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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of the Present Study

In English language education in Japan, the development of communicative
abilities has been more and more stressed on. In response to the present situation in
which insufficient communicative abilities in English give Japanese people disadvantages
in the global society, the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology
(MEXT) formulated an action plan in 2003 to cultivate “Japanese with English Abilities.”
To this aim, the plan proposes the following seven specific actions: 1. improvement of
English classes; 2. improving the teaching ability of English teachers and upgrading the
teaching system; 3. improving motivation for learning English; 4. improvement in the
evaluation system for selecting school and university applicants; 5. support for English
conversation activities in elementary schools; 6. improvement of Japanese language
abilities; and 7. promotion of practical research. To promote these seven actions, various
measures were proposed.  The cultivation of Japanese people with a good command of
English has now become an urgent project at a national level.

Listening comprehension is an essential ability for communication in English, and
in the new Course of Study implemented since 2002, the cultivation of listening ability, as
well as speaking ability, is focused on as the goal at the junior high school level, and both
are expected to be integrated with reading and writing at the high school level. English
listening ability is regarded as partially independent and partially made up of other skills,
rather than one unitary ability. In order to create an effective training method to improve
Japanese learners’ English listening ability, it is essential to know what linguistic and
nonlinguistic constituents make up their English listening ability.

Therefore, the main purpose of this dissertation is the analysis of the explanatory
variables of Japanese high school students’ English listening ability. The results will
provide basic data on how Japanese high school students develop their English listening
ability, and the better understanding of the process will contribute to the improvement of
English education in Japan.

At the same time the result is expected to add some new insight to the studies of



Second Language Acquisition (SLA). The relationship between English listening ability

and its explanatory variables vary according to their developmental stages, from novice to

advanced levels. This process may have some similarity to the concept of interlanguage.

Interlanguage is a systematic knowledge of a second language (L2), independent of both

the first language (L1) and the target language, that learners are considered to have. It is

restructured at various stages of development, by replacing L1 features with L2 features in

grammar, phonology and strategies, and a series of these changes from L1 towards a

complete system of L2 proficiency over time is called a restructuring continuum (Ellis,

1994). The analysis of explanatory variables of Japanese learners’ English listening

performance and their diachronic changes will illustrate part of their restructuring

continuum. |

| The full path of their development over time will be made possible only by a
longitudinal study, in which the same participants are observed over a period of time.

Unfortunately, there are very few longitudinal studies focusing on the development of

junior or high school students studying L2 in the classrooms, probably because of the time
and institutional constraints. The scrutiny of the past ten years’ issues of the leading SLA

journals, Language Learning, Studies of Second Language Acquisition and Modern
Language Journal, showed that their longitudinal studies collected data from a limited
number of young children or adult learners in ESL settings. Therefore, a longitudinal

data from adolescent learners in EFL settings will provide informative study results for

SLA. '
In order to find possible component variables of English listening ability, previous
studies are overviewed in the following section. '

1.2 Background
1.2.1 English listening and its component variables

The process of listening comprehension is comprised of plural stages. It is
regarded as two-phase (perception and comprehension) or three-phase (perception, parsing
and utilization) processing. In the two-phase processing, in the perception stage sounds
are input into the mental processing system, and in the comprehension stage, phonological
representation is processed simultaneously in terms of vocabulary, grammar, semantics,
context, and schema. By doing so, the incomplete phonological representation is
compensated for by some other elements and will lead to appropriate semantic
representation (Kadota & Tamai, 2004). On the other hand, in the three-phase processing
following the first stage in which English sounds are perceived, in the parsing stage the
sounds are analyzed making use of listeners’ lexical and grammatical knowledge, and
finally in the utilization stage the message is interpreted (O’Malley et al.,1989; Anderson,



1995). In either of the two models, the aural recognition of spoken language is expected
to play a crucially important role in the first stage. What comes in the following stage(s)
is the component skills in English, including lexical and grammatical knowledge, and
reading ability. It is possible that in addition to English proficiency, Japanese proficiency
and metacognitive abilities have direct or indirect influences on listening performance. In
the subsequent sections, previous studies on each of the three component variables will be

reviewed.

1.2.2 English listening and English proficiency

Several studies on the relationship between listening ability and component skills
of Japanese learners emphasize the importance of word recognition. Nishino (1992)
examined 84 university students’ English listening performance and its relevance with six
component skills including speech perception, vocabulary recognition and grammatical
knowledge. The result of multiple regression analysis suggests that, among the six
component variables, listeners’ success depends largely upon their lexical knowledge
relevant to the message. His listening comprehension test consisted of three short stories
on social problems such as the current energy problems, and the vocabulary test questions
were picked out from the listening test passages. Using the words irrelevant of listening
test passage as one of the independent variables, Takashima (1998) also found by
regression analysis that the accuracy of word recognition was the only predictor of English
listening performance of Japanese university students.

Ellis et al. (1994) showed how interactionally modified input is useful to listeners
by comparing the English listening test scores of two different groups of Japanese high
school learners. One group was allowed to solve the lexical problems by the interaction
with the speaker (interactionally modified input) and the other group was not allowed to do
so (premodified input). The first group outscored the latter group, which suggests that
lexical knowledge can facilitate listening comprehension.

This crucial importance of word recognition may derive from the difficulty of
word recognition for Japanese learners whose L1 is quite different from English language
in phonological representation.

Kadota & Noro (2001) attribute Japanese learners’ deficiencies in listening
performance to the gap between the sound that listeners expect to hear and the one they do
hear. This may prevent them from comprehending English. For example, even a most
basic word like “apple” may sound like an unfamiliar word to listeners who expect to hear
“appuru” as the Japanese often pronounce it. This kind of failure often happens in
Japanese classrooms where learners do not study spoken language first as native speakers
of English do, and have few chances of communicating in English.



‘Besides the importance of word recognition, the effect of the reaction time of
lexical retrieval on listening comprehension has been focused on recently. Yamaguchi
(2001) reports the positive effect of quick lexical retrieval in listening comprehension.
~ She gave speed-up training in lexical retrieval for her less skilled listeners. She contrasts
the success with the ineffective result of the rapid decoding training in reading by Fleisher
et al. (1979), and suggests the uniqueness of listening activities as its cause. In listening
activities sounds disappear the instant they are uttered, while printed letters can be read
over and over.

Another study focusing on listening speed is Hirai (1999). This study, based on
the finding by Carver (1982) that learners’ optimal reading rate and listening rate are
almost the same, investigated Japanese university learners’ listening and reading rates.
The results show that Carver’s ideas apply only to more skilled Japanese learners, and less
skilled learners’ listening rates were too slow to measure. She insists that slow listening
rate, caused by mainly slow phonological processing as well as insufficient lexical and
grammatical knowledge, may prevent progress of reading performance, because of the
transfer of listening performance to reading performance. She suggests that less skilled
learners be exposed to listening comprehension training at the early stage of their English
learning.

In spite of the use of different sensory organs, spoken English and written English
share common vocabulary and grammar. In listening comprehension, the sound directly
associates with meaning, and in reading, visual information is interpreted by way of
phonological processing, rather than immediately connecting with meaning (Kadota &
Noro, 2001).

To sum up, the ability of word recognition with quick information processing and
reading ability are considered to be two key factors in the successful listening performance
of Japanese learners.

1.2.3 English listening and L1 transfer

As another major component variable of English listening ability, learners’ ability
in their native languages cannot be overlooked. Among the measures in the action plan
for “Japanese with English Abilities” by MEXT cited earlier is the improvement of
Japanese language abilities, which is regarded as “the basis of all intellectual activities.”
They add that, “The acquisition of English is greatly related to the students’ abilities in
their mother tongue, Japanese” (p.18).

L1 transfer to L2 writing and reading abilities have been studied by several
researchers and a positive transfer of L1 writing performance to corresponding L2 ability
has been revealed.



‘Raimes (1985), comparing the characteristics of written work by the unskilled L1
writers, found that both parties have a lot in common. They spent less time in planning or
revising, and paid more attention to linguistic features such as grammatical and lexical
correctness than to the content of their composition.

One example from the studies on Japanese EFL learners is Sasaki & Hirose (1996),
in which good writers of English have higher English proficiency and also in Japanese
writing ability, paying more attention to the overall organization of the text.

Concerning L1 reading proficiency’s links to the corresponding L2 ability,
Motooka (2001) studied Japanese EFL learners at university and junior college level. She
insists that, although English proficiency, especially vocabulary, is the most important to
less skilled readers, in the case of good readers, Japanese proficiency and metacognitive
abilities are of more importance. It is only after the English abilities go beyond the
threshold level that L1 proficiency plays a significant role to English reading performance.

Yamashita (2002) compared strategies in L1 (Japanese) and L2 (English) reading
reported by four groups of different combination of reading abilities in L1 and L2.  She
concludes that metacognitive strategies were not affected by differences in languages
(Japanese or English) or readers’ abilitites in the two languages, whereas other kinds of
strategies were subject to these factors.

Based on these previous studies are Snelling et al. (2002), Shoonen et al. (2003)
and Stevenson et al. (2003), which are part of a longitudinal study in the Netherlands
called NELSON, with an official title “Transfer of higher-order skills and processes in
reading and writing in Dutch and English.” They provide informative analysis results on
the relationship between L1/L2 and FL (foreign language) of approximately 300
participants’ reading and writing proficiency from grade 8 (ages 13-14) to grade 10 (15-16),
shifting their research focus from language skills to process, and to strategies. They
regard the speed of low order processing, such as lexical retrieval in writing and word
recognition in reading, as a key to successful transfer of L1 to L2. As far as writing
proficiency’s transfer from L1 to L2 is concerned, they found that L2 writing proficiency
turned out to be highly correlated with L1 writing proficiency, more than with either L2
linguistic knowledge or the accessibility of this knowledge.

Do these findings of preceding studies on L1 and L2 interplay apply to listening
comprehension? Listening comprehension in L1 is different from writing and reading in
L1, in that even if it is in L1, writing and reading is demanding and students learn how to
write better or read better at school. However, how to listen better in L1 is rarely taught
at school, because almost anyone naturally develops high listening comprehension without
any formal instruction as they grow up in the miliue of their native language spoken by the
people around them.



Feyten (1991) emphasizes the latent power that listening ability has on other
language skills. She studied the relationship- between L1 listening ability and FL
language proficiency. By analyzing data from students learning Spanish and French as a
foreign language in a university program, she discovered that statistically significant
relationships exist between listening ability and overall FL proficiency, between listening
ability and FL listening comprehension skills, and also between listening ability and FL
oral proficiency skills. Her findings suggest a close relationship between listening ability
and foreign language acquisition.  The positive transfer of learners’ L1 ability to English
proficiency is also regarded as a language factor that contributes to English listening. The
effect is naturally expected, especially when the native tongue has a considerable linguistic
similarity to English.

Nation (2001) regards the similarity of L1 and L2 as an important facilitating
factor to foreign language listening. He discusses that “Learners’ ability to chunk the
spoken form of a word into meaningful segments which in turn depends on L1 and L2
similarity and the learners’ level of proficiency in L2” (p.41). English is regarded as a
syllable-timed language with stressed rhythm, while Japanese is a mora-timed language in
which the same stress and the same length are given to one mora.

In the two studies cited above, the participants’ L1 (Finish and English) had a
close similarity with their target languages (English and Spanish or French, respectively).
In spite of the big typological difference between the English and Japanese languages,
there are several studies supportive of a positive transfer of the Japanese language ability to
English proficiency. Although not sufficient research has been done concerning the
relationship between Japanese listening ability and its English counterpart, Yoshida et al.
(1990) discovered a certain degree of interrelation between Japanese junior high school
students’ English listening ability and their Japanese proficiency. They insist that this
interrelation is due to the comprehension ability that both English and Japanese proficiency
require in common. Takefuta (1984) also regards L1 and L2 listening as the same process,
which basically needs concentration and good memory in addition to language proficiency.
Their ideas are supportive of the action plan by MEXT which aims to promote Japanese

language abilities, regarding them as “the basis of all intellectual activities.”

1.2.4 English listening and metacognitive abilities

Oxford (1990) defines “metacognitive” as beyond, beside, or with the cognitive,
and “metacognitive strategies” as actions which go beyond purely cognitive devices, and
which provide a way for learners to coordinate their own learning process. One of the
metacognitive strategies is self-monitoring. It allows listeners to monitor their own

language performance, to check whether they correctly understand the meaning of the



message or whether they are concentrated or not, to guess unfamiliar words they encounter,
and to correct any misinterpretations as they move ahead. A similar process occurs in
reading as well. Readers also often skim or scan, making guesses about what will come
next, and modifying their guessing if necessary.

Several studies reported that self-monitoring is more frequently used by effective
listeners. O’Malley et al. (1989) compared the strategies used by listeners of different
levels in the three stages of listening processing, perceptional processing, parsing and
utilization. Their main finding was that more skilled listeners used metacognitive
strategies including self-monitoring and top-down approach more frequently than less
skilled listeners. The same type of difference among listeners in different developmental
stages was also studied by Goh (2000), which investigated learners’ awareness of problems
in English listening. Based on Anderson’s (1995) three-phase listening model, she
categorized the problems reported by her Chinese EFL learners. She concluded that the
problems reported by advanced listeners belonged to the utilizing stage, while low-level
listeners often had problems perceiving English. Vandergrift (2003) studied learners of
French and the different strategies used by more skilled and less skilled listeners, and
found that skilled listeners used more metacognitive strategies than less skilled listeners.
Less skilled listeners depended more on translation, which led to bottom-up processing, a
passive approach. On the other hand, more skilled listeners employed a more dynamic
interactive approach of top-down and bottom-up processing.

With this background in view, the present study attempts to reveal the explanatory
variables of English listening performance based on longitudinal data from the viewpoints

of English proficiency, Japanese proficiency and metacognitive abilities.



CHAPTER 2

OVERALL RESEARCH DESIGN

In this chapter, overall research design of the present study is presented.

2.1 Objective ;

From the findings and insight offered by the preceding studies reviewed in the
previous chapter, it may be possible to think that a holistic picture of Japanese learners’
listening abilities is drawn from the perspective of the relationship with the following
aspects: L2 (English) ability, L1 (Japanese) ability, metacognitive abilities in L1 and L2.

The objective of the present study is to clarify the explanatory variables of English
performance, and the diachronic change of the relationship between English listening
performance and the component variables, and among the component themselves,

(1) focusing on the language proficiency and metacognitive abilities in L1 and L2;
(2) focusing on the individual language skills of L1 and L2;

(3) focusing on the metacognitive factors of L1 and L2;

(4) focusing on the improvement of test scores in L1 and L2.

2.2 Method
2.2.1 Participants

The participants were 71 students at a Japanese technical high school, with 39
boys and 32 girls. They were 15-16 years old at the onset of this longitudinal study.
After a five-year education at this school, they are expected to work as practical engineers
without going on to university. Therefore, they are not taught exam-oriented English as
many Japanese high school students are, nor do most of them study English independently
outside the classroom. Their main academic interest is in science and technology, and
their motivation in learning English is generally low. They study English as one of the
compulsory subjects at school.

Their English proficiency level was low in the first year, and according to the
gradations of the STEP (The Society for Testing English Proficiency) Test, they were
between the fourth and the third grades, and in the third year their level was



low-intermediate and somewhere between the pre-second and the second grades.

They had studied English as a foreign language for three years before they entered
this school. In the first year of this school they had five 50-minute English classes a week,
with one class for a listening lesson and four for reading. In the listening lessons, they
had listening comprehension training using materials concerning young people’s life in the
United States, by questions and answer activities, dictations and pair activities. In the
lessons for reading, they studied using high school English textbooks, reading the texts and
learning vocabulary and target grammatical structures.

In the second year they had six 50-minute English classes a week, with one class
for listening and five for reading. In the listening lesson, they used a listening training
material for TOEIC (Test of English for International Communication), in which they
listened to the same types of test questions as TOEIC, including the descriptions of photos
of various scenes of people’s life and short dialogues. In the lessons for reading, they
studied a high school English textbook, read English stories, studied grammar and
rvocabulary. For further information on the participants’ educational backgrounds for

English including curriculum and textbooks, see Appendix B.

2.2.2 Instruments
The following tests and questionnaires were administered in the study. Appendix
A provides full test questions and questionnaire items.

2.2.2.1 English listening test

As the material for this test, the Benesse English Communication Test was used.
The participants listened to the tape and answered 40 questions in 20 minutes. The test
consists of four parts, Parts A to D, and the participants, listening to the tape, chose the
appropriate answers from among the multiple choices. In Part A, the participants were
requested to listen to one or two English sentences to describe pictures and to choose the
appropriate pictures. In Part B, the participants listened to the one-sentence questions
such as “Who did you meet?” and chose the appropriate answers from multiple choices.
In this part, to be successful, it was essential to catch the very first few words including
interrogatives. In Part C, the participants listened to short dialogues between a Japanese
student staying with an American family and his or her family members or school teachers
there. Following the dialogues, a question was asked, and the participants chose the
appropriate picture as an answer.  Part D also offered dialogues, but they were a little
longer than in Part C. This listening test checks the listeners’ basic communication
abilities in English and is appropriate for the participants of the present study as the
beginners of English.



2.2.2.2 English tests excluding English listening test
(a) Aural word recognition test (50 questions in 15 minutes) ,

In this test, the participants’ accurate aural processing of word recognition was
tested. The participants wrote Japanese equivalents on the answer sheet as soon as they
heard English words. For example, when they heard “stone,” they had to write “ishi” in
Japanese. The word selection was based on Negishi (1999), and these junior high school
level words were expected to be visually familiar to the participants, even though they
failed to recognize them aurally.

(b) English reading test (16 questions in 30 minutes)

The reading test of the Benesse English Communication Test was used. The
participants read two English passages and were requested to answer comprehension
questions and choose correct statements about the story. One of the passages had 219
words on the topic of snowboarding, and the other story about the deserts had 232 English
words. In order to activate the readers’ background knowledge, illustrations were given
to each of the passages. For the first passage, a snowboarder was illustrated, for the
second story a camel in the desert was illustrated, which facilitated the readers’
understanding even if some of them had lexical problems about “snowboarding” or
“desert.”

(c) English cloze test (20 questions in 20 minutes)

A cloze test is considered to measure the participants’ overall ability. The test
questions are made by deleting every nth word in a passage, leaving blanks, requiring the
test participants to replace the original words. In predicting the missing words, the
participants make use of the abilities that underlie all their language performance,
including lexis, grammatical and idiomatic knowledge, and background knowledge.

The test passage of the present study was taken from “Hello Kitty” in Taniguchi
(1998), whose topic was familiar to the participants. With first two sentences unmodified,
every seventh word of the passage was deleted from the passage. After a trial test the
participants filled the blanks, making use of their language ability.

(d) English vocabulary test (25 questions in 15 minutes)

In this test the questions at junior high school level were chosen from Hill (1982).
The participants chose one out of four words to make a plausible sentence. In order to get
good marks on this test, not only lexical knowledge but appropriate interpretation of the
sentence was required.

(e) English grammar test (25 questions in 15 minutes)

The multiple choice questions of this test were chosen from Hill (1982). The

participants were requested to choose correct forms of verbs, pronouns, comparatives, and

so forth. The author very carefully chose basic questions to check the participants’
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grammatical knowledge mainly at the junior high school level.

2.2.2.3 Japanese tests
(a) Japanese listening test (16 questions in 15 minutes)

For the measurement of Japanese listening ability, the test questions were picked
out from Matsumoto & Hoshino (1996), training material for the Japanese Language
Proficiency Test for Foreigners. The participants listened to dialogues or short speeches in
Japanese, and chose correct answers or statements from three or four multiple choices.

(b) Japanese reading test (16 questions in 15 minutes)

The questions for this test were picked out from Oniki & Saiyama (1994) training
material for Japanese Language Proficiency Test for Foreigners. The test passages
comprised articles and conversations in Japanese. The participants chose the correct
statements or plausible conclusion of the passage or guessed the social relationship
between the interlocutors. The questions mainly checked the participants’ understanding
of information written in the passages.

(c) Japanese cloze test (20 questions in 10 minutes)

The test passage was taken from Kurihara (1997), a Japanese textbook of junior
high school. The questions were made in the same way as an English cloze test. With
the first two sentences unmodified, every seventh smallest unit of the Japanese was deleted
from the passage. After a trial test, the participants filled in the gaps in the passage.

2.2.2.4 Questionnaire on metacognitive abilities in listening
(a) Questionnaire on English metacognitive abilities (22 questions in 10 minutes)

~ The questionnaire was administered immediately after the English listening test in
order to find out to what extent the listeners were aware of their listening performance. The
questionnaire items were picked out from Motooka (2001), originally designed for reading,
and modified for the present study. The questions asked how the listeners generally
evaluated their listening performance, what strategies they used to facilitate their listening,
or their awareness of what was hindering their listening, and the participants answered with
a 5-point Likert scale in which a strong agreement 5 and strong disagreement was 1.
(b) Questionnaire on Japanese metacognitive abilities (22 questions in 10 minutes)

The questionnaire was again administered immediately after the Japanese
listening test. The question items were almost the same as the one for English listening,
except “English” was replaced by “Japanese.” For example, a question item, “I couldn’t
keep up with the speed of English,” was transformed into “I couldn’t keep up with the
speed of Japanese,” in the Japanese version.

11



2.2.3 Procedure

The tests and questionnaires were administered in a classroom or multi-media
room by the author during class hours within two weeks in June 2001, 2002 and 2003. The
data of the students who participated in all the tests and questionnaires in all the three times
were computed.

As for the questionnaire results, exploratory factor analyses were performed, and
metacognitive factors of L1 and L2 listening were extracted, and the scores of each factor
were computed. After that, as the basic data analysis, the scores, means and standard
deviations of all the tests and factors extracted were computed. The results of these
analyses will be listed in the next chapter as Preliminary Statistical Analysis of the Results.

The answers to the objective of the present study are offered from the products of
multiple regression analyses and path models. Path models in which all component
variables were simultaneously related to English listening performance were presented on
the basis of the results of a series of multiple regression analyses with different component
variables as the dependent variable. By comparing the models for the first to the third
years, the diachronic change of relationship among component variables is clarified, and
will be presented in Chapters 4 to 7.

There are four separate data analysis phases. We first need to know the general
relationship between English listening performance and other language and metacognitive
abilities. Therefore, the first procedure of multiple regression analyses were given with
the English listening test scores as the dependent variable and the following four scores as
independent variables: the total scores of English tests, Japanese tests, English factors, and
Japanese factors. The relationship between the dependent variable and independent
variables and also the reciprocal relationship within component variables and their change
over time will be illustrated by path models. The products of these analyses will be
presented in Chapter 4 as Study 1.

Once the general idea of the relationship between English listening performance
and other abilities is clarified, as the second step, exploration will go into different specific
areas. For the exploration of the relationship between English listening performance and
language abilities in L1 and L2, multiple regression analyses were repeated two times. In
the first procedure, the English test scores excluding English listening test were
independent variables, and in the second procedure, Japanese test scores. The diachronic
change of path models will strengthen the understanding of the relevance of English
listening performance and particular skills in L1 and L2. The products of these analyses
will be presented in Chapter 5 as Study 2.

The third step goes onto the contribution to English listening performance that
metacognitive abilities in L1 and L2 make. Along with the multiple regression analysis
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results, path models will show the relevance of English listening performance and its
component variables in a diachronic perspective. = The analysis results will be reported in
Chapter 6 as Study 3. |

In Studies 1 to 3, the major explanatory variables of English listening performance
in each year, along with the reciprocal relationship among the component variables will be
clarified. However, it is not yet known what language skills or factors in L1 and L2
caused the development of English listening performance. Therefore, the causal
variables of the diachronic improvement of English listening test scores are finally focused
on. This is in order to investigate which test score excluding English listening
contributed to the gain of the test scores in English listening test.

be presented in Chapter 7 as Study 4.

The analysis results will

The overall experimental design is summarized below in Table 2.1.

analyses were performed with a statistical package SPSS 12.0 and Amos 4.0.

Table 2.1 Overall Experimental Design

Analyzed Items Statistical Methods
CHAPTER 4 | English listening Multiple regression analysis
STUDY 1 VS. Dependent variable
Four categories of abilities: =English listening test scores
L2 proficiency, Independent variables
L1 proficiency, =Total scores of L1 and L2 language
L2 metacognitive ability, tests and factors
L1 metacognitive ability Path analysis
CHAPTER 5 | English listening Multiple regression analysis
STUDY 2 VS. Dependent variable
Language skills in L1and L2 =English listening test scores
Independent Variables
=Language test scores in L.1 and L2
Path analysis
CHAPTER 6 | English listening Multiple regression analysis
STUDY 3 VSs. Dependent variable
Metacognitive factors =English listening test scores .
inL1and L2 Independent variables
' =Factor scores in L1 and L2
Path analysis
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Analyzed Items Statistical Methods

CHAPTER 7 | The improvement of English | Multiple regression analysis

STUDY 4 listening Dependent variable
VS. =The gain of English listening test scores
The improvement of Independent variables

language skills in L1 and L2 | = The gain of other test scores in L1 and L2
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CHAPTER 3

PRELIMINARY STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
OF THE RESULTS

In this chapter, a preliminary statistical analysis of the results is presented.
Further analyses will be presented in Studies 1 to 4 in Chapters 4 to 7.

3.1 Test Results

Table 3. 1 Descriptive Statistics for English and Japanese Tests

Ist Year 2nd Year 3rd Year
Tests Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
English Listening 2252  3.722 25.86 4.574 |26.37 3.983
Aural Word Recognition 2390 4.482 2446 4.595 |27.83 4.781
English Reading 6.75 2.334 8.03 2.443 841 2.676
English Cloze 827 2.124 9.15 2.665 9.79 2.305
English Vocabulary 12.06  2.449 1430 2.696 |15.92 2.634
English Grammar 14.03 2.613 1470 3.535 |16.34 3.308
Japanese Listening 1294 1.681 13.90 1.513 |13.96 1.247
Japanese Reading 1431 1.582 14.52 1.205 |14.39 1.488
Japanese Cloze 13.04 2339 1472 2.747 |14.51 2.656

Table 3.1 lists the test score averages and the standard deviations for each year.
Excluding Japanese reading and cloze tests, the test scores increased every year. In order
to examine whether or not the score difference over time in each of the nine tests was
statistically significant, repeated measures of one-way ANOVA were performed, and when
appropriate post hoc tests were conducted using Tukey’s multiple comparison test. The
results are shown in Table 3.2.

As indicated in Table 3.2, the scores of all the tests, except those of Japanese
reading test, show statistically significant increases. In the right column of the table, the
years when the statistically significant changes occurred were specified by Tukey’s tests.
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Among English skills, listening and reading performance first developed, followed by the
linguistic features such as aural word recognition and grammar. The scores of the English
cloze test, regarded as the comprehensive yability of English, showed no remarkable change
between any two years.

Table 3.2  Repeated Measures of ANOVA and Tukey’s Test Results

Tests Df F P The Years with Significant Difference
English Listening 2 18.356 | .000%** Ist Year < 2nd - 3rd Years
Aural Word Recognition | 2 15.013 |.000%*** Ist - 2nd Years < 3rd Year
English Reading 2 8.693 | .000%** Ist Year <2nd - 3rd Years
English Cloze 2 7.345 | 001 *** Ist Year - 2nd - 3rd Years,
Ist Year < 3rd Year

English Vocabulary | 2 39.596 | .000%*** Ist Year < 2nd Year < 3rd Year
English Grammar 2 9.925 000%** Ist - 2nd Years < 3rd Year
Japanese Listening 2 10.371 | .000*** Ist Year < 2nd - 3rd Years
Japanese Reading 2 .390 677 Ist Year - 2nd Year - 3rd Year
Japanese Cloze 2 8.842 | .000%** Ist Year < 2nd - 3rd Year

**%p<0.005

The test score gain from the first to the second years, from the second to the third
years, and also from the first to the third years was computed, and the average scores of
gain and their standard deviations are presented in Table 3.3.

Table 3. 3 Test Score Gain Between Years

The Score Increase
Istto 2nd Years  2nd to 3rd Years 1st to 3rd Years
Tests Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
English Listening 334 4.056 |0.51 4.038 3.85 3.830
Aural Word Recognition 0.56 3.771 |3.37 3.387 3.93 4.257
English Reading 1.28 2.623 |0.38 2.884 1.66 2.528
English Cloze 0.89 2.447 ]0.63 2.196 1.52 1.743
English Vocabulary 224 3.235 |1.62 3.133 3.86 2.994
English Grammar 0.68 3.536 |1.63 3.465 2.31 3.590
Japanese Listening 096 1.811 |0.06 1.643 1.01 2.031
Japanese Reading 021 1.510 |-0.13 1.462 |0.08 1.676
Japanese Cloze 1.68 2.033 |-0.21 1.957 |1.46 2.174
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As for Japanese abilities, the decrease of the raw scores in the third year, although
not statistically significant, shows that the Japanese language ability remained static.

3.2 Questionnaire Results
¢« The questionnaire results are shown in Tables 3.4 and 3.5. When the participants
strongly agreed with the item, they chose 5, and for strong disagreement they chose 1.

The comparison of average scores in the L1 and L2 listening questionnaires offers
some informative differences. The participants’ general evaluation of their successful
listening performance in L1 and unsatisfactory performance in English are shown in the
average scores of the first question in Tables 3.4 and 3.5. The average scores of the
second question in English and Japanese listening may indicate that they tried to continue
to listen to both English and Japanese even when they failed to comprehend several parts,
but in listening toEnglish, more participants were occupied with the parts they missed.

An interesting finding in the third and fourth questions is that whereas the
‘participants’ English listening comprehension can be characterized by “speed” and “lexical
knowledge,” their L1 listening comprehension depended on “message of the whole
passage.”

The third question was what strategies the participants used for effective listening
comprehension. In the first year English listening, the most frequent use was “14. I tried
to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the speed of English,” and the second choice
was “10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word.” These choices may indicate
that the first year students tried very hard to recognize words, following the rapid stream of
spoken English. In the second year, their first choice was again “concentration”, but the
second was “11. I tried to understand the message of the whole passage.” Instead of the
sound of each word, they may have begun to pay more attention to the content of the
passage. Finally, in the third year, the order was reversed and “message” came first,
followed by “concentration.” This combination of “message and concentration” exactly
matches the choices made in Japanese listening in Table 3.4. This diachronic change may
suggest that the participants’ L2 listening strategies came to be closer to those of LI
listening after two years of English study.

However, as seen in the frequent choices of “19. I cannot keep up with the speed
of English,” and “17. I don’t know the meanings of words,” their inability to follow the
speed of spoken English and the lexical knowledge remained the biggest problems. In
contrast, in listening to L1, they regarded as their biggest problem “21. I cannot understand
the message of the whole passage.” Therefore, by following English with quick
information processing and also by overcoming lexical problems, the participants may then

be able to focus on the message of the whole passage, as they do in listening to Japanese.
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Table 3.4 English Listening Questionnaire Results

Average Scores

Question Items Ist Year 2nd Year 3rd Year

What do you think about your listening comprehension during
the test?

1. While listening, I understood the development of the story. 2.59 2.83 3.18

2. I kept up with the speed of English. 2.08 2.44 2.66
3. I understood what pronouns were referring to. 2.65 2.49 2.80
4. My knowledge about the topic helped me understand 2.89 3.37 3.62
what was said.

5.1 understood the passage as a whole. 2.54 3.23 3.37
What did you do when you failed to comprehend the passage?

6. 1 kept on listening, paying no attention to the part I missed. 3.79 3.54 3.76
7. couldn’t listen to the next part, thinking of the part [ 341 3.06 3.34
missed.

8. Istopped listening to English. 2.15 1.89 2.31
What did you do in order to comprehend the passage

effectively?

9. Ipronounced some words in my mind. 2.76 2.35 2.82
10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. 3.55 3.41 3.48
11. Itried to understand the message of the whole passage. 3.52 3.72 3.77
12. I paid attention to grammatical structures. 2.72 2.62 2.70
13. I tried to remember what I knew about the topic. 2.83 2.69 3.00
14. I tried to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the | 4.13 3.89 3.73

speed of English.

What has prevented your listening comprehension?

15. I can’t catch the sound of individual words. 2.06 3.82 3.56
16. I can’t pronounce words correctly. 2.99 2.63 3.04
17.1don’t know meanings of words. 3.34 3.99 3.85
18. I cannot understand grammatical structures. 3.48 3.44 3.37
19. I cannot keep up with the speed of English. 4.44 4.17 3.82
20. I have little knowledge about the topic. 3.13 2.58 3.01
21. I cannot understand the message of the whole passage. 3.52 3.51 3.63
22. I cannot understand the structures of the whole passage. 3.62 3.41 3.56

S=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree
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Table 3.5 Japanese Listening Questionnaire Results

Average Scores

Question Items Ist Year 2nd Year 3rd Year
What do you think about your listening comprehension during the

test?

1. While listening, I understood the development of the story. 4.07 3.94 4.11
2. I kept up with the speed of Japanese. 4,52 4.23 4.34
3. I understood what pronouns were refefring to. 4.31 3.96 4.20
4. My knowledge about the topic helped me understand what was 3.83 3.69 3.90
said.

5. I understood the passage as a whole. 4.45 4.25 442
What did you do when you failed to comprehend the passage?

6. I kept on listening, paying no attention to the part I missed. 3.37 3.39 3.46
7. 1 couldn’t listen to the next part, thinking of the part I missed. 2.31 2.20 2.38
8. I stopped listening to Japanese. 1.80 1.61 2.08
What did you do in order to comprehend the passage effectively?

9. Ipronounced some words in my mind. 2.23 2.21 2.25
10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. 3.41 2.94 2.77
11. Itried to understand the message of the whole passage. 4.39 4.00 3.85
12. I paid attention to grammatical structures. V 3.38 3.06 3.42
13. I tried to remember what I know about the topic. 3.14 2.99 3.21
14. Itried to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the speed 3.75 3.49 3.51

of Japanese.

What has prevented your listening comprehension?

15. I can’t catch the sound of individual words. 1.68 1.92 227
16. I can’t pronounce words correctly. . 1.76 1.83 2.07
17. 1 don’t know meanings of words. 1.86 2.21 2.35
18. I cannot understand grammatical structures. 1.92 2.28 2.54
19. I cannot keep up with the speed of Japanese. 1.93 2.25 2.61
20. I have little knowledge about the topic. 2.30 2.23 2.54
21. I cannot understand the message of the whole passage. 1.89 2.75 2.85
22. I cannot understand the structures of the whole passage. 1.97 2.70 2.75

5=strongly agree, 4=agree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 2=disagree, 1=strongly disagree
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3.3. Factor Analysis Results
3.3.1 English factors

. Exploratory factor analyses (Matsuo & Nakamura, 2002; Oshio, 2004) were
conducted to extract factors from the questionnaire results of L1 and L2 listening. In the
case of reverse items, the 5-point Likert scale was calculated in a diverted way. From the
English questionnaire results in the first year, four factors were extracted using the
maximum likelihood analysis method, followed by promax rotation. Factor (a) was
named “Negative factor recognition —structure & content—", which showed the
participants’ awareness of the negative factors especially in terms of structures and the
content of the passage. Factor (b) was the “Strategies” factor to indicate the listeners’
strategy use. Factor (c), named “Negative factor recognition—vocabulary & topic” égain
concerns the participants’ recognition of what prevented their listening comprehension
especially in vocabulary and topic of the passage. Factor (d) named “Details and speed”
shows the listeners’ careful attention to the details of the passage in the rapid stream of
‘spoken English. Items 1, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, 15 were eliminated because of their low
loadings or isolation as one factor. The Cronbach’s alpha indices were .691 to .549.

As shown in Table 3.6, the results of the second year questionnaire. analysis
yielded five factors, accounting for 41.501 percent of variance. Five factors were
extracted by the principal factor analysis method and varimax rotation. They were (a)
Negative factor recognition, (b) Concentration on the content, which shows listeners’
concentration on the content of the passage without focusing on individual words, (c)
Strategies, (d) Details and speed, and (e) Focus on words, which shows the listeners’
attempt to catch individual words in the chunk of spoken English. The Cronbach’s alpha
indices were .785 to .322. |

In the third year, five factors accounting for 46.251 percent of variance were
extracted by principal factor analysis method and varimax rotation, as shown in Table 3.7.
They were Factor (a) “Understanding the outline,” (b) Negative factor recognition —
Vocabulary and outline —”, (c¢) Negative factor recognition —details -, (d)“Strategies,” and
(e) “Focus on the outline.” The Cronbach’s alpha indices were .746 to .499. Question
item 8 was eliminated because of its low loadings.
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Table 3.6 English Metacognitive Factors in the First Year
Extraction Method: Most-likelihood Method, Rotation Method: Promax Rotation

Factor a (Negative Factor Recognition _Structure & Content—) Loadings
*22. 1 cannot understand the structures of the whole passage. 872
*21. I cannot understand the message of the whole passage. 751
*18. I cannot understand grammatical structures. .386
(a=.691)

Factor b (Strategies)

4. My knowledge about the topic helped me understand what was said. .626

13. I tried to remember what I know about the topic. .604
*8. I stopped listening to English. 485

10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. 475
3. I understood what pronouns were referring to. 388
(@=.653)

Factor ¢ (Negative Factor Recognition—Vocabulary & Topic)

*20. I have little knowledge about the topic. .940
*17. 1 don’t know meanings of words. 470
*16. I can’t pronounce words correctly. 346
(a=.549)

Factor d (Details & Speed)

*19. I cannot keep up with the speed of English. 723
2. Tkept up with the speed of English. v .627
*7. 1 couldn’t listen to the next part, thinking of the part I missed. .505
(a=.635)

*=reverse item
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Table3.7 English Metacognitive Factors in the Second Year
Extraction Method: Principal Factor Analysis Method, Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation

Factor a (Negative Factor Recognition) Loadings
*22. I can’t understand the structure of the whole passage. 776
*21. I can’t understand the message of the whole passage. .760
*16. I can’t pronounce the word correctly. .620
*20. I have little knowledge about the topic. 582
*18. Idon’t understand grammatical structure. 523
*15. I can’t catch the sound of individual words. .383
*17. 1 don’t know meanings of words. 376
*19. I can’t keep up with the speed. 373

(the proportion of variance explained=13.428%, « =.785)

Factor b (Concentration on the Content )

14. Itried to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the speed of English. 760
*8. I stopped listening to English. 542
11. Itried to understand the message of the whole passage. 515

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=20.843%, « =.602)

Factor c (Strategies)

My knowledge about the topic helped me understand what was said. .602
5. T'understood the passage as a whole. 474
13. I tried to remember what I knew about the topic. 468
12. I paid attention to grammatical structures. .363
1. While listening, I understood the development of the story. .360

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=27.860%, & =.653)
Factor d (Details & Speed)

2. T kept up with the speed of English. 494
6. I kept on listening, paying no attention to the part I missed. -419
3. I understood what the pronouns referred to. 375

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=34.843%, « =.785)

Factor e (Focus on Words)

9. 1pronounced some words in my mind. .648
*7. Tcouldn’t listen to the next part, thinking of the part I missed. -.524
10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. 522

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=41.501%, «=.580)

*=reverse item
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Table 3.8 English Metacognitive Factors in the Third Year

Extraction Method: Principal Factor Analysis Method, Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation

Factor a (Understanding the Outline) Loadings
1. While listening, I understood the development of the story 759
2. T kept up with the speed of English 708
4. My knowledge about the topic helped me understand what was said. .699
5. I understood the passage as a whole 466
14. Ttried to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the speed of English. 453
3. I understood what the pronouns referred to. 400
(the variance explained=15.979%, «=.746)

Factorb (Negative Factof Recognition—Vocabulary & Outline—)

*17. I don’t know meanings of words. 759
*19. I can’t keep up with thé speed. 651
*15. I can’t catch the sound of individual words. 651
*21. Ican’t understand the message of the whole passage. .393
10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. -.366
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=29.498%, «=.712)

Factor ¢ (Negative Factor Recognition—Details—)

*16. I can’t pronounce the word correctly. 710
*18. Idon’t understand grammatical structure. 697
*20. Ihave little knowledge about the topic. 524
*22. 1can’t understand the structure of the whole passage. 441
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=36.519%, «=.702)

Factord (Strategies)

*7. Icouldn’t listen to the next part, thinking of the part I missed. -.599
12. [paid attention to grammatical structures. 565
13. TItried to remember what I knew about the topic. 499
9. I pronounced some words in my mind. 452
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=42.034%, o/ =.565)

Factor e (Focus on the Outline)

6. I kept on listening, paying no attention to the part I missed. 573
11. Itried to understand the message of the whole passage. 563

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=46.251%, «=.499)

*=reverse item

23




3.3.2 Japanese factors

Japanese factors were extracted by the principal factor analysis method, followed
by varimax rotation. The first three factors wee the same in each year. The first factor
common to the three times was ‘“Negative factor recognition,” the second “Understanding
the outline,” and the third “Strategies.” This result may indicate that the participants
answered in the same way across the three times of research, because they had already
established efficient listening ability of L1, and were able to monitor their L1 listening
performance more clearly than in English.

In the first year, in addition to the three factors described above, another factor
“Speed and concentration” was extracted. The proportion of variance explained was
44385 percent and the Cronbach’s alpha indices were from .847 to .504, as shown in Table
3.8. Items 6 and 7 were eliminated because of their low loadings. With regard to the
second year analysis, along with two more factors, the five factors explained 52.364
percent of variance. The Cronbach’s alpha indices were between .852 and .509. In the
third year, the three factors extracted explained 55.336 percent of variance and the
Cronbach’s alpha indices were between .834 and .805. Item 6 was excluded because of
its low loadings.
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Table 3. 9 Japanese Metacognitive Factors in the First Year

Extraction Method: Principal Factor Analysis Method, Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation

Factor a (Negative Factor Recognition) Loadings
*17. 1 don’t know meanings of words. 77

*16. I can’t pronounce the word correctly. 747

*15. Ican’t catch the sound of individual words. .609

*18. Idon’t understand grammatical structuré. .602

*22. I can’t understand the structure of the whole passage. .560

*21. Ican’t understand the message of the whole passage. .547

*20. I have little knowledge about the topic. 531

*19. I can’t keep up with the speed. 517
(the proportion of variance explained=21.730%, «=.847)

Factor b (Understanding the Outline)

5. I understood the passage as a whole. 710
3. I understood what the pronouns referred to. 554
4. My knowledge about the topic helped me understand what was said. .553
2. T kept up with the speed of Japanese. .546
1. While listening, I understood the development of the story. 488
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=33.705%, «=.719)

Factor ¢ (Strategies)

110. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. 722
9. I pronounced some words in my mind. 547
11. Itried to understand the message of the whole passage. 434
12. I paid attention to grammatical structures. 402
13. I tried to remember what I knew about the topic. 358
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=39.331%, «=.668)

Factor d (Speed &Concentration)
*8. I stopped listening. .606
14. Itried to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the speed of Japanese. 377

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=44,385%, «=.504)

*=reverse item
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Table 3.10 Japanese Metacognitive Factors in the Second Year
Extraction Method: Principal Factor Analysis Method, Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation

Factor a (Negative Factor Recognition) Loadings
*18. Idon’t understand grammatical structures. 792
*22. I can’t understand the structure of the whole passage. 735
*21. I can’t understand the message of the whole passage. 729
*19. I can’t keep up with the speed. .596
*17. I don’t know meanings of words. .542
*7.. I couldn’t listen to the next part, thinking of the part I missed. 396
*20. I have little knowledge about the topic. .387
(the proportion of variance explained=13.998%, «=.852)

Factor b (Understanding the Outline)

2. I kept up with the speed of Japanese. 11
*8. Istopped listening. .659
5. T understood the passage as a whole. .637
3. T understood what the pronouns referred to. .506
11. Ttried to understand the message of the whole passage. 400
1. While listening, I understood the development of the story. 391
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=26.308%, «=.782)

Factor c (Strategies)

13. I tried to remember what I knew about the topic. 750
12. I paid attention to grammatical structures. .678
10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. 618
9. Ipronounced some words in my mind. 553
4. My knowledge about the topic helped me understand what was said. 512
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=37.227%, «=.754)

Factor d (Focus on Sounds of Words)

*15. I can’t catch the sound of individual words. 716
*16. I can’t pronounce the word correctly. .682
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=47.410%, o/ =.798)

Factor e (Speed & Concentration)

14. 1 tried to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the speed of Japanese. 778
6. I kept on listening, paying no attention to the part I missed. .529

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=52.364%, «=.509)

*=reverse item
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Table 3.11 Japanese Metacognitive Factors in the Third Year
Extraction Method: Principal Factor Analysis Method, Rotation Method: Varimax Rotation

Factor a (Negative Factor Recognition) Loadings
*18. I don’t understand grammatical structures. .897
*17. 1 don’t know meanings of words. .885
*16. I can’t pronounce the word correctly. ' .828
*22. I can’t understand the structure of the whole passage. .761
*20. I have little knowledge about the topic. 757
{*15. 1 can’t catch the sound of individual words. 745
*19. I can’t keep up with the speed. 728
*21. I can’t understand the message of the whole passage. 727
*8. Istopped listening. .606
*7. T couldn’t listen to the next part, thinking of the part I missed 496
9. Ipronounced some words in my mind. -.481
(the proportion of variance explained=29.417%, «=.834)
Factor b (Understanding the Outline)
2. 1 kept up with the speed of Japanese. .844
3. I understood what the pronouns referred to. 785
1. While listening, I understood the development of the story. .748
4. My knowledge about the topic helped me understand what was said. .652
5. Tunderstood the passage as a whole. .583
(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=43.093, ®=.849)
Factor c (Strategies)
13. I tried to remember what 1 knew about the topic. .705
11. Ttried to understand the message of the whole passage. .686
10. I tried to understand the meaning of each word. 677
14. I tried to concentrate myself in order to keep up with the speed of Japanese. .661
12. 1 paid attention to grammatical structures. 613

(the proportion of cumulative variance explained=55.336%, «=.805)

*=reverse item
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The average scores and standard deviations of Japanese factors were computed
and are shown in Table 3. 12.

Table 3. 12 Descriptive Statistics for English and Japanese Factors

1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year
Factors Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
English Factor a 7.38 2.393 20.46 5.500 |19.37 3.773
English Factor b 19.89 4.268 11.72 2.263 | 11.66 3.577
English Factor ¢ 6.24 2.207 14.73 3.558 | 11.01 3.249
English Factor d 11.31 2.831 7.39 2.067 |11.86 3.035
English Factore =~ | ---—-- = ---- 8.82 2.794 7.54 1.663
Japanese Factor a 3270  5.748 25.38 6.211 |39.32 9.717
Japanese Factor b 21.18  3.150 24.77 4206 |20.97 3.439
Japanese Factorc - 16.55 3.949 14.89 4464 |16.76 4.149
Japanese Factor d 7.94 2197 825 1.872 |- -
Japanese Factore =~ | ----- = -—- 6.89 2278 |- e

For further analysis in Study 1, the total scores of English tests, Japanese tests,
English factors and Japanese factors were calculated. Their mean scores and standard

deviations were computed and are presented in Table 3.13.

Table 3. 13 Descriptive Statistics for Four Categories of Abilities |

1st Year 2nd Year ~ 3rd Year
Tests Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
English Tests 65.00 7.907 70.65  10.669 78.28 11.192
Japanese Tests 40.30 3.666 43.14 3.547 42.86 3.822
English Factors 44.82 7.049 63.13 9.490 61.44 7.828
Japanese Factors 78.38 9.549 80.18 11.285 77.06 11.281
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 1

4.1 Research Questions

As the first stage of analysis, Study 1 aims generally to examine the relationship
between English listening performance and four component variables: L1 language
proficiency, L2 language proficiency, L1 metacognitive abilities and L2 metacognitive
abilities. Then further exploration of its relevance to specific language skills and
metacognitive factors is done. Multiple regression analyses and path models will reveal
English listening’s major explanatory variable and the reciprocal relationship among the
four categories. In this chapter, the following research questions were addressed:
1. Which contributes most to high school students’ English listening performance, English
proficiency, Japanese proficiency, English metacognitive abilities or Japanese
metacognitive abilities?
2. Is there any change in the strongest contributor to listening performance over time?
3. Is there any diachronic change of relationship among English listening and the four
component variables listed above?

4.2 Method

In order to identify explanatory variables of the participants’ English listening
performance, multiple regression analyses were performed, in which the dependent
variable was the scores of the English listening test and the independent variables were the
following four component. variables: the total scores of English tests, Japanese tests,
English factors and Japanese factors. Furthermore, in order to clarify the relevance
among component variables, a series of multiple regression analyses were repeated with
each of the component variables as the dependent variables and the rest as independent
variables. The analysis results were presented in path models. (For the information of
the participants, tests and questionnaires, see Chapter 2.)
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4.3 Results
4.3.1 Multiple regression analysis results
‘Table 4.1 shows multiple regression analysis results in the first, second and third

years. For the descriptive statistics including average scores and standard deviations, see
Table 3.12 in Chapter 3.

Table 4.1 Multiple Regression Analysis Results (Four Categories of Abilities)

1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year
Variables B t p Vg ¢ p Vo t P
English Tests 404 3.597 .001*** 414, 3.899 .000%** 414 3.808 .000%**
Japanese Tests 130 1.182 241 294 3.067 .003%** 223 2.025 .047%
English Factors 201 1.908 .061+ 174 1.571 121 .087 .802 .426
Japanese Factors | -.085 -821 414 -136 -1.343 .184 039 371 712
R=553 R2=306 R=.648 R2=.420 R=.564 ' R2=318

+=p<0.1  *=p<0.05 ***=p<0.005

In the first year, a significant explanatory variable of English listening
performance was the total scores of English tests ( 8 = .404, p<.005), and English factors
also had a tendency of significance ( 8= .21, p<.10). The participants’ listening
comprehension was mainly explained by language and meta-cognitive abilities of English,
and their L1 ability had no positive contribution to it.

In the second year, however, Japanese test results served as another facilitating
variable of English listening performance as well as English proficiency ( 8 = .414, p<.005,
B =294, p<.005, respectively). This result may suggest that participants began to make
use of L1 ability instead of depending only on English proficiency.

In the third year, there was no change in explanatory variables, and the same two
variables of English test total scores and Japanese test total scores contributed to English
listening performance with = .414, p<.005, and 8 = .223, p<.05, respectively.

4.3.2 Path analysis results

The results described above are represented in the path models in Figures 4.1 to
4.3 below. In the path models, the reciprocal relationship among component variables is
clarified as well as their contribution to English listening performance. The models are
based on the results of a series of multiple regression analyses performed with each of the
component variables as the dependent variable and the rest as independent variables.

The squares in the models refer to measured variables, the test scores, and circles

represent measurement errors. One-way arrows show a direct contribution and the values
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beside them are path coefficients which indicate the degree of influence. Two-way
curved arrows show that two variables are correlated, and the figures are correlation
coefficients. The figures over squares are the same as R squared.

The criteria for being a good model are as follows (Oshio, 2004; Toyoda, 2003):
p=.05, GFI (Goodness of Fit Index) >.90, AGFI>.90, RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation)<.05, CFI (Comparative Fit Index) >.90.

Judging from the fit indices listed above, the models in Figures 4.1 and 4.3 have
satisfactory fit. The second year model in Figure 4.2, although its AGFI was .892 (good
fit is over .90) and RMSEA was .065 (good fit is less than .05), can be considered
generally acceptable.

Figure 4.1 shows the first year model for the relationship between listening
performance and the four other categories of language skills and metacognitive abilities.
In the first year, the dominant role played by English abilities is represented in the model.
The major explanatory variable which directly influenced listening performance was the
English test total score with a path coefficient .46, followed by English metacognitive
factors with a path coefficient of .19. The English test total scores were positively
influenced by English metacognitive factors and also by the total scores of Japanese tests,
which may mean that Japanese proficiency indirectly facilitated English listening
performance. There was a very low degree of interrelation between English and Japanese
metacognitive factors, between Japanese metacognitive factors and Japanese proficiency,
and between English metacognitive factors and Japanese proficiency with the path
coefficients of .03, .01 and -.12, respectively. '

In Figure 4.2, the second year model is shown. In the second year, English test
total scores again served as a determinant with a path coefficient of .50, and instead of
English metacognitive factors, Japanese language test scores were an additional
explanatory variable of English listening performance.  English test total scores were
positively influenced by English metacognitive factors. Correlated with them are
Japanese metacognitive factors, which, interestingly, worked as a negative variable to
obstruct English listening performance. This may mean that the participants’ attitudes
toward L1 listening never match those for L2 listening.

In terms of correlation among component variables, the correlation coefficient
between English factors and Japanese factors was .29, which was much higher than those
in the first year model, .03.
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CMIN=2.444(P=486), df=3, GFI=.987, AGFI=.933, RMSEA=.000, CFI=1.000
1EL=1st Year English Listening, 1TET=1st Year English Tests,
1JT=1st Year Japanese Tests, 1TEF=1st Year English Factors, 1JF=1st Year Japanese Factors.

Figure 4.1 1st Year Path Model for English Listening and Four Categories of Abilities
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CMIN=3.900(P=.272), df=3, GFI=.978, AGFI=.892. RMSEA=.065, CFI=.984
2EL=2nd Year English Listening, 2ET=2nd Year English Tests,
2JT= 2nd Year Japanese Tests, 2EF=2nd Year English Factors, 2JF=2nd Year Japanese Factors.

Figure 4.2 2nd Year Path Model for English Listening and Four Categories of Abilities
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CMIN=,925(P=.819), df=3, GFI=.995, AGFI=974, RMSEA=.000, CFI=1.000
3EL=3rd Year English Listening, 3ET=3rd Year English Tests,
3JT=3rd Year Japanese Tests, 3EF= 3rd Year English Factors, 3JF=3rd Year Japanese Factors.

Figure 4.3 3rd Year Path Model for English Listening and Four Categories of Abilities
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‘Figure 4.3 is the third year model, in which the three-dimensional structure of
component variables was completed. The same two explanatory variables as in the
second year model had a direct impact on English listening performance with path
coefficients of .43 and .25, respectively. Japanese proficiency, which had no influence on
L2 in the second year, again positively contributed to English proficiency with a path
coefficient of .25. L2 metacognitive factors contributed both to English proficiency and
to Japanese proficiency, and Japanese proficiency was also positively influenced by
Japanese metacognitive factors. In the second year, Japanese metacognitive abilities
served as a negative factor to English proficiency. However, in the third year, negative
influence from L1 to L2 did not appear. It is only in the third year that L1 proficiency
was predicted by L1 factors, and L2 proficiency was predicted by L2 factors.

4.4 Summary of Findings

The answers to the three research questions listed earlier are summarized below.
The first research question was which of the four categories of L.1 and L2 language skills
and metacognitive abilities contributed to the participants’ L2 listening performance most.
From the multiple regression analysis results and also path models, it can be said that the
strongest -contributor was English proficiency, or the total scores of English tests. The
result that English proficiency is essential for English listening ability is reasonable
because they were beginners of English learning and were not accustomed to listening to
English.

The second question was whether or not the major explanatory variable of English
listening performance changes over time. The answer was No. The total scores of
English tests served as the determinant across the three times.

The third question was about the diachronic change of relationship among the four
categories of abilities. Yes, their relationship developed into a complex model with
variables connected more closely with each other year by year.

33



CHAPTER S

STUDY 2

5.1 Research Questions

In the previous chapter, it was suggested that the major explanatory variables of
the participants’ English listening performance lie in English language proficiency,
followed by Japanese proficiency in the second and third years. Therefore, Study 2 aims
to unravel the contribution of the specific language skills in L1 and L2 to English listening
performance. Furthermore, the relationship between relevant component skills will be
explored. The following research questions are addressed:
1. Which language skill in L1 and L2 is the signiﬁcant explanatory variable of high school
students’ English listening performance?
2. Does the explanatory variable of L2 listening performance change over time?

3. Is there any change in the reciprocal relationship among component skills over time?

5.2 Method

In order to identify explanatory variables of the participants’ English listening
performance in language skills in L1 and L2, multiple regression analyses were
administered, with the score of English listening test as the dependent variable and the test
scores in L1 and L2 as independent variables. Furthermore, in order to clarify the relevance
among variables as well, a series of multiple regression analyses are repeated with each of
the component variables as the dependent variables and the rest as independent variables.
The analysis results were presented in path models. (For the information of the
participants and test questions, see Chapter 2.)

5.3 Results
5.3.1 Multiple regression analysis results (English tests)

The results of the multiple regression analyses with English listening performance
as the dependent variable and five other English component skills as independent variables
are presented in Table 4. 1.
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Table 5.1 Multiple Regression Analysis Results (English Tests)

1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year

Tests B t p B t p B t P
Aural Word Recognition | .347 3.152  .002%** | 379 3371 .001*** | 288 2.121 .038*
English Reading -.010 -.088 .930 212 1.840 071+ 268  2.128 .037*
English Cloze .197 1.770  .081+ .086 .680 499 .060 464 644
English Vocabulary 111 1.029 307 044 399 691 014 115 .909
English Grammar 174 1.604 .114 074 653 516 .048 405 .687

R=526 R’=.276 R=582 R’=339 R=540 R>=291

+p<0.1 *p<0.05 ***p<0.005

Remarkable is that the ability of aural word recognition had a consistently strong
impact on English listening comprehension across the three times. In terms of the
explanatory variables’ change over time, we can find that in the first year the accuracy of
aural word recognition was a major contributor to English listening ability with 8= .347,
p<.005, followed by the score of the English cloze test with a tendency of significance ( 8
=.197, p<.10). In the second year, in addition to the ability of aural word recognition ( 3
=.379, p<.005), English reading achievement tended to be significant ( 8= .212, p<.10).
In the third year, these two variables remained the contributors to English listening ability
(aural word recognition with 3 = .288, p<.05, English reading with 8 = .268, p<.05).

The R squared, coefficients of determination, indicates the percentage of variance
in English listening ability accounted for. The value was .276 in the first year, and
increased in the second year to .339, but dropped in the third year to .291.

5.3.2 Path analysis results (English tests)

The results described above can be exemplified in the path models presented
below in Figures 5.1 to 5.3. In the path models, the relationship among component
variables is clarified as well as their contribution to English listening performance. The
models are based on the results of a series of multiple regression analyses performed with
each of the component skills as the dependent variable and the rest as independent

variables.  For basic information of the path and fitness indices, refer to Chapter 4.
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CMIN=3.829(P=.281), df=3, GFI=.983, AGFI=.878, RMSEA=.063, CFI=.962
1EL=1st Year English Listening, 1EA=1st Year Aural Recognition of English Words,
1ER=1st Year English Reading, IEC=1st Year English Cloze,
1EV=1st Year English Vocabulary, ITEG=1st Year English Grammar

Figure 5.1 1st Year Path Model for English Listening and English Sub-Skills
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CMIN=5,002(P=.660), df=7, GFI=.977, AGFI=931, RMSEA=.000, CFI=1.000
2EL=2nd Year English Listening, 2EA=2nd Year Aural Recognition of English Words,
2ER=2nd Year English Reading, 2EC=2nd Year English Cloze,
2EV=2nd Year English Vocabulary, 2EG=2nd Year English Grammar

Figure 5.2 2nd Year Path Model for English Listening and English Sub-Skills
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CMIN=2.099(P=.910), df=6, GFI=.990, AGFI=.966, RMSEA=,000, CFI=1.000
3EL=3rd Year English Listening, 3EA= 3rd Year Aural Recognition of English Words,
3ER=3rd Year English Reading, 3EC=3rd Year English Cloze,
3EV=3rd Year English Vocabulary, 3EG=3rd Year English Grammar
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Figure 5.3 3rd Year Path Model for English Listening and English Sub-Skills
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Figure 5.1 shows the first year model for the relationship between English
listening ﬁerformance and other component variables. Below the model are shown fit
indices, whose values are satisfactory. In this model the isolation among component
variables is emphasized. The scores of aural word recognition processing and cloze test
scores were two predictors of English listening performance, with path coefficients of .38
and .23, respectively. By these two variables 24 percent of English listening performance
was explained. The interrelation coefficients between component variables were
generally low, from .03 between English vocabulary and English grammar, to .22 between
English reading and English cloze. There was a negative interrelation between English
reading and English vocabulary. It seems that in the first year, the component variables
developed separately from each other, and there was little connection among them.

In Figure 5.2, the second year model of relationship between English listening
performance and the other five component variables is presented. This model shows an
intricate flow in which component variables isolated in the first year were closely related
with each other. The abilities of aural word recognition and English reading were two
major explanatory variables which directly contributed to English listening performance,
with path coefficients .43 and .27, respectively. To both of them, English cloze test scores
made contribution, with path coefficients of .40 and .33, respectively. Finally English
cloze was in turn positively influenced by low-level linguistic knowledge of vocabulary
and grammar with path coefficients of .33 and .32, respectively. English grammar
knowledge also contributed to English reading performance (its path coefficient was .21).
It can be said that this model consists of three dimensions of component skills.

The third year model in Figure 5.3 offers the most complicated flow. While the
model was again made up of three dimensions of component variables, the relevance of
variables in the same dimension got closer than that in the second year. The same two
variables as in Figure 5.2, aural recognition of spoken words and English reading, directly
contributed to English listening performance. Although there was no direct impact
between them in the previous year, in the 3rd year, aural word recognition made a positive
impact on English reading performance (the path coefficient was .43). English cloze
contributed only to aura