutting/breaking verbs.

We selected the cutting/breaking events as a test case, because in this domain there are some
universal and language-specific constraints on the event categorization in the number/size of
categories and at the placement of its boundaries (Majid, Gullberg, Van Staden, & Bowerman,
2007). For example, while English-speaking monolinguals and German-speaking monolinguals
commonly use a different verb to describe the breaking events (e.g., breaking a stick by hand) and
the cutting event (e.g., slicing a carrot with a knife), they differ widely in how they treat the
chopping events (e.g., breaking a carrot by karate-chop). While English-speaking monolinguals
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generally categorize the chopping events as cutting events involving knives and scissors, German-
speaking monolinguals usually group the chopping events together with the breaking events. This
observation alone indicates that, even if the semantic dimensions relevant to the classification are
rather similar across languages, the resulting categories are different in terms of the number of
categories and the placement of boundaries. We thus assumed that the domain of the
cutting/breaking events offers an interesting test case for examining the question we address in this
research, i.e., what role L1 lexical knowledge plays in shaping the category prototype in an FL

when words of different languages have some overlap in prototype but have varying boundaries.

II. METHOD
1. Participants

A total of 51 participants were included in the final sample: 13 English-speaking monolinguals
(the English group), 20 Japanese-speaking monolinguals (the Japanese group) and 18 Japanese-
speaking learners of English (the EFL group). They were all recruited from and tested at a
university in Kyoto, Japan. The characteristics of the three groups are provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Characteristics of English-speaking Monolinguals, Japanese-speaking Monolinguals,
and Japanese-speaking EFL Learners.

Measure English-speaking Japanese-speaking  Japanese-speaking
monolinguals monolinguals EFL learners

Age (years) 20.9 (1.75) 20.4 (1.50) 21.1(0.7)

FL English self-rating (7pt scale)

Reading NA 3.3(0.93) 4.0 (0.93)

Writing NA 2.8 (0.89) 3.5(1.09)

Speaking NA 2.7(1.17) 3.1(1.24)

Listening NA 2.8 (0.89) 3.6(1.24)

Daily FL English NA 3.94 (4.51) 9.38 (9.05)

usage (%)

TOEIC NA 566.1 (85.0) 768.7 (99.3)

TOEFL NA NA 548.8 (13.96)

Oxford Quick NA NA 40.6 (4.06)

Placement test

(Max = 60)

Length of stay in 5.4 month NA NA

Japan

Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses. Although all the English-speaking monolinguals were
living in Japan at the time of testing, their proficiency was so limited that they were considered to

be functionally monolingual with minimal exposure to another language (e.g., Japanese).
2. Materials

The stimuli consisted of 67 video clips denoting a wide range of the cutting/breaking events.

We first selected 5 representative verbs (i.e., break, cut, smash, snap, and tear) in the domain that
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English-speaking monolinguals use in everyday situations when referring to the cutting/breaking
events. We then created a set of video clips denoting various kinds of everyday events that involve
separation in the material integrity, referring to previous cross-linguistic studies (Majid, Boster &
Bowerman, 2008; Pye, Loeb, & Pao, 1996). We also included other kinds of cutting/breaking events
(e.g., bending events) by changing a number of parameters, so that they could be fillers. The content
validity of each video was verified by three English-speaking monolinguals. Each action was
videotaped with a female agent cutting or breaking various objects. The length of videos varied
from 2s to 10s (M = 4.1 minutes, SD = 1.9). The Appendix lists a brief description of each video
clip.

3. Procedure

The experiment ran individually. Participants were given an applicability judgment task,
followed by a questionnaire on their language background.
3.1 Applicability judgment task

The participants were asked to watch a video clip once, and then they were asked to rate how
well an action represented the verb break or kowasu. (The English and EFL groups gave
applicability ratings for the English verb break, while the Japanese group gave applicability ratings

for the Japanese verb kowasu.) (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. An example of the applicability judgment task. In this scene, a female agent cracked an egg. The
participants were asked to indicate how applicable the word break or kowasu is for describing the event
shown in the video on a 4-point scale: 1.not applicable at all, 2.rarely applicable, 3.somewhat applicable,

4.very applicable.

We selected the verbs, break and kowasu, because they were one of the most frequently generated
verbs to refer to the cutting/breaking events. We also selected this pair of verbs because they were
approximate but not perfect translation equivalents in English and Japanese (Fujii, 1999). More
specifically, because the Japanese language has various verbs corresponding to break in English
(e.g., kowasu, kuzusu, oru, waru, and yaburu), it might be assumed that the relation between
categories linked to words is imperfect. We thus assumed that this pair of words has implications for
the nature and role of L1 lexical knowledge in formation of the category prototype in the FL when

words of different languages have some overlap in prototype but with varying boundaries. The
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participants received a 3-trial practice session before doing the main experiment. Each video was

presented on a computer screen in a random order.

3.2 Language background questionnaire

A questionnaire was designed to obtain information about the participants’ language learning
experiences. The participants were asked to indicate their age, major at university, first and second
language(s), and study-abroad experience. They were also asked to self-report on a 7-point scale,
with 1 labeled ‘very poor’ and 7 labeled ‘native-like’, to measure their perceived English

proficiency.

4. Analysis

We analyzed the data from the applicability judgment task in the following points: (1) to what
extent English-speaking monolinguals and Japanese-speaking monolinguals share the same
prototype to form their categories, (2) to what extent Japanese-speaking EFL learners form their
linguistic category in the same way as English-speaking monolinguals do, and (3) what kinds of
role L1 lexical knowledge plays in formation of the category prototype in EFL.

For the analyses, we first created response matrices for each participant group separately (i.e.,
the English group, Japanese groups, and EFL groups). Then, we averaged the applicability ratings
for each video separately for each participant group. In each matrix, there were the 67 rows
representing the 67 videos. The column represented the target verb (break or kowasu) each
participant rated. Each cell of this matrix indicated the mean applicability rating of the verb for each
event shown in the video. Each matrix from the applicability judgment task thus indicated to what
extent the participants in each group formed their categories around the same prototype. These
matrices were also used to investigate what kinds of semantic features were mostly associated with
the verb.

II1. RESULTS & DISCUSSION

For convenience, we describe the results in two parts. We first discuss the degree of the
correspondence in the applicability ratings between English- and Japanese-speaking monolinguals.
We then discuss how Japanese-speaking EFL learners gave applicability ratings for the category
break to ask how L1 influence is manifested in the formation of the linguistic category in EFL.

For this purpose, we first averaged the applicability ratings across participants for each video
separately for each group (i.e., the English group, the Japanese group, and EFL group). Then we
calculated the Pearson’s correlations of the mean applicability ratings among these groups, which
indicate the extent to which the linguistic categories share prototype and typicality gradients.

Table 2 shows the correlations of the mean applicability ratings among the three groups. Table
3 lists ten events that were rated high in the applicability ratings by each group.
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Table 2. Correlations Between the Mean Applicability Ratings of Japanese-speaking EFL
Learners and Monolingual Speakers of the Respective Languages for the Pair of Break

and Kowasu Categories
English-speaking  Japanese-speaking Japanese-speaking
monolinguals EFL learners monolinguals

(" hatt=0.98)

Participants groups

English-speaking

monolinguals
Japanese-speaking _—
learners of L2 English 72 (1" nair = 0.96)
T apanesejspeakmg 56 <7 ¢ rar=0.98)
monolinguals

Note. Parentheses indicate the halves-reliability estimates (r* haip adjusted by the Spearman-Brown

prediction formula (r* naiy = 2* 1 naig(1 +1 hare).

Table 3. Top 10 Events That Were Rated High in Applicability Rating

Applicability ratings
English-speaking Japanese-speaking EFL Japanese-speaking
monolinguals learners monolinguals
Object names  Mean Object names Mean Object names Mean
Cell phone Cell phone Timer
! video53) 90 (ideo 53) 394 (ideo3sy — *00
Pencil lead Timer Watch
2 (video 20) 4.00 (video 33) 394 (video48) 4.00
Rice bowl Camera Toy
3 (video 66) 4.00 (video 36) 383 (video 13) 4.00
Racket China cup Cell phone
4 (video 60) 0% (video28) 37T (Nideos3) 09
China cup Wooden box House
> (video28) 2 (video 8) 37T (video42) 8
Camera House Chair
6 (video 36) 3:92 (video 42) 3.61 (video 65) 385
Chair Toy Camera
7 (video 65) 3:92 (video 13) 3.61 (video36) 3.90
Toothpick Cork block Wooden box
8 ideols) ¥ (ideod) 3 (ideosy 30
Seal Watch China cup
? (video 56) ¥ (video 48) 335 (Video2s) 7
Bamboo Rice bowl (video Cork block
10 Gideo2y 38 66) 335 (ideodl) 7P

Note. Bold face indicates the accidental (spontaneous) events.

1. Break vs. Kowasu

As Table 2 shows, the correlation between English-speaking monolinguals and Japanese-
speaking monolinguals was .56, indicating that they formed their categories around the same
prototype to some extent, but they differed largely at the placement of peripheral items, which are

not closely related to the prototype within the category. There are, in fact, some similarities in the
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way the two language groups gave the applicability ratings for the cutting/breaking events. For
instance, the actions rated most typical of break by English-speaking monolinguals were actions
where a person intentionally breaks a machine-like complex object (e.g., cell phone and camera).
Likewise, the actions rated most typical of kowasu by Japanese-speaking monolinguals were actions
where a person intentionally breaks a machine-like complex object (e.g., timer and watch). We thus
concluded that both break and kowasu typically refer to intentional actions, which the objects to
lose their function and value.

There are, however, some differences in the way the two language groups gave applicability
ratings for the category break and kowasu. First, they differed widely in how they treated the events
that were caused by accident (or accidental events). While English-speaking monolinguals gave
relatively high ratings for the events where a person accidentally breaks a simple object (e.g., pencil
lead breaks while writing on paper) as a good example for representing the verb break, Japanese-
speaking monolinguals rarely gave high ratings for the accidental events as a good example for
representing the verb kowasu.

Second, they differed in how they treated the actions that happened to simple objects (e.g.,
pencil lead and seal). While English-speaking monolinguals gave high ratings for the events
involving a simple object (e.g., a rice bowl, a toothpick and a seal) as a good example of the
conceptual category of break, Japanese-speaking monolinguals gave high ratings only for the events
involving a machine-like complex object (e.g., a timer and a toy). The English verb break is thus a
rather diverse category, encompassing a variety of actions that were caused intentionally and
accidentally to break simple and complex objects. In contrast, the Japanese verb kowasu typically
refers to the actions that were caused intentionally to break machine-like complex objects. Put
differently, while break can be applied to the scenes in which our focus is on the material of which
the object is made rather than its function, kowasu can be used only for the scenes in which our
focus is on the loss of its function (e.g., Fujii, 1999). We thus conclude that although two linguistic
categories linking break and kowasu show a modest correspondence in prototype and typicality
gradients, they differ largely in the formation of categories, especially at the placement of peripheral

items not closely related to the prototype within the category.

2. Break by Japanese-speaking learners of English

Having discovered how closely English-speaking monolinguals agree with Japanese-speaking
monolinguals in prototype and typicality gradients with regard to the category break and kowasu,
we now turn to our attention to investigating how Japanese-speaking EFL learners gave typicality
ratings for the cutting/breaking events with regard to the linguistic category of break.

For this purpose, we first discuss the correlations of mean applicability ratings to provide an
overview of how Japanese-speaking EFL learners formed their linguistic category. If Japanese-
speaking EFL learners can acquire native-like knowledge on the category prototype in English, the
correspondence in applicability rating between English-speaking monolinguals and Japanese-

speaking EFL learners should be higher than that between Japanese-speaking monolinguals and
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Japanese-speaking EFL learners. Alternatively, if they have difficulty in establishing native-like
knowledge on the category prototype in English, and if the L1 influence is manifested in the
formation of the category prototype in EFL, the correspondence between Japanese-speaking
monolinguals and Japanese-speaking EFL learners should be higher than that between English-
speaking monolinguals and Japanese-speaking EFL learners.

The correlation between English-speaking monolinguals and Japanese-speaking EFL learners
was .72, and the correlation between Japanese-speaking monolinguals and Japanese-speaking EFL
learners was .87 (see Table 2). This appears to indicate a strongly shared gradient of applicability
with monolingual speakers of the respective languages. More concretely, this result indicates that
the construction of the category prototype in an FL represents a conflation of both L1 and FL
knowledge in the sense that Japanese-speaking learners of EFL formed their linguistic categories in
the L1-based fashion, but they also acquired some native-like knowledge of the category prototype
in English.

There is evidence, in fact, that Japanese-speaking EFL learners have acquired some native-like
knowledge on the category prototype in English. For instance, the actions rated most typical of
break by Japanese-speaking EFL learners encompassed the actions where a person breaks a rice-
bowl by accidents (see, Table 3). Because the accidental events were most commonly described
with verbs other than kowasu in Japanese, this can be taken as evidence that Japanese speaking EFL
learners restructured the L1 categories and moved in the direction of English, even though they did
not acquire the fully-developed native-like knowledge on the category prototype in English.

At the same time, however, there is evidence that Japanese-speaking EFL learners have shaped
their linguistic category differently from English-speaking monolinguals. For example, as shown in
Table 3, while Japanese-speaking EFL learners used the verb break to describe the actions where a
person demolished a house with a bulldozer, English-monolingual speakers never use the verb
break to describe the destruction of a house with a bulldozer. Moreover, while English-speaking
monolinguals gave high applicability ratings for the actions that were caused by accident to break
simple objects, Japanese-speaking EFL learners mainly give high applicability ratings for actions
where complex objects were broken intentionally. This tendency (rating high for the actions where
complex objects were broken intentionally) was also observed among Japanese-speaking
monolinguals.

The majority of these results are consistent with the findings of previous research showing that
individuals who use more than one language have a distinct compound state of mind which is not
equivalent to two monolingual states (Cook, 2008; Grosjean, 1998). In the present study, Japanese-
speaking EFL learners gave applicability ratings differently from the monolingual speakers of the
respective languages. Although they formed categories in the L1-based fashion, they seem to have
developed some native-like knowledge of the category prototype in English. This is reflected by the
fact that the correspondence in applicability ratings between English-speaking monolinguals and
Japanese-speaking EFL learners was higher than the correspondence between English- and

Japanese-speaking monolinguals (r = .72, vs. r=.56). This result indicates that the construction of
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the category prototypes in an FL was subject to both L1 and FL influence, even though L1 lexical
knowledge plays a key role in shaping category prototypes in the FL.

IV. CONCLUSION

The goal of present study was to investigate whether and to what extent Japanese-speaking
EFL learners achieve native-like knowledge of English category prototypes, and what role L1
lexical knowledge plays in shaping category prototypes in an FL especially when words of different
languages have some overlap in prototype but with varying boundaries. We found that the
construction of the category prototypes in an FL was subject to both L1 and FL influence: Japanese-
speaking EFL learners basically formed their linguistic category in the L.1-based fashion, but they
also acquired some native-like knowledge of the English category prototype. Overall, the result of
the present study supports the view that individuals who use more than one language have a distinct
compound state of mind, which is not equivalent to two monolingual speakers, and the linguistic
knowledge may be subject to the interaction between multiple languages.

One potential reason why L1 lexical knowledge has a far-reaching impact in shaping category
prototypes in an FL even when words of different languages have some overlap in prototype but
with varying boundaries is in terms of the relations between words of different languages. Unlike in
cases where one language has more repertories in the vocabulary than another language, in the cases
where words of different language have some overlap in prototype but with varying boundaries, FL
learners might have great difficulty in discovering differences in meaning between words in the L1
and FL because words of different languages differ only in the naming of peripheral items not
closely allied with the categories of any language. If this is the case, it is not unusual that L1 lexical
knowledge plays a significant role in shaping category prototypes in an FL.

Linguistic proficiency might also play a key role in the manifestation of L1 influence on
shaping category prototypes in an FL. While previous studies have mainly tested L2 learners who
lived in the target language speaking countries (Saji et al, 2011), our participants lived in a
monolingual society and started to learn the target language later in life (approximately from age
12). Thus, it is likely that our participants are less proficient at the target language and have less
developed knowledge of the formation of category prototypes in an FL than learners in the target
country. Given that more experienced learners can progress in the ability to use words in an L2
(Malt & Sloman, 2003), it might be the case that linguistic proficiency plays a key role in shaping
category prototype in an FL. In future research, it will be important to investigate the role of FL
proficiency, and the nature of relations between the linguistic categories of different languages on

the formation of prototypes in an FL.
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APPENDIX

Below are short descriptions of the video stimuli used in this study. Bold indicates the accidental
(spontaneous) events. Italics indicates technical terms.

Tear paper into two pieces by hand.

Smash a watch with a single downward hammer blow.

Snap a cucumber in half by hand

Break a chocolate bar into two pieces by hand.

Break shot (hit a billiard ball)

Cut grass with a sickle.

Rip a newspaper into two pieces by hand.

Break a wooden box with downward hammer blows.

A T e

Rip toilet paper into two pieces by hand.

—
=

. Smash a cracker into small pieces with a wooden pestle.

—_—
—_—

. Pop a balloon with a needle.

—_
[\

. Bend the body of a clay cup by hand.

[
98]

. Stomp on a toy by foot.

_
N

. Tear a nylon tape into several pieces by hand.

—_
9]

. Bend a wire by hand.

—_
@)

. Snap a toothpick by hand.
. Bend a bamboo stick by hand.

. Cut a wire into two pieces with wire cutters.

_—
O o0

. Peel cheese into pieces by hand.
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Pencil lead breaks accidentally into two pieces.
Smash a lump of ice into small pieces with downward hammer blows.
Fold paper in half by hand.

Bend an arm.

Tear a loaf of bread in half by hand.

Pop a bubble wrap by using fingers.

Rip paper violently.

Cut a bamboo stick into two pieces with a saw.

Smash a china cup with a single hammer blow.

Snap a bamboo stick in half by hand.

Crack an egg.

Tear a towel into two pieces by hand.

Stamp on a cardboard box by foot.

Smash a timer with single downward hammer blow.
Mash an egg for cooking.

Slice a cucumber.

Break a camera by throwing it against wall.

Rip off a calendar.

Rip off a button from a shirt.

Rip wrapping paper to open a present.

Stomp on an empty can by foot.

Smash a cork block into small pieces with a single downward hammer blow.
Demolish a house with a bulldozer.

Cut nails by using clippers.

Open a decorative ball by pulling a string.

Break glasses by throwing them against a wall.

Topple down Jenga blocks accidentally while playing.
Tear a dried squid into two pieces by hand.

Take off a piece of clay from a clay cup.

Break a cracker in half by hand.

Tear a T-shirt into two pieces by hand.

Smash a clay cup with a single downward hammer blow.
Break a yarn into two pieces by hand.

Snap a cell phone in half violently by hand to break it.
Divide disposable chopsticks.

Cut paper by using a ruler.

Break a seal to open a book.

Split a bamboo stick vertically in half with an axe.

Cut the body of a clay cup by using a thread.
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Rip off a piece of paper vertically.

A tennis racket breaks accidentally while hitting a ball.

A toy breaks accidentally while playing with it.

Smash a snowman with a punch.

Break a mug accidentally while holding it.

A paper net that is used to capture fish tears accidentally while playing with it.
A chair breaks suddenly while sitting on it.

A rice bowl breaks accidentally while washing it.

Take off a twig from a tree by hand.

24



JACET Kansai Journal, 15, 25-39. (2013) ©JACET Kansai Chapter
ISSN 1880-2281 Printed in JAPAN.

L2 Communication Anxiety Levels in Relation to Different Communication
Partners: An Empirical Study in Japanese EFL Classrooms

Michiko UEKI

Graduate School of Kansai University, JSPS Research Fellow

ABSTRACT
In this article, the author presents an empirical study that examines whether second language (L2)
communication anxiety varies in relation to the learner’s communication partner: non-native
teachers of English, native teachers of English, more capable peers, less capable peers, and
returnees from English speaking countries. The study also explores the relationship between
learners’ academic status (i.e. junior high, senior high, or college) and their L2 anxiety level with
each communication partner. The study adopted a mixed methodology approach: a questionnaire
with 240 Japanese English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students and a semi-structured interview
with 26 students. The overall results are as follows: (1) L2 anxiety varies depending on
communication partners and is particularly high with non-native teachers of English; (2) learners’
academic status influences their levels of L2 anxiety with different communication partners; and (3)
three reasons may explain the variance in learners’ anxiety with different communication partners:
fear of negative evaluation by others, nervousness about L2 communication, and a sense of not
being evaluated by others. The implications of these findings are discussed in relation to Dornyei’s

L2 motivational self system.

Key words: L2 communication anxiety, Communication partners, L2 motivational self system,

Japanese EFL learners

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the announcement of ‘An Action Plan to Cultivate Japanese with English Abilities’ by the
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT, 2002), English language
education in secondary and tertiary schools in Japan has increasingly emphasized communication in
the target language; this emphasis has resulted in a greater portion of classroom activities focused
on face-to-face interactions and communicative tasks. In response to this trend, many studies (e.g.
Ellis, 2003; Takahashi, 2000) have focused on developing communicative teaching methods and
tasks. However, Yashima et al. (2009) point out that attending to affective variables in
communicative teaching is also important, because learners’ psychology greatly affects the
effectiveness of teaching in communicative classrooms. One such affective variable is second
language (L2) communication anxiety (CA). Yashima (2004) has argued that because learners are

being asked to express themselves using their limited L2, they naturally become anxious in
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communicative classrooms. In addition, Yashima (2004) and Kim (2010) have implied that the level
of L2 CA varies in response to the different communication partners (e.g. non-native teachers of
English, peers, and native teachers of English) and the different academic status (e.g. junior high,
senior high, or college) of learners. However, few studies have verified this contention.

Thus, the present study examines a sizable sample of Japanese English as a foreign language
(EFL) learners to ascertain whether the level of L2 CA varies with different communication partners
and whether the academic status of the learners affects the level of L2 CA with these

communication partners. This study also discusses the results in relation to a theoretical framework.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW
1. L2 anxiety and communication anxiety

L2 anxiety is defined as ‘the feeling of tension and apprehension specifically associated with
second language contexts’ (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994, p. 284). Although some studies report a
positive relationship between L2 anxiety and L2 performance (Scovel, 1978), anxiety is generally
recognized as negatively affecting language learning (Arnold & Brown, 1999; MaclIntyre, Noels, &
Clément, 1997; Oxford, 2011). Most studies have demonstrated negative correlations between
language anxiety and language achievement (e.g. Horwitz, 2001; Young, 1986), with
communicative activity having been widely accepted as being the most influential L2-anxiety
provoking activity for L2 learners (e.g. Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986; Young, 1991). Thus, L2
learners’ difficulties in understanding others and expressing themselves clearly using their limited
L2 may produce higher anxiety for these learners.

CA research in communication studies has focused primarily on first language (L1)
communication; the term CA is defined as the fear or anxiety triggered by real or anticipated
communication with other people (Daly, 1991; Jung & McCroskey, 2004). However, researchers in
applied linguistics have defined CA and language anxiety similarly or even synonymously in
studies of L2 communicative situations (MaclIntyre, Baker, Clément, & Donovan, 2002; MacIntyre
& Charos, 1996; Oxford, 2011). The author thus would like to follow suit and treat L2 anxiety and
L2 CA interchangeably in this article.

2. Recent trends in L2 anxiety research

While L2 anxiety has traditionally been thought to originate in learners, recent studies have
viewed it as a multi-faceted and complex variable influenced by learning environments and the
types of activities in which learners are engaged (Horwitz, 2010; Young, 1991). L2 anxiety also
varies in relation to learners’ communication partners. However, Kim (2010) has noted the paucity
of research examining the influence of different communication partners on L2 CA levels and
indicated the value of investigating the relationship between L2 CA levels and different
communication partners in future studies.

Another research trend has aimed to conceptualize L2 anxiety within the framework of the L2
motivational self system proposed by Dornyei (2005, 2009). This framework builds on
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conceptualizations of L2 motivation using a tripartite model (ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, L2
learning experience), and it has shown that various forms of the L2 self significantly influence L.2
anxiety levels (Papi, 2010). Therefore, it might be worthwhile to treat L2 anxiety within the L2

motivational self system.

ITII. RESEARCH PURPOSES

The purpose of this study is to examine whether the level of L2 CA varies for different
communication partners in the Japanese EFL classroom context. It also investigates the influences
of learners’ academic status on L2 CA.

More specifically, the author first examines whether L2 anxiety level varies for different
communication partners using a sample of Japanese EFL learners. She divides the communication
partners in the EFL classroom environment into five different categories (A-E) and tests participants
for variation in L2 anxiety among these categories. The categories include the following: (A)
Japanese (non-native) teacher of English, (B) foreign (native) teacher of English, (C) friends whose
English skills are strong (more capable friends), (D) friends whose English skills are not strong (less
capable friends), and (E) friends who have returned from English-speaking countries (returnee
friends). The author then closely investigates the influence of learners’ academic status (junior high,
senior high, or college students) on their level of L2 CA with the different communication partners
described above. The reasons for variation in student anxiety in response to specific types of

communication partners are then discussed in relation to Dérnyei’s L2 motivational self system.

IV. METHODS
1. Participants

The participants in this study included the following: (a) 2nd-year junior high school students,
(b) 2nd-year senior high school students, and (¢) 2nd- and 3rd-year college students majoring in
non-English field (i.e. liberal arts, law, and business studies). All the participants were Japanese
students learning English as a foreign language. Each group consisted of 80 students. A total of 240
students answered the questionnaire described below. To control the influence of gender difference,
the ratio of males to females in this study was kept even in each group. Table 1 shows detailed
information about the participants. None of the students had lived in English-speaking countries for
more than three months. In addition, all the students reported little exposure to English education

outside of their schools.
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Table 1. Information about the participants

Institution N (Male: Female) Grade
L Public 40 (M 20: F 20) 2nd year
Junior high school -
Public 40 (M 20: F 20) 2nd year
. . Public 48 (M 26: F 22) 2nd year
Senior high school -
Private 32 (M 14: F 18) 2nd year
2
College Private 80 (M 40: F 40) nd and 3rd
years

With regard to the assisted language teacher (ALT) assigned system, both public junior high and
senior high schools adopted a ‘regular visit system’, in which ALTs are assigned to more than one
school but make regular visits, usually once every three months. On the other hand, the private
senior high school and college adopted a ‘based school system’, in which a school has its own

ALT(s) teaching regular English classes, generally twice a month.

2. Data collection

The author developed a questionnaire to examine the variance in learners’ L2 anxiety in relation
to different communication partners. This questionnaire was developed based on the questionnaire
used in an earlier major study of foreign learning anxiety (Horwitz et al., 1986). It also incorporated
some elements adapted from Tanabe (2002) that examined L2 anxiety in the Japanese EFL context.
The questionnaire consisted of seven items in relation to each type of communication partner; thus,
students were asked to respond to 35 items—that included seven identical items in each of five
categories (see Appendix for the details). They were asked to respond on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The participants’ consent was obtained, and
the questionnaire was administrated in their regular classrooms by their teachers in April and early
May 2010.

Upon completion of the questionnaire, the participants were asked to indicate their interest in
taking part in a follow-up interview conducted by the author. On the basis of their responses and the
results of the questionnaire administered, 26 students were chosen for a semi-structured follow-up
interview. It was confirmed that all participants who joined the interview session were not outliers
in this study. Because of the limitations imposed by junior and senior high schools, two different
types of interviews were conducted: group interviews for junior and senior high school students
(n=8 for each) and personal interviews for college students (n=10). However, both types of
interviews began with the same question: What causes you to become anxious while communicating

in English? All the interviews were recorded by an IC recorder and later transcribed by the author.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
1. L2 anxiety in relation to different communication partners
The author first examined whether learners’ L2 CA varied in relation to the five different

communication partners. Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of the level of learners’ L2 anxiety
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for each category of communication partner.

Table 2. The level of learners’ L2 anxiety for each category of communication partner

Mean SD
A) Japanese teacher of English 23.55 3.40
B) Foreign teacher of English 17.47 3.47
C) More capable friends 19.94 3.26
D) Less capable friends 11.53 2.54
E) Returnee friends 17.02 3.29

Table 2 indicates that learners’ L2 anxiety levels varied in relation to different communication
partners. The one-way ANOVA with post hoc analysis confirmed that differences existed among all
the categories of communication partners, except for the one between foreign teachers of English
(Category B) and returnee friends (Category E) (F=312.96, p < .05, partial n?= 1.05; Bonferroni’s
test as a post hoc test, p < .05). This finding supports the assumption that learners’ communication
partners influence their level of L2 anxiety. The most salient characteristic of Table 2 is that
Japanese teachers of English (Category A) and more capable friends (Category C) provoked higher
levels of anxiety compared with the other three categories. This result indicates that learners were
likely to be more anxious when communicating in their L2 with Japanese teachers of English and
with more capable friends. However, communication with less capable friends (Category D) yielded
the lowest anxiety levels: learners seemed to be less anxious when communicating in their L2 with
their less capable friends.

Table 2 also shows that the participants reported lower anxiety levels in their conversations with
foreign teachers of English (Category B). Thus, foreign teachers of English did not significantly
induce higher L2 anxiety among the learners.

These results are based on data obtained from all the participants without addressing differences
in their academic status. Therefore, the author further investigated how this variable exerted

influence on L2 anxiety levels with each communication partner.

2. L2 anxiety and academic status

To examine the relationship between the participants’ academic status and L2 anxiety, the
sample was divided into the following three groups: junior high school students (n=80), senior high
school students (n=80) and college students (n=80). Information regarding the participants is
presented in Table 1. A one-way ANOVA with Bonferroni’s post-hoc tests was conducted on the
data. Table 3 indicates that some characteristics of L2 anxiety with different communication

partners were related to academic status.
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Table 3. The level of L2 anxiety in relation to each communication partner category

according to academic status

Junior high Senior high College
school school students students
students (1) 2) €] Effect
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) F size' Post hoc test?
A) Japanese teachers .
. 23.01 (2.76) 22.56 (3.41)  25.06 (3.61) 7.77 .06 M, 2)/3)
of English
B) Foreign teachers wx
. 19.42 (2.51) 16.59 (3.37) 16.40 (3.59) 22.54 .16 3), 2/ 1)
of English
C) More capable .
. 20.36 (2.78) 21.74(2.93) 17.71 (2.78)  21.67 .16 3)/1), 2
friends
D) Less capable
. 10.99 (2.16) 11.65 (2.10) 11.95 (3.14) 3.07 .03 2),(1)/3)
friends
E) Returnee friends 17.96 (3.75) 19.04(3.33) 14.06 (3.02)  39.25™ 25 3)/M, 2

Note. *p <0.01, **p < 0.001

feta squared (.01 as a small effect, .06 as a medium effect, and .14 as a large effect)

2 Numbers refer to the following academic status groups: (1) =junior high school students, (2) =senior high
school students and (3) =college students. They are presented with the lowest value coming first. A comma
between numbers indicates a non-significant difference and a slash indicates that a significant difference

exists between the two values.

Although many statistically significant differences were observed, a large effect size calculated
using eta-squared was found only for three categories: foreign teachers of English (Category B),
more capable friends (Category C), and returnee friends (Category E). When the communication
partner was a foreign teacher of English (Category B), senior high school and college students
reported relatively lower levels of L2 anxiety. On the other hand, junior high school students
indicated a higher level of L2 anxiety. This difference might relate to the junior high students’ lack
of contact with foreign teachers of English. Because the data were collected in early May, it is
assumed that the students were still less experienced in communicating with foreign teachers of
English. In the region where the author collected the data for the current study, foreign teachers of
English came to teach English every two or three months. Therefore, students in this region had
fewer opportunities for contact with foreign teachers of English. This lack may have induced higher
levels of L2 CA in junior high school students. Several previous studies (e.g. Aida, 1994) also have
shown that frequency of contact affects the level of L2 anxiety.

When the communication partners were more capable friends (Category C), both junior high
school and senior school students reported higher levels of L2 anxiety. However, similar to the
results observed with foreign teachers of English (Category B), college students reported relatively

lower levels of L2 anxiety in this category. This discrepancy may have resulted from the classroom
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systems adopted. In junior and senior high schools, students study together in EFL classrooms and
in classrooms where other academic subjects are taught; however, in colleges, they do not study in
these settings. Yashima (2004) argues that the close relationships formed in junior and senior high
schools result in learners being highly sensitive to classmates’ evaluation of each other; thus, this
sensitivity causes higher anxiety in these classrooms. Young (1999) has claimed that when learners
are asked to express themselves using a language in which they have limited competence, the task
can be very threatening to their self-image within the system of close relationships often found in
secondary schools.

When the communication partner was a Japanese teacher of English (Category A), almost all the
students, regardless of their academic status, reported high levels of L2 anxiety, with medium effect
size. Among these students, college students showed the highest levels of anxiety. This finding is
counter-intuitive, as it might be expected that the group with a longer history of L2 communication
experiences with Japanese teachers of English would become less anxious with them than other
groups would. One possible explanation might be that college students have accumulated negative
feelings toward Japanese teachers of English.

Communicating with friends whose English skills are not strong (Category D) provoked less
anxiety in all the participants, regardless of their academic status; no difference was observed across
the groups. This finding is expected because anxiety is caused by fear of being evaluated by others,
and peers whose English skills are not strong are generally considered to have limited English
abilities with which they judge others’ English proficiency.

Finally, to confirm that the statistical tests reported above have sufficient power to detect the
real effects, a power analysis was conducted by using G*Power 3.0 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang &
Buchner, 2009). The analysis revealed that when the effect size was large and the number of the
participants was 240, the mean power of the statistical tests performed in this study was .98, which
is well above the conventionally acceptable power of .80 (Cohen, 1992). This result indicates that
the statistical tests conducted in this study did detect the real effects and that the number of the

participants in this study was sufficiently large to test the research hypotheses described above.

3. What induces learners’ L2 anxiety

Now that it has been proved that learners’ L2 anxiety level varies in relation to different
communication partners across the academic status groups, the author next turns to exploring the
anxiety level variance and possible reasons for this variance through an analysis of the
questionnaire items and the interview data. Table 4 shows the means and SD values for each item
on the questionnaire according to communication partner and academic status. The analysis of the
table indicates that higher levels of L2 anxiety were often induced by fear of negative evaluation by
others (in Categories A and C) and by nervousness (in Categories B and E). This table also shows

that anxiety was often reduced by a sense of not being evaluated by others (in Category D).
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for items of the questionnaire according to

communication partner and academic status

Junior high Senior high
College
school school &
M SD M SD M SD
1) I am not good at initiating conversations. 2.86 1.02 293 0.87 353  0.80
2) The things I know often slip my mind
during the conversation because I’m nervous. 231 106 2.80 0.86 3.10 1.09
3) I am always exhausted after the
A) Japanese  conversation. 255 099 229 081 288 0.96
teacher of  4) I worry about making mistakes during the
English conversation. 383 081 396 0.77 394 0.99
(a=.83) 5) I worry that the communication partner is
judging my English during the conversation. 409 083 400 080 433 073
6) I am not at ease during the conversation. 3.09 0.77 3.10 0.74 3.66 0.75
7) After the conversation, I think about how I
could have done better. 364 086 344 076 3.64 1.00
1) I am not good at initiating conversations. 3.73 0.81 2.34 0.83 2.64  0.90
2) The things I know often slip my mind
during the conversation because I’m nervous. 2.44 0.73 2.63 0.97 3.08 0.97
3) I am always exhausted after the
B) Foreign conversation. 350 083 220 079 264 090
teacher of 4) I worry about making mistakes during the
English conversation. 219  0.68 236 0.86 281 0.64
(a=.67)' 5) I worry that the communication partner is
judging my English during the conversation. 208 063 239 092 246 083
6) I am not at ease during the conversation. 3.53 0.93 2.79 0.76  3.05 1.04
7) After the conversation, | think about how 1
could have done better. 1.98  0.75 1.89  0.75 280 1.06
1) I am not good at initiating conversations. 2.75 0.82  2.88 1.02 343 091
2) The things I know often slip my mind
during the conversation because I’m nervous. 2.38 0.88 2.70 Lol 329 0.66
31 \ hausted after th
C) More cinfglszﬁ"giys exhausted afier fhe 219 080 229 083 328 0.64
capable 4) I worry about making mistakes during the
Jriends conversation. 356 079 371 1.00  3.93 0381
(a=.85) 5) I worry that the communication partner is
judging my English during the conversation. 371 081 378 093 380 0389
6) I am not at ease during the conversation. 2.71 0.62 2.91 0.84 330 0.64
7) After the conversation, I think about how 1
could have done better. 306 077 348 099 330 0.64
1) I am not good at initiating conversations. 2.14 0.65 2.26 0.67 1.85 048
2) The things I know often slip my mind
during the conversation because I’m nervous. 1.60 0.54 1.76 0.31 1830355
D) Less 2())3;?8:%?3 exhausted after the 149 053 155 057 165 062
capable 4) I worry about making mistakes during the
Sriends conversation. 1.34 048 1.40  0.54 1.68  0.61
(a=.74) 5) I worry that the communication partner is
judging my English during the conversation. 131 0.47 1.36 0.53 163 0.62
6) I am not at ease during the conversation. 1.85 0.60 2.03 0.67 1.80  0.64
7) After the conversation, I think about how I 126 0.47 129 051 153 0.64

could have done better.
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1) I am not good at initiating conversations. 1.65 0.76 1.95 1.04 258 0.81

2) The things I know often slip my mind
during the conversation because I’'m nervous.
3) I am always exhausted after the

3.33 095 329 086 3.08 099

2.26 0.69 2.45 0.86 2.65 0.87

E) Returnee conversation.

41 bout making mistakes during th
friends Cz)mzfsr;fisn"“ maKing MISTAkes curme the — » 15 060 226 067 276  0.58
(@=78)

5) I worry that the communication partner is
judging my English during the conversation.
6) I am not at ease during the conversation. 350 094 3.66 094 3.05 1.01

2,14  0.78 225 079 249 0.78

7) After the conversation, I think about how I

could have done better. 2.94 0.95 3.18 1.08 2.79 0.97

Fear of negative evaluation by others

Communicating in L2 with a Japanese teacher of English (Category A) or more capable friends
(Category C) caused the highest level of anxiety (Table 3). This highest level of anxiety seemed to
be induced by fear of another’s negative evaluation. Items #4 (I worry about making mistakes
during the conversation) and #5 (I worry that the communication partner is judging my English
during the conversation) consistently showed higher scores than other items in communicating with
these two types of partners (Table 4). Both these items are proven to relate to negative evaluation by
others (Matsuda & Gobal, 2004). Thus, learners tended to worry about L2 communication because
they feared being evaluated by Japanese teachers of English or by more capable friends. This
argument is also supported by learners’ interview protocol data, as shown in the following excerpt:

Excerpt 1: When I have English communication with a Japanese teacher of English or
more capable friends, I sometimes feel uncomfortable because I am afraid that they
might think my English is not good.

(Senior high school student D: Translation and parentheses are mine for all the

excerpts in this study)

Other excerpts also support the claim that the sense of being evaluated (by Japanese teachers of
English) causes a higher level of L2 anxiety.

Excerpt 2: When I make mistakes in the English classes, the teachers (Japanese
teachers of English) always point them out either explicitly or implicitly. So, I am a bit
sensitive about making mistakes, especially in front of the teachers.

(Junior high school student A)

Excerpt 3: Whenever teachers (Japanese teachers of English) asked me to speak or
communicate in English, they were always checking my English performance in the
fashion of a speech or interview. These experiences caused me to exhibit a kind of

negative S-R (stimulus-response) reaction to these teachers. (College student H)
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Excerpts 3 and 4 show that negative L2 learning experiences increase learners’ levels of L2 anxiety.
This finding is in line with previous studies illustrating that L2 learning experience, a crucial factor
in Dornyei’s L2 motivational self system, is significantly associated with anxiety levels (e.g.
Maclntyre & Gardner, 1991; Muris, Merckelbach, & Meesters, 2001).

Nervousness about L2 communication

Communicating in L2 with foreign teachers of English (Category B) or returnee friends
(Category E) also caused higher levels of anxiety in L2 learners. However, the mechanism behind
this seems to be different from the explanation described above. The higher level of anxiety seems
to be induced by the nervousness resulting from a lack of contact with communication partners in
Categories B and E, as Items #2 (The things I know often slip my mind during the conversation
because I'm nervous.) and #6 (I am not at ease during the conversation) consistently scored higher
than other items did (Table 4). As was discussed above, a lack of contact with communication
partners from these two categories is rather prevalent in the Japanese EFL context, and the students
are thus relatively inexperienced in communicating with their partners. This inexperience then

induces nervousness, particularly among young students, and results in higher levels of anxiety.

Excerpt 4: [ tend to get nervous when I communicate with Dag (a foreign teacher of
English at the school) because I am not used to having a conversation with native
speakers.

(Junior high school student H)

Although the participants reported that they were likely to become nervous when
communicating with a foreign teacher of English (Category B) or returnee friends (Category E), the
level of L2 anxiety induced by these partners was not as high as those induced by Japanese teachers
of English (Category A) or more capable friends (Category C; see Table 2). This difference may be
explained by the tendency to have a different self-expectation or ‘ought-to L2 self” (Ddrnyei, 2009)
for different communication partners. Excerpt 5 clearly illustrates this tendency:

Excerpt 5: When communicating with a foreign teacher of English or returnee friends,
I don't care about making mistakes so much. I am not a native speaker of English, so [
know they don 't expect me to speak perfect English. In contrast, when communicating
with a Japanese teacher of English or more capable friends, I always try hard not to
make any mistakes. Because I have always done very well in written tests, I think they
might expect that I am supposed to do well in English conversations, as well. But, it is
difficult for me to meet their expectations. That’s why I always worry about making
mistakes in communicating with them in L2.

(Senior high school student A)
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As can be seen in Excerpt 5, when the communication partner was a Japanese teacher of English or
were more capable friends, Student A thought that the partner expected her to speak English well
and thus felt more anxious. In contrast, when the communication partner was a foreign teacher of
English or a returnee friend, the student thought that her English skills need not be equivalent to

those of a native speaker of English; thus her level of anxiety was reduced.

Sense of not being evaluated by others

Communicating in L2 with less capable friends (Category D) tended to provoke less anxiety in
learners. As shown in Table 4, almost all the items indicated relatively lower scores when the
communication partners were Category D students. Thus, learners felt the least anxious
communication in their L2 with less capable friends. Excerpts 5 and 6 show that the sense of not

being evaluated by the communication partner substantially reduced CA levels.

Excerpt 6: I don't feel anxious about having a conversation with them (less capable
friends) because I don t think they can pick up my mistakes.
(College student S)

Excerpt 7: I feel comfortable during the English conversation with them (less capable
friends) because they dont judge my English.
(Senior high school student C)

VI. CONCLUSION

This study examined whether L2 anxiety levels varied according to communication partners. It
also investigated whether learners’ academic status (junior high, senior high, or college students)
affected their level of L2 anxiety with various communication partners.

Before the conclusion is presented, the limitations of this study should be noted. First, this study
was cross-sectional. To examine the dynamics of how different communication partners influence
learners’ L2 anxiety levels, a longitudinal design needs to be included in future studies. Second,
most schools of the present study adopted a ‘regular visit system’ for ALTs. Therefore, replicating
this type of research with learners whose schools adopt other ALT-assigned systems such as the
‘based school system’ (see Section IV) and the ‘occasional visit system’, in which ALTs makes
irregular visits, usually once or twice per year, might be required if we want to provide more useful
insights into general EFL teaching/learning. Lastly, the present study did not focus on the
relationship among L2 anxiety; other learner factors (e.g. self-confidence and learning style) and the
learning environment (e.g. class size). Because several studies (e.g. Milles, Pajares, & Herron,
2006) have revealed that such factors affect L2 anxiety, future research should investigate these
relationships.

Despite these limitations, this study provides new information on how L2 anxiety varies in

relation to communication partners; Japanese (non-native) teachers of English and more capable
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friends induce higher levels of L2 anxiety in learners. These higher levels of anxiety seem to result
from the learners’ fear of being evaluated by the communication partners. However, foreign (native)
teachers of English and returnee friends induce moderate levels of L2 anxiety; these moderate levels
seem to result from the students’ lower contact frequency (relative lack of experience) with these
communication partners. This study also indicates that L2 communication with less capable friends
induces the lowest level of anxiety. This may be because learners need not worry about how their
English is judged by this type of communication partner. Since the learners’ fear of being evaluated
by the communication partners promotes L2 anxiety, it can likely be alleviated by gaining
confidence in English learning. Thus, English teachers should offer suggestions for gaining
confidence or self-efficacy to their students through the use of encouragement. Finally, the results of
this study show that learning experience and the ought-to L2 self, both of which are the crucial
factors for Dormyei’s L2 motivational self system, are closely related to L2 anxiety, and this finding
confirms the possibility of applying the system to the study of anxiety. Thus, further research should
look into the relationship between L2 anxiety and underlying tenets of the L2 motivational self
system, such as the ideal L2 self and ought-to L2 selves.

Notes
1) The alpha value of this subsection was relatively lower than those of other sections. However,
Dornyei (2003) indicates that the alpha value higher than .60 is acceptable when the number of

questionnaire items is small.
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Appendix: L2 Communication Anxiety Scale (Original in Japanese)

Directions: This questionnaire contains statements that may reflect your feelings about your
communication partners when you communicate with them in English. Please read each item and
indicate whether you

(1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neutral, (4) agree, (5) strongly agree.

A) Please response each statements below by imaging that you are communicating with Japanese
teacher of English.

1* Tam not good at initiating conversation. 1-2—3—4-5

9 The things I know often slip my mind during the conversation 1—2-3—45
because I’'m nervous.

I am always exhausted after the conversation. 1-2—-3—4-5

4 I worry about making mistakes during the conversation. 1-2—3—4-5

. I worry that the communication partner is judging my English 1-7-3 4_&
during the conversation.

6° I am not at ease during the conversation. 1-2—3—4-5
After the conversation, I think about how I could have done
7 bett 1—2—3—4—-5
etter.

X ..
negative item

The same set of items shown above is used for B)-E) except for the directions below.

B) Please response each statement below by imaging that you are communicating in L2 with
foreign teacher of English.

C) Please response each statement below by imaging that you are communicating in L2 with
Japanese friends whose English skills are stronger than yours.

D) Please response each statement below by imaging that you are communicating in L2 with
Japanese friends whose English skills are not as strong as yours.

E) Please response each statement below by imaging that you are communicating in L2 with

returnee friends.
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ABSTRACT
The current study reports on the relationship between test takers' reported use of listening strategies
and their listening comprehension proficiency. The participants were 1,008 college-level EFL
learners classified into three groups of proficiency levels: high, intermediate, and low. Findings
showed that the high-level listeners apparently preferred the use of metacognitive strategies
involving selective attention, advance organization and self-management as well as cognitive
strategies such as top-down and inferencing. On the other hand, the low-level listeners appeared to
be able to use only a limited number of LSs. What they mainly used were the bottom-up cognitive
strategies, and inferencing. As for the intermediate listeners, in the use of LSs such as advance
organization and self-management of metacognitive strategies, they showed similar tendencies to
high-level listeners, while in the use of other LSs such as inferencing, they were similar to the low-
level listeners. The most marked characteristic displayed by the intermediate listeners was the use
of translation while listening. These findings provide much food for thought for SLA researchers

and teachers, particularly in compiling an effective list for instruction on listening strategies.

Key words: LS, i8I A R 77 U —, AXBIMA T 7 —, FFEH LS IHH

1. IZC®IZ

2 ODAKNZ7V— (LLF ST) %% (Chamot, 1998; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford,
1990 72 &) 12K - T, SREFHIC ST B84 B AT L Z L OHEEMEN RN TN D, £
72, Vandergrift (1999) 1%, Y A=27 « A s Z7 Y — (LLFLS) ZAMIES Z &%, U R
=V TRNEN EEED &I, FLEEFEHONEL EIFL L0 HTRESHKT S
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ERARTED, T TIEMLTWEIELH D, BlxiX, 7 A YU Tl Cognitive Academic
Language Learning Approach (CALLA) L \W95 U F 2 7 AR I TEY (Chamot,
2005), 717 % Tl Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ) 73 LS (ZE8 5
Ty — MNAEOORM E S, o, TOMHANEFRRRICET 2FEED LS BikE
EMODRICEBNTHHRTH D L DOWMENL I TVD (Vandergrift, 2006),

—JAARTIE, FRZU A= T OGBIZENT, RN LS IREZEVIAATEY 2=
¥ THRE O RBCMIFEDE BT E 72V, B (2004) (ZTOHEB L L TRFETHOY 2=
VIRREOBURICE A TIRO Z S 2L T D, 10, HERFEOFEE, FRZEICB W
T, YINRA, THXRARMMEPOLLNLORESNTND Z EIZXY, HhAllL LS 5544
BANDZ EERAREEEEZNDLTHDH I L, B 0E, LS #l0 AnRECET S
BB DN L, ZLTEZID, RKFPEFT TSP, GROEBTY A= 70
HERDDOT, TO L5 FEFITR LT LS HHEIIRN RV E, BEiNE 2 T
DOTERONEVWSIERITH D, MM, EERREOK LDV, 2FV, 1FEALED
FAEITLS OARBRIFEEZZ T TV RNnEEZ LD,

I TCEHOIIREC LS S EMAATIIH T2, FAD Y A= TRENZIS U, %)
K72 LS HAZIRKRT 20BN H D EHEZ, BAREZREEE T 5 KRF%AE 1,008 4ITx L
TYV A= 7 7 A MNEEfEtk LS OHFERRICET 27 7 — Mll&E L i L7z, AR
O HBNE, FEAE)DIRFFRIZ DT 5B ME KD LS RO EEH LN T 52 &,
SHIT, HEICHEHINTET A MERNOEERE) O L~ X0 BACEE, AR, FACEE
D3FEEmMY L, ZHEMO LS EHBEOREAEZBET L Z LIV IEEICAZZ LS
ZROFHITZETH D,

2. FEATHRSE
21 YR=V TR R T T U—HROTN

LS WFIERARKEAL LEaO Tz D% 80 FERHIETH - 72, O’Malley, Chamot, and Kiipper
(1989) 1, AA VEEAREFEE 57 A U I O ERAZ X RICE ORI 2 A L
Tre ZDRERZ M-I HERICHIC L7 DL Anderson (1985) DIFEMALHZERET L TH Y,
TEHRAFRII AT — | O (perceptual processing), A7 —3 2 OfE#T (parsing), A7 —
¥ 3 OFIH (utilization) & W9 EFEE 7= LV, TNENOIWEFE T LS OFEMRAY 726 FH 23 7 5
N5 LfEFm )72, Henner Stanchina (1987) (3O TY A= 7 « ZRATIZEITDH A X
%1 ST, H¥|Z monitoring D BEEMEIZIEH L7z, 90 FARLAEZ < OWFSEE D LS 2R b L 77/
HEZ1T> T 5 (Rost, 1990; Vandergrift, 1997), Z D X 9 28R LY, LLTFD X 5 7o
WD Z L VMR IINTND, EABEIBEE OIEHCW S 7% % f > 72 elaboration 024
DOWNPOENEEZEIE L LD L35 top-down ST 2% < i L, monitoring 25D A & 3840
ST OEEAFE L mEVY, FABEITE A EFERR S L2 OO BRI EAS S LT 5
bottom-up ST DA DEIG D EV N,

Oxford (1990) (% ST EHZFH~D7-0D 50 HHEH DT > 47— b, Strategy Inventory for
Language Learning (SILL) ZBA%E L, ST Offi HAHE 4 5 Bepk R Clll 2 XA S L7z,
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SILL IZ&EMIMFFEIZMEH S5 28, ST #F4EIZIE, HEEIZ X 5 diary method B E B2 0%
Tuk~% think-aloud &7 EEH 7 7o —F b H0bivs,

2.2 AHFFRIEELT 5 51T

KWFFEDELE 24T 5 BRI, UL TW D HER SRR D 4 DDFm3C Vandergrift
(1997), 3% (2003), Ho (2006), &iA (2009) %552 L7z,

Vandergrift (1997) 1%, LS fEfH OFHAETIE, SINFEOHEL, v-vopf, SREM ORIk
WTEF DO L B D, BINEIXT AV BANT 16, 17 EOEKE 36 4 ThHhD, H—
SREIXIGE, B SR T U RAETH Y, SEMOEREE B ARGEREE & T,
7T ARED 4 LoL D authentic 72 V) A=V Hk & V>, Cohen (1987) @ verbal report
DIEFFEESZIC LT, HEMT bz, 8 1 BERECRBEAA v ¥ B a—%2170 21
NIZBINE L0 AR, 5 2 BeBE CRIPRRIAEYE (stimulated recall) ZHWT, 7 A MERZIZ
B OBls s S 7o, 5 3 BefE T think-aloud 5% IV, LS TG AR AR ~7-, Z OWFZEICE
5 LS sk TR TAZRFE) HEE) 2EARE L, ZMEDEH LTS LS
RO 8 BIFLEE NG ST & —FK <, AXFREN ST A 1~2 FIFRE, S E ST IXFE A
EEbn TNt W REREZRE Uiz, £72, PAREE PRSI ARD & X 2580 ST
(F¥|Z comprehension monitoring, planning, problem identification) % 2 f5fEH L, FALERIX
#7850 ST (FFIZ translation, transfer, repetition) % HA7#EL U Z < HWTWH & LT 5,

WP (2003) 1ZFWNTIL, 2035 1E Super English Language High School D REFRL 1 44
394 (Bf: T4, KA 324) THD, REREHE2RDY A= 7TF X FTHEHYTEHIO
BRBETRTIZE, R EFRLNARE N EBRRNR L OMERTHD, £z, @&
A1 ST, #fif ST, A ZFB%N ST D5 b, K2, V A= 7 bfr#E & Thid & oRICHEX:
WO FIHBEICRESHE DS D ST ZREITHAAAT LD T, KWL OFE
DERLND,

Ho (2006) I%, SEHIOHEREGEH OKTFA 190 A A5 L L, B8O IEGERERER
(WA E R P A 2R, R @R P AR R, Pkl I — R D R FPAREREE, itk
I RFOPEERLE T % 7213 EEE O KPR DA S E R, BRI e SHE 2%
e FEEENRERERRE) O 5 LAV 3 BRIZHTZD [HE#k) VL Z2EH LTV 5,
KWL IXHE, ZMER, 7A MO ERRE 2D, Ho (2006) 1% self-
management, self-monitoring 72 & D A Z§8%1 ST NE L fEH SN TWBH 2 &, 7z, LS M
RULIEARRE R BN 5 Z L R L TV 5,

R (2009) 12\ TIE, BRI LS FRENFEHE S iz 2 ERAIFIEE OENWTH D, S
MEE TEHR R mB DB | T2, T 4 L~ O ERFRIRRFL 1 RS
4K (15738025 19 5%) OERA 12 4 Th D, Fail - FHET A MIEBE I HFOY A=
TT A RNERW, 6 BOREIZDIZ>TT A MiiET A NHIZHRZ LS JI#E21TV, 7
A RERIZERE T THE L U7 LS) I2oWTE X SHT-, ZOREE, 2NFix 1555
RS ), BB EINEEOBERICREDIT D] olx TZTnnE Bz x
FFTFV—] LLTHITTEERRTVNDG, ZOZETIE LS SO RMERRO b, £
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AAROKFEDY A= T« 2 NT T U—fFH & BE OB

7o, LS RSN FEH T o R CBITH2BMEBHO LS HE#ELZSOL b ER LT
D
EHDOPWEIIBIMNEN 1,000 \FHETHDLZ L, BROKRZAETHD Z &, Bl& FORE
fRL~IVINSIEIT D15 2 L 5EI2B W T B OB L 13 RE < B D, KEPEAEDHRIL, 1
R 695 4 (B5F: 506 44, I 1894 5 LUFIRIL), 2 454 229 44 (129, 100), 3 424 44
4 (39, 5), 44 404 (26, 14) ThoTo, TORET —# 25, FHEICAR)72 LS IHH
EROTHTERITDCHD EEZ D, RERLZNIE, BAOKFEAED LS i 7L
ODBREIZEIVEDLZENTEDHZEEERL, £/, Hix RBEE T L~V D74 2 14
% AADWEEREE N - OBURZHIRET 5 2 21T, BHEEIS U LS $5E A EE T 5
WSO ERIET 2B TH D,

3. U —F e/ XF 3L LS DEH

KOV Y —F « 72 AF 3 ZLLTFTOEY TH D,

1. BREENRZEEAARAKRFEN) A= 7T 2 N2 580 LS {HH7:5%

EDOXEI7bDM,

2. VA=V 7 EBERNC AT, LSRRI E D X 5 e 22BN BB DD,
3. EAZEE, TPALRE, FALEED LS AR5k O B I X 7,

Flo, AR TOD LS OERIT DRI ST 272012, BV RWDEHW, FFTh
ZEXVBIEHTTEOIERT b0 95, £/, 75— MDORNZT A M2 HWEZ
EMD, RERIRT AN « TAF T ST bl E L LN, Znbb T A FTEMICE
L7128 ) Bk BB E Ch D LB X LS THE L AT,

E={1113
[s2al
El’\r
S
W
&
e

4. Hik
4.1 BNE

SN VLBV & A OEANL, RN KFOEIC 1FEEDOIR, BLRFA 1,008 4 TH
D, N 1R ERGEEICIIE LR A FF oL 6 4, B a E72557E& LTERE -
AL & WFIE S 2 BEEIR TR 9 D R EIL 2 4 Th o 7=, AL 2011 4= 7 A JACET B
VA= THRBCHTBT 2HENHY T 57 7 A BV TER L7, RAEAIZEIXK
BIEDRNWSINEIL 791 4 (B 549 4, &1 242 4, BT W2 SN 13 441
4 (F1:304 4, L1137 4) Thol,

42 VA=V FF A b

K2 TIIRFEARE 2 —RB, VA= 27 T2 T, T —ilB) 2=
T AN ) Rk 18 FEEARBR A TR 1, THEE 2, AFEICBWTHEME Lz, f#
MBI, B ¥ —RBRY A= 7 7 2 N DSHMITE & OGRS HE ST b
&I, MERBEE D Z S I OV TOEWEHMIZ S TV D R TH S (HHA, 2010),

T A MIA 25 M, 7 A FETEERIEK 40 4, ~— 27 > — MERXT, #k, FRONEIT
UToi@y b o,
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B ZAOXFEEME, 4 T A b, 5, SEAS 2RI SR8 (6 1)
F2M  CAOKEEEEE, REBEORE KT HHFOINE 2 RINT SR (7 )
FI3M A BOEEEBE, TONFICET IER OS2 2R+ 5 3 R’)
(B) EODOxEEZME, ZONEIIESWTROZEFMFEZ T HME (3 /)
B4 (A BLOVEST (90 FERRE) 2 X, TONFIZESWTHERMIZH T 2% 2 % 34R
THME (3 /)
(B) BHOEIL (200 FHFEE) #H X, ZONFIZOWTOEMICKT % %
N S (3 )

43 77— N (Appendix 1) DYERL

SILL Version 7.0 (ESL/EFL) % FEIZAE HALIZIREF (2003) 7 > — MHEHZZEIC LT,
A TIIE X —RRY A= 77 A MY, [HEEZHWGRREMEIZE XS L
IMETHDHIZD, ZBIMEMN, TAN - TAX L7 ST ZHWDHZ &2 THEL, 77— b
4 EHEHOPIZEZEDT AN « TAX 7 ST Mz, TOHEMARRLBETEDLEND
DBEFROFEED 1 >THH D, HHDOERTRIAFIZE > THRBEL SNV E D1,
N CTRPEZEOIRZ S L 2FEOHME R Lz, 5 BERE (1. HTUIELR
Vo 5 HTEED) ICHRAZKE L, SMMENGTAICE LZRERITH 10 5 Th D,
(Appendix 1 Z:H&)

44 REFIEL TORER
4.4.1 TERAE1

FhEAHA 11322011 £ 3 HIZEE L, Ei27 77— FOEMEHO XS, RESMERE
DEMBE IZHATFIEBDLENE S DEMHR L, SNEIX, 17 4, VA= TT A,
T r— Nk, BRHEEORBIZEICONT, MEEBRYFAE (1 A 60 D) Z21TVRER
BANMEON, HTORBEIELEMEROW_REZ E2{T-o7,

4.4.2 TIERE?2

FAFFRA 213 2011 45 5 HIZFEME L7, ZORETITEMEE ONFSLT — X122 T
SHITHF LT, 208 136 440X, EIC1HFEAE (B 57 4, &Mt 79 £) Thoto, &5
a2 K o CTRIBLHETRAFITEWV A MW E S ITER SN FE i~ =27 L, [RRERA]
R ZHALT, VA=V TT AN, Tor— b a3 LE, R, VA=V 7T A b
DFF R (GRR 25) IOWTIE, A 115, EEREZE 5.67 2157, FEMEE OFHE)
DHEAEFAELZFHE L, #5E Q14, Q25 IZIT KA EZE LT Q40 ITIXRB AN R bz,
Ql4 : fHRCHENH DAL I /AT,
Q25 : IR ST G AT TEZ ZBAT,
Q40 : bl T28AE, WoObR UEREE~—7 Lz,

INDEEMEEICE D D 0E D E R LIZRER, 1,008 4 O D b REORE RN 5
NDEMEIDEMRT HTD, HATINHOHEMEHZEELRWZ & &L,
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HADKZEEDY 2= 7« 2 T O—# 1] & BEE ORI

4.4.3 K&

1,008 4412k LT, TlHdHE 2 LR UFNET 2011 4 7 HICER LT-, &7 —% % AN,
F—HDEENEEZEHD DD, BMERICEZARNLOR NSO 791 423 L,
EXCEL #EHBEM A AW THGHLEZITWEL T O 7T — 2 2R/ LTz, F£7z, BN O LS
DFEZE BT 57201, BACEE, TACRE, TACRE, 441 @O Lz, FEIEL, 7 A b
DONYEEN /4 OFPFHZPAREE L, ZHUCEdbH, B, RO SFEHEZREL 3
FEAWE LT (£ 1), 791 £ ORBHEIE (£ 2) BROFASA (B 1) (ZULFIZRT @
D CHDH, £72, 791 4O LS OFERBEEOFHMEORIE 10 EHE (F 4-1), HE 10 1A
(F42) 251 VH—F « 7= AF 3 1ITxrT,

R L BT A WA RO R

ic3 A EEAR EERE )
EArEE 169 22.17 1.26 21~25
HRARE 152 16.08 0.83 15~17
FALRE 120 7.07 1.73 01~09
2. BEROTREE 80
i‘ﬁ‘ 70
N4 15.69279393
FRUERAZE 0.185015088 60 1K
ol 16 s | X
AR AE 21
PR A2 5.203497962 40
STHK 27.07639104 20
0 -0.73231774 I
ERE -0.36943925 20 I
%ﬁ 24 10 I ]
o/ 1 . |
%Z( 25 123456 78 910111213141516171819202122232425
aat 12413 P
FEASK 791

X 1. &R
EBIL, IO TFT =2 &I T2 475 /LS 54i#]  (Appendix 2) Z1ERk L7,

5. fEREEBL

AWFZECHRAE L7z LS THE #5239 5126572V, Vandergrift (1997) <° Chamot & Kiipper
(1989) DA SHEIZ LT, LLFICRT LD BROBERLIER LTI (F 3), @84 ST, A ¥
1 ST, THE ST, 7A L+ 7A X7 ST ICKHIL, FALAT TVU—& LT top-down,
bottom-up, selective attention 7¢ EAMFIEIZEHIO S LS HEEDOERZFL L=, LS HFEICEL
T, MEEMIC b RABENH D0, ZORIIANIEOELZ ZNZ TN ETHO—>
DODRIGELTEEDIELDTHSD, AR TT TILBRIIEITHEORER S 26O HFET
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WA B - H T - JHEE R -t Ak

WEINTBY, thoOFZERE L DB LRSI D EEZ TS, M, BHER S EK
DLSIZA—NR—=F T L TWDIEERH 5,

# 3. LS R
LS N BHREE
@585 ST
Top-down RN DER Iy~ & BT 5 02,04, 10, 13,17, 18
19, 20, 26, 38, 39
Bottom-up WD D AR~ L ERT S 11,12,15,16
Prediction Fer T D 01
Inferencing BWESENEE, SUIRTE M2 A0 L CRAEESCHNA Z HERNI 5 10, 23, 39
Elaboration YR, ACEBRARCEFA L CNEEHRT S 36
Imagery A A=Y %< 28
Translation HiR3 2 21
Repetition DOPTT L—RIp PR IR 07
Note-taking AEELED 24,33
Memorizing RN A DOFEBEZ T 2 05
@ A ZRE ST
Advance organization BEREO-DIC, TEREBICEET S 03, 14,22
Selective attention ¥—U— K, FOHRF72EREOMEICEET S 02,06, 11,12, 13
27,30, 32,33, 34
Self-management RIEHE L, RPUSE U TR LT 26
Monitoring HODHEEZE=F—LIELEZMRD 34
@ FE ST B OO RN H O RRIEIC Db 5 BB TE) 26,35
QT AN« TAXRY | FANCTIEMICEDT-DITAT D Btk 72 BERLITH) 03, 06, 07, 08, 09, 12
7 ST 14,22, 26,29, 30, 31
34, 35,37
@ DA 25,40

WRIZVH—F « J2RAF 3 T EIREREEBREEZRNRD, BRITFEEOEREILT
72, WRMR LSTHE ZERT D E VBB TV,

51 V¥ —F 7z RxF a1
BRENSZERARAKRZENY R=U TR MN2ZiF 380 LS HHABRROERIT
DX HRHDh,

791 4D LS OB OFEEME (BIE) &Y, LS OFEMAMEOFEEE (FIH) (3 4-1,
4-2) ZHWTEBLEEZIT O, 2 HE O HBEE O 5 BepEAR 7 —/L T 3.19, FEIELL
LFEZRLIEODIZ40 HAT 24 HA TH D, £ 4-1 1TRBIMNEO LS EHHE DR S @&
EIZ RS2 LS 2303, EALZ 5D 5 Q14, Q03, Q22, Q30, Q34 X7 Ak« 7 A X7
ST THY, ZMEDRHF, @I TEHRAR VA=V T T A NEZIF AP TEELTE LS
7ZEHERIT D, AT, ZHHdH B, Q30, Q34 I selective attention & L T HEIRTE 5,
F 72, 6 fLLAFED Q26, Q10, Q39, Q04 (FH M8 top-down ST Z WL H L LTWAHZ &%
RTHDOTHD, ZHHD LS [IBMEDOZNE TOFEBEOF THRERMb->TED,
HEMLICETIEELRWE LTS, FEEIZRLADHDH LS Thd LHET L,
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ARDOKRFZEDY RA=2F « A LT T O— ] LB ORI

# 4-1. 2SMFOEHEOEWIE (BIE) TOP10 (N=791)

No. LS A& EHIE
1 Q14  FFBRSCRENH LEAITICRT 4.43
2 Qo3 A Sl A TS 4.24
3 Q22 fREOBINALE JICHAT 4.06
4 Q30  XMNCBIRD B B E T & FRIER LTV 3.96
5 Q25 Lo AT TE X EEAL 3.94
6 Q26 ERECRT 20072 & 2 AT 2 b bignoTz 3.73
7 Q10 Wi 7 i 2 PO D IICE X 2 RATE 3.71
8 Q39 B & B 7 REA) 72 TN 2 HER L7203 B RV 7= 3.70
9 Q34 1[EHTHLRERAS VU FORYZAHT, 2 B H TEIUCES LTV 3.68
10 Q04 SFEFEPCRXOFFECTEEAIMLELS L L 3.60
* 4-2. 2BME OELHMEDIER\VVIE (FIE) TOP10 (N=791)
No. LS HNETH EHE
1 Q40 ShbleholfFAiE, WobRUEREEZ~—7 L 1.67
2 Q24 HERNRLAEE L ST 1.97
3 Q33 BFEAEERD LI 2.26
4 Q07 M 2 CEEEL, RaelisFIchviRL 2.30
5 Q32 SEMETIL, FFLTFOREE < AA S L L 2.41
6 Q27 A bxr—vary (FOLERYTFRY) K& THW: 2.46
7 Q09 1 [E B ICiVWz & 2B 2 23O, 2 B B IR OREIE 2. 72 2.58
8 QI Ryl (BULE, 25, R¥)  ITHER L THEWE 2.61
9 Qo1 Jem TR 7203 5 RV 2.72
10 Q19 IRFFAOUNHICEE L 2.74

F 421, BBINE ORISR IR -72 LS 5 P DH 10 HARL TS, K
THLD Q40 IETAHFHAE DK CTHRAENH TV b T, BREHE & L TEIRETH 5
T & HPfERR L7z, 7850 ST o Hr Cldfl A DR VIHIZ note-taking (Q24), repetition (Q07),
prediction (Q01) A B A1, A F 751 ST OHTlL selective attention (Q33, Q32, Q27, Q11) X
2O 4 HEARHE I, £, BEL AR ERLRNEHENIT NS D (Q24, Q09,
Q01) bbb D,

52 VY —F - JxRXF 32
VA=V T BRERNNCAT, LSHERRRICED L 5 RERERA DD D,

EACEE, RACEE, FACEEDNRER L7 LS fEHEOAEEICET 27T —#ENEN I
TWb [ 24 7R fEH LS /oAiz] (Appendix 2) ([ZHED&, ¥ A4 72 LICHERZ RN,
ZEEMZ TN,

A TITA 40 BT DWW T BACEE, AR, TAEEMEH L7z LS %, Type A, B, C, D
WL, FHEODHEEEZDRERN—ETEXH L5912 L, £ FD Remarks (255 & 912,
o lX BATHEE PAEEORICAEEEZDN O D56, BIL EAEE L PAHEOBICAEEZEN & 255,
YIZHOLREE TAREOIICHE B ZEZRN S D, EEZRLTWD, RP DO Type O TIZ o, B, v
DFLEHRNZFEIN TS, Type Al o, B,y TXTEEL LD, Type Bl (X0 & BEETe
HD, Type B2 1T a &y ZETet D, Type Cl 1% a DI, Type C2 1% B D F, Type C3 1%y D F,
Type D it o, B, y DVWTHHEERNEDTH D, KFHEAICHET DS L, h, TAHOFEE
BEAT A4 v I DEITRL, EHENENOFEEME L EALRETE, AR RBR, TALRE
IRIKE & LT, REEDOELOHEAEIT 5 BEERETH Y, HAT 1 v 7 28 Y2 EH
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WA B - H T - JHEE R -t Ak

X 3 BEOEHETH S, 2R E/Y) 2 RORITEEE OFEHE (3.19) 27 L TW5,
AE—)L a (X FEEIC2 BI1E Y, ZF—/L b IZ FAREICR A IE EHRBEEDOEW LS 25

Type A
o, B,y D377 Z=NREEHAEL, AR E TACRE, BACEE L PALEE, TPACHE & AR
DETICHAEEDALND LD,

a E>H>T (BB EREIEV)

Q30 RRNCBIRD B 5 MHT & FFICIEE )39 42 40 F33
Q04  DEHERR L OFEBR T & FLfE K36 E40 H36 T30
QI8 MZ A TEEIX DN &R 34 E38 133 T30
Q7 HFELV b, BHONE D THVWE 33 E38 133 26
Q20 FLFEDOSNIZWI L (BXLHM) 42 HR )33 37 34 F28
Q38 HAFHICTR ST, HFED E B 3.0 k35 28 F25

b TF>H>E (TR EBEIEW)
Ql6 HFEHAI CRIE Mt~ 7= 29 k26 #1130 T33

BEMEL~OLS ERDIFEHERA SN NS LS IIkD Xk HIcEHTEx 5, [FHESCTE

E bz (QUd), DN ZHE (QI8) L, EEDFWVIWI LZo0d 9 &7 5(Q20),
ZORE, HEEHAM TIIRL, BROE L EV TEH X (Q17), £/, EEABANICIIEEL
B35 (Q30), HFED E E CTHMT S (Q38) J o KAFICHEML AN TNRDHIFLE,
[HEERALCHEIA D L35 (Ql6) | Z &ibnrd,

EFEo LS Tk k, B, TE 3 HoOAEENSHMEICENT, EAEEHZE top-down DR
ST & advance organization, selective attention 72 & D A #3841 ST Z#fEH L, £7= MMiAEIZ L
bottom-up DFEKI ST ZFEH L T\ 5,

VERE (1995) 13915 3 4242 392 44 D LS Ealai A A4 B 52 LT BR, FRAJ7 MG DAL FH SR EE 73 B
b <, FRICTHA S - HEFOME ARV s LTWD, F, A ZRA)
WS IR ) & BB PR B 0, BEAR L~ UL MR T3 B IS o CHEfRBTFE (2 31T 5 a8 il
KIMREL e B2, A XA TEMAL S 2 RHN DR A D ERBEEN TR 5 &
R LT\ o, Eiz, Sk (2006) 1ZH 7 3 4 91 AIZFRIFEOHIFEZITV, Hiam & LT
fRFI O EATFIFE E A ZF8M ST OERAMENEL 8D E LTWD, K¥EERGE LA
DD B ZID & FFT DRERDE DT,

Type B
LBYyDPI T I X —DIL, 2777 X —NREEHIAFET DX AT TBl &£ BTG5
b,
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Type B 1
a (k- TABRICAER) & B(L - PAERICAERS) BMAHET L HO,

a E>H=T (ENMEEOEERE)

Q06  FFITITHFICHEE SE¥34 E37 #1133 F32
Q09 1 [BIHIZE 2 &8O, 2 [0 BiZidk oI 2 7= SE¥27 B3 24 T24
Q01 Ze& TR L7en 5 V¥27 B30 26 T24

b F=H>E  (TAEHE CREAE)

Q25 MBS TG EITH TE X ZRA )39 33 41 T 43
Q10 M7= i B/ G e TV ICE X ZRATE 36 34 37 TF38

FIRERREE DT T2 DX A T T, LAULENRTHEICTEZO iTIEEL%KL/ZE
HIZIER OBV 22 (Q09) | &V D LS TH « FALEEIZI I 2 F B 1M 2R,
CHUFRENICHRBOH L FEHENE I T AN - TAF 7 ST ThDH, £, XN
BAEETHIL (QO1), FZHEEZI D (Q06) | 7 &, EAREE, BEMEHIC prediction DFEH
ST % F\, selective attention D A X581 ST #fHH TCx7= LB oD, —F, WEMEINAR
e 513 L, RSB ZW A S 2 A0 ICHERD (Q10) L72V, B T& x 2Es
(Q25) | fH[M5E > T=, TALREIZFEEN ST @ bottom-up <2 inferencing D FAEEE 23 =\
T EWERTE T,

Type B 2
a(b - PRBERICAES) &y (P - TEERICAES) BHFETDHO,

a bE=9>TF (k- PAEHOEERE)

Ql4 IR ITIEIT AT V44 45 45 T4l
Q03 FM&SEICHAT W42 F44 42 F37
Q22 iR DEIRIE 2 el i 40 L42 41 F36
Q05 WHEOREEZRIFLLEI I &L W35 E37 136 T3
Q29 i DOIBIUE TH LBV ETHE E¥y35 E37 36 T32
Q12 R (when, where, how 72 &) ik T34 E37 P34 F30
Q23 MBI WERAIRPRIBLD B & AL BIR D D HEM] )33 R3S 133 F29
Q28 & e HGEHLBE A2 BTz 33 E35 H34 F27
Q36 WiInb ol A I, BERMMATEN L 32 E33 133 F29
QI3 i (and, but, because 72 &) IZHEFE L7z F¥ 31 E33 33 F27

b TF>E=d (TAEOBEIE)
Q40 HIMBRWVWEGS, WObLFE UiERks~—7 FH¥17 E14 16 TF20
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INHEFE - FABEOERENSE N LS ThHhd, b L MHFROHEZEICA
(Q14), Mz EIcfiA (Q03), fRA ORI 2 SEICHile (Q22) | Th D, Sbiz &M
7 (QI12) PHEfse (Q13) ZEk L, Hi o8 N2 M E 22735 (Q28) WA ZRLIE
Ld&9 (Q05) &%, HDHWIE, RAFEZAIZEMROHEI LY (Q23), I FMm & &
4% (Q36) | &£75,

b - HrEEIE, #%0 ST Tl inferencing, imagery, elaboration, memorizing, A % §8%1 ST T
I% advance organization, selective attention 7¢ & & L T\ /o, /LS OHEBEHNA L2
LT b - PAEEDFHE TH 2,

Type C
LBYDIT 7 I E—DIH 1 77 I E—DHRPFIET H X A7 TCLC2C3ITHITHI
%o

Type C 1
o (k- TARERICHEZE) ORBFET D50,

a E>T (E#RZEREREVH D)

Q19 XRFEMOUIN AICHEE 2.8 FE29 128 T25
Q33 BFIIAEER LT 22 E24 23 F20
Q4 HERNRLAEE LT 20 k22 H120 FI18

b TFT>Ek (TABESEEEIE VS D)

Q37 fEHLHZ X TL 2FAICER LK Y#)32 E30 32 F35

INHIEERITERBEENME LS Thod, [AEEZED (Q24) | OFE ST HEHR
FRIX R 0 IR, FALEEIE M SR Z 2 T BREAICIEE L2 (Q37) | OBUENEW,

Type C 2
B (L - FNIEERICHEZE) OABTFETDHH D,

m>E (PAEOBEIEY)
Q21 HAFEIZRR L7223 bRV 28 27 31 T29

Type C 3
y (F - FALEERICAEE) OAPFET HH D,

F>TF (PAHEOEMEIE)
Q31 A& Kb o RICEZERATR 34 34 36 T3
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> ECHEENRALNT LS 13X, ME— THAGRIZIRL A HM (Q21) | Thd, #
EOTHRY FHH, T, EOIETH-T=, £z, F>F T, M— Il &bozIc
B Z AERS (Q31) | R &7z, translation @ LS A IXHFMEEORH R E S 2 5,

Type D
o B,y D377 X —=NEAFEET, 3 HMAETUICAREEN L LN B D,

Q26 IEREICEIT ol ZAIKIZZEbbhoTls F¥%)3.8 k37 #1138 T38
Q39 B & HAL/RRAITZT THAZHEN W37 37 37 F36
Q34 1EATH NERA 2 O RY AT 36 E35 H138 3.6
2\ TEAUCES L TRV
QI5 EHRZIEMICHEImA D & L #3535 #1134 T35
Q35 bR TFEMITER TS L OIC L W35 E34 H36 36
Q02 B M X TL 2 EEICHER 31 E32 H130 F33
Q08 BEARBBEX ZRATL W32 k32 #3101 F32
Qll Wl (BAE, @%, K3k) ([CEELRE EHj2.6 E26 26 T26
Q27 A ¥ hFx—¥ 3 R EMT TRV 25 E26 H24 T26
Q32 ZEEMETHE, FLFORGEES WA D L L F¥j25 k26 25 T23
Q07 BHZ A TE/IFE%Z, FaEFITHE L 23 E23 22 F25

DX A TIIREfRE L L LI EMR ALK EH SN D LS ThDH, M, HHERED TH
ST LS DI N—T L, FRAENRD TERWLS D7 —T 25T bhb,

53 VY —F -7 RAF a3
EATEE, PACEE, TACAED LS 6 AR OIS,

5.3.1 EATEEORE

£ 5. IBOEEHEOE VIR (BIE) TOP10 (N=169)

No. LS AR M
1 Q4 fFHRKENDILGAITEICR:Z 4.53
2 Q03 Bk e 4.43
3 Q30 FMNCEMRO® D BT A RHCIER LW 4.23
4 Q22 FREOEREERICHAL 4.16
5 Q04  DEECRENXOFRESTEAEML LD & Lo 3.98
6 QI8 M 2 CERLOFhEET D X5 ICE# L 3.84
7 Q17 HREL VY, HORBREOEKRON-FY CHIC ZE2E# L 3.79
8 Q06  BFITIIFRCERE L 3.72
8 Q26 ERHIZRT R0 72 & ZAIIZ 2 b biho T 3.72
10 Qo5 NEOFEBERELELY L L 3.67
10 Q12 BERET (when, where, how 72 &) (Z7EE L CRIVV=- 3.67
10 Q29 fREORFETHLNIHESTWDHOEHEELR 3.67
10 Q39 B & BN GBI TR ZHER L2208 H W 3.67
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(24 7RIER LS o] bifbd TR EZAD L, BB T MhoRE & g LT
W T > T LS 1, [SEECROGEEL HME (Q04) |, I A TEEXL
OWNZESE (Q18) | , THEELV L, HAREOEWONZE VY TH< Q17) J, &
FAITHRICHEE (Q06) |, [%ERHEH (when, where, how 72 &) IZHEE (Q12) | ThoT-,
FABER Lo TVl LS B X G THDL E, ERHTY A= ZIZHE05E
FENRSEN R ERH D720, FOWNET v 7 THRZ, WERZHERIL, 755k &
OF T 2 R EE2F D, UIROFCTHME TE TW=onb iy, el s &, BAE
WCZHENTWDDIE, R T AL~ T4 X277 ST (Q14, Q03, Q30, Q22, Q06, Q26, Q12,
Q29) THY, ZNoOHFTHIZ, EAFEH, H - TFEDIHNTHRW LS Z#H - T
MFNCHRINHRE T IUE, 7 A2 hOFEE L2 &0 ) I8V TREWIESHIFFT
XZ 5 ThHD, IfTLT top-down ST HELNTWVAHDT, b EZHITT FRNEEHE
HHLEEZEEZIOND,

5.3.2 HAIEEDRHK

# 6. PALEEOEEHEOEWIE (BIE) TOP10 (N=152)

No. LS AR SEEE
1 Q14  FEERCHEND HLA LI 4.45
2 Qo3 P& SR A T 4.19
3 Q22 fREOBIN A SICH AT 4.11
4 Q25 DD IRN O TB AT CE X 2 RATE 4.07
5 Q30  FEMICBIRDOH D EIT A FHER L TV 3.95
6 Q34 1EHCHEL REFRA  bORYZfHF, 2 B H CTZRICEF LTHWE 3.77
7 Q26 ERECET 2ol ZAIE 2 b bisno Tz 3.76
8 Q39 & BUN 3B 72 TR ZHERI L e 28 BRIV - 3.72
8 Q10 M & BN =W A e A FHA D ICE X E BT 3.72
10 Q05 NEDFBAERFFLED L LI 3.63

HFAEEIT EAZREE @ L CEEA LT D LS &L, PRI L D BRERY ) =
ENF 2D, FFIZ Type B2 T, MHffaPLERLZEICH D (Q14) |, [TEFRmMiRATEH
(Q36) | 72 EIX EABEDOEMEE R L TH Y, MFEOBREEJICHT (Q22) J , [N
ROFEEREF (Q05) | 72 EIFIEFITEWFEHECTH -7, ZiuHD LS 1 EfifE L D7
MFLEALERL, ZZTIEEMREERIC KL D I29eHiA ST X top-down ST ZfH L T\ 2%
EBEZLND,

L7 L, Type A <° Type Bl D K 912, EAZHEE TOMMEARE <BVZ LS 13 THAGEIZ
RSP, FFEOFFHMTH L HICHEM L (Q38) |, HiELV YL, HOEREOEKD
MEFEYTHCZIEEZERLE Q17) | e ThoTz, 2F0, EFEEFRIUT XS 72 LS
ZEMEL TWADHDOD, ERHEE D L~ULIZIEE L TWRV IS 72 B2 L S 25,
HHTREZ L, PHEET Q38 X Q17 OFEMAN EREFIZEICEL TWeWnWZ &3 E-o
XVETENDZETHD, o T, FHEEIIZIINSGD LS Z M E T 2 0N
boHLEZLND,

5.3.3 TR
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£ 7. TBEEOEEORTWIIE (BEE) TOP10 (N=120)

No. LS NE LA SR
1 Q25 bRy olEAITHTELBAL 4.34
2 Q4 fHFERHEND HHAITIICA 4.12
3 Q26 EREICHITZRNoTmb ZAIIRIEDL ARSI 3.81
4 Q10 MEENWAHRIERE TFENVICEZEEATL 3.78
5 Q03 FEMALICHAL 3.69
6 Q22 fREOENEELICHATL 3.60
7 Q34 1[EIBTHRA L MORYEAT, 2 EH TZRICES LTHWE 3.58
7 Q35 LR EEANIER L 3.58
9 Q39 HXEN-FEAST CHRAEZHER LR HEVWZ 3.55
10 Q15 ENZIEfRICEHEIEmAS &L 3.48

TALEEIL bottom-up LERIZHHD NHTH D Z &%, %< OWFFEHE (0’Malley, Chamot &
Kiipper, 1989; Oxford, 1990) M & L TV A0, AMFIEICE W THZ DO U’ ER T& 7=
(Q15), [RERDMEMIZZAIFRD Type Ab THHLIZ (Q16), = HIZ MALERE, B XEu
TRVE IR E T (Q25, Q26, Q35), WA AYICE] & B 7 [ #- PR A DWW TE K &
HERIL &5 &2 HmRH 5 Z &3m0 -7 (Q10,Q39),

T, WAETHOREL BBRNIA BWTWD LS 1T EERICEIRD 2 M2 frlc ks
(Q30) |, [HFEELL Y, HOABREOERON-EY THL Q17) | REHEEIHL, T
MR b - RN ES T D LS ZHEVHo TWARNWI ENATEND, UL, —
RENZE b TWD L 91T, FAEIIEHATE 2% LS OfEN DL, REMTHDHZ &
ZRLTWDHEEZEZ LD,

6. BERITRE L 5% OFRE

AARNFEZFICHE L LS i8I CUTOZ L2595, TTH I, HEED
FHEFL LS awareness ZEHH I ENEETH D, NI (1999) 1X LS & EikAIICfE -
X FIX LS OBEE LR VHE FLYEWRENZ R L EHE LTV,

WIZ, FBER L JMRPAED LV hoE @ HEEH LS HEED | BZE0E
bMEEEEZ D, FEEE, LS OFEEHITLZ W, AFRITME FORM L~ Lo T
LS ORI D 2 LA BECTHM SRR LS 2R L7z, £7o, ME RO
LU BT HWOND LS BN D Z &0, fHREHENLATHRMEEZDH LS TH
HEENBEIARN S ONRH D Z & bbhrolz,

FEEO LV H Y THRE TN LS THH 2R 5EEI21E, Appendix 2 [ZHB# DA%
NBEBLeD EBbns, HlZE, good learner 72 H5_E L Wbivd, Ui BACEE
TEEHBEE DS @V LS BB D, AR BT A& D Type B2a @ LS #5382 ITFFIC
RN CTE D, F, BB T A hOBMCHIVUE, 7 A RO LS ZRViHEE
v, Blzix, T3EEEZEO TRV IR ) LS 1% TOEIC Part 2 @ X 5 1Za% [, SBIRE%E 0 JE0
HRITE R T, AFEFFEIN TRV T TIIEBS /Gt 5, BAHEE CIINAE
ENTLEORBIZRZDT, FHECAWE visualize 5, AE% L 57 EilERFFICH
#he x5 LS OFIFRITEOR Y Az,

MFEEM LS U A M) IZiE, & ST OHEHBEAHESCT I EBZEE LY, ZhUE, WA
(1999) DT 2L B0, VA=V VT TIIREEFXN—ATORALE — REZH LR ITNITR
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59, DERENKERBEREZEODLINLTHD, AFETIE, k, |, TEOEDORECD,
fEF LS @ TOP 10 WIZ TIEREICRIT 7o 72 & 2 AR Z b B> 72 (Q26) | MR
HEn7, ZNLREBEX—ATITHIREMRIIB WV TIE, EiEIZBWSL ZOICHFE® 7 LS
Th b,

Flo, AZRHE ST OFEEMIL, < OMEHIZ L > THEBINL TS (O'Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Vandergrift, 2003; Chamot, 2005), il %12, selective attention 23HF H L5, FF
EDFECHERICEREZ T DS MEIEA S, TR O IX U, BEE, B
SRCEFREFNCEETIUESUIRO TN Z ShTe Z L IZHHE DA S, 5K (2009) (X5
ENFEIZBOWTEHEETHY, HAEORWEEFICXH LT, M<E I 2 258 ICER S
TV h, FHETIINAENHRS BE SN TVWAHZ LIRS Lol hom bk T3,
SO, EHL LS 2E)E TRV ZAOEDLZETCHNEE=X—TDH5HEHFTHZ
ENTELDOTEHROMNEREL TS, ISR SITFIEMN LS FFEEEZEH L
TV ERE RWET, KA 3&X°, monitoring 72 EZM LT, FZEHZOLOMNEL, BLL
B0, FE~OBELVAENTEE D THDH, self-directed learner HED725 9, LS FHiE
DT A N OYIEETIE R FODAREIZ S DD D FIREMEIL R E W,

WITHEFECOWTORETH DH, LS BMIFEL D b, AKROWEMIGE LHAED
HDHENENHND Z &2 KE - 1 (2012) DRI OMIZE THE L TW5, £/, ¥ A
7 O LS fRE A fLAAT (REF, 2003), ¥ —47 v NMZFRE L LS U A N & ¥R
L, Bl z02d (A, 1999), Bz EE5 2 L2k LSHEMZIRY KD
IEENZ LD AILD (837K, 2009) 70 EHkx 725 8IEN B 2 bl b,

SHOBEX, FEEOBRM, HRAES=—X2hbE T, 21807 LS 8 L2 R
L2ETHD, EOEOITIE, ETAMIEOMEELIY ANTHEEMH LS U A M &{ERT
HZE, LT, EELEZONEEZRIEL TV ZENEETH D, AROREME I LD
72D DOAFFERLEE & I, LS OFFEZRWICIADHRETHDH Z & AW RE L T
D,

fF5E

AREIL, 2011 422 JACET BAVE G 3 Mk, U A=V ZHFRSEmER] Y VAR T A
(7Y BAPEFRE RF KB 2 v > 282, 2012 4E 3 H 3 H) 1281 5 DUEREFR 2 oIC e
L2 DOTH A,

e

ARIFFRICBNTE, T—HUUE « DO DBERFICELE T, UTFICHITFr A=27
MRS DNEFT LR IR e WiziZEE Lz, DX VLR L BT E9,

VA= RSB BER T, AR, W07, BER, MHR, B EE,
RREME ], FERET-, JRHE T, EHER T, AE T, Z)IET (EHEIE)

£, ARERICE L, AHREEORELTNOBRYTELRELZBV £ L, 2212,
G OBEEZERLET,
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Appendix 1. V 2= FIZONWTOT U7 — b (BB THEA L 40HRB)

QO1. JeZTHI L2y b7z,

Q02. M I AT HEHEICHEE L TCEKEZHEML L & L,
QO03. M & FeICHAT,

Q04. DRERXE N OFHFESTFEA ML L5 & Lz,

Q05. WNADFEAMRFTFLE S & LTz,

Q06. FFITITRFIZHEE LT,

QO07. 2 2 CEiGE%, FEHITICRYIRLT,

Q08. XN LB X RAT,

Q09. 1 [EI BTz & = (ZE 2 2%, 2 B HIZIZROREICE 2. 72,
Q10. M & RN/ A2 ERE FHENVICEZR T RAT,

Q1. W (BIFE, M2, A ITHERE L TRV,

Q12. %[5 (when, where, how 72 &) (Z{ERE L TRV =,

QI13. #%fsiad (and, but, because 72 &) 1ZVEE L TRV,

Ql4. fFfECHNENH LG AT /T,

Ql5. i?g%ﬂﬁ CEERAY & LT,

Ql6. HFEHN THEZEIMA S L L 121 DOHEZHEIS L5 ICEM LT,
Ql7. HiEL VY, HABREOBEWRON-FV THS Z E2EHR L,
Q18. F'EFJ; A TCELELOWNEHET D X5 ICEM LT,

Q19. CFEM O BIZIEE LT,

Q20. FELFOENZWZ & (BEXCEM) 2852 L 2B LT,
Q21. HARGEIZER L7Zes Bz,

Q22. fi#Z DOIEIR & Sl FEA T2,

Q23. F15 2RV ERAIRCRBLO E R I IR BIR > HHEH L 72,

Q4. BIERNRBLATE L ST,
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Q25. TNl o TG E I CE X IR ATS,

Q%.E%ﬁﬁ%fﬁ#oﬁlj AT ZlEb Lot

Q27. A v hx—vay (FOLERY FRD) K& TRV,

Q28. [ & 723 B 0B A & i T2,

Q29. A DR TH L NICHEIE > TWAH LD EHE LT,

Q30. FXMICEIFRD & 2 & T 2 Rl iR L TRV,

Q3l. B X Kb 1RICEZEZRATL,

Q32. &FEMETIL, FELFOREIEAL WA 9 & Lz,

Q33. KT AEELEDLIIC LT,

Q34. 1 [AIH THIK _N&XRA » FORBZAHF, 2 B H TEAUTEFR L TRV,

Q35. 3INB IR TR T D K 51T LT,

Q36. LI o TG ElE, Bx e RS E X, TTIZHS> TWND I & (HRAH) %
AL,

Q37. LM Z 2 TL BEEAICHEE LT,

Q38. HAGEIZAR ST, JFEOE FHMET 5 L 5 ICEM L=,

Q39. & BN =3B TR ZHEE L7228 5 RV 7=,

Q40. B ieho e EIE, WoObR UEIREE~—7 LTz,
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Appendix 2 24751 fFHILS W&
Type A Type B
Type A Type B1 Type B2
a b a b a b
ot ES a o T
8 & & &
s o ] ¥ [+ 4
Q14
| Qo3
Q25 '
Q30 = P22
?
Qo4
Q18 Q17 Qaio
Q2o G106 | Qns Q29 Q12
|
1%] Q38 Z | Z |:: (023028
| | i ! ;
] Q16 P Q36 Q13
A B H Qo9 2‘ ﬁ'
| 22 |
o W |_| H H
[ | E
Q40

Remarks: e C{Iffs MUl CHEEENGHIES
#§ LU iU CEEENT LGS
T Puiis HuB OB CEEENDIES

EFOFHEE 19)

SISO SR IREENSE ISR
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S O BIFR

Type G

Type C1

Type

G2

Type
Ga

Type D

& 8 ¥ RRANLL b

Q37

Qs

=]

i S

QN

Q24

2

QH Q27 Q32

:Ql]?
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