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ABSTRACT 

 

This study uses a self-presentational framework to investigate second 

language listening anxiety (L2 listening anxiety) among university students 

learning English in Japan and demonstrate that L2 listening involves social 

concerns that are specific to L2 settings. Successful performance in aural 

interaction presupposes mutual understanding, and L2 listeners have good reason to 

become anxious when it is doubtful whether they properly comprehend what others 

say. 

The Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety, the Revised 

Interaction Anxiousness Scale, the Penn State Worry Questionnaire as well as a 

dictation test were administered to 1,177 students in 15 universities for the 

quantitative part of this study. Introspection verbal report data were collected from 

17 students in two universities to investigate the thought processes of L2 listeners 

for the qualitative part. 

The profile analysis indicated the following: L2 listening anxiety was (a) 

specific to L2 situations and (b) linked to L2 proficiency because high and low L2 

listening proficiency groups were different in the overall levels of L2 listening 

anxiety, but not different in general anxiety measures. The exploratory factor 

analysis and Rasch principle component analyses demonstrated that L2 listening 

anxiety was a broad construct composed of two related but distinct dimensions, 

Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. The former is a 
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concern over social evaluative threat, and the latter is worry over effective 

processing of aural input. The univariate analyses of variance confirmed that L2 

listening anxiety was partly socially constructed because social anxiety was linked 

to both dimensions of L2 listening anxiety. The verbal data suggested that L2 

listening anxiety was receiver-specific in that it involved concerns over 

comprehending and responding appropriately to aural messages. They also 

indicated that the levels of L2 listening anxiety were (a) susceptible to individual 

differences, and (b) influenced by different social situations.  

 This study contributes to conceptual developments in the area of L2 learner 

psychology because understanding others is of profound importance in successful 

communication, and anxiety over non-understanding or misunderstanding can have 

significant personal and interpersonal consequences. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background to the Issue 

A fifteen-year-old high school student from Japan was sitting in her very 

first class given entirely in English. Her teacher, an American Catholic nun in her 

fifties, who was also the principal of the school, introduced herself to her students. 

She then talked to them about the class goals and her expectations with a warm 

smile on her face. However, the student was in trouble. Listening to a native 

speaker of English actually talking to her was a fearful experience. It was not a 

tape-recording. The poor student did not know what to do. Her mind stopped 

working. Her body stiffened. Sequences of unfamiliar, almost meaningless sounds 

went in and out of her ears. This student was me. Years later, I still experience this 

tension when listening to English. 

Why was I so nervous while the other students seemed comfortable sitting 

in the class? I was unable to focus on the incoming information. I just could not. I 

was preoccupied with myself, as someone who did not understand what was going 

on. I felt helpless and miserable. I also felt excluded from the world where English 

was used as a means of communication. It is logically absurd to be so distracted; a 

student's mental energy should be concentrated on the message delivered in the 

foreign language. However, I have frequently experienced this distracting self-

awareness and fear when listening to English, and it is these experiences that 
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prompted the questions investigated in this study: Why do some people become 

anxious when listening to a foreign language? Why do some people feel more 

threatened and self-aware than others? 

I am not alone in being curious about the role that anxiety plays in people's 

experiences learning another language. Foreign- and second-language learning 

anxiety (L2 anxiety) has been recognized as one of the fundamental affective 

variables influencing success or failure in foreign language learning (Dörnyei, 

2005; Horwitz, 2001). Krashen’s (1982, 1985) affective filter hypothesis, for 

example, included the claim that anxiety functions as “a metaphorical barrier” 

(Lightbown & Spada, 2006, p. 37) that hampers the task of language learning. In 

the comprehensive model of language learning posited by Gardner and MacIntyre 

(1992, 1993), L2 anxiety is situated as one of four affective factors grouped into 

two categories: (a) language attitude and motivation, and (b) language anxiety and 

self-confidence. Including anxiety as a construct in a model of language acquisition 

is reasonable given that L2 anxiety is among the many types of anxiety that have 

been identified and studied by psychologists, and the characteristics of this 

psychological construct have long been discussed in the field of second-language 

acquisition (SLA) and a number of researchers have made an effort to relate 

learning processes and outcomes to affective variables such as anxiety (Horwitz, 

2001; MacIntyre & Charos, 1996).  

According to MacIntyre (1999), the 1990s saw a great increase in the 

number of studies on L2 anxiety (e.g., Arnold, 1999; Young, 1999; Young & 
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Horwitz, 1991). These studies yielded three general points of agreement among 

researchers, which are that L2 anxiety is unique, domain specific, and multi-

dimensional. 

The first point of agreement concerns the specificity of L2 anxiety. 

Theoretically, there are two possible approaches to the identification of language 

anxiety (e.g., Horwitz & Young, 1991). The first is to regard L2 anxiety as a 

“manifestation of other more general types of anxiety” (p. 1). For example, shy 

people might experience a higher degree of anxiety than more outgoing individuals 

when communicating in a foreign or second language. Those who have a tendency 

to engage in risk-taking behaviors might well thrive in L2 learning classrooms and 

use the foreign language without feeling a great deal of anxiety. The second 

approach involves viewing L2 anxiety as a specific type of anxiety that is unique to 

L2 situations. It has been claimed that language anxiety should be perceived as 

distinct from more general types of anxiety, such as trait anxiety, because the latter 

types play “little role in the language learning process” (MacIntyre & Gardner, 

1991b, p. 515). Something special about second- or foreign-language learning 

makes some people feel anxious or pressured when comprehending or producing 

the foreign language, and such feelings might well hinder learning. The latter 

approach implies that emotionally stable persons can be anxious in foreign 

language learning contexts and that people with a predisposition to be anxious can 

show no significant anxiety in foreign language learning. 
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Although classroom speaking activities are one source of anxiety for many 

foreign language learners (e.g., Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986; MacIntyre & 

Gardner, 1994b), recent researchers have emphasized the independent, 

distinguishable aspects of anxiety in each of the four language skill domains (e.g., 

Gregersen & Horwitz (2002), Garrett & Young (2009) in speaking; Cheng, Horwitz, 

& Schallert (1999) in writing; Matsuda & Gobel (2001, 2004), Saito, Horwitz, & 

Garza (1999) in reading; and Kim (2000, 2002) and Vogely (1998, 1999) in 

listening). The form and degree of foreign-language learners’ anxiety about 

learning to use the target language depend in part upon the skill domain and the 

tasks at hand (Hilleson, 1996). For example, some learners become more nervous 

about writing than about reading in a foreign language. 

Studies of the dimensionality of language-learning anxiety are also a 

relatively recent development in the literature. For example, Horwitz (1986) treated 

foreign-language classroom anxiety (FLCA) as a single construct when she created 

and validated the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS). Brown, 

Robson, and Rosenkjar (2001) conducted a comprehensive study in which the 

relationships among such diverse variables as personality, motivation, anxiety, 

learning strategies, and language proficiency were investigated with 320 Japanese 

learners of English. These researchers also considered anxiety to be a single 

construct while detecting 34 variables based on factor analyses of six scales and 

two proficiency measures. Clément, Dörnyei, and Noels (1994), in their model of 

language learning motivation, suggested the possibility that foreign-language 
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anxiety and self-confidence could be viewed as a single construct. On the other 

hand, the skill-specific approaches to language anxiety mentioned above have 

observed that (a) a potential link between learners’ language anxiety and 

perceptions of their own language abilities, and (b) the possible existence of other 

components that could be intrinsically related to each of the particular skill 

domains. Cheng et al. (1999) conducted an important study in L2 writing, as did 

Saito et al. (1999) and Matsuda and Gobel (2001, 2004) of L2 reading. Each of 

these studies indicated that foreign language anxiety might be composed of 

multiple components that reflect common and distinct dimensions of skill-based L2 

anxiety. A thorough examination of L2 listening anxiety should contribute to this 

line of research and shed light on the components underlying the anxious feelings 

that some L2 listeners experience. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

No prior researchers have investigated the aroused self-consciousness of L2 

listeners. More than a quarter of a century ago, Guiora (1983) maintained that 

language learning is “a profoundly unsettling psychological proposition” (p. 28) 

“because it directly threatens an individual’s self-concept and worldview” (Horwitz 

et al., 1986, p. 125). More recently, Norton (2000) considered the L2 self in her 

qualitative, longitudinal study of L2 motivation and identity. She assumed that 

anxiety and low self-confidence “influence the extent to which learners create and 

respond to opportunities to practice the target language” (p. 122), and suggested 
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that negative affect and self-perception of L2 skills are at least partly socially 

constructed. Spielmann and Radnofsky (2001) also referred to the new L2 identity 

individuals develop, which is under tension as they learn an L2. Extensive research 

on social anxiety has demonstrated that self-preoccupation, self-beliefs about one’s 

ability to perform, and a threatened social self that fears negative evaluation from 

others are all possible antecedents of anxiety (e.g., Leary, 1995, 2004). L2 listening 

is embedded in L2 communication, and it is feasible and necessary to examine L2 

listening anxiety in relation to social concerns. L2 listeners might be preoccupied 

with the negative, self-evaluative thoughts that they are badly presenting their self 

because they are less skilful in listening to L2. 

 

Purposes and Significances of the Study 

 The present study addresses the gap in the literature by investigating L2 

listening anxiety in relation to cognitive and affective variables. First, I examine L2 

listening anxiety in relation to L2 listening proficiency. Horwitz et al. (1986), who 

developed the FLCAS, focused on listening to a very limited extent. Considering 

the fact that listening is “an essential means of language development” (Rost, 2002, 

p. 91) and that excessive anxiety while listening can have unfavorable effects on L2 

learning and use, studies should be conducted to investigate the relationship 

between L2 listening anxiety and L2 listening proficiency. This study makes a 

significant contribution to the literature of L2 listening development if it establishes 

a link between the two variables. 
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 Second, I investigate whether L2 listening anxiety is independent from 

general anxiety constructs. MacIntyre and Gardner (1989, 1991b) demonstrated 

that L2 performance was negatively correlated with L2 anxiety but not with general 

types of anxiety and concluded that L2 learning produces a unique type of anxiety. 

The same argument is warranted between L2 listening proficiency and L2 listening 

anxiety if L2 listening proficiency is associated with L2 listening anxiety but not 

with general types of anxiety. Thus, this study helps characterize L2 listening 

anxiety as a phenomenon that occurs in L2 contexts. 

 Third, I investigate the specificity of L2 listening anxiety. The 

communication apprehension literature maintains that senders and receivers of 

information experience two distinct types of anxiety (Wheeless, 1975) because 

communicators take on either role at a particular time. It is meaningful to 

investigate L2 anxiety from the perspectives of speakers’ and listeners’ roles. Past 

literature on L2 anxiety has been centered on speaking and public aural 

performance, but anxiety over processing what others say and interpreting what 

they mean should also be studied. The results will inform researchers about the 

ways L2 communication can provoke anxiety reactions from listeners’ perspective. 

 Fourth, I identify the distinct dimensions of the L2 listening anxiety 

construct. As noted above, multidimensional approaches to L2 anxiety have 

produced particularly promising results that have contributed to our understanding 

of skill-specific anxiety constructs because each dimension implies distinct sources 

of anxiety-related cognitions and affective reactions. No consensus on 
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dimensionality has been achieved in the studies of L2 listening anxiety (Kim, 2000; 

Kimura, 2008). It is meaningful to identify and relate distinct dimensions of L2 

listening anxiety without falling into a fragmented view of the construct. 

 Fifth, I explore the link between L2 listening anxiety and social anxiety. 

Learning an L2 can be a traumatic experience (MacIntyre, 1999) because “language 

and self are so closely bound, if not identical, that an attack on one is an attack on 

the other” (Cohen & Norst, 1989, p. 61). L2 listeners have limited proficiency, and 

it is likely that their self-perception of low listening proficiency creates concerns 

over how well they present themselves in L2 communication; thus, their concerns 

and fears are interpersonal at least to some extent. L2 listening anxiety represents 

more than difficulties in taking in and processing information in an L2. 

 

Theoretical Perspective 

This study is based on self-presentation theory, which was developed by 

Mark Leary, his teacher Barry Schlenker, and his colleagues (e.g., Baumeister, 

1982, 1999; Kowalski, 1999; Leary, 1983, 1995, 2001, 2004; Leary & Kowalski, 

1995b; Schlenker, 1980, 2003; Tedeschi, 1981; Tice, 1992; Tice & Wallace, 2003), 

and which has been used to study social anxiety in the field of social psychology. 

The original conceptualization of self-presentation theory, which has also been 

called impression management, dates back at least to Erving Goffman (1959) and 

Edward Jones (1964). This theory posits that human behavior is affected by 

people’s concerns with their public impressions, or with the perceptions and 
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evaluations they think others hold about them. As applied to this study, the theory 

suggests that social anxiety, which represents a type of anxiety that is socially 

oriented and of evaluative concern, but is not confined to L2 learning situations, 

influences the components of L2 listening anxiety, such as concerns over self-

image and worries about task-efficiency, because self-presentational worries can 

interrupt social interaction even in a receptive skill domain such as L2 listening. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

This study will benefit L2 researchers who are interested in knowing why 

and in what ways L2 listeners experience feelings of discomfort, nervousness, 

insecurity, and worry. Understanding L2 listening anxiety, the extent to which it is 

socially constructed, and how it is associated with the general trait of worry should 

provide researchers with important information concerning their participants. In 

addition, a psychometrically sound self-report assessment instrument will be 

potentially helpful to them. 

The results of this study will also be of use to teachers who are interested in 

studying coping measures and treatments for anxious second language listeners. 

Their students might experience difficulty learning because L2 listening provokes 

worrisome feelings and thoughts that disrupt their processing of aural input. They 

should be better able to help their students who experience anxiety when listening 

to a foreign language. If classroom teachers know how threatening L2 listening can 
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be for some learners, they can consider ways to provide them with a relaxed 

learning environment.  

Learners who experience anxiety in L2 listening situations will benefit from 

those informed teachers. Such teachers can help their students develop anxiety-

coping measures and strategies, and they can also explain to their students why and 

how L2 listening can be threatening. Their guidance and emotional support should 

be valuable for vulnerable L2 listeners. 

 

Delimitations 

 The first delimitation of this study concerns the sample. The participants 

were predominantly Japanese learners of English who had completed at least six 

years of formal education in English in junior and senior high school in Japan. The 

participants in the quantitative study were not randomly selected from the 

population of Japanese university students. They were from 15 universities in the 

Kyusyu, Kansai, and Chubu areas in Japan, and their majors varied widely. This 

resulted in a relatively large N-size and a large amount of variance in the Rasch 

person ability estimates, but it was nonetheless, convenience sampling. The 

participants in the qualitative study were restricted to those who participated in the 

pilot study conducted in the spring semester in 2009. They were drawn from two 

schools and represented only three majors; they were therefore not representative of 

the Japanese university student population. Because of these characteristics of the 
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participants, the results should be generalized to learners of English at the college 

level in Japan with caution. 

  The second delimitation concerns the listening test. Listening proficiency 

was measured with a one-way task. As the dictation test was primarily a bottom-up 

listening test, top-down listening skills, such as getting the gist of extended 

conversations, predicting what the speaker will say next, and interpreting speech 

acts appropriately, were not measured. Adding a listening test section designed to 

measure top-down listening skills, such as a video listening test (e.g., Wagner, 2007, 

2010) might have tapped the listening proficiency construct more fully. However, 

more sophisticated tests would have taken more time: Fewer items would have 

been administered in the same testing time and this would have resulted in less 

precise person ability estimates. Considering the advantages and disadvantages, a 

one-way, 60-item dictation test was used in this study. 

 

The Organization of the Study 

In Chapter 2, the Review of the Literature, I start with a short introduction 

to the theory of self-presentation and its view of social anxiety and then move on to 

review past research on L2 anxiety and L2 listening anxiety. At the end of the 

chapter, the gaps in the literature, purposes of the study, and the research questions 

are presented. Chapter 3, Methods, is made up of four sections: Participants, 

Instrumentation, Procedures, and Analyses. In Chapter 4, Instrument Validation, I 

employ a number of statistical analyses of the survey data and qualitative analysis 
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of the verbal report data to assure the quality of the instruments used in this study. 

In Chapter 5, Results, I present the answers to each research question and I discuss 

those results in Chapter 6, Discussion. In Chapter 7, Conclusion, I summarize the 

results, discuss the limitations of the study, make suggestions for future research, 

and make concluding comments. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE: 

SELF-PRESENTATIONAL CONCERNS IN L2 LISTENING 

 

Given the importance of theory and research on self-presentation in this 

study, in the first part of this chapter I provide a broad historical and conceptual 

perspective on the theory of self-presentation and its account of social anxiety. In 

the second part, I cover topics in anxiety research in SLA. The last parts are 

devoted to the theme of this study, second language listening anxiety. 

 

Self-Presentation Theory 

Self-presentation theory (Goffman, 1959; Jones, 1964) is the proposal that 

individuals’ concerns over their public images are of crucial significance for human 

interaction and that self-presentation, also known as impression management, is 

intrinsically a pervasive motive. Contrary to the public perception that impression 

management is “special” or “manipulative,” the theory is extremely broad and 

addresses a wide range of issues in individuals’ social lives. On the other hand, 

self-presentation can cause problems, such as social anxiety, when people are too 

concerned about the impression they make on others. 
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Early Studies of Self-Presentation 

Human beings are social creatures, so they are concerned about their public 

images. They try to control the impression they make on others both spontaneously 

and purposefully. Human beings are also reflective: They are able to think 

consciously about themselves (e.g., Baumeister, 1999; Leary, 2004; Leary & 

Tangney, 2003), and they keep track of how others perceive them. In other words, 

people are constantly constructing, monitoring, and reconstructing their social 

images. Ordinarily, people are happier when others see them as good-natured, 

competent, and likable, so to some degree, their behaviors are controlled by self-

presentational motives, and their emotions are influenced by how they think others 

see and evaluate them. 

The theory of self-presentation has two roots: One is sociological, and the 

other is psychological. Sociologist Erving Goffman explored human behavior in 

social situations and referred to it as a theatrical, or dramaturgical, performance 

(1959). He proposed that researchers should focus on human public behavior, the 

surface appearances people create for one another, in order to understand how 

individuals interact in living a social life. His primary thesis is as follows: People 

are like actors on a stage, or rather they are actors, except that they do not have a 

formal audience. In everyday interactions, there are only two camps, the one who 

performs and the one who observes the performance, and people learn how to 

present themselves in a variety of social situations while performing in front of 

others. Another way to say this is that through acting and getting feedback, people 



 15

become “socialized” (Goffman, 1959, p. 35) to fit into the cultural expectations of 

the specific society in which they live. In this sense, self-presentation is essential 

for individual development, social interaction, and the effective functioning of 

society. 

Self-presentation is not just essential but also functional. People are usually 

truthful in presenting themselves, but they can also pretend or deceive, overplay, or 

underplay (Goffman, 1959), which is why self-presentation is also called 

impression management. When they present themselves, they communicate what 

they think they are, but they are also able to manipulate the impressions others 

receive about them. In some cases, they act out their ideal values so that others 

have a high opinion of them, while at other times they play down their abilities, 

based on hidden motives such as modesty. They are able to purposefully convey 

particular impressions in the hope that others form the same impressions of them. 

Goffman believed that impression management is an art. 

However, people not only “give” their public expressions but also “give 

them off.” Goffman (1959) used these terms (p. 4) to distinguish deliberate 

showing off from accidental leakage, that is, impressions are managed either 

“knowingly” or “unwittingly” (p. 242). Furthermore, people cannot perfectly 

control what others think about them because others assess and decide whether the 

behavior is truthful or not, or favorable or not. In other words, their performance is 

evaluated by others; Goffman wrote that “the witness is likely to have the 

advantage over the actor” (p. 9). People are not always successful in acting out the 
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impressions they wish to give, because human beings tend to be more tactful in 

observing and evaluating others, and in making inferences from the performances 

they see, than in acting out the images they want to communicate. Witnesses have 

the advantage because they are able to make use of the expressions that are “given 

off,” not just those that are “given.” 

Goffman’s (1959) insights were supported by his observations of social 

interactions, ethnological studies in sociology, and literary works. In a short 

summary of his contribution to the theory of self-presentation, Leary (1995) noted 

that “Goffman’s work was more akin to social anthropology than sociology” (p. 7). 

He investigated the function of self-presentation in terms of its communicative role 

and showed a special interest in what can happen when the management of 

impressions disrupts communication. This issue is treated in greater detail in the 

subsection on social anxiety. 

Psychological studies in this area were initiated by Jones (e.g., 1964, 1990). 

Instead of observing human behavior in real life, he examined a variety of aspects 

that can affect self-presentation using experiments in controlled environments. His 

interest was primarily in flattering (Jones, 1964) and later in the dynamics of self-

presentation (Jones, 1990). He paved the way toward the recognition that 

impression management should be “a fundamental interpersonal process” (Leary & 

Kowalski, 1990, p. 35) by providing conceptual analyses of the process of self-

presentation and by conducting and encouraging empirical studies. His experiments 

covered numerous areas, but he also provided a unified framework for 
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understanding the nature of social interaction by examining how individuals 

perceive and understand others in their social lives. 

Although their research methodologies differed, Goffman, Jones, and their 

followers shared two basic themes: Self-presentational motives are pervasive and 

crucial in social interaction. Goffman (1959) supposed that each individual who 

participates in everyday social interactions both gives away information about 

themselves and seeks information from others. This information helps them to 

define the situation in order to make communication possible; otherwise, social 

relationships cannot be established and interaction fails. Baumeister and Jones 

(1978) discussed the long-term effects of self-presentational concerns in terms of 

human relationships, and Leary (1995) wrote that “few aspects of people’s behavior 

are unaffected by self-presentational motives” (p. 3). I now turn to more recent 

developments of the theory of self-presentation. 

 

Self-Presentational Perspectives 

Studies of self-presentation remained a minor and marginal field in social 

psychology even after Goffman published his seminal work (1959) and Jones 

(1964) started examining variables hypothesized to affect people’s management of 

public impressions. Most of all, self-presentation was long seen as being only about 

manipulative motives and related to dishonesty and deceit. Therefore, much of the 

research was considered dubious and unreliable as a source of information that 

would provide insights into how human beings think and behave in general. The 
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theory was thought to be a narrow view and inappropriate for dealing extensively 

with human social behavior and affective processes (Leary, 1995). 

Proponents of self-presentation theory thought otherwise, however. First, 

they held that a certain amount of self-presentation is crucial for the functioning of 

society. Social interaction cannot occur effectively if participants in the interaction 

do not reveal or construct their identities or present images of themselves. A crucial 

part of this process involves the recipient of the information in deciding on the next 

move in accordance with the presented information. Leary (1995) used the 

metaphor of greasing the wheels of vehicles for smooth movement to show the 

essential social value of self-presentation. 

Second, these theorists argued that self-presentation is “not necessarily 

inauthentic” (Leary, 1995, p. 9). Research showed that the impressions people want 

others to create about them are more often truthful than artificial or deceitful 

(Schlenker, 1980, 2003; Schlenker & Pontari, 2000; Schlenker & Weigold, 1992). 

In fact, one of the most important goals of social interaction is to portray authentic 

or accurate images of the self in the mind of the audience. If the observer suspects 

that the projected images are fabricated and deceptive, or inconsistent with those 

previously formed about the presenter, communication goes awry. In other words, 

the images must be plausible and believable (Leary, 1995; Schlenker, 1980, 2003). 

Presenters also need to assess whether the observer has formed the impressions that 

they intended to convey. Effective social interaction requires that the given 

information be taken as valid by the observer. 



 19

Third, researchers started to apply the self-presentational perspective to a 

variety of interpersonal phenomena and suggested that the perspective should be 

able to account for almost any aspect of interpersonal behavior. For example, Bond 

(1982) investigated social facilitation processes based on this framework. In this 

view, people try to regulate behaviors to obtain favorable evaluations and avoid 

unfavorable ones from others. The image that people infer others are forming of 

them serves motivational functions. When a favorable evaluation is inferred, 

performance is facilitated. In his 1982 study, Bond compared the performance on 

learning simple items embedded within difficult tasks and the performance on 

learning complex items embedded within easy tasks. Simpler items were learned 

more slowly when they were embedded within difficult tasks because the difficult 

tasks induced loss of face and accordingly disrupted the overall performance. 

Around the same time, Schlenker (1980), Baumeister (1982), and Tedeschi 

(1981) wrote reviews of research in this area and showed that self-presentational 

motives were relevant to a wide range of social behaviors such as conformity, 

aggressive behavior, and responses to evaluation. They showed that self-

presentation involves much more than just gaining approval and that it 

encompasses a wide range of general themes in psychology. Therefore, the major 

issues dealt with in social psychology have been discussed in terms of self-

presentation motives and concerns, including self-awareness, the dichotomy of the 

private and public self, and the interaction of person and situation. 
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Baumeister and Leary (1995) argued that self-presentation might have 

evolved from social needs for inclusion in social groups and the establishment of 

supportive relationships with other people. The researchers assumed that the origin 

of self-presentation might go back to the eras of prehumans and early humans who 

had to belong to a family and a clan in order to survive and reproduce. 

Interpersonal rejection or exclusion could easily have cost them their lives (Leary, 

2001). Even now, people exhibit “a strong need to belong and an even stronger 

aversion to being rejected” (Leary, 2001, p. 3). People crave social attachments and 

depend upon good social relationships for their well-being, which is one reason 

why people are motivated to manage the impressions they make on others. When 

engaging in self-presentation, people might have a range of strategies and 

manifestations, but the motives might be reducible to a simple source or a 

fundamental, evolutionary cause: social inclusion and acceptance. 

However, self-presentation should be approached from two perspectives: 

People are both “agents” and “targets” of self-presentation (Schlenker, 2003, p. 

492). The agents present the images they want to convey to others, who in turn 

evaluate the truth values and the moral values of the images presented by the agents, 

who are now the targets. The agents do not know for sure how they are perceived 

and how successful their self-presentation has been, but as proactive agents, they 

try to make desired impressions, and they monitor and try to control how others 

perceive them. People make attempts to “read” others’ views of themselves in order 

to evaluate their public performance. They care about what others think of them 
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because they know that they are evaluated by others and that the evaluation matters 

for their social life. 

As shown above, self-presentation is not inherently problematic. It is in fact 

“healthy and adaptive” (Leary, 1995, p. 2), but it can be complex. Concerns about 

what others think can cause stress and/or impair task performance. I now turn to 

social anxiety, a potentially negative side of self-presentational motives. 

 

Social Anxiety 

Leary and Kowalski (1995b) characterized social anxiety as “the stage 

fright of everyday life” (p. 1), referring to Goffman’s (1959) seminal work and 

quoting the famous lines from Shakespeare: “All the world’s a stage, and all the 

men and women merely players” (As You Like It, Act 2, scene 7, pp. 139-143). 

These behavioral scientists saw a parallel between the theatrical play and our 

ordinary life, and they used it to demonstrate the prevalence of self-presentational 

motives and the extent of their implications and consequences. On the front cover 

of their book (Leary & Kowalski, 1995b), there is a picture of butterflies flying 

away from a man’s body, which symbolizes that it is common to feel butterflies in 

social settings. The experience of “blocking” or going blank (e.g., Zeidner, 1998, p. 

30) has also been reported in relation to performance-related anxiety. Worrisome 

thoughts can interfere with cognition, and when cognitive functioning breaks down, 

performance quality is diminished. Both affective and cognitive malfunctions and 

dysfunctions seem to be quite common when social anxiety increases. 
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Leary (1995) defined social anxiety as follows: “people experience social 

anxiety when they are motivated to make desired impressions on other people but 

doubt that they will be able to successfully make those impressions” (p. 180). 

Another simple definition is that social anxiety could be called evaluation anxiety 

(Beck & Emery, 1985). People fear that they have their ability evaluated by others 

and experience “the sense of vulnerability and danger” (p. 24). These definitions 

present a range of focal issues in terms of the nature of self-presentation. 

First, self-presentation is based on interpersonal motives: how much people 

desire to take control of the impressions others develop about them. However, 

people are not always highly motivated to do so. People can be both more or less 

concerned with managing the impressions they are conveying about themselves and 

that others are forming of them. Also, they do not become as anxious when their 

public behavior is almost automatic and they are not preoccupied with interpersonal 

concerns. It is a rule of thumb that the higher the motivation, the stronger the 

anxiety. 

A second factor influencing the level of anxiety is the probability of 

controlling the impressions communicated to others. People subjectively assess 

how successful they are at self-presentation; their level of stress with the interaction 

increases if they do not think that they are making the desired impressions. They 

feel less anxious when they are reasonably sure that they are successful in 

managing self-presentation. Leary (1995) and Leary and Kowalski (1995b) asserted 
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that it is a function of the strength of motives and the probability of success that 

determines how worried or awkward people feel in a particular interaction. 

Third, it is necessary to clarify what is meant by the desired impressions. 

People usually want others to form favorable, likable impressions of them, and 

their interpersonal goals are easier to achieve when others form such impressions. 

The outcomes will be a happier and more successful social life, but the desired 

impressions are not necessarily or always favorable ones. People desire to make a 

particular impression for a particular audience, in a particular situation, at a 

particular time, and for a particular reason, and sometimes they purposefully 

convey socially undesirable images. An extreme, and perhaps somewhat unusual, 

scenario is that people might not experience stress or “jitters,” no matter how 

socially undesirable the images are that they have displayed, if the intention was to 

make those specific impressions. This scenario reveals the dynamics of self-

presentation: Social anxiety or interpersonal stress in general is a reaction to self-

presentational failures or difficulties in making desired impressions. 

Leary (1995) asked why people have different degrees of self-presentational 

motives, and he proposed a working hypothesis: It is a function of situation 

variables and personal characteristics. However, this gives rise to two related 

questions. First, why are individuals more eager to manage their public images in 

some situations that can cause social anxiety than in others? Second, why are some 

individuals generally more motivated to manage their social impressions than other 

people and therefore more prone to social anxiety? 
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The first answer to these questions is that people feel more anxious when 

the stakes are high. In such situations, they try hard to increase the expected 

beneficial consequences and/or to decrease the worst outcomes by skillfully 

managing the impressions that they create. A job interview is a good example of 

such an occasion. The impressions that the interviewer holds about the applicant 

are extremely relevant to the attainment of the goal, which is to get the job. The 

interviewee’s tension is naturally high if landing the job has significant 

consequences for the applicant’s future (e.g., the job opportunity might be his or 

her “dream job,” the expected income might be lucrative, or the person desperately 

needs the job). People in such situations are more anxious to impress the 

interviewers favorably and are more attentive to clues about the impressions they 

are making. If they think that they are making undesirable impressions, self-

presentational worries can emerge, and those worries can affect their behavior, 

impair their interactions, and in this particular example, jeopardize the job 

opportunity. Again, the importance of the goal influences the level of anxiety. 

At the same time, social anxiety is stronger when people are highly 

conscious of themselves in terms of how their self might be seen in the eyes of 

others, that is, when they are preoccupied with their self images (Fenigstein, 1987; 

Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975; Sarason, 1975; Wine, 1971). This form of self-

preoccupation can manifest itself in different ways. For example, some people 

become highly sensitive to their public images and hyper-vigilant about their social 

interactions (Carver, 2003; Carver & Scheier, 1985, 1987). At the extreme, some 
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people have a strong tendency to ruminate (Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 

1995; Trapenell, & Campbell, 1999; Treynor, Gonzalez, & Nolen-Hoeksema, 

2003) rather than just monitor or reflect upon (Snyder, 1974) what might have 

happened in relation to their social images. Some individuals are plagued by 

negative self-thoughts (Burgio, Merluzzi, & Pryor, 1986) or are apprehensive about 

the possible outcomes of self-disclosure, real or imagined (Cozby, 1973; Kowalski, 

1999; Kowalski & Leary, 1999). In some cases, failure expectations about social 

encounters make people excessively worried (Vassilopoulos, 2005). These different 

kinds of emotional turmoil might well be related to the strength or acuteness of the 

person’s degree of self-consciousness. 

In fact, the tendency to experience more or less social anxiety has been 

conceptualized as a personality trait (Crozier, 1979, 2000). Besides being self-

conscious, socially anxious people more regularly self-monitor, and they are more 

attentive to the impressions they are creating than those who are less nervous in 

social encounters (Leary & Kowalski, 1995b; Snyder, 1974). They also have a 

tendency to be fearful of negative evaluation by others (Leary, 1983; Leary & 

Kowalski, 1995b; Winton, Clark, & Edelmann, 1995), and are more concerned 

about how they are perceived by others, especially when perceived negatively or 

unfavorably. People differ in terms of the degree to which they experience 

nervousness in social encounters, although self-presentational motives are normal 

in most social situations. 
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Feelings of anxiety are also partly dependent upon the feedback one 

receives from others. Schlenker (2003) called it the audience factor; this notion 

concerns how others interpret and respond to the self-presentational behavior of the 

presenter. If the audience believes what is presented, they are supportive. Jones 

(1964) demonstrated that presenters tend to establish their images in accordance 

with the audience’s preferences when the presenter depends upon the audience for 

the outcomes that the presenter expects. Schlenker (2003) put it as follows: Self-

presentation “reflects the transaction between self and audience in a particular 

social context” (p. 498). 

The situation is all the more complicated because people might not 

accurately interpret how others perceive and appraise them but might still try to 

incorporate the inaccurate information, take it as their own, and react based on it 

(Tice, 1992; Tice & Wallace, 2003). People come to know what and who they are 

through the views of the others. Individuals construct and even adjust their self 

images by reflecting the images that others form of them. What they think others 

think of them is reflected in their view of themselves, even though their perception 

of how others view them can be imprecise or even faulty. This idea of reflected self 

or “looking-glass self” dates back to the tenet of symbolic interactionists, such as 

James (1890), Cooley (1902), and Mead (1934), and captures the psychological 

process of how people incorporate the implicit and explicit responses from others 

into their view of themselves. 
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How, then, is social anxiety produced and shaped? Social anxiety is thought 

to manifest itself as a function of the person, the situation, and the audience, and 

these factors mediate one another. There is even a possibility that individuals’ 

assessment of their self-presentational performance is not necessarily correct. One 

of the ways to explore this psychological state is to investigate how socially 

anxious people react to evaluative situations (Kowalski & Leary, 1999). They 

might make considerable efforts to present desired images of themselves to a 

significant audience in a crucial situation because they think that they need to 

impress the audience in order to be evaluated positively, but they think that they are 

unlikely to be able to do so. Those researchers who interpret social anxiety within 

the framework of self-presentation theory think that self-presentation is basic to 

social interactions and that it derives from our need to belong. In other words, 

social anxiety is an integral part of self-presentation, or the flip-side of the same 

coin of self-presentation. 

Just as people are predisposed to social anxiety to different degrees, so do 

they experience stronger or weaker social anxiety in different social situations 

(Leary, 1995, 2001; Leary & Kowalski, 1995b). Those who experience high 

anxiety when speaking in front of an audience are troubled by communication 

apprehension (McCroskey, 1970, 1977). They show negative reactions to public 

verbal performance. In addition, some people are more prone to anxiety in cross-

gender encounters (Kowalski, 1993). Leary and Kowalski (1995b) observed, based 

on studies by Beck and Emery (1985) and Sarason and Sarason (1990), that test-
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anxious people are more uneasy and bothered about the social implications of poor 

test results than about the test performance itself. Even sports performance is 

affected by the degree to which athletes are concerned about negative evaluations 

that they are not competent enough (Leary, 1992; McGowan, Prapavessis, & 

Wesch, 2008). In Leary’s study, different individuals showed different levels of 

anxiety in different situations, and their motives were not all self-presentational; the 

key factor seemed to be fearful emotional reactions or an aversion to being 

evaluated by others. 

Another way to examine this theoretical construct is to ask about the causes 

of anxiety arousal in social situations. Leary (1991) wrote “A related question is 

whether socially anxious people can be subdivided on the basis of the ‘cause’ of 

their anxiety and whether it is worthwhile trying to measure the factors that 

predispose people to be socially anxious” (p. 191). In this study, I ask whether L2 

listening is one such factor. 

 

Anxiety Studies in SLA: An Overview 

Researchers generally agree that L2 anxiety is “a negative, aversive 

experience” (MacIntyre, 1992, p. 1) for language learners and that it impairs 

language learning. In this section, I provide a short overview of the past research on 

anxiety in the SLA literature before presenting the specific issues involved in the 

target construct of this study, foreign language listening anxiety (L2 listening 

anxiety). 
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The past research into L2 anxiety involves a variety of issues, and the 

results of the studies are sometimes conflicting (See Dörnyei, 2002, 2005; Horwitz, 

2001, 2010; MacIntyre, 1999; and Motoda, 2005 for reviews). Scovel (1978) 

referred to the large number of learner variables that potentially intervene (e.g., the 

intrinsic/extrinsic factors and the affective/cognitive factors) between L2 learning 

anxiety and learning outcomes. The existence of a wide variety of intervening 

variables can explain the disparity of the empirical results that have been reported. 

The following perspectives and themes have been explored by researchers: the 

detrimental and facilitative effects of anxiety (e.g., Alpert & Harber; 1960; Bailey, 

1983; Brown, et al., 2001; Kleinmann, 1977), anxiety as a component in 

comprehensive models of SLA (e.g., Gardner & MacIntyre, 1992, 1993; Gardner, 

Tremblay, & Masgoret, 1997; Yan & Horwitz, 2008), the causes and consequences 

of anxiety (e.g., Aida, 1994; Horwitz, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner 1994a; Philips, 

1992; Saito & Samimy, 1996; Yamashiro & McLaughlin, 2001; Young, 1986), 

relationships between anxiety and achievement (e.g., Aida, 1994; MacIntyre & 

Gardner, 1989; Onwuebuzie, Bailey, & Daley, 1999), anxiety and learning style 

(Bailey, Daley, & Onwuebuzie, 1999), anxiety in relation to self-confidence (e.g., 

Clément, 1980, 1986; Clément, et al., 1994; Clément, Gardner, & Smythe, 1977; 

Yamashiro & McLaughlin, 2001), the legitimacy of separate skill-based constructs 

of anxiety (e.g., Cheng et al., 1999; Kim; 2000, 2002; Matsuda & Gobel, 2001, 

2004; Yan & Horwitz, 2008), anxiety in different social contexts (e.g., Clément, 

1980, 1986; Clément, Gardner, & Smythe, 1980; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991c), 
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anxiety in relation to cultural influences (e.g., Liu, 2002; Woodrow, 2006), anxiety 

and personality traits such as perfectionism and self-esteem (Gregersen & Horwitz, 

2002; Motoda, 2005), anxiety and learning difficulties (e.g., Chen & Chang, 2004; 

Ganschow, Sparks, Javorsky, Pohlman, & Bishop-Marbury, 1991), anxiety in 

classroom learning (e.g., Abu-Ravia, 2004; Koga; 2010; Pappamihiel, 2002; 

Williams, 1991), interaction of anxiety and gender (Campbell & Shaw, 1994; 

Yashima, Noels, Shizuka, Takeuchi, Yamane, & Yoshizawa, 2009), anxiety in the 

context of distance language learning (Pichette, 2009), intercultural aspects of 

anxiety (Coryell & Clark, 2009; Lim, 2009), language anxiety defined as 

psychological stress (Noro, 2009; Spielmann & Radnofsky, 2001), and the 

relationship between anxiety and the use of different foreign languages (Dewaele, 

2002; Rodriguez & Abreu, 2003). Most relevant to the present study are the issues 

of the self-presentational nature of L2 anxiety (e.g., Foss & Reitzel, 1988; Guiora, 

1983; Horwitz, 2000; Kitano, 2001; MacIntyre, 1992; Young, 1991) and anxiety as 

a unitary construct or a composite object (e.g., Horwitz et al., 1986). In the 

following subsections, I deal primarily with these two specific issues, but the topics 

mentioned above are interrelated and sometimes overlapping. Therefore, I also 

cover other issues in the course of the discussion and the same study appears in 

more than one subsection. 
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The Self-Presentational Nature of L2 Anxiety 

Language learning is an activity that makes most learners prone to 

experiencing anxiety; thus, a number of second language researchers have explored 

reasons for high levels of anxiety. According to MacIntyre (1992), L2 anxiety “can 

be considered as a form of social anxiety because language learning is highly 

dependent upon interaction with other persons” (p. 1). Language learners are 

engaged in a dual task: They are both expressing themselves and learning at the 

same time (Foss & Reitzel, 1988; Madsen, Brown, & Jones, 1991). SLA 

researchers have assumed that self-presentational worries are an important 

ingredient of language use and that L2 learners feel distressed when they are not 

fully representing themselves or are presenting themselves poorly in an L2. For 

example, Guiora (1983), in his philosophical writing about the epistemology of 

natural language, saw the L2 through the eye of the L1 and wrote as follows: “For 

in truth, native language is the prime vehicle for the transmission of psychological 

and cultural essence, [sic] it is an ever-present embodiment of self-representation, 

incorporating a view of the world and of ourselves, carrying a national-cultural 

epistemology” (p. 11). 

A new foreign language also represents us, and we cannot escape self-

presentational concerns in learning or using an L2. Foss and Reitzel (1988) wrote 

about the psychological blow that L2 learners experienced when their interlanguage 

expressions were not elaborate enough to express themselves. I would add that L2 

learners are also frustrated when they are not adequately presenting their social 
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skills and their social self. Horwitz (2000) used analogies of clothing or haircuts we 

are unhappy with, when she stated: 

We feel that we are presenting a less positive version of ourselves to 

the world than we normally do. In an analogous way, few people can 

appear equally intelligent, sensitive, witty, and so on when speaking a 

second language as when speaking their first; this disparity between 

how we see ourselves and how we think others see us has been my 

consistent explanation for language learners’ anxieties. (p. 25) 

The incongruence triggers worrisome thoughts and emotions in the L1 as well as in 

the L2, but the discrepancy is likely to be more noticeable in communicating in the 

L2. 

Reports on the insecurity that L2 learners experience are not rare. 

According to Tsui (1996), the problem is not just that L2 oral communication 

anxiety is so prevalent and persistent but also that L2 speakers “cannot help but feel 

that they are not fully representing their personality and their intelligence” (p. 156). 

The same proposition has been repeated by different researchers in different terms. 

For example, Horwitz et al. (1986) referred to the uncomfortable discrepancy 

between the “true” L1 self and the more limited L2 self (p. 128). Such statements 

represent personal concerns with regard to insecure and uneasy feelings about the 

threatened self. A similar but distinct explanation comes from Young (1991), who 

noted that learners feared losing their sense of identity, whereas Norton (2000) 

asserted that nervousness in oral language use in L2 was socially constructed. Both 
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personal and social explanations, despite the obvious differences, have one 

important factor in common, which is that performing in an L2 gives rise to anxiety 

and stress with regard to learners’ identity, and some learners therefore feel the 

need to be defensive. 

One recent empirical study of foreign language anxiety specifically 

mentioned self-presentational theory. Kitano (2001) investigated two potential 

sources of L2 anxiety: students’ fear of negative evaluation and their self-

perception of L2 skills. He questioned whether fear of negative evaluation, an 

apprehension of being unfavorably evaluated by others (Watson & Friend, 1969), 

influenced the levels of general L2 anxiety. The participants were 212 American 

college learners of Japanese. The author administered the shortened version of the 

Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Leary 1983; Watson & Friend, 1969) and a 

shortened and modified version of the FLCAS. The correlation between the 

participants’ fear of negative evaluation and their L2 anxiety levels was moderately 

positive (r = .31; p = .00), which implied that the participants were experiencing a 

degree of interpersonal distress. However, Kitano (2001) seemed to equate self-

presentation with fear of negative evaluation. Fear of negative evaluation is part of 

social anxiety, but is not identical with it, as I understand it. As reviewed at the 

beginning of this chapter, self-presentation is associated with the process by which 

people try to control the impressions others construct about them. More importantly, 

however, they also evaluate for themselves how well they act out the images of 

their self just as actors evaluate how skillful they are in acting out characters in 
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plays. Individuals constantly reflect on how successful they are in projecting their 

own images of themselves in social settings. They consider social encounters to be 

frightening when they are motivated to project self images they want to project, but 

feel they cannot do so. The primary concern is whether people are satisfied with 

themselves in managing impressions, and social anxiety emerges when they feel 

themselves unsuccessful and helpless. In this sense, fear of negative evaluation is 

just one aspect of such a concern. With this subtle but significant difference in 

interpreting self-presentational motives aside, to the best of my knowledge, 

Kitano’s (2001) work is the only empirical study of anxiety in SLA in which this 

particular social perspective was used. 

Another point to make about Kitano’s (2001) study is the modest 

correlation between fear of negative evaluation and L2 anxiety was surprising if it 

is assumed that the former has a direct negative effect on the latter (r = .31, p = .00, 

N  = 212). This result is similar to correlation coefficients found in other 

investigations of the relationships between L2 anxiety and other trait-type anxiety 

measures. Horwitz (1986), for example, reported the following criterion-related 

correlations and concluded that L2 classroom anxiety could be distinguished from 

other anxiety constructs, such as fear of negative evaluation. The FLCAS correlated 

with the Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969) at r = .36, p 

= .007, N = 56; with the Trait scale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory 

(Spielberger, 1983) at r = .29, p = .002, N = 108; with the Personal Report of 

Communication Apprehension (McCroskey, 1970) at r = .28, p = .063, N = 44. 
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Those correlation coefficients demonstrated that L2 anxiety is somewhat dissimilar 

to these constructs. 

Fear of negative evaluation was employed as one of the factors in an 

extensive study on L2 anxiety and general anxiety measures by MacIntyre and 

Gardner (1991b). The researchers referred to studies in cognitive psychology (e.g., 

Eysenck, 1979; Schwarzer, 1986; Tobias, 1979, 1985) and stated that anxiety “can 

be viewed in terms of rumination and derogatory self-focused cognition” 

(MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991b, p. 515). Furthermore, cognitive interference theory 

(e.g., Eysenck, 1979; Eysenck & Calvo, 1992) suggests that this self-focused, task-

irrelevant cognition can interfere with the processing of task-relevant information 

because worrisome thoughts misdirect attention away from the present task. To 

show that anxiety interrupts L2 processing, MacIntyre and Gardner (1991b) 

administered 23 anxiety scales as well as two task-performance measures to 95 

Canadian college students learning French as an L2. The participants had studied 

French at least eight years. A factor analysis produced three factors: Social 

Evaluation Anxiety, State Anxiety, and Language Anxiety. The results indicated 

again that L2 anxiety should be identified as a distinct construct from socially-

oriented evaluative fear, which Kitano (2001) referred to as social distress.  

However, a major uncertainty exists concerning the nature of this first 

factor. First, MacIntyre and Gardner (1991b) renamed the first factor, Social 

Evaluation Anxiety, as General Anxiety in the same study in line with their former 

study (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989) without providing any convincing reason for 
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doing so. In fact, 11 scales loaded on the factor: four trait anxiety scales (Endler, 

Edwards, Vitelli, & Parker, 1989; Jackson, 1978; Sarason, 1980), two 

communication apprehension scales (McCroskey, 1977; Paivio, 1965), two 

classroom anxiety scales (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1988a, 1989), one test anxiety 

scale (Sarason, 1980), and two social evaluation scales (Endler et al., 1989; Watson 

& Friend, 1969). Second, the researchers did not explore the fact that general 

anxiety measures and social evaluative measures loaded on the same factor. One 

possible explanation is that the measures might have formed a single factor because 

they are trait-type constructs. Further investigations are needed to clarify the 

relationships of different types of anxiety constructs in relation to L2 anxiety. 

An intriguing observation arises from the results of the study by MacIntyre 

and Gardner (1994a), which demonstrated that L2 vocabulary learning was 

disrupted under anxiety-provoking conditions (i.e., anxiety can hinder language 

learning tasks). However, in a recent study (Kimura, 2008), I pointed out that the 

study had demonstrated, as a by-product, that an L2 learning task could be 

interrupted “by a non-linguistic, task-irrelevant stimulus,” (p. 175) when the 

learners’ self-awareness was raised. In the MacIntyre and Gardner study, a video 

camera was brought to a computer assisted language laboratory to make the 

participants deliberately pay attention to the social side of their self: They were 

being watched and under social scrutiny. Socially oriented anxiety was aroused as 

planned, and L2 learning was undermined. 
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This observation that general anxiety can interrupt L2 learning can obscure 

the significance of the debate as to whether L2 anxiety is transferred from other 

types of anxiety or is a unique type of anxiety that is specific to L2 situations. In 

short, the discussion of whether L2 anxiety is specific to L2 situations might be less 

fruitful than expected by past researchers. To date, it has been shown that social 

evaluative fear might well be relevant to L2 anxiety, but no clear connection 

between the two variables has been established. Social scrutiny is not restricted to 

L2 situations, but all the same, it might undermine L2 learning. Self-presentational 

worries involved in L2 learning and use might be more relevant to one or more 

aspects of L2 anxiety, such as self-directed cognition and reflection of an 

incompetent L2 self. There is good reason to explore the possibility of this 

connection in relation to the componential analysis of L2 anxiety, which is another 

controversial issue in SLA. 

 

The Componential Analysis of L2 Anxiety 

One of the most influential findings of Horwitz et al. (1986), who created 

the most extensively utilized scale of L2 anxiety, the FLCAS, was that nervous 

feelings associated with the task of learning and using a second or foreign language 

could be specific to language-learning settings. They wrote that “foreign language 

anxiety is a distinct set of beliefs, perceptions and feelings in response to foreign 

language learning in a classroom and not merely a composite of other anxieties” (p. 

128). The researchers maintained the view that the apprehensive thoughts and 
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feelings involved in the process should not be considered a transfer from or a 

composite of other types of anxiety, such as test anxiety, trait anxiety as a part of 

one’s personality, social anxiety, or communication apprehension. Other 

researchers have presented similar arguments (Kitano, 2001; Kleinmann, 1977; 

MacIntyre, 1999; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989, 1991a; Scovel, 1978). MacIntyre 

and Gardner (1991a), for example, explicitly defined language-learning anxiety as 

“a stable personality trait” (p. 297). In other words, those who are predisposed to 

feel anxious in language-learning situations tend to experience a higher level of 

anxiety in this specific context, but they are not necessarily emotionally unstable in 

other situations. Their argument is that learning a foreign language is a stressful 

experience, and it is specific to this particular situation. 

Despite the conclusion that L2 anxiety should be distinguishable from other 

related anxiety constructs, Horwitz et al. (1986) referred to three psychological 

constructs in their examination of L2 classroom anxiety: fear of negative evaluation, 

communication apprehension, and test anxiety. The researchers argued that 

legitimate measures of foreign-language anxiety should have clear theoretical links 

with more general anxiety theories. They also recognized the parallels of the 

FLCAS with the other three performance-related anxiety constructs, and 

accordingly, the items of the FLCAS were designed to tap these supposedly 

underlying constructs (Horwitz et al., 1986). 

The apparent incongruence of the nature of the FLCAS in Horwitz et al. 

(1986) is reminiscent of an Asian folk tale of the five blind men describing an 
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elephant. Each of the blind men was partly accurate, but none understood what an 

elephant was like in its entirety. Although Horwitz et al. (1986) assumed that each 

dimension might be well grounded and possess explanatory potential, the parts 

were not able to provide an integrated and clear characterization of the construct as 

a whole. In fact, the three alleged underlying dimensions of the FLCAS that the 

developers of the FLCAS had originally conceptualized were identified in a study 

by Liu and Jackson (2008) a priori rather than after a careful analysis of the results. 

They investigated Chinese learners’ foreign-language anxiety in relation to their 

unwillingness to communicate. 

On the other hand, other studies have produced results that pose a challenge 

to the compositional view proposed by Horwitz et al. (1986). Aida (1994) found 

four factors for the FLCAS, whereas Cheng et al. (1999) and Matsuda and Gobel 

(2001, 2004) found two. Aida’s (1994) factors were (a) Speech Anxiety and Fear of 

Negative Evaluation, (b) Fear of Failing the Class, (c) Comfortableness in Speaking 

with Native Speakers of Japanese, and (d) Negative Attitude toward Japanese Class, 

which did not match Matsuda and Gobel’s (2001, 2004) and Cheng et al.’s (1999) 

results except for the possible classroom anxiety factor. The latter two analyses 

were in accordance with each other, and the reported factors were (a) General 

Classroom Performance Anxiety, and (b) Low Self-Confidence in Speaking L2. It 

is noteworthy that the original three constructs that Horwitz et al. (1986) posited in 

developing the measure did not emerge as factors of the FLCAS in those four 

studies (Aida, 1994; Cheng et al.,1999; Matsuda & Gobel, 2001; 2004). 
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One possible reason for this ambiguity might lie in the instrument 

specificity of the FLCAS. Horwitz et al. (1986) emphasized that speaking should 

be the most “threatening” (p. 132) in classroom language learning situations, a 

proposal that some language teachers and researchers agree with (e.g., Young, 

1992). Kock and Terrell (1991) reported that speech-oriented activities in the 

classroom were the primary sources of anxiety. One student, who was interviewed 

in Cohen and Norst (1989), stated that learning to speak an L2 was “pure trauma” 

(p. 68). Price (1991) also interviewed highly anxious students and found that they 

feared public embarrassment. In particular, they were afraid of making 

pronunciation errors and of miscommunicating. The interviewees mentioned that 

they were frustrated because they could not communicate as effectively as they 

wanted to and because they knew they could do it in their L1. 

Horwitz et al. (1986) also wrote, from what their language center counselors 

reported, that listening and speaking were major sources of anxiety in L2 

classrooms. In fact, three out of 33 items on the FLCAS directly assess 

understanding what the teacher says in the L2 while other items focus on the 

learners’ oral performance. It is arguable that the research findings on the 

dimensionality of the FLCAS might be affected by both the coverage over the two 

skill areas and the imbalance between them on the single scale. 

The skill-based approach to L2 anxiety has recently flourished because 

researchers have begun to see the rationale and advantages of that approach. If 

language competence is conceptualized as being divisible into distinct skill areas, 
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L2 anxiety can also be seen as differing based on the different skills. In studying 

public speaking anxiety in an L2, Gregersen and Horwitz (2002) used a research 

technique called stimulated recall and pointed out that learners who had high 

performance standards tended to feel uneasy about the L2 speech production task. 

In terms of writing in the L2, the idea of discomfort and dislike in written 

communication in native languages (Burgoon & Hale, 1983a, 1983b; Daly, 1978; 

Daly & Wilson, 1983) was applied to apprehensive thoughts and emotions in 

writing in the L2 (Cheng, 2002; Cheng et al., 1999). Cheng (2002) found that self-

confidence in L2 writing was the best negative predictor of L2 writing anxiety, 

accounting for 37% of the variance. Saito et al. (1999) noted two plausible reasons 

for L2 writers’ uneasiness: (a) unfamiliarity with the target language writing system 

and (b) comprehension difficulties involved in culture-related issues. Sellers (2000) 

hypothesized that L2 reading anxiety interferes with the reading process and 

demonstrated that L2 reading anxiety affected the recall of main ideas in reading 

comprehension more significantly than did general classroom anxiety. Matsuda and 

Gobel (2001, 2004) also demonstrated that L2 reading was disquieting for some 

learners, despite the widespread view that reading is a receptive skill and therefore 

less threatening. Matsuda and Gobel (2001, 2004) reported no statistically 

significant correlation between the FLCAS and the FLRAS and suggested that L2 

reading anxiety should be considered independent from general classroom anxiety. 

These investigations of different skill areas have been successful in detecting the 
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sources and consequences of specific types of L2 anxiety, and researchers in this 

area have taken a multidimensional view of the construct. 

L2 listening anxiety has also been recognized as a prevalent factor in second 

language acquisition because some L2 learners frequently experience distress and 

frustration in receiving and processing information given in the L2. One example 

was described by Heyde-Parsons (1983). Classroom teachers tended to repeat what 

they had said rather than reformulate it when they had not obtained a response from 

their students. However, listening to the same question being repeated can be 

threatening to students because they feel themselves being evaluated or even 

criticized for not understanding or for misunderstanding in the first place, which is 

a social concern. This brings us to the next question concerning how L2 listening 

anxiety should be conceptualized in regards to the social or interactive aspect of 

anxiety. 

 

L2 Listening Anxiety 

Listening in an L2 is an integral part of L2 learning (e.g., Rost, 2002, 2005) 

and listening skills are fundamental for language acquisition (e.g., Dunkel, 1986, 

1991). Past studies have indicated that L2 listening anxiety is one of the important 

learner variables affecting success and failure in language learning. L2 listening can 

be stressful to different degrees in different ways to different individuals (e.g., 

Arnold, 2000; Kim, 2002; Vogely, 1998, 1999). In the following subsection, I 

examine how and why L2 listeners experience anxiety. 
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The Conceptualization of L2 Listening Anxiety 

Although MacIntyre and his colleagues did not study the “aural” mode of 

language processing and learning, they did examine anxiety arousal in their 

process-oriented model (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991b, 1994a, 1994b; Tobias, 1979, 

1985), and they provided insights into the anxiety involved in receiving and 

processing information in an L2 albeit in terms of written input. 

MacIntyre and Gardner (1994b) conducted an experimental study on word 

recognition with 94 Canadian French-speaking students of English to investigate if 

cognitive tension would be experienced in all three stages of language learning: 

input, processing, and output. The researchers theorized, based on a view of anxiety 

borrowed from cognitive psychology (Eysenck, 1979), that (a) anxiety at the input 

stage would distract learners’ attention, (b) anxiety at the processing stage would 

undermine or slow down word recognition and comprehension, and (c) anxiety at 

the output stage would result in poor retrieval or production. They gave the 

participants nine tasks designed to arouse anxiety in the three different states, and 

also administered three anxiety instruments designed to tap into different types of 

anxiety-arousal. For example, the participants’ cloze test scores correlated 

negatively with their levels of anxiety at all three stages (r = -.44 at the input stage, 

r = -.45 at the processing stage, r = -.49 at the output stage). The researchers 

demonstrated that there existed subtle differences in the strengths and types of 

anxiety in relation to the tasks. Although the conceptualization of distinct input and 
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processing stages was difficult to establish, anxiety arousal in the first two stages 

could be related to apprehension in receiving and processing written information. 

Two descriptive studies shed further light on the existence and the sources 

of L2 listening anxiety. Vogely (1998) surveyed 140 American university students 

studying Spanish, and 91% of them answered that they had experienced anxiety 

while listening to Spanish. Open-ended questions were asked after a listening 

comprehension examination. The results indicated that, with regard to the input 

stage, the speed of delivery, poor enunciation, unfamiliar intonation, different 

accents, and the length of the listening passages were common sources of anxiety. 

In terms of the processing stage, inappropriate strategy use and a lack of processing 

time were cited as possible sources of L2 listening anxiety. 

Another descriptive study was conducted by Kim (2002) to investigate the 

affective reactions of L2 listeners. Twenty Korean university students of English 

who were taking required courses and who reported having intermediate 

proficiency participated in the study. Retrospective interviews were conducted after 

the participants completed one-way listening comprehension tasks. The participants 

stated that listening in English made them nervous, tense, worried, and irritated. 

They found it difficult to “organize their thoughts” while listening to English 

speakers (p. 131) because of their underdeveloped foreign language skills and 

reception-related anxiety. L2 listeners do not have control over speech features that 

cause comprehension problems, such as fast speech and lack of clarity, and learners’ 

limited knowledge of the L2 can induce negative emotional reactions. In fact, the 
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participants reported that these features were demotivating as well as anxiety-

provoking. Kim concluded that his Korean learners of English lacked exposure to 

authentic English speech and that they needed to learn to use appropriate strategies 

and raise their awareness of effective use of their linguistic knowledge and 

strategies. 

Research in the field of L2 listening skills and strategies supports the view 

that poor listeners lack effective strategy use and control over listening strategies, 

and feel anxiety when receiving information in an L2. Listening happens in real 

time. Aural input is less organized than written input, and consists of an imperfect 

stream of speech, with more regional, social, and individual variation. Expert L2 

listeners have been reported to flexibly coordinate an array of strategies, while 

unskilled listeners resorted to on-line translation for comprehension (Goh, 2005; 

Vandergrift, 2003). Although in everyday life in an L1, selective listening is the 

norm and listeners focus on selected cues in aural input and construct meaning 

almost automatically (Rost, 2002), the following misconception seems to be 

widespread in L2 listening: People feel that they have to listen to and make sense of 

every word and understand every detail to comprehend the message (Graham, 

2006; Hasan, 2000; Wenden, 1986, 1999a, 1999b). Inexperienced L2 listeners tend 

to attribute their difficulties to their low linguistic proficiency and the difficulty of 

the tasks and listening texts; Graham (2006) concluded that these attributions might 

indicate a sense of passivity and helplessness in the learners. Also, just giving 

listening comprehension practice without providing appropriate strategy 
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instructions was reported to develop a sense of failure instead of helping unskilled 

listeners (Field, 2000). Although those researchers did not relate those learner 

beliefs or attributions to L2 listening anxiety, the results illustrate the stressful 

situations that many L2 listeners must cope with. 

The findings from the above investigations of L2 anxiety and L2 listening 

are insightful and valuable in illuminating the plausible sources of L2 listening 

anxiety, but the tasks given to the participants in studies of L2 listening anxiety 

(Kim, 2002; Vogely, 1998) have been limited to one-way listening; the social or 

interactive aspect of L2 listening anxiety was not examined explicitly. 

In the following section, I review some of the past research in 

communication apprehension (e.g., Daly, 1991; Daly & Buss, 1984; McCroskey, 

1970, 1977), as the apprehensive feelings and thoughts second language learners 

experience when receiving aural information in the L2 are key issues in the present 

study. 

 

Receiver Apprehension and its Social Aspect 

To communicate and interact verbally, people need to understand what 

others say. Wheeless (1975), in studying communication apprehension, stated that 

communicators can worry about both sending and receiving information and that 

they might represent different dimensions of communicative anxiety. Senders 

experience fear of social dissonance or exclusion when their communication is 

perceived as inefficient, meaningless, or inappropriate, whereas receivers are 
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fearful of improperly perceiving messages and of responding inappropriately. 

According to Wheeless (1975), receiving and sending are separate facets of 

communication. He defined the receptive side of communication apprehension as 

“the fear of misinterpreting, inadequately processing, and/or not being able to 

adjust psychologically to messages sent by others” (p. 263), and named it receiver 

apprehension. The receiving function is less worrisome than the sending function, 

but apprehensive thoughts and feelings are involved in the former (Wheeless, 1975). 

Based on this groundwork, other studies have been devoted to investigating 

the relationship between receiver apprehension and other variables and to thereby 

make theoretical advancements (e.g., Beatty, 1981; Roberts, 1986). Beatty related 

receiver apprehension with on-line information processing capacity and reasoned 

that receivers experienced anxiety when they were unable to accommodate 

information into existing cognitive schema. Anxious listeners exhibited lower 

listening effectiveness in a study by Roberts. Preiss, Wheeless, and Allan (1990) 

observed that receiver apprehension should be high when processing demands are 

perceived to exceed processing capacity. For example, unfamiliarity with the topic 

or the complexity of the information tended to induce higher levels of receiver 

apprehension. Speech features, such as speed and tone, disturbed the effectiveness 

of information processing, and environmental distracters, such as background noise 

or sound distortion, were also shown to be responsible for receiver apprehension 

(Wheeless, Preiss, & Gayle, 1997). To synthesize these results, a higher level of 

receiver apprehension is likely to manifest itself when the listener’s informational 
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receptivity is low in specific anxiety-evoking environments. This receptivity allows 

receivers “to analyze, adapt, and cognitively process messages” (Schumacher & 

Wheeless, 1997, p. 427) in communication. 

While these studies demonstrated that receiver apprehension might well 

inhibit information processing, they fell short of explaining the emotional reactions 

of the listeners, who feel anxiety when dealing with incoming information that is 

beyond their capacity to process. Apprehensive receivers reported that they 

perceived themselves as stupid because they felt themselves making social blunders 

(Schumacher & Wheeless, 1997). They were worried about the negative 

consequences of comprehension problems in communicative situations. In short, 

the alleged sources of comprehension difficulties alone, both internal and external 

to the listeners, will not disclose the nature of receiver apprehension. 

An explanatory model of receiver apprehension by Ayers, Wilcox, and 

Ayres (1994) made use of Leary’s (1983) theory of social anxiety. The researchers 

claimed that the evaluative aspect of communication might also be responsible for 

the generation of receiver apprehension. In fact, the primary reason Wheeless 

(1975) separated receiver apprehension from communication apprehension was that 

the latter was influenced by social evaluation whereas the former was not. However, 

Ayres et al. (1994) proposed that receiver apprehension could be more complicated 

than originally theorized. Receiver apprehension should be high when listeners are 

motivated to adequately process information. Listeners should also experience 

higher levels of aversion under the condition of social inspection. The researchers 
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hypothesized that listeners would become apprehensive when motivated to process 

the information adequately and when expecting to be evaluated with regard to the 

adequacy of their comprehension. The participants, 142 college students at two 

community colleges in the United States, were given one of the eight short 

scenarios that were constructed with different elements; with high or low 

processing demand, with high or low motivation, and with or without evaluation. 

After reading one scenario, they responded to the state receiver apprehension test 

(Spielberger, 1983). A significant three-way interaction was found among high-

processing demand, high-motivation, and high-evaluation conditions, F(1, 184) = 

5.45, p < .05. The results indicated that receiver apprehension involved social 

concerns. 

 

Measuring L2 Listening Anxiety 

Three distinct measures have been administered in past research on L2 

listening anxiety. Elkhafaifi (2005) adapted a scale from an L2 reading anxiety 

study to investigate the listening counterpart, and Kim (2000) and Chang (2008) 

created their own instruments to examine L2 listening anxiety. In this subsection, I 

discuss Elkhafaifi and Kim’s scales in relation to their findings. Chang (2008) and 

Chang and Read (2006, 2008) were mainly concerned about L2 listening test 

anxiety in classroom learning situations, and their focus differed from the other two. 

Elkhafaifi (2005) investigated the relationship between learners’ listening 

performance and anxiety with 453 American university students who had been 
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studying Arabic between one and three years. Arabic is one of the less commonly 

taught foreign languages in the United States, and many learners perceive learning 

Arabic as “challenging” (p. 206). Their listening comprehension grades (r = -.70) 

and their course grades (r = -.65) correlated negatively with the Foreign Language 

Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS-E), which was adopted from Saito et al. (1999) 

with minor modifications. 

Kim (2000) also examined listening comprehension scores and anxiety. Her 

participants were 253 Korean university students of English, who had studied 

English at least through secondary school. In Korea, English is a prestigious global 

language, and the learners’ English proficiency can influence their future success. 

Listening comprehension scores as measured by the TOEFL listening section 

correlated negatively with anxiety scores on the FLCAS (r = -.36) and the Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS-K) (r = -.36), which was developed by 

Kim. 

These studies have two significant implications on the study of anxiety and 

L2 skill development. For one thing, both Kim (2000) and Elkhafaifi (2005) 

indirectly demonstrated that L2 listening anxiety interfered with processing of aural 

input and implied that anxiety could be a hindrance to the development of L2 

listening proficiency. They related the research of L2 listening anxiety to the 

studies of receiver apprehension in that L2 listeners experience higher level of 

receiver-specific apprehension when their processing capacity is low. Furthermore, 

despite the dissimilar learning histories of the two groups of participants and the 
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sociocultural differences between the two learning contexts, both researchers 

reported a moderate, statistically significant positive correlation between L2 

classroom anxiety and L2 listening anxiety: The Pearson correlation coefficient 

was .66 in Elkhafaifi (2005) and .71 in Kim (2000). The two studies demonstrated 

that these two constructs were similar, but not identical. 

This conclusion is in line with the results from other skill-based studies on 

L2 learning anxiety reviewed above, such as Cheng (2002) and Cheng et al. (1999), 

who investigated L2 writing anxiety. In Cheng et al., the Pearson product-moment 

coefficient indicated a positive, moderate relationship between L2 Classroom 

Anxiety and L2 Writing Anxiety (r = .65, N = 433, p < .001). Saito et al. (1999) 

reported a similar relationship (r = .64, N = 383, p < .01) between L2 Classroom 

Anxiety and L2 Reading Anxiety. Both of those studies indicated that L2 anxiety in 

each of the skill areas overlapped L2 Classroom Anxiety to a certain extent, but 

that it also displayed distinct features. 

The seemingly straightforward outcomes of those correlational studies, 

however, might have to be reconsidered. For one thing, in all of the investigations 

of the relationship between L2 classroom anxiety and skill-specific anxiety 

counterparts, the FLCAS (Horwitz et al., 1986) was used without exception, while 

the skill-specific anxiety measures varied. Second, some researchers took a unitary 

view of the construct, while others took a compositional view. Third, the detected 

components were not always equivalent. Fourth, it was not clear in what ways 

those distinct components were associated with L2 listening proficiency. Fifth, it 
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was yet to be discussed how listeners’ informational receptivity and processing 

capacity could conceptually relate to the distinct components. Sixth, interpersonal 

concerns of L2 listeners were not explicitly considered. 

Of primary relevance to this study is the question of whether the instrument 

Elkhafaifi (2005) administered was suitable for examining L2 listening anxiety, as 

it was originally developed by Saito et al. (1999) to investigate L2 reading anxiety. 

The scale was modified in Elkhafaifi so that it could be applied to listening by 

simply replacing the word reading with listening. Although reading and listening 

share common features as they are both receptive language skills, Elkhafaifi did not 

take into account the essential differences between the two. Most importantly, aural 

language does not have spaces to show word boundaries. L2 listeners, in contrast to 

L2 readers, have to develop word segmentation skills to process aural input. L2 

listening researchers have confirmed that a lack of these skills creates difficulties 

for L2 listeners (Altenberg, 2005; Cutler, 1998, 2000/2001; Field, 2003, 2004, 

2005; Goh, 2000, 2002; Graham, 2006; Harley, 2000). In addition, listeners have to 

effectively process input in real time (e.g., Vandergrift, 2007), and they cannot 

usually stop to think or go back to listen a second time (e.g., Rost, 2002). Listeners 

encounter trouble unless they develop interactional strategies, such as asking for 

repetition or clarification (Cabrera & Martinez, 2001), and attend to non-verbal 

cues and paralinguistic features accompanying the oral message (Harris, 2003). 

These differences between reading and listening were not taken into account in the 
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adapted instrument used by Elkhafaifi, and accordingly the instrument has 

questionable construct validity as an appropriate measure of L2 listening anxiety. 

In developing the original instrument, Saito et al. (1999) hypothesized that 

three distinct types of anxious feelings are involved in reading in an L2: feelings 

about various aspects of L2 reading, problems in L2 reading, and the relative 

difficulty of L2 reading, all of which are vague. Furthermore, they did not employ a 

compositional approach in their analysis of the construct. As argued above, the 

composite analysis should outperform the unitary approach when the focus is on 

the specific nature of skill-based anxiety constructs in L2 learning. The latter would 

lead to overlooking or discarding the distinct features of each skill-specific L2 

anxiety construct. 

The instrument that Kim (2000) created (See Appendix A) consisted of a 

series of statements related to a variety of aspects in which L2 listening could be 

anxiety-provoking. The items covered problems with both bottom-up and top-down 

approaches toward listening comprehension. They were intended to tap into 

difficulties that L2 listeners encounter in processing incoming information. Skilled 

listeners can efficiently coordinate a variety of strategies, but unskilled listeners are 

not capable of regulating effective strategies (Goh, 2002, 2005). For example, one 

item (SFA01) dealt with the worrisome thought concerning information missed 

earlier (Goh, 2000). Another item (SFA08) concerned the pitfalls of mental on-line 

translation that lower proficiency listeners tended to rely on (Vandergrift, 2003). 

The scale accorded well with the past research on the main challenge of L2 
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listening: L2 listeners are required to constantly make conscious efforts because 

automatic parsing is beyond their abilities (Segalowitz, 2003), and it is difficult for 

them to construct a representation of what they have heard or what they think they 

have heard (Hulstijin, 2003). Furthermore, individuals who are intolerant of 

ambiguity experience stress when the aural input is perceived as incomprehensible 

(Furnham, 1995; Mark Sawyer, personal communication, 2009). Item TFA10 

describes negative reactions to comprehension problems in terms of ambiguity. It is 

easy to infer that these difficulties cause the unique type of stress and frustration L2 

listeners experience. 

Two factors were detected by Kim (2000), but the identity of those 

components has been controversial. Kim named them (a) Lack of Confidence in 

Listening and (b) Tension and Worry over English Listening. I administered Kim’s 

(2000) scale to 452 Japanese university students of English in a recent study 

(Kimura, 2008) and found three factors: (a) Emotionality, (b) Worry, and (c) 

Anticipatory Fear. The first two components were characterized as Emotionality 

and Worry to make them compatible with the two established dimensions of the 

anxiety construct in the field of educational psychology (e.g., Morris et al., 1981). 

Emotionality was defined as the emotional side of anxiety in relation to automatic 

arousal and discomfort, while Worry was conceptualized as cognitive concerns 

over the tasks at hand and the potential consequences associated with the task. The 

two components are conceptually independent in theory (Morris et al., 1981, p. 

541), and this dichotomy has been widely accepted in the literature (e.g., Zeidner, 
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1998). However, Sawyer (personal communication, 2007) pointed out that the two 

main facets identified by Kim (2000) and Kimura (2008) might be better described 

as self-focused and task-focused components. Those three seemingly incompatible 

analyses should be discussed and further explored to provide a clearer 

understanding of the nature of L2 listening anxiety. For this purpose, I discuss the 

three possible components I identified in a previous study (Kimura, 2008): 

Anticipatory Fear, Worry, and Emotionality. 

Anxiety arousal can be a learned pattern, but it is also future-oriented: 

People become anxious when they are fearful of future, negative outcomes. Thus, 

the third component, anticipatory fear, seemed reasonable at first sight. In fact, the 

anticipatory aspect of anxiety has been discussed extensively in the literature. For 

example, social phobics tend to have a desire to leave or escape social situations 

because they anticipate such negative outcomes as social predicaments and 

embarrassment (Heckelman & Schneier, 1995). In Kimura (2008), only two items 

clustered together on this component. Both of them denoted the potentially 

intimidating situations of listening over the phone and listening to a lecture in 

English. However, the expression “just imagining” was used in both of the items in 

the Japanese translation, and the items covered both real and imagined situations. 

Therefore, they were ill-formed and double-barreled as shown below: 

When listening to English: 

Item 26: I am nervous when listening over the phone or just imagining 

myself listening over the phone. 
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Item 27: I feel tense when listening to a lecture or just imagining 

myself listening to public lectures. 

(Kimura, 2008, back-translation from the Japanese instrument) 

The wording of those two items might have generated specific responses, with the 

anomaly being caused by deficient item formatting (Sawyer, personal 

communication, 2007). Also, L2 learners in foreign language learning situations are 

unlikely to have a chance to listen to English over the phone. Thus, the former was 

replaced with item TFA11, and the latter was shortened for clarification. 

TFA11: I am nervous when listening to my teacher speaking English. 

TFA12: I feel nervous when listening to a lecture in English. 

The second component, Worry, is not as problematic as it appears. 

Essentially, worry means that L2 listeners are thinking worrisome thoughts about 

the L2 listening tasks in which they are engaged. Worry is characterized by 

intrusive thoughts and is also related to attentional disruption and impaired decision 

making, although triggers, sources, and environmental conditions are wide-ranging 

(Borkovec, Shadick, & Hopkins, 1991). This component of anxiety is also 

characterized by uncontrolled thinking with a negative bias. In other words, the 

listeners’ cognitive capacity is interfered with or intruded upon by nonproductive 

thoughts involved in the task of listening in the L2. It is not difficult to believe that 

anxiety has potentially significant negative effects on the processing of L2 aural 

information because L2 listening requires a strong attentional focus, as reviewed 

above. The cognitive component in L2 listening anxiety can be regarded as being 
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task specific, and accordingly, Sawyer (personal communication, 2007) suggested 

that task-focused worry would be a more appropriate conceptualization for the 

component, although this renaming of the construct does not contradict either 

Kim’s (2000) analysis or mine (Kimura, 2008). 

Moreover, this task-focused component likely reflects a strategic response 

of L2 listeners to the target language stimuli. They perceive the L2 listening task as 

demanding and try to deploy attentional resources and available listening strategies 

in response to that perception. The demands oftentimes exceed their abilities, and 

this makes some L2 listeners anxious because they perceive the task as challenging 

and painstaking. Some items represent an array of sources that can induce anxiety. 

For example, item TFA03 concerns the speed of delivery and item TFA08 concerns 

time-pressure. Other items indicate that learners experience difficulties in 

exercising control over L2 listening. For example, items TFA01 and TFA06 

describe the on-line word-by-word translation strategy L2 listeners often resort to. 

Item TFA13 illustrates failure of selective listening. Furthermore, item TFA10 

concerns a metacognitive strategy, monitoring and evaluating performance. Item 

TFA05 denotes task-irrelevant thinking, where attention is disengaged from the 

current L2 listening task. In sum, the items sample a variety of task-related 

problems anxious L2 listeners experience and task-specific difficulties L2 listeners 

perceive. 

However, the term, worry, is used in mainstream psychology to specifically 

denote the cognitive component of general anxiety (Borkovec, 1985), and should 
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be differentiated from L2 specific constructs to prevent unnecessary confusion. 

Worry is characterized as a chain of repetitive verbal thoughts concerning possible 

future negative outcomes and their consequences (Borkovec & Inz, 1990; Borkovec, 

Robinson, Pruzinsky, & DePree, 1983). Chronic, excessive, uncontrollable worry is 

defined as the central definitional feature of Generalized Anxiety Disorder (GAD) 

(American Psychiatric Association, 1994). On the other hand, people experience 

worry in their everyday lives. Research has shown that pathological worry as 

observed in GAD patients and normal worry as observed in healthy students are not 

separate phenomena, but mainly differ in intensity, frequency, and duration (Ruscio, 

Borkovec, & Ruscio, 2001). Worry has been related to restriction of working 

memory capacity (Hayes, Hirsch, & Mathews, 2008) through task-generated 

attentional interference, but it also functions as a constructive strategy that can 

promote problem-solving and coping (Szabo & Lovibond, 2002). Those 

characteristics of worry are congruous with the present conceptualization of task-

focused component of L2 listening anxiety, but the term is specifically defined to 

be “a general tendency to worry without regard to content-specific topics” (Startup 

& Erickson, 2006). To avoid confusion between general worry and L2 task-related 

worry, I use the term Task-Focused Apprehension for this component, and the 

psychological construct, worry, should be examined to what extent it is related to 

L2 specific anxiety constructs as individuals’ general predisposition to get worried. 

In this study, to avoid unnecessary confusion, I use the term general disposition to 

worry for this L2-specific construct.  
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The discrepancy of the interpretation of the first factor, emotionality, is 

most intriguing and crucial. Kim (2000) argued that L2 listening confidence should 

represent this factor because the item about self-perceived confidence (SFA05) 

showed the highest loading, and a lack of self-confidence was taken as an essential 

component of anxiety in the past literature (e.g., Clément et al., 1994; Clément, et 

al,, 1977, 1980; Gardner et al., 1997; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991a). In contrast, I 

argued that the other component of the anxiety construct, emotionality, as an 

affective side of anxiety, would best capture this component (Kimura, 2008) for 

three reasons. First, the emotional side of anxiety had been theoretically established 

in evaluative, performative types of anxiety such as test anxiety (e.g., Zeidner, 

1998). Second, the items loading on this factor shared expressions denoting 

affective reactions such as confusion (SFA07 & SFA10) and reluctance to listen in 

the L2 (SFA09). Furthermore, it was likely that people who endorsed those items 

had a tendency to become judgmental, for instance, with regard to the difficulty of 

the task at hand (SFA01 & SFA08), and their perception of their own L2 listening 

skills (SFA03 & SFA05). Learners’ negative self-perceptions of their L2 listening 

skills might be an insufficient, not to say inappropriate, explanation of this factor. 

On the other hand, although it is possible that these responses of L2 

listeners represent immediate emotional reactions to fearful situations, it might be 

too simplistic to apply the dichotomous configuration of emotionality and worry to 

a conceptually distinct construct of L2 listening anxiety for two reasons. First, the 

dichotomy has been detected mostly by researchers investigating test anxiety 
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(Liebert & Morris, 1967; Morris et al., 1981) and there is no solid theoretical 

foundation for the suggested conceptual transfer. Second, past studies have 

indicated that test anxiety should not be specifically related to L2 anxiety (Aida, 

1994; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989). In’nami (2006) also implied that test anxiety 

could not be isomorphic with L2 listening anxiety because it did not affect L2 

listening test performance significantly. More than a direct application of the 

mainstream research in educational psychology seems necessary to understand how 

foreign language learners become anxious and worried when listening to the L2. 

In contrast, an alternative approach appears more plausible. If we accept the 

idea that L2 aural stimuli direct learners’ attention toward a malfunctioning (or 

under-functioning) self, the self-focused dimension of Sawyer’s (personal 

communication, 2007) conception seems legitimate because the conceptualization 

possesses more explanatory power than the dichotomous view. The controversial 

first component (self-threat or lack of confidence) might be socially constructed or 

conceptually linked to the social type of anxiety that tends to arouse emotional 

reactions in self-other relationships. It makes sense that listeners’ self images as an 

object of their consciousness matters a great deal in social interactions. Considering 

that many L2 listeners feel uneasy about not fully comprehending the stream of 

speech under communicative time pressure, too much concern over one’s L2 image 

can induce anxiety in listening to an L2. Some L2 listeners are uncomfortable with 

their perception of poor performance as receivers of information because they have 

a desire to process L2 messages adequately. They experience fear that stems from 
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the prospect or presence of interpersonal evaluation. I therefore postulate that 

tendencies toward self-awareness, negative self-evaluation, and negative 

expectations in social situations as well as lack of confidence in L2 listening skills 

are relevant to this particular component of L2 listening anxiety, which I call Self-

Focused Apprehension. 

This perspective is also congruent with the basic ideas of performance 

anxiety in general. Performance anxiety has been observed in a range of public 

performances such as sport (e.g., McGowan et al., 2008) and performing arts such 

as dancing, acting, and music (e.g., Wilson, 2002). For example, sport anxiety, or 

competitive anxiety, has been studied with respect to self-focused attention and 

negative self-talk (e.g., Conroy & Metzler, 2004). Sport anxiety has been defined as 

a situation-specific performance anxiety, and people who are high in sport anxiety 

“tend to appraise threat specifically in sport situations” (p. 73), but might not do so 

in other situations. Conroy and Metzler (2004) related sport anxiety to systematic 

patterns of self-talk and self-concept formations. The researchers asked their 

participants how they talk to themselves (self-talk) or how they construct their self 

images (self-concept) while performing in relation to fear of success and failure. In 

the cognitive model of anxiety (Beck & Emery, 1985), those thought processes are 

considered to be intrusive and they tend to preoccupy individuals. Conroy and 

Metzler (2004) demonstrated that self-talk, or inner dialog of self, such as self-

blame and self-neglect while failing, was the strongest predictor of fear of failure 

scores on the Performance Failure Appraisal Inventory (Conroy, 2001) (F(8, 400) = 
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30.26, p < .01, r
2
 = .38). The competitive context of public performance in sport 

presented a threat to self, and the anxiety experienced by performing athletes was 

associated with the negative evaluation of themselves when they think they are 

failing publicly. 

In a similar vein, McGowan et al. (2008) examined self-presentational 

concerns in sport. After controlling for trait worry, which is the general tendency to 

become worried, self-presentational processes made a significant contribution to 

the prediction of the intensity of state anxiety symptoms measured by the Cognitive 

State Anxiety Inventory-2 (Martin, Vealey, & Burton, 1990), F(4, 342) = 7.27, p 

< .001, r2 = .47. Athletes were concerned about appearing underskilled, appearing 

physically untoned, appearing to lack energy, and appearing unfocused, just when 

they must concentrate on their performance. 

There is good reason to suppose that L2 listeners are also plagued with self-

focused concerns that are socially oriented in a way that is similar to performing 

athletes. In other words, they are afraid of failing in interactions because they 

misunderstand or do not understand what is being communicated, and accordingly 

others might think badly of them and they also might think badly of themselves. 

Further support for this conceptualization of this component is obtained 

from a second observation of the clustered items from the perspective of self-

concept formations in public performance. Expressions of negative appraisal of L2 

listening self are abundant: “I have difficulty” in items SFA04 and SFA14 and “it is 

not easy for me” in item SFA01 can be seen as self-blame in relation to the 
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challenging L2 listening task. Anxious L2 listeners tend to attribute comprehension 

difficulties (unfavorable performance outcomes) to their low proficiency 

(incompetence). “I often end up” in item SFA08 connotes giving up working on the 

L2 listening task, which is a form of self-neglect. Less skilled L2 listeners likely 

refuse to attend adequately to L2 aural input. Those items are likely to link to 

cognition of negative self-evaluation of their task performance rather than 

emotional reactions to the task (David Beglar, personal communication, 2009), and 

can be acknowledged as negative self-talk and therefore associated with 

performance anxiety. As reviewed in the section on social anxiety, human beings 

reflect on their public performance, and public performance carries the potential for 

failure. As L2 listeners reflect on their performances, they might think of 

themselves as not as skillful or as competent as they want to be. Their perception of 

the challenge involved in L2 listening is likely to stem from L2 listeners’ negative 

self-talk when they do not evaluate their own public task performances favorably. 

The above review of past research on L2 listening anxiety as a specific 

construct and a short reference to performance anxiety in general reveal important 

gaps in the literature, which are discussed in the following subsection. 

 

Gaps in the Literature 

Few researchers have investigated L2 listening anxiety. Proneness to 

anxiety in L2 listening should be examined further to shed light on why L2 

listening tends to induce anxiety and how the anxiety is generated, considering the 
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fact that skill-based analyses in speaking, writing, and reading in an L2 have 

contributed to a better understanding of how L2 learners experience anxiety in 

trying to acquire each of these skills. There could be unique sources specific to the 

task of processing aural information. 

Researchers have not yet reached any agreement on the dimensionality of 

L2 listening anxiety as reviewed above, and therefore no researcher has proposed 

that a particular factor or dimension of L2 anxiety is closely related to a particular 

personality characteristic. Despite this lack of evidence for a significant 

relationship, it is plausible that specific aspects of anxiety can be individually 

associated with specific personal dispositions. There exists an intriguing example in 

the study of performance anxiety. Langendorfer, Hodapp, Kreutz, and Bongard 

(2006) examined the influence of personality traits on performance anxiety among 

professional musicians. They demonstrated that different patterns of traits, such as 

perfectionism and self-efficacy, are relevant to different aspects of music 

performance anxiety. It is plausible that different traits are also related to different 

components of L2 listening anxiety. 

Past researchers have not studied how social concerns affect L2 listening 

anxiety. The close relationship between language and self has long been discussed 

in literature (e.g., Cohen and Norst, 1989), and yet researchers have not explored 

how the self is attacked when listening to an L2. L2 listening should exert more 

pressure on learners compared to skills such as reading because the on-line 

processing demand is high. People might well differ in the degree to which they 
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experience stress during L2 listening and in the degree to which they want other 

people to see them as effective L2 listeners. It is not unlikely that one or more 

aspects of L2 listening anxiety are related to individual social evaluative concerns: 

For instance, it might affect the level of self-focused apprehension, which concerns 

how learners monitor and evaluate their L2 listening self.  

Researchers have not yet determined how different dimensions of L2 

listening anxiety are linked to L2 listening proficiency. For example, Kim (2000) 

proposed a multidimensional analysis of L2 listening anxiety. She not only 

correlated L2 listening proficiency measured by the TOEFL listening section with 

the total L2 anxiety score (r = -.36, N = 253), but also with her two factors: tension 

and worry over English listening (r = -.15) and lack of confidence in listening (r = -

.38). However, she stopped short of analyzing why L2 listening proficiency 

demonstrated different degrees of correlation with different factors. In sum, past 

research on L2 listening anxiety is limited in depth and breadth concerning in what 

ways it affects learners and how it is related with personal characteristics. 
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The Purposes of This Study and Research Questions 

In this study, I explore the nature of L2 listening anxiety. The primary 

objective is to demonstrate that L2 listening anxiety is partly related to social 

anxiety because social anxiety is inherent in all spheres of human interaction and is 

essential for our survival as social beings. 

To achieve this main objective, this study is designed to serve the following 

four purposes. The first purpose is to develop a psychometrically sound and 

practical measure of L2 listening anxiety. The instrument that Kim (2000) created 

is promising because it deals with a variety of potential difficulties L2 listeners face 

and reflects a receiver orientation of the L2 listening experience. This leads to the 

conceptualization that L2 listening anxiety is L2-specific on the one hand and 

receiver-specific on the other. Second, the multidimensionality of L2 listening 

anxiety should be discussed in terms of empirically distinguishable components of 

the construct. If L2 listening anxiety is multidimensional, L2 listeners are 

vulnerable in different ways. Third, learners’ listening proficiency should be related 

to the distinct components of L2 listening anxiety given that past research 

(Elkhafaifi, 2005; Kim, 2000) has demonstrated that L2 listening proficiency 

influences the degree of distress involved in L2 listening in its entirety. Different 

components might link to L2 proficiency differently. Finally, it is important to 

determine how and to what degree social anxiety is linked to the makeup of L2 

listening anxiety. Social anxiety might be related to the distinct components of L2 

listening anxiety differently. 
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In the preliminary analyses, the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language 

Listening Anxiety (SSFLLA), the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale (RIAS), 

and the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire (RPSWQ), are validated along 

with the listening test in order to address the first two purposes of this study. The 

research questions for the preliminary analyses are: 

 

1. As measured in this study, is L2 listening anxiety unidimensional or made up of 

two constructs? 

Hypothesis 1: L2 listening anxiety is a multidimensional construct composed of 

two factors: Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. Self-

Focused Apprehension concerns situations in which learners’ self-image is 

threatened, and Task-Focused Apprehension involves worrisome thoughts that the 

processing demand is high when listening to an L2. 

 

2. Is the Self-Focused Apprehension subscale of the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety reliable, valid, and fundamentally unidimensional? 

 

3. Is the Task-Focused Apprehension subscale of the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety reliable, valid, and fundamentally unidimensional? 

 

4. Is the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale a reliable and valid measure of 

individuals’ social anxiety? 
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5. Is the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire a reliable and valid measure of 

individuals’ general disposition to worry? 

 

The following research questions have been posed in order to address the 

last two purposes described above. 

 

6. To what degree do students with high and low listening proficiency differ in 

terms of the two components of L2 listening anxiety, social anxiety, and general 

disposition to worry? 

Hypothesis 2: The two listening proficiency groups differ significantly in terms of 

Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension, because the lower 

group experiences higher degrees of L2 listening anxiety in both ways because 

their L2 listening self is more threatened, and L2 listening tasks are perceived as 

more challenging. However, social anxiety and general disposition to worry are not 

specific to L2 listening; and therefore, the two L2 listening proficiency groups will 

not differ significantly on this construct. 

 

7. To what degree do high and low social anxiety groups differ on L2 listening 

anxiety after controlling for general disposition to worry? 

Hypothesis 3: The high social anxiety group differs significantly from the low 

social anxiety group on L2 listening anxiety after controlling for general disposition 
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to worry. Learners with higher social anxiety tend to feel higher degrees of L2 

listening anxiety because of their interpersonal concerns. 

 

8. To what degree do high and low social anxiety groups differ on Self-Focused 

Apprehension after controlling for their general disposition to worry? 

Hypothesis 4: The high social anxiety group differs significantly from the low 

social anxiety group on Self-Focused Apprehension after controlling for general 

disposition to worry. Social anxiety is associated with a tendency to feel self-

conscious and monitor their self-presentational success and failure, so learners with 

higher social anxiety tend to feel higher degrees of Self-Focused Apprehension 

when engaged in L2 listening. 

 

9. To what degree do high and low social anxiety groups differ on Task-Focused 

Apprehension after controlling for general disposition to worry? 

Hypothesis 5: The high social anxiety group does not differ significantly from the 

low social anxiety group on Task-Focused Apprehension after controlling for 

general disposition to worry. Task-Focused Apprehension is affiliated with the 

cognition of difficulties that L2 listeners often experience in comprehending 

messages in the L2, and therefore the levels of social anxiety are not relevant to 

task-specific cognitions. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

Participants 

The participants in the quantitative part of this study were 1,177 

predominantly Japanese university students of English who are currently taking 

required English classes (557 male students, 603 female students, 17 students 

unknown, Mage = 19.4 years, age range: 18-28). The students had completed at least 

six years of formal English education in Japanese secondary schools prior to 

entering the university. Their English proficiency varies widely. Their majors also 

vary: In the alphabetical order, they are anthropology, biology, commerce, 

economics, engineering, English, humanities, information, international 

cooperation and communication, international politics, Japanese culture, law, 

management, other foreign languages, physical education, policy studies, 

psychology, social welfare, and sociology. Many Japanese universities have 

recently renamed their faculty and departments, so the same major is named 

differently. For example, the information major above includes information 

management, information technology, and information science. The distinctions are 

not straightforward, so they are grouped together. According to the demographic 

data, 73 students (6.2%) have stayed or studied abroad over six months, 224 

students (19.0%) have taken or are taking English lessons at private 

language/conversation schools, and 514 students (43.7%) have studied English at 
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cram schools. Eighteen students (1.6%) were not Japanese: 14 (1.4%) were from 

Asian countries such as China and Korea, and two (.2%) were Japanese 

descendents from Central and South America. The students were chosen as 

participants because the focus of the study is undergraduate students. 

 

Table 1 

Participants in the Quantitative Study and Their Schools 

  Gender    

           Male             Female              Unspecified        Total 

   School A 91 187 2  280  

   School B 37 56 6  99  

   School C 45 21 2  68  

   School D 26 26 0  52  

   School E 38 8 1  47  

   School F 74 84 0  158  

   School G 86 16 3  105  

   School H 30 22 0  52  

   School I 10 29 0  39  

   School J 46 62 2  110  

   School K 23 14 0  37  

   School L 25 32 1  58  

   School M 18 3 0  21  

   School N 8 23 0  31  

   School O 0 20 0  20  

   Total 557 603 17   1,177  
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Table 2 

Participants in the Quantitative Study and Their Majors 

 Majors  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 Total 

A 21 0 0 28 0 48 0 0 0 0 4 63 0 19 0 93 4 0 0 280 

B 0 0 0 0 0 59 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 99 

C 0 24 0 0 7 0 0 19 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 68 

D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 

E 0 0 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 

F 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 81 0 66 0 158 

G 0 0 8 26 35 0 0 11 22 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 105 

H 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 3 9 52 

I 0 0 0 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39 

J 0 0 0 3 2 22 0 9 29 0 4 4 6 0 23 2 4 2 0 110 

K 0 0 0 36 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 

L 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58 

M 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 

N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 31 

O 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 

Total 21 24 8 140 45 189 58 60 157 10 10 93 25 50 23 176 8 71 9 1,177 

Note. A = School A; B = School  B; C = School C; D = School ; E = School; F = School 

F; G = School G; H = School H; I = School I; J = School J; K = School K, L = School L; 

M = School M; N = School N; O = School O; Major 1 = anthropology; Major 2 = 

biology; Major 3 = commerce; Major 4 = economics, Major 5 = engineering; Major 6 = 

English; Major 7 = humanities; Major 8 = information; Major  9 = international culture 

and cooperation; Major 10 = international politics; Major 11 = Japanese culture; Major 

12 = law; Major 13 = management; Major 14 = other foreign languages; Major 15 = 

physical education; Major 16 = policy studies; Major 17 = psychology; Major 18 = 

sociology; Major 19 = welfare. 

 

 

 

The participants in the qualitative part of this study were 17 students who 

joined the pilot study conducted in Spring 2009. They were attending School A and 

School B (7 male students, 10 female students, 17, Mage = 19.2 years, age range: 

18-20). They voluntarily participated in the qualitative study. These participants 

were majoring in English, information, international culture and cooperation, or 

policy studies. They were compensated for their participation with 500 yen worth 



 73

of coupons. The names of the participants used in Table 4 and in the following 

chapters are pseudonyms. 

 

Table 3 

Participants in the Qualitative Study and Their Schools 

          Gender      

  Male               Female Total 

School A 3 4  7  

School B 4 6  10  

Total 7 10   17   

 

 

Table 4 

Participants in the Qualitative Study and Their Names, Gender, Year in School, 

Schools, and Majors 

Name Gender 
Year in 

school School Major 

Azusa F 1 A 16 
Kino F 1 A 16 
Mari F 1 A 16 
Kikun F 1 B 9 
Hiromi F 1 B 9 
Karin F 1 B 9 
Natsumi F 1 B 9 
Sayo F 2 B 9 
Midori F 2 B 9 
Ayaka F 3 B 6 
Yuichi M 2 A 8 
Seishirou M 2 A 8 
Ryugo M 2 A 16 
Shinichi M 2 B 9 
Ryoma M 2 B 9 
Yuto M 2 B 6 
Hiroaki M 2 B 9 

Note. Major 6 = English, Major 8 = information; Major  9 = international culture 

and cooperation; Major 16 = policy studies. 
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Instrumentation 

The Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

I used a modified version of the Interaction Anxiousness Scale (IAS) (Leary, 

1983; Leary & Kowalski, 1993) called the Revised Interaction Anxious Scale 

(RIAS) (Appendix C) in this study. The 15-item revised questionnaire is designed to 

measure the participants’ tendency to experience anxiety in a variety of social 

settings. For example, Item SA01 denotes a casual interaction, Item SA08 concerns 

talking to a person of the opposite gender, and Item A14 refers to talking to 

someone in a higher social position. Other items inquire about the self-perception of 

the personality trait of anxiousness in social interaction. For instance, Item SA02 

reads, “I do not usually feel at ease when I am in a group I don’t know.” The 

instrument is designed to measure both the content and the process of social anxiety. 

On the other hand, the items do not explicitly denote self-presentational motives, 

self-awareness, or self-evaluations. As reviewed in Chapter 2, self-presentation is 

pervasive in people’s daily lives and not always conscious. People’s thoughts and 

emotions are affected by motives to maintain certain kinds of self-images, but they 

are mostly unconscious. 

The psychometric properties of the IAS were investigated by Leary and a 

colleague (Leary, 1983, Leary & Kowalski, 1993; Leary & Meadows, 1991). The 

Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficient for American college students 

was .87, and the 8-week test-retest reliability was .80 (Leary, 1983, N = 363). The 

correlations between the IAS and other related constructs demonstrated its 
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construct validity to a degree. The correlation between the IAS and the Social Self-

Consciousness subscale of the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein et al., 1975) 

was .71 (Leary, 1983, N = 331). Other relatively strong correlations were reported 

in Leary and Meadows (1991), who administered the IAS to 220 American 

undergraduate students. The correlation with the Social Avoidance and Distress 

Scale (Watson & Friend, 1969) was .88, and the correlation with the Shyness Scale 

(Cheek & Buss, 1981) was .78. These scales were designed to measure both self-

perceived anxiousness and inhibited behaviors; their high correlations with the IAS 

demonstrated the convergent validity of the instrument. On the other hand, the 

correlations between the IAS and measures of neuroticism and general trait anxiety 

were considerably lower (Leary & Kowalski, 1993). For example, the correlation 

with the Neuroticism Scale (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985) was .38 (N = 111). Leary 

and Kowalski (1993) concluded that the IAS “measures something other than 

general anxiousness or neuroticism” (p. 141). 

I selected this instrument for three reasons. First, it is based on the theory of 

self-presentation, which plays a key role in this study. Second, it has been 

administered to general groups of individuals including college students (e.g., 

Heerey & Kring, 2007) and clinical groups (e.g., Chien, Ku, Lu, Chu, Tao, & Chou, 

2003), and it is capable of measuring differing degrees of social anxiety. Third, the 

instrument is conceptually coherent because it is designed to evaluate only 

subjective social anxiety independent of either hesitant and avoidant behaviors or 

physiological symptoms. Social anxiety is evident in people’s cognitive, emotional, 
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behavioral, and somatic reactions, and although all of those reactions are closely 

related, distinctions among them should be made to avoid conceptual confusion 

(Leary, 1991, 1995). For example, another widely used instrument for measuring 

social anxiety developed more recently, the Social Interaction Anxiety Scale 

(SIAS) (Mattick & Clarke, 1998), has an item assessing eye contact behavior, but 

this kind of item is not included on the IAS. 

However, some items on this instrument were changed based on four 

criteria. First, four items are negatively worded, and unnecessarily confuse 

respondents. For example, item SA10 states, “I seldom feel anxious in social 

situations.” The polarity of this item was reversed by changing seldom into often. 

Second, the scale was originally developed and validated using a 1-5 Likert scale. 

However, a 5-point scale allows respondents to “avoid a real choice, that is, to take 

the easy way out” (Dörnyei, 2003, p. 37) because the middle point on the scale is 

neutral. I have employed a 6-point Likert scale with no neutral middle point to 

obtain more reliable data. Third, item SA04 is a double-barreled question. It reads, 

“I get anxious when I must talk to a teacher or a boss.” The participants in the study 

are college students, so only the first option, a teacher, has been retained. The 

second option concerning a boss was addressed by item SA14 as it states: “I get 

anxious when I speak to someone in a position of authority.” Fourth, the original 

researcher used a variety of words (i.e., anxious, nervous, uncomfortable, and shy) 

to express the idea of anxiousness. Because the instrument is an anxiousness scale, 

the other words have been replaced with anxious. 
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I translated the RIAS into Japanese (Appendix D). A colleague, who is also 

a college English teacher, and a high-school Japanese teacher helped me with 

wording. Both of them are native speakers of Japanese. The Japanese instrument 

was back-translated into English and rechecked against the English version. The 

language was modified according to the back-translation. The above-mentioned 

teachers assisted me in the modification. The expression used to denote being 

anxious on the Japanese instrument is ochitsuka-nai [落ち着かない]. The Japanese 

translation of the original Interaction Anxiousness Scale (Okabayashi & Seiwa, 

1991) used a wider variety of words (i.e., hikkomi-jian-ni-naru [引っ込み思案に

なる], igokochi-ga-warui [居心地が悪い], fukai-na-kimochi-ni-naru [不快な気持

になる], kincho-suru [緊張する], kigakari-ni-naru [気がかりになる], 

okubyouni-naru [臆病になる], and kuni-naru [苦になる]) for the original English 

words such as anxious, nervous, uncomfortable, and shy, but the present translation 

only used anxious; thus, a translation with neutral connotation to express 

interpersonal uneasiness, ochitsuka-nai [落ち着かない], was chosen. 

 

The Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire 

I modified the Penn State Worry Questionnaire (PSWQ) (Meyer, Miller, 

Metzger, & Borkovec, 1990), and used the revised instrument, the Revised Penn 

State Worry Questionnaire (RPSWQ) in this study (Appendix E). The PSWQ was 

developed to measure people’s “general disposition to worry” (Molina & Borkovec, 

1994, p. 273) without any particular reference to any topic or domain. People 
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become worried over a range of content, in a variety of situations, and with 

different degrees of intensity. The idea behind this scale is that people have a 

general tendency to feel worried irrespective of the content or domain although 

individuals differ in what situations they get worried. In fact, the Diagnostic and 

Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders by American Psychiatric Association (1994) 

defined worry simply as “apprehensive expectation” (p. 472). Meyer et al. (1990) 

created and validated this 16-item questionnaire. For example, item DW06, “When 

I’m under pressure, I worry a lot,” is meant to measure the intensity of worry, but it 

does not specify a sphere or topic. The uncontrollability of worrisome thoughts is 

one of the most salient features of chronic worry (Borkovec et al., 1991), a notion 

that is measured by item DW05, which states, “I know I shouldn’t worry about 

things, but I just can’t help it.” Item DW15, “I worry all the time,” indicates the 

pervasive, lasting nature of worry, another prominent feature of the construct 

(Papageorgiou, 2006). The items on the PSWQ are designed to tap the significant 

characteristics of worry by asking how acute, unmanageable, and persistent the 

worry is. 

Traditionally, as reviewed above, worry was simply defined as a cognitive 

component of anxiety (Borkovec, 1985) in relation to physiological and behavioral 

aspects of anxiety. More recently, the concept of worry has been refined as 

“primarily a conceptual” activity (Borkovec et al., 1991, p. 43). Molina and 

Borkovec (1994) went further, saying that worry is “mostly inner speech” (p. 277), 

which symbolizes its thinking aspect. This metacognitive feature might be 
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measured to some degree by item DW14, which reads, “I notice that I have been 

worrying about things.” Some researchers describe worry as an anxious 

apprehension for future, negative events, and claim that it is common for some 

people to worry about future possibilities and take them as threats (Barlow, 2002; 

Matthews & Funke, 2006). Other researchers differentiate worry from rumination 

in that the former is anticipatory and the latter is past-oriented (Papageorgiou, 

2006). In either case, worry can interfere with cognitive processes and produce 

maladaptive consequences such as ineffective information-processing or impaired 

task-performance (e.g., Davey & Wells, 2006). 

The PSWQ is one of the most prominent scales designed as a measure of 

worry and is widely used by researchers in the field of psychology (Startup & 

Erickson, 2006). It has been administered to both normal and clinical groups of 

participants, and it has shown high internal consistency. Molina and Borkovec 

(1994) synthesized relevant studies and noted that in those groups where 

participants were predominantly college students (N = 1,323) the mean was 47.65 

and the standard deviation was 12.99. Meyer et al. (1990), who administered the 

questionnaire to 337 American college students, reported the internal consistency 

estimate coefficient alphas with the college groups as .94, .95, and .91 in the three 

studies reported in the article. The scale was also found to be stable over time. Test-

retest assessments demonstrated that the correlations were .75 with a 2-week 

interval, .74 and .93 with 4-week intervals, and .92 with an 8- to 10-week interval. 

Their study also demonstrated that the PSWQ was associated with related 
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personality measures to a certain degree. For example, it correlated positively with 

all three of the subscales of the Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein et al., 1975): 

Private Self-Consciousness, Public Self-Consciousness, and social anxiety (rs = .26 

to .38). A stepwise multiple regression also demonstrated that only the Worry 

subscale of the Reactions to Tests Scale (Sarason, 1984) predicted scores on the 

PSWQ, F(1, 84) = 52.58, r
2
 = 35.5%, β= .62, p < .001). Although demonstrating 

commonality, Worry has been identified as a construct that can be distinguished 

from other similar, anxiety-related constructs. In this study, I call the construct 

general disposition to worry, following the above-mentioned definition by the 

researchers who created the original instrument (Molina & Borkovec, 1994). 

However, some items on this instrument need to be modified. First, as was 

the case with the IAS, five items are negatively worded, so the polarity of these 

items was reversed. For example, item DW03, “I do not tend to worry about things,” 

was changed to “I tend to worry about things.” Second, the original scale had five 

response options, but a 6-point Likert scale is used in this study in order to 

eliminate a neutral option (Dörnyei, 2003). 

The translation and the refinement of language of this measure was the 

same as in the case of the RIAS. The expression to denote being worried chosen for 

the Japanese instrument is shinpai-da [心配だ]. The Japanese translation of the 

original Penn State Worry Questionnaire (Motooka, Tanaka-Matusmi, & Hayashi, 

2009) also used shinpai-da [心配だ] for being worried. The modified Japanese 

version of the PSWQ is shown in Appendix F. 
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The Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety 

The Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS-K) was developed 

in Korean by Kim (2000), and a Japanese translation was administered by Kimura 

(2008). The scale was created from three sources: the comprehensive literature on 

listening comprehension, descriptive data obtained from interviews of ESL/EFL 

learners about their experience of L2 listening anxiety, and two existing measures, 

Wheeless’ (1975) Receiver Apprehension Test and the Foreign Language Reading 

Anxiety Scale (FLRAS) (Saito et al., 1999). The instrument was designed to 

measure what makes L2 listeners anxious. It is focused on a single-skill domain, L2 

listening, and is therefore focused in scope, but it covers a variety of ways in which 

anxiousness is triggered and maintained by depicting a range of plausible mental 

processes implicated in L2 listening anxiety. At the same time, the scale excludes 

items concerned with behavioral responses and somatic reactions. The detailed 

characteristics of the FLLAS were described and discussed in the literature review 

section. 

The psychometric properties of the 33-item Korean instrument were 

presented in Kim (2000) and Kimura (2008). Kim (2000) administered the scale to 

238 Korean EFL students. The reported internal consistency coefficient 

(Cronbach’s alpha) was .90, and the test-retest procedure yielded a reliability 

estimate of .84 over 4 weeks. The convergent validity was examined in relation to 

the FLCAS, the FLRAS, and the Trait Anxiety Inventory (TAI) (Spielberger, 1983). 

The Pearson correlation coefficient was .71 with the FLCAS, .55 with the FLRAS, 
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and .28 with the TAI. These three correlations were all statistically significant, 

suggesting that L2 listening anxiety is related to L2 classroom anxiety and L2 

reading anxiety, but less related to general anxiety constructs. Divergent validity 

was also tested with the short form of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 

Scale (MSCD) (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). The results indicated that L2 listening 

anxiety was not significantly related to Social Desirability (r = -.09). Kimura 

(2008) also demonstrated that the Japanese version of the measure had a high 

internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimate of .91 (N = 452).  

The Japanese translation of this instrument was further refined for this study. 

Among 33 items, six did not load on any of the factors in either Kim (2000) or 

Kimura (2008), and so they were excluded from the instrument along with another 

item that concerned hearing people speaking in a low voice. That item was 

considered to be not specifically related to L2 situations. There were also some 

discrepancies between the two studies. For example, item TFA09, “I get nervous 

when I cannot listen to English at the pace I’m comfortable with,” clustered with 

the Self-Confidence component in Kim (2000), but with the Worry component in 

Kimura (2008). The difference might have been caused by subtle differences in 

meaning between the Korean and Japanese version, so the wording of the 

translation was fine-tuned in order to eliminate ambiguity. A smaller number of 

Japanese words to denote anxiety were chosen for the revised scale from the 

previous Japanese research (e.g., Motoda, 2005); Nervous [緊張する], worried [不

安だ], and upset [焦る] were the only adjectives used for the items in the Task-



 83

Focused Apprehension subscale in the new instrument, and such verbs as fear and 

frighten were excluded because they might connote arousal, which is more closely 

associated with physiological symptoms such as sweating and trembling. For the 

items to measure Self-Focused Apprehension, the Japanese expressions chosen to 

denote self-perceived difficulties were [難しい] and [苦手だ]. Both words connote 

people’s affective reactions when dealing with difficult problems and situations. 

Two items on listening test situations were changed to general listening settings 

(TFA02 and TFA06) based on the findings by In'nami (2005) among others, who 

stated that L2 anxiety and test anxiety should be differentiated. 

In addition, items TFA11 and TFA12 both loaded on Tension and Worry 

over English Listening in Kim (2000), but they constituted a separate, third factor, 

Anticipatory Fear, in Kimura (2008) as discussed in Chapter 2. Because the items 

were both ill-formed and double-barreled, the statements were modified to increase 

focus and clarity. A new item that describes a situation of listening to an L2 

conversation between two speakers was added to explicitly explore the 

interpersonal aspect of listening (SFA14). The resulting shortened 27-item measure 

was named the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (SSFLLA), 

and the items were grouped into two subscales designed to measure the 

hypothesized components, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused 

Apprehension (See Section I and Section II of Appendix A for the English 

translation and Appendix B for the Japanese version). 
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Dictation Test 

A dictation test was developed for this study to measure the English 

listening comprehension abilities of the participants in this study (Appendix G). For 

this study, I take a bottom-up view of listening skills (Richards, 2005; Rost, 2005), 

which states that listening comprehension starts with speech perception and word 

recognition. The dictation test is designed to measure how well each participant can 

identify and isolate separate linguistic elements, both content words and function 

words, in a stream of speech. In this sense, this test is a discrete-point test (Buck, 

2001). 

The test consists of 20 sentences, and each sentence has three successive 

blanks to fill in for a total of 60 blanks. Each blank is counted as one item. The 

three linguistic forms do not necessarily constitute a linguistically well-formed unit, 

so the dictation test is more an assessment of the participants’ word segmentation 

abilities, rather than their chunking skills, which depend on structural knowledge as 

well as aural word recognition skills. At the same time, the test is designed to 

assess more than phonemic discrimination or gap-filling. The sentences were read 

and recorded by a native speaker of American English. The speaker naturally 

connected the words into a smooth flow of language, and the speech includes such 

features of connected speech as word linking, and vowel and consonant reduction 

(Brown & Kondo-Brown, 2006). Those features make aural word segmentation 

difficult, and identifying those features constitutes an important element of bottom-

up L2 listening proficiency. 
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Using readability indices, sentence length, number of syllables per word, 

lexical frequency analysis, and sentence complexity estimates, the sentences were 

grouped into three levels of difficulty in order to measure all of the participants’ 

listening comprehension ability reasonably precisely (See Table 5). The average of 

Flesch reading ease score of the five easy sentences is 102.3, that of the 

intermediate difficulty sentences is 88.5, and that of the difficult sentences is 75.1. 

The ratio of the first 1,000 most frequent words to the total number of words also 

decreases as difficulty increases. The number of syllables in each sentence 

increases from 6.9 to 12.7, and then 16.2, and the number of syllables per word 

increases as well. Three sentences, one from each level, as well as a summary of 

the sentence analyses are displayed below. 

 

Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for the Dictation Test Sentence Groups 

  

Easy group 

Intermediate 

group 

Difficult 

group 

Average number of words 6.4 10.0 12.3 

Flesch reading ease score 102.3 88.5 75.1 

Flesch-Kincaid grade level 0.5 3.4 5.8 

Average syllables per sentence 6.9 12.7 16.2 

Average number of syllables per word 1.2 1.3 1.4 

1st 1,000 words 93% 90% 86% 

2nd 1,000 words 2% 9% 3% 

Other words 5% 1% 11% 

Reading speed 159.8 wpm 167.6 wpm 141.8 wpm 
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Easy sentence 1: Come (in) (and) (sit) down. 

Intermediate sentence 1: A lot of (people) (around) (the) world speak English 

fluently. 

Difficult sentence 1: Freedom of speech is the most (important) (thing) (in) a 

democracy. 

Moreover, because the sentence structure changes from simpler to more 

complex, the blanks become increasingly more challenging for the test takers to fill 

in correctly. Deleted items include those with inflectional and derivational 

morphemes. For example, sentence 3 in the intermediate group has a plural noun, 

dangers, which sounds similar to one of the words in the same word family, 

dangerous. The same sentence also has an adjective phrase, and the adjectival 

marker must be filled in by the test takers. (Intermediate sentence 3: Do you know 

about the (dangers) (associated) (with) smoking?) Sentence 4 in the difficult group 

has an embedded sentence with a relative pronoun, and an unstressed relative 

pronoun is one of the missing words. It is also followed by a verb with a third-

person ending. (Difficult sentence 4: The (addiction) (that) (affects) most people is 

said to be chocolate.) In sum, the test assesses participants’ parsing skills as well as 

word recognition skills. 

This test also includes features of integrative tests in that participants have 

to use more than listening skills to answer the test items correctly (Brown, 2005). 

For instance, as the participants listen to the sentences and write the missing words, 

their written word knowledge is involved because they must read the sentences 
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with blanks and recognize what words to fill in. According to Buck (2001), test-

takers are also required to structurally process the relationships among the 

linguistic elements while they are hearing sound sequences. His argument was 

based on past research by Oller and his colleagues (e.g., Irvine, Atai, & Oller, 

1974; Oller, 1971). For example, Irvine, Atai, and Oller (1974) demonstrated that a 

dictation test was correlated both with the listening comprehension sub-section 

score of the TOEFL (r = .69) and with the total score of the TOEFL (r = .69), and 

concluded that dictation taps comprehensive language knowledge. Oller (1971) and 

Oller and Streiff (1975) stated that dictation not only elicits data on appropriate 

sound perception and the correct spelling of the words but also makes test takers 

segment and analyze words and sequences of words and synthesize them to make 

sense of the sound sequence. However, the test is not designed to assess global 

dimensions of listening comprehension, affective or strategic aspects of listening 

comprehension, or interpersonal and cultural aspects. 

To address the issue of incongruence between word segmentation skills and 

spelling knowledge, each item is awarded a score of zero for no response or a 

wrong answer, one point for a partially correct answer, or two points for a fully 

correct answer. Mistakes on verbal inflections, plural markers, and spelling are 

counted as partially correct and scored as one. 

The test starts with instructions in Japanese, the participants’ native 

language, followed by an example. Each sentence is repeated twice with a pause in 

between: 3 seconds for the easy sentences, 4 seconds for the intermediate sentences, 
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and 5 seconds for the difficult sentences. After the second reading, a longer pause is 

inserted before the next sentence is read: 5 seconds for the easy sentences, 6 

seconds for the intermediate sentences, and 7 seconds for the difficult sentences. 

Those pauses are meant to provide time for writing the missing items stored in the 

test-takers’ short-term memory in the process of understanding the sentence, but 

not for conjuring up ideas about the meaning of the sentence or retrieving 

information from long-term memory. 

The reading speed of the easy sentence group was 159.8 wpm, that of the 

intermediate sentence group was 167.6 wpm, and that of the difficult group was 

141.8 wpm. The difficult sentences were slowest because their sentential structures 

were more complicated, and therefore had longer pauses within. For example, there 

was a long break between the subject, Freedom of speech, and the predicate, is the 

most important thing in democracy, in sentence 15, and there was also a long break 

between the main clause, The company employees have recently held a strike, and 

the following adverbial clause, because they didn’t get a pay raise, in sentence 19.  

These internal breaks made the difficult sentences slower. Audiobooks are read at 

150–160 words per minute, which is the range that people comfortably hear and 

vocalize words (Williams, 1998), and this listening test recoding was considered to 

be similar to the speed that the learners were familiar with. 
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Procedures 

Twenty university teachers separately administered a question sheet for 

demographic data, the three surveys, and the listening test (Appendix H) in 

November and December 2009 to the participants. The participants were informed 

that completing the questionnaires and the test was voluntary and the results would 

not be used as part of their course grades. The demographic data included school, 

major, year, gender, age, and nationality. The participants were also asked to write 

about any past experiences of studying English at a conversation school or a cram 

school as well as that of living and studying abroad (See Appendix H for the 

Japanese version and Appendix I for the English version). The items that make up 

the two subscales of the SSFLLA were randomized and administered as one section. 

The items that make up the other two questionnaires on general anxiety constructs, 

the RIAS and the RPSWQ, were randomized and placed in a separate section. The 

participants first filled in the demographic data and then completed two sets of 

questionnaires. The procedure took about 15 to 20 minutes. After completing the 

survey, the participants took the listening test. The listening test took about seven 

minutes to administer. 

During the same period, seventeen students who had participated in the 

pilot study conducted in June 2009 took part in a think-aloud session where they 

verbalized their thoughts in Japanese while answering the questionnaire items. 

Lunch time breaks were used for the meetings, and they were conducted in 

November and December 2009. For these sessions, the items in the two sections of 
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the SSFLLA, the RIAS, and the PSWQ were administered separately. At the 

beginning, I demonstrated think-aloud procedures on two mock items, and the 

participants practiced on two similar items. During the practice, I sometimes 

intervened to encourage them to say more or move on. The participants were asked 

to think aloud while reading the items aloud. At the end of the session, the 

participants had a chance to elaborate what they had said in answering the items. 

Sessions lasted from 12 to 27 minutes excluding the demonstration and practice 

time. 

 

Analyses 

Preliminary Analyses 

The following analyses were carried out as preliminary analyses of the data 

obtained from the three questionnaires (the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language 

Listening Anxiety Scale, the Revised Interaction Anxiety Scale, and the Revised 

Penn State Worry Questionnaire), the listening test, and the think-aloud protocol. 

First, the assumptions of the statistical analyses were checked for univariate 

outliers, multivariate outliers, normality, linearity, sample size, multicolinearity, 

and singularity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Second, an exploratory factor analysis (Gorsuch, 1983; Thompson, 2004) 

using principle axis factoring with SPSS Version 15 was conducted to investigate 

the factor loadings of the 58 items of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language 

Listening Anxiety Scale (Appendix A), the Revised Interaction Anxiety Scale 
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(Appendix C), and the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire (Appendix E). 

Based on the a priori hypothesis, three factors were rotated with Varimax rotation 

with Kaiser Normalization. 

Third, I inspected the dimensionality, reliability, and validity of the 

constructs using WINSTEPS 3.69.1.6. The dimensionality of the items was 

inspected using a Rasch principle component analysis (PCA) of item residuals; the 

fit of the items to the Rasch model was inspected, descriptive statistics for the 

Rasch item difficulty estimates and person ability estimates were calculated, and 

the Rasch item reliability, item separation, person reliability, person separation, and 

strata statistics were calculated. The procedure was repeated seven times; first, on 

the 58 items of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale, 

the Revised Interaction Anxiety Scale, and the Revised Penn State Worry 

Questionnaire; second, on the 16 items of the Revised Penn State Worry 

Questionnaire, which seemed to measure the most distinct construct among the 

three scales; third, on the 42 items of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language 

Listening Anxiety Scale and the Revised Interaction Anxiety Scale; fourth, on the 

15 items of the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale, which appeared to measure 

the more distinct construct of the two scales; fifth on the 27 items of the Shortened 

Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale; sixth, on the 13 items of 

Section II of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale; 

and seventh, on the 14 items of Section I of the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety Scale. The dimensionality, validity, and reliability of 
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the three scales (the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale, 

the Revised Interaction Anxiety Scale, and the Revised Penn State Worry 

Questionnaire) and the two subscales of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language 

Listening Anxiety Scale (Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused 

Apprehension) were inspected. 

Fourth, I examine whether the dictation test (Appendix G) discriminates the 

participants according to their listening abilities. The data were analyzed using the 

partial credit Rasch model. The dimensionality of the items was inspected using a 

Rasch principle component analysis (PCA) of item residuals; the fit of the items to 

the Rasch model was inspected, descriptive statistics for the Rasch item difficulty 

estimates and person ability estimates were calculated, and the Rasch item 

reliability, item separation, person reliability, and person separation were calculated. 

Lastly, the reliability estimates provided in this study cannot be generalized 

to other contexts because reliability is an interaction between (a) the items of the 

instruments and the test and (b) the respondents of this study.  

 

Think-Aloud Protocol 

Fourth, as a way to further examine the item functioning and validate the 

scales and the subscales from a different perspective, verbal protocols were 

collected and analyzed in order to better understand the mental processes that 

underlie the decision the participants made when they interpreted the items and 

chose a degree of endorsement for the items that made up the subscale. Verbal 

protocols are oral reports of participants’ thinking processes (Ericsson & Simon, 



 93

1993). The underlying notion is that it is possible to observe participants’ cognitive 

processes by prompting them to verbalize what is going through their minds 

because the information currently being processed is available in their short-term 

memory while they are engaged in a task. When thinking aloud, the accessible 

information is heeded and described by the respondents themselves either 

concurrently or shortly after the task, and therefore the verbalized data are 

considered accurate, valid, and reliable to some extent. For the present purpose, the 

self-report consists of a subset of the thought processes, and that although the data 

provide valuable information in my attempts to uncover key cognitive processes, 

the actual processing operations must be inferred. 

The technique has been a common data elicitation method in the social 

sciences, and one that has been adopted in the field of second language acquisition 

(Brown & Rogers, 2002; Faerch & Kasper, 1987; Gass & Mackey, 2000; Nunan, 

1992). For example, listening processes were explored through retrospective 

protocols in Goh (2002), where respondents talked about their thoughts 

immediately after the listening task. The researcher found that more skillful 

listeners utilized a wider variety of cognitive and metacognitive strategies than less 

skillful listeners. Wagner (2008) investigated how the nonverbal information in a 

video listening test influenced listening processes and aural text comprehension. 

During (a) the time for previewing comprehension questions before watching the 

video text, (b) the pauses inserted in the video text, and (c) the time for answering 

comprehension questions, the participants were asked to verbalize their thoughts. 
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The researcher found that test-takers were paying attention to non-verbal 

information such as hand movements, gestures, and contextual information, and 

that individuals varied to the extent to which they made use of non-verbal 

information embedded in the video. 

In this study, the participants were asked to talk aloud while working on the 

questionnaire items in their L1 (Japanese). The participants’ description of their 

thought processes helped me investigate the construct definition of L2 listening 

anxiety, identify the reasons that some items misfit the Rasch model, and establish 

the validity of the scales and subscales. The think-aloud data were tape-recoded, 

transcribed in Japanese, and translated into English on Excel spreadsheets 

according to the items and the scales. 

 

Research Questions and Data Analyses 

Research question 6 is “To what degree do students with high and low 

listening proficiency differ in terms of the two components of L2 listening anxiety, 

social anxiety, general disposition to worry?” I hypothesized that the high and low 

listening proficiency groups differ significantly in terms of the two components of 

L2 listening anxiety, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension, 

but not so in social anxiety and general disposition to worry because the first two 

constructs are L2 specific and related to L2 listening skills while the latter two are 

not. The participants were grouped into high and low listening proficiency groups 

using the dictation test results. A median split was used because the median is 
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unaffected by the skewness of the data. A profile analysis was conducted to 

examine whether the high and low listening proficiency groups show the same 

pattern for the four constructs. The independent variable was listening proficiency 

(two levels: high and low). The dependent variables were the Rasch person ability 

measures for the four scales. The alpha level was set at .05. For the subsequent 

pair-wise comparisons, the alpha level was set at .0125 (.05/4) to guard against 

committing a Type 1 error. 

Research question 7 is “To what degree do high and low social anxiety 

groups differ on L2 listening anxiety after controlling for general disposition to 

worry?” I hypothesized that the high social anxiety group differs significantly from 

the low social anxiety group on L2 listening anxiety, after controlling for general 

disposition to worry. L2 listeners’ concerns over their performance are partly social, 

and learners with higher social anxiety tend to feel higher degrees of L2 listening 

anxiety. I planned to conduct a one-way MANCOVA to examine the effects of 

social anxiety on L2 listening anxiety. The independent variable was social anxiety 

measured by the Revised Interaction Anxiety Scale (RIAS). The participants were 

grouped into high and low social anxiety groups using the Rasch person ability 

estimates of the RIAS. A median split was used because the median is unaffected 

by the skewness of the data. The covariate was general disposition to worry 

measured by the Rasch person ability estimates of the Revised Penn State Worry 

Questionnaire. The dependent variables were the Rasch person ability estimates of 

the two components of L2 listening anxiety, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-
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Focused Apprehension. However, the two components were correlated highly (r 

= .85) and a one-way MANCOVA was therefore inappropriate; instead, two 

repeated-measures ANOVAs (one for the high group and the other for the low 

group) were conducted to explore the relations of Self-Focused Apprehension and 

Task-Focused Apprehension with each other and in relation to two other anxiety 

constructs (social anxiety and general disposition to worry). The dependent 

variables were the means of the four constructs (Self-Focused Apprehension, Task-

Focused Apprehension, social anxiety, and general disposition to worry). For each 

ANOVA, the alpha level was set at .05, and for the subsequent pair-wise 

comparisons, the alpha level was set at .008 (.05/6) to guard against committing a 

Type 1 error. 

Research question 8 is “To what degree do high and low social anxiety 

groups differ on Self-Focused Apprehension after controlling for general 

disposition to worry?” I hypothesized that the high social anxiety group differs 

significantly from the low social anxiety group. Learners with higher social anxiety 

were hypothesized to feel higher degrees of Self-Focused Apprehension because 

this component of L2 listening anxiety is relevant to interpersonal concerns. I 

planned a one-way ANCOVA to answer this question; however, a preliminary 

analysis indicated that a one-way ANCOVA with high and low social anxiety 

groups as the independent variable, the Rasch person ability estimates of general 

disposition to worry as the covariate, and the Rasch person ability estimates of 

Self-Focused Apprehension as the dependent variable was inappropriate because 
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the relationship between the covariate and the dependent variable was significant 

and the differences on the dependent variable between the two groups varied as a 

function of covariate; instead, a one-way ANOVA with high and low social anxiety 

groups as the independent variable and the Rasch person ability estimates of Self-

Focused Apprehension as the dependent variable was conducted. The alpha level 

was set at .05. 

Research question 9 is “To what degree do high and low social anxiety 

groups differ on Self-Focused Apprehension after controlling for general 

disposition to worry?”  I hypothesize that the two groups do not differ significantly 

on Task-Focused Apprehension. The reasoning is that Task-Focused Apprehension 

is specific to concerns over L2 listening tasks and therefore does not have a 

statistically significant relationship with how socially anxious individual learners 

are. A one-way ANCOVA with high and low social anxiety groups as the 

independent variable, the Rasch person ability estimates of general disposition to 

worry as the covariate, and the Rasch person ability estimates of Task-Focused 

Apprehension as the dependent variable was conducted to answer this question. 

The alpha level was set at .05. 
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CHAPTER 4 

INSTRUMENT VALIDATION 

 

In this chapter, I answer the preliminary research questions. I first confirm 

the validity and reliability of the three instruments, the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety (SSFLLA), the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

(RIA), and the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire (RPSWQ), which are 

designed to measure L2 listening anxiety, social anxiety, and general disposition to 

worry, respectively. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to explore the 

hypothesis that L2 listening anxiety is a higher order construct that is made up of 

two components, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. 

Second, I examined the dimensionality of the hypothesized constructs using the 

Rasch rating scale model. Third, the data from the verbal protocol were utilized to 

assess the performance of individual items (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). Lastly, the 

validity and reliability of the dictation test was confirmed. 

 

Data Screening 

Prior to analyzing the data, the assumptions of the analyses were checked. 

First, 25 of the 1,177 participants did not complete more than half the items of one 

or more of the three sections: (a) 27 randomized items of the Shortened Scale of 

Foreign Language Listening Anxiety, (b) 31 randomized items of the Revised 

Interaction Anxiousness Scale and the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire, 
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and (c) the gap-filling dictation test (60-item test). Second, univariate outliers were 

checked. Sixty-seven participants displayed z-score values that were more than 

3.29 standard deviations above or below the mean (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

However, graphical displays indicated that 50 out of the 67 participants lay outside 

the relatively normally distributed groups on the five measures (Self-Focused 

Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension of the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety, the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale, the 

Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire, and the dictation test); they were 

considered univariate outliers and deleted. Third, multivariate outliers who had 

unexpected combinations of scores on the measures were identified using 

Mahalonobis distance; nine participants were identified as such and excluded. 

Lastly, another 58 participants had an infit mean-square statistic (infit MNSQ) over 

2.0 on two or more of the five variables measured in this study. Infit MNSQs over 

2.0 indicate unexpected answering patterns on items with difficulty estimates near 

the participant's ability estimate; such response patterns can degrade the quality of 

the measures (Bond & Fox, 2007; Linacre, 2009). However, 13 out of these 58 

participants demonstrated improved infit MNSQ statistics of 2.0 or less on one of 

the measures when one item for which they had a surprising response was 

temporarily deleted. This indicated that they did not display a widespread pattern of 

unexpected responses; accordingly, those 13 participants were retained and the 

other 45 participants were excluded. For the subsequent quantitative analyses, 

responses from 1,048 participants were used. 
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The Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety 

Preliminary research question 1 is, “As measured in this study, is L2 

listening anxiety unidimensional or made up of two constructs?” I hypothesized 

that L2 listening anxiety is a multidimensional construct composed of two factors, 

Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. The items in Section 

I of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety are designed to 

measure the first component, and those in Section II are designed to measure the 

second component. This research question was answered in three ways. First, an 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted to examine whether L2 listening anxiety 

is a “broad” (Linacre, 2009, p. 396) construct that is composed of two distinct but 

related dimensions, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. 

Second, the dimensionality of the items was inspected using a Rasch principle 

component analysis (PCA) of item residuals. Third, data from the verbal protocol 

were used to assess how well individual items were functioning. 

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis 

An exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring was conducted 

to investigate the factor loadings of the 58 items. Based on the a priori hypothesis, 

three factors were rotated with Varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization: 

although the three factors (L2Llistening Anxiety, Social Anxiety, and General 

Disposition to Worry) are all associated with negative affective reactions and 

hypothesized to be correlated, an orthogonal rotation is easier to interpret, given 
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that varimax maximizes the differences between the squared pattern/structure 

coefficients on a factor (Thompson, 2004, p. 42) and yields simple structure. The 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value was .97, and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant 

(p = .00), supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix. An inspection of 

scatterplots of the correlations between pairs of items did not indicate the presence 

of curvilinear relationships; thus, linearity was assured. The rotated solution, as 

shown in Table 6, yielded three interpretable factors. Twenty-seven items from the 

Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety loaded on the first factor, 

which accounted for 33.77% of the variance. All the measured items of the 

Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety were related to only one 

factor with loadings from .56 to .78; there were no cross loadings of .30 or above 

either on the second factor or third factor. Sixteen items from the Revised Penn 

State Worry Questionnaire loaded on the second factor, which accounted for 

13.29% of variance. Three items (DW06, DW14, and DW15) had cross loadings on 

the third factor. Fifteen items from the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

loaded on the third factor, which accounted for 3.78% of variance. Two items 

(SA01 and SA06) had cross loadings on the second factor. The three factors 

accounted for 50.84% of the variance. The factor solution indicated that L2 

listening anxiety is distinct from the general anxiety constructs, general disposition 

to worry and social anxiety. 
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Table 6 

Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Varimax Orthogonal Three-Factor 

Solution for the 58 Items of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening 

Anxiety, the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire, and the Revised Interaction 

Anxiousness Scale (N = 1,048) 

  Factor loading  

Item  Factor 1  Factor 2 Factor 3  Communality 

SFA01 .65    .43 

SFA02 .67    .46 

SFA03 .77    .61 

SFA04 .73    .55 

SFA05 .76    .59 

SFA06 .73    .56 

SFA07 .75    .61 

SFA08 .66    .45 

SFA09 .60    .39 

SFA10 .78    .65 

SFA11 .63    .44 

SFA12 .62    .42 

SFA13 .66    .44 

SFA14 .70    .55 

TFA01 .68    .52 

TFA02 .55    .32 

TFA03 .66    .47 

TFA04 .65    .45 

TFA05 .71    .54 

TFA06 .67    .49 

TFA07 .56    .40 

TFA08 .77    .54 

TFA09 .76    .63 

TFA10 .67    .52 

TFA11 .68    .50 

TFA12 .59    .39 

TFA13 .75    .61 

DW01  .51   .35 

DW02  .78   .66 

DW03  .68   .56 

DW04  .74   .67 

DW05  .74   .64 

DW06  .61  .37 .55 

DW07  .70   .57 

DW08  .67   .54 
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DW09  .73   .62 

DW10  .61  .42 .57 

DW11  .72   .61 

DW12  .61   .50 

DW13  .70   .55 

DW14  .73   .63 

DW15  .62  .39 .55 

DW16  .55  .33 .44 

SA01  .32  .45 .31 

SA02   .61 .46 

SA03   .61 .46 

SA04   .63 .48 

SA05   .70 .58 

SA06  .35  .70 .63 

SA07   .64 .49 

SA08   .55 .42 

SA09   .59 .42 

SA10   .76 .66 

SA11   .61 .51 

SA12   .46 .32 

SA13   .57 .43 

SA14   .63 .47 

SA15   .49 .32 

Eigenvalue 19.59  7.71  2.19   
% of variance 33.77  13.29  3.78   

 Factor correlations   
Factor 1      
Factor 2 -.34     
Factor 3 .64 -.38    
Note. Values < .30 were suppressed. Bold face indicated highest factor 

loadings. Items beginning with SFA are hypothesized to measure Self-Focused 

Apprehension; Items beginning with TFA are hypothesized to measure Task-

Focused Apprehension; Items beginning with DW are hypothesized to measure 

General Disposition to Worry; Items beginning with SA are hypothesized to 

measure Social Anxiety. 
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While the solution supported the claim that L2 listening anxiety is specific 

to L2 learning and communication and its links to general anxiety constructs are 

weak, it did not demonstrate the multidimensionality of the construct. To reconfirm 

the dimensionality of the L2 anxiety construct, a Rasch principle component 

analysis of item residuals of all 58 items on the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety, the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale, and the 

Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire was conducted. 

 

Rasch PCA of Item Residuals of the SSFLLA, the RIAS, and the RPSWQ 

To reconfirm the dimensionality of the L2 listening anxiety construct and 

examine the adequacy of the factor analysis, the results of three Rasch PCAs of 

item residuals are reported in this subsection. The first Rasch PCA of item residuals 

was performed on all 58 items that make up the SSFLLA, RIAS, and RPSWQ. If 

there is only one primary dimension, then the variance in the residuals should be 

uncorrelated (i.e., random). However, the expectation was that the residuals of 

items hypothesized to measure the same construct would be correlated, thus 

indicating the latent structure underlying the items. 

The Rasch model explained 42.3% of the item variance (eigenvalue = 42.5), 

and residual variance in the first contrast accounted for 12.2% of the variance 

(eigenvalue = 12.3). The extremely large eigenvalue for the first contrast indicated 

the presence of one or more secondary dimensions, as it was considerably more 
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than the 3.0 criterion (Linacre, 2009); thus, as hypothesized, the three combined 

scales did not measure a single, underlying construct. 

Table 7 shows the standardized residual loadings for the 58 items. All of the 

items with positive loadings listed in the left-hand column were designed to 

measure L2 listening anxiety although the items hypothesized to measure the two 

dimensions (Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension) of L2 

listening anxiety (SFA and TFA items) were mixed; all of the items with negative 

loadings shown in the right-hand column were designed to measure social anxiety 

and general disposition to worry (SA and DW items). Thus, the initial Rasch PCA 

of item residuals provided further support for the hypothesis that L2 listening 

anxiety is a unique construct that is distinct from the general anxiety constructs, 

social anxiety and general disposition to worry. 
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Table 7 

Standard Residual Loadings for the 58 Items of the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety, the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale, and the 

Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire 

  Difficulty Infit Outfit   Difficulty Infit Outfit 

Item Loading estimate MNSQ MNSQ Item Loading estimate MNSQ MNSQ 

SFA03 .62 48.5 .89 .88 DW10 -.53 53.2 .85 .84 

SFA05 .61 47.1 1.06 1.03 DW04 -.53 49.7 .86 .85 

SFA10 .61 49.2 .75 .74 DW09 -.53 50.8 .97 .99 

SFA04 .58 48.8 .98 .99 DW14 -.52 50.9 .95 .97 

SFA07 .57 50.0 .79 .79 DW07 -.52 51.9 1.09 1.11 

SFA06 .56 50.3 .88 .89 DW05 -.52 50.0 .93 .93 

TFA09 .56 48.4 .76 .75 DW15 -.51 53.4 1.03 1.01 

TFA13 .54 48.6 .76 .75 DW11 -.51 49.8 .97 .97 

TFA05 .53 50.0 .91 .90 DW02 -.49 49.2 .96 .98 

TFA08 .52 48.3 .83 .82 DW12 -.48 52.5 1.08 1.08 

SFA08 .52 50.8 1.07 1.13 DW13 -.47 48.1 1.14 1.10 

SFA14 .52 48.8 .93 .93 DW03 -.47 48.1 1.07 1.03 

SFA13 .51 49.7 .95 1.01 SA06 -.46 52.4 .80 .80 

SFA02 .51 48.9 .95 .98 DW08 -.46 48.6 1.11 1.09 

SFA01 .50 49.0 .89 1.01 DW06 -.44 48.8 .94 .93 

TFA01 .48 48.2 .80 .82 SA10 -.43 51.0 .95 .97 

TFA11 .48 52.1 .95 .94 SA11 -.43 53.2 .88 .94 

TFA03 .47 44.7 1.00 .96 SA05 -.41 50.7 1.00 1.01 

TFA06 .47 50.8 .91 .94 SA02 -.39 48.9 1.17 1.20 

SFA12 .46 49.5 1.21 1.24 SA07 -.38 50.1 1.16 1.18 

TFA04 .45 47.6 .90 .89 DW16 -.36 52.1 1.07 1.08 

SFA09 .45 50.1 1.58 1.59 SA03 -.34 53.6 1.06 1.05 

SFA11 .44 49.4 .98 .99 SA01 -.31 54.5 1.20 1.19 

TFA10 .43 49.3 .75 .75 SA13 -.31 51.2 1.28 1.25 

TFA02 .35 45.3 1.21 1.24 SA14 -.30 52.6 1.01 1.02 

TFA12 .35 49.7 1.19 1.26 SA15 -.29 51.2 1.35 1.42 

TFA07 .31 49.5 .87 .89 SA09 -.29 48.3 1.33 1.31 

     SA04 -.27 53.2 .98 .99 

     SA12 -.25 50.2 1.19 1.23 

     SA08 -.25 49.6 1.22 1.21 

     DW01 -.24 49.4 1.22 1.28 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. Items beginning with SFA are 

hypothesized to measure Self-Focused Apprehension; Items beginning with TFA 

are hypothesized to measure Task-Focused Apprehension; Items beginning with 

DW are hypothesized to measure general disposition to worry; Items beginning 

with SA are hypothesized to measure social anxiety. 
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As shown in the right hand column of Table 7 above, the items designed to 

measure social anxiety (SA items) clustered together with residual loadings less 

than -.46, and the items designed to measure general disposition to worry (DW 

items) clustered together with residual loadings above -.44 except DW16 (-.36) and 

DW01 (-.24). Thus, the items designed to measure general disposition to worry 

emerged as the most distinct among the three hypothesized constructs (L2 listening 

anxiety, social anxiety, and general disposition to worry). Because the majority of 

DW items had residual loadings > -.44 with the exceptions of DW16 (-.36) and 

DW01 (-.24), indicating that they plausibly form a single construct, these 16 items 

were analyzed next to confirm their dimensionality. 

 

The Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire 

Based on the findings reported in the previous section, a decision was made 

to analyze the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire items. This analysis also 

addresses preliminary research question 5, which is, “Is the Revised Penn State 

Worry Questionnaire a reliable and valid measure of individuals’ general 

disposition to worry?” This question is answered in two ways. First, the statistical 

characteristics of the items designed to measure this construct were inspected; the 

items’ dimensionality was examined using a Rasch PCA of item residuals, the fit of 

the items to the Rasch model was inspected, descriptive statistics for the Rasch 

item difficulty estimates and person ability estimates were calculated, and the 

Rasch item reliability, item separation, person reliability, and person separation 
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were calculated. Second, the data from the verbal protocol were analyzed to further 

validate the scale and help interpret the (in)consistent responses and the empirical 

item hierarchy. 

The PCA of item residuals showed that the Rasch model explained 57.4% 

of item variance (eigenvalue = 17.5) and the first residual contrast accounted for 

6.4% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.9). The eigenvalue of the first contrast is well 

below the 3.0 criterion proposed by Linacre (2009); thus, it suggests that the 

subscale measures a fundamentally unidimensional construct. 

The fit statistics of the items were inspected. All items except DW01 (If I do 

not have enough time to do everything, I worry about it) met the infit MNSQ 

criterion of .57-1.41, which was determined using two standard deviations from the 

perfect infit MNSQ value of 1.00 (McNamara, 1996). Item DW01 had an Infit 

MNSQ statistic of 1.61. The think-aloud protocol data indicated that when 

responding to item DW01, the participants thought of a variety of situations: 

homework assignments with strict deadlines, test items on high-stakes 

examinations, and the workload on their part-time job. Also, the quantifier, 

everything, made it impossible for them to consider all the possible situations they 

could think of. Because of its poor fit, the variety of different situations the item 

elicited, and the logical problem concerning the content validity, the item was 

deleted. 

The second Rasch PCA was conducted with the remaining 15 items. The 

Rasch model explained 62.3% of item variance (eigenvalue = 24.8) and the first 
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residual contrast accounted for 6.0% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.4). Another 

item, DW16 (I worry about projects until they are all done), was found to misfit 

the model with an Infit MNSQ statistic of 1.40 (the acceptable range was .68-1.32). 

The verbal protocol data revealed plausible reasons for the misfit. First, the item 

made some participants think about a specific project or projects they have worked 

on previously, but other participants had difficulty thinking of any project that 

made them worried. Second, the tendency to worry depends on the subjective 

assessment of the importance of the project, and it is unknown how the levels of 

worry the participants thought they had experienced are influenced by that 

particular assessment. Third, the phrase, until they are all done, seemed to make 

some participants indecisive and produce inconclusive or tentative responses. Karin, 

who described herself as easy-going, said, “I don’t worry, but I can’t stay calm, 

either.” [心配なわけでもないけど、冷静でもいられない。] Because of its 

poor fit to the Rasch model and the problems revealed by the participants’ 

responses in the verbal protocol, the item was deleted. 

The third Rasch PCA was conducted with the remaining 14 items of 

Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire. The results indicated that the Rasch 

model explained 63.6% of item variance (eigenvalue = 24.5) and the first residual 

contrast accounted for 5.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.3). As Table 8 shows, 

all items met the infit MNSQ criterion of .73-1.25. The point-measure correlation 

coefficients were acceptably high, as they ranged from .70-.80. The items were of 



 110

the same polarity and appeared to measure the same latent variable. The results 

supported the content validity of the instrument. 

 

Table 8 

Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the 14-Item Revised Penn State Worry 

Questionnaire 

Item 
Difficulty 
estimate SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ Infit t Outfit t 
Pt-measure 

correlation 

DW15 54.8 .2 1.06 1.03 1.5 .6 .74 

DW10 54.6 .2 .98 .98 -.5 -.4 .73 

DW12 53.5 .2 1.25 1.21 5.4 4.3 .71 

DW07 52.5 .2 1.04 1.03 1.0 .6 .75 

DW14 50.9 .2 .88 .92 -2.8 -1.9 .78 

DW09 50.8 .2 .88 .92 -2.8 -1.5 .77 

DW05 49.4 .2 .83 .84 -4.1 -3.6 .78 

DW11 49.1 .2 .92 .94 -1.9 -1.4 .77 

DW04 48.8 .2 .76 .78 -6.0 -5.2 .80 

DW02 48.1 .2 .88 .93 -2.9 -1.6 .77 

DW06 47.5 .2 1.16 1.27 3.5 5.2 .70 

DW08 47.2 .2 1.14 1.21 3.2 4.2 .72 

DW03 46.4 .2 1.04 1.08 .9 1.5 .74 

DW13 46.4 .2 1.08 1.09 1.8 1.8 .73 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The item difficulties ranged from 46.4 to 54.8 CHIPS with a mean of 50.0 

(SD = 2.8). The easiest to endorse items, DW13 and DW03, are general statements 

about worry. Kikun, responding to item DW3 (I tend to worry about things), said, 

“Yes. Even when I know I don't have to worry, for example, about friends.” [そう

ですね。心配なんかしなくていいってわかっているときでも。たとえば、

友達のこととかは。] Item DW13 (I notice that I have been worrying about 

things) concerned metacognitive awareness of their own worrying. Those 
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participants who strongly endorsed the item used the expressions such as “I do 

notice” and “I am conscious,” and Yuichi said, “Yes. I’m observing myself rather 

objectively (when I’m worrying).” [はい、自分をなんだか客観的に見てます

よ。] Another two items, DW08 (I find it difficult to dismiss worrisome thoughts) 

and DW06 (When I am under pressure I worry a lot), were also among the easiest 

to endorse. Item DW08 concerned the difficulty of dismissing worrisome thoughts. 

Mari said, “Worries stay in my mind for a long time,” [ずーっと心配ばかりして

るんですよね。] Ryoma responded, “Yes, I can’t get rid of worrisome thoughts 

from my mind.” [はい、頭から消せません。] Item DW06 specified a condition: 

under pressure. Mari said that her heart starts to beat fast when she worries a lot. 

Midori commented on her life history by talking about the consequences of feeling 

under pressure over a period of time. She said, “Yes, from the time when I was 

small. I feel pressured because I'm the oldest girl in my family. In high school, it 

exploded.” [うん、小さいころからずーっとプレシャーに感じてた。長女だ

ったからね。高校で爆発しちゃって。] Her remark implied that her general 

tendency to worry involves an interaction of her predisposition to worry and 

environmental influences and agreed with the view of personality traits as a product 

of genetics and social environment. 

Items moderately difficult to endorse (DW11, DW05, and DW14) mostly 

concerned the metacognition of worry. For example, item DW11 states, When there 

is nothing more I can do about a concern, I still worry about it. Mari commented 

on this item by repeating the wording of item DW14, another moderately difficult 
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to endorse item. She stated, “Once I start worrying, I can’t stop.” [心配しだすと止

まりません。] These items were followed by DW09 (As soon as I finish one task, 

I start to worry about everything else I have to do), which also denotes that worries 

continue to exist. Item DW04 included the quantifier, many; it was easier to 

endorse than the items expressing a stronger tendency to worry discussed below. 

The difficulty estimate of item DW02 (My worries overwhelm me) was rather low, 

48.2, although the word overwhelm implied that the person cannot control or deal 

with their worry. Ryoma talked about unfavorable consequences of worry when he 

said that worries make it difficult for him to make a reasonable judgment. For this 

reason, it could have been grouped with more difficult to endorse items, but the 

Japanese translation, atama-kara hanare-nai (頭から離れない) literally referred 

to persistent thoughts that will not go away. This wording could be the reason 

DW02 clustered with other items in the middle range that concerned the relative 

persistence of worry and the tendency to self-monitor when evaluating the situation. 

Items DW15, DW10, DW12, and DW07 were among the most difficult 

items to endorse. All these items involved such expressions as all, every, always, or 

all the time, and expressed excessive and persistent worry. Only respondents who 

experience continuous worry seem to have agreed with those statements. These 

items also denoted the uncontrollability of worry. It is worthwhile to note that some 

participants talked about changes in the tendency to worry when responding to item 

DW12 (I have been a worrier all my life). Ryugo said, “No, but the older I get, the 

more worried I become.” [違いますね。でも、大人になるうちに心配するよ
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うになってきました。] Natsumi said, “No, not really. The older I grow, the more 

worries I have. When I was young, I wasn’t obsessed with my worries.” [いえ、そ

んなことはありません。大きくなるにつれて心配事は増えきたかなあって。

小さいころは、心配事にとらわれるなんてことはなかったから。] 

Interestingly, Shinichi experienced the opposite. He said, “My personality has 

recently changed. When I was small, I was a worrier. What shall I do? What shall I 

do? But I don’t worry so much now.” [最近、性格変わったんです。小さいころ

は心配性だったと思います。どうしよう、どうしたらいいんだろう、って。

でも今はあんまり心配しません。] Although the tendency to worry is 

considered a personality trait, that is, a predisposition, some people’s tendency to 

worry seems to change over time. 

It is worthwhile to note that the verbal protocol data included a common 

way of coping in the face of worry. Item DW14 (Once I start worrying, I cannot 

stop) elicited similar statements from some of the participants. To cope with their 

persistent worry, four participants talked about their coping strategy. Midori talked 

to her mother, Ayaka and Yuichi relied on significant others, and Mari talked to her 

friends. These participants unequivocally mentioned one form of interpersonal 

behavior, self-disclosure, as a way to alleviate their feelings of worry. Kikun also 

said, answering DW02 (My worries overwhelm me), “When I'm alone, my worries 

don't go away, but when I'm with somebody else or talking to somebody, I can get 

away from my worries.” [ひとりでいると心配ばかりしちゃうけど、誰かとい
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たり、誰かと話したりしてると、心配事は忘れていられるから。] Those 

responses suggest that some people depend on others to ease their worrisome 

thoughts and that self-disclosure is part of interpersonal competence that helps 

reduce worry.  

In sum, the order of the item difficulty hierarchy overall makes sense as it 

reflects different levels of persistence, (un)controllability, excessiveness, and 

awareness of worry. These features are compatible with the definition of the 

construct of general disposition to worry (e.g., Davey & Wells, 2006). 

As Figure 1 shows, there is a good match between the participants’ ability 

estimates and item difficulty estimates although the standard deviation of the 

participants’ ability estimates (SD = 6.4) was more than twice that of the item 

difficulty estimates (SD = 2.8). The participants’ responses ranged from 22.9 to 

76.7 CHIPS, with a mean of 50.9. The items on the Revised Penn State Worry 

Questionnaire measured the participants with a high degree of precision. 

Next, the functioning of the rating scale categories was examined. Table 9 

provides a summary of the category structure of the six categories. Each category 

had more than 10 observations, the average measures advanced monotonically with 

higher categories indicating more of the latent variable, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistics were acceptable as they were less than 2.00 (Linacre, 1999). Each 

threshold distance was greater than the required 2.68 CHIPS for a 6-point scale. 
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Figure 1. Wright map for the 14-item Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire. 
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Table 9 

Summary of Category Structure of the 6-point Rating Scale of Penn State Worry 

Questionnaire 

Category Observed  Observed   Infit  Outfit Structure Category 
Label Count (%) Average MNSQ MNSQ Calibration Measure 
1 1346   (9) -9.0 1.25 1.29 NONE (-14.93) 
2 2096 (14) -4.7 .99 .98 -8.84 -7.61 
3 3290 (22) -1.3 .87 .91 -4.86 -2.29 
4 3482 (24) 2.0 .90 .98 .17 2.51 
5 2438 (17) 5.4 .92 .91 5.18 7.58 
6 1985 (14) 9.9 1.05 1.06 8.35 (14.59) 
Missing 35   (0) .7     

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The Rasch person reliability estimate was .93 and the person separation 

statistic was 3.54. The Rasch item reliability estimate was 1.00 and the item 

separation statistic was 17.47. Those results indicate that the 14-item Revised Penn 

State Worry Questionnaire is a reliable instrument for measuring general 

disposition to worry. 

 

Rasch PCA of Item Residuals of the SSFLLA and the RIAS 

Next, all items except those designed to measure general disposition to 

worry were submitted to a Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis. The Rasch PCA 

of item residuals of the 42 items showed that the Rasch model explained 44.3% of 

item variance (eigenvalue = 33.4), and the residual variance in the first contrast 

accounted for 11.5% of the variance (eigenvalue = 8.7). The first contrast indicated 

the presence of one or more secondary dimensions because the eigenvalue 
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exceeded the 3.0 criterion (Linacre, 2009); thus, as hypothesized, the 42 items did 

not measure a single, underlying construct. 

 

Table 10 

Standard Residual Loadings for the 42 Items of the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety and the Revised Interaction Anxiousness scale 

  Difficulty Infit Outfit   Difficulty Infit Outfit 

Item Loading estimate MNSQ MNSQ Item Loading  estimate MNSQ MNSQ 

SA10 .70 51.2 1.09 1.11 SFA10 -.52 49.3 .66 .65 

SA06 .66 52.1 .97 .97 SFA05 -.51 47.1 .92 .89 

SA05 .65 50.9 1.15 1.17 SFA03 -.50 48.6 .77 .75 

SA02 .61 49.0 1.35 1.37 SFA07 -.48 50.1 .71 .71 

SA07 .60 50.3 1.33 1.35 TFA09 -.45 48.5 .68 .67 

SA11 .58 53.6 1.06 1.17 TFA05 -.45 50.2 .85 .84 

SA03 .56 54.0 1.19 1.21 SFA06 -.45 50.5 .78 .79 

SA14 .54 52.9 1.12 1.15 SFA04 -.44 48.9 .84 .84 

SA04 .54 53.6 1.05 1.07 TFA13 -.43 48.6 .68 .67 

SA09 .52 48.4 1.47 1.45 SFA08 -.42 51.1 .99 1.02 

SA13 .49 51.4 1.45 1.42 TFA08 -.40 48.4 .75 .74 

SA15 .47 51.4 1.51 1.71 SFA02 -.39 49.0 .87 .88 

SA08 .44 49.7 1.37 1.36 TFA06 -.38 51.0 .86 .87 

SA01 .44 54.9 1.37 1.39 SFA13 -.38 49.9 .86 .89 

SA12 .43 50.3 1.35 1.45 TFA03 -.38 44.6 .91 .85 

     TFA01 -.36 48.3 .74 .74 

     SFA01 -.36 49.1 .80 .88 

     TFA11 -.36 52.4 .87 .86 

     SFA14 -.35 48.9 .82 .81 

     TFA04 -.33 47.7 .83 .83 

     TFA10 -.31 49.4 .72 .72 

     SFA12 -.30 49.7 1.19 1.12 

     SFA09 -.28 50.3 1.46 1.44 

     SFA11 -.28 49.6 .91 .90 

     TFA02 -.25 45.2 1.16 1.17 

     TFA12 -.22 49.8 1.15 1.20 

     TFA07 -.21 49.6 .88 .89 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. Items beginning with SFA are 

hypothesized to measure Self-Focused Apprehension; Items beginning with TFA are 

hypothesized to measure Task-Focused Apprehension; Items beginning with SA are 

hypothesized to measure social anxiety. 

 

Table 10 shows the standardized residual loadings of the 42 items. All of 

the items with positive loadings in the left-hand column were designed to measure 

social anxiety; all of the items with negative loadings in the right-hand column 

were designed to measure L2 listening anxiety although the items designed to 
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measure Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension of L2 

listening anxiety (SFA items and TFA items) were mixed. Thus, the analysis 

indicated that, as hypothesized, the items designed to measure social anxiety, 

measure an independent, fundamentally unidimensional construct; therefore, these 

items were analyzed next to confirm their dimensionality. 

 

The Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

Preliminary research question 4 is, “Is the Interaction Anxiousness Scale a 

reliable and valid measure of individuals’ social anxiety?” This research question 

was answered in two ways. First, the statistical characteristics of the items designed 

to measure this construct were inspected; the items’ dimensionality was examined 

using a Rasch PCA of item residuals, the fit of the items to the Rasch model was 

inspected, descriptive statistics for the Rasch item difficulty estimates and person 

ability estimates were calculated, and the Rasch item reliability, item separation, 

person reliability, and person separation were calculated. Second, the data from the 

verbal protocol were analyzed to further validate the scale and help interpret the 

(in)consistent responses and the empirical item hierarchy. 

The Rasch PCA of item residuals showed that the Rasch model explained 

51.6% of item variance (eigenvalue = 16.0) and the first residual contrast accounted 

for 6.7% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.1). The eigenvalue of the first contrast is 

well below the 3.0 criterion proposed by Linacre (2009); thus, it suggests that the 

subscale measures a fundamentally unidimensional construct. 
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The fit statistics of the 15-item Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale were 

inspected. As Table 11 shows, all items satisfactorily met the infit MNSQ criterion 

of .56-1.44. The point-measure correlation coefficients were acceptably high, as 

they ranged from .53-.77. The items were of the same polarity and appeared to 

measure the same latent variable. 

 

Table 11 

Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the 13-Item Task-Focused Apprehension Subscale 

(6-Point Scale) 

Item 
Difficulty 
estimate SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ Infit t Outfit t 
Pt-measure 

correlation 

SA01 53.8 .1 1.27 1.31 5.7 5.9 .53 

SA03 52.7 .1 .97 .96 -.8 -.8 .65 

SA04 52.3 .1 .90 .90 -2.5 -2.3 .65 

SA11 52.3 .1 .81 .83 -4.8 -3.9 .67 

SA14 51.4 .1 .91 .91 -2.1 -2.1 .66 

SA06 51.3 .1 .65 .65 -9.5 -9.1 .75 

SA15 49.8 .1 1.32 1.38 7.0 7.8 .58 

SA13 49.7 .1 1.27 1.24 5.9 5.2 .64 

SA10 49.5 .1 .65 .66 -9.6 -8.9 .77 

SA05 49.2 .1 .76 .79 -6.2 -5.3 .74 

SA12 48.5 .1 1.19 1.25 4.5 5.5 .59 

SA07 48.5 .1 .96 .96 -1.0 -1.0 .69 

SA08 47.8 .1 1.25 1.26 5.6 5.6 .63 

SA02 47.0 .1 .98 .96 -.4 -1.0 .68 

SA09 46.2 .1 1.19 1.17 4.4 3.7 .65 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The item difficulties ranged from 46.2 to 53.8 CHIPS, with a mean of 50.0 

(SD = 2.2). The easiest item to endorse, SA09, concerned (lack of) confidence in 

social skills. Confidence in interpersonal skills helps ease anxiety when talking 

with or being with people. Other easy to endorse items (SA02, SA08, and SA07) 
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denoted situations where the participants meet people they do not know. Hiromi 

responded to item SA08 (I would be anxious if I was being interviewed for a job), 

by looking back on her interview test to be admitted to university. She said, “Yes, I 

would. Definitely. The interview for entering this university made me very 

nervous.” [うん、絶対(緊張)する。大学に入るときの面接でも、すっごい緊

張した。] Natsumi imagined what she would encounter at job interviews and said, 

“It's a high-stakes situation. It’s about my future. I’ll definitely get anxious.” [はい、

その場の勝負ですよね。将来かかってるんで。きっと不安になります。] 

Kino talked about her physiological reaction, saying, “My knees will be shaking.” 

[膝ががくがくしてくると思う。] Her remark accords well with anxiety 

literature stating that anxiety is associated with cognitive, affective, and somatic 

symptoms (Leary, 1991, 1995 in the self-presentation theory framework; Sarason, 

Sarason, & Pierce, 1995 in cognitive interference theory framework). Seishiro, who 

chose 6 (Very true of me) for item SA02 (I do not usually feel at ease when I am in 

a group of people I don’t know), talked about his personality when he said, “Yes. 

(chuckle) I'm a nervous person even in ordinary situations.” [はい。(くすっと笑

う) 普通の状況でも緊張する人なんですよ。] Talking with an attractive 

member of the opposite sex (SA12) also easily made people anxious.  

Among the items moderately difficult to endorse, items concerning social 

situations stood out. Mari responded to item SA10 (I often feel anxious in social 

situations) by saying, “I feel pressured to think that I should make conversation 
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flow.” [会話を続けていかなきゃいけないと思うと、プレッシャーに感じま

す。] Participants reacted in different ways to item SA05 (Parties often make me 

feel anxious). Azusa and Sayo stated that they like parties and they do not become 

anxious while Hiroaki, Seishiro, and Ryoma do not like parties and they feel 

anxious on such occasions. Midori was specific about the kind of parties. She said, 

“When it's dark, I’m okay, but I’m not okay when it's well-lighted.” [暗ければオ

ッケー。だけど、やたら明るいとダメ。] Speaking over the phone (SA13) also 

made some respondents moderately anxious. One item that produced an array of 

intriguing responses was item SA15 (I seldom feel relaxed around people who are 

quite different from myself). Kino said, “Those who I think are not compatible with 

me make me anxious and uncomfortable.” [合わないなあ、と思う人だと不安に

なったり落ち着かなくなったりします。] On the other hand, Ryoma said, “It's 

rather that I get more nervous when I'm with people who are similar to me.” [むし

ろ、自分とおんなじような人の方が緊張しますけどね。] Karin, who is not 

socially anxious in general, said, “It’s a delicate matter.” [それは微妙なところで

すね。] Those responses indicate the complexity of interpersonal relationships that 

could have important implications for their social lives. 

The most difficult to endorse items concerned informal situations (SA01: I 

often feel anxious even in casual get-togethers). Being in the company of other 

people (SA11) and talking to a teacher (SA04) did not make most of the 

participants anxious. Somewhat surprisingly, speaking with a member of the 
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opposite sex (SA03) was one of the most difficult to endorse items. This might be 

because most of the participants were in a co-educational school. Sayo said, “No. If 

I was, I wouldn’t have boys as my friends.” [もしそんなだったら、男の友達な

んていないし。] Talking with someone in a position of authority did not cause 

many of the respondents to feel anxious (SA14). Kino and Ryoma said that those 

people definitely make them nervous while Ayaka mentioned that “It is easier 

when our relationship is clear. A boss and an employee have a socially established 

relationship. I feel secure because I only have to follow (social) norms like how to 

talk to them.” [関係がはっきりしているほうが、楽ですよ。上司と部下なら

社会的な関係がはっきりしてるじゃないですか。(社会の) 決まりに従えば

いいし、どうやって話せばいいかも (決まってるから)、安心ですよ。] 

Comparison with others (SA06: I am probably more anxious in social situations 

than most people) elicited both extremes. Ryugo gave a quick negative response, 

“I’m okay. Definitely!” [大丈夫です。ゼンゼン。] Midori was also quick to 

answer, but she agreed with the statement by saying “Compared with other people. 

Yes, it very often happens to me.” [他の人と比べたら。うん、よく比べちゃっ

てると思う。] Those responses demonstrated that the respondents were 

monitoring and evaluating their own social behaviors.  

Overall, the empirical item hierarchy is reasonable as it reflects different 

levels of familiarity, the formality of the situation, and the dynamics of 
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interpersonal relationships. Combinations of those factors appeared to affect how 

anxious the participants feel in social situations. 

As Figure 2 shows, there is a good match between the participants’ ability 

estimates and item difficulty estimates although the standard deviation of the 

participants’ ability estimates (4.3) was almost twice that of the item difficulty 

estimates (SD = 2.2). The participants’ responses ranged from 30.8 to 62.3 CHIPS, 

with a mean of 49.4. 
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Figure 2. Wright map for the 15-item Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale (6-

point scale). 
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Next, the functioning of the rating scale categories was examined. Table 12 

provides a summary of the category structure of the six categories. Each category 

had more than 10 observations, the average measures advanced monotonically with 

higher categories indicating more of the latent variable, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistics were acceptable as they were less than 2.00. However, the last threshold 

distance was .66 CHIPS and the first threshold distance was 2.55 CHIPS, both of 

which were less than 2.68 CHIPS required for a 6-point scale. 

 

Table 12 

Summary of Category Structure of the 6-Point Rating Scale of the Revised 

Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

Category Observed  Observed   Infit  Outfit Structure Category 
label count (%) average MNSQ MNSQ calibration measure 

1 1964 (13) -6.8 1.09 1.08 NONE (-12.74) 
2 2701 (17) -3.4 .94 .95 -6.36 -6.09 
3 3916 (25) -1.0 .90 .90 -3.81 -1.65 
4 3539 (23) 1.0 .93 .96 .45 2.08 
5 2002 (13) 2.9 1.00 1.02 4.53 6.06 
6 1561 (10) 5.2 1.10 1.14 5.19 (12.05) 
Missing 37   (0) .5     

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

To solve the problem, categories 5 and 6 were combined. Table 13 provides 

a summary of the category structure of the resulting categories. Each category had 

more than 10 observations, the average measures advanced monotonically with 

higher categories indicating more of the latent variable, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistics were acceptable as they were less than 2.00. Although the first and last 

threshold distances were less than the required 3.69 CHIPS (2.19 and 2.80 
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respectively) for a 5-point scale, the 5-point scale was used because the threshold 

distances advanced monotonically and the distances are closer to the criterion than 

those associated with the 6-point scale. 

 

Table 13 

Summary of Category Structure of the 5-Point Rating Scale of the Revised 

Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

Category Observed Observed Infit Outfit Structure Category 
label count (%) average MNSQ MNSQ calibration measure 

1 1964 (13) -5.5 1.07 1.09 NONE (-11.30) 
2 2701 (17) -1.9 .95 .97 -4.97 -4.52 
3 3916 (25) .9 .92 .90 -2.17 .06 
4 3539 (23) 3.2 .99 .98 2.48 4.55 
5 3563 (23) 6.3 1.08 1.09 4.67 (11.13) 
Missing 37   (0) 1.1     

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The PCA of item residuals for the Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

showed that the Rasch model explained 51.2% of item variance (eigenvalue = 15.8) 

and the first residual contrast accounted for 6.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.0). 

As Table 14 shows, all items satisfactorily met the infit MNSQ criterion of .58-1.46. 

The point-measure correlation coefficients were acceptably high, as they ranged 

from .55-.76. The item difficulties ranged from 45.9 to 54.1 CHIPS, with a mean of 

50.0 (SD = 2.3). The participants’ responses ranged from 32.1 to 67.7 CHIPS, with 

a mean of 51.3 (SD = 5.7). 
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Table 14 

Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the 15-Item Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale 

(5-Point Scale) 

Item 
Difficulty 
estimate SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ Infit t Outfit t 
Pt-measure 

correlation 

SA01 54.1 .2 1.27 1.37 6.0 7.0 .55 

SA03 52.9 .2 .96 .96 -1.0 -.9 .66 

SA11 52.5 .1 .80 .83 -5.3 -3.9 .68 

SA04 52.5 .1 .89 .90 -2.9 -2.1 .67 

SA14 51.6 .1 .93 .94 -1.8 -1.3 .67 

SA06 51.4 .1 .65 .65 -9.9 -9.0 .76 

SA15 49.9 .1 1.31 1.37 7.0 7.2 .58 

SA13 49.8 .1 1.26 1.22 5.9 4.6 .63 

SA10 49.4 .2 .68 .67 -8.7 -8.2 .76 

SA05 49.0 .2 .81 .79 -4.9 -4.7 .73 

SA12 48.4 .2 1.18 1.21 4.0 4.2 .58 

SA07 48.2 .2 1.05 1.01 1.1 .2 .67 

SA08 47.7 .2 1.28 1.27 6.0 5.0 .61 

SA02 46.7 .2 1.01 .95 .3 -1.0 .66 

SA09 45.9 .2 1.24 1.13 5.0 2.3 .62 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The Rasch person reliability estimate was .89 and the person separation 

statistic was 2.85. The Rasch item reliability estimate was 1.00 and the item 

separation statistic was 14.40. Those results indicate that the 15-item Revised 

Interaction Anxiousness Scale reliably measured the participants’ degree of social 

anxiety. 
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Figure 3. Wright map for the 15-item Revised Interaction Anxiousness Scale (5-

point scale). 

 

Rasch PCA of Item Residuals of the SSFLLA 

To explore the hypothesized multi-faceted nature of L2 listening anxiety, a 

Rasch principle component analysis of item residuals was conducted for the 27 

SSFLLA items. The Rasch model explained 53.5% of the item variance 

(eigenvalue = 31.0), and the residual variance in the first contrast accounted for 

4.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.7). Given that the first contrast was less than 
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the 3.0 criterion, the figure indicated that the two aspects of L2 listening anxiety 

plausibly form a single, unidimensional construct. 

However, as shown in Table 15, the Rasch PCA of item residuals also 

indicated a sharp contrast between opposing factors. When the eigenvalue of the 

first contrast is larger than 2.0 (Linacre, 2009), the differences between items that 

load positively and negatively on that contrast are considered substantive. Although 

the “criteria have yet to be established for when a deviation becomes a dimension” 

(p. 390) and “multidimensionality always exists to a lesser or greater extent” (p. 

395), the eigenvalue of 2.7 indicates that L2 listening anxiety is possibly composed 

of two related but distinct components as hypothesized. 

Table 15 shows the standardized residual loadings of the two measures. 

Eleven of the 13 items with positive loadings in the left-hand column were 

designed to measure Task-Focused Apprehension, while 12 of the 14 items with 

negative loadings in the right-hand column were designed to measure Self-Focused 

Apprehension. With minor anomalies (items TFA05 and TFA11 loaded with the 

SFA items and items SFA10 and SFA11 loaded with the TFA items), the two 

groups of items demonstrated a clear contrast of positive and negative loadings for 

the two hypothesized constructs. Also, the anomalous items displayed weak 

residual loadings of -.11 or less. To further investigate whether L2 listening anxiety 

is a multidimensional construct, only the 13 items designed to measure Task-

Focused Apprehension were analyzed. 
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Table 15 

Standard Residual Loadings for the 27 Items of the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety 

Task-Focused Apprehension Self-Focused Apprehension 

  Difficulty Infit Outfit   Difficulty Infit Outfit 

Item Loading estimate MNSQ MNSQ Item Loading  estimate MNSQ MNSQ 

TFA07 .59 50.7 1.15 1.17 SFA12 -.50 50.7 1.34 1.38 

TFA01 .47 48.9 .86 .85 SFA04 -.44 49.7 .92 .90 

TFA04 .44 48.1 .98 .97 SFA05 -.41 47.3 .91 .91 

TFA10 .43 50.4 .87 .90 SFA06 -.34 51.9 .86 .86 

TFA12 .42 50.9 1.45 1.50 SFA13 -.32 51.0 .99 1.06 

TFA06 .38 52.5 .98 .99 SFA03 -.31 49.3 .78 .76 

TFA13 .38 49.4 .74 .73 SFA14 -.28 49.7 .96 .94 

TFA09 .21 49.2 .73 .71 SFA07 -.25 51.4 .75 .75 

TFA02 .17 45.0 1.37 1.49 SFA09 -.21 51.6 1.76 1.75 

SFA11 .11 50.6 1.11 1.11 SFA01 -.19 49.9 .93 1.01 

TFA08 .05 49.0 .84 .91 SFA02 -.11 49.9 .99 .99 

TFA03 .01 44.2 .97 .89 TFA05 -.11 51.5 .94 .91 

SFA10 .01 50.2 .67 .66 TFA11 -.09 54.5 .94 .91 

     SFA08 -.07 52.6 1.09 1.10 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. Items beginning with SFA are 

hypothesized to measure Self-Focused Apprehension; Items beginning with TFA are 

hypothesized to measure Task-Focused Apprehension. 

 

Task-Focused Apprehension: Section II of the SSFLLA 

Based on the above analysis indicating that Task-Focused Apprehension 

and Self-Focused Apprehension are possibly independent constructs, the items 

designed to measure Task-Focused Apprehension were analyzed next. This 

analysis addressed preliminary research question 3, which is, “Is the Task-Focused 

Apprehension subscale of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening 

Anxiety reliable, valid, and fundamentally unidimensional?” The dimensionality of 

13-item Task-Focused Apprehension subscale was inspected with the Rasch PCA 

of item residuals. The results indicated that the Rasch model explained 57.4% of 

item variance (eigenvalue = 17.5) and the first residual contrast accounted for 6.4% 

of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.9). As the eigenvalue of the first contrast was well 
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below the 3.0 criterion proposed by Linacre (2009), it suggests that the subscale 

measures a single construct. 

The fit statistics of 13-item Task-Focused Apprehension subscale were 

inspected. All items satisfactorily met the infit MNSQ criterion of .60-.1.40. The 

point-measure correlation coefficients were acceptably high, as they ranged 

from .56-.76. The items were of the same polarity and appeared to measure the 

same latent variable. 

The item difficulties ranged from 44.0 to 55.5 CHIPS with a mean of 50.0 

(SD = 3.1). The items tapped into a range of levels of task-induced listening anxiety. 

The easiest items to endorse were TFA03 and TFA02. Item TFA03 (I worry that I 

might not be able to understand when people talk too fast in English) concerned 

speed of delivery, which was the most frequently mentioned source of L2 listening 

anxiety in Kim’s (2002) qualitative study. Authentic language includes many 

reduced forms and connected speech; both can make aural language processing 

more challenging, particularly when the speaker talks rapidly. Item TFA02 (When 

listening to English, I get nervous if I only hear a listening passage just once) 

concerned the lack of repetition of aural input. Vogery (1998) cited lack of 

repetition as a source of anxiety. In fact, Chang and Read (2006, 2008), who 

examined L2 listening anxiety reduction, demonstrated that repeating input helped 

reduce the listeners’ anxiety. Speed of delivery and opportunities for repetition are 

both related to input characteristics. 
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Table 16 

Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the 13-Item Task-Focused Apprehension Subscale 

of the Shortened Scale of L2 Listening Anxiety 

Item 
Difficulty 
estimate SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ Infit t Outfit t 
Pt-measure 

correlation 

TFA11 55.5 .2 1.13 1.12 2.9 2.6 .69 

TFA06 53.4 .2 .98 1.00 -.4 .0 .71 

TFA05 52.2 .2 1.11 1.10 2.4 2.2 .68 

TFA12 51.5 .2 1.40 1.41 8.2 8.2 .66 

TFA07 51.4 .2 1.06 1.06 1.3 1.4 .66 

TFA10 50.9 .2 .84 .87 -3.9 -3.0 .72 

TFA13 49.8 .2 .76 .74 -6.0 -6.1 .76 

TFA09 49.5 .2 .73 .72 -6.8 -6.9 .76 

TFA08 49.5 .2 .93 .99 -1.7 -.2 .69 

TFA01 49.3 .2 .84 .82 -3.9 -4.1 .72 

TFA04 48.4 .2 .93 .89 -1.7 -2.3 .69 

TFA02 44.7 .2 1.36 1.46 7.1 7.2 .56 

TFA03 44.0 .2 1.00 .92 -.1 -1.4 .62 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

Among the moderately difficult to endorse items, four properties that affect 

the levels of anxiety were identified. Difficulties with bottom-up listening, such as 

word knowledge and word recognition, constitute the first property. Meeting a few 

unfamiliar words (TFA01) and not comprehending key words (TFA13) made the 

respondents anxious. The second property concerned top-down listening, that is 

topic knowledge. Topic unfamiliarity (TFA04: When listening to English, I am 

nervous when I’m not familiar with the topic) and inadequate knowledge of the 

topic (TFA07: When listening to English, I worry I might have an inadequate 

knowledge about the topic) made listeners anxious. The third property concerned 

thinking time (TFA08) and the speed of the aural input (TFA09: I get nervous when 

I cannot listen to English at the pace I’m not comfortable with). These are listener-
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internal factors as opposed to the external factors described in TFA03 and TFA02 

discussed above (the two easiest items to endorse). The last property was the type 

of listening. Item TFA12 (I feel nervous when listening to a lecture in English) 

concerned lecture listening, and elicited mixed responses. Some participants had 

never listened to an English lecture, so they had to imagine the situation. Although 

some responded that lectures do not cause much anxiety because they are one-way 

communication, other respondents said that lectures were stressful because they 

had to understand the content of the lecture and retain the information for later use. 

The most difficult items to endorse were items TFA11 and TFA06. Item 

TFA11 (I am nervous when listening to my teacher speaking English) concerned 

teacher talk, and TFA06 (When listening to English, I get nervous when I don’t 

understand every word) concerned the belief that it is necessary to know every 

word to understand English. The participants were generally not affected by the 

belief, but Ayaka strongly agreed and responded to the item, saying “Listening to 

every word and adding up the meaning is my strategy because my grammar 

knowledge is at junior high-school level and I have to depend on my vocabulary 

knowledge in listening comprehension.” [ひとつひとつ (単語を) 聞き取って、

その意味を積み上げてくのが私のやり方で、だって、文法の知識は中学校

のレベルだから、聞き取るときは単語力に頼るしかないので。] 

One item, TFA05 (When listening to English, I worry I might have missed 

important information while I was distracted), deserves mentioning. Four 

participants talked about problems with concentration. Shinichi said, “It’s difficult 
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to keep concentrating.” [ずっと集中してるのは、大変です。] Mari gave an 

example of a testing situation, when she remarked, “Well, yes. When I lose 

concentration, and I don’t find my answer in the answer choices, I become worried.” 

[そうですね、はい。集中力をなくしていて、答えの選択肢の中に自分の答

えがないと、心配になります。] These listeners sometimes failed to internally 

generate motivation to attend carefully to the aural stimuli (Joiner, 1986). Item 

TFA05 had a difficulty estimate of 52.2 CHIPS and was the third most difficult 

item to endorse. More anxious L2 listeners are likely to become distracted and lose 

concentration while listening to the L2. 

In sum, the Rasch difficulty estimates for the items measuring this aspect of 

L2 listening anxiety indicated that the item difficulty levels proceed according to 

how listeners perceive L2 listening tasks, from 44.0 to 55.5 CHIPS. 

As Figure 4 shows, there was a good match between the participants’ ability 

estimates (range = 28.8 to 76.7 CHIPS; M = 53.5) and item difficulty estimates 

(range = 44.0 to 55.5 CHIPS; M = 50.0), although the standard deviation of the 

participants’ ability estimates (5.8) was almost twice that of the item difficulty 

estimates (3.1). The 13-item Task-Focused Apprehension subsection measured the 

participants reasonably precisely. 
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Figure 4. Wright map for the 13-item Task-Focused Apprehension subscale of the 

Shortened Scale of L2 Listening Anxiety. 

 

Next, the functioning of the rating scale categories was examined. Table 17 

provides a summary of the category structure of the six categories. Each category 

had more than 10 observations, the average measures advanced monotonically with 
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higher categories indicating more of the latent variable, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistics were acceptable as they were less than 2.00. Each threshold distance was 

greater than the required 2.68 CHIPS for a 6-point scale. 

 

Table 17 

Summary of Category Structure of the 6-Point Rating Scale of the Shortened Scale 

of L2 Listening Anxiety 

Categor

y 
Observed  Observed   Infit  Outfit Structure Category 

label count (%) average MNSQ MNSQ calibration measure 
1 632   (5) -7.0 1.44 1.56 NONE (-14.76) 
2 1279   (9) -3.6 .98 1.01 -8.60 -7.62 
3 2625 (19) -.4 .90 .89 -4.99 -2.48 
4 3659 (26) 2.6 .89 .91 -.31 2.37 
5 2951 (21) 6.0 .94 .91 5.21 8.06 
6 2733 (20) 10.8 1.00 1.01 8.69 (14.87) 
Missing 31   (0) 1.2     

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The Rasch person reliability estimate was .89 and the person separation 

statistic was 2.91. The Rasch item reliability estimate was 1.00 and the item 

separation statistic was 18.27. Those results indicate that the 13-item Task-Focused 

Apprehension subscale reliably measured the task-inducing aspect of L2 listening 

anxiety. To confirm the dimensionality of the other component of L2 listening 

anxiety, 14 items designed to measure Self-Focused Apprehension are analyzed in 

the next section. 
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Self-Focused Apprehension: Section I of the SSFLLA 

Preliminary research question 2 is, “Is the Self-Focused Apprehension 

subscale of the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety reliable, 

valid, and fundamentally unidimensional?” The dimensionality of the 14-item Self-

Focused Apprehension subscale was inspected with the Rasch PCA of item 

residuals. The results indicated that the Rasch model explained 51.4% of item 

variance (eigenvalue = 14.8) and the first residual contrast accounted for 6.7% of 

the variance (eigenvalue = 1.9). The eigenvalue of the first contrast is well below 

the 3.0 criterion proposed by Linacre (2009); thus it suggests that the subscale 

measures a single construct. 

The Rasch fit statistics of the 14-item Self-Focused Apprehension subscale 

were inspected. All items except SFA09 met the infit MNSQ criteria of .49-1.49. 

Item SFA09 (I would rather not listen to English) had an Infit MNSQ statistic of 

1.77. The item denotes the lack of a desire to listen to English, and as such, it 

probably did not tap into the anxiety construct. One participant, Kino, after 

laughing deprecatingly, modestly expressed her aversion to listening to English, 

saying, “Because I don’t particularly like to listen to English, I'd appreciate it if it’s 

in Japanese.” [英語を聞くのが特に好きってわけじゃないので、日本語だと

助かりますね。] Some other participants also verbalized reluctance to listen to 

English. For example, Seishirou said, “No. I don’t understand English. If possible, 

I'd rather listen to people talk in Japanese.” [いいえ。英語はわかりません。で

きれば、話しは日本語で聞きたいです。] On the other hand, Azusa, who chose 
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1 (not at all true of me) for this item, talked about enjoying listening to English. 

She said, “It's fun to listen to what people have to say in English. I'm listening 

carefully when some foreign language is spoken, for example, in trains, whatever 

the language is.” [英語で話してるのを聞くのは楽しいですよ。外国語が聞こ

えてくると耳をダンボにしちゃってます。電車の中とか。(英語に限らず) 

何語でもです。] Item SFA09 was deleted because it misfit the model and referred 

to a dislike of listening to English rather than anxiety. The protocol data also 

supported this decision. 

A second Rasch analysis was conducted with the remaining 13 items of the 

Self-Focused Apprehension subscale. The results indicated that the Rasch model 

explained 52.8% of item variance (eigenvalue = 14.6) and the first residual contrast 

accounted for 6.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.9). As Table 18 shows, all 

items met the infit MNSQ criterion of 60-1.44. The point-measure correlation 

coefficients were acceptably high, as they ranged from .64-.75. The items were of 

the same polarity and appeared to measure the same latent variable effectively. 

The item difficulties ranged from 46.6 to 52.6 CHIPS, with a mean of 50.0 

(SD = 1.4). The items tapped into a range of levels of the self-conscious aspect of 

anxiety. The easiest items to endorse were SFA05 and SFA03, which concerned the 

participants’ (lack of) confidence in L2 listening. Item SFA03 (I am not confident 

in listening to English without a chance to read the transcription of speech) made 

learning L2 listening in instructional EFL contexts stand out: Written transcripts 

play a crucial role in learning to listen to L1. Yuichi said, “I'm not confident. A 
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transcript makes a difference (in learning). Sometimes, my guess is totally wrong.” 

[自信はないです。トランススクリプトがあれば違うでしょうね。全く違う

こと想像しちゃってることありますから。] 

 

Table 18 

Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the 13-Item Self-Focused Apprehension Subscale of 

the Shortened Scale of L2 Listening Anxiety 

Item 
Difficulty 
estimate SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ Infit t Outfit t 
Pt-measure 

correlation 

SFA08 52.6 .2 1.16 1.17 3.6 3.7 .69 

SFA06 51.8 .2 .93 .92 -1.8 -1.8 .73 

SFA07 51.2 .2 .82 .83 -4.3 -4.1 .75 

SFA13 50.8 .2 .98 1.01 -.6 .2 .69 

SFA12 50.5 .2 1.29 1.31 6.2 6.4 .67 

SFA11 50.3 .2 1.27 1.29 5.8 6.0 .64 

SFA10 49.8 .2 .84 .83 -4.2 -4.2 .74 

SFA01 49.5 .2 .91 .96 -2.1 -1.0 .67 

SFA02 49.4 .2 1.08 1.07 1.8 1.5 .66 

SFA04 49.4 .2 .96 .95 -.0 -1.1 .72 

SFA14 49.3 .2 1.04 1.02 1.0 .5 .70 

SFA03 48.8 .2 .78 .77 -5.5 -5.5 .75 

SFA05 46.6 .2 .88 .90 -2.9 -2.1 .73 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The items concerning perceived difficulties in listening to a foreign 

language (SFA14, SFA04, SFA02, SFA01, SFA11, and SFA13) were moderately 

difficult to endorse. The situation described in item SFA14 was conversations: I 

have difficulty understanding conversations between two people speaking English. 

Ayaka said, “It's okay when they’re exchanging information. That's fine with me, 

but I might have to be involved (in the conversation) later. They might ask, "What 
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about you?" Then I really get confused.” [他の人たちが情報交換している分に

は大丈夫ですよ。それはいいんです。でも後から(自分が)関わらなきゃい

けないかもしれないじゃないですか。「どう思う？」なんて聞かれたりし

て。そうなったら混乱しちゃいますよ、そりゃあ。] Item SFA04 (I have 

difficulty in understanding instructions given orally in English) concerned 

understanding classroom instructions. Kikun said, “It’s difficult for me, sometimes. 

It depends on who is around me at that particular time,” [大変なときも、あるか

なあ。その時、周りに誰がいるかにもよるし。], and she made it clear that her 

concerns were social because it is embarrassing if she does not understand the 

instruction while other students do. Item SFA02 (It is difficult to differentiate 

individual English words) described difficulty in word recognition. Because there 

are often no clear word boundaries in spoken language, recognizing known words 

is sometimes difficult. Items SFA01 and SFA11 concerned the difficulty of making 

guesses: Listening fluency makes use of an array of listening strategies to make 

guessing possible. Item SFA13 (It often happens that I do not understand what 

English speakers say although I know the words) describes incomprehension of the 

aural information despite word knowledge. This item divided the verbal protocol 

participants into two distinct groups. Midori and others took one side: “Not true of 

me. I do understand. I get the gist, but I don’t think I know all the words.” [当ては

まりません。わかりますから。大体のことはわかるけど、全部単語を知っ

ているってわけじゃない。] Natsumi and a few other respondents took the other 
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side: “It often happens, yes. I know the words, but I don’t know what the person 

means. Yes, it happens.” [よくあります、はい。この単語は知ってるのに、何

の話かわからないとき。] Item SFA12 (English stress and intonation patterns 

are not familiar to me), which had a difficulty estimate of 50.5, referred to 

unfamiliar prosodic features as a source of anxiety. Unfamiliar sound properties 

were reported to be one of the sources of anxiety in L2 listening in past descriptive 

studies by Vogely (1994) and Kim (2002). Paralinguistic information in aural input 

provides important cues for listeners, but it can also cause difficulty. Kino 

compared herself with other more experienced students when she said, “Certainly. 

Those who have experience living abroad or studying abroad are amazing.” [その

とおりですね。留学してた人とか、すごいですよね。] Kikun pointed out 

that part of the difficulty with intonation lies in the variation in spoken language 

(accents and dialects). It is noteworthy that the unfamiliarity raised the participants’ 

sense self-consciousness rather than increasing their task-related apprehensiveness. 

Two items referring to confusion in processing aural input in the foreign 

language were more difficult to endorse. Item SFA07 (I get confused when 

listening for important information in English) referred to receiving important 

information in the L2. Midori said, “Important? Yes, I get nervous, too, I get 

impatient, and I miss what is being said.” [大事な？ うん、不安にもなって、

落ち着かなくなって、で、言ってること聞き逃しちゃうんですよね。] Item 

SFA06 (I often get so confused that I cannot remember what I have heard in 

English) concerned remembering information in the L2. Kino confessed, “Yes, 
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certainly. I get confused just because it's not in Japanese.” [はい、そのとおりで

す。日本語じゃないんだもん、混乱しちゃいますよね。] Another item, 

SFA10 (I get confused when listening for new information), was easier to endorse 

than items SFA07 and SFA06, but also concerned confusion. 

The most difficult to endorse item, SFA08 (When listening to English, I 

often end up translating word by word without understanding what I’m listening to) 

expressed helplessness in comprehending the message even though the listener is 

attending to the aural input. Hiromi mentioned her difficulty with top-down 

approaches by saying, “I (am trying to) pay attention to every single word, and I 

got (stuck).” [一個ずつ注意して (聞こうとして)、で（詰まってしまう）。] 

Kino also said, “It’s really very true of me. (chuckle) I can’t move on when I don’t 

understand each word.” [まさにそのとおりです。(くすっと笑う) 一個一個わ

からないと、先に進めなくて。] They both chose 6 (Very true of me) for that 

item. On the other hand, Azusa, who chose 1 (Not at all true of me), said, “No, it's 

rather that I don’t understand every word, but I can get the overall meaning. (Even) 

when I do not understand, I'm not doing it (translating word by word).” [むしろ、

ひとつひとつはわからないけど、だいたいの意味はわかる。わかってない

ときでも、そんなことは (一語一語訳することは) してません。] This item 

highlighted individual differences, as revealed by the participants’ verbal protocol 

responses. 
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In sum, the Rasch difficulty estimates for the items measuring this aspect of 

L2 listening anxiety indicated that Self-Focused Apprehension proceeds from a 

lack of confidence, to the perception of difficulty, and to confusion and 

helplessness, with the specific focus on how L2 listening affects learners’ 

conscious self-monitoring. 

As Figure 5 shows, the mean of the person ability estimates (53.1) was 

slightly higher than that of the item difficulty estimates (50.0); the person ability 

estimates varied a great deal (range = 28.2 to 76.1 CHIPS; SD =  5.8) while the 

item difficulty estimates displayed less variance (range = 46.6 to 52.6 CHIPS; SD = 

1.4). 

Next, the functioning of the rating scale categories was examined. Table 19 

provides a summary of the category structure of the six categories. Each category 

had more than 10 observations, the average measures advanced monotonically with 

higher categories indicating more of the latent variable, and the Outfit MNSQ 

statistics were acceptable as they were less than 2.00. Each threshold distance was 

greater than the required 2.68 CHIPS for a 6-point scale. 

The Rasch person reliability estimate, which reflects the consistency of 

person ordering, was .90 and the person separation statistic was 3.03. The Rasch 

item reliability estimate was .99, and the item separation statistic was 8.35. These 

results indicate that the 14-item Self-Focused Apprehension subscale is a reliable 

instrument for measuring the self-focused aspect of L2 listening anxiety. 
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Figure 5. Wright map for the 13-item Self-Focused Apprehension Subscale of the 

Shortened Scale of L2 Listening Anxiety. 
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Table 19 

Summary of Category Structure of the 6-Point Rating Scale of Self-Focused 

Apprehension Subscale of the Shortened Scale of L2 Listening Anxiety 

Category Observed  Observed   Infit  Outfit Structure Category 
label count (%) average MNSQ MNSQ calibration measure 

1 405   (3) -6.1 1.25 1.23 NONE (-16.01) 
2 1379 (10) -3.3 .99 .99 -10.10 -8.20 
3 3173 (23) .0 .91 .92 -5.08 -2.27 
4 3803 (28) 2.8 .95 .99 .66 2.92 
5 2701 (20) 5.7 .95 .93 5.73 8.07 
6 2142 (16) 9.4 1.02 1.03 8.80 (15.06) 
Missing 21   (0) -.5     

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

Summary of the Analyses of Four Anxiety Scales 

To recapitulate, the EFA demonstrated that all the items of the SSFLLA 

measure one factor, L2 Listening Anxiety, which was differentiated from the other 

two factors, Social Anxiety and General Disposition to Worry. This result was 

partly confirmed by the subsequent Rasch PCA of item residuals, which indicated 

that L2 listening anxiety is differentiated from social anxiety and general 

disposition to worry, and that it is a higher-order construct that is composed of two 

dimensions, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. 

 

The Dictation Test 

In this subsection, I examine the dictation test using the partial credit Rasch 

model. In this analysis, the dimensionality of the instrument was determined using 

a Rasch PCA of item residuals, participants’ answers on the test, and verbal 

protocol data. The statistical characteristics of the items designed to measure this 
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construct were inspected; the items’ dimensionality was examined using a Rasch 

PCA of item residuals, the fit of the items to the Rasch model was inspected, 

descriptive statistics for the Rasch item difficulty estimates and person ability 

estimates were calculated, and the Rasch item reliability, item separation, person 

reliability, and person separation were calculated. 

 

Dimensionality 

The dimensionality of the 60-item dictation test was inspected with the 

Rasch PCA of item residuals. The results indicated that the Rasch model explained 

56.2% of item variance (eigenvalue = 76.8) and the first residual contrast accounted 

for 1.8% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.5). The eigenvalue of the first contrast is 

well below the 3.0 criterion proposed by Linacre (2009); thus, it suggests that the 

dictation test measures a single dominant construct. 

Gap-filling dictation tests, most importantly, tap into listeners’ word 

recognition skills, which are “the basis of spoken-language comprehension” (Rost, 

2002, p. 20). In fact, one of the essential subskills of listening is segmenting speech 

while recognizing words online without access to blank spaces between them as in 

written language (Cutler, 1998). Computational models of language perception and 

language learning are based, first and foremost, on word recognition (Brent, 1999). 

As such, word recognition is the most prominent area of difficulty for L2 listeners, 

particularly those whose L1 phonology differs significantly from the L2 

phonological system. Rost and Ross (1991) reported that beginning and 
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intermediate L2 listeners stated that word recognition is often the most problematic 

process in listening. A participant in the present study made the following mistake 

for Sentence 10. 

Correct: Do you know about the (danger) (associated) (with) smoking? 

Incorrect: Do you know about the (dangerous) (your) (health) smoking? 

The listener was unable to identify the word boundary between danger and 

associated, and possibly resorted to a compensatory strategy, such as activating 

familiar schemas in search of target words: Erroneous word recognition occurred. 

Ayaka recounted her experience in responding to item SFA02 (It is difficult to 

differentiate individual English words) as follows: “It depends on speed, but it also 

depends on whether a word I know comes (and I can recognize it). Sometimes, I 

think of one particular word and it actually turns out to be quite another, and my 

interpretation collapses.” [早さにもよりますけど。自分の知ってる単語が来る

かどうか(次第)ですね。あの単語かなあ、と思うときもありますけど、ぜ

んぜん別の(単語)だったりすると、(解釈は)こけちゃいますね。] Based on 

the past literature and the present data, it appears that the dictation test tapped into 

an essential component of listening competence. 

However, dictation requires listeners not only to analyze speech into chunks 

but also to synthesize the information from the recognized chunks to arrive at the 

meaning of the speech (Neisser, 1967). Processing the language successfully 

requires syntactic processing, as the incoming speech must be mapped onto 

appropriate grammatical structures. Listeners draw upon a set of grammatical and 
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semantic cues when engaged in form-function mapping (Rost, 2002). Two 

examples of trial-and-error syntactic processing, which Oller and Streiff (1975) 

called a creative error, can be found in the dictation test data. The first example 

concerns Sentence 9. 

Correct: You should go and see a doctor (when) (you) (feel) sick. 

Incorrect: You should go and see a doctor (while) (you) (are) sick. 

In the example above, the participant failed to correctly recognize the words 

but succeeded in syntactic processing on the first and third target words when she 

guessed that there should be an adverbial clause after the sequence “You should go 

and see a doctor” and that the adverbial clause would denote time. She also 

correctly guessed that there must be a connecting verb between you and sick. 

Another example concerns Sentence 17. 

Correct: They must be hungry (and) (exhausted) (after) a long day of work. 

Incorrect: They must be hungry (and) (thirsty) (after) a long day of work. 

In this example, the participant used both syntactic and semantic cues: She 

failed to identify the word, exhausted, but knew that some adjectival should occur 

in the gap. She also inferred an appropriate gap in meaning from the context: 

People can get both hungry and thirsty when they have worked a long time.  

In comprehending language, people link utterances to structurally 

appropriate patterns through inferencing (Oller, 1971). Skillful language users are 

able to infer the meaning of the message because they have developed a grammar 

of expectancy, an internalized system of usage-based grammar, by which they 
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formulate hypotheses about meaning based on recognized language units and 

structural patterns while analyzing and synthesizing information sequentially. The 

data indicate that the gap-filling dictation actively involved test takers in using both 

semantic and syntactic cues in a search for meaning. 

 

Rasch Descriptive Statistics 

The fit statistics of the 60-item dictation test were inspected. All items 

except two, D32 and D51, satisfactorily met the infit MNSQ criterion of .70-1.30. 

Item D32, at, which appeared in the sentence, I met some friendly students on the 

first (day) (at) (school), had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.51. The word is not 

stressed and is almost inaudible. The most common incorrect answer was of, which 

makes the sentence meaningful and is grammatically correct. It was likely that the 

item had unexpected responses because some more able students missed the item 

while some less able students guessed it correctly. Because of its poor fit to the 

model, the item was deleted. 

The second Rasch analysis was conducted with the remaining 59 items. The 

PCA of item residuals showed that the Rasch model explained 57.1% of item 

variance (eigenvalue = 78.4) and the first residual contrast accounted for 1.9% of 

the variance (eigenvalue = 2.5). Item D51, after, which was outside the appropriate 

range in the first analysis as well, had an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.46 and was still 

identified as misfitting because it did not meet the infit MNSQ criterion of .73-1.29. 

D51 was tested in the sentence, They must be hungry (and) (exhausted) (after) a 
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long day of work. The word was pronounced clearly, but it is possible that some 

participants who were able, but who struggled with the previous word, exhausted, 

could not understand or retain the word while some less able students, who failed to 

process one or both of the first two missing words, wrote the word correctly. The 

item displayed excessive randomness, and was therefore deleted. 

The third Rasch analysis was conducted with the remaining 58 items. The 

PCA of item residuals showed that the Rasch model explained 58.0% of item 

variance (eigenvalue = 80.0) and the first residual contrast accounted for 1.8% of 

the variance (eigenvalue = 2.6). At this point, another item, D49, and, was found to 

be misfitting with an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.32; it did not meet the infit MNSQ 

criterion of .75-1.27. The item appeared in the same sentence as item D51, They 

must be hungry (and) (exhausted) (after) a long day of work. The word was 

unstressed as it occurred between the content words, hungry and exhausted. The 

two other items, D02 and D20, also tested the participants’ ability to accurately 

perceive and, but they fit the model well with infit MNSQ statistics of .89 and .99, 

respectively. Although the reason for the randomness was not clear, D49 was 

deleted. 

The fourth Rasch analysis was conducted with the remaining 57 items. The 

PCA of item residuals showed that the Rasch model explained 58.7% of item 

variance (eigenvalue = 81.0) and the first residual contrast accounted for 1.9% of 

the variance (eigenvalue = 2.6). As Table 20 shows, all the items met the infit 

MNSQ criterion of 77-1.25. The item difficulties ranged from 37.7 to 63.9 CHIPS, 
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with a mean of 50.0 (SD = 6.6). The participants’ responses ranged from 36.6 to 

78.0 CHIPS, with a mean of 52.6 (SD = 4.8). The point-measure correlation 

coefficients ranged from .14-.67. The items were of the same polarity and appeared 

to measure the same latent variable effectively. The results supported the content 

validity of the test. 

 

Table 20 

Rasch Descriptive Statistics for the 57-Item Dictation Test 

Item 
Difficulty 
estimate SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ Infit t Outfit t 
Pt-measure 

correlation 

D54 63.9 .4 .78 .49 -2.2 -3.2 .48 

D53 61.7 .3 .93 2.06 -.7 2.2 .40 

D52 61.1 .3 .88 .51 -1.4 -2.3 .47 

D38 60.3 .3 1.23 1.79 2.8 1.9 .35 

D29 60.3 .3 .85 .73 -2.9 -3.5 .56 

D50 59.8 .3 .95 .81 -1.0 -2.4 .52 

D58 59.3 .2 .96 .64 -.6 -1.7 .49 

D28 59.1 .3 .85 .82 -3.9 -3.8 .57 

D30 57.5 .2 1.02 1.05 .4 .3 .51 

D57 57.1 .2 .96 .78 -.8 -1.8 .55 

D56 55.9 .2 1.17 1.50 4.0 3.9 .47 

D34 55.9 .2 1.01 .97 .2 -.2 .55 

D20 55.8 .2 1.01 .90 .1 -.5 .56 

D55 55.2 .2 1.10 1.10 2.6 2.3 .47 

D48 54.8 .2 .92 .88 -2.0 -.9 .60 

D42 54.2 .2 1.00 1.00 .0 .1 .59 

D25 53.4 .2 1.07 1.12 1.7 1.0 .56 

D02 53.2 .2 .91 .84 -2.4 -1.6 .63 

D46 53.0 .2 .89 .84 -3.0 -2.7 .63 

D47 52.8 .2 1.07 1.08 1.8 1.0 .56 

D36 52.2 .2 1.12 1.28 3.1 2.6 .55 

D59 52.0 .2 .88 .84 -3.5 -2.7 .63 

D60 51.9 .2 .99 .94 -.4 -.7 .60 

D01 51.0 .2 1.22 1.80 5.0 6.3 .51 

D27 51.0 .2 1.10 1.07 2.3 .7 .56 
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D10 50.6 .2 .77 .74 -6.3 -3.0 .67 

D41 50.1 .2 1.19 1.38 4.6 5.9 .46 

D26 50.1 .2 .93 .79 -1.6 -2.5 .61 

D45 50.0 .2 .89 .78 -2.5 -1.8 .62 

D11 49.9 .2 .89 .75 -2.6 -2.2 .63 

D44 49.5 .2 .79 .81 -5.3 -2.0 .65 

D24 49.5 .2 1.08 1.14 1.7 1.0 .55 

D37 49.4 .2 1.03 1.06 .9 1.4 .49 

D35 49.1 .2 .97 1.02 -.6 .4 .55 

D43 49.0 .2 .79 .58 -4.8 -3.7 .64 

D40 48.4 .2 1.17 1.34 3.5 3.5 .47 

D39 47.8 .2 1.16 1.71 3.3 6.6 .44 

D33 46.5 .2 1.13 1.35 2.3 2.3 .45 

D18 46.0 .2 .92 1.82 -1.3 2.7 .51 

D23 45.3 .3 .85 .67 -2.7 -3.5 .55 

D17 45.3 .3 .88 .58 -1.8 -2.2 .51 

D21 45.2 .3 1.06 1.01 1.0 .1 .44 

D03 44.7 .3 1.13 1.16 1.8 .8 .39 

D15 44.4 .3 .96 .83 -.5 -.4 .43 

D31 44.2 .3 1.26 1.83 3.5 4.4 .30 

D16 44.1 .3 .96 .64 -.4 -1.1 .43 

D09 42.9 .3 1.07 1.57 .8 2.0 .34 

D12 42.8 .3 1.14 1.16 1.5 1.3 .31 

D22 42.6 .3 1.12 1.18 1.2 .7 .32 

D13 42.5 .3 .91 .83 -1.8 -2.2 .49 

D14 41.1 .4 1.08 1.77 .8 3.0 .26 

D08 40.7 .5 1.03 .92 .2 .0 .26 

D05 40.4 .5 1.11 3.08 .7 3.2 .22 

D19 39.9 .4 1.16 1.31 1.6 1.8 .21 

D07 39.6 .5 1.10 2.43 .6 2.1 .18 

D06 38.1 .6 .94 1.33 -.2 1.0 .21 

D04 37.7 .7 1.08 3.93 .4 4.1 .14 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

Figure 6 shows the Wright map with the participants and items placed on 

the same linear scale. Although the mean of the person ability estimate was slightly 

higher than the mean of the item difficulty estimates, there is a good match between 

the participants’ ability estimates and the item difficulty estimates. 
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Figure 6. Wright map for the Dictation Test. 

 

A close inspection of the item difficulty estimates and the item ordering 

also support the claim that the listening skills the dictation test measured are more 

than mere word recognition. The most difficult item was addiction (D54), which is 

not among the 2,000 most frequent words of English. Inflected words such as 

exhausted (D50), associated (D29), and spent (D37) were among the most difficult 

items, as were plural nouns such as employees (D55), dangers (D28), and animals 
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(D47). It is reasonable that less frequent, structurally more complex items posed 

difficulty to the test takers. Phonologically more salient, high-frequency forms, on 

the other hand, were relatively easy to answer. The first person pronoun I (D05 & 

D08), the modal verb may (D07), and high-frequency words such as sorry (D04) 

and go (D19) were among the easiest items. The content words tested in the 

dictation test seemed to exhibit clear contrasts of difficulty, in general, in terms of 

frequency, complexity, and saliency. 

However, unstressed function words were dispersed in terms of difficulty 

estimates. The relative pronoun that (D53) and the preposition on (D38) were 

among the five most difficult items. These were not stressed or phonologically 

salient, but they showed structural relationships in the sentence. Those participants 

whose expectancy grammar was still underdeveloped likely encountered difficulty 

identifying these structural patterns. On the other hand, to (D16) was easier to 

recognize probably because it was part of a common phrase, be going to, and was 

identified as such. Even less proficient listeners were able to comprehend the word 

presumably because they successfully perceived and parsed the aural input. 

Next, the functioning of the partial credit categories was examined. Table 

21 provides a summary of the category structure. Each category had more than 10 

observations, the average measures advanced monotonically with higher categories 

indicating more of the latent variable, and the Outfit MNSQ statistics were 

acceptable as they were less than 2.00. The threshold distance was 11.86, which is 

greater than the required 6.37 CHIPS for a 3-point scale. 
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Table 21 

Summary of Category Structure of the Dictation Test 

Category Observed  Observed Infit Outfit Structure Category 
label count (%) average MNSQ MNSQ calibration measure 

0 405 (39) 49.6 1.22 1.58 NONE (46.38) 
1 27  (3) 50.8 .81 .49 11.82 51.00 
2 616 (59) 54.5 1.23 2.25 -11.82 (55.62) 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 0 = incorrect; 1 = partially correct; 2 = 

correct. 

 

Lastly, the Rasch person reliability estimate was .94 and the person 

separation statistic was 4.01. The Rasch item reliability estimate was 1.00 and the 

item separation statistic was 21.85. The dictation test spread out the participants 

according to their listening proficiency reasonably well. 

Listening comprehension entails more than information decoding, and a six-

minute, one-way, gap-filling test cannot adequately assess listening proficiency 

because “listening is a process involving a continuum of active processes” (Rost, 

2002, p. 1) and different types of both linguistic and non-linguistic knowledge are 

involved in listening comprehension (Buck, 2001). However, considering the fact 

that speech-processing in meaning-making constitutes the fundamental component 

of listening skills, the present results indicate that the dictation test was a 

reasonably reliable and valid instrument for measuring the participants’ basic 

listening ability. 

The correlations of the Rasch person ability estimates of Self-Focused 

Apprehension, Task-Focused Apprehension, social anxiety, general disposition to 

worry, and the dictation test scores are presented in Table 22. As shown in the table, 

Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension are highly correlated 
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at r = .85, while social anxiety and general disposition to worry have a moderately 

high correlation of .66. However, correlations between the two L2 listening anxiety 

variables and the two general anxiety variables range between .25 - .35; these 

correlation coefficients confirm the lack of a meaningful relationship between two 

sets of variables. 

 

Table 22 

Intercorrelations for Self-Focused Apprehension, Task-Focused Apprehension, 

Social Anxiety, General Disposition to Worry, and the Dictation Test 

Measure       1       2       3       4      5 

1. Self-Focused Apprehension      －     

2. Task-Focused Apprehension .85**   －    

3. Social anxiety .27** .32**      －   

4. General disposition to worry .25** .35** .66**      －  

5. Dictation test  -.39** -.24** -.03 .05     － 

Note. **p < .01. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

 

Anxiety Profiles of Two Listening Proficiency Groups 

Research question 6 is, “To what degree do students with high and low 

listening proficiency differ in terms of the two components of L2 listening anxiety, 

social anxiety, and general disposition to worry?” I hypothesized that the two 

groups differ significantly in terms of the two components of L2 listening anxiety, 

Self-Focused Apprehension, and Task-Focused Apprehension, but not so in Social 

Anxiety and General Disposition to Worry because the first two constructs are L2 

specific and related to L2 listening skills while the latter two are not. 

A profile analysis was conducted with the two listening proficiency groups 

as the independent variable, the Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPS) for Self-

Focused Apprehension, Task-Focused Apprehension, Social Anxiety, and General 

Disposition to Worry as the four dependent variables. The purpose of this analysis 

was to investigate whether the two listening proficiency groups had different 

profiles on those scales. The participants were grouped into high and low listening 

proficiency groups using the Rasch person ability estimates derived from the 

dictation test. A median split was used to make the two proficiency groups because 

the median is unaffected by the skewness of the data. The descriptive statistics for 

the two proficiency groups on the dictation test are presented in Table 22. The 
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descriptive statistics for the high and low listening proficiency groups on the four 

scales are presented in Tables 23 and 24. The alpha level was set at .05.  

 

Table 23 

Descriptive Statistics for the High Listening Proficiency Group (n = 535), Low 

Listening Proficiency Group (n = 513), and Combined Groups (N = 1,048) 

  High  Low Total 

M 56.24 48.72 52.56 

SE .13 .13 .15 

95% CI  [55.97, 56.51] [48.47, 48.97] [52.27, 52.85] 

Median 55.50 49.30 52.70 

SD 3.16 2.88 4.82 

Skewness 2.66 -.83 .36 

SES .11 .11 .08 

Kurtosis 13.19 .42 1.95 

SEK  .21  .22  .15 

Note. High = High Listening Proficiency Group; Low = Low Listening Proficiency 

Group; Total = Combined Groups. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

Table 24 

Descriptive Statistics for Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused 

Apprehension for the High Listening Proficiency Group (n = 535) and Low 

Listening Proficiency Group (n = 513) 

 Self-Focused  Task-Focused 

 Apprehension  Apprehension 

   High Low  High   Low 

M 51.27 55.06 52.53 54.75 

SE .23 .25 .24 .26 

95% CI  [50.72, 51.14] [54.56, 55.56] [52.07, 53.00] [54.24, 55.27] 

Median 51.40 54.40 52.00 54.1 

SD 5.34 5.73 5.46 5.93 

Skewness .45 .98 .56 .96 

SES .11 .11 .11 .11 

Kurtosis 2.76 2.75 2.90 1.95 

SEK .21 .22 .21 .22 

Note. High = High listening proficiency group; Low = Low listening proficiency 

group. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 
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Table 25 

Descriptive Statistics for General Disposition to Worry and Social Anxiety for the 

High Listening Proficiency Group (n = 535) and Low Listening Proficiency Group 

(n = 513) 

 Social anxiety  General disposition to worry 

   High Low  High   Low 

M 51.22 51.51 50.97 50.84 

SE .21 .21 .28 .28 

95% CI  [50.80, 51.64] [51.10, 51.92] [50.41, 51.52] [50.29, 51.39] 

Median 51.50 51.90 51.10 50.80 

SD 4.88 4.76 6.54 6.34 

Skewness -.48 -.06 -.04 .03 

SES .11 .11 .11 .11 

Kurtosis 2.37 1.16 1.77 1.64 

SEK .21 .22 .21 .22 

Note. High = High listening proficiency group; Low = Low listening proficiency 

group. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

The preliminary assumptions were checked and met in the Data Screening 

section and the Exploratory Factor Analysis section in Chapter 4. The assumption 

of homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices was met because Box’s M Test of 

Equality of Covariance Matrices was not significant (.18). First, the test of 

parallelism was checked. This test addresses the question of whether the profiles of 

the high and low listening proficiency groups are similar on the four anxiety scales. 

Parallelism exists when the effect is not significant. Using Wilks’s criterion, the 

profiles deviated significantly from parallelism, Wilks’s Λ = .90, F(3, 1,044) = 

40.91, p = .00, partial ή2 = .11, power = 1.00. The two groups showed different 

profiles, and the effect size was relatively strong, as assessed by a partial ή2 = .11. 

Second, the test of flatness was checked. This test addresses the question of 

whether the entire group, irrespective of listening proficiency, shows significant 
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differences across the four anxiety scales. The profile shows flatness when the 

effect is not significant. Using Wilks’s criterion, the profiles deviated significantly 

from flatness, Wilks’s Λ = .85, F(3, 1044) = 62.56, p = .00, partial ή2 = .15, power 

= 1.00. The result indicated that the group showed differences across the four 

measures, and the effect size was strong, as assessed by a partial ή2 = .15 

Third, the levels test addresses the question of whether the two groups are 

different when the scores of the four scales are collapsed. The between-subject 

main effect was significant, F(1, 1,046) = 33.17, p = .00, partial ή2 = .03, power = 

1.00. The groups were significantly different on the four anxiety scales as a whole 

although the effect size was relatively small, as assessed by a partial ή2 = .03. 

 

Table 26 

Mulitvariate Test of Profile Analysis for the Two Listening Proficiency Groups 

Source   Wilks Λ F Hypothesis df Error df Partial ή
2
 Power 

Flatness .85 62.56 3.00 1044.00 .15 1.00 

Parallelism .90 40.91 3.00 1044.00 .11 1.00 

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS.  

 

Table 27 

Between-Subjects Effect of the Profile Analysis for the Two Listening Proficiency 

Groups 

Source SS df MS F Partial ή2 Power 

Levels 2493.93 1 2493.93 33.17 .03 1.00 

Error 78654.54 1046 75.20    

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 
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To further explore the deviation from parallelism of the profiles, four 

follow-up tests were conducted. To control for Type 1 error, the alpha level for 

each comparison was set at .012 (.05/4) over the four pairwise comparisons. First, 

an independent sample t-test was conducted for Self-Focused Apprehension. The 

independent variable was the high and low listening proficiency groups. Levene’s 

test of equality of variances was not significant (p = .29), so the assumption that the 

population variances for the two groups are equal was supported. The t-test was 

significant, t(1,047) = 11.09, p = .00. The participants in the low proficiency group 

(M = 55.06, SD = 5.72) had greater Self-Focused Apprehension than the 

participants in the high proficiency group (M = 51.27, SD = 5.34). 

Second, an independent sample t test was conducted for Task-Focused 

Apprehension. The independent variable was the high and low listening proficiency 

groups. Levene’s test of equality of variance was not significant (p = .14), so the 

assumption that the population variances for the two groups are equal was 

supported. The test was significant, t(1,047) = 6.30, p = .00. The participants in the 

low proficiency group (M = 54.75, SD = 5.93) had significantly greater Task-

Focused Apprehension than the participants in the high proficiency group (M = 

52.53, SD = 5.46). 

Third, an independent sample t-test was conducted for social anxiety. The 

independent variable was the high and low listening proficiency groups. Levene’s 

test of equality of variance was not significant (p = .90), so the assumption that the 

population variances for the two groups are equal was supported. The test was not 
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significant, t(1,047) = .96, p = .34. The participants in the low proficiency group (M 

= 51.51, SD = 4.76) and the participants in the high proficiency group (M = 51.22, 

SD = 4.88) were not significantly different on social anxiety. 

Fourth, an independent sample t test was conducted for general disposition 

to worry. The independent variable was the high and low listening proficiency 

groups. Levene’s test of equality of variance was not significant (p = .42), so the 

assumption that the population variances for the two groups are equal was 

supported. The test was not significant, t(1,047) = -.32, p = .75. The participants in 

the low proficiency group (M = 50.84, SD = 6.33) and the participants in the high 

proficiency group (M = 50.97, SD = 6.54) were not significantly different on 

general disposition to worry. 

In sum, the profile analysis indicated that the two listening proficiency 

groups do not have parallel profiles, and the hypothesis that the two groups differ 

significantly in terms of the two components of L2 listening anxiety, Self-Focused 

Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension, but do not differ in social anxiety 

and general disposition to worry was confirmed. Figure 7 displays the profiles of 

the means of the two groups for the four scales. 

 

Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension 

Research question 7 is, “To what degree do high and low social anxiety 

groups differ on L2 listening anxiety after controlling for general disposition to 

worry?” I hypothesized that the high social anxiety group differs significantly from 
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 Figure 7. Mean differences of the high and low listening proficiency groups for 

Self-Focused Apprehension, Task-Focused Apprehension, social anxiety, and 

general disposition to worry. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

the low social anxiety group on L2 listening anxiety after controlling for general 

disposition to worry. Learners with higher social anxiety are hypothesized to feel 

higher degrees of L2 listening anxiety because social anxiety and L2 listening 

anxiety are both influenced by situational variables. I planned to conduct a one-way 

MANCOVA to examine the effects of social anxiety on L2 listening anxiety. 

However, the exploratory factor analysis indicated that L2 listening anxiety was a 

single, broad construct, and the two components correlated highly (r = .85); thus, a 

one-way MANCOVA proved to be inappropriate for this study. 

On the other hand, the subsequent Rasch principle component analyses of 

item residuals indicated that Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused 
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Apprehension are related but distinct components of L2 listening anxiety, thus 

supporting the a priori hypothesis. To further explore the relationship between Self-

Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension and between those two 

constructs and two other anxiety constructs, social anxiety and general disposition 

to worry, two one-way repeated measures ANOVAs, one for the low listening 

proficiency group and the other for the high listening proficiency group, were 

conducted. 

First, a one-way repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted for the low 

listening proficiency group with a within-subject factor being the Rasch person 

ability estimates (CHIPS) for Self-Focused Apprehension, Task-Focused 

Apprehension, social anxiety, and general disposition to worry. The mean and 

standard deviations were presented in Tables 23 and 24 above. The ANOVA results 

indicated a significant effect, Wilks’s Λ = .72, F(3, 510) = 65.03, p = .00, partial ή2 

= .28, power = 1.00. The effect size was strong, as assessed by a partial ή2 = .28. 

Follow-up polynominal contrasts indicated a significant linear effect, F(1, 

512) = 192.22, p = .00, partial ή2 = .27, power = 1.00, and a significant cubic effect, 

F(1, 512) = 61.47, p = .00, partial ή2 = .10, power = 1.00. Pairwise comparisons 

were conducted to assess which means differed from each other. To control for 

Type 1 error, the alpha level for each comparison was set at .008 (.05/6) for the six 

pairwise comparisons. All the comparisons except Self-Focused Apprehension and 

Task-Focused Apprehension, t(512) = 2.19, p = .03, were significant. The low 

listening proficiency group means for Self-Focused Apprehension (M = 55.06, SD 
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= 5.73) and Task-Focused Apprehension (M = 54.75, SD = 5.93) did not differ 

statistically. On the other hand, the means of these two components of L2 listening 

anxiety differed significantly from the means of social anxiety (M = 51.51, SD = 

4.76) and general disposition to worry (M = 50.84, SD = 6.34). Also, the mean of 

general disposition to worry was lower than that of social anxiety. Figure 7 displays 

the mean differences of the four scales for the group. 

Second, a one-way repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with a 

within-subject factor being the Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPS) for Self-

Focused Apprehension, Task-Focused Apprehension, Social Anxiety, and General 

Disposition to Worry of the high listening proficiency group. The mean and 

standard deviations were presented in Tables 23 and 24 above. The ANOVA results 

indicated a significant effect, Wilks’s Λ = .81, F(3, 532) = 40.60, p = .00, partial ή2 

= .19, power = 1.00; the effect size was strong, as assessed by a partial ή2 = .19. 

Follow-up polynominal contrasts indicated a significant quadratic effect, 

F(1, 534) = 41.57, p = .00, partial ή2 = .07, power = 1.00, and a significant cubic 

effect, F(1, 534) = 32.24, p = .00, partial ή2 = .06, power = 1.00. Pairwise 

comparisons were conducted to assess which means differed from each other. To 

control for Type 1 error, the alpha level for each comparison was set at .008 (.05/6) 

for the six pairwise comparisons. Three comparisons were significant: Self-

Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension t(534) = -10.08, p = .00, 

Task-Focused Apprehension and Social Anxiety, t(534) = 5.06, p = .00, and Task-

Focused Apprehension and General Disposition to Worry, t(534) = 5.23, p = .00. 
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For the high listening proficiency group, the means of three scales, Self-Focused 

Apprehension (M = 51.27, SD = 5.34), Social Anxiety (M = 51.22, SD = 4.88), and 

General Disposition to Worry (M = 50.97, SD = 6.54), did not differ from each 

other, but the mean of Task-Focused Apprehension was significantly higher (M = 

52.53, SD = 5.46) than the means of the other three scales. Figure 7 above displays 

the mean differences of the four scales for the group. 

In sum, although Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused 

Apprehension were highly correlated, the high and low proficiency groups 

demonstrated distinct patterns in relation to the two components. For the high 

proficiency group, Self-Focused Apprehension was lower than Task-Focused 

Apprehension along with Social Anxiety and General Disposition to Worry, while 

for the low proficiency group, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-focused 

Apprehension were both higher than Social Anxiety and General Disposition to 

Worry, and they did not differ from each other. 

 

Social Anxiety and Self-Focused Apprehension 

Research question 8 is, “To what degree do high and low social anxiety groups 

differ on Self-Focused Apprehension after controlling for their General Disposition 

to Worry?” I hypothesized that the high social anxiety group differs significantly 

from the low social anxiety group on Self-Focused Apprehension after controlling 

for General Disposition to Worry. Learners with higher Social Anxiety tend to feel 

higher degrees of L2 listening anxiety because they tend to feel higher degrees of 
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Self-Focused Apprehension because this component of L2 listening anxiety is 

relevant to interpersonal concerns. 

 

Table 28 

Descriptive Statistics of Self-Focused Apprehension of High Social Anxiety Group 

(n = 555), Low Social Anxiety Group (n = 493), and Combined Groups (N = 1,048) 

  High  Low Total 

M 54.39 51.70 53.12 

SE .25 .25 .18 

95% CI  [53.91, 54.87] [51.20, 52.19] [52.77, 53.48] 

Median 53.70 51.60 52.9 

SD 5.77 5.61 5.85 

Skewness .74 .70 .68 

SES .10 .11 .08 

Kurtosis 2.84 2.84 2.57 

SEK .21 .22 .15 

Note. High = High Listening Proficiency Group; Low = Low Listening Proficiency 

Group; Total = Combined Groups. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

A one-way ANCOVA was to be conducted, but a preliminary analysis 

evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption indicated that the relationship 

between the covariate and the dependent variable was significant, F(1, 1044) = 5.10, 

MSE = 31.44, p = .02, partial ή2 = .00, power = .01. Because this statistical 

significance indicated that the differences on the dependent variable between the 

two groups vary as a function of covariate (Green & Salkind, 2005), a one-way 

ANOVA, instead of a one-way ANCOVA, was conducted with high and low social 

anxiety groups as the independent variable and the Rasch person ability estimates 

of Self-focused Apprehension as the dependent variable. A median split was used 

to form the groups. 
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Levene’s test of equality of variance was not significant (p = .98), and the 

assumption that the population variances for the two groups are equal was violated. 

The ANOVA was significant, F(1, 1046) = 58.56, p = .00, partial ή2 = .05, power = 

1.00. There was a relationship between Social Anxiety and Self-Focused 

Apprehension, and the relationship was moderate, as assessed by partial ή2. The 

mean on Self-Focused Apprehension for the high social anxiety group (M = 54.39, 

SD = 5.77) was significantly higher than that of the low social anxiety group (M = 

51.69, SD = 5.61). The summary of the ANOVA is presented in Table 28. 

 

Table 29 

Analysis of Variance Results for Self-Focused Apprehension of Social Anxiety for 

the High and Low Social Anxiety Groups 

Source SS df MS F Partial ή
2
 Power 

Levels 1898.95 1 1898.95 58.56 .05 1.00 

Error 33917.72 1046 32.43    

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

Social Anxiety and Task-Focused Apprehension 

Research question 9 is, “To what degree do high and low social anxiety 

groups differ on Task-Focused Apprehension after controlling for general 

disposition to worry?” I hypothesized that the high social anxiety group does not 

differ significantly from the low social anxiety group on Task-Focused 

Apprehension after controlling for General Disposition to Worry. This hypothesis 

is based on the idea that Task-Focused Apprehension is specific to concerns over 
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L2 listening tasks and therefore is not related to how socially anxious individual 

learners are. 

A one-way ANCOVA was conducted. The independent variable was social 

anxiety. The participants were grouped into high and low social anxiety groups 

using the Rasch person ability estimates (CHIPS) for Social Anxiety. A median 

split was used because the median is unaffected by the skewness of the data. The 

descriptive statistics of the two groups are shown in Table 29. The covariate was 

the Rasch person ability estimates of General Disposition to Worry. The dependent 

variable was the Rasch person ability estimates of Task-Focused Apprehension. 

The descriptive statistics for the dictation test are presented in Table 29. The alpha 

level was set at .05. 

A preliminary analysis evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption 

indicated that the relationship between the covariate and the dependent variable 

was not significant, F(1, 1044) = 1.83, MSE = 29.24, p = .18, partial ή2 = .00, power 

= .27, so the assumption was met. Levene’s test of equality of variances was not 

significant (p = .58). The assumption that the population variances for the two 

groups are equal was met. The ANCOVA was significant, F(1, 1045) = 12.22, p 

= .00, partial ή2 = .01, power = .94. There was a significant relationship between 

Social Anxiety and Task-Focused Apprehension although the relationship was 

small, as assessed by partial ή2. The adjusted mean on Task-Focused Apprehension 

of the high social anxiety group (M = 54.24) was significantly higher than that of 
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the low social anxiety group (M = 52.91). The summary for the ANCOVA is 

presented in Table 30. 

Contrary to my hypothesis, the high social anxiety group experienced 

significantly higher Task-Focused Apprehension than the low social anxiety group. 

 

Table 30  

Descriptive Statistics for Task-Focused Apprehension for the High Social Anxiety 

Group (n = 555), Low Social Anxiety Group (n = 493), and Combined Groups (N = 

1,048) 

  High  Low Total 

M 55.02 52.04 53.62 

SE .24 .25 .18 

95% CI [54.55, 55.49] [51.55, 52.54] [53.27, 53.97] 

Median 54.10 51.20 53.20 

SD 5.64 5.58 5.80 

Skewness .94 .78 .79 

SES .10 .11 .08 

Kurtosis 2.67 2.74 2.42 

SEK .21 .22 .15 

Note. High = High Listening Proficiency Group; Low = Low Listening Proficiency 

Group; Total = Combined Groups. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 

 

Table 31 

Analysis of Covariance Results for Task-Focused Apprehension for the High and 

Low Social Anxiety Groups 

Source SS df MS F Partial ή2 Power 

Worry 2379.42 1 2379.42 81.31 .07 1.00 

Social anxiety 357.52 1 357.52 12.22 .01 .94 

Error 78654.54 1045 75.20    

Note. Statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION: SELF-PRESENTATIONAL MOTIVES AND L2 LISTENING 

 

In this chapter, I summarize the key findings for the four research questions 

and discuss the results of this study. In interpreting the results, I argue that L2 

listening anxiety is unique to foreign language-learning contexts and that the 

intensity of L2 listening anxiety is negatively related to L2 listening proficiency. I 

also discuss the finding that learners with greater interpersonal concerns are more 

susceptible to experiencing L2 listening anxiety because they are afraid that (a) 

their inefficient public performance on L2 listening tasks is evaluated unfavorably 

by others, and (b) their public image as efficient L2 listeners might be undermined. 

I present the view that these two aspects of L2 listening anxiety operate in unison. 

L2 listeners make a conscious effort to comprehend L2 input, and they become 

self-conscious when processing information in the L2. 

 

L2 Listening Anxiety and Proficiency 

Research Question 6 asked to what degree students with high and low 

listening proficiency differed in terms of the two components of L2 listening 

anxiety (Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension), Social 

Anxiety, and General Disposition to Worry. I hypothesized and confirmed that 

participants with high and low listening proficiency differ on the two components 

of L2 listening anxiety, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused 
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Apprehension, but not on the general anxiety measures, Social Anxiety and General 

Disposition to Worry. I discuss four issues in relation to these findings: L2 listening 

anxiety is (a) distinct from general types of anxiety, (b) receiver-specific, (c) linked 

to L2 listening proficiency, and (d) multidimensional. 

First, the results confirmed that language anxiety is distinct from more 

general types of negative psychological constructs. Although the results reported in 

earlier studies, which assumed that language anxiety was transferred from general 

types of anxiety, such as test anxiety or trait anxiety, were ambiguous (e.g., 

Chastain, 1975; Scovel, 1987), language anxiety has recently been claimed to be 

relatively independent of general anxiety and situated in L2 communication and 

learning (See reviews in Dörnyei, 2005; Horwitz, 2001; MacIntyre, 1999). This 

study provides further support for the development of contemporary theories in 

learner psychology: L2 anxiety is specifically generated in L2 contexts. 

It is noteworthy that past researchers have mostly depended on correlations 

and factor analyses to support the claim that L2 anxiety is distinct from other more 

general anxiety constructs. For example, Horwitz (1986) demonstrated that L2 

classroom anxiety was independent from general anxiety based on its low 

correlations with other anxiety constructs such as trait anxiety (r = .29) and 

communication apprehension (r = .28). MacIntyre and Gardner (1991b) factor 

analyzed 23 anxiety scales together and identified three factors: evaluative fear, 

general state anxiety, and language anxiety. Although these three clusters of 

variables can be viewed as different facets of the psychological construct of anxiety, 
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the researchers did not explain why these three clusters emerged and how they were 

related to one another. 

The present study, on the other hand, has demonstrated that the two 

listening proficiency groups, which were not dissimilar in terms of the two general 

anxiety measures showed significant differences with regard to the two language 

anxiety measures. The Rasch estimates for the high proficiency group were 

significantly lower on the two L2 specific anxiety measures than those of  the low 

proficiency group. By showing that learners’ listening skills were only related to 

the two language anxiety constructs, this study provides further support for the 

claim that L2-related anxiety is distinguishable from general anxiety. 

Second, the results support the idea that L2 listening tends to induce 

receiver-specific apprehension. This type of apprehension occurs because listening 

to an L2 poses various linguistic processing difficulties, including phonological, 

lexical, and syntactic parsing and recognition difficulties. As is the case with L2 

anxiety in general, researchers investigating this area have used correlations and 

factor analyses to examine this skill-based anxiety construct. Kim (2000) reported 

correlations of the FLLAS-K with general anxiety scales, such as trait anxiety (r 

= .28) and social desirability (r = -.09), and concluded that L2 listening anxiety is 

distinct from general anxiety constructs because of the low correlations. She also 

reported that the FLLAS-K and the FLCAS correlated at r = .71 and concluded that 

L2 listening anxiety differs from L2 classroom anxiety to some extent; however, 

when she correlated two factors derived from the FLLAS-K and five factors 
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derived from the FLCAS, the correlations varied from .02 to .73. In this study, the 

profile analysis provided further support for the claim that L2 listening anxiety is 

unique, given that the two skill-based groups displayed significant differences only 

for the two L2 listening anxiety components. 

Third, this study establishes a strong link between learners’ degree of 

language anxiety and their performance on a dictation test. There have been a 

number of studies relating language anxiety and/or L2 listening anxiety to language 

performance either on tests or course grades. Most of them were correlational 

studies in which moderately or strongly negative correlations were reported. For 

instance, Aida (1994) reported a correlation of -.38 between the FLLCAS and final 

grades among American students of Japanese, Kim (2000) found a correlation of -

.36 between the FLLAS-K and TOEIC scores of Korean learners of English, and 

Elkhafaifi (2005) reported a correlation of -.70 between a listening anxiety measure 

and course grades for American learners of Arabic. In these and other studies, the 

target languages varied, and different language anxiety measures (e.g., the FLCAS 

and skill-based language anxiety measures) and outcome measures were used. 

However, what the researchers observed was an indirect indication that L2 anxiety 

interferes with L2 learning because anxiety affects L2 performance adversely. In 

this study, the high and low listening proficiency groups differed sharply with 

regard to the two sub-components of L2 listening anxiety. Although the results of 

this study do not permit any claims to be made concerning causal relationships 

between language proficiency and language anxiety, the noticeable differences 
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between the participants’ anxiety levels indicate that the low proficiency group of 

learners think of L2 listening as more demanding, and therefore experience more 

severe anxiety when listening to the L2 than the high proficiency group. 

Fourth, the two listening proficiency groups demonstrated distinct profiles 

on the two sub-components of L2 listening anxiety, Self-Focused Apprehension 

and Task-Focused Apprehension. The high listening proficiency group displayed a 

low level of anxiety in terms Self-Focused Apprehension, and maintained a higher 

level of anxiety on Task-Focused Apprehension. The results indicate that 

processing aural input in a foreign language remains challenging even when 

learners have attained a higher degree of language competence, while their self-

image is perceived to be less threatened as their L2 listening skills develop. This 

finding also suggests that higher proficiency L2 listeners’ attention is strongly 

focused on the listening task. This focus should increase the probability of 

successful comprehension. 

In this regard, data from the verbal protocol with some of the high 

proficiency participants are informative. When answering item TFA02 (When 

listening to English, I worry that I might have missed important information), 

Kikun (Rasch person ability estimate measure = 58.4), said, “Yes, I do because I 

cannot continue the conversation.” [はい。会話が続かなくなるといけないから、

緊張します。] To respond to item TFA07 (When listening to English, I worry I 

might have an inadequate knowledge about the topic), Midori (Rasch person ability 

estimate measure = 60.8) mentioned, “This makes me worry. (When I do not know 
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the topic well) I cannot concentrate and think about the information.” [不安になり

ますね。情報の内容を (トピックがあまりわかっていないと、) 集中して考

えられないから。] These participants stated that the task of listening to English is 

still difficult for them in some cases, and the rather high level of Task-Focused 

Apprehension suggests that L2 listening is perceived as demanding for L2 learners 

even after developing a degree of L2 listening proficiency. 

Relatively high levels of Task-Focused Apprehension were reported by both 

listening proficiency groups. The primary reason for this is presumably that 

listening to an L2 is fundamentally different from listening to one’s native language 

and is inherently anxiety-provoking. One of the most important differences 

between L1 and L2 processing concerns the degree to which the two languages are 

automatized. Automatic processes are involuntary, fast, effortless, and unconscious. 

Most L1 listening occurs automatically and listeners can switch back and forth 

from unconscious to conscious processing extremely rapidly. In fact, most 

behaviors and cognition, including higher mental processes, lie outside the domain 

of consciousness; otherwise, they cannot function efficiently (Bargh, 2007; Bargh 

& Chartrand, 1999). In contrast, L2 learning involves a long process of developing 

automatic processing skills in the new language. In an L2, people often think, listen, 

and think (Buck, 2001). Because of the need for L2 learners to listen with a higher 

degree of conscious effort, L2 listening strategies can be used to contribute to better 

listening performance (e.g., Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010); however, because 

strategies are used intentionally, they involve conscious, controlled processing. The 
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unexpectedly high level of Task-Focused Apprehension that the high proficiency 

participants reported indicates that even these somewhat skilled L2 listeners 

process information consciously and that L2 listening is effortful and lacking a high 

degree of automatization, a situation that leads to higher levels of Task-Focused 

Apprehension. 

L2 listeners are cognitively constrained when exposed to L2 data. They 

actively attempt to take control of interpreting incoming information, but their 

linguistic resources, such as phonological, lexical, syntactic, and pragmatic 

knowledge, are restricted, and much of the knowledge they have acquired is not 

fully proceduralized. Many L2 listeners have difficulty encoding, storing, and 

retrieving aural input. Also, variation in pronunciation, lack of cultural background 

knowledge, the varying social roles listeners can play in communicative 

interactions, and different listening genres, all make L2 listening challenging. 

Listening to an L2 is sometimes such an arduous task for both beginning and 

experienced learners that they become anxious when processing the foreign 

language. Anxiety can inhibit successful learning; this is potentially important 

considering that receptive practice is essential to “promote robust input processing 

leading to subsequent internalization of the linguistic data” (Leow, 2001, p. 22). 

On the other hand, the higher proficiency group displayed a much lower 

level of anxiety on Self-Focused Apprehension, as the repeated-measures 

ANOVAs indicated. The characteristics of the items that operationalize Self-

Focused Apprehension suggest possible reasons for the difference. As noted in 
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Chapter 4, the items comprise four distinct focuses: how confident listeners feel 

about their listening skills, how demanding they perceive L2 listening, how 

confused they become when listening to the L2, and how helpless they feel when 

processing the foreign language. All of these are related to tendencies toward self-

awareness, negative self-evaluation, and negative expectations in L2 

comprehension. The participants in the high proficiency group felt more confident 

listening to the L2, were able to feel relaxed when listening to the L2, and felt less 

confused when listening compared with the low proficiency group. When learners 

evaluate themselves as competent L2 listeners, they no longer feel helpless and 

they are better able to stay focused on the task. 

The low listening proficiency group reported becoming much more anxious 

and self-conscious when listening to the L2 than the high listening proficiency 

group, and their level of Self-Focused Apprehension was quite high. This is 

unsurprising because language use is fundamental to human existence, and being 

incompetent in terms of these skills threatens individuals in a number of ways, such 

as their ability to form social relationships and function effectively in work-related 

contexts. Learning to listen to an L2 is a formidable challenge because L2 learners 

have to confront “ambiguities, renunciations, and failures” (Guiora, 1983, p. 10) in 

meaning-making; this is particularly true for unskilled L2 listeners. They can easily 

become self-conscious because they fear appearing unskillful due to their limited 

competence. In this regard, the verbal protocol data for item S05 (I do not feel 

confident in my English listening skills), which was the easiest item to endorse 
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among all the Self-Focused Apprehension items, was revealing. Eight out of 17 

participants gave a quick, direct response, “No, I’m not confident.” [はい、自信

(は)ありません。] The results support the claim that learners’ self-perceptions of 

their L2 skills are influenced by L2 anxiety (e.g., MacIntyre, Noels, & Clément, 

1997). Expectations of failure can negatively affect the way learners perceive 

themselves as L2 listeners. Clément (1980; 1986) stated that L2 anxiety is partly 

comprised of self-confidence, and he defined the construct as a negative self-

perception of language proficiency. I would argue that a lack of self-confidence is 

one of the four aspects of Self-Focused Apprehension, thus defining it in relation to 

heightened self-conscious attention, but at the same time it is true that unskilled L2 

listeners are generally not confident in their L2 listening performance and they 

often think of L2 listening as face-threatening because they cannot present 

themselves as being as “able” as they wish when listening to the L2. 

Self-Focused Apprehension can also be conceived as part of a defensive 

system that people have developed. People feel safe when their self-concept is 

stable and unambiguous, but the self-concept receives and appraises constant 

feedback from others in social contexts, and modifies itself: The self is also 

variable and susceptible to transformations. This variability promotes changes in 

self-concept, learning, and growth (Kernis & Goldman, 2003). In contrast, when 

communicating in an L2, what people do can often be inconsistent with what their 

self-concept believes they would do in their L1 because they are not as competent 

in the L2 as they are in their L1. The self expects to maintain the same level of 
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performance it can achieve in the L1, and appreciates coherence between what it 

does in L1 and L2 because it is comfortable with stability and cohesion. People can 

feel confused and anxious when they cannot verify their being and competence 

(e.g., Swann, 1983) in performing in the L2. This defensive system seems to be in 

conflict with self-enhancement, that is, the cultivation or adaptation of their new L2 

self or identity (e.g., Block, 2007; Dörnyei, 2005, 2009; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2009), 

creating confusion and raising anxiety, but people need to sustain a stable and 

cohesive self-concept in order to accommodate and internalize changes and to 

become more competent and knowledgeable. The idea that the self has defensive 

reactions against threats partially explains what Self-Focused Apprehension entails. 

As a final note, both individual and situational differences influence anxiety 

arousal even when the learner has become a relatively strategic L2 listener. 

Midori’s verbal protocol data offer insights into these differences. Although she 

stated that she is good at guessing the meaning of new words, comprehending 

connected speech, and she has confidence in her listening skills, her think-aloud 

data also show that she sometimes becomes self-conscious about her self-perceived 

poor performance in English. To item SFA07 (I get confused when listening for 

important information in English), for example, Midori paused for a long time after 

reading the item aloud, and then said, “Yes, I get confused. I get impatient, and I 

miss what is being said.” [うーん、混乱するし、落ち着かなくなってくるし、

そんなこんなで言ってることを聞き逃しちゃう。] She also expressed her 

anxiety about item SFA14 (I have difficulty understanding conversations between 
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two people speaking English), when she said, “Yes, I do, for example, when two 

native-speakers are talking or when two Indians are speaking. I don’t like to look 

stupid.” [そう。ネイティブが二人で話してるとか、インド人二人がしゃべ

っているとか。(自分が) 馬鹿みたいなの嫌だから。] In some situations, she 

was concerned about her listening performance because it carries the potential for 

public failure and negative evaluation by others, and she fears that she might fail in 

social interactions in the L2. 

To recapitulate, the profiles of the high and low listening proficiency groups 

differed substantially in terms of the two components of L2 listening anxiety, Self-

Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. It is especially 

noteworthy that the mean of the high listening proficiency group on Self-Focused 

Apprehension was low compared with their mean for Task-Focused Apprehension. 

The two groups did not differ with respect to the two general anxiety constructs, 

Social Anxiety and General Disposition to Worry. Those results further support the 

notion that L2 listening anxiety is uniquely L2-related, skill-specific, and 

compositional. 

 

L2 Listening as a Conscious Act 

Research Question 7 asked to what degree high and low social anxiety 

groups differed on L2 listening anxiety after controlling for General Disposition to 

Worry. I hypothesized that learners with relatively high social anxiety tend to feel 

higher degrees of L2 listening anxiety, after controlling for General Disposition to 
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Worry. As reported in Chapter 5, the two components of L2 listening anxiety, Self-

Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension, were highly positively 

correlated at r = .85, so it was not appropriate to conduct a one-way MANCOVA; 

instead, repeated-measures ANOVAs were conducted for each proficiency group to 

further explore L2 listening anxiety. 

In this section, I discuss a plausible reason for the high, positive correlation 

between Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. As the 

Rasch analysis of item residuals revealed, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-

Focused Apprehension are separate dimensions of one broader psychological 

construct of L2 listening anxiety. The former concerns L2 listeners’ self-evaluation, 

and the latter concerns the characteristics of the task in which they are engaged. 

The two components are distinct, but closely related because L2 listening is 

an intentional, deliberate act in which L2 listeners must pay conscious attention to 

incoming aural information in order to comprehend it and react appropriately. 

Because the L2 listening process is intentional and controlled until learners achieve 

high levels of proficiency, and because controlled processes necessarily involve 

self-regulation, L2 listeners can become conscious of themselves as (in)competent 

L2 listeners while they are engaged in L2 listening tasks they perceive as 

challenging. 

Human mental activities and behaviors are influenced by automatic or non-

conscious processes, and these processes operate more efficiently than conscious, 

controlled processes (Bargh, 2007; Bargh & Chartrand, 1999). For example, 
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experienced drivers perform and coordinate complex functions without conscious 

thought because driving skills have been established as conditioned habits through 

extensive practice and experience. However, they become highly attentive and 

consciously and intentionally control their car when, for example, they perceive 

possible dangers on the road. Likewise, listening in the L1 generally does not 

involve conscious, intentional operations. The best example of this is the way 

listeners perceive sound sequences in their native language. They intentionally 

listen only when it is necessary; otherwise, they just hear (Rost, 2002). The 

concepts of automaticity and consciousness are often viewed as a dichotomy, but in 

fact, most complex, higher mental processes are usually mixtures or combinations 

of features of automaticity and conscious operation. Just as drivers switch between 

automatic and intentional driving at will, L1 listeners move back and forth between 

hearing and listening. This is natural in the sense that people live their lives without 

constantly exercising control over their thought and behavior, and their ability to 

control their attention and intention, the self’s regulatory capacity, is quite limited 

(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, & Tice, 1998; Mauraven, Tice, Baumeister, 

1998). 

In contrast to L1 listeners, L2 listeners have to pay conscious attention to 

incoming aural information to comprehend and get ready to react to the message. 

As such, L2 listening is in large part conscious, intentional, effortful, and in most 

cases somewhat inefficient. Listening involves an array of neurological, 

psycholinguistic, developmental, and pragmatic processes (Rost, 2002), and 
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managing all those processes online competently is demanding for L2 listeners 

because they have to consciously deploy their attentional resources to control these 

processes. However, people’s capacity to control attentional resources is, as noted 

above, fairly limited, and as a result, L2 listeners’ attentional resources can be 

overwhelmed until their listening skills develop to a relatively high degree. 

When people make a conscious effort when listening to the L2, they are 

inevitably aware of how well they comprehend the aural input or how well they are 

performing the communicative task at hand. When they are conscious about their 

performance, their attention becomes self-directed. This is what Carver (2003) 

referred to when he said that their “attention drifts to themselves” (p. 179). When 

attention is self-directed, people begin to evaluate their performance. They can 

become concerned with how other people, whether they are actual others or they 

embody a subjective value established from exposure to others, evaluate “me” as an 

L2 listener. This occurs because of people’s capacity for reflectivity, which is the 

ability to “somehow turn around and take itself as the object of its own view” (p. 

179). When reflectivity enters a person’s consciousness, they praise or criticize 

their own performance. 

Self-focused cognition, which includes negative self-evaluation and worries 

about failure, has long been known to hinder effective performance (e.g., Eysenck, 

1979; Sarason, 1984). Eysenck (1979) theorized that highly anxious individuals are 

prone to focusing on task-irrelevant information, which takes up much of their 

working memory capacity; as a result, they cannot process task-relevant 
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information effectively. Highly anxious L2 listeners can be too preoccupied with 

concerns about their performance to be fully engaged in the L2 processing task. 

Although they can try to compensate for their inefficiency by exerting extra effort 

to focus on the task and maintain processing effectiveness, their performance is 

sometimes impaired because of, for instance, a lack of linguistic knowledge: 

Anxiety is most likely to have a detrimental effect on task performance when the 

task demand is high. In L2 listening, high task demands can be caused by a variety 

of factors such as a large amount of unknown lexis, complex grammatical 

structures, high levels of information density, and rapid speech. 

The inherent relation between Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-

Focused Apprehension can arise from the inextricably linked functions of the self, 

that is, the attentional, cognitive, and regulatory functions the self performs 

(Baumeister & Vohs, 2004, Leary & Tangney, 2003). The regulatory function 

“may be the most important psychological characteristic that distinguishes human 

beings from most, if not all, other animals” (Leary & Tangney, 2003, p. 4). As 

discussed above, this monitoring function of the self can make L2 listeners highly 

anxious and filled with self-conscious doubts about their public performance; this 

state of mind subverts the intended attentional and cognitive control over the L2 

listening task. The function of self in interpersonal processes adequately explains 

why Task-Focused Apprehension and Self-Focused Apprehension work in tandem 

to haunt anxious L2 listeners. 
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The irony is that L2 learners need to actively attend to L2 input to promote 

learning and people’s consciousness and attentional focus can produce L2 anxiety. 

At this moment, putting aside the controversies surrounding the definitions and 

functions of the psychological concepts of consciousness, awareness, and attention 

in psychology (e.g., Kock & Tsuchiya, 2006) and in SLA (e.g., Schmidt, 1990), 

there is little doubt that a great deal of L2 learning does not just happen 

unintentionally and effortlessly, especially in EFL contexts. Although not all 

aspects of L2 learning depend on input (Gass, 1997), and it is controversial whether 

attention to input is necessary and/or sufficient for learning an L2, “input is a 

critical variable as it is a major data source for the language learner” (VanPatten & 

Benati, 2010, p. 36). Especially in instructed language learning contexts, learners 

should be provided with comprehensible input so that they can attend to the data 

and promote intake for subsequent processing and internalization. Schmidt (2001) 

states, “Attended learning is far superior” (than unattended learning) (p. 3). 

Moreover, attention is one of the three motivational behaviors (effort, persistence, 

and attention) that mediate learning success in Tremblay and Gardner’s (1995) 

expanded model of L2 learning and motivation. If the role of conscious attention to 

input is crucial for the development of receptive skills and paying focused attention 

to aural stimuli is in itself anxiety-provoking in two ways (the listening task is 

perceived as arduous and the self is threatened), learning an L2 might embody 

unwanted consequences such as learned helplessness (Seligman, 1975), which can 
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undermine learners’ engagement in learning an L2. This issue is further discussed 

in the Pedagogical Implications section. 

Another irony is that it is difficult to suppress or manage unwanted, 

troubling thoughts because they appear effortlessly, involuntarily, and 

unintentionally, that is, automatically (Wegner & Erber, 1992). They do not only 

intrude into our consciousness and refuse to go away, but also return to our mind 

“inexorably, repeatedly, and sometimes intolerably” (p. 904). Researchers have 

demonstrated that the thoughts people most desperately want to bypass can come 

up to their mind with minimal prompting under the condition of cognitive overload. 

It makes sense to apply this finding to the case of anxious L2 listeners, and infer 

that Task-Focused Apprehension and Self-Focused Apprehension might stay in 

their mind, creating undesirable consequences. 

In this section, I discussed why and how the two dimensions of L2 listening 

anxiety are positively correlated. I argued, with reference to functions of the self, 

that the difference between L1 and L2 listening sheds light on how L2 listeners 

listen and how they become anxious. 

 

Self-Focus 

Research Question 8 asked to what degree high and low social anxiety 

groups differed on Self-Focused Apprehension after controlling for their general 

disposition to worry. I hypothesized that the high social anxiety group experiences 

higher Self-Focused Apprehension than the low social anxiety group, after 
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controlling for General Disposition to Worry. I planned to use General Disposition 

to Worry to control for the variance associated with individuals’ tendency to be 

affected by anticipating negative outcomes. Learners with high levels of social 

anxiety tend to feel more Self-Focused Apprehension because they experience 

more interpersonal concerns. However, the assumption of homogeneity-of-slopes 

was violated, and a one-way ANOVA was conducted instead. The results partly 

supported that hypothesis, as the high social anxiety group demonstrated a higher 

level of Self-Focused Apprehension. 

Social anxiety and Self-Focused Apprehension are different kinds of 

individual learner characteristics. Social anxiety is one type of trait anxiety, which 

is, by nature, relatively stable and consistent. In contrast, foreign language anxiety 

is situation specific, is variable over time, and is not necessarily constant or 

persistent across situations (MacIntyre, Babin, & Clément, 1999). Also, Self-

Focused Apprehension is L2 specific, while social anxiety is not; thus, only the 

former is associated with L2 listening skills. 

One commonality between social anxiety and Self-Focused Apprehension is 

that both are prone to situational influences because of the nature of social 

interaction. Both heightened levels of social anxiety and heightened levels of L2 

listening anxiety are similar in that they can have different causes in different social 

contexts. The verbal protocol data shed light on possible situational differences. For 

instance, Seishiro, who chose 6 (Very true of me) on most of the items measuring 

Social Anxiety and General Disposition to Worry, responded to Item SFA14 (I 
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have difficulty understanding conversations between two people speaking English) 

as follows: “It depends on what they’re talking about. If they speak clearly, I 

understand. If they talk fast, I don't. It depends on who, too.” [話の内容によりま

すよ。はっきり話してくれればわかりますし。早いとだめです。誰が話し

ているのかにもよります。] Three factors, topic, clarity, and speech rate, 

appeared to affect his anxiety level. When reacting to item SFA04 (I have difficulty 

in understanding instructions given orally in English), Ayaka mentioned that she 

felt different degrees of anxiety, depending on the specific situation and the person 

giving instructions. She referred to individual teachers, saying, “It depends on what 

kind of instructions I’m being given. It depends on the speaker, too. Sometimes I 

understand, and other times I don't. Teacher L is okay, but Teacher D is difficult to 

understand.” [どんな指示をもらっているかによりますね。話している人に

もよりますし。理解できるときもあるし、できないときもある。T先生は

いいけど、D先生だと大変とか。] The verbal data for the Self-Focused 

Apprehension items provide abundant evidence that anxiety fluctuates across 

features of the social context in which the particular episode is situated. 

The verbal data concerning social anxiety also merit consideration. Social 

anxiety is considered a stable disposition, but what makes people socially anxious 

can vary from person to person and change over time. In response to item SA15 (I 

seldom feel relaxed around people who are quite different from myself). Ryoma 

said, “It's rather that I get more nervous when I'm with people who are similar to 

me.” [むしろ、自分と同じような人といるほうが落ち着きません。] Sayo’s 
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self-observation was unusual: “I think I'm the one who makes others nervous,” [み

んなを落ち着かなくさせてるのは、私のほうだと思いますよ。] and Midori 

mentioned the change in her behavior as well as in her attitudes, saying, “Yes. Very 

noisy students (make me uncomfortable). I was once one of them, but not any more. 

I want to leave when some noisy students are in the classroom.” [そう。うるさい

子たち。昔は私もそうだったけど、もう違うから。教室にうるさい子たち

がいると、出て行きたくなる。] Both Ryoma and Sayo choose 1 (Not at all 

true of me), for that item, but they reacted to it differently. 

Another commonality lies in the outcome expectancies that play a 

significant role for both Social Anxiety and Self-Focused Apprehension. People 

experience higher anxiety as the goal of creating a desired impression becomes 

more important, and the lower the likelihood the goal can be achieved (Schlenker & 

Leary, 1985). This idea produces three illustrative scenarios: People are indifferent 

or relatively unconcerned to what others think of them if the images they want to 

convey in their public performance are not salient; people are confident that they 

can present themselves as they desire when their goals are salient and they believe 

they can achieve their goals; people become anxious if their interpersonal goals are 

high but it is unlikely the goals can be satisfactorily attained by presenting 

themselves as they desire. The latter two scenarios are differentiated by 

expectancies in terms of the probable success or failure of self-presentational goals. 

The expectancies that exist with respect to self-presentation in L2 listening 

presumably operate in much the same way. Those learners who have salient images 
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of themselves as achieving L2 competence comparable to their L1 listening skills 

can fall prey to L2 listening anxiety because of the personal and interpersonal 

implications of self-presentational orientations. On the contrary, L2 listeners are 

less likely to feel anxious if they accept the discrepancy between their L1 and L2 

listening skills; in this case, their expectations of L2 listening competence are 

considerably lower than their expectations of their L1 competence. 

This argument sounds inconsistent with the previous claim that Social 

Anxiety and Self-Focused Apprehension are distinct; however, both are socially 

generated and socially controlled, and they influence individuals socially. They are 

functionally similar. They both involve social concerns and interpersonal goals, and 

in this sense they are similar. As such, it is plausible that Social Anxiety is 

associated with Self-Focused Apprehension. If so, the conceptualization that L2 

anxiety is independent from general anxiety might be too simplistic because it is 

context-dependent to a certain degree. 

Matthews and Zeidner (2004) defined social anxiety as a type of 

contextualized anxiety as it occurs as a reaction to narrowly targeted threats; it is 

possible to define Self-Focused Apprehension as another. Social anxiety is related 

to deficits in social skills (Bruch, 2001) and/or a subjective, low evaluation of 

social skills (Leary, 1995). Self-Focused Apprehension is related to deficits in L2 

listening skills and/or subjective, low evaluation of them. Anxious L2 listeners are 

constantly interrupted with self-conscious thoughts in which they assess how well 

they are attaining their desired goals. L2 anxiety in general has been described as a 
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situation-specific anxiety. Because Self-Focused Apprehension is narrowly 

specified to L2 contexts, it can be characterized as another type of contextualized 

anxiety, or a subtype of social anxiety. In both cases, people recognize social 

evaluative threats and relate them to personal concerns in interpersonal contexts. 

Listening is a social activity, and much of it occurs in conversation in the 

real world. Flowerdew and Miller (2005) define listeners’ roles in conversation 

with respect to backchanneling, reformulating, repairing, turn taking, negotiating 

meaning, recognizing sections, shifting topics, and exploiting ambiguity. For 

example, in topic shifts, the listener has to identify when to appropriately move on 

to the next topic. The listener and the speakers take turns and switch roles in 

conversations, and it is difficult to project forward to turn boundaries using 

linguistic and non-linguistic cues the speaker gives (Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 

1974) intentionally and unintentionally (Goffman, 1959). Successful listener 

interventions rely on strategic, skillful listening, which is difficult for L2 listeners 

to perform. These listener strategies are partly universal, but there are also cross-

cultural differences that L2 listeners must learn. There can be also side participants 

and overhearers, who can also affect listeners’ performance because of social, 

evaluative concerns. The verbal protocol data, referred to in Chapter 4, also 

indicated that this participant factor is a significant variable influencing the level of 

anxiety. As noted above, Kikun said in response to SFA04 (I have difficulty in 

understanding instructions given orally in English), “It’s difficult for me, 

sometimes. It depends on who is around me at that particular time.” [大変なとき
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もあるかなあ。その時、周りに誰がいるかにもよるし。] Moreover, although 

conversation makes this social aspect of listening salient, this aspect is to some 

extent present in all types of listening because of overt and covert audience factors. 

To sum up, the results indicated that different levels of Social Anxiety make 

a significant difference on one of the components of L2 listening anxiety, Self-

Focused Apprehension because this dimension of L2 listening anxiety is associated 

with interpersonal concerns inherent in people’s social interactions. How people 

believe that others think of them arouses social concerns and self-awareness, and 

individuals who are subject to interpersonal anxiety in general also tend to be 

subject to evaluative concerns in terms of their L2 listening performance. However, 

both Social Anxiety and Self-Focused Apprehension are susceptible to individuals’ 

evaluation of situational influences and probability of success, and those situational 

determinants and outcome expectancies vary greatly; those conditions, in all 

likelihood, interact. 

 

Task-Focus 

Research Question 9 asked to what degree high and low social anxiety 

groups differed on Self-Focused Apprehension after controlling for their General 

Disposition to Worry. It was hypothesized that the two groups do not differ on 

Task-Focused Apprehension after controlling for General Disposition to Worry 

because Task-Focused Apprehension is specific to concerns with L2 listening tasks 

and therefore it is not influenced by how socially anxious individual learners are. 
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Contrary to the hypothesis, Task-Focused Apprehension was positively associated 

with Social Anxiety even after controlling for General Disposition to Worry. The 

high and low social anxiety groups differed significantly in terms of apprehensive 

thoughts with regard to L2 listening tasks. This raises the question of why social 

concerns influence Task-Focused Apprehension and why individuals with high 

Social Anxiety think of L2 listening tasks as frightening. 

L2 listening tasks are perceived as more challenging and therefore more 

anxiety-provoking to people who are more concerned about their self-images 

because they are motivated to seek others’ approval and avoid their disapproval. 

They feel that they have to construct and maintain impressions on others that are 

consistent with their own self-image, and their self-image in terms of L2 listening 

is reflected in their performance on L2 listening tasks. Socially anxious L2 listeners 

think that others form opinions of them based on their L2 listening task 

performance. Because they are concerned about the possibility that others might 

form undesirable impressions of their L2 listening performance, socially anxious 

participants experience higher Task-Focused Apprehension when listening to the 

L2. The data from the verbal protocol were not revealing in this respect. However, 

in regards to Item TFA03 (I might not be able to understand when people talk too 

fast in English), Midori mentioned interpersonal concerns, saying, “I get very 

worried. I worry they might think I'm stupid.” [心配になるよ。馬鹿じゃないの、

と思われそうで。] No other verbal data indicated that there is a relationship 
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between a particular source of apprehension (a task situation) and social 

consequences with regard to items for Task-Focused Apprehension. 

This account accords well with the high correlation between the two 

dimensions of L2 listening anxiety: Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused 

Apprehension. The two dimensions have their roots in listeners’ consciousness of 

the L2 listening process. Listeners’ concerns about L2 listening tasks and their L2 

self-concepts are likely to be mediated through conscious, self-reflective cognitive 

processes. After all, anxious L2 listeners experience concerns about L2 listening 

tasks and engage in self-preoccupation. 

It is important to review how the reflectivity of the self often works against 

its own good by causing L2 listeners to become anxious both in terms of the L2 

listening task and their task performance because social anxiety was, against the 

initial hypothesis, linked to Task-Focused Apprehension as well as Self-Focused 

Apprehension in this study. Mental control, or the regulatory capacity of the self, 

permits people to handle a variety of tasks, negotiating among different goals and 

prioritizing them (Carver, 2004), but the consecutive exertions of self regulation 

“carry a psychic cost and deplete some scarce resource” (Baumeister et al., 1998, p. 

1252). When the task is challenging but manageable, people might make efforts to 

maintain the quality of the performance although less efficiently, as the theory of 

cognitive interference suggests (Eysenck, 1979; Wilson, Smith, & Holmes, 2007). 

However, when the task demands exceed the individual’s limited cognitive 

resources and undermine the function of the self, the self’s capacity to reflect on its 
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mental activities (i.e., self-consciousness) start to influence their operation (Wegner, 

1994). Wegner’s explanation of ironic processes of mental control (the self’s 

monitoring process backfires on the self’s operating process) postulates that the 

reflective self not only searches for the causes of failure of mental control (Task-

Focused Apprehension) but creates its own failure (Self-Focused Apprehension). 

Wegner’s hypothesis was not tested in the present study, but it is generally 

accepted that controlled processes of the self are usually confined to a relatively 

small part of everyday functioning so that the self functions effectively provided 

that the automatic processes, which are less costly, prevail (e.g., Bargh & Ferguson, 

2000). Given this line of thought, L2 listening is anxiety-provoking to the extent 

that it is controlled rather than automatized and fluent. 

Finally, socially anxious people are not necessarily more self-centered, or 

trying to make better impressions about themselves than less anxious people. As 

reviewed in Chapter 2, human beings are predisposed to develop and sustain good 

relationships with others to survive and reproduce, and their self-presentational 

orientations have evolved so that they can develop and maintain good relationships 

in the communities and societies to which they belong. If they are self-centered and 

act in a way the community or society does not accept, they can face social 

rejection or feel excluded. Most people want to be perceived as consistent and 

coherent, and the impressions they wish to convey are usually not groundless or 

deceptive ones. They want to be true to themselves and want others to think that 

they are. 
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In this section, I discussed why Social Anxiety is associated with Task-

Focused Apprehension after controlling for General Disposition to Worry. Self-

presentational motives are so extensive that they affect individuals’ perceptions of 

L2 listening tasks and their performance of those tasks. 

 

Self-Presentational Success in L2 Listening 

 The different profiles that high and low proficiency groups demonstrated in 

this study might indicate that beginning L2 listeners will, in the course of their 

learning history, become less affected by their Self-Focused Apprehension before 

they become less troubled with their Task-Focused Apprehension. L2 listeners are 

likely to learn to liberate themselves from self-presentational worries prior to 

overcoming fears over processing L2 information online. In this section, I discuss 

why Self-Focused Apprehension is reduced in degree more quickly than Task-

Focused Apprehension in the framework of self-presentation theory. 

L2 listeners who are successful in managing dysfunctional effects of self-

concerns appear to be able to cultivate more realistic, healthier self-presentational 

goals, learn to allocate more of their self’s capacity on task management, and 

eventually become tactful in controlling Task-Focused Apprehension. When L2 

listeners think they are able to verify their proficiency in their public performance 

and their self-presentational motives meet with their goals, they regard their 

impression management as well functioning and build self-confidence based on its 

success. Alternatively, to the extent that self-presentational worries over L2 
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listening are associated with the discrepancy between listeners’ unrealistic goals 

and self-presentational expectations, their excessive self-presentational concerns 

can make L2 listeners choke under pressure, magnify Task-Focused Apprehension 

as well, and interfere with their listening performance and learning. 

 Another plausible explanation is that L2 listeners who remain troubled by 

higher Self-Focused Apprehension might maintain an maladaptive orientation to 

protect themselves from failure, embarrassment, rejection, and humiliation, while 

those who have succeeded in reducing harmful, excessive self-concerns over L2 

listening are able to execute certain self-presentational behaviors that entail some 

degree of social risks, enhance their images as hardworking L2 listeners, for 

example, and start managing their task concerns effectively. It is likely that they 

have started to overcome, to some extent, stigma attached to self-presentational 

predicaments such as receiving less favorable evaluations from others and losing 

face.  

 Successful communication presupposes a certain level of self-disclosure 

(Cozby, 1973), and L2 listeners who have started to conquer Self-Focused 

Apprehension might understand the significance of accepting risk and vulnerability 

of self-disclosure in their interpersonal behaviors. Without giving out information 

about themselves, people cannot get information about others and receive support 

from them. Mutual disclosure deepens trust in the relationships and helps both sides 

understand each other better. Consequently, L2 listeners come to feel better about 

themselves and their L2 performance when they think the other side accepts what 
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they are and how good (or bad in some cases) they are. Easing Self-Focused 

Apprehension by disclosing their true self might well compensate for revealing less 

favorable images of them. 

 The distinct patterns that the high and low L2 listening proficiency groups 

demonstrated on the two dimensions of L2 listening anxiety might provide insights 

into debilitative and facilitative anxiety. L2 listeners who are overcoming the 

negative effects of excessive self-concerns can start to interpret the difficulties 

involved in L2 listening tasks differently. They are ready to make efforts geared 

toward challenging tasks of L2 listening. This change in perspective reflects 

positive expectations of coping difficulties and achieving goals, and leads to 

positive emotions, including excitement, as demonstrated in elevated sport 

performance (Leary, 1992; McGowan, Prapavessis, & Wesch, 2008). In SLA, 

Ehrman (1996) called L2 anxiety “tension or arousal” (p. 148), saying that learning 

with a little anxiety is beneficial, but no more than needed for the tension to work 

for the better, to the extent that it will keep learners alert and attentive. MacIntyre 

(1999) also stated that learners with a minimal level of anxiety feel “energized or 

keyed up” (p. 28). However, it might not be just a matter of amount; the way L2 

listeners interpret the task might be the key factor in accounting for the positive 

approach. Alternatively, the interaction of the two dimensions of L2 listening 

anxiety as discussed above might mediate the detrimental effects and promote 

successful comprehension, which is integral to meaningful interaction. Researchers 
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need to further examine whether facilitative anxiety in L2 listening is a myth or a 

reality; the results of this study hint that the latter is the case. 

 Lastly, this cross-sectional study does not have much to say about whether 

L2 anxiety is a passing state or whether it develops into a long-lasting characteristic 

of an individual learner, but the finding that Self-Focused Apprehension is reduced 

more quickly than Task-Focused Apprehension suggests that learners’ concern and 

fear over their self-presentation in L2 communication, that is their “self-deprecating 

thoughts” (MacIntyre, 1999, p. 35), can be mitigated and stopped short of 

developing into a negative L2 self-concept, or feeding into a strong aversion to L2 

communication. Self-Focused Apprehension has a strong relationship to learners’ 

self-perception of low and less favorable L2 proficiency, and it is also linked to a 

strong and maladaptive desire to be effective in the L2, but it is malleable. 

In this section, I discussed the implications of the different anxiety profiles 

of high and low listening proficiency listeners in relation to self-presentation theory. 

In the following sections, I examine the theoretical and pedagogical implications of 

this study. 

 

Theoretical Implications 

This study of L2 listening anxiety has five implications in terms of the 

theory of self-presentation. First, the data demonstrate that social anxiety is 

associated with L2 listening anxiety and imply that self-presentational motives are 

so extensive as to raise anxiety even in a receptive skill domain such as L2 listening. 
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Self-presentational perspectives have “remained on the periphery of social 

psychology for so long” (Leary, 1995, p. 9) because self-presentational motives 

were initially misinterpreted as insincere, inauthentic, and unnatural. On the 

contrary, people are attentive to the impressions they make on others in their social 

lives, and they feel the need to manage their public images. Their motives are 

generally “healthy and adaptive” (p. 2) and “essential for smooth interaction” (p. 7). 

Given this background, L2 listening anxiety can be explained in a coherent 

framework of impression management: L2 listeners feel anxious when they are 

afraid they are creating and presenting undesirable images as incompetent L2 

listeners, an image that might jeopardize L2 communication and social 

relationships. 

Second, the data demonstrated that L2 listening anxiety is composed of 

Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension; this finding is 

congruent with the definition of social anxiety in the literature. Self-Focused 

Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension are both socially-constructed. 

Leary (1995) stated that “social anxiety arises when people are motivated to make a 

desired impression on others but are not certain they will do so” (p. 19). In their 

internal world of self-generated thoughts, people attempt to control the impressions 

they make on others, but they fear they might not live up to their own expectations 

when they are aware of their poor performance. This definition of social anxiety 

specifies two distinct but intertwined elements in impression management. Being 

more highly motivated to engage in impression management in itself does not 
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produce social anxiety: The prospect of failure, or the uncertain prospect of success, 

coupled with the self-presentational motives does. In other words, L2 listeners feel 

anxious when they are motivated to make favorable impressions as capable L2 

listeners, but they are not sure if they can accomplish this goal. 

Third, the items measuring L2 listening anxiety describe the negative self-

talk of L2 listeners engage in when experiencing anxiety, and the self-

presentational account of this self-talk adequately portrays how L2 listeners talk to 

themselves when they become anxious. In theory, self-talk of any kind plays an 

important role in human cognition and behavior, and people talk to themselves in 

many different ways (Leary, 2004), but people under self-presentational pressure 

typically fear failure and engage in a mental “voice-over” about themselves and 

their performance in a variety of negative ways. This self-talk is internalized as 

their self-concept, which is constantly revised according to their performance 

evaluation (Leary & Tangney, 2003). The items measuring Self-Focused 

Apprehension tap into the self-talk and self-concept in relation to how competent 

L2 listeners think they are, and the items measuring Task-Focused Apprehension 

tap into the self-talk, self-concept formation, and self-beliefs in terms of how L2 

listeners undertake tasks. 

Fourth, the data indicated that L2 listening anxiety could affect the quality 

of cognitive processing of aural input, and supported the claim that affective factors 

were responsible for individual differences in successful language learning. Sparks 

and Ganschow (1991, 1993a, 1993b, 1995) and Sparks, Ganschow, and Javorsky 
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(2000) introduced the Linguistic Coding Differences Hypothesis and argued that 

L2 learning difficulties were manifestation of low native language learning abilities 

and L2 anxiety was likely to be a consequence, rather than a cause, of language 

learning problems. However, this study demonstrated that learning to listen to L2 

was more than learning to decode L2 input and L2 listening anxiety could pose 

threats to learners’ self-concept and might lead to self-doubt because L2 listeners 

were concerned about their poor public performance when listening to the L2. The 

results of this study supported MacIntyre’s (1995) and Horwitz’s (2000) responses 

that affective variables such as anxiety would be legitimate variables in the model 

of L2 learning because anxiety has potential to interfere with L2 learning and L2 

performance because of learners’ interpersonal concerns in communicating in L2.  

Fifth, considering that learners’ self-concepts are being created and revised 

as part of the self’s regulatory functions, this study contributes to the development 

of the L2 Motivational Self System (Dörnyei, 2005, 2009; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 

2009). The key construct in the system is the Ideal L2 Self, which represents 

desired, hoped-for end states of L2 learning and regulates learners’ behaviors with 

its promotion focus. In Dörnyei’s system, the self is characterized as a proactive 

agent. In an empirical study by Kormos and Csizer (2008), the Ideal L2 Self as 

learners’ self-images of a successful L2 user was found to be a significant variable 

in L2 learning. In this system, motivation originates from the learners’ wish to 

reduce the discrepancy between their ideal L2 self and their actual L2 self. Learners 

are motivated by the extending, expanding, and elaborating images of the self.  
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On the other hand, it is impossible for people to form a set of new self-

images without any reference to the existing, essential L1 self because they see the 

L2 self through the L1 self (Guiora, 1983). The development of the new, emerging 

L2 self is constrained by the conserving, maintaining, and stabilizing motives of the 

fundamental L1 self. An L2 self cannot be constructed from scratch. This study 

shed light on how people develop their L2 self and present it to others in reference 

to their L1 self. The role of the L1 self is important because the L2 Motivational 

Self System might obtain stronger explanatory power as a growth-oriented, 

increasing integration model of L2 acquisition if it incorporates the L1 self 

component explicitly. 

 

Pedagogical Implications 

The results of this study suggest nine pedagogical implications. First, 

teachers should inform their students that foreign language learning is inherently 

anxiety provoking, and that it is normal to become anxious. This explanation might 

be reassuring and help learners cope more effectively with a certain level of L2-

related anxiety. Self-presentation theory is explicitly focused on the notion that 

individuals self-consciously present themselves and that they are concerned with 

the impressions they intentionally give and inevitably give off (Goffman, 1959). L2 

users encounter difficulty managing the impressions they intentionally strive to 

give because of their limited knowledge of the L2, and it is even more difficult for 

them to take control of the impressions they give off. It is no surprise that many L2 
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learners perceive themselves as deficient in managing desirable impressions and 

feel anxious about that. 

Second, teachers can inform their students that as they become more skilled, 

they become less anxious. Instead of being too preoccupied with themselves to 

focus properly on learning, learners should be guided to consider how to develop 

their language skills and to engage fully with the tasks at hand. People are self-

reflective, so they can use the knowledge that higher skills lead to less anxiety to 

adjust their expectations and control their learning behaviors. For example, if 

learners understand that listening skills like non-linguistic skills, develop only with 

practice, patience, and persistence, they can become more tolerant of gradual 

progress, less anxious about not making fast progress, and engage in more effective 

learning strategies. For example, high-anxiety beginning foreign language learners 

might want to spend time engaging in one-way listening activities outside of class, 

given that one-way listening tasks usually create less anxiety than two-way, 

interactive listening tasks. The listening skills they have cultivated in one-way 

listening practice will eventually transfer to more sophisticated listening tasks, 

including those involving authentic contexts. 

Third, teachers should offer such L2 listening tasks as learners can build 

self-confidence so that they will not unnecessarily be troubled by L2 listening 

anxiety. Cooperative classroom listening tasks such as dictogloss (Wajnryb, 1990) 

are able to involve learners in active listening processes through interaction with 

other learners in a psychologically safe environment. Dictogloss requires learners 
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to jot down fragments of a listening passage individually and to create a cohesive 

text by working together in small groups. The procedure can provide learners with 

a less stressful, but attentive and encouraging listening opportunity because they 

can help each other with missing words and information later in the small group 

activities. Less skillful or less experienced listeners can participate in the activities 

by taking a peripheral role first with less anxiety alongside with more skillful or 

experienced peers (Lave & Wenger, 1991; McCafferty, Jacobs, & DaSilva Iddings, 

2006) as they gradually become more confident and take more active roles. 

Cooperative listening tasks also benefit more skillful or experienced listeners by 

letting them take initiative in text reconstructing activities and help instill self-

confidence. 

Fourth, teachers should make use of fluency developing tasks because 

developing listening fluency can reduce anxiety. The more automatic the listening 

process becomes, the less mental control the L2 listening task demands, and the 

less anxiety-provoking it should be. Because automatic processes are more efficient, 

more stable, and more resistant to distractions, they require less cognitive control 

(Segalowitz, 2010), and therefore they ease the mental cost associated with 

cognitive operations and help L2 listeners reduce both Task-Focused Apprehension 

and Self-Focused Apprehension to some extent. Teachers can incorporate fluency 

activities in their curriculum by having students use already learned features and 

items in a less monitored way (Nation & Macalister, 2010). To recapitulate the 

present point, processing difficulties create dysfluencies, which are, unfortunately, 
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a hallmark of L2 competence, but new language items and features should be made 

more readily available through fluency activities, as easier, more rapid access to 

linguistic knowledge ultimately reduces L2 anxiety. 

Fifth, teachers should instruct their students how to request repetition and 

clarification appropriately as compensatory strategies to avoid misunderstanding, 

non-understanding, or communication breakdowns (Cabrera & Martinez, 2001). 

Advanced listening proficiency is impossible to develop in a short time, but 

learning to use a limited number of formulaic phrases for maintaining 

communication can be accomplished quickly. Reasonably good communication 

strategies partly compensate for poor listening skills, help reduce L2 listening 

anxiety, and help ease any sense of failure or helplessness when listening to the 

foreign language (Field, 2000). Teaching learners to make repetition and 

clarification requests particularly benefits unskilled L2 listeners who are often high 

both in Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. Such learners 

tend to create problems for themselves by overthinking about their self and the 

listening task. 

Sixth, teachers should be thoughtful in introducing and incorporating 

explicit learning procedures such as awareness-raising activities, form-focused 

instruction, and input enhancement techniques into classroom teaching practices, as 

past researchers have reported overall positive effects for awareness and attention 

in L2 learning (e.g., Robinson, 2001). Instructors should consider how to make use 

of attended learning without giving learners unneeded psychological stress (Noro, 
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2009) caused by becoming highly attentive to L2 stimuli. The present study 

indicated that too much task-focus can, in some cases, lead to anxiety and can be 

accompanied by unnecessary self-focus. Although in classroom learning, the mere 

exposure to L2 input cannot develop language skills efficiently, attention-focusing 

tasks, with all their potential benefits, can backfire if they make learners feel 

inhibited by raising their anxiety levels. Teachers and researchers should take into 

account such factors as cognitive demand and relevance of the tasks and the 

learners’ current processing capacity and interests, to bypass the negative effects of 

the disturbance of task-relevant apprehension accompanied by task-irrelevant 

thoughts about the maladaptive self. 

Seventh, teachers should explore the potential of implicit learning. 

Although overall positive effects of explicit teaching and learning have been 

demonstrated in the past literature (e.g., DeKeyser, 2003, 2007), implicit or 

incidental learning of some aspects of language knowledge also seems to be 

operating (VanPatten & Benati, 2010). For example, Saffran, Newport, Aslin, 

Tunick, and Barrueco (1997) demonstrated that both adults and children learned 

word boundaries of an artificial language incidentally, that is, without any 

directions to listen to and learn about, based on the transitional probabilities 

between syllables in the speech stream. Considering the fact that word 

segmentation poses difficulties and produces L2 listening anxiety, teachers need to 

employ the benefits of passive exposure to L2 aural input without conscious 

attention and processing because mere exposure to input will not cause much 
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anxiety and help reduce the burden of intentional study, and there is a gap between 

explicit knowledge and use especially in complex knowledge like language 

(DeKeyser, 2003; Hulstijn, 2003). 

Eighth, teachers should modify instructional goals if there is a bias toward 

performance goals (goals of validating learners’ competence through their 

performance) rather than mastery-oriented learning goals (goals of developing 

learners’ competence) (e.g., Dweck & Good, 2004; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). If 

learners feel apprehensive when engaging with L2 listening tasks because they 

think that the tasks are too demanding and they cannot perform well enough, an 

emphasis on successful performance on L2 listening tasks might make learners 

vulnerable to evaluative feedback. Learners do not want to appear incompetent 

either in the classroom or in authentic situations. However, if learners believe in the 

incremental nature of language knowledge and understand that L2 skills are 

developed by performing the tasks and that a preoccupation with successful 

performance and favorable evaluations is potentially detrimental, they will 

welcome and make use of learning-relevant feedback, and maintain their efforts to 

perform the current task successfully. This will eventually lead to their acquisition 

of the foreign language. 

Lastly, the results of this study also illuminate the relationship between L2 

listening anxiety and interpersonal anxiety, and this connection opens up a range of 

possibilities that the findings of empirical studies and theoretical developments in 

the area of social anxiety can be extended to L2 teaching contexts. For example, the 
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theory of social anxiety maintains that people are not always good judges of the 

impressions others hold of them (Leary & Kowalski, 1995b). This implies that 

many learners likely over- or underestimate their L2 performance, and it is 

plausible that more anxious L2 listeners are overtly afraid that they are giving 

unfavorable impressions to others, even though they might be doing a reasonably 

good job in presenting themselves. The same theory also states that unrealistically 

high expectations with regard to impression management can cause higher levels of 

social anxiety. Most people cannot achieve the same levels of comprehension in L2 

interactions as in L1 interactions, but they will likely feel higher levels of anxiety if 

they wrongly think that they can or that they should be able to do so. Individual or 

group counseling sessions might promote a better understanding of these aspects of 

L2 anxiety and social anxiety, and for highly anxious students, eventually reduce 

unnecessary anxiety arousal to a manageable level. 

In sum, many of these pedagogical implications concern raising learners’ 

awareness, or developing their metacognitive knowledge about L2 learning. 

However, as discussed above, raising learners’ awareness can create heightened 

attention not just to the language learning task itself, but also to the task-performing 

self; the latter might plausibly lead toward the malfunctioning or underfunctioning 

L2 self, and the discrepancy (Higgins, 1987, 1998) between the fully functioning 

L1 self and the poorly functioning L2 self might raise the learners’ anxiety, 

especially for beginning learners. Past L2 anxiety researchers have underscored the 

importance of lowering students’ anxiety, but I hope that the findings of this study 
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offer a glimpse of something beyond on-the-spot manipulations of negative 

affective reactions or hands-on measures to deal with them in class because L2 

anxiety is a fundamental aspect of the experience of being a foreign language 

learner and user. 

Because this study was designed to produce conceptual refinements of the 

psychological construct of L2 listening anxiety in particular and L2 anxiety in 

general, the suggested pedagogical applications are intertwined with the theoretical 

implications discussed above. Most of all, classroom teachers should cultivate 

learners’ self-talk and support self-concept formations as L2 learners while helping 

them not to fall prey to the curse of self (Leary, 2004). 



 211

CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

Summary of the Findings 

In this study, I explored L2 listening anxiety from the perspective of self-

presentation theory and discussed how L2 listening anxiety is partly socially 

constructed. In the preliminary analyses, I validated three instruments, the 

Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety, the Revised Interaction 

Anxiousness Scale, and the Revised Penn State Worry Questionnaire. The Rasch 

PCA of item residuals demonstrated that L2 listening anxiety, as measured by the 

Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety, has two distinct 

dimensions, Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension. In the 

main analyses, I examined (a) how L2 listening skills as measured by a dictation 

test are related to L2 listening anxiety and the general anxiety of the participants 

(Research Question 6), (b) how L2 listening produces anxiety (in relation to 

Research Question 7), and (c) how L2 listening anxiety is associated with Social 

Anxiety (Research Questions 8 and 9). The results provide further support for the 

claims that (a) L2 learners experience anxiety specific to L2 learning and 

communication processes, (b) L2 anxiety is best examined from a skill-based 

perspective (i.e., L2 speaking anxiety, L2 listening anxiety, L2 writing anxiety, and 

L2 reading anxiety), and (c) componential analyses of L2 anxiety are more 
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informative than unidimensional analyses in demonstrating the ways in which L2 

learning and communication induce anxiety. 

The high and low L2 listening proficiency groups differed in terms of the 

levels of both components of L2 listening anxiety, Self-Focused Apprehension and 

Task-Focused Apprehension, but they did not differ with regard to the levels of the 

two general anxiety constructs, Social Anxiety and General Disposition to Worry. 

Although developing L2 listening skills helps learners reduce anxiety in receiving 

and processing information in an L2, L2 listening poses a specific psychological 

threat to most L2 listeners. 

The high proficiency group reported a significantly lower level of Self-

Focused Apprehension compared with the level of Task-Focused Apprehension. 

They felt less concerned about their self-image as incompetent L2 listeners than the 

participants in the low proficiency group. They worried less about task inefficiency 

(i.e., Task-Focused Apprehension) than the low proficiency group, but still 

maintained relatively high levels of Task-Focused Apprehension. More skilled L2 

listeners are partly able to overcome the fear induced by a negative self-image that 

affects unskilled L2 listeners, but they still consider their L2 listening performance 

as inefficient. 

Socially anxious individuals are more prone to L2 listening anxiety than 

less anxious ones because their self-presentational concerns are more pervasive and 

persistent in L2 listening contexts. L2 learners who are more motivated to manage 

their impressions but who are less confident in presenting themselves positively 
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experience higher levels of anxiety both when regulating their self-image as L2 

listeners and in performing L2 listening tasks. They are plagued by self-

presentational difficulties and by poor L2 listening task performance in part 

because their L2 listening processes have not been sufficiently automatized, and 

they consciously regulate their processing to the extent that it inevitably makes 

them reflective and self-aware of their own affective reactions to incoming L2 aural 

input. L2 anxiety in general and L2 listening anxiety in particular are inherently 

interpersonal. 

 

Limitations 

Five limitations of this study require mentioning. The first limitation is that 

the qualitative and quantitative data were distinct, and although combining the two 

data sets led to a more comprehensible account of L2 listening anxiety, it fell short 

of revealing how individual differences and situational differences interact. The 

questionnaire items tapped into the situational differences of each individual and 

confirmed that listening anxiety is multidimensional and affected by individual 

differences, but the items did not indicate how the responses of each individual 

were influenced by an array of situational characteristics (e.g., speaker/listener 

relationships, private/public contexts, and the presence/absence of another 

audience). The qualitative data illuminated the quantitative data, as they revealed 

that different individuals were affected by L2 listening situations differently, but 
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these data did not clarify how situational differences mediate, or intervene in, 

individual differences in L2 listening anxiety. 

Second, the scoring of the dictation test might have to be reconsidered.  

Listening proficiency was measured by a 60-item dictation test, and although the 

items were embedded in 20 sentences with three consecutive blanks in each, each 

item was scored as an individual item. According to Rash PCA of item residuals, 

the 60 test items spread the participants reasonably well. However, it might be 

possible that these three items interact with each other rather than act individually. 

For example, the same lexical item, and, was tested three times in the test as D02, 

D20, and D49. Rasch difficulty estimates of D02 and D20 differed as shown below 

in the parentheses, and D49 was found to be misfitting as discussed in Chapter 3. 

D02 in Sentence 1: Come (   in   ) (   and   ) (    sit   ) down. [53.2] 

D20 in Sentence 7: Let’s (   go   ) (   and   ) (   see   ) a movie? [55.8] 

D49 in Sentence 17: They must be hungry (   and   ) (  exhausted  ) (   after   ) a 

long day of work. 

One possible way to deal with the anomaly is to treat each item in the sentential 

context (D02, and in the sentence Come in and sit down.); thus, each item is 

distinctly embedded in its unique environment and distinguished from the other 

items. The other possible way is to identify the consecutive three items as a set. 

However, this option would reduce the number of test items by two-thirds, and 

significantly reduce the reliability of the test. 
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Third, when investigating the effects of Social Anxiety on L2 listening 

anxiety, General Disposition to Worry did not operate as a covariate because the 

preliminary assumption test indicated that it would provide unwanted influences on 

the dependent variable, Self-Focused Apprehension, while it worked as a covariate 

in relation to Task-Focused Apprehension; the reason for this anomaly was left 

unanswered. General Disposition to Worry is used to diagnose psychological 

disorders such as depression and general anxiety disorder in clinical psychology. 

Worry is primarily anticipatory in nature and known to interfere with people’s 

cognitive functioning (e.g., Davey & Wells, 2006). It used to be simply defined as 

the cognitive aspect of anxiety, but the focus of research has shifted to what occurs 

when people worry, what they worry about, how frequently they worry, and what 

consequences it produces. During the past decade, it has been controversial whether 

Worry and Absence of Worry constitute a single construct or not (Brown, 2003; 

Fresco, Heimberg, Mennin, & Turk, 2002). In this study, the Rasch PCA of item 

residuals indicated that General Disposition to Worry is the most distinct among 

the constructs validated in this study; the profile analysis showed that it does not 

help distinguish learners with high and low L2 listening proficiency; the verbal 

protocol data indicated that involuntary, disturbing, negative thoughts appear both 

in General Disposition to Worry and Task-Focused Apprehension. Other than this 

study, the construct has not been explored in the field of SLA, so it is unknown, at 

the moment, how it interacts or conflicts with L2 listening development. 
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Fourth, I have not tried to define such terms as attention, consciousness, and 

awareness precisely (e.g., Robinson, 2001; Schmidt, 1990). I have, however, used 

them in commonly accepted ways to avoid terminological quagmires. Although it 

is beyond the scope of this study to look closely at those terms, these concepts are 

critically important when considering the roles of input and output, the functions of 

implicit and explicit learning (and knowledge), the characteristics of declarative 

and procedural knowledge, the features of deliberate and incidental learning, the 

roles of practice and instruction, the process of automatization, and differences that 

instruction can make. In short, they are essential to understanding how people learn 

and use languages. Further advancements in the fields of cognitive psychology and 

second language acquisition will shed light on these issues, and consequently of 

studies of L2 anxiety. 

Lastly, the nature of anxiety might be more ambiguous than I initially 

presumed. Following the practice in SLA, I have conceptualized anxiety as an 

affective construct that influences the cognitive process of language learning, but 

other approaches were possible. Anxiety is often characterized as a personality trait 

(MacIntyre, 2002); however, in their discussion of an information processing 

model of anxiety, Beck and Emery (2005) stated that “When there is a disturbance 

in this central mechanism of cognition, there is a consequent disturbance in feeling 

and behavior” (p. xxxi). They defined anxiety as a feeling: an emotional reaction to 

a cognitive threat. Damasio (2004) listed fear as one of the primary emotions and 

viewed social emotions as secondary. Lewis (2000) connected the beginning of 
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social emotions with the emergence of self-awareness and self-conscious 

evaluation. Davidson (2001) offered a novel approach to affect. He referred to two 

distinct affective response styles toward stimuli, positive approach-related affect 

and negative withdrawal-related affect, both of which reflect stable, 

temperamentally different patterns and mediate, or modulate, how people react 

emotionally to the environment and to events in their lives. Moreover, the cognitive 

and emotional aspects of anxiety have also been distinguished in the test anxiety 

literature (Liebert & Morris, 1967). Research on anxiety cannot circumvent the 

age-old psychological dichotomy between cognition and emotion and their intricate 

relationships; it might lead to a model of cognitive-affective integration (Dai & 

Sternberg, 2010). Theoretical developments toward a new paradigm or framework 

of the human mind will provide intriguing perspectives and insights into studies of 

L2 anxiety. 

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

This study has revealed the inherent link between self-presentational 

orientations and L2 listening anxiety and opened up new directions for future 

research in this area. I have nine suggestions for future studies. First, as was 

discussed in the previous chapter, L2 listening anxiety should be explored with 

regard to situational variables that define the interpersonal contexts where L2 

listeners become anxious. This line of research is needed to identify situational 

conditions that lead some people to become anxious when listening to an L2. What 
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are the factors, or combination of factors, that motivate people to make desired 

impressions on others? Are there any specific types of communicative contexts that 

make L2 listeners anxious? What specific conditions lead people to fear that they 

are not conveying the impressions they desire?  

Second, other individual characteristics should be examined to determine 

whether they cause the level of anxiety that L2 listeners experience to fluctuate. 

Trait-type characteristics, such as introversion (Dewaele, 2002), risk-taking (Beebe, 

1983; Ely, 1986), and perfectionism (Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002), have been 

examined in relation to general L2 anxiety, but not in terms of L2 listening anxiety. 

Both broad concepts, such as self-esteem (e.g., Baumeister, 1999; Rosenberg, 1965 

in psychology; Andrés,1999 in SLA), self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1988, 1997), 

self-regulation (e.g., Baumeister & Vohs, 2004 in psychology; Yashima et al., 2009 

in SLA), interest (e.g., Ainley, Hidi, & Berndorff, 2002; Hidi, Renninger, & Krapp, 

2004 in psychology; Eidswick, 2010 in SLA), locus of control (e.g., Lefcourt, 

1976), self-theories (e.g., Dweck, 1999), and tolerance of ambiguity (Furnham, 

1995 in psychology; Chapelle & Roberts, 1986; Ehrman, 1999; Ely, 1989 in SLA), 

and L2 specific variables, such as L2 Willingness to Communicate (e.g., Yashima, 

2002) and L2 listening motivation (Vandergrift, 2005), might also interact with L2 

listeners’ self-presentational orientations and influence learners’ levels of L2 

listening anxiety. These issues raise a host of questions: What individual 

characteristics contribute to anxiety arousal and reduction when listening to an L2? 

How do these individual characteristics interact with people’s self-presentational 
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orientations? Do they heighten or allay L2 listening anxiety? Are there any learner 

characteristics that help buffer anxiety? 

Third, anxiety reactions might be learned patterns that cannot be 

ameliorated or eliminated easily because they have been conditioned and 

incorporated in memory (Jacobs & Nadel, 1985). This view can lead to a scenario 

that some L2 listeners might have developed an association, in the process of 

learning to listen to an L2, between (a) input features and conditions and (b) 

anxiety reactions. If the association is learned, it might be unlearned unless it is 

robust. In order to investigate this issue, it would be useful to listen to L2 listeners 

in different learning stages and in distinct learning contexts talk about their 

experiences (Garrett & Young, 2009). How did learners’ past experiences with an 

L2 or L2 community develop L2 listening anxiety? Does intensive training of 

listening skills induce or reduce L2 listening anxiety? What experience(s) helped 

them manage L2 listening anxiety? To what degree does extensive language 

contact or extensive exposure to an L2 and L2 target community in a study abroad 

program lead to long-term desensitization? 

Fourth, the significance of learners’ past experiences and learning histories 

in relation to their anxiety arousal should be further explored. Although the locus of 

this study is individual learners’ affective processes involved in L2 listening and 

their preoccupation with deficient self images and ineffective task performance, the 

results of this study indicated that social and contextual factors strongly influence 

L2 listening anxiety. The informants in the qualitative study related what they 
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believe they do or what they believe they did on some specific past occasions when 

listening to English, but they did not go so far as to reveal their past experiences or 

their learning histories, both of which can provide information about possible 

sources of L2 listening anxiety. Do high-anxiety learners associate their past 

experiences or learning history with their current level of L2 listening anxiety? 

What specific events do learners recall in relation to L2 listening anxiety arousal? 

How do they think anxiety has inhibited their task performance? 

Fifth, L2 listening anxiety might be susceptible to change, as L2 classroom 

anxiety and communication apprehension are (Koga, 2010). Longitudinal studies 

on L2 anxiety have been scarce, but Koga (2010) investigated whether individual 

difference variables such as anxiety, motivation, and cooperativeness, would be 

reduced, cultivated, or undermined through cooperative work in a classroom 

learning context and found, among others, that using cooperative tasks in the 

classroom contributed to declining L2 classroom anxiety and communication 

apprehension and this reduction had a positive effect on the learners’ engagement 

in classroom activities because they promoted a good learning cycle of higher 

involvement and more meaningful learning. What types of L2 listening tasks help 

reduce L2 listening anxiety? Do the desirable consequences of intervention, such as 

reduced anxiety and improved task engagement, have only temporary or long-term 

effects on the development of L2 listening proficiency? 

Sixth, the self-presentational literature states that high anxiety produces not 

only negative affect, but physical and psychological withdrawal from or avoidance 
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of potentially anxiety-provoking situations (e.g., Schlenker & Leary, 1985). 

Withdrawal or avoidance by highly anxious L2 listeners likely affects learning 

behaviors. Such L2 listeners might disengage themselves from actively learning to 

listen to an L2, they might try to avoid self-disclosure during interpersonal 

interactions to the extent that the quality of the interaction deteriorates, and they 

might lose interest in affiliating with real or imagined target-language communities. 

These possibilities raise the question of whether there are any differences in the 

learning behaviors of high-anxiety L2 listeners and low-anxiety L2 listeners. What 

consequences do the differences produce? 

Seventh, it is necessary to investigate L2 listening anxiety in distinct 

cultural contexts as Lim (2009) studied general L2 anxiety because individuals’ 

self-concepts are constructed culturally to a certain extent (Markus & Kitayama, 

1991). Past research on L2 listening anxiety has been conducted in Asian contexts, 

where collectivist tendencies have been traditionally appreciated (See Chang, 2008 

on Taiwanese learners; Kim, 2000 on Korean learners; Kimura, 2008 on Japanese 

learners), but no study of L2 listening anxiety has been conducted in individualistic 

cultures to the best of my knowledge. In what ways do L2 listeners from 

individualistic cultures experience anxiety? How do the cognitive patterns of 

collectivism vs. individualism (Triandis, 1995) influence L2 listening anxiety? 

Eighth, researchers need to relate the four skill-based approaches to L2 

anxiety (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, and writing) with each other using the 

self-presentational theory framework. Past researchers described L2 skill-based 
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anxiety as a phenomenon but fell short of justifying the constructs or their 

components. Whatever language skill learners are working on, L2 learning can 

induce intrinsically inhibitory psychological responses because learners are faced 

with self-presentational problems and difficulties specific to each skill. These 

observations raise the following questions: Is it feasible to generalize the findings 

of this study to other skill domains? Does impression management offer an 

extensive, integrative perspective to the studies of skill-based, componential 

analyses of L2 anxiety? 

Lastly, L2 anxiety studies would benefit from literature on performance 

anxiety. People perform things with words (Austin, 1962) and employ strategies to 

maintain their public performance in social interactions (Goffman, 1959). To learn 

how performers’ self-presentational processes influence their mindset and 

performance should contribute to studies of L2 anxiety. Public performance is 

known to induce stage fright, but facilitative anxiety is also evident in successful 

performances, which give rewarding experiences to the performers: Stage fright is 

not just fearful and disadvantageous; it can also operate in positive ways. Under 

what conditions is anxiety facilitative in sports and music performance? Do those 

conditions apply to L2 learning contexts? How do verbal performance and non-

verbal performance differ in terms of anxiety arousal? The answers to these 

questions would be of great value for researchers investigating L2 anxiety. 
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Final Conclusions 

This study demonstrated that strengthened self-focus and concerns with L2 

listening task performance are related to L2 listening anxiety: Listeners want to 

understand what speakers say in the intended way and give the impression that they 

do. I hope that this study encourages other researchers to (a) continue investigating 

L2 listening anxiety and its relationship with other individual, situational, and 

cultural variables, and (b) explore self-presentational orientations in relation to 

other skill-based L2 anxiety constructs, as these lines of investigation will 

ultimately benefit teachers and learners. Teachers will better understand how 

learners feel and modify their teaching practices so that they can better serve their 

students’ needs and learners will better understand the sources of the anxiety they 

experience when listening to a foreign language. The self is sometimes a curse 

because it can work against learners’ best interests in language learning, but it is 

also a blessing: It underlies learners’ ability to initiate and control their behaviors, 

and this is one of the keys to the development of high proficiency in a foreign 

language. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE SHORTENED SCALE  

OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE LISTENING ANXIETY  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

1 = Not at all true of me 2 = Not true of me 3 = Not very true of me 

4 = Slightly true of me 5 = True of me 6 = Very true of me 

 

Section I: Self-Focused Apprehension 

1. When listening to English, it is not easy for me to make guesses about the parts I 

missed. 

2. It is difficult to differentiate individual English words. 

3. I am not confident in listening to English without a chance to read the transcription of 

speech. 

4. I have difficulty in understanding instructions given orally in English. 

5. I do not feel confident in my English listening skills. 

6. I often get so confused that I cannot remember what I have heard in English. 

7. I get confused when listening for important information in English. 

8. When listening to English, I often end up translating word by word without 

understanding what I’m listening to. 

9. I would rather not listen to people talking in English. 

10. I get confused when listening for new information in English. 

11. When listening to English, I find it difficult to guess the meaning of new words. 

12. English stress and intonation patterns are not familiar to me. 

13. It often happens that I do not understand what English speakers say although I know 

the words. 

14. I have difficulty understanding conversations between two people speaking English. 

 

Section II: Task-Focused Apprehension 

1. When listening to English, I feel worried when I come across one or two unfamiliar 

words. 

2. When listening to English, I get nervous if I only hear a listening passage just once. 

3. I worry that I might not be able to understand when people talk too fast in English. 
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4. When listening to English, I am nervous when I’m not familiar with the topic. 

5. When listening to English, I worry that I might have missed important information 

while I was distracted. 

6. When listening to English, I get nervous when I don’t understand every word. 

7. When listening to English, I worry I might have an inadequate knowledge about 

the topic. 

8. I get worried when I have little time to think about what I have heard in English. 

9. I get nervous when I cannot listen to English at the pace I’m comfortable with. 

10. I get upset when I’m not sure whether I have understood well what English speakers 

say. 

11. I am nervous when listening to my teacher speaking English. 

12. I feel nervous when listening to a lecture in English. 

13. When listening to English, the thought that I may be missing key words worries me. 

 

Items omitted from the original instrument by Kim (2000) 

1. When someone pronounces words differently from the way I pronounce them, I find it 

difficult to understand. 

2. When I’m listening to English, I am worried when I can’t watch the lips or facial 

expression of a person who is speaking. 

3. It is hard to concentrate on what English speakers are saying unless I know them well. 

4. I keep thinking that everyone else except me understands very well what an English 

speaker is saying. 

5. If a person speaks English very quietly, I am worried about understanding. 

6. I have no fear of listening in English as a member of an audience. 

7. It’s difficult for me to listen to English when there is even a little bit of background 

noise. 
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APPENDIX B 

THE SHORTENED SCALE  

OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE LISTENING ANXIETY  

(JAPANESE VERSION) 

 

1 = 全く当てはまらない 2 = ほとんど当てはまらない 3 = あまり当てはまらない 

4 = 少し当てはまる 5 = ほぼ当てはまる 6 = よく当てはまる 

 

セクション I: 自己に対する懸念 

 

1. 英語を聞いているとき、一部を聞き逃してしまうと、その部分の意味を流れ

から推測するのは難しい。 

2. 英語の聞き取りでは、１つ 1つの単語を区別するのが難しい。 

3. スクリプト(会話などを文字化したもの)なしで英語を聞くのは自信がない。 

4. 口頭で行われる英語の指示を理解するのは苦手だ。 

5. 英語の聞き取りには自信がない。 

6. 英語を聞くと、混乱して、何を聞いたか残っていないことが多い。 

7. 英語で重要な情報を聞き取ろうとすると混乱する。 

8. 英語を聞いていると、全体の内容より１つ１つの単語の訳に終始してしまう。 

9. できれば、人の話は英語で聞きたくない。 

10. 英語で新しい情報を聞きとろうとすると混乱する。 

11. 英語を聞いているとき、知らない単語の意味を想像するのは苦手だ。 

12. 英語のアクセントやイントネーションには、慣れていない。 

13. 英語を聞いているとき、単語は理解できても、話し手の言いたいことの全体

を理解できていないことが多い。 

14. 目の前で２人の人が英語で話しているとき、その会話を理解するのは苦手だ。 
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セクション II: 課題に対する懸念 

 

1. 英語を聞いているとき、聞き取れない単語が出てくると不安になる。 

2. 英語の聞き取りで、文章が１回しか読まれないときは緊張する。 

3. 英語で早く話されると、理解できるかどうか不安になる。 

4. よく知らない話題について英語で聞くのは、緊張する。 

5. 英語を聞いていると、気が散って、大切な点を聞き逃したのではないかと不

安だ。 

6. 英語を聞いているとき、１つでも理解できない単語があると緊張する。 

7. 英語を聞いているとき、その話題について知識がないと思うと不安だ。 

8. 英語で聞いた内容に関して、ゆっくり考える時間がないと不安だ。 

9. 自分のペースで英語が聞けないと、緊張する。 

10. 英語で話された内容を正確に理解したかどうかわからないと焦る。 

11. 英語で先生が話すのを聞くのは緊張する。 

12. 英語で行われる講演会などを聞くのは、緊張する。 

13. 英語だとキーワードを聞き漏らすのではないかと不安だ。 

 

 

削除した質問肢 (Translation used in Kimura, 2008) 

1. 自分の発音と違う英語を聞くのは難しい。 

2. 英語の聞き取りの最中に話者の口や顔の表情が見えないと不安になる。 

3. 話し手が自分のよく知らない人だと、集中して聞けない。 

4. 自分以外の人は英語をよく理解していると、いつも思ってしまう。 

5. 小さな声で英語を話されると、理解できていないのではないかと心配にな

る。 

6. 聴衆のひとりとしてなら、英語を聞くことに不安はない。 

7. 少しでも雑音があると、英語は聞き取りにくい。 
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APPENDIX C 

THE REVISED INTERACTION ANXIOUSNESS SCALE  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

1 = Not at all true of me 2 = Not true of me 3 = Not very true of me 

4 = Slightly true of me 5 = True of me 6 = Very true of me 

 

1. I often feel anxious even in casual get-togethers. 

2. I do not usually feel at ease when I am in a group of people I don’t know. 

3. I am usually anxious when speaking to a member of the opposite sex. 

4. I get anxious when I must talk to a teacher. 

5. Parties often make me feel anxious. 

6. I am probably more anxious in social interactions than most people. 

7. I sometimes feel anxious when talking to people of my own sex if I don’t know 

them very well. 

8. I would be anxious if I was being interviewed for a job. 

9. I wish I had more confidence in social situations. 

10. I often feel anxious in social situations. 

11. In general, I am an anxious person in the company of other people. 

12. I often feel anxious when talking to an attractive member of the opposite sex. 

13. I often feel anxious when calling someone I don’t know very well on the 

telephone. 

14. I get anxious when I speak to someone in a position of authority. 

15. I seldom feel relaxed around people who are quite different from myself. 
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APPENDIX D 

THE REVISED INTERACTION ANXIOUSNESS SCALE  

(JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

1 = 全く当てはまらない 2 = ほとんど当てはまらない 3 = あまり当てはまらない 

4 = 少し当てはまる 5 = ほぼ当てはまる 6 = よく当てはまる 

 

1. 気を使わなくてよい集まりでも、落ち着いていられないことが多い。 

2. 知らない人たちといると、くつろげない。 

3. どのような人でも異性と話すときは、落ち着かない。 

4. 先生と話さなければならないときは、落ち着かない。 

5. パーティーなどの人の集まるところでは、落ち着かない。 

6. 人と話す場面では、他の人たちのように落ち着いていられない。 

7. 同性であっても知らない人と話すのは落ち着かないことがある。 

8. 就職の面接には、落ち着いてのぞめないだろうと思う。 

9. 社交的な場面で、もっと自信を持てるとよいのにと思う。 

10. 社交的な場面では、どうも落ち着かない。 

11. 他の人といると、気持ちが落ち着かないことが多い。 

12. 魅力的な異性の前では落ち着いて話せない。 

13. 知らない人と電話で話すのは落ち着かない。 

14. 目上の人とは落ち着いて話ができない。 

15. 自分と違うタイプの人といるのは落ち着かない。 
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APPENDIX E 

THE REVISED PENN STATE WORRY QUESTIONNAIRE 

(ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

1 = Not at all true of me 2 = Not true of me 3 = Not very true of me 

4 = Slightly true of me 5 = True of me 6 = Very true of me 

 

1. If I do not have enough time to do everything, I worry about it. 

2. My worries overwhelm me. 

3. I tend to worry about things. 

4. Many situations make me worry. 

5. I know I should not worry about things, but I just cannot help it. 

6. When I am under pressure I worry a lot. 

7. I am always worrying about something. 

8. I find it difficult to dismiss worrisome thoughts. 

9. As soon as I finish one task, I start to worry about everything else I have to do. 

10. I worry about everything. 

11. When there is nothing more I can do about a concern, I still worry about it. 

12. I have been a worrier all my life. 

13. I notice that I have been worrying about things. 

14. Once I start worrying, I cannot stop. 

15. I worry all the time. 

16.  I worry about projects until they are all done. 
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APPENDIX F 

THE REVISED PENN STATE WORRY QUESTIONNAIRE 

(JAPANESE VERSION) 

 

 
1 = 全く当てはまらない 2 = ほとんど当てはまらない 3 = あまり当てはまらない 

4 = 少し当てはまる 5 = ほぼ当てはまる 6 = よく当てはまる 

 

1. 時間がないと、仕事や課題を時間内にやり終えられないのではないかと心配にな

る。 

2. 心配なことがあると、そのことが頭から離れない。 

3. 自分は心配性だと思う。 

4. 様々な状況で心配になる。 

5. 心配しても仕方ないとわかっていることでも心配してしまう。 

6. プレッシャーに感じることがあると、心配で仕方がない。 

7. いつも何か心配の種がある。 

8. 心配事があると、それをきっぱり忘れてしまうことができない。 

9. ひとつ心配事が解決できても、また次の心配が現れる。 

10. 何をするにも心配でしょうがない。 

11. 心配事があると、それが変えられないことでも気になってしょうがない。 

12. 幼いころからずっと心配性だ。 

13. 心配事にとらわれている自分を自覚している。 

14. 心配し始めると、自分ではどうしようもない。 

15. いつも、くよくよ心配している。 

16. 何か課題に取り組んでいると、それを終えるまでずっと心配だ。 
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APPENDIX G 

THE DICTATION TEST 

 
Example:  

 

You hear: Are you ready to go? 

Question: Are you (          ) (          ) (          )? 

Answer: Are you ( ready ) (  to  ) (  go  )? 

 

1. Come (   in   ) (   and   ) (    sit   ) down. 

 

2. I’m (  sorry   ) (    I     ) (   don’t   ) know. 

 

3. (   May    ) (     I    ) (   speak   ) to you? 

 

4. Do you live (   with   ) (   your   ) (  family  )? 

 

5. I enjoy (  playing   ) (   tennis   ) (   with   ) you. 

 

6. What are you going (   to   ) (    do   ) (   this  ) weekend? 

 

7. Let’s (   go   ) (   and   ) (   see   ) a movie? 

 

8. A lot of (  people   ) (  around  ) (   the   ) world speak English fluently. 

 

9. You should go and see a doctor (  when   ) (   you   ) (   feel   ) sick. 

 

10. Do you know about the (  dangers   ) (  associated  ) (   with   ) smoking? 

 

11. I met some friendly students on the first (   day    ) (   at    ) (  school  ). 

 

12. Have you talked to the (  manager   ) (   about    ) (    the   ) trouble? 

 

13. A large amount of money was (   spent    ) (   on   ) (   space   ) exploration? 

 

14. The boy helped his ( grandmother ) (   escape  ) (   from   ) a forest fire. 

 

15. Freedom of speech is the most (  important  ) (   thing     ) (    in   ) a democracy. 

 

16. Shortly before an ( earthquake ), (  animals  ) (   are   ) known to go crazy. 

 

17. They must be hungry (   and   ) (  exhausted  ) (   after   ) a long day of work. 

 

18. The (  addiction   ) (   that   ) (  affects   ) most people is said to be chocolate. 

 

19. The company (  employees   ) (   have   ) (  recently  ) held a strike because they didn’t get a pay 

raise. 

 

20. Computers will be solving a wide range of our (  current   ) (  problems  ), (   won’t   ) they? 
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APPENDIX H 

ANXIETY QUESTIONNAIRE AND DICTATION TEST 

FOR LEARNERS OF ENGLISH 

(JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

英語学習者英語学習者英語学習者英語学習者のためののためののためののための 

聞聞聞聞きききき取取取取りにおけるりにおけるりにおけるりにおける不安感不安感不安感不安感にににに関関関関するアンケートとするアンケートとするアンケートとするアンケートと聞聞聞聞きききき取取取取りテストりテストりテストりテスト 

 
このアンケートは、英語の聞き取りにおいてあなたが抱く不安感と、英語の聞き取り力な

どの関連を知るためのものです。このページでは、まずあなたの学習経験・留学体験など

についてお尋ねします。2－3ページにはアンケートが、4ページには聞き取りのテストが

あります。英語学習に伴う「気持ち」の側面を研究することが目的であり、みなさんの成

績に関係するものではありません。また、このアンケートの提出をもって、結果の研究使

用に同意していただいたものとみなさせていただきます。ご協力をお願いいたします。 

木村春美 (kharmi@temple.edu) 

 

学校：_________________________________ 学部：_________________________________  

学科：___________________________________ 

 

学年：：_____________年次  性別： 男・女 年齢：____________才  国籍：
______________________________________ 

 

海外で生活したことがある人 

年齢： ______________才 から ______________才  

期間：____________________________________ 

国名：____________________________________  

目的：留学・家族の海外赴任・その他 _____________________________________________ 

（その他に具体的に付け加えることがあれば書いてください。） 

 

 

 

 

英会話学校で学んだことがある人 

年齢： ______________才 から ______________才 期間：
____________________________________   

学習形態： クラスの生徒数：_____________人 

（どのようなクラスだったか、具体的に付け加えることがあれば書いてください。） 

 

 

 

 

学習塾で学んだことのある人 

年齢： ______________才 から ______________才 期間：
____________________________________   

学習形態： クラスの生徒数：_____________人 

（どのようなクラスだったか、特に聞き取りに関して練習したことで、具体的に付け加え

ることがあれば書いてください。） 
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アンケートアンケートアンケートアンケート 

 
☆選択肢の 1－3 は「当てはまらない」、4－6 は「当てはまる」です。「どちらでもない」
の選択肢はありません。 

 

英語の聞き取りに関する不安感についてお尋ねします。 
 

1 = 全く当てはまらない 2 = ほとんど当てはまらない 3 = あまり当てはまらない 

4 = 少し当てはまる 5 = ほぼ当てはまる 6 = よく当てはまる 

   

1 
英語を聞いているとき、一部を聞き逃してしまうと、その部分の意味を

流れから推測するのは難しい。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

2 英語の聞き取りで、文章が１回しか読まれないときは緊張する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

3 英語で早く話されると、理解できるどうか不安になる。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

4 口頭で行われる英語の指示を理解するのは苦手だ。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

5 
英語を聞いていると、気が散って、大切な点を聞き逃したのではないか

と不安だ。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

6 英語を聞くと、混乱して、何を聞いたか残っていないことが多い。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

7 英語で重要な情報を聞き取ろうとすると混乱する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

8 英語で聞いた内容に関して、ゆっくり考える時間がないと不安だ。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

9 自分のペースで英語が聞けないと、緊張する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

10 英語で新しい情報を聞きとろうとすると混乱する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

11 英語で先生が話すのを聞くのは緊張する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

12 英語のアクセントやイントネーションには、慣れていない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

13 
英語を聞いているとき、単語は理解できても、言いたいことの全体を理

解できていないことが多い。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

14 英語を聞いているとき、聞き取れない単語が出てくると不安になる。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

15 英語の聞き取りでは、１つ１つの単語を区別するのが難しい。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

16 
スクリプト(会話などを文字化したもの)なしで英語を聞き取るのは自信が

ない。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 
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17 よく知らない話題について英語で聞くのは、緊張する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

18 英語の聞き取りには自信がない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

19 英語を聞いているとき、１つでも理解できない単語があると緊張する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

20 英語を聞いているとき、その話題について知識がないと思うと不安だ。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

21 
英語を聞いていると、全体の内容より１つ１つの単語の訳に終始してし

まう。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

22 できれば、人の話は英語で聞きたくない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

23 英語で話された内容を正確に理解したかどうかわからないと焦る。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

24 英語を聞いているとき、知らない単語の意味を想像するのは苦手だ。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

25 英語で行われる講演会などを聞くのは緊張する。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

26 英語だとキーワードを聞き漏らすのではないかと不安だ。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

27 
目の前で２人の人が英語で話しているとき、その会話を理解するのは苦

手だ。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 

 

 

一般的な不安傾向についてお尋ねします。 
 

1 = 全く当てはまらない 2 = ほとんど当てはまらない 3 = あまり当てはまらない   

4 = 少し当てはまる 5 = ほぼ当てはまる 6 = よく当てはまる 

 

28 気を使わなくてよい集まりでも、落ち着いていられないことが多い。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

29 知らない人たちといると、くつろげない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

30 自分は心配性だと思う。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

31 様々な状況で心配になる。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

32 パーティーなどの人の集まるところでは、落ち着かない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

33 プレッシャーに感じることがあると、心配で仕方がない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

34 同性であっても知らない人と話すのは落ち着かないことがある。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

35 心配事があると、それをきっぱり忘れてしまうことができない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

36 ひとつ心配事が解決できても、また次の心配が現れる。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

37 社交的な場面では、どうも落ち着かない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 
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38 
心配事があると、それが変えられないことでも気になってしょうがな

い。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

39  魅力的な異性の前では落ち着いて話せない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

40 心配事にとらわれている自分を自覚している。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

41 心配し始めると、自分ではどうしようもない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

42 自分と違うタイプの人といるのは落ち着かない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

43 
時間がないと、仕事や課題を時間内にやり終えられないのではないかと

心配になる。 

1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

44 心配なことがあると、そのことが頭から離れない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

45 どのような人でも異性と話すときは、落ち着かない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

46 先生と話さなければならないときは、落ち着かない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

47 心配しても仕方ないとわかっていることでも心配してしまう。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

48 人と話す場面では、他の人たちのように落ち着いていられない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

49 いつも何か心配の種がある。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

50 就職の面接には、落ち着いてのぞめないだろうと思う。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

51 社交的な場面で、もっと自信を持てるとよいのにと思う。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

52 何をするにも心配でしょうがない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

53 他の人といると、気持ちが落ち着かないことが多い。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

54 幼いころからずっと心配性だ。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

55 知らない人と電話で話すのは落ち着かない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

56 目上の人とは落ち着いて話ができない。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

57 いつも、くよくよ心配している。 1--2--3--4--5--6 

   

58 何か課題に取り組んでいると、それを終えるまでずっと心配だ。 1--2--3--4--5--6 
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 聞聞聞聞きききき取取取取りテストりテストりテストりテスト 

 
例にならって、括弧に聞き取った語を書き入れてください。英文は二度繰り返されま

す。 

 
Example sentence You hear: Are you ready to go? 

  Question: Are you (          ) (          ) (          )? 

  Answer: Are you ( ready ) (  to  ) (  go  )? 
 
1. Come (1.           ) (2.            ) (3.           ) down. 
 
2. I’m (4.          ) (5.            ) (6.           ) know. 
 
3. (7.          ) (8.           ) (9.           ) to you? 
 
4. Do you live (10.           ) (11.           ) (12.           )? 
 
5. I enjoy (13.          ) (14.           ) (15.          ) you. 
 
6. What are you going (16.           ) (17.            ) (18.           ) weekend? 
 
7. Let’s (19.         ) (20.           ) (21.          ) a movie? 
 
8. A lot of (22.          ) (23.          ) (24.           ) world speak English fluently. 
 
9. You should go and see a doctor (25.          ) (26.          ) (27.           ) sick. 
 
10. Do you know about the (28.              ) (29.              ) (30.            ) smoking? 
 
11. I met some friendly students on the first (31.            ) (32.            ) (33.          ). 
 
12. Have you talked to the (34.           ) (35.             ) (36.            ) trouble? 
 
13. A large amount of money was (37.            ) (38.             ) (39.            ) exploration? 

14. The boy helped his (40.                ) (41.              ) (42.              ) a forest fire. 
 
15. Freedom of speech is the most (43.               ) (44.              ) (45.             ) a democracy. 
 
16. Shortly before an (46.                ), (47.               ) (48.             ) known to go crazy. 
 
17. They must be hungry (49.             ) (50.             ) (51.            ) a long day of work. 
 
18. The (52.             ) (53.              ) (54.             ) most people is said to be chocolate. 
 
19. The company (55.                ) (56.                ) (57.             ) held a strike because they didn’t 
get a pay raise. 
  
20. Computers will be solving a wide range of our (58.             ) (59.              ), (60.              ) 
they? 
 
 

ご協力ありがとうございました。 
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APPENDIX I 

ANXIETY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LEARNERS OF ENGLISH  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to investigate anxiety you experience in 

listening to English as a foreign language in relation to general anxiety levels and 

listening skills. Your past experiences in terms of studying English and living 

abroad are asked on this page. The questionnaire is on the second and third pages, 

and it is followed by a listening test on the fourth page. The results are used to 

study the affective side of language learning, and they do not affect your course 

grade. Once you submit this questionnaire, it is understood that you have agreed for 

its use for research purposes. Thank you for your cooperation. 

                         Harumi Kimura (kharumi@temple.edu) 

 

School: ____________  Faculty: _______________  

Department:_______________ 

 

Year: _______ Gender: M / F   Age: ________   

Nationality: ___________________ 

 

If you have lived or studied abroad 

Age: From________ To________  Period: _______________  

Country (Countries): ____________ 

(Anything to specify?) 

 

 

 

 

If you have studied English at a language school 

Age: From________ To________  Period: _______________ 

(Anything to specify?) 

 

 

 

 

If you have studied English at a cram school 

Age: From________ To________  Period: _______________ 

(Anything to specify especially about listening practice?) 


