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ABSTRACT

Research suggests that proficient second language (L2) learners are able to leverage their
metacognitive knowledge and apply strategies that improve their listening comprehension.
However, it remains unclear whether strategy use isttjreelated to listening success, or
whether it is moderated by vocabulary knowledge and/or other individual learner differences
(Macaro, Graham, & Vanderplank, 2007). The current study set out to examine whether
vocabulary size and individual differenced f ect | earnerso6 ability to
regulate their comprehension processes while listening.

A total of 88 international students with varying proficiency levels and first language
backgrounds completed a battery of listening testsabulary measures (vocabulary size,
depth), questionnaires (metacognitive awareness, listening anxiety), and working memory tests
(operation span, digit span). Stimulated recall protocols and interviews were conducted to gather
dat a on t hsratggpuse anc sedyaatoty alidlity. Three main analyses of the data
were carried out.

The first analysis focused on how vocabulary size influences frequency of strategy use.
Participants were split into higland lowvocabulary knowledge groups asi@tistically
compared in terms of the number of specific strategies they used while listEmingesults of
MannWhitney U tests indicated thktw-vocabulary listeners reported using more strategies for
translation, planning and evaluatjomere obsergd to monitor comprehension problems more
frequently; and were observeduse shorthand notetaking strategies less frequeitlly small
effects No meaningfuleffectswere found for the remaining strategies.

The second analysis examined the causal link between strategy use and successful

listening comprehension by subdividing participants into four groups based on their vocabulary



size and listening scores (i.e., high/low vocabulary/listening ability). Thepgrevere
gualitatively compared in terms of how they deployed strategies, used metacognitive knowledge
to support their comprehension, and regulated their cognitive processes. The results showed that
(a) vocabulary size was a key determinaritsténing @mprehension among lewocabulary
listeners (b) inability to productively address comprehension problems was linked to poor
listening performance; (c) metacognitive knowledge and monitoring were important elements of
successful comprehension and probfiving; and (d) certain strategies were detrimental or
unrelated to listening success.

The third analysis used a mixetethods approach to explore the cognitive and affective
individual differences related to L2 listener metacognition. The quantitatalgsis examined
the relationships among vocabulary size, vocabulary depth, listening anxiety, working memory,
and metacognitive awareness. The qualitative analysis focused on the sources, effects, and
responses to listening anxiety (a variable which cateel with several subscales of the
metacognitive awareness questionnaire). The results indicated that (a) listening anxiety
influences strategy use by increasing cognitive processing load and affecting motivation; and (b)
systematically combining inferereérom both quantitative and qualitative data helped to
|l egitimate the studyds conclusions. Overall,
metacognitive intervention should be integrated in L2 listening pedagogy, and that a mixed

methods apprazn is useful for studying L2 listener metacognition.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

Cognitive models of information processing defiils¢ehingcomprehensioasmaking
sense of spoken languatieough aseries of complerognitiveprocesses that interact with
linguistic and nodinguistic sources oknowledge(J. R. Anderson, 1985; Rost, 2005, 2011)
Bottomrup processedrawon linguistic knowledgéo break dowrthe input streamandgenerate
basic linguistic representations of meanfagy., lexical segmentation, word recognition,
grammatical parsing)lop-down processedraw onknowledge of the world, knowledge of the
topic, and personal experiendesenrich basic linguistic meaning aodnstructconnected
mental representations (or models) of a {exd., inferencing, predicting, mental structure
building). The parallel operationf these processedlows listeners to decode the sounds and
words d the input streangreate linkdbetweerthe meanings they express, relate these meanings
to personal frames of reference, and incorporate all of this information into a continuously
updating, coherent representation of adeassentially, to understandegzh(Field, 2008a;

Rost, 2011)Developing the ability to efficientlprocess and understand aural information in
this way is an essential part of becoming a skilled second language (L2posdiistening

ability not only facilitates the development of other aspects of L2 proficiency (e.g., reading,
writing, speaking, tammar, vocabulary), batisoallows learners taccess a wide variety of
media for autodidactic purposes or personal enjoyment (e.g., YouTube, podcasts, television
programs, movies, video blogfdst, 2011; Vandergrift, 200.Hlowever reaching a state of
high listening proficiencys a challenging task for most L2 learnesho experiencsignificant

gaps incomprehensiom the initial stages of developmegiMandergrift, 2007.)



It is widely believed thal.2 listeningability develops as a result wicreasd linguistic
knowledge ananore automatedecodingprocesses¢Field, 2008a; Hulstijn, 2003, 2015;
Newton, 2017)These twacomponentfiave beemdentified asstrong predictors df2 listening
outcomesacross a number of studigsndringa et al., 2012; Joyce, 2019; Smith, 2019; S. Zhang
& Zhang, 2020)while deficiencies in these areaeresponsible for many dhe processing
difficultiesfacedby early-stagel. 2 listenergField, 2004; Goh, 2000; Hasan, 2008bvice
listeners often find themselves weighed down by the need to focus on decoding, lexical search,
and parsing because they recognize too few words, and may find it difficult to deploy higher
order meaning biding processes that may already exist in th¢Altlerson, 1984; Clarke,
1980; Field, 2019; Vandergrift, 2008y contrast, listeners wittmore linguistic knowledge and
better decodingkills are able tacces$o more raw linguistiagnformation which helpghemto
activate schematic representatioimst are crucial fomental model constructidi@Gernsbacher,
1990; Walter, 2007)

Becausef their limitedlinguistic abilities, L2 listeners often useompensatorgtrategies
to facilitate their comprehensioé conscious, goatlirected thoughts or actions that assist
comprehensioim anticipationof, or in responséo, communication difculty ( O6 Mal | ey et
1989; Rubin, 1994; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012) key issue of debate ghetheristening
strategiemremerdy compensatory mechanistit help €arnersleal withshortterm
knowledge deficitg§Field, 2008a; Hulstijn, 2003pr whethetheyareanintegral part ofong-
termlistening deelopmentOne position in this debate holttatlisteningstrategiesdo not
directly influencelistening developmergince theyare engaged only whehe cognitive
demand®f listeningexceed e a r momnallnguistic processingbility (Hulstijn, 2015, 2019)

This viewaccords with the shedircuit hypothesisa theory originally postulated for L2 reading



which holds that onca sufficient level of linguistic knowledge and decoding ability has been
achieved, the need to use listening strategies will evapasalteghetorder processes in the L1
becomeincreasinglyavailable for usén the L2(Clarke, 198).

The other position in the debdtelds thatistening strategieareanimportant
component of L2isteningproficiency. Scholars espousing this viewgue that the transfer of L1
processing ability is not a givéhewton, 2017; Vandergrift, 2006; Yeldham & Gruba, 2014)
andthusthatdevelopinghe ability to activelyregulae o n ecégsitive listening processéesan
importantstep towards becomingpaoficient listene(Graham et al., 2008, 2011; Newton, 2017;
Vandergrift, 2006; ¥ldham & Gruba, 2016)n addition,many scholars nowiew listening
strategiegrom the wider perspective of metacognitdoa complex of higheoorderphenomena
related to knowledge about and regulatiocagnitive learning endeavof€ampione et al.,
1988; Haukas, @1.8; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Wenden, 1987, 1998; Yeldham & Gruba, 2016)
According tothis perspective, becoming a better listener means becdreiteg able to leverage
and coordinatéhe resourceato n edidmosato make sense @ inconsistent speech signal
(e.g., metacognitive knowledge, linguistic knowledge, listening strateggads; 2018) The
empirical foundations of thi@metacognitiofforw a r wlew lie in crosssectionalstudies that
have comparethe strategies used Inyore and less successful listen@sgy., Bacon, 1992; Goh,
1998; Murphy, 198; M. Peters, 1999; Vandergrift, 1997, 1998a, 1998h}l in interventional
studies which have evaluated the efficacytrdtegybasedand/or metacognitivenstruction
(Graham & Macaro, @08; Mareschal, 2007; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010; Yeldham &
Gruba, 2016)The combineavidencerom these studies suggests ttegtsuccessful listeners
employ a wide range of cognitive (e.g., inferring unknown word meanings from context) and

metacognitive (e.g., monitoring comprehension) strate@@ssuccessful listenetsavehigh



degrees ofmetacognitiveknowledge (c) successful listenermanleverage their metacognitive
knowledge tadeployappropriatestratey clusters(i.e., use two or mer strategies
simultaneously or sequentiallygnd monitottheircomprehension progreése., selfregulate)
and(d) teaching learners to be more strategic and metacognitively aware listenkradctm
improvements in listening comprehension.

In sum,it would seem as thoughhigh degree of linguistic knowledgadautomated
decoding skilloon the one hand; artde use ofndividual strategies (i.estrategyuse,
metacognitive knowledge, amdfective selfregulation on the otheareall important
componentof L2 listeningproficiency However,severaissue have been raisetiat threaten
to undermingheclaimthatthe latter (i.e., metacognitive) factors represekey aspect of
successful2 listening One of the most important of thesdates tahe crosssectionalevidence
which acts as a foundational pillarresearch on metacognition in listenidg many scholars
have poineédout, the findingthat advanced listeners use strategies more appropriately and in
certain combinations prades evidence for eorrelational relatiorship between strategy use and
L2 listening proficiencybut doeshot necessarilyrovideevidence fol causalrelationship
(Macaro et al., 2007)n other wordsthe strategiesised by proficient listenerouldbe the
resultof listenersbeing moreadvanced, butot causexdvanced listenig ability. Furthermore, an
increasing number of studies have shown that metacognitive awareness loses its strength as a
predictor of L2 listening outcomes once linguistic knowledge is accountéddadergrift &
Baker, 2015, 2018; Wallace, 2020; Wang & TreffPaler, 2017)

In order to demostrate that listening strategiasd other aspects of metacognitame
causallyrelated to listening developmemacaro et al. (2007grguethat it is necessary to

control for, at a minimum, linguistic knowledgéhe authors propose the followiggestiondor



this purposefiDo listeners with equal levels of linguistic knowledge use diffdistening
strategie® ;Do fisteners with unequal levels of linguistic knowledge use different listening
strategie® fiAre there listeners whare so strategic in their listening that their lack of linguistic
knowledge is compensated for by their strgtege® The few studies whichaveaddressed
thesequestions sugge#tatlinguistic knowledge influences, but does not fully constrain or
enablethe ability to deployisteningstrategies and metacognitive knowledgdgle listening
(Fung & Macaro, 2019; Graham et al., 20$@ntos et al., 2008)n other wordswhile it
remaingpossible thal e a r stratagys uSenetacognitiveknowledge, and metacognitigelf-
regulationmake acontribution tolisteningproficiency above and beyond linguistic knowledge
theissuewarrans further exploratior{Graham & Santos, 2015)

A related issue pertains btow individual differencedeyond vocabulary size.g.,
vocabulary depthyorking memorylisteninganxiety) couldinteract withand hence moderate
| e a r abidty te dieploy strategiesnd metacognitive knowledgehile listening(Macaro et al.,
2007; Vafaee, 2016; Vandergrift & Baker, 2015, 2018; Wallace, 2020atlittle is known
about this topican be gleanefiitom quantitativestudies that have reported small to medium
correlationsbetweemmeasures of individual differences (e.g., working memiatgning
anxiety, vocabulargepth andthe Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ)
(Vafaee & Suzuki, 2020; Vandergrift Raker, 2018; Xu & Huang, 2018pPuantitativeanalysis
alone, however, presexd limited picture ohow individual differences interact witkifferent
elements of metacognitioQualitative analysis can help shed light on this, but few sttalies
datehaveadopted this approach to expldhés topic(seeY. Chen, 205for an exception
Furthermore, findings from purely qualitative studies have limited generalizability,

transferability, and replicability (for a full list of the weaknesses in quantitative/qualitative



designs, see J.D. Brown, 201#).order to captre thecomplexinteractions between individual
differences andistener metacognitiom a way that ensures the consistency (reliability,
dependability), fidelity (validity, credibility), verifiability (replicability, confirmability), and
meaningfulnessgeneralizability, transferability) of the findings, it may be liesisea mixed
methods approaciMixed-methods analysis systematically combines both qualitative and
guantitative data in order to generate joint conclusions that are greater thanseitineealone(J.
D. Brown, 2016; Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2008)is approach has been scarcely applied in
the L2 listenig literature, although a handful of studies have used the related technique of
Atriangul at i ¢emy.cdMaresochy g007% \dandergrift & ®ataghodtari, 2010)here
is thus theoretical value umsing this approach txplore how individual difference could
potentiallyinfluencemetacognitive behaviogndmethodological value idemonstratindgnow a
mixed-methods approaatould benefitresearch ometacognition ir.2 listening
comprehension

In light of themultiple issues reviewed above, the current study tackletosving
specific questions: (d)To what extent does vocabulaigeaffectl i s t actua and @ported
strategy usey, (b) filn what ways are strategy use and metacognitivereglflation causally
related to listening succé®s and €) Aln what ways can mixethethods analysis expand our
understanding (through convergenceetigence, and elaboration of quantitative and qualitative
data) of the individual differences related to listener metacogfition
1.2 Organization of the Dissertation

The rest of the dissertation is organized as follows. Chapter 2 sumsihenectical
models of the L2 listening process; revegrerspectives on L2 listening developmetscusses

the issue of causality in listening strategies researchreaiglns the potentialof using a mixed



methods approach to explore theeractions between individual differersandlisteners
metacognition The research questions are presented at the end of this chapter. Chapter 3
describeghe participants, instruments, analytical methods and procegkedsnthe study.
Chapter 4 reports on the results of the spuaahy is organizedccording to each of the research
guestionsFinally, Chapter 5 discusseise results in light of their theoretical and methodological
significance suggests pedagogical amgtthodological implications, amesents key limitations

that can be improved upon in future research.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 What isListening: From Bottom-up to Top-down

Listening comprehension is a complex endeavor that involves a numinegrtpping
cognitive operations. To successfully make sense of spoken language, listeners must distinguish
speech sounds from n@peech sounds; perceive, identify and group individual sounds into
recognizable combinations; match these sounds combisatim known words or word
chunks; access the semantic and syntactic information associated with thesealingsite
them to one another; generate basic meaning propositions based on these linguistic relationships;
enrich the basic propositionsusiogh e 6s knowl edge of the topic, s
creating inferences); relate the enhanced meaning propositions to concepts and schemata stored
in longterm memory; and incorporate all this information into an evoluiegtalrepresentation
or modelof the text(Field, 1999, 2003, 2008&o0st, 2011) Theseoperations are typically
categorizednto bottomup or top-down processeghe main distinctiorbeing thetype of
knowledgeused(Field, 1999) Bottomup processes udmguistic knowledge (e.qg., lexical,
grammatical, phonological) to interpret increasingly larger units of language (e.g., phoneme,
syllable, word, clause, sentence) and build meaning through acqtindergrift, 2011)
Bottomrup information is indispensable to comprehension as it prothedeundationaldata to
befurther processed and enhanced usingdimpn processeddetaphorically bottomup
processes (e.g., lexical segmentation, word recognition, and grammatical parsing; Rost, 2011)
can be thought of as different components of
to produce bottorup information(A. Anderson & Lynch, 1988)Top-downprocessessenon
linguistic knowledgd one6s accumul ated knowledge of event

text genreandpersonal experiencéso amplify the basic linguistic meaning decoded from the



input, relatethesepropositions to personal frames of refererared connect information across
the text(Field, 2008a; Rost, 2011; Varrdeift, 2004) Metaphorically, this form of processing
i nvol ves the | i s tbeildemwhods sogritinely @regagediwithdorming d e |
meaningful representations from raw linguistic inpAt Anderson & Lynch, 1988)Listeners
must use both types of processing interactively and in parallel in order to comprehend speech.
Using bottomup processing alone would lead to situations where words and the grammatical
relationships among them are understood gbedlisconnea@dfr om oneds per sonal
referenceFor exampl e, the sentence, AThis entry po
el ements in the Equipment file using informat
difficult to fully understand ibnedoes not have a backgroundAnotomatedengineering
Management Systemidsing topdown processing alone, which is challenging without some
form of lexical recognition, may lead to wildly inaccurate representations of the actual events
described in a teXt.ong, 1990; Wolff, 1987)For examplewithout the parenthesethe
sent dnmce ,s ufr e beendollowihghe rewswateouiMars).A lot of (spacecraft)
have been visitingthe planetyecentlyd somehave(gone into orbitaround it, while others
havelandedon itd would bequite difficult tocomprehendbecause there is too little raw
linguistic dataavailable forcreating areliablefoundation for understandin@ernsbaher, 1990)
A learner who was able to gragmdy thewordsnotin parenthesesight guessfor instance,
thatpeople have been visiting the moon receatiy are thinking about establishing colonies
there.

The way thesbottomup and topdown processgunfold has been conceived in a number
of information processingiodels Anderson's (1985, 1998pgnitiveframeworkof L1 listening

comprehension has been widely applied in L2 listening reseaiio fundamental similarities



in theL1 and L2 comprehension proceségklerson, 1984; Cummind 979; Cziko, 1980;
Grabe & Stoller, 2011; O 6 MaTheéfranyewoekbrgaaizes 1989;
listening processes into three overlapping and parallel phases: perception, parsing, and
utilization.

In the perception phase, attentionasused on the speech stream, and acoustic
information is held in immediate shegrm memory. Some initial analysis of the language is
performed (e.g., segmentation of phonotactically permissible sound cli&sts2011)and
some of the text is converted into meaningful represemigtin this phase, attention can also be
focused on particular goals (e.g., listening for specific words or information).

In the parsing phase, the acougtimnetic output of the perception phase is separated
into analyzable units using cues such asqur@l salience and word onset, and are linked to
representations stored in lobgrm memory. This is essentially a matching process where
acoustic information is mapped on a phondig@honeme basis to potentially relevant entries in
the lexicon (i.e., wals and phrases), which then compete based on their relative level of
activation(McClelland et al., 2006)The semantic and syntactic information (i.e., linguistic
knowledge) of the entries with the highest activation level are accessed and ursededasic
meaning propositions (i.e., short mental abstractions of the literal meaning of {Budk)

2001; Johnsothaird, 1983) These propositions are finally linked using syntactic knowledge to
generate a basic linguistic understanding of the text.

In the utilization phase, the meaning representations which have been formed in the
perceptiorand parsing phases are matched to schemata (based on world knowledge, discourse
knowledge, topic knowledge, etc.) held in letegm memory for interpretation within the larger

listening context. Utilization involves distinguishing between whatready kownand new
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information in order to create and update a mental model of the discourse. It is also associated
with higheror d er-d o it @ ppr ocesses that are used to enr
propositions (e.g., inferencing, elaboration).

Anderson (1995h ot es t hat the three phases are fAéb
however, they also partly overlap. Listeners can be making inferences from the first part of a
sentencewhd t hey are already perceiving a | ater pa
do not unfold in a linear fashion, but occur simultaneously and recurdimtdyactionamong
the differentphasess readily observable in cases, for example, whetem-up information is
used to constrain possible interpretations of a(festi & Fullilove, 1998; Wu, 1998)xand
where activated schematimulate selective attention on specific words and phiagbe
upcoming inpu{Graham, 1997A mo der n de pi c tframeworkiorfL2 li&tenchgg r son & s

is Vandergrift and Gok (2012)Cognitive Model of Listening Comprehension (Figdje
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Figure 1. The Cognitive Model of Listening Comprehension (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 39)

In the fluent L2 listener, the cognitive components of the model (i.e., percepismg,

utilization phases) are presumed to operate simultaneously and unconsciously. However, the
lessproficient L2 listener is unlikely to have achieved automaticity in lower order processing

(e.g., word recognitiorSegalowitz, 2003)and thus must consciously direct their attention to

specific parts of the sound stream to try and make meaning (i.e., controlled processing). Thus,

the model also accounts fore a r atktyrtscoOmpensate for knowledge deficits via

metacognitiod strategic e gul at i on of o0 nesdememagnitvie knowleelgep r o c e

(Goh, 2018)
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2.2 TheChallenge of L2Listening

In L1 listening cognitive and metacognitive processes are-asgtblished and
automati® that is to say, they are accurate, occur rapidly, and demand little effort and attention
on the part of the listenéBegalowitz, 2003; Veenman et al., 2Q@)eakdowns in
communication are unlikely to occur outside of exceptionally noisy conditions or situations
where the listener is unfamiliar with the accehtheir interlocutor(Field, 2008a)Listening in
the L2, on the other hand, begins as a controfdrtful process thas involvesconscious
attention to the perception and parsing phases of comprehéRgtih) 2019; Goh, 2000Y he
comprehension gagaced by novicé? listenersare due, by and large, to impoverished L2
linguistic knowledgdGoh, 2000; Graham, 2006; Hasan, 2000; Kelly, 1991; Mecartty, 2000)
unfamiliar lexical recognition and segmentation proced(Besersma & Cutler, 2008; Field,
2003, 20083)and a consequent inability to apply L1 comprehension proc@sséd 2008a;
Yeldham & Gruba, 2014Because of these deficiencies,ledrnersoften adopt largely
dysfunctional approaches to processing in the early stadistening developmeniNovice
listeners tend to either focus too much on decoding iddaliwords, drawing precious cognitive
resource away from topdown processing Goh, 2000; OO0 Maleanteoy et al
heavily on compensatory strategies that can lead to wild, inaccurate gyéessigg1990)and
excessiveognitiveload(e.g., translation; Vandergrift, 2003). The difficulty of L2 listening also
has longterm ramifications thatoulda f f e ct L 2-eflicacy, angietys @andulsneately,
their motivation to continue learningfareign languagé€Graham, 2006; Graham & Macaro,

2008; Kim, 2000; Tafaghodtari & Vandergrift, 2008; §&dy, 1998)
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2.3 Perspectives on L2 istening Development

The laborious and difficult nature of L2 listening has led many researchers to wonder
how L2 learners can become betlisteners Traditionally, listeningcomprehensiosuccess has
beenviewed from a produebriented perspectivén many classrooms around the world, learners
are asked to complete multipt@oice listening exercises and evaluated based on the number of
correct responses they achieve@ld (2008a)l abel s t hi s the Acomprehen:
wherein development is assumed to occur as a function of repeated practice with such exercises.
However, this viewmakes the rather large assumption that the number of listening experiences a
learner hass more important than the quality of each individual listening event. While most
language educators and researchers would acknowledge that practice is an essential component
of developindisteningfluency (Nation & Yamamoto, 2012; Renandya & Farrell, 2011;
Segalowitz, 2003; Segalowitz & Gatbonton, 1996 comprehension approaabmpletely
ignores the role of the learner in the listening process. In such classratemeriare not asked
howtheyarrived at their answers, what challenges they faced while listeasrihgw they
attempedto overcome these challenges.

A more principled viewof listeningdevelopment claims that proficiency growth is a
function of more atomatic and fluent decoding and comprehension procéssgsbottorn
up/topdown) (Field, 2013, 209). This view tends to emphasizettom-up processe&e.g., word
recognition, parsingdnd their associated knowledge sources, (vocabulary knowledge,
syntacticknowledge) asoreareas of developme(field, 2008a; Hulstijn, 2002, 2003; Kelly,
1991; Mecartty, 2000; Rost, 2006; Vandergrift, 2007; Yeldham, 2@&kshoted byHulstijn
(2003) Athe more | earners are able to process te

recognition and sentence parsing, the more attention capacity is available for the processing of
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information at the higher | esexclaimsapsupportedby i ng a
the finding that most of the difficulties faced by L2 listeners are related to linguistic decoding
(e.g., Goh, 2000; Hasan, 2000), andHtuy large bodyf research showing thahguistic
knowledge (and particulariyocabularysize) is a consistently strong predictorlistening
outcomes (between 31 and 45% of the variance accordthgeterecent metanalysesKk ar al é k
& Merg, 2019; Smith, 2019; Zhang & Zhang, 2028yen when investigated alongside a myriad
of other variables (e.g., domageneral processing ability, affective variables, and metacognitive
awarenessindringa, Olsthoorn, van Beuningen, Schaon& Hulstijn, 2012; Aotani, 2011;
Joyce, 2019; Tafaghodtari & Vandergrift, 2008; Vafaee, 2016; Vandergrift & Baker, 2015, 2018;
Wallace, 2020; Wang & TreffeiBaller, 2017)

The realityof listening developmens that untillearnersacquireenoughlinguistic
knowledgeandautomate theidecodingprocesseshey will need to use compensatory strategies
to make up for gaps in comprehens(éield, 2000) Whether or not these strategies make a
direct contribution to L2 listening proficiency hasbeen mat t er of some debat e
(2011, 2015) corperiphery model, for example, views strategic competéreemetacognitive
knowledgeand strategyu3eas a fdAperi pher al o0 isfluencelistetingat does
developmentThis is becaustherelativeimportance of strategic competenséhought to
depend on task characteristics (e.g., text genre, number of interlocutors) and processing demands
thatarelinkedtoo n e 6 s linguistie knowtefigeHulstijn, 2015, 2019; Wallace, 2020h
other words, taneedtouset r at egi es 1is contingent on | ingui
strategic and metalinguistic competences cannot exist without linguistic competences, linguistic
competences may exi st without dulstip2@®bp. ¢ and m

239, The model views |linguistic knowledge and pr

15



skills that directly facilitate listening ability across multiple contexts of oral communicdios.
emphasis on bottomp processing skills has Isdme sholarsto suggest that teaching listening
strategies may not be a judicious use of instructional time, especially since existing L1
comprehension skills may readily transfer to the L2 (or at least become more accessible for L2
use;Walter, 2007 gafter a certain threshold of linguistic knowledge hasnbs&urpassed
(Cummins, 1979; Cziko, 1980; Kelly, 1991; Renandya & Farrell, 2011; Swan & Walter,.2017)
Scholars on the opposite side of the debate holdistening strategieplay a more
centralrole in listening developmeGraham, 2017; Graham & Santos, 2015; Newton, 2017;
Vandergrift, 2007)Interest in exploring the linketweerstrategy usandlisteningproficiency
came about from efforts in the lattealf of the 28" century to chronicle the behavioral patterns
of effective second language learner® 6 Ma | | e y, 190) Blth@ugha precise definition
oft h e strategmhas eluded researchers for decades, Macaro (2006) claims that key features
include consciousness, galtiven, mental thought/action, situation, and transferability. In the
case of L2 listeimg, a working definition of listening strategies is as follows: listening strategies
are theconsciousgoal-directedmentalactionsused to assist comprehension in anticipation of,
or in response to, communication difficulty (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). A common framework
used to classify listening strategieO® Ma land@hamots (1990)strategytaxonomy.This
taxonomydistinguishes between metacognitive strategies, which are higher orderexecuti
skills responsible for managing and orchestgalistening processes; cognitive strategies, which
operate directly on incoming information to benefit comprehension or compensate for missing
information; and sociaffective strategies, which relate tanaging social relationships and
controlling emotions. Cognitive strategies can be further classified according to whether or not

they involve topdown (i.e., based on ndimguistic knowledge, utilization phase) or bottamp

16



(i.e., based on linguistic kmdedge, parsing/perception phases) proceéelsiham, 2019)
These classifications and example strategies are provided inITable
Table 1.

OO0 Ma bridélya mo t 6 Faxdndng 6f@arningSrategies

Category Example Strategy Description

Metacognitive Monitoring Checking, verifying, or correcting
understanding at the local level.

Cognitive (topdown) Betweenparts Using information from different parts of

inferencing the text to guess ateaning.

Cognitive (bottoraup) Translation Rendering ideas from the li@to the L1 in
a relatively verbatim manner.

Socicaffective Self-encouragement Providing personal motivation through

positive selftalk and/or arranging rewards
for oneselfduring a listening activity or
upon completion.

Note Descriptions taken from VandergréhdGoh (2012)

A number ofargumentdiave been put forward as to why listening strategies should be
consideredaspart and parcedf listening development. First, s@ scholars have suggested that
listeners camvercomeheir languagerelated comprehension difficultiéy learning how to
carefully apply nodinguistic and metacognitive knowledge (i.e., via cognitive and
metacognitive strategieéyandergrift, 1997, 1998b, 2003 other words, by using strategies
|l i steners can b e theyman usawhatehealweady &now tb fill m gaps in
under s t(\sanddrgrift, @4, p. 11)despite their lack of lexical recognition

Secondjt has been argued that listening strategies play a key role in assisting the transfer
of L1 strategic competence and comprehension skills to ti{MeRdelsohn, 1994; Vandergrift,
1997) Several scholars have pointed out thatctlosslinguistic transfer of skillsstrategiess
not something that can be taken for grar{igacon, 1992a; Newton, 2017; Vandergrift, 2004,
2006; Yeldham & Gruba, 2014)nlike the expansive number of studies on L1 transfer in the L2

reading literatur€Alderson, 1984; Cziko, 1980; Lee & Schallert, 1997;lt&fa2004, 2007)
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there are few studies thiaaveprovided evidence of successful L1 transfer in L2 listeniimg.
fact, Yeldham and Gruba (2014) describe several cases of learners who failed to effectively
transfer L1 comprehension skills to the, ld2spite improving their bottorp processing
fluency. Field (2008a), who generally champions a bottgmapproach to listening instruction,
similarly argues that there are qualitative differences between the compensatory strategies used
in the L1 (e.g., infering meaning in noisy conditions) and in the L2 (e.g., inferring meaning due
to partial recognition)and that because of this there should be some focstsab@gesin
listening classrooms.

Third, a substantial amount of evidence has shinatdevelging the abilityto
orchestrate different sources of information while listening and to metacognitively reguilage 6 s
cognitive processes cérad to improvements ioverall comprehensiofncreased motivation to
listen,and higheself-efficacy (Graham & Macaro, 2008; Vandergrift, 2002, 2005; Vandergrift
& Tafaghodtari, 2010)With sufficient practicend metacognitiveevelopmentthis kind of
coordinated strategy use can become proceduralized (i.e., become easily accessible procedures
stored in longeerm memory) to the extent that it becomes indistinguishable from L1
comprehension skillAfflerbach et al., 2008; Macaro, 2006)

An important assumption underpinning these arguments is that strategy use is causally
linked to the development of listening proficienByoadly speaking, ther@retwo lines of
research which have tested this clagmosssectionalstudiesand longitudimal studiesFirst,
many studies have used a crgsstional design tquantitatively(i.e., which strategies and how
many)and qualitatively(i.e., which strategies and how they are used)pae the strategies
used bymore and less proficient listenefese studies makbe assumption thahe strategy

use of more proficiertstenerss atleast partly responsible for their advanced proficiency.
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Reviewsby Berne (2004), Macaret al.(2007) and more recentlgy Yeldham (2019suggest
that, across a number of different contexts, proficient listeners employ certain types of
metacognitive and cognitive strategies while listening, and do so in a flexible and situationally
appropriate manneft.he followingspecificconclusions have been made about proficient
listeners to date:
1. Proficient | istamevnsd appptoaa hmdroe Ifitsdeni ng
chunks anddo not overly focus on understandimglividualwords( O6 Mal | ey et al
1989; Vandergrift, 1998Db)
2. Proficient listeners predict upcoming information in the text using topic, background, or
general knowledgd& hey also monitor thee preditions against thencoming inputto
confirm or disconfirmthem and update their hypotheses accordir{@ligamot & Kipper,
1989; Goh, 1998; Vandergrift, 2003)
3. Proficient listeners maintain their concentration orefigtg and effectively direct their
attention to relevant parts of the input to the benefit of their understaridieg can, for
example, listen for specific information to confirm or disconfirm predictions; distinguish
between relevant and superfluousommhation; and direct their attention to sections of the
text foll owing key discour se (Gohri%e 092, (e. g.
O6Mall ey et al ., 1989)
4. Proficient listeners can effectively use linguistic context and/or prior knowledge to infer
the meaning of unknown words or missed segmentsedéxt This strategy is facilitated
by the deployment ofariousstrategy clusterge.g., prediction, attention, comprehension

monitoring)(Graham & Macaro, 2008; Vandergrift, 2003)
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5. Proficient listeners use prior knowledge of the topic, world knowledge, atuldate

knowledge of the text tappropriatelynatchincoming input withtheir current mental
model of the text. They can construct and continuously update these mental models with
new pieces of information, and monitor them for congruence with what has been said so
far (Mareschal, 2007; Vandergrift, 1997, 2003; Yeldham & Gruba, 2016)

Studies in thesecond line of researdtavetracked thdongitudinal developmerndf listeners in

instructional programieatuing explicit strategy instruction and/or metacognitive training

These studies make the assumption that improvements in listening comprehenaideaste

partly due to listeners havinigecome better strategy users over tiGe@ham and Macaro

(2008), for @ample taught L2 learners of French how to combine prediction, inferencing, and

monitoring strategies in effective ways to support their comprehension. The participants

receiving this experimental instruction outperformed listeners in a comparison grieums of

listening comprehension and sefficacy, suggesting thatore effective strategy useas

directly responsible formproved comprehensioMareschal (2007¢xplored the efficacy of a

instructionalapproachhat focused on improvinig2 Frenchlearneré metacognitive knowledge

and ability toself-regulae while listening(Vandergrift, 2004; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012pver

the course of the prograitie participantsvere shown to makeore judicious use of

metacognitive strategies (e.gqpnitoring, evaluation)usemore reliable informatioto guide

strategy usedecreasgtheir use of translation strategies, and incrédseir listening

comprehension ability. In other words, the intervention helped participants coordinate different

knowledge sources and use strategies in more effective Wapslergrift and Tafaghodtari

(2010)conducted a quasixperimental study on the effects of using a metacognitive pedagogical

cycle to develop the listening compegision(and metacognitive knowledge) L2 learners of
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French. The findings showed that listeners in the experimental group achieved greater gains on a
listening comprehension measure after 13 weeks of instruction compared to a control group.
Stimulated reall dataand datdrom the MALQalso showed that the experimental group
developed greater awareness of the processeslyindesuccessful L2 comprehension, and
confirmed that they were able to better leverage their strategy knowledge as a resultrof this.
the Taiwanese EFL contexteldham and Gruba (20169sted the efficacgf aninstructional
approach that combined explicit strgyenstructionwith metacognitivepractice(e.qg.,

Vandergrift, 2002, 2004 he findings showed that the participants underwent significant
changes in theimetacognitiorovertime thattranslatednto improvedlisteningability.

Specifically, theyused a more balanced range of listening strategies; more effectively and
appropriately combied strategies via metacognitive regulatiéelt less anxiousnd more in
control of their listeningbecameamore aware of their strengths and weaknessssame more
motivated listenersgandcame tarecognize the value and needhaintainconcentrabn while
listening.

An important contribution of longitudinal studies is how they have refrahmdew of
what constitut es WhideftHe eriginal goa of Isstening stratapigs raseaio .
was to generate strategy taxononoéf u s e f u | oOthascouldde usegl togEde L2
listening pedagogy O6 Mal | ey GCebtMad ll.e,y 1& 8Cahnaora aantempar&ny® 0 )
view advises against simply Asuperimposing th
proficient ones in listening class@Sraham & Macaro, 2008, p. 774) has been argued that
isolating the individual strategies characteristic of proficient listeners (eeglicpng,
comprehension monitoring) fails to take into account how they areiusednbinationin

appropriate waysandaccording to individual needs orchestrate cognitive processes and
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support comprehensid&raham et al., 2010; Graham & Macaro, 2008; Macaro, 200@)n

effort to describdow listenersuccessfullyuse strategies to orchestrate their cognitive
processegnanyresearchersow framediscussions about strategy use withinlih@ader
framework of metacognitio(e.g., Marsechal, 2007; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010; Yeldham

& Gruba, 2016)Met acogni ti on can be descri beadela@d 0 a

to knowledge about and t he (Wegdenl 1887,ipo5d3jobrf t he

Fl avell 6s (1979) model of metacognition has
learning (Figure?), and is most commonly cited in the L2 listening litera{@seh, 2018;

Haukas, 2018; Wenden, 1987, 1998, 1999)

| Problem-solving
METACOGNITION - > o
Learning goals
. | Experiences

Figure 2. F | a v Mddelod Metacognition(Goh, 2018, p. 2)

According to this model, themain function of metacognition is to use metacognitive knowledge
(i.e., person, task, and strategy knowledge) and metacogstt@egiestriggered by
metacognitive experiences (cognitive and affective sensations or realizations related to a
particular Anguageuse scenario), to solve problems and achieve learning @dal®ll, 1979;

Goh, 2018; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Wenden, 198i)the context of L2 listening,
metacognition enables learners to recognize the mental processes involsthingi
comprehension, become more aware of the linguistic, cognitive, social, and affective factors
which affect their comprehension, employ strategies to enhance their overall listening ability,

and better understand themselves as L2 listéfls, 2018; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010)
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In other words, metacognitive thinking helps listeners become more aware of and in control of

their cognitive processes, and to better mobilize betiprand topdown resources using

situatiorally-appropriate listening strategieshd following exampleglustrates how

metacognition might operate in action
Suppose a learnerlistening toa passage on a standardized listening test about how
s oci et sobMarshaveehanged over the past several decades. While listening, the
learner encounters a stretch of the passage which contains many words that they do not
recognize. In this moment, they remember a similar situation (or collection of situations) in
the past wheréhey did not understand what they were hearing, but managed to solve their
problem (metacognitive experience). They recall that focusing on what they had understood
about the passage to that point asthg it to contextualize the current stretch of thespge
hadpreviouslyhelped them overcome this obstacle (strategy knowledge). Based on their past
success, they apply the same strategies here
Afsel ective attentiono strategindssffistemrgi | e r e mi
passages often contain repetitions of the same idea in different words (task knowledge). They

know that this will help them avoid panicking because they are lost, and thus confidently
continue to listen with a new goal in mind (person kiealge).

As reviewed previously gsearch conducted within a metacognitive framework has shown that
proficient listeners are more aware of their own capabilities and of what needs to be done in a
listening task(i.e., metacognitive knowledgegre better dbe to metacognitively selfegulatevia
planning, monitoring, and evaluatiskills (i.e., identify problems, choose and combine
appropriate strategies to support listening, leverage metacognitive knowledge, establish and
monitor comprehension goalgndthatmetacognitiorcan be taughiCross, 2010; Goh & Taib,
2006; Graham & Macaro, 2008; Vandergrift, 2003; Yealah& Gruba, 2016)Furthermore,

studies usinghe MALQ (Vandergrift et al., 200@) a questionnaire that measures L2 learners
reported strategy use and metacognitive knowlé@dggve shown that higher scores on the
MALQ and its various subscales are modelsatorrelated with measures of listening
proficiency(e.g., Goh & Hu, 2014; Vandergrift, 2006; Zeng, 20Xyerall,then,the evidence
seems to suggest thettategy useespecially when viewed frommaetacognitivdens, makesn

important contribution to the development of L2 listening proficiency.
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2.4 Gaps in theResearch

Based on the above discussion, it would be logical to conclude that batshkills,
strategy usemetacognitiveknowledge and metacognitiveelf-regulationare all important
elements of L2 listening, and should be combined in any form of listening instrstiok,
2001; Graham & Macaro, 2008; Rubin, 1994; Vandergrift, 2004; Yeldham, .28&Wever,
there are several issues in the literature that require clarification in order to reinforce the
empirical basis ometacognive researct{Field, 2019) Thesanclude(a) whetherlinguistic
knowledgemoderates the ability to use listening strategies and metacognitivehggeléte;and
(b) therole thatotherindividual differences maplay in moderatinghese aspects of
metacognition
2.4.1 LinguisticKknowledge, Metacognitionand Listening Proficiency

In their influential review of the research literature on L2 listening strategiegrMat
al. (2007) criticize the fact that magibsssectionalstudies have failed to sufficiently control for
linguistic knowledge when evaluating the relationship between strategy use and successful
listening comprehension. For examplandergrift (1997, 1998eparated participants into three
skill levels(Novice I, Novice Il, and Intermediate) based on the results of an Oral Proficiency
Interview (OPI).However, the OPI doa®ot necessarily control for linguistic knowledgesit
invariably involvesother componentsf languagdi.e., speaking abilitynon-linguistic
knowledg@. Othermethoddor categoriing listenersasii mor e and incladessing ki | | e d ¢
listening test scorg®acon, 1992a; Goh, 1998; Murphy, 198nd teacher intuitions O6 Ma |l | ey
et al., 1989)neither of whichappropriately control folinguistic knowledge. As a consequence
of this oversight, Macaro et al. (2007) claim that much of the evidence connecting strategy use
and L2 listening success needs to be cameiias correlational in natdranot causal. In other

words, it is a likely possibility that proficient L2 listeners use strategies more effedtizedyise
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they are more advanced, and that strategy use is not necessarily the cause of their advanced
proficiency (Yeldham, 2017, 2019)his problem also extends to the domain of metacog@ition
a number oktudieshaveshown thatthe relationship betwediALQ scoresandmeasures of
listening comprehensiaattenuatsonce linguistic knowledge is accounted f@andergrift &
Baker, 2015, 2018; Wallace, 2BANang & TreffersDaller, 2017) In other wordsthere seems
to be grounds for questioning whettistening strategieand metacognitive setegulation
make a direct contributioto listening proficiency above and beyond linguistic knowledge.

Macaro et al. (2007) claim that Ain order
other aspects of learner competence in order to ensure that the choice of listening strategies is not
influencedéby the gener al peroo f(ipc i €lrbBy) .| erhesl aiu

propose three research questions thathelp demonstrate this cla{note that the question also

extend to other metacognitive aspects of L2 listeningji Do | i st ener s with wune
linguistic knowledge use differentstrae gi es ?0; fADo | i steners with e
knowl edge use different strategies?o; AAre th
that their | ack of | inguistic knoWnfisdge i s co

guestia allowsresearcher® identify whether linguistic knowledge moderates the relationship
between strategy ustne ability to deploy reported metacognitive knowledgg.( measured by
theMALQ), and listening proficiency. It is foundthat listeners with different levels of
linguistic knowledge use different strategaxlbr differentially deploy metacognitive
knowledge thenit remains possible that thelationship is at least partialtlependenbr/ymay be
mediated byinguistic knavledge (i.e., indireceffect). The second questiailows researchers

to examinewhetherdifferent aspects of metacognitiane causallyelated to L2 listening

succesgthat is, above and beyond linguistic knowledge). If two learners have the samaf level
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linguistic knowledge, but differ greatly in terms of their listening ahiliigplay different
patterns of strategy used selfregulation,and have different levels afietacognitive
knowledge then the argument can be made thatacognitivefactorsare acritical part of L2
listening proficiency. In other word#)ese aspects of metacognitwauld have a direct
relationship with listening comprehension tisadt least partiallyndependenof vocabulary
knowledge Thethird questioralso allows resarchers to examirtbe issue of causalityf, in a
study, there is evidence tHetenerswith low linguistic knowledge are abte perform above
expectations on listening measyrdgen it becomes possible to examine whether this
Aover per sduetomaetacogniivdactors These three questiomgere the primary aims
of the current studyThe study considers only thexical aspect of linguistic knowledge (i.e.,
vocabularysize), primarilybecause of the strong relationshipas withL2 listening
performancdsee metanal yses by Karal ék & Mer-, 2019; Sn
2020)
Each of these three questions has been addressed in the étevatarying degrees.
Macaro et al.és (2007) first question (fADo | i
use different strategi@d) 1 s mor e or |ceossectionaliferaters enristerity i n t h
strategiesAlthough the majorityof these studies have not carefully controlled for vocabulary
knowledge, they have consistenghownthat limitations in vocabulary knowledge play an
important role in shaping strategy use. B@ttaham (1997) and Vandergrift (199&)r example,
havesuggestedhat low proficiency listeners may feel that they have little other choice but to try
and enhance their understanding gsmortlinguistic knowledge (i.e., inferencingecause they
recognize so few wordat the same time, they majlocate excessive attentiomakourceso

bottomup processg in an attempt to extract some meaning from the(tggtd, 2003, 2004,
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2008a, 2019)This may leave them with feweesourceso allocateto strategy uséespecially
those which draw on prior/background knogde;Tyler, 2001)and he apgication of
metacognitive knowledg@-ield, 2019; Fung & Macaro, 2019; Goh, 1998; Vandergrift, 1997)
Theincreasedognitiveload that comes withrhited lexical recognitiortouldalso affect the
facility with which listeners are able to combine and coordinate different straagies
metacognitive knowledgeo establishmonitor, andachieve comprehension goéi®.,
metacognitively selfegulaton). For exampleVandergrift (1997, 198, 2003)ound that more
skilled listeners, who presumably knew more words, were better able to coordinate their strategy
use by monitoring their comprehension, identifying problems, controlling their attention, and
guestioning/evaluating what they In@avith the help of noiinguistic knowledge. Less
proficient listeners, who were presumed to recognize fewer words and experienced more
cognitive overload, relied heavily on mental translation, employed inaccurate inferencing, and
inefficiently directed heir attention to unknown segments of the t8xmilar findings were
reported byMareschal (2007whoshowed thatveaknesses in L2 phonological and lexical
knowledge affectetl e a r abiéty tg dfectively direct their attention to the text, and prevented
them fromdeployingmetacognitiveknowledge and strategies.

In spite of these finding$he literature is alsblled with examples of listeners at different
proficiency levels usingimilar strategies. Vandergrift (200¥pr exampleanalyzed the
frequency with which high and low proficiency learners of L2 French used 21 different listening
strategiesbut foundsignificantdifferencedor only three of these strategies (comprehension
monitoring, questioning elaboration, translation). There was a large amount of variation in the
use of the remaining 18 strategies, leading the author to conclude that both gi@ipsers

useda similarly wide rangef strategies. Thiechoes the findings @ number of other cross
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sectional studie@Bacon, 1992a; Goh, 1998; M. Peters, 1999 seems to imply thatast

types of listening strategies can be deployed in spite of linguistic knowledge. Without carefully
controlling for linguistic knowledge, however, it is not possible to rulevooabulary

knowledge as moderatingariable The current study seeks t@ugfy this issue by comparing
thestrategies (and strategy clusteusi by L2 learners whavere carefully divided based on

their vocabulary knowledge.

Next t here are very few studies that have a
and third questing which directly address the issue of causdlity . e . , ADo | i stener
levels of linguistic knowledge use different strate@es fH Ar e t here | i steners
in their listening that their lack of linguistic knowledge is compemsaieby their strategy
u s e Fung and Macaro (201@prefully controlled fotinguistic knowledgen theirevaluation
of thelisteningstrategiesised byHong KongEFL studentsThe authors split the participants
into Ahigho and Al owo | inguistic knowledge gr
(median split), and compared their responsesstoategy questionnaire. The results showed that
students with high tiguistic knowledge used more comprehension monitoring, more selective
attention on difficult segments, more strategies based on prior knowledge, and more imagery.
Students with lower linguistic knowledge, on the other hand, used more translation. While mos
|l i steners in the study fit this pattern of re
[the] overall sample showed that students with high linguistic knowledge reported deploying a
much wider range of strategies than their low linguistic o wl edge peerso (p. 16
not this made a difference in terms of listening proficiency is unknown considering that the study

did not include a measure of listening proficiency. This highligresieed for research that
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measureslifferent aspets of metacognitior(i.e., strategy use, metacognitive knowledge,
metacognitive selfegulation) linguistic knowledgeand listening ability in the same study.

Graham et al. (201{ree als®antos et al., 2008 for an analysis of the same datsiset)
one ofthe onlystudiesto have o mpr ehensi vely addressed Macaro
guestionsThe authors splitigh-school aged learners of L2 French into four groups based on
scoes from tests of linguistic knowledge (grammar and vocabulary recognition) and their
performance on a listening recall protocol (i.e., listening proficiency). The four groups were:
high linguisticknowledgehigh listening proficiencyrn( = 7); low linguistc knowledgeéhigh
listening proficiencyif = 2); high linguisticknowledgéow listening proficiencyr = 1); and
low linguisticknowledgdow listening proficiencyrf = 4). Verbal report dataveregathered by
asking participants to verbalize th#woughts whileconcurrently listening to a passage and
answering comprehension quest@re., separate from the listening recall measure). The results
showed (a}hatthelevel of linguistic knowledge (e.g., high, low) affected the extent to which
different knowledge sources could be used synergistically to answer the questions (i.e., lower
knowledge associated with lesisleintegration); and (b) that linguistic information was a
primary information source, regardless of level of linguistic knowledgenvamswering
challenging comprehension questions. In terms of strategy use, linguistic knowledge was shown
to affect how effectively students used strategies such as prediction, selective attention, and
comprehension monitoring. Those with higher lingaighowledge adopted a more tdpwn
predictive approach in general (i.e., based on theme rather than lexica) @&ecslere able to
use multiple strategies in combination. They were also able to better implement stfategies
comprehensiomonitoringdi e t o Ahavi ng peraoenecteelanguageough r el

t he f i rSartos ¢t bhl.a2003,0. 128 was also shown, however, that students in this
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group were inflexible at times in deploying various stratggihich occasionally led to
comprehension problems. Students in the low linguistic knowledge groups, on the other hand,
mainly directed their attention (and oftentimes ineffectively) based on lexical items in the
guestions prompt# key findingof the stidy was that linguistic knowledge dibt necessarily
constrain or enable effective strategy use in all ¢asasis,two students with low linguistic
knowledge were able to perform on par with their high linguistic knowledge feeys
overperforned), while one student with high linguistic knowleddie poorlyon the listening
recalltest(i.e., underperformd). The analysis revealed that these unexpected placements were
duetothel i st ener s & everpeddrnangsiudentswere able hoeachieve high
listening proficiency by skillfully inferencing what they had missBde underperforming
student on the other handised prediction strategies ineffectiveind failed to monitor their
hypotheses when confronted wibnflicting information in the texfTheseexceptionatases
imply that strategy use can help some listeners overcome weaknesses in linguistic knowledge
(depending on prior knowledge), atidhta lack of careful strategy application can have
detrimental eiects on comprehension, even if sufficient lexical recognition is achieved.

Graham et al. (2010) is a valuable contribution becaussps clarifythe relationship
between strategy use and listening success. It is concehuwgverthat in the 13 yaa since
Macaro et al. (2007) published their review, thieng ofthe only stugeswhich has
comprehensively addressed Alkegweakoesshirahanbet t hr e e
al. (2010) which needs to be improved upentains tahetask usd toelicitpar t i ci pant s
strategy use; that is, participants were asked to verbalize their thought processes while
simultaneouslyooking at and answering multiple choice questions. As Macaro et al. (2007) have

pointed outthere are serious validity isssiwith interrupting the recursive process of listening to
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ask participants to report on their thougltts,one does not stop and verb

when constructing a mental model of a JeXtere are also issues related to cognitive validity
(i.e., ability to deal with realvorld listening challenges; Field, 2018)eld (2009) for example,
examined the cognitive validity disteningtasksfrom the International English Language
Testing System (IELTS)y asking participants to verbalize their thought procesdeslar to
the taskusedin Graham et al. (2010yomprehension questions in the IELTS are presented
beforehandind availabléor consultation while listenind=ield (2009) foundthatthis task
elicited a large number éft e°wvs se0 strategies (i.e., those
rather tharthe listening process3uch as makingnetoone mat ches bet ween
the prompts and the input texkse alsofound that the learners consisterglyitchedtheir
attention between the task sheet and the recording, \whe&s$not faithfully representmany
listeningcontextsn the real worldSuch estwise strategies are prolific in Graham and
col | eaguegesg Gmham, d¥WT, Graham et al., 2010, 2011; Santas 20@8) which
makesit difficulttog e ner al i z econtlusiens abauhehraerofstéategic competence
L2 listening Finally, the study examined only listening strategies, and did not consider how the
findings related to the broader conceptmetacognition in listeningAn important step forward
is to consider how linguistic knowledge moderates strategy use alongside other aspects of
metacognition (e.g., metacognitive knowledge,-sedfulation).The current studyas an
attempt to improve upatieseimitationsand provide much needed answerbtac ar o et
(2007) three questions
2.42 Individual Differences, Listener Metacognitiorand Mixed-methods Analysis

2.4.2.1 Individual Differencesand Listener Metacognition. Macaro et al. (2007)ring

up another important poim their review:that factordeyond linguistic knowledgeould
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account for the finding that strategy use is highly variable among listeners in girofiarency
bandg(Mareschal, 2007; Vandergrift, 1998b, 20@8)d with similar levels of linguistic
knowledge (Fung & Macaro, 2019; Graham et al., 20ib@eed, the ability to use strategies
effectively apply metacognitive knowledgend metacognitively setegulateis thought to be an
individualized affair linked to factors such as individual learning styles, L1 listextiidy, prior
knowledge, workig memory capacitfwVMC), motivation, seHefficacy, and anxietyChang,
2008; Y. Chen, 2005; Elkhafaifi, 2005; Field, 2000; Graham et al., 2008; Graham & Santos,
2015; Macaro et al., 2007;&veschal, 2007; Yeldham & Gruba, 201idpwever, few studies
have empirically examined the influendbatthese variablesaveon!l i st ener s6 abi |l it
leverage the different aspects of metacognit®aining a clearer understanding of this topic is
an essential step towards developing nded®d instruction tailored to specific groups of

learnerdGraham & Macaro, 2008)

Therelationshipdetweenndividual differencegand metacognitionan be
conceptualized usintpe Systems Model of L2 listening proposedandergrift and Goh

(2012)(adapted fronimhof and Janusik, 2006 his model is presented in Figude
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Person factors

Cognitive: Affective:
Linguistic knowledge Anxiety
(vocabulary, syntax, Self-efficacy
discourse) Motivation

Pragmatic knowledge

Prior knowledge
Metacognitive knowledge
Sound discrimination ability
Working memory capacity

Listening results

/

L1 listening ability Quantitative: Qualitative:
? ¢ Cognitive, social and N Comprehension | Relationships
strategic processing Learning Mativation
Listening contexts Self-efficacy

Informal, real-life listening

Formal, real-life listening (e.g., lectures)
Interactive listening

Formal classroom listening practice
Listening assessment

Extensive, recreational listening

L

Figure 3. The Systems Model of Listening (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 58)

The model is conceived as an integrated system consisting of three interde pertdesit

person factors, listening contexts, and listening rekuhat areconnecédthrough a central
nexus of cognitive (i.e., tegown and bottorup cognitive processestrategic (i.e., strategy
use/metacognitiveelf-regulatior) and social processing. Person and contextual factors are
thought to influence the quality of this processing, drive the selection of overt behaviors and
mental activities, and hence indirectlytelenine listening results (e.g., comprehension, learning)
(Imhof & Janusik, 2006)This influence is thought to occur at two different levels. On a macro
level, the factors affect the selgulatory capacity of the listener; that is, how wiedly are able

to monitor information processing in geneiaid regulate therognitive processed his affects,
for example, the scope and intensity of effoenditureand mental activity. On a micilevel,

the factors affect the quantity and quabfyprocessing resources available for and allocated to
the listening task. Both will inevitably affect the efficiency with which L2 listeners can
effectively orchestrate combinations of bottamand topdown processes, am@ploylistening

strategies
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There are numerous variables that have the potential to influence strategic processing
during a listening task and merit further stullaresclal (2007) for example, foundightly knit
relationships between L2 lexical knowledge, phonological skills, metacogkitoxgledge self
regulatoryability, and strategy us&he study povides numerous examples of how these
vari abl es 0 e effactslbraother compogeats or gharacteristics and, in a chain of
interrelated consequences, on the | evel of
Macaro et al. (20073uggest that prior knowledge, perception ability, word recognition fluency,
and working memory are additional variablleatparticulalty need to be teased apart as well.
Thecurrent studyocuses oriwo variables related to lexical ability (vocabulary size, vocabulary
depth), one related to general cognition (working memory capacity), and one related to affect
(listening anxiety). Other influential components such as LIniisteability and
background/prior knowledge could not be included in the analysis due to the makeup of the
participant population (i.e., heterogenous L1 backgrounds) and/or availability of reliable tool to
measure thertsee also Vandergrift & Baker, 2019)he theoretical and expected relationships
between the chosen individual difference variablesdafierent aspects of metacognitiare
described below.

First, in line with the view that vocabulary knowledge is a nfaltieted construct
(Nation, 2001; Schmitt, 2010, 2014he study featuresmieasursof vocabulary sizé the raw
number of words knowdh and vocabulary depth, which haseconceptualized as the number of
associations (or links) between items in ligs@con (.e., synonyns, collocatiors). It is presumed
that a larger vocabulary size facilitates word recognitiontus helps listeners activatee
background knowledge aded for comprehensiqRost, 2005)This is turn should reduce

cognitive load and allowearnergo allocate mag attention tdhigherorder metacognitive
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processe¢e.g.,monitoring, strategy use, application of metacognitive knowledgeabulary
depth could have a unique effect on the ease with whichimguistic information can be
accessednd thus could impact strategy ubeseveral models of word recognition, the
activation of an individual lexical frame (e.qg., cute) is thoughiring related words and
schemata to a state of higher activation (e.g., adorable, {Rbsf 2011)It is conceivable that
the moreconnections that exist between lexical itethe more relevant schemata will be
activated. This in turn could makeeéasier for learners to make inferences, form hypotheses,
make prdictions, and monitor comprehensidine findings ofVafaee and Suzuki (202Q)e.,
mediumsize correlation betweeameasure ofocabulary depth anithe MALQ) lend some
evidence to this hypbesized connection, but more research is needed to uncover whether
vocabulary depth is uniquely related to differences in metacognition.

SecondMac ar o6 s ( 2 Or@Gnéeyvorkivieves strategiand enathcognitivaction
as occurring in working memory@acaro, 2006; Vandergrift & Goh, 201Besourcesharing
models of working memoryiew it asa system that simultaneously supports symbolic cognitive
operations (i.e., processing) and the temporary maintenance of the outputs generated by them
(i.e., storag) (Daneman & Carpenter, 1980; Just & Carpenter, 199&ening comprehension
engages thee twofunctions simultaneouslfi.e., processing and storagh) an attempt to
understand what is being heard, there is a todidleetween the processing and storage
components of working memory such that the infororaprocessing efficiency (i.e., central
executive) determines how many resources are available for comprehgteiongton &
Sawyer, 1992; Peng et al., 2018; Perfetti, 200fhen this system is pushed to its limit (i.e.,
when there is an excess of information or demands on attentional control), information contained

in the system begins to degeaand processing breaks doiwiyake & Friedman, 1998)n
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novice L2 listening, underdeveloped decoding processes are likely to leave learners with little
spare processing capac(tyutler, 2001, 2005; Field, 2003, 2008BXxtrapolating this to
metacognitio, it would beexpecedthat listeners with more limited WMC would have more
difficulties implementing strategies that directly relate to perception, processing, storage, and
retrieval (i.e., cognitive strategiesindhave mordlifficulty self-regulating(i.e.,
choosng/coordirating strategiesactivating metacognitive knowledgereaing and monitoing
comprehension goglsin spite of this theoretical connection, studies to date have shown that
measures of WMC only weakly correlate with MALQ scaféafaee & Suzuki, 2020)Vallace,
2020) This could be because the MALQ was intended to be a measure of strategy knowledge
rather than actual strategy dsa construct which would not be expected to have a relationship
with WMC. Despite this, the current study examined theicglahip between WMC and MALQ
scores in light of the possibility that the MALQ may represemieaspect of actual strategic
behavior.

Lastly, there is strong evidence thiatening anxiety playsraimportantrole in
moderatingearner metacognitiorListening anxiety refers to the arousal of feelings of tension,
apprehension, nervousness, or worry associated with having to comprehend speech in an L2.
Anxiety can have a debilitating effect ametacognitive processirgecause it introduces task
irrelevant iformation intoworking memory(Maclintyre, 1995; Rubin, 1994¥%tudies from the
cognitive psychology literature have shown that anxiety impairs processing efficiency by
imposing high demand on the central executive, hingdwey cognitive functionsuch as
inhibition (i.e., deliberately inhibiting automatic responsasjishifting (i.e.,shifting back and
forth between multiplenentaloperations)Eysenck et al., 2007 he introduction of yet another

competitor for limited cognitive resources (i.e., t&sklevant informationwould decrease the
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likelihood with which listeners will be able to precisely identify processing problemst sele
appropriatestrategies from their repertoire, and successfully aghgnto solve any issues with
comprehensiorOn the whole, the literatuntains very fevstudies that have directly
examined how this i mport an tacitwtadeploy sirhtegies whitee r a c t
listening.Research on this topic suggests that measurasxadtycorrelate with MALQ scores
with medium effectg¢Vafaee & Suzuki, 2020}andthat anxiety pushes listeners to adopt
strategies that are s around understanding or picking up individual wdfisang, 2008;
Kim, 2000) However,more research is needed which examines the relationship between
listening anxiety and strategy use in terms of its effect eralility to choosedeploy, and
monitor the efficacy oétrategiesvhile listening

2.4.2.2 Mixed methods analysifor researchinglistener metacognition The role of
individual differences in listener metacognition is a tapet warrants careful methodological
consideration. Listening is a notoriously difficult skill to investigate considering the covert and
ephemeral nature of the processes involved in L2 comprehgiaadergrift, 2015; Yeldham,
2017) Itis also highly compleandinfluenced bymany differenfactors througtan intricate
network ofoverlapping interactiondmhof & Janusik, 2006; Vandergrift, 2011; Vandergrift &
Goh, 2012)Despite this complexity, much of the reseanchmetacognition in listeninbas
adopedan exclusively gantitative or qualitative approaobr havecombined both
methodologiedut drawnparallelinferences (for exceptions, see Mareschal, 2007; Vandergrift &
Tafaghodtari, 2010)Quantitative modelling allows researchers to understdmchfactors are
linked to L2 listening, but nathy or howthey influence comprehension processes. Qualitative
inquiry can illuminate how different variables interact to influence comprehensiohadput

limited generalizability due to its tendency to focus on particular contexts of languadgeuse.
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approach which seems particularly suited for filling this gap is damethods research (MMR),
anapproachthd@ é st r at e gi {slaglalitative aml ouantitatiee methods, approaches,
and concepts in a way that produces compl emen
(Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & Turner, 2007, p. 1ZAE systematic analysis of patterns found
across multiple data sources ganvide tremendous insight into listening comprehension
processesThis can lead to research results that are reliable, valid, replicable, and trangderable
D. Brown, 2016)J. D. Brown (2014, 2016)Iso notes tha¥’MR allows for data to be examined
using techniques that dieyondtriangulation and crosgalidation For example, researchers can
also examine how findings diverge (i.e., carefully examine contradictions, anomalies, and
surprises to see whether they lead to conclusions of their own, or to further fruitfuléayaind
how they elaborate on one another (i.e., analyze data sources with the goal of using them to
expand or amplify interpretations from other data sources). The current study acknowledges the
potential advantages aking thes&/IMR techniques t@xplore the relationship between
individual differences and listener metacognitiéihthe same time, inakes a case fapplying
this approacho metacognitivdisteningresearch bghowing how MMR camnhane the
legitimacyofa studyds findings
2.5 Summaryand Research Questions
The above review of the literature has highlighted segasin the researcton
listeningstrategieandlistener metacognitiarfirst, an insufficient number of studies have
explored the extent to whiclocabularysize affectsL2] i st ener s 6 abideployy t o u
reportedmetacognitive knowledgend selregulatewhile listening Thisgapis addressed in the
g u e s tTo what exteft does vocabulasigea f f ect | i stenersé actual a

use? o0 . Second, It remains unexpl osekrdgulatibnet her st
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makea contributon to L2 listening proficiency above and beyond vocabulary knowledge. This
gapis addressed in thep u e s tin wiat waysiare strategy use and metacognitive self
regulation causally related to listeningsuctess Lastly, the complex and
listening calls for the use of a methodological approach that can ensure the credibilitpr@irese
findings. Mixedmethods analysis is weduited for this purpose, but is underrepresented in the
L2 listening literature. The current stutlys this gapby exploringthe suitability ofusing a
mixed-methodsapproach t@xamine thendividual difference factors (e.g., vocabulary size,
depth, word recognition, working memory capacity, listening anxretgted to different aspects
of listener metacogniton Thi s i s addr elsvehat days can niixboeethagsi e st i on
analysis expand our undensting (through convergence, divergence, and elaboration of
guantitative and qualitative data) of the individual differences related to listener metac&gnition
The three research questions are presented below.
Research Question 1To what extent does vdoalarysizea f f ect | i st ener so
reported strategy use?
Research Question 2In what ways are strategy use and metacognitiveregiflation
causally related to listening success
Research Question 3In what ways can mixethethods analysis expaodr
understanding (through convergence, divergence, and elaboration of quantitative and
gualitative data) of the individual differences related to listener metacoghition
Research question 1 was addressed by systematically splitting participants irancligtv
groupsbased on their vocabulary si@esing a method adopted from the L2 vocabulary
literature), then statistically comparing their actual use of L2 listening strategiksd verbal

reports) and reported deployment of metacognitive knowledgpdnses to the MALQ)
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Research question 2 was addressed by subdividing the participant sample into four groups based
on listening ability and vocabulasjze(e.g., Graham et al., 2010), and qualitatively analyzing
how they differed in their ability to deploy listening strag=gmetacognitive knowledgand
metacognitivelyself-regulate(i.e., monitortheir comprehension, effectively coordinate strategies
to solve problems)Research question 3 was addressedooglucting botlguantitative and
gualitative analyss of the indivdual differences related to listener metacognition. The
guantitative analysis examined correlations between measures of individual differences
(vocabulary size, vocabulary depth, working memory, listening anxiety) and the MALQ, while
the qualitative anaklis narrowed in on those individual difference variables most strongly
associated with MALQ scores in an effort to reveal the processes behind the quantitative
relationshipsThese data sources were compared usixgdmethods analysigy examining
convegence divergenceand elaboratioacrosssources)n order to generate a series of meta
inferenceqi.e.,inferences, conclusions, or explanations that result from the integration of
guantitative and qualitative data sourd®@swuegbuzie, Johnson, & Collins, 20EHbout the

utility of using MMR to examine L2 listening processes.
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CHAPTER 3: MET HODOLOGY

3.1 Participants
3.1.1 Recruitment

Participants were recruited from the international student population at the University of
Hawai @i (&dHM). Rddniionant efforts were targetedfa followingthree groups of
students in order toapture a wideange of L2 listening ability:d) matriculated students who
wereenrolled in required EAP coursase(, at theEnglish Language Institutey ELI); (b)
students whdnadcompleted their ELI requirements; arg) $tudents who were exemptedrh
taking ELI courses. Exemption fromme ELI can be granted based on a number of criteria. These
include demonstrating native speaker status, attaining a standardized proficiency test score above
a certain cutoff (100 and 600 foest of English as a Feign Language [TOEFLBT/PBT
respectively; 7.0 fomternational English Language Testing SystéLTS]; 151 forGraduate
Record Examinationgerbal Section 68 for Pearson Test of Academic English), or having
studied in an Englisinedium environment famore than 6 years.

A combination of convenience, random, and snowball sampling were used to contact the
participants. In terms of convenience sampling, ELI students were contacted directly and invited
to participate in the study through visits to their classrooms. These wesie conducted with
approval from the directors of the program, and with permission from the instrigtiodents
who expressed interest in joining the study were then conthgtedhail and invited to
participate. Former ELI students were contactedtough t he pri mary resear ¢
professional network.e., former students, peers, acquaintanaadusing snowball sampling
(i.e., participants recommeeadother participants for the study). Students exempt from the ELI

were similarly contacted using personal netwaikd snowball samplingn terms of random
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sampling, recruitment flyers containing detailed information about the study were posted at
variousapproved locations around the campus.
All participants were screened based on the following eligibility criteriach were
confirmed via email correspondence
1. Participants must have an L1 other than English and identify appbsttal users of
L2 Endish.
2. Participants must not have resided in an Engdigdaking country for a period of 3 or
more years prior to attending UHM.
3. Participants must not have completed 3 or more years of Esmgésgium instruction
prior to attending UHM.
4. Participants must ndtave a parent who is a native speaker of English.

5. Participants must be a matriculated student currently enrolled in courses at UHM.

3.1.2 ParticipantSample
Ninety-four international students were recruitecparticipate in the studggix
participants dopped out of the studypr one or moref the following reasonghey had
previously heard one tfie passages used in the stutigy failed to show up for a data
collection sessiaror theyreportedhat theyhad been adversedffected byfatigue A final
sample of 88 participantgas obtained | nf or mati on on the participe
using a questionnaire delivered via Qealtricssurvey platform(Appendix A) The
guestionnaireasked abouthep ar t i c i @ga,pravisud expetdiefestudying English,
institutional status and majanost recent standardized test scargjfrequency ofdaily English
use. The participant sample was distributed across each of the target recruitment groups as

follows: ELI (n = 52), Former ELIQ = 21), Exempt from ELI§f = 15). A variety of language
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backgrounds were represented in the sanifieean ( = 22), Mandarin Chinesen(= 20),

Japanesen(= 19), Vietnamesen(= 8), Spanishr{ = 5), Thai g = 5), Arabic @ = 2), and Nepli

(n = 2). Other L1s with only one participant included Cantonese, Catalan, Portuguese, Dutch,

and TurkishThe participants were 25.2 yearsoldon averégef 9. 6) , had resi ded
for an average of 13.5 montHSO= 14.3), had lived in or viged Englishspeaking countries for

an average of 18 monthS[P= 18.5), and had studied English in a formal setting for an average

of 11.7 years§D= 4.1).

The participants came from a diverse range of academic disciplines. For ease of
interpretation,tb parti ci pantsd majors were separated &
implemented by the Graduate Student Organization at UHM. These weYell(ay Group,
which includes hard science majors such as Computer Science, Physical Sciences, and
Engineerig (n = 24); Orange group, which includes majors related to Business, Travel Industry
Management, and Urban and Regional Planning 20); Blue Group, which includes majors
such as Communications, Linguistics, and Philosophy 17); Red Group, which inatles
health science majors such as Biology, Food Sciences, and Tropical Plant Scienté};

Purple group, which includes majors related to Education and the social scrercgs &nd
Green group, which includes majors related to history, art, arsicrfn = 4). Two participants
were undergraduate students who had yet to declare their majors.

In terms of level of study, 45 participants were undergraduate students, while 43 were
graduate students (24 pursn g a ma st er 0 suinglaedgctoa adegree)Twdent 9 pur s
eightparticipants weren exchange from universities abroadterms of standardized test
scores, 30 participants reported taking the IELTS with an average score d8B48.65)

ranging betweeb.5 and 7.5Fifty-four participants reported taking the TOEFL interbated
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testwith an average score of 82.380= 13.4) ranging betweed3 andl11 Four participants
reported taking th& OEFL paperbased test with an averagmre 0f521.5 ED= 8.70) ranging
betweerb13 and 533Lastly, the participantsised Englistasamedium of communication
53.6%o0f the time on averag&D= 28.9%) ranging betweeBf% and 100%.
3.2 Instruments

The study featured a battery of eight instruments: ttasts ofli stening comprehension;
onetest ofvocabulary size, and fotmskscorresponding to thetherindividual differencesg
test ofvocabulary depth, two tests of working memory capacity,adistiening anxiety
guestionnaire)ln addition, the participants completed the MALQ (see Section 3.3.2). The tasks
are summarized in Tabi
Table 2.

InstrumentdJsed in theCurrent Sudy

Instrument Acronym Description

Long listening LLC Four 5minute long passages from the TOEFL.

comprehension Participants listened, took notes, then answered six
multiple-choice questions.

Short listening SLC Two 2-minute long passages adapted from the lister

comprehension and summarize (obasection of the TOEFL.

Participants listened then had 10 minutes to respon
writing to a simple prompt.

Dictation test DICT  Fifty-word dictation task from #mouse placement tes
at UHM. Patrticipants heard the passage three times
wrote down each word they heard.

Aural vocabulary size AVS Adaption of LVLTT multiple choice aural vocabulary
test test with 150 items.

Vocabulary depth test VDT Adaption of Rela98)d checkddxT
association test with 40 items.

Backwards digit span BDSPAN Backwards repetition (oral) of number sequences
which increased in length from two to ten digits.
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Operation span OSPAN Test requiring participants to solve sets of simple
arithmetic equations while remembering sequences
English letters.

Listening anxiety FLLAS A 24-item questionnairéargetinganxiety/nervousness

guestionnaire over different aspects of listening, perceptions of
listening difficulties, and beliefs of cquarative
difficulty of listening (Elkhafaifi, 2005)

Metacognitive MALQ A2l-item questionnaire ta
Awareness Listening use of strategies in a listening eventask as well as
Questionnaire metacognitive knowledge about themselves as L2

listeners, the nature of listening, and listening strate
(Vandergrift et al., 2006)

3.2.1 Listening Comprehension Tests

The target language uBLU)d o mai n s el ect ed f anidiréectoeal cur r er
academic listening, a ki n t o wndia & largedeatdredhallb selecting appropriate
measures for assessiligiening comprehensigit was critical to consider the concept of
validityd fithe degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores for
proposed usesf test® (Standards2014 p. 11). Wagner (2013]citing Messick, 1996hotes
that there are two threats to validity that need to be considered: unrepresentative tasks and
construct underepresentation. Unreprastative tasks are those whose characteristics (setting,
rubric, input, expected response, relationship between input/response) do not miaethe
language useTU) domain and thus introduce sources of invalidity (e.g., consiruelevant
variancg (Bachman & Palmer, 1996l the current study, this waseway (i.e., non
participatory)academic listeningVagner (2013) claimthat the characteriss of the input and
target response are particularly relevant to L2 listening assessmtarims of the input, factors
to consider would be the channel of the input (e.g., oral/visual), length of the lspemk&ing
rate of the lecturerand linguistt characteristics of the input, such as grammatical and lexical

complexity. In terms of expected response, the academic listener might be expéaited to
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notes,produce something based on the input (e.g., a reguoai)r discuss the information with
clasmatesReliably identifying task characteristibglpsresearcher® minimize threats to
construct validity. Failure to do so can lead to the second threat to vatmlitstruct under
representatiole.g.,if a speaking text containing twidends discussing their vacation were used
to assess academic listening; or, similarly, if an academic listening task were less than one
minute long.

While minimizing threats to validity is a crucial factorassessmemesearch, it is

equally important to acknowledge the practical limitations2fisteningresearchDeveloping
tailor-made assessmenssa laborious and resourdemanding procesBecause of thisl.2
listeningstudiesoftenusereadymade, standardized tests of listening proficien@idham
(2017)points out that the tradition of adopting standardized tests is not altogether unsound given
that they have established psychometric properties and strong reliability. Howeaisg he

stresses that it is imperative ¢hoose an appropriate standardized measure while keeping in

mind the concept of validity. Accordingly, the choice of listening comprehension measures in
this study was guided by the following criteria:

1. The measures should have a theoretical connectitbrtieé processes underlying
listening, and/or contain some aspecBatk's (2001fidef aul t | i st eni ng
that is, the ability to (a) process extended samples of realistic spoken language,
automatically and in real time; (b) understand the linguistic information that is
unequivocally included in the text; and (c) make whatever inferences are
unambiguously implicated by the content of the passage.

2. The measures should overlap with the TLU domain (unidirectional academic

listening) to the greatest extent possible. Desiraldeadheristics included academic
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content (i.e., speciaed academic topifsteacheistudent interaction, variable
lengths, a variety of response options, and formats that allowed notetaking.

3. The measures shouféveestablisked psychometric properties dfor empirical
evidence for test reliability.

4. The input passages should feature speakers of American English. While it would have
also been desirable to include speakers ofstandard English dialects to reflect the
authentic American academic climd@@ckey & French, 2016}his could have
introduced an additional source of listening difficulty and tinisecesarily
complicatedhe analysigHarding, 2018; Kang et al., 2019)

In order to cover these criteria to tpeatest extent possiblyreetask typesvere chosen to
represent the L2 listening constru@) adictation test(b) alisten and summariZEOEFL
integrated tasktwo passaggsand (c) theTf OEFL multiple choicdistening taskfour passaggs
Despiteadhering to theriteria described abovi,is difficult to say thathe listening taskased

in the currenstudywerefully representative of the realorld listeningtasks thatnternational
students encounter at university improve theiauthenticity the tasksvould need tpfor
example feature speakers with a variety of acceaipose listeners tasual input, and allow

for interaction with the speaké®ckey & Wagner, 2018At the same timdt should be noted
thatthe tasks do represent an authentic reality for mamgdesof English around the globe: the
need taake and perform well on standared tests of English proficiench this sensethe

tasks can be consideredrapresenting@me aspestof reatworld academic listeningnd, more
faithfully, representing the demands of the TOE&& the TOEFL listening passages were used

in their orginal forms The argument could thus be made that findings based on these tasks
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would beecologically valid.The reader can refés AppendcesB through Dfor copies othe
exacttasksused in the study
3.2.1.1 Dictation test (DCT)Dictation tests have long been used to tap into the lower
order decoding processes known to be essential to L2 listening comprehandi@anguably
measure the ability to fAunder svoealydcludddenthei ngui
t e XBuak, 2001 p. 114. Thedictationused in the current study was adapted frasask used
on the listening placement test of the ELID. BrownandTrace(2018)provide imporant
evidence of this taskodos validity .and reliabil
In the DCT, the participants were instructed to listen to-a&@ passage about a
general academic topic (the basic cognitive processes involved in reading)itendiown every
word they could hear as accurately as possiliie original passage wa®-recorded by a
professional voice actress and female naspveaker of American Englighe., the original ELI
recording was not usedlhis was done because manytlué participants had previously taken
this test, and the researcher wanted to akiaidng them activatany memory cues based on
familiar intonation or pronunciatio.he recorthg had a length of approximately 45 seconds.
The passage was played three times: once in its entirety; a secomdttimesprogrammed®0-
second pauses after everp 3econds of speech; and a third time again in its entDety
minutewas providedat the endof the task fomnyspellingcorrections. The following scoring
criteria were used: (a) words were marked as correct if they matched the original citation form of
the word in the written script in the correct position; (b) spelling was not counieskun
seemed to indicate a lack of comprehension; (c) extra words that appeared in the dictations but
not in the written script were deemed superfluous and did not influence the final score. The total

score on the passage was 50, with one point forwaoth correctly written. Details of the
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passage are presented in Tahlbelow.All participantswereexplicitly asked if they had heard
the passage befoeand if they were familiar with its conteMo participants reported
remembering the content of theesk

Table 3.

Characteristics of the DCT Task

Characteristic Value

Passage length (words) 50words
Passage duration (seconds) 40 seconds
Number of syllables 78 syllables
Words per minute 75words per minute
Syllables per minute 117syllables per minute

3.2.1.2 Short Listening Comprehension Test (SLCY he SLC was an adaptationtbe
TOEFL integrated speaking task (listemd summarizeQuestion § sourced from the Official
Guide to the TOEFL iBT, Fourth Editigie TS, 2012) In this task, participants listen to an
approximately tweminute lecture on an academic topic, take notesaamdsked tprovide a
60-second spoken summary of thaimpoints.Studies using these tasks have suggested that
theyare appropriate simulations of reabrld academic task€€Cumming et al., 2005klicit
more sophisticated language at higher levels of profici¢AcBrown et al., 2005; Kyle et al.,
2016) and feature input characteristics that are representativeddraadiscourse (e.g.,
extended samples of text, contain features of spoken discourse such as connected speech, filled
pauses, and hesitatior{8iber et al., 2004; Jamieson et al., 200@)e scoring rubrics for these
tasksinclude subsections for delivery (fluency, intelligibility), language use (lexical/grammatical
complexity), and topic development (accuracy of recall, coherence). The decision to adapt this
task was primarily motivated by the desire to include a meaisatelid not feature the multiple
choice format, which partially confounds listening with readMagndergrift, 2007)but is
nevertheless widely used in L2 listening resed®&rhith, 2019) TheSLC had the same format
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as the listen and summarize (ofak, but allowed participants to respond to the question

prompt (AUsing points anraihtheman idedd) @fs tthhe mt d lhleo )
writing. Participants were given eight minutes to compiegetask(determined through

piloting). Two passages were selected from the source material: one related to how learning art
can contribute to the devel opment of young ch
theuseofper suasi ve strategies in adyer tPiagitng i (pfahg
first informed of the topic of each lecture, were instructed to take notes if they desired, and were

told that they would be asked to provide a summary of the passage after listening. The
participantsdé recailhgspartesofwerleecidait cpil ateéev el
integrated speaking rubric alone so as to disregard the nature of the language produced.

Specifically, the recalls were scored based on the extent to which the propositions contained

within matched the imgrtantidea unitsdetailed in the scoring guideTS, 2012)see Appendix

C). For each idea unit, fall pointwasawarded ifit wasappropriatelyexpressed, a half point

was awarded part of it was expressed, and zero points were awarded @isinot expressed.

Criteria for determining whether or not a recalled idea unit merited a half point were determined

by consulting with a colleague and expert in applied linguistics. This expert also independently
scored3(% ofthe datao ensurehereliakility of thescoring(Co h e n 6 s 0.87aThe a

maximum score for the Child Development lecture was 5 points, while the maximum score for

the Psychology and Advertising lecture was 6 poiiaisatotal possible scoref 11 points.

Details of the texts are presented in Tahlbelow. None of the participants reported having ever

heard the passages before.
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Table 4.

Characteristics of the SLC Passages

Characteristic Child Development Psychology and Advertisg
Passage length (words) 274 348

Passage duration (seconds) 113 134

Number of syllables 414 527

Words per minute 1455 155.8

Syllables per minute 219.8 236

3.2.1.3 Long Listening Comprehension Test (LLC)The LLC contained four passages
from the lecture listening section of the TOEFL, sourced from the Official Guide to the TOEFL
(4" Edition) (ETS, 2012rnd TOEFL Quick Prep guide publicly availalle the ETS website
(https://lwww.ets.org/toefl/ibt/prepare/quick_prep/). Similar to the integrated speaking tasks, the
listening section of the TOEFL is supported by a large body of research validating it as an
adequate representation of academic listeability (Jamieson et al., 2008; Sawaki & Nissan,
2009) In orderto align the characteristics of the LLC with the SLC, only the lecture listening
(i .e., not fAconversationo) section of the TOE
are approximately 5 minutes long in length, contain-800 words, and are ammpanied by five
to six multiplechoice questions.

Four passages were selected for inclusion in the study with six accompanying multiple
choice questions each. Care was taken to select passages that covered a range of different topics
and which were roudf equal in their lexical difficulty (95% of words thetextd less proper
nouns/offlist wordd within the most frequent 3,000 word families of Englidi)e topics of

these passages weome related to the utility of birch bark for Native Americans

(AAmamol ogyo):; one r el at e fcentuwy Frercrefilmmakermmak i ng
(AFi |l mo) ; one related to how the public and s
advancement (AAstronomyo) ; and onheartwolddaft ed t o
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19"century Paris ( iiAr-choicelquestionsrtaygéted.a vafigtyeof lisianihgt i p | e
skills (e.g.,Richards, 1983)grouped under the headings of Listening for Comprehension
(compreheding main idea and supporting details); Listening for Pragmatic Understanding
(recognizing speaker attitudes, opinions, and degree of certainty); and Connecting and
Synthesizing Information (recognizing organization of text, understanding relationships and
connections between ideas and sections of the text, making inferences based on unstated
implications). Some questions required two correct answers to be sélextealtial credit)and

others were audibased in that they presented a clip ofldwure again and asked participants

to answer a question based on that clip alone. Scores for each lecture were assigned according to
the scoring guide provided by the source materizdsh lecture had a total possible score of 6.
Details of the passagasd multiplechoice questions are presented in T&blsone of the

participants reported having heard any of the passages before. The presentation order for all

passages was courdasilanced for each participant to control for ordering effects.
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Table 5.

Characteristics of the LLC Passages

Characteristic Anthropology  Film Astronomy Art
History
Passage length (words) 732 742 777 769
Passage duration (seconds) 331 345 310 315
Number of syllables 1049 1119 1081 1092
Words peminute 132.7 129.0 150.4 146.5
Syllables per minute 190.2 194.6 209.2 208
% word tokens from 1K BNC/COCA 79.8% 87.0% 86.2% 90.4%
band
% word tokens from 2K BNC/COCA 11.8% 5.8% 8.0% 5.4%
band
% word tokens from 3K BNC/COCA 3.5% 4.9% 2.9% 3.5%
band
% coverage provided by first three 95.1% 97.7% 97.1% 99.3%

BNC/COCA bands

Total # questions 6 6 6 6
# of audio questions 2 2 2 1
# of ALiIistening 2 2 3 3
Comprehensiono q

# of ALiIistening 2 1 1 1
Comprehensiono q
# of AConnecting 2 3 2 2

| nf ormati ondo que
3.2.2 Aural Vocabulary Size Test (AVS)

The AVS was an online adaptation of the Listening Vocabulary LevelqT\ésT;
McLean, Kramer, & Beglar, 2015)he aural complement of the New Vocabulary Levels Test
(NVLT) (McLean & Kramer,20158) The test purports to measur e
vocabulary sie (.e., knowledge of spoken word foyry asking them to complete multiple
choice questions in response to spoken phrasal promptslassdesthetestas a test of
meaning recognitionyhich captures thenost basiaepresentation of thierm-meaning linkin
the lexicon(Schmitt, 2010) TheLVLT consistsof 150 wordgetrofittedfrom the three versions
of the Vocabulary Size Te@tlation & Beglar, 2007%plit into six levelsLevels 1 to Swhich
correspond to the first five 1,000 word famflye., head word plus morphological inflections;
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seeBauer & Nation, 1993jrequency bands of ttBNC/COCA (Nation, 2017)and Level 6,

which contails headwords from theAcademic Word Lis{AWL ; Coxhead, 200). Levels 1 to 5
contain 24 itemgach(with each item representing ~41 headwongsile Level 6 contaia30

items (with each item representing ~19 headwortis}t takers hear each item twice: once in
isolation, and once embedded in a simple-defining sentence (e.gime, They have a lot of

time). They are then presented with four written multipl®ice definitions: three distractors and
one correct responséwo modifications were made to the LVLT to create the AVS. First, o

item from Level 6 dthe test(ltem #66, professiondl was rewritten because it resembéed

item elsewhere in the tegiro from Level2 of the test The wordanalogywas randomly

selected from the AWLo replace itAnswer choices were written and finalized after piloting the
test withnative, bilingualEnglishKorean) and nonrnative speakers of Englishhis piloting
phaseconfirmed its appropriateness for the target popula@econdanil| dondt know
w o r @tion was included to minimize guessif¥y Zhang, 2013and decrease the risk of over
inflating vocabulary siz€¢Stewart, 2014)Apart fromthese two modifications, the LVLT was
administeredn its original formusing the online survey platform Qualtri&efore proceeding

to the main test, grticipants wergiven two practice items (target wordstrong, carry to

familiarize them with the test format. The test was split into two sections (i.e., Part 1, Levels 1K
3K; Part 2, Levels 4KkbK + AWL) to minimize participant fatigue. The test was scored out of
150, with separate scores calculated for each I8 entiretest can be found in Appendix E.

Figure 4 presents a sample item from the test.
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Participants hear: Stone. She sat on a stone.

A\ COLLEGE of SOCIAL SCIENCES

UNIVERSITY of HAWAI'T"at MANOA

Question 1.2
hard thing
kind of chair
soft thing of the floor
partofatree

1 don't know this word

7

Figure 4. Sampldtem from the AVS
3.23Vocabulary Depth Test (VDT)

Vocabulary depth was measured using an adaptation of the Word Associates Test
(WAT), developed and validated IRead (1993, 1998 his tesis presumed to measure
mastery of different dimensions of word knowledge (egllpcation, derivative forms,
polysemous meaning sensdg)the WAT, prticipants are presented (visually) with 40 stimulus
adjectives, and asked to choose up to four woutlef eight (i.e., four targets, four distractors)
that represent three different kindsleXical links: collocations (syntagmatic relation), synonyms
(paradigmatic relation), and other semantic aspects (analytic relation, e.g., aspects or components
of the meaning of the stimulus word that are likely to form part of its dictionary definRieax,
1993) The number of these relations, represented in the answer choices to the targatetems,
evenly distributed across the test. The items themselvisgl allithin the first 5K frequency
bands according to the BNC/COCA @$8ation, 2017)while the answer choicdall within
frequency bands equal to or less than the target(fad, 1998)In this sensethe test is also a

partial measure of vocabulary si&chmitt, 2014)
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The WAT was adapted for use in the current study after extensive pildhagilot
groupincludedfour norrnative speakers representing the target population (i.e., range of
proficiency and L1 backgrounds) and one bilingual Engftishean speakawvho wasfluent in
both languagedhe subjectsook the test in its entirety, and were asked tmspectively report
on any aspects of the test (e.g., format, content) which they found confusing or problematic.
Through this process#, was observed that a large number of answer choices were ambiguous
andbr confusing as originally written, to such extent that even the bilingual speaker had
trouble arriving at the correct answer. It was concluded based on this, as well as from
consultations wittkexpert peershat certain answer choices should be revised. In order to
identify the most problematic oices, an electronic version of the test was created and
distributedvia the Qualtrics survey platforrifihe test was administered remotelywe@nty-six
respondentfrom ther e s e a pearsbrnalmdveork whmentified as native speakers of English.
The mhimum score for an item to be retained on the test was 884q20/26). Choices that
did not reach this score, as well as distractors which were selected at least 3/2fdimes
discarded and raevritten according to the guidelines laid outSohmitt, Ng,andGarrag(2011)
Twenty-nine answer choices were identified as being problematic using this method, were
rewritten, and inserted into a second, more narrow survey. This revised survey was distributed to
17 additional nativespeaking respondents. A similar 75%iaff score (13/17) was set, and nine
answer choices remained problematic. These nine choices were subseqtrenisegeand
further piloted with two participants who had not previously completed the questionnaire (one
native Engliskspeaking graduateusient at UHM and one bilingual Englistiench professional
translator). The final version of the test was deemed to be unproblematic by the participants, and

was thus retained for use in the study.
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The procedure of the VDT was as followarticipants fist received an explanation of

t he for mat of the test, as wel | as what const

terms of meaningrformb ) . The instructions were al so wri

participants completed two practice items where they were asked to explain their choices,
receiving feedback from the researcher on why a given answer choice could be considered to b
correct or not. Thethenproceeded to complete all 40 items presented in a randomized order on
separate pagesa the Qualtrics survey platforrs indicated in Figure 5, the answer choices for
each item were split into four possible semdpticadigmat associates on the left (clear, rich,
recent, logical) and four possible syntagmatic associates on the right (crime, health, speech,
theory). Following Read (1998)he correct item choices were distributed across three patterns in
order to discourage gssing: 13 (one paradigmatic, one syntagmatic®, @wo paradigmatic,

two syntagmatic), and-B (three paradigmatic, omgntagmatix. Responsewere recorded by
checking a boxinderneath each possible answer choice. Participamesencouraged to leave
answers blank rather than guess if they were not sure of the correct answer, and to skip items
which they did not know. The test featured 40 target items in total with four correct choices per
item. A partial credit scoring method was used that assignegoint pecorrect answer for a

total score of 160A copy of the test can be found in Appendix F.

Target Adjective: coherent

Please choose 4 of the following. If you are unsure about any answers, please leave the boxes blank.
Please do not guess.

clear rich recent logical crime health speech theory

Figure 5. Sample Item from the VDT

3.24 Measures of Working Memory Capacity
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Two tests were used to assess the particip
digit span task (BDSPAN), and an operation span task (OSPAidkeare botHanguage
independentasks thatire thought taneasurehe efficiency of the central executifies., the
component of WMC responsible for allocating processing resources, switching attention,
inhibiting distractions, etc.) arttie size of the phonological stofeinck et al., 2014; Wen,

2016)

The first test of WMC was a backwards digit spask. Participants were aurally
presented with sequences of English digits that increased in length from two to ninénabits,
memorized them (storage), amereasked taepeat them in reverse order of their presentation
(processing). The digits werecorded by a female speaker of American English and embedded
in a Microsoft PowerPoint presentatidrhere weranine blocks in the test. Each block contained
two sequencesf the same lengtbomposed ofandom digits between 1 and 9 separated by
500ms d silence.The blockssequentiallyincreased in length fromvo digits( e . g9. 090 f 1
nine digits( e . g6-2-6-9-%&87-3 @ Phe researcher noted down what digits were repeated on
an answer sheet and monitored the number of correctly recalled seguezmes blockThe
test was stopped when a participant incorrectly recali¢dsequencesm a single blockScore
was calculad by summing theotal number ofcorrect sequences recalleg the participants
(partial credit scoring metho@onway et al., 2005A copy of the digit sequences used and
scoring sheets can be found in Appendix G.

The second test of WMC was an adaptation of the Operation Spgfi taskr & Engle,
1989) In this task, participants were asked to judge the correctness of displayed equations
(processing) while remembering lettadjacent to them (storagd.total of 42 equationaere

split across 12 testing blogkshichrangedin length between two and five equatiombere
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were three blocks of each length (i.e., three blocks with two equations, three blocks with three
equations, etc.)The equations were balancked correct versus incorrect answers (requiring a
ATrueo or i RAleebustens ineives the multiplation or division of two digits
between one and nine, and were followed by the addition or subtraction of a digit between one
and five, concluding with a given answer. The letters were English consonants (minus T and F)
randomized and checked for commonaaym patterns (i.e., in aifem set, the letters O and K

could not appear in sequence).

The procedure of the test was as folloRarticipantsverefirst given a twesided answer
sheetOn the front sidethewordsin TRUE 0 a n dwerepriAtddid Bd@cent pairgaind
numbered to the bottom of the pggeag., 1. TRUE FALSE; 2. TRUE FALSERN the back side,
there were five answer boxts letter recallcorresponding to each block of the experim&he
stimulus material was embedded in a Microsoft P&wert presentation, and slide advancement
was controlled by theesearchefThe participantseadeachequation out loud in the language of
their choice, made a verbal judgment ofatguracycircled the answer on their answer sheet,
and then read the isolated letter out loud. Once the isolated letter was read, the researcher
immediately advanced to thext slide. Afterreading thdast equatiorand lettelin each block
participantssawa slide prompting them to recall the isolated letters they had read in serial order.
They then turned the answer sheet over and wrote down the sequence of the immediately
preceding blockScore wagalculatedusing the procedure recommendeddmnway et al.

(2005) First, for the processing component of the taskjinimumaverage bloclaccuracy score
(85%) was set to ensutieat the participants had sufficiently attended to the secondary task
(letter recall) No accuracy scores fell belawis value, and thuthe scores of all 88 participants

were retainedSecond, for the storage component of the tafld] point was awarddfor each
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letterrecalledin the correct serial positiomalf a point was awarded for letters which were

correctly recalled but in the incorrect serial positjpartial credit scoring methodFor example,

if the participantsagseecediBdzZ, XC,C&Xp fbeytWwe
05=2pointsl f t hey recalled Az, X, Fivegracticetrinlewerewo ul d
given to the participants prior to the testing phase. Two versions of the test werettiaated
counterbalaced the equations and lett@rorder to control for any ordering effects. Figére

shows a visual example of an OSPAN practice slide (test slides were identical but without

instructions).The materialsused to create the test and scoring sheet can be found in Appendix G.

1. Read 2. True/False? 3. Say Letter

(4+2)+3=6 R

RECALL

Turn your answer sheet over, and write down the
letters you remember in order.

Figure 6. Visual Example of OSPAN Item and Recall Prompt
3.25 Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS)
Listening anxiety was measured using arpsation ofElkhafaifi's (2005)Foreign
Language Listening Anxiety Scale. The questionnaire consisted of the28amniginal
guestions of the FLLAS with the word AArabicbo

guestions were added to represent types of anxiety specific to L2 listening in an academic setting
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in an effort to more closely align the scale withpaer t i ci pant s6 daily acade

wer e: (a) AWhen | istening to academic | ecture
professor is sayingo; (b) Al enjoy |l earning n
frustratediflcat® under stand what my professor is sayi
woul d rather | earn from t ext bEach kemm waslarssweretl e ar n

using a 5point Likert-type scale angi ng from ASisobnghygl! Pi Aggeeead
mi ddl e option was 0 Ne®ilotttdsteg didAg revea any waoblermikh s agr e e
theinterpretatiorof thenewitems In addition, he 24item scale demonstrated better internal
reliability (Cronlhtothhdriginal20 + etn. @ exstcommali ¢ e (
= 0.870) which supports the inclusion of the additional items. Four of the items with positive
connotations (e.g., Al enjoy |l earning new inf
codedsuchhtat A SAgrreregl ywvnswers were assigned a valuwu
The minimum possible score was 24 (very low anxiety) while the maximum was 144 (very high
anxiety).Exploratory factor analysidMaximumLikelihood methodas conducted witthe 24-

item scalein order to assesmidimensionality Inspectionof scree plotsparallel analysigHorn,

1965) andtheHull method(LorenzaSeva et al., 20115uggested that between ondhteee

factorscould be extracted from the modelowever,because the eigenvalue of thesffifactor

was at leadrriple the eigenvalue of theecondactor,it was concludedhatthe scaléhad
adequateinidimensionalityfor use in the analysis as a wh@®&ocumGori & Zumbo, 2011)

Thefull FLLAS along witha scree plot of the EFA resuttan be found in Appendix H.

61



3.3 Methods for Eliciting Data on Listener Metacognition

Threemethodsver e used t o el i cistrategyaiteametagognitive e par t
knowledge andmetacognitive selfegulation a stimulated recall, questionna{(MALQ), and
semistructured interview
3.3.1 Stimulated Recalls

A popularmethodused in the listening strategiitgratureis thefithink-aloud protocol
In think-alouds participants are asked to listen to small segments of a listening passage, then
report on their immediateeattime thought processes and attempts to comprehentkih
(Yeldham, 2017)Participants generally receiveawaonp t r ai ni ng ses-si on on
al oudo ealated taslgs (eugn mathematics or verbal reasowiaglergrift, 2003)efore
proceeding to the main thirddoud sessionThis approach allows researchersapture thoughts
in action that might otherwise be tarnished by memory ef{éstssson & Simon, 1993)

However, there are potentially serious validity issues with interrupting the recursive process of
listening to ask participants togert on their thoughts; that is, one does not stop and verbalize
oneds thoughts when c¢ons(Macarecdtal.,2Q07;RosmEOd) a | mo d

An alternative to the thirkloud methodology is th&timulated recall protocdBR),
which has been successfully appliedaveral studies in the field of L2 listenitmelicit data
about strategy use and/or metacognitieield, 2009; Mareschal, 2007; Rukthong & Brauf,

2020; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 201®timulated recalls agkarticipants tgrovide

retrospective verbalizations afrecently completed tasksing that same task as a stimy@ass

& Mackey, 2000) For listening comprehension, this corresponds to replaying an entire listening
passage sooafterinitially listening to it and giving participants comtrof the tape to freely

pause the recording and verbalize their thought procedgele stimulated recall protocols are

temporallyremoved from the actual listening evethigyuse multiple stimuli to help cue recall
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and mitigate the effects of tempodistancel e . g. , | i stening stimuli, p
sheets)Furthermore, they do not interrupt the task of listening in order to gather introspective
data The decision was thus made to use stimulated recajisth@rdata on actual strategise.

One stimulated recall was conducted per participamhediatelyafterthey compleed
themultiple-choice questionef thefinal LLC passageThey were told that the researcher was
interested in better understanding what they were thinking and d@ntally while listening to
the passage. No training was provided in line with the view that stimulated recalls are intuitively
easy to follow, and to avoid influencing the type of strategies rep(®&ss & Mackey, 2000;
Goh, 1998)Instead, the participants were given control of the tBogr and directed to pause it
whenever they thought the following prompts w
you | istened?0; (b)) AHow did you try to help
any difficulties(ddbuin®whgodntdeyed?wyri apddown w
n ot eTheywere encouraged frimarily report onwhatthey rememberd consciously
thinking at the time ofistening. As the recajpfroceeded, a variety of unstructured prompts were
usedinordertomoe deeply probe the par tthegwemaayings d t h ol
(e. g., ACan you tel!/l me more abodaWhyhawa?do0; A W
thatil@w did that affect your wunderstanding??o;
under s fTrenust 8f Guch promptsis beem matter of some debate in the literature on
verbal reportsAdherents to an informatieprocessing view such &sicssonand Simon (1993)
havearguel thatusingsuch promptgould deflecr e s pond e nt s Ghowmhtdtheyyiad on f r
duringtheactual taskthus introducing a threat talidity. However,empirical researchn the
use ofunstructured prompts 2 listeningspecifically has shown thahey help tcelicit a large

number of strategiebavefewer issues withlvalidity compared tgartially-mediated and/or
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unmediated verbal repagchniquesandareparticularly suitable for L2 speakekgho may not
know what to say in the absence of guidapadham & Chen, 2014, 2018)everthelesso
mitigatevalidity threats participantsvere askedo follow up on their responsegs addressed
by including a final questiorat the end of each segménb ma ke sure the partioc
had been fully captured (e. g., AWere you thin
had to say aHEnally,tbecausthe partigigants were jeportinigeir thoughts in
their second languagthe researcher made heavy use of paraphas&ed clarification
guestions, antinguistically scaffoldedtheir responsesnly where necessarg.g., suggested and
confirmed possible word participants were looking.fadtese techniques often led the
participants to clarify their statementghich facilitated subsequent coding of the datal
provided additional information about their thoughtocesses. All recall protocols were
recorded, transcribed by the researcher, and coded using a structured taxonomy created to
measure quantitative comparison of strategy sse $ectiol.5).
3.3.2 Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ)

The MALQ was used to meas uusangmetatogndivep ant s o6
persorknowledge(Vandergrift et al., 2006)T'he questionnaire consists of 21 items separated
into five subscales that correspond to four categories of strategy kno&ledgaensolving,
planning and evaluation, mental translation, directezhiord and metacognitive person
knowledge. These subscales represenstifagegyfactors(i.e., clusters of related strategies) that
weregenerated from exploratory factor analysis in Vandergrift et al. (2006). The problem
solving subscale (hereafter NL® Problem) contains six items which ask about strategies for
making andmnonitoring inferences. These strategies represent predi@nmg processes,

knowledge retrieval processes, and accompanying verification (monitoring) processes. The
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planning and evaktion subscale (hereafteblALQ Planning/Evaluatiopcontains four items

which ask about the strategies that listeners use to prepare themselves for listening and to

evaluate the results of their efforts. These strategies represent the purposeful riaéure of

comprehension process and the appraisal of how well goals are being realizexbnitdle

translationsubscaldhereafteMALQ Translat@ contains three items which ask about the extent

to which learners translate while listening. Vandergrift et 06} note thamental translation

is typical of lower proficiency listeners, ameéeds to bevercome in order to reach a high state

of listening proficiency. The directed attention subscale (hereafter MALQ Attention) contains

four items which ask about strategies for concentrating and staying on task while listening. These

strategies represerited important roles played by attention and concentration in the process of

listening. Finally, the person knowledge subscale (hereafter MALQ Person) contains three items

t hat pr obe | eaflisterengdfficultyy lestening gnxietyana selfefficacy. Each

item on the questionnairs a declarative statemethtat described a strategy used during L2

listening, or a perception related to L2 listeniRgrticipant@areasked taespond to the items

using a époint Likerttypes c al e r arbsgirmaggfiyomi Sagreeodo to AStr
The MALQ was first piloted with four members of the target population (i.e.,

international students) in order to determine the extent to vithiediscomprehensible to L2

speakerdn its original form This was a dfical step in minimizing validity threats stemming

from limited L2 proficiency. Through the piloting process, it was discovered that several items

were confusing and needed to be reworded using clearer langihage. items wenevisedand

subsequently erified with an additional pilot participant to confirm that they retained the core

meaning of the original MALQTherevised MALQwas administered in electronic format using

the survey platform Qualtrics, immediately aftiee stimulated recalllhe participants first
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received instructions on how to complete the questionnaire and responded to a practice item.
Because the purpose of the questionnaire was to measure reported strategy use, the participants
wereasked & keepin mind the listening activity thehad recently completii.e., LLC). As
such, the MALQ couldd rkee teadn giuckerta d nan afi treedk wh
the effects ofemporal distance from a listening evévieldham, 2017)The researcher was
present for the entire questionnaire session and encouraged the participants to ask if they needed
anything clarifiedSix scores were calculated for the MAIBY summing the individual item
scoresonefor the entire questionnaire (i.e., MALQ Global; maximum possible score = 126) and
onefor each subscal@zarying total scores; see Secti®®.1)(Goh & Hu, 2013; Vandergrift et
al.,2006) For 16 of the items, a AStrondgwhieaDi sagr ¢
AStrongly Agreeo r es pokolbowingwahs20k/siteitensmich a s cor
represented strategies or perception that are viewed as harmful to comprefieregoMALQ
Translate items, one MALQ Attention item, one MALQ Persemit were reverse codsdch
that a AStrongly Disagree0O response was assig
was assigned a score ofThe version of thiMALQ used in the current study is presented in
Appendix L
3.3.3 Semstructured Intervews

It is important to point out that because the LLC passages were cbatdaced, each
participant completed the stimulated reealinga differentlecture as the stimu{one out of four
options). The target passage may have been more or less difficult for the participants due to
varyingknowledge of the topifLong, 1990) whichcould haveaffectedtheir strategy usée.g,
Graham et al., 201§howed less familiar topi¢end to lead to moreottomup strategiesand

less inferencing To address this methodological limitati@semistructured interviewvas
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conductedollowing completion of the MALQusing the LLOworksheet/notesasstimuli to
faciltaterecal The purpose of these iIinterviews was t
strategy use in order toangulatethe data from the stimulated recalls, as well as capture
additional strategic behaviors that might/k gone unreportgandergrift, 2015) The
procedure of each interview was as follows. First, the notetaking and answerfahgstsour
lectureswere laid out in front othe participantsNext,the participard wereasked to sort the
lectures from easiest to most difficult. Following this, for each lecthey were asked (&)
explain why it was easy/difficult compared to the othersiql@escribavhat theydid to help
themselves understand the lecturejt¢goomment onvhether, why, and how their behavior
differed across all four lectures; and {d)provideother thoughts and percepticaisout the
lecture Follow-up promptq e . @an you téll me more about &a t Wete used to elicit more
detailed informati on ardpeiception®heteiapplicgble,nhe s 6 st r a
participantswvere alsaaskedto expand on comments that they had made during the stimulated
recalls in the context of the otherferes. Finallyat the end of the interviethey were asked
specific questions about the individual difference variables of the study if they had not come up
previously (e.g., cognitive difficulfyvorking memory anxiety vocabulary). All interviews were
recordedand transcribed by the author of the study. Coding of the transcripts was carried out
using schemes describedSection 3.5
3.4 Procedure

All participantstook part intwo research sessions which lasted between 90 and 120
minutes each. These veeconducted in a quiet language laboratory at UHM on two separate
days. In the first session, the participants completed an informed consel(s fionimutes) the

background and anxiety questionnaire, the three vocabulary@68sts minutesin total), ard
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the working memory tes{45-20 minutesin total). Thesequence of theocabulary tests and
working memory testrascounterbalancedo control for any ordering effect§he second
session proceeded in the same order for all participants.fifsigtpok the dictation tegb
minutes) completed the short listening comprehension iasésrandomized ord€i5-20
minutesin total); completed the long listening comprehension tiestésrandomized ord€d0-45
minutesin total); participated in th stimulated recall protoc¢t+25 minutes) completed the
MALQ (~5 minutes) and participated in the sesstiructured interview~25 minutes)In both
sessions, fiveninute breaks were given every 20 minutes in order to minimize participant
fatigue.All tests were administered electronically on a laptigglicated to the research project

3.5 Analysis
3.5.1 Reliability and Descriptive Analysis

Descriptive and reliability statistics for the instruments are provided in Bable
Reliability of the quantitative instruments w

statistics for the MALQ are presented for both global and individual subscales.
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Table 6.

Descriptive and Reliability Statistics for Instruments

Measure Mean SD Min  Max Max Possible Alpha
LLC 18.3 3.6 7 24 24 0.73
SLC 6.2 1.9 2 10 11 0.97
DICT 35.7 7.4 18 48 50 0.89
AVS 115.3 188 60 147 150 0.95
VDT 109.5 20.3 61 147 160 0.92
OSPAN 0.78 0.12 0,51 0.97 1.00 0.77
BDSPAN 7.1 2.1 3 14 18 0.71
FLLAS 785 140 53 116 120 0.89
MALQ Global 88.9 9.5 67 112 126 0.64
MALQ Problem 28.6 3.8 16 36 36 0.58
MALQ Planning/Evaluation 18.5 4.8 7 29 30 0.70
MALQ Translate 12.8 3.7 5 18 18 0.85
MALQ Attention 17.7 2.8 8 23 24 0.42
MALQ Person 11.3 3.6 3 18 18 0.78

Note 2C o h e n 6 ©n 30% of fhe@data = 0.97percentage score

As seen in the table, apart from the MALQ subscd@les,o n bac h 6 s anktrprheats val ues
ranged between 0.71 and B.Fhese values closely approach(BDSPAN, LLC)or werehigher
than theminimum acceptable valder instrument reliability(i.e., 0.74)recommended by

PlonskyandDerrick (2016) For the MALQ, three subscalepproackdor were higher tharhis

value MALQ Pl anning/ Evaluati on, U = 0.698; MAL Q
Uu = 0.777. The instrument as a whole demonstr
0.635),as did the MALQ Problem and MALQ Attention subscglesd = 0 U5 %6 0Oad@ 2,

respectively). Because of thigydings based on theseibscales should be interpreted vatime
caution.
3.5.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the Listening Tests

A preliminary step in the analysis was to consolidate scores fromuée Bstening tasks
into a singl e #l wvasidble Tihis was accompliphedebi leuidisg acCirA

model andusing the factor scores the analysisln brief, factor analysis usedo explain the
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variability amonga set of observed (i.e., measuremdjrrelated/ariablesn terms ofunobserved,
uncorrelated variable€ompared to exploratory factor analysis, which seeks to uncover the
underlying factor structure of a set of variables, CFA models prespecify themnsiaps

between variables in the model. These prespecified moddisesrevaluated in terms of how

well they fit the data based on a number of criteria (see below). The model tested here specified
listening comprehension (L_COMP) as a latent constauntithe seven listening tasks described
earlier as théendicatorvariablesconverted into scores) The data were carefully screened to
ensure that the assumptions of confirmatory factor analysis werdlmigizariate normalityof

the dataset waonfime d by checki ng iMakurthsispb&.85)Nooef fi ci ent
multivariate outlieravere identifiedaccording to chsquaredests & Mahalanobis distansdp
<.001).The Maximum Likelihood method was used to fit correlational models to theisiat

SPSS AMOS Version 2(Arbuckle, 2012) To place thdactor on a scalehe estimate of the

DI CT_Z Y L _ @&Ndto p (aarker methochnsidering the important role played

by bottomup processing in L2 listeningpmprehensionThefinal model is visually represented

in Figure7 with standardized regression weights, while parameter estimates are presented in

Table7.
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Figure 7. CFA Model for the Listening Comprehension Construct

Table 7.

Parameter Estimates of the CRAodel

Paraneter Unstandardized Standardized Squared multiple
correlations
Estimate S.E. Estimate p
DICT_Z Y L_ 100 N/A 0.76 <.001 0.58
SLC1_zZ Y L_ 079 0.16 0.60 <.001 0.36
SLC2 _z Y L_o071 0.15 0.54 <.001 0.30
LLC1 _zZ Y L_o081 0.15 0.62 <.001 0.39
LLC2 z Y L_o071 0.16 0.54 <.001 0.29
LLC3 _zZ Y L_0.73 0.16 0.55 <.001 0.30
LLC4 _zZ Y L_ 092 0.16 0.70 <.001 0.48

As seen inTable7, the indicators all showed significant positive factor loadings, with

standardized coefficients ranging fr@b4 and 0.76These values ranged from mediocre to

good according

same way as a beteeight in regressigrandtells usthat for each onenit increase in L_COMP

(which in this case corresponds to 1 Sthg model pedictsa n

t

o Kai s er 0 sThiéchrbbe ihterpretea oh ehe

-fink iocrease in the indicator.

For example, for DICT, this would correspond torzcreasenf 0.76standard deviation units
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(i . e..Compdsiteaeliabilitfanindicator ofthe shared variance among the observed
variablesi.e., internal consistenyyor the L_COMP factor was 0.812.

The model fit was excellent accordingseveralfit criteriarecommended for CFA
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013)First, a hi-squared test was used to compare the observed model to
the expected model, with nengnificant findings preferable. The findings of this test revealed a
& value of 11.39 and p = 0.655. Second, the goodpieisindex (GFI), which reports the
proporion of variance accounted for by the estimated population covayians®.961 This is
higher than theecommended threshold of 0.95, which indicates good niibd&hird, the
comparative fit index (CFJwhichevaluats how the target model diffefrom a baseline (or
null) mode] was1.00Q It should be noted that thexceeds theecommended value of 0.95, but
does not indicate perfect.fithe perfect value is instedde to how the index is calculated (i.e.,
difference between degrees of freedomtarti e v & hsthenuroefatoreor denominaiprand
is not a problematic resuleourth, the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR)N
evaluats the difference between the sample covariance matrix and the hypothesizedwasdel
0.045, meetingthe criterionof 0.08 or lesswhich indicategood fit Finally, the root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) was used to check the parsimonyrnobtied, or how
much it diffeledfrom a perfectly saturated moddf & 0). Values less than 0.05 indicate good
fit. The value of 0.000 obtained in the current model should be interpreted similarly to the CFI
index (i.e., result of degrees of freedombajng e at er t h &)nTheséd fi statistics aree o f

presented in Tablg.
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Table 8.

Fit Statistics for the CFModel

Fit statistic Value
¢ 11.39*
df 14

GFlI 0.961
CFlI 1.000
SRMR 0.045
RMSEA 0.000

*p = 0.655

The next stepf the analysisvas to impute factor scores for the L_COMP variable to use in the
subsequent analysiShe imputation was carried out using the least squares regression method in
SPSS AMOS 21, and producedentered-score for each participa This score essentially
represented how each participant performed in terms of the L_COMP construct relative to the
sample as a whol®escriptive statistics for this score are presented for the entire participant
samplein Table9. Note that a mean cde to O is expected considering that the variable is
measured in-scoreqi.e., standard deviation units)

Table 9.

Descriptive Statistics for the L_COMP Variable

Variable Mean SD Min Max
L COMP 0.01 0.69 -1.75 1.73

3.5.3 Establishing Vocabulary Knowleddggaubgoups

In order to address the research questions, it was necessary to divide the participants into
subgroups of high and low vocabulary knowletiginers Previousstudies have divided
participants based on soe statistical calculations (e.g., median split in Fung & Macaro, 2019)

However, thigends to occlude thareciseamountof linguistic knowledge thadeparatekearners
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in different subgroupsand thus makes it difficult to generate meaningful conahssaibout how
much knowledgés neededor successful comprehensioro remedy thisirawback the current
studygrouped participants usirggsystematigrocedure adopted fronesearclon lexical
coverage in L2 listening comprehensi@x., Li, 2019; Noreillie, Kestemont, Heylen, Desmet,
& Peters, 2018; Steehr, 2009) this procedure, participants are grouped based on their level of
vocabulary mastery (i.e., the maximum frequency band at which theyndénaite a sufficiently
high level of knowledgegrndcompared in terms of their listening test scores. gdtential
outcome of this analysis isveord frequency threshold whickhowswhere significant
improvements in listening comprehensan beexpeced.

To determine vocabulary masterachparticipantwas assigned to one sii frequency
groups(sub 1K mastery to 5K mastery) based on the highé&s level onwhich they were able
to obtain &least ascore of21 out of 24 (i.e., 87.5%utting poin}. This cutting pointwas
determinedafterextensively consulting the literature on vocabulary learnimtpasessment
Nation (1983)for example, recommended that tedters who answered fewer than 12 out of 18
words (66.6%) correctly oany given level should spend time studying words of that frequency
band, implying that mastery is reached after thisptld.i ng Nati ondés (1983)
test,Read (1988jound that a cutting point of 88.8% percerparated scoreasich thathey
demonstrated high degree of scalabilify.e., mastery of higher bands ifigs mastery of lower
bands). A similar result was demonstratedSlepmitt, Schmitt, and Clapham (2004ith a
cutting point of 86.6% (26 out of 30 item3hisis a fairly logical rationale that applies to the
current studyas welb two learners whare assigned to the same vocabulary frequency band
should ideally, know roughly the same numbertogh frequencyords However,many other

scholars have proposed using even stricter cutting poastesd on overall lexical coverage
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provided by each bar@.g., 90% in Staehr, 2009 aNdreillie et al., 2018)Webb, Sasao, and
Balance (2017)ecommendising a criteriorof 29 out of 30 words (~96%) for higher frequency
bands (e.g., 1K to 3K) because they account for a large percentage of spoken and written
English.McLean and Kramer (2018ndMcLean, Kramer, and Beglar (201%pke asimilar
recommendation for the LVLT based on the number of words needaddquatespoken
comprehensio23 out of 24 items or ~95%ation, 2006; van Zeeland & Schmitt, 201B)
reality, the choice of a cutting point is a matter of judgment that should match the goals of the
research and intended use of vodahutest scoreéXing & Fulcher, 2007)Cutting points that
are too liberal (e.g., 80% or less) or too conservative (e.g., 90% or over) run the risk of grouping
together participants who in fact havedefy different levels ofjlobal vocabulary knowledge
(i.e., total number of words known)hile it is intuitive that knowing roughly 666eadvords
(66% mastery criterion) is substantially different from knowing 980 (98% mastery criterion), it is
less cleahow one should interpret, say, knowledge of 868 (86.6% mastery criterion) versus 900
headword$90% mastery criterion)ith this in mind, a moderately conservative cutting point
of 21 out of 2487.5%)was adoptethat compromised between Schmitt et{(2001)(86.6%)
Read (1998}88.8%) andmore recent studies on L2 listeni(igoreillie et al., 2018; Steehr,
2009)(90%).The alternative (22 out of 24, 64..7%) was considered to be too strict.

Descriptive information on th&VS and L_COMPscores of the six subgrouss
presented in Tabl&0. The table also contains an estimationdi e par ti ci p athet s 6
first 5,000Englishword families which was calculated by multiplying the total percentsgee

on the first 5 levels of 81AVS by 5,000€.9.,Laufer & RavenhorsKalvoski, 2010)
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Table 10.

Descriptive Statistics for the A\&d L_COMPScores of th®andmasterySubgroug

Subgroup n AVS Mean # offirst 5,000 L_COMP Mean
(SDy word families (SD)°
known
Sub1K 2 0.48 (0.11) 2562.5 -1.47 (0.19)
1K 30 0.65 (0.08) 3281.9 -0.49 (0.54)
2K 25 0.79 (0.04) 3973.3 0.06 (0.56)
3K 12 0.87 (0.03) 4316.7 0.41 (0.48)
4K 12 0.88 (0.06) 4428.6 0.57 (0.37)
5K 7 0.93 (0.04) 4684.5 0.62 (0.49)

Notes 2 percentage scor®z-score

As seen in the table, more than halibfparticipantgn = 57) wereassigned to either the 1K or

2K vocabulary band. Two pa#dtiocbpant bawerde oas ¢
inability to achieve the minimum score on any level. Descriptively, breaks in listening
comprehension ability appear between the 1K ande2Kl$, and between the 2K and 3K levels.

To test whether these differences were statistically significant,-wvap@NOVA using

L_COMP scores as the dependent variable aifdhKd as the grouping variable was conducted,

with Tukey posthoc tests conductdaetweerthe consecutive bands (e.g., st vs. 1K, 1K vs.

2K, 2K vs. 3K,etc.)( U = . ABsur@iptions of normality and homogeneity of variances were
confirmed using Shapir@vi | Kk (W(88) = 0.979, p = 0.18) and
0.13). Alpgha was corrected to .005 (Bonferroni corrected). The findings showed a statistically
significant difference bet wé&=.A9). oweramalgsis( F ( 5,
conducted using GPowéversion 3.1)Faul et al., 200%ielded a Ii b error probabilityvalue

of 0.96. Poshoc tests showed that thewas a statistically significant difference only between

the 1K and 2K groups (p = .002, 99% CI-%£.p3,-.07]). Nosignificantdifferences were found

between any other consecutive levels.
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Overall, theresults indicate that listeners must master at 880 wordfamiliesbefore
they can realize statistically significant improvements in listening comprehension. In terms of
total vocabulary size, this corresponds to knowing, on average, approximately 4,000 words.
Accordingly, the2K bandwas set as theiterion for dividing participants into high and low
vocabularysizegroups(i.e., Research questionsland2) These groups were | al
2K0Oo and-2A8el owsTakdedltpieserd dgscriptive statistics for the two groups in
terms of thei AVS and L_COMP scores
Table 11.

DescriptiveSatistics forthe AVS and L_COMP Scorestbie Vocabulary Mastery Groups

Group n AVS L COMP L COMP L COMP
Mean SD) Mean SD) Min Max

Above-2K 56 0.84 (0.07) 0.32 (0.54) -1.03 1.37

Below-2K 32 0.64 (0.09) -0.55 (0.58) -1.75 0.60

Two-tailed independent sampletests were carried out tmnfirm whethethere was a
significant difference between grouipsterms of bottAVS and L_COMP scoreg\ssumptions
of normality and homogeneity of variances were confirmed by Shéyilfoand Levene tests,
whil e U was sesultscobfiomedthadii® ScoresTohtlee two groups differed
significantly for both the AVS (1(86) =12.2, p< .001, Colre 6ds= 2.59) and L_COMP (t(86) =
7. 10, p<. @6155). RowenhanalysisingGPower yielded 7 b values of 1.00 and
0.99 for the AVS and L_COMP, respectively.
3.5.4 Analysisto AddressResearch Question 1L VocabularySizeand Strategy Use
The first research questionsizzaktdct ilTbstvana

actual and reported st r atbatvpegrgraugsednparisaivere addr e s

carried outusing thevocabulary mastery grosps the independent variable (i.e., Above
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2K/Below-2K), andthefrequencyof reported (i.e., MALQ datagnd actual (i.e., stimulated
recall dataytrategy usasseparatelependent variabse
First, reported strategy use was measured usimg scoren the MALQ(MALQ Global)
and scores on the individual subscales. MAEbalscore was considered lve a
represerdtion ofoverall strategic competen@ee.,it he ext ent to which | ang
amar e of and can regul ate t he;Vandeogcifeesad, 206, L 2 | i
p. 432) Each item on the scale was equally weighted for a total scoré6ofd@res oriour
individualsubscalesver e used t o repr esgonpsofsttategieparti ci pan
belonging to each factofhesix items ofthe MALQ Problem scaleepresergdstrategies for
makingand monitoring inferenceturing problerssolving (total score = 36)Thefive items of
the MALQ Planning/Evaluatiorscale represeatistrategies fosettinggoals,creating gplan for
listening monitoring comprehension effortnd evaluahg performance podistening(total
score = 30)Thethree items of th&1ALQ Translate scale represedistrategies for translaug
into the L1 while listenindtotal score = 18)Finally, thefour items ofthe MALQ Attention
scale represeati strategies foconcentrating and staying on tgsétal score = 24)Themean
scores foreach scale wenesedin theanalysis
Secondactualstrategyusewasoperationalizedia frequency countsf individual and
categorical stratgguse taken from the stimulated recall dathis method of quantification was
chosen in order to be abledompare the results withe body oftross-sectionakesearch on
strategy use (e.g., Goh, 1998; Vandergrift, 1997, 200@guency counts were determined as
follows. All the stimulated recall protocols were carefully transcribed and imported into the
software QSR NVivo (Version 12pr coding The data were codadsing abasescheme adapted

from Yeldhamés (2019) framework of longitudin
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framework was chosen becauswi#s generated by systematically synthesizindititéngs of
crosssectional researabn lisgening strategiesAs such, irepresentstrategies thatave been
identified agtypical of more and less proficient listenexgoss a number of studidable12
provides an overview dhe initialtaxonomyused to code the dataefinitions of these
strategies can be fouim Table13, which describes the final coding taxonomy.

Table 12.

Initial Taxonomy foICoding StrategyUse (based on Yeldham, 2019)

Metacognitive strategies Top-down (cognitive) Bottom-up (cognitive)
strateges strategies
Comprehension monitoring Prediction Translation
Problem identification Questioning elaboration Transfer
Directed attention Personal elaboration Repetition
Selective attention Inferencing Fixation
Comprehension evaluation Contextualization Using acoustic features
Realtime assessment of Using discourse markers
input

This framework wasadaptedo create the final coding scheme using the following procedures.

First, the taxonomy was appliedits original form to code nine stimulated recall transcripts

(10% of the dataset). As the coding proceeded, strategies that appeared in several other reference
taxonomies (e.g., Goh, 2002; OO0 WMadintoggratei Ch a mo
into the coding schem&econd, tdelp establish the validity difietaxonomywith the current

datasd, an iterative process was usedefine the coding scheme based on the (Btaun &

Clarke, 20®). Specifically, dter codingl0% of the datathe provisional taxonomy was-re

applied to 20%of the dataset, and updated to include strategies which could not be identified in

the previous literature, but appeared with sufficient frequenaateant a unique cod&his was

repeated with an addition 10% of the datasetevelop the final coding scheniheremaining

70% of thedata werghen coded usindhis schemeThe final strategyaxonomy is presented in

79



Table13. Note that the strategiesr e

categorized according to

scheme (i.e., metacognitive, tdpwn cognitive, bottorup cognitive) Appendix J provides

sampleexcerptghat more clearly illustrate hoeach strategwascoded.

Table 13.

Final Taxonomy of Listening Strategies

Strategy

Description

Metacognitivestrategies
Attend to comprehension
guestion’
Attend to rhetorical organization
Avoid fixation®
Directed attention
Discourse monitoring

Local monitoringi interpretation

Local monitoringi problem
identification

Planning

Prioritizing®

Realtime assessment of input

Selective attention

Self-encouragement

Self-questioning

Strategy evaluation

Focusng on information perceived as relevdat answering
the comprehension questions.

Discernng main ideas and details, and forgsmore onthe
organizational structure rather than the word level (Murpl
1987).

Letting missed omiscomprehended information pass and
choosing not to fixate on it.

Concentrating on the input and avoiding distraction from
extraneous influence (Goh, 1998).

Checking oneds previous h
interpretations against the current input.

Checking interpretation of immediate content against the
passage or background knowledge (Goh, 2002).
Identifying what has not been undexsd, e.g., a word,
minor detail, or section of a text (Santos et al., 2008;
Yeldham, 2019).

Developing an appropriate action plan and/or appropriate
contingency plans to overcome difficulties that may interf
with successful completion of thask (Vandergrift, 1997).
Prioritizing known/comprehended words, phrases, or
information over cognitively challenging or problematic
input.

Deciding whether a particular part of the input is necessa
for achieving comprehension goals and/or assigning
importance to a part of the input (Goh, 1998).

Directing attention to specific aspects of the input in orde
assist comprehension (Graham, 1997).
Providingpersonal motivation through positive stdfk
(Vandergrift, 1997).

Interrogaing oneself about possible interpretations and/ot
the best way to proceed (Santos et al., 2008).

Judging or reflecting on the efficacyai@ 6 s st r a
(Vandergrift, 1997).
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Table 13.(Continued)Final Taxonomy of Listening Strategies

Strategy

Description

Top-down cognitive strategies

Contextualization

Elaboration

Inferencing

Prediction

Summarizing

Visualization

Bottomup cognitive strategies

Fixation
Mental translation
Notetaking (directed)

Notetaking (keyword)
Notetaking (neatord)?

Notetaking (shorthand)

Notetaking (transcriptiorf)

Piece words together
Transfer

Using repetitioA
Using acoustideatures

Using discourse markers

Relating new information to a wider context or situation, incluc
what haseen said before, to provide an acceptable interpretal
(Goh, 1998).

Connecting what is heard with what is already known at a
personal level or with background/world knowledge (Murphy,
1987; OO6Malley & Chamot, 19¢
Filling in or guessing missing informatidnsuch as meanings of
unfamiliar words and/or parts of a text that are not clearly
understood using information from within or outside of the tex
(Goh, 1998).

Predicting or anticipating content and distaf upcoming text
(Goh, 1998).

Intermittently synthesizing what one has heard to ensure the

i nformation has been retaine
Vandergrift, 1997).

Using mental or actual pictures or visualsépresent information
(Vandergrift, 1997).

Paying close attention to one small part of the spoken text in ¢
to understand it (Goh, 1998).

Rendering ideas from one language to anotherétadively
verbatim manner (Vandergrift, 1997).

Writing down a piece of information in order to be able to
recognize or use it at some future point.

Writing down words that are believed to be important.

Writing down sounds or words that resemble/are adjacent to €
unknown word or missed section of the text.

Using shorthand, symbols, L1, or other notetaking strategies t
assist comprehension.

Writing down any words or information that is heard or
recognized without understanding how it fits with the rest of th
text.

Piecing together fragments of the text or isolated words to buil
understandig (Bacon, 1992; Graham, 1997).

Using knowledge of one language (e.g., cognates) to facilitate
listening in another (Vandergrift, 1997).

Utilizing repeated words or information to assist comprehensic
Deriving meaning from tone of voice, or using acoustic
knowledge to assist comprehension (Graham, 1997).

Utilizing discourse markers used by the speaker for cohesion
emphasis to assist comprehension (Graham, 1997).

aStrategyunique to thestudy
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Bothinterrater and intraratergreement were calculatezlensure the reliability of the
coding Forinterrateragreement, an expert in applied linguistics was recrtatedde the data.
This expert was trained to use the coding scheme usingraeticetranscriptsacross a number
of sessionsin each session, the author and the expert separately applied tne $otie
transcrips and discussed their coding decisions in order to clarify the definitions of each
strategy. After the author was satisfied that the expert had sufficiently understood the scheme,
the experproceeded taode 20% of the dataset (18 tsaripts).Interraterreliability was
cal cul at ed us iamlgyielded akienod G8. Thisipgpeater than the minimum
acceptable value (i.e., 0.83) for interrater reliability recommended by Plonsky and Derrick
(2016) for SLA researcIDisagreenents in codingvhich were identifiedvere resolved through
discussionFor intrarateragreement20% of the datasetas recodedby the researchdérom
scratch a month following the initial coding of the transcriptsA Cohenés kappa of
obtainedwhichis greater than the minimum acceptable value (i.e., 0.90) for intrarater reliability
recommended by Plonsky and Derrick (2016) for SLA research.

After completing althe coding,the number of individual and categorical strategies used
by each partipant were talliedThese tally counts were averagecross participanis each
groupto determinghemean frequency of uder use inthe pairwise comparisons$n order to
keep the number of comparisons to a minimum, only those strategies which were coded in more
than 10% of the dataset (i.e., used by more than 9 participants) were included in the analysis.

This led to the retention of 28ut of 32strategies, $ted in Tablel4.
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Table 14.

Strategiedncludedin Statistical Analysis

Metacognitive strategies Top-downcognitive Bottom-up cognitive
strategies strategies

Attend to comprehension questions  Contextualization Fixation

Attend to rhetorical organization Elaboration Notetaking (directed)

Avoid fixation Inferencing Notetaking (keyword)

Directed attention Prediction Notetaking (neaword)

Discourse monitoring Visualization Notetaking (shorthand)

Local monitoringi interpretation Using acoustic features

Local monitoringi problem Using discourse markers

identification

Realtime assessment of input
Selective attention
Self-questioning

ShapireWi | ks tests (p >0.05), QQ pl ot sthe and
normality of distribution for the categorical and individual strategies MAdQ scales Because
themajority of the dependent variables did not follow a normatitigion, and because the
MALQ produced ordinal data (i.e., Liketype scale itemsMannWhitney Utests weraised

for all comparisonsAssumptions for this type of neparametric tesivere verified before
proceeding with the analygise., continuous/alinal dependent variable, categorical

independent variable, independence of observations)

3.5.5 Analysisto AddressResearch Question R Strategy Use, Metacognitiveelf-regulation,
and ListeningSuccess

The second r elsemtrwaykare gtrategy tise and metafiognitive-self
regulation causally related to listening suc®eés) wa s e(a)auldividiegdhe b y
participant sample into four groups based on their AVS and L_COMP seaod{®)
gualitativelycomparing their strategic and taeognitive processes.

First, participants were subdivided into four grougysidentifying learnersvho attained

comparatively high/low listening comprehension scores compared to theivsaaimilary
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peers (i.e., in the Belo®K and Above2K groups): hitn vocabulary knowledge (i.e., Above

2K) , high |listening proficiency (labell ed, A S
Below-2 K) l ow | i stening proficiency (|l abelled,
low listening proficiency (ladel ed, fAUnder performerso); and | ow

' i stening profi ci enc yThdsuibisohsiwerd confifm@yvisualg er f or m
inspectng scatterplotoft he par t i ci pandlLt GOMP sgdreqforanbre detdilSsee
Sedion 4.2).This process was a first steppnoviding evidence for aausalink between
strategy use and listening comprehensamitcould provide an immediate answerNacaro et
al . 0 sthidguesiion()e..i Ar e t her e | istdtegioiethes lisisfingthatir e s o
their lack of linguistic knowl gThgtés, aailsreto o mp e n s
identify listeners with a low vocabulary size who were able to perform above expectaéigns
AOver per toadinmply that Bo)amount of strategyge could sufficientlgompensad for
difficulties in lexical recognition.

Second, qualitative analysis of participants vatjual vocabulary sizes but different
listening comprehension scores directly answered Macatoetas ( 2007) second !
ADo | isteners with equal | evel s o Factbringogtui st i c
vocabulary size as a varialddowedfor conclusions to be made about whetiedhow strategy
useandmetacognitive selfegulationwereindependentlyinked tolistening comprehension. A
gualitativeapproactwasadoptedo address this questitrecausef the recognition that the
manner in whiclstrategesareusedis amore important indicator disteningsuccess thahow
manystrategiesareused(Graham & Maaro, 2008; Graham & Santos, 2015; Macaro, 2006)
Specifically, the data were analyzed accordingderzeral inductivéramework which involves

Afdetailed readings of raw data to derive conc
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made from rawd a t Tehamag, 2006). 238) An advantage of this approach is thatlibws
researchers to identify themes and patterns that are rele\aptitwi research objective3he
following framework fromThomas (2006yvas usedFigure8).

The Coding Process in Inductive Analysis

Initial reading of Identify specific text  Label the segments Reduce overlap and  Create a model
text data segments related of text to create redundancy incorporating
to objectives categories among the most important
categories categories
. -
L L
Many pages of text Many segments of 30 to 40 categories 15 1o 20 categories 3 1o 8 categories

[ext

Figure 8. Inductive Coding’rocesg Thomas, 2006, [242)
Thomas (2006) describes the coding process in inductive analysis as félfevxleaning and
formatting the datahe researadr carries out close reading of the text. The purpose here is to
familiarize the researchevith the content of the data, andhelp themunderstand thpossible
themescontained thereirNext, the researcher begins to identify specific categories or themes
related o their research objectives. Upgevel categories are derived from objectives and
evaluation aims, while lowdevel categories are derived from multiple readings of the data.
After coding a certain portion of the dataset, the researcher begins todateseimerging
themes and codes in order to reduce overlap among the categories. Lastly, a model or profile is
created that incorporates the most important categories for presentation and description in the
results. In the current study, this framework wpplied as follows.

First, thestimulated recall and interview transcaptereread several times to establish
an overallunderstandin@f each participai strategic and metacognitive listening behavior
Written summaries were created for each paudict that describedcurring strategiesise of
metacognitive knowledg@rocessesf metacognitive selfegulation comprehension

difficulties, and other processlatedfactors Secondthecodingcategoriesverebuilt from the
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ground upn using QSR\Vivo (Version12). Each transcript wasnported into the program,
and codedncident by incident (i.e., SR segment questioranswer sequens@ interview,
Chamaz, 2006)ising labels thdell into one of three categorie:st r at egi ¢ 0, Ancogni
Amet acogni t iThesaorrpspondects thaipniog objectivesof the analysisCodes
for strategic processing were focused on the individual strategies and strategy clusters that
characterized the | istenersé performance. Cod
interfered with the efficient application of strategies and/or were related to bottopdown
listening processd$oh, 2000; Imhof & Janusik, 2006; Vandergrift, 2003; Vandergrift & Goh,
2012) Codes for metacognitive processing foclisa the use of metacognitive knowledge, and
onthe selfregulatory processes pfanning, monitoring, problersolving and evaluatiol.wo
of thesedid notappear frequently enough to be used in the anaksiordingly, the codes and
associated themes pertained only to monitoring and presdéwing processes.

As the coding proceeded, the taxonomy was iteratively updatedtotefleet r esear c he
evolving understanding of the dataset, and previouslydtrdescripts were recoded. Third,
after all thedata werecoded,individual codesn the scheme were comparagiainst one another
in order to identify groupings and hierarchies within the data. At this stage, codes were
consolidated by combining thosewhh s hared a | arge degree of <co
settingo and fAobjective for | isteningdo were ¢
be grouped under a superl ative category (e.g.
backgreuedgrwuped into the code Asources of p
coding scheme was then reapplied to the datasgtsurethat all relevant text segments had

been codedFinally, for each group of participants, thematic patterns were &drayg
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examining codes which recurredthe majority of transcripts for that group (i.e., >50%
participants.

Different forms of triangulation were employed to ensure the credibility and
dependability of the coding and extracted the(de®. Brown, 2014)First, investigair
triangulation was employed bgviewingthe code dataandthemes withthe expert who had
previously assisted with the intercoder agreenm@mindividual strategy codingrhese were
extensivey discussed across several meeting sessamusdisagreeméswere resolvedhrough
discussion and revision of the coding taxonangor themes Second, method triangulation
wasused to ensure the dependabilitytteé extracted thematic patteri$at is, the extracted
themes had to occur multiple times within and/or across the different sources of data (i.e.,

stimulated recalls, interviews).

3.56 Analysisto AddressResearch Question B Individual Differences,Listener
Metacognition and Mixed-methods Analysis

The final research questi@skedwas,ln what ways can mixethethods analysis
expand our understanding (through convergence, divergence, and elaboration of quantitative and
gualitative data) of the individual differences relatetigiener metacogniticho .  Mietkoed
analysiscombinesdifferent elements of qualitative and quantitatarelysisin order to promote
breadth and depth of understanding of a given research(fmpinson et al., 2007n the
current study, inferences froquantitative and qualitative datgere combined in order to shed
light on how individual differences in vocabulakpowledge (sizegepth) listening anxiety, and
working memory capacity influenaaetacognitive andtrategic processin@nd to demonstrate
the advantages of using MMR to research L2 listener metacogritiee separate analyses

were conducted in this regamguantitatve, qualitative, and mixethethods
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The goal othe quantitativenalysis was to generate generalizable insights about the
relationships among the variables in the dataset, and to provide a focus for the subsequent
gualitative analysisTo this endPearon correlatiorand regression analysieereconducted
usingscores on thendividual differencaneasures as predictor variab{§¢$ST, VDT, BDSPAN,
OSPAN, FLLAS) andscores on theubscales of the MALQ (MALQ Global, MALQ Problem,

MALQ Planning/EvaluationMALQ Translate, MALQ Attention, MALQ Persomas the
outcome variables'he analyses were conducted in Bhstatistical environment using the
software RStudigRStudio Team, 2020).

The goal of the qualitative analysis was to elabavathe statistical relationships
identified in the quantitative analysiBo this end, the most meaningful and significant
relationships identified in the quantitative analysis were set as the téyeécategories and
used to guide the focus of the analysimgd h o ma s 6 ind(cive anélysisramework The
development of the coding scheme and extraction of themes and patterns followed a similar
procedure to what was described ealf(ier., initial codes were developedonsolidated through
iterative readigs of the transcripts, and applied to the dataset as a whole to generate themes and
pattern.

The goal of thenixed-methods analysiwas to generate metaferencesabout the
datasetegarding(a) the extent to whicbhbombining quantitative and qualite¢ dataenhanced
the |l egitimacy and credibility of the studyos
positive evidence for using mixedethods analysis in L2 listening comprehension research
(Onwuegbuzie, Johnson, & Collins, 201Tp thisendBr ownds (2014) strategi
convergence, divergence, and elaboratiene usedo analye the dataTable15 contains a

description of the techniques and how they were applied in the current study.
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Table 15.

Mixed-methods Techniques Used in Stedy

Technique Definition

Use in the current study

Elaboration Analyzing data sources with the goal o The focus of the qualitative analys

using them to expand or amplify
interpretations from other data sources

Convergence Bringing multiple data sources togethe
and showing how they provide evidenc

that supports similar conclass.

Divergence Carefully examining contradictions,
anomalies, and surprises to see wheth
they lead to conclusions of their own, ¢

to further fruitful inquiries.

was motivated by the results of th
correlation analysis. This led to
metainferences aboutdw the
qualitative data providedeeper
insight into the processes
underlyingthe meaningful and
significant statistical relationships.

The quantitative results were
compared with qualitative themes
and patterns to identify areas of
overlap. This led to metiaferences
about how the data sources
mutually supportee@ ac h o't
conclusions

The quantitative results were
compared with qualitative themes
and patterns to identify unexpecte
or surprising findings. This led to
metainferences that explaadwhy
the divergence occurred.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
4.1 Research Questiorl: Vocabulary Size andStrategy Use

Research Question 1 asKkedsizeaifTfoe onth alti setxet neenrt s
and reported strategy us e@ductingMdnnWhitrgyletestsi on wa
to examinewhether significant differences existbdtweerthe mean ranks dhe Above2K and
Below-2K groupsin terms ofindividual/categorical strategy ugei . e . , Aactandl 06 str

MALQ scores( 1 . e . , A r e p o.Déseriptive statisticsafdhe 3P wtrateggessed in

theanalysis are presented in Tahk
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Table 16.

Frequencyof Strategies UséMALQ Scores ofAbove2K and Below2K Groups

Strategy Below-2K Above-2K p-value'
MeanRank MeanRank
Metacognitive strategies 48.0 42.5 0.72
Attend to comprehension questior 40.1 47.0 0.49
Attend to rhetorical organization 45.1 44.1 0.98
Avoid fixation 47.8 42.6 0.62
Directed attention 42.3 45.7 0.74
Discourse monitoring 45.0 44.2 0.98
Local monitoringi interpretation 45.8 43.7 0.98
Local monitoringi problem 53.5 39.3 0.08
identification
Realtime assessment ofput 43.9 44.8 0.98
Selective attention 42.1 45.9 0.88
Self-questioning 0.98
Top-down cognitive strategies 44.8 44.3 0.98
Contextualization 45.0 44.2 0.98
Elaboration 43.5 45.1 0.98
Inferencing 50.0 41.4 0.43
Prediction 41.5 46.2 0.74
Visualization 44.1 44.7 0.98
Bottomrup cognitive strategies 37.0 48.8 0.20
Fixation 43.9 44.9 0.98
Notetaking (directed) 41.8 46.0 0.62
Notetaking (keyword) 39.4 47.4 0.25
Notetaking (neaword) 48.6 42.1 0.23
Notetaking (shorthand) 36.1 49.3 0.08
Using acoustic features 40.8 46.6 0.51
Using discourse markers 44.7 44.4 0.98
MALQ Scales
MALQ Global (/126) 44.7 44.8 0.98
MALQ Attention (/24) 39.5 47.4 0.49
MALQ Planning/Evaluation (/30) 54.3 38.9 0.08
MALQ Problem (/36) 43.5 45.1 0.98
MALQ Translate (/18) 33.6 50.5 0.07

aAdjusted pvalue Benjamini Hochberg proceduje

Thirty MannWhitney U tests were carried ota analyze this research questiBecause of the
large number of pairwise comparisons condudtaeslas necessary twontrolfor thefalse

discovery rate. This was done using the Benjaidmthberg procedur@enjamini & Hochberg,
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1995) wi t h U Efeasize(r) wasc@lculdtédy dividingthe zvalue ofeachtest by the
total number of observation§he magnitude of effect wasterpreted according ®lonskyand
Oswalds (2014)field-specific benchmarks (smatl= 0.25 medium r = 0.4Q large r = 0.60)
Statistical powe(li b er r or was oomputed ilsPotver(Yersion 3.1) As seen in the
table, nostatistically significant differences were foubetweerthe mean raksof the two
groupsfor any of the strategy use variablekwever,smalleffects size¢r > 0.25) were found
for four variablesLocal monitoringi problem identificatior(U = 607,adjustecp = 0.0B, r =
0.27,1i b = ,NNoteakKing (shorthand)J = 627,adjustedo=0.088,r=0.27,1ib = ),0. 37
MALQ Planning/EvaluatiorfU = 581,adjustedo=0.8,r=0.29 17 b = ) and MALQ
Translate U = 548,adjusteco=0.07,r =0.32, i b = ) Subsba&sAlthough thedifferences
did not reach statistical significa® when viewed in terms of effect sizée resultssuggesthat
Below-2K vocabulary thresholceportedmarginallymoretranslation planning, and evaluation
strategies; were observed to use more problentifd&tion; andwere observed to usess

shorthand notetaking

4.2 Research Question 2: StrategyJse, MetacognitiveSelf-regulation, and Listening
Success

Resear ch Qu elswhatways a?e staatedy est anl metacognsile
regulation causally related to listening suc@e&analysis of this question focused on comparing
the strategic and metacognitive processqsadicipants withequallevels of vocabulary
knowledge, but different levels of listening proficierfcg, Macar o et al .)ps secon

and identifyng whetherany participantsvere able to ovea limited lexicalbased through

(@)}

strategy use and/or metacognitéee | f r egul ati on ( MaTThefirsistept al
of theanalysiswas to sukdivide the entire participant sample £ 88) intofour conceptual

groups based on their vocabulary size and listening compreheiisioie17).
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Table 17.

Conceptual Groups for Qualitative Analysis

Bottom listeningproficiency Top listening proficiency
Above2K Threshold Underperformers Star performers
Below-2K Threshold Low performers Overperformers

The Star performers were listeners who excelled at listeamdyrepresented how L2 listening
comprehension operates under favorable vocabulary condition&fae2K). The
Underperformers were listeners wiadled to meet performance expectations despite kingir
vocabulary sizeThe Low performers were lishers who performed very poorly at listening, and
represented how L2 listening operates under unfavorable vocabulary conditioBe(@e:2K).
The Overperformers were listeners who exceeded performance expectations despoig their
vocabulary sizeGroup assignment was conducted usbagh statistical and visual analysis. The
Star performers were defined as participants in the AR#vgroup who scored at least 1
standard deviation above the L_COMP mean of ABKearticipants (cutoff €.86). In other
words, they were thibest of the best listen@ra/ho had surpassed the empiricadigtermined
threshold. This yielded a group @fyhtparticipants. The same method was applied to the Low
performers usingthe Belo® K gr oup6és L _COMP avatonasthediterih st and
(cutoff =-1.12). This yielded a group sfx participants. The Underperformers were defined as
participantsvho scoredess than the L_COMReanscore of the Belov2K group €0.55). This
yielded a groupf four participants. Findy, the Overperformers were defined as participants
who scoresveregreater than the L_COMP mean of thigove-2K group (0.32)This procedure
identified onlyone participantThe next highestcoring participant (P076) was initially added to

this group tgorovide an additional data point for the analysiext,theL_ COMP scores of the
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four initial groups were inspecteith order to verify that eackubgrouphad been accurately
identified (Figure9).

Group Low performers Underperformers Overperformers Star performers Mone

M astery Group

Below-2K -

-1 0 1
Listening Score

Figure 9. L_COMP Scordistribution of Conceptual Qualitative Groups

As seenn Figure9, theL_ COMP scores othree of the fousubgroug were for the most part,
distinctly separattomu ngr oup ed p ar TheStarppriormérsegmes © olusters
into two or three gmarate groupsHowever,because these listeners acted as the baseline for
proficient |istening/high vocabulary perfor ma
listeners were selecte@ihe two groupings considered were 4 andn = 8. The decision was
madeto assigreight participantso this group with the view that more data would allow for
more accurate and rich conclusions to be drawn @abdue p a r rhetacognie processes.
The initial clusterfor theUnderperformersvas clarly separated from thmiddle cluster of
ungrouped participants. However, visual inspection of the graph revealed that two additional
participantsalsoseemed to be separdfieom the middle cluster, andereclose to thenitial
Underperformer clustemhese two participants were added to the group for a total of six
UnderperformersThe Low performers were clearly separated from the middle cluster of

ungrouped participantserifying the accuracy of the sorting methddhe lone Overperformer
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was clearlyseparated from the middle cluster of ungrouped participAtiteugh the next
highest scoring participant was not as clearly separatedysr@ynitially included as a part of
this group in ordeto provide an additional data point for the analysis.
Thefinal step was to ensure that tip@ups had different levels of global vocabulary
knowledge (i.e., overall AVS score3hiswas donéy plottingthepar t i ci pant sdé L _CC

scores against their global AVS scqrasd visually inspecting the grapfigure10).

Group Low performers Underperformers Overperformers Star performers Mone

0.81

% AV'S Score

0.44

—1I.5 -1I.D —DI.E D.ID D.IE 1 .ID 1.I5
L _COMP Score

Figure 10. Scatterplot of AVS and L_COMP Scores of Conceptual Qualitative Groups

In order to validatéhe conceptual groupings, the data poiotparticipants in the four groups

would need to belearly separated into foguadrants: Star performers in the upper r{pigh

vocabulary/high listening proficiencyYynderperformers in the upper Iéfiigh vocabulary /low

listening proficiency,) Low performers in the lower leftow vocabulary/low listening

proficiency),and Qrerperformers in the lower rigliow vocabulary/high listening proficiency).
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As evident in Figurd 0, thiswasclearly not the case, asly three quadrantserereadily

identifiable: upper right (Star performers)id-upper left (Underperformers), andaer left

(Low performers) The fourth expected quadrant (lower right, indicating overperformance) was

completely absentn fact,theaver age AVS score of 0%She two
approached the mean score of the Underperforrief@4verage, and was substantially higher
than the mean of the Bele2K group 0.64)While the argument can be made that they simply
scored in the upper range of the Beldi group, it raises the questiofwhether their higher
listening scoresvere not simply due ta larger vocabulary sizét is likely the case that these
participants were atypical in the sense that theyvkmany words from frequency bands above
the 2K level, but scored below the @t pointon Level 2 of the AVS (i.e., leskan21 out of

24 items) Overall, this aalysisdid notfind evidence of listenensho were able tovercone a
weak linguistic basé.e., low vocabulary size listeners who were able to perform on par with

high vocabulary size listeners).

The absence ddverperformersn the data meant that the Underperformer group was key

to understanding the causal relationship between strategy use and listeningi.@bility\acaro et
al . 6s s e ciadibodisteparsen equab lavels of linguistic knowledge use strategies
differently?0 .)If thestrategic and metacognitive profilebthese listeners differed from tiar
performersandif they appeared tinfluence comprehensipthen the argument could be made
that stategic and metacognitive fact@age causally linked to successful listenatglity.

However, visual inspection of Figul® alsosuggestedhat the Star performers achieved higher
global AVS scores than the Underperform@tar performer mee= 0.90; Underperformer

mean = 0.78). A Mann-Whitney U testonfirmed thathese differences were significantith a

large effec{U = 22.5,p<.001,r =0.78 171 b = ).0his8sed a problem for establishing

96

iOv e



causality as one cdd argue thaainy performancealifferences between the tvgabgroug could

be attributed to vocabulary knowledge rather than the effective application of strategies

metacognitive knowledg@nd/or metacognitiveelf-regulation Accordingly, the decision vga

made to form an additional group of listeners who matched the Underperformers in terms of
AVSscoreThi s group included t he intlwdedinthe®anaysip er f or mi
andfour randomly selected participam$hose AVS score wereclose to the Underperformer

average 00.79, andwvhoseL._ COMP score weregreater than the AboveK L COMP mean

(0.32).Thi s group was | abelled ACompari &abMane, and
Whitney U test confirmed that treewere no significant differences between AMS scoreof

the two groupgU =17, p=.%4,r=005, 17 b  05).0he final groupings are visually

represented in Figurkl. Descriptive information on the grougssummarized in TablES.

Group Low performers Underperformers Comparison Star performers

0.8

% AVS Score

0.6

0.4

45 10 05 00 05 10 15
L_COMP Scaore

Figure 11. Scatterplot oAVS and L_COMP Scores of Final Qualitative Groups
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Table 18.

Descriptive Information on Final Qualitative Groups

Group Participant L COMP score AVS Score  Mastery Band
Star performers P049 1.37 0.94 5K
Star performers P088 1.19 0.81 4K
Star performers P064 1.12 0.98 5K
Star performers PO57 1.11 0.92 4K
Star performers P0O05 1.00 0.85 2K
Star performers P036 0.94 0.89 3K
Starperformers PO51 0.93 0.95 4K
Star performers PO77 0.88 0.89 3K
Star performer mean (SD) 1.07 0.90 -
Low performers P041 -1.75 0.66 1K
Low performers P0O07 -1.61 0.40 Sub 1K
Low performers P0O30 -1.49 0.65 1K
Low performers P0O73 -1.45 0.53 1K
Low performers P023 -1.33 0.55 Subl1K
Low performers P0O68 -1.16 0.58 1K
Low performer mean (SD) -1.47 0.56 -
Underperformers P069 -1.03 0.79 2K
Underperformers P0O55 -1.00 0.79 2K
Underperformers P061 -0.74 0.76 2K
Underperformers P020 -0.67 0.79 2K
Underperformers P0O50 -0.52 0.77 2K
Underperformers P0O01 -0.49 0.85 3K
Underperformer mean (SD -0.74 0.79 -
Comparison P0O03 0.75 0.81 2K
Comparison P085 0.60 0.72 1K
Comparison P093 0.59 0.80 2K
Comparison P021 0.50 0.79 2K
Comparison PO11 0.43 0.79 2K
Comparison PO76 0.28 0.79 1K
Comparison mean (SD) 0.53 0.78 -

The stimulated recall and interview transcripts were analyzed using the indarcaiysis
procedure described in Sectio®.5.to generatehematic profilegor each subgroufeach theme
wascategorized according to whethecorresponddto cognitive processing, strategic

processing, oto metacognitive processg@se., monitoring, problersolving). The following
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sections describthe themes identified in the data, present and interpretggaghichprovide
support for tle themes, andanalyze thematic patterasross groups in order to draw conclusions
on the relationship between vocabulary size, strategy use, metacognitiregsétion, and
successful L2 listeningomprehension.
4.2.1 Sar Performers
The thematic profile of the Star performers provides a good baseline of what a
Asuccessf ul |l i stenero | ooks 1ike. Thiedhae wer e

described in Tabl&9 alongside the processes they were asdumeelate to.

Table 19.

Thematic Profile of the Star Performers

Theme Description Processes
Prediction Listeners engaged in a cycle of prediction, Cognitive processing
monitoring cycle monitoring, model revision, anbntextualization Monitoring

at the local and discourse levels
Top-down Listeners engaged with the content of the lectur Cognitive processing
processing by connecting it to personal beliefs, enriching it

reference to personal experiences, or creating
visual images in the mind

Adaptive Listeners actively managed comprehension Problemsolving
problemsolving difficulties, and modified approaches to listening
by evaluating their efforts to comprehend

Realtime Listenersdirectedtheir attention to parts of the Strategic processing

assessment of  input thatweredeemed most relevant tioeir

input comprehension needs

Rhetorically Listeners use knowledge of rhetorical structure Cognitive processing

organize and formal schemata assistmental model Monitoring, Problem
building and coordinate the use of comprehensi  Solving, Strategic
strategies processing

4.2.1.1 Prediction-monitoring Cycle. The first theme describes how the Star performers

actively engaged in a cycle of prediction, monitoring, mental model revision, and
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contextualizatiorwhile listening Thesedlisteners generated hypotheses, verified whether these
were correct, revisettheir hypotheses if needed, and interpreted subsequent information based
on their continually evolving representations of the text. This helped them to stay on track,
remain attentionally connected to the lecture, and develop robust mental models. Bxaatpts

2 from the SR of P049 are exemplary of this pattern.

Excerpt 117 P049, SR

Lecturer:We've been talking about the art world of the late nineteenth century in Paris,
and today I'd like to look at the women who went to Paris at that time to become artists.

P Okay so at this part | was thinking that this will be about like one certain person
R Why did you think that?

P Because it like talked about a woman who went to Paris, so | thought it will be
one particular person and a story about that person, overall. | was kind of
expecting that and being ready to write up that person's name.

R Okay.
Excerpt 217 P049, SR

Lecturer Now, from your reading, what do you Kk
Paris during the late nineteenth century?

P Yeah so likethispastt suddenly yeah it suddenly we

what | expect adobgotbiyhem Hand @wied tb cdich it.

R So it's not what you expected, so how are you feeling at this moment?

P Uh. . .1l was | i ke, whatodéds the English wor
face] ékind of fAO0Oh ités not thiso.

R Surprise? Shocked surpe?

Yeah but not at that extreme. Kind of smaller version of surprised

R And so how did your focus here change then? You were listening for this person,
right?

P So like, I kind of put the key word on Paris, tried to concentrate based on the
keyword. | @atch the Paris so kind of change my expectation [based] on the
location.
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R Do you think you did that successfully?
P Yeah.
*Note: P = participant, R = researcher

In Excerpt 1, the participant formed a clear prediction about the path of the lecture: it would
feature a story about a particular artist in Paris. They prepared themselves to attend to the name
of thatartist, but quickly received information that contieted their prediction (Excerpt 2).

They monitored this information for congruence with their idea, and eventually shifted their
mental model from an individual person to a location. Excerpt 3, wdactrredater in the

stimulated recall, shows that thaitial prediction waslsorevisited across a much longer

stretch of discourse:

Excerpt 317 P049, SR

StudentBut our textbook said that the competit
women. It helped them see where they needed to improve.

Lecturer:lsn'tthatintee st i ng? One woman artist, her nan

P So |ike | was confused here again becau
here suddenly, which | was expecting he
this persono? Q@ronmWhdteds ?t ISios || i tkew .

R So when you heard this person’'s name did you start thinking about your initial

predictions?

P Yeah so | was kind of weighing on how s
Plus it was French name again so | had to write thidbnean so like...

So all this was going on in your head did you feel distracted at all?
Yeah a little bit. It kind of breakdown of my concentration flow.

Did you recover quickly or did it take some time?

T XUV TV XD

| don't remember that well | might needligien more [plays ~5 seconds of

audio]. Oh yeah, so by this, like incentive and confidence, | hear this just may

t hought Amaybe this might be example fo
|l ed to confidenceo presented earlier in

Here, he participant heard the name of a specific female artist, and recalled their initial
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prediction that the lecture would be about a specific individual. This caused an apparent
disruption to their mental model, but they quickly recovered by interpretingftirenation
against theicurrentunder st anding of the topic (e.g., dwe
P0O496s interview confirmed that the cycle of
other lectures as well.
An interestingnuance of thisheme waghat the predictionomonitoring cycle did not
necessarily need to begin with a predictadithe beginning of the lecturds demonstrated in
Excerpts 4 to gthe monitoring of earlier interpretatioraso instigated this cycle

Excerpt 417 P064, SR

Lecture:é and women could find skilled instruct
century, if theyéwomen who wanted to becom
learn from family members. They had more limited options than men did.

P So this part is abouhe conditions for women to learn art before the 19th century.
So | was taking note about that because | think it could be a comparison question
between the current timeline is talking about, and before the timeline.

R So you had this idea that that quess might ask you something about before and
after.

And after.
Why do you think that would be a question?
Because the comparison can make a good question.

Is that from your experience or what you think in general?

T X TV XU T

Yeah, | think some experience.

Excerpt 517 P064, SR

Lecturer:But around 1870, some artists in Paris began to offer classes for female

students. These classes were for women only. And by the end of the nineteenth century, it
became much more common for women and men to study together in the asses.cl

Soéso within a few decades, things had cha

P Okay so the talk is about the progress of women artists like from the beginning
there is no classes for women and there is classes for women and then women and
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T X TV X

men can take classes together. Soéitbs

change of action.

You mentioned before you thought there might be a comparison before and after
on the questions.

Mhmm.
Were you thinking more about that?

Now | see itodés not just comparison |
the way process like thid days to the 19th century and after that.

And did you think anything particular about that at that moment?
So | think that they can ask like the question can be like anywhere in between.
Did that affect the way you listened?

Yeah | tried taiake notes about the steps. Like there are mainly...l believe there

are three phases? So in the beginning no classes, they have to learn from...learn in

private lesson with family member, then there are classes for women and men
separately, and then womand men take classes together.

Excerpt 617 P064, SR

Lecturer:Ok, let's back up again and talk about the time period from the 1860s to the
1880s, and talk more about what happened in women's art classes.

P

T XV TV X

Okay so | know from that sentence that he is going to tallerspecific about the
phases in the process.

And how do you know he's going to talk about that?
So he Aback upodo, he said that.

ALet me back upo.

Yeah back up |li ke from the beginning.

beginning and explain morbdroughly. So | expect more information. More
information about those phases.

In Excerpt 4, the participant clearly understood that the lecture was discussing the conditions

under which women studied art before th& géntury. They linked this interpreian to a

comprehension question, predicting that it might ask about different periods of time. In Excerpt

5, they received more information that caused them to monitor this interpretation, and itpdate

103

k e



by activating a fApr og egentyledthenriogoedict;mam@ena. Thi
gl obal | evel that the | ecturer would structur
(Excerpt 6). This prediction was monitored several segments later, as seen in Excerpt 7, below:

Excerpt 717 P064, SR

Lecturer:Theseclasss wer e typically offered by, éby
in the studio, theéthe place where they pa
women could study art in a formal setting.

P That part could be...to me it is a step for women. Lileefittst three pieces is
AWomen cannot go to class. And then the
part already.

R Okay this is kind of where you changed to Phase 27?
P Yeah.

The participant continued in this manner throughout the stimulated resading several times
to acknowledge information in the lecture that fit into and confirmed their predicted structure.
Analysis ofP 0 6 thteérsiewrevealed thathis particular example of the predictiomonitoring
cyclewas linked to a morgeneral awarerss of rhetorical organization.

As can be inferred from Excerpts 1 to e tmetacognitive process of monitoriwgs
essential to the enactment of this beneficial cycle. This is reflected in the sisgtefiesor
monitoringpredictions(hypothesis monitoring) and previous interpretations (dealéek
monitoring) Other strategies that clustered with monitoring to form this dgcladed
prediction at a local (e.g., details/specific information to come) and global level (e.g., prgdictin
organizational structure, general information to come); selectivelytiattdn specific parts of
information in the input (selective attention); ahdcontextualiation ofinformation againsa
conceptual frameworfcontextualization)Thisfinding dignswithVander gr i ft 6s (200
thatskilled listenersenggg n fa continuous metacognitive cyc

with listener inferences and is monitored against world knowledge and expectations generated by
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the conceptual framewr and t he devel oping ment al represe
487).

4.2.1.2 Top-down Processing.The next themshows how th&tar performers process
the input in a relatively tepown fashionThey wereable toeasilyconnect the content ofeh
lecture to theibackground knowledge anekrsonal experiences, and create visual images in
their mind.In doing so, they enriched their understanding of the input and imprinted a firm
understanding of thiecturein their memoriesAn important caveasithatthis type of
processing was not necessarily strat€iggc, intentional actiositaken to achieve comprehension
goals) Instead, it is likely that by virtue of their superior vocabulary knowledge, the Star
performers were able to automaticadigtivate schema for use nmeaningbuilding. While some
listeners reported using elaboration and visualization in a stratege; seetheme iclassified
asficognitive process n o order to avoid the pitfalls of conflating listening skills and strategies
(for a deepediscussion see Field, 2019; Graham & Santos, 2EX&erpts 8 and 9 provide
examples ofop-down processing.

Excerpt 817 P088, SR

Lecturer:Painlevé was a, a pioneer in underwater filmmaking, and a lot of his short films
focus on the aquatic animabwd. He liked to show small underwater creatures

displaying what seemed like familiar human character@tighat we think of as unique

to humans. He might take a, a clip of a mollusk going up and down in the water and set it
to musi® you know, to make iook as if the mollusk were dancing to the music like a
human being. That sort of thing.

P So | é it was quite intefriestamg beazlalupeée
our people, but like science and fiction like combining science and fiction is
bascally a scif i drama so |ike it wasé he descr

of that so that was quite interesting like about under water filming.
R Why did you find that interesting?

Because he seems to be the first person to do those tridignilkey under water.
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Excerpt 917 P088, SR

LecturerBut t hen hedd suddenly change the i
different the animals are, how unlike humans. He confused his audience in the way he
portrayed the animals he filmed, mixing up our notions ottleet e gor i es A hu
Aani mal 0.

mag

man

P Like again nowadays like making animal characters as humans is a common thing

but in these days [referring to the r#2@th century discussed in the lecture] it
makes people uncomfortable that was interesting point.

R You mentioned that before. You are sort of comparing past with nowadays and
say it is interesting too, do you think that affected your listening?

P |l 6m not sure but | took a note of it

Both excerptsshow how P088 engaged with the input using tweild knowledge. In Excerpt 8,
they compared the content of the text with
this elaboration led them to write down the point in their i@g£ommon cabccurrencde.q.,
elaboration +notetaking). Excergt10 and 1Ehow how personal elaboration fit into the
predictionmonitoring cycle that was commongynployed bythese listeners

Excerpt 107 P0O57, SR

Student:Any reason why he did that?

Lecturer:Well, like | said, Julian was a brilliant busisesan with progressive idease

saw that another small private art school where all the students were women was very
popular at that time, and that's probably why he adopted the wontgilasses. These
classes were typical |l yistscahdfwere leeld in the studi& b y
theéthe place where they painted. This
study art in a formal setting. And there was another benefit to the group setting of these
classes. The classes included weekly criticiarmd the teacher would rank the art of all

the students in the class, from best to worst.

P So because students were asking abou

est
wa s

t N

know...sense that the professor would start making a list of reasons. So | start like

pointingout...

R Interesting. So based on what the student asked you expected that the professor
would start giving reasons.
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P Yeah reason reason reason reason. So | was keep thinking | should find keywords
and then he will... at the beginning he was talkinguabke complimenting
Julian as brilliant businessman, something like that. And then he saw there is

another model of private female art sch
wanna do the same thing, and he also recruit other female famousaaitigts
time to come and teach the class. And t

i's that they have a weekly criticism, s
best to worst. Kind of like that. And | was ready for another point too but #en h
just keep talking but...

Excerpt 117 P057, SR

Lecturer:And the teacher would rank the art of all the students in the class, from best to
worst. How would you like it if I did that in this class?
Male Student: No way!

Student But our text booionwasgoat fot woraen.dttheiped ¢ o mp e t
them to improve.

P Yeah thatoés the word. Competition.
R So that was a key word for you.

P Yeah

R When you heard that hodid that make you feel?

P | think they are going to... it's definitely related to the seageadon, the criticism.

Because | was thinking of that right at that moment when I... when he mentioned
about ranking, the paintings. Because that would definitely lead to like people
would compare themselves with others. | think of that right away. 8stikind

of makes sense that she mentioned competition after that.

R So when they started talking about ranking the paintings, you thought that
naturally it would lead to a competition.

Yeah | didn't think about directly about that exact word but | titihk
R But when it came you are ready for it.

Yeah it kind of made sense. It's the same with me as well | don't want to be like
have everything on my work being ranked.

In Excerpt 10, PO57 predicted that the lecturer would make a list of reasonsaio expoint in
the | ecture (ASo | kind know...sense that the

directed their attention accordingly (ASo | w
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Excerpt 11, they monitored the outcome of thisatt egy (fiYeah thatodés the
and checked their comprehension in relation t
the second reason, the criticismo). Based on
connectwiththed ct ur er 6s st atement about ranking the
me as wel |l I don't want to be |ike have every
interpretation using worl d knowlike pegpte wouidBe c au s
compare themselves with otherso) .futhehe parti ci
comprehension (AKind of Iike that. And | was
talking but...o0o), but a third point never cam
In addition to elaborating on the lecture content using background and world knowledge

the Star performers connected with the content of the input by visualizing whéiethey

Excerpt 12 provides an example of this.

Excerpt 127 PO77, SR

Lecturerré and o ur eplaeetwegere tofmedtas much by writers as they were by
serious scientists. When the first scieficéon stories came out, Mars was described as
being a |l ot |ike Earth except | know the p
seen some of thosedbinovies. What were they thinking? | mean really they Well, it

seems silly to us now, but those ideas were quite imaginative and, occasionally, scary in
their time. Anyway, we began to rethink our image of Mars when the first spacecraft flew
by the planein 1965 and sent pictures back to Earth. Those pictures showed a planet that
looked a lot more like our Moon than Eaitlots of craters and not much else. It was

bitterly cold, it had a very thin atmosphere, and that atmosphere was mostly carbon
dioxide. ® the view of Mars after this first flyby mission was that dry, dead planet that
Lisa mentioned.

R So that was about a minute. What are you thinking, how are you feeling about
your understanding?

P He gave examples so he was like...it was clear and easylavstand statements.
So, |l took not es o.Andtthen he godstob to the 704, sot st p
thought there were important information to take notes on.

108



R Why do you think that was important information?

P Because if the lecture is abotianging, knowledge about Mars, then having
reference of data collected in 1965 and five years later can show what these
views...

R Okay so you got that the main topic was the changing views of Mars, so the dates

and five years later were important for yioullustrate that.
P Yeah.
R What else were you thinking up to this point?

P He has good English the Professor. Not all the professors are like this. Especially
if using international Professor with an action, you're going to the struggle
because you hawmur own, it is not your first language and then when you mix

it's |l ikeé.but in this case history sho
R Were you doing anything else to try to help yourself understand?
P | kind of visualizing, so | remember aboubwies | have watched about Mars. So

he talks about being red and dry and dead planet. So it's things I'm able to
visualize. And it keeps my imagination connect to the lecture.

R And that's helpful for you?
P Yes.
In Excerpt 12, PO77 reported on what theg lunderstood about a long stretch of the lecture

(~60 seconds). They mentioned that they thoaglection of the lectureras important because
it related to the main topic (which was identified by the participant very early on; see Excerpt
23). They werealso able to recall a personal experience when hearing the lecturer describe the
physical characteristics of Mars. They noted how this visualization helped keep them connected
to the lecturd to stay focused and not get bored (clarified later in the ii&)vThis could be
classified as a strategic example of visualization bedausesintentional and used to meet a
clear goal (i.e., to remain connected to the lecture).

4.2.1.3 Adaptive Problem-solving. The next theme identified in the analysiatesto

themetacognitive processf A p s @ b Iv. & descidbes how the Star performers were able
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to cluster together multiple strategies to resgivecessing difficulties and flexibly adapt their
overallapproaches to listenirdgpending on the topi®etacognitiveself-regulation(via
comprehension monitoringnd metacognitive knowledge wemeicialfor orchestrating

responses to problems astdyingattentionallyconnected to the lecturBy checking ad

verifying their understanding, the listeners were able to cluster a number of strategies together to
evaluate the importance of problems, take steps to solve them if necessanyp@uiately

redirect their attention to the inpxcerpts 13 and l1&e illustrative of this pattern.

Excerpt 137 P0O05, SR

Lecturer Okay, wedOve been discussing film in t
then, film categories as we know them today had not yet been established. We, ah, said
that, by todayods |lsnsamdartchse, 0ma@msy amnfd toMBe sf iw
Ahybridso; that i1is, a mixture of styles th
categories.

P When he said that | was I|i ke Awhat i s t
R Hybrid?

P Now that you say that now I know which wordtis i

R Hybrid.

P Yeah.

R But his pronunciation, the way he said
P Yeah.

R So what did you think in that moment?

P what 6s that ?0 An

|l was | i ke Await wha
bl ah or something I
something so | just note it down.

t,
ke thate. ocAndcdtlyd esay

lseeyou didnét write the word hybrid, you

P Yeah b
and th
Aokay

ecause | didndédt even know what wa
en he said | i kend fietsdidahat andd was k& 0 or
this i séo.
Is that something you do generally?
P Yeah yeah when | hear a nAmddlike oyrtadikel 6 m | i
payé
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Focus?

P Yeah pay even more attention to see if they are going to explaior ttreg
context or é

R Mmm. Great.
InthisexcerptP0 05 evidently had tr ouhbWihglethissausedgani zi ng

initial bout of confusionthey were able to successfully infer the meaning of the word by
selectively attending to information that followgdded by their recognition of the explanatory
phr ase 0} Theyslatenoerdirmeddhat their problesolving had been a success, artp
because they monitored their earlier inference. This is seen in Edderpt

Excerpt 147 P0O0O5, SR

Lecturer No w, i n a way, Painlev®0ds films confo
they dondét fit very neatl y itodayoThatdaid, cat ego
even by the standards of the 620s and 630s
styles.

R So that word came up again, hybrid. Did you remember thinking of anything
when you heard that a second time?

P No. | don't think that | undersbd it the second time it was the same as the first,
but | was moreébecause he say | i ke Auni
about the introduction and | got the introduction even if he said that word,
because he said it wiascraat eigm rxitzuerdeo .o fl skir
he was talking about. So | was | i ke fAoh
mi nd that heds saying that word.

R Because you already had the idea in your head.

P But he didn't say only that word. He said like unique hybtyles, kind of
explained that idea.

As seeninthe excerptwen t he word Ahybridd came up again
on it since they had understood enough content in the introdatadumderstood enough

surrounding contenfThiswasfadii t at ed by comprehension monit ol
t h i Besp)te. not understanding theecisemeaningo f A h, yhbyrwerd aonfident that they

had solved the problem and evaluated their inference as correct. A similar example of this pattern
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can be seen in Excerpt,iA8hich shows how036 resporetto a processing problethatdid

not specifically relate tanunknown vocabularjtem.

Excerpt 157 P036, SR

Lecturer These cl asses were t
thestudouhét he pl ace where th

yp
ey painted.

could study art in a formal setting.

P

-

U X TV X/ TV X1V TV T

So he said this was becaué$lecturarr®Bhi.s so

was a big deal because finally women could study arfiroar mal set t i
think that the women could study i
About uhé

Like the end goal of the whole...the point of the lecture.

Yeah of the lecture so | just wrote it.

Anything else you were thinking #tis point?How are you feeling about your
understanding?

| was a little confused because the...fast...how can | say that?

The speech rate?

Oh yeah speed rate is really up, little high in here, this period. So | have to
reall ye

Did you try to do emething to help yourselbr to make up for that?

Uhm, so | just try to...what the speaker really points out.

Like the main key ideas.

Mh mm. Like his typicaleée

Oh, emphasis you mean.

Yeah emphasisettliirkgo, ifloirknaé

Like how he pronounces it or...can you give me an example?

Li keée[ Pl degcwrerdiuchiics: was a big deal 0]
audio:Lectureri é because finally WwWoamehyocoul d

[emphasized].

So that kind of intonation?
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P Yeah intonation. That intonation hel ps

|l i ke the word Afinallyodo, was the Abig d
Okay so fibig deal o was really key for vy
Mhmm and Afinallyo.

Oh so big deal and finally. When you heard those watttist did you think?

T XU TV X

Actually I miss some of the few words like right before that, but | have like a little
confidence because | dondét really have
words that | missed.

R Right you don't have to go back to the watttkst you missed.
P Because | think, yeah I think this is the main thing.

In this excerpt, PO36 reportduat they had troublieeeping up with the speech rate of the
l ecture. However, they wer e ablagendtoacoustnpl| e men't
featanmnesiowmdit ecodur sei malraeesa key phrase of the
d e a | omakearainiedence about the content of the passage (e.gfithab men coul d st U
a formal settingo). Th e wn,rredodingthat they wereashtisféd t hei r
with their efforts (Aiéyeah, | dlisténingrcdnfidentlyt. s 1 st
While the precise strategy clusters used to solve processing problems differed from
listener to listener (e.g., PO@Sed discourse markers; PO36 used acoustic features),
comprehension monitoring (e.g., problem identification, comprehension evaluation), attentional
control (e.g., avoiding fixation, selective attention, directed attention), and inferencing
commonly ceocaurred For example, inferences made about unknown words or missed content
were often followed by attempts to confirm whether or not they were accurate. This is illustrated
in Excerpt 16, by P064. Here, the listensed aluster of monitoring, attentionabntrol, and
inferencingstrategiego deal with arunknown word.
Excerpt 167 P064, SR

Lecturer:Just look at the Salon. What do you know about the Salon?
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unk

P So here he started talking about the salon.

R Okay were you thinking anything in particular?

P What is a saloh

R So you didn't know what it was.

P Yeah.

R So what were you thinking2an you tell me more?

P | want more information more explanation.

R Okay great.

P [plays audia’ Student 11t was a big art show that they had in Paris every year.]
Yeah soagaitgsh@dnvs a b

R Okay.

P [plays audia’ Student 1The art had to be accepted by judges] And it is
competitive.

R Were you thinking anything else about that at that moment?

P So yeah so | thought that it was important, the salon is an important thing back in
Paris, back then for artists.

R Great.

[plays audia’ Student 21t was a big deal. You could make a name for yourself.
Lecturer:You could have a painting or sculpture in the Salon and go back to your
home country saying you'd been a succe$&anis.] So it just confirms what |
thought about salon.

R How did you feel when you confirm that?

P Good | feel good. Because what | was thinking was true.

R Were you thinking anything else in this moment?

P Yeah so | think | was looking forward to whatnside the saloon. What is other
information about the saloon. | know that it is a big thing but how is it connected
to this story of woman artist?

R So you really want to connect it to the story about woman artist. Okay cool.

In this excerpt, PO64 immealit el v i denti fied Asal ond as an
they nAwant ][ ed] mo r e i abdutdhe madandahose teseledtivelyx pl anat |
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attend to the next segment of input. They were quickly able to infer that it eeespeetitiveart
show andgenerated the interpretation thatveis important for female artists. They went on to
monitor and confirm this interpretation, and
was looking forward to what is insidethesalod) . Thi s excerpt is il ]l usi
interplay between these three groups of strategies was key to the successful resolution of
comprehensioproblems.

An interesting pattern that emerged in daawasthat problemsolving did not
necessarily nekto involve inferencing. It was often the case that potential problems were
sidestepped by assessing the gravity of the pmohteonitoring what had been understood to
that point and deciding whether or not inferencing was required. Excerpt 17 illisstinege
pattern well(see also Excerpt 14, by P005).

Excerpt 1717 P064, SR

Lecturer:Overall, the competition in the women's art classes gave women more
confidenceé confidence that they could al s
schooling. And even though Bashketscouldn't study in the same classes as men, she

was having an impact as an artist.

P Yeah so...Il couldnotéitdés hard | coul dn

he bring up the fact that that woman artist cannot be in the same class with male?
It seems like not really related to me. Yeah.

R So how did that affect you?
P |l just kind of block it out, Il didndot t
R How did you feel about that?
P | didn't consider it as important information. But the fact that the comparison to
the fact tlat he said she couldn't take classes with men is...it kind of irrelevant.
But the fact that she could make impact as a woman, is more relevant.
R Were you thinking anything else in this moment?

P NoljustlikeAWhy why did he compare?o0
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Here, P064 reportethat they hadroubleunderstanding why the lecturer mentioned a particular

detail in the lecture, which evidently causssnecomprehension difficulty. They quickly

fl agged the issue as finot i mportantoeg and dec
important (i.e., the impact made by the artist). This turned out to be the correct approach to

adopt, as the next section of the lecture focused on the impact of women in the art world at that
time. This excerpt illustrates how the réiahe assessment problems can be an alternative to

direct inferencing, and how it sometimes acts as an important first step in the psolblérg

process.

The second composse®hivi oifgot hdeimer adlelsemi bes h
performers were able to flexibly adapeir approacto listening to different circumstances (e.g.,
unfamiliar topic, confusing structurelhis was assisted by metacognitive strategies such as
comprehension monitoring, strategy evaluation, and the application of metacognitive knowledge.

The following excerpts provide examples of thegjulatoryability.

Excerpt 181 P005, SR

Lectureré woul dndét exactly fit into any of toda
webre going to talk about a, a fil mmaker w
1920s

P Thatdos | i keél remember when we were tal

of thing Adah dah daho.
R Yeah like discourse markers.

P That. So |I |l ook for them every time. An
i's going to keotwhéi kepico. You

R Was that related to some notes you took?

Yeah because this was kind of like the subject? The introduction. And then he
says AToday we are going to talk abouto
this guy and these things are related ts tjuy.

R [Summarizes and confirms what participants just said] Do you think that helped
you understand?
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P Yeah and toéand it made me focus on @ OKk

parto.

R Okay.

Excerpt 197 P0OO5, Interview

P | think this was the hardest one the Aitld t or vy . Because it waseé
they were not super difficult, neither of them, but, like the Astronomy one of
Mars or the Native Americans, they were

talking about thiso then siWe kteaél ked abo
R So very structured and organized?

P Yeah, kind of. And |l i ke theéfor exampl e
AOkay now we are going to talk about th
period of timeéeo.

R So kind of like these phraseew wer e t al ki ng about before
talk aboutoé

P It's like the structure. Yeah.
R So theydére more structured these two [ A
P Yeah and this one [Art History], it was structured but | feel like he was moving

like forwardb ac kwards and | was | i ke AHmMmmmMmmM?o0

about the things he talked before or he
the structure of this one.

R Let's talk about this one a little bit more. What would you do when the structure
stated to get a little bit confusing for you? Did you have a way of managing that
or dealing with that?

P | think I try to stick on the main idea, that it was like women trying to get art
classes or whatever. And then | was trying to see the relations,hehtings he
was saying on that moment with this idea | had in mind.

These excerpts suggest thatgeneralP005usesthe strategiesdiat t ent i on t o di s c
mar ker s o, Afattend to rhetorical orgamenngati ono
comprehension. In Excerpt 18, they pointed out that they were consciously aware of using

discourse markers to guide their listening (neetacognitivestrategy knowledge), and described

how this helped them focus on the lecture. In Excerpt 19, they noted that this approach worked
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for theAstronomy and Anthropology lectures, but failadhe Art History lecture because it was
apparently less weBtructured. In response to this difficulty, thapnitoredtheir
comprehension (AHmMmMmMm? |1 dono6t know if heds ta
mov ed f or eame tatbe)decsiahdt they needed to draw on additional strategy
clusters to support comprehension. In other words, they vézadmevaluate the efficacy of
their strategy use and draw an expansiveepertoireof strategies to appropriatelgspond to
this difficulty. Another example ofiexible adaptation is shown in Excerpt 20.

Excerpt 207 P051, Interview

R How did you feel about thane [Anthropology lecture]?

It was more difficult than the others.

P
R Why did you find it more difficult?
P

Becauseéso there are some words | didn'
the teacher keeps talking, but still the difficulty of depictinggivéure in my

mind. Like what exactly it is, it is talking about something that | don't really know

it makes me kind of distracted from getting the main points of the lecture.

R So you were trying to picture vocabulary items. Which ones for example?

Lke birch tree? Shirokawa? [white skin]

is...likeé
R So this is what you were doing when you
P Yeah yeah and then when the teacher started explaining more detail about how to
usethisanthow t o get out. .. I|li ke make product

what éo0 [referring to understanding the
was not sure and | kept trying to get what it exactly is. And because, | am like a
visual person, | like draw lot when | am listening and taking notes.

R And you try to picture things in your head?

Yes. And then but...and then | wanted to take that process, but because of the
difficulty of vocabulary | was not really...able to do that and then that disthad¢t, t
kind of é

R ...distracted you from forming main points and catching the flow maybe?
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P Even though | know thatds more i mportan

R Interesting. When you found yourself getting distracted did you do anything to
help yourself? Was it a recurring problem?

P Kind of. When the teacher starts talking something different, like brings up new
topic I was able to switch my attention
topic, not focus oné[what they were una

In Excerpt 20, PO51 reported thatfamiliar vocabulary interfered with their preferred approach
to listening (i.e., visualization). They seemed to be acutely aware that this was how they tended
to processheinputin generali.e., metacognitivgpersonknowledge). They reported that they
were able to successfully inference the meani
the teacher keeps talkingo), but that their c
While this initially distracted them from catching the malea of the lecture, they were able to
draw on their discourse knowledgestet their attempts taisualize the input asidend focusd
on understanding the topic at hand. Later in the interview, P051 provided more details about how
they flexibly adjused their approach to listening depending on the lecture. This is illustrated in
Excerpt 21.

Excerpt 217 P051, Interview

P Well structure and main points, this is what | was focusing on in this [Astronomy]
listening. But in this one, this listening [Anthropology], |sMaying to get more
detail about like each idea.

R And that helped you focusing more on the details?
P | don't know which kind of strategy | used help more, but | think | need both.

As the excerpt shows, P051 was aware of their two main approachesrimgitoroadly
focusing on rhetorical organization vs. attending to details), but valued them both in supporting
their comprehensiornn other words, they are metacognitively aware of how lisegn, and are

able touse this knowledge tadjusttheir appoach to listenin@ccording to the situation.
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To summarizehis themethe Star performers used a combinatiometacognitive
knowledge comprehension monitoring, attentional control, inferencing, and other supportive
strategies (e.g., reime assessméndiscourse markers, acoustic features) to tackle
comprehension problems. The different clusters used by the participants reflect the reality that
each listener comes to the task equipped with a unique cache of knowledge, set of experiences,
and repertor of strategies that they can use to assist their listening comprehension. The
metacognitive process of monitoring seemed to be key to the success of psohiem efforts
alsoon a broader level, as it helped the listeners integnatacognitiveknowledgeabout
themselves, the task, and strategoesdapt to the situation at hand.

4.2.1.4 Reattime Assessment ofnput. The next theme describes htive Star
performers had an explicit, overarching goal in mind when processing the input: to identify
information that would be most relevant to their comprehension n&sdsich the themehas
been categori zed aleacéomplishhis gogthe distepersalaseereds i n g o .
together strategies of retiine assessment of input, selective attention, avoid fixation, attention
to rhetorical organization, and contextualization. In doing so,Wwesg able tscreen the input
for important informatiorandeffectively managedheir attentional resourceBSor example, the
|l i steners tended to focus on and write down w
input, and ignored what they thought was less releyanexample of this is provided in
Excerg 22.

Excerpt 227 P057, Interview

P And | think that because | write fast, bad handwriting super bad handwriting. Yes
and...I think that because | always try to make myself find keywords.

R Okay so that's an important strategy.

P That's something people taught me asiwl| . I was taught | i ke
on the key word because you cannot hear everything so try to find the keyword.
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And try to find the topic sentenceo. Th
Vietnam.

R In like TOEFL preparation course is?

Yes, I'll try to find the topic sentence and trying to find keywords, take notes on
every number and time and name, because those you mentioned can be asked
again. So, | think | kind of know... | was being told to do that.

R Gotcha.

Here, PO5Mmentioneda major strategy that they had learned from a TOEFL preparation

cours@ trying to identify key words in listening passages. Teegmed to baware that

attentional resourcesel i mi t ed when | i stening (e.g.us fiyou
preferentially directed their attention to particular elements of the input they deemed important
(e.g., numbers, times, names, topic sentences). In doing so, they were able to prioritize what
information to extract from the teahd manage their cogmié load.

The value judgments of the Star performers were based on a variety of factors. Those
which were cited by the majority of participants included rhetorical organization (e.g., based on
specific discourse schemata, general rhetorical featuresglévance of the input to their
current mental model®(g.,Excerpt 12), and perceived relevance to the comprehension
guestionsThis latter reason isot surprising considering that the passages were taken from the
TOEFL, a test whose format was very fhan to a large portion of the participants. Excerpts 23
and 24 provide examples of this kind of goaknted approach.

Excerpt 237 P0O77, SR

Lecturer | 6 m sure you al/l have been foll owing
have been visiting the planet redgdt some have gone into orbit around it, while others
have | anded on it. And, theyodbve sent back

knowl edgeé

P So yeah | took notes about | i ke finews?o,
remember or summarize what fleeture was about. Because | knew the first
guestion was going to be I i ke AWhat was
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like key words to make me...keep on track of what the professor is saying, and
making sure | can go back to my notes and rementizerta

Excerpt 247 PO077, Interview

R So why is it [Anthropology lecture] up here with the hardest ones?

P It was the first one so | was not used to... | did not know what to expect about the
guestion so | was a little bit worried about what kind of six questiongding to
have after. So I'm going to take all the notes and try to capture all the details and
numbers and everything, so that was hard.

R Hard in what way?

-

We | | i f you know what you are going to
to know wha you are going for or looking for in a lecture. If you don't know then
you are trying to catch everything so then you are able to answer.

And so for these three did you kind of know what you were looking for then?
Yes because of the six questionstd first one so | was trying to...

So what things were you looking for?

T XU TV X

Just the key information. Il didndt capt
Si X questions werenb6ét going to be about
of the lecturesome examples, but not detailed information.

It is evident from Excerpts 23 and 24 that PO77 listened to the lectures with a goal in mind:
catching key concepts and information they thought would be on the questions (e.g., main idea,
examples). Interestgly, they only did this after seeing the questions of the first lecture,
indicating that they were able to adapt their strategy use to meet their comprehension needs.
4.2.1.5 Rhetorically Organize. The final theme describes how the Star performers were
able to use their awarenasfsrhetorical organization and discourse structarerchestrate their
cognitive processes and strategies. One way the liststnatsgically implemented this
awareness as by activelptrying toidentify the main topic of the lecture right away. Excerpts 25
to 27 illustrate this pattern.

Excerpt 257 P036, SR
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Lecturer We've been talking about the art world of the late nineteenth century in Paris,
and today I'd like to look at the wom&ho went to Paris at that time to become artists.

P Okay so in here | get a main topic about that...the whole story. That he will gonna
talk about the women who goes to Paris and...in 19th century.

R And how did you know that was the main topic?
P Becaus he said |ike the specific phrase ||

Excerpt 267 P051, Interview

P So the beginning of the lecture is really important to actually understand what is it
about. And then once you get that you can continue understanding. Because if
don't get that then you are AOkay what
do not concentrate in the beginning.

R So you're really tried to concentrate in the beginning to start your thinking process
so that you can maintain your attentitve twvhole time. That's something you do
in your regular lectures too.

P Yes.
Excerpt 271 P0O57, SR

Lecturer We've been talking about the art world of the late nineteenth century in Paris,
and today I'd like to look at the women who went to Paris at that time to bectste

P | think what he just said is the topic of the talk. And | did take down the time, the
19th century, and women, which is a keyword, and Paris.

R Why did you think that was the topic of the talk?

Because | think personally it was pretty obvibus s ay , AToday we're
talk abouto. And normally in TOEFL 1i st
beginning, whatever it is.

R So that is something that you knew beforehand.

P Yeah that is kind of my experience.

As seen in the excerpts, thseténers were able to identify the main topic of the lecture using
knowl edge of topic markers (e.g., AToday weobr
knowledge, and metacognitive knowledge of the tabls proved to be a starting point five

predicton/monitoring cycle outlined in Section241.1, and helpedhem interpreaind
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contextualizesubsequent inputhis is seen iExcerpt 28 which demonstrates how P051 was
actively engaged in laying a foundation for construction mental models of tH&sxisbacher,
1990)

Excerpt 2871 P051, Interview

R What else can you tell me about art. Was that a little harder than Film or were
they about the same?

P | think this one was really easy [Film]. This was easy too [Art History].

R But why was it not as easy?

P Il think they. personwasthemalierdimraket leut afiatharis s
new persono. So the whole structure 1is

more like...old to new but there are some ideas that | have to connect to another
idea, why this person is mentioning abthus now. | had to think about it.

R You needed more thinking. What's your brain working at?
P Yeah. For fiSal ono, I had to think about
this lecture.

Here, PO51 reported that they were aware of the rhetoricatiaeg@n of both the Film and Art
History lectures. When listening to the Art History lecture in particular, they reported actively
trying to connect different ideastogethes peci f i cally how ASal ono was
topic of the lecture. It was tlcritical that they were able to identify what these main points
were right awa§ something which they were acutely awaressfeExcerpt 26).
A second way the Star performers leveraged their rhetorical awareness was by
recognizing familiadiscourse schemata in the input, and using them to scaffottiséruction
of theirmental moded In doing so, they were able to easikganize incoming information, and
connect ideas across the texts as a whole. Excerpts 29 and 30 illustrate #ss (8ee also
Excerps 10 andLl, by P057.

Excerpt 2917 P036, SR
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Lecturer:If you wanted to become an artist, Paris was not a good placé ®ags was
the place to go. And women could find skilled instructors there. Before the late

ni

net eent h c e ntwhowanteditof beconmeearyists\war nodake private

lessons or learn from family members.

P

T XU T X

5}
R
P

So I think this is |Iike a comparison be
Likeéthey have to get a private | esson

Why did you think thisvas a sort of beforandafter thing?

Because he says something. Like...can I?

Go ahead.
[plays audioLecturersiBef or e the | ate nineteenth ce
wanted to become artistséo]. Yeah so |1

Okay so before was kind afkey word there. And when you heard before you
thought there was an after?

Mhmm.
Did you think anything else?
No

Excerpt 301 P036, SR

Lecturer:They had more limited options than men did. But around 1870, some artists in
Paris began to offer classes for femstledents. These classes were for women only. And
by the end of the nineteenth century, it became much more common for women and men
to study together in the same classes.

P

A TV X® TV AW TV XD

So | wrote like 1870s they from 1870s they get to offer classes for women and
utimat el y women and men. So...|l wrote thi
bet ween theé

Before and after?

Before and after.

[ Summari zes] So you had your fAbeforeo,
And | think this is like a main topic dhis lecture.

Related to what he said before you mean?

This result.

Okay the whole change in the possibilities. Why did you think that was the main
topic?
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P Because this is about the 19th century Paris women go to learn something...

R About women irart in the 19th century right? Why did you think this part in
particular was the main topic?

P Because...like | think this kind of phrase? [plays audéxturer:é t hi ngs had
changed significantly.]

R AChanged significantlyo?

P So within this period, théhtngs have been changed significantly. So, | just think
that he is gonna talk about this period.

Il n Excerpt 29, PO36 picked up on the key word
They used this schema goaffoldtheir mental model, and figure ailiat the lecture was
discussing the role of women in the art world before and after the late nineteenth century. As
they listened more, they paused the recording (Excerpt88¢ribel how they fit information
into this framework, and proceeded to mak®ediction that the lecturer would discuss a period
in the 19" century. This important pattern parallels observations in the L2 reading literature that
readers who are aware of highevel text structuring are likely to comprehend better and recall
moreinformation(Carrell, 1984, 1985, 1987; Williams, 2007)

The Star performeralsousedtheir rhetorical awarene$s coordinate the use of a variety
of comprehension strategies. Excerpts 31 and 32, for example, shoknbotedge of
discourse structurguided attentional control.

Excerpt 317 P051, Interview

R You mentioned it 0sstrecue.iWhat dolyaudakasvieg t her e
there is a structure to the lecture?

P Mmmé. yeah | i ke normally teachers say fl
bl ah blaho. And then what comes next is
t hat teachert6s main ar gumen

R Mmm.

So if I know t hat structure | donot hav
full attention to everything.
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R On every little word right?
P Yeah so that makes me kind of relaxed.

Excerpt 321 P064, Interview

R Anything else about art, film, anthropghp or astronomy? The things you
thought of or did when listening to help yourself?

P No | d o n dikel gaild,ithar& arescoes that they are going to talk about
something else. They will be specifically about something.

R What kind of cues can yagive me some examples?
[Back and forth about where the participant tries to remember specific examples]

P Yeah itobéds kind of a cue but someti mes |
we will be talking about a new one.

R So transition.

P Yeahtransition.

R And you can't remember anything specifically?

P Yeabh.

R Okay thatodés alright. So, what do you do

P | guess | just prepare for new information. Like usually it would be like a notion
then the explanatioof the notion. And examples. Maybe examples. So | was
looking for-

R That general structure.

P So | was looking forward to explanation and examples.

R Once the notion is introduced.

P Yeah.

In Excerpt 31, PO51 reported that they were aware of the gestieretiure of TOEFL lectures

(i.e., that lecturers generally announce the topic at the outset of the listening passage, and that
what follows is information to support this topi@ his knowledge of the tasklowed then to

relax their attention and only ¢as on what was relevant to the topic. In Excerpt 32, P064

demonstratetheir rhetorical awareness (i.e., that the lectw@#taired sequences of main ideas
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separated by transitionsl'he participant was unable to remember specific examples of what

cued his knowledgebut did notehatthey paidspecificat t ent i on t o fAexpl anat.
of new ideas once they were presented. Another example of the link between rhetorical

organization and attentional control can be found in Excerpt 2, partiallyceped here.

Excerpt 2 (Partial) T P0O49, SR

P So like, I kind of put the key word on Paris, tried to concentrate based on the
keyword. | catch the Paris so kind of change my expectation [based] on the
location.

R Do you think you did that successfully?
P Yeah

In Excerpt 2P049 revised their initial hypothesis regarding the main topic of the lecture (e.qg.,

story about a particular female artist). They
and decided to look for keywords relatedto Pail®s4P9 6 s i nt er vi ew data r eve
attentional control was a critical part of th

Excerpt 331 P049, Interview

R Is there anything else you were doing to help yourself get back on track? Or just
keywords.

P | think it is keyword, mostly keyworbased.

R Okay.

P Just catching the keyword and trying to understand why that keyword is there.

R Ok ay. I s there any trick you have to tr

use other information to help fit the keysdan?

P Like maybe first one is overall topic. | know that this is about women learning art
in Paris. So, if therebdés any kind of ke
connection to that wunless it is?totally

Or...guess how this will be connected.

R Mostly based on the overall topic.
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P Yeah. So, like the connection between...like when I lost the flow, | am trying to
guess the key word to the overall ‘topic
happening in my fain, but usual strategy | use is to try to connect the keyword to
overall flow and try to connect that to what it is going. | think it is still keyword
based.

As shown in the Excerpt, PO49 seemed to selectively allocate their attention to individual words
that were related to a main topic that they had established early in the lecture. This keyword
strategy was used in both a proactive and compensatory capacity: they attended to key words to
establish the main topic and create an organizational frameludrk]so used them to recover

and inference when lost by relating them to what they had previously establisiseldtt€n
compensatory function of rhetorical awareness was frequently observed in the data. Excerpt 34,
for exampl e, i lidferescing veas seporteddoywtheRuSeditspesific discourse
schemata.

Excerpt 341 P036, Interview

ltés not really hard to concentrate on
What do you mean?

How do | call like...chrone

Chronological.

Yeah.

Doesthat help you understand?

t6s |li ke a story, and there is cause a
Something happened and it caused this.

Yes so like if I...even if | like miss some of the causes, then | can like...I can

Make up or?

| can makeup yeah.

Compensate?

U ®¥ © X UV X TV XM TV LW T LU T

| can compensate, yeah like from the result of the effect.
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Here, P0O36 was discussing the Art History lecture. They noted that the familiar, chronological
structure of the lecture allowed them to easily understand and concentth&erain topic.
Furthermore, they noted that the Acause and e
structures allowed them to compensate for anything that was missed

It is important to emphasize thiie metacognitive process monitoring played critical
role in this themeThe mainreason why th&tar performersvere able to positively leverage
their rhetorical awareness was becahsy consistently monitored and revistgk conceptual
andorganizationaframeworksthey had createdhis is evident from several excerpts presented
previously (e.g., Excerpts 1 to 3 by P049 for main topic; e.g., Excerpts 4 to 6 by P064 for a
Aprogresso schema; Excerpts 10 and 11 by PO057
compehension, listeners were able to confidently contextualize input they were hearing, and
elaborate upon their mental representations using background and world knowledge (e.g., see
also Excerpts 12, 28, 30).

To sunmarize the Star performers actively sdudo identify the main topics of the
lectureearly on usedfamiliar discourse schenta scaffold their mental model buildingnd
used theiconceptual and rhetorical framewotkssupport problersolving. These benefits were
dueinalarge parttothelst ener sé6 abil ity to monitor and re
them tointegrate topdown and bottorup information while listening

4.2.1.6 Summary of Star Performer Themes.Five main themes were identified in the
data which applied to the majtyriof the Star performers. Combined, these themes provide a
view of howlistenerswith large vocabulary sizggocessed the input cognitively and

strategically how they applied metacognitive knowledgew they managed comprehension
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problems, and how theyere able to continuously regulate their listenimgcesses through
monitoring

First, the Star performers engaged in a cycle of hypothesis generation, monitoring,
mental model revision, and contextualization at a local and discourse level. Once certain
predictions were made, they were confirmed or disconfirmed using evidence from the input, and
revised if necessary. While predictions were often the genesis of this cycle (e.g.,P049),
severalcases it was observed that the participamdsitoredp r i or i nt er pretati ons
content to make new predictions andaench the cycle. Thisycle benefitedcomprehension
because it helpetthe listeners form and maintain accurate represent&adf the input, anklept
them attentionally connected to the lectukealysis of the excerpts revealed that comprehension
monitoring was the key strategy underpinning the implementation of this cycle.

Second, the Star performers were able to processhein a relatively toglown
fashion, enriching the input received using personal experience, world knowledge, and
visualization.This helped them to gain a deeper understand of what they heaxdaswiten
used as part of the predictiomonitoring cycle.

Third, the Star performergere able to cluster together multiple strategies to resolve
processing difficultiesand flexibly adapt their overall approaches to listening depending on the
situation.Thi s process was underprinaeamendsibyn trhenistt oraitr
acknowledging that enough had been understood to let problemsarakg)as assisted by
metacognitive knowledgd hese factoréielped the listenesssess the value of problems,
control their attentiorinference what they rased, and/oactivatea number of listenespecific
compensatory strategidsat were appropriate for the problem at héand., attend to discourse

markers) On a broader leveinany of the Star performers were able to flexibly change their
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strategic apmraches while listening by monitoring how much they were understanding
evaluating the efficacy of their processing approacid by drawing on metacognitive
knowledge

Fourth, the Star performehad the explicigoal of identifying information thatasmost
relevant to their comprehension goals. For example, many of the lisiea@esl information
that was related to the comprehension questions and/or related to previously established
conceptual frameworks as jportant. These value judgments were often accompanied by
strategies for attentional control (e.g., directed attention, selective attention)

Lastly, the Star performers used their awareness of general and specific rhetorical
features to organize and coxiigalize what they were hearinghey tried tadentify the main
topic of the lectureright awayusingknowledge of topic markers and metacognitive knowledge
about the task (i.e., TOEFL lectures). The listeners also displayed a more general awareness of
organizational patterns (i.e., distinguishing main topic;teyic, examples, details, etc.), and
were able to identify familiar discourse schemiatthe text{ e . g . , Al i stingo, Ach
These schemata often act eahtalanedelbuldintFheidrichli ng f or
awareness alsserved as an anchor for the orchestratioa mimber of helpful listening
strategiesincludingselective attention, inferencing, prediction, and contextualization.
Comprehension monitoringas a key part ahis orchestrationsince ithelped the listeners
establish reliableonceptual andrganizationaframeworksthat actedhs a backdrop for
deployinglistening strategies andtegratingtop-down and bottorup information.
4.2.2 Low Performers

Thesecond group analyzed was the Low perforéisteners whdad the lowest

vocabulary knowledge and performed the poorest on the listening Thekanalysisprovides a
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good baseline of hownhited lexical knowledgaffectslisteningproceses strategy us, and
metacognitiveability. Table20 provides an overview of the themes identified in the data and

their associated processes.
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Table 20.

Thematic Profile of the Low Performers

Theme

Description

Processes

Unbalanced listening
orientation

Problemsolving

strategies

Realtime assessment of

input

Listeners adopted two main
orientations to processing: botten
up and topdown. Lexical
recognition and background
knowledge were key factors
affecting processing

Listeners responded problems
by fixating on the input,
inferencing to make up for lexical
shortcomings, and controlling the
attention

Listeners dire@dtheir attention to
parts ofthe input thatveredeemed
most relevant teheir
comprehension needs

Cognitive processing

Problemsolving, Strategic
processing

Strategic processing

4.2.2.1 UnbalancedL istening Orientation. The first themelescribes how thieow

performersplaced great importance on the ability to extract bottgninformation from the text

and

S

c |

two groups based on how they used this informaaampdown orientedgroup anda bottomup

orientedgroup. The four topdown orientedisteners (P007, P023, P030, P041) used non

linguistic knowledge to elaborate on the individual words and phrases they could recognize

However their limited lexical recognitionftenled to mentalrepresentations that were shallow

and/or inaccurate. Excerpts 35 and 36 illustthie

Excerpt 3517 P0O07, SR

Lecturer:We

P

And

assified under .THe bstereesoulellpedivided ifitaw ogni t i

said that, uhm, by todayds standard
when he tells about today, Il think
justtalksasbout the ol der uh [age and?], but

About comparing.

Yes.
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Excerpt 367 P0O07, SR

Lectureré many of the films of the 620s and 630
il's, a mixture of styles that woul dnodét exac
P Style | tyhaunmkknaw sabochut the film orémayt

of something, about the film you can talk about the actors. Uh..
There's a lot of different things you can talk about.

Yeah. Different things, content.

g TV T

But you know itodés styl e.

P Yeah maype style.

Together, these excerpts show how P007 focused on picking out individual words and

elaboratingupon thenusing discours&nowledge(e.g., comparisoechemaand world

knowledge (e.g., films, styles, actorklowever,it wasgleaned from theemaindeof the

par t i SRthatthistoécsgrred mainly at a local ledethere were very few connections

between interpretations made across the text. Rather, tiwgzart seemed to listen in a linear

piecemeal fashigrelaborating on aniformation they could extract without any regard for how

it might fit in to the text as a whole. This assertion is supported by Excerpt 37.

Excerpt 3771 P007, Interview

P Yeah yeah you knowosnetimes | just write down | think the word is key word,
and just write down. And then when | answered the question | need to go back use
some keyword | can find the location of the question, it's talking about this
location, okay this location. And foreéhanswer | just choose so it's different also
oh, so | will compare and the option can also help me understand the meaning of
that, the word that | write down. So if | don't understand the content | just write it

down.

R So you just write down the key wardthen you try to come back and understand
it?

P Yeah come back and understand it.

In this excerpt, PO0O7 reported that their main strategy was to write kimywaords in order to

answer the questions. @i k e y 0 theyoiderdified, howeveryvere more den than not those
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whichwererecogniabled not necessarilyhose whichwereimportant forcomprehensioffor a
similar finding, see Graham, 200@his indicateshatP007did use some limitetbp-down
information butwasfairly bottomup oriented as well.

In contrast to PO07, P023 had a cleardopn orientatiorto listening and tried to
connect ideas at a discourse level. This is seen in Excerpts 38 and 39.

Excerpt 381 P023, SR

Lecturerl 6 m sur e you algthedeasakoutiMare A lotfofcspateorafti n
have been visiting the planet recentl yé

P So this one say |ike Avisitingeéeo Astron
R Visiting the planet recently?
P Yeah so | think technology i mprovement,
They say lke it used to research by telescope but they can research by computers
or | dondot know, Il T one.

Excerpt 391 P023, SR

Lectureré some have
theydve sent ba
planet in a lot of ways.

ne into orbit around it

go
ck an abundandgeeurwsionaithet a t ha

P Li ke fivisual 06 something. Soé
R So you didn't hear it clearly.

P Yeah but Avisual o. I'f | hear | ike fivisu
the technol ogy was not | iakeaplikeagtiml qual i t
visual, but nowadays we can do 3D visuals or we can like swiping so...

As seen in the abowexcerptsP023elaboratd on individual words that they pieklout (e.qg.,
Avisitingo, Avi sual 0) wusi ng ealhaspannednaltipled kno wl
excerpts (e.g., i t As thé passdge @pitinuddmwevergheirelamration ) .
continuedn a relatively unrestrained manparhich led tainterpretations that were fairly

farfetched. They failed to monitor the accuracy of thespretatios, and ended up withn

inaccurateunderstanding of the texAn example of thiss provided in Excerpts 40 and 41.
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Excerpt 407 P023, SR

LecturerNow | et 6s jump forward a few decades t

new generation of orbiters and landers that have been sent to Mars.

P Yeah this one it mean they try to sending to Mars for new generations? Is it that?

R Yeah like a new geneiiah, meaning better technology.

P So they wanna sending to Mars?

R Yeah.

P Wow.

R To get more information.

P Oh it mean like just for research.

R Yeah.

P Ahh okay.

R What did you think the first time? Were you a little confused?

P Yeah | think they try t@ending and then try to live in there.

R Interesting. Did you change that idea as you heard more or did you keep that idea?

P If technology more develop maybe people can stay a little bit. Because they can
make more like...

R Shelters, yeah interesting.

Excerpt 417 P0O23, SR

Lecturer:Of course, the scientific instruments now surveying Mars are far more

sophisticated than the instruments of the

analysis.

P He say | i keéyeah new data f ortingthag| ysi s
yeah, but bef or élftyd: @f gosirseahe dciemtifica g a i n
i nstruments now surveying Marsé]. Yeah
And...

R So what were you thinking?

P Yeah | i ke middle part | wmteohnahdgysbana
somet hing, and then |1 dm coming up.

R Coming back.
P Yeah | i keé
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So again did you forget about the instruments part and focus on the data part?
Mhmm [laughing] but I think they try to bring instrument or...

Like what kind of instaments?

Like | dondt knowé

Like guitar and stuff like that?

Yeah, maybe theyé

Did that seem weird to you?

Yeah, because why they need it?

Oh so you are still thinking about living on Mars? And bringing instruments.

U X TV X TV X1V TV W TV XD

Mmm also maybe they titp get a research like how...if | play the guitar how
effect to sounds is the same as earth o

Excerpts 40 and 4dhow how P023 reached a seemingly farfetched interpretation about the

content of the lecturbecause of thelimited lexical knowledge In Excerpt 40, they incorrectly
interpreted the sense of the word fAgeneration
they formed the idea that researchers woul d s
centuryo)cte@tdeyheondea of Ai mproving technol o
concluding that as technology improved, humans couldastaiie planetonger.They seemed

to accept this interpretation at face valaad didnot monitorit by, for example, companrg it

against the main topic of the |l ecture (AThe d
Instead, they seemed to selectively matctheir interpretationvhat little bottomup

information theycould pick up onExcerpt 4Ishowshow this interpretatioprogressed further

away from the actual lectureleret hey heard Ascientific i1 nstrume
conclusion that researchers wanted to send people with musical instruments to Mars in order to
study the acoustson othe planetsThey begin to wonder if their interpretation is correct

(interpretation monitoring), but never follow up on thisnitoring Based orthis, it is possible
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to conclude that the accuracy of the particip
unreliability of bottomup information andilack of carefulmetacognitiveself-regulation(i.e.,
monitoring).

The other two tofglown oriented listenetsuilt meaningon a local (P030) or discourse
(P041) level. PO30, for example, seemed to listen in amgxely topdown fashionput did not
address comprehension problemsannect what they were hearing across the passage (see
Excerpts 45and46, forthcoming. Like PO07, hey seemed to process the input linearly without
mappingnew informationonto an owerarching organizational structure. P041 showed the most
promising signs of integrating botteap and topdown information while listeninglhey
seemed to be ab&nrich bottorup information using netinguistic knowledgeand connect
ideas across the teowever as revealed in the interview, were ultimately hampered by
unfamiliar vocabulary, a lack of background knowledge, and listening anxiety (see Excerpts 44
and47, forthcoming.

Two of theLow performergP068, PO73) were less liberal in theseof nonlinguistic
knowledge. Instead, theyrioritized bottomup informationanddecockd the input on a worly-
word basiqi.e., bottomup orientation)andprocesedthe text in dinearfashion Like PO07,
their limited lexical recognitiormeant that thegreaed multiple mentalsubstructureghat
remained disconnected as more information caméxoerpt 43llustrates a typical segment of
P0O6806s SR.

Excerpt 427 P068, SR

Lecturerré pi oneer i n under waofhigshdrtfilinsnioows briteg, and
aqguatic animal world. He liked to show small underwater creatures displaying what

seemed like familiar human characteristiaghat we think of as unique to humans. He

might take a, a clip of a mollusk going up and dow in

P Clip of mollusk?
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R So what about that?

P |l couldnoé6t get it.

R You didnodot understand it?
P Mhmm.

R So how did you feel what did you do?

P Just same thing. | just ignore, like | kind of got lost.

R Okay ignored and got lost. Anything else?

P No.

In this excerpt, the listenerisoldte he phr ase dcl i p edodtthatheapwdrd us k 0
unable to understand it. This seemed to profo
after not understanding just one phrase. They regutindhe dfficulty by trying to ignore what
theyhadmissed and continddistening. Their tendency to become preoccupied with individual
words extended to the interview as welhere theyconfirmedtheir dependeay on bottomup
information (i.e., comprehenay individual words).

The data suggested thaith bottoraup and topdown oriented listenersere negatively
affected by limitations in their lexical knowledgehe bottoraup oriented listenensere overly
concened withextracting reliable information from the tektt could notecognize enough
words to build meaningAn example of this is shown in Excerpt 48,P073

Excerpt 437 P0O73, SR

Lecturer:A lot of spacecraft have been visiting the planet recdnsigme have gonato
orbit around it, while others have | anded
of data thatodés r-eshaping our knowl edge

P |l think that most of this storyéthis pa
understand the story about this.

R So ingeneral.
Yea.

R And so during this part in particular were you thinking anything special?
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P Uh e

R So you know it's about Mars and then you hear this part. What were you thinking
the first time you were listening?

P So, i f I have onseo éwo rddisd nld td i udnndbetr skt naonwd, t
Just one words | didnot know | canot i

So what happens? What do you do in that situation to try to help yourself?
So...I guess? | try to guess the other words I...
Using other words?

Yeah. Other wats.

AJ U XU TV XD

Did you do that here in this moment?
P Yeah.

Here, the participant mentiedthat the Astronomy lecture contained a large number of words

that they were unable to recognize. This had
I have one words | didnodét KknaWweeéxcediabom 6t under
suggestshatthat they required a large amount of reliable bottgiminformation to process the

text. To compensat®er their limited vocabularythey tried to rely more heavily on other words

in the story that they could understaiidvas clear from the remaindef their SR that they were
unsuccessful in their guesses, and ended up with a fragmented representation of the text.

Compared to the bottomp listeners, theteg own | i st enersé | ack of | ex
interfered with their ability to effectively usenlinguistic knowledge to support their

comprehension, and to implement-@wvn strategiedExcerpt 44 provides an example of how

P041had difficulty visualizingwhat theywere hearing due to unfamiliar vocabulary.

Excerpt 447 P041, Interview
P That 6 s t hedorrhegdanttirepslogy] because of the topic.

R Anything else?
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P [ donot know some of the. .. most of voca

word.

R So especially the key words.
Yes | donét know t hem. I ¢ amindand aftee s cr i b
that | tried to imagine | tried focus o
badl vy, Al cannot wunderstando. After tha

what they are talking about.

Here, the listener repadthat understanding k e y  vsonmpartand for theicomprehension.
Their inability topick up on thesvords during the Anthropology lecture interfered with their
Avi sualizationo strategy and |l ed them to have
t hi nki n @esptetdyingyt@fpcus more on the input (i.e., directed attention) vwibey
unable to understand and became lost.

An interesting patterfound in thedatawasthatt h e L o w pcempfeleensiore r s 6
difficulties wereamplifiedwhen listening to less failiar topics.In this sense, théstenerscould
alsobeclassified as background dependé&mtcerpts 45 and 46 illustratieis dependency

Excerpt 4517 P0O30, SR

LecturerOkay, weodve been discussing film in th

then, film categories as we know them today had not yet been established. We, ah, said

that, by todayds standards, many of the fi

Ahybeobidthat is, a mixture of styles that w

categories.

P Uh mé

R So what were you thinking here?

P |l know films but | am not familiar with
understand what they said what they are saying.bu . I coul dndét t hin

R So you understand the words that they are saying, but because you have no

background in some categories?
P Yeah.
R And so how are you feeling at this very beginning part?

Mmm just listening.
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Excerpt 467 P030, Interview

R Let's talkabout Film History a tiny bit more. Why was the second most difficult?

P Because | am not familiar with films.

R Old films especially right?

P Yeah especially old films so...and | am not interested in history.

R So it is interest and familiarity againght?

P Yeah. Yeah. So | candét i magine so | <can
canodot i magine bot h.

R So the combination of something you are not familiar with and not interested in
makes it difficult to imagine?

P Yeah.

In Excerpt 45, P0O30, @p-down oriented listener, repedthat theywereunfamiliar with the

concept of #Afilm categorieso. Despite being a
were unable to elaborate on them using theirlimguistic sources of knowledge. The
evidently didndét find this problematic, and |j
expanded on in the interview, in Excerpt 46. Here, the participant reti¢haie lack of

familiarity with films, and their lack of interest in historypics in general. This apparently made

it difficult for them to visualize the content of the lectuaed led to comprehension problerAs

similar link betweertopic familiarity, background knowledg@andtop-down processig can be

found in Excerpt 47, bip041.

Excerpt 477 P041, Interview

R So they easiest was Art, then Astronomy, then Film, and the hardest was
Anthropology. Let's start with the easiest one. Why was Art the easiest for you?

| think I like this topic. Also | have background about that.

R Tell me abouyour background.
|l know someénot fl haveo. Gener al peopl
historyél know something about that. Ye
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R Something about art and history.

P Yes.

R How do you think that helped you?

P When | see this title | feel relagdecause when | am listen this part | will
understand because | know these word.

R So you got a little bit of a confidence [P: Yes] for listening because you would
know...the vocabulary.

P Yeah | can figure outeéeif forabdarydoapl e i f
figure out because uhé

R Because you know some background.

P Yes.

At the beginning of the interview, PO041 ident
influencing their decision to rank the Art History lecture as the easiest among thEhfeyr
followedup by commentingnhow t hey wer e confident uypon seei
even before listeningrheybelieved thatheir greaterbackground knowledge meahiatthey

would be able to recognizmorewords Because of this, they felt that they would be able to

inference anything they missdsly contrast, as already seen in ExcerptRl0, 4 lhék of

familiarity with Anthropology affected their confidence, led them to recognize fewer words, and
ultimately interfered with their ability o use a @ vi s.dkepattearafdundoralldc st r at
of the Low performer$ that limited lexical recognitioand background knowledgehibited
effectiveprocessing is consistent withwhat has been found in previousearch(e.g.,Goh,

2000; Vandergrift, 1997, 1998b)hese presence of these two factors meanthkdtow

performers were@nable to establish solid conceptual foundation understandingjeveloped

mental modelshat hadmultiple substructuregould notsuppress irrelevant informatiavhile

listening and experiencedess understandingverall (Gernsbacher et al., 1990)

In sum the data showeddhthe Low performersould be categorized as adopting two
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orientationgo processinghat were both highly dependent on lexical recognition.-dopn
oriented listeners usdte fewwords and phrasekey could recognizas jumping off poirgfor
usingbackground and world knowledde understandBottomup oriented listeners primarily
tried to build meaning word by word without integratinbat they were hearing into an
organized framework. Some listeners were able to generate some form of discourse level
representation of the texts (P023, PO41), while others listened primailpcal level (PO07,
P030, P068, PO73). All participants were adversely affected by a lack of vocabulary and
background knowledge. For the tdpwn oriented listeners, this intered with strategy use
(e.g., visualization) and negatively affected comprehension by removing a ttrattttey relied
on to generate an overall understanding. For the batfooriented listeners, the presence of
unknown vocabulary amplified the processing burden imposehldiyfocus on individual

words,which ultimately harmed their ability to fornsohesiverepresentations of the text.

4.2.2.2 Problemsolving Strategies The next theme observed in the data describes how
theLow performergesponded tcomprehension problemand is accordingly classified under
the category ofiproblemsolvingp. ltalsofals under t he fAstrategic proc
considering that the listeners responses to problems often took the form of indivajysigd
strategiesAs might be expected, éhmajority of the problems faced by the listeners were due to
unfamiliar, unknavn, or poorly represented vocabulary items. One thaylisteners dealith
unknown vocabulary itemswéaso use a nf {i.,dntemseyfarusiagon apareaj y
the text to try and understand ifhis often led to a loss ebncentrationwhich was ultimately
detrimental for comprehensidfor a similar finding, see Goh, 1998; Gean, 1997) Excerpts
48 and 49 are exemplary of this pattern.

Excerpt 481 P0O73, Interview
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What else about anthropology, tell me what you thought about the lecture.
Mmm. . . I think...this story there is. ..t
Okay so the vocabulary. Why is that easier? What do you mean?

| think this story does not use technical words.

How does that affect you when you are listening? What do you do differently,
what do you experience differently?

If | have thewordIdiddt knowéso | stop concentrat.
AWhat i s this wordo?

Okay you think about the word you get stuck on it.
Yeah.

You stay on it.

Yeah.

Do you do anything to help yourself in those moments?
No.

You just get stuck and...howodou try to come back?

| have to pay attention to listening. Yeah.

Excerpt 491 P068, SR

Lecturer éto make it |l ook as if the moll usk we

bei

ng. That sort of thing. But then hedd s

ushow different the animals are, how unlike humans. He confused his audience in the

way
P
R
P

R
P

he portrayed the animals he fil med?é¢

So like portray? When | heard portray it took some moments to understand.
Okay. And so how did that affect your listening?

Likeokay fdAportrayo. Like | know this word
trying to figure out...and it someti mes
situation | use this word.

So that took some time for you. How did that affect you?

Uhm agan same things, that | get lost.

Excerpt 8 is a prototypicabxampleof fixation. PO73 commented th#éte Anthropology lecture

was easy because it did not contain too many technical (i.e., dise3phkedic) words. They
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went on to explain howin generg the presence afnknown word causs them to divert their
attentionawayfrom the listening pasge in ordetry andfigure outt h e  weeanthgTbis
behaviorinevitablyresuledin cognitive disruptions and information lo$s.Excerpt 9, PO68
recognizelt he wor d A por t idaolmow the ward welvenodigh totquickly d
recall its meaning. Thegecided tdixate on the word in an effort to figure out its meaniagd
experiencea loss ofconcentratiorand informatioras a resultAn interestingobservation
regarding fixatiorwas that three of theow performerseemed to fixaten somedifficulties but
adamantly ignorethers (e.g., PO68 in Excerpts 42 a®dl & is unclear why this discrepancy
arose, buit could represent gapbetween metacognitiv@rategyknowledge (i.e., knowing that
fixating on problems is distracting) aneetacognitive abilityi.e., being able to avoid fixain).
This gap is also evident Excerpt 54 by POQ7presented later in thedion.

The second wathe Low performergesponded to processing problems Wwaguessing
the meaning of unknown words and/or sections of itipaiughinferencing This was a
frequenly occurring,expectedesponseonsidering that the listenengededo make up for the

loss of information caused by poor lexical recognitibime data showethatin the majority of

cases, the |listenersd guesses were im@amccurate

example of inferencing.

Excerpt 507 P041, SR
Lecturer:But, then there were more visits to the planet in the ®#bsl this time the

spacecraft didnét just fly by; they orbite

P Orbit I dondét know what is that I
R So you dondét know the word.

P Yes.

R So how did you feel when you &l that new word?
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P At that time | tried to understand what
that only Mars, also there are other planets have orbit. | don't know Earth has or
has or has not, but | think orbit may be kind of planet? What isltdan't know!

R So you thought itdés maybe a kind of pl a
P Yes.

In this excerptP041didn ot r ecogni ze t he edtoimfalenceé lsrmieanihgd an d
usingwhatthephad wunderstood previously and tthbe surr c
AEar t ho) corrdctlyguessdt ihrag t a wasdifeaturb of gplaned possibly using
theirsyntactic knowledgé il dono6t know & hbututtimhately@mscludeithath as not
A or bi tndeannaypg bf planetThis inference was not brought up again in the SR.

Another example of inferencing is provided in Excerpt 51. Here, P068 fedlap on
their initial confusion of t heattgmptingatanferentec | i p o
its meaning

Excerpt 517 P068, &
Lecturerréi n t he wat er 0goudnow, ®imake it look as if imunsoilusk

were dancing to the musicée

P Mollusk was dancing. So | thought it was a noun.

R Why did you think it was noun?

P Something is dancing. aftermaus. | i ke basi cal

R Okay. So you guessed it was a houn some sort of madryou think anything
else?

P | thought that they are talking about like animals? In the water, so | thought they
talking about one of the animals.

R Okay so you thought it was an animal.

P Yeah.

In this excerpt, the listen@vasable to discern the meaning of an unknown word using a
combination of grammatical knowledge and contextual understanding. Their inference in this

case was one of the rare cases of accurate guessing found itattéogaever it was unclear
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whether they incorporated this information intoitleverall representation of the text
In generalthe accuracy of he L ow pgeassesoseemedrtosbé relateddth
lexical recognition and backgroukdowledge both of which are important knowledge sources

in the absence of any audisual materia(J. Guo, 2015)This isevidencedn Excerpt 52, by

PO73.

Excerpt 521 P073,Interview

R Let's talk about Astronomy why was that the most difficult for you?

P | think this story is a lot of specific words.

R Specific, technical words.

P Technical words and I did not know a lot of words.

R You said before when you do not know whergou lose your concentration. Did
you find that happening here a lot?

P Yeah.
Did you do anything to try to help yourself understand during this one?

P |l tried to guess the story but...this s
di dnodt kdatalsvabaoutthisetory.

R So you don't know about it from before
So |I candét try to guess.

R Okay. So you try to guess using some things you know before but you couldn't
because you didn't know anything before. So you had no background knowledge.

P Mhmm.

R Was there any other way you tried to guess or only using knowledge that you
didn't have?
If I try to guess the story and | guess using the words | heard before. Yeah.

R So you try to guess it using the words you heard before. But you couldn't really
understand the words so you couldndét re

P Yeah.

In this excerpt, PO73 identifiespecific/technical vocabulary amdack of background
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knowledge as the main sources of listening difficulty for the Astronomy le(deeealso Excerpt
43). They mentioredthat their lack of background knowledge made it difficult for them to
inference (i.e., fiiguesso) and extract details
background knowledge, they tried to inference using the words they had understawesieHo
since they had not understood many words to begin with, it was difficult for them to extract any
reliable information at all.

A final way theLow performergdealt with comprehension problems was to dedicate
more processing resources to attentionakmwl. Thisincludedmaintainng concentration on the
input in general (i.e., directed attention) and faogien particular aspects of the input to assist
comprehension and inferencing (i.e., selective attention). Exampllessef strategieme
presened in Excerpts 53 and 54.

Excerpt 531 P068, SR
Lectureré even by the standards of the 620s and

hybrid of styles. He had a special way of fuséingr, or some people might say
confusing science and fiction; his films begin with facts

P Film begin with facts.

R Okay so...

P |l thought they said Afacto first but.

R So which word are you confusing? Facts?

P Yeah fact.

R Oh fact okay.

P Yeah, | thought | heard fact. Butthey sayingct s. So ités confus

R So how are you feeling in this moment?

P So | wrote it down. |l just wrote it dow
wasnot sur e.

R Okay you wrote down the closest thing. Did you do anything else to help yourself

figure that out?
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P | just listen the rest of the speaker and what he said and try to figure out.

R Try to figure what out?

P Like what this meant. By listening to the next sentence.

R Okay. How did that go do you think you were successful?

P Uh not quite.

Excerpt 547 P007, Interview

R Did you ever feel confused during these, like too much for your brain? Or were
you okay?

P Okay okay okay. Yeah okay.

R So you never felt overwhelmed or overloaded?

P Yeah, no. Just sometimeséyou knogw this
things, but | know I needed toéin fact
needed to be careful the next tHhie |iste
fact | am missing, and | know | need to return back so | concentrate, concentrate,
concelrate.

R So you're concentrating more on the sec

P Yeah and | know | read some word. So for the last sentence, | got it.

R Okay it was better so you got too many for the last part.

P But you know sometimes it's terrible. Always wangteing up.

R How do you fight against it? How do you not give up?

P Il think it is difficult, it is notéyou

different parts. It has different sections. | know but it's just this section is hard for
me and I'll l¢ it talk about next section it is a new section. | would not worry

about whether | understood the last section because it's a new second so | have a
new start new start.

Excerpt 53 provides an example of how P068 redirected their attention to the tapbeafg
confused by the word fAfactso. Evidently, they
(i .e.., Afact o) but h aTheytresponddu koehis difficulty byrwiitmg ng t h
down the word and paying close attention to whateaext in order tiry and guess its

meaningWhen asked whether they thought they were
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None of the subsequent SR segments indicated that thégllvaded up on thiseffort, a

common pattern with these listendrs Excerpt 54, the researcher and POO7 were discussing the
generaldifficulties while listening. The participan¢éportedthatthey ten@dto become
preoccupied with thingstheydd néder st and (Ain fact Iwer@ad t he
aware of theneed to maintain their concentration focus on the spdaker e . , fAdi rect ed
However, theymention that thisvasvery difficult andmadethem to want to give up on listening
altogether(see also Excerpt 44 for an example of unsuccessful diratiention).

To sum uptheLow performerdhad three main responses to processing problems. First,
listeners with a primarily bottorap orientation (P068, P0O73 and P007) tended to fixate on words
they could not understand in order to discern their meaning. This distracted their attention and
led o the loss of information. It was interesting that three participants claimed it was important
to avoid fixating on the input (i.e., metacognitive knowledge), yet fixated anyway. Second, the
majority of listeners resorted to inferencing in order to mak®uwords and sections of the
input that they could not understand; in other words, to make up for gaps in their lexical
knowledge. Inferences were made using a variety of information (e.g., grammatical knowledge,
context, world/background knowledge), wgre for the most part inaccuréatdikely due to
insufficient lexical recognition and/or background knowleilgead went unmonitored. Lastly,
the listeners responded to redirect their attention to particular aspects of theumatat
concentrate harder meneral. Neither of these strategies seemed to be very effective because of
the |istenersd |l ack of follow up and/ or probl
knowledgelt should be noted thaineparticipant did not seem to respond to processing
problems at all, despite acknowledging that they were having difficulty understanding (P030).

This could indicate that they lacked the metacognitive knowledge and/or metacognitive ability
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required to address their problems, leaving them helpless in theffeamprehension difficulty
(Graham, 2006)

4.2.2.3 Realtime Assessment ofnput. The last theme identified in the datescribes
howthe Low performersought to activelgvaluate the importae of different parts of the input
(strategic processingThis most usuallytook the form otusingstrategy clusterthatincluded
identifying words or parts of the input that
concentrating harder, and writing down important information. Excerpts 55 atidsbte this.

Excerpt 557 P023, SR
Lectureré some argue the f orvwetteronast aaleln.d0tBwta utsk

i ngenious theories that assume that therebo
that somehow is causing the gullies to form. If we could only get a lander there but the
gullies arendt i nlapderayetes wher e we can send

P Maybe this sentence, talking about water? So, | think this one is important.
Because he repeat repeat repeat about water.

So he's repeating about water again and again and again.
Yeah and then he try to give information for student al@ier.

So it's about water this part and it's important.

T X TV XD

Yeah and then he say like what he think and then the student reply about...what
she said maybe still exist the water and the student say no or like...

Excerpt 567 P041, SR
Lecturer:so, obviously, it wasnetty limitedd and our views of the planet were formed

as much by writers as they were by serious scientists. When the first duitioce
stories came out, Mars was described as be

Student | know the planet was red and thope| e wer e gr een. |l 6ve se
ol d movi esé

P | think that when | am listening this part | think that is not important paé& but
R Why is that?

P Because that is not about Mars. That is about the movie. | was thinking
the...maybe this idea of aexgxh is like incorrect speech | don't need to focus on
this part | was thinking like that.
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These two excerpts show how the listeners weighed the relative importance of sections of the
input while listening. In Excerpt 55, P023 ldleela section of input@aimportant with théelp
of metacognitive knowledge (i.egpetitionis important) Based on this, they conclutithat the
sectionwasgi vi ng di nf or mat i o rwhithdasan osersimgliGcatiorofthd o ut wa
section). In Excerpt 56, PO41 lalded a section of the input as unimportant becauselihadt
accord with theiview of the main topi¢early views of Mars using scierjc& hey thus decid#
to relax their attention and not focus as hard on trying to understand the section.
Strategies with most ofterclustered with realime assessment includdaected
attention, selective attentioand notetaking. Excerpt Jfovidesan example of the latter.

Excerpt 5771 P068, Interview

R That seems common, when you get lost you try to get back. Is thespexific
way you try to get back?

P And then | stopped thinking about whatever, and then | just go back and listening.
And then...like | start just writing important stuff that | hear.

R Okay let's talk about important stuff. How do you knemmething is important?
What do you mean important stuff?

P | mportant ... well I dondét know i f i tds i
this...whatodés it, question? But | felt
i mportant. So itdés just my thought.

R Just your thought. Any reason you thought they were important or you just
thought so?

P Just thought, | guess.
R And you try to write them down.
P Mhmm.

In this part of the interview, the researcher BRe@@8were discussing how theyidd to recover
when omprehension lokedown. As seen in the excerpt, the participant dttitat they tred to

stop thinking about what caused the comprehension difficulty, arah begvrite down content
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theythought wasmportant. This correspoedwith their generally tendncy to take lots of notes

and focus on bottorap information. When probed about how tlicided whictparts of the

inputwereimportant, they claimdthat itwass i mpl y based on intuition (
It was unclear overall to what extaettime assessmenf input directly benefitedhe

Low per tomprehensi@@hile it seemed to help some listeneranage the allocation

of their cognitiveresourcege.g.,Excerpt 56 by P041jthers simply acknowledged the

importance of different sectiomd input without directly using the information for building

coherent mental representations of the téxtas unclear what acted as the basis for the Low

perf or mer sd v al neeaspnodgrmekiredquantlyarsough to suggest a trend.

fact, in onequarter ofthe cases there was no reason given at all for why a piece of information

was evaluated as i mportant. Reagmwsesceqgir ovi ded
numbersdat es, and ti meso, Afperceived relevance t
emphasi so, and Arepetitiond. ThlLosparfempersesent s

andStar performerswvho evaluated the relevance of input basetheir establishé conceptual
andrhetorical frameworks.
4.2.2.4 Summary of LowPerformer Themes Three main themes categornizbe
listening behavior of theow performersand provide a picture of how listeners with low
vocabulary sizes process the inplihese themese s pecti vely descri bed th
processing approaches, strategic efforts to solve comprehension problems, and strategies to
organize and manage their listening.
First, the listeners could be categorized as adopting one of two main orientation
processing: a tedown orientation, where ndimguistic informationwas used to support

meaningbuilding; and a bottorup orientation, where linguistic information took a principal
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role. Somelistenerswere able ta@wonstruct meaning at a discouteeel (e.g., P023, PO41yhile
others processed the ingarimarily on alocallevel (e.g.,P007,P030, P068, PO73). One top
down listener (P023) creatéarfetchednterpretations of the text that did not match the input.
The data showed theggardless of orientatiotheL o w p e r fack ofroeabidady and
background knowledgleamperedheir ability toestablish a foundation for understanding
connect ideas agssthe text,and implement certaitop-down strategies and proces¢es.,
visualization).

Next, theLow performerdhad three maistrategiaesponses tthe comprehension
problemsthey encounteredhile listening fixation, inferencing, and attentionebntrol. First,
the listeneroften fixated orwordstheydid notunderstandThey became preoccupied with
trying tofigure out the meaningf these worddosttheir concentratiojrealized they needed to
get back to the lecturand experiencedifficulties in comprehensioafter redirecting their
attention An interesting pattern was found in how three of the listeners fixated on some
problems, but avoided fixating on others. It is possible that some of these listeners knew that they
should avoidixating on what they@ u | dimdérdtand, but found it difficult to do so because
they were understanding so litteecond dl but one of thd.ow performeraisedinferencing as
a way to cope with comprehension diffigat The majority of inferencing as done in response
to unrecognized words using both bottam (e.g., grammar knowledge) and-tibpwn (e.g.,
listening context) sources of information. Tihkerencesvere for the most part inaccurate
because dlimited vocabularyandbackground knowledg&/ery few listeners monitored the
accuracy of their inferences across thegekhelLow performersalso responded to

comprehensiodifficultiesby attempting to control their attention (e.g., selective attention,
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directed attention, avoid fixation)hisdid not often result in successful problem resolution
because of persistent problems with lexical recognition

Lastly, the majority of the listeners assigned value to different parts of the input as they
listened. This was accomplished by clustering strias for evaluating input, controlling
attention, and taking notes. It was uncle@at motivatedhese value judgment¥he use of this
strategydid not seem taontribute tasuccessful comprehensicathough it did seem to help
some listeners managesthcognitive load
4.2.3 Underperformers

Three main themes were identifita the Underperformersone which resembles the
strategic behaviors and listening processes oftheperformer¢Rhetorically organize), one
which resemblé those of the.ow performergProblemsolving strategies and one which was
observed in all of the groups (Reahe assessment of inpul)he presentation of the themes in
this section willalsobe accompanied by comparisons with the two baseline groups (Star
performersLow performersjn orderto shed light orwhich aspects of listener metacognition
weredirectly related tahel i s t poorgerferdancelable2l provides an overview of these
themes.
Table 21.

Thematic Profile of the Underperfoers

Theme Description Processes

Rhetorically organize Listeners use¢knowledge of rhetorical Cognitive processing
structure and formal schemataatssistmental Strategic processing
model building and coordinate the use of  Monitoring
comprehension strategies

Inflexible problem Listeners fakdto effectively manage Problemsolving,
solving comprehension problems and/or challenges Strategic processing
their preferredistening approaches
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Realtime assessmer Listeners dire@dtheir attention to parts of thi Strategic processing
of input input thatweredeemed most relevant tioeir
comprehension needs

4.2.3.1 Rhetorically Organize. The first themelescribehow the Underperformers were
able to integrate tedown, bottoraup, and strategic processes with the help of rhetorical
awarenesdt was categorized undérCo g ni t i v @ fiSprategicpeosessidgagd
AMonitor i nigpulveda of these factoiMuch like theStar performersthe
Underperformers activelsought tadentify the main topics of the lectures early on, used
specific discourse schemata to organize their understandingsaddpecific rhetorical
frameworks tacoordinatetheir application of listeningtrateges Excerpts 58 through 60
illustrate how the listensertried to identify the main topic of the lectures right avemydhow this
helped them tonakepredictionsabout upcoming content

Excerpt 581 P001, SR

Lecturer:We've been talking about the art world of the late nineteenth century in Paris,
and today I'd like to look at the women who went to Paris at that time to become artists.

P But actually the in this lecture the speaker is mentioned what he is going to say
about it. Right? So, it is kind of guid
like this, so you have to understand this kind of the theme.

R Yeah.

P It is very basic information.

R So when he said that it helped you understand the general.. itthgmng?

P Right. Actually in the first sentence, he said that the "history"”, right? So actually,
that's why in the dialogues | just focused on the history. History.

R So, because he said that in the first sentence you kept history in mind for the
wholetime.

P Right so what if there is some information related to history, just focus on and
write down.

Excerpt 591 P020, SR
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Lecturer We've been talking about the art world of the late nineteenth century in Paris,
and today I'd like to look at the women who went tasPair that time to become artists.
Now, from your reading, what do you know about Paris about the art world of Paris
during the late nineteenth century?

R What were you thinking at this point?

P | think at the beginning | cannot catch the main point, theémi heard about the
palace and the art, | think it may be related to this topic. And when here the
professor says the fApalaceo or the fdAart
become more curiouséthe first tureme | he
about history or something about the picture. And | heard the word, the woman,
so at first | imagined, set out the character of the woman on the wall, not the
women, herself, artist.

Excerpt 607 P069, SR

LecturerSo wedbve been di scussAmergand$fe, and®daynt h cen:
webre going to focus on I roquois and Huron
Lakes region of North America.

R What were you thinking during that first part?
| just think this is only introduction.

You think it's tke introduction, can you tell me more about that?

T X1V T

So I...following this lecture | can know that the topic of this lecture and the
direction of this lecture.

Okay.
Yeah direction of the lecture and time? Time period.
Yeah 15th, 16th okay. Were yourking anything else?

| would like to focus which is the key word.

A T X1V T T

Key words okay.
P | would like to find key words.

The excerpts above show how thederperformersvere focused oidentifying the main topic
of the lecture right away. In Excerpt 38)01 pausithe tape after the first sentence of the Art
History lecture commentinghat the professdradjust explained the main theme of the overall

passage (AHistoryo). They stated that they wus
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andselectively attenedt o parts of the input relatedd to 0hi
havingsome difficulty catching the main topaé the lecture right awayutguessd it using the
w o r mhlac® a misperception of the wortl P a rBassdon th§, they fornedthe initial idea
that the lecturevould discuss artwork in a palagean unfortunately erroneous interpretation that
would serve as the foundation for interpreting the remainder of the lecture. Finally, in Excerpt
60, PO69 immediatelgittencdto theintroductionsection of the lectureyhich heldthem
understandhe main topiof the lecturethe direction iwwould headand the time perioi
referred to
The Underperformers also used specific discourse schemata to help organize their
listening. For example, Excerpt 61 shows how P@&dda fic hr onol oschematdt t i mel
help them construct a mental model of the.text

Excerpt 611 P061, SR

Lecturer:Well, it seems silly to us now, but those ideas were quite imaginative and,
occasionally, scary in #ir time. Anyway, we began to rethink our image of Mars when
the first spacecraft flew by the planet in 1965 and sent pictures back to Earth.

P Yeah | write down the time.
R Why is that?

P I think maybe itds i mport antartebf®mause ma
many years ago about peopled i maginatio
think maybe it will clarify ideas by time? But | just...

So start to organize it by time?
Yeah | think it maybe.

And is that helpful for you?
Yeah.

How is that helpful for you?

| think it helpful for me.

A T X® TV XOW TV XD

Why is that helpful?
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P Because actually it was.

Here, the participant repedthatthey took notes on the year mentioned in the lecture (i.e.,
A19650). They assi gnedinputhgndcontegtualzed it againstwhat s s e g
they had previously understood (i.e., fAmany 'y
this, they predicted that the lecture would be organized according to a chronological structure.

They later confirmed tkiprediction when the lecturer began to discuss the 1970f)amitie

current periodAnother example of howheseschemata guided listening is presented in Excerpt

62.

Excerpt 627 P050, SR

Lecturer:Susan? You have a question?

Student But wunderwater fil mmaking wasnét that

other people making movies underwater?

Lecturer Wel |, actwually it was pretty rare at

1930s here.

StudentBut what about Jacques Cousteau? Wasnot

with underwater photography, too?

Lecturer:Ah, Jacques Cousteau. Well, Paudleand Cousteau did both film underwater,

and they were both innovators, so youodre r

the similarities end. First of all, Painl e

P The professor...I expected the professtate the Cousteau. And the professor
state the Afirst of allo so | write fir
mor e, A1, 2, 30 yeah.

R Okay so you heard these numbers, Afirst
organized.

P Yeah.

R What didyou think when he introduced Cousteau?

P Uh that he compare the Jack Cousteau and John. So | just understand that
Cousteau and John is very different people.

In this excerpt, POSO activate @Al i sti ngdo schema upon hearing t

They usal this schema to mentally organize upcoming information, predicting that the professor
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would continue to list characteristics about Jack Cousiidaey also mentioedthatthey
expected a comparison between the two filmmakers to come up as wellncombg t he Al i st
and Acomparisond schemat a.
The main benefit othe Underperformeéshetoricalawareness was thathelped them to
orchestrate bottorup and topdown processes, and coordinate the us@nbuslistening
strategies. Excerpts 63 andidstrate this.

Excerpt 637 P055, Interview

R Tell me about Art, why was that so hard?

P Maybe because sometimes the professor go back and forth back and forth I think.

R Okay so back and forth. And thatos diff

P Yeah.

R What else can you tell eabout Art? We talked a lot about it already.

P And kind of things that | did not expect. | expect something, but it did not.

R It was different.

P Yeah. But this one [Astronomy] | can... because he starts with the news so | just
thought that he may go tlaand talk with the news again. That is the key point.
Did he?

P Yeah at the very last part so that's why like ask student for the detail of the news.
Because he want to show something.

R Okay. So right away it matched your expectations. You kneastabout the
news and then he came back to the news.

P Yeah.

Excerpt 641 P020, Interview

R So we had the hardest is Art, the easiest is anthropology. Let's start with the
easiest let's talk about Anthropology, the canoe one. Why did you think this was
So easy?
P Ilthink 1t is organized. Il tés just | ike t|

up my hypothesis that it should be compared between time by time. And yes my
hypothesis is true. This is because it's 16th century and 17th century, yes. And
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they startwith American life, but | set up my mind that it should be about the
people and they talk about...actually it is birch tree something.

In Excerpt 63, PO55 mentiedthat the Art History lecture was difficult because it was
incongruent with their expedtans By contrast, they menti@adl that they were able wasily
makepredictonsin the Astronomy lectut€elhis could have been because they were able to
identfya Al oopingo0 structure, where someoitti ng men
They successfully monitored this prediction, d#ladgedit as an important pointn Excerpt 64,
P020 mentioadthat they were able to immediately latch on to the time period presented at the
beginning of the Anthropology lecturéhey used this tmake a prediction about the
organizationaktructure of the lecturghat it would compare different points of #&nand
appeared to successfully moniftcemttuhiy® prad ckircti
lecture).lt should be pointedotth at despite P0206s confidence i
Anthropology lecture wasot organized according to time. Theaggest that the participant
generated interpretations and hypotheses in a relatively unrestrained naadineas unable to
monitorthem for accuracyr his patternwas observed in only twaut of the six
Underperformers (P020, PO6@)nd is thusot indicative of a overalltrend. Nevertheless, it is
interesting to examine the wapw it ultimately hindered comprehension.

On the surfae, bothP020 and PO68eemed to positively use theretorical awareness
to construct ment al representations of the te
transcripts showed th#ttey failed to carefullynonitorand revisgéhese representatioirsthe
face of conflicting input. Instead, thegemed teshapehe content of theput to fit theinitial
interpretations and hypothegbgy had madeAn extended example of thigtternis presented
for PO0OG69. Dureisntgd twhaesi ri dSeRh,t ifffioerd parasdian amauirm |l p o

r e s o ywheteveas identified as a main topic early on (see Ex&Xpiorthcoming)
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However, as the topic developed and the Il ectu
some Native American groupso, the participant
experienced subsequent difficulties fitting what they were hearing into their framework of
understanding. This is illustrated in Excerpt @Bere the participargeenedto find some

success in contextuaiing the input, and in Excerpt 66, where their comprehensioartieg

break down.

Excerpt 6517 P069, SR

Student 11 know people make utensils out of wood, but utensils out of tree bark?
Lecturer:Well, birch bark is pliable and weeasy to bend. The Native Americans would
cut the bark and fold it into any shape they needed, then secure it with cords until it dried.

P Yeah so cord, dry...and | previous said
characteristics forest is

R Thecharacteristics of the forest areé

P Il think about that, so cords, dryé

R Okay so you were thinking about cords and dry in the forest.

P Yeah so...

R Did that help you understand?

P Yeah.

R How did that help you?

P Oh...forest...l heard the word foresdarwill guess about forest style, separate
treeécircumference, environment, condi't

R Okay.

Excerpt 6617 P069, SR

Lecturerét hey coul d fold the bark into many sh.

Student2So, i f they cooked in bowls made of bi

taste funny?
LecturerThat 6s one of the great thing
doesnét get transferred to the fo

S about b
od, so it

P And but in this...in thiséto be honest
forest, and previous story and food.
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R Okay so you don't really understand the relationship.

P Yeah |I doné6t really...yeah undéeg stand t
food...the word food is mentioned in th
understand the relationship between previous forest or birch and food so...they
explained it...I am difficult to understand.

R Did you do anything to help your understarg?
P Yeahéso, for |istening is continuous so

In Excerpt 65, the listenerheavor ds such as fAcor dsodtemd dAdryo,

against their initial idea, enriching their understanding by brainstorming concepts related to the

forest. They seeadto miss the point of the section entirely, however, andksb the belief that

the lecturemwassimply describing the characteits of a forest. This eventually le¢ol

comprehension problems, as shown in Excerpt 66. Her@0B@mmediately poinéd out that

they had troubl e connect i mtheifpufovithdnhéirmemal wor d t h

modelo f i f. Dheyem®ritaedthis interpretation by asking themselves questions, which

could have potentially led to a revision of their idea, but failed to follow upisrmonitoring

Instead, they stuck with their earlier interpretation, and prioritized attention to the gngoin

passage. Later in the lecture, the participant was able to correctly identify the next main topic as

Acanoeso, but again tried and failed to inter
This pattern of unrestrained hypothesis generasiguitedifferentfrom the Star

performerswho used their rhetorical awareness to generate early mental models and make

predictions based on them, laisocarefully monitoredhese predictionand actively followed

up on this monitoring byevisng their interpetations it hey di dnét match what

hearing(e.g., Excerpts 1, 2, and 3 by P049; Excerpts 4 and 5 by PU6d)again highlights the

potential pitfalls of failing to metacognitively sekgulate through monitoring.
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4.2.3.2 Inflexible Problem-solving. The second theme describes how the
Underperformerattempted to manage themmprehensioproblems It falls under the
categories ofistrategic processiiga n d i p-s @ Ib Vv Ehenthe@meprovides a clear picture
of thesimilaritiesand differenceamonglistenersin this group, the_ow performersandthe Star
performersThe sourceof t he Under performersodé problems r a
confusing interpretationghe inabilityto implement a preferred listerg approach, and
challenges to their expectatio$e theme has two subcomponents: skrategies used to
respond to problems, amdgeneral inflexibility in responding to unexpected circumstances.

The first subcomponenbf the theme descris¢he varios strategies the
Underperformersisedto address their comprehensuifficulties. None of these responses
ended up being a productive way of addressing comprehension difficuliels.iTst ener s 6
responseto these problemsncl uded: (a) i nferencing; (b) fix
understand; (c) ignoring problems in favor of attending to the input; and (d) using notetaking
strategies.

First, like most of the participants in the study, the Underperformers responded to
conmprehension difficulty by trying to inferen@®ntentthey missed or guess the meaning of
unknown words. Excerpt 67 provides a basic example of lexical inferencing.

Excerpt 6717 P0O55, SR

Lecturer:If you wanted to become an artist, Paris was rgi@lplace to go, Pasiwas
theplace to go.

P So for this one | am not quite sure wha
of assume that AVO is mean | i ke visitin
what | understand was, the professor said that actually Padstisenbest place
to study, it is a good place for traveling and stuff yeah.

R But why did you think it was about traveling visiting?

For the Paris?
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R Why did you think he was like visit or travel?

P Yeah because Paris is kind of do...famous forlike of fashion or stuff, and
people normally like travel there so many tourists, so that's why.

R So you had this idea of Paris and tourists so you just what he was trying to say
was that lots of people, Paris was the place to visit.

P Yeah.
In this except, PO55 misperceiect he speaker 6s emphasidshatthey it heo

werenot sure about t he me amrdtnggessomhatitnmghtameadnwo r d o,
using their world knowledge (e.g. . ,fffoBar iTsh eiys é
came totheconclusion that Pariwasa good place to visibut not to study atftthe opposite of
what was actually statgd

Many of theinferencesnade by théJnderperformeswere inaccuratéVhile it was
difficult to identify a clear reason fahis, one curious observatiomnas thathese listeners
seldom clusterethferercing with metacognitive strategiekstead, like the Low performers,
they mostly applied isolated strategies to manage their ctvapsi®n problemd his could
account forthefinding that theunderperforme@inferences wergor the most part, isolated
incidents that were unconnected with the rest of the Téws. is very different from th&tar
performerswho often monitored thecomprehension tdeterminewvhether inferencing was
required, selectively attended to subsequent input to look for clues, made inferences if possible,
and monitored whether their inferences were correct. Excerpts 68 amdt@pical example of
theUnderperformer@isolated inferencing

Excerpt 681 P020, SR

Lecturer éall the students in the class, from
that in this class?

Student 1 No way!

Student 2 But our textbook said that the competitive the competitiongoasl for

women. It helped them see where they needed to improve.
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Lecturer:Isn't that interesting? One woman artist, her name was Marie Bashkirtseff.
Bashkirtseff once wrote how she felt about a classmate's work. She thought her
classmate's art was mucétter than her own, and it gave her an incentive to do better.
Overall, the competition in the women's art classes gave women more confidence,
confidence that they could also compete in the art world after their schooling. And even
though Bashkirtseff codh't study in the same classes as men, she was having an impact
as an artist. Just look at the Salon. What do you know about the Salon?

P Here | did not know this word, nSal onod.
a blank here. | think it is about tipeople too? Because they mentioned about
Mary. But, actwually it is not, because
comprehension question]. Or is it the p
R So you missed that connection, missed that pardiftisult right, because you
are already |l ost and trying to catch up

you to deal with those right? You just try to write them down you said?

P Yeah so | just write fisoo.

Excerpt 691 P020, SR

Student 21t was a big exhibitiona big art show they had in Paris every year. The art had
to be accepted by judges.

Student 1it was a big deal. You could make a name for yourself.

Lecturer:You could have a painting or sculpture in the Salon and go back to your home
country saying you'theen a success in Paris. It was sort of a seal of approval. It was a
great encouragement

P | cannot catch this, but I just write it down whatever | hear. But actually | did not
understand at all for this part.

R So you just wrote wrote wrote wrote.
P Yes the thing that | wrote here is just anything about the number, related to the
number.

In Excerpt 68, PO20 heit he wor d i dlaetweerparts efarencing ¢egg., using other

parts of the text) to guess thatnidsmaybe related to a personpmssibly aplacé il t hi nk it
about the peopl e t orbeyfoll@vedthisapybly esing atetakj ac e ? 0)
strategy e . g. , wr i-Otplusmadlanit dhera wal soevidence thtaey used any

metacognitive strategi¢e orchestrate the problesolving processThis could have been due to
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the | istenerso6é6 already compounded comprehensi

st at eldsaiffitult righit, because you are already losté t r y i n g (seéedxcer@t c h

70, forthcoming, which occurred earlier in the lectuhethe immediately following segment of

the SR (Excerpt 69), it does not appear that serious attention was given to understanding the

meani ng of t.iheexeeptsdevdidofeahyacominent or information related to

their previous inferenceyhich wastypical oftheUn d e r p e r f oThermparticgpansingoR s

mentioredthat they had difficulty understanding anythiagd were writing anything they could

hearat this point This contrasts with the Star performers, who oftemitoredthe efficacy of
their inferencing across multiple segments of the SR (e.g., Excerpt 16 by P064).

The secongbroblemsolving strategy used by the Underperformers was fixafibis had
an effectsimilar towhat was observefr theLow performersthat is, thdistenersbecame
preoccupied with whawas not understoothst concentratiommissed information prestad in
the lecture andhaddifficulties understandinée.g., Excerpt @by P068). Excerpts 70 and 71
present typical examples of this behavior.

Excerpt 707 P020, SR

Lectureré and for decades it was probably

t he

world. Its founde, Rodolphe Julian, was a canny businessman and quickly established

his school as a premiere destination for women artists.

P Yes actually | should jot down for women artists. But | didn't even write it down.

And in this part | become confused whetheralulbpen school for men and
women or for only woman.

up

m

R So you missed the part of Awomen arti st

Yes and from this part | started to

actually what Julian do?0. And every

name of the peopl e, Il will al ways

t hi

should pay attention on this. And when | pay attention on this tape will run, right?

And | cannot hear anything after this and | will so paranoid. Yeah, I lost
everything.
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Py

A little tense and nervous.
Yeah from now on | lost everything.
And when you get those feelings do you do anything to help yourself?

Yes, | try to jot down anything | hear even | cannot understand. Yeah, | will try to
concentrate.

Concentrate nre@ write down anything you hear.

Yes concentrate more write down anything | am hear and | will feel like be more
organized.

Excerpt 717 P050, Interview

R
P
R
P
R
P

Py

R
P

Let's talk about art. Why was this a little more difficult than film?

Because this souheditleafterphtsn 6t under st and
Okay there is a part in the end you did not understand.

Yeah.

What was difficult about that part?

Mmm. . . | donot understand the salon? Sal
salon. And then...

What were you thinking about the salon?

Just write down the what the Sal on. i Wh
my head, AWhat is the salon? Salon? Sal

Just trying to find the word?

Yeah yeah yeah. So | just write the word, butigsra little the sentence.

In Excerpt 70, P020 repedthat theybe@me confused about whether Rodolphe Julian, the
founder of several art schools in Paris, allowed mixed or wesngnclasses in his schools

They fixated on thiproblem but soonrealized that the lecture was still playiagd that they

had missed some information. They subsequently panicked and began frantically writing down
anything they could hear without understandwncentrating harder on the lecture in orader

be more orgnized(i.e., directed attention] here was no evidence that this specific problem was
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ever resolvedin Excerpt 71, PO50 repedthat the latter half of the Art History lectuned

posed a challenge for thdmcause of theworiil Sal on o . Whtaiswotdhheyy hear d
frantically began thinking about what its meaning couldideg became distracted and missed

some informationThey finally resorted to writing the word dovand moved on.

The third problerrsolving strategy used by thénderperformersvasfiavoid fixatioro.
Thiswasused both as t h eericdsafigation @e., theysuddenlysetlieedl e r s 6
that the lecture was ongoing, and that they needpdyt@ttention to the lecture) aad
independent response to probldmased ometacognitive knowledge (i.e., tHatation leads to
distractions) Thissuggestshat similar to the Low performers, gap existethetweerthe
| i st metaeagrstive knowledge amstirategy uséi.e., theyfixated on problemsdespite
knowi ng t h)dnyspite ¢f thia gajthelBtenerd metacognitive knowledge&as shown
to exert a powerful influence over hawey approached problesolving Most ofthe
Underperformersverefervent in theirdesire tostayattentionally connected to the inmttany
cosH even if it meant ignoring their problemEhis mentalityhas already been seen in Excerpt
66, where P069 had the opportunity to revise their mental model following processing difficulty,
but prioritized paying attention to the input instead. Another illustrative example is provided in
Excerpt 72.

Excerpt 727 P0O61, SR

Lectureréi f there is some kind of water activi:
once again to somet hifosgil buthhather& planet iké Eadhe ad, n
t hat undergoes cycl esé

P So after that he said we had a new Vi ew
| lost the information after this word after this sentence.

R But you got fAnot deado.
And thenhdliitkes eamasi er for me, yeah. #ANc
R So here you understood that it was a changing view.
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P Yeah.

R What did you think when you understood that? Did you think anything special or
just continued?

P | just continue yeah...because at thatie €t he i deas was not cl
me. | just write down the information.

So did you try to do anything to help you or just write down the information?
Write down.

That was your main focus just write down.

T XU T T

Yeah because | think | did noaye any time to look at the information before or
do anythings, because | think the infor
be more information | should catch.

R So you didnoét think you had time to | oo
P Yeah.

In Excerpt 72, PO61 repe@don what theyhadunderstood at the very end of the Astronomy

|l ecture. They picked out Achanging viewo, ino
they could recognize. However, they reported that their understarfdimg section was
incomplete (Athe ideas was not <cl earwhatt t hat
they had picked owtnd ignore the problenThere was no attempt to patch up their incomplete
understanding, for example, by inferencing omgyto contextualize the information in terms of

their overall understanding. They seemed tawarethat tiey couldmonitor their
comprehensioto help themselves il t hink | did not have any ti
bef oreo), b uattentioretacthddcrrdinstead Amptherexample othis mentalityis

presentedn Excerpts 73 and 74.

Excerpt 7317 P0O55, SR

Lecturer:She thought her classmate's art was much better than her own, and it gave her
an incentive to do better. Overall, the competition in the women's art classes gave women
more confidence, confidence that they could also compete in the art world after their
schooling. And even though Bashkirtseff couldn't study in the same classesés men
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P Okay | lost this part.
R Why do you think you missed that part?

P Because | still thinking about... because she is confident right but you cannot
study with the...withtheoe d é1 i keécl ass. So | just.

R So you were thinking about something related to confidence, and you missed this
part.

P Yeah.

R How did you try to help yourself?
P | tried to pay attention more the next thing that Professor gonna say.

Excerpt 747 P055, SR

Lecturer:she was having an impact as an artist. Just look at the Salon. What do you know
about the Salon?

P And uhm...so what | wunderstand wasérigh

[long pause]

R So you were trying to focus on the next thing right?

P Yeah.

R How successful were you? Did yostgt, come back, or not yet?

P Still...so...still not yet. | skipped that thing that I lost and pay attention to Salon.

R Okay so that's what you focused on tell me more about that. What were you
thinking?

P Kind of mixed up. What | tried to understandrr now so... even she has
confidence, but she still cannot study at the same class with ftpeys]... it
doesn't affect...I|l dondt wunderstand.

R Howeé

P So it mean that even they try to push the competition to woman but the woman
cannot | ike have theé

R So you don't understand the connection between confidence and not being able to
study with men right?

Yeah.
R What did you do then now to try to resolve that?
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Have to skip it.

Why do you skip it?

Because if I...

First you focused and tried tigure it out, but then you skipped it.

Yeah because if | didnoét skip it | wildl

A U XU UV O T

Anything else?
P No.

These two excerpts show how P055 prioritized maintaining an attentional connection with the
input. In Excerpt 73the participant repoetithat they became confused about a specific point
mentioned in the |l ecture (i.e., that women we
as men). They respoedto this by redirectingheir attention to the inputn spiteof this focus,
Excerpt 74 revealthattheywerestill preoccupied withiheir original problem. They ultimately
decided tdgnore the problerand prioritizel paying attention té s a |because they feared
missing further informatiorin this sense, their probleramained unresolve® 0 556 s i nt er vi
later confirmed that, in general, theytro fA s ki p 0 Igok for Eainikanmgrdso istay
connected to the inputor this problem n parti cul ar, when they move
feel that hope iIitds not Itasintgnrestirgtoicamparedhis t he e x a
approacho problemsolving toExcerpt 17, by PO64Star performer)in that excerpt, P064
encountered#dhh e x act s aénet g otbdredn I( Aicoul dwhydidhender st &
bring up the fact that that woman artist cann
overcome it byeffectivelymonitoring their comprehension and assessingtbglem as
unimportant.

Out of the sixUnderperformersthree(P001, P020, PO50) stated that thisiay

connected to the inpdit me nwaa related yo anxiety; that is, they worried about the difficulty
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of upcoming input in general and/or became preoecupiith their lack of comprehension

following a processing problem. Excerpt 70 has already shown an example of how P020 became
anxious after fixating, and frantically tried to@stablish a connection with the input by writing

down anything they could heand concentrating harder general Excerpt 75 provides another
example otthe rolethatanxietyplayedin shapinghis mentality.

Excerpt 757 P001, Interview

R So let's talk about these three that were kind of roughly the same. Why were these
different how are these different?

P As you know I'm in political science and art history right? So, my point is that |
am really familiar with the history things, human things. And then what if | lose
or | couldn't understand the information right? In that casmlguess maybe.

R And how do you guess? Based on your é
P Based on my basic, the basic knowledge right.
R So based on your basicébackground knowl
P Even though | don't have some film history and information about our history but
| can confidence cordence.
R You feel confident about those topics because you have a similar background.

Right but usually for me | am really really confused and a little bit nervous when |
listen to some science topics.

R Okay like really heavy scientific stuff like astramy here.

Right.

R So let's talk about this one in more depth. So you were a little bit...so
starting...before you even started listening were you nervous because of the topic
or?

P Actually no. Because actually...usually | mean usually for all the tesluding

this one, focused on scientific themes or topics, | lost the first section.
R Okay so the very beginning interesting

For example actually the Mars | could understand Mars Mars so that's why | can
follow that information. | can. But what if ghspeaker says some other the other
comments other how do you sayé
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R Other sort of scientific things?

P Right. Maybe | can't understand

R So you are feeling that when you were |
next ?0.

P Right that's why | just tryo write down everything. For example you can
compare the notes right? Some more spec
Adetail 6, Apracticedo, fAevidenceod. "even

down everything.
[Later in the interview]

R Now during this one were you nervous the whole time or were {haete where
you were less nervous?

P Usually when | listening to a science topic | am nervous. All the time.

R Okay | understand. And what do you try to do to help yourself with the
nervousnesdo you do anything?

P Just write down everything.

This excerpt reveals much about the relationship between anxiety, person knowledge, and

strategic processing. P0O01 first mengdihat they were fairly comfortable with the three topics

which were closegb their field of academic study: Anthropology, Film History, and Art

History. They felt confident listening to these lectures, and were able to positively respond to
processing difficulties by inferenc)dPng using
knowledge. When they listedto scientific topics such as Astronomy, however, theytec

very nervous and questiedtheir capacity to deal withew, field-specific information. This

pushed them to try to stay as attentionally connected to the lastpa@ssible, and terite down

everything they heard he participant seemed to heutely aware of this shortcoming bud d

not know how to positively address it outside of taking ndeesi(And what do you tr

help yourself with the nervousne§&so you do anything?06, B).AJust
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The Underperformerslealt withcomprehensiodifficulties very differentlyfrom the Star
performersComparison of the two groups suggests that these differamcesprimarily due to
theability to apply metacognitive knowledge antetacognitivelyself-regulate First,
participantsin both groups reported that they prioritized paying attention to the input, and were
aware that fixating on problems had negative efféats metacognitiviknowledge) A key
difference was that th®tar performer&new they needed t@stablish specific attentional goals
when encountering problenfise., metacognitive selfegulation) For example, in Excerpt 2,

P049 encountered difficulty when they could oonfirm a prediction, but quickly redirected

their attention based on a new assumed topic
general they tedto immediately redirect their attention to the input following unfamiliar

vocabulary in order toyrand guess the meaning. Excerpt 76 provides a similar example of how
P051 established a specific attentional goal after encountering an unfamiliar word.

Excerpt 761 P0O51, Interview

Student 2 But our textbook said that the competitive the competition was good for
women. It helped them see where they needed to improve.

Lecturer Isn't that interesting? One woman artist, her name was Marie Bashkirtseff.
Bashkirtseff once wrote how she felt about a classmate's work. She thought her
classmate's art was much better thandwn, and it gave her an incentive to do better.
Overall, the competition in the women's art classes gave women more confidence
confidence that they could also compete in the art world after their schooling. And even
though Bashkirtseff couldn't study the same classes as men, she was having an impact
as an artist. Just look at the Salon. What do you know about the Salon?

Salon. | was thinking what it is.
R Tell me more about this moment. What are you trying to do?

P | was thinking maybe there willebexplanation. But Salon is borrowed Japanese?
Borrowed language?

R Loan word?

P Yes. So salon is like spa.
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R Like a spa okay.
P So | was thinkingé
R So what were you thinking?
P | don't know, | just did not know what it is, | think | was arffrvous if it creates
a misunderstanding or confusion.
R When you became nervous did you do anything special to try to help yourself?
P Not really but I think | tried to pay more attention to what comes next [resumes
audioi Student 21t was a big exhibion, a big art show that they had in Paris
every year.] And then by this point, | was like fine.
R How did you feel when you got the meaning? Big exhibition, art show right?
P Mhmm.
R How did you feel after?
P It's really like I'm ready for the next, wratoming.
Here, PO51 repcetithat theyweren ot f ami | i ar wi t h delreintmlor d fAs al
inference wusi ng twereunsure hbbut WhetheeiasaccuiasepTaeay) |, but

predicedthat the lecturer would provide some explanatioruatize word, and accordingly

decida to selectively attend to the next section of the input. By doing thiswbegable to

quickly confirm that their initial interpretation was incorrect, aaghe to understand that salon
meant Abi g arotn bnlikeothe Starrperfermdrshednderperformers did ntnd

to establish attentional goals for the purpose of problem resaldtgshown in several previous
excerpts, they were mainly motivated by a desire to not fall behind (e.g., Excerpt 72 by P061;
Excerpt 66 by PO69F5econd, théwo groupdiffered inthe extent to whiclthey clustered
metacognitive strategies to supportithpgoblemsolving efforts The Star performersfor

example, often evaluated how much they had understood when encountering problems, and were
able to providgustificationsfor redirecting their attentioandbr avoiding fixation Excerpt 14

by POO5 andexcerpt 16 by P064 illustrate this pattern well. However, as already demonstrated,
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the Underperformersad a mentality of staying astentionally connected to thectureas
possible, regardless of how much they had undersiduos.turned out to be relaely
unproductive as comprehension problems ultimately remained uns@verdll, the comparison
between these two groups suggését the Underperformersay have beeless aware of the
variousstrategic resources thepulduseto solve problems, aniss able to effectively
orchestrate the resources they had at their disposather words, they had ledwerse
metacognitive knowledg@anda weaker ability to metacognitiveself-regulae. Because of this,
theymay have felt powerless to addréissir comprehensioproblems(e.g., Graham, 2006and
believedthatpaying closattentionto the lecture was all they could.do

The fourth way the Underperformeaddressed comprehension problemas to use
notetakingstrategies (e.g., direct transcription, directed notetaking, shorthand notetaking). This
has already been seenseveral previous excerpts where listeners simply noted down words that
were unknown (e.g., Excerpt 71 by PP3Qotetaking strategies weresalassociated with a
desire to stay attentionally connected to incoming input (e.g., Excerpt 70 by P020; Excerpt 75 by
P001). The main issue with this response, however, was that it did not seem to directly resolve
problems at best, it delayethemto besolved later on. An example of this is provided in
Excerpt 77.

Excerpt 7717 P0O61, SR

Lectureré spacecraft didndét just fly by; they o
receive much more detailed images of the planet, and it turned out to be a pretty
interestingplace Mar s hadéhas ad ithaggiamhwolcamoes dnddeepc r at e
canyons. It also showed signs of drigulriverbeds and plains that had been formed by

massive floods.

P Uhm...the 1970s, yeah. I...also many details | cannot answer, for example | just
write down the craters, volcanoes, ot he
Yeah.

R So you are just writing here.
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P | didn't know what he was saying.
R So you couldn't get the details.
P Yeah.
R So when you couldn't catch the details, what diddoto help yourself
understand?
P | just maybe, maybe | just write down the similar things...
R Similar sound?
P Similar sound | just write down, maybe

word!o. Just | ike the pluatmititedownfMaybe di dné
when | will listen two, two...maybe it will appear two times or three times.

R Okay it might be repeated.

P Maybe | just fAOho. MayOhe itthdes tthhiartdd st iwoer
vocabul aryo.

Here, PO61 hadifficulty understanding certainsection of the input, and respattby writing
down what they could recognize and understand. Tithis because thethought it would
help thenrecognize teword at a later point in the passage ivdsrepeated. Thigvas in fact
the case for a differemtord they had initially misperceived i . e . , , asiipdicaded i@t 0 )
Excerpt78.

Excerpt 781 P061, SR

Lecturer:ét hi cker at mospher e t h aatraigedtenaperatudes,a gr e
and maybe that combination produced water on the surface of the planet. So maybe Mars
wasnot é

P Yeah | think maybe at this moment | und
R How did it make you feel?

P I feel A Qhahnhd 1i su npdlearnset not pl ant o.

R Did that help you at all? Or did you just simply recognize that and continue.

P | continue because | know he is keeping talking.
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Very early on in the | ecture, PO61 misidentif
accepted their misperception at face value an
think the plant is red and people is green. | know the people their imagination is the people is
green. But the plant? IlwmhdonBut kinodwgndntaylreow wl
meani ngo) . I n Excerpt 78, the I|istener final/l
correcedtheir understanding. This was assisted by their previous action of writing down the
word. However, theyl i dsedmtto etively use this recognition to repair or revise their mental
model in any wayinstead, they simplgcknowledgedhe misperceptiongontinued listening and
did not bring it up again

The secondubcomponentofthd i nef f e c t-si ovlevthemexibsibesinow on
a broader level (i.e., across multiple lectures and toglus)Jnderperformensere unabléo
flexibly adjust their overall approaches to listeniggpending on the situatiomhis is another
indication that they had a lessersllity to metacognitively selfegulate. The
Underperforme@inflexibility wasmostapparentvhentheyhad difficultyimplemening a
preferred strategyr processing approacandwhen theywereconfrontedwith input that
challenged their expectatiofesg., Excerpt 66 by P069). Excerpts 79 and 80 provide examples
of how two Underperformers had difficulty dealing with discrepancies between their
expectations and the content of the passage.

Excerpt 797 P055, Interview

R How did Art not match your expectations?

P Uhm..so...

R Did you have expectations at the beginning like in astronomy
P Yeah.

R Can you tell me about that?
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R
P

As | said, | expected that women...because of the art it should be free.
Oh yeah.
So that's why | was surprised that they limit route womaheatvery beginning.

Okay. So it did not match your expectations because they were not free. How did
that make it more difficult?

Because ndaw,e itthicigdnodotdi dndét expectél ne
And then sometimes when you pay attenadnt you lost something because
your brain try to |ikeé

Work really hard?

Yeah and then try to keep everything. But actually, when you listen you need to
like...no need to listen to every word. You just try to understand what they try to
convey.

Were you listening to every word here [in Art History]?

Yeah | tried.

Excerpt 8071 P061, Interview

R

Art was the next most difficult one what can you tell me about Art? What did you
do during Art that was different or the same [as the other lectures]?

Oh yeah becae...still at first | think it talk about a woman, a woman.
So very similar.

So because the professor asked his students to...to list some imagination about the
Paris? | dondét know? Then.lthinkitAdbsub | kno
howths per sonémaybe created a kind of art

Art school? Oh kind of art, okay.

Yeah art school ébut thené [l aughs] yeah
school, women class...

So basically you had an idea in the beginning and then it starkétjtabout
something different from your idea, and that was confusing for you.

Yeah.

Did you do something to try to help yourself or just try to catch up the
information?
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P Catch up because | am afraid of lose...losing some information. Missing some
information.

Recall that irExcerpt 63the researcher and PO&®&rediscussing why the Art History lecture

was rated as the most difficulb Excerpt 79the continuation of the excerpihe participant

reporedthat their initial prediction in the Art History lecture was disconfirmed, and conflicted

with what was contained in the passage. This pushed them to focus on catching every word

rather than simpl ytrfi@edindecacnhwaeayadctingncekeeit ¢ eyt r

mental model), subsequently causing them to miss some information. In Excerpt 80, P061

initially predicted that the Art History lecture would discuss an individual artist. They seemed to

be able to monitor and contextualize the inputrgehis prediction at the beginning of the

| ecture, but their comprehension quickly brok

They appeadto have abandoned their prediction at this point, but failed to revise their mental

modeland make anypew predictionsinstead, as reported later in the interview, they focused on

writing down anything thegouldu nder st and (Al just continue | i

informationéli ke what he is sayingdo)itds. .. s
This inflexibility sharply contrasted wittihe Star performerswhowere able to flexibly

adapt to challenging situations by drawingtleir diversestrategic repertoiresnd

metacognitiveknowledge In Excerpt 19, for example, PO05 was unable kpoa discourse

markers to help structure their listening (their primary strategy), but adjusted their focus to

identifying the main ideas and finding relationships between them (i.e., contextualization).

Excerpt 21 showed how P051 shifted their attentionaf ocus bet ween fAmain id

depending on the difficulty of what they were hearing. Excerpt 81, by P077, provides a third

exampleot he St ar flgxibilityfindistemiegr s 6

Excerpt 817 P0O77, Interview
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R Okay let's talk about the more difficult grenthropologie. What can you tell me
about that?

P Well first | never saw a birch tree so it was hard to imagine.

R So it interfered with your imagination strategy.

P Yeah.

R What did you do as a result?

P | took more notes to try to remember things.

R Okay. Anything else you did to try to help yourself understand?

P So it talked about like travelling across rivers...l imagined that.

R Sothatyou can imagine.

P Yeah, the canoe... things that | know h
the treeput the professor explained in detail the material so | kind of tried to
connect the dots.

R And how well do you think you were able to do that? Do you think you were
successful?

P Yes.

Here, PO77 repcetithat they had difficulty implementing their maipmoach of visualizing
(e.g., see Excerpt 12) because they did not know what a birch tree look&dhélk¢ook more
notesto compensate for thigutalsotriedt o acti vely fAconnect the dot
in the passagé.his differs from he Underperformersyho mainly tooknotes as a way to stay
attentionally connected to the inplitshould be also noted the Underperforriarexibility
parallelswhat was observed in the Low performer data (e.g., Exdé;diyP030).
Overall, thistheme has describdebw the Underperformers managed their
comprehension problemghere were two subomponents of this theme: the strategies used to
address comprehdnoa difficulties and the general inflexibility of the listengfst, the
Underperformers had four main ways of addressing prabl®me waythe listeners attempted to

fill gaps in their comprehension by inferencing missed content or guessing at thegradan
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unknown words. These attempts were mostly unsuccessful and carried out in isolation (i.e.,
without the use of connecting metacognitive strategies). This contrasts watathgerformers
who employed metacognitive strategies such as selectiveiatt@and comprehension
monitoring as a critical part of inferencing strategy clus#&rsecond wayhe Underperformers
responded ttheir comprehension problerbg fixating onthem This led to distractions and
information loss, a pattern also found i@ tLow performer data third waythe
Underperformeraddressed problems was to avoid fixating on them. This was a consequence of
their generalconcern with maintaining a close attentional connection with the iapdtfor
some listenedswas linked tdistening anxietyThe use of thistrategymayhave helped them
avoid becomingdistraced, but often came at the expense of addressing problems, which led to
cumulative gaps in comprehensidine Star performersby comparisondemonstrated greater
levels of metacognite knowledge and setiegulatory ability They monitoredtheir
comprehensiomasesedthe importancef problemsyrecalled whatheyknew about themselves
and the taskandonly then decided to avoid fixation, usually $stting specifiattentional goals
(e.g., identifying the meaning of an unknown woiid)is suggests that théndeperformers
were less able to metacognitively regulate their efforts at prebtdwing. The fourth specific
strategy used to address comprehension problemsateisking Thistended to delay rather
than directly address problepand did not seem to eictly contribute to successful
comprehension.

Secondgthe Underperformers experienced great difficaltyusting their approach to
listeningwhen theywere unable to implementpeferredstrategy, or when their expectations
were challengedl'hey respondetb these difficulties by focusing harder and trying to maintain

an attentional connection to the input, which proved to be ultimately ineffective responses. More
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effective adattion was demonstrated by tB¢ar performerswho were able to draw dheir
wider strategic repertoirand selfregulatory abilityto stay on trackThis too evidences that the
Star performers had a greater ability to metacognitivelyrsgliilate compared to the
Underperformers.

4.2.3.3 Realtime Assessment ofnput. Thelast theme describes hpgimilar to the
other groupsthe Underperformers actively tried to identify more or less important information
while they listenedi.e.,words, phrases, and ideas that would help them understand the)lecture
Thisthemewascategr i zed as 0 st Maotexamples of fhis arecgerensni n g O .
Excerpts32 and83.

Excerpt 827 P055, SR

Student 1The art had to be accepted by judges.

Student 21t was a big deal. You could make a name for yourself.

Lecturer:You could have a painting or dpture in the Salon and go back to your home
country saying you'd been a success in Paris.

P Okay so it means that the Salon i s some
you are successful.

Did you know that word, Salon?
No.

How did you feel thdirst time you heard it?

T XU TV X

| feel like it's specific name. Just remember, may be important. Maybe next
important.

R Why do you think it was important?
P Because the professor kind of emphasized.

Excerpt 831 P069, SR

Lecturer:Now, back then their lives depended on the natural resources of the forest,
especially the birch tree.

P Yeah, for example Anatur al resourcesao.
R Especially?
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Yeah especially fAnatural o.
Natural.

Or forest, yeah.

So you focus on those.

Yeah, so Will guess the lecture.

Oh you will guess the lecture.

Yeah.

Can you tell me more about that? What were you guessing?

U X UV X/ TV X1V TV X1 T

Uh...I imagine about the forest. Yeah so forest, nature. So yeah so actually tree,
plants, insects, the conditions. So, | thinkuaithe forest is one of the key words.

Prior to Excerpt 82, PO55 had made a brief <co
in the |l ecture: AOkay so the salon is a bi e
kind of a big thing thla é 0 . | n t he e xc ergonthip menporing thatthbyey el al
hadassi gned i mportance to this concept lacksi ng t
of familiaritywi t h A Sal ono, t he ynounecdingwit wassoohething thaa s pr
they should try to remember. Excerpt 83, by P069, occurred shortly after Excéngtes@ they
mentionwaning to selectively attend to key words in the lecjute Excerpt 83, theysedii r € a |

ti me as $oasess@kiin@t ur al resourceso and Aforesto

to visualize and brainstorm concepts relateifaoesd (e.g., tree, plants, insects, conditigns)
which ended up beingare component of the mental model they used to interpret subsequent
input (see Excerpb6).

Although this strategy was used aly of theUnderperformersit was unclear what

served as the biasfor these value judgments. Reasons cited by multiple participants included

Aperceived relevance toamagmoummep/i g&r sdrealingk ue\

fipresenceoh u mb er s, dat es, and ti meso, Aproper
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Acomprehension questionso. ThaeawpeiforchessyapdeStaf or me r
performerdan that they clustered retilme assessment with strategies for controlling attention
and notetaking.
4.2.3.4 Summary of Underperformers Thethemegresentedn this sectiorare key to

evaluating whether strategy use and metacognitiveesglfiation are causally related to
listening success. They illustrate how the application of certain strategies and a lack of
metacognitive knowledge/sealégulatory capacityvereresponsible for breakdowns in
comprehension. Tlyeare summarized as followsirst, like theStar performersthe
Undemperformers attended to the rhetorical structure of the texts in order to organize their
listening. They made predictions and guidleeir attentionafter actively trying to identifyhe
main topic(s)of the lectureandby drawing orfamiliar discourseschematatHowever, wo
participants (P020, P069) failed to carefully monitor their interpretations when confronted with
conflicting input (e.g., similar to PO23aLow performer). This lethem to experience
processing difficultyandgaps in compehension.

Second, the Underperfornsenad difficulty solving comprehension problems and flexibly
adjusting to unexpected circumstancEsis was primarily because of ineffective strategy use, a
lack of metacognitive knowledgeJessened abilityo metacgnitively selfregulate, and for
some listeners listeninganxiety.First, he Underperformerinferenced missed content or
unknown words at -tembmemat 0) evelt (we eietheiréli at i v el
guessesThis contrasted with th8tar performerswho achieved success in inferencing arguably
because they implemented it alongside metacognitive strat8giesnd,ike theLow
performers t he Under performers tended tamefi xate on

distracted, and rediresd their attention to the input. This pattern inevitably led to the loss of

188



information.Third, the Underperformers expressed a desistayattentionallyconnected to the
input, and thusavoidedfixating on their problemd=or half of these listenerdjis mentality
resembled @reoccupatiorwith upcoming input that was related to anxiety rather than a
productive problensolving behavior. The Underperformers often uSaebid fixatiord at the
expense of solvingroblemsandwithout justificationd a possible indication that the listeners
were lacking in metacognitive knowledge a@hdability the metacognitively selfegulate This
contrasts with th&tar performerswho addressed problerttsoughcomprehensiomonitoring
reattime asessment gbroblens, selective attentigrand/or inferencing-ourth, he
Underperformers responded to processing difiiesllbyusing a range of notetaking strategies
(e.g., direct transcription, directed notetaking, rgard notetaking) These were geerally used
in isolation, andlid not appear to relate to mental model construciibe.second sub
component of the theme showed ha@ma broader level, the Underperformers had great
difficulty adapting their general and strategic approaches to ligtemhis difficulty occurred
when a preferred strategy failed and/or when their expectations were challenged. They responded
by taking more notes and trying to maintain an attentional connection to the input, which often
led to information loss. This agaidliffered from theStar performerswho adapted to difficulty
by drawing ortheir greater metacognitive knowledge to deploy alternate strategies in their
repertoires.
Finally, the Underperformers paralleled the other two groups in their efforts to euvhaliate
relative importance of different sections of theinputand i n how ¢#imey cl ust el
assessment of i nputThe participénts eitedtaevidd rangaedssns forat egi e

these judgmentbutnone wereoccurredrrequently enough teuggest a pattern

4.2.4 ComparisonGroup
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The Comparison group was included in the analgsonfirmwhether the lowethan
expecteperformancef the Underperformernsascausally relatedo strategy use,
metacognitive knowledge, andimetacognitive abilitiesThis was not directly discernable based
onacomparison of the Underperformers &tdr performerbecausehe two groups differed in
terms ofvocabularysize(i.e., AVS scores)The analysisocuseson the metacognitive process of
fiproblemsolvingd as this was suggested as a reagbythe Underperformerachieved lower
than expected listening scord@fhe main themes emerging fromshanalysis are presented in
Table22.
Table 22.

ThematicProblemsolving Profile of the Comparison Group

Theme Description

Realtime assessmenf Listeners evaluated the importance of processing challen:

problems and whether or not they nestto be immediately addressec

Attentional goaisetting Listeners stablished specific attentional goals to deal with
processing challenges

Clustered inferencing Listeners used inferencing as a part of diverse strategy
clusters

Comprehension monitoring Listeners monitored comprehension during and after
problemresolution

Metacognitive knowledge Listeners incorporated metacognitive knowledge into
problemsolving clusters

As indicated in the tabléhe Comparison group approached probisofving in a very similar

manner to th&tar performersSpecifically, these listeners used diverse strategy clusters that
included reatime assessment, selective attention, and/or inferencing that was facilitated by
comprehension monitoring and metacognitive knowledge. This differed from the
Underperformers, who inferenced at a local level, fixated on miscomprehended words or content,

prioritized avoiding fixation in order to keep up with the input, and delayed preddénmgvia
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notetaking. In what follows, each of these themekescribedalongsideexamplesvhich show
how the Comparison group listenarsccessfully addressed their comprehension problems

4.2.4.1 Realtime assessmenof problems. The first theme desibes how the
Comparison group actively assessed the importantedifficultiesthat they encounterednd
made decisions about whether or not they needed to expend effmolice themCommon
sources of comprehension difficulty were unknomcabulary, confusing sections of input,
and/or interpretations that conflicted with their existing mental modelsitial stepthat the
Comparison group listeners tooknmanaging these difficultiegasto assessvhether the
probl em was bdetmoaltlhyata wapmrant ed | mhriscbulht e act
be considered an application of conditional knowledge, which refers to knowing when and why
to use declarative and procedural knowledge about strategy use (Jacobs & Paris, 1987).
Conditiona knowledge is an especially important component of metacognitive control because it
helps to determine the effective selection of strategies and allocation of attentional resources.
Excerpt 84provides an example of haavpotential problenvas assessed asimportant and
skipped.

Excerpt 841 P093, SR

Lecturer:Ok, let's back up again and talk about the time period from the 1860s to the
1880s, and talk more about what happened in women's art classes. In 1868, a private art
academy opened in Pa¥isand for decades it v8grobably the most famous private art
school in the world. Its founder, Rodolphe Julian, was a canny businessman and

gui ckl yé

P We | | | dondt know Acannyo, what does #fAc
important so | am not bothered.

R So why did youé

But | really, the first time | |l i stened
canny? | s that O6candy6?0 [P | aughs]

R Oh, you did take a second.
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P Yeah, | took a second.

R So how did it affect your listening or ability to understand?

o

N o, i tafdfoestn 6me . Because itdébs nor mal t o
in listening, and you are just okay by listening.

R Okay. So, did you do anything else to help yourself understand there?

P Il just dondét think itdéds i mportant.

R Why woul dndét it be i mportant?

P Maybe a word thatodos repeated and repeat
maybe | would think oh itds important |
this word I just see it as an object |

Excerpt 84 illustrate how P093lismisset he unknown word Auncannyo a
comprehension. They did take a second to ponder whether they had misperceived the word as
Acandyo, but stated that they were unaffected
asessment was justified using two kinds of metacognitive knowéeggeson knowledge (i.e.,

that not understanding some words is a normal part of L2 listening) and task knowledge (i.e., that
important words are often repeatedjhenthe Comparison group lsters assess@doblems as

Ai mportant 6o, they wer e oddiveesarangernbiratdgy austers. y addr
Excerpts 85 and 8frovide an example of this

Excerpt 851 PO76, SR

Lecturer:Lisa, you mentioned that a lot of the news reports talked about water. Do you
remember any of the details?

Student 2Well, they were showing these pictures of these long, cuts in the ground,
which would be gullies here; | mean on Earth.

P So |I write down Agulliesd even | donoét
important word in the new evidence.

R Why is that?

P Because once professor ask questions to
some connection with the questions.

R So you thought it was because he asked the question.
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Excerpt 861 P076, SR
Student2T h ey

P

R
P

Mhmm.

Okay. Anything else? You said you did not know gullies?

| did not know gillies but I just wrote down the word | feel it sounds. And this is

different when | cannot understand vocabulary before, because the difference is
guestion
about the lecture. Sothink the questions between student and professor is more
important than just professor.

because

So | wr

say

It

t 6s.

t hat

e

down

.t he

nce

Agul ly is
aretalking about water at the last section. So anything connecting to the water
will be important in this section.

gul |l i es

us

is from t he

are usuall

ual ly for me

Okay, so because you thought they were talking about water last section, that was
the main topic, and you knew gullies was important beciawgss in the answer
student é

of the
Mhmm.
eyou ki
Yeabh.

nd

of

guessed

t hat

Excerpts 85 and 86 illustrate how PQi&direattime assessmemt t o

gu

Il 1 i es wer e

evaluate the

of an unknown worgand how it led to inferencingpn Excerpt 85, the listener identiti¢he

wor d

concept of

Agul lieso

as

i mp o r atdhattpointvas centieredi arounditben t a | m

i e v i ddehatthey@werenol sure whatthe wdrd nogabut clearly

viewedit as importanand worth understanding based on their metacognitive knowledge (i.e.,

t hat

t

he | ecturero6s

guestions

a forehisipnoifemint ant t

Excerpt 86. Here, they again asgdimportance to a section of input while simultanggu

extracting information that hedplthempartially inference the meaning tf h e

(i

e.

Agul |y

S

.usual
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This rather explicit assessment of potential problems by the Comparison group listeners
had two main benefits: Y@ helped keep thra from becoming distracted by problematic input
(i.e., avoid fixation); and (b) initiated the coordination of other strategies used to resolve the
problem per se (e.g., selective attention, inferencing, comprehension monitOmnrie
contrary, nany of the challenges faced by the Underperformers werdaraplicitly marked as
important/unimportant based arpreoccupation (i.e., fixation) with what was miscomprehended
or based onheir tendency to dismiss problems in favor of focusing on the input (i.e., avoid
fixation). As discussed earlier, the Underperformargly justified avoiding fixation using
metacognitive knowledgénstead, they appeared to lnlaterally concerned whitstaying
attentionally connected to the lecture

4.2.4.2 Attentional Goal-setting. The second theme describes how Comparison group
listeners established specific attentional goals when coeftamith problematic inputThese
goals were shown to be keaythe successful resolution of problemagcerpt 87 provides an
exampleof how P021 set an attentional goal following a comprehension problem.

Excerpt 871 P021, SR

Lecturer:And even though Bashkirtseff couldn't study in the same classes as men, she
was having an imga as an artist. Just look at the Salon. What do you know about the
Salon?

Student 1it was a big exhibition, a big art show that they had in Paris every year. The art
had to be accepted by judges.

Student 2it was a big deal. You could make a nameyfaurself.

Lecturer:You could have a painting or sculpture in the Salon and go back to your home
country saying you'd been a success in Paris.

P And then he has more explanation about what type of accomplishments in Paris.
And then, also talks about a person. | don't thimkakes the two connections
between the person and the salon.

R The salon.

But eventually he will ébecauseé.
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R So right nowéwhen you were first |listen

So clearly.

P So clearly, yes. But had the feeling that he will mmétke connection to make his
evidence more clear.

R So even though you couldn't right away, you thought he would make it clearer
eventually.

P Yeah and he just jump into another topic from the person into the

accomplishment, so...

R So you were waiting fathe connection basically.
P Yes.
R And did that cause you to change your behavior when listening?
P Yes, | tend to |isten more carefully fo
because that will be the important part.
Here, PO21repcetit hat t hey could not i mmediately conne

with fAMarie Baskirtsheff o (thebutcleglyvewditmmedi at
as important (it hat Theydidhotdwell orttheie inabilityjp makétrasnt p ar
connection however. Insteadhey intuitedthatthelecturerwould make thisonnectiorclear,

detected a topichang€(i.e., rhetorical awarenessand redirected their attention to the input

with the goal of finding the connectioAnotherexample of attentional goakttingis provided

in Excerpt 88, by P093.

Excerpt 881 P093, Interview

R Okay |l etbds talk about Astronomy.

P It talked about Mars, it recalls me some details | listened about Mars before.
R Different though.
P

Yeah that one is really diffult and | tried to remember the characteristics of the
stars of Mars.

R From the previous one? Okay.

195



o

U X UV X UV XW TV X

-

T XU TV X

No, not the previous one | just tried t
really important so | would not ask myself why and how of it.

So itis different then.

Yeah different. | tried to remember the details about what is that, yeah maybe
about what is that, what is the characteristics and how it forms, and when | heard
the word Agullyo |I dondt know the meani

Tell meabout what you were thinking at that moment.

't must be a noun I think and then | wr
repeated and repeated again.

Why did you think it was a noun?

Long? A long gully? So, it must be a noun.
Oh because dhe adjective.

Yeah.

Tell me a little bit more.

Yeah so, I focused on every sentence th
Why?
Because | dondét understand, and | think

test, | think the passages are well organized, divet aninute lecture maybe is

divided in two or three parts that sometimes it is marked by the questions

performed by the students. And there is a very clear transition between one topic

to another the professor surghemekt t hat s
part.

[Later in the interview]
Okay so all tistells you that you should focus on that part.

Yeah. And this word al so | donot know a
part of the lecture.

Which one?
The gully... it must be anothéopic.
Oh you said you thought it was another topic.

Yes really important.
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R Anything else?

P | just try to remember the characteristics, and how it forms, and why it comes into
beéoh, why it was supposed to iphave wat e
pressure and the high temperature.

In this excerptthe researcher ariRD93werediscussing the Astronomy lecture. The participant
mentioredthat they actively tried to recall background knowledge they had about Mars to aid

their listening. They mentredthat they were unfamiliar with the meaning of the word gullies,

but guessed that it must be a noun and wrote it down (i.e., inferencing, notetaking). They clearly
markedthis problem as important based on rhetorical awareness and metacognitive kaowledg

(i.e., task knowledge). They ultimately dealde follow up these efforts by focusing more on
sentences containing the word Agull yo. Later
tried to bring in information that occurred previously in the lecture to help themselves understand
(ie,contextualization). I n essence, the fAgullyo
combination of reatime assessment, selective attention, inferencing, and contextualization.

The specific attentional goals set by the Comparison group resemble thbgdhaStar
performers Theyalsodiverge from the Underperformers, who mainly avoided fixation and
directedtheir attention to thenputin generalin order to not fall behind. There was little
evidence that theset attentional goals that were relategroblem resolution, or attempted to
solve problems with the help of upcoming input. Excer@and74 by P055 illustratd one of
the rare cases where problsolving efforts spanned multiple segments of the SR. Even there,
however, the listendrad dificulty maintainingtheir attentionbecause they wesstill
preoccupied with what thdyad not understoodverall, the lack of any goaktting for problem
resolution may have contributed to unsuccessful inferencing and probsetation.

4.2.4.3 Clustered I nferencing. The third themealescribediow listeners in the

Comparison groupombinedinferencing withmetacognitive strategi€s.g.,reaktime
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assessment, selective attention, eoshprehensiomonitoring in orderto solve their
comprehensioproblems.This was an important part of metacognitive sefjulationduring
problemsolving. Examples of how these strategies clustered together have already been
presented in previous excerpts (e.g., Excerpt 86 by P076; E88ytP093). Excerpts 89 and

90 provide an additional example of such strategic coordinakioeyillustrate how P085 used a
strategy cluster consisting of inferencing, comprehension monitoring, and selective attention to
handle a section of challengingput.

Excerpt 8971 P085, SR

Lecturerr'Si nce the northeast region of North Am
streams and waterways, water transportation by vessels like a canoe was most essential.

The paths through the woods were often overgrown, so, so watelriras much faster.

And hereds what the Native Americans did t
tree to form lightweight yet sturdy canoes. The bark was stretched over frames made

from tree branches, stitched togethere
P | d ondebstand what tree branches have to do now.
R So you know what tree branches ar e, but

branches had to do with now.
P Yeah.

R Okay what were you thinking about that?

P Just that | didnodt un deanissed somathingndél t ho
Because | didndét understand the other |
then they talked about branches that has nothing to do with canoes or the other
material.

R So you thought it had nothing to do with water transpioraand stuff right?

Yeah.
R So did you think anything else or try t
dondét know what it has to doéo.
P Yeah, Al dondt know what has to do, | et
R Oh hear the next. So you were looking to the et for help to understand it?

P Yeah. The next thing.
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Excerpt 907 P085, SR

Lecturerr¢ and s e al eddyoukmotv tinat, that sticky liquid that comes out of the
tree, and when it dries, i1itds watertight.
they coutl carry a large amount of cargo.

P And here then | catch up again. Because | remember the sticky liquid that is also
waterproof and i1itodés I|ike, fiOkay | wunder
dodo. But then it says a@@ilmod.AAnd you c

R Yeah it says that.

You can carry and itodés | i ke fiah okay we
theéwater transportationod. So | didnodot
still in the same topic.

R Okay so you mentioned that the sticky liquschise
P Familiar.

R Uh waterproofé so you thoughté sorry te
you remember it?

P | understand it. | understand the word and | felt like the same with branch it has
nothing to do with the , bcmpghuedwheowdwh 1 di d
understanding but then they go again with the other thing.

R So you connected it all together?

Yeah | i ke we the sameéno | donot connec

do either but they are still talking.

R Sobranchesands cky | iquid you didnét really ¢
they started talking about carrying people and stuff.

P Yeah, they are talking about water transportation | thought it has all to do with it,
like the branches, the sticky liquid, that we comgirwith the same topic so |
didndét miss anything i mportant.

In Excerpt 89, P085 repedthat they had difficulty fitting the concept iree branchesinto

their mental modelThey monitored their comprehension and thought that they may have missed
something.To cope with this, they attended to the next segment of thewiffuthe goal of

resolving their comprehension difficultyn Excerpt 90theywere able tgartially recaer by

recalling a point thehadunderstoocearlierin the lecturdi.e.,iwat eo proe®dé Excer pt
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However,itheys t i | | had trouble fitting the concept o
model . As the | ecturer continued to speak, h o
| arge amount of <car gooreélired(ssingegnprehersd as fApeopl

~

monitoring)t hat t hey were still on the topac of fiwa
partialinference that broadly linkeilbr ancheso, dAsticky I iquido, AfAas
They were apparently satisfied withis, were able to forget at they had missed, and
continuel listening.

The tendency of the Comparison group listeners to cluster inferencing with metacognitive
strategies parallels the strategic behavior oStae performerand contrasts with the
Underperformerswho inferencdiii n t he moment o, and did not or ¢
metacognitive strategi€s.g., eattime assessment, comprehension monitoring, selective
attentior). Theirinferences were often unsuccessful, left gaps in their understandingessnd
notviewedwith much confidenceAn exampleof he unstabl e nature of th

inferencess shown in Excerpt 91, by P0O61.

Excerpt 9171 P0O61, SR

Lecturer éand our views of the planet were for
serious scientists. When thesti sciencdiction stories came out, Mars was described as
being a |l ot |ike Earth excepteé

(@}

P Yeah Awriterso, fiscience fictiono, it
know, | just write down.

So you were not sure about this part? You said youtdidow?
Ah, I know the meaning | just write down these words.
Oh okay science...

Yeah science fiction and. .. but at t hat

J T X1V T X

So what part is not clear? The whole beginning or just that small part?
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P Uh...thesmalp ar t . Il just | istened fAwritero, n
|l i sten to the fiction? The writers wrot

R So what did you do with this information you caught the first time? How did you
try to understand

P |l didndét understand.
R Did you just let it go or try to understand?
P | just maybe...just ambiguous. | just know...at first it use telescope, and maybe the
writers have writing something about imagination about the Mars. Maybe people
have the opinioneout t hat Mars isélike earth? Bu
R So that was the basic idea you had the first time.
P Yeah.

In this Excerpt, PO61 lagtrouble understanding a section of the lectuhéch discussetdow
views of the planet Mars were shaped by science fiction wrifbesy seeradto have problems
recognizing some words here,andwere | vy abl e to pick out fAwritebo
eartho. They reported t habutthatktheyyriecdtagdessgthef f i cul t
meaning of the section usitigese wordsandh at came before (Thigirst it
inference was more or less accurate, but was viewed as ur(stibleu st a.fllei guous o)
participant did nofollow up onthistentativeinterpretationin any further segments of the SR or
interviewbecause they did not set an attentional goal to dByscontrast, the inferences made
by the Comparison group listeners &tdr performersvere often clustered with etacognitive
strategies This helpedthem to be more confident and securéheir guesses (e.g., Excerpt 14 by
P0O05; Excerpt 90 by P085)

4.2.4.4 ComprehensiorMonitoring. The fourth theme describes how Comparison
group listeners used comprehension monitoring to stifip@resolution of comprehension
difficultiesat a | oc al | e v e | and how tkey trackad the eftichcgtbEimo me nt 0 )

problemsolving effortsover time Excerpt 90 has already shown how monitoring played a key
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rol e i n POB8H5 dtlsasadich of challgnginganputl Bygoeriodically checkivigat
theyhadunderstoodP085was able testabilize theconnection betweetheir interpretation of the
textandthe input, andvasultimately able toinference whathey hadmissed Another example
of how comprehension monitoring supported probsatving is shown irExcerpt 92

Excerpt 927 P076, SR

Lecturerét o t he beginning of this century, and
that have been sent to Mars. Of course, the scientifimimsints now surveying Mars are
far more sophisticated than the instrument

data for analysis.

P So he said finew data for analysi so, but
understand that much so | jussip it.

R Tell me more about that about, why did you choose to skip it?

P Uhm. .. because i f I concentrate on the v
will miss a lot of information after.

R And so do you think missing that vocabulary hurt your abibtunderstand or
you were feeling okay here?

P Yeah | 6m feeling still okay because | k
different terms or vocabularies to let you know what they are talking about. And
if I can understand the whole structure and ewsgeand like the 199Q0sind | can
kind of guess what kind of information or new evidence they're going to talk

about.
R So as long as you can understand the next part or whole section you can feel okay.
P Yeah.

In this Excerpt, PO76 poietiout that a semn of inputcontained several words they did not
understandDespite thisthey were able to confidently ignore what they had migised avoid
fixation) with the help otwo kinds of metacognitive knowledge: task knowledge (i.e., TOEFL
paraphrases ters/ideas) and strategy/person knowledge (i.e., fixation leads to information loss).
This was also facilitated by comprehension monitasitigey invokedthe conceptuadramework

they had constructed to that poitmte 199®s0)ft

202



usal it to identify what they neestito achievein order to feel comfortable listening. A similar
function of monitoring can be found in Excerpt 93. Here, comprehension monieasg
combinedwith fireattime assessmamto help PO8xonfidently avoid fixation.

Excerpt 9371 P085, SR

Lecturer:Yes, the birch tree has white bark. And this tough protective outer layer of the
tree, this, this white bark, is waterproof.

P Okay and this | didndét understand anyth
it is waterproof.

R Okay so you understood waterproof, right? So what were you thinking?

P Wat erproof, yeahéhere Abirch treeo and
Abaro [referring to fAbarkod] because | d

--and then waterprdo

P And then I didndét understand anything a
waterproof that is very <clearél al ways
R Okay so you always write what you understand.
P Yes and the other things | misséthey ar
R Okay and so did you do anything to understand?
P Everything that | dondédt wunderstand | th
R Okay did you do anything else to help yourself understand the lecture, or just
write what you understand?
P No, writing what | understand beasse the lecture | was understanding as a whole

like they are talking about a tree, like the tree they needed to take materials from
the trees and that the tree they could get waterproof material so that is more or
less the general idea.

In this Excerpt, PB5 halt r oubl e under st andi ng Théyeondoeed cr i pt i
what they hadinderstoodthe bark wa$i wa t e r) gnd deocidd to emphasize this piece of

information This enabled them tavoid fixathg on what they had missed heyalso moitored

their generalunderstanding of the lecture that point andimplicitly marking the problem as

resolved As wasseen earlier, PO85 also used comprehension monitatiadater point in the
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lecturéd based on successful resolution of the problemcéveclear up an extended section of

miscomprehension (see Excerpt 90).

In addition to supporting problesolving at a local levethe Comparison group listeners

usedcomprehension monitoringt adiscourse levelo trackthe statusof earlierproblemsolving
efforts. Excerpts 94 and 95 provide an example ofdisisoursdevel monitoring.

Excerpt 947 P003, SR

Lecturer:They lived in the northeastern Great Lakes region of North America. Now,

back then their lives depended on the natural resources of the forest, especially the birch

tree.

P So in this case when | | istened fndbi
Aftseeg but fAbirch treesodo is kind of a
trees? 1tods |ikeél dondt know.

R So what did you think she was saying?

P | think she was going to describe an animal but then no, because she mentioned
before that she's going talk about those type of Native American people and
how the wilderness change their life so | was like no it's not an animal, so what is
that?

R So you remember she mentioned something before about changing the life, can
you talk more about that? What wet@u thinking when you heard that?

P | thought it was totally impossible that she was describing an animal. It is
something that is important for them.

Excerpt 951 P0O03, SR

Lecturer:The birch tree can grow in many different types of soils and is prevalent in that

area Now, can anyone here describe a birch tree?

StudentlTheydére tall? And white? The bar k,

Lecturer Yes, the birch tree has white bark. And this tough protective outer layer of the

tree, this, this white bark, is waterproof, and this waterpgoafity of the bark, it made it

useful for making things like cooking containg&rs

P When he mentioned for example, Aits tal
explained the student this case, thatods
animal

R Okay so it kind of confirmed?©¢
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P Yeah it confirmed yeah
R So how are you feeling now?

P More confident now I|i ke Aoh | got it ok
that [an animal]o.

R So you know itodos definitely a tree.
P Yeah.
In Excerpt 94 P003had difficulty understandinthewo r d A bi r ¢ h tedtratahey They

clearlyundersiod t he wor derefinsee @, abotut t he denmoinitthl Abi r c
guess that it could be a kind of animal, but quickly rejgtiis interpreation by monitoring

what they had understood so far (i.e., that the lecturer would discuss groups of Native American
people). In the very next segment (Excerpt 95), they coatitmh at @A b i ridnbtoefer nde e d
to an animalwhich gave them aonfidenceboost( A Mor e confi dent now | i ke
An additional example of discoursevel monitoringcan be seem Excerpts 96 and 97.

Excerpt 961 P093, SR

Lecturer:Overall, the competition in the women's art classes gave women more
confidence, confidence that they could also compete in the art world after their schooling.
And even though Bashkirtseff couldn't study in the same classes as men, she was having
an impat as an artist. Just look at the Salon. What do you know about the Salon?
Student 11t was a big exhibition, a big art show that they had in Paris every year. The art
had to be accepted by judges.

Student 21t was a big deal. You could make a name for yourself.

Lecturer:You could have a painting or sculpture in the Salon and gotbaakur home

country saying you'd been a success in Paris. It was sort of a seal of approval. It was a
great encouragement for an artists' career.

P When | heard that sentence, I dondt kno
approved.

R Tell me more about wat you were thinking then.

P That you just have a scul pture artist u
did it become approved? Or | mi ssed som

R Okay. And so you were asking yourself that question?
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Yeah, but wusuyasdlyf |Iqueosntéitomss,k Im j ust él |
relationship |Iike Athey had approved an
countryo.

Were you thinking anything else here?
Not yet.

Do you think that asking yourself those questions affected yourihgt2ryour
ability to understand?

I dondét know why it became approved, bu
guestion myself in the process of listening. | just try to remember what |
understood.

Why do you try not to question yourself in general?

|l t &s hmbité | dondt know é maybe | donot
habit € is that a good habit? [l aughs]

Excerpt 9771 P093, SR

Lecturer:And by the last two decades of the nineteenth century, one fifth of the paintings

in the Salon were by wom&nmuch higher than ithe past. In fact, Marie Bashkirtseff
herself had a painting in the Salon in 1881. Interestingly, this masterpiece, called In the
Studio, is a painting of the interior of Julian's art school.

P

A TV XUV TV X

After | istening to this madyawisdohebgt i | | d
the person but still donét know can be

So you were still thinking about that.

Yeah. But | know in some movies like the late centuries of the France, the people
and poeméthe poem yeah will sthtgytoe ki nd o
record this kind of setting. People gather together and share their opinions
andéyeah but these kind of thingsél thi
t own. |l tds so weird.

So you are thinking a lot about that here.

Yeah, | try to pumyself in this setting.

So you first asked yourself why it was
Yeah.

And then after that were you listening more to try to understand why it was
approved?
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P Yeah, ité

R And at this point you still couldnodét ge
P Yeah.

R Anything else you were thinking?

P No.

Excerpts 96 and 97 illustrate how P093 monitored their comprehension within and across
different segments of the text while trying to clear up a confusing neteton. In Excerp®7,
they reporedtheywereunabl e t o understand why an artist 0:¢
recognized as a fAseal of approvaledthagin. e. , i nt
generalthey try not to ask themselves questianginsteademphasize what theyave
understoodi.e., comprehension monitoringh Excerpt 97, they revead that theyhadtried to
clear up this point of confusion using the input that followed. They monitored what they had
understood about this seatio (i . e . |, Aithe artist did the dr awi
original point of confusion remained. They decided ®tap-down strategieto resolve the
problem(e.g., elaboration, visualizatigrglthoughit is unclearwhether they ultimately cleared
up theconfusion(the lecture ended shortly thereafter

The use of comprehension monitoring represents another key difference between the
Comparison group and the Underperformers. By calling up and verifying what they had
understood, listeners in the Comparison group were able to support psdieny efforts that
consisted of clusters including reahe assessment, selective attention, avoid fixation, and
inferencing. When the Underperformers encountered problembeaitter hand, they mainly
preoccupied themselves wit h whdlwascomiaghexthey b e e n
hardlyused comprehension monitoring to support online profdelving and seldom tracked

efforts to solve previous problems across ipldtstretches of discourse (see Excerpts 73 and 74

207



for an exceptiod although this more resembled a period of prolonged fixatidmn may have
been because thejd not knowhowto solveproblems with the help of comprehension
monitoring, and/otacked eperiencewith this kind of seHregulation
4.2.4.5 MetacognitiveKnowledge The last themeéescribes hownetacognitive
knowledgeplayed akeyrole n t he Compar i shlitytogopewilpprotesssng e ner s ¢
difficulties. Several excerpts have already shown that metacognitive knowledge was involved in
theassessment of potential problems (e.g., Excerpt 85 by P076) tredastablishment of
attentional goals (e.g., Excerpt 88 by PO38g¢tacognitive knowledgalsohelped the listeners
justify avoiding fixation an@llowed them taonfidently continue listening despiteeir
difficulties understandingAn example is provided in Excerpt 98.

Excerpt 981 P011, Interview

R And | etds comeHbathryo tkbedArtal k about
that a little bit harder than the first part for you?

P Here there was one part that | am confused because he said that businessman,
establishes school and then mention it he mixed the male and fenudatst
together, and then separate them, and then | lost {Ramticipant plays audio to
point out the particular sectiobecturerr® he saw t hat another s
school where all the students were women was very popular at that time, and

thats probably why he adopted the worramly classes ) Ye a h her e. I t 6s
he saw other have this small school of
point.

So you didn't understandeé
Then he uh...

Then he made his own womenly school.

Yeah right, | cannot understand there.

What about it did you not understand? It sounds like you understood it.

U X UV X/ TV X1

| understand first sentence, but not the following one. Just that sentence, the later
is fine.

R So itdés just the fyoureacttothad?nt ence. And ho
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P It's fine, just keep listening.
R Just continue.

P | know there is some problem for me, but never mind just continue going and say
what he will talk about later. | think he will explain more.

R So that seems to be a common strategyda. If you get stuck on something you
just continue. Why does that help you?

P If I just stick on that problem it will have some influence side effect on, will affect
my focus. Maybe | will lose my concentration for the rest of them or | just think
about that problem and then | won't listen to the professor so it's not good, so it's
not good. So itdés just I|like Ait's fine
and keep going. Maybe he wild.l explain m

R et o fiehde i n th
P Yeah right maybe | will get more points later, and then | will understand that.

In this excerpt, the researcher and P@gtediscussing why the second half of the Art History
lecture posed a challenge. The participant goiatt that there wasne section of information
that they had trouble interpretifigote: the same problem as PO64&kcerpt 17, and as P055 in
Excerpts 73 and 74When probed about their response to this difficulty, they mesdithrey
hadassessed itasngnr o b | e mat i becaudiheykidew théywoukl be)able tesolve
the problem by receiving more inpimetacognitivgperson/strategtaskknowledge) They also
notedthat theywereexplicitly aware of the pitfalls of fixating omisunderstood content
(metacognitivestrategy knowledgeAlthoughmany ofthe Underperformerseemed to be
metacognitively aware of the need to avoid fixating on problengs, Excerpt 74 by PO55
critical differencerevealedvasthatthe Comparisonmup listeners expressednfidercein their
ability to inference what thelyadmissed later in the lectufee., metacognitivgperson
knowledg®. TheUnderperformerseemed to be less aware and/or confident of their listening

abilities andwavered in their ability to deplayetacognitive knowledgg.e., used botHixation
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and avoided fixation)There was little evidence that the Underperformers used any other kind of
metacognitive knowledge to deal with processing difficulties.

4.2.4.6Summary of ComparisonGroup Themes To summarize, the listeners in the
Comparison group displayed patterns of probsaiving behavior that closely aligned with the
Star performersard diverged from the Underperformeiiese patterns provide support for the
suggestion that Underperformer sé inetfetipg ehensi o
strategy use, a lack of metacognitive knowledge, and a lessened ability to metaelygetiv
regulate. The themes describe how the Comparison group listeners weresablzssfully
managedheir comprehension difficukksvia metacognitive selfegulation {.e., comprehension
monitoring;choosing and applying strateglustersconsistimg of reattime assessment, selective
attention,andinferencing)and metacognitivknowledge

First, problems ol vi ng was frequently initiated by
the issue actually wdse., an application of conditional metacognitiveokledge) This helped
the listeners avoid becoming distracted by problematic input (i.e., avoid fixatiort)e et
themcoordinateother strategies used to resolve the problem. This kind of assessment was
frequently used by th8tar performes, but not by thé&nderperformers. Second, listenarshe
Comparison groupstablished specific attentional goals in order to redbkie comprehension
problems. This most often involved a search for solutions in input that immediately followed a
problem This again was similar tine Star performerand different from th&nderperformers
(whoinstead focused harder on the input in genefdiird, problemsolving clusters in the
Comparison group were often capped off by successful and satisfactory inferencing, which was
supported by the use of metacognitive strategies (e.gtimeEhssessment, selective attention,

comprehension monitoring)his pattern was also found in the Star performer ddte.
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Underperformersby contrastinferenced at a primarily local level ad@l notuseas many
metacognitive strategigsout si de of fAavoi d f i xtasuppawthedr and
efforts This could have explained wltlgeir inferences were generally less accurate and made
with little confidence. Fourth, listeners in the Comparison groug cseprehension monitoring
(i.e., checking, verifying, or confirmingpeir understandinggs a parof theproblemsolving
processWhen these listeners encountered problems, comprehension mortitgiped them

keep traclof their mental position in the lecturappropriately directheir attentior(i.e., set
attention goals)and assess the importance of problehhgse listeneralsotracked their
previousproblemsolving effortsacross multiple stretches of discoynatich helped them listen
with confidence and address outstanding prohl@rhe Underperformers, by contradid not
actively monitor their comprehension while probispiving, possibly because they were too
preoccupied with what they had missed and with staying attentionally connected to the input
andbr because theglid not have sufficienin metacognitive Rowledge an@éxperienceself
regulating Lastly, the Comparison group listeners were observed to incorporate metacognitive
knowledge aboustrategiesthemselvesand the task into their problesolving efforts. This
knowledge was shown supportseveralproblemsolvingstrategiege.g., problem evaluation,
attentional control), and was related to confidence and satisfaction with listBging.
comparison,tiie Underperformers did not seemlttave a diverse stod metacognitive
knowledgethat couldhelp trem solve comprehension problems, aadmed to hawdifficulty

using the metacognitivenowledgethey did posseds a consistentmannére . g. , fiav o
fixationo)

4.2.5 Summary ofAnalysisi ResearchQuestion 2
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Researclguestion2,  a s lk what,wayfare strategy use and metacognitive-self
regulation causally related to listeningsuceéss Four groups were concep
this questionStar performergHigh listening, Above2K), Low performergLow listening,
Below-2K), Overperformers (Highstening, Below2K), and Underperformers (Low listening,
Above-2K). Analysis of the Star performer and Low performer data provided a baseline for
understandinghe cognitive and strategic processes underlgioge and less successhstening
performane under different conditions of lexical knowleddéo Overperformers were identified
in the dataaccording to a scatfglot ofthepar t i ci pant s6 AV SThialedd L _COMP
the conclusiorthatlisteners may not be able to fulhwercome a limited bacal baseevenwith
the help of listening strategies and metacogngeléregulation This also meant that the
Underperformersvere the keygroup to analyze in order smldresshis research question
Comparisorof this groupwith the Low performers and Star performers indicakedproblem
solving strategieslisteninganxiety, and inadequate comprehension monitonray have been
responsible fotheir poor performancéiowever, thedJnderperformerandStar performersvere
shown to have unequal levels of global vocabulary knowlgatpch could have muddied
claims thadifferences in the two groups were related to strategy use and metacognitive ability
Accordingly, a Comparisogroup of listenersvas formedhat matched thelnderperformers in
terms of AVSscore. Comparing the problersolving processes of these two groupsfied that
the differences identified between t&tar performerand Underperformensere not due to
differences in vocabulary knowledgne An overall consideration of the analy$ésl tothree
main findingsregarding the link between strategy use, metacogrativéy, and listening

Success.
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First, the analysis suggests that rhetorical awarearessomprehension monitoring
playedan importantole inhelping listeners integratep-down and bottorup information. The
data showed that the majority 8far performerand Underperformenssed theirhetorical
awareness tmlentify main topis of the lecture early on and apply familiar discourdgesmata
to assist their comprehensiorhis contrasted sharply with thew performerswho listened in a
fairly skewed manner (i.e., tegiown or bottoraup orientatior), and were limited in their ability
to process the input at a discourse level becaugmitéd lexical recognition and background
knowledge. When these listeners dpplyrhetoricalknowledge they mainly pointed out main
topics andamiliar discourse schematéthout using them to build meaninghe Star
performersby contrastengaged in a cycle of predictiamonitoring, mental model revision, and
contextualizatiorthat helped them stay connected to the text and apply thelmguiistic
knowledgelt is difficult to say whetherhetorical awareness and monitoringre causajl-
related to listening success given that no Overperformers were identified in the data, and that the
Under per f or mer sdespitedisplayingptieesefbehaviors. dnather words, it seems
possible that the two are symptomatic of adequate vocabkularyledge, but are not necessarily
related to listening success. However, there was some evitlertdess proficienisteners(i.e.,
Low performersUnderperformerdiiled to consistentlyerify the accuracy aheir conceptual
andrhetorical framewdks, and that thigontributed to breakdowns in comprehensibims was
the casdor P023 in the Low performer group, and P020 and P069 in the Underperformer group.
WhileP02® s i nabil ity t o mocauidthave bedndue totthe incoeaspdr e he n s i
cognitive strain imparted by insufficient lexical recognititime fact thathis pattern was also
observed irP020andP06% s $sufysstthatcomprehensiomonitoringis animportantpart

of selfregulation, andcheedgo becarefullyimplemented in order to have a beneficial effect.
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Second, the analysis showed tlesisproficient listenersl{ow performers
Underperformers) wenmostly unsuccessfuh solvingcomprehensioproblems and
experienced many gaps in their comprehensior LD performeranmay have experienced
difficulties because of their limited lexical recognition, which were amplified when listening to
unfamiliar topics. The Underperformers theoretically should have been equipped with sufficient
lexical resources to corepsate for their problenfa/hich includedunknown wordsgonflicting
interpretations, and unmet expectatioisit failed to effectively do sd.he analysis revealed
thatthe less proficienistenersaddressed their problems usstgategieshat ultimatéy harmed
their comprehensignf i xati on (i .e., intense focus on wha
fixation (i.e., ignoring problems and directing attention to incoming spe€hbk)rtendenyg to
fixate on their problems distracted them and led to médion losé an obvious detriment to
comprehension. However, the data showedabapting a unilateral mentality thaoidedthis
behavior (i.e., avoid fixation) was not a productive way to compensate for comprehension
difficulties. The tendency to avoifikation oftenleft problems uresolved andedto cumulative
gaps in comprehension.

Analysis of themore proficient listenersStar performersComparisorgroup)revealed
thatthe ability to metacognitivg self-regulate(i.e., monitoring comprehensioghoosing and
coordinatingappropriate strategiése.g., reatime assessment, selective attention, inferencing)
and metacognitive knowledgeere key to successfproblemsolving The more proficient
listeners approached problemsdvaluating their importance, establishing attentional goals,
recalling previously understood information, tracking the efficacy of proisiging across the
text, and skillfully applying metacognitive knowledge. Tegdf-regulationcontributed to

succeasful inferencing, and helpeke listenergonfidently move pagtroblemsknowing that
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theyhad beenor would likely beyesolved. By contrastheless proficientistenersmade

i nferences that were gei#hemamé iyt., disténicestgdframr at i c,
the rest of the text), rarely monitordeemfor accuracy, and did not clust@ferencingwith
metacognitive strategies. This resulted in interpretations that were mostly unsuccessful and not
viewed with a high level of confidence. @lunderperformerm particularseemed to have

difficulty solving problem$ecauseheyexpressea strong desire to stagttentionally connected

to the input (i.e., overapplication of metacognitive knowledge). This resulted in a decreased
capacity toovercomeproblemsandto flexibly adjust to unexpected circumstan¢es., failure

to implementa preferred strateg failure to respond t@hallenges to expectations). The analysis
also suggested that anxiety and -sdficacy were important moderators of problsoiving

ability. Crossreferencing this finding againsttipea r t i dMAaandtFELAS scoreshelped
elaborate onhis assertiorfTable23).

Table 23.

MALQ Global, Person, and FLLAS Scores of Qualitative Groups

Group MALQ Global mean MALQ Person mear FLLAS mean score
score (SD) score (SD) (SD)

Comparison group 99.0 (12.2) 14.0 (2.2) 88.6(10.2)

Star performers 94.2 (6.0) 13.0 (3.1) 86.6 (10.0)

Low performers 83.7 (6.4) 9.8 (2.6) 73.7 (7.9)

Underperformers 81.7 (4.5) 6.3 (3.3) 65.8 (12.9)

As seen in the table, the®w performersand Underperformerscored the lowesin all three

scales Thissuggests thaheyhave, overall, less metacognitive knowledfpeut strategiesre

highly anxious and apprehensive about listening, perceive it to be a challenging skill, and have
low confidence in their own abilitie$:he overallconclusionof this analysis wathat the ability

to metacognitively selfegulate(i.e., monitor comprehension, deploy strategy clustamnd)apply
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metacognitive knowledgehile solving problemst least partlycontribuesto listening success
above the 2Kocabulary mastery threshddalthoughanxiety and seléfficacy may play a
moderating role
Third, thefindings revealedhatthe Star performers, Low performers, and
Underperformers aBhowed a keen interest in identifying information that was moressr |
relevant to their comprehension neéds., reaitime assessment of inpufhis implies thathe
use of this strategmaynot bedirecly related tosuccessfulistening. A majority ofStar
performerdended to evaluate input based on its perceiglvance to a main topic identified
earlier in the lecture, and/or familiar discourse schenhata.performerson the other hand,
based their assessments on a wide variety of
compr ehens.i opresegce ehsutmbeermrrssg, dimt es, and ti meso, f
emphasi so, and fAperceived relevance to main t

such that a trend could not be identified. The Underperformers were similarly diverse in their

assessments, citing factors such as fApercei ve
background/ per speeseackohlumbwlrsd gal@at e, and ti meso
Apreviousl y men tpercenes celevarce ttorapnehensjon gset d ofin s 0 . N o

majority reason emerged in the analymsa wholeHowever it seens as thougtthe use of real

time assessment aligned with how the groups generally processed the input. For example, the

Star performerand Underperformers cited reasons tltabaded with their tendency to use

rhetorical frameworks as a blueprint for organizing information. O0dwe performerson the

other hand, cited reasons that accorded with their tendency to process the input in a piecemeal,

linear fashion that prioritizedottomup informationé . g . , Apresence of numbe

time® ) . Li steners acr oss tuptheirgssessmpnss withattertionalh o wn
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control (e.g., selective attention to the input following the value judgment; deciding not to
coneentrate on irrelevant information), and/or cluster them with notetaking strategies (e.qg.,
writing down important words, using shorthand notetakik¢f)ile realtime assessmentay
havehelped thdistenersmanage their cognitive loads utility seemedo ultimately depend on
factors such as vocabulary knowledge asigning proficiency. In other wordegattime
assessment maelp listening, but is ultimately less important than the ability to collectively
muster other linguistic, nelinguistic, and me&cognitive resources support comprehension
In sum the analysis suggedtsat both causandindirect relationships exist between
strategy use, metacognitive segigulation andL2 listeningsuccessThe ability to
metacognitivelyself-regulateandapply metacognitive knowledgehile solving problems
seemed to be positively agdusally linked tsuccessful listening comprehensidine
fifi x a tstravegyseemed to be similarly linked to negative listening comprehengmmmes.
The manner in which the Underperformers uged v o i d wWasinverdely relateul to
successful comprehensipandmay have been moderated &ffectivefactorssuch agistening
anxiety and seléfficacy. Finally, the ability to discern imparit from unimportant information
whil e | i st etniimmeg a(sis.ees.s,mefinrteaclf i nput o) benefitt

and thudid notappear to be causaltglated to listeninguccess

4.3 Research Questior8: Individual Differences, Listener Metacognition, and Mixed
methods Analysis

The final research question posed wiis,what ways can mixethethods analysis
expand our understanding (through convergence, divergence, and elaboration of quantitative and
gualitative data) of the individhl differences related to listener metacognRiait he goal of the
analysis was to use both quantitative (Pearson correlations) and qualitative (thematic analysis of

SRY/interviews) data talluminate how individual differences in vocabulary size, vocabulary
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depth, listening anxiety, an/MC influencel strategic processinghis analysis had three

components: quantitative, qualitative, and mixeethods. For the quantitative component,

Pearsa correlation analyses wecenducted to identifyhevariables whictweremoststrongly
associated with the | i sThedrandsiderdifiedne theaquantgative t i v e
data were used to guide the qualitative analysstly,three key MMR techniques

(convergence, divergence, and elaboratiwere used to generate matéerences aboutow the

two data sources overlapped, diverged, and complemented each other, and how this worked to
enhance the legitimacy of the conclusiohise items othe MALQ are described in Table 24

orderto provide context for interpreting the findingstbke analys.
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Table 24.

Description of MALQ Items

Item Scale
As | listen, | quickly adjust my interpretation of what gpeaker is saying if | Problem
realize it is not correct. solving
I f I dono6t understand the meaning Problem
meaning using other words | have understood so far. solving
| use the general idea of the textistening situation to help me guess the Problem
meaning of the words that | donot solving
When | guess the meaning of a word, | think back to everything else that ||  Problem
heard to see if my guess makes sense. solving
As | amlistening, | compare what | have understood with what | know abou  Problem
topic in general. solving
| use my past experiences and general knowledge to help me understand ¢  Problem
English. solving
Before | start to listen, | have a plan in mgald for how | am going to listen. Planning
Before listening, | think of similar listening texts or situations that | may hav  Planning
encountered in the past.

After listening, | think back to how successful | was, and about what | might  Planning
differently next time.

As | listen, | ask myself if | am satisfied with my level of comprehension so Planning
| have a goal in mind as | listen. Planning
| translate in my head as | listen. Translate
| translate key words in my head dssten. Translate
| translate word by word as | listen. Translate
| focus harder on the speaker when | have trouble understanding what they  Attention
saying.

If | get distracted while listening, | recover my concentration right away. Attention
| try to get back on track and refocus my attention when | lose concentratio  Attention
When | have difficulty understanding what | hear, | give up and stop listenir  Attention
| find that listening is more difficult than reading, speakioigwriting in Person
English.

| feel that listening comprehension in English is a challenge for me. Person
| feel nervous when | listen to English. Person

The five subscales can be summarized as follows. The predaling scale encompasses

responses to challenging input (e.g., mgkand monitoing inferences) anthe use of

219



personal/world knowledge. The planning (and evaluation) scale encompasses strategies used to

prepare for listening, evaluate the results of listening, and listen \gillan mind. The

(mental) translation scale encompasses strategies related téewardnd general translation.

The (directed) attention scale encompasses strategies used to concentrate and stay on task. Last,

theperson knowledge scale representsgerice ons o f

efficacy) and listening anxiety

4.3.1 QuantitativeAnalysis

Pearsob s product moment

(ry veerefordétveeenithe followirgge f f i ci e

on e o0 s(i.eq selh

variables and MALQubscalescoresAVS, VDT, OSPAN, BDSPANand FLLAS.The

correlationmatrix for this analysigs shown in Table5.

Table 25.

Correlation Matrix for Research Question 3

AVS VDT OSPAN BDSPAN  FLLAS
MALQ Global 0.11 0.05 -0.11 -0.08 0.49**
MALQ Problem -0.02 0.04 -0.12 -0.12 0.13
MALQ Planning/Evaluation -0.16  -0.16 -0.29* -0.19 -0.14
MALQ Translate 0.37* 0.20 0.17 0.06 0.53**
MALQ Attention 0.12 0.16 0.00 0.06 0.12
MALQ Person 0.06 -0.03 0.03 0.06 0.70**

*p<.05, *p<.001

i steni

The above table indicatéisat there werseveral significant (p <05) and meaningfur@® 0. 2 5)

correlationsbetween the individual difference variables and MALQ scores. Effect sizes were

interpreted according to benchmarks set for the field of S1:AQ0(25/0.4/0.6 as

small/medium/large, respectivelpjonsky & Oswald, 2014MALQ Globalscoreswere

positively correlated with FLLAS scoeawith a medium effectr(= 0.49, p <.001)MALQ
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Planning/Evaluatioscores were negatively correlatdh OSPAN scoresr(=-0.29, p =.007),

with a small effect. MALQ Translatscores were positively correlated with AVS sspreith a

small to medium effect (= 0.37). Finally, MALQPerson scores wegmsitively correlated with

FLLAS scores (r = 0.70, p <.001), with a large effect. Nttistically significant or meaningful
correlationswvere found between any of the variables B#LQ Problem or MALQ Attention
scoresStepwise raltiple linear regresenwas used to further explotike predictive power of

theFLLAS and AVSfor theMALQ TranslatesubscaleDiagnostic plots confirmed the linearity

of themodel(i.e., residuals vs. fittedlot), homogeneity of variance (scdteation plot),

normal ity of residuals (QQ plot), and outlier
leverage plot)The final model contained two ste@s&C criterion; Akaike, 1974)In Step 1,

AFLLAS scoreo was entered into the model and
(adjusted?= . 269) . Il n Step 2, AAVS usiquayradgdi.3%@ s ent e
of explained variancegljusted? change = 0.85). The final model contained the predictor

variables (AVS, FLLAS) and explained 32.4% of the variance in score, F(85, 2) = 21.85, p =

<.001, adjusted? = .324)

In order to accuratelyterpret these results, it is important to point out the distinction
between association and prediction. Simply put, a statistical association occurs when two
variables cevary (i.e., deviate from their mean scores) in similar wAyligher correlation
coefficient implies that changes in one variable will be met with similar changes in another.

When interpreting associations, it is important to acknowledge that these changes may be
occurring independent of each other (e.g., due to an extraneous, nmupeaaitblé something
that causes both to change in similar walyg)ear regression, on the other hand, tells us how

changes in the value ahoutcome variablare affected by two or more predictor variablHsis
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allowsfor inferencego be madeabout direct effectdn the context of the findings presented
above the following inferences can be dnawFirst, listeners who have high anxiety also have
low persorknowledge and report greater metacognitive awareness overall (and vice Netea)
that these correlations could have been due to a method effectttaesimilarity of the MALQ
Person and FLLAS scales (i.e., both targeted anxiety). Seloovet, listening anxiety and a
higher vocabulary sizpredictless frequenfreported use of translation strategies (and vice
versa) Lastly, listeners who have higher working memory repomgigewer planning strategies
(and vice versa). From this, it seems cléat both anxiety and vocabulary size play a key role
in listener metacognitiorCombinedwith the analysis of Research Quest&nvhich showed
that listening anxiety contributed to the lower than expected listening performance of the
Underperformerst wasdecidedthatthe qualitative analysishould focusn the interplay
between anxiety and vocabularytire context of L2 listener metacognition.
4.3.2 QualitativeAnalysis

The stimulated recall and interview datiavere revisited using Wivo 12 to generate
new codes related to anxiety, vocabulary, cognition, and aspects of metacognition related to
confidence, seléfficacy, and strategy use. All SR and interview transcripts were first carefully
read to identify segents related to the relationships of interest. A coding taxonomy was
generated using treameprocedure as was used in thductiveanalysis of individual strategy
use (i.e.for Research question.2Zl'he interactions betweemxdety, vocabulary, metacognitive
processesand listening comprehensiarere set as tha priori objectives of the analysigfter
initially coding 30% of the data, thrd@oadcodingcategorieemergedhat encompassed all of
the variables binterest source(spf anxiety, effect(s) of anxiety, and response(s) to anxiety. The

remainder of thelatawascoded within theséhree sukcategories. After coding all transcripts, it
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was found that anxiety was reported by only 59 out of the 88 participants. The da&tsecd®h
participants were subsequently analyzed to identify the most com+oocilyring trends related
to anxiety (reported by at least 2@¥cthe participantsn = 12). The codingand extractethemes
were checked an applied linguistics expert familiahwlie data for accuraasing all of the
transcripts and disagreements were resolved through discussion.

4.3.2.1 Sources oAnxiety. An examination of the data revealiéglee majoisources of
anxiety while listeningtack of background/topic knowledge, comprehension breakdoants
strategy interferencé&irst, morethan half of the participants reported that their anxiety was
directly related to their background knowledge, topic knowledge, and/or personal experience
with thelistening contentAn example of this is provided in Excerpt 99.

Excerpt 991 P052, Interview

R Why do you think you got lost?
P | couldn't imagine.

R You just couldn't imagine. So, you couldn't imagine because you had no personal
experience or b ac ktdiffioolutmimdagine? € What made

P Maybe | don't have the background knowledge, but also history is really... |
always struggle with history. So, kind of like flash back my trauma of learning it.

R Okay. So, you're anxious for history topics in general.
Yes.
R And how do you think that anxiousness makes it difficult to imagine? You said

you were remembering past trauma and feelings?

P It's like when I'm anxious you tried to listen more carefully right? Because you
can't understand well, but it's interesting tat can't listen well. Does that make
sense?

In this excerpt, PO5&poredthatthey had difficulty visualizing the content of tAathropology
lecture.They agredwi t h t he r e s e ar lbabkgrouddsknowledgegceutddthaveo n t h a't
contributed to thiglifficulty, but more importantly mughtu p t he f act that | i st
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topicsmadethem recall their past strugglstudying history These past experiences apparently

made them more anxious while listening, and te a small paraddx increased:oncentration on

the passage, but decreased understanding of the lecture content. Another instance of background
knowledge as a source of anxiety is presented in Excerpt 100.

Excerpt 1007 P082, Interview

R How did you feel for all of them in terms of confidence or oesness?

P Mmm. .. maybe when you show this I|ike pap
maybe positive positive positive. Becau
kind of easy to picture. And AAstronomy
generaltom i1t d6s general. But when | | ike sa\
and maybe | have some biased idea towar

R So before you start to listen you had a different

P Yeah negative i mage, AnOkay | might not

R Do yau think that affected you?

P Because...yeah like when | go to see my class...because that is required. So | took

that class but that is like economic class? And | had no background knowledge
about economic, so even though I tried to tried hard to unddrikareading

textbook and then like checking some Japanese webpage beforehand before the
class, | feel like not confident that much going to class and then need to attend the
class discussion. Like same thing is in here. Like...I cannot relate to ragene

like my background knowledge so that | am not confident listening. So, | feel
nervous attending that class and then this too.

Here, P082 repcetithey were mostly comfortable listening to the long lectures, but that they
wer e fibi as e d @ologycandabelidved theynwolid not be successful at
understanding it (i.e., low sefffficacy). They expanedon this using a redife example, linking
negative feelings and anxiety tdaak of background knowledgand confidenceThis excerpt
also points out an interesting trend observed in the data: thatrédgied anxiety began to set in
before the tapetarted playing. Excerpt 101 provides an additional example of how P050, an

Underperformer, experienced topelated anxiety before listening.
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Excerpt 1017 PO50, Interview

R Anything else? You mentioned the topic made you nervous. Do you think that
affected your abili to understand? What did you do differently because you were
nervous?

P Oh yeah. First, when | get the page | saw the topic. First case is history. History |
think | can understand. And then so when | miss the sentence | recover the
concentration and the just write the another sentence | understand.

R So you think because ydeel confident and okay about the topic, you can
recover even if you missing parts.

P Yeah yeah. Just one sentence | am okay. When | mis$ da& [make up for]
this. But when | get the Astronomy and the Anthropology | lose the confidence
and very nervos, so that if | listened unknown word just one, | give up, maybe |
give up.

Here, the participant descrihaow the topic printed on the test sheet adédtheir level of
confidence before listening. They ndtdat for familiar topics such as Historijpglywere
confident that they wuld be able to recover if lost. For unfamiliar topics, however, thegrbec
very nervous andereless able to deal with unknown vocabulary. Instead of trying to recover,
they just gve up.

Secondlisteners reported feelirgnxious because cbmprehension breakdownshich

were mostly due tanknownou nf ami | i ar vocabulary. This caus
moment 0 when unknown words appeared, and a pr
provides a typicaéxampleof fAi n t he moment" anxiety caused

Excerpt 1027 P019, SR

Lectureré our vision of the planet in a | ot of
particularly struck by in all the news reports?

P Firstly when | heard this sentence, | dontknowtheani ng of HfAstruck
was a little bit afraid about next content.

R How did you handle that or manage that? Did you do anything special or Just
continue?
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P Just try to be more concentrate on the answer.
R Is that something you do in general whemyod on 6t r ecogni ze SO M

P Usually when | hear unfamiliar vocabulary, | got panic. So, actually for listening |
think psychological control is the most important for me. Because you know, even
I know this word, if | panic already then it can be go yawathout understanding.

In this excerpt, PO19 repedthat they were afraid of the upcoming content of the lecture

because they did not know t hedtothislynryingtp of fAstr
concentrate more on the studBnipcoming answer to the question. They also repdhat they

generally panic when hearing an unknown word, and that panic affects their ability to process

even familiar vocabularynterestingly, thg wereaware thafi p sy ¢ h ol o gwasaa | contrc
importantfor managng anxiety while listenindi.e., metacognitive perstsirategyknowledge)

Vocabulary also caudenxietyevenbefore the text begaandwaso f t en | i nked t o pa
self-perceivedknowledge of lie topic. Excerpt 103 provides an example of how these facters co
occurred for P020, an Underperformer.

Excerpt 1037 P020, Interview

P Uhm, the film history is easier than As
Astronomy at first | think that it might be...dh talk about Mars first, and in my
head | map it. AHey it may be Jupitero,

know. So, it is scientific. I'm not a scientific person, if there is anything about
science, | will block my head. Yeah, | have a prejudicn't like scientists! But

it may not about scientists, so | try t
but after that, after | heard carbon di
|l i sten to it anymore!o.

R Interesting so you really hadnegative motivation to keep listening.

P Yeah, I'm afraid of the difficult vocabulary that may occur.

This excerpshowsP 02 06s strong bias against topadcs abo
t hat t Hesl]f hfeb Ir o dle augbta leéctire viouidaligcust dn scientific topic, and that

they would have very low motivation to continue listening. They then é&tithat this
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demotivation stemmedfrom a fear of difficult vocabulary. Excerfi©04 provides an additional
example ohow vocabulary and topic/background knowledgereclosely relategource of
anxiety.

Excerpt 1047 P044, Interview

P And they mention about the canoe and how they make the canoe from the birch
tree and so | i margefronethetsidespictureislikead o ét ha't
cartoon in my head. And have the river make me can remember the story.

R Interesting. But you could not do that so well here [in the Art History lecture].
P Yeah because maybe | ...1 dplmgantheAtow 1 h
R You mean the topic.

P Yeah.

R Is that like in general?

P In general | really hard to understand the Art yeah.

R When you saw Art did you get worried?

P Yeah. | think maybe my bad attitude in this one... | have level of feeling
unconfident feeling when | see, oh, topic of Art. For example, | have 10
confidence points to come into the exam. After | see the topic my confidence
decrease maybe half, 50% so |ikeé

[Later in the interview]

P | mean the vocabulary is hard for me becduws® not familiar with that
vocabulary.

R What about the confidence points? Why is five points hard?

P Yeah. because | have limited vocabulary in Art field

R Right. but how does it affect you when you listen?

P So it make me stress during listen and thess make my brain not work

effectively.

In the first half of the excerpt, the researcher@@d4wered i scussing the partic
visualization strategy during t thatimdenerahr opol o

they havdifficulty with  t opi ¢ s r antl fellessconfidea wHiledisteningto them
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The second half of the excerpt rewezfthat this lack of confidenc&as due to not knowing
topic-specific vocabulary. This deficit seeahto cognitively stress the participant, and cause
them to process the input less efficientlisteninganxietywasalsocaused bynore general
comprehensiodifficulties that were not necessarllgked to unknown vocabularyrhis is
illustrated in Excgst 105by P061 (an Underperformer)

Excerpt 1057 P061, Interview

R So why was this difficult then, film?

P Maybe. . .a tfoisr saitotlé t hought it was about
man, but at last they talk about animal? And | think | know at last &itb...
another another man...oh | am feel a little confused, yeah. So when I lost some
i mportant i nformations maybe itds more
am confused at this, so maybe I...this...

[Researcher confirms what the participant said segeral turns]
R So what did you do to try to help yourself?

P Il just changed my mind. When he in anot
about two people or it mainly talk about different kind of film...I just changed my
idea about the mainhte mai né

R The main idea or main topic. So, you changed your idea. Was that difficult to do?

P Uhh yeah because maybe I still was wrong | think. Because this is best way for
me at that moment. Because | have to change my ideas about the main idea of this
passage. So | ~canot _

R And how does that make you feel that you had to change that idea?
Yes uhm, oh I didndét understand what he

animal document? Yeah maybe...
So you were confused. How did that make you feel?
|l think itéds not good.

Like uncomfortable.

T XUV TV XD

Yeah uncomfortabl e. [ dono6t |l i ke that.
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Here, the researcher and participastediscussing the difficulties faced during the Film

History lecture. The participant seemed to question their understanding of the main topic when a
second filmmaker (Jacques Ctea) was introduced as a point of comparisbhey were

forced to change theunderstanding of the main idea of the lecture, but were unable to
incorporate this new informatianto their model of understandinghis entire process made

them feel uncomfortable while listening.

The last major source ahxietyrelates to the partc i piaabilitygscdmplement
preferred listening strategies or approachbge listening.The most commdnw cited strategies
and processdsked to anxiety in this way were visualization, contextualization, and personal
elaboration(i.e., topdown). Excerpt106 provides an example of haw094failed to effectively
visualizz what they were hearingndtherepercussionthat this had

Excerpt 1067 P094, Interview

R Letbés talk about Art. Why did you put
Anthropology?

P What | felt difficult is the name of
visualize the words, so | worried about how can | spell these words.

R So how did it affect your listening?

It is hard and disrupting. So, | focused on the woitdsas distracting so | could
not focus on the listening.

In this excerpt, P094 immediately identdithat the proper names in the Art History lecture were
a source of listening difficulty. They attributed this to an inability to visualize what they wer
hearing(a dominantstrategyof theirs, according to other parts of the intervieW)is caused

them to prioritize the correct spelling of the names, and led to a nervous preoccupation that

disrupted their concentration. Many participaaitso becameaewous if the input did not match
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their expectations or previously made predictions. Excerpt 107 provides an examplésafethis
alsoExcerpt80 in Section £.3.2).

Excerpt 1077 PO75, Interview

R What else made this difficult?

P At first he said the art school for wam is not good for women. But | thought it
could be became better, but | couldnot

R So you were thinking that the art school for women could be better but you
listened more and you could not figure out?

P Yeah.

R You couldn't confirm that.

P Yeah.

R How did you feel?

P Nervous. So, | can concentrate maedwhen | mi ssed iteéso, w
it better or now...better for women right now, when | concentrate after nervous, so
now i tbés good ftord onmosmetnt nwow.k sBut i

At the beginning of the excerpt, the researcher and particigenediscussing the Art History
lecture. The participant repedthat theyhadmade a prediction about the content of the lecture
andhadactively tried to confirm this prediion in the input. They became nervous when they
were unable to find information confirming their prediction. They tried to concentrate more on
the lecture to determine whether the situation was better or natidnumt appear to be
successful.
To sumnarize,analysis of the data revealddee main sourcesofh e parti ci pant s
listeninganxiety. First, the participants seemed to be more nervous when listening to topics that
were unfamiliar to them, or that were linked to negative past experienceis tath, anxietget
in even before the passage started playing, and had ramifications that persisted throughout the

lecture. Secondeelings ofanxietywere triggered byhe comprehension breakdowmaany of
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which were due tanfamiliar vocabularyn the text. This caused nervous feetibgth in the
moment andefore listeningThe vocabularyelated anxiety experienced before listening was
tied in with topic and background knowledge. Third, participants tended to becomesanxio
when they were unable to implement a preferred strategy/approach to lisMosily.
commonly, thisnvolved topdown strategies angdrocesss(e.g., visualization,
contextualization, personal elaboration). Several participants also became anxiotisevhen
content of the lecture went against their expectations or predictions that they had made.

4.3.2.2 Effects ofAnxiety. In the majority of cases, feelings of anxiety naacre and
micro-level effects thatharmed comprehensiomhese includedognitive disruptios,
demotivation, andlysfunctionalstrategy use. First, anxiety was observed to have a negative
impactonl i st eogndive pProcessinglrhe most basic effect was thainterferedwith their
ability to concentraterothe lecture. This is exemplified in Excerpt 108.

Excerpt 1087 P056, Interview

P Yes, so | was fully confidently following his wordsthink sometimes it links to
my confidence links to the control over like my

R Sense of control?

P Yeah.

R Can you talk morabout that?

P Uhm...like if I have that kind of sense of control over the listening passage, it
doesnét really matter even if | miss so
because | know that thatoés not det ail
difficult passage | i ke this, Il 6m not even su

keywords. That makes me kind of anxious, more anxious, so that makes more
delays or distractions in the listening process.

In this excerpt, the participant lieRtheir confidene to a sense of control over the listening
procesgi.e., metacognitive ability)They notd thatdifficult 0 passagekedto a loss of control

andmade them feel anxious, which tha clear disrupting effect on their concentration and focus.
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Listening anxety alsoled tocognitive overload and decreaged efficiency of cognitive
processing. This was seen previously in Excerpt 104, by R0g4{So it make me str
|l i sten and the stress make my br asentedbeldw. wo r k

Excerpt 1097 P057, Interview

P Yeah, | know it. So, | was just thinking that if | know thajuit gives me the
constant safe secure feeling. Like okay up to now everything is fine. Nothing

popup.

R Tell me a little bit more about the secure feeling.y@u think that's important for
your listening comprehension?

P Yes because | used to freak out if | couldn't understand. Yeah, because you know
like in the test it was important. Because here it's just me and you, and the score is
not important. But bacthen in the TOEFL test last year | was really confused. If
|l don't understand the | istening, becau
couple of seconds after that, which make me like miss lots of information as well.
So I am...I know that for nolwecause | can understand so | feel normal. If | don't
understand | am pretty sure | will freak out.

R Even now.

P Even now | am pretty surBecause | know that | expect a lot from myself to
understand and to do good and everything. So that's why iftldaderstand if |
cannot get it, and | am going to make mistake in listening, and | will
feel...uncomfortable. That uncomfortable will harm me for the coming few
seconds.

Prior to the excerpt, the participant was discussing how their vocabulary knowledijeked
to their academic major and background knowledge. They mextibay were able to
recognize a particular word (fApliableo in the
sense of security. Thayenton to link a lack of comprehension wihsense of panic and
discomfort. This seeadto have a carrpver effect that mde them confused for a short period
of time after the onset of the negative feelings, and ultimately liddemprehension.
Second, listeningreiety affecedthep ar t i ci p a ntokeéplisteingAv at i on
common patternelated to this effeavasthatcomprehensiobreakdownded to feelings of
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anxiety,resulted irdecreased motivatic continue listeningandculminated in the
abandonment of efforts to prosethe inputAn example of this pattern was already presented in
Excerpt 101, by P050. Another example is presented below, in Excerpt 110.

Excerpt 1107 P062, Interview

R You mentioned being nervous before because of the names. Were you nervous for
anything else? For exple, were you worried you were going to miss
something?

P | think I am worried about that yeah. Like | said, yeah...yeah | am pretty anxious

when | come across institutions names pops up. And...

R So a lot of proper names. Nouns
P Yeah proper names, naaisoming.
R How do you think that nervousness affected your listening?
P | easily give up.
R Give up. Tell me more about that. Did you feel like you gave up in certain parts?
P | just listen. | just listened without any strategy or without @inigking in my
mind, just waiting for it to end.
R So that's what you mean by giving up.
P Yeah. Pointless.
R Okay okay. So you didn't do anything to try to help yourself understand?
P Yeah if | miss something then thatods

In this excerp PO62mentioredthatfproper namasandflack of comprehensianveretwo big
reasons fotheir listening anxietyThey noted that when they felt more nervous, they tended to
more easily give up antkaserying touseany strategies to assist their cotpensionThis
obviously had negative ramification for their understanding.

Third, thedatashowedthat the participantshangedhear generaland/or strategic
approachto listening depending aheir levelof anxiety and confidenc&his was seen

previously in Excerpt 101 (where P0O506s abi
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Excerpt 110 (where P062 lamee demotivated andage up on strategic processing altogether).

Excerpt 111 provides an extemdexample of how anxiety affected the strategic approach of

PO0S.

Excerpt 1117 PO03, Interview

Lecturer:well they adopted the design of the Iroquois birch bark canoes and they found
that they could travel great distan@smore than 1500 kilometers a month.

R
P

T X TV T

So let ne ask you how did you learn to do that?

| think firstly to be honest with you, it helped me to be here during the lectures of

my class. So, the beginning | was trying to print out the slides, because the

professor usually shares it beforehand the slidés t he t opi ¢ t hat he
professor is going to present. So, | did that and it helped me a lot helped me go,

AOh | just need to focus on something t
was also really important to be honest with you. And for gotam have a

Chinese professor and he taught me bi ol
i mportant o, AThis is crucialo.

So paying attention to importe@markers.
Yeah.
And did you find yourself doing that here?

To be honest with you, | think with effirst large lecture and part of the second

one | think I didn't do, because | was kind of nervous. But then after that maybe in
the second and third and other one | was kind of more confident, you have done
this before so you have to do it again.

So you weren't so worried after the first couple. At first you were a little bit
nervous and anxious and that prevented you from paying attention to these things?
But then you relaxed and you were able to do it.

Yeah.

Tell me more about feeling anxious amervous during the first one, how else do
you think that affected you?

| think maybe 40% correct because | was nervous. For example in this case 5
guestions, maybe | got only correct 3.

Because you were nervous.
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P Yeah because | was nervous. When goeinervous you are gonna write
everything, it's |likeél don't Kknow. It
trying to do like what I'm not supposed to do. Here you notice that for example
this is more in the first one I tried to write down more, lobthés.

Prior to the excerpt, PO03 was discussing how in the past, they used to write down as much
information as possible when listening. They mentioned they found this to be an ineffective
strategy, and now listexto identify and write down the most partant information. They
learned this from personal experience as well as in a class they took with the researcher.
However, theywenton to state that nervousness caused something of a regression in their
strategy us@ they found themselves trying to vailownas much as possible, and not to pick
out important informatiotut because they were anxious.

To summarize, anxiety seemed to have three main effects on processing. First, anxiety
affected the partici pant s dnparticularanteyycaused concent
listenersto becomepreoccupedwi t h what wa,sagritively overbbadd thetmpaodd
ultimately led toafurtherloss ofinformation. Second, anxiety was closely linked to
motivatiord feelingsof anxiety that were due mmprehensiobreakdowns led to a decreased
willingness talisten andan eventual abandonment of efforts to understand. Lastly, anxiety
affected the strategic approach taken by the listeners. Nervousness seemed to prevent them from
usingfamiliar strategies or from using any strategies at all.

4.3.2.3 Responses tAnxiety. Among the 59 participantsho reported feeling anxious
only 41 commented on how they respondethesdeelings.The most common responses to
anxietywere directed attention (i.epncentrating harder in genetaglective attention.g.,
focusing on particular aspects of the inpatjoidng fixation (i.e.,letting missed/un

comprehended sections or words paasjl notetakingFirst,somelistenersreportedthey tried
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to concentrate harder in general when they became nervous. This pattern occurred both before
and during listening, as indicated in Excerpts 112 and 113.

Excerpt 1127 PO66, Interview

R So comparing Art and Astronomy, where y
Were therdifferences in the way you listened?

P Yes there is. When | saw the topic of the lecture at first, | just relieved.
R With Art.

P Yes with Art, and Anthropology also. But with Astronomy | think, oh that is my
weak point. So. | just feel a little bit nern®than others.

R How do you think that affected your ability to understand?

P Maybe it affect...if | don't know about astronomy, that means | have to pay
attention more about listening. Because | cannot expect what they will speak. So
yeah it was harder &m others.

Excerpt 1137 P008, Interview

P And maybe | became a little anxious about moving to the different topic oh, it's
not too different but

R Can you explain to me a little bit more about the anxiousness?
P Because | was so comfortable about listening to bnes t
R And the characteristics? You just wanted her to talk for five minutes about the

characteristics?

P Maybe so, but because | feel comfortable understanding this part, | did not want
to get new too many informations.

R So did you do anything to helpyr anxiety at all?
P Yeah, | tried to pay attention to what the speaker said.

In Excerpt 112, PO66 poied out that their anxiety was linked to the topic of the lecture. While
they were relieved to see fAArt o ausdherithept hr opo
sawi Ast ronomyo. They assumed that their | ack of

from anticipating the contents of the lecture, and thus decided to pay more attention overall. In
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Excerpt 113, P0O08 recatlbeing nervous about topiti@nges during the Anthropology lecture.
They were worried about having to process more information, and subsequently tried to pay
more attention in general to what the speaker was saying.

Second, some listeners responded to anxiety by trying to selgciitehd to particular
elements of the input. These elements included upcoming parts of the input, individual words,
rhetorical features, or numbers. Excerpt 114 provides an example of how anxiety pushed P013
selectively attend to individual words

Excerpt 1147 P0O13 Interview

R So you mentioned that you dondét do good
about that?

P Yeah, so | think | tend to feel nervous when | find the lecture topic is science.

R In general?

P Yeah. I think itéds not a good thing.

R So beforeyost arted you were | ike fAugh scienc

P Yeah, AROkay, scienceo.

R How do you think that affects your listening?

P Il think I try to understand word one by
understand like inner sentence or something.

R | t 6 s mo r eunderstdnéing nithg @herrones.

P Yeah, bigger, yeah.

R Whereas for science you are

P So I dondét think I can summarize this |

In Excerpt114 PO013 ment i on e dtend to anakehdns neivoeisard ¢hat theyo pi ¢ s
felt this before the Astmomy lecture They seemed to respond to this anxiety by focusing more
on individual words, and to ultimately comprehend less of the Aexinteresting observation

for both Adirected attentionodo and B8cemel ecti ve
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preoccupied with and excessively focus ongpeech signaln many cases, this led to cognitive
overload and ultimately decreased levels of understanding (e.g., Excerpt 99 b RGEpt
114 by PO1R
Third, some listenersesponded to anxiety kgvoidng fixationon the problem source
that had caused the anxiety (e.g., unknown warld)s behavior was often coupled with
awareness that fixation would lead to distraction and a loss of infornfatrategy knowledge).
Similar to what wasliscussedn Sectiord4.2.3, this seemed to have positive effeconly when
combined withmetacognitive knowledgg.g., person, task knowledge) and metacognsale
regulation(e.g., comprehension monitoringxcerpts 115 and 116 proviegamples of
how o0avoid fixationointhsesvayposi tively i mpl ement
Excerpt 1157 P0OO05, Interview

P A little bit but I think that also, because of my experience, | remember when | was
doing the TOEFL the first time | got so stuck wherebrd a word that | didn't
know. And | was | i ke AOh my God what ar
| don't know the word but | have to keep moving forward, and | have to keep
listening. Also | remember when | was taking notes at the beginnirayd tiee
words | didn'"t and | was |i ke Al don't
really got stuck with those things.

[Later in interview]

P Yeah. And then just write it and keep |
know this word how shouldwr i t e t his word or the spel
moving now, | think that you will figure it out later. And even in the meaning of
the word | don't know it's like just...

R Do you tell yourself to do that or do you kind of do it automatically?

P lthinkso | say Al will get it |l ater, don''t
R Whereas before you would maybe be a little anxious about it?

P Yes super anxious | was | i ke AOh, I don

Excerpt 1161 PO11, Interview
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P For this one it's very frustrated but it's fine, | have to face tha
R How did you deal with that frustration?

P Just you trying to understanghat | can understand. And even though there's a
lot of things | cannot understand but it's fine just leave it there.

R Just keep going just leave it and keep going.
P Yeah, Idon't let that distract me.

In Excerpt 115, POOg Star performenvasdiscussing how they kdamproved their listening
ability over time. They notkthat when they first took the TOEFL, unknown words cdulksem
to become very anxious and fixate on htmnytwereunable to spell it. Over time, they
developed the strategy of not fixating on the fact that they could not understand, and letting it
pass, trusting themselves to get the word later. In Excerpt 116,(2Cdmparison group
listener)wasdiscussig how the Anthropology frustratedem They notd how there were
many things that they could not understaridle listening, but emphasized that thexetinot to
focus onthat They seemdto be aware that this would distract them, so inste@ided fixation
andcontinuedistening.This application of metacognitive knowledge was justified becaase
shown previouslytheywere confident in their ability to inference what they missed Eseerpt
98).

The lastresponse to anxiety identified the datawasnotetaking Several listeners
reportedthey tookmore note®r wrote downanythingthey could here as a result of being
anxious Excerpt 117 provides an exampliethis behavio see ado Excerpt 70, by P020;
Excerpt 75, by P001)

Excerpt 1177 P053, SR

Lectureré woul d take a few hours to fly over.

canoes of all types, for travel on small streams or on large open ocean waters.
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P Yeah and these kind of details sometimes make me feel distrdmteduse I'm
afraid that if there are comparison or something then | will justmasgbe, sd
kind of get a little bit nervous here.

R So you feel there is a lot of information Beand it makegou a little bit nervous?

P Yeah kind of detail things here thabuld sometimes r i v enermoase

R When you were nervous, how do you feel that affected your listening?

P Just jot down everything andi.h é

R So it makes you kind ofbecause you were relesgbefore right?

P Yeah

R Like 45 seconds ago you said you were picturing waterways and water and you
are kind of a little bit more relaxed, just listenjtaking it in. Butnow would you
say when this information is coming you chasgeur focus?

P Yeahl just pay more attention

R To writing things down
P Yeah

In this excerpt, PO5Bauséd the tape to comment on how thiegcamenervousaboutthe
information that was being presented in the lecfliney claimed that they were afraid there
would bea conparison later in the lecture, atitht these details would be importahlhey
respone@dto this nervousness by trying to write down everything they could understand,
ostensibly as a prophylactic stratetjore thanhalf of the participants who reported responding
to anxietyvia notetaking did not offer an explanation for why they took motes(e.g., Excerpt
111byP003)Those | i steners who did offer an expl an;
expected di pldcehcoldedtdfigueesoudt latarord i
To summarize, the participant sdiegc esponses
categories. The majority of responses were related to attentional chistierhers who felt
anxioustried to focus more in generalpncentrate on particular elements or sections of the

input, and/or avoid fixating on what they had misd@idected and selective attention often
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strained | i st enedustdanaetcessve focupam thé spaech signalding e s
fixation seemed to be a positive response to anxiety when implemented by metacognitively
aware listenergther participantsesponded to anxiety by taking more notes, or writing down
anything they heard without understanding.

4.3.2.4 Summary ofQualitative Findings. The qualitative analysis presented here
focused on the role of anxiety in listening comprehension. The anebyxsasedthree categories
emerging from the dataources of anxiety, effects of anxiety, and responses to anxiety. First,
anxiety stemmed froralack of background knowledge, comprehendgidficulties, and
difficulties implementing a preferred strategy or listening approAchinteresting link was
uncovered between topic/background knowledge and vocabulary knowledge. Anxiety arose both
before Istening (e.g., when seeing a particular topic) and during listening (e.g., when
encountering an unknown vocabulary item). Second, anxiety affected the efficiency of cognitive
processig, motivation to continue listening, and the ability/willingness toagséain strategies
to assist comprehension. Cognitive disruptions were linked to a preoccupation with what was not
understood, while decreases in motivation were linked to level of comprehension. Third,
participants responded to anxiety by allocating nadtentional effort to comprehending, and by
focusing more heavily on notet afkdmws 0 Adn etnhtda oi
and on individual words; selective attention to sections of the input that followed comprehension
difficulty; and/oravoiding fixaton on what was missed. Participants also took more notes as a
response to anxiety and/or focused on writing down anything they could hear without taking the
time to understand it.

An examination of the various sources, effects, rasgonses to anxiety made it possible

to generateltreemain interpretationsf the relationship between listeniagxiety and listener
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metacognition Fi r st , |l i steners who were preoccupied
backgroundunknownvocabularymisunderstoodnput) tended to become cognitively
overwhelmed and tried to focus more on the input to compensate. For several listeners, this
hyperfocus led to greater cognitive stress and further breakdowns in comprehension. Second,
anxiety caused by brkdowns in comprehension and unknown vocabuledyto a loss of
motivation and decreased willingness to use strategiesféortfully procesghe input Note that
this findingemergediespite the low stakes of the research settirig possiblethatmore high
stakes settings such as #etual TOEFL oanacademic lectureould lead to different effects on
motivation.Third, fistrategyused was identified as both a source and effect of anxiety. For some
listeners, the inability to implement a preferredtggic approachmade them feednxious and
led to breakdowns in comprehension. For othferdings ofanxietypushedhemto use
strategieshat deviated frontheir normalrepertoiresand/or initiated a loss of motivation that
culminated in the abandoremt of strategic processing altogether.
4.3.3 Mixed-methodsAnalysis

In this sectionJ. D.Br ownds (2014) techniques of conve
elaboratiorare usedo compare the conclusions made across the analyses presented hbove.
findingsare aso analyzd in light of the qualitative analysgresented in Section 4.2 (i.6r
Researclguestion2). The goal of using MMRvasto generate quality mefaference thatlend
credibility totheinterpretations of the relationship between individual differences and strategy
use.Theresults of the quantitative and qualitative analysedfirst reviewed below

The quantitative analysis pointedligteninganxiety, vocabularysize, and working
memoryas important determinants wwfetacognitionListeninganxiety was associated with

overallmetacognitive awarene@8lALQ Global) and person knowledd®ALQ Person)
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Listening anxiety and vocabulary size wassociated withandpredictive of reporteduse of

translation stratags (MALQ Translate) Finally, WMC (OSPAN) scores were associated with

reported use gblanningand evaluatiorstrategiefMALQ Planning/Evaluation The qualitative
analysisfoundtha | i st eni ng anxi ety was strongly tied
known, which led to cognitive processing difficettand increased focus on the input. For some
listeners, anxiety resulted in decreased levels of motivation and the abandonstiategic

processing. Anxiety alseesultedfrom theinability to applya preferred strategic approach, and

led tochangestrategic behavior. These two sets of findings are compared visually in ERyure

MALQ Person F'reoccupatlon
Demotivation

Llstenlng anxiety

Listening anxiety
affects strategic
processing

Few translation
strategies
reported

MALQ Global

Listening  Vocab.
amclety Size

MALQ Translate

Listening anxiety

Attentional
response to anxiety

MALQ Attention

Working

Ry Few planning/eval.
strategies
reported

MALQ Planning

Note.Green converging arrows indicate converge Red diverging arrows indicate divergence.
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Figure 12. Mixed-methods Analysis @uantitative and Qualitative Findings

A comparison of the quantitative findings, qualitative data from Research Quasaind
gualitative anxiety data yielded one caseonvergence and three cases of divergence. In each
of these cases, the qualitative findirdgborated othe interpretabns drawn from the
guantitative analysis. The next sséctions provide a detailed look at how this mireethods
approach helped to legitimate the findings from both data sources.

4.3.3.1 ListeningAnxiety, Overall Strategy Use and Person KnowledgeThe
guantitative analysis showed that scores on the FLLAS were assogititddALQ Global
scores, MALQ Person scores, and MALQ Translate scores. The basic conclusion suggested by
this finding is thatess anxioudisteners adopt a more strategic approadistening overall,
translate Iss,andhave greateself-efficacy. The qualitative datalaboratediponthis conclusion
by revealing that anxiety affeadd both the willingness to use strategies, and the kinds of
strategies used.

First, feelings of anxiety were associated with a loss of motivation to continue listening,
andadecreased willingness to use strategidss aligns withand supportthe correlion found
between FLLAS and MALQ Global scoteshich could have been due to a method effect (i.e.,
because anxietselated items were included in the MALQ)is logical to assume thasteners
who consistentlyelt anxious and become demotivated whigéening repored usingfewer
strategies overalllhis findingalso support théexpectedyelationship found between FLLAS
scores and the Person knowledge subscale. Recall that this subscale oohiideswhich
asks abounervousness while listeningne which asks aboperceptions ofelativelistening
difficulty, andone which asks aboperceived seléfficacy. Combined, these items can be said

to represent | earners6é confidence(.eiseft heir
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efficacy; Goh & Hu, 2014)Prior research has shown tltanfidence angelf-efficacyin
listeningcan be improved through strategy instruction, and is associated with higher levels of
listening proficiency(Graham & Macaro, 2008; Yeldham & Gruba, 20I8)emediumsized
relationshipfoundbetween anxiety and person knowledge, as well aarthlysis of Research
guestion dend credence to the progedlink between anxiety and sedfficacy. The qualitative
findings expanddon thisby introducing the closely related construct of motivatitmey
suggesthat anxiety due to comprehension difficulties instigatdsclivitousprocess where
listenersbecomedemotivaédand eventuallylecrease thegfforts toprocesghe input Repeated
over time, it is possible that this cycle could lead listeners to perceive themselves as less
competent, less capable and less in control over their listening pro@daséstyre, 1995)
Second, the qualitative analysis elaborated on the quantitatevéylahowing
specificallyhowfeelings of anxiety affected the use of listening strategies. One effect of anxiety
was a deviation from normal strategic behavior. In Excerpt 111, for instance, PO03 was nervous
during the firstpart of the second long listening lecture. This caused them to eschew using an
effective strategy they had developed after coming to the U.S. (i.e., identifying important
information), and to shift to an ineffective one that they had used previously(iteng as
much as possible). This finding adds a layer of nuance to the statistical relationship found
between anxiety anolverall metacognitive awarenesistening anxiety appears to lead to
changesn the kinds of strategies used for processing thatinThis conclusion is further
supportedy the finding thatisteners responded to anxidty increasing their focus on the input
(i.e., directed attention) and by taking more notes. Both of these responses are attentionally
demanding, and leave littlegnitive space available for the use of other metacognitive (e.g.,

monitoring) or topdown (e.g., inferencing) strategi@éeldham & Gruba, 2014)From this, it is
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possible to infethat anxiety imposes a cognitive burden on listeivengch may lead to the use
of fewer strategies overall.

4.3.3.2 ListeningAnxiety, Vocabulary Size,and Translation Strategies Scores on the
FLLAS and the AVS wershownto predict 32.4% of the vamae in MALQ Transla scores
Thebasicinference that can be drawn from thisresultiséhatl i st ener 6s anxi ety
vocabulary size will affect how much they mentally translate while listening. The relationship
between vocabulary size and translatmakes intuitive sen$eif listeners have more robust L2
lexical representations that are directly tiedh®conceptual store, then they will have less of a
need to go through their L1 in order to access semawotid meaning(Kroll & Stewart, 1994)
The link between listening anxiety and mental translation also makes sense in light of the
gualitative finding thainxiouslistenerstendto focus on processing the input at the wienkl.
Theseparticipants could have shiftedwnrd-by-word translaton when feeling nervous.
However ,this assumptiorcould not be explicitly verified becauséhere were simply too few
incidences of translation reported in tBRs and interview§6 out of 88 listenersandbecause
there wanly one case where anxiety ananslation ceoccurredn the transcripts

This represents a point of divergence between the quantitative and qualitative findings.
To better understand why these findings might have diveiigeds necessary to takedeeper
look athow and why these listeners used translation strateiesranscripts of the six
translatingistenerswere examinedtb identify whether any used trslation as anainstrategy.
Of these three listeners seemed to consistently relyranslatiorwhile listening. Tabl®6

presents mixed quantitative/qualitative profiles of these listeners.
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Table 26.

AnxietyProfiles ofParticipants Using Translation as a Main Strategy

Participant ~ AVS?

FLLAS L_COMP

Description

PO78 0.62
P092 0.41
PO5(° -0.02

0.24

-1.04

-0.75

0.45

0.34

-0.49

Participant reported that the sentence structure of Eng
cause problems with their strategy of translating
everything they hedrinto Korean. This remaedthe case
even when theydund the vocabulary easy. They also
reported thatthey bame A f r e a k e dereo u t
unable to infer the meaning of unknown wordswidaer,
they dd not let failure affect their confidence. Instead, i
motivatel them to do better next time.

Participant reportethey translate words into Japanese i
order to piece them together and understand the conte
the lecture as a whole. They reported that Japanase
Amore comfortableo for t
also reportedhey beame confident when theyereable
to gues the topic of the lectur@n the other handhey
became demotivated if they were unable to understanc
what was being said, anceveless able to concentrate.
Participant reported that durinige lectures theyranslate
sentences from English into Korean. Unfamiliar words
interfered with their translation strategy. Theyak longer
to translate and their concentratiwasdisrupted. They
also reported that anxiety was linked to topic and
vocabulary knowledge.his affected their ability to
recover after missing a word or sentence (e.g., Excerp
101).

a8AVS, FLLAS, and L_COMP reported inscores

®Underperformer

The information in Tabl@6 indicates where the three participants placed among the entire

participant sample in terms of AVS, FLLAS, and L_COMP scores, and how they mentally

translated while listeningrirst, PO78 scored highest among the three on the AVS, FLLAS, and

L_COMP. Complex sentence structure segtto interfere withtheir translation strateg but

theyreporedfeeling anxiousmostly whentheywereunable to successfully guess the meaning

of unknown words. Rather than detracting from their listening ability, howargiety

motivatel them to do better in the futuridext, PO92reported actively timng to translate words
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into Japanese and piece theagether to understand lecture contétthough thisstrategycould
be classified as attentionefficient (Vandergrift, 2003) they scord positively in terms of
overall listeningoerformance, pasbly because aduperior lexical knowledgd heyalsoseened
to bea veryanxious listenewhowaseasily demotivated by unknown topics. Finally, PO50, an
Underperformer, seemalto be the typical case of a listener negatively impacted by anxiety and
mental translation. They Haegative AVS, FLLAS, and L_COMPRscoresandseenedto be
easily disturbed bghanges in topiand unknowrvocabulary. Taken as a whole, the data paint a
mixed portraitof the relationship between listening anxiety and mental transl&dioa relevant
observation is that PO%hd PO78 were abte achieve positive listening scareespite
translating One reason for this could be their larger vocabulany sompared to P050. It is
possible to speculate that knowing more waiitsved the former listenets effectively
translate while listening and not become hindered by demotivatianxiety

This analysis provides an interesting glimpse into how katins strategies were used in
the study, but does not explain the discrepancy between the quantitative and qualitative findings.
One possible explanatidies in the methodologysed to collect the qualitative data on strategy
use. Although two differertechniquesvere usedo elicit and triangulate strategy use (i.e.,
stimulated recalls and interviews), they were both firmly retrospective in raturallated
recalls possess some degree of introspection, but remain removed from the actual listening
even). This could inevitably have caused strategjlestranslation go unnoticed. It is possible
that translation is besbsenedfi i-them o me astlearners construct their mental modélss
conclusion is based on the observation that most studies which have reported mental translation
strategies as characteristic of low proficiency listeners have used thalbirktechnique,

where participants listen to a passage and report tleightsat predetermined poinis the
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listening @ssagge.g., Goh, 2002Mareschal, 2007; Vandergrift, 1997, 1998, 2003the
current studystimulated recalls and interviews wgneeferredto think-alouds becaushey
avoid thevalidity problemsof think aloud datdMacaro et al., 2007; Vandergrift, 2015)
Comparing these different data collection techniques is a future research topauttiatid to
the small body of work on éhmethodology of listening strategies resedech., Santos et al.,
2008; Yeldham & Chen, 2016)he important takeaway is thatshnetainference came about
by exploring the divergence across data sources, and highlights a main strength of a mixed
methods approach.
4.3.3.3 WorkingMemory and Planning/Evaluation Strategies The next finding
concernedhe negative correlation between working memory capacity (OSPANYlAhd)
Planning/Evaluatioscores. The basic inference drawn from thisding is that to a small extent,
listeners with a low/high working memorgport usingolanning and evaluation stegfies
more/less frequently. This makiesuitive sensdor planning strategiéslisteners who have
limited working memory capacitynay bemore easily cognitively overloaded while listening due
to decreased processing capacity, and thuspiakentative meauresto planfor a listening task
beforehandFor evaluation strategies, the connection is less clearpbthe twatemson the
scalerelates taheonline evaluatiorof comprehensiam As | | i st en, I ask mys
with my level of compg hensi on so faro. A |listener with |e
naturally have less cognitive space available for processing, and thus be less likely to evaluate
their comprehension online. It is difficult, however, to link the other evaluation faftef
l i stening, I think back to how successful Il w
to working memory, considering that it happens offline and after listening (and thus when there

is no longer any time pressure).
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Theseinferencesould not be confirmed in the qualitative dadacording to the
gualitative analysis, there were few reports oflpature planning strategies by the listeners in
the overall dataset (15 out of 8&omelistenerswho reported using planning strategmesde
plans in general upon seeing the lecture topic, vdtilers eported using planning strategies
because they became worried that the topic would be difficult. There were a variety of plans
made by the listeners, for example, recalling background kadgelen the topic, concentrating
harder on the lecture, attending to rhetorical organization, and predicting lecture content.
However, it was unclear whether working memory capacity (e.g., perceived cognitive overload)
factored into why the listeners credtinese plang=urthermoreno participant reported any
systematic posdlistening evaluatiomf their comprehensiohis divergence does not tarnish the
validity of the findings based on th&ALQ Planning/Evaluatiorsubscale. In fact, the way in
which thedata sources divergéeldtoametai nf er ence r egar dithatg t he st L
introspective techniques used (i.e., stimulated recall, intervi@rg insufficient for capturing
information on the |istener sd pctobeatan;thegopi@and ev
of each lecture was hidden from the participants until they were ready to listen. Upon receiving
the test paper, the participants were asked to write their ID number, and began listening to the
lecture immediately. Simplgut,in contrast to realvorld academic listening task¥iere was
very little time for listeners to actually use planning strategies. Furthermore, the procedure for
the stimulated recall and interview did not aim to elicit the strategies participants usedbefore
afterlistening Comments in the SRs mainly pertained to thoughts and actions from the onset of
the listening tape; only rarely did they link back to plans the listeners had made before listening.
Most comments aboutlanningwere made ithe interviewswhere participants were asked to

rank the four long lectures by difficulty, explain their rankings, and discuss their perceptions
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of/behavior during each. Following this, they were asked specific questions based on the target
variables of interest (e.g.naety, working memory, vocabulary), and their listening behavior in
general. A critical examination of these procedures reveals that planning strategies were simply
not considereavhen designing the prompts. In other words, it is possible that many more
listenersdid make plans before listening, but simply had no opportunity to report them.
Fortunately, the inclusion of the MALQ did allow for data to be captured about the use of
planning and evaluation strategies, which helped to compensate for thiswlealgress. This
fact contributed to the additional metderence that the use of mix@gethods analysis in the
study helped minimize unforeseen weaknesses in study design.

4.3.3.4 ListeningAnxiety and Attention Strategies The MALQ Attention subscale was
found to have |l ow internal consistency (Cronb
be considered a questionable measure of the extent to which listeners can concentrate and stay on
task while listenindat leaswith the current dataseffsoh, 2017)In this case, mixethethods
analysis was a useful approach fiather evaluating the reliability of this scalEhe findings
showed that MALQ Atention scores did not correlate with any of the individual difference
variables. This diverged with the qualitative analysis, which indidaidhe most common
responses to anxiety included increased attentional control (e.g., concentrating hénder on
input, selectively attending to parts of the input, or avoiding fixating on what was missed) and
notetaking (e.g., trying to write down as much as possible or jot down anything that was heard),
which implies increasefibcus Furthermore, the qualitaBvanalysis presented in Research
guestion2 found a relationship et ween | i stenersé preoccupation

what was coming next (which took the form of attention strategies), and feelings of anxiety.
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To better understand this divergenthe four items whicmade up the MALQ Attention
subscalavere examinedo see how each compared to the qualitative findings. One item is

related to the aban dWbemihave difficolfy underseandegqwhaty ef f or

hear, Igiveupandstp | i sbeei ngemn; i s related to gener al
on the speaker when | have trouble understand
avoiding fixation (Alf | get di sn rraicdletd awnay é&;

try to get back on track and refocus my atten
between abandonment of listening effort and listening anxiety would be expected consigering
relationship found between anxiety and motivatidowever, the qualitative findings suggested
thatifdi r ect ed favoid fxatiord ntay ke usacbg both highnd lowanxiety

listeners. The key differena®uld thudie in how such strategies are employed. For instance,
high-anxiety, low proficiency listeners may focus harder on the speaker and avoid fixation
because they are preoccupied with not missing what is comingOrexte other handpWw-

anxiety, high profiency listeners may implement the same strategies, but may also set
attentional goals to resolve their problems. In other words, both types of listepersising
attentionstrategiesvith similar frequencybut mayhave different ways of applying them

Support for this interpretation is provided in TaB® which shows the MALQ Attention and
FLLAS scores for the qualitative groups from Reseagatstion2.

Table 27.

MALQ Attention and FLLAS scores of Qualitative Groups

Group MALQ Attention FLLAS mean score (SD)
mean score (SD)

Star performers 18.8 (1.6) 88.6 (10.2)

Comparison group 18.3 (4.7) 86.6 (10.0)

Underperformers 17.0 (3.6) 73.7 (7.9)

Low performers 17.2 (2.6) 65.8 (12.9)
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In light of theinterpretatiorthat attention strategies are used in different ways by different
listeners depending on their levels of anxiéitye lack of an association between MALQ
Attention scores and FLLAS scores is not surprising. The comparison between quaraitdtiv
gualitative data sources, as well as the low internal consistency of the scale, raises theajuestion
whether it should be considered as a positive measure of strategy use and awareness. Instead, it is
likely that themotivationsbehind the use ddttention strategies, as well as whether or not they
lead to successful problem resolution are more important factors to consider when evaluating
strategic competence. Importantly, this example again contributes to thenfeetace that the
use of mixedmethods analysis can help mitigate any weaknesses that may exist in a data source.
In this case, the qualitative analysis compensated for a quantitative weakness.

4.3.3.5 Summaryof Mixed-Methods Analysis Thethird research question focused on
the extento which a mixeemethods approach could expand ooderstanding of the individual
differences related to listener metacognition. The restilfsis analysisre represented in Figure

13, and are summarized as follows.
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Meta-inference

Listening anxieg and selefficacy are closely
related. Together they affect motivation to contin
listening, create cognitive constraints, and thusly
influence the choicef strategesusel and their
effectiveness

Meta-inference

Methodological choices have an important
impact on the types of strategies that are elicite

Meta-inference

Manner of use is an important consideration when
evaluating the use of attention strategies.
Qualitative methods can compensate for
weaknesses in quantitative methods.

Meta-inference

Methodological choices have an important impact
on the types of stragiies that can be elicited.
Quantitative methods can compensate for
weaknesses in qualitative methods.

Note.Green converging arrows indicate convergence. Red diverging arrows indicate divergence.

Figure 13. Mixed-methods Analys of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings with Meta

inferences

First, the legitimacyand credibilityof the quantitative and qualitative findinggere

strengthened through thiseof convergence and elaboratitathniquesasthe qualitative data

helped to frame thstatistical link between anxiety scores, MAIG&obalscores, and MALQ

Persorscoredn termsof the participants affective and cognitive proces$ess analysis showed

that anxiety was closely tied to feelings of sfficacy, motivation to continue listening, and

willingness to use strategies. It also revealed that anxiety pushed listeners to use more attention
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strategies, which could have decreased the cognitive space available to implement other online
strategies. fiese findings both confirmed and elaborated on the quantitative link between
anxiety, person knowledge and global strategy use.

Second, malyzing the divergence between the quantitative and qualitative findings
generated importamhetainferencesabouthow research into listener metacogniticen be
conducted. For instance, the finding that AVS and FLLAS scores predicted MALQ Translate
scores could not be corroborated via the qualitative analysis. This was attributed to the method
chosen to elicit verbakports in the current study (i.e., the main source of the qualitative data),
and resulted in the suggestittrat future research should compdiferentintrospective
methods for eliciting data on listening strateghssalysis of the divergence betwedret
guantitative and qualitative data regarding the use of planning/evaluation strategies and working
memory led to a similar finding. Here, the use of MMR allowederatecdditionalinsight into
howthe design oYerbal report protocols can influence tipes of strategies elicited. At the
same time, it also highlighted how the use of multiple data elicitation techniques can compensate
for weaknesses in study design. Finally, the quantitative and qualitative analysis also diverged in
terms of attentionteategies. Analysis of this divergence in light of the qualitative data from
Researclguestion2 led toscrutiny ofthe validity and reliability of the MALQ Attention
subscale for measuring attentional control while listening, at least with the listeleescurrent
study.Analyzng the items of the MALQ Attention subscale in light of the qualitative findings
helped togenerate the meiaference that it is important to consider manner of strategy use
when evaluating the use of attention strategiestanelationship with listening anxietlinally,

analysisof the divergence across data soutteddo the metanference thatisingmultiple data
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collection methods minimizkthe methodological weaknessesthre studyand thus helped

|l egitimate the studyos findings
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
5.1 Introduction

This chapter first summarizes the key findings of this samy discussebeir relevance
in light of the previous literatur&his is followed bya discussion othe methodological and
pedagogical implications of the resulimitations of the studyand possible directiorfsr future

research.

5.2 Summary ofMain Findings
There areutstanding questions theL2 listeningliteratureregarding(a) whether

strategy usand the ability to metacognitively seégulatearecausally related tbstening
successand(b) the extent to whicimdividual learner differencasfluence different aspects of
listener metacognitiofMacaro et al., 2007)Thecurrentstudy addressed these topys
examining(a) whether listeners with different levels of vocabulampwledgeuse different
strategies while listeningbf whether strategy use antetacognitive selfegulationare
causallyrelated to listeninguccessand €) the utility of amixedmethods apprchfor
highlightingthe individualdifferencesvhichinfluencel e a r girategyuSe. The main results
can be summarized as follows.

First, the analysis showed that participants separated by a mastery threshold of 2,000
words (i.e., Above2K, Below-2K) marginallydifferedin their reportecand observed use of
specificstrategiesParticipants in the Belov2K group reported using more mental translgtion
planningevaluationstrategiesandmoreLocal monitoringi problem identificationParticipants
in the Above2K groupwere observedtuse ahigher frequency of Notetaking (shorthand)
strategiesThese differences were not statistically significant, and the magnitude of the

differences was small according to fieddecific benchmarks.

257



Second the question of causality wagamined holistically byualitatively analyzing
how a subsample of listeners differedenms of their strategy use and metacognitive self
regulation,and how this impacted listening comprehension. The subsample Wastsgour
groups using the participantsdé gl ols@arl vocabul
performerghigh listening, high vocabulary)low performerglow listening, low vocabulary),
Underperformers (low listening, high vocabulary), anegef@erformers (high listening, low
vocabulary). The goal of the analysis was to explain how the Underperformers and
Overperformers differed from the baseline groups @& performerd.ow performeryin
terms of their strategy use, metacognitedf-regulation, and cognitiverocessingThis directly
spoke to the issue of causality identifying the extent to whiclfactors related to strategy use
and/or metacognition distinguistt betweemoreard less successful listenirgpmprehension
after controlling for vocabulary size. Preliminary analysis of these groupings revealed that no
participants could be classified as Overperformers. This suggests that vocabulargrsize is
importantdetermirer of listening succesand that R listeners may not be ableftdly
overcome a weak linguistic base throwgty amount otrategy useThe analysis thus focused
on explaining why the Underperformers failed to reach the same level of listening competence as
their highvocabularyjknowledgepeer s. An i nitial comparison of
vocabulary size scores showed thataveragethe Underperformers knew fewer wottisanthe
Star performerdt was thus necessary toeatea group ofvocabularymatchedistenerg(i.e.,
Comparson group)n orderto validateconclusions about the role of strategy use and
metacognitive selfegulationin determiningistening outcomesThe findings revealed théd)
comprehension monitoring and rhetorical awarehegsed listenersffectivelyintegrate

bottomup and topdown informationwhile listening (b) the ability to solve comprehension
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problensd via theskillful application of metacognitive knowledgaonitoring of
comprehensiorandclusteringof strategied8 wasdirectly linked to succefd listening and(c)
certainindividual strategies were harmful (i.e., fixation, avoid fixationhot directly related to

listening success (i.e., re@iine assessment of input).

Third, mixed methods analysigas used t@xplore the relationship beterindividual
learner differenceanddifferent aspects distener metacognitiofi.e., overallstrategic
competencereporteduse ofstrategyfactors metacognitive person knowledg&he quantitative
analysis featured correlations between lexical (volzal size, vocabulary depth), cognitive
(working memory capacity), and affective (listening anxiety) varialalegddifferent elements of
metacognitior(i.e., MALQ Global/subscale scores). Thesults showetstening anxiety
(FLLAS) scores correlatedith MALQ Global scoregr = 0.49, MALQ Translate score§ =
0.53, and MALQ Person scorés = 0.70. FLLAS scoresverealso the strongest predictor of
MALQ Translate scores{= 0.27). Vocabulary size, measured by normed AVS score,
demonstrated amall tomediumpositive correlatiorwith, and explained a small portion of
variance in MALQ Translate scoreg € 0.37,r2 = 0.055. Last, OSPAN scoredemonstrated
weak negativecorrelaton with MALQ Planning/Evaluatiorscoreqr = -0.29) The qualitative
analysis narrowed in on listening anxiety as a person factor considering that it was shown to play
a key role in determining problesolving success (i.e., Reseantlestion2), andwasassociated
with severalkubscales of th®IALQ (Global, Translate Person) The stimulated recall and
interview transcriptsvere coded using a scheme tfwtused on the sources, effects, and
responses to listening anxiefyhe indingsdemonstratethat (a) unfamiliar topics, unknown
words, andafailure to implement a preferred listening approach were the most common sources

of anxiety; (b) anxietyaffectad cognitive processingfficiency, motivation strategy useand,
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ultimately, comprehensigmand (c) listeners responded to anxiety by focusing more on the input
and/or taking more notes. Thrieadinterpretations wergenerated fronthis analysis. First
anxiety that stemmed from a preoccupation with the unknown (i.e., topics, vocabulary)
cognitively overloaded listeners, and pushed them to focus more intensely on the input, leading
to more cognitive stress and further breakdowns in comprehension. Seogiedy negatively
affected | istenersd motivation to continue |
which negatively impacted their overattmprehensionThird, strategy use wédmtha cause and
effect of anxiety Some listeners becanaaxious because they were unable to implement a
preferred strategy, while anxiety caused others to adopt ineffective strategic approaches and/or
give up strategy use altogethEor the mixedmethods analysis, thuantitative and qualitative
data were the compared using the techniquesohvergence, elaboration, and divergence Th
results of thisanalysis (aghowedhow the qualitative analysis was able to elaborate on the
guantitative findingsandshed light on how person factors affect pinecess of L2 listeningb)
demonstrated, througionvergence ahe quantitative and qualitative dathatlistening anxiety
is closely tied to feelings of se#fficacy, motivation to continue listening, and different aspects
of strategy useand (c) &d toimportant conclusions regarding the methodology used in the
study.
5.3 Discussion of ResearclQuestionl: Vocabulary Size andStrategy Use

Research questidha s k g, wihat extent does vocabul ary
and reported stratgqus&? 0. T hi s questi on wartkcipants whioscoredd by ¢
above and below the 2K vocabulary mastery threshold in terms ¢figfajrequencyof
categoricdindividual strategy useas tallied in the SRs (i.e., actual strategy usad(b) the

MALQ scores ofparticipantg(i.e., reported strategy usélthough nosignificant differences
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were found between groufps any of the strategies analyzed, small effects were found for
MALQ Translate, MALQ Planning/Evaluatiohpcal monitoringi problem identification, and
Notetaking (Shorthand)

The finding for the MALQ Translate subscale is consistent with previousrchsea
showing that listeners with lower listening proficiency and/or linguistic knowledge tend to
translate individual words in their head as they ligflamg & Macaro, 209; Goh, 2002; Goh &
Hu, 2013; Harputlu & Ceylan, 2014; Vandergrift, 2008pvice L2 listeners are likely to focus
heavily on decoding, lexical search, and parsing processes dedkégr any recognizable cse
to latch on tqField, 2000, 2004; Goh, 20Q0)he consequences of this bottop focus are a
slow-down in processing andcreased cognitive loatiat could interfere with the conceptual
operations involvedh top-down processingand ultimately harm comprehensi@tield, 2019)
Overall, the results suppdfung and Macaro's (201B)nt er pr et at i on t hat Aus]
t r ans| at inevitabld consequerce of having low LK and not in any way related to some
abstract notion of [|Thesdsudtnalsomsyggesttmadisterg of thenmost o  ( p .
frequent 2,000 word families could help listeners extract enough reliable atfomin the text
so as to avoid the need to translate while liste(figjd, 2008a; Yeldham, 2018)

The pevious literature has pduced mixed findings regarding whether scores on the
MALQ Planning/Evaluatiorsubscale are associated wiiryadoust, 2015; A. Chen, 2009;
Vandergrift et al., 2006)r unrelated tgGoh & Hu,2013; Harputlu & Ceylan, 2014yroficient
listening ability. The results of the current study suggest that less proficient listeners with smaller
vocabulary sizes used more strategies for planning and organizing their listening, thus aligning
more clogly with the former set of studies. The findings are also consistent with the results of

M. Peters (1999)who investigated the strategy development of high and low proficiency L2
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French listeners in an immersion progrdwh.Peters (1999) founthat low proficiency listeners
used more planning strategies (i.e., selective attention, directed attentionasatienent,
advance organization) compared to high proficiency listeners at the outset of the project, but that
the use of planning strategies decreased over time for both groups as ligtefizigncy
increasedAlthoughM. Petersattributedthis findingtohe r par t i ci puomatisd abi | i |
planning strategiesver time(which caused them to be less frequemdported), the findings of
the current study suggest that the use of planning strategies is linked to vocabulary size. The
Below-2K listeners mayave taken steps to proactively organize their listening because of
insecurities caused by shortcomings in linguistic knowledge. Howewesjdering their
relatively lower L_COMP scored,is unlikely thattheywere able to follow up on any conscious
plans theyhadmade in a way that benefited comprehension (e.g., via theegeifatory process
of monitoring Wenden, 1998)By contrast, the Abae-2K listeners may have had more
available cognitive spadgecausef increased vocabulary knowledgadmay have
experienced less of a need to consciously plan for listening.

Thesmall effectfoundfor theuse of Local monitoring problemidentificationwas
likely due tothe greater number of problerfaxed by listeners in thBelow-2K group.This
corresponds to the widespread obsgovethat low proficiency listeneés who are also likely to
have snaller vocabulary sizes and lower rateswécessful word recognitiénexperience
significant gaps in their comprehensi@oh, 2000; Graham, 2006; Vandergrift, 1998H)e
finding that listeners in the Aboa2K group used marginally mohMotetaking(shorthand)s a
relatively novelresult as little research has focused on the interaction between vocabulary

knowledge and notetaking while listenir@ne interpretation is thaigher rates of lexical
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recognition freed up cognitive space for the Ab@¥elisteners, and hence allowed them to
more easily incorporate symbols, graphics, and their L1 into their notes.

Theresults fortheremainingindividual and categoricatrategies contradietithe
hypothesis that knowing fewer words would deprive listeners of the cognitive resources required
to deploy strategies on the whdkg., Macaro, 2006 aswell as push them to use more of
certain types of strategies (e.qg., fixation, inferencagh, 1998; Graham, 1997; Vandergrift,
1998) They also contrast withung and Macaro's (2018hding that students with higher
linguistic knowledge tend to selectively attend to difficult words, activate their prior knowledge
(e.g., elaboration), and visualize what they hear (although it should be noted that the listening
contextinthisstudy il i st eni n g i Mmakestdireeconparison diffcultd A logical
explanation for the absence of any betwgesupdifferencedies in the observation that for
mostof the individualstrategies, there was a large proportion of listeners who suligplyot
report using themThis could le because dfiffering levelsof knowledgeof or experience using
thesestrategiesand/or because of the technique employed to elicit strateg¥tiseson &
Simon, 1993; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012) graphic example ahe variationn individual

strategy use ipresented in Figurg4 for the strategy oDiscourse monitoring (i.e., checking,

verifying, and/or confirmings).onebs prior hypo
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Figure 14. Frequency of Discourse Monitoring by Vocabulary Mastery Group

As seen in the figure, there is a clear positive skew for both vocabulary groups in terms of the
number of discourse strategies used. Twelve oftingy-three (~38%) listeners in the Bel2K

group, and twentjour of the fifty-six (~43%) listeners in the Abox@K group simply did not

report monitoring at the discourse level. The widespread variation observed for this, and most of
the other individal and categoricatrategies, has been observed in several previous studies
betweerandamong listeners of different proficiency levels (where differences are assumed to be
because of linguistic knowledge). For examplandergrift (2003¥ound thatmore and less

proficient listener$i a p ptceeba familiar with an equally wide range of metacognitive and
cogni tive st Simitatyghe enarédand p proficleritdaynersn Goh (1998)and

M. Peters (1999vereobservedo usemany of the samlsteningstrategiesBacon (1992)
suggestedhatlearnersido not use a generic set of strategies while listening. Insskadlaims

that listeningsuccesss based on the flexible application of a wide range of strategies thyat var

from individual to individualsee also Graham & Macaro, 2008he current study provides
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some evidence that the ability to combine strategidepgndent on vocabulasyze(e.g., Low
performers in Research questionR)tureresearcltouldfurtherexplore howexical knowledge
interacts with strategy use and listening success by qualitatively analyzing the strategy use of

listeners with diversproficiency profiles.

5.4 Discussionof ResearchQuestion 2:Strategy Use, Metacognitive Selfegulation, and
Listening Success

Research questidha s k éndvhat Wiays are strategy use and metacognitive self
regulation causally related listening succe&s d his question was addresseddpmpaing the
cognitive, strategic, and metacognitive processes (i.e., monitoring, prsblemg) of listeners
with equal knowledgeand by exploringvhether there was evidence of listeners who could
adeguately compensate for their linguistic shortcomings via strategfMeszaro et al., 2007)
The findingsindicated that (apo amount of strategyse and/or metacognitive se#gulation
could compensate for vocabulary deficis listeners with lower levels of vocabulary
knowledge(i.e., no Overperformers could be reliably identified in the dajagb) listening
success waelated to the ability o ef fecti vely depl oy strategies
processes during problesolving; (c) comprehension monitoring and rhetorical awareness
helped listenersffectivdy integrat bottomup and topdown information and orchestrate
strategy useand (d)certainindividual strategiesvere harmful or unrelated to successful
listeningability.

5.4.1 LexicalKnowledge Underlies Listening Success

The findingsalign with the scholarly consensus thiatabulary size anigxical
recognitionare closely related to the efficiencyaufgnitive processingnd listening
comprehension outcoméRost, 2005)This was most evident from the analysis of the Low

performers, wh foundunknown and/or unrecognized vocabulrbea major source of
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difficulty; and from the laclk f ovefiperformanae e v iirdtleerdataseihisled to anumber
of negative consequences.

First, limited lexical knowledge pushed thew performerdo polarize their orientation
towards listeningThese listenersither ovesrelied on bottorrup processes and failed to bring
their preexisting knowledge to bear, or owelied on topdown processes, failing to pick up on
linguistic cues to confirm or refute activatschemge.g., Tsui & Fullilove, 1998for a similar
account in L2 readingee Carrell, 1988Field (2000)claimsthis phenomenomould be related
to individual learner temperameranddistinguishes betwedihr # alkk ans o-dvos #der so.
Risk-takersarelisteners who arwilling to form hypotheses about the input despit@gmizing
little of the signal For examplelP023developed a conceptual framework during their SR which
was initially accuratebut became more and more farfetched as the passage continued. This was
very likely due to them embellishing upon the few wotdsytcould recognize using their
background knowledge, but not verifying whether their interpretations made Bésise.
avoiders on the other handlemand hard bottomp evidence before making conclusions about
overallmeaningf see al so Bacon, 199 2;, 19890 Mdaekdmplg; , Chamo't
P068andP073 did not report using ndimguistic knowledge to support their listening. Instead,
because dfheir limitedlexical recognition they clung to the speech signal and tried to extract as
muah bottomup informationas possible

This kind of polarizatiorhas been reported several previoustudies Murphy (198),
for example, found that a majority of low proficiency (determined based on standardized reading
and listening tests) ESL college listenersactheavily on textual information while listening.
Otherlow proficiencylisteners usetbp-down strategie¢e.g., personalizing what was heard,

relating what was heard to prior knowledge),
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outsidethescopef t he topics being presentaoassibed( p. 40)
ther listeners (who achievddw vocabulary scores on the VLIbetween 260 out of 150hs
over relyingon bottomup or topdown strategies to assist their comprehensiottom-up
listenerswere not aware dhe concept of toplown or metacognitiveomprehension strategies,
and tended to fixatdranslate, antbcus on individual wrdsto make meanind3y contrast, dp-
down listeners tended to generate hypothesesér@nces using prior knowledge that had little
basis in the text, which led to gaps in comprehensiothe current study, this pattern was only
observed for the Low performers, indicating tlexical knowledgeseems to be related to the
ability to balane o n etdp-down and bottorup cognitive processewvhile listening

Second, the findingshowedthat insufficient lexical recognitiohad deleterious effects
onthel i s t eogndive processingfficiency. This most commonlynanifested ircognitive
overloadamongst the Low performefse . g . , becoming Al osto)a n att e
phenomenon that has been observed in several previous geudie¥. Chen, 2005; Goh, 2000;
Graham, 2006; Hasan, 2000; Mareschal, 20G6h (2000), for examplepfind thathe majority
of processing problems reported by her listeners occunrib@ perceptual and parsing stages of
processing. Tree includediqui ckly forgetting what was heard
thinking about meaamsagof épaeeocabd® ahdnkKdsetnet
k n o,wand suggest that botteap processing difficulties are linked to decreased processing
efficiency. The results osraham (2006also suggest that excessive attention to decoding
caused by insecurities in lexical knowledgan leado distractions antireakdowns in
comprehension

This result also makes senserh a theretical perspectivel he continuous nature of oral

speech impose®nsiderablalemands on working memory: incoming information must be
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attended to, decoded, enhanced usinglmguistic knowledge, and integrated into the current
mentalrepresentatiasin order tocomprehend a texRost, 2011) Cognitive theories of

language comprehension view each element of language processing (i.e., word, phrase,
propositions, grammatical structure, schemata) as having an associated level of activation in the
mind (J. R. Anderson, 1983; Just & Carpenter, 1992; Rumelhart, 19B8)otal amount of
activation available to the working memory system is limited such that when maximum capacity
is reached, activation of older elements will be displaced or forg@itesh & Carpenter, 1992)
Whenless proficientisteners allocatenoreattentionakesources tthe bottomup aspects of
language processinthey are left witHewer resources available for higkeder comprehension
processes (e.g., structure building, elaboration, metacognitive regu(&@emglowitz, 2003;
Segalowitz & Gatbonton, 1995; Vaadrift, 2004) This disproportionate allocatiarf resources
forcesthemto constantly abandahe meaning representations they have constdjeind

seriously impairs comprehension. The results of the current 8tudgrovide further evidence

that t is crucial for novice listeners to increase the number of words they, lasomell ago

develop automaticity in word recognition and segmentation procedui@sler to avoid

slowdowns in theicognitive processinthatimpedecomprehensiofField, 2003; Hulstijn,

2003)

Third, limited lexical knowledge affected theo w p e r fhility tm eonséruct
coherent, discourdevel representations of the t€g} (Vandergrift, 1997, 2003)his finding
can benterpretedusingGernsbacher's (199&}ructure Building Framework, which views
discourse comprehension as a hierarchical and recursive process that consists of building a

foundation, mapping information ontbis foundation by creatingew subsuctures, and

shifting between substructures The bui l ding bl ocks oH this pro
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linguistic and nodinguistic knowledge that is activated by information in the input and which
form the basis for foundationatructuresand attached suftructuregGernsbacher, 1997 he
framework suggests that if listeners are unable to reliably activate linguistic memory nodes, they
will experience difficulty creating hierarchical links between existing sirestand new
information. This results in mental model s wh
several unconnected substructui@srnsbacher, 1990, p. 213he majority of theLow
performersprocessed the input on a localégvinterpreting each segment of input as it came
without relating it to a larger representation of the text or to what came bEfiseappeared to
result in fragmented bulky mental modélfie greater lexical resources available toSteer
performersand Underperformerson the other hand, allowdkdem to adopt a very different
approach to listening. They were able to leverage their improved lexical recognition to enrich
basic representations in the input using-tioguistic knowledge, and to construziherent
discoursdevel models of the text with the help of discourse sche(fatid, 2008a)
5.4.2 StrategyUseand Metacognitive Selfegulationare Critical for Problemsolving

The |l ack of any fover psserious guesiansabaut whathert he d
listeners can be so strategic that they can effectively compensate for deficits in linguistic
knowledge(Macaro et al.2007) It alsoposes a serious challenigeclaims thametacognitive
interventions (i.e.explicit strategybased or metacognitive instructicare an appropriate way to
teachlisteningto lowerlevel learnersandaligns withH u | s t(201j1, 8045 categorizatiorof
strategic competence as a 0 paeontribygetel?2 bsteringv ar i ab
proficiency. The findings do, howevesupportprevious observatiorthathigh lexical
knowledgeis not necessarily a guarantee of successful listening ability (e.g., Bonk, 2000;

Graham et al., 2010; Steehr, 2008)fact, theresultssuggest thastrategic competence grows in
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importanceat higher levels of L2 developmeittiisfits the predictions othe interactive
compensatorynodel ofL2 readingdeveloped by Stanovich (198®ernhardt (2005)and
McNeil (2012)(Field, 2008,argueghat thismodelis equally relevant ta2 listening) This
modelpositsthatcomprehension processarecontextdependentsuchthat anydeficiencies in
anyoneknowledge sourcée.g., linguistic knowledgejan be overcome by relying on other
knowledge source®.g., strategi&nowledge prior knowledgeL1 reading ability (Stanovich,
1980) McNeild £012)expandednodelsuggests thdi2 linguistic knowledgeexplains a large
portion of the variance in reading comprehension at low levels of reading profidoentyat
strategic competengdays a more important @ht higher levels of proficiencythis seemed to
be the case in thaurrent studymetacognitive knowledge and se#fgulatory ability were
identified as being deast partially responsibfer differences idisteningsuccess among
learners with eqaily highlinguistic knowledgebut could not help lowocabulary listenes

elevate their listening score.

Thefindings showed thatthet ar per f or mer and Compgoari son
cluster strategies to solve problems, monit@ir comprehension progress, and effectively
deploy metacognitive knowledge were kegligators of success. Téefindings closely align
with views on the role of metacognitive sedigulation in learningN. J. Anderson, 2002;
Haukas, 2018; Vandergrift, 2003; Wenden, 1998)f-regulation is typicallyconceptualized as
containingthree componends planning, monitoring, and evaluati¢A. L. Brown, 1978;
Haukas, P18; Wenden, 1987)t is supported by metacognitive knowledge, which acts as the
basis for determining how one is progressing and for how problems can be de@Weuitien,
1999) Research from a variety of sfields in education has demonstrated that successful

learners are able to develop a plan for approaching antesktor progress during the task, and
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evaluate overall performance in reference to original gedsthe help of person, task, and
strategy knowledgéCampione et al., 1988; Haukas et al., 2018; Lai, 2011; Wenden). 299
some extent, problessolving can be considered as an extensighe@Mmetacognitive process of

A mo ni t whichrefegsda howearners keep track of thaiomprehensioand take

appropriate measures to deal with difficulties that interfere tivéghr understandin{Block,

1992; Flavell, 1981Wenden, 1998)andergrift & Goh (2012yiew problemsolving as a
separate componeaf metacognition irL.2 listeningbecause of the difficult nature of the skill

In their view, effective problersolving require@nawareness of when and why problems occur
(i.e., metacognitive experience, person knowledgeawareness ahe strategies which can be
used to address problems (i.e., strategy knowledge)prehensin monitoring andthe ability

to choose and combine appropriate probsmtving strategief.e., metacognitiveelf

regulation). This is empirically supported by research findings showing that the ability to
efficiently coordinate metacognitive knowledged strategic action when encountering
problems is an important component of listening suc@éss. Anderson, 2004; Goh & Hu,
2013;L.Guo, 2018; OO6Malley et al., 1989; Phakiti,
Yeldham & Gruba, 2016)rhe listeners itYeldham ad Gruba (2016)for example, became

more adept at solving problems over the course of the project because they developed wider,
more balanced strategic repertoires, engaged in moreegeiliation using metacognitive
strategies (e.g., comprehension noring), and improved various aspects of their metacognitive
knowledge (e.g., person, strategy, task knowledge). Similar findings were repdaegham,
Santos, and Vanderplank (201iho tracked a group of L2 French learners enrollednarmal
program of instruction (i.e., no focus on listening strategies) a period of six month$hey

foundthatlearnersvho achievedhigher listeningcomprehensioscoresover timewerealso

271



those whdbecamemoreself-aware ofhow listeningstrategiesould be combinetb solve

comprehension problemand were better able to do galditional evidencdor the importance

of problemsolvingcomes fronLaviosa (2000)who explored the comprehension processes,
listeningstrategiesand listening problemofadvanced learners of Italian. Analysis of the verbal
report data revealed that the listeners used a diverse range of strategy clusters to address different
problems (e.g., inferencing, contextualization, selective attention, monitoring, cognatesuse wh
encountering unknown words). However, the results also showed that strategy application did

not always result in accurate comprehension. Instead, effective strategy use seemed to depend on
a myriad of factor s, i nc | uwlaedgegindividual diffenericgsenc t s 6
perceiving problems, and on the fAability to
strat egi dhEssuggepts thatlsdcBepsful L2 listening comprehension is linked to the

ability to muster all theasources ab n ed@mosal (e.g., linguistic knowledge, strategies,
metacognitive knowledge) to solve problems and actively process thé impather words, to
selfregulate Overall, these conceptions of successful L2 listening are supported by the curre
findings, which showed thatetacognitiveself-regulation played a key role in the ability to

manage comprehension problems.

Theimportanceof problemsolvingwhile listening has also been demonstrated in studies
using the MALQ.Goh and Hu (2014fpundthat MALQ Person and MALQ Problem scores
were able to explain 22% of the variance in IELTS listening scaitds suggests thatroficient
listenersaremoreaware of (and presumabdyple tomakebetteruse of a widearray of
inferencing and monitoringrsttegies (i.e., twaubdivisionsof the scale)This was confirmed in
Aryadoust (2015)whoused amixture Rasch model to classify scores on a listeningitest

reference tdexico-grammatical knowledgandMALQ scores The findings showed that
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' i steners i n fCIlisenisgsdoehaahigher a/erage lexiegragnimae, r

problemsolving, and planning/evaluation scqorasd lower person knowledge scores (reverse

coded such that a higher score indicates more anxiety). The model had high accuracy across

testing and trainingamples (9®8%), indicating that most of the variance was explained by the

variables included in the modelsteners assigned o C| a s s

20,

o mad lowere

listening comprehension scoréswer lexicegrammar scoresnd higher scores on thALQ

ot her

Attention, Person, and Trangaubscales. The model had low accuracy across the testing and

training sets (25.8 to 40%), which indicates that further cognitive and/or background factors not

included in the model were responsible for a large podfdhe variance. The analysis also

showed that variable importance (i.e., strength of association) was highest foigieduoar,

followed by problerssolving and person knowledge. The findings imply that both language and

strategy knowledge (and problesolving strategies in particular) underly success on listening

tasks that require a number of simultaneous cognitive operations.

Considering the results of these studigth the MALQ, it wasexpectedhatthe four

gualitative groupsvould differ in theirMALQ Problem scores. Howevesisshown in Table8

below, the groups did not seem to differ in their responses to this scale. This was confirmed by

the results of a Kruskalallis rank sum test, H(3) = 5.17, p = 0.16.

Table 28.

MALQ Problem Scores of Qualitative Groups

Group MALQ Problem mean (SD)

Comparison group
Star performers
Low performers
Underperformers

31.7 (3.9)
29.4 (3.2)
26.8 (4.6)
28.5 (3.1)
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This could be interpreted to mean that the groups were equally aware of strategies for
inferencing meaning and monitoring probksalving efforts. However, it is difficult to place a
great amount of weight in this finding considering that the MALQ Prolsleibscale as a whole
demonstrated poor internal consistency (Cronb
considerable inconsistencies wi-sbl whagot hengpta
seems that the differencestire ability toselfregulate in reatime area better explanation for
why the Under per f or me rhavingioatensibdy syffieientflexicame d 0 de s p
knowledge
5.4.3 Thelmportanceof Comprehension Monitoringand Rhetorical Awareness

Anothermainfinding was tlat comprehension monitoring and rhetorical awareness
helpedthe Stamperformers, and to some extent the Underperforneffies;tively integrate
bottomup and topdown informatiorwhile listening These listenerstrove toidentify the main
topics of the letwres early on, made predictions (often with the help of familiar discourse
schemata), monitored subsequent input for congruency with their predictions, and revised their
mental models if necessary.iglinding parallels previous assertions tipabficient listerers are
Afactively engaged in planning for the task an
expectations to construct a meVartdexdrift, 2003p.r esent a
485).Mareschal (20073imilarly observed that after receiving 12 weeks of metacognitive
instruction, L2 adult learners of French were able tgage in systematic monitoring, self
guestioning, and evaluation of their comprehension. Triangulation of a number of data sources
revealed that this ultimately was crucial to their improved listening ability.

The current study extendlse view of whamakes afiskilledo L2 listenerby highlighting

theimportantrole of rhetorical awareness and discoutsewledge From a theoretical point of
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view, avareness of various rhetorical patterns (e.g., catfeet, compar&ontrast)s though to

help listener®rganize incoming informatiorgenerate expectations about the content of a text,

activate relevant background knowledge, and fill in missing l{RFiedd, 2008a; Grabe, 2009;

Kintsch, 1998)Yet, strategiesvhich arebased on rhetorical awarené¢sgy.,summarizing, main

idea identificationGrabe, 2003have beemostly absent frorthe L2 listening literature

(Yeldham, 2019)This is somewhat surprising, but likely corresponds taliherse types of

listening textghat have beensed to elicit data on strategy ysach asimple dialogues

(Graham et al., 2®), short monologues on familiar topi@Soh, 1998) and authentic radio

broadtasts(Vandergrift, 2003)to name adw. These textslo notnecessarily havihe same

predictabé structureas what was used in the current study (i.e., TOEFL listening passages)

may elicit fewer strategies related to rhetorical organizafiddEFL listening passagesn the

other handmay lend themselves to the uselodtoricalstrategiedbecause L2 learners are

familiar with the organizational patterrthey containThis was suggested thyu (2014) who

surveyed the TOEFL strategiesedby 14,000 Chinese test takeasid foundhat strategies such

as Nnidentify main ideas while | isteningo and

| i steni ngo wer e tharsspodderidfurploy\(19&), orfe mfthe fawfstudiedo

have emplogd academic listening texis elicit data on strategy usalsoidentifiediiat t ent i on |

rhetorical organi zationo as a factor separat.
Although thefindingsof the present studshow that ayclical approactto listening(i.e.,

predictcontextualizemonitorrevise) and rhetorical awarendsdped listenerto form coherent

mental modelsit is unclear whether this amounted to a causal relationgthigistening

successFor instance, the Underperformers pusly leverage their rhetorical awareness, de

predictions, and contextuadid what they were hearingsing nonlinguistic knowledgebut
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nevertheless demonstrated relatively poor listening performévfuée it wasargued that this
was primarily becausef their poor problersolving ability, the omission of a key component of
thebeneficial listeningyclei carefulcomprehension monitoririgcould be another
explanation Two of the Underperforme($020, PO69%eemed tatick with their initial
hypothess insteadf leaving them flexible and open to revisioa trait which wasshared with
one of theLow performerdP023) The tendency to stubbornly adhe
known in the L1 reading |iterature as fAperseyv
from an overemphasis on talown information and on initially generated hypothdgesimel

& MacGinitie, 1984) This dysfundbn has appeareglsewheren the L2 listening literature~or
example, the underperforming studenGraham et al. (2010) made predictions based on the
lexical content of comprehension questiansl jumpedo conclusions about correct answer
choices as@on as they heard predicted words in the idpenen if they were incongruent with
the content of the text. Similarly,eldham and Grub&016)reporedon two topdown listeners
who, at the outset of their study, tended to generate hypotheses and inferences using prior
knowledge that had little basis in the text, and persisted with their interpretations Hetpite
up evidence to theontrary.lt has been suggestdthtthe tendency to over rely on talown
informationis due tainsufficient lexical knowledge/recognitiqBuck, 1991; Tsui & Fullilove,
1998)and/orworking memory limitationgMacaro et al., 2005However the current study
supports previous assertiafgtjudiciouscomprehensiomonitoringmayalsobe afactor
underlying theskilleduse oftop-downinformationwhile listening(Vandergrift, 2003)Several
authors have suggested that learsbiauld beencouragedo develop strategies for monitoring
comprehensioim order to remedy perseverative processing tende(i€iesnel & MacGinitie,

1984; Macaro et al., 2005; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Yeldham & Gruba, 2&b&)irical
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evidencdor this suggestion can be found¥Yreldham and Gruba (2016)he topdown listeners
in this studywere able to overcontéeir overreliance on toglown informationby learning how
to monitor their comprehension and use strategies to increase the reliability of-bpttom
information (e.g.discourse markers, stressed content words). On the whole, the findings of the
current study suggest that while listening is largely influenced by vocabulary knowledge and
lexical recognition, interpretations still need to be judiciously monitored witdgeeé of
flexibility in order to avoid the pitfalls of misapplying prior knowledg@er a similar argument,
see Macaro et al., 2005)
5.4.4 StrategiedHarmful or Unrelatedto Listening Success

The last major finding of the analysis was ttiegt particular uses of certastrategies
wereharmful and/or unrelated to comprehension success. These were fixation, avoid fixation,
and realime assessment of input. First, the low proficiency listeners used at least two ineffective
listening strategies to respond to comprehension problems: fixati avoid fixationThe
analysis revealed thaiétion distractedhelisteners made thenmiss incoming information,
and led to the accumulation of comprehension problems. This aligns with several previous
investigations which have shown that low pcacy listeners tend to focus intensively on small
sections of misunderstood text, often to the detriment of comprehdBsioan, 1992a; Goh,
2000, 20@; Graham, 1997; Murphy, 1987; Vogely, 1998)common explanation fawhy this
strategy is so prevalent among less skilled listeners is that they recognize feweiMWads
lexical resources are limited, lowkavel processing becomepsvileged at the expense of
higherl e v e | processing; in other words-andnovi ce
sentencdevel information because they are unable to extract enough information to generate

meaning representatiofdwaan & Brown, 1996)However, theesults of theurrent study
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suggesthat fixation may also be due itwsufficient metacognitive knowledge, a lessened ability

to metacognitively selfegulate and affective factors such as anxiety, motivat@and sel
efficacy.Forinstance Bacon (1992fkuggests thdbw proficiency listeerstendto become

distractedwhile listening because thégck metacognitiveself-control while Graham (1997)

classifies fixation as misapplicatonrof t he fAsel ect i ve athgatention ono s
to particular words/phrases/sectiongladtext). These explanations could account @wh's

(1998)finding that fixation wasised equally by high and low proficiency listeners, and that it

had a similarly detrimental effect on comprehension. Overall, it seems that fixation is a harmful
strategy that is related to both unautomated lexical recogriiietd, 2019; Hulstijn, 2003nd
metacognitive sel€ontrol. Thus, there seems be weighttor el dhamés (2019) <cl ai
fixation can be counted among the default Ain
(Vandergrift, 1998 p. 391) used by less skilled listeners (e.g., translation, transfer, and repetition;
Vandergrift, 1997, 2003hat must be overcome in orderaosure the development of advanced

listening ability.

Theineffectivemanner in which th&nderperformersi s e d avoithfatisgio st r at egy
isanotherf i ndi ng worthy of discussion. Goh (1998)
to the broadestrategy of reatime assessment (i.e., deciding whether a part of the input is
necessary for achieving comprehension go&sattime assessmerig generally considered
beneficial as it has the potent itaskathaodafdhel p |
not be fixatedo (Goh, 1998, p. 137; see al so
however, that avoiding fixation was only beneficial when carefully implemented as part of
strategy clusters that included metacognitive Kedge, metacognitive strategies, and, most

importantly, the setting of attentional goals (i.e., among high proficiency listeheather

278



words, it was effectively used by learners who were able taeglflate while listeninglhis
finding suppors theargument that mannef strategy uses amoreimportant indicator of
listening succesthanthetypeor numberof strategesused(Graham, 1997; Graham et al., 2011;
Graham & Macaro, 2008; Graham & Santos, 2015; Macaro, 2006)ive an examplé€;raham
and Santos (201%)escribe two learners fro@raham et al. (2011hat used the strategy of
Asel ective attentiono in very different ways.
particular items that appeared in the comprehension questions (mérietavailable to the
students while listening). This often led to her missing the overall idea of the passages. By
contrast, the more effective listener (Alan) held off on using selective attention until he had
gained an overall understanding of the pgsséeading to better overall comprehensitime
authorsconcludeby sayingt hat i n Aour view, there is no suc
only an appropriate use of strategy, which wi
(p. 25).Fromthis point of view,theway theUnderperformersusei avoi d f i xati ono c
considered as a misapplication that occurred because of a lackr&fgag#ory capacity(i.e.,
ability to coordinae strategic action)a lack ofmetacognitive knowledgendor because of an
anxious preoccupation withe upcoming input. Considering further that improvements in
metacognitive awareness are linked to increased motivation, decreased anxiety, and a greater
sense of control over thetiing proceséGraham & Macaro, 2008; Vandergrig002, 2005;
Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010; Yeldham & Gruba, 2Q16)s finding again supports the
notionthatmetacognition is an important aspect of probstving and proficient listening
abilityd one that, if impaired, can causally and negé#fiadfect listening performance.

Lastly, the analysis indicated that listeners in all proficiency groups equally applied the

strategyof Air ¢ alme assessment of inputo (i .e., di stir
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information). Further examination obt this strategy was used led to the conclusiaithe

use of this strategywasindependentf, rather than causally related to, listening proficiernidye

reasons provided by listeners in each group were tied to how they processed the input (e.g., the
systematic, integrated approachSiar performerss. piecemeal, wordy-word approach othe

Low performers . The wubiquity of this strategy 1Is ver
with standardized listening assessments, wheraaksts ardrained to use strategies for
identifying particular pieces of information
Liu, 2014, Ak ey woRield, 2009) tt is taiunal ghat thesa stratdgieswsuld

be accompanied by assessments of whether the input matched what they were looking for.

|l ndeed, the analysis showed that vagestessments
comprehension questionso and fAperceived relev
that the findings depart fro@oh (1998) who identified reatime assessment asstrategy that

wasonly characteristic of high proficiency listeners. One reasothisrdiscrepancgould be

that thequalitatively analysiseparated he br oader -tsitmea taesgsye sosfmefinrteoa |i
ti me assessment of inputo (i .e., judgements o
comprehensiomndii r ¢ alme assessment of problemso (i .e.,
of problems) While Goh (1998; 2002labelled these two mental actiomsit act i cs o0 t hat
different ways of imfementing the same strategy, it seemed necessary to separate the two
considering that each related to a unique goal: Mogiéding vs. problem resolutioft is

possible thathe high proficiency listeners in Goh (1998) were adept at using this strategy n

only to construct mental models, but also to effectively solve problems. Graham (1997)

additionally points out that less effective listeners may assign importance to words that are

immediately recognized or understandabilg, that these wordaenot necessarilyused in
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subsequenmnodetbuilding. The findings of the current study expand on this by suggesting that
low vocabulary listeners do have gietermined notions of what marks importance (e.g.,
numbers, dates, times; repeated words; acoustic eraplag thatthey may be unable to
constructivelyuse this knowledgerhus, while reatime assessment of input could be beneficial
as an individual strategyt seems to be dependent on other factors related to the integration of
information while listeing (e.g., vocabulary knowledge, background knowledge, rhetorical

awareness), and thus is not causally related to listening outcomes.

5.5 Discussionof ResearchQuestion 3:Individual Differences, Listener Metacognition, and
Mixed-methods Analysis

Thefind r esear ch mhwhkabways oan migeshdtrods analjisis expand our
understanding (through convergence, divergence, and elaboration of quantitative and qualitative
data) of the individual differences related to listener metacogfdion T hteativg analysis
identified listening anxiety, vocabulary size, and working memory capacity as variables affecting
degree of reported strategy ws®l metacognitive knowleddee., MALQ scores). The
gualitative analysis narrowed in on listening anxietyagerson factpand focused on the
sources, effects, and responses to anxigtgough this analysis, threeterpretatios weremade
abouthow anxietyrelates to listener metacognitigia) anxietythat stemmed froma
preoccupation with the unknown (i.enfamiliartopics,unfamiliarvocabulary comprehension
breakdown}pushel listeners to focus more intensely on the input (i.e., attention strategies); (b)
anxiety negatively affeell i st ener s &6 moghassit@ausd listaningastmategieg;iahdl i n
(c) strategy uswvas both a caussndeffect ofanxiety. Themixed-methods analysis examined
the quantitative and qualitativiatain terms ofconvergence, elaboration, and divergence in
order to generate meiafererces.The findingsshowed that the relationships identified among

anxiety scores, MAL(@lobalscores, and MALQ Person scommsverged with and were
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elaborated upon bgualitative insights showing that anxiety affected processing in different
ways. Furtherrare, analysis of thdivergence between the quantitative and qualitative findings
generated importamhetainferenceselated to the use of verbal repottee reliability of the
MALQ), and the utility of using multiple data collection methods to minimieakmesses in a
study Theinferencesand meteanferences of the analyses are discussed below.
5.5.1 ListeningAnxiety, Strategy Useand Cognitive Processing

The findings first and foremost support the notion that affective variables play an
important rolein shaping how listeners strategically respond to a listening task, and thus in
determining the relative success of listening outcofaadergrift & Goh, 2012)The
guantitative analysis found that FLLAS scodesnonstrated mediwsize correlations with the
MALQ Person subscale and MALGIobalscores, while the qualitative analysis revealed that
feelings of anxiety negatively affected motivationgnitiveprocessingandstrategy useThis
aligns with the closeelationship that is assumed to exist between listening anxietyeféeHcy,
and motivation. In social cognitive theory, for instance-s#ltacy is viewed as the basis for
feelings ofanxiety, andfor motivatiord if a learner is less confident of thability to
successfully understand speech, then they are more likely to become anxious about the demands
of a task, and be less motivated to dedicate effort to cognitive proc€Baimdura, 1993, 1997)
This is particularly relevarib the case of L2 listening, whidh inherentlyanxietyprovoking
becaus®f theinability to revisit the inpytandbecause ofhe needo developnew procedures
for segmentingpeechand recognizing word@\rnold, 2000; Buck, 2001; Kim, 2000; Vogely,
1998) Several seffeport studies suggest that learners who are anxious also tend to view
themselves as less able to sucdedistening and/or feel less in control over their listening

processefGraham, 2006; Kim, 2000; Vogely, 1998his relationship is also evident in
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guantitative research that has demonstrated mesizea negative correlations between anxiety
and selefficacy scales (e.gr,=-0.53 in Mills et al., 206).

The current study adds that anxiety, motivation, andes@tfacy aretied to different
aspects of strategyrocessinginterpreted within th&ystems Model of L2 listeninghe findings
showed thahigh levels ofanxiety affected cognitive arglrategic processing on both a macro
(i.e., level of effort dedicated to listening/sedfgulation) and micro level (i.e., availability of
processing resources). On a macro level, anxiety affected the degree to which some listeners
were willing to continudistening and/or use strategies to support their comprehéngnoother
words, it affectedeffort expenditureThis corresponds to the widespread observation in the
literature that L2 listeners who feel overwhelmed by their failure to comprehend become
frustrated and tend to abandon efforts to process the input; in other words, they(@od up
2000; Graham, 2006; Mareschal, 2007; Noro, 2006; Vandergrift, 2002; Vogely, {398)
micro-level, the results confiredt hat | i st eni ng ainrxrieelteyv a nnttor oidnufco
into the L2 listening proces3hisincreasdt h e | icsghitevenl@ead andeft them with
fewercognitive resources available for operations such as executive control and schema
construction(l.-J. Chen & Chang, 2017; Macintyre, 1995; Sweller, Van Meboer, & Paas,
1998)

Thefindings of the present study also showed tuanitiveload was increaseduly
anxiousl i s t esa @& attendiofnefficient processing strategies (e.qg., fixation, hyper
focus/increased attention on the input). A similatgratwas found in Kim (2000), who showed
thathigh-anxietyKorean EFL listeners were more likely focus on picking upach word in the
input and/or became distracted by what they could not understand. Similar to what was found in

the current study, Kimlso showed that the use of inefficient strategies was an indwaoteof
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anxiety, not simply an effect. This was also reported in Vogely (1998), who found that the use of
strategies for processing input at the word level (e.g., translation, fixattbtg blreakdowns in
comprehension and correspondingly, greater fe
both a cause and effect of anxiety implies a vicious cycle where students who experience anxiety
adopt inefficient processing strategies tlead to a loss of comprehensi@amd potentially
generatanorefeelings of anxiety. This cycle links to what Maclintyre and colleagues have
observed about language learning in gendénakanxietycaninfluence task performance and
task performanceanprovoke anxietfMacintyre, 1995; Macintyre & Gardner, 1991, 1994)
5.5.2 Advantagesf a Mixed-methods Approach

The metainferences generated by the current study were useful for gaining a deeper
undersanding of the relationship between individual differences and listener metacogAition.
example of how MMR has been successfully applied in previous research is first presented here
in order to contextualize the findinggandergrift and Tafaghodtari (2018)plored the efficacy
of using a 13veek metacognitive pedagogical cycle to develop the listening comprehension and
metacognitive knowledge (using the MALQ) of L2 learners of French. The quantitative findings
showedthat,from the pretest to the posgiest, the experimental group achieved comparatively
greater gains on measures of L2 listening comprehension and on the MALQ Problem subscale
compared to listeners in the control group. The authors also triangulatdcbdasiimulated
recalls (using the MALQ as the stimulus) to support and elaboratetp@uantitativeoatterns
of metacognitive developmenthe results of this triangulatianon f i r med t hat t he
growth in MALQ Problemscores over timavas asociated with greater flexibility in strategy
use, more goadetting when encountering problems, and a greater awareness and control over

inferencing and monitoring strategid$e most interestinfinding of the study stemmed from
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t he aut hordivérgerca iel,thesunespectedl finding that gains on the MALQ
Translaeé subscale differed only between high proficiency listeners in the experimental group
and low proficiency listeners in the control grqup., analyzing divergence)he authors had
surmised thatow proficiencylisteners in the experimental group would haeaefited the most
from the metacognitive instructioifhis wasbased on past findingkat novice listenerseed to
overcomea compulsion to translate order todeveloptheir listening ability(\Vandergrift, 1997,
2003) The analysis of the stimulated recall data, hewerevealed that there were key nuances
regarding how participants were interpreting the items on the MAta@slate subscale which
couldexplain the contradictory finding. Specificallye participants tended to view translation
in apositivelight beause they applied the strategy selectively to assist in inferencing (e.g.,
translating key worslto help inferencéhe general meaning @& section) and monitoring (e.g.,
translating a word to confirm an earlier prediction). In other words, the lackfefetites for the
MALQ Translate subscale was duettdh e p a r interpretafoeohthe gjuestionsCombined
with the quantitative findings, this led the authors to the fiméémence that listeners in the
experimental group actually madere effortto inference and identify the meaning of key
words, rather than translate each word they were hearing. Thisnfesancecould not have

been generated from the quantitative data alone.

In the current study, the techniques of elaboration, convergencdivandence led to
similar metainferences that would not have been possible without the systematic analysis of
different data sources. The technique of elaboration was implemented by setting listening anxiety
as the focus of the qualitative analysis fos&achguestion2. This individual difference
variable had the strongest relationship with MALQ scores in the quantitative portion of the data

analysis, and was also relevant to the interpretations of the data relevant to Research DQuestion
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(i.e., underperformers anxioasd preoccupied). The qualitative analysedded rich patterns
andgeneratednsightful interpretationsboutthe role of anxiety in cognitive and strategic
processing. Without the qualitative analysis, these could only have been speculated at and not
confirmed. The technique of convergence was used to support the validity and credibility of the
guantitative and qualitative findings. Convergence was found between (a) the finding that
FLLAS scores were positively associated with overall MALQ scores; griti¢lqualitative
finding that listening anxietincreasedistenergcognitiveloadand led them to implement less
effective listening strategiek other words, both data sources suggested that anxious listeners
were less strategic overallhese findiigs supportheoretical claims thatrategies are mental
actions located imorking memory (Macaro, 2006), and that listening anxiety is an extraneous
source of cognitive load that impairs processing (Maclntyre, 1995). Convergence was also
identified betwen (a) the quantitative finding that FLLAS scores are strongly associated with
MALQ Person subscale scores; and (b) the qualitative finding that listening anxiety is closely
related with motivation and sedffficacy while listening. This once again suppdtte close
connection that has been identified in the literature between anxiety, motivation, and self
efficacy, particularly when it comes to L2 listenif@g., Graham & Macaro, 2008)he
techniques of convergence and elaboration hdlpgdneratenetainferences about how and
why anxiety influences cognitive andaegic processing, and hence L2 listening outcoifies.
argument can be madleat thesenetainferences in turn improwkthe generalizability of the
findings to populations beyond the sample used in the current study (i.e., sample legitimation;
Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006)

The findings that diverged acrodata sourcewere alsaanalyzedhrougha series of

posthoc examinations. This led to useful matBerences regarding the data collection
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techniques used in the current studgd the utility of mixed methods analysis in gendfait,

the analysis showed that teemulated recall and interview protocols were unable to accurately
capture information on metacognitive (i.e., planning/evaluation) and cognitive (i.e., translation)
strategies that are presumed to be kdisteningdevelopmen{Vandergrift, 1997, 2003;
Vandergrift & Goh, 2012)At the same time, however, the analysis emphasizecahdWMR
approactcould minimize unforeseen methodological weaknesses f.av,e a k ne s s

mi ni mi )zZ@ntviegbozée & Johnson, 200&econd, analysis of the divergence for the
MALQ Attention subscale generated two metterences: (a) it is important to consider manner
of use when measuring use of attention strategies; and (b) qualitative methods can compensate
for weaknesses iquanttative methodsPosthoc analysis of th#ems onthe MALQ Attention
subscalded to the conclusiomthat attention strategies are indeed linked to listening anxiety, but
that their utilitycoulddepend omow effectively they are deployed (i.eather tha purely on

how frequently they were reported@his corresponds to a theme that has been repeated
throughout thestudyd that the manner in which strategies are used is much more important that
the frequency of strategy u@ee., conditionametacognitiveknowledge Jacobs & Paris, 1987)

This seems to be particulanglevant for attention strategies, which, as discussed earlier in this
section, can be harmful if not implemented based in a principled way that is linked to higher
levels of metacognitivknowledge(Goh, 1998; Graham, 1997; Graham & Santos, 200%
findings also ledo questions abothe reliability and validity of the MALQ Attention subscale

as a tool for collecting data on the use of attention stratéafiésast with the present dataset).

One way this reliability issue could have been addressed was by identifying subscales particular
to this dataset using exploratory factor analysis. Whiewas considered during the data

analysis phase of the projetite decision was made to use the origgwddscalegi.e., as
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validated in Vandergrift et al2006) in order to allow for direct comparisons wptievious
research. Howevemcluding multple data sourceselped to compensate for thveaknessesf
this subscaleand thus contributkto the legitimay of the findings.
5.6 Limitations and Future Research

There were a number of limitations in the current study that should be improved upon in
future research. One limitation concerns the choice of stimulated recall protocols over other
types of verbal reports (e.g., think alouds). As mentioned previously, this decision was motivated
by concerns for validity and reliability. It has been argued stimulated recalls are a relatively
valid way to capture strategy use because they target cognitive thought processes that pertain to
an alreadycompleted listening task; and that they are reliable because they minimize the
temporal distance between tistening event and protocol (i.e., shortly after the listening
passage was completed), and use multiple stim
tape recor di ng [(Gags& Mackey, RODGHovwegen asmcleatlyansli¢ated by the
metainferences generated by the MMR analysis, this protocol led to the underreporting of
certain type®f strategies (e.g., planning, evaluation, mental translation). It is possible that the
choice of an alternative verbal report method could have led to the emergence of different
strategy type® think alouds, for example, capture input processing in ne& #nd may thus
more effectively elicit strategies such as mental translation. The effect of type of report protocol
(e.g., stimulated recall, think aloud, retrospective interview, questionnaire) on strategy elicitation
is a topic that has not yet been kxpd in the L2 listening literature, and could add to the small
body of literature which has explored methodological issues in listening strategies research
(Santos et al., 2008; Yeldham & Chen, 2016)

Next, the results should be interpreted with some caution considering that strategy use
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was elicited using only the LLC as the stimulus task. This was potentially problematic because
the L_COMP variable was imputed from scores on three task types: l@mgriggmultiple

choice (LLC), short listening/guided recall (SLC), and dictation (DICT). The unique
characteristics of the SLC and DICT could have led the participants to use strategies that were
consequently underreported in the analysis. The SLC lectoresxample, were short, two

minute passages adapted from the TOEFL listen and summarize integrated section (Question 6).
Each lecture contained two to three main points and a fairly straightforward, expository
organizational structure that sequentigdhgsented main ideas and supporting detRi&thong

and Brunfaut (2020jpund that TOEFL listen and summarize tasks tend to elicit strategies that
are both similar to (e.g., fixation, inferencing, elaboration, directed attention, selective attention,
comprehension monitoring) and different fréeng., reatime assessment of input and attend to
rhetorical organization) what was found with the LLC in the current study. Likewise, the DCT,
which was assumed to tap into lower order proceg8ngk, 2001) could have engaged more
strategies that are deployed at the wescel (e.g., discourse markers, n@arrd matching,

attention to stressed words), but that do not involve the use of contextualdmvwap
information(Field, 2004, 2013; Yeldha& Gruba, 2016) The takeaway from this is that

different tasks have different response characteristics (e.g., muahipiee vs. written recall),

input characteristics (e.g., organizational structure), and relationships between the input and
responsehat will influence the comprehension goals set by learners, and thus may affect the
types of strategies us¢Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Buck, 200At the same time, Wenden

(1998) argues that metacognitive knowledge eailifate the transfer of strategies across tasks.
For instance, it is likely that more metacognitivalyare learners know which strategies are

applicable to a particular task (task knowledge), which are effective for improving
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comprehension in generalgigeral strategy knowledge), and understand that success is linked to
their ability to regulate their comprehension
appropriate choice of previously learned strategies to achieve learning goals aneébmiiird

probl ems encountered during the | earningo (p.
research would be to explore the effect of task and input type on the kinds of strategies that are
elicited during verbal reports in order to exae whether/which strategies can transfer across

tasks.

It should also be pointed otltat all instruments used in the current study were
administered in the participantsd L2 (English
the instruments because of heterogeneity of the participant sample. This posed a reliability
problem becase lowefproficiency participants may not have fully understood instructions or
guestionnaire items, and thus may not have provided accurate responses. This was particularly
relevant to the MALQ, which was originally designed for and validated with (pitypal
English learners of L2 French, and has not been widely translated into other languages. This
drawback was mitigated somewhat by piloting the instrument, revising the wording of the items,
and by helping the participants understand any uncleas itlemng data collection. In spite of
t his, it 1 s stildl possible that certain aspec
knowledge went misreported or underrepartacgiddition, the revised MALQ was only piloted
with one additional paicipant, which raises questions about whether the revised items were
indeed functioning as expected and indeed meastiventargetontent domainConsidering
theselimitations the resultdeaturing the MALQshould be viewed with some degree of caution.

Another limitation, and one which is shared by listening strategies research in general,

relates to how the term Astrategyo was concep
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study. The precise definitin of Al earning strategyo has been
who have sought to tailor the concept to suit their own research contexts angoayi &

Skehan, 2003)Some authors have argued that in lacking a clear definition, learning strategies

also lack a firm theoregal ground on which to stand and are thus an area of questionable

scholarly valugDornyei, 2005) Fr om Fi el dés (2019) point of vi
distinction needs to be madetween th@rocesseshat are intrinsic to listeng(e.g., bottom

up/topdown), performed unconsciously, and constitute what language learners need to acquire

for longterm performance; amstrategies whi ch ar e fAexpedientso use:-
competency cannot match the demands of the task. €atdatunclear whether research on L2

listening strategies has appropriately distinguished between these two concepts. The current
study attempted to make this distinction by g
psycholinguistic theories of memoayd information processing (i.e., by emphasizing the

concepts of consciousness, gdakctedness, and intentionaliéfflerbach et al., 2008; Macaro,

2006) Despite this, it was methodologically challenging to reliably identify whether a given

thought or action could be classified as a strategy or a mental process. It was very difficult to

know, for example, whether a listener had consciously and intenjionai made a pr edi ct
with a specified goal in mind, or whether this was done naturally and automatically. This begs

the question, Al f ¢ on s edireotedaesseare $1qt readilty apparenti o n a | |
from the context of the verbal report,ttemoul d t he t hought be coded
coding scheme used here assumed that these concepts were, to a large extent, present in the data
because participants were given control of the listening tape and specifically asked to report on

their conseousthoughts at the time of listening. In spite of this, it is altogether possible that

some of the fAstrategieso which were coded in

201



degree of consciousness, intentionality, and-goakctedness. It is likglthat this limitation
affected cognitive strategies more than metacognitive strategies, since the latter involve more
intentionality and are therefore more accessible to report (Field, 2019). An important imperative
of future research on listening stratsyis thus to delineate and standardize procedures for
reliably identifying strategies that emerge from verbal reports (which has been difficult due to
the wide range of tasks, populations, and verbal report methodsMesealo et al., 2007)and
separating them from unconscious processes.

A separate limitation of the stughertains to théimited number ofearnervariables that
were considered in the analydtsist, analysis of the first and second research questions
restricted Alinguistic knowledgeo to vocabul a
the paper by citing the large number afdsés suggesting that vocabulary size is a stronger
predictor of L2 listening proficiency than, for example, syntactic knowl¢bigeartty, 2000;
Vafaee & Suzuki, 2020)rhis decision was also made because it allowed for clear pedagogical
implications regarding the vocabulary targets that should Herse? listening classrooms. In
spite of this, it remains possible that differences in syntactic and/or phonological knowledge
could have accounted for the performance differences which were here attributed to
metacognitive selfegulation. As such, the nolusions made about the role of metacognition in
L2 listening development should be considered as tentative until further research has adequately
accounted for the effects of other linguistic knowledge variaBlesond, the data did not
include a measuref L1 metacognitiorandbr listening ability due to the heterogenous makeup
of the populationThis made it difficult to speculate on whetliee metacognitive behavier
observed among th&bove-2K listeners in the current stuayerethe product of L1 transfer

(e.qg.,Clarke, 1980; Cziko, 1980pr whether they had been developed specifically for listening
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in the L2(e.g.,Field, 2008) Evidence for the latter would strengthen the caseléweloping

|l i stener sd met acardalisteningipeocessesnntaddiidn tosimyrimptoving
their linguistic knowledgéMendelsohn, 1994; Vandergrift, 199nfortunatelyfew studies

have been condtted orthis topic(Cross, 2012)It is thuscrucial to further explore the
relationship between L1 and IiRetacognition considering that L1 listeners vary greatly in their
metacognitive knowledge and ability to sedgulate(Imhof, 1998; Imhof & Janusik, 2006;
Janusik & Keaton, 2015An option which researchers can use to measure L1 metacognition is
the Metacognitive Listening Instrument, a crosdtural survey based on the MALQ developed
by Janusik and Keaton (2015). This instrument can be used alongside the MALQ and other
introspetive techniques (e.g., verbal reports, stimulated recall) to compare how listeners at
different levels of proficiency use strategies in their L1 and_B2tly, the current study did not
me as ur e plackgroundnpwdedgeostide listening texs akey sourceof knowledge
used in inferencingMacaro et al., 20085raham et al., 2010anda variablewhich hasbeen

shown to mediate the relationship between metacognitive awareness and L2 listening outcomes
(Wallace, 2020)Background knowledgkeen shan to influenceperceivedifficulty of a

listening taskand henceould affectthe level ofcompensatiomequired(Long, 1990; Macaro et
al., 2005) In addition,it has been suggested that tiee of prior knowledge while listenirman

be both facilitative and debilitative dependmgn o neés | evel ofie,metacogni
comprehension monitoringBacon, 1992a; Macaro et al., 2006pnsidering this,antrolling

for prior knowledgecould help researchers identifyhich listeners are abl® equally apply
compensatory strategies and/or metacognitdggilatory skills tdoth familiar and unfamiliar

texts and how they are able to da sothe current studyit is unlikely thatanyfactorother than

vocabulary sizéi.e., prior knowledge, strategy usguld have elevated the comprehension

293



scores of the BelovK listenergo a point where they matched their high vocabulary geers
no Overperformers were identified in the datédwever,for theUnderperformerst remains
possible thaprior knowledgeplayed some role in explaininghy these listenenserformed
below expectationgzurthermorethe current study identifiepic knowledge as key sourceof
listening anxietywhich could havendirectly affected srategy use on a macro (i.e., affected
motivation to use strategies) and micro (i.e., efficiency of cognitive processing)ltes¢hus
critical that futureresearcltontrol for prior knowledgén order to clarify the relationship
between strategy useétacognitive selfegulation and L2 listening comprehension

A furtherlimitation of the current study pertains to héwW 1 s tariatyo wagframed
as being primarily debilitative in natyree.,ashaving a negative effect on processing efficiency
(Macintyre& Gardner, 1994)This view was based itle consistent, negative relationship found
betweermeasuresf anxiety and a varietgf L2 skills (e.g., readingwriting, speaking) and
achievemen(Elkhafaifi, 2005; E. Horwitz, 2001; E. Horwitz et al., 1986; E. K. Horwitz, 2010;
Saito et al., 1999; Teimouri et al., 201Bpwever some psychologists have proposed that
anxietycanlead togreatemperformances long as itemains at a low enough level and is
accompanied by sufficient effort expendittinat compensates farcreased cognitive demands
(Eysenck, 1979)Althoughit was beyond the scope of the current study, future resadogt
both afacilitative and debilitativgperspectiven order to identifywhetherand how strategy use
canoffset the detrimental effects of listening anxiety

A final limitation of the study concerns timember of participants recruited in the study.
A larger participant sampluld haveled to a number of changes to the analysis and results of
the study. Specifically, it could have (@lped to normalize the distribution of the dependent

variables investigated in Research questiofi)led to the dentification of more
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Underperformers/Overperformemghich could have increased the credibility of interpretations;
and (c) permitted the use of multivariate statistical anabggib as structural equation
modelling, which isnot recommended for samplegh fewer thanl50-200 observations
because of problems relatedstatistical powef{Wolf et al., 2013)
5.7 Pedagogicalnd Methodological Implications

It is possible to draw a number of pedagogical and methodological implications from the
totality of the resultproduced by the current studyhese are discussed below.
5.71 Learning High-frequency Vocabulanghould be a Goalfor Successful L2 Listening

The results of this study suggest that vocabulary needs to play an integral role in L2
listening pedagogy. Fane, mastering the most frequent 2,000 word families of Engisth
knowing around 4,000 worfdmiliesoverall) seensto bea necessary condition for listening
success. This accords with the view of many vocabulary researchers that learning high frequency
vocabulary is an important learning géation, 2001; Nation & Waring, 1997; Schmitt, 2010;
Webb & Nation, 2013)High frequency words provide the greatest return on time and
instructional investment and act as the foundation for future vocabulary learning @#frs,
2011) However,it has been ghwn thatmany students fail to mastkigh frequency vocabulary
even after years of foreign language st(elg., Nurweni & Read, 1999; Webb & Chang, 2D1
Teachers can help learners reach this tdrgessinglists of high frequency vocabulary such as
the New General Service List (Ne®SL) (Brezina & Gablasova, 2015) or the BNC/COCA
2000(Nation, 2006) Because these lists contain a large number of words to be learned (2,228
and 2,000 headwords for thlew-GSL and BNC/COCA2000, respectively), the existing
knowledge of their studentsan be evaluategsingmeasures such #se LVLT in order to

determinewhich subsets of words should be focusedeng., Nation, 1983)or example, if a
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learner ha failed to master even the most 1,000 frequent words, the 1,000 word band should be
the focus of instruction. For those in the 1,000 to 2,000 range, the 1,000 to 2,000 word band
could act as the foci of instructioBecausdearners can be expectedatoouire around 400 to
500 words per yedMilton, 2009; Webb & Chang, 201,2) may be necessary to further divide
vocabulary into 50@vord bands based on frequenmayk in order to lessen the enormity of the
2,000word family goal (Dang & Webb, 2016; Kremmel, 201@&fter selectingwhich words
shouldbe taught, decisions must be made about how to teach $utimitt (2008)argues that
vocabulary teachinghould explicily teachthe basicmeanings of words, especially in the initial
stages of learningrhis can be accomplished usingaaiety of twls toaid memorization (e.g.,
using word cards, L-12 translations, word maps, etc.; Nation, 2011). From there, learning
efforts can be focused on other dimensions of word knowledge such as collocations, synonymy,
hypernymy, and knowledge derivative formsvia explicit study and/oextensive readingnd
listening practic€Day & Bamford, 2002; Nation, Z0; Renandya & Farrell, 2011; Schmitt,
2008; Schmitt & Zimmerman, 2002)

A |l ogical guestion to ask i s, AHow can voc
i n st r ulomanylisteéhiag classrooms around the watthé, only teaching ofocahulary
occurs before listening, when learners are gligts of the words they will encounter in an
upcoming taskand/or asked to brainstoramd create lists of taglelevant vocabularyGraham
(2017)argueghat this approach has been overapplied in L2 listenlassrooms, and thiahas
little effect on longterm listening developmentlore importantly, itrepresentanarchaic
pedagogidocus on the product of listening comprehenglaat is out of touch witlmodern
views of L2 listening developmefitield, 2008a)Ideally, vocabulary learning should be

incorporated in a way that aligns with theoretical perspectives on lexical acquisition and use, as
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well as with findings on the constituents of successful listeniilyad he results of the current
study suggest that the most critical areas to focus on when it comes to vocabulary are: (a)
encouraging listeners to develop a robust vocabulary size (i.e., to maximize the amount of
reliable semantic information for usemodel building); (b) ensuring that listeners achieve
automaticity in bottorrup processing (i.e., recognize the words they know).

Schmitt (2008) suggests that vocabulary learning occurs when learnergjagedvith
words,; that i s, xpoglres attentioh,enanguldtian, ofitime spent with lexical
itemso (p. 339). To promote this engagement,
instructional content according to Nation's (2001) four strands of vocabulary learning: provide
(1) meanig-focused input, (2) meaniAgcused output, (3) languadecused learning, and (4)
opportunities for fluency development. Nation & Yamamoto (2012) provide concrete
recommendationsn howmuch weight each of thestrandsshould have in th&2 listening
classroomsThey suggesthat approximately half of the time spent in a listening course should
be dedicaté to meaningfocused input; that is, using information gained from listening (and
reading) to accomplish meaningful tasks. This could involve any nuofilg@aldirected
activities such as comprehension jigsaws, narrative completions, or listing and sorting tasks
(Vandergrift & Goh, 2012); and/or integrated skill tasks such as finding the differences in written
and spoken versions of a teat listeningfor information to use in a discussion (which also
provide meaningocused output; for similar suggestions with reading, see Nation, 2015). The
authors further suggest that 25%toé time spent in a coursehould be dedicated to language
focused learning that is, learningyocabulary, grammar, araboutphonological modifications
in L2 speechFor the latterField (2003, 2008advocatesisingsmallscale remedial exercises

thattargetlistener$ability to decode the L2 speech signghese include learningbout
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sentence and syllable stress, redistributed word fandthe weak and strong forms of vowels.
This knowledge can be proceduralized tlgloshort dictatioractivitiestargeting specific
phonological modificationgphoneme discrimination exercisasd/oractivities directing
learners to identify modification patterns in transcribed spéss#iNokes, 2018, for a number of
other recommendationmelated to teaching connected spgegim option for developing
decoding skills isisingmultimedia software such as 123LISTEN (stun, 2003; see also
Matt hews & QSuthprodraes,allo® Bersstg synchronize audiovisual material
with custom captions in order to hdigteners make associations between the spoken and written
forms of language, and to analyze phonological patterns such as word and sentence stress in
detail.

Lastly, Nation and Yamamoto (2012) recommémat the remaining5% of timespent
in alisteningcourseshould be dedicatetd practiéng listening fluency This is best
accomplished by giving students extensive listening assignpvemth allow them to choose
enjoyable L2 listening content thesanconform to a set of given parameters (eegmplety,
duration, number of passages, video cagtiett.; Day & Bamford, 2002; Markham, Peter, &
McCarthy, 2001; Renandya & Farrell, 2011). In this way, learners can not only gain much
needed practice applying word recognition skills, but can also learvowhulary incidentally
(E. Peters et al., 2016)
5.72 Listeninglnstruction should Include a Metacognitive Canponent

The second major implication of the findings is that listening instruction should involve a
metacognitive component that emphasizes protselvingand monitoring To effectively solve

problems, Vandergrift & Goh (2012) claim that learners neddarn how to:
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1 AAdjust their approach by activating more appropriate strategies as required; for
example, revise predictions or adjust their inferences to reflect new possibilities

1 Make inferences about the meaning of a chunk of text they did not tartets/
deducing from the information they are confident they have understood

1 Ask for clarification, if the listening context allows for thigp. 107)

The results of the current study suggest that profsieiving should bembeddedvithin an
instructionala ppr oach that also builds |istenersodo met
person), promotes awareness of discourse structure, and encabeagés actively monitor

their comprehension while listening. One way these goals can be unified is through Vandergrift
and Gohoés (2012) met acasgucturediseries ofpeardirg gotivifiesc s e q u
that integrate metacognitive awarenessingi with listening comprehensigmactice Thisis a

processhased approach thiaas been shown it¢a) familiarize learnerswith the cognitive and
metacognitive processes involvedLid listening(e.g.,planning, predicting, monitoring,

evaluation, proldm-solving, and attentional cont)p(b) increasé e a r metacognitive
knowledgerelated to L2 listeningand (c)helplearnerausethis metacognitive knowledge to

choose and applgppropriatdistening strategie€Cross, 2010; Goh & Taib, 260Mareschal,

2007; Vandergrift, 2002; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 20Iyurel5illustratesthe basic

architecture of tis approach.
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Key Metacognitive Processes

\

/ Monitoring, - Mlonltt_orlng, d Monitoring
Evaluation, Vapggl;f;r:;an and Problem- Evaluation
Planning and Planning solving solving and Planning
( 4 N Second Y N
First verification and
. ification and text . ]
Planning/ verica : Final Reflection and
e plan with peers reconstruction or e et
Predicting for second other verification goal-setting
listen comprehension
\ | activit
\ J AN AN J\
ﬁ [ ﬂ I
Contextualization  First Listen Second Listen Third Listen

(with or without

transcript)

Figure 15. A Metacognitive Pedagogical Sequence (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 109)
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OWS . After
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the teacher begins with the prediction/planning phase. Students are first inforthedisiening

ect

topic, and asked to guess the type of information and/or possible words they think they will hear

in the text. These are collectively listed on the board as a class, and students are encouraged to

write down the predictions on a worksheétisTphase corresponds to the metacognitive process

of planning.

In the second phase (First Verification), students listen to the entire text and monitor the

accuracy of their predictions. They are encouraged to note down additional information they

undersood. Then, heyjointly evaluate their comprehension with their peers (in pairs or small

groups) by discussing which of their hypotheses were correct, what they understood overall, and

what points need additional clarification. Listeners are encouraghsciass points of

disagreement, as these will help them create new plans for listening and attentional goals that

they will monitor during the Second Verification phase. The First Verification phase engages the

metacognitive processes of planning, momigyand evaluation.
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In the third phase of the sequence (Second Verification), learners listen to the text again
in light of their discussion, revising and adding new information to their notes about the topic.
After listening, they again discuss with thpartners, revise hypotheses and set new
comprehension goals fthefinal listering (e.g., confirming new hypotheses, filling in
information relevant to original framework). The Second Verification phase engages primarily
monitoring, evaluation, and pgoem-solving, but involves some planning as well.

In the fourth phase of the sequence (Fwalification), students listen specifically for
information that they were not able to decipher earlier, and to fulfill their comprehension goals.
This stage prirarily involves monitoring and problesolving processes.

The finalphasgReflection and Goal setting) can involve a whole class discussion of the
different strategies used to aid comprehension,gaetfed reflection about listening
performance, and/ohg setting of listeningelated goals for future activities. This last stage
engages the metacognitive processes of evaluation and plafihengequence cde flexibly
adapted to suit any kind of omeay listening text, and thus can be used with published listening
materials that adopt a plistening/while listening/podistening format.

Based on the findings of the current study, the following implentientaf the sequence
is recommendedrirst, teachers should place a strong emphasis on encouraging students to use
their discourse&knowledgeto facilitate processing in the Planning and First Verification phases
(i.e., in addition to predicting thematicrdent and vocabulary). Depending on the kinds of
listening texts students are most likely to encounter, additional time may need to be dedicated to
explaining and presenting examples of familiar discourse patterns (e.g-effmeseproblem
solution, prgress, etc.[Grabe, 2003)Second, the sequence should be applied with the specific

goal of discussing and evaluating the efficacy of differesgs to solve comprehension
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problems while listeningBecauseealworld listening does not necessarily allow for multiple
replays ofa listening textlearnerswill need to learn how to coordinate diverse strategies and
sources of knowledge in order to address comprehension difg@nline problerrsolving
ability can be developed within t hfpositvé r a mewor
problemsolving strategies before listening (e.g., monitoring comprehension, drawing on
metacognitive knowledge, inferencing, setting attentional goals); (b) encouraging students to
make plans about what they will do when encountering problanas(c)evaluating the efficacy
of problemsolving efforts through peer aggoup discussiondgepeated implementation of this
approacttanhelplearnerdevelop declarativeetacognitiveknowledge abouthe problem

solving strategieshat work for them, rad proceduralize this knowledge by embedding it in
action(Cohen & Macaro, 2007)n this way, listeners whose default problemiving

approaches may be dysfunctional (e.g., fixation, avoid fixattanpe guided to discover and

apply productive strategies for dealing with comprehension difficulties.

A second option for developing | isdvingner so
ability is through explicit strategy instructioBxplicit strategy instruction is typicallgelivered
using thei d i rneetbad,avhichinvolvesintroducesandmodelsindividual strategiesprovides
guidedactivities forpractidng strategiesand encourages sedf/aluation of strategy ug€ross,
201506 Mal |l ey & Chamot , 1990). The direct approa
out of touchwith theview thatfi g o stdhteégy useneans usingituationallyappropriate
strateges to achieve specific comprehension gf@alaham & Macaro, 2008furthermore,
Field (2008) claims thahe directapproactproduces listeners who are unable to effettive
cluster strategies or apply them to novel listening contéxtsss (2015argues that explicit

strategyinstruction can be classified as a metacognitive intervention because it focuses on two
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key aspects of metacognition: strategy knowledge and strategy use. Hawsverrowfocus
fails to help listeners link strategy factors with other kindsiefacogitive knowledggperson,
task) andmetacognitive experiense (i . e. , by HfAembeddingo strateg
is necessary if learners are to make principled decisions about strategy use (i.e., which strategies
to choose, how to combine sigtes). In other words, the direct approach does not help learners
develop the ability to metacognitively sedgulate(Cross, 2015; Wenden, 1998, 19980
overcome these pitfalls, some researchers have suggiestéeiarners should be explicitly
taughtto clusterstrategiesand should be encouragedevaluate the efficacy of their strategy
use (e.g., Graham & Macaro, 2008ther scholars have suggestmmbining direct and
Afembeddedod approaches (e. g(Yeldhame 20h6¢cYeldmi&t i ve pe
Gruba, 2016)What the findings of the current study make clear is that if an explicit component
of strategy instruction i® bepreferred, then it should ideally focus on making listeners aware of
the various strategic and knowledgased resourseat their disposdbr problemsolving, and
should teach them how to coordinate them wittacognitive knowledgand experiences by
embedding them in practice. This is likely to help learners betmtter able to solve problems,
improvetheir self-efficacy,decrease thelistening anxiety, andltimately improve their
listening comprehensiaability (Goh, 2008; Graham & Macaro, 2008)
5.7 3 Integrating Vocabulary, Bottoraup Skills,and Metacognitive Instruction

A |l ast important question t o asikplyiaout i Wha't
the relative roles vocabulary teaching, bottopskills training, and metacognitive instruction
should play in the L2 listening classroom?o.
prioritize vocabulary growi and by extension, the ability to recognize known and new

wordsd until learners have nséered the most frequent 2,000 word families. As described earlier,
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this can be done through intensive vocabulary instruchictivities aimed at improving

decodingskills, andlexical fluencypractice(Field, 2008a; Hulstijn, 2003; Nation & Yamamoto,

2012; Schmitt, 2008 However, the results of the current stadigosuggest that solely focusing

on these aspects at the lowetermediate level could run the risk of producmgtacognitively

weakl i st eners who apply dysfunctiohmafiavoisd eni ng
f i x a,tand whodail to monitor their comprehensittrshould also be noted thtite type of

remedial bottorrup activities recommended by Field (2008) typically use stimuli that have been

altered and/oare inauthenti¢Cross, 2009)and may be perceivdy learnersas boringor

tedious(Yeldham & Gruba, 2014 hus, there seems to be a place in listening pedagogy for

integrating bottorrup skills training with metacognitive and/or explicit strategy instruction.

The fewstudiesthathave exploredhow bottomup skills trainingandmetacogitive
interventioncan be integrated to benefit Lifteningcomprehensiohave produced promising
results.Graham and Macaro (20Q8pr examplecombined listeninggmbedded activities for
raising awareness of botteap processes (e.g., intonation patsergraphemghoneme
correspondence) with instruction on how prediction, inferencing, and monitoring strategies can
be dusteredn effective waysThe participants receiving this experimental instruction
outperformed listeners in a comparison group in ternlistehing comprehensicendself-
efficacy. Yeldham (2016)ompared théistening comprehension gainstefo groups ofower-
intermediate L2 Eglish learners receivingntegratedbr metacognitiveonly instruction The
integratedyroupreceivedone hourof direct strategy instruction (e.qg., inferencing, prediction,
monitoring, and bottorup strategiesmetacognitiveoractice(i.e., pedagogicatycle), and one
hour of standalone bottorrup practice activities (e.g., gdifling, transcription, identifying tonic

stressconnected speegiractice)per week over the course of 11 weeks. The metacognitive
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intervention group received two hours of strgtagd metacognitive instruction per week over
the same period.he results showetthat themetacognitiveonly groupachievedmarginally
highergains, buthat the two groupwere statisticallyequivalentn their listening performance
by the end of the studyhe findings of these two studissggesthatanintegrated approads
at leastasusefulasusingmetacognitive interventioan its own tamprowve listening
comprehensionwhile adding thdenefitof developing i s t leottoerusshkills

Vandergrift and Goh (2012)rovide suggestions as to how bottam activities and
languagefocused instruction can be integrated with metacognitive instruction.rébeynmend
thatlanguage analysise implementedh the postistening phase ahe pedagogical cycl&or
example, after completing a cycle for a given listening text, the teacher can isolate one or more
segments that contain phonological features of interesiat caused comprehension difficulty
(eg., assimilation, syllabificationgxplicitly describe these features, and thawme learners
transcribe the segment while keeping their newly acquired knowledge in mind. Subsequently,
learnerscancompare their transcriptions with an original transaipd discussvith thar peers
how the features may have contributed to comprehension difficulty. Lastly, they can listen to the
segment a final time without any listening supp®his can be immensely empowering for
learners since it equips them with the knowledge and skills needed to overcome processing
problems that they have recently encountered.

Other kinds ofanguage knowledgean befocused orin thepostlistening phasas well
(e.g., grammar, vocabulary, discourse knowledge).example,darnersanconsult a transcript
of the listening text and highlightordsand/or phrasethat theywereunableto understand
while listening Thesefeaturescanthen be seas the focus ahtensiveinstruction (e.g., word

cards, mind mapsPutside of the classroongdchers can provide learners wits of relevant
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vocabularyfor seltstudy(e.g., using the nev@SL, BNC/COCA 2000, etc.pncourage them to
engage in extensive listening and viewing praaisiag texts that are enjoyable and replete with
high-frequency vocabular(E. Peters et al., 2016; E. Peters & Webb, 2018; Renandya & Farrell,
2011) and have them track théinguistic and metacognitiveevelopment vidisteninglogs
(i.e., summarizing listening event, responding to event, reflecting on experience, reporting on
vocabulary learned)Gilliland, 2014)andbr listening diariegA. Chen, 2009)Finally,
depending on the task typésteners can also be asked to analyze the rhetorical structutexif
they have already listened to several tipesd discusbow they might be able to use this
knowledge to assistomprehensionGrabe(2003) for examplepresents a detailed example of
how graphic organizers can be usedédwvelop learnetknowledge of discourse structure.
Overall, the findings of the current study suggest that an integrated approach would be
most beneficial to lowelevel listeners who hee yet to master the most frequent 2,000 word
families. They stand to gain the mésim integrated instructiononsidering that they need to
simultaneoushdevelop their linguistic knowledge, improve their bottapprocessing skills,
and gain an increadesense of control over their developing L2 comprehension prod€ssies
2008; Goh & Taib, 2006; Graham & Macaro, 2008; Vandergrift, 2002; Yeldham & Gruba,
2016) Learnersvho have mastered the most frequent 2000 wgetsstill face considerable
comprehension difficultyvould likely benefit from remedial stratgdpased and/or
metacognitive instruction that seeks to eliminate the use of harmful listening strategies (e.g.,
fixation, avoid fixation) develop a more prudent approach to listening, and mold listeners into
effective problerrsolvers For these purpose®achers can use the LVI(McLean et al., 2015)

as a diagnostic tool alongside assessments of listening comprehension, assessmergstoe ner s 6
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metacognitvewar enes s, and assessment(sg.,adintetvievesst ener s 0
verbal reportsor listening diariesYeldham, 2017)
5.74 Making Careful Methodological Choicesn L2 Listening Comprehension Research

Finally, the findings of the studglsohave a number of methodological implications for
futureresearch ofistener metacognitiarfirst, researchers need to be aware their
methodological choicesan have #&argeimpact on the type dtrategydata produced-or
example the emergence dfhetorical awareneds a s  @&an behatleast partially attributed
to the use of TOEFL speaking tasks, which are tightly structured with familiar and predictable
discourse pattern3he qualitative analysis could only consider monitoring and profsianmng
processebecause it did not explicitly target piend posiistening strategiesand as a result, the
gualitative analysis could not speak to the role of metacognitive processes as a comprehensive
whole (i.e., planning, monitoring, problesolving, evaluation).Translationstrategiesould not
beadequately captured because of the choice of verbal report method (i.e., stimulated recall,
interview), which made it difficult to confirnthe negative role that translation is assumed to play
in L2 listenirg (Vandergrift, 1997, 2003Highlighting these influences should make it clear that
researchergeed to carefullgonsider methodological choicedien conducting research on L2
listener metacognition.

Second, L2 listening researchers shaitdnglyconsider usingnixedmethods analysis
to researchistener metacognitiarBecausenetacogrtion andlistening comprehensiocare both
complex and covert processsit is highly important that researchers collect data using a variety
of approaches. However, it is equally importemanalyze datasing a systematic approach that
goes beyleldedignfapdanmalgsis (i . e . |, including multiple |

separate inferences) and cresdidation (i.e., convergence of different data soura&s)such,
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researchershouldcarefully consider the strengths and weaknesses of differeentaléection
techniques in the context of L2 listening, and make pdamgori to analyze the data in a way
that allows them to generate matéerences that are greater than the sum of its parts (e.g., by
analyzing divergence, elaboration, confirmatidayification, etc.XJ. D. Brown, 2014,
Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2008his will help generatéefensible conclusions regarding the
complex ineractions between learner variables, contextual variables, cognitive processes,
strategic actions, and comprehension outcomes that are native to L2 listening comprehension
(Vandergrift & Goh, 2012)
5.8 Conclusion

The current study set out to explorkey theoretical issueelevant to the L2 listening
strategiesesearch agendthe relationship between vocabulaiye different aspects of
metacognition, and individual differences in L2 listening comprehen€inthe one hand, the
findings are consistent with claims that lexical knowledge and the automaticity of lower order
cognitive processes are key determiners of listening su@idatsijn, 2011, 2015; Ridgway,
2000; Siegel & Siegel, 2015; Wallace, 2028) the same time, tlygorovide important evidence
thatlexical factors alone carot ensure adequate comprehension if listeners lack metacognitive
control over their listening procesgeparticularly in the area of problesolvingd andif they
experience high degrees of listening anxiety. It would thus seem that there is space for
vocabuary teaching, bottorup skills training, and metacognitive instruction in L2 listening
pedagogy. The precise form that this kind of integrated approach might take, as well as what
kinds of instruments can be used to diagnose the needs of different Isten&ations, is &opic
worthy offurther empirical researqle.g., Yeldham & Gruba, 2014y he study has further

highlightedthe benefitsof usingmixedmethodsanalysisto research theomplex relationships
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between individual differences, strategy use, and listening compreheBgiadopting an MMR
approach, the studyas able to shed light on an otherwise covert and interoeéps, and

provide key implications related to methodological choices in researtR listener

metacognition Going forward, researchers should consider the relative strengths of quantitative
and qualitative approaches to examineitieractions between thoducs and processof L2
listening comprehension, and assess how inferdnm@smultiple data soursean be integrated

to draw conclusions th&irtherilluminate the multifaceted nature thfis complex skill
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APPENDICES

APPENDIXA: BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

Qualtrics Survey Software https://manoahawaiiss.azl.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel/Ajax...

Welcome

Welcome and thank you for agreeing to participate in this research project!

First, | would like to know a little bit about you. To do this, | would like you to fill out a questionnaire. The
questionnaire has two parts: one part asking about you and your background, and one part asking about how
you feel when listening to English. It should take about 10 minutes to complete.

Please press "--->" to continue.

Background

Part 1
In this part of the questionnaire you will be asked basic information about yourself and your background studying
English. Please ask the researcher at any time if you have any questions or are unsure about how to respond.

Please enter your Participant |D#:

What is your first language?
() Japanese
() Mandarin
(_) Cantonese

() Korean

() Other

How old are you? If you would prefer not to say, please skip the question.

Years (e.g., 30)
Months (e.g., 4)

What gender do you identify as?
(") Female

() Male

(") Other

(") Prefer not to say

Please click "--->" to continue.

1of8 1/27/2019, 1:13 PM
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Qualtrics Survey Software https://manoahawaiiss.azl.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel/Ajax...
Institutional Information

What kind of student are you?
() Undergraduate
(©) Graduate - MA
() Graduate - PhD

) Other

What year of study are you?
() 1styear

() 2nd year

() 3rd year

() 4thyear

(") More than 4th year

() Other

What program are you in at UH Manoa? What is your major?

Are you an exchange student? If yes, for how long do you intend to stay in Hawaii in total (Years, Months)?
(;» Yes

() No

If you are an exchange student, what is your major at your home university?

Please press "--->" to continue.
Second Language Experience

How long have you been in Hawaii?
Years

Months

20of8 1/27/2019, 1:13 PM
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Qualtrics Survey Software https://manoahawaiiss. azl.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel/Ajax. ..

Have you ever studied or lived in an English-speaking location (e.g., mainland or other country) for more than 3
months (other than Hawaii)? If so, where did you live, when did you live there, and how long did you stay?
Please write all places you can remember.

() Yes

() No

In total, about how much time have you spent visiting or living in English-speaking countries (including Hawaii).
Years

Months

Please tell me about your formal experience (in the classroom) learning English.
Please tell me where and for how long (duration) you have taken English classes.

Location #1 (e.g., Japan)

Duration #1 (e.g., 10 years, 6 months)
Location #2

Duration #2

Location #3

Duration #3

Location #4

Duration #4

Have you ever practiced listening in your English classes?
If so, please write what kinds of activities you have done.
For example:

-Listening and answering comprehension questions
-Practice listening to English letter sounds

-Learning how to use strategies when listening

-Listening to English media for homework

...please feel free to add anything else!

() Yes

() No

Please list your most recent overall TOEFL test score, if you can remember it.
Please list your score on the listening section, if you can remember it.

Test Type (IBT, PBT)
Overall Score

Listening Score

30f8 1/27/2019, 1:13 PM
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4of 8

Qualtrics Survey Software

https://manoahawaiiss.az1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel/Ajax..

Have you ever completed any free TOEFL practice listening tests (i.e., samples) on the official ETS website?
(https:/iwww.ets.org/toefl/ibt/prepare/)

.;:Yes
() No

() | don't remember

English Use

Approximately what percent of the time do you speak English (as opposed to other languages) in your daily life?

70 80 90 100

Of the time that you spend speaking English, approximately what percent of the time do you interact with other
native English speakers (as opposed to non-native speakers)?

70 80 90 100
%

Approximately what percent of the time do you listen to English language media (as opposed to media in other
languages)?

70 80 90 100
%

What kinds of activities do you do to improve your listening? (e.g., watch movies, talk with other English-
speakers). Please write them below, or skip the question if you are not actively trying to improve your listening
skill.

1/27/2019, 1:13 PM
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APPENDIX B: DICTATION TEST (DISCLAIMER)

The ELI believes that, because thesertation will eventually be made public, there is the
potential for prospective ELI students (or previous ELI students) to find the script ovthiod,

risks compromising the security of our higtakes test-or this reason, the ELI has dictated that

the script not be included in this dissertation. Should anyone on the dissertation committee wish
to see a copy of the script, please contact the ELI Director or Associate Director.
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APPENDIX C: SHORT LISTENING COMPREHENSION TEST

1. Child Developmenanswer sheet (Front

Lecture Topic: Child Development
Instructions:
You will hear a ~2-minute talk on a topic related to Child Development. After the
lecture, you will be asked to provide a written summary the lecture. You may take
notes while you listen on this page.
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2. Child Development answer sheet (Back)

Prompt: Using points and examples from the lecture, explain how learning art can
i mpact a chil ddés devel opixmimutes to Wribeidoww the |
answer as clearly as you can.
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3. Psychology & Advertisin@nswer sheet (front

Lecture Topic: Psychology & Advertising

Instructions:
You will hear a ~2-minute talk on a topic related to Psychology & Advertising. After

the lecture, you will be asked to provide a written summary of the lecture. You may
take notes while you listen on this page.
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4. Psychology & Advertising answer sheet (back)

Prompt: Using points and examples from the lecture, explain how persuasive
strategies are used in advertising. You will have around six minutes to write down
the answer as clearly as you can.
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5. Lecture transcript Child Development

OK. Young children and art. Research suggests that learning art skills can benefit a young

childdés devel opment. Umm two of the ways it <c
complex emotions and by encouragm@ r si st ence. Now, what do | mg
to express complex emotionsodo? Young children

communicate the feeling of pride, for example? A drawing, though, making a drawing of feeling
proud this is sontling a young child could do. So a little girl might draw herself jumping up in

the air next to her bike. I n the dr awing, her
Children can communicate their emotions, whether positive or negative, threuditaiing

mmd better than they could with words. And encouraging persistence? Art skills can help

children to develop patience and concentration to persist in an activity the willingness to keep

trying to reach a goal . Sitstosnalgpglunmpefclayintethee 6 s a
shape of a car. The first attempt doesnodot | oo
try again. The second, third, fourth try stil
every attempt. So,eafer some ti me, he gets to the point w
The newly shaped clay car is an instant reminder of an accomplishnaesticcess resulting
from his persistence. The boy may be able to transfer this lesson toward other situations
activities because, well, heds had the experi
hard work.
6. Scoring guidé Child Development
Idea unit Description
1 Learning art skills can have an important impact on the (emao}idaaélopment of children
(in two ways).
2 One is by helping them to express complex emotions that they cannot express in word:
3 "Drawing can, for example, help chil dr e
when she drew a picture bérself learning to ride a bike."
4 The second way art can help young children is by teaching them persistence.
5 After spending time perfecting an art piécsuch as the little boy sculpting a car out of cla

they can see their success.
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7. Lecture transcript Psychology & Advertising

In advertising, various strategies are used to persuade people to buy products. In order to sell
more products, advertisers will often try to make us believe that a product will meet our needs or

desir

es perfectly even if i1itdés not true

) The

of persuasion that are sometimes hard to recognize. In a lot of ads, repetition is a key strategy.
Research shows that repeated exposure to a messagspmeathing meaningless or untrue, is

enoug
on TV

h to make people accept it or see
|l i ke uh, the one that refers to I

it i n
ts fAro

mean this guy is drivimaround and he keeps stopping to pick up different p&dmpdepicks up 3

or 4
f ami |
of th
al |,

people. And each time, the narrato

r says

y, plenty of room for everybody.causelThe s a

e commerci al . Now, the car, uh, t h
but you get the sense that i1itds pr

e car
etty s

logical conclusion that the slogan, uh, misrepnés the product. Instead, what usually happens

i s th
convi
turns
per so

have a car commercial that features aketwn race car driver. Now, it may not be a viarst

at when the statement dAplenty of r
nced itodéds true. Um, anot her strate

o tetmore ltkedytto agcepdan advertising claim made by somebody fémaus

n we admire and find appealing. We

oomo i
gy ¢t he

tend

cad uh, it could even be an inexpensive vehicle with a low performance rating. But if a popular

race

car driver is shown driving it, an

car is impressive for its speed.

8. Scoring guidé Psychology & Advertising

Idea unit Description

1 Advertisers persuade people to buy their products by using persuasive stra

2 One strategy is repetition of information.

3 This may not be true i nf or mmottueo n/

4 For example, an advertisement for a smallnogyht repeat that it has plenty of
room

5 Another strategy is to use celebrities/famous people, because people trust

6 For example, a famous race car driver might be used in an advertisement f

car to give the impression the car is fast.
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APPENDIX D: LONG LISTENINGCOMPREHENSION TEST

1. Long listening comprehension tesiswer sheet (front)

Lecture Topic:

Instructions:
You will hear a ~5-minute lecture on . After the lecture, you will be asked

multiple-choice questions aboutthel ect ur eds content. You
listen on this page.
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2. Anthropology lecture guestions

Instructions: Answer the questions below by circling the best answer. If a question

asks for two answers, please select the two best answers. You may use your notes
to help you answer the questions.

Question 1.What is the lecture mainly about?
(A) Different kinds of trees used for building canoes
(B) Various methods of Native American transportation
(C) The value of birch trees to somNative American groupB
(D) The trading of birch wood products by Europeans in North America

Question 2.According to the professor, what characteristics of birch bark made it useful to
Native AmericansZhoose 2 answers

[A] It repels waterP

[B] It can be eaten.

[C] Itis easy to foldP

[D] It has a rough texture.

Question 3.According to the professor, why was the canoe important to some Native American
groups?hoose 2 answers

[A] There was a network of waterways where they lived.

[B] Snowy winters made land travel too difficult.

[C] Some Native American groups sold their canoes to other groups.

[D] Canoe travel helped form relationships between groups of Native Amerians.

Question 4Why does the professor mention French traders who arrivibe ilnoquois region?
(A) To illustrate how far news of the Iroquois canoe design had travled
(B) To explain the kinds of objects the Iroquois received in exchange for their canoes
(C) To support her point about how efficient the Iroquois canoe desgn
(D) To emphasize that the Iroquois were the first settlers in that tegion

Question 5.Listen to part of the lecture again. Why does the student say this?
(A) To share what he knows about birch wood
(B) To point out a misprint in thiextbook
(C) To bring up a point from a previous lecture
(D) To request more explanation from the profesBor

Question 6.Listen to part of the lecture again. Why does the professor say this?
(A) To show how slow canoe travel was
(B) Toillustrate the size of a geographic aréa
(C) To compare different means of travel
(D) To describe how waterways change over time
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2. Film history lecture questions
Question 1.What is the main purpose of the lecture?
(A) To discuss the style of aarly filmmaker P
(B) To describe different types of filmmaking in the 1930s
(C) To discuss the emergence of the documentary film
(D)To descri be Painl ev®o-fctionfimsl uence on today®éd

Question2Why ar e Painl ev®06s fhel920sand$980st al of t he
(A) They do not have sound
(B) They are filmed underwate
(C)They are easy to understand
(D) They are difficult to categorize

Queston3.According to the professor, how did Pain

(A) They show animals out difieir natural habitat

(B) They depict animals as having both human and animal charactefstics

(C) The narration is scientific and difficult to understand

(D) The audiences of the 1920s and 1930s were not used to films shot underwater

Question 4.Why does the mfessor mention sea horses?
(A) To explain that they were difficult to film in the 1930s
(B) To point out that Cousteau made documentaries about them
CTo illustrate Painlev®6.$ fascination with
D)To explain why Painl eve@&essfuinder water f il ms

Question 5.Why does the professor compare the film styles of Jacques Cousteau and
Jean Painlevé?

(A) To explain how Painlevé influenced Cousteau

B)To emphasize the unique®ess of Painlev®06s
(C)To emphasize the artisticvalueof Cousaués documentary fil ms
(D)To demonstrate the superiority of Painlev®

Question 6.Listen again to part of the lecture. What does the student imply when he says this?
(A)AHe does not | i ke Jean Painlev®b6s fil ms
(B)He thinks thatth@ r of essor should spend more t.ime di

(C)He believes that highuality filmmakers are usually well knowR
(D)DHe bel i eves that Jean Painlev®b6s films hav
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3. Astronomy lecture questions

Question 1.Whatis the lecture mainly about?
(A) Various theories explaining why Mars cannot sustain life
(B) Various causes of geological changes on Mars
(C) The development of views about the nature of Mars
(D)Why it has been difficult to obtain information about Mars

Question2. According to the professor, what was concluded about Mars after the first
spacecraft flew by it in 19657

(A) It had few geological features of intereBt.
(B) It was similar to Earth but colder.

(C) It had at one time supported life.

(D) It had water under itsurface.

Question 3.What does the professor imply about conditions on Mars billions of years ago?
Choose 2 answers.

[A] Mars was probably even drier than it is today

[B] The atmospheric pressure and temperature may have been higher than they ape today

[C] Mars was inhabited by organisms that have since become fossilized

[DlLarge fl oods were s.fPaping the planetds sur

Question 4.What is the possible significance of the gullies found on Mars in recent years?
(A) They may indicate current volcanic activity blars.
(B) They may indicate that the surface of Mars is becoming increasingly drier.
(C) They may indicate the current existence of water on Mars.
(D) They may hold fossils of organisms that once existed on Mars.

Question 5.Listen again to part of the lectuMYhy does the professor say this?

(A) To stress that Mars is no longer interesting to explore

(B) To describe items that the spacecraft brought back from.Mars

(C) To share his interest in the study of fossils

(D) To show how much the view of Mars changed based on naleresa P

Question 6.Listen again to part of the lecture. Why does the student say this?
(A) To ask for clarification of a previous statement
(B) To convey his opiniorP

(C)To rephrase an earlier question
(D) To express his approval
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4. Art history lecturejuestions
Question 1.What is the lecture mainly about?
(A) Why the Salon exhibitions became popular among women artists in Paris
(B) Why French society did not approve of art schools for women
(C)How opportunities for women artists in Paris impravied
(D)How women artists in Paris cooperated with anether.

Question 2.What does the professor emphasize as one benefit of competition in women's
classes?

(A) Women gained more confidence in their artistic abilities

(B) Women became instructors in private art giad

(C)Women were able to sell their paintings for large amounts of money

(D)Women created new styles of painting

Question 3.What point does the professor make about Julian when he mentions that Julian's art
school offered some classes only for women?

(A) Juliaris school was the first art school in Paris to offer woimely classes

(B) Julian wanted to encourage the distinctive style of women in.Paris

(C) Julian viewed himself as a social reformer

(D) Julian possessed outstanding business sRills

Question 4.According b the professor, what were two ways that the situation of women artists
had changed by the end of the nineteenth century in Rziis@se 2 answers.

[A] Women and men took art classes togetRer

[B] Women artists played a greater role in the Salon exhibit®ns

[C] More schools were established by women artists

[D] Fewer women artists were traveling to Paris

Question 5.What does the professor imply about Bashkirtseff pai nt i ng Al n t he
(A) It was one of many paintings that depicted a women's studio
(B) It did not bing Bashkirtseff recognition for her artistic ability
(C) It was criticized for an unrealistic depiction of women artists
(D) It was beneficial for both Bashkirtseff and the school where she stirlied

Question 6.Listen again to part of the lecture. Widates the professor mean when he says this?
(A) Paris was a popular place to visit, but not the best place to study art.
(B) Paris was the most important place for an artist to study and ®ork.

(C)Living in Paris was difficult for women artists from other countries.
(D) Studying in Paris was beneficial for some artists, but not for others.
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5. Anthropology lecture transcrpt

Lecture

Lecturer: So wedOve been discussing sixteenth centt
going to focus on Iroquois and Hurproples. , they lived in the northeastern Great Lakes region

of North America. Nowback then their lives depended on the natural resources of the forest,
especially the birch tree. The birch tree can grow in many different types of soils and is prevalent

in that area. Nowcan anyone here describe a birch tree?

Student: They 6re tall? And €é white? The bar k, I me

Lecturer: Yes, the birch tree has white bark. And this tough protective outer layer of the tree,
this, this white bark, igsvaterproof, and this waterproof quality of the harknade it useful for

making things | i keacwakieeatgy conh-if vt gea biisH,barke An d ¢
inthe winteri 1, we cal | i tT Ttahother fayer, atougher inbleyar & the tree
adheres to the bark, producing a stronger mat

utensils and containers.
Student | know people make utensils out of wood

Lecturer: Well, birch bark is pliable and very easy to bend. The Native Americans would cut the
bark and fold it into any shape they needed, then secure it with cords unétlitThey could
fold the bark into many shapes.

Student2:So, i f they cooked in bowls made of birct
funny?

Lecturer: That 6és one of the great things about bir
transkrred to the foodl so it was perfect for cooking containeBsit the most important use of

the bark was the canoe. Since the northeast r
many streams and waterways, water transportation by vessels likeeawammost essential.

The paths through the woods were often overgrown, so, so water travel was much faster. And
herebs what the Native Americans did €é they w
form lightweight yet sturdy canoes. The bark wastshed over frames made from tree

branchesstitched together and sealed with résiou know that, that sticky liquid that comes
outofthetreand when it dri es, itéds watertight. One
was they could carry a lge amount of cargo. For example, a canoe weighing about 50 pounds

could carry up to 9 people and 250 pounds of cargo.

Student 2:Wo w ! But €é how far could they travel that
Lecturer: Well, like | said, the northeastern region is, interconnected leysriand streams, and,

the ocean at the coast. The canoes allowed them to travel over a vast gted thday would

take a few hours to fly over. You see, the Native Americans made canoes of all types, for travel

on small streams or on large open oceaters. For small streams they made narrow,

maneuverable boats, while, while larger canoes were needed for the ocean. They could travel
throughout the area, only occasionally having to portage, to, to, carry the canoe over land a short
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distanceto anothemear by stream. And since the canoes w
task. Now, how do you think this affected their lives?

Student 2: Well, if they could travel so easily over such a large area, they could trade with
people from other areas €é which | guess, woul

Lecturer: Exactly. Having an efficient means of transportation, well, that helped the Isoiquoi

form a federation, linked by natural waterways, and this federation expandedvinatris now

southern Canada all the way south to the Delaware River.thiscefficiency of the birch bark

canoe also made an impression on newcomers to the areeh Eaaters in the seventeenth
century modeled their é , well they adopted t
they found that they could travel great distadcesore than 1500 kilometers a month. Now,

besides the bark, Native Americans alsaduse wood of the birch tree. , the young trees were

used as supports for lodgings, with the waterproof bark used as roofing. , branches were folded

into snowshoes, and the Native American peopl
over the snowintheset hese birch branch snowshoes, which,
snowshoes, you know isnbdét easy.

Question 5

Narrator: Why does the studesay this?
Studentl:l know people make utensils out of wood,

Question 6
Narrator: Why does therofessorsay this?

Lecturer: The canoes allowed them to travel over a vast aredhtagtoday would take a few
hours to fly over.
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6. Film history lecture transcripts

Lecture

Lecturer: Ok ay, wedve been discussing film in the 1
categories as we know them today had not yet been established. We, ah, daigl that,o d ay 6 s
standards, many oftfei | ms of the 620s andybBOdswouldabei
mi xture of styles that woul dn @ndinghatcantedt,y f i t i
today wedre going to t almakingbeo/ urtiquediimsiathela | mmak e
1920s. He was French, and his name was Baamevé.

fi
t [
0s,

Jean Painlevé was born in 1902. He made his first film in 1928. Now, in @way, n | e v ®0 s
conform to norms of the 02 eatlyantodhe éateégbrses wet h a
use to classify films today. That said, even by the standards t he 620s and 063
were a unique hybrid of stylede had aspecial way of fusing or, or some people might say
confusing science and fictiorhis films begin with facts, but &m they become more and more
fictionald they graduallyadd more and more fictional elements. In fact, Painlevé was known for
sayingthafi s c i efniccet iiosn. 0

Painlevé was a, a pioneer in underwater filmmaking, and a lot of his short filmsfotus

aquatic animal world. He liked to show small underwater creatures displayiagseemed like

familiar human characteristi@swhat we think of as uniqu® humans. He might take a, a clip of

a mollusk going up and down in the water getlit tomusi@ you know, to make it look as if

the mollusk were dancingtothemusic ke a human being. That sort
suddenly change the imager@rration to remind us how different the animals are, how unlike

humans. He confusduds audiencen the way he portrayed the animals he filmed, mixing up our
notions of the categories Ahumano anda Aani mal
ti mes because wedre uncertain aabnoannyfeatimeat. weor
thefamiliar made unfamiliar, the normal made suspiciouslikégl twists; he liked the unusual.

In fact, one of his favorite sea animals was thensear s e because with sea ho
t hat gets pr egnan tthe babiesdtAaddithowght that Was greéah Higfirstc ar r i e
and most celebrated underwdién is about the sea horsBusan? You have a question?

Student1:But wunderwater fil mmaking wasndt that un.t
people making movies underwater?

Lecturer: Wel | , actually it was pretty rare at that
here.

Student1:But what about Jacgqgues Cousteau? Wasnodt |
underwater photography, too?

Lecturer: Ah, Jacque€ousteau. Well, Painlevé and Cousteau did both film underwater, and

they were both innovator s, so youobrhe right in
similarities end. First of all, Painl ev® was
adwentures were higkech, with lots of fancy equipmenthereas Painlevé kind of patched
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equipment together as he needed it . Cousteaally filmed large animals, usually in the open

sea, whereas Painlevé generéiliyed smaller animals, and, and he likedilm in shallow

water . . . what elsé®ell, the main difference was that Cousteau simply investigated and
presentedthE act s ; he, he didndét mix in fiction. He
standardreally, for the nature documentary. Paudeon the other hand, as we said before,

mixed in elements of fiction, and his films are much more artistic, incorporating asiait

important elementlohn, you have a question?

Student22We |l | , maybe | shoul dndot O&bse faislkmsngartenisso .s
so good, why haveno6ét we ever heard of them? |
Cousteau . . .

Lecturer: Wel | , thatdés a fair question. , ¢tabght short
on with the general public. | med@rprobably goes back, at least in partwioat we mentioned
earlier, that, that peopl ethatthegwere tonfusedbowthemh at t

Whereas Cousteauods gstraghtiomwargnieatr ipeeso pweerdes veexrpye ct a
then Pai nl ev ®0 gourfruelfilmisi st dry Bmaf fs know about hi
highly respected imany circles.

Question 6

Narrator: What does the student imply when he says this?

Student2zWe |l | , maybe | shoyl dudt ibe Pas hilrey ®0tsi § i .| |
so good, why havenoét we ever heard of them? |
Cousteau . . .
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7. Astronomy lecture transcripts

Lecture

Lecturer:1 6 m sure you al/l have beelotoffsmpatetraftivaven g t he
been visiting the planet recendlysome have gone into orbit around it, while others have landed

on it. And, tdareyadlvendaemde bafc kd at a t,duavisibns r e s h

of the planetin alot of ways.Istheaenyt hi ng t hat youdve been part
news reports?

Student 1: Well, they seem to mention water a lot, which kinda surprised me, as | have this
picture in my head that Mars is dry sort of dry and dead.

Lecturer: Yo u 6 r e tyorte. Yourkeow,doncenturies, most of our knowledge of the

planet came from what we saw through telescopes, so, obviously, it was prettydliauitedur

views of the planet were formed as much by writers as they were by serious scientists. When the
first sciencefiction stories came out, Mars was described as being a lot like Earth@xcept

Student2:l know the planet was red and the peopl e
movies. What were they thinking? | mean really they

Lecturer: Well, it seems silly to us now, but those ideas were quite imaginative and,
occasionally, scary in their time. Anyway, we began to rethink our image of Mars when the first
spacecraft flew by the planet in 1965 and sent pictures back to Earth. Those picturesashowed
planet that looked a lot more like our Moon than E&adibts of craters and not much else. It was
bitterly cold, it had a very thin atmosphere, and that atmosphere was mostly carbon dioxide. So
the view of Mars after this first flyby mission was that digad planet that Lisa mentioned.

But, then there were more visits to the planetinthe ®#s d t hi s ti me t he spa
just fly by; they orbited or landed. This allowed us to receive much more detailed images of the
planet, and it turned oud be a pretty interesting place. Mars had has a lot more than ér#ters

has giant volcanoes and deep canyons. It also showed signs efiglrigdrbeds and plains that

had been formed by massive floods. So we concluded that there must have been tvater on

planet at one tinte billions of years ago. Now, what does it take for water to exist?

Student 2:You needto have awarmnough temperature so that it

Lecturer: Th at 6 s doamcethetotherr isthat you need enough atmospheric pressure, thick
enough air so that the water doesndt instant.
either of those conditionst's too cold and the air is too thin. But a longédiago, there may

have been a thicker atmosphere that created a greenhouse effect that raised temperatures, and
maybe that combination produced water on the
a dead, boring rock; maybe it was a a fascindtisgil that was once alive and dynathic

worthy of exploration.
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Now | etds jump forward a few decades to the b
orbiters and landers that have been sent to Mars. Of course, the scientific instruments now

suvy i ng Mars are far more sophisticated than t
kinds of new data for analysis. And, not surprisingly, that data is challenging our notions of what
Mars is like. Lisa, you mentioned that a lot of the news repalked about water. Do you

remember any of the details?

Student 1:Well, they were showing these pictures of these long, cuts in the ground, which

would be gullies here; | mean on Earth. They say that since, gullies are usually formed by water,

it seems like they might be evidence that water still exists on Mars, mun it get how t h
worked.

Lecturer:1 6 m not surprised. Theredore a | ot of theo
formations arendét caused by water at all . But
thereds a | ot tinfe wataemretdisgburdmder t hat someho
|l f we could only get a | ander there but the g
Anyway, if there is some kind of water activity, it may change our view of the planetagain

to something thatds not dead, not even a foss

cycles think of our ice agds over long periods of time. Maybe Mars could sustain water again
at some distant date.

Question 5
Narrator: Why does the mfessor say this?

Lecturer:So maybe Mars wasnodét just a dead, boring
that was once alive and dynaigvorthy of exploration.

Question 6
Narrator: Listen again to part of the lecture. Then, answer the question.

Student 2:1knowthep| anet was red and the people were ¢
movies. What were they thinking? | mean reall

Narrator: Why does the student say this?

Student 2: What were they thinking?
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8. Art history lecture transcripts

Lecture

Lecturer: We've been talking about the art world of the late nineteenth century in Paris, and
today I'd like to look at the women who went to Paris at that time to become artists. Now, from
your reading, what do you know about Paris about the art world of Paris theifege

nineteenth century?

Student 1: People came there from all over the world to study.

Student 2:1t had a lot of art schools and artists who taught painting. There were our book
mentions classes for women artists. And, it was a good place to go to study art.

Lecturer: If you wanted to become an artist, Paris was not a good placéRag® was the

place to go. And women could find skilled instructors there. Before the late nineteenth century, if
they women who wanted to become artists had to take private lessons or learn from family
members. They had more limited options than men did. But arouf@j 48me artists in Paris

began to offer classes for female students. These classes were for women only. And by the end
of the nineteenth century, it became much more common for women and men to study together
in the same classes. So so within a few des;atiengs had changed significantly.

Lecturer: Okay, let's back up again and talk about the time period from the 1860s to the 1880s,
and talk more about what happened in women's art classes. In 1868, a private art academy
opened in Paré and for decades was probably the most famous private art school in the

world. Its founder, Rodolphe Julian, was a canny businessman and quickly established his school
as a premiere destination for women artists. What he did was, after an initial trial period of

mixed dasses, he changed the school policy; he completely separated the men and women
students.

Student 2: Any reason why he did that?

Lecturer: Well, like | said, Julian was a brilliant businessman with progressiveddeasaw

that another small private athool where all the students were women was very popular at that
time, and that's probably why he adopted the weorén classes. These classes were typically
offered by, by established artists and were held in the studi,tbigeplace where they paiate

This was a big deal because finally women could study art in a formal setting. And there was
another benefit to the group setting of these classes. The classes included weekly criticism. And
the teacher would rank the art of all the students in the,dlasn best to worst. How would you

like it if | did that in this class?

Student 1:No way!

Student 2: But our textbook said that the competitive the competition was good for women. It
helped them see where they needed to improve.
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Lecturer: Isn't that interesting? One woman artist, her name was Marie Bashkirtseff.

Bashkirtseff once wrote how she felt about a classmate's work. She thought her classmate's art
was much better than her own, and it gave her an incentive to do better. Ovecalinpetition

in the women's art classes gave women more confidence confidence that they could also compete
in the art world after their schooling. And even though Bashkirtseff couldn't study in the same
classes as men, she was having an impact as anJarsistook at the Salon. What do you know

about the Salon?

Student 2:1t was a big exhibition, a big art show that they had in Paris every year. The art had to
be accepted by judges.

Student 1:1t was a big deal. You could make a name for yourself.

Lecturer: You could have a painting or sculpture in the Salon and go back to your home country
saying you'd been a success in Paris. It was sort of a seal of approval. It was a great
encouragement for an artists' career. And by the last two decades wfeteeinth century, one

fifth of the paintings in the Salon were by wordemuch higher than in the past. In fact, Marie
Bashkirtseff herself had a painting in the Salon in 1881. Interestingly, this masterpiece, called In
the Studio, is a painting of the inir of Julian's art school. It's not in your textb&okl show

you the painting next week the painting depicts an active, crowded studio with women drawing
and painting a live model. It was actually, Bashkirtseff actually followed Julian's savvy
suggesbn, and painted her fellow students in a class at the school with the artist herself at the
far rightd a great advertisement for the school when the painting eventually hung at the Salon,
for a women's studio had never been painted before.

Question 6
Narr ator: Listen again to part of the lecture. Then, answer the question.

Student 2:1t had a lot of art schools and artists who taught painting. There were our book
mentions classes for women artists. And, it was a good place to go to study art.

Lecturer: If you wanted to become an artist, Paris was not a good placé Raug® waghe
place to go

Narrator: What does the professor mean when he says this?

Lecturer: If you wanted to become an artist, Paris was not a good place to go, Paris was the
place to go.
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APPENDIX E: AURAL VOCABULARY SIZE TEST

Test imuli

Level 1

1.time: They have a lot dime

2. stone: She sat orstone

3. poor: We ar@oor.

4. drive: Shadrives fast.

5. jump: She tried tgump.

6. shoe: Where is your other
sho&?

7.test: We have testin the

8. nothing: He saidhothing

9.cross: Don'tross

morning. to me.
10. actual: Thectual one is 11. any: Does she haaay 12. far: You have walkethr!
larger. friends?

13. game: | like thigame

14. cause: Heausedthe
problem

15. many: | havenany.

16. whereWhere did you go?

17. school: This is a bigchool

18. grow: All the children
grew.

19. flower: He gave me a
flower.

20. handle: | canltandleit.

21. camp: He is in theamp.

22. lake: People like the
lake.

23. past: It happened in thast

24. round: It isound.

Level 2

1. maintain: Can thegnaintain

2. period: It was a difficull

3. standard: Hestandards are

it? period. very high.
4. basis: This was used as { 5. upset: | anupset 6. drawer: Thedrawer was
basis empty.

7. pub: They went to theub.

8. circle: Make &ircle.

9. pro: He's @ro.

10. soldier: He is aoldier.

11. result: They were waitin
for theresults.

12. resist: Theyesistedit.

13. lend: She oftefendsher
books.

14. refuse: Sheefused

15. speech: | enjoyed the
speech

16. pressure: They used t
muchpressure

17. refer: Sheeferred to him.

18. army: They saw the
army.

19. knee: Take care of your
knee

20. rope: He found eope.

21. brand: This is a good
brand.

22. seal: Thegealedit.

23. warn: They were

warned.

24. reserve: They have large
reserves
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Level 3

1. restore: It has beenstored.

2. compound: They made a n¢
compound.

3. latter: | agree with thiatter.

4. pave: It wapaved

5. remedy: We found a god
remedy.

6. bacterium: They didn't
find a singlebacterium.

7. behavior: Look at he

behavior!

8. fuel: Do you have arfyel?

9. silk: It's made osilk.

10. conceive: Whoconceived
the idea?

11. legend: It is now kegend

12. impose: This wasnposed

13. solution: There is nf 14. celebrate: We have | 15. independence: He has t
solution. celebrateda lot recently. muchindependence
16. tunnel: We need a |17. reward: He got a god 18. review: The committee
tunnel here. reward. reviewedthe plan.
19. mode: The mode of | 20. personnel: | don't 21. competent: She was very
production has changed. like the personnel competent

there.
22. devastate: The city wi 23. constituent: This is a 24. weave: She knows how

devastated

importantconstituent.

weave

Level 4

1. patience: He has a lot of
patience

2. strap: She broke trstrap.

3. weep: Havept.

4. haunt: The house limunted.

5. cube: | need one mocebe

6. peel: Shall peelit?

7. distress: He fellistressed

8. depart: Shdeparted
yesterday.

9. romance: They had a short
romance

10. ambition: He has n

ambition.

11. dash: Thegashedover it.

12. drown: People hawrowned
here.

13. originate: loriginated here. | 14. leaf: He touched tHeaf. 15. amateur: She is an
amateur player.

16. evacuate: They were | 17.exert: Don'exertyourselfl | 18. marble: It was made (

evacuated marble.

19. diminish: It hagliminished.

20. sheriff: The sheriff was
friendly.

21. monarch: They saw the
monarch

22. plunge: Iplunged.

23. mourn: Theynourned
for several years.

24. fragile: These things are ve
fragile.

Level 5

1. scrub: He iscrubbingit.

2. dinosaur: The children
were pretending to be
dinosaurs.

3. nun: We saw aun.

4. compost: We need son

compost

5. miniature: It is aniniature.

6. crab: Do you likerabs?

7. vocabulary: You will nee(

8. corpse: Thecorpse was

9. rove: He igoving.

335



morevocabulary.

found in the park.

10. divert: The rivers wer| 11. trench: They looked at thj 12. technician: She s

diverted. trench. technician.

13. query: | have query. 14. mug: Thisnug needs a wasl 15. static: It's static at the
moment.

16. slaughter: We read about th
slaughterin the paper.

17. spider: We caught the
spider.

18. circus: We went to the
circus.

19. sofa: He boughtsofa

20. logo: They have a pretty
logo.

21.commemorate: We must
commemoratehis actions.

22. crook: They wererooks.

23. volt: How manyvolts were
used?

24. warfare: Modern
warfare is frightening.

Level AWL

1. concept: This is a difficult 2. similar: These articles al 3. item: The nexitem is
concept similar. very important.

4. component: Each | 5. compensate: The 6. analogy: That is an
componentis very important. | government should interestinganalogy.

compensatdahe farmers.

7. external: They worried
about theexternal damage.

8. clause: Please fix theluse

9. migrate: The animals began
migrate.

10. priority: That is oupriority .

11. reverse: Try it imeverse

12. arbitrary: Her decision was
arbitrary .

13. mutual: The feeling wa
mutual.

14. alternative: Is
there aralternative?

15. colleague: That is

colleague

m

16. legal: Is this meeting
placelegal?

17. site: He looked for a betts
site.

18. institute: We musinstitute
new changes.

19. retain: How will the cluk
retain its members?

20. phase: This is ornghaseof
the new system.

21. pursue: This year she
will pursue t h e grou
goals.

22. recover: The men |23. diverse: Having 24. hierarchy: Thidierarchy

recoveredtheir strength. diverse information is IS very common.
important.

25. distort: The image | 26. accumulate: He| 27. abandon: Habandoned

distorted. accumulatedmany friends. the project.

28. rigid: These rules ar@id .

29. notwithstanding
Notwithstandingd o h n 6 s

feelings, Allison went to France

30. perspective: You have a
goodperspective
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Full test

Participant ID#:
Date:

The Listening Vocabulary Levels Test

This is a listening vocabulary test. You will hear a word followed by a sentence containing that word. Your task
is to select the response (a, b, ¢, or d) which has the closest meaning to the word you hear, as it is used in the
sentence. You will hear each word/sentence only once.

If you do not know the word at all, please select “I don’t know” and wait for the next question. However, if

you think that you may know the word, please try to answer.

Example question 1

a. powerful

b. fast

c. attractive

d. colorful

e. I don’t know

Example question 2

a. break into small pieces

b. bring in your arms

c. clean with soap and water
d. buy at the store

e. I don’t know

If you do not know the word at all, please select “I don’t know” and wait for the next question. However, if

you think that you may know the word, please try to answer.

Let’s begin
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LVLT Part 1

o N

o

o0

PO THEW QAL TEN B AL T~

LNE IR

money
food
hours

. friends

I don’t know this word

. hard thing

. kind of chair

. soft thing of the floor
. part of a tree

I don’t know this word

have no money
happy

. very interested

tall
I don’t know this word

swims
learns

. throws balls

uses a car

. I don’t know this word

. lie on top of the water
. get up off the ground

stop the car on the road
move very fast
I don’t know this word

the person who looks after
you

the thing you keep your
money in

the thing you use for writing
the thing you wear on your
foot

I don’t know this word

PN

. meeting

. travelling somewhere

. aset of questions

. an idea to do something
I don’t know this word

o oo o

® 00

. very bad things

. Zero

. very good things

. something

I don’t know this word

o o

e a

. go to the other side

. push something

. eat too fast

. wait for something

. Idon’t know this word

a0 o 0

[¢]

10.

a. real

b. old

¢. round

d. other

e. I don’t know this word

11.

a. some

b. no

c. good

d. old

e. I don’t know this word

12.

a. for a long time

b. very fast

c. along way

d. to your house

e. I don’t know this word

13.

a. food

b. story

c. group of people

d. way of playing

e. I don’t know this word
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14.

a. made

b. fixed

c. explained

d. understood

e. I don’t know this word

15.

a. none

b. enough

c. afew

d. alot

e. I don’t know this word

16.

a. at what time

b. for what reason

c. to what place

d. in what way

e. I don’t know this word

17.

a. where money is kept

b. sea animal

c. place for learning

d. where people live

e. I don’t know this word

18.

a. drew pictures

b. spoke

c. became bigger

d. cried a lot

e. I don’t know this word

19.

a. night clothes

b. small clock

c. beautiful plant

d. type of food

e. I don’t know this word

20.

a. open

b. remember

¢. deal with

d. believe

e. I don’t know this word



21.

a. sea

b. place outside where

people enjoy nature

c. hospital

d. building where people sleep
e. I don’t know this word

22

a. area of water

b. very young child

c. leader

d. quiet place

e. I don’t know this word

23.

a. before now

b. big surprise

c. night

d. summer

e. I don’t know this word

24.

a. friendly

b. very big

c. very quick

d. with no corners

e. I don’t know this word
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LVLT Part 2

a. keep it like it is

b. make it larger

c. get a better one than it

d. getit

e. I don’t know this word

2.

a. small set of questions

b. time

c. thing to do

d. book

e. I don’t know this word

3.

a. the back under her shoes

b. test scores

c. cost of something

d. level of how good she wants
things to be

e. I don’t know this word

B o

. answer
. resting place

. next step

. main part

. I don’t know this word

o oo o

. strong
. famous
. rich

. angry
. I don’t know this word

o a0 oD L

6.

a. box that goes in and out for
clothes

b. place to keep cars

c. place used to keep things cold
d. animal house

e. I don’t know this word

7.

a. place where people drink and talk
b. place that keeps money

. large building with many shops

d. building for swimming

e. I don’t know this word

o

8.

a. rough picture

b. space with nothing in it
c. round shape

d. large hole

e. I don’t know this word

9.

a.person who has the job to find
important secrets

b. stupid person

c. person who writes articles

d. someone who is very good at doing

something and is paid to do it.
e. I don’t know this word

10.

a. person who works in business
b. person who studies at school
c. person who works with wood
d. person who fights in a war

e. I don’t know this word

11.

a. right time

b. questions

c. money

d. effects of something

e. I don’t know this word

12.

a. made it work again

b. looked at it twice

c. thought hard about

d. acted against

e. I don’t know this word
13.

a. lets people use them

b. draws inside them

¢. cleans them

d. writes her name on them
e. I don’t know this word
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14.

a. went back

b. thought about something
c. said no

d. stayed late

e. I don’t know this word

15.

a. type of presentation

b. very fast run

c. short piece of music

d. type of hot food

e. I don’t know this word

16.

a. money

b. time

¢. hard pushing

d. bad words

e. I don’t know this word

17.

a. supported him

b. let him go first

c. talked about him

d. answered him

e. I don’t know this word

18.

a. black and white animal

b. place where books are kept
c. person who lives nearby

d. people who protect a country
e. I don’t know this word

19.

a. small child

b. part of your leg

c. plan for spending money
d. something that is yours
e. I don’t know this word

20.

a. thick and strong string

b. something used to make holes

c. strong box for keeping money

d. metal tool used to climb up high
e. I don’t know this word



21.

a. dance party

b. first try

¢. place to wait for others
d. name of a company

e. I don’t know this word

22.

a. fixed it

b. closed it tightly

c. looked at it carefully

d. opened it quickly

e. I don’t know this word

23.

a. pushed away

b. welcomed inside

c. told about bad things

d. led into war

e. I don’t know this word

24.

a. things kept to use later

b. machine for making bread
¢. money from other people
d. group that runs a company
e. I don’t know this word
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LVLT Part 3

1.

a. said again

b. given to a different person

c. given a lower price

d. made like new again

e. I don’t know this word

2.

a. agreement between two people
b. thing made of two or more
parts

c. group that works together

d. guess based on past experience
¢. I don’t know this word

3;
a. man from the church

b. reason given before

c. second one of two things

d. answer to the spoken question
e. I don’t know this word

4.

a. stopped quickly

b. divided into many parts

. given gold edges

d. covered with a hard surface
. Idon’t know this word

2]

o

5.

a. way to fix a problem

b. place to eat in public

. way to prepare food

d. rule about numbers

e. I don’t know this word

(2]

6.

a. small living thing causing
sickness

b. plant with red and orange
flowers

c¢. animal that carries water on its
back

d. thing that has been stolen and
sold to a shop

e. I don’t know this word

7

a. people who have come to listen
b. the way someone acts

. large amount of money

d. small land with water around it
e. I don’t know this word

(2]

8.
a. material used to make energy
b. a drug that stops pain

c. clothing used to keep you warm
d. a material put in walls to keep
heat inside

e. I don’t know this word

9.

a. smooth and soft cloth

b. hard black wood

¢. animal fur

d. very light metal

e. I don’t know this word

10.

a. told it to others

b. explained it

c. thought of it first

d. said it was bad

e. I don’t know this word

11.

a. building for keeping old things
b. thing that is always done

c. story from the past

d. event that happens regularly

e. I don’t know this word

12.

a. completely changed

b. in the middle of other things
c¢. made to look like something
else

d. forced to happen by someone
in power

e. I don’t know this word
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13.

a. time

b. support

c. problem

d. answer

e. I don’t know this word

14.

a. found something for the first
time

b. seen many new places

¢. worked very hard

d. had a lot of parties

e. I don’t know this word

15.

a. freedom from outside control
b. time by himself

c. physical strength

d. feeling of being better than
others

e. I don’t know this word

16.

a. a way through or under
something

b. long piece of wood or metal to
hold

¢. mark on paper to show a short
space

d. piece of material to cover a
window

e. I don’t know this word

17.

a. things said about him by others
b. someone to help him in the
house

¢. money or gift for the things he
did

d. large group of people to listen
to him

e. I don’t know this word



18.

a. examined it carefully for a
decision

b. agreed to allow

¢. made more just like it

d. threw it away

e. I don’t know this word

19.

a. type

b. speed

¢. attitude

d. amount

e. I don’t know this word

20.

a. a type of chair that folds

b. machine that controls the heat
c. people who work there

d. person who owns a company
e. I don’t know this word

21.

a. very fast

b. made angry easily

c. able to do things

d. easily hurt

¢. I don’t know this word

22.

a. made beautiful for a special
occasion

b. separated from the rest of the
world

c. suffered great damage

d. made dirty by small animals
e. I don’t know this word

23.

a. building

b. agreement

c. idea

d. part

e. I don’t know this word

24.

a. make cloth

b. join pieces of metal together
¢. make people think something
d. trick people

e. I don’t know this word
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LVLT Part 4

1.
a. ability to wait
b. free time

¢. faith in God

d. knowledge

e. I don’t know this word

. promise

. top

c. plate

d. belt

e. I don’t know this word

o s N

. finished school

. cried

. died quickly

. thought deeply

. I don’t know this word

a0 o W

o

&

. full of decorations

. allowed to be used for money
. completely empty

. full of ghosts

. I don’t know this word

o o

[¢]

. pin

. box

. cup

d. postcard

I don’t know this word

O o W»

&

. let it sit in water for a long time
. take the skin off it

. make it white

. cut it into thin pieces

. Idon’t know this word

O 00 o

7.
a. unwanted

b. satisfied

¢. unhappy

d. energetic

e. I don’t know this word

8.

a. went away

b. said no

¢. went down a hill

d. got worse

e. I don’t know this word

9.

a. difference of opinion

b. holiday away from home
c. serious discussion

d. love relationship

e. I don’t know this word

10.
a. strong desire to do well

b. ability to understand people’s

feelings

c. ability to make new things
d. enjoyment of life

e. I don’t know this word

11.

a. ran quickly

b. walked slowly

c. fought bravely

d. looked quickly

e. I don’t know this word

12.

a. eaten outside

b. died in water

¢. dug ahole

d. cut down trees

e. I don’t know this word

13.

a. grew very well

b. changed shape

¢. remained

d. first started

e. I don’t know this word

14.

a. part of a plant

b. soft shoe

c. top of a bottle

d. glass window

e. I don’t know this word
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15.

a. someone who plays for fun, not
money

b. player who replaces other hurt
players

c. player representing her country
d. ball-sports player

e. I don’t know this word

16.

a. moved to another place for safety
b. searched for guns or knives

c. frightened suddenly

d. made to look like criminals

e. I don’t know this word

17.

a. praise too much

b. hurt yourself

¢. work too hard

d. give yourself everything you want
e. I don’t know this word

18.

a. hard stone

b. hard wood

c. soft metal

d. soft cloth

e. I don’t know this word

19.

a. become dark

b. become less in size

¢c. become cloudy

d. grown colder

e. I don’t know this word

20.

a. pilot

b. housekeeper

¢. policeman

d. teacher

e. I don’t know this word



21

a. army group

b. gate

c. king or queen

d. criminal

e. I don’t know this word

22.

a. danced around

b. was made quiet

c. dropped suddenly

d. stayed still

e. I don’t know this word

23.

a. performed on the street
b. felt very sad

c. worked hard

d. used their money carefully

e. I don’t know this word

24.

a. special

b. hard to find

c. popular

d. easily broken

e. I don’t know this word
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® o=

. cleaning

. repairing

. worrying about

. drawing pictures

. I don’t know this word

o oo o

people who look for gold

small people that fly

. animals that make fire

. animals that lived a long time
ago

. I don’t know this word

ae TN

(¢

. small worm

. big accident

woman who serves her religion
. strange light in the sky

I don’t know this word

0o T W

4.

a. strong support

b. mental help

c. strong material that is used
for building

d. soil used to help the garden
e. I don’t know this word

. small version of something
. brick house

. very small living creature

. detailed plan for a building
. I don’t know this word

o0 e W

(¢}

S o

. small sea animal

. hard thin salty bread

original copy of a piece of music
. insect which sings and jumps

I don’t know this word

o a0 o

words

. skills

money

. guns

I don’t know this word

o ae oP

& 0

o o0 o

[~ N

o o

. large and deep cup

. mobile phone

. artist’s hat

. dead body

. I don’t know this word

. getting drunk

. traveling around

. making a musical sound with
his lips

. working hard using his body

. Idon’t know this word

—
e

o o0 o

1

. made to move in a different way
. given bridges

. made very dirty

. made wider and deeper

. Idon’t know this word

L.

a. mountain
b. long hole

C

. pile of trash

d. beautiful sight

€

1

a.

. I don’t know this word

2.
man with magical abilities

b. person who works with and

C.

fixes machines
doctor who cares for
young children

d. person who is good at music

€

1
a
b
c

. I don’t know this word

3.

. headache

. large amount of money
. question

d. good idea
e. I don’t know this word
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. big cup

. old car you like

. clothes worn under other clothes

. area in front of the door where
rain and wind cannot reach

. Idon’t know this word

o o

[¢]

a. not popular

b. demanded by law

c. often said

d. not moving or changing
e. I don’t know this word

a. problem

b. scientific research

c. killing

d. sports event

e. I don’t know this word

17.

a. disease that gives red spots
b. small animal with eight legs
c. small public bus

d. oily fish

e. I don’t know this word

18.

a. place for people who love God

b. traveling company of
entertainers

c. place where people run races

d. music group

e. Idon’t know this word

19.
a. soft seat for two or more
people
b. cutting machine
c. long pipe for putting
water on the garden
d. a small car with four wheels
that a baby can ride in while
someone pushes it
e. Idon’t know this word



20.
a. tree with red fruit
b. reception
c. picture or word that
represents a company
d. a holiday home
e. Idon’t know this word
21.
a. remember something or
someone
b. pretend to agree with something
c. protest against something
d. say good things about him
e. I don’t know this word

22.
a. people who are not honest
b. people who work at hospitals
c. people who cannot walk
d. people who design buildings
e. I don’t know this word

23.
a. large envelope for business
letters
b. something used to add flavor to
food
. units measuring electrical power
d. material that attracts other
metals
. Idon’t know this word

[¢]

[¢]

24.
. crime
. dancing
. fighting
. pollution
I don’t know this word

o o

o a
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