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ARTICLE

Assessing Multimodal Viewing-to-Write Constructs: Task 
Design, Performance, Processing, and Rating
Tineke Brunfaut a and Judit Kormos a,b

aLancaster University, Lancaster, UK; bUniversity of Ljubljana, Ljubljana, Slovenia

ABSTRACT
To reflect the present-day prevalence of multimodal language uses, 
which are underrepresented and underresearched in second language 
formal assessments, we developed and investigated two novel types 
of viewing-to-write tasks and accompanying rating scales. These multi
modal integrated tasks require watching a visual-aural input and 
producing a written text based on it, targeting the language functions 
of describing and comparing-contrasting. We administered four task 
versions to 134 EFL learners, with a subgroup of 20 participating in 
post-task recall interviews. Descriptive statistics, correlation analyses, 
and mixed-effects modelling of test scores and qualitative analyses of 
the recall interviews showed that our viewing-to-write tasks and rating 
scales elicit, reflect, and evaluate forms of multimodal integrated 
language use and are practical for measuring such abilities of inter
mediate-advanced level learners.

INTRODUCTION

While the so-called four-skills approach has historically been crucial in transforming 
models of second language (L2) competence and innovating L2 teaching and assessment, 
human communication has never been limited to single-skill usage. Situations have always 
existed in which meaning is constructed and established through a variety of combinations 
of aural, gestural, spatial, visual and/or written channels (Kress, 2010). Thus, language is 
often used not just in a singular aural or written mode, but multimodally, involving several 
channels at the same time. Sometimes, the different modes require the application of two or 
more language skills such as in what are typically labelled “integrated language uses” – e.g., 
reading and listening to write, or listening-to-speak. In other cases, a more “diverse” range 
of modes are utilized, for example, visual and written channels in designing or compre
hending brochures with pictures, drawings, text, and layout features.

The current substantial and rapid increases in the spread, accessibility and functionalities 
of technology are scaling up the extent and frequency of multimodal language uses (Mills & 
Unsworth, 2017). For example, e-mail communication may centre on graphs included in 
the text, written chat exchanges may comment on embedded pictures/videos, someone may 
watch a breaking news clip and relay the news to a family member entering the room, etc. 
This prevalence of multimodal language uses also means that effective communication in 
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social, educational and professional contexts nowadays requires multimodal literacy 
(Perniss, 2018) – the ability to successfully employ communication practices which involve 
two or more modes of meaning (Mills, 2016).

These realities of human communication have meant that theories of language and 
meaning-making have been expanding beyond linguistic code and language purely as 
speech/text, towards multichannel events including written, oral and visual semiotic sys
tems. Also, given the range of potential semiotic resources and possible combinations of 
different modes, it has been recognised that multimodality can take many shapes and forms 
(literally and figuratively). Similarly, even when the same modes are involved, their exact 
nature and intermodal balance as well as the context of use will determine the nature of the 
multimodality. Consequently, we can conceptualise multimodality as existing on 
a continuum of weaker to stronger multimodality. For example, a conventional L2 listening 
task involves an audio passage with written-text or picture-based items, thus involving two 
modes (aural-written or aural-visual). However, all task elements focus on listening com
prehension and purposely aim to minimize any other modes; thus, a listening task is strictly 
speaking multimodal, but a very weak form of it and is usually labelled as monomodal. 
A daily life activity that might more typically be understood as multimodal and would thus 
be further along the continuum, is for example a doctor talking a patient through 
a diagnosis by means of a scan image and patient-oriented brochure while also responding 
to the patient’s questions, taking into account the latter’s body language. Other forms of 
multimodality, despite communicating meaning, are less typically regarded as falling within 
the realm of linguistics or language education, for example a dance enactment of a story, 
with prevalent gestural, spatial and visual modes, and only the occasional spoken or written 
expression.

Another significant development in scholarly understandings of language use and mean
ing-making is that multimodality is not a collection or sequence of individual, independent, 
distinct modes. Therefore, previous discussions of muddied constructs (e.g., Weir, 1990) do 
not fully reflect the nature of multimodality. According to more recent conceptualizations 
of multimodality, the various modes are fundamentally integrated and transformed (e.g., 
Nelson & King, 2022). Although the extent and way in which modes are integrated and 
interact with a person’s semiotic systems in a particular context might vary, multimodal 
integratedness should be viewed as the construct itself.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Following the realisation and recognition of the multimodal nature of most human com
munication, language and literacy pedagogies in many contexts have now embraced multi
modal approaches, including in L2 settings. The last decade has therefore also seen a vast 
increase in research on multimodality in L2 learning and teaching contexts – see, for 
example, various journal Special Issues on this topic (Crawford Camiciottoli & Campoy- 
Cubillo, 2018; Early et al., 2015; Peters & Muñoz, 2020; Yi et al., 2020). This has not yet been 
paralleled, however, in L2 assessment research or practice, especially in the context of 
formal, summative assessments such as L2 tests. To date, few language tests – whether 
used in classrooms or in large-scale standardised contexts – reflect stronger forms of 
multimodality as present in real-world domains, let alone the vast range of multimodal 
forms of human communication. In this sense, current L2 testing practices are limiting 
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construct representation and score relevance of formal, summative assessments, and thus 
risking negative consequences. As Shohamy (2022) argued, if L2 testing wants to remain 
relevant to 21st century communication needs, not only are insights needed into the nature 
of multimodal language processing and production, but also into how this can be formally 
assessed.

While special issues by Whithaus (2014) and Tan et al. (2020) were dedicated to multi
modal assessment, these focused on general educational assessment. In L2 contexts, Lim 
et al.’s (2022) systematic review on multimodality in English language classrooms indicated 
a disconnect between multimodal pedagogies/curricula and prevailing product-oriented, 
language-dominant formal assessments, with negative washback implications. Additionally, 
when L2 multimodal assessment tasks are adopted, rating approaches tend to operationalise 
“traditional” linguistic performance aspects (Lim et al., 2022). Similar conclusions were 
drawn in Zhang et al.’s (2023) review on L2 digital multimodal composing, highlighting that 
formal assessment of this skill remains underexplored. The main exceptions are forms of L2 
testing that focus on one particular language skill but include non-written/non-aural 
elements in the input (e.g. video-listening tasks, graph- or picture-prompt writing/speaking 
tests). Such inputs feature on several standardised proficiency tests (e.g. Aptis, IELTS, PTE, 
TOEFL) and have been the focus of ample research (e.g. Liu & Aryadoust, 2024; Yu et al.,  
2010). However, these can often be considered limited forms of multimodal L2 assessment, 
as the items or ratings tend to operationalise the language skill in a narrow, single-modal 
sense.

An initial set of empirical studies on broader conceptualisations of multimodal L2 
assessment, published recently, nevertheless indicate growing interest, albeit mostly in the 
context of alternative or more informal forms of assessment. It can be observed, however, 
that most such studies are situated in higher education, English for Academic/Specific 
Purposes (EAP/ESP) programmes, concern continuous/formative/project assessments and 
involve pair or groupwork. For example, Beltrán-Palanquez (2024), Cheung (2023) and 
Hafner and Ho (2020) all focused on rubrics for assessing digital multimodal composing. 
Beltrán-Palanquez (2024) illustrates rubric development for assessing video game narrative 
tasks (groupwork) in a B2-level ESP course at a Spanish university. Video game narratives 
serve to communicate the story of a proposed game and elements that will shape the gaming 
experience (e.g. characters, settings, music), clarifying meaning and cohesion for players. 
Narratives, resulting from activities such as oral brainstorming, negotiation, and resource 
searches, are presented as lengthy, structured written text comprising e.g. strategically 
selected pictures. To establish assessment criteria relevant to real-life communication, 
Beltrán-Palanquez’s rubric covered linguistic characteristics of the writing, expression of 
content and interpersonal meaning (e.g. reference to visuals), and use of multimodal 
resources and their coherent integration to enhance overall meaning (e.g. visual support, 
music, typography, multimodal coherence and intersemiotic relationships). Cheung (2023) 
developed and evaluated four rubrics for an EAP formative assessment of pair-work 
academic blog tasks (including visuals/videos/etc.) at a Hong Kong college. Two rubrics 
(one for students, one for teachers) evaluated the multimodal collaborative process and two 
focused on the output produced. A particular advantage, concluded by the author, was that 
the rubrics helped bridge multimodal pedagogy and assessment in the L2 classroom. Hafner 
and Ho (2020) aimed to assess scientific video documentaries produced by EAP students at 
a Hong Kong university. Stimulated interviews with seven teachers on what they looked for 
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and evaluated when rating the documentaries, demonstrated the need to adapt an existing 
rubric for ESP oral presentations to ensure multimodal aspects of the documentaries were 
represented, especially multimodal orchestration (combined effect of resources used), and 
to consider multimodal affordances.

Palmour (2024) conducted a large-scale study on multimodal oral presentation assessments 
in UK EAP programmes, to identify the theoretical, stated, perceived, and operationalized 
constructs underlying these. Tasks ranged from groupwork project presentations to individual 
presentations on students’ topic of choice. Through questionnaires, interviews, and rating 
discussions, Palmour identified a mismatch between the predominantly language-focused 
criteria used in rating scales (“monomodal” constructs) and the multimodal resources that 
both students and teachers reported drawing on and valuing in oral presentation performances.

Rare examples of multimodal integrated formal assessment tasks outside the domain of 
university contexts, in large-scale standardised tests, are the computer-based EFL Listen- 
Write and Academic Listen-Speak tasks of the TOEFL Junior® test for 11–15-year-olds (So 
et al., 2015). Test-takers need to listen to an explanation accompanied by sequenced 
drawings, visualising key aspects and presenting phrases/words/numbers, on an (academic) 
topic and then synthesize or retell the information in writing (Listen-Write) or in speech 
(Listen-Speak). Kormos et al. (2020) showed that young learners displayed positive task- 
motivation towards these tasks, albeit finding Listen-Speak tasks more challenging and less 
enjoyable than Listen-Write ones. Michel et al.’s (2019) investigation of the Listen-Write 
tasks showed that learners performed well on these (similar to or better than on the test’s 
independent-writing tasks), although there was a meaningful influence of Grade 7 learners’ 
working memory on their Listen-Write performance, suggesting that efficient coordination 
of attentional processes might help young learners complete such multimodal integrated 
tasks. Overall, however, if we consider the naming of the tasks and scoring rubrics (see So 
et al., 2015), they might not fully represent a multi-modal integrated construct. The holistic 
rubrics draw raters’ attention to the performance as a whole and contain mostly language- 
oriented descriptors similar to independent tasks with limited and generic reference to the 
multimodal input, which risks under-operationalising the multimodal integrated construct.

To reflect current-day language uses and broaden constructs represented in L2 
formal assessments, we aimed to contribute to the emerging interest in multimodal 
L2 assessment. Specifically, we wanted to help extend the repertoire of tasks and 
rubrics beyond domains of language for specific purposes and contexts of alternative 
assessment (given that, as mentioned above, most L2 multimodal assessment work is 
currently situated in EAP/ESP and more formative assessment) and explore the 
affordance of multimodal tasks in general target language use domains (general L2 
proficiency) and summative assessments. Additionally, we aimed to contribute to 
representing and operationalizing multimodal constructs in tasks and rubrics to 
a fuller extent than most existing formal assessments do. Thus, this article reports 
on a study in which we developed a type of multimodal integrated L2 test tasks and 
accompanying rating scales. While it is impossible to reflect the range of possible 
forms of multimodality in one study, as a first step in this line of research and test- 
task development, we decided to experiment with a task type that might be placed 
around the middle point of the multimodality continuum. In this early exploration 
of this topic area, we also thought it would be sensible to build on, rather than 
drastically deviate from, commonly used task types. Importantly, as our main focus 
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was on the assessment of language skills, we wanted to ensure that language modes 
(as conventionally defined) are robustly represented in the multimodal mix. We 
therefore opted for an integrated task including two language modes – aural and 
written – with further multimodality through visual semiotic resources commonly 
present in human communication – including gestures, body language, pictures, 
graphs, printed words/numbers, and spatial animations. As we explain below, we 
created a task type which we have called “viewing-to-write task.” These tasks require 
L2 learners to watch a video (visual-aural input) and produce a text (written output) 
based on the video. We decided to restrict the productive output to written mode 
only (rather than for example visual-written), anticipating the practicalities of many 
summative, timed proficiency testing contexts (as opposed to formative assessment 
contexts). As described below, we then investigated learners’ performance products 
and processes to gain insights into the tasks’ success in assessing this form of 
multimodal integrated language use.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

To shed light on how English-L2 learners perform on multimodal integrated view
ing-to-write test tasks, we designed two types of computer-based viewing-to-write 
tasks – viewing-to-describe and viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks. The language 
functions of describing, and comparing and contrasting, reflect authentic, prevalent 
functions in educational and professional settings. They are associated with distinct 
linguistic features (e.g., conjunctions, syntactic structures) and used in language 
learning and assessment tasks at various proficiency levels (though describing is 
often introduced at lower proficiency levels and comparing and contrasting at higher 
levels). The CEFR B1-C2 writing scale descriptors (Council of Europe, 2020) also 
illustrate ability differences in describing series of events and summarizing and 
synthesizing different points of view. Our first research question was therefore:

RQ1. How do English-L2 learners perform on viewing-to-describe test tasks and viewing-to- 
compare-and-contrast test tasks?

Since multimodal integrated viewing-to-write tasks currently do not commonly 
feature in formal language assessments, we additionally wanted to compare learners’ 
performance on these tasks with their scores on corresponding independent lan
guage-skills tests (listening and writing). Furthermore, we wanted to elucidate 
learners’ processing while completing the viewing-to-write tasks, to gain empirical 
insights into how successfully the tasks elicit the use of multimodal integrated skills. 
Additional research questions therefore were:

RQ2. How do learners’ scores on viewing-to-describe and viewing-to-compare-and-contrast 
test tasks relate to their independent listening and writing abilities?

RQ3. What forms of processing do learners employ when performing viewing-to-write test 
tasks?

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT QUARTERLY 5



METHODOLOGY

Instruments

Personal background questionnaire
Participant demographics such as gender, age, year of schooling, and home language(s) 
were gauged with a short background questionnaire, administered in Hungarian (partici
pants’ language of schooling and L1 for most) via Qualtrics.

Viewing-to-write tasks
Multimodal integrated viewing-to-write test tasks require learners to watch a recording 
including visual and oral input and then produce a short piece of writing based on the input. 
We developed two types of tasks:

(a) viewing-to-describe tasks: learners watch a recording that explains orally and depicts 
visually and verbally (written words/phrases/numbers) how something is made, after 
which they write a short text describing the production process;

(b) viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks: learners watch a videocast (a video recording 
similar to podcasts but also including visuals) with two experts discussing a specific 
topic, accompanied by visuals, after which the learners write a short report compar
ing and contrasting the experts’ opinions.

We started the development process by drafting specifications for each task type, stipulating 
the intended construct and overall characteristics of the tasks as a whole, of the aural and 
visual aspects of the input, and of the expected output. Informed by pilot data (see below), 
minor revisions were made to some details of the specs. The final task specifications are 
available at https://osf.io/xude7/.

An important consideration was to design the tasks so that, in principle, it would be 
feasible for classroom teachers or testers in low-resource contexts to devise more versions. 
We therefore only used commonly available soft- and hardware (Word, PowerPoint, 
standard webcam, standard PC/laptop) and copyright-free materials (visuals from royalty- 
free image stock websites). We gained topic and content inspiration from websites, 
YouTube videos and media programmes on how to make things (viewing-to-describe 
tasks), and websites containing debating/group discussion ideas and media point- 
counterpoint articles (viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks). Topics for both task types 
were shortlisted based on the criteria: a) generally accessible subject while not overly 
common knowledge, b) rich in information points, c) possible to represent visually, 
and d) likely interesting to older adolescents and adults. Then, adhering to the task 
specifications, we developed task instructions, drafted scripts, and identified visuals (pic
tures, graphs, animations, words). While using existing online videos might be ideal from an 
authenticity point-of-view, we found that it is extremely difficult to find suitable ones for 
testing purposes – e.g., meeting all intended construct features, length and other practical
ities, copyrights – and for parallel task versions. As we additionally know from prior 
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research that it is possible to craft authentic-sounding listening inputs (see e.g., Rossi & 
Brunfaut, 2021), we created the video inputs ourselves.1

Linguistically, we targeted our scripts at the CEFR B- and C- levels. Content-wise, as set 
out in the task specifications and to be able to develop parallel task versions, we controlled 
for the number of main information points in each script, i.e. eight key production steps in 
each viewing-to-describe task and four main discussion points in each viewing-to-compare- 
and-contrast task. We estimated that this would be a suitable number of main content 
points for the input length (see below) and for target construct elicitation and allow for 
embedding within a larger discourse of more detailed information on each point. Topic- 
wise, for the viewing-to-describe tasks, it was important to select an object for which people 
generally do not know how it is produced, to avoid being able to successfully complete the 
task based on background knowledge. For the viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks, back
ground knowledge was less of a concern, as the task requires to compare and contrast the 
views of the two specific speakers in the video, rather than of pros and cons on the topic in 
general.

The visuals in each task input were chosen to align with and complement the informa
tion that was orally conveyed. While most visuals were pictures that illustrated the main 
point being talked about in the relevant video frame, we included a range of additional 
visuals throughout each input. For example, key words which were specialised terminology 
that might be unknown were written out and visually linked to elements of the picture; 
animations reflected real-life movements described in the aural input; shapes drew attention 
to specific elements of the pictures focused on in the aural input; icons reinforced or added 
emotive information; graphs provided visualisations of or additional statistics and back
ground information on what the speaker conveyed, etc. Importantly, the visualisations on 
their own were not so specific or revealing that they would allow for a successful task 
performance without listening to the video. At the same time, they intended to illustrate, 
enrich and further clarify the aural input, with the integrated aural-visual input enabling full 
comprehension of the video.

Then, we created voice-overs in PowerPoint. To showcase low-resource feasibility, the 
speakers in the recordings simply comprised the authors and willing colleagues, represent
ing a mix of genders (two female; two male) and English-L1/-L2 speakers (Australian 
English-L1, British English-L1, Dutch-L1, Hungarian-L1) who were experienced tertiary 
education teachers. They did not receive any training for this purpose, nor did they have 
acting backgrounds. For the viewing-to-describe tasks, we decided to have one speaker only 
explaining the production process, not showing the speaker in order to prioritise visual 
focus on how the product is made. This resembles the main features of for example many 
media programmes and online content on similar themes. For the viewing-to-compare-and- 
contrast tasks, we decided to show the speakers engaged in the discussion and to display 
visuals alongside them. This is similar to what one might see in many broadcast debates or 
interviews. As our speakers were not trained, any gestures or body language was simply 
their naturally occurring behaviour during the recording, as were any hesitations or fillers in 

1Note that when we were developing our tasks, the first AI tools were becoming publicly released. These could only handle 
and generate written text at that point and were in their infancy. Only after the completion our project, AI tools became 
available that support audio and video generation. We are currently in the process of exploring the affordances of such new 
tools for task development.
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their speech while they were reading out loud the scripts from a laptop screen outside of the 
camera view.

We opted for double play of the viewing input, without the possibility of pausing. 
Holzknecht and Harding (2023) provided an empirical justification for double play in the 
context of independent listening tasks. Given the quantity of information and length of 
input of our tasks (see below) and the additional demand of simultaneously processing 
multiple input modes, we hypothesised that double play would help minimise memory 
effects in multimodal integrated tasks. For similar reasons, we decided to allow test-takers to 
take notes on paper during the viewing stage. Then, once the voice-overs were recorded, we 
transformed the slides to a video format in PowerPoint and uploaded them to a private 
YouTube channel. For ease of standardised computer-based administration for our research 
purposes, we embedded the materials into Qualtrics. After the video viewing screen, test- 
takers moved on to a writing screen (including timer and word count displays), and 
composed their text relying on their notes.

We developed three viewing-to-describe tasks explaining how a) instant coffee, b) a train 
carriage, and c) contact lenses are made, and three viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks 
with speakers discussing the pros and cons of a) space tourism, b) zoos, and c) car usage. We 
first pre-piloted two tasks of each task type with eight experienced language teachers and 
testers (mix of English-L1 and English-L2 speakers). Based on their performances, their 
notes and follow-up focus groups we held with them, we made some small changes to the 
task instructions, writing time, word limits, and computer screen layout. Their overall 
feedback was highly positive. Then, we more formally piloted all six tasks with 31 EFL 
learners from our target population of older adolescents/adults (Hungarian-L1, EFL upper- 
secondary school students; Mage = 17.2y). Each learner completed three tasks, including at 
least one viewing-to-write and one viewing-to-compare-and-contrast task. Analysis of 
learners’ viewing notes, written texts, and informal comments, and researcher observations 
suggested that all tasks and administration procedures worked well.

For the main study, we selected four tasks – two of each task type – given participant and 
time availability, resources, and envisaged statistical analyses. We proceeded with the 
viewing-to-describe tasks on how to make contact lenses (Describe-1) and a train carriage 
(Describe-2), and the viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks debating pros and cons of zoos 
(Compare&Contrast-1) and space tourism (Compare&Contrast-2), based on optimal dis
criminatory power and least risk of content familiarity. The viewing-to-describe tasks each 
convey eight content points on how something is made, explained in a 4.5-minute voiced- 
over video (instructions + single-play length) comprising visuals (pictures, animations, 
terms/phrases). Based on the input, learners need to write a coherent, 150-to-200-words 
magazine article describing the production steps. The viewing-to-compare-and-contrast 
tasks each comprise a videocast introduced by a host, with two experts expressing a mix 
of shared, opposing and no stated views on a topic (covering four issues). The 4.5-minute 
video (instructions + single-play length) shows the speakers interacting and visuals (pic
tures, animations, graphs, terms). Learners need to write a 200-to-250-word report compar
ing and contrasting the speakers’ views (summarize key points, clearly indicating 
similarities and differences between speakers’ views). The tasks are available at https://osf. 
io/xude7/. An example of each task type with stills from the videos are shown in Figure 1.
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Language proficiency measures
For RQ2, to measure learners’ independent skills abilities, we administered the listening and 
writing tests (including grammar and vocabulary tests) of the Aptis General test (see https:// 
www.britishcouncil.org/exam/aptis for more information and sample tasks), which reports 
CEFR levels. The General version was used as our viewing-to-write tasks are aimed at older 
adolescents and adults, and our participants were anticipated to be 16–19-year-olds.2 The 
listening test consists of multiple-choice and matching items which assess listening for 
specific information (dates, names, etc., and factual information and identifying/inferring 
speaker attitude/intention/opinion; the writing test consists of four holistically-scored tasks 
assessing word/phrase writing, personal information sentence writing, interactive question- 
answer writing, and email-response writing (O’Sullivan et al., 2020). Piloting with 26 
learners suggested that Aptis General was suitable for the main study.

Post-task interview protocol
To examine learners’ processing of viewing-to-write test tasks (RQ3), we conducted post- 
task recall interviews whereby the viewing input and participants’ notes acted as stimuli to 
recall one’s viewing, comprehension and production processes after each task. Interviews 
were conducted individually, following a standardized protocol and in participants’ choice 
of language (Hungarian in all cases). The protocol included questions the researcher could 
use to elicit reports of thought processes on viewing and note-taking (e.g. “What was on 
your mind while watching this?”, “What helped you understand this part of the video?”) and 
on the writing phase (e.g. “How did you start your writing?”, “Did you look at your notes 

Figure 1. Viewing-to-write task examples (Train image by benfuenfundachtzig @pixabay.com).

2The Aptis General Guide states that this test “is suitable for most test-takers” (British Council, 2023, p. 2). Aptis Teens, in 
contrast, is designed for 13–17-year-olds (British Council, 2023) and was thought to be potentially less motivating for the 
upper age range of our participants. Pilot participant feedback indicated that the Aptis General content was suitable and 
accessible to our population.
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while writing?”). After a participant completed a task, the viewing input was replayed and 
the researcher paused it at slide transition points. The learner was then prompted to recall 
and verbalise their processing. If not already shared, participants were additionally 
prompted to describe their notetaking and writing processes. Piloting with three learners, 
on two tasks (one viewing-to-describe and one viewing-to-compare-and-contrast), indicated 
that the methodology and procedures were effective. Interviews were audio-recorded, 
automatically transcribed, and manually corrected where needed, translated into English 
and double-checked by two Hungarian-L1 EFL specialists.

Participants

One hundred and thirty-four EFL learners from six upper-secondary schools in Hungary 
participated in our study.3 They were in Grades 10 (49%), 11 (20%) or 12 (31%). Their ages 
ranged between 15 (1.5%) and 19 (6%) (M = 16.64y, SD = .969). Sixty percent were male; 
40% female. Ninety-eight percent had Hungarian as their home language (two spoke 
Chinese at home and one Arabic). Based on the Aptis results, their English proficiency 
ranged between CEFR A2-C levels (listening: A2 = 1%, B1 = 2%, B2 = 19%, C = 78%; writ
ing: B1 = 5%, B2 = 46%, C = 49%).

Data collection procedures

Ethics approval was granted by Lancaster University’s FASS-LUMS Research Ethics 
Committee. Prior to data collection, learners and their parents were provided with infor
mation sheets in Hungarian and written consent was sought. Permission was also obtained 
from participating schools and teachers. Participation was voluntary.

Data were collected in two sessions during school hours, in classrooms, using PCs/ 
laptops and ear/headphones. During the first session, participants completed the Aptis tests. 
During the second session, participants completed the bio-data questionnaire and viewing- 
to-write tasks. Twenty participants conducted the second session individually, additionally 
doing post-task interviews.

Given the available time for the second session (1.5 hours) and the required effort, the 
main study participants who were not involved in the interviews each completed three tasks, 

Table 1. Counterbalanced design for viewing-to-write data collection.
Group First task Second task Third task

Group 1 Group 1a Describe-1 Compare&Contrast-1 Compare&Contrast-2
Group 1b Describe-1 Compare&Contrast-2 Compare&Contrast-1

Group 2 Group 2a Describe-2 Compare&Contrast-1 Compare&Contrast-2
Group 2b Describe-2 Compare&Contrast-2 Compare&Contrast-1

Group 3 Describe-1 Describe-2 Compare&Contrast-1
Group 4 Describe-2 Describe-1 Compare&Contrast-2

3Twenty-four pilot participants’ data was incorporated into the main study, as they were part of the same population, 
completed all instruments used in the main study, and no changes were made to instruments and procedures between 
pilot and main study.
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including at least one viewing-to-describe and one viewing-to-compare-and-contrast task.4 

Table 1 specifies the counterbalanced design that was employed, controlling for task and 
order, with participants randomly assigned to groups. Participants always started with 
a viewing-to-describe task since the pilot study suggested they were more familiar with 
this language function.

The 20 participants volunteering for post-task recall interviews each completed two 
tasks, one viewing-to-describe and one viewing-to-compare-and-contrast task, given the 
extra time needed for process verbalisations. Table 2 shows the counterbalanced design 
adopted, controlling for task and order, with participants randomly assigned to groups.

Rating scales

To evaluate learners’ performances, we developed two analytic rating scales – one for rating 
viewing-to-describe and one for viewing-to-compare-and-contrast performances. Based on 
a combination of our expertise in scale development for proficiency testing, familiarity with 
rating scales employed by various exam organisations, and theoretical insights into the 
viewing-to-write construct, we determined four rating criteria and developed descriptors 
for five performance bands. We kept in mind our aim to develop usable, uncomplicated 
instruments for classroom teachers, which are simultaneously rich enough to provide 
meaningful insights into learners’ abilities, and reflect criteria commonly reported in 
education systems.

Specifically, to assess learners’ comprehension of the video input, we established 
a Viewing for writing rating criterion. Given the difference in nature of the two task types 
and underlying constructs (describe; compare-and-contrast), this criterion was operationa
lised differently for the two task types. We anticipated that such task-type specificity would 
offer more insightful information for classroom teachers and learners than a vague, lan
guage function-independent criterion. Additionally, given each task version’s distinct topic, 
we developed crib sheets to assist the raters and ensure rating consistency. These specify the 
necessary content points from each viewing-to-write input that need to be represented in 
a written performance.

To evaluate learners’ written production for important aspects of writing ability within 
the context of the video input, we established three rating criteria in addition to Viewing for 
writing, namely Organisation and Structure, Language Use, and Mechanics. The Language 
Use and Mechanics criteria were kept the same for the two task types. Given the different 
language functions (describing; comparing-and-contrasting), the Organisation and 
Structure criterion was operationalised partly differently for the two task types. As 

Table 2. Counterbalanced design for post-task recall interviews.
First task Recall Second task Recall

Order A Describe-1 Compare&Contrast-1
Order B Describe-1 Compare&Contrast-2
Order C Describe-2 Compare&Contrast-1
Order D Describe-2 Compare&Contrast-2

4While the 24 pilot participants integrated into the main study completed three tasks, data from only two was used in the 
main study, as the third task was a version not selected for the main study.
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a starting point, part of our descriptors for these three criteria were inspired by a scale 
developed for another project by the second author and by the reading-into-writing scale 
from Trinity College London’s Integrated Skills of English exam (https://www.trinitycol 
lege.com/qualifications/english-language/ISE/ISE-results-and-certificates/ISE-rating-scales 
; the latter also informed our scales’ layout and formatting). Additionally, the descriptors 
were shaped by our expertise with rating scales and the characteristics of the target 
construct. Importantly, we included references in the descriptors to the video to ensure 
that the multimodal integrated construct was appropriately represented in these writing- 
oriented criteria. For example, the Language Use criterion included the level-4 descriptor 
“Vocab: [. . .] wide range and high sophistication commensurate to the video input”. Based 
on this descriptor, the rater had to consider lexical aspects of the written performance in 
light of the lexis offered in the video, and, to award a top score of 4, the learner’s text had to 
include the range of lexis from the video, and possibly even go beyond that of the video 
(both its aural and written input). Another example is that the Organisation and Structure 
criterion of the Viewing-to-compare-and-contrast scale contained the level-1 descriptor 
“Limited or poor signposting; [. . .] several ambiguous or missing referents to signal an 
individual speaker”. This explicitly required evidence about the test-taker’s (lack of) ability 
to establish which of the two speakers presented which content point in the video input and 
accordingly use the correct referent to signpost it.

The Viewing for writing, Organisation and Structure, and Language Use criteria were 
rated on a scale of 0–4, whereas Mechanics was rated on a scale of 0–2 to avoid compara
tively overrepresenting this more technical aspect of writing.

As a first step, we pre-piloted the rating scales with nine experienced language testers 
(one English-L1, eight English-L2 raters; nine for viewing-to-describe, three for viewing-to- 
compare-and-contrast) on 10 pilot study performances (five viewing-to-describe and five 
viewing-to-compare-and-contrast performances covering a diverse quality range based on 
our own screening). Analysis of the pre-pilot raters’ scores, their rating notes and data from 
a follow-up focus group interview suggested that the scales and crib sheets required only 
minor changes. The minimally revised scales were then formally piloted by another English- 
L1 rater on all pilot study performances (81). The (pre)piloting indicated that the scales 
were detailed and user-friendly, represented a suitable and well-balanced range of (sub) 
constructs, and scores reflected the quality of multimodal integrated performance. 
Appendix A shows the rating scales. The crib sheets (and scales) are available at https:// 
osf.io/xude7/.

The pilot rating data also supported the viewing-to-write tasks’ quality; descriptive 
statistics on the performance scores showed that the tasks and rating scales were able to 
distinguish performance levels across the criteria, and that the task versions in each task- 
type set (three viewing-to-describe; three viewing-to-compare-and-contrast) were similar in 
difficulty.

Analyses

First, participants’ viewing-to-write task performances were scored using the two rating 
scales. This was done by two experienced raters (one female English-L1 and one male 
English-L2 speaker) who were familiarised with the tasks, rating scales, and crib sheets, and 
trained on 30 performances, achieving good inter-rater reliability (viewing-to-describe 
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Spearman’s rho = .94, p < .01; viewing-to-compare-and-contrast Spearman’s rho = .77, p  
< .01; Appendix B shows the coefficients for the individual rating criteria). The two raters’ 
scores were then averaged for further analyses. Second, participants’ Aptis scores were 
provided by the British Council, with listening, vocabulary and grammar scored automa
tically and writing by regular Aptis raters (Dunn, 2020).

To answer RQ1, we calculated descriptive statistics for the scores on the individual rating 
criteria (Viewing for Writing; Organisation and Structure; Language Use; Mechanics). We 
also created two composite scores: a) the total score on each task, and b) one that combined 
the scores on the three writing-related criteria only (Organisation and Structure, Language 
Use, Mechanics). Additionally, we conducted Pearson correlation analyses, for each task 
version, examining the inter-relationship of scores on the four rating criteria and with the 
composite scores.

For RQ2, we ran descriptive statistics on the Aptis listening and writing scores and 
carried out correlation analyses to establish any links between the Aptis and viewing-to- 
write task scores (Viewing for Writing criterion; composite writing score; Total score). 
Pearson correlations between the independent skill scores – Aptis writing and listening – 
were also calculated. For effect size benchmarks we used Plonsky and Oswald’s (2014) 
criteria: small (0.40), medium (0.70), large (1.00).

Then, to fully examine the interrelationship between learners’ scores on viewing-to-write 
tasks and their independent listening and writing abilities, and the potential moderating 
role of task-type, we used mixed-effects modelling. This analysis comprised 357 viewing-to- 
write observations (134 students each completing two/three viewing-to-write tasks). We 
considered the viewing-to-write task total scores as interval variables. As the dependent 
variables were normally distributed, we utilized generalized linear mixed-effects models 
(GLMMs), using lmer function of the lme4 package (version 1.1.27.1; Bates et al., 2015) in 
R (version 4.1.2; R Core Team, 2021). The significance of fixed effects was assessed with the 
Satterthwaite approximation for degrees of freedom using the lmerTest package 
(Kuznetsova et al., 2017). The model included random intercepts of Participant and Task 
content. We initially considered the random slopes of Participant and Task; however, the 
maximal model (Barr et al., 2013) failed to converge; consequently, the random slopes were 
removed. The final code for our model on predictors of viewing-to-write task total 
scores was:

TotalViewing-to-WriteTask ~ AptisListening + AptisWriting + Tasktype (1|Participant) + (1| 
Taskcontent)

To establish learners’ processing while completing the viewing-to-write tasks (RQ3), we 
analysed the English transcripts of the post-task recall interviews, using the qualitative data 
analysis software Atlas.ti. We developed a coding scheme comprising seven main codes, 
informed by the nature of the viewing-to-write tasks and general skills involved. Three 
codes focused on independent skill aspects: a) listening, b) visual viewing, and c) writing; 
four codes focused on integrated aspects: a) integration of audio and visual input, b) 
integration of input into notes, c) integration of input into writing, and d) integration of 
notes into writing. The coding scheme was first tried out on four transcripts (one from each 
task) and re-applied again a month later. This indicated that it allowed for comprehensive 
and replicable capturing of processing (96% intra-coder agreement). Consequently, the 
coding scheme was employed to analyse all interviews.

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT QUARTERLY 13



RESULTS

With respect to RQ1, the descriptive statistics of the four viewing-to-write tasks 
(Appendix C) indicated that overall participants performed similarly on the four tasks. 
The total scores on the four tasks revealed that students achieved on average 65%-69% of the 
maximum possible score of 14. The tasks also had similar minimum and maximum scores 
and standard deviations.

The tasks’ Viewing for Writing criterion scores showed that participants rendered on 
average 63%-67% of the information units conveyed through the multimodal input. The 
mean scores for the writing-composite total (summing Organisation and Structure, 
Language Use, Mechanics) fell within a similar percentage range, 64%-69%. Although all 
criteria’s scores on each task were negatively skewed, kurtosis values for the total scores did 
not suggest too narrow clustering, with particularly good spread observed in the viewing-to- 
describe task on contact lenses and the viewing-to-compare-and-contrast task on space 
tourism. The writing-composite scores equally indicated an appropriate spread of scores.

While all tasks performed quite similarly statistically, the viewing-to-compare-and- 
contrast task on zoos was just slightly easier (M = 68.6%). The zoo topic is likely to have 
been the most accessible and familiar of all four, including in terms of vocabulary associated 
with it, as demonstrated by the somewhat higher mean Language Use (71.5%) and 
Mechanics (66.0%) scores on this task. Even so, the pilot study had confirmed that it was 
necessary to watch and understand the input to successfully complete this task. The viewing- 
to-describe task on trains (M = 64.6%) was minimally more challenging compared to the 
other tasks, with the difficulty seemingly situated in the Language Use criterion (M =  
62.0%); indeed, this task’s input included a few more technical terms (e.g., welded, bolsters), 
although some were written out in the multimodal input (e.g., underframe).

Table 3 shows correlations between the individual rating criteria, and also with 
the total scores and writing-composite scores. Except for the link between the 
Mechanics scores versus the Viewing for Writing and Organisation and Structure 
scores, all correlations were above .5, indicating medium to large effect sizes. The 
fact that Mechanics, representing spelling accuracy and punctuation control, corre
lated only moderately with those two criteria is not unexpected given their focus on 
content ideas and textual flow. The stronger correlation between Mechanics and 
Language Use, however, is expected, given the inherent connection between lexical 
knowledge and spelling, and between syntactic knowledge and punctuation in 
writing.

The overall strength of correlations warranted conducting factor analysis, using the four 
rating criteria’s scores. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value (.755) exceeded the .6 recommended 
value and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance, thus supporting 
factorability of the correlation matrix. Principal component analysis revealed that the 
four criterion scores loaded on a single factor with an eigenvalue of 2.761 explaining 
69.01% of the variance, suggesting that the four criteria tap into a single underlying 
construct.

Regarding RQ2, the descriptive statistics (Appendix D) showed that participants 
achieved relatively high scores on the Aptis Listening test (M = 42.30; max. possible score 
of 50). Although there was a fair spread of listening scores (SD = 4.86), the kurtosis value 
(4.776) indicated that these scores were generally quite closely clustered. Modulated by 
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participants’ Aptis vocabulary and grammar scores, this meant that the average listening 
proficiency fell in the CEFR C levels, based on Aptis-CEFR calibration reporting 
(O’Sullivan, 2015). Participants also performed well on the Aptis Writing test (M = 44.13; 
max. possible score of 50), with scores relatively narrowly clustered (SD = 3.56). According 
to the Aptis-CEFR calibration reporting and modulated by participants’ Aptis vocabulary 
and grammar scores, the average writing proficiency fell at the upper end of B2.

The correlation between the Aptis listening and writing tests was r = .539 (p < .001), 
indicating that participants’ listening and writing skills were associated. Nonetheless, the 
strength of association did not reach the threshold at which inter collinearity presents 
a problem in subsequent linear mixed effects modelling.

Table 4 examines the relationship of the Viewing for Writing criterion scores, the writing- 
composite scores, and the total task performances with participants’ performance on the 
Aptis listening and writing tests. The correlation values show consistently moderate (mainly 
for the Viewing for Writing criterion) and large (for the writing-composite and total scores) 
effect sizes. Additionally, viewing-to-write task scores (Viewing for Writing criterion, writ
ing-composite, and total scores) are consistently more strongly linked to the Aptis Listening 
than Aptis Writing scores.

The results of the general linear mixed effects modelling in Table 5 indicate that both the 
Aptis listening and writing scores were significant predictors of the total score participants 

Table 3. Correlations of the rating criteria and total scores of the viewing-to-write tasks.

Viewing for writing
Organization 
& structure Language use Mechanics

Writing 
composite

All four tasks (nparticipants = 134; nperformances = 357)
Total score .889** .908** .875** .596** .961**
Viewing for writing .754** .646** .340** .728**
Organization & structure .728** .431** .905**
Language use .568** .920**
Mechanics .688**

Describe task: Contact Lenses (n = 93)
Total score .875** .888** .894** .572** .950**
Viewing for writing .693** .643** .298** .681**
Organization & structure .764** .389** .898**
Language use .566** .940**
Mechanics .675**

Describe task: Train (n = 88)
Total score .869** .905** .889** .616** .966**
Viewing for writing .726** .642** .346** .711**
Organization & structure .734** .443** .906**
Language use .590** .926**
Mechanics .694**

Compare & Contrast task: Zoo (n = 91)
Total score .912** .911** .867** .567** .961**
Viewing for writing .784** .683** .331** .764**
Organization & structure .712** .426** .908**
Language use .524** .905**
Mechanics .671**

Compare & Contrast task: Space Tourism (n = 85)
Total score .913** .941** .882** .617** .972**
Viewing for writing .826** .698** .398** .791**
Organization & structure .778** .487** .933**
Language use .562** .920**
Mechanics .696**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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achieved on the viewing-to-write tasks. Task type (describe; compare-and-contrast) did not 
exert a significant effect on performance scores. The standardized beta values show that 
with one SD increase in the Aptis Listening score the total viewing-to-write score increases 
by 2.14 SD, and with one SD increase in the Aptis Writing score the total viewing-to-write 
score increases by 1.27 SD. The variance explained by the fixed-effects predictor (Marginal 
R2 = .411) suggests a medium-size effect (Plonsky & Ghanbar, 2018).

Concerning RQ3, the post-task recall interviews showed that the 20 participants’ proces
sing of the viewing-to-write tasks involved aspects of listening, watching, writing, as well as 
bridging these skills by integrating aural and visual information, transforming viewing 
input into notes or directly into their written performance, and integrating their notes 
into their written performance. Appendix E reports the number of times a form of 

Table 5. Summary of the linear mixed effects model of the predictors of the total viewing-to-write task 
scores.

Fixed effects Estimate Standard error Standardized β t p

Intercept −7.79 1.73 9.26 −4.49 ***
Aptis Listening .22 .03 2.14 6.91 ***
Aptis Writing .18 .04 1.27 3.91 ***
Task type −.26 .20 −0.27 −1.26

Random intercept Variance SD

Participant 1.82 1.35
Task content .01 .16
Log likelihood −673.78
AIC 1361.6
Marginal R2 0.411
Conditional R2 0.737

Note. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion. 
***p < .001.

Table 4. Correlation between viewing-to-write task performance 
and Aptis listening and writing scores.

Aptis Listening Aptis Writing

All four tasks (nparticipants = 134; nperformances = 357)
Viewing for writing .487** .393**
Writing-composite score .606** .533**
Total score .601** .515**

Describe task: Contact Lenses (n = 93)
Viewing for writing .425** .393**
Writing-composite score .659** .549**
Total score .616** .530**

Describe task: Train (n = 88)
Viewing for writing .528** .466**
Writing-composite score .612** .592**
Total score .626** .588**

Compare & Contrast task: Zoo (n = 91)
Viewing for writing .536** .327**
Writing-composite score .624** .441**
Total score .625** .420**

Compare & Contrast task: Space Tourism (n = 85)
Viewing for writing .485** .400**
Writing-composite score .659** .549**
Total score .616** .530**

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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processing was evidenced in the interviews. Fairly similar proportions across the two task 
types and the four task versions were found. The most frequently reported processes 
concerned aspects of listening (30%), writing (21%), and integrating notes into one’s writing 
(21%). Overall, 41% of the codes indicated integration of different skills and information. 
The interviews’ main purpose, however, was to shed light on the nature of the task 
processing, which is best gauged through participants’ own words.

Visual processing and integration

A first question to establish the multimodal nature of the input is whether learners actually 
looked at the video. All participants referenced visual aspects of the task input in their 
recalls. Some simply acknowledged it in general terms: “I saw the picture, of course” 
(Describe-ContactLenses-S09), “I watched the two people talking” (CompareContrast-Zoo- 
S01), or “They were rotating the picture and it was so attention-grabbing” (Describe-Train- 
S20). A few explicitly stated that the visuals helped them to remember content that would be 
useful for their writing. For example, for the viewing-to-compare-and-contrast task on zoos, 
one participant formed an associative memory between individual speakers (who could be 
heard and seen in the video) and pictures to match the right opinion to the right speaker for 
their writing:

What made it easier was the pictures and the video. They helped me remember which one of 
the speakers was talking. For example, with the panda picture, I remembered who talked about 
it. (CompareContrast-Zoo-S19)

Only one participant seemed to have consciously deprioritised the visual input at some 
point, while nevertheless referencing visuals elsewhere in their interview.

I didn’t pay that much attention to the video, I paid more attention to the audio. I tried to 
understand it based on the sound, which I did, and I tried to write down as much information 
as I could. (Describe-ContactLenses-S13)

Some found the simultaneous processing of multiple channels (audio, pictures, speakers, 
content, note-taking) somewhat challenging, confirming our hypothesis on the cognitive 
demands of these tasks. Thus, since the input would be played twice, they strategically 
balanced their attention differently between the various channels on each play. For example, 
some prioritised watching and listening during the first play and note-taking during 
the second, while others did the reverse5

On the first watching, I really paid attention so that I could see everything, hear the text and see 
the pictures. Then I was sure I understood everything and the second time I was more focused 
on taking notes. (Describe-Train-S03)

On the second listening, I paid more attention to the video, because the vast majority of my 
notes were already written down. [during the first listening] (CompareContrast-Zoo-S09)

Significantly, three-quarters of participants explicitly indicated how combining the visuals 
with the aural channel aided their understanding. For example, S15 explained how 

5Many other participants did a bit of everything during both plays.:
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a written-out term for an object, a picture and an animation made that step of train 
manufacturing described in the audio genuinely clear:

I didn’t know this word “bolster,” so it was good to see it [in the picture]. Also, when they said, 
for example, that it should be turned, the picture turned. And I could really see what it was, the 
picture was there. Without the pictures, I couldn’t have imagined what it was and where it was.

Or, regarding the viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks which include a video of the 
speakers interacting, when the researcher asked what helped understand the input, S04 
mentioned integrating aural content with speaker gesticulation:

That the video had pictures and well the way they spoke so clearly. And the hand gestures, their 
body language, too. For example, the lady, when she was saying how wonderful the view must 
be, she was pointing with her hands. (CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S04)

In another example, S20 explained how combining the aural input with a graph gave them 
certainty on a speaker’s position in the space tourism task:

I didn’t know if the speaker was regarding tourism as a positive or negative, because it’s a little 
bit of both. [. . .] And then the speaker ends up saying it as positive, that this is “boosting” the 
“industry”. Here I looked up to the picture to see if that would help, I looked at the graph. It’s 
a pretty easy graph, you can totally see what it’s talking about, how much the “adventure” has 
been boosted. So it was clear afterwards that the speaker was mentioning it as a positive thing. 
(CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S20)

Listening processing and integration

Participants also evidenced a wide variety of listening processes, ranging from low-level 
decoding to high-level text representation in function of the writing tasks. For instance, 
participants’ reports made aspects of lower-level phonological and lexical decoding visible 
and attention to pace and enunciation, e.g.

Phonological decoding: I heard the word “welded” but I didn’t know the word. And then 
I wrote down a “w” and I tried letters. (Describe-Train-S20)

Lexical decoding: I wrote down that you need “epoxy paint” and “paint gun” to do it. So it’s not 
a machine that does it, it’s people. (Describe-Train-S03)

Pace and enunciation: They both speak very slowly, very articulated, very beautifully, so that 
helps a lot (CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S16);

Here I noticed they spoke a bit faster, but I didn’t have any problems with it. 
(CompareContrast-Zoo-S11)

Their comments also evidenced inferencing processes regarding lexis and con
tent, e.g.

Lexis: I didn’t know the word “sterilise” [. . .] I couldn’t guess from the word itself, but then he 
explained it means that they check for bacteria or something. (Describe-ContactLenses-S06)

Content: I think in the last part, about the door, they didn’t say how it was built into the 
carriage. They may have thought it was obvious that it was built into the panel there, but it was 
a bit short on information. (Describe-Train-S12)
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Examples of higher-level processing include characterisations of the input’s organisation 
and genre. Organisation-focused comments also demonstrated awareness of the writing 
task that would follow (manufacturing description; comparing/contrasting views), with 
participants directing their attention accordingly, e.g.

Organisation: The video told me in a logical order what a carriage was made of. It was actually 
pretty good that it went in order, and there wasn’t too much information about any one thing, 
so it was relatively clear to me what I thought was important to know and what wasn’t. 
(Describe-Train-S12)

Genre: The conversational nature of it helped. (CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S18)

Furthermore, participants’ comprehensive meaning representation and engagement with 
the input transpired from the connections they made between the content and their own 
background knowledge, elaborating on it and sharing their own reactions, e.g.

I was a little shocked that there are over 140 million people in the world who wear [contact 
lenses], which is a pretty big number. But when you think about it, it’s understandable, because 
more people than that wear glasses. (Describe-ContactLenses-S09)

Notetaking sometimes aided reaching full text representation, e.g.

After I listened to it once, in a way that I fully paid attention to it and also made notes, it was 
easier to put [the overall meaning] together. (CompareContrast-Zoo-S01)

Participants additionally described forms of metacognitive processing, e.g. comprehension 
monitoring:

The man was talking mainly, and so I tried to understand it at the first listening, and then 
I thought something like, well, this must be what it’s about. And then on the second listening, 
when I was concentrating on what the man was saying, I understood that no, actually, that is 
what it was about. (CompareContrast-Zoo-S17)

Another type of metacognitive processing was task-oriented viewing (watching/listening/ 
notetaking), integrating viewing and writing processes, as participants knew what kind of 
writing they would need to do next, e.g.

I was just writing [notes while viewing], I was thinking about the fun fact, I wanted to put that 
in [my notes] because it’s an article [I need to write] and I did not want to be very dry. 
(Describe-Train-S08)

It was also very apparent that notetaking while processing the video both served as a content 
memory aid and enabled participants to make transitions from input comprehension to 
writing. For example, it helped to select and identify relevant and sufficient information 
from the input:

I weighed when taking notes about which parts were about putting the train together and to 
include most of that. Because that was the task. (Desribe-Train-S16)

Notetaking also helped establish coherence between points for writing purposes:

For the first [listening], I tried to write down specific words, [. . .] phrases that I would like to 
copy into my essay. And on the second [listening], I tended to link them, I wrote conjunctions, 
because it’s a great help if you have complete sentences that you can just copy into the essay. 
[. . .] I drew arrows to connect things. (Describe-Train-S20)
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Additionally, participants used notetaking as a tool for structuring and further processing of 
what they understood from the multimodal input in function of what they needed to write. 
Distinct approaches were employed for the two target language functions, with many 
participants focussing on sequencing content points for the descriptive writing tasks, e.g.

I numbered the production process. Step one, step two and so on. (Describe-ContactLenses- 
S13);

I keep drawing arrows, marking how things happened in order. (Describe-ContactLenses-S02)

For the comparative writing tasks, many participants visually separated the two 
speakers’ views in their notes as they were processing the input, labelling the nature 
of each expressed opinion and indicating how it related to the other speaker’s 
opinion, because “it was much easier to write the essay based on that” (Describe- 
Zoo-S13), e.g.

I wrote down the two [speakers’] names: one on the left and one on the right, and I wrote their 
opinions next to each of them. Somewhere I wrote that, for example, they share the same 
opinion, but somewhere I wrote that it wasn’t quite the same. (Describe-Zoo-S15)

Writing processing and integration

Participants indicated attention to lower- and higher- order writing processes and regula
tion mechanisms. At a lower level, for example, they considered the linguistic accuracy of 
their writing:

“by” or “with”: I was thinking about which one is correct. “By hand” and then “with a paint 
gun”. (Descibe-Train-S04);

I spelled “followed by” as one with one L and two O’s. And it was obviously a typing error [. . .] 
and I could sort of correct it. (Describe-Train-S16)

Ensuring lexical sophistication and diversity was also a consideration, with participants 
purposefully enriching their linguistic choices and avoiding word repetitions, e.g.

In a sentence I wrote “good” twice. [. . .] I said [. . .] it’s a good programme for small children. So 
it can be exciting. And then I put “exciting” instead of “good”, to make it more diverse. 
(CompareContrast-Zoo-S11)

Furthermore, giving that the participants were L2 learners, it was unsurprising that they 
sometimes adopted compensation strategies for lexical knowledge gaps, e.g.

I thought of a word, but I didn’t know how it was in English, I had to rewrite the sentence 
a little bit to get my thoughts through, but not with that word specifically, but a little bit 
differently. (Describe-Train-S07)

At a higher level, participants explained their planning processes before and while writ
ing, e.g.

I tried to get my thoughts together roughly and what ideas I had, and how I wanted to write. So 
I like to put it together in my head. (Describe-ContactLenses-S10)

There was an instance where I stopped and thought about how to continue, how should 
I phrase it. (CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S04)
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Participants also conveyed how they had organised their writing. Many mentioned sand
wiching the main content between a brief introduction and conclusion. For the describe 
tasks, their intention was for the middle part to systematically reflect the manufacturing 
steps from the input, e.g.

First I thought I would do an introduction. I wrote that there were only glasses until the 70’s 
[. . .]. And then I used a question to lead into the part where it says how they are made [. . .]: 
“how are they made?”. And then I switched from that to the part – after I finished describing 
how they are made – the part about quality control, sterilisation and then packaging and 
delivery. And as a finishing sentence, I wrote that it’s a great thing to have an alternative to 
glasses, to be able to do sports activities without glasses. (Describe-ContactLenses-S09)

For the compare-and-contrast tasks, different structuring approaches were noted for the 
main body, e.g. reflecting speaker alternations, separating positive from negative views, or 
organising according to thematic points. e.g.

I wrote the positive parts of the whole thing first, and then I started writing the negative, the 
disadvantages of the whole thing. (CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S14)

I tried to divide it into three main bullet points or clash points. One I think was that they agreed 
with the beauty of this and that this could make tourism move forward. Or the two clashes are 
how much this will advance science and how much of a scientific purpose it serves. And 
whether or not it will raise awareness about the environment. But I’ve given titles to everything 
that will be in it. I worked with short paragraphs. (CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S06)

When discussing written organisation, integration of different channels – including the 
visuals – transpired from participants’ statements, for example how the nature of the input 
had helped them structure their writing:

All I would note here, and this will appear in the essay, that you can see quite clearly where the 
ends of the slides are. So in light of that, I was able to structure the paragraphs better, here a unit 
of thought or a step in its assembly was pretty clearly concluded. (Describe-Train-S16)

Or, how they drew on their notes during writing:

I wrote it all from my notes. I incorporated the key words and added my own words. (Describe- 
ContactLenses-S18)

Or a combination of the multimodal input (e.g., video frames) and their notes:

If you looked at the screen you could see what you could expect from that particular frame. [. . .] 
I could structure it and that was a big help. It helped me in my essay too. Because of my notes 
I could write different paragraphs. (Describe-Train-S20)

To achieve a well-organised text for the targeted language function, participants further
more made use of cohesive devices, e.g.

I opened with “first and foremost” and “secondly” and “lastly” to make the steps and the 
process understandable to the reader. (Describe-ContactLenses-S14)

Linking words, so I tried to use like “he thought this”, “on the contrary”, “they both agreed on”. 
(CompareContrast-SpaceTourism-S16)
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Participants also aimed to reflect in their writing the meaning representation they had built 
from the multimodal input. However, where their comprehension was incomplete, this 
affected their writing, including its coherence, e.g.

I can express myself in English, it’s just the parts [of the input] that were confusing, I didn’t 
know how to write them in a way that [. . .] the reader can understand. [. . .] What I noted down 
and understood, I could put into words quite easily. I wrote in “in addition” and things like that 
to make the text flow, but the parts that I didn’t understand, I felt a little bit that I didn’t know 
what I was writing. (Describe-Train-S20)

A few participants displayed how genre awareness (article; report) had influenced their 
writing, e.g. 

I had time to think it through, to make sure to use the parameters and stylistic features required 
for the article. So from that point of view, I tried to focus on the tone of the English articles 
I read. (Describe-Train-S16)

Finally, participants’ comments suggested metacognitive monitoring of their writing, and 
editing where necessary, e.g.

When I had already written down a part of the text, I looked at it a little bit, changed my mind, 
erased it, and wrote it a little bit differently because I didn’t quite like the way it was there the 
first time. (Describe-ContactLenses-S09)

DISCUSSION AND PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

Our research shows that the type of viewing-to-write tasks developed in our study 
allow higher proficiency EFL learners to demonstrate their L2 skills at their level; with 
64%-69% average scores and reasonable spread, they are neither too easy nor difficult 
and able to discriminate among learners with different abilities. The rather similar 
statistics across our four task versions furthermore indicate that it is possible to 
construct multiple well-functioning tasks. At the same time, some variability in 
difficulty can be realised, as shown by the slightly easier zoo task and slightly more 
difficult train carriages task. In both cases, general linguistic familiarity (or lack 
thereof) related to the input (broader topic domain) seemed to be the modulating 
factor, given the differential achievement on the Language Use criterion versus other 
criteria and task versions. The qualitative interview data – demonstrating focused task 
processing and suitable engagement without undue anxiety or concerns over difficulty/ 
ease – also support that the tasks were targeted at the right level. Additionally, our 
findings suggest that these multimodal integrated tasks are appropriate for older- 
adolescent and adult populations. Whereas Michel et al. (2019) found a slight risk 
of cognitive individual difference effects in younger learners when completing TOEFL 
Listen-Write tasks, the present participants seemed to be able to handle the multiple 
modes well and also did not report particular cognitive functioning difficulties affect
ing their task performance.

The factor analysis and correlation results pointed towards a single underlying 
construct in viewing-to-write tasks, rather than a sequence of separate modes/skills. 
The qualitative data, extensively demonstrating mode integrations (41% of codes), 
suggest this construct is likely to be multimodal integrated skills, and more specifically 
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viewing-to-write. While listening and writing skills are unmistakably involved in task 
performance, as evidenced by the interview data and medium effect sizes of the Aptis 
listening/writing predictor variables, they did not fully explain performance (product 
nor process). For example, the interviews revealed how visual and aural input interacted 
to establish meaning, or how visuals enabled content accuracy in writing – highlighting 
the tasks’ multimodal nature. Additionally, participants’ comments illustrated how 
transformation of the viewing input (versus just transcription of the aural input) is 
required to successfully complete the tasks, highlighting these tasks’ integrated nature. 
An example of transformation reported for the viewing-to-describe tasks was distinguish
ing main points from details in the video and connecting these into a coherent process 
description. For the viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks, an example was inferring 
what are similar/different/independent opinions in the video and signalling that under
standing through cohesive devices in writing. In sum, our various datasets provide 
empirical evidence for our hypothesised operationalisation of a form of multimodal 
integratedness. Our research also shows that the tasks cannot be successfully completed 
through a sequence of separate modes and skills that operate distinctly, and that input 
processing cannot be separated from the production of output.

The observation that the Aptis listening scores correlated strongly with the viewing-to- 
write performance scores also confirms that integrated tasks should not be treated as 
primarily productive skills tasks, as has sometimes been done in the past. Sufficient input 
comprehension is needed, e.g., to use relevant lexis and effectively organise the information 
in writing (with respect to the targeted language function), just as sufficient writing skills are 
needed to demonstrate input comprehension through written discourse. Our finding 
seemingly conflicts with some prior studies on integrated tasks which found stronger 
score correlations with the productive rather than receptive independent skill(s) involved 
(see Plakans, 2022 for a review of research on this); however, such findings seem to result 
from tasks and rating scales with less strong operationalisations of integration. Our task 
instructions, however, require that the written performance exclusively represents selected 
content ideas from the video input, in relation to the targeted language function, rather than 
for example expressing an opinion on the input or generating new content ideas, as is 
required by some other integrated task types. Thus, our tasks demand that the written 
product demonstrates a direct connection with the listening-visual input, whereas in some 
other task types the writing component is not as closely related to the listening input which 
merely serves as content support or inspiration for writing. Additionally, as described in the 
Methodology section, our rating criteria systematically operationalise the multimodal 
integratedness – and thus also listening. Namely, the Viewing for writing criterion evaluates 
how well the content points from the video input are represented in the written product, 
and the Organisation and Structure and Language Use criteria make explicit connections 
back to the organisational and linguistics characteristics of the video input, rather than 
evaluating the linguistic characteristics of the writing independent of the input. Thus, 
listening (as part of the multimodal video input) is brought more strongly to the fore 
than in some other integrated scoring approaches where the productive skill is proportion
ally weighted more strongly. Furthermore, studies investigating integrated performances’ 
discourse characteristics and task completion processes have also evidenced the important 
role of receptive skills, and the use of transformation and discourse synthesis processes in 
integrated tests (see Plakans, 2022 for a review) – reflecting our findings.
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As rating scales contribute to construct representation in performance assessments 
(Knoch et al., 2021), our rating scale design played a crucial role in representing multimodal 
integrated skills. While the finding of a single underlying construct might seemingly be in 
conflict with analytic rating, our scales’ criteria and descriptors had multimodal transfor
mation at their core throughout, e.g. Viewing for Writing: Describe task – accurate selection 
from and description of the different stages of the manufacturing process described in the 
video, Language Use – accuracy, range and complexity of grammar commensurate to that in 
the video input. The reference point for the content of the writing was thereby the video in 
its entirety of aural and visual modalities (including speech, pictures, gestures, body 
language, graphs, written words, etc.). Furthermore, advantages of analytic scales are that 
they prompt raters to systematically consider performances from various intended perspec
tives and offer more detailed information to learners/teachers – both useful in classroom L2 
assessments (Kuiken & Vedder, 2021). However, given the distinct language functions 
targeted in viewing-to-describe and viewing-to-compare-and-contrast tasks, effective multi
modal transformation and integration takes different shape. Thus, the Viewing for Writing 
and Organisation and Structure criteria were distinctly operationalised for the two task 
types, e.g. Viewing for Writing: Describe – accurate sequence of the manufacturing process 
stages represented in the video; Compare-and-contrast – fully correct attribution of views to 
each individual speaker.

Finally, we would like to share some practical task-design advice, to ensure assessing 
multimodal integratedness. First, as we know from video listening tests, the exact nature of 
the visuals and how they are included can determine whether or not input processing/ 
comprehension goes beyond the aural channel only and thus operationalizes multimodality. 
Brett (1997), for example, reported half of test takers not looking up at the video. Our input 
design, however, seemed to have ensured visual processing as all participants reported 
watching the video (on at least one of the two plays). Our viewing inputs did not just display 
content pictures/drawings, but also written words/phrases (e.g. technical terms, key num
bers), indicator shapes and moving animations to clarify materials and operations, and 
graphs/tables with additional data. The aural input also drew attention to the videos 
through phrases such as “let’s have a look at”, “in the graph here you can see”, “look 
how . . . ”, “just look at this picture!”. The viewing-to-compare-and-contrast inputs addi
tionally showed the two speakers discussing, thus sharing body language (e.g. lip move
ments, facial/hand gestures like pointing to graphs or communicating emotions). Thus, we 
recommend using various visuals, making them slightly extend information conveyed 
through the auditory channel, and explicitly connecting visual and aural modes. Second, 
while single or double play of listening input is often debated, recent empirical research 
supports the validity of repeating input in single mode tasks (e.g. Holzknecht & Harding,  
2023). We had hypothesised that, given increased complexity of multiple modes, double 
play would be justified in viewing-to-describe tasks too. Our data support this; the perfor
mance scores showed that the tasks are not easy, and during the recall interviews partici
pants reported partial processing only after single play and needing double play for 
comprehensive processing, balancing attention and integrating all modes. Similarly, we 
anticipated that allowing notetaking is important to alleviate construct-irrelevant memory 
demands. Our recall data confirm this, and, crucially, also that notetaking operates as 
a means of integrating multimodal meaning. Thus, we advise double play of video input 
and allowing notetaking while watching. Last, we recommend giving test-takers a clear 
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direction for viewing, highlighting the target language function in the first instructions 
already, as the recall data showed that purposeful viewing (i.e. watching the video while 
knowing what will be expected at the writing stage) regulates and enhances integration of 
the multiple modes. We also advise presenting these instructions in both writing and speech 
in the video, to give test-takers the best opportunity to successfully understand what is 
expected of them.

CONCLUSION

This study was situated in the vastly underexplored area – in operational and scholarly 
terms – of multimodal integrated L2 formal assessment. Our findings, based on quanti
tative and qualitative data, indicate that our innovative viewing-to-write tasks elicit, 
reflect and evaluate this form of multimodal integrated language use and are practical 
for the formal assessment of such abilities of CEFR B-C level learners. Our work widens 
the repertoire of tasks and construct representation in L2 proficiency assessments, and 
demonstrates the feasibility of developing and administering multimodal integrated 
tasks in low-resource, classroom environments. Our freely available materials serve as 
guidance for formal assessment and development work in other settings. Our task 
specifications might also assist in writing effective prompts for recently emerging 
advanced AI systems such as large language models and graphics and moving image 
generation tools for creating video input for multimodal integrated viewing-to-write 
tasks. However, a human co-intelligence approach (Mollick, 2024) is required for care
fully reviewing and revising the scripts and visuals generated by AI before they are used 
for assessment purposes. Without human oversight and co-creation, video input can 
represent inaccurate, biased or sensitive content (Goh & Aryadoust, 2025; Xi, 2023) and 
might underrepresent communicative and linguistic features of authentic language input 
(Sardinha, 2024).

As our study was restricted to one type of multimodal integrated task (viewing-to-write), 
we would encourage future work to experiment with alternative tasks. Also, while our 
operationalisation of multimodal integration was stronger than in most prior studies, this 
can still be increased. For example, while our input was multimodal and required integra
tion into the output (a further mode), the latter on its own was limited to monomodal 
writing. Possibly, this could be extended to viewing-to-compose, with use of multiple 
modalities in the output too (e.g. visuals, videos), although there will be feasibility chal
lenges for standardised testing. Additionally, in terms of rating, the present study comprised 
the development and application of rating scales for assessing viewing-to-write. While this 
work was thorough (involving extensive pre-piloting and piloting), a next logical step would 
be to conduct more sophisticated research on the rating scales’ functioning, e.g. a rater 
cognition study.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Viewing-to-write rating scales (downloadable from https://osf.io/b3jr5/?view_only= 
7793563fb6f048439cd8a037acaca4dd)
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Appendix B

Inter-rater reliability (Spearman’s rho; nperformances = 30) 

Whole scale Viewing for writing Organisation & structure Language use Mechanics

Describe a process scale .94** .90** .88** .79** .65**
Compare-and-contrast scale .77** .79** .67** .75** .76**

** Significant at the 0.01 level.

Appendix C

Descriptive statistics for the viewing-to-write tasks 

Min Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

All four tasks (nparticipants=134; nperformances=357)
Viewing for writing .00 4.00 2.62 .94 −.715 .183
Organization & structure .50 4.00 2.73 .78 −.885 1.180
Language use 1.00 4.00 2.68 .68 −.582 .636
Mechanics .25 2.00 1.21 .36 −.386 −.363
Writing composite total 1.00 10.00 6.62 1.58 −.683 .735
Total score 1.00 13.75 9.23 2.36 −.857 .863

Describe task: Contact Lenses (n=93)
Viewing for writing .00 4.00 2.62 .99 −.407 −.569
Organization & structure .50 4.00 2.74 .70 −1.162 2.239
Language use .00 4.00 2.64 .69 −.944 1.520
Mechanics .25 1.75 1.16 .37 −.355 −.577
Writing composite total 1.50 9.25 6.53 1.52 −.836 1.020
Total score 2.00 13.00 9.15 2.32 −.825 .713

Describe task: Train (n=88)
Viewing for writing .00 4.00 2.65 .86 −1.179 1.780
Organization & structure .00 4.00 2.72 .80 −1.087 1.550
Language use .50 4.00 2.48 .73 −.304 .244
Mechanics .25 2.00 1.17 .36 −.140 −.234
Writing composite total 1.00 10.00 6.39 1.65 −.646 .892
Total score 1.00 13.50 9.04 2.35 −1.075 1.756

Compare & Contrast task: Zoo (n=91)
Viewing for writing .00 4.00 2.67 1.00 −.953 .576
Organization & structure .00 4.00 2.75 .75 −.933 1.741
Language use 1.00 4.00 2.86 .62 −.435 .354
Mechanics .25 2.00 1.32 .35 −.840 .983
Writing composite total 2.25 9.75 6.93 1.48 −.748 1.007
Total score 2.25 13.50 9.60 2.33 −1.007 1.199

Compare & Contrast task: Space Tourism (n=85)
Viewing for writing .00 4.00 2.50 .95 −.478 −.181
Organization & structure .50 4.00 2.69 .86 −.492 .063
Language use 1.00 4.00 2.74 .63 −.452 .290
Mechanics .25 1.75 1.18 .37 −.280 −.745
Writing composite total 2.00 9.75 6.61 1.64 −.525 .327
Total score 2.50 13.75 9.14 2.46 −.622 .324
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Appendix D

Descriptive statistics for the Aptis Test (n = 134) 

Min Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis

Listening 18 50 42.30 4.86 −1.613 4.776
Writing 28 48 44.13 3.56 −2.131 6.147
Vocabulary & Grammar 17 49 39.17 5.65 −1.180 1.873

Appendix E

Frequency of processing codes for the viewing-to-write performances 

All four tasks 
(n=20)

Describe: 
Contact Lenses 

(n=10)
Describe: 

Train(n=10)
Compare & Contrast: Zoo 

(n=10)

Compare & 
Contrast: 

Space Tourism 
(n=10)

Watching visuals 115 (10%) 22 (9%) 34 (11%) 33 (12%) 26 (9%)
Listening 336 (30%) 83 (35%) 69 (22%) 85 (31%) 99 (35%)
Writing 195 (18%) 41 (17%) 59 (20%) 50 (19%) 45 (16%)
Integration: audio & 

visual
60 (5%) 12 (5%) 26 (8%) 11 (4%) 11 (4%)

Integration: input to 
notes

233 (21%) 39 (16%) 56 (18%) 67 (25%) 71 (25%)

Integration: input to 
writing

91 (8%) 24 (10%) 41 (13%) 11 (4%) 15 (5%)

Integration: notes to 
writing

73 (7%) 19 (8%) 26 (8%) 13 (5%) 15 (5%)

Total 1103 (100%) 240 (100%) 311 (100%) 270 (100%) 282 (100%)
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