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[CEIXDFZIE 28 5, 2014 &

BAZESEREICIIHEFEERICETS
AEEEENETBEORRE R

T (5iE°
EmE HiEwE®

B WEFEIL A ARGELMENICEL L SE CIEHLDEERRIT LR
STND, FEEFMAEFRS HAGELOHEB RN LR, ZD7=8, #[EGE D@
fRIZITRE RN R AR NE ZDND, Afe T, MEREZHE _SHELTHEETD
HARGEREREREH 61 44 2t RIS F LFEFE D FALIE H 22575 48 [ o [E 35 55
FAEN T AN, #IEFERE ) B (TOPIK) &N 7V HE ) B B sk BR O B 24 % 12
WL 7o 12 MDD D5 7 ANE R L, sEFEEE /1 LHifiR & DK R AR A&
FERXETV 7 (SEM, structural equation modeling) D FiE THRET LTz, £ D
R, FEREENTANOIFSNCRF L5 A, £=0.99 (p<.001) THEHHE S A5
R AR D Tim W B2 AFL Tuvie, [FBRIC, FEIERE )7 ARDRERE BN FIL
AT TH, $=0.98 (p<.001) LA T WA b7, Z o8 5,
EFEDFMRICGERERE DN RSB COWAIENBIR S, EEiE hzm 15
ZET, BRSO EN THEEND,

F—U—F AARANEERESEE KRR fhwE)) vt MErRle7Ur7

1 English title: A causal relationship between lexical ability and reading comprehension in
Korean by native Japanese speakers

2 SAITO, Nobuhiro: Associate Professor, International Student Center, Kyushu University,
Japan, E-mail: nsaito88@isc.kyushu-u.ac.jp

3 TAMAOKA, Katsuo: Professor, Graduate School of Languages and Cultures, Nagoya
University, JapanE-mail: ktamaoka@lang.nagoya-u.ac.jp
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1. [FC&HIC

REEGEIT H ARGELFCEE B O SFEEL T, BEERERE O iy 7e s A B R 23
B, HARGELHEEEOWETEED 80~90%ILFAEFFHETHHLEE bhd (i
1, 1984; FHEE1991), LnL, T FENE —ThoOLITFE R, TOHFHIKITR
IROTeREHITINESNDTZD, BT DO —F — B 2B TE 22T X257,
ZUX, TAFS] (fE ) 1T A (& 4h) JICERECTE D LIEE %, T#h & TAMsa]l &
(£ %213 [hwe] ) &7 22T IR BN EVY AR NG, HARZEDEFZT D,
TVETH 2 TRIICEE T HZEITFRE TH-Th, MLk OB
W, EFEREERZDEVIAMITRITYRENES 25, £, HETFEREOK
FEALTONTH, ERAHERICBWOIETRLAH LN TREL T, BHAGE
REGERE A NREFEO DM ZATOBI, R T 2B > THM T 5LV I AT
TV —=DMEZ IR, PEZRE OIETFEE OLAITE T RN SNBSS
ZRLTNDDT, BEFFREDOHR TG MNOFMR L ER T DB N Abhd, L
UMD, EEEFE O CEOFR TIL, RN 2B 2 o2 en T
RN, NI NAVREDDLEBREN UGB EAM N E RSN, O T ot
RIZBITFLRMARIIRENETRISND, MEGELEHAETIE, BAECBD
THREREVDFET LM S5 IIFMERE LOBEUMITREMISh-ob, 36
FIZBWTUIEERDE R THY, LVOITEAFEICB VT, WS FEOFEMME
NIRNEF > TEWN, 20X, BEFEOEFICB W TEREOEGITIEFICRE
IR E A O TWD,

ZIT, R TIE, AARERGEFEE ICERER- T, BEFEOEEOE
DR fRIZE DI RR R BRAE R O a2 8127,

2. RATHR

LEOFRIL, XTRHEOF AL X E 2RO ICEDLETORE~ 72
ARSI TWDFR TR EN CTHY, S a e T 5 T g 1&L T
FERCHE 711X B/ B 3 T 5 (Haberlandt,1984) , Yamashita (2002) i3 5 [7] )7 4y
HriZEk o THRANEGEFH B2 RITHMRE 12k 9% AL e D 6E /) %
PRI LZA, H EETHLIFEDTMIIKT U TERERAE S DB N RN L%
AL TWD, ZOIH 7R Etff x5t T DB 5ERE ) DB O R R BROMRFEDT=D1Z,
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& R T V7 (SEM, structural equation modeling) 0 J7 ¥4 TR FIEL 724
FENN DM DD, K« BBl -5 H - (2007)1%, T EGEREEEREE O B AKGE
DFEfEDOBRT, FEHERE ) ESUERE NN E D IO R R BRIZH D D0k 1E )5
BAETV TS T LIz, ZORER, BRI LT, FERAEIZHmU AR
AR A RO, SCIERR TN OB N7 bHE L TWD, I, Tamaoka,
Miyaoka, Lim, Kim & Sakai (2007) (23T, H RFEZFE T 5 [EHFERFER
FLEEGERERE ORERT =27 —unn, MR, B ARGEZEIE, Filn, Ht
fRDIEL DG > EBIT W E70 DT —% 80 kAL, 2L C, HERPEGE

RERERE A 80 44 LR [E REREFE AL & 80 44 OWE B FEA LR T LTz, 2, X7
— TP 7Y (pair-matched sampling) &V FiETH D,

ZOV T MIHRLT, #EFRXETIZIZE- T, BE5RE ) &Lk 1D
EBLHLDORE NI AL R EEFLA# (discourse comprehension; — > LL ED ST DR D
HAR) IZ L CWDDERGELT-, TORER, TEEESSE OL AL, B
BE MM EVEEEER AR ICEBRL TRV, — 5 C, MEGE R & I TREEE S ED M
Ui DR BRFEEMR I BR L TOTZE i E L T0D, ZNHDHFZE TRENTVD
DL, FHEEINIF ITHERKNREMREF > C, i IcEr 52 TnhHe

WOZETHD, £IT, AWETY, A AKFELRFEL T H@EREYE & O EE

BRI WNT, BifRLiEREEE N OKRREREIEN T 57201 E T RAETY

"D TFHEIZ LS THREEL T,

3. BEREN DR

i [E 3E DO FE R RE 1A E T 5720 DT ARMF - E M (2014) 12X > TRRES
NCWD, ZORERAE S, 48 IO IE H b5 7 ANTHY, & i - i - 1H
£ (2011) A3PAFE LT B RGEFERAE S DRI E T AN ET /VEL T, M [EFEE 54
DO DRESRET AN U TP Lz, #[E G OFEHEE 1 7 ANO % [ i 52
(%, EFERE /U (TOPIK) O HEFE B LRI - # - K4 (2012) 12X
THRIESNT-HE LB EREZSRICU T U, i U8 ERE ORE &1,
TOPIK it RN HBE S V7B 4 i, 205 FEr h 5 Ol & IS XD Wik BoR E A
UBIOTHRBEEE YOS EEZRLLADERND, FIkA 12 [, P13
12 R, ks 12 B, EfS 12 B 4 L~V oA R 48 RO EL T, £
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VTR CIZ DIl L2, &5, FBED FALATIVEL T, EHA

FEA 24 [, PATREA 24 O 3 MRE LT, ZHUCKVRERE OB D 53 BT A3 AT

RECh D, £z, [RERIC FAL 7Y

& s LU, FEAED 16 R, BF 16

’ = [, 4 37% 16 BIC L5 3 /b %1

ao ano n " TEY, W OM SN BE55 8 23 A]
== # BRI T ALz,

e EA] ;E%B_Tz ] 21, T 5 O )

)57 i woe g, T asar FolA

H AAE AF () v ELEZ,

% Eﬂ ( )ICADRKERZRAEZLL T O 4

OPBEIRTBMHER R ThD,

®1 SEEERENTANOER AN o mEE i fa

fFEdychile  F&dYchlc

Al gty fd v et U o o IR T, ZOBRADOEXITa FETUT Th
5o IEZBLOGEELEL, R — DL L D[R —OEFENGEIRL TERK L, o

F, FIREL Y D FBIEL IV E T ZE T A i Ok il SCE BTN, SHITEEEL

T TR AL L UL EFER N R UL~ R 08I Lz, Zhicky, L
IV, SRR B IR FORENTEAETRETOND THAD,

AFEET ARDORESIZBNT, ORI a, b, ¢, d 4>THY, T4
LIREVETHIUE 25% DMERDBIFRFSND, o, EEDONELZYFEITHE TS
729IZ, 12 TR E A EEE LT, HARRIZIE, a DIEZEN 12 [, ¢ ®
IEEDN 12 ), d OIEZ S 12 [T, 28T 48 D IEE LD, Zhbz D
HCIU X AIRLE LT,

ZOFERAE ST AOFG KL, A B (FIR ) 2358 B S22 5 (IRT, Item
Response Theory) Zfili o> T, (ML MW EDBRAES LTS, PASW (SPSS)
Statistics Version 18.0 (ZX2 FALAT IV OFRBINTHOWTYH, #BRE D FH
FEIWZ XS Tl BALEE (B E 24 » H DL E) & NALEE (238 iR 24 - A K ig)
DTt E ORGSR, fhFahl, 5N O2TIZBNT0.1%KETHEEN R
BV, LRABIORB I RN Th o7, £, FEIEICLHFEHEE T DE W
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ZOT AT TELILRMESNTNWD, SHIZ, dnad i, sERERNIIS
WM %, RIEDH S — TRLE D5 BT ICE > TRET LR R, T TII0
RN bR ST D,

4. FifiRfERE

Pe R, W E FERE 1 3BR (TOPIK) @ ik (6 #&-5 #&) 25 3 R, H1#k (4
-3 H%) 76 2 [AREL, MAT, N7 IVEE I ERBR O 2 % (K EfkiE 1
) 26 1R, 385 2 [, 4805 2 [, 5#kb 2 B, &§F 12 EHELE,
2B, REROTEME A5 B, Sl SO OFEM SR 7 I Th5, 2k Ikt
IR RICES TR TAELESTIANOLETHY, MAEROLOL 156
FNTWD (FRE S 3LV H), S ISR RIS TN AR A B
HFEEFSTZTHRANDLETHD,

&1 REFGEREEOREK

%:” =p y =%k ~ /EI‘:
O smstwmn Mg mM Sk s ba Em B RED

=
1 Ny AREhBERR 5k SEEX e [ EHE T 75 27 21
2 AU LRENRERR Sk S A fEERT 67 24 20
3 v AREIKBRERR 4R EFEX i LV H 72 23 22
4 N7 LVEDRERR 4R SEEsr sle MAmEsskLYy 116 47 44
5 ANUIZAEENRERR M 2EX dh BZADOE 166 58 48
6 NUUARRAIRERR 3 @A ME aIboi 145 50 44
T VT NLVEEDRERR M2 B P78 & AR 360 125 106
8  i[EFERE )R ok I dlE Lo 111 36 30
9 EGFERE )RR Rk RS Sfet s 113 41 36
10 E[EFERE 1A BR B BT slE OB 132 42 36
11 EFEGE /13 BR ik @A dlEk EIN 111 39 35
12 w[EFRAE Bk Ak @A ek HEE 14 38 142 50 44

1 SOFEARSITKILT, £ DNEE D U EGRRA OB 1 S ESh T
D, HBEBIT 1 RT, FAME AT AT 12 SE7D, FAEITE O IE
LLF, £ 1 DI5I2732> T2, SEMEOZ AP VITNEICE b TR T S
FIebOTHY, FIUTEA I TN TR, SCF TR L~ Db DT
70 FHT#, THL LT 110 TR, B~ T 110~140 T % THY, 2
A B\ B 5 B JE oD O B i SC A AR U T, W [ED 38 OO b 4 GBI 0 43 B HED &
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(G714 - 319 <, 1985; Lee, et al. 2001; %7[H, 2012), 256301, ikl a
KO ETHY, S, G eHED L E TH D, wEGE TIEREN
IMFEIZHEVH VORI, Z2TIEHARFFEORMAIES T, STIREWS
FEA W TRICRH LT,

5. A&

WEE A DR EIIREIE R T 5 — A0, @R, B, o R
FIET 55 EAMOKRFTHES, ARELE —~SiEETHMEEYHEH 614 4
B L L TR EETT 272, 61 4 D55, BMEIL3 A, &ML 58 4, siaFEh 0 iy
SO IL, SFHITC 20 5% 7 200, BRHERZET 13 7 & 8 » H Th-72, 2013 4 6
H~7 AICHREZFERL, RBREMIT 90 2, RBREE &2 o1, SEEOM 24k
1L T E 2 SE T,

GG RAETTV 7 (SEM) T, RRBRZMRE 2125720, HififL7haEhE
NZWAEZ 4L (latent variable) &L TR E LTz, ZAVLDEEZEEUT, dndi BT 7
HE3FMH, BN AL 2FHD BN A LL TRIETED, BLFIZ, TDFE
MR T,

R2 BEERLBALZRDER, T, BERESSVEEEER

EREAR B i s ) R
FERRE S (0=.945) AN 16 9.77 3.92
) 3] 16 10.00 4.16
4 5l 16 9.97 4.23
HEE 24 14.21 5.40
s 24 15.11 5.99
&l 48 29.74 11.51
wefiE (a=.529) SEE L 5 3.41 1.37
2R S 7 2.25 1.26
& 12 5.66 2.14

=H
[=]

FRHET ANOPEERE L 61 4 O -1 KT 29.74, HEHER EIL 1151 ThoTe,
BN T AND a3y 7 OIF #E £ % (Cronbach's reliability coefficient) i,
PERE LAY 61 4 THOTHW DL T, MBEE H A 48 M DKM T, a=.945
(N=48) 720, O TERWVMEEMZ R LIz, FALATIAVZLICE TS, JBA &

p=itl
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(N=16) 73, 0=.860, Eh7i (N=16) 2% a=.834, 4 i (N=16) 23, a=.875 &72h, R
16 B TH, EOMFICBWTHEVMEIEE Z/RL TV,

— 5, YBRE 2L 61 4 COFMFEDF-11L5.66, HEHE(R 7513 2.14 ThoTo, FifR
TAND Ty 7 O EEAREIL, BRE S 61 4T, WA 12 [T,
0=.529 L720), M LB IpEND 0.700 (2D e oTe, L, BB DS
HECTHHZEAEBZDERL TEWEHE TLRVWEEZLNLD, iRONELL
O NI AN O BESNLOT, FBEENTAND IR E — D mMikD
MRRESITRVE N, T D72, 12 B OFEF LD T ZAOAE FPEAR TR A>T
HDPEEEZBND, FLATIVRNZ DL, 565X 0=.605 T, I3 7
13 0=.294 T, S X OEBEMENMED -T2 e A L TEL,

6. T
 BEAREXETIV/OEESEREZEOMER

ARIFFE DR R PARDET N DOMRFED =D, HiE HRAET V7 (SEM) %
RAWTHRERBER DM 24T o7, € OfEHTIZIL, PASW Statistics Version 18.0 ™
AMOS DOffEFEY 7 Ml FH L7z (Arbuckle 2009), £7°, #& FfEXKET V7D
WA EREICOWTE LT 5,

GFI1(Goodness-of-fit index) ®f&#E1%, Marsh and Grayson (1995) (ZX i, 1
[ZITWIEE BRWEIETHY, 0.95 L ETHNIE, BAFRE S, 0.90 DL ETHUX
FFAFANOE G Z R TS, HHE (df) O EEZZEL T GFlI Z#iiELZ
AGFI (adjusted GFD) H LITIEWIEE R WHEIEE THY, 0.90 LA ETRAFTHLESN
Do

NFIZH HE DR 2% % & L7 CFl (Comparative Fit Index) O fgf21%, 0.97 L4
ERBREHT, 095 UEXAFARABMMHAOE S EZ R T LI TS
(Schermelleh-Engel et.al 2003),

NFI (Normed Fit Index)D#5#%1%, 0.95 LA ETHIIER 204 (Kaplan,
2000), 0.90 LA ECTHFAR CEHRE O# A &5 (Marsh & Grayson, 1995) ,

AR EH B ETEREMLIZA TRMGE THS RMSEA (Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation) ®f&#EI%, 0.05 UL F CTh VX B 47258 & 47

LCWbEE 25 (Browne and Cudeck 1993)
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6.2. BEARBIXETIVUVICKIEREROKIE

FEEERE A TS D701, ShE (AT - #hEa - 45 0 3 DO R T
MOREERE & MRAEL, FiffE LR %ﬁ%ﬁk@l%%ﬁ%%*ﬁﬁbto SEM D437 A
B, M20@EYTHD, M2DEFETFNINA ZREEEREDENEE Tl
7273572 [N=61, x2(4)=6.006, p=.199, ns]D T, ¥ —FNEF L EITEALTEY,
ETNVERDTHAL CNDLEE 2D, K20ETLIE, GFI 23.984, AGFI 753.940,
CF173.995, NFI73.986 T HIZ R WA L2/~ L7, RMSEA [31.059 T, BV i
ARELESND.050LVIFREVEIEN M THD0, RIEOHE A EREIEEL T
HEFICBA R ThHoToEF 2D,

N=61, 1* (4)=6.006, p=.199, ns
GFI=.984, AGFI=.940, CFI=.995, NFI=.986, RMSEA=.059

X2 meERlcRI-FERRNEGBREORREF

T—ANET NEEYNCHHAL TWDIENEFESNT-D T, EEEOK R
ZX 212 L7235 TH TN, el D AL AT T VIEEEESLE X H720, 2258
LAY p=0.62(p<.001), FHI LAY f=0.54 (p<.001) &\ HHE HE(R [RIF4R B R LT,

FIRLVHIBIE LA B A ENENIH BT T 28I E L7 > T, FEHERE
NERRT D P A7V MENE, ARG, p=0.89(p<.001), EhFds £=0.88
(p<.001), 42 p=0.91(p<.001) THo7=, BHEE I DWIEL L%, 2 H3D
DBPZEST, b THEICEBL Tz, AFFFEOKL BB LGB EE 0D
P~ K B BELR 1T, f=0.99 (p<.001) LA &d TR WK R Z /R LT, 202 &
MH, AARNOREGEFEF L, FERENDTRMOMREZIZZRETHIEN

ol
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WIZ, B CO T E A GEETETREDO 2O DB Z N OIEFERE I 2 MGEL,
DR LFEREE N EOR BB E MG L, i RIT, K3 RLIZEY THD, A
TR A E R E D ENA B THo72[N=61, x%(1)=5.241, p<.05], L7=A3 -,
T —HINZDETIVERBERE G EILE Aol ’3DET VL, GFI 13.982
TRV, MilEL7= AGFI 13.824 T 0.90 % Flal-7=, LA L, CFl 13.984, NFI
13,983 TIHFHICRBWEGIEA R LT, 72721, RMSEA 13.172 T, R\WilE G 5
BEEIH2.050 Kb REWEUE LR -T2, FHFERE /1% fhai THIE L7285 &1~
T, MEENE DI, LML, REOH G ERELZRIEL ThLE, MFtoRtio
HHETNVEITEZLD,

N=61, x2(1)=5.241, p=1022, p<.05
GFI=982, AGFI= 824, CFI=984. NFI=.983, RMSEA=172

H

X3 FEENICRI-ERRALHMALEORRE R

=

B2 5hF R CREFRE N2 E LS E J0, FEHE R CTRIE LK 3D 7723,
REE3C A=0.60(p<.001) TILE Bk EE 3% H7-723%, I C p=0.56 (p<.001) T k
R0 TND, i REVIT, BEMEEVOBTE R E AR 32 M 8L 2 8 o |5 #REE I3,
FEERE N BRI T DB E RO TAATIV =N D B> Th K&EZELLA
WEHITHD, FBERE N AFERNICHE LG A, EAGE2 $=0.96 (p<.001),
BEFEEIY £=0.90 (p<.001) C, IETEA R OFEHRRE 11T, Wi BLIIZ B I IZIEF I
m<EBRE LTV e, FEEERE N1 DRt i~ DR HE (R R £ 450 %, =0.98 (p<.001)
T, Zivb s BN L7235 A LRER I, D Ta WK BMR Th o7z,

U DI, 5tz TRIT2LVORERBRREHATL LT, E70ET—X
D EFE L, FBRERE N1E23 20 M CHIE LG A (X2)D 505, 25055 T
HELEGE X)L, VAL TWDHEWIFE R TH -T2, SEM D EH72 K F
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BItRET LTI, IR ZU T 28125032 5X083 2D BN LVEE 7
HLEDLINTWA, LnL, T—ZLETFLOBEEELBWTEZLE, WA ThH
FEFERITY, FEEAE I M OB 2B E T DR RBEEN RO, HARGE
ZRFEL T OMIEGE T E A e T, BBEOEHR VDT IO TRESHEKRT S
ZEMFEFEENT,

1. BHYIC

i [EFE AR EAE S 7 ANDORRIE, BT A0S RICA B REBER AR D,
FEEAE S O R I ICRURE T DN ot B ARGEE REREE T 5 E
R AL T, BifEOM RIZITFEER N Z M ESETWZE TR RO R
WHIFFCEXZITHD, £z, FBEEN EVIIBIEL L E W ETDICHT=> T, Hh
SR HREF R LG A E N E<IeD N b ol REREROAF7EEL T
X, SFROBLZE B 2L > CERENEERTDIL2BDD,

ABFFROFESNTRBEELTE, £, MEE AT RERSUERR I T AMDOBFE A F
7ZCHY, FEFERE S ESUERE I LD N TER 5T, ZHICINA T, H ARGE
FERE B DB DT —HORRFE T, FfIZFEREE NI D KREREBL TWHDHNEID
Wm 72 K R BIREL THE X TRVMLEIDHIELEE W, 41, oS FEEZ RS
ET DMBEFE T B A LILR LTI LT 2D TUTM E D D 5,

[{FEE ]

ABFFEIE, SCERFY 28 B 22 F 58 e Bl 35 SE Pk Bk 0 BA 2R AT 52 (C) (WF ZERR
P 75 :24652123) [ H AGE RE5E A6 A O [E 5F 8 15123 1 D S0TE ik & 5 R0 ik
RIS G- Z D BIZ OV TIDOER D —EEHE LTEb DO THD,

[5] A XX k]

Arbuckle, J. L. (2009). AMOS 18.0 User’s Guide. Chicago, IL: SPSS Inc.

Browne,M.W., & Cudeck,R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In
K.A.Boolen & J.S.Long(Eds.), Testing structural equation models. Newbury
Park, CA:Sage, 136-162.
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A (1984) [ A i[RI JE DR FRALAER [ A AGES I3 H 5 TG E

77 IRAS i « T B - B (2012) THHE N HAGE B E O EEB LUV
ALV DBFIZ I T DREHE L SRR I DR, [ZLiX o 7125, Zam 4l
NS S e RS E e

BRI - B A (RO o) TR B S 2 PR (S LD M E RERE e /) 7 AL
BH 2 ) [ ] ik =7 e

B EE(1991) T A B[R B RE OFE & - s 0 E | [ A A REEFZE], O
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LEE.
[l B v - R R R AR - R e - ER RT (2007). EFEEZREEES T H AKGE
FH B OFERE L SUE O RN G A TEAE - FifF 3 L ORREERE )12 XT3 28, 2007
FEAARFBREF2KFRE TR 131-136.
B P58 (1998) . 3543 O 1 43 BT (A PR — i A e 7 V7, B
BEE.

R ) e - - 8 35 BE - K44 /7 (2010) [ (5] 55 B0b (2 351 F 2 35 S 4 1) 48 B 9 A
5 N A R NS S N A= o (A ]

B [H1F5 M8 (2012) [FRB R BLEFFBIEEZ B X D7), [HEFER B kL $2
%], <ALBHIMK

B R AR 18 L - KR e (2011) [ B ARGERE T AR B % L5 fE M — H [E
FEATEEEL T D H AR B ICLDT AN —) TR &% Kt stam e ]
34(1), 1-17.

G- d T (1985) [ o] EHE], ©=
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A causal relationship between lexical ability and reading
comprehension in Korean by native Japanese speakers

SAITO, Nobuhiro
TAMAOKA, Katsuo

Although the Korean language is similar to Japanese in the perspective of
syntactic structure, lexical items greatly differ from each other with dissimilar
scripts used for each language, kana and kanji for Japanese and hangeul for
Korean. The lexical differences between the languages impose difficulty for
native Japanese speakers reading Korean texts. Therefore, by testing native
Japanese speakers learning Korean, the present study investigated the causal
relation of lexical knowledge to reading comprehension in Korean. Both a
vocabulary test, created by Saito and Tamaoka (in press), and a reading
comprehension test, questions taken from the Test of Proficiency in Korean
(TOPIK) and the Korean Language Proficiency Test, were given to measure
both lexical knowledge and reading comprehension respectively. Using
structural equation modeling (SEM) it was revealed that the Korean lexical
knowledge measured by three word class categories (i.e., noun, adjective, and
verbs) significantly contributed to reading comprehension ($=0.99, p<.001).
Likewise, the lexical knowledge of two word type categories (i.e.,
Korean-originated words and Chinese-originated words) also significantly
contributed to reading comprehension ($=0.98, p<.001). Consequently, during
the early stages of Korean learning, lexical knowledge is an important factor of

success for Japanese speakers to be able to comprehend Korean texts.

Keywords: native Japanese speakers learning Korean, lexical knowledge,

reading comprehension, casual relation, structural equation modeling (SEM)
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