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Dedication
To my parents

Those Winter Sundays
by Robert Hayden
Sundays too my father got up early
and put his clothes on in the blueblack cold,
then with cracked hands that ached
from labor in the weekday weather made
banked fires blaze. No one ever thanked him.
I'd wake and hear the cold splintering, breaking.
When the rooms were warm, he'd call,
and slowly I would rise and dress,
fearing the chronic angers of that house,
speaking indifferently to him,
who had driven out the cold
and polished my good shoes as well.
What did I know, what did I know
of love's austere and lonely offices?
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Connecting Two Anxiety Constructs:
An Interdisciplinary Study of Foreign Language Anxiety and
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Supervisors: Elaine Horwitz and Diane Schallert
In this study, the construct of interpretation anxiety is introduced and
distinguished from foreign language anxiety. Quantitatively investigated were the
scope, severity, underlying structure of, and relationship between foreign language
anxiety and interpretation anxiety. In addition, the relative associations of these two
constructs with interpretation achievement were compared to the associations of
general anxiety variables. Qualitatively examined were the sources and effects of
interpretation anxiety.
A total of 327 Taiwanese university students learning Mandarin-English
interpretation responded to a survey. The survey consisted of five instruments,
including the Interpretation Classroom Anxiety Scale (ICAS), a new instrument
developed for this study, the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS),
the State Anxiety Inventory (SAI), the Trait Anxiety Inventory (TAI), and a
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background questionnaire. The participants’ achievement was measured by their
mid-term exam scores and semester-end course grades. For the qualitative component,
10 students participated in interviews asking them about their thoughts and emotions
in interpretation classes.
The quantitative findings showed that interpretation students’ foreign language
anxiety was similar to that of general L2 learners in severity and scope, and their
interpretation anxiety was both significantly more severe and more prevalent than
their foreign language anxiety. Two factors comprised the FLCAS (Communication
and Negative Evaluation Anxiety and Worry about Failing English Class), and three
factors comprised the ICAS (Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation,
Cognitive Processing Anxiety, and Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation).
Interpretation anxiety and foreign language anxiety were two distinct but related
psychological phenomena. In addition, interpretation anxiety and foreign language
anxiety had significant negative relationships with interpretation achievement and
emerged as significant predictors of learning outcomes, but state and trait anxiety did
not.
The qualitative analysis of the interview data yielded five major sources and four
main effects of interpretation anxiety. The five major sources included speaker
variables, audience variables, self variables, task variables, and classroom procedures
variables. The four main consequences of interpretation anxiety included
physiological effects, life routines effects, cognitive effects, and beyond-classroom
effects.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Statement of the Problem
Interpretation, either consecutive (after the source language is uttered) or
simultaneous (while the source language is being uttered), is a highly
anxiety-provoking activity not only because the interpreter has to perform “a series of
complex cognitive and psychomotor operations in public or at least for the public”
(Jimenez & Pinazo, 2001, p. 105), but also because his or her interpretation can be
derailed by numerous “unknown elements” such as technical terms, difficult accents
and technical deficits at any time throughout the interpretation process (Riccardi,
Marrinuzzi, & Zecchin, 1998, p. 97). Many interpretation scholars have stated that the
ability to manage stress is an essential element for successful interpretation (Cooper,
Davies, & Tung, 1982; Gile, 1995; Gravier, 1978; Herbert, 1952; Keiser, 1977;
Klonowicz, 1991, 1994; Longely, 1989; Moser-Merser, 2003; Roland, 1982;
Seleskovitch, 1978) and an important predictor of interpretation competence
(Alexieva, 1997; Coughlin, 1988; Moser-Mercer, Kunzli, & Korac, 1998). In fact, the
ability to control stress was one of the primary selection criteria for selecting
interpreters at the Nuremberg Trials, the symbolic birthplace of simultaneous
interpretation:

“Candidates

needed

specific

qualifications

for

simultaneous

interpreting, such as composure and the ability to remain calm in stressful situations”
(Gaiba, 1998, p. 46).
Despite the important role played by stress or anxiety in interpretation, however,
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only a few studies in the field of interpretation have investigated the relationship
between stress and interpretation. Some attempts have been made to study conference
interpreters’ anxiety and performance under different levels of noise (Gerver, 1974),
to identify the sources of interpreters’ job stress (Cooper et al., 1982), to compare
interpreters’ anxiety reactions to the general population’s (Kurz, 1996; Riccardi et al.,
1998), to investigate the effects of prolonged turn on psychophysiological stress and
performance (Moser-Mercer et al. 1998), to measure the effect of fear of public
speaking and anxiety on consecutive interpretation performance (Jimenez & Pinazo,
2001), and to map out both positive characteristics and sources of stress in
interpreters’ work (AIIC, 2002).
What is more surprising is that the current state of interpretation anxiety 1
research is in a way repeating the early history in second language2 anxiety research
and is characterized by construct ambiguities. Not only do most interpretation
researchers use the terms “stress” and “anxiety” interchangeably as if they were the
same in most studies, but even when stress is seen by some as a larger construct
subsuming anxiety (e.g., Kurz, 1996), the distinction ultimately collapses: for,
whenever interpreters’ occupational “stress” is under study, the stress construct is
almost always operationalized by either trait anxiety scales, or state anxiety scales, or
a combination of both types of scales. As a result, the construct ambiguities have

1

As pointed out, interpretation stress and interpretation anxiety are often used interchangeably in
interpretation literature; from here on, interpretation anxiety is used to reduce the clumsiness of writing
and to further highlight the connection to second language anxiety research.
2
Unless a distinction is necessary, second language is used as a cover term to refer to both foreign and
second language situation in this study.
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yielded conflicting findings about the effect of anxiety on interpretation both within
and across studies (e.g., AIIC, 2002; Moser-Mercer, 2003). It is interesting that the
problem of construct ambiguities pointed out by Scovel (1978) about three decades
ago in his review of the then available literature on anxiety and second language
learning remains today to plague interpretation anxiety research.
Moreover, whenever studies are carried out at all, the focus is always on
professional interpreters. Even if student interpreters are included in the studies; few,
if any, have ever considered how anxiety influences students’ learning in
interpretation courses. So far, there is only one study that specifically examined the
relationship between anxiety and interpretation students’ learning (Jimenez & Pinazo,
2001). Significantly, the result showed no correlation between students’ state anxiety
and their interpretation performance during a mid-term exam, a result that runs
counter to the consistent negative correlations between anxiety and academic subject
performance across disciplines (Seipp, 1991, cited in Jimenez & Pinazo, 2001).
Puzzled by this discrepancy, the researchers attributed this non-relation in their
findings to the students’ maturity and sense of professional responsibility as mediators
of anxiety (Jimenez & Pinazo, 2001). A more possible explanation, however, might be
that their instrument lacked the specificity to measure the unique situation of learning
interpretation—a situation that always involves a second language, regardless of the
direction in which the interpretation is being done.
Furthermore, although interpretation always involves a second language, few, if
any, researchers have considered the fact that the interpreters’ anxiety might be an
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anxiety unique to or compounded by mastering or using a second language. For
instance, in “The application of SLA research to interpretation,” one of the very first
and most comprehensive theoretical papers attempting to bridge a dialogue between
both fields, Williams (1994) completely dismissed interpreters’ “performance stress”
has anything to do with the second language: “since these are not directly related to
L1/L2 issues they need not concern us here” (p. 24). A rare exception is Brisau,
Godjins, and Meuleman (1994) who asserted that interpreter training programs have
been wrong in “disregard[ing] the learner as a human being” (p. 87) trying to master
one or even two second languages. They suggested that the link between student
interpreters’ cognitive and affective factors be closely examined due to their double
role as interpretation trainees and second language learners. The most obvious
common affective factor in both interpretation and second language learning is, of
course, anxiety. Although both learning interpretation and learning a second language
have been documented to be anxiety-provoking for many learners, there has been no
study examining the relationships between interpretation anxiety and second language
anxiety.
In addition, the vast majority of interpretation anxiety studies available to date
have been carried out in the West (in Europe, in particular); few, if any, studies have
ever been carried out in the non-Western world. Up to the present, only two studies of
interpretation anxiety have managed to include a few Asian conference interpreters
through world-wide mail surveys (Cooper et al., 1982; AIIC, 2002). Both of these
studies add little to our understanding of the possible distinctive characteristics and
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anxiety of Asian interpreters, for the heterogeneity of this particular population was
underexplained in the analysis and discussions. The need to take into account the role
of cultural group in interpreters’ feelings of anxiety, however, is demonstrated in a
study that originally set out to compare the stressfulness of remote interpretation and
live interpretation. Moser-Mercer (2003) found that after controlling for age and
gender, interpreters in the Spanish booth consistently experienced higher levels of
state anxiety both at the start of their first turn and at the start of their last turn during
a working day than their counterparts in the French booth. Despite the important role
played by cultural differences in anxiety reactions, similar studies on interpreters in
non-Western groups, on interpretation students in particular, have been virtually
non-existent
Approach and Rationale of the Study
To fill these gaps, this study took a first interdisciplinary step by investigating
students’ anxiety over interpretation using insights drawn from second language
anxiety research. Specifically, this study adopted a situation-specific approach to
investigating the anxiety of interpretation students in Taiwan—the situation of
learning interpretation while learning English as a foreign language.
Reasons for adopting the second-language-learning-situation-specific approach,
first proposed by Horwtiz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986), were multiple. Since Horwitz
et al.’s (1986) proposal for a situation-specific approach to the study of second
language anxiety, researchers following their suggestions have largely overcome the
problems of conflicting findings plaguing earlier language anxiety studies that treated
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language anxiety as a simple transfer of trait or state anxiety, and important advances
have been made on several fronts. Not only has second language anxiety been found
to be a distinct form of anxiety independent of other forms such as trait, state, or test
anxiety (Horwitz, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991; 1994), but it has also been
found to have a consistent negative correlation with L2 students’ learning and
performance as measured by final course grades and other outcome measures across
different instructional levels and with different target languages (e.g., Horwitz 1986;
Aida, 1994; Saito & Samimy, 1996; Liao, 1998; Coulombe, 2000; Trylong 1987;
MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991a). Moreover, language anxiety has been found to be
specific to each of the language skills to be learned such as reading (Saito, Horwitz, &
Garza, 1999; Sellers, 2000), writing (Cheng, Horwitz, & Schallert, 1999; Leki, 1999),
and listening (Vogely, 1998; Kim, 2000; Elkhafafaifi, 2005) anxieties, in addition to
the speaking-dominated general language anxiety (Aida, 1994; Philips, 1992; Cheng
et al., 1999). Furthermore, language anxiety has been found to vary in scope and
magnitude among different cultural groups, with Asian learners (Koreans, in
particular) being the most anxious, followed by American students, and with their
European counterparts being the least anxious (Horwitz, 2001; Horwitz, 2005).
These findings as well as advances in theory and instrument specificity in second
language anxiety research have important implications for interpretation research,
since interpretation students are not simply future interpreters trying to master the
skills of interpretation, but they are at the same time second language learners trying
to perfect their command of a second language. In this study, I will investigate how
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interpretation anxiety relates to foreign language anxiety, and how these two kinds of
anxiety interact to influence students’ learning in interpretation courses in a specific
cultural context—the context of EFL in Taiwan.
The Context for the Present Study
With the advent of globalization, and concomitant interlingual/cultural
communication needs in international business, technology, and politics, among
others, the development of interpretation competence has become more important
than ever before. Not only has the development of interpretation studies up to the turn
of the millennium been characterized as a “success story,” but the developments in
Asia over the past decade in particular have propelled interpretation studies into a
global discipline (Pochhacker, 2004, p.43). Indeed, in the EFL context of Taiwan,
interpretation courses have been all the rage among students and repeated calls for
overhauling the curricular objectives of foreign language departments to include
(translation and) interpretation has been made among Taiwanese foreign language
education community (Her, 1999; Lee, 1996).
Reflective of worldwide development of (translation and) interpretation studies,
Taiwan has seen a rapid increase in the number of translation and interpretation
degree programs, concentration, and courses at all levels of higher education in both
the traditional university system and the new technical university system over the past
decades. It now boasts four translation and interpretation graduate institutes (with one
conferring doctoral degree), three undergraduate translation and interpretation
departments while translation and interpretation courses or specializations are offered
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at 30 English departments, 32 Applied English departments, 35 departments of other
foreign languages such as Japanese, French, Russian and German, and Spanish (Chen,
2005), and at least five graduate schools of applied English/applied linguistics (with
one in the process of becoming an independent translation and interpetation school)
(Web search results, 2006).
Whereas postgraduate education in Taiwan aims at training conference
interpreters, undergraduate education either aims at training in-house interpreters and
escort interpreters or has the dual goals of enhancing foreign language ability and
developing interpretation competence (Yang, 2000). Different from the European
interpreter training situation, which has a large pool of natural bi/trilinguals as
candidates, and teaches students interpreting into their L1 (especially as championed
by the Paris school), the training of interpreters with Mandarin has to face the
“problems” that a vast majority of the students learn their foreign languages primarily
through written forms as an academic subject at school, and that interpretation
trainees with Mandarin as L1 have to learn to interpret into their L2 due to the tiny
number of Westerners learning Mandarin, and an even negligible number of them
with both desire and sufficient command of spoken Mandarin, to serve as candidates
for interpreting (Setton, 1994, p. 57; Yang, 2000).
Indeed, command of L2 aural and oral skills constitutes the major stumbling
blocks for both undergraduate and graduate student interpreters. Her (2001) found the
leading cause of undergraduates’ learning difficulties in interpretation was their level
of language proficiency, and Yang (2000) reported that since the establishment of the
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first translation and interpretation master’s degree program in Taiwan in 1988,
students’ inability to meet the foreign language level required by conference
interpreting has been the major cause of those who fail the exit professional
Mandarin-English interpretation certification exam. Accordingly, improving foreign
language ability through interpretation has been the leading motivation behind those
undergraduates enrolled in interpretation courses (Her, 1999; Lee, 1996) and one of
the major objectives of postgraduate students pursuing master’s degree in translation
and interpretation (Yang, 2000).
While there is general consensus that in a global age with ever-rising needs for
interlingual/cultural communication, the teaching and learning of foreign languages
cannot be said to be complete without including the skill of interpretation (Li, 2000;
Liu, 2002), some scholars have cautioned that interpretation should not be equated
with or reduced to language teaching and learning, and have urged the Taiwanese
foreign language education community to critically self-examine what has gone
wrong with its instruction of foreign languages, so wrong that students have to resort
to interpretation classes in order to develop a level of L2 communication ability
which they should have acquired in regular language classes (Liu, 2002). Despite the
fact that the communicative language teaching method was introduced to Taiwan
decades ago, it seems the language teaching profession in Taiwan has not yet
succeeded in equipping its students with adequate communicative competence.
In

conclusion,

although

not

completely

comfortable

with

their

L2

communication ability, students forge ahead and enroll in interpretation classes for
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various reasons: Some seek either to enhance L2 listening and/or speaking ability
through interpretation, or to develop interpretation competence for future employment
needs as an in-house or escort interpreter, or even to pursue a career in a professional
conference interpreting, while others are there simply out of curiosity about
interpretation (Her, 1999; Lee, 1996; Yang, 2000). Nevertheless, students’ initial
enthusiasm may later turn into a learning trauma, with their generally shaky
self-confidence in L2 communication ability further crushed (Her, 1999; Liu, 2002),
and their aspirations for and potential of becoming an interpreter nipped, by the
difficult task of developing interpretation competence. Therefore, an examination of
the experience of anxiety among interpretation students in Taiwan may shed new light
on the problems of English instruction in Taiwan in general and interpretation
teaching in particular.
Major Research Questions
To achieve the above objectives, a mixed method study using both quantitative
and qualitative approaches was adopted. The quantitative approach measured four
types of anxieties: the constructs of state anxiety, trait anxiety, foreign language
anxiety, and interpretation anxiety were operationalized by Spielberger’s (1983) State
Anxiety Inventory, Spielberger’s (1983) Trait Anxiety Inventory, Horwitz et al.’s
(1986) Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS), and an instrument
called Interpretation Classroom Anxiety Scale developed specifically for this study.
The qualitative part of the study examined the sources and effects of interpretation
anxiety through interviews. The major research questions addressed included:
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1. Do interpretation students experience foreign language anxiety and/or
interpretation anxiety? If so, what is the scope and the severity of their foreign
language anxiety and interpretation anxiety?
2. What are the underlying constructs of foreign language anxiety and interpretation
classroom anxiety reported by interpretation students in Taiwan? Are the
underlying constructs of foreign language anxiety the same for interpretation
students as for second language learners, as reported in the second language
anxiety literature?
3. How is interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety related to their
interpretation anxiety?
4. Are situation-specific foreign language anxiety variables better predictors of
interpretation students’ learning outcomes than the general anxiety variables
currently used in interpretation research?
5. How do background variables such as gender and years of learning English affect
Taiwanese interpretation students’ experience of foreign language anxiety and
interpretation anxiety?
6. What are the sources and effects of interpretation students’ anxiety?
Significance of the Study
This study has important implications for research, theory, and pedagogy. In
terms of research, to the best of my knowledge, this study was the first study to
investigate the links between interpretation anxiety and foreign language anxiety in
interpretation students. To this date, interpretation researchers have limited their
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investigations within the confines of trait and state anxiety, and produced conflicting
findings with respect to the effects of anxiety on interpretation performance in a way
similar to the earlier “anxiety transfer” approach to second language anxiety studies. I
hope the findings of this interdisciplinary study would open a new and fruitful avenue
for cross-disciplinary fertilization between both fields and further our understanding
about the genesis, development, and consequences of interpretation anxiety.
In terms of theory, results regarding the commonalities and differences of
general anxiety (state anxiety and trait anxiety) and language anxiety (foreign
language anxiety and interpretation anxiety) can lead to a clearer understanding of the
inter-connecting nature of these four constructs. We need new insights into the
interdependence and independence between general anxiety and language anxiety in
general and the interrelationship between the two language anxiety constructs in
particular. For second language anxiety theoreticians, the results of this study can
contribute to a further conceptual expansion of second language anxiety to include
interpretation anxiety as a fifth language-skill-specific anxiety. For interpretation
anxiety theorists, the results of this study can lead to a conceptual revision of existing
views of interpretation anxiety as an occupational stress and suggest a separate model
specific to interpretation students’ anxiety in the interpretation classroom.
In terms of interpreter training, major interpreter training programs have
steadfastly refused to be regarded as language schools (Gile, 1995), disregarding
students’ psycho-affective needs arising from their dual role as second language
learners and interpretation trainees (Brisau et al., 1994). The findings of this study
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should help interpreter educators understand the role of foreign language anxiety, its
relationship to interpretation anxiety, and the relative importance of various types of
anxiety in interpretation classrooms. A sound knowledge of students’ psycho-affective
experiences and needs can help interpretation instructors take appropriate measures to
alleviate students’ anxiety and optimize their learning.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
This chapter will review the literature on general anxiety theories, interpretation
anxiety, and second language anxiety. The first section will discuss anxiety theories in
psychology in terms of different ways to conceptualize and measure the construct; the
second section will first review the relationship between stress/anxiety and
interpretation aptitude, followed by empirical studies on the relationship between
stress/anxiety and interpretation performance; and the final section will summarize
first the impasse in early second language anxiety research, its breakthrough in
theorization and measurement, then its consequent findings regarding the relationship
of language anxiety with achievement, language processing, and different language
skills, respectively, and finally competing views of language anxiety. Based on the
review, conclusions for each of the sections will be drawn.
General Anxiety Theories
Anxiety is a feeling of uneasiness and apprehension, usually about a situation
with uncertain outcomes (Spielberger, 1983). Although Spielberger’s definition
succinctly capture the anxiety reactions that most of us have experienced at one time
or another in our life, it is but one of the numerous definitions proposed by anxiety
scholars of varying theoretical orientations. This section reviews some of the most
established theories about anxiety, including the state vs. trait, general vs. specific,
facilitating vs. debilitating, and unitary vs. multidimensional distinctions. Different
measurement approaches to anxiety will also be examined.
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State Anxiety vs. Trait Anxiety
In general, psychologists distinguish between two types of anxiety: state
anxiety and trait anxiety. Although Cattell and Scheier (1960) first coined the terms, it
is Spielberger et al. (1970) who firmly established the state-trait distinction in anxiety
research with a measurement instrument they developed, the State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory (STAI). According to Spielberger (1983), state anxiety is a temporary
emotional state of subjective, conscious feelings of apprehension and tension
accompanied by heightened autonomic nervous system responses in reaction to a
particular stimulus such as public speaking. In contrast, trait anxiety is a relatively
stable personality trait; individuals high in trait anxiety will be more prone to anxiety
reactions and experience greater anxiety intensity than those low in trait anxiety.
General vs. Specific Anxiety
Although the state-trait anxiety distinction is illuminating, scholars adopting
interactional approaches to personality find the distinction less than satisfactory, for
state anxiety and trait anxiety are always measured within a specific situation and
neither

construct

is

adequate

and

specific

enough

to

capture

complex

person-environment interactions in determining human emotion and behavior (Endler
1975; Mischel, 1973). Interactionists’ views alerted anxiety scholars to the awareness
that the interaction between individuals’ trait anxiety and the situational
characteristics of a particular occasion should not be underestimated, and have led to
the development of situation-specific anxiety inventories such as test anxiety
measures and second language anxiety scales. A similar situation-specific anxiety

15

measure about interpretation had yet to be developed (before the current study),
though interpretation scholar Pochhacker (2004) recently suggested the types and
levels of interpreters’ occupational stress are subject to both situational and personal
factors. Following Endler (1975), MacIntyre and Gardner (1991a) asserted that
situation-specific scales would relate more strongly to behavior in those particular
situations than general anxiety measures.
Facilitating vs. Debilitating Anxiety
Anxiety has also been theorized in terms of whether it facilitates or debilitates
performance (Alpert and Habert, 1960; Scovel, 1978). The dual effect of anxiety on
performance was characterized as an inverted-U or curvilinear relationship in the
literature. According to the Yerkes-Dodson Law, when anxiety is low, performance is
low; then, as anxiety increases, so does performance, to a peak level. As anxiety
increases even further, performance drops. In addition, such a curvilinear relationship
between anxiety and performance mainly depends on the level of task difficulty
(Smith, Sarason and Sarason, 1982): When the task is easy, anxiety may not interfere
with performance and can even enhance performance through increased effort, but
when the task is difficult, anxiety will debilitate performance, for the increased effort
may not suffice to counteract the task-irrelevant cognitive interference resulting from
anxiety.
Unitary vs. Multidimentional Anxiety
As a psychological construct, anxiety has been conceptualized either as a unitary
response or a combination of responses. Early conceptualizations tended to treat
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anxiety as an undifferentiated global construct (Edelmann, 1992). Spielberger’s (1983)
theory was a mixture of both perspectives: whereas trait anxiety is viewed as a single
unitary characteristic of an individual, state anxiety is regarded as a multidimensional
construct involving both cognitive and physiological components. Tryon (1980)
asserted that anxiety is a multidimensional construct with at least two components:
worry and emotionality. Worry is the cognitive aspect of anxiety and includes
troubling thoughts and beliefs about one’s ability to deal with a situation.
Emotionality is the affective aspect of anxiety, and includes such physiological
responses as muscular tension and increased heartbeat, and such behavioral responses
as restlessness and pacing. Similarly, Smith and Smoll (1990) suggested that anxiety
has three different components: cognitive, physiological, and behavioral responses.
Although not without its critics, the view that anxiety is a multidimensional construct
has gained wider acceptance in the literature.
Measurement of Anxiety
The measurement of anxiety can be largely divided into two types: physiological
and psychological (Zeizer, 1999; Tyrer, 1999). Physiological measurement generally
involves the use of medical technology to record a wide range of physiological
accompaniments associated with anxiety. The electrocardiogram (ECG) is used to
record the pulse of “the racing heart”; the thermistor is used to record the respiratory
rate of “the heaving chest”; the electromyogram (EMG) is used to measure the muscle
change of “the furrowed brow”; the galvanic skin response (GSR) is used to measure
the skin conductance of “sweaty palms”; and the electroencephalogram (EEG) is used
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to monitor the average auditory response (AER) manifested in the brain activity of
anxious individuals (Tyrer, 1999, p. 59-79). Psychological measurement typically
relies on written questions and answers to elicit the symptoms of anxiety either in the
form of standard (self-rated) questionnaires or observer-rated instruments. The
questionnaire format is regarded as more appropriate, since the anxiousness of an
individual is not always evident, “except when the subject is in a state of absolute
terror, when all the sign of distress are obvious even to the untutored eyes” (Tyrer,
1999, p. 17). Tyrer (1999) cautioned that none of the physiological and psychological
instruments be should treated as independent measurements of anxiety due to the
subtlety of emotional expression, and the various forms of physiological and
psychological activity are associated with not just anxiety but many states of emotion.
In the field of second language anxiety, the self-report questionnaire is the
primary approach to measure anxiety. In the field of interpretation anxiety studies,
both physiological and psychological measurements have been used; some scholars,
however, object to the use of physiological measurements either because of these
instruments’ inability to capture the subjective feelings of anxiety (Parsons, 1977), or
because of the intrusiveness of these instruments (see, Riccarddi et al., 1998). In my
study, self-report questionnaires were employed because interpretation anxiety was
conceptualized as a language-skill-specific anxiety related to but different from
foreign language anxiety and investigated with a research approach informed by
foreign language anxiety research.
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Interpretation Anxiety Research
In the following section, I review the literature on stress/anxiety and
interpretation aptitude, and empirical studies on the relationship between
stress/anxiety and interpretation performance. In a final section, I summarize and
come to some conclusions about this literature.
Stress/Anxiety and Interpretation Aptitude
The capacity to control stress has traditionally been considered an important
prerequisite for interpretation and a predictor of interpretation competence. In fact, it
was one of the most important selection criteria for selecting interpreters at the
post-World-War-II Nuremberg Trials, at which the world first saw simultaneous
interpretation (Gaiba, 1998), as well as at the post-apartheid hearings of the South
African Truth and Reconciliation Commission, where “more than 18,000 hours of
emotionally charged stories of gross human right violations were interpreted from and
into the 11 official languages of the country” in the span of only two years (Wiegand,
2000, p. 107).
While scholars involved with interpretation aptitude testing may differ in their
opinions as to the personality traits typical of interpreters, they nevertheless always
agree on one trait -- the ability to cope with pressure. For instance, Herbert (1952)
commented, ”More often than not, the interpreter must …in his profession stand a
long and continuous strain which is hard to bear” ( p.6); Gravier (1978) contended
“interpretation requires that one has nerves of steel” ( p. iv) ; and Seleskovitch (1978)
stated “when he interprets, the interpreter is under pressure” (p.45). Longley (1989)
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called the ability to work under stress for a long period of time “one of the basic
prerequisites of the profession” (p.106). Brisau et al. (1994) asserted that “to the
interpreter, the distinction between debilitating and facilitating anxiety will be of the
utmost importance, as he will have to deal with the butterflies that will undoubtedly
hover inside him at any moment. Awareness of such feelings and of the important
potential of the ‘positive frustration’ they may give rise to will be an element of
training” (p. 91). In a more detailed fashion, Moser-Mercer (1985) said:
Ability to cope with stress was tested by using the exercise as testing tools.
Increased input rates, dual tasking training, text material with low redundancy
all produce stress, mostly time stress. While occasional incidences of fatigue
were considered normal, regular failure to cope with increases in difficulty was
taken as a sign of the student’s inability to cope with stressful situations. The
test session at the end of the course was not so much designed for observation
of students’ ability to perform in any given exercises, as it was meant to reveal
students’ ability to perform in these exercises under added stress. In a number
of cases, students themselves admitted that they were not able to cope with
stress and they decided not to pursue simultaneous interpretation. (p. 98)
Despite the wide consensus that stress or anxiety is an important factor in
interpretation

performance,

interpretation

studies

have

largely

ignored

psycho-emotional variables (Cooper et al., 1982; Klonowitz, 1994; Riccardi et al.,
1998). There are few studies of the influence of stress/anxiety on interpretation
performance, and the specific impact of anxiety/stress on interpretation performance
remains unclear (Brisau, Godjins, & Meuleman, 1994). In the next section, I
summarize the few empirical studies on interpretation and anxiety to date. Although
anxiety can be measured both physiologically and psychologically, only studies
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employing or including psychological measures are reviewed here.
Empirical Anxiety/Stress Studies in Interpretation
Suspecting that highly anxious persons might have a low tolerance for noise,
Gerver (1974) hypothesized that interpreters with a high general level of anxiety
would perform less well under noisy conditions. Using the Eysenck Personality
Inventory (EPI), Gerver did not find a significant relationship between anxiety scale
scores and performance of such a simple task as shadowing at different noise levels.
With the more complex task of simultaneous interpretation, however, there was not a
relationship between anxiety scores and performance under good listening conditions.
A positive although non-significant correlation did emerge between the two measures
under slight noise stress. Importantly, there was a significant negative correlation
between anxiety scores and performance at the highest level of background noise.
Gerver (1976) concluded that “a tendency to higher anxiety under stress may be an
advantage for simultaneous interpreters when working under moderately stressful
listening conditions, but a liability when a greater level of stress is involved” (p. 190).
Conceiving anxiety as a symptom of job stress, Kurz (1996) used Spielberger’s
(1983) State-and-Trait Inventory (STAI) to test the hypothesis that conference
interpreters are “consistent performers,” that is, persons who are able to maintain
performance levels under stress. Kurz was influenced by ergopsychometric studies,
that had shown that some persons perform well or even better under stress (so-called
“consistent performers”), while others who perform well in a stress-free environment
tend to fail in stressful situations (so called “training champions”). Kurz found that
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the majority of her participants had significantly lower trait anxiety scores than
age-matched reference groups, and their state anxiety was higher than their trait
anxiety, suggesting an increased level of anxiety “in the booth” (while interpreting).
Still, approximately one third of the interpreters scored high on trait anxiety, but their
state-anxiety scores turned out to be significantly lower than those of the age-matched
referenced groups, indicating that they were able to control their feelings of anxiety
when interpreting. Kurz concluded that though not homogeneous in terms of their
trait anxiety, conference interpreters qualified as consistent performers, having better
situation-dependent control over their feelings of anxiety than average persons. A
caveat is needed: Despite her interesting explanations for the results, Kurz did not
actually measure the participants’ interpretation performance.
Defining anxiety as one of the three stress emotions (i.e., anxiety, depression,
and aggressiveness), Moser-Mercer et al. (1998, p. 49) investigated the effects of
“prolonged turn” (staying on task over 30 minutes) on the quality of interpreters’
performance as well as the relationships between prolonged turns and interpreters’
levels of physiological and psychological stress. Psychological stress was measured
by Reicherts and Perrez’s (1993) questionnaire that “presented the subjects with
prototypical stressful situation-sequences” (Moser-Mercer et al., 1998, p. 57).
Interpreters’ psycho-physiological stress was found to rise in the first 30 minutes, but
decrease in the second 30 minutes, while interpretation quality deteriorated
dramatically during the second 30 minutes. The researchers speculated that mental
overload during the second 30 minutes might have changed interpreters’ attitude
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toward their job, making them less serious and less careful about their interpretation
performance.
Regarding both anxiety and depression, Riccardi et al. (1998) examined whether
remote interpretation was more stressful to interpreters than live interpretation. Using
the ASQ-IPAT Anxiety Scale, the CDQ3-IPAT Depression Scale, and the IMMPI-2
(Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory), the researchers monitored 30
interpretation students’ anxiety during a mock conference, and 15 professional
interpreters’ under real working conditions. They found that both professional and
student interpreters had lower anxiety and depression values than a normal sample
population -- with professional interpreters’ scores lower than students’, possibly
confirming the crucial role played by those two factors in an individual’s decision to
enroll in interpretation programs or pursue a career in interpretation. Based on the
findings, Riccardi et al. (1998) further linked the results of the preliminary study to
remote interpreting. The higher score differences reported by the students in the two
stress-related factors of anxiety and depression show that the new conference setting
affected them more than it did the professional interpreters. They speculated that the
novelty of remote interpreting might have a similar effect on interpreters who were
accustomed to interpreting on site and suggested that future studies should test
whether remote interpreting was more stressful than traditional interpretation setting.
This hypothesis was addressed by Moser-Mercer (2003). Interpreters working
under remote conditions were found to be under more stress (measured by the STAI),
although the results did not reach statistical significance. When comparing the effects
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of fatigue on performance, a significant difference was found. Fatigue set in
significantly more quickly in remote interpreting, as evidenced by deterioration in
performance that occurred soon after somewhere between 15 and 19 minutes into a
30-minute turn, while the live condition did not see similar performance deterioration
until after 30 minutes. The higher psychological strain in remote interpreting was
attributed to a feeling of lack of control when the interpreter was working away from
the conference room with nothing to fall back on but the audiovisual signals
transmitted via videoconferencing.
The Association Internaltionales des Interpretes de Conference (AIIC) (2002)
studied conference interpreters’ occupational stress with a complex research design in
which anxiety was construed as the second stage in the development of burnout
among stressed-out interpreters. The foci of investigation were the interrelationships
among the level of interpreters’ psychological and physiological stress, their physical
working conditions, their quality of life, and the quality of their interpretation
performance. The AIIC Workload Study was similar in some aspects to a previous
AIIC-sponsored study by Cooper et al. (1982), which had involved a world-wide mail
survey of 826 AIIC members as well as 34 interviews on issues such as job
satisfaction, mental health status, cardiovascular risk factors, and sources of stress. As
part of the AIIC Workload Study, the 607 completed and returned questionnaires
found high levels of mental stress, exhaustion, and job-related fatigue among the
respondents. The most important stressors included difficult source text, poor booth
conditions, speaker delivery, and insufficient preparation. The interpreters’ subjective
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feeling that their occupation was a highly stressful profession was in line with results
obtained from objective physiological measures such as blood pressure, heart rate,
and cortisol levels. However, although interpreters’ psychological stress, as measured
by a questionnaire approved by the AIIC Research committee, was found to have a
low but significant correlation (r = -.27) with their performance, the physiological
stress measures were found to have no connection to performance at all. This
contradiction might stem from the fact that psychological stress was not tapped by a
validated instrument sensitive to each of the interpretation situations investigated. As
Pocchacker (2004, p.173) pointed out, “the types and levels of stress experienced by
interpreters on the job are clearly subject to a variety of situational and personal
factors.”
Whereas most studies have focused on professional interpreters’ stress, little
empirical research is available on the relationship between student interpreters’
anxiety levels and their interpretation performance. The only available study was
conducted by Jimenez and Pinazo (2001). With a sample of 197 student interpreters
with Spanish as the L1 and English as the L2, they conceived anxiety as a result of
fear of public speaking, and set out to test three hypotheses about the
interrelationships among fear of public speaking, anxiety, and students’ consecutive
interpretation performance, as measured by Mendez et al.’s (1999) Confidence in
Public Speaking Questionnaire, the STAI, and students’ mid-term exam scores,
respectively. The three hypotheses included that there would be 1) a positive
relationship between fear of public speaking and anxiety, 2) a negative relationship
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between fear of public speaking and performance in interpreting, and 3) a negative
relation between anxiety and performance in interpreting. The results showed that
only hypothesis 1 was substantiated. Importantly, the researchers noted that the lack
of relationship between anxiety and interpretation achievement found in their study
contradicted the findings of Seipp’s (1991) meta-analysis on anxiety and academic
achievement that had concluded that there was a significant negative relationship
between anxiety and academic performance. The researchers attributed this
contradiction to the possible neutralizing effects of students’ coping strategies on
anxiety without considering the possibility that students’ anxiety over interpretation
may not be equated with fear of public speaking, or fully tapped by the STAI.
Conclusion
This review of the role of anxiety in interpretation shows that the current state of
interpretation anxiety studies parallels the early history of anxiety studies in second
language acquisition: Just as Scovel (1978) and Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986)
observed with respect to second language learning anxiety, the parameters of the
stress or anxiety construct in interpretation research vary from study to study, so do
the psychometric instruments employed to measure it. Consequently, it is not
surprising that the findings about anxiety and its relationship to interpretation
performance have been conflicting. Despite the consensus that anxiety is an important
variable in interpretation, consensus about the nature of the construct of interpretation
anxiety is lacking. Not only do most researchers use the terms “stress” and “anxiety”
interchangeably, but even when stress is conceptualized as a broader construct
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subsuming anxiety, both constructs are almost always operationalized by trait and/or
anxiety scales. In addition, interpretation anxiety researchers treat interpretation
anxiety as a simple transfer of other more general types of anxiety in a similar way to
early second language anxiety researchers. Moreover, despite the finding that anxiety
impacts student interpreters even more than professional interpreters, the majority of
research has been devoted to interpreters’ occupational stress rather than students’
learning anxiety. Jimenez and Pinazo (2001) conducted the only empirical study on
the relationship between student interpreters’ anxiety and their interpretation
performance, but the findings were inconclusive. The findings, on the one hand,
contradict the findings of anxiety studies on academic performance; and on the other,
both conform to and conflict with the findings of anxiety studies on professional
interpreters’ performance. In sum, the problems of conflicting findings in
consequence of construct ambiguities and lack of specific measures that used to
plague second language anxiety research as identified by Scovel (1978) and Horwitz
et al. (1986) are still plaguing interpretation anxiety research.
Second Language Anxiety Research
In the following section, I will review the research on anxiety and second
language acquisition in six parts: 1) early studies, 2) foreign language anxiety as a
situation-specific anxiety, 3) foreign language anxiety and achievement, 4) cognitive
effects of foreign language anxiety, 5) foreign language anxiety and the “four skills,”
and 6) competing models of foreign language anxiety. Based on the review,
conclusions will be drawn.
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Early Studies
Early studies on language anxiety mostly adopted the “anxiety transfer” (Scovel,
1978) approach, i.e., language anxiety was seen as a transfer of state or trait anxiety,
and produced conflicting results. Four studies were examined in Scovel’s (1978)
classic review: (1) Tuck et al. (1976) found French class anxiety to be significantly
negatively related to one of four performance indices, but not related to three other
indicators. (2) Swain and Burnaby (1976) reported a negative correlation between
language anxiety and one measure of children’s oral proficiency, but no relationships
with other proficiency measures. (3) Using the trait anxiety scale to assess the anxiety
levels of college beginning learners of French, German and Spanish, Chastain (1975)
found positive, negative, and near zero correlations between anxiety and second
language learning in the three languages. (4) Kleinman (1975) examined facilitating
and debilitating anxiety among Spanish-speaking and Arabic-speaking ESL students
and found positive correlations between facilitating anxiety and Arabic-speaking
students’ willingness to attempt difficult linguistic structures in English as predicted,
but did not found any negative relationships between debilitating anxiety and
performance. A more recent study by Young (1986) adds more confusion to the
findings: After students’ ability was controlled, no relationship was found between
state anxiety and oral proficiency in French, German, and Spanish in an unofficial
oral proficiency interview.
Reviews of the early research on language anxiety indicate that anxiety
facilitates performance, that anxiety hinders performance, and that there is no
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relationship between anxiety and performance. Be it trait anxiety, state anxiety, or test
anxiety, studies using the “anxiety transfer” approach showed confusing results, both
within and across studies (Scovel, 1978; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989). Scovel (1978)
attributed the conflicting findings to the problem of construct ambiguities and
suggested researchers be specific about what type of anxiety is being studied.
Horwitz et al. (1986) attributed the confusing findings in earlier studies to inadequate
conceptualizations of anxiety and the absence of a valid and reliable anxiety measure
specific to foreign language learning. In their views, researchers had “neither
adequately defined foreign language anxiety nor described its specific effects on
foreign language learning” (p. 28).
Foreign Language Anxiety as a Situation-Specific Anxiety
The stalemate in language anxiety research persisted for another decade after
Scovel’s (1978) review and a major breakthrough did not come about until Horwitz,
Horwitz, and Cope (1986) published a seminal study on foreign language anxiety.
Horwtiz et al.’s (1986) classic paper set the stage for subsequent language anxiety
research by proposing a situation-specific anxiety construct called Foreign Language
Anxiety that the authors posited is responsible for students’ negative emotional
reactions to language learning. As a remedy to the ambiguities of operational
constructs long suffered by foreign language anxiety research, they outlined a
theoretical framework and offered a measure—the FLCAS-- to identify Foreign
Language Anxiety.
The conceptual foundations of the construct are based on parallels the authors
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found between the Foreign Language Anxiety and three performance anxieties: (1)
communication apprehension; (2) test anxiety; and (3) fear of negative evaluation.
After discussing these parallels, Horwitz et al. (1986) reiterated their position that
foreign language anxiety is something more than the sum of these three component
parts. They define foreign language anxiety as “a distinct complex of self-perceptions,
beliefs, feelings and behaviors” resulting from inherent inauthenticity involved in
presenting oneself through an immature command of the second language.
In addition to filling the theoretical void about FL anxiety, the authors also filled
the practical void in measuring and identifying this situation-specific anxiety. A
review of the literature found only one instrument specifically designed to measure
foreign language anxiety. Gardner, Clement, Smythe, and Smythe (1979) had
developed five items to measure French class anxiety as part of their test battery on
attitudes and motivation. Based on the clinical experiences reported by students in a
“Support Group for Foreign Language Learning,” a 33-item FLCAS was developed
and pilot tested. The items presented in this scale are reflective of communication
apprehension, test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation in foreign language
classroom.
The first empirical findings using the FLCAS suggested that about one third of
the students experienced a fair amount of foreign language anxiety in the language
classroom. More importantly, two of the FLCAS items, “I feel overwhelmed by the
number of rules you have to learn to speak a foreign language” (34%) and “I feel
more intense and nervous in my language class than in my other classes” (38%), were
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endorsed by 34% and 38% of the students, respectively. These findings support their
conceptualization that foreign language anxiety is a distinct set of beliefs, behaviors,
perceptions, and feelings specific to foreign language learning and “not merely a
composite of other anxieties” (Horwitz et al., 1986, p.34).
Horwitz et al.’s (1986) study proved to be instrumental in ending the ambiguities
of operational constructs and the lack of L2-specifc instrument long suffered by
research on language anxiety. Subsequent studies using the FLACS or other
situation-specific approaches have largely upheld Horwitz et al.’s view that foreign
language anxiety is a distinct form of anxiety specific to L2 learning. Horwitz (1986)
found a low correlation between the FLCAS and trait anxiety. MacIntyre and Gardner
(1989) found foreign language anxiety to be independent of general anxiety.
MacIntyre and Gardner (1991b) employed factor analysis to investigate the relations
among 23 anxiety scales, including trait anxiety, state anxiety, audience anxiety,
communication apprehension, interpersonal anxiety, math anxiety, etc. Results
showed that among these 23 anxiety variables, there were three clusters of anxieties.
The first factor, labeled General Anxiety, included most of the anxiety scales. The
second factor was found to be State Anxiety. Independent from the other two factors,
the third factor Language Anxiety consisted of four L2-learning-specific anxiety
measures.
Foreign Language Anxiety and Achievement
Foreign Language Anxiety as measured by the FLCAS or its variations has been
found to one of the best predictors of language achievement. Several studies using
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specific measures of language anxiety have yielded a consistent moderate negative
correlation between anxiety and language achievement, regardless of the target
language. In the first study using the FLCAS, Horwitz (1986) found a significant
moderate correlation between foreign language anxiety and the grades American
university students expected in their first semester language class as well as their
actual final grades.
Using a non-Western language to test Horwitz et al’s construct of foreign
language anxiety through an adapted version of the FLCAS, Aida (1994) found a
significant negative correlation between foreign language anxiety and final grades
among American second-year Japanese students(r=-.38, p< .01), and a significant
main effect for anxiety, with the low anxiety group receiving significantly higher
grades than high anxiety group.
In the Asian EFL contexts, similar results were also obtained in studies involving
both high school students and college students. Cheng (1994) found the FLCAS was
the best predictor of Taiwanese senior high school students’ English proficiency. Kim
(1998) found significant negative relationships between FLCAS scores and final
grades of Korean college EFL learners in both reading and conversation classes.
Likewise, several studies have found a negative relationship between language
anxiety and outcome measures other than final grades. Trylong (1987) observed a
negative correlation between anxiety and teachers’ ratings of achievement. Using both
a language classroom anxiety measure and language use anxiety scale, Gardner and
MacIntyre (1993) reported significant negative relationships between anxiety and
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several language performance measures such as a cloze test, a composition test, and
an objective French proficiency test.
In sum, studies employing specific language anxiety measures to investigate
language achievement have shown that negative relationships between anxiety and
achievement hold across different instructional levels and with different target
languages. These findings further substantiated Gardner and MacIntyre’s (1993)
claim that “the best single correlate of achievement is Language Anxiety” (p. 183).
Cognitive Effects of Foreign Language Anxiety
In contrast with the large number of studies examining the relationship between
anxiety and achievement, only a small number of studies have investigated the effects
of anxiety on cognitive processing in second language acquisition. On the whole,
these studies have shown the debilitating effects of anxiety on different stages of
language learning and processing.
Steinberg and Horwitz (1986) investigated the subtle effects of induced anxiety
on second language learners’ target language processing. Twenty students, equally
divided into two groups, were asked to describe the content of ambiguous pictures in
the second language. The experimental group was treated coldly and led to believe
their performance would be videotaped by the experimenters to increase anxiety
arousal. The control group was treated warmly and was not videotaped. The
participants in the experimental group were found to be significantly less interpretive
in their descriptions of the ambiguous pictures than their less anxious counterparts.
Based upon Tobias’ three-stage model of cognitive process, MacIntyre and
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Gardner (1989, 1991b, 1994a, 1994b) developed three stage-specific language
anxiety scales to investigate the effect of language anxiety on cognitive input,
processing, and output. MacIntyre and Gardner (1989) found anxiety to influence
both the learning (input/processing) and the production (output) of French vocabulary.
MacIntyre and Gardner (1994a) examined the arousal of anxiety caused by the
introduction of a video camera at various points in a vocabulary learning task with 72
students of first-year university French courses. They found that there were
significant increases in state anxiety in all three groups when the video camera was
introduced, and concomitant deficits in vocabulary acquisition were observed, and
that the control group, who had not been exposed to anxiety arousal, performed best
at all stages of learning.
MacIntyre and Gardner (1994b) expanded their previous efforts to investigate
the more subtle effects of language anxiety on cognitive processing through
task-specific performance. Modeled after Tobias’ three-stage cognitive processing, a
new three-part anxiety measure was developed to account for the role played by
anxiety at each of the three stages. Significant negative correlations were found
between grades and scores on each of the Input, Processing, and Output anxiety scales.
More importantly, the resultant scores and correlations with task performance
demonstrated the “pervasive” effects of anxiety on second language processing. Each
of the scales showed similar patterns of correlations with each of the specific
performance measures. Significant correlations were found between input anxiety and
the Word Span and T-scope tasks, suggesting that anxious students experienced more
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difficulty holding discrete verbal items in short-term memory, were more cautious in
making their judgments, and used strategies that seemed to compensate for the
potential effects on accuracy. Similar results occurred for the three measures
representing the second stage, suggesting that the increased efforts at the Processing
stage during the learning trials eventually reduced the effects of anxiety at the Output
stage. Significant negative correlations were also found between Output anxiety and
Output performance, indicating the interference of language anxiety in students’
abilities to retrieve proper second language items.
Foreign Language Anxiety and “the Four Skills”
Although Horwitz et al.’s (1986) proposal for a situation-specific approach has
inspired a large number of studies on foreign language anxiety, the vast majority of
these studies have been concerned with oral performance and relied on a general
foreign language learning anxiety measurement dominated by speaking components.
It was not until the late 1990s that researchers took the spirit of the situation-specific
approach one step further and began to investigate anxieties specific to each of the
four language skills.
The study by Saito, Horwitz, and Garza (1999) was one of the first to explore the
possibility of a distinct form of anxiety in response to foreign language reading. The
researchers offered a new instrument called the Foreign Language Reading Anxiety
Scale Anxiety (FLRAS) to measure this new construct. With a sample of 383 students
of French (n=192), Japanese (n=114), and Russian (n=77), they found (a)
approximately 59% of the variance is not shared by the FLRAS and the FLCAS,
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confirming that foreign language reading anxiety is indeed distinguishable from
general FL anxiety; (b) the levels of reading anxiety varied according to the specific
target language, with learners of Japanese the most anxious, the French participants in
between, and the Russian participants perceiving the lowest level of reading anxiety;
and (b) a significant difference in reading anxiety levels existed among the three
groups, showing that students’ level of reading anxiety increased with the perceived
difficulty of reading in the foreign language.
Saito et al.’s (1999) findings about reading anxiety received further support from
Mastuda and Gobel (2001). Targeting 252 English majors in Japan, Mastuda and
Gobel (2001) found no significant correlation between the FLCAS and the FLRAS as
a whole. However, further factor analysis and correlation analysis found that FLCAS1
(General English Classroom Performance Anxiety) was significantly related to
FLRAS1 (Familiarity with English Vocabulary and Grammar) and FLRAS3
(Language Distance). In addition, FLCAS2 (Low Self-Confidence in Speaking
English) was significantly related to two of the three factors underlying reading
anxiety: Reading Confidence/Enjoyment (FLRAS2) and Language Distance
(FLRAS3).
With 433 Taiwanese English majors as participants, Cheng, Horwitz, and
Schallert (1999) investigated the anxiety specific to L2 writing as measured by the
Second Language Writing Apprehension Test (SLWAT). They found whereas second
language classroom anxiety was a more general type of anxiety about learning a
second language with a strong speaking element, second language writing anxiety
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was a language-skill-specific anxiety. Despite their distinctness, nevertheless, low
self-confidence seemed to be an important component of both anxiety constructs.
Finally, both anxiety measures were significantly correlated with writing achievement,
with the writing anxiety scale being more strongly associated with writing
achievement than general foreign language anxiety.
With 140 college students of Spanish, Vogely (1998) documented the sources of
foreign language listening comprehension (LC) anxiety using a student self-reported
questionnaire. She found four main sources of LC anxiety: 1) some characteristics of
LC input (51%), including nature of the speech, level of difficulty, lack of clarity, lack
of visual support, and lack of repetition; 2) process-related aspects (31%), including
inappropriate strategies, lack of processing time, can’t study LC, and can’t check
answers; 3) instructional factors (13%), including lack of practice, “the test thing,”
and uncomfortable environment; and 4) personal and interpersonal attributes (13%),
including fear of failure/ nervousness and instructors’ personality.
Kim (2000) recruited 253 Korean university EFL learners in order to examine
the relationship between general foreign language anxiety, as measured by the
FLCAS, and foreign language listening anxiety, as measured by an instrument she
developed, The Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS). She found that
a majority of Korean college EFL learners experienced foreign language listening
anxiety, that listening anxiety contained two factors: Tension and Worry over English
Listening (FLLAS1) and Lack of Self-Confidence in Listening (FLLAS2), that
listening anxiety is significantly related to both general foreign language anxiety and
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listening proficiency; and that foreign language listening anxiety is related to but
independent from general foreign language anxiety (r=.7).
Kim’s (2000) findings regarding listening anxiety were further supported by
Elkhafaifi (2005). Focusing on 233 postsecondary students of Arabic as a foreign
language, Elkhafaifi (2005) found general foreign language anxiety as measured by
the FLCAS and foreign language listening anxiety as measured by the Foreign
Language Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS), an instrument adapted from Saito et al.’s
(1999) FLRAS. He found that foreign language listening anxiety and general foreign
language anxiety were separated but related phenomena (r=.66, p,.01), and that both
anxiety measures were significantly correlated with achievement, with the listening
anxiety scale more strongly related to listening grade than the FLCAS.
Thus, it appears that language anxiety is a form of anxiety not only specific to
second language learning, but also specific to the language skills to be acquired. That
is, foreign language learners may experience different levels of anxiety depending on
whether it is the listening, speaking, reading or writing skill that is being learned.
Competing Models of Foreign Language Anxiety
Although most foreign language researchers have generally accepted the theory
proposed by Horwitz et al. (1986), some have suggested either partial modification to
or complete revision of Horwitz et al.’s (1986) theoretical framework. On the one
hand, several studies employing factor analysis to unearth the subcomponents of
foreign language anxiety have challenged Horwitz et al.’s conceptualization.
MacIntyre and Gardner (1989) found that of the three components comprising
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Horwitz et al’s theory of foreign language anxiety, test anxiety did not emerge as an
important factor. Aida (1994) found four underlying factors: 1) Speech Anxiety and
Fear of Negative Evaluation, 2) Fear of Failing in Class, 3) Comfortableness in
Speaking with Japanese People, and 4) Negative Attitudes Toward the Japanese Class.
Wu (1994) found three underlying factors: 1) Low Self-esteem, 2) Fear of
Communication and Negative Evaluation, and 3) Anxiety about the English Class.
Cheng (1998) and Cheng et al. (1999) found two underlying factors--Low
Self-Confidence in English Speaking and General English Classroom Performance
Anxiety, a finding that was replicated in Matsuda and Gobel (2001). As Macintyre
and Gardner (1989, 1991b), Aida (1994), and Wu (1994) argued, while speech
anxiety and fear of negative evaluation are central components of foreign language
anxiety, as Horwitz et al. hypothesized, test anxiety seems to be a general problem not
specific to foreign language learning. Aida (1994) even suggested that items reflective
of test anxiety be removed from the FLACS because they are not conceptually related
to other foreign language anxiety components.
On the other hand, Sparks and Ganshow and their colleagues (1993a, 1993b,
1995, 2000, 2001) questioned whether foreign language anxiety can be completely
independent of language achievement. They advocated their Linguistic Coding
Differences Hypothesis (LCDH) as an alternative to account for poor foreign
language achievement:
FL(foreign language) learning is based primarily on one’s native language
learning ability (i.e., language aptitude), students’ anxiety about FL learning is
likely to be a consequence of their FL learning difficulties, and students’
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language learning ability is a confounding variables when studying the impact of
affective differences (e.g., anxiety, motivation, attitude) on FL learning
(Sparks, Ganschow, & Javorsky, 2000, qtd in Horwitz, 2001)
In the same vein, Sparks et al. (2000) completely dismissed Saito et al.’s (1999)
hypotheses about foreign language reading anxiety, which they saw as almost
identical to Horwitz et al.’s (1986) hypotheses about general foreign language anxiety.
Saito et al’s explanation about FL reading anxiety was rejected on four grounds. First,
in terms of reading acquisition research, Sparks et al. (2000) cited studies that find
students’ language-processing skill is the basis of reading words and reading
comprehension, relationship between reading difficulty and poor phonological
processing skills is significant, and the development of word decoding and reading
comprehension in L1 and L2 is similar.
Second, in terms of the FLRAS, Sparks et al. (2000) criticized the scale because
it confounds interaction between language skills and anxiety in much the same way
that Horwitz’ FLCAS confounds interaction between an affective variable and
students’ language skills. For example, item 9 “I usually end up translating word by
word when I’m reading (the FL)” indicates difficulty with decoding skills rather than
anxiety. Thus, “the authors of the FLRAS cannot be certain whether their scale is
measuring FL reading anxiety, FL reading skill, or both” (p. 252).
Third, in terms of problems in research design, the authors faulted Saito et al. for
failing to select their subjects randomly. This failure not only weakens the study’s
internal validity, but ultimately undermines the conclusion that a given FL is
associated with higher levels of FL reading anxiety.
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Fourth, the authors judged measuring variance in language skills to be the most
glaring problem in Saito et al’s study because they failed to measure and control for
the participants’ level of native or FL reading skill. Without measuring those
capabilities, the authors argued that Saito et al. could not know whether their subjects
“had normal language processing capabilities” (p. 253). They suggested that only by
including controls for native and FL language ability variables can FL researchers
who study affective variables rid themselves of “a serious methodological weakness”
and be certain of the role of affective variables in FL learning.
Responding to Sparks et al.’s arguments, Horwitz (2000, 2001) argued that
anxiety is a well-documented source of interference in all kinds of learning and, in the
case of foreign language learning, there should be no exception. The participants in
their studies were college students with at least average language aptitude. Most
importantly, the LCDH was based upon an outdated and simplistic view of language
learning which requires only sound-symbol correspondence. To conceptualize foreign
language anxiety as a result of poor language learning ability is easy; “the challenge
is to determine the extent to which anxiety is a cause rather than a result of poor
language learning” (Horwitz, 2001, p. 118).
Conclusion
In sum, while the direction of causation between anxiety and achievement is far
from certain, and some issues, both practical and theoretical, are yet to be settled,
research on anxiety and foreign language learning indicates that foreign language
anxiety is a distinct form of anxiety specific to the situation of learning a foreign
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language. Studies that treat foreign language anxiety as a manifestation of other more
general types of anxiety are incapable of capturing the relationship between anxiety
and foreign language learning. In contrast, studies using a situation-specific approach
generally show not only a consistent, negative relationship between anxiety and
foreign language achievement, but also the detrimental effects of language anxiety on
cognitive processes. Furthermore, the situation-specific approach has found that in
addition to the speaking-dominated general foreign language anxiety as originally
conceptualized by Horwitz et al. (1986), language anxiety is specific to the skill of
reading, writing, or listening: the more skill specific the language anxiety measures,
the stronger their associations with students’ achievement in that skill to be learned.
Therefore, although consensus is pending regarding the exact underlying structure of
foreign language anxiety, consensus is building that foreign language anxiety is not
the sum or transfer of other types of general anxiety, but a form of anxiety specific to
the situation of foreign language learning.
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Chapter 3: Method
This study was designed primarily to investigate the associations of four types of
anxieties with interpretation achievement, and to examine the underlying components
of as well as the interrelationship between foreign language anxiety and interpretation
classroom anxiety. A set of questionnaires and an interview guide were used to gather
data. The target population of this study was college students enrolled in
interpretation classes in Taiwan. Convenience sampling, with a classroom as the unit
of sampling, was adopted to recruit participants. This chapter explains the research
procedures of this study, including research design, participants, instruments, data
collection procedures, and data analysis.
Research Design
This study employed a mixed methodology using both quantitative and
qualitative approaches to understand students’ interpretation anxiety and foreign
language anxiety. For the quantitative survey, five questionnaires were used: (1) the
Interpretation Classroom Anxiety (ICAS) that was developed specifically for this
study to measure interpretation anxiety; (2) Horwitz et al.’s (1986) Foreign Language
Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS), which measures foreign language anxiety; (3)
Spielberger et al.’s (1983) State Anxiety Inventory (SAI), which measures state
anxiety; (4) Spielberger et al.’s (1983) Trait Anxiety Inventory (TAI), which measures
trait anxiety; and (5) a Background Information Questionnaire (BIQ) (see Appendix
A). Two open-ended questions were added to the end of the ICAS and the FLCAS
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respectively, in order to elicit any additional feelings about interpretation and English
classes that were not elicited in the questionnaire items. In addition, 10 participants,
from different instructional levels and schools, were interviewed to provide additional
information about the role of foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety in
students’ learning.
Quantitative Approach
Participants
The participants were 3273 interpretation students from nine higher-education
institutions across Taiwan: 73 students were recruited from four universities in
northern Taiwan, including 15 from National Taiwan University, 15 from National
Chengchi University, 29 from National Taipei University, and 14 from Chung Yuan
Christian University; 151 students were recruited from four universities in central
Taiwan, including 18 from National Chung Hsing University, 41 from Feng Gia
University, 56 from Providence University, and 36 from National Chiayi University;
and in southern Taiwan, recruited were 103 students from Chung Chang Christian
University. Of the participants, 42.2% (n=138) were English language and literature
majors enrolled in interpretation courses; 23.5% (n=77) were applied English majors
3

As originally planned, a total of 1157 participants were surveyed, including those from National
Taiwan University, National Taiwan Normal University, National Chengchi University, National Taipei
University, Chung Yuan Christian University, National ChungHsing University, Feng Chia University,
Providence University, National Chiayi University, Chung Long Christian University, National
Taichung Institute of Technology, Ling Tung College, National Yunlin University of Science and
Technology, Southern Taiwan University of Science and Technology, National First Kaoshiung
University of Science and Technology, and Wen Tsao Ursline College of Languages. A preliminary
analysis, however, found significant differences between the interpretation anxiety of traditional
university students and that of technical university students. After consultation with my co-supervisors,
Dr. Horwitz and Dr. Schallert, and the statistics professor on my committee, Dr. Borich, a decision was
made to report only the findings based upon undergraduates from traditional universities.
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taking interpretation classes; 31.5% (n=103) were translation and interpretation
majors; and 2.8% (n=9) were majoring in other non-language disciplines. As is
typical of the language departments in Taiwan, the majority of the participants were
women (77.1%), with a male-female ratio of 75:252. Their age ranged from 20 to 30,
with an average age of 21.5.
These students were chosen because they were at once EFL learners and
interpretation students, since the main concerns of this study were to understand the
interrelationship between foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety as well
as how different types of anxiety predict students’ achievement in interpretation class.
Noteworthy was that the curricula of the interpretation courses at these nine
participating universities varied widely. Some were a one-semester course, others
spanned an entire academic year, and still others were part of a four-year degree
program in translation and interpretation. In addition, while most of these courses
focused on consecutive interpretation, some had included simultaneous interpretation
in the second half of the semester when the questionnaires were administered to the
students. Furthermore, whereas some of the universities offered interpretation courses
as electives, others made them required courses. Although the data from classes
focusing exclusively on sight translation were excluded from my final analysis, the
types of instructional activities and interpretation exercises implemented in each of
these classes differed greatly from one to another, as did the weights given to each of
these instructional activities and exercises.
Anxiety and Background Measures
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The measures used in this study consisted of the Interpretation Classroom
Anxiety Scale (ICAS), the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCAS), the State
Anxiety Inventory (SAI), the Trait Anxiety Inventory (TAI) and the Background
Information Questionnaire (BIQ). All of the questionnaires were first translated from
English into Chinese by me, and then back-translated by two Taiwanese graduate
students of Foreign Language Education into English to ensure the accuracy of the
Chinese versions of the questionnaires.
The Interpretation Classroom Anxiety Scale (ICAS). As noted in the literature
review, in the field of interpretation, interpretation anxiety has been primarily
measured by Spielberger et al.’s (1983) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory or other similar
general anxiety measures. However, given the conflicting findings in studies using the
general anxiety measures, the approach has not seemed very satisfactory in
addressing the relationship of anxiety to interpretation performance or achievement.
Therefore, a new scale, the Interpretation Classroom Anxiety Scale (ICAS), was
developed for this study to capture more fully anxiety specific to the situation of
learning interpretation in the classroom.
In this study, interpretation anxiety was conceptualized as part of Foreign
Language Anxiety, and was defined as the fifth skill-specific anxiety in acquiring a
second language. Based upon a theoretical framework similar to Foreign Language
Anxiety, the questions of the ICAS were adapted from the FLCAS, the Second
Language Writing Apprehension Test (Cheng, 1998) (to tap interpretation output
anxiety), the Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale (Kim, 2000), and a review of
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the interpretation anxiety literature. Specifically, interpretation anxiety was assumed
to represent a composite of at least four different types of anxiety: communication
apprehension, test anxiety, fear of negative evaluation, and cognitive processing
anxiety. Like foreign language anxiety, however, interpretation anxiety was not
simply the sum of these four types of anxiety; rather, it was assumed to be, to borrow
Horwitz et al.’s (1986) phrase, “a distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs,
feelings, and behaviors” stemming from the uniqueness of learning interpretation. In
total, 52 items were included in the initial pool of the ICAS, with responses to each
item recorded using a 5-point Likert scale with choices ranging from “strongly agree”
to “strongly disagree.”
To maximize the content validity of the scale, this initial item pool was first
reviewed by three current or former interpretation students and/or professional
interpreter, one from the United States and the other two from Taiwan, and then by
two interpretation professors in Taiwan. Of these three doctoral students, the
American interpreter was a doctoral student in Foreign Language Education and had
been a court interpreter for eight years. As for the two interpreters from Taiwan, one
was a Ph. D. student in Educational Psychology who had taken interpretation courses
in her undergraduate studies; the other was a Ph. D. candidate in Foreign Language
Education who had an M.A. in interpretation and had five years of working
experience as a conference interpreter and university interpretation instructor. As for
the professors in Taiwan, both had been teaching interpretation courses for several
years. Based upon their feedback, some items deemed awkward or confusing were
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reworded and three items deemed redundant were removed. At this stage, the ICAS
had 49 items.
This instrument was then administered to a sample of 37 Taiwanese
interpretation students to examine its validity and reliability. As suggested by Dornyei
(2003), three aspects of the response patterns were used to evaluate the performance
of each item. First, missing responses were examined for possible signs that the items
were not understood correctly. Second, the range of responses elicited by each item
was examined, and items that showed little variation were considered for removal.
Third, the internal consistency of the scale was examined. Items with low item-scale
correlations were considered for deletion. Ultimately, the deletion of four items
resulted in a higher scale reliability with a Cronbach alpha of .94, and 44 items
remained in the final form of the ICAS.
The Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS). The FLCAS is a
33-item self-report instrument originally developed from “student self-reports,
clinical experiences, and a review of related instruments” (Horwitz, 1986, p. 37). It
uses 5-point Likert-type scales with choices ranging from “strongly agree” to
“strongly disagree.” This instrument was designed to measure the level of anxiety
foreign language learners experienced in the language classroom.
The internal consistency of the FLCAS using Cronbach’s alpha was .93 with a
sample of 108 students (Horwitz. 1986). Test-retest reliability over a period of eight
weeks was r=.83 (p < .01) with a sample of 78 subjects. The Chinese version of the
FLCAS from three previous studies on Taiwanese students also reported similar
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results: Yeh (1993), Wu (1995), and Cheng (1998) obtained Cronbach’s alphas
of .94 , .95, and .95, respectively.
The State Anxiety Inventory. Spielberger et al.’s (1983) State Anxiety Inventory
(SAI) is a 20-item self-report scale, and has been used in more than 3300 studies
carried out in more than 30 languages. The SAI was designed to capture a person’s
state anxiety, the level of anxiety a person feels “right now, at this moment”
(Spielberger et al., 1983).
The stability of the SAI scales was assessed on male and female samples of high
school and college students for test-retest intervals ranging from one hour to 104 days.
The magnitude of the reliability coefficients decreased as a function of interval length.
The range of correlation for the SAI was .16 to .62. This low level of stability for the
State-anxiety scale was expected because responses to the items on this scale are
thought to reflect the influence of whatever transient situational factors exist at the
time of testing (Spielberger et al., 1983).
The reliability of the SAI was quite high. It had a median of .93 alpha
coefficients for the normative sample, which included adults, military recruits, and
students (Speilberger et al., 1983).
The Trait Anxiety Inventory. Like the SAI, Spielberger et al.’s (1983) Trait
Anxiety Inventory (TAI) is also a 20-item self-report scale, and used in 3300 studies
carried out in more than 30 languages. The TAI was designed to capture a person’s
trait anxiety, that is, his or her general level of anxiety independent of any
anxiety-provoking event.
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Like the SAI, the stability of the TAI scales has also assessed on male and
female samples of high school and college students for test-retest intervals ranging
from one hour to 104 days. The magnitude of the reliability coefficients fluctuated
less dramatically as compared with that of the SAI. For the TAI scale, the coefficients
ranged from .65 to .86. This higher level of stability for the TAI scale was expected
because responses to the items on this scale were thought to reflect the influence of
general personality trait independent of the situation under which the subjects were
being measured (Spielberger et al., 1983).
The reliability of the TAI was high across different samples. Spielberger et al.
(1983) reported Cronbach alpha coefficients of .95 and .93 for high school students
and for college students, respectively.
The Background Information Questionnaire. Students’ background information
was obtained through the Background Information Questionnaire (BIQ). Based upon
the research questions, theoretical assumptions, important issues related to anxiety,
and other learner background information questionnaires (e.g., Cheng, 1998; Kim,
2000, AIIC, 2002), the BIQ investigated the following information about the subjects:
gender, age, experience in traveling or living in an English-speaking country, contact
with native English speakers, motivation, interests, self-rated proficiency, and career
goals.
Achievement Measures
For the purpose of this study, two measurements of achievement were selected to
serve as the dependent variables: students’ mid-term exam scores and their semester
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grades in interpretation classes in the fall semester, 2004. In classes where there was
no mid-term exam, the instructors were asked to provide students’ performance scores
from one of the in-class quizzes they deemed most representative of students’
performance. Such performance scores were unavailable for students from one of the
universities. The mid-term exam score was chosen as a one-shot measure of
interpretation performance because it was previously used in the only empirical study
on anxiety and interpretation students’ learning outcomes available so far (Jimenez &
Pinazo, 2001), but has rarely been used in second language anxiety research. The
final semester grade was chosen as an overall index of interpretation performance
because it has been used extensively as a global assessment of foreign language
proficiency in previous second language anxiety research (Chastain, 1975; Horwitz &
Young, 1991; Samimy & Tabuse, 1992; Aida, 1994; Saito & Samimy, 1996; Cheng et
al., 1999; Kim, 2000), but interestingly has never been used in an interpretation
anxiety study. Because of the interdisciplinary nature of this study, and because of the
classroom specificity of both the FLCAS and the ICAS, these two different types of
achievement measures in the classroom were deemed suitable measures that could
shed further light on the role of anxiety in students’ learning outcomes at two different
stages of their learning in a semester.
Qualitative Approach
Participants
A total of 10 students from four universities were interviewed. Of the 10
interviewees, five were juniors and five were seniors. Two of them were male and
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eight were female. Their ages ranged from 20 to 23.
The Interview Guide
To elicit additional and more in-depth information about the sources and effects
of students’ anxiety, a semi-structured interview guide (Appendix B) was used
following the principles suggested by Patton (1990) and Seidman (1998). The
interview guide addressed the following main issues: (1) general emotional reactions
in English and interpretation classes, (2) anxiety-provoking situations in English and
interpretation classes, (3) effects of anxiety on learning and performance, (4) physical
symptoms of anxiety, and (5) sources of anxiety in English and interpretation classes.
Data Collection Procedures
Pilot Study
Prior to the formal data collection, one pilot study was conducted in October,
2004. The purpose of the pilot study was threefold: first, to ensure the
comprehensibility of the questionnaires to be used in the formal study; second, to
examine the validity and the reliability of the questionnaires; and third, to check the
procedures for administrating the questionnaires and the time required to complete
them.
Prior to the pilot study, back-translation, a technique regularly used for assessing
translation quality, was utilized to check the item-compatibility between the Chinese
and English versions of the questionnaires. The questionnaires were first translated by
me into Chinese and checked by two Taiwanese doctoral students at the University of
Texas at Austin to ensure their comprehensibility. The Chinese version of the
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questionnaires was then translated into English by a Chinese-English bilingual from
Taiwan. The original and the back-translated versions of the questionnaires were
examined by two native speakers of English to assess whether the questionnaire items
were comparable with one another in their concepts. Three items were judged as
expressing “somewhat different ideas.” These items were then re-translated by me
and another Chinese-English bilingual from Taiwan, and were judged by another pair
of native English speakers to express “similar meanings.”
The Chinese versions of the questionnaires were administered to 37 students at
one university in Taiwan. The participants’ ages ranged from 19 to 28. It took about
40 minutes for the students to read the consent form and complete the entire set of
questionnaires.
Based upon the results of the pilot study, a part of the layout of the entire set of
questionnaires was changed, a few items in the five questionnaires were modified,
and the final item pool of the ICAS was decided. For instance, the direction of the
Chinese explanations for the five-point Likert scale was changed from being placed
horizontally at the beginning of each section of the questionnaires to being positioned
vertically right above each numeric figure in the Likert scale on every page to ease
students’ answering process. The language of item 33 in the ICAS, “Interpreting in
English” was further elaborated as “Interpreting from Chinese into English” to
eliminate any ambiguity in meaning. After deleting four questions, the final pool of
the ICAS totaled 44 items. With a sample of 37 participants, the Cronbach alpha
was .94 for the ICAS and .93 for the FLCAS.

53

Main Study Data Collection
The data for the formal study were collected in Taiwan in the fall semester, 2004.
For the questionnaire survey, a total of 327 interpretation students were sampled.
Except for the data from two universities, where I administered the questionnaires in
person, data from the other seven colleges and universities were gathered with the
assistance of the instructors who administered the questionnaires on my behalf.
Participants were asked to read and sign a consent form (Appendix C), and then to
complete the entire set of questionnaires, including the ICAS, the FLCAS, the STAI,
and the BIQ. The survey took about 50 minutes. After the completed questionnaires
were collected, they were coded, and a data file for computer input was created based
on the coding. Students’ one-shot performance scores and semester grades were added
to the data file after these were sent to me by the instructors.
For the qualitative component, 10 students were selected for interviews. With
“maximum variation sampling” (Seidman, 1998), students from different instructional
levels and schools were interviewed until the data were saturated. The place and time
were pre-arranged in a way that was most convenient for the interviewees. Prior to the
interviews, participants were given a consent form. The interviews were conducted in
Chinese and the length of time for each interview ranged from 40 minutes to one hour
and a half. All of the interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed.
Data Analysis Procedures
A 5-point Likert scale was used to score both the ICAS and the FLCAS. The
possible response to the items of the ICAS and FLCAS ranged from 1 (“strongly
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disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”). The subjects’ responses were scored in such a way
that higher scores indicated higher anxiety and lower scores indicated lower anxiety.
For example, when the subject chose “strongly agree” for the item, “I never feel quite
sure of myself when I am interpreting in my interpretation classes,” the answer was
scored as 5 points. By contrast, when “strongly agree” was chosen as an answer to the
item “I am usually at ease during test in my interpretation classes,” the answer was
scored as 1 point.
A 4-point Likert scale was used to score both the SAI and the TAI. The possible
responses to the items of the SAI and TAI ranged from 1 (“almost never”) to 4
(“almost always”). The participants’ answers to the SAI and the STA were scored in
such a way that higher scores meant higher anxiety and lower scores meant lower
anxiety. For instance, when the subject responded with “almost always” for the item,
“I feel strained,” the response was scored as 4 points. However, when “almost
always” was selected as a response to the item “I feel calm,” the response was scored
as 1 point.
The following major research questions were addressed by various types of
statistical or interpretive analysis.
Quantitative Questions, Hypotheses, and Analyses
Research Question 1. Do interpretation students in Taiwan experience foreign
language anxiety and/or interpretation anxiety? If so, what is the scope and the
severity of their foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety?
Hypothesis 1: 1a) It was predicted that interpretation students would experience
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foreign language anxiety, and the scope and the severity of their anxiety would be
similar to those reported by regular foreign language learners in the second
language acquisition literature. 1b) It was hypothesized that interpretation students
would experience interpretation anxiety, and the scope and degree of their anxiety
would be more widespread and more severe than foreign language anxiety.
Statistical Analysis: This hypothesis was tested by descriptive statistics of the
subjects’ responses to the ICAS and the FLCAS.

Research Question 2. What are the underlying constructs of foreign language anxiety
and interpretation classroom anxiety reported by interpretation students in Taiwan?
Are the underlying constructs of foreign language anxiety the same for
interpretation students as for second language learners, as reported in the second
language anxiety literature?
Hypothesis 2: 2a) It was predicted that the underlying structure of FLCAS reported by
interpretation students would be similar to those reported in the second language
anxiety literature such as Cheng (1999); that is, interpretation students might report
Low Self-Confidence in English speaking and General English Classroom
Performance Anxiety. 2b) It was predicted that the underlying components of ICAS
would share similarities and differences with those of FLCAS: that is, in addition
to Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation and General Interpretation Classroom
Anxiety, interpretation students might report Interpretation Test Anxiety, Negative
Evaluation Anxiety, and Cognitive Processing Anxiety.
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Statistical Analysis: This hypothesis was tested by performing a principal component
factor analysis on both the FLCAS and the ICAS.

Research Question 3. How is interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety
related to their interpretation anxiety?
Hypothesis 3: It was predicted that interpretation anxiety would be related to but
independent from general foreign language anxiety; that is, interpretation anxiety
would bear a similar relation to general foreign language anxiety as have other
language-skill-specific anxieties to general foreign language anxiety reported in the
second language anxiety literature (e.g, Saito et al., 1999; Cheng et al., 1999; Kim,
2000).
Statistical analysis: This hypothesis was tested by factor analysis and Pearson
product-moment correlation.

Research Question 4. Are situation-specific foreign language anxiety variables better
predictors of interpretation students’ learning outcomes than the general anxiety
variables currently used in interpretation research?
Hypothesis 4: It was predicted that situation-specific anxiety variables would have
higher correlation with interpretation students’ achievements. The predictive power
of various anxiety variables would be as follows: interpretation classroom anxiety
> foreign language anxiety > state-trait anxiety.
Statistical Analysis: This hypothesis was tested using multiple regression. Learners’

57

various anxiety scores were regressed on learners’ two achievement measures.

Research Questions 5. How do background variables such as years of study, majors,
and gender affect Taiwanese interpretation students’ experience of foreign language
anxiety and interpretation anxiety?
Hypothesis 5: It was predicted that based upon the participants’ years of study, major,
and sex, there would be significant differences in their experience of foreign
language anxiety and/or interpretation anxiety.
Statistical analysis: Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted to
test the effects of the above background variables. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
was used as a follow-up for variables that showed significant effects in the
MANOVA analysis.
Qualitative Questions, Hypotheses, and Analyses
Research Questions 6. What are the sources and effects of interpretation students’
anxiety?
Hypothesis 6: No hypotheses were posed. Instead, the findings emerged from my
analysis of the 10 interviews.
Analysis: Each interview was transcribed and analyzed using the qualitative
coding/analysis method suggested by Lincoln and Guba (1985). The main steps of the
method involved categorizing, identifying relationships, and finding patterns among
relationships. Working with the interview protocols, I strove to arrive at the core ideas
of the material. During the coding process, I went through the data and placed each
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paragraph of data in one of the codes. The codes that emerged were used to provide a
framework to organize, manage, and retrieve the most meaningful bits of the data.
The coding and categorizing process were ongoing and subject to constant review and
revision. After several revisions and reviews, major themes emerged. Finally, all the
codes and themes were assigned names and elaborated.
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Chapter 4: Results
This chapter presents the results of the study. It begins with a presentation of the
preliminary analyses of the background information as well as of the reliability and
validity of the four anxiety scales in the formal study, followed by findings pertaining
to each of the six research questions. Research questions 1 through 5 are addressed
through quantitative analyses, including (1) descriptive statistics and t tests of the
participants’ responses to the FLCAS and the ICAS; (2) principal-component
analyses of the FLCAS, the ICAS, and the pooled FLCAS and ICAS items; (3)
correlation and partial correlation analyses of the relationship between the FLCAS,
the ICAS, the SAI, and the TAI as well as their associations with interpretation
achievement as measured by mid-term exam and semester grades; (4) regression
analyses of the four anxiety scales’ utility in predicting interpretation achievement;
and (5) multivariate analyses of variance testing the effects of background variables
on the overall FLCAS scores, the overall ICAS scores as well as the factor scores of
both the FLCAS and the ICAS. The sixth research question is addressed through
qualitative analyses of interview data.
Preliminary Analyses
This section summarizes descriptive analyses of the background information of
the participants as well as their responses to the FLCAS and the ICAS. Also presented
in this section are analyses of the reliability and validity of the ICAS, the FLCAS, the
SAI, and the TAI in the formal study.
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Descriptive Analyses of the Participants’ Background Information
The BIQ was administered as part of the survey to obtain background
information from the 327 participants of this study. Major background information,
such as age, was described in the “Participants” section of Chapter Three; further
biographical data will be introduced here.
All of the participants had studied English for at least six years, including both
formal study and self-study. A majority of them (71.6%) had hired private English
tutors or attended English cram school. More than one-third of the participants
(38.5%) had been to English-speaking countries, and about 5% had stayed in
English-speaking countries for more than one year. About 65% had either never or
rarely had any contact with native-English speakers.
When asked about their motivation to learn different language skills, more
participants rated “quite strong” and “extremely strong” for listening (37.1%) and
speaking (35.7%) than for interpreting (14.7%). Likewise, more participants were
interested in listening (55.9%) and speaking (55.1%) as compared with interpreting
(31.4%). Similarly, over 90% regarded listening and speaking as “quite important”
and “extremely important,” but only 49.6% assigned similar levels of importance to
interpreting.
By contrast, more participants rated interpretation as “quite difficult” and
“extremely difficult” to learn (44%), but only a small percentage perceived a similar
degree of difficulty about learning listening (8.9%) and speaking (12.1%) skills.
Similarly, 85% felt they were “not proficient at all” and “a bit proficient” in
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interpretation while a substantially smaller percentage endorsed the same self-rating
for listening (35.2%) and speaking (44.7%).
When asked why they took interpretation courses, about one half (51.8%) said
they wanted to learn interpretation skills while 23.2% wanted to improve their
English speaking, 12.5% wanted to improve listening, and 7.4% took the
interpretation course simply out of curiosity. About one-third (32.5%) had taken
interpretation courses before while about one-tenth (10.2%) had done interpretation
either for pay or as a volunteer in the real world outside classroom. If they had the
option, a majority (68%) would take more advanced interpretation courses the next
semester. However, the percentage dropped substantially (29.7%) when it came to
pursuing a career as a professional interpreter.
Reliability and Validity of the Anxiety Scales in the Formal Study
As reported in Chapter Three, the ICAS yielded a satisfactory reliability in the
pilot study. To assess further the quality of the new instrument in the formal study,
reliability and validity analyses of the ICAS were also conducted. The reliability of
the ICAS was examined through both an internal consistency analysis and a test-retest
analysis. With 306 interpretation students, the present study yielded an internal
consistency coefficient of .94 using Cronbach’s alpha and .91 using Guttman
Split-half, indicating that the ICAS measured the same theoretical construct across all
of its items. With a sample of 37 students, the test-retest reliability was .82 (p<.001)
over 5 weeks, indicating that the ICAS measured the participants’ level of
interpretation anxiety with high stability at different points in time. Both internal
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consistency and test-retest analyses showed that the ICAS was a reliable scale in
measuring the interpretation anxiety of Taiwanese university students.
The construct validity of the ICAS was further examined through correlation
analyses with other established instruments in the formal study, in addition to the
content validation by several experienced professional interpreters and interpretation
professors in the process of instrument development (Chapter 3). Correlation of the
ICAS with the FLCAS (Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale) was .66 (p=.001,
n=294), and with the TAI (Trait Anxiety Inventory) .38 (p=.001, n=300). The
moderate association with foreign language anxiety was expected because the FLCAS
was designed to measure a more general language anxiety. In contrast, the association
with trait anxiety was low, though significant, as the TAI was developed to measure a
general personality trait. These results suggested that interpretation classroom anxiety
could be discriminated from these anxiety-related constructs.
In addition, reliability of the other three established anxiety measures in the main
study was also examined through scale analysis. All of them yielded satisfactory
reliability coefficients: Using Cronbach’s alphas, the FLCAS, the SAI, and the TAI
had an internal consistency of .94, .94, and .86, respectively. Together, these results
indicated that the various forms of anxiety as measured by these scales were highly
reliable.
Research Question 1
Descriptive statistics and t tests for the FLCAS and the ICAS were computed to
address the first research question regarding the severity and the scope of
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interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety. Through
descriptive analyses of means, standard deviations, frequencies, and percentages, as
well as one-sample and paired-samples t tests, this section first presents the severity
and the scope of the participants’ foreign language anxiety, and then discusses the
severity and the scope of their interpretation anxiety.
Descriptive Analyses of the FLCAS
A 33-item inventory using a 5-point Likert-type response format, the FLCAS
yields a composite score with a possible range from 33 to 165. After responses to
positively-worded statements were reverse scored, a descriptive analysis was
conducted on the FLCAS. A higher score indicated a higher level of foreign language
anxiety. In this study, the total FLCAS scores of the total sample ranged from 41 to
150, with a mean of 92.9 and a standard deviation of 17.9. Table 4.1 presents the
FLCAS total scores for students divided by school.
Table 4.1 Means and Standard Deviations of the FLCAS Scores Divided by School
University

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

81.0
90.9
98.1
89.9
90.6
93.1
93.6
91.5
95.6

16.1
23.3
14.4
17.6
15.7
17.5
18.0
17.3
18.6

15
15
27
18
34
14
38
53
96

Total

92.9

17.9

310
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Severity of Interpretation Students’ Foreign Language Anxiety
The severity of interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety was examined
through two procedures: 1) an one-sample t test against the neutral point of 3 on the
5-point Likert format, and 2) a comparison of the FLCAS scores of the present study
with those of previous studies involving regular university second language learners.
Results of the one-sample t test revealed that these interpretation students’ foreign
language anxiety (mean=2.8) was significantly lower than the neutral mean, t (309) =
-5.931, p=.000, indicating that as a whole, interpretation students were not susceptible
to foreign language anxiety.
Likewise, as the cross-study comparisons shown in Table 4.2 revealed, the level
of foreign language anxiety experienced by Taiwanese interpretation students tended
to be slightly lower than most university students of various nationalities learning
different target languages. Compared with American students, the degree of
Taiwanese interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety was slightly lower than
those reported in the literature, except the one reported by Elkhafaifi (2005): Horwitz
(1986), Philips (1990), Aida (1994), Palacios (1998), and Elkhafaifi (2005) reported
means of 94.5 for 108 students of Spanish, 99.3 for 44 students of French, 96.7 for 96
students of Japanese, 94.3 for 445 students of Spanish, and 90.0 for 233 students of
Arabic, respectively. Compared with Korean EFL students, the level of Taiwanese
interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety was less severe than those reported
in previous empirical research: Truitt (1995) and Kim (2000) reported means of 101.2
(n=198) and 103.9 (n=239), respectively. In a study examining Taiwanese English
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majors’ anxiety, Cheng (1998) reported a mean of 94.9 (n=423), which was slightly
higher than the mean of 92.9 found in the present study. It seemed that, except for
American college students of Arabic, the severity of interpretation students’ foreign
language anxiety as a whole was slightly milder than most regular foreign language
learners, though the difference was marginal. Furthermore, it should be noted that the
FLCAS scores in the present study varied widely, with School A students
experiencing substantially lower anxiety (probably the lowest ever reported) and
School C students experiencing relatively high anxiety surpassing those of most
American learners as well as that of their fellow Taiwanese EFL learners reported by
Cheng (1998). This great variability perhaps could be attributed to the fact that the
students sampled in this study ranged from those at the most prestigious to those at
the moderately prestigious to those at the less prestigious universities in Taiwan. The
sample was very representative of the population from which it was drawn. Table 4.2
presents the FLCAS scores of previous studies with college students.
Table 4.2 The FLCAS Scores of Previous Studies with College Students
Study

Population

Horwitz (1986)
Philips (1990)
Aida (1994)
Palacios (1998)
Elkhafaifi (2005)
Truitt (1995)
Kim (2000)
Cheng (1998)

USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
Korea
Korea
Taiwan

Present Study

Taiwan

L2

n

Mean

SD

Spanish
French
Japanese
Spanish
Arabic
English
English
English

108
44
96
445
233
198
239
423

94.5
99.3
96.7
94.3
90.0
101.2
103.9
94.9

21.4
24.6
22.1
22.8
23.8
23.4
19.8
20.0

English

310

92.9

17.8
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Scope of Interpretation Students’ Foreign Language Anxiety
The scope of foreign language anxiety reported by Taiwanese interpretation is
delineated through descriptive analyses of the participants’ responses to the FLCAS
items. Appendix D presents the complete list of frequencies of responses, means, and
standard deviations for all of the items in the FLCAS. Appendix E gives a complete
account of the participants’ responses to the two open-ended questions appended to
the end of the FLCAS.
According to the participants’ responses to the FLCAS, most of the participants
(64.3%) did not “feel more tense and nervous” in their English classes than in other
classes, and 67% disagreed or strongly disagreed that they often felt like not going to
their English classes. A bit over one half rejected statements like “I feel overwhelmed
by the number of rules I have to learn in order to speak English” (55.6%), and “Even
if I am well-prepared for English classes, I still feel anxious about them” (57.5%).
Nearly one half (49.4%) disagreed with the item that “English classes move so
quickly I worry about getting behind.” It seemed that English classes were not
particularly stressful for a bit over one half of the subjects in this study, including in
testing situations: 56.1% agreed that it would not bother them at all to take more
English classes, 56.3% rejected the statement that “the more I study for an English
test, the more confused I get,” and 59.7% did not worry about the consequences of
failing their English class, though about one third of the respondents did.
However, one third of the subjects (30%) reported that in English classes, they
could get so nervous that they forgot things they knew, and slightly more than one
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third (32.4 %) rejected the statement, “I don’t understand why some people get so
upset over English classes.” Likewise, a bit over one third (31.2%) disagreed with the
statement, “When I am on my way to English classes, I feel very sure and relaxed.” It
seems that about one third of the subjects consistently felt anxious about English
classes, including situations involving tests: (27.2%) rejected the statement that they
were usually at ease during English tests. It seemed that around 30% of Taiwanese
interpretation students suffered from moderate to high levels of foreign language
anxiety: A total of 12 items out of the 33 questions in the FLCAS were either
endorsed or strongly endorsed by one-third or more of the subjects.
With respect to listening, more than one third agreed with statements like, “It
frightens me when I don’t understand what the teacher is saying in English” (40.6%),
and “I get nervous when I don’t understand what the English teacher says in English”
(32.3%). More than one half endorsed the statement, “I get upset when I don’t
understand what the English teacher is correcting in English” (53.8%). It seems that at
least one third of the respondents suffered from foreign language listening
comprehension anxiety, especially when the language input was from the instructor.
Similar

to

listening

comprehension

anxiety,

speaking

was

equally

anxiety-provoking to over one third of the participants: 38.8% reported that they
started to panic when they had to speak in English without preparation in English
classes; 34% rejected the statement, “I would not be nervous speaking English with
native speakers”; and 34% rejected the item, “I would probably feel comfortable
around native speakers of English.” Likewise, 36.7% agreed that they kept thinking
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that the other students were better at English than they were, 39.1% always felt that
other students spoke English better than they did, and 28.7% did not feel confident
when they spoke English in English classes. It seemed that impromptu speech,
interaction with native speakers of English, feelings of inferiority, and low
self-confidence were causes of foreign language speaking anxiety for at least one
third

of

the

students.

Question-and-answer

sessions,

in

particular,

were

anxiety-inducing for most of the students, especially when they had to think on their
feet to answer the questions: 50.3% endorsed the item, “I get nervous when the
English teacher asks questions which I have not prepared in advance,” and 54.5%
reported they could feel their heart pounding when they were going to be called upon
in English classes.
To determine the exact scope of foreign language anxiety in interpretation
students as a whole, the sample was divided into two groups using the neutral mean
of 3 on the 5-point Likert format as a cut-off point. Those with a mean exceeding 3
were categorized as having foreign language anxiety. Those with a mean of 3 or less
were categorized as having no foreign language anxiety. Another descriptive statistics
was computed to calculate the percentage of students with or without foreign
language anxiety. It was found that while 63.9% of the students were immune from
foreign language anxiety, 36.1% of them did report some noticeable amount of
foreign language anxiety. The scope of foreign language anxiety in interpretation
students appeared to be similar to that of regular L2 learners. According to Horwitz
(2005), the scope of foreign language anxiety varied slightly across different culture
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groups: For European foreign language learners, approximately 20 to 25% had
foreign language anxiety; for American foreign language learners, approximately 30
to 35% had foreign language anxiety; and for Asian foreign language learners,
approximately 40% had foreign language anxiety. Thus, the range of foreign language
anxiety in Taiwanese interpretation students was slightly less prevalent than in other
Asian foreign language learners, but was as widespread as in American foreign
language learners, and was more far-reaching than in European foreign language
learners.
Descriptive Analyses of the ICAS
The ICAS is a 44-item inventory using a 5-point Likert-type response format; it
yields a composite score with a possible range from 44 to 220. After responses to
positively-worded statements were recoded, a descriptive analysis was conducted. A
higher score indicated a higher level of interpretation anxiety. In this study, the total
ICAS scores of the total sample ranged from 89 to 210, with a mean of 147.6 and a
standard deviation of 22.0. Table 4.3 presents the ICAS scores for the participants
divided by school.
Table 4.3: Means and Standard Deviations of the ICAS Scores Divided by School.
University

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

A
B
C
D
E
F

145.4
146.9
146.5
140.0
132.1
157.9

27.3
28.6
21.9
19.7
17.1
21.6

15
15
24
17
33
14
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University

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

G
H
I

145.8
141.3
157.5

22.3
19.6
18.7

40
50
98

Total

147.6

22.1

306

Severity of Interpretation Students’ Interpretation Anxiety
Because this was the first time that the ICAS was used, a cross-study comparison
of the severity of interpretation anxiety was unavailable; instead, the severity of
interpretation anxiety reported by the students was examined through two procedures:
1) a one-sample t test against the neutral mean of 3 on the 5-point Likert format, and
2) a comparison of mean scores for the ICAS and the FLCAS from the different
universities in this study. Result of the one-sample t test found that the students’
interpretation anxiety (mean=3.4) was significantly higher than the neutral mean, t
(305) =12.391, p= .000, suggesting that as a whole, the students had interpretation
anxiety.
Interpretation anxiety as measured by the ICAS seemed to vary greatly from
school to school, with University E students reporting the lowest level of
interpretation anxiety (mean=132.1), and University F and I students experiencing the
highest level of interpretation anxiety (mean=157.9 and 157.5, respectively). These
results were somewhat surprising, for both University E and University F were
generally considered middle-ranked programs in Taiwan, but the students from the
former university reported the lowest level of interpretation anxiety, while those from
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the latter university reported the highest level of interpretation anxiety. The seemingly
contradictory finding perhaps could be attributed to differences in learning
environments: perhaps, University F students were learning under a more stringent
training standard or under a more demanding instructor.
In order to compare the relative severity of foreign language anxiety and
interpretation anxiety, mean scores, based upon a 5-point Likert format, were also
computed for the entire sample and for each of the universities. Table 4.4 presents the
mean score of the FLCAS and the ICAS using the 5-point format divided by school.
Table 4.4: Mean Scores of the FLCAS and the ICAS Using the 5-Point Likert Format
University

FLCAS

ICAS

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I

2.5
2.8
3.0
2.7
2.7
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.9

3.3
3.3
3.3
3.2
3.0
3.6
3.3
3.2
3.6

Total

2.8

3.4

As shown in Table 4.4, for the entire sample, the ICAS grand mean using the
5-point format was 3.4, higher than the FLCAS grand mean (2.8). Result of a
paired-samples t test found the difference to be significant, t (293) = 21.324, p= .000.
For each of the universities, the results also yielded the same picture: all of the ICAS
mean scores reported were higher (ranging from 3.0 to 3.6) than their FLCAS
counterparts (ranging from 2.5 to 3.0). These results suggest that the level of
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interpretation anxiety was more severe than that of foreign language anxiety, both for
the whole sample collectively and for each of the schools participating in this study
individually.
Noteworthy was that higher levels of foreign language anxiety did not
necessarily mean higher level of interpretation anxiety, or vice versa. While students
from University C reported the highest level of foreign language anxiety, their
interpretation anxiety was not the highest among the nine schools. While students
from University A reported the lowest degree of foreign language anxiety, they did
not report the lowest interpretation anxiety. Similarly, students from University F and
I experienced the highest level of interpretation anxiety, but their foreign language
anxieties were not the highest of the nine universities. Students from University E
showed the lowest degree of interpretation anxiety, but their foreign language anxiety
was not the lowest, either.
Scope of Interpretation Students’ Interpretation Anxiety
The scope of interpretation anxiety reported by Taiwanese interpretation students
is delineated through descriptive analyses of the students’ responses to the ICAS
items. Appendix F presents the complete list of frequencies of responses, means, and
standard deviations for all of the items in the ICAS. Appendix G gives a complete
account of the participants’ responses to the two-opened questions appended to the
end of the ICAS.
Compared with their foreign language anxiety, Taiwanese interpretation students’
interpretation anxiety was more prevalent: 42.8% said they felt more tense and
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nervous in their interpretation class than in their other English classes, and 56.2%
believed “It is necessary to have special aptitude to learn interpretation well.” Indeed,
a majority of the ICAS items (24 out of 44 items) were endorsed by 50% or more of
the interpretation students in this study. Over one half of the respondents agreed or
strongly agreed with statements like, “In interpretation class, I can get so nervous that
I forget how to interpret things I know” (50.3%), “I don’t understand why some
people get so upset over interpretation class” (59.6% disagree), “The tremendous
amount of concentration required during interpreting makes me feel stressed” (58.9%),
and “The demand to split attention among listening, comprehension, memory or
note-taking while interpreting makes me feel very stressed” (51.4%). It seemed that to
both concentrate attention on and split attention among the multiple tasks involved in
interpretation contributed to interpretation anxiety for at least 50% of the students.
When it came to interpretation errors, tests, and evaluations, the percentage
of anxious subjects hovered around 50 to 70%, as evidenced by the following items,
“I get anxious when my teacher monitors the accuracy of my interpretation”(48.6%),
“I worry about making mistakes in interpretation class”(62.1%), “I get nervous when
I am aware of making interpretation errors” (66.7%), “Knowing that my interpretation
competence will be evaluated makes me anxious”(70%), and 55.2% disagreed with
the statement, “I am usually at ease during tests in my interpretation class.”
Similarly, an equally large percentage of the participants experienced
interpretation anxiety at the input stage, as indicated by items like, “It frightens me
when I don’t understand what the English source message to be interpreted” (67.3%),
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and “I get anxious if I cannot understand every English word or phrase to be
interpreted” (62.2%). The scope of interpretation anxiety at the comprehension stage,
however, became even more widespread, when the quality of the source massage was
further compromised, be it due to the condition, the linguistic structure, the speaker,
or the speech rate: “I would get anxious if there were background noise interfering
with my English listening comprehension” (68.7%), “I start to worry if the English
sentences to be interpreted are long or complicated” (73.9%), “I get worried when the
English speakers have strong accents” (87%), and 80.4% disagreed with the statement,
“I feel relaxed even when the English source message is delivered at a fast speed.”
When the content of source message involved a knowledge domain other than
one with which the students were familiar, the range of interpretation anxiety was
equally far-reaching, encompassing as high as 90% of the participants. Several
statements were endorsed by over 50% of the subjects: “I am afraid of interpreting
numbers and figures” (58.6%); “I get nervous when I interpret unfamiliar subjects”
(83.1%); and “Interpretation of technical terms bothers me” (91.1%).
On the whole, about one half of the participants had little self-confidence about
their interpretation and English ability. They agreed with such items as, “I never feel
quite sure of my interpretation ability when I am interpreting” (50.7%), “In
interpretation class, I keep thinking that the other students are better at interpreting
than I am” (49.2%), “In interpretation class, I always feel that the other students’
English is better than mine” (50.3%), and 50.2% disagreed with “I always feel quite
sure of my English ability when I do interpreting in my interpretation class.” It
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seemed that low self-confidence in interpretation went hand in hand with low
self-confidence in English proficiency, and social comparisons of both one’s English
ability and interpretation competence were simultaneously at work among over one
half of the subjects making them anxious: 58.4% disagreed with the item, “I (would)
feel confident when I interpret into English in interpretation class,” and 60% said they
started to panic when they had to interpret into English without preparation.
Despite the prevalence of interpretation anxiety, close to 40% (39.1%) rejected
the statement “taking interpretation is a very frightening experience,” and only 19.1%
agreed that taking interpretation class was a very frightening experience. Likewise,
nearly 40% rejected the statement “I often feel like not going to interpretation class,”
and only 14.4% agreed that they often felt like not going to interpretation class. On
the other hand, around 40% of the participants disagreed with items like, “When I am
on my way to interpretation classes, I feel very sure and relaxed” (41.2%) and “It
wouldn’t bother me at all to take more advanced interpretation classes” (42.2%). It
might be that although it was palpable and widespread, interpretation anxiety was still
bearable to 40% of the students. While bearable to some, interpretation anxiety was
nevertheless unbearable to around 20% of the students, and strong enough to arouse
discomfort among about 40% of the students and stopped them from enjoying the
walk to class or from considering seriously taking more advanced interpretation
classes.
In order to determine the exact scope of interpretation anxiety in interpretation
students as a whole, the sample was divided into two groups using the neutral mean
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of 3 on the ICAS as a cut-off point. Those with a mean exceeding 3 were categorized
as having interpretation anxiety. Those with a mean of 3 or less were categorized as
not having interpretation anxiety. Another descriptive statistics was computed to
calculate the percentage of students with or without interpretation anxiety. It was
found that while 21% of the students were immune from interpretation anxiety, 79%
of them reported remarkable amount of interpretation anxiety. Thus, the scope of
Taiwanese student interpreters’ interpretation anxiety was more far-reaching than that
of their foreign language anxiety. In addition, the prevalence of interpretation anxiety
appeared to be about twice as widespread as that of foreign language anxiety,
regardless of whether it was compared with the scope of foreign language anxiety
obtained in this study using the same sample or the findings reported in previous
second language acquisition literature using different culture groups with different
target languages at different instructional levels.
Research Question 2
Factor Analyses
In order to address the second research question about the underlying constructs
of foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety, the multivariate statistical
technique of principal components analysis was performed on the FLCAS and the
ICAS. Principal components analysis was chosen as the statistical technique because
it provides both a powerful tool to clarify the underlying structures of the FLCAS and
the ICAS and a simplified means to perform other analyses such as multiple
regression and MANOVA by using the reduced composite variables (Kline, 2001).
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The following criteria were used to select the appropriate number of factors to be
extracted, including retaining only those factors with eigenvalues greater than one
(Kaiser, 1960), extraction of factors one more or one less as suggested by Cattell’s
scree test (Cattell,1996), interpretability of each factor, and the percentage of variance
accounted. In addition, following the suggestion of Hair et al. (1998), only items with
a factor loading of .50 (25% of the variance) or better were included in the
interpretation of a factor in order to achieve better practical significance, though given
the sample size of this study, a minimum loading of .35 is sufficient for statistical
significance. Appendices H, I, and J report the initial statistics, scree plots, and final
statistics for the analyses.
Underlying Structure of Interpretation Anxiety
The initial run of the Principal Components analysis on the ICAS produced ten
factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Based upon the criteria mentioned above, a
three-factor solution was selected. The three selected factors accounted for 40.9 % of
the total variance. A varimax rotation was then performed to facilitate the
interpretation of the factors. Table 4.5 presents the loadings of each of the ICAS items
on the three varimax rotated factors.
Table 4.5 Varimax Rotated Loadings for the ICAS
Item Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

27
29
30
26
32

.071
.146
.269
.143
.039

.297
.271
.275
.337
.372

.774
.700
.685
.643
.641
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Item Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

31
28
43
22
17
3
42
16

.639
.628
.609
.585
.585
.563
.561
.547

.178
.291
.227
.201
-.028
.357
.195
.276

.077
.227
.050
.207
.126
.201
.017
.341

19
13
44
21
2
12
6
39
35
37
38
40
41
24
25
15
34
4
36
33
20
18
1

.537
.537
.526
.483
.477
.444
.232
.371
.009
.034
.039
.353
.266
.364
.374
.115
.033
.350
.144
-.074
.123
.024
.323

.392
.133
.298
.049
.156
.231
-.049
.672
.652
.651
.644
.557
.528
.504
.487
.481
.461
.449
.432
.275
.145
.134
.134

-.063
.212
.509
-.081
.295
.218
-.108
.005
.023
.215
.079
.091
.074
.333
.258
.182
.318
.359
.121
.219
.125
.765
.693
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Item Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

8
23
5.
9
7
14
10
11

.200
.072
.020
.355
.009
.166
.152
.243

.542
.528
.501
.472
.460
.434
.428
.424

.266
.433
.411
.259
.400
-.026
.002
.336

Table 4.6 through Table 4.8 summarize the three resulting factors. Each table
contains information regarding the label and name of the factor; descriptions of the
ICAS items in each factor; means, standard deviations, and loadings of the items; and
the internal consistency reliability of those within-factor items. Reverse scored items
were those items positively worded such as “When I am on my way to interpretation
classes, I feel very sure and relaxed,” and they should be construed as denoting
negative meanings.
Table 4.6: Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation (ICAS1)
No

Item

Loading Mean SD

27

Taking interpretation class is a very frightening
experience.
I feel more tense and nervous in my interpretation
class than in my other English classes.
I get nervous and confused when I do interpreting
practice in front of my classmates.
I feel very self-conscious when doing interpreting in
front of other students.
When I am on my way to interpretation classes, I feel
very sure and relaxed.
I worry that the other students will laugh at me when I

.774

2.56

.71

.700

3.21

1.11

.685

2.97

.96

.643

2.97

.94

.641

3.27

.94

.639

2.67

.99

29
30
26
32
31
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No
28

43
22

Item

Loading Mean SD

do interpretation.
The demand to split attention among listening,
comprehension, memory or note-taking while
interpreting makes me feel very stressed.
I have no fear of having my teacher evaluate my
interpretation competence.
I worry that my final grade in interpretation class will
be very low.

17
3

I often feel like not going to interpretation classes.
I tremble when I know that I am going to be called on
in interpretation classes.
43 I have no fear of having my classmates evaluate my
interpretation competence.
16 Even if I am well prepared for interpretation classes, I
feel anxious about them.
19 I get anxious when my teacher monitors the accuracy
of my interpretation.
13 It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my
interpretation class.
44* I never feel quite sure of my interpretation ability
when I am interpreting.

.628

3.42

1.04

.609

3.01

1.03

.585

3.24

1.11

.585
.563

2.42
3.15

1.04
1.08

.561

2.89

.95

.547

3.08

1.01

.537

3.28

.97

.537

2.80

1.00

.526

3.46

1.01

Note: Crobach’s alpha=.92 (n=317), and grand mean=3.02
*This item had a secondary loading of .509 on ICAS3.

Factor 1 obtained moderate to high loadings from 15 items and was labeled
“Fear of Interpretation Class and of Negative Evaluation.” As indicated in Table 4.5,
most of the items centered on interpretation students’ apprehension about
interpretation class and their fear of being negatively evaluated. The highest loadings
came from two items describing an active state of fear toward interpretation class,
“Taking interpretation class is a very frightening experience,” and “I feel more tense
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and nervous in my interpretation class than in my other English classes.” Whereas
these two items represented general interpretation classroom anxiety, the other
described more specifically the situations that provoked anxiety reactions and
behaviors, including worry about receiving a low final semester grade (item 22),
increased tension and heightened self-consciousness when doing interpretation in
front of the class (items 30 and 26), and stress of multitasking in interpretation (item
28). In items 32 and 17, the participants reported a prolonged state of apprehensive
worry or misgivings beyond the current interpretation classroom: some felt tense even
when just on their way to class while others often felt like skipping class. In addition,
the students’ fear of interpretation class seemed interwoven with their fear of being
negatively evaluated. A large number of items indicative of social evaluation anxiety
also loaded on this factor, such as “I worry that the other students will laugh at me
when I interpret,” “I have [no] fear of having my teacher evaluate my interpretation
competence,” “I have [no] fear of having my classmates evaluate my interpretation
competence,” and ”I get anxious when my teacher monitors the accuracy of my
interpretation.” It should be noted that item 44, “I never feel quite sure of my
interpretation ability when I am interpreting,” had a primary loading of .526 on
ICAS1 and a secondary loading of .509 on ICAS3, making it difficult to determine to
which factor it belonged. As a whole, the means for Factor 1 suggested that a majority
of the participants exhibited fear of interpretation class and of negative evaluation.
Table 4.7: Cognitive Processing Anxiety (ICAS2)
No Item

Loading Mean SD
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No Item

Loading Mean SD

39
35
37

Interpretation of technical terms bothers me.
I get nervous when I interpret unfamiliar subjects.
Knowing that my interpretation competence will be
evaluated makes me anxious.
I get worried when the English speaker has strong
accents.
The tremendous amount of concentration required
during interpreting makes me feel very stressful.

.672
.652
.651

4.16
4.02
3.76

.66
.72
.86

.644

4.08

.70

.557

3.62

.86

I get nervous when I am aware of making interpretation
errors.
I get anxious if I cannot understand every English word
or phrase to be interpreted.

.528

3.69

.78

.504

3.60

.86

38
40
41
24

Note: Cronbach’s alpha=.80 (n=324), and grand mean=3.83

Factor 2 obtained moderate to high loadings from seven items and was labeled
“Cognitive Processing Anxiety.” As indicated in Table 4.6, except for one item, all of
the items depicted interpretation students’ cognitive anxiety about processing
information at different stages. At the output stage, interpretation of technical jargons
and unfamiliar topics seemed to cause the gravest cognitive processing anxiety among
the subjects, as evidenced by the highest loadings for both items 39 and 35. At the
input stage, it seemed that anything that compromised the subjects’ listening
comprehension caused them a great amount of anxiety, including “I get worried when
the English speaker has strong accents,” and “I get anxious if I cannot understand
every English word or phrase to be interpreted.” Whereas the above items indicated
cognitive anxiety at the input and output stages, the other items described cognitive
anxiety at the processing stage, including “The tremendous amount of concentration
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required during interpreting makes me feel very stressed,” and “I get nervous when I
am aware of making interpretation errors.” Somewhat surprising was that item 37,
indicative of fear of negative social evaluation, also loaded highly on Factor 2,
suggesting perhaps an interlocking relationship between cognitive processing anxiety
and social-evaluative anxiety. It should be noted that five items indicative of various
aspects of processing anxiety had moderate loadings of over .4 on ICAS2, including
“I start to worry if the English sentences to be interpreted are long or complicated,” “I
would get anxious if there were background noise interfering with my English
listening comprehension,” “I feel relaxed even when the English source message is
delivered at a fast speed,” “It frightens me when I don’t know what the English
source message to be interpreted is,” and “I am afraid of interpreting numbers and
figures.” Although failing to meet the a priori .5-loading criteria, these five items
further suggested that ICAS2 was a component comprising different facets of
cognitive processing anxiety. On the whole, the means for Factor 2 showed that most
of the participants suffered from severe cognitive processing anxiety.
Table 4.8: Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation (ICAS3)
No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

18

I (would) feel confident when I interpret
into English in interpretation classes.
I always feel very sure of my English
ability when I do interpreting in my
interpretation classes.
I am usually at ease during tests in my
interpretation classes.
In interpretation class, I always feel that

.765

3.62

.83

.693

3.42

.81

.542

3.52

.96

.528

3.36

.92

1

8
23*
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No

5*

Item
other students' English is better than
mine.
It won't bother me at all to take more
advanced interpretation classes.

Loading

Mean

SD

.501

3.17

.98

Note: Crobbach’s alpha=.77 (n=323), and grand mean=3.41
*These items had a secondary loading of .433 and .411 each on ICAS1.

Five items loaded moderately or highly on Factor 3 and the factor was named
“Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation.” The highest loadings came from two
reverse-scored positively-worded items, “I (would) feel confident when I interpret
into English in interpretation classes,” and “I always feel very sure of my English
ability when I do interpreting in my interpretation class.” That these two items had the
highest loadings not only indicated the dimension of low self-confidence in
interpretation, but also suggested that the participants’ lack of faith in their
interpretation ability was intertwined with their lack of self-confidence in their
foreign language ability. The rest of the items described the students’ lack of
self-confidence in a variety of situations in the interpretation classroom, including
taking interpretation exams, feeling less capable than their peers, and being troubled
by the prospect of registering in more advanced interpretation class. Noteworthy was
that five items suggestive of diffidence in other interpretation situations had moderate
loadings ranging from .424 to .472 on this third factor, including “I start to panic
when I have to interpret into English without preparation in interpretation classes,”
“In interpretation classes, I keep thinking that other students are better at interpreting
than I am,” “I would not be nervous interpreting into English in front of native
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English speakers,” “I (would) feel confident interpreting into Chinese in interpretation
classes,” and “I don’t understand why some people get so upset over interpretation
classes.” Although failing to meet the pre-determined criteria of .5 factor loadings,
these five items further indicated that low self-confidence in interpretation was the
third factor underlying the ICAS. On the whole, the means for the Factor 3 items
showed that most of the participants lacked self-confidence in interpretation,
especially when interpreting into English.
Underlying Structure of Foreign Language Anxiety
The initial run of the principal components analysis on the FLCAS produced
eight factors with eigenvalues greater than one. Based upon the criteria mentioned
above, a two-component solution was selected. The two selected components
accounted for 42.3% of the total variance. A varimax rotation was then performed to
facilitate the interpretation of the components. Table 4.9 presents the loadings of each
of the FLCAS items on the two varimax rotated components.
Table 4.9: Varimax Rotated Loadings for the FLCAS
Item

Factor 1

Factor 2

55
73
79
70
77
49
60
47
48

.742
.673
.665
.661
.640
.638
.607
.597
.596

.248
.413
.067
.308
.287
.253
.058
.297
.114
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Item

Factor 1

Factor 2

59
50
69
66
64
58
61
78

.595
.588
.541
.527
.524
.511
.505
.496

.262
.183
.359
.246
.365
.348
.051
.065

75
53
54
65
56
63
76
71
67
72
62
74
51
68
52
57

.494
.474
.458
.403
.279
.062
.213
.346
.048
.446
.483
.354
.327
.309
-.014
.282

.323
.370
.358
.368
.708
.708
.684
.642
.620
.590
.555
.555
.537
.490
.390
.291

Table 4.10 and Table 4.11 summarize the two resulting factors. Each table contains
information regarding the name and label of the factor; descriptions of the FLCAS
items in each factor; means, standard deviations, and loadings of the items; and the
internal consistency reliability of those within-factor items. Reverse scored were
positively-worded items such as “I am usually at ease during tests in my English
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classes,” and they should be construed as implying negative meanings.
Table 4.10: Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety (FLCAS1)
No

Item

Loading Mean SD

55

I start to panic when I have to speak in English
without preparation in English classes.
73* I get nervous and confused when I am speaking
English in my English classes.
79 I get nervous when the English teacher asks questions
which I have prepared in advance.

.742

3.06

1.03

.673

2.75

.90

.665

3.33

.93

70

.661

2.75

.96

.640

2.49

.91

.638

2.81

.99

.607

2.94

1.01

.597

2.57

.95

.596
.595

2.80
2.72

.96
.97

.588

3.15

.96

.541

3.17

.94

.527

3.40

.98

.524
.511

3.08
2.85

.81
1.02

.505

3.36

.92

77
49
60
47
48
59
50
69
66
64
58
61

I feel very self-conscious about speaking English in
front of other students.
I am afraid that other students will laugh at me when I
speak English.
I tremble when I know I that I am going to be called
on in English classes
I would not be nervous speaking English with native
speakers.
I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking
English in my English classes.
I don't worry about making mistakes in English classes
It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my English
classes.
It frightens me when I don't understand what the
teacher is saying in English.
I always feel that other students speak English better
than I do.
I can feel my heart pounding when I am going to be
called upon in English classes.
I feel confident when I speak English in English class.
In English class, I can get so nervous that I forget
things I know.
I get upset when I don't understand what the English
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No

Item

Loading Mean SD

teacher is correcting in English.
Note: For the above item, Cronbach’s alpha=.91(n=322), and item mean=2.95
* This item had a secondary loading of .413 on FLCAS2

Factor 1 obtained moderate to high loadings from 16 items and was called
“Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety.” As shown in Table 4.9, most of
the items were concerned with communication anxiety across various situations as
well as the fear of being negative evaluated. The three highest loadings derived from
items indicative of communication apprehension, including “I start to panic when I
have to speak in English without preparation in English classes,” “I get nervous when
the English teacher asks questions which I have not prepared in advance,” and “I feel
very self-conscious about speaking English in front of other students.” Apprehensive
students were also afraid of speaking English with native English speakers (items 60),
diffident about their English-speaking ability (items 47 and 64), flustered by failing to
comprehend the language input of the instructor (items 61 and 50), and generally so
anxious about English class that they forgot how to say things they knew (item 58).
The other seven items highlighted different aspects of social evaluation anxiety,
including the fear of being laughed at by other students (item 77), worry about
making mistakes in English class (item 48), embarrassment about volunteering
answers (item 59), feelings of being less competent than their peers (item 69), and
concomitant physiological symptoms of trembling and racing heartbeats when being
called upon by the teacher (items 49 and 66).
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Table 4.11: Worry about Failing English Class (FLCAS2)
No

Item

Loading Mean SD

56

I worry about the consequences of failing my English
classes.
I often feel like not going to my English classes.
I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules I have to
learn in order to speak English.
English classes move so quickly I worry about getting
left behind.

.708

2.47

1.04

.708
.684

2.21
2.49

.93
.84

.642

2.65

.92

.620

2.50

.91

.590

2.38

.86

.555

2.50

.88

.555

2.82

.78

.537

2.44

.86

63
76
71
67

The more I study for an English test, the more
confused I get.
72* I feel more tense and nervous in my English classes
than in my other classes.
62* Even if I am well prepared for English classes, I feel
anxious about them.
74 When I am on my way to English classes, I feel very
sure and relaxed.
51 It wouldn't bother me at all to take more English
classes

Note: For the above items, Cronbach’s alpha=.86 (n=322), and item mean=2.49
* These items had a secondary loading of .446 and .483 on FLCAS1, respectively.

Factor 2 received moderate to high loading from nine items and was named
“Worry about Failing English Class.” As suggested in Table 4.10, most of the items
delineated the subjects’ concern over failing English class, as evidenced by items such
as “I worry about the consequences of failing my English classes,” “I feel
overwhelmed by the number of rules I have to learn in order to speak English,”
“English classes move so quickly I worry about getting left behind,” and “The more I
study for an English test, the more confused I get.” The worry about failing English
class was so prevalent that many reported they felt anxious even when they were
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well-prepared (item 62), or when just stepping on the road to class (item 74). Some
felt more nervous in English class than in other classes (item 62), others often
entertained the thoughts of cutting English class (item 63), and still others were
troubled by the prospect of taking more English classes (item 51).
Dimensionality of FL Anxiety in Interpretation Students VS Regular L2 Learners
In order to assess the similarities and differences between the underlying
structure of interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety and that of regular
second language learners’, the results of the principal component analysis with
varimax rotation in this study were compared with those reported in other studies that
had also performed the same statistical technique on the FLCAS. Table 4.12 lists the
factors obtained in the present study and in two other studies also involving
Taiwanese university EFL learners.
Table 4.12: Dimensionality of FL Anxiety Retained in Three Studies
FLCAS
Factors

Wu (1994)
(n=216)

Cheng (1998)
(n=423)

Present Study
(n=327)

Factor 1

Low Self-Esteem

Low Self-Confidence
in English Speaking

Communication and
Negative Evaluation

Factor 2

Factor 3

Fear of
Communication and
Negative Evaluation
Anxiety about the
English Class

General English
Classroom
Performance Anxiety

Anxiety
Worry about Failing
English Class

Before comparing the obtained factors in these studies, it must be noted that
whereas both Cheng (1998) and the present study used the original 33-item FLCAS,
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Wu (1994) used a 31-item version of the FLCAS, with two items deleted from the
original one. The two deleted items were: “I don’t understand why some people get so
upset over foreign language classes,” and “I would probably feel comfortable around
native speakers of the foreign language.” In addition, whereas Cheng’s (1998)
participants came from four different universities, and the present study sampled
participants from nine different universities, Wu’s (1994) participants came
exclusively from one university.
As shown in Table 4.12, with a sample of 216 Taiwanese college EFL students,
Wu (1994) reported three factors underlying the FLCAS. Wu’s first factor (Low
Self-Esteem) did not appear to have a direct counterpart, but rather was distributed
across the two components retained in the present study. Five of the 12 items in her
first factor were retained in the first component of this study (Communication and
Negative Evaluation Anxiety), and five of them were retained in the second
component of this study (Worry About Failing English Class). The remaining two
items, “I keep thinking that other students are better at English than I am” and “I am
afraid that my English teacher is ready to correct every mistake I make,” were
excluded for failing to meet the a priori criterion of .5 loadings. In contrast, her
second factor (Fear of Communication and Negative Evaluation) retained items
completely identical to those in the first component of this study (Communication and
Negative Evaluation Anxiety): all of the 11 items in her communication and
evaluation factor were included for interpretation of the communication and
evaluation component in the present study. Her third factor (Anxiety about the
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English Class) seemed to be subsumed under the second component of the present
study (Worry About failing English Class): 4 out of the 6 items in her third factor
were retained in the second component of this study. The remaining two items, “I
usually feel at ease during tests in English class,” and “I don’t feel pressure to prepare
very well for English classes,” were excluded for failing to meet the a priori criteria,
though they had loadings of .358 and .490 on the worry-about-failure dimension of
this study, respectively.
In contrast, with a sample of 423 English majors in Taiwan, Cheng (1998)
reported two factors underlying foreign language anxiety: Low Self-Confidence in
English Speaking and General English Classroom Performance Anxiety. A
within-factor item comparison indicates that her two factors closely parallel the first
component (Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety) and the second
component (Worry about Failing English Class) obtained in the present study. All but
one item each from her two factors did not load on the two components of this study.
In fact, if a less stringent .4 criteria were used as a cut-off point for interpretation in
the present study, both items, “I keep thinking that the other students are better at
English than I am” and “I am afraid that my English teacher is ready to correct every
mistake I make,” would have been included in the first component of the present
study.
As indicated by the above comparisons, the underlying structure of interpretation
students’ foreign language anxiety appears to share much commonality with those of
regular second language learners as reported in the second language anxiety literature,
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despite the minor differences among the items and dimensions retained in these
studies. As a whole, they seem to share the dimension of English classroom
performance anxiety in general, and the dimensions of communication and negative
evaluation apprehension and low self-confidence in the target language in particular.
In terms of general English classroom performance anxiety, the three studies
contain almost identical items, though the present study accentuates interpretation
students’ worry about failing English class. In terms of communication and negative
evaluation anxiety, both Wu’s and the present study obtained the same dimension of
communication and negative evaluation anxiety while Cheng’s study seems to have
the dimension subsumed under the dimension of low self-confidence in English
speaking. The results seem to indicate that the dimension of communication and
negative evaluation seems to interact with low self-confidence in the target language
in an intricate way.
In other words, while the dimension of “Low Self-Esteem” or “Low
Self-Confidence” unearthed in Wu’s and Cheng’s studies does not constitute a
separate dimension in its own right in the present study, a closer examination of the
items reveals that not only did Wu’s and Cheng’s lack-of-confidence factor contain
several items indicative of communication and negative evaluation anxiety, but the
communication-and-evaluation-anxiety component of the present study also
contained some items indicative of lack of confidence in speaking English. Hence, it
is possible that lack of confidence is the other side of communication and negative
evaluation anxiety.
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Research Question 3
In response to the third research question concerning the relationship between
interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety and their interpretation anxiety, two
statistical analyses were performed. The first analysis was conducted on the entire
pool of the ICAS and the FLCAS items using principal components analysis with
varimax rotation. The second analysis was conducted on the ICAS and the FLCAS as
well as the subcomponents of these anxiety constructs using correlation analysis. The
following section presents the results of these analyses.
Factor Analyses of the Entire Pool of the ICAS and FLCAS Items
The initial run of principal components analysis on the entire pool of the ICAS
and the FLCAS items produced 16 components with eigenvalue greater than one. The
resulting analyses suggested an interpretable 5-factor or 6-factor solution. Based upon
the aforementioned a priori criteria, selected was a 5-factor solution, which paralleled
the two FLCAS factors and the three ICAS factors in separate analyses of the FLCAS
and of the ICAS. This 5-factor solution accounted for 44.2% of the total variance. A
varimax rotation was then conducted to facilitate interpretation of the selected factors.
The varimax rotated matrix for the pooled ICAS and FLCAS items is presented in
Table 4.13.
Table 4.13: Varimax Rotated Loadings for the Pooled ICAS & FLCAS
Item Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

73
55
77

.114
.137
.284

.116
.201
.115

.279
.158
.169

.215
.174
.011

.705
.688
.650
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Item Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

70
59
60
48
49
72
47
64

.634
.621
.604
.581
.563
.557
.551
.550

.344
.208
.047
.184
.261
.133
.132
.108

.088
.015
-.041
.081
.179
.063
.114
-.051

.203
.200
-.047
-.065
.133
.395
.248
.188

.097
.044
.222
.127
.158
.159
.229
.471

79
66
58
62
54
50
51
65
68
78
75
74
61
9
33
27
29
32
28
30
43
31
26

.546
.519
.513
.504
.500
.480
.480
.463
.450
.443
.439
.435
.434
.395
.299
.098
-.079
.125
.092
.238
.310
.283
.351

.112
.092
.122
.101
.048
.133
.209
.312
-001
.094
.118
.036
.076
.234
-.006
.728
.723
.675
.651
.642
.638
.628
.605

.322
.355
.275
.182
.170
.465
-.095
.054
.109
.022
.321
-038
.302
.356
.183
.093
.194
.034
.300
.295
.084
.117
.143

-.004
.111
.285
.469
.131
.118
.218
.289
.301
-.110
.288
.301
.030
-.006
-.204
.314
.206
.115
.125
.253
-.044
.093
.184

.109
.113
.019
.162
.293
-.007
.234
-.154
.120
.302
.026
.431
.023
.299
.081
.259
.262
.294
.162
.146
-.031
-.064
.194
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Item Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

42
44
3
2
19
17
13
22

.383
.249
.232
.056
.040
.141
.367
-.028

.584
.534
.528
.514
.502
.496
.477
.464

.044
.320
.351
.208
.383
-.020
.061
.311

-.083
.117
.107
.017
.115
.394
.187
.395

-.109
.369
.108
.199
-.094
.091
.067
.248

16
12
38
39
37
35
24
40.
25
15
4
41
36
34
20
76
67
56
63
71
52
53
21

.101
.141
.046
-.058
.133
.087
.209
.058
.252
.197
.182
.217
.101
.237
.007
.257
.118
.425
.273
.395
.117
.337
-.045

.458
.354
-.025
-.073
.382
.149
.356
.346
.301
.092
.393
.338
.169
.171
.063
.212
.217
.057
.150
.107
.093
.127
.310

.343
.296
.646
.639
.606
.586
.556
.535
.531
.496
.494
.487
.421
.363
.181
.040
.081
.080
-.121
.078
.024
.090
.127

.293
.207
.087
.156
.007
-.171
.021
.124
.130
.007
-.077
-.169
.044
-.291
.137
.594
.569
.558
.548
.510
.454
.425
.402

.304
.114
.098
.130
-.038
.116
.210
.054
.154
.025
.222
-.039
.043
.190
.075
.175
-.015
.155
.157
.283
-.085
.374
-.009
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Item Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

Factor 5

6
18
1I
23
7
69
5
57

.110
.216
.252
.210
.078
.376
.167
.261

.072
.084
.336
.267
.311
.097
.403
.002

-.012
.152
.179
.205
.128
.157
.052
.035

.319
-.058
.074
.363
.285
.397
.145
.121

-.155
.664
.607
.510
.495
.466
.452
.431

8
11
14
10

.134
.077
.198
.074

.404
.408
-.001
.208

.190
.228
.175
.051

-.184
-.067
-.120
-.264

.431
.420
.368
.361

As shown in Table 4.13, except for some minor differences in item lineup, the
results of this principal components analysis of the entire pool of the FLCAS and the
ICAS items were almost identical to those of the separate analyses of the FLCAS
(Table 4.8) and the ICAS (Table 4.4). The first and fourth factors dealt with foreign
language anxiety while the second, third, and fifth factors were concerned with
interpretation classroom anxiety. Both factor one and factor four derived their items
completely from the FLCAS, though the item lineup for each factor differed slightly
from those retained in the previous analysis of the individual FLCAS. Likewise, all of
the items of factor two, three, and five came entirely from the ICAS, though the items
retained in each factor differed somewhat from those obtained in the previous
analysis of the individual ICAS.
Table 4.14 through Table 4.18 summarize the resulting five factors from the
entire pool of the FLCAS and the ICAS items. Each of the tables presents the
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following information: the name of the factor; item descriptions; the mean, standard
deviation, and the loading of each factor; and the internal consistency of each factor.
As shown in Table 4.14, with the predetermined criterion of a loading of .5, 16
items from the FLCAS were retained on FLI1 for interpretation. Of those 16 items, 13
were the same as those retained in FLCAS1. The three items included in FLI1 but
excluded from FLCAS1 were item 72, “I feel more tense in my English class than in
my other classes,” item 62, “Even if I am well-prepared for English classes,” and item
54, “I usually feel at ease during tests in my English class.” In fact, the first two items
were included in FLCAS2 for interpretation, and both items had a secondary loading
of .446 and .483 on FLCAS1. As for the last item, it was excluded from interpretation
for failing to meet the a priori criterion, though it had a primary loading of .403 on the
FLCAS1 and a secondary loading of .368 on FLCAS2. Despite these slight
differences in item lineup, FLI1 appeared to represent the same dimension as
FLCAS1, and hence FLI was also named “Communication and Negative Evaluation
Anxiety.
Table 4.14: Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety (FLI1)
No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

73

I get nervous and confused when I am speaking
English in my English classes.
I start to panic when I have to speak in English
without preparation in English classes.
I am afraid that other students will laugh at me
when I speak English.
I feel very self-conscious about speaking
English in front of other students.

.705

2.75

.90

.688

3.06

1.03

.650

2.49

.91

.634

2.75

.96

55
77
70
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No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

59

It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my
English classes.
I would not be nervous speaking English with
native speakers.
I don't worry about making mistakes in English
classes
I tremble when I know I that I am going to be
called on in English classes

.621

2.72

.97

.604

2.94

1.01

.581

2.80

.96

.563

2.81

.99

I feel more tense and nervous in my English
classes than in my other classes.
I never feel quite sure of myself when I am
speaking English in my English classes.
I feel confident when I speak English in English
class.
I get nervous when the English teacher asks
questions which I have prepared in advance.
I can feel my heart pounding when I am going
to be called upon in English classes.
In English class, I can get so nervous that I
forget things I know.
Even if I am well prepared for English classes, I
feel anxious about them.
I am usually at ease during my tests in my
English classes.

.557

2.38

.87

.551

2.57

.95

.550

3.08

.81

.546

3.33

.93

.519

3.40

.98

.513

2.85

1.02

.504

2.50

.89

.500

3.00

.88

60
48
49
72
47
64
79
66
58
62
54

Note: Cronbach’s alpha=.92 (n=319), and grand mean=2.83

As displayed in Table 4.15, FLI2 retained 13 items from the ICAS that met the
criterion of having a factor loading of at least .5 for interpretation. Twelve out of these
13 items were the same as those kept in ICAS1 (Fear of Interpretation Class and
Negative Evaluation). The only item included in FLI1 but excluded in ICAS1 was
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item 2, “I worry about making mistakes in interpretation classes.” This item actually
had a primary loading of .477 on ICAS1 but was discarded for interpretation for
failing to meet the a priori criterion. FLI2 appeared to share the same dimension as
ICAS1 and thus was given the same name “Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative
Evaluation.”
Table 4.15: Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation (FLI2)
No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

27

Taking interpretation class is a very
frightening experience.
I feel more tense and nervous in my
interpretation class than in my other English
classes.
When I am on my way to interpretation
classes, I feel very sure and relaxed.
The demand to split attention among
listening, comprehension, memory or
notetaking while interpreting makes me feel
very stressful.
I get nervous and confused when I do
interpreting practice in front of my
classmates.
I have no fear of having my teacher evaluate
my interpretation competence.
I worry that other students will laugh at me
when I interpret.
I feel very self-conscious when doing
interpreting in front of other students.
I have no fear of having my classmates
evaluate my interpretation competence.
I never feel quite sure of myself when I am

.728

2.56

1.06

.723

3.19

1.11

.675

3.26

.94

.651

3.41

1.05

.642

2.96

.97

.638

3.02

1.03

.628

2.66

.99

.605

2.97

.94

.584

2.89

.95

.534

3.44

.95

29

32
28

30

43
31
26
42
44
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No
3
2
19

Item
interpreting.
I tremble when I know that I am going to be
called on in interpretation classes.
I worry about making mistakes in
interpretation classes.
I get anxious when my teacher monitors the
accuracy of my interpretation.

Loading

Mean

SD

.528

3.15

1.07

.514

3.56

.98

.502

3.28

.98

Note: Cronbach’s alpha=.91 (n=320), and grand mean=3.11

FLI3 derived seven items from the ICAS that met the predetermined criterion, as
reported in Table 4.16. Six of these 7 items were identical to those in ICAS2
(Cognitive Processing Anxiety). The only item included here but excluded in ICAS2
was item 25, “I start to worry if the English sentences to be interpreted are long or
complicated.” This item was excluded from the interpretation of ICAS2 because it did
not meet the a priori criterion though it had a .477 loading on ICAS2. Given the
almost identical item lineup, FLI2 appeared to represent the same dimension as
ICAS2, and therefore was given the same name “Cognitive Processing Anxiety.”
Table 4.16: Cognitive Processing Anxiety (FLI3)
No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

38

I get worried when the English speakers have
strong accents.
Interpretation of technical terms bothers me.
Knowing that my interpretation competence will
be evaluated makes me anxious.
I get nervous when I interpret unfamiliar subjects.
I get anxious if I cannot understand every English
word or phrase to be interpreted.
The tremendous amount of concentration required

.646

4.07

.73

.639
.606

4.15
3.75

.66
.87

.586
.556

4.01
3.58

.73
.88

.535

3.60

.86

39
37
35
24
40

102

No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

25

during interpreting makes me feel very stressful.
I start to worry if the English sentences to be
interpreted are long or complicated.

.531

3.80

.86

Note: Cronbach’s alpha=.82 (n=323), and grand mean=3.85

As represented in Table 4.17, five items from the FLCAS met the .5-loading
criterion to define FLI4. All five of these items included here were also included in
FLCAS2 (Worry about Failing English). Although its number and order of items were
slightly different from FLCAS2, FLI4 appeared to be equivalent to ICAS2 in the
dimension of “Worry about Failing English Class,” and hence was given the same
name.
Table 4.17: Worry about Failing English Class (FLI4)
No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

76

I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules I have
to learn in order to speak English.
The more I study for an English test, the more
confused I get.
I worry about the consequences of failing my
English classes.
I often feel like not going to my English classes.
English classes move so quickly I worry about
getting left behind.

.594

2.50

.85

.569

2.50

.93

.558

2.47

1.05

.548
.510

2.21
2.65

.94
.93

67
56
63
71

Note: Cronbach’s alpha=.79 (n=325), and grand mean=2.47

As listed in Table 4.18, three items from the ICAS exceeded the minimum
criterion of .5 loading and was used to interpret FLI5. All three items included here
were also included in ICAS3 (Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation). Although it
contained fewer items than ICAS3, FLI5 retained exactly the same items that loaded
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on ICAS3. Given their similarity, FLI5 was considered to be similar to ICAS3 in the
dimension of diffidence in interpretation, and was thus given the same name “Low
Self-Confidence in Interpretation.”
Table 4.18: Low Self Confidence in Interpretation (FLI5)
No

Item

Loading

Mean

SD

18

I (would) feel confident when I interpret into
English in interpretation classes.
I always feel very sure of my English ability

.664

3.64

.85

.607

3.43

.83

.510

3.37

.93

1

when I do interpreting in my interpretation
classes.
23

In interpretation class, I always feel that other
students' English is better than mine.

Note: Cronbach’s alpha=.75 (n=326), and grand mean=3.48

The FLCAS and the ICAS as Two Distinct Anxiety Constructs
As shown in the above principal components analysis, the underlying structure
of the entire pool of the FLCAS and the ICAS items closely resembled the two factors
underlying the FLCAS and the three factors underlying the ICAS when the principal
components analysis was performed separately on the two anxiety measures. Despite
minor differences in item lineup, the two underlying factors of the FLCAS and the
three underlying factors of the ICAS stayed constant regardless of whether they were
factor analyzed individually or collectively: whereas foreign language anxiety
maintained two separate factors for communication and negative evaluation anxiety
and worry about failing English class, interpretation anxiety was represented by the
same three components for fear of interpretation class and negative evaluation,
cognitive processing anxiety, and low self-confidence in interpretation.
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On a global level, the fact that the principal components analyses of the FLCAS
and the ICAS resulted in separate factors for the two anxiety measures indicates that
foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety are two distinct psychological
phenomena that may exert differential effects on students. For some, foreign language
anxiety may be the primary cause of their anxiety while for others, interpretation
anxiety may be the main source of their anxiety. That is, students’ anxiety may vary
depending on whether it is skill in interpreting or general foreign language that is
required.
On a more local level, the five-factor solution further suggests that each of the
distinctive dimensions of foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety may
have a differential impact on the population investigated in this study. Whereas some
anxious students may suffer from worry about failing English class but not from
communication and negative evaluation anxiety, others may suffer from
communication and negative evaluation anxiety but not from worry about failing the
class. In the same vein, some apprehensive interpretation students may be plagued
primarily by fear of interpretation class and negative evaluation but not by cognitive
processing anxiety or lack of self-confidence in interpretation or both; others, chiefly
by cognitive processing anxiety, but not by fear of interpretation and negative
evaluation or lack of self-confidence in interpretation or both; and still others, mainly
by lack of self-confidence in interpretation but not by fear of interpretation class and
negative evaluation or cognitive processing or both.
That foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety are two distinct
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psychological

constructs

was

also

supported

even

when

using

a

less

stringent .4-loading criterion or adopting a six-factor solution. When the less
stringent .4-loading was used as a cut-off point in the 5-factor solution, items from the
FLCAS and the ICAS continued to have primary loadings on different factors. The
only two exceptions were item 69 “I always feel that other students speak better
English than I do,” and item 57 “I don’t understand why some people get so upset
over English class,” which had a primary loading of .466 and .431 on FLI 5 (Low
Self-Confidence in Interpretation), respectively. When the six-factor solution with the
more stringent .5-loading criterion was adopted, the entire FLCAS remained as a
separate constituent with its two factors intact, and the ICAS maintained its first two
dimensions (Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation, and Cognitive
Processing Anxiety) with its third component (Low Self-confidence in Interpretation)
split into two factors: inferiority complex and low self-confidence. When the less
stringent .4-loading criterion was used in the six-factor solution, the results were the
same as when the more stringent .5 criterion was used, except that one FLCAS item
each loaded on the low-confidence and inferiority-complex dimensions of the ICAS.
These two FLCAS items that loaded on the ICAS factors were exactly the same items
that loaded on the low-self-confidence-in-interpretation dimension in the less
stringent .4-loading five-factor solution. Together, these results suggest that the
FLCAS and the ICAS are two separate language anxiety constructs and lend further
support to the findings of several L2 anxiety studies that foreign language anxiety is
language-skill-specific in that reading, writing, and listening anxiety can be separated
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from the more general foreign language anxiety as measured by the FLCAS (e.g.,
Cheng, 1998; Elkhafaifi, 2005; Kim, 2000; Saito et. al, 1998).
Correlation Analyses of the FLCAS, the ICAS, and Their Subcomponents
The third research question about the relationship between the FLCAS and the
ICAS was further examined through Pearson product-moment correlation analyses of
the overall FLCAS, the overall ICAS, the two FLCAS underlying factors, and the
three ICAS underlying factors. Table 4.19 presents the correlation matrix of these two
anxiety measures as well as their respective underlying factors. It should be noted that
the underlying factors within each of the two anxiety measures were uncorrelated
with one another by default because varimax rotation, an orthogonal rotation, was
used to extract these factors.
Table 4.19 Pearson Correlations Among Overall FLCAS, Overall ICAS, and their
Underlying Factors
FLCAS
FLCAS

ICAS

FLCAS1

FLCAS2

ICAS1

ICAS2

ICAS3

1
(310)

ICAS

FLCAS1

FLCAS2

ICAS1

ICAS2

ICAS3

.663**

1

(294)

(306)

.946**

.669**

1

(310)

(302)

(322)

.867**

.535**

.000

1

(310)

(304)

(319)

(322)

.617**

.927**

.594**

.551**

1

(303)

(306)

(314)

(315)

(317)

.411**

.743**

.465**

.270**

.000

1

(308)

(306)

(319)

(319)

(315)

(324)

.583**

.772**

.580**

.494**

.000

.000
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1

FLCAS

ICAS

FLCAS1

FLCAS2

ICAS1

ICAS2

ICAS3

(307)

(306)

(318)

(319)

(314)

(320)

(323)

Note: **p< 0.01; two-tailed test; n in parentheses.

As shown in Table 4.19, the FLCAS (foreign language classroom anxiety) was
significantly and moderately highly correlated with the ICAS (interpretation
classroom anxiety) (r=.663). The two underlying factors of the FLCAS (FLCAS1 and
FLCAS2) had significant and moderately high to moderate correlations with the
overall ICAS (r=.669 and .535 respectively), but had significant and high correlations
with the overall FLCAS (r=.946 and .867, respectively). The three underlying factors
of the ICAS (ICAS1, ICAS2, and ICAS3) also had much higher significant
correlations with the overall ICAS (r=.927, .743, and .772, respectively) than with the
overall FLCAS (r=.621, and .411, and .583, respectively).
Among the factors underlying the FLCAS and those underlying the ICAS, low
to moderately high significant correlations were found. The strongest association was
found between FLCAS1 (Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety) and
ICAS1 (Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation), with a correlation
of .594. Moderate significant correlations were also found between FLCAS1
(Communication and Negative Evaluation) and ICAS3 (Low Self-Confidence in
Interpretation), r=.580, as well as between FLCAS2 (Worry About Failing English
Class) and ICAS1 (Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation), r=.546. Slightly lower but
significant correlations were found between ICAS2 (Cognitive Processing Anxiety)
and FLCAS1 (Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety), r=.465, as well as
between ICAS3 (Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation) and FLCAS2 (Worry About
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Failing English Class), r=.494. The lowest but still significant correlation was found
between ICAS2 (Cognitive Processing Anxiety) and FLCAS2 (Worry about Failing
English Class), r=.270.
Pearson product-moment correlations were also performed on the FLCAS total
scores, the ICAS total scores, and the perceived anxiety-provoking levels of listening,
speaking, and interpreting. Table 4.20 presents the correlation matrix of the FLCAS
total scores, the ICAS total scores, and the self-rated anxiety-provoking levels of the
three language skills as measured by items on the background questionnaire.
Table 4.20: Pearson Correlations Among overall FLCAS, overall ICAS, and
Self-Rated Anxiety Level of Listening, Speaking, and Interpreting
FLCAS
FLCAS

ICAS

Listening

Speaking

Interpreting

1
310

ICAS
Listening
Speaking

.663**

1

(294)

(306)

.374**

.335**

1

(307)

(303)

(324)

.469**

.411**

.524**

1

(307)

(302)

323

323

.610**

.388**

.484**

1

(302)

(323)

(323)

(323)

Interpreting .337**
(307)

Note: **p< 0.01; two-tailed test; n in parentheses

As indicated in Table 4.20, the FLCAS total scores were found to have higher
significant correlations with the self-rated anxiety-provoking levels of speaking
(r=.469) than with listening and interpreting (r=.374 and .337, respectively). Likewise,
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as anticipated, the ICAS total scores were found to have higher significant
associations with interpreting (r=.610) than with listening and speaking (r=.335
and .411, respectively).
The FLCAS and the ICAS as Two Related Anxiety Constructs
As suggested by the results of the above correlation analyses, the FLCAS and
the ICAS overlap with each other to some extent. The overall FLCAS and the overall
ICAS was found to have a moderately high correlation (r=.663), indicating that the
two anxiety measures were intertwined, sharing a common variance of about 43.6%
with each other. This interlocking relationship found further support in the association
between the underlying structure of both anxiety constructs: all of the factors
underlying the FLCAS and the ICAS were significantly related to one another, with
strength of association ranging from .270 to .594, suggesting that the subcomponents
of the FLCAS and the ICAS had a common variance of 7.2% at the minimum and
35% at the maximum. Furthermore, while the different strengths of association found
between the FLCAS total scores and the ICAS total scores with self-rated
anxiety-inducing levels of the three different language skills suggested that the two
anxiety scales tapped into different aspects of language anxiety, the findings that both
the overall FLCAS and the overall ICAS were significantly correlated to other
language skill anxieties than what they intended to measure lent further empirical
evidence that foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety are two related
anxiety constructs.
Comparisons of the above results with those found in Cheng’s (1998) study
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seemed to indicate that interpretation anxiety was more closely related to general
foreign language anxiety than second language writing anxiety. Compared with the
correlation between the overall FLCAS and the overall ICAS found in this study,
Cheng (1998) reported a slightly lower correlation (r= .65) between general foreign
language anxiety as measured by the overall FLCAS and second language writing
apprehension as measured by the overall SLWAT. Compared with the associations
between the subcomponents of the FLCAS and the ICAS, the correlations between
the subcomponents of the FLCAS and the SLWAT reported by Cheng (1998) were
also lower at both ends, with the lowest at non-significant .004 and the highest at
significant .47. It seemed that irrespective of whether the correlation analyses were
performed on the overall scales or their subcomponents, the ICAS seemed to have a
stronger association with the FLCAS than the SLWAT, suggesting a closer
relationship between interpretation anxiety and foreign language anxiety than second
language writing apprehension. This finding was empirically consistent with the
conceptual underpinning of the ICAS, which shared with the FLCAS the oral/aural
skills of language learning as opposed to the writing skill tapped by the SLWAT. Such
a claim, however, should be taken with caution, as the comparisons were made across
studies with different sample population. Further studies drawn from a same sample
population are needed to warrant this claim.
Research Question 4
In response to the fourth research question regarding the relationships between
various anxiety variables and interpretation students’ learning outcomes, Pearson
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product-moment correlation, partial correlation, and multiple regression analyses
were performed on the two foreign language anxiety variables (as measured by the
FLCAS and the ICAS), the two general anxiety variables (as measured by the SAI
and the TAI), and interpretation students’ achievement (as measured by mid-term
exam scores and semester grades).
Correlation between Anxiety and Interpretation Achievement
The Pearson product-moment correlation analysis was first conducted to
examine the associations between the four types of anxiety and achievement scores.
The results of the correlation analysis are presented in Table 4.21.
Table 4.21 Pearson Correlations Between Four Anxiety Variables and Two
Interpretation Achievement Measures
Mid-term
Mid-term

SEMESTER

ICAS

FLCAS

SAI

TAI

1.000
(312)

Semester

ICAS

FLCAS

SAI

TAI

.811**

1.000

(312)

(326)

-.295**

-.353**

1.000

(291)

(305)

(306)

-.288**

-.340**

.663**

1.000

(295)

(309)

(294)

(310)

-.098

-.113*

.620**

.373**

1.000

(310)

(324)

(302)

(309)

(322)

-.067

-.094

.384**

.434**

.602**

1.000

(305)

(319)

(300)

(304)

(319)

(320)

Note: *p<0.05; **p< 0.01; two-tailed test; n in parentheses

As displayed in Table 4.21, the ICAS was significantly and negatively correlated
with both mid-term and semester grades. Likewise, the FLCAS also had a significant
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and negative correlation with both achievement measures. Somewhat different from
both the ICAS and the FLCAS, the SAI had a negative but non-significant
relationship with mid-term exam grades, and had a negative significant relationship
with semester grades. The TAI was the only anxiety variable that did not significantly
correlate with either mid-term grades or semester grades.
The resultant correlations suggest that students with higher interpretation anxiety
were more likely to receive lower interpretation grades both in the mid-term exam
and at the end of the semester. Similarly, students with higher foreign language
anxiety were also more likely to receive lower interpretation grades both in the
mid-term exam and at the end of the semester. Slightly different from students with
high interpretation anxiety and/or high foreign language anxiety, students scoring
high on state anxiety tended to score low at end-of-semester grades, but such a
negative correlation was not warranted when it came to mid-term exam grades. In
contrast, although students with higher trait anxiety seemed to have a tendency to
receive lower grades for both achievement measures, this negative tendency was
negligible and non-significant. Tempting as it might be to interpret high anxiety as the
cause of students’ low achievement, the results of correlation analyses make it
impossible to determine the direction of causality.
The above explanation about the relationships among the various anxiety
variables and interpretation achievement should not be deemed as definitive. As
shown in Table 4.21, the FLCAS, the ICAS, and the SAI also had a significant and
low-to-moderate correlation with the TAI. Therefore, partial correlation coefficients
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were computed to explore further the respective relations between these three anxiety
variables and students’ achievement in interpretation, with the TAI scores (trait
anxiety) statistically controlled. Table 4.22 reports the resultant partial correlation
coefficients.
Table 4.22: Partial Correlations between Anxiety Variables and Interpretation
Achievement
FLCAS
w/TAI Controlled
Mid-Term Grade

Semester Grade

ICAS
w/TAI Controlled

SAI
w/TAI Controlled

-.29**

-.29**

-.07

(292)

(288)

(302)

-.33**

-.35**

-.07

(301)

(297)

(316)

Note: *p<0.05; **p< 0.01; two-tailed test; n in parentheses

As shown in Table 4.22, when the effect of the TAI was partialed out, the partial
correlations between the two situation-specific anxiety measures (FLCAS and the
ICAS) and interpretation achievement remained significant. The results suggest that
the relationship between the two language anxiety variables and interpretation
achievement was independent of the effects of trait anxiety: On its own, foreign
language anxiety accounted for about 8.4 % of the variance in mid-term grades and
about 10.8 % of the variance in semester grades in interpretation; by itself,
interpretation anxiety accounted for about 8.4% of variance in mid-term grades, and
about 12.3 % of the variance in the semester grades. In contrast, when the effect of
the TAI was statistically controlled, the partial correlation between the SAI and
interpretation semester grades became non-significant, indicating that trait anxiety
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had a magnifying effect on the significant association previously identified between
the SAI scores and interpretation semester grades.
Because the FLCAS and the ICAS were also found to be significantly correlated
with each other, another partial correlation procedure was conducted in order to
ascertain further their respective influence on each other in their associations with
interpretation achievement. Table 4.23 reports the resultant partial correlation
coefficients.
Table 4.23: Partial Correlations between the FLCAS, the ICAS, and Interpretation
Achievement

Mid-Term Grade

Semester Grade

FLCAS

ICAS

w/ICAS Controlled

w/FLCAS Controlled

-.13*

-.16*

(288)

(288)

-.15**

-.18**

(291)

(291)

Note: *p<0.05; **p< 0.01; two-tailed test; n in parentheses

As indicated in Table 4.23, when the effect of the ICAS was partialed out, the
partial correlations between the FLCAS and the two interpretation performance
grades remained significant, suggesting that the correlation between foreign language
classroom anxiety and interpretation achievement was independent of the effect of
interpretation anxiety. On its own, foreign language anxiety’s strength of association
with interpretation achievement decreased from -.29 to -.13 for mid-term exam grades,
and from -.35 to -.15 for semester grades. In other words, after the effect of
interpretation anxiety was removed, foreign language anxiety accounted for about 1.6
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% of the variance in mid-term grades and about 2.3% of the variance in semester
grades.
In the same vein, when the effect of foreign language anxiety was statistically
controlled, the association between interpretation anxiety and interpretation
achievement was still significant, indicating that the relationship between
interpretation anxiety and interpretation achievement was independent of the effect of
foreign language anxiety. By itself, interpretation anxiety’s magnitude of association
with interpretation achievement decreased from -.30 to -.16 for mid-term performance,
and from -.35 to -.18 for semester grades. That is, after the influence of foreign
language anxiety was removed, interpretation anxiety accounted for 2.6 % of the
variance in mid-term grades and 3.2% of the variance in semester grades.
Cross comparisons of the correlation and partial correlation results further
revealed some interesting findings. Both the ICAS and the FLCAS seemed to show
an increase in strengths in their significant negative associations with interpretation
achievement as the semester progressed, with or without the effects of other types of
anxiety being controlled. With the effect of trait anxiety removed, the FLCAS’s
association with achievement increased from -.29 at mid term to -.33 at semester’s
end, and the ICAS’s from -.29 to -.35. With the their mutual influences removed, the
shared variance of FLCAS with achievement rose from 1.6% at mid term to 2.3% at
semester’s end, and that of ICAS from 2.6% at mid term to 3.2% at semester’s end.
Without controlling for the effects of other anxiety variables, the strength of FLCAS’s
relationship with achievement climbed from -.288 at mid term to -.340 at semester’s
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end, and that of ICAS’s from -.295 at mid term to -.353 at semester’s end.
Several conclusions can be drawn from the above partial correlation analyses.
First, the two situation-specific language anxiety variables (the FLCAS and the ICAS)
were independent of the influence of trait anxiety in their negative associations with
students’ one-shot performance at mid term and cumulative performance at the end of
the semester; in contrast, the more general state anxiety was dependent on the effect
of trait anxiety in its negative relationship with students’ achievement in interpretation
class, though trait anxiety itself did not bear a significant inverse correlation with
either mid-term one-shot performance or end-of-the-semester accumulative
performance. Second, both interpretation anxiety and foreign language anxiety were
independent of the mutual influence of each other in their respective association with
interpretation achievement as measured both by mid-term exam and by semester-end
course grades. Finally, noteworthy was that the strengths of both the FLCAS’s and the
ICAS’s negative correlation with achievement seemed to grow as the semester
progressed to its end, regardless of whether the effects of other anxiety variables were
removed or not. This finding suggested that perhaps both foreign language anxiety
and interpretation anxiety exerted increasingly debilitating effects on students’
acquisition of interpretation skill, though the correlation analyses preclude such an
explanation.
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses of Anxiety and Interpretation
Achievement
Multiple regression analyses were performed to address further the fourth

117

research question as to whether situation-specific foreign language anxiety variables
are better predictors of interpretation students’ achievement than general anxiety
variables. As I had based my study on the theoretical distinction between
situation-specific language anxiety and general anxiety, hierarchical multiple
regression was chosen as the analysis technique following the suggestion of Howell
(1987) and Chu (2000), both of whom advised that hierarchical entry be the method
of choice if the researcher has a clear pre-established theory underlying his or her
study. Two separate sets of hierarchical regression analyses were conducted: while
mid-term exam scores and semester grades were used as criterion variables, the ICAS,
the FLCAS, the SAI and the TAI were used as predictor variables, and entered into
the equation in two blocks according to their theoretical underpinnings. Variables
within the blocks were entered by stepwise method. Before interpreting the results,
the tolerance values for both analyses were examined to check whether
multicollinearity between independent variables was within acceptable level.
According to Hair et. al (1998), a tolerance value less than or equal to .01, or a
variance inflation value (VIF) equal to or greater than 10, indicates serious problem
of multicollinearity. The tolerance values for this study ranged from .384 to .863,
indicating that multicollinearity was not a problem for both sets of regression
analyses.
In the first set of analyses, with mid-term grades as dependent variables, the four
anxiety variables were entered into the equation as independent variables according to
their conceptual affinity in two blocks. In order to control for the effects of trait
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anxiety, it was decided that Block One consisting of general anxiety variables (the
SAI and the TAI) would be entered first, followed by Block Two consisting of
situation-specific language anxiety variables (the ICAS and the FLCAS). Table 4.24
summarizes the results:
Table 4.24: Model Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for
Mid-term Grade
Dependent

Model R

Change
2

in R

Variable
Mid-term
Grade

R2

Adjusted

Overall

Significant F

R

F Test

Change

2

1

.295 .087 .087***

.084

.000

.000

2

.320 .102 .015*

.096

.000

.028

Notes: Predictors in Model 1: ICAS; Predictors in Model 2: ICAS and FLCAS
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

As displayed in Table 4.24, whereas neither the TAI nor the SAI had any
significant predictive ability, both situation-specific language anxiety variables (the
ICAS and the FLCAS) showed significant predictive power for interpretation
achievement as measured by mid-term grades. The ICAS was the best predictor,
accounting for 8.7% of the variance in mid-term interpretation exam grades. As the
other significant predictor, the FLCAS added 1.5%, bringing to 10.2% the amount of
variance explained by these two anxiety measures. The adjusted R square for the
regression model with the ICAS and the FLCAS as predictors was .096, suggesting
these two situation-specific language anxiety variables accounted for 9.6% of the
variance in mid-term interpretation achievement after adjusting for shrinkage in
predictive power.
In the second set of analyses, the same four anxiety variables were regressed on
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semester grades. As in the first set of analyses, the predictor variables were entered
into the equation according to their conceptual affinity in two blocks: Block One
consisting of general anxiety variables (the TAI and the SAI) was entered first,
succeeded by Block Two comprising situation-specific language anxiety variables
(the ICAS and the FLCAS). Table 4.25 summarizes the results:
Table 4.25: Model Summary of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses for
Semester Grade
Dependent
Variable

Model R

Semester
Grade

1
2

R2

Change
in R2

Adjusted
R2

Overall
F Test

Significant F
Change

.353 .125 .125***

.122

.000

.000

.381 .145 .020**

.139

.000

.009

Notes: Predictors in Model 1: ICAS; Predictors in Model 2: ICAS and FLCAS
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

As shown in Table 4.25, the regression results for semester grades were similar
to those for mid-term grades: of the four anxiety variables, only situation-specific
language anxiety variables emerged as significant predictor for interpretation
achievement as measured by semester grades. The ICAS showed the greatest
predictive ability of interpretation achievement at the end of the semester; it alone
accounted for 12.5% of the variance. As the other significant predictor, the FLCAS
added 2 %, bringing to 14.5% the amount of variance explained by these two
language anxiety measures. The adjusted R square for the regression model with the
ICAS and the FLCAS as predictors was .139, suggesting these two situation-specific
language anxiety variables accounted for 13.9 % of the variance in semester-end
interpretation achievement after adjusting for shrinkage in predictive power.
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The above results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses were in line
with the results of the correlation and partial correlation analyses reported in the
previous section, and further substantiated the hypothesis that situation-specific
language anxiety measures were better predictors of interpretation students’ learning
outcomes than the more general anxiety measures currently used in interpretation
research. In addition, of the two language anxiety measures, the ICAS appeared to
have more predictive power toward interpretation achievement than the FLCAS,
regardless of whether that achievement was measured by mid-term exam grades or
end-of-semester course grades. This finding that the more specific the anxiety
measure was, the higher its explanatory power of interpretation achievement was
consistent

with

the

results

of

several

previous

empirical

studies

on

language-skill-specific anxieties. For instance, Saito et. al (1998), Cheng (1998), and
Kim (2000) found their language-skill-specific anxiety measures were more strongly
associated with students’ achievement in foreign language reading, writing, and
listening respectively than the FLCAS, which both Aida (1994) and Cheng (1998)
characterized as a more general foreign language classroom anxiety measure
dominated by a strong speaking component.
Research Question 5
In response to the fifth research question concerning the effects of background
variables on the FLCAS and the ICAS, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
was employed as the statistical analysis technique. Three background variables, sex,
major, and year of study in college, were selected as independent variables, while the
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overall FLCAS scores, the overall ICAS scores, and their underlying factor scores
were used as dependent variables. Three separate MANOVAs were conducted on
each of the independent variables in order to avoid creating empty cells.
In addition, a Box test of equality of covariance was also performed for each of
the three MANOVAs to examine if there was violation of the assumption of
homogeneity of covariance. According to Hair et al. (1998), the Box test is very
sensitive to the presence of non-normality, and a significant level of .01 or less is
usually used as the criterion for assessing the equality of covariance. The Box tests
for the three MANOVAs were non-significant, all yielding p values greater than .01:
for the effect of sex, F=1.840, p=.137; for the effect of major, F=1.282, p=.241; and
for the effect of year of study, F=.243, p=.866. The following section reports the
results of the three MANOVAs.

The Effect of Sex
Table 4.26 reports the findings of the MANOVA that examined the effect of sex on
the overall FLCAS, the overall ICAS, and their underlying structures. All of the
multivariate tests of significance were significant at the .01 level, suggesting that
male and female interpretation students differed significantly on the set of variables
containing the FLCAS, the ICAS, and their underlying factors. As displayed in the
column of univariate F-test, the post-hoc ANOVAs conducted on individual
dependent variables showed that only the overall ICAS and ICAS3 contributed to the
overall multivariate significance.
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Table 4.26: Multivariate and Univariate Tests of Variance by Sex for the Total FLCAS,
the Total ICAS, and Their Underlying Structures
Independent
Variable
Sex

Multivariate F-Tests

Univariate F-Tests

Pillai's trace
Wilks' lambda

p=.010
p=.010

Hotelling's trace
Roy's largest root

p=.010
p=.010

FLCAS
FLCAS1
FLCAS2
ICAS
ICAS1

p=.311
p=.164
p=.906
p=.005*
p=.054

ICAS2
ICAS3

p=.152
p=.001*

Table 4.27 summarizes the effects of sex on the total FLCAS, the total ICAS,
and their subcomponents.
Table 4.27: Comparisons of Means by Sex for the total FLCAS, the total ICAS, and
Their Underlying Structures
Dependent
Variable

Male
Mean

Female
Mean

Mean Difference
(Male - Female)

Sig.

FLCAS
FLCAS1
FLCAS2
ICAS
ICAS1

91.3
45.8
22.2
140.9
42.8

93.8
47.7
22.7
149.7
45.6

-2.5
-1.9
-0.1
-8.8
-2.8

.311
.164
.906
.005**
.054

ICAS2
ICAS3

26.3
15.7

27.1
17.5

-0.8
-1.7

.152
.001***

Note: **p<.01, ***p<.001

As shown in Table 4.27, female interpretation students reported a higher level of
overall foreign language anxiety than their male counterparts, but the difference was
not significant. Similar results were also found in the underlying foreign language
anxiety factors: female students showed higher levels of anxiety in both FLCAS1
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(Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety) and FLCAS2 (Worry about
Failing English Class) than their male counterparts, but the differences were not
significant. In contrast, female students experienced a much higher degree of overall
interpretation anxiety than their male counterparts, and the difference was significant.
In terms of the underlying structure of the ICAS, female students also showed higher
levels of apprehension in the three dimensions of the ICAS than male students, but
significant difference was found only in ICAS3 (Low Self-Confidence in
Interpretation).
The Effect of Major
Table 4.28 presents the results of the MANOVA that investigated the effect of
major on the total FLCAS, the total ICAS, and their subcomponents. All of the
multivariate tests of significance were significant at the .001 level, suggesting that the
participants from the three academic majors differed significantly on the set of
variables comprising the total FLCAS, the total ICAS, and their subcomponents. As
displayed in the column of univariate F-test, the post-hoc ANOVAs conducted on
individual dependent variables showed that the total FLCAS, FLCAS1, and ICAS2
did not contribute to the overall multivariate significance.
Table 4.28: Multivariate and Univariate Tests of Variance by Major for the Total
FLCAS, the Total ICAS, and Their Underlying Structures
Independent

Multivariate F-Tests

Univariate F-Tests

Variable

Major

Pillai's trace

p=.000

FLCAS

p=.269

Wilks' lambda

p=.000

FLCAS1

p=.361

FLCAS2

p=.014*
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Independent

Multivariate F-Tests

Univariate F-Tests

Variable
Hotelling's trace

p=.000

ICAS

p=.000*

Roy's largest root

p=.000

ICAS1

P=.000*

ICAS2

P=.077

ICAS3

P=.000*

Following the univariate F-tests, Tukey-HSD tests were performed to determine
which pairs of majors differed significantly on the anxiety variables. Table 4.29
reports the results.
Table 4.29: Tukey HSD Tests by Major for the Overall FLCAS, the Overall ICAS,
and Their Underlying Structures
Mean on FLCAS

Major

ELL

AE

TI

91.6

ELL

94.0

AE

95.7

TI

Mean on FLCAS1

Major

ELL

AE

TI

46.5

ELL

48.4

AE

48.2

TI

Mean on FLCAS2

Major

ELL

AE

TI

21.8

ELL

22.1

AE

24.1

TI

***

*

Mean on ICAS

Major

ELL

AE

143.6

ELL

141.9

AE

157.5

TI

***

***

Mean on ICAS1

Major

ELL

AE

43.5

ELL

41.1

AE
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TI

TI

Mean on FLCAS

Major

ELL

AE

TI

49.9

TI

***

***

Mean on ICAS2

Major

ELL

AE

TI

26.5

ELL

26.4

AE

27.7

TI

Mean on ICAS3

Major

ELL

AE

TI

16.5

ELL

16.7

AE

18.4

TI

***

*

Note: *=Pairs of group significantly differ at the .05 level.
***=Pairs of group significantly differ at the .001 level.
ELL= English language and literature, AE= applied English, TI= translation and Interpretation.

As displayed in Table 4.29, translation and interpretation majors exhibited a
higher level of overall foreign language anxiety than both applied English majors and
English language and literature majors, but the differences were not significant. In
terms of the underlying factors of foreign language anxiety, there were no significant
differences among the three majors in FLCAS1 (Communication and Negative
Evaluation), but there were significant differences in FLCAS2 (Worry about Failing
English Class): Translation and interpretation students showed significantly more
worry about failing their English class than both applied English majors and English
language and literature majors.
On the other hand, while no significant differences were found in the
participants’ overall foreign language anxiety, significant differences were found in
overall interpretation anxiety: translation and interpretation majors were found to
report significantly a higher level of overall interpretation anxiety than both applied
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English majors and English language and literature majors. With respect to the
underlying structure of interpretation anxiety, translation and interpretation majors
suffered from a more severe level of anxiety than the other two majors across the
ICAS’s three subcomponents, but significant differences were found only in two
dimensions: While no significant differences were found in ICAS2 (Cognitive
Processing Anxiety) among the three majors, translation and interpretation majors
were found to experience significantly higher levels of anxiety in ICAS1 (Fear of
Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation) and ICAS3 (Low Self-Confidence in
Interpretation) than both applied English majors and English language and literature
majors.
The Effect of Year of Study
Table 4.30 reports the findings of the MANOVA that examined the effect of
year of study on the total FLCAS, the total ICAS, and their underlying structures. All
of the multivariate tests of significance were significant at the .01 level, suggesting
that junior and senior students differed significantly on the set of variables containing
the total FLCAS, the total ICAS, and their underlying structures. As displayed in the
column of univariate F-test, the post-hoc ANOVAs conducted on individual
dependent variables showed that six out of the seven anxiety variables contributed to
the overall multivariate significance, including the overall FLCAS, FLCAS1,
FLCAS2, the overall ICAS, ICAS1, and ICAS3.
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Table 4.30: Multivariate and Univariate Tests of Variance by Year of Study for the
Total FLCAS, the Total ICAS, and Their Underlying Structures
Independent

Multivariate F-Tests

Univariate F-Tests

Variable

Year of Study

Pillai's trace

p=.000

FLCAS

p=.000*

Wilks' lambda

p=.000

FLCAS1

p=.002*

FLCAS2

p=.000*

Hotelling's trace

p=.000

ICAS

p=.000*

Roy's largest root

p=.000

ICAS1

p=.000*

ICAS2

p=.084

ICAS3

p=.002*

Table 4.31 reports the means by year of study for the total FLCAS, the total
ICAS, and their subcomponents.
Table 4.31: Comparisons of Means by Year of Study for the Total FLCAS, the Total
ICAS, and Their Underlying Structures
Dependent
Variable

Junior
Mean

Senior
Mean

Mean Difference
(Junior - Senior)

Sig.

FLCAS
FLCAS1
FLCAS2
ICAS
ICAS1
ICAS2
ICAS3

98.2
49.5
24.4
153.9
47.9
27.4
17.9

89.7
45.9
21.4
143.6
43.1
26.5
16.6

8.5
3.6
3.0
10.3
4.8
0.9
1.3

.000***
.002**
.000***
.000***
.000***
.084
.002**

Note: **p<.01, ***p<.001

As shown in Table 4.31, junior-year students reported significantly higher levels
of overall foreign language anxiety than their senior-year counterparts. In terms of the
subcomponents of foreign language anxiety, junior students also reported
significantly higher level of anxiety in both FLCAS1 (Communication and Fear of
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Negative Evaluation Anxiety) and FLCAS2 (Worry about Failing English Class).
Similarly, in terms of overall interpretation anxiety, junior-year students also
experienced a significantly higher degree of anxiety than senior-year students. With
respect to the underlying structure of interpretation anxiety, junior students were
significantly more anxious in ICAS1 (Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative
Evaluation) and ICAS3 (Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation) than senior students.
In addition, junior students reported a higher degree of interpretation anxiety in the
dimension of ICAS2 (Cognitive Processing Anxiety), but the difference was not
significant.
Research Question 6
The interview data were analyzed in order to address the sixth research question
concerning the sources and effects of interpretation anxiety as well as to supplement
the above quantitative analyses with more in-depth qualitative information. In order
to secure cases with rich information, “maximum variation sampling” was employed
to select the interview sample (Seidman, 1998). Of the respondents, those who had
indicated willingness to be interviewed (item 152) on the background questionnaire
were contacted to arrange for a face-to-face interview. A total of 10 students from four
universities were interviewed. In order to protect the identities of my informants,
pseudonyms were used. Table 4.32 summarized the background information of the
interviewees.
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Table 4.32: Background Information of the Interviewees
Students

Self-Reported Interpretation
Anxiety Level

1 Alice

Extremely Anxious

Junior

F

B

2 Belinda

Extremely Anxious

Senior

F

D

3 Cindy

Quite Anxious

Senior

F

D

4 Derek

Quite Anxious

Junior

M

F

5 Ellen

Moderately Anxious

Junior

F

F

6 Frank

Moderately Anxious

Senior

M

G

7 Gill

A Bit Anxious

Junior

F

B

8 Helen

A Bit Anxious

Senior

F

G

9 Ida

Quite Anxious

Senior

F

G

Extremely Anxious

Junior

M

F

10 Jason

Year of Study Gender University

Because my goal was not to generate a grounded theory of emotions associated
with learning interpretation out of my interview data, in the following section, I report
only those data directly related to my last research question, that is, the sources and
effects of interpretation anxiety.
Sources of Interpretation Anxiety
Several sources of interpretation anxiety were reported by the interviewees.
According to their affinity, these sources of interpretation anxiety were grouped into
the following categories: 1) speaker, 2) audience, 3) self, 4) task, and 5) classroom
procedures.
Speaker variables as anxiety producer. Three types of speakers were reported
by my informants as agents of anxiety: When they had to interpret a speaker on CDs
or audio tapes, when they had to interpret their classmates as speakers, and when it
was the instructor who was the speaker. One thing these three types of speakers had in
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common was that their speeches were incomprehensible to my participants, though
the factors rendering their speeches incomprehensible were not identical. For students
who interpreted speakers on audio CDs or tapes, the most anxiety-producing factors
were the fast speed of delivery, and unfamiliar accents, as indicated by the following
comments:
Frank: The situation is different when I interpret from CD. The speakers on the
CD speak so smoothly and effortlessly, including those very long and difficult
words. Usually when we run into difficult words, we will slow down a bit, but the
speakers in the CD simply talk on and on and on, maybe because they are native
speakers. Then I ask myself, “What? What? What did s/he just say?” Sometimes
when I am very nervous, all I know is I hear people talking, but I have no idea
what they are talking about, let alone interpreting what they are saying.
Gill: One time I was asked to interpret a piece of CNN news. At the beginning, I
was not that nervous because my teacher used the slow version from his CDs.
Then the reporter started to talk to several meeting attendees in a row. Although
they spoke English, I could hardly understand them at all. I could understand a
bit what the guy from Australia said, but those from India, Saudi Arabia, and
Korea really beat me. All I knew was that they said something about the
environment. I froze there until the news was over, without interpreting a word. It
was so humiliating.
In contrast, when the speaker was live, instead of recorded, the factors that
triggered the interviewees’ anxiety were different. Several interviewees complained
that their classmates were bad speakers because they had either a “strange way of
speaking English,” or poor pronunciation, or poor intonation, as Alice’s comments
suggests,
Sometimes the person with whom I am paired up to do interpretation has either
poor pronunciation, or a way of speaking English that sounds really strange to
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me. In that situation, I will start to worry even before the actual interpretation
starts. For instance, one guy, his English is actually very good, has a peculiar
way of linking the syllables between words together-- perhaps he wants to sound
like a native speaker. Another, both his pronunciation and intonation are very
bad, makes no distinction between long vowels and short vowels, and stressed
and unstressed syllables. They really bother me. Whenever my teacher pairs me
up with them, I know I am finished. Their English negatively affects my
interpretation performance because I have great difficulty understanding what
they are saying. When the practice is done, I become even more upset after I look
at the script. The script is so simple; I know every word in the script, but the way
they read it is completely incomprehensible.
On the other hand, when the instructor was the speaker, the sheer fact that the
instructor was the speaker was enough to interfere with one of my participants’
comprehension of the speech and to induce anxiety. In addition to citing delivery
speed and accent as her sources of interpretation anxiety, Cindy further said she
became anxious when she had to interpret what her teacher said because she felt
uncomfortable looking at her teacher all the time. As a result, she was always at a loss
as to where to set her eyes and could only rely on her ears to do the interpreting. What
aggravated her confusion and anxiety even more was when her teacher played two
roles in a dialogue; oftentimes, she did not know which voice represented whom, and
when was her turn to do the interpreting.
Thus, be it fast speed of delivery, strong accent, poor pronunciation, or poor
intonation, any deviation by the speaker from the norms to which the students were
accustomed reduced their ability to comprehend the incoming speeches and resulted
in an increase in interpretation anxiety. In addition, for both men and women alike,
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and across different anxiety levels, the informants agreed that incomprehensible
speakers were one of the major sources of their interpretation anxiety.
Audience variables as anxiety provoker. Another common source of
interpretation anxiety reported by my interviewees was the audience, including
classmates and the instructor. Three factors associated with classmates as audience
seemed to determine whether the audience was an inducer of anxiety: the size of the
audience, the students’ degree of familiarity with the audience, and the sensitivity of
the audience. In terms of the first two factors, Belinda’s reflection serves as a good
illustration:
I notice my anxiety decreases when the number of students decreases. During the
first half of the semester, there were lots of students and I would become very
nervous when I was called to do the interpreting. There were so many students
and I did not know them very well. Now I am not as nervous because lots of
students have dropped the course, and I know most of the remaining students in
interpretation class.
Interestingly, while most interviewees were like Belinda and felt less apprehensive
when they were familiar with their audience, Ida and Helen felt more anxious when
they knew their audience was composed of classmates they knew well. As Ida said,
“The relationship between me and the audience affects the level of my anxiety. If the
classmate is not someone I know well, or a stranger, I will not feel nervous. Because
after the interpretation is done, after this semester is over, I will never see him or her
again.”
In contrast with the divergent reactions to the relative familiarity with audience,
the participants were quite uniform in responding to what they saw as an insensitive
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audience. Frank’s statement is a good example:
I am OK with my classmates’ reaction most of the time because I know
everybody is as nervous as I am. But sometimes when my classmates do not pay
attention to my interpretation, or when they start to talk among themselves, and
even laugh among themselves, I will start to get nervous. Maybe they are
laughing about something else, not about me, but I will think to myself in my
mind, “Do I interpret something wrong? Why do they murmur or laugh among
themselves?” Then I feel embarrassed about my interpretation, and get even
more anxious.
While the reaction of classmate as audience contributed to students’
interpretation anxiety, that of the instructor appeared to induce even more anxiety in
the participants. As Ellen said, “When I am standing up there interpreting, I cannot
help but notice the reaction of my audience, the reaction of my classmates and my
teacher, especially that of my teacher. Although my classmates’ reactions affect my
anxiety level, my teacher’s reactions affect me even more.” Just as the inattention of
the classmates induced my interviewees’ anxiety, so was that of the instructor. Gill
mentioned that when she noticed her instructor looking away to the window instead
of looking at her, she would interpret her inattention as a sign that her interpretation
was poor and become anxious. Likewise, Jason became anxious when he was unable
to decipher his teacher’s seeming indifference:
I become very anxious when my teacher shows no facial expression and remains
silent for a period of time. I think I will be less anxious if he has some kind of
reaction or says something, like pointing out where I need more improvement or
modification. But if he remains silent, I have no idea whether my interpretation
is good or bad. Or I would think to myself, ”Is my interpretation so poor that my
teacher does not even want to talk about it?” Or, maybe my teacher is afraid that
if he says that out loud, he will devastate my confidence. This is the way I am—I
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always think too much. Of course, I don’t know why my teacher keeps remaining
silent. It also could be that my teacher thinks my interpretation is good enough,
so there is no need for him to make any comment. I would like my teacher to give
some response.
Although students wanted their instructor to respond to them, the response could
not be too direct or too critical. Many students attributed their anxiety to the teacher’s
direct correction in front of the class, especially when that correction or evaluation
was perceived by students to be too critical or unfair, as illustrated by Alice’s very
strongly-worded comment: “I don’t know what’s wrong with the instructor. Now even
just hearing her voice will make me feel very uncomfortable. I am very angry at her.
She seems to enjoy criticizing me. It’s so unfair that she directs all of her criticism at
me, making me lose face in front of my classmates. I am so angry at her. Going to her
class is painful and makes me anxious all the time.” No matter how well-intended, an
over-critical and over-direct feedback seemed very counter-productive and anxiety
provoking, as another student said:
Derek: I feel very stressed when my teacher uses a table of grading criteria, such
as fluency, completeness, grammar, etc., to grade my performance and correct
me on the spot. Whenever I see her busy writing on that chart, I start to worry
that my performance must be very awful, and my worry will further distract me
from my subsequent comprehension and production. When I am done, she will
give me the piece of paper with the grading table, and point out my errors and
weaknesses right on the spot in front of my classmates. I wish she would do that
in private. I am already stressed out throughout the entire process of
interpretation, and afterwards I have to right away face her criticism about each
and every error I made. It really crushes my confidence to bits and pieces.
Interestingly, the instructor’s negative evaluation, whether real or imagined, induced
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anxiety in high achieving students as well. A case in point was Ellen. Ellen attributed
her anxiety to her “grave care about how my teacher thinks about me”: “I am afraid
of letting him down. Before taking interpretation class with him, I had taken several
other courses with my interpretation instructor. I did pretty well in all of these courses,
and he’s been very nice to me and thinks very highly of me. I worry about tarnishing
my image in his mind, and I am afraid of letting him down.”
Self variables as anxiety inducer. Although interpretation was essentially a
transmission of others’ ideas and thoughts, my interviewees appeared to have invested
a tremendous amount of their selves in the task. As one student said, “interpretation is
a very personal thing.” Indeed, for many students, what was at stake was not the task
of interpretation, but the self that was doing the task. Five dimensions of the self
emerged from students’ retrospective data as the third source of their anxiety,
including social comparison, low self-confidence, low self-esteem, over-concern
about grades, and high trait anxiety.
In terms of social comparison, many students admitted that they always
“consciously or unconsciously” compared their own performance with that of their
classmates. If they judged their classmates’ performance was not as good as, or
similar to theirs, they felt more relaxed. However, when they judged their peers’
performance as better, they would become anxious, and they were most anxious when
they had to interpret right before or after a very good interpretation done by a
classmate. Such unfavorable social comparison as agent of students’ anxiety was
vividly described by Ida:
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Because we have lots of opportunities to use microphones a lot while
interpreting, I will consciously or unconsciously evaluate whether this person is
the same as or worse than I am. When I am evaluating others, I am actually
evaluating myself. Where do I stand in this class in terms of my ability? It’s not
that I have to be at the top of the class, but if I find out I am falling behind, I will
become very anxious. Because our interpretation class is offered in the senior
year, and most of the students are senior students, I will start to ask myself what
has gone wrong with my learning in all the past years. I start to question if there
is something wrong with my learning.
Noteworthy was that this social comparison was still at work even when one of
the students had her head phones on practicing shadowing. Alice noted, “Even though
I am wearing a headphone, I will pay attention to how others are doing. For instance,
when shadowing a very, very long sentence, I can shadow only bits and pieces of the
long sentence, but I notice the guy sitting next to me can shadow effortlessly the entire
stretch of the long sentence. I will become anxious and feel so ashamed of myself at
the same time.”
For many students, interpretation class was like a wake-up call, either calling
into question their past faith in their language ability, and concomitant ability to learn
interpretation, or recalling back to life the ghost of their past diffidence in their
language skills. Whereas some interviewees said they did not realize how small the
size of their English vocabulary was and how restricted its range until they took
interpretation class, others said interpretation class further shook their “not-so-firm
faith” in their English ability. In either case, they doubted whether they could increase
both the size and range of their vocabulary soon enough to reach the level of English
needed for interpretation. Some were afraid of running into new idioms and phrases,
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which Belinda characterized as “un-timed bombs” that could black out her
comprehension and interpretation process at any time. Others considered their English
listening ability poor, which Derek said was “adding difficulty on top of difficulty,” in
the difficult task of learning interpretation. Still others questioned either the accuracy
or fluency of their English speaking ability, let alone the accuracy or fluency of
interpreting into their foreign tongue. There were, however, subtle differences in their
low self-confidence, as revealed by the reflections of three students:
Cindy: (Sigh heavily) I think it’s my own problem. Although I have learned
English so many years, I still did not learn it well. I feel that I have not yet laid a
very good foundation and then I have to enter such a professional
field[interpretation class]. Naturally I will not have enough confidence.
Jason: Every period of the class is very anxiety-provoking. Even though I do my
best to prepare for interpretation class, maybe because of my ability, I can hardly
deliver my performance to the fullest extent I have prepared. This problem really
bothers me. In fact, I think my listening comprehension is poor, my vocabulary is
small, let alone my speaking, which is even worse.
Helen: The problem is myself, not my teacher or my classmates. I am anxious
because I am not very confident that I am up to the task of interpreting. Maybe
because of the speakers’ accent or speed of speaking, I keep worrying about
whether I understand correctly, whether I miss some important information, or
that I might forget what I just heard. And when it’s time to interpret, I will
remember only the last part of the message and forget about the earlier part. I
will get stuck there and be at a loss as to what to do. It’s very embarrassing.
While diffidence about their language and/or interpretation ability emerged as the
cause of students’ anxiety, low self-esteem also appeared to be at the root of some of
their apprehension. Some apprehensive students seemed to have very low opinions of
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themselves in situations not limited to those requiring the use of foreign language and
interpretation skills. Whenever and wherever they deemed the occasion would expose
their flaws and weaknesses to others, they were consumed by worry and apprehension,
as shown by Ellen’s introspection:
I think sometimes it has something to do with self-esteem. I am very afraid of
losing face in front of my classmates. Although we have good relationships,
it’s inevitable that there is also at the same time some degree of competition
among us. When someone I particularly care about is among the audience, my
worst rival, I don’t want to lose face in front of him or her. I don’t want him or
her to know that I am no good at all.
In addition, high trait anxiety was another dimension of the self that was
reported as sources of interpretation anxiety by some interviewees. The constant need
to do interpretation in public in the classroom seemed to aggravate the anxiety of
those who self-reported to have an anxious personality. As Cindy said, “I’m very shy
and prone to nervousness. Getting on stage really scares me. When I have to stand on
the platform doing sight translation, I don’t know why I suddenly cannot comprehend
the text I am reading. As a result, the few words I manage to squeeze out of my mouth
do not make any sense at all. I want to hide behind the podium.” Likewise, Jason also
noted that his anxious personality was triggered only when he had to practice
consecutive interpretation in public, especially when he had to use the microphone:
“Maybe it’s because of my personality. I tremble when I do interpreting. I am not as
nervous when I practice in private with my classmates, but when I have to use a
microphone, it’s a different story. Sometimes the instructor will call on our names to
interpret a passage or two just read by our classmates. That really scares me.”
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The last source of interpretation anxiety related to the various facets of the self
was students’ concerns about grade. Interestingly, two of the students saying they
were over-concerned with their grades also characterized themselves as having “too
strong a sense of ego” and intolerant of any flaws in their performance. They deemed
each interpretation performance asked of them as a test of their ability. As Gill put it,
“Interpreting from Chinese into English is a test of your English ability. Interpreting
from English into Chinese is a test of your Chinese.” While the above comment was
somewhat simplistic, it was clear that for students who were over-concerned about
grades, each round of interpretation assignment or performance was considered a test
of their language ability, or interpretation ability, or both. More often then not, such a
performance-goal orientation would lead to anxiety, as indicated by Belinda’s
reflection:
I think I care too much about grades, and that’s why I get anxious about every
interpretation assignment and performance. I am not that kind of person who
only wants a score of 60 to pass the class. If I ever became such a person, I
would look down on myself. I would ask myself how come I have degenerated to
such an extent. On the other hand, I keep telling myself that now I am a college
student and I should not care so much about grades, but I still do. I am filled
with contradictions in my heart
Task variables as anxiety agent. Regardless of whether they were junior or
senior students, the interviewees were quite uniform in their view that interpretation
was a more difficult skill to learn than speaking and listening to a foreign language,
and hence more anxiety provoking. Comparing their anxiety about speaking English
vs. interpretation, they said speaking was not as anxiety producing as interpretation
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because they had more control over the content, the logic, the wording, and the speed
of the speech while speaking, but had little control while interpreting. Comparing
their relative anxiety about listening vs. interpretation, they said listening was less
anxiety producing than interpretation because while listening, they did not have to
“show” continuously how much they understood, but while interpreting, there was no
way to hide what they did not understand.
For some students, interpretation anxiety seemed inevitable. When asked if she
had any strategies to lower her anxiety, Alice responded,
It’s very difficult to reduce the anxiety in interpretation. You either can interpret
or cannot. Or, your interpretation is either very good or very bad. It’s not that if
you have confidence, then you will be able to interpret. It’s impossible to lower
you anxiety about interpretation. It’s a question of your ability, whether your
ability is good or bad. Even if your ability is very good, you will still feel anxious
because you have to interpret whatever you hear right on the spot. If your ability
is poor, then there is no cure for anxiety unless you do not care at all about your
ability and flaws.
Indeed, Alice’s view that interpretation was inherently anxiety provoking was shared
by many students, especially the built-in “sense of immediacy” in interpretation—the
need to respond quickly and immediately. As Ellen said, “What makes me anxious is
the sense of immediacy-- the need to respond immediately on the spot. To interpret
well, you need to be well-rounded in all aspects of knowledge involved, ranging from
vocabulary, grammar, syntax, and domain knowledge, etc.” Belinda also attributed
another source of her anxiety to her inability to respond quickly and immediately, an
ability she thought she did not have because she often could not remember what she
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heard. The sense of immediacy was all the more anxiety inducing for Derek because
it also meant spotlighting his weaknesses in public, as he said:
The sense of immediacy makes me anxious, especially when everybody is
listening to me. All the attention from everybody will make me feel that I’ve
already suffered from lack of self-confidence, and everybody is monitoring
my performance, though that may not be what they mean—the same feeling
also applies when I am speaking English in front of native-speaking English
instructors; I keep feeling that English is not my native English and they
constantly monitor my English and that makes me very anxious.
For others, the anxiety of interpretation resided in the need to split attention
among the multiple tasks involved in interpretation and do each of these tasks equally
well. A case in point was Frank. Frank was “deeply bothered” by his inability to
coordinate his note-taking and listening comprehension, and subsequent information
retrieval from his notes and memory:
When I concentrate on note-taking, my listening comprehension suffers. I will
fail to comprehend things I should have understood if I just listen to them. When
I focus on listening comprehension, I have a hard time jotting down all of the
information I think is very important. Even if I have written it down, sometimes I
will forget what it means. I simply cannot connect the bits and pieces of
information scribbled all over my notes. When I stare at my notes and cannot
remember anything, it is the most terrifying moment while interpreting.
Another source of anxiety concerning the difficulties of interpretation came from
the wide array of knowledge needed to do interpretation. Because all of the
interviewees were language majors, they were quite in agreement as to what types of
content knowledge and technical terms made them anxious. The most cited subject
areas that triggered anxiety included science, business, and technology. Interestingly,
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reflecting on the role of background knowledge in the presence or absence of her
anxiety, Helen went so far as to declare that if she had enough domain knowledge, she
would not be as nervous as when she did not have enough language ability. For most
students, however, a lack of domain knowledge also meant an absence of knowledge
about the basic specialized terms in that domain. The twin effects of the absence of
both knowledge and language on students was a severe level of worry and
apprehension, as suggested by Alice’s statements:
I am very troubled by interpreting content that requires specialized knowledge.
When the topic is far from that of an everyday domain, that I rarely come across
in my everyday life, like space, technology, or engineering, I will start to worry
even before I actually listen to what the speaker has to say; I will start to worry I
might not be capable of doing it because I am not familiar with the field. I might
not even know the basic technical terms of the field. Once I know the topic, and
feel it’s far off my domain of knowledge, I will start to worry I will not be up to
the task.
The last source of anxiety regarding the difficulties of interpretation stemmed
from my participants’ lack of interpretation strategies to manage the various forms of
interpretation problems. Whenever a problem happened in the interpretation
processes, be it triggered by comprehension problems, memory problems, or output
problems, a prevailing description among the interviewees was that they “got stuck
and panicked.” Such feelings of encountering a block and panicking occurred when
some words or phrases they did not know impeded their comprehension, or when they
ran into more complex or longer sentences, or when they could not remember how
many people were involved or how much money was spent. And they panicked when
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their anticipation about the logic of the incoming message proved to be wrong: As
Jason said, “Oftentimes the place where they pause is different from what I predict.
When this happens, I will start to panic, and the subsequent segmentation of my
interpretation will be in complete disarray.”
Classroom procedures variables as anxiety trigger. Several classroom
procedures were reported as sources of the interviewees’ anxiety, with three in
particular mentioned by informants, including 1) being called up to interpret in front
of the class, 2) impromptu interpretation, and 3) ambiguity in the teacher’s
instruction.
Of the anxiety sources pertaining to classroom procedures, the most commonly
cited one was being called upon to perform interpretation in front of their classmates.
Several interviewees mentioned that they did not feel as nervous if they practiced
interpretation in private or right where they were seated among their peers. However,
they became more nervous when they were called on to do interpreting in front of
their classmates, regardless of whether it was for practice or a test. In addition, they
became even more anxious and worried if it was a test and the test was carried out in
front of the entire class instead of in individual, one-on-one meeting with the
instructor. As discussed earlier, different types and sizes of audience induced different
levels of anxiety reactions in the students who were doing interpreting. They became
more apprehensive when the audience appeared to be insensitive, indifferent, or
evaluative, especially when the instructor was the audience.
Another frequently mentioned source of anxiety related to classroom procedures
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was impromptu interpretation practice. Many participants thought interpretation class
was a course that required much preparation before class. Whereas some students
suffered from interpretation class anxiety only when they felt unprepared or
under-prepared, others went to class apprehensive and worried no matter how
well-prepared they were. Well-prepared or not, students reported similar fears of
impromptu interpretation practices, and were plagued by feelings of both helplessness
and nervousness. Reflecting on her regular in-class impromptu interpretation practice,
Ellen said: “My anxiety level in interpretation class is usually tolerable. But when my
teacher fails to stick to her syllabus, and starts to jump around, I will become very
anxious. My anxiety level becomes unbearable when we have so-called ‘competence
exercises,’ which means we have to interpret whatever we are given on the spot.”
When impromptu interpretation was carried out (as if it was) out of the instructor’s
whims, it was equally terrifying. As Jason said,
Usually in our class, we will listen to the same passage and practice a couple of
times. But there was one time, the teacher played a new passage from the
recorder and asked us to volunteer interpreting. That scared me to death. I think
that scared the entire class to death. It was dead silence. Nobody wanted to
volunteer. I guess nobody understood the passage we had listened to. It was fast.
I was so anxious that my name might be called on. As a result, the instructor
ended up volunteering to do the interpretation himself.
The last source of interpretation anxiety related to classroom procedures was
ambiguities in teachers’ instruction. Whereas being called on to interpret in public and
impromptu interpretation practice were the sources of informants’ greatest anxiety,
this last category was reported only by two students. Both Belinda and Jason said that
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when they were not certain of what their teachers wanted them to do, they became
anxious because they worried they might be tested on the part they missed. Jason
specially was bothered by the ambiguities in the instruction of his substitute teacher,
who taught the class whenever his interpretation teacher had meetings off-campus:
“After my classmate finishes interpreting, she will call on several students in a row
and ask each and every one of them what he or she thinks. And then, that’s it. She
never says what she thinks or what the best and most correct interpretation is. It
bothers me a lot.”
Effects of Interpretation Anxiety
The effects of interpretation anxiety emerged from students’ retrospective
interview data were wide-ranging. According to their affinity, these diverse effects
were grouped into four categories. These four categories were reported in the
following order: 1) effects on physiology, 2) effects on life routines, 3) effects on
cognition, and 4) effects beyond the classroom.
Effects on physiology. The physiological effects of interpretation anxiety were
diverse, ranging from mild symptoms to more severe ones. The mild symptoms
reported were expected as they are often associated with anxiety, including increased
heartbeats; sweating palms, forehead, and/or the entire body; cold hands and/or feet;
and trembling. While some interviewees reported one or two of the above symptoms,
many experienced a combination of them. As Gill described, “I feel my body is empty,
weak, and a bit cold. My hands and feet are icy cold and my face is very hot. I want to
leave my seat. My voice will be shaking a little. Sometimes I feel it is very difficult for

146

me to open my mouth and say even just one word.”
In addition to the above more common effects of anxiety, several students also
reported some effects I had not anticipated. Frank reported feeling his chest stifled
and tight and his limbs uncooperative: “I feel there is something on my chest. It’s like
there is a stone pressing on my chest. My breath will also become short and fast. Also,
my four limbs will become less agile, and they do not seem to follow my directions.” A
more severe effect of anxiety was reported by Alice, who was seized by rounds of
“dry vomiting”: “When I am anxious, my throat will become very uncomfortable. It
seems there is something stuck there. Then I have this feeling of nausea. I feel like
vomiting, but it’s a dry vomiting, since I have not eaten anything. Although it’s a dry
vomiting, I still vomit several times. It seems I need to throw up all that’s inside me
before I can go to class.” An equally severe, if not more severe, effect of anxiety was
reported by Belinda, whose anxiety resulted in serious diarrhea: “On the day when I
have interpretation class, I will wake up every early and start to prepare for the class,
though I have done lots of preparation the night before. Before going to interpretation
class, I will have diarrhea, and have to go to the restroom two or three times in a row
in the morning.”
Effects on life routines. As evidenced by Belinda’s description, the effects of
anxiety about interpretation class disrupted not only students’ physiological condition,
but also their daily routines. Indeed, Belinda was not the only interviewee who felt
the need to wake up early in order to gear him/herself up for interpretation class. Half
of the interviewed students said they woke up earlier than they normally did if they
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had interpretation class on the day.
In addition, three students said they skipped their meals whenever they had
interpretation class on that day. For instance, Helen said she skipped her breakfast
because eating breakfast slowed down her brain and dulled her alertness, which she
deemed as essential in interpretation class. Jason stated he was simply too “stressed
out” to have breakfast: “On the day when I have interpretation class, I will not eat
breakfast because I am so stressed out. Although I have not eaten breakfast, I feel
nauseated. I constantly feel I am going to throw up. Usually I will not eat anything
from the morning to noon until the class is over; drinking a bit of water is the most
that I have on the day when I have interpretation class.” Likewise, Ida, whose class
was scheduled in the afternoon, said she regularly missed her lunch and could not
take her usual nap at noon because she felt “there was a battle ahead of me[her] to be
fought.”
Furthermore, several students also reported having difficulty falling asleep the
night before they had interpretation class. For instance, Ellen said: “It becomes very
difficult for me to have a good sleep the night before interpretation class. When I do
not have enough sleep or do not sleep well, I will feel dizzy and nauseated the next
day. This makes my situation in interpretation class even worse.” As suggested by
Ellen’s description, interpretation anxiety not only negatively affected her life, but
also negatively impacted her learning and performance in class.
Effects on cognition. The effects of interpretation anxiety on students’ cognition
were quite dramatic and appeared to interfere with their learning and performance.
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These effects were grouped together according to the different stages involved in
cognitive processing, including effects on input, processing, memory, and output.
In terms of anxiety’s effects on input, “my brain goes blank” was reported by
many interviewees. If there was indeed an “affective filter” as Krashen suggested, the
filter was not simply raised in interpretation students, but at its full force completely
blocked all incoming information from being processed. As one student said: “My
brain will go blank when I get nervous. When that happens, it will be very difficult for
me to re-focus and concentrate again. Then I will not be able to understand anything
that follows.” Another student detailed her “tragic” experience as follows:
Alice: Last week after interpretation class, when I walked out of the classroom, I
started to cry. I had spent so much time preparing and practicing. But when I
was called on by the teacher to interpret a passage on the platform, I simply
froze up, I could not understand at all what the speaker was saying. All I heard
was a string of sounds flying by my ears. I felt like an idiot standing there. It was
so humiliating. My teacher must have thought I was very lazy and had not done
any preparation and practice at all. But the truth is I had been preparing
throughout the entire week for interpretation class. I had very high expectation
for myself because I had been working so hard for the assignment, but my
interpretation performance on that day fell far below what I had expected of
myself. I was devastated. I felt so stupid. It seemed I had been stupid for the past
twenty years. For a week, I felt like I was possessed by ghosts. I was depressed
and down from the humiliation of losing face. The feelings of losing face just
wouldn’t go away, and stayed with me for a long, long time. I felt so inferior.
In terms of anxiety’s effects on processing, several students reported that their
listening comprehension suffered and/or attention disintegrated if they became
anxious. With deteriorated processing capacity and increased anxiety, one student said,
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“I will start to doubt whether I have understood the message correctly.” Another said,
“If I cannot understand, my mind will get stuck and stay there--I will keep thinking
that I cannot understand what I am listening to. My eyebrows will knot together when
I am nervous.” Still another said, “When I become anxious, I will not able to
understand things I usually can understand. My attention seems to disintegrate. I am
not sure whether or not it’s me who has given up.”
With respect to anxiety’s effects on memory and output, several students said
they became unsure of what they wrote or what they heard, and their interpretation
outputs were flawed with less fluency, less coherence, and/or more errors. One
student said, “I would suddenly forget what the symbol was for, or why I put that word
in my notes when I am anxious.” Another said, “When I become very nervous, I will
lose the fluency and clarity I usually have. Sometimes I will stutter a little. No, it’s not
stutter. It seems when I speak, my speech is punctuated by hesitation.” Another said
that when he was apprehensive, he noticed that his English grammar would
deteriorate. He would forget to add “s” to a verb when it’s singular, or forgot to drop
“s” on a plural verb. Still another described the worsening of multiple aspects of her
outputs:
Cindy: The fluency of my interpretation will suffer. My interpretation will
become stop- and-go. In addition, I will have greater difficulty retrieving my
vocabulary, including those words and phrases I am very familiar with.
Sometimes I will suddenly completely forget their equivalents in Chinese. And
when there are multiple ways to interpret the same English word into Chinese,
when I am nervous, somehow I will randomly grab a Chinese translation that I
think is not the best choice in retrospection. It seems I just want to fill in a sound,
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so that I can go on with my interpretation and not have to endure the
embarrassing silent long pause.
Effects beyond classroom. The effects of interpretation anxiety did not limit
themselves to the here and now in students’ learning and performance, but extended
far beyond the interpretation classroom. The effects were most obvious in the day or
night leading up to interpretation class. Except for two students who reported they
devoted similar amounts of time and efforts to interpretation class as to other classes,
the other interviewees exhibited either a “fight” or a “flight” response prior to
interpretation class. Several students appeared to be over studying. One student said
he usually stayed up preparing for interpretation class until 2:00 in the morning, and
then he would wake up at 6:00 a.m. and continue his preparation, though his class did
not start until 10:00 a.m. A more extreme case was reported by another student, who
said she was studying even in her sleep and her class meeting:
Ida: Sometimes even in my sleep, I will keep thinking about how to interpret this
and how to interpret that, if a certain passage comes up. As a matter of fact, I
continue my preparation even when I am in the classroom, because my seat
number is higher, which means that I won’t be called upon until later into the
class period. By doing so, I often end up missing a lot of what my teacher is
teaching.
While this student over-studied only to impede her own learning in class, the
“flight” responses exhibited by students did not help either, irrespective of whether it
was just a thought, or an action, or a mixture of both. Many students said at one time
or another they had thought of cutting interpretation classes, though none of them
actually carried out this thought. One student said the day before interpretation class,
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she often prayed that something, like the instructor taking a sick leave or a typhoon
striking, would suddenly happen, so that she did not have to go to interpretation class.
Another said her moods would take a turn for the worse when she got on the
dormitory-bound bus on Sunday afternoon, and halfway through the trip, she
sometimes would “have this impulse to get off the bus, and not want to go back to
school” because of her worry about Monday’s interpretation class. Still another said
that she kept putting off preparing for interpretation class by watching TV: “Although
there is a voice in my head telling me to start studying, but I would turn on my TV,
trying to watch it. While I am watching it, I keep thinking I have not yet previewed the
material for tomorrow’s interpretation class, so then I would turn off my TV. Only
reluctantly do I start to read for the class.” Putting off studying for interpretation
class until the last minute seemed to be a common avoidance behavior among the
students. This flight-response thought process and behavior was vividly described by
one of the students:
Derek: The night before interpretation class, I will become very restless all
through the evening. Then I will throw my interpretation textbook as far away as
I can. I really don’t feel like having it within my sight. Then I will try to see
whether I can come up with some kind of excuse to absent myself from the class
tomorrow. I usually end up preparing for interpretation in the morning in a great
rush. Sometimes, in fact, I will worry throughout the night and ask myself,
“What should I do? What should I do? I have not previewed and prepared for
interpretation class.” Then, in the morning on the next day, I will reluctantly
prepare a bit in a great rush for the class.
Once in the classroom, the same student said all he could do was pray—praying
that his teacher would not call on him. Other avoidance behaviors in the classroom
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were also reported by the students. Some students said they tried not to catch the
instructor’s attention, either by avoiding having eye contact with the instructor, or by
pretending they were very focused on their tasks at hand. Others said they avoided
seating themselves in the front or center rows by sitting either in the back or at the
corners.
In addition to these more immediate “fight-or- flight responses” in and out of the
classroom, the effects of interpretation anxiety appeared to be potent enough to
change many of the interviewees’ future career paths. Except for two, who said they
did not rule out the possibility of pursuing a career in interpretation because they felt
anxious and challenged at the same time, and three, who said they had had other
career plans all along, the rest said they had changed their career goals after taking
interpretation class. The career-altering force of anxiety was exemplified in Alice’s
reflection, a sentiment shared by many of the students:
Anxiety has a big impact on me. Before taking interpretation class, I have this
dream of becoming an interpreter, but after taking it, I have given up pursuing a
career in interpretation. I think it takes a superman to do interpreting.
Interpreters have to know so much. All I can say is interpreting is a dream, but I
will never want to pursue the dream. To know what interpretation is like is
enough.
Summary
In summary, five major sources and four main effects of interpretation anxiety
emerged from the qualitative interview data. The five major sources included
variables related to speaker, audience, self, task, and classroom procedures. The four
main effects included effects on physiology, life routines, cognition, and beyond
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classroom. These qualitative data on the sources and effects of interpretation anxiety
not only supplemented the findings yielded by the previous quantitative analyses with
the interviewees’ vivid and in-depth introspection and retrospection, but also
delineated the differential sources of the interviewees’ anxiety and its divergent
effects on them with their detailed first-person accounts. For some students, the
source of their anxiety primarily stemmed from only one source, speaker, audience,
task, classroom procedures, or self. Most often, a combination of the above sources
had contributed to the interviewees’ anxiety on their “rocky road” (Moser-Mercer,
2000, p. 339) to acquiring interpretation skills, especially in combination with self
variables. It seemed that no matter which factor was the primary source of students’
anxiety, that source was always intertwined with the self variables, including social
comparison, low self-confidence, low self-esteem, over-concern about grades, and
high trait anxiety. By the same token, the effects of interpretation anxiety were
divergent: For some students, the effect of their anxiety primarily resulted in
physiological changes, disruption of life routines, cognitive interferences, or
fight-or-flight responses in and beyond the classroom. Again, most often, the students
experienced a combination of the above effects with different consequences. Thus, it
appeared that interpretation anxiety was a unique complex of self-related emotions,
perceptions, beliefs, and behaviors unique to the interpretation classroom, and its
effects on students extended beyond the classroom.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion
This chapter will first summarize the findings of this study, and then discuss the
results. Based on the results, implications for theory and instruction will be drawn,
and a discussion of the limitations of the study as well as suggestions for future
research will conclude the chapter.
Summary of Findings
An interdisciplinary investigation, this study theoretically and empirically
examined the construct of interpretation anxiety from the perspective of L2 anxiety
with a mixed-method of both quantitative and qualitative approaches. Unlike existing
research that has treated the anxiety associated with doing interpretation (oral
translation) as a transfer of other general types of anxiety such as state or trait anxiety,
and has yielded conflicting findings about the relationship of anxiety to interpretation
performance,

interpretation

anxiety

was

re-conceptualized

as

a

“fifth”

language-skill-specific anxiety related to but independent from L2 anxiety. Reflective
of its conceptual underpinnings, an instrument, the Interpretation Classroom Anxiety
Scale, was developed to tap the distinct composite of self-related thoughts, emotions,
beliefs and behaviors stemming from the unique situation of acquiring interpretation
competence while command of L2 listening and speaking is still less than perfect. A
group of 327 students learning Mandarin-English interpretation from nine universities
in Taiwan was surveyed to test the hypothesis, among others, that language anxiety
variables (interpretation anxiety and L2 anxiety) are better predictors of students’
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learning outcomes than the general anxiety measures (state and trait anxiety) used in
current interpretation research. An additional 10 students were interviewed to
triangulate quantitative findings with in-depth qualitative information regarding the
sources and effects of interpretation anxiety. Below is a summary of the major
findings according to the research questions posed.
First, the hypotheses about the existence, severity, and scope of foreign language
anxiety and interpretation anxiety were substantiated. Taiwanese interpretation
students reported experiencing both foreign language anxiety and interpretation
anxiety, but with differences in terms of their severity and scope. The mean score of
92.9 on the FLCAS indicated that Taiwanese interpretation students’ foreign language
anxiety was slightly lower than previously reported for general L2 learners. A
one-sample t test found that interpretation students’ foreign language anxiety was
significantly lower than the midpoint of the 5-point Likert format, suggesting that as a
whole, the students did not suffer from foreign language anxiety. However, when
using the same neutral midpoint of 3 as a cut-off point, around 36% of the students
were found to have foreign language anxiety, a scope similar to findings about other
second language learners previously reported. Item-wise, a third or more of the
participants reported experiencing foreign language anxiety on about one third of the
items (12 of 33 items) on the FLCAS.
In comparison with their foreign language anxiety, Taiwanese student
interpreters’ interpretation anxiety was more severe in degree and more widespread in
scope. In terms of the level of interpretation anxiety, the mean score of 147.6 of the
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ICAS suggested that overall, students interpreters exhibited high level of
interpretation anxiety. While a one-sample t test found that their interpretation anxiety
was significantly higher than the neutral midpoint of 3 on the 5-point Likert format, a
paired-samples t test showed that their interpretation anxiety was significantly more
severe than their foreign language anxiety. Likewise, when using the same neutral
mean of 3 as a cut-off point, around 79% of the students were found to suffer from
interpretation anxiety, a scope that was more than twice the range of their foreign
language anxiety. Item-wise, 50% or more reported experiencing interpretation
anxiety on a majority of the items (24 of 44 items) on the ICAS.
Second, the hypotheses about the underlying structures of foreign language
anxiety and interpretation anxiety were partially substantiated. Two separate sets of
principal components analyses were performed on the FLCAS and the ICAS to
explore their respective underlying structures. The factor analysis on the FLCAS
yielded two underlying factors: 1) Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety,
and 2) Worry about Failing English Class. Different from my hypothesis, “Low
Self-Confidence in English” did not emerge as an underlying factor; instead, it
appeared to be subsumed under the dimension of “Communication and Negative
Evaluation Anxiety.” The second factor analysis on the ICAS unearthed three
underlying factors: 1) Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation, 2)
Cognitive Processing Anxiety, and 3) Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation.
Different from my hypothesis, “Test Anxiety” did not emerge as one of the ICAS’s
underlying factors; in its place, “Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation” turned out to
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be one of the three dimensions underlying the ICAS.
Third, the hypotheses about the relationship between interpretation anxiety and
foreign language anxiety were substantiated as shown through two sets of statistical
analyses. The first analysis involving a principal components analysis on the entire
pool of the ICAS and the FLCAS items produced five underlying factors that closely
paralleled the two factors underlying the FLCAS and the three factors underlying the
ICAS when the two measures were factor analyzed individually, suggesting the two
language anxiety constructs were distinguishable from one another. The second
analysis involving correlation analyses on the overall FLCAS, the overall ICAS, and
their subcomponents found that the two overall scales had a significantly moderately
high correlation (r=.663) while their underlying structures had a significantly low to
moderate correlation ranging from r=.270 to r=.594, suggesting the two language
anxiety constructs were related to each other. Together, the results suggested that
interpretation anxiety was related to but different from foreign language anxiety.
Fourth, the hypotheses about the relationships among the four anxiety variables
and student interpreters’ learning outcomes were substantiated. Correlation, partial
correlation, and hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine
the four anxiety measures’ respective relationship with and predictive power of
students’ learning achievements as measured by mid-term exam grades and
end-of-semester course grades. Results of these correlation analyses were that (a)
both the ICAS and the FLCAS were significantly and negatively correlated with
students’ achievement both at mid-term and at semester’s end, (b) the SAI had a
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non-significant negative relationship with mid-term grades and a significant inverse
relationship with semester grades, and (c) the TAI did not significantly relate to either
mid-term grades or semester grades. Partial correlation analyses further showed that
whereas the two language anxiety variables (the FLCAS and the ICAS) were
independent of the influence of trait anxiety in their negative association with
students’ learning outcomes at mid-term and at the end of semester, state anxiety was
dependent on the effect of trait anxiety in its negative relationship with students’
achievement, though trait anxiety itself did not have a significant inverse relationship
with both outcome measures. In addition, both the ICAS and the FLCAS were
independent of the mutual influence of one another in their respective relationship
with both achievement measures. In concert with the results obtained in the
correlation and partial correlation analyses, the results of hierarchical multiple
regression analyses found that of the four anxiety measures, only the two
situation-specific language anxiety measures emerged as significant predictors of
students’ achievement at both mid-term and semester’s end. Also, of the two language
anxiety measures, the ICAS was found to have more predictive power toward
interpretation achievement than the FLCAS, no matter whether that achievement was
measured by mid-term grades or end-of-semester grades.
Fifth, the hypotheses about the effects of background variables on foreign
language anxiety and interpretation anxiety were partially substantiated. In terms of
sex, no significant differences were found between male and female students on their
overall foreign language anxiety as well as its two underlying factors
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(Communication and Negative Evaluation Anxiety, and Worry about Failing English
Class). However, significantly higher levels of anxiety on overall interpretation
anxiety and on its third subcomponent (Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation) were
found in female students than in male students. In terms of major, T & I (translation
and interpretation) majors were found to be significantly more concerned about
failing their English class than both ELL (English language and literature) and AE
(applied English) majors, but significant differences were not found on the overall
foreign language anxiety and its first dimension (Communication and Negative
Evaluation Anxiety). In contrast, significantly higher levels of apprehension on
overall interpretation anxiety and on its two underlying factors (Fear of Interpretation
Class and Negative Evaluation, and Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation) were
found in T & I majors than in ELL and AE majors. In terms of year of study, junior
students were found to have significantly higher levels of anxiety than senior students
on overall foreign language anxiety as well as on both of its subcomponents.
Similarly, junior students were also found to have significantly higher levels of
anxiety on overall interpretation anxiety and on two of its underlying factors (Fear of
Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation, and Low Self-Confidence in
Interpretation). No significant differences were found on the factor of cognitive
processing anxiety.
Finally, qualitative analysis of the interview data generated five major sources
and four main effects of interpretation anxiety. The five major sources included
variables related to speaker, audience, self, task, and classroom procedures. Speaker
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factors encompassed fast delivery, strong accent, poor pronunciation, and poor
intonation; audience factors, the size of the audience, students’ level of familiarity
with the audience, and the sensitivity of the audience; self factors, social comparison,
low self-confidence, low self-esteem, over-concern about grades, and high trait
anxiety; task factors, the built-in sense of immediacy in interpretation, the difficulty
of dividing attention among multiple tasks, the demand for a wide array of knowledge,
and the need for problem-solving strategies; and classroom procedures factors, being
called upon to interpret in front of the class, impromptu interpretation and ambiguity
in teachers’ instruction. The four main consequences of interpretation anxiety
included effects on physiology, life routines, cognition, and beyond classroom.
Physiological effects ranged from mild symptoms such as racing hearts, sweating
palms, and trembling to more severe effects such as feelings of stifled chests, “dry
vomiting” and serious diarrhea; life routines effects, from waking up earlier than
usual to skipping meals to having difficulty sleeping; cognitive effects, from
interfering with input comprehension to processing capacity to information retention
and retrieval to output quality; beyond classroom effects, from fight responses such as
over-studying into the wee hours to flight responses such as entertaining thoughts of
skipping classes and putting off studying until the last minute, and changing career
paths.
Discussion
In the following section, discussions of the results of this study will first be
presented, and then conclusions will be drawn based on the discussions.

161

Existence, Scope and Severity of Foreign Language Anxiety in Taiwanese Student
Interpreters
The present study not only confirmed empirically that Taiwanese student
interpreters experienced foreign language anxiety despite the language facility they
were expected to possess as interpreters, but also found that both the severity and the
scope of their foreign language anxiety were slightly less severe and less prevalent
than those of most regular second language learners. Foreign language anxiety was
found to prevail in over about 36% of the students, a scope that was similar to that of
American second language learners, wider than the 20-25% found in European
second language learners, and lower than the 40% reported in Asian second language
learners. The fact that the scope of Taiwanese student interpreters’ foreign language
anxiety was lower than Asian second language learners perhaps indicated that on
average, around 10% of the participants did have more confidence and/or a better
language facility than regular Asian L2 learners, and were hence more immune to
foreign language anxiety.
In the same vein, except for American college students of Arabic, who Elkhafaifi
(2005) reported had a mean anxiety score of 90.0, Taiwanese student interpreters had
a slightly lower FLCAS mean score of 92.9 than most university L2 learners of
various nationalities with various target languages, including American students of
Spanish, French, and Japanese (Horwitz, 1986; Philips, 1990; Aida, 1994; Pacacios,
1998); Korean EFL learners (Truitt, 1995; Kim, 2000); and Taiwanese English majors
(Cheng, 1998). Of particular interest was the fact that Cheng’s (1998) sample had
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higher FLCAS means than the sample in the present study. Whereas Cheng’s sample
was drawn from four Taiwanese universities with one usually considered
middle-ranked, and the other three considered among the most prestigious, the sample
in the present study was drawn from nine Taiwanese universities with three each
usually ranked among the less prestigious, the middle-ranked, and the most
prestigious. Given the makeup of Cheng’s (1998) sample and the present study’s, it
should follow that Taiwanese student interpreters’ FLCAS mean score be higher than
the English majors’ surveyed by Cheng (1998) if lower foreign language proficiency
or achievement were indeed associated with higher foreign language anxiety as
numerous studies have found.
However, the inclusion of students from less prestigious universities did not raise
the mean of the sample in the present study, but instead made its mean lower than that
of Cheng’s sample. In addition, whereas the students from the most prestigious
university in Cheng’s (1998) study were found to suffer from the highest level of
foreign language anxiety among all her participants, those students from the most
prestigious university in the present study were found to have the lowest level of
foreign language anxiety. It was likely that high achieving second language learners
were also afflicted with foreign language anxiety similarly to their less able
counterparts as Ganschow et al. (1994), Phillips (1990, 1992), and Cheng (1998)
claimed, and thus the inclusion of lower achieving students in the sample lead to
lower FLCAS means. On the other hand, it was also probable that no matter whether
they were from the less prestigious or the more prestigious universities, many of the
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students who self-selected to take interpretation classes were less susceptible to
foreign language anxiety in the first place, perhaps because they had either relatively
higher proficiency or relatively more confidence in their listening and speaking
abilities than students who opted not to take the course, and thus reduced the sample’s
FLCAS mean to a level lower than that of Cheng’s (1998) participants.
An examination of the underlying structure of the students’ foreign language
anxiety seemed to support such an explanation. The principal components analysis on
student interpreters’ FLCAS unearthed two underlying factors—Communication and
Negative Evaluation Anxiety, and Worry about Failing English Class. That is, while
low self-confidence has been found to be an important subcomponent of foreign
language anxiety across several studies investigating regular second language learners
of various nationalities with different target languages and language skills (e.g.,
Clement et al., 1997; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991b; Price, 1991; Truitt, 1995; Cheng,
1998; Kim, 2000), this low self-efficacy dimension did not emerge as a separate
factor underlying student interpreters’ foreign language anxiety as hypothesized.
Instead, it was subsumed under the first FLCAS factor (Communication and Negative
Evaluation Anxiety) in that some items indicative of low self-confidence loaded on
the FLCAS1. That these items denoting low self-confidence loaded on one factor of
the FLCAS but did not constitute a separate factor in its own right perhaps suggested
that whereas confidence in listening to and speaking foreign languages might not be
an issue for some student interpreters, it was a problem to overcome for others, and
that when foreign language anxiety for the sample was examined as a whole,
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self-confidence became a latent factor in the dimension of apprehension about
communication and evaluation. The qualitative results also lent support to the
quantitative finding regarding the functioning of low self-confidence in English in
interpretation students: whereas some appeared confident in their L2 communication
ability, others exhibited little self-efficacy in their L2 listening and speaking ability.
Thus, it appeared that Taiwanese student interpreters’ foreign language anxiety
seemed to share with regular second language learners’ anxiety in language classroom
performance anxiety, particularly in the dimension of communication and negative
evaluation anxiety with low self-confidence as its undercurrent.
Existence, Scope, and Severity of Interpretation Anxiety in Taiwanese Student
Interpreters
Through both quantitative and qualitative analyses, the findings of the present
study not only provided the first empirical evidence about the existence of
interpretation anxiety in Taiwanese student interpreters, but further delineated its
scope and severity through a new measurement instrument called the Interpretation
Classroom Anxiety Scale (ICAS) developed for this study. The results of the study
suggested that the ICAS was a reliable and valid measure of interpretation classroom
anxiety. The internal consistency yielded a satisfactory Cronbach alpha of .94, and
Guttman Split-half alpha of .91 in the formal study. In addition, the construct validity
of the ICAS was established by the principal components analysis and correlation
analyses with other established anxiety-related instruments.
The scope and the severity of interpretation anxiety in Taiwanese student
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interpreters, as measured by the ICAS, were found to be wider in scope and more
severe in magnitude than foreign language anxiety, as measured by the FLCAS. The
scope of interpretation anxiety appeared to be about two times more widespread than
that of foreign language anxiety: using the neutral point of 3 on the 5-point Likert
format as a cut-off point, about 79% of the students reported having interpretation
anxiety while only around 36% were found to have foreign language anxiety.
Item-by-item analyses of both language anxiety measures also revealed a similar
picture: 24 out of the 44 items indicative of interpretation anxiety were endorsed or
strongly endorsed by 50% or more of the participants while only 12 out of the 33
items suggestive of foreign language anxiety were endorsed by a third or more of the
participants. Provided that those with interpretation anxiety completely overlapped
with those with foreign language anxiety, it would mean that while only around 21%
of the students were immune from both foreign language anxiety and interpretation
anxiety, around 36% experienced both foreign language anxiety and interpretation
anxiety, and around 43% suffered exclusively from interpretation anxiety.
Likewise, the level of interpretation anxiety was also found to be more severe
than that of foreign language anxiety. Not only did the results of a paired sample t-test
show the students had significantly higher level of interpretation anxiety than foreign
language anxiety, but cross-comparisons of the FLCAS-derived ICAS items with their
original FLCAS items also showed a similar picture. For instance, whereas ICAS
item 3 “I tremble when I know that I am going to be called upon in interpretation
class” had a mean score of 3.1, its original counterpart, item 49 “I tremble when I
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know that I am going to be called upon in English class,” had a mean score of 2.8;
whereas ICAS item 7 “In interpretation class, I keep thinking that other students are
better at interpreting than I am” had a mean score of 3.4, its original FLCAS
counterpart, item 53 “I keep thinking that other students are better at English than I
am,” had a mean score of 3.1.; whereas ICAS item 12 “In interpretation class, I can
get so nervous that I forget how to interpret things I know” had a mean score of 3.3,
its original FLCAS counterpart, item 58 “In English class, I can get so nervous that I
forget things that I know,” had a mean score of 2.9. These findings suggested that
even if the classroom situations were the same, interpretation seemed to induce a
more severe degree of anxiety in the students than other general foreign language
skills. Comparing the range and magnitude of interpretation anxiety found in this
study with those found in the second language anxiety literature, interpretation
seemed to be the most anxiety provoking of all language skills.
Underlying Structures of Foreign Language Anxiety and Interpretation Anxiety
Cross-comparisons of the underlying structures of the students’ interpretation
anxiety and foreign language anxiety seemed to show that the students’ interpretation
anxiety shared with their foreign language anxiety the underlying factor of
apprehension about classroom performance and negative evaluation. While the
dimension of apprehension about classroom performance and negative evaluation was
found to be the common underlying factor of interpretation anxiety and foreign
language anxiety in student interpreters, the subcomponents of cognitive processing
anxiety and low self-confidence were found only in their interpretation anxiety. In
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other words, the students’ interpretation anxiety and foreign language anxiety had
both similarities and differences in their underlying structure, with the main
differences in low self-confidence and cognitive processing anxiety.
In terms of the low self-confidence subcomponent, the finding that low
self-confidence was a latent factor in foreign language anxiety and became a
full-blown dimension only in interpretation anxiety perhaps indicated that some of
those students who were confident about their general foreign language skills became
less confident when the skill to be learned was interpretation. Furthermore, it seems
reasonable that those already lacking confidence in general foreign language skills
would also be likely to lack confidence in interpretation as interpretation is a more
complex skill than speaking and listening. This inter-connecting relationship between
self-efficacy in interpretation and in foreign languages also manifested itself in the
fact that the two items tapping low confidence in interpreting into English and low
confidence about English ability in interpretation class had the highest loadings on
this low self-confidence in interpretation subcomponent. The present study’s finding
that low self-confidence was a dimension underlying interpretation anxiety was
consistent with the findings of several previous studies on language-skill-specific
anxieties: Cheng (1998), Kim (2000), and Matsuda and Gobel (2004) found low
self-confidence as an underlying factor in foreign language writing, listening, and
reading anxieties, respectively. However, it was interesting to note that while the
above studies have reported low self-confidence as a shared subcomponent between
general foreign language anxiety and the specific language skills investigated, the
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present study found low self-confidence was only latent in student interpreters’
foreign language anxiety, and emerged as a separate underlying factor only in their
interpretation anxiety. It seemed that students who had low self-confidence in general
foreign language class were also likely to have low self-confidence in foreign
language reading, writing, and listening, or vice versa; however, this did not seem to
be the case when it came to low self-confidence in general foreign language skills vs.
interpretation. That is, those having high self-confidence in general foreign language
skills did not always exhibit similarly high self-efficacy in interpretation.
In contrast with the intertwined relationship between self-confidence in general
foreign language anxiety and interpretation anxiety, the cognitive-processing-anxiety
dimension seemed to be unique to interpretation anxiety and was primarily
responsible for the higher level and wider scope of anxiety over interpretation. In
terms of the higher level of interpretation anxiety, while the ICAS1 (Fear of
Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation) had a mean (3.0) smaller than that of
the overall ICAS (though still higher than the overall FLCAS), and the ICAS3 (Low
Self-Confidence in Interpretation) had a mean (3.4) the same as that of the overall
ICAS, the ICAS2 (Cognitive Processing Anxiety) had a higher mean (3.8) than the
overall ICAS. In terms of the wider scope of interpretation anxiety, while the ICAS1
(Fear of Interpretation Class and Negative Evaluation) items were endorsed by 19.1 to
51.4% of the sample, and the ICAS3 (Low Self-Confidence in Interpretation) items
were endorsed by 42.2 to 58.4%, the ICAS2 (Cognitive Processing Anxiety) items
were endorsed by 58.9 to 91.1%, a clear majority of the students. That is, the
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underlying factor of cognitive processing anxiety was the major contributor to the
higher level and wider scope of apprehension about interpretation.
Moreover, cognitive processing anxiety appeared to be more prevalent among
student interpreters than professional conference interpreters and regular foreign
language listening learners. Table 5.1 presents several items tapping similar concepts
that were used in previous interpretation studies and second language anxiety studies.
Table 5.1: Comparisons of Selected Sources of Anxiety in Interpretation and SLA
Studies
Cooper et al.(1982)

AIIC (2002)

Kim (2000)

Present study

(Professional

(Professional

(EFL learners)

(Student

interpreters)

interpreters)

Strong accents

65%

62%

72%

87%

Unfamiliar topics

78%

55%

74%

83%

Fast delivery

80%

75%

72%

80%

interpreters)

As shown in the above table, except the variable of fast delivery, similar variables in
the interpretation task generally induced anxiety to a larger percentage in my student
interpreters than in professional interpreters. Likewise, compared with Kim’s (2000)
findings, when the task was not mere listening comprehension but involved
interpreting into another language, the percentage of students found interpretation
task anxiety producing was around 10 % higher than just listening. While the samples
were different, and there might be qualitative differences in the participants’
subjective perceptions (e.g., what student interpreters and L2 learners perceive as fast
delivery and anxiety provoking might be perceived as normal speed of delivery and
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not anxiety provoking by professional interpreters), this cross-study comparison
suggested not only that general L2 anxiety was inherent to interpretation anxiety to
some extent even for professional interpreters, let alone for student interpreters, but
also that when the stressors were the same, the task of interpretation induced more
anxiety in students than the task of L2 listening comprehension. That same stressors
impacted Taiwanese student interpreters more than Korean EFL learners, the most
anxious L2 learners reported so far (Kim, 2000), seemed to suggest that general L2
anxiety was an added stress to students’ anxiety over interpretation.
Relationship Between Foreign Language Anxiety and Interpretation Anxiety
As hypothesized, interpretation anxiety, as measured by the ICAS, was found to
be independent from but related to general foreign language anxiety, as measured by
the FLCAS. The ICAS was found to have a significant moderately high correlation
of .663 with the FLCAS, indicating that the two anxiety constructs shared a variance
of 43.6%. Likewise, the three underlying factors of the ICAS also had low to
moderately high correlations with the two underlying factors of the FLCAS, with
correlations ranging from .27 to .59, indicating that the underlying structure of the
ICAS and the FLCAS had a common variance ranging from 7.3% to 34.8%.
On the other hand, the significant correlation of .663 between the two anxiety
constructs also meant that there was still 56.4% of the variance that remained to be
accounted for; that is, although related, the ICAS and the FLCAS were relatively
independent from each other. That the two anxiety constructs were independent from
each other was also supported by the principal components analysis on the entire pool

171

of the ICAS and the FLCAS: irrespective of whether the more stringent .5-loading or
the less stringent .4-loading criterion was adopted, the ICAS items and the FLCAS
items continued to load on separate factors.
This finding was consistent with several previous studies examining the
relationships between general foreign language anxiety and language-skill-specific
anxieties. Second language writing apprehension (Cheng, 1998; Cheng et. al, 1999),
foreign language reading anxiety (Saito et al., 1999; Matsuda & Gobel, 2001, 2004),
and foreign language listening anxiety (Kim, 2000; Elkhafaifi, 2005) have been found
to be related to but distinguishable from general foreign language anxiety. That is,
interpretation anxiety bore a similar relationship to general foreign language anxiety
as other language-skill-specific anxieties. The related-but-separate relationship
between interpretation anxiety and general foreign language anxiety suggested that
those students suffering from interpretation anxiety may or may not suffer from
general foreign language anxiety, or vice versa. Some may suffer primarily from
foreign language anxiety; others, primarily from interpretation anxiety; and still
others, from a combination of both.
However, given the significant moderately high correlation between overall
interpretation anxiety and overall foreign language anxiety, it was reasonable to
suggest that those plagued by foreign language anxiety also tended to be those
afflicted

with

interpretation

anxiety.

Moreover,

those

students

suffering

communication and negative evaluation anxiety in general foreign language class
were more likely to suffer from interpretation anxiety than those concerned with
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failing English class ( and vice versa), as the FLCAS1 was found to have a higher
correlation with the overall ICAS than the FLCAS2. Furthermore, as the FLCAS1’s
different strength of association with the three factors underlying the ICAS suggested,
those students with communication and negative evaluation anxiety in regular English
class were most likely to harbor fear of interpretation class and of being negatively
evaluated about their interpretation performance, followed by low self-confidence in
interpretation, and then cognitive processing anxiety. Likewise, as the FLCAS2’s
different strengths of association with the three underlying factors of the ICAS
indicated, those students worried about failing English class were most likely to
harbor fear of interpretation class and of being negatively evaluated about their
interpretation performance, followed by low self-confidence in interpretation, and
then cognitive processing anxiety. Interestingly, of the three ICAS underlying factors,
the cognitive-processing-anxiety dimension was found to induce the most severe level
and most far-reaching range of interpretation anxiety but to have the lowest
significant correlations with both the overall FLCAS and its two underlying factors.
One possible explanation was that cognitive processing anxiety reached even those
students who were immune to overall general foreign language anxiety, and hence
attenuated its relationships with the overall FLCAS and its subcomponents.
Relationship Between Anxiety Variables and Interpretation Achievement
Results of correlation analyses suggested that both the ICAS and the FLCAS
were significantly and negatively correlated with students’ achievement both at
mid-term and at semester’s end, that the SAI had a non-significant negative
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relationship with mid-term grades, and a significant inverse relationship with
semester grades, and that the TAI did not significantly relate to either mid-term grades
or semester grades. Consistent with the findings in the numerous second language
anxiety studies that used specific language anxiety measures to investigate the
relationship between anxiety and language achievement as measured by final course
grades (e.g., Horwitz, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989; Aida, 1994; Saito &
Samimy, 1996; Coulome, 2000; Rodriguez, 1995), the present study found that both
language anxiety measures (the ICAS and the FLCAS) were also significantly and
negatively related to student interpreters’ interpretation achievement as measured by
their end-of-semester course grades. Likewise, the present study also found that both
the ICAS and the FLCAS were significantly and negatively related to interpretation
achievement as measured by mid-term exam scores, a finding that was also similar to
the findings of several previous studies that examined the relationship between
language anxiety and language achievement as measured by other outcome measures
such as students’ self-rated language proficiency (Trylong, 1987), a cloze test, a
composition task, and an objective French proficiency measure (Gardner &
MacIntyre, 1993).
In contrast, the two general anxiety measures (the SAI and the TAI) were found
to have inconsistent relationships with interpretation achievement as measured by
mid-term exam scores and semester-end course grades: While the SAI had a
non-significant negative relationship with mid-term grades, and a significant inverse
relationship with semester grades, the TAI did not significantly relate to either
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mid-term grades or semester grades; moreover, after controlling for the effect of trait
anxiety, the negative relationship between state anxiety and interpretation
achievement at semester’s end became non-significant. This finding was similar to the
conflicting findings of early second language anxiety studies that treated language
anxiety as a transfer of other general types of anxieties (see Scovel, 1978; Horwitz &
Young, 1991; Young, 1991). It was also similar to those of current interpretation
anxiety research that has also treated interpretation anxiety as a manifestation of other
general types of anxieties. For instance, both Moser-Mercer et al. (2003) and Jimenez
& Pinazo (2001) used the STAI in their studies, but whereas the former reported a
negative trend between professional interpreters’ stress and performance, the latter did
not find any relationship between student interpreters’ anxiety and their achievement
as measured by mid-term exam.
Two conclusions could be drawn from the above findings. First, the
situation-specific approach broached by second language anxiety researchers such as
Gardner (1985), and Horwitz et al. (1986) can be fruitfully adopted in interpretation
anxiety research. After Horwitz et al. (1986) proposed the situation-specific anxiety
construct of foreign language anxiety, and developed an instrument, the Foreign
Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS), to measure this anxiety, studies using
the FLCAS (or other specific measures of second language anxiety) have yielded a
consistent moderate negative relationship between language anxiety and language
achievement as indexed by various outcome measures in a variety of instructional
contexts with different target languages. Similarly, building on the situation-specific
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construct of Foreign Language Anxiety with a new situation-and-language-skillspecific anxiety construct called Interpretation Classroom Anxiety, the present study
also found consistent moderate negative relationships between the two language
anxiety measures and interpretation achievement as measured by two different
outcome measures. It was very probable that similar findings would be replicated by
studies employing specific measures of interpretation anxiety such as the ICAS in
other instructional contexts with different pairs of language combination.
Second, in line with the theoretical conjecture of situation-specific approach to
language anxiety, and consistent with Seipp’s (1991) meta-analysis on anxiety and
achievement in variety of areas, the findings of the present study seemed to suggest
that the more the instrument was able to capture the person-situation interaction of a
particular instructional context, the higher the instrument’s association with the
learning outcomes. Not only were both language anxiety measures found to have
significant negative correlations with interpretation achievement, a relationship not
found between the two general anxiety measures, but the ICAS was found to have
higher correlations with interpretation achievement than the FLCAS. Likewise, not
only did both language anxiety measures emerge as significant predictors of learning
outcomes, a predictive power that the two general anxiety measures did not have, but
the ICAS was found to have more predictive ability of interpretation achievement
than the FLCAS. These findings were consistent with the results of several previous
studies. MacIntyre and Gardner (1989; 1991b) found that their various language
achievement measures had significant relationships not with general anxiety but with
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language anxiety. Furthermore, in studies focusing language-skill-specific anxieties,
the language-skill-specific anxiety measures were found to have stronger associations
with specific language skills learning outcomes than the FLCAS, including reading
anxiety as measured by the Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale (FLRAS) (Saito
et al.,1999), writing anxiety as measured by the Second Language Writing
Apprehension Test (SLWAT) (Cheng,1998), and listening anxiety as measured by the
Foreign Language Anxiety Listening Scale (FLLAS) (Kim, 2000; Elkhafaifi, 2005).
In contrast, using general anxiety measures tapping state anxiety and fear of
public speaking, Jimenez and Pinazo (2001) did not find any relationship between
student interpreters’ anxiety and interpretation achievement as measured by mid-term
exam scores. Had specific language anxiety measures such as the FLCAS and the
ICAS or even the FLLAS instead of the general anxiety measures been used,
significant relationships between student interpreters’ anxiety and their achievement
probably would have been found, though the sample was different from that of the
present study and drawn from Spanish college students learning to interpret between
English and Spanish. The strength of association of these language anxiety measures
with interpretation achievement probably would be in the following order:
interpretation anxiety > general foreign language anxiety > foreign language listening
anxiety, or with the order of general foreign language anxiety and foreign language
listening anxiety reversed. In studies investigating sight translation, foreign language
reading anxiety might be another important variable to consider, and the magnitude of
relationship between the language measures and achievement might be in the
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following order: interpretation anxiety > general foreign language anxiety > foreign
language reading anxiety, or with the order of general foreign language and foreign
language reading anxiety reversed. Therefore, the more specific the anxiety types, the
more predictive of achievement they are likely to be.
Effects of Background Variables
The hypotheses about the effects of background variables on foreign language
anxiety and interpretation anxiety were partially substantiated. In terms of sex, female
students reported significantly higher levels of interpretation anxiety than their male
counterparts. This finding contradicted the findings of previous studies on the effects
of gender on language-skill-specific anxieties. Neither Kim (2000) nor Elkhafaifi
(2005) found any significant differences in foreign language listening anxiety
between men and women. Likewise, Matsuda and Gobel (2004) did not find any
significant gender differences in foreign language reading anxiety. In terms of the
influences of sex on general foreign language anxiety, the present study did not find
any significant differences between male and female students on their overall foreign
language anxiety, although female students were more anxious than male students.
This finding appeared to add to the confusion reported in the literature regarding the
effects of sex on general foreign language anxiety. For instance, whereas neither Aida
(1994) nor Kim (2000) found any significant differences between male and female
learners’ levels of foreign language anxiety, Machida (2001) found female students
significantly more anxious than male students, and Mejias et al. (1991) found
significantly higher anxiety among men than women.
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These conflicting results call for a need to investigate further the effects of sex
on interpretation anxiety and general foreign language anxiety, especially the
probable interaction between sex and time. Campbell and Shaw (1994) reported that
although the language anxiety levels of men and women did not differ significantly
immediately before starting language instruction for the first time, after 60 hours of
instruction, however, significant differences in the levels of language anxiety between
males and females were discovered, with males more anxious than females, a finding
that was replicated in Campbell (1999). Including the variable of time in future
studies perhaps could clarify the confusing results about the influences of sex on
interpretation anxiety and general foreign language anxiety.
In terms of the effects of major, no significant differences in overall foreign
language anxiety were found based on major, but significantly higher levels of
apprehension on overall interpretation anxiety were found in translation and
interpretation majors than ELL (English language and literature) and AE (applied
English) majors. This finding was interesting: On the one hand, it suggested that
students were equally comfortable with their general foreign language skills
irrespective of their majors; on the other, it also suggested that when the specific skill
of interpretation became the students’ major, the skill of interpretation induced more
severe anxiety about interpretation for those who majored in it than for those who did
not, perhaps because of the higher standards and more stringent course requirements
imposed on translation and interpretation majors by the instructor, and/or the
institution. Consequently, translation and interpretation majors were found to have
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significantly more fear about interpretation class and being negatively evaluated in
their interpretation performance than ELL and AE majors, though the three groups of
students did not differ on their apprehension levels about communication and being
negatively evaluated in English class. In addition, it also followed that while they
might be as confident about general foreign language skills as ELL and AE students,
translation and interpretation students exhibited significantly lower confidence in
interpretation than ELL and AE majors. Noteworthy was that no significant
differences in the second subcomponent (Cognitive Processing Anxiety) of
interpretation anxiety were found based on majors. Given that the severity and scope
of this dimension were the most severe and most far-reaching of all the
subcomponents of both the FLCAS and the ICAS, it was reasonable to speculate that
cognitive processing anxiety influenced students of all three majors with similar
magnitude and range, and hence had a ceiling effect on the participants.
In terms of the effects of grade level, junior students were found to have
significantly higher levels of both overall interpretation anxiety and overall foreign
language anxiety than senior students. The finding that junior students had
significantly higher level of interpretation anxiety than their senior counterparts
perhaps could be partly attributed to the fact that junior students’ command of L2
listening and speaking was not as proficient as senior students’. In other words, junior
students probably experienced more difficulties mobilizing their L2 oral and aural
skills while interpreting than senior students, and hence felt significant more anxious
over interpretation than senior students. Such an explanation seems to be in line with
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the present study’s finding that junior students also reported significantly higher level
of overall foreign language anxiety than their senior counterparts, as numerous
studies have shown that higher foreign language anxiety tend to be associated with
lower foreign language achievement. Interestingly, however, this present study’s
finding regarding junior students’ and senior students’ foreign language anxiety
contradicted the results of several previous studies on second language anxiety. For
instance, Gardner et al.(1976), Saito and Samimy (1996), and Cheng (1998) found
that second language learners’ level of anxiety increased as they progressed to higher
grades. MacIntyre and Gardner (1989, 1991a) have suggested that the higher level of
anxiety reported by higher-grade L2 students could stem from their greater experience
with and longer history of failures and negative evaluation associated with L2
learning. In addition, in her attempt to account for the higher level of writing anxiety
experienced by higher-grade students, Cheng (1998) noted that the multiplied
requirements of English composition in more advanced writing class could be another
reason. None of their explanations, however, can account for the finding obtained in
the present study. More longitudinal studies examining the changes of foreign
language anxiety in the same group of general L2 students and interpretation students
perhaps could shed light on these conflicting findings.
Sources and Effects of Interpretation Anxiety
Qualitative analysis of the interview data generated five major sources and four
main effects of interpretation anxiety. The five major sources included factors related
to the speaker, the audience, the self, the task, and classroom procedures.
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Cross-disciplinary comparisons of both the sources of professional interpreters’ stress
and those of second language learners’ anxiety with those of the present study
revealed some striking similarities. Most prominent were variables related to the
speaker. While Cooper et al.’s (1984) interview with professional conference
interpreters found that problems with a fast speaker, a speaker with a strong accent,
and a speaker with poor pronunciation were the sources of their occupational stress,
these speaker-related stressors were also reported to be the sources of L2 learners’
listening anxiety by both Vogely (1998) and Kim (2000) as well as those of the
student interpreters obtained in the present study. Other similar sources of anxiety
reported by professional interpreters, second language learners, and student
interpreters alike included self-related variables such as self-confidence; task-related
variables such as the need for intense concentration while listening or interpreting,
inexperience with the subject matter; instructional/organizational variables such as
impromptu speaking or interpretation assignment (for sources of professional
interpreters’ stress, see Dornic, 1977; Cooper et al., 1982; Kruz, 1986; and AIIC, 2002;
for sources of foreign language listening anxiety, see Vogely, 1998; and Kim, 2000;
for sources of general foreign language anxiety, see Price, 1991;Young, 1990, 1991;
Young et al., 1992 for a more complete account).
These similarities raised one intriguing question: On the continuum of sources of
language anxiety, where does one cease being a second language learner and student
interpreter and become a professional interpreter? As noted earlier, although there
might be qualitative differences in the apparent similarities, it was not unreasonable to
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argue that except for the rare cases of “true” bilinguals, professional interpreters were
simply a more advanced second language learner, and that was why they experienced
similar sources of language anxiety as regular second language learners and student
interpreters. Reviewing studies on translation competence, Campbell (1998) criticized
translation studies

for “virtually ignore[ing] the realities of translating into the

second language” (p. 20). Specifically, he suggested that translation competence be
re-conceptualized

within

the

interlanguage/acquisition

framework,

and

its

investigation be “strongly linked to second language acquisition theory and research”
(p.18). Campbell’s (1998) criticism of and suggestions for translation studies are
applicable to interpretation studies as well. The findings of the present study
suggested that some of the sources of student interpreters’ and professional
interpreters’ interpretation anxiety were similar, and intertwined with those of foreign
language

listening

and

speaking

anxiety.

Therefore,

a

more

systematic,

interdisciplinary investigation of interpretation anxiety within the framework of
second language anxiety was needed.
The four main effects of interpretation anxiety on student interpreters included
disruptions in physiology, life routines, cognition, and with consequences extending
beyond classroom.
Compared with previous qualitative studies of foreign language anxiety (Cohen
& Norst, 1989; Horwitz, 1986; Price, 1991; Young, 1991), the effects of interpretation
anxiety found here appeared to share many similarities. For instance, in terms of the
effects on life routines, just as anxious second language learners who felt compelled
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to change their life patterns to prepare for language class, students interpreters also
felt compelled either to wake up earlier than usual, or skip meals to gear themselves
up for interpretation class, and like some anxious second language learners, many
student interpreters had difficulty sleeping the night before interpretation classes. In
terms of cognitive effects, just as anxious second language learners often froze when
required to perform in foreign language class, student interpreters also panicked and
forgot how to interpret when called upon to perform interpretation, due to the
interference of anxiety with either input comprehension, or processing capacity, or
information retention and retrieval, or output production, or a combination of any of
the above. These findings were not only in line with MacIntyre and Gardner’s (1991b,
1994) findings on the “pervasive” and “subtle” effects of language anxiety on
cognitive processing in second language, but were further supported by the subjective
experiences of the 10 student interpreters interviewed, whose introspective and
retrospective self-revelations also attested to the pervasive and subtle effects of
interpretation anxiety on cognitive processing in interpretation. In terms of the effects
beyond the classroom, just as anxious second language learner who exhibited a fight
or flight response to the foreign language class, student interpreters were either
over-studying into the wee hours, or entertaining thoughts of skipping classes and/or
putting off studying until the last minute. Furthermore, just as foreign language
anxiety served as a job filter, interpretation anxiety changed some of the student
interpreters’ career paths; they either completely dropped their initial goal of
becoming an interpreter or switched to a translation career instead as a compromise of
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sort.
In addition to the above similarities with foreign language anxiety, interpretation
anxiety also exerted some unique effects on students, suggesting that its effects were
more severe in magnitude than foreign language anxiety. The most obvious examples
were the effects of interpretation anxiety on physiology. Just as anxious second
language learners experienced some common physiological symptoms of anxiety,
student interpreters also reported experiencing racing hearts and sweating palms.
However, aside from these common physiological effects, student interpreters also
reported some more severe effects not found in the second language anxiety literature
-- such as feelings of stifled chests, “dry vomiting,” and serious diarrhea before going
to interpretation class. These reports of severe physiological effects lend qualitative
support to the quantitative finding that the level of interpretation anxiety was more
severe and its scope more far-reaching than foreign language anxiety. One of the
FLCAS-derived ICAS items was also very revealing in this regard: Whereas item 3 “I
tremble when I know I am going to be called on in interpretation class” was endorsed
by about 40% of the students and had a mean of 3.14 on the 5-point scale, its original
counterpart, item 49 “I tremble when I know I am going to be called on in English
class,” was endorsed by about only 27% of the respondents and had a mean of 2.81.
Thus, the qualitative results on the sources and effects of interpretation anxiety
further supplemented the quantitative findings with the interviewees’ vivid and
in-depth first-person accounts. That is, interpretation anxiety did not merely appear to
be the sum of general performance anxieties or general L2 anxieties, but rather a
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unique composite of self-related thoughts, emotions, beliefs, and behaviors specific to
the interpretation classroom. It had largely debilitating effects on student interpreters’
learning in and beyond the classroom.
Implications
The findings of this study have important implications for the theory of
interpretation and the education of interpreters.
Theoretical Implications
The findings of the present study lend empirical evidence to the view that
language anxiety is an important variable in interpretation performance, with both
interpretation anxiety and general L2 anxiety being found to have negative
relationships with students’ interpretation performance. Despite the wide consensus
that stress or anxiety is an important factor in interpretation performance, most of the
models previously proposed to account for the difficulties of interpretation have been
dominated by an information-processing perspective without considering the
functioning of human factors such as language anxiety. For instance, one of the most
widely cited models, Gile’s (1995) Effort Model

posits that the difficulties of

simultaneous interpretation reside primarily in three non-automatic concurrent efforts,
Listening and Analyzing, Memory, and Production, which together require a fourth
effort, called Coordination, to manage them. (The Effort Model was later expanded to
account for consecutive interpretation and sight translation.) If not well managed, the
demands of these efforts will exceed the interpreter’s limited processing capacity. As
a result of cognitive overload, the interpreter’s performance will deteriorate, leading
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to loss or omission of information or poor linguistic control of the output.
While useful, Gile’s model does not account for the influences of affective
factors in interpretation performance. Given the negative correlations between
students’ learning outcomes and the two language anxiety variables, and provided that
these two language variables were indeed the cause, rather than the results, of
students’ lower grades, then Tobias’s (1986) cognitive model of anxiety holds great
explanatory power for the effects of the two language anxiety variables on the
learning of interpretation. Figure 1.1 is a variation on the Tobias model as presented
in MacIntyre (1999).

Input

Processing

Output

Figure 5.1: Model of the Cognitive Effects of Anxiety

Once aroused, anxiety may interfere with cognitive performance at any or all of these
three stages. Because anxiety arousal is associated with self-related cognition, and
student interpreters were found to experience such cognitions as fear of failure, worry
over performance, and self-disparaging thoughts in the learning process, these
task-unrelated thoughts and emotions probably consume some of the limited
cognitive resources needed for interpretation, and impede their performance. If
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information is disrupted by anxiety at one stage, then the disrupted information will
not reach the next stage (MacIntyre, 1999). Although not designed to investigate the
subtle cognitive effects of L2-related anxiety, the negative correlations between
language-related anxiety and students’ performance found in the present study are in
line with the debilitating effects of anxiety on cognitive processing, as suggested by
Tobias’ model, and call for the need to expand the existing information-processingdominated interpretation theory with such human factors as language anxiety.
In addition, the findings of the present study also lend empirical support to the
view that interpretation anxiety is a distinct form of language anxiety related to but
different from general L2 anxiety. In the field of interpretation studies, the anxiety
associated with interpretation has been treated as a mere transfer of general anxiety
such as state or trait anxiety, yielding conflicting findings both within and across
studies. Both state anxiety and trait anxiety, however, were found to have no
correlations with students’ interpretation performance in the present study. Therefore,
recognizing interpretation anxiety as a unique type of language anxiety related to but
distinguishable from general L2 anxiety is essential to advancing our understanding
of students’ fear and apprehension in the interpretation classroom. Further, the finding
that not only interpretation anxiety but general L2 anxiety as well had a significant
inverse relationship with students’ interpretation performance indicate that the
building of any interpretation learning theory must take into account the fact that
interpretation students are, first and foremost, L2 learners who might be as prone to
the influences of general L2 anxiety as ordinary L2 learners. In other words, general
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L2 anxiety and interpretation anxiety might simultaneously or alternately be at play
throughout interpretation students’ learning process, either jointly or singly interfering
with students’ interpretation performance. Before a more comprehensive theory of
interpretation learning can be generated, the functioning of affective factors such as
interpretation anxiety and general L2 anxiety must be more thoroughly considered.
Pedagogical Implications
The prevalence and severity of interpretation anxiety in student interpreters
found in the present study deserve the attention of instructors. Although empirical
interpretation studies have consistently showed that student interpreters experienced
significantly higher levels of interpretation anxiety than professional interpreters, the
bulk of interpretation research into anxiety has been largely carried out with a view to
reducing professional interpreters’ occupational stress and stress-related “health
hazards” by improving professional interpreters’ working conditions (Pochhacker,
2004, p.173). Scant research has been conducted with a view to reducing student
interpreters’ learning anxiety and anxiety-related “education hazards” by bettering
their learning contexts. As found in this study, the “education hazards” engendered by
interpretation anxiety appeared to be both grave and debilitating. Students
self-reported that their anxiety interfered with their cognitive processing and rendered
them incapable of interpreting language they otherwise could. Faced with the threat of
continually exposing their flaws and weaknesses in public, anxious students were
troubled by the mere thought of having to go to interpretation class and may have
avoided interpretation practices altogether by skipping classes. Jimenez and Pinazo
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(2001) observed that a number of their students abandoned interpretation final exams
due to anxiety, and compelled “many interpretation teachers” to “turn into ad hoc
psychotherapists during office hours, trying to allay students’ terrors of interpreting
even after ordinary class sessions” (p.105). Most importantly, interpretation anxiety
was found to have the strongest correlations with students’ interpretation performance
of the four types of anxiety investigated in the present study. Regarding the education
hazards posed by anxiety, second language anxiety scholars’ suggestions for general
L2 classes also seem applicable to the teaching of interpretation: Before blaming
students’ poor performance solely on their lack of ability or motivation, teachers
should always entertain the possibility that the discussed student behaviors are related
to their language anxiety (including interpretation anxiety) (Horwitz et al., 1986;
Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & Daly, 1999; 2000).
Given the range and magnitude of interpretation anxiety as well as its
debilitating effects, it is imperative that instructors take a more proactive approach
than waiting for anxious students to ask for their help. Before they can help, teachers
must be able to identify the sources of students’ interpretation anxiety. Instructors are
encouraged to examine reflectively their own instructional practices while having
students keep anxiety journal, preferably in a personal blog or online discussion
community to identify the sources of students’ anxiety. The online blog or community
is recommended for it can not only function as a virtual support group for anxious
students, but also provide instant feedback to the instructors, and allow for formative
adjustment. As the sources of anxiety are being identified, instructors can make the
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learning context less stressful by formatively adjusting their teaching accordingly.
Although interpretation classrooms are not completely identical to regular L2
classrooms, instructors might find that many of the sources of interpretation anxiety
are similar to those of regular L2 classroom, as shown in the qualitative findings of
this study. In this regard, instructors are encouraged to consult and adapt the extensive
suggestions offered by second language anxiety scholars for coping with or reducing
language anxiety, and for make the learning context less stressful (e.g., Horwitz et al.,
1986; Young, 1991, 1999). For instance, although “The growth in the number of
schools and international gatherings devoted to interpreter training suggest that
indeed, interpreters are no longer born, but made” (Mackintosh, 1999, p. 67), both the
quantitative and qualitative findings of this study showed that many of the students
still believed that “It is necessary to have special aptitude to learn interpretation well.”
Just as erroneous beliefs about language learning can be a source of general L2
anxiety, so can erroneous beliefs about interpretation learning be a source of
interpretation anxiety. Young (1999) suggested that teachers “have students recognize
their irrational beliefs or fear through group work activities and games designed
specifically for this” (p. 242). This suggestion for reducing learners’ language anxiety
is applicable to students’ interpretation anxiety. The challenge for teachers, however,
is to identify the sources of anxiety unique to the learning of interpretation and then
come up with a strategy to manage them.
One major source of students’ interpretation anxiety instructors cannot ignore is
students’ general L2 anxiety. As found in the present study, interpretation anxiety
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seemed to have an intermingling relationship with general L2 anxiety. Not only did
descriptive statistics analyses show the percentage of students lacking confidence in
their interpretation ability paralleled that lacking confidence in their English ability,
but correlation analyses also showed that interpretation anxiety was significantly
related to general L2 anxiety. Most importantly, general L2 anxiety was found to be
the other significant predictor of interpretation students’ learning outcomes. To
alleviate students’ interpretation anxiety, instructors should always take into account
the influences of students’ general L2 anxiety. For instance, if students’ general L2
anxiety stemmed primarily from L2 listening comprehension anxiety, instructors
could reduce students’ listening anxiety by following Krashen’s “comprehensible
input” principle with carefully selected instructional materials that are at the i+1 level
of their students, whether in terms of accent, speed, or background knowledge
required.
As found in the present study, other major sources of the students’ anxiety are
the inherent difficulties of interpretation. In this regard, the coping tactics proposed in
the interpretation literature to overcome interpretation problems because of gaps in
the students’ knowledge base, errors or inexperience in processing capacity
management, and processing capacity limitations can be readily adopted to manage
the anxiety induced by interpretation “crises” (Gile, 1995, p.191). For instance, in the
face of comprehension difficulties and/or when comprehension difficulties threaten to
occur due to either time-related or processing capacity-related pressure, one of the
coping tactics can be used is “delaying the response.” When experiencing a
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comprehension difficulty, students may delay their responses for a few seconds to
gain some time for thought while they receive more information from the speaker.
Such a tactic may enable them to solve the problem entirely, or else they can resort to
another tactic such as “reconstructing the segment with the help of the context.”
Many of the students in this study reported feeling anxious whenever they had not
properly heard or understood a number, name, or technical term. When such
comprehension difficulties arise, interpretation students can try to reconstruct the
massage in their mind using their knowledge of the language, the subject, and the
interpretation situation. Through this tactic, the students may be able to partially or
fully recover the missed information and alleviate some of their anxiety (for a more
comprehensive list of coping tactics, see Gile, 1995, p. 191-208).
For an optimal interpretation pedagogy, we must recognize student interpreters
as second language learners trying to master one (or possibly more) language by
taking into full account their linguistic, cognitive, and emotional needs. “Most
language learning approaches in general, and interpreter training programmes in
particular,” have ignored the psycho-emotional factors the student brings to the task
of language and interpretation learning “as a human being” (Brisau et al., 1994, p. 87).
Her (2001) reported that many Taiwanese undergraduate interpretation students
exhibited little self-confidence in their language proficiency. In addition, Yang (2000)
reported that M.A.-level interpretation classrooms were often dominated by an
atmosphere of competitiveness among the students, and that many T & I postgraduate
students failed the exit professional Mandarin-English interpretation certification
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exam due to their inability to meet the foreign language level required for conference
interpreting. Likewise, Gile (1995) observed that although it is “a fact of life” that the
student’s language ability often does not meet the theoretical ideal required of a
trainee, major interpreter training programs in the West “refuse to be regarded as
language schools” and limit linguistic skill enhancement to the acquisition of
technical terms and phraseology (p.211). The question whether language instruction
has a place in an interpretation course remains a controversial issue (Mackintosh,
1999). By placing our students above all other factors in the learning processes, we
would know immediately the answer to this issue. Denying the learners’ needs by
exposing them to a “sink or swim” (Park, 2004, p. 124) instructional approach is not
only irresponsible, but disrespectful of the learner’s experience and feelings. To
prevent such instructional practices from irreversibly harming our students’
self-confidence and motivation and limiting their aspirations and potential, we must
change interpreter education at all levels of instruction, and create a low anxiety, if
not anxiety free, learning context by, first and foremost, attending to our students’
needs, whether linguistic, cognitive, or affective.
Limitations
Although the four anxiety measures used in this study have demonstrated
satisfactory validity and reliability for tapping students’ interpretation anxiety, foreign
language anxiety, state anxiety, and trait anxiety, several cautions are necessary when
interpreting the results. First, self-report questionnaires have some inherent
disadvantages, such as the possibility of unreliable and unmotivated respondents,
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social desirability bias, acquiescence bias, self-deception, halo effect, fatigue effects,
and little opportunity to double-check the validity of respondents’ answers (Dornyei,
2003).
A second limitation on the generalizability of the findings stems from the
particular sample used in this study. The participants of this study were
undergraduates enrolled in Mandarin-English interpretation courses from nine
traditional universities in Taiwan, and the majority of them were not interpretation
majors. Although great care was taken to sample three universities each from those
usually recognized as the most prestigious, the middle ranked, and the less prestigious,
this sample does not include the entire population of students learning interpretation
in Taiwan. Hence, the findings of this study cannot be generalized to interpretation
students studying at technical colleges and universities in Taiwan, nor can they be
generalized to students learning to interpret between Mandarin and other foreign
languages such as Japanese, Russian, French, German, and Spanish, let alone M.A.
students specializing in interpretation between Mandarin and English or other foreign
languages, or interpretation students outside of Taiwan.
A third limitation is related to the point in time the participants were surveyed.
The participants of this study completed the questionnaires at one week or two weeks
after their mid-term interpretation exam in the first semester. As language anxiety has
been found to change over time (e.g., Campbell, 1999), the results might have been
different if the participants’ four types of anxieties had been measured at the end of
the first semester, or at any other point in time during the second semester.
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A fourth limitation comes from the statistical procedures employed in this study.
The subcomponents of interpretation students’ interpretation anxiety and foreign
language anxiety obtained in this study should be treated with caution, as the
technique of factor analysis involves a highly subjective decision-making process.
The results might have differed had different decisions been made with respect to the
number of factors extracted, the method of factor axes rotated, the level of
significance for factor loadings, and the interpretation of each factor. In addition,
although significant associations were found among interpretation anxiety, foreign
language anxiety, and the two achievement measures, no causal relationships should
be assumed, as the results were generated by correlation analyses. Other variables
such as language proficiency and learning strategies may have influenced the strength
of associations among them. Further, while multiple regression analyses revealed the
relative powers of the ICAS, the FLCAS, the SAI, and the TAI in predicting students’
interpretation performance, the coefficients of multiple determination (R2) for these
anxiety variables were low, making it difficult to construct a useful prediction
equation for future use.
A fifth limitation is the validity and reliability of the outcome measures. The
participants’ learning outcomes were measured by their mid-term exam scores and
semester’s end course grades. Despite their advantages over standardized tests in
terms of feasibility, the mid-term exam formats and grading criteria for both mid-term
exam and semester grades adopted by the approximately twenty instructors involved
differed widely from one to the next. Hence, the validity and reliability of the
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outcome measures were far from certain.
A final limitation is related to the qualitative findings. The qualitative results
were generated from 10 interviewees’ retrospective and introspective data. Although
the interviewees were generally very forthcoming about the emotions they had about
interpretation classes, the fact that the students and I had never met before until the
very moment when the interviews were conducted would inevitably impact the range
and the level to which the students revealed their feelings to a stranger. Had more
time been spent to get the students more acquainted with me, the interview data might
have been different, perhaps even much richer. In addition, as the research instrument,
I inevitably brought my own bias into my analysis of the qualitative data. Hence,
readers should always bear in mind that the qualitative findings were interpreted
through my lens and may not be generalized to other students than those 10
interviewees recruited for this study.
Suggestions for Future Research
Emerging from this exploratory interdisciplinary study on interpretation anxiety
and foreign language anxiety are several recommendations for future research. First,
although the present study demonstrated the advantages of a situation-specific
approach over a general anxiety approach as well as the necessity of treating
interpretation anxiety as a language-skill-specific anxiety, replication of this study is
needed to validate or invalidate the findings of this study. Before the findings of this
study can generalized, this study should be replicated with students with different
language learning backgrounds, different language combinations, and in different
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educational contexts. For instance, this study might be replicated with technical
college Mandarin-English interpretation students as well as with students learning to
interpret between Mandarin and other foreign languages in Taiwan, or with Western
students interpreting into and from Mandarin as an L2 as well as with students
learning to interpret between two non-cognate languages in the United States or
Europe.
Furthermore, given the findings that not only did interpretation anxiety
significantly correlate with general foreign language anxiety but both language
anxiety measures were significant predictors of students’ learning outcomes, future
research needs to examine further the inter-related relationships between
interpretation anxiety and other language-skill-specific anxiety, such as foreign
language listening anxiety, foreign language speaking anxiety, and foreign language
reading anxiety, as well as their respective influences on students’ learning and
performance in different types of interpretation classes. This line of research will be
particularly illuminating when an interpretation anxiety measure such as the ICAS is
employed in conjunction with listening, speaking, and reading anxiety scales to
examine

students’

anxieties

over

simultaneous

interpretation,

consecutive

interpretation, and sight translation.
In addition, just as the subcomponents of the ICAS and the FLCAS generated by
exploratory factor analysis in this study require further testing with confirmatory
factor analysis in future studies, so does the validity and reliability of the ICAS
require further examination. Although preliminary evidence showed the ICAS to be a
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valid and reliable instrument with interpretation students in Taiwan, further validation
studies with other population are needed to refine the instrument.
Moreover, because of the lack of uniform curricula across the nine universities
involved in the present study, future research should investigate anxiety specific to the
modes, settings, or subject matter domains of interpretation. Although the data from
sight translation classes were excluded from the final analysis due to its entailment of
reading skills, the fact that simultaneous interpretation was taught in some of these
courses during the second half of the semester may have meant that students’
responses could not interpreted as referring solely to consecutive interpretation. In
addition, the absence of a common curriculum also makes it difficult to determine
whether the students were thinking about escort, in-house, or conference
interpretation when they answered the questionnaires. Furthermore, the wide variety
of subject matters covered in these interpretation classes ranged from the arts to
business to technology to politics, rendering it difficult to generalize the findings of
the present study to the anxiety in response to specific domains of subject matter.
Future research should focus on specific modes, settings, or subject matter domains of
interpretation and include simultaneous interpretation, conference interpretation, or
technology interpretation to further clarify the dimension of interpretation anxiety.
Another recommendation is to conduct a longitudinal study concerning the
genesis, development, permutations, and consequences of students’ anxiety over
interpretation. In addition to the mixed methods of surveys and interviews employed
in this study, a longitudinal study can further incorporate other qualitative research
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methods such as observation or learning journals to record the subtle emotions
resulting from interpretation classroom interactions over a semester or an academic
year, to gain a more comprehensive understanding of interpretation anxiety. On the
other hand, the longitudinal study can also incorporate other quantitative research
designs such as time-series experimental studies to investigate further the effects of
interpretation anxiety on students’ learning and performance at different stages of
their learning.
A final recommendation is related to the specific individual differences variables
investigated. This study focused solely on the relationships among interpretation
students’ learning outcomes and four different forms of anxieties--interpretation,
foreign language, state, and trait anxiety—without considering the influences of other
individual differences variables such as learning styles, learning strategies, and
motivation. Given the fact that interpretation research has generally ignored the role
of psycho-affective variables in interpretation performance, and considering the
findings that language anxiety variables only accounted for a small amount of
variance in students’ learning outcomes, it will be particularly important to investigate
further the respective contribution of these psycho-affective variables in the
differential success or failure of students’ learning of interpretation.
Conclusion
Anxiety has been documented as an important variable in both interpretation
performance and second language acquisition, but there has been little research
investigating the interconnections between the anxiety reactions induced by both
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endeavors. Despite its limitations, this study took a first interdisciplinary step in this
direction by theoretically and empirically examining the construct of interpretation
anxiety from the perspective of second language anxiety with a research approach
informed by second language anxiety research. The present findings not only provide
new insights into the scope, magnitude, underlying structure of and interrelationship
between interpretation anxiety and foreign language anxiety as well as the relative
utilities of these language anxieties in predicting interpretation students’ learning
outcomes in comparison with state anxiety and trait anxiety, but also pave the way for
more fruitful interdisciplinary cross-fertilization for future research. It is hoped that
with more cross-disciplinary research on interpretation and second language
acquisition, the precise repercussions of interpretation anxiety will be more clearly
delineated, and its negative effects on the students will be more effectively managed
and alleviated.
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Appendix A:

Anxiety and Interpretation Learning Questionnaire
Section 1

Directions: In this section, you will find 33 statements (items 1-44) and two open-ended questions
(items 45-16). Most of the first statements refer to how you feel about your interpretation classes.
There are no right or wrong answers to these statements. We are simply interested in your feelings.
Please give your first reaction to each statement, and circle the number corresponding to the answer
you have chosen. For items 34 and 35, please write your answers as indicated.
For items 1-33, please read each statement and then decide if you:
1 Strongly disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neither agree nor disagree 4 Agree

5 Strongly disagree

1. I always feel very sure of my English when I do interpreting in my
interpretation class.
2. I worry about making mistakes in interpretation class.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

3. I tremble when I know that I am going to be called on in interpretation class.

1

2

3

4

5

4. It frightens me when I don't know what the English source message to be

1

2

3

4

5

5. It won't bother me at all to take more advanced interpretation classes.

1

2

3

4

5

6. During interpretation class, I find myself thinking about things that have

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

8. I am usually at ease during tests in my interpretation class.

1

2

3

4

5

9. I start to panic when I have to interpret into English without preparation in

1

2

3

4

5

10. I (would) feel confident when I interpret into Chinese in interpretation class.

1

2

3

4

5

11. I don't understand why some people get so upset over interpretation classes.

1

2

3

4

5

12. In interpretation class, I can get so nervous that I forget how to interpret things

1

2

3

4

5

13. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my interpretation class.

1

2

3

4

5

14. I would not be nervous interpreting into English in front of native English

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

interpreted is.

nothing to do with the course.
7. In interpretation class, I keep thinking that the other students are better at
interpreting than I am.

interpretation class.

I know.

speakers.
15. I would get anxious if there is background noise interfering with my English
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listening comprehension.
16. Even if I am well prepared for interpretation class, I feel anxious about it.

1

2

3

4

5

17. I often feel like not going to my interpretation class.

1

2

3

4

5

18. I (would) feel confident when I interpret into English in interpretation class.

1

2

3

4

5

19. I get anxious when my teacher monitors the accuracy of my interpretation.

1

2

3

4

5

20. It is necessary to have special aptitude to learn interpretation well.

1

2

3

4

5

21. The more I prepare for an interpretation test, the more worried I get.

1

2

3

4

5

22. I worry that my final grade in interpretation class will be very low.

1

2

3

4

5

23. In interpretation class, I always feel that the other students' English is better

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

26. I feel very self-conscious when doing interpreting in front of other students.

1

2

3

4

5

27. Taking interpretation class is a very frightening experience.

1

2

3

4

5

28. The demand to split attention among listening, comprehension, memory or

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

31. I worry that the other students will laugh at me when I interpret.

1

2

3

4

5

32. When I am on my way to interpretation class, I feel very sure and relaxed.

1

2

3

4

5

33. Interpreting into English is more anxiety-provoking than interpreting into

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

35. I get nervous when I interpret unfamiliar subjects.

1

2

3

4

5

36. I am afraid of interpreting numbers and figures.

1

2

3

4

5

37. Knowing that my interpretation competence will be evaluated makes me

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

than mine.
24. I get anxious if I cannot understand every English word or phrase to be
interpreted.
25. I start to worry if the English sentences to be interpreted are long or
complicated.

note-taking while interpreting makes me feel very stressed.
29. I feel more tense and nervous in my interpretation class than in my other
English classes.
30. I get nervous and confused when I do interpreting practice in front of my
classmates.

Chinese.
34. I feel relaxed even when the English source message is delivered at a fast
speed.

anxious.
38. I get worried when the English speakers have strong accents.

204

39. Interpretation of technical terms bothers me.

1

2

3

4

5

40. The tremendous amount of concentration required during interpreting makes

1

2

3

4

5

41. I get nervous when I am aware of making interpretation errors.

1

2

3

4

5

42. I have no fear of having my classmates evaluate my interpretation

1

2

3

4

5

43. I have no fear of having my teacher evaluate my interpretation competence.

1

2

3

4

5

44. I never feel quite sure of my interpretation ability when I am interpreting.

1

2

3

4

5

me feel very stressed.

competence.

Section 2
Directions: In this section, you will find 33 statements (items 47-79) and two open-ended questions
(items 80-81). Most of the first statements refer to how you feel about your English classes. There are
no right or wrong answers to these statements. We are simply interested in your feelings. Please give
your first reaction to each statement, and circle the number corresponding to the answer you have
chosen. For items 34 and 35, please write your answers as indicated.
For items 1-33, please read each statement and then decide if you:
1 Strongly disagree 2 Disagree 3 Neither agree nor disagree 4 Agree

5 Strongly disagree

47. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking English in my English

1

2

3

4

5

48. I don’t worry about making mistakes in English class.

1

2

3

4

5

49. I tremble when I know I that I am going to be called on in English class.

1

2

3

4

5

50. It frightens me when I don’t understand what the teacher is saying in English.

1

2

3

4

5

51. It wouldn’t bother me at all to take more English classes

1

2

3

4

5

52. During English class, I find myself thinking about things that have nothing to

1

2

3

4

5

53. I keep thinking that the other students are better at English than I am.

1

2

3

4

5

54. I am usually at ease during tests in my English class.

1

2

3

4

5

55. I start to panic when I have to speak in English without preparation in English

1

2

3

4

5

56. I worry about the consequences of failing my English class.

1

2

3

4

5

57. I don’t understand why some people get so upset over English classes.

1

2

3

4

5

58. In English class, I can get so nervous that I forget things I know.

1

2

3

4

5

class.

do with the course.

class.
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59. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my English class.

1

2

3

4

5

60. I would not be nervous speaking English with native speakers.

1

2

3

4

5

61. I get upset when I don’t understand what the English teacher is correcting in

1

2

3

4

5

62. Even if I am well prepared for English class, I feel anxious about it.

1

2

3

4

5

63. I often feel like not going to my English class.

1

2

3

4

5

64. I feel confident when I speak English in English class.

1

2

3

4

5

65. I am afraid that my English teacher is ready to correct every mistake I make.

1

2

3

4

5

66. I can feel my heart pounding when I am going to be called on in English class.

1

2

3

4

5

67. The more I study for an English test, the more confused I get.

1

2

3

4

5

68. I don’t feel pressure to prepare very well for English classes.

1

2

3

4

5

69. I always feel that the other students speak English better than I do.

1

2

3

4

5

70. I feel very self-conscious about speaking English in front of other students.

1

2

3

4

5

71. English class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind.

1

2

3

4

5

72. I feel more tense and nervous in my English class than in my other classes.

1

2

3

4

5

73. I get nervous and confused when I am speaking English in my English class.

1

2

3

4

5

74. When I am on my way to English class, I feel very sure and relaxed.

1

2

3

4

5

75. I get nervous when I don’t understand every word the English teacher says in

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

77. I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak English.

1

2

3

4

5

78. I would probably feel comfortable around native speakers of English.

1

2

3

4

5

79. I get nervous when the English teacher asks questions which I haven’t prepared

1

2

3

4

5

English.

English.
76. I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules I have to learn in order to speak
English.

in advance.

For items 80 and 81, please write down your answers below each question.
80. Do you have any other feelings about your English class which are not included above?
If so, please write down your feelings.
81. Were any of the above questions unclear or confusing to you?

If so, please write down the

question numbers and briefly describe what was confusing.
Section 3
Directions: A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are given below.
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Read each statement and then write the number that indicates how you feel when you practice
interpretation in interpretation class. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time
on any one statement but give the answer which seems to describe your present feelings best.
(1) Not at all (2) Somewhat

(3) Moderately so (4) Very much

82. I feel calm.

1

2

3

4

83. I feel secure.

1

2

3

4

84. I feel tense.

1

2

3

4

85. I feel strained.

1

2

3

4

86. I feel at ease

1

2

3

4

87. I feel upset.

1

2

3

4

88. I am presently worrying over possible misfortunes.

1

2

3

4

89. I feel satisfied.

1

2

3

4

90. I feel frightened.

1

2

3

4

91. I feel comfortable.

1

2

3

4

92. I feel self-confident.

1

2

3

4

93. I feel nervous.

1

2

3

4

94. I am jittery.

1

2

3

4

95. I feel indecisive.

1

2

3

4

96. I am relaxed.

1

2

3

4

97. I feel content.

1

2

3

4

98. I am worried.

1

2

3

4

99. I feel confused.

1

2

3

4

100. I feel steady.

1

2

3

4

101. I feel pleasant.

1

2

3

4

Section 4
Directions: A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are given below.
Read each statement and then write the number that indicates how you generally feel in daily life.
There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one statement but give the
answer which seems to describe your present feelings best.
(1) Almost never

(2) Sometimes

(3) Often (4) Almost always
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102. I feel pleasant.

1

2

3

4

103. I feel nervous and restless.

1

2

3

4

104. I feel satisfied with myself.

1

2

3

4

105. I wish I could be as happy as others seem to be

1

2

3

4

106. I feel like a failure.

1

2

3

4

107. I feel rested.

1

2

3

4

108. I am “calm, cool and collected.”

1

2

3

4

109. I feel that difficulties are piling up so that I cannot overcome them.

1

2

3

4

110. I worry too much over something that really doesn’t matter.

1

2

3

4

111. I am happy.

1

2

3

4

112. I have disturbing thoughts.

1

2

3

4

113. I lack self-confidence.

1

2

3

4

114. I feel secure.

1

2

3

4

115. I make decisions easily.

1

2

3

4

116. I feel inadequate.

1

2

3

4

117. I am content.

1

2

3

4

118. Some unimportant thought run through my mind and bothers me.

1

2

3

4

119. I take disappointment so keenly that I can’t put them out of my mind.

1

2

3

4

120. I am a steady person.

1

2

3

4

121. I get in a state of tension or turmoil as I think over my recent concerns and

1

2

3

4

interests.

Section 5
The questions below are for research purpose only, and any information obtained will remain
confidential. Please answer the following questions or check the proper answers.

122. Name:
123. Student ID:
124. Sex: (1)Male___

(2)Female

125. Age:
126. Current level of schooling
(A) 5-year Junior College:
(1) 3rd year____

(2) 4th year____

(3) 5th year___
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(B) 4-year Technology University:
(1)Freshman___ (2)Sophomore___ (3)Junior___ (4)Senior___

(C) 4-year Comprehensive University
(1)Freshman___

(2)Sophomore___ (3)Junior___ (4)Senior___

(D)Graduate School
(1) 1st year___

(2) 2nd year___

(3) 3rd ___

127. Types of program: (1) Day (2) Evening (3) Weekend

Program

128. Major:
(1)Applied English

(2)English Language and Literature (3) Interpretation and/or Translation

(4)Others (Please specify)____
129. a. If you have already had an associate diploma or higher degree, to what department did you
attend?________________
b. I you are currently an undergraduate student, which of the following types
of school did you previously attend?
(1) public senior high school
five-year junior college
school

(2) public vocational senior high school

(4) public two-year junior college

(6) private vocational senior high school

(3) public

(5) private senior high

(7) private five-year junior college

(8) private two-year junior college
c. If you are currently a junior college student, which type of school did you
previously attend?
(1) public junior high school

(2) private junior high school

(3) others___

130. How old were you when you started learning English? __________
How long? _________year(s) _________month
131. Have you ever attended private language school or hired private tutors?
(1) yes (2) No.
132. Have you ever traveled to or lived in an English-speaking country?
(1) Yes. ___

a. what country?______ b. for how long? ____ years ____months

(2) No.
133. How often do you have contact with native speakers of English outside English classes?
(1) Never (2) Seldom (3) Sometimes

(4) Often (5) Very often
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134. How often do you speak English outside English classes?
(1) Never (2) Seldom (3) Sometimes

(4) Often (5) Very often

135. How often do you listen to English outside English classes?
(1) Never (2) Seldom (3) Sometimes

(4) Often (5) Very often

136. How often do you practice interpretation outside interpretation classes?
(1) Never (2) Seldom (3) Sometimes

(4) Often (5) Very often

137. Prior to this semester, have you taken any interpretation courses before?
(1)Yes. What course(s): a. introduction to interpretation b. sight translation
c. consecutive interpretation d. others___________________
(2) No
138. Have you done any interpreting in the real world (volunteer or paid)?
(1) Yes. What types of interpreting?_________________
(2) No.
139. How would you rate your motivation for learning each of the following skills?
a. Listening: 1) Very weak

2)Weak 3)Moderate 4)Quite strong 5)Very strong

b. Speaking: 1) Very weak

2)Weak 3)Moderate 4)Quite strong 5)Very strong

c. Interpreting:1) Very weak 2)Weak 3)Moderate 4)Quite strong 5)Very strong
140. How would you rate your interest for learning each of the following skills?
a. Listening: 1) Not at all 2)A little 3)Moderate 4)Quite strong 5)Very strong
b. Speaking: 1) Not at all 2)A little 3)Moderate 4)Quite strong 5)Very strong
c. Interpreting:1) Not at all 2)A little 3)Moderate 4)Quite strong 5)Very strong
141. How would you rate the importance of learning each of the following skills?
a. Listening:
1) Not at all 2)A little 3)Moderate 4)Quite important 5)Very important
b. Speaking:
1) Not at all 2)A little 3)Moderate 4)Quite important 5)Very important
c. Interpreting:
1) Not at all 2)A little 3)Moderate 4)Quite important 5)Very important
142. How would you rate the anxiety-provoking levels of learning each of the following skills?
a. Listening:
1)Not at all 2)A little

3)Moderate 4)Quite anxiety inducing 5)Very anxiety inducing

b. Speaking:
1)Not at all 2)A little

3)Moderate 4)Quite anxiety inducing 5)Very anxiety inducing
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c. Interpreting:
1)Not at all 2)A little

3)Moderate 4)Quite anxiety inducing 5)Very anxiety inducing

143. How would you rate your proficiency levels of the following language skills
a. Listening: (1) Not at all proficient (2)A little proficient (3) Moderately proficient (4) Quite
proficient

(5) Very proficient

b. Speaking: 1) Not at all proficient (2) A little proficient (3) Moderately proficient (4) Quite
proficient

(5) Very proficient

c. Interpreting: 1) Not at all proficient (2) A little proficient (3) Moderately proficient
proficient

(4) Quite

(5) Very proficient

144. How would you rate the difficulty levels of each of the following learning activities?
a. Listening: 1) Not at all difficult (2) A little difficult (3) Moderately difficult
difficult

(5) Very difficult

b. Speaking: 1) Not at all difficult (2) A little difficult (3) Moderately difficult
difficult

(4) Quite

(4) Quite

(5) Very difficult

b. Interpreting: 1) Not at all difficult (2) A little difficult (3) Moderately difficult
difficult

(4) Quite

(5) Very difficult

145. What do you believe contribute the most to high achievement in English learning?
(1)Intelligence (2)Luck (3)Effort (4)Giftedness (5)Training (6)Others__
146. What do you believe is the most factor of becoming an outstanding professional simultaneous
interpreter?
(1)Intelligence (2)Luck

(3)Effort (4)Giftedness (5)Training (6)Others__

147.What kind of influence do you think anxiety has on your interpretation performance?
(1) Very positive (2) a little positive (3) no influence (4) a little negative (5) Very negative
148. Why do you take interpretation class?
(1)Curious (2)To improve English listening ability (3)To improve English speaking ability
(5)To learn interpretation skill (6)Others___
149. If you can choose, will you take the more advanced interpretation courses next semester?
(1) Yes (2) No
150. What do you think your semester-end grades will be for interpretation class?
151. Do you plan to become a professional interpreter in the future?
(1) Yes. Why?

(2) No. Why?

152. Will you be willing to be interviewed?
(1) Yes Phone:____________

Email:___________
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(2) No

(Chinese Version)
焦慮與口譯學習問卷調查表

第一部份
說明：在這部分，您會碰到四十四條敘述［1 到 44 題］，和兩條開放式問題［45 到 46 題］。前
四十四條敘述，大部分皆涉及您對口譯課(泛指各種口譯課程如視譯、逐步口譯或同步口譯等)
的感受。對這些敘述的回答，沒有對錯之別。我們只是關心您的感受。每一項目皆有五個答案，
請依您的直覺反應回答每一條敘述，並且圈選符合您所選擇答案的數字代碼。45 和 46 題，請依
指示作答。
對 1 到 44 題，請讀完每一條敘述，然後決定您的同意或不同意程度：

非
常

非

不

不

常

同

同

中

同

同

意

意

立

意

意

1. 上口譯課時，我一直對自己的英文很有信心。

1

2

3

4

5

2. 我擔心在口譯課犯錯。

1

2

3

4

5

3. 上口譯課，知道自己快被叫到時，我會發抖。

1

2

3

4

5

4. 當我聽不懂要口譯的英文內容時，我會害怕。

1

2

3

4

5

5. 多修一些更進階的口譯課，一點也不困擾我。

1

2

3

4

5

6. 上口譯課時，我發現自己常常不專心。

1

2

3

4

5

7. 上口譯課，我一直認為其他同學的口譯能力比我好。

1

2

3

4

5

8. 口譯課考試時，我通常很輕鬆自在。

1

2

3

4

5

9. 當我必須在毫無準備的情況下，在口譯課中用英文即席口譯時，我

1

2

3

4

5

10. 在口譯課中，用中文口譯，我感到信心十足。

1

2

3

4

5

11. 我不懂為什麼有些人對口譯課感到這麼煩惱。

1

2

3

4

5

12. 上口譯課時，我可能會緊張到忘了如何譯我所知道的東西。

1

2

3

4

5

13. 要我在口譯課中主動回答問題，我會覺得尷尬。

1

2

3

4

5

14. 在以英語為母語的老外面前做英文口譯時，我不會緊張。

1

2

3

4

5

15. 口譯時如果有噪音干擾我的英文聽力理解，我會焦慮。

1

2

3

4

5

會開始驚慌失措。
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16. 即使準備充分，我仍然對口譯課感到焦慮不安。

1

2

3

4

5

17. 我常常不想去上口譯課。

1

2

3

4

5

18. 在口譯課中，用英文口譯，我感到信心十足。

1

2

3

4

5

19. 當老師一直在檢視我的口譯是否精確時，我會很焦慮。

1

2

3

4

5

20.

1

2

3

4

5

21. 我準備口譯考試準備的越多，就變的越擔心。

1

2

3

4

5

22.

1

2

3

4

5

23. 上口譯課時，我老是覺得其他同學的英文比我好。

1

2

3

4

5

24. 口譯時，如果有聽不懂的英文的單字或片語，我會焦慮。

1

2

3

4

5

25. 口譯時，如果英文句子很長或很複雜，我就會開始擔心。

1

2

3

4

5

26. 在其他同學面前做口譯，我覺得很忸怩不自在。

1

2

3

4

5

27. 上口譯課是非常令人害怕的經驗。

1

2

3

4

5

28.

1

2

3

4

5

29. 我上口譯課比上其他英文課來的更緊張、不安。

1

2

3

4

5

30. 在同學面前做口譯練習時，我變的既緊張又困惑。

1

2

3

4

5

31. 口譯時，我擔心其他同學會笑我。

1

2

3

4

5

32. 要去上口譯課時，我覺得很輕鬆愉快。

1

2

3

4

5

33. 口譯時，中譯英比英譯中，更令人焦慮。

1

2

3

4

5

34. 口譯時，即使要口譯的英文速度很快，我還是覺得輕鬆。

1

2

3

4

5

35. 當我對要口譯的主題不熟悉時，我會緊張。

1

2

3

4

5

36. 口譯時，我會害怕碰到數目字。

1

2

3

4

5

37. 知道我的口譯能力會被評審，我會焦慮。

1

2

3

4

5

38. 如果口譯的對象講英文有很重的口音，我會擔心聽不懂。

1

2

3

4

5

39. 口譯時，碰到不同領域的專業術語，我會感到困擾。

1

2

3

4

5

40. 口譯時必須一直非常專心，令我覺得壓力很大。

1

2

3

4

5

41. 當我意識到自己譯錯時，我會緊張。

1

2

3

4

5

42. 我不怕同學評審我的口譯能力。

1

2

3

4

5

43. 我不怕老師評審我的口譯能力。

1

2

3

4

5

44. 在口譯時，我常常對自己的口譯能力缺乏信心。

1

2

3

4

5

學好口譯須要特別的天賦。

我擔心我的口譯成績會很低。

口譯時必須同時分神去聽、理解、記憶或做筆記，令我覺得壓力很
大。

請在 45 和 46 題底下寫下您的答案。
45. 有關口譯課，您是否還有其他感受沒有包括在以上敘述中的？如果有的話，請寫下您的感
受。
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46.

以上問題對您是否有混淆不清的地方？如果有的話，請寫下問題的號碼，並簡短描述什
麼地方混淆不清。

第二部份
說明：在這部分，您會碰到三十三條敘述［47 到 79 題］，和兩個開放式問題［80 到 81 題］。前
三十三條敘述，大部分皆涉及您對英語課的感受。對這些敘述的回答，沒有對錯之別。我們只
是關心您的感受。每一項目皆有五個答案，請依您的直覺反應回答每一條敘述，並且圈選符合
您所選擇的答案的數字代碼。80 和 81 題，請依指示作答。
對 47 到 79 題，請讀完每一條敘述，然後決定您的同意或不同意程度：

非
常

非

不 不

常

同 同 中 同 同
意 意

立 意 意

47. 在英文課用英文發言時，我從未對自己有信心。

1

2

3

4

5

48. 我不擔心在英文課犯錯。

1

2

3

4

5

49. 上英文課，知道自己快被叫到時，我會發抖。

1

2

3

4

5

50. 當我聽不懂老師用英文在講什麼時，我會害怕。

1

2

3

4

5

51. 多修一些英文課，一點也不困擾我。

1

2

3

4

5

52. 上英文課時，我發現自己在想一些跟上課毫無關係的事。

1

2

3

4

5

53. 上英文課時，我一直認為其他同學在英文方面比我好。

1

2

3

4

5

54. 英文課考試時，我通常很輕鬆自在。

1

2

3

4

5

55. 當我必須在毫無準備的情況下，在英文課中用英文發言，我會開始

1

2

3

4

5

56. 我擔心英文課會不及格。

1

2

3

4

5

57. 我不懂為什麼有些人對英文課感到這麼煩惱。

1

2

3

4

5

58. 上英文課時，我可能會緊張到把我所知道的東西給忘了。

1

2

3

4

5

59. 要我在英文課主動回答問題，令我覺得尷尬。

1

2

3

4

5

驚慌失措。
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60. 和以英語為母語的老外說英文的時候，我不會緊張。

1

2

3

4

5

61. 當我聽不懂英文老師用英文在糾正什麼時，我會變煩惱。

1

2

3

4

5

62. 即使準備充分，我仍然對英文課感覺焦慮不安。

1

2

3

4

5

63. 我常常不想去上英文課。

1

2

3

4

5

64. 在英文課中用英文發言，我感到信心十足。

1

2

3

4

5

65. 我擔心我的英文老師準備好隨時糾正我所犯的每一個錯誤。

1

2

3

4

5

66. 英文課快被叫到時，我可以感覺到心臟在怦怦跳。

1

2

3

4

5

67. 我準備英文考試準備的越多，就變的越困惑。

1

2

3

4

5

68. 為英文課做充分準備，我不覺得有壓力。

1

2

3

4

5

69. 我老是覺得其他同學英文說的比我好。

1

2

3

4

5

70. 在其他同學面前說英文，我覺得很忸怩不自在。

1

2

3

4

5

71. 英文課進度這麼快，我擔心會跟不上。

1

2

3

4

5

72. 我上英文課比上其他課來的更緊張、不安。

1

2

3

4

5

73. 在英文課用英文發言時，我變的既緊張又困惑。

1

2

3

4

5

74. 要去上英文課時，我覺得很踏實，且輕鬆。

1

2

3

4

5

75. 當我沒聽懂英文老師所講的每一個字時，我就變的很緊張。

1

2

3

4

5

76. 為了說英文所必須學的規則那麼多，讓我覺得吃不消。

1

2

3

4

5

77. 說英文時，我擔心其他同學會笑我。

1

2

3

4

5

78. 身處以英語為母語的老外之中，我或許會覺得自在。

1

2

3

4

5

79. 當英文老師問到我沒事先準備好的問題時，我就變的很緊張。

1

2

3

4

5

對 80 和 81 題，請在每個問題底下寫下您的答案。
80. 有關英文課，您是否還有其他感受沒包括在以上敘述中的？如果有的話，請寫下您的感受。

81.

以上問題對您是否有混淆不清的地方？如果有的話，請寫下問題的號碼，並簡短描述什
麼地方混淆不清。

第三部分
說明：以下是一般人用來描述自己感受的一些句子。請讀每一個句子，然後圈選最能描然後
圈選最能描您在口譯課作口譯練習時的感受的代碼。這些答案沒有對或錯，不要花太多時間在
任何一個句子上，但請圈選一個最能描述您在作口譯練習時經歷該心境的頻率:
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幾

幾

乎

有

乎

不

時

常

總

曾

候

常

是

82. 我覺得平靜。

1

2

3

4

83. 我覺得安全。

1

2

3

4

84. 我覺得神經緊繃。

1

2

3

4

85. 我覺得緊張。

1

2

3

4

86. 我覺得安適。

1

2

3

4

87. 我覺得苦惱。

1

2

3

4

88. 我正在擔心不好的事可能發生。

1

2

3

4

89. 我覺得滿意。

1

2

3

4

90. 我覺得害怕。

1

2

3

4

91. 我覺得舒適。

1

2

3

4

92. 我覺得有自信。

1

2

3

4

93. 我覺得焦慮。

1

2

3

4

94. 我覺得戰戰兢兢的。

1

2

3

4

95. 我覺得猶豫不決。

1

2

3

4

96. 我是放鬆的。

1

2

3

4

97. 我覺得滿足。

1

2

3

4

98. 我在擔心。

1

2

3

4

99. 我覺得困惑。

1

2

3

4

100. 我覺得鎮靜。

1

2

3

4

101. 我覺得愉快。

1

2

3

4

第四部分
說明：以下是一般人用來描述自己的一些句子。請讀每一個句子，然後圈選最能描您平時生活
的感受的代碼。這些答案沒有對或錯，不要花太多時間在任何一個句子上，但請圈選一個最能
描述您一般時候經歷該心情的頻率:
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幾

幾

乎

有

乎

不

時

常

總

曾

候

常

是

102. 我覺得愉快。

1

2

3

4

103. 我覺得緊張不安。

1

2

3

4

104. 我對自己滿意。

1

2

3

4

105. 我希望自己和別人一樣快樂。

1

2

3

4

106. 我覺得自己是失敗者。

1

2

3

4

107. 我覺得有充份的休息。

1

2

3

4

108. 我是「冷靜沉著、泰然自若的」。

1

2

3

4

109. 我感到困難的事越積越多，多到我無法克服。

1

2

3

4

110. 我過度擔心一些不是很重要的事。

1

2

3

4

111. 我是快樂的。

1

2

3

4

112. 我感到思緒混亂。

1

2

3

4

113. 我缺乏自信。

1

2

3

4

114. 我有安全感。

1

2

3

4

115. 我能果斷地下決定。

1

2

3

4

116. 我覺得能力不足無法勝任。

1

2

3

4

117. 我是滿足的。

1

2

3

4

118. 一些不重要的想法掠過我的思緒困擾我。

1

2

3

4

119. 我的得失心很重，以致於常常無法釋懷。

1

2

3

4

120. 我是個穩重的人。

1

2

3

4

121. 當我思索我最近掛念的事，我會緊張或忐忑不安。

1

2

3

4

第五部分
說明：下列問題純為研究目的所設，除了本研究者外，您個人的資料將不會供給他人使用。研
究報告中也絕對不會暴露作答者身份。待研究結束後，問卷將立即銷毀，以確保資料的機密性。
作答時，請寫下您的答案或圈選適當的號碼。

122.

您的名字：

123.

您的學號：

124.

您的性別：(1) 男 (2)女
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125.

您的年紀：

126.

您目前是：

歲

專科部: (1)專四 (2)專五
大學部: A 四技: (3)第一年 (4) 第二年 (5)第三年 (6)第四年
B 二技: (7)第一年 (8)第二年
C 傳統大學: (9)第一年 (10)第二年 (11)第三年 (12)第四年
研究所: (13)研一 (14)研二 (15)研三
其他: (16)
127.

您隸屬的學制是: (1)日間部(第一部)
末進修部)

(2)在職進修部(第二部或夜間部) (3)進修學院(週

(4)其他____________

128.

您目前的主修是: (1)應用英語 (2)英國語文 (3)口筆譯 (4)其他____________

129.

(a)若您已有專科(含)以上學歷，您之前是念:______________________科/系
(b)若您目前是大學部學生，您之前念的是:
(1)公立高中 (2)公立高職 (3)公立五專 (4)公立二專
(5)私立高中 (6)私立高職 (7)私立五專 (8)私立二專
(c)若您目前是專科部學生，您之前念的是:
(1)公立國中

(2)私立國中

(3)其他________

130.

您幾歲開始學英文？___

學多久了？：

131.

您曾上過私人美語補習班或請過英文家教嗎? (1)曾 (2)不曾

132.

您曾旅行或住過英語係國家嗎？

年

(1)曾，(a)哪些個國家？

(b)多久？

月

年

月

(2)不曾
133.

英文課之餘，您和以英語為母語的人接觸的頻率為何？
(1)從不曾

134.

(5)極常

(2)很少

(3)有時候

(4)經常

(5)極常

(2)很少

(3)有時候

(4)經常

(5)極常

口譯課之餘，您自己練習口譯的頻率為何？
(1)從不曾

137.

(4)經常

英文課之餘，您聽英文的頻率為何？
(1)從不曾

136.

(3)有時候

英文課之餘，您說英文的頻率為何？
(1)從不曾

135.

(2)很少

(2)很少

(3)有時候

(4)經常

(5)極常

在此之前，您曾修過任何口譯課嗎?
(1)曾，那些課? a)口譯入門 (b)視譯

(c)逐步口譯 (d)其他___________

(2)不曾
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138.

您曾實際從事過任何口譯的工作(自願或支薪)嗎？
(1)曾， 哪種口譯？
(2)不曾

139.

您認為您學習下列各種英語語言技巧的動機有多強？
聽：(1)一點也不強

(2)有一點強

(3)中等強

(4)相當強

(5)極強

說：(1)一點也不強

(2)有一點強

(3)中等強

(4)相當強

(5)極強

口譯：(1)一點也不強
140.

(3)中等強

(4)相當強

(5)極強

您認為您學習下列各種英語語言技巧的興趣有多高？
聽：(1)一點也不高

(2)有一點高

(3)中等高

(4)相當高

(5)極高

說：(1)一點也不高

(2)有一點高

(3)中等高

(4)相當高

(5)極高

口譯：(1)一點也不高
141.

(2)有一點強

(2)有一點高

(3)中等高

(4)相當高

(5)極高

您認為下列各種英語語言技巧的重要性如何？
聽：(1)一點也不重要 (2)有一點重要 (3)中等重要 (4)相當重要 (5)極重要
說：(1)一點也不重要 (2)有一點重要 (3)中等重要 (4)相當重要 (5)極重要
口譯：(1)一點也不重要 (2)有一點重要 (3)中等重要 (4)相當重要 (5)極重要

142.

您認為下列各種英語學習活動令人焦慮的程度如何？
聽的活動：
(1)一點也不

(2)有一點

(3)中等

(4)相當

(5)極

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

(1)一點也不

(2)有一點

(3)中等

(4)相當

(5)極

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

(1)一點也不

(2)有一點

(3)中等

(4)相當

(5)極

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

令人焦慮

說的活動：

口譯的活動：

143.

您認為您對下列各種英語語言技巧的熟練程度如何？
聽：(1)一點也不熟練

(2)有一點熟練 (3)中等熟練

(4)相當熟練

(5)極熟練

說：(1)一點也不熟練

(2)有一點熟練 (3)中等熟練

(4)相當熟練

(5)極熟練

口譯：(1)一點也不熟練 (2)有一點熟練 (3)中等熟練
144.

(4)相當熟練

(5)極熟練

您認為下列各種學習活動的困難程度如何？
英語聽力的活動：
(1)一點也不困難

(2)有一點困難

(3)中等困難

英語口語的活動：
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(4)相當困難 (5)極困難

(1)一點也不困難

(2)有一點困難

(3)中等困難

(4)相當困難 (5)極困難

(2)有一點困難

(3)中等困難

(4)相當困難 (5)極困難

口譯的活動：
(1)一點也不困難
145.

您相信什麼對英語學習的高度成就幫助最大？
(1)智力

146.

(2)運氣

(4)天分

(5)訓練 (6)其他

(3)努力

(4)天分

(5)訓練 (6)其他

您認為焦慮對您口譯能力表現的影響是:
(1)非常正面

148.

(3)努力

您認為成為傑出的專業同步口譯員最重要的因素是什麼？
(1)智力

147.

(2)運氣

(2)有點正面

(3)沒影響

(4)有點負面 (5)非常負面

您為何修口譯課?
(1)好奇 (2)希望增強英文聽力 (3)希望增強英文口語能力 (4)希望學到口譯技巧 (6)其
他

149.

若可自由選擇，您是否會修下學期更進階的口譯課? (1)是 (2)否

150.

您認為您這學期口譯課的學期成績會是多少？____________________

151.

請問您將來是否想成為專業的口譯員？
(1)是___

為什麼?_____________________________________________
_____________________________________________

(2)否___

為什麼?_____________________________________________
_____________________________________________

152. 請問您是否願意進一步接受訪問﹝約 30 至 40 分鐘﹞？
(1)願意___ 聯絡電話:

電子郵件:

(2) 不願意___
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Appendix B: Interview Guide

1 How have you felt about interpretation classes?
2 How anxious are you in interpretation classes?

Explain

3 Under what situations did/do you feel anxious in interpretation classes?
4 What bothered (bothers) you the most about interpretation classes?
5 What do you believe to be your sources of interpretation learning anxiety? Explain?
6 How does/did your body react when you are anxious?
7 How does anxiety influence your learning and performance of interpretation?
Elaborate
8 What kind(s) of influence does anxiety have on your learning and performance in
interpretation classes?
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Appendix C: Consent Form (for Questionnaire)
問卷同意書
我誠摯地邀請您參加這次的研究（焦慮與口譯學習：跨越學門之分析）。我
的名字是蔣勇南，目前在美國德州大學奧斯汀校區攻讀外語教學博士。這次研究
的目的是為了完成我的學位所從事的論文研究。我希望了解焦慮對您口譯學習的
影響。我選擇您參與這次的研究，因為您是正在學習口譯的學生。如果您參與的
話，您將為大約五百位參與者之一。
如果您決定參與，我將請您完成五份問卷。完成這些問卷約需五十分鐘，回
答這些問卷不會有任何風險。您所有資料的機密性將會受到妥善的保護。此外，
我會請您的口譯老師或註冊組提供我您的期中及學期成績，以進一步探討焦慮和
您學習的關係，這份研究將提供您一個很好的機會了解焦慮對您口譯學習的影
響。
本研究中任何與您身份認別有關的資訊，決對保持機密，沒有您的同意，決
不外洩。而且，您決定參加與否和任何作答都不會影響您的在校成績，和您目前
或日後與授課老師、校方、德州大學奧斯汀校區的關係。
如果您有任何有關身為參加研究者權益的問題，請和德州大學奧斯汀校區的
研究參與者人權審核會負責人Clark A. Burham博士聯絡（美國電話：
002-1-512-232-418）
。如您事後有任何問題，請來電指教（台中電話：04-2632-5663）
或電子郵件（yungnan@mail.utexas.edu）與我聯絡。您也可以和我的指導教授
Elaine K. Horwitz 博士（美國電話：002-1-512-471-4042；電子郵件：
horwitz@mail.utexas.edu）和Dianne L. Schallert博士（美國電話：
002-1-512-471-2749；電子郵件：dschallert@mail.utexas.edu）

參與者簽名:______________________

日期: ____________________

研究者簽名:______________________

日期:_____________________
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Appendix D: Frequencies of Responses (in %), Means and Standard Deviations
for the FLCAS
No

1a

Item Description

2

3

4

5

47 I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking English in my 10b 43 28 16 2

M

SD

2.57

.95

English class.
48 I don't worry about making mistakes in English class.

2 25 30 36 7

2.80

.96

49 I tremble when I know I that I am going to be called on in English

9 30 34 34 3

2.81

.99

3 25 31 35 5

3.15

.96

9 34 45 11 2.45

.86

class.
59 It frightens me when I don't understand what the teacher is saying
in English.
51 It wouldn't bother me at all to take more English classes

2

52 During English class, I find myself thinking about things that have

5 36 33 23 3

2.84

.94

3 25 36 31 6

3.13

.93

54 I am usually at ease during tests in my English class.

4 23 45 25 3

3.00

.88

55 I start to panic when I have to speak in English without preparation

6 27 28 33 6

3.06 1.03

56 I worry about the consequences of failing my English class.

16 44 21 15 4

2.47 1.05

57 I don't understand why some people get so upset over English

6 26 42 22 4

3.08

58 In English class, I can get so nervous that I forget things I know.

7 35 28 26 4

2.85 1.02

59 It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my English class.

8 39 29 23 2

2.72

60 I would not be nervous speaking English with native speakers.

3 31 31 28 8

2.94 1.01

61 I get upset when I don't understand what the English teacher is

4 15 27 49 5

3.36

.92

9 49 28 13 2

2.50

.89

63 I often feel like not going to my English classes.

23 44 25 5

3

2.21

.94

64 I feel confident when I speak English in English class.

2 27 52 15 4

3.08

.81

65 I am afraid that my English teacher is ready to correct every

7 42 31 18 2

2.65

.91

nothing to do with the course.
53 I keep thinking that the other students are better at English than I
am.

in English class.

.95

classes.

.97

correcting in English.
62 Even if I am well prepared for English class, I feel anxious about
them.
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mistake I make.
66 I can feel my heart pounding when I am going to be called on in

3 17 25 46 9

3.40

.98

67 The more I study for an English test, the more confused I get.

11 45 28 14 2

2.50

.93

68 I don't feel pressure to prepare very well for English class.

2 17 35 38 9

2.64

.92

69 I always feel that the other students speak English better than I do.

2 24 35 33 6

3.17

.94

70 I feel very self-conscious about speaking English in front of other

7 36 34 19 3

2.75

.96

7 43 33 15 3

2.65

.93

2

2.38

.87

6 36 37 19 2

2.75

.90

2 15 52 27 5

2.81

.79

3 28 27 28 4

2.92

.98

9 46 32 12 1

2.50

.85

10 49 25 15 1

2.49

.91

3 27 37 29 4

2.96

.91

3 18 29 44 6

3.33

.93

English class.

students.
71 English class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind.

72 I feel more tense and nervous in my English class than in my other 11 53 25 9
classes.
73 I get nervous and confused when I am speaking English in my
English classes.
74 When I am on my way to English classes, I feel very sure and
relaxed.
75 I get nervous when I don't understand every word the English
teacher says in English.
76 I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules I have to learn in order
to speak English.
77 I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak
English.
78 I would probably feel comfortable around native speakers of
English.
79 I get nervous when the English teacher asks questions which I
haven’t prepared in advance.
Notes:

a. 1=strongly disagree; 2=disagree; 3=neither agree nor disagree; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree
b. Percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number, and therefore may not add to 100.
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Appendix E: Open-Ended Responses to the FLCAS
80 Do you have any other feelings about English class not covered in the above questions?
Response

Frequency

Blank

110

No Comment

31

I am an English major and there are many kinds of English classes. Please define English

25

class.
It depends on the teachers. If the teacher is very picky, I will get nervous easily when

15

answering the teacher’s question, but if the teacher is nice, I will not be afraid, even if I
am not well-prepared.
There are many kinds of English class. I answer the above questions based upon my

10

feelings about Freshman English class.
I fear that my grammar is riddled with mistakes when I speak English.

8

I have little self-confidence. In classes that I do not prepare well or not do well, I feel ill

3

at ease and will have the thought of giving it up.
Whenever I encounter something I don’t understand, I will get nervous at first, but I will

2

also a stronger desire to understand it.
I feel very happy when I learn something I did not know.

2

Basically, no matter what class I am attending, I often think about something that has

2

nothing to do with the class. I was born with very high trait anxiety, especially when in
front of lots of people.
I am not afraid of listening and writing, but when it comes to speaking, I start to get

2

nervous.
When I do not hear the teacher’s question, but I am called upon to answer the question, I

2

will get very restless and anxious.
Speaking classes make me anxious, but those focusing listening and reading do not.

1

It depends on my physical condition and on whether the topic can appeal to me.

1

I have headache (during exam), feel hot and break out in sweat.

1

I am nervous and terrified when oral examiners are native English teachers.

1

It depends on the teacher and whether I care about the class or not.

1

A professor’s teaching style and whether I am interested in the class will affect how I feel

1
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in the class.
It’s not because I am afraid of English, but because the pressure English teachers exert on

1

me (which varies with different teacher).
The type of English course and instructor will lead to my different emotional reaction.

1

Every teacher and his/her teaching method is different. For instance, English literature II

1

is very difficult and I have no idea what he is talking about. If the teacher is good, I will
spare no efforts in my learning.
When the teacher is a foreigner, I sometimes feel confused by their accents.

1

Some English teachers’ accents sound weird to me.

1

I feel I learn a lot.

1

The content of the teacher’s instruction influences the emotional state of my learning.

1

Do I not have to care about whether the speaker’s pronunciation is like foreigner or like

1

Taiwanese?
I am fearful when the teacher asks me to give an impromptu speech.

1

81 Please write down the number of the question if it is unclear to you and briefly explain what
confuses you.
Response

Frequency

Blank

210

No Comment

85

The definition of English class is too vague.

12

Overall the questions are quite clear, but when writing my answers, I have a hard time

6

deciding my answers because I have many English teachers.
The definition of English class is too broad. Conversation, speech, composition,

2

linguistics all qualify as “English class”.
#63 There are two reasons for not feeling like going to English: fear and boredom.

2

#78 Is this statement dependent on the precondition that I usually feel uncomfortable

1

speaking English?
#51 What does “to take more English classes” refer to? English literature or business

1

English? Basically, literature bothers me more.
#78 Shouldn’t it be re-phrased as I won’t feel uncomfortable instead of comfortable in
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1

front of native English speakers.
What is the definition of English class? Classes conducted in English? Or Freshman

1

English? Conversation? Listening comprehension class? Does it include English and
American literature classes?
The definition of English class is not clear.

1

What is the definition of English class? My major is English and almost every class is

1

English class.
Most of our classes are English classes; the only difference is the subjects covered.

1

English class? Class taught in English or class to learn English?

1

Does English class refer to all the classes related to English or just general Freshman

1

English class? It’s confusing.
I think “English class” should be distinguished by teachers and curriculum. The term
“English class” is too general.
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Appendix F: Frequencies of Responses (in %), Means and Standard
Deviations for the ICAS
No

1a 2

Item Description

1 I always feel very sure of my English when I do interpreting in my

3

4 5

7b 43 36 13 1

M

SD

3.43 .83

interpretation class.
2 I worry about making mistakes in interpretation class.

2 16 20 48 14 3.56 .98

3 I tremble when I know that I am going to be called on in interpretation 6 23 31 30 10 3.15 1.07
class.
4 It frightens me when I don't know what the English source message to 2 14 17 46 21 3.72 1.01
be interpreted is.
5 It won't bother me at all to take more advanced interpretation classes. 5 37 33 19 6

3.17 .98

6 During interpretation class, I find myself thinking about things that

2.52 .97

14 41 28 26 2

have nothing to do with the courses.
7 In interpretation class, I keep thinking that the other students are better 2 17 31 39 10 3.38 .96
at interpreting than I am.
8 I am usually at ease during tests in my interpretation class.

14 41 30 12 3

3.52 .97

9 I start to panic when I have to interpret into English without

2 14 23 40 20 3.60 1.04

preparation in interpretation class.
10 I (would) feel confident when I interpret into Chinese in interpretation 3 31 46 17 2

3.15 .83

class.
11 I don't understand why some people get so upset over interpretation

17 43 25 13 2

3.59 .98

class.
12 In interpretation classes, I can get so nervous that I forget how to

3 22 25 39 11 3.34 1.03

interpret things I know.
13 It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my interpretation class.

7 38 30 21 5

2.79 1.00

14 I would not be nervous interpreting into English in front of native

15 46 23 12 4

3.57 1.01

English speakers.
15 I would get anxious if there is background noise interfering my

1 7

23 53 15 3.74 .85

English listening comprehension.
16 Even if I am well prepared for interpretation class, I feel anxious about 5 27 31 31 7
them.
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3.06 1.02

17 I often feel like not going to interpretation classes.

19 39 28 10 4

18 I (would) feel confident when I interpret into English in interpretation 15 44 33 8 1

2.42 1.04
3.64 .85

class.
19 I get anxious when my teacher monitors the accuracy of my

3 21 27 42 7

3.28 .98

interpretation.
20 It is necessary to have special aptitude to learn interpretation well.

4 16 24 43 13 3.45 1.04

21 The more I prepare for an interpretation test, the more worried I get.

10 42 27 17 5

22 I worry that my final grade in interpretation class will be very low.

5 26 26 30 14 3.23 1.12

23 In interpretation class, I always feel that the other students' English is 1 19 29 42 8

2.67 1.03

3.37 .93

better than mine.
24 I get anxious if I cannot understand every English word or phrase to be 1 13 24 52 11 3.58 .88
interpreted.
25 I start to worry if the English sentences to be interpreted are long or

1 10 16 57 17 3.80 .86

complicated.
26 I feel very self-conscious when doing interpreting in front of other

4 30 36 26 5

2.97 .94

27 Taking interpretation class is a very frightening experience.

15 39 27 14 5

2.56 1.06

28 The demand to split attention among listening, comprehension,

5 14 30 38 14 3.41 1.05

students.

memory or notetaking while interpreting makes me feel very stressed.
29 I feel more tense and nervous in my interpretation class than in my

6 25 27 31 12 3.19 1.11

other English classes.
30 I get nervous and confused when I do interpreting practice in front of 6 28 34 28 4

2.96 .97

my classmates.
31 I worry that other students will laugh at me when I interpret.

11 36 33 17 3

2.66 .99

32 When I am on my way to interpretation classes, I feel very sure and

8 33 39 17 3

3.26 .94

33 Interpreting into English is more anxiety-provoking than interpreting 3 23 30 36 8

3.22 .99

relaxed.

into Chinese.
34 I feel relaxed even when the English source message is delivered at a 26 55 14 4 1

4.00 .82

fast speed.
35 I get nervous when I interpret unfamiliar subjects.

0 4

36 I am afraid of interpreting numbers and figures.

1 14 26 44 14 3.56 .94
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11 63 21 4.01 .73

37 Knowing that my interpretation competence will be evaluated makes 1 9

20 54 16 3.75 .87

me anxious.
38 I get worried when the English speakers have strong accents.

0 4

8

62 25 4.07 .73

39 Interpretation of technical terms bothers me.

1 2

6

65 27 4.15 .66

40 The tremendous amount of concentration required during interpreting 1 10 31 46 13 3.60 .86
makes me feel very stressed.
41 I get nervous when I am aware of making interpretation errors.

1 7

26 57 10 3.68 .78

42 I have no fear of having my classmates evaluate my interpretation

3 26 35 31 6

2.89 .95

6 30 29 29 6

3.02 1.03

competence.
43 I have no fear of having my teacher evaluate my interpretation
competence.
44 I never feel quite sure of my interpretation ability when I am
interpreting.
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2 14 33 39 18 3.44 .95

Appendix G: Open-Ended Responses to the ICAS
45 Do you have any other feelings about interpretation class not covered in the above questions?
Response

Frequency

Blank

150

No Comment

93

My English grammar is not good enough and my vocabulary is not large enough.

8

Very exhausted. I learn “too” much each time and feel my learning is very

6

slow….However, the knowledge of English is too vast.
Before interpreting class, I will always go to the lavatory first (my physiological need of

6

feeling anxious before major events such as competition). I dare not take my time to eat
and rest.
Excited, looking forward to new challenges.

5

In the process of interpretation, I might forget the main points I want to say because of

4

my nervousness.
I feel nervous and anxious when I cannot understand the accent of the speaker. I get

3

worried and confused when I understand each and every word, but have no idea what
exactly the idiom means.
I am afraid of being called upon because my preparation is inadequate.

3

It’s hard for me to concentrate: the state of my body and moods frequently influence the

3

degree of my concentration; sometimes a slight lapse of concentration result in a huge gap
in my listening comprehension, which makes me nervous and restless.
My brain often goes blank, forgetting lots of vocabulary.

3

I always feel I am inadequate in all aspects of the professional knowledge involved and in

2

my Chinese and English skills.
In order to speed up my interpretation, I will get nervous because I tend to talk lots of

2

nonsense and worry my audience won’t understand; as a result, I always over-explain the
message. Speed is what I need to be wary of.
My interpretation speed seems too slow.

2

I space out frequently and find my vocabulary is too small.

2

I pay too much attention to certain details and forget other details.

2

I get dizzy and thirsty after long interpretation practice.

2
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I become more nervous and anxious if I go to interpretation class without enough sleep.

2

Whenever I cannot understand the words or phrases right away, I will become anxious

2

and afraid of making mistakes.
My physical condition, such as tiredness and sickness affect the level of my interpretation

2

accuracy.
I want to keep making progress in interpretation class.

1

I have stomach and headache in interpretation class

1

My teacher is a wonderful instructor, which motivates me to learn.

1

The professor’s teaching style will affect my attitude about the class. I like my current

1

professor and his teaching style, so I enjoy attending interpretation classes.
If I successfully interpret the source message, I will feel very happy and have a sense of

1

achievement.
Interpretation is a challenging class.

1

The teacher’s handouts are too rigid and boring.

1

The teacher acts as if we should have high level of English listening comprehension and

1

interpretation shouldn’t cause any problem for us. This kind of attitude makes the vast
majority of people very anxious or annoyed. After all, we are just beginners.
Taking interpretation exam without preparation makes me feel very stressful.

1

I feel a battery of emotions: under-prepared, nervous, restless, and ashamed.

1

Interpretation class is fun. Only jargons bothers me.

1

I cannot understand what the focus of instruction is.

1

All of my feelings are in the above questions. The description is well-written.

1

I learn a lot of things in interpretation class. I also like the way the instructor teaches,

1

which makes me not afraid of speaking up.
I am always in a state of extreme nervousness.

Only after I am called upon and asked

1

questions will I have the feelings of riding myself of the weight of a mountain.
Very interesting.
The schedule for interpretation class is too early.

1
I cannot think.

1

It’s very difficult to concentrate when there are too many students in a class.

1

I think the exam questions are too broad; moreover, the teacher does teach us from the

1

basics, which makes students clueless as to what to learn.
If I have to advanced interpretation classes, I will get nervous.
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1

46 Please write down the number of the question if it is unclear to you and briefly explain what
confuses you.
Response

Frequency

Blank

280

No Comment

34

The questions are similar.

4

#17 Sometimes there might be other reasons for not feeling like going to interpretation

2

class.
#21 Why the more I prepare for interpretation exam, the more worried I get? Describe

1

under what condition.
#26 and #30 are very similar. It’s better to make a distinction between interpretation and

1

interpretation practice.
Everything is quite clear, but I think the sequence of the questions have a bit influence on

1

my answers.
The questions on the right are similar to those on the left.

1

#29 There are many kinds of English class.

1

#36 I don’t understand what “afraid of running across numbers” mean.

1

#38 The speaker’s accent might be Chinese’s or foreigner’s accent. If it’s a foreigner’s

1

accent, I will worry he or she speaks too fast.

If it’s a Chinese’s accent, then I will worry

I cannot get the intonation he stresses.

233

Appendix H: Principal Component Analyses for the FLCAS
Initial Statistics
Variable

Communality

Component

Eigenvalue

% of Var

Cum %

FLCAS47

1.000

*

1

12.043

36.493

36.493

FLCAS48

1.000

*

2

1.912

5.793

42.286

FLCAS49

1.000

*

3

1.496

4.535

46.821

FLCAS50

1.000

*

4

1.395

4.229

51.050

FLCAS51

1.000

*

5

1.184

3.587

54.637

FLCAS52

1.000

*

6

1.097

3.323

57.960

FLCAS53

1.000

*

7

1.019

3.089

61.049

FLCAS54

1.000

*

8

.932

2.825

63.874

FLCAS55

1.000

*

9

.844

2.559

66.433

FLCAS56

1.000

*

10

.820

2.484

68.917

FLCAS57

1.000

*

11

.771

2.336

71.253

FLCAS58

1.000

*

12

.737

2.234

73.487

FLCAS59

1.000

*

13

.708

2.144

75.631

FLCAS60

1.000

*

14

.640

1.940

77.571

FLCAS61

1.000

*

15

.619

1.876

79.447

FLCAS62

1.000

*

16

.579

1.754

81.201

FLCAS63

1.000

*

17

.573

1.737

82.938

FLCAS64

1.000

*

18

.542

1.641

84.579

FLCAS65

1.000

*

19

.510

1.546

86.126

FLCAS66

1.000

*

20

.468

1.417

87.542

FLCAS67

1.000

*

21

.440

1.332

88.874

FLCAS68

1.000

*

22

.413

1.250

90.124

FLCAS69

1.000

*

23

.402

1.217

91.341

FLCAS70

1.000

*

24

.384

1.163

92.504

FLCAS71

1.000

*

25

.350

1.061

93.565

FLCAS72

1.000

*

26

.339

1.028

94.593

FLCAS73

1.000

*

27

.320

.969

95.562

FLCAS74

1.000

*

28

.296

.896

96.459
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FLCAS75

1.000

*

29

.284

.860

97.318

FLCAS76

1.000

*

30

.265

.803

98.121

FLCAS77

1.000

*

31

.227

.689

98.810

FLCAS78

1.000

*

32

.203

.616

99.426

FLCAS79

1.000

*

33

.189

.574

100.000
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Scree Plot
14

12

10

8

6

Eigenvalue

4

2
0
1

3

5

7

9

11

13

15

17

19

Component Number

236

21

23

25

27

29

31

33

Final Statistics
Variable

Communality

Component

Eigenvalue

% of Var

Cum %

FLCAS47

.600

*

1

8.166

24.747

24.747

FLCAS48

.684

*

2

5.788

17.540

42.286

FLCAS49

.673

*

FLCAS50

.607

*

FLCAS51

.551

*

FLCAS52

.689

*

FLCAS53

.739

*

FLCAS54

.556

*

FLCAS55

.673

*

FLCAS56

.595

*

FLCAS57

.496

*

FLCAS58

.458

*

FLCAS59

.616

*

FLCAS60

.624

*

FLCAS61

.589

*

FLCAS62

.600

*

FLCAS63

.577

*

FLCAS64

.602

*

FLCAS65

.636

*

FLCAS66

.607

*

FLCAS67

.487

*

FLCAS68

.471

*

FLCAS69

.787

*

FLCAS70

.685

*

FLCAS71

.577

*

FLCAS72

.587

*

FLCAS73

.656

*

FLCAS74

.585

*

FLCAS75

.610

*

FLCAS76

.651

*
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FLCAS77

.713

*

FLCAS78

.575

*

FLCAS79

.588

*
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Appendix I: Principal Component Analysis for the ICAS
Initial Statistics
Variable

Communality

Component

Eigenvalue

% of Var

Cum %

ICAS1

1.000

*

1

13.643

31.007

31.007

ICAS2

1.000

*

2

2.560

5.818

36.824

ICAS3

1.000

*

3

1.993

4.529

41.353

ICAS4

1.000

*

4

1.538

3.495

44.848

ICAS5

1.000

*

5

1.395

3.170

48.019

ICAS6

1.000

*

6

1.361

3.093

51.111

ICAS7

1.000

*

7

1.225

2.783

53.894

ICAS8

1.000

*

8

1.186

2.695

56.589

ICAS9

1.000

*

9

1.103

2.506

59.096

ICAS10

1.000

*

10

1.037

2.357

61.453

ICAS11

1.000

*

11

.977

2.221

63.673

ICAS12

1.000

*

12

.908

2.063

65.737

ICAS13

1.000

*

13

.868

1.972

67.708

ICAS14

1.000

*

14

.852

1.937

69.645

ICAS15

1.000

*

15

.825

1.875

71.521

ICAS16

1.000

*

16

.748

1.700

73.220

ICAS17

1.000

*

17

.713

1.621

74.841

ICAS18

1.000

*

18

.694

1.577

76.418

ICAS19

1.000

*

19

.664

1.508

77.926

ICAS20

1.000

*

20

.641

1.456

79.382

ICAS21

1.000

*

21

.609

1.384

80.767

ICAS22

1.000

*

22

.597

1.357

82.124

ICAS23

1.000

*

23

.577

1.312

83.436

ICAS24

1.000

*

24

.555

1.261

84.697

ICAS25

1.000

*

25

.533

1.211

85.908

ICAS26

1.000

*

26

.494

1.123

87.031

ICAS27

1.000

*

27

.475

1.080

88.111

ICAS28

1.000

*

28

.446

1.013

89.124
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ICAS29

1.000

*

29

.435

.988

90.112

ICAS30

1.000

*

30

.430

.978

91.090

ICAS31

1.000

*

31

.389

.884

91.974

ICAS32

1.000

*

32

.380

.864

92.838

ICAS33

1.000

*

33

.352

.800

93.638

ICAS34

1.000

*

34

.335

.762

94.400

ICAS35

1.000

*

35

.331

.752

95.152

ICAS36

1.000

*

36

.303

.689

95.841

ICAS37

1.000

*

37

.292

.663

96.504

ICAS38

1.000

*

38

.275

.625

97.129

ICAS39

1.000

*

39

.266

.605

97.734

ICAS40

1.000

*

40

.232

.526

98.261

ICAS41

1.000

*

41

.224

.509

98.769

ICAS42

1.000

*

42

.208

.473

99.242

ICAS43

1.000

*

43

.180

.409

99.651

ICAS44

1.000

*

44

.154

.349

100.000
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Scree Plot
16
14
12
10
8
6

Eigenvalue

4
2
0
1

4

7

10

13

16

19

22

25

Component Number

241

28

31

34

37

40

43

Final Statistics
Variable

Communality

Component

Eigenvalue

% of Var

Cum %

ICAS1

.677

*

1

7.876

17.900

17.900

ICAS2

.477

*

2

5.305

12.056

29.956

ICAS3

.602

*

3

5.015

11.397

41.353

ICAS4

.596

*

ICAS5

.573

*

ICAS6

.693

*

ICAS7

.703

*

ICAS8

.603

*

ICAS9

.551

*

ICAS10

.484

*

ICAS11

.467

*

ICAS12

.464

*

ICAS13

.693

*

ICAS14

.575

*

ICAS15

.610

*

ICAS16

.610

*

ICAS17

.585

*

ICAS18

.638

*

ICAS19

.505

*

ICAS20

.657

*

ICAS21

.613

*

ICAS22

.611

*

ICAS23

.778

*

ICAS24

.577

*

ICAS25

.577

*

ICAS26

.646

*

ICAS27

.758

*

ICAS28

.673

*

ICAS29

.738

*

ICAS30

.664

*

242

ICAS31

.593

*

ICAS32

.672

*

ICAS33

.606

*

ICAS34

.632

*

ICAS35

.515

*

ICAS36

.434

*

ICAS37

.642

*

ICAS38

.553

*

ICAS39

.696

*

ICAS40

.615

*

ICAS41

.510

*

ICAS42

.755

*

ICAS43

.728

*

ICAS44

.688

*
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