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The development of intercultural competence (IC) is considered a companion of
foreign language learning, but most research reports focus exclusively on English or
on special learning situations such as study abroad. To understand IC development in
the regular classroom of languages other than English (LOTESs), this project uses data
collected through questionnaire survey, interviews with teachers and students, and
analysis of course descriptions. However, at this stage the researchers only complete
the analysis of survey and course description. The rich data of interview will be
analyzed in follow-up studies. The study examined the IC development of learners of
eight LOTEs during one school year. Participants were college students enrolled in the
first two years of eight most popular LOTE courses (Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese,
Thai, Indonesian, German, French, and Spanish) at National Chengchi University.
They participated in an IC questionnaire survey at the beginning, middle, and end of
the 2017 school year. A total of 281 complete data sets were matched from the three
waves of survey. Results indicated that, among five constructs of affect,
consciousness, knowledge, behavior, and self-efficacy, these LOTE learners’ affect
was ranked the highest since the onset but resisted to change for the rest of the year.
Knowledge, although the lowest among five IC constructs, improved most
significantly. Most changes occurred in the first semester and then levelled off for
second-year learners. Differences in IC and its levels of changes also existed between
gender and among language clusters.

Keywords: second foreign language learning, multilingualism, intercultural
competence
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Learning experience reigns — Taiwanese learners’ motivation in
learning eight additional languages as compared to English
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Informed by Dérnyei’s L2 Motivational Self System and intended to fill a Received 17 December 2018 gap in
learning motivation research on languages other than English Accepted 12 January 2019

(LOTEs), this study investigated learners’ motivation for three language clusters — Southeast

Asian (Vietnamese, Thai and Malay), Northeast Asian KEYWORDS

(Japanese and Korean) and European (German, Spanish and French) — Language learningmotivation; languages
other and compared the results against the same learners’ English learning than English (LOTE); English
motivation. Regression analyses revealed that for all three language as a foreign language (EFL); groups, the
strongest predictors of intended effort were learning L2MSS; Taiwan experience, followed by ideal self and
culture/community interest. Ought-to self and instrumentality, both promotional and preventive, were
ruled out in all three LOTE regression models. The significance of learning experience as a motivational
predictor was comparatively new in LOTE-related findings. These learners’ English learning motivation
presented a similar but more complicated picture, with predictive variables being, in descending order,
learning attitude, culture/ community interest, learning experience, ideal self and instrumentality. While
externally imposed motivators played a role in English, they did not do so for the same learners in LOTE
situations. Discrepancies with earlier results concerning LOTE motivation as well as with similar learner
populations are discussed. Implications for both pedagogical practice and the theoretical development of
foreign language motivation are suggested.

Introduction

As English has become the global lingua franca with high utilitarian values and has blurred its
association with specific ethnic and cultural groups, its characteristics are quite distinctive from those
of other languages in many ways. However, research in second language motivation to date has
largely been built upon English as a foreign/second language (EFL/ESL), leaving a myriad of other
languages absent from the research landscape (Boo, Dornyei, and Ryan 2015; Dornyei and Al-Hoorie
2017; Ushioda and Dérnyei 2017). This may be misleading if educators and policymakers base their
decisions for other languages on such EFL/ESL-laden findings (Ushioda and Dérnyei 2017). In Boo,
Doérnyei, and Ryan’s (2015) review of 416 publications on L2 motivation between 2004 and 2015,
73% of the empirical investigations were on ESL, and the study concluded that ‘motivation research
in Asian settings is almost exclusively concerned with the learning of English’ (151). Such imbalance
and possible bias are discussed extensively in a 2017 special issue of The Modern Language Journal
(MLJ) dedicated to the motivation to learn languages other than English (LOTEs). With LOTEs
missing from our understanding of L2 motivation, there is a pressing need for empirical studies on
the motivation of LOTE learners. Nevertheless, when outlining research
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directions, Dérnyei and Al-Hoorie (2017) cite Henry (2010) in maintaining the importance of English
as a referential yardstick for our understanding of LOTE motivation, and point to competition and
interference among languages, presumably negative influences on LOTEs caused by the
globalisation of English. Thus, gauging LOTE motivation research upon the referent of English
motivation may shed some light and help us reap benefits from previous research efforts. Finding out
about the motivation for EFL and LOTEs within the same learner group may be especially
informative in our attempts to understand LOTE motivation.

Another issue associated with language motivation, in spite of its strong individual-psychological
nature, is the macro geopolitical and sociocultural contexts where the language, whether English or
a LOTE, is taught and learnt. In fact, earlier development of the influential dichotomy of integrative
and instrumental orientations (Gardner 1985) was modified partly because it fell short of accounting
for contexts outside of Canada (Humphreys and Spratt 2008, 314). By contrast, the aforementioned
2017 MLJ special issue, in an effort to explore LOTE motivation, showcases a wide coverage of
various languages in diverse geographical settings as varied as America, Europe and Japan. All the
authors of the seven empirical studies provide unique contextual details to foreground their research
for international readers and use this information in explaining their results.

The study reported here, as part of an aggregated effort to depict LOTE education in the greater
Chinese-speaking areas, focused specifically on LOTE learners’ motivation in Taiwan, where
systematic government efforts to promote LOTE education at the tertiary level started in 2005 at one
university in Taipei. The number of LOTE:s started at four, increased to 20 within two years, and has
remained in the twenties ever since. The number of registered learners grew from 116 in 2005 to
1892 in 2017. The most popular LOTEs have been Japanese, Spanish, French and German. Other
languages taught include Korean, Thai, Vietnamese, Malay, Portuguese, Italian, Turkish, Czech,
Persian, Polish, Arabic, Hebrew, Swabhili, Latin, Ancient Greek, Tibetan, Mongolian, Zhuang and
Uyghur. LOTE courses were open to all students and were not compulsory. Among the above
plethora of LOTEs, eight languages from three geographical areas, namely Europe, Northeast Asia
and Southeast Asia, were chosen as the targets of investigation because they consistently account for
nearly 90% of the entire LOTE learner population.

Based on the above introduction, this study set out to compare the motivational profiles of
Taiwanese college students who, in addition to fulfilling the English requirement, chose to enrol in
courses to study one of these eight LOTEs. By building regression models for each of the three
clusters of LOTE learners as well as for the entire sample of English learners using questionnaire
responses, the similarities and differences in motivational characteristics among these language
groups were identified in the hope that these would allow us to examine how the same learners’
LOTE motivation could deviate from or resemble their English motivation. The specific research
question that guided this study was: What were the Taiwanese college LOTE learners’ motivational
characteristics, and how did their LOTE motivation characteristics compare to those for English?

Literature review

The current study adopted Ddrnyei’s second language motivational self system (L2ZMSS) as a
theoretical framework. L2MSS is currently the most referenced framework in second language
motivation studies (Boo, Dornyei, and Ryan 2015). It takes into account Gardner’s (1985) earlier
socio-psychological model and its dichotomy of integrative and instrumental orientation, but changes
the direction of reference from outwardly gauging the target language community to inwardly
gauging the future vision of the learner’s self. Relevant motivational factors are incorporated into
three major variables — ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, and language learning experience (Ddrnyei
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2009). Ideal L2 self, the L2-specific aspiration of the learner’s future image, a domain related to
Gardner’s integrativeness, is a desire to be integrated to the target language community. Ought-to L2
self, by contrast, is closely related to instrumentality, i.e. the utilitarian aspects of learning a language
that embody the expectations and obligations the learner perceives from significant others or society.
Language learning experience is related to a person’s past and current learning experiences.
Generally speaking, ideal self has been identified as a very robust predictor of language learning
motivation across age groups and geographical areas (e.g. Csizér and Dornyei 2005a; Csizér and
Kormos 2009; Ryan 2009; Taguchi 2013; Taguchi, Magid, and Papi 2009). For ought-to self,
however, some studies indicate that it contributes less to motivated behaviour (e.g. Csizér and
Kormos 2009; Kim 2012; Papi 2010), while others report complexity in its psychometric property
(Kormos and Csizér 2008; Lamb 2012). Finally, language learning experience has been found to play
a crucial role in motivated learning behaviour (e.g. Kormos and Csizér 2008; Lamb 2012; Papi 2010;
Ryan 2009).

Findings from LOTE studies

In the dearth of studies on LOTE motivation, integrativeness was identified in earlier reports as an
important antecedent of motivation. This was found for learners of Russian, German, French, Italian,
and English in Hungary (Csizér and Dornyei 2005a, 2005b; Dérnyei and Clement 2001) and of
Spanish in the US (Hernandez 2006). However, scholars later found some mismatch between the
concept of integrativeness and real-life scenarios. This ‘signaled the need to replace “integrativeness”
with a more holistic concept’ (Dornyei and Al-Hoorie 2017, 456).

In later research when L2MSS has been applied as the framework, the strongest predictor of
motivation for LOTEs has predominantly been found to be the ideal self. This holds true for learners
of German and English in Hungary (Csizér and Lukacs 2010), of Mandarin and English in Hong
Kong (Dérnyei and Chan 2013), and of German in Britain (Busse 2013). Interestingly, Busse (2013)
reported that integrative orientation, when competing with the ideal self as one of the predictor scales,
failed to predict German learners’ motivation.

The above findings from LOTE studies are generally similar to those from research on learners of
EFL/ESL. Despite these similarities, Thompson (2017) found that learners of up to 34 different
LOTEs in Anglophone America had particularly low ought-to-self scores, and noted a large gap
between ought-to and ideal selves. This ‘differs from previous research using the L2MSS framework
when the language in question is English’ (495). It was suggested that while many English learners
felt both strong internal desire (ideal self) and externally imposed necessity (ought-to self) to learn
English, these American learners of LOTE possessed strong internal desire but did not feel the same
kind of obligation as their EFL/ESL-learning counterparts did. For the ought-to self, Dérnyei and
AlHoorie (2017) postulate that its very nature for LOTE learners may be more fragmented, sensitive
to particular languages in particular contexts, and ‘might reach such a degree that it cannot be
considered a unified self-dimension anymore?’ (460). In particular, they point out that, unlike English
learning around the world that receives even and constant social support, the learning of LOTEs
could face either support, indifference or discouraging attitudes.

The third mainstay of the L2ZMSS, language learning experience, is suggested by Dornyei (2005)
as another potential motivational path (in addition to the ideal self) to language learning success
when it is positively perceived (106). However, learning experience has been discussed relatively
infrequently and has shown non-significant results in existing LOTE studies. Unlike in English
learning where there is evidence for its importance, as mentioned earlier, learning experience does
not seem to play a role in LOTE motivation studies to date. In particular, Csizér and Lukacs (2010)
point out that for their German and English learners, learning experience did not emerge as a
significant latent dimension. Moreover, Henry and Apelgren (2008) found a decline in attitudes to
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the learning situation between grades 5 and 6 among Swedish pupils studying German, French,
Spanish and a sign language.

A number of LOTE studies make deliberate comparisons with English. Humphreys and Spratt
(2008) compared motivation to learn the required English, Mandarin and a chosen language (French,
German or Japanese) among college learners in Hong Kong. These learners expressed more positive
affect and motivation for English, the global language, and for their selected LOTEs than they did
for Mandarin. In Sweden, Henry and Apelgren (2008) found positive attitudes toward LOTEs, which,
despite a decline after a year, was still higher than that toward English. These results seem to suggest
that positive affect and attitude are related to utilitarian value and, moreover, free choice.

In addition to comparing English with LOTEs, some LOTE research addresses the impact of
global English on LOTEs. Such impacts are found to be mostly negative (and are therefore labelled
as interference), as demonstrated in pupils learning French in Sweden (Henry 2010) and college
students learning French, Chinese, Spanish, German, Korean, Russian and other LOTEs in Japan
(Sugita McEown, Sawaki, and and Harada 2017). Ushioda (2017) critically analyses such impact
and suggests that it mainly stems from both an instrumentalist view of global English and the fact
that motivation could be socially distributed onto individuals. However, Dornyei and Al-Hoorie
(2017) indicate that this impact from English could also function in a positive manner, such as in
transferring linguistic confidence from one language to the other.

Another issue relates to the language specificity of learning motivation. Dérnyei and Chan (2013)
found distinct language-specific visions in learners studying different languages. Similarly, Henry
(2010) found that learners who simultaneously learned English and French had different language-
specific images of themselves.

The learner population in Taiwan and the greater Chinese area

Learner population is one important aspect in language motivation studies. Although national
identities are not as rigid in today’s globalised world, it is generally believed that the cultures, social
values and societal norms associated with ethnic groups play a significant role in shaping language
motivation. Boo, Dérnyei, and Ryan’s (2015) review found a shift in the contexts of study from North
America and Europe to East Asia during 2004-2015. Among the 53 countries where motivational
studies were conducted, Boo, Dornyei, and Ryan (2015) found that mainland China ranked after
Japan and the US, but the Chinese-as-L1 learner group became the largest cluster when studies
carried out in Taiwan and Hong Kong were incorporated.

In Taiwan, Warden and Lin (2000) surveyed non-English-major students enrolled in required
English courses in one vocational-track university and found that integrativeness was nonexistent
among this learner group. Instead, their motivation was influenced by instrumental orientation and
course requirements. The authors warn classroom teachers to be wary of adopting imported materials
that assume learners can be motivated through cultural integration. Likewise, Chen, Warden, and
Chang (2005) surveyed 15- to 40-year-olds, including students and office workers, and found the
strongest predictor of skills to be requirement motivation, with no significant role played by
integrative motivation. Drawing on the culture of Confucian meritocracy embedded in Chinese
society, they coin the term ‘Chinese imperative’ to describe this phenomenon, pointing to the
influence of culture on learning motivation and questioning the construct of integrativeness in a
nonWestern context.

Huang and Chen (2017) surveyed junior high English learners aged 11-16 across Taiwan. Their
regression analyses indicated that a positive attitude toward language learning and classroom
experiences fuelled these young learners’ motivation. Similar to findings from Warden and Lin (2000)
and Chen, Warden, and Chang (2005), the ought-to self was a more prominent predictor of intended
learning effort and class involvement than the ideal self. For the same participants, Huang (2017)
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divided them into groups of those with and those without additional out-of-class tutoring and
compared their motivational profiles. Those receiving tutoring demonstrated higher motivation and
more frequent learning behaviours. For both groups, prominent motivational predictors were similar
— the ought-to self, learning attitudes, and learning experiences. The ideal self again played a minor
role; it was only pertinent in one of three criterion models among those who received tutoring.

Going beyond English, Huang, Hsu, and Chen (2015) investigated Taiwanese college students’
motivation for learning English, Japanese, Korean, French and German. In light of the L2ZMSS and
previous empirical findings, the authors were particularly interested in how social role obligations
played out in a Confucian-influenced society. Other predictor variables which they examined
included cultural interest and career opportunities. For all five languages, the ideal self and cultural
interest emerged as the strongest predictors, a finding contrary to other Taiwanese studies on English
motivation discussed above but consistent with many studies outside Taiwan. The ought-to self and
social role obligations were predictive of motivation in some, but not all, of the languages studied.

A large-scale survey on English learning motivation conducted by You and Dérnyei (2016) across
geographical regions and educational institutions in China provides a reference point that is
representative and timely. A consistent rank ordering of the three components of the L2MSS was
found across subpopulations; that is, learners’ attitudes toward their learning experiences were by far
the most highly associated with intended effort, followed by ideal self, with ought-to self coming
third. They conclude that for Chinese learners ‘the desire to invest time and energy in language
learning seems to be associated first and foremost with the evaluation of the learning process’ (512),
and that Chinese learners are not so different from many of the Western learners reported in the
literature. Their results provide powerful counterevidence to the concept of the ‘Chinese Imperative’
raised by Chen, Warden, and Chang (2005), as well as findings from Warden and Lin (2000), Huang
and Chen (2017), and Huang (2017) regarding English learners in Taiwan.

The literature reviewed provides insights into LOTE learning motivation in other parts of the
world, mainly European and North American contexts. While research results on the specific
motivational characteristics of learner populations in Taiwan and the greater Chinese area are also
informative, they are mostly limited to the learning of English. The current study was thus designed
to focus on Taiwanese learners’ motivation to learn LOTEs, and compare it directly with the same
learners’ motivation to learn English.

Method
Participants and sampling

Participants in this survey were students enrolled in the eight chosen LOTEs at National Chengchi
University in Taipei in the autumn of 2017. They came from disciplines including various sciences,
social sciences, liberal arts, business, law and mass communication. According to the university’s
course regulations, the students’ foreign language requirement was two semesters of College English
I and II, each worth two credits. All the other LOTE courses were electives in a three-credit-hour
design, with some only available as I and II for a year and others as I through IV spanning two years.
Those who had completed the English requirement or who qualified for exemption could take a
LOTE. At the time of the study, the total number of students learning these eight LOTEs was 1655,
representing 87.5% of the total 1892 students registered in the 21 languages offered in 43 course
sections. As shown in Table 1, our sample represented an average of 35.6% of the eight-language
population (ranging from 27.9% for Spanish to 44.8% for Vietnamese). The average

Table 1. Distribution of participants among language groups.
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Southeast Asian Northeast Asian European
Vietnamese Malay Japanese Korean German French Spanish Total/Average

Thai

# of learners 67 82 112 343 84 272 333 362 1655

% sampled 44.8 40.2 29.5 43.1 38.1 39.3 31.8 27.9 35.6

# sampled 30 33 33 148 32 107 106 101 590
Male 7 17 11 38 4 28 25 31 161
Female 23 16 22 110 28 79 81 70 429

% in sample 5.1 5.6 5.6 25.1 5.4 18.1 18.0 17.1 100

age of the participants was 19.83 years, and female learners accounted for 72.7% of the sample.
When surveyed, 362 (61.4%) reported having started learning English before entering elementary
school, and 203 (34.4%) had started within the first three years of elementary school; together these
individuals accounted for 95.8% of the sample. Also, 445 participants (77.1%) reported having
learned a LOTE before, but the rest of them had not.

Data collection procedure

In order to find out about the same learners’ EFL and LOTE motivation, the survey was administered
in two waves, the first at the beginning of the semester for English, and the second at the end of the
semester for the participants’ respective LOTEs; this was when all the learners had enough
experience with their LOTEs to respond to the survey questions. In the two waves, 853 and 828
complete responses were gathered respectively. Among these, 590 learners participated in both
waves and the paired data from their responses was used for analysis.

Right before the Autumn 2017 semester, the researcher contacted all 12 instructors of the eight
languages via email to explain the study and ask for their assistance. After obtaining the instructors’
permission, two research assistants brought and distributed leaflets to the 31 class sections during
10minute breaks between class periods from weeks three to five, to inform the students of the
survey’s purpose and logistics. On the leaflets, in addition to information about the background of
the study, was a QR code providing easy access for smartphone users to enter the survey website.
Participation was voluntary and incentives were provided in a raffle drawing system, with 20% of
those who completed all procedures in both waves having a chance to win a convenience store
voucher or a movie ticket worth NT$200 (approximately US$7). Two weeks before the end of the
18-week semester, the research assistants visited and distributed leaflets again to remind students
about the second-phase survey.

On the online survey portal, participants read the researcher’s invitation letter, provided consent,
rated learning- and motivation-related statements, and gave personal demographic information. In
the second wave, participants chose their own course number from a dropdown list and were
automatically directed to the version that matched their LOTEs.

Instrument

The questionnaires developed and used in both phases, for English and LOTEs, were parallel in
content. Both consisted of 30 items and used 5-point Likert scales with 1 indicating ‘never’ or
‘strongly disagree’ and 5 indicating ‘always’ or ‘strongly agree’. The items used were adopted from
established motivation questionnaires with adequate validity and reliability (e.g. Huang 2017; Lamb
2012). Intended learning effort, represented by six items, was the criterion measure because
compared to other self-report criterion variables used for the Taiwanese college learner population,
regression models using this measure yielded higher explanatory power (Huang, Hsu, and Chen
2015). Language proficiency scores, although desirable as an objective criterion measure, were not
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included because of the high variability in languages, course levels, course sections, instructors, and
grading schemes within and between LOTEs. It was also unfeasible for participants to sit a single
English test.

In addition to major L2MSS predictors, both forms of instrumentality, promotion and prevention,
were included because past studies on Taiwanese learners have shown instrumentality to be an
important factor (Chen, Warden, and Chang 2005; Warden and Lin 2000). The same reasoning
applied to two more variables: language learning attitude (Huang and Chen 2017) and
culture/community interest (Huang, Hsu, and Chen 2015). Nine versions of the questionnaire,
tailored for English and the eight LOTEs, were written in the learners’ native language, Mandarin
Chinese, and were piloted with three student informants who did not participate in the formal study.
Discussions followed regarding the clarification of meaning and wording. The same procedure was
repeated with the research assistants involved in this project. All seven predictor scales in the
questionnaire are briefly summarised below with item examples, in which Language represents the
language being surveyed in different circumstances.

(1) Learning Experience (5 items): the extent to which learners enjoy their learning experience.
Example: ‘I found learning Language very interesting.’

(2) Ideal Self (4 items): the learner’s future self-vision related to the language being studied.
Example: ‘I can imagine myself communicating with people in Language.’

(3) Ought-to Self (3 items): learners’ sense of duty and obligation towards learning the language.
Example: ‘Learning Language is what I should do.’

(4) Instrumentality—Promotion (3 items): the regulation of pragmatic benefits associated with
learning the language. Example: ‘Being proficient in Language will help me get a good job or
make more money.’

(5) Instrumentality—Prevention (3 items): regulation of fears for negative consequences associated
with language learning failure. Example: ‘1 may be looked down upon if I don’t have a good
command of Language.’

(6) Learning Attitude (3 items): the extent to which the learner enjoys learning the language.
Example: ‘I enjoy learning Language.’

(7) Culture/Community Interest (3 items): the learner’s interest in learning about the culture related
to the target language community. Example: ‘I want to travel to places where people speak
Language.’

Results

The data obtained were analysed using R Studio 9.9. Learner responses at the end of the semester
regarding the eight LOTEs were grouped by the three geographic areas. Results from the same
learners’ beginning-of-term responses on English were analysed, both: (1) as a whole for comparison
with the three LOTE clusters; and (2) by LOTE learner group for within-subject comparisons
between English and the LOTEs. Preliminary assumptions regarding the normality, linearity and
homogeneity of variance were examined, and no violation of assumptions in data sets was found.
Statistical examinations are explained below.

Reliability, descriptive statistics and correlation analyses

The results of the reliability analyses, shown in Table 2, indicated that the Cronbach alphas of
subscales under the different language groups and for the entire sample in English were mostly in
the .80s and .90s. Learning experience and learning attitude were the two most reliable variables,
with
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Table 2. Cronbach alpha coefficients of scales.

Southeast Northeast European
Asian Language Asian Language Language
# of Learners Learners Learners Entire Learner items (n = 96)
(n=180) (n=314) Sample (n = 590)
English LOTEs English LOTEs English LOTEs English
Intended effort 6 .83 .83 .85 .86 .83 .88 .85
Learning experience 5 .93 .94 .93 .92 .92 .94 .93
Ideal self 4 .87 .78 .87 .75 .87 .84 .87
Culture/community interest 3 .88 .66 .81 .73 .82 .80 .84
Learning attitude 3 .93 .93 .92 91 .93 .94 .93
Ought-to self 3 72 .67 .67 .53 .65 .69 .68
Instrumentality—promotion 3 .80 .75 .72 .74 .81 .79 .79
Instrumentality—prevention 3 .82 .87 77 .81 .81 .85 .80

alpha values above .90 for all the language clusters and subpopulations. On the other hand, the ought-
to self had alpha values constantly lower than the other variables. All the alpha values were above .60
except for one item, which was the ought-to self value of .53 for Northeast Asian languages. The
criterion variable, intended effort, had all alphas above .80, and the same was also true for ideal self
except for Northeast Asian Languages.

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 3. Within-subject t-tests were also performed between
English and the LOTEs. On the Likert scale of 1-5, only three of the 56 means were below 3
(italicized), and they all related to instrumentality—prevention for LOTEs, while 26 means had values
above 4 (underlined). T-test results showed consistent patterns between English and the LOTEs. For
all three LOTE clusters, learners’ intended effort, learning experience and learning attitudes were
uniformly higher for LOTEs than for English, whereas English was higher than all LOTEs in ideal
self, ought-to self, instrumentality—promotion and instrumentality—prevention.

Correlation analyses were conducted to understand the strength of the linear relationships between
the predictor and the seven criterion variables. Most of the correlation coefficients reached the .01
significance level (apart from on three occasions, i.e. in instrumentality—prevention for all three
LOTE clusters).The preventive instrumentality measure was statistically significant only for English.
The strongest linear relationship was found in learning experience in all language groups, followed
by learning attitude and culture/community interest. Comparatively, the correlation coefficients of
ideal self with intended learning effort were generally lower than the aforementioned measures.
Coefficients for the ought-to self and promotional instrumentality were mostly around .400, ranging
from .310 to .507. Correlations of instrumentality—prevention with the criterion measure were low
across all the languages (Table 4).

Regression analysis

Stepwise multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the predictive power of the
selected motivational variables. The resultant final models and the remaining variables are presented
in Table 5. The adjusted R? values indicate that 52%, 54%, 66% and 62% of the variance were
accounted for by the final models for Southeast Asian, Northeast Asian, European and English
languages, respectively.

For Southeast Asian languages, significant contributors to intended learning effort included, in
descending order, learning experience, ideal self and culture/community interest. For Northeast
Asian languages, the strongest predictor was again learning experience, followed by
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culture/community interest and ideal self. For European languages the picture was almost the same,
with learning experience having a standard beta of .37 followed by .28 and .21 for ideal self and
culture/community interest respectively. Learning attitude played a minor role in the European model
with a beta of .11. The English model showed a more complicated scenario. The most prominent
predictor was again learning experience. Here, learning attitude, despite having no significant roles
in predicting effort for LOTESs, obtained a beta of .24. Ideal self and culture/community interest, the
two secondary variables in all three LOTE models, had a similar position in English motivation.
They were then followed by two variables that were entirely absent from all LOTE models, i.e. the
two types of instrumentality — promotion and prevention.

In summary, regression models for LOTEs — Southeast Asian, Northeast Asian, and European
languages — all demonstrated that learning experience was the strongest predictor of intended
learning effort, followed by ideal self and culture/community interest, with each explaining roughly
a quarter of the variance. Excluded from all LOTE models were externally imposed motivation,
ought-to self, instrumentality—prevention and instrumentality—promotion. Although differences
among language groups had been conjectured, such as instrumentality boosted by current
governmental policy for Southeast Asian languages, in fact no difference was found. The
motivational profiles of different LOTE clusters were strikingly similar. Regardless of which
language they were learning, these LOTE learners were driven by their learning experience, ideal
self and culture/



Table 3. Descriptive statistics and t-test results.

Entire
Learner
Sample (n
= Southeast Asian Language Learners (n = 96) Northeast Asian Language Learners (n = 180) European Language Learners (n = 314) 590)
English LOTEs English LOTEs English LOTEs English
M SD M SD t M SD M SD t M SD M SD t M SD
Intended effort 3.62 0.71 3.97 0.62 -4.045** 3.49 0.78 4.24 0.64 -10.838** 3.86 0.69 4.00 0.68 -2.801** 3.71 0.74
Learning experience 3.52 0.91 4.20 0.76 —-5.543** 3.40 0.93 4.60 0.57 -14.780%* 3.81 0.85 4.32 0.73 -8.687** 3.64 0.90
Ideal self 3.98 0.85 3.57 0.72 4.471**  3.89 0.85 3.51 0.72 5.449%*  4.24 0.74 3.43 0.80 15.639**  4.09 0.81
Culture/community interest  4.24 0.79 4.30 0.59 -0.679 4.24 0.73 4.58 0.52 -5.423** 4.50 0.63 4.37 0.65 2.997**  4.38 0.70
Learning attitude 3.79 0.90 4.23 0.73 -3.699** 3.56 0.96 4.58 0.64 -11.861**  4.03 0.86 4.34 0.78 -5.228** 3.84 0.90
Ought-to self 4.12 0.79 3.50 0.74 6.599**  4.17 0.70 3.62 0.68 8.685**  4.30 0.69 3.60 0.80 13.575*%*  4.23 0.71
Instrumentality—promotion ~ 4.25 0.72 3.50 0.90 7.023*%*  4.28 0.66 3.36 0.90 12.757**  4.48 0.68 3.61 0.85 15.626**  4.38 0.69
Instrumentality—prevention  3.24 1.10 2.44 0.99 6.010**  3.36 0.95 2.49 0.99 9.788**  3.28 1.02 2.54 1.02 11.587**  3.30 1.01

**p <.01.



Table 4. Correlations between predictor and criterion variables.

Intended learning effort Southeast Asian Languages  Northeast Asian Languages  European Languages  English
Learning experience .641%* .613%* T37** 677**
Ideal self .503** 485%* .612%* .609%*
Culture/community interest 543** 612** .665** 597**
Learning attitude .614** .590** .703** .687**
Ought-to self 404** .362** A83** A80**
Instrumentality—promotion A431%* .310** A60** .507**
Instrumentality—prevention 172 111 .055 221%*
**p < 01.
Table 5. Final regression models.
Itheast Asian rtheast Asian
Languages Languages )ean Languag English
=96) =180) =314) (n=590)
Beta S.E. Std.
(r (n
Beta S.E. Std.p Beta (nS.E. Std.p Beta S.E. Std.p

Learning experience 0.28 0.09 0.34* 0.40 0.12 0.36* 0.35 0.06 0.37* 0.26 0.04 0.27**
Ideal self 0.21 0.07 0.25*% 0.22 0.06 0.24* 0.24 0.03 0.28* 0.25 0.05 0.18**
Culture/community 0.18 0.09 0.17* 036 0.09 0.29* 0.21 0.05 0.21* 0.37 0.07 0.18**
interest
Learning attitude 0.14 0.10 016 - - - 0.10 0.06 0.11* 0.58 0.11 0.24**
Ought-to self - - - 0.08 0.07 0.09 - - - - - -
Instrumentality— - - - - - - - - - 0.15 0.07 0.07**
promotion
Instrumentality— - - - - - - - - - 0.15 0.04 0.10**
prevention
Adjusted R? 0.52 0.54 0.66 0.62

*p <.05; **p <.01.

community interest, and unequivocally not by ought-to self or by promotional or preventive
instrumentality.

A few contrasts were observed between LOTEs and English. First, preventive instrumentality was
uniformly the lowest among the predictor variables for all LOTEs, but this was not the case for
English. Second, learning experience was consistently higher in all LOTEs than in English. Finally,
promotional instrumentality was consistently higher in English than in LOTEs. The English
motivation model was in general similar to those of LOTEs, but was more complicated. Similarly,
the English model revealed that learning experience was the most robust predictor, followed by
learning attitude, ideal self and culture/community interest. The difference lay in the fact that both
types of instrumentality were ruled out in LOTE models but played a role in English, albeit minor.
Unlike in learning LOTEs where they were driven solely by positive aspirations, these learners were
also influenced by external expectations and utilitarian values while they were learning English.

Discussion

Unlike the empirical evidence reviewed earlier that revealed integrativeness (Csizér and Dornyei
2005a, 2005b; Dornyei and Clement 2001; Hernandez 2006) or ideal self (Busse 2013; Csizér and
Lukacs 2010; Dornyei and Chan 2013) to be the major predictors in LOTE motivation, this study
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provided consistent evidence across eight LOTEs in three clusters — European, Northeast Asian, and
Southeast Asian languages — in addition to English, that the strongest predictor was learning
experience for these Taiwanese learners of both LOTE and English in their learning of LOTEs and
English. The three major LZMSS components are discussed in detail later.

Second, although some previous studies have pointed to the negative and competing influence
from English on LOTE learning (Henry 2010; Sugita McEown, Sawaki, and and Harada 2017;
Ushioda 2017), this study added to the findings of Henry and Apelgren (2008) and offered evidence
that LOTE motivation was reliably higher than English motivation in the same learners. Previous
reasons given for English motivation being higher and outdoing that of LOTEs mostly centred on its
global presence and pragmatic value (e.g. Ushioda 2017), whereas in other studies higher LOTE
motivation
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has been attributed to failures in English or the uniqueness and competitive edge associated with
LOTEs (Siridetkoon and Dewaele 2017). The transfer from English to a LOTE seems to be more
than a positive/negative binary and warrants more research.

Third, this study found distinct motivational patterns between LOTEs and English, partially
supporting Dornyei and Chan (2013) and Henry (2010) on the language specificity of motivation.
However, no difference was found among the three clusters of LOTEs. Instead, the three LOTE
regression models were very similar, despite these LOTEs representing diverse cultures and histories,
different geographical distances from Taiwan and disparate economic power. One common
denominator was that the LOTEs studied were all foreign, rather than second, languages in general
day-to-day life in Taiwan. As LOTESs cover a wide range of languages around the world with various
social norms and practices, a more important question to explore may be the underlying causes of
either specificity or commonality in LOTE motivation.

Consistently in four regression models for LOTEs and English, learning experience was the most
robust predictor of intended learning effort, explaining more than 30% of the variance while the
influence of all other variables stood well below this level. In fact, although it is one of the three
pillars of L2MSS, learning experience seems to have received less attention than the concepts of
ideal and ought-to selves. It was purposefully omitted from the instruments and analyses in a number
of important motivational studies (Csizér and Dornyei 2005a, 2005b; Csizér and Kormos 2009;
Kormos, Csizér, and Iwaniec 2014) to focus more on self concepts. However, when learning
experience was included (e.g. Csizér and Kormos 2009; Islam, Lamb, and Chambers 2013; Lamb
2012) it was often the most powerful predictor. Similarly, for Taiwanese adolescents, the role of
learning experience was significant in Huang (2017) and Huang and Chen (2017). More importantly,
You and Dérnyei’s (2016) large-scale survey in China arrived at the same conclusion.

It has to be noted, however, that the target language in these past studies was English, and the
same results may not apply to LOTEs. In rarer studies of LOTEs, Huang, Hsu, and Chen (2015)
found that learning experience played a role in only one of four LOTEs. Furthermore,
counterevidence to the importance of learning experience was offered by Csizér and Lukacs (2010)
and Henry and Apelgren (2008). Results from the current study suggested the significance of learning
experience in LOTE motivation could be explored further.

It is interesting that while the learners in this study were voluntarily enrolled in elective courses
and, as they self-reported, 77% of them had learned a LOTE before, their motivation was still very
much dependent upon learning experience. It could be speculated that in daily life in Taiwan where
LOTE contact is rare, interaction with teachers and peers dedicated to these LOTEs was still the
major source of impact on effort, even when learners proactively took the initiative to learn. This
could be an important message for language educators. In a time when resources are abundant and



freely available through the internet, the influence of learning experience in language courses does
not seem to become insignificant or even obsolete. Motivated students still rely on their class
experience, which is largely related to classroom teachers and peers.

Learning experience and learning attitude were also highly related, although the former played a
more significant role in LOTEs than the latter, which reached significant levels only for English and
European languages. In their operationalisation in this study, learning experience was more related
to immediate classroom contexts, while attitude was more of an accumulation of experiences over
time. The distinction between these two factors deserves additional study, especially given their
significance and the fact that they have been neglected in the past.

While the ideal self has been found to be the most powerful predictor in large-scale surveys (Busse
2013; Csizér and Lukacs 2010; Dornyei and Chan 2013), its role was only secondary here, a result
consistent with the Chinese English learners studied by You and Dérnyei (2016). As the predictor
next to learning experience in all four regression models, the ideal self’s beta values were higher for
LOTEs than for English (.25, .24, .28 for Southeast Asian, Northeast Asian, and European languages
respectively, compared to .18 for English). This suggests a higher influence of future self-vision in
LOTEs than in global English for these multi-language learners.

As expected, culture/community interest was a significant factor. Its connotation for global
English has evolved and become different from that for LOTEs, whose underlying cultures are more
discernable. Although beta values were higher in Northeast Asian and European languages, cultural
interest did not stand out as more salient for LOTE learning than for English.

Ought-to self and instrumentality, the more externally imposed types of motivation, did not
account for intended effort among these learners of LOTEs. However, instrumentality was one part
of their English motivation. The especially low LOTE ought-to self scores, and the large gap between
LOTE and English ought-to self, presented a scenario similar to Thompson's (2017) American LOTE
learners. While Thompson’s learners did not have to learn global English, findings from participants
in this study showcased the contrast between a LOTE and English in the same learners. The above
findings further supported Dérnyei and Al-Hoorie (2017) in their reservation about the inclusion of
ought-to self in LOTE motivation models.

Focusing specifically on Chinese-as-L1 learners, external motivators deserve more discussion.
Warden and Lin (2000), Chen, Warden, and Chang (2005), Huang (2017), Huang and Chen (2017),
and Huang, Hsu, and Chen (2015) found instrumentality or ought-to self to be highly related to
Taiwanese learners’ English motivation, and attributed this phenomenon to the Confucian tradition
of meritocracy (Chen, Warden, and Chang 2005) and social role obligation (Huang, Hsu, and Chen
2015). However, You and Dérnyei’s (2016) results from English learners in China largely refuted
these assertions. The current study supported You and Dornyei’s (2016) conclusion with empirical
findings from learners in Taiwan that the ought-to self did not do full justice to language motivation
in the Confucian-dominated societies.

Nevertheless, some important differences exist between the current study and previous ones. First,
the target language was mostly English in earlier studies (except for Huang, Hsu, and Chen 2015),
but target languages in the current study were three LOTE groups and English. Second, while the
language in most previous studies was a course requirement, the LOTEs in this study were studied
by choice. It should be noted that the existence of choice is an important factor in motivation
(Humphreys and Spratt 2008). Third, learner demographics differed. Populations in the past included:
(a) vocational-track students, whose academic achievement was usually lower, in Warden and Lin
(2000); (b) 15- to 40-year-old students and office workers in Chen, Warden, and Chang (2005); and
(c) junior high students in Huang (2017) and Huang and Chen (2017). Only the college students in
Huang, Hsu, and Chen (2015) were similar to the participants in this study. It is possible that those
who chose to study a non-compulsory LOTE were an exclusive group very different from the average
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English learner. They may have a high interest in learning languages, like the LOTE learners
described in Ddrnyei and Al-Hoorie (2017), given that 77% of them had learned a LOTE before.

Conclusion, limitations and implications

In conclusion, Southeast Asian, Northeast Asian and European language learners in Taiwan
demonstrated similar motivational patterns that were experience-based and not externally imposed.
Instead of differences among language groups, this study found homogeneity. The students’
motivations for learning European languages were not so different from their motivations for learning
Northeast and Southeast Asian languages. The English learning motivation of these learners was
similar, with learning experience explaining most of the variance, followed by learning attitude,
which seemed to be an aggregation of past learning experiences. Secondary predictors in English
were also the ideal self and culture/community interest. The uniqueness of English motivation in
contrast with that of LOTEs lay in the fact that instrumentality played a role, both promotional and
preventive.

A few limitations should be noted. Other than being limited to sampling, uneven gender
distribution, self-reporting and the variables chosen for the survey, this study was also constrained
by the types of languages chosen and how they were clustered. Despite a focus on LOTE motivation
in general, claims cannot be made about other LOTEs. Moreover, this cross-sectional study provides
only a static picture; temporal changes or causal relationships between languages were not captured.
Also,
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attempts were not made to differentiate between learners with more or less LOTE experience, or in
terms of their proficiency levels. Given these limitations, however, pedagogical and theoretical
implications are drawn below.

The fact that learning experience was the most powerful predictor across LOTEs is significant for
language teachers and curriculum designers, especially in a time when machines are replacing
humans and free online courses are replacing traditional classrooms. Even for such voluntary learners,
who in our imagination may be more independent and self-sufficient, the classroom learning
experience was the most important factor driving their efforts. High-quality teaching and positive
learning experience that is fulfilling may well still be the fundamental basis for motivating language
learners.

At a time when scholars are trying to redress the imbalance between English and LOTEs in
motivation research, this study has contributed a piece of the puzzle from Taiwan using data from
learners of both English and LOTEs. It has also added to our understanding of the concept of the
Chinese imperative and its role in LOTE learning.
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Development of College Students’ Intercultural Competence through Learning Eight

Asian and European Languages

Abstract
The development of intercultural competence (IC) in considered a companion of foreign
language learning, but most research reports focus exclusively on English or on special
learning situations such as study abroad. To understand IC development in the regular
classroom of languages other than English (LOTES), this study examined the IC development
of learners of eight LOTESs during one school year. Participants were college students enrolled
in the first two years of eight most popular LOTE courses (Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese,
Thai, Indonesian, German, French, and Spanish) at one university in Taiwan. They
participated in an IC questionnaire survey at the beginning, middle, and end of the 2017
school year. Atotal of 281 complete data sets were matched from the three waves of survey.
Results indicated that, among five constructs of affect, consciousness, knowledge, behavior,
and self-efficacy, these LOTE learners’ affect was ranked the highest since the onset but
resisted to change for the rest of the year. Knowledge, although the lowest among five IC
constructs, improved most significantly. Most changes occurred in the first semester and then
levelled off for second-year learners. Differences in IC and its levels of changes also existed

between gender and among language clusters.

Keywords: intercultural competence, languages other than English, foreign language

teaching and learning, higher education, Taiwan

Introduction

The necessity to prepare learners as global citizens who can function effectively in an
increasingly complex and inter-connected world has been well acknowledged by educators at
all levels around the world. This ability to interact appropriately with people from different
cultures is closely associated with foreign language (FL) communicative competence

(Alptekin, 2002; Bennett, Bennett, & Allen, 2003; Byram, 1997). As having been pointed out



by Byram (1988), communicative competence is not merely an aggregation of neutral,
culture-free linguistic skills but involves ‘the development of new perceptions and insights
into foreign and native cultures alike’ (p. 15). Consequently, educational authorities in many
countries have now incorporated cultural and/or intercultural dimensions in their policy
documents and FL curriculum guidelines (Byram, 2014). Although practices are changing and
research on the concurrent development of FL and intercultural competence (IC) has
proliferated, a recent review of empirical studies indicated that the dominant target language
studied has been English (80%), and the cultures in question have been mostly Anglophone
and western cultures (Avgousti, 2018). This phenomenon may be a natural result from the fact
that English as a lingua franca (ELF) is now ubiquitously the first choice of FL learning, but
the current ELF-laden conceptualizations may be insufficient for a complete understanding of
multilingual and multicultural development. To redress possible biases, scholars have called
for attention to and research efforts in many languages other than English (LOTES) (Ushioda
and Dornyei, 2017). One major reason for the need of such a rebalance has to do with the
distinctive nature of today’s ELF, which has evolved into a language transcending national
and cultural boundaries (Pinner, 2016), in contrast to that of the myriad of LOTES which

mostly bear discernable cultures with their own uniqueness.

Another problem in current research has to do with the diverse ways culture could be
embedded in FL courses. Despite the fact that IC development is usually presumed an
expected natural companion of FL learning and that teachers from different countries appear
to have the consensus that interculturality is part of their work (Young and Sachdev, 2011),
researchers studying learners’ development of IC tend to focus on specifically arranged
intercultural interventions such as study abroad (e.g. Marijuan and Sanz, 2018; Schartner,
2016; Terzuolo, 2018), bilingual programs (Abduh and Rosmaladewi, 2018), cross-border
telecollaborations using internet and digital facilities (e.g., Avgousti, 2018; C iftci, 2016; Liaw,
2006), trainings involving simulations and behavior modifications (Fisher, 2011),
international joint degree programs (Yarosha, Lukich, and Santibafiez-Gruberc, 2018), and
movie viewing (Chao, 2012), among others. While such thoughtful interventions may be
desirable, in the majority of day-to-day FL classrooms teachers and students do not always
have the financial, technological, time, or administrative resources to access the
aforementioned opportunities. The relationship of the learning of FL and IC may not be

adequately explained by what we already know from current literature that focuses more on



deliberate treatments of culture. To date, little is known about learners’ IC development within

the more prevailing FL classes where IC is not so conspicuously incorporated.

Based on the two problems explicated above, the current study attempted to examine learners’
IC development in a number of LOTES in the course of one school year at a university where
deliberate intercultural intervention was neither prescribed to teachers and their curricula from
top down, nor was it deliberately arranged by outside researchers. More specifically, the study
tried to uncover 1) LOTE teachers’ manifestation of culture in their self-determined syllabi, 2)
LOTE learners’ IC as measured at the beginning, middle, and end of a year, 3) patterns of IC
change or lack thereof, and 4) similarity or differences among learner subgroups of gender,

language clusters, and seniority of LOTE learning.

Literature Review

IC is of relevance beyond disciplinary boundaries, which may also explain why IC is
represented in a multitude of slightly different terms and theories from scholars in
psychology, sociology, business management, communication studies, in addition to
education in general and FL education in particular. While some of these theories highlight
distinctive stages of IC development (e.g., Bennett, 1993), compositional theories that look at
components of IC, especially those signifying the earlier stages of IC development, seem to
be more helpful in the current study where participating learners did not go through
remarkable experiential changes in their LOTE classrooms. Among them, Byram’s (1997)

multimodal model of IC is adopted and briefly discussed first.

Developed from his FL teaching context in Europe, Byram’s IC model (1997) perceives IC as
separated from linguistic competence in the target language. It pertains to one’s attitude,
knowledge, skills of discovery and interaction, skills of interpreting and relating, and critical
awareness related to his/her own and other cultures. In this perspective, a person with IC is
curious about other cultures and is ready to reflect on and refine beliefs about one’s own and
other cultures, rather than believing that his/her perspective is natural and unquestionable.
Although a detailed discussion of other IC theories is not possible in the limited space here,
Byram’s model does share common grounds with many other frameworks (e.g. Deardorff,

2006; Fantini, 2009) in their core IC building blocks, which involve knowledge, attitude,



skills, and awareness, often referred to as KASA (Yarosha, Lukicb, and Santibafiez-Gruberc,

2018), despite being represented by different terms.

Results from empirical studies in higher education seem to be mixed, as students’ IC
reportedly did not always improve when IC training or intercultural encounter was present.
With a focus on the increasingly internationalized college campus, Lantz-Deaton (2017)
examined the UK and non-UK freshmen students’ IC development over seven months at a
culturally-diverse British university. Results of her two-wave questionnaire survey revealed
that students’ initial stage was characterized by ethnocentrism. Moreover, there was little IC
change over time, despite the fact that most of the participants stated having intercultural
friendship and positive feelings toward interactions. Lantz-Deaton (2017) thus cautions
against the naive belief that cultural experience or immersion itself can automatically lead to
learning. In a similar context, Schartner (2016) investigated the effect of studying in UK on
non-UK graduate students’ IC. Over nine months, these sojourners’ attitudinal and cognitive
aspects of IC, i.e. cultural empathy and open-mindedness scores, dropped significantly while
the behavioral aspects, i.e. social initiative and flexibility, remained unchanged. Like Lantz-
Deaton (2017), Schartner (2016) challenges the presumption that simply being abroad could
result in IC development. In a shorter timeframe of six weeks and in the absence of authentic
intercultural immersion, Fisher (2011) implemented an IC training program containing
lectures, a simulation game, and a behavior modification session. His pre- and post-treatment
comparison indicated that cultural essentialist beliefs became more serious after the training.
Significant decline was also observed in cognitive cultural intelligence, i.e. the capability to
function and manage in culturally diverse settings. Fisher’s (2011) explanation suggest that
students may have been transitioning from an unconscious incompetence stage to a stage of
conscious incompetence which is more advanced and have enhanced awareness of the limits

on their cultural knowledge.

Two recent reviews offered a more comprehensive picture of learner IC development by
consolidating findings from empirical studies employing online exchanges and
telecollaboration (Avgousti, 2018; Ciftci, 2016). Avgousti’s (2018) analysis of 57 publications
summarized research characteristics such as types of web 2.0 tools and modes of
communications used. Among them and in addition to the fact that 80% of target language

was English, as mentioned earlier, Avogusti (2018) pinpoints the evident scarcity of



guantitative studies and attributes this to the complexity of IC skills. Another notable
discovery was, in the prevalent use of Byram's model (1997), the most frequent mention of
the knowledge of one’s own and others’ culture when IC development was evaluated,
indicating that the knowledge aspect of IC, as opposed to attitude, behavior, etc., may be more
malleable. Similarly, Ciftgi’s (2016) synthesis of 26 papers points to an overall increased
knowledge of one’s own and others’ cultures, although there were varied levels of IC
development in other aspects. Despite generally positive reports of satisfaction with IC
learning, Ciftci (2016) is quite reserved, describing learner IC development as merely being
‘on the way’ (p. 318). The major reason for this caution, according to Ciftci (2016), is the lack
of in-depth analysis and of detailed reports because most studies reviewed were designed
around language learning/teaching and the reports in terms of IC development tend to be

superficial.

Particularly in the higher education FL learning context in Taiwan, quite a few studies offered
relevant insights on the IC development of similar populations. Liaw’s (2006) English-as-a-
foreign-language (EFL) students read English articles related to their own culture and
exchanged reflections with American counterparts on an electronic discussion forum.
Applying Byram’s criteria in analyzing students’ email exchanges, Liaw found evidence of IC
improvement in both interest in and knowledge about students’ own and other people’s
cultures. In another study, Chao (2012) designed a course using nine movies of various
culture topics to foster EFL learners’ IC. Based on analysis of students’ diary entries, Chao
found progress in the development of intercultural motivations, attitudes, knowledge, and

awareness.

Two more studies provided descriptions of Taiwanese college students’ IC. Chao (2014)
consulted six published IC scales and developed one especially for college EFL learners in
Taiwan. Her scale contains five IC factors, and a subsequent nationwide survey revealed that
students scored highest on affective orientation, followed by intercultural consciousness, self-
efficacy, knowledge of intercultural interaction, and behavioral performance. On the first two
factors, female students scored significantly higher than male students. Moreover, by dividing
participants into four geographic areas and two types of universities, Chao found students
from regular universities in the northern part, i.e. higher academic achievers from the more

cosmopolitan area of Taiwan, consistently outperformed their peers from other locations and



technological universities in all the five aspects of IC. For a subpopulation, Su (2018) focused
on a technological university in southern Taiwan, i.e. students from the lower end (ranked 6™
among 8 groups across five IC aspects) in Chao’s (2014) IC comparison, and examined the
relationship between intercultural sensitivity, ethnocentrism, and a few factors related to EFL
learning. The highest correlation was found between learners’ intercultural interaction
engagement and confidence. Interestingly, these two factors also had positive correlation with
ethnocentrism. Su explained that more ethnocentric learners may also have higher self-
esteem, which may lead to higher confidence and desire to converse with people from other

cultures.

Methodology

The research context

The study was conducted at a regular university in northern Taiwan (similar to those
participants with the highest IC in Chao, 2014) which has a total of around 10,000
undergraduate and 6,000 graduate student studying in 34 departments of law, science,
commerce, communication, education, international affairs, liberal arts, social sciences, and
foreign languages and literature. A variety of LOTE courses have been offered as electives to
the entire student population since 2004 on this campus. As of 2017, 1892 students registered
in 43 course sections learning 21 different LOTES, but individual class sizes ranged from a
handful of students to nearly a hundred. Among these 21 LOTEs, almost 90% of learners
concentrated on 8 languages in 3 geographical areas. They were the European languages of
German, Spanish, and French, the Northeastern Asian languages of Japanese and Korean, and
the Southeastern Asian languages of Thai, Vietnamese and Malay/Indonesian. These LOTE
courses all bore 3 credits with 3-hour weekly class meetings and lasted for an 18-week
semester. Most were offered as | and 1 for two consecutive semesters in a school year.
Additionally, 11l and IV for second-year learners were available one section each for German,
Spanish, French, Japanese, Thai, and Malay/Indonesian at the time of this study. Decisions for
offering such second-year courses were partly due to learner demand and partly restricted by
teacher availability. Each school year from the first to the second semester, there was a regular
attrition in number of students remaining registered. For the 2017 school year, attrition rate
stood at 24%, with total student number dropping from 1655 in Fall 2017 to 1252 in Spring
2018.



Twelve teachers taught these eight selected LOTEs and, in the absence of top-down
curriculum guidelines, they had full autonomy in designing their courses and choosing
materials. However, university mandated requirements, such as publicizing syllabi on the
university website in designated format ahead of course selection period, were followed by
all. Five of the twelve teachers were full-time lecturers teaching a minimum of fifteen hours
per week and others were part-timers. Seven of these lecturers were native speakers of the

language they taught and others had Mandarin Chinese as their native tongue.

Procedures

The procedure involved two separate parts: syllabi collection and analysis as well as three
waves of questionnaire survey and statistical analyses. A total of 34 unique online syllabi (17
each semester) written in Chinese or bilingually in Chinese and English for the 2017 school
year from all involved courses were downloaded from the university website. These syllabi
were examined by course description, teaching objectives, and weekly plan for topics and

statements related to culture.

For the questionnaire survey on LOTE students’ IC, all 12 instructors were contacted by email
in early September 2017 with an explanation of the study to request permission to inform
students of the survey and to invite them to participate. With permission, the invitation was
then extended by two research assistants visiting students during their breaks in between class
periods with leaflets detailing the background, purposes and logistics of the survey. A QR
code on the leaflet provided electronic access to the survey website for smartphone users.
Participation was voluntary and incentives were provided in a raffle drawing system.
Questionnaire items were identical throughout three waves of data collection, which were
conducted in weeks 3-5 of Fall 2017, weeks 16-18 of Fall 2017, and weeks 16-18 of Spring
2018. On the online survey portal, participants read the researcher’s invitation letter, were
informed of their rights, provided consent, rated their agreement level on a 5-point Likert
scale to the IC statements, and gave personal demographic information. The survey was
anonymous and participants were reminded that they were expected to express their true
feelings, which was independent from their course performance. Each participant was
assigned a code in the survey system so that data matching among the three waves was made

possible.



Participants

For each of the three waves of data collection, 593, 821, and 595 participants completed the
questionnaire. After data matching, it was found 281 students (22.44% of the population)
completed all three waves of survey and these data sets were used for statistical analysis. As
shown in Table 1, female accounted for 71% of the population and 73% of the sample. The
majority of learners took the LOTE course for the first year; only 13% of the population and
16% of the sample were in the second year of their LOTE studies. In terms of languages in
the three geographical clusters, about 60% took European languages; more than a quarter took
Northeastern Asian languages; and 11% in the population and 16% in the sample chose

Southeastern Asian languages. Their average age was 19.83.

Table 1. Distribution of participants in the population and sample

By Gender By Year of Study By Language Clusters Total
Male Female 1% year 2" year  European NE  SE Asian
Asian
= Number 362 890 1089 163 756 363 133 1252
% % Population ~ 28.91%  71.09%  86.98%  13.02% 60.38%  28.99%  10.62% 100%
Number 75 206 235 46 164 72 45 281
g
3 % Sample 26.69%  7331%  8363%  16.37% 58.36%  25.62%  16.01% 100%
Instruments

The IC scale developed by Chao (2014) was adapted for use in this study mainly because it

was designed specifically for the learner population in this study, i.e. Taiwanese college FL

learners, and it was available in both English and the participants’ first language Chinese.

Based on relevant IC theories, Chao’s (2014) IC scale had been validated with data from 1117

Taiwanese EFL learners in eight universities. The five IC constructs are:

- Affective orientation to intercultural interaction (including motivation,
willingness, and attitudes) toward intercultural communication,

- Display of intercultural consciousness (attentive preparation, self-monitoring, and
reflection before, during, and after intercultural contact),

- Knowledge of intercultural interaction (cultural-general, culture-hybrid, and
cultural-specific knowledge),



- Self-efficacy in intercultural situations (self-confidence and appropriate self-
adjustments), and

- Behavioral performance in intercultural interaction (language abilities, use of
communication strategies, and interactive behavior).

According to Chao (2014), her scale ‘not only includes the primary features of IC literature
but also takes language ability (i.e., ELF ability) into consideration, which has been ignored
in most IC studies...” (p. 89). Although it was used on EFL learners, only one item directly
referred to the respondent’s English language ability (i.e. | can effectively use English to
communicate with other people of different cultural backgrounds.), and all other statements
referred to culture in general terms without reference to specific languages or cultures. That
is, statements regarding culture in this instrument are generic with such wordings as ‘other
cultures’, ‘different cultures’, ‘a particular culture’, ‘intercultural communication’, and

‘intercultural situations.’

The scale was piloted with five student informants who did not participate in the formal study
at the university where this study was conducted, followed by researcher-informant
discussions. One item (i.e. I know how to use the culture-value approach to understand the
attitudes and behaviors of people from different cultures.) was deleted due to informants’
inability to fully understand the meaning. For the purpose of this study, one item was added
right below the one on English ability to contrast English specifically as a lingua franca as
opposed to all LOTEs in general. Therefore, these two parallel and adjacent items became ‘I
can effectively use English (or foreign languages) to communicate with other people of
different cultural backgrounds.’\With one deletion and one addition, the adapted IC scale (see
Appendix) had thirty items—=6, 5, 8, 8, and 3 each for affect, consciousness, knowledge,

behavior, and self-efficacy.

Results

Culture elements in LOTE syllabi

In the 34 unique syllabi collected, there were 134 explicit mentions of the word ‘culture.” By

using the search function in Word to locate these 134 mentions, it was found that they did not

distribute evenly across languages. A breakdown of the explicit ‘culture’ mention in the



syllabi as it appeared in course descriptions, course objectives, and weekly plans was shown
in Table 2. The number of mentions ranged from 1 for Vietnamese to 75 for French, showing
substantial variation. The frequency of the word ‘culture’ was the highest in the French
syllabi, followed by Spanish. Such frequency was relatively small in the two Northeast Asian
languages with a combined total mention of 8 only. More specifically, the word ‘culture’ in
the syllabi was collocated with verbs such as understand, know, introduce, explain; nouns
such as life, nation, society, thoughts, customs, practices, activities; and adjectives such as

local, authentic, social, and names of countries related to the particular LOTES.

Table 2. Explicit mentions of ‘culture’ in the 34 LOTE syllabi

Course Course Weekly Subtotal Total
description  objectives plan

Northeast  Japanese 2 2 6 8
Asian Korean 0 1 1 2

Southeast  Vietnamese 0 0 1 1 27
Asian Malay 12 4 0 16
Thai 5 4 1 10

European  German 0 0 2 2 99
French 5 5 65 75
Spanish 2 4 16 22

Statistical results of three IC surveys

Statistical analyses were performed using the software R. The reliability of scales and
subscales, as represented in Cronbach alpha values, across measurements at the beginning,
middle, and end of the school year, was shown in Table 2. Figures ranged from .81 to .91 with
consciousness generally at the lower end and affect and behavior constantly having higher

values.

Table 2. Reliability of scales (Cronbach alpha values)

ICC subscales # of items Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Affect 6 0.91 0.91 0.89
Consciousness 5 0.81 0.81 0.81




Knowledge 8 0.90 0.87 0.89

Behavior 8 0.89 0.89 0.90
Efficacy 3 0.86 0.86 0.88
Entire IC scale 30 0.89 0.88 0.87

Correlation coefficients among the five subscales at three measurement points were
calculated. All of the 30 coefficients stood at the p<.01 significance level, with the lowest
figure being 0.408 between affect and knowledge at Time 3 and the highest being 0.728

between affect and efficacy at Time 1.

Descriptive statistics of the subscales measured at the three time points are presented in Table
3. On ascale of 1 to 5, the means ranged from 3.70 to 4.43 in the first time, from 3.84 to 4.48
in the second time, and from 3.88 to 4.51 in the third. The IC subscales with the highest
means and lowest standard deviations at the three measurements were consistently affect,
with its means going from 4.43 to 4.48 and to 4.51. Consciousness steadily remained the
second, with the three means at 3.99, 4.14, and 4.12. Rankings of the other three subscales did
not maintain such steady patterns. Comparatively, self-efficacy had the lowest of means and

highest standard deviations.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of ICC subscales from 3 waves of survey

3 measurements across time (n=281)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
M SD Rank M SD Rank M SD Rank
Affect 4.43 0.58 1 4.48 0.54 1 451 0.49 1
Consciousness  3.99 0.60 2 4.14 0.53 2 412 0.55 2
Knowledge 3.70 0.71 5 3.90 0.58 3 391 0.61 3
Behavior 3.73 0.70 3 3.88 0.61 4 3.89 0.63 4

Self-Efficacy 3.72 0.84 4 3.84 0.75 5 3.88 0.79 5

Some interesting patterns were found when reviewing results in terms of individual items.
While the maximum values remained at 5 throughout for 30 items, the minimum values
changed over time. In the second time, the minimum values became 2 for items 1, 2, 4, 5, 17,

21, 28, 29, 30. In the third time, the minimum values became 3 for items 10, 12, 13 and 2 for



items #1, 6, 7, 9, 11, 14, 17, 20, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30. Among these, items 28, 29, and 30,
which all belonged to the subscale of consciousness, had its minimum values steadily gone up
from 1 to 2 to 3. Minimums for items 2, 4, and 5 of the knowledge subscale went up to 2 in
the middle of the year, but dropped back to 1 at the end. The 6 items of affect, in descending
order for items 10, 14, 12, 13, 9, and 11, had been steadily ranked on the top with no change
in order throughout the three measurements. Consistently at the bottom of 30 items was item
19 of self-efficacy regarding FL communicative abilities. Its counterpart of ELF stood at 21
and 20 among all 30 items. Detailed means and ranking are presented in Table 4.

Interestingly, although increase was observed from Time 1 to Time 2, both items remained

unchanged in ranking as well as mean value from Time 2 to Time 3.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of language specific items

Linguistic Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
performance Rank mean Rank mean Rank mean
English 21 3.75 20 3.92 20 3.92
Foreign Languages 30 3.10 30 3.36 30 3.36

To examine if any change in IC subcomponents over time reached a significant level, within-
subject repeated measure one-way ANOVA were performed for all five factors. First,
Mauchly Tests for Sphericity, i.e. the test for homogeneity of variance, indicated that the
assumption of sphericity of paired data was not violated in any of the subscales. ANOVA were
then run to examine the level of significance of the changes. Results summarized in Table 5
showed that there was no change in affect over time, but the increases in other dimensions
reached various levels of significance, ranging from self-efficacy at the .05 level,

consciousness and behavior at the .01 level, and knowledge at the .001 level.

Table 5. Overall ANOVA results

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value p value
Affect 2 0.82 0.4124 1.431 0.24
Consciousness 2 4.04 2.0181 6.363 0.00181**
Knowledge 2 7.60 3.7960 9.397 9.2e-05***
Behavior 2 4.40 2.1822 5.234 0.00551**
Self-efficacy 2 3.90 1.9495 3.093 0.04590*



*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

For factors other than affect, follow-up multiple comparisons were made with paired t-tests
and Bonferroni post hoc analyses. Results revealed that significant differences occurred from
Time 1 to Time 2 for behavior (p<.05), knowledge (p<.01), and consciousness (p<.01).
However, no significant difference was found from Time 2 to Time 3 for any of the five

factors.

Further comparisons among subgroups were made to find out about the differences related to
gender, language clusters, and years of study. ANOVA results of subgroup comparisons were
summarized in Table 6. It was found that female students improved significantly in 3 of the 5
IC subscales, namely consciousness, knowledge, and behavior, and all these improvements
occurred at the end of the first semester. Male students, on the other hand, improved only on
knowledge and this improvement did not occur until the end of the second semester. As for
language clusters, no difference among measurements were found for both Northeast Asian
and Southeast Asian language learners. However, for European language learners, differences
were consistently observed for all five IC subscales. Among them, improvement came earliest
for knowledge at Time 2 while for the other four IC aspects improvement was not observable
until Time 3. In terms of years of study, it was clear that for learners who were in the second
year of LOTE study, IC did not change across the school year. But for first-year beginning
learners, all IC subscales had significant improvement except affect, and most improvement
came early in the middle of the year (for consciousness, knowledge, and behavior).
Observable improvement for self-efficacy came later at the end of the year. Furthermore, it
could be noted that none of the differences found occurred between Time 2 and Time 3. Table

6 provided a summary of the presence and timing of changes in the subgroups.

Table 6. Summary of ANOVA for different gender, language cluster, and years of study

Gender Language Clusters Years of Study

ICC subscales Male Female  NEAsia SEAsia  Europe  1%year 2" year

Affect - - - - + 1/3 - -
Consciousness - + 1/2 - - + 1/3 + 1/2 -
Knowledge + 1/3 + 1/2 - - + 1/2 + 1/2 -

Behavior - + 1/2 - - + 1/3 + 1/2 -



Efficacy - - - - + 1/3 + 1/3 -

(-): No significant difference was found among the measurements across time.
(+): Significant differences were found among the measurements across time.
1/2: Difference existed between Time 1 and Time 2.

1/3: Difference existed between Time 1 and Time 3.

Discussion

Answers to the four research questions are summarized below. First, without intervention,
culture-related elements appeared to be incorporated by LOTE teachers in their courses to
various extent. Secondly, among the five constructs of IC measured at the beginning, middle,
and end of the school year, affect and consciousness were constantly ranked as the highest-
and second highest aspects with relatively low variations. In contrast, self-efficacy showed
much lower means and highest variations in all three measurements. Thirdly, with regards to
change over time, affect, despite having the highest scores at all three time points, was the
only construct experiencing no improvement. On the other hand, knowledge, although ranked
the lowest at the beginning, demonstrated the most significant improvement. Major changes
were observed from Time 1 to Time 2, i.e. in the first semester, and little change was found
during the second semester. Notably, there was not any significant decrease in any of the IC
constructs from earlier time points to later ones. Finally, further comparisons pointed to
significant differences among subgroups. Female students improved on more IC aspects and
earlier than males. Differences among language clusters were also observed. While both
Southeastern and Northeastern Asian language learners showed no improvement at all,
European language learners improved on every single IC construct. When learners were
grouped as either learning the LOTEs for the first or the second year, the former improved on
four of the five aspects and such improvement was found in the first semester on three of the
four aspects, but second-year learners demonstrated no improvement between any two time

points.

The findings regarding LOTE learners’ initial IC, and in fact no less true in the later stages,
indicated that affect and consciousness were ranked the first and second by learners as
compared to the other three IC elements. This is identical with the findings from Chao’s

(2014) survey in Taiwan. In particular, participants in this study were similar to one of Chao’s



eight groups of students that came from the same geographical area and the same type of
university who scored higher in all 1C aspects than all her other groups, which may probably
explain the remarkably high means of affect at between 4.43 and 4.51 in a scale of 5. This
means that participants were quite willing to engage in intercultural interactions and remained
so throughout the course of their one-year LOTE studies. They were also conscious of
possible dangers such as overgeneralization and essentialist beliefs. The affect and
consciousness aspects of IC, as operationalized in the instrument in this study, resembled the
attitude and awareness elements of KASA (Yarosha, Lukicb, and Santibafiez-Gruberc, 2018)
that are attitudinal, affective, motivational, and attentional, all pointing to learners’ positive
mindset and willingness for intercultural encounters. Notably, affect was not enhanced during
the course of LOTE learning, although it didn’t regress either. Whether the lack of
improvement had to do with its initial high point requires more careful study. How this level
and ranking of affect and consciousness compares to that of LOTE learners from other parts
of the world and what societal or contextual factors may relate to their formation are

guestions worth exploring in future research.

At the other end of the spectrum, self-efficacy was constantly rated low (means: 3.72-3.88)
with more variations (SD: 0.75-0.84) among learners. This is different from Chao’s result in
which self-efficacy was in the middle among the five IC elements. Another relevant study
(Su, 2018) suggests that confidence was positively related with desire for interaction and
ethnocentrism. However, participants in this study, despite demonstrating low self-efficacy,
had high levels of interaction desire as shown in the affective domain and low ethnocentrism
as in high intercultural consciousness. More specifically, relevant to this finding was the
scores and rankings of the two language-related behavioral items as highlighted in Table 4.
Learners’ lack of confidence may have to do with their beginner level of LOTE proficiency,
yet little is known from existing literature about how LOTE proficiency, especially when it is
compared unfavorably to ELF, may influence learners’ intercultural confidence. The

discrepancy between this and previous studies suggests areas for further study.

One major finding that resonates with many previous studies is the malleability of knowledge
in IC development. Despite being at the bottom in the first measurement, scores of
intercultural knowledge showed improvement most significantly. This finding provides

further support to conclusions in the syntheses of Avogusti (2018) and C iftci (2016), as well



as in empirical findings such as those from Chao (2014) and Liaw (2006). That is, knowledge
is the IC dimension where the most obvious progress occurred. The fact that increase was
found in European language learners but not Southeastern and Northeastern Asian language
learners and that culture was mentioned much more frequently in the syllabi of European
language courses together reinforce the conviction of the plasticity of knowledge. In other
words, among five IC constructs, knowledge could be enhanced most successfully, especially
when culture was manifested in the syllabi. Additionally, the differences among language
clusters may have to do with the degree of familiarity associated with the LOTES and their
cultures. In the current study, Europe, European languages, and European cultures are much
farther from Taiwan, thus less familiar, compared to the more adjacent Northeastern and
Southeastern Asian countries, languages, and cultures. One may speculate that the malleable
characteristic of knowledge in IC is more prominent when the target languages are LOTES
rather than ELF because LOTES are not as omnipresent as ELF and LOTE learning in itself
may easily bring learners unique and novel intercultural experiences. The same comparison
may be applied to the pair of less familiar and more distant LOTES against more familiar and
geographically closer LOTES. The exact discrepancy between LOTE and ELF or among

various LOTEs in boosting intercultural knowledge warrants further investigation.

Answers to the third and fourth research questions suggest that effects of LOTE lessons on IC
development were immediate but could saturate soon after the first semester. Increases in
scores happened mostly by the end of the first semester and became scanter and smaller in
scale afterwards. Furthermore, when second-year learners were compared to first-year ones,
this saturation with time was even more apparent in that the former did not experience any
change at all. However, unlike some regressions observed with IC interventions (e.g. training
program in Fisher, 2011; study abroad in Schartner 2016), scores of different IC components
did not go through any downturn. The findings in this study seem to suggest that LOTE
learning at the beginner level, perhaps with a novelty element, could itself be an effective and
efficient means in enhancing IC, but it would be unrealistic to expect IC improvement beyond

that initial level if no specific interventions on IC was planned and implemented.

Limitations and Implications



Before extending to implications from the above findings, it is necessary to discuss
constraints based on the research design. First, this longitudinal quantitative study relied
mainly on learners’ self-report data from a three-wave survey. There was no inclusion of
learners’ articulation or elaboration beyond numerical data collected using the instrument
adapted from a relevant publication. Secondly, despite the variety of LOTES involved, these
selected LOTEs studied were more popular among learners in the current context, leaving a
number of less popular LOTES out of the picture. Findings here, therefore, may not be
generalized to other LOTES bearing different characteristics and to learning contexts where

there are substantial differences in social norms and values as compared to the context here.

In summary, this study contributes to our understanding of IC development in a college FL
learning context. Instead of using ELF which has been widely reported in relevant literature
as the target language, focus was placed on LOTES that have been underrepresented for a long
time. More specifically, IC interventions from outside of the FL classes were constrained so
that what was observed could reveal more closely about the relationship between regular
LOTE learning and IC development. It was discovered that LOTE learning itself could
improve IC at significant levels, especially on the knowledge dimension. Other parts of IC,
such as affect and consciousness, despite being higher than other IC dimensions since the
onset, were less likely to improve in a LOTE learning setting. Most of the IC improvements
happened for beginning LOTE learners in the first semester, although some changes happened
later toward the end of the first year. Learners’ IC gradually plateaued as they moved into the
second year of LOTE learning. Further analysis indicated that female improved more and
faster than male. Differences of IC development also existed among language clusters. Such
improvement was associated with the degree of inclusion of topics on culture in the LOTE
teachers’ syllabi. Additionally, the fact that European language learners outperformed their
Asian counterparts seems to suggest the possibility of impact related to the familiarity of the

target language and the distance of the countries where the target language is spoken.
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Appendix. English Version of the IC Scale Items (adapted from Chao, 2014)

Affective orientation to intercultural interaction

#9. | enjoy communicating with people from different cultures.

#10. 1 am willing to acquire knowledge regarding different world cultures.

#11. 1 am willing to manage emotions and frustrations when interacting with people from
different cultures.

#12. | am willing to demonstrate my interest in understanding people of other cultures that are
unfamiliar to me.

#13. I am willing to modify my attitude and behavior for interacting appropriately with people
of other cultures.

#14. | am willing to communicate with people of other cultures to broaden my worldview.

Display of intercultural consciousness

#26. 1 do not generalize a person’s behaviors as representative of a particular culture.

#27. | am well prepared before any intercultural contact.

#28. | can realize the cultural knowledge I apply to intercultural interaction.

#29. | can sense how my cultural background influences my attitudes and approaches to
managing emerging problems during intercultural communication.

#30. | can sense that the responses other people provide during intercultural communication

often reflect their own values and beliefs.

Knowledge of intercultural interaction

#1. | know the routine aspects of life in other cultures (e.g., cuisine and customs).

#2. | know the rules of non-verbal behaviors in other cultures.

#3. | know the visible achievement cultures, related to the facts and knowledge of world
civilizations (e.g., arts, literature).

#4. 1 know the rules of verbal behaviors in other cultures.

#5. | know the signs of cultural stress and strategies for overcoming culture shock.

#6. | know how historical and socio-political factors influence the attitudes and behavior of
people from different cultures.

#7. 1 know how to appropriately negotiate with people from different cultures in intercultural

contexts.



#8. | know the interactive behaviors common among people of different cultures in

professional areas.

Behavioral performance in intercultural interaction

#18. | can effectively use English to communicate with other people of different cultural
backgrounds.

#19. | can effectively use foreign languages to communicate with other people of different
cultural backgrounds.

#20. | can eat what others eat in culturally diverse situations.

#21. | can use functional languages (e.g., invitation, refusal, and apology) flexibly for
achieving appropriate intercultural communication.

#22. | can develop appropriate interactive strategies (e.g., directness and face-saving) to
adjust to the diverse styles of intercultural communication.

#23. |1 can modify the way | dress when it is necessary in intercultural situations.

#24. | can change my verbal behavior (e.g., speed, accent) when it is necessary in intercultural
situations.

#25. | can change my non-verbal behavior (e.g., gestures, facial expressions) when it is

necessary in intercultural situations.

Self-efficacy in intercultural situations

#15. | am confident that | can interact with people of other cultures appropriately and
effectively.

#16. | am confident that | can adjust to living in different cultural contexts.

#17. | am confident that | can adjust to the stress of culture shock.



e (2)

RERFESFHFEBEILEELRER
A3 105 ERME
HEERESES  BEEMKBLSECHRTEE | BBENAHE |
= A
=] I\ N\ N\ = '%
=T % % 5 =
| RABHR FEAT(OESEEEE (MW KA. B/, | o o o o o o
2. RABHLRFEATRGEESEETA. 5 o o o o &
3. BANEHR FEMEMOLRE (fIW BE,. YB8ER) | 0 o o o o o
4 REEHR FEMLALEAES BERNRE, oo BB d
5. RABESECEESS HENERR SRS . R
6. RAEESMMEIA L NRENAYHER ERASALS | "
EERTAELYE,
7. BREXCERALERNS  RAENASEEENEY, =77 88 E
8. RABTAYMALASEERLED  EERAEHF| 0 o o o o o
A
0. REBAMLR L FRXILHAZRES, 5 o o o o &
10. REZESTHMEM B FEH L. =7 7080
N AYE L EDS TR EERREE RESEAESE | o o o o o o
e,
12 AHEESTREN L EBAL RESREASNEERE— | 0 o o o o o
SRR B,
13 AT AELELR FEETLOAGRED RESHE[ESH| o o 2o o o o




= H

o El-Hk>dil

N

no (T (i adt

o VIHED| et

~ dital

on U TN

RERITA.

14

RTRABCHERS  ZESHEMTR FHMLBAR

8.

15.

HREEREM R FHMLWATETESBEERNEE—F, BR
BED.

16.

EFRMLWREFRLEE , RREACHRANER D,

17.

EHCEECHRARERETEE L EBRAMELNE D,

18.

BEBARMNEZERED , el it R EEMLH AT REE.

19.

HeeRETEBEXLERNFTERFRACHRES K.

20.

HRERETRBEXLEENER , BUuwEASXTRARE ()
mERAE. BFEAE. EERFE ) UHEISEEENE
B,

21.

BRBROENER AN (HlW : B BF#RF) REETHE
ML EBEREE.

22.

HERETEXLEENTE , MARBCHEFE,

23.

HeRETEBEXCBENTRE, MAXBECHWESTA( HM:
BE, OF. REAFX )

24.

HeRETEBEXLBENTRE  MAXBACHERESTA(H
W F2, mEKRIE, RE, REBEME )

25.

BFgEEEANTABLRRARERELAR,

26.

HEEFARXMCERALERN , RESLHEFER.

27.

BREBECEETEAXMEERALTERR , FMEA R/ LA
o

28.

RAEECHXLES  SNAYERMYB UL EBRER
PR REEREEE LN,

20.

BAEEBEXLEERES , FTRAXILERATHERNEDE , &
FRBRTHMBECSHEESR,




The Culture Voyage XBHEX (— ) BERREE :
30. REMRBEREFNIERAM ? THIRFBRITBELE ?

3M.FRAIRNAEREPEZIFHE FRHEM LAY AE,

RORNBEFTDHHIHZEEBW—EHD ? (AR, LEXRE., EHER. RHRBESESE)

33 URBENS AL (B, Bk, HES) AELEREE"?

HHEWEES , IEBRRIER,



it ()
BAALBORE S NBAYERT

R G RIS TR e e ERVRE, BRI DRI SR 7 iR R 52
FEREE A EERR, SRR T R EATHVREERIERE, ey
8500 FHYH L E RS, BEHNRIEE G LBV, SCREAYERIL t &Pk
HFEEAREEN. NEREEER AR SR ER, HEARERETHE
HERBER, FFREBEAERGETRANIT, BRMBRES ZINEEESF
HYES TR ASE ELAGHY BRSNS T, DU IR AT e i e SR, IRE (ST 5
MRt RS2

B EEHFr IR SR ER Y, BB SUbRESEE ), B M NEE S
1% PSR EAES T

SNEEEERAII e L T ERARAERE(L, HURBENRNR T P
ERIFRARN SRS —GEMMAE, NEZEREE "BAERMEINE, , SRt
FEBIRMME S = AR TR B R B | B — R, SR ER AT, Sl
s, A ERIOAKRE.

SNEEH BRI IRV ET SR — AR E B E] 1985 F—HINEREER T
integrative/instrumental Hf:2. FEHEEER, integrativeness F5 YR EIR BT FREE S 1150
ABEHEE, AEREAMA; instrumentality FEHVEEE B A B MINEEEREE AN
TheE, WPKETARSE. AR RIS R ESERT PVERS:, —RokER, S e
[a] integrativeness HYELE A7 instrumentality BV AN Z2A54F, B4, #REETD.

B (R m — BB, W — 2 AR SRR E N2 R AL 2005 $2
TR, S (EE R LA N R B A B CHVE Y, el Bl stk B (E
NFRIR BB CR A (Y2 E, i (F 2 BEER M 1T Eh. (i imd, (epefe
SNGEENA = KEEZ: 1) ideal L2 self HEPARRAVEERIZEE S AV, 2) ought-to self
LRI B REE K E SRS EARY, 3) leaming experience E2H48ER. —REIRER,
D) SREOTENEAET, 2) $HcA 2k, HVETmIlEiLE D, wE A e BNHItET,
BB A B R HMEERINEDK, R RATHIESE.



ST — R RS S e £ RAPTESNEEE SRR e DR B, B#0
EP T, BEMRBTSCERBEREEIRE S, £5EE T/NEHERNE,
CHIME IR NERAE. fHEHY, HASNEVEE LP2 RSO HmETE, Hz
. FMIFES TARHMSNEVE T, B RSB R EIRE T RRER &
B A NERIERE BT,

BB ER A AP ERSE = Sy B =B — PR tErBORUS ), FRACTHRE(H ), BUMRETEAPD.
ECEIN G HA RSSO EE, NRITCSURARFIEAEES, HEHHOR S8
A e Sy YRR . ERITIR FEIBHIENR G R T L e T B A FTER 25 b

i

=

=114
B

TEfELET T, FEEH = (EERAVEMEEAER G, NEMFIZAEIMESE S8,
TR YERETY ARVERE, SoRAYTEAIN 25845 learning experience, HIUZH
FEFY ideal self AISCAE KA EEEREME culture/community interest. 4N, ought-to self Al
instrumentality 5 SeHR0 R S MIIRY, XA HEAVEEN TN B8R M2 A 2 H N
R, ARy, BEIWHSRDUEE R854, FyRAYE/E learning experience, HH
ideal self 1 community interest. {HJZ, instrumentality £ 2 IE2F T B4 EihH —
fi& 2> 3, ought-to self HIJG7H.

ERVGERICUR T 28R A RINENEE A E, EAREAFR, KEREERGE
AEEPSNER AR, TEAR R, TSR MBI E— ARy RS
4, MR EBEEE NS S HY B, RSN RSB A A E]. 1R
AR B MR BRI R E R, e S A EAER = Tt MR E R
HRNPE, MVEMEESE R MRS w U R, BRHER
ARAAEREEESHVEE, ST IR E M B T,

PLESEA T HM— 5 5500, RILAWIUR, S o 7R BfrryEtifE i
r, HEATUAEA R, BTER T

JFAGTEELE CEIUEEER, EEE SIS R E M rTEE —SNE,
Rt F T RS SEIIR 2 Al, e —2EARE, FEE &R, DUBHEUEERE
s SR EEhHAY S, TARFREF SIS 2[RI B ). R !



ETAEFRRETE T, BRI R BN e R MBS I NERE RIS ],
T AR BB B RGBT R O, LR SRR E T, &
A S LR RIS, A ARMEERINESE. S

Week 14, 5/29 (—) FHS4ESMEAT (R WIREE B B2 EEEZ IO ETIRE, HREEA
F3%(3), sEEFEERRM R E R R EEEE S =G, sk & RE
A X EGHRRLG, WG ENRE Y G, EEASEE RAEER.

Week 14, 6/1 (11) Jifi% 2488 (540 \GEME H HIFT A ERERT SAZZREE, DIHZE AN A
%, WY ERGZEREH, @uhiEss, Kss A EIEE 7=

Week 15, 6/8 (11) EZFHElE

Week 16, 6/14 (M) EZ7EHE, WAlBHRIGREIEZE HIH S 6/20

Week 17, 6/20 (=) “Fk L, FRGE RIS TR

5/29 FEREERAGSALERER, cc ST LB, TR, TTEATRIT
BALBCRI NS A NBE A

A NEERET T R S SR, (BRI 106 B4 F R f B
RIEFEEER LG ER, WoepE — PSR stlRs (REMEDR x/x L email [ff1E

FEAIT). RFFEIEHLE— SR A R EE S bR S EAE(E, TMIRIRE
F 106 S24E N E2IIRVEE =G E, FHEHSRM B AL LERIVEE, M
GRAIRERFTRIAEE. JfTRE Tt ERE B, HEETEL HERHER
oo AR, B E BRI TR AE — PRI et &k, STV E SR
b

AERY EEREIEIYER AR R 2 B SRR R, BT HEL
BRHE 6/1 (1) Pl email FEEERFAE (KL 6/8, 6/14 ST HIHETRIKIERE), =LiHAIE
KRG =N MEHEFIR6/1) FEIER6/20) BB, W EREHEESS, BEE2A 2.

|



BORIEIE, (ERSATRAS KRR, SO R M e S
. DU TR BT L, U SRR BT PTR DL T R A s T A
DRI ST, B

() FE
() AEE

I GHEL: ...
BB
BURANCHLL BRHE
BRI UE
BhEE G kb

6/1 ZAHREBERPENNE
R BEBSINBR S I NEMT G R

GE

BIRZFASGER BN Z U INEHE, N 7N, BN EEIE TR S
A MWW - FEEASZIERGE R Z AT - FRIMEISHEREENEE - RS
AEEENHE - EERHRYE - RABMRECRFE ST SINEER - EXHE
GHERIN 6 2 08l - FEREELL MG E AN GHE EIER - SRS H -
4t

WEERES Sk

6/8 fEfE(E5% X
PR RGBS IIBUREE SN ET R MG A

GE s

ZIUE INEAE RBRNVE R R E, KFIHE INEAEIIIRE R Z LRI - EX
FIEHRERN 62 O &L - EILIRREL > LURMARESR - FERELL NS ARG
MH - MIEHEE > SFRERILE - JEE R 28 -
ER I

e EERES ek



6/14 feFE(EH% X
Cills

DT RITSEER FEOTEE - RAS—BAREME A RE i
BT

BURZEARSBETEIRHEEN ST —ANEEE, & TN, R EEE TR IS
A MSEREI RS - AERASRHERGE R ZAT > ITHEREFHESEERNHE
DUEIBHHEAE - R ABRBRECK FEMEE E —INERIIHE -

B RIG RS » A EBATHRZOE0 » B AR SR - 5
RS E AT ANE A - =B B A A -

NHEEEE Z AT =TUEE, BARIE AR A TN EA e s 1
i, FEHRATTEVI BB G 2 > email: __, FRITECGIGHIZAES - BEHTHIZHL -
G EdFAl

FTLELBHT e
R&ES > REH—KEEE - 2M% part |, part I, part Ill

Part | HEEE

Part Il B8 R HIRRAS

Part Il

(EPN-GE:

4

5% (AR5 M £ 2 (HEAEThR RS - FrllBGEFEI T ikE)
Efe (AREEGEHRE a7 EEET )

TR 5%



PRI

e CERELLEGT ) ? WAFFIE? )

HAT stk (FTA RHIEEEENE 2 )

HePHAIAMEERR JEEAaE fwE EE asE RiwE 12345
PR HATERAES - BEEATEL I USSR (BHZE)



e (T)

ANOVA 4347

affect consciousness | knowledge behavior Efficacy
5 - - + 1/3 - -
Z - + 1/2 + 1/2 + 1/2 -
FALEE - - - - -
REE - - - - -
BrsE +1/3 +1/3 + 1/2 + 1/3 + 1/3
—HE4 - +1/2 +1/2 +1/2 +1/3
—HEE - - - - -
— ~ Ml -
I [5H]):
1~ [Affect]
(1) ~ ANOVA 43H7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== |2 0.86 0.8563 3.018 0.0837
Residuals 223 63.28 0.2838

SHREUR F fE (H=3.018 - BAE M p {H=0.0837>0.05 » FrR <2 I PEELAAE = {5 fT8h
ZALHERSY Affect TEIANZ A AR AR -

2 ~ [Consciousness)

(1) ~ ANOVA 5347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)

== M 2 0.19 0.1944 0.568 0.452

Residuals 223 76.28 0.3420




GERLFER F iR E(H=0.568 » BHEME p {H=0.452 > 0.05 » FoRAZ M 5B B A 7 = (@A fs] Bt
Z XALH T Consciousness 1A/ A IHZAE S

3+ [Knowledge)
(1) - ANOVA 43#7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=2 2 3.68 3.682 8.302 0.00435**
Residuals 223 98.89 0.443
**Fon p<0.01

GESRLEEN F A E(E=8.302 > BEE: p {H=0.00435 < 0.05 » Fonaz B MEE A 1F = (EHER
B BB 7T Knowledge HEHI A A= 2 -

(2) ~ ZE1&ARE (Post hoc) © {# ] paired t-test il & Bonferroni JEFXIE 2 EELLES » eIl
SHER AR R

15t 2nd 3rd HWER | BER HREE | t-test t-test t-test
g | SR | SEEEL 1t 2nd 1ot 1t 2nd 1
(1:%5—% ()]?%5_% ()]:%5—% N an N 3rd N 3rd N an N 3rd N 3rd

=) ) )

1 | 3.66 3.92 3.98 7.10% 1.53% 8.74% **

A | (0.73) (0.64) (0.61)

%5 00,01
Zitg e T R Z I - 55— REF = REEFFEREF IV S (p <0.01) -

4 -~ [(Behavior)
(1) - ANOVA 5347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 0.9 0.9009 1.98 0.161
Residuals 223 101.5 0.4551

SHEREUR F e (H=1.98 » BIE M p {H=0.161> 0.05 » FrnZ SR A AE = (ElF[ElEE
ZXALHER Sy Behavior T2 A IR -



5~ [Efficacy)
(1) ~ ANOVA 43#7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 2.08 2.0807 3.26 0.0723
Residuals 223 142.34 0.6383

4 BLEE TS F e (E=3.26 » B p {5=0.0723 > 0.05 » oz HI 55 M2 A 47 = (a5 R B,
2 ABERSY Efficacy fEENG A HEEER -

n [zH):
1~ [Affect)
(1) ~ ANOVA 53#f7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 0.23 0.2347 0.81 0.368
Residuals 616 178.46 0.2897

SESREEUR F R (E=0.81 B p {H=0.368 > 0.05 » F Az HI Lok B A A = (G G

ZALHERSY Affect TIENZ AR =R -

2 ~ [Consciousness)

(1) ~ ANOVA 43#fT:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 2.64 2.6432 8.51 0.00366**
Residuals 616 191.32 0.3106

257 p<0.01

SHEREUR F heE (H=8.51 > BE 1 p {H=0.00366 < 0.05 » FrRn <2 ML PEER A AE = {5 fH]

BE 7 AR5 Consciousness f# I A 72 5%




(2) ~ FE1&fEE (Post hoc) :

SHREH AR R

{5 paired t-test it & Bonferroni JAR 5 EELLE > i E %%

Eitm ey VBRI > £% K2

% (p<0.01) °

3+ [[Knowledge)
(1) - ANOVA 5347

15t 2nd 37| WEXR | MEXR BEER | ttest t-test t-test
Prasy | gy | Py | 1 2nd 15t 15t 2nd 15t
(e (fzte (fze - 2nd -3 | 53 | 52 —-3rd | - 3rd
#) #) #)
f# | 397 4.14 4.13 4.28% | -0.24% 4.03% | ** ok
H | (0.60) (0.53) (0.54)
Rl
**F7R~ p<0.01

B R E—RER =T EFFERTH

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=Rz M 2 2.91 2.9099 7.426 0.00661**
Residuals 616 241.39 0.3919

**F2o2 0<0.01

GEREEOR F e E=7.426 > BEEE p {H=0.00661 < 0.05 » oz M2 Mk B2 AR A = (EHEF
B BB 7T Knowledge FEHI A A= 2 -

(2) ~ &M E (Post hoc) © [# [ paired t-test it & Bonferroni AR IEZ ELLES > i EW#%

GHRSH R R
15t 2nd 3 | WER | WMER | WER | test t-test t-test
Vg | e | e | 1 2nd 1%t 1% 2nd 15t
(e | (Bt | (Rte S2nd | o3 | 537 | sond ) 5 3rd | 537
) ) =)




# | 3.72 3.89 3.89 457% - 457% | * *

M | (0.70) (0.56) (0.61)

*2557: p<0.05
B ER R

i
=
s
ﬁ”iﬁ
=t
il

Bt e TR IR - R KER
¥ 5(p <0.05) ©

4 -~ [[Behavior)
(1) ~ ANOVA 4347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=AM 2 2.66 2.6633 6.579 0.0106*
Residuals 616 249.35 0.4048
*7 p<0.05

GEEREUR F hE(H=6.579 - BAEM: p {H=0.0106 < 0.05 » Frr <2 ML PEER A AE = (5]
2 SALHEL 5T Behavior fRAIA 7 -

(2) ~ FE&HIE(Post hoo) © #F] paired t-test BLEF Bonferroni A IE 2 ELLEL - HRElhs
4R 2 A R

15t 2nd 3| MER | HER W | ttest t-test t-test
gy | s | s | 1T 2nd 1t 15t 2nd 1%t
(Fete (e (e - 2nd - 37 -3 | o 2nd -3¢ | >3
7) ) )
% | 3.72 3.87 3.88 4.03% | 0.26% 430% | * *
M | (0.69) (0.60) (0.61)
e}

*1 p<0.05
FitgEN T B IR - 5 —REFE R E—REE =XHETEERIAN
FH %2 (p <0.05) -



5~ [Efficacy)

(1) ~ ANOVA 53#7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=2 2 1.8 1.8134 2.889 0.0897
Residuals 616 386.7 0.6278

GEEREEUR F M E(H=2.889 » BEE: p {€=0.0897 >0.05 > 3=
B2 ALy Efficacy WS HIH#EZ R -

— AL
— (=] *

[dban])
1+ [Affect)

(1) ~ ANOVA 534

TN AR R A A = {lEIRF

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 0.02 0.01563 0.05 0.823
Residuals 214 66.52 0.31082

GEREEUT FIRE(E=0.05 - BIE 1 p {E=0.823 > 0.05 » FRZ AEE RILasB RS AE

=R IR 2 S BER ST Affect fETFD LA IIRTER -

2~ [consciousness)

(1) ~ ANOVA 4347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=AM 2 0.72 0.7225 2.118 0.147
Residuals 214 73.02 0.3412

GEFREECE F B (H=2.118 » BEEM: p {H=0.147 > 0.05 » Fro il E s oasEREE 4 fF

= (RG2S BE S Consciousness f# [T ¢ A HHEIAZ L -

3+ [(Knowledge)
(1) ~ ANOVA 43#f:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=2 2 0.69 0.6944 1.811 0.18
Residuals 214 82.05 0.3834




SHERER F hE (H=1.811 - BAEM: p {H=0.18 > 0.05 » Fon B E RILui R A1

= {EkR RS 2 SCAEEL 7> Knowledge fRiaT A HIBTAE R -

4 ~ [(Behavior)

(1) ~ ANOVA 53#7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=Rz 2 0.07 0.0734 0.155 0.694
Residuals 214 101.32 0.4735

GERBUR FARE(E=0.155 » HEME p {H=0.694 > 0.05 » T2 S RILaisE R EE 41T
=& R 2 S BEE ) Behavior 1) A BHEER

5+ [Efficacy)

(1) ~ ANOVA 534

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 0.03 0.0278 0.041 0.839
Residuals 214 144.12 0.6735

GEREEUR FIRE(E=0.041 > BAEME: p {£=0.839>0.05 » TR HEE sRIL o FHRFER A E
=R fETRE 2 SCAEER 7y Efficacy RN A HBIZR -

(RFaE]

1- [Affect)

(1) ~ ANOVA 4347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 0.079 0.07901 0.396 0.53
Residuals 133 26.55 0.19962

SHERER F i (H=0.396 - BAEM: p {H=0.53 > 0.05 » FnZEE A n A2 AR AE
=R TR 2 S BER ST Affect fEFDZ A IHBTER -




2 ~ [Consciousness)

(1) ~ ANOVA 53#7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 0.01 0.00711 0.025 0.874
Residuals 133 37.22 0.27988

GERBEOR F i E E=0.025 > BEEE p {H=0.874>0.05 > T2 HHEE R qnsB A2 4 4E
—{EHF %L SZ{EEB 53 Consciousness fE ()¢ A HHE A= 5 -

3+ [Knowledge)
(1) ~ ANOVA 43H7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 0.65 0.6460 1.312 0.254
Residuals 133 65.47 0.4923

SHEREUR F e (E=1.312 - BAEM: p {H=0.254 > 0.05 » TR Z NS E R nisB R A AE

= {EliR RS 2 SCAEEL 7> Knowledge AT A HIBTAE R -

4 ~ [(Behavior)

(1) ~ ANOVA 534

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 0.95 0.9507 2.758 0.0991
Residuals 133 45.85 0.3447

GEERLEECT F Mg (E=2.758 » BEE4 p {6=0.0991 > 0.05 » T2 HI{E R rasEREEs 4
1£ = (EIRF 8L 2 S &5 Behavior f5HIV A HHREHZ 52 -

5+ [Efficacy)
(1) - ANOVA 4347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 0.60 0.5975 1.012 0.316
Residuals 133 78.53 0.5905

SHEREUR F e (E=1.012 - BAEM: p {H=0.316 > 0.05 » TR NS E R isB A2 A AE
=R RS 2 SCAEER 7Y Efficacy RN A HBIZR -



CEH ]

1~ [Affect)

(1) ~ ANOVA Z3#f1:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 1.22 1.2195 4.036 0.0451*
Residuals 490 148.05 0.3022

*2557% p<0.05

GERETT F MUEE=4.036 » B 1E p {H=0.0451 < 0.05 » TR HIEHBONERE AT
= (R B ST 5y Affect fTHIA BHEIZZE -
(2) ~ 1% 7E(Post hoc) © {#FH paired t-test il & Bonferroni jEfZ IE 2 LIS » M E 4%
SHEHY 7= A R

15t 2nd 3| MER | HEX HIER | ttest t-test t-test
g | P | e | 1 2nd 1ot 1%t 2nd 1%t
(e (FRte (FRte - 2nd - 37 -3¢ | o 2nd -3¢ | >3
) ) )
& | 44 4.48 4.54 1.59% | 1.34% 2.95% *
H | (0.61) (0.56) (0.47)

*2557 p<0.05

Bt e VB RIIEE - £ REF =NHETIBERT VIS (p <0.05)

2~

[ consciousness)

(1) ~ ANOVA 5347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
== 2 2.29 2.2889 7.155 0.00772**
Residuals 490 156.74 0.3199

21 p<0.01

GEREUR FARE(E=7.155 S p {H=0.00772 < 0.05 » FRZHHEERUNGERFEAELE
=R EE 2 SRS Consciousness fE 1A BHEIE 5L -
(2) ~ FE1&MRIE (Post hoc) * 1] paired t-test fit & Bonferroni JAFL IEZ EEELES » fREllsk
AHRIRY = R



1s¢ 2nd 3 | WER | MER | WEX | test t-test t-test
g | PR | Pl | 1 2ne 15 15t 2nd 1t
(e | (Rele | (B -2 -3 | o3 o2nd | 537 537
) ) 7)

i | 3.99 413 4.16 351% | 0.73% 4.26% *

H | (0.61) (0.54) (0.55)

il

*ZFoR p<0.05

it e R VBRI - £5 —RES =X EFFEE LT HIH S (p <0.05) -

3+ [[Knowledge)
(1) - ANOVA 43477

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 5.0 5.001 12.7 0.004**
Residuals 490 192.9 0.394

**F2o5 0<0.01

CEREET F ME(E=12.7 » BEEEME p (6=0.004 < 0.05 » FH B BB A E=
(&5 SXALER 77 Knowledge FE[HIH 7= 52 -
(2) ~ FE1&MRIE (Post hoc) * 1] paired t-test it & Bonferroni JAFZ IE 2 EEELES - e ks
AR =R R

15t 2nd 314 | WMER | HMER | WER | ttest t-test t-test
Vg | P | ey | 1 2nd 1ot 1t 2nd 1%t
(Fete (e (e - 2nd - 37 -3 | o 2nd -3¢ | >3
7) 7) 7)
% | 3.70 3.88 3.95 4.86% 1.80% 6.76% | * *x
A | (0.69) (0.59) (0.60)

BB T AR LT » 12—

5 (p <0.05) °

REH R

**F7 n<0.01 » *F257% p<0.05
— R = R FEE T




4 - [Behavior)
(1) ~ ANOVA 53#7:
Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M |2 3.17 3.171 7.813 0.00539%**
Residuals 490 198.88 0.406
**FoR p<0.01

GEELEET F e (H=7.813 » BEEME p {=0.00539 < 0.05 » F 2 HIEHEONEERE 2447
—{ERFFETRE 2 SCALER 7> Behavior f[AIA AR 52 -
(2) ~ FE1&HRIE (Post hoc) : ] paired t-test it & Bonferroni JAFZ IE2 ELELET - el
AHRIRYZ= R

15t 2nd 3rd BER | HER B | ttest t-test t-test
g | P | e | 1 2nd 1ot 1%t 2nd 1%t
(e (FRte (FRte - 2nd - 37 -3¢ | o 2nd -3¢ | >3
7) 7) 7)

% | 3.73 3.87 3.93 3.75% 1.55% 5.36% *

H | (0.70) (0.58) (0.62)

g

*Zo7 p<0.05

Eite e VB R IIEE - £ REF =NHETIBERT VIS (p <0.05) ©

5+ [Efficacy)

(1) ~ ANOVA 4347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 3.88 3.878 6.25 0.0127*
Residuals 490 304.07 0.621

*Z557% p<0.05

GHEREUR F e (E=6.25 » BEETE p {6=0.0127 < 0.05 » R Z M ERONGERFEZAA=
{EIF TR LB > Efficacy AT AIIBER -



+ F1%M7E (Post hoc) * [ paired t-test it & Bonferroni JARIIEZEEELES - fE Wb
SHREIHV A=A ERE
15t 2nd 3| WER | WER | HEX | test t-test t-test
SR | PR | g | 1 2nd 1ot 1% 2nd 15t
(4 (e (e -2 - 3¢ -3 | -2nd -3 | -3m
7) 7) )
& |3.70 3.83 3.91 351% | 2.09% 5.68% *
M | (0.86) (0.73) 0.77)
*F7R p<0.05

Eint e G VBRI - 55— RES KA EFRE T HE S (p <0.05) °

=BEESZHFRC
I [14£]:
1+ [Affect)
(1) ~ ANOVA 43#:
Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
==z M 2 0.63 0.627 2.2 0.138
Residuals 703 200.34 0.285

SERBUR F e (E=2.2 » BIEME p (£=0.138 > 0.05 - FonZfIfEHEH
AR FETRG 2 S BER 5T Affect fEIRIZ A IHREAE S -

BB

2+ [(consciousness)
(1) ~ ANOVA 5347
Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=R=ZH; 2 2.46 2.4596 7.501 0.00632**
Residuals 703 230.51 0.3279

GERMUR F i E{E=7.501 » #E% p {H=0.00632 < 0.05 » FrszMlfEH
LR T = EHF %L SZ{EER 5T Consciousness 1 H A HHE A= 52 -

**Z270 n<0.01
JEE I



~ E1% @ 7E (Post hoc) © {H ] paired t-test il & Bonferroni A IE B LR » faEHf#%
SHREIHV A=A ERE

15t 2nd 37| WMER | MEXR WER | ttest t-test t-test
T | R | Ees | 1T 2 oo 2nd et
(st | (g | (R | o2 | o3 | o3| o2n | o3| 53

%) ) =)

B | 3.99 4.16 414 4.26% -0.48% 3.76% | ** *

=

(0.62) (0.52) (0.57)

*2557% p<0.05, **Z257% p<0.01
ZiEt e T R Z IS » B —REF RN E—REE =R EFEZ AN
$H %5 (p <0.05) -

3+ [[Knowledge)
(1) ~ ANOVA 43#:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=RZH 2 7.07 7.065 17.17 3.84e-05***
Residuals 703 289.35 0.412

***Z2T p<0.001
GEELRET: F ME(E=17.17  BEEE p {5=3.84e-05 < 0.05 » £ ZMIEEES h—F 2
A AE = {EEE B SCEHR5T Knowledge fIHi 7 HHHE 22 2
2) ~ =& E (Post hoc) : ([ paired t-test il & Bonferroni ;A IEZGEELERT » fa g 4%
AHRIRY = R

15t 2nd 314 | WMER | HMER | WER | ttest t-test t-test
TR | PR | Pegg | 1T 2nd 1t 15t 2nd 1%t
(| (| (e | o2 | o3 | o3| s | oE | g
7) ) 7)
& | 3.69 3.92 3.94 6.23% | 0.51% 6.78% | ** *x
mH | (0.72) (0.56) (0.62)

**3% p<0.01
g EN T NEZE I - B8 —REFE R E—REF =XHETEERIAN
5 (p <0.01) »



4 -~ [[Behavior)
(1) - ANOVA 43#7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=AM 2 5.06 5.057 121 0.000536***
Residuals 703 293.86 0.418
***FIR p<0.001

GEELEER F e E=12.1 » BAE M p {H=0.000536 < 0.05 » F R ZHIIEEHES Bh—F 22
A AE = (EIIF FETRE 2 SCABES 7 Behavior fEETA HHEA 5 -

* F2HRE (Post hoc) : {1 paired t-test fit. & Bonferroni JAfZIEZELLER » e
HRIRY 2= R R

15t 2nd 3| MER | HEX HIER | ttest t-test t-test
g | P | e | 1 2nd 1ot 1%t 2nd 1%t
(e (FRte (FRte - 2nd - 37 -3¢ | o 2nd -3¢ | >3
) ) )
% | 372 3.89 3.93 4.57% 1.03% 5.65% | * *x
H | (0.71) (0.60) (0.62)
e}

*F7R p<0.05, **FE7 p<0.01
Fitg e B Z IR £ —REF - REBE—REE =KHEIEERAD
IR (p <0.05) -

T

s

5+ [(Efficacy)
(1) - ANOVA 43#7:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=AM 2 4.6 4.634 7.168 0.00759**
Residuals 703 454 .4 0.646

** 3 p<0.01
GEEREEOR F M EH=7.168 » BEE M p {H=0.00759 < 0.05 » FRZMEEES h—F 22
LETE (BRI BE > S SRy Efficacy IS A BHZZ R



(2) ~ FE1&HE (Post hoc) :
AHRIRY = A

{i ] paired t-test i & Bonferroni jAfZIEZ EEELEL - e %%

1% 2nd 3| WER | WER | HEX | test ttest | t-test
Vg | e | P | 1 2nd 15 1t 2ne 1t
(fFete (e (e - 2nd - 37 >3 | o2nd -3 | >3
7) #) 7)
% |37 3.84 3.91 3.50% 1.82% 5.39% *
i | (0.87) (0.76) (0.78)
*F7R p<0.05

Eint e G VBRI - 55— RES KA EFRE T HE S (p <0.05) °

n (24 E]:
1+ [Affect)
(1) ~ ANOVA 434
Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=AM 2 0.17 0.1739 0.57 0.451
Residuals 136 41.48 0.3050

GEEREUR F e (H=0.57 » BIEE p (H=0.451>0.05 » TR MEEES H_FZ24E
£ = (TRl 2 SCBHEL Y Affect R AIIRTAES -

[consciousness)

(1) ~ ANOVA 534

2\

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 0.21 0.2104 0.788 0.376
Residuals 136 36.30 0.2669

SEREUR FIRiE(H=0.788 » BHETE p {H=0.376>0.05 » TR HEH

£ = (IR ]85 2 S AL 73 Consciousness 1[G A B R

=FH

i g=P o o



3+ [(Knowledge)
(1) ~ ANOVA 43#:

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=AM 2 0.0 0.0027 0.007 0.932
Residuals 136 49.9 0.3669

GHEREUR F e (E=0.007 - BHEME p {£=0.932>0.05 » 2 MEEES R/ FL24E
£ Al 2 SCALHEL ST Knowledge a2 A IHBZ R -

4 ~ [(Behavior)
(1) - ANOVA 53477

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 0.17 0.1739 0.436 0.51
Residuals 136 54.28 0.3991

GHEREUR F i E(H=0.436 - BEEME p (H=0.51>0.05 » nZMEEFES H_FZ2E
£ =l 2 SCALHEL ST Behavior fiial 2 HIH#A S -

5+ [Efficacy)
(1) - ANOVA 4347

Df. Sum Sq. Mean Sq. F value Pr(>F)
=M 2 0.03 0.0302 0.056 0.813
Residuals 136 73.47 0.5402
GEIRLEEUR F iR E{H=0.056 » #HEME p {H=0.813 > 0.05 » FRZHEEES B _F 224

1E = (EIF 8L 2 S B ER7 Efficac



FHECR)
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(Note: Questions 4 and b are closely related to RQs 2 and 3)
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