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Verification of the L1 and L2 information processing model using a
computer-controlled verbal-response Stroop test

ISHIZAKI, Takashi
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Examining the previous studies investigating within-language and
between-language interference with the conventional bilingual Stroop tests, some discrepancies and
methodological issues have been identified. The purpose of this study is to re-examine these
discrepancies of the previous studies by conducting a novel computerized Stroop test of Japanese
college students learning English (L1 and L2 are different) and Chinese college students learning
Japanese (L1 and L2 are similar). The results of a repeated measures ANOVA and post hoc comparisons
revealed that the discrepancies of the previous studies can actually be considered as consistencies.
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Table 1 HAFEERES
Iterférence Scores: congruent (N =30)
Stimulus Kanji Kana English
Response (L1) L1) €2)
Tapanese (L1) 94.56 101.48 75.64
English (L2) 5131 59.49 12213
Table2 HEREHRES
Iwerference Scores: Incangrient (IN=30)
Stimulus Chinese Kanji Kana
Response (L1) {L2) €2)
Chinese (L1) 161.89 10727 57.20
Tapanese (L2) 7444 87.53 104.16
Table 2 2
2 F (2, 58)

21.49, p < .01. g2 = .43
3
F(2,58) =36.10, p< .01

MSe = 1549.44, p < .05
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