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Abstract

A vast number of news video listening materialsrao@ easily accessible to English language
learners (ELLs) due to developments in broadcasthamtimedia technology. While little is
known about how ELLs attempt to comprehend thidlehging medium, researchers agree on
the critical nature of listening skills, which resehers have placed at the heart of second
language acquisition (Rost, 2002; Vandergrift, 200/blvin & Coakley, 2000). This study
sought to identify the listening strategies (il@anguage learning strategies, LLS) that adult
intermediate to advanced level, native Mandarim€se-speaking ELLs use to comprehend
authentic short documentary-style news video lisggmaterials (i.e. videotexts). Linguistic
knowledge (i.e. grammatical and structural knowdwas been found to have a potentially
large influence on strategy use (Santos, GrahaMaiderplank, 2008). Thus a standardized
measure was used to assess subjects’ linguistwldge and listening proficiency. This was
done to determine if differences exist in how satgé€n = 27) with lower and higher abilities in
these two areas use listening strategies. Immedsaitespective verbal reports (i.e. subjects’
verbal reports during pauses while listening) wesed to collect data about the strategies. The
data were then transcribed, coded, and quantitatarealyzed to answer three research questions.
A written free recall measure was used to assdgeds’ comprehension of the operational
videotext and to help answer three research quesstiGey results include subjects with higher
listening proficiency using significantly more batt-up and total strategies as well as recalling
significantly more audio-only idea units while algzalling significantly fewer image-only idea
units. Linguistic knowledge was not found to hav&trong quantitative relationship with
strategy useAll results are discussed in order to contributéutare research and curricular

development in the area of listening strategiesthadise of videotext for educational purposes.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Background of the Study

Many researchers have recognized the critical eatfilistening comprehension skills in
second or foreign language (L2) acquisition (Vagdér 2007; Wolvin & Coakley, 2000), some
even viewing it as the “primary means of L2 acdiosi’ (Rost, 2002, p. 103). However, both
teachers and students do not clearly understanddadevelop this skill (Chambers, 1996;
Graham, 2006). With regard to language learninggimeral, it is certainly true that educators
have become increasingly aware of and interestéthéncontribution made by the learners
themselves in the teaching/learning partnershipifiis, 2004, p. 10). As Griffiths points out,
it is only stating the obvious that some studergsnaore successful at learning languages than
others; language learning strategy (LLS) theorytydates that, “other things being equal, at least
part of this differential success rate is attritgeto the varying strategies which different
learners bring to the task” (p. 10). Because & tloinscious ability of learners to influence their
own learning, language learning is firmly a cogratprocess, based on cognitive psychology
and information-processing models, and similamy @ther kind of learning (Anderson, 1980;
Griffiths, 2004; McLaughlin, 1987; see Chapter 2doeater explication). While there are a
number of definitions, listening strategies, asdusethe present study, refer to the listener’'s
“conscious plans to manage incoming speech, p&tlguwhen the listener knows that he or she
must compensate for incomplete input or partialeustnding” (Rost, 2002, p. 236).

Language learning strategies have been researciitedegtensively in applied linguistic
books and journals for more than 30 years (Naim@ah #978; Wenden & Rubin, 1987,

O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Cohen 19%&ndergrift, 2007). As in most fields,
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the research has changed shape over that timelpgrithe 1970s, LLS research focused mostly
on strategies that “good learners” exhibited (Rub®75). Then in the 1980s, the emphasis
shifted to the description and classification oétgies (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford,
1990) by drawing primarily from the extensive filshguage (L1) literature about reading
strategies. In the 1990s, there was a change &riexgnting with different interventions in the
classroom to determine whether learners could inghy either learning new strategies or by
using those already in their repertoires more &ffely (Cohen & Weaver, 2005). The past
decade has seen LLS research continue to divelsifiing at strategy use in relation to such
areas as: more and less proficient learners (NiSlredall, & Arroyo, 2005; Holt, 2006; Park,
2006; Magogwe & Rhonda, 2007; Wu, 2008), gendeekD2000; Li, 2006; Karbalaei &
Rajyahree, 2009; Madani & Azizmohammadi, 2009) tgples (Oxford, Cho, Leung, & Kim,
2004; Chang 2009), and learning styles (Oxfor@12@ohen & Doérnyei, 2001; Cohen &
Weaver, 2005).

Even more recently, researchers have begun exgltrenrelationship of strategy use
with different types of listening texts. Cross (20@sed newsideotextsas materials in his
guasi-experimental study of instruction of listemstrategies. Videotexts, or video media, are
“characterized by the combination of visual anditmug information in close temporal
sequence” (Wetzel, Radtke, & Stern, 1994, p. €dyss found significant improvement in
listening performance for both experimental andti@mroups While results showed no
difference for the (experimental) group receivihg aidditional explicit strategy instruction,
Cross suggested that the significant improvemebbti experimental and control groups might
be attributed to the use of a task-based pedadayyicie and collaborative learning effects. In
other words, the repetition of tasks during indiarcand group work may have caused the

improvement found for both groups rather than tteming strategies that were practiced by the
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experimental group. Cross stated that controllorgtiose effects in future studies could remove
a confounding variable as a cause of gains by ¢pathps (Cross, 2009; Cross, personal
communication, July 29, 2010). Though he foundhpiactical during his study due to time
constraints, he advocates using verbal reporthiolwimmediate introspection about strategy
use during a real listening task can be recorddter than learner interviews (i.e., learner self-
perceptions of strategy use disconnected from #reatic listening text and task). It is critical to
identify, in the most valid and reliable way possjlstrategies and patterns of strategy use
among a group of L2 learners prior to designingt@hing strategy instruction program or
research project.

Use of videotexts in listening strategy research.

There is some support for visual elements being tbprovide context and non-
linguistic input to activatéop-down processing.e., the use of context and linguistic and world
knowledge “to build a conceptual framework for coetgension” (Vandergrift, 2007). However,
few listening strategy studies have used videot&s®. (2000) reported that L2 listeners who
listened toand watched a videotext simultaneously appearedeanore top-down processing
strategies to compensate for inadequate linguisieviedge than those who only listened.
However, Gruba (2004) found that visual elementsract with the aural channel in complex
ways that “go beyond merely ‘supporting’ verbalneéats,” and should be regarded as “integral
resources to comprehension whose influence shifts primary to secondary importance as a
listener develops a mature understanding of theotakt” ( p. 51).

When L2 learners use a non-native language dunitegactions with spoken text, they
rarely use only the auditory channel, such as wbeatirs during a telephone conversation or
while listening to the radio. Thus, using videogealiow the type of visual cues and support that

most learners would have during face-to-face interas.



Listening strategies.

Returning to L2 listening, research in this vitedahas traditionally focused on the
product of listening, i.e., test scores. Yet wlatswers “may verify comprehension . . . they
reveal nothing about how students arrived at cohggrsion or, more importantly, how
comprehension failed” (Vandergrift, 2007, p. 1983.language instruction has become more
learner-focused and attempted to transfer respitibsfor learning away from instructors and
toward self-directed learning (Cohen & Weaver, 20@%%ere has been a natural movement away
from product-based research and towards processtbasearch. Listening-strategy research has
been one of the venues of this inquiry, as it gptsnto shed light on comprehension processes
and failures.

Although research in the area of listening processel strategies has been increasing, it
remains the least understood and least researchlee ur skills (Vandergrift, 2007). The main
reason for this is that as a receptive skill, igtg processes can only be viewed and assessed
indirectly. There is also evidence that the chg&min L2 listening create anxiety in learners
because of the pressure it places on them to @aepst rapidly (Arnold, 2000). Thus, while
reading is also a receptive skill, the fact thattéxt can be repeatedly viewed as well as
processed at the reader’s preferred rate, listetangequire more cognitive resources (i.e.,
working-memory capacity). The listening strategiesd by subjects in this study are found in
the list in Appendix A.

The Problem Statement

Since strategy use and successful listening pedonce have been major claims of

listening strategy theorists, it is not surpristhgt the relationship between these two variables

has received the most attention by researchersgidaGraham, & Vanderplank, 2007). As
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implied by the above reference to 1970s reseanchagenda has often been referred to as an
investigation osuccessful listenergersusunsuccessful listenerSuccessful listening, however,
has been measured in a wide variety of ways. Fameile, participants in O’Malley, Chamot,
and Kupper’s (1989) study were simply designatesuasessful or unsuccessful by their
teachers; Young (1997) used student self-ratindistehing proficiency; Vandergrift (1997b,
1998a, 1998b) assessed success qualitatively tyzamasubjects’ verbal protocols; Vogely
(1995), Osada (2001), and Chien and Wei (1998)asdecomprehension by means of free
recall tasks (Chapters Two and Three); Laviosa@@@@d Vandergrift (2003a) used multiple-
choice tests; Goh (1998) used a national listetesgy Murphy (1985) used two different
listening tests and a reading test; and Peter9)1e8:d a battery of tests including multiple
choice.

However, as Macaro, et al. (2007), pointed out pitedlem goes beyond assessing
comprehension success. These researchers stasevkhadl factors may be impeding a putative
claim for a correlation between strategy use astériing success. Chief among the variables that
need to be accounted for are learners’ linguistmwedge. As Macaro, et al. (2007), stressed,

In order to demonstrate causality, one needs teuneather aspects of learner

competence in order to ensure that the choicestafrling strategies is not

influenced, as Laviosa (2000: 134) argues, by #reral proficiency level in the

target language. If strategy use is the ‘value dddemponent in skill-related L2

processing, then, researchers need to controkatetty least for linguistic

knowledge (vocabulary and grammatical knowledge 1 8).

Research Questions

A research study reported in Graham, Santos, amdi& plank (2010) and Santos,

Graham, and Vanderplank (2008) investigated the@ectiion between strategy use and listening

success. The researchers did this by dividing st&jato four groups: top linguistic

knowledge/top listening proficiency (TLK/TLP), tdipguistic knowledge/bottom listening
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proficiency (TLK/BLP), bottom linguistic knowledgep listening proficiency (BLK/TLP), and
bottom linguistic knowledge/bottom listening proéiocy (BLK/BLP). The present research
study used the linguistic knowledge and listeningfipiency of participants as determined by
the Oxford Online Placement Test (OOPT, see Chdjpteye for further explanation) to
investigate the strategy use of adult intermedmdvanced native Mandarin Chinese speakers
while trying to comprehend short documentary-shde/s videotexts. However, the current
study did not ultimately use the same grouping&iaham, et al. (2010) and Santos, et al. (2008)
due to the limited number of subjects and dataectdd from these subjects for the quantitative
analyses performed. The research questions inagstigre:

1. Is there a relationship between strategy use agdiktic knowledge according to
number and type of strategies used?

2. Is there a relationship between strategy use atehing proficiency according to number
and type of strategies used?

3. lIs there a relationship between linguistic knowkedgd the number of audio-only,
image-only and a combination of audio-and-image iaeits recalled?

4. Is there a relationship between listening proficieand the number of audio-only,
image-only and a combination of audio-and-image gieits recalled?

5. Do the percentage of audio-only, image-only andralination of audio-and-image idea
units recalled differ according to the number anetof listening strategies used?

For Research Question One, linguistic knowledge tivaglependent variable and
strategy numbers and types of strategies werenttependent variables. For Research Question
Two, listening proficiency was the dependent vdaamd numbers and types of strategies were
the independent variables. For Research QuesticgeTlinguistic knowledge was again the
dependent variable, but audio-only, image-only andio-and-image idea units were the
independent variables. For Research Question kst@ning proficiency was the dependent

variable and audio-only, visual-only, and combiaedio-and-image idea units were the
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independent variables. And finally, for Researcle§ion Five, listening strategies were the
dependent variable and numbers of the three tyjpieea unit scores were the independent

variables.

As noted in the research questions and previowsypaphjdea unitswere independent
variables in Research Questions Three through Riseised in this studydea unitswere the
unit of measure for the listening comprehensiomli¢est given to subjects after viewing the
operational news videotext. Adea unitwas defined as “a single main or subordinate elaus
including adverbial and relative clauses” (Carrg885, as cited in Cross, 2009, p. 169). More

explanation of the listening comprehension recaasure is provided in Chapter Three.

The first two research questions are investigatedraling to number and type of
strategies used.ype of strategiesonsists of cognitive and metacognitive as webatsom-up
and top-down strategies. The fifth research questias also investigated according to number

and type of identified strategies.

Furthermore, the first four research questions werestigated using subject scores on
two sections of the Oxford Online Placement TeDRD) as well as strategies elicited during an
immediate retrospective verbal report. Briefly,ismmediate retrospective verbal report (VR)
was carried out by a subject during pauses iniheotext during which the subject verbally
related what he or she was thinking about in theeiext segment just prior to the pause as the
subject attempted to comprehend the videotexthEudxplanation of verbal reports is provided
in Chapters Two and Three. For Research QuestibreeTand Four, besides scores from the
OOPT, scores from a written free recall of ideasu(iie. comprehension measure) were used.

For Research Question Five, scores on the writerecall were used along with total and



8
types of strategies. Null hypotheses as well agigtiens of results are provided near the end of

Chapter Three.

Purpose of the Study

One purpose of this primarily quantitative stuslyo determine if there is a relationship
among linguistic knowledge, listening proficieneyd listening strategy use by intermediate to
advanced native Mandarin Chinese speakers whilegttp comprehend short documentary-
style news videotexts. In addition, it is expedieat a better understanding of the roles that
audio- and image-encoded messages play in thailigteomprehension process and strategy
use of subjects will emerge. These two purposes Weestigated quantitatively through the use
of the Kendall's tayistatistic (see Chapter 3). Macaro (2004) hasenrrithat strategies’
“effectiveness or noneffectiveness derives fromvwhg they are used and combined in tasks and
processes” (p. 325) rather than in the raw numbstrategies used. However, since so few
studies have examined listening strategies usitdegotexts, researchers should attempt to
establish a quantitative relationship between Wwemas well as qualitative examination of how
subjects employ strategies. A qualitative invesitgaof the data may reveal more insights into
listening strategy use with videotexts, but thibeyond the scope of the present research. While
influenced by the work of Graham, Santos, and Vegmdek (2010), the present study differs
both in its use of standardized measures with@paints to determine their levels of linguistic
knowledge and listening proficiency and in how grewere divided for analysis.
Significance of the Study

The skill of listening in L2 teaching is the leassearched and least understood skill.
Learners today expect and demand multimedia legmizterials. Increased accessibility of such
emerging online technologies as streaming videdsoardemand learning materials make

multimedia an especially important area for listgnidevelopment and research (Goodwin-Jones,
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2007; Tschirner, 2001, Vandergrift, 2007). Researshave called for increased research and
understanding of learners’ listening strategy ugh different tasks and tests (Macaro, et al.,
2007; Vandergrift, 2007). The present study wilhtdute to the literature of listening strategies
within L2 contexts by improving the understandiridiow learners with differing levels of
linguistic knowledge and listening proficiency wseategies to comprehend short documentary-
style news videotexts. This study is a first separds designing listening strategy instruction
programs for ELL adult, native Mandarin-speakingylations using this widely available type
of news videotext. Though Graham, et al., (20169 aixamined differences in strategy use
according to linguistic knowledge and listeningfpmiency, these researchers used audio-only
materials. Thus, the present study is significanuking this dynamic text type for the first time
to examine strategy use in relation to the aboweuariables.
Limitations and Delimitations of the Study

The participants in the study were adult intermiedia advanced L2 learners of English
at a large international branch of a bank in nartfieaiwan. Also, since the language learning
strategies employed differ by text and task tygsegalizing the results to other types of
listening materials beyond short, documentary-stg@i@s videotexts or to comprehension
measures other than written free recalls of idets whould be done with caution. However, by
carefully and explicitly revealing the steps takemproduce valid and reliable results, this study
should be replicable with different populationdariguage learners in order to determine the
value of the methods used.
Conclusion

Listening strategy research has been increasingtbegast 20 years. However, there
remains a need to determine how listeners undetstiffierent types of texts in order to create

methodologically and pedagogically sound instruaigrograms. The present study seeks to
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determine how intermediate- to advanced-level edihandarin-speaking ELLs with differing
levels of linguistic knowledge and listening pradiecy use listening strategies to comprehend
short, documentary-style news videotexts.

The subsequent chapter will review important litier@ related to L2 listening strategy
research. Chapter Two will also detail the useifdéidnt methods of listening strategy
elicitation from learners in order to explain imfaon decisions made in Chapter Three of this

study.
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Chapter II

Literature Review

This chapter aims to establish a theoretical fraorkvior the current study by reviewing
the existing research pertaining to listening styas in L2 contexts. The chapter contains four
sections. The first part begins with an overvievDdalley and Chamot’s (1990) original LLS
framework and its foundation within cognitive psgtdgy and information processing, and ends
with Macaro’s (2006) updated framework. The seqoad examines listening strategy research
as it relates to listening proficiency, bottom-uqaldop-down processing, and linguistic
knowledge. The third part outlines the use of videts in listening strategy research, including
task and text characteristics, and the final paaisiwith methods for eliciting listening strategie
from learners.

Theoretical Framework for LLS

Cognitive theory was developed from informationgassing models by cognitive
psychologists, and has since been applied to exptaprocesses in both first language (L1) and
second language (L2) acquisition (Mitchell & Myl@804). The theory posits that “language-
related codes and structures are stored and retrieem memory much like other information,
and that language acquisition follows the samecypias of learning as do other complex
cognitive skills” (O’'Malley et al., 1987, p. 288)he major models for LLS used in L2 come
from McLaughlin (McLaughlin 1987, 1990; McLaughikhHeredia, 1996) and Anderson (1980,
1983, 1985, 1987; Singley & Anderson, 1989). Beeaisderson’s Adaptive Control of
Thought (ACT) model has been used as the basld 8y Anderson’s processing model, as first

used by O’Malley and Chamot (1985, 1990), will Bamined in detail here.
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In order to process information, three differentmoey stores are needed (Dachler &
Bukatko, 1985): sensory memory (information frora tutside world, retained for a second or
less, some of which is transferred to), short-tevemory (STM, including a processing
component — working memory — and a storage compaagable of retaining a limited amount
of new knowledge for a very limited amount of timahd long-term memory (LTM), where
knowledge from STM is stored without the limits amount or time as it is with STM. LTM is
able to do this because of its organizational stinec schemata, or interconnected frameworks of
concepts (O’Malley, 1990).

Information representation in memory.

In cognitive theory, units of knowledge from STkéa&hunked syntactically together
with semantic meaning. They are then interpreted,the exact words maintained in working
memory disappear and the meanings extracted dgahneer’s individual background knowledge
move to LTM (Call, 1985). However, only informatitimat has been maintained by active
repetition and elaboration transfers to long-terenmary. If the input is not processed fast
enough, “task overload” (Byrnes, 1984, p. 324) estecause the items already in STM are
displaced by incoming information. This has impottanplications for learning complex skills
such as language and relates directly to the reedrefully balance the difficulty level of
listening materials both in the classroom and seaech studies, for if working memory is
overloaded, listening comprehension will be degdadie the present study, for example, the
news videotexts need to be challenging for paditip so that listening strategies are under their
conscious control, and are thus describable, busadifficult that the level of comprehension is
very low. In the latter situation, participants bget frustrated and give up rather than
continuing attempts to compensate for a lack ofm@mension through the use of listening

strategies.
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Knowledge is stored in LTM as eithéeclarativeor proceduralmental representations
(Anderson, 1985; Gagne, 1985). Declarative or fdtnowledge is static information in
memory, or what we knoabout Procedural knowledge includes dynamic informatron
memory, or what we knoWwow to do Strategic knowledge is categorized as procedigehuse
it works on the applications of our knowledge deauto solve linguistic problems. This has
important implications for LLS because, accordiogagnitive theory, simply raising learners’
awareness of strategies (i.e., declarative knovepdguld not be sufficient to enable them to
actually use new or under-utilized strategies fruby facilitative or compensatory manner. A
pedagogical cycle, including explanation and/or eliod), and ample opportunities for practice
and feedback, would be necessary. This, howevbgyisnd the scope of the present study.

Declarative knowledge may be acquired quickly, endrmed into larger “chunks”
which are then linked with other concepts (i.e.esohta) through the strength of their association.
When one concept is activated in LTM by informatentering into STM, other related mental
representations in LTM also become activated tceatgr or lesser degree depending on the
association strength. While learning this typendbimation is relatively simple, retrieval and
application of declarative knowledge can be slolwgdhe time required for spreading activation,
and forgetting such knowledge also happens re@ilyalley, 1990). However, procedural
knowledge, such as language acquisition for EL& sciquired gradually, and only with
extensive practice.

Stages of skill acquisition.

According to cognitive theory, there are thre@essathe learner must go through to
acquire complex cognitive skills, including langeagkills: cognitive associativeand
autonomousDuring this process, they become more procedadlor automatic (Anderson

1983, 1985).
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In thecognitivestage, learners are provided with rules or coowliiction sequences in
order to perform the task at hand. This stage reguwonscious activity on the part of the learner,
and the acquired knowledge during this period isallg declarative and can be described
verbally by the learner (O’Malley, et al., 1987)hié¢ a description is possible, knowledge is
inadequate at this point for skilled performance.

During the second stage, tassociativetwo major changes take place in the
development of proficiency in the skill. First, @rs in the original declarative representation of
the stored information are slowly detected andatded. Second, the connections among the
various elements or components of the skill arengthened. During the associative stage,
declarative knowledge is transformed into its pdegal form. Performance at this stage starts to
look like expert performance, but is generallyl stibwer and some errors may take place
(O’'Malley, et al., 1987). In L2 terms, this wouldreespond to a learneristerlanguage a term
coined in 1972 by Selinker and referring to “langei@roduced by learners, both as a system
which can be described at any one point in timeegslting from systematic rules, and as a
series of interlocking systems that characteriaenker progression” (Mitchell & Myles, 2004, p.
31). The continual restructuring of the linguistisstem may indeed bring about the reappearance
of some L2 errors (Mitchell & Myles, 2004), ofteg bvergeneralization of rules.

Finally, in theautonomoustage, the learner increasingly fine tunes hiseor
performance. The skill becomes virtually automatid fewer and fewer errors occur (O’Malley,
et al., 1987). A key point is that diminishing derdas made on short-term and working memory,
opening up cognitive resources to take in moreadatiVe information and begin or continue the
process of proceduralizing other complex skillsafdoers at this point often lose the ability to
describe the rules of the process they are usingffect, their declarative representations are

lost in the transformation to procedural knowlede mentioned earlier, if listening strategies
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are too automatized, they may no longer be undesaious control of learners (and, for Macaro,
2004, 2006, have become a different construct aonscious processes). In the present study,
news videotexts will be carefully analyzed and fpiésted to be sure they are sufficiently
challenging to bring listening strategies back urabascious control of participants so that they
can be identified during verbal report protocols.

Also in the present study, the researcher willlmstieag listening strategies from
subjects’ prior to complete proceduralization. Tisibecause strategies that are fully
automatized are unlikely to be under the conscommnsrol of individuals, much like L1 skills
used by unimpaired adults, and thus would not bectkble in subjects’ verbal reports elicited
during a listening task.

Major claims of LLS theory are that it is possibdeobserve, record, and classify LLS.
Two major LLS classification schemes have predotemh#éhroughout the last 25 years, one from
O’Malley, Russo, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, anupkii(1985) and one from Oxford
(1985). O’Malley and colleagues used three famiiestrategiesdognitive metacognitiveand
social/affective while Oxford had six families (cognitive has bete the direct strategies of
memory, cognitive and compensation; socioaffedii@s become the indirect strategies of social
and affective; and metacognitive, also indireaiaes undivided). Cognitive strategies can be
seen as those that help process, store and nefcathiation. Metacognitive strategies help
learners plan for, monitor and evaluate tasks aaching. Socioaffective strategies would be
those that help by focusing on learner feelingsyolearners interacting with others (R. Ellis,
1994b). Oxford’s inventory was used to create ttiat&gy Inventory for Language Learning
(SILL; Oxford, 1986, 1990a). This Likert-scale gtiesnaire attempts to measure a learner’'s
frequency of strategy use, with the SILL’s fundamaénlaim being that strategies are

identifiable and quantifiable. The SILL has hademtendous impact and, by the mid-1990s, it
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was estimated that the SILL had been used to agsessrategy use of more than 10,000
learners around the world (Grenfell & Macaro, 20@r)d more than 30 doctoral dissertations
and a number of refereed articles have been bas#te&SILL (White, Schramm, & Chamot,
2007). As explained in the concluding part of thapter, however, the SILL has come under
attack on several fronts.

In opposition to both O’'Malley, et al., (1985) a@aford (1985), however, Macaro
(2006), argues that “strategies are either dirantlglved in working memory processing
(perception, decoding, processing, storage, amieévat) or they oversee cognitive strategies via
planning, monitoring, and evaluating for effectiess” (p. 328). Thus, the former type is
cognitiveand the lattemetacognitiveMacaro argues that affective strategies are owda
within metacognitive strategies because the fomaguire knowledge of oneself as a learner
through recurrent monitoring of one’s learning. &lgo proposes that social strategies are
clusters of cognitive and metacognitive stratethes lead to strategic plans. Macaro uses the
example of an L2 learner seeking out native spasabdethat language for interaction. By doing
this “in order to improve his or her learning, pegpk overcoming fear and shyness, he or she is
not, in effect, doing anything other than decidamga plan of action based on a cluster of
strategies previously evaluated” (p. 328). Thustaad of being a separate category of strategies,
social strategies are simply combinations of cagaitmetacognitive, or both types of strategies.
Macaro’s (2006) reasoning appears to correct fediess subdividing of strategies and will be
used in the present study for organizing invensouged for coding verbal report data and for
reporting results, based on results from the gilotly of the current research and the work of
Santos, et al., (2008), Vandergrift (1997b, 20883 Young, (1997).

Finally, while some of the strategies that areaiie in the learner’s L1 will transfer to

the L2, even advanced English language learneray ‘mt transfer to English strategies from L1
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such as the use of top-down processing, in whiel tise contextual clues to extract meaning
from text” (McLeod & McLaughlin, 1986, in O’Malleyi990, p. 490).

A revised framework.

Macaro (2006) delineates several concerns regatdiBgesearch that weakens its
theoretical basis. Besides the vagueness of defisitMacaro (2006) also listed a lack of
agreement on the connection of strategies to pseseand skills, and uncertainty regarding
strategy transferability across tasks, situatios@ntexts. Further, Macaro notes the
uncertainty about how general or abstract learmategjies are and whether there exist
substrategies as well as strategies and, as aqumrsee, if they can be classified in a framework
or a hierarchy.

Rather than present a comprehensive definitioeahing strategies, which Macaro
(2004) called “virtually impossible semanticallycawithin our current knowledge of conscious,
sub-conscious, and neurological mental activity”A)p he offers a revised, updated cognitive
theoretical framework that includes essential fiestwf strategies, including:

e Strategies are conscious mental activity only a@egrn working-memory;

e Strategies are orchestrated in clusters (by effedtiarners) and these clusters are
both situation- and task-specific and transferable;

e Strategies can become automatized (though as sttr@ecmnstruct in long-term
memory) freeing up working-memory space, but majiragome under
conscious control in working-memory in responsa thange in learning goal,
desired outcome, and/or situation;

e Strategies may be inhibited by working-memory latiins or when a learner is
below a certain linguistic threshold, though winas threshold may be is
unknown (Santos, et al., 2008);

¢ Interdependent top-down and bottom-up processesistaif clusters of strategies
in a dynamic in working-memory, and by applyingdbetrategies, explicit L2
processes can take place; and

e The repeated activation (in working-memory) andsgginent automatization (in
long-term memory) of top-down and bottom-up proesdsing about skKill

development.
(adapted from Cross, 2009)
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Listening Strategies as Related to Linguistic Knovddge, Skills, and Language Processes

Since the present study will analyze patterngrateyy use by using the levels of
listening proficiency (i.e. listening skill) andhyuistic knowledge of learners, it is necessary at
this point to review the research in these two saneaelation to listening strategies. Also, since
bothbottom-up(i.e. those used for decoding language at the ggherand word level) artdp-
downstrategies continue to be a basic way of desgitwo different though interactive ways of
processing incoming information, examining studiest have attempted to determine which
type predominates for different texts and taskgitecal. The thorough review of listening
strategy research by Macaro et al. (2007) servéisedsasis for the current review.

The relationship of listening strategies and lingistic knowledge.

Vandergrift (1998a) judged that to be successBikners must overcome cognitive
constraints in working memory by being strategise problem with this for Macaro, et al. (2007)
however, “is in separating strategy-related suctress perception/vocabulary-related success,”
(p- 170). These researchers point to data from ¥anidt’'s own study showing that the listener
having more success appeared to recognize moreswordhich to base an inference than the
less successful listener. Vandergrift is one of@few researchers to admit that limited
linguistic knowledge may be the principal reasohiheé differences in strategy use. Besides
recognizing few words, some of his native Englipbaking participants learning French have
been forced to rely more heavily on cognates (iverds with similar spellings and meanings
across two or more languages) as a basis for maki@gences. The strategy of listening out for
cognates, while possible between French and Englishld not be possible between Mandarin-
Chinese — the native language of participantserptiesent study — and English. However,
Vandergrift also argues that limited linguistic kvledge can be overcome by extra-linguistic

contextual clues and other strategies to “insteaschema” (Vandergrift, 1998a, p. 391).
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Macaro, et al. (2007) are skeptical of this cldmmwever, as it is not clear how strategies could
be used by learners who are having great difficcdiyprehending anything from the listening
texts. This returns to the idea olirsguistic thresholdmentioned in the previous section of this
chapter, but again there has been no determinatiatere this threshold may be.

Only two studies this researcher is aware of hesegl lexical and vocabulary knowledge
as a control for examining differences in listenaognprehension success. The first, by Chien
and Wei (1998), used both audio-only listening make and videotext to determine both
comprehension level and strategy use for 15 t@dligypants, for whom grammar and
vocabulary proficiency levels were determined ushegMichigan English Language
Assessment Battery. The strategy categories afiilstig, non-linguistic, and cognitive do not
closely match previously developed strategy invees$o such as the previously described lists of
O’Malley et al. (1985) or Oxford (1985). Likewisedividual descriptions of strategies appear to
have been createtl hocby the researchers. Like the present study, tearehers used written
free recalls of idea units to assess listening eemgmsion, though the verbal reports to quantify
strategy use in Chien and Wei’s study took placg-istening and after the written free recalls.
The current study used verbal reports of an imntelyiaetrospective nature in which a
participant paused the videotext and spoke aboat i or she was thinking at that time. A
section later in this chapter and in Chapter Tloféers a thorough discussion of the different
types of verbal reports and the advantages of tbbae immediate retrospective nature.

Significant differences in strategy use were founterms of both quantity and type, as
related to listening comprehension success. Ragreanalysis indicated to the researchers that
four strategies were “the effective factors for timelerstanding of listening tasks” (p. 75):
English-Chinese translation processes word for warghrase for phrase, a tendency to rely on

a vocabulary list in Chinese and English, payinggation to the verb tense, and attending to
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every word of the sentencédiswas not clear from their methods why subjéd access to
vocabulary lists during the free recall comprehemsneasure. The researchers also reported that
some subjects at the same level of linguistic keogé did not perform at similar levels in their
listening comprehension. However, as Macaro €ab7) point out, the authors did not pursue
this line of analysis to any great degree.

In a recent study using English secondary-leeser-intermediate learners of French,
Graham, et al. (2010) investigated listening sthatese and sources of knowledge (i.e. prior
knowledge and linguistic knowledge). The reseacidérided subjects into groups using
grammaticality judgment and vocabulary recognitests (i.e. linguistic knowledge) in addition
to two types of listen tasks followed by multipleeice tests (i.e. listening proficiency). Graham,
et al. (2010) divided subjects into four groupspTiaguistic knowledge/top listening
proficiency (TLK/TLP), top linguistic knowledge/ltoin listening proficiency (TLK/BLP),
bottom linguistic knowledge/top listening proficen(BLK/TLP), and bottom linguistic
knowledge/bottom listening proficiency (BLK/BLP). tAtal of 35 students’ listening proficiency
was assessed by means of “a recall protocol onstoant listening passages on a familiar topic”
(p- 5). Convenience sampling was used to selestiz®nts to listen to two listening passages
that were used to draw insights into their strategg. Subjects performed immediate
retrospective verbal reports during self-initiapadises in the listening passage as they attempted
to answer multiple-choice comprehension questiongritten English. Results were reported for
the 14 students for whom complete data sets wexidable.

When using (metacognitive) prediction strategids Bubjects more commonly used
them on a narrow lexical level in conjunction wéilective attention and the writing of visual
prompts that were often in the form of single woM#hen TLK students did attempt to predict

lexis, it was usually together with the predictafithe overall theme of the listening passage and
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with metacognitive strategies that involved questig the appropriateness of lexical prediction
(Graham, et al., 2010).

The researchers also found TLK students more liteelyse problem identification
strategy, and use it in combination with othertstyges: self-evaluation arsfrategy evaluation
or hypothesis formatioand comprehension monitoring. As for monitoringiggies in general,
TLK students more often combined the recognitioa tdck of comprehension (comprehension
monitoring) with “follow-up” strategies such aslf-questioningindhypothesis monitoring-or
BLK students on the other harmhymprehension monitoringas more likely to be simply the
acknowledgment of their lack of understanding, forappting such ‘negative’ strategies as
deciding on a multiple-choice option that contaiaedord they had heard because they had not
comprehended anything else. Overall, “monitoringnsed to depend on students having
perceived enough relevant ‘connected languagdierfitst place” (p. 126). Thus, it appeared
that lower proficiency students had a harder tiffecgvely monitoring their comprehension.

One of the major findings was that “while higherguistic knowledge often led to more
effective deployment of strategies, this was naiagk the case, leading us to conclude that it
was not a guarantee of effective listening or eifecstrategy use” (p. 125). One TLK/BLP
student exhibited strategy use that resembled Bililesits: predicting lexisandselective
attention The student spoke of identifying items from npl#tchoice questions to listen out for,
attempting to match them with what she heard. Whideresearchers allowed that this might be
a response to the multiple-choice task, it wasamoapproach followed by all students,
“suggesting that individual strategy use had a&iggart to play” (p. 127). Also, three TLK/TLP
students could not overcome their lack of undeditanof a difficult word, ‘helitreuillees’
(helicoptered) through the use of world knowledgstrategy which other TLK students, and

even some BLK students, were able to use moreteféde
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In their conclusions, the researchers stated thes unclear how some learners had
achieved the position of being “strategic” listesydyut others had not. Also, they inferred that a
“a minimum level of vocabulary recognition is rexpd for effective strategies to come into play,
yet what that level might be is still unclear” 27). Finally, they admitted that it was difficult
to determine whether strategies were occurring lsameously or whether the clusters were
occurring serially. Young (1997) reported subjeihg strategies in a clear linear order, thus
leading her to create a hierarchy of strategy use.

Graham et al. (2010) approach the role of bottonangbtop-down processing from both
a knowledge-source approach and a learner-stratagoach, unlike prior studies. While the
present study will use subjects’ linguistic knowdedo help answer Research Questions One and
Three, non-linguistic knowledge, or prior knowledgealso important for how listeners process
language, and a number of listening strategiesdist Appendix A are prior knowledge-based.
Relevant studies will thus be reviewed later its tthapter.

The relationship of listening strategies and genat and listening proficiency levels.

First, it is important to understand that sevetatiies have used what could be termed
general language proficien@ds a controlling variable in exploring the relasbip between
strategy use and listening success. As Macard., é2@07) explains,

‘Proficiency’ is a term applied to the four langeaskills, usually aggregated, and

is a measure of success in those skills regardfedsronological age and of the

number of years that a language has been studmequently, not only may it

be masking other variables (for example, levelyfghological maturity and

language learning experience), but also inclugssring proficiency by up to 25

per cent (p. 169).
Regardless, proficiency of some type has been nasdithely as a measure.

O’'Malley, et al., (1989) used teacher designattondivide 11 subjects into higher and

lower general proficiency. The researchers desdrébeierarchical order of listening strategies

based on Anderson’s (1985) three-stage languagessimg model. They argued that their
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subjects selected their attention in gegceptual processingtage, inferred the meaning of the
text in theparsingstage, and used their prior knowledge in ordeaborate and make
inferences in thetilization stage. Their conclusion, however, was not drawmfany thorough
examination of subjects’ verbal report protocofy] ¢he systematicity of the strategy patterns
was not tested (Young, 1997). Besides using diftestrategies than unsuccessful listeners,
O’Malley, et al., (1989) reported that successfikhers appeared to divide the text into larger
chunks and link them together rather than focusmgndividual words. Successful listeners also
made greater use sélective attentioandself-monitoring(both metacognitive strategies) and
elaborationandinferencing(both cognitive strategies), suggesting a graated to use top-
down strategies for successful comprehension.

Young (1997) explored the listening strategy us&8oCantonese-Chinese university-
level ELL students in Hong Kong. She used threernenagially produced, though “authentic or
unscripted” (p. 38) audio recordings that were thas five minutes each in length. Data were
collected through a background questionnaire, ‘edpert during pauses in the listening text,
and post-listening interview. Like O’Malley, et,a11989), Young also used unequal general
proficiencies and reported a four-stage (systemhbtararchy of strategies among the five out of
18 total subjects who used the most strategiesgtiha similar pattern was used by some of the
subjects who used fewer strategies. The seriesatégies repeating in the same order regardless
of gender or English achievement waslrifgrencing(to guess the topic from contextual or
acoustic clues) aglaboration(to activate their prior knowledge); &ummarizatior{to reinforce
their interpretation of the text); 3elf-monitoringor self-evaluation(to control their
comprehension and to evaluate their strategy asel)4)feedbackin which subjects questioned

the speakers verbally, though of course, there wetany replies from the recorded speakers.
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Though Young pointed out the tentative nature offinelings, such a serial ordering of strategy
use, if confirmed, could have useful pedagogicallications.

Finally, it should be pointed out that unlike O’N&l, et al., (1989), Young (1997) found
that listening ability was not related to frequend\strategy use nor strategy repertoires. Instead,
which strategies learners deployed depended mogeweral English-language proficiency.
Chapters Four and Five of the current study regadtdiscuss results that differ from the above
findings by Young.

Murphy (1985) and Osada (2001) based their commiasabout differences between
groups of learners based lsteningproficiency as opposed to general language pesfay.
Murphy found more strategies being used by morbligroficient listeners and also that they
used combinations of cognitive and metacognitivatsgies more effectively than less proficient
listeners. Osada used four short listening passdgesdoped by the researcher and both free
recall of idea units and analysis of answers td lgtdbal and local comprehension questions. It
was determined that the less successful listeners,khe more they relied on bottom-up
processing. This finding is very different from tlwd the current study (Chapters Four and Five).
Osada “assumed that the participants were nottalaletivate more cognitively demanding skills
(top-down processing) simply because they preoecliiemselves with extracting information
from the text instead of focusing globally on thieoke story” (p. 73). This led Osada to warn
against an overemphasis on bottom-up skills instmavithout helping students develop their
ability to activate top-down knowledge. However,ddeo, et al. (2007) noted that since neither
of these studies controlled for linguistic knowledd is not possible to tell whether a lack of
success in strategy use was due to a linguisticidety or the inappropriate use of strategies.

In a more recent study using 75 Mandarin-Chinegalgng university students, Chang

(2009) used a researcher-constructed listeninggeeaty test to divide subjects into low,
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intermediate, and high ability levels. She repottet the major difference between lower and
higher proficiency listeners was not in the numtfestrategies used, but in the preferential order
and how they were utilized. Other findings includedbjects’ abilities to adapt their strategy use
according to changes in the task conditions, theesstrategy being used in different ways and
for different purposes by subjects of unequal preficy level, and that some strategies were
interrelated and employed concurrently.

In a number of results from one major study, Vagdt (1997b, 1998a, 1998b) reported
on the relationship between strategy use and ssittdistening comprehension. Vandergrift
used an oral proficiency interview to determineasqeg and listening proficiency. He used
results to classifgubjects fronNovice Ito Intermediate llllevels on the American Council of
Teachers of Foreign Language (ACTFL) scale. Auticenidio-only texts were used as listening
materials and verbal reports were used to colleategyyy-use data. He found differences in
strategy use by speaking and listening proficiehtyhe 1998a article, Vandergrift reported that
the five novice-level students depended more aor inowledge to contextualize input that they
could not otherwise understand. Because of th@ersor linguistic knowledge, the two
intermediate-level participants seemed to rely tesschematic knowledge, possibly because
their working memories were not being inundatedh®yongoing speech. Vandergrift judged
that subjects at this level were “able to createoae solid conceptual framework earlier in the
listening process” (p. 393) than the novice-lewdadjscts. Also what separated intermediate from
novice subjects was the metacognitive strategyoafprehension monitoringsed by the more
advanced learners, as opposed to the widely uséahibaip surface processing strategies of
translationtransfer, andrepetitionused by the novices.

A later study (Vandergrift, 2003), used a multipleice listening test to determine

which of 36 seventh grade core French languagestsdhad higher or lower listening
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proficiency. While exposure to French-languageruttion ranged from three to six years,
Vandergrift used the ACTFL scale to control for geal language proficiency. He found that
more successful listeners used comprehension mimgtand metacognitive strategies in general
significantly more often than less successful tiets. Again, this result is different from results
found in the current research (Chapters Four ane)) Fi

Overall, Vandergrift determined that comprehensimnitoring seemed “to be vital to
appropriate use of elaboration and successfulenfang” (1998a, p. 392). Vandergrift used his
results to determine that a model of a skillecehst was taking shape, one who was more in
control of the listening process than a listendouf skill level. However, he did find strategic
differences among students of about the same derefeciency levels.

Goh (1998) has also reported differences in giyatse by listening success, though she
subdivided strategies into multi-stegetics She used a national listening test in Singapore t
choose 16 students from a pool of 80 and dividentimto lower and higher listening ability.

Like Vandergrift (1997b, 1998a, 1998b), Goh alsani that while lower ability listeners used a
few strategies quite extensively, they did not cesgain strategies and tactics that higher ability
listeners used successfully.

Goh highlighted that lower proficiency listenersrevéconspicuously lacking in
metacognitive tactics in all three areas of plagr{including coping), monitoring, and
evaluating” (p. 141). She also found that highelitglisteners used more top-down strategies
and were able to vary their deployment of tactigbiw each strategy better than lower ability
listeners. Higher ability listeners in the curretudy were found to use significantly more
bottom-up strategies than less proficient listei€rsapters Four and Five). Goh (1998) reported
that better listeners usedntextualizatiormore, i.e. putting a key word in a familiar corttéx

comprehend it, or relating an item to somethingnfian earlier part of the passage. In addition,



27
fewer lower ability listeners used real-time asses# of input, or assessed how important a
word or phrase was to the understanding of theggas#\Iso, more high-level listeners used
comprehension evaluatipwhich helps determine the accuracy and completeok
comprehension. Macaro, et al., (2007) explain tbatprehension evaluation differs from
comprehensiomonitoringin that while comprehension monitoring takes plalceost at the
same time as listening, comprehension evaluatiemseo take place after listening and when
listeners have made some kind of interpretatiosoAike Vandergrift, Goh reported that higher
ability listeners used a greater number of straegnd were able to adapt these strategies for use
in more situations than lower-level listeners. Hindetter listeners’ appeared to have more
ability to continue with a difficult passage withaiving up.

The relationship between listening strategies andam-linguistic knowledge.

According to Rost (2002), comprehension of spokegliage is essentially an inferential
process. Listeners attempt to create a mentalgeptation of what they hear by using linguistic
knowledge and world knowledge in parallel interat{Hulstijn, 2003). These two sources of
knowledge are basically bottom-up processes (BUB)tap-down processes (TDP),
respectively. As mentioned in Chapter 1, listemehg on BUP when they build meaning up,
“gradually combining increasingly larger units oéaming from the phoneme-level up to
discourse-level features” (Vandergrift, 2007, p3LIADP are favored when listeners “use
context and prior knowledge (topic, genre, cultareg other schema knowledge stored in long-
term memory) to build a conceptual framework fompoehension” (Vandergrift, 2007, p. 193).
However, the degree to which listeners favor ormegss over the other depends on the reason
for listening, learner characteristics such asllef’/&anguage proficiency, and the context of the
listening situation (Vandergrift, 2007). These threasons for varying BUP and TDP hearken

back to Macaro’s (2006) framework in which he adsitanguage learner strategy researchers to
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describe strategies in terms of a goal, a situatiod a mental action. For Vandergrift (2007), if
listeners need to verify a specific detail, thell wse more BUP than listeners who want to
comprehend the gist of the text. He also pointdiuait native-language (L1) speakers have the
ability to process aural input automatically anficegntly, and with little attention to individual
words (i.e. “chunking” groups of words into largerits). However, this is not the case for L2
learners, particularly, of course, for beginningdelearners. Making use of all available
resources is critical to comprehension, particulasbmpensatory mechanisms — contextual,
visual, or paralinguistic information, world knowlige, cultural information and common sense —
are used strategically by L2 listeners to compentattheir inadequate knowledge of the target
language” (p. 193).

However, there are dangers of using prior knowlestga largely compensatory strategy,
as Macaro, et al. (2007) have stated, and reseaarbhee used a wide range of perspectives to
examine the role of prior knowledge in listeningpe$e include prior knowledge and text and
task types, different uses according to generastaming proficiency, and prior knowledge and
the balance of BUP and TDP processing. Severahrelsers have focused on whether the use of
non-linguistic sources of knowledge can compenfata lack of vocabulary and grammatical
knowledge.

According to O’Malley, et al. (1989), prior knowlgel can be divided intaorld
knowledgewhich is generally shared with others, gedsonal knowledgevhich is more
restricted. Prior knowledge was used effectivelystmdents in their study to aid comprehension
and improve recall after listening. Effective lisées were found to use prior knowledgeseédi-
guestionabout what they were listening to rather thanrgyuip, as ineffective listeners often did.
The first subject from the pilot study of the pneiseesearch in particular also exhibited this self-

guestioning behavior on multiple occasions. In@hglalley, et al. (1989) study, some of the
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students’ elaborations based on prior knowledgeswet accurate, and these could lead to
incorrect inferences when listeners were askeddallrwhat they had heard. As Macaro, et al.
(2007) put it, “prior knowledge can be ‘superimpaisen a listening task unsuccessfully” (p.
175).

A similar phenomenon was found in a study by Lat@P0) in which 188 participants
listened to two texts chosen to provide differiagdls of prior knowledge, i.e. familiar and
unfamiliar topics. Procedures included the use wfiten summary (i.e. a type of free recall
comprehension measure) and a recognition measwiiam participants chose between correct
(paraphrased) information and incorrect (paraplirasel distracting) information. Participants
understood more if the topic was familiar, but bgoup of them also tried illogical guessing or
distorted information because of their prior knadge. Also, when listening to the text on the
familiar topic, no significant differences occurnetien participants were asked to answer
specific items (i.e. the recognition measure). TidBcates a strong influence for prior
knowledge when listeners have the freedom to respma text as they wish, e.qg. free recall, but
less effect when they are restricted in their resps by specific tasks such as previewing and
answering multiple-choice questions. In the curstuatly, both personal and world elaboration
were used extensively by participants during thierbal reports, and since they had been told
that they would have their listening comprehensioacked by a written free recall (see
Appendix L,Study Procedurgsthis “strong influence” may have also occurnedhe present
study. Finally, Long noted that it could “also Ioéeirred that linguistic knowledge plays a
prominent role in comprehension when appropriatesata are not available to the listener” (p.
73). Though the current study did not specificallyestigate the relationship between

application of prior knowledge and linguistic kn@atje, the current data could be reanalyzed in
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this way. Also, future research should examine rislistionship further, especially with more text
and task types.

In the previously mentioned study by Young (19@)participants were able to use
elaborationto help them link their personal knowledge witformation from the text. Less
successful listeners, however, often over-apphed tise of prior knowledge. When listening to
an unfamiliar passage, the more successful listeaqgveared to rely more on their superior
linguistic knowledge and used metacognitive stiatetp plan the listening process and to
evaluate their comprehension. The less successtiethérs focused on the text at the word level
(i.e. BUP) and userkepetition summarizingandtranslatingfor comprehension.

While several studies have investigated the cdrorebetween prior knowledge and
texts and test items, three of the most importaes@are summarized here. Chiang and Dunkel
(1992) used 360 Chinese ESL students to explorartpertance of prior knowledge grassage-
dependen(i.e. local) angpassage-independefite. global) test items when listening to lecture
For both high and low listening proficiency groupgpr knowledge had a significant effect on
participants’ recall of information contained iretpassage-independent test items. However,
whether the familiar or unfamiliar topic was liséehto did not affect performance on the
passage-dependent items. Thus, if informationertéit did not match the listener’s surmise of
what the passage might contain, prior knowledge wvea®ffectively applied. The researchers
also found that redundancy of lecture informatiated the higher-performing listeners, but not
the lower-performing ones. This finding could hawportant implications for future research
and L2 lecture-comprehension instruction.

Osada (2001) investigated global and local infaromain the study of 91 Japanese EFL

students’ responses to these types of questidhsegt low proficiency levels. While it is not
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surprising that global questions were more diffi¢at students to answer, as proficiency level
decreased, so too did the difference between th#auof correct global and local questions.

Tsui and Fullilove (1998) compared mean scoresifberent types of test items used in
listening comprehension exams in Hong Kong usiugrg large data set: 20,000 students’
answers to 177 questions collected over a sevenpgemd. The variables used were schema
type and question type (e.g. global or local). Tiwmes of schema were identifiddatching
schemain which initial and subsequent language inpatiaragreement, and non-matching
schema, in which the earlier and later input acemgruent. Results were consistent in showing
that correct answers on items of non-matching sehgpe, which are harder to answer since
they cannot be directly matched using prior knog&edvere chosen by the most successful
listeners. This result did not change whether tiims wereglobal or local questions. Thus, the
key was listeners’ ability to confirm their predarts from prior knowledge (i.e. TDP) against
later in-text information using decoding skillse(iBUP). While Tsui and Fullilove used these
results to promote a pedagogy balanced betweena@BldA DP, they interpreted their results as
indicating BUP was “more important than top-downgassing in discriminating the listening
performance of L2 learners on test items” (p. 432).

As can be seen from the results in this sectiandtfierent ways researchers describe
and categorize strategies, as well as the widetyaof measures of skill levels and listening
comprehension make it difficult to compare resattd reach conclusions of which strategies
could lead to better comprehension. One of the ngaals of the current study in terms of
methods is to create a guide for future researdbarse so that easier comparisons can be made.
One way the current study does this is by usingXtki®rd Online Placement Test (OOPT),

which is tied to the skills descriptors of the CoomEuropean Framework of Reference (CEFR)
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language proficiency scale, to provide a standadmeasure of both linguistic knowledge and
listening proficiency (Chapter Three).

The Use of Videotext in L2 Listening Comprehension

Traditionally,listening comprehensidmas been defined only in terms of an ability to
decode aural elements (Kellerman, 1992). As Gr@ba4) points out, however, these types of
definitions have come under increasing attack dytie last decade for an oversimplification of
the complex construct of listening comprehensignninent listening theorist Rubin (1995a)
recognized the need to include video-based listemira definition, calling listening
comprehension, “an active process in which listesetect and interpret information which
comes from auditory and visual cues in order tangefvhat is going on and what the speakers
are trying to express” (p. 7). Gruba (2004) agamments that no specific role for “visual cues”
is assigned and is essentially viewed as compliang@nd working together with aural elements
to influence the active process of listening corhpresion. Other listening researchers (Lonergan,
1984; Thompson & Rubin, 1996) have written simdpmions. Rubin has even written that
videotext enables listeners to “understand mucherttwan their linguistic knowledge alone
might permit” (1995b, p. 153). For Rubin, this ledd increased motivation for learning, aids in
transfer of information to long-term memory, anduees cognitive processing load primarily
through three different elements: props, action, iateraction. Rubin writes that listeners use
these phenomena to narrow interpretations whemahgephysical settings, validate tentative
hypotheses when making sense of action, and jutigéi@nal states when viewing interaction.
Besides Rubin’s conjectures, however, Gruba (2€@f4hHd little theoretical support for
concluding a simple supporting role for visual edents in videotext, and pointed out that these
“simplistic” views overlook studies that found thasual elements both compete and collaborate

in message interpretation (Chun & Plass, 1997;Kitl993).



33

Though Gruba (2004) never mentiorteaéal coding theorythis well-established theory
in cognitive psychology could be appropriately agglko videotexts. Paivio (1971, 1983, 1986)
describes dual coding theory as offering an expiandor psychological objects or events by
the integrated behavior of verbal and non-verballsylic systems specialized for dealing with
linguistic and non-linguistic information. The thgdas been applied to such areas as language,
education (Levin & Berry, 1980; Clark & Paivio, 199 memory (Clark & Paivio, 1987), and
learning processes (Mayer, 1989, 1997; Mayer & Asaie, 1991; Michas & Berry, 2000).

Paivio and his fellow researchers suggested fieafiinctional characteristics of linguistic
information are represented by a verbal symbolstesy and those of non-linguistic information
are represented by non-verbal symbolic system$ 8gttems can be reciprocally transformed
into each other, and are simultaneously indeperai@hinterconnected. Paivio (1975) uses the
example of a chair to exemplify this: A person vaeas a picture of a chair can recall the word
chair and vice versa. The individual who recognizesegittn image of a chair or the word chair
or knows both the word and the image could recaztt bDual coding theory, according to Clark
and Paivio (1991), designates that “imagery anfaleassociative processes jointly determine
learning and memory performance, with direct amtiréct associations between verbal code
influencing storage and retrieval of informatiop’ L 70).

Within the two independent symbolic systems, lisga information is organized to
facilitate “sequential, syntactic processing” (®l& Paivio, p. 473), and non-linguistic
information is ordered in “holistic nested setshwiitformation available for processing in a
synchronous or parallel manner” (p. 473). By meanaterconnections between the two
systems, a variety of cognitive activity could ocaancluding attempts at comprehending

videotexts.
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Thus, dual coding theory seems to place the visodlauditory channels of videotext on
the same level. In any case, Gruba (2004) was atetivto investigate further by what he
viewed as a lack of a theoretical foundation faual images primarily playing a supporting role
to the auditory channel. Specifically, his studysvaa effort to determine more precisely what
L2 learners do when they attempt to comprehendaligideo media.

Gruba (2004) used immediate retrospective verlparte of 12 Australian university
“upper intermediate” learners of Japanese who loduhteered to participate in the study. Gruba
chose this level of learner based on balance. iHeleded that if learners were lower level, the
contents of the verbal reports would primarily lmetloe cognitive demands to process individual
words. If his subjects were very advanced learrershe other hand, their processing would be
so automatic and unconscious that little would &dalized. Gruba chose authentic Japanese
news videotexts based on criteria suggested byd@M90) so that each videotext:

did not depict a well-known, or particularly digbumg, news event;

did not require extensive background knowledge;

did not contain subtitles or dubbing;

contained a variety of locations, speakers andifeatof tradecraft or style;
was professionally produced;

lasted approximately one to two minutes; and

was likely to represent a distinct level of diffitgu
(adapted from Gruba, 2004)

After a training session, participants were askegetrbalize as much as possible during
pauses about their thought processes as they a#étgpcomprehend the news videotexts. It
was not clear whether the pauses were pre-chostrelygsearcher or controlled by the
participant.

As mentioned in Chapter 1, Gruba (2004) concludatitisual elements function in
many ways that supersede playing a supportingtoolerbal elements. He writes that visuals are

better understood as resources that are integcalnprehension and whose importance changes
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from primary to secondary “as the listener develpsature understanding of the videotext” (p.
51). It should be noted that the videotexts Grif®4) used in his study differ significantly
from those used in the present study. For exanimeyideotexts used in his study include a high
incidence of superimposed Japanese text (e.g.iheadsupporting information) that Gruba
reports are common to Japanese television newsldaets. AlImost no written text appears in
the videotext used in the present study. The nadsenised in the present study could therefore be
seen as more purely combinations of pictorial inseayed audio text, whereas Gruba’s (2004)
materials also include written text and therefogpahd to a certain degree on subjects’ reading
abilities. One product of his qualitative analysis a seven-part framework, Table 2.1.
Table 2.1.

Summary of the Role of Visual Elements during &aliffront-to-Back Comprehension

Category name Definition

Identify text type Listeners utilize visual elemetd identify text type
[(visua)) inferencing

Initiate macrostructure Listeners may utilize dessbavritten text to form
an initial macrostructure

Generate tentative hypotheses Listeners may utiizzeal elements to generate

related to an initial macrostructure a number ofdagve hypotheseypothesis
formatior]

Confirm interpretation Listeners may utilize vised¢ments to confirm an
emerging interpretatiorhpothesis confirmatign

Constrain, or refine, an interpretation The preseasfca visual element may help the

listener narrow an interpretation from amongst othe
plausible meaningsipuble-check monitorijg
Hinder macrostructure development Visual elemergg aonfuse or hinder interpretation
Provide little assistance At times, listeners réploat visual elements add
little to the development of a macrostructure
Note: adapted from “Understanding Digitized Secdrahguage Videotext,” by P. Gruba, 2004, CompAssisted
Language Learning, 17, 1, p. 63.
Note: ltalicized words in brackets are listeningtgtgies mapped onto Gruba'’s definitions from tlsmérces:
“Second Language Listening Strategy Research: Migllogical Challenges and Perspectives,” by D. Sar8o
Graham, and R. Vanderplank, 2008, Evaluation arse&eh in Education, 21, 2, p. 131-133; “The Coimpnsion
Strategies of Second Language (French) ListeneBegcriptive Study,” by L. Vandergrift, Foreign Lgumge
Annals, 1997, 30, 3, p. 387-409; and “A serial oirteof listening comprehension strategies useddwanced ESL
learners in Hong Kong,” by M.-Y. C. Young, Asianudoal of English Language Teaching, 7, p. 35-53.
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As Gruba’s (2004) study was exploratory in its aba specific type of videotext (i.e. Japanese
television news broadcasts) to examine strategyituisenot surprising that existing taxonomies
of listening strategies do not include some ofdhategories Gruba identified. Also, the final two
categories (i.eéhinder macrostructure developmeartdprovide little assistangecould not be
defined as strategies, but may best be unders®pdrés of the text itself that interfere with
comprehension.

In Table 2.1macrostructuresre defined as “higher-level semantic or concdptua
structures that organize ‘local’ microstructureslisicourse, interaction and their cognitive
processing” (van Dijk, 1980, p. Wlacrostructureis a term used in constructivist or generative
theoretical models of comprehension (Kintsch, 199&)ile Gruba favors a constructivist
theoretical view of listening comprehension as @gaoto an information processing-based one,
macrostructurds more or less equivalent to the tesohemahat has been widely used within
both information-processing and constructivist pecsives, and both involve activating prior
knowledge to facilitate comprehension.

The categories and definitions reported by GrubBaible 2.1 provide a good example of
how text type affects the strategy use by subjéasexample, in the category “initiate
macrostructure,” the definition includes the utilion of superimposed written text in the video
to form a tentative macrostructure or schema. fyme of strategy use would only be possible if
headlines or other types of supporting written mal® appeared over the video image.
Television news broadcasts worldwide vary greatlthie use of superimposed written text, and
thus researchers and teachers attempting to us®&(2004) seven-part framework need to do
so cautiously. Despite this, Gruba’s seven-pamé&aork and/or findings will be referenced

during Chapter 5 (Discussion) in order to aid ia ithterpretation of the present study’s findings,



37
as it appears to be the only framework producethte that describes subjects’ listening strategy
use while attempting to comprehend news videotexts.

Thompson and Rubin (1996) used video with aude yideotext) instead of audio-only
materials as input for their strategy-instructitundy of third-year Russian language learners at
an American university. The rationale for this dewas that “TV-generation” students often
find video more interesting, challenging, and matiivg than audio recordings and because
video allows for the use of a wider range of styee than audio. Indeed, over the course of one
academic year, the researchers taught the inteovegitoup (N = 24) a large number of both
metacognitive strategiepl@nning defining goalsmonitoring andevaluating and cognitive
strategiesredicting contentlistening to tone of voice and intonatiandresourcing i.e.
writing down phrases to try to see what they me@hég researchers found that the intervention
group made moderately significant gains when coetbéw the control group (N = 12) on the
videotext, but non-significant gains on an audidydast. Thompson and Rubin suggested both
that more instruction time would create more sigaift gains on the video test, and that non-
significant gains for the experimental group ondhelio-only test were due to the use of
videotext for instructional materials.

Like the listening strategy instruction study by€s (2009) referred to in Chapter 1, Seo
(2000) carried out research using videotexts. Egearcher first used the multiple-choice
Japanese Language Proficiency Test to establisistBring comprehension level of 10
Australian university-level, Japanese-as-a-foréagmguage learners. Five learners received
cognitive strategy training and were compared mormintervention group (NIG) of equal
numbers using an audio-visual test (Japanese neestexts). Based on their own schedules,
participants decided which group to join. The reslear did not discuss subject variability. Seo

selected three cognitive strategies (identifying t&@ms, elaborating, and inferencing) identified
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in verbal protocols in the first phase of the stublye intervention group (IG) received five
weekly instruction periods lasting one hour eantwhich the researcher spent the first three
sessions modeling the strategies with concurremaveeporting, and the last two weeks were
reserved for student practicing the strategiesewerbalizing. This was followed later by a one-
hour review period. After the intervention, botlogps were shown a total of seven news
videotexts at an interval of one videotext everg tmeeks. Each viewing was followed up with a
multiple-choice, true-false, and key-word idengatfion test. Despite the |G outperforming the
NIG on the final two out of eight weekly tests dgithe intervention, the NIG also scored gains
and outperformed the IG in five of the seven pests. The sample size was small, there were
possible test-familiarity effects, and the resirtsn the videotext post-tests were compared to an
audio-only baseline pre-test. Thus, in their revaiearning strategy intervention research,
Hassan, et al., (2005) determined that the restife0’s study lacked weight.

Other studies involving videotext and listening @vehension have taken a less direct
approach to listening strategies. Such studies paw®rily been in two areas: advanced
organizers (Chung, 1999, 2004; Herron, Cole, Y&rkjnden, 1998; Kim, 2004, Li, 2006) and
testing (Chung, 2004; Wagner 2006). Wagner’s staay particular relevance to the present
study since he used videotexts as study instrunagmtsvill be dealt with in greater detail at the
end of this section.

The use of advance organizers “can be viewed ast@ampt to see whether a strategy
involving the use of prior knowledge can be actdhbby the teacher and whether this activation
is successful” (Macaro, et al., 2007). Chung (1989yided listeners with three alternatives:
advance organizers, L2 (i.e. English) captions, @t organizers and captions. Herron, et al.,
(1998) gave subjects either (declarative) statesn@mbut the content of the videotext prior to

watching or (interrogative) questions about thetenn Both of these studies found an advantage



39
for the advance-organizer condition over the novaade organizer condition, and while the
type of advance organizer did not appear to mattereffect was enhanced when combined with
other activities that stimulated strategy use. huay’s (1999) study, besides the use of captions,
other activitiescould include a variety of student answer typeesponse to instructor questions.
Macaro, et al., (2007) interpreted the stimulateatsgies in the latter study psediction(by
way of advance organizersjsualization(through captions), and a combinatiomagnitoring of
predictions with visualizatian

Kim (2004) studied the effects of using presentetiof pictures and video cues for
improving listening comprehension of English neudewtexts. Using 687 Korean secondary
students as participants, Kim found that overathpcehension as measured by recall, multiple-
choice, and true/false tests was better with visuak than without, while video cues were found
superior to pictures. Kim also varied the timingloé presentation of cues to subjects, and it was
found that priming had a more positive effect @telhing comprehension than either
simultaneous presentation or as (post-viewing)ldaek.

Li (2006) investigated the effects of advance oigans, visual images, and gender
differences on a videotext-based listening comprsioa task by 120 Taiwanese university
students. Theguestion previevadvance organizer had the most positive effedistening
comprehension in comparisondgommary of major scenasdcultural background cues
advance organizers. While no gender differencee ¥eemd, a major finding was the effect of
video presentation type on listening comprehensibte. most facilitative type was playing a
visual-only (silent) version of the video followéeg a full audio-visual presentation over the
other two presentation methods: a full audio-vigaurakentation and a visual-only viewing
followed by audio-only narration. Li (2006) integbed this finding as evidence that “seeing the

overall context first in the silent film enhancdddents’ retention and comprehension,
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presumably because the stimuli that involved vigualges and associations with prior
knowledge would be processed at a deeper levikitetarner’s cognitive structure” (p. v).

Chung (2004) investigated the use of question prewig and vocabulary pre-teaching
(advance organizers) on listening comprehensiofopeance as measured by both multiple-
choice and open-ended questions. The participasts $88 Taiwanese university students who
were randomly assigned to one of four treatmentggoquestion-previewing group, vocabulary
pre-teaching group, both advanced organizer graxgb,a control group that received neither
treatment. The videotexts were from an Americagvislon series created to promote English
learning around the world. All participants viewhe two video segments twice. Results
showed that the group that received both advanagghers outperformed the other three
groups, though Chung pointed out that the effetctpiestion previewing were likely to be
“assessment task-dependent” (p. 231).

Wagner’s (2006) quasi-experimental study was desiga examine the use of videotexts
on L2 listening comprehension tests. In the fiest pf the study, an experimental group viewed
two videotext segments, a short academic lectuleaatialogue, and then took a listening
comprehension exam. Scores were compared to aotgnup that listened to an audio-only
version of the video and took the same listenirgn@exThe experimental group scored
significantly — 6.5% — higher than the audio-onfggp on the 40-item multiple-choice test. The
second part of the study found that 36 test-takatshed (i.e. attended to) the video monitor
almost 69% of the time while the text was being/gth Finally, Wagner used verbal reports
with eight of the subjects from the earlier twotpanf his study to examine how test-takers
reported attending to and utilizing the non-vetrbh&rmation in the videotexts, particularly in
relation to test performance. The verbal repora aetre coded for the cognitive and

metacogitive strategies used by subjects both vpndeessing the videotext and answering the
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test items. Results showed a wide variation oftedstrs’ abilities to use the different
components of the non-verbal information, as sohtheoparticipants reported no instances of
attending to the non-verbal information, while atheeported extensive attention to such
information while processing the videotext.

Data Elicitation Methods for Listening Strategies

A variety of methods have been used to elicit lfiden learners. A major issue in LLS
research has been that “strategies are, for thé pads not directly observable since they refer to
internal, mental processes, and researchers mystiréearner accounts as indirect indicators of
these mental processes” (White, et al., 2007). iBhparticularly true for listening strategies.
Written diaries, logs, and journals have gainedespitead acceptance as “important
introspective tools in language research” (Nun&921 p. 118). In listening strategy research, a
number of researchers have used these types nélegaroduced, retrospective accounts, often as
means of triangulating other types of data (Cra689; Goh, 1998, 2002). The other major
elicitation methods are questionnaires, inventaaiss verbal reports. As Macaro, et al. (2007),
put it, questionnaires and inventories offer thdewiew, while verbal reports (e.g., concurrent
think-aloud techniques, immediately retrospectigeoal reports given during pauses in
processing the text, and post-task reports) prowisights into skill-, text-, or task-specific
strategy use.

The most widely used and efficient method of caiterstrategy-use data has been
through self-report questionnaires (White, et2007). Besides the previously mentioned SILL,
the Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionn@taLQ) was developed by Vandergrift,
Goh, Mareschal, and Tafaghodtari (2006). The MAEQ@Is0 a Likert-scale questionnaire and is
designed to assess listeners’ metacognitive awsseared perceived use of strategies while

listening to oral texts, and “can be used for ssfessment, diagnosis, and research purposes”
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(White, et al. 2007). The MALQ was trialed and dalied using more than 1,000 learners
worldwide, and the 21-item questionnaire reportsaificant relationship between the
reported listening strategies and actual listepeidormance (through confirmatory factor
analysis) and verified a meaningful relationshipAgen metacognition and listening
comprehension success (Vandergrift, et al. 200@/hite, et al. 2007).

However, a criticism of large and general languagener strategy inventories such as
the SILL comes from LoCastro (1994). She arguetigheh inventories were not transferrable
across sociocultural domains and that their resutsconclusions, therefore, might be less valid
than claimed. She suggested that strategies declopler a grammar-translation method were
not the same as those developed under a commumeiegiproach. The key point is that strategy
use would seem to be influenced by the learningrenment. LoCastro made these claims after
comparing Japanese students’ data from the SiLh mwterviews, observations, and group
discussions in which she detected some discrepainctbeir answers. Going a step further, she
even claimed that students in this particular carfieund the SILL inappropriate, suggesting
that the extent to which they used the strategedeéed on the situation in which they found
themselves. White, et al. (2007) list the threadlamitations of using self-report questionnaires
such as the SILL or the MALQ: Learners may not usténd or accurately interpret the strategy
description in each item, they may claim to usatetyies they do not actually use, and they may
fail to recall strategies they have used in the.gdss critique of inventory questionnaires points
to the need to elicit the learners’ strategy usenduan authentic listening task, something the
present study will do. In fairness, Oxford and fedlow researchers have recognized a need for
the development of a task-based questionnairertpleonent the SILL (White, et al., 2007).

As Bowles (2010) has written, “in the field of L@search, it is often difficult to

determine the reasoning behind learners’ targefuage use” (p. 8). Questionnaires such as the
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SILL and MALQ would not aid in determining this szming. Researchers have often been left
to infer the reasons from learner production dathraistakes. However, as Gass and Mackey
(2000) point out, it is risky to do this: “undensting the source of second language production
is problematic because often there are multipléasgtions for production phenomena that can
only be accessed by exploring the process phendnfien26). Verbal reports allow this type of
window into the “process phenomena” that are inssibée through other means, and have been
used in a wide range of L2 research. These incledeting and writing (Cavalcanti & A. D.
Cohen, 1990; A. D. Cohen, 1987; A. D. Cohen & Clalwati, 1987; Hosenfeld, 1976, 1977,
1984), comparisons between L1 and L2 strategiear(@®h& El Dinary, 1999; J. Davis &
Bistodeau, 1993; Nevo, 1989; Yamashita, 2002) ds?-taking strategies (A. D. Cohen, 2000; S.
P. Norris, 1992; Warren, 1996), translation (Enkvi®95; Feerch & Kasper, 1986; Jaaskelainen,
2000; Kern 1994), interlanguage pragmatics (A. bh&h & Hosenfeld, 1981; Kasper & Blum-
Kulka, 1993) and oral interaction research (Mackegl., 2000; Nabei & Swain, 2002; Philp,
2003), and L2 attention and awareness studies (L&897b, 1998a, 1998b, 1999, 2000, 20014,
2001b; Rosa & O’Neill, 1999).

The above research includes both concurrent (ugnglan uninterrupted task, also
known aghink-aloud$ and retrospective (during pauses or post-tasijaleeports. However,
within listening strategy research, concurrent aerbports have not been seen as feasible since
the processing of the text would compete for cagmitesources (i.e. working memory) with the
task of verbalizing. Therefore, retrospective vérbports have been the type used in listening
strategy research. Bowles (2010) outlines the nthj@ats according this temporal classification
of verbal reports that are just beginning to be@eaal in researchzeridicality andreactivity.
Veridicality, or the ability to recall thought processes, beespmathreat to retrospective verbal

reports since some time has passed since the thpragiesses being reported occurred.
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Reactivity on the other hand, becomes a threat to concuregbal reports as it refers to a task
competing with another task for limited cognitiesources. Since the type of verbal report used
with listening (i.e. videotexts) is immediatelyn@fpective verbal reports, the issue of
veridicality will be dealt with later in this seoh.

Besides temporally, there is another significany wiclassifying verbal reports. In
Ericsson and Simon’s classic work (1984/1993) résearchers also distinguish between reports
that require subjects to verbalize their thougletsse and those that require subjects to verbalize
additional information, such as explanations arstifjgations. In previous SLA research
(Bowles, 2008, 2010; Bowles & Leow, 2005), verbaiians per se have been referred to@s
metalinguisticand those that do require explanations or justibcis have been referred to as
metalinguistic This distinction is important in resolving issuegolving validity, as detailed
below.

Ericsson and Simon’s (1984/1993) model of verbpbres makes two major predictions
about validity. First, it predicts that non-metaijinistic reports will be non-reactive; in other
words, “they will reflect the nature of cognitiveogesses fairly accurately, while slowing
processing slightly” (Bowles, 2010). Second, thedeigredicts that metacognitive
verbalizations (i.e. verbal reports that requirijications or additional specific information)
may be more reactive, “not only slowing processimg,also potentially causing changes in
cognitive processing (Bowles, 2010, p. 14).

The use of verbal reports for collecting data udsts generally and in L2 contexts in
particular is not without controversy. Two majoiticisms of verbal reports quickly become
apparent when reviewing this area of research:

o theeffect-of-verbalization argume(ite. that verbalization changes cognitive proesss

and can add to the additional cognitive load byngcas an additional task; White, et al.
2007; Bowles, 2010); and
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e theincompletenesargumenti.e. that protocols are incomplete and thereftoreot
reveal the cognitive processes completely; White).€2007).

Ericsson and Simon (1980, 1984/1993, 1987) sthegsnthile the latter argument is
essentially accurate, it does not invalidate tha dallected by means of verbal reports; while
not perfect, verbal reports offer the best methas$gntly available for eliciting data on learners’
cognitive processes during a variety of tasks.dkgtie former criticism, both Ericsson and
Simon (1984/1993) and Bowles (2010) performed darestve research review of studies
comparing the task performance of subjects giviedpal reports with silent controls during
concurrent verbal reports. Both reached the samelesion: A relatively uniform pattern of
results showing that while there is a slight preagsg delay that occurs due to verbal reports, if
the report is non-metalinguistic, it will not beacgive. Though the present study will not use
concurrent verbal reports, the non-metalinguisature of the verbal report task could be seen as
some evidence that though the verbal reports wilhisubjects’ L2 (i.e. English), it will not
cause a significant increase in cognitive-resousee especially since the learners are of
intermediate to advanced English listening abilBgsed on her understanding of Ericsson and
Simon (1984/1993), Goh (2002) offers a succinctraany of data elicitation implications that
are also appropriate for the present study:

e Verbal data on listening processes are predomieagttiospective. Because of the rapid

flow of information, the working memory has to edd for processing continuous input.
What listeners will typically do is to process theeded input first before reporting
through introspective verbalization.

e No extra demands are made on processing capatitieg) listening because
retrospective verbalizations do not interfere vpitbhcessing of input. What may be
expected, however, are incomplete verbalizatiooalse learners may have problem
expressing some things in the target languageoAgh this may render some
information inaccessible, it does not invalidate ififormation reported.

e Probes [i.e. prompts] that do not require informsantconsult their memories about
actual cognitive processes that take place shatlbeused. They should be asked only

to describe how they try to understand what they (@ 189, bracketed information
added).
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In addition, White, et al. (2007) list a numbensgues that researchers need to consider
when planning a verbal report protocol: trainingl @mompting, language choice, and
transcribing and coding verbal report data. Theaisaithentic texts and the manner in which
pauses are chosen for points at which verbal refpp@dgin are also important issues. These five
issues will be detailed, with some references ¢ impact on decisions made in the present
study.

Training and prompting.

As White, et al. (2007) point out, both task tyrel how subjects are asked to respond
can affect the kind and quality of their verbalogp, so a deeper understanding of methods used
by researchers in studies similar to the presemlysivould be quite useful. Many studies that
have used verbal report protocols to elicit listgnstrategies have failed to report whether or not
modeling or practice sessions were conducted. Hewyeame researchers have modeled the
verbal report on a similar listening text (Santtsal., 2008), while others have conducted
training sessions using tasks that were eithedairGoh, 1998, 2002) or dissimilar (Young,
1997) to the task used in the operational veri@ntesession. Modeling the “thinking aloud”
process can be problematic, as Cross (personal aamation, August 27, 2010) noted it is an
“artificial” process that can focus subjects’ atten to particular types of strategies and thus
degrade the validity of the subjects’ verbal repoytoung (1997) used three tasks from Ericsson
and Simon (1984/1993) in her practice sessionviea¢ unrelated to the listening task in her
operational session. For example, participants wsked to verbalize what they were thinking
when they heard the mathematical equation (tagk}ifBes 24.” Again, however, such
dissimilar tasks can be seen as “artificial” intttiee strategies used on one task or text type
could be quite different than the strategies usdtie operational data collection session. Santos,

et al. (2008) advocate limiting the amount of pramgpand pre-training so as to reduce the risk
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of altering subjects’ natural thought processe® fipe of feedback these researchers gave
subjects consisted of back-channeling (i.e. noddirttpe use of positive reinforcement sounds
like “mm-hmm?”) or simple questions like, “What ayeu thinking right now?” during pauses in
the listening text when subjects were not verbadjzAs Santos, et al. (2008) point out, however,
“some less articulate learners are prone to lomgge of silence, and without any prompting,
few insights are gathered about their listeningcpsses” (p. 127).

Control of the listening text.

The issue of who controls the pausing and/or rdingpnand fast forwarding of the
listening text is one dealt with in different wayg researchers. For example, in Bacon (1992)
and Young's (1997) studies, subjects nodded oedaasfinger when they wanted the researcher
to stop the listening text and allow them to begrbalizing. Cross (2009), Peters (1999), and
Vandergrift (1997b, 2003) chosatural discourse boundarigse. researcher chosen at
transition points in the listening text) at whichstop the recording and allow subjects to think
aloud. Laviosa (2000), Murphy (1985), and Santaad.g008) allowed subjects to control when
to stop the recording. Santos et al. (2008) alloswdglects to pause, rewind and fast-forward the
digital audio recording and then analyzed thostepa as well as the verbal reports in order to
gain “insights into how listeners are segmentingesih, which aspects of the passage they are
attending to in particular, where they have proldemd what they do to cope with these
problems” (p 127). Laviosa (2000) commented thiatxahg subjects to control the moment of
verbalization (i.e. when to pause the recordingiidallow their thoughts to be captured more
immediately and with less interruption of the nofireiening process. In the present study,
subjects will only be able to listen to the videdtence (i.e. no rewinding and/or fast-forwarding)
in order to create uniform listening conditions flee post-task free recall measure. The second

pilot study subject’s verbal report (Appendix G)ntained only two stops and three instances of
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verbalization. Consequently, for the present stitdyas deemed necessary to include more
locations in the text where the text would be sempfor all participants, while also giving
subjects the option of stopping more often as theose. Thus there will be both researcher-
chosen stops (Appendix F) and participant-choseémpat which they pause the videotext,
verbalize, and then start the videotext again. @hrafhree includes more discussion on this
subject.

Language choice for subjects’ verbal reports.

For most listening strategy verbal reports, subjbave implicitly or explicitly been
given the choice as to whether they verbalize @éirthl, L2, or a combination of both. The
procedure of asking subjects to verbalize in th2irs usually motivated by researchers’
insufficient proficiency in the L1 of their subjecthus necessitating costly and time-consuming
translations of verbal report data. White, et 2DQ7) point out that there is also the important
guestion of whether thinking aloud in an L2 altdrsught processes. In fact, Bowles (2010)
writes that she is only aware of one study in wisahjects’ were required to speak exclusively
in their L2 (Sachs & Polio, 2007), though Whiteakt(2007) also note this was done by others
including Block (1986, 1992).

One possibility is that thinking aloud in an L2 ates more cognitive demands on
subjects and might interfere with the task of védoag (White, et al. 2007). However, this
would be much more of a concern for concurrentklailouds rather than retrospective verbal
reports. Another potential source of interferersceulture-specific action patterns (Ehlich &
Rehbein, 1979, 1986). In other words, participamay attempt tasks differently according to the
language they are asked to use. As White, et @D 7Ppoint out, this may impact lower-level
subjects more since higher-level subjects may lga@ater cultural flexibility. These researchers

also point out, however, that culture-specific @patterns are just as relevant for the L1 as the
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L2. There is some support for verbalizing in the H2ine (2005) suggests that L2 verbalization
problems can result in a greater number of infe¥erand associations and thus a deeper level of
processing. Also, verbalizing in the L1 could haetrimental effects on performance in the L2
(Feerch & Kasper, 1987).

Bowles (2010) suggests that since there is littipieical evidence about the effects of
thinking aloud in the L1 vs. the L2, “researchdreidd be cautious about requiring participants
to verbalize entirely in the L2” (p. 116). White,ad. (2007) note this caution is particularly
important when working with lower proficiency leans.

In the present study, subjects will be intermediatadvanced learners of English. Thus,
while the researcher will ask participants to védeaas much as possible in English, it will be
explicitly stated that words or phrases spoken ant¥arin Chinese are certainly acceptable if
necessary for true expression of subjects’ thopghtesses. The Chinese words and phrases will
be translated later prior to transcription of vémregport data.

Transcribing and coding verbal report data.

Transcribing verbal report data, and the reportihgrinciples and procedures used, has
received relatively little attention in strateggearch (White, et al. 2007). As Bowles (2010)
points out, the detail included in transcriptiorsigs according to the research questions asked
and the theoretical framework used in a study. iBtublased on conversation-analytic
approaches, for example, “use a detailed transonijglystem that includes periods of silence
indicated in tenths of a second, micropauses, atidias of rising or falling intonation contours,
and information about non-verbal aspects of compatian, such as gestures, which are
typically recorded by video (Bowles, 2010, p. 123pwever, since a cognitivist approach is
used in the present study, a less detailed tramemrisystem has been deemed appropriate

(Bowles, 2010). Again, Bowles writes that “thesanscripts tend to include no more than word-
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level detail unless the research questions spatiificequire information about phonetic
representations, intonation, or other phenomenaaquured in word-level transcriptions
(Bowles, 2010, p. 124). Since the present studgssarch questions do not require any of the
above detailed phenomena, a word-level transcnmystem following Leow (2001b) and Leow
and Bowles (2005) will be used by the current resesx. The coded transcripts of both pilot
study patrticipants’ verbal reports are includedppendixes B and C.

A number of classifications (i.e. taxonomies) of3_have been used by researchers for
coding verbal report data. These include gener& tdxonomies of O’Malley and Chamot
(1990), Oxford (1990), and Rost and Ross (1991 )liatehing-specific taxonomies of
Vandergrift (1992, 1997a, 2003a), Young (1997), 8adtos, et al. (2008). Though the listening-
specific taxonomies are based to varying degred¢begeneral taxonomies, the present
researcher has adapted the listening-specific tam@s by combining listening strategies from
the three lists after excluding redundancies. Aldded to the list are videotext-specific
strategies based on emergent data from the codlithg dirst seven samples of the main study’s
verbal reports (Appendix A). Next to each strategntified in the verbal report data, the code
was written by hand (e.g. SUM f&ummarizatiorstrategy; codes for each strategy are also
found in Appendix A; see Appendixes B, C, and Ododed samples of verbal reports).

Use of Authentic Texts

As White, et al. (2007) write, strategies are gmaknted and the action context (i.e.
learning situation) affects these goals and thiadesiy use varies widely according to the context.
This notion has “strongly encouraged strategy medeas to conduct their studies in authentic
contexts that allow subjects to pursue real go@s103). This has particular resonance in the
discussion of listening texts. While some listenstigaitegy researchers have used materials

produced particularly for L2 learners (Goh, 199802, Young, 1997), others have used
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authentic materials that have not been manipukatedntrol for level of vocabulary or speech
rate (Cross, 2009; Gruba, 2006). The study repdoyeitie same group of researchers in both
Graham, et al. (2010) and Santos, et al. (2008) beth types of listening texts.

As Vandergrift (2007) points out, “The ultimate §oélistening instruction is to help L2
listeners understand the target language in evgrsitizations” (p. 199). He goes on to suggest
that exposing learners to authentic texts and abspeech rates “is preferred by L2 learners and
can be beneficial for listening development” (pOR@hen listening without the threat of
evaluation (Vandergrift, 2002, 2003b; Mareschal)0Jensen and Vinther (2003) concur,
arguing that authentic forms, contexts, and spestels should not be sacrificed in the interest of
simplifying L2 listening for the language learnBerwing and Munro (2001) found that listeners
did not alter their ratings of “too fast” or “totos/” when researchers manipulated the rate of
speech of their study’s listening texts.

Based on the arguments of White, et al. (2007)\éarttergrift (2007), in the present
study, authentic videotexts have been chosen with participants. In Chapter 3, these short,
documentary-style texts’ discourse patterns andratalient characteristics will be discussed in
more detail.

Summary and Conclusion

The theoretical foundation of LLS research has lieanhof cognitive theory derived
from information-processing models of learning. Tiglb O’Malley and Chamot (1990) detailed
a model used by many earlier LLS researchers, Mg@&04, 2006) provided a revised,
contemporary version that accounts for many ottiteeisms and weaknesses of the earlier
model.

The second section summarized and critiqued stuba examined listening strategies in

relation to the variables of listening proficienbgttom-up and top-down processing, and
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linguistic knowledge. Few studies investigatingiheas’ listening strategy use have attempted to
determine subjects’ levels of linguistic knowledgad, unlike the present study, none have done
SO using videotexts as research materials.

The third section focused on the use of videotext listening comprehension research
in general and listening strategy research in@aer. Gruba’s pioneering study (2004) was
examined in detail and his seven-part frameworsti@dtegy use with news videotexts was
critigued and evaluated. Dual-coding theory was alstlined due to its explanatory power of
how videotext is comprehended.

The final section dealt with LLS elicitation met®with a particular focus on listening
strategies. The most appropriate data collectiothagewas shown to be immediately
retrospective verbal reports given during both satsjand researcher-controlled pauses in
authentic listening texts. The issues of training prompting, language choice, and transcribing
and coding data also require careful considerdiioresearchers before embarking on a study
that includes verbal reports as a method of cafigalata.

The following chapter will introduce the methoaglarocedures that the present study
uses to select and group participants, and colectess and analyze data. Research predictions

will also be explicitly stated based on existirtgrature and a pilot study.
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Chapter IlI

Methods and Procedures

This study identifies the listening strategies yed by native Mandarin-Chinese
speaking ELLs as they attempt to comprehend stioctyymentary-style news videotexts. In
addition, the relationship of strategy use to stiigjdistening proficiency levels and linguistic
knowledge were investigated in order to determiow btrategy-use patterns vary according to
these variables. In order to explore strategy tigedata collection measures summarized in

Table 3.1 were conducted in the order presentatlasndetailed later in this chapter.

Table 3.1.
Data Collection Measures Used in the Current Study
Measure Type of Measure Reasoivigaisure Additional Information
Background Mostly quantitative  To gather subjects’ Translated into Chinese
qguestionnaire  (yes/no, multiple demographic information

choice, and short and history of English-

answer questions) language listening and

videotext viewing habits

Oxford Online Quantitative To divide subjects into  Two sections of multiple
Placement Test groups according to choice questions:
(OOPT) listening proficiency and ListeningandUse of

linguistic knowledge English(grammar and
vocabulary knowledge)

Immediately  Quantitative (number To identify and collect
retrospective  of strategies used), data on the use of
verbal reports listening strategies

Post-videotext Quantitative (number To help determinéhe

written free of units) relationships among
recall of idea linguistic knowledge,
units listening proficiency and

numbers of idea units
recalled
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A pilot study was conducted in order to verify ditly and reliability of the methods and
procedures of data collection. After a descriptdithe two sets of pilot study procedures and
the changes made after reviewing pilot study resthe rest of this chapter describes the (a)
selection of sample, (b) instrumentation, (c) pdawes, (d) variables and hypotheses, and (e)
research design and data analysis.

The Pilot Study

Two subjects participated in this critical partloé development of the procedures and
instrumentation used in the operational study. Begnges resulting from the pilot study are
described in this section, with other alteratioeserved for explanation in the Instrumentation
and Procedures sections below.

Participants.

Both participants were native Mandarin Chinesekpes. The first participant (“Amy”)
was a 37-year-old female Taiwanese Ph. D. studemtraajor Midwestern university in America.
She had lived in the U.S. for nearly two years laad no prior history of viewing news
videotexts in English. The second participant (“Bavas a 42-year-old female with a bachelor
degree and years of both academic and profesdi@mahg in English. She had never lived
abroad and had no experience watching news vidisotexnglish.

Procedures, instrumentation, and changes.

The first pilot study data collection took placethe U.S. in November 2010. The
procedures and instrumentation are summarized bieldive order they were carried out:

e Informed consent letter (in English)
e Background questionnaire (in English)
. E:;ﬁltgs session of the verbal report protocol {423nd videotext; subject used only

e Main session of the verbal report protocol (143sselcvideotext; subject used only
English)
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e Eight-question multiple-choice comprehension meagur English, based on the 143-
second videotext)
e Exitinterview (in English, for the purpose of ingping procedures and instrumentation)

Based on the exit interview, it was judged thatHEnglish-language informed consent
letter (Appendix E) and the background questiornghppendix D) should be translated into
Mandarin Chinese for the sake of comprehensiltyhis study’s participants. For the short-
answer questions of the background questionnailgests were still asked to write their
answers in English as much as possible for theflverfi¢he study’s researcher. This was judged
not to be problematic as all participants had asti@ lower intermediate level of English writing
ability, which was all that was required to answese four to eight questions. The translation of
both documents was carried out by an experiencattitan Chinese-to-English translator with
a master’s degree in Teaching English to SpeaKepsher Languages (TESOL). It was later
double-checked by two other experienced Mandarin&3e-to-English translators. Changes to
specific questions on the background questionma@dound in the Instrumentation section
below.

The other major change due to the first subjeetsiits concerned the comprehension
measure used with the 143-second (main) videotektle the subject’s verbal report indicated a
deep understanding of what she saw and heard widketext, she was only able to answer
three of the eight multiple-choice questions cdtyedhough she admitted that she rarely did
well on such comprehension measures, the resegudysd that the limited number of
multiple-choice questions deemed appropriate foh sushort videotext could not adequately
measure true comprehension by study subjects. #gited in Chapter 2, a comprehension
measure in which subjects write down all the idedsiuthey could remember from the main
videotext was chosen instead and pilot tested thglsecond participant. Like with the verbal

reports, subjects are told that they can use elithglish or Mandarin Chinese or a combination
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of both languages. Two native Mandarin-Chinese ensity English teachers created a
negotiated translation of the few examples of enitChinese on the recalls that they and the
researcher then used to create rating scores.thibetavo raters were trained by the researcher
to match what subjects wrote to the three diffetgoés of idea units from the videotext
(Appendixes H, I, and J) and an inter-rater religbcoefficient is reported in Chapter Three. A
later section of this chapter offers more explamatf the three types of idea units.

The second pilot study data collection took plac€aiwan in February 2011. The
procedures and instrumentation are summarized bieltive order they were carried out:

¢ Informed consent form (in Mandarin Chinese)

e Background questionnaire (in Mandarin Chinese)
e Practice session of the verbal report protocol {428nd videotext; subject used only

English)

e Main session of the verbal report protocol (143seselcvideotext; subject used only
English)

e |dea unit comprehension measure (based on theeltid videotext; subject wrote only
in English)

e Exitinterview (in English, for the purpose of ingping procedures and instrumentation)
Two major changes stemmed from the second datactiolh. First, the method of

stopping the videotext to allow for subjects tobadize was changed after the second pilot
session. The transcript from the second subjeetial report (Appendix C) shows that she only
stopped the recording twice and spoke only threegi(including at the conclusion of the 143-
second videotext). Nine separate instances okglyaise consisting of five different strategies
were identified. The transcript from the first sedis’ verbal report (Appendix B) shows that she
stopped 11 times and spoke a total of 12 timeé, btinstances of strategy use consisting of
nine different strategies. While the first subjeay simply have used more strategies, it is
difficult to ignore the large number of additiorgdportunities that her pausing behavior gave her
to verbalize her thought processes. The seconeasbpausing behavior was judged not to be

completely representative of instances when sheldhave paused, as the transcript shows she
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struggled at both comprehending the videotext antembering to stop the videotext to
verbalize her thoughts. While this does not netietevalidity of the verbal report she made, it
did convince the researcher that quite possiblsetivere missed opportunities for verbalizations
at points of misunderstanding or of other strategg. Chapter 2 (i.e. Data Elicitation) described
the two methods of stopping listening texts dusregbal reports: researcher chosen points and
participant chosen points. However, no researciewad for the present study allowed for both
types of stopping the listening text in order toilitate subject verbalizations. The notebook
computer used in this study allowed the researnthstop the videotext at predetermined natural
discourse boundaries such as transition points €Agx F) while also allowing the subject to
stop the videotext more frequently as necessargdoplete reporting of thought processes. In
the operational study, this stopping by both panvas done in a nearly seamless way: The
subject used the wireless mouse to stop the vigeatal the researcher used the touch pad
below the spacebar on the keyboard to stop thetede This solution allowed the best of both
stopping methods; for subjects, they had the freetiostop when they naturally became aware
of thought processes, while the researcher wastalsi®p the videotext at natural discourse
markers to avoid a subject “skipping over” oppotties to verbalize as the second pilot subject
appeared to do. Subjects in the operational stacheimes said nothing during researcher-
chosen pauses. This situation was not problemsatibearesearcher simply assured the subject
that there was no problem and simply requestedltieasubject continue with the next section of
the videotext.

Second, the idea unit comprehension measure wagetidrom the initial conception in
two ways: the input method for subjects’ writingtbé idea units, and an increased flexibility of
the scoring (i.e. matching) of idea units identflgy subjects. The researcher originally prepared

legal-sized, ruled notebook paper for the subetrite idea units on. However, as the
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researcher read the instructions for the compretwemseasure to the subject, Bev expressed the
desire to type her answers into the computer rdabizar hand-write the answers onto the
notebook paper. The researcher realized that tygmsgers would remove the ambiguity of
trying to interpret subjects’ handwriting. Thust the operational study, subjects were asked to
type their answers (i.e. idea units) into a MS Wswttware file, which was then saved by the
researcher for later analysis.

The second pilot study subject identified six olua ¢otal of 39 possible idea units for the
main videotext (Appendix G). As can be seen insthigiect’s coded answer page (Appendix K),
some of her responses were linked to more thamdeaeunit from the videotext. For example,
the answer “He said that this way people can satgeof money,” was linked to three possible
idea units in the videotext: (Number 29) “not hayammortgage or rent is great,” (number 30)
“Not paying much utilities is awfully nice,” andmber 31) “I pay less than $100 per year in
utilities in this house.” The subject would stittgust one point for what she wrote, but this
would not penalize her for not matching one sindéa unit exactly. In effect, subjects got credit
for more of a summarized answer rather than fdrgugrictly interpreted match of exact details
within single idea units of the videotext. Whereratagreed on at least one idea unit matching
what a subject wrote, then that identified ided w@is counted in the subject’s final score on the
recall.
Selection of Sample

Participants.

The 27 subjects for this study were Taiwanese adaties 260 52years) whose native
language is Mandarin Chinese. They are former stisd# the researcher at a large, Taiwan-
based international bank who were judged to beenlower) intermediate to advanced levels in

their listening proficiency. Highest educationagjcee achieved was nearly evenly split: 14 hold
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bachelor’'s degrees and 13 hold master’s degreeasl [Eagth of time studying the English
language or using English in content classes (fwothally and informally) ranged from eight to
33 years. Each year in which any type of Englistgleage study was undertaken could be
counted by individuals. None of the subjects regmbeiny hearing or vision deficiencies and all
subjects have a high interest in learning Englistmpared to the average adult in Taiwan, the
participants have a much higher general proficidaegl in English.

Sampling procedures.

The location and pool of potential participantgevehosen as being representative of
highly educated, professional adults in Taiwarthay are more likely to continue to be
interested in English-language learning and skellelopment as post-baccalaureates. The
institution requested that students not be rand@®lgcted or compelled to participate, and thus
volunteers were elicited (i.e. a convenience samplee researcher sent a carefully constructed
description of the study to 47 potential particiggzaMhis careful wording was necessary so as not
to reveal the primary aim of identifying the listeg strategies subjects use to comprehend
videotexts, and thus run the risk of influencing tippes of strategies subjects would use. Of the
initial 47 potential subjects contacted, @Freed to participate in the study.

The researcher judged that his familiarity with fagticipants, while not risk free, would
overall be positive for the study’s results. Thotigé possibility existed that a few subjects may
have attempted to “give the researcher what heedghntvith careful wording of the instructions
to subjects, this risk was reduced (see Proced@@son in this chapter). Due to their familiarity
with the researcher, it is likely that they werermmmelaxed during the verbal report one-to-one
sessions. Learners have often commented on thetgragsociated with L2 listening and its

effect on their performance (Horwitz, 2001). Sitlcere was a post-videotext viewing
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comprehension measure (i.e. the written free r@tatlea units), the reduction of subject anxiety
played a potentially important role for increasthg validity of the measure.

Instrumentation

Four instruments — a background questionnaireQttferd Online Placement Test
(OOPT), two short documentary-style news videotextsl post-videotext viewing free recall of
idea units — are used in the current researchpilbestudy was conducted to assure the validity
and reliability of the data collection procedurasd adjustments to the background questionnaire,
verbal report protocol, and post-videotext viewaagnprehension measure were made following
the pilot study with two subjects. A descriptiontleé instruments and more detailed
explanations of specific changes made to eachresudt of the pilot study data collection
sessions are included in the subsections below.

The background questionnaire.

The purpose of the background questionnaire (Agiped) was to collect individual
demographic data such as age, gender, and heamvgjan problems as well as general
English-language learning histories and more speciformation about the use of English-
language listening and videotext materials. Theomam of this data collection was twofold: to
provide a more comprehensive picture of participamd to have information about listening
and videotext materials use by subjects that cbeldseful in interpreting the results of the study.

Upon conclusion of the piloting of the backgrounaestionnaire, three questions were
revised and two new questions added. During thet pilidy’s exit interview, one subject was
confused by the original wording of Question 4 (nQuestion 6), “Have you ever lived in an
English-speaking country or studied English in &arotountry?” The subject had lived in the
United States on two occasions, something not axteduor in the answer choices. Thus, the

answer choice, “Yes, which country? famdhow long? " was
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changed to be, “Yes, which country or countries? And for how

much total time? ? In Question 6& @neestion 9a), “When did you or do you

watch news videos in English?” one of the answerads was found to be incomplete as it did
not include a reference to past viewing experiefbes, “I continue to watch news videos in
English” was changed to be “I have watched newsasdn English for years and
continue to watch them.” Question 7a (now questioa) “What other types of English-language
listening materials have you listened to?” led cliseto the researcher deciding to have the
guestionnaire translated into Mandarin-Chinesesfme of interpretation for subjects. One
subject had difficulty interpreting the time periaderred to in the question, and thus was
uncertain about whether the question covered tbsepit, past or both. This verb-tense issue
would not be a problem to interpret in the subjetdsive Mandarin-Chinese. Thus, after
adjustments w ere made to the English-languagéoverthe questionnaire was professionally
translated and double-checked by further piloirtgstind bilingual expert opinions.

The two completely new questions were added dpddbstudy subject comments and
researcher review. While questions were asked ghewamount of time subjects lived and/or
studied abroad, and about specific English-languaggerials used, no question asked about the
total number of years subjects had spent learnimgdi€h. Thus the question, “How many total
years of formal and informal English learning hgoee had?” was added to the questionnaire
after Question 3b. In Taiwan, it is common for gt from kindergarten-age to university-age
to study in special language and/or content-sulgiglobols after their regular school day finishes
or on weekends. Also, the number of years of Ehglducation mandated by the Ministry of
Education has increased over the past 30 years, There is a large degree of variation in years
of English learning among participants in this gtwdho vary in age from 26 to 52. Since

number of years studying English may correlate Vatel of linguistic knowledge and/or



62
listening proficiency level, it was judged thatslmformation could be important in interpreting
the current study’s results. Also, it was decideat fa question concerning the highest level of
education completed by subjects was useful forrd®eg participants more comprehensively.
Thus, the question, “What is the highest leveldifeation you have achieved?” was added after
Question 4, and includes answer choices from backlelgree completion to post-doctorate
degree completion. It should be noted that a mininadi a bachelor’'s degree is necessary to be
employed at the bank the participants are emplayed

The Oxford Online Placement Test.

The OOPT was used to evaluate subjects in thepresudy according to linguistic
knowledge (i.e. grammar and vocabulary knowledge)lestening proficiency. Oxford
University Press developed the OOPT between 2002810 in order to provide a valid and
reliable measure of learners’ knowledge of grammwacabulary and “how learners use that
knowledge in order to understand the meaning innsamcation” primarily to aid university and
private language programs in dividing students fofipiency level for a variety of language
classes (www.oxfordenglishtesting.com, accessecehber 7, 2010). The OOPT is a multiple-
choice-question, computer-adaptive test (CAT), nmgathat it adapts to the ability level of each
test taker. This is accomplished by selecting itéonsest takers based on how they answered the
previous question. Getting the question correailtesn the next question being more difficult;
likewise, getting the question wrong means thafelilewing question will be easier.

This system helps reduce one of the main sourcesa#rtainty that can be controlled for
with test results, namely, “would [test-takers] balone better (or worse) if they had met
different items?” (Pollitt, 2009). A fixed (papeased) test never gains any knowledge about the
test-taker’s proficiency level, and thus has litétrol over this type of uncertainty. However,

as a test-taker answers questions on the OOPT ge@stion contributes a little more
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information about her level until questions thag ‘gust right” for her are found (technically,
those questions that she has a 50 percent chagettiofy right, and thus also a 50 percent
chance of getting wrong). At the end of this precek‘fixing” the test-taker’s level, the
remaining uncertainty — tretandard erroror residual uncertaintyis reported. For the OOPT
the residual uncertainty will normally be five un{Pollitt, 2009). In other words, if a test-taker
scored 65 on the OOPT (placing her in the B2 levete Appendixes N-Q), her real score could
fall between 60 and 70. According to Alastair Rb(2009), there would be about a one-in-six
chance of misclassifying a test-taker who is oaaddrd error above (or below) a level boundary
(i.e. within five units of the boundary between &%l B1, or a score of 60, for example). Thus if
six test-takers were reported to be above a boymnd#nin five units, then probably one of them
actually falls below that boundary (i.e., has begsclassified).

The question bank was extensively pilot testedtoduestions to the different
proficiency levels of the Common European FramevRekerence (CEFR, for more information,
see the Council of Europe website at http://www.iotd/dg4/linguistic/ CADRE_EN.asp), a
widely accepted description of what individuals abée to do while operating in a language. The
CEFR has six different levels ranging from babiedinnej to advancedpfoficient user —
masterylevel): Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, and C2. Grammar knadge and listening scale
descriptions can be found in Appendix A and B ahda Purpura’s article (2009he Oxford
Online Placement Test: What does it measure an®liavailable for download at:
http//:oxfordenglishtesting.com). Because it isAICthe time required to complete the test is
much shorter than traditional pencil-and-papeistd3tiring pilot testing, it was found that test
takers required 30 to 60 minutes to complete tbe f&s a comparison, the (listening and reading)

Test of English for International Communication @IQ) requires 120 minutes to complete.
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The test as a whole has been pilot tested witlerti@n 19,000 students in more than 60
countries (www.oxfordenglishtesting.com, accesseddwber 7, 2010). The test is divided into
two sectionsUse of EnglistandListening The first section tests knowledge of grammatical
forms, knowledge of explicit and implicit (vocabtameaning, and both grammatical forms
and meaning together. This section of the tesesponds tdinguistic knowledgeas used in the
current study for dividing subjects for analysidisfening strategy use. The second section tests
the understanding of meaning in oral texts comgistif short dialogues followed by a single
four-option, multiple-choice question, and longa&lagues and monologues followed by one or
two such questions. Thus, the second part of thB' D€rresponds to the other parameter used
in this study to divide subjects, i.e. listeningfiziency.

Scores are reported on a scale of 0-to-120, withad®ts corresponding to each of the six
CEFR levels. Thus, a score of 30 would place teetéker in the middle of the A2 level. The
test is scored immediately by means of computdwsoé and made available as an overall score
and for the two individual sections. The computasdal test allows imposing a time limit on the
test takers, and a limit of 80 minutes was chogethé researcher as allowing a generous
amount of time to complete the test, though only swbjects required more than 60 minutes to
finish. Also, the total amount of time taken to quate each section is included with the reported
scores on a web site that is accessible by thadesinistrator, which in this case is the current
researcher. Subjects’ scores on each of the twmes®f the OOPT were used to allow analysis
according to levels of linguistic knowledge anddrgng proficiency. The procedures used to
deliver the OOPT to research subjects are deschbie following section, along with the

procedures for the other instruments used in thegtustudy.



65

The short, documentary-style videotexts.

As Cross (2009) pointed out in his study identifyand then teaching listening strategies
to advanced Japanese ELLs, the discourse feahatsharacterize the videotexts chosen for
instruction or research are extremely importargdisider. Cross summarized challenges to
successful listening as follows:

e Unfamiliar patterns of discourse, vocabulary, shaates, prosody, and syntactic
structures;
e A high density of factual information;

e Disorienting visual cuts; and
e Discrepancies between aural and visual informggpori52).

Difficulties may also occur because of a lack mbpknowledge, “familiar vocabulary
that becomes unfamiliar in connected speech omeaexpected in the given context, no
opportunity to negotiate meaning, and unfamiliantegts and cultural norms” (Meinhof, 1998;
cited in Cross, 2009, p. 152).

A regular discourse pattern is easily discerndfter viewing the 14 videos (as of
December 1, 2010) in tHgecond Act: Real stories celebrating life, passiod reinvention
series created by Yahoo! News (http://vitaility.galcom/). Two of these videos were chosen
for the present study: the stories of Mark Kirklg&a@3 seconds long and used as the verbal
report training videotext) and Jay Shafer (143 sdsdong and used as the operational videotext
for the verbal report and free recall comprehensi@asure; see Appendix F for a transcript).

Table 3.2 summarizes the discourse patterns famtberideotexts.
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Table 3.2.
Discourse Patterns for Mark Kirkland and Jay Sh¥fdeotexts
Discourse feature Kirkland Videotext/time hater Videotext/time

Topic related images; Video image of the Canwich; Video image of pink flowers.

voiceover of main video image of the bakery thatclose-up images of parts of his
subjects speaking aboufproduces the Canwich; tiny house, Shafer enters the front
himself and his new  Kirkland introduces himself  door, further image of whole
career and his invention/10 sec. house; Shafer introduces self and

tiny house/12 sec.
Interview-style video  Kirkland sitting in his home  Shafer sits in front of his house;
images of main subjectsoffice; other images include: other images include: interior of

(i.e. chest to top of patent for the Canwich, a house, Shafer with house under
head) alternated with  mountain of used tires, construction, Shafer in kitchen,
other images both Kirkland working at his desk, U-Haul truck pulling his house,

related and unrelated tocans and machines containingShafer working on house design,

what subject talks aboutCanwiches, Canwiches being other houses Shafer has designed
produced at the bakery/65 secand built/60 sec.

“Expert” speaking Kirkland’s wife, Susan; other Trathen Heckman, sustainability

about the main subject images include: Canwich canseducator; other images include:

(interview-style video a family portrait, Kirkland with other tiny houses, Shafer working

images alternated with his son at home; Kirkland and moving around in his

voice-over with other  opening a Canwich can/20 sechouse/30 sec.

images both related and

unrelated to what

speaker says)

Interview-style video  Interview-style video mixed Interview-style video mixed with

images of main subjectswith other images; Kirkland  other images including Shafer

alternated with other  relates difficulties he has facedilling a water tank from an

images both related andn bringing his product to outdoor reservaoir, sitting on front
unrelated to what market; fade to black/28 sec. porch talking to a man, both men
subject talks about looking at a house design inside

Shafer’s house, then exiting the
front door, fade to black/41 sec.
Both videos begin with images lasting several sdsdhat directly relate to the topic of
the respective videotexts and a voiceover by tihgests of the videos introducing themselves
and their “reinvented” lives. For the Mark Kirklan@leotext, that means video of his invention,
i.e. the Canwich, a sandwich in a can, as welhasd of the bakery that produces them. In the
Jay Shafer videotext, the viewer sees close-upeasaghis very small house. Next, the viewer

sees interview-style images (i.e. chest to topeaih of each subject in their respective videotext
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speaking about their new careers and how they beaarolved in pursuing these new fields. In
both videotexts, video images alternate with thetview-style images that are both related
and unrelated with what each speaker talks abdter fese introductory sections, which last
slightly more than half the length of each videttexsecond speaker begins talking about each
subject, their relationship with that person, amel¢ontext of their expertise that enables them to
offer insights into the topic of each videotexe(iMark Kirkland’s wife and a sustainability
educator who knows Jay Shafer, respectively). $éddion lasts 20 seconds in the Mark
Kirkland videotext and 30 seconds in the Jay Shatieotext, and the images accompanying
each speaker matches the context of their speetifféang degrees. The final section is the
subject of each videotext speaking about the ahgdle he has faced (Mark Kirkland) or how
changing careers has positively impacted his li&g/ (Shafer). Images in this final section are
again both related and unrelated to what the speais.

Few written words appear in the two videotextddth videotexts, viewers see the
respective names of both speakers in each videzrisyposed on the video image next to the
person as he or she speaks. In addition, in thé& Mikland video, the viewer sees a sign with
the name of the bakery that produces the CanwhehUnited States patent for his invention, the
nameCanwichon the side of aluminum cans at five differentn®in the video, and words on
two other aluminum cans in one brief shot. In tag Shafer video, viewers additionally see the
nameplate on the door of his homeinbleweed Thus, there is very little written text to infor
the viewer, unlike other types of news videotelktt bften contain a large amount of
superimposed headlines and other written suppfmtnration. Thus the video image and aural
channel rather than any reading skill are involwvedecoding the videotexts’ meanings.

Slightly longer pauses between topics or speakwaiscats to different types of images

signal transitions for the viewer. Sentences goegjly simple in construction, generally with
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one main clause and, in several instances, ardunttory phrase and/or subordinate clause. The
sentences are also nearly all active rather thasiya and said in a positive, declarative, and
informal manner with frequent contractions. Lexisyocabulary, is usually simple and non-
technical, as the informal style would imply, biete are occasional uses of idiomatic phrases
(e.g. “escape the rat race,” “from scratch,” a hheddyears “down the road,” “banking on a
dream”), though very little slang; the only two exales of slang are from the Mark Kirkland
videotext: “his mind never turns off” and “killepplication.”

Pronunciation for all four speakers in the videtdag what is usually considered to be
the “standard” Midwest American accent. This isith@st common North American accent
heard by viewers of news broadcasts originatinpisregion of the world. Common prosodic
patterns are also evident, with a higher pitch agEnying the start of sentences, a falling pitch
signaling the end of sentences and distinct paaegggrating sentences. As Cross (2009) also
found, “kinesic patterns often reflect these pros@tements, e.g. slight lowering of the head as
intonation falls, slight opening of the mouth thate creating a pause, and a slight raise of the
head with a high key” (p. 157). The average spapkate was approximately three words per
second, which was considered moderate by the gtilioty subjects.

Pilot study participants also commented in the ietérview that though challenging,
both videotexts’ topics were highly interestingidtvas seen as a key point, for difficult but
uninspiring topics could lead to “giving up” or fting out” the speakers and thus impede the
subjects’ from providing a verbal report that iscamplete as possible. From the pilot study’s
verbal reports, it was clear that subjects werekimgrhard to comprehend the videotexts as
completely as possible.

Besides having high-interest value, the short, demtary-style news videotexts used in

this study were found to be appropriate to usaimstudy for the following reasons: the
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regularity of discourse and intonation patternsackentence-boundary pauses, kinesic cues
from the body movements and facial expressionpedisers, and visual images that do not
create discrepancies with the audio channel.

The post-videotext free recall measure.

As mentioned above, the initial piloting of thtsidy included an eight-question,
multiple-choice test administered after the subyesived the videotext and delivered her verbal
report. Before the second pilot subject’s data veetkected, the multiple-choice measure was
dropped in favor of aritten free recalimeasure. Again, the purpose of this comprehension
measure is to aid in answering Research QuestibreeThrough Five. In a listening taske
recall (Cross, 2009; Leeser, 2004; Vandergrift 2007)jexttb attempt to write down everything
they remember from the text. These recall answerthen “analyzed for the number of correct
idea units which will determine the level of listening sussg (italics added, Vandergrift, 2007,

p. 192). As stated in Chapter One,i@®a unitis defined as “a single main or subordinate clause
including adverbial and relative clauses” (Carrg885, as cited in Cross, 2009, p. 169). Idea
units have been used previously in listening coimgmeion research (Bacon, 1992; Osada, 2001).
As the definition unequivocally delineates an ide& for the audio-encoded messages contained
in the videotext, it was judged that the researal@mne could unerringly identify the idea units of
the videotext used in the operational verbal report

A total of 39 audio idea units were identified (¥e®endix G for original list). However,
since information can also be decoded from theastd moving images of the videotext used in
this study (See the section on Dual Coding Thewi@hapter Two), it was determined that a
second opinion was necessary to aid in identifyiregmore subjective image-only idea units (1U)
and audio-and-image-connected idea units (AU). Timuaddition to the researcher, a native

English-speaking colleague of the researcher intdg@ly identified image idea units in two
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ways. First, image idea units that had no conneatith the audio idea units were identified.
Second, image idea units that were related toudeadea units were separately identified.
Following Young (1997), the formula adapted for ursdetermining the inter-rater reliability
coefficients for the above two types of idea units:

Number of idea units identified the same by botandl B
Number of idea units identified by A

where A represents the rater with the highest nurabeoded idea units, and B represents the
other rater. The minimum acceptable coefficient aetsat .80. The researcher identified 18
separate image-only idea units (IU), while the aesleer’s colleague identified 17 of the same
IU and was thus Rater B. Thus, 1U were identifiathva 94% inter-rater reliability score by the
two raters. Since the coefficient score was abbeetceptable threshold, the single image-only
idea unit that was identified by the researchemmtitidentified by the researcher’s colleague
was discussed by the two parties and agreed togpaiathe IU category. Thus, 18 separate
image-only idea units were ultimately identifiedp@endix I).

The idea units that had both audio and image coemsr{i.e. audio and image idea units
or A) were identified with an inter-rater relialyliscore of 90%. The researcher (Rater A)
identified 10 AU connected to nine 1U, while thesearcher’s colleague (Rater B) identified nine
AU connected to nine IU. The single AU not idemtifiby Rater B as being connected to an U
was discussed by both raters and judged to belotigeiaudio-and-image idea units (AlU)
category. The nine AlU are shown in Appendix J. Tdwults of the above identifications of the
different types of idea units led to the creatidthoee lists: 1) 29 audio-only idea units (AU,
Appendix H); 2) 18 image-only idea units (IU; Appieal); and 3) nine audio-and-image idea
units (AlU; Appendix J). The three raters who judgebjects’ performance on the free recall of

idea units comprehension measure used the ab@e libis.
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Matching what subjects write down with the ideatsim the original videotext is also a
more subjective judgment since incorrect spelling grammar do not invalidate a subjects’
representation of an idea unit, and even usingainge vocabulary as the videotext is not
necessary. Also, since subjects were allowed ttewhkeir recalls in the language of their choice
(i.e. English or Chinese or a combination of bothg, flexible coding system discussed in the
(above) section describing the pilot study was usethe researcher to train two native
Mandarin Chinese speakers who also rated the wifitée recall measures (see Chapter Four for
results). The researcher decided to use the twoeShispeakers’ negotiated translations of any
recalls written exclusively or partially in Chines#aen rating the 27 recalls. The following
protocol was used by the two native Mandarin-Chersgseaking raters: 1) Read each recall
several times, also viewing the videotext as deeneegssary; 2) translate any necessary written
Chinese into English; 3) underline and code théspafrthe recalls that correspond to idea units
of the three different types. The researcher tthethird rater) followed steps one and three.

The following formula was adapted from Young (198&e also Murphy, 1985, and
Scholfield, 1994):

# of strategies coded the same by R & C +

# of strategies coded the same by R& D /2
# of strategies coded by R

where R, C, and D represent the researcher, n@tieese speaking coder 1, and native-Chinese
speaking coder 2, respectively. The minimum acdtaptater-coder reliability coefficient was

set at .80. Rater results and final scores fofrdeerecalls are reported in Chapter Four. Finally
it should be noted that one sample coded verbaktréfppendix N) and one sample coded

written free recall of idea units (Appendix O) ameluded.
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Procedures

This section includes descriptions of the proceduwsed to collect the data in this study
in the order they will be carried out: Informed sent form and background questionnaire, the
Oxford Online Proficiency Test, verbal report pii and free recall comprehension measure.

The background questionnaire.

The questionnaire and informed consent form (Apgpess D and E, respectively) were
sent via email attachments to participants one vbeddre their scheduled OOPT. In the
accompanying email messages, participants weralaskmint out and fill out both documents
and bring the completed forms to the current resesrat the beginning of the OOPT session.
The informed consent form was produced accordirspigmgestions of Bowles (2010), White, et
al. (2007) and Gass and Mackey (2005). The reseamshde sure that the informed consent
forms were signed and dated by all participantsrga taking the OOPT. The researcher asked
the participants if they had any questions conogrtiie questionnaire and/or informed consent
form prior to beginning the OOPT.

The researcher quantitatively (for multiple-chogeel yes/no answers) and qualitatively
(for short response answers) analyzed the backdrquestionnaire. This was done because past
experiences with listening materials in general aens videotexts in particular could have
influenced participants’ performance on the verbabrts and free recall measure. However,
subjects did not report any type of extensive vigof videotexts, so the questionnaire was
basically used just to collect demographic inforioratised to describe the subjects.

The OOPT.

As stated previously in this chapter, the OOPd AT that is delivered online. The test
taker must have a computer available with inteaceess and a set of headphones for the

listening section of the test. Since the finanmatitution in Taipei, Taiwan, that is the data
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collection site for the OOPT and verbal recall doeshave a dedicated computer lab of the size
necessary to accommodate 30 participants simultesheat was decided to conduct the OOPT
in smaller groups on four separate occasions. Thgber of participants taking the test each
time varied fronsix to 10 The researcher considered it important to guaeaahiform testing
conditions, and thus did not allow participantsaie the OOPT at their own convenience as is
possible given the flexibility of delivery. Parfp@nts were disallowed the use of aides such as
print or electronic dictionaries. As noted earlrethis chapter, a time limit of 80 minutes was
placed on the test, allowing more than sufficiametfor each test taker to answer the required
total number of questions in determining his or GE&FR level. Also the researcher was able to
note the time each test taker required to compglath section of the test. Upon completion of
the test, each participant was shown their resmitisgiven a copy of the grammar knowledge
and listening scale descriptions (AppendixemB Q Appendixes N and M give more detailed
description¥

Verbal report protocol.

As noted in the previous chapter, researchers ju@ged the need to balance the training
provided to participants prior to collecting dataidg the operational verbal reports (Santos, et
al. 2008; Bowles, 2010). The procedures for théalereports are included with procedures for
the entire study in Appendix L, and in a slightlffefent form undeProcedureson the
informed consent form (Appendix E). Of special nigtéhe way the research project will be
described to participants, since describing listgratrategies or even mentioning the phrase
listening strategiesould influence which strategies participants aiseé/or report on. Thus, it
was decided to simply inform subjects that theaeseer is investigating how participants
attempt to understand (ijeroces$ short, documentary-style news videotexts. As Bsawl

suggests, verbal report instructions should:
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e reiterate the reason the participants are beingdatkthink aloud,;

e provide instructions about how they should thindual, and

e include a warm-up task during which participantgice thinking aloud and have time
to ask the researchers any questions about theggdefore beginning the operational
study (Bowles, 2010, p. 114).

Subjects were given an English-language versiansdfuctions and asked to read along silently
as the researcher read the instructions to theheatppropriate junctures in the verbal report
session. As mentioned in Chapter 2 and as candmeisé\ppendix J, subjects were instructed
that while they should primarily think aloud in Bisty, if they felt unable to express themselves
in that language, they could also use Mandarin €@r(which would be translated into English
at a later time prior to transcriptiofjtanscription and coding were carried out by trs=agcher.
A code/recodesystem (Young, 1997) was used in which the reeamandomly coded seven of
the 27 total verbal reports (approximately 26%hef total number, a similar percentage as
Young, 1997, used), and then set aside the vesgpalts for six weeks without looking at them.
The seven verbal report transcriptions were theledagain and thatra-coder reliability
coefficient(Young, 1997) is reported in Chapter Four accaydanthe following formula:

# of strategies coded the same by A in the 1sPawldcoding
# of strategies coded by A in the 1st coding

The minimum acceptable level for the intra-codéiabdity coefficient is set at .90, which is
higher than the .80 level of the inter-rater rdligbcoefficients, because a lower level of
variability must be assumed with a single ratewds decided that if the intra-coder reliability
coefficient were at .90 or above for the seven oamgl chosen verbal reports, the researcher
would then code the other 20 verbal reports. lbeffacient of less than .90 were achieved for the
seven verbal reports, the researcher would makestagnts to the coding process and then
randomly choose five verbal reports from the renmg20 verbal reports (25% of the remaining

total number of uncoded verbal reports) repeatiegabove process in order to achieve a
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coefficient of .90 or above. As can be seen in @rapour, a coefficient greater than 0.90 was
achieved and the remaining verbal reports were tbded as planned.

Hypotheses and predictions

This section lists the null hypotheses for the figsearch questions being investigated
and makes predictions for expected results. Nybtiyeses follow each listed research question.
Thereatfter, predictions are made based on priearel when possible. It is important to note
that in their review of listening strategy reseaf2007), Macaro, et al., state that the idea that
using more strategies leads to more successful imapsion “has now generally been rejected”
(p. 168; see also Santos, et al., 2008). Thus refationship between numbers of strategies used
and linguistic knowledge and listening proficiensyound (i.e. Research Questions One, Two,
and Five), a qualitative examination of how straes@re used differently and in what
combinations they are used may be necessary.

1. Isthere a relationship between strategy use agdiktic knowledge according to
number and type of strategies used?

Null hypothesis: There is no relationship betweteategy use and linguistic knowledge
according to number and type of strategies used.

Graham, et al. (2010) found that subjects withdolinguistic knowledge were less
likely to use certain strategies or strategy coratioms effectively than subjects with higher
linguistic knowledge. However, the researchers eoiout that high linguistic knowledge levels
were not always associated with effective strategp. Also, in the 2008 article by the same
researchers regarding the same study, Santos,nettatl that for many strategies, there was little
guantitative difference in use by different grompsubjects.

A prediction for Research Question One based mm msearch is difficult to make due
to the extremely limited listening strategy resbattat has used linguistic knowledge as an

independent variable. However, since researchiesdandergrift (1997b) and Macaro et al.
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(2007) have recognized “that limited linguistic kiledge may bé¢he underlying reason for
differences in strategy use” (Macaro et al., 2@07,70, italics added), this researcher predicts
that a relationship between variables will be faund

2. lIs there a relationship between strategy use atehing proficiency according to number
and type of strategies used?

Null hypothesis: There is no relationship betweeategy use and listening proficiency
according to number and type of strategies used.

O’Malley et al. (1989) found that more skilled ésers used more strategies, but Young
(1997) found no relationship between listening giehcy and numbers of strategies used. Also,
Osada (2001) determined that the less successteihérs were, the more they relied on bottom-
up processing. While Vandergrift (2003a) found timate successful listeners used more
metacognitive strategies than less successfuhisse O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009) found
the opposite to be true, though the latter stueyssmall sample size (n=4). Chang (2009)
reported that the major difference between lowek ldgher proficiency listeners was not in the
number of strategies employed, but in the prefeakatder and how they were used. Because of
these conflicting findings, this researcher willda the conclusions of Macaro, et al. (2007)
and Graham, et al. (2010) and predict that no (gaéine) relationship will be found among
these variables.

3. Is there a relationship between linguistic knowkedgd the number of audio-only,
image-only and a combination of verbal and imaga idnits recalled?

Null hypothesis: There is no relationship betwaeguistic knowledge and the number of audio-
only, image-only and a combination of verbal andge idea units recalled.

Since no prior studies have examined the relatipnstween linguistic knowledge and
comprehension of videotexts using the three typésea units as the current study has, making

predictions based on the different types of idesurcalled from this text type difficult.
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However, working under the assumption that higbaeels of linguistic knowledge lead to more
successful strategy use and thus better compreaime(i®. prediction for Research Question
One), this researcher will predict a relationshopslexist between linguistic knowledge and the
number of idea units recalled for one or more efdbove types.

4. Is there a relationship between listening proficieand the number of audio-only,
image-only, and a combination of verbal and imaigaiunits recalled?

Null hypothesis: There is no relationship betwastehing proficiency and the number of audio-
only, image-only, and a combination of verbal amége idea units recalled.

Since listening proficiency by definition is tiedl $uperior comprehension of spoken
language (i.e. the aural or verbal message). Thrermuresearcher predicts that at least for audio-
only and possibly for a combination of audio-andigya idea units, higher levels of listening
proficiency will correlate with the recall of sidimantly more idea units of those types. Subjects
with lower levels of listening proficiency may irally depend more on the images within the
videotext (see discussion of Gruba, 2004, in Chapa®). Thus, it is further predicted that such
subjects will recall image-only idea units at angfigantly higher rate than subjects with higher

levels of listening proficiency.

5. Do the percentage of audio-only, image-only, acdrabination of audio-and-image idea
units recalled differ according to the number anetof listening strategies used?

Null hypothesis: The percentage of audio-only, ieragly, and a combination of audio-and-
image idea units recalled do not differ accordm¢ghe number and type of listening strategies
used.

Only one listening comprehension study using vieeiothe current researcher is aware
of has looked at such relationships. Chien and \d98) reported significant differences in
strategy use in terms of both quantity and typeeksed to listening comprehension success.
However, it could be argued that the use of regrasmalysis (e.g. ANOVA) with such a small

sample size (n = 18) lacks sufficient explanataywer. Graham, et al. (2010) more recent
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findings reinforced Macaro’s (2004) comment thatdtvategies, “their effectiveness or
noneffectiveness derives from the way they are aseldcombined in tasks and processes” (p.
325) rather than in the raw number of strategieslu§hus it is predicted that no significant
relationships will be found between types of idedsurecalled and number and types of
strategies used.

Research Design and Data Analysis

As stated in th€urpose of the Studsection in Chapter 1, the present study is a
predominantly quantitative project. While some ga#ive data was collected through the
background questionnaire, data from the Oxford i@nRlacement Test, the verbal report
protocol, and the free written recall of idea umitsre all analyzed quantitatively for the present
study. For all parts of the study, data analysis earied out in a variety of ways.

For the background questionnaire, quantitative atayes/no, gender, multiple choice
answers) was entered into the Microsoft Office Exoftware program and used primarily for
describing the participants in this study. Quaktadata (i.e. answer explanations, short answers)
was collected for possible use in Chapter 5 (iiscission) to help interpret anomalous or
particularly interesting results of individual sabfs. In the end, this secondary purpose was not
actually used, being better suited for a qualieatimalysis of the data which could be carried out
in the future.

For the OOPT, the scores were immediately calcdllayean Oxford University Press
software program and made available to the testrasimator (i.e. the current researcher) upon
conclusion of each test. These scores were thessibte only to the researcher.

Subjects’ verbal reports were transcribed (Leov12( Leow & Bowles, 2005) and
coded (Appendix A), and frequency counts of strigegere conducted for each subject

(Appendix Q). Kendall's tay(see below) was used in order to determine whetheot strategy
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use differs quantitatively among subjects in otdeginswer Research Questions One, Two and
Five.

For the written free recall comprehension meagheenumber of audio-only (AU),
image-only (IU) and audio-and-image (AlU) idea sraticcessfully identified by subjects were
divided by the total number of idea units of eagtetin the Jay Shafer videotext. This resulted
in three separate decimal scores, plus an additsmoae for recall of total idea units (see
Appendixes H, I, and J). Kendall's tanas used with these four idea unit scores to answe
Research Questions Three, Four, and Five.

Data Analysis: Kendall’s tau,.

While regression analysis was initially used omtRrbal report and written free recall
data, it was determined that Kendall'stauas a more appropriate analysis method for the dat
collected in this research study for several re;asdhe most important reason for moving from
(parametric) regression models to (non-parametrdistribution-free) Kendall's tauwas that
the limited amount of data 27 subjects could previesulted in the tests of and checks on the
assumptions of the regression models lacking seffiqggower for the results to be reliable (i.e.
trusted). Kendall’s taus an association between two variables (Kend8B8; Kendall &
Gibbons, 1990; Newson, 2002). The software packdge (version 11.2, February, 14, 2012)
published by StataCorp (http://www.stata.com) wseduto calculate the Kendall's tatatistic.

Author of the somersd software package that iresuchlculations for Kendall’s tgu
Roger Newson (2002) wrote:

Rank-based statistical methods are sometimes caltegparametric” statistical methods.
However, they are usually in fact based on poputgpiarameters, which can be estimated using
confidence intervals around the corresponding sarsialistics. Traditionally, these sample
statistics are used for significance tests of y@othesis that the population parameter is zero.

However, statisticians increasingly recommend dmnfce intervals in preference to p-values
alone... (p. 45).
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Kendall's tay allows confidence intervals to be determined li@rtivo variables or, to put it
another way, the range of the probability of codemice (i.e. agreement) or discordance (i.e.
disagreement) within confidence limitations. In tugrent study, the confidence level is set to
0.9, in line with the p-value of 0.1. The valuegayi for Kendall's tayrange from -1 (100%
negative relationship) to +1 (100% positive relasioip). A value of zero indicates the absence
of a relationship between the two variables. Furttege, when using a distribution-free
inference either as a test or estimation, “the wathare based on functions of the sample
observations whose corresponding random varialdelthstribution which does not depend on
the specific distribution function of the populativom which the sample is drawn” (Gibbons
and Chakraborti, 2003, p. 3).

Also, according to Newson (2002), use of Kendddig gives it several advantages over
parametric analyses such as regression techniguasi¥e Kendall’s tau
. assumes little about the distributions of the \@es. In other words, whereas

significance tests (reported as p-values) assusyenaetrical distribution of variables’ data
points around the zero point, Kendall’'s {daes not;

. does not assume the variables have a linear nesip;
. is robust with outlying data points;

. can be interpreted as a probability;

. can also be reported using significance levels; and
. allows results to be stated in plain English.

(adapted from Newson, 2002)

Using an example from Newson (2002), may give &ebé&lea of how Kendall’s tawcan be
used. If two medical statistics lecturers both nmthkksame exam papers, and Kendall's tau
between their marks is 0.7, then this means tiangwo randomly chosen exam papers and
asked which of the two is better, the two lectusres 70 percent more likely to agree than
disagree. The reverse could also be stated: Théentarers are 30 percent more likely to

disagree than to agree.
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The confidence interval (Cl) can also be determiioedhe statistic. Thus, if the above result
were reported as “95% CI, 0.67 to 0.72,” This wabkdinterpreted as having “95 percent
confidence that the two lecturers were at leagidg¢ent more likely to agree than to disagree,
and possibly as much as 72 percent more likelgteethan to disagree,” with the average
agreement level being 70 percent (Newson, 20027 p.Also, this result is more informative
than simply giving the result as “significantly [goge,” as would be the case in the traditional
use of Kendall’s tayto test the null hypothesis that the correspongmgulation parameter is
zero. In other words, providing confidence intesvial more useful than simply reporting results
for significance tests, though as mentioned betoo&) can be determined using the Kendall's
tau, statistic.

Using the present study, an example drawn fronatheal results could be helpful at this
point for a clearer understanding of the reportmegthod. For Research Question Five, one result
in Chapter Four is reported as follows: “Kendatéis, between top-down and bottom-up
strategies and audio-only idea units is 0.47. Tieans that for two randomly chosen subjects,
the subject who used more top-down strategies Wamercent more likely to recalllawer
percentage of audio-only idea units than a subyact used fewer top-down strategies (90% Cl,
0.28 to 0.65, p-value < 0.01).”

Finally, a confidence interval has two more advgesasover hypothesis testing. First, a Cl
can help determine which hypotheses are compatiithethe data if the null hypothesisnst
compatible with the data. Second, it can help detex what other hypotheses atso
compatible with the data if the null hypotheisisompatible with the data. These final two points
are important for the Recommendations for FutureeBech section of Chapter Five. A null

hypothesis will be rejected if the p-value is ldssn or equal to 0.1.
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Chapter Four

Results

First, this chapter reports the results of thed@kfOnline Placement Test (OOPT) used
to determine the 27 study subjects’ linguistic kiexlge (i.e. Use of English section score) and
listening proficiency (Listening section score).Xiehe inter-rater reliability coefficient is gine
for the written free recalls of idea units. Thigalowed by the intra-rater reliability coefficien
for the immediate retrospective verbal report. Fjnshe results for the analyses of the five

research questions are given. Discussion of thdtsas located in Chapter Five.

OOPT Results

The subjects’ scores on the two sections of th€ D®@ere used to differentiate the
subjects according to their linguistic knowledge #istening proficiency. Table 4.1 summarizes
the results. Note that subjects’ scores on thevimiiéen recall of idea units, rounded to three
decimal places, are also summarized on the rigetai the table under the headings “AU,”

“IU,” and “AlU.” An explanation of idea unit scoras given in the next section.

As mentioned in Chapter Three, the 0-t0-120 psdale of the test is divided into six
equal levels of 20 points each, with each levetesponding to one of the six levels on the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR):s@l8 (Al), 20-39 (A2), 40-59 (B1),
60-79 (B2), 80-99 (C1), 100-120 (C2). As can bensme Table 4.1, most subjects are in the “B
levels,” which could also be called intermediateels, though six subjects also had (higher
intermediate-advanced) C-level scores and fourestddjListening scores fell within the “pre-
intermediate,” or A-level range. The median for thee of English section was 65, and for

Listening was 62.
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Name UofE score! L score? CEFR3 AU* [U* AlU*
Joan 62 57 B2/B1 0.138 0.389 0.333
Lois 65 73 B2/B2 0.103 0.276 0.222
Steve 66 72 B2/B2 0.035 0.000 0.333
Henry 59 28 B1/A2 0.035 0.056 0.222
Tina 80 62 B2/B2 0.069 0.111 0.333
Kevin 63 37 B2/A2 0.035 0.389 0.222
Frank 56 61 B1/B2 0.276 0.111 0.222
Ruby 71 89 B2/C1 0.172 0.333 0.444
Roger 42 56 B1/B1 0.069 0.000 0.222
Jerry 56 56 B1/B1 0.207 0.056 0.444
Scott 50 56 B1/B1 0.103 0.222 0.333
David 73 86 B2/C1 0.172 0.167 0.222
Lisa 79 82 B2/C1 0.103 0.298 0.222
Rita 58 97 B1/C1 0.276 0.000 0.333
Judy 51 74 B1/B2 0.172 0.056 0.333
Jane 49 60 B1/B2 0.138 0.000 0.333
Sara 67 50 B2/B1 0.069 0.167 0.333
Anna 81 77 C1/B2 0.103 0.056 0.444
Brian a7 52 B1/B1 0.069 0.276 0.222
Paul 79 24 B2/A2 0.069 0.222 0.222
Lori 82 74 c1/B2 0.310 0.276 0.444
Mary 54 43 B1/B1 0.069 0.333 0.444
Keith 62 72 B2/B2 0.172 0.000 0.444
Ruth 58 66 B1/B2 0.207 0.056 0.444
James 66 17 B2/A1 0.069 0.333 0.333
Larry 76 57 B2/B1 0.000 0.389 0.222
Rose 72 61 B2/B2 0.035 0.333 0.111

tUse of English; 2 Listening; 2Use of English lgledtening level (Common European Framework RefeegnAU

= audio-only idea unit score; IU = image-only idedt score, AlU = audio-and-image idea unit score

Note: All names are pseudonyms.
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Inter-rater Reliability Coefficient for Written Fre e Recalls of Idea Units

As detailed in Chapter Three, the inter-rater belity coefficient for the free recall
comprehension measure was determined for the thtees. Using the formula from Chapter
Three, the coefficient was found to be .85 (.8488)ich is above the pre-set minimum of .80.
All disagreements were discussed by the threesrareat agreed upon by consensus so that final
scores for total idea units and each of the thyped of idea units(i.e. audio-only idea units, or
AU; image-only idea units, or IU, and audio-and-geadea units, or AlU) could be awarded to
subjects. As can be seen in Table 4.1, the thsedtseon the right side of the table are given as
decimal scores, with the number of idea units emithy subjects divided by the total number of

idea units for each type.

Intra-rater Reliability Coefficient for Immediate R etrospective Verbal Reports

The researcher of this study rated the verbal tepas explained in Chapter Three.
Seven of the 27 total verbal reports were ratedtbed re-rated six weeks later (Young, 1998).
An intra-rater reliability coefficient of .91 (.98Dpwas figured according to the formula given in
Chapter Three. This is above the pre-set minimurB@fRating and re-rating the seven
randomly chosen verbal reports also allowed theareber to finalize the list of listening
strategies used by subjects (Appendix A). Alsoryithe rating (coding) and re-rating process,
new strategy pairs were identified that were fotmde useful in differentiating when subjects
were referring to strategic processes relatede@tidio or image information. These are noted in
Appendix A. After the seven randomly chosen verbpbrts were re-coded, the remaining 20

verbal reports were coded. Totals for each stratsgyg by subjects are found in Appendix Q.
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Results for Research Questions

As described in Chapter Three, Kendall's,tigLcalculated for each set of
variables for each of the five research questidhs.significance test was set at the 0.1 level. All

results are reported for two randomly chosen stbfeem the total sample (n = 27).

For the Kendall's taystatistic, the chance that a certain result valbbserved is
reported as both a (percentage) confidence intanglkhe point estimate of that interval, along
with the significance level (i.e. p-value). Thedéwf the confidence interval of each result is
0.90, which means that if the study were repea@dmparison between any two subjects would
include the true value of Kendall’s ta®0 percent of the time. As noted in Chapter Thitee,
values for Kendall's tauange from -1 (100% negative relationship) to #2006 positive
relationship), with a value of zero indicating tidesence of a relationship between the two
variables. Results for Research Question One & tasprovide detailed examples of how to

read the accompanying summary results tables.

As explained near the end of Chapter Three, bgthifstant and non-significant results
are discussed in Chapter Five because both typesaits may have interesting implications for
both future research projects and educational pagdSummaries of the results can be found in

Tables 4.2 to 4.6. Each summary table is listeatleaend of the appropriate section.

Results for Research Question One.

Research Question One is restated below, folldwegaragraph-form results for the

Kendall’s tay analyses, and finally the summary Table 4.2.

1. Is there a relationship between strategy use agdiktic knowledge according to
number and type of strategies used?



86

Kendall's tay, for linguistic knowledge and total strategies.

Kendall's tay between linguistic knowledge (as measured by the &f English section
on the OOPT) and total strategies is 0.13. Thismaéiaat for two randomly chosen subjects, the
subject with higher linguistic knowledge was 13qgaet more likely to use more total strategies
than a subject with lower linguistic knowledge (9 -0.10 to 0.36, p-value = 0.35). It would
also be correct to say that the subject with higihguistic knowledge was 13 percent more
likely to use more strategies than to use fewategiies. The first manner of reporting will be
used for the remainder of the results (i.e. a caoimspa of two randomly chosen subjects). As can
be seen by the reported p-value, this result istatistically significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall’s tay, for linguistic knowledge and cognitive/metacogmié strategies.

Kendall's tay between linguistic knowledge and cognitive andaoegnitive strategies
is 0.05. This means that for two randomly chosdmesis, the subject with higher linguistic
knowledge was five percent more likely to use numgnitive strategies than a subject with
lower linguistic knowledge (90% CI, -0.17 to 0.p#yalue = 0.71). Also, a subject with higher
linguistic knowledge was five percent more likebyusefewermetacognitive strategies than a
subject with lower linguistic knowledge (90% CI,2@ to 0.27, p-value = 0.71). This result is
also not statistically significant at the 0.1 level

Kendall's tay, for linguistic knowledge and top-down/bottom-upategies.

Kendall's tay between linguistic knowledge and top-down anddsotup strategies is
0.21. This means that for two randomly chosen sibj¢he subject with higher linguistic
knowledge was 21 percent more likely to usaretop-down strategies than a subject with lower
linguistic knowledge (90% ClI, -0.02 to 0.44, p-vak 0.13). Also, a subject with higher
linguistic knowledge was 21 percent more likelysefewerbottom-up strategies than a subject

with lower linguistic knowledge (90% CI, -0.02 t4@, p-value = 0.13). While not quite
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statistically significant at the 0.1 level, the {3 significance level was nearly achieved, with
implications that are discussed in Chapter Five.

Table 4.2.

Summary of Results for Research Question One

Kendall’s tay Significance
(point estimate, (0.1 level)
90% CiI)
Research Question One

Linguistic knowledge and 13% 0.35

Total strategies

Linguistic knowledge and 5% 0.71

Cognitive strategies

Linguistic knowledge and 5% D.7

Metacognitive strategies

Linguistic knowledge and 21% 0.13

Top-down strategies

Linguistic knowledge and 21% 0.13

Bottom-up strategies

Note: See Appendix A for a list of strategies usedrall by subjects, and Appendix Q for strateggltofor each
subject. Kendall's taiis the point estimate between the two end poihtseoconfidence interval (Cl).

Results for Research Question Two.

Research Question Two is restated below, followedummary Table 4.3, and then
paragraph-form results for the Kendall's fanalyses.

2. Is there a relationship between strategy use atehing proficiency according to
number and type of strategies used?

Kendall's tay, for listening proficiency and total strategies.
Kendall’s tay between listening proficiency (as measured orLibiening section of the

OOPT) and total strategies is 0.28. This meansfthhatvo randomly chosen subjects, the subject
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with higher listening proficiency was 28 percentrmbkely to useanoretotal strategies than a
subject with lower linguistic knowledge (90% CI08.to 0.52, p-value = 0.06). This result is
statistically significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for listening proficiency and cognitive/metacogiie strategies.

Kendall’s tay between listening proficiency and cognitive andanegnitive strategies is
0.09. This means that for two randomly chosen siibjéhe subject with higher listening
proficiency was nine percent more likely to @is&ercognitive strategies than a subject with
lower listening proficiency (90% CI, -0.17 to 0.3byalue = 0.71). Also, a subject with higher
listening proficiency was nine percent more likelyusemoremetacognitive strategies than a
subject with lower listening proficiency (90% C0,.17 to 0.27, p-value = 0.71). These results
are not statistically significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for listening proficiency and top-down/bottom-ujrategies.

Kendall's tay between listening proficiency and top-down anddtup strategies is
0.20. This means that for two randomly chosen siibj¢he subject with higher listening
proficiency was 20 percent more likely to deeertop-down strategies than a subject with
lower listening proficiency (90% CI, 0.01 to 0.38yalue = 0.09). Also, a subject with higher
listening proficiency was 20 percent more likelyusemorebottom-up strategies than a subject
with lower listening proficiency (90% ClI, 0.01 ta39, p-value = 0.09). These results are

statistically significant at the 0.1 level.
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Table 4.3.

Summary of Results for Research Question Two

Kendall’s tay Significance
(point estimate, (0.1 level)
90% ClI)

Research Question Two

Listening proficiency 28% 0.06*
and total strategies

Listening proficiency 9% 0.57
and cognitive strategies

Listening proficiency and 9% 0.57
metacognitive strategies

Listening proficiency and 20% 0.09*
top-down strategies

Listening proficiency and 20% 0.09*
bottom-up strategies

Note: See Appendix A for a list of strategies usedrall by subjects, and Appendix Q for strateggltofor each
subject. Kendall's taiis the point estimate between the two end poihtseoconfidence interval (Cl).
*statistically significant results.

Results for Research Question Three.

Research Question Three is restated below, folldvyyesmmary Table 4.4, and then

paragraph-form results for the Kendall's janalyses.

3. lIs there a relationship between linguistic knowkedgd the number of audio-only,
image-only and a combination of audio-and-image gieits recalled?

Kendall's tay, for linguistic knowledge and total idea units.
Kendall’s tay between linguistic knowledge and total idea uisitess than 0.01. This

means that for two randomly chosen subjects, thgsuwith higher linguistic knowledge was
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less than one percent more likely to recall motal idea units than a subject with lower
linguistic knowledge (90% ClI, -0.29 to 0.30, p-v&hk1 0.99). Not only is this result not
statistically significant, but there is also almnoetrelationship at all between subjects’ linguaisti
knowledge and the total percentage of idea unlgests recalled.

Kendall's tay, for linguistic knowledge and audio-only idea units

Kendall's tay between linguistic knowledge and audio-only idedsuis 0.09. This
means that for two randomly chosen subjects, thgestiwith higher linguistic knowledge was
nine percent more likely to recall@aver percentage of audio-only idea units than a subydot
lower linguistic knowledge (90% ClI, -0.14 to 0.3tyalue = 0.52). This result is not statistically
significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for linguistic knowledge and image-only idea units

Kendall's tay between linguistic knowledge and image-only ide#sus 0.19. This
means that for two randomly chosen subjects, thgestiwith higher linguistic knowledge was
19 percent more likely to recallregher percentage of image-only idea units than a sulyeht
lower linguistic knowledge (90% CI, -0.01 to 0.38yalue = 0.11). While not quite statistically
significant at the 0.1 level, the pre-set significa level was nearly achieved, with implications
that are discussed in Chapter Five.

Kendall’s tau, for linguistic knowledge and audio-and-image ideanits.

Finally, Kendall's tay between linguistic knowledge and audio-and-imaga iunits is
0.01. This means that for two randomly chosen sibj¢he subject with higher linguistic
knowledge was one percent more likely to recdligher percentage of audio-and-image idea
units than a subject with lower linguistic knowled®0% CI, -0.23 to 0.24, p-value = 0.97). Not

only is this result not significant, but a Kendatbu, barely above zero also indicates that there
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is almost no relationship between a subject’s istriknowledge and the percentage of audio-
and-image idea units identified, with implicatiaiscussed in Chapter Five.

Table 4.4.

Summary of Results for Research Question Three

Kendall’s tay Significance
(point estimate (0.1 level)
90% ClI)

Research Question Three

Linguistic knowledge and <1% 0.99
total idea units

Linguistic knowledge and 9% 0.52
audio-only idea units

Linguistic knowledge and 19% 0.11
iImage-only idea units

Linguistic knowledge and 1% 0.97
audio-and-image idea units

Note: See Appendixes H to J for time-ordered bigtthe three different types of idea units. Kenddhy, is the
point estimate between the two end points of tdidence interval (Cl).

Results for Research Question Four.

Research Question Four is restated below, follomethe summary table for the

research question and then paragraph-form resultbé Kendall's tayanalyses.

4. Is there a relationship between listening proficieand the number of audio-only,
image-only and a combination of audio-and-image gieits recalled?

Kendall's tay, for listening proficiency and total idea units.
Kendall's tay between listening proficiency and total idea urgt8.16. This means that
for two randomly chosen subjects, the subject Wigiher listening proficiency was 16 percent

more likely to recall digherpercentage of total idea units than a subject loitrer listening
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proficiency (90% ClI, -0.06 to 0.37, p-value = 0.ZBjis result is not statistically significant at
the 0.1 level.

Kendall’s tay, for listening proficiency and audio-only idea urst

Kendall's tay between listening proficiency and audio-only ide#s is 0.39. This
means that for two randomly chosen subjects, tbhgestwith higher listening proficiency was
39 percent more likely to recallragher percentage of audio-only idea units than a sulbyébt
lower listening proficiency (90% ClI, 0.24 to 0.5byalue < 0.01). This result is statistically
significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for listening proficiency and image-only idea umsit

Kendall's tay between listening proficiency and image-only ideés is 0.17. This
means that for two randomly chosen subjects, tbhgesuwith higher listening proficiency was
17 percent more likely to recall@wer percentage of image-only idea units than a sulyjeht
lower listening proficiency (90% ClI, -0.06 to 0.48yalue = 0.21). This result is not statistically
significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for listening proficiency and audio-and-image ideaits.

Finally, Kendall's tay between listening proficiency and audio-and-im@ga units is
0.15. This means that for two randomly chosen siibj¢he subject with higher listening
proficiency was 15 percent more likely to recdltligher percentage of audio-and-image idea
units than a subject with lower listening profiagr(90% CI, -0.07 to 0.36, p-value = 0.25). This

result is not statistically significant at the Gevel.
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Table 4.5.

Summary of Results for Research Question Four

Kendall’s tay Significance
(point estimate, (0.1 level)
90% ClI)

Research Question Four

Listening proficiency and 16% 23.
Total idea units

Listening proficiency and 39% 001*
Audio-only idea units

Listening proficiency and 17% 2D.
Image-only idea units

Listening proficiency and 15% 0.25
Audio-and-image idea units

Note: See Appendixes H to J for time-ordered ligtthe three different types of idea units. Kenddhy, is the
point estimate between the two end points of thididence interval (Cl). *statistically significanésults.

Results for Research Question Five.

Research Question Five is restated below, follolethe summary table for the research
guestion and then paragraph-form results for thedii#t's tay analyses.

5. Does the percentage of audio-only, image-only amticaand-image idea units
recalled differ depending on the number and typléestening strategies used?

Kendall's tay, for total strategies and total idea units.

First, Kendall's tagbetween total strategies and total idea units34.0rhis means that
for two randomly chosen subjects, the subject wdedlumore total strategies was 34 percent
more likely to recall digherpercentage of total idea units than a subject ugdsal fewer total
strategies (90% CI, 0.09 to 0.60, p-value = 0.08)s result is statistically significant at the 0.1
level. Note, however, that the operational videbtesed in this study is not necessarily

representative of all short, documentary news \gde as far as the distribution of different
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types of idea units. Readers should keep this mimihen considering results for Research
Question Five.

Kendall's tay, for total strategies and audio-only idea units.

Kendall's tay between total strategies and audio-only idea usi@s28. This means that
for two randomly chosen subjects, the subject wdedlumore total strategies was 28 percent
more likely to recall digherpercentage of audio-only idea units than a subybct used fewer
total strategies (90% ClI, 0.10 to 0.47, p-valueG@2D This result is statistically significant aet
0.1 level.

Kendall’s tay, for total strategies and image-only idea units.

Next, Kendall's taybetween total strategies and image-only idea is@s01. This
means that for two randomly chosen subjects, thgesiwho used more total strategies was one
percent more likely to recalltdagher percentage of image-only idea units than a suljaot
used fewer total strategies (90% ClI, -0.25 to 0p28alue = 0.94). This result is not statistically
significant at the 0.1 level, and indicates that¢his almost no relationship between number of
strategies used and percentage of image-only idiésnecalled.

Kendall's tay, for total strategies and audio-and-image idea it

Finally, Kendall’'s tay between total strategies and audio-and-imageud#a is 0.35.
This means that for two randomly chosen subjebtsstibject who used more total strategies
was 35 percent more likely to recalhgherpercentage of audio-and-image idea units than a
subject who used fewer total strategies (90% @B @ 0.51, p-value < 0.01). This result is
statistically significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for top-down/bottom-up strategies and total ideaits.

First, Kendall's tagbetween top-down and bottom-up strategies andittga units is

0.15. This means that for two randomly chosen subjé¢he subject who used more top-down
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strategies was 15 percent more likely to recédeer percentage of total idea units than a
subject who used fewer top-down strategies (90%0009 to 0.39, p-value = 0.29). Also, the
subject who used more bottom-up strategies wasficept more likely to recall a higher
percentage of total idea units than a subject vdeal lewer bottom-up strategies (90% CI, -0.09
to 0.39, p-value = 0.29). These results are ntistally significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for top-down/bottom-up strategies and audio-ondiea units.

Kendall's tay between top-down and bottom-up strategies andaudly idea units is
0.47. This means that for two randomly chosen sbj¢he subject who used more top-down
strategies was 47 percent more likely to recéaer percentage of audio-only idea units than a
subject who used fewer top-down strategies (90%0 2B to 0.65, p-value < 0.01). Also, the
subject who used more bottom-up strategies was/ept more likely to recalllaigher
percentage of audio-only idea units than a subyact used fewer bottom-up strategies (90% Cl,
0.28 to 0.65, p-value < 0.01). These results atesstally significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for top-down/bottom-up strategies and image-ordga units.

Next, Kendall's taybetween top-down and bottom-up strategies anderoady idea
units is 0.36. This means that for two randomlysgrosubjects, the subject who used more top-
down strategies was 36 percent more likely to tedailgher percentage of image-only idea units
than a subject who used fewer top-down strate@@%(Cl, 0.17 to 0.56, p-value < 0.01). Also,
the subject who used more bottom-up strategies3@amercent more likely to recalll@wer
percentage of image-only idea units than a sulbybctused fewer bottom-up strategies (90% Cl,
0.17 to 0.56, p-value < 0.01). These results atesstally significant at the 0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for top-down/bottom-up strategies and audio-andage idea units.

Finally, Kendall's tay between top-down and bottom-up strategies andeaamdi-image

idea units is 0.32. This means that for two randochlbsen subjects, the subject who used more
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top-down strategies was 32 percent more likelyetall alower percentage of audio-and-image
idea units than a subject who used fewer top-ddvategjies (90% CI, 0.10 to 0.54, p-value =
0.02). Also, the subject who used more bottom-tgtesgjies was 32 percent more likely to recall
a higher percentage of audio-and-image idea umats & subject who used fewer bottom-up
strategies (90% CI, 0.10 to 0.54, p-value = 0.0Rgse results are statistically significant at the
0.1 level.

Kendall's tay, for cognitive/metacognitive strategies and totdea units.

First, Kendall's tagbetween cognitive and metacognitive strategiestatiadlidea units is
0.03. This means that for two randomly chosen sibj¢he subject who used more cognitive
strategies was three percent more likely to recialver percentage of total idea units than a
subject who used fewer cognitive strategies (90% @18 to 0.24, p-value = 0.80). Also, the
subject who used more metacognitive strategiesthvas percent more likely to recall a higher
percentage of total idea units than a subject vasal dlewer metacognitive strategies (90% Cl,
-0.18 to 0.24, p-value = 0.80). These results atestatistically significant at the 0.1 level and
indicate that there is very little relationshipueén cognitive and metacognitive strategy use
and the number of total idea units recalled.

Kendall's tay, for cognitive/metacognitive strategies and audiohpidea units.

Next, Kendall's taybetween cognitive and metacognitive strategiesaariib-only idea
units is 0.04. This means that for two randomlyserosubjects, the subject who used more
cognitive strategies was four percent more likelyecall dower percentage of audio-only idea
units than a subject who used fewer cognitive egjias (90% CI, -0.20 to 0.29, p-value = 0.77).
Also, the subject who used more metacognitiveegias was four percent more likely to recall a
higher percentage of audio-only idea units thaalgext who used fewer metacognitive

strategies (90% ClI, -0.20 to 0.29, p-value = 0.Thgese results are not statistically significant at
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the 0.1 level and indicate that there is veryditglationship between cognitive and
metacognitive strategy use and the number of aodipidea units recalled.

Kendall's tay, for cognitive/metacognitive strategies and imageiyoidea units.

Next, Kendall's taybetween cognitive and metacognitive strategiesaade-only idea
units is 0.01. This means that for two randomlyserosubjects, the subject who used more
cognitive strategies was one percent more likehgtall ahigher percentage of image-only idea
units than a subject who used fewer cognitive egjias (90% CI, -0.22 to 0.25, p-value = 0.92).
Also, the subject who used more metacognitiveesgias was one percent more likely to recall a
lower percentage of image-only idea units than a suljbotused fewer metacognitive
strategies (90% ClI, -0.22 to 0.25, p-value = 0.98)s result is not statistically significant aeth
0.1 level, and indicates that there is almost tetimnship between percentage of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies used and percentage @feroaly idea units recalled.

Kendall's tay, for cognitive/metacognitive strategies and audineaimage idea units.

Finally, Kendall's tay between cognitive and metacognitive strategiesaanlio-and-
image idea units is 0.02. This means that for maomly chosen subjects, the subject who used
more cognitive strategies was two percent moreayliteerecall alower percentage of audio-and-
image idea units than a subject who used feweritiegstrategies (90% CI, -0.20 to 0.23, p-
value = 0.89). Also, the subject who used more oogfaitive strategies was two percent more
likely to recall ahigherpercentage of audio-and-image idea units tharbgstwho used fewer
metacognitive strategies (90% CI, -0.20 to 0.28ajue = 0.89). Not only is this result not
statistically significant at the 0.1 level, bualso indicates that there is almost no relationship
between percentage of cognitive and metacognitregegjies used and percentage of audio-and-

image idea units recalled.



Table 4.6.

Summary of Results for Research Question Five

98

Kendall’s tay Significance
(point estimate, (0.1 level)
90% ClI)
Research Question Five
Total strategies and 34% 0.03*
Total idea units
Total strategies and 28% 0.02*
Audio-only idea units
Total strategies and 1% 0.94
Image-only idea units
Total strategies and 35% <0.01*
Audio-and-image idea units
Top-down strategies and 15% 0.29
Total idea units
Top-down strategies and 47% <0.01*
Audio-only idea units
Top-down strategies and 36% <0.01*
Image-only idea units
Top-down strategies and 32% 0.02
Audio-and-image idea units
Bottom-up strategies and 15% 90.2
Total idea units
Bottom-up strategies and 47% <9.01
Audio-only idea units
Bottom-up strategies and 36% 640.
Image-only idea units
Bottom-up strategies and 32% 020.
Audio-and-image idea units
Cognitive strategies and 3% 800.

Total idea units
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Cognitive strategies and 4% 770.
Audio-only idea units

Cognitive strategies and 1% 920
Image-only idea units

Cognitive strategies and 2% .890
Audio-and-image idea units

Metacognitive strategies and 3% 0.80
Total idea units

Metacognitive strategies and 4% 0.77
Audio-only idea units

Metacognitive strategies and 1% 0.92
Image-only idea units

Metacognitive strategies and 2% 0.89
Audio-and-image idea units

Note: See Appendixes H to J for time-ordered li$the three different types of idea units, Appendifor a list of
strategies used overall by subjects, and AppendirGtrategy totals for each subject. Kendallig ia the point
estimate between the two end points of the confideémterval (Cl). *statistically significant ressilt

Conclusion

This chapter reported: 1) the results of the O@® &Il subjects; 2) inter-rater reliability
coefficients for the written free recall comprehensmeasure; 3) the intra-rater reliability
coefficient for the immediate retrospective ventggdort; and 4) the Kendall's tgstatistical
analysis results for each of the five researchtipresinvestigated in this study. The next chapter
consists of summaries and discussion of resultedoh of the five research questions,
suggestions for future research projects concedistening strategies and videotext, educational
implications (dependent on further supporting entdefrom future research), and an overall

conclusion.
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Chapter Five

Conclusions

Summary and Discussion of Major Findings

This final chapter is divided into eight sectioRs/e of these are summary-and-
discussion sections based on the results for #eareh questions investigated in this study. The
sixth section makes recommendations for futurenisty strategy and videotext research. The
seventh (smaller) section offers limited educatiom@lications of this exploratory study. The
chapter ends with a short conclusion.
Summary and Discussion: Research Question One

Research question one investigated the relatipristween linguistic knowledge and
five strategy categories: total, cognitive, metattge, top-down, and bottom-up strategies.
Contrary to predictions, none of the five analyses/ed to be statistically significant. However,
the trend was positive for all five strategy categ®(i.e. a subject with higher linguistic
knowledge was more likely to use more strategiesach category than a subject with lower
linguistic knowledge). Also, as can be seen in &abR, the relationship between linguistic
knowledge and top-down/bottom-up strategies wadysignificant at the 0.1 level. A
comparison between this result and the relationiseipreen listening proficiency and top-
down/bottom-up strategy use has more interestimi¢ations. The discussion of this
comparison can be found in the sectit@commendations for Future Reseadoetow.

The predictions for results for this research tjorsvere that significant relationships
would be found between linguistic knowledge and onmore of the five strategy categories,
but none was found in the analyses. There may thdeeno relationship between linguistic

knowledge and the number of strategies used whgjeas attempt to comprehend short,
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documentary-style news videotexts. However, thgsrtpised for making the above prediction
came largely from Macaro et al. (2007). While thoessearchers wrote “that limited linguistic
knowledge may bthe underlying reason for differences in strategy ypel70, italics added),
there is more than@uantitativeelement involved. Macaro et al. (2007) were atydakcusing
more on theyualitativeuse of strategies. In other words, ih®vlearners deploy strategies
rather tharhow manythey deploy that leads to the success or lack@tess in using strategies,
and how learners use listening strategies may beatleast partially to their level of linguistic
knowledge. This result actually provides more imgdb conduct a qualitative analysis of the
data to see if a significant qualitative relatiapséxists where a significant quantitative one did
not. It is important to stress again that text task types have been shown to greatly affect
which strategies learners use, how they use thtegies and in which combinations they use
those strategies. In other words, with a diffetest and/or task type, learners’ linguistic
knowledge might significantly affect the numbersl @ypes of listening strategies they use. Thus,
along with qualitative analyses, more text and tgpks should be investigated using the same
methods as the current study to see if similanféerént results occur.

Summary and Discussion: Research Question Two

Contrary to predictions, more significant reswse found for the relationship between
listening proficiency and the five categories sténing strategies. The Kendall's iatatistic
between listening proficiency and total strategy was 0.28. In other words, a subject who had
higher listening proficiency was from three percenb3 percent more likely to use more total
listening strategies than a subject with loweelistg proficiency (p = 0.06; see scatter plot in
Appendix P4). This result supports findings fronMalley et al. (1989), and is different than

those of Young (1997) and Chang (2009). When coetptr the results for Research Question
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One, listening proficiency had a stronger relatiopsvith total strategy use than linguistic
knowledge did.

There was also a significant relationship (p 9D etween listening proficiency and top-
down/bottom-up strategies (see scatter plot in AdpeP6). Again, since top-down and bottom-
up strategy categories are mutually exclusiveresalts of the analysis can be stated in different
ways. For example, a subject with a higher listgmroficiency was 20 percent more likely to
use more bottom-up strategies than a subject witlei listening proficiency (and 20 percent
less likely to use more top-down strategies). Tingkes the reverse also true: that a subject with
lower listening proficiency was 20 percent morelkto use more top-down strategies than a
subject with higher listening proficiency (and 2€rgent less likely to use more bottom-up
strategies). These results are opposite thoseadd@@001) and support the hypothesis that
more proficient second-language listeners may dépsore on their superior bottom-up,
decoding skills, i.e. building up knowledge fromoplemes to words and phrases and finally to
sentences, rather than on using top-down strateg@sas inferencing and using prior
knowledge to fill in the gaps caused by their edl-developed bottom-up skills.

The relationship between listening proficiency aondnitive/metacognitive strategy use
with a Kendall’s tagyof 0.05 or five percent was very weak (see scattdrin Appendix P5), just
as was the relationship between linguistic knowdedgd cognitive/metacognitive strategy use
(with a Kendall's tagof 0.09 or nine percensge scatter plot in Appendix P2). These results
indicate that there was almost no relationship betwthe number of cognitive or metacognitive
strategies used and subjects’ levels of lingulstiowledge and listening proficiency.

The researcher predicted that no relationship evbalfound between listening
proficiency and number of strategies used forie#l €ategories. While no significant

relationship was found between listening proficieand use of cognitive and metacognitive
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strategies, unlike Vandergrift (2003a) and Goh @)98ignificant relationshipserefound
between listening proficiency and total, top-doangd bottom-up strategies. Both Macaro, et al.
(2007) and Graham, et al. (2010) supported the thigses that any differences in strategy use
would likely be qualitative (i.e. successful or rsurccessful use) rather than quantitative.
However, since significant differences in numbdrstmtegies used according to levels of
listening proficiency were found, this seems tonamat continued examination of listening
strategy research data quantitatively rather tixatusively performing qualitative analyses.
Summary and Discussion: Research Question Three

Research Question Three investigated the reldtipapetween levels of linguistic
knowledge and four categories of idea units thhjesais wrote down in the free recall
comprehension measure: total, audio-only, imagg;@nld audio-and-image. There was a
slightly negative relationship between linguistrokvledge and audio-only idea units (i.e. 0.09
or nine percent more likely for a subject with heghinguistic knowledge to recdkweraudio-
only idea units). While this was not statisticalgnificant (p = 0.52) and was contrary to
predictions, when compared to the relationship betwlistening proficiency and audio-only
idea units, the trend may have more interestindiagatons for future research projects. Thus,
this comparison is discussed later in that section.

The relationship between linguistic knowledge andge-only idea units was stronger
than the above result, but, contrary to predictioag quite at the significant level (p = 0.11; see
scatter plot in Appendix P9). Subjects with higleguistic knowledge were 0.19 or 19 percent
more likely to write down more image-only idea grthhan subjects with lower linguistic
knowledge. This result is strong enough to warcantinued investigation of the relationship
between linguistic knowledge and comprehensiomfoirmation delivered through the visual

channel in videotext. The relationship will alsodiscussed in the lat&ecommendations for
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Future Researcbkection along with the relationships between bioidpistic knowledge and
listening proficiency and audio-only idea units.

Finally, Kendall’s taybetween linguistic knowledge and audio-and-imalga iunits and
linguistic knowledge and recall of total idea unitsre both extremely low: 0.01 or one percent
(p = 0.97) and < 0.01 or less than one percent®$), respectively. This result basically
indicates no relationship between linguistic knalgie and the other two variables. In other
words, there was no real difference in the numlbaudio-and-image or total idea units subjects
wrote down according to their levels linguistic kviedge.

The prediction that a significant relationship Wwbhe found between linguistic
knowledge and one or more of the three types & wdets were not supported by the results.
The researcher was working under the assumptidrhitlaer levels of linguistic knowledge
would lead to more successful strategy use anditiesr comprehension (i.e. prediction for
Research Question One). However, “successful giyatee,” at least according to levels of
linguistic knowledge, may indeed be a qualitatiather than a quantitative issue, at least for the
text and/or task type used in the current studwusTthe suggestion here, like in the discussion of
results for Research Question One, would be folitatisae analyses to be carried out on the
verbal report and free recall data to investigdialkabetween successful strategy use and
superior idea unit recall. Further discussion ddlgative and quantitative investigations of these
variables is found below iRecommendations for Future Research
Summary and Discussion: Research Question Four

In line with predictions, a very strong, positreationship was found between listening
proficiency and audio-only idea units. Subjectdwhiigher listening proficiency were 0.39 or 39
percent more likely to write down more audio-ordga units than subjects with lower listening

proficiency (p < 0.01; see scatter plot in Appendix?). This result strongly supports the
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common sense prediction that subjects with higkering proficiency should be able to gain
significantly more information from the aural chahr~urther implications are discussed in
Recommendations for Future Research

Contrary to predictions, the relationship betwbkstening proficiency and image-only
idea units did not reach the significance levelwdwer, the trend was clearly negative (see
scatter plot in Appendix P13). In other words, sebg with higher listening proficiency were
0.17 or 17 percenésslikely to write down more image-only idea unitaithsubjects with lower
listening proficiency. This result may still havgrsficant implications for future research when
compared to results for the relationships amonguistic knowledge, listening proficiency, and
audio-only and image-only idea units, as notedra@vipus summary and discussion sections.

There were positive though non-significant relasioips between listening proficiency
and total and audio-and-image idea units, with kadliedtay, statistics of 0.16 or 16 percent (p =
0.23) and 0.15 or 15 percent (p = 0.25), respdgtivain, while not statistically significant,
the positive trend for audio-and-image idea umiksng with the previously discussed significant
relationship between listening proficiency and aually idea units, may indicate that subjects
process audio-and-image idea units more like aadlg-than image-only idea units according to
their listening proficiency. In other words, highestening proficiency subjects could be ignoring
information delivered through the visual channe tlutheir preference and/or skill at gaining
information from the aural channel. Implicationglwf for future research and education are
discussed below.

The success of predictions for Research Questian Wwas mixed. As noted above, the
researcher predicted that a significant relatignéletween listening proficiency and audio-only
idea units would be found, and this was strongjypsuted by the analysis. While the other two

predictions were not supported at a significangelle.e. that a relationship would be found
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between listening proficiency and audio-and-imatgaiunits and between (lower) listening
proficiency and (more) image-only idea units, ttends did follow expectations. This could
indicate a need for further exploration of thedatirenships as discussed later in this chapter.
Summary and Discussion: Research Question Five

The predictions for all results for Research Qoedtive were based primarily on the
review of listening strategy research by Macar@|et2007), which was also supported by
Graham et al. (2010). For second language listetterse researchers determined that it is not
the number of strategies used that determinesrtwetheprehension, but the successful or non-
successful (qualitative) use of the strategiesftmlitates more complete understanding. In
other words, the present researcher’s predictianthat no significant relationship would be
found between strategy types (i.e. total, top-ddvattom-up, cognitive, and metacognitive) and
types of idea units that subjects recalled. Howes@me of the most strongly significant and
interesting results in the entire study occurred@grthe variables of this research question. As
mentioned in thé&redictionssection of Chapter Three, Chien and Wei (1998)ntep
significant differences in strategy use both imteiof quantity and type, as related to listening
comprehension success. It could be argued thatsthef regression analysis (e.g. ANOVA)
with such a small sample size (n = 15) lacks sugfficexplanatory power. However, the current
study’s results are similar quantitatively to Chard Wei’'s (1998) findings, though the two
studies differed significantly in terms of typesvideotext used and unit of analysis and timing
of the free recall comprehension measures.

The investigation of the relationships betweealtstrategy use and the three
types of idea units yielded three interesting rissuFirst, subjects who used more total strategies
were 0.34 or 34 percent (p = 0.03) more likelygcall more total idea units than subjects who

used fewer strategies (see Appendix P15 for aggqaltit of the data). This is a strong overall
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result, but it needs to be confirmed or disconfirnbg future studies using different types of
videotexts with subjects having differing charaistizs from the present study. Again, it should
be noted that when evaluating the significancegareralizability of subjects’ overall scores
that it is not clear how representative the openral videotext is of short, documentary-style
news videotexts as far as the numbers of eacheatlda units. The implications of this are
discussed later in this chapter.

Second, subjects who used more total strategies algo 28 percent more likely to recall
more audio-only idea units than subjects who usegf total strategies (p = 0.02; see Appendix
P16 for a scatter plot of the data). Third, sulgjedho used more total strategies were one
percent more likely to recall more image-only ideds than subjects who used fewer total
strategies (p = 0.94; see Appendix P17 for a scplité of the data). This indicates almost no
relationship between how many total strategiesesbjused and the number of image-only idea
units that they recalled. Finally, subjects whodusere total strategies were 35 percent more
likely to recall more audio-and-image idea uni@rtisubjects who used fewer total strategies (p
< 0.01; see Appendix P18 for a scatter plot ofdht).

There were very strong relationships found amopgdown and bottom-up strategy use
and the recall of the three types of idea units nioti between these two types of strategies and
recall of total idea units. Though there was atpasirend for subjects who used more bottom-
up strategies to also recall more total idea uKiendall's tay was only 15 percent (p = 0.29; see
scatter plot in Appendix P23).

First, subjects who used more bottom-up strategexs 47 percent more likely to recall
more audio-only idea units than subjects who usef bottom-up strategies (p < 0.01; see
scatter plot in Appendix P23). The bottom-up styee subjects gave evidence of using in this

study were identification of a single word (IDWdentification of a chunk (i.e. two or more
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connected words; IDC), translation (TRAN), or repting ideas from English to Chinese or
Chinese to English in a relatively direct way, &wery rarely) vocalization (VOC, i.e.
attempting to verbalize unidentified words). Agaali,strategies that subjects gave evidence of
using can be found in Appendixes A and U.

Second, subjects who used more bottom-up strategies 36 percenesslikely to recall
more image-only idea units than subjects who use@f such strategies (p < 0.01; see scatter
plot in Appendix P25). Since bottom-up listeningastgies, or decoding strategies, focus on the
comprehension of phonemes (word parts) and singtedsuwo build up meaning to the sentential
level, it is logical to deduce that subjects whpeateled more on these strategies would focus
less on information being delivered through theigischannel. This result is also in line with
information processing theory (Chapter Two), whidisits that language learners have limited
cognitive resources (i.e. thinking capacity), dmastcan become overwhelmed by incoming
information. In other words, the subjects in thegent study may have used more bottom-up
strategies (which they are more comfortable usiogdcus on the incoming aural information
and ignored more of the visual information duedgrative constraints. Besides supporting or
not supporting the finding that subjects with high&tening proficiency use more bottom-up
strategies, future research should also investihateelationships of the interpretations of a
preference for bottom-up strategies (i.e. choiogl) the use of more bottom-up strategies due to
cognitive constraints (i.e. necessity). One possiay to look into these non-exclusive
interpretations would be through the use of calgftdnstructed surveys together with verbal
reports and free recalls using videotexts of varididficulty levels.

Finally, subjects who used more bottom-up strategiere 32 percent more likely to
recall more audio-and-image idea units than subpbib used fewer bottom-up strategies (p =

0.02; see scatter plot in Appendix P26). Like thguits for total strategy use and total idea unit
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recall, subjects who used more bottom-up strategiesled significantly more audio-only and
audio-and-image idea units than subjects who usedrfbottom-up strategies. This could
indicate that subjects who used more bottom-uprlisg strategies perceived and processed a
message with both aural and visual elements ligg thd audio-only information. In other words,
the information from the visual channel was mottemignored by such subjects than by those
who used fewer bottom-up strategies.

The relationships among cognitive and metacogngivategies and the three types of
idea units were nearly nonexistent. Subjects wieal msore cognitive strategies were four
percent (p = 0.77) less likely to recall more auolidy idea units, one percent (p = 0.92) more
likely to recall more image-only idea units, andtpercent (p = 0.89) less likely to recall more
audio-and-image idea units than subjects who us&drfcognitive strategies. These subjects
were also three percent (p = 0.80) more likely thalnjects who used fewer cognitive strategies
to recall more total idea units (see scatter plto&ppendixes R19-23).

The above results would be reversed for subjects wged more metacognitive strategies.
This finding is counter to a number of results freflandergrift (1997b, 1998a, 1998b, 2003) and
Goh (1998), though listening texts (audio-only) &k types (immediate verbal report only, no
comprehension measure) were different than those insthe current study. Finally, it should be
noted that the relationships between linguistickedge and cognitive/metacognitive strategies
and between listening proficiency and cognitiveamegnitive strategies were also quite weak
(see discussions of Research Questions One andabewe). It may be that the type of listening
material used in the current study (i.e. shortudeentary-style news videotext) is responsible

for these different results.
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Limitations of the Study

As mentioned repeatedly in the literature of laaggilearner strategy research and in the
current study, text and task types have been showave a great impact on which strategies are
used as well as how often and in what ways theyised. As discussed above, the lack of any
strong relationships between cognitive/metacogaisivategy use and all other variables in the
current study could indeed result from the useidéotext and/or the use of the written free
recall of idea units comprehension measure. Alsnumbers and types of strategies used and
the preference for focusing on certain types adnimiation channels (e.g. audio-only) may be
dependent on educational or other characteristitsecadult Mandarin-Chinese speaking
English language learners who patrticipated inghusly. Variables investigated in the five
research questions need to be explored by futgearehers using different types of videotexts
and subjects with different characteristics, as¢hfactors could certainly influence strategy use,
linguistic knowledge and listening proficiency, lbal reporting and idea-unit recall.

Finally, an issue that has plagued learner styategparch since the very beginning may
have affected the current study: The unit-of-analigssue. Returning briefly to a statement-and-
response between researchers mentioned in Chapte®Vendergrift (1998a) judged that to
have success, listeners needed to overcome limmatguitive resources by being strategic.
Macaro, et al. (2007) however, stated the difficolt what VVandergrift proposed as attempting
to separate “strategy-related success from pewm®ptcabulary-related success,” (p. 170). In
the current study, bottom-up strategies, espeadgtification of wordandidentification of
chunk(overwhelmingly the two most commonly used bottopnstrategies, see Appendix A),
could be viewed as perception/vocabulary-relatedgsses as opposed to strategies under the
conscious control of study participants. This isgibly due to a disconnect between the listening

strategy descriptors used in this study (Appendiadd the more complete and demanding
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description categories in Macaro’s (2006) revigednework (Chapter Two). Macaro (2004) also
called for the need to describe strategies in terhaslearning goal, learning situation, and a
mental action on the part of the learner. Reseasd@teould keep this in mind as strategy
inventories are created for study purposes to av@dlangers of misclassifying subconscious
cognitive processes as conscious strategy uskelertd, results for bottom-up strategy use in
the current study, which often reached the sigaifae level, should be viewed cautiously
because of the above line of reasoning. Futureareiers are strongly advised to follow
Macaro’s framework carefully, as again, learninglg@and situations and mental actions
(including text and task types) can alter cognipvecesses.

Recommendations for Future Research

This section is divided into two parts. The firgbsection offers advice to researchers
who may plan a similar study about key choiceste€el#o the different phases of the project,
with a particular emphasis on research methdlds.second subsection explores other possible
relationships among variables in different resegubstions that future research could help
confirm or disconfirm.

Before continuing, two things should be noted.tFitss possible that topic familiarity
allowed some subjects to comprehend the videotexé successfully. The researcher chose the
topic for the operational videotext because of ssumed lack of familiarity of the topic among
the subjects. Indeed, during the verbal reportly, tovo subjects reported any knowledge of the
“tiny house” movement: one said that he had actualteived an email with pictures of Jay
Shafer’s tiny house, while another simply relatethf interested in small, energy-efficient
housing. The researcher judged that this did neg laasignificant impact on subjects’
comprehension. Future researchers could includala sf topic familiarity on a post-verbal

report/post-comprehension measure questionnaire@ng@are these results with how
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individuals performed on both the verbal repod.(humber of strategies reported) and the
comprehension measure (i.e. if a free written texfatlea units were used, scores on topic
familiarity could be compared to numbers of idedaurecalled).

Third, occurrences of bottom-up and metacognitiv&tagies in subjects’ verbal reports
were much more limited than subjects’ use of topsdl@and cognitive strategies, as can be seen
in the list of total strategies used by individaabjects in Appendix Q. The reason for this is not
clear. Subjects in this study may simply have retpreferences for top-down and cognitive
strategies. Another possibility is that evidencéattom-up and/or metacognitive strategy use
may be more difficult to collect by using immedia¢érospective verbal reports. For example,
subjects may have mentally repeated words (a betjpistrategy) they heard in the videotext,
but preferred to give a summary (a top-down stsgtednen verbalizing. The type of task they
were anticipating (i.e. a recall of idea units),ynaéso have influenced their strategy use as it did
not require them to identify the exact vocabulaggdiin the videotext. Future research should
both explore these possible explanations and ¢alkga for the different strategy categories, so
that comparisons could be made across studies bethgsimilar and different task and text
types.

Making key choices for future research projects.

In Chapter Two, one of the clear implications weat researchers have employed an
extremely wide variety of methods when investigalistening strategy use. So much so, in fact,
that reviewers of research have had a difficuletcomparing results (e.g. Hassan, et al. 2005
and Macaro, et al. 2007). This researcher strobgligves that the use of a standardized measure
of listening comprehension (e.g. the OOPT) andratheefully supported materials and methods
such as written free recall of idea units and imiaiedretrospective verbal reports sets a

benchmark for future research in the areas oflistgstrategy and videotext research. However,
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when preparing for such research projects, sekesatlecisions need to be made and the current
project is informative for this process.

First, when choosing videotext for future studresearchers should carefully determine
how much of the total information (i.e. idea unitsflelivered in each of the three information
channels as differentiated in this study: 29 tatadio-only, 18 total image-only, and nine total
audio-and-image (Appendixes H-J). For a researcjeqt;, it would be important to find a
sample that had a fairly even split among theseethypes, especially if only one operational
videotext is to be used. This may be difficult t@@amplish in a videotext of limited length.
However, if the number of one or two types of ide&s is comparatively limited, as happened
with the 18 total image-only and nine total audm-amage idea units in this study, it is quite
likely that several subjects will not recalyidea units of that type and/or that many subjects
will receive the same score (see Appendixes RFRdrtiifor scatter plot representations of U
and AlU scores, respectively). Finding a more es@it among the three types of idea units is
particularly important if more qualitative analysedl be used with the data.

Second, during the pilot study, the second of waedubjects only paused six times, and
as a result, the researcher judged that there pvelably instances of strategy use that the
subject did not have the opportunity to report. §,ibis researcher chose to allow both
researcher-initiated and subject-initiated pauseke videotext during which subjects verbally
reported their thought processes (i.e. strategywbge attempting comprehension. This was
done to try to achieve a balance between givingestdenough opportunities to report and the
freedom to speak when they themselves were awah®ofhts to report. However, researchers
should be prepared for something that occurredraktmmes throughout the verbal reports of the
27 subjects during the operational study, namedy Itloth researcher and subject tried to pause at

the same moment. This occasionally caused the texpstarting and stopping of the videotext as
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both parties clicked the pause button with the rmaantrollers. This was not judged to be a
significant distraction for the subject, as theesgsher simply reversed the videotext to the point
of the first attempted pause and then asked thedub report his or her thoughts. If future
researchers want all subjects to report the sammbers of times and at the same locations in the
videotext, then researcher-only pauses should &&. T$is might be particularly necessary if the
study in question was attempting to link (succdssfunon-successful) strategy use with the
recall of idea units. However, overall for the @meisstudy, the current researcher believes this
“dual-mode” pausing struck the correct balance betwopportunity and freedom to report.

Third, the type of comprehension measure used wtitien free recall of idea units — is
also highly recommended for future research oftiype. As with any measure used, the
researcher must be very clear in the instructi@nsrishe gives subjects in order to prepare them
mentally to be successful on the measure whileeasame time not prejudicing subjects for or
against the use of particular strategies.

There were two major reasons for choosing a writtee recall over other
comprehension measures. First, the short lengtieofideotext (143 seconds) made it very
difficult to construct more than a few multiple-¢t® or open-ended type questions. Second, the
above two types of comprehension measures willigpede subjects to using certain strategies
over other strategies to a greater degree thageadcall. For example, if a multiple-choice
guestion asks a subject to identify a certain weed in the videotext, then bottom-up strategies
and/or the metacognitive strategysedective attentiowill likely be used by subjects. Note-
taking was also prohibited as allowing it would @aaused two problems: disrupting the verbal
report itself by adding another task to the comension process, and predisposing subjects to

the strategy of note-taking, probably to the exolu®f other strategies.
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To be honest, the use of the written free recat) akcluded a few strategies from being
applied by subjects. For example, because questiersnot available before the
comprehension measure, as they would be for siheirer and multiple-choice questions,
selective attentigror deciding to listen out for certain words diormation, could not be used
by subjects. Also, metacognitive strategies invélveplanning for listening to a text were not
employable because participants could not previmwprehension questions or advance
organizers. As a further example, subjects made ws® oBummarizatiorstrategies, and it is
fairly easy to see why given the nature of thelteaak: Subjects were instructed that they
needed to remember as many details as they cartdtfre videotext, but not necessarily exact
vocabulary, and then write them down. However dbmprehension measure is calfesk for a
very good reason: It does very little to limit tiypes of answers that subjects can give. Not
coincidentally, the free recall also does not lithé types of strategies that subjects can use to
the degree that other types of comprehension messlar In any case, future researchers need
to carefully weigh how the task used for the viggowill impact the results. Though some
researchers may criticize the current study aggusicomprehension task (i.e. measure) that is
not concurrent with the listening task, the besdditallowing subjects a high degree of freedom
in the strategies they use outweigh the retrospeciature of a free written recall of idea units.
In any case, researchers need to be aware of xbartd task types can influence which
strategies participants use.

Researchers like Vandergrift (1997b) and Maca.€R007) have recognized “that
limited linguistic knowledge may ktbe underlying reason for differences in strategy use”
(Macaro et al., 2007, p. 170, italics added). HosveMacaro et al. in particular would probably
judge any “differences” to be qualitative (succakgsérsus non-successful strategy use) rather

than quantitative. Certainly from a quantitativewpoint, the results of this study showed that
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listening proficiency had a stronger relationshihvgtrategy use than linguistic knowledge.
This may mean that qualitative analyses are neegsaelp pinpoint the role linguistic
knowledge plays in listening strategy use.

Though Research Question Five explored the relstip between quantitative strategy
use and videotext comprehension (i.e. recall otlihee types of idea units), the current study
did not investigate how strategies were used inloation nor which strategies led to better or
worse comprehension. There are at least two logeed steps for qualitative analyses with the
data that has been collected in this study anddta collected in (similar) future research. One
type would include evaluating strategy use fromettls’ verbal reports according to the success
or lack of success of strategies used. For exameibal report data could be compared to the
videotext transcript to determine if bottom-up stgges led to the correct identification of
individual words or connected words (ichunk$ or if the use of top-down cognitive strategies
such as summarizing included accurate or inaccurdamation. A further qualitative analysis
would be linking the strategies subjects used tiréa the idea units they were able to recall.
This latter analysis would be more difficult sirtbere would not always be verbal evidence that
could be linked to each idea unit recalled (i.ensstrategies used would not be reported by a
subject because the strategy had been automatizkd point that it was no longer within the
subject’s conscious control — see Chapter Two).

Finally, a limitation of this study was the relaly small amount of data collected (n =
27). Studies modeled after the present one witteraobjects — and thus probably necessitating
more researchers being involved as a team — ctaddend weight to the quantitative findings if

results were similar.
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Relationships among variables beyond those explored the five research questions.

As mentioned in the discussion of the Kendallis, &atistic at the end of Chapter Three,
confidence intervals can help explore differentdtipeses than those initially investigated,
whereas statistical hypothesis testing cannot ieddithis. In other words, only calculating p-
values does not give the richness of the positiveegative ranges of the confidence intervals of
the Kendall's taystatistic and the general trends they may revdals,this section examines
other relationships between variables among tHerdifit research questions in hopes of giving
direction to future research projects beyond camfig or disconfirming hypotheses for the five
research questions.

Listening proficiency, top-down/bottom-up strategieand audio-only idea units.

Research Questions Two and Four include listenioigiency as the dependent variable,
Research Questions Two and Five also include teymdind bottom-up strategies as
independent (Two) and dependent (Five) variabled,Research Questions Four and Five also
include the four categories of idea units as inddpat variables. A closer examination of the
relationships among these results reveals integestiplications for future investigations. Table
5.1 summarizes these results (drawn from tabl€hapter Four).

Table 5.1.

Summary of Results for Listening Proficiency, Battoip and Top-down Strategy Use, and
Audio-only Idea Units

Kendall's tay Significance
(point estimate, (0.1 level)
90% CI)

Listening proficiency and 20% 009

Bottom-up strategy use

Listening proficiency and 20% 009

Top-down strategy use
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Listening proficiency and 39% < (001
Audio-only idea unit recall

Bottom-up strategy use and 47% 40.0
Audio-only idea unit recall

Top-down strategy use and 47% <0.01*
Audio-only idea unit recall

Note: See Appendixes H to J for time-ordered bigthe three different types of idea units, Appemtdifor a list of
strategies used overall by subjects, and Appendir@ach subject’s strategy totals; *statisticalignificant results

Table 5.1 shows that subjects with higher listgnproficiency were significantly more
likely to use more bottom-up strategies and tolt@eare audio-only idea units than subjects
with lower listening proficiency. The table alsalicates that subjects who used more bottom-up
strategies recalled more audio-only idea unitsplioit another way, both higher listening
proficiency and use of more bottom-up strategiesevs&rongly related to recalling more audio-
only idea units. The results for top-down stratagg are simply the reverse of results for
bottom-up strategy use (Chapter Four).

As mentioned in the summary and discussion of &ekeQuestion Four, it is not terribly
surprising that subjects with higher listening prighcy would be able to recall significantly
more audio-only idea units than subjects with lolistening proficiency. However, when paired
with the use of bottom-up and top-down stratedoesh as independent and dependent variables),
a more interesting picture of the interaction &g variables takes shape, for this may reveal
more information aboutow subjects are recalling more audio-only idea umits just that they
are doing it. Subjects with higher listening proficnappeared to depend less on top-down
strategies while recalling more audio-only ideasirtiowever, as this research was exploratory,
further investigation of all these relationshipgd® to take place.

Linguistic knowledge, top-down/bottom-up strategii@nd image-only idea units.

Research Questions One and Three include linglistievledge as the dependent

variable, Research Questions One and Five alsodadbp-down and bottom-up strategies as
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independent (One) and dependent (Five) variablesReesearch Questions Three and Five also
include the three types of idea units as indepengamables. A closer examination of the
relationships among these results reveals intagestiplications for future research projects.
Table 5.2 summarizes these results (drawn fronesal Chapter Four).

Table 5.2.

Summary of Results for Linguistic Knowledge, Topastoand Bottom-up strategies and Image-
only Idea Units

Kendall's tay Significance
(point estimate, (0.1 level)
90% CI)
Linguistic knowledge and 21% 0.13
Top-down strategy use
Linguistic knowledge and 21% 0.13
Bottom-up strategy use
Linguistic knowledge and 19% 0.11
Image-only idea unit recall
Top-down strategy use and 36% <0.01*
Image-only idea unit recall
Bottom-up strategy use and 36% <0.01

Image-only idea unit recall

Note: See Appendixes H to J for time-ordered li$the three different types of idea units, Appendifor a list of
strategies used overall by subjects, and Appendior@ach subject’s strategy totals; *statisticalignificant results

The first three results only approach the levedighificance, but they are all clearly
positive. Subjects with higher linguistic knowledgere 0.21 or 21 percent more likely to use
more top-down strategies (and thus also 21 peroeng likely to usdewerbottom-up strategies)
than subjects with lower linguistic knowledge. Asted in the previous section, this is almost the
opposite result compared to subjects with higtstetiing proficiency, who were 0.20 or 20

percent more likely to udewertop-down strategies than subjects with lower listg
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proficiency. Subjects with higher linguistic knowlge were also 19 percent more likely to recall
more image-only idea units than subjects with loliveguistic knowledge.

The final two results in Table 5.2 proved to bepgrong relationships. Namely,
subjects who used more top-down strategies wepetent more likely to recall more image-
only idea units than subjects who used fewer toprdstrategies. Conversely, subjects using
more bottom-up strategies were 36 percent moréylikerecallfewerimage-only idea units than
subjects using fewer bottom-up strategies.

Though the relationships between linguistic knalgke and top-down and bottom-up
strategies and audio-only idea units are not asigtas between listening proficiency and each
of those three (independent) variables, the relahigps are quite consistent. Also, subjects using
more top-down strategies clearly recalled more eraigly idea units (and significantly fewer
audio-only idea units). Thus, while listening poxdincy overall had a stronger relationship with
strategy us@ndidea-unit recall, the consistent confidence raofghe relationship between
linguistic knowledge and top-down and bottom-uptstgies and recall of image-only idea units
does have interesting implications when coupleth wie strong relationship between top-
down/bottom-up strategy use and image-only idetsuacall. Future research projects should
explore these relationships with subjects haviffigigint characteristics (e.g. first languages, age
and education, linguistic knowledge and listeningfipiency levels) and different videotext
types. Also, the fact that linguistic knowledge distening proficiency are not mutually
exclusive categories, but do indeed overlap, shbalkept in mind when interpreting results.

Total strategy use, listening proficiency, and ideaits.

Listening proficiency and total strategy use wevre of the variables in Research
Question Two, while total strategy use and eadhethree types of idea units were variables in

Research Question Five. The results are summanZgable 5.3.
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Table 5.3.

Summary of Results for Total Strategy Use, Listgrifmoficiency, and Idea Units Recalled

Kendall’s tay Significance
(point estimate, (0.1 level)
90% CiI)
Listening proficiency and 28% 0®r
Total strategy use
Listening proficiency and 16% 23.
Total idea unit recall
Listening proficiency and 39% <Dx0
Audio-only idea unit recall
Total strategies used and 34% 030.
Total idea unit recall
Total strategies used and 28% 0270.
Audio-only idea unit recall
Total strategies used and 1% 0.94
Image-only idea unit recall
Total strategies used and 35% 040.

Audio-and-image idea unit recall

Note: See Appendixes H to J for time-ordered bigthe three different types of idea units, Appemdifor a list of
strategies used overall by subjects, and Appendir@ach subject’s strategy totals; *statisticalignificant results

Subjects that had higher listening proficiencyeveignificantly more likely to use more
total strategies than subjects with lower listerpngficiency. Also, subjects who used more
strategies were significantly more likely to reqalbre total, audio-only and audio-and-image
idea units than subjects who used fewer totalegiras. As discussed earlier, subjects with higher
listening proficiency were also significantly mdikely to recall more audio-only idea units than
subjects with lower listening proficiency. Two réswere somewhat more surprising: 1) that

while there was a positive trend for higher listgnproficiency subjects to recall more total idea



122
units, this result was not significant (p = 0.28)d 2) that there was almost no relationship
between number of strategies used and recall ajeroaly idea units.

This series of results could indicate severalgsirfirst, subjects who have superior
listening ability and who also tend to use moratsties in their comprehension attempts, prefer
and/or depend more on the aural channel as theesofitheir information, even when the visual
channel is present and delivers independent infoomaas occurred with the 18 image-only idea
units in this study’s operational videotext. Thipe of analysis, while beyond the original scope
of the inquiry presented here, could actually beied out using data already collected by this
project. In other words, the current project sefgataut “visual strategies,” such as summarizing
image (SUM-I) or personal elaboration of image (RBLI) from “auditory strategies,” such as
summarizing audio (SUM-A) or personal elaboratibawdio (PELAB-A). Thus, future
analyses using this separation could help clahgyabove relationships between variables (see
Appendix A for a complete list of strategies subgagsed along with the coding key).

Second, the interrelationships of listening prefinay, total strategy use and the recall of
the different types of idea units were either digant or positive for higher proficiency levels
except for image-only idea units. Again, futureds#s should examine these relationships both
guantitatively and qualitatively with subjects hayidiffering characteristics and with different
types of videotexts.

Educational Implications

The exploratory nature of the current researcltplasbwith the limited number of
subjects involved (n = 27) and the particular cbimastics of those subjects significantly limits
the generalizability of the results and thus ailsaté any recommendations for curricular

development that can be made based on these rdbratsults from future research projects
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outlined in the previous section supported theifigd of the current research, then stronger
recommendations could be made.

First, if future results do indicate significaetationships between linguistic knowledge
and/or listening proficiency and the strategy adehiunit variables used in the current study,
then it would seem worthwhile for listening-skitesachers planning to use videotexts to give
students a pre-instructiostandardizedest like the inexpensive, easy-to-deliver OxfOraline
Placement Test (OOPT). This would allow the ingtsuboth to gain insight into the overall
class levels and individualize listening comprel@mastruction using videotext.

For example, if future research using a varietyidéotext types also finds that subjects
with higher listening proficiency recall more audioly idea units through the use of more
bottom-up strategies, then someone designing tegyraise instruction course using videotexts
should help subjects with lower listening profiagrdevelop bottom-up (i.e. decoding)
strategies as Vandergrift (2007) suggests. If fitesearch also supports the findings that
subjects with higher listening proficiency acqusrgnificantly less information from the visual
channel (i.e. image-only idea units), it shoulddle useful to help subjects with higher listening
proficiency pay more attention to information odiglivered through that channel. This could be
done by initially playing the videotext without thedio track and asking students to apply
different strategies to aid their comprehensioaluding summarizing the content (both verbally
and in writing), and connecting the images to peasexperience or knowledge of the world (i.e.
personal or world elaboration). As can be seenppehdix Q, subjects made heavy use of these
types of strategies.

Conclusion

If asked, most second language teachers wouldaptplagree with Rost (2002) and

other researchers in identifying the critical impoice of developing learners’ listening abilities
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to acquire overall second-language abilities. Havgesince listening comprehension is such an
internal process, with few “products” other thamgwehension test results and appropriate
verbal responses in conversations that could bie@eal, such instructors have often been at a
loss as to how to help students nurture listenkitss This research project has primarily
attempted to aid researchers in gaining a bett@enstanding of comprehension processes
through the lens of learners’ listening strategy when viewing short, documentary-style news
videotexts. A secondary, though quite interestaagptribution of this research has been in the
results of three research questions involving thisidn of the variables from the written free
recall comprehension measure into audio-only, imagg, and audio-and-image idea units. If
future researchers confirm or disconfirm findingghe current study, both for different types of
videotexts and with subjects having different chastics, then significant progress will have
been made in helping second-language listeningnézaainderstand the steps they should take in
developing their students’ comprehension abiliwen watching and listening to increasingly

available videotexts.
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Appendix A
Listening strategies: Codes, strategies, stratatpgories, descriptions — 33 total*
Code Cognitive Metacogitive | Top | Bottom Description
(TOT)" strategy strategy Down Up

CMON Comprehension \/ establishing whether one has o

(34) monitoring’ has not understood

PROID Problem explicitly identifying the central

(2) identificatiorf \/ point needing resolution or
identifying a part of the task tha
hinders successful completion

HMON Hypothesis \/ checking whether hypothesis ig

(2) monitorin93 verified or contradicted by text
or subsequent information

HCONF Hypothesis \/ confirming that interpretation of

(3) confirmatiors hypothesis is correct

SEVAL Self-evaluatiof \/ assessing one’s own listening

(3) ability or knowledge

SA* Selective \/ deciding to listen out for certain

(0) attentiorn items

SELFQ Self- interrogating self about possiblé

(42) questionina \/ answers or the best way to
proceed

sum® Summari- \/ making an oral summary of the

(10) zatiornt information presented in a
listening task (referring to a
combination of audio and imagg
information or indeterminate
type of information referred to i
the videotext)

SUM-A” Summari- \/ making an oral summary of the

(109) zation (audio) information presented in a
listening task (referring to imag
information in the videotext)

sum-1* Summari- \/ making an oral summary of the

(64) zation (image) information presented in a
listening task (referring to imag
information in the videotext)

NDED Negative \/ deducting based on what is not

(12) deductiont heard

REPR Reprisé \/ telling the “speakers” that they

(1) did not get the message across

WELAB® | World using knowledge gained from

(50) elaboratiofi \/ experience of the world

(referring to a combination of

audio and image information or
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indeterminate type of
information referred to in the
videotext)

1%

=]

e

WELAB-A* | World using knowledge gained from
(10) elaboration experience of the world
(audio) (referring to audio information i
the videotext)
WELAB-1* | World using knowledge gained from
(14) elaboration experience of the world
(image) (referring to image information
in the videotext)
PELAB" Personal referring to prior experience
(36) elaboratiofi personally (referring to a
combination of audio and image
information or indeterminate
type of information referred to i
the videotext)
PELAB-A” | Personal referring to prior experience
2) elaboration personally (referring to audio
(audio) information in the videotext)
PELAB-I* | Personal Referring to prior experience
(21) elaboration personally (referring to image
(image) information in the videotext)
GROUP* Groupingl classifying information such as
(0) words or concepts according to
their meaning or according to th
listeners’ own organization
LINF* Linguistic using known words in an
(0) inferencinﬁ utterance to fill in missing
information
VINF* Voice using pitch, volume and/or tone
(0) inferencing of voice to fill in missing
information
EXINF Extra-linguistic using background sounds and

]

(28) inferencinﬁ relationships between speakers
in an oral text, or concrete
situational referents [including
video images] to fill in missing
information

BPINF Between- using information beyond the

(6) parts local sentential level to fill in

inferencinﬁ missing information

HFORM Hypothesis suggesting a possible answer @

(24) formatiors interpretation

INT? Integratiort drawing together two or more

(22) pieces of information to reach 3

|

conclusion

=
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INT-A Integration drawing together two or more

(0) (audio) pieces of information from the
audio to reach a conclusion

INT-17 Integration drawing together two or more

(6) (image) pieces of information from
images to reach a conclusion

FEED Feedback giving comments about the aur

(9) text

IDW Identification \/ identifying (i.e. verbally

(37) of word® repeating) a word

IDC Identification \/ identifying (i.e. verbally

(45) of chunk repeating) a chunk (i.e. two or
more connected words)

VOC Vocalizatior? \/ Repeating language from the t¢

(2) (word or phrase) [usually in a
halting or questioning way]

TRAN Translatiof \/ replicating ideas from one

(5) language in another in a
relatively direct way

GU Gives up stops trying to comprehend wh;

(1) was heard

Al

Xt

At

Sources: Santos, Graham, & Vanderplank, Epvandergrift, 1997b, 2063Young 1997.
Strategies not marked with superscript are sultegiies added from the data of the present
operational study.

Note: Superscript numbers 1-3 in the table indiedieh researchers’ list the individual
strategies are from.

4 During the coding of the verbal reports, the tapvd, cognitive strategies of summarizing
(SUM), world elaboration (WELAB), personal elabaoat(PELAB), and integration (INT) were
judged by the researcher to be special cases.ddbhbse strategies was subdivided by adding
“audio” or “image” notations. This resulted in terstrategies for each original strategy: The
strategy used for audio-only information (denotethwhe addition of “-A”), image-only
information (denoted with the addition of “-1”), dreither a combination of audio-and-image
information or when the information channel beieterred to couldn’t be determined (no
additional notation).

"TOT = Total number of each strategy used in al@bal reports; see Appendix ? for totals by
each subject

* Strategies judged by the researcher as posséhgtamong those that subjects would use
during their verbal reports, but that did not attjuappear in any verbal report. Thus, subjects

gave evidence of using only 28 of the above listeategies.

*“Gives up” is an avoidance strategy and cannatategorized as either top-down or bottom-up.
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Appendix B
Transcript and coding of Pilot Participant 1 (P1) \erbal report
Videotext available ahttp://vitality.yahoo.com/

Strategies are listed nedtype, mechanics-type comments are in blue typeesearcher
comments are igreentype; ... = short pause (less than one second)

JS = researcher; VT = videotext

(Total length = 8:41, speaking begins 34 seconusracording — recording software start-up
occurred first)

JS: OK. And uh, if you can do the same thing: Ribatl sentence and then....
P1: Oh, OK.

JS: ...and talk about it, and right. Then you cart ¢ite video after you've talked about that
sentence (48 second mark)

{Subject reads, “Ten years ago, Jay Shafer dowdszan 89-square-foot house and reinvented
both his lifestyle and career in the process.”}

(Begins speaking at 58 second mark)

P1: Uh Jay... hmm... Jay changed his life-style andhiser-style 10 years ago while he
moved to a new house or he renovated his house. OK.

JS: OK.
P1: Then I click?
JS: Mm-hmm. Sure.

VT: My name’s Jay Shafer. I'm 45 years old andrélin a tiny house. | named my house
Tumbleweed and it’s just eight feet by twelve fé'eh. sure there are people out there who think
I’'m crazy for living so small, but living in thistlle house has allowed me to totally reinvent my
life. | was working as a grocery store clerk. Ateatain point, | decided | was going to escape
the rat race and build a house from scratch. Hawagonstruction experience, | figured I'd
figure...(pauses video)

P1: Um...I don't know... I don’t know if he built the houss himself or he bought the house
because the house is different, it looks reallfed#nt (saw images of Jay Shafer’'s 89-square-
foot house). How can he get a house like tlfi&2LFQ, PROID)
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VT: ...it out as | went. As a kid, | was living inG00 square feet with my family. Between the
four of us , doing all the housework, the mortgaggist seemed like more stuff and more
burden than | really wanted(pauses)

P1: It looks like, uh, um, a more beautiful... whdtiat? | know some, some Americans who
live in a truck or something. This is kind of likeat that, but it's more beautif((PKDED)...
and... anyway, | wonder if it is convenient or contédale to live in this kind of small house,
although it it look unique and beautifUELAB).

VT: ...Ultimately, | wanted to focus more on the tipinl really wanted to do and not on working
for cash so much. It's been very liberating. Thistfday of living in my tiny house felt like |1 was
finally living with just what | needed and nothingpre...(pauses)

P1: What if he... get married and have more childMfiiPhe choose to live this kind of small
house{SELFQ)

VT: ...It felt really natural to me. It wasn’t vergig after | finished building my first house that
this became a business(pauses)

P1: Oh, so he... built his house. Oh, and he even tha uh... designed... design.... He even
designed his own house and he built his own ha@3dON)

VT: ...People seemed interested in my house, soitldédo start building and designing little
places... (pauses)

P1: Oh, so that’s kind of his job... because he... Uik bis first one and people interested in
that and then he started to build the house fargthople.(SUM)

VT: ...Jay’s small homes have a really great styleytfeel more spacious than they are. My
name is Trathen Heckman. I've been working in snatality education for about a decade. |
think Jay teaches people a lot about small liviagause he is living it. A man who lives in
houses that are less thanpauses)

P1: Actually, Taiwan has this kind of small apantydut | don’t think it's really comfortable
and convenient. Um... espe... especially when youiliibe United States... SO many place
to... to live... unlike in Taiwan, people doesn’'t hawany places to um... [l don’t know] to live,
so we are forced to live in this kind of small heuBut | don’t know why people would like to
do that in the United State$VELAB)

VT: ... atenth the size of the average American basien incredible message by itself, but
then he does it in a very graceful and elegantiasyiring way, so it really shifts people’s
perception about the quality of life that can bgoagated with living with less. (pauses)

P1: Well, I think it's special to live in this kingf small house, but I still don’t know why he
would like to do that. Like what | said beforeydu have so many spaces around you, why you
choose to live in this kind of sss... small spacespd SELFQ)UNh, like this bed is too... the

the ceiling is too uh too low. So, {sighs}... | dokhow, it makes me feel stressflELAB)
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VT: ...There are a lot of advantages to living imaali house; foremost, | suppose not having a
mortgage or rent is great. Not paying much utsitie awfully nice. | pay less.(pauses)

P1: Oh, now | know one reason is paying less wtilitbills. (CMON)

VT: ... | pay less than $100 per year in utilitieghis house. | never thought(pauses)

P1: This is true. |1 think this is true becaudkinhk the bill is too... the bills that | pay for dbr

a month is too big. 1 don’t I don’t think | useattkind of... | | use that much water or...
something, but the bill is too b ELAB). But anyway{questioning tonejif you live in this

kind of small house, you still... the water... the wdtet you use still the same. It... it doesn’t
make you save money. Maybe you save you can save th the heater the fee of the heater....
But you didn’t... no I don’t think, you save some @tlkind of utili... uh some other kind of fee,
bills. (WELAB)

VT: ... I'd be an entrepreneur in anything, but ity passion to design small houses. There is a
lot of excess going on, a lot of extra waste, amdhappy...(pauses)

P1: But I think my sons will will love that. Whehey see this kind of small house, it’s kind of
like uh... a tree housgounds proud she thought of this tetridh... they will love to explore in
this kind of small housé”ELAB).

VT: ... to propose the opposite. | could never gakltadiving big. Living small has changed my
life dramatically, and | couldn’t ask for anythibetter.(end of videotext)

P1: OK... um, it’'s finished?

JS: If you have anything else, you can keep talKiggu want to.

P1: No, no. But I, well, from this film | don’t thk he... he state his um, his interested in... his
interest in building this small house... well. Whywie he want to do that? Oh, uh why.... If
that helps him to make money, then | can understaudvhy would he want to live in this kind
of small houséREP)

JS: OK.

P1: OK.

JS: Great.

---END---

(15 separate instances of strategy use; 9 diffestesitiegies used)
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Appendix C
Transcript and coding of Pilot Participant 2 (P2) \erbal report

(Total length = 10:07)

JS: OK, I think it is [recording].... So let me gottos view [on computer screen]. OK and
anytime you're ready...

P2: OK

JS: ...you can begin. And remember, try to... try tveethe mouse there.
P2: Right, this is also there. | should....

JS: Yeah.
(Video starts at 40 second mark)

VT: My name’s Jay Shafer. 'm 45 years old and/élin a tiny house. | named my house
Tumbleweed and it’s just eight feet by twelve fd'ah. sure there are people out there who think
I’'m crazy for living so small, but living in thistlle house has allowed me to totally reinvent my
life. | was working as a grocery store clerk. Ateatain point, | decided | was going to escape
the rat race and build a house from scratch. Hawangonstruction experience, | figured I'd
figure it out as | went. As a kid, | was living 47000 square feet with my family. Between the
four of us, doing all the housework, the mortgaggist seemed like more stuff and more burden
than I really wanted. Ultimately, | wanted to foausre...(pauses)

P2:{laughing} Right, you forget [to pause the videotext]. Um, AKis one’s really more
interesting. And... and... and... | did forgot the thadgput the pausing. OK, I'm ready.

JS: It's OK.
P2: Then....
JS: Anything so far?

P2: Anything? Well... | want to know how... how... um..ght, um... | really like this small
house. It's everything so organized, which... | laveery much[PELAB]. And actually, | was
watching it so closely to understand what kindhafigs he’s putting in his hou$s&LAB] .

VT: ... on the things | really wanted to do and notvweorking for cash so much. It's been very
liberating. The first day of living in my tiny hoedelt like | was finally living with just what |
needed and nothing more. It felt really naturahi@ It wasn’t very long after I finished building
my first house that this became a business. Peeglmed interested in my house, so | decided to
start building and designing little places. Jayiea$i homes have a really great style; they feel
more spacious than they are. My name is Trathekidac. I've been working in sustainability
education for about a decade. | think Jay teapkeple a lot about small living because he is
living it. A man who lives in houses that are l&ssn a tenth the size of the average American
house is an incredible message by itself, but lieedoes it in a very graceful and elegant and
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inspiring way, so it really shifts people’s perageptabout the quality of life that can be
associated with living with les§iauses)

P2:{laughing} Hmm... OK, after the first pause, then the second.., thK second part |
noticed he’s starting, uh... he’s starting a busirmsdesigning this kind of small houses for
other peopl¢SUM]. And the second speaking... no, speaker, | forgohhme, he’s talking
about how good this is for education of other peaplsomething like thgSUM].

JS: OK.

VT: There are a lot of advantages to living in aairhouse; foremost, | suppose not having a
mortgage or rent is great. Not paying much utditie awfully nice. | pay less than $100 per year
in utilities in this house. | never thought I'd Be entrepreneur in anything, but it's my passion to
design small houses. There is a lot of excess gming lot of extra waste, and I’'m happy to
propose the opposite. | could never go back todj\big. Living small has changed my life
dramatically, and | couldn’t ask for anything bettend of videotext)

P2: OK, when he said that he didn’t need to payranstgage or something, then... there’s one
thing that crossed my mind is where he can pariimiall houses? Righ{2ELFQ]He need...
however, he need to find out where to park the ésus

JS: OK.

P2: OK.

JP: OK... is that it?

P2:{laughing}

JP: Is there anything else?

P2: Anything else? Well, it's a good business, neayut | don’t think in America people will
really like it. If he can combine his business watimething related to the charity things, maybe
for poor people or something, that’s... um... not neaharity thing, it's like, he can do his
business at the same time, maybe it's relateda@dople really who needs it because from this
video | can see it's more like.shake[chic] thing.[WELAB] You know? His design for this
house looks very beautiful. It more looks like flwsomotion or something. It's like....

JS: sh..chic, you said.

P2: Right. Chic.

JS: Uh-huh.

P2: That for me, | think... for people who can... uhffoal this kind of pretty style of small
houses, possibly they don’t want such a small heojirselL AB]. Maybe for traveling, but what |

think is.... It's like, OK, it's like this: If you'rerich, right? You don’t even think about if you
want a small or big house. Right. And... but | knaw $ome people if they like to traveling,
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maybe they like this kind of small house. Therdisady have that kind of... hey? | forgot the
name. That kind of... how do you call that? Tragalingo, tra.... OK, this kind of... UHHH!
{frustrated}[indecipherable speech]

JS: It's OK. Just use words that you know to déscwhat you're thinking about.

P2: OK, I'll try.

JS: Yeah.

P2: It's like... uh... I think it's coming up... hmm... THeuse you can use for traveling, there’s
um... the big one, so... and small one. Normally fonpang, right? But some people live there
[WELAB]. But from this video, it's a little bit differen® new design of that kind of...

AAAAA! {frustrated, hits table with fistPK, I forgot.

JS: It's OK.

P2: Totally. But you know what I'm talking aboughit?

JS: Sure.

P2: So I think his market may be that kind of martr group of people. They've already loved
like camping or traveling around with their... AHHHta... hey? [indecipherable speech] OK.
JS: Trailer? Well, that’s kind of... yeah. That coblgl....

P2: Right. Then there’s another... another word.... Oidrgot.

JS: That's OK. No problem.

P2: Anyway, and so what I'm thinking, normally thertwo extreme. Three maybe. | have
already said, right? People who like travel... oytjust go... or they really live on that. Many
of them are really poor people, right? | think. ¥leannot afford a real land or something
[WELAB].... So....

JS: OK. That's fine.

P2: That word! Trailer? Um... no. Trailer, right? Ng2ughs}

JS: It's OK, Bev. We can talk about it later.

P2: Alright.
---END---

(9 separate instances of strategy use; 5 diffesteattegies used)
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Appendix D
Background Questionnaire Research ID#
Dear participant,

| would like to understand your English-learningpexences. Please help me by answering the
following questions. The information you providendzelp me understand the experience you
bring to listening comprehension activities. Theutes of this study may help you and future
generations of English-language learners betteerstahd listening processes and eventually
improve listening skills. The questionnaire shaialkle about five minutes to complete. Please try
to be as detailed as possible in answering thetignssIf you have any questions while
completing the questionnaire, please ask me. Thankery much for your time.

Jason Slimon
Ph. D. candidate, C&T (TESOL)
The University of Kansas

1. Gender: [ male [ female

2. Age: years old

3a. Do you have any hearing problemd?] Yes [ No

3b. Do you have any vision problems7Z1] Yes [ No

4. How many total years of formal and informal Eslgllearning have you had?

5. What is the highest level of education that haue achieved?
[ Bachelor degree [1 Master degree 1 Doctoral degree [ Post-doctoral study

1. Have you ever lived in an English-speaking countrgtudied English in another country?
(Besides countries such as the U.S., Canada, Ehghaustralia, and New Zealand, you
should also include places such as Hong Kong, porga South Africa and the
Philippines. If in doubt, please write the courgrggame.)

[ Yes, which country or countries?
And for how much total time?

1 No

7. Were you raised in an environment in which Esfglvas consistently spoken?

[ Yes, please explain: ] No
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8. Have you watched or do you watch news videdaiglish (TV and/or internet-based)?
[ Yes (continue with Questions 9a, 9b, and 9¢ below)
[J No (go to Question 10a)
9a. When did or do you watch news videos in English
[] More than10 years ago [ 5to 10 years ago [ 1 to 4 years ago
[ Less than 1 year ago
[ 1 have watched news videos in English for eary and continue to watch them.
9b. How often did you or do you watch news videesweek?
[] Lessthan 1 hour [ 1to2hours [J 2to3hours [ other amount

9c. Please describe the news videos that you watadiere and/or watch now.

10a. What other types of English-language listemmagerials have you listened to or
watched? (Choose all that apply.)

[J Radio program [ Listening activities for a class [] Video activities for a class

[] None [ Other

10b. When did you or do listen to or watch the make from 10a?

] More than10 years ago [ 5to 10 years ago [ 1 to 4 years ago

[ Less than 1 year ago [ 1 continue to watch news videos in English.
10c. How long did you or do you listen to or wathk materials from 10a?

[ Lessthan 1 hour [ 1to2hours [ 2to3hours [1 other amount
10d. Where did you listen to or watch the mateffiadsn Question 10a?

[ In a classroom only [ Outside a classroom only

[] Both inside and outside a classrooml] Other

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thank yourafgat your cooperation!
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Appendix E
INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT
INTRODUCTION

The Department of Curriculum & Teaching at the Wmsity of Kansas supports the practice of
protection for human subjects participating in egsk. The following information is provided
for you to decide whether you wish to participatéhe present study. You may refuse to sign
this form and not participate in this study. Ydwsld be aware that even if you agree to
participate, you are free to withdraw at any tintieyou do withdraw from this study, it will not
affect your relationship with this unit, the seesdt may provide to you, or the University of
Kansas.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This research project investigates the listenimg@sses of native Mandarin-Chinese speakers
while they view short, documentary-style news vildelivered online (by computer). The
results of this study will be used to contributdte development of English-language listening
programs and the future research of listening paee

PROCEDURES

Several days before your scheduled Oxford Onliaedthent Test (OOPT) session, you will
receive a short questionnaire from the researdtar.will be asked to fill it out and bring the
completed questionnaire with you to the testingi®®s The questionnaire should take about 15
minutes to complete.

In groups of six to ten, you will take the OOPT {80 minutes). You will sit in front of a
computer connected to the internet. Using indivighaesswords, you will sign into the testing
website and begin the exam. Audio headsets willdggl during the listening portion of the test
so that a quiet testing environment is maintaifidak researcher will be present to monitor the
exam session and answer any questions you haveslibotest begins. Upon completion of the
test, scores will be shared with you and the CE#RIIdescriptors will be handed out so that
you will better understand the ability level thia¢ ttest score indicates. Your test scores will
remain confidential and will not affect you persiyar professionally. Upon completion of the
OOPT, you will be asked to schedule a one-to-omealeeport session (see below) with the
researcher.

At the beginning of the one-to-one verbal repossgen, the researcher will explain the verbal
report protocol to you. You will be able to pause video whenever you desire, and during
those pauses, you will talk about what you arekihmpas you try to understand the video. The
first (123 second) video will be used in a practession which will be recorded using digital
audio-recording software (as a hardware test). May ask questions or for clarification when
finished. At this point, you will complete the secoverbal report session while watching a
similar 143-second news video, recorded as betwe.will then be asked to write down
everything you remember based on the contentseafii¢ivs video just completed. The total time
for the above procedures is estimated to be froro 80D minutes.
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RISKS

There are no known risks associated with the apoveedures, but if you feel uncomfortable at
any time and ask to stop, the researcher will geytaomply.

BENEFITS

By participating in this pilot study, you are aidithis researcher in his attempt to improve the
foundation of knowledge related to listening conmgresion research.

PAYMENT TO PARTICIPANTS
There is no payment for participating in this stujdigt the heartfelt thanks of the researcher.
PARTICIPANT CONFIDENTIALITY

Your name will not be associated in any publicabopresentation with the information

collected about you or with the research findimgsf this study. Instead, the researcher will use
a study number or a pseudonym rather than your ngme identifiable information will not be
shared unless required by law or you give writtermpssion.

Permission granted on this date to use and disglmseinformation remains in effect
indefinitely. By signing this form you give permaien for the use and disclosure of your
information for purposes of this study at any timé¢he future.

REFUSAL TO SIGN CONSENT AND AUTHORIZATION

You are not required to sign this Consent and Authtion form and you may refuse to do so
without affecting your right to any services yoe aeceiving or may receive from the University
of Kansas or to participate in any programs or &/ehthe University of Kansas. However, if
you refuse to sign, you cannot participate in ghigly.

CANCELLING THIS CONSENT AND AUTHORIZATION

You may withdraw your consent to participate irstbiudy at any time. You also have the right

to cancel your permission to use and disclose duaitiformation collected about you, in writing,

at any time, by sending your written request tasah Slimon, (street address deleted), Lawrence,
KS 66044

If you cancel permission to use your informatidrg tesearcher will stop collecting additional
information about you. However, the researcher osgyand disclose information that was
gathered before he received your cancellationeasribed above.

QUESTIONS ABOUT PARTICIPATION

Questions about procedures should be directeceteebearcher listed at the end of this consent
form.
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PARTICIPANT CERTIFICATION:

| have read this Consent and Authorization fortmave had the opportunity to ask, and | have
received answers to, any questions | had regattmgtudy. | understand that if | have any
additional questions about my rights as a reseaadicipant, | may call (785) 864-7429 or (785)
864-7385, write the Human Subjects Committee Lasgedampus (HSCL), University of
Kansas, 2385 Irving Hill Road, Lawrence, Kansas4®0568, or email mdenning@ku.edu.

| agree to take part in this study as a researdicpant. By my signature | affirm that | have
received a copy of this Consent and Authorizatem

Type/Print Participant's Name Date

Participant's Sigirat

Researcher Contact Information

(deleted)

This study was approved by the Human Subjects Ctteenf Lawrence on , ___2011.
This approval will remain in effect for one yeateafthe approval date.
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Appendix F
Shafer videotext transcript, separated by discoursenarkers (7 sections)

My name’s Jay Shafer. I'm 45 years old and | liwaitiny house. | named my house
Tumbleweed and it’s just eight feet by twelve fd'eh. sure there are people out there who think
I’'m crazy for living so small, but living in thistlle house has allowed me to totally reinvent my
life.

| was working as a grocery store clerk. At a cerfaint, | decided | was going to escape the rat
race and build a house from scratch. Having notcactson experience, | figured I'd figure it
out as | went.

As a kid, | was living in 4,000 square feet with faynily. Between the four of us, doing all the
housework, the mortgage, it just seemed like mui® and more burden than | really wanted.
Ultimately, | wanted to focus more on the thingsdlly wanted to do and not on working for
cash so much. It's been very liberating.

The first day of living in my tiny house felt likewas finally living with just what | needed and
nothing more. It felt really natural to me. It w&srery long after | finished building my first
house that this became a business. People seetasskiad in my house, so | decided to start
building and designing little places.

Jay’s small homes have a really great style; tkeymore spacious than they are. My name is
Trathen Heckman. I've been working in sustainap#itiucation for about a decade. | think Jay
teaches people a lot about small living because Inng it. A man who lives in houses that are
less than a tenth the size of the average Amehoase is an incredible message by itself, but
then he does it in a very graceful and elegantiasyiring way, so it really shifts people’s
perception about the quality of life that can bgoagated with living with less.

There are a lot of advantages to living in a stnallse; foremost, | suppose not having a
mortgage or rent is great. Not paying much utsitie awfully nice. | pay less than $100 per year
in utilities in this house.

| never thought I'd be an entrepreneur in anything,it's my passion to design small houses.

There is a lot of excess going on, a lot of extest®, and I'm happy to propose the opposite. |
could never go back to living big. Living small hasanged my life dramatically, and | couldn’t
ask for anything better.
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Appendix G
Jay Shafer “Tiny House” videotext: Audio idea urfdJ; complete transcript)

39 separate idea units total (10 audio idea units watimection to image idea
units underlinedsee Appendixes H and I)

Al. My name’s Jay Shafer.
A2. I'm 45 years old

A3. and | live in a tiny house.

A4. | named my house Tumbleweed

A5. and it's just eight feet by twelve feet.

A6. I'm sure there are people out there who thinkdrazy for living so small,
A7. but living in this little house has allowed teetotally reinvent my life.
A8. | was working as a grocery store clerk.

A9. At a certain point, | decided | was going taase the rat race

A10. and build a house from scratch.

Al1l. Having no construction experience, | figurbfigure it out as | went.
Al2. As a kid, | was living in 4,000 square feethwiny family.

Al13. Between the four of us, doing all the houséwtire mortgage, it just seemed

like more stuff and more burden than | really wdnte

Al4. Ultimately, | wanted to focus more on the tf8r really wanted to do and not
on working for cash so much.

Al5. It's been very liberating.

A16. The first day of living in my tiny house fdikke | was finally living with just
what | needed and nothing more.

Al7. It felt really natural to me.

Al18. It wasn't very long after | finished buildimgy first house that this became a

business.

A19. People seemed interested in my house
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so | decided to start building and designitttelplaces.

A21.
A22.
A23.
A24.
A25.
A26.

A27.
A28.

A29.
A30.
A31.

Jay’s small homes have a really great style;

they feel more spacious than they are.

My name is Trathen Heckman.

I've been working in sustainability educatifmn about a decade.

| think Jay teaches people a lot about smaifld because he is living it.
A man who lives in houses that are less themtih the size of the average
American house is an incredible message by itself,

but then he does it in a very graceful andah and inspiring way,

so it really shifts people’s perception abiing quality of life that can be
associated with living with less.

There are a lot of advantages to living immals house;

foremost, | suppose not having a mortgagewor is great.

Not paying much utilities is awfully nice.

A32.

| pay less than $100 per year in utilitieshis house.

A33.
A34.

| never thought I'd be an entrepreneur in mg,

but it's my passion to design small houses.

A35.
A36.
A37.
A38.
A39.

There is a lot of excess going on, a lot df&waste,
and I'm happy to propose the opposite.

| could never go back to living big.

Living small has changed my life dramatically,

and | couldn’t ask for anything better.
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Appendix H

Jay Shafer “Tiny House” videotext: Audio-only ideaits (AU)

29 separate idea units total (10 audio idea units wotinection to image idea

Al.
A2,
AS.
A4,
AS.
AG.
A7.
A8.
A9.

A10.
All.

Al2.
Al3.
Al4.
Als.
Al6.
Al7.
Al8.
Al9.

A20.
A21.

A22.
A23.
A24.
A25.
A26.
A27.
A28.
A29.

units have been removed from this list and the Akumberej

My name’s Jay Shafer.

I’'m 45 years old

I’m sure there are people out there who thinkdrazy for living so small,
but living in this little house has allowed taetotally reinvent my life.

| was working as a grocery store clerk.

At a certain point, | decided | was going tcagse the rat race

Having no construction experience, | figuredi figure it out as | went.
As a kid, | was living in 4,000 square feethwy family.

Ultimately, | wanted to focus more on the thsrigeally wanted to do and not
on working for cash so much.

It's been very liberating.

The first day of living in my tiny house fdilkke | was finally living with just
what | needed and nothing more.

It felt really natural to me.

People seemed interested in my house

Jay’s small homes have a really great style;

they feel more spacious than they are.

My name is Trathen Heckman.

I've been working in sustainability educatifmn about a decade.

| think Jay teaches people a lot about smatd because he is living it.
A man who lives in houses that are less thimth the size of the average
American house is an incredible message by itself,

but then he does it in a very graceful andah and inspiring way,

so it really shifts people’s perception abiing quality of life that can be
associated with living with less.

There are a lot of advantages to living immals house;

foremost, | suppose not having a mortgagewor is great.

| never thought I'd be an entrepreneur in aimg,

There is a lot of excess going on, a lot dfewaste,

and I'm happy to propose the opposite.

| could never go back to living big.

Living small has changed my life dramatically,

and | couldn’t ask for anything better.
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Appendix |

Image-only idea units, no connection to audio ideiss (and with a distinct

difference among images); 18 total

IU40. The opening image shows a bed of pink flowgrsterior shot)

IU41. Jay Shafer is entering the front door ofthig house. (exterior shot)

IU42. Jay Shafer is sitting in front of his tinyus®. (exterior shot, facing camera
one shot talking, one shot not talking)

IU43. This is a view of Jay Shafer’s living roormtérior shot, still image)

lU44. This is a view of Jay Shafer’s kitchen. (ne shot, still image)

IU45. This is a view of Jay Shafer’s bathroom.dmur shot, still image)

IU46. Jay Shafer is doing the dishes in his kitchen

IU47. This is a view of shelves (in peak of rootib@om). (interior shot, still
image)

IU48. This is a view of Jay Shafer’s shelves. (iateshot, still image)

IU49. A U-Haul truck is pulling Jay Shafer’s tinplise on a road. (exterior shot,
still image)

IU50. Trathen Heckman is talking. (interior shetgihg camera)

IU51. Jay Shafer is typing on a laptop in his lgymmom. (interior shot)

IU52. Jay Shafer is putting things on his shelvasia his closet. (interior shot)

IU53. This is a view down into Jay Shafer’s kitcHeym the loft (bedroom).
(interior shot)

IU54. Jay Shafer is taking a ladder to loft out ahshbing up. (interior shot)

IU55. This is a view of Jay Shafer’s loft bedrodmterior shot, still image)

IU56. Jay Shafer is talking to a man on the framtch of his tiny house.

IU57. Jay Shafer is exiting his tiny house throtigd front door. (exterior image)
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Appendix J
Audio-and-image (connected) idea units (AlU) — &ilto
(number of AU listed first then IU described in @atheses; underlining if only
part of AU or IU corresponds temporally with |U AU respectively. Relevant

notes follow a semicolon within parentheses. NataltAlU, but note that two AU
are connected to one U in AlU 65):

AlU 58. | live in a tiny housg (JS entering front door of his tiny house.)
AlU 59. | named my house Tumblewéefimage of house name on a sign)

AlU 60. it's just eight feet by twelve feeifurther view of whole exterior of tiny
house)

AlU 61.Having no construction experience, | figutatifigure it out as | werif.
(still shot of JS hanging out of window frame o$ hiouse under construction)

AlU 62. Between the four of udping all the houseworkhe mortgage, it just
seemed like more stuff and more burden than Iyeainted®. (video image of JS
doing dishes; part of AU directly related to |Unsitalics)

AlU 63. It wasn't very long after building my firstouse that this became a
busines¥. (JS working on design of a house)

AlU 64. | decided to start building and designiittid place&’. (exterior views of
tiny houses: one similar to JS’s, “box house” altsstittle blue house w/mountain
views behind)

AlU 65. Not paying muchitilities is awfully nicé". | pay less than one hundred
dollars per year intilities in this hous#. (JS filling kitchen container with water
from an outside tap; directly related word “utési’ initalics)

AlU 66. but it's my passion to design small ho{8gdS showing a design to a
man in his living room — shifts to close-up vieentporally, the video image
actually occurs a few seconds later, during AlUaB8 36)
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Appendix K

Pilot study subject 2 (P2) written free recall answage
(using only original 39 AU listed in Appendix G):

The first speaker of this video is about a 42 yesdgyrocery clerk who designed
his first small housé, which only 1/10 of normal people hotse

He thought people did not need that much space.

He’s travelling with this small house for promotitigs kind of life style.

He said that this way people can save lots of mén&y"' *'and its environment
friendly too.

s kind of the small house is a very good educétion

The first speaker started his business by desighisdind of small housés” *®
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Appendix L
Study procedures

Informed consent, guestionnaire, and OOPT:

1. About a week prior to the OOPT exam sessionestgwill receive an informed consent form
via email which includes a brief description of flreject (attached). The subjects will be asked
to read it carefully, sign it, and then turn itaa research assistant (~15 minutes).

2. After receiving subjects’ signed informed cortdenm, and several days prior to the OOPT
exam session, the researcher will send a demogrgpbkstionnaire to subjects via emalil
designed to collect information on age, gendert Baglish learning experiences, and English
news video watching patterns. Subjects will be dskdill out the questionnaires prior to arrival
for the testing session (~15 minutes) and retuemtko the researcher at the beginning of the
testing session.

3. In two to four groups, participants will takeet®@ OPT (~40 minutes). Each subject will sit in
front of a computer connected to the internet. smlividual passwords, subjects will sign into
the testing website and begin the exam. Audio retadsill be used during the listening portion
of the test so that a quiet testing environmentamntained. The researcher will proctor all
testing sessions for the (26) participants. Upanmetion of the test, scores will be shared with
participants and the CEFR level descriptors wilhbaeded out so that subjects will better
understand the ability level that the test scodiciates.

The one-to-one verbal report sessions:
4. The researcher will explain the procedures efvierbal protocol to the subject (introductory
explanation, 5-10 minutes):

a. A practice session will take place, using an ingeigtelivered news videotext on a laptop
computer connected to an external monitor.

b. During the practice session, the subject will &tlout the mental processes used (i.e.
what the subject is thinking) while watching arsténing to the 123-second long
videotext. The purpose is to give subjects pradtite what should be reported and how
it should be reported. The subject may pause theovat any time, but may not reverse
the videotext. The researcher will also pause tteotext at discourse markers (speaker
and/or topic transitions) and may need to prometstlibject if no verbalization is
forthcoming for long periods while listening or thg pauses in the video, with questions
such as “What are you thinking now?” (10-15 minjtes

c. The researcher will ask if the subject has anyhkrrjuestions about the process and will
provide further instruction concerning the protoiéelecessary (~5 minutes).

d. The second news videotext (143 seconds) will theended. Audio-recording software
will be used to record both the audio portion @& tideo and the subject’s verbalizations.
(10-15 minutes).

e. Prior to commencing “d” above, the subject willreeninded that he or she will be asked
to complete a written free recall of idea units.(the subject writing down all the details
he or she can recall) following completion of thperational verbal report (~10-15
minutes). The subject will be asked to type answeEnglish if possible, but to also use
Mandarin-Chinese characters if necessary for ate@pgoression of recalled ideas. The
data from this second video will be transcribediemh and analyzed. Free recalls will be
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scored by the researcher (after translation of MandChinese characters included in the
written recall, if any).

4. Total time required by each subject: 110-130uta@gs (spread over four data collection
sessions).

5. All digital data collected will remain on thegsavord-protected laptop computer of the
researcher. Questionnaires will remain in the lddieng cabinet of the researcher. Scores from
the OOPT will remain on the password-protecteddpmomputer of the researcher and on the
password-protected English Testing Learning Manager8ystem (OLMS) website (researcher
access only).
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Appendix M

Steps for verbal report of operational study

(Note starting time here: )

1.

© 00N

Make sure the informed consent form is signed. ABk, you have any questions about
the informed consent forri?

. Make sure the background questionnaire is filled Agk, “Do you have any questions

about the background questionnaire?

Make sure recording software and Second Act interrtedelivered video are
functioning properly (practice session recorded as a double-check).

Give instructions before the first practice sesgask subject to read along silently on
their page, #):

e “My research is designed to investigate how Endbsiguage learners process
short, documentary-style news videotexts in Englistill ask you to talk aloud
when you pause the video. You can use the moysauge at any time you want
to. However, you cannot reverse the video in otddisten to a part more than
once. | will also use the laptop’s touch pad toggaiie video and would also like
you to tell me what you are thinking about the wide those times. What | mean
by “talk aloud” is that | want you to say out loaderything that you would say to
yourself silently while you think. | would like fgrou to try to do this only in
English, but if you suddenlgpeak a few words of Chinese naturally, don’t worry
about it — | can have a few words or phrases tasedllater. Just act as if you
were alone in the room speaking to yourself. Doy’to explain your thoughts,
don’t talk about whether you like the video or raoid don’t write any notes. We
will have a practice session first with a videottiseon a different topic, but in a
similar style as the second video. | may ask youessimple questions if you
have paused the video but are silent for a peridoin@. Do you have any
guestions at this pointPéuse, let subject respondYou will also be able to ask
any questions you want after the practice session.”

Show subject how to use the mouse to stop/play thieleo, with emphasis on keeping
the cursor on the control bar of the video window g that the subject can quickly

stop the video at the desired point.

Start the audio recording software, making sure iis functioning properly.

Say: “You can start the video ndv

Give silent feedback like nodding my head, or “umsh’.

When the video is finished and the subject finistygmaking, stop the recording software
and save the recordinBouble-check that recording occurred as planned.

10.Ask: “Do you have any guestioris®lso, | can point out anything I think is helpftdo.
11.Ask, “Would you like to take a short break to use bathroom or have a drink?”
12.During short break, if anyrepare the second video and recording software
13.When subject is ready, reaakk subject to read along silently on their page,2:
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e Say: “Now you will watch and listen to the actuadeo | am using for the study.
We will do this the same way as before. Afterwatdsil ask you to write down
everything you can remember from this video. Do laue any questions?”
14.Repeat steps 6-9 for this video
15. Say: “On the computer keyboard, please type evierytyou can remember from the
video you just watched. Grammar and spelling atemportant as long as | can
understand the idea you type. Please type Chiresadaters if necessary to express your
meaning. Do you have any questions before you?Startake note of time it takes
subject to complete the test: )
16.When subject finishes the testake sure the MS Word file of the subject’s written
free recall is saved on the computer.
17.Thank the subject again for his or her time and efbrt.

Finis (Note ending time here: )
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Appendix N
Coded Verbal Report: Subject 10 (“Jerry”)

=

sie
0 gervy

S Verbal Report
(VT starts at 54 sec.; total time = 9:09)

VT: My name’s Jay Shafer. I'm 45years old and I live in a tiny house. | named my house
Tumbleweed and it’s just mght,tfeet by twelve feet. (subject pauses)

S . Uh...Jit's a totally different video [from the practice \ndeo] because I see a lot of ﬂowers
tree, and a house, but not a traditional house because it’s a little bit smaller and with tires! It’s
made by wood and it look like it is not located... in uh [laughs] uh downtownso and | need to
'see a man who say he just live here, so | need to see what he need to tell me.

pauses)

’

S ' Yeah,’he said people will think he’s crazy and/l think he’s crazy.

VT: living in this little house has allowed me to totally reinvent my life. | was working as a
grocery store clerk. At a certain point, | decided | was going to escape the rat race and build a
house from scratch. Having no construction experience, | figured I'd figure it out as | went.
(researcher pauses)

JS: How about that last part?
S ":You mean this part or the last part?
J5: Well, the part just before | paused.

S Uh-huh. Mm... he this man maybe he just quit uh... quit his work and'he is part of this
house and he just show some video clip... just show his some some furniture, some wood and
carpet or some his kitchen and uh... a very small toilet and maybe a bathroofﬁ,’ but... he will
he... he say he think that people will think he is crazy, so | think he will show something he is
proud of or some some adventure about his uh... his house. Yeah.

JS: OK.
S 'Ok

VT: As a kid, I was living in 4,000 square feet with my family. Between the four of us, doing all
the housework, the mortgage, it just seemed like more stuff and more burden than [ really
wanted. Ultimately, | wanted to focus more on the things | really wanted to do and not on
warking for cash so much. It’s been very libera- (subject pauses)

Note: Tally counts for total strategies used and tdtaidypes of strategies used are handwritten atdpef the page. Meanings
of codes are given in Appendix A; Totals for eaghject for all strategies are given in Appendix Q.
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L ] he say the key point, he said he won’t want work for just more_c‘asl'v\‘, so maybe he just,
like | said before, maybe he just quit his job or he loved the natural life or he he wants... uh
something is enough and he wants have a quality life. Something like that.

VT: -ting. The first day of living in my tiny house felt like | was finally living with just what |
needed and nothing more.

5l H.e said he just... when he first time live in the tiny hb,use, he think he just live with what he
wants fand ah.... | think it’s uh... | would call it... maybe it's a honeymoon because he transfer
maybe' to a totally different life so he will definitély_ think that’s good, but maybe the second
day or the third day he will face some inconvenie;
lack of water or he will... want to fax or copy sométﬁi'ng, but he hedon’t... he can’t because they ‘

don’t have the fax machine, but... | don’t.think he will talk about something like that.
28 .{-r"; l‘,”‘.,’ )
VT: It felt really natural to me. It wasn't very long after | finished building my first house that

. Maybe he will lack of electronic or he will

this became a business. People seemed interested in my house, so | decided to start building
and designing little places. (researcher pauses)

¢ . [softly] Oh cool.
1S: OK, how about....

§ . Uh... he said he uh love his tiny house and a lot of people are interested in his house too,
50 maybe someone will ask him to tototo help them to do that,jsquaybe he just sell his idea or
help people to build other house like likelike his and uh... | uhl see a lot ofvideo clip that in
maybe different country and different area, so ﬁwaybe he he earn a lot,of money than he did
before. |

JS: OK.
£ LOK

VT: Jay’s small homes have a really great style; they feel more spacious than they are. My name
is Trathen Heckman. I've been working in sustainability education for about a decade [subject

pauses; subject started to talk over the last fewwords of the videotext before he paused]
\/,_

S Ahit’s a traditional one because after he try tb!'introduce his tiny house, and say the thethe
trend point, he ah... a lot of people are interested in his house, then he will find someone,
maybe his customer or maybe someone is interested in [it will] try to say good things to this
man. And let’s see....

VT: a decade. | think Jay teaches people a lot about small living because he is living it. A man
who lives in houses that are less than a tenth the size of the average American house is an



170

incredible message by itself, but then he does it in a very graceful and elegant and inspiring way,
so it really shifts people’s perception about the guality of life that can be associated with living
with less. (researcher pauses)

S What about this?
JS: Yeah.

S Ah yesf,_ people thinly/[changes to sing-song voice], “Oh he’s good, oh he’s a good teacher,
uh... graceful life, uh g_legérlti he just teach us how to live in a tiny house,” or maybe the next
part he [Trathen Heckman] will say uh, YWe just want we just need to to just have things we

just need, we don’t need to earn lots of money and uh... work too much and we need to focus

on our real lives.” Something like that. OK.
JS: Yeah. [almost laughing]
¢ . [in whisper] OK.

VT: There are a lot of advantages to living in.a small house; foremost, | suppose not having a
mortgage or rent is great. Not paying much utilities is awfully nice. | pay less than a hundred
dollars per year in utilities in this house. (researcher pauses)

€ [laughing] And now he just talkinlg"about saving money’.’rHe say because you live in a tiny
house, and you can save a lot of money. Maybe the the... the electronic fee or you can try to
use some natural resource,/but | think you don’t have internet or other things and you cannot
watch... um... watch movie and with a very big... LED TV [laughs] [in] your tiny, so... uh, you save
money, yeah. OK. EXTINF

VT: | never thought I'd be an entrepreneur in anything, but it’s my passion to design small
houses. There is a lot of excess going on, a lot of extra waste, and I’'m happy to propose the
opposite. | could never go back to living big. Living small has changed my life dramatically, and |
couldn’t ask for anything better. (end of video)

£ Now after the last part, he just find someone to uh to introduce the man, the thethe
teacher and now this part he just try to interact with these people, and... his customer or
maybe | say his student maybe say, “Oh | just can’t go back to the city life. I love living in a tiny
houseuand uh uh... the man, the teacher just say, /I don’t want to be an entrepreneuf,}_f:l just
have uh... passion about the natural life or the tiny house and I'm glad | uh have patience to
teach others how to live in a tiny house or design, build a tiny house.” Like that. )

J5: OK.
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Appendix O

Written Free Recall of Idea Units: Subject 11 (“Sc”)
A man on this video was introduce his house.

He is 45and design his own house which is very small
AU2 AlU58
The tiny house, named TUMBL®& something, is only 8 square feets.
AIU59

In my first sights, the tiny houdsrbeaeh

And inside the house it has kitchen and living roamd_the bedroom on the top
IU44 1U45 IUS5
The house keeper say he can take every thing ihdhge convienetly and enjoy the free
Al5

The house can save many money because it don’ttheedilities.
AlU65
And | also watch another man say ‘there are venyW&SA people used to live so tiny house.’

And the second paragraph,the man drive a truck laisatiny house.
AlU49
| found the house equipped tires.

The man can take the house everywhere he want.

And there are many people began interested byduiseh
AU19

Note: Idea units (i.e. AU, 1U, and AlIU) for the aptonal videotext are shown in Appendixes H, Kl dncoded by one of three
coders as explained in Chapters Three and Fouescappear beneath the relevant (underlined) seatidtihe text; scores for all
subjects for the three types of idea units aredoamp. 81 of Chapter Four, but are repeated loeriinis subject for convenience:
AU = 0.103 (3 AU out of 29 total); IU = 0.222 (4 Iaiit of a 18 total); AlU = 0.333 (3 AlU out of Stad).
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Appendix P1. Research Question 1 — Scatter Plbingjuistic Knowledge and Total Strategy Use*
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*Linguistic knowledge isubjects’ scores (0 to 120) on the Use of Englsdtien of the Oxford Online Placement Test (OOPT);
Note: For all scatter plots “pct.” stands for “pemt.” Also, p-values are listed for statisticallgrsficant results.
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Appendix P2. Research Question 1 — Scatter Plbingfuistic Knowledge and Cognitive Strategy Use*

—] @ & ® & ®
® . ® °
® ® e @
.\ ® e
- 9 = &
S
@
®
= ® ®
=
(@) ]
8 ®
®
o - ®
®
l\_. —
| | | 1 I
40 50 60 70 80

Linguistic Knowledge

*Linguistic knowledge is subjects’ scores (0 to 128 the Use of English section of the Oxford Oaliflacement Test (OOPT);
metacognitive strategy percent = 1 — cognitive @etr¢i.e. the line of best fit would be inverted fbe metacognitive strategy and linguistic
knowledge scatter plot along the vertical axis).



Appendix P3. Research Question 1 — Scatter Plbingjuistic Knowledge and Top-down Strategy Use*
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*Linguistic knowledge is subjects’ scores (0 to 128 the Use of English section of the Oxford Oalilacement Test (OOPT); bottom-up

strategy percent = 1 — top-down strategy perdaamttbie line of best fit would be inverted for thettom-up strategy and linguistic
knowledge scatter plot along the vertical axis).
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Appendix P4. Research Question 2 — Scatter Ploisténing Proficiency and Total Strategy Use*
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*Listening proficiency is subjects’ scores (0 ta]1®n the Use of English section of the Oxford @alPlacement Test (OOPT); p-value =
0.06.
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Appendix P5. Research Question 2 — Scatter Ploisténing Proficiency and Cognitive Strategy Use*
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Listening Proficiency

*Listening proficiency is subjects’ scores (0 ta1®n the Listening section of the Oxford Onlinead&ment Test (OOPT); metacognitive
strategy percent = 1 — cognitive strategy perdestthe line of best fit would be inverted for timetacognitive strategy and listening
proficiency scatter plot along the vertical axis)



177

Appendix P6. Research Question 2 — Scatter Ploisténing Proficiency and Top-down Strategy Use*

I I
20 40 60 80 100
Listening Proficiency

*Listening proficiency is subjects’ scores (0 ta]®n the Listening section of the Oxford Onlinad@ment Test (OOPT); bottom-up
strategy percent = 1 — top-down strategy percestttie line of best fit would be inverted for th&tom-up strategies and listening
proficiency scatter plot along the vertical axjgvalue = 0.09.
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Appendix P7. Research Question 3 — Scatter Plbingfuistic Knowledge and Overall Idea Unit Recatb®&e*
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*Linguistic knowledge is subjects’ scores (0 to 1860 the Use of English section of the Oxford Oaliflacement Test (OOPT); idea unit
score is out of 56 total idea units.
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Appendix P8. Research Question 3 — Scatter Plaudfo-only Idea Unit Recall Score and Linguisticdémedge*
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*Linguistic knowledge is subjects’ scores (0 to 1860 the Use of English section of the Oxford Oaliflacement Test (OOPT); idea unit
score is out of 29 total audio-only idea units.
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Appendix P9. Research Question 3 — Scatter Plbingfuistic Knowledge and Image-only Idea Unit Ré&dore*
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*Linguistic knowledge is subjects’ scores (0 to 1260 the Use of English section of the Oxford Oaliflacement Test (OOPT); idea unit
score is out of 18 total image-only idea units.



181

Appendix P10. Research Question 3 — Scatter Ploinguistic Knowledge and Audio-and-Image Idea URécall Score*
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*Linguistic knowledge is subjects’ scores (0 to 1260 the Use of English section of the Oxford Oaliflacement Test (OOPT); idea unit
score is out of nine total audio-and-image ideasuni
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Appendix P11. Research Question 4 — Scatter Ploisténing Proficiency and Overall Idea Unit Rec&tlore*
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*Listening proficiency is subjects’ scores (0 ta1®n the Listening section of the Oxford Onlinad@ment Test (OOPT); idea unit score is
out of 56 total idea units.
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Appendix P12. Research Question 4 — Scatter Ploisténing Proficiency and Audio-only Idea Unit R#icScore*

I | I I

I
20 40 60 80 100
Listening Proficiency

*Listening proficiency is subjects’ scores (0 ta1®n the Listening section of the Oxford Onlinad@ment Test (OOPT); idea unit score is
out of 29 total audio-only idea units; p-value €1.
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Appendix P13. Research Question 4 — Scatter Ploisténing Proficiency and Image-only Idea Unit Ré&Score*
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*Listening proficiency is subjects’ scores (0 ta1®n the Listening section of the Oxford Onlinad@ment Test (OOPT); idea unit score is
out of 18 total image-only idea units.
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Appendix P14. Research Question 4 — Scatter Ploisténing Proficiency and Audio-and-Image IdeatURecall Score*
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*Listening proficiency is subjects’ scores (0 ta1®n the Listening section of the Oxford Onlinad@ment Test (OOPT); idea unit score is
out of nine total audio-and-image idea units.
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Appendix P15. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdotal Strategy Use and Overall Idea Unit RecatirSt
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*|dea unit score is out of 56 total idea units;glte = 0.03.
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Appendix P16. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdotal Strategy Use and Audio-only Idea Unit Re&abre*
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*|dea unit score is out of 19 total audio-only idedts; p-value = 0.02.
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Appendix P17. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdotal Strategy Use and Image-only Idea Unit ReSatire*

3
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Total strategies

*|dea unit score is out of 18 total image-only ideuts.
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Appendix P18. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdotal Strategy Use and Audio-and-Image Idea Ueitdl Score*
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*|dea unit score is out of nine total audio-and-g@adea units; p-value < 0.01.
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Appendix P19. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIGbghitive Strategy Use and Overall Idea Unit ReBabre*
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Cognitive pct.

*metacognitive strategy percent = 1 — cognitivatstgy percent (i.e. the line of best fit would beerted for the metacognitive and total idea
unit scatter plot along the horizontal axis); ided score is out of 56 total idea units.
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Appendix P20. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIGbghitive Strategy Use and Audio-only Idea Unit&EScore*
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*metacognitive strategy percent = 1 — cognitivatstgy percent (i.e. the line of best fit would beerted for the metacognitive and audio-
only idea unit scatter plot along the horizontabgxdea unit score is out of 29 total audio-oitlga units.
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Appendix P21. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIGbghitive Strategy Use and Image-only Idea UnitdReScore*
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Cognitive pct.

*metacognitive strategy percent = 1 — cognitivatetgy percent (i.e. the line of best fit would beerted for the metacognitive and image-
only idea unit scatter plot along the horizontakgxdea unit score is out of 18 total image-oidkya units.
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Appendix P22. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIGbghitive Strategy Use and Audio-and-Image Ided Racall Score*
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Audio-image pct
3
l

2
1

Cognitive pct.

*metacognitive strategy percent = 1 — cognitivatstgy percent (i.e. the line of best fit would beerted for the metacognitive and audio-
and-image idea unit scatter plot along the horiiaatis); idea unit score is out of nine total aidnd-image idea units.
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Appendix P23. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdopfdown Strategy Use and Overall Idea Unit ReSafire*
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Top-down pct.

*bottom-up strategy percent = 1 — top-down strategrcent (i.e. the line of best fit would be ineerfor the bottom-up strategy and total
idea unit scatter plot along the horizontal axd¢a unit score is out of 56 total idea units.
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Appendix P24. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdopfdown Strategy Use and Audio-only Idea Unit &leScore*
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Top-down pct.

*bottom-up strategy percent = 1 — top-down strategrecent (i.e. the line of best fit would be ineerfor the bottom-up strategy and audio-
only idea unit scatter plot along the horizontakgxdea unit score is out of 29 total audio-oitlga units; p-value < 0.01.
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Appendix P25. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdopfdown Strategy Use and Image-only Idea UnitaRe&xcore*
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*bottom-up strategy percent = 1 — top-down strategrecent (i.e. the line of best fit would be ineerfor the bottom-up strategy and image-
only idea unit scatter plot along the horizontakgxdea unit score is out of 18 total image-oidiga units; p-value < 0.01.
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Appendix P26. Research Question 5 — Scatter PIdbpfdown Strategy Use and Audio-and-image lded Racall Score*
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Top-down pct.

*bottom-up strategy percent = 1 — top-down strategrcent (i.e. the line of best fit would be ineerfor the bottom-up strategy and audio-
and-image scatter plot); idea unit score is outioé total audio-and-image idea units; p-valueGz20.
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Appendix Q: Numbers of Individual Strategies Used ip Each Subject (and Total Number of Each Strategy kked)

WELAB-I

WELAB  wELAB-A

REPR

SUM-A  SUM-I  NDED

CMON PROID HMON HCONF SEVAL SELFQ SUM

Name
Rita

0

James
David

Lisa

Ruth

Mary
Anna

Joan

Rose

Brian
Judy
Jane
Lori

Steve
Sara

Kevin

Larry

Frank
Ruby
Scott
Lois

Jerry

Peter

Henry
Tina

Roger
Keith

10 14

50

64 12

109

10

42

34

TOTALS
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PELAB  PELAB-A PELAB-I EXINF BPINF  HFORM INT INT-I FEED IDW IDC VOC TRAN GU

NAME
Rita

James
David

Lisa

Ruth

Mary
Anna

Joan

Rose

Brian
Judy
Jane
Lori

Steve
Sara

Kevin

Larry

Frank

Ruby
Scott
Lois

Jerry

Peter

Henry
Tina

Roger
Keith

45

24 22 37

28
27; meanings of the codes used to degzaath strategy are found in Appendix A; all subjetdésnes are pseudonyms.

21

36

TOTALS

Note: N



