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Abstract

Integrated-test tasks, which combine receptive and productive language skills in task
performance, e.g., listening-speaking or listening-reading-speaking, are increasingly
being used in second language assessment, including in high-stakes English exams such
as the TOEFL iBT and PTE Academic. Although recent studies (Plakans, 2008; Sawaki,
Quinlan, & Lee, 2013) have found that the construct of each individual skill involved in
task performance (e.g., listening, reading, and writing) is present and distinct, it is not
entirely clear what abilities are actually assessed by the tasks, especially as far as
listening is concerned. This study thus analysed test-takers’ listening comprehension
processing behaviours while completing listening-to-summarise tasks. In addition, test-
takers’ perceptions of the tasks and of listening task difficulty were investigated. The aim
of this was to be able to describe the listening construct measured by integrated-listening

tasks.

Data was collected from 72 Thai English as a Second Language (ESL) learners.
Each participant completed four listening-to-summarize tasks — two tasks requiring an
oral summary and two a written summary. To investigate the comprehension processing
behaviours performed to complete the tasks, a stimulated recall was conducted with 12
participants after each task. To study the perceptions of the tasks and of listening
difficulty and their relation to task performance, the remaining 60 participants completed

a perception guestionnaire after each task.



The results showed that to comprehend listening input with the aim of
summarizing it, the participants engaged in both lower-level and higher-level cognitive
processes and these cognitive processes were facilitated and monitored by a number of
strategies. However, to maintain focus on the text’s main point and accurately understand
it, it was necessary that the participants successfully activated comprehension monitoring,
real-time assessment of input, and lower-lever cognitive processes. Lack of the successful
application of these processes and strategies often led to misinterpretations of the text,
partly because of the interference of background knowledge which was not congruent
with the texts’ information. Participants with different performance levels were found to
engage in different types of processes and strategies, with different degrees of success.
The participants, in addition, were found to perceive the tasks as authentic and a fair way
to assess their abilities to use English for academic purpose, especially listening abilities.
In addition to providing a description of the listening construct measured by integrated-
listening tasks, the study suggests that listening comprehension ability should be
integrated in the description of the task construct and both cognitive and strategic
processing should be recognized as part of the construct. On the basis of the findings, a
model of second language (L2) listening in the context of listening-to-summarize tasks is

formulated.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Integrated-test tasks, which combine at least two language skills in task performance,
such as reading-writing and listening-reading-speaking, have been included in
assessments of second language proficiency for at least a decade. This seems a response
to awareness that language communication in the real-world rarely involves the use of
one language skill in isolation but is usually a combination of language skills, e.g.,
listening-speaking. However, since at least two language skills (modalities) are involved
in integrated-test task performance, i.e. a receptive skill (listening/reading) and a
productive skill (speaking/writing), it remains unclear what abilities are actually assessed
by this task type. Research has been conducted to investigate its underlying construct.
However, while a body of research aimed to describe the construct of the productive
skills (speaking/writing) integrated in this task type, only a small number of studies have
attempted to investigate comprehension ability as far as integrated-listening tasks are
concerned. In fact, the credibility of language tests depends, to a great extent, on a clear
description of the test construct or the abilities the test assesses. When the test construct is
not clearly understood or well defined, it is difficult for testers to justify interpretations
and decisions made on the basis of the test scores. Therefore, this study set out to uncover
the construct underlying the receptive skill (listening), in integrated listening-to-

summarize tasks.



In this chapter, first the background (1.2) and the scope (1.3) of the study are
described. Next, its significance is introduced (1.4) and definitions of key terms are

provided (1.5). The last section (1.6) outlines the thesis’s structure.

1.2 Background to the study

A major concern in communicative language assessment is the extent to which tests used
tap into the abilities to use language beyond the test situation or, more specifically, in
real-world communication. Test results (scores) may not be generalizable to real-world
language use since test situations may be inherently different from more authentic
settings and tests may not capture abilities that represent the demands of language use in
authentic communication (Norris, Bygate, & van den Branden, 2009). If this were the
case, interpretations and inferences made on the basis of test scores would be invalid and

tests would not be useful (Elder, lwashita, & McNamara, 2002).

Since acts of real-life communication often require at least two or more language
skills, such as listening-speaking, integrated-test tasks which require test-takers to
perform language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) not in isolation but in
an integrated manner, such as listening-speaking or listening-reading-writing, have been
introduced and are used widely in language tests (Cumming, 2014). Specifically, this task
type has been adopted in high-stakes tests of English for Academic Purposes, such as the
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL iBT: for sample items see

http://www.ets.org/c/17722/audio/vol 3/track10vc180396.mp3) and the Pearson Test of

English (PTE) Academic


http://www.ets.org/c/17722/audio/vol_3/track10vc180396.mp3

(https://mwww.youtube.com/watch?v=z6jPSFKCejQ&index=4&list=PLIwSacA9VMa7ub

mtbLGeUnBmvIu-vKYoW).

The rationale underlying the use of integrated-test tasks in second language
assessments, as can be concluded from previous research, relates to at least four benefits
of this task type. First, as perceived by experienced participating teachers in Cumming,
Grant, Mulcahy-Ernt, and Powers (2004), integrated-test tasks represent characteristics of
real-world tasks. The tasks, in addition, and found in Asencion (2004) have the potential
to capture abilities required in actual academic contexts, some of which may not be

tapped into by independent-skill tasks.

The second benefit of integrated-test tasks relates to scoring reliability. Weigle
(2004) found that when comparing two conditions of a writing test — one allowing test-
takers to write based solely on their experiences and background knowledge and the other
requiring test-takers to write a summary of a given text — the latter condition led to higher
scoring reliability; both greater scoring consistency and a high level of agreement on
score points between the raters were obtained. Weigle explained that this was because the
source text suggested necessary or desirable content that should be included in the essay,

on which the raters relied when scoring the task performance.

The third advantage of integrated-test tasks concerns the potential of the tasks to
promote equality and fairness. Cumming et al. (2004) observed that in an independent-
writing test task, where only a topic was given as input, students with knowledge of the
topic were able to write fluently while those without it were not. The students’
background knowledge, as the researchers stated, had to provide ideas for writing; thus

any lack of such knowledge had implications for the writing. In contrast, in a reading-
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writing task, the students had to read the input material and generate ideas from the
reading text. Although background or topical knowledge still played a role in reading
comprehension, the researchers found that it did so less in the integrated-test tasks. This
IS because in the latter tasks, the students did not have to write by relying solely on their
topical or background knowledge. Based on the findings, the researchers concluded that
provision of the source text, to some extent, put students on an equal footing in terms of

providing content and stimulating ideas to write about under test conditions.

Fourth, the use of integrated-test tasks has been observed to have positive
washback or positive impact on language teaching. Weigle (2004) indicated that as a
result of the introduction of integrated reading-writing test tasks in a university test of
English for non-native speakers, classroom instruction changed from teaching writing in
isolation to focusing more on practising writing in combination with reading such as
writing based on reading materials. Particularly, students were shown how to critically
analyse source materials and appropriately integrate the texts into their writing. These
abilities, as Weigle pointed out, are necessary not only to achieve success in the tests but

also on academic courses.

Despite these advantages, the use of integrated-test tasks in language assessment
has encountered a great challenge when test validity is of concern. Integrated-test tasks
have been criticised for their potential effect of task dependence, making it difficult to
know what construct is being assessed by the tasks. Weir (1990) refers to this effect as
‘muddied measurement’ and explains that it occurs when performance on one item
interferes with performance on a subsequent item. In the case of integrated-test tasks, this

could happen, for example, when performance in speaking or writing depends on

4



successful comprehension of a source text. When test-takers perform poorly, it is, thus,
difficult to determine what ability or knowledge weaknesses may have caused this
(Lewkowicz, 1997). For example, in the case of a reading-based summary-writing test, it
is not easy to know whether a poor summary in which some of the main points are
missing is due to poor comprehension or poor writing skills (Alderson, Clapham, & Wall,

1995).

Having clear test constructs or knowing what abilities tests actually measure is
crucial in evaluating test validity or demonstrating the extent to which tests accurately
assess test-takers’ abilities, as well as judging whether the interpretations made on the
basis of test scores are meaningful and valid. This is especially crucial in performance-
based assessment, where tests are often assumed to assess the intended abilities by the
use of communicative tasks thought to represent characteristics of real-world tasks
(McNamara, 1996). Despite the use of these tasks, Bachman (2002) and Weir (2005)
point out that, in practice, test performances are affected by several factors, including
test-takers’ personal factors (e.g., background knowledge and test anxiety), task factors
(e.g., task difficulty), and task administration. Abilities assumed to be assessed by the test
tasks may not actually be assessed. Thus, the use of ‘so-called’ authentic tasks
(representing characteristics of real-world tasks) may, in reality, not be authentic if they
do not assess abilities required in the target situation (Bachman, 2005; McNamara, 1996;

Weir, 2005).

It is important that test constructs, as Weir (2005) contends, are defined at an
initial stage of test design and development to guide the selection of appropriate test

tasks. As the constructs are normally defined according to related theories, they are



referred to as theoretical constructs (Weir, 2005). To ensure that tests assess the desired
constructs/abilities, the theoretical constructs, have to be checked against actual test
performance, for example, by exploring test-takers’ cognitive processes, as Messick
(1989) and Weir (2005) suggest. If so, the interpretations and decisions made on test
scores can then be justified. In the case of integrated-listening tasks, it is not clear what
construct this task type is supposed to measure although the tasks are considered useful in
many ways, e.g., for representing characteristics of real-world tasks. This could make it
difficult for testers to first decide whether the tasks would meet their testing purpose and
then to interpret the test scores. As a consequence, an investigation of what this task type
assesses is necessary, and on the basis of this, the theoretical construct of this task type

can be formulated.

In conclusion, the use of integrated-test tasks in L2 assessments has been
observed to have a number of benefits, including the potential for achieving greater task
authenticity and tapping into abilities to use language in real-life communication. In
addition, the inclusion of input materials in this task type has been shown to diminish
issues related to test-takers’ background knowledge and topic familiarity in test
situations. The content of integrated-test responses has been found to be scored more
consistently than that of independent-skill tasks. The tasks have also been found to
initiate positive washback in classroom settings. However, describing the construct
underlying integrated-test tasks is not straightforward. Due to the combination of at least
two language skills in task performance, it remains ambiguous what abilities are truly
being assessed by this task type and what abilities contribute to either success or failure

in performance. In fact, the credibility (overall quality) of language tests depends, to a



great extent, upon a clear description of the abilities or the construct they measure. When
the underlying construct is not clearly understood or well defined, it is difficult for test
developers to select tasks that suit their testing purpose and support their claims about
construct-representation and -relevance and the usefulness of their tests. In this regard, an
investigation of what abilities tasks measure seems crucial to inform the construct

underlying integrated-test tasks.

1.3 Scope of the study

On the basis of the issues outlined in the previous section, this study aims to investigate
the listening construct or abilities assessed by integrated-listening tasks. Specifically, the
study will attempt to define the listening construct of listening-to-summarize tasks that
include an academic lecture as input. Following Messick’s (1989) unified concept of test
validity and Weir’s (2005) cognitive framework for test development and validation, the
study conceptualizes a test construct as the cognitive processes and strategies test-takers
engage in during task performance and investigates 1) test-takers’ cognitive processing
for listening comprehension and 2) their perceptions of tasks and listening task difficulty.
This is in order to define the listening construct measured by the tasks, the context-

appropriateness of integrated-test tasks (as perceived by test-takers).

Although listening-to-summarize tasks involve two skills in task performance
(listening and either speaking or writing), listening will be the primary interest in this
study for a number of reasons. First, it has been suggested in the literature related to
integrated-skills assessments and language testing in general that listening is the least

researched skill compared to other language skills (writing, speaking, and reading), hence



it is the least known in terms of its construct (Buck, 2001; Field, 2013; Lynch, 2011,
Rost, 2011). Second, studies on integrated-test tasks have mainly concentrated on the
productive rather than receptive skills (see 2.3.2 ). Such studies often compared the
characteristics of performances on independent-writing tasks to those on integrated
reading-writing tasks to investigate whether these two task types assessed the same
construct. Third, in previous research there is no consensus on the role of comprehension
ability involved in task performances. Whereas studies such as Cumming et al. (2004)
and Gebril (2010) concluded that independent-skill tasks and integrated-skills tasks
measure the same construct, others such as Asencién Delaney (2008) and Plakans (2008)
indicated that these two task types measured different constructs and both the productive
skills and receptive skills involved in task performances are assessed by the integrated
task type. Fourth, although it is likely that comprehension plays a role in integrated-
listening task performance, little research has paid attention to this area. To address these
research gaps, this study aims to investigate the listening abilities assessed by integrated-
skills tasks, namely listening-to-summarize tasks, in order to describe the role of listening

comprehension (if any) and the listening construct underlying the tasks.

The tasks investigated in this study include an academic lecture as listening input.
Academic listening is of particular interest for two major reasons. First, listening is
required in a variety of communicative events in academic settings, e.g., lectures, group
discussions, tutorials, seminars, and meetings with a supervisor. The ability to understand
and respond to academic listening is required for students to participate successfully in
academic communication and in academic success in general (Lynch, 2011). Second,

lecture listening in particular, as pointed out by scholars such as Buck (2001), Lynch



(2011), and Taylor and Geranpayeh (2011), constitutes complex processing and so far it
has been unclear what successful lecture comprehension entails. Listeners, as Buck
(2001) stated, can fail to comprehend a text’s main point despite their understanding all
the words in the text. Taylor and Geranpayeh (2011) explain that this is because
academic listening is generally cognitively demanding, especially in terms of the amount
of information listeners have to process simultaneously. Academic texts additionally are
generally context-reduced, requiring the listeners' logic and inferences to understand the
points being delivered (Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). Despite these complexities, little
research has attempted to reveal the construct underlying lecture listening. Further

research focusing on this area is thus warranted.

In practice, listening-to-summarize tasks with different modalities, i.e. listening-
to-speak (requiring an oral summary after the listening) and listening-to-write (requiring
a written summary after the listening) will be investigated. These tasks are of interest
because they are considered to tap into high-level processing abilities which are crucial
for success in academic listening but may not be captured by other forms of response,
e.g., multiple-choice and gap-filling questions (Field, 2012; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011).
In addition, summaries (both in oral and written forms) required after the listening are
believed to have potential for tapping into processes such as meaning building and
discourse construction (Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). These are all
required in academic studies and therefore important to be assessed by tests in order to

fully represent the construct of academic listening.



1.4 Significance of the study

This study hopes to advance our understanding of the listening construct underlying
integrated-listening test tasks, i.e. listening-to-summarize tasks. The research findings
will describe the set of cognitive processes and strategies employed during listening task
performance, including the sources of knowledge test-takers use to comprehend listening
input. In addition, the study intends to reveal test-takers' perceptions of tasks and
listening task difficulty and the extent to which the listening task difficulty, as perceived

by test-takers, relates to their listening performance.

Practically, this study hopes to provide information that can assist test developers
and item writers, when considering the use of listening-to-summarize tasks in their
context. Specifically, it will give them an idea of what listening abilities these tasks
assess and to what extent the tasks, as perceived by test-takers, can represent
characteristics of real-world tasks. This is to justify their use of listening-to-summarize

tasks.

In relation to second language (L2) teaching, the study hopes to extend the
conceptual understanding of what academic listening involves and what abilities or
knowledge students need in order to successfully understand lectures on various topics.
Academic texts, as described earlier, are unique and require listeners’ inferences and
logical thinking to be understood and it is also not fully understood how individuals
comprehend such texts (Buck, 2001; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). By looking into
listeners’ task processing behaviours, this study will reveal how listeners approach their

listening, what sources of knowledge they rely on for text comprehension, and what
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could make them either succeed or fail in their lecture listening. In addition, the study
will point to strategies that help listeners achieve their listening goals and that might have

to be focused on in L2 teaching.

Theoretically, the study will provide empirical evidence to inform the theoretical
construct of cognitive processing for listening comprehension. One influential framework
that has recently been introduced and used to analyse test-takers’ cognitive processes for
listening is Field’s (2013). However, this framework was drawn up from data provided
by first language (L1) and competent L2 listeners. Although Field's model is considerably
comprehensive and describes clearly what is involved in successful listening processing,
it may not describe those behaviours performed by listeners with lower ability who can
also be successful. Unlike Field’s (2013) model, this study attempts to describe the
listening processing behaviours of advanced L2 listeners in comparison with those of
intermediate L2 listeners. The investigation of test-takers’ processes in this study,
although in a simulated testing situation, is hoped to fine-tune the existing cognitive
processing framework for listening in language assessment in general and for integrated-

test tasks more specifically.

1.5 Definitions of terms

Throughout this thesis a number of terms will be used. This section presents definitions
of terms that are key to this study to avoid confusion as some of these terms may be used

differently in other studies. Here follow the terms.
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‘Skills’, defined after Richards and Schmidt (2002), is ‘the mode or manner in
which language is used (p.293)’. It refers to four language skills, i.e. listening, speaking,

reading, and writing.

‘Abilities’ are defined as individual capacities to perform an act (Davies, 2005).
In this study the term is used in combination with language skills to refer to the cognitive
processes and strategies that underline specific skills. For example, listening abilities
involve abilities to decode sounds, segment information in continuous speech, make

inferences, etc.

‘Cognitive processes’ are a category of mental actions that contribute directly to
text comprehension (Anderson, 1985; Rubin, 1981). Following Shiffrin and Schneider
(1977), cognitive processes are limited to processes that are well developed and put little

or no demand on processing capacity.

‘Strategies’ are mental actions that are purposefully activated by users. Defined
after Shiffrin and Schneider (1977), strategies are controlled processes, which require
attention and are used flexibly in changing circumstances. The use of strategies in text
comprehension processing is categorised into two groups: cognitive strategies used to
solve comprehension problems; and metacognitive strategies used to manage cognitive

processes and strategies.

‘Tasks’ is used to refer to work assigned to language learners/test-takers to
complete for some purposes (Candlin, 2009). Tasks provide learners/test-takers with

language input and require them to produce task output on the basis of their
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comprehension of input materials (Candlin, 2009). In language testing, tasks are used to

elicit test-takers’ abilities for the purpose of evaluation.

‘Task types’ is classified according to a number of language skills involved in
task performance. Two types of tasks are referred to in this study: 1) independent-skill
tasks, where only one language skill is involved, e.g., independent-speaking tasks, and 2)
integrated tasks, where at least two language skills are involved, e.g., integrated listening-

speaking tasks.

‘Tasks with different modalities’ refers to the integrated-skills tasks that provide
the same input material but require different skills in task production. In this study, the

term is used to refer to the listening-to-write and the listening-to-speak tasks.

1.6 Structure of the thesis

This thesis is composed of ten chapters. Following this introduction chapter is the
literature review (Chapter 2). In this chapter, first different conceptualizations of test
validity and methods for validation are reviewed in order to situate this study in a
validation framework. This initial section argues that although several types of evidence
are needed to support test validity, evidence of test constructs or the abilities tests
measure should take priority because they form the basis for the interpretation and use of
scores. Next, the characteristics of integrated-test tasks which are the focus of this study
and previous studies on this task type are presented. At the end of this section, the
justifications for this study to investigate the listening construct underlying integrated-
listening tasks are provided. The remaining section of this chapter reviews the literature

on comprehension processing frameworks and listening in particular to guide the analysis
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of test-takers’ listening processing behaviours. Finally, the importance of test-takers’
perceptions in test validation is considered. This is to frame the investigation of test-

takers’ perceptions of task characteristics that might affect listening performance.

Chapter 3 describes the research methodology. First, the research questions are
formulated and the research participants are described. Next, the data collection methods
and research instruments, comprising a background questionnaire, listening-to-
summarize tasks, verbal protocols, and a perception questionnaire are explained. To try
out the research instruments and to investigate the feasibility of the research design, three
pilot studies were conducted and are described in this chapter. After that, the data

collection and data analyses of the main study are presented.

The findings are presented in five consecutive chapters. The first three chapters
(4-6) present the findings of the test-takers’ comprehension processing, which inform
Research Question 1 (RQ 1). Specifically, Chapter 4 presents the findings regarding
cognitive processes; Chapter 5 cognitive strategies, and Chapter 6 metacognitive
strategies. In these chapters, the overall picture of the processes/strategies the test-takers
engaged in is first presented, followed by the description of each individual
process/strategy. Chapter 7 compares the processes and strategies used by the test-takers
between tasks with different modalities and performance levels (RQ 1a). Chapter 8
presents the findings of perceptions of tasks and listening task difficulty addressed in RQ
2 and 2a by first presenting the perceptions of task authenticity, fairness, and listening
task difficulty. Then the relationship between participants’ perceptions of listening task

difficulty and task performance are provided.
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In Chapter 9, all these findings are then discussed in association with the research
questions and the literature. The study is concluded in Chapter 10 by first summarizing
the study and its main findings. Then the contributions and implications of the study are
outlined. In the final section, the limitations of the study and recommendations for future

research are indicated.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

With the aim of providing empirical data on the listening construct underlying listening-
to-summarize tasks, a number of works related to the focus of the study are reviewed
here. First, in section 2.2, conceptualizations of test validity and validation frameworks
are reviewed to position this study in the field of language assessment. It is argued in this
section that having a clear test construct is important in a test validation process and thus,
in tests where the construct is not clearly defined, more research on the construct or
abilities measured by the test tasks has to be carried out. Next, in order to provide an
understanding of the tasks in question, the theoretical concepts of integrated-skills
assessments, the advantages and limitations of integrated-tasks, as well as the previous
research conducted on the use of this task type are reviewed in section 2.3. This is also to

identify gaps in the previous research and provide the rationale behind this study.

Since the test construct in this study is conceptualized as the cognitive processes
and strategies test-takers activate while performing test tasks, data on these cognitive
processes and strategies will be gathered and analysed to define the listening construct.
Consequently, section 2.4 reviews existing frameworks related to language processing in
general and listening processing more specifically, in order to provide guidelines for the
analyses of listeners’ processing behaviours in this study. First, Anderson’s (1985)
framework is described to provide an understanding of what comprehension processing
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generally entails (2.4.1). Then, two influential frameworks for listening comprehension
processing in the second language acquisition context, i.e. Rost’s (2011) and Vandergrift
and Goh’s (2012) are reviewed (2.4.2-2.4.3). After that, Field’s (2013) cognitive
framework for listening processing, which has been introduced in the language testing
context and which is relevant to the context of this study, is described (2.4.4). All these
models are then compared and this leads to a description of the role of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies in L2 comprehension processing (2.4.5). This section ends with
the presentation of the framework used to analyse test-takers’ listening processing
behaviours in this study (2.4.6). Section 2.5 reviews the literature on the role of test-
takers’ perceptions in test validation and factors that might affect task performance to
guide the investigation of test-takers’ perceptions. The chapter concludes with
summarising the gaps in the literature and suggesting the aspects to be addressed by this

study (2.6).

2.2 Test validity

A central problem in language assessment is to what extent tests in general accurately
assess test-takers’ language abilities or more specifically, to what extent current tests
used are valid. Test validity, according to testing scholars such as Alderson et al. (1995),
Bachman (2005), and Weir (2005), has become a key issue for all language testers since
it defines the quality of tests. According to these authors, tests would not be useful if they
lacked validity. Interpretations or predictions of test-takers’ abilities made on the basis of
test scores, furthermore, are unlikely to be justified without evidence of test validity

(Bachman, 2005). Therefore, to prove the usefulness of tests, validation, or the process of
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assessing test validity, has to be carried out. Over time, however, there have been
different conceptualizations of test validity and these have been associated with different
methods of test validation. The following sections thus describe the different
conceptualizations of test validity and the ways in which test validity has been
investigated. The ultimate purpose of this section (2.2) is to point out the significance of

this study in relation to test validation.

2.2.1 Earlier conceptualizations of test validity

In earlier views on validity, such as those presented in Cronbach and Meehl (1955) and
Lado (1961), test validity is conceptualized as consisting of several independent types of
validity. Based on these views, different types of test validity were identified and
researched as part of the validation process. Cronbach and Meehl (1955), for example,
distinguished four categories: predictive validity, concurrent validity, content validity,
and construct validity. The first two types, as Cronbach and Meehl explain, are criterion-
oriented. When tests provide results that show a relationship with other measures (criteria
taken on the same test-takers and given at the same time), they are considered as having
concurrent validity. If tests show a relationship with results on other tests (measures)
given at a later point in time, they are considered as having predictive validity. Alderson
et al. (1995) later refer to these two types of validity as external validity. Content validity,
on the other hand, refers to the representativeness of the content tests are meant to
represent. Construct validity, according to Cronbach and Meehl (1955), concerns the
extent to which tests actually measure the construct or theoretical definition of language
abilities that is aimed to be measured. Additionally, in Alderson et al. (1995), two more

types of validity are added: face validity and response validity. Face validity relates to the
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public acceptability of a test as a proper test (Alderson et al., 1995), whereas response
validity concerns the extent to which test-takers’ actual response processes reflect the

expected ones.

These types of validity, according to these earlier views, are independent from
each other. As a consequence, test validation has looked into different types of validity,
depending on what qualities of the tests testers are interested in. Content validity, for
example, is investigated when testers want to know whether a test’s content represents
the knowledge structure the test is meant to be concerned with. Or testers may want to
study predictive validity in order to know whether tests can accurately predict future
performances of test-takers. Construct validity is carried out to investigate whether a test
construct is reflected in the scores obtained. Several methods have been used to
investigate test validity in these views, including for example correlation analyses
between test scores and scores obtained from other measures or analyses of test
specifications in comparison to expert judgments. Although different methods are used,
test validation in these earlier conceptualizations, as Xi (2008) contends, is to support

score-based predictions rather than score-based interpretations.

2.2.2 More recent conceptualizations of test validity

Alternative views on validity have been formulated particularly since the introduction of
Messick’s (1989) unified concept of test validity. In Messick’s view, test validity not
only accounts for the quality of a test itself but is a characteristic of the inferences drawn
on the basis of test scores and the consequences of the assessment as a whole (Messick,
1995). Test validity should not only be demonstrated through relevant content and

statistical analyses such as correlations between test scores and other external measures.
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Instead, validity concerns the extent to which tests can be shown to produce data, i.e. test
scores, which are accurate representations of candidates' levels of language knowledge or

skills in relevant contexts (Messick, 1995).

A primary concern of test validity, as postulated by Messick (1989), is construct
representation. Although tests are meant to represent their construct, in practice it cannot
be assumed that tests are construct-representative until validation has been carried out.
This is due to the two threats to construct validity. One is construct-underrepresentation,
occurring when tests fail to measure part of the elements specified in the test construct.
The second is construct-irrelevant variance, which happens when the test is too broad and
other factors such as background knowledge, test methods, and test-wise strategies

contribute to success in test performance.

According to Messick (1995), construct validity is a superordinate term, which
concerns not only evidence of the theoretical construct tests are designed to tap into but
evidence related to content relevance, criterion-relatedness, and the social consequences
of test use. Construct validity concerns not only the construct underlying the test itself but
also the interpretations and meaning of test scores. The construct underlying tests is no
longer viewed as only a component of language ability theoretically indicated but also the
cognitive processes that individuals demonstrate during task performance. A set of
construct indicators, which necessarily explain the construct underlying test tasks, thus
includes cognitive processes, strategies, and linguistic and non-linguistic knowledge

applied during task performance (Messick, 1995).

Messick’s conceptualization of test validity has been widely accepted in language

assessment and has triggered changes in test validation. However, it has been perceived

20



as being rather abstract and lacking clear guidance for test validation in practice
(Bachman, 2005; Davies, 2012). To address these gaps, several frameworks for test
validation have been introduced. These include three influential frameworks, i.e. Kane
(1992), Bachman (2005), and Weir (2005), each of which is briefly reviewed in the

following paragraphs.
Kane’s (1992) argument-based approach to test validity

One framework which has been widely acknowledged in the language testing
literature is Kane’s (1992) argument-based approach to test validity (see Chapelle, 2012;
Xi, 2008). In agreement with Messick (1989), Kane (1992) proposed that test validity is
related to the interpretations and decisions made on test scores rather than the quality of
tests themselves. Kane described test validation in relation to two kinds of argument
building: 1) an interpretive argument and 2) a validity argument. The interpretive
argument states the proposed interpretations of test scores. The interpretive argument, as
illustrated later by Kane, Crooks, and Cohen (1999), involves a series of links from test
scores (performance) to score interpretations (see Figure 2.1). First is a scoring link, i.e.
the link from test performances to observed scores. The second link is generalization
which links the observed scores obtained from test tasks to universe scores obtained from
other tasks similar to the assessment tasks. The third link is extrapolation, i.e. the link
from universe scores to target scores. This link leads to the interpretation of test scores,

i.e. what test-takers can do in the target language use domain.

Scoring Generalization Extrapolation

Observation
(test
performance)

Universe
score

Observed
score

Target score
(Interpretation)
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Figure 2.1: Links in interpretative argument by Kane et al. (1999, p.9)



The second type of argument, as Kane describes, is the validity argument which
critically evaluates the interpretative argument, i.e. the inferential links proposed in the
first stage. Three basic criteria are recommended to evaluate the argumentation: 1) the
clarity of the inference network, i.e. whether enough and clear details are provided to
back up and warrant the links, 2) the coherence of the argument consisting of logical and
convincing links from test performance to the interpretation of test scores, and 3) the

plausibility of inferences and assumptions.

The credibility of these links, as Kane et al. (1999) contend, rests on several types
of evidence. The scoring link, in particular, relies on at least two types of evidence: 1)
evidence showing that the scoring criteria are reasonable and employed correctly and 2)
evidence indicating the performance occurs under conditions relevant to those of the
target situation where the test scores are proposed to be generalized to. The generalization
link, which assumes that observed scores represent the performances in the target
situations, relies on reliability studies of the measure used. The credibility of
extrapolation depends, for example, on the similarity of the language abilities inferred

from the universe scores to those required in the target situations.

Despite providing a logical set of procedures to validate tests, Kane’s framework
has been criticized for focusing only on score interpretations. As Bachman (2005)
contends, it does not link the score interpretations to the use (decision) and the social
consequences of the scores being used. Although Kane (2006) attempted to address the
use of test scores, McNamara (2006) comments that it does not explicitly explain what, as

Messick (1989) suggests, the social consequences of the tests are. To fill the gaps in
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Kane’s framework, Bachman (2005) proposed his assessment use argument (AUA) for

test validation.
Bachman’s (2005) AUA for test validation

Bachman (2005) explained that the essence of an AUA is the link between the
overall arguments to the social consequences of test scores. In the AUA framework, test
validation is described in relation to two types of arguments: 1) an assessment utilization
argument, linking test performance to a decision, and 2) an assessment validity argument,
which justifies an assessment utilization argument. The assessment utilization argument
is an articulation of claims (proposed interpretations of test use), warrants (statements to

support the claims), and rebuttals (statements to reject the claims).

Four types of warrants, as Bachman indicates, are necessary to support claims: 1)
relevance, 2) utility, 3) intended consequences, and 4) sufficiency. Relevance concerns
the extent to which the ability assessed by the test represents that needed in the target
language use (TLU) domain, and the relevance of the task characteristics to those in the
TLU. Utility deals with the extent to which interpretations made on the basis of test
performance are useful in making the intended decision. Intended consequences concern
the extent to which the intended decision will benefit the individuals involved in the use
of test scores. Sufficiency is considering whether the assessment provides sufficient

information for decision making.

The assessment validity argument is an evaluation of the claims being made by

providing different types of evidence to back up the claims or decisions made on test
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scores. Such evidence includes, for example, evidence on construct validity and task

authenticity which warrants task relevance, or scoring reliabilities which warrant utility.

This review of Kane’s and Bachman’s frameworks has indicated that the scope
and nature of test validation defined by more recent conceptualizations of test validity
(i.e. Messick, 1989) differs considerably from those described in the earlier views. Test
validity in these frameworks is no longer regarded primarily as the qualities residing in
tests but as the logical links between performances observed in test situations to score
interpretations and use. The credibility of such links (which indicate test validity)
requires different sources of evidence, including, for example, context relevance, scoring
reliabilities, and criterion-related validity. Although Kane’s and Bachman’s frameworks
have emphasized that different types of evidence are required to justify test validity, Weir
(2005) claimed that such evidence may only support propositions of score interpretations
and use made by testers and led by assessment tasks. As such evidence is only gathered
after test events, it may not be sufficient to support score interpretations specified at the
initial stage of test design (Weir, 2005). To address this gap, Weir (2005) put forward his

socio-cognitive framework for test validation.
Weir’s (2005) socio-cognitive framework

In line with Messick (1989), Weir (2005) proposed that test validity involves
several types of evidence to support any claims made on the basis of test scores; no single
type of validity is considered superior to another. In his framework, Weir (2005) presents
two main categories of validity evidence — a priori and a posteriori evidence — each of
which comes along with subcategories. Prior to actual test administration, Weir requests

evidence of theory-based validity and context validity. Theory-based validity, which is
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later referred to as cognitive validity (see Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011; Field, 2013),
concerns the theoretical construct of ability, knowledge, and processing expected to be
captured by test tasks. Context validity concerns the extent to which a test task is
representative of real-world tasks, especially in terms of its linguistic and content
demands as well as the conditions under which the task is performed. The posteriori or
after-test event evidence comprises scoring validity, criterion-related validity, and
consequential validity. Scoring validity is the extent to which test results are stable over
time and across different measures. It accounts for the degree to which examination
marks are free from errors of measurement and the extent to which they can be depended
on when decisions are made about test-takers. Criterion-related validity involves the
correlations of test scores to other measurements of performance. Consequential validity
discusses how the interpretations and use of a test impact on the individuals involved in
an assessment (e.g., test-takers, teachers, and parents) and on society as a whole. As
emphasized by Weir (2005), all these validity sources are needed to support a discussion

of test validity.

While Kane’s and Bachman’s validation frameworks rely principally on the
evidence collected after test events, Weir (2005) explicitly indicated that test validity is
not only a matter of a posteriori data analysis (to support the logical inferences drawn
from test performance to score interpretations and use). Test validity, according to Weir,
also concerns a before-test event investigation or an investigation of the abilities needed
in the TLU domain and the theoretical concepts of the language abilities test tasks have
the potential to assess. This is in order to inform test design and development (Weir,

2005). After the test event, the theoretical construct of language abilities as preliminarily
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indicated are compared to those actually assessed by the test tasks in order to determine
the extent to which tasks can actually capture the abilities intended to be tested from the

start.

According to Weir (2005), having clear test constructs from the initial stage is
essential. Testers, as Weir emphasizes, ‘can never escape from the need to define what is
being measured, just as we are obliged to investigate how adequate a test is in operation’
(p.18). This view has, for example, been supported by an empirically-based study of test
validity in the context of integrated tests, i.e. Frost, Elder, and Wigglesworth (2011).
Specifically, this study has indicated that test constructs or descriptions of what
integrated tasks measure are crucial and have to be provided at the start of test validation.
This is because test constructs are used as the basis for the interpretations of test-takers’
abilities (what test-takers can do). When test constructs are unclear, it is therefore
difficult to provide explicit and defensible links between test performance and the

interpretations of test scores and use.

Particularly in the case of integrated-test tasks, which are the focus of this study,
previous research (e.g., Cumming et al., 2006; Frost et al., 2011) has shown that it is
difficult to establish explicit and logical links from test performance to score
interpretations and use. This is partly because this task type involves a combination of
language skills in task performance and this makes the construct underlying these tasks
complex. In addition, the nature of the interaction and the contribution of each skill
involved in task performance are not yet fully understood. In this regard, and in
alignment with the more recent conceptualizations of test validity, specifically Messick

(1989) and Weir (2005), this study set out to investigate the listening construct
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underlying integrated-listening tasks, i.e. what listening abilities assessed by listening-to-
summarize tasks and what test-takers’ perceptions of tasks and of listening task difficulty.
Findings from this investigation will throw light on what Weir (2005) terms ‘theory-
based or cognitive validity’ and context relevance (as perceived by test-takers) in the
socio-cognitive framework for test validation. Since a big concern over the use of
integrated-test tasks is that the theoretical construct of this task type is not fully
understood or developed, Weir’s (2005) approach, which emphasizes that test constructs
have to be clearly defined at the beginning of test design and development and which
explains clearly how such construct can be established, offers a useful and suitable

framework for this study.

In the next section (2.3), a description of integrated-skills assessments, definitions
and the use of integrated-test tasks in language assessment will be given, to clarify the
nature of this form of assessment and the need for research on it in relation to test
validity. Previous studies on this task type are also reviewed in order to determine what

needs to be done in order to investigate the abilities assessed by this task type.

2.3 Integrated-skills assessments

The assessment of second language performance was traditionally largely in favour of
discrete-point and indirect testing until the 1970s. With the increasing implementation of
communicative language teaching approaches, however, the assessment of language
proficiency started shifting more to assessing language skill performance such as

assessing listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Weir, 1990).
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Despite this shift in focus of language assessment, concerns related to skills
assessment have been expressed, partly because skills assessment has been carried out in
isolation. For example, Ferris and Tagg (1996) and Frost et al. (2011) have questioned
the authenticity of the language test tasks often used, given that human communication is
a dynamic, complex and interdependent system. East (2012) in addition argues that the
assessment of the four language skills in isolation, though communicative in orientation,
does not reflect the interactive nature of language used in real-life contexts. McNamara
(2000) mentions that assessing one language skill such as listening separately from
speaking could have validity issues as in most oral communication these two skills are
typically applied together. Therefore, integrated-skills assessments have been introduced
and implemented, including in large-scale tests such as the TOEFL iBT, aiming to
address the concern that the assessment of individual skills in isolation may be

inadequate to represent the ability to use language in real-life situations.

2.3.1 Defining integrated-test tasks

In order to understand how integrated-test tasks have been used in language assessment,
it is essential to look at how these tasks are defined. Lewkowicz (1997) defined
integrated tests as tests “where the input that has been provided forms the basis for the
response(s) to be generated by test-takers” (p.121). However, this definition is very broad
in the sense that it could equally apply to independent speaking or writing tasks that

require test-takers to simply discuss a topic provided.

More detailed definitions have been given in research specifically focussing on
integrated-test tasks (e.g., Asencion, 2004; Brown, Iwashita, & McNamara, 2005;

Cumming et al., 2006; Frost et al., 2011; Plakans, 2009; Weigle, 2004). Brown et al.
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(2005), for instance, defined integrated-test tasks as tasks that require test-takers to
process input material in any form in order to integrate the information from this source
into task performance. This input processing, as Brown et al. (2005) argue, makes
integrated-test tasks more complex and more cognitively demanding than independent-
test tasks, such as writing-only or speaking-only tasks, which only require the test-takers
to exclusively draw on their own knowledge or ideas to respond to questions or prompts.
Similar to Brown et al. (2005), Cumming et al. (2006) refer to integrated-test tasks as
tasks that combine language skills — reading, writing, listening, and speaking — in various
ways. They explain that integrated-test tasks differ from independent-test tasks in that

they require references to source materials while independent tasks do not.

What is emphasized in the definitions given in these previous studies is the
provision of input materials, input processing, and the combination of language skills.
Input, prompts, or stimulus materials — the terms interchangeably used in previous
research on integrated-test tasks — comprise a source text which test-takers have to
comprehend by reading and/or listening and on the basis of which produce task output.
Among the three components, a source text seems to be the most important feature of
integrated-test tasks because it stimulates language processing and the transferring of

knowledge from the input into task performance in either oral or written form or both.

Drawing on the above definitions, this study describes integrated-test tasks in
relation to three important task components; namely, a source text, language processing

and transferring, and task production (see Figure 2.2).
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Figure 2.2: The components of integrated-test tasks

Integrated-test tasks require language processing that involves references to at
least one source text in task production. Therefore input material is provided in order to
stimulate language processing and information transferring. The tasks begin with
requiring test-takers to read or listen to input text or both (Asencion, 2004; Asencion
Delaney, 2008; Plakans, 2008). Then based on their understanding of the input text, test-
takers are required to produce task output either by speaking or writing or both,
depending on the test objectives, to demonstrate their language ability. During task
production, test-takers may revisit task (written) input or checking their reading/listening

notes.

2.3.2 Previous research on integrated-test tasks

A body of research has been carried out along the implementation of integrated test tasks.
One line of research has been to compare the construct underlying independent-skill tasks
(e.g., an independent-writing task) with integrated tasks (e.g., a reading-to-write task).

Another strand of research has investigated the performance aspects that are associated
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with proficiency levels. This section reviews previous research in these two areas to point

out gaps in the previous research and provide justification for this study.
Comparing the construct underlying independent- and integrated-test tasks

This review of the research on integrated-test tasks has suggested that the early
research set out with the aim of describing the construct underlying integrated-test tasks
or abilities actually measured by this task type. These studies have compared test-takers’
performances on independent-test tasks, e.g., independent-writing, to performances on
integrated-test tasks, e.g., reading-writing, in order to study whether the two task types
measure the same construct. Two different sources of data have been used to achieve this
aim (see Table 2.1). One involves comparing performance scores obtained from
independent-skill tasks to those on integrated-test tasks. The other involves comparing

test-takers’ task processing behaviours on the two different task types.

The findings from the studies presented in Table 2.1 provide inconclusive
evidence in terms of the construct underlying integrated-test tasks, particularly where the
quantitative studies are concerned. Both Lee (2006) and Gebril (2010) found that the
scores on integrated-test tasks were highly correlated with those from independent-skill
tasks. These studies, thus, concluded that the two task types measure a similar construct.
However, Asencion Delaney (2008) and Sawaki et al. (2009) found that the scores on
independent-skill tasks were not significantly related to those on integrated-test tasks.
These studies suggested that these two task types are different in terms of what they
assess. Potentially, these conflicting findings are due to the different methods of
statistical analysis applied. G-theory, which was used in Lee (2006) and Gebril (2010),

and CFA, used in Sawaki et al. (2009), took into account the effects of other factors such
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as raters and tasks on test scores in the analysis whereas the correlation analysis used in

Asencion Delaney (2008) did not. Other factors that might also add to the inconclusive

results could be differences in test-taker characteristics, tasks, and raters, all of which, as

noted by these researchers, can affect the test results.

Researchers | Task types Research Research Data Results
(year) procedures Similar | Different
Lee « Independent G-theory? Task performance | v
(2006) speaking scores

« Listening-

speaking

« Reading-speaking
Asencion « Reading-only Correlation Task performance v
Delaney « Writing-only analysis scores
(2008) « Reading-to-write
Plakans « Writing-only Talk-aloud in Test-takers’ v
(2008) « Reading-to-write | writing cognitive processes

sessions

Sawaki, « Independent Confirmatory Task performance v
Stricker, and | speaking factor analysis | scores
Oranjie « Integrated (CFA)®
(2009) speaking

« Independent v

writing

« Integrated writing
Gebril « Writing-only G-theory Test-takers’ v
(2010) « Reading-to-write cognitive processes

Table 2.1: Previous research comparing the construct underlying integrated-test tasks and

Task names in this column were adopted from the research where they appeared. Although they have been
named slightly differently, they are categorized as either independent-skill or integrated-test tasks,
depending on the number of skills involved in task performance.

’G-theory is a methodology used to examine the generalizability of test scores when there is more than one
major facet involved in assessment, for example, in speaking assessment when tasks and raters can be
major sources of score variability (Lee, 2006).

®A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is a statistical analysis used to analyze test constructs. It allows
testing researchers to test whether test data (scores) fit a theoretical construct (proposed/hypothesized
before test events) by indicating relationships between test items and the extent to which these items tap
into the same construct (Green, 2013). In Sawaki et al. (2009), it was used to conduct a fine-grained
analysis of individual items and the relationships of the integrated items to the test sections.
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independent-skill tasks

Results of the qualitative studies which looked into test-takers’ cognitive
processes in task performance are congruent with Asencion Delaney’s (2008) quantitative
study’s findings. These studies (e.g., Plakans, 2008) showed that the mental processes
performed to complete independent-skill tasks were different from those performed
during integrated-test tasks. Plakans (2008), for example, found that a writing-only test
task required more effort planning content while the reading-to-write task required more
thinking for task interpretation. The reading-to-write task, however, was likely to demand
a more interactive process in that the writers had to read the source text, interact with it,
and formulate ideas and opinions on the topic. The writers, as Plakans (2008) explained,
engaged more in meaning-making and making inferences in the reading-to-write task.
Based on the differences in the processing behaviours in both tasks, the researcher
suggested that the construct underlying integrated-test tasks is different from that of

independent-skill tasks.

Comparing performance characteristics between task types and performance

levels

Another line of research on integrated-test tasks, as presented in Table 2.2,
compares the characteristics of performance between task types and performance levels:
high, average, and low. Discourse-based analysis has been employed in these studies. The
results show that performance features in independent- skill and integrated-test tasks are
generally different. Brown et al. (2005), for example, found that the performances on

independent-speaking test tasks were different from those on integrated-speaking test
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tasks in all four features investigated, namely linguistic resources, phonology, fluency,

and content.

Researchers | Task types Research Features analysed Results: Features
(year) procedures which are different
when compared
between:
Task types | Performa
nce levels
Brownetal. | «Independent Discourse- | « Linguistic resources | v/ N/A
(2005) speaking task Zg;lr)c/)t;gh - Phonology v
« Integrated « Fluency v
listening-
speaking task « Content 4
« Integrated
reading-speaking
task
Cumming et | « Independent Discourse- « Lexical complexity | v v
al. (2006) writing Znalryt/)t:éh . Syntactic v v
« Integrated- PP complexity
reading-writing . Grammatical , ,
« Integrated accuracy
listening-writing « Argument structure | v/ v
« Orientations to v v
evidence,
« Verbatim uses of v v
source test
Gebril and « Integrated Discourse- | « Fluency N/A v
e ednowriing | e ol y
sophistication
« Syntactic v
complexity
« Grammatical v
accuracy
« Verbatim source use v

Table 2.2: Previous research comparing performance characterisitcs between task types

and performance levels
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The linguistic features (vocabulary, grammar, and schematic structure) and content (ideas
shown in the responses) were more complicated in integrated-speaking task performances
than those in independent-speaking tasks. This could be because, as hypothesized by the
judges in this study, the input materials provided test-takers with more language input to
rely on when completing the tasks. However, more difficulty in pronouncing key words
and more disfluency were observed in integrated-speaking-test tasks than in independent-
speaking test tasks. The researchers speculated that this might be because of lexical

difficulties caused by the input in the integrated-speaking tasks.

Cumming et al. (2006) similarly found that the characteristics of the written
performance of independent- and those of integrated-writing tasks differed. That is, in the
integrated-writing tasks, test-takers used more complicated words with a wider range,
more and longer clauses, and more verbatim phrases than they did in the independent-
writing tasks. The test-takers also engaged more in paraphrasing and summarizing than
stating personal knowledge. The researchers argued that this is because of the different
nature of the two task types and of the prompts provided. The independent-writing tasks
required test-takers to form coherent argumentative essays based on personal knowledge
and experience, whereas the integrated-writing test tasks required complex cognitive and
language abilities for understanding input materials and producing essays that
demonstrate appropriate and meaningful uses of source materials. The integrated-writing
tasks in Cumming et al. (2006) were therefore considered to be more cognitively

demanding than the independent-writing tasks.

Although Brown et al. (2005) and Cumming et al. (2006) agreed that integrated-

test tasks can be used to assess productive skills, they hypothesized that the
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comprehension part of the integrated-task performance affects task production. Brown et
al. (2005), in particular, thought that the lower fluency and greater disfluency in the
integrated-speaking performances might be the result of low text comprehension. To gain
more insight into this issue, they proposed looking into test-takers’ task processing
behaviours. This source of data, as they emphasized, could provide further evidence to

define the construct of integrated-test tasks.

Other studies investigating performance features point to some associations
between performance levels and discourse features. In integrated reading-writing test
tasks, Gebril and Plakans (2013) found that the features of fluency, grammatical
accuracy, over-all source use, and indirect source use differed across three proficiency
levels. Fluency, however, was the only feature that distinguished all three levels from
each other. Grammatical accuracy and the two-source use features were significantly
different between the lowest level and the other levels, but not between the upper two
levels. Since the accurate and appropriate use of source materials involved reading ability
and this was the feature that separated the high from the low scorers, these researchers
suggested that reading proficiency and knowledge about discourse synthesis should be

recognized to be part of the construct of integrated reading-writing tasks.

To sum up, previous studies comparing task performance characteristics between
integrated-skill and independent-test tasks have shown that the abilities captured by these
two task types, although some overlapped, differed in several respects. This is partly
because of the different nature of the tasks and the effects of comprehension ability. In
addition, when focusing on integrated tasks only, the studies showed that performance

characteristics were associated with different performance levels; high-scorers in

36



integrated listening-speaking tasks were able to use more difficult words and complex

structures and provide more accurate content.

In conclusion, the review of research on integrated-test tasks indicates conflicting
views on the construct underlying this task type. Some quantitative studies (Gebril, 2010;
Lee, 2006) indicate that the performance scores on integrated-test tasks are highly related
to those on independent-skill tasks, suggesting that these two task types measure a similar
(or the same) construct. Based on this, integrated-test tasks have been used to assess
productive skills (speaking and writing). On the other hand, the studies investigating test-
takers’ processes (e.g., Asencion, 2004; Plakans, 2008) found that these two task types
are different in terms of what they assess. The ability to comprehend a source text, either
in a spoken or written form, requires a certain amount of text comprehension ability
(Brown et al., 2005; Cumming et al., 2006). This ability does not only distinguish
performances on integrated-skill tasks from independent-test tasks (see Brown et al.,
2005; Cumming et al., 2006) but is also associated with different performance levels (see
Cumming et al., 2006; Gebril & Plakans, 2013). These studies support the idea that the
constructs underlying these two task types are different. Brown et al. (2005) and
Cumming et al. (2006), in addition, found that features such as lexical complexity and
grammatical and schematic structures differed considerably between performances on
integrated-skill and independent-test tasks. These studies hypothesized that
comprehension played a role and had an impact on integrated-test task performances such
as on difficulty in pronunciation and disfluency in speaking. These studies, as a result,
suggest looking into test-takers’ cognitive processes in order to better define the construct

underlying the tasks.
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The concerns over the use of integrated-test tasks, as so far presented, are related
to the construct underlying the tasks, and, in particular, the fact that it is not clear what
abilities are actually assessed by this task type. This is especially true for the receptive
skills (listening and reading) involved in task performance. It should be noted that, as
evidenced in Tables 2.1 and 2.2, existing research has primarily looked into integrated-
test tasks with reading input. Given that the these researchers have urged for the
recognition of receptive skills as part of the construct of integrated tasks, the need for
more research exploring the role of listening in the much less researched integrated tasks
with listening input is clearly substantiated. Therefore, this study set out to describe the

listening construct of integrated-listening tasks, i.e., listening-to-summarize tasks.

As described in section 2.2 , what ‘test construct’ constitutes has been described
in different manners, depending on how test validity is conceptualized. Traditionally, test
constructs have been described by relying on the theoretical concept of abilities, and
construct validity has investigated whether the target construct is measured by the test
used. This has been done mainly through statistical analyses. In more recent
conceptualizations of test validity, construct validity is no longer an indication of whether
a theoretical construct is assessed by tests but a justification of the interpretations of test
scores and use. Test constructs, according to these recent views, are described in
association with the context abilities are performed in and by looking into test-takers’
task processing behaviours. Following this recent view of test validity, this study
conceptualizes the construct underlying test tasks as the cognitive processes and
strategies test-takers engage in while performing the tasks. Data on test-takers’ cognitive

listening processing will thus be gathered in order to describe the listening construct of
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listening-to-summarize tasks. The next section reviews theoretical descriptions of
cognitive processes involved in language comprehension in general and then specifically
in listening comprehension processing. This is to guide the analysis of listeners’

processing behaviours in this study.

2.4 Frameworks for language comprehension processing

According to psycholinguists, such as Anderson (1985), Call (1985), Ferch and Kasper
(1986), and Garrod (1986), text comprehension is the product of several cognitive
subsystems and metacognitive strategies working in a parallel and interactive manner. As
its end product, the comprehension process provides a mental representation of a text,

which is a network of interrelated propositions (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978).

To understand how comprehension is reached through processing, four cognitive
processing models are reviewed in this section. First, Anderson’s (1985) cognitive
framework for language comprehension which applies to both listening and reading
comprehension is reviewed (2.4.1). Although developed with reference to L1

comprehension, Anderson’s model is frequently quoted in the L2 literature.

Then two models are described (2.4.2-2.4.3), Rost’s (2011) model of listening
processing and Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) cognitive model of L2 listening
comprehension, both specifically designed to explain listening comprehension processes
in relation to L1 and L2. This is in order to understand how L2 listening processing is
different from L1 listening processing and what contributes to success in L2 listening. It
is important to note that these two models are reviewed as complementing Field’s (2013)

framework, which is presented in section 2.4.4 and which was used to analyse this
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study’s pilot study data. Since this study is conducted in the listening testing context,
Field’s (2013) cognitive processing framework for listening, introduced in this context,
was considered relevant and used to analyse listening processing behaviours in this
study’s pilot study. However, as will be shown in the pilot study (see 3.5 ), some aspects
of processing behaviours contributing to successful task performance were not explained
in Field (2013). Therefore, the review extends to these further models used in second

language acquisition (SLA) research.

The four models are then compared (2.4.5) and this leads to a description of the
role of strategies used in L2 processing (2.4.6). The listening model used to analyze

listening processing behaviors in this study is then presented (2.4.7).

2.4.1 Anderson’s (1985) cognitive framework for language comprehension

One of the influential models used to explain how language comprehension takes place is
Anderson’s (1985) cognitive framework for language comprehension. Anderson (1985)
distinguishes between three stages of mental processing in the comprehension of aural
and written texts, namely perceptual processing, parsing, and utilization, each of which

will be explained in the following paragraphs.
Perceptual processing

Perceptual processing, which is the lowest stage of language processing, entails
the processes by which an acoustic or written message is originally decoded. According
to Anderson (1985), perception involves registering information arriving at one’s eyes
and ears. Generally, there is a large amount of information coming at the same time and

this information is not retained unless it is registered and transferred to short term
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memory (Anderson, 1985). In most cases, unregistered information decays within a

second (Loftus & Loftus, 1976).

Specifically in the case of speech or auditory texts, Anderson (1985) explains that
perception involves detecting phonemes in continuous speech which are the basis of
utterances and grouping them into words. When the sounds are perceived and delivered
to short-term memory, some initial analyses of the language code and encoding process
begin. The sounds will be converted into phonological forms and later grouped into
categories to create meaningful representations, i.e. words. During this process, attention
may be selectively directed to aspects of the context that will be useful for text decoding

such as pauses and acoustic emphases (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990).
Parsing

Parsing, according to Anderson (1985), is the process by which language users
segment a text into chunks of information which are meaningful to them. It is a more
automated and more precise stage of input processing that takes place when the users
relate the sounds/words perceived to their knowledge. A basic unit obtained from this
stage of processing is propositions or chunks of information (Anderson, 1985; Kintsch &

van Dijk, 1978).

Anderson (1985) explains that parsing relies on two types of knowledge, i.e.
syntactic and semantic knowledge. That is, after words are recognized, processing the
language for meaning requires a partial syntactic mapping of those words onto a
grammatical structure. A basic form of syntactic cue that can guide parsing is word order.

With the knowledge of English word order, the users can tell that the two sentences, “the
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dog bit the cat” and “the cat bit the dog” have different meanings although they contain
the same words. Another syntactic cue that is beneficial to parsing is grammatical or
function words, such as ‘the....of” and ‘who’, because they indicate chunks of
information in connected speech. Comparing the following sentences, a) “the boy whom
the girl liked was sick”, and b) “the boy the girl liked was sick” (Anderson, 1985, p.394),
Anderson (1985) explains that the first sentence (a) is more easily parsed because the
relative pronoun ‘whom’ signals a chunk of information. In addition to syntactic
structures, the listener can use semantic cues to guide parsing. The listener can
understand that ‘Jane fruit eat’ means ‘Jane eats fruit’ although the sentence does not
correspond to the syntax of English (Andersion, 1985, p.394). This is because sometimes
people just rely on plausible semantic interpretations of words in a sentence, not on

syntactic structures (Anderson, 1985).
Utilization

Anderson (1985) describes utilization as the process of combining parsed
propositions with the individual’s external knowledge in order to comprehend the entire
meaning of a text. Text comprehension involves semantic processing at two levels, i.e.
microstructure and macrostructure (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). Microstructure
processing is a local level of semantic processing which provides a conceptual link
between individual propositions. Macrostructure processing connects related propositions
to the theme of a text to create its discourse meaning. During macrostructure processing,
propositions might be deleted if neither direct nor indirect interpretation of the
propositions is made in relation to the topic. Some propositions might be substituted by

more general propositions to encompass an immediate superset or a global fact.
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Since texts are not a list of unrelated propositions but a coherent structure which,
in most cases, is not explicitly indicated, a language user has to assign a structure to the
texts in different manners, including making inferences and elaborations. A number of
inferences and links between linguistic information and world knowledge are made to
understand the discourse meaning of texts. Anderson (1985) distinguished two categories
of inferences , i.e. backward inferences and forward inferences. Backward inferences
connect the current sentence to prior sentences or to background knowledge to identify
how parts of the text fit together. One important aspect of backward inferences is
recognizing when an expression in a sentence refers to something already stated in the
previous sentences by the use of the definite article “the” or pronominal reference. When
there are multiple possible candidates for the referent of a pronoun, syntactic and
semantic cues will be called on to assist the selection of a referent. Forward inferences,
on the other hand, are the use of linguistic information from previous parts of the text to

anticipate incoming information or future consequences on the text.

Elaboration, which occurs at both micro and macro levels of semantic processing,
is the use of prior knowledge to assist text recalls and comprehension (Kintsch & van
Dijk, 1978). Three ways of elaboration that have been found to facilitate comprehension
are 1) linking textual information to one’s own world knowledge, 2) connecting new
information to something meaningful at a personal level, and 3) asking questions about
the text or anticipating possible extension of the information (O'Malley, Chamot, &
Kupper, 1989). Elaboration can also be used to bridge gaps in inferences and to infer the

meaning of unfamiliar words (O'Malley et al., 1989).
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Although Anderson (1985) indicates that his three-stage comprehension
framework is applicable to both reading and listening comprehension processing, he does
not explain what is specific to listening or reading comprehension processing
respectively. Regarding that comprehension processing must be related to the form of
texts (i.e., aural and written forms) the users process, this model may overlook some
processing behaviours specific to text modality. In this regard, frameworks developed
specifically for listening comprehension are reviewed in the next sections in order to
provide a more comprehensive view of how listening processing works and what L2

listening processing in particular entails.

2.4.2 Rost’s (2011) listening processing

Rost’s (2011) model, as recommended by Weir (2005), is one of the well-informed
models for teaching and researching listening. Considering listening as involving
overlapping types of processing, Rost (2011) proposes four categories of listening
processing, i.e. neurological processing, linguistic processing, semantic processing, and

pragmatic processing.
Neurological processing

Rost (2011) explains that neurological processing, the start of listening
processing, is when sounds are heard and transmitted to short-term memory. Listening is
about continually gathering incoming and perceived sounds that can stay in a memory
buffer for a few seconds after being heard. The acoustic sounds which are perceived will
be collected in a mental package and used to identify what is heard, what is to be heard

next, and what has just been heard.
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Linguistic processing

Linguistic processing, which is fundamental for text comprehension, involves
processing at two levels, i.e. word recognition and parsing. After acoustic sounds have
been perceived and registered in short-term memory, this processing goes on to identify
words which are the basis of speech units. Word recognition, as Rost (2011) describes,
has two different patterns, i.e. top-down and bottom-up processing. Top-down processing
makes use of other types of knowledge such as contextual and world knowledge to put
together the acoustic information (Rost, 2011). Bottom-up processing, on the other hand,
involves grouping perceived acoustic sounds into words or phrases. No matter which
word recognition processing pattern is applied (and in most situations both are utilized),
effective word recognition entails two synchronous tasks, i.e. identifying words and
lexical phrases and activating knowledge associated with those words and phrases (Rost,

2011).

Parsing is when recognized words are mapped onto a language’s grammatical
structure. Spoken language parsing entails assigning grammatical categories (e.g., word
forms) to the recognized words or phrases, and creating a form-meaning relation between
these categories. At this stage of processing, meaningful chunks of information will be
identified and a propositional model of the incoming text will be constructed. To
facilitate the process, the listener's syntactic and morphological knowledge of word form,

word order, and subject-verb agreement, is applied (Rost, 2011).

In addition to syntactic knowledge, parsing is facilitated by language familiarity,
including the listener’s familiarity with common sequences of formulaic language (a

continuous or discontinuous string of words) and other sources of knowledge stored in
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and retrieved from long-term memory at the time of use or interpretation. Processing
familiar strings of words is, thus, easier than unfamiliar language. The knowledge of
context-appropriate prosody with the ability to attend to pitch levels also benefits parsing.
Different pitches indicate pause units which show newness, separateness, connectedness,
incompletion, or completion of the incoming information so that the listener can

recognize phrase and sentence boundaries (Rost, 2011).

Although word recognition is an important contributor to listening
comprehension, under some conditions such as limited lexical knowledge, noise, or other
perceptual stress situations, word recognition may not be successful. However,
comprehension processing can often continue successfully even if not every word in a
speech stream is recognized (Rost, 2011). This is because the listener can make
inferences about the meaning of an utterance through other sources such as topical and
pragmatic knowledge (Rost, 2011). Successful listeners, however, must be able to

tolerate ambiguity, and wait for later utterances to decide what was intended before.
Semantic processing

Listening comprehension, according to Rost (2011), is a process of semantic
mapping and updating in listeners’ memory, which is facilitated by the amount of
schematic structure and social common ground shared with the speaker. Comprehension
occurs when listeners can relate the incoming text to concepts in their memory and their
world knowledge. This can be achieved by connecting different parts of the utterances
together to create a mental representation of the text and develop a figurative map in

which new information and concepts will fit.
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What is necessary during the process of semantic mapping and meaning
construction, as Rost (2011) explains, is inferencing. Conventional language knowledge,
such as an understanding of cohesive devices, assists semantic mapping. However, only
this knowledge may not be sufficient for full text understanding (Rost, 2011). Since in
most cases speakers do not provide clear links between the various bits of utterances or
they do not explicitly state their intentions, listeners have to infer the links and the
intended meaning of a message by using their background knowledge. Semantic
processing, thus, involves not only finding coherence within the language used but also
inferring what is left unsaid by the speakers by relying on logic and listeners’ real-world

knowledge.

Rost (2011) explains that semantic processing occasionally involves
compensation strategies. This is because comprehension relies on cognitive processes
activated in short-term and long-term memory. As the processing capacity of both types
of memory is naturally limited, semantic processing is obstructed from time to time.
Problems that will probably occur during semantic processing are, for example, 1) it is
not clear to the listener what the speaker is saying and what specific expressions the
speaker is using, 2) the information the speaker gives is incomplete to the listener, 3) a
familiar word is used in an unfamiliar way, and 4) unknown words are frequently used.
To compensate for comprehension gaps resulting from these issues, strategies are
employed. Commonly used strategies, as Rost (2011) indicates, are 1) skipping or
omitting a part or a block of the text from processing, 2) using a superordinate concept or
constructing a less precise meaning for an unclear word or concept, 3) filtering or

compressing a longer message or set of propositions into a more concise one, 4)
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maintaining an incomplete proposition in memory, 5) waiting until clarification can be
obtained, and 6) substituting a word or a concept or a proposition for one that is not

understood.
Pragmatic processing

Pragmatic competence in listening, as described by Rost (2011), includes the
abilities to 1) understand the intentions and strategies speakers use to communicate their
ideas, 2) use contextual information and knowledge of the social conventions of language
use for text comprehension, and 3) elaborate the speaker input on a familiar context. The
central aim of pragmatic processing is to derive and build the contextual meaning of
utterances by integrating the interactional status and interpersonal relations between the
speaker and the listener into the process. To understand the speaker's intentions, the
listener might have to enrich the speaker’s input in two ways: 1) inferring the speaker’s
emotion, which is generally implicit, and 2) elaborating the speaker’s meaning by making
semantic inferences on the concepts used by the speaker together with pragmatic
inferences on world knowledge. According to Rost (2011), key pragmatic notions
contributing to a listener's understanding of spoken language include 1) anchoring the
utterance to a real-world situation or interpreting the utterance with respect to the
physical context occurring in the real word, and 2) making references to the real-word
context. To facilitate these processes, attention should be paid to what Rost calls the
‘deictic elements’ of an utterance, such as time adverbials and tenses, personal
references, directional forces, demonstrative pointers, speaker’s intentions and strategies,

and the conversational implications of a message.
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Despite the fact that Rost’s (2011) model presents very clearly what cognitive
listening processing entails, it relies mainly on insights into L1 listening. Although the
model is occasionally extended to explain L2 listening processing, such as the use of
compensation strategies to solve listening problems, it does not describe other strategies
such as metacognitive strategies (goal setting, directed attention, and comprehension
monitoring), which Goh (2002) has shown to play an important role in L2 processing.
Although comprehension processes in L1 can be transferred to L2 listening, Faerch and
Kasper (1986) stress that they may require some adjustments because of limitations in
linguistic knowledge and the lower automaticity of L2 processing. In the case of L2
reading in particular, Alderson (1984) indicated that L2 readers have to acquire some
level of L2 competence before L1 reading ability is transferred to L2 reading. This also
applies to L2 listening since researchers such as Buck (2001) and Cutler (2012) indicate
that listening problems and gaps in understanding were found more in L2 listening than
in L1. Bearing this in mind, Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) cognitive model which

specifically aims to explain L2 listening comprehension processing is thus reviewed next.

2.4.3 Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) cognitive model of L2 listening comprehension

Vandergrift and Goh (2012) present a cognitive model to describe the cognitive processes
and processing components involved in L2 listening comprehension. In their view, L2
listening consists of two main processing types, i.e. cognitive and metacognitive

processing.

Drawing on Anderson’s (1985) cognitive framework, Vandergrift and Goh (2012)
describe cognitive L2 listening processing as an interactive process of speech perception,

parsing, and utilization. These cognitive processes, as viewed by them, are bi-directional
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interactions between top-down and bottom-up processing which involve some degree of
consciousness and are regulated by the listener’s metacognition (Vandergrift & Goh,
2012). Metacognition is defined as “our ability to think about own thinking or cognition,
and, by extension, to think about how we process information for a range of purposes and
manage the way to do it” (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 83-34). Metacognition denotes a
state of consciousness and can be observed via the strategies listeners use to manage
comprehension and learning. Strategies are, thus, metacognitive due to the fact that they
enable listeners/learners to purposefully change the way they use and learn language to

improve their performance (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012).

According to Vandergrift and Goh (2012), the metacognitive processing which is
activated to regulate cognitive processes and enhance listening comprehension entails
planning for listening, monitoring comprehension, solving comprehension problems, and
evaluating the approach and outcomes. Planning for listening refers to the processes by
which the listener prepares to listen and establishes the necessary conditions to listen
successfully. In order to plan for successful listening, the listener might, for instance, 1)
bring to their consciousness their knowledge of the topic and relevant cultural
knowledge, 2) anticipate words and ideas that they may hear, and 3) predict what they
will hear based on the information brought to their consciousness and on relevant
contextual information. Monitoring comprehension occurs while the listener is listening
to a message. It is the process of evaluating comprehension and making necessary
adjustments. The listener monitors their comprehension by, for example, 1) evaluating
their understanding of texts, 2) checking if their predictions are consistent with the

incoming text and their on-going interpretation matches world knowledge, 3) verifying
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their inaccurate predictions, 4) assessing the comprehension of desired information and
necessary details, and 5) determining the effectiveness of their approach in understanding
the text. Solving comprehension problems involves adjusting the approach to listening to
the text and activating strategies to eliminate listening problems. Strategies include 1)
inferencing the meaning of a chunk of a text that is not understood, 2) revising their
predictions, and 3) adjusting their inferences to reflect new possibilities. Evaluating the
listening approach and outcomes occurs when the listener reflects on their listening
difficulties and on the success of their problem-solving efforts. Metacognitive processing,
as noted by Vandergrift and Goh (2012), does not necessarily occur in a linear or circular
process but in an interactive manner, depending on the listening context and the difficulty

of the text listened to.

Similar to both Anderson (1985) and Rost (2011), Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012)
model describes listening comprehension as complex processing involving a number of
cognitive processes including linguistic decoding, semantic mapping, and meaning
construction, working interactively. While Rost (2011) focuses exclusively on cognitive
processing with some references to the strategies used to compensate for gaps in
comprehension, Vandergrift and Goh (2012) emphasize the role of metacognitive
processing in listening, especially in L2 listening, where linguistic knowledge has not yet
fully developed. Given the present study’s interest in the listening construct, these models
are essential. However, as the listening comprehension investigated in this study takes
place in the context of test-task performance, it is also relevant to consider how language

comprehension is described in the language testing literature. Therefore, the next section
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reviews Field’s (2013) cognitive processing model formulated in the context of testing

listening.

2.4.4 Field’s (2013) cognitive framework for listening

Descriptions of language processing in language testing tend to relate to two levels of
processing: lower- and higher-level processes. In assessing reading comprehension, for
instance, Khalifa and Weir (2009) describe low-level processes in terms of local text
understanding and high-level processes in relation to global text understanding. Text
processing at the low or local level includes understanding word meaning and matching
word-class to grammatical/syntactic structures to arrive at the basic meaning of
propositions or the literal meaning of the text. At the high (global) level, readers go
beyond the literal meaning of the text to infer further significance, build up a larger
mental model, and identify text structure and purpose to form a representation of the text

as a whole.

In a similar manner, within the context of assessing listening, comprehension
processing, as described in Field’s (2013) cognitive processing model, is classified into
two levels, lower- and higher-level processes. According to Field (2013), processing at
the two levels entails five types: 1) input decoding, 2) lexical search, 3) parsing, 4)
meaning construction, and 5) discourse construction. The lower-level listening processes
or linguistic processing involve the first three processes which take place when a message
is being decoded. The higher-level processes are associated with meaning building and
discourse constructing. Although the processes are presented in a linear order, Field
(2013) emphasizes that it does not necessarily imply that one stage of processing waits

upon another. Language processes, he notes, are often active in a parallel and interactive
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manner. The numbering is thus used only to distinguish between the processes. The

following paragraphs describe the processes at each level.
Lower-level processes

The lower-level processes, according to Field (2013), start from recognizing
acoustic input and develop to obtaining a phonological string by input decoding, a set of
words by lexical searching, and an abstract proposition by parsing. Field explains that in
input decoding, proficient listeners depend on their phonological knowledge to access a
sequence of speech-like sounds and convert these sounds into representations that match
the phonological system of the language being spoken. This processing enables listeners
to recognize strings of phonemes, some of which are marked as syllables or words. In the
lexical search, listeners map sounds to spoken word forms. Based on their lexical
knowledge, listeners determine word boundaries and identify words which are either
content or function words in the connected speech. At the level of parsing, listeners
separate units in the connected speech and construct propositions by applying their
syntactic knowledge, an understanding of standard word order, and intonation group

boundaries.
Higher-level processes

The higher-level processes involve two levels of processing; meaning and
discourse construction (Field, 2013). Listeners start to construct the actual meaning of
what they have heard by relating the propositions they obtained from the lower-level
processing, which are context-independent, to their own schemata or the concepts of

knowledge they have developed. At the level of meaning construction, it is the listeners’
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task to relate the propositions to the circumstances in which they were produced to obtain
their full and relevant meaning. What the speaker said is often the raw meaning of the
speaker’s words and insufficient to convey the complete meaning of a text (Field, 2013).
Listeners, therefore, have to supply information to comprehend what is said in a number
of ways. One way to do this is using pragmatic knowledge to interpret the speaker’s
intentions. Listeners may also have to use contextual and semantic knowledge to relate
the propositions to the context in which they occur. Listeners, in addition, may have to
infer what the speaker left unsaid from what they have just heard or backtrack from what

is being said to what has been said earlier.

Discourse construction is related to four processes that listeners apply to construct
an understanding of a spoken text. Following Kintsch and van Dijk (1978), Field (2013)
divides discourse construction into four processes: selecting, integrating, self-monitoring,
and structure building. Selecting is deciding on the relevance of an incoming piece of
information; for example, whether it is a repetition of a point made earlier or the central
point of the topic being developed. On the basis of this decision, listeners may store, or
ignore as irrelevant, the information being processed. Integrating is when listeners add a
new piece of information to the discourse representation being developed. It involves
recognizing conceptual links between the incoming information and the information
processed before. Self-monitoring entails comparing whether a new piece of information
is consistent with what has been processed before. If not, listeners consider whether the
new judgment is correct, or question whether what they have understood and recalled
earlier is correct. Structure building is prioritizing and organizing the information stored

according to its importance and relevance.
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Field (2013) stresses that the processes he describes are those operated by both L1
and proficient L2 listeners to understand the meaning of what has been said. As he
cautions, these processes may not represent those activated by less skilled listeners.
Successful listening, which means that the listeners have a clear concept of what the
speaker intended to say, does not only depend upon linguistic processing (input decoding,
lexical search, and syntactic parsing), but also higher-level processes (meaning and
discourse construction). While the lower-level processes enable the listeners to produce
propositions and to understand the literal meaning of the message being conveyed, the
higher-level processes assist them to relate the incoming message to their existing
knowledge and build a knowledge structure, resulting in complete understanding.
According to Field, listening comprehension tests should therefore also tap into the

higher-level processes.

2.4.5 Comparison of Field’s (2013) listening comprehension model to Rost’s (2011)
and Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) models

In order to decide on a model of listening comprehension processing that can serve as a
framework for analysing listening processing behaviours in this study, the models
presented in sections 2.4.2 are compared. Specifically, Field’s (2013) model, which has
been introduced in the listening testing context is compared to Rost’s (2011) and
Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012), proposed for language teaching and researching. This
comparison indicates that there are similarities, differences, and overlap in their

classifications of listening processes.

The consensus among these three models is that listening comprehension
comprises cognitive processes that do not necessarily occur in a linear fashion but in an
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interactive manner and that listening processing does not rely only on linguistic
knowledge but also on topical and world knowledge. Different terms appear to be used to
refer to the classifications of cognitive listening processes. Rost (2011), in particular,
divides listening processing into four categories according to the knowledge used during
listening processing and refers to these categories as neurological, linguistic, semantic,
and pragmatic processing. Based on the functions of processes, Field (2013), in a
different manner, classifies cognitive listening processes into two main categories, i.e.
lower-level and higher-level processes. This is in particular for the purpose of
communicative language assessment, where higher-level cognitive processes are intended
to be assessed. Despite these differences, Field’s (2013) and Rost’s (2011) cognitive
processing categories overlap. That is, Field’s (2013) lower-level processes which are
activated to understand the literal meaning of a text correspond to the neurological and
linguistic processing of Rost’s (2011) listening processing model. The higher-level
processes which according to Field (2013) are activated to understand a text’s discourse
and implied meaning are in line with Rost’s (2011) semantic and pragmatic processing.
In addition, although assigned to different categories, the cognitive listening processes in
Rost’s (2011) and Field’s (2013) models appear to be congruent with the cognitive
listening processes in Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) cognitive model of L2 listening
comprehension, which in turn is adapted from Anderson’s three-stage model of cognitive

processing for language comprehension (conceptual processing, parsing, and utilization).

The major difference between the three listening models is the acknowledgement
of the role of metacognition in listening processing. The two models built on L1

processing and L2 expert listening — Rost’s (2011) and Field’s (2013) — do not appear to
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explicitly acknowledge the role of metacognition in listening comprehension processing.
Field (2013), in particular, does not explicitly indicate what strategies are activated to

assist comprehension processing when gaps in knowledge and comprehension occur.

Field (2013) includes in his higher-level process category a self-monitoring
process (comparing a new piece of information with what has gone before to ensure its
consistency, and revising judgements on the accuracy of the new items). His framework
however does not cover the other metacognitive strategies which Vandergrift and Goh
(2012) found to be used by successful L2 listeners, such as anticipating words to be heard
or predicting what one will hear based on information brought to consciousness and
relevant contextual information, and verifying their prediction. This might be because
although Field (2013) sees listeners’ use of strategies as important in second language
development, at the same time he claims that ‘strategies do not form part of expert
listening’ (p.108). The use of strategies, especially compensation strategies, according to
Field (2013), indicates a limitation in language use rather than language ability. Field’s
claim, however, contradicts Bachman and Palmer (2010), who suggest that strategies or
strategic competence is part of language ability. It also deviates from other second
language researchers’ views (O'Malley et al., 1989; Rubin, 1981; Vandergrift & Goh,
2012), who suggest that learners’ use of strategies is one important component of
language ability which contributes to success in language communication. To further
clarify this point, the following section reviews the role of strategies in L2

comprehension.
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2.4.6 Role of cognitive and metacognitive strategies in L2 comprehension processing

A considerable body of research in second language acquisition has indicated that
strategy use — both cognitive and metacognitive strategies — plays an important role in L2
comprehension processing (Goh, 2002; Graham, Santos, & Vanderplank, 2008; O'Malley
et al., 1989; Rubin, 1981; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). This is partly because learners have
more limited L2 linguistic knowledge as well as contextual and cultural knowledge,
which are crucial for comprehension to occur (Feerch & Kasper, 1986). Cognitive
strategies, such as inferencing and elaboration, are thereby essential to bridge gaps in the
knowledge that may occur and increase text comprehension. However, some learners
might have developed false beliefs about language learning that negatively affect
listening comprehension processing (Ferch & Kasper, 1986). For instance, they may
think that in order to have a complete understanding of a text, they have to decode and
understand every linguistic element in the input. This is not likely to be necessary or
possible in listening situations which need rapid and online processing. To successfully
understand a text, learners may thus need metacognitive strategies to manage their

listening behaviours in order to catch up on what they are listening to.

Previous research on listening comprehension (Goh, 2002; Graham et al., 2008;
Ren, 2013; Rubin, 1981) has listed a number of strategies which may enhance L2
listening performance. These include cognitive strategies of two kinds: inductive
inferencing and deductive inferencing. Inductive referencing is a learner’s guess at
meaning based on some hunches from a wide range of textual information. Deductive
inferencing is when a listener looks for general rules based on knowledge of their own or

another language(s) or based on generalizations from many inductive observations.
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However, good language learners, as noted by Rubin (1981), must modify their rules for
both inductive and deductive reasoning on a continuous basis to successfully understand
the texts they attend to. In addition, they monitor their mental processes and ensure that

their processes and strategies are effective (Goh, 2002; Rubin, 1981).

In an investigation of the comprehension processes activated by L2 learners,
O'Malley et al. (1989) found some strategies that are beneficial to L2 comprehension
processing. These include 1) inferencing, i.e. guessing textual meaning on the basis of
several sources, 2) rehearsal, i.e., repeating the names of objects or items that have been
heard or practising a longer language sequence, 3) organizing, i.e. grouping information
to be retained in ways that will enhance comprehension and retention, and 4) elaboration,
i.e. relating new information to information previously stored in memory. In some cases,
however, elaborations were shown to interfere with rather than assist comprehension. If a
text reminded students of something they knew well, they sometimes got so involved in
recalling prior knowledge that their attention wandered from the listening task. Thus,
elaboration sometimes had a negative effect if the listeners did not carefully monitor their
attention. O’Malley et al. also found that self-monitoring, or being aware of their
inattentiveness and consciously redirecting their attention back to the task, had to be

activated in order to listen successfully.

In addition to managing comprehension processes and enhancing text
comprehension, strategies employed during comprehension tasks, as suggested by past
research, show the listening proficiency of listeners. Vandergrift (2003), for example,
showed that more skilled and less skilled listeners differ in their use of strategies to

complete listening tasks. 36 junior high school students learning French as a second
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language performed a listening comprehension test. The audio listening was stopped
three times and a think-aloud was conducted at those points so that the participants could
explain what they were thinking or paying attention to while listening. The results
indicated that overall, cognitive strategies (inferencing, elaboration, imagery, translation,
repetition, and summarization) were used most frequently and more so than
metacognitive strategies (advanced organization, directed attention, selective attention,
and self-management, monitoring strategies, and problem identification strategies).
However, more skilled listeners appeared to use more metacognitive strategies than less
skilled learners. It is thus suggested in this study that more skilled learners have more

control of the listening process than less skilled ones.

To sum up, since language processing in L2 is generally not as automated as L1
processing, cognitive and metacognitive strategies are needed to solve comprehension
problems and regulate cognitive processes (Feerch & Kasper, 1986; Vandergrift & Goh,
2012). The use of strategies, as discussed by Vandergrift (2003), has been found to
differentiate between high and low proficiency learners. As a result, in addition to the
component of cognitive processes, the use of strategies, as recommended by researchers
such as Bachman and Palmer (1996), Phakiti (2008), and Zhang, Goh, and Kunnan
(2014) should be counted as part of the construct underlying language ability. Vandergrift
and Goh (2012), in particular, have recommended to explicitly include it in L2 listening
comprehension models. Following this line of thought, in this study the use of strategies
(cognitive and metacognitive strategies) is considered as part of listening comprehension

abilities. The next section describes the listening comprehension model that forms the
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framework of the study, which has been derived from the existing models reviewed

above.

2.4.7 The model of listening comprehension processing employed in this study

L2 listening comprehension, as indicated in the listening models described earlier,
appears to be restricted by two factors: the level of knowledge listeners possess and the
level of expertise or automaticity in processing. Listeners’ knowledge, according to Rost
(2011) and Field (2013), comprises both linguistic and non-linguistic knowledge.
Linguistic or language-related knowledge is a domain of information in an individual’s
memory used to create and interpret discourse in language use. It includes knowledge of
phonology/graphology, lexis, and syntax. These types of knowledge are employed mainly
during linguistic processing. They enable listeners to encode speech into linguistic units,
detect phonetic features and recognize words in connected speech, and interpret the
incoming text. Semantic and pragmatic knowledge is generally activated at a high level
of processing, i.e. meaning and discourse construction (Field, 2013). It enables listeners
to interpret textual discourse by relating utterances or sentences to each other, to the
speaker’s intentions, and to characteristics of the language use setting (Bachman &

Palmer, 1996).

Another type of knowledge that affects L2 listening is the cultural and world
knowledge that listeners bring to listening situations (Field, 2013). Knowledge of this
kind has been found to be shaped by listeners’ cultural background and experience. It is
activated mainly at a high-level of text processing and is especially crucial when listeners

have to make inferences or elaborations on the message being delivered (Field, 2013).
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Field (2013) mentions that effective L2 listening depends not only on listeners’
knowledge but also the degree to which they can process that knowledge automatically.
As indicated in the listening comprehension models (see sections 2.4.1-2.4.4), listening
ability integrates a number of psycholinguistic abilities. Rost (2011) divides these
abilities into four levels: neurological, linguistic, semantic, and pragmatic processing.
Field (2013) later put this processing into two main categories according to the levels of
cognitive development: lower-level processes or linguistic processing consisting of
decoding, word search, and syntactic parsing, and higher-level processes, comprising
meaning and discourse constructing. However, due to limitations in knowledge
(including both L2 linguistic and non-linguistic knowledge), L2 users employ some
strategies to manage their comprehension processing and bridge gaps in their
comprehension. Thus, as suggested in previous studies (O'Malley et al., 1989; Rubin,
1981; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012), the use of strategies should be included in the construct

underlying listening abilities.

Taking into account what the literature suggests, listening comprehension
processes in this study are described in relation to three components, namely cognitive
processes, cognitive strategies, and metacognitive strategies (see Figure 2.3). These will
form the basis for the analyses of participants’ listening processing behaviours during

listening-to-summarize task performance.
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Figure 2.3: Components of listening comprehension processing behaviors
Cognitive processes

In line with Anderson (1985), cognitive processes in this study are considered as a
category of mental actions that contribute directly to text comprehension. Incorporating
Anderson’s (1985), Rost’s (2011), and Field’s (2013) models, the cognitive processes are
sub-divided into six processing types consisting of 1) acoustic-phonetic decoding, 2)
word recognition, 3) parsing, 4) semantic processing at the local level, 5) semantic
processing at the global level, and 6) pragmatic processing. Acoustic-phonetic decoding
occurs when a listener accesses acoustic sounds, registers the sounds, and converts the
sounds into the representations of the language phonological system. At this stage of
processing, phonemes or phonological forms which are the basic units of words are
identified. Word recognition is the process by which the listener segments continuous
speech to identify words or series of words (phrases) in a speech stream. Word
recognition, as the review suggests, occurs in the form of either bottom-up or top-down

processing or the integration of both. Parsing is mapping recognized words onto the
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syntactic or semantic structures of the language or segmenting chucks of information.
The result of a parsing process is propositions, generally consisting of one predicate and
one argument (an agent, an object, or a verb modifier) (Anderson, 1985; Kintsch & van
Dijk, 1978). Semantic processing takes place when the listener combines the textual
information and relates it to their world knowledge to understand the text’s meaning.
Semantic processing, according to Kintsch and van Dijk (1978), occurs at two different
levels, i.e. the local and the global levels. Semantic processing at the local level is
creating connections between individual propositions. At the global level of semantic
processing or discourse level, the listener links connected propositions to the theme of the
text. This is to understand the discourse meaning of the text. However, as the true
meaning of a text is often not explicitly stated, listeners have to use their pragmatic
knowledge to determine the speaker’s intentions. That is, they need to elaborate on the
linguistic information and use their social and cultural knowledge about the context of
communication. This is referred to as pragmatic processing. Following Field (2013),
these six types of cognitive processes are divided into two levels of processing; lower-
level and higher-level processes. At the lower-level of processing are acoustic-phonetic
processing, word recognition, and parsing, and the higher-level of processing entails

semantic processing at both the local and the global levels, and pragmatic processing.
Cognitive strategies

Strategies are different from processes in that strategies are used with some
degree of consciousness whereas processes are more automatic (Vandergrift & Goh,
2012). Classifying according to their functions, cognitive strategies refer to the strategies

used while listening is going on to solve listening comprehension problems. Based on
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previous research, e.g., Goh (2002), O’Malley et al., (1989), and Vandergrift (2003), and
Vandergrift and Goh (2012), cognitive strategies in this study are described as 1)
inferencing, or the use of linguistic information gained in listening to fill in missing
information and guess the meaning of unfamiliar words, 2) elaboration, or using
background knowledge or topical knowledge to make the text meaningful, 3) prediction,
or anticipating listening content, 4) translation, or changing words, phrases or sentences
into L1 before interpretation, 5) fixation, or stopping to think or focus attention on
understanding a small part of a text, and 6) reconstruction, or using key words to recreate

meaning.
Metacognitive strategies

Following Goh and Vandergrift (2012), metacognitive strategies, in this study,
concern the strategic competence that provides a management function in language use.
These strategies are used to manage and oversee the listening process, including the use
of cognitive strategies. Relying on previous research on L2 listening comprehension
(Goh, 2002; O'Malley et al., 1989; Vandergrift, 2003; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012),
metacognitive strategies involve in general the processes of 1) planning or preparing and
analyzing the requirements of a listening task, 2) paying attention selectively to what a
listener expects to hear, 3) re-directing attention when it is away from the incoming text,
4) monitoring comprehension or activating the appropriate listening processes, solving
comprehension problems, and verifying predictions when they are not accurate according
to the text being listened to, 5) real-time assessment of input, and 6) evaluating the
listening outcome. Under metacognitive management, mental or cognitive processes and

strategies are expected to proceed more efficiently.
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Figure 2.4 summarizes the model for listening processing — its components and
sub-processes and strategies — used to analyze listening processing behaviours in this
study. The model comprises both cognitive and strategic processing. Cognitive
processing comprises six cognitive processes activated by listeners to understand
listening input. Strategic processing involves the cognitive strategies used to solve
comprehension problems or fill gaps in listening comprehension and the metacognitive
strategies used to manage and oversee the listening process. This model will form the
framework for the analyses of test-takers’ processes and strategies to comprehend
listening input in listening-to-summarize tasks, in order to shed light on the listening

construct underlying these tasks.
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Figure 2.4: Summary of processes and strategies and their sub-components

It is relevant to note, however, that according to Messick (1989; 1995) and Weir
(2005), a test construct is not explained just by the cognitive and linguistic abilities
within individuals but by the interaction of these abilities in the target language use
domain. In practice, there are factors that could affect task performance and score
interpretations, such as task authenticity, test fairness, and difficulty. This study therefore
has been extended to explore how test-takers perceive these factors and the extent to
which their perceived listening task difficulty relates to their performance. The next

section reviews the literature related to this.
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2.5 Test-takers’ perceptions of tasks and of listening task difficulty

Weir (2005), similarly to Messick (1989), emphasizes that it is important that the
interaction between test-takers and the context of performance is taken into account in

attempting to describe test constructs. In his own words, Weir (2005) shows:

A test should always be constructed on an explicit specification, which addresses
both the cognitive and linguistic abilities involved in activities in the language use
domain of interest, as well as the context in which these abilities are performed
(theory-based validity and context validity). In our view, construct validity is a
function of the interaction of these two aspects of validity and is not just a matter
of ability within the individual in isolation (p. 14).

Language performance, according to Douglas (2000), is context-dependent and
thus language performance in different contexts requires different abilities. Weir (2005),
therefore, suggests that test tasks should be relevant to the target domain of language use
as this will indicate the extent to which the test results can be generalized beyond test
situations. One source of data which can be useful in this matter and which Weir (2005)
suggests in his validation framework is test-takers. Test-takers and their physical,
psychological, and experiential characteristics, as Weir (2005) contends, directly affect
the way they perform test tasks and thus, as stressed by Weir (2005) and O’Sullivan
(2012), test-takers should be at the heart of test design and development to ensure test

validity.

Apart from exploring test-takers’ listening processing, this study therefore
explores test-takers’ perceptions of tasks and task difficulty, aiming in particular to
describe test-takers’ views on task authenticity, fairness, and listening task difficulty and
the extent to which the perceived listening difficulty relates to listening performance. It is

hoped this evidence will explain some behaviours in listening performance and the extent
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to which listening-to-summarize tasks are useful for language assessment from a test-
takers’ perspective. The following section first presents the benefits of investigating test-
takers’ perceptions in language assessments. Next, the task characteristics that are studied

through test-takers’ perceptions in this study are outlined.

2.5.1 Use of test-takers’ perceptions in language testing

Rost (2011) describes, in reference to listening, that perceptions are the cognitive,
cultural and emotional aspects that influence the way a person listens, i.e. senses the
world, categorizes and codifies experiences. According to Rost (2011), listeners’
perceptions, which are shaped by personal background and experiences, will principally
affect the way they participate in listening (i.e. attending to the input, processing text,

recalling information, and reporting their understanding of listening events).

In language testing, perceptions have been used to indicate test validity.
Traditionally, they are used to indicate face validity or the extent to which a test appears
to be an appropriate test and is perceived to be testing what it is said to be testing
(Alderson et al., 1995). Face validity, as Alderson et al. (1995) explain, essentially
involves the intuitive judgment of people who are not necessarily experts. Perceptions of
test-takers on tests in particular are thought to potentially affect the way test-takers
respond to and perform the tests. Namely, test-takers are more likely to perform to the
best of their ability when they consider tests to be valid; in contrast, they may not take
tests seriously when they do not look like proper tests to them (Alderson et al., 1995).
These researchers thus recommend future test validation to include test-takers’

perspectives.
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In the recent conceptualizations of test validity, perceptions are linked to the
appropriateness of tasks and the relevance of test tasks to tasks used in real-life situations.
In other words, this is to demonstrate the degree to which test tasks, as perceived by test-
takers, represent tasks they encounter outside test situations. If test-takers perceive test
tasks as being relevant to their real-world tasks, the tasks, as considered by Bachman
(2005, p. 26), have ‘test appeal’ or are perceived to correspond closely to tasks in
authentic situations. Weir (2005), in addition, explains that although it is unlikely that
tests can cater for all test-takers’ individual differences, it is important to be informed
about their perceptions of test tasks they have experienced to understand whether they
think the tasks are relevant to their real-world experience. This is to put test-takers at their
ease, as far as possible, in test situations and to make inferences on their test scores as

accurately as possible.

Additionally, test-takers’ perceptions have also been relied on to investigate task
difficulty, particularly to point out the properties of test tasks which influence
performance (Bachman, 2005; Messick, 1995; Weir, 2005; Elder et al., 2002). This data,
as Norris, Brown, Hudson and Bonk (2002) found, helps testers to select appropriate test
tasks and ensure that the tasks are representative in terms of their difficulty. Test-task
difficulty has been investigated in a number of previous studies, e.g., Elder et al. (2002),
Iwashita et al. (2001), and Brindley and Slatyer (2002). In most cases, task difficulty was
manipulated through the task characteristics such as speech rate, text type, input source,
and item format, and it was investigated whether these factors were significantly related
to task performance. Nevertheless, results failed to confirm relationships between the

manipulations of difficulty and task performance. Brindley and Slatyer (2002), for
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example, found that some items that the developers had anticipated to be difficult were
found to be easy by some test-takers. In line with Messick (1989), these researchers
explained that this was because task performance may not be a matter of the tasks
themselves but an interaction between the nature of task input, the nature of the

assessment tasks, and the individual test-takers.

Considering that task difficulty is not only the result of difficulty manipulated in
task input, but of the interaction between tasks, test-takers, and test conditions, studies
such as Robinson (2001), Tavakoli (2009), and Révész and Brunfaut (2013) collected
test-takers’ perceptions/attitudes in order to indicate task difficulty. These studies
particularly took the view that the learners/test-takers who are directly affected by the
tasks come to test situations with some personal backgrounds which may be difficult for
teachers/testers to predict. Hence, learners/test-takers may possess some knowledge that
assists or limits task performance and makes items estimated to be difficult by the

teachers/testers easy for the learners/test-takers or vice versa.

In Révész and Brunfaut’s (2013) study, for example, the researchers compared
task difficulty as assessed by test-takers in a perception questionaire to task difficulty as
estimated by the Rasch model®. 68 participants with different L1 backgrounds performed
18 versions of a listening task. After each of the tasks, they completed a perception
questionnaire. The results showed that the participants’ perceptions of task and task

difficulty correlated strongly to actual task difficulty as assessed by the Rasch model. A

* A statistical analysis of task difficulty that combines raw data on individual items and test-takers’ abilities
to estimate task difficulty
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strong correlation between these variables, found in this study, to some extent suggests

that test-takers have the potential to accurately estimate task difficulty.

To conclude, this study agrees with previous research that test-takers who have
completed tasks should be one of the key data sources for test validiation. They can
particularly indicate whether test tasks are relevant to those they encounter in their actual
lives. Also, they have been shown to have the potential to indicate task difficulty.
Therefore, test-takers’ perceptions are a second focus of the analyses in this study.
Presented next are the aspects of the tasks that will be investigated through test-takers’

perceptions.

2.5.2 The investigation of test-takers’ perceptions

The investigation of test-takers’ perceptions of tasks in this study relates to three
characteristics of integrated-test tasks. They are task authenticity, fairness, and listening
difficulty. The first two aspects (authenticity and fairness), as presented in Chapter 1,
underlie the use of integrated-test tasks for assessing purposes. Therefore, it seems
necessary to explore how test-takers perceive these in listening-to-summarize tasks. In
addition, the investigation of perceptions of listening difficulty allows the researcher to
look into the cognitive demands of listening input and the extent to which the perceptions
of listening difficulty relate to task performance. Each of these characteristics (task
authenticity, fairness, and listening difficulty) will be detailed in the following

paragraphs.
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Task authenticity

One important benefit of integrated-test tasks, as pointed out in previous research
such as Cumming et al. (2004), is task authenticity, or the degree of representativeness of
the test tasks to tasks in the target domain (Bachman & Palmer, 2010). Task authenticity,
as Bachman and Palmer (2010) describe, is important for score interpretations.
Authenticity of test tasks to some extent indicates the generalizability of test scores to
real-world use of the target language. The interpretations of what test-takers can do in the
target situation, as Weir (2005) explains, are more accurate when test scores are obtained
from test tasks that represent characteristics of real-world tasks than when they are not.
Task authenticity, therefore, as emphasized by testing researchers such as Bachman and

Palmer (2010) and Weir (2005) should be shown in test validation.
Test fairness

In addition to task authenticity, the perceptions of fairness — another important
benefit of integrated tasks — is investigated. In addition to being authentic, test tasks, as
Weir (2005) states, have to be acceptable to test-takers in terms of their fairness or the
perceived potential of the tasks to fairly assess abilities. Different test-takers could have
different perceptions of test fairness and their perceptions could potentially affect their
task performance. Test-takers are likely to perform to the best of their abilities when they
consider tests to be fair ways to measure their abilities (Bachman &Palmer, 2011).

Therefore, test fairness is focused on in this study.

Task difficulty
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Another important characteristic of tasks that should be investigated to reflect task
appropriateness is task difficulty. As discussed in section 2.5.2, perceptions of task
difficulty are useful to identify task difficulty since task difficulty is not just a result of
characteristics manipulated in the task input itself but of the interaction between tasks,
test-takers, and the context of performance. This study thus investigates task difficulty, as
experienced by test-takers by looking into their perceptions of listening tasks. To achieve
this aim, Skehan’s (1996, 1998) cognitive complexity framework was used for two
reasons. First, it is a comprehensive framework which is widely used to collect data on
task difficulty (Frost et al., 2011). Second, text characteristics such as lexical complexity,
textual density, and textual organization, as described in this framework, are relevant to
those found in previous research to be associated with listening difficulty (e.g.,
Bloomfield et al., 2011; Gilakjani & Ahmadi, 2011; Révész & Brunfaut, 2013).
Following Skehan (1996, 1998), task difficulty is described in relation to three

components, namely code complexity, cognitive complexity, and communicative stress.

Code complexity refers to the complexity of the linguistic code itself (the
traditional areas of syntactic and lexical difficulty and range, as well as redundancy in
and density of the language). Language is simply seen as less-to-more complex in fairly
traditional ways. The more complex vocabulary and syntax the task contains, the more
difficult the task becomes (Skehan, 1998). Previous studies on listening such as Révész
and Brunfaut (2013) and Brunfaut and Révesz (2015) have been found to support this
view as they show that listening was difficult when listening texts contained unclear
pronunciation, difficult lexis, complex grammatical structure, and/or unclear

organization.
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Cognitive complexity is associated with the content of what is said and comprises
the areas of familiarity and processing (Skehan, 1998). Cognitive familiarity is the
learners’ familiarity with a topic, discourse type, and task types. Learners who are
cognitively familiar with tasks are believed to have knowledge which can be retrieved
and mobilized for task performance. Cognitive processing, in contrast, is concerned with
the extent to which learners have to actively think through the task content. This deals
particularly with processing load, which is caused by the organization of information, the
amount of online computation, the clarity and sufficiency of information and the
information type, such as concrete-abstract or static-dynamic. Listening texts are more
difficult to understand when they contain implied meanings and more abstract ideas, and

lack discourse markers (Bloomfield et al., 2011).

Communicative stress involves a group of factors unrelated to code or cognitive
complexities, but which are thought to restrict communication. It includes such factors as
time pressure (how quickly the task has to be done), speed of presentation, number of
participants, the length of texts used, the type of response, and the opportunity to control
interaction. Taylor and Geranpayeh (2011) indicate that time constraints or time pressure
could be a factor affecting listening performance since listening is undertaken in real-
time, so time pressure is already built into any listening test task in a way that tends to be

less true for reading or writing tasks.

In sum, with the view that test-takers who have experienced performing test tasks
and are directly affected by the interpretations of test scores and use are a valuable source
of data for test validation, their perspectives on the task used will thus be analysed.

Specifically, their perceptions of task authenticity, test fairness, and listening task
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difficulty will form the focus. Their perceptions of task authenticity and fairness are
expected to reveal the extent to which they agree with the rationale underlying the use of
integrated-testing in language assessment. Their perceptions of task difficulty, in
addition, can provide information on the level of task difficulty which is not easy for
testers to estimate and on the extent to which this perceived listening difficulty relates to
their task performance. This is hoped to further inform the validity of this task type in

language assessment.

2.6 Summary

This literature review has indicated that a major problem in the use of integrated-test
tasks to assess L2 performance relates to a lack of clarity on the abilities assessed by
these tasks. Particularly in the case of tasks that include listening input, e.g., listening-to-
summarize tasks, it remains unclear what listening abilities are involved and measured,
and this leads to difficulties in interpretations and use of test scores. Integrated listening
tasks are in fact increasingly used in large-scale academic tests such as the TOEFL or
PTE Academic. However, very little research has been devoted to their construct,
especially where listening is concerned. Therefore, this study set out to describe the
listening construct underlying this task type. Informed by Messick (1989) and Weir
(2005), the study analyses two sources of data: test-takers’ listening processing
behaviours and their perceptions of tasks and listening task difficulty. Based on the
literature review, listening processing behaviours are described in terms of cognitive
processes (the general category of mental behaviours contributing directly to text

comprehension), cognitive strategies (specific actions consciously activated to solve
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comprehension problems), and metacognitive strategies (specific actions consciously
used to manage and monitor listening processes). The investigation of perceptions of
tasks and listening difficulty concerns three task characteristics, namely, task
authenticity, fairness, and listening difficulty. These empirical data are hoped to throw

light on the construct of listening-to-summarize tasks, as far as listening is concerned.

The next chapter (3) translates the research gaps described in the present chapter
(2) into research questions and presents the methodology employed to answer the

research questions.
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Chapter 3 Methodology

3.1 Introduction

The purposes of this study are to uncover the cognitive processes and strategies listeners
perform in comprehending listening input materials in listening-to-summarize tasks and
participants’ perceptions of these tasks in three respects, namely 1) task authenticity, 2)
fairness and 3) task difficulty (in terms of code complexity, cognitive complexity, and
communication stress). The investigation of test-takers’ cognitive processes and
strategies aims to describe the listening construct underlying the tasks, namely the
comprehension part of task performance which has received the least research attention
compared to other language skills involved, i.e. speaking and writing. The investigation
of test-takers’ perceptions, in addition, is to find out how test-takers, who are directly
affected by these tasks, perceived them with respect to authenticity, fairness, and
difficulty, and whether their perceptions of listening task difficulty affect their task
performance. These two research aims are translated into the research questions presented
in Section 3.2. Section 3.3 provides a profile of the participants and Section 3.4 presents
the research instruments and data collection methods (a background questionnaire, verbal
protocols, and perception questionnaires). Pilot studies were carried out to evaluate the
suitability of the data collection techniques and will be described in Section 3.5. The data
collection procedures of the main study are outlined in Section 3.6, and the final

methodological Section (3.7) details the data analyses.
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3.2 Research questions

The research aims and gaps indicated earlier can be translated into the following overall
research question:

“What listening abilities are assessed by EAP listening-to-summarize tasks?”

In addition, a number of subordinate questions have been formulated:
1. What listening cognitive processes and strategies do ESL test-takers engage in
while performing (adapted) PTE Academic listening-to-summarize tasks?

a. Are there any differences in the processes and strategies when compared
between tasks with different language modalities, namely listening-to-
speak and listening-to-write, and between performance levels?

2. What are ESL test-takers’ perceptions of (adapted) PTE Academic listening-to-
summarize tasks and listening task difficulty?

a. Is the tasks’ listening difficulty as perceived by the test-takers related to

listening performance?

3.3 Participants

In total, 72 people participated in the study. These were all Thai-L1 speakers who were
pursuing university studies at various institutions in the UK. They were invited to take
part for four reasons. First, similar to the PTE Academic® target population; they were a

group of ESL learners who needed English for their academic courses. Secondly, at the

® The research tasks used in this study were adapted from PTE Academic.
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time of data collection (November, 2013 — March, 2014), they were conducting
undergraduate or postgraduate studies, representing the study levels for which the PTE
Academic has been designed and is typically used as part of language proficiency entry
screening. However, as most Thai students in the UK were postgrads, the majority of the
participants taking part in this study were postgraduate students. Thirdly, it was hoped
their experience in using English for academic purposes would assist them in reflecting
on whether the task features and the content and linguistic demands imposed by the tasks
represent language use in non-testing situations. The final reason is related to their first
language. The research methodology literature strongly recommends allowing
participants to use their first language (or at least the choice to do so), in particular when
collecting verbal report data, in order to avoid incomplete or vague data due to
participants’ lack of very high proficiency in the target language (Dornyei, 2007; Gass &
Mackey, 2000). Since Thai is the researcher’s first language, English second language
speakers with Thai as their first language were invited to take part, so that verbal
protocols to look into task processing behaviours could in principle be conducted in the
participants’ first language and so that the protocols would not require translation for

analyses.

In order to collect data to inform the two main research questions, the participants
were divided into two groups, A and B. Group A, which was to investigate test-takers’
cognitive processes and strategies (RQs 1 and 1a) consisted of 12 participants. Group B,
which was to explore test-takers’ perceptions (RQs 2 and 2a) contained 60 participants.
All participants were given a participant information sheet and informed consent was

acquired from each of them.

80



Group A’s participants

The 12 participants in Group A were asked to perform four listening-to-
summarize tasks and complete a perception questionnaire and stimulated recall after each
task. Purposive sampling was used to engage these participants. That is, the researcher
selected the participants based on their English language ability and their availability for
data collection. As this data collection aimed to describe the cognitive processes and
strategies used by participants with different performance scores, participants with
different levels of English language ability had to be included. Therefore, six participants
with the minimum entry language score when applying for their study program (6.0 or
6.5 in the IELTS overall band score) and six with higher scores (7.0-8.5) were invited to
take part. It should be noted that the IELTS scores (see Table 3.2) are only a very rough
indication of their English proficiency. These scores were self-reported by the
participants and were obtained prior to entering their study program. For many this was
for no more than one year prior to the data collection. Thus, it should be kept in mind that
these scores are likely to underrepresent the participants’ ability, but it was felt better to
use this rough indication than no indicator at all to try and obtain a mixture of English
abilities in the participant group. Unfortunately, administering a full proficiency test to all
Thai students at Lancaster University (and other UK universities) as part of the

participant recruitment process was not feasible.

These participants were recruited by sending out an invitation letter (Appendix 1)
and a short survey on IELTS scores to Thai students at Lancaster University in the

academic year 2013-2014. The first 12 students who responded with IELTS scores that
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met the research criteria and who were willing to participate effectively took part in this
qualitative data collection, which took about 2.5-3 hours. Half of the participants were
male, half were female (see Table 3.1). Their age ranged between 23-40 years old, with a
mean of 29. Six were doing a Masters degree and six were PhD students. They were
studying in two different faculties, i.e. Arts and Social Sciences, and the Management
School, with a variety of subject areas: Applied Linguistics, Linguistics, Law, Design for
Sustainability, Marketing, E-Business and Innovations, Management, International
Business, HR consulting, and Entrepreneurship, Innovation, and Practice. Their English
proficiency, as indicated by IELTS scores (see Table 3.2), ranged between 6.0 -8.5 on the
overall band, and 5.5-7.5 in listening, 5.5-8.5 in reading, 5.5-8.0 in writing, and 5.5-8.5 in

speaking.

Group B’s participants

To study test-takers’ perceptions, in a way that also allows for statistical analyses,
another 60 participants were invited to participate; specifically to complete listening-to-
summarise tasks and perception questionnaires. To reach a sufficient number, these were
recruited from four different UK universities: 47 from Lancaster University, five from the
University of Edinburgh, four from the University of Birmingham, and four from the
University of Bedfordshire. They were one foundation year student, one undergraduate,

45 Masters, and 13 PhD students.

Somewhat over half of the participants (61.7%) were female, whereas 38.3% were
male (see Table 3.1). Their age ranged between 20-40 years old, with a mean of 27. At

the time of data collection, they were studying in six faculties with various subject areas:
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1) Arts and Social Sciences (Arts Design, Applied Linguistics, TEFL, TESOL, Media
and Cultural Studies, Gender and Women Studies, and Law), 2) Management School
(Marketing, E-Business and Innovation, Management, International Business, HR
consulting, Entrepreneurship, Innovation and Practice, and Accounting and Financial
Management), 3) Engineering (Chemical Engineering), 4) Science/Science and
Technology (Materials, Health, Safety and Environment), 5) Tourism (Project
Management and Tourism management), and 6) School of Education. Over half of the
participants (63.3%) were studying in a Management School. Their English proficiency
(see Table 3.2), as indicated by their IELTS overall scores, was 4.5-8.0°. Their scores on
individual skills ranged between 4.5-8.0 in listening, 5.0-8.5 in reading, 4.5-7.5 in

writing, and 5.5-8.5 in speaking.

Participants’ background Group A (n=12) G(r:cl“é’o)B
Age (ranged in years) 23-40 20-40
(X=29, S.D.=5.56) (X=27,S.D.=4.29)
Gender Male 6 (50%) 23 (38.33%)
Female 6 (50%) 37 (61.67%)
Level of study Foundation Year 0 1 (1.67%)
Undergraduate 0 1 (1.67%)
Master 6 (41.6%) 45 (75.00%)
PhD 6 (58.4%) 13 (21.67%)
Faculty Arts and Social Sciences 5 (41.67%) 15 (25.00%)
Management School 7 (58.33%) 38 (63.33%)
School of Education 0 2 (3.33%)
Science and Technology 0 2 (3.33%)
Engineering 0 1 (1.67%)
Tourism 0 2 (3.33%)

Table 3.1: Data on participants’ backgrounds

® The participants whose IELTS overall score was lower than 6.5 (about 25.0%) had taken pre-sessional
English courses before entering their study program and before the data collection took place.
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Participants’ English proficiency

IELTS score bands/ No. of participants

Missing

45 5 55 6 65 7 75 8 85 9
Group A (n=12)
Overall band score 0 0 0 3 3 2 2 1 1 0 0
Individual band Listening 0 0 2 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 2
Reading 0 0 1 3 3 1 1 1 2 0 0
Writing 0 0 2 2 4 1 2 1 0 0 0
Speaking 0 0 1 3 3 2 0 1 2 0 0
Group B (n= 60)
Overall band score 1 1 4 13 22 10 5 2 0 0 0
Individual band Listening 2 1 10 10 9 9 6 9 0 0 2
Reading 0 2 9 11 14 8 6 4 3 0 1
Writing 1 3 11 19 14 7 2 0 0 o 1
Speaking 0 0 6 19 13 8 5 4 2 0 1

Table 3.2: Participants’ English proficiency demonstrated by IELTS scores

3.4 Data collection methods and instruments

This section describes the research methods and instruments used for data collection,
comprising a background questionnaire (3.4.1), listening-to-summarize tasks (3.4.2),
verbal protocols (3.4.3), and perception questionnaires (3.4.4). Ethical approval for the

research design was gained from Lancaster University’s Ethics Committee.

3.4.1 A background questionnaire

To gain a more precise profile of the participants, their bio-data were collected by means

of a background questionnaire. The questionnaire (see Appendix 2) consisted of 10 items

eliciting information on the participants’ age, first language, gender, educational

background, overseas experience (specifically in an English speaking context) and their

English language proficiency.
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3.4.2 Listening-to-summarize tasks

As explained before, the tasks under investigation in this study are integrated-test tasks
with a listening component; more specifically, listening-to-speak and listening-to-write
tasks. In practice, a total of eight listening-to-summarize tasks were used, adapted from
the PTE Academic (http://pearsonpte.com/). The PTE Academic is an English
proficiency test aimed at non-native English speakers who need to demonstrate their
academic English ability for university admission or professional purposes. The basis for
the tasks used in this study were two PTE Academic Re-tell Lecture items (originally
listening-to-speak tasks), and two Summarize Spoken Text items (originally listening-to-
write tasks). The tasks required the participants to first listen to an academic lecture and
after the listening to provide a summary in either oral or written form. As will be
explained in more detail below, adaptations were made to the original tasks to make the
two task types more similar to allow for comparison (see below points a) and b)), to have
a counterbalanced design, and to be able to look into any potential impact of the

productive requirements of the task (speaking vs. writing; see point c)).
a) Instructions changed from ‘re-telling’ to ‘summarizing’ a lecture

To investigate the effect of different modalities (speaking and writing) on
listening comprehension processing, two different types of tasks were used: Re-tell
Lecture items involving listening and speaking skills, and Summarize Spoken Text items
involving listening and writing skills. However, as these original tasks seemed to require
different forms of responses, i.e. ‘re-telling’ versus ‘summarizing’, a pilot study was
conducted to find out whether and how the different task instructions affect performance

behaviours (see 3.5). The pilot study results showed that when different wordings were
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used in the instructions, the participants interpreted the requirement of the tasks
differently. In the tasks with the instruction to summarize the listening text, the pilot
participant understood that he had to select only the message(s) relevant to the text’s key
point. When the tasks instructed test-takers to retell the listening text, the participant
thought that he had to rephrase all the information he heard without thinking whether it
was relevant to the main point. Because of these results, it was thus necessary to opt for
one of the two instructions to allow for comparisons between listening-to-speak and
listening-to-write tasks. ‘Summarize’ was used in this study because, compared to ‘re-
tell’, it requires more skills necessary for listening comprehension, including selecting

and organizing information (see 3.5).

b) Visual input added

The original version of the Summarize Spoken Text items did not provide an
image for the test-taker, whereas the Re-tell Lecture items did. Therefore, in the adapted
tasks, an image was added to the Summarize Spoken Text items so that their task input
was more comparable to the Re-tell Lecture items, and any potential impact of different
productive skills (speaking and writing) on listening comprehension processing could be

investigated.

In the original Re-tell Lecture items, the picture provided indicated the topic of
the listening passage and illustrated some information that listeners had to link to the
aural text in order to fully understand the idea underlying it. Thus, the images added to

the Summarize Spoken Text items were related to the listening input and reflected the
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topic of the listening passage and some key ideas which listeners had to interpret on the

basis of what they listened to.

c) Parallel tasks developed

After the adaptation of the original tasks was completed, another four parallel
tasks were developed. More specifically, for the two PTE Academic tasks that originally
required an oral summary, two alternative tasks were developed, which required a written
summary, and vice versa. Thus, in essence, the listening input remained exactly the same,
but the way in which the participants had to provide the summary was altered (oral vs.
written). This was to investigate if there were any differences in listening comprehension
processing behaviours when different modalities (speaking and writing) are required in

task production.

As can be seen in Table 3.3, this resulted in a total of eight listening-to-summarize
tasks, developed from what were originally four listening input topics, i.e. Corruption,

Hans Krebs, Talent, and Vitamin D.

Tasks Listening Length of  Skills involved Prep. Time Response
Topic listening Time
(seconds)
Adapted tasks 1 Corruption* 1:29 Listening-Speaking 10 (Seconds) 40 (Seconds)
2  Hans Krebs*  1:10 Listening-Speaking 10 (Seconds) 40 (Seconds)
3 Talent** 1:25 Listening-Writing ~ --------- 10 (Minutes)---------
4  VitaminD*»  1:01 Listening-Writing ~ --------- 10 (Minutes)---------
Parallel tasks 5  Corruption 1:29 Listening-Writing ~ --------- 10 (Minutes)---------
developed 6  Hans Krebs 1:10 Listening-Writing ~ --------- 10 (Minutes)---------
7  Talent 1:25 Listening-Speaking 10 (Seconds) 40 (Seconds)
8  Vitamin D 1:01 Listening-Speaking 10 (Seconds) 40 (Seconds)

*Originally Re-tell Lecture items; **Originally Summarize Spoken Text items

Table 3.3: Listening-to-summarize tasks



The listening input length ranged from 1:00-1:29 seconds. Based on each listening
input two forms of response were required, i.e. oral and written summaries. The tasks that
required an oral summary are referred to as listening-to-speak tasks in this thesis, whereas
those requiring a written summary are listening-to-write tasks. The tasks were presented
to the participants in a Power Point Presentation (PPT), which was timed and set to play
automatically when the participants clicked on the start button. Following are screenshots

showing how the tasks were delivered to the participants.

Listening-to-speak task

Before listenina While listening
) Item 1:
Now begin the test. You will hear a lecture. After listening to the lecture, in 10
| T — h seconds, please speak into the microphone to summarize
Please click on the button whenyou are what you have just heard from the lecture. You will have 40
ready to start. seconds to give your response.
Financial Flows:
Corruption vs Development Aid
Start
; —
corrupt payments development assistance
After listenina After listenina
Item 1: Item 1:
Prepare to orally summarize the listening! Speak!
Remaining time
Recording
_— ANRRNRRRRERRNRN \

Figure 3.1: Sample of listening-to-speak task slides
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Listening-to-write task

Before listening While listening
Now begin the test. Item 1:

You will hear a short lecture. Write a summary for a fellow
Please click on the button when you are student who was not present at the lecture. You should
ready to start. write 50-70 words. You have 10 minutes to finish this task.

Your response will be judged on the quality of your writing
and on how well your response presents the key points
presented in the lecture.

Start

Hans Krebs at the peak of his career

After listening After listening

Now you have 10 minutes to write your
summary.

Time Remaining

00:03:00

e,

Figure 3.2: Sample of listening-to-write task slides

Following the PTE Academic guidelines, the listening-to-speak tasks allowed
participants 10 seconds after listening to prepare and 40 seconds to orally summarize the
listening. On the other hand, in the listening-to-write tasks, the participants had 10
minutes to prepare and write a 50-70 word summary of the listening passage. As is the
case for the original PTE Academic items, under both conditions, the participants were

allowed to take notes whilst listening and a timer was displayed on the screen to show the
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remaining time for task completion. To familiarize the participants with the item types
and to help reduce their test anxiety, two sample items were first given to each

participant, which were disregarded for analyses.

3.4.3 Verbal protocols

To investigate the cognitive processes and strategies the participants used to complete the
tasks (RQs 1 and 1a), this study employed verbal protocols, i.e. stimulated recalls. Verbal
protocols are “oral records of thoughts, provided by subjects when thinking aloud during

or immediately after completing a task” (Kasper, 1998, p. 358).

In information-processing theory, verbal reports are considered a useful data
source for investigating cognitive processes and strategies (Ericsson & Simon, 1993).
Ericsson and Simon (1993) recommended two forms of verbal reports which they claim
can closely reflect individuals’ cognitive processes and strategies and experiences.
Divided according to the period when information is accessed, these are concurrent
verbal reports and retrospective reports. Concurrent verbal reports, or talk-aloud and
think-aloud protocols, are the direct verbalization of information heeded during actual
cognitive processing or when task performance is going on (Ericsson & Simon, 1993).
Verbalizing thought processes at this period is not a description or explanation of what
one is doing, but verbalization of what one is paying attention to while generating
answers to the task. Retrospective protocols, on the other hand, are the reports of
cognitive processes which have (just) finished (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). Immediately
after task completion, some retrieval cues are thought to remain in short-term memory

(STM), allowing individuals to recall their thought processes with supposedly high
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accuracy and completeness. This is especially the case, as Ericsson and Simon suggest,
when tasks take less than 10 seconds to complete. However, the longer the period
between task processing and retrospective reporting, the more difficult and incomplete
the recall. Therefore, stimuli that can help individuals to recall their thought processes are
recommended to be included (Ericsson & Simon, 1993), such as a video recording of task

performances, notes taken by the participants, or task output (Gass & Mackey, 2000).

Another form of retrospective protocol is retrospective verbal reports or
interviews, requiring participants to explain or describe the processes they performed
during task performance after they have completed the task. Unlike stimulated-recall, no
prompts are given to stimulate the participants’ verbalization. Instead, specific questions
are asked to guide the reporting, for example, a) ‘What were you focusing on when you

responded to this situation?” and b) ‘What made you reply in this manner?’(Ren, 2013).

A number of empirical studies (Goh, 2002; O'Malley et al., 1989; Ren, 2013;
Vandergrift, 2003) have demonstrated that verbal protocols can provide useful
information on cognitive processing in the context of language processing and also on the
strategies users employ to complete language tasks. Verbal report data, in addition, can
provide evidence of sources of knowledge applied to complete tasks (Goh, 2002). Table
3.4 lists studies that have used one or more of the techniques to investigate learners’ and
test-takers’ cognitive processes in language task performance. Focusing on the studies
investigating listening processes, it was found that verbal reports were one of the main

data sources; see for instance, in Yi‘an (1998) and Vandergrift (1997; 2003). However,
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each of these three techniques has its own strengths and limitations, as summarized in

Table 3.4.

In essence, the key advantage, as found across the three techniques (think-aloud
protocols, stimulated recall, and retrospective verbal report) and listed in Table 3.4, is
that they seem to reveal processes and strategies used to complete the tasks which are not
otherwise directly observable by the researcher(s). Studies that have used the techniques
(see Vandergrift, 1997; 2003; Field, 2012) have found that verbal protocol data evidenced
strategies and processes activated successfully and unsuccessfully by the participants. In
addition, they revealed the knowledge sources participants use to complete tasks.
However, the distinctive benefit of think-aloud protocols (versus the other two
techniques), as pointed out by O’Malley et al. (1989), is that these can tap into cognitive
processes and strategies that may otherwise be lost in retrospective techniques such as

stimulated recalls or retrospective report/interview techniques due to the time lapse.
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Study Data aimed to collect Tasks used Language | Strengths found in Limitations speculated in
skill(s) previous studies previous studies
focused
1) Think-aloud
protocols
O’Malley Cognitive processes and Lecture listening Listening o Well demonstrated e Limited to the participant’s
(1989) strategies L2 learners used strategies used by ability to articulate
Storey (1997) Cognitive processes test- A multiple-choice Reading participants (Plakans, 2009). ;ngggr)natlon (O'Malley etal.,
takers engaged in discourse-cloze test * Revealed how writers with '
different proficiency levels e The act of verbalizing
differed in their decision distracted from task
Vandergrift Strategies used by L2 Multiple-choice Listening making and use of strategies | performance (writing task)
(1997, 2003) French learners comprehension questions (O'Malley et al., 1989; (O'Malley et al., 1989;
Goh (2002) L2 listeners' Listening texts in various | Listening Plakans, 2009; Vandergrift, Plakans, 2009; Storey,
. . . 1997, 2003). 1997).
comprehension strategies topics
. . . . . e Cognitiv processing which | e Participants may provide
Plakans (2009) Readlntg strgtegll_esh useg[ by An_ tl_ntegzrat(ed reading- Reading was lost in retrospection was | only a limited range of
non-native English writers | writing tas described (O'Malley et al., strategies of which they
1989). were consciously aware
Weigle et al. Cognitive processes A reading-writing task Reading » Tapped into naturally \(Noh.:\l,?aﬁ)ﬁgc;n;:nglgggt.%k
(2013) involved in short-answer occurring behaviours N '

questions

(Storey, 1997).

Storey, 1997).

e When not reported in the
participant’s L1, thinking—
aloud protocol data was
somewhat incomplete
(Weigle et al., 2013).
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Study Data aimed to collect Tasks used Language | Strengths found in Limitations speculated in
skill(s) previous studies previous studies
focused
2) Stimulated
recalls
Yi'an (1998) Test-takers’ test taking Multiple-choice Listening e Provided insightful data on | « Could possibly not capture
processes questions cognitive processes (Field, some processes activated by
Vandergrift Strategies used by L2 Multiple-choice Listening 2012; Yian, 1998). Egeaffggg;ﬁn; (;')ellg) 2012)
(1997; 2003) French learners comprehension questions « Pointed out to different N '
. . A . . A strategies used by successful | ¢ Might not tap into some
Goh (2002) L2 Ilsteners_ _ LlsFenlng texts in various | Listening test-takers (Swain et al., processes automatically
comprehension strategies | topics 2009) performed by the
Swain et al. Processes and knowledge | e Independentspeaking Speaking o PO participants (Swain et al.,
(2009) test-takers used to . Pg'med out tohkno_w ledge 2009).
lete intearated and e Integratedreading- used in comprehension _
f:o(;np dent 9 K listening-speaking process and interaction of « Not able to provide
n lfpen ent speaking Intearated listenin different listening tactics information on whether the
tasks ; eak?n Istening- used (Goh, 2002). strategies were effective at
P g the production stage
Field (2012) Cognitive processes used | e Listening Listening (Barkaoui et al., 2013).
in listening performance | comprehension
e Lecture listening
Barkaoui et al. Strategic behaviours test- | e Independent speaking Reading
(1 s oottt g searg | S
integrated and tasks Speaking
independent speaking
tasks
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Study Data aimed to collect Tasks used Language | Strengths found in Limitations speculated in
skill(s) previous studies previous studies
focused
3) Retrospective
interview/report
Vandergrift Strategies used by L2 Multiple-choice Listening o Allowed the researcherto | e« Some processes may not
(1997; 2003) French learners comprehension questions follow up the point unclear be reported by participants
Goh (2002) L2 listeners' Listening texts in various | Listening (Field, 2012). (Ren, 2013).
comprehension strategies topics o Permitted analysis of
Graham et al. Development of strategy Multiple-choice listening | Listening !eamers attention to
2008 5 ths listeni task information and factors
( ) use over b montns Tistening | tas influencing their production
Field (2012) Cognitive processes used « Multiple-choice Listening (Ren, 2013).
in listening performance listening tasks « Pointed out successful and
e Lecture listening unsuccessful use of
Ren (2013) Cognitive processes of e Listening to audio- Listening ;t(;gtse)gles (Graham etal.,
advanced L2 learners recordings of different '
during their study abroad topics
programme

Table 3.4: Techniques used to collect verbal protocol data in previous studies investigating cognitive processes and strategies
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Despite their advantages, concerns have been raised over the use of verbal reports
as research data (Barkaoui, Brooks, Swain, & Lapkin, 2013; Crutcher, 1994; Ericsson &
Simon, 1993). As verbal reports rely mainly on individuals’ access to information in their
own memory and their ability to verbalize such information, concerns over veridicality or
the extent to which the verbal information accurately reflects thought processes have
been expressed (Ericsson & Simon, 1993). For example, verbal data can be accurate only
when individuals are truthful or reporting exactly what they were thinking while
performing the tasks and not reporting things that they think the researcher(s) want to
hear. Also, because some processes occur automatically and are unlikely to be available
to the participant’s consciousness, some processes may have been activated but not
articulated by participants, resulting in incomplete data. This risk has been discussed in
the literature on both listening and reading comprehension (e.g., O’Malley et al., 1989;
Swain et al., 2009), and some evidence was found in the case of studies employing think-
aloud protocols (see O'Malley & Chamot, 1990), stimulated recalls (see Barkaoui et al.,
2013; Swain et al., 2009), and retrospective interviews (see Ren, 2013). Furthermore, the
ability of individuals to verbalize information and in particular their proficiency in the
language used for verbalization were also found to affect the accuracy and completeness
of information (O'Malley et al., 1989; Weigle et al., 2013). It is thus recommended to use

the participants’ first language in data collection (if at all possible).

A second issue is the risk of reactivity, especially with respect to think-aloud
protocols. It has been found that the act of thinking-aloud during task performance may
affect or alter the performance. O’Malley et al. (1989) specifically found that the

requirement to perform tasks and at the same time report one’s processing appeared to
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alter participants’ task processing. The act of verbalizing during writing task performance
in particular, as noted in O'Malley et al. (1989), Plakans (2009), and Storey (1997),
disturbed the writing task performance. As a result, the scores obtained might or might

not represent participants’ actual ability.

A further issue concerning verbal protocols relates to the reliability and validity of
data coding. The verbal data obtained from these techniques are not a direct report of the
thoughts or cognitive processes that the participants performed in completing tasks but
the information they attended to during the tasks (Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Kasper,
1998). Hence, in order to arrive at the processes involved, the researchers have to make
inferences on the basis of the data provided by the participants. When protocol data are
not carefully analyzed (and, for example, no coding reliability is established), the validity

and reliability of the results are highly questionable (Kasper, 1998).

In language testing research, verbal reporting data have been used to investigate
the construct underlying tasks. Despite the potential weaknesses, the methods have been
found useful for analyzing processes and strategies used in task performance (Barkaoui et
al., 2013; Plakans, 2009; Storey, 1997; Weigle et al., 2013). As mentioned by Barkaoui et
al. (2013), however, protocols are not able to provide information on whether the
strategies are effective during the task performance. They are unlikely to explain whether
the processes and strategies used contribute either to success or failure in task output.
Therefore, to reveal the effectiveness of each process and strategy, Barkaoui et al. (2013)

have advised also analysing test-takers’ task output.
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In summary, the literature review has indicated both the benefits and
disadvantages of verbal protocols as a data source for investigating cognitive processes
and strategies activated to complete tasks. On the positive side, the method has been
shown to lead to useful insights into cognitive processes and strategies, which are
otherwise difficult to observe. In language testing studies in particular, previous research
suggests that verbal reports provide useful information on test-takers’ cognitive processes
and strategies, which is crucial to describe the construct underlying the tasks in question
effectively. However, the accuracy and completeness of verbal data can be affected by a
number of factors, including the automaticity of cognitive processes, individuals’ abilities
to articulate the information heeded, the language used for verbalization, the time period
between processing and verbalization, and issues with the data coding process.
Nevertheless, careful research design and procedures for verbal protocol data collection
and analyses can help minimize the potential risks of the methods (Green, 1998).
Therefore, since the aim of this study was to describe the listening construct by
investigating test-takers’ cognitive processing of listening (RQ 1), it was decided to use a
verbal report method to collect data. At the same time, great care was taken to try and

avoid some of the pitfalls of this method.

In practice, a stimulated-recall technique was used for three main reasons. First,
the task responses in this study were scored for the participants’ language ability.
Stimulated recalls, which were conducted after task completion, were considered
appropriate to minimize the effect of the data collection technique (if any) on task
performance. Second, as it was necessary to collect data after task completion, stimulated

recalls were considered important since they provided participants with some stimuli (a
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video recorded during the task performance and the notes taken during the listening) to
stimulate their thought processes. Third, as the study concerns research on listening,
using a think-aloud would likely be very disruptive since participants have to talk while

trying to listen.

3.4.4 Perception questionnaires

As discussed in Chapter 2, data on test-takers’ perceptions of tasks and task difficulty can
inform task validity in terms of task authenticity, fairness, and task difficulty. Research
Question 2 therefore asked what test-takers’ perceptions of these three aspects are. To
answer this question, a questionnaire was used for a number of reasons. First,
questionnaires, as indicated in previous research (Tavakoli, 2009), benefit an
investigation of test-takers’ perceptions at least in two ways. One is related to the fact that
questionnaires can be designed to tap into the perceptions of different factors which the
literature suggests condition task difficulty (Tavakoli, 2009). The other is that
questionnaires, specifically with multi-item scales, allow researchers to fully capture
various traits underlying an individual factor (Dornyei, 2007). Secondly, this study aimed
to explore the relationship between perceptions of listening task difficulty and task
performance to consider whether they are related to each other. Since questionnaires,
particularly if they use closed-response items, can provide quantitative data (versus for
example qualitative data gathered by interviews), this method seemed usefully able to
investigate the relationship between task perceptions and performances. In addition, in
order to know how the participants perceived the tasks, especially in terms of task
difficulty, it was preferable to collect the data immediately after task completion in order

to obtain as accurate as possible data. Furthermore, since some participants (Group A)
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were required to do stimulated recalls on their task processing behaviors, a quick
questionnaire after task completion and before recall was preferable over, for example,
more time-consuming interviews to keep the time gap between performance and recall

limited.

Two different questionnaires were used. One was designed with reference to the
listening-to-speak tasks (see Appendix 3) and the other for the listening-to-write tasks
(see Appendix 4), because the productive side (speaking versus writing) implied some
differences. That is, two statements were version-specific (Statements 14 and 21) and
worded to be accurate to the productive skill involved in task performance (writing vs.
speaking). This was done particularly to investigate whether different modalities required
after listening make participants’ perceived listening difficulty different. Each
questionnaire aimed to measure the participants’ perceptions in three components,
namely 1) perceptions of task authenticity, 2) task fairness, and 3) task difficulty (in three
aspects: code complexity, cognitive complexity and communication stress) (see Table
3.5). These three foci had been opted for because, as mentioned in Chapter 2 (section
2.5), the investigation of test-takers’ perceptions aimed to provide data for test validation
in terms of task authenticity, fairness and listening task difficulty, all of which is crucial

to inform the usefulness of the tasks for assessment purposes.

To measure each individual factor, multi-item scales (meaning that more than one
item was used to tap into the same aspect) were employed. This was in order to ensure

comprehensive coverage of each aspect.
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Questionnaire construct No. of items Item No.

1) Task authenticity 2 1,2
2) Task fairness 3 3,4,5
3) Task difficulty

Code complexity 5 6,7,8,9,10

Cognitive complexity (cognitive familiarity) 4 11,12,13,14

Cognitive complexity (cognitive processing demand) 5 15,16,17,18,19

Communication stress 4 20,21,22,23
Total 23

Table 3.5: The perception questionnaire construct

In total, each questionnaire consisted of 23 Likert-scale statements on which
participants had to indicate their level of agreement on a five-point scale (5-strongly
disagree, 4-agree, 3-neutral, 2-disagree, and 1-strongly disagree). The two versions of the
questionnaire (one for the tasks requiring a written summary and the other for those
requiring an oral summary of the listening) mainly contained the same statements. Both
versions of the questionnaires were provided to the participants in their first language, i.e.
Thai. The questionnaires were administered immediately after a task had been completed

and the participants completed the same list of questions for each individual task.

3.5 Pilot studies

Prior to collecting the data, three pilot studies were carried out. Pilot study 1 was to pilot
the research task materials. Pilot study 2 was to ensure that stimulated recalls were able to
provide data that answer the research questions and for the researcher to gain experience
in using this particular method. The perception questionnaires were tried out in Pilot
study 3. In what follows, a summary is given of each pilot study and a description of the
amendments (if any) made as a result of piloting to the plan for data collection in the

main study.
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Pilot study 1: the research task materials

In this pilot study, four original tasks from the PTE Academic (see 3.4.2 ) were
given to a Thai student studying towards a Master’s degree at Lancaster University. This
student was invited to take part because he was considered to represent the study’s target
population (see 3.3). After completing the tasks, the participant was asked to watch a
video recording of his task performance and explain 1) how he had understood the
instructions, and 2) how he had approached the tasks and what he was thinking about/
paying attention to during the tasks. This showed that in the Re-tell Lecture items, the
participant understood that he had to retell or restate as many pieces of information
gained from the listening as possible. The organization of the ideas, as understood by the
participant, was not as important as it was in the Summarize Spoken Text items. Unlike
the Re-tell Lecture items, in the Summarize Spoken Text items, the participant thought
that it was very important to organize the information that he understood from the
listening. As explained by the participant, he would include in his summary only key and
relevant information. Given this difference in interpretation of what was required by each
task, it was decided to revise the Re-tell Lecture instructions and require a summary
(oral) after listening instead of retelling. This was to control for the effect of task
instructions on task performance behaviours in order to be able to compare the effect of
differences in productive medium (speaking/writing) more directly. The choice in this
study was to opt for a summary in both task types (rather than retelling in both) because
previous research (Field, 2012; Yu, 2013) showed that summaries require test-takers to
engage in the higher-levels of listening processing such as semantic and discourse

constructing.
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In addition, the pilot participant commented that the visual information given in
the Re-tell lecture items helped him to understand the points in the spoken text quickly
and thought that the use of visuals reflected lectures that he attended at the university.
Thus, to keep the two task types similar and enable comparisons, visual information was
added to the adapted versions of the Summarize Spoken Text items. As the pictures in the
Re-tell lecture (the Corruption and Hans Krebs texts) provide the topic and a couple of
phrases hinting at key information of the text, similar information was given in the

Summarize Spoken Text tasks (the Vitamin D and Talent texts).

Pilot study 2: usefulness of and experience with stimulated recalls

Four Thai students studying towards their degree at Lancaster University
participated in this pilot study. One was an undergraduate student in Management BBA,
and three of them were postgraduate students (one an MSc in Finance, one an MA in
English Language and Literacy Studies, and one a PhD in Economics). Similar to Pilot
study 1, these participants were invited to take part because they were considered to

represent the study’s target population.

These participants were first asked to complete a background questionnaire and
then performed four adapted PTE Academic listening-to-summarize tasks (two listening-
to-speak and two listening-to-write tasks). After each task, they conducted a stimulated
recall, which took about 20 minutes. In the stimulated recall procedure, the participants
were presented with a video recording of their task performance and invited to explain
what they were thinking about or paying attention to during task completion. In the first

round of playing the video, the participants were told to stop the recording wherever they
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wanted to describe their thought processes during their task performance. In the second
round, the researcher stopped the recording at three different time points and invited the
participants to explain what they were doing or paying attention to in each period. With
some participants, the recording was played three to four times in order to stimulate their

verbalization and gain insightful data.

The pilot study data were analyzed using Field’s (2013) cognitive processing
framework for listening, one of the dominant frameworks used in analyzing L2 listening
processes. The analysis revealed that different cognitive processes were activated by the
participants to comprehend the listening input, including parsing and meaning
construction. Although some of the processes, i.e. word decoding, were not verbalized by
some of the participants, inferences could be made that the participants engaged in these
processes on the basis of the notes and the summaries they had produced. In fact, this was
the case when processes occurred automatically, and the participants were not likely to be
aware of their own processing behaviors. In line with previous research, this pilot study
suggested that automatic processes performed by participants were not captured by verbal

protocols.

Pilot study 2, in addition, pointed to limitations in using Field’s (2013) framework
to analyze verbal data for this study. Although Field agrees that listeners’ use of
strategies is an important part of L2 listeners’ success, it is not entirely clear how he
integrates the use of strategies in his framework. This might be because the framework,
as explained by Field, was drawn up on the basis of competent users of the target

language (English), who have sufficient knowledge to understand texts and need
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relatively few strategies to solve their comprehension problems or to manage their
listening processes. In this pilot study, however, the analysis showed that the participants,
even the successful listeners, used some strategies not integrated in Field’s framework,
such as prediction, selective attention, and directed attention in their listening
comprehension processing. In addition, it was found that some strategies, although they
were included in Field’s framework, appeared to be too narrow to describe the listeners’
cognitive behaviors found in this study. For example, ‘inferential’ is described in Field
(2013) as “the listeners supplied details that the speaker has not felt it necessary to
include’ (p.101). In this study, however, it was found that listeners inferred not only the
information left unsaid by the speaker but also details that are stated but which they failed

to recognize.

Based on this pilot study, some changes were therefore made to the main study.
First, in addition to the use of stimulated recall data only, an analysis of participants’
handwritten notes made whilst listening and their summary content was included in an
attempt to describe the listening comprehension processing more comprehensively. This
was particularly because the stimulated recalls might not be able to provide evidence of
some processes occurring automatically. It was also because of the concern that by the
time the participants had completed the summary, they might not be able to
comprehensively think back to the way in which they had processed the listening text
even though the video recording was used as a stimulus. Second, given the limitations
found in Field’s (2013) framework, it was decided to develop a framework for verbal

data analysis based on several existing cognitive frameworks for language
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comprehension, including Anderson (1985), Rost (2011), Field (2013), and Vandergrift

and Goh (2012), in order to capture the processing behaviors more fully (see 2.4).

Pilot study 3: perception questionnaires

To gain insights into the perception questionnaires’ construct validity, the
questionnaires and a description of their intended underlying construct was given to a
PhD student working in second language acquisition who had extensive experience with
questionnaire design. This student indicated whether she thought the questionnaire items
tapped into the construct. A few points of disagreement on word choices were then
discussed and changes were made where relevant. Unfortunately, it was not possible to
pilot the questionnaire, which was in Thai, on a large number of people and conduct
statistical analyses at this stage, because that would have meant using up the participant

pool for the main study.

In addition, to ensure that the Thai version of the questionnaire conveyed the
same meaning as was aimed for in the original English version (which had been
developed on the basis of the literature and discussed with the researcher’s supervisor and
above-mentioned PhD student), the questionnaire was piloted with a Thai-L1 student
doing his Masters degree in English Language and Literature at Lancaster University
(UK) who was also highly proficient in English. This student was asked to read the
questionnaire in Thai and explain how he understood it, item by item. As a result, some

ambiguous items were altered.

In summary, three pilot studies were conducted prior to the main study data
collection with the aim of trying out the research task materials, the stimulated recall
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method, qualitative data analysis, and the perception questionnaires. Based on the
findings of these pilot studies, amendments were made to the plan for data collection in
the main study. This included changing the instructions of the research tasks to require
oral summaries instead of retelling the lecture, the provision of visual information in the
adapted tasks, changes to the framework used for data analysis, and changes to the
questionnaire items. The next section describes the data collection procedures of the main

study.

3.6 Data collection procedures in the main study

Before describing in more detail how the data in the main study were collected, an
overview of the data collection methods employed to answer the research questions is

provided in Table 3.6.

Research questions Participants Data collection
RQ1 | What listening processes do ESL test-takers .
: > : « Stimulated
engage in while performing (adapted) PTE
T : recall data
Academic listening-to-summarize tasks? o Summar
a. Are there any differences in the processes Group A content y

and strategies when compared between (12 Participants)
tasks with different language modalities,
namely speaking and writing, and
performance levels?

« Listening notes
« Perception
questionnaire

RQ2 | What are ESL test-takers’ perceptions of « Perception
(adapted) PTE Academic listening-to- questionnaire
summarize tasks and task difficulty? Group B e Task
a. What is the relationship between the (60 Participants) | performance

perceptions of listening task difficulty scores

and task performance?

Table 3.6: Research questions and an overview of data collection methods

To answer the first research question and its sub-question, qualitative data on

processes and strategies performed to complete the tasks were collected from a total of 12

107



participants (Group A). More precisely, the data comprised verbal report data, gathered
by means of stimulated recalls, and language data, taken from notes written down by the
participants while listening and summaries produced after listening. To answer the
second set of research questions, concerning the perceptions of tasks and listening task
difficulty and the relationships between the perceptions of listening task difficulty and
test-takers’ performance, quantitative data were collected from a total of 60 participants
who were not involved in the stimulated recalls. The data comprised responses to

perception questionnaires and task performance scores.

Figure 3.3 gives an overall picture of how the tasks were delivered to the
participants and how the data were collected. As indicated in section 3.2, the participants
were separated into two groups, A and B. In both groups, the procedure began with
completing a background questionnaire and then completing four listening-to-summarize
tasks on a one-to-one basis. After each task performance, the participants in Group A
were asked to complete a perception questionnaire and then a stimulated recall, whereas

in Group B only a perception questionnaire was administered.
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Figure 3.3: An overall picture of the main study’s data collection procedures

The following explains the data collection step-by-step.

1) Completion of the background questionnaire

To begin with, a background questionnaire was administered to each participant.
The questionnaire (see Appendix 2) consisting of 10 items aimed to collect bio-data on
the participants’ first language, gender, educational background, overseas experience, and

their English ability.

2) Completion of the listening-to-summarize tasks

Although indicated earlier that eight tasks were used in the study (see 3.4.2 ), each
participant was asked to perform only four tasks with different listening passages. That is,
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they performed one of the task groups presented in Figure 3.4, Task Groups 1-4. The
grouping of the tasks was based on the listening passages and the skills involved in task
performance. To investigate whether different modalities (speaking and writing) affect
listening comprehension processing (RQ 1a), it was important that each participant
performed both listening-to-speak and listening-to-write tasks. However, to avoid that
they heard each listening input more than once so that their experience of producing a
summary in one modality would affect a second summary, each task had to be associated
with a different listening input. Consequently, in each task group, no listening passage
was used more than once. Task Groups 1 and 3, as shown in Figure 3.4, were made up of
the same tasks but presented in a different order, and Task Groups 2 and 4 were also
made up of the same tasks but presented in a different order. This was in order to
minimize the potential effects of task sequencing on task performance. The difference
between Task Groups 1+3 versus Task Groups 2+4 was the modality of each task, i.e.
listening-to-speak tasks in Task Groups 1+3 were listening-to-write tasks in Task Groups

2+4 (and vice versa).
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Background Questionnaire

U

2 Sample tasks

T1:L-S**Corruption

T1:L-S**VitaminD

(+ Stimulated recall practice in qualitative data collection)

v

v

T1:L-W***Talent

T1:L-W***HansKrebs

Perception Questionnaire (3-6 minutes )

(+ Stimulated Recall (15-20 minutes) in qualitative data collection)

v s
T2:L-S**HansKrebs T2:L-S**Talent T2:L-W***VitaminD T2:L-W***Corruption
\: v 2 2
Perception Questionnaire (3-5 minutes )
(+ Stimulated Recall (15-20 minutes) in qualitative data collection)
Vi } i A
T3:L-W#¥*Talent T3:L-W***HansKrebs T3:L-S**Corruption T3:L-S**Vitamin D
v \;
Perception Questionnaire (3-5 minutes )
(+ Stimulated Recall (15-20 minutes) in qualitative data collection)
\: J V! Vi
T4:L-W***VitaminD T4:L-W***Corruption T4:L-S**HansKrebs T4:L-S**Talent
V2 \ v

Perception Questionnaire (3-5 minutes )

(+ Stimulated Recall (15-20 minutes) in qualitative data collection)

* 3participants from Group A and 15 participants from Group B
**| -S = Listening-to-speak tasks & ***L-W = Listening-to-write tasks

Figure 3.4: Task delivery and data collection

Before completing the four actual tasks, the participants were asked to do two

sample tasks (one listening-to-speak and one listening-to-write), in order to familiarize

themselves with the item type and to reduce test anxiety. Participants were assigned to a

Task Group in such a manner that each Task Group included participants with different

levels of language ability (as based on their self-reported IELTS scores).

3) Completion of the perception questionnaire
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The perception questionnaire was administered immediately after the participants
completed each task. Thus, since the participants performed four different listening-to-
summarize tasks, each participant completed the perception questionnaire four times (two

times for listening-to-speak and two times for listening-to-write tasks).

4) Participation in stimulated recall (for Group A’s Participants)

In Group A, where 12 students participated, a stimulated recall was conducted
immediately after the participant completed each task and the perception questionnaire.
As each participant was asked to perform four tasks, four stimulated recalls were
obtained from each person. The participants were offered a choice of using English
and/or Thai for the stimulated recalls. This was to compensate for the impact of language
ability on expressing thoughts or opinions. As all the participants used Thai, translations
are given in the quotes in the findings chapters (4-6). Prior to the actual data collection,
the participants were provided with an opportunity to practice the stimulated recalls on

the sample tasks.

For the purpose of stimulated recalls, the 12 participants from whom verbal
protocol data were collected were video-recorded whilst completing the tasks.
Immediately after they completed each task, they were asked to watch their video-
recording and encouraged to describe what they were thinking about or paying attention
to while listening to the texts. Similar to the pilot study procedure, the recording was
played at least twice in order to obtain insightful data, depending on the participants’
abilities to report their own thoughts. In the first round, the participants were in control of

pausing and explained whatever they wanted to share. In the second round, the researcher
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stopped the video recording systematically at the same points for all participants and
asked the participants to explain their thought processes. For a couple of participants, the
video was played three to four times if they appeared to be quiet during the first and

second laps of video playing.

3.7 Data analyses

The data obtained were analysed, following two lines of enquiry.

1. Toanswer RQs 1 and 1a on the cognitive listening processes and strategies
used in task performance, the stimulated recall data, written notes while
listening, content summaries, and the questionnaire data obtained from the 12
participants of Group A were analysed.

2. To answer RQs 2 and 2a dealing with perceptions of tasks and listening task
difficulty and the relationship between listening task difficulty and task
performance, the task performances were scored and the questionnaire data
from the 60 participants of Group B were analysed. A correlational analysis

was then carried out.

3.7.1 Analysis of stimulated-recall data

The stimulated recalls which the participants conducted in their first language, Thai, were
transcribed and analysed to identify processes and strategies activated during listening.
To avoid data loss that might occur in translation, stimulated recall data analysis was
carried out on the Thai transcriptions. Translations into English were however made to

present a selection of the results in this thesis.
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The stimulated recall data were analysed qualitatively by the researcher and an
external coder. The data were coded using a coding scheme drawn from the literature on
listening comprehension processing both in L1 and L2 listening and in learning and
testing contexts. The use of a coding scheme has been recommended by Kasper (1998),
particularly when researchers need to make inferences as is the case in this study in
which participants indirectly verbalized cognitive processes and the researcher has to
infer these from participants’ reports of heeded information. As Kasper (1989)
emphasized, such a coding scheme should be based on a principled and theory-grounded
model. In this study, as indicated in section 2.4, the model for analysing task processing
behaviours draws on Anderson’s (1985), Rost’s (2011), Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012)

and Field’s (2013) models. The coding scheme used is described below.

Coding scheme

The coding scheme used in the analysis (see Appendix 5) was composed of three
main categories, namely cognitive processes, cognitive strategies, and metacognitive
strategies. Each category was sub-divided into different processes/strategies. Under the
cognitive processes category fell the subcategories acoustic-phonetic decoding, word
recognition, parsing, semantic processing at the local and discourse levels, and pragmatic
processing. The cognitive strategy category included fixation, inferencing, elaboration,
prediction, translation, and reconstruction. Metacognitive strategies consisted of the
subcategories pre-listening preparation, selective attention, directed attention,
comprehension monitoring, real-time assessing of input, solving comprehension

problems, and comprehension evaluation.
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Data coding

Following Gass and Mackey’s (2000) suggestions on stimulated recall data
analyses, the data were categorized into episodes by using the computer-assisted
qualitative data-analysis software NVivo. The data were first segmented into what
appeared to be plausible units that corresponded to processes and strategies listed in the
coding scheme. Categories of processes/strategies were then assigned to the chunks. For
example, the following extract obtained from a pilot study participant’s protocol was

segmented into two chunks.

[Chunk 1] When I heard ‘handicraft’, | told myself that it was about hand-made
stuff, // [Chunk_2] but then it [the listening] didn’t say anything about items or
products. Until I heard, ‘his father’, ‘he’, ‘him’, and ‘the great scientist’, I realized
immediately that the listening was about a person [Hans Krebs], not about
‘handicraft’, as I had previously misunderstood.//

The first chunk (Chunk_1) shows that while listening and trying to understand the text,
the participant recognized a word (handicraft) in speech. This chunk corresponded to and
was categorized as word recognition. In the second chunk (Chunk_2), the participant was
establishing links between the words/phrases she had recognized in order to understand
the literal meaning of what she had been listening to in Hans Krebs. This chunk
corresponded to and was classified as semantic processing at the local level. Another

example of the segmenting is:

[Chunk_1] Here I was predicting that the speaker was going to talk about the
definitions of talent because he said before, [Chunk 2] ‘different ways of defining
things restrictive, broad, and meaningless’.

In this piece of data, two chunks were identified. The first chunk (Chunk_1) indicated

that the participant used the words he obtained from the beginning of the text to predict
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the text coming next in the listening. This behaviour corresponded to and was classified
as a cognitive strategy, i.e. prediction. The second chunk (Chunk_ 2) shows that during
the listening the participants were able to recognize and at the same time group words

into a meaning unit of the listening text. This, thus, was categorized as parsing.

3.7.2 Analysis of participants’ notes and summary content

To supplement the verbal report data, the participants’ notes and the summary content
(i.e. of the oral or written summaries produced for the listening-to-summarize tasks) were
analysed. Language data in the hand-written notes and summaries were coded using the
same coding scheme as used for the stimulated recall analyses. This was in order to
investigate processes/strategies that might not be reported in the recall data and/or to
confirm those processes/strategies reported. The participants’ notes were first analysed
and cognitive and strategic behaviours were then inferred from what the participants had
written down. The following is an example of a participant’s note in the main study and a

description of how it was analysed.

Note 3.1

RS- SRR R [ N /10 i'mb.
k‘,rM%H”\’ Buclgoh Dyt
Jace~ eqwm'g O3sef Jeé}

L& Vu)rsrwu "M)}( (lew |'r\m OIY,’/T)
(P12/Corruption)
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From this note, it was inferred that the participant engaged in at least two processes,
namely acoustic-phonetic decoding and word recognition as they had noted a number of
words from the listening. The way the words are organized in the note seems to suggest
that the participant was trying to relate information while listening, so it was
hypothesized from the note that this participant might have also engaged in parsing and
semantic mapping or building a mental model of what is heard. These processes were not
confirmed until the note was checked against the verbal recall data and the summary
produced by the participant after the listening. As in the stimulated recall, this participant

explained (see the following excerpt) that he drew a line to link groups of word together.
Quote 3.1

| listened. I noted down the words | heard, trying to figure out what the story was
about. I was trying to relate words together to make a story. | looked at
‘corruption’ and I draw a line to 'cost'. He said Corruption cost.. how much a
year? one trillion dollar I wrote it down....and it happened in 'developing
countries and then it affect income inequality’ (P12/Corruption).

The participant’s content summary was then analysed to ensure that he actually engaged

in semantic processing and did it successfully. In his summary, the participant wrote:
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Written Summary 3.1

(P12/Corruption)

The analysis of the participant’s written summary (see the first line) indicates that this
participant indeed used the lines from his notes to link pieces of information together as
he wrote in the summary that ‘Corruption is one of the world problem today, it cost 1
trillion $US worldwide.” This participant’s engagement in semantic processing, as
previously hypothesised, was thus confirmed. Further analysis of his summary showed
that the participant also performed semantic processing at the discourse level, as he could
provide the main point of the listening correctly. That is, ‘corruption creates income
inequality and mainly affects the poor more than the wealthy.” The analyses suggest that
this participant engaged in semantic processing at the discourse level and hence the task

used was able to tap into this.
Inter-coder reliability

To ensure reliability of the coding process, the stimulated recall data, written

notes taken during listening, and listening summary from four participants, i.e. 25% of
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the data, were double coded by an external coder. As the data were collected in Thai, this
second coder was an experienced Thai university lecturer with a Masters degree in
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) and experience in verbal
data analysis. To familiarize the coder with the study materials, the coder was given the
coding scheme and one set of sample data, consisting of verbal report data, the
participant’s notes and listening summary. The researcher discussed the coding scheme
and how the data should be technically coded with the external coder, prior to actual data

coding.

For the actual data coding, the coder was asked to complete the table for data
analysis, drawn up for this study’s purposes and adapted from Gass and Mackey (2000)
(see Appendix 6). To be specific, after reading through the stimulated recall transcript,
the coder was required to put the chunks of data indicating processes/strategies in one
column and the category of the processes/strategies they belonged to in the next column.
To analyse the participants’ notes and the content summary, the coder was asked to
identify the types of processes and strategies used on a scanned copy of the notes and

summary.

To calculate inter-coder reliability, the coded data from the three different sources
(the verbal reporting data, the notes, and the summary) were put together for each
participant per task. The two coders (including the researcher) then summarized what
processes and strategies each participant engaged in. The evidence on the engagement in
cognitive processes were transformed into nominal data by the researcher and two

categories were assigned, namely “use’ or ‘not use’ in order to identify processes that the
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participants engaged in. The use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies was counted
for frequency. A statistical analysis (Cohen’s Kappa) was carried out to indicate inter-
coder reliability. As presented in Table 3.7, the inter-coder agreement on the overall use
of processes and strategies was .772 and the inter-coder agreement on the performance of
each aspect of processing behaviours, i.e. cognitive processes, cognitive strategies, and
metacognitive strategies, was 0.886, 0.863, and 0.850 respectively. Although overall
there was high agreement on the coded data, the two coders discussed those cases where
there was disagreement on processes/strategies identified, e.g., how the use of
comprehension monitoring was different from real-time assessment of input, until they
came to an agreement. The researcher then analysed the rest of the data, i.e. from the

remaining eight participants, independently.

Task processing categories Level of agreement
Cohen’s Kappa Sig.
Process Cognitive processes .886 .00
Strategy Cognitive strategies .863 .00
Metacognitive strategies .850 .00
Overall use 172 .00

Table 3.7: Analysis of inter-coder reliability
3.7.3 Analysis of test performance

The task responses from the 72 participants (12 from Group A and 60 from Group B)
were scored. As each participant had been asked to perform four listening-to-summarize
tasks (two listening-to-speak and two listening-to-write tasks), a total of 288 task
responses (144 oral summaries and 144 written summaries) were scored. Two

experienced PTE Academic raters independently scored all the task responses, using the
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human rater version of the PTE Academic scoring criteria.” The oral summaries were
scored on three aspects: content, pronunciation, and fluency. The written summaries were
marked on content, grammar, and vocabulary. However, for the purposes of this study,
only the content scores were used to evaluate the participants’ listening ability as these

were taken to form an indicator of the participant’s comprehension of listening content.

The content scores obtained from those participating in the qualitative data
collection (Group A) were used to evaluate the participants’ listening abilities (moderate
or highly-able listeners) to conduct further sub-analyses in terms of cognitive processing
(see Chapter 7). The content scores from the quantitative data collection (Group B) were
used to investigate the relationship between task performance and perceptions (see

Chapter 8).

3.7.4 Analysis of the questionnaire data

The responses to the perception questionnaires were statistically analysed using SPSS. As
indicated earlier, multi-item scales were used in the questionnaire in order to tap into
perceptions of task authenticity, fairness, and listening difficulty. The internal
consistency of the questionnaire items was first analysed to assess the homogeneity of the
items measuring the same trait. For this purpose, factor analysis was carried out (see

Chapter 8 for the results).

To explore the perceptions of tasks and listening task difficulty, descriptive

statistics, namely frequencies and percentages, were calculated for all questionnaire

"There is also an automated rating version.
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statements. To investigate the relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and
task performance, a correlational analysis (Pearson correlation) was carried out between
Group B’s responses on the perception questionnaire items and their content scores on

the listening-to-summarize tasks.

3.8 Summary

In this chapter, the research design and the rationale underlying the data collection
techniques were explained. The overarching question addressed in this study is what the
listening construct underlying listening-to-summarize tasks is. Two major aims were then
set: 1) to investigate the listening processes the participants performed in understanding
the listening input in the listening-to-summarize tasks, and 2) to explore the participants'
perceptions of tasks and listening task difficulty and their relation to task performance. 72
Thai students pursuing undergraduate and postgraduate degrees at universities in the UK
took part in this study. They were divided into two groups, A and B. To address the first
research aim, stimulated recall data and language data (notes taken during the listening
and summaries of the listening) from 12 participants in Group A were collected and
analysed qualitatively. To achieve the second research aim, task performances and
perception questionnaire data from 60 participants in Group B were collected and

analysed statistically. The next chapters report the results of the analyses.
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Chapter 4 Cognitive processes

4.1 Introduction

This chapter and the following three chapters report the findings on the participants’
cognitive processes and strategies activated to understand the listening input of the
listening-to-summarize tasks. This data provides an answer to the first research question:
what listening processes do ESL test-takers engage in while performing (adapted) PTE
Academic listening-to-summarize tasks? The overall picture of the cognitive and strategic
processing behaviours and the number of the participants who performed each of the
processes and strategies are described in three chapters: Chapter 4 focusses on cognitive
processes, Chapter 5 on cognitive strategies, and Chapter 6 on metacognitive strategies.
After that, Chapter 7 compares the processes and strategies described in chapters 4-6
according to task modality and performance level. It is however important for the readers
to bear in mind when reading these chapters that the results are presented on the evidence
obtained from test-takers. The analysis of these results describes the patterns of evidence
presented. To say, for example, that ‘only one participant engaged in a process/strategy’
should be understood as meaning only one participant presented evidence of engaging in

that process/strategy.

As discussed in Chapter 2, listening in L2 is a complex process, involving both
cognitive processes and cognitive and metacognitive strategies (Rost, 2011; Vandergrift

& Goh, 2012). With regard to cognitive processes, successful listeners, who can
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understand the main point of what they listen to, engage not only in lower-level processes
(acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition, and parsing) but also higher-level
processes (semantic and pragmatic processing) (Field, 2012). Field (2012), and Taylor
and Geranpayeh (2011), consequently, have stressed that tasks used to assess listening
comprehension ability need to capture both the lower- and the higher-level processes in
order to fully represent the construct. This chapter therefore specifically looks into the
cognitive processes performed by the participants in comprehending the four listening
passages in the listening-to-summarize tasks under investigation, i.e. Corruption, Talent,

Vitamin D, and Hans Krebs.

4.2 Cognitive processes

Following the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, cognitive processing in this study is
separated into two stages of processing; namely lower-level and higher-level processing.
Processing at the lower-level involves linguistic processing in three respects, i.e.,
acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition, and parsing (the segmentation of an
utterance according to syntactic or semantic cues). The outcome of the processing at this
level is meaningful units or chunks of information. At the higher-level of language
processing, where comprehension takes place, listeners go beyond the literal meaning of
a text to what is more meaningful. This involves semantic processing at the local and the
global level and pragmatic processing. At the local level of semantic processing, listeners
understand each individual concept of the text either by linking parsed information
together or by using surrounding text and/or background information to arrive at it.

Semantic processing at the global or discourse level, on the other hand, helps listeners to
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relate single concepts to the theme of a topic and understand the text meaning as a whole,

or, in other words, understand the text’s discourse meaning.

The analysis of the stimulated recall transcripts, the participants’ notes, and the
summary content from the 12 participants in Group A revealed that their cognitive
processing in understanding the listening materials falls within these two stages of
comprehension processing. Most evidence for this was found in the participants’
stimulated recalls. However, as discussed in section 3.5, some processes, especially
lower-level processes, might occur automatically, and thus may not have been recognized
or reported by the participants. The participants’ notes and the summary content were
therefore analyzed to supplement the stimulated recall data, hoping that these would
reveal information on the more automated, lower-level processes. Specifically, in the
presentation of the participants’ notes and written summaries, visual annotations (lines
and circles) have been added by the researcher to make the points presented clear to the

readers.

Figure 4.1 presents the range of processes found and the number of participants

performing the processes while listening to each audio file.
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Cognitive Processes
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Figure 4.1: The participants’ cognitive processes in understanding the listening input

materials

As shown in Figure 4.1, a total of six cognitive processing types were identified in
the data. The first three processes presented in the figure (from left to right) — acoustic-
phonetic processing, word recognition, and parsing are categorized as linguistic
processing and considered lower-level processes. The three processes to the right of the
figure (semantic processing at the local level, semantic processing at the global level, and

pragmatic processing) are comprehension processes, classed as higher-level processes.

As can be seen in the figure, all participants presented evidence that they engaged
in the two lowest-level processes across the four listening topics, i.e., acoustic-phonetic
processing and word recognition. Parsing was done by all participants while listening to
Corruption and Vitamin D and only one participant did not provide observable evidence
for parsing while listening to Talent and Hans Krebs. The number of participants
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appeared to engage in high-level processing, especially semantic processing at the
discourse level and pragmatic processing, varied between the listening passages. Overall,
high-level processes were relatively less used when compared to the low-level processes.
Specifically, when listening to Hans Krebs, only a few participants (3 out of 12)
presented evidence of activating semantic processing at the local level, only one
participant engaged in semantic processing at the global level and two in pragmatic
processing. In Vitamin D, although a large number of participants was found to engage in
semantic processing (at a local level: 11 out of 12 participants, and at the global level: 8
out of 12), none of them engaged in pragmatic processing. About two-thirds of them
activated semantic processing at the local level when listening to Corruption and Talent.
Five of them engaged in semantic processing at the global level and only one person

processed the text with pragmatic knowledge.

These findings suggest that fewer participants appeared to engage in higher-level
processes such as semantic and pragmatic processing. In addition, they show that the
cognitive processes activated may vary depending on the passages test-takers listen to. A
more in-depth description of the participants’ cognitive processing is provided in the

following sections.

4.2.1 Acoustic-phonetic processing

Acoustic-phonetic processing occurs when a listener accesses acoustic sounds, registers
the sounds, and converts the sounds into representations of the language’s phonological
system (see 2.4.7 ). At this stage of processing, phonemes or phonological forms which

are the basic units of words are identified.
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Acoustic-phonetic processing was one process automatically conducted by the
participants in this study. None of the participants explicitly reported engaging in it.
However, their activation of this process can be inferred from what they reported they
heard or understood while listening. For instance, P1 explained that while listening to
Corruption she heard ‘public sector, estimated, and impact the poor ’. From the words
and phrases that the participants reported hearing and noted down while listening, it can
be assumed that they all engaged in this process. In fact, acoustic-phonetic processing
necessarily takes place prior to other higher processes, and only based on (part of) this
process can other processes such as word recognition and semantic processing take place.
Since the data obtained shows that the participants all processed the listening texts at
levels higher than acoustic-phonetic processing, such as word recognition and parsing, it
is possible to conclude that all participants engaged in acoustic-phonetic processing in

order to understand the listening texts.

4.2.2 Word recognition

Word recognition is the process by which the listener segments continuous speech and
identifies words or a series of words (phrases) in a speech stream (see 2.4.7 ). Word
recognition is necessary in order to comprehend a listening text. This is because
words/chunks of words are the basic units that convey or contribute to the meaning of
utterances. In this study, it was found that all participants were able to recognize many
words in the speech stream and wrote down the words they perceived as the key words in
the passages. However, it is important to note that what constituted ‘key words’ varied
between participants and that some of the words which the participants perceived as key

could possibly not have been the key words in that particular text.
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Word recognition is evidenced both in the stimulated recall data and participants’
notes. For example, the following stimulated recall statement from P1 on Corruption

shows that she recognised words/phrases:

Quote 4.1

I heard ‘one trillion’.... I heard ‘corruption’, ‘corrupt payment’ and then I heard
‘development assistant aids’ (P1/Corruption).

In Vitamin D, P4 mentioned that he heard ‘maintain blood calcium, bone, teeth, big
trouble’. P8 reported that in his listening to Hans Krebs, he noted down some of the
phrases he heard and thought were important, such as ‘overcome all kinds of obstacles’
and ‘can’t make silk purse’. In her listening to Talent, P6 indicated that she heard and

wrote down key words such as ‘analytical ability’ and ‘consultant management’.

The analysis of participants’ notes confirms that they recognized words and
phrases while listening. For example, Note 4.1 presents the words recognized and noted

down by P1 when listening to Corruption.

Note 4.1

(P1/Corruption)

P11 recorded the following in writing when listening to Vitamin D.
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Note 4.2

(P11/Vitamin D)

4.2.3 Parsing

Parsing is the segmentation of a speech stream according to its syntactic or semantic cues
to obtain a meaningful unit in a text. In the bottom-up processing view, parsing occurs
when the listener combines words, and maps them onto the syntactic and/or semantic
structures of the language. The top-down processing view maintains that parsing occurs
when the listener relies on context to identify meaningful text units. The result of the
parsing process is propositions which generally consist of one predicate and one
argument (an agent and a predicate which includes an object or a verb modifier)

(Anderson, 1985; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978).

The analysis of the stimulated recall data, the participants’ notes, and the
summary content shows that parsing is one of the processes activated by every
participant, but with differences in numbers when compared across listening passages.
All participants appeared to have engaged in parsing when listening to Corruption and
Vitamin D. In their listening to Talent and Hans Krebs, 11 participants were shown to
have engaged in this process. The participant who did not show evidence of parsing these

texts is P12 in his listening to Talent and Hans Krebs.
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In the stimulated recalls, when asked what they were listening or paying attention
to, the participants said out loud the propositions that they could parse from the listening
passages, some of which were not grammatically correct but meaningful to the
participants. Examples of the meaningful units segmented and reported by the

participants are as follows.

‘people need assistance’ (P1/Corruption)
‘it’s very difficult to capture the number’ (P6/Corruption)

‘he is the wonderful example’ and ‘he can overcome all kinds of obstacles’ (P11/
Hans Krebs)

‘he published research paper’ and ‘he is one of the great scientist’. (P4/Hans
Krebs)

‘talent is defined in different ways’ (P1/Talent)

‘some define talent in a restrictive way’ (P12/Talent)

‘Vitamin D maintains blood calcium’ (P9/Vitamin D)

In addition to the verbal report data, the notes taken by the participants during the
listening tasks confirmed, to some extent, that the participants engaged in parsing. The
following are examples of notes which show the results of parsing processes. P4
explained that he heard, ‘corrupt payments is ten time higher than development assistant
aid” (Note 4.3). In his notes, although he did not put the words together as a complete
sentence, he conveyed the meaning through an arrow and the specific words he wrote

down.
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Note 4.3

(P4/Corruption)

Note 4.4 is another example of a participant engaging in parsing. In this note, the
participant (P10) explained that she wrote down what she heard and considered to be the
main points of the passage when listening to Hans Krebs. As explained by the participant,
she understood that the listening was about Hans Krebs, so she wrote Hans Krebs on the
first line. Then, on the second line, she wrote ‘chem reaction’ because she understood
that Hans Krebs studied chemical reactions. Below this, she wrote ‘one of example/
scientist/ overcome problem’ because of her understanding that Hans Krebs is a scientist
who has overcome problems. From the participant’s explanation of the notes she took and

her actual notes, it is, thus, possible to conclude that this participant engaged in parsing.

Note 4.4

(P10/Hans Krebs)
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4.2.4 Semantic processing at the local level

For listeners to understand the meaning of texts beyond their literal meaning, they have to
engage in semantic processing which takes place when listeners relate chunks of
information together and link these to their world knowledge. Semantic processing
principally operates at two different levels, i.e. local and global. At the local level,
semantic processing enables the listener to make connections between individual
propositions to establish propositional meaning. In this study, as shown in Figure 4.1,
fewer participants appeared to engage in semantic processing at the local level compared
to those engaging in low-level processes (acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition,

and parsing).

Compared across the four listening passages, a large number of the participants
employed semantic processing at the local level (11 out of 12) when listening to Vitamin
D. 9 of them activated it when listening to Talent, 8 when listening to Corruption, and
only 3 when listening to Hans Krebs. Semantic processing at this level was evident in the
participants’ stimulated recall and also in the notes and content summaries. For example,
when listening to Vitamin D, P11 described that she knew Vitamin D maintains calcium
level and it relates to nerve contraction. In her note, presented below, she used an arrow

to link these two pieces of information together.
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Note 4.5

(P11/Vitamin D)

In addition, in her written summary, she stated:

Written Summary 4.1

(P11/Vitamin D)

Another participant who appeared to have engaged in semantic processing at the local
level is P3. Although in his notes (Note 4.6), the participant did not include complete
sentences, his stimulated recall data showed that he understood several single ideas in the
text, including Hans Krebs was famous, and Hans Krebs published a paper about energy

release in cell.

134



Note 4.6

(P3/Hans Krebs)

From the note, the participant then wrote the content summary 4.1. The beginning of the
summary content shows that the participant linked ‘1937 paper’ and ‘energy release in
cell’ together as one set of information or one single idea of the listening. It can thus be

inferred that this participant engaged in semantic processing at the local level.

Written Summary 4.2

(P3/Hans Krebs)

When listening to Corruption, a large number of participants (8 out of 12) appeared to
have engaged in semantic processing at the local level. P12, for example, reported in his

stimulated recall that he understood ‘corruption is the problem, corruption is about one
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trillion US dollars, and corruption relates to transaction and budget asset debt’. In his
notes, as can been seen in the rectangle in Note 4.7, this participant visually linked these

pieces of information together.

Note 4.7

(P12/Corruption)

This participant’s written summary (4.2) also confirms that he engaged in semantic
processing at the local level as he appeared to link these pieces of information together

and included it in his summary:

Written Summary 4.3

(P12/Corruption)

When listening to Talent, nine participants appeared to have engaged in semantic

processing at the local level. P1, for example, described in her stimulated recall that she
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knew that there are two different ways to define talent: a restrictive way and a broad way.
She recorded these words in her notes (4.9) and circled the two words because she
considered them to be key points in the listening and each of the words has their own
description. From the two key words, she then drew short lines to link them to their

description.

Note 4.8
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(P1/Talent)

The transcript of her oral summary (4.1) also shows that this participant engaged in
semantic processing at the local level. That is, she connected the individual pieces of

information as recorded in her notes and put them together in complete sentences.

Oral Summary 4.1

“This is about the word talent and the word talent is defined in different ways.
There are actually two ways that people define talent. The first way is quite
restricted and for this it means like people at the top of the distribution curve
...... > (P1/Talent)
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4.2.5 Semantic processing at the global level

At the global level of semantic processing or at the discourse level, listeners associate
concepts with linguistic segments to determine the linguistic element or concept that
remains as the focus of the passage they have listened to. The listeners have to make use
of the linguistic segments obtained from the previous processing stages and their
discourse knowledge to determine the main point of the listening. Some linguistic cues
that are helpful include connectives such as because, and, but, so, for that help provide
relational information between individual concepts, syntactic cues that indicate the
relations between subjects and predicates, and discourse-level (genre) cues that help to

outline the organization of the information and the way the information is presented.

The analysis of the stimulated recall transcripts, the notes, and the summary
content shows that the number of participants who engaged in semantic processing at the
global level was lower than those engaging in the local level of semantic processing.
Comparing across the four listening topics, the highest number of participants (8 out of
12) performing this process was found for Vitamin D. 5 out of 12 participants activated it
when listening to Corruption and Talent, and only one participant activated this when
listening to Hans Krebs. The main indication of participants’ successful performance of
semantic processing at the global or discourse level was an accurate main point provided
in their summary content. Below, examples of the activation of this process are presented

for each listening topic.

The highest number of participants activated semantic processing at the global

level while listening to Vitamin D. Several points are mentioned in this passage,
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including the central concept of Vitamin D, the function that Vitamin D has by accident,
the real function of Vitamin D, and the effect of a lack of Vitamin D. The participants
who appeared to have successfully engaged in semantic processing at the discourse level
are those who interconnected individual concepts and linked them to the theme of the
topic, whilst at the same time maintaining their focus on the main point (the real function
or advantage of Vitamin D is maintaining blood calcium within a narrow range). Those
participants who kept their focus on this theme and included it in their summary are
considered to have performed this process successfully. Below are examples of the

summary content from these participants.

Oral Summary 4.2

Ok, umm the recording talks about the Vitamin D which is about the central
concept of Vitamin D. It said that umm it controls blood calcium. The benefit of
Vitamin D is to control... (P8/Vitamin D)

Written Summary 4.4

!’V\ ov’ * {w\c‘l\ov\ 0{\ \/40\\,\/\\,\0 T[»q MA A E
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(P3/Vitamin D)

The stimulated recall data also revealed that some participants engaged in this process.
This can be inferred from the participants’ verbalization of their understanding of the
listening passage, which was relevant to the main point of the passage. P6, for instance,

mentioned:
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Quote 4.2

I know that the main focus was about the main function of Vitamin D that helps
maintain blood calcium level. It's not about maintaining bones and teeth as
generally understood. (P6/Vitamin D)

This reflection then is supported by the participant’s oral task summary:

Oral Summary 4.3

This lecture talk about function of Vitamin D and its central concept which is very
important for blood calcium... (P6/Vitamin D)

When listening to Talent, fewer participants (5 out of 12) appear to have engaged in
semantic processing at the global or discourse level. Different concepts are provided in
this passage, including broad and narrow definitions of talent, the meaning of talent in
different businesses (e.g., in management consultancy firms and in airline businesses),
and the meaning of talent according to the speaker. However, the gist of this listening
passage is that talent can be differently defined depending on the context. The
participants who included this point in their summary were those considered successfully
engaging in this process. Below are examples of the summary content provided by

successful participants.

Oral Summary 4.4

Ok, the second lecture discuss the idea of talent in that it has been defined in
many different ways. If whether you know from the alpha worker or to anybody
in the workforce, but what the.... (P3/Talent)

Oral Summary 4.5

This is about the word talent and the word talent is defined in different ways.
There are actually two ways that people define talent. The first way is quite
restricted and for this it means like... (P1/Talent)
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Oral Summary 4.6

Umm what is talent? Well, it is a very difficult to answer the question because err
anyone has a different ways to think about the talent. Err in some company, talent
might mean err top... (P10/Talent)

Written Summary 4.5
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(P8/Talent)

With reference to Corruption, five participants engaged successfully in semantic
processing at the global or discourse level. Points which are provided in this listening
passage include the economic and social cost created by corruption, a large figure of one
trillion U.S. dollars paid in bribes, a comparison of the money paid for corruption versus
international development assistance, the impact of corruption on the poor, and a
regressive tax on household incomes. However, the main message of the passage is that
corruption is a social problem and it affects the poor more than the rich. One of the
participants who successfully performed this process is P3. In the stimulated recall, he

stated:

Quote 4.3

| knew that the passage was about corruption. There were several details here. |
was thinking what actually the main point was... I was thinking that the speaker
wanted to point out the impact of corruption on social service...corruption
affected the poor more because they had to pay bribes.. (P3/Corruption)

In his oral summary, this participant presented:
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Oral Summary 4.7

The ...ah lecture describe the bad effect of bribery in that in poor country where
bribery takes place into the amount of one trillion dollar. This corruption has
...err.. very bad effect on the poor people in that they need to pay bribery to access
to the amenity that they require but because they don't have such money to pay for
the bribery they become worse out of it and instead of giving assistance they had
to err.., you know, to pay up for the bribe. (P3/Corruption)

Written Summary 4.6 is an example from another participant (P5) who was able to
correctly identify the main point of the text. She included in her summary that corruption

impacts the poor more than the rich.

Written Summary 4.6

(P5/Corruption)

In Hans Krebs, where the main point is less explicit compared to Vitamin D and Talent,
only one participant appeared to have successfully engaged in semantic processing at the
discourse level. The listening began by describing a person whose name is Hans Krebs,
followed by his publications, and his great success as a chemist. Then the listening shifts
to describing how people — in this context referring to Hans Krebs — can overcome
obstacles despite a lack of parental support. The data analysis shows that most of the
participants in this study mistakenly understood that the listening was mainly about Hans
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Krebs and how he became a famous chemist. Although the participants appeared to
understand single concepts mentioned in the listening, they did not successfully identify
the main point of the listening text, namely that Hans Krebs is a wonderful example of a
human being who could overcome obstacles and become successful in life. Below is the
content summary of the only participant (P3) who successfully processed the text at a

discourse level and accurately provided the main point.

Written Summary 4.7

(P3/Hans Krebs)

This participant’s stimulated recall data also show that he engaged in processing at the

discourse level:

Quote 4.4

I understood that the main point of the listening was on the second half of the
listening that explained how Hans Krebs became successful though this father and
his teacher said he would never be a great scientist, not the first part that focuses
mainly on his work. (P3/Hans Krebs)
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4.2.6 Pragmatic processing

Often, the true meaning of a text is not explicitly stated. Thus, to understand its intended
meaning, listeners have to use their pragmatic knowledge to determine the speaker’s
intentions. That is, they need to elaborate on the linguistic information and bring in their
social and cultural knowledge about the context of communication. This elaboration is
referred to as pragmatic processing. Pragmatic processing is thus a type of processing
which assists the listener in understanding the meaning that is left unsaid or implied by

the speaker.

In the present study, pragmatic processing, compared to the other cognitive
processes, was performed by the smallest number of the participants (only two). This
could be due to two reasons. First, most of the ideas in the texts were communicated
explicitly, and these ideas, to some participants, might be enough to produce a summary
of the listening. It was thus unlikely to be necessary for them to rely on contextual and/or
extra-textual information to understand the text. A second reason may be related to a
participant’s ability to process the text. As revealed in the stimulated data, some
participants struggled with processing the text at lower-level processes such as parsing
and did not manage to go beyond these processes to understand the actual meaning of the

text.

With reference to Corruption, the analysis of the stimulated data shows that one
participant engaged in pragmatic processing. This participant (P3) relied on pragmatic
processing to identify the context of the passage, which he thought was unclear. He

explained in his stimulated recall:
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Quote 4.5

...here (Corruption), the speaker didn't make it clear what the context was when
he talked about social issue and what he wanted to achieve by saying that. But,
the tone of the lecture was serious. | guess he was talking about corruption
problems or an impact of corruption on the poor. (P3/Corruption)

The same participant used the tone of the lecture and the visual information provided to

understand that the speaker wanted to point out corruption problems:

Quote 4.6

| knew that the speaker wanted to point out to problems related to corruption. |
saw the numbers given in the graph.... The tone of the lecture which was quite
serious, more serious than the other lectures (Talent and Vitamin D).
(P3/Corruption)
The same participant (P3) also appeared to activate pragmatic processing when listening
to Talent and Hans Krebs. While listening to Talent in particular, he analysed the

language used in the lecture together with the image provided to determine the key

message the speaker wanted to deliver to the listeners. He explained:

Quote 4.7

This lecture (Talent) was easier than the first lecture (Corruption). The language
was simpler and more straightforward and picture was very much related to the
listening passage. ... The speaker related the concepts of talent to human pyramid
from the picture given. ....I understand that the person who is on the top of
everything is a talented person. (P3/Talent)
While listening to Hans Krebs, this participant tried to identify the context of the lecture
or which study area this lecture would relate to, i.e. science or psychology. He analysed
the visual information and compared it against the linguistic information he gained from

the listening. Then he realized that the picture did not well describe the main point the
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speaker wanted to deliver, which was ‘the person can overcome their obstacles no matter

what we say to them’. The participant described:

Quote 4.8

This sounded like pure science at the beginning but actually it was not. It was
more towards a psychology lecture. It was a bit confusing at the beginning to
know what the main point was. The photo given did not really match the listening
passage, really not. I was wondering why the lecturer started with his great
success because the main point was not that. (P3/Hans Krebs)

While listening to the same text (Hans Krebs), another participant (P7) also appeared to
engage in pragmatic processing. This participant was, however, not as successful as P3.
The participant relied on the tone of the listening passage to determine the speaker’s
purpose. However, to him the listening text did not sound academic and he did not
consider it to be a proper lecture. He thus misinterpreted the speaker’s intention in

delivery of the message and misunderstood the text’s main point.

Quote 4.9

| thought a lecture had to be given in a more serious tone. This listening (Hans
Krebs), to me sounded more like storytelling, so | just followed the story. |
thought the speaker of this listening passage wanted to describe the life of a
famous scientist. (P7/Hans Krebs)

No evidence was found of participants engaging in pragmatic processing when listening
to Vitamin D. This could be because the passage was straightforward and explicit. This
seems to be plausible, as some participants obtained a full mark for the content of their

summary without having performed (or showing any evidence of) pragmatic processing.
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4.3 Summary

A total of six cognitive processes (acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition,
parsing, semantic processing at the local level and the global or discourse level, and
pragmatic processing) have been shown to have been activated by the participants when
trying to comprehend the listening inputs of the listening-to-summarize tasks investigated
in this study. Although every participant showed evidence of the lower-level processes of
acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition, and parsing, a small number appeared to
have engaged successfully in high-level processes (semantic processes at the local and
the discourse levels, and pragmatic processes). Many participants were found to have
difficulties with comprehension processing. One listening difficulty that the participants
encountered, especially when listening to Corruption, Talent, and Hans Krebs, was
semantic processing at the global level or associating individual concepts with the theme
of the passages in order to understand the texts’ discourse meaning. About half of the
participants appeared to have attempted to understand the main point of the texts.
However, their attempt did not appear to be successful. This was partly because their text
processing at the lower-level (linguistic processing) was not as successful as it should be.
For example, they were not able to recognize some words which conveyed the key
meaning of the texts or they thought that the words they obtained were key words of the

text, which in fact they were not.
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Chapter 5 Cognitive strategies

5.1 Introduction

This chapter and the next (Chapter 6) present the findings of the participants’ use of
strategies to enhance their comprehension of the listening-to-summarize input texts. It has
been suggested in the literature that two categories of strategies are used for this purpose,
i.e. cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Cognitive strategies are those strategies
language users employ to solve problems occurring during the comprehension process
(Bachman & Palmer, 2010). Metacognitive strategies, on the other hand, are used to
oversee and manage language use including the use of cognitive strategies (Bachman &
Palmer, 2010). This chapter provides the findings on the cognitive strategies the
participants used to facilitate their cognitive processing (presented in Chapter 4) and to
solve any comprehension problems they had whilst completing the listening-to-
summarize tasks. The chapter begins by presenting an overall picture of the cognitive
strategies used and the number of participants who used each of them, followed by a
detailed coverage of each strategy used in separate sections. The next chapter (6) will

describe the participants’ use of metacognitive strategies.

5.2 Cognitive Strategies

Gaps in listening comprehension occasionally take place, and they are even more likely

in the case of L2 listening, as compared to L1, due to L2 listeners’ more limited linguistic
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knowledge and less automatized language processing (Buck, 2001; Goh, 2002; Rost,
2011). Taking Anderson’s (1985) three stages of comprehension processing, i.e.
perceptual processing, parsing, and utilization, as a framework, Goh (2002) explored and
described listening difficulties/gaps at different stages of processing. Common problems
at the perceptual processing stage, where the listeners decode sounds they hear and group
them into words or series of words, are: 1) being able to recognize words they know but
not their meaning, 2) neglecting the next part whilst thinking about meaning, 3) not being
able to chunk streams of speech, 4) missing the beginning of sentences, and 5) either
concentrating too hard or being unable to concentrate (Goh, 2002). Problems revealed at
the parsing stage, where the words are transformed into a mental representation of the
combined meaning of the words, include: 1) quickly forgetting what is heard, 2) not
being able to reconstruct the gist from the words the listener manages to hear, and 3) not
being able to understand subsequent parts of the input because of earlier problems. At the
utilization stage, where the discourse meaning of the passage is obtained, the following
problems have been identified: 1) not being able to understand the message despite
understanding every word, and 2) being confused about the key ideas in the message

(Goh, 2002).

In the present study, a number of listening problems and difficulties were also
encountered by the participants. To diminish these problems and enhance listening
comprehension, the participants activated a number of strategies, including the cognitive
strategies which are the focus of this chapter. Following Vandergrift and Goh (2012), the
use of strategies is considered available to the user’s consciousness. Therefore, the

participants’ verbal reports of what they were doing while listening were used as the main
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data source to investigate the strategies used. The participants’ notes and their summary

content were also analyzed to supplement the stimulated recall data.

The analyses of the recalls, notes, and summaries showed that the participants
applied a number of strategies in order to understand the four listening input materials
(Corruption, Talent, Vitamin D, and Hans Krebs), with the aim of summarizing these

either in oral or written form (see Figure 5.1).

Cognitive strategies
14
% 12
£ 10
2 8
c
S 6 - R .
o2 B Corruption
2 4 -
8 2 - B Talent
Q
5 0 Vitamin D
o RS < & ) Q
z &é\ _ +r§\o &ooo o(z}‘\o o&o B Hans Krebs
& < Q A \
QS & P &
G
Types of cognitive strategies

Figure 5.1: Cognitive strategies used by the participants to solve listening problems

Figure 5.1 presents the cognitive strategies and the number of participants employing
them to understand each listening passage. The strategies are ordered according to their
occurrence during the listening tasks. Starting from the left of the X-axis is the prediction
strategy, occurring at the beginning of the listening tasks. Three cognitive strategies
activated after that were fixation, inferencing, and elaboration. After these three strategies

and towards the end of the listening some used reconstruction strategies. Among these
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five strategies, inferencing and prediction appear to be ‘more popular’ than the others. All
participants reported making inferences when listening to all four listening passages.
Regarding the use of prediction, a similar number of the participants (7 out of 12), but
different individuals, used it when listening to Corruption, Talent and Vitamin D. Only
five participants reported predicting the listening content when listening to Hans Krebs.
The elaboration and reconstruction strategies were used by different numbers of the
participants, varying between the listening topics. Higher numbers of participants used
these two strategies when listening to Corruption and Hans Krebs than when listening to
Talent and Vitamin D. In fact, no participants appeared to use reconstruction when
listening to Talent and Vitamin D at all. Fixation was a strategy used by a small number
of the participants, especially in Hans Krebs, where only one participant reported using it.
A more detailed report of the use of each strategy is provided below, supported by quotes
from the stimulated recalls, the participants’ notes, and their summary content where

relevant.

5.2.1 Prediction

Prediction or forward inferencing, as referred to by Anderson (1985), takes place when
the listeners activate their schemata related to the listening topic and combine it with the
information they have gained from the listening to anticipate what is coming next in the
listening passage. Prediction occurs at two levels, i.e. the global and local levels.
Predicting globally enables the listener to predict the general content of the text, whereas
at the local level the listener anticipates details of the text or the immediately upcoming

part of the text such as words/phrases or an idea.
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Compared to the other strategies used, the analysis showed that prediction is the
second most prevalent strategy, following after inferencing. Seven participants (out of
12), but a different combination of individuals for each input text, used this strategy when
listening to Corruption, Talent and Vitamin D. Five participants applied this strategy
when listening to Hans Krebs. Predictions were mainly made at the global level; that is,
to anticipate the main point the speaker wanted to deliver in each of the listening
passages. Prediction at the global level took place predominantly in the beginning of the
listening task after the participants had seen the image and listened to the first few
sentences. Interestingly, similar predictions for each listening topic were made across the
participants. In Hans Krebs, the participants predicted that the listening passage would be

about the biography of the man pictured on the screen. They, for example, reported:

Quote 5.1

| saw the picture of a man. | guessed it was going to be about a biography of this
man so | wrote down ‘biography'. (P2/Hans Krebs)

Quote 5.2

| looked at the picture and the words under it. They were ‘career, in career". |
thought the story was about this man and what he had done. | guessed he was
either a historian or a scientist. (P5/Hans Krebs)

Quote 5.3

| saw the picture with the name under it. | thought the passage was about this
man, Hans Krebs, and he must be an expert in science. | guessed the story would
be about his professional career. The photo showed the peak of his career. |
thought he was famous. (P8/Hans Krebs)

Quote 5.4

| thought the speaker was going to talk about a biography of this man (Hans
Krebs). | saw the words 'peak of his career' under his photo. (P11/Hans Krebs)
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In Corruption, where a bar chart was given, the participants made the global prediction
that the listening passage was going to make a comparison between the two bars, i.e.

between corrupt payment and development assistance. They, for example, said:

Quote 5.5

| saw the graph and heard that it was ten times. | was thinking that it would be
about the corruption that is 10 times higher than assistant development.
(P2/Corruption)

Quote 5.6

| saw two bars in the graph and the words ‘corruption’ and 'development assistant'
under each of them. | anticipated that the listening text was going to compare
between corruption and development assistance. (P9/Corruption)

In Talent, after hearing that talent can be defined in different ways, the participants

globally predicted that the listening passage was going to provide different definitions of

talent. Some of them indicated:

Quote 5.7

| heard 'there are different ways to define talent’. Then I predicted that I was
going to hear the first, the second, and the third... ways of defining talent.
(P1/Talent)

Quote 5.8

| looked at the screen and | heard it was not easy to define talent. I was thinking
that later in this passage, different people would give their own definitions of
talent. (P2/Talent)

Quote 5.9

| heard "What is talent?". I thought it told what the story was going to be about. |
predicted it was about the meaning of talent. (P11/Talent)
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In a similar manner, in Vitamin D, the participants made the global prediction, after
listening to the first few sentences, that the story was about the benefits of Vitamin D. As

they described:

Quote 5.10

I saw Vitamin D on the screen. Then I heard ‘Vitamin D and central function’, I
knew the story was going to be about the function of Vitamin D in our body
system. (P6/Vitamin D)

Quote 5.11

After listening to the first sentence, | predicted that it was either about the
advantages or disadvantages of Vitamin D, or both. (P8/Vitamin D)

Quote 5.12

The first thing | was thinking of when hearing ‘the function of Vitamin D' is the
benefits of it to bones and teeth. (P3/Vitamin D)

Predictions at the local level, where details of the texts are predicted to be heard, were
also made by the participants. Two participants anticipated a more specific detail of the

listening. When listening to Corruption, one participant described:

Quote 5.13

From the graph | saw and the beginning of text I listened to, | knew that
corruption has an impact on a social process and it affects the poor. I predicted
that some numbers would be given by the speaker to explain the graphic
information. (P3/Corruption)

Another participant anticipated that the upcoming text would be about muscles and bones

after hearing ‘blood calcium’ in Vitamin D.
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Quote 5.14

When | heard 'blood calcium’, I thought how calcium works in our body system.
Then | predicted that it helps to maintain strong bones. (P4/Vitamin D)

Based on the beginning of the text and their prior knowledge, the participants predicted
what they were going to hear next. However, these predictions were not always accurate,
as shown in Quotes 5.1-5.4 on Hans Krebs, where the predictions were not in line with
the text. The text’s main point was that people can become successful even when they
lack parental support. The participants, however, anticipated hearing the story of a
famous person who in fact was simply mentioned as an example. What they predicted as

the main point was only a piece of the details.

Since prediction occurred mainly in the beginning of the listening tasks and was
based only on partial information, prediction could thus go wrong. Other metacognitive
strategies (see Chapter 6) such as comprehension monitoring (verifying prediction) need

to be activated to make prediction more effective.

5.2.2 Fixation

Goh (2002) described that fixation is when listeners focus their attention in order to
understand a small part of a spoken text. They, for instance, pause to 1) think about the
spelling of unfamiliar words, 2) think about the meaning of words or parts of the text, 3)
memorize or repeat the sounds of unfamiliar words, and 4) memorize words or phrases
for later processing. The analysis of the stimulated recalls showed that fixation was used
mainly at the perceptual stage or linguistic processing level, especially when the listeners

tried to recognize words in a speech stream. The highest number of participants (6 out of
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12) using fixation was found for Vitamin D. Four participants reported using it when

listening to Corruption, three for Talent, and only for Hans Krebs.

The data revealed that fixation was used at different levels of processing and for
different purposes. At the linguistic processing stage, fixation was used to deal with
lexical difficulties. One main goal was to identify unfamiliar or unknown words in the
speech stream. Two participants, for instance, indicated that they stopped to think about
the word ‘brain’ while listening to Talent. However, neither of them was successful in
this manner because they did not manage to decode the right word, ‘brain’, as revealed in

their stimulated recall data:

Quote 5.15

| stopped. I didn't know the word I had just heard. It's something like brib...power.
I didn’t know what that was. (P4/Talent)

Quote 5.16

| was thinking that there were several key points in this listening passage, too
many ideas to memorize, too. | couldn't get them all. Here it sounded like ‘brie..'
but I didn't know what it was. Was it ‘bright’? (P6/Talent)

For the same passage, another participant (P5) stopped to think about the word
‘different’. However, she was not successful as she indicated in her verbal report that she
was not sure what the word was. To her, it could be ‘difficulty’, which is wrong because

the original word was ‘different’.

Quote 5.17

I didn't know the word. I knew before that it was ‘definition’, but the later word
was not clear to me. I stopped and wondered whether it was ‘difficulty’. I didn’t
know. (P5/Talent)
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Some participants, although they were able to identify the words they heard in the
continuous speech, did not remember their spelling. Therefore, they used fixation or
stopped to figure out the spelling of the words they had just heard. Participant 1, for

example, reported:

Quote 5.18

| have to admit that my spelling skill is so bad. Here, | stopped to think about the
spelling of the word 'death’. I was trying to use the sounds to find it out.
(P1/Vitamin D)

One of the words that received a lot of attention from the participants, and for which
some paused to figure out its spelling, is ‘t-e-t-a-n-y’, a term used in Vitamin D to refer to

the disease caused by a lack of Vitamin D in blood calcium.

Quote 5.19

| heard ‘tetany’. | knew it was about a disease, but I didn't know how to spell it
out. I stopped and tried to find it out from the sound I heard. Was it ‘t-e-s-t-i-n-y’?
(P5/Vitamin D)

Quote 5.20

| knew that it was the name of a disease, but I'm not familiar with it. | stopped to
think about the spelling of the word. I guessed it is 't-e-t-i-n-y'. I’'m not sure
whether | got it right. (P3/Vitamin D)

It is not entirely clear why the participants wanted to figure out the spelling of the words
while they were listening for comprehension. Some participants (e.g., P3 and P12) were
trying to obtain the word spelling in order to use it correctly in their written summary of
Vitamin D. However, others (e.g., P5) stopped to think about word meaning in the task,
where they were required to orally summarize the listening. In this latter case, it could be

because the participant was able to understand the likely meaning of the word (tetany)
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and thus wanted to know its spelling in order to pronounce it correctly in the oral

summary.

One participant used fixation to think about the actual meaning of the word in

relation to the context. She reported:

Quote 5.21

| actually know what regression means, but in this context | think 'regression’
means something else. It's a technical term, | guess. It's related to corruption and
taxes. [ stopped and tried to think what it means. I didn’t know; I couldn’t link
this word to the (listening) content. (P1/Corruption)

In this case, the participant recognized the word ‘regression’ but thought that the meaning
she knew did not go with the context, so she stopped and thought about alternative
meanings that could fit the passage. It is worth noting that although fixation was used, it
was not used successfully by these participants, either to identify words and spellings or

meanings.

In addition to word recognition, fixation was reported to be used at the parsing
stage to link words or series of words together to understand the meaning of utterances.
The analysis showed that the participants were able to recognize single words, but
because they did not understand these words in the context, they stopped and tried to
make sense of their meaning in relation to the co-text (the immediately surrounding text).

Participants, for example, stated:

Quote 5.22

| was listening and taking note at the same time. | jotted down what | heard. At
this point, I couldn’t follow it well. It's about 'muscle’, ‘contraction’ and
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something related to ‘nerve transmission’. I stopped and tried to understand how
these words are linked together and what they mean here. (P7/Vitamin D)

Quote 5.23

| stopped here. It sounded like 'development system'. | was not sure. Then | heard
'ten times". | was trying to think how these parts of information are connected to
each other. (P4/Corruption)

In sum, the data show that fixation is generally used at two stages of processing,
the perceptual and parsing stages. Nevertheless, fixation was used more for word
recognition, to identify unfamiliar or unknown words, figure out word spellings, and
generate accurate meanings of words in an unfamiliar context. At the parsing level, the
participants used it to link individual words together to understand the meaning of
utterances. The participants in this study did not seem to benefit from their use of
fixation; however, as they still remained confused about the words and the meaning of

the text they were trying to figure out.

5.2.3 Inferencing

Inferencing takes place when listeners use information within a text or conversational
context to guess the meaning of unfamiliar language items, fill gaps in their listening, or
link pieces of information together to build a more cohesive interpretation of the text.
Inferencing relies on different sources of information such as, the already known,
recognised words in an utterance, tone of voice and/background sounds, facial
expressions, body language, or visual clues, and information beyond the local sentence

level to guess the meaning of unknown words or parts of an utterance (see 2.4).

In the present study, the analyses show that inferencing was used by all
participants across the four listening materials. It was reported to be used for three main
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purposes: 1) to understand the meaning of unknown or unfamiliar words, 2) to understand
the meaning of sentences and single ideas of the passage, and 3) to infer links between

pieces of information.

Two participants reported making inferences to understand the words that they
were not familiar with. In listening to Hans Krebs, one participant did not know what
“Warburg’ was. She then used the text coming after the word, which described an action
of Warburg, i.e., ‘said the same thing’, to recognize that Warburg is a person’s name.

This participant described:

Quote 5.24

I was a bit lost when it talked about Warburg. I'm not sure if it was a person’s
name or a place’s. I heard 'said the same thing'. I guessed Warburg is a person and
he said something which I didn't know. (P11/Hans Krebs)

In listening to Vitamin D, one participant reported that she had not come across the term
‘tetany’ before, but in this listening she understood from the description “...and this
results in a disease called tetany’ that it was a type of disease occurring when our body

does not have enough Vitamin D. She said:

Quote 5.25

| heard ‘tetany’. I didn't know this word, but from this context | can say that it's a
disease that occurs when we don't have enough Vitamin D. (P1/Vitamin D)

A major purpose of making inferences in the present study was to understand the
meaning of utterances both at the sentence level and as a single concept by inferring

relations between words and sentences. Some participants reported using visual cues
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together with the words or ideas in the text they could recognize, in order to arrive at the

textual meaning that was unclear to them. They, for instance, indicated:

Quote 5.26

| saw two bars in the chart, one of which was about corruption and the corrupt
payments and the other was about development assistance. | heard 'one trillion’
and ‘the poor'. I was trying to link this text with the graph. I thought it was about
the amount of money spent on corruption compared to that spent on the poor.
(P1/Corruption)

Quote 5.27

| knew from the beginning of the listening passage that Vitamin D is related to
blood circulation. | heard 'rapid die' or 'rapidly die', whatever.... | guessed that if
we didn’t have enough Vitamin D, we would die rapidly. (P4/Vitamin D)

Quote 5.28

| heard ‘workforce' and 'talent'. I inferred that talent is important to workforce.
Then I heard 'modern economy’, so | guessed that talent is also important to
modern economy. | heard ‘creative role' and | thought it must be about a creative
role of talent in modern economy. (P4/Talent)

Some participants reported inferring the text they lost when they were concentrating on

taking notes. They, for instance, reported:

Quote 5.29

I was taking notes here.... | missed the subject of the sentence....I wrote down
‘overcome’, 'human’, and 'obstacle’. I knew that these words describe the man and
he could be the subject of the sentence that | missed. (P5/Hans Krebs)

Quote 5.30

| was following the listening text and when it was about '9 milligrams per....", |
noted the number...... I missed what followed after that. I guessed it was that if
we had lower than 9 milligrams of Vitamin D, we would die. (P3/Vitamin D)
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Some participants made inferences about the information they had missed while listening,

for example, they said:

Quote 5.31

I missed it when the speaker talked about his father and his teacher, Warburg. |
had no idea how these two people related to the story. Towards the end of the
listening, it was 'children go on to do great things no matter what we say to them’.
I thought Hans Krebs was inspired by these two people (his father and his
teacher). (P1/Hans Krebs)

Quote 5.32

| heard that 'his father said' and then 'never be great scientist'. | later thought how
these two parts of the text linked. | guessed it was what his father said to him, so
in my summary | wrote that 'he always heard from his father and his lecture that
he will never be a great scientist in Biochemistry'. (P9/Hans Krebs)

Another use of inferencing is to infer links between individual ideas to contextualize the
information gained from the listening and create a background of the listening text for

further processing. In Talent, the participants, for example, stated:

Quote 5.33

The listening passage was about talent in relation to its meaning. I heard ‘anyone
in top distribution’ and ‘anyone in the workforce’. I think the text is about the
meaning of talent in business. (P10/Talent)

Quote 5.34

From what | heard such as define, talent, workforce, economy, I thought it was
about definitions of talent. (P4/Talent)

Quote 5.35

It was about talent. | understood that it's the meaning of talent in business and
talent in relation to business power. (P5/Talent)

In Vitamin D, one participant, for instance, indicated:
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Quote 5.36

I heard 'Vitamin D' and ‘the central function’. I inferred that it's about the
advantages of Vitamin D. (P5/Vitamin D)

Some participants related words/sentences and ideas obtained from the listening to each
other and situated the ideas in a wider context to understand the text’s overall theme. This

occurred although some details had not been successfully understood. Examples are:

Quote 5.37

| understood that the story emphasized a corruption problem. Development
assistance is mentioned just to point out how much money is paid on corruption
compared to development assistance. (P9/Corruption)

Quote 5.38

In the beginning | heard ‘talent’ and then 'hard to define'. | told myself that it was
about a definition of talent. (P2/Talent)

Quote 5.39

I heard the word ‘talent’ and I saw a picture of human pyramid on the screen. |
thought the text must be about human talent in an organization. (P3/Talent)

Some participants relied on the information they had gained from the listening to infer the

main idea of the text. They, for instance, said:

Quote 5.40

I noted down 'economic’, ‘social cost’, ‘one trillion dollars' and ‘affect to social
cost’. I think the main idea is about the impact of corruption on social cost.
(P2/Corruption)

Quote 5.41

| didn't understand every word in the listening text, but I was trying to link what |
had heard together. I got the point. I thought it was that corruption is a high cost
and it has several impacts on the poor. (P8/Corruption)
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Quote 5.42

| knew that the main idea in this listening is that although people lack support
from their parents, they can be successful. | am sure that it is this idea because the
middle of the listening passage showed that 'he is a wonderful example of how
human can overcome problems in life, and later there was some part of the text
showing that his father and his teacher constantly discouraged him. (P3/Hans
Krebs)

It is worth pointing out that, similar to fixation, inferencing was not always successfully
used as can be seen in Quotation 5.31 in which the participant (P1) incorrectly inferred
that Hans Krebs was inspired by his father and his teacher. In fact, the actual meaning of
the text was that ‘Hans Krebs was discouraged by his father and his teacher, but he went
on to do great things no matter what they said to him’. Another example of an incorrect
inference is made by P1 in Corruption (see Quotation 5.26) as he inferred from the text
and the image that the listening passage was comparing between corrupt payment and the
poor. In fact, the listening passage compares the money spent on corruption worldwide
with that spent on development aid. The attempts to infer links between pieces of
information, however, appeared to be useful to some participants as they were able to
quickly contextualize information they heard and used it for further text comprehension
processing and to establish the main idea of the text. Inferencing thus seems to have been

the crucial basis for successful listening in this study.

5.2.4 Elaboration

Elaboration is the strategy by which listeners use their prior knowledge from outside the
text or conversational context and relate it to the text’s linguistic knowledge in order to
compensate for missing information or embellish an interpretation to make the text more

meaningful and complete (Goh, 2002 & Vandergrift, 1997). Sources of knowledge that
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are generally relied on in the application of this strategy include personal world
knowledge, knowledge gained in academic situations, and a combination of questions

and world knowledge to brainstorm logical possibilities.

The analysis showed that the highest number of the participants using this strategy
(6 out of 12) was found for Corruption. Five participants used it when listening to Hans
Krebs and two used it for their listening to Talent and Vitamin D. This strategy was
applied mainly to understand the text above the sentence level. The types of knowledge
the participants used to elaborate their understanding include their prior experience,
academic background, and general knowledge. For example, some participants elaborated
on the text that was not clear to them by relying on their prior experience. P4, for

instance, reported:

Quote 5.43

I couldn’t catch all details in the listening. I used my background knowledge
together with what | heard to understand it. This one was about corruption which
has a high cost. I linked this idea to what happened in Thailand [the participant's
home country], where corruption is a major problem. From my own experience, |
can say that corruption has an impact on public services as a lot of money planned
to spend on the public services goes to individuals’ pockets. (P4/Corruption)

P8 also relied on his experience to elaborate on the text. He reported using elaboration

both in his listening to Corruption and Hans Krebs. For Corruption, he indicated:

Quote 5.44

My experience told me that corruption affects the poor more than the rich, so |
inferred that when there is a high cost of corruption, the poor people will be
directly affected. (P8/Corruption)

With reference to the Hans Krebs passage, he stated the following:
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Quote 5.45

| knew that the story was about a famous scientist. His name was Hans Krebs.
Then it was about his father and his teacher. | generalized from my own
experience that his father and his school teacher encouraged him to study hard
and be a highly successful scientist. This is what my teacher and my dad did to
me. (P8/Hans Krebs)

It is worth noting that in this case (Quote 5.45), elaboration was not used successfully
because in the original text, Hans Krebs’ father and his teacher did not encourage him;
they did the opposite. This contrasted with the participant’s own experience. Thus, the

text elaboration in this act was not accurate.

In addition to prior experience, some participants relied on their academic

background to elaborate on the text. P9, for instance, stated:

Quote 5.46

| knew that corruption affects financial flows and this, of course, has an impact on
the public. I study economy. It’s quite easy for me to figure out what happens in a
corruption cycle. (P9/Corruption)

In this case, elaboration was found to be useful as the participant appeared to be able to
use his academic knowledge to elaborate on the text and understand it correctly. This is

because the participant’s knowledge is in line with the text message.

Elaboration was also made from the participants’ general knowledge, as can be

seen in the following quotes:

Quote 5.47

| depended a lot on my background knowledge to create a summary as | got a
feeling that the audio text and the graph didn’t go together. Here | summarized
that corruption impact the poor more than the rich. I think it is a general fact that
we all know. (P7/Corruption)
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Quote 5.48

I knew it was about a high cost of corruption which is about 10 times higher than
assistant development. | then thought based on my knowledge that corruption
directly affects the poor and creates inequality in the society. (P2/Corruption)

In Corruption, elaboration which relied on the participants’ general knowledge was done
successfully as the participants understood that Corruption had an impact on the poor

more than the rich, which was true to the text.

In Talent and Vitamin D, elaboration was also beneficial to the participants as the
elaborated information appeared to be related to the topic theme. P4, for instance,
explained in his stimulated recall that he thought talent in the modern world is associated

with being creative, which is partly true according to the text. In his own words, he said:

Quote 5.49

| heard ‘creative’ and 'modern economy'. | thought these two things linked to each
other as you can see in the modern world, people with creativity are very
important to an organization and businesses. | provided in my summary that the
speaker emphasized the importance of a creative role of talent in modern
economy. (P4/Talent)

In Vitamin D, where the theme of the topic is about the benefits of Vitamin D and
problems if people do not have enough of it, elaboration was also found useful. It assisted
the participants to understand the main point of the listening passage better. The

participants reported:

Quote 5.50

| understood that the listening passage was about the benefits of Vitamin D and its
main function is to maintain blood calcium. I know that when people don't have
enough calcium, they will have a problem with their muscle and bones, so I put in
my summary that having calcium lower than 9 milligrams per 100 milliliter blood
can affect muscles. (P9/Vitamin D)

167



Quote 5.51

When | listened to Vitamin D, | was trying to think how in general people talk
about Vitamin D. In the same way as it was in this listening text, they are likely to
discuss about the benefits of Vitamin D. (P5/Vitamin D)

Unlike in Corruption, Talent, and Vitamin D where elaboration tended to be
applied successfully, in Hans Krebs elaboration was found to negatively affect the
participants’ understanding of the text. The participants’ experience was that parents and
teachers support their children to do great things in life. In contrast, the main theme of
Hans Krebs is that children can be successful even though they lack support from parents
or teachers. Thus, the activation of elaboration on the irrelevant knowledge/experience

was not useful in this listening topic. This can be seen in the following examples:

Quote 5.52

It was about a great scientist, children, and a great achievement. Based on these
words | thought that he (Hans Krebs) inspired kids to study science and do great
things in their life. This is because great or the story of famous people is in
general used to inspire children to study and do things to be successful in life.
(P7/Hans Krebs)

Quote 5.53

The listening text was about a great scientist, his family background, and his
school life. As we know that family plays an important part in individual’s
success. In this case, | think it's the same, so | concluded in this story that his
success is devoted to the family. (P7/Hans Krebs)

In sum, the use of elaboration in this study appeared to be based on several types
of knowledge, including personal experience, academic background, and general
knowledge of the world. Success in elaboration, however, depended to a large extent on

the relevance of the knowledge or background the participants brought to the tasks. When
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listening to Hans Krebs, in particular, elaboration was disadvantageous since the

participants’ experience and background were not in line with the listening theme.

5.2.5 Reconstruction

Reconstruction is conducted when listeners miss some part of a text, hear only part of it
and rely on words/phrases gained from the text to recreate it and make their
comprehension complete. The outcome is usually the gist of the text they have just heard,
which could be either relevant or irrelevant to the original message, depending on
whether the words/ideas they have captured are part of the text’s necessary information
(Goh, 2002). This strategy differs from inferencing in that inferencing occurs during
listening while the listeners are building up their understanding of the text.
Reconstruction, on the other hand, is used towards the end of the listening when the
listeners feel that they still have not got the main point of the listening but have to

recreate the text to complete the tasks.

In this study, reconstruction was reported only in the listening to Hans Krebs and
Corruption. In Hans Krebs, where the highest number of the participants using
reconstruction was found (9 out of 12), the participants reported that they had missed
some parts of the text or had problems understanding the main points despite the fact that
they had recognized certain words/phrases. As a result, they ended up relying on those
words to establish the main idea or part of the text that they had missed to complete their

summary. P10, for instance, said:
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Quote 5.54

I didn't really get the points in the listening. I am not familiar with this name
(Hans Krebs) and I had no idea who this man was. | remember that I heard 'no
matter what we say to them blah, blah, blah.... I think this is the main point, but
because | missed the previous part of the text, | had to make up a concept from the
words | had to replace what | had missed. (P10/Hans Krebs)

The analysis of this participant’s notes and summary content also showed that she relied

on her notes to fill in missing information. In her notes, she wrote:

Note 5.1

(P10/Hans Krebs)

In her oral summary, this participant combined the notes ‘one of example scientist
overcome problem’ and ‘father inspired’ to recreate the message that ‘he was inspired by

his father’. She orally summarized it as follows:

Oral Summary 5.1

...his ability (Hans Krebs’ ability) was inspired by his father umm father
motivation that don't let anyone like say that you cannot do anything or something
is impossible to do it and when he went to school at Walberg, the teacher also
talking about. (P10/Hans Krebs)
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Some participants admitted that they did not understand the point the speaker was
trying to make in the spoken text, they jotted down the words/phrases and relied on those

notes to create a story. P4, for instance, reported:

Quote 5.55

I didn’t really understand the passage so what I mainly did is to try to catch as
many words as possible and then 1 relied on these words to make a story.
(P4/Hans Krebs)
This participant’s notes seem to show that he did not catch much of this listening. He did
not seem to understand the point the speaker was trying to make. His notes contain a few

words only:

Note 5.2

(P4/Hans Krebs)

His oral summary also shows that the participant reconstructed the message in order to
complete the task. However, as several key words and points had been missed, his

summary (5.2) did not successfully reflect the content of the original text. The summary
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failed to include the text’s main idea which is ‘Hans Krebs is a wonderful example of

people who can overcome all kinds of human obstacles’.

Oral Summary 5.2

Um.. Krebs is one of the greatest um.. chemist.. chemistry researcher, I think and
I think he is ..um and the writer talked about um his great success and the
influence ...his influence on children and now I think he is maybe and inspiration
..has a great inspiration on children. (P4/Hans Krebs)
Another participant who failed to provide an accurate summary of the listening text when
applying the reconstruction strategy is P6. This participant reported in her stimulated

recall.

Quote 5.56

| took notes of all key words. Then I created a story from these words. (P6/Hans
Krebs)

In her notes, she wrote:
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Note 5.3

(P6/Hans Krebs)

Although the words/phrases written down were stated in the listening passage, they did
not appear to express the key idea of the text, namely, that children can be successful
without parental support. In addition, no links between the words seemed to be made by
the participant. As a result, the oral summary provided by this participant was not

accurate, as can be seen in oral summary as follows.

Oral Summary 5.3

I heard a lecture about Hans Krebs, who gave example err on a paper about
chemical reaction. He gave example about cause and effect when he studies in
high school and when he was teenager and with a memory about his father and he
also umm gave example about great bio-chemical and great scientist when... an
experience of great scientist when they were young. (P6/Hans Krebs)
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Another participant who reported using reconstruction when listening to Hans Krebs is
P12. The main reason for this participant having to reconstruct the original message, as
indicated in his stimulated recall, is because he could not link pieces of parsed
information together. Therefore, he recreated a summary of the spoken text by using the

words/parsed information he had gained. He indicated:

Quote 5.57

| was very confused in this listening (Hans Krebs). I didn't know how it relates to
a chemistry course. ...I couldn't link the information together. I heard ‘career’,
‘his father told him’, ‘overcome human obstacle’. I had to make up the story from
these words to complete the task. (P12/Hans Krebs)

In his oral summary, he stated:

Oral Summary 5.4

Yes, this article is talking about Hans Krebs that he has studied before and he

tried to ah show how to overcome human obstacle like ability or anything that we

have before and ah he showed example of children do something and they had

some stacles and ah... (P12/Hans Krebs)

In listening to Hans Krebs, one participant reported being lost while listening and
missing the first part of the spoken text. However, she managed to get back to the
listening text, just in time to hear ‘he is the wonderful example of how people can

overcome all kinds of obstacles’, which is a key idea in the text, and managed to include

it in her summary. She reported:

Quote 5.58

| thought in the beginning of the listening, the story was about the life of this man
(Hans Krebs). ...I lost. I couldn’t understand what I was listening to. It was blank
in my head. | heard something about his work, Krebs' cycle. ...I was lost again.
....now I could get back to the text ... The speaker said 'he is the wonderful
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example of how people can overcome all kinds of obstacles’. I was really
confused how this part "all kinds of obstacles' came. (P11/Hans Krebs)

In her notes, she wrote:

Note 5.4

(P11/Hans Krebs)

As the participant admitted she had missed part of the text, she relied on the
words/phrases she could catch to replace the missing part. However, although missing
several points, this participant could recognize one key point of the text which is
‘overcome human obstacles’. Consequently, she was to some degree successful in
reconstructing the original message. She was able to state a key idea in her summary
correctly, namely that ‘he can overcome all the obstacles in his life and encourage people

to do great thing’. Her oral summary was:

Oral Summary 5.5

Umm, this guy said that he has Hans Krebs, the scientist who came up with the
chemical reaction theory, to be his role model in terms of how he can overcome
all the obstacle in his life and encourage people to do great thing. You can do
everything. (P11/Hans Krebs)
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With reference to Corruption, the participants also used reconstruction to recreate
part of the text they had missed and to derive the main point of the listening. P10, for
instance, stated that she did not really understand what the passage was about. She used
the words that she could detect from the text to reconstruct her summary. In the

stimulated recall, she indicated:

Quote 5.59

I didn't really understand what the passage was about. | heard 'social cost' but had
no idea what the point was the speaker wanted to make. (P10/Corruption)

In her notes, she wrote down the words/sentences she heard:

Note 5.5

(P10/Corruption)

By combining these words, she wrote the following summary:
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Written Summary 5.1

(P10/Corruption)

From the words/sentences she had captured, this participant was not successful in
reconstructing the story as her summary did not convey key ideas of the text such as

‘corruption has impact on social and economic cost’.

P6 is another participant who had difficulty understanding Corruption and thus
relied on the words/sentences she wrote in her notes to reconstruct the story. She

described it in her stimulated recall as follows:

Quote 5.60

This topic (Corruption) is hard. I knew it was about corruption, public services,
the poor did not have access to public service, a number one trillions US dollars,
ten times, capture transaction etc. However, | didn't catch the main point. | was a
bit frustrated. I couldn’t differentiate which were facts and which were the
speaker's opinions. | blended everything together and wrote a summary.
(P6/Corruption)

In her notes she wrote:
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Note 5.6

(P6/Corruption)

Although this participant stated a general idea in the second sentence of her summary
correctly (Written summary 5.2; ‘corruption is economic and social cost’), she provided
incorrect supporting details in the later part of her summary. She wrote that ‘international
development aid usually pay 1 trillion $US for equally 10 times/year to poor countries
around the world’. However, this information does not match the original text which
describes that ‘about one trillion $US is spent on corruption each year and this amount is

ten times higher than development assistance’.
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Written Summary 5.2

(P6/Corruption)

To summarize, the analysis showed that the reconstructions made by the
participants mainly followed a bottom-up pattern. They were based on words and phrases
that the participants had captured from the text, but most of these words/phrases did not
convey the text’s main point. Consequently, the reconstructed information was likely to
be unproductive and misrepresent the key point of the listening text. It is worth noting
that in Talent and Vitamin D, there was no record of the participants using the
reconstruction strategy. This might be because the participants were able to contextualize

and understand most of the ideas in these two listening passages.
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5.3 Overall picture of the cognitive strategies used at each level of

cognitive processing

Table 5.1 maps the five cognitive strategies used by the participants against the cognitive

processes which they assist and against the different levels of listening processing for

which they aim to solve comprehension problems.

Comprehension processing
stages

Cognitive processes

Strategic processing

Cognitive strategies

Lower-level processes
(linguistic processing)

Acoustic-phonetic

Fixation

Higher-level processes
(comprehension processing)

processing

Word recognition Fixation

Parsing Inferencing
Reconstruction

Semantic processing (at Prediction*

the local level) " .

Semantic processing (at Inferencing
Elaboration

the global level)
Pragmatic processing

Reconstruction

*Although used at the higher-level, prediction was for facilitating listening processing by
predicting the upcoming text, not for solving listening comprehension problems

Table 5.1: Overall picture of cognitive strategies used at each level of cognitive

processing

The cognitive strategies evidenced in the dataset are prediction, fixation,

inferencing, elaboration, and reconstruction. As can be seen in Table 5.1, three of these -

fixation, inferencing, and reconstruction - were employed both at the lower- and the

higher- levels of processing. Prediction and elaboration were however found at the

higher-level processes only.

Two of the cognitive strategy types, i.e., fixation and reconstruction, were used

mainly in a bottom-up direction. Fixation is where the participants stopped to focus on
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sounds to recognize words, spellings, or meanings. As one of the least used strategies, it
might suggest that in general the participants did not have much difficulty processing the
texts’ lexicon. Or, it could be that the participants ignored the problematic words and
directed their attention away from these and focused on other elements of the text which
they considered more important. Reconstruction is another strategy used by a small
number of the participants and also used in a bottom-up manner. It took place when the
participants relied on the words/sentences to reconstruct the original message. In
Corruption and Hans Krebs, about half and more than half of the participants,
respectively, reconstructed the text based on the words/sentences they could detect. This
is partly because they were not able to follow the texts properly and missed most of the
key ideas in the listening passages, ending up reconstructing the texts to replace those
ideas and fulfill the task requirement of providing a summary either in oral or written
form. The use of this strategy did not appear to be useful to the participants as the content

they reconstructed mostly inaccurately reflected the original texts.

The use of the inferencing, elaboration, and prediction strategies appeared likely
to follow a top-down process pattern. That is, instead of relying heavily on the text’s
linguistic information, the participants brought in their prior experience, topical
knowledge, and knowledge of the world to combine with their partial understanding of
the text. However, these strategies were only useful if the participant’s background
knowledge and prior experience corresponded with the texts’ information. Relying
heavily on background knowledge and experience in listening to the topic where one’s

knowledge and experience deviated from the text’s information, and not paying enough
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attention to the text’s linguistic information proved to be disadvantageous, as was the

case for Hans Krebs.

It is interesting to note in the case of Talent and Vitamin D that no participants
employed the reconstruction strategy. This might be because everyone was able to make
effective inferences and contextualize the text they were listening to, and process it for
comprehension effectively. In Hans Krebs and Corruption, on the other hand, about half
of the participants used reconstruction strategies. This might be because they were not
successfully processing the texts for meaning, and thus, in order to complete the tasks,
they had to reconstruct the text’s meaning based on lexical and parsed information they

managed to capture.

5.4 Summary

This chapter presented the cognitive strategies used by 12 participants to solve problems
in listening. A total of five cognitive strategies were reported being used. Presented
according to their occurrence from the beginning of the listening tasks to the end these
are: 1) prediction, 2) fixation, 3) inferencing, 4) elaboration, and 5) reconstruction.
Comparing the cognitive strategies used, inferencing was employed by the highest
number of participants, as in fact, every participant reported using it while listening to
every listening input. Reconstruction was the least used strategy. Fixation was used
mainly at lower-level processes and the others were used both at the lower- and the
higher-level of cognitive processing. Although these strategies were used by the

participants, this was not always done successfully. Success in the use of the strategies at
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the higher-level (prediction, inferencing, elaboration, and reconstruction) depended partly

on the participants’ ability to process the text at the lower-level.
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Chapter 6 Metacognitive strategies

6.1 Introduction

The use of metacognitive strategies is another important aspect contributing to the ability
to communicate in a second language, in addition to cognitive processes and cognitive
strategies (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Vandergrift, 2003). Although metacognitive
strategies are not used as directly to understand texts as cognitive strategies are, they
provide a management function for text processing (Goh, 2002). That is, they are used to
oversee the listening process, assist users in activating appropriate cognitive processes,
and cope with difficulties arising from the text or other related aspects of task
performance (e.g., nervousness). Specifically in listening tasks, the use of metacognitive
strategies has been found to involve several aspects of task processing management,
including 1) analyzing the requirements of tasks and setting goals, 2) activating
appropriate cognitive processes for listening, 3) verifying predictions when they are
incongruent with the text, 4) monitoring listening comprehension, and 5) evaluating the
successfulness of the listening approach (Goh, 2002; Vandergrift, 2003). Under
metacognitive management, mental or cognitive processes are expected to proceed more

efficiently.

This chapter provides the findings on the metacognitive strategies the participants
used to manage their listening process in the listening-to-summarize tasks. As discussed
in Chapter 2, similar to cognitive strategies, metacognitive strategies are thought to be
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employed with some degree of consciousness (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). To gather
information on the use of metacognitive strategies, the stimulated recalls were analyzed,

supplemented by the participants’ notes and summary contents where relevant.

6.2 Metacognitive Strategies

Relying on previous research on L2 listening comprehension (Goh, 2002; O'Malley et al.,
1989; Vandergrift, 2003; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012), metacognitive strategies in this
study are defined as the conscious processes that the participants used to oversee and
manage cognitive processes and strategies (see 2.4.3). The analysis showed that a total of
six metacognitive strategies were used by the participants to monitor their listening
process in the listening-to-summarize tasks (see Figure 6.1). The strategy presented on
the far left of the X-axis in Figure 6.1 is ‘preparing for listening’, which the participants
applied at the initial stage of listening task performance, i.e. after the tasks were
introduced and before the audio file started. The strategies activated while the
participants were listening to the audio, were ‘selective attention’, ‘directed attention’,
‘comprehension-monitoring’, and ‘real-time assessment of input strategies’. On the far
right of the X-axis is ‘comprehension evaluation” which was employed towards the end

of the listening.
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Figure 6.1: Metacognitive strategies used by the participants to monitor listening

comprehension processing

As shown in the figure, the use of metacognitive strategies appeared to vary in
terms of number of participants and according to the listening topics. Comprehension
monitoring was used by the highest number of participants, followed by selective
attention and directed attention, respectively. Less than half of the participants reported
applying comprehension evaluation, real-time assessment of input, and preparing for
listening strategies. A detailed description of each metacognitive strategy use is presented

in the following sections.

6.2.1 Preparing for listening

Preparing for listening, as it has been named, occurs at the beginning of a listening task

(Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). This is when listeners prepare themselves mentally and
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emotionally for the listening tasks. Goh (2002) and Vandergrift (2003) found that
preparing for listening is activated for different purposes, including determining the
requirements of the listening task, dealing with anxiety, anticipating key or content
words, and rehearsing sounds of potential key words. In this study, almost half of the
participants prepared to listen in the Corruption task (5 out of 12). Two participants
applied this strategy at the start of the Hans Krebs task and one participant at the start of

the Vitamin D task. No participant reported using it for Talent.

P6, who reported applying pre-listening preparation in the Vitamin D task, also
did it for the Hans Krebs and the Corruption tasks. With respect to Vitamin D, she
rehearsed the task instructions and anticipated what the passage would be about by

relying on visual information on the screen. She explained:

Quote 6.1

| was waiting for the audio to play. I reminded myself that | was going to listen to
a lecture....I saw a picture of Vitamin D. I thought it was about the value of
Vitamin D. (P6/Vitamin D)

While listening to Hans Krebs, this participant was trying to eliminate her anxiety and re-

read the task instructions. She stated:

Quote 6.2

| was trying to calm myself down and getting ready for the listening. I couldn't
concentrate, ....[When the speaker said Item 1] I looked at the screen and read the
instructions again. (P6/Hans Krebs)

In Corruption, where she complained that the instructions were long, this participant

reminded herself what she had to do to complete the task:
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Quote 6.3

[Before the audio started] I sequenced in my head what | was supposed to do, first
| listen to a lecture, and after that write a summary of at least 50 words to
summary the listening in 10 minutes. (P6/Corruption)

What this participant did before listening was mainly reminding herself of the task
instructions, setting goals for her listening, and diminishing her nervousness. However,
she did not report applying this strategy in her listening to Talent. This might be because
Talent was the last task delivered to her, so she might not have been nervous any longer
nor unclear about what she was supposed to do to complete the task. This might suggest
that the use of this strategy may not be task-dependent, but practice-dependent. Once test-
takers know what they are supposed to do in that particular task, they may no longer be

nervous about the task or spend time preparing for listening.

Another participant who reported preparing before listening is P5. She used it to

make herself mentally ready for the Hans Krebs text. She reported:
Quote 6.4

[Before listening] | was trying to concentrate, trying not to be nervous. [When a
picture was presented on the screen] I looked at the picture. | got a name, 'Hans
Krebs'. (P5/Hans Krebs)

In Corruption, pre-listening preparation was performed for three purposes: to 1)

rehearse the task instructions, 2) lower anxiety, and 3) evaluate the participant’s own

background knowledge of the topic. The participants indicated:
Quote 6.5

I was trying to concentrate on the task. I reminded myself what I had to do...I saw
a graph. | self-evaluated my background knowledge of the topic. It seemed to be
about social science, not pure science. | felt a bit relieved. (P2/Corruption)
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Quote 6.6

| looked at the graph and thought how much knowledge | had of the topic. |
thought it would not be difficult for me. | felt relaxed. (P8/Corruption)

One participant directed his attention to the listening and waited for the audio file to start.

He said:

Quote 6.7

Here, | looked at the picture but I couldn't understand it. | thought I needed an
explanation. I was waiting for the audio to play.....concentrating and getting
ready to listen. (P3/Corruption)

To summarize, preparing for listening in this study was performed with three
main purposes: to 1) remind oneself about the task instructions and set a listening goal, 2)
eliminate anxiety, and 3) evaluate one’s own topical knowledge. Most of the participants
reported reminding themselves of the task instructions, especially in the first task they
did. The number of participants who engaged in this strategy, however, is far below that
of those who did not use it. This might be because the instructions were delivered to the
participants step-by-step and two sample items were given prior to the actual tasks. Thus,
the participants may have been aware of what they had to do on the basis of the sample
tasks. However, although some participants had understood the task instructions without
too much trouble and remembered what they had to do to complete the tasks, they wanted
to re-evaluate their own understanding and ensure that they set the right goals for task
completion. Furthermore, a relatively small number of participants indicated that they
were trying to diminish their anxiety before listening which seemed related to knowing
what they had to do (the instructions) and feeling unsure about whether they would

understand the listening content. Some participants reported that they were very worried
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about their ability to understand the listening tasks and got so nervous that they had to
calm themselves down. Some evaluated their topical knowledge to see whether it would
assist them to successfully perform the tasks. Since the participants used this strategy to
get ready for the listening, preparing for the listening can be regarded as a useful

metacognitive strategy.

6.2.2 Selective attention

Selective attention occurs when the listeners notice or pay attention selectively to specific
aspects of listening input. According to Goh (2002), listeners use this strategy at least for
two reasons: to 1) catch parts of the text which are considered important and contribute to
understanding of the topic and 2) direct attention rapidly to the main point, without

having to pay attention to all details.

In this study, the highest number of participants applying selective attention was
found for Corruption (10 out of 12). The second highest number was found for Vitamin D
and Hans Krebs (seven participants using it in each listening). Six participants applied
this strategy when listening to Talent. Selective attention was used in combination with
the cognitive strategy of prediction. That is, once the participants saw the picture related
to the listening text on the screen and started listening to a couple of sentences, they
anticipated the theme of the story they were going to hear. During this process, it is likely
that their schemata related to the topic were activated to process the incoming text. Their
attention was then selectively directed towards those text elements that related to what
they had anticipated. For example, in the Corruption text, where a bar chart was

provided, the participants predicted that the text was going to compare two things. While
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listening, they paid attention to the two bars and listened for words or numbers that they
thought would be used for describing the chart. Below are excerpts from participants’

verbal reports.

Quote 6.8

| looked at the graph. I tried to detect the words in the listening that describe it. |
got ‘economic’, 'social cost', and ‘one trillion dollars'. | heard 'ten times'...I was
thinking how it was related to the graph and | wanted to know how it was related
to the social cost. (P2/Corruption)

Quote 6.9

| focused on the graph. It [the graph] contained two bars. One was higher than the
other. This showed that the speaker was making a comparison between two
things. I heard ten times. | noted it down. It was a number. | knew that | needed it
to describe the graph. (P11/Corruption)

Quote 6.10

When the graph was shown, I focused on it. It was about ‘financial’ and
‘corruption’. When the audio started, [ noted down words....I searched for other
vocabulary that could link to the graph...I intentionally focused on figure. I heard
‘ten times’ and ‘one trillion dollars’. I noted them down. (P12/Corruption)

Some participants predicted that the speaker was going to compare the two bars by using
different numbers. Therefore, they looked out for numbers that the speaker would

mention in the text to describe the chart. They, for example, said:
Quote 6.11

| was trying to catch numbers used to describe the graph. I got ‘one trillion’, ten
times',.... (P1/Corruption)

Quote 6.12

| was identifying the context of the listening, trying to catch the ideas describing
the context. It was about ‘bribery’ and ‘the amount of one trillion dollars’. I noted
them down because | thought they were associated with the graph.
(P3/Corruption)
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Quote 6.13

I focused on numbers. | was thinking that | should have heard more numbers
because it was a graph which was usually described by numbers. (P7/Corruption)

Quote 6.14

I was trying to catch how much money paid on corruption and on development
assistance. (P8/Corruption)

The following notes also demonstrate that the participants concentrated on the graphic
information and numbers as they drew graphs in their notes and noted down some

numbers they heard.

Note 6.1

(P5/Corruption)
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Note 6.2

(P8/Corruption)

While listening to Hans Krebs, where a picture of a man was presented on the screen, the
participants focused on the picture and the description below it. Some participants
predicted that they were going to find out more about the man’s story. As a result, they
selectively paid attention to words used to describe people, i.e. names, work, and success.

Some of the participants reported:
Quote 6.15

| focused on his name and what he did before. | was paying attention to his career
which | thought was the main point of the listening passage. (P5/Hans Krebs)

Quote 6.16

I focused on the picture,... his name, and made sure that I got his name correct. I
kept on listening and listened for vocabulary relating to his biography and his
career. (P2/Hans Krebs)
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Quote 6.17

I looked at the picture. | got his name, Hans Krebs. | thought the listening passage
was about this man and his career.... I focused on vocabulary used to describe his

job. (P8/Hans Krebs)

The notes also support that the participants attached importance to personal information

mentioned in Hans Krebs, i.e. his name and his work. For example:

Note 6.3

(P3/Hans Krebs)
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Note 6.4

(P8/Hans Krebs)

One participant thought that the main point for Hans Krebs was not Krebs’ biography but
the way he overcame a number of obstacles in his career development. The participant
therefore kept his focus on this direction instead of on his biography, as shown in the

following quote.

Quote 6.18

When it came to ‘overcome obstacle’, | knew that this was the focus of the story. |
then focused on the vocabulary used to describe how he overcame his obstacles. |
noted down key words such as ‘mediocre scientist’ and ‘not encouraged’.
(P3/Hans Krebs)

In his notes the participant wrote:
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Note 6.5

(P3/Hans Krebs)

While listening to Talent and hearing that ‘there are different ways to define talent’, the
participants reported realizing that the text was mainly about the meaning of talent. Thus,
they specifically focused on vocabulary used to give definitions such as ‘is’, ‘mean’, and

‘define’. They, for example, said:
Quote 6.19

I noted down ‘talent’, “difficult to define’, and ‘different views'. (P2/Talent)

Quote 6.20

When I heard 'what is talent?’, I noted it down. I noted down 'different’, ‘difficult’,
‘anyone in top distribution’, ‘anyone in the workforce top restrictive’. I think
these words were important to define talent. (P10/Talent)

Quote 6.21

When | heard 'definition’, | knew that it was about giving definitions. | focused on
words, such as ‘define’, ‘definition’, ‘terms’..... etc. (P11/Talent)
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Quote 6.22

It was about a definition. | paid attention to the words that were used to define
terms, such as 'is' or ‘definitions’. They helped me to get directly to the main
point. (P7/Talent)

The notes also support that the participants paid particular attention to the words used to

define the terms. For example:

Note 6.6

(P2/Talent)

Note 6.7

(P7/Talent)
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In Vitamin D, where the participants understood that the main point was about the
benefits of Vitamin D, the participants paid attention to the vocabulary generally used to

describe health and health problems and other terms used in health science.

Quote 6.23

| focused on the words related to health and health problems. I got ‘blood calcium
level’ and ‘muscle nerve’. (P6/Vitamin D)

Some participants also felt that Vitamin D sounded more scientific than the other
listening texts. Therefore, they focused heavily on the technical terms used in science

while listening.
Quote 6.24

| tried to detect key words and technical terms in health science such as nerve,
muscle contraction and nerve. (P7/Vitamin D)

Quote 6.25

| heard function and then main concept. | predicted that it was going to be the
effect of not having enough of Vitamin D. | focused on the technical terms used to
describe it. | heard 'nerve transmission'. (P2/Vitamin D)

In their notes, these two participants (P7 and P2) wrote:

Note 6.8

o ———

blood coledgLa "—f\

W ;:C:Qu Q’nv“"lw R4 S0 L |
J . !
dred ek

- > Uned %#4.1_,_’————

uﬂ‘:d ﬁ TUrvE "‘MS”‘“)UJV’ e

E: \v Uv\_:,r"‘rJl —_—

(P2/Vitamin D)
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Note 6.9

(P7/Vitamin D)

In sum, the selective attention strategy, as revealed by the stimulated recall data,
was used after the participants had seen the image provided in the tasks, listened to a few
sentences, and predicted the main point of the text. After predicting and contextualizing
the initial input, the participants then selectively paid attention to the vocabulary they
considered or predicted to be related to the main idea of the listening texts. In itself this
strategy is useful since it could lead the user directly to the main point of the texts.
However, in this study selective attention was used in combination with prediction, the
success of which depended also on the activation of cognitive processes at the lower-
level (linguistic processing). The use of this strategy thus appeared useful when text
processing at the lower-level functioned effectively and the prediction was in line with

the text’s information, but not necessarily in other cases.
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6.2.3 Directed attention

Directed attention refers to the act of paying attention to the task at hand and avoiding
any distraction. It is different from selective attention in that directed attention concerns
getting attention back to focusing on one or two particular aspects of a text after it has
been disrupted, whereas selective attention is about maintaining focus on the input
predicted to be the theme of the text. Directed attention involves noticing when one’s
own attention is slipping or diverting from the ongoing listening passage and redirecting

it back, which is only possible in the presence of attention monitoring (Goh, 2002).

In this study, each task contained an image related to the audio text. While
listening to the text, some participants thought that it was necessary to pay attention to the
image in order to understand the audio text. At the same time, they also wanted to take
notes of important information since they were required to produce a summary of the
listening input afterwards. Listening, in this study, was therefore likely to involve multi-
tasking, such as paying attention to the incoming text, processing the text for
comprehension, linking the listening information to the image, and taking notes. This was
potentially cognitively demanding for some participants as they had only one opportunity
to listen. The analysis showed that the participants were occasionally distracted from the
passage and subsequently redirected their attention. Directed attention was used with the
highest number of the participants in the tasks where Hans Krebs was used as listening

input, followed by Corruption, Talent, and Vitamin D, respectively.

One activity that disrupted several participants’ attention while listening was note-

taking. Although it was not obligatory for the participants to take notes, in practice they
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did a lot of note-taking. Perhaps this is because they knew that they would have to refer
to some notes when constructing a summary later. While taking notes, the participants
reported that they had missed taking in some information of the text. When this had
happened, some stopped taking notes and paid full attention to the incoming text. This

can be seen in the following quotes.

Quote 6.26

I got confused and stopped taking notes, trying to understand how Walberg got
involved in this story. | was trying to concentrate on it. (P11/Hans Krebs)

Quote 6.27

I noted down his name, Hans Krebs..... at this moment I was lost. I stopped
writing and was trying to focus on it. | was listening for words that | was familiar
with. I was lost..... and ....I heard 'great children'. I guessed it was about
inspiration. (P4/Hans Krebs)

Quote 6.28

The audio was fast. | couldn't take notes while listening. | was lost when | did it. |
stopped taking notes... I was concentrating on the listening. (P10/Talent)

Quote 6.29

I noted down 'define', ‘restricted’, ‘sense’, and ‘broad’. I was lost, here. I stopped
taking notes, trying to concentrate on the listening text. (P1/Talent)

Quote 6.30

I couldn't follow the listening. I missed the text when taking notes. I was lost... I

heard ‘workforce'. | looked at the screen. | couldn’t focus. I stopped writing and

listened for familiar words. (P4/Talent)

Directed attention was also used when the participants listened but did not
understand the meaning of the text being delivered. Instead of focusing on ambiguous

information, some participants directed their attention away from it and focused on the

text coming next. One participant said:
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Quote 6.31

I knew it was 9 milligrams per something, but I couldn't catch it. I ignored it and
focused on the incoming text. (P6/Vitamin D)

Another instance of the use of directed attention was when participants got lost while
listening to the text; namely, when they could not catch the points/ideas in the listening
message or did not know what they were listening to. They then tried to overcome this
problem by directing their attention to known and familiar words. In Corruption, for

instance, they said:
Quote 6.32

| couldn't concentrate on the text at the beginning. | didn't understand what I was
listening to. | was trying to get my attention back by listening for words | was
familiar with. .... I also looked at the graph. (P1/Corruption)

Quote 6.33

| didn't know what I was listening to. I heard ‘social cost’, but couldn't
contextualize it. | kept on listening, trying to get familiar words. (P10/Corruption)

In Hans Krebs, the participants appeared to have the same problem; that is, they
did not understand the ideas in the text. Therefore, they concentrated hard on the
incoming text in order to detect known or familiar words to compensate for missing

information. They, for example, indicated:
Quote 6.34

| knew it was about a person, but I lost my understanding when it was about his
father and Warburg. I knew only that it was about ‘chemical reaction’ and about
science. | paid complete attention on the information delivered next to catch
words | was familiar with. (P1/Hans Krebs)
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Quote 6.35

When | was lost, | focused on words only, trying to catch as many known words
as possible. (P9/Hans Krebs)

In Talent and Vitamin D, the participants also directed their attention to known
words/phrases when they could not grasp particular points in the text, to solve their

comprehension problems. Some of them, for example, stated:
Quote 6.36

| was not familiar with the topic. | didn't understand the text, but I tried to focus
on words..... [ was trying to write down the words I could catch. (P11/Talent)

Quote 6.37

The story was far from my background knowledge. | heard it, but I didn't
understand it. [ needed more time to process the text... I was lost. I didn't know
from the listening how Vitamin D is important to our body. This distracted my
listening in the later part. | was trying to understand it by listening for known
words. (P11/Vitamin D)

Although directed attention was reported being used by the highest number of the
participants, it is not clear to what extent the use of this strategy facilitated their
comprehension processes. One participant stated very clearly that she was not successful

in her attempt when listening to Talent:
Quote 6.38

I could not guess what the story would be about. | felt there was too much
information to remember. | didn't know... I couldn't synthesize it. I was lost. |
was trying to focus on it, but it didn't work well. (P6/Talent)

Of the participants who reported directing their attention back to the listening passage
after losing the main point of what they were listening to, only a few explicitly reported

being successful in this manner. For example, P3, who did not catch the purpose of Hans
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Krebs at the beginning, was trying to keep up with the text until he heard ‘memoir’,
which enabled him to realize that the text was describing a personal story. This

participant expressed:

Quote 6.39

I was a bit confused with some vocabulary here, but I kept listening...I heard
'memoir’. Then | knew the text was describing a person’s life. (P3/Hans Krebs)

To conclude, directed attention was found to be used in three different situations
in order to solve comprehension problems. One is to direct attention to one activity at a
time; that is, to pay full attention to the listening text and stop taking notes when the
participants were not clear about what they were listening to. Another use of directed
attention was to stop thinking about information that was not clear or not understood and
to pay full attention to the incoming text. Lastly, and importantly, it was used when the
participants lost track of what they were listening to. In that case, attention was redirected
to known and familiar words, with the aim of generating ideas from recognized or known
words. Successful application of this strategy was found to vary across participants. It is
likely that this depended on whether they had enough linguistic knowledge to understand

the upcoming text.

6.2.4 Comprehension monitoring

Comprehension monitoring is a strategy used for checking and confirming how well one
understands listening materials (see 2.4.6). It involves noticing possible errors in
inferences and confusion or incoherence in different parts of the interpretation.
Comprehension monitoring involves checking continuous understanding of the text,

checking predictions against the incoming text, and making adjustments where necessary.
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To monitor their comprehension, listeners make use of both external and internal
resources, including textual information, visuals, prior knowledge, and contextual

information.

In the present study, comprehension monitoring was used by the highest number
of participants, compared to the other metacognitive strategies. Compared across the
listening topics, the highest number of participants monitoring their understanding was
found for Talent, followed by Corruption, Vitamin D and Hans Krebs, respectively.
Comprehension monitoring was employed for several reasons. One was to monitor
ongoing understanding of the text. This was when participants checked whether they had
fully understood the text or missed any points whilst listening. Below are excerpts from

the participants’ verbal reports.

Quote 6.40

| understood that there were two important ideas; one is about corruption and the
other was about development assistance. | knew that development assistance was
used to compare with corruption. .... I was trying to connect ‘Dr. Arnold’ to
another piece of information. OK, I got the point. (P9/Corruption)

Quote 6.41

| nodded my head here because | understood what the speaker was talking about.
(P1/Talent)

Quote 6.42

I was thinking about the main point of the text. Yeah, it was... it was about the
definitions of talent. (P3/Talent)

In order to assess their ongoing comprehension, some participants checked their
understanding of the spoken text against the visual information. In their listening to
Corruption, where graphic information was provided, the participants reported:
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Quote 6.43

| was following the listening text, trying to create its outline. I linked it back to the
graph and thought whether it described the graph...... I checked if I understood
the graph correctly. (P3/Corruption)

Quote 6.44

| understand that corrupt payment was high. This was shown in the higher bar.
The shorter bar was related to the development assistance. ...OK, my
understanding was tuned to the listening passage. (P7/Corruption)

Comprehension checks, however, did not always give a satisfying result. Some
participants checked their comprehension and found that they did not understand (part of)

a passage.
Quote 6.45

| understood that corruption was ten times. The figure given by the speaker
explained the graph. I missed some information when | took notes. Towards the
end, the listening was very fast, faster than the beginning. I lost most of it.
(P10/Corruption)

Quote 6.46

I heard ‘ten times’ and ‘one trillion’. I turned to the graph. I didn't see ‘one
trillion’ but I saw ‘corrupt payment’, ‘development assistance’, and ‘financial
flows’. I was trying to link these two bars to the passage, but I couldn't. I had no
background. I couldn’t connect the graph to what the speaker said.
(P1/Corruption)

After checking their own understanding and realizing that they had missed some
information or had a gap in their understanding, some participants chose to ignore it, use
their background knowledge to overcome the gaps, and redirect their attention to the

incoming text. As they described:
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Quote 6.47

There was some information that I didn't understand. | sometimes had to add my
own opinion to connect the information | had gained. When the speaker talked
about ‘regressive process’, I had no ideas what it was. I ignored it.
(P6/Corruption)

Quote 6.48

| was planning to catch as many words as | could. But there were several words |
was not familiar with. | had to ignore them and focus on the text coming next.
(P5/Hans Krebs)

Some participants chose to ignore what they had missed because they evaluated it as a

supporting detail, not contributing to understanding the main point. They explained:

Quote 6.49

I had lost some information here, some examples about an airline. The
information was very dense and the listening was fast. I didn’t catch it all. It was
OK because it was just a detail. (P6/Talent)

Quote 6.50

| can't follow this point [examples of talent in airline business]. It was very fast. |
thought it should be ok. I got enough words to write. | knew | had missed some
details but not the main idea, | guessed. (P8/Talent)

Quote 6.51

I was thinking that there might be some details that I had missed, but it didn’t
matter. | got enough information to summarize. (P4/Vitamin D)

Quote 6.52

I got lost when it was about a disease here [towards the end of the listening]. It
was hard to follow. Too much information was given. | chose to dismiss it
because | thought I got the main point. | had enough to write a summary.
(P12/Vitamin D)
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Quote 6.53

He [the speaker] mentioned the number ‘9 milligrams’ of something, which I had
missed. It was ok although we didn't get it because we were not a medical student

who had to know an accurate number because if they didn’t, they would harm the
patient. (P3/Vitamin D)

As shown in the Quotes 6.49-6.53, after noticing that they had missed some information,
a decision was quickly made to solve the problem. These participants ignored the
problematic parts because they thought those parts had little or no impact on their
comprehension of the main idea. However, although some participants knew that they
had missed some important information which affected their understanding, they directed
their attention away from it and focused on the incoming text so as not to lose their

understanding of the incoming part. They reported:
Quote 6.54

When it was about the number and proportion, it was difficult to me. I didn’t have
time to process it. | skipped it because I didn't want to miss the incoming text. |
paid attention to ‘die’ instead. (P7/Vitamin D)

Quote 6.55

The organization of information made me confused. There were no signal words
such as first, second...It was hard to recognize. | heard 'and then' so | knew that
the content moved to the second definition, and I already missed the first one. |
ignored it and listened carefully to the rest. (P7/Talent)

In addition to assessing ongoing comprehension, the participants evaluated their own
predictions. Some of them realized that they had made correct predictions, as they

maintained:

Quote 6.56

I looked at the screen. I heard ‘talent is not easy to define’. I predicted that it was
about the meaning of talent. | made an accurate prediction. | predicted that first

208



the passage would present definitions given by different people and then conclude
by giving the speaker’s definition. (P2/Talent)

Quote 6.57

| knew it [the passage] was explaining the meaning of ‘talent’ in different ways. I
divided the ideas into 1, 2 and 3. | kept listening and knew that there were two
main categories of the definitions, narrow and broad. It was what | expected to
hear. (P9/Vitamin D)

In checking predictions against the incoming information in the Talent and Vitamin D
texts, the participants generally found that their prediction corresponded to the texts. This
could be because these two texts had a more conventional lecture structure where the first
few sentences of the texts hint at the main point and the rest of the text explains the main
point stated at the beginning. Talent began by asking ‘what is talent?” and described
‘people in the business of writing tend to define talent in very different ways’. The rest of
the text then described the meaning of talent in different contexts. In Vitamin D,
similarly, the first few sentences stated very clearly that the text was about a real function
of Vitamin D, and the rest of the text explained how Vitamin D works. In this way, the
participants were likely to accurately predict the upcoming text even if they had only

listened to the initial input.

In Corruption and Hans Krebs, however, the main point of the texts was not
explicitly stated at the beginning of the passage and the participants rarely accurately
anticipated what they were going to hear. They therefore had to verify their prediction in
order not to misunderstand the main point of these listening passages. Some participants,
although they did notice that their prediction was wrong, did not manage to verify it in

time to keep up with the key point of the text. P8, for instance, reported:
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Quote 6.58

| knew what | predicted was wrong according to the listening text, but it was late.
The main point had already gone. (P8/Corruption)

Most inaccurate predictions occurred in the Hans Krebs task. The participants, for

example, expressed:
Quote 6.59

The passage was not relevant to my prediction. | anticipated that | would hear
more about his life, what he did, and what he produced, but I didn’t. Until it was
the end of the text, | realized that | had missed the main point. (P9/Hans Krebs)

Quote 6.60

| felt that the flow of the story was disrupted. | was confused about the focus of
the text. | took notes of his work, but I thought the focus was shifted from his
work to his family. It was not about his work or his biography...Here, the speaker
said, ‘all kinds of obstacles'. I was lost. (P10/Han Krebs)

Quote 6.61

In the beginning, it was that this man was a role model. But then the theme was
changed. I was lost and could not follow it. It was like we were driving a car very
fast and we didn't see the turn when we had to. By the time that we realized it, we
had gone too far to go back. | knew I missed the key point. (P11/Hans Krebs)

In particular, the analysis shows that the participants needed to realize that the prediction
was not in line with the listening passage in order to verify their prediction and
understand the main idea correctly. Most participants started off their listening with a
prediction which was based on the initial input and their background/topical knowledge.
Consequently, they listened with some anticipated information in mind. When the
listening input was not presented in a traditional text structure, where the main point is
mentioned at the beginning of the text and the details are given further in the text, the

prediction appeared to be wrong. The participants misunderstood the main point unless
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they were able to notice discourse markers used to present the important information of
the texts. They had to realize that the text did not follow their prediction, and adjust it in
time in order to understand the main point of the text. This was the case in Hans Krebs,
where a large number of the participants relied on their prediction and did not realize that
their prediction was wrong. Although some participants (P3, P9, P10, and P11) noticed
the text’s content was not structured in the way that they had predicted, only one
participant (P3) managed to verify his prediction and divert his attention just in time to

focus on the main point of the text. This participant said:
Quote 6.62

In the beginning, it was about his name and his work [Krebs’ cycle]. I thought it
was going to be about his biography. Then the speaker said ‘wonderful example
..... > When it came near the end, the speaker concluded that ‘no matter what we
say to them...". I thought this confirmed that my prediction was wrong. The text
focused on ‘he is a wonderful example of scientist who overcame all kinds of
obstacles’. What was said in the beginning was just an introduction, but not the
main point. To me, this text was not for a science class but a psychology class.
(P3/Hans Krebs)

In addition to assessing the main point and checking and verifying predictions,
comprehension monitoring was used to monitor participants’ note-taking. When realizing
that their note-taking behaviour was not effective, two participants adjusted their note-

taking strategies. They reported:
Quote 6.63

I was trying to summarize and create a coherent text while listening, but it didn’t
work. | lost some ideas, so | used bullet points instead. (P8/Corruption)

Quote 6.64

| was very slow in taking notes. Whenever | wrote down, | missed the beginning
part of the next chuck of information. I knew | had missed some important points
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about ‘chemical reaction’. I then tried to mentally remember the information
instead of writing it down. (P2/Hans Krebs)

To summarize, comprehension monitoring is one of the useful metacognitive
strategies used by the participants in order to help them listen successfully. It was used
mainly to continuously assess ongoing comprehension and evaluate whether the missing
information would affect overall understanding of the text. An action that was executed
alongside the comprehension check was ignoring the missing information and redirecting
attention to the incoming text. Another role of comprehension monitoring was to check
the incoming text against predictions and verify it when the prediction deviated from the
listening text. However, to achieve this goal the participants had to pay close attention to
the incoming text. This was difficult since in some texts where the discourse pattern was
not familiar to the participants (in particular Hans Krebs), the participants thought their
particular prediction was accurate (when, in fact, it was not) and remained attached to it.
They thus misunderstood the main point of the text, unless they had verified their
prediction in time to keep their focus on the main point. Some participants also monitored
their note-taking behaviour when finding out that it did not work well and was causing

problems in comprehension.

6.2.5 Real-time assessment of input

Real-time assessment of input was originally introduced in the literature on L2 listening
strategies by Goh (2002). It involves making on-the-spot decisions about whether a
particular part of the input is necessary for task completion. It is different from decision-
making in comprehension monitoring in that in the process of real-time assessment of

input, the listeners make a decision to either foreground or background a set of
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information. The listeners may choose to pay more attention to a set of information when
they regard it as important for task achievement or ignore some pieces of information
when they disregard them as crucial. During comprehension monitoring, however,
decision-making involves deciding whether unfamiliar words or ideas will affect one’s
understanding of the whole text. If not, listeners may choose to ignore these and redirect

their attention to the task at hand, not being disrupted by a problematic understanding.

In this study, the analysis showed that real-time assessing of input was used
mainly to consider whether a set of information would explain the main point of the
story. When the participants considered that it was not likely to, they tended to ignore it
and pay attention to other parts of the text that they thought would contribute to the main
point. Four participants were found using real-time assessment of input when listening to

Vitamin D. Two used it for Corruption, and one each for Talent and Hans Krebs.

In Vitamin D, where the highest number of the participants reported applying real-
time assessing of input, the participants assessed and disregarded ‘Vitamin D maintains
strong bones and teeth’ as a necessary piece of information. This is because the text that
followed it described that ‘it does that by accident’. The participants thus directed their
attention to ‘the main function of Vitamin D’ which they thought was the main point of

this text. They indicated:

Quote 6.65

I didn't focus on this [maintaining strong teeth]. He [the speaker] said it does that
by accident'. I don’t think it was a main point...... I heard 'blood clotting'. I didn't
focus on it. There was too much information. (P8/Vitamin D)
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Quote 6.66

Iignored this part 'maintain strong bones and teeth' because he said ‘it does by
accident’. I tried to catch what the main function was if that was just an accident.
(P3/Vitamin D)

Some participants ignored pieces of information because they felt that the passage

contained too many details for them to remember and thought they had got enough

information to produce a summary. They said:
Quote 6.67

| focused only on the main point. It was about the benefits of Vitamin D. I didn't
focus on the disease. | thought it was a small detail. (P5/Vitamin D)

Quote 6.68

I think there were a lot details and a lot of technical terms. Each term came with
very long modifiers such as blood calcium level, 9 milligrams per 100 milliliters.

I did not pay attention to them. I didn’t think they were the focus of the text.
(P6/Vitamin D)

In Corruption, despite the participants’ lack of understanding of some pieces of
information, they chose to foreground these instead of decreasing their importance. This

was because they felt that they were important pieces of information:
Quote 6.69

I couldn’t link '10 times' to the graph...... I was a bit confused here. I thought it
was an important piece of information. I included it (10 times) in my summary
anyway. | regarded it as one of the key ideas. (P4/Corruption)

Quote 6.70

I think the idea about ‘the poor’ was interesting. The speaker first mentioned it in
the beginning of the passage. Then he mentioned it again. | considered it as one of
the key ideas and included it in my summary. (P5/Corruption)
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When listening to Hans Krebs, one participant ignored the information about Krebs’
work because he felt that the text focused more on how Krebs became successful despite

a lack of parental support than on his famous piece of work. The participant indicated:
Quote 6.71

| knew that the passage emphasized the idea that people can be successful though
they lack parental support. It was not about how he became famous. ....The main
point started when he said ‘despite his father discouraged him ...... > I wrote his
name because I needed it for my summary, but I didn’t pay attention to ‘at the
peak of his career’. I thought it was only an example. (P3/Hans Krebs)

In Talent, one participant appeared to ignore a set of information, i.e. examples given by

the speaker, and waited for the main point she had anticipated to hear. She indicated:
Quote 6.72

When he (the speaker) talked about how people defined talent in different
businesses, | listened, but didn't take notes. It wasn't important for the summary. |
was waiting for the speaker’s definition of talent, which I thought was the main
idea. (P2/Talent)

In general, the application of real-time assessment of input was useful to the
participants. The listening passages contained several ideas, some of which were details
and examples given by the speaker to clarify key points in the text. The decision to
foreground or background information seemed to help decrease cognitive load and
maintain focus on the main point of the passage. Real-time assessment of input therefore

seems to be one of the strategies contributing to success in text comprehension.

6.2.6 Comprehension evaluation

Comprehension evaluation refers to the final check of a listener’s own textual
interpretation for accuracy, completeness, or acceptability. Comprehension evaluation is

not the same as comprehension monitoring, although both involve assessing the
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correctness of what has been understood (Goh, 2002). Comprehension evaluation takes
place towards the end or after an individual has finished listening to the complete input
and has arrived at some interpretation. Comprehension monitoring, on the other hand, is
the ongoing process of checking whether comprehension is taking place during listening

and maintaining focus on the incoming text.

In the present study, three participants reported using comprehension evaluation.
All three used it in their listening to Corruption and one also used it in Vitamin D.
However, no participants reported evaluating their overall comprehension in Talent and
Hans Krebs. Comprehension evaluation, as revealed by the stimulated recall data, was
mainly activated when the participants felt that they had not caught or recognized enough
ideas while listening to the text. Thus, towards the end of the listening or after they had
finished listening, they self-evaluated their understanding in order to rehearse what they

had comprehended. They stated:

Quote 6.73

| understood the text just a little bit. I knew that it was about corruption. | didn't
know what was emphasized in the text. (P5/Corruption)

Quote 6.74

| saw the graph. | didn't understand the text at the beginning, but I gained some
ideas at the end of the listening text, when it was about taxes and income.
(P11/Corruption)

Quote 6.75

| understood that Vitamin D was important to our body, but I didn't understand it
when the speaker talked about the process and when it was about maintaining
blood calcium, blood calcium level, and its effect. (P4/Vitamin D)
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After self-evaluating his own understanding of the text and finding that he did not
understand most of the ideas, one participant (P4) reported applying two cognitive
strategies to complete the task — elaboration and reconstruction. That is, he brought in his
topical knowledge to elaborate his understanding of the text and reconstructed a summary

based on his elaborated information and words/phrases he had noted down. He indicated:

Quote 6.76

I listened. I took notes, but I did not really catch the points of the text. | had to
create my story based on these words [the words in the notes] and my background
knowledge. (P4/ Vitamin D)

To summarize, comprehension evaluation was not used by many of the
participants. It was basically used when they thought they had missed key ideas of the text
or did not catch as much information as they had expected to, to complete the task. After
self-evaluating and seeing gaps in their own understanding, cognitive strategies such as
elaboration and reconstruction were activated to solve comprehension problems and to
complete the tasks. As it helped the participants to notice their comprehension gaps and
activate other strategies that can help compensate for the gaps, this strategy is thus

considered a useful strategy.

6.3 Summary

Six metacognitive strategies were reported being used by the participants to oversee and
manage their listening process, i.e., 1) pre-listening comprehension, 2) selective attention,
3) directed attention, 4) comprehension monitoring, 5) real-time assessment of input, and
6) comprehension evaluation. Pre-listening preparation was applied in the beginning of
the listening task, before the audio files started. It was mainly used to rehearse the task
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instructions, set listening goals, and lower anxiety. Comprehension evaluation, where the
participants assessed their understanding of the entire text, was used towards the end of
the listening task. These two strategies appeared to be used by a small number of the

participants, compared to the other metacognitive strategies found.

Four metacognitive strategies — selective attention, direct attention,
comprehension monitoring, and real-time assessment of input — were evident in the
dataset and used to manage ongoing listening processes. Selective attention was used in
combination with the cognitive strategy of prediction. That is, after the participants had
listened to the initial part of the text, they started to predict its theme and anticipate the
upcoming text. As a consequence, their attention was then selectively directed to what
they expected to hear. Selective attention appeared to be counterproductive when
predictions were not in line with the content of the listening passage, unless the

participants managed to verify their prediction and align it with the text.

Comprehension monitoring, which was used to check ongoing understanding of
the passage, to assess predictions and verify their accuracy, and to evaluate note-taking
strategies, was employed by a large number of the participants. They monitored their
comprehension on the basis of the information available during the listening, including
visual information, the audio text, and background knowledge. What was crucial in
comprehension monitoring, as found in this study, was to check predictions against the
incoming text and to verify it in time when the prediction was not in agreement with the
listening text. To achieve this, the participants had to pay close attention to the linguistic

information and be able to notice a shift in text genre or discourse structure, if there was
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any. Otherwise, they could easily misunderstand the main point of the text, as was the
case in Hans Krebs, where many participants misunderstood the main point of the text

because they were not aware that their prediction was wrong.

The findings also showed that for comprehension monitoring to work effectively,
two other metacognitive strategies, i.e. real-time assessment of input and directed
attention, had to be activated properly. After checking for comprehension, the
participants appeared to notice some gaps in their understanding. They then considered
whether it was a main point or a detail. If they thought the information they had missed
was the main point of the listening text, the participants attempted to figure it out
immediately. This was done by paying close attention to the incoming text, in order not
to miss the point. If it was not the key idea, they ignored it and redirected their attention

to the incoming text.
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Chapter 7 Listening comprehension processing
behaviours compared between tasks with different
modalities and performance levels

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter, sub-analyses of the data reported on in the previous chapters (4-6) are
presented. More specifically, this chapter compares the participants’ cognitive and
strategic processing behaviours between different performance levels and between the
listening-to-speak and listening-to-write tasks (RQ 1a). The chapter begins by presenting
the content scores of the participants whose cognitive and strategic processing behaviours
were compared (7.2). Next, the results of the comparisons are presented in three sections,
according to the processing behavior studied, i.e. cognitive processes in 7.3.1, cognitive
strategies in 7.3.2, and metacognitive strategies in 7.3.3. In each of these sections
comparisons are made both between tasks with different modalities and between
performance levels. Section 7.4 compares overall comprehension processing behaviours
between intermediate- and highly-able listeners during different periods of the listening

tasks. The final section (7.5) summarizes the results of all comparisons.

7.2 Participants’ performance scores

Table 7.1 presents the content scores of the 12 participants (P1-P12) whose task

processing behaviours were investigated. Although, as discussed in section 3.7.3, the task
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performances were scored on different criteria (content, pronunciation, and fluency in the
listening-to-speak tasks; and content, vocabulary, and grammar in the listening-to-write
tasks), only the content scores for the oral/written summaries have been compared for the
present purpose. This scoring criterion was chosen because it is typically taken to be an
indicator of the test-taker’s input comprehension ability in integrated test tasks. Adopting
the PTE academic scoring descriptors, the participants’ content summaries were marked
on a three-band scale (0, 1, or 2). Summaries which provided the main point accurately
and also all relevant supporting details of the listening passage were considered to be
good and complete summaries, and 2 (a full mark) was allotted on the content.
Summaries providing a fair summary of the text (missing one or two aspects of content)
were allocated 1 out of 2. Summaries which failed to include main points or relevant
details delivered in the listening passage were assigned 0. The marking was done by two
experienced PTE academic raters, and their scores were averaged in case of band
differences. Only two raters were used in this study because of limited financial resources

since the two raters were paid to score, as is usual.

Based on their content scores, the participants were categorized into three groups:
high-, average-, and low-scoring participants. Participants with a content score of 2 were
considered high-scoring participants for that topic. Participants whose content score
ranged between 1.0-1.50 were regarded as average-scoring participants, and those with a

score of 0-0.5 on content were referred to as low-scoring participants for that topic.
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Participant Listening topics/Scores Total
Corruption Talent Vitamin D Hans Krebs (8)
(0-2%) (0-2%) (0-2%) (0-2%)

L-S L-wW L-S L-W L-S L-W L-S L-W
P1 .50 1.00 1.50 .50  3.50 (43.75%)
P2 .50 1.00 1.00 .50  3.00 (37.5%)
P3 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00  8.00 (100%)
P4 1.00 1.00 1.00 .50 3.50 (43.75%)
P5 2.00 1.00 1.50 1.00 5.50 (68.75%)
P6 .50 1.00 1.50 .00 3.00 (37.5%)
P7 1.00 .50 1.00 .00  2.50 (31.25%)
P8 1.50 2.00 2.00 .00  5.50 (68.75%)
P9 1.00 .50 1.00 1.50  4.00 (62.5%)
P10 1.00 1.00 2.00 .00 4.00 (50.0%)
P11 1.50 1.00 1.50 1.00 5.00 (62.5%)
P12 1.50 .00 1.50 .00 3.00 (37.5%)

*The scores on summary content were averaged between the two raters.
L-S: Listening-to-speak tasks, L-W: Listening-to-write tasks

Table 7.1: Participants’ performance scores

As Table 7.1 shows, differences in content scores can be observed between the
four listening tasks and the performance of each individual participant varied across the
listening topics. P8, for instance, was evaluated to be a high-scoring participant in the
tasks with Talent and Vitamin D as the listening input, an average-scoring participant in
Corruption, and a low-scoring participant in Hans Krebs. P10 was a high scorer in
Vitamin D, an average one in Corruption and Talent, and a low scorer in Hans Krebs. As
the content scores of almost all participants appeared to vary between the tasks, it is
difficult to profile individual participants as high-, average-, or low-scoring in general
(with the exception of P3, who was awarded the top content score on each task).
Therefore, in order to investigate whether there were any differences in the listening
processing engaged in by participants of different performance levels and in different
tasks, different participants were contrasted according to their content score on individual

tasks. Although the aim was to compare a high-scoring participant’s processing with that
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of a low-scoring participant, for some tasks there was no high-or low-scoring participant,

in those cases, an average-scoring participant’s data was used.

Table 7.2 shows which participants’ processing was contrasted for each task. In
the listening-to-speak tasks, the processing of P3 was compared to that of P2 in the task
with Corruption, P3 to P12 in Talent, P8 to P7 in Vitamin D, and P5 to P12 in Hans
Krebs. With regard to the listening-to-write tasks, P5 was compared to P6 in Corruption,
P8 to P7 in Talent, P3 to P2 in Vitamin D, and P3 to P7 in Hans Krebs. As there were no
low-scoring participants in both the listening-to-speak and listening-to-write tasks with
Vitamin D, a comparison was made between the high- and average-scoring participants.
In the Hans Krebs listening-to-speak task, a comparison was made between the average-
and the low-scoring participants. Given that only two performances were compared each
time, the comparisons were made on limited data. However, as the comparisons were
made four times in listening-to-speak and in listening-to-write tasks, it is hoped they
provide patterns of processing behaviours by participants with different performance

levels in different tasks.

Listening topics Listening-to-speak Listening-to-write
High- Average- Low- High-  Average- Low-
scorer scorer scorer scorer scorer scorer
Corruption P3 P2 P5 P6
Talent P3 P12 P8 P7
Vitamin D P8 P7 P3 P2
Hans Krebs P5 P12 P3 P7

Table 7.2: The participants whose listening behaviours were compared for each listening

topic and between tasks with different modalities
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7.3 Comprehension processing behaviours compared between

performance levels and tasks with different modalities

For the purpose of the comparisons, sub-analyses were conducted on the stimulated recall
data, the participants’ notes, and their content summaries. Specifically, the cognitive
processes and strategies adopted by the 12 participants with different scores and for tasks
with different modalities were compared. The results are presented as follows, according
to the three aspects investigated, namely cognitive processes, cognitive strategies, and

metacognitive strategies.

7.3.1 Cognitive processes

As presented in Chapter 4, six cognitive processing types, i.e. acoustic-phonetic
processing, word recognition, parsing, semantic processing at local and discourse levels,
and pragmatic processing, were adopted by different numbers of the participants in
comprehending the listening input in the listening-to-summarize tasks. This section
compares the processes activated by the participants with different performance levels

and for different tasks.

When comparing between performance levels (see Table 7.3), it was found that
the high-scoring participants performed both the lower-and the higher-level processes.
The participants whose content summary of Corruption and Talent was assigned a full
mark (2) (in both the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks) activated both
semantic processing at the global level and pragmatic processing. The low scorers, on the
other hand, engaged only in the lower-level processes, i.e. acoustic-phonetic processing,

word recognition, and parsing.
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*content score

Table 7.3: The cognitive processes compared between performance levels and between

tasks with different modalities

In Vitamin D, the results show that the participants with a full mark (2) on content
engaged in semantic processing at the discourse level but not in pragmatic processing,
and no participants scored low (0-0.5) on the content. This indicates that the participants
in general were able to process the text at linguistic processing and comprehension
processing levels effectively, and that it was not necessary to rely on contextual
information to determine the main point of the text. In Corruption, Talent and Hans
Krebs, the participants receiving a full mark (2) on the content relied on both semantic
processing at the global level and pragmatic processing to understand the texts. This
might suggest that in these texts the main point was not as explicitly indicated as it was in

Vitamin D, and the participants therefore had to rely on contextual information in order to
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completely understand the texts. For the Hans Krebs passage, only one participant
received a full mark (2) on the content. This might suggest that, compared to the other
listening topics, Hans Krebs was linguistically the most difficult and only one participant
managed to process the text at the higher-level successfully to understand the text’s main

point.

The comparison of the cognitive processes performed in the tasks with different
response modalities — speaking and writing — in general did not point to any distinctive
differences in the cognitive processes adopted. As shown in Table 7.3, the participants
with a full content score (2) in both the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks
engaged in high-level processes, i.e. semantic and pragmatic processing. The low-scoring
participants in the two modalities, on the contrary, engaged only in low-level processes,
i.e. acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition, and parsing. There was no evidence

that these participants engaged in the higher-level processes.

To sum up, the results showed that the cognitive processes adopted by the
participants varied between the listening topics. The high-scorers who achieved a full
content score in each task engaged in both lower-and higher-level processes. The low
scorers, however, were found to have engaged only in lower-level processes. Within the
same performance levels, different cognitive processes were found to be activated when
compared across listening passages. In Vitamin D, the participants achieved the highest
score (2) although they did not report engaging in pragmatic processing, whereas in Hans
Krebs, they did not achieve it when they did not report engaging in pragmatic processing.

This might be because in Vitamin D, the main point of the text was clearly stated at the
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beginning of the listening passage, whereas in Hans Krebs the main idea was not
explicitly indicated but had to be inferred by the participants. Interestingly, the
participants who reported engaging in only lower-level cognitive processing scored low
on the content (0-0.5). One factor that seemed to stimulate diversity in cognitive

processing behaviours was the nature of the input materials.

7.3.2 Cognitive strategies

This section compares the cognitive strategy use between performance levels and
between tasks with different modalities. For this purpose, the frequencies of each
cognitive strategy used by the participants (whose processing behaviours were compared

for each listening topic, as shown in Table 7.2) were counted.

The results show that there are considerable differences in the cognitive strategies
used when compared between the performance levels but not between tasks with different
modalities. Figures 7.1-7.4 illustrate the proportion of the cognitive strategies used in the
four listening passages, i.e., Corruption, Talent, Vitamin D, and Hans Krebs,
respectively. In each figure, four pie charts demonstrate the cognitive strategies
employed. The two charts at the top present the strategies performed in the listening-to-
speak task by the highest and the lowest-scoring participants, while the bottom two

present the strategies used by those in the listening-to-write task.

In the tasks where Corruption was used as listening input, the results show that
the low scorers in both tasks (the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks)
reported using reconstruction strategies (11%-13%) whereas the high-scorers did not

report doing so (see Figure 7.1). The participants all reported using inferencing,
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elaboration, and fixation. However, the extent of use of inferencing by the high-scorers
was about twice as much as that reported by the low scorers in both tasks. On the other
hand, in the listening-to-write modus, the low-scoring participant applied fixation about

twice as much as the high-scoring participant.

Listening-to-speak: High-scorer Listening-to-speak: Low-scorer

Reconstruction .
Reconstruction

13%

0%

Prediction
0%

Corruption

Listening-to-write: High-scorer Listening-to-write: Low-scorer

Reconstruction .
Reconstruction

11%

0%

Elaboration
11%

Figure 7.1: Cognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities and

between performance levels (Corruption)

With respect to Corruption, it can be concluded that the low scorers in both
listening-to-speak and listening-to-write tasks employed more types of cognitive
strategies than the high-scorers. Reconstruction for instance was used by the low scorers
but not by the high-scorers. However, the high-scorers reported using inferencing more

frequently than the low scorers in both tasks.

In the tasks where Talent was used (see Figure 7.2), the results showed that only

two cognitive strategies — prediction and inferencing — were used by the high-scoring
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participants, and their use of inferencing was about four times higher than the use of
prediction in both tasks (86% vs.14% in the listening-to-speak and 83% vs. 17% in the
listening-to-write tasks). The low-scoring participants reported using more types of
cognitive strategies than the high scorers. In addition to inferencing and prediction, they
used fixation and elaboration. In the listening-to-speak task, fixation was the most
frequently used strategy, comprising 43% of the entire cognitive strategy use. In the
listening-to-write task, fixation and inferencing were the two cognitive strategies the most
frequently used by the low scorer, each accounting for 43%. In all cases, there was no

report of reconstruction use in Talent.

Listening-to-speak: High-scorer Listening-to-speak: Low-scorer
Reconstruction Reconstruction
Elaboration 0% Fixation Elaboration 0%
0% 0% 14%

Talent

Listening-to-write: High-scorer Listening-to-write: Low-scorer
Reconstruction Reconstruction

0% et Elaboration
Fixation 14%

0%

Elaboration
0%

0%

Prediction
0%

Figure 7.2: Cognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities and

between performance levels (Talent)

In conclusion, the comparison of cognitive strategy use in the tasks with Talent in

both the listening-to-speak task and listening-to-write task shows quite a similar pattern.
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More types of cognitive strategies were reported being used by the low scorers in their
listening to Talent in both tasks. While the high-scoring participants used inferencing
most often, the low-scoring participants used fixation and inferencing the most
frequently. The proportion of inferencing used by the low scorer was considerably lower

than that used by the high scorers.

In Vitamin D, there were no low-scoring scorers, so the comparison was made
between high- and average- scoring participants. The results showed that prediction and
inferencing were the two cognitive strategies used by the participants in both tasks and
between the performance levels (see Figure 7.3). The use of inferencing was, however,
about two to three times higher than the use of prediction in both task types. Elaboration
appeared to be used only by the average scorers. Fixation was only reported in the
listening-to-write task. Both elaboration and fixation were however used far less than

inferencing in both tasks.
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Listening-to-speak: High-scorer Listening-to-speak:Average-scorer
Reconstruction Reconstruction
Elaboration 0%

0%

Fixation 0%
0%

Fixation
0%

Prediction
25%

Vitamin D

Listening-to-write: High-scorer Listening-to-write: Average-scorer
Reconstruction Reconstruction
Elaboration 0% 0%
0%

Figure 7.3: Cognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities and

between performance levels (Vitamin D)

In short, the results showed that the participants relied mainly on inferences to fill
gaps in their comprehension while listening to Vitamin D. Although other cognitive
strategies (prediction, elaboration, and fixation) were used, they accounted for a smaller
proportion of the strategies. The only difference found when comparing the strategy used
between tasks with different modalities is that fixation was used in the listening-to-write

task but not in listening-to-speak tasks. However, it only accounts for a small number.

In the tasks with Hans Krebs, the results showed that the participants activated a
number of cognitive strategies. High- and average- scoring participants in the listening-
to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks were quite similar in that they employed
inferencing the most frequently (50%) and their use of prediction accounted for a small
proportion (17%) in both tasks. In the listening-to-speak task, in particular, the single

average-scorer reported using fixation in 16% of the cases and used reconstruction in
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17% of the total reporting of cognitive strategy use. This participant however did not
report using any elaboration. In the listening-to-write task, the high scorer did not appear
to use any fixation or reconstruction strategies, but used elaboration in 33% of the
cognitive strategy use cases. With regard to the low scorers, they reported using
inferencing least (14-17%). In the listening-to-speak task, elaboration was a highly used
strategy by the low scorer, accounting for 43%. In the listening-to-write task, the two

most used strategies were reconstruction and fixation (33% each).

Listening-to-speak: Average-scorer

Reconstruction
17%

Listening-to-speak:Low-scorer

Reconstruction
14%

Elaboration
0%

Prediction
0%

Hans Krebs

Listening-to-write: High-scorer
Reconstruction
0%

Listening-to-write: Low-scorer

Fixation
0%

Predictiol
0%

Figure 7.4: Cognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities and

between performance levels (Hans Krebs)

It can be summarized that in Hans Krebs, quite similar strategies were reported by
the high-, average-, and low-scoring participants to understand the text. However, the
strategies were used with different ranges of frequency. While the high- and average-

scoring participants tended to rely more on inferencing, the low-scoring participants
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depended more on elaboration, fixation, and reconstruction. The strategies employed to

complete tasks with different modalities were quite similar in types and frequency.

In conclusion, the comparison of the cognitive strategy use shows that the
participants differed considerably when comparing between the performance levels. To
comprehend the listening input, the high scorers depended considerably on inferencing
since they reported using this strategy the most frequently for all the listening passages.
In Corruption, Talent and Hans Krebs, in particular, the proportion of inferencing used
by the high scorers was about twice as high as that used by the low scorers. On the other
hand, the low scorers were found to have relied mainly on three cognitive strategies:
fixation, reconstruction, and elaboration, to solve their comprehension problems. When
comparing between the tasks with different modalities (listening-to-speak versus
listening-to-write), it was found that quite similar strategies were activated although in

some listening passages they were used to different extents.

7.3.3 Metacognitive strategies

As presented in Chapter 6, six metacognitive strategies were used to manage the listening
process in the listening-to-summarize tasks. They are 1) preparing for listening, 2)
selective attention, 3) directed attention, 4) comprehension monitoring, 5) real-time
assessment of input, and 6) comprehension evaluation. This section compares the use of
these strategies between performance levels and tasks with different modalities. The
results of the comparison are presented in Figures 7.5-7.8, beginning with the tasks with
Corruption and then those with Talent, Vitamin D, and Hans Krebs, respectively. In each

figure, the two pie charts at the top present the metacognitive strategies used in the
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listening-to-speak tasks, comparing these between the participants with different
performance scores. The two charts at the bottom compare those used in the listening-to-

write tasks.

With reference to Corruption (see Figure 7.5), the results show that
comprehension monitoring and preparing for listening are the two metacognitive
strategies used by all the participants compared. Comprehension monitoring was,
however, used the most frequently by the high scorer in the listening-to-speak task,
accounting for 45% of the participant’s use of metacognitive strategies. Selective
attention was another metacognitive strategy frequently used by this participant,
accounting for 33%. The low scorers in both the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-
write tasks appeared to use directed attention the most frequently. The proportion of this
strategy used in the listening-to-write task was almost twice as much as that used in the
listening-to-speak task (60% vs. 33%). Only the high-scorer in the listening-to-write task
appeared to use comprehension evaluation and real-time assessment of input and only the

high scorer in the listening-to-speak task did not report using directed attention.
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Figure 7.5: Metacognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities

and between performance levels (Corruption)

In short, the results suggest that both the high and the low scorers are relatively
different in their use of metacognitive strategies while listening to Corruption. The high
scorers appeared to have employed more types of metacognitive strategies than the low
scorers in both tasks. The two strategies frequently used in both the tasks and by the high
and the low scorers are comprehension monitoring and directed attention. They, however,
were used at different frequency rates. Comparing between the tasks with different

modalities, quite similar types of strategies were found and used with similar extents.

Figure 7.6 illustrates the metacognitive strategies activated in the tasks with
Talent. Only three metacognitive strategies were reported for these tasks, i.e.
comprehension monitoring, selective attention, and directed attention. The high and the

low scorers, except for the low scorer in the listening-to-speak task, reported using
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comprehension monitoring the most frequently, comprising approximately two-thirds of
all metacognitive strategy use. In the listening-to-speak task, comprehension monitoring
was used in combination with selective attention whereas in the listening-to-write task it
was used with directed attention. With regard to the low-scoring participant in the
listening-to-speak task, although he reported using comprehension monitoring and
directed attention, his use of directed attention was about two times higher than that of

comprehension monitoring (67% vs. 33%).

Listening-to-speak: High scorer _Listening-to-speak: Low scorer
Comprehension . Real-time Preparing for
. evaluation Preparing for assessing of listening
Real-time 0% listening input
assessing of 0% 0%
input
0%

Comprehension
evaluation
0% Selective
attention
0%

Directed
attention
0%

Talent

Listening-to-write: High scorer Listening-to-write: Low scorer
Preparing for Preparing for
listenin Selective
attention
0%

Comprehension
evaluation
0%

listening Comprehension
evaluation  Selective Real-time
0% attention assessing of
0% input
0%

Real-time
assessing of
input
0%

Figure 7.6: Metacognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities

and between performance levels (Talent)

To sum up, three metacognitive strategies (comprehension monitoring, selective
attention, and directed attention) were reported being used by the participants to manage
their listening to Talent. Comprehension monitoring was the most frequently used by the
high-scoring participants in both tasks and the low scorer in the listening-to-write task.

The low scorer in the listening-to-speak task relied mainly on directed attention.
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In the tasks with Vitamin D, only high and average scorers were found and as a
result these were compared. A variety of metacognitive strategies was reported being
used by these participants, with the high-scorer in the listening-to-speak using more types
of metacognitive strategies than the others. The two common metacognitive strategies
shared among the participants are comprehension monitoring and selective attention.
Comprehension monitoring was used the most frequently by the participants in both the
listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks. Interestingly, only high-scoring
participants in both tasks reported using real-time assessment of the input (17% and

20%).
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Real-time 0% 17%
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Figure 7.7: Metacognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities

and between performance levels (Vitamin D)

In summary, the results suggest that the participants, including high and average
scorers, are similar in their metacognitive strategy behavior in that they relied mainly on

comprehension monitoring to manage their listening to Vitamin D. However, they
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differed in that the average scorers did not appear to have engaged in real-time
assessment of input, or assessed whether the input was important for the summary task,
whereas the high scorers did. A slight difference was found when comparing between the
tasks with different modalities. That is, comprehension evaluation was used in the
listening-to-write task but not in the listening-to-speak task. This however accounts for a

small number.

In the tasks with Hans Krebs, the results showed that the high/average versus low
scorers differed in their use of metacognitive strategies (see Figure 7.8). The high and the
average scorers appeared to use more types of strategies than the low scorers in both
tasks. The single average scorer in the listening-to-speak task reported using
comprehension monitoring with the largest proportion (60%). The high scorer in the
listening-to-write task, on the other hand, reported using real-time assessment of input the
most frequently (45%) and his use of comprehension monitoring accounted for only 11%.
For the low scorers, directed attention comprised the largest proportion, accounting for
67% in the listening-to-speak task and 100% in the listening-to-write task; in fact, it was

the only metacognitive strategy reported by the low scorer.
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Figure 7.8: Metacognitive strategies compared between tasks with different modalities

and between performance levels (Hans Krebs)

In sum, real-time assessment of input is the metacognitive strategy most
frequently used by the high scorer, and comprehension monitoring by the average scorer
in their listening to Hans Krebs. The low scorers on the other hand relied on directed
attention. This might be because during the listening process, their attention was
frequently disrupted and they thus had to direct their attention back to the listening text.
Quite similar types of strategies were activated in both listening-to-speak and listening-

to-write tasks.

To conclude, the comparison of metacognitive strategies used by participants with
different performance levels revealed a number of differences. The high and the average
scorers were likely to use more types of metacognitive strategies with a high frequency of

comprehension monitoring use. For some listening passages (Hans Krebs and
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Corruption), the high scorers also reported using real-time assessment of input. Their use
of this strategy was in fact the main difference between the metacognitive strategies used
by the high and the lower scoring participants. With regard to the low scorers, apart from
applying fewer types of metacognitive strategies, they relied heavily on the directed
attention strategy. This can be clearly seen in their listening to Hans Krebs, Talent, and
Corruption. The comparison between the tasks with different modalities (listening-to-
speak and listening-to-write) indicated that quite similar metacognitive strategies were

used although they were used to different extents.

7.4 Overall picture of comprehension processing behaviours compared
between intermediate and highly-able listeners during different

periods of the listening tasks

The comparisons of the participants’ listening comprehension processing behaviours
suggests that the processes and strategies activated by the participants were different
when compared between the performance levels, and a few small differences were
observed when compared between the tasks with different modalities (listening-to-speak
vs. listening-to-write). To obtain a clearer picture of how the participants with different
performance levels differ in their task processing, the study further analyzed their
comprehension processing behaviours at different periods of the listening: 1) at the

beginning, 2) while listening, and 3) towards the end of the listening.

For this purpose, the data from the two participants who scored the highest (P3)
and the lowest (P7) overall were further analyzed and compared (see Table 7.1 for the

participants’ scores). The participant scoring the highest was considered a highly-able
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listener in this study as he obtained full marks for content on all tasks (8/8), whereas the
one who scored the lowest (2.5/8) can be regarded as an intermediate listener rather than
a low ability listener, since this participant had 8.0 in the IELTS listening band and an
overall band of 7.0. As the comparisons of the cognitive processes and strategies of
different participants (see Sections 7.2 and 7.3) indicate quite similar patterns in the
strategies used by participants at the same performance level (high/average vs. low), only
the processes and strategies of the two ‘extreme’ participants, i.e., the highest and the

lowest scorers, are compared here.

This analysis showed that, in general, the types of cognitive processes and
strategies activated by these two participants were quite similar. Nevertheless, four main
differences were observed: 1) the intermediate listener did not appear to have performed
the cognitive processes as effectively as did the highly-able listener, 2) the intermediate
listener did not appear to use real-time assessment of input whereas the highly-able
listener did, 3) the intermediate listener’s use of the cognitive strategies (inferencing and
elaboration) was not as successful as that of the highly-able listener, and 4) the
intermediate listener reported using the reconstruction strategy whereas the highly-able

listener did not.

Figure 7.9 visualizes the overall comprehension processing behaviours of the
highly-able listener compared to the intermediate one. The listening process has been
divided into three periods, i.e. the beginning of the listening, while listening, and towards
the end of the listening. At the centre of the figure are the cognitive processes activated

by both intermediate and highly-able listeners.
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On the left-hand side of the figure are the strategies (cognitive and metacognitive)
employed by the intermediate listener to assist the listening process. Those activated by

the highly-able listener are presented on the right-hand side.

At the beginning of the listening

The analysis showed that the processes activated at the beginning of the listening
process by both the intermediate and highly-able listeners were similar. That is, they both
prepared for the listening by rehearsing the task instructions, reducing their task anxiety,
and getting ready to listen. After listening to a few sentences and being able to recognize
some words or chunks of words, they started anticipating what they were going to hear

next. Then they focused their attention selectively on what they predicted to hear.

While listening

A major difference between the intermediate and the highly-able listeners’
comprehension processing was found whilst they were listening and in their abilities to
process text at the lower level and the use of some strategies — inferencing, elaboration,
and real-time assessment of input. After predicting the incoming text and selectively
focusing their attention on what they had anticipated to hear, the listeners continued
processing the text. The cognitive processes were activated interactively. Input from each
stage of processing appeared to be either passed onto the next stage of processing or sent
back for further processing when it was ambiguous or unknown. At the same time, the
incoming text was processed and informed by the results of earlier and on-going
processing. What monitored these cognitive processes was comprehension monitoring.

However, the cognitive processing of the intermediate listener was not as efficient as that
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of the highly-able listener, especially the word recognition and parsing processes, where

several key words/ ideas went unrecognized by the intermediate listener.

Along with cognitive processing, three cognitive strategies (fixation, inferencing,
and elaboration) were employed to solve listening problems. Fixation in particular was
used at the linguistic processing level to identify words and phrases that were unclear,
both in meaning and spelling. Then attention was directed away from the problematic
part of the information and brought back to the input signal through the use of
metacognitive strategies (directed attention). At the comprehension processing level, two
cognitive strategies (inferencing and elaboration) were employed to conceptualize the
meaning of the text. The inferences and the elaborations made by the intermediate
listener were, however, not as effective as those of the highly-able listener. This was
because, as revealed by the data obtained, the intermediate listener did not make
inferences on key information, and the elaborations were based on background
knowledge that was not in line with the textual information, resulting in the participant’s
misunderstanding of the text. Some of the fixed, inferred, and elaborated information was
then sent back to assist cognitive processing whereas some was passed on for further

processing.

In the case of the highly-able listener, after making inferences and elaborations,
he also checked the inferred or elaborated information against the incoming text and
assessed whether it was relevant to the current text and whether that piece of the text was
important for the summary task. When the highly-able listener thought that the text was

important but it was not entirely clear how it would connect to his current textual
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understanding, he appeared to rely on bottom-up processing to solve his problem. That is,
he directed his attention to the incoming text and paid attention to words/phrases or
parsed information in order to figure out the links between the texts’ ideas. Unlike the
highly-able listener, the intermediate one adhered to his inferred and elaborated
information and did not appear to question or assess whether that information was

accurate according to the text.

Towards the end of the listening

The analysis revealed that towards the end of the listening, both the highly-able
and the intermediate listener evaluated their overall comprehension of the text. The
highly-able listener appeared to be satisfied with his own understanding and thought that
he was ready to produce a summary of the listening. The intermediate listener, on the
other hand, realized that he had missed some key points of the listening text. Therefore,
he reconstructed the missing ideas from the information he had gained in order to make

his understanding of the text complete.

7.5 Summary

In this chapter, sub-analyses were conducted on the data on the cognitive processes and
strategies employed by the participants to understand the listening materials in the
listening-to-summarize tasks. This was done to investigate whether there were any
differences in the processes and strategies between performance levels and tasks with
different modalities. The results suggest only a few small differences in the listening
comprehension processing behaviours when compared between the tasks with different

modalities (the listening-to-speak versus listening-to-write tasks). That is, the participants
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reported activating quite similar types of processes and strategies with slightly different
levels of frequency. However, comparing between the performance levels, more
differences were observed. With regard to the cognitive processes, it was found that the
low scorers were likely to perform linguistic processing and semantic processing at the
local level. Although they conducted semantic processing at the global level, it was not as
successful as that performed by the high-scorers. With reference to their use of the
cognitive strategies, the low-scoring participants appeared to employ more types of
strategies than did the high-scoring participants. While the high-scorers appeared to rely
more on inferencing, the low scorers appeared to more frequently use elaboration,
fixation, and reconstruction. In terms of metacognitive strategies, the high-scoring
participants appeared to activate more types of these strategies. In addition, the high
scorers appeared to rely more on comprehension monitoring and real-time assessment of
input, whereas the low scorers employed directed attention more frequently. When
participants used similar processing/strategies, often there were differences in the extent

of usage and degree of success between the high and low scorers.
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Chapter 8 Perceptions of tasks and of listening task
difficulty

8.1 Introduction

Test-takers’ perceptions of tasks and task difficulty are another element that this research
aimed to study, in addition to the comprehension processes and strategies used to
complete the tasks. This is to see how test-takers perceive the tasks in terms of their
authenticity, fairness, and difficulty. The second research question thus asks ‘what are
ESL test-takers’ perceptions of (adapted) PTE Academic listening-to-summarize tasks
and of listening task difficulty?’ In order to answer this question, the perception
questionnaires with a five-point Likert scale were administered to the 60 students

participating in Group B (see 3.3) after they finished each listening-to-summarize task.

In this chapter, the participants’ average performance scores on different
components are first presented to give the readers insight into the level the participants
achieved on the tasks (8.2). In order to evaluate the quality of the questionnaire data, the
guestionnaire was analysed; the results of the analysis are provided in 8.3. Next, the
participants’ perceptions on three aspects are described in three different sections, i.e.
perceptions of the task’s authenticity in 8.4, test fairness in 8.5, and listening task
difficulty in 8.6. Then, the relationships between the perceptions of listening task
difficulty and task performance are presented in 8.7. A summary of this chapter is

provided in 8.8.
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8.2 The participants’ performance scores

This section provides the performance scores of the participants whose questionnaire data

were analysed and correlated to their task performances. The scores (see Table 8.1) are

presented according to the tasks with different modalities and the four listening passages

provided in each task group.

Task/ N Performance scores
Listening passage
Content (0-2) Pronunciation (0-5 Fluency (0-5)

Listening-to-speak Min. | Max. | Mean | Std. Min. | Max. | Mean | Std. Min. | Max. | Mean | Std.
Corruption 30 | 0.50 1.50 0.92 0.37 | 1.00 4.50 2.35 0.67 | 1.00 4.00 2.60 0.64
Hans Krebs 30 | 0.00 2.00 0.75 0.45 | 1.50 3.00 2.33 0.42 | 1.50 4.00 2.52 0.62
Talent 30 | 0.00 2.00 1.03 0.51 | 2.00 3.50 2.45 0.51 | 2.00 4.00 2.85 0.53
Vitamin D 30 | 0.00 2.00 1.03 0.51 | 2.00 3.50 2.45 0.51 | 2.00 4.00 2.85 0.53
Listening-to-write Content (0-2) Grammar (0-2) Vocabulary (0-2)

Min. Max. | Mean | Std. Min. Max. | Mean | Std. Min. Max. | Mean | Std.
Corruption 30 | 0.50 2.00 0.97 0.41 | 0.00 2.00 0.92 0.47 | 0.50 2.00 1.00 0.47
Hans Krebs 30 | 0.00 2.00 0.43 0.68 | 0.00 2.00 0.90 0.40 | 0.50 2.00 1.05 0.48
Talent 30 | 0.00 2.00 1.12 0.49 | 0.50 1.50 0.98 0.28 | 0.00 2.00 0.93 0.41
Vitamin D 30 | 0.00 2.00 1.22 0.47 | 0.50 2.00 0.98 0.33 | 0.50 2.00 1.17 0.40

Table 8.1: Group B participants’ performance scores

Generally, the analyses show higher mean scores for the tasks with Talent and
Vitamin D than those with Corruption and Hans Krebs in almost every component,
including content, pronunciation, and fluency in the listening-to-speak tasks, and content
and grammar in the listening-to-write tasks. The only exception is for the vocabulary
aspect in the listening-to-write tasks where a higher mean score was found for the tasks
with Corruption and Hans Krebs than for Talent. The overall performance scores fall at
the moderate level in almost every component. The only exception was the mean content
score of the listening-to-write task with Hans Krebs (M= 0.43), which can be considered
a low performance. In the listening-to-speak tasks, the average content scores for the four
listening passages ranged between 0.75-1.03 out of 2, the pronunciation average scores

ranged between 2.33-2.45 out of 5, and the fluency average scores were 2.52-2.85 out of
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5. In the listening-to-write tasks, the mean content scores ranged between 0.43-1.22 out
of 2, the mean grammar scores were 0.90-0.98 out of 2, and the mean vocabulary scores

were 0.93-1.17 out of 2.

8.3 The analysis of the questionnaires

The questionnaire, which was composed of 23 statements, aimed to measure perceptions
in three respects, i.e. perceptions of 1) task authenticity, 2) task fairness, and 3) listening
task difficulty (see 3.4.4). As multiple items were included to measure each component, a
factor analysis was carried out to evaluate the association of the questionnaire items
underlying the same construct. Table 8.2 presents the results of the analysis, according to
the two types of questionnaires used: the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write
questionnaires. These two questionnaires are generally similar in terms of what they
aimed to measure. The only difference was that some items were reworded to correspond

to the productive skills involved in the task performance (i.e. from ‘speak’ to ‘write’).

Variable Questionnaire  No. of Item no. Eigenvalue % of o*
items variance
explained
Tasks’ Listen-to-speak 2 1,2 1.19 59.68 74
authenticity Listen-to-write 1.29 64.62 .76
Tasks’ fairness  Listen-to-speak 3 34,5 2.07 69.01 .86
Listen-to-write 1.82 60.92 .81
Code Listen-to-speak 5 6,7,8,9,10 1.88 37.65 .69
complexity Listen-to-write 1.63 32.72 .67
Cognitive Listen-to-speak 4 11,12,13,14 1.08 27.02 .70
familiarity Listen-to-write 1.68 32.94 74
Cognitive Listen-to-speak 5 15,16,17,18, 1.30 26.06 .65
processing Listen-to-write 19 1.20 24.06 .67
Communicatio  Listen-to-speak 4 20,21,22, 1.48 37.06 .68
n stress Listen-to-write 23 1.56 39.02 .69
*Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha)
N =120

Table 8.2: The analyses of questionnaire components and reliability
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To evaluate the questionnaires, two types of values were calculated, i.e.
eigenvalues and reliability values. The eigenvalues are used to explain the extent to
which sub-components indicate the substantive importance of a component. According to
Field (2005), an eigenvalue which is greater than 1 shows that the sub-components
(eigenvectors) are significantly related and cluster as a factor (variable). The eigenvalues
of 1.08-2.07 found in this study can thus be interpreted to indicate that the items included

in each component significantly represent the component they belong to.

In addition, the questionnaires were also analysed for their reliability. The
reliability values, as indicated by o (Cronbach’s Alpha), were found to vary between 0.65
and 0.86. Although generally the reliability value of >.80 is suggested to indicate good
reliability, acceptable values, as suggested by Field (2005) can be lower, depending on
the number of the items underlying the same construct. When a small number of items
are used (e.g., 3-5 items), the acceptable value can be levelled down to 0.6 (Field, 2005).
The values between 0.65 and 0.86 of the variables, which include 2-5 items in this study,

thus suggested acceptable reliability of the questionnaires.

8.4 Perceptions of task authenticity

Listening-to-summarize tasks have been integrated in language testing to form more
authentic test tasks and tap into the abilities required in real-world communication. In
practice, however, it is largely unknown to what extent test-takers, who are directly
affected by this task type, view the tasks as authentic. The first two items of the

questionnaires were thus designed to tap into perceptions of task authenticity.
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The results, as presented in Table 8.3, shows that a majority of the participants
thought that the listening-to-summarize tasks, both the listening-to-speak and the
listening-to-write, represent the tasks they encounter in their actual academic context.
63.3% of the participants agreed and 21.7% strongly agreed that the listening-to-speak
tasks simulate academic situations. Only 2.5% disagreed with this. For the listening-to-
write tasks, 60% of agreement and 30% of strong agreement was found, and only 5.8%
disagreed with this statement. In addition, three quarters of the participants (75%)
(strongly) agreed that the listening-to-speak tasks assess the English ability required in
academic studies and a majority of the participants (80.8%) (strongly) agreed with this

statement with respect to the listening-to-write tasks.

Tasks authenticity Task N Frequency (percentage)
type Strongly Disagree  neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
1. The task simulates a situation in L-S 120 0 e gn/) (121550/ (63730/) (212;30/)
H . 0 . 0 . 0 . 0
academic contexts. LW ) 5 . 75 36
(0.8%) (5.0%) (4.2%)  (60.0%)  (30.0%)
2. The task assessed the English ability L-S 120 0 @2%) (20220/) (556;0/) (19230/)
H H . 0 . 0 . 0 . 0
required for academic study LW 1 p 18 o7 30
(0.8%) (33%)  (15.0%)  (55.8%)  (25.0%)

Table 8.3: Perceptions of task authenticity

In summary, the results suggest that the participants perceive both the listening-
to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks as authentic. They thought that the tasks
simulated the situations they encounter in their real life and that the tasks assess the

ability in English that they need to perform in academic studies.

8.5 Perceptions of test fairness

Table 8.4, which includes three statements, reports on participants’ view of task fairness.

The results showed that more than half of the participants (strongly) agreed that both
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tasks fairly assess their academic English (see Item 3), i.e. 60.8% for the listening-to-
speak tasks and 66.7% for the listening-to-write tasks. When being asked whether the
tasks accurately tap into their academic English listening ability, a significant number of
the participants (79.1% for listening-to-speak and 73.4% for listening-to-write tasks)
(strongly) agreed that the tasks were able to do so and only a very small number of the
participants disagreed with this statement (5.8% for the listening-to-speak and 1.7% for
the listening-to-write tasks). Regarding the potential of the tasks to accurately assess
productive skills, i.e. speaking and writing, about two-thirds of the participants (strongly)
agreed that the tasks accurately measured the productive skills involved in task
performance, 70.9% for assessing speaking ability and 65.8% for writing ability. A small
number of the participants (about 10%) thought that the tasks (both listening-to-speak and
listening-to-write tasks) did not accurately assess their productive skills and about a

quarter of the participants had a neutral view on this statement.

Tasks fairness Task N Frequency (percentage)
type Strongly Disagree  neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
3. This is a fair way to assess my ability L-S 120 a 30/) (81:3/) (29320/) (45530/) (15130/)
H H H A0 070 .£70 U700 .070,
to use English in academic contexts LW . 1 29 it "
(9.2%)  (242%)  (46.7%)  (20.0%)
4. The task accurately reflects my L-S 120 o éo/) 6 80/) (15130/) (60720/) (182?2’0/)
H H H il B 0 B 0 . 0 . 0 . 0
English listening ability LW ) > 30 & 26
(L7%)  (250%)  (5L7%) (2L.7%)
5. The task accurately reflects my L-S  119* 0 12 22 65 20
English speaking/writing ability. (10%)  (183%)  (54.2%)  (16.7%)
L-W 120 2 9 30 64 15
(1.7%) (75%)  (25.0%) (53.3%)  (12.5%)

*1 missing

Table 8.4: Perceptions of tasks fairness

To sum up, the participants generally thought that the tasks accurately assessed
their academic English abilities and the skills involved in task performance. The number

of participants who thought that the tasks accurately measured their comprehension skills
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(listening) was slightly higher than those considering that the tasks accurately assessed

their productive skills (speaking/writing).

8.6 Perceptions of listening task difficulty

The questions on perceptions of difficulty in this study were designed to tap into the
difficulty of the listening passages used as input materials. The results from this section
were then related to participants’ listening task performances in order to investigate their
relationship. Following Skehan (1996; 1998), the perceptions of difficulty were
investigated according to three input characteristics: code complexity, cognitive
complexity in two areas (cognitive familiarity and cognitive processing demands), and

communication stress (see 2.5.2).

8.6.1 Code complexity

Perceptions of code or linguistic complexity were investigated with reference to five
features of texts’ linguistic characteristics. They are lexical complexity (Item 6), syntactic
complexity (Item 7), information density (Item 8), information redundancy (Item 9), and
discourse complexity (Item 10). Tables 8.5-8.8 present the participants’ perceptions of
code complexity of the four listening passages used, i.e. Corruption, Hans Krebs, Talent,

and Vitamin D, respectively in the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks.

Compared across the five aspects of code complexity, information density (Item
8) was one element (strongly) agreed on by a high number of the participants. Many

(57.6%-76.7%) thought they had to process many important ideas whilst listening to three
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of the listening passages, namely Corruption, Hans Krebs, and Talent. For Vitamin D, a

different picture was found as a third of the participants did not agree with this statement.

The perceptions of lexical difficulty, structural complexity, information
redundancy, and discourse complexity were found to be similar in pattern for the tasks
with Talent and Vitamin D. That is, the highest number of the participants (almost 50%
for Talent and slightly over 50% for Vitamin D) disagreed that the vocabulary was
difficult (Item 6) or the sentence structures were complicated (Item 7). Moreover, more
than half of them agreed that there was textual redundancy and the key ideas in the texts
were paraphrased or repeated more than once (Item 9). Approximately two-thirds agreed
that the ideas in the passage were clearly connected (Item 10). For Corruption, although
about half of the participants (strongly) agreed on the occurrence of textual redundancy
and clear organization of the text, almost half of them held neutral views on its lexical

and structural complexity.

Unlike its counterparts, the Hans Krebs passage was perceived to be lexically and
structurally complex by almost half of the participants. Over two-thirds of them, in
addition, perceived the textual information as dense and only one-fourth thought that its
important ideas were paraphrased or repeated more than once. Almost half of the
participants held a neutral view on this passage’s discourse complexity, neither agreeing

nor disagreeing that the text’s ideas were clearly connected.
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Code complexity T
ask N
(Corruption) N ~ Frequency (percentage)
ype z'grongly disagree neutral agree Strongl
6. Vocabulary in the listening L-S 30 Is'alg = 6 13 disagrgeg
passage was difficult for 3 8 i
me. - - ( .i%) (2090% 43.3%) (26.7%) (6.7%)
11 8 1
|7_- Sentence structures in the L-S 30 (3‘?1)%) (30.;)%) GeL0 e 74 G20
istening passage were (3.3% 7 ; :
- - 1 - ?
complicated for me. LW 30 0 : ( 61;/0) (56é7%) (16;%) o
3
8d There were a lot of important LS 30 (40f%) (2657%) e d02%)
ideas to be processed during the ° 3 8
- - 3‘ L
listening passage. ’ L-W 30 0 : g@ (26.57%) (43i3%) 0.7
. 4
?‘- Important ideas in the L-S 30 (6'1720/0) (16217%) (B35 (2. 2)
istening passage were ° ¥ :
40.0%
paraphrased or repeated more LW 30 o e = e
than once. 0 (2373"/) ¢ 9 3 -
- . 0
10. Ideas in the listening L-s 30 5 e e o
passage were clearly conn ° 3 7 ;
y ected. —— = (16-47 %) (43-43%) (36.7%) (3.3%)
0 22
(13.3%) (13.3%) (73.3% 0
Table 8.5: Percepti i .
ptions of code complexity (Corruption)
Code complexity Task N
(Hans Krebs) type strond] 'Frequency (percentage)
. digong y disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage Ls 30 a1g a e
was difficult for me. (3:3%) 1 50 3 7 ;
L 3% ( 6.27 %) (33.3%)  (36.7%)  (10.0%)
0 14 10 4
7. Sentence structures in the listening L-S 30 1 (6;%) o) (580 (380
passage were complic ; % ;
plicated for me. L (3.3%) (30.2%) (261.2%) (36.7%) (3.3%)
0 7 3
E. There were a lot of important ideasto  L-S 30 (13'43%) G (30 (00H)
e processed during the listenin ° ; g 7
e broc g W (13.23%) (16.57%) (46.7%)  (23.3%)
0 17 6
9. Important ideas in the listening L-S 30 1 (6i7:A)) Qo) (e rn) (20.0%)
passage were paraphrased or re 3.39 6 9
more than once. peated L-W ( 'i/O) (4697%) (201.2%) (30'5%) i
10. Ideas in the listening passage were L-S 30 e e e T X
clearly connected. 0 ; 9 Y o ;
L (16.37A3) (401.2%) (40.0%) (3.3%)
e ge P : 0 (10.0%)  (46.7%) (331.2%) 10 ?)%)
.0: Ferc i |
eptions of code complexity (Hans Krebs)
Code complexity Task N
(Talen) type o _Frequency (percentage)
. diggn?;y disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage Ls 30 - 12 dleagree
was difficult for me ° 7 6 ;
. W . (4018%) (36.7%)  (20.0%) (3.3%)
9 5
7. Sentence structures in the listening L-S 30 e (333%) Goon (or) i
passage were compli ° g ;
plicated for me. W 5 (361.3%) (361.3%) (26.7%) 0
7
8. There were a lot of important ideasto  L-S 30 (103)%) (3323%) B 220 i
9 18 1
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be processed during the listening (6.7%)  (30.0%)  (60.0%) (3-?5%)

L-w 4 9 15
passage. 0 (133%)  (30.0%)  (500%)  (6.7%)

9. Important ideas in the listening L-S 30 0 8 7 15 0

(26.7%)  (23.3%)  (50.0%)
passage were paraphrased or repeated LW 3 5 15 3

more than once. 0 (100%)  (300%)  (50.0%)  (10.0%)
10. Ideas in the listening passage were L-S 30 0 1 12 14 3
clearly connected. Lw (3?%) (401-3%) (461-;%) (10.0%)
0 (33%)  (333%)  (63.3%) 0
Table 8.7: Perceptions of code complexity (Talent)
Code complexity Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Vitamin D) type Strongly  disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage L-S 30 (10%0/) (5013% (2687 % (1343 % 0
was difficult for me. e 7 s 5%
L-W 4 10 13 3
(13.3%)  (33.3%)  (43.3%)  (10.0%) 0
7. Sentence structures in the listening L-S 30 (13‘; %) (5311350/) (3315)0/) 0 0
H 070 070 070
passage were complicated for me. LW 3 " ) o .
(10.0%)  (46.7%)  (13.3%)  (30.0%)
8. There were a lot of important ideasto L-S 30 10 110 9 . 8 . 10
be processed during the listening LW (3? %) (36-17 %) (301-‘;/0) (26-77 %) (3-2 %)
passage. (33%)  (33%)  (50.3%)  (23.3%)  (16.7%)
9. Important ideas in the listening L-S 30 0 50 80 140 30
passage were paraphrased or repeated | (6%~ (26.1%)  (16.7%)  (10.0%)
more than once. 0 267%)  (233%)  (433%)  (6.7%)
10. Ideas in the listening passage were L-S 30 0 0 40 210 50
clearly connected. LW ) (13-93 %) (701-3 %) (16.7%)
- 0 0

(6.7%)  (30.0%)  (63.3%)

Table 8.8: Perceptions of code complexity (Vitamin D)

With respect to code complexity, it can be summarized that Hans Krebs is likely
to be the most linguistically complex as a majority of the participants considered the
textual information to be dense. About half of them thought it was lexically and
structurally complex and the important ideas were not paraphrased or repeated. Talent
and Vitamin D were considered less lexically and syntactically complex than Corruption
and Hans Krebs. Although about half of the participants (strongly) agreed on the
occurrence of textual redundancy and a clear organization in Corruption, about half of
them held neutral views on its lexical and structural complexity. Hence, it is likely that

Hans Krebs, as perceived by this group of participants, was linguistically the most
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difficult text whereas Corruption was neutral in terms of code complexity and Talent and

Vitamin D were comparatively easier.

8.6.2 Cognitive complexity

The investigation of cognitive complexity, as indicated earlier in this section, related to

two aspects, i.e. cognitive familiarity and cognitive processing demands.

Cognitive familiarity

Cognitive familiarity is associated with the participants’ familiarity with the
content (Item 11), the predictability of the content (Item 12), their familiarity with the

discourse genre (Item 13), and familiarity with the task requirements (Item 14).

The perceptions of cognitive familiarity for the four listening passages were
similar in pattern (see Tables 8.9-8.12). About half of the participants indicated that they
were not familiar with the text content (Item 11) or did not think that they could predict
the content of the text after listening to the first few sentences (ltem 12) — with the
highest number of the participants found to share this view for Hans Krebs (60.0% for the
listening-to-speak task and 80.0% for the listening-to-write task). Almost half of the
participants held a neutral view (neither agreed nor disagreed) on familiarity with the task

structure (Items 13 and 14).

Cognitive familiarity Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Corruption) type Strongly disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
11. 1 am familiar with the content of L-S 30 (1657 % (331;)0/) (361%0/) (1343 % 0
H H . 0 . 0 . 0 . 0
the listening passage. LW 3 13 5 5 .
(10.0%)  (43.3%)  (30.0%)  (16.7%)
12. I could predict the rest of listening  L-S 30 4 7 12 6 1
content after listening to the first few (13.3%)  (23.3%)  (40.0%)  (20.0%) (3.3%)
L-W 5 15 7 3 0
sentences. (16.7%)  (50.0%)  (23.3%)  (10.0%)
13. I am familiar with academic L-S 30 1 2 15 11 1
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lectures in English. Lw (3.3%) (6-;%) (501-2%) (36-97%) (3-2%)
- 0
(6.7%)  (53.3%)  (30.0%)  (10.0%)
14. | am familiar with listening to an L-S 30 50 110 70 40
academic text and then orally LW (10'3?@ (16'77 %) (361-1/“) (23-93/") (13.3%)
summarizing it/writing its summary. ) (10.0%) (233%) (36.7%)  (30.0%) 0
Table 8.9: Perceptions of cognitive familiarity (Corruption
y
Cognitive familiarity Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Hans Krebs) type Strongly  disagree Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
11. I am familiar with the content of L-S 30 100 9 | 6 . 4 . 10
the listening passage. Lw (3312”’) (301'8/") (ZO'E?A’) (13'13/") (3.3%)
- 0
(433%)  (33.3%)  (20.0%)  (3.3%)
12. | could predict the rest of listening L-S 30 100 80 60 60 0
content after listening to the first few (331'§A’) (261'1/") (20.[?/0) (20-10/")
sentences. 29%  433%)  (36.7%)  (133%)  (3.3%) 0
13. I am familiar with academic L-S 29* 0 0 16 13 0
lectures in English. LW 1 3 (531'2/") (43';‘/") 1
(33%)  (10.0%)  (53.3%)  (30.0%) (3.3%)
14. 1 am familiar with listening to an L-S 30 50 50 100 60 40
academic text and then orally LW (16'27 %) (16'37 %) (331-?") (20-70 %) (13f %)
summarizing it/writing its summary. 29%  (67%)  (10.0%)  (433%)  (23.3%)  (13.3%)
“1 missing
Table 8.10: Perceptions of cognitive familiarity (Hans Krebs)
Cognitive familiarity Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Talent) type Strongly  disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
11. I am familiar with the content of L-S 30 L 13 > 2 0
the listening passage. Lw (3'3@ (431'2/") (16'77 %) (36'67 %) ,
(6.7%)  (43.3%)  (23.3%)  (20.0%) (6.7%)
12. | could predict the rest of listening L-S  29* 50 100 70 60 10
content after listening to the first few (16'17 %) (331'32’/") (23'7“’) (Zo'é’/") (3%”’)
sentences. U 29%  33m)  (40.0%)  (233%)  (20.0%)  (10.0%)
13. I am familiar with academic L-S 29* " ;0/) 6 50/) (501(5)0/) (30%0/) @ ;0/)
lectures in English. A7 e 70 S0 o0
LW 39 0 (10.36%) (561.;%) (26.87%) (6.5%)
14. | am familiar with listening to an L-S 30 3 7 12 2 6
academic text and then orally LW (10'10%) (23'33%) (4&0) (6-1%) (201-8%)
summarizing it/writing its summary. (33%)  (10.0%)  (40.0%) (13.3%)  (33.3%)
1 missing
Table 8.11: Perceptions of cognitive familiarity (Talent)
Cognitive familiarity Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Vitamin D) type Strongly disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
11. I am familiar with the content of L-S 30 40 90 9 . 60 20
the listening passage. Lw (13f %) (301'2/") (3090/" (20.2 %) (6';/")
(133%)  (36.7) (30.0%)  (13.3%) (6.7%)
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12. I could predict the rest of listening  L-S  29* 3 3 15 7 1
content after listening to the first few (100%)  (100%)  (50.0%)  (233%)  (3.3%)

L-W 5 9 6 10
sentences. (16.7%)  (30.0%)  (20.0%)  (33.3%) 0
13. I am familiar with academic L-S 30 0 3 14 12 1
lectures in English. (10'10%) (461';%) (401'2%) (32%)

L-W

29* 0 B3%)  (50.0%)  (36.7%)  (6.7%)

14. | am familiar with listening to an L-S 30 50 20 90 120 20
academic text and then orally LW (16.7%) (6';@ (301'2/") (40'5% (6';/")
summarizing it/writing its summary. ) 29* 0 (10.0%)  (46.7%)  (16.7%)  (23.3%)

1 missing

Table 8.12: Perceptions of cognitive familiarity (Vitamin D)

Thus, in terms of cognitive familiarity, it can be summarized that overall the
participants were not familiar with the content of the texts. Almost half of them, in

addition, neither agreed nor disagreed that they were familiar with the task structure.

Cognitive processing demands

Cognitive processing demands are associated with five issues, i.e. text
organization (Item 15), amount of online computation (Item 16), sufficiency of
information (Item 17), clarity of information (Item 18), and type of ideas: abstract or
concrete (Item 19). The analysis showed that between 56.6% and 77.6% of the
participants perceived all texts as cognitively demanding in terms of amount of online
computation. That is, they (strongly) agreed they had to pay attention to more than one
idea at a time (Item 16). However, Vitamin D and Talent were thought to be less
cognitively demanding than their counterparts as more than half of the participants
(strongly) agreed that the texts had a clear organization (Item 15) and provided sufficient
information for task performance (Item 17). Moreover, close to two-thirds of the
participants were neutral or did not think that the passages contained a lot of implied
meanings (Item 18) or abstract ideas (Item 19). For Hans Krebs and Corruption, the

perceptions were quite similar. The highest number of the participants (between 40.0%-
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70.0%) appeared to hold a neutral view on the clarity of the text’s organization. About

half of them held a neutral view on directness of information for Corruption, neither

agreeing nor disagreeing that the text’s ideas were explicitly indicated.

Cognitive processing demands Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Corruption) type Strongly  disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
15. The ideas in the listening passage  L-S 30 2 3 21 3 1
were organized clearly. 6.7%)  (10.0%)  (70.0%)  (10.0%) (3.3%)
L-W . 1 4 12 10 2
29%  33%)  (133%)  (40.0%)  (33.3%)  (6.7%)
16. | had to pay attention to morethan L-S 30 2 4 20 4
one idea at apti)r/ne 0 (6.7%)  (13.3%)  (66.7%)  (13.3%)
' L-W 0 0 10 16 4
(33.3%)  (53.3%)  (13.3%)
17. The listening passage provided L-S 30 0 60 60 160 20
sufficient ideas for me to complete an LW (20'10/") (201.(;@ (531'3/") (6'1@
oral summary. 29* 0 (33%)  (433%)  (46.7%)  (3.3%)
18. The listening passage containeda  L-S 30 0 6 30/) (531;50/) (20%0/) " ;0/)
H H H U7 070 U770 70
lot of implied meanings. LW ) 3 10 9 1
(6.7%)  (26.7%)  (33.3%)  (30.0%) (3.3%)
19. The listening passage containeda  L-S 30 (10%% (361%0/) (2687 % (2687 % 0
H .U70 70 70 /0
lot of abstract ideas LW 3 i 9 ; .
(10.0%) (36.7%)  (30.0%)  (23.3%)
"1 missing
Table 8.13: Perceptions of cognitive processing demand (Corruption)
Cognitive processing demand Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Hans Krebs) type Strongly  disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
15. The ideas in the listening passage  L-S 30 e ?1% (23730/) (43130/) (30% % 0
H . 0 . 0 . 0 . 0
were organized clearly. LW 3 5 18 5 1
(10.0%)  (20.0%)  (60.0%)  (6.7%) (3.3%)
16. | had to pay attention to morethan L-S 30 10 13 7
one idea at apti>r/ne 0 0 (333%)  (433%)  (23.3%)
' L-W 0 0 13 14 3
(43.3%)  (46.7%)  (10.0%)
17. The listening passage provided L-S 30 0 80 9 . 120 10
sufficient ideas for me to completean ) (26'77 %) (30'9“’) (401'3/") (3%”’)
oral summary. 29%  33%)  (233%) (30.0%)  (33.3%)  (10.0%)
18. The listening passage containeda  L-S 30 e ?1)0/) (40130/) (30%0/) (2687 % 0
H H H . 0 . 0 . 0 . 0
lot of implied meanings. LW 1 - 11 8 3
(33%)  (233%)  (36.7%)  (26.7%)  (10.0%)
19. The listening passage containeda  L-S 30 6 12 10 2
lot of abstract i(?egs ’ ° (20.0%)  (40.0%)  (333%)  (6.7%)
L-W 1 5 12 8 4
(33%)  (16.7%)  (40.0%)  (26.7%)  (13.3%)

1 missing

Table 8.14: Perceptions of cognitive processing demand (Hans Krebs)
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Cognitive processing demand Task N Frequency (percentage)

(Talent) type Strongly  disagree Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
15. The ideas in the listening passage L-S 30 0 2 1 13 4
were organized clearly 6.7%)  (36.7%)  (43.3%)  (13.3%)
' LW ogw 0 2 9 17 2
29 6.7%)  (30.0%)  (56.7%)  (6.7%)
16. | had to pay attention to morethan L-S 30 0 e éo/) (20% % (662%) (1036 %
H H 070 .U70 70 U7
one idea at a time. LW . 3 5 o )
(10.0%)  (20.0%)  (56.7%)  (13.3%)
17. The listening passage provided L-S  29* 0 1 9 14 5

sufficient ideas for me to complete an (3.3%)  (30.0%)  (46.7%)  (16.7%)

L-W 1 6 9 1 3
oral summary. 29%  33%)  (200%) (30.0%)  (36.7%)  (10.0%)
18. The listening passage containeda  L-S 30 @ ;0/) (4013% (2687 % (30% % 0
H H H 070 U770 70 U770
lot of implied meanings. LW 1 1 4 P .
(33%)  (36.7%)  (46.7%)  (13.3%)
19. The listening passage containeda  L-S 30 0 (1657 %) (47120/) (2687 % (10?())0/)
H 70 070 70 U7
lot of abstract ideas LW 1 i 5 5 p

(33%)  (40.0%)  (16.7%)  (20.0%)  (20.0%)

"1 missing

Table 8.15: Perceptions of cognitive processing demand (Talent)

Cognitive processing demand Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Vitamin D) type Strongly  disagree  Neutral agree Strongly
disagree disagree
15. The ideas in the listening passage  L-S 30 0 20 6 . 180 40
were organized clearly. Lw (6.7%) (2(}2@ (601-2/0) (13-13@
0 0 467%)  (50.0%)  (3.3%)
16. | had to pay attention to morethan  L-S 30 0 (103;) %) (2687 % (53130/) (1030 %
one idea at a time. 7 1% 57 0%,
L-W 3 10 13 4
0 (10.0%)  (33.3%)  (43.3%)  (13.3%)
17. The listening passage provided L-S 30 0 20 110 150 20
sufficient ideas for me to completean |/ (6-1@ (36-97 %) (501-3/0) (6-;@
oral summary. 0 (23.3%)  (30.0%)  (46.7%)  (10.0%)
18. The listening passage contained a L-S 30 S 18 6 1 0
lot of implied meanings. (16-47 %) (6%-0) (Zol-g%) (3-3%)
L-w
(133%)  (300)  (333%)  (23.3%) 0
19. The listening passage contained a L-S 30 (30%% (461;10/) (1343 % (1036 % 0
H .U70 A0 070 U70
lot of abstract ideas LW 3 i3 A s .

(10.0%)  (43.3%)  (26.7%)  (20.0%)

1 missing

Table 8.16: Perceptions of cognitive processing demand (Vitamin D)

Based on the results, it can be concluded that Hans Krebs and Corruption seem to
be more cognitively demanding than Vitamin D and Talent because of unclear text

organization and because more than one idea needed to be processed at a time, according
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to the participants. Vitamin D and Talent, on the other hand, were considered to provide

sufficient ideas for task completion and these ideas were not implicit or abstract.

With regard to cognitive complexity, the analysis showed that most of the
participants were not familiar with the content of the listening passages or did not feel
that they were able to predict the rest of the text correctly after listening to the first few
sentences. The listening tasks were found cognitively demanding, especially in terms of
online computation. The tasks, as perceived by the participants, contained several key
ideas that they had to pay attention to simultaneously. Taking into account all factors
contributing to cognitive complexity, it seems that they found Hans Krebs the most
cognitively demanding task of the four, whereas Vitamin D appeared to be the least

cognitively complicated task in their view.

8.6.3 Communication Stress

Communication stress involves four areas of task characteristics that could possibly cause
stress in task communication. They are time pressure, time limit, length of text, and speed
of presentation. The analysis showed that almost half of the participants felt under time
pressure (Item 20) while performing the listening-to-speak tasks in all listening passages
(60.0% for Corruption, Hans Krebs, and Vitamin D, and 46.7% for Talent). This number
was found to be two times higher than those indicating feeling under time pressure in the
listening-to-write tasks (36.7% for Corruption, 33.3% for Hans Krebs, 23.4% for Talent

and 20.0% for Vitamin D).

With regard to the time limit (Item 21), almost half of the participants (46.7%) did

not find that they had enough time to produce an oral summary in the listening-to-speak
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task with Corruption, whereas for the other listening passages, they held a neutral view
on the time allowed. A large number of the participants, however, agreed that they had
enough time to perform the listening-to-write tasks (60.0% for Corruption, 56.7% for

Hans Krebs, 80.0% for Talent, and 63.4% for Vitamin D).

In terms of text length (Item 22), about half of the participants did not agree that
the texts were too long while performing both the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-
write tasks, except for the Corruption text, where slightly over half of the participants
(63.3% in the listening-to-speak and 53.3% in the listening-to-write tasks) remained
neutral about the text length, neither agreeing or disagreeing whether the text was too

long.

Close to 50% of the participants held a neutral view on the speed of text
presentation (Item 23), neither agreeing nor disagreeing that the text was spoken too fast
when listening to Corruption, Hans Krebs, and Talent in both the listening-to-speak and
listening-to-write tasks. The exception is for Vitamin D, where about half of the
participants clearly indicated that the text was not too fast (56.7% for the listening-to-

speak and 46.6% for the listening-to-write tasks).

Communication stress Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Corruption) type Strongly  disagree  Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree disagree
20. | felt under time pressure while L-S 30 @ ;0/) (1343 %) (23730/) (461;10/) (13‘; %)
H 070 070 070 A0 .70,
performing the task. LW 2 5 11 9 5
(6.7%)  (20.0%)  (36.7%)  (30.0%) (6.7%)
21. | had enough time to perform the L-S 30 1 4 1 12 2
task (33%)  (13.3%)  (36.7%)  (40.0%) (6.7%)
‘ L-W 6 12 10 2 0
(20.0%)  (40.0%)  (33.3%) (6.7%)
22. The listening was too long. L-S 30 4 4 19 3 0
(13.3%)  (13.3%)  (63.3%)  (10.0%)
L-W 4 9 16 1 0
(13.3%)  (30.0%)  (53.3%) (3.3%)
23. The passage was spoken too fast. L-S 30 1 7 16 6 0

(33%)  (23.3%)  (53.3%)  (20.0%)
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L-W 4 7 12 6 1
(133%)  (23.3%)  (40.0%)  (20.0%)  (3.3%)
Table 8.17: Perceptions of communication stress (Corruption)
Communication stress Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Hans Krebs) type i?rongly disagree  Neutral Agree ?rongly
Isagree Isagree
20. | felt under time pressure while L-S 30 0 3 9 13 S
performing the task. LW 4 (10'30%) (3Oig%) (43‘73%) (16'37 %)
i (133%)  (100%)  (433%)  (233%)  (10.0%)
21. | had enough time to perform the L-S 30 2 11 11 5 1
(6.7%)  (36.7%)  (36.7%)  (16.7%)  (3.3%)
task. LW 1 5 , 5
(36.7%)  (20.0%)  (23.3%)  (20.0%) 0
22. The listening was too long. L-S 30 0 15 13 2 0
(50.0%)  (43.3%)  (6.7%)
L-W 8 9 9 3 1
(26.7%)  (30.0%)  (30.0%)  (10.0%)  (3.3%)
23. The passage was spoken too fast. L-S 30 1 10 12 6 1
(33%)  (33.3%)  (40.0%)  (200%)  (3.3%)
L-W 0 5 16 7 2
(16.7%)  (53.3%)  (23.3%)  (6.7%)
Table 8.18: Perceptions of communication stress (Hans Krebs)
Communication stress Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Talent) type z'grongly Disagree  Neutral agree g@rongly
Isagree Isagree
20. | felt under time pressure while L-S 30 0 6 10 12 2
performing the task. ; (20'{?%) (33'83%) (40':%) (6‘;%)
L-W
(23.3%)  (26.7%)  (26.7%)  (16.7%)  (6.7%)
21. | had enough time to perform the L-S 30 2 7 1 8 2
(6.7%)  (23.3%)  (36.7%)  (26.7%)  (6.7%)
task. L-W 11 13 4 2
(36.7%)  (43.3%)  (13.3%) 0 (6.7%)
22. The listening was too long. L-S  29* 2 1 13 3 0
(6.7%)  (36.7%)  (43.3%)  (10.0%)
L-W 9 13 7 1 0
30 (30.0%) (433%) (233%)  (3.3%)
23. The passage was spoken too fast. L-S 30 2 6 14 8 0
(6.7%)  (20.0%)  (46.7%)  (26.7%)
L-W 3 8 14 4 1
— (10.0%)  (26.7%)  (46.7%)  (13.3%)  (3.3%)
missing
Table 8.19: Perceptions of communication stress (Talent)
Communication stress Task N Frequency (percentage)
(Vitamin D) type ?rongly Disagree  neutral agree gyrongly
Isagree Isagree
20. I felt under time pressure while L-S 30 1 5 4 16 4
performing the task. LW (3'3%) (16'77 %) (131'2%) (53'53%) (13'13%)
] (6.7%)  (23.3%)  (50.0%)  (16.7%)  (3.3%)
21. | had enough time to perform the L-S 30 5 9 9 6 1
(16.7%)  (30.0%)  (30.0%)  (20.0%)  (3.3%)
task. LW 8 1 7 P
(26.7%)  (36.7%)  (23.3%)  (13.3%) 0
22. The listening was too long. L-S 30 8 7 15 0 0
(26.7%)  (23.3%)  (50.0%)
L-W 4 13 11 2 0
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(13.3%)  (433%)  (36.7%)  (6.75)
12 8 5

23. The passage was spoken too fast. L-S 30 5 0
(16.7%)  (40.0%)  (26.7%)  (16.7%)
L-W 1 13 1 5 0

(3.3%)  (43.3%)  (36.7) (16.7%)

Table 8.20: Perceptions of communication stress (Vitamin D)

To sum up, the listening-to-speak tasks were likely to be more stressful than the
listening-to-write tasks as more participants reported being stressed while performing the
listening-to-speak tasks in all four listening topics than in the listening-to-write tasks. The
stress was, however, the result of the time pressure imposed by the task rather than the

length and the speed of delivery of the listening texts.

Overall, task difficulty, as perceived by the participants, varied. Many participants
agreed that the textual information of all the listening passages was dense. Corruption
and Hans Krebs in particular were not clearly organized and most of the participants
indicated that they were not familiar with the ideas in these two texts. Hence, Hans Krebs
and Corruption, according to the participants, are likely to be more linguistically and
cognitively complex than Vitamin D and Talent. In addition, most of the participants
reported being under time pressure especially while performing the listening-to-

summarize tasks.

8.7 Relationship between perceptions of listening difficulty and task

performance

This section provides the findings on the relationship between the participants’
perceptions of listening difficulty and their performance on the tasks. Adhering to the
PTE Academic scoring criteria, the listening-to-speak task performances were scored on
content, pronunciation, and fluency and the listening-to-write tasks were scored on
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content, grammar, and vocabulary. A Spearman® correlation was then run in order to
investigate the relationship between the perceptions of listening difficulty and task
performance. Tables 8.21-8.28 list the correlation results, according to the listening

passages and tasks investigated.

An examination of the relationship between the perceptions of listening difficulty
and task performance overall pointed to a few significantly strong correlations between
perceptions of task difficulty and performance when taking the correlation cut-off points
indicated in Field (2005), that values of + 0.1 represent a small effect, +0.3 is a medium
effect, and £0.5 is a large effect. Although weak and moderate correlations in both
positive and negative directions were more common, considerably more correlation

values were not significant.

For Corruption, more significant values were found in the listening-to-speak task
than in the listening-to-write task. In the listening-to-speak tasks, the content scores were
negatively related to the perceptions of lexical difficulty (r=-.415*) and syntactic
complexity (r=-.580**), meaning that the participants who found the texts lexically and
syntactically difficult provided less accurate summary content. The content score was
positively related to the perceptions of content predictability (r=3.68*) and information
organization (r=.562**). This means that the participants who indicated being able to

predict the text coming next in their listening and recognized the texts’ ideas as being

& A Spearman correlation is a correlation analysis used when data are not normally distributed. In this
study, the statistical analyses showed that the degrees of skewness and kurtosis were greater than +2 in all
the data set, suggesting that the data were not normally distributed.
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clearly organized were likely to be better in providing oral summary content. Having a
sufficiency of information for task performance was related to pronunciation (r=.370%),
showing that the participants who agreed that they had enough information to orally
summarize the text were likely to score highly on pronunciation. Fluency was found to be
negatively related to the perceptions of syntactic complexity (r=-.512**) and clarity of
information (r=-.383%), indicating that the participants who perceived the text as being
structurally complex and containing a lot of implied meaning were likely to score low on

fluency.

In the Corruption listening-to-write task, only two significant values were found.
That is the positive correlation between the perceptions of time pressure and content
score (r=.369*) and vocabulary score (r=.407*), meaning that the participants who felt
under time pressure while listening were likely to provide better content and more

relevant vocabulary in their written summary.

No significant relationship between the perceptions of communication stress and
the performance on the listening-to-speak task was found. In the listening-to-write tasks,
only the perceptions of communication stress (time pressure) were found to be related to

task performance, but not perceptions of code complexity nor those of cognitive

complexity.
Corruption: Listening-to-speak task Scores

Cont. Pron. Flu.
Code complexity
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. -415 .209 -.130
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. -.508 -.135 -512
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. -.313 .035 -.109
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. -.237 -.089 -.290
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. .263 .225 179
Cognitive complexity

267



11. I am familiar with the content of the listening passage. .310 .158 212

12. | could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. .368 221 .251
13. | am familiar with academic lectures in English. 174 .054 .165
14. | am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. .169 -.325 -179
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. 562" .103 .200
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. -.238 .075 -.031
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. .298 3707 .320
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. -.303 -.067 -.383"
19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas -.306 -.047 -.160
Communication stress

20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. -.288 -218 -.244
21. I had enough time to perform the task. -.254 -.284 -.330
22. The listening was too long. =277 .030 -.132
23. The passage was spoken too fast. -.287 -.193 -.196

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 8.21: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task

performance (Corruption: Listening-to-speak task)

Corruption: Listening-to-write task Scores

Cont. Gram. | Vocab.
Code complexity
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. .040 -.068 .154
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. -.095 -.038 -.087
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. .082 -.079 77
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. -.454 -.025 -.161
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. -.237 -.267 -.263
Cognitive complexity
11. I am familiar with the content of the listening passage. =177 -.072 -.306
12. I could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. -197 -.242 -.220
13. I am familiar with academic lectures in English. -.164 427 123
14. | am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. .355 151 .230
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. .226 221 -.089
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. .055 -.260 -.064
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. .079 195 .029
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. -.331 -.063 -.016
19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas -.128 .194 .166
Communication stress
20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. .369 .232 407"
21. | had enough time to perform the task. .085 .226 .329
22. The listening was too long. -.110 .148 .150
23. The passage was spoken too fast. -.165 .067 -.209

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 8.22: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task

performance (Corruption: Listening-to-write tasks)
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Overall for Corruption, more correlations between task performance and
perceptions of task difficulty were found for the listening-to-speak task than the listening-
to-write task. In the former task, although more significant values were found, only the
correlation between performance and the perceptions of syntactic complexity and of
information organization were strong in nature. The participants’ perceptions of
communication stress were not found to be significantly related to any aspect of task
performance in the listening-to-speak task, but significantly related to content and fluency

in the listening-to-write task at low and moderate degrees.

For the Hans Krebs text (see Tables 8.23 and 8.24), a small number of significant
values were found. In the listening-to-speak task, only fluency was found to negatively
correlate with the perceptions of discourse familiarity (r=-.404*) and positively with the
time limit (r=.381%*). The values indicate that the participants who thought that they were
familiar with academic lectures were likely to score low in fluency, whereas those
considering that they had limited time in task performance were likely to score high on

fluency. The values however show a moderate effect only.

In the Hans Krebs listening-to-write task, the performance on grammar was
negatively related to the perceptions of information density (r=.-.362*) and the speech
delivery of the spoken text (r=.-374*), meaning that the participants who agreed that the
information in the text was dense and was spoken too fast were likely to score low on
grammar. In addition, it was found that the fluency scores were positively related to the
perceptions of content familiarity (r=.386%*), the time limit (r=.415%*), and the speed of the

text (r=.390%), indicating that the participants who agreed that they were familiar with the
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content, had enough time to complete the task, or found that the text was spoken not too
fast were likely to score high on fluency. Interestingly, no significant correlations were
found, however, between content score and perceptions of code complexity, cognitive

complexity, or communication stress in both the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-

write tasks.
Hans Krebs: Listening-to-speak task Scores

Cont. Pron. Flu.
Code complexity
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. -.163 -.070 .019
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. 77 -.297 213
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. .025 -173 .059
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. 128 .015 .162
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. -.008 -122 -.143
Cognitive complexity
11. | am familiar with the content of the listening passage. -.050 -071 -.228
12. 1 could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. -.081 -.109 -.066
13. I am familiar with academic lectures in English. -.145 -.153 -.404
14. | am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. .260 .089 175
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. .146 -.083 137
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. -.024 -.018 -.075
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. 102 195 -111
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. -.109 125 192
19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas -.247 .016 -.022
Communication stress
20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. .252 -.235 171
21. | had enough time to perform the task. -.094 -.088 381"
22. The listening was too long. -.061 -.243 .242
23. The passage was spoken too fast. -.049 -.046 232

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
Table 8.23: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task
performance (Hans Krebs: Listening-to-speak task)

Hans Krebs: Listening-to-write tasks Scores
Cont. Gram. | Vocab.

Code complexity

6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. .100 .203 .304
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. .024 -.012 .087
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. -.051 -.362 -.256
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. .258 .262 407"
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. .050 -.279 =241
Cognitive complexity
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£2

11. I am familiar with the content of the listening passage. .058 297 .368

12. | could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. .183 .156 .299
13. | am familiar with academic lectures in English. 118 101 .096
14. am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. -.012 -.008 -.118
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. -.047 .084 -.005
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. .155 .000 -.030
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. -.009 -.304 -.309
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. -.150 .254 .158
19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas -.180 142 .012
Communication stress

20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. .009 .200 .225
21. I had enough time to perform the task. .166 .336 4157
22. The listening was too long. .000 142 .239
23. The passage was spoken too fast. -.279 -.374 -.390

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
Table 8.24: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task

performance (Hans Krebs: Listening-to-write task)

Thus, for Hans Krebs, a few significant correlations were found for both the
listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks, but the content scores were not
significantly related to any aspect of the perceptions of task difficulty. In the listening-to-
speak task, only fluency was related to one area of cognitive complexity (familiarity with
the text discourse) and one of communication stress (time limit). In the listening-to-write
task, grammar and vocabulary were significantly related to the perceptions of code
complexity and those of communication stress, however with a weak degree of

relationship.

For Talent, both negative and positive correlations were found with low and
moderate effects. In the listening-to-speak task, the content score was found to be
positively correlated with syntactic structure (r=.478%), discourse complexity (r=.419%),
discourse familiarity (r=.415%), and clarity of information (r=.398*), meaning that the
participants who perceived the text as structurally complex, the text’s ideas as clearly

connected, who were familiar with lectures in English, or thought the text contained a lot
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of implied meaning were likely to be better at orally summarizing the content of the
summary. The content score was in addition negatively related to perceptions of time
pressure (r=-.411*) and time limitation (r=-.392%*), indicating that the participants who
felt under time pressure and time restrictions were likely to score low on content.
Pronunciation was positively related to perceptions of sufficiency of information
(r=.441%*), showing that the participants who agreed that the task provided sufficient
information for task completion were likely to score better on pronunciation. Fluency was
positively related to perceptions of discourse complexity (r=.416*) and predictability of
content (r=.459%*), meaning that the participants who thought the ideas in the text were
clearly connected and the content of the listening passage predictable were likely to

orally summarize the text with more fluency.

In the Talent listening-to-write task (see Table 8.25 and 8.26), perceptions of
content familiarity were not significantly related to summary content but positively
related to grammar, indicating that the participants who thought they were familiar with
the content were likely to perform better on the grammar criterion. Perceptions of the
familiarity of the task structure were positively related to the vocabulary score (r=.374%),
indicating that the participants who thought that they had experienced this type of task
before were likely to score higher on vocabulary. Perceptions of the sufficiency of
information were positively related to content scores (r=.419*) and vocabulary scores
(r=.478*), meaning that the participants who thought the passage provided sufficient
ideas for task completion were likely to write a summary with better content and

vocabulary.
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Talent: Listening-to-speak task

Scores

Cont. Pron. Flu.
Code complexity
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. -.169 .030 -.059
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. 4787 -.185 275
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. -.339 -171 -.094
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. .266 .032 170
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. 419" 131 416"
Cognitive complexity
11. | am familiar with the content of the listening passage. .158 .293 .184
12. I could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. .288 227 459"
13. I am familiar with academic lectures in English. 415" .014 .159
14. 1 am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. -.149 .037 114
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. 244 176 .203
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. .080 .012 -.151
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. .257 4417 .220
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. .398" -.149 .140
19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas -.231 .080 -.025
Communication stress
20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. 411 -.181 -.085
21. | had enough time to perform the task. -392° .156 132
22. The listening was too long. -.074 .028 242
23. The passage was spoken too fast. -.084 -.262 -367"
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
Table 8.25: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task
performance (Talent: Listening-to-speak task)
Talent: Listening-to-write task Scores
Cont. Gram. | Vocab.
Code complexity
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. -.231 -.075 -.335
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. -.258 -111 -444
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. -.192 -.323 -131
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. -.325 -.228 -.194
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. -.134 -.094 .357
Cognitive complexity
11. | am familiar with the content of the listening passage. .183 .393 .280
12. I could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. .053 -.265 .203
13. | am familiar with academic lectures in English. -.261 .040 .283
14. | am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. -.075 -.194 374
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. -.096 .209 -.010
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. -.061 -.283 -.069
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. 419 -.035 478
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. -4117 -.318 -.182
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19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas 4737 .120 .309

Communication stress

20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. .036 -.318 276
21. | had enough time to perform the task. -124 -.190 -.276
22. The listening was too long. .076 .239 .000
23. The passage was spoken too fast. 147 -.037 .015

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
Table 8.26: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task
performance (Talent: Listening-to-write task)

For Talent, more significant correlations between performance and perceptions
were found in the listening-to-speak task than in the listening-to-write task. Content
scores were moderately or to a small extent related to all aspects of task difficulty (code
complexity, cognitive complexity, and communication stress). Pronunciation only related
to one aspect of cognitive complexity (sufficiency of information) and fluency related to
only one area of code complexity (discourse complexity) and one aspect of cognitive
complexity (predictability of content). For the listening-to-write task, no correlations
were found between task performance and perceptions of task difficulty and
communication stress. A few significant correlations were found between the perceptions
of cognitive complexity and grammar and vocabulary scores, but with a small effect size.
Content scores were however found to moderately relate to two areas of cognitive
complexity (the perceptions of sufficiency of information and the abstractness of

information).

In Vitamin D, where most of the participants scored high on content, it was
interestingly found that the perceptions of the text’s discourse complexity were
negatively related to content scores (r=-.423%*), pronunciation (r=-.534*), and fluency (r=-

429%) in the listening-to-speak task. In other words, the participants who agreed that the
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ideas in the passage were clearly connected were likely to provide an oral summary with
less accurate content, less accurate pronunciation and less fluency. Pronunciation was
positively related to the time limit (r=.553*), meaning that the participants who agreed
they had enough time to perform the task were likely to receive higher scores on
pronunciation. The participants in addition were likely to score better on fluency when
they agreed that they had experience doing this type of task (r=.424*) and had enough

time to perform the task (r=.393%).

In the Vitamin D listening-to-write task, the content scores negatively correlated
with information type (r=.-495**) and speed of the text (r=-.431*), meaning that the
participants agreeing that the text contained a lot of abstract ideas and that it was spoken
too fast were likely to score low on content. The participants who thought the ideas in the
text were paraphrased or repeated more than once and the text was spoken not too fast

were likely to write a summary with more accurate vocabulary (r=.431* and r=-.456%*,

respectively).
Vitamin D: Listening-to-speak task Scores
Cont. Pron. Flu.

Code complexity
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. -.345 197 -.008
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. -.162 125 .078
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. 176 .296 275
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. -.085 -131 -251
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. -423" =524 | -.4297
Cognitive complexity
11. I am familiar with the content of the listening passage. .302 -.024 -.176
12. | could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. .243 -131 .000
13. I am familiar with academic lectures in English. -112 .022 -.106
14. | am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. 311 132 4247
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. -.262 -.186 -.322
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. 164 -127 215
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. 197 .092 -.257
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. 194 .017 .263
19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas -419 -.059 .021
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Communication stress

20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. -.231 .292 .068
21. I had enough time to perform the task. .051 553" 393"
22. The listening was too long. .048 .239 .083
23. The passage was spoken too fast. -.068 .235 -.007

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 8.27: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task

performance (Vitamin D: Listening-to-speak)

Vitamin D: Listening-to-write tasks Scores

Cont. Gram. | Vocab.
Code complexity
6. Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for me. 291 231 .140
7. Sentence structures in the listening passage were complicated for me. .013 .239 -.056
8. There were a lot of important ideas to be processed during the listening passage. .098 272 -.139
9. Important ideas in the listening passage were paraphrased or repeated more than once. -.053 -.006 431
10. Ideas in the listening passage were clearly connected. .160 .063 -219
Cognitive complexity
11. I am familiar with the content of the listening passage. .068 -.109 .136
12. | could predict the rest of listening content after listening to the first few sentences. -.067 .056 .065
13. I am familiar with academic lectures in English. -.218 .002 .168
14. | am familiar with listening to an academic text and then orally summarizing it. -.152 -.018 171
15. The ideas in the listening passage were organized clearly. -.264 -.030 -.028
16. | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a time. .102 .053 -.099
17. The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for me to complete an oral summary. .058 .238 131
18. The listening passage contained a lot of implied meanings. -.252 171 .081
19. The listening passage contained a lot of abstract ideas 495 .042 -.146
Communication stress
20. | felt under time pressure while performing the task. -.223 .227 -.165
21. | had enough time to perform the task. -.274 .096 -.176
22. The listening was too long. -.248 .358 -.109
23. The passage was spoken too fast. -431 -.058 -.456"

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level; * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level

Table 8.28: The relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task

performance (Vitamin D: Listening-to-write task)

To conclude, for Vitamin D, perceptions of task difficulty were likely to be more
related to task performance in the listening-to-speak task than in the listening-to-write
task. Perceptions of discourse complexity were negatively correlated with all aspects of
performance in the listening-to-speak task. Perceptions of cognitive complexity were not

shown to relate to the quality of written summary content, but the perceptions of
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information type (that the passage contained a lot of abstract ideas) were found to
negatively relate to written summary content. Perceptions of the time limit were found to
positively relate to pronunciation and fluency, and perceptions on the speediness of the

text were shown to negatively correlate with oral summary content and fluency scores.

Overall, the examination of the relationship between perceptions of listening
tasks’ difficulty and task performances showed both negative and positive relationships
between these factors. Significant correlations, however, were found more in the
listening-to-speak than in the listening-to-write task. With regard to code complexity,
participants perceiving the text as lexically and syntactically complex were likely to
orally summarize less accurate content and were less fluent in the task where Corruption
was used. The clearly connected ideas of the Vitamin D text were found to negatively and
significantly relate to aspects of task performance (the content summary, pronunciation
and fluency), showing that the participants who perceived the text’s ideas as being clearly
connected were unlikely to perform well on the listening-to-speak tasks. Most aspects of
perceptions of code complexity were, however, not significantly related to task
performance, especially in Hans Krebs, where the perceptions of code complexity were
not in any case related to task performance. Perceptions of cognitive complexity were
unlikely to be significantly related to the performances on Hans Krebs and Vitamin D,
since most of the correlation values were not significant. Perceptions of information
clarity were, on the other hand, found to positively relate to the summary content of
Corruption. For Talent, the participants who perceived the tasks as not cognitively
demanding were likely to perform better on the tasks. One aspect of communication

which seems to be associated with task performance is time pressure since it was shown
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that participants feeling under time pressure were likely to perform less well on the tasks

with Talent and Corruption.

Based on the results, it can be concluded that perceptions of listening task
difficulty overall are slightly but not strongly associated with task performance. Although
a large number of participants perceived Hans Krebs and Corruption as lexically and
cognitively complex texts in which several of the ideas needed to be processed at the
same time, these perceptions however do not appear to relate to task performance.
Perceptions of the difficulty of Hans Krebs, in particular, were not in any respect
significantly related to the oral or written summary content. Although perceptions of
cognitive complexity and communication stress in the same text were significantly
related to fluency in the listening-to-speak task and grammar and vocabulary in the
listening-to-write tasks, only a few significant and low correlation values were found.
Likewise, although in Vitamin D the text was perceived to be less linguistically complex
and less cognitively demanding, this was not found to be positively related to the
performance. Participants who perceived the text as being clearly organized, in particular,
were unlikely to perform well in the listening-to-summarize tasks. For Corruption, only
lexical and syntactic complexities were found to negatively relate to summary content,
and this was found only in the listening-to-summarize task, not in the listening-to-write
task. More significant correlations were found in Talent than in the other three listening
texts. However, since the significant values suggest a weak and moderate correlation and
a larger number of correlations were not significant, it can be inferred that perceptions of

task difficulty in Talent were not strongly related to the task performance.
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8.8 Summary

In sum, with respect to perceptions of task and task difficulty, it can be concluded that
overall the participants agreed that both the listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write
tasks were authentic and a fair way to assess their English academic abilities. The
majority of the participants agreed that both task modalities were able to simulate the
tasks they encountered in real-life contexts, and the tasks not only required using the
abilities needed in their academic studies but were also perceived to be an accurate way
to evaluate their academic English, especially their listening skills. In all listening topics,
the majority of the participants did not agree that they were familiar with the content and
could correctly predict the text based on initial linguistic input. Hans Krebs and
Corruption were perceived to be more linguistically and more cognitively complex than
Talent and Vitamin D, especially in terms of structural and discourse complexity, the
amount of ideas that needed to be processed at a time, and the clarity of information.
Vitamin D and Talent, as perceived by the participants, were less lexically and
structurally complex and their key ideas were clearly organized and paraphrased or
repeated more than once. The participants’ perceptions of listening task difficulty were,

however, only slightly and weakly related to task performance overall.
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Chapter 9 Discussion

9.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the results in relation to the two aspects of listening the research
set out to investigate, i.e. 1) listening comprehension processing in listening-to-
summarize tasks, and 2) perceptions of tasks and of listening task difficulty. The results
on test-takers’ overall cognitive and strategic processing for listening comprehension are
first discussed (9.2.1). Next, the role of strategies in listening task performance and the
effects of different modalities (speaking and writing) on listening processing are
discussed in 9.2.2 and 9.2.3. Section 9.3 discusses the role of listening comprehension in
listening-to-summarize tasks and the listening abilities assessed by these tasks. The
validity of the listening-to-summarize tasks is then discussed in 9.4, supported by
evidence from task processing behaviours and test-takers’ perceptions of tasks and of

listening task difficulty. Section 9.5 summarizes the discussion.

9.2 The processes and strategies used in comprehending listening input

in listening-to-summarize tasks

With the aim of describing the listening abilities assessed by listening-to-summarize
tasks, this study set out to investigate the cognitive processes and the strategies test-takers
engage in in comprehending the listening input — as reflected in RQ1 and its sub-

question. Therefore, this section discusses the listening processes and strategies used
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overall by the participants, their usefulness and limitations, and other aspects that affected

the activation of the processes and strategies.

9.2.1 Overall processes and strategies used to comprehend listening input

The findings presented in Chapters 4-7 revealed that to comprehend the listening input in
listening-to-summarize tasks, the participants engaged in a number of processes and
strategies. Accurately understanding the input texts and being able to correctly present
their main point in the summary tasks required text processing at both lower- and higher-
levels. However, the activation of cognitive processes, especially at the higher-level, was

unlikely to be successful without the effective use of strategies.

With regard to the cognitive processing, the results showed that complete text
understanding occurred at the higher-level of text processing which entails semantic
processing at the local and the global levels and pragmatic processing. This
understanding however is unlikely to take place without effective processing at the lower-
level, which involves acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition and parsing. It is
important to note that in three listening inputs — Corruption, Hans Krebs, and Talent, the
participants engaged in both semantic processing and pragmatic processing in order to
fully understand the texts, whereas in Vitamin D the participants who received a full mark
on content did not report engaging in pragmatic processing. Compared to the other
listening inputs, the main idea of Vitamin D is more explicitly indicated and the text is
organized in a way that the participants expected to hear. Therefore, it can be suggested

that textual organization and the explicitness of a text’s ideas may link to the activation of
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higher-level processes. The more complex the text’s structure and the less explicit the

main point, the more likely higher-level processes will be activated.

The successful listeners (who received a full mark on the summary content) were
found to process the input texts at the lower level (linguistic processing) more
automatically and effectively than did the low and average scorers. Although the high
scorers reported difficulties, for example, understanding a technical term such as ‘tetany’
in Vitamin D, they relied on the context to infer its likely meaning ‘a kind of disease’.
This kind of processing, according to Rost (2011), is approximation — a compensation
strategy taking place when listeners superordinate or construct a less precise meaning of
problematic words. The successful listeners did not report using any fixation or pausing
to think about or figure out the meaning of common words such as ‘brain’ or ‘difficult’,
while the less successful listeners did. And even when they paused to figure out words,
the less successful listeners did not manage to establish the correct words. For instance,
the word ‘brain’ was identified by them as ‘bright’, and ‘difficulty’ as ‘different’. Rost
(2011) calls this ‘substitution’, a process occurring when listeners substitute unknown
words or un-comprehended concepts with known or familiar words or concepts. In this

study, substitution was not found useful for comprehension.

In addition to the abilities to correctly decode sounds, recognize key
words/phrases, and segment information, the successful listeners were found to use real-
time assessment of input with a greater degree of success than the lower-scorers. In other
words, the successful listeners were able to foreground and background sets of

information correctly, according to their importance for the overall text meaning. As Goh
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(2012) explained, listening is an online and cognitively demanding process, listeners may
not be able to pay attention to every word or hold all pieces of information in mind while
listening. They, therefore, need to be selective and purposefully opt to retain key
information and ignore any which does not convey the text’s main point. In this study,
the high-scoring participants assessed pieces of information in real-time, based on their
clear understanding of the pieces in their context (see Quotes 6.65-6.66). The low-scoring
participants, on the other hand, assessed information based on their unclear
understanding. They chose to foreground information without knowing exactly what it
meant. They did so because they felt that it was necessary information for constructing
the overall meaning of the text (see Quotes 6.69-6.70). It was unclear whether in the
event real-time assessment of input was useful to the low-scoring participants because
they also needed other strategies such as inferencing and elaboration to clarify their
understanding. However, real-time assessment of input was shown to benefit the high-
scoring participants since it helped decrease unnecessary cognitive demands by letting

unnecessary information decay.

A strategy that was found to have impact on the use of real-time assessment, and
which could cause misinterpretation, was prediction; in particular, when the prediction
was not accurate according to the text’s linguistic information. Prediction, in fact, was
found to have both benefits and disadvantages, depending on the participants’
background knowledge and familiarity with the text genre (discourse structure). In
Vitamin D and Talent, which were both in genres familiar to the participants and had a
main point that was explicitly stated at the beginning of the text, prediction was useful as

it helped the participants to frame the texts’ ideas very quickly and it directly steered their
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attention to the main point (Quotes 5.7-5.16). Prediction in Hans Krebs, which was in an
unfamiliar genre for the participants, was not useful. Unless the participants verified their
irrelevant prediction later while listening to the rest of the text, they were likely to
misunderstand the main point. In Hans Krebs, for example, it was found that instead of
understanding that people can become successful although they lack parental support,
most participants understood that Hans Krebs became famous because of parental support
(see Quotes 5.1-5.4). This misunderstanding can be explained by two reasons: 1) the
listeners brought in incongruent background knowledge, namely that parents always
encourage children to do great things in life, and 2) their linguistic processing (the lower-
level processes) did not function effectively to detect words/phrases to realize that their

prediction was wrong.

The lower-level processes were found crucial in understanding the texts which
differed from participants’ background knowledge. The analysis showed that most of the
participants started off their listening by predicting what was coming up in the text. The
participants then listened with some predicted information in mind (see Section 5.2.1).
However, as prediction was made on initial linguistic input and background knowledge
which was possibly not congruent with the text’s linguistic information, the prediction
could go wrong. If this was the case, the participants had to efficiently process the text at
the lower-level in order to notice a shift or change in the text’s discourse pattern. For
example, in Hans Krebs, one participant (P3) realized on the basis of decoding the
importance marker in the text ‘a wonderful example’ that the text was not organized in
the way he predicted. Then he verified his prediction and because of this he was able to

maintain his focus on the text’s main point; otherwise, he would have missed it. Although
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some participants realized that their prediction was wrong, they could not decode the text
quickly enough to identify the main point of the text and as a result did not understand
the actual point intended by the speaker (see Quote 6.61). This finding provides support
for Tsui and Fullilove’s (1998) claim that when listeners’ schema do not match the text
schema, bottom-up processing (text processing based on linguistic information) is more
important than top-down processing (text processing which relies partly on background
knowledge) to fully comprehend the text. These findings also empirically illustrate
Lynch’s (2009) and Deroey’s (2015) point that one element of linguistic knowledge that
is vital for successful comprehension and has to be paid attention to in lecture listening,
are importance markers, which speakers use to emphasize the importance of the points

they make.

Global text comprehension, which means that the main point of the text is
accurately and completely understood, is unlikely to be achieved without comprehension
monitoring. It was found that the successful listeners continuously monitored their textual
understanding throughout their listening process. They checked their on-going
understanding of the listening passages. They evaluated a piece of information they did
not comprehend according to whether it would contribute to their understanding of the
entire passage and fixed it if it did. In addition, they verified a prediction when realizing
it differed from the text. Comprehension monitoring also facilitated their use of real-time
assessment of input. That is, it helped the participants decide whether they should
foreground or background pieces of information, based on their text understanding. The
findings thus empirically support O’Malley et al.’s (1989) and Goh’s (2002) claim that

comprehension monitoring is a useful metacognitive strategy in comprehending texts.
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Comprehension monitoring and real-time assessment of input play an important
role in text processing at the higher-level in overseeing text processing and in order to
understand texts’ ‘true’ meaning. In addition to these two metacognitive processes, the
participants all employed two important cognitive strategies to bridge gaps in their text

understanding, i.e. inferencing and elaboration.

With regard to inferencing, the results showed that every participant employed or
attempted to employ it. This could be because the tasks required a summary of the input
texts. Therefore, the participants might think that it was important to understand the
global or discourse meaning of the texts and one way to achieve this aim was by making
inferences on how the text was conceptually structured. Although, as acknowledged by
the participants in the questionnaires, the ideas in Talent and Vitamin D were explicitly
organized, some participants did not recognize the structure. They therefore made an
inferential link between two independent ideas gained from the passages. As inferencing
is a complex process that involves dealing with the various links being inferred between
pieces of information, the participants with the ability to make inferences successfully
could better see the structure of the text as a whole, resulting in deeper text
comprehension. Inferencing is therefore one of the strategies needed for text

comprehension.

It is worth pointing out that inferencing depended considerably on the results of
text processing at the lower-level, i.e. linguistic processing, or on the words/phrases that
the listeners obtained. Inferences were successfully made when they were based on

key/necessary information and background knowledge which corresponded to the text’s
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linguistic information (see Note 4.6 and Quotes 5.47). If this was not the case, the

inferencing was not useful (see Quote 5.31).

In addition to inferencing, the participants were found to elaborate their
understanding on the basis of their background or topical knowledge. Elaborations made
on congruent background were found to be successful; otherwise, they were not.
Successful elaboration benefited the participants as it created a platform to process the
input text for overall understanding. In Corruption, the participants possessed
background knowledge which was in line with the text (e.g., ‘corruption is a social
problem’, ‘corruption has impact on public services’, and ‘corruption affects financial
flow’). Their elaboration was therefore useful (see Quotes 5.47 and 5.50). In Hans Krebs,
some participants were unsuccessful in their elaborations (see Quotes 5.52-5.53). This
was because their background knowledge was not in line with the text. This finding
contradicts the study by O'Malley et al. (1989) which showed that elaboration was useful
by definition and contributed to listening success. The results from the present study, on
the other hand, suggest that elaboration is useful when the participants have background
knowledge which matches the text. However, when this is not the case and
comprehension monitoring does not function properly, elaboration interferes with the

listening process, resulting in misunderstanding texts.

The cognitive processes and strategies, as revealed in the data, were managed and
controlled by metacognitive strategies, which were activated to make the cognitive

processes and strategies function efficiently. In addition to the strategies discussed above,

287



further strategies were employed by the participants, some of which appeared to be useful

on their own, while some depended on others to be effective.

Pre-listening preparation was one metacognitive strategy that was used
independently from the others and was beneficial to the participants. Before listening to
the audio texts, the listeners engaged in pre-listening preparation and this helped them to
clearly see the goal of their listening and in some cases reduce their listening anxiety. The
use of this strategy is not likely to be task-specific, as once the listeners experienced a
few tasks and were no longer nervous about their task performance, they were not

evidenced using this strategy (see Section 6.2.1).

Directed attention was another metacognitive strategy that helped the participants
to keep up with the focus of the texts after their attention had slipped away (partly
because of unknown words or unfamiliar information). The benefit of this strategy, in
itself, was not clear; it also depended on whether after the attention was redirected to the
listening passage, the participants still managed to follow the text. If not, directed
attention was unlikely to be useful. However, in terms of assessing language ability, the
use of this strategy, to some extent, indicated limitations in lexical knowledge as it was
activated mainly after the participants encountered unknown words and it was used more

frequently by the low-scoring participants than the high-scoring participants.

Similar to real-time assessment of input, the effectiveness of selective attention
was found to rely, to a large extent, on prediction. After predicting what they were going

to hear, the participants were likely to pay selective attention to what they were expecting
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to hear. When the prediction was incorrect for the listening text and the prediction was

not verified, selective attention was less likely to be useful.

In fact, the effectiveness of not only the metacognitive strategies but also nearly
all the cognitive strategies, including inferencing and elaboration as discussed earlier,
relies on other strategies in a very complex way. The inferences that the participants
thought were correct according to the text turned out to be wrong when the inferences
were not made on the key text message. The words recognized as key words were not key
words because incorrect key information had been anticipated. For these processes to
work effectively, other metacognitive strategies had to function effectively. In order to
know whether the processes and strategies truly benefit performance, it is necessary to
analyze them against task output. The fact that the strategies reported being used may not
be used successfully on their own but may depend on others to be effective may explain
why in studies such as Barkaoui (2014) and Purpura (1999) the frequency counts of the
individual strategies used were not significantly related to task performance. These

studies may have underestimated the interactive nature of processes and strategies.

To sum up, the findings discussed thus far suggest that text comprehension in
listening-to-summarize tasks is an interactive process, relying on both cognitive and
strategic processing abilities. At each level of cognitive processing, a number of cognitive
and metacognitive strategies are employed to assist and manage the cognitive processes.
In texts where the content is not congruent with listeners’ background knowledge,
listeners have to engage in comprehension monitoring and text processing at the lower-

level (linguistic processing) effectively. Without this, they could easily misinterpret the
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text’s main point. The test-takers used various processes and strategies which relied on
each other in a very complex way to function effectively. Comprehension processing
took place at higher-level processes, but the higher-level processes relied heavily on the
effectiveness of processes at the lower-level and the use of cognitive (e.g., inferencing)
and metacognitive strategies (e.g., comprehension processing, and real-time assessment
of input). Without the application of these processes and strategies, the participants easily
misunderstood the main point. Based on these results, this study thus recommends that a
description of the listening construct of listening-to-summarize tasks should reference

both the processes and strategies employed in listening.

9.2.2 Role of strategies in listening task performance

In addition to the question of what levels of cognitive processing the participants engaged
in to comprehend listening input, the study also set out to investigate what strategies were
employed to complete the tasks (RQ 1). The results, as provided in Chapters 5-6 and
discussed earlier in this chapter, have shown that a number of strategies, including
cognitive and metacognitive strategies, used by the listeners play an important role in
success in listening comprehension. In addition, in line with previous research (e.g., Goh
2002), the results showed that while metacognitive strategies were necessary for task

achievement, not all the cognitive strategies applied by the participants were useful.

Fixation and reconstruction are two cognitive strategies employed mainly by low-
scoring participants and neither of them seemed to be helpful. Fixation, which was used
mainly at the lower-level of text processing, did not appear to assist the low-scoring

participants to grasp words any more correctly. Instead it diverted their attention from the
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listening text (see section 5.2.2). Likewise, reconstruction was unlikely to be helpful if
the information reconstructed by the participant was incorrect (see section 5.2.5). Goh
(2002) explained that such issues may occur because listeners struggle at the linguistic
processing level (e.g., word recognition and parsing) with few chances to process the
information at the higher-level and understand the global meaning of the text. This study
also indicates that the use of fixation and reconstruction is associated with low(er)

language knowledge.

The successful use of other cognitive strategies, i.e. inferencing, elaboration, and
prediction, relied to some extent on other factors. Success in inferencing, in particular,
depended on the effectiveness of text processing at the lower-level (linguistic
processing). The participants who were successful in making inferences were able to
recognize ‘key words’, which conveyed the key information of the text; without this, they
were not successful (see section 5.2.3). This result empirically supports Field’s (2012)
suggestion that inferencing is likely to be more successful when processing at the

perceptual (decoding) and parsing stages functions effectively.

Success in prediction and elaboration, on the other hand, was found to depend
mainly on the user’s background knowledge (whether it was in line with the text) and
their familiarity with the text’s genre or discourse structure. When participants listened to
a text in a familiar genre and on which they had relevant background knowledge, their
prediction was likely to be accurate (see Quotes 5.5-5.14) and elaboration to be useful

(see Quotes 5.46-5.51).
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A comparison of cognitive and metacognitive strategies used by participants
across performance levels revealed differences in strategy use. The high-scoring
participants used more metacognitive strategies than the low-scoring participants. The
low-scoring participants, on the other hand, used more types of cognitive strategies, some
of which were not useful. The metacognitive strategies used by participants of all
performance levels were pre-listening preparation and selective attention. Two
metacognitive strategies, i.e., comprehension processing and real-time assessment of
input, were employed more often by the high-scoring participants, whereas the low-
scoring participants relied more on directed attention. In terms of cognitive strategies, the
results showed that the low-scoring participants tended to rely on fixation and
reconstruction. Two cognitive strategies used by participants from all performance levels
are inferencing and elaboration. However, as discussed earlier, the high-scoring

participants used these two strategies with a higher frequency and accuracy.

It has been suggested by Graham, Santos, and VVanderplank (2008) that more
advanced listeners possess a larger linguistic base, and as a result have a larger
information processing capacity, assisting them to have better control over their language
use. In addition, advanced listeners are able to maintain attention or redirect it when
distracted. Less skilled listeners are easily distracted when encountering anything
unknown or unfamiliar and therefore need more strategies to fill gaps in their
comprehension (Graham et al., 2008). If this is the case, the heavy reliance on cognitive
strategies of the low-scoring participants, as found in this study, may be because they
encountered more comprehension problems than the high-scoring participants. On the

other hand, the high-scoring participants’ use of fewer types of cognitive strategies but of
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more types of metacognitive strategies suggests that they processed the texts with less
difficulty and as a result had better control over their listening process. The findings
presented in the previous paragraph thus suggest that the pattern of strategy use can, to
some extent, reflect the second language abilities of test-takers. Furthermore, with
reference to the construct of listening-to-summarize tasks, as differences in strategy use
are associated with language abilities and task achievement, this study, therefore,
recommends that strategic processing ability should be recognised as one important

component of the abilities assessed by listening-to-summarize tasks.

9.2.3 Effects of task modality (speaking and writing) on listening processing

Work in second language acquisition (SLA) (e.g., Bygate 1987) has revealed that
modalities required after listening can differently affect task processing behaviours. In
language testing in particular, Weir (2005) indicated that response types required in a test
could possibly affect the way individuals perform the test. Consequently, this study also
investigated the extent to which the different modalities (speaking and writing) required
after the listening affected listening processing (RQ 1a). The participants in both the
listening-to-speak and the listening-to-write tasks reported employing similar types of
processes and strategies, but with different frequency. The similarity of the process and
strategy types used in both tasks might be because the tasks required similar task output,
i.e. a summary of listening. This result contradicts Bygate (1987) who has argued that the
different nature of different modalities (e.g., speaking and writing) imposes different
cognitive demands on language users, resulting in different cognitive processes while
performing the language tasks. This could potentially be because in test tasks the purpose
is much more explicitly and narrowly defined for the test-taker and the modality
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(speaking and writing) of task response therefore plays little role as far as listening

comprehension processing is concerned.

However, one difference found between the tasks with different modalities
concerned participants’ perceptions of communication stress. More participants indicated
feeling under more time pressure while listening-to-speak than while listening-to-write in
all tasks. This result seems to support the idea that the tasks represent characteristics of
real-world tasks, since real-world speaking typically takes place under time pressure and
speakers formulate utterances instantly, while having little or no time to think about the

content or check for grammatical accuracy and appropriacy (Bygate, 1987).

9.3 Role of listening comprehension and the listening abilities assessed

by listening-to-summarize tasks

This section brings together the study’s findings on test-takers’ listening processing
behaviours to discuss the role of listening and listening abilities assessed by the listening-
to-summarize tasks and to address the overarching question: What listening abilities are
assessed by EAP listening-to-summarize tasks? To begin with, the role of listening

comprehension is discussed and then the listening abilities the tasks assess are presented.

9.3.1 Role of listening comprehension

The role of text comprehension in integrated tasks has been recognized to different
extents. In some studies, scores obtained from integrated-test tasks were used to report
test-takers productive skills (writing and speaking), without reference to comprehension
abilities (see Frost, Elder, & Wigglesworth 2011; Gebril, 2010). In other studies (e.g.,

Gebril & Plakans, 2013; Sawaki et al., 2013), it has been indicated that integrated-test
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tasks do not only assess productive skills but also comprehension ability (reading and
listening) which is reflected in task performance. Comprehension ability, as
recommended by the latter group, should be acknowledged to be an integral part of

abilities assessed by integrated-test tasks.

In this study, as discussed earlier in this chapter, listening comprehension played
an essential role in the performance of integrated-tasks, i.e., listening-to-summarize tasks.
The participants with different performance scores engaged in different listening
processes and strategies with different degrees of success. The literature in language
comprehension (see Anderson, 1985; Call, 1985; Ferch & Kasper, 1986; Field, 2013;
Rost, 2011; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012) has, in fact, acknowledged the complexity and
interactiveness of the processes and strategies used in comprehension processing.
However, to the best of this researcher’s knowledge, comprehension processes and
strategies, as presented in the literature, are described in a separate manner and no
interactive models which display the interactiveness between processes and strategies and
between cognitive and metacognitive strategies are provided. As far as listening
comprehension is concerned, Field (2013), as presented in section 2.4.4, has described
that listening cognitive processes are highly interactive; however, he does not explicitly
illustrate how processes and strategies interacted during comprehension processing. Rost
(2011) and Vandergrift and Goh (2012) have emphasized the roles of strategies in
listening performance; however, they do not clearly show the interactiveness in the use of
these strategies (see 2.4.2 and 2.4.3). To fill this gap, this section, based on the findings,
presents a listening comprehension model which displays the interactiveness between the

cognitive processes and strategies and between the cognitive and metacognitive strategies
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test-takers activated to understand listening input in listening-to-summarize tasks.
Although described on the basis of the integrated-listening task findings, regarding the
fact that the listening aim in this study is to comprehend aural texts’ main point, this
model should, to some extent, have implications for general listening with a similar

listening purpose (understanding texts’ main point).

Figure 9.1 illustrates the processes and strategies activated by the test-takers and
the complex interactions between these processes and strategies. The green boxes at the
centre of the figure show six cognitive processes activated by participants, the bottom
three are lower-level processes and the top three are higher-level processes. The
surrounding blue boxes are the cognitive strategies and the pink boxes show the

metacognitive strategies used.
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Figure 9.1: Listening comprehension model emerging from listening-to-summarize tasks

All the processes and strategies indicated in the Figure were used by the
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participants. Real-time assessment of input, semantic processing at the global level, and
pragmatic processing were, however, adopted only by high-scoring participants.

Reconstruction was used only by low-scoring participants to reconstruct listening ideas in
order to fulfill task requirements. Although most of the processes and strategies were
used by both high- and low-scoring participants, they were used with different degrees of

success. The high-scoring participants activated three cognitive processes at the lower-



level (acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition, and parsing) with more
automaticity and with higher degrees of success. Not only were they faster in word
recognition and parsing, but also the words they recognized and chunks of information
they parsed were more accurate than those obtained by the low-scoring participants and
this enabled them to make more accurate inferences. The cognitive processes both at
higher- and lower-processing levels were monitored by comprehension processing (a
metacognitive strategy). In particular, this strategy was used to decide what strategies
(fixation, inferencing, elaboration, and directed attention) should be activated to facilitate
the six cognitive processes. The high-scoring listeners, however, used comprehension
monitoring and real-time assessment of input more effectively that the low-scoring ones.
The use of these metacognitive strategies was found very useful especially when the
listeners” background knowledge was not congruent with the texts, particularly in order
to verify that their prediction was wrong according to the text and to maintain their focus
on the text’s main point (see Chapter 6). Prediction and selective attention were
commonly used by both low and high scorers, especially at the beginning of each
listening to predict what they were going to hear next and to pay attention to such

information accordingly.

The investigation of test-takers’ processes and strategies in this study indicates
that the listening-to-summarize tasks require listening abilities and that the different
abilities that listeners have result in different levels of text comprehension and task
performance. On the basis of these findings, this study, in accordance with Gebril and
Plakans (2013) and Sawaki et al. (2013), shows that (listening) comprehension plays a

genuine role in listening-to-summarize tasks. As a consequence listening abilities should
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be part of the description of the abilities assessed by integrated-skills tasks, i.e. listening-

to-summary tasks, in addition to the productive skills involved.

9.3.2 Listening abilities assessed by listening-to-summarize tasks

To firm up the claim that listening comprehension plays a crucial role in integrated-skills
tasks and that it should be recognized as part of the construct assessed by these tasks, this
section presents the overall listening abilities required in the comprehension of academic
listening input as operationalized in EAP listening-to-summarize tasks. Since in this
study listening abilities were conceptualized in terms of cognitive and strategic
processing abilities, the abilities are displayed in Figure 9.2. The Figure presents the three
important components of integrated-test tasks — task input, comprehension processing,
and task output (see 2.3) — and the abilities performed to comprehend task input
(specifically in listening-to-summarize tasks) are presented in three categories — cognitive

processes, cognitive strategies, and metacognitive strategies.
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Figure 9.2: Listening abilities assessed by the listening-to-summarize tasks

Unlike Field’s (2013) model of cognitive processing for listening, which is widely
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used in listening assessment research, the description of the listening abilities in this
study includes the category of strategic processing as part of the listening abilities, i.e.
cognitive and metacognitive strategies. Although Field’s framework integrates some
strategies such as monitoring and inferencing, it does not include some of the strategies
which were found to benefit text comprehension in this study. In this study, successful
listening, which means that the listener can correctly indicate the main point of the text in
their summary, involved not only inferencing and comprehension monitoring but also
other strategies such as real-time assessment of input, prediction, directed attention, and
some compensation strategies such as approximation. This difference may partly be due
to the source of data the researchers used. Field (2013) developed his framework based
on the processes of L1 and expert L2 listeners’ text comprehension processing. In this
study, the data were obtained from the processing of L2 listeners who had more limited
knowledge of the language as compared to those in Field (2013). This study, however,
provides empirical support for Rost (2011) and Bachman and Palmer (2010), who stated

that strategic processing should be included in the construct of language abilities.

9.4 Insights into the validity of listening-to-summarize tasks

As presented in Chapter 2, Weir (2005) stresses that test validation should not start from
test developers’ claim(s) but clear theoretical constructs that the tests are supposed to
measure. In his socio-cognitive framework for test validation (which was employed in
this study), Weir (2005) emphasizes that at an initial stage of test design and
development, a test’s theoretical construct has to be clearly defined and theory-based

validity and context validity have to be justified before the test event. According to Weir
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(2005), theory-based validity indicates that the abilities tests are theoretically expected to
measure are relevant to those required in the target language use situation. Context
validity, on the other hand, concerns the extent to which test tasks represent
characteristics of real-world tasks. This section therefore discusses the results with
respect to the theory-based validity of listening-to-summarize tasks as far as listening is
concerned (or the extent to which the tasks efficiently tap into the listening abilities
needed in the target situation), and the tasks’ context validity (or the extent to which
listening-to-summarize tasks represent characteristics of real-world tasks). This is to

provide insights into the validity of these tasks.
The listening construct or abilities assessed by the tasks

Successful (academic) L2 listening, as presented in Chapter 2, involves a number
of cognitive processes (both lower- and higher- levels) and strategies (both cognitive and
metacognitive). Consequently, tests which are used to assess L2 listening abilities should
tap into those processes and strategies in order to provide results that can accurately be

generalized to real-life listening performance.

In terms of cognitive processes, a question is raised of the extent to which test
tasks used are capable of tapping into high-level processes, especially semantic
processing at the discourse level and pragmatic processing which are important for
complete text understanding (see Field, 2012; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). In this study,
it was found that the listening-to-summarize tasks, which required the participants to
produce a summary after listening, were able to do so. To be able to summarize the

listening passage correctly, the participants had to understand not only the details of the
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passages but the overall meaning which was not always explicitly indicated and thus

processing at higher-level was required.

Dividing task processing into two different levels, namely lower- and higher-level
processes, this study found that the participants who successfully completed the listening-
to-summarize tasks, meaning that they provided a correct main point and relevant
supporting details, had engaged in higher-level processing. Their cognitive processes at
the higher-level were, however, found to vary across the listening passages. In Hans
Krebs, for example, the successful participant engaged in both semantic and pragmatic
processing. This listening passage, as perceived by a large number of participants (see
Section 8.6.2: cognitive processing demands), was cognitively complex. The majority
said that they were unfamiliar with the content or could not predict the upcoming
information. In addition, they agreed that more than one idea had to be attended to at a
time and about one-third did not find the text explicitly organized or the main point
clearly stated. To successfully comprehend this text, the participants had to infer links
between ideas, connect ideas to the theme of the text, and rely on both the linguistic and
contextual information to understand the point. In Vitamin D, on the other hand, the
results showed that the participants successfully extracted the main point of the text
correctly by relying on semantic processing at the global level, but not on pragmatic
processing. This text, as compared to Hans Krebs, is less cognitively complex. About
two-thirds of the participants indicated that they were familiar with the text content. In
addition, the text processing was less likely to be cognitively demanding because they
agreed that the ideas in the text were clearly organized and just one idea needed to be

processed at a time.
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Although some participants did not successfully engage in higher-level processes
and did not obtain a full score on the summary content, they appeared to engage in
parsing and semantic processing at a local level and obtained a score of ‘1’ for content.
Specifically, they were able to segment some key information correctly, understand some
individual ideas, and integrate these ideas in their summary. These participants, however,
were not able to include the main point of the text accurately. This was because, as
revealed in the stimulated recall data, their inferencing and elaboration strategies were
not successfully employed, resulting in the ineffectiveness of the use of comprehension

monitoring.

The participants who scored ‘0’ on the content were those engaging in lower-lever
processes (acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognizing, and parsing), but not in
higher-level processes as did the higher scorers, and their linguistic decoding was not as
effective as that of the higher scorers. They were able to recognize words and parse
chunks of information in the speech stream, but their perceived ‘key words or key
information” were incorrect and some of the key information was missing. To complete
the task, they combined the words/phrases they had extracted from the passage with their
background knowledge to reconstruct the key ideas of the text. As the key words and
ideas they had extracted did not convey the key meaning, their reconstruction of the text

was unsuccessful, resulting in an inaccurate summary and scoring ‘0’ on content.

In addition to cognitive processes, successful understanding of input texts in
listening-to-summarize tasks, as discussed earlier (see 9.2.2), requires the interactive use
of a number of strategies. This includes the use of prediction, selective attention, directed

attention, comprehension monitoring, inferencing, elaboration, real-time assessment of
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input, and comprehension evaluation. These strategies have been found by needs analysis
studies of listening abilities in academic context (e.g., Imhof, 1998; Song & Cheng, 2006;
Flowerdew & Miller, 2005) to be crucial for L2 listeners whose text processing is not as
automated as L1 listeners. As discussed by Imhof (1998), the use of these strategies
makes listeners become good listeners in an instructional setting. Flowerdew and Miller
(2005) more particularly suggest that for successful academic listening, students should at
least engage in high-level cognitive processes (semantic and pragmatic processing),
directed attention, lowering anxiety, inferencing, performance evaluation, elaboration (on

personal, academic, and world knowledge) and comprehension monitoring.

Success in real-life L2 listening, as Rost (2014) presents, is related to the
engagement of processes and strategies in three processing domains — the cognitive,
affective, and interpersonal domains. The cognitive domain encompasses all the complex
skills of spoken language processing (linguistic, semantic, and pragmatic processing) that
allow listeners to process quickly to keep up with the natural speed of proficient speech.
The activation of cognitive processes found in this study constitutes the processing
abilities in this cognitive domain. The test-takers’ use of pre-listening preparation to get
rid of text anxiety and nervousness, in addition, represents the use of strategies in what
Rost (2014) calls the affective domain, which deals with stressful situations. In addition,
in real-life communication, Rost (2014) describes that it is important that listeners are
task-oriented and focus on the goal of tasks. They should have conscious strategies to
monitor their own listening process to achieve listening goals. In this study, it was found
that to complete the task requirement, which was summarizing listening input by

speaking and writing, test-takers relied on several conscious strategies which are crucial
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for successful listening, including comprehension strategies, real-time assessment of
input, and comprehension evaluation. These strategies, according to Rost (2014), are

strategies in the interpersonal domain which enable listeners to achieve their goal.

Sawaki et al. (2013) suspect that integrated-skills assessment (listening-reading-
writing) is capable of evaluating abilities that can be generalized to language use. If the
generalized-language abilities are seen as abilities which are not task-specific and are
likely to be transferred to other language use situations, then this study has shown that
integrated-test tasks are capable of tapping into relevant abilities, such as the abilities to
prepare for text processing (set listening goals, minimize listening anxiety, and get ready
for listening) and to monitor the listening process (make sure throughout the task that
comprehension takes place and solve comprehension problems if it does not). These
abilities, as Cumming (2014) emphasizes, are basic abilities required not only to

complete comprehension tests but also in academic contexts and the workplace.

Based on the results discussed, listening-to-summarize tasks have shown the
potential to represent the construct of lecture listening in real-life situations. In particular,
they have the potential to tap into the higher-level cognitive processes or semantic
processing at the global or discourse level and pragmatic processing and strategies that
are important to understand lectures outside test situations. However, it is important to
note that the elicitation of some of the processes (such as pragmatic processing) and some
strategies (such as real-time assessment) may be determined by the specific

characteristics of input texts and task output.

306



Task authenticity and fairness

The second focus of the investigation was on task authenticity, fairness, and
listening task difficulty, as perceived by test-takers. Authenticity and fairness were
particularly looked into to investigate whether the test-takers who experienced the tasks
will be directly affected by the use of the tasks. The results showed that the majority of
participants strongly agreed that the tasks were authentic and a fair way of assessing their
ability to use English for academic purposes. According to the participants, the tasks
simulated what they encounter in their academic studies. This finding is consistent with
the rationale underlying the use of integrated-test tasks, described by Cumming (2014)
and Plakans (2015), namely, that integrated-skills tasks are capable of representing
language tasks in real-life situations. Similarly, when asked how accurately the tasks
were able to assess the individual skills (listening, speaking, and writing) involved in the
task performance, over half of the participants (strongly) agreed that the tasks accurately
assessed their listening, speaking, and writing abilities (see Table 8.4). This study thus
supports the claims that integrated-test tasks, i.e., listening-to-summarize tasks, represent
characteristics of real-world tasks and provide a fair way to assess language abilities. This
helps support the claims that test results from these tasks are generalizable to the target

language use domain.
Task difficulty and its relation to listening task performance

The study also investigated perceptions of listening task difficulty and their
relation to task performance to see whether there was a systematic association between
perceptions of listening task difficulty and listening performance. The results showed that

text characteristics that made the listening input difficult, according to the participants,
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were information density (code complexity), unfamiliar listening content (cognitive
complexity), and time pressure (communication stress). Of the four listening passages,
Hans Krebs was perceived to be the most difficult, especially in terms of cognitive
complexity (Table 8.10). The biggest number of the participants indicated that they were
not familiar with the content or unable to predict what would come next. Because they
were not familiar with the content and the text’s information was dense, they had to pay
attention to more than one idea at a time. These characteristics, as indicated by Lynch
(2011) and Buck and Tatsuoka (1998), are in fact features of academic texts that listeners
encounter in academic listening texts and which they have to be able to overcome if they

are to process aural texts and participate in academic contexts successfully.

The perceptions were not very different when compared between the listening-to-
speak and the listening-to-write tasks. The only exception was the perceptions of
communication stress where a large number of participants indicated that they felt under
time pressure while performing the listening-to-speak tasks. For the listening-to-write
tasks, however, they remained neutral. This view, as discussed earlier in Section 9.2.3,
may to some extent reflect the nature of real-world oral communication tasks; speaking

tasks impose more stress on language users than writing tasks (Bygate, 1987).

The results on perceptions of task difficulty and their relation to the task
performance indicate that, although the perceptions were found to relate to some aspects
of task performance, no common patterns were found between the four listening texts
investigated. The fact the Hans Krebs text was perceived as the most difficult was not, in
any case, significantly related to task performance. The Corruption and Talent texts, with

more or less the same difficulty as perceived by the participants, were either significantly

308



or not significantly related to the performance in different respects. This may be due to
two reasons. Firstly, it may be because the perceptions of task difficulty tend to relate to
the listeners’ topical knowledge rather than their experience performing the tasks. As
observed in the stimulated recall, after listening to the first few sentences the participants
judged whether they had topical knowledge and when they thought they did not have
such knowledge, they stated that the task was difficult. Secondly, although the text was
considered difficult, it was still possible for the listeners to successfully perform the task
(providing an accurate summary) if their text processing at the lower-level, their
metacognitive strategies, and especially their comprehension processing and real-time
assessment of input functioned effectively. So although tasks were judged as being
difficult, the listeners might still be able to do well if their cognitive processing worked
effectively. In other words, perceptions of difficulty may not determine task achievement,
but task processing abilities are likely to do so. These findings contradict SLA studies
such as Robinson (2001) and Tavakoli (2009), which suggest that perceptions of task
difficulty related to task performance. These findings, however, support Elder et al.
(2002) who stated that test-takers’ perceptions of task difficulty may not be such a useful
source for describing task difficulty for the listening construct underlying integrated-
listening task. As explained by Elder et al. (2002), the different findings that emerge in
teaching and testing contexts may be because under testing situations, test-takers may
concentrate very hard on providing accurate performance/responses and may not pay
attention to task characteristics (e.g., familiar/unfamiliar lexis and less complex/more
complex structures) and conditions (more cognitive/less cognitive demands) offered to

make tasks easier or more difficult.
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In sum, this investigation of test-taker’s listening processing supports the claim
that listening ability should be recognized to be part of the construct underlying listening-
to-summarize tasks. This is because the tasks were found to require listening abilities to
comprehend input materials and this understanding is a prerequisite for task production in
integrated listening-to-summarize tasks (written or spoken summaries). This
investigation, together with that into the test-takers’ perceptions of task authenticity,
fairness, and listening task difficulty, furthermore, support the use of listening-to-
summarize tasks in assessing English for academic purposes. The tasks have the potential
to capture the abilities required in real-life situations, especially listening cognitive
processing at a high level and the use of metacognitive strategies. The characteristics of
the tasks and listening task difficulty as perceived by the test-takers, to a large extent,
represent some of the tasks they encounter in their academic studies, and these tasks — as
the test-takers perceived — accurately reflect the abilities they need to perform in their
academic studies. From this perspective, the use of listening-to-summarize tasks that
reference to both receptive (listening) and productive (speaking/writing) abilities in their

construct) to assess academic English abilities should therefore be justified.

9.5 Summary

Based on the results and the discussions provided, this study suggests that listening
comprehension abilities should be a recognized part of the construct underlying
integrated-listening tasks in addition to the productive skills involved. The study shows
that test-takers engaged in a number of processes and strategies to comprehend listening

input text. In addition, it reveals differences in the processing (in both processes and
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strategies) used when comparing between different performance levels. As a result, it is
recommended that these processes and strategies are part-and-parcel of the description of
the listening construct of listening-to-summarize tasks. With regard to test-taker
perceptions, the findings on task authenticity and fairness are consistent with previous
research. Namely, the tasks, as perceived by the test-takers, represent real-world tasks
and accurately tap into the language skills that need to be performed in an academic
context. However, the investigation of the relationship between perceptions of listening
task difficulty and task performance did not point to any common patterns. This seems to
suggest that perceptions of task difficulty may not be a useful source for test validation.
This may be because 1) participants’ judgments of listening task difficulty were mainly
based on topical knowledge rather than their actual experience of the listening task
performance, and 2) the determinant of successful listening is likely to be text processing
at the lower-level and strategy use may affect task performance more than test-takers’
perceptions. Based on the findings, this study supports the usefulness of listening-to-

summarize tasks in assessing English for academic purposes.

The implications of these findings will be offered in the next chapter. In addition,
limitations of the study will be pointed out and recommendations will be made for further

research.
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Chapter 10 Conclusions

10.1 Introduction

This chapter concludes the study by first providing a summary (10.2). This will include
restating the research aims and the research questions, and summarizing the methodology
and the main findings. Next, the contributions and implications of the study are discussed
in 10.3 and 10.4, respectively. The final section (10.5) acknowledges the limitations of

the study and provides directions for future research.

10.2 Summary of the study

A major concern in language assessment is the extent to which tests tap into the abilities
to use language beyond the test situation. Since acts of real-life communication often
involve several language skills, integrated tasks are increasingly used in language tests.
These tasks require test-takers to use at least two language skills (e.g., listening-speaking;
reading-writing) and are perceived to better represent the characteristics of real-world
tasks (Cumming et al., 2004; Plakans, 2009; 2014). Studies investigating the abilities
actually assessed by integrated tasks, however, have primarily focused on the productive
skill(s) involved (speaking and writing); the role of receptive skills in integrated task
performance is still unclear, particularly for tasks involving listening. In fact, the validity
of language tests depends, to a great extent, upon a clear test construct. When the

construct is not clearly defined, it is difficult for testers to support interpretations and
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decisions made on the basis of test scores. With this in mind, this study set out to

investigate the listening construct underlying listening-to-summarize tasks.

Drawing upon the literature in language testing (see Chapter 2), this study
conceptualized the construct or abilities assessed by language test tasks as the cognitive
and strategic processing test-takers engage in during task performance and explored the
listening construct of the listening-to-summarize tasks by addressing the following

research questions.

The overarching question was “What listening abilities are assessed by EAP

listening-to-summarize tasks?”” and the subordinate questions were formulated as follows.

1. What cognitive processes and strategies do ESL test-takers engage in
while performing (adapted) PTE Academic listening-to-summarize tasks?
a. Are there any differences in the processes and strategies when
compared between tasks with different language modalities, namely
speaking and writing, and between performance levels?
2. What are ESL test-takers’ perceptions of (adapted) PTE Academic
listening-to-summarize tasks and of listening task difficulty?
a. Isthe listening difficulty as perceived by the test-takers related to their

listening performance?

The research data comprised 1) test-takers’ cognitive and strategic behaviours in
processing the listening input of (adapted) PTE Academic Re-tell Lecture and Summarize
Spoken Text tasks, and 2) their perceptions of the tasks and of listening task difficulty and

the relation of this difficulty to task performance. To answer the first set of questions, 12
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Thai ESL learners pursuing post-graduate level degrees at a UK university completed
four listening-to-summarize tasks with different listening inputs. Two tasks required an
oral summary of the listening and the other two a written summary. After completing
each task, the participants conducted stimulated recalls which required them to watch a
video recording of their own behaviours and explain what they were doing or thinking
about while listening. The participants’ notes taken during task completion and their
oral/written content summaries were analysed to supplement the stimulated-recall data.
By using a coding scheme developed on the basis of existing listening frameworks (see

Appendix 5), the data were analysed by two coders.

To answer the second set of research questions, on the perceptions of tasks and
listening task difficulty and their relationship to task performance, another group of 60
Thai students studying at four universities in the UK was included. After they completed
each of the four listening-to-summarize tasks on a one-to-one basis, a perception
questionnaire was administered. The data were quantitatively analysed using the

statistical software SPSS, running descriptive statistics and correlations.

In what follows, the findings are summarized according to the research questions.

Question 1: Overall processes and strategies used to comprehend the

listening input in the listening-to-summarize tasks

The analyses showed that the participants relied on both cognitive processes and
strategies to understand the listening input. The processes comprised six cognitive
processes, categorised into two levels of processing: three lower-level processes
(acoustic-phonetic processing, word recognition, and parsing) and three higher-level
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processes (semantic-processing at the local level and at the global level and pragmatic
processing). The lower-level processes were engaged in by all participants while listening
to almost every passage. Although some participants were not aware of their activation of
acoustic-phonetic processing and word recognition, their engagement could be inferred
from what they described knowing or understanding while listening in their stimulated
recalls in combination with their notes and summary content. The number of the
participants engaging in the higher-level processes was smaller than those who engaged
in the lower-level processes. To produce a good summary and receive a full mark on
content, the participants had to engage in semantic processing both at the local and the
global levels and pragmatic processing, except for the tasks with Vitamin D, where the
participants could obtain a full mark without pragmatic processing. The perception
questionnaires revealed that this is because the text input of this particular task was clear
and easy to understand. Therefore, the participants may not have needed to rely on

contextual information to understand the entire meaning.

In addition to these processes, the participants used cognitive and metacognitive
strategies in their listening tasks. Five cognitive strategies reported by the participants
were: 1) prediction, 2) fixation, 3) inferencing, 4) elaboration, and 5) reconstruction.
Fixation and reconstruction were the two cognitive strategies used mainly by the low-
scoring participants. They were found to be unlikely to be useful to the whole listening
process since these participants did not provide accurate information after fixation or
reconstruction. Inferencing was used by every participant and hence was the most
frequently used cognitive strategy. Inferencing was however not always successful as it

depended, to a large extent, on text processing at the lower-level or on linguistic
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processing. When inferences were not made on key or necessary information of the text,
the inferred meaning of the text tended to be wrong. For inferencing to function
effectively, it was important that the lower-level processes (decoding/ parsing
information necessary to understand the main point of the text) were effective. Success in
prediction and elaboration depended on several other factors including the participants’
topical knowledge, familiarity with the text’s discourse, and metacognitive strategies.
Both prediction and elaboration were based on the listeners’ topical knowledge and
familiarity with the text type. When such knowledge was not congruent with the texts’
linguistic information, the use of these strategies was less effective. Unless the
participants were able to recognize some importance markers in the text, realize their
predicted and elaborated information could be wrong, and monitor their comprehension

effectively, they misunderstood the whole meaning of the text.

Six metacognitive strategies were reported by the participants, namely 1)
preparing for listening, 2) selective attention, 3) directed attention, 4) comprehension
monitoring, 5) real-time assessment of input, and 6) comprehension evaluation. Three
strategies used by a large number of participants were comprehension monitoring,
selective attention, and directed attention. Success in using each of these strategies
however depended on the activation of other strategies and processes. An exception is the
preparing for listening strategy, which was useful in itself. It occurred before the audio
texts started, when the participants were setting their listening goals, and reduced their
listening anxiety. Selective attention was found very useful when the listeners’ predicted
information was similar to the textual information. However, since selective attention is

about purposefully and primarily focussing on the predicted key point, it led the listeners
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to focus their attention on the wrong point when their prediction was not accurate, unless
their linguistic processing worked effectively. In addition, it was found that the
effectiveness of comprehension monitoring relied on lower-level processes, and real-time
assessment of input and directed attention depended on comprehension monitoring to be

successful.

The levels of cognitive processes for listening tapped into by the tasks

The results showed that listening-to-summarize tasks are capable of tapping into
higher-level processes. Listeners who were able to provide an accurate summary,
including both accurate main point and relevant details, engaged in semantic processing
both at the local and the global levels for all four passages used as listening input.
Pragmatic processing was also necessarily conducted by the participants to fully
understand three of the input materials, namely Corruption, Hans Krebs, and Talent.
Only in Vitamin D, was there no evidence that pragmatic processing was needed to
provide a good summary. This might be because the text itself was not linguistically
difficult for the listeners and the main point was explicitly indicated. In all four listening
texts, the participants who were found to engage in semantic processing at the local level
but not the global level were able to provide a number of relevant details, but not an
accurate main point of the listening input despite trying to do so. This is partly because
the participants were not able to notice and decode the importance markers in the text
correctly and, although they understood separate ideas in the texts, they were not able to
correctly link them to the theme of the text to understand its actual meaning. The listeners
who operated only low-level processes were able to provide a few pieces of correct

information but included some irrelevant or wrong information in their summary; as a
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result, they scored low on content. This is partly because their lower-level processes,
especially word recognition and parsing, did not function effectively and they had to rely
on fixation and directed attention to basically understand the literal meaning and

complete the tasks.

Based on the results, it can be concluded that the listening-to-summarize tasks,
which require test-takers to summarize listening input, tap into both lower- and higher-
level listening processes. Three important characteristics of the listening input that
appeared to force text processing at the higher-level, as found in this study, are 1) no
explicitly stated main point, but one that has to be inferred from the key information, 2)
the use of importance markers to signal the important piece(s) of information, and 3)

unpredictable discourse structure for the listeners.

Question la: The differences between the strategies used across performance

levels and task modalities

The results in relation to the use of strategies pointed to a slight difference when
comparing between the tasks with different modalities; the high scorers relied more on
comprehension processing, real-time assessment of input, and inferencing than the low
scorers. The low scorers, on the other hand, depended more on fixation and
reconstruction. The comparisons between the cognitive and metacognitive strategies used
by the listeners with different performance levels showed differences in terms of
frequency and types. While the high scorers used more types of metacognitive strategies,
the low scorers used more types of cognitive strategies. The five cognitive strategies

identified were all used by the low scorers in each listening passage, with a high
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frequency of fixation, elaboration, and reconstruction. The high scorers, in contrast, relied
mainly on inferencing. With regard to the use of metacognitive strategies, it was found
that the high scorers reported using all types of metacognitive strategies, with a high
frequency of comprehension monitoring. The low scorers were found to use fewer types

of metacognitive strategies, with a high frequency of directed-attention.

Different types of strategies were used with different purposes. The use of
cognitive strategies was to solve listening problems and fill gaps in listening
comprehension; a more extensive use of cognitive strategies could thus indicate more
gaps in linguistic knowledge and hence in listening comprehension. Less use of cognitive
strategies and more use of metacognitive strategies by higher-scorers may therefore
indicate that they experienced less listening difficulty and hence they had better control
over their listening process. Based on these results, this study concludes that in addition
to cognitive processes, strategic processing behaviours play an important role in task
performance and thus they should be referred to in the listening construct underlying

listening-to-summarize tasks.

Question 2: Test-takers’ perceptions of tasks and listening task difficulty

The results regarding the perceptions of tasks showed that the majority of
participants (strongly) agreed that listening-to-summarize tasks represent the tasks they
encounter in their academic life and fairly assess their language ability. A higher number
of participants agreed that the tasks accurately assessed their listening ability than of

those indicating for speaking and writing abilities.
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In terms of listening task difficulty, investigated via the perceptions of code
(linguistic) complexity, cognitive complexity, and communication stress, the results
showed variation in listening task difficulty. Hans Krebs and Corruption are perceived to
be more difficult than Talent and Vitamin D. Although a higher number of participants
agreed that the textual information of all listening passages was dense, they did not agree
that Corruption and Hans Krebs were clearly organized or that they were familiar with
the ideas in these two texts. Hence, Hans Krebs and Corruption are likely to be more
linguistically and cognitively complex than Vitamin D and Talent. In addition, although
about half of the participants indicated that they were familiar with the task type
(listening to an academic lecture and summarizing it), they reported being under time

pressure, especially while performing the listening-to-speak tasks.

Question 2a: The relationship between perceptions of listening task difficulty

and listening performance

The investigation of the relationship between listening task difficulty, as
perceived by the participants, and listening task performance indicated that the
perceptions were significantly related to task performance in a few respects. However, no
common patterns of correlations were identified. The perceived difficulty of the Hans
Krebs tasks was not, in any respects, significantly related to listening performance
(assessed via summary content). The perceptions of the difficulty of Corruption were
negatively and significantly correlated to the content score in the listening-to-speak task,
meaning that the participants who perceived the listening text as linguistically complex
and cognitively demanding provided a less accurate summary. Additionally, fluency was

negatively and significantly related to cognitive complexity, indicating that the
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participants who thought the task was cognitively demanding were likely to speak less
fluently. However, these correlational patterns were not found in the tasks with Talent
although the listening task difficulty, as perceived by the participants, was more or less
the same as that found in Corruption. In Vitamin D, which was perceived as the easiest
listening passage among the four passages, only the perceptions of cognitive complexity
were negatively related to the content summary. This shows that the participants who
thought the text was cognitively demanding were likely to provide a less accurate

summary of the text.

As discussed in Chapter 9, the fact that no common patterns of relationship
between perceptions of task difficulty and task performance were identified could be due
to two reasons. Firstly, perceptions of task difficulty tended to relate to the listeners’
topical knowledge rather than their linguistic ability and actual experience in listening to
the text. Secondly, although the text was considered difficult, it was possible for the
listeners to successfully perform the task (providing an accurate summary) when their
cognitive processes at lower-level and metacognitive strategies, especially

comprehension processing and real-time assessment of input functioned effectively.

10.3 Contributions of the study

10.3.1 Theoretical contributions

This study provides important insights into the theoretical construct underlying
integrated-listening tasks in a number of ways. Weir (2005) has indicated that having
clear theoretical constructs of language test tasks is important for test designers to select

tasks that best suit their testing purpose and later to justify the interpretations of test
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scores and use. However, as far as integrated-listening tasks are concerned, it has so far
been unclear whether and to what extent listening played a role in task performance and
what listening abilities were assessed by this task type. Drawing on the language testing
literature, listening abilities in this study were conceptualized as the cognitive and
strategic processing behaviours listeners activate to comprehend the listening input.
Adding to previous research in this area, this study has revealed the set of abilities
required in listening comprehension. Namely, what is crucial for successful
comprehension are effective processing at the lower level (especially the ability to
recognize importance markers), higher-level processes (i.e. semantic and pragmatic
processing), and the use of such strategies as inferencing, comprehension processing, and
real-time assessment of input. These processes and strategies, as discussed in Chapter 9,
work interactively and depend on one another in a very complex way to bring about

complete text understanding.

This study also extends our understanding of the association between task
processing behaviours and task performance. The investigation of the processes and
strategies the participants engaged in in this study showed that the processes and
strategies function interactively and depend on one another in a very complicated way.
Successful inferencing which facilitated semantic and pragmatic processing was found to
rely on text processing at the lower level, such as word decoding and parsing. Real-time
assessment of input, on the other hand, relied on comprehension monitoring. Selective
attention was effectively used when prediction was accurate according to the text’s
linguistic information. When prediction was wrong, it was important that comprehension

monitoring functioned effectively with the help of text processing at the low or linguistic
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processing-level. If this was not the case, texts could be misinterpreted. The fact that
several strategies reported by the participants were not used successfully on their own,
but relied on other strategies and processes to be successful, could possibly explain why
the frequency count of individual strategies used in previous studies, such as Barkaoui
(2014) and Purpura (1999), was not related to task performance. In such a case, as
discussed in Chapter 9, it may that the interactive nature of processes and strategies may

have been underestimated.

Based on the findings of test-takers’ listening comprehension processing, this
study has formulated a listening comprehension model, which helps fine tune existing
cognitive frameworks in several ways. First, it indicates that strategies (both cognitive
and metacognitive) play important roles in (L2) listening performance. Since some of
these strategies (such as prediction, selective attention, and real-time assessment of input)
have not been explicitly indicated in Field (2013) — the cognitive processing framework
for listening being used in L2 listening assessment — this indication seems to be crucial.
This model in addition illustrates the interactiveness between cognitive processes and
strategies and between cognitive and metacognitive strategies test-takers activate to
understand listening input in listening-to-summarize tasks. This interactiveness has in
fact been acknowledged in several listening frameworks such as Field (2013), Rost
(2011), and Vandergrift and Goh (2012); however, none of these models clearly displays

it.

This study in addition contributes to knowledge in that it has shown that listening-

to-summarize tasks, both listening-to-speak and listening-to-write tasks, are able to tap
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into higher-level processing, which is aimed to be assessed by several testing situations.
In the tasks where test-takers were required to summarize a listening passage, the high-
and the low-scoring listeners were found to rely on different levels of text processing to
comprehend listening input. Although lower-level processes were found important to
process text for comprehension, the sole activation of these processes proved insufficient
to enable test-takers to provide an accurate summary of the listening input; such
processes enabled the listeners to understand only the literal meaning of the texts. This
was the case for low-scoring participants, who were able to include in their summary
only chunks of relevant information, but not the texts’ main point. What was crucial for
test-takers to be able to provide a correct main point was successful engagement in high-
level processes, i.e., semantic processing at the global (discourse) level and pragmatic

processing. This was evidenced in the high-scorers’ task-processing behaviours.

The final theoretical contribution that can be drawn from the findings is related to
the role of test-takers’ perceptions in test validation. Test-takers’ perceptions were found
to be useful for indicating task authenticity and fairness in this study. Considering test-
takers as a useful data source as they have experienced performing the tasks, the study
investigated task authenticity, fairness, and difficulty via test-takers’ perceptions. The
majority of participants strongly agreed that the test tasks represent those they have come
across in their real life and are a fair way to assess their English abilities. These
agreements can, to some extent, support the generalization of test scores beyond the test
situation. The investigation of perceptions of listening difficulty, on the other hand, has
pointed to the characteristics of the texts that increased listening difficulty such as

information density and text discourse structure. These characteristics, as revealed in
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qualitative data, required test-takers to activate some particular processes and strategies,
such as semantic processing at the discourse level and real-time assessment of input to
listen to the texts successfully. The correlation analyses, however, did not indicate
common patterns of relationship between the perceptions of task difficulty and task
performance. The listening input which was considered difficult by the participants was
successfully comprehended by the listeners if their text processing at the low-level
functioned effectively. Based on the findings, this study therefore concludes that test-
takers perceptions are useful to indicate levels of task authenticity, fairness, and the
characteristics of tasks contributing to task difficulty. This source of data, however, may
not be useful to estimate overall task difficulty since the participants who perceived tasks

as difficult either succeeded or failed the tasks, depending on their processing abilities.

10.3.2 Methodological contributions

This study shows the importance of mixed methods in investigating test-takers’
processing behaviours. The study set out to investigate test-takers’ cognitive and strategic
processing behaviours by using stimulated recalls, where the participants were required to
explain what they were thinking about or paying attention to while listening. Although
this data collection method proved to be useful as the recalls provided insights into the
processes and strategies participants engaged in, some processes and strategies went
unrecognized by the participants, especially automated processes. To bridge this gap, the
participants’ notes and their content summaries were also included as research data and
analyzed to complement the stimulated recall data. The analyses of the notes and the
summaries did not only point to the presence of automated listening processes that

participants were unable to recognize or report but also indicated the extent to which the
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reported processes and strategies were conducted successfully. Some of the data from
these three sources triangulate with each other in indicating the activation of some
processes (semantic and pragmatic processing) and strategies (fixation, inferencing, and
elaboration). Based on these findings, it is advisable to analyze test-takers’ notes (if any)
and the content of task output to complement and triangulate verbal data. This is in

particular to study task processing behaviours.

10.4 Implications of this study

10.4.1 Implications for test developers

Some language testing researchers have warned against the use of integrated-skills tasks
to assess language abilities because of their confounding effect, or the problem that the
ability to perform one skill may have an impact on the performance on another skill
required by the tasks. For example, listening ability may influence speaking or writing
ability in integrated listening-speaking and listening-writing tasks. However, in this
study, the participants judged that this task type represents the tasks that they encounter
in their academic studies and fairly assesses the language skills involved in task
performance. In addition, the tasks, as discussed earlier, assessed the listening
comprehension abilities required in real-life situations. Since real-world communication
generally involves a combination or integration of language skills and this task type has
proved to assess the abilities performed in authentic language use, the above concerns do
not seem justified and it is meaningful to use integrated-skills tasks in the assessment of

language ability.
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It was found in this study that listening comprehension involved a number of
processes and strategies and the performance of these processes and strategies was found
to differentiate intermediate listeners from advanced (see Chapter 7). Listeners with
different performance levels differed in the processes and strategies used to comprehend
the listening input. It is thus advisable that where integrated-skills tasks are used for
assessing language ability, the comprehension ability should be explicitly scored via the
content of productive tasks. Furthermore, given the crucial role of comprehension ability,
it seems justifiable to make the weight of the content score up to half of the total score in
integrated-test tasks and let criteria specifically related to the productive skill (e.g.,

fluency, linguistic accuracy and range) contribute the other half.

In terms of content scoring, despite the fact that complete text understanding and
correct content summaries are the target, this study also recommends considering partial
understanding and partly correct summaries as an indication of listening abilities. While
partial understanding is clearly at the lower level and therefore not deserving of high
scores, giving no points also does not accurately represent test-takers’ abilities in task
performance. Although less successful listeners did not engage in high-level processes
and strategies as successfully as the successful listeners when providing the correct main
point of texts, they have been revealed to possess some language knowledge and
processing abilities which form a basis for text understanding. For example, test-takers
who can provide most of the relevant ideas in their summary but not the main point have
been shown to be capable of processing texts linguistically and semantically at the local
level. Test-takers who provided accurate propositions/chunks of information engaged in

linguistic processing. The scoring criterion should thus take into account the processes
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and sources of knowledge that test-takers use in providing the content and allocate scores

accordingly.

An implication for test developers who aim to reveal the construct underlying test
tasks is that it is necessary to look into test-takers’ processing behaviours as they point to
the different processes and strategies activated to complete tasks, their strengths and
weaknesses, and the extent to which such processes and strategies are used successfully.
In addition, it is important that both verbal data and analyses of task performance are
included in such investigations since it was found that in some cases the reported strategy
use did not link to successful use. Only relying on reported usage may give a wrong
picture of strategy use and the abilities performed in task completion. Therefore, to
compensate for these issues of the veridicality (the accuracy of verbal data) and
comprehensiveness of verbal report methods, this study recommends looking into
additional sources of data, such as learners’ notes and the content of task output to obtain

a complete picture of the abilities assessed by the tasks investigated.

The bases of tasks investigated in this study were originally Re-tell Lecture and
Summarize Spoken Text items. Although these tasks were adapted to suit the research
purpose, the task adaptation (see 3.4.2 ) did not change the nature and the main
requirements in task performance (listening-speaking and listening-writing). It is thus
possible to provide the implications for PTE Academic in terms of its theory-based and
context validities. The findings of the task processing behaviours show that these
(adapted) tasks tap into cognitive processes and strategies (cognitive and metacognitive

strategies), which, as discussed in Chapter 9, are required for success in real-life
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academic listening. These results, to some extent, indicate the theory-based validity of the
Re-tell Lecture and Summarize Spoken Text items. In addition, the findings of test-takers
perceptions show that the majority of test-takers in this study perceived the tasks as
authentic. The participants (strongly) agreed that the tasks represent the characteristics of
tasks they encounter in academic contexts. In addition, the tasks, as perceived by the test-
takers, assess their academic English abilities fairly. These findings, to some extent, show
the context validity of the (adapted) Re-tell Lecture and Summarize Spoken Text items.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the findings support the use of these items in the PTE

Academic which aims to assess English for academic purposes.

10.4.2 Implications for language teachers

This study has implications for teachers who are responsible for teaching academic L2
listening. First, it provides them with conceptual information of what abilities are
involved in academic L2 listening overall, including both cognitive and strategic
processing abilities and the interaction between these processes and strategies. In
addition, given that listening in real-life situations does not occur in isolation but in
combination with other language skills, it is also important to suggest that listening
should be practised in combination with other skills such as speaking and writing in order
to fully simulate real-world situations of language use. Practising language skills in

combination, as suggested in Chapter 2, is key to succeeding in language learning.

The study revealed aspects of language that learners, especially at the
intermediate or upper-intermediate levels who have acquired a certain level of language

knowledge, need to learn in order to be successful in academic listening. What were
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found to play an important role in understanding the main points of lectures are the
discourse structure and importance markers used by the speakers. Although the listeners
in this study were likely to be familiar with ‘traditional’ logical connectors and linking
words and be able to recognize such markers as ‘first’, ‘then’, and ‘however’, (given their
overall proficiency level) most of them struggled more with importance markers which
take the form of phrases and which are expressed in a more passage-specific manner such
as ‘it does that by accident’, and ‘Krebs is a wonderful example to me of how’. Inability
to recognize the importance markers used and how the independent ideas in the text are
organized may cause misunderstanding of lectures’ main points. Given that these types of
markers are common in academic lectures (Lynch, 2011; Deroey, 2015), it is important
that classroom teaching for academic listening emphasizes and helps learners develop

recognition and comprehension of this marker type.

What is also important for listening to academic lectures are metacognitive
strategies. Some listeners were found to rely on their background knowledge to
comprehend the texts without realizing that it was incongruent with the text’s linguistic
information. As a result they misunderstood the main point of what they were listening to
unless their comprehension monitoring and real-time assessment of input worked
efficiently. Thus, in addition to emphasizing the importance markers or discourse
markers of any type, it is recommended to enhance learners’ metacognitive strategies,
especially the ability to monitor their own comprehension (e.g., evaluating their on-going
understanding and questioning the relevance of their background knowledge to listening

content) and real-time assessing of the input.
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10.5 Limitations and future research

Despite having been carefully designed, this study has some limitations. One is related to
the research tasks. The study was limited to only listening-to-summarize tasks, requiring
oral and written summaries after listening. Integrated listening-test tasks with different
requirements for task output (e.qg., retelling or discussing the listening texts) were not the
focus. However, since these have not been looked into, it is unclear to what extent the
present study’s findings generalize to those tasks, particularly since some strategies used
by the participants, such as reconstruction, selective attention, and real-time assessment
of input, were found to be task/item-specific. In addition, the tasks in this study were
completed by a group of intermediate and upper-intermediate Thai ESL learners in the
UK. Their background and topical knowledge was found to play a crucial role in their
cognitive processing and their use of strategies. Consequently, the findings may not be
generalizable to other groups of L2 listeners with different background profiles.
Hypothesizing that educational experience and strategy training may affect the way
listeners developed and use processes and strategies, this study proposes a replication in
different contexts and with participants with different educational and language

backgrounds.

Another limitation of this study relates to the fact that task performance was
primarily investigated with reference to listening comprehension only. This was
motivated by the lack of attention in the literature to this receptive skill in integrated
tasks, and in particular the unclear role of listening comprehension in integrated-skills

tasks. While one group of researchers found that comprehension ability played a distinct
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role and recommended that this ability be explicitly referenced in the construct
underlying integrated-test tasks, others have concluded that integrated-test tasks (e.qg.,
reading-writing) are the same as independent skill tasks (e.g., writing) in terms of what
they measure. In this study, it was found that listening comprehension abilities play an
essential role. High and low scorers differed in their cognitive and strategic processing
behaviours, suggesting that they possess different listening comprehension abilities. This
finding suggests that comprehension ability exists and plays a role in successful task
performance. However, what this study did not explore in detail was the productive
performance on the task and the links between comprehension and production. This study
thus recommends further research that investigates both the comprehension and
production parts of the task processing and performance to gain additional insights into
the interaction between these and to obtain a fully comprehensive picture of the abilities

that are actually assessed by integrated-skills tasks as a whole.
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Appendices
LANCASTER

UNIVERSITY
Appendix 1: Ethics documentation Department of Linguistics

and English Language

Date: 24 January 2013
INFORMATION SHEET

As part of my doctoral studies in the Department of Linguistics and English Language, |
have been asked to carry out a study involving giving an English language test to students who are
not native speakers of English. In my study, | will look into students’ test performance and
thinking processes whilst doing the test, as well as their perceptions of the test and its difficulty.

I have approached you because I’m interested to know how Thai students, who speak
English as a foreign language and need English for higher education, complete this test and how
they perceive the test and its difficulty. | would be very grateful if you would agree to take part.

By participating in this study, you will first be asked to provide information on your
educational background by filling in a one-page questionnaire. After that, the English language
test will be delivered and you will be required to complete 4 tasks. Each task begins with listening
to an audio passage and then giving a summary of the passage in either oral or written form. After
completing each task, you will be shown the task and your response again and invited to talk about
how you approached the task and what you were thinking about while doing it. Video recording
devices will be used during this process. Also, I will ask you to fill out a questionnaire in order to
know what your views on the test and how difficult it was.

You are free to withdraw from the study at any time. At every stage, your name will
remain confidential. Your real name will not be used but assigned a pseudonym. The data will be
kept securely in a locked cupboard and electronic data will be saved on a computer protected by
password access. The data will be used for academic purposes only.

If you have any queries about the study, please feel free to contact myself, or my
supervisor, Dr. Tineke Brunfaut, who can be contacted at t.brunfaut@Ilancaster.ac.uk or by phone
on +44(0)1524 594084. You may also contact the Head of Department, Prof. Elena Semino, at
e.semino@lancaster.ac.uk or by phone on +44(0)1524 594176.

Ms. Anchana Rukthong
a.rukthong@Ilancaster.ac.uk
PhD student

Lancaster University
Lancaster LA1 4YL
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UNIVERSITY OF LANCASTER

Department of Linguistics and English Language
Consent Form

Project title: A construct validation study of integrated listening-speaking and listening-

writing test items

i. I have read and had explained to me by Ms. Anchana Rukthong the Information Sheet
relating to this project.

ii. I have had explained to me the purposes of the project and what will be required of
me, and any questions have been answered to my satisfaction. | agree to the
arrangements described in the Information Sheet in so far as they relate to my
participation.

iii. lunderstand that my participation is entirely voluntary and that | have the right to
withdraw from the project any time.

iv. | have received a copy of this Consent Form and of the accompanying Information

Sheet.

Name:

Signed:

Date:
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Appendix 2: Background Questionnaire

Directions: Please provide the following information by writing your response in the space or
ticking (v') in the box that is true to your information.

1. First Name: 2. Last Name:
3. Gender: O Male O Female 4. Age: years
5. 1% language: O Thai O Other:

6. Current level of study:

O Undergraduate ~ Year of study: 018 02" 0O3%04" 0O Other:

O Masters Year of study: 00 1 02" O Other:
O PhD Year of study: O 1% 002" O Other:
O Other:

7. Faculty: 8. Major subject:

9. Overseas experience: Have you spent a long period (at least a total of three months) in
English speaking countries? O Yes O No

If yes, which country?

How long did you live there? year(s) month(s)

10. English ability: Please provide your English language scores.
O IELTS O TOEFL

Overall score

Score on each skill: Listening__ Reading ___ Writing___ Speaking
When did you take the test?

O Within 3 months ago O Within 3-6 months ago

O Within 6-12 months ago 0 More than one year ago

Thank you very much!
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Appendix 3: Listening-to-speak task perception questionnaire

Directions: For each of the following statements, please put a tick (v') in the column that
best represents your level of agreement.

Statements Strongly | Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree agree

1 The task simulates situations in academic contexts.

2 | The task assesses the English ability required for
academic study.

3 | Thisis a fair way to assess my ability to use English
in academic contexts.

4 | The task accurately reflects my English listening

ability.

5 | The task accurately reflects my English speaking
ability.

6 | Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for
me.

7 | Sentence structures in the listening passage were
complicated for me.

8 | There were a lot of important ideas to be processed
during the listening passage.

9 | Important ideas in the listening passage were
paraphrased or repeated more than once.

10 | Ideas in the listening passage were clearly
connected.

11 | I am familiar with the content of the listening
passage.

12 | I could predict the rest of listening content after
listening to the first few sentences.

13 | | have attended academic lectures in English before.

14 | | have the experience of listening to an academic
text and then orally summarizing it.

15 | The ideas in the listening passage were organized
clearly.

16 | | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a
time.

17 | The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for
me to complete an oral summary.

18 | The listening passage contained a lot of implied
meanings.

19 | The listening passage contained a lot of abstract
ideas.

20 | | felt under time pressure while performing the task.

21 | 1 had enough time to perform the speaking task.

22 | The listening was too long.

23 | The passage was spoken too fast.
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Appendix 4: Listening-to-write task perception questionnaire

Directions: For each of the following statements, please put a tick (v') in the column that
best represents your level of agreement.

Statements Strongly | Disagree | Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree agree

1 The task simulates situations in academic contexts.

2 | The task assesses the English ability required for
academic study.

3 | Thisis a fair way to assess my ability to use English
in academic contexts.

4 | The task accurately reflects my English listening

ability.

5 | The task accurately reflects my English writing
ability.

6 | Vocabulary in the listening passage was difficult for
me.

7 | Sentence structures in the listening passage were
complicated for me.

8 | There were a lot of important ideas to be processed
during the listening passage.

9 | Important ideas in the listening passage were
paraphrased or repeated more than once.

10 | Ideas in the listening passage were clearly
connected.

11 | I am familiar with the content of the listening
passage.

12 | I could predict the rest of listening content after
listening to the first few sentences.

13 | | have attended academic lectures in English before.

14 | | have the experience of listening to an academic
text and then writing its summary.

15 | The ideas in the listening passage were organized
clearly.

16 | | had to pay attention to more than one idea at a
time.

17 | The listening passage provided sufficient ideas for
me to complete a written summary.

18 | The listening passage contained a lot of implied
meanings.

19 | The listening passage contained a lot of abstract
ideas.

20 | | felt under time pressure while performing the task.

21 | 1 had enough time to perform the writing task.

22 | The listening was too long.

23 | The passage was spoken too fast.
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Appendix 5: Coding scheme

Cognitive process Strategies
Cognitive Metacognitive
1) Acoustic-phonetic 1) Fixation 1) Pre-listening preparation
decoding
2) Word Recognizing 2) Inferencing 2) Selective attention
3) Parsing 3) Elaboration 3) Directed attention
4) Semantic processing at a | 4) Prediction 4) Comprehension
local level monitoring
5) Semantic processing at a | 5) Translation 5) Real-time assessing of
global (discourse) level input
6) Pragmatic processing 6) Reconstruction 6) Comprehension
evaluation

Cognitive Processes
1) Acoustic-phonetic decoding

Occurring when a listener accesses acoustic sounds, registers the sounds, and converts the
sounds into the representations of the language phonological system At this stage of
processing, phonemes or phonological forms which are the basic units of words are
identified.

2) Word recognizing

The process by which the listener segments a continuous speech to identify words or a
series of words (phrase) in a speech stream

3) Parsing

Occurring when the listener combines words and maps them onto the syntactic or
semantic structures of the language The result of a parsing process is propositions which
generally consist of one predicate and one argument (an agent, an object, or a verb
modifier) (Anderson, 1985; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978).

*Semantic processing takes place when the listen relates the text information together
and to their world knowledge to understand the text meaning. Semantic processing
occurs at two different levels, i.e. a local level and a global level.
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4) Semantic processing at the local level
Occurring when the listener makes a connection between individual propositions
5) Semantic processing at the global level

Occurring when the listener links connected propositions to the theme of a topic This is

to conceptualize the text meaning and understand the discourse meaning of the text.
6) Pragmatic processing

Occurring when the listeners try to understand the intended meaning of a text left unsaid/
inexplicitly stated by the speaker, by using pragmatic knowledge to determine speaker’s
intentions. That is, they elaborate on the linguistic information and their social and

cultural knowledge about the context of communication.
Strategies
Cognitive strategies
1) Fixation: focussing one’s attention on understanding a small part of a spoken text:
- stop to think about the spelling of unfamiliar words
- stop to think about the meaning of words or parts of the input
- memorise/repeat the sounds of unfamiliar words
- memorise words or phrases for later processing

2) Inferencing: using information within the text or conversational context to guess the
meaning of unfamiliar language items associated with a listening task, or to fill in

missing information or listening gaps:
- using known words in an utterance to guess the meaning of unknown words

- using tone of voice and/or para-linguistics to guess the meaning of unknown

words in an utterance

- using background sounds and relationships between speakers in an oral text,
images/ visual cues provided, or concrete situational referents to guess the

meaning of unknown words
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- using information beyond the local sentential level to guess the meaning

3) Elaboration: using prior knowledge from outside the text or conversational context

and relating it to knowledge gained from the text in order to fill in missing information
- referring to prior experience personally
- using knowledge gained from experience in the world
- using the knowledge of the target language
4) Prediction: anticipating contents before and during listening
- anticipating general contents (global)
- anticipating details while listening (local)
5) Translation: changing words, phrases or sentences into L1 before interpretation
6) Reconstruction: using key words to recreate meaning
- reconstruct meaning from words heard and notes taken
Metacognitive strategies
1) Pre-listening preparation: preparing mentally and emotionally for a listening task

- bring to consciousness knowledge of the topic and any relevant cultural

information

- prepare the conditions for listening by clearing minds of distractions and
focusing attention

- determine where to pay attention and decide on how much detail to find, based

on purpose for listening in order to direct listening efforts
- anticipate words or ideas that one may hear
2) Selective attention: noticing specific aspects of input:
- listen to words in group
- listen for gist

- listen for familiar content words
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- notice how information is structured (e.g., discourse markers)
- pay attention to repetitions
- notice intonation features (e.g., fall and rise tones)
- listen to specific parts of the input
- pay attention to visuals and body language
3) Directed attention: monitoring attention and avoiding distractions
- concentrate hard
- continue to listen in spite of difficulty
4) Comprehension monitoring: checking and confirming understanding while listening
- confirm that comprehension has taken place
- identify words or ideas not understood
- check current interpretation with context of the message/ with prior knowledge

- check for consistency with their predictions, for appropriateness with word
knowledge and for internal consistency: that is, the ongoing interpretation of the

co-text

- verify predictions and accept the fact that they do not need to understand every

word

5) Real-time assessing of input: making on-the-spot decisions about the value of

specific parts of the input
- assess the potential value of unfamiliar words
- determine the importance of subsequent parts of input

6) Comprehension evaluation: checking final interpretation for accuracy,

completeness, and acceptability
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Appendix 6: Table for data coding

Data

Types of

processes/strategies

e.g.,

v
0: Yottt maeedelsheng 93a Teuzazudrsroan Tiduasazodialsiha
Q: How did you listen in this item? Let’s watch the video and please explain to me
how you listened to it

v

I o o o 4 Y oA Y o v I Y
A Nuﬂﬂ?ﬂlﬂuﬂ?ﬁWﬂLﬂﬁ§ﬂ1ﬁ@]i L!,fl'JﬂﬂMﬂi1W1ﬁ@lﬁJuﬂﬂWﬂﬁWﬂﬂmﬂ LLa'JﬁZJ‘]J
wdegnil niedealsaadn luliganiniueg I8 Tnnani@en
A: It (the listening passage) was difficult. There are technical terms in economy.

There was a graph. Difficult vocabulary. I was thinking if I had to look at the graph

or just listen and ignore the graph. It could be very confusing to do both.

) 4 A X a A g Y da v
A: Li’)1!,1]11!7]1@]@‘Lll!,iﬂVlLGU"ILﬁJ‘UuiJ"IﬁiJTﬁ‘I’iQﬂGIHMH wqﬂumﬂﬂmmﬂﬁaz 1an
YR [ 9 9 1 Y Y < @
FanilaluAeedn1v 18gu 1 clear udamongaudvigaias Aweneunauin lag

o v I3 o d Yo do A ya

Wfﬂfﬂﬂﬁ\iﬂWﬁWV]ﬂﬁ?ﬂﬁﬂlﬁ'lj‘%ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ?mlﬂfJ‘IJ‘]JE]fJ“]“]
When it (the listening) stated, I was nervous and was not focused. I was thinking
what? I did not understand what I was listening to. It was not clear. I missed this part

(of the text). I was trying to direct my attention back by listening for words I was

familiar with.

Directed attention

Y o 1 . LR Sy 3 @ ' &
Ilﬂ‘EJ”L!ﬂ131corrupt10n, one trllllonclﬁlﬁ1ﬂ§31u1ﬁ]$!,ﬂunumber Gljﬂﬂﬂzlliﬁ’ﬂ’t‘lﬂﬂwuﬂ

Y g o 2 Y SN 1 I o 1 . 13 o 1
Ll,a'Jﬂll']a'fNﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ'l‘]/\lW'f]ll'lLﬁll@ﬂﬂﬂi'mlﬂ"llllﬁ‘L!ﬂTJ'l one trillion UANNUIDAIIN
ya o 1 . S o 1 .
corrupt payment 1@gumn development assistance L&A1 financial flows
1 heard ‘corruption and one trillion’. I knew they described number of something.
Then I looked at the graph, I did see ‘one trillion’, but I saw ‘corrupt payment’. I

heard ‘development assistance’ and then ‘financial flows’.

Word recognizing

X g ; v Ao A o o '
Fapweneuazlink 118 aansmdIiune181 lafUone trillion tdmelink ' ld

Vo A o <A <3 a A Ay ga Y 1w 1
'JnJL!LﬂfJ'JENMlQﬂLﬁNQ AAIAALD 1N background Llﬁ%ﬁ\i‘ﬂhlﬂﬂuuﬁ? NUUUIS

3 1 a . o .
51, RIS}T! corruption 115249 one trillion
I was trying to link how the two bars (in the graph) were related to one trillion. I

could not like them together. I was confused. I inferred from my background and

what I heard that corrupted money was about one trillion.

Inferencing
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Appendix 7: Examples of data

P1: Listening-to-speak: Corruption
Stimulated recall transcript

2: Wlwlala az dagay

Q: How was this item?

o

a: dufenidursganand lfdedlifiannufian udadad namliigiufandniifiannués agazsieagnamizesiaeia Andd

N
TaifigUAninuaclETnaiiaen
A: I think it was difficult. It was all about economy. | did not understand it. | had no
background. There was a graph. It made the listening difficult, I think. I was not sure
whether I should focus on the graph or the listening text.

! Tawndz meagIatausey wiasunautdaaan lionlesdnilenneunianiaerlstinns WanuddAyiveslsting

Q: OK. I will play the video recoded during your task performance and can you please
explain to me what you were thinking about or paying attention to while you were
listening?

=

a: wdudneunaniin Budusngnsugasiubiu ngaudterls oz ubds@niialidesdinla Hauld clear uiawewgauda

o

NQALAE. . ... m'aufrﬁwmmmﬁum‘ﬂmﬂwmmuﬁqﬁﬂﬁwﬁﬁmﬁﬁ'ﬁ'mﬁ@ﬂ ﬁﬁﬂﬁ'mﬂ%@uﬂ@mj fefiflusnin corruption,
one trillion, ten times dunTiniazniu NUMber exlsdnasheviisudafiunassgfunsviwesnFugiunew il
wWiuandn one trillion usfinnimedndn corrupt payment u development assistance uazfinniaasnin
financial flows dsfnenenaaz link 41 lEaesnsweniudeaddleiu one trillion wiawe link 1lgdsudes
ol . ... A il background .... AoUiNENENNRAR LA BULAD lTumaauianse Tmuananuuds Sinafes
mmﬁmﬂﬁm@ﬁwmwmuﬁﬂmﬁ'mﬁumwwbl,ﬂ Lmuﬁ%mmfh lecturer mmﬁ'mﬁumii ﬁﬂmmﬂudﬂm&mmmﬁ'mﬁu graph

unu anzd wyils lecturer lddinla funns Summarize aw'ly

A: OK, when it started, | was so nervous. | did not understand it (the beginning part of
the listening text). I ignored it. I was not clear what it was about. ....Here, I was trying to
get my attention back to the listening text, trying to recognize words; the words | was
familiar with. I heard ‘corruption one trillion’. I knew it was about the number of
something. | was trying to catch numbers used to describe the graph. I got 'one trillion’,
ten times'. I looked at the graph. I did not see ‘one trillion” but I saw ‘corrupt payment’
and ‘development assistance’ and then I saw ‘financial flows’. I was trying to link them,
thinking how the two bars are related to each other and how they are associated with ‘one
trillion’. I could link them together. ....I was confused here. I don’t have background.
...At this moment, [ was writing what I heard. I was a bit shocked. It (the audio) was
finished. It was about time to orally summarize it. . | looked at my written notes about the
graph. Instead of summarizing what the lecturer was talking about, | think | was

351



describing the graph. This was because | did not understand the lecture. It was a summary
of the picture.

.o = A o @ o ¢ A ~ a = 9 \
0. EaasansaLuLAz ?ﬂuuW"lzﬂﬂﬂ')ﬂIﬂLﬂu‘ﬂQQﬂ DITEUINNUL uﬂzii‘@:ummﬂmmmmmu UﬂﬂimLﬂﬂﬂz

Q: Now, I will play the video again and I will pause it at some points. If you have
anything else to explain or tell me, please do so.

m. i l68uA1dn corrupt LLﬁqﬁ@Lﬂ@dﬂﬁwﬂNﬁumﬁjLLé”mmmﬂﬂi:mmd'} corrupt paymentsiuil impact s the
POOr fiiuinsiunseiu fazAndn lecture fayls fihaznsaiu AaeAndnhaziy corrupt ftuieariu the poor
muﬁﬁﬁﬁmman@ﬁmm:ﬁa’Lﬂ:ﬁm prailiadaedatudatiannsminauiaifufieeey mazinnnaaninilslaltesienands
fegnsaiintiau wenz ndainazlaid oy neudEuesen s Adlldes

A: T heard ‘corrupt’. I looked at the graph. It was related to each other. The speaker said
‘corrupt payment has an impact on the poor’. | knew it was related. | assumed that the
lecture was about ‘corruption which is related to the poor’....I was noting the graph
information because I did not understand the lecture....... I was confused here. I thought I

had to pay attention to what | knew and had in front of me so that | had something to talk
about in the speaking part. | was worried. I did not understand the lecture.

Note

Oral summary

Ah ..Ah..1 think the talk is about the finance flows and according to the chart .. the bar
chart ah.... one is about the corruption.. the corrupt payments and the other one is about
develop assistance and the speaker talks about a figure something one trillions that the
figure like... can impact the poor ..um and.. it's often underestimated. Yeah... and that's
all about the talk, I think.
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P2: Listening-to-write: Talent

Stimulated recall transcript
07 feflifludslatinany
Q: How was this item?

m: #alduieg lu chronological order AesuGaaiiemlunisareuinein dudnlali d1and1 wd duwirandndieusn

ifu focus 7ienie 4u concept zesdndn talent

A: There was a chronological order of events. The textual organization was clear so it
was easier (than Corruption). There was only one focus which is the concept of content.

0! ginleuzay neuds fOCUS azlatinems

Q: Let’s watch the video recording. Can you please tell me what you focused on while
listening?

v =

a2 1 Budndntalent winfdauinanaddyiuingia . flen i dnaldwaiipmumnaaesindn pamnaiins
figavesdnds talent Ae high level analytical ability azi@uwinleiids duflu e uka 7 analytical ability
wlalnuenstedn winendy mszdudiAnyuniaadviuiasegnaludaqiiu Suildulaiviu sulilidnTuAensls she tried
to give her own definition

A: Theard ‘talent’ and other words which were related to business. | heard that the
speaker talked about a broad definition of talent: talent is high level analytical ability.
........... I heard analytical ability ...The speaker said it (talent) is important to current
economy ....... I did not know what it was about here. ......... I thought ......... she was
trying to give her own definition.

. A S a
0. AANTALUSAZ LN@N@zii [NARNIYZEN

Q: Please watch the video again. I will stop it at different points. If you have something
to explain more, please say it.

n: Suilfiennefummsiuduiednasmanugs 14w talent mu workforce iu economy fisweadiniiananineg
109 talent ﬁuﬁmm’fﬂﬁLLﬁqﬁﬁwﬁqﬁmmu@q athamaieAndanuees talent ffi@yl,ﬂf@lﬂm fRadlupieaiiyasial
rary ud uuan talent, difficult to define, different view fedinudnmulsiumazauiaaaiousisusnes
feanlsitan fitae MISS pseriu ludnf MISS ... 1¥Eusndn workforce dusnfiaeinugnin talent asiinonwdnny
fu workforce uz udnfinnsal@niai flkauA1dn modern economy wsiiidaudndn selldnfiaadsadn talent
pedndtyiu MOdErn economy éaw wiafieselandnilavilsliBudndn creative ezlsdnasineflals fiasinnlain
creative role veq talent fisisia modern economy mssilf an And agf wka wemiin wesaeuLLN a1z fnds
Andn estunaiials 4z Aeduil Aelaviuuda Aedey Afeey wazweneuazdulsziu uba fes Slsiuiufentls elaiiu
wiaft Iulsiglaignuda fasauinAaun fean veadeu ginfuazynerlsrall priluas .. dueazlsdnesne brib..

power fanxlsiintupeasls
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A: It was difficult. It was far from my background. I heard ‘talent’, ‘workforce’, and
‘economy’. I knew that the speaker was talking about a broad definition of talent. I was
following him......He (the speaker) continued talking...... I noted down ‘talent’, “difficult
to define’, and ‘different views'...... but here I could not process the text because | was
thinking about the previous idea. I did not finished my note taking....I missed this
part...um...I heard ‘workforce’. I guessed talent is important for workforce...he
continued talking ....I heard modern economy. ....I predicted that talent is important for
modern economy, too. I continued listening ...I heard ‘creative and something I did not
know. So | guessed it was a creative role of talent in modern economy.....I was writing
vocabulary here. | was confused. ....then | looked at the screen, trying to understand the
point...I could not catch it. I continued listening, but I did not understand. I stopped
writing and listened, trying to figure it out...I was confused here. It was about
brib....power something.

Note

Written summary
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