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ABSTRACT 

 

This dissertation explores the effect of visuals on test-takers’ L2 listening 

processes. It uses a mixed methods design, following a concurrent transformative model 

(Creswell & Poth, 2018). There are three components to the study. The first is a 

comparison of group performance, aiming to shed light on how test-takers’ test 

performance may be affected by the inclusion of visuals. A total of 190 undergraduate 

students in China took part in this component. After being randomly and evenly placed in 

two groups according to their estimated proficiency level, their listening ability was 

assessed by a pre-test. They then took one of the two versions of a post-test, one where 

the participants could both see and hear the speakers, and the other one where they could 

only hear the speakers. A comparison of the two groups’ post-test scores using ANCOVA 

showed that the audio-visual participants scored significantly higher than the audio-only 

participants on the post-test. This indicates that the inclusion of visuals significantly 

enhanced the participants’ test performance.  

  The second component of the study is a retrospective cued recall that investigates 

test-takers’ specific listening processes. Ten participants in each group were randomly 

selected to join this part to the study. Their post-test test-taking processes were recorded 

and served as the stimuli for them to recall their viewing patterns, note-taking practice, 

identification of authentic features, and question-answering approaches. The comparisons 

between the two groups showed individual and group similarities, along with differences 

in every aspect of the listening processes.  
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The last component is an analysis of the notes taken by the test-takers. The 

qualitative participants’ notes taken during the post-test were rated regarding the correct 

levels of information noted, overall organization, and irrelevant and incorrect information 

noted. Using Spearman’s correlations, the note quality was correlated with the post-test 

scores in each condition. No significant correlations were found. This indicates that there 

was no substantive relationship between the participants’ note quality and test scores.  

Based on the results of the study, I advocate for the practice of including visuals 

in L2 listening tests, and an expansion of the construct definition of academic lecture 

listening to include the assessment of test-takers’ ability to understand visual cues. I also 

propose a five-dimension authenticity scale to measure the authenticity level of L2 

listening input used on L2 listening tests. The study also has several other practical 

implications that are useful for L2 listening research, test development, and teaching and 

learning. Key limitations are acknowledged and discussed, and future research directions 

are suggested. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background and Statement of the Problem 

 Due to its receptive nature, second language (L2) listening remains the least 

understood and the least researched language skill compared to reading, writing, and 

speaking (Call, 1985; Mueller, 1980; Vandergrift, 2007, 2010; Wolvin & Coakley, 1996). 

Yet it is a very important component of L2 proficiency because it is the most widely used 

skill (Rankin, 1928), and it plays a fundamental role for L2 learners to develop other  

language skills and achieve successful communication (Dunkel 1991a; Rost, 2011; 

Vandergrift, 2007, 2011). In order to gain a deeper understanding of L2 listening as a 

cognitive ability, it is necessary to observe learners’ performance on some tasks, which is 

often times a listening test (Buck & Tatsuoka, 1998). Therefore, to better reflect learners’ 

L2 listening ability, growing attention has been paid to how L2 listening assessment can 

be improved.  

One attempt to improve the quality of L2 listening assessments is closely 

associated with the rapid development of technology, which has expanded options for 

how listening tests are delivered and how spoken texts are presented in listening tests 

(Geranpayeh & Taylor, 2013; Gruba & Suvorov, 2019; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). 

Computer-assisted language testing has been widely adopted, in the hopes of improving 

the efficiency of test administration, especially for high-stakes standardized tests 

(Suvorov & Hegelheimer, 2013). Compared to the traditional paper-and-pencil format, 

Computer-assisted language testing allows for multimedia input to be used in presenting 
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the spoken texts to test-takers (e.g., Douglas & Hegelheimer 2007; Jamieson 2005; 

Ockey, 2009). In particular, visuals are gradually being incorporated into listening input, 

and increasingly, high-stakes standardized tests have included pictures of speakers and/or 

key words in speech to accompany audio recordings (e.g., IELTS, iTEP, PTE, and 

TOEFL iBT).  

There are numerous reasons to include visuals in listening tests both from a 

theoretical and practical perspective, especially in academic listening tests (Ockey & 

Wagner, 2018). For example, visuals provide additional sources of information in 

addition to the traditional audio-only input, including the speakers’ kinesic behaviors, 

content-related information, such as key words written on the board, and the physical 

background context of the speech, such as the speakers and the settings (e.g., Baltova, 

1994; Bejar et al., 2000; Gruba, 1997; Kellerman, 1990, 1992; Parry & Meredith, 1984; 

Progosh, 1996; Shin, 1998; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005; Wagner, 2007, 2008, 2010a, 

2010b). Testing L2 listening without the use of visuals may threaten the validity of the 

inferences made from the test results due to construct underrepresentation, because 

testing in this way diverges from the majority of real-life listening tasks that test-takers 

may encounter in the target language use (TLU) domain (Messick, 1989, 1996; Wagner, 

2010a, 2010b, 2013, 2014a). Students also have reported that they prefer videotexts over 

audio-only texts used in listening tests in a variety of studies (e.g., Baltova, 1994; Parry 

& Meredith, 1984; Progosh, 1996; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005; Wagner, 2002, 2010a).  

However, the use of visuals, especially videotexts, in standardized L2 listening 

tests is still surprisingly limited. This may be attributed to a number of factors. From a 

theoretical standpoint, there has been no consensus on the construct that should be 
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assessed in a listening assessment, which has been noted in numerous studies (e.g., 

Alderson & Banerjee, 2002; Buck, 2001; Ockey, 2007; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011). 

Some researchers contend that the listening construct should be expanded to involve 

understanding both verbal and non-verbal information during a listening task, because 

this more closely resembles the listening tasks that test-takers may encounter in real life 

(e.g., Gruba, 1997; Ockey 2007; Wagner, 2008, 2010a, 2013). In contrast, others believe 

that test-takers’ abilities to understand subtle visual information is not part of language 

ability, so including visuals may misrepresent the listening construct and possibly distract 

test-takers (e.g., Buck, 2001). More empirical evidence is called for to add insights to this 

debate. 

Another issue with the use of videotexts involves how to categorize different 

types of visuals. One of the most common practices is to categorize visuals as being 

either context- or content-related (Bejar et al., 2000; Ginther, 2002; Ockey, 2007). 

Context visuals are the ones setting the scene or cuing a change in speaker, such as a 

picture of the speaker who is talking, and the room in which the spoken text is delivered 

(Ginther, 2002). Content visuals show information related to the content of the spoken 

text, such as a picture of a blackboard with key phrases, and a PowerPoint slide showing 

key words in the spoken text (Ginther, 2002). More specifically, there can be context-

only still images, context-only videos, content still images, and content videos, depending 

on the mode of input (Ockey, 2007). However, differentiating types of visuals into 

context- or content-related categories can be problematic because visuals can actually 

contain both content and context information (Pettersson, 2002). Hence, alternative ways 

to differentiate types of visuals were suggested by a few researchers (e.g., Lesnov, 2017, 



 4 

2018a, 2018b; McCuistion, 1991; Suvorov, 2013), though these alternatives have not 

been widely adopted.  

Finally, perhaps the most relevant (and unresolved) issue related to the use of 

visuals is how they actually affect test-takers’ listening performance. This topic has been 

examined mostly by comparing test-takers’ test scores for tests delivered in different 

channels (e.g., audio-only or audio-visual) and/or with different types of visuals as 

classified above. While the majority of studies found facilitative effects for using visuals 

in a listening test (e.g., Baltova, 1994; Lesnov, 2017; Shin, 1998; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 

2005; Wagner, 2010a, 2013), a small number of studies reported no significant 

differences among test-takers’ scores in different groups (e.g., Batty, 2015; Coniam, 

2001; Cubilo, 2017; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Gruba, 1993; Londe, 2009; Suvorov, 2013) 

or lower test performance for test-takers receiving visual input (e.g., Pusey & Lenz, 2014; 

Suvorov, 2009). A few other studies also found that visual information was only 

facilitative for certain tasks, text types, and learners (e.g., Brett, 1997; Ginther, 2002; 

Parry & Meredith, 1984). These conflicting results indicate how difficult it is to compare 

and synthesize these empirical studies due to the studies’ different foci and research 

design.  

More importantly, how test-takers actually interact with the visual information 

has not been fully explored. Surprisingly little research has been conducted to understand 

what test-takers actually do while taking an L2 listening test delivered with visuals 

(Wagner, 2007, 2010a). Scrutinizing test-takers’ listening processes is interesting and 

important. It is also practically rewarding, because the results can inform L2 listening test 

development and teaching practices. For the few studies that have focused on this issue, it 
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has been shown that test-takers vary regarding the extent to which they attend to visual 

information (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2015, 2018a; Wagner, 2007, 2008, 

2010a, 2010b). Nevertheless, a number of areas still remain unclear and call for further 

investigations pertaining to academic listening. 

 First and foremost, there is a lack of understanding of all aspects of test-takers’ 

listening processes throughout an entire listening test. Listening is a multiple-stage 

process that involves input processing and response production (Bejar et al., 2000). In 

this process, listeners decode the audio and/or visual information, take notes, and utilize 

all sources of information to answer comprehension questions. Current research on the 

effects of visuals in listening tests mostly has a narrow focus on how test-takers utilize 

visuals to understand the input (e.g., Wagner, 2007, 2008; Suvorov, 2018a). Research 

interest has been expanded by only a handful of researchers, and to a limited extent, by 

investigating the effects of visuals on test-takers’ note-taking and/or question-answering 

practice (e.g., Cubilo, 2017; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Li, 2013a; Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 

2013, 2018b). Also notably absent from the literature are studies that link test-takers’ 

note quality to test performance. Additionally, one of the main arguments for utilizing 

audio-visual listening materials is to increase authenticity. However, only a few studies 

have utilized spontaneous or semi-authentic spoken texts (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 

2015, 2018a). Among these studies, none investigated how test-takers responded to the 

authentic features in the spoken texts, such as connected speech and hesitation 

phenomenon (as defined by Wagner, 2018a).  

Secondly, there is a lack of comparison between test-takers’ listening processes in 

audio-only and audio-visual conditions. Most of the existing studies focused on the 
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processes of test-takers who received the visual prompts (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 

2007, 2008, 2010a, 2010b; Suvorov, 2015, 2018a), whereas processes of test-takers in an 

audio-only condition were barely examined. Without a comparison between the two 

groups, a great amount of information is missing regarding how test-takers construct 

meaning and produce responses differently in differing conditions.  

Lastly, methodologically speaking, most of the qualitative data gleaned from test-

takers’ interviews or self-reports were collected in their second language (e.g., Ockey, 

2007; Wagner, 2008; Suvorov, 2018a), which may have resulted in inaccurate or 

superficial data due to the proficiency limitations of the participants and the cognitive 

load of the reporting tasks. Offering test-takers options to report their listening processes 

in their first language or a mix of their first and second language should serve to yield 

more in-depth data. 

Purpose of the Study 

The present dissertation study aims to address these gaps in the literature and 

comprehensively investigate all aspects of test-takers’ listening processes throughout the 

entire course of an L2 listening test. It has three focuses: (a) the impact of the inclusion of 

visual information on test-takers’ L2 listening performance; (b) test-takers’ use of 

different types of audio and visual information while listening to the spoken texts and 

answering comprehension questions; this includes how test-takers interact with various 

authentic features and/or visual information in both audio-only and audio-visual 

conditions to construct an understanding, and how they use multiple sources of 

information to answer the test questions; and (c) test-takers’ note-taking processes and 

the relationship between the quality of their notes and test scores.  
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The overall design of the study followed a concurrent transformative model 

described by Creswell and Poth (2018). Quantitative and qualitative data were collected 

approximately at the same time. The qualitative data were then coded and transformed 

into quantitative data to generate inferential statistics. There are three parts to my study to 

investigate the three areas of research focus discussed above: a comparison of group 

performance; a retrospective cued recall component that investigates test-takers’ specific 

listening processes; and an analysis of the notes taken by the test-takers. 

In order to examine the first component, the comparison of group performance, 

participants took two versions of a same listening test in two different conditions (i.e., 

with or without videos), and their scores were compared, controlling for their listening 

ability, to see if there was a statistically significant difference in performance. In 

investigating the second component, which involved an examination of  participants’ 

specific test-taking processes, ten participants in each condition were solicited to join the 

retrospective cued recall sessions where they reported in detail their test-taking processes 

with their individual test-taking recordings as the stimuli. Comparisons were made 

between the two groups pertaining to their viewing patterns, note-taking practice, 

identification of authentic features, and sources of information utilized to answer the 

comprehension questions. Regarding the third component, which investigated the relation 

between participants’ note quality and test performance, participants’ notes taken during 

the listening test were rated in regard to the notes’ overall organization and how well they 

captured the levels of information in each lecture. Scores for note quality were then 

statistically correlated with participants’ test scores so that the relationship between the 

quality of notes and test performance could be explored. Insights gained from these 
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explorations will serve as empirical evidence to further the discussion on the L2 listening 

test construct.  

Hypotheses 

Based on the existing literature, I created a general hypothesis for each 

component above. First and foremost, I hypothesized that participants who had access to 

visuals while listening would score significantly higher on the listening comprehension 

test. This has been found by the majority of researchers investigating the effects of 

visuals on test scores (e.g., Baltova, 1994; Shin, 1998; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005; 

Wagner, 2010a, 2013). Visuals provide test-takers with information redundancy, which 

gives them clues to identify the speaker and context of the input (e.g., Bejar et al., 2000; 

Ginther, 2002; Picou et al., 2011), and facilitates test-takers’ inference making and 

hypothesis testing (e.g., Antes, 1996; Cross, 2011; Guichon & McLornan, 2008). Test-

takers can also utilize the nonverbal information such as the speakers’ gestures and facial 

expressions to better understand the aural text (e.g., Wagner, 2007, 2008). Hence, the 

audio-visual participants were expected to score higher on the test. Since the existing 

studies that investigated the effects of visuals on test-takers’ test performance have 

yielded inconclusive results, and a number of these studies have crucial limitations, the 

current study would add insights to this issue through a careful design of listening tests 

and research procedures. 

For the second part of the study, I hypothesized that participants would vary 

extensively, both between and within groups, regarding their listening processes, 

including the extent to which they utilize certain information from video or audio 
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recordings, take notes, identify authentic features, and utilize sources of information to 

answer comprehension questions. The general idea that test-takers’ listening processes 

vary when they receive audio-visual input has been supported by several researchers from 

different perspectives. For instance, quantitatively, Ockey (2007) and Wagner (2007, 

2010a) focused on the rate of video viewing of their participants, and individual and 

group differences were found. Suvorov (2013, 2015) measured participants’ fixation rate, 

dwell rate, and the percentage of the total dwell time using eye-tracking technology. The 

participants showed significant differences in the first two viewing patterns watching 

content versus context videos, although such variance did not contribute to differences in 

participants’ test scores. Batty (2017, 2020) also utilized eye-tracking technology, 

measured test-takers’ dwell time, and showed that the test-takers spent 81% of the time 

focusing on speakers’ facial cues. The test-takers also tended to attend to the listener’s 

visual cues compared with the speaker’s when the question items assessed abilities to 

understand implicit information. Based on these research findings, I expected to see 

variations in participants’ listening processes in their use of visual and audio information, 

note-taking, and question-answering methods within each condition. In addition, the 

focus of this inquiry is comparing test-takers’ processes in the audio-only condition with 

those in the audio-visual condition. Since test-takers relied on different sources of 

information in the input to achieve understanding, their specific listening processes were 

expected to differ. The current study would contribute to the field since it compares the 

listening processes that test-takers demonstrate in both audio-only and audio-visual 

conditions. It also focuses on multiple aspects of test-takers’ listening processes, which 

reveals a fuller picture of test-takers’ listening processes. 
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Pertaining to the third part of the study, I hypothesized that when participants took 

higher quality notes, they would score higher on the comprehension test. In the literature, 

the quality of test-takers’ notes has been operationalized using the numbers of different 

levels of information captured and the overall organization of the notes (e.g., Austin et 

al., 2004; Clerehan, 1995; Kiewra & Fletcher, 1984; Song, 2012). The participants’ notes 

were rated using criteria developed accordingly in the current study. These criteria have 

been suggested to be indicators of L2 test-takers’ listening proficiency (Song, 2012). 

Other than direct L2 listening research, some other studies have demonstrated a positive 

correlation between the quality of lecture notes and overall academic achievement (e.g., 

Kiewra et al., 1987; Kiewra et al., 1995). Therefore, I hypothesized that participants in 

the current study would receive higher test scores for notes that were of better quality. 

Through this investigation, the current study links quantitatively test-takers’ note quality 

and test performance in an audio-visual condition, further advancing the understanding of 

the effects of visuals in L2 listening tests.    

Overview of Dissertation  

 This chapter aimed to introduce the background of the research problem and 

demonstrate the gaps in the existing research in order to justify the current study. 

Specifically, the gaps include: (a) a need for more research in test-takers’ entire listening 

processes throughout a listening test, taking into consideration their interactions with 

authentic features, visuals, note-taking, and question-answering methods; (b) a lack of 

comparison of listening processes between test-takers taking an audio-visual version of a 

test and the ones taking an audio-only version; and (c) a lack of opportunity for test-

takers to provide verbal reports of their test-taking processes in their first language. 
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In Chapter Two, I will review the literature regarding relevant issues and pinpoint 

the gaps in the literature with a more detailed explanation. In Chapter Three, I will report 

the methods of my dissertation, informed and modified based on the results of a smaller-

scale pilot study. I will delineate the research findings in Chapter Four, followed by a 

discussion of the results and theoretical and practical implications in Chapter Five. The 

last chapter, Chapter Six, concludes the dissertation by summarizing the main findings, 

acknowledging the research limitations, and suggesting directions for future research.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 This chapter presents a review of the literature related to the effects of visuals in 

L2 listening assessment. The chapter first reviews the literature concerning the 

conceptualization of L2 listening, including its definition, process, and categorization. 

Next, the review focuses on L2 listening assessment and examines the construct of L2 

listening, factors that may affect L2 listening and L2 listening test-taking, and note-taking 

and question-answering approaches in L2 listening tests. Following this section is a 

review of the methodological approaches to the examination of L2 listening tests 

delivered with video texts. Research gaps are then identified, followed by three sets of 

research questions aiming to address the gaps. Finally, the chapter concludes with a short 

summary of the literature review. 

Second Language Listening Comprehension 

Conceptualizing Listening 

Listening is one of the four traditional language skills along with reading, writing, 

and speaking, but it has long attracted the least attention and understanding among the 

four (Call, 1985; Field, 2009; Harding, 2012; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Wolvin & 

Coakley, 1996). Early views treated L2 listening as a passive skill that could be 

developed simply by providing students with spoken input (Call, 1985). Later on, it came 

to be recognized as an active and fundamental skill in enhancing the other three abilities, 

and therefore received more attention in language teaching and research (Call, 

1985; Field, 2009; Morley, 2001; Rubin, 1995).  
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A plethora of definitions have been proposed to conceptualize listening 

comprehension and the process of listening, trying to capture its nature as a “high-

complex problem-solving activity” (Byrnes, 1984, p.318) with “a complex interplay of 

linguistic and extralinguistic, contextual (often visual) information cues” (Mueller, 1980, 

p. 335). Some researchers focused only on the receptive aspect of listening, and most of 

the earlier definitions only took the auditory channel into consideration (Glenn, 1989; 

Lado, 1961). For instance, Rankin (1928) contended that listening is “the ability to 

understand spoken language” (p. 624). Lado (1961) proposed that listening 

comprehension is the “recognition control of the signaling elements of the language in 

communication situations” (p. 206). Other researchers explicitly considered visuals as a 

part of listening input. For example, Wolvin and Coakley (1985) referred to listening as 

“a complex communication behavior, involving a process of receiving, attending to, and 

assigning meaning to verbal and/or non-verbal stimuli” (p. 20). Baltova (1994) suggested 

that “in real-life listening comprehension we not only ‘listen’ but more often than not 

‘view’ the message as well, and interpret the two modes of information in a similar way” 

(p. 508). Rubin (1995) defined listening as consisting “of processing information which 

listeners get from visual and auditory clues in order to define what is going on and what 

the speakers are trying to express” (p. 151).  

 In general, listeners are engaged in an inferential process during listening, where 

they utilize their linguistic, discoursal, prior, and contextual knowledge at the same time 

to form a mental representation of the spoken texts (Hulstijn, 2003; Rost, 2011; 

Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). These types of knowledge are activated and utilized in top-

down and bottom-up processes in a parallel fashion (Bechtel & Abrahamsen, 1991; 
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Flowerdew & Miller, 2005; Lynch & Mendelsohn, 2002; Rost, 2011; Vandergrift & Goh, 

2012). Listeners engage in top-down processes when they activate their contextual and 

schematic knowledge to create a conceptual understanding of the spoken texts, whereas 

they are involved in bottom-up processes when they utilize their linguistic knowledge 

while segmenting and attempting to make sense of the spoken text from the smallest 

phoneme level to word-, sentence-, discoursal-, and other higher levels (Vandergrift & 

Goh, 2012).  

A full elaboration of the levels of analysis during a complete listening process 

was presented by Field (2013). Suggesting that there had been a dearth of research on 

models of stages of L2 listening processes, Field first introduced two models representing 

L1 listening processes on which his L2 listening model drew. The first one was described 

by Cutler and Clifton (1999) who suggested a four-level model that includes decoding, 

segmenting, recognizing, and integrating. This model focuses more on the lower-level 

decoding processing of listening, while the way that meaning is constructed is 

underrepresented (Field, 2013). The other model Field analyzed was a three-level one 

described by Anderson (1995). According to Field (2013), Anderson’s (1995) 

information processing model was the most cited model in the L2 literature. The first 

level is decoding, in which the listeners hear the speech stream and utilize their linguistic 

knowledge to form a phonetic representation of the input. The second level is parsing, 

where the listeners activate their lexical knowledge based on the phonetic representation 

to form parsed speech that is matched to syntactic structures. The third level is utilization, 

and the listeners at this level utilize their prior, pragmatic, and discoursal knowledge to 

generate meaning from the parsed speech and form a mental representation of the speech. 



 15 

However, Field (2013) argued that the name of utilization was misleading and should be 

replaced by “meaning construction” or “discourse construction” (p. 94). Furthermore, he 

contended that the decoding and utilization levels should each be divided into two sub-

levels due to the different knowledge sources and goals engaged in them. He therefore 

proposed a five-level model associated with L2 listening processes as:  

(a) input decoding: when the listeners utilize their phonological knowledge to 

decipher the phonemes and suprasegmental information in the acoustic cues;  

(b) lexical search: when the listeners utilize their lexical knowledge to segment 

words and match them with the speech that they have heard based on the frequency of the 

words;  

(c) parsing: when the listeners utilize syntactic knowledge to recognize words and 

form syntactic patterns according to the understanding of the spoken text that they have 

heard so far to construct the proposition;  

(d) meaning construction: when listeners utilize their world knowledge and 

inferencing ability to derive meaning from the proposition;   

And (e) discourse construction: when the listeners utilize pragmatic and 

discoursal knowledge to generate meaning related to the spoken text, integrate new 

meaning, and extend it to the larger listening tasks. 

There have also been other studies seeking to understand listening processing 

from slightly different perspectives. For instance, Gruba (1999) conceptualized listening 

from a connectionist perspective. Meaning is no longer treated as knowledge outside of 

the listener; instead, it is constructed by the listener through processing multiple stimuli 

simultaneously and revising and reorganizing the perceived meaning ongoingly as new 
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stimuli are received (Kintschm, 1998, White & Gunstone, 1992). Gruba also cited that, 

“meaning is not in the text, but is something that is constructed by listeners based on a 

number of different knowledge sources” (Buck, 1995, p. 117). In addition, the process of 

constructing meaning is “based on multidimensional relationships between the learner 

and all the internal and external influences and the intrinsic and extrinsic elements 

involved in that learner’s reality” (Vogley, 1995, p. 41). Therefore, listening 

comprehension is a dynamic process, involving interactions among a variety of sources 

of information both internal and external to listeners (Buck, 2001; Ockey, 2007). 

To bring another alternative perspective, Rost (2011) detailed listening as 

involving four types of processing. They include neurological processing, linguistic 

processing, semantic processing, and pragmatic processing. Neurological processing is 

concerned with the mechanisms of hearing, and it underscores the roles conscience and 

attention play in meaning building. Linguistic processing and semantic processing is 

similar to bottom-up and top-down processing, respectively, as discussed earlier. During 

linguistic processing, listeners decode sounds, recognize words, and apply syntactic 

knowledge. During semantic processing, listeners construct meaning while resorting to 

relevant schemata. Pragmatic processing involves listeners’ use of contextual information 

and social knowledge to achieve appropriate comprehension and communication. It is 

very important to note that these four types of processing are related and supplementary 

to each other, rather than being carried out separately. Namely, listeners are engaged in 

these types of processing in an overlapping manner. 

While these definitions and conceptualizations of listening as a receptive skill are 

useful, they only show part of the picture. In real-life situations, the listening tasks people 



 17 

are often involved in encompass two stages: a listening stage and a response stage (Bejar 

et al., 2000). As Figure 2.1 shows, the listening stage mainly involves transferring the 

received acoustic signal into a set of propositional representations by utilizing specialized 

receptive and general cognitive processes and activating three types of knowledge 

(situational knowledge, linguistic knowledge, and background knowledge). Listeners’ 

propositional representations may vary due to their differences in knowledge, working 

memory capacities, and cognitive processes. After this listening stage, listeners then 

move on to a response stage completing a response task either in a written or oral form 

mediated by their knowledge, cognitive factors, and proficiencies in other skills required 

to respond. This model is believed to capture a fuller picture of the listening 

comprehension process. Therefore, in the case of the present dissertation research, Bejar 

et al.’s model is used to operationalize students’ listening processes in understanding 

academic lectures.  
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Figure 2.1 

Process of Listening (Adapted from Bejar et al., 2000, p.3) 

 

As can be seen, there has been no consensus on how to define listening 

comprehension (Bejar et al., 2000; Brindley, 1998; Buck, 2001; Suvorov, 2013; Wagner, 
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2002; Wolvin & Coakley, 1996). In fact, it is almost impossible to achieve a global 

definition (Wagner, 2002), because listening is an invisible process, lacking empirical 

evidence by directly observing what takes place while it is happening (Rost, 2011). 

Listening also varies depending on a myriad of factors such as its purpose (Richards, 

1983), context (Buck, 2001), learners’ proficiency level (e.g., Brown, 1986) and so forth. 

Therefore, “it is more desirable to have multiple definitions” (Bodie et al., 2008, p. 7) and 

specify these factors with which listening takes place. In the next section, I will present a 

review of the literature concerning how listening could be categorized according to these 

contextual features, based on which the focus of the current study, academic listening, 

was selected.   

Types of Listening 

Researchers have proposed numerous ways to classify types or purposes of 

listening. For instance, Brindley (1998) classified listening as the ability to understand 

specific information, understand main ideas, and make inferences. Bejar et al. 

(2000) categorized listening as “(a) listening for specific information, (b) listening for 

basic comprehension, (c) listening to learn, and (d) listening to integrate information” 

(p.10). Field (2009) indicated that listening can be (a) global, including skimming, phatic 

communion, listening for the plot and commentary, conversational listening, information 

exchange, close listening, and listening to check critical facts; and (b) local, including 

unfocused and focused scanning, search listening, message listening, close listening, 

listening to vital instructions, and listening to the form of words. These lists of what 

listening entails demonstrate its complexity, indicating that there can be a plethora of 
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different purposes for a listening activity. They are most definitely influenced by the 

contexts where listening takes place (Richards, 1983).  

Richards further differentiated conversational listening from academic listening in 

particular. This approach stresses the characteristics of listening as being situational and 

dependent on its context. However, conversational and academic listening may overlap 

with each other (Suvorov, 2013). Within an academic context, different purposes include 

not only listening to lectures, but also listening to conversations about school life, and so 

on and so forth. Nonetheless, as Suvorov (2013) argued, academic listening, as a very 

special situation where listening activities take place, should be viewed as a specific 

register of language. This perspective is of great importance in relation to L2 listening 

because a common goal for L2 learning is to pursue education in a country where the L2 

is spoken. It is therefore also very insightful and relevant for L2 listening assessment, and 

a great number of large-stakes standardized tests are developed to assess L2 learners’ 

abilities in understanding academic language. Thus, academic listening, as a specific 

genre, will be the focus of the present study. 

 Academic listening can be both one-way (e.g., a professor’s monologue) and 

interactional (e.g., an informal conversation between students and the professor, or a 

conversation about school life among students) (Flowerdew, 1994). In particular, with 

transactional academic listening, L2 listeners have to process both visual and audio 

information at the same time, take notes, and process a vast amount of academic 

vocabulary and content (Suvorov, 2013). Therefore, this type of listening has been argued 

to be especially important (Flowerdew, 1994) and challenging (Smidt & Hegelheimer, 

2004; Suvorov, 2013) for L2 English speakers. Expanding the current understanding of 
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learners’ L2 listening processes with this type of listening is helpful in further facilitating 

learners’ academic listening development to tackle the special challenges posed by 

transactional listening. Thus, in the present study, I chose to focus on transactional 

academic listening.  

As Buck and Tatsuoka (1998) put it, “although we are concerned with cognitive 

abilities, we must arrive at these by observing performance on some task, in this case a 

test” (p. 132). Hence, the present study involves assessing test-takers’ L2 listening 

abilities using listening tests, and in the next section, I will synthesize literature related to 

L2 listening assessment. 

L2 Listening Assessment 

Construct of L2 Listening 

 Weir (2005) stated that before developing a language test, we need to clearly 

define the construct of the ability that is being assessed. Informed by the 

conceptualizations of what L2 listening entails, L2 listening researchers have attempted 

to clarify the L2 listening construct to ensure that a listening test is suitable for its 

intended purpose and can serve as a valid indicator of test-takers’ listening proficiency 

levels (Suvorov, 2013).    

By and large, most researchers associate test-takers’ listening abilities with a set 

of listening skills on “a hierarchy from lower order (involving understanding of 

utterances at the literal level) to higher order (involving inferencing and critical 

evaluation)” (Brindley, 1998, p. 172). Accordingly, a few taxonomies have been 

proposed regarding both general and specific skills involved in listening, some of which 
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“have been used as a basis for identifying the language operations to be sampled in 

listening tests” (p.172). Richards (1983), for instance, developed a taxonomy comprised 

of 33 and 18 micro-skills associated with conversational listening (e.g., ability to 

discriminate sounds, recognize stress patterns of words, recognize word boundaries, infer 

meanings of words, make predictions, etc.) and academic-lecture listening (e.g., ability to 

identify the topic and gist of a lecture, recognize key words, detect attitudes, follow 

lectures despite different modes of delivering, accents, speech rates, etc.) respectively 

(pp. 228-230). Powers (1986) surveyed 146 graduate and undergraduate faculty in six 

disciplines at 34 institutions and identified 21 specific lecture-related listening skills that 

are more difficult for L2 listeners compared with L1 listeners, nine of which were 

deemed as very important:  

1) Identifying major themes or ideas 

2) Identifying relationships among major ideas 

3) Identifying the topic of a lecture  

4) Retaining information through notetaking  

5) Retrieving information from notes  

6) Inferring relationships between information  

7) Comprehending key vocabulary  

8) Following the spoken mode of lectures  

9) Identifying supporting ideas and examples (p. 11) 

 

Using rule-space methodology, Buck and Tatsuoka (1998) described 15 major 

attributes and 14 interaction attributes that explained 96% of the listening performance of 

96% of the participants. The 15 major attributes are associated with test-takers’ cognitive 

attributes and item characteristics regarding task identification, context, information 

location, and response construction. For instance, when the type of information required 

is not obvious from merely reading the question, learners need to demonstrate the ability 

to identify the task by deciding what type of information to look for to complete the task 
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(p. 141). If the text around the key information is delivered at a fast speech rate, learners 

need to be able to scan the fast-spoken text automatically while it was being delivered (p. 

141). The 14 interaction attributes refer to those that occur when multiple attributes 

among the 15 co-exist. Such interaction may render a higher level of item difficulty. 

Some examples include the ability to comprehend dense information, make text-based 

inferences, and find relevant information (p. 143). These 29 attributes underscored the 

complex interactions between the test characteristics and test-takers’ knowledge, skills, 

and strategies.  

These taxonomies were informative in detailing specific skills that listeners need 

to demonstrate in a listening task. However, Buck (2001) pointed out that most 

definitions were based on hypotheses and lacked empirical support. He further attempted 

to build a default general framework that may be suitable in most contexts, including 

assessing learners’ ability to:  

…1) process extended samples of realistic spoken language, automatically 

and in real time; 2) understand the linguistic information that is 

unequivocally included in the text; and, 3) make whatever inferences are 

unambiguously implicated by the content of the passage. (p. 114) 

 

Regarding academic listening context specifically, Wagner (2002) operationalized 

a model of L2 listening ability that entailed six skills and two factors to examine the 

construct validity of an academic listening test, which is of great relevance to the current 

study pertaining to the test development. He first synthesized a model as being comprised 

of assessing students’ bottom-up and top-down listening processing. According to the 

theoretical rationales (e.g., Aitken, 1978; Brindley, 1998; Buck, 2001; Buck & Tatsuoka, 

1998; Hildyard & Olson, 1978; Kelly, 1991; Richards, 1983, Weir, 1993), the first factor 
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was associated with test-takers’ ability to identify details and facts in the spoken texts, 

and the second was related to test-takers’ ability to understand gist and make all types of 

inferences (see Figure 2.2).  

Figure 2.2  

Proposed Construct Validity of L2 Academic Listening (Adapted from Wagner, 2002, 

p.12) 

 

In order to explore the model’s efficacy, Wagner developed a listening test with 

20 questions (11 multiple-choice and 9 short-answer questions) with at least three items 

tapping into each individual skill in the model. A total of 85 high-school ESL students 

participated in his study, and their test scores were analyzed through a series 

of exploratory factor analyses. The results indicated that a revised two-factor model was 

more appropriate, with the two factors being the ability to understand explicitly stated 
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information and the ability to understand implicit information. This interpretation was 

also in alignment with other studies as Wagner (2006) pointed out (e.g., Hansen & 

Jensen, 1994; Nissan et al., 1996), and therefore can be utilized to inform L2 academic 

listening test development. Wagner’s (2002, 2006) studies provided important empirical 

insights into unentangling L2 academic listening constructs, which also showcased how 

challenging the task was. Guided by his research, in the current study, the assessment 

instrument was developed to assess test-takers’ ability to understand explicit information 

and their ability to understand implicit information. 

Factors Affecting L2 Listening Test Performance 

Ensuring a full representation of the construct of L2 listening in a test is essential 

to test validity. Also related to test validity are the various mediating factors that might 

affect listeners’ listening comprehension and test performance. Rubin (1994), for 

instance, synthesized factors that may influence learners’ listening comprehension into 

five categories: (a) text characteristics (such as phonological, morphological, and 

syntactical features, and text type); (b) interlocutor characteristics (such as gender and 

status); (c) task characteristics (mainly regarding task type); (d) listener characteristics 

(such as language proficiency level, memory, affective factors, age, gender, learning 

disabilities, and background knowledge); and (e) process characteristics (such as listening 

strategies, note-taking, and negotiation of input). Interlocutor characteristics, however, is 

not a very useful category, because a large portion of listening is transactional. This 

category can be adjusted and expanded to speaker characteristics, including the speaker’s 

gender, status, accent, and so on. 
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Besides this comprehensive list, Bloomfield et al. (2010) specifically synthesized 

three factors that may affect L2 listening test performance. The first two were 

characteristics of the listener and passage, which were in alignment with Rubin’s (1994) 

listener and text characteristics. It is worth noting that Bloomfield et al. (2010) 

categorized process characteristics into listener traits. Their third factor, characteristics of 

the testing conditions, added to Rubin’s (1994) task characteristics and included 

specifications such as time limits and the amount of times listening to a passage.  

Most of these factors have received great research attention both theoretically and 

empirically (e.g., for text characteristics: Chaudron, 1983; Flowerdew & Miller, 1997; 

Griffiths, 1990; Thompson & Rubin, 1996; for task characteristics: Buck, 2001; Rubin & 

Roberts, 1987; Shohamy & Inbar, 1991; for listener characteristics: Brunfaut & Révész, 

2015; Miyake & Friedman, 1998; Nation, 2001; Vandergrift, 2005; for speaker 

characteristics: Hu & Su, 2015; Kang & Rubin, 2009; Markham, 1988; Rubin, 1994; for 

process characteristics: Field, 2004; Goh, 2000; Vandergrift et al., 2006). Three of these 

factors that are of particular interest to the current study are: (a) text characteristics 

regarding the degree of text scriptedness; (b) text characteristics in terms of the channel 

of input; and (c) process characteristics regarding how test-takers interact with (a) and (b) 

during the listening process and complete a listening comprehension test.  

The first two characteristics deserve more attention mainly due to the need to 

carefully align text characteristics with those associated with tasks in the target language 

use (TLU) domain to achieve test authenticity and interactiveness (Bachman, 1991; 

Bachman & Palmer, 1996). In other words, these two characteristics in an L2 listening 

test impact how closely the listening tasks resemble the actual tasks test-takers may 
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encounter in the TLU domain. Especially regarding transactional academic listening 

assessment, the goal is mostly to assess test-takers’ ability to understand unscripted 

speech while being able to see the speaker(s). L2 listening tests in this genre should 

include assessing test-takers’ ability to understand spoken texts with authentic oral 

features (as defined by Wagner, 2018a) and non-verbal information to avoid an 

underrepresentation of the test construct (Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Messick, 1989, 

1996). Understanding the third feature, process characteristics, is indispensable to 

pinpoint L2 listeners’ listening strengths and difficulties, and it is helpful in providing 

insights regarding L2 listening test development, teaching, and learning. It is challenging 

but theoretically interesting and practically rewarding. In the following sections, literature 

related to these three features will be reviewed. 

Text Scriptedness 

Tannen (1982) and McCarthy and Carter (1995) argued that there are distinct 

differences between written and spoken language, and texts may vary on a continuum 

with different degrees of written and/or spoken features. Most real-life texts are towards 

the “spoken” end of the continuum, such as academic lectures, interviews, TV shows, and 

dialogues, although they may be planned in advance to a certain extent (Gilmore, 2007). 

The spoken texts used in L2 classrooms and assessments, on the other hand, tend to be 

closer to the “written” end of the continuum, and lack many oral features (Gilmore, 

2007).  

Wagner (2014a, 2014b, 2018a) categorized several differences between scripted 

and unscripted spoken texts that may impact learners’ listening comprehension to 

different extents. First, more hesitation phenomena (Griffiths, 1991) may exist in 



 28 

unscripted texts including filled and unfilled pauses, false starts, and redundancies. 

Whether hesitation phenomena increase comprehension difficulty is unclear. On the one 

hand, hesitation phenomena such as pauses and redundancies could facilitate listening. 

As a higher speech rate may reduce listening comprehension (Griffths, 1990, 1991; 

Kelch, 1985), both filled and unfilled pauses decrease the speech rate and provide 

listeners with more time to process the incoming speech stream (Blau, 1990, 1991; Lam; 

2002). Friedman and Jonson (1971) and Jonson and Friedman (1971) further illustrated 

that pauses inserted between clauses facilitated the overall understanding in particular. 

Also, Chaudron (1988) and Pica et al. (1987) suggested that redundancies facilitated 

comprehension in the sense that if learners did not understand or missed some part of the 

speech, redundancies allowed learners to listen to it for one more time.  

On the other hand, hesitation phenomena may hinder learners’ understanding of 

spoken texts. For instance, Griffiths (1991) and Voss (1979) suggested that L2 learners’ 

overall comprehension of a spoken text decreased if the text contained filled pauses and 

false starts because learners’ attention was focused on trying to figure out the semantic 

meanings of these features. In the same vein, Freedle and Kostin (1999) found that L2 

learners have less difficulty listening to texts with fewer filled and unfilled pauses than 

those with more pauses.  

The second major difference between scripted and unscripted texts is that 

unscripted texts contain more phonological modifications (also called connected speech) 

(Wagner, 2014a, 2014b, 2018a). These phonological modifications mainly include 

assimilation, elision, and intrusion (Buck, 2001). Based on certain phonological rules, 

these modifications are commonly found more or less in all natural speech to make the 
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speech flow more smoothly (Brown, 2012). There is a tentative consensus that connected 

speech hinders L2 learners’ listening comprehension (Brown, 2012; Henrichsen, 1984). 

In real-life situations, for the sake of time, speakers often talk with a relatively high 

speech rate, which results in connected speech that elevates the processing demands for 

learners, especially those who are not familiar with the rules of connected speech 

(Shockey, 1973). Because there are no obvious “white spaces” between words in oral 

speech, L2 learners, lacking word-segmenting skills, often have difficulties in identifying 

the beginning and end of a word and segmenting the sound stream into meaningful units 

(Vandergrift, 2007; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). In contrast, scripted texts that are read 

aloud often lack many of these phonetic modifications, and word boundaries are 

relatively clear. Therefore, less connected speech tends to make scripted texts easier to 

understand.  

Third, scripted and unscripted spoken texts have their own unique lexical and 

grammatical features (Wagner, 2014a, 2014b, 2018a), sometimes referred to as oral 

grammatical norms. Some characteristics in scripted spoken texts may render them harder 

to understand including longer and more subordinate structures, longer and more 

cohesive information units, and longer texts (Chafe, 1982, 1985; Gere & Abbott, 1985). 

Therefore, unscripted texts may be easier for L2 listeners to understand because of its less 

complex spoken grammar. At the same time, unscripted texts also contain more slang and 

colloquial language, which are more difficult for learners who have little exposure to 

them in real-life situations (Chafe, 1985; McCarthy, 2005).  

As discussed above, prior literature has shown that scripted and unscripted texts 

differ from each other mainly in regard to the amount of hesitation phenomena and 
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connected speech, and lexical and grammatical characteristics. Hesitation phenomena in 

unscripted texts may facilitate listening since listeners are given more time to process the 

incoming speech, but it can also hinder the overall comprehension if listeners try to attach 

semantic meaning to these features. Connected speech is often associated with an 

increased speech rate and it makes unscripted texts harder to understand. Both scripted 

and unscripted texts have some lexical and grammatical features that facilitate listening 

and other such features that cause difficulties for understanding. Although there has been 

no consensus on which type of spoken texts are more difficult for L2 learners to 

comprehend, most researchers have argued that unscripted texts lead to more obstacles in 

L2 listening. 

However, the relationship between text scriptedness and L2 listening performance 

has been empirically examined in only a few studies. At the sentence level, Henrichsen 

(1984) illustrated that spoken texts containing contractions, reductions, and assimilations 

were especially difficult for L2 listeners to comprehend, while Ahn (1987) obtained 

similar results for Korean EFL learners specifically.  

In contrast, Shohamy and Inbar (1991) found seemingly opposite results in their 

study involving 150 Israeli EFL learners. The spoken texts in this study included two 

topics, each was created into three different types: news broadcasts, lectures, and a 

dialogue. These three types of texts varied regarding the degree of orality although the 

factual information in each text was essentially the same across the three types. News 

broadcast was the most literate and scripted, with no redundancies, repetitions, or pauses. 

The vocabulary and sentence structures were the most complex. The lecture contained 

many of these three authentic features, and there was a combination of simple and 
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complex sentence structures. The dialogue was spontaneous and featured a myriad of 

authentic features. Each participant took listening tests with two passages on the two 

topics but with different text types. The results first indicated that the news broadcast was 

the most difficult, and the dialogue was the easiest. Overall, participants had increasing 

scores as the degree of text orality was enhanced, although the difference between the 

lecture and dialogue types was not significant. However, the focus of the study was the 

effect of text type rather than that of unscripted features. Although it may seem that the 

increase of degree of orality was related to a better listening performance, the study did 

not report the occurrence of connected speech and the speech rate of each spoken text. 

The differences of test scores found in this study could also be attributed to the 

participants’ familiarity with different genres of spoken texts rather than text 

scriptedness. Additionally, how the three passages on the same topic were created and 

controlled for their factual information were not elaborated, leaving questions about the 

comparability of the passages. 

A similar study was conducted by Read (2002) investigating Australian ESL 

learners’ performance responding to either a test with a scripted broadcast monologue as 

input or a test with the same questions but with unscripted discussions among three 

interlocutors on the same topic as input. The monologue contained no authentic features 

such as hesitation phenomena or filled pauses, whereas the discussion was unscripted but 

contained the same factual information as in the monologue. Each one of the two 

comparable groups of participants took one version of the test. The results indicated that 

the participants scored significantly higher listening to the monologue than those who 

listened to the discussion. In other words, an increased degree of text orality was 
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associated with lower listening test scores, which was in contrast with what Shohamy and 

Inbar (1991) found. There was still a problem with distinguishing the effect of text 

scriptedness and type in Read’s (2002) study, and two other limitations also need to be 

visited to interpret the research result. First, the participants were given a 500-word text 

to read in three minutes before they took the test regardless of their assigned groups. This 

procedure was meant to provide the participants with the same background information 

of the topic, and the text was accessible while the participants were taking the test. 

However, the participants might have different reading skills, which might have led to a 

variance in participants’ familiarity with the topic. That might have impacted their test 

scores. Second, the spoken text in the discussion format was five minutes longer than that 

in the monologue format. This might have resulted in participants’ fatigue and a heavier 

cognitive load, which could also attribute to lower scores listening to the discussion. 

A more relevant and insightful piece of research was conducted by Wagner and 

Toth (2014) examining Spanish learners’ performance responding to texts with different 

degrees of scriptedness in a foreign language (FL) context. The study involved 171 

intermediate-level college students in 14 intact classes. The 14 classes were randomly 

assigned to either of the two groups: a control group where the participants took an L2 

listening test with scripted spoken texts, and a treatment group where the participants 

took the same test but contained unscripted spoken texts. In creating the unscripted texts, 

two native Spanish speakers were asked to interact with each other according to the given 

scenarios with no planning or editing. After transcribing the texts, all the unscripted 

features were removed and the two speakers were asked to read aloud the new texts as 

clearly as possible, which made the scripted texts. The research results suggested that the 
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participants who listened to the unscripted texts scored significantly lower than those who 

listened to the scripted ones. It indicated that unscripted spoken texts with abundant 

connected speech, hesitation phenomena, and oral lexico-grammatical characteristics 

were more difficult for L2 learners to comprehend when comparing with scripted texts. It 

further implied that more instructional support on these features should be given to L2 

learners to prepare them for real-world listening. However, although the participants’ 

listening abilities were self-reported as at a similar level, it would have been more 

beneficial if the study had a pre-test to ensure that the participants had comparable 

listening abilities. That limitation was also recognized by the authors in the article. 

A more recent study was conducted by Wagner (2018b). In his study, scripted 

spoken texts were taken from the General English Language Proficiency Test Version 

Three. Then, they were authenticated and revised by Wagner to make the spoken texts 

more natural while maintaining the vocabulary and structure. More connected speech, 

hesitation phenomena, and a higher speech rate featured the authenticated spoken texts. A 

total of 94 participants in eight ESL classes were assigned to either one of the two 

conditions to take a listening test. Four classes took the test with the scripted spoken texts 

and the other four took the same test with the authenticated spoken texts as input. The 

results showed that the test-takers listening to the scripted texts significantly 

outperformed those in the other condition after controlling for the initial differences in 

the participants’ listening ability. Similarly, in Wagner et al. (2020), the same scripted 

and authenticated tests were taken by 111 participants. In this study, however, the 

participants contained both ESL and EFL learners. Again, after accounting for the 

participants’ listening ability, those who listened to the scripted version of the test scored 
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significantly higher. These two studies confirmed the result found in Wagner and Toth’s 

(2014) research. More importantly, they shed light on the difficulty in creating authentic 

spoken texts based on scripted ones. In order to maintain the vocabulary and discoursal 

structures in the original scripted texts, the authenticated spoken texts still sounded 

unnatural to a certain extent.  

In conclusion, among the prior studies directly investigating how learners perform 

differentially according to the degree of scriptedness of spoken texts, it was hard to 

compare the results due to diverse foci and methods. Empirical research has investigated 

the impact of spoken texts containing different specific unscripted features on learners’ 

performance (e.g., filled and unfilled pauses, and connected speech: Blau, 1991; speech 

rate: Griffths, 1990; redundancies: Pica et al., 1987; hesitation phenomena: Voss, 1979; 

connected speech: Ahn, 1987; Henrichsen, 1984; scripted versus unscripted spoken texts: 

Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014). Others examined the joint effects of text 

scriptedness and genres (e.g., Read, 2002; Shohamy & Inbar, 1991). Some studies were 

conducted in FL contexts (e.g., Blau, 1991; Griffths, 1990; Voss, 1979; Wagner & Toth, 

2014), while others were in ESL contexts (e.g., Pica et al., 1987; Wagner, 2018). Some 

explored this issue at a sentence level (e.g., Ahn, 1987; Henrichsen, 1984), whereas 

others expanded the scope to longer passages (e.g., Blau, 1991; Griffths, 1990; Pica et al., 

1987; Voss, 1979; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014).  

The reviewed studies above with different foci showcased how difficult it is to 

analyze the effect of authentic features on test-takers’ listening performance. On the one 

hand, it is practical and more valid to tease out a single feature, compare test-takers’ 

performance listening to texts with and without this feature, and draw conclusions on its 
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impact. On the other hand, in real-life spoken texts, it is never the case when only one 

authentic feature occurs. Therefore, it is necessary to compare test-takers’ performance 

on spoken texts with all of the authentic features. This might introduce challenges 

regarding how to interpret the results with a joint effect of all authentic features, and such 

a dilemma suggests a very important limitation of merely relying on quantitative research 

methods to investigate this issue. Qualitative research methods are needed to further 

break down the effect of each of these features on test-takers’ listening comprehension 

while the spoken text contains them all. It is therefore one of the research questions that 

will be addressed in the present dissertation study. I hope that by examining how 

participants interact with each of these authentic features using retrospective cued recall 

(which will be discussed in the third chapter), an alternative perspective can be provided.  

Channel of Input  

The channel of input is another important issue in L2 listening assessment 

especially as technology has become more and more commonly used in L2 classrooms 

and tests (Suvorov, 2019). Multimedia has become increasingly accessible, and so test 

input can be presented in multiple channels. Particularly, compared to the traditional 

audio-only tests, some more recently-constructed listening tests include visual elements, 

which allow test-takers to receive audio-visual input. The inclusion of visuals in an L2 

listening test aligns with the goal of assessing test-takers’ listening ability in real-life 

situations in the TLU domain (Wagner & Ockey, 2018). In real-world contexts, L2 

learners are usually engaged in listening tasks where they can hear and see the speakers, 

especially in an academic setting (unless the spoken texts are delivered through a phone 

call or radio) (Wagner & Ockey, 2018). Not assessing L2 learners’ abilities in 
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understanding visual information in a listening task is disoriented from its goal and may 

lead to an underrepresentation of the test construct (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2008, 

2010a, 2013; 2014a). Audio-visual listening tests, however, are not widely employed and 

mainly include still pictures rather than videos. This is partially due to the fact that 

designing audio-visual tests may be accompanied with higher costs, difficulties in 

creating visuals, and potential technical problems (Chapelle, 1999). In addition, a few 

other crucial issues render it challenging to incorporate visuals into a listening test. 

Researchers have not achieved agreements on the classification of visuals and the effects 

of visuals on test performance and test-taking processes. Hence, more research on the 

inclusion of visuals in L2 listening tests is called for, and related literature will be 

reviewed in the following sections. 

Types of visuals. To fully review the impact of visuals in L2 listening tests, it is 

crucial to first differentiate various types of visuals. One of the widely practiced 

categorizations classifies visuals into context and content visuals (Bejar et al., 2000; 

Ginther, 2002; Ockey, 2007). Context visuals are the ones setting the scene or cuing a 

change in speakers, whereas content visuals show information related to the content of 

spoken texts (Ginther, 2002).  

To be more specific, context visuals are also referred to as situational visuals 

(Ginther, 2002) and can be classified into three sub-categories based on the type of 

contextual information they have to offer:  

1. Setting: relevant (e.g., visual of a lecture hall) or not relevant (e.g., 

visual of two people who could have been anywhere); 

2. Participants: specific role (e.g., visual of a librarian) or general role 

(e.g., visual of two non- specific people talking); and 
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3. Text type: cued by visual (e.g., visual of a student giving a presentation) 

or not cued by visual (e.g., visual of two people talking, where it is not 

clear from the visual what type of discourse will occur). (p.11) 

 

Content visuals can be further categorized into four types depending on their 

relationship to the oral stimulus (Bejar et al., 2000), and they can be a photo, graph, text, 

drawing, or any combination of them (Bejar et al., 2000; Ginther, 2002): 

1. Replicate the oral stimulus (e.g., a key word or phrase on the 

blackboard that is explained in the stimulus). Examinees see exactly (a 

part of) what they heard. 

2. Illustrate the oral stimulus (e.g., a picture of a house with gables in a 

talk on architecture). Examinees see a picture of what is described orally 

in the stimulus. 

3. Organize information in the stimulus (e.g., an outline of the main points 

of a lecture, or a diagram of a process that was orally described). 

Examinees see some of the information in the stimulus presented in a 

different way. 

4. Supplement the oral stimulus (i.e., where the visual provides 

information that is not in the oral stimulus). Examinees see new 

information. (Ginther, 2002, pp. 12-13) 

 

With these classifications of types of visuals, which type(s) of visuals to 

investigate are subjectively determined by the researchers most of the time (Suvorov, 

2013). This subjectivity renders the results of impacts of visuals on test performance 

difficult to compare. More importantly, this approach of differentiating visuals between 

content and context ones can lead to a problematic false dichotomy, because any visual 

can provide both content and context information (Lesnov, 2017; Pettersson, 2002).  

A relatively less problematic way is to see visuals as static or dynamic, such as 

photos and videos, respectively (McCuistion, 1991). Ockey (2007) combined modes of 

input and the distinction between content and context visuals, and suggested that visuals 

can be classified as context-only still images, context-only videos, content still images, 

and content videos. Rost (2011) focused more towards the dynamic end of visuals and 
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suggested that there are mainly two types of visual signals: (a) exophoric signals are 

references of spoken texts and are especially useful in information-heavy situations 

(e.g., the speaker writing down key words on the whiteboard); and (b) kinesic signals are 

body movements. Kinesic signals can be further differentiated as (a) baton signals (head 

and hand movements to make emphases), (b) directional gaze (eye movement and 

contact), and (c) guide signals (systematic gestures and body movements).  

Another alternative is to consider the amount of content-related visuals in the 

input on a continuum (Lesnov, 2017, 2018a, 2018b). Visuals may range from content-

deficient, where minimal content-related visual information is provided, to content-rich, 

where a great amount of content-related visuals are included.  

Suvorov (2013) proposed a three-dimensional model to view types of visuals, 

which is more comprehensive since it involves different dynamic continuums to measure 

multiple aspects of visuals. The first dimension is semantic congruity between the visual 

and audio information. The second is the amount of temporary and spatial movement. 

The last one is the rhetorical effectiveness of visuals to “convey information in a 

persuasive and accessible manner” (p. 219). Differentiating visuals in this new way, 

rather than merely seeing them as containing different information related to content or 

context, represents the nature of visual information to a better extent. Thus, the video 

texts used in the current study are conceived in a close relation to Lesnov’s (2017, 2018a, 

2018b) and Suvorov’s (2013) frameworks.   

Impacts of Visuals on Test Performance. No consensus has yet been achieved 

regarding whether visuals may increase or decrease test-takers’ L2 listening performance. 

Most research has been conducted by assigning participants to take listening tests with 
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different types of visuals and statistically comparing their test scores or test difficulty. 

These studies are summarized in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1  

Studies on Effects of Visuals on Test-Takers’ Performance and Test Difficulty 

Research L2 Participants  Visual Type Text type  Task type Effect of visuals Critique 
Baltova 
(1994) 

French 53 eighth grades Audio-video 
& silent 

video-only 

A story (15 
minutes) 

16 MCQ Two groups with 
visuals performed 
equally well and 

were both 
significantly better 
than the audio-only 

group 

No pre-test; 
no reliability 
check for the 
test; the video 

was visual-
biased 

French 43 eighth grades 
 

Video 22 MCQ No significant effect No pre-test; 
no reliability 
check for the 

test 
Batty 
(2015) 

English 164 Japanese 
university students 

with four 
proficiency levels 

Audio-visual 
and a still 

picture of the 
speaker  

1 monologue, 2 
conversations & 

1 academic 
passage 

 

46 MCQ No significant impact 
on test difficulty 

 

Batty 
(2017 

study II, 
also in 
2018) 

English 279 Japanese 
undergraduate 

students 

Video 20 
conversations 

20 MCQ Visuals significantly 
reduced item 

difficulty, 
particularly implicit 

items 

 

Brett 
(1997) 

English 49 advanced 
French, German & 

Spanish 
undergrads on a 

business and 
languages degree 

Video & 
multimedia 
(the test was 
completed on 
the computer) 

Six professional 
texts (1.5-2 

minutes each) 

 5 T/F and 
1 ordering; 
a cloze test 
as pre-test  

The video groups 
scored higher on 
certain tasks but 

multimedia overall 
had better 

comprehension 

No reliability 
check for the 

test; small 
sample size; 
the video and 
audio groups  
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Table 2.1, continued 

Research L2 Participants  Visual Type Text type  Task type Effect of visuals Critique 
       were not 

statistically 
compared 

Coniam 
(2001) 

English  104 Chinese  
English language 

teachers 

Context-only 
visuals 

 

Talk show 
discussion on a 

current hot 
educational 

issue (31 
minutes) 

Open-
ended 

questions  

No significant 
differences 

No pre-test; no 
reliability check 

for the test 
 

Cubilo 
(2017) 

English 200 international 
learners in 
American 

universities or 
community 

colleges  

Video (4 
conditions: 
video +/- x 
note-taking 

types) 

6 lectures (9 
minutes each) 

60 MCQ No main effect of 
either video 

conditions or note-
taking types. No 

interaction of the 2 
variables either 

Small effect 
size; items 

overly focused 
on assessing 

students’ 
abilities to 
understand 

details 
Cubilo & 

Winke 
(2013) 

English 40 international 
students at an 

American 
university 

A picture of 
the speaker & 

video (no 
audio-only 

group) 

2 academic 
lectures (2-3 

minutes each)  

Two 
integrated 

essay 
writing-

tasks 

Significant increased 
language use but no 

significant differences 
on other criteria; 

significantly fewer 
words in notes 

No audio-only 
group; word 

count as the only 
criteria to 

evaluate notes 

Ginther 
(2002) 

English 160 (80 high- 
level grad and 

undergrad 
students and 80 

low-level 
visiting  

Context-only 
visuals  

Dialogues 
& academic 
discussions 

40 MCQ Effective content 
visuals enhanced 

comprehension while 
context-only visuals 

did not 

No pre-test 

Half content 
and half  

Academic 
mini-talks 
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Table 2.1, continued 

Research L2 Participants  Visual Type Text type  Task type Effect of visuals Critique 
  scholars and 

spouses) 
context 
visuals 

    

Gruba 
(1993) 

English 91 advanced-level 
graduate and 

undergraduate 
students in an 

American university 

Context-
only video 

1 academic 
lecture (7 
minutes) 

14 MCQ 
& 

true/false 
items 

No significant 
differences 

No pre-test; the 
test was 

unreliable (a = 
0.45) 

 
Lesnov 
(2017) 

English 60 low- and high-
proficiency ESL 

students enrolled in 
an American 

intensive English 
program 

Video 4 YouTube 
or Ted 

talks for 
each of the 
two levels 

24 MCQ 
in each 

test 

Content-related visuals 
significantly reduced 

high-proficiency 
participants’ test 

difficulty; context 
visuals did not have a 
significant difference 

 

Lesnov 
(2018a) 

English 73 ESL leaners Content-rich 
video, and 
content-
deficient 

video 

2 lectures 
 

10 MCQ No significant impact of 
condition on test or item 

difficulty 

Small item 
number 

Lesnov 
(2018b) 

English 143 ESL and EFL 
learners at different 
proficiency levels 
(lower and higher) 
 

Content-rich 
video 

4 academic 
lectures 
recorded 
based on 
YouTube 

videos 

24 MCQ For both levels, video-
dependent items were 

easier with videos 
regardless of item type; 
video-independent items 
were harder with videos 

in general, and 
particularly for lower-

level participants 
answering implicit items 

 



 43 

Table 2.1, continued 

Research L2 Participants  Visual Type Text type  Task type Effect of visuals Critique 
Londe 
(2009) 

English 101 undergraduate 
and graduate studies 

at an American 
university 

 

Head-visible 
video, and full-

body-visible 
video 

1 
simulated 
academic 
 lecture 

(10 
minutes) 

11 open-
ended 

questions 

No significant 
differences 

No pre-test, no 
reliability check 

for the test; a 
small number of 
question items  

Parry & 
Meredith 
(1984) 

Spanish 178 first- to third-
year college students 

Video 27 
dialogues 
(each <1 
minute) 

60 MCQ Significantly better 
than the audio-only 

group except for 
advanced groups of 

participants  

No pre-test; the 
test was 

unreliable for 
advanced 

participants 
Pusey 
(2020) 

English 68 Japanese 
undergraduate 
students in an 

academic English 
program 

Video (4 
conditions: AV 
+ MCQ; AO + 
MCQ; AV + 

short answers; 
AO + short 
answers) 

4 
academic 
lectures 

26 MCQ 
or 26 
short-
answer 

questions 

No significant 
difference of the 
main effect of 
condition or 

interaction between 
condition and 

question type); MCQ 
significantly 
enhanced test 
performance 

Small sample 
size; reliability 
was very low 

(from .26 to .66); 
no assumption 
check for the 

statistical 
analysis 

Pusey & 
Lenz 

(2014) 

English 24 Chinese and 
Arabic learners in an 

intensive English 
program 

Video 3 
academic 
lectures 

20 MCQ Significant lower 
scores in the AV 

condition  

Small sample 
size; reliability 

was low (.59); no 
assumption 

check for the 
statistical 
analysis 
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Table 2.1, continued 

Research L2 Participants  Visual Type Text type  Task type Effect of visuals Critique 
Shin 

(1998) 
English 83 international 

students in ESL 
classes in an 

American 
university 

Video 3 academic 
lectures 

18 MCQ 
pre-test & 
31 open-

ended 
questions 
post-test 

Significantly better than 
the audio-only group 

The spoken text 
in the audio-

only condition 
were edited and 

authentic 
features were 

removed 
Sueyoshi 

& 
Hardison 
(2005) 

English 42 low-
intermediate and 
advanced ESL 
learners at an 

American 
university 

Videos with 
hand 

gestures & 
face; videos 

with face 
only   

1 academic 
lecture (20 
minutes, 

divided into 
five clips) 

20 MCQ Visual groups 
performed equally well 

and were both 
significantly better than 

the audio-only group 

No pre-test 
 

Suvorov 
(2009) 

English 34 international 
students at an 

American 
university 

Video; a 
single 
picture 

 

3 dialogues 
and 3 

academic 
lectures 

30 MCQ  Significantly lower on 
the audio-visual part but 

equally well for the 
other parts; significantly 

lower audio-visual 
lecture-listening scores 

but not dialogues 

A small sample 
size and 

number of 
items; lecture 

passages could 
be the most 

difficult 
Suvorov 
(2013) 

English 121 international 
students at an 

American 
university 

Video (half 
context 

videos half 
content 
videos) 

6 academic 
lectures 

30 MCQ No significant 
differences 
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Table 2.1, continued 

Research L2 Participants  Visual Type Text type  Task 
type 

Effect of visuals Critique 

Wagner 
(2010b) 

English 202 Community 
English Program 
Levels 2-6 adult 

learners 
 

Video Three dialogues 
(1.5-3.5 

minutes each) 
and three 

lectures (3-4 
minutes each) 

18 MCQ 
& 22 
short 

answer 
items 

Significantly better than the 
audio-only group  

 

Wagner 
(2013) 

English  192 learners in a 
preacademic 

English language 
program at an 

American 
university 

Video (four 
conditions: video 
+/- by question 

accessibility +/- ) 

1 dialogue & 1 
lecture pre-test; 
2 dialogues & 2 

lectures post-
test 

 

13 MCQ 
pre-test;  
26 MCQ 
post-test 

Significantly better than the 
audio-only group (no 
difference regarding 

question accessibility; no 
interaction with presence of 

visuals and question 
accessibility ) 

 

Note. MCQ: multiple-choice questions.
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In analyzing the results of the studies listed above, it is apparent that many of 

them yielded results indicating that L2 listeners’ task performance improved when 

presented with visual stimuli. Specifically, Parry and Meredith (1984) solicited 178 

American college learners of Spanish at three different levels (beginning, intermediate, 

and advanced). At each level, students were randomly and equally assigned to two groups 

to take a listening test with 27 conversational dialogues and 60 multiple-choice questions. 

The control group could only hear the speakers whereas the treatment group could both 

hear and see the speakers via videos. Significantly better performance of students in the 

treatment group was found among intermediate-level learners. However, there was no 

pre-test to ensure the two groups’ comparability. The test difficulty was also not very 

well controlled, and the highly advanced participants answered almost all of the questions 

correctly. Therefore, the reliability of the test for this level was very low (.099 for the 

audio-only group and .314 for the audio-visual group). 

In Baltova’s (1994) two-part study, she first had 53 eighth-grade adolescent 

learners of French take a test listening to a 15-minute story and answer 16 multiple-

choice questions. Three conditions of input involved: audio-only, audio-visual, and 

silent-video-only. Both groups of test-takers taking the test with visuals performed 

equally well and both had significantly higher scores than the audio-only group. The 

silent-video watching group outperformed the audio-only group, which was surprising 

considering it was a listening comprehension test. Baltova explained that the video 

chosen for this test was “visually biased” (p. 514). The video was a story about a girl 

making friends with a lady with a suitcase. It was from a TVOntario series and originally 

created for watching more than for listening, so the visuals told the story more explicitly 
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and in detail than the audio. Therefore, understanding the story did not highly rely on 

understanding the language. This study was also problematic because there was no pre-

test to ensure that the participants in the two groups had similar listening ability. The 

reliability of the test was not reported either. Her second study yielded different results, 

and therefore, will be discussed later. 

Shin (1998), Sueyoshi and Hardison (2005), and Wagner (2010b, 2013) all 

investigated adult international ESL learners in intensive English programs in the U.S. 

Shin’s (1998) study involved 83 ESL students. About half of them completed a listening 

test comprised of three videotaped authentic lectures and open-ended questions, and the 

other half took the same test except that they could only hear the lectures, and the 

authentic features were removed to make the audio-only input. Three raters rated the 

participants’ test answers and it was shown that the former group significantly 

outperformed the latter. However, the findings might have been a result of the 

modifications of the lectures in the audio-only condition, in that the author omitted 

authentic features in the audio-only texts such as filled and unfilled pauses, repetitions, 

false starts, and ungrammatical points. It seemed that Shin’s rationale to remove these 

features came from the default listening test format considering both the text 

characteristics and channel of input. In a traditional listening test, most of the spoken 

texts are highly scripted and test-takers can only hear the speakers. Shin meant to develop 

the audio-only version of the test to resemble these characteristics. Nevertheless, such 

text modification led to difficulties in separating the effect of the channel of input from 

that of text scriptedness.   
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Sueyoshi and Hardison (2005) solicited 42 low-intermediate and advanced ESL 

learners and delivered a listening test with a 20-minute lecture and 20 multiple-choice 

questions in three conditions: audio-visual with gestures and face visible, audio-visual 

with face visible, and audio-only. Groups in the first two conditions with visuals 

performed significantly better (for both proficiency levels) than the audio-only group. In 

addition, the advanced-level group performed best in the face-visible condition, whereas 

the lower-level group performed best in the gesture-and-face-visible condition. However, 

no pre-test was administered to ensure comparability of the two groups. 

Wagner’s (2010b) study involved 202 adult ESL learners in 29 classes in a 

community English program at Levels Two to Six. A pre-test was delivered to assess the 

participants’ listening abilities. It contained one lecture, one dialogue, and 12 multiple-

choice questions. Two versions of a post-test were created. One was delivered only via 

the auditory channel and the other one audio-visually. The two versions of the post-test 

contained the same three dialogues, three lectures, 18 multiple-choice questions, and 22 

short answer questions. These instruments had been validated in an earlier study 

(Wagner, 2002). Because it was not practical to randomly assign participants into two 

testing conditions, Wagner placed roughly same numbers of classes at each level into 

either one of the two groups. In the control group, the participants took the audio-only 

post-test whereas in the treatment group, the participants took the audio-visual test. 

Participants’ post-test scores were compared, controlling for their listening abilities 

assessed by the pre-test. Significantly better performance was found for the participants 

in the treatment group responding to both of the text types.  
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In Wagner’s (2013) study, the effects of the channel of input and access to the test 

questions were both examined. Regarding the access to the test questions particularly, all 

participants could preview the test questions for one minute before they listened to the 

spoken texts. Conditions differed as to whether participants could still see the questions 

while listening to the spoken texts. A total of 192 ESL learners took a listening test under 

four conditions: audio-visual input and test questions accessible, audio-only input and test 

questions accessible, audio-visual input and test questions inaccessible, and audio-only 

input and test questions inaccessible. The results indicated that participants receiving 

audio-visual input performed significantly better than the ones receiving audio-only 

input. It was also found that the access to the test questions did not have a significant 

effect on participants’ performance, and no interaction between the channel of input and 

access to the test questions was found.  

While the studies reviewed above found that audio-visual texts resulted in 

increased listening performance compared to audio-only texts, there have also been 

studies that found that visual information was only facilitative for certain task and text 

types (e.g., Brett, 1997; Ginther, 2002; Lesnov, 2017, 2018b). Brett (1997) investigated 

the listening performance of 49 advanced undergraduate students in a business and 

languages degree program at a University in the UK. They took a test with six short 

professional texts. Three conditions were involved: audio-only, audio-visual, and 

multimedia video with text. The participants then completed five true-or-false tasks, one 

ordering task, and one cloze test. Specifically, in the audio-only and audio-visual 

conditions, the spoken texts were recorded on an audio and video cassette respectively. 

The participants completed the listening comprehension tests on test papers. In the 
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multimedia condition, the participants could watch the same video as in the audio-visual 

condition, but they completed the listening task entirely on computers. Unfortunately, 

Brett only statistically compared the scores of the multimedia group with the audio group 

and video group respectively, without statistically comparing the scores of the audio and 

video groups. Yet the audio-visual group scored higher than the audio-only group on two 

of the tasks. The audio-visual group also scored significantly higher on two of the tasks 

compared with the multimedia group, but overall, the multimedia condition elicited better 

performance. However, the comparison was not very reliable due to the small sample size 

with only around 15 people in each group. The test reliability was not reported either. 

Ginther (2002) involved a total of 160 participants including 80 higher-level 

graduate and undergraduate students and 80 low ability-level visiting scholars and 

spouses. A nested cross-over design was implemented to investigate the effects of the 

visual condition (present or absent), type of stimuli (dialogues/short conversations, 

academic discussions and mini-talks) and language proficiency (high or low) on test-

takers’ performance on a listening comprehension test with 40 multiple-choice items. The 

visuals in dialogues/short conversations and academic discussions were contextual 

visuals only, whereas those in the mini-talks were half contextual visuals and half content 

visuals. The results suggested that effective content visuals enhanced comprehension 

while context-only visuals did not. However, no pre-test was conducted measuring 

participants’ actual listening ability. 

A somewhat similar conclusion was made in Lesnov’s (2017) study where there 

was a total of 16 low- and 44 high-proficiency ESL learners. At each level, a listening 

test was created with four videos and 24 multiple-choice questions. The videos varied 
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regarding the amount of content-related visuals. The condition (audio-only and audio-

visual) and order of videos were counter-balanced at each proficiency level, so that the 

participants watched two audio-visual videos and listened to two audio-only talks in 

different orders. The participants’ scores on the test in the two conditions did not yield 

significant differences for both proficiency levels. However, Lesnov contended that the 

result may be attributed to the fact that the impacts of the videos may have been cancelled 

out because they contained varied amount of context and content visual information. A 

further analysis on test difficulty, however, revealed that for higher-level participants, 

videos with mostly content visuals significantly decreased test difficulty. Videos with 

mostly context visuals did not exert any significant impacts on test difficulty at either one 

of the two proficiency levels.  

Along this line, in Lesnov’s (2018b) dissertation study, a total of 143 ESL and 

EFL learners at different proficiency levels participated. An anchor test was utilized to 

assess the participants’ listening abilities. A listening comprehension test was developed 

to investigate the relationship between condition (audio-only and content-rich audio-

visual) and item video-dependence (whether the item could be cued by the visuals), 

proficiency level (lower and higher), and item type (explicit and implicit). The test was 

comprised of four academic lectures, each followed by six multiple questions. Half of the 

questions tested the participants’ ability to understand explicit information, and half 

implicit. Fourteen of them were visual-dependent, and ten were visual-independent. The 

results showed that for both proficiency levels, video-dependent items were easier with 

videos regardless of the item type. Video-independent items had an increased difficulty 
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level with videos in general, and particularly for lower-level participants answering 

implicit items.  

Batty (2017) also focused on item difficulty in the second part of his dissertation 

study (also reported in Batty’s 2018 chapter). He aimed to explore the effect of videos on 

item difficulty levels. A total of 279 participants were solicited to take a listening test 

comprised of 20 short-conversation videos and 20 multiple-choice items (10 implicit and 

10 explicit). The test was presented in two formats: an odd format (where the odd items 

were asked after audio-visual spoken texts were presented, and the even items were 

associated with audio-only spoken texts), and an even format (vice versa). The 

participants’ test scores were analyzed and the results suggested that videos had a 

facilitative effect on all items, but scores on the implicit item were higher to a significant 

extent. Namely, implicit items were significantly more difficult than explicit items in the 

audio-only condition, but were easier in the audio-visual condition. No interactions 

between test-takers’ proficiency level, gender, and attitudes towards the test format were 

found in terms of their viewing patterns or the visuals’ facilitative effect. Batty then 

raised questions and concerns on using videos in an L2 listening test. The facilitative 

effect may not be shared by all human beings (e.g., people who cannot see). In addition, 

if the goal is to utilize implicit items to discriminate test-takers’ ability levels, using 

videos may plague the effort in designing these questions by significantly reducing their 

difficulty level. Practically, developing video prompts are expensive, time-consuming, 

and complicated. Delivering video listening tests is also demanding. These points call for 

further investigation into issues related to audio-visual tests.  
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Finally, two studies (Pusey & Lenz, 2014; Suvorov, 2009) suggested that visual 

information may decrease L2 listeners’ performance. Suvorov (2009) solicited 34 U.S. 

college ESL learners who listened to six speech samples (three dialogues and three 

lectures) with a total number of 30 multiple-choice questions in a listening test under 

three different conditions: single-photograph-mediated, video-mediated, and audio-only. 

Overall, test-takers scored equally well on the audio-only and photograph-mediated parts 

of the test, but significantly lower on the audio-visual part. Regarding each type of texts, 

the test-takers listening to lectures performed significantly better when they only heard 

the speakers than when they both heard and saw the speakers. No significant effect of 

visuals was found when the test-takers listened to dialogues. More specifically, the 

participants received significantly lower scores in understanding the video-mediated 

lectures compared to the other types of the passages, and slightly higher scores 

understanding the video-mediated dialogue compared to understanding lectures with 

audio only and a photograph. One possible explanation for the mixed findings could be 

that the lecture passages might be the most difficult ones compared to the dialogues. One 

of the limitations of the study lies in its relatively small sample size and number of items, 

which led to a relatively low reliability of certain subsets of the test.  

Pusey and Lenz (2014) designed a test with three academic lectures and 20 

multiple-choice questions. A total of 24 ESL learners participated in the study, and they 

were divided into two groups, each taking the listening test either in an audio-only or 

audio-visual condition. The results suggested participants’ significant lower scores in the 

audio-visual condition. However, the sample size in the study was quite small. The 
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assumptions for the statistical analysis were not checked. The listening test was not very 

reliable either, with an internal consistency of α=.59. 

The picture of the issue is even more muddled when examining studies that found 

no significant differences between test performance or difficulty listening to audio-only 

and audio-visual spoken texts (e.g., Baltova, 1994, experiment two; Batty, 2015; Coniam, 

2001; Cubilo, 2017; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Gruba, 1993; Lesnov, 2018a; Londe, 2009; 

Pusey, 2020; Suvorov, 2013). Baltova (1994) in the second experiment solicited 43 

eighth graders and assigned them into either the control group with audio-only input or 

the treatment group with audio-visual input. 22 multiple-choice questions were asked and 

no significant effect of using video input was found, although participants in the 

treatment group reported text difficulty more consistently and showed more interest and 

concentration. However, no pre-test was taken to ensure that the two groups were with 

comparable listening abilities. The reliability of the test was not tested and reported.  

Coniam (2001) investigated both pre- and in-service English language teachers’ 

performance and perceptions on tests with audio-only and audio-visual input. The results 

yielded no significant differences on test scores between the two groups. More than 80% 

of the latter group actually preferred audio-only input. Similar to Baltova’s (1994) two 

experiments, Coniam did not report the reliability of the test. Although no pre-test was 

conducted in the study, Coniam administered a cloze test to the participants and found no 

significant differences in cloze test scores between groups. This was used to serve as 

evidence that the two groups had comparable L2 abilities. However, the cloze test was 

not clearly described, and its reliability remained unknown.  
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Gruba (1993) utilized a test with a seven-minute academic lecture and 14 

multiple-choice and true-or-false questions. 91 advanced-level graduate and 

undergraduate students in an American university took the test under two conditions: 

context-only audio-visual and audio-only. There were no significant differences in the 

groups’ performance. Again, no pre-test was delivered in this study. Although the test 

reliability was checked, Cronbach’s α was only 0.45, which meant the test was quite 

unreliable.  

Londe (2009) adopted a similar research design except that three conditions were 

involved: head-visible, full-body-visible, and audio-only. The video was taken from a 

simulated UCLA classroom lecture, and 101 students took the test with 11 open-ended 

questions showing no significant impact the video had on participants’ test performance. 

The major limitations of this study again are related to a lack of measurements ensuring 

comparable listening ability and the reliability check of the actual test. The small number 

of question items could also be problematic.  

Pusey (2020) investigated the effect of both input format (audio-only and audio-

visual) and question type (multiple-choice and short-answer questions) on test-takers’ 

performance. Using a 2 x 2 design, the study involved 68 undergraduate students 

randomly assigned to one of the four possible conditions to take a listening test with four 

academic lectures and 26 questions. The results did not showcase any significant 

difference of input format or an interaction between input format and question type. 

Nevertheless, the study had a very small sample size. The four versions of the test had 

very low reliability, with α ranging from .26 to .66. The statistical analysis was carried 

out without testing the assumptions as well.  
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In Suvorov’s (2013) research, he created a parallel set of tests, one with audio-

only input, and the other with visual input, half context-related and the other half content-

related. A total of 46 participants took the audio-only test and 75 took the audio-visual 

one. The test included six lectures on six different topics. The lectures were recordings of 

spontaneous lectures in an American university. Each recording was about three- to four-

minute long, and each was associated with five comprehension questions. The 

participants’ overall test scores were compared and no statistical significance was found, 

suggesting that videos did not have a significant impact on test-takers’ overall test 

outcomes. The content- and context-subtest scores were also compared, again showing no 

significant difference. Therefore, the participants’ performance was not significantly 

impacted by video type either. The participants’ detailed test-taking processes were also 

explored in the study, and will be discussed more thoroughly in the next L2 Listening 

Process section. 

Batty (2015) solicited 164 Japanese ESL learners in universities at four 

proficiency levels. Both conversational and academic texts were involved, and the 

listening test was comprised of one monologue, two conversations, and one academic 

passage with a total of 46 multiple-choice questions. The participants at each level were 

assigned to take the test with counter-balanced conditions (audio-visual and audio-only) 

and text types. The results suggested no significant impact of condition on test difficulty 

and responses. The results also showed no significant interactions between condition and 

text type, and between condition and proficiency level. With a similar focus, Lesnov 

(2018a) involved 73 ESL learners taking listening tests with audio only, content-deficient 
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visuals, and content-rich visuals. No significant impact of the conditions on test or item 

difficulty was found either. 

Cubilo (2017) explored the effect of type of input and type of note-taking on test-

takers’ performance. A total of 200 ESL learners participated and were randomly 

assigned to one of eight experimental groups by two forms (A and B, each with three 

different topics), two types of input (audio-only and audio-visual), and two types of note-

taking (typed or hand written). Each form was comprised of three lectures where each 

was about nine-minute long with 10 multiple-choice questions. Each participant was able 

to experience listening to both audio-only and audio-visual input, and taking notes both 

by hand and on a computer. No significant effect of either the type of input or the type of 

note-taking was found although more items were shown to be more difficult in video and 

typing conditions. Meanwhile, videos were suggested to have enhanced students’ ability 

to understand the details of the lectures, which further facilitated their comprehension of 

main ideas and abilities to make inferences. However, the effect size of the comparison 

was quite small. The items overly focused on evaluating test-takers’ ability in 

understanding explicit information as well.   

 The studies reviewed above included comparing and analyzing the test scores of 

students taking L2 listening comprehension tests in different formats. Another relevant 

study was conducted by Cubilo and Winke (2013) but with a very different task design. 

Cubilo and Winke employed an integrated writing task as the assessment tool rather than 

a traditional listening comprehension task. The participants needed to read short 

paragraphs, listen to lectures, and then write essays about what they had just read and 

heard. Forty ESL learners at an American university were solicited, randomly assigned 
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into four groups, and asked to complete two writing tasks each responding to a reading 

passage and a spoken text. One listening test was “audio-only” and the other one was 

audio-visual. Although no significant differences were found in test scores received on 

audio-only and audio-visual tasks regarding content, organization, vocabulary, and 

mechanics, the participants’ language use scores were significantly higher in the audio-

visual condition. This indicated that videos may have pushed the participants to allocate 

more attention to their language use. The second insightful result is that most of the 

participants also indicated in the exit survey and two interview sessions (each with two 

participants) that the videos facilitated their understanding of the spoken texts. Finally, 

the study also suggested that watching videos was associated with significantly fewer 

words in the participants’ notes. These last two results will also be discussed in more 

detail in sections below regarding listening processes and note-taking.  

However, a picture of the speaker delivering the lectures was embedded in each of 

the two “audios” in Cubilo and Winke’s research. Therefore, this study should be 

considered as comparing the effects of videos versus still pictures. In addition, the word 

count of participants’ notes was employed as the only link between the channel of input 

and note-taking. As the authors also discussed, the content of the notes would be of equal 

importance to further evaluate this link, especially because more words in the notes does 

not necessarily lead to better comprehension or better task performance. 

In summary, existing studies investigating the effect of visuals on test 

performance have yielded inconclusive results. Most of the studies also have crucial 

limitations in research design. These call for more carefully designed listening tests and 

research procedures to further examine this issue, for which the present study strives. 
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How Test-Takers Attend to Visual Input. One possible explanation for the 

conflicting results of the effect of visuals on L2 listening performance and test difficulty 

could be the various ways test-takers attend to visual information during the listening 

processes. As Ockey (2007), Suvorov (2013, 2018a), and Wagner (2007, 2008) reported 

in their studies, test-takers varied in the extent to which they utilized the visual 

information in the spoken texts. Wagner (2008) also suggested that multiple factors may 

lead to such variation, including test-takers’ proficiency level, the context of listening, the 

listening content, and the task they need to complete. 

On the one hand, visual information can be helpful in enhancing test-takers’ 

listening comprehension and/or increasing their test scores for numerous reasons. Visuals 

may activate test-takers’ non-linguistic knowledge about the context and/or content of the 

tasks (e.g., Bejar et al., 2000; Ginther, 2002; Pettersson, 2002; Picou et al., 2011; Rubin, 

1995; Ockey, 2007). Test-takers may make better predictions of the content and context 

of the listening because of visual cues such as gestures and facial expressions (e.g., 

Coniam, 2001). They can make use of non-verbal cues such as facial expressions and 

gestures to better understand what the speaker says (e.g., Kellerman, 1992; Rost, 2011; 

Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005; Von Raffler‐Engel, 1980). They may also have more 

positive affect towards the listening tasks (e.g., Progosh, 1996; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 

2005; Wagner, 2010a, 2010b), and have more interest, concentration, and motivation 

(e.g., Baltova, 1994; Parry & Meredith, 1984).  

On the other hand, visual information may exert a negative impact on L2 

listening. Some test-takers have reported visuals as being distracting in several studies 

(e.g., Baltova, 1994; Chung, 1994; Coniam, 2001; Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a). 
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Visuals may distract test-takers’ attention from concentrating on processing the auditory 

input (MacWilliam, 1986). It is very difficult for some learners to attend to visuals and 

take notes simultaneously (e.g., Coniam, 2001; Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a). 

Sometimes, visuals may be very complex and/or difficult to understand (e.g., Suvorov, 

2013, 2018a), particularly if they are not culturally familiar to the listeners (Rubin, 1995). 

Test-takers may experience an extra cognitive load as a result of processing (sometimes 

unrelated) extra visual information (e.g., Bejar et al., 2000; Buck, 2001; Rubin, 1995; 

Vanderplank, 2010). Different features of visuals such as their graphic quality, size, and 

shape may also impact the listening performance (e.g., Suvorov, 2013). For instance, if 

the graphic quality is too poor, or the size of visuals is too small, it may be difficult for 

test-takers to see clearly and interpret the visuals correctly.   

As a result, a closer scrutinization of individual and/or group test-takers’ listening 

processes is called for to further understand the effect of visuals on listening processes 

and performance. A few studies directly examined this issue and are of particular 

relevance to the current dissertation (Batty, 2017, 2020; Lesnov, 2018b; Ockey, 2007; 

Suvorov, 2013, 2018a; Wagner, 2007, 2010a).  

Wagner (2007) focused on the viewing rate of the participants. His study 

involved 36 students enrolled in eight different classes in a community language program 

at an American university. The audio-visual listening test they took was the same one 

described above for Wagner (2010b). Wagner (2007) videotaped the participants while 

they were taking the listening test, and calculated the length of time their eye gaze 

physically oriented to the screen where the videos were playing. He found that the test-

takers overall as a group attended to the video monitor around 69% of the time, although 



 61 

individual viewing rates varied extensively. This suggests that the participants were 

engaged in extensive interaction with the videos and allocated a large portion of their 

attention to the videos. The study also found that significantly more time was allocated to 

watch videos of the dialogues (72% of the time) than the lectures (67% of the 

time). Wagner interpreted this as a possible result of participants’ higher interest in the 

dialogue texts, and interpersonal and contextual information was needed more to 

understand the spoken texts. It was also shown that while the participants watched the 

videos at a higher rate for the last two tasks than the first two, the difference was not 

statistically significant. This indicates that the participants’ viewing processes were quite 

consistent and also indicates that the videos were neither unhelpful nor distracting. 

Otherwise, the participants would have chosen to view the visuals much less frequently 

towards the end. 

This study was very insightful in shedding light on L2 listeners’ interaction with 

audio-visual texts, but it still left room for further explorations. Most importantly, 

physical orientation to the video monitor did not necessitate actual use of visual 

information. A further qualitative inquiry would be helpful in investigating whether these 

orientations indicated actual use of visuals in the process. Linking the participants’ 

viewing rate to their test scores could provide more insights in this regard as well. These 

two major limitations were also discussed by Wagner. 

Using the same first four videotexts, Wagner (2010a) examined this issue again 

with 56 ESL learners. This time, he connected participants’ viewing processes to their 

test scores, and he also administered a questionnaire asking about participants’ attitudes 

towards the use of videos. Again, it showed that the participants’ varied extensively in 
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their proportions of time orienting to the video monitor, and they watched the dialogue 

videos at a significantly higher rate (58.5%) than that of watching the lecture videos 

(41.6%). However, overall, the participants viewed the screen only for 47.9% of the time. 

It could be associated with a less ideal watching condition (the students had to all look at 

the big screen in the front of the classroom with the lights on), an observer effect (three 

cameras rather than one were mounted in the classroom), or a testing strategy these 

participants chose to use. Interestingly, the results also suggested that the monitor 

viewing rate was weakly negatively correlated to the participants’ test scores. Wagner 

interpreted this negative association to the possibility that lower-ability L2 listeners 

wanted to gather more information from visuals to make up for their listening gaps from 

the audios. The questionnaire data further showcased that by and large, the participants 

held a positive attitude towards the inclusion of videos. The participants who held a more 

positive attitude watched the video screen at a higher rate and estimated a higher viewing 

rate of their own.   

A connection between test-takers’ viewing rate and test performance was also 

investigated by Lesnov (2018b). Besides what was reviewed earlier for this study, Lesnov 

also asked the participants to rate the degree to which they utilized visuals on a scale 

from one (little) to five (all the time). It was found that their self-reported visual usage 

was weakly positively correlated to their test performance for both lower and higher-level 

participants, which contradicted Wagner’s (2010a) results. Such conflicting findings may 

be a result of measurement, since Wagner observed the participants’ processes, but 

Lesnov asked the participants to report by themselves. The latter method may have 

caused a greater measurement error. It may also be related to the different amounts of 
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content-related visuals in the two studies’ instruments. Lesnov’s study resorted to 

content-rich visuals, which contained over 60% of content-related visuals. On the 

contrary, the visuals in Wagner’s study involved few content-related visuals.  

Ockey (2007) focused on comparing test-takers’ use of two types of visuals while 

listening to academic lectures: still pictures (with contextual information) and a video. 

Six participants each took a test delivered with a series of still pictures and another test 

with a video in order to investigate their use of visual information. Each lecture was 

paused four times to elicit the participants’ recall of use of visual information. At the end 

of each test, the participants were also interviewed on the detailed strategies they used 

and their attitudes towards both types of visuals. The results showed that (a) test-takers 

attended to still images minimally, observing the screen between 2.2% to 16.7% of the 

time, whereas they attended more to the video stimulus, orienting to the screen between 

2.5% to 73.6% of the time; (b) the still images were reported beneficial at the beginning 

to provide contextual information and not useful or distracting the rest of the time; and 

(c) test-takers varied to a great extent in regard to whether they considered visual cues 

from video stimulus (including lip movements, topical gestures, hand motions to signal 

key words, facial expressions regarding opinions, and body gestures to emphasize) 

helpful or distracting.  

This study showed crucial evidence of individual engagement of visual 

information in a listening test, especially regarding how individual participants utilized 

and thought about specific visual elements. However, the listening processes were not 

connected to test-takers’ actual performance, and therefore, it was unknown whether any 

processes were in fact facilitative in overall listening comprehension. Another limitation 
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of this study pertains to its small sample size. Data gleaned from six participants could 

hardly be generalizable to a wider population. 

More recently, as briefly mentioned earlier, Suvorov (2013) in his dissertation 

also explored test-takers’ use of visuals. Parts of his study were reported in Suvorov’s 

(2015) article and (2018a) book chapter. As mentioned earlier, in his dissertation, 

Suvorov created a parallel set of tests, one with audio-only input, and the other with 

visual input, half context-related and half content-related. A total of 46 participants took 

the audio-only test whereas 75 took the audio-visual one. In the latter group, 33 

participants’ eye movements were captured using eye-tracking technology, and they each 

completed a retrospective cued recall. No difference of test performance was found 

between the audio-only and audio-visual subtests. However, it was found that, in terms of 

viewing patterns, significantly more time and more fixation frequency were spent on 

content videos compared with context videos. More attention was paid to speaker-related 

visual aspects in context videos, whereas both speaker- and lecture-related aspects in the 

content videos were the foci. The reasons why the participants attended to specific 

aspects of different types of videos also differed, with more speaker-related reasons for 

context videos and more lecture-related ones for content videos. Different aspects of the 

two types of visuals reported being helpful or distracting varied, but overall visual 

information from content videos were reported by the participants as significantly more 

helpful in answering comprehension questions relating to the content compared to 

context videos’ usefulness in answering context-related questions. Participants’ attitudes 

towards the helpfulness of visuals were also significantly positively correlated with their 
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test performance, which indicated that visuals may influence test-takers’ test performance 

mediated by their affective factors. 

Batty (2017) also employed eye-tracking technology in his dissertation study 

(which was also partially reported by Batty, 2020). To investigate participants’ specific 

use of visuals in an audio-visual L2 listening tests, a total of 12 Japanese EFL learners in 

a Japanese university participated. They took an audio-visual test with six short semi-

authentic videos (improvised based off of comedy excerpts) and one multiple-choice 

question per video. Half of the questions were testing test-takers’ abilities in 

understanding explicit information, while the other half focused on implicit information 

comprehension. The participants’ eye movement throughout the test was recorded using 

eye-tracking technology. They also took part in semi-structured interviews to 

retrospectively discuss what aspects of visual information they attended to. The results 

showed that, on average, the participants oriented to the actors’ faces about 82% of the 

time for different reasons. For instance, doing so assisted comprehension, it was their 

habit to watch the actors’ faces, they experience positive affect, they could determine 

who would speak next, and so on. They also spent significantly more time on watching 

the listener’s face in a conversation (compared to the speaker’s) when they needed to 

answer a question on implicit information. Gestures, in contrast, were only attended to for 

about 1% of the time. Individual differences were shown as well. The majority of the 

participants chose to either focus on the speakers’ eyes or mouths. The higher their 

TOEFL ITP scores (listening ability) were, the less likely they dwelled their gaze on 

speakers’ eyes, and the more likely they oriented to the speakers’ bodies and objects in 

the scenes. The participants also oriented to the videos more when the videotexts 
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contained more emotions and illustrative gestures, and when the question items were on 

implicit information.  

This study provides extensive insights regarding test-takers’ use of visuals. One 

very crucial contribution is that the interview was conducted in Japanese, the test-takers’ 

L1. The cognitive and linguistic demands for the interview were drastically decreased 

compared to reporting the test-takers’ thoughts in their L2. This also informed the current 

study to give the participants options to choose the language(s) to report their listening 

processes. However, a few limitations are worth noting. First, the eye-tracking equipment 

was head mounted, which might have resulted in discomfort, a change to their normal eye 

movement, and a change to their test scores. In relation to that, test-takers were not able 

to take notes, which might deviate from their normal listening processes. In addition, test-

takers’ TOEFL ITP scores were used as the indicator of their language proficiency. 

However, half were older participants who took the test at least one year before this 

study. The TOFEL ITP scores might not very well reflect their listening abilities. Finally, 

the sample size for comparisons was quite small. 

As reviewed above, a large amount of information has been gained pertaining to 

test-takers’ listening processes completing audio-visual listening tests. Their use of non-

verbal cues varies at a number of levels. However, such insight is far from an adequate 

understanding of listening processes that audio-visual spoken texts elicit. Four major 

shortcomings with this body of literature are identified here. First, the majority of 

participants’ verbal reports were conducted in their L2, with only a few exceptions such 

as Batty’s (2017, 2020) research. The precision and depth of participants’ descriptions 

were not fully guaranteed, because verbal reporting is cognitively and linguistically 
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demanding for three reasons. To begin with, during the listening test, the speech stream is 

delivered very fast and once only. Learners’ attention is largely paid to meaning 

construction rather than reflecting on their listening processes such as how they take 

notes and utilize visuals. Therefore, they may be unable to be aware of certain processes 

and thoughts. In addition, during the reporting processes, learners need to have a really 

large short-term memory capacity to quickly recall what they did to understand the input, 

recall their perceptions of their listening processes, hold these thoughts, and elaborate to 

the researcher(s). Lastly, verbal reports also call for learners’ strong oral ability to 

describe their processes and thoughts, which can be very abstract. As a result, even for 

advanced L2 learners, it is still very difficult to clearly and accurately verbalize their 

listening processes and reasons behind them on such an abstract task. Therefore, 

participants should be given the choice to conduct recalls in their L1. They may have 

difficulties in attending to meaning and form simultaneously in their L2 (e.g., Shook, 

1999; Skehan, 1998, 2009), but they only need to pay attention to what to say without 

worrying about how to say it at the same time in their L1. In other words, learners’ use of 

their L1 is more automatic compared to the use of their L2, and hence, they do not need 

to allocate as much cognitive resources to convey new and abstract ideas. 

Second, the studies reviewed above involved how listeners performed when given 

authentic or semi-authentic passages as spoken texts, but how participants interacted with 

specific components of these authentic texts (such as filled pauses and connected speech) 

still remains unclear. The reason to include authentic materials is to align test materials 

with those test-takers may encounter in real life to ensure test authenticity and avoid 

construct underrepresentation (Wagner, 2018b), which shares the same rationale of 
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presenting spoken texts audio-visually. Comparative studies only suggested inconclusive 

results about the impact of authentic features on test-takers’ performance. Hence, 

qualitative research is needed to interpret how test-takers interact with authentic features 

to fully understand their effects. 

Third, the listening processes of participants responding to audio-only input were 

barely examined. It is theoretically interesting, because only when test-takers’ listening 

processes in both audio-only and audio-visual conditions are compared can it reveal the 

differences of how test-takers interact with different sources of information in different 

modalities. Such a comparison would be practically fruitful as well, so that teachers and 

learners could make better pedagogical and learning decisions according to their listening 

contexts. Especially since learners may have to take audio-only listening tests, it is 

crucial to train their awareness of potential differences in the processes that they may 

experience when encountering real-world audio-visual listening tasks.  

Finally, in the majority of these studies, the issue of note-taking, a very crucial 

component to test-takers’ test-taking processes, was not addressed. While participants 

were allowed to take notes in some of these studies, neither the process of note taking nor 

the content of the notes was investigated. Ockey (2007) and Cubilo and Winke (2013), 

for example, even found that taking notes while watching the screen was very 

challenging for some test-takers. However, none of them really examined specifically 

how test-takers take notes and the relationship between note quality and listening 

performance in an audio-visual listening test, which leads to the next section of the 

literature review. 
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Note-Taking in L2 Listening Tests 

Another important part of the listening process, especially academic listening, is 

note-taking (Cubilo & Winke, 2013). For both L1 college students (e.g., Trafton & 

Trickett, 2001; Van Meter et al., 1994) and L2 college students (e.g., Chaudron et al., 

1994; Dunkel, 1988; Dunkel et al., 1989; Dunkel & Davy, 1989; King, 1994), taking 

notes while listening is a crucial strategy to facilitate comprehension and learn (and 

subsequently remember) the content (Clerehan, 1995; Kiewra, 1987; McKenna, 1987; 

Palmatier & Bennet, 1974). Taking notes can be facilitative in keeping students focused 

and concentrated (Ladas, 1980; Teng, 2011), aid recall of the content students listened to 

(Hartley & Marshall, 1974), and lead to higher scores on follow-up quizzes (Baker & 

Lombardi, 1985; Palkovitz & Lore, 1980). Researchers often discuss the benefits of note-

taking as two-fold (e.g., Di Vesta & Gray, 1972; Kiewra, 1989). Note-taking’s encoding 

function suggests that taking notes facilitates learning, because it elicits “increased 

attention, more elaborative processing of specific ideas, and/or greater organization of 

lecture material” (p. 149, Kiewra, 1989; also see Einstein et al., 1985). Note-taking also 

serves as an external storage of information to facilitate retention, which is the storage 

function of note-taking (Di Vesta & Gray, 1972; Kiewra, 1989). In fact, not allowing 

students to take notes while listening to lectures may lead to discomfort, especially when 

the content is relatively new to them (Carrier, 1983). As more and more tests assessing 

test-takers’ academic listening abilities seek to resemble the characteristics of the TLU 

domain tasks, it is increasingly recognized that the definition and operationalization of L2 

listening constructs may need to be expanded to include skills that go beyond simply 

processing audio information in the input, such as measuring the ability to take notes 
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(Ockey, 2007). However, there has been a very limited amount of research directly 

examining the effect of note-taking on L2 academic listening comprehension.  

Moreover, the findings of prior studies that investigated this issue have been 

somewhat inconclusive. For example, Hartley and Davies (1978) reviewed 35 studies 

investigating the effect of note-taking on learners’ recall in both L1 and L2 tasks. 

Seventeen of the studies indicated that note-taking aided recall. Sixteen found no 

difference. Two reported debilitating effects of note-taking, mainly due to its 

interreference with listening.  

With a closer examination of studies that were conducted more recently focusing 

on L2 listening performance, the effect of the action of note-taking itself is inconclusive. 

For instance, Carrell et al. (2004) found facilitative effects of note-taking. They examined 

234 ESL students’ performance on a listening test modified based on the computer-based 

TOEFL listening test. The pool of test prompts consisted of four short and four long 

lectures, each with six and eight comprehension questions, respectively. Half of the short 

and long talks were related to arts and humanities, and the other half were associated with 

physical science. Response types included multiple-choice, order/match, multiple-

selection multiple-choice, and constructed-response items. Each participant listened to 

two short and two long lectures and answered 28 comprehension questions. A total of 16 

forms of the computer-based test were therefore created (2 x 2 x 2 x 2) with four 

mediating factors: (a) note-taking (allowed or disallowed); (b) lecture length (short or 

long), (c) topic (arts/humanities or physical science); and (d) learners’ listening 

proficiency level measured by a paper-and-pencil listening comprehension test. The 

results indicated significant main effects for note-taking and length. The results also 
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showed significant interactions between note-taking and topic, and note-taking and 

lecture length. Overall, allowing participants to take notes elicited increased performance.  

In contrast, other studies have suggested that note-taking does not have a 

significant impact on test or task performance. For example, in Dunkel’s (1985) study, a 

total of 136 native English speakers and 123 ESL learners listened to a 22-minute 

videorecorded academic lecture and answered 30 multiple-choice questions. They were 

randomly assigned to either a condition where they could take notes but could not review 

it before the test, or the other condition where they could not take notes. It was found that 

the note-taking condition did not significantly affect the participants’ test scores. In 

addition, native speakers in general outperformed the non-native English speakers. 

Chaudron et al. (1994) investigated the external storage function of note-taking. 

Namely, the focus was to examine whether having the access to the notes taken while 

listening to lectures facilitated information recall. The study involved a total of 98 ESL 

learners in six classes. The participants listened to three academic lectures each on a 

different day and answered 20 multiple-choice. Another 20 cloze comprehension 

questions were also asked to some classes for two of the three lectures. On both item 

types, whether they had access to their notes while answering the comprehension 

questions or not did not make a significant difference regarding the participants’ 

performance on the post-lecture questions. The researchers contributed the lack of 

significant results to a lack of delay in the delivery of the post-lecture questions. Since the 

participants were asked to recall the information right after they listened to the lectures, 

their short-term memory allowed them to remember the content. Therefore, whether or 

not they had their notes as a reference did not make a difference on their test 
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performance. In addition, in order to answer the cloze questions, some participants 

listened to the first two lectures for a second time. This may have obscured the results to 

a certain extent. 

Hale and Courtney (1994) involved 563 NNES learners in listening to six mini-

talks used in the TOEFL listening exam, three in test A and three in test B. The 

participants were assigned to four groups: note-taking allowed for test A/B and note-

taking disallowed for test B/A respectively; and note-taking urged for test A/B and note-

taking disallowed for test B/A respectively. No significant differences on their test 

performance for allowing note-taking was found. However, pushing the participants to 

take notes had a significantly negative effect on their test performance. The authors 

associated the results with the length of the mini-talks and the item type. Namely, they 

concluded that the listening passages were too short for the facilitative function of note-

taking to be in effect, and the participants could remember the passages without referring 

to their notes. In addition, the questions were all related to implicit information and did 

not ask the participants to recall specific facts and details from the listening passages. 

To possibly account for these inconclusive results reviewed above regarding the 

effect of note-taking on listening performance, it is very crucial to first acknowledge the 

challenges note-taking may pose to listeners who need to process large amounts of 

information at a very high speed and to write them down at the same time (e.g., Greene, 

1928; Ladas, 1980). It is very interesting to note that, native-English-speaking college 

students can take notes at a rate of 20 words per minute on average (Greene, 1928), but 

the normal speech rate is as fast as over 160 words per minute (Rubin, 1994)—around 

seven times higher than what students can write down along with the speech stream. 
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Even worse, L1 listeners would seem to be better able to complete multiple tasks at the 

same time. Fewer cognitive resources are needed to process the spoken input because 

they can automatically process information in their L1, and they can listen and take notes 

simultaneously. However, L2 listeners, especially lower-proficiency ones, in general, 

cannot perform (take notes) on par with L1 listeners, because the cognitive load is very 

heavy (e.g., Dunkel et al., 1989; Dunkel & Davy, 1989). While they are writing, they 

may be missing much of the aural input. As such, their rate of taking effective notes is 

expected to be even lower than 20 words per minute. This implies that any facilitative 

encoding and storing functions of note-taking may be compromised by its difficulty to a 

certain extent.  

During such a complex task of note-taking, its effect on test-takers’ test 

performance might be constrained and affected by a variety of factors such as test-takers’ 

previous note-taking training (e.g., Carrell, 2007; Tsai & Wu, 2010), short-term memory 

capacities (e.g., Asl & Kheirzadeh, 2016; Dunkel, 1985; Dunkel et al., 1989; Lin, 2006), 

affective factors (e.g., Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Liu & Hu, 2012), whether the lectures 

contain organizational cues (e.g., Mayer, 1996; Titsworth & Kiewra, 2004), the type and 

format of notes taken (e.g., Austin et al., 2002; Hamilton et al., 2000; Song, 2012), 

speech rate (e.g., Lin, 2006), and whether the lectures are audio-only or audio-visual 

(e.g., Cubilo & Winke, 2013). 

Among those factors, the inclusion of nonverbal cues is particularly relevant to 

the current study. It has been suggested that nonverbal cues provide students with hints of 

the content of note-taking (Piolat et al., 2005). However, as discussed above, taking notes 

while processing aural input in an L2 may be very challenging for ESL learners 
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(Bloomfield et al., 2010; Gilbert, 1989). Sometimes students even choose to take notes in 

their L1 (Koren, 1997; Wu, 1998). Therefore, it is important to conduct research that 

provides an increased understanding of how test-takers take notes when they take an 

audio-visual L2 listening test. When L2 learners listen to real-life academic lectures, they 

most often will take notes to reinforce understanding and prepare for future review. 

Designing listening tests that allow for note-taking is therefore in alignment with this 

TLU domain characteristic. As Suvorov (2013) discussed in his limitation section, the 

participants’ note-taking processes affected the eye-tracking data because their eyes 

switched orientations back and forth between the test screen and notes. In addition, 

Wagner (2010a, 2013) also discussed that there was a great amount of variability in the 

test-takers’ actual visual-viewing processes. Some test-takers frequently attended to the 

videos, but others paid little attention to the visuals. This variability is further 

compounded by note-taking, which sheds light on the complex interaction between test-

takers’ use of visual information from videos and their note-taking practice. Hence, a 

close examination of such interaction is called for to better understand test-takers’ L2 

listening processes. 

There have been only a few studies that investigate the interaction between note-

taking and use of visuals in L2 listening assessments. For instance, Cubilo’s (2017) study, 

as reviewed earlier, investigated the effect of videos (use or not use) and types of note-

taking (hand-written or typed) on participants’ listening performance. Specifically, no 

significant effect of the use of videos or note-taking on listening test scores or item 

difficulty was found. Qualitative data in Cubilo’s study gleaned from a survey after the 

test indicated that the inclusion of videos was preferred, and note-taking, regardless of its 
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format, increased participants’ level of comfort. This study showcased the importance of 

allowing note-taking in audio-visual testing conditions supported by participants’ 

perceptions and preference data, but it did not address how test-takers actually take notes 

in audio-only and audio-visual tests.  

Cubilo and Winke’s (2013) article also attended to note-taking in multimedia 

listening tests. As described earlier, the participants in their study took significantly fewer 

notes when their tests were audio-visual. Qualitative data were collected from a 

questionnaire filled out upon test completion. The finding suggested a “split-attention 

effect” (p. 383), because it was very demanding for the participants to listen, watch the 

video, and take notes at the same time. It showed evidence that an audio-video listening 

task is cognitively challenging for L2 learners, especially for those who are not good at 

multitasking. However, again, how test-takers take notes in a multimedia listening test is 

not revealed in this study.  

Some other research reviewed earlier that investigated the process of listening 

also allowed the participants to take notes in order to make the task more authentic to 

real-world academic listening (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2009, 2013, 2015, 2018a; 

Wagner, 2010a, 2010b, 2013). However, these studies did not investigate the specific 

note-taking practice and associate the quality of notes with test-takers’ test performance.  

Referring to notes is only one method test-takers use to complete tasks at the 

response stage after listening to input. In order to capture a whole picture of test-takers’ 

entire listening processes, their question-answering methods employed in audio-only and 

audio-visual conditions are worth examining as well.  
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Question-Answering Methods in L2 Listening Tests 

The rationale for the current study to pay attention to test-takers’ question-

answering methods is based on the premise that test-takers process different types and 

amounts of information in an audio-only versus audio-visual condition. Thus, it is 

anticipated that test-takers will utilize different sources of information to select their 

answers to the subsequent listening comprehension questions, which is of great interest to 

the current study to capture a fuller picture of test-takers’ test-taking processes. There is a 

dearth of research directly investigating this research focus, and it is oftentimes referred 

to as or associated with test-taking strategies. Therefore, a funnel approach (Mertens, 

2014) will be taken to review the relevant literature below. It starts from a broad 

conceptualization of L2 test-taking strategies and then narrows down the scope to sources 

of information as part of test-takers’ question-answering methods in an L2 listening test. 

Test-taking strategies can be defined as “those test-taking processes that the 

respondents have selected and of which they are conscious, at least to some degree” 

(Cohen, 1998, p. 92). Cohen (2014) describes two types of test-taking strategies. Test-

management strategies are related to the meaningful interactions between test-takers and 

test questions and tasks. They are “the processes consciously selected to assist in 

producing a correct answer responsibly” (p. 895). Some examples include time 

management, sequence of question answering, reasonably ruling out distractors, and so 

on. Test-wiseness strategies refer to the peripheral coping mechanism test-takers utilize to 

complete the test and answer test items, but they do not actually include language ability 

or skills. For instance, stem-option matching, eliminating, similar options, and item 

giveaway all fall into this category (Cohen, 2014).  
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 With this conceptualization of test-taking strategies, a few themes and trends of 

research have emerged. To begin with, test-takers’ use of test-taking strategies in tests 

with various formats have been examined (Cohen, 2007; Suvorov, 2018b), including C-

tests (e.g., Cohen et al., 1985; Stemmer, 1991), cloze tests (e.g., Sasaki, 2000; Storey, 

1997; Yamashita, 2003), multiple-choice questions (e.g., Abanomey, 2002; Cohen & 

Upton, 2007; Nevo, 1989; Phakiti, 2003; Tsagari, 1994; Wu, 1998), open-ended 

questions (e.g., Abanomey, 2002; Tsagari, 1994), word associates (e.g., Schmitt et al., 

2011), and selected-response questions (e.g., Cohen & Upton, 2007). 

In addition, various research methodologies have been adopted in test-taking 

strategy research (Cohen, 2007; Suvorov, 2018b). These research techniques include 

think alouds (e.g., Anderson et al., 1991; Cohen & Upton, 2007; Plakans, 2009), 

retrospective recalls (e.g., Li, 2013a; Sasaki, 2000; Suvorov, 2018b; Wu, 1998), 

questionnaires (e.g., Kashkouli & Barati, 2013), interviews (e.g., Douglas & 

Hegelheimer, 2005; Li, 2013a; Schmitt et al., 2011; Phakiti, 2003; Plakans, 2009), and 

eye-tracking technology (e.g., Suvorov, 2018b; Winke & Lim, 2014). Among these 

methodologies, verbal report methods are still more accessible, and are capable of 

providing in-depth data regarding the process of test-taking strategy selection and use 

(e.g., Anderson et al., 1991; Cohen, 2014; Cohen & Upton, 2007; Nikolov, 2006; Winke 

& Lim, 2014).  

 Third, research has investigated test-taking strategies used in tests assessing 

different language skills (Cohen, 2007; Suvorov, 2018b). A majority of research focuses 

on reading tests (e.g., Abanomey, 2002; Anderson, 1989, 1991; Cohen & Upton, 2007; 

Nevo, 1989; Phakiti, 2003; Sasaki, 2000; Storey, 1997; Tsagari, 1994; Yamashita, 2003), 
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and some investigated speaking (e.g., Barkaoui et al., 2013) and writing (e.g., Plakans, 

2009) tests. More closely related to the current study, a handful of research focuses 

(entirely or partially) on listening tests (e.g., Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2005; Li, 2013a; 

Suvorov, 2018b; Wu, 1998).  

 Wu (1998) investigated the interaction of linguistic and non-linguistic resources 

test-takers drew on during a listening test. The study involved four intermediate- and 

higher-level Chinese EFL learners. They took a listening test with a 3.5-minute audio-

only interview prompt and six multiple-choice items. The interview was then played 

again section by section for the participants to complete their retrospections about how 

they comprehended the input. The detailed qualitative analysis revealed that test-takers’ 

partial success in linguistic processing might lead to their activation of non-linguistic 

knowledge and test-wiseness strategies (such as guessing and resorting to general 

knowledge to infer answers), which could be misleading and deprive them of accurately 

comprehending the linguistic information in the spoken texts. Namely, when the listeners 

did not have adequate linguistic competence to fully comprehend the input, they accessed 

their general knowledge to compensate for the break-down. This use of general 

knowledge might have dominated the listeners’ decision making, led to guessing that is 

not grounded in the input, and therefore, directed the comprehension to deviate from the 

actual meaning of the input. The study also sheds light on the limitations of adopting a 

multiple-choice format in a listening test, because it may result in test-wiseness strategy 

employment and unfair advantages for learners with a high proficiency level in L2 

listening. Wu’s study is an important process-oriented examination on L2 listening test-
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taking strategies. Nevertheless, the test lacked a reliability check, and the sample size and 

item size were quite small.  

 With a focus on the test-taking strategies test-takers employed to complete 

TOEFL iBT listening tasks, Douglas and Hegelheimer (2005, 2007, cited in Cohen, 2007 

and Li, 2013a, respectively) recorded and monitored the participants’ test-taking 

processes using the software Morae (Tech-Smith, 2004). With this software, the 

researchers could see the test-takers’ screen and inserted comments about the test-takers’ 

listening processes to be addressed later. The participants took the listening test, 

completed a verbal report on their strategy use, and then watched the test-taking 

recordings together with the researchers to discuss the comments. The results classified 

the test-taking strategies into two categories. The first was named Strategies for 

Approaching the Response Task, such as recalling the test input (e.g., the instructions, a 

previous question, and the input text), methods regarding option reviewing (e.g., 

reviewing them in order and narrowing the options), making hypotheses about the correct 

answers, and checking notes before reading the options. The second type was named 

Sources of Knowledge, which was referred to as direct sources or reasons, based on 

which they had chosen certain options. Some examples included: the option contained 

some elements test-takers had heard, they related the question to real-world experience, 

they referred to their notes, they resorted to their testing experience, and they guessed 

their answers. Results of this study provided a guideline to specify types of strategies 

test-takers employ in a listening test with a multiple-choice format. It also separated 

sources of information test-takers used to complete the listening comprehension 

questions, the interest of the current study, from other test-taking strategies. 
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 One of the studies building on Douglas and Hegelheimer’s (2005, 2007) 

categorization is Li’s (2013a) research examining six Chinese learners’ test-taking 

strategies in an English listening placement test. The test was comprised of two audio-

only and two audio-visual short lectures. Each lecture was followed by five to six 

multiple-choice questions. Both a retrospective verbal report and a semi-structured 

interview were utilized. After each individual participant finished listening to one lecture 

and answered the corresponding questions, the test was paused, and the participant 

verbally reported their test-taking strategies. No in-lecture pauses were made to avoid 

interrupting the participants’ thoughts. After the whole test and all verbal reports were 

completed, a semi-structured interview was conducted to inquire about the participants’ 

use and perception of audio-visual listening assessments. The results were especially 

insightful for the present research because it had the same focus on comparing and 

contrasting the test-taking strategies adopted by the participants in different conditions. 

To be more specific, the participants used fewer Approach to Problem strategies but more 

Source of Knowledge strategies when they could both see and hear the speakers 

compared with when they could hear the speakers. Li interpreted the results as they 

suggested that in an audio-visual condition, the participants were “at a better position to 

approach the questions” (p. 116), and they could rely on more resources to form their 

understanding of the lectures and choose their answers to the comprehension questions. 

Despite the insights, there was no reliability check of the listening test. Asking the 

participants to verbally report their strategy use without pausing the lectures might also 

be problematic, because the participants might not have enough time to deeply and fully 

report their test-taking strategies.  
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Another shared limitation of Douglas and Hegelheimer’s (2005, 2007) and Li’s 

(2013a) studies related to their categorization of test-taking strategies. For instance, 

referring to notes and recalling input texts were classified as two Approaching the 

Response Task/Approaches to Problem strategies. However, they seemed to fit the 

category of Source of Knowledge better. Moreover, it would be even more informative if 

test-wiseness strategies could be teased out to better understand how test-takers’ 

linguistic and non-linguistic resources were utilized when answering the comprehension 

questions. 

 With a partial focus on listening tests, Suvorov (2018b) paid special attention to 

test-wiseness strategies (Cohen, 2014) and examined how the use of such strategies might 

introduce construct irrelevant variance into the Michigan English Test. Fifty-eight items 

were included with five types of questions: discrete dialogue, dialogic listening, 

monologic listening, discrete grammar, and reading set items. The paper-based test was 

adapted for computer delivery, and 15 ESL learners took the electronic version of the 

test. Eye-tracking, verbal reports, and test performance data were collected. In order to 

examine the participants’ test-taking strategies, Suvorov first delineated three types of 20 

test-management strategies and seven test-wiseness strategies. Specifically, these test-

wiseness strategies included selecting an option: (a) by guessing; (b) with a vague sense 

without fully understanding the option or the question; (c) by matching an irrelevant 

word or phrase heard in the spoken text; (d) because it was different from others; (e) by 

resorting to other questions; (f) by using background knowledge; and (g) because of the 

speaker’s paralanguage.  
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The study showed that some strategies were only applied to certain item types. 

Specifically, during the listening tasks, the first five types of test-wiseness strategies were 

used. A Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was conducted to compare the participants’ observed 

scores to their adjusted scores by subtracting the number of correctly answered items 

using test-wiseness strategies. This resulted in statistical significance, indicating that test-

wiseness strategies introduced construct-irrelevant variance. It is noteworthy that the 

Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test included scores for all test items instead of the listening items 

alone. This research informs the current study in that it shows the importance of 

interpreting participants’ test-taking strategies used by the participants with caution 

because of the possible effects of test-wiseness strategy use. 

While these studies are informative, the understanding of strategies that test-

takers utilize in audio-visual listening tests would benefit from further research. More 

specifically, the inclusion of visuals introduces extra information to process in an audio-

visual condition; therefore, the sources of information test-takers resort to in order to 

answer comprehension questions in both an audio-only and audio-visual conditions call 

for more attention. This issue should be explored in more carefully designed listening 

tests that consider other aspects of listening processes as well. 

Methodological Approaches to the Examination of L2 Listening Tests Delivered with 

Videotexts 

Both quantitative and qualitative research methods have been adopted in 

examining the effects of visuals in L2 listening tests. As reviewed earlier, quantitative 

research methods have been employed by most researchers by comparing test scores 

under different conditions, with or without certain types of visuals (e.g., Baltova, 1994; 
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Batty, 2014; Coniam, 2001; Cubilo, 2017; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Gruba, 1993; Londe, 

2009; Suvorov, 2013; Wagner, 2010b). The correlations of test-takers’ test scores with 

certain variables (e.g., fixation rate, the dwell rate, and the percentage of total dwell time) 

have been investigated by a few researchers (e.g., Suvorov, 2013; Wagner, 2010a). Item 

difficulty has been explored using many-facets Rasch modeling as well (e.g., Batty, 2015, 

2017, 2018; Lesnov, 2018a, 2018b). 

The use of qualitative methods has also been proposed to triangulate the 

quantitative analyses especially with a lack of research exploring test-takers’ specific 

listening processes (e.g., Gruba, 1997; Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2007). However, 

qualitative methods have not been widely used to investigate L2 listening processes 

(Purdy, 2010). Among the studies employing qualitative methods, concurrent reporting 

and retrospective reporting have been found to be useful. Concurrent reporting is often 

called “think aloud”, where participants verbalize what they are thinking about while 

completing a task (Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Van Someren et al., 1994). These can be 

problematic especially during a listening task because it is difficult for participants to 

report their listening processes and reasons behind them while paying attention to what is 

being said in the aural texts (Ockey, 2007). An alternative to this method is to insert 

pauses during the spoken texts being delivered, and allow participants to talk about their 

thoughts at each pause (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2008). In contrast, retrospective 

reporting is a procedure where participants immediately verbalize their thoughts after 

solving a problem by replying to probing questions (Camps, 2003; Ericsson & Simon, 

1993). It has been used relatively more often by researchers in the area of L2 listening 

assessment (e.g., Bacon, 1992; Ockey, 2007; Wu, 1998). This method is, again, imperfect 
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for researching processes in an L2 listening assessment because participants may forget 

their thoughts and inadvertently fabricate certain information to make the report coherent 

and complete (Green, 1998).  

Another alternative method that can be utilized to address the problems of 

concurrent reporting and retrospective recall is retrospective cued recall (e.g., Van Gog et 

al., 2005), or cued-retrospective recall (e.g., Russell & Oren, 2009). While retrospective 

cued recall also depends on participants’ verbal reports of their thoughts, its primary 

focus involves “reporting retrospectively on the basis of a record of observations or 

intermediate products of their problem-solving process” (Van Gog et al., 2005, p. 238). It 

is believed to work more efficiently than the other methods because it leads to less 

forgetting or false thought processes that are fabricated by participants (Van Someren et 

al., 1994). The most insightful research adopting this method of exploring L2 listeners’ 

thought processes was conducted by Suvorov (2013, also reported in 2018a). As 

mentioned earlier, for the participants who took the audio-visual listening tests, Suvorov 

recorded their eye movements using eye-tracking technology. Then, participants were 

instructed to report their thought processes while watching the videos and answering 

comprehension questions probed by the recordings of gaze replays. The results indicated 

that, when watching videos, participants focused on the same types of information 

exposed to content and context visuals but to different extents. Different visual aspects 

were considered helpful or distracting in these two conditions. In regard to the question-

answering processes, participants deemed content visuals significantly more helpful than 

contextual visuals. The more helpful participants found visuals, the more likely they were 

to receive higher item scores on the comprehension test. Such rigorous research findings 
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provide evidence of the usefulness of retrospective cued recall together with quantitative 

research methods in understanding participants’ listening test-taking processes.  

In conclusion, quantitative and qualitative research methods each holds certain 

merits but also suffers from limitations. To better reveal the cognitive processes that L2 

listeners engage in, a combination of both should be employed to collect comprehensive 

data (Vandergrift, 2010).  

Research Questions 

In order to build a comprehensive understanding of test-takers’ listening processes 

in the entire listening process, from the literature review, several research gaps can be 

identified. First and foremost, to reiterate what has been discussed earlier, research has 

been conducted with separate foci on the effects of note-taking and the inclusion of 

visuals. There has also been research tapping into the effects of authentic features on 

listening performance. However, there is a dearth of research on test-takers’ listening 

processes throughout a listening test exploring how they interact with the authentic 

features, note-taking, and visual information altogether, as happens in real-life academic 

listening contexts. In addition, little has been examined pertaining to how test-takers 

utilize these different sources of information (auditory information, visual information 

from the input, and their notes) to complete comprehension tasks. These aspects should 

all be taken into consideration, and qualitative data regarding test-takers’ listening 

processes are called for to triangulate quantitative results. 

Moreover, the majority of existing studies have asked the participants to report 

their thought processes during and after taking listening tests in their target second or 

foreign language. However, the data collected may not be accurate due to the required 
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heavy cognitive and linguistic load, even for the participants who are advanced-level L2 

speakers. Collecting qualitative data in the test-takers’ first language should elicit a more 

accurate and in-depth reflection on the listening processes. 

Finally, most of the previous research has only focused on understanding 

students’ listening processes when the spoken texts are audio-visual. There has been a 

lack of research focusing on the listening processes of test-takers who receive audio-only 

input. More meaningful insights can be gained if the comparison of these two groups of 

test-takers is made. For the participants taking an audio-visual listening test, not only will 

they generate an understanding of the spoken texts based on audio input, but also utilize 

visual information. For the participants taking an audio-only listening test, they need to 

only rely on their abilities to understand audio input. If certain visual information has a 

facilitative effect on listening comprehension, it would be theoretically and practically 

interesting to explore what listening processes are unique in audio-only conditions but are 

abandoned and unnecessary when test-takers have access to visuals. It might also be 

interpreted as what listening processes are needed to compensate for inaccessibility of 

visuals to achieve comprehension in an audio-only condition. If some visual information 

is shown to be distracting, then it is important to understand what unique audio-listening 

processes are more efficient than audio-visual-listening ones.  

In order to address these research gaps, the design of my study was informed by 

Suvorov’s (2013) research methods and adopted a concurrent transformative design 

described by Creswell and Poth (2018). Both quantitative and qualitative data were 

collected approximately concurrently, with the quantitative data being collected first, and 

the qualitative data second. The qualitative data were then coded and transformed into 
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quantitative data to quantify the qualitative results. Specifically, the present study aims to 

address the following research questions: 

1. To what extent do test-takers perform differently when presented with audio-

visual versus audio-only input?  

2. What are participants’ listening processes in the audio-visual and audio-only 

conditions while listening?  

a. To what extent do the audio-visual participants attend to videos? To what 

extent are the videos helpful? 

b. What do the audio-only participants attend to when they listen to audio-

only texts? 

c. How do the participants from both groups take notes?  

d. How do the participants from both groups interact with the authentic 

features in the lecturers? 

3. What are participants’ listening processes in the audio-visual and audio-only 

conditions while answering the comprehension questions?  

a. How do participants in both groups rely on different sources of 

information to answer the questions?  

b. What is the relationship between the quality of the participants’ notes and 

their listening performance? 

The first research question was designed to reveal how including visual 

information in a listening comprehension test impacted participants’ test performance. 

The participants first took a pre-test to assess their listening abilities. They then took a 

post-test after being randomly placed into either the control group where they could only 
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hear the speakers of the lectures or the treatment group where they could both hear and 

see the speakers. An ANCOVA was conducted with the test condition (audio-only or 

audio-visual) as the independent variable, participants’ post-test scores as the dependent 

variable, and their pre-test scores as the covariate to statistically compare participants’ 

test scores in different conditions. This process made the first component of my 

dissertation: the comparison of group performance. 

The second research question aimed to explore detailed listening processes of the 

test-takers when they listened to spoken texts, and the third research question examined 

their processes while answering subsequent comprehension questions. To answer 

Research Questions Number Two and Three (a), ten participants in each post-test group 

were solicited to join retrospective cued recall sessions. Their individual post-test taking 

processes were recorded and served as the stimuli for their individual retrospective recall. 

Their test screens, faces, and hands taking notes were visible. The recordings of their test-

taking processes were paused around every 45 seconds for the lecture delivery part, and 

after each question was answered for the question answering part, to allow the 

participants to recall their listening processes during the listening test. This component 

was the second part of my study, which was also referred to as the retrospective cued 

recall component. 

To answer Research Question Three (b), participants taking part in retrospective 

cued recall sessions sent me their notes taken during their listening processes. The quality 

of notes was rated in regard to how well the notes captured the levels of information in 

each lecture and the organization of the notes. The note scores were then correlated with 

test-takers’ post-test scores using Spearman’s Correlations to examine the relationship 
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between quality of notes and test performance. This third component can be summarized 

as an analysis of the notes taken by the test-takers. 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, I reviewed the literature on conceptualizations of listening ability 

and the L2 listening construct, important text features that need to be further explored 

(use of visuals to deliver authentic listening spoken texts), the effects of note-taking on 

listening performance, and test-takers’ use of sources of information to answer listening 

comprehension questions. The literature review revealed that there is a dearth of research 

providing a detailed examination of test-takers’ listening processes considering all those 

features, using participants’ L1 as the medium, and comparing participants’ test-taking 

processes when receiving different types of stimuli. This chapter also synthesized the 

methodological approaches used in existing research and concluded that mixed methods 

should be used to better understand L2 listening processes. The present dissertation aims 

to address these research gaps to further examine how L2 listeners interact with a variety 

of text and task characteristics to achieve comprehension and complete listening 

comprehension tasks. In Chapter Three, I will delineate my research methods informed 

by the literature and a pilot study validating the research instruments. 

  



 90 

CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The purpose of the present dissertation study is to analyze test-takers’ listening 

processes while listening to academic lectures and completing a subsequent 

comprehension test. A mixed methods approach was utilized using a concurrent 

transformative model (Creswell & Poth, 2018). There are three main parts to the study: a 

comparison of group performance on the listening test; a retrospective cued recall 

component that investigates test-takers’ specific listening processes; and an analysis of 

the notes taken by the test-takers. A total of 190 participants took part in the comparison 

of group test performance section of the study. Twenty of these 190 participants also took 

part in the second and third components of the study, and they will be referred to as the 

“qualitative participants”. The rest of the 170 participants who only took part in the first 

component of the study will be referred to as the “general participants.” 

For the comparison of group test performance, a quantitative analysis was used. 

One group saw and heard the videorecorded academic lectures, while the other group 

only heard the lectures in order to examine how the visual information impacted 

participants’ listening performance. A quantitative analysis was also utilized for the notes 

analysis. The quality of participants’ notes was rated by assessing the levels of 

information in and overall organization of their notes. The scores for notes were 

correlated with participants’ test performance to analyze the relationship between quality 

of notes and test performance. For the retrospective cued recall component, a qualitative 

analysis was employed. The qualitative participants were videorecorded while they were 
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taking the listening test. These recordings were used as stimuli for the subsequent 

retrospective cued recall sessions to elicit participants’ reports of their listening 

processes. Data collected were analyzed in a sequence of open coding, axial coding, and 

selective coding (Creswell & Poth, 2018) in order to investigate test-takers’ interactions 

with the visual and audio information, authentic spoken features, and note-taking. The 

emerging categories and themes were then quantified to generate inferential statistics.  

In this chapter, I will first introduce and justify the mixed methods methodology 

used in the current study. Next, I will give a brief overview of the research design. Lastly, 

detailed descriptions of the participants, instruments, data collection, and data analysis 

will be presented. 

Mixed Methods Methodology 

 As Creswell and Poth (2018) asserted, simply using either quantitative or 

qualitative research methods is not sufficient to address multi-dimensional and multi-

componential issues for social science researchers. While both qualitative and 

quantitative research methods have unique insights to offer, each of them also has aspects 

that it cannot adequately address by itself. Qualitative research methods have their own 

capability of integrating researchers’ viewpoints, grounding research in contexts, and 

revealing participants’ psychological states (Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Creswell & Poth, 

2018; Hara, 1995; Solutes, 1990). However, results gleaned using qualitative research 

methods are difficult to generalize to a larger population (Hara, 1995). Quantitative 

research methods, in contrast, oftentimes fail to explain participants’ affective and 

cognitive processes, though they do enable researchers to measure objective data that can 

be generalized to a larger population (Hara, 1995). The obvious way to address these 
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shortcomings, then, is through mixed methods research. Mixed methods encompass the 

strengths of both qualitative and quantitative research methods to investigate issues from 

multiple perspectives (Creswell & Poth, 2018).     

In relation to the present study, the research goal is to understand test-takers’ 

listening processes while taking an academic listening test. Multiple variables are 

involved such as participants’ varied interactions with the visual and/or audio 

information, note-taking processes and quality. As indicated by previous research, simply 

using qualitative methods (e.g., Ockey, 2017) to investigate test-takers’ listening process 

or using exclusively quantitative methods (e.g., Wagner, 2010b) to examine the statistical 

relationship between the inclusion of visuals and test scores only revealed a partial 

picture. Therefore, using mixed methods in my study will offer a more in-depth and 

expanded understanding of the researched issue (Creswell & Poth, 2018).  

 Adapting from Creswell et al., (2003), Creswell and Poth (2018) delineated 

different models of research design. Overall, the present study followed a concurrent 

transformative design model visualized in Figure 3.1. The quantitative and qualitative 

data were collected approximately concurrently, with the qualitative retrospective cued 

recall taking place immediately after quantitative listening test scores were obtained. 

Then, the qualitative data collected from retrospective cued recalls were coded and 

transformed into quantitative data to further explain participants’ listening processes in a 

quantified way. A similar model was utilized by Suvorov (2013) in his doctoral 

dissertation study and it “enabled the researcher to use inferential statistics for analyzing 

the data obtained from … L2 learners, thus allowing for generalizing the results to a 

larger population” (p. 7). 
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Figure 3.1 

Visualization of a Concurrent Transformative Design (Adapted from Creswell & Poth, 

2018) 

 

Overview of Research Methods 

In this section, I will present an overview of the study, including descriptions of 

the instruments and methods for participant recruitment, data collection, and data 

analysis, before providing an in-depth description of the methods in the next sections. 

The flow of the current study is visualized in Figure 3.2.  
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Figure 3.2 

Visualization of Research Design 

Note. ALL: all participants; GP: general participants; QP: qualitative participants; Quan: 

quantitative data; Qual: qualitative data; RCR: retrospective cued recall.
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The Comparison of Group Performance 

A quasi-experimental design was used to compare group performance on a 

listening comprehension test with 190 (N=190) undergraduate students learning English 

in China. The participants’ English proficiency levels were first estimated by their 

instructors as being beginning, intermediate, or advanced. Half of the participants at each 

level were randomly assigned into the control group and the other half were placed into 

the treatment group. In each group, ten participants who indicated their willingness to 

take part in the qualitative part to the study were randomly selected to become the 

qualitative participants. The remaining 170 participants were referred to as the general 

participants.  

The participants added my WeChat account to complete the informed consent 

sessions. Then, within one week after the consent sessions, they all first took a pre-test, 

the listening section of the International Test of English Proficiency (iTEP), on their own 

to assess their listening abilities. Next, within two weeks after they completed the pre-

test, they took a post-test that I created. In the control group, the participants took the 

audio-only version of the post-test, whereas in the treatment group, the participants 

completed the audio-visual post-test. The general participants again completed the post-

test on their own. The qualitative participants had to schedule a Zoom session with me to 

complete the post-test while I recorded their test-taking processes in preparation for the 

qualitative part of the study.  

After all participants completed both pre- and post-tests, their post-test scores 

were compared to examine the effect of the inclusion of the visual input on their listening 

test performance controlling for their listening abilities assessed by the pre-test. 
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The Retrospective Cued Recall Component 

At each retrospective cued recall session, the qualitative participant’s test-taking 

recording was played and paused several times as recall stimuli: six times during each 

lecture-delivering period (according to the analysis of text organization and levels of 

information of each lecture; more details will be provided in the Content Analysis of the 

Lectures section), and eight times during question-answering period (after the participant 

finished each question). During the pauses, participants could choose to verbalize in 

either Chinese or English, or both languages to complete their recall. I asked questions in 

Chinese to probe their recall following guiding questions designed for each 

corresponding group. Participants needed to refer to their test-taking videos and notes to 

talk about their listening processes. Retrospective cued recall sessions were 

videorecorded again using Zoom on my end for further data analysis. 

The Analysis of the Notes Taken by the Test-Takers 

After each retrospective cued recall session, I rated the quality of the participant’s 

notes using criteria adapted from Song’s (2012) study, principally based on their 

coverage of levels of information in each lecture and the overall organizations of their 

notes. The participants’ three sets of notes (one set for each of the three lectures) were 

first rated separately using positive and negative criteria. Positive criteria assessed the 

organization of participants’ notes and the correct levels of information they wrote down. 

The negative criterion evaluated the incorrect levels of information and irrelevant 

information in the notes. Then, the sum of scores for the three sets of notes on each 

criterion was calculated.  
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Data Analysis 

After all quantitative data were collected, data analysis was conducted using 

Microsoft Excel 16.34, SPSS 26.0 for Mac, and NVivo 12 for Mac. Participants’ scores 

on the pre-test were first analyzed to examine the descriptive statistics. Scores on the 

post-tests were analyzed with regards to the tests’ descriptive statistics, reliability, 

difficulty, and item discrimination. The post-test scores were then compared using 

ANCOVA to investigate whether there was a significant difference between the two 

groups’ performance. The independent variable was the channel of listening input, being 

either “audio-only” (control group) or “audio-visual” (treatment group). The dependent 

variable was participants’ performance on the listening comprehension post-tests. The 

covariate was test-takers’ listening ability as measured by their pre-test scores.  

Then, Spearman’s correlations were conducted to investigate the extent to which 

the quality of participants’ notes correlated to their test performance. Participants’ overall 

positive and negative note scores were correlated with their overall post-test scores.  

Qualitative data were analyzed after each retrospective cued recall was 

completed. The retrospective cued recall recordings were transcribed using Xunfei 

Tingjian (an online transcribing tool), and coded using NVivo 12.6 for Mac following 

open coding, axial coding, and selective coding (Creswell & Poth, 2018) to analyze the 

specific listening processes of the qualitative participants. This type of qualitative data 

analysis procedure is mostly adopted by systematic grounded theory researchers, and it is 

useful when new theories or discoveries are expected to be revealed without an a priori 

theoretical framework (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Descriptions and categories of 

qualitative participants’ listening processes interacting with different sources of 
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information to achieve understanding and complete the comprehension test were labeled, 

and themes were generated to connect categories. Then, after all qualitative data from the 

20 qualitative participants were analyzed in this way, the data were transformed into 

quantitative equivalents. Each theme, category, and subcategory of participants’ listening 

processes was counted, and the percentage of participants reporting each theme, category, 

and subcategory was calculated.   

The instruments, data collection, and data analysis methods are summarized in 

Table 3.1. Overall, the mixed methods utilized in the study will provide extensive 

evidence on the specific listening processes in audio-only and audio-visual listening tests. 

In the following sections, I will describe the research methods in more detail. 
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Table 3.1  

Instruments, Data Collection, and Data Analysis 

Instrument Means Nature Purpose Procedure Analysis RQ 
Pre-test: the 

iTEP listening 
test (Appendix 

A) 

Computer-
based test 

Quantitative Assess 
participants’ 

academic 
listening ability 

Distribute the test 
online; Collect scores 

online 

a) Pre-test: Descriptive 
statistics 

b) Post-test: Descriptive 
statistics; Cronbach’s 

alpha; Cronbach’s alpha if 
item deleted; test difficulty; 

corrected item-total 
correlation 

c) Compare group test 
performance: ANCOVA 

1 

Post (control 
& treatment 
group) tests: 
Two parallel 

tests 
(Appendix B) 

Computer-
based tests 

Quantitative Investigate the 
effects of visual 

input on 
participants’ 

listening 
performance 

Conduct content 
analysis; Distribute the 

tests online; Collect 
scores online 

Retrospective 
cued recall 

(RCR) with 5 
sets of 

questions 
(Appendices C 

& D) 

Individual 
recordings of 

test-taking 
processes & 
individual 

online 
appointments 

with the 
qualitative 

participants—
transcriptions of 
recorded RCR 
appointments 

Qualitative Examine 
participants’ 

listening 
processes 

Record the test taking 
processes; Re-watch 

them with the 
participants; Elicit 

explanations of listening 
processes using the 

questions in Chinese 
and/or English; Record 
and transcribe the RCR 

appointments 

Open coding, axial coding, 
and selective coding for the 

RCR transcriptions 

2 & 
3a 

Participants’ 
post-test notes 

Pictures of 
participants’ 

notes 

Qualitative Collect photos of notes; 
Rate the quality of 

notes 

Supplement the RCR 
Quantitative Spearman’s Correlations 

with post-test scores 
3b 
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Participants 

A total of 212 undergraduate students in key universities in China were solicited 

to participate in the study using convenience sampling, and a total of 190 completed the 

research procedures (N=190). As defined earlier, participants who only took part in the 

pre- and post-tests of the study were referred to as “general participants.” Those who also 

participated in the retrospective cued recall and notes analysis sections were called 

“qualitative participants.”  

With regards to participant recruitment, convenience sampling was used. Two key 

university English teachers in Yunnan Province were sought out to solicit their students 

as participants in my study. “Key universities” in China are referred to as prestigious 

universities with high-achieving students and a high level of national support. They are 

often called Double First-Class universities because they were identified in the “Double 

First-Class” project as having achieved high levels of research and teaching standards 

(State Council of PRC, 2015; Ministry of Education, Ministry of Finance, & National 

Development and Reform Commission of PRC, 2017). Students in these universities 

generally are more motivated to learn English, and they have more resources and 

opportunities to study and work in an English-speaking country (State Council of PRC, 

2015; Ministry of Education, Ministry of Finance, & National Development and Reform 

Commission of PRC, 2017). It was decided to invite participants from key universities 

largely because students there may find this research more relevant and therefore be more 

willing to participate. In general, students in key universities started learning English in 

elementary or middle school, so it was anticipated that most of participants had explicitly 

learned English as a foreign language for more than seven years. Universities tend to 
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register their students for English classes according to their grade level. Nevertheless, 

students’ English levels should still vary from A1 to C1 in the Common European 

Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) levels.  

Due to the impacts of the Coronavirus, it was not practical to arrange pre- and 

post-tests for participants to complete in class in China. Therefore, all communication 

among the teachers, potential participants, and me was online through emails or WeChat. 

Each teacher introduced their students to me specifying the students’ estimated levels of 

English ability (high, intermediate, or beginning). Teacher A initially introduced a total 

of 108 students, and Teacher B 104. Each teacher then assigned student ID numbers to 

the potential participants so that I could refer to them anonymously. Their interest in 

becoming qualitative participants was also asked. These pieces of information were kept 

in a list, which was sent to me with students’ names removed. I then randomly assigned 

half of the potential participants at each estimated level to the control group, and half to 

the treatment group using an online random selection tool (https://www.dcode.fr/random-

selection). For each estimated English proficiency level, I put in the participants’ student 

ID numbers into the pool and asked for a random selection of half of them. These 

selected participants were assigned to the control group, and the rest were assigned to the 

treatment group. In each group, ten students showing interest in joining the qualitative 

section of the study were randomly selected as qualitative participants. Namely, for the 

participants in each group who showed interest in becoming qualitative participants, I put 

their student ID numbers in the pool using the same online tool and asked for 10 to be 

randomly selected. The results of group assignment and participation type of the potential 

participants were then sent to each teacher to inform the students. In other words, before 
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contacting me, each potential participant learned their randomly assigned group number 

(1 or 2) and randomly chosen participation type based on their interest (general or 

qualitative). The participants were not informed that one group would have audio-visual 

input for the spoken texts, and that the other group would have audio-only input. I 

decided to not inform the participants of this in order to prevent them from possibly 

changing their listening processes subconsciously. They then were informed by their 

teachers to add my WeChat account within one week after the group number was 

assigned. If any student did not contact me within one week of when I received the list, I 

contacted the teacher requesting the student’s WeChat account using the student number 

as the reference. If this student did not respond to my contact request within the following 

week again, I removed this student from the list assuming the student would not be 

interested in participating.  

While waiting for the potential participants to add me on WeChat, I assigned pre-

test IDs and passwords to them using their student ID numbers. The pre-test development 

team sent me 250 IDs and passwords on a spread sheet for participants to take the pre-

test. I associated each pre-test ID with one student number the teachers assigned to the 

students and their post-test group number. I also kept a note of the teacher’s name to keep 

track of the group assignment. 

Once potential participants individually added my WeChat account, they were 

invited to join a WeChat group for future communication. I also asked about the potential 

participants’ teachers’ names and assigned student numbers. Then, individual online 

consent sessions were held through individual messages (no virtual meetings). During 

each consent session, three steps were taken: (a) I sent the participant the informed 
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consent form approved by the Temple IRB and explained the overall study including its 

goal (i.e. to understand test-takers’ listening processes in a comprehension test) and 

procedures; (b) I asked for confirmation that I obtained the participant’s consent to join 

the study; and (c) I reiterated the steps the participant needed to take depending on their 

participation type. The potential participants had 24 hours to read the consent form and 

send individual messages to me indicating they had read the forms and agreed to 

participate in the study (as a completion of the second step above). They could also ask 

me any questions. These procedures were repeated daily until all the 212 participants 

joined the study. Eventually, only 190 people completed the research procedures, with 95 

participants in each condition. Reasons for withdrawing from the research included: (a) 

the students had a low internet speed and could not open the pre-test; (b) the students 

became too busy; (c) the students’ pre-test scores were not able to be generated and sent 

to me; and (d) the students were no longer interested in participating in the study. Table 

3.2 summarizes the participants’ demographic information. 

Table 3.2 

Participants’ Demographic Information (N=190) 

Group Audio-only Audio-visual 
Mean age  19.11 20.78 
Gender Female 27 25 

Male 53 61 
Other 9 4 

 Did not answer 6 5 
General participants  85 85 

Qualitative participants  10 10 
Estimated English level (by 

the participants’ English 
teachers) 

Beginner 2 3 
Intermediate 70 69 
Advanced 23 23 
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Each general participant was compensated with 50 RMB (around $7), and each 

qualitative participant was compensated with 120 RMB (around $17). The two teachers 

were compensated with 7.5 RMB (around $1) for each participant they introduced to the 

research.  

Instruments 

Pre-Test 

Overview  

The pre-test, the International Test of English Proficiency test (iTEP) was used to 

evaluate students’ listening proficiency level. It is currently used by universities such as 

Arizona State University and the University of Wisconsin for international student 

admission or placement. The pre-test in the current study only included the listening 

section of an entire iTEP test with the following three test tasks: (a) listen to four 

conversations related to campus life and answer one multiple-choice question for each 

conversation; (b) listen to one longer conversation about a term paper and answer four 

multiple-choice questions; and (c) listen to one academic lecture and answer six multiple-

choice questions. Each task was accompanied by a still picture showing the speaker(s) in 

each spoken text. The spoken texts used in the test were scripted with no false starts, 

repetitions, and backchannels. A few filled pauses occurred in the second and third parts 

of the test. Connected speech was very common due to the speech rate (approximately 

3.26 words per second). It took around 25 minutes to complete the whole test. Table 3.3 

provides an overview of the pre-test. The detailed iTEP listening test is given in 

Appendix A. 
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Table 3.3  

iTEP Listening Test Specifications   

Task Spoken text Topic Word 
Count 

Length 
(sec) 

Speech 
Rate 

(w/sec) 

Questions 

1 4 conversations (4-
6 sentences) 

between a male 
and female 

students talking 
about issues 

regarding college 
life 

Going to a 
concert 

44 10 4.40 1 multiple-
choice 

question for 
each 

conversation 

Changing 
activities 
due to the 
weather 

39 11 3.55 

Meeting 
after getting 

changed 

44 10 4.40 

Asking a 
student out 

42 13 3.23 

2 1 2-minute longer 
conversation 

between  male 
professor and a 
female student 

Asking for 
an extension 

for a term 
paper 

350 81 4.32 4 multiple-
choice 

questions  

3 1 4-minute lecture 
delivered by one 
male professor 

Generating 
electricity 
using wind  

671 240 2.80 6 multiple-
choice 

questions  

Piloting the Pre-Test 

A pilot study with 30 undergraduate English learners from University of Science 

and Technology in China was conducted to validate all the instruments I planned to use 

for my study including this pre-test. In this section, I present the statistical results 

regarding the descriptive statistics and reliability of the iTEP pre-test. A more detailed 

justification for the statistical analysis for my actual dissertation study will be reported in 

the Data Analysis section below. 

The iTEP listening test was piloted with these 30 participants in order to examine 

its psychometric qualities. The students were enrolled in an intensive English speaking 
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and listening class in Summer 2019, and they were identified as intermediate- to 

advanced-level learners. Among the 30 participants, 12 (40%) identified themselves as 

females, 18 (60%) identified themselves as males. Four (11.4%) of the participants were 

Freshmen, 15 (42.9%) were Sophomores, and 11 (31.4%) were Juniors. On a scale of one 

to six, they self-reported their English levels and listening ability as well (1=low-

beginning level; 6=high-advanced level). The descriptive statistics of their age, years of 

English learning, and self-assessed English and listening ability are reported in Table 3.4.  

Table 3.4 

Demographic Information of Participants in the Pilot Study (N=30) 

 Mean Standard Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 

Age 19.77 1.28 .68 .06 
Years of English Learning 11.30 2.83 -.08 .27 
Self-Rated English Ability 3.77 .97 .51 .46 

Self-Rated Listening Ability 3.67 1.16 -.29 -.19 
 
Participants were recruited for the piloting using convenience sampling, and they 

were randomly assigned to either the control or the treatment group for the post-test 

(pilot). The two groups differed pertaining to the version of the post-test they took (which 

will be described in the Post-Tests section). In the control group, the participants could 

only hear the speakers in the post-test. In the treatment group, the participants could both 

hear and see the speakers in the post-test. Nonetheless, all the participants took the same 

pre-test on their own, and the test scores were directly sent to my email address.  

I encountered two challenges while piloting the pre-test. First, the test required 

access to the cameras of the participants’ computers. During each part of the test, one 

photo of each participant was taken at a random time to make sure it was the participant 
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who took the test. However, this process required high-speed internet. Because all my 

participants were quarantined at home, it was very difficult to ensure a high internet 

speed for everyone. As a result, 11 participants had to withdraw from taking the pre-test. 

In order to overcome this challenge, I contacted the iTEP team to disable the function of 

requiring access to cameras and taking photos of participants.  

The second challenge was related to getting individual item scores for each of the 

participants. Although participants’ overall test scores were immediately sent to me once 

they completed the pre-test, I needed to reach out to the iTEP team to request for 

participants’ item scores. However, for technical and practical reasons, they could not 

share the individual scores with me. Therefore, I decided to only report the reliability 

index iTEP measured in its published report.  

Despite the challenges, I was able to calculate the descriptive statistics of the pre-

test pilot scores, which is reported in Table 3.5. The mean for the control group (n = 10) 

was 65.90 out of 100, and the standard deviation was 20.12 (skewness=-.54, 

kurtosis=-.54). The mean for the treatment group (n = 9) was 77.22 out of 100, and the 

standard deviation was 18.09 (skewness=-1.24, kurtosis=-.39). The test results also 

included reports of students’ CEFR levels. In the control group, there were five 

intermediate-level learners (B1), two upper-intermediate (B2), three advanced (C1), and 

zero mastery (C2). The numbers for the treatment group were three (B1), one (B2), three 

(C1), and two (C2), respectively. The difference in mean scores between the two groups 

could be a result of the convenience sampling, which informed my final recruitment and 

group assignment methods. It is important to specify participants’ initial listening levels 

and assign them to the two groups as evenly as possible according to their estimated 
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levels to better meet the assumptions of the statistical tests I planned to use for the actual 

study (see the Data Analysis section for more details). 

In the reliability report for iTEP academic test, the reliability of the listening 

section was evaluated using the test scores of over 17,000 test-takers (Seiler, 2019). The 

Cronbach’s alpha α=.78 indicated that the test had a good reliability level (Carr, 2011). 

Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to use the iTEP listening section as the pre-test in 

my study. 

Table 3.5 

Pre-Test Descriptive Statistics in the Pilot Study 

 Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Control group  65.90 20.12 -.54 -.54 
Treatment group  77.22 18.09 -1.24 .39 

 

Post-Tests 

Overview 

Two parallel post-tests were used to elicit participants’ listening performance and 

specific processes with audio-only and audio-visual input. The post-tests were created in 

the Spring 2020 academic semester and piloted and validated with the same 30 

participants in China previously mentioned.  

The spoken texts used on the tests were created specifically for this research. 

Doctoral teaching assistants or adjunct faculty members who were teaching an 

undergraduate class at Temple University were approached and asked if they would 

record a spoken lecture for this study. Four agreed to do this, and then they were 
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videorecorded while giving a simulated academic lecture. Each lecture was under five 

minutes, delivered with a speech rate of around 170 words per minute, which is the 

normal speech rate according to Rubin (1994). In the final version of the post-test, three 

different topics were covered, including Foreign Language Anxiety, A Culture Exchange 

Program, and History of Special Education. The topics and content were deemed 

appropriate for a listening test taken by undergraduate students because the courses that 

the instructors taught were taken by undergraduate students in different majors at Temple 

University. In the treatment-group post-test, videos of the lectures were embedded where 

the test-takers could see the speakers (the audio-visual condition). In the control-group 

post-test, videos of the lectures with black screens were utilized so that test-takers could 

only hear the speakers (the audio-only condition). 

Wagner’s (2002) model of L2 listening ability was used for the operationalization 

of this test. As reviewed in the Literature Review section, in his study, the nature of an L2 

listening test delivered with videos was investigated using exploratory factor analyses, 

and the results validated a two-factor model: one factor corresponding to test-takers’ 

ability to understand explicit information in spoken texts, and the other corresponding to 

their ability to comprehend implicit information in spoken texts. Explicit information is 

explicitly and directly stated in the lectures, such as the topic, subtopics, and supporting 

details. Implicit information is not explicitly and directly stated, such as the speakers’ 

attitudes, reasons for giving examples, and other inferences listeners have to make based 

off of explicit information. Thus, test questions were developed based on the explicit and 

implicit information given in the lectures. Eight questions were asked after each lecture. 

In each set of eight questions, four were related to comprehending implicit information 
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and four were related to understanding explicit information. With four questions 

addressing each factor per lecture in the post-tests, a balanced listening construct could be 

represented. Sample questions are presented in Table 3.6.  

Table 3.6 

Sample Post-Test Questions 

Lecture Explicit Question Implicit Question 
1 3. Which is NOT a component of 

foreign language anxiety?  
A. Communication apprehension 
anxiety.  
B. Grammatical accuracy 
anxiety. 
C. Fear of negative evaluation. 
D. Test anxiety.  

1. Why did the lecturer mention her 
PhD research area?  
A. To introduce the main topic. 
B. To give the class a self-introduction. 
C. To indicate she is qualified for 
teaching. 
D. To suggest that she has anxiety 
learning Spanish. 

2 11. How long does the Cultural 
Exchange Program last?  
A. One year. 
B. One semester. 
C. One month. 
D. One week. 
 

13. When introducing the Hidden Brain 
podcast, why did the lecture say, “If you 
have not listened to it already, you 
definitely should.” (Implicit) 
A. Because it is a required assignment 

for the program. 
B. Because the podcast is very 

informative.  
C. Because the students cannot join 

the program without listening to the 
podcast. 

D. Because the podcast talks about the 
program. 

3 20. When did people’s negative 
perception of people with 
disabilities start to change? 
A. By World War II. 
B. In the late 1800s. 
C. By the end of the Civil War. 
D. After the Cold War. 

24. What can be inferred about the 
lecturer’s attitude to people with 
disabilities according to the lecture?  
A. They are more likely to become 

powerful leaders. 
B. They deserve free public and private 

schooling. 
C. Their rights have been very well 

protected. 
D. They should be treated equally 

within the school system. 
Note. The answer keys are in bold. 
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While taking the test, the participants were asked to take notes as they normally 

would when they listened to academic lectures to ensure authenticity of their listening 

processes. They were told that they could use a piece of paper to take notes while 

listening to the lectures, but they did not have to take notes. This was designed to 

resemble the real-world lecture listening where students can choose on their own whether 

or not to take notes and what to write down. Table 3.7 shows the test specifications for 

the post-test. The complete question items and answer options can be seen in Appendix B 

with both the original questions and their modified versions.    

Table 3.7 

Post-Test Specifications 

 Audio-only  
(Control group) 

Audio-visual  
(Treatment group) 

Setting Online via Wenjuanwang 
Time Each lecture runs for approximately 4.5 minutes. Each set 

of 8 comprehension questions takes a maximum of 7 
minutes to complete. The demographic questionnaire may 
take up to 8 minutes. The end-of-test survey may take up to 
2 minutes. Therefore, completing the post-test takes a 
maximum of 45 minutes. 

Scoring method Participants’ overall and item scores were automatically 
collected online. The maximum points each participant 
could get is 24 in total. Answering one question correctly 
gives the participant 1 point. Choosing any distractors 
results in 0 points. The total score is the sum of the 24 item 
scores. 

Instruction before tests 
begin 

You will listen to three 
lectures ONCE ONLY. 
After each lecture, you will 
answer 8 questions within 7 
minutes. You can use a 
piece of paper to take notes 
while listening to the 
lectures as if you were in 
normal classes. The test will 
take around 40 minutes.  

You will watch three 
lectures ONCE ONLY. 
After each lecture, you will 
answer 8 questions within 7 
minutes. You can use a 
piece of paper to take notes 
while listening to the 
lectures as if you were in 
normal classes. The test will 
take around 40 minutes.  
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Table 3.7, continued 

 Audio-only 
(Control group) 

Audio-visual 
(Treatment group) 

 You cannot resume the test 
if you quit in the middle. 
Click “Next 下一页” to 
begin the test. 

You cannot resume the test 
if you quit in the middle. 
Click “Next 下一页” to 
begin the test. 

Lecture 1 Topic Foreign Language Anxiety 
Length 4’28” 
Words 790 

Speech Rate 177 w/m 
Instruction Click the recording below 

(the screen will be black) 
for part of a lecture in 
a Second Language 
Development class. Then, 
you will have 7 minutes to 
answer 8 comprehension 
questions (questions 9-16). 
You can listen to the lecture 
ONCE ONLY. Click “next 
(下一页)” AFTER the 
lecture is finished. 

Click the video for part of a 
lecture in a Second 
Language Development 
class. Then, you will have 7 
minutes to answer 8 
comprehension questions 
(questions 9-16). You can 
listen to the lecture ONCE 
ONLY. Click “next (下一

页)” AFTER the lecture is 
finished. 

Lecture 2 Topic Cultural Exchange Program 
Length 4’30” 
Words 793 words 

Speech Rate 176 w/m 
Instruction Click the recording below 

(the screen will be black) 
for part of a lecture in 

an Intercultural 
Communication class. 
Then, you will have 7 
minutes to answer 8 

comprehension questions 
(questions 17-24). You can 
listen to the lecture ONCE 
ONLY. Click “next (下一

页)” AFTER the lecture is 
finished. 

Click the video for part of a 
lecture in an Intercultural 

Communication class. 
Then, you will have 7 
minutes to answer 8 

comprehension 
questions(questions 17-

24). You can listen to the 
lecture ONCE ONLY. 
Click “next (下一页)” 
AFTER the lecture is 

finished.  
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Table 3.7, continued 

 Audio-only 
(Control group) 

Audio-visual 
(Treatment group) 

Lecture 3 Topic History of Special Education 
Length 4’51” 
Words 809 words 

Speech Rate 167w/m 
Instruction Click the recording below 

(the screen will be black) 
for part of a lecture in 
an Introduction to Special 
Education class. Then, you 
will have 7 minutes to 
answer 8 comprehension 
questions (questions 25-
32). You can listen to the 
lecture ONCE ONLY. 
Click “next (下一页)” 
AFTER the lecture is 
finished. 

Click the video for part of a 
lecture in an Introduction 
to Special Education class. 
Then, you will have 7 
minutes to answer 8 
comprehension questions 
(questions 25-32). You can 
listen to the lecture ONCE 
ONLY. Click “next (下一

页)” AFTER the lecture is 
finished. 

Test Development  

In creating the tests, first, four female lecturers, ranging in age from 26 to 30, 

speaking American English as their first language, were invited to deliver short lectures 

to undergraduate students at Temple University. The first two were videorecorded from 

the waist up using a Canon EOS Rebel T5 Digital Camera. The other two were 

videorecorded with the same quality resolution using an iPhone 11. Each of the four 

lecturers gave two spontaneous lectures on topics that they had taught and were 

knowledgeable of. Based on the fact that adding content visuals such as PPT slides would 

introduce uncontrolled variables, no PowerPoint slides were used.  

Each lecture recorded was approximately five minutes introducing one new 

concept or theory with examples or explanations. The topics all fell within the realm of 
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social science. A total of eight potential lectures were collected. Table 3.8 summarizes the 

topics of the recordings collected with pseudonyms of the lecturers. 

Table 3.8 

The Original Eight Video Recordings 

No. of video Lecturer Topic 
1 Carmela Foreign Language Anxiety 
2 Carmela Communicative Strategies for L2 Learners 
3 Sally Critical Period Hypothesis 
4 Sally Autism 
5 Emma A Cultural Exchange Program 
6 Emma The P.A.N.D.A Model 
7 Liz History of Special Education 
8 Liz Principles of IDEA 
 
Between the two lectures taught by the same professor, one was chosen as more 

appropriate for my study (Lectures 1, 3, 5, and 7). The general rationales for choosing 

lectures were: (a) a variety of topics were covered by the four lectures chosen; (b) there 

were enough details in each lecture to develop at least eight comprehension questions 

from; (c) no interruptions in the lectures occurred (for instance, in the middle of Lecture 

2, the projector went on and off so the lecturer spent a few seconds commenting on the 

technological issue; therefore, this lecture was excluded from the study); and (d) the 

lecture was clear and well organized. The videos of the four chosen lectures were used in 

the treatment-group test, and exported as videos with black screens using iMovie 10.1.14 

to be embedded in the control-group test. Technically the control-group spoken texts are 

videos. To better differentiate them from the videos where test-takers could see the 

lecturers, I decided to refer to the ones with black screens as audio-only texts. The four 

lectures were transcribed, and nine or ten comprehension questions were subsequently 

created for each of them.  
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Next, I consulted with three doctoral students in Applied Linguistics to review the 

lectures and comprehension questions for feedback. A pair of sample tests (one with 

videos and one with audios) were created after modifying the questions according to the 

doctoral students’ suggestions. Four English learners with high-intermediate or advanced 

proficiency levels were invited to take the sample tests (two took the audio-visual test and 

two audio-only). They provided further feedback on the clarity of instructions, question 

stems, and answer options, and modifications were made accordingly. At this point, three 

lectures (Lectures 1, 5, and 7) were ultimately selected mainly due to the coverage of 

topics and also because the unselected lecture (Lecture 3) had a notably lower speech rate 

(around 155 words per minutes). An associate professor in Applied Linguistics who is an 

expert in L2 listening test development was consulted to examine and critique the 

comprehension questions for the lectures. Based on this feedback, I edited and chose 

eight questions for each lecture and adjusted the format of the sample tests. Six 

undergraduate students at Temple University (four are L1 English speakers and two are 

L2 English speakers) took the tests as a pre-pilot (three took the audio-visual test and 

three took the audio-only test with one L2 English speaker in each group) and provided 

feedback regarding instruction and question clarity. Based on this feedback, the 24 

comprehension questions were then edited to make the final version of the pilot post-

tests. In each set of eight questions, again, four focused on the ability to comprehend 

implicit information and four focused on the ability to comprehend explicit information.  

Piloting the Post-Tests 

The resulting tests were piloted with the same 30 participants mentioned earlier 

randomly assigned to either the control or the treatment group. In each group there were 
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15 participants with 13 general and 2 qualitative participants. In this section, again, I 

present the statistical results regarding the descriptive statistics, reliability, and item 

discrimination of the tests. A more detailed justification for the statistical analysis for my 

dissertation study will be reported in the Data Analysis section. 

I created electronic versions of the resulting tests using the website Wenjuanwang 

(问卷网) with a demographic questionnaire embedded at the beginning of the tests (see 

Appendix E). The students’ age, gender (optional), major, grade level, and years of 

English learning were asked. On a scale of one to six, their self-reported English levels, 

and self-reported listening ability were reported as well (1=low-beginning level; 6=high-

advanced level). An additional question was asked to collect participants’ pre-test ID so 

that their pre- and post-test scores could be linked anonymously. The results of the 

questionnaire were reported in the section above for piloting the pre-test. 

After completing these eight questions, participants moved on to the post-tests. 

The two post-tests included the same three lectures with the same eight questions for 

each. The only difference is that one of the tests included audio-only spoken texts as the 

listening input and were given to the control group (N=15), and the other one included 

audio-visual spoken texts as the listening input and were given to the treatment group 

(N=15).  

Overall, as Table 3.9 illustrates, participants’ mean score on the control-group test 

was 19.60 out of 24 (N=15, SD=1.35), while in the treatment-group test it was 16.60 

(N=15, SD=5.34). The scores were roughly normally distributed for both tests because 

the absolute values of their skewness and kurtosis indices were both smaller than 2 

(Bachman, 2004). The treatment group post-test has a large SD because two participants 



 117 

scored much lower than the majority of the group, but they were not outliers. In other 

words, the variance of test scores of the treatment group was bigger than that of the 

control group, which again informed the final group assignment method to ask for 

participants’ estimated listening proficiency levels. 

Table 3.9 

Post-Test Descriptive Statistics in the Pilot Study 

 Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Control group  19.60 1.35 .46 .58 

Treatment group  16.60 5.34 -.55 -1.05 
 
The mean scores appeared to be suggesting that the control group scored lower on 

the pre-test, but higher on the post-test. While this might indicate that the visuals 

hindered comprehension, there were only 19 participants who took the pre-test, and 30 

took the post-test, and the mean scores alone were not comparable. Therefore, no 

interpretations of the effect of visuals were made. 

The reliability of the post-test was first checked through Cronbach’s alpha and 

Cronbach’s alpha if the item was deleted. They were not evaluated by condition because 

the two versions were essentially the same test. The statistics can be seen in Table 3.10. 

The reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) was α=.847 (k=24, SEM=.75). A 

Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted is marked with one asterisk (*) if this value is no less 

than the overall Cronbach’s alpha for its corresponding test, indicating that deleting the 

corresponding items could contribute to the overall post-test reliability. The post-test is 

considered highly reliable since its reliability index α>.80 (Carr, 2011). Then, item 

discrimination was examined by calculating corrected point-biserial correction (corrected 

rp-bis) (Larsen-Hall, 2010). Oller (1979, cited in Larsen-Hall, 2010) suggested that a 
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minimum value of 0.25 for these indices as acceptable, and the items with lower index 

values are marked with two asterisks (**) in Table 3.10. These values indicate that the 

corresponding items did not discriminate well between test-takers.  

Table 3.10 

Post-Test Reliability Statistics and Item Discrimination in the Pilot Study 

Item 
No. 

Test reliability (α =.847) 
Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted Corrected rp-bis 

1 .840 .450 
2 .838 .581 
3 .839 .518 
4 .839 .486 
5 .835 .589 
6 .835 .585 
7 .849* .257 
8 .830 .744 
9 .836 .603 
10 .832 .713 
11 .833 .652 
12 .842 .420 
13 .842 .421 
14 .852* .077** 
15 .830 .678 
16 .845 .339 
17 .836 .569 
18 .851* .198** 
19 .852* .156** 
20 .846 .332 
21 .842 .404 
22 .838 .557 
23 .851* .218** 
24 .848* .176** 

* Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted is no less than the Cronbach’s Alpha for the post-test. 

**Corrected rp-bis <.25. 

The overall test reliability would not increase dramatically if the items were to be deleted 

with asterisks for their corrected item-total correlation indices. Therefore, it was decided 
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to keep all these items in the post-test. The low corrected point-biserial correlations on 

these five items may be due to the relatively small sample size. 

However, an examination of item difficulty levels and a distractor analysis were 

carried out seeking further improvement on the test. Item difficulty levels are useful to 

determine whether each item is too difficult or too easy for the test-takers, which may in 

turn influence tests’ reliability (Bachman, 2004). They were obtained by computing 

the item facility (IF) referred to as the proportion of test-takers that answer each question 

correctly. Ideal IF values should fall between .20 and .80 (Bachman, 2004). Distractor 

analyses are used to determine the capacity of each answer option in discriminating 

higher-level test-takers from lower-level ones. Point-biserial correlation coefficients (rp-

bis) were calculated. The answer key to each question should have a positive rp-bis value, 

whereas the distractors should have negative rp-bis values. The analysis of the 

problematic items are presented in Table 3.11, and the modifications were made to the 

original questions (see also Appendix B).  
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Table 3.11 

Analysis of the Problematic Items 

Question Options Item 
Facility 

Option 
Chosen % 

Point-
biserials 

Problem Modification 

7. According to the 
lecturer, what is the 
main reason for a 
second language 
learner’s foreign 
language anxiety? 

A. Lack of motivation. .37 6.7 -.62 Distractor C seems 
too much to be 
correct, and D is the 
opposite. 

/ 
B. Lack of automaticity. 36.7 .30 / 
C. Lack of confidence. 56.7 .02** C. Lack of talent 
D. Lack of hard work. 0 -** D. Lack of interest 

14. According to the 
edge effect, building 
a relationship with 
someone from 
another cultural or 
language background 
will lead to 

A. Added creative 
thinking. 

.83* 83.3 0.12 Too easy. Distractors 
B and D can be 
excluded based on 
common sense. 

/ 

B. Decreased creative 
thinking. 

0 -** B. Added work ethic 

C. Added critical thinking. 16.7 -0.12 / 
D. Decreased critical 
thinking. 

0 -** D. Added world 
knowledge 

18. All of the 
following are 
institutions showing 
early societal interest 
for people with 
special needs 
EXCEPT:   

A. Hartford school for 
people with hearing 
impairments. 

.40 3.3 -.03 This question has a 
proper difficulty 
level, and the items 
are quite suitable. 
The corrected item-
total correlation was 
low probably perhaps 
because the 
information asked 
was dense and it 
appeared right at the 
beginning of the 
lecture. 

/ 
It was decided not to 
change this question 
because of the 
testability of this 
lecture. This 
question fits the 
place where an 
explicit question 
item could best be 
created. 

B. The Perkins school for 
people with visual 
impairments. 

6.7 -.06 

C. The first asylum opened 
by Dorothea Dix for 
people with mental illness. 

50.0 -.20 

D. Landmark College for 
people with learning 
disabilities. 

40.0 .25 
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Table 3.11, continued 

Question Options Item 
Facility 

Option 
Chosen % 

Point-
biserials 

Problem Modification 

19. The lecturer refers 
to the Eugenics 
Movement in the late 
1800s. What was it 
about?   

A. The government took 
responsibility for the 
disabilities that were 
incurred during the Civil 
War. 

.30 36.7 -.36 One participant in the 
upper level chose 
option D but no 
lower-level 
participants selected 
it. This option could 
be modified into one 
that seems correct if 
someone does not 
fully understand this 
part of information. 

/ 

B. The government started 
to give money to Civil War 
veterans with special 
needs. 

16.7 -.01 / 

C. The government 
sponsored the 
sterilization of persons 
with disabilities. 

30.0 .20 / 

D. The government denied 
access of people of color to 
public schools. 

16.7 .22** D. The government 
did not count people 
with disabilities as 
their population. 

23. What did the 
court cases of Brown 
vs the Board of 
Education and Plessy 
vs Ferguson have in 
common? 

A. They were both about 
access to schools for 
people with disabilities. 

.47 33.3 -.51 Test-takers could use 
test-wise strategies to 
choose between A 
and B. Therefore, C 
and D did not attract 
many participants. 

A. They were both 
funded by people 
with disabilities. 

B. They were both about 
access to schools for 
people of color. 

46.7 .27 / 

C. They were both about 
students in southern part of 
the U.S. 

3.3 .21** / 

D. They both took place in 
1960. 

16.7 .18** / 
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Table 3.11, continued 

Question Options Item 
Facility 

Option 
Chosen % 

Point-
biserials 

Problem Modification 

24. What can be 
inferred about the 
lecturer’s attitude to 
people with 
disabilities according 
to the lecture? 

A. They are pathetic 
because they are abnormal. 

.90* 0 -** Too easy. Distractors 
A and C can be 
excluded based on 
common sense. 

A. They are more 
likely to become 
powerful leaders. 

B. They deserve free 
public and private 
schooling. 

10.0 -.21 / 

C. Their disabilities may 
be passed on to the next 
generation. 

0 -** C. They rights have 
been very well 
protected. 

D. They should be 
treated equally within the 
school system. 

90.0 .21 / 

Note. The answer keys are in bold. 

*Item Facility (IF) >.80 or <.20 

**Distractor’s point-biserial coefficient rp-bis≥0 
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As a result, six items were modified. The question stems did not change, and their 

answer options were revised.  

End-of-Test Survey 

Test-takers’ listening processes may be influenced by a plethora of factors such as 

test-takers’ familiarity with the topics in spoken texts and their interest in the topics 

(Rubin, 1994). Their note-taking processes may also change from their normal ones while 

listening to lectures in class due to the fact that they are taking a language test. In the 

current study, with the focus of understanding the effect of visuals in a L2 listening test, it 

is also important to acknowledge the possible impact of these factors on participants’ 

listening processes. Therefore, an end-of-test survey was designed and delivered right 

after the participants completed the post-test. The survey asked the participants to rate 

their level of interest in and familiarity with the lectures in the post-tests. It also asked 

them to rate the extent to which their normal note-taking processes changed in this testing 

condition. The survey can be seen in Appendix F.    

Content Analysis of the Lectures 

The three lectures in the post-tests were transcribed and a content analysis was 

conducted for each lecture. The goals for conducting the content analysis were to (a) 

identify authentic features (Wagner, 2018a) in each lecture to facilitate understanding of 

participants’ interaction with these features; (b) examine the text organization and level of 

information (TOLI, Song, 2012) for each lecture to determine the best points to insert 

pauses for the retrospective cued recall; and (c) analyze the different points of 

information in each of the texts for the subsequent rating of participants’ note quality 
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according to the TOLI, to discover the relationship between their note quality and test 

performance. The full content analysis of the lectures can be seen in Appendix G. 

First, the authentic features (Wagner, 2018a) in each lecture, including connected 

speech, filled pauses, repetitions and redundancies, and false starts were annotated. The 

number of each feature in each lecture is presented in Table 3.12. It is very important to 

note that the lecturers were asked to only teach for about five minutes in each clip, and 

they were instructed to talk about a new concept or theory with supporting details and 

examples. They could also practice and rehearse on their own before actually teaching the 

undergraduate students as they usually did in normal teaching. Therefore, the spoken 

texts may seem to be semi-authentic. However, this process of lecture delivery is 

representative of many real-world lecture contexts, where professors select a topic, 

prepare for and rehearse the lecture, and then give the lecture.  

Table 3.12 

Authentic Features in the Lectures 

Lecture Instances of 
Connected Speech 

No. of Filled 
Pauses 

No. of 
Repetitions and 
Redundancies 

No. of False 
Starts 

1 121 21 3 4 
2 122 35 4 4 
3 113 40 1 1 

Total 356 96 8 9 
 
Next, informed by Song (2012), each lecture’s TOLI was analyzed. TOLI refers to 

the “hierarchical structure of the lecture(s)” (Song, 2012, p.72). Higher-level information 

is supported and/or explained by the lower-level one. In Song’s study, sentences were 

first grouped together into levels, or idea units (Chafe, 1982, 1985). Then, the 
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hierarchical structure was analyzed and five levels emerged as in an example shown in 

Figure 3.3.  

Figure 3.3 

Sample TOLI for a Listening Passage (Adapted from Song, 2012, p. 72) 

 

The levels were labeled as Main Idea (Level 1), Major Topics (Level 2), 

Subtopics (Level 3), Details (Level 4), and Minor details (Level 5). However, 

differentiating between these levels is in practice very difficult, especially between Main 

Idea and Major Topic. This was borne out in the analysis of the three lectures used in the 

current study, when only four levels of information were generated. Therefore, Song’s 

(2012) groupings were modified so that there were four levels of information, as follows: 

• Level One: Main topic of the lecture. 

• Level Two: Subtopics of the lecture. 

• Level Three: Supporting details for the subtopics. 

• Level Four: Minor details further explaining the supporting details.  
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The TOLIs of the three lectures used in the current study are presented in Figures 3.4 to 

3.6, and an example of the associated idea units is presented in Table 3.13. 

Figure 3.4 

TOLI for Listening Passage 1 Foreign Language Anxiety 

 

Note. Level 1’ and Level 2.1’ mean that the lecturer went back and discussed Level 1 and 

Level 2.1 again, respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 127 

Figure 3.5 

TOLI for Listening Passage 2 A Cultural Exchange Program 

 

Note. Level 3.3.5’ means that the lecturer went back and discussed Level 3.3.5 again. 

Figure 3.6 

TOLI for Listening Passage 3 History of Special Education 
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Note. Level 1 was not explicitly stated in the lecture, and it is therefore marked with an *. 

Level 2.1’ means that the lecturer went back and discussed Level 2.1 again. 

Table 3.13 

Sample TOLI for Part of Listening Passage Two 

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 
Introduce the 
topic: the 
Cultural 
Exchange 
Program 
(CEP) 

2.1 CEP make up  / / 
2.2 Activities 
involved in CEP 

/ / 

2.3 Rationale for 
CEP (The edge 
effect introduced 
in a podcast) 

3.3.1 Encourage students to 
listening to the podcast 

/ 

3.3.2 The edge effect  / 
3.3.3 CEP has incorporated 
the edge effect 

/ 

3.3.4 Origin of the edge effect / 
3.3.5 Example of the edge 
effect in doing research 

4.3.5.1 Detailed 
illustration of 
the example 

3.3.5’ Reiterate that this is the 
rationale for CEP  

/ 

 
This analysis was conducted in order to be used when addressing Research 

Question 3 focusing on the rating of the quality of participants’ notes (Song, 2012). In 

addition, previous research has indicated the importance of pausing recordings without 

interrupting participants’ thought flow (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013; Wagner, 

2008). Vandergrift (1997) suggested to pause at the end of an idea unit, or at the end of a 

natural utterance. Therefore, the analysis of TOLI is also helpful in determining the idea 

units in each lecture so as to choose the best pausing points for the retrospective cued 

recall. Using the lectures’ TOLI naturally and precisely provides non-interruptive pauses 

for participants to recall their listening processes. 
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Retrospective Cued Recall Procedures 

Retrospective cued recall (e.g., Van Gog et al., 2005), or cued retrospective recall 

(e.g., Russell & Oren, 2009) was employed to investigate students’ specific listening 

processes. There are multiple methods to elicit information about the cognitive processes 

of solving problems and completing tasks, such as concurrent reporting (or “thinking 

aloud”,  Ericsson & Simon, 1993; Van Someren et al., 1994), retrospective reporting, 

where participants immediately verbalize their cognitive processes after solving a 

problem replying to probing questions (Camps, 2003; Ericsson & Simon, 1993), and 

decision analysis (Cooke, 1994). While retrospective cued recall has some similarities to 

those methods, it involves “reporting retrospectively on the basis of a record of 

observations or intermediate products of their problem-solving process” (Van Gog, et al., 

2005, p. 238) and is believed to work better than those other methods because it leads to 

less forgetting or false recalls intentionally or unintentionally fabricated by participants 

(Van Someren, et al., 1994). Therefore, retrospective cued recall was used in my 

dissertation research as the principal method for qualitative data collection. 

Retrospective Cued Recall Guiding Questions  

Four sets of retrospective cued recall guiding questions were developed. The 

retrospective cued recall procedures were piloted to test their efficacy with four 

participants (two in each condition) randomly selected from the same 30 participants 

piloting the pre- and post-tests. The questions were modified based on this piloting and 

the final version used in my dissertation study is reported in Table 3.14. In the first four 

sections, one set of questions (Did you hear any repetitions, false starts, pauses, and 

connected speech? Were they helpful or distracting? Why?) was added to the while-
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listening questions for both groups based on the experience in the pilot study, and the rest 

were employed in the pilot study without modifications. A fifth section, the end-of-test 

survey follow-up questions, was also added after the pilot study. Information about the 

possible effects of participants’ interest and familiarity level on their test-taking 

processes, and effects of the testing condition on their note-taking processes were taken 

into consideration.  

Table 3.14 

Retrospective Cued Recall Guiding Questions 

Condition English version of the questions Chinese version of the questions 
Treatment 
group while 
listening 

1.What were you thinking about 
as you were listening to the 
prompt?  

2.Did you watch the video? 
How? Was it helpful or 
distracting? Why? 

3.Did you take notes? How? 
Was taking notes helpful or 
distracting? Why? 

4.Did you hear any repetitions, 
false starts, pauses, and 
connected speech? Were they 
helpful or distracting? Why? 

1.你在听力过程中在想什么？ 
2. 你看视频了吗？如何看的？这

样做对你的听力有帮助还是干扰

了你？为什么？ 
3.你做笔记了吗？如何做的？ 这
样做对你的听力有帮助还是干扰

了你？为什么？ 
4. 你有注意到任何重复、错误开

头、停顿、连读的现象吗？这些

对你有帮助还是干扰了你？为什

么？ 

Treatment 
group while 
answering 
questions 

1.What were you thinking about 
as you were answering this 
question?  

2.Why did you choose this 
answer?  

a. Did you use information from 
the video? How? Was the 
video helpful or distracting? 
Why?  

b.Did you refer to your notes? 
How? Were your notes 
helpful or distracting? Why? 

1.你在答这道题的时候在想什

么？ 
2.你为什么选了这项？  
a.你回忆视频内容了吗？如何回

忆的？这样做对你的答题有帮助

吗？为什么？ 
b.你回看笔记了吗？如何回看

的？这样做对你的答题有帮助或

者干扰吗？为什么？ 
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Table 3.14, continued 

Condition English version of the questions Chinese version of the questions 
Control group 
while listening 

1.What were you thinking about 
as you were listening to the 
prompt?  

2.Where were you looking? 
Why? 

3.Did you take notes? How? 
Was taking notes helpful or 
distracting? Why？ 

4.Did you hear any repetitions, 
false starts, pauses, and 
connected speech? Were they 
helpful or distracting? Why? 

1. 你在听力过程中在想什么？ 
2. 你眼睛看向哪里？为什么？ 
3. 你做笔记了吗？如何做的？ 

这样做对你的听力有帮助还是

干扰了你？为什么？ 
4. 你有注意到任何重复、错误开

头、停顿、连读的现象吗？这些

对你有帮助还是干扰了你？为什

么？ 
 

Control group 
while 
answering 
questions 

1. What were you thinking 
about as you were answering 
this question?  

2. Why did you choose this 
answer?  

a. Did you refer to your notes? 
How? Was referring to your 
notes helpful or distracting? 
Why? 

1. 你在答这道题的时候在想什

么？ 
2. 你为什么选了这项？  
a.你回看笔记了吗？如何回看

的？这样做对你的答题有帮助或

者干扰吗？为什么？ 
 

End-of-test 
survey follow 
up (for both 
control and 
treatment 
groups) 
 

1. Can you briefly elaborate 
your rating on the first end-
of-test survey question? (To 
what extent were you 
interested in the topic in the 
lectures?)  

2. Can you briefly elaborate 
your rating on the second 
end-of-test survey question? 
(To what extent were you 
familiar with the topics in the 
lectures?)  

3. Can you briefly elaborate 
your rating on the third end-
of-test survey question? (To 
what extent did you change 
your normal note-taking 
processes in classes while 
taking the test?)   

1. 可以简单展开描述一下你对第

一个问题的回答吗？（您对讲座

中的话题有多感兴趣？）  
2.可以简单展开描述一下你对第

二个问题的回答吗？（您对讲座

中的话题有多熟悉？） 
3.可以简单展开描述一下你对第

三个问题的回答吗？（您在考试

中做笔记的方式与平时正常上课

做笔记相比有多大变化？） 
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After the English versions of the questions were created, they were translated into 

the Chinese version to address the need for conducting retrospective cued recall in test-

takers’ L1 and/or L2. As reviewed in the second chapter, most studies adopting 

retrospective verbal report methods, regardless of being cued or un-cued, were conducted 

in the test-takers’ L2 (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2018). However, a verbal report 

is a cognitively and linguistically demanding task and can be very difficult and have a 

reactive effect even for advanced L2 learners. Conversely, reporting test-takers’ listening 

processes in their L1 should be less anxiety-inducing and cognitively demanding and 

result in more in-depth recalls. Therefore, the retrospective cued recall questions in the 

current research were asked in Chinese, the shared L1 between the participants and 

myself. The participants could choose which language(s) to use, Chinese, English, or a 

combination of both languages, to recall their listening processes so that more detailed 

and accurate recall could be elicited.  

The questions were designed largely based on the questions used by Suvorov 

(2013, 2018a) and Ockey (2007). In Suvorov’s (2013) study, two sets of retrospective 

cued recall guiding questions were employed. The first was to investigate listening 

processes while watching videos (Questions One to Six), and the other was used when 

test-takers answered the test questions (Questions Seven to Ten): 

1. What did you focus on when you watched this video? Why?  
2. What were you thinking about as you watched this video?  
3. Did you find this video helpful? If yes, what visual information in the 
video was helpful (e.g., lip movements, gestures, hand motions, facial 
gestures, body gestures)? Why was it helpful? 
4. Did you find this video distracting? If yes, what visual information in 
the video was distracting? Why was it distracting? 
5. What did you focus on more: watching this video or taking notes? 
Why?  



 133 

6. What was more helpful for you: taking notes or watching this video? 
Why?  
7. What were you thinking about as you were answering this question?  
8. Why did you choose this answer? Were you sure this was the correct 
answer or did you guess it? 
9. Did any visual information in the video help you answer this question? 
If yes, what information was it and how did it help? 
10. Did your notes help you answer this question? If yes, what information 
from the notes did you use? (Suvorov, 2013, pp. 95-96) 
 
These questions were very helpful for my research because they were 

comprehensive with regards to what test-takers attend to in completing the audio-visual 

listening test. However, these questions could be overly time-consuming, especially with 

the consideration that asking too many questions may result in participants’ fatigue. I also 

wanted to investigate how participants respond to authentic features that were not 

investigated by asking these questions.  

Using a retrospective report method, Ockey (2007) asked similar questions in his 

study including: 

1. What were you thinking about during this section?  
2. What strategies did you use to try to help you understand?  
3. Did you use the visuals to help you understand? If so, how?  
4. Did you find the visuals distracting in any way? If so, how? (p. 536) 
 

These questions provided insights to combine some of Suvorov’s (2013) questions and 

add one overall question of “what were you thinking about” to generate broader answers. 

Synthesizing these two sets of questions, my four sets of retrospective cued recall 

questions were created to ensure (a) they fully capture all the processes that I wanted to 

investigate (how test-takers watch videos/listen to audios, take notes, respond to authentic 

features, and whether videos, taking notes, and authentic features are distracting or 
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helpful in facilitating overall listening and answering comprehension questions); (b) they 

are concise; and (c) they have the potential to elicit detailed recalls.  

More specifically, my first set of questions examines the treatment group’s while-

listening processes. In the pilot study, three questions were asked including (a) what the 

qualitative participants were thinking about while listening; (b) how they watched the 

videos and whether it was helpful; and (c) how they took notes and whether doing so was 

helpful. Observation notes were taken after the retrospective cued recall to examine how 

participants reacted in some way to the oral authentic features of focus, such as when a 

participant frowned or showed confusion when one of the authentic features occurred. 

However, the use of observation notes was problematic, because not only were they very 

time consuming to conduct, but they were also very difficult to keep consistently. 

Additionally, the researcher’s interpretation could not be verified because there were no 

follow-up interviews to ask about participants’ explanations of their facial expressions. 

As a result, the fourth set of while-listening questions for the audio-visual group in Table 

3.14 was added in the proposed guiding question set as to whether participants heard any 

authentic features and whether those features were helpful or distracting.  

The second set of questions investigates the treatment group’s listening processes 

while answering the comprehension questions, including what they were thinking about 

while answering the questions and how they decided to choose their answers.  

The third set of questions explores the control group’s while-listening processes. 

The first, third, and fourth questions are the same as in the treatment group’s while-

listening questions. The second question was changed to ask what participants looked at 

in general, because they only listened to aural texts without visual input.  
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The fourth set of questions investigates the control group’s listening processes 

while answering the comprehension questions, and the same two questions in the second 

set were used.  

Pauses During the Retrospective Cued Recall 

Four out of the 30 pilot participants were randomly selected to be the pilot 

qualitative participants, with two in each condition. In the pilot study, according to the 

content analysis, each lecture was paused at the end of every first, second, and fourth 

level of information (roughly every 7 to 20 seconds). This procedure was informed by 

Wagner’s (2008) study in which he paused the videos every 12 to 20 seconds to ensure 

listeners’ complete and accurate information retrieving from their short-term memory 

(Ericsson & Simon, 1987). However, this time frame proved to be too frequent in my 

pilot retrospective cued recall. While each pause was inserted after one level of 

information (an idea unit) was finished, pausing the lectures too often seemed to interrupt 

participants’ thought flow, as also reported in Ockey’s (2007) study. The qualitative 

participants were easily tired as well, having had to repeatedly recall their processes and 

thoughts. They suggested I pause the lectures four to five times in total while each lecture 

was playing, with considerations of information levels. Therefore, the lectures were 

paused about every 45 seconds, according to the levels of information specified above. 

Table 3.15 summarizes the pauses that were employed in my dissertation study. 
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Table 3.15 

Pauses in the Lectures (at the End of Specified Level of Information) 

Lecture Pause 1 
(time 

stamp) 

Pause 2 
(time 

stamp) 

Pause 3 
(time 

stamp) 

Pause 4 
(time 

stamp) 

Pause 5 
(time 

stamp) 

Pause 6 
 

1 1 
(0:25) 

4.1.1.2 
(1:33) 

4.1.2.3 
(2:22) 

4.1.3.2 
(3:13) 

2.1’ 
(3:37) 

End of the 
lecture 

2 2.2 
(0:51) 

3.3.4 
(2:02) 

4.3.5.2 
(2:37) 

4.4.2.3 
(3:44) 

3.4.3 
(4:07) 

3 2.1.3 
(0:43) 

2.2.2 
(1:41) 

3.3.2.3 
(2:25) 

3.3.3.4 
(3:14) 

3.3.5.3 
(4:16) 

 

Data Collection 

Pre-Test Delivery 

As described earlier, participants conducted the consent sessions and joined the 

study at different times. Therefore, they completed pre- and post-tests at their own pace. 

To be more specific, all 190 participants first took the online pre-test, the iTEP listening 

test, on their own to measure their listening ability. They needed to finish the pre-test 

within one week after their consent sessions. The test scores were collected online 

automatically and sent to my email for further analysis.  

Post-Test Delivery 

Next, the participants took their respective post-test within two weeks after they 

completed their pre-test. The two week limit between pre- and post-test was implemented 

to ensure that test-takers’ listening ability would not change dramatically between the 

times when they took the pre- and post-tests. The post-test scores were also automatically 

collected online through Wenjuanwang (the website I used to administer the online 
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version of the tests). Again, the 170 general participants took the post-tests online on their 

own. 

Each qualitative participant scheduled an individual virtual meeting with me via 

Zoom after they completed the pre-test. We met within two weeks upon their pre-test 

completion. At the individual online meeting, each qualitative participant completed the 

following tasks: (a) took the control or treatment post-test as I videorecorded their 

listening process on Zoom; (b) took a photograph of their notes taken during the post-test 

and sent the photograph to me; and (c) completed a retrospective cued recall while 

watching their test-taking video as stimuli.  

More specifically, during step (a), the qualitative participants needed to complete 

the post-test while being recorded by me with their faces and hands (taking notes) visible 

and the test screen shared. In order to do so, the participants joined the meeting room I 

created using both their laptops and phones. Their phones were muted, and the computer 

screen and sounds on their laptops were shared with me. The cameras on their phones 

aimed at their hand(s), which they used to take notes, while their laptop cameras reflected 

their faces. An example screenshot of the video recording can be seen in Appendix H. 

Before taking the post-test, the qualitative participants were instructed that they could use 

a piece of paper to take notes while listening to the lectures as if they were listening to 

real-world lectures. They were informed that their notes would be collected, but they did 

not know that their notes would be rated. Step (b) is described in more detail in the 

Listening Notes section below, and step (c) in the Retrospective Cued Recall Sessions 

section.  
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Listening Notes 

The notes taken by the qualitative participants while taking the post-tests were 

photographed by the participants and then sent to me through WeChat while waiting for 

the recordings of their listening processes to be saved onto my laptop. I decided to have 

them send me the notes at this point, because participants could refer to their notes to talk 

about their listening processes in the following retrospective cued recall sessions. With 

their notes in hand, I would have a better understanding of their recall and would be 

better able to conduct the cued recalls. The quality of notes were also rated after 

retrospective cued recall sessions were finished, which will be discussed in detail in the 

Data Analysis section.   

Retrospective Cued Recall Sessions 

As mentioned earlier, retrospective cued recall sessions were held online via 

Zoom, which allowed me to view each participant’s test screen, faces, and hands at the 

same time. I recorded the appointments using Zoom when participants started their tests, 

and the video recordings were automatically saved on my laptop. Saving the recordings 

took around ten minutes. The participants and I left the meeting room until the recordings 

were saved, after which I messaged the participants to come back to the room. 

Participants also sent me photos of their notes taken in the post-test during the wait time.   

Each retrospective cued recall session began right after the participant re-entered 

the meeting room. The goal for the retrospective cued recall sessions was to collect data 

about how participants interacted with visuals, authentic features, and note-taking 

throughout the listening processes. Each participant watched the video recording of their 

listening process with me as a stimulus to elicit cued retrospective recalls.  
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At the beginning of the retrospective cued recall sessions, the participants were 

asked to refer to their hands and faces in the recordings to discuss their listening 

processes. They were also asked to refer to the specific notes they took to illustrate their 

listening processes, especially regarding how they took notes, and whether it was helpful 

or distracting in understanding the lectures and answering the comprehension questions. 

As determined by the content analysis, each lecture was paused six times at the end of 

certain information levels as was shown in Table 3.15. At every pause, when analyzing 

the process where participants listened to the spoken texts, questions in the while-

listening retrospective cued recall sets in Table 3.14 were asked. Similarly, at every 

pause, when examining the process where participants answered comprehension 

questions, questions in the while-answering-questions retrospective cued recall sets in 

Table 3.14 were asked. Recall questions were asked in Chinese only, and participants 

responded in the language (Chinese and/or English) they felt comfortable with to fully 

reveal their listening processes. The retrospective cued recall meetings were 

videorecorded for further analysis. 

Data Analysis 

 All statistical analyses were computed using Microsoft Excel 16.34 and SPSS 

version 26.0 for Mac. Qualitative data were transcribed using Xunfei Tingjian. Analysis 

of qualitative data were conducted using NVivo 12.6 for Mac. 
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The Comparison of Group Performance for Research Question One 

(To what extent do test-takers perform differently when presented with audio-visual 

versus audio-only input?) 

Psychometric Qualities of the Pre- and Post-Tests 

The descriptive statistics, reliability, item difficulty levels, and item 

discrimination indices of the two versions of the post-tests were each calculated to first 

check the reliability and difficulty level of the tests. The descriptive statistics of the pre-

test were also calculated. 

More specifically, in order to compute descriptive statistics, means, standard 

deviations, boxplots, and values of skewness and kurtosis were calculated for overall test 

scores organized into groups. The normality of the pre- and post-test scores was then able 

to be examined. The cutoff scores for a normal distribution are often cited as an absolute 

value smaller than 2 for skewness and kurtosis (e.g., Bachman, 2004; Weinberg & 

Abramowitz, 2002). In addition, the boxplots were checked to identify outliers (Larson-

Hall, 2010).   

The reliability analysis included the calculations of internal consistency reliability 

using Cronbach’s alpha and Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted. Internal consistency 

reliability can first showcase the overall level of reliability of the tests, with .8 as high 

and ideal (Carr, 2011). Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted directly shows the adjusted test 

reliability if any item is deleted. If any item had a Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted 

substantially higher than the overall test reliability, the item might be problematic and 
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were reviewed in detail after item difficulty and item discrimination indices were 

checked.  

As described in the Piloting the Post-Test section, item difficulty levels are 

referred to as the proportion of test-takers that correctly answer each question, and they 

are also associated with test reliability (Bachman, 2004). Wenjuanwang automatically 

generated item difficulty levels for the post-test when I downloaded the test results. The 

values should fall between .20 and .80 (Bachman, 2004). The ones that fell outside of this 

range were marked and reviewed. A number lower than .20 indicated that this item is too 

difficult, and a number higher than .80 suggested that this item is too easy. However, the 

item facility indices were also interpreted in conjunction with the Cronbach’s alpha if 

item deleted. 

Item discrimination indices are indicators of how well a test item can differentiate 

higher-level test-takers from lower-level ones. These were obtained by computing items’ 

corrected point-biserial correlation (corrected item-total correlation) and discrimination 

indices greater than .25 were considered acceptable (Larsen-Hall, 2010; Oller, 1979). 

Any items with a lower corrected point-biserial correlation than .25 were reviewed, as 

they might not be suitable to differentiate high- and low-achievement test-takers. 

The above four sets of statistics provided information about the reliability and 

difficulty levels of the post-tests.  

Comparing Post-Test Scores 

After examining the psychometric qualities of the tests, I analyzed the effect of 

visuals on test performance. As participants were recruited by convenience sampling, 

they were expected to vary in their listening abilities as measured by their pre-test scores. 
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Therefore, to compare the effect of including visuals in the listening test, an ANCOVA 

was conducted comparing the control and treatment group means with the pre-test scores 

as the covariate.   

According to Hatch and Lazaraton (1991) and Larson-Hall (2010), ANCOVA is 

useful in controlling the effect of an antecedent variable in a non-randomized design. In 

my study, by controlling for the initial difference in the participants’ pre-test scores, the 

effect of employing visuals on their test scores can be tested statistically (Hatch & 

Lazaraton, 1991; Larson-Hall, 2010). As is common in Applied Linguistics research, the 

statistically significant level was set to be 0.05. The null hypothesis that the control and 

treatment group performed without a statistically significant difference would be rejected 

when p<0.05. If so, the treatment (using visuals in a listening test) can be said to have a 

significant effect on participants’ test performance. The effect size was also calculated 

using ηp2.  

In order to perform ANCOVA, the same assumptions for ANOVA should first be 

met. The post-test scores in both control and treatment groups have to be normally 

distributed and have homogeneity of variance (Larson-Hall, 2010). The first assumption 

was already checked when I analyzed the psychometric statistics earlier. The assumption 

of homogeneity of variance was tested using Levene’s test. The null hypothesis that the 

variances of the two groups are equal should not be rejected, and a p>0.05 indicates that 

this assumption is met.  

In addition, three other assumptions need to be tested for ANCOVA (Larson-Hall, 

2010). Firstly, there have to be no strong correlations among the covariates. In my 

study’s case, there is only one covariate (participants’ listening abilities, indicated by 
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their pre-test scores), so this assumption is not applicable. Secondly, there should be a 

linear relationship between the covariate (pre-test scores) and the dependent variable 

(post-test scores) for each level of the independent variable (channel of input). In my 

case, participants’ listening abilities (pre-test scores) and their post-test performance 

(post-test scores) were expected to have a linear relationship under both audio-only and 

audio-visual conditions because they both reflect participants’ listening abilities. This 

was tested by plotting the scatterplot between participants’ pre- and post-test scores for 

each condition. A regression line and a Loess line were imposed for both groups, and the 

Loess line should follow the regression line. Thirdly, there should be homogeneity of 

regression slopes for both control and treatment groups. This was examined by checking 

whether there was an interaction between the pre-test scores and the post-test scores or 

the channel of test delivery. If there was no statistically significant interaction, then this 

assumption was met.  

The Retrospective Cued Recall Component for Research Questions Two and Three A  

(What are the listening processes in the audio-visual and audio-only conditions while 

listening and while answering the comprehension questions?) 

Data Coding 

The retrospective cued recall transcriptions were first qualitatively analyzed to 

answer research questions 2 and 3a through three phases: (a) open coding, where I 

attached codes or categories to information; (b) axial coding, where I established 

connections among categories identified during open coding; and (c) selective coding, 

where I developed theories regarding the investigated phenomenon (Creswell & Poth, 
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2018). This coding procedure is particularly useful when there are no previously 

established theoretical frameworks and the researchers need to generate themes from 

participants’ experiences (Creswell & Poth, 2018). It allows the researchers “to 

systematically develop a theory that explains process, action, or interaction on a topic” 

(Creswell & Poth, 2018, p. 64; Strauss & Corbin, 1998). This inductive coding procedure 

is important and suitable for my study. In general, test-takers vary in the extent to which 

they utilize different information in a listening test and to which they perceive different 

information helpful (e.g. Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a; Wagner, 2010a, 2010b). 

Nevertheless, as described in the review of the literature, many aspects of the L2 listening 

processes have not been investigated, such as how test-takers interact with aural authentic 

features, and what participants attend to when they are only listening to audiotexts. 

Coding data in an open-axial-selective sequence will be useful in generating new 

discoveries/theories regarding the areas that have not been closely examined. 

Nonetheless, the coding was guided by the research questions looking for participants’ 

specific listening processes pertaining to their interactions with audio and visual 

information, authentic features, and how they took notes. 

In summary, through a coding process involving open coding, axial coding, and 

selective coding, themes and details of each participant’s individual listening process 

were closely scrutinized. By and large, it was expected that participants vary in the extent 

to which they utilize different resources to comprehend the lectures and answer the 

comprehension questions.  

To carry out this analysis, the retrospective cued recall recordings were 

transcribed through Xunfei Tingjian, a Chinese transcription website. I then chose one 
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random file (Participant 186) out of 20 to develop a codebook using NVivo 12.6 for Mac 

following open coding, axial coding, and selective coding to analyze specific listening 

processes of the qualitative participants. Categories and subcategories of this qualitative 

participant’s listening process were labeled, and themes were generated connecting the 

categories. A second coder who is a doctoral student in Applied Linguistics was hired to 

ensure coding reliability. I first trained the second coder by coding together another 

random file (Participant 192) on NVivo. Then, the two coders each coded 4 files (2 in 

each condition, 20% of the total qualitative data) individually. The intercoder reliability 

was then calculated with both the percentage of agreement and Cohen’s kappa (κ). An 

average κ over .80 was needed to ensure ideal agreement (Johnson & Pompey, 2018; 

Landis & Koch, 1977; Saldaña, 2009). I then finished coding the rest of the data.  

It is worth noting that the codes developed during open coding were attached to 

idea units. The notion of idea units in this qualitative coding process was adapted from 

Suvorov’s (2013) study. It is defined as a unit of texts, containing multiple turns between 

the researcher and participant, that conveyed an idea or topic of one specific type of 

listening process. However, elaborative and interactive oral spoken texts may contain 

“frequent tangents, digressions, backtracks, and overlaps” (Kurasaki, 2000, p.180). Idea 

units might, therefore, overlap with each other making for multiple codes and references 

(comments). Varied tangential ideas and topics might also be discussed in one idea unit, 

and therefore, this idea unit was attached to multiple codes making for multiple 

references. Because the current study has a focus of comparing listening processes in 

different conditions rather than listening to different lectures, the codes did not differ in 

terms of specific lectures and comprehension questions.  
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Transforming Qualitative Data to Quantitative Data  

Guided by the concurrent transformative model (Creswell & Poth, 2018), 

qualitative data collected through retrospective cued recall were quantified after 

establishing themes, categories, and subcategories of the participants’ listening processes. 

Based on my research questions, I anticipated four themes to emerge. Specifically, what 

the participants reported visually attending to in the audio-visual and audio-only 

conditions was the first theme examined. In the second theme, I investigated the 

participants’ note-taking processes in both conditions. The third theme pertained to the 

participants’ identification of the authentic features in the lectures. The last theme was 

related to the sources of information that the participants used in each condition to answer 

the comprehension questions. In each condition, the number of people who commented 

on each theme was 10, and I counted the total number of references they made to each 

theme. Table 3.16 summarizes the anticipated themes and the relevant numbers. 

Table 3.16 

Expected Themes and Numbers of People and References in Each Condition 

Theme Number of 
people in each 

condition 

Number of 
references in each 

condition 
1. The participants’ viewing patterns in both 

conditions 
10 Audio-visual: M1 

Audio-only: M2 
2. The participants’ note-taking practice in 

both conditions 
10 Audio-visual: N1 

Audio-only: N2 
3. The participants’ identification of 

authentic features in both conditions 
10 Audio-visual: O1 

Audio-only: O2 
4. The participants’ sources of information 

used to answer the comprehension 
questions in both conditions 

10 Audio-visual: P1 
Audio-only: P2 

Note. M, N, O, P are letters that were randomly chosen to represent the anticipated 

numbers of references in each condition. They allow for a clearer explanation of the data 
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transformation procedure in the figures below to calculate percentages of references 

regarding each type of listening processes. 

I expected to find several categories in each theme based on the literature. More 

specifically, for theme one, the references related to the viewing patterns in the audio-

visual and audio-only condition were compiled, and then quantified in the following 

ways. First, in each condition, I counted the number of people who viewed each area of 

attention (e.g., attending to the speaker’s facial expressions; attending to the speaker’s 

hand gestures; attending to the notebook), and I calculated its percentage out of the total 

number of people in the condition. This percentage is named the Percentage of People 

Who Reported Areas of Visual Attention (Pv%). Then, I counted the number of 

references regarding each viewing pattern, and I divided this number by the total number 

of references regarding the participants’ overall viewing patterns, making the Percentage 

of References Regarding Areas of Visual Attention (Rv%). Comparing these percentages 

reveals the areas of visual attention to which the participants were more prone to 

attending in each condition. Figure 3.7 summarizes this portion of data transformation. 
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Figure 3.7 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Viewing patterns (Theme One) 

 

Note. Pv%: percentage of people who reported areas of visual attention; Rv%: percentage 

of references regarding areas of visual attention; M1: number of total references in the 

audio-visual condition; M2: number of total references in the audio-only condition; the 

blue boxes represent the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent the 

data quantification methods. 

For theme two, the ways in which the participants took notes in each condition 

were analyzed and then quantified. First, I counted the number of people who reported 

taking notes in each way (e.g., writing down key information; not taking notes), and I 

divided this number by the total number of people in the condition, making the 

Percentage of People Who Reported Taking Notes (Pn%). Then, I counted the number of 

references regarding each type of the participants’ note-taking practice, and I divided this 

number by the total number of references regarding the participants’ note-taking 

processes, making the Percentage of References Regarding Note-Taking (Rn%). 
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Comparing these percentages sheds light on the note-taking processes that each group of 

participants practiced most. Figure 3.8 summarizes this portion of data transformation. 

Figure 3.8 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Note-Taking (Theme Two) 

 

Note. Pn%: percentage of people who reported taking notes; Rn%: percentage of 

references regarding note-taking; N1: number of total references in the audio-visual 

condition; N2: number of total references in the audio-only condition; the blue boxes 

represent the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent the data 

quantification methods. 

For theme three, in each condition, the participants’ identification of the authentic 

features in the lectures were classified and then quantified. To begin with, I counted the 

number of participants who commented on or identified one particular type of authentic 

features in the spoken text (e.g., hearing instances of filled pauses; hearing instances of 

connected speech), and I divided this number by the total number of people in the 

condition, making the Percentage of People Who Reported Identifying Authentic 
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Features (Pf%). Next, I counted the number of references regarding the identification of 

each particular authentic feature, and I divided this number by the total number of 

references regarding the participants’ identification of authentic features, making the 

Percentage of References Regarding Authentic Features (Rf%). Comparing these 

percentages shows the types of authentic features that each group of participants was 

more likely to identify. Figure 3.9 summarizes this portion of data transformation.  

Figure 3.9 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Authentic Features (Theme Three) 

 

Note. Pf%: percentage of people who reported identifying authentic features; Rf%: 

percentage of references regarding authentic features; O1: number of total references in 

the audio-visual condition; O2: number of total references in the audio-only condition; 

the blue boxes represent the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent 

the data quantification methods. 
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For the last theme, in each condition, the sources of information that the 

participants resorted to when they answered the comprehension questions were compiled 

and then quantified. Firstly, I counted the number of participants who reported using a 

particular source of information (e.g., referring to notes; recalling visuals), and I divided 

this number by the total number of people in the condition, making the Percentage of 

People Who Reported Using Sources of Information (Ps%). Subsequently, I counted the 

number of references regarding using a particular source of information, and I divided 

this number by the total number of references regarding all sources of information that 

the participants utilized to answer the comprehension questions, making the Percentage 

of References Regarding Sources of Information (Rs%). Comparing these percentages 

suggests which sources of information each group of participants was inclined to use. 

Figure 3.10 summarizes this portion of data transformation. 

Figure 3.10 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Sources of Information (Theme Four) 
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Note. Ps%: percentage of people who reported using sources of information; Rs%: 

percentage of references regarding sources of information; P1: number of total references 

in the audio-visual condition; P2: number of total references in the audio-only condition; 

the blue boxes represent the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent 

the data quantification methods. 

In addition, in order to investigate the effect of each type of listening processes 

described above, the participants’ perceptions of each category were examined, which 

will be referred to as subcategories. Specifically, for theme one, in each condition, I 

counted the number of participants who reported some type of perception of their areas of 

visual attention (e.g., attending to the speakers’ gestures was helpful; attending to the 

speaker’s gestures was distracting). I then divided this number by the total number of 

participants who commented on each area of visual attention (e.g., attending to the 

speakers’ gestures), making the Percentage of People Who Reported Perceptions of Areas 

of Visual Attention (PPv%). Next, I counted the number of participants’ references 

regarding each perception of each area of visual attention. I divided this number by the 

total number of references on each area of visual attention, making the Percentage of 

References Regarding Perceptions of Areas of Visual Attention (RPv%). Comparing 

these percentages showcases the participants’ main perceptions of each viewing pattern 

that they demonstrated in each condition. Figure 3.11 summarizes this portion of data 

transformation. 
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Figure 3.11 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Perceptions of viewing patterns (Theme One) 

 

Note. PPv%: percentage of people who reported perceptions of areas of visual attention; 

RPv%: percentage of references regarding perceptions of areas of visual attention; the 

blue boxes represent the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent the 

data quantification methods. 

For theme two, in each condition, I counted the number of participants who held 

each perception of each note-taking practice (e.g., writing down key information was 

helpful; writing down key information was debilitating). I then divided this number by 

the total number of participants who commented on each type of note-taking practice 

(e.g., writing down key information), making the Percentage of People Who Reported 

Perceptions of Note-Taking (PPn%). In addition, in each condition, I counted the number 

of references regarding the participants’ each perception of each type of note-taking 
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practice. I then divided this number by the total number of references regarding each type 

of note-taking practice, making the Percentage of References Regarding Perceptions of 

Note-Taking (RPn%). Comparing these percentages indicates the main perceptions of the 

participants in each condition of each way of note-taking. Figure 3.12 summarizes this 

portion of data transformation. 

Figure 3.12 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Perceptions of Note-Taking (Theme Two) 

 

Note. PPn%: percentage of people who reported perceptions of note-taking; RPn%: 

percentage of references regarding perceptions of note-taking; the blue boxes represent 

the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent the data quantification 

methods. 

For theme three, in each condition, I counted the number of participants who held 

each perception of each identified authentic feature (e.g., hearing instances of filled pause 

“um” was helpful; hearing instances of filled pause “um” was distracting). I then divided 
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this number by the total number of participants who commented on each identified 

authentic feature (e.g., hearing instances of filled pause “um”), making the Percentage of 

People Who Reported Perceptions of Authentic Features (PPf%). Next, in each condition, 

I counted the number of references regarding each perception of each identified authentic 

feature. I then divided this number by the total number of the references regarding each 

identified authentic feature, creating the Percentage of References Regarding Perceptions 

of Authentic Features (RPf%). Comparing these percentages in the two conditions shows 

each group of participants’ main perceptions of each type of authentic features. Figure 

3.13 summarizes this portion of data transformation. 

Figure 3.13 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Perceptions of Authentic Features (Theme Three) 

 

Note. PPf%: percentage of people who reported perceptions of authentic features; RPf%: 

percentage of references regarding perceptions of authentic features; the blue boxes 
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represent the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent the data 

quantification methods. 

For theme four, in each condition, I counted the number of people who held each 

perception of each source of information they used to answer the comprehension 

questions (e.g., referring to notes was helpful; referring to notes was distracting). I then 

divided this number by the total number of people who used each source of information 

to answer the comprehension questions (e.g., referring to notes), making the Percentage 

of People Who Reported Perceptions of Sources of Information (PPs%). Next, in each 

condition, I counted the number of references regarding each perception of each source of 

information. I then divided this number by the total number of references regarding each 

source of information, making the Percentage of References Regarding Perceptions of 

Sources of Information (RPs%). Comparing these percentages in the two conditions 

reveals each group of participants’ main perceptions of each source of information that 

they used to answer the comprehension questions. Figure 3.14 summarizes this portion of 

data transformation. 
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Figure 3.14 

Calculating Percentages Regarding Perceptions of Sources of Information (Theme Four) 

 

Note. PPs%: percentage of people who reported perceptions of sources of information; 

RPs%: percentage of references regarding perceptions of sources of information; the blue 

boxes represent the anticipated qualitative data, and the orange boxes represent the data 

quantification methods. 

In summary, in this data transformation process, the numbers of people who 

commented on each theme, category, and subcategory were counted, and the numbers of 

references to each theme, category, and subcategory were counted. In addition, two types 

of percentages were calculated, each consisting of two parts. The first type of percentages 

can show which category each group was prone to practicing. When it pertained to 

people, it was calculated using the number of people who commented on each category 

divided by the number of people in the condition (N=10). When it pertained to 

references, it was calculated using the number of references to each category divided by 
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the number of references to the theme. These types of percentages can show what areas of 

visual attention each group was more likely to attend to, how each group was prone to 

taking notes, what authentic features were more likely to be identified by each group, and 

what sources of information each group tended to use to answer the comprehension 

questions. As for the second type of percentages, when it pertained to people, it was 

calculated using the number of people who commented on each subcategory divided by 

the number of people who commented on the category. When it pertained to references, it 

was calculated using the number of references regarding each subcategory divided by the 

number of references regarding the category. These types of percentages can demonstrate 

each group’s main perceptions of each category. 

The Analysis of the Notes Taken by the Test-Takers for Research Question Three B  

(What is the relationship between the quality of their notes and their listening 

performance?)  

 The quality of participants’ notes in my study is operationalized as the levels of 

information captured and the overall organization of notes (whether the sequence of key 

points in the notes follow the order of information presented in the lectures) as frequently 

practiced by researchers (e.g., Austin et al., 2004; Clerehan, 1995; Kiewra & Fletcher, 

1984; Song, 2012). As discussed in the Content Analysis of the Lectures section above, 

Song (2012) analyzed the TOLI into five levels: main ideas, major ideas, subtopics, 

details, and minor details. It was also suggested in the study that the number of the first 

three levels of information written in the notes and the organization of notes are more 

closely related to test-takers’ listening proficiency levels. Therefore, Song rated test-

takers’ notes according to the following four criteria:  
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• NTOP: the number of Levels 1 to 3 ideas recorded;  
• NDET: the number of Level 4 details recorded;  
• NMINOR: the number of Level 5 or lower level minor ideas recorded;  
• NORG: well organized (2), partially organized (1), poorly organized (0). 

(p.73) 
 

 Based on the TOLI analysis conducted on the lectures used in my self-created 

tests (Figures 3.4 to 3.6), information was mainly presented at the first four levels. 

NMINOR was therefore removed from the criteria list. In addition, students may take 

down notes that are incorrect or irrelevant to the lectures. Incorrect notes may be 

misleading in participants’ overall understanding of the lectures. Taking notes of 

irrelevant information may occupy participants’ working memory and negatively impact 

their listening. To address this aspect, another criterion was then added called NIRR, the 

number of incorrect and irrelevant information written down. As a result, the following 

criteria were used to indicate the quality of participants’ notes:  

• NTOP: the number of Levels 1 to 3 ideas recorded;  

• NDET: the number of Level 4 details recorded;  

• NORG: well organized (2), partially organized (1), poorly organized (0); 

• NIRR: the number of irrelevant information noted. 

The first three criteria were named “positive criteria,” and the last one was named 

“negative criterion.” For NORG specifically, the notes were considered well organized if 

the notes were structured following the organization of each lecture. If some lower-level 

information was written down under wrong upper levels, the notes were rated as partially 

organized. If most of lower-level information was organized under wrong upper levels, or 

if the notes only contained one single idea unit, the notes were given a zero for this 

criterion (adapted from Song’s method).  
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A series of Spearman’s correlations were carried out to link the overall note 

quality to the overall post-test scores for each criterion. Since the notes’ ratings for each 

criterion and participants’ post-test scores are all continuous variables, typically 

Pearson’s correlations would be carried out to test the correlations between the 

participants’ note quality and test performance. However, considering the small sample 

size (n=10 for each group), the assumptions for Pearson’s correlations including 

normality, absence of outliers, linearity, and homoscedasticity would be violated. 

Therefore, non-parametric Spearman’s correlations were carried out instead, as suggested 

by Bachman (2004) and Larsen-Hall (2010). In this way, whether the quality of 

participants’ notes is correlated with their test performance can be explored. For the 

absolute value of ρ, a number smaller than 0.4 indicates a weak correlation, between 0.4 

to 0.6 as moderate, and larger than 0.6 as strong. It is acknowledged that the sample size 

in my study is very small (n=10 in each condition), and so the effect size (R2) will be 

reported (Larsen-Hall, 2010). A value larger than 0.25 will be considered as a large effect 

size, and smaller than 0.01 as small (Cohen, 1988, 1992). 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter reported on the methodology and methods that were employed to 

complete this dissertation. Detailed sampling and recruiting methods, instruments, data 

collection procedures, and data analysis steps were described. 

A total of 190 participants were solicited using convenience sampling and then 

randomly assigned to one of two groups. In the treatment group, participants took a post-

test with audio-visual input. In the control group, participants took the same test but with 

audio-only input. All participants also took a pre-test to assess their listening ability. 
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Among the 190 participants, 20 (ten from each group) took part in the qualitative part of 

my study and recalled in Chinese and/or English their listening processes using their test-

taking video recordings as stimuli. Their notes were rated according to four criteria (three 

positive and one negative).  

Quantitative analyses include an ANCOVA to examine the effect of using visuals 

in a listening test on test scores controlling for participants’ listening ability, and a series 

of Spearman’s correlations to investigate the relationship between quality of notes and 

test performance. Qualitative analysis followed the sequence of open coding, axial 

coding, and selective coding to generate themes and categories of participants’ listening 

processes. These themes and categories were then quantified to facilitate discussion.  

In the next chapter, detailed quantitative and qualitative results will be described. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

In this chapter, the research results will be presented following the sequence of 

the research questions of the study. It aligns with the three components as well, which 

include the comparison of group performance, the retrospective cued recall component 

analyzing the participants’ specific listening processes, and the analysis of note-taking 

exploring the relationship between the participants’ note quality and test scores. 

RQ1. To What Extent Do Test-Takers Perform Differently When Presented with Audio-

Visual Versus Audio-Only Input?—The Comparison of Group Performance 

Psychometric Qualities of the Pre- and Post-Tests 

The psychometric qualities of the pre- and post-test were checked first, including 

the tests’ descriptive statistics and reliability. More specifically, the descriptive statistics 

of the tests are reported in Table 4.1. The participants that were in the audio-only group 

scored 42.43 (SD=16.04) out of a possible 100 on the pre-test, while the audio-visual 

group scored slightly higher at 45.68 (SD=17.74). For the post-test, the audio-only group 

scored 11.14 (SD=4.16) out of  a possible 24, while the audio-visual group scored 

slightly higher at 12.17 (SD=4.55). The pre- and post-tests were relatively difficult for the 

participants, with the pre-test mean score below 50% of the overall score (100 points) and 

the post-tests mean scores around 50% of the overall score (24 points). The pre-test 

scores also suggest that the participants’ listening proficiency levels range from A1 to B2 

CEFR levels. On average, the audio-only participants had a slightly lower proficiency 
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level than the audio-visual participants as the pre-test mean scores indicate. However, the 

use of an ANCOVA allows the researcher to adjust for this initial difference on the pre-

test. The absolute values of the skewness and kurtosis values for all tests were smaller 

than 2. 

Table 4.1 

Descriptive Statistics of the Pre- and Post-Tests 

 n Full Score Mean Standard Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Audio-Only  

Pre-Test 
95 100 42.43 16.04 .343 -.041 

Audio-Visual  
Pre-Test 

95 100 45.68 17.74 .233 -.742 

Audio-Only  
Post-Test 

95 24 11.14 4.16 -.013 -.590 

Audio-Visual  
Post-Test 

95 24 12.17 4.55 .378 -.576 

 

The boxplots of the participants’ pre- and post-test scores are shown in Figures 

4.1 to 4.2. There were no outliers indicated by the boxplots. Therefore, scores for the pre- 

and post-tests were considered normally distributed (Bachman, 2004; Larson-Hall, 2020; 

Weinberg & Abramowitz, 2002).  

Figure 4.1 

Boxplots of the Pre-Test (Left: Audio-Only; Right: Audio-Visual) 
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Figure 4.2 

Boxplots of the Post-Test (Left: Audio-Only; Right: Audio-Visual) 

 

Pertaining to test reliability, as described in Chapter Three, I was not able to 

obtain item scores for the pre-test, but Seiler (2019) reported the overall reliability of the 

listening section to be α=.78, which is relatively high. The internal consistency of the two 

versions of the post-tests was examined. The internal reliability was measured by 

Cronbach’s alpha. For the audio-only post-test α=.708 (SEM=2.25), and for the audio-

visual post-test α=.748 (SEM=2.29). The Cronbach’s alphas for the two post-tests were 

both greater than .7, indicating that the internal reliability of the post-tests was acceptable 

(Carr, 2011). The overall post-test internal reliability indices were slightly lower than the 

value in the pilot study. Additionally, the internal consistency reliability of the audio-

visual test was slightly higher than that of the audio-only test.  

While the two versions of the test had relatively high reliability, I decided to 

examine in detail if any items were performing poorly. If they were, these items would be 

deleted and not included in the subsequent data analyses. Therefore, Cronbach’s alpha if 

item deleted, item facility values, and corrected point-biserial correlations were computed 

for each item. These statistics are reported in Table 4.2 

 

 



 165 

Table 4.2 

Internal Consistency, Item Difficulty, and Item Discrimination Statistics of the Post-Tests  

Item Audio-only post-test  
(α=.708, SEM=2.25) 

Audio-visual post-test  
(α=.748, SEM=2.29) 

CAIID IF C rp-bis CAIID IF C rp-bis 
1 .705 .611 .250 .747 .589 .211** 
2 .691 .768 .410 .737 .811 .390 
3 .699 .400 .302 .728 .411 .484 
4 .701 .453 .279 .742 .558 .310 
5 .691 .537 .396 .745 .537 .271 
6 .696 .611 .335 .744 .684 .236** 
7 .707 .474 .214** .749* .537 .217** 
8 .692 .389 .386 .735 .389 .420 
9 .687 .547 .434 .735 .589 .416 
10 .688 .653 .445 .733 .737 .411 
11 .703 .695 .251 .733 .726 .434 
12 .681 .379 .515 .732 .421 .461 
13 .705 .295 .238** .731 .400 .442 
14 .700 .305 .298 .747 .368 .209** 
15 .697 .263 .335 .743 .421 .266 
16 .704 .600 .251 .744 .568 .280 
17 .688 .495 .427 .733 .505 .411 
18 .712* .221 .115** .732 .274 .443 
19 .718* .211 .024** .757* .326 .073** 
20 .700 .347 .306 .743 .358 .268 
21 .709* .379 .175** .742 .400 .281 
22 .694 .368 .373 .729 .505 .461 
23 .715* .442 .128** .750* .484 .172** 
24 .686 .600 .454 .730 .537 .444 

Note. CAIID: Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted; IF: item facility; C rp-bis: corrected 

point-biserial correlation. 

*CAIID was no less than the overall test reliability 

**C rp-bis <.25 

Specific items were marked with Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted was no less 

than the overall test reliability and corrected point-biserial correlation values of less than 

0.25 (Bachman, 2004; Hinkle et al., 1988; Larsen-Hall, 2010; Oller, 1979). All the items 
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had item facility values ranging between .20 and .80, indicating that they had proper 

levels of difficulty (Bachman, 2004). Some items were not able to discriminate higher-

level participants from the lower ones (items 7, 13, 18, 19, 21, 23 in the audio-only 

version, and items 1, 6, 7, 14, 19, 23). However, many of these marked items were not 

associated with higher values of Cronbach’s alphas if item deleted except for items 18, 

19, 21, 23 in the audio-only version, and items 7, 19, 23 in the audio-visual version. For 

items 7, 18, and 21, compared to the internal consistency value of each version of the 

post-test, each of these Cronbach’s alphas if item deleted was not much greater, and these 

items were not problematic for both versions of the test. Hence, the decision was made to 

keep these items for later analysis. Items 19 and 23 were more problematic regarding 

most of their psychometric qualities in both versions of the post-test. Their item 

discrimination levels were very low for both versions of the test, and the reliability would 

increase greatly for both versions of the test if these items were deleted. These two items 

were not reliably measuring the construct, so I decided to delete these two items 

(questions 27 and 31 on the online versions of the test, because there were eight 

questionnaire questions that the participants needed to answer first).  

The psychometric qualities of the post-test with 22 items were reexamined. The 

internal reliability of the audio-only post-test was α=.725 (SEM=2.12), and that of the 

audio-visual post-test was α=.760 (SEM=2.12). The Cronbach’s alphas if item deleted 

and corrected point-biserial correlations changed slightly for the 22 items. These statistics 

are shown in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 

Internal Consistency, Item Difficulty, and Item Discrimination Statistics of the Post-Tests 

with Items 19 and 23 Deleted 

Item Audio-only post-test  
(α=.725, SEM=2.12) 

Audio-visual post-test  
(α=.760, SEM=2.12) 

CAIID IF C rp-bis CAIID IF C rp-bis 
1 .725* .611 .218** .760* .589 .243** 
2 .707 .768 .445 .749 .811 .410 
3 .717 .400 .315 .742 .411 .500 
4 .720 .453 .286 .756 .558 .306 
5 .708 .537 .422 .759 .537 .267 
6 .713 .611 .368 .758 .684 .270 
7 .726* .474 .216** .762* .537 .221* 
8 .710 .389 .397 .748 .389 .409 
9 .706 .547 .443 .750 .589 .393 

10 .706 .653 .440 .747 .737 .425 
11 .723 .695 .231** .749 .726 .403 
12 .700 .379 .516 .748 .421 .418 
13 .723 .295 .228** .744 .400 .468 
14 .718 .305 .298 .761* .368 .218** 
15 .716 .263 .327 .756 .421 .299 
16 .724 .600 .230** .757 .568 .290 
17 .704 .495 .468 .747 .505 .429 
18 .729* .221 .125** .746 .274 .450 
20 .716 .347 .327 .757 .358 .280 
21 .727* .379 .190** .756 .400 .301 
22 .716 .368 .328 .745 .505 .454 
24 .703 .600 .480 .743 .537 .487 

Note. CAIID: Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted; IF: item facility; C rp-bis: corrected 

point-biserial correlation. 

*CAIID was no less than the overall test reliability 

**C rp-bis <.25 

 Although several items still had some problematic psychometric qualities, the 

overall internal reliability of both versions of the post-test increased greatly from the 

original 24-item versions (the audio-only version increased from α=.708 to α=.725; the 
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audio-visual version increased from α=.748 to α=.760). The marked Cronbach’s alpha if 

item deleted in Table 4.3 would not result in a much higher test internal reliability. Most 

of the marked corrected point-biserial correlations were very close to the cutoff value .25. 

With the enhanced overall internal reliability, the post-test can be considered adequate, 

preserving as many items as possible for the further analysis. Therefore, the remaining 22 

items were kept for the subsequent ANCOVA. 

 The descriptive statistics of the participants’ post-test performance were 

computed again with the remaining 22 items. The mean scores of the audio-only and 

audio-visual tests were M=10.39 (SD=4.05) and M=11.33 (SD=4.33) respectively. The 

absolute values of the skewness and kurtosis were smaller than 2. These statistics are 

shown in Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4 

Descriptive Statistics of the 22-Item Post-Tests 

 n Mean Standard Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Audio-Only Post-Test 95 10.39 4.05 -.011 -.595 

Audio-Visual Post-Test 95 11.33 4.33 .378 -.479 
 

The boxplots of the participants’ test scores were graphed as well and are 

presented in Figure 4.3. No outliers were detected. Therefore, the participants’ post-test 

scores in both conditions were considered normally distributed (Bachman, 2004; Larson-

Hall, 2020; Weinberg & Abramowitz, 2002). 
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Figure 4.3 

Boxplots of the Post-Test with 22 Items (Left: Audio-Only; Right: Audio-Visual) 

 

 Based on the reliability, item difficulty, item discrimination, and descriptive 

statistics, the 22-item versions of the post-test were deemed appropriate for the 

subsequent statistical analysis to compare the post-test scores in different conditions. 

Comparing Post-Test Scores 

In order to compare the effect of visuals on participants’ test performance, an 

ANCOVA was conducted comparing the control and treatment groups’ post-test means 

with the pre-test scores as the covariate. 

The assumptions to carry out an ANCOVA were first tested. Participants’ pre- 

and post-tests scores were normally distributed as reported above. The assumption of 

homogeneity of variance was tested using Levene’s test (F1,188=.027, p=.870), and the 

result was not significant, indicating that this assumption was met. The third assumption 

was that there had to be no strong correlations among the covariates. In my study’s case, 

there was only one covariate (participants’ listening abilities, indicated by their pre-test 

scores), so this assumption was not applicable. Fourth, there should be a linear 

relationship between the covariate (pre-test scores) and the dependent variable (post-test 

scores) for each level of the independent variable (channel of input). A scatterplot was 
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plotted between participants’ pre- and post-test scores for each condition, as seen in 

Figure 4.4. The Loess line (the curve line) roughly followed the regression line (the 

straight line), and the regression lines for the groups were roughly parallel, suggesting 

that this assumption was met. Lastly, the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes 

was checked, and the interaction was not significant (F1,186=.006, p=.936). This last 

assumption was therefore met as well (Larsen-Hall, 2010). 

Figure 4.4 

Scatterplots of the Linearity Assumption (Left: Audio-Only; Right: Audio-Visual) 

         

An ANCOVA was therefore carried out. The dependent variable was the post-test 

scores for the two groups. The independent variable was the condition (audio-only or 

audio-visual). The covariate was the participants’ pre-test scores. As Table 4.5 shows, for 

the pre-test, the mean score of the audio-only group was 42.43, and the mean score of the 

audio-visual group was 45.68. The audio-visual group scored slightly higher than the 

audio-only group. For the post-test, the observed mean score of the audio-only group was 

10.39, and the observed mean score of the audio-visual group was 11.33. Again, the 

audio-visual group scored slightly higher than the audio-only group. Using the pre-test 

scores as the covariate in ANCOVA allows the researcher to account for the slightly 

different ability level of the groups and adjusts the post-test scores for the groups 
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accordingly. After being adjusted for the differences on the pre-test, the estimated 

marginal mean score of the audio-only group was 9.37, and the estimated marginal mean 

score of the audio-visual group was 12.35, suggesting that the audio-visual group scored 

higher on the post-test.  

Table 4.5 

Observed and Adjusted Mean Scores 

 Observed 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Estimated 
Marginal Mean 

Standard 
Error 

Audio-only pre-test 42.43 16.04 n/a n/a 
Audio-visual pre-test 45.68 17.74 n/a n/a 
Audio-only post-test 10.39 4.05 9.37 .40 

Audio-visual post-test 11.33 4.33 12.35 .40 
 

 A main effect of condition was revealed when adjusting for the participants’ pre-

test scores, F(1, 187)=27.284, p=.000, ηp2 =.127. The treatment (condition), therefore, 

had a significant effect on participants’ test performance with a medium effect size 

(Cohen, 1988; Lakens, 2013). About 12.7% of the variance in the post-test scores can be 

explained by the condition. With the audio-visual group’s marginal mean score higher 

than that of the other group, the ANCOVA result suggests that the inclusion of visuals in 

the listening test significantly facilitated the participants’ test performance. 

RQ 2 & RQ 3a: What Are the Listening Processes in the Audio-Visual and Audio-Only 

Conditions while Listening and while Answering the Comprehension Questions?—The 

Retrospective Cued Recall Component 

Participants 

 As described in Chapter Three, ten qualitative participants in each condition were 

randomly selected based on their willingness to participate in the retrospective cued recall 
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part of the study. Their student ID numbers, pre-test scores, and CEFR levels are reported 

in Table 4.6. Table 4.7 reports the frequency of each CEFR level. 

Table 4.6 

Qualitative Participants’ Pre-Test Performance 

Audio-only group Audio-visual group 
ID Pre-test 

score 
CEFR level ID Pre-test 

score 
CEFR level 

1 35 A1 72 28 A1 
4 21 A1 100 48 A2 
7 35 A1 142 48 A2 
8 42 A2 146 71 B1 
28 35 A1 148 48 A2 
50 71 B1 164 54 A2 
55 48 A2 165 81 B2 
57 42 A2 186 62 B1 
163 42 A2 187 28 A1 
183 42 A2 192 71 B1 

Average 41.3 (high A1/low A2) Average 53.9 (high A2) 

Table 4.7 

Frequency of qualitative participants’ pre-test performance (CEFR level) 

Audio-only group Audio-visual group 
Level Frequency Level Frequency 

A1 4 A1 2 
A2 5 A2 4 
B1 1 B1 3 
B2 0 B2 1 

 

Data Coding 

Qualitative Data Coding 

As described in Chapter Three, two coders first individually coded 20% of the 

data. An intercoder reliability query was conducted using NVivo, resulting in 99.76 

percentage agreement and a Cohen’s kappa κ=.80. A κ of .80 or higher is often used as 
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the cutoff score for a high reliability (Johnson & Pompey, 2018; Saldaña, 2009). 

Therefore, the open and axial coding performed was considered reliable. I then finished 

coding the rest of the data individually. After the 20 transcripts were all open and axial 

coded, I revisited the codes to generate theories regarding the participants’ listening 

processes (Creswell & Poth, 2018). 

There were four major focuses in the qualitative analyses: (a) the viewing patterns 

of the audio-visual participants compared to those of the audio-only group; (b) the note-

taking practice of the audio-visual participants compared to that of the audio-only 

participants; (c) the authentic features identified by the audio-visual participants 

compared to those identified by the audio-only participants; and (d) the question-

answering approaches of the audio-visual participants compared to those of the audio-

only participants. These themes included a total of 409 codes and 1,663 references, which 

will be reported in detail in the analysis sections below.  

Two other minor themes emerged as (e) the participants’ level of interest in and 

familiarity with the topics; and (f) whether or not their note-taking practice differed under 

the testing conditions as opposed to listening to real-life academic lectures. They resulted 

in a total of 16 codes and 70 references. These results will not be systematically reported 

in the results section, because they did not directly address the research questions, but 

they will be discussed when they are applicable to the four major themes described 

above.  

Transforming Qualitative Data to Quantitative Data 

As described in Chapter Three, guided by the concurrent transformative model 

(Creswell & Poth, 2018), qualitative data collected through retrospective cued recall was 
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then quantified after establishing the themes, categories, and subcategories of the 

participants’ listening processes. Table 4.8 associates each theme with the corresponding 

research questions, according to which I will describe the research findings in the next 

sections. Within each theme, the listening processes demonstrated by the audio-visual 

and audio-only group will be separately presented first. Then, a comparison between the 

two groups will be made. The comparisons, however, were only based on the instances 

and percentages of the participants’ reporting of each type of listening processes. They 

were not examined for statistical significance.
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Table 4.8 

Research Questions and Data Explained Breakdown 

Research question Sub-question Related theme Qualitative data Quantified data 
2. What are the 

listening 
processes in the 
audio-visual and 

audio-only 
conditions while 

listening? 
 

a. To what extent do 
the audio-visual 

participants attend to 
videos? To what 

extent are the videos 
helpful? 

 
b. What do the audio-

only participants 
attend to when they 
listen to the audio-

only texts? 

Theme 1: viewing 
patterns of the audio-

visual participants 
compared to those of the 
audio-only participants  

 

The participants’ viewing 
patterns 

 
 
 

 

Pv%: percentage of people 
who reported areas of visual 

attention;  
 

Rv%: percentage of references 
regarding areas of visual 

attention 
The participants’ 

perceptions of each area 
of visual attention 

PPv%: percentage of people 
who reported perceptions of 

areas of visual attention;  
 

RPv%: percentage of 
references regarding 

perceptions of areas of visual 
attention 

c. How do the 
participants from 
both groups take 

notes? 

Theme 2: note-taking 
practice of the audio-

visual participants 
compared to that of the 
audio-only participants  

The participants’ note-
taking practice 

 
 
 
 
 

Pn%: percentage of people 
who reported taking notes;  

 
Rn%: percentage of references 

regarding note-taking 
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Table 4.8, continued 

Research question Sub-question Related theme Qualitative data Quantified data 
   The participants’ 

perceptions of each type 
of the note-taking practice 

PPn%: percentage of people 
who reported perceptions of 

note-taking;  
 

RPn%: percentage of 
references regarding 

perceptions of note-taking 
d. How do the 

participants from 
both groups interact 
with the authentic 

features in the 
lecturers? 

Theme 3: authentic 
features identified by the 
audio-visual participants 

compared to those 
identified by the audio-

only participants 

The participants’ 
identification of authentic 

features 
 
 
 
 
 

Pf%: percentage of people who 
reported identifying authentic 

features;  
 

Rf%: percentage of references 
regarding authentic features 

The participants’ 
perceptions of each 
identified authentic 

feature 

PPf%: percentage of people 
who reported perceptions of 

authentic features;  
 

RPf%: percentage of 
references regarding 

perceptions of authentic 
features 
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Table 4.8, continued 

Research question Sub-question Related theme Qualitative data Quantified data 
3. What are the 

listening 
processes in the 
audio-visual and 

audio-only 
conditions while 

answering the 
comprehension 

questions? 

a. How do 
participants from 

both groups rely on 
different sources of 

information to answer 
the questions? 

Theme 4: question-
answering methods of 

the audio-visual 
participants compared to 
those of the audio-only 

participants 

The participants’ sources 
of information used to 

answer the comprehension 
questions 

 
 
 

Ps%: percentage of people 
who reported using sources of 

information;  
 

Rs%: percentage of references 
regarding sources of  

information  
The participants’ 

perceptions of their use of 
each source of 

information 

PPs%: percentage of people 
who reported perceptions of 

sources of information;  
 

RPs%: percentage of 
references regarding 

perceptions of sources of 
information 
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Theme 1: Viewing Patterns of the Audio-Visual Participants Compared to Those of the 

Audio-Only Participants 

Audio-Visual Group 

A total of 75 codes with 180 references were generated to reflect the viewing 

patterns of the audio-visual participants. Nine areas of visual attention were reported, of 

most of which the participants held mixed perceptions. As indicated in Table 4.9, nine 

participants (Pv%=90, or 90% out of the 10 participants) attended to the overall visuals 

with no specific focus on the speakers or setting (81 references, Rv%=45, or 45% of the 

total references). Seven participants (Pv%=70) experienced instances where they did not 

attend to visuals at all with 31 references (Rv%=17.22). Eight participants (Pv%=80) 

commented with 28 references (Rv%=15.56) expressing that they mainly attended to the 

speakers’ gestures. Four participants (Pv%=40) mainly attended to the speakers without 

specifying which part (20 references, Rv%=11.11). Six participants (Pv%=60) paid 

attention to the speakers’ gestures and face (9 comments, Rv%=5.00). Five participants 

(Pv%=50) attended mainly to the speakers’ face (6 comments, Rv%=3.33). One 

participant (Pv%=10) indicated that their eyes were watching the video, but they were 

actually zoning out (3 comments, Rv%=1.67). One participant (Pv%=10) specified that 

they attended to both the speakers and background setting (1 comment, Rv%=0.56). One 

participant (Pv%=10) mainly attended to the background setting (1 comment, 

Rv%=0.56). In the following sections, representative quotes will be selected to illustrate 

the research findings in more detail. When translating the Chinese quotes to English, I 

intentionally kept the ungrammatical features, attempting to mirror the participants’ 

original report.   
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Table 4.9 

Viewing Patterns of the Audio-Visual Participants 

Area of Visual 
Attention 

Perception PL Pv% 
PPv% 

RF Rv% 
RPv% 

Total   10  180  
Overall   9 90 81 45.00 

Neither  7 77.78 46 56.79 
Focused on listening 7 77.78 23 28.40 

Not specified 4 44.44 17 20.99 
Natural/nothing else to do 1 11.11 3 3.70 
Understood so no need to 1 11.11 2 2.47 

Not much information from the video 1 11.11 1 1.23 
Helpful  8 88.89 28 34.57 

Focused on listening and enhanced 
memory 

5 55.56 8 9.88 

Concentrated 2 22.22 6 7.41 
Eye Focus 1 11.11 5 6.17 

Better understanding 3 30.33 3 3.70 
Used to visuals 1 11.11 3 3.70 

Affect 2 22.22 2 2.47 
Predicted the structure of the lecture 1 11.11 1 1.23 

Distracting  4 44.44 6 7.41 
Videos were cutting in and out 2 22.22 3 3.70 

Less comprehended 2 22.22 2 2.47 
No time to take notes 1 11.11 1 1.23 

Change in 
attitude 

Thought useful but actually not helpful 1 11.11 1 1.23 

None   7 70 31 17.22 
Helpful  4 57.14 24 77.42 

Concentrated 4 57.14 23 74.19 
Could understand so no need to watch 1 14.29 1 3.23 

Neither  5 71.43 7 22.58 
Was reviewing or taking notes 4 57.14 6 19.35 

Not specified 1 14.29 1 3.23 
Gestures 

  
8 80 28 15.56 

Helpful  6 75.00 15 53.57 
Understood the lecture 3 37.50 8 28.57 

Affect 2 25.00 3 10.71 
Understood numbers 1 12.50 2 7.14 

Concentrated 1 12.50 1 3.57 
Took notes 1 12.50 1 3.57 

Distracting  6 75.00 7 25.00 
Could not understand the gestures so 

extra processing burden 
6 75.00 6 21.43 

Distracted attention 1 12.50 1 3.57 
Neither 

 
3 37.50 5 17.86 

Not specified 2 25.00 3 10.71 
Just noticed air quotes 1 12.50 2 7.14 

Both Concentrated/understood the lectures; 
Difficult to interpret 

1 12.50 1 3.57 
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Table 4.9, continued 

Area of Visual Attention Perception PL Pv% 
PPv% 

RF Rv% 
RPv% 

Person 
  

4 40 20 11.11 
Helpful Concentrated 1 25.00 15 75.00 
Neither 

 
2 50.00 4 20.00 

Not specified 1 25.00 3 15.00 
Just checked the speaker 1 25.00 1 5.00 

Distracting Distracted attention 1 25.00 1 5.00 
Gestures/Movements & Face   6 60 9 5.00 

Helpful  5 83.33 6 66.67 
Positive affect 3 50.00 3 33.33 
Concentrated 1 16.67 1 11.11 

Hints for changing points 1 16.67 1 11.11 
Understood the lectures 1 16.67 1 11.11 

Neither  2 33.33 3 33.33 
Not specified 1 16.67 2 22.22 

Nothing useful 1 16.67 1 11.11 
Face   5 50 6 3.33 

Helpful  5 100.00 5 83.33 
Affect 3 60.00 3 50.00 

Better understanding 2 40.00 2 33.33 
Neither Not specified 1 20.00 1 16.67 

Zone out Neither Watched but zoned out 1 10 
100.00 

3 1.67 
100.00 

Person & Setting Neither Curious 1 10 
100.00 

1 0.56 
100.00 

Setting Distracting Looked like a bathroom 1 10 
100.00 

1 0.56 
100.00 

Note. PL: number of people; RF: number of references; Pv% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported areas of visual attention; Rv% (in bold): percentage of references 

regarding areas of visual attention; PPv%: percentage of people who reported perceptions 

of areas of visual attention; RPv%: percentage of references regarding perceptions of 

areas of visual attention. 

 Audio-Visual Group Attending to the Videos Holistically. Among the nine 

participants that attended to the overall visuals, there were seven (PPv%=77.78, or 

77.78% of the participants who commented on this category) indicating that watching the 

overall videos did not have much of an impact (46 references, RPv%=56.79, or 56.79% 

of the total references in this category), because (a) they were mainly focusing on 
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listening rather than processing visuals; (b) it was natural to watch the videos; (c) they 

could understand the lectures, and thus there was no need to extract more information 

from the videos; and (d) the videos did not provide much information. Some 

representative quotes are as follows:  

就是边看边听的那种。没有，没有具体看，主要是听。没有帮助，也

没有干扰。(I) just listened while watching. (I) did not… did not look 
closely at certain areas. I mainly listened to the lectures. It was not helpful 
or distracting. (Participant 148) 
 

这个时候我是主要是看视频，其实我看什么也就是因为除了写的话也

不能一直低着头，所以我才看，我感觉视频自始至终的帮助不是很

大，应该。干扰应该也没有。I was mainly watching the video. 
Actually, regarding what I was looking at, I watched the video because I 
could not put my head down the whole time. I feel like it was not very 
helpful throughout the time. It might not be distracting either. (Participant 
186) 
 

视频感觉就是没有之前那么关注视频了。能听得懂的多一点了，对视

频的注意力好像就没有那么集中了。所以没什么帮助也没什么干扰。
In terms of watching the video, I feel that I did not pay as much attention 
as during previous sections to the video. I could understand more, so I was 
no longer that concentrated on the video. Therefore, it did not help or 
distract me. (Participant 142) 
 
这个时候其实也没怎么认真看她，因为她其实就反正就是一直站在那

边，所以就是感觉这个时候还是主要在想说那个题可能会是这样子之

类的。我觉得没有什么差别。I was not watching the video closely, 
since she was basically just standing there. Hence, at that time, I was 
thinking about what the questions might look like and such. I do not think 
there was a difference. (Participant 165) 
 
Eight of the participants (PPv%=88.89) considered attending to the videos 

holistically helpful (28 references, RPv%=34.57). The reasons included that (a) they were 

watching the videos but focused more on processing the aural input to enhance their 

memory of the lectures; (b) they were able to stay concentrated; (c) it gave them 

something to focus their gaze on; (d) the visuals helped them form a better understanding 
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of the input; (e) they were used to attending to visuals in authentic situations; (f) they 

were experiencing positive affect; and (g) they could predict the structure of the lectures. 

Some of their comments are as follows: 

视频，这回重点是听，我感觉这回没有怎么看视频。虽然眼睛是在盯

着视频，但是基本就没有看了，重点是在听她说的什么。我感觉还是

有帮助的，因为虽然没有重点去看，但是有一个印象，这样的话还是

能帮助理解，这个干扰就少，我觉得就是如果说单纯盯着看仔细听，

看只是一个形式，还是有帮助一点。Video…This time I was mainly 
listening to the lecture, and I felt that I did not watch the video much. 
Although my eyes were on it, I did not watch it that much. I was mainly 
listening to what the speaker was saying. I think it was helpful, for I had 
some impression on the lecture even though I was not closely watching the 
video. In this way, it was helpful in understanding the lectures, with little 
distraction. I think, like, if you stare at the video and listen carefully, 
watching is just a formality, which is helpful. (Participant 146) 

 
我觉得还是有帮助的。有画面感，主要是不容易分心吧。I think it 
was helpful. It gave me an image of the scene. Perhaps it mainly prevented 
me from being distracted. (Participant 148) 

 

这个感觉可能就是心理作用，感觉那个视线有集中的地方。It 
probably is just a psychological effect. (I) felt like my eyes could focus on 
something. (Participant 142) 
 

首先因为在就在日常生活中，我觉得近视眼这对我的影响就很大，因

为我觉得如果不戴眼镜，如果去听别人说的话，我是听不清楚的。就

我偏要把眼镜给戴上，去看着对面，再仔细去听她所说的东西，我才

能更加就去理解她所说的内容。我想看视频的话也是这样，如果你把

眼睛闭上，尝试去听的话，我觉得是不太听得懂。First off, in daily 
life, I think my short-sightedness impacts me a lot. If I do not wear my 
glasses, I feel like I cannot hear clearly what others are talking about. 
Like, I have to wear my glasses and see and listen to the interlocuter 
carefully, so that I can better understand what they say. It works in the 
same way when I watched the video. If you close your eyes and try to 
listen, I do not think you can fully understand. (Participant 100) 
 

感觉就是既能听到，又能看到更习惯一些。感觉我不是特别习惯只听

声音，然后什么也不看那种。It feels more comfortable when I could 
both hear and see (the speakers). I guess I am not used to hearing the 
sounds only without watching anything.  (Participant 142)  
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我觉得其实会有点帮助。反正就是像我刚才说的那样，不至于说你觉

得很着急，她讲的特别快，然后感觉我好像什么都听不懂，你看着她

就会比较放松一点。I feel that actually it was a little helpful. Anyways, 
like what I just said, you will not feel in a rush. She talked very fast, and 
then I felt like I could not understand anything. You would feel relatively 
relaxed when you are watching her. (Participant 72) 

 

就心里有数一点，算有帮助。因为感觉她好像有结束的架势。I 
would feel more certain, which was somehow helpful, because it seemed 
like she was about to finish the lecture. (Participant 165) 

 
In contrast, four participants (PPv%=44.44) thought attending to the overall 

visuals was distracting (6 comments, RPv%=7.41), because (a) the video was cutting in 

and out due to their low internet speed; (b) they felt like it hindered their concentration, 

and they could comprehend less; and (c) they had no time to take notes. As some of them 

commented: 

有点卡可能是稍微有一点干扰，但不是视频的问题，是播放卡顿的问

题。可能有一点干扰的。The video was cutting in and out so it was 
probably a little distracting. But it was not about the video itself. It was the 
problem of being cutting in and out when playing. Perhaps it was a little 
distracting. (Participant 164) 
 
就纯粹听听力好像注意力更集中，这样更集中的话，好像能听清楚的

词汇更多，就我现在第二遍听的时候，就我的一个感觉，所以我就没

有看视频，我就纯粹听声音，就没有看这个人的视频就听声音，这样

我发现好像还好一点，所以说这个时候我觉得看视频可能是对我有干

扰的。Like, I felt more concentrated when I only listened to the spoken 
texts, and if I was more concentrated, I could hear more words clearly. 
Like in the second play (for the recall), I felt this way. So, I did not watch 
the video and only listened to the sounds, I did not watch the speaker but 
only listened to her voice, I felt it was better. So, at that time I think 
watching the video was distracting me. (Participant 72) 

 
我觉得像这种长时间听不懂，一直盯着视频看的话，可能就会有点影

响。因为你一直盯着看的话，就没有太多的时间去做你的笔记，其实

有部分你是可以抓到的，但因为你一直盯着视频，所以没记下来。I 
think if you cannot understand for a long time and just stare at the video, it 
may have some impact. Because if you keep staring at the video, you will 
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not have much time to take notes. In fact, you could catch some 
information, but you did not write it down because you were watching the 
video the whole time. (Participant 100) 
 
One participant (PPv%=11.11%) also expressed a change in perceptions of 

watching the overall visuals (1 comment, RPv%=1.23). They thought it was useful at first 

but believed it was not later when answering the comprehension questions: 

我在听讲座的那种氛围。感觉有帮助，但实际上后面做题的时候又感

觉没啥帮助。I was listening and trying to get a sense of the atmosphere. 
I felt it was helpful, but in fact I felt like it did not really help me when I 
was answering the comprehension questions. (Participant 100) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Not Attending to Any Visuals. Among the seven participants 

who reported instances when they did not attend to visuals, four (PPv%=57.14) conveyed 

that avoiding attending to the visuals was helpful for them in 24 comments 

(RPv%=77.42). It was because (a) they were more concentrated; and (2) they were able 

to understand the lectures, and there thus was no need to watch the videos. Some of the 

quotes are: 

可能更专注了，当然可能变得更专注，还是有一定提升了。Maybe I 
became more concentrated. Of course, I might be more concentrated. My 
concentration level was increased to some extent. (Participant 72) 
 

我感觉有帮助，这个时候因为我理解她在说什么，所以说我就不用再

看视频，视频也不会对我造成干扰。I think it was helpful. I already 
understood what she was saying by then, so I no longer needed to watch 
the video, and the video would not distract me. (Participant 187) 
 
Five of the participants (PPv%=71.43), on the other hand, believed not attending 

to any visuals did not have a helpful or distracting effect on their listening (7 comments, 

RPv%=22.58), because some were reviewing or taking notes and one did not specify the 

reason. For instance: 
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没怎么看，我看了上面我应该是在补充我前面的笔记……没干扰，我

觉得没干扰。没什么差别。I did not really watch the video. I saw that I 
was completing my previous notes…No distraction. I do not think it was 
distracting. It did not make a difference. (Participant 165) 
 

我也已经就是基本没看视频，主要就是自己在对照着我之前写的笔

记，去做一个大概的梳理。I already attended little to the video. I was 
mainly organizing the content of the lecture based on my previous notes. 
(Participant 72) 
 

这个时候没有太关注视频，就视频对我来说没有什么影响。I did not 
pay much attention to the video this time. Well, the video did not have 
much of an impact on me. (Participant 187) 
 

 Audio-Visual Group Attending to the Speakers’ Gestures. Among the eight 

participants who paid attention to the speakers’ gestures, six of them (PPv%=75.00) 

believed it was helpful to (a) better their understanding of the lectures, (b) bring about 

positive affect, (c) facilitate their understanding of numbers, (d) allow them to be 

concentrated, and (e) facilitate their note-taking (15 references, RPv%=53.57). Selected 

representative quotes are: 

因为她这个时候也是像举例子一样，所以有注意一下她手势什么的。

感觉有点帮助，就是感觉听这个东西会比较有条理一点，就是在脑子

里面会捋得清楚一点。Because it looked like she was giving examples, I 
paid attention to her gestures and such. I think it was a little helpful, like, it 
was more structured, and in my mind, I could organize the lecture more 
clearly. (Participant 165) 
 

可能有帮助，让自己内心稍微再平静一点。It might be helpful to calm 
myself down. (Participant 72) 
 
如果涉及到这种就谈论具体数量，这个演讲者本身就要通过视频或者

通过手势给她列出来的话我觉得是有帮助的。If it was about this kind 
of, well, specific numbers, the speaker herself would gesture through the 
video and list the numbers. I think it was helpful. (Participant 100) 
 
看视频就是看她，她边说不是边有动作吗？动作跟停顿的那一段。这

个就是跟我第一个问题回答的差不多,会集中一下注意力。Watching 
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the video was like watching her, she had gestures, right? Her gestures and 
pauses. It is like my previous answer, that I could be more concentrated. 
(Participant 192) 
 

因为这个时候她是在讲，反正我感觉她也是有点一条一条地在讲，她

一直会有那种手势，所以就会稍微注意一下她，可能换一点讲了，她

就会换手，她的手就会这样一下，然后我就换一个地方记。Because 
then she was talking, anyways, I feel that she was talking point by point. 
She kept having those gestures, so I attended to her gestures. If she moved 
on to the next point, she would switch her hand to gesture it, and her hands 
would be like this, so I would change a spot to take notes. (Participant 
165) 

 
In addition, six participants (PPv%=75.00) found attending to gestures distracting 

mainly because (a) trying to figure out the meaning of some gestures gave them an extra 

processing burden, and (b) they needed to allocate attention to the gestures (7 references, 

RPv%=25.00). For example:  

就这一段的话，我觉得结果她把手放在她的头上，我不太明白她的意

思，我觉得干扰是有，因为我就会在一直在想她到底就她做出这个动

作是什么意思，具体想要表达的到底是什么东西，是否在后面的题目

中会涉及到。Regarding this part, I feel like she eventually put her hands 
on top of her head, which I did not quite understand. I think it was 
distracting, because I kept thinking about what she meant by having these 
movements, like what she really wanted to convey, and whether the 
questions would ask me about these. (Participant 100) 
 

语速太快了，本身就已经很难去听清或者记住她在说些什么，这个时

候我再去加上她的一个动作，相当于给我的大脑袋又多加了一层思

考。The speech rate was too high, and it was already difficult to clearly 
hear or remember what she was saying. At the same time, I had to also pay 
attention to her movements, which asked my mind to process even more. 
(Participant 72) 
 
看视频然后这回除了她的动作，她会有一些多余的动作，我觉得这个

人她会耸肩之类的，或者就是比二的时候不会单纯二，她会勾两一

下，然后来回比胳膊这些多余的动作，我觉得有点干扰，就是有点分

散注意力那种感觉。Watching the video this time, like, besides her 
gestures, she had some extra gestures. I think she would shrug, or like she 
would not just gesture two, but she would make a hook. And like moving 
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her arms around and this kind of extra movements. I feel like they were 
distracting, like distracted my attention. (Participant 146) 
 
Three participants (PPv%=37.50) found watching gestures neither helpful nor 

distracting for no specific reason, or for they just noticed the gestures for air quotes (5 

references, RPv%=17.86). For instance:  

看了，但是也是跟刚才一样，就是看她的手势什么的。没差别。I 
watched the video, and like before, I mainly watched her gestures and 
such. It did not make a difference. (Participant 165) 
 
还有她的手势，她停顿的时候她都会这样。就是这样，可能她就在传

递一些重要信息。没什么帮助，也没什么干扰。对，就是看到了。
And her gestures, every time she would gesture this (makes the air quotes 
gesture) when she paused. Like this, so she was probably indicating 
important information. It was not helpful or distracting. Yeah, I just 
noticed it. (Participant 192) 
 
One participant (PPv%=12.50) believed watching gestures was both helpful in 

staying concentrated and understanding the lectures better, but also distracting because it 

was difficult to interpret the gestures (1 references, RPv%=3.57): 

我觉得是有点帮助，帮我集中一下，有时候有帮助有时候是干扰，因

为她的手就总是这样，或者是这样摊开，我就是不太清楚她一摊手是

想表达一些什么，还是这样的时候，所以我觉得是有点干扰。I think 
it was a little helpful in making me concentrated. Sometimes it was helpful 
but sometimes distracting. Because her hands were always like this, or just 
like showing her hands, I did not quite understand what she wanted to 
convey by showing her hands or doing this (makes the air quotes gesture). 
Therefore, I feel a little distracted. (Participant 186) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Attending to the Speakers Holistically. One out of the four 

participants who paid attention to the speakers holistically (PPv%=25.00) found it helpful 

because it helped them stay concentrated (15 references, RPv%=75). Some of their 

quotes are: 
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看的是也是她，就是这个人。对我的听力是有帮助的，集中了注意

力。I watched her. Just the person. It was helpful for my listening in 
staying concentrated. (Participant 192) 
 

视频也就是只看她这个人，没有什么太关注别的东西，我觉得这样对

我的听力是有帮助的，也是可以集中一下注意力，不至于被那种这怎

么这么难的思想影响。Regarding the video, I was just watching her 
without any specific areas of attention. I think it was helpful in staying 
concentrated as well. I would not be influenced by the thought wondering 
why this lecture was so difficult. (Participant 192) 
 
Two participants (PPv%=50.00) considered watching the speakers holistically as 

not having a positive or negative effect because they just wanted to check who the 

speakers were or for no specific reasons (4 references, RPv%=20.00). For instance: 

视频看的时候，其实也就是看一下这个人的一个状态……没帮助，但

是也没干扰。While watching the video, I actually just took a look at the 
overall status of the speaker…It was not helpful or distracting. (Participant 
72) 
 
我觉得就演讲的时候的那个演讲者。我觉得只要你听懂部分，其实连

串起来都可以理解这个。看视频的话没有打扰，但是帮助可能谈不

上。I think like the speaker who was giving the speech… I think as long 
as you understand parts of the speech, actually you can form an overall 
understanding by connecting these parts. It was not distracting by 
watching the video, but it was not very helpful either. (Participant 100) 

 
One participant (PPv%=25.00) believed attending to the speakers was distracting 

because they had to allocate their attention to the visuals (1 comment, RPv%=5.00): 

这个时候有在看视频，看视频可能单纯的看着这个演讲人。我觉得可

能是有干扰的。因为这个演讲我本来就不怎么理解它的内容，然后又

看到如果说看到一个人的话，可能会分神，可能精力一部分分神到了

人上了。I was watching the video. I was mostly just looking at the 
speaker. I think it was distracting. Because I did not fully understand the 
lecture, and if I saw a person, I would lose my concentration. I probably 
allocated some of my attention to the person. (Participant 164) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Attending to the Speakers’ Gestures/Movements and Face. 

Among the six participants that reported in this category, five (PPv%=83.33%) 
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considered it helpful in (a) developing positive affect, (b) promoting their concentration, 

(c) providing hints for changes in ideas, and (d) facilitating their understanding of the 

lectures (6 references, RPv%=66.67). Some of their representative comments include: 

其实也都差不多，一个是看手，看她的手势，看一下她的嘴唇，看她

怎么动的……可能有帮助，让自己内心稍微再平静一点。The rest are 
similar. I watched her hands, her gestures, and her lips, like how her lips 
moved…It was perhaps helpful to make me calm. (Participant 72) 
 
我觉得是有帮助的，因为我觉得如果只听声音，我就感觉听不太懂，

但是看着她的脸和手就可能会稍微有点集中。I think it was helpful. If 
I could only hear the voice, I feel like I could not fully understand. 
However, if I could see her face and hands, I could become more 
concentrated. (Participant 192) 
 
稍微注意了一下。因为第一，她讲第一语言、第二语言的时候手和表

情有变一下，差不多心里有数，这应该就是她俩分开讲的。有点帮

助。就是知道她在讲不同的东西。I paid some attention. Because first 
off, when she talked about first and second language, her hand gestures 
and facial expressions changed a little bit. I kind of knew that she meant 
for two separate points here. It was a little helpful, and, like, I knew she 
was talking about different things. (Participant 165) 
 

去看她的手势和动作有帮助，这样就可以更仔细的去听，她的一些表

情可以通过视频，虽然你没有仔细看，但还是可以传达你一部分，这

样有助于更好的理解。It was helpful to watch her gestures and 
movements. I was able to listen more closely. Her facial expressions could 
be seen through the video. Even though you were not carefully looking at 
that, some information still could be delivered to you, which could 
facilitate understanding. (Participant 146) 
 
Two participants (PPv%=33.33) thought it was neither helpful nor distracting (3 

comments, RPv%=33.33) because the gestures and facial expressions did not give much 

useful information or for no specific reasons:  

我觉得视频上帮助好像不是很大，因为我觉得她在视频中，几乎没有

传达什么有用的信息。I feel like the video did not help me much, 
because in the video, I feel like she did not convey much useful 
information. (Participant 186) 
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其实我看视频主要是手其次就是表情……我觉得没有（影响）。In 
fact, I watched mainly her hands, and then her facial expressions…I do not 
think there was much of an impact. (Participant 186) 
 
其实等于说一边看她表情动作一边听，但是并没有给我什么帮助。
Actually, it was like I was listening to her speech while watching her 
facial expressions and movements, but it did not quite help me. 
(Participant 165) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Attending to the Speakers’ Face. All five of the participants 

who commented on focusing on the speakers’ face (PPv%=100.00) considered it mostly 

helpful (5 references, RPv%=83.33). Facial features promoted positive affect, and helped 

the participants better understand the lectures. For instance:  

看她笑的很开心，我感觉我也挺开心的。帮助放松了身心，感觉不会

太紧、太难受。Seeing her smiling so happily, I felt I was pretty happy 
too. It helped me relax, and I would not feel too nerv…too uncomfortable. 
(Participant 146) 
 
看一下能不能从她表情里边再猜出几个词。I was trying to see whether 
I could guess some more words from her facial expressions. (Participant 
72) 
 
在看，我在看她的嘴型，想这样能不能帮我听懂一下，因为她有的时

候那个词，其实不是她说得不清楚，因为它那个背景音太大，有点刺

耳，我感觉就是有点分散我的注意力。我词是听懂了，但是连成句

子，那句话可能没有听懂。I was watching. I was looking at her lip 
movements and trying to see whether it could help me understand more. 
Because sometimes her words, well it was not like she did not pronounce 
them clearly. It was the background noise that was too loud and jarring. I 
feel like they were distracting my attention. I understood the words, but 
did not understand the meaning of the sentences when the words were put 
together. (Participant 187) 
 
One participant (PPv%=20.00) indicated no special effects of attending to facial 

expressions for no specific reason (1 reference, RPv%=16.67). As they commented:  

其实等于说一边看她表情一边听，但是她的表情并没有给我什么影

响。It was actually like I was listening while looking at her facial 
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expressions. Her facial expressions did not influence me a lot. (Participant 
165) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Zoning out. One participant (PPv%=100) indicated that their 

eyes were watching the video, but they were actually zoning out (3 comment, 

RPv%=100), and it was not helpful or distracting. As they commented:  

前面那段直接造成我一个心理上崩溃，一崩溃之后就更容易走神，容

易想东想西。一旦思维放开之后，就完全收不住了。所以其实虽然眼

睛在这样瞟，但是没有在注意这个视频。The previous part directly 
destroyed my state of mind, which made it more easily for me to be 
distracted and think about other unrelated things. When my mind was 
wandering like that, it was difficult to be concentrated again. Thus, even 
though my eyes were on the video, I was not really watching it. 
(Participant 72) 
 
可能还是有点走神的。因为我记得当时我鼠标在这晃过一次，晃了一

次之后，后面我的整个状态其实就现在来看，可能那个时候状态就已

经有很大问题了，后面部分走神就偏多了。整体视频和笔记也就基本

交替着看，谈不上帮助，也谈不上干扰。Maybe I was still a little 
distracted. Because I remember that my mouse swayed once, swayed once 
and then, my state of mind actually was like, perhaps it was very 
problematic seeing it now. I zoned out much more later. I switched back 
and forth to look at the video and my notes, but it was not helpful or 
distracting. (Participant 72) 
 
可能情况和之前差不多，也就处于一个崩溃的边缘。对，视频反正也

就整体看了一下，稍微再看。谈不上那个，谈不上帮助，也谈不上干

扰。It might be similar to my previous state, and I was on the cusp of 
breaking down. Yeah. I just took a look at the overall video, and watched 
a little bit. It was not like, it was not helpful. It was not distracting either. 
(Participant 72) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Attending to the Speaker and Setting. One participant 

(PPv%=100) attended to both the speakers and background setting (1 comment, 

RPv%=100), but reported that it did not have much of a special impact because they were 

just curious about such information: 



 192 

可能是刚刚开始就播这个视频，对视频的人物、背景比较好奇，可能

就关注视频的时间会多一点。没什么特别的影响。Perhaps since it 
was at the beginning, and I was curious about the speaker and setting, I 
paid more attention to the video. It did not have any special effects. 
(Participant 164) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Attending to the Setting. One participant (PPv%=100) mainly 

attended to the background setting (1 comment, RPv%=100), which was thought to be 

distracting because they were wondering why it looked like a bathroom: 

看视频的话，其实我从一开始看，我一直在怀疑为啥前两个是在，好

像是在教室里，这里为啥背景，好像厕所一样，所以就想一想，有点

干扰。Pertaining to watching the video, actually, I watched from the 
beginning, and I kept wondering why the previous two lectures were, like 
were in classrooms, and why for this lecture, it was like in a bathroom. So 
I thought about that briefly, which was a little distracting. (Participant 
186) 
 

Audio-Only Group 

A total of 29 codes with 180 references were generated to reflect the viewing 

patterns demonstrated by the audio-only participants. Seven viewing patterns were 

reported and summarized in Table 4.10. Eight participants (Pv%=80) indicated that they 

were looking at their notebook with 92 comments (Rv%=51.11). Five participants 

(Pv%=50) commented 25 times (Rv%=13.89) that they were looking at the screen (each 

video was a black screen). Six participants (Pv%=60) attended to both their notebook and 

screen (22 references, Rv%=12.22). Two participants (Pv%=20) indicated they looked at 

their keyboards (18 references, Rv%=10.00). Three participants (Pv%=30) were looking 

at their rooms (17 references, Rv%=9.44). One participant (Pv%=10) was looking at the 

table (3 references, Rv%=1.67). One participant (Pv%=10) was looking at their pen (3 

references, Rv%=1.67). 
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Table 4.10 

Viewing Patterns of the Audio-Only Participants 

Area of Visual 
Attention 

Perception PL Pv% 
PPv% 

RF Rv% 
RPv% 

Total  10  180  
Notebook 

 
8 80 92 51.11 

Reviewed or took notes 7 87.50 45 48.91 
Concentrated 7 87.50 43 46.74 

Zoned out 2 25.00 2 2.17 
Habit 1 12.50 1 1.09 

Nowhere else to look at 1 12.50 1 1.09 
Screen  5 50 25 13.89 

Concentrated with a focus 2 40.00 10 40.00 
Habit and natural 1 20.00 9 36.00 
Processed content 1 20.00 3 12.00 

Could not fully understand 2 40.00 2 8.00 
Checked other instructions 1 20.00 1 4.00 

Notebook and 
Screen 

 
6 60 22 12.22 

Habit 4 66.67 11 50.00 
Checked time 2 33.33 6 27.27 

Could not fully understand 1 16.67 2 9.09 
Watched the screen and zoned out 1 16.67 2 9.09 

Checked other instruction 1 16.67 1 4.55 
Keyboard Concentrated and processed content 2 20 

100.00 
18 10.00 

100.00 
Room 

 
3 30 17 9.44 

Concentrated 3 100.00 12 70.59 
Habit 1 33.33 3 17.65 

Zoned out 1 33.33 2 11.76 
Pen Concentrated 1 10 

100.00 
3 1.67 

100.00 
Table 

 
1 10 3 1.67 

Concentrated 1 100.00 2 66.67 
Zoned out 1 100.00 1 33.33 

Note. PL: number of People; RF: number of references; Pv% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported areas of visual attention; Rv% (in bold): percentage of references 

regarding areas of visual attention; PPv%: percentage of people who reported perceptions 

of areas of visual attention; RPv%: percentage of references regarding perceptions of 

areas of visual attention. 

 Audio-Only Group Attending to the Notebook. Among the eight participants who 

oriented to their paper or notebooks, seven participants (PPv%=87.50) did so because 
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they were reviewing, preparing to take, or taking notes (45 references, RPv%=48.91). 

Seven (PPv%=87.50) indicated that doing so helped them stay concentrated and focus 

more on processing the aural input (43 comments, RPv%=46.74). Two (PPv%=25.00) 

suggested that they were actually zoning out (2 comments, RPv%=2.17). One participant 

each (PPv%=12.50) commented once (RPv%=1.09) that they focused on their notebook 

out of habit, and because there was nowhere else to look. Some of their representative 

comments are as follows:  

我在看我的本，我记了一些词，一直应该就在看本。I was looking at 
my notebook. I took down some words. I was looking at my notebook the 
whole time. (Participant 1) 
 
看着我的那个笔记，看着我的那个纸。因为有意识要做笔记。I was 
looking at my notes, my paper, because I had the awareness to take notes. 
(Participant 57) 
 
就在看草稿纸，因为比较能集中注意力。I was looking at my scratch 
paper, because I could stay concentrated. (Participant 28) 
 
我觉得看屏幕的时候感觉很不能静下心来，如果低着头静静的听的

话，会比较容易听到。I feel that I could not stay focused if I watched 
the screen. If I put my head down and listened to the lecture closely, it 
would be easier to hear. (Participant 4) 
 
眼睛也还是盯着我的纸，一种发呆的境界。My eyes were still on my 
paper, and I was zoning out. (Participant 57) 
 
还是看着我的纸，只反正我一动不动就是在看我的纸……真的是习

惯。I was still looking at my paper. Only, anyways, I was looking at my 
paper as long as I was not moving…It was really just my habit. 
(Participant 57) 
 
反正眼睛不知放哪里，就放草稿纸上了。Anyways, I did not know 
where to look so I just looked at my scratch paper. (Participant 28) 
 
Audio-Only Group Attending to the Black Screen. Among the five participants in 

the audio-only condition who watched the screen, two (PPv%=40.00) reported that it 
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made them more concentrated with something to focus their gaze on (10 references, 

RPv%=40.00). One participant (PPv%=20.00) expressed with nine comments 

(RPv%=36.00) that attending to the black screen was natural and was their habit. One 

participant (PPv%=20.00) watched the screen to better process the input (3 references, 

RPv%=12.00). Two (PPv%=40.00) commented with two references (RPv%=8.00) that 

they could not fully understand the lectures and thus they wanted to randomly watch the 

screen. One participant (PPv%=20.00) indicated in one comment (RPv%=4.00) that they 

looked at the screen to look for any other instructions on the screen. Some examples of 

their comments are: 

我觉得盯着一个地方看，我觉得这样能让我可以专心的去想，

一般思考就不会再看这里，看那里了。I think by starting at one 
spot, I think it could make me more concentrated on thinking. 
Typically (when I was) thinking, I would not look here or there. 
(Participant 1) 
 
眼睛我应该还是盯着，可能这个时候就用电脑了……反正就是

找一个点，然后就是盯着集中一下。Eyes, I should be still 
staring at, perhaps this time on the computer…Anyways, I just 
found a spot to stare at to concentrate. (Participant 55) 
 
就习惯嘛，听的时候就看着屏幕，可能是觉得看那个屏幕，从

那个地方出来的声音，习惯。It was just my habit. I looked at 
the screen while listening maybe because I thought the screen, the 
sound came from there. A habit. (Participant 50) 
 
进来就往那屏幕那个地方看，自然的一个动作。I started to 
look at the screen as soon as the lecture started. It was a natural 
behavior. (Participant 50) 
 
我觉得应该是在看屏幕，我还是在努力地想她说的单词，还是

在想她在说什么。I think I was looking at the screen. I was still 
trying very hard to think about her words. I was still thinking about 
what she was saying. (Participant 1) 
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因为听不太懂，所以就随便看了一下。For I could not fully 
understand, I just looked at it randomly. (Participant 4) 
 
就是想再找找有没有题之类的。Well, I was trying to look for 
any questions and stuff like that. (Participant 4) 
 
Audio-Only Group Attending to Both the Notebook and Black Screen. Four 

participants out of six in this category (PPv%=66.67) said it was their habit and was 

natural to look between their notebook and the black screen regularly (11 references, 

RPv%=50.00). Two (PPv%=33.33) wanted to check the amount of time left in the 

lectures (6 references, RPv%=27.27). One participant (PPv%=16.67) mentioned they 

watched the screen with two references (RPv%=9.09), because they did not fully 

understand the lectures. One participant (PPv%=16.67) watched the screen but was 

zoning out, as indicated by two references (RPv%=9.09). One (PPv%=16.67) looked up 

at the screen for any other instruction (1 reference, RPv%=4.55). For instance: 

就是又看屏幕又看笔记，看看屏幕其实没啥就很自然也抬下头这种。
Like looking at both the screen and notes. It was nothing special looking at 
the screen. It was kind of natural to look up. (Participant 183) 
 
又写了一会，又看了屏幕就可能习惯性的了，就是看自己记了笔记之

后，就习惯的往那个屏幕那儿看了一下。I wrote a bit, and looked at 
the screen briefly, perhaps very naturally. Like after watching myself 
taking notes, it was very natural to look at the screen briefly. (Participant 
50) 
 
眼睛是边看，有些时候在看草稿纸，然后有些时候看一下那个屏幕，

看看还有多久结束。I was watching, sometimes I looked at my scratch 
paper, and sometimes the screen to see how much longer it would be until 
the lecture finished. (Participant 28) 
 
然后也是瞟一下，眼睛就瞟了一下那个电脑，然后就看它是不是结束

了，还是什么那种。Then, I just briefly took a glimpse at, I took a 
glimpse at my computer, to see whether the lecture was over or something 
like that. (Participant 57)  
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眼睛一会看屏幕，一会低着头，也是这样……因为我不太清楚她说什

么，那时就有点担心。I was switching between looking at my screen 
and putting my head down. I was like this as well…Because I was not 
very clear about what she was saying, I was a little worried. (Participant 4) 
 
它那个电脑屏比较放空，我要比较困，也会看一些电脑屏幕。The 
computer screen was like (I was) zoning out. If I was sleepy, I would 
watch the screen. (Participant 183) 

 
有的时候会瞄一瞄电脑屏幕，因为那时候第一篇出来，我还不知道题

目在哪里，我以为它会出题目出来，然后我就瞄一下，看看有没有。
Sometimes I would take a glance at the computer screen, because it was 
the first lecture and I did not know where the comprehension questions 
would show up. I thought the questions would appear, so I glanced at the 
screen to see whether they were there. (Participant 57) 
 
Audio-Only Group Attending to the Keyboard. Looking at their keyboard allowed 

the two participants who reported this category (PPv%=100.00) to stay concentrated and 

focus more on processing the audio input (18 references, RPv%=100.00). One participant 

in particular mentioned that they had to pay extra attention to the content because there 

were no visuals to facilitate their listening. Some examples of their comments are listed 

below: 

我看键盘的话，如果看动的东西的话，我就很容易分心。Looking at 
my keyboard, if I looked at something moving, I would be easily 
distracted. (Participant 8) 
 
然后眼睛看向哪里，我这一次应该是看的是 vbn 这一块，这样可以专

心一点。Well, where I looked, I must have been staring at the area on the 
keyboard near keys v, b, and n. I could be more focused in this way. 
(Participant 8) 
 

我在看，那我觉得我应该是在盯着我的键盘，但我还是在想，是真

的，我觉得我在想她说的尽可能的在想吧，尽可能的想听清她说的一

些。还是在想。I was looking at, then I think I was staring at my 
keyboard. But I was still thinking about, really, I think I was thinking 
about what she was talking about. I was trying to hear more clearly. I was 
still thinking. (Participant 1) 
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因为没能看到人，如果是看到人，我理解程度要高一点。如果像这种

直接听，我就必须要从开始的，我要专注盯一个地方，认真一段话一

段话的听，从开始第一句话听懂了，连续得听下去，一段话听懂了，

然后就行。Because I could not see the speaker. If I could see the speaker, 
I would have understood more. If I listen like this, I have to understand 
from the first sentence and continue listening, and it would be fine if I 
understand the whole paragraph. (Participant 8) 
 
Audio-Only Group Attending to the Room. Three participants (PPv%=100.00) 

reported that they looked around at their rooms because it helped with their concentration 

(12 references, RPv%=70.59). One participant (PPv%=33.33) did so because it was their 

habit (3 references, RPv%=17.65). One participant (PPv%=33.33) looked around and 

zoned out (2 references, RPv%=11.76). Some of their comments are: 

如果在注意听的话，大概我看一下，我应该会往左下方看，如果认真

听的话。所以这样子可以帮助我集中注意力去听。If I was listening 
carefully, perhaps, let me see, I should look down to my left side, if I was 
listening carefully. So in this way, it helped me pay full attention to listen. 
(Participant 163) 
 
水平那就应该不是屏幕，也不知道盯着哪，我盯到后面是一个地图，

我不知道在盯哪，就是盯。我眼神可能有点飘的话，大概就是在集中

想。It was horizontal, then it should not be the screen. I was not sure 
where I was staring at. Later on, I started to stare at the map. I was not 
sure where I was starting at, but I was staring. My eyesight was floating 
somewhere, so I was perhaps thinking carefully. (Participant 55) 
 
我在听东西的时候，应该听听力的时候，如果说不做笔记，就是往这

个地方看，可能习惯就是这样，我也不太清楚。When I listen to 
things, it should be listening to spoken texts, if I do not take notes, I would 
look there. It may just be my habit. I am not sure either. (Participant 163) 
 
然后就放空的时候会看一下屏幕，外界。Then I would take a look at 
the screen, the room, when I zoned out. (Participant 183) 
 
Audio-Only Group Attending to their Pen. The one participant who looked at their 

pen (PPv%=100.00) reported doing so to stay concentrated (3 references, 

RPv%=100.00):  
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我眼睛那时候可能是盯着笔，就是会盯着笔，就一个地方盯着笔。为

什么？可能是思维更容易聚焦在听力上。I was probably staring at my 
pen, like I was just starting at my pen, one point on the pen. Why? Maybe 
my mind could focus on the listening more easily. (Participant 55) 
 
应该还是盯着笔，我觉得那是我比较专注的一个象征。I should be 
still staring at my pen. I think that was a symbol of me being very 
concentrated. (Participant 55) 
 
Audio-Only Group Attending to the Table. One participant reported looking at 

their table (PPv%=100.00) because they were either very concentrated (2 references, 

RPv%=66.67%) or zoning out (1 reference, RPv%=33.33): 

一直看着桌面。不想让自己受到干扰。I was looking at my table. I did 
not want to be distracted. (Participant 7) 
 

眼睛一直看着桌面，因为怕受到别的干扰。I was looking at my table, 
because I was afraid to be distracted by other things. (Participant 7) 
 

眼睛一直看着桌面，因为我有点听不懂那个听力，但是有的时候我会

想出神。My eyes were on my table, because I could not fully understand 
the lecture, and sometimes I might zone out. (Participant 7) 
 

Comparing the Two Groups’ Viewing Patterns 

Overall, in the audio-visual condition, all ten participants were engaged with 

visuals at certain points of time during their listening. They attended to the visuals in 

82.78% of their total comments (although in 2.01% of their comments, they were 

watching the videos but zoning out). Specifically, the overall videos were attended to by 

nine of the ten participants in 45% of the comments. Speaker-related areas were explicitly 

paid attention to by all participants in 35.56% of the comments. Setting-related areas 

were commented on by two participants in 1.12% of the comments. Based on the 

percentages of the perceptions of each type of visual use, as indicated in Table 4.11, the 
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participants considered attending to visuals much more beneficial (69 references, 46.31% 

of the total references when the participants attended to visuals) than distracting (15 

references, 10.07% of the total references when the participants attended to visuals). The 

participants also reported that the visuals did not exert much influence on the 

participants’ listening in 60 of the comments (40.27% of the total references when the 

participants attended to visuals). The facilitative effects of visuals included that they 

contributed to: (a) a better understanding; (b) positive affect; (c) a higher level of 

concentration; (d) hints for the structures or later content of the lectures; (e) aids to take 

notes; (f) authenticity (the participants were used to seeing the speakers while they were 

talking); and (g) a point to focus their gaze on. Some of the participants reported that the 

visuals were also distracting mainly because: (a) if the participants could not understand 

the visuals, an extra processing burden was created; (b) the visuals distracted the 

participants’ attention; (c) the participants could comprehend less of the lectures; (d) the 

listening was interrupted due to a low internet speed, and the videos were cutting in and 

out; and (e) there was no time to take notes.  

There were also times when seven of the audio-visual participants reported that 

they did not watch the videos, which made up 17.22% of the total comments in this 

theme. By and large, participants who reported that they did not attend to visuals said that 

avoiding watching was helpful in staying concentrated, or the participants could 

understand the lectures, and thus, there was no need to attend to the videos. There were 

no particular negative impact of not attending to the visuals reported. 
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Table 4.11 

Participants’ Perceptions of Attending to Visuals in the Audio-Visual Condition 

Viewing Pattern Perception Number of 
References 

Rv% 
RPv% 

Total  180  
Attended to visuals 

 
Total 149 82.78 

Helpful 69 46.31 
Neither 60 40.27 

Distracting 15 10.07 
Both 1 0.67 

Thought helpful but actually 
not helpful 

1 0.67 

Zoned out 3 2.01 
Did not attend to 

visuals 
Total 31 17.22 

Helpful 24 77.42 
Neither 7 22.58 

Note. Rv% (in bold): percentage of references regarding areas of visual attention; RPv%: 

percentage of references regarding perceptions of areas of visual attention. 

In the audio-only condition, the screen was attended to by eight participants in 

26.11% of the comments. They watched the screen: (a) to better process the input and 

understand the lectures; (b) to maintain concentration with a place to focus their gaze on; 

(c) because it was natural and habitual; and (d) to check for other instructions and time 

left for the lectures.  

In the remaining 73.89% of the comments, all ten participants reported that they 

did not look at their screen at all. The reasons for not watching the screen included (a) the 

participants were able to concentrate and better process the content of the lectures; (b) it 

was their habit; (c) there was nothing to watch on the black screen; and (d) the 

participants were reviewing or taking notes.  

The comparison indicates that individuals varied their areas of visual attention in 

both conditions. The inclusion of visuals greatly impacted the participants’ areas of visual 

attention. Participants reported that attending to visuals mostly had a beneficial effect, but 
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(at least for some of the participants) choosing not to utilize the visuals was also largely 

helpful and did not lead to any distractions. The participants in the audio-only condition 

mainly selected their areas of visual attention to maintain concentration, and it also 

depends on whether they were taking notes. The audio-visual participants were able to 

utilize visuals to maintain concentration as well. The visuals also facilitated some 

participants’ note-taking. In addition, utilizing visual information also brought about 

other distinctive benefits, such as aids to better understand the lectures, increased positive 

affect, and higher perceived authenticity of the tasks.         

Theme 2: Note-Taking Practice of the Audio-Visual Participants Compared to That of the 

Audio-Only Participants  

Audio-Visual Group 

A total of 71 codes were generated with 180 references for the note-taking 

practice of the audio-visual participants. Six categories emerged, most of which had 

mixed effects on the participants’ reporting of their listening processes. As Table 4.12 

shows, all participants (Pn%=100) commented that they took down key information from 

the lectures with 96 references (Rn%=53.33). Key information referred to the exact 

words or sentences from the lectures that the participants believed as important. All of the 

participants (Pn%=100) reported instances where they did not take any notes at all (47 

references, Rn%=26.11). Eight participants (Pn%=80) commented 27 times 

(Rn%=15.00) that they wrote down anything they heard and understood. Four 

participants (Pn%=40) took notes about the key ideas of what they heard using their own 

words (5 references, Rn%=2.78). Two participants (Pn%=20) mentioned that they 
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utilized symbols to represent relations (3 references, Rn%=1.67). Two participants 

(Pn%=20) wrote down points heard previously (2 references, Rn%=1.11). 

Table 4.12 

Note-Taking Practice of the Audio-Visual Participants 

Notes Perception PL Pn% 
PPn% 

RF Rn% 
RPn% 

Total   10  180  
Key information 

  
10 100 96 53.33 

Helpful  10 100.00 73 76.04 
Answered questions 6 60.00 20 27.40 
Recalled information 9 90.00 20 27.40 

Understood the lectures 6 60.00 11 15.07 
Key words  5 50.00 11 15.07 

Positive Affect 2 20.00 6 8.22 
Not specified 2 20.00 3 4.11 

Located information 1 10.00 1 1.37 
Input processing 1 10.00 1 1.37 

Distracting 
 

5 50.00 10 10.42 
Interfered with listening 5 50.00 9 9.38 

Redundant or wrong notes 1 10.00 1 1.04 
Both  6 60.00 9 9.38 

Key words; interfered with 
listening 

5 50.00 6 6.25 

Recalled information; 
interfered with listening 

1 10.00 2 2.08 

Needed to; interfered with 
listening 

1 10.00 1 1.04 

Neither Not Specified 2 20.00 3 3.13 
Change in 

attitude 
Thought helpful but not 1 10.00 1 1.04 

None 
  

10 100 47 26.11 
Helpful  7 70.00 29 61.70 

Focused on listening 6 60.00 21 44.68 
Could understand so no need 

to 
2 20.00 7 14.89 

Reviewed notes 1 10.00 1 2.13 
Neither 

 
7 70.00 11 23.40 

Not specified 2 20.00 4 8.51 
Could not understand 3 30.00 3 6.38 

Nothing useful 1 10.00 2 4.26 
Reviewed information 1 10.00 1 2.13 
Could understand and 

remember 
1 10.00 1 2.13 

Debilitating  2 20.00 6 12.77 
Forgot the content and could 

not answer questions 
1 10.00 5 10.64 
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Table 4.12, continued 

Notes Perception PL Pn% 
PPn% 

RF Rn% 
RPn% 

  Worried about not being able 
to recall the content 

1 10.00 1 2.13 

Both Not interfered with listening; 
forgot the content 

1 10.00 1 2.13 

Anything that 
was heard and 

understood 

  
8 80 27 15.00 

Helpful 
 

6 75.00 15 55.56 
Some information 1 12.50 6 22.22 

Understood the lectures 1 12.50 3 11.11 
Recalled information 3 37.50 3 11.11 
Formed an impression 1 12.50 2 7.41 
Answered questions 1 12.50 1 3.70 

Neither 
 

2 25.00 6 22.22 
Could not fully understand 1 12.50 4 14.81 

Watched screen while writing 1 12.50 1 3.70 
Not useful for answering the 

questions 
1 12.50 1 3.70 

Distracting Interfered with listening 3 37.50 3 11.11 
Change in 

attitude 
Thought helpful but not 2 25.00 2 7.41 

Both Recalled; interfered with 
listening 

1 12.50 1 3.70 

Key idea   4 40 5 2.78 
Helpful Understood the lectures 2 50.00 2 40.00 
Neither  1 25.00 2 40.00 

Not specified 1 25.00 1 20.00 
Not useful 1 25.00 1 20.00 

Distracting Forgot the meaning of the 
notes 

1 25.00 1 20.00 

Symbols to 
represent 

relationships 

  2 20 3 1.67 
Helpful  2 100.00 2 66.67 

Answered questions 1 50.00 1 33.33 
Reviewed lectures 1 50.00 1 33.33 

Distracting Interfered with listening 1 50.00 1 33.33 
Wrote down 

previous points 
Helpful Recalled information 2 20 

100.00 
2 1.11 

100.00 
Note. PL: number of people; RF: number of references; Pn% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported taking notes; Rn% (in bold): percentage of references regarding 

note-taking; PPn%: percentage of people who reported perceptions of note-taking; 

RPn%: percentage of references regarding perceptions of note-taking. 

Audio-Visual Group Writing down the Key Information. All ten of the participants 

(PPn%=100.00) reported taking notes on key information as helpful (73 references, 
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RPn%=76.04). Although some did not specify their reasons, others believed writing 

down key information from the lectures facilitated them in (a) answering questions, (b) 

recalling information, (c) connecting information in the lectures to better understand the 

lectures, (d) writing down at least some key words, (e) promoting positive affect, (f) 

locating information in the lectures, and (g) increasing input processing capacity. Some 

of their representative comments are: 

这个时候是听到她重点说政府拨款，还记了一个时间，说在这个时间

迎来了改变……这个是在做题的时候感觉有帮助，当时感觉因为它是

一个历史，她就往后讲。This time I heard that she focused on the 
government funding. I also took down a time, at which there was a 
change…It was helpful in answering the comprehension questions later. 
At that time, I felt it was about history, so she kept going and talked about 
later time. (Participant 142) 
 
笔记对我是很有帮助的，因为她说的这些年份后面答题都是有出现

的。My notes were very helpful, for the years she mentioned appeared to 
be in the comprehension questions later. (Participant 192) 

 
就还是像之前一样就听到的那抓住的关键的那一点，给她在纸上写下

了，就待会的话可以回忆，就通过那些关键词就可以回忆起她到底讲

什么。Like previously, I wrote down the key point I heard. Like, I could 
recall, well, I could recall what she said through these key words. 
(Participant 100) 
 
我这边写了个重点的 equality……有帮助，因为这个词还是还是有概

括性的词，能一下子帮助回想起来一大段话。I wrote down the key 
word “equality”…It was helpful, because this word conveyed a general 
idea. It could help me recall a whole paragraph of the speech. (Participant 
146) 
 

因为如果你就想在这七分钟到八分钟的时间内，把她所讲的东西完全

记下来的话，这东西的话是必然不可能的，我觉得，但是你就把她的

那个你能听懂的关键词给她记下来。待会的话就可以帮你回顾她所说

的整个这一段的结构，这个她所说的东西你大致能够读懂。Because I 
think it would be impossible for sure if you want to remember everything 
she said in seven or eight minutes. But you should write down the key 
words that you could understand, so that later on, the notes could help you 
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recall the structure of this paragraph. Well, you could generally understand 
what she talked about. (Participant 100) 
 
所以做笔记了，记下了，就记下了一个 culture difference，
difference，就是关键词，这样对我听力是有帮助的，就感觉最起码

抓到了一点。So I took notes, about, just wrote down “culture difference, 
difference,” just the key words. It was helpful for my listening, because I 
felt at least I caught a point. (Participant 192) 

 
做笔记也是很有帮助的，一下子就反正建立了信心，应该信心就起来

了。Taking notes was helpful. Suddenly, anyways, my confidence was 
boosted. My confidence must have been boosted. (Participant 72) 
 
有帮助，这样子记，我看到这个标记，我就知道她刚才是在讲哪一段

了。Helpful. When I took notes in this way, and when I saw this mark, I 
would know which part she was talking about. (Participant 165) 
 
就是把这种重要的点记下来，我心里就不会心心念念一直想着这两个

点，我后面就有脑子去听后面的东西了。Like, I did not need to keep 
thinking about these key points if I noted them down. I could have some 
space in my mind to listen to what was said later. (Participant 165) 
 
Five of the participants (PPn%=50.00) considered writing down key information 

distracting (10 references, RPn%=10.42), because it interfered with their listening and 

sometimes, they took down redundant and incorrect notes: 

这个时候我感觉这个笔记做得，对我后面没什么用。我就当时把我听

到的一些重要的东西记下来了，因为我后面我记了一个词之后，我发

现说还是别记的好，因为我记这个词的时候发现后面我在记词的时

候，后面有些东西听不清了，注意力分散，所以说我就直接停止记笔

记，赶紧接着听了。This time I feel that my notes…were not very 
helpful later. I just took notes about some key things I heard. Because later 
on I took down a word, I found that it would be better not to take any 
notes. Because when I wrote this word down, I found later on when I 
wrote down words, I could not clearly hear the speech coming next. My 
attention was distracted, so I just directly stopped taking notes and listened 
to the lecture. (Participant 187) 
 
有干扰，因为我一记数字就听不见她后面说的这个数字具体指的是什

么，就记了三四个数字，但是没听到后面是什么，所以就没有什么

用，干扰。才会干扰。It was distracting. Because as long as I wrote 
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down numbers, I could not hear what came after the numbers explaining 
what they meant. I just wrote down three or four numbers, but I did not 
hear the things after them, so it was not helpful. Distracting. So it was 
distracting. (Participant 146) 
 
笔记是这样的，我做的这段笔记是有干扰，因为这一段我在听的时候

我已经知道是罗斯福，但是我还写了一个罗斯福。这个倒是不说，但

是我这一段其实笔记做错了，因为她前面说的，她是说美国南北战争

之后，我是不知道为啥记了个第一次世界大战，后来我就差点因为那

个错了。My notes were just like this. Taking notes for this part was 
distracting, because when I listened to this part, I already knew it was 
Roosevelt, but I still wrote it down. Put it aside, but I actually took down 
wrong notes. Because she said before, she said after the Civil War, I do 
not know why but I wrote down WWI. I almost chose a wrong answer 
because of that. (Participant 186) 
 
Six (PPn%=60.00) expressed that they had mixed feelings about taking notes in 

this way (9 references, RPn%=9.38). The positive effects included that (a) they were able 

to write down key words; (b) the notes facilitated their information recall and 

memorization; and (c) they felt they needed to take notes. However, taking notes also 

interfered with their listening. For example: 

笔记帮助，其实我感觉就之前第一段和第二段就我觉得写在纸上的东

西，你大致都能记在脑子里，但是如果你不写下来的话，待会如果要

用到的话，你不知道去哪里找，就会很焦虑。记下来是有用，但是同

时的话也会忽略，因为视频不能暂停嘛，后来的话就会因为她一直连

续就会忽略一些演讲者涉及到的信息，在后面可能就会出现在题中，

我觉得帮助有干扰也有。Whether notes were helpful…Actually I feel 
that you could basically remember the things written down for the first and 
second parts. But if you did not write them down, if later on you needed 
that information, you would not know where to find it and you might be 
very anxious. Writing it down was helpful, but at the same time, you 
would also miss (some information). Since you cannot pause the video, 
you would miss some information the speaker mentioned next because the 
video kept going. This missed information might be tested in the 
comprehension questions. I think it was both helpful and distracting. 
(Participant 100) 
 

帮助，也有干扰，因为记笔记的时候一般来说就听的不是很仔细，然

后一记笔记，她这读的又快，一下子来一大段话，后面就有点跟不上
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了。帮助就是如果听的太多的话，如果不记下来，过一会就忘了，所

以这就是帮助，有帮助有干扰。Helpful. It was also distracting. 
Because typically when I wrote down notes, I could not listen carefully. 
And then, once I took notes, she talked very fast and said a whole bunch 
of things at once. So it was hard for me to really catch up on what she said 
later. Regarding how taking notes was helpful, if I did not take notes, I 
would forget the content in a little bit. So this is how it was helpful, both 
helpful and distracting. (Participant 146) 
 
会有一点干扰，但是感觉需要做……因为在写东西的时候也要分一部

分的注意力，所以说就会。It was a little distracting, but I felt like I 
needed to take notes…Because when I wrote things down, some of my 
attention had to be allocated to writing, so it was (distracting). (Participant 
142) 
 
Two participants (PPn%=20.00) thought noting down key information did not 

have a helpful or distracting impact on their listening with no specific reason (3 

references, RPn%=3.13): 

我就是记了，但是我感觉这个笔记对我影响不大。I just took some 
notes, but I do not think the notes had a significant impact on me. 
(Participant 187) 
 
笔记当然是做了一些，这一段反正谈不上帮助，也谈不上干扰。Of 
course I took some notes. For this part, well, it was not quite helpful or 
distracting. (Participant 72) 
 
笔记应该也做了，是做了的。做的还是关键词。也都是谈不上帮助，

也谈不上干扰。I must have taken notes. I took notes. I wrote down key 
words too. It was not helpful or distracting as well. (Participant 72) 
 
One participant (PPn%=%=10.00) experienced a change in attitude (1 reference, 

RPn%=1.04). At first, they thought it was helpful, but later on they realized it was not:  

应该就是想记两个关键词，记下来之后看一下到时候，在后面做题的

时候能不能有帮助，因为其实我们在后面做题的时候，很多时候就是

去对，看一下这个选项有没有我记到的关键词，就这种非常基础的方

法，甚至说毫无逻辑的。在那一秒钟觉得有帮助，应该会有帮助的。

但实际上在做题的时候并没有帮助。I probably wanted to note down 
some key words, so that I could take a look by the time I answered the 
comprehension questions and see whether the notes could help. Because, 
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actually, when we answer comprehension questions later, a lot of times, 
like, we just compare our notes to the answer options and see whether the 
options contain the key words I wrote down. Just like this kind of basic 
method, which was even illogical. At that moment, I felt it was helpful. It 
should be helpful. However, when I was really trying to answer the 
questions, my notes did not help me. (Participant 72) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Not Taking Notes. All ten participants reported that did not 

take any notes at some point during the lectures. Seven of them (PPn%=70.00) believed 

not taking notes was helpful (29 references, RPn%=61.70) because (a) they could focus 

more on listening; (b) they could understand the lectures so there was no need to take 

notes; and (c) they were reviewing their notes. For example:  

有帮助，这样可以更聚精会神地去听了。It was helpful. I could be 
more concentrated on listening. (Participant 146) 
 
有帮助吧，因为我都来不及听了，就更没有时间做笔记了。It should 
be helpful. I barely had time to listen, let alone take notes. (Participant 
148) 
 
觉得有一定帮助，让我赶紧那什么听一下那个内容。(I) felt it was 
helpful to some extent. It allowed me, well, to listen to the content. 
(Participant 187) 
 
我觉得到了结尾的时候不做笔记就是帮助多一点。因为这个时候已经

把框架大概懂她在说什么了，结尾的时候就是对应一下，所以就不记

笔记了。I think not taking notes towards the end of the lecture was 
relatively helpful. Because I already understood what she was talking 
about basically, I just needed to compare my notes towards the end. 
Hence, I did not take notes. (Participant 146) 

 
这部分好像没有怎么做笔记，我感觉这部分就是解释之前的，举例

子，我就没有做笔记……因为我理解了就可以了，做笔记可能就会浪

费时间了。It seems that I did not take notes at this part. I think this part 
was just an explanation of the previous content. Some examples. So I did 
not take notes…Because it would be good enough for me to understand 
the lecture. Taking notes perhaps would waste my time. (Participant 148) 
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没有在做笔记，就在帮助整理笔记，可能在大致的浏览。I was not 
taking notes. I was reviewing and organizing my notes, perhaps generally 
reviewing my notes. (Participant 100) 
 
Seven of the participants (PPn%=70.00) reported not taking notes as neither 

helpful nor distracting (11 references, RPn%=23.40). Their specific reasons included (a) 

they could not fully understand the lectures; (b) nothing was useful to note down; (c) they 

were reviewing and organizing the information; and (d) they could understand and 

remember the lectures. For instance: 

没有什么，因为本身也没有听到，就是感觉关键词也没有听到什么，

内容跟前面的还是一个阐述。There was nothing, because I did not hear, 
well I felt I did not hear any key words. The content was still an 
elaboration just like the previous parts. (Participant 142) 
 
就没什么可记的，之后帮助和干扰都没有，而且这段我也没做笔记。
There was just nothing to write down, and so it was not helpful or 
distracting. Plus, I did not take notes for this part. (Participant 186) 
 
没有记新的东西了。没帮助也没干扰。因为是要梳理一下。I did not 
write new points down. It was not helpful or distracting, because I needed 
to organize and review the information. (Participant 72) 
 
不做笔记我感觉不是很大，因为我看完这个视频之后就赶紧去看题

了，基本不会说出现那种很严重的遗忘。I think not taking notes did 
not (influence me) much. Because I immediately went to read the 
questions after this video, I basically would not badly forget the 
information. (Participant 187) 

 
Two participants (PPn%=20.00) found not taking notes debilitating (6 references, 

RPn%=12.77) because they later forgot the content of the lectures and could not answer 

the comprehension questions, or they kept worrying about not being able to recall the 

lecture and answer the comprehension questions. For example: 

我觉得这一段可能还是有干扰的，因为我发现没有做的话，后面有一

些题我好像只能靠脑子想了，记不太住了。I think it was probably 
distracting for this part, because I found that if I did not take notes, I could 
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not remember the content and had to just analyze some of the questions by 
myself later. (Participant 164) 
 
在听的时候，我觉得可能还是有干扰。我觉得如果我能多记一点，哪

怕我不是很理解，可能到后面做题应该还是会有帮助的。When I was 
listening, I think it was distracting. I feel that if I could write down some 
more, even if I could not fully understand, maybe it would be helpful in 
answering the comprehension questions later. (Participant 164) 
 
因为没做笔记的话就在后面涉及的题，好像也没有这一块的内容。我

也不确定，干扰其实你如果继续在后面听的话，你就会因为你没有抓

住那一点的话，你就担心后面的题会出现，就刚刚所听的那一小段的

内容，就你还是会努力的在你脑子里去回想她到底说的是什么。就造

可能会造成干扰。For if I did not take notes, well, the questions later on, 
it seems that they were not related to this part. I am not sure. Regarding 
distractions, actually, if you continued listening, you would, because if 
you did not catch that point, you would worry it may appear in the 
questions. Like the content discussed in the previous part, like you would 
still try to recall what on earth she just said. So, it might, it might be 
distracting. (Participant 100) 
 
One participant (PPn%=10.00) mentioned a mixed feeling towards not taking 

notes (1 reference, RPn%=2.13) because it did not interfere with their listening, but they 

forgot the content later on: 

这个就跟刚刚是反，都有干扰，没有干扰了，不会落到老师说的话

了，但是你如果不写下来，刚刚说的什么就会忘掉，忘掉很多，帮助

就是听的更多。It was the opposite (to my previous point). It was all 
distracting…it was not distracting any more. You would not miss what the 
teacher said. However, if you did not write it down, you would forget what 
was just said, forget a lot. You would hear more as being helpful. 
(Participant 146) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Writing down Anything That They Heard and Understood. 

Within this category, the participants wrote down anything they heard or were able to 

understand. Six of the participants (PPn%=75.00) thought taking notes in this way was 

helpful (15 references, RPn%=55.56). They could (a) at least note down some 

information; (b) better understand the lectures; (c) better recall the information; (d) 
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develop an impression on the lectures; and (e) better answer the comprehension 

questions. Some representative examples of their comments are:  

笔记也做了，笔记也是只记了几个我大致能听出来的词，就是她停顿

的时候说的一些词，有帮助，能抓到一点信息是一点。I took notes as 
well. I only wrote down some words that I was able to understand, like the 
words she said when she paused. It was helpful. Catching one point is 
better than nothing. (Participant 192) 
 
但是我没想清楚她到底想干嘛。所以我这个时候，我记了，但是我不

知道她到底是想干嘛，所以我就是听到什么记什么，大概意思知道好

像是一个什么，就是本地学生跟国际学生要干嘛。她到底想干嘛。就

听到后面看到前面的，我就知道这到底是干嘛。But I had not figured 
out what she wanted to say. So, at that time, I took some notes, but I did 
not know what she wanted to say. So, I just wrote down whatever I heard. 
I got her main idea that was like, well, domestic and international students 
were to do something. What she wanted to say…like I knew what the 
lecture was about once I heard the later content and thought back about 
what I heard previously. (Participant 165) 
 
有帮助吧，还是可以帮助我回忆一下。It should be helpful, in recalling 
as well.  (Participant 146) 
 
就是听到什么往上面记，其实后面看的多多少少会有点印象。I just 
wrote down whatever I heard. Actually, I had an impression more or less 
later when I took a look at the notes. (Participant 165) 
 
那个时候好像又慢慢进入那个状态了，笔记就还是写的比较多了。好

像又写了一个啥，1945年还是啥，反正还是写一些听懂的东西

的……边听边写，有帮助，算是有帮助，因为后边有一个题涉及到就

是二战，美国内战还是啥，那个题还是有点帮助的。I was gradually 
into the testing mode then, so I took many notes. I also wrote down like 
1945 or something like that. Anyways, I wrote down some points that I 
understood…Taking notes while listening was helpful, should be helpful, 
for there was a question about the WWII, Civil War, or something like 
that. It was helpful for that question. (Participant 72) 
 
Two participants (PPn%=25.00) reported that they found taking notes in this way 

neither helpful nor distracting (6 references, RPn%=22.22) due to the fact that (a) they 

could not fully understand the lectures; (b) they were able to watch the videos while 
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taking notes; and (c) the notes did not contribute much to their ability to answer the 

comprehension questions. For example: 

不是很有帮助，只是能尽量记下来一些自己听到的，但是对于整体的

那一段没有很听懂。干扰的话还好。It was not very helpful. I was just 
able to try to write down things I heard, but I did not fully understand the 
paragraph. It was ok in terms of being distracting. (Participant 142) 
 

我做笔记应该是没有特别的影响的，我基本上眼睛在这边看，手就在

那边写。我不是全部靠笔记，感觉还好一点。Taking notes did not 
influence me much. I basically watched the video at this point, and my 
hand was writing down notes. I did not completely rely on my notes, so I 
felt it was ok. (Participant 165) 
 
虽然有记一些词，但是后面做题用不太到。Although I noted down 
some words, they were not very useful later when I answered the 
comprehension questions. (Participant 142) 
 
Three participants (PPn%=37.50) mentioned that this method of note-taking was 

distracting (3 references, RPn%=11.11) because note-taking interfered with their 

listening: 

笔记的话干扰还是之前所说的那样，就因为你所听到的你记下来的话

可能会花费一点时间，你低着头在一直在回想你到底要记什么东西的

话，就可能会忽略它后面一直讲的内容。因为后面不知道到底她后面

所讲的东西是否会出现在后面的题里，所以我觉得干扰有一点。In 
terms of notes, the distractions were like what I said before. Because it 
took you some time to write down what you heard, and if you kept 
thinking about what to write with your head down, you might miss the 
upcoming content. Because I did not know whether the comprehension 
questions would ask about things she would say later, I felt like it was 
distracting. (Participant 100) 
 
这个时候好像记了一个笔记，听到学期的时候，然后她说 six times。
有一些词听到感觉自己是认识的，就是一下子没有反应过来具体是哪

个单词，发音很熟悉，就会被她搞的有一点分散注意力。I must have 
written down a point. When I heard “semester”, and then she said “six 
times.” I felt I should know some words, but I could not immediately 
recognize them, even though the pronunciations were very familiar. Thus, 
sometimes I was distracted. (Participant 142) 
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我觉得可能是有干扰的，因为我好像听不太懂，我还在乱记。可能会

干扰到接下来要听的内容，就是用记笔记的时间。I think it was 
probably distracting, because it seemed that I did not fully understand 
everything and I was taking random notes. It might interfere with my 
listening to the content coming next, like, while I was taking notes. 
(Participant 164) 

 
Two participants (PPn%=25.00) experienced a change in attitude (2 references, 

RPn%=7.41) and thought writing down whatever was heard or understood was helpful at 

the time, but then realized it was not: 

听到了一点，感觉可能是有用，但是实际上记下来之后，感觉理解也

没有很多。I heard some information. I felt it was perhaps helpful, but 
when I actually took those notes, I felt I still did not understand a lot. 
(Participant 142) 
 
我应该是把它听到的都记了下来，但是后面做题的时候发现好像没有

啥用。当时可能会觉得有用。I must have written down all that I heard, 
but it did not seem helpful when I answered the comprehension questions. 
At that time, I thought it might be helpful. (Participant 164) 
 
One participant (PPn%=12.50) expressed that taking notes in this way was both 

helpful in later information recall and distracting due to the interference with listening (1 

reference, RPn%=3.70):  

挑一点自己能听懂的，会写的单词把它记下来，待会做题的时候就可

以根据你记的笔记，我根据自己的笔记来回复，来回归她到底讲了什

么，大致就可以把那个题的只能这样给你做出来……其实我觉得我听

力的能力还是不行的。其实如果可以的话就可以不用看视频，就把她

所说的那些重点的话都记下来。这样的话可能就对听力的帮助会很

大，但是因为现在我的能力还不足，这种就我记笔记花的时间会很

多，就会导致在我记笔记的时候，她说她所说的东西我没有听，我没

有听到，就记不下来。就这种情况出现。I chose things that I could 
understand and words that I knew how to spell to note down. Later when 
answering the questions, you could use your notes…I answered the 
questions based on my notes to analyze what she talked about. I could 
basically answer those comprehension questions in this way… Actually, I 
feel that my listening skills are not very strong. In fact, if your listening is 
very strong, you do not need to watch the videos and you will be able to 
write down all the key points. In this way, it would help your listening a 
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lot. However, I am not very proficient, so I have to spend a lot of time 
taking notes, which will make me miss the things she said, she was saying. 
If I did not hear it, I could not write it down. Things like this may happen. 
(Participant 100) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Writing down Key ideas. Of the four participants who 

utilized their own words to note down key ideas, two (PPn%=50.00) believed it was 

helpful for better understanding the lectures (2 references, RPn%=40.00): 

我觉得有帮助，就是把它的大框架给拎出来了。I think it was helpful. 
Like, I could understand the overall structure of the lecture. (Participant 
165) 
 
做了，主要我就想说一下这个大意。对，她是说那个孩子怎么去学校

了，她为什么要去学校。这样做有帮助，提醒了我一下，更好地理解

了。I took notes. I mainly wanted to just write down the main idea. Yeah. 
She was talking about, like, those children going to school, and why. 
Taking notes in this way was helpful in reminding me and developing my 
better understanding of the lecture. (Participant 187) 
 
One participant (PPn%=25.00) did not think it was either helpful or distracting (2 

references, RPn%=40.00) because the notes were not useful or for no specific reasons: 

反正没有帮助，但干扰其实也算不上，只是说记录的信息可能都是一

些无用的信息。Anyway, it was not very helpful, but it might not be 
distracting either. I could only say that the information I noted down was 
useless.  (Participant 72) 
 
应该是写了，就到这个地方写了一点。就写了一个文化交流课，我就

写个这玩意儿，其它就没写了。既没帮助也没干扰吧。I must have 
taken notes, like here I took some notes. I just wrote down “cultural 
interaction class”. I just wrote down this stuff and nothing else. It was 
probably not helpful or distracting. (Participant 72) 
 
One participant (PPn%=25.00) believed it was distracting to write down key ideas 

(1 reference, RPn%=20.00) because they later forgot the meaning of the notes: 

有干扰吧，因为好像做题的时候我已经忘了它到底是什么意思。It 
was perhaps distracting because I forgot what my notes meant when I was 
completing the comprehension questions. (Participant 146) 
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Audio-Visual Group Writing down Symbols Representing Relationships. Two 

participants reported that they wrote down symbols to represent relationships. Both of 

them (PPn%=100.00) considered it helpful (2 references, RPn%=66.67) in answering 

questions and reviewing the content of the lectures: 

就是分点，她讲了三个点，我也分了三个点做。有帮助，因为后面的

题目有关于这个的。I just organized and separated the points. She talked 
about three points, and I separated my notes in three sections as well. It 
was helpful, because there were questions about this part. (Participant 148) 
 
有帮助。做这个的同时脑子里也在思考，虽然写的不是整个视频说

的，但是写这一点还是脑子里在回想她在说什么，还是有帮助，回忆

了一下整段话的内容。It was helpful. I was also analyzing and thinking 
when I was writing it down. Although I did not write down the whole 
lecture, I was recalling what she said when I wrote it down. It was pretty 
helpful, in recalling this whole part of the lecture. (Participant 146) 
 
One (PPn%=50.00) also believed this way of note-taking was distracting (1 

reference, RPn%=33.33) because it interfered with their listening:  

我觉得这个地方干扰大一点，因为我一直在想怎么样去快一点把我想

听的东西记下来，这么一想又没仔细听，就又落掉了一些东西，写的

时候还落掉了一些东西，就落掉了一堆东西。I feel that it was more 
distracting here because I kept thinking about how to write down what I 
heard. Meanwhile, I did not carefully listen to the lecture, so I missed 
some content. When I wrote down my notes, I also missed some other 
information, like, missed a lot of information. (Participant 146) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Writing down Previous Points. Two participants reported 

that they wrote down points that were discussed previously, and both of them 

(PPn%=100.00) considered the practice helpful in recalling information (2 references, 

RPn%=100.00):  

有帮助，因为其实是一些很碎的点，等这个结束了说不定我马上就忘

了。就还听到她声音的时候，我肯定就还记得，就可以趁这种时候赶

紧补上去。It was helpful. Because a lot of the information was trivial, I 
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might immediately forget it once the lecture was over. Like, when I could 
hear her voice, I could remember for sure, so I could complete my notes. 
(Participant 165) 
 
这个时候我记了，但是我不是记这一段，因为我发现她要那什么停

了，所以说我赶紧就记录一下她上面那一段，因为上面一段，我那段

没有听太清楚，只是心记了一些支言片语，所以赶紧把那些支言片语

先记下来，如果我没有这个逻辑的话，我之后一做题是会忘记的。所

以我就赶紧记了几个词。I took notes here, but I was not taking notes 
about this part. Because I found that she was like about to finish, I was 
like hurried and wrote down what she said in the previous part. Because 
regarding the previous part, I did not clearly hear what she talked about, 
and I just remembered some segments of information in my mind, I 
hurried up and wrote down these segments. If I did not follow this logic, I 
would definitely forget it when I answered the comprehension questions. 
Therefore, I quickly wrote down a few words. (Participant 187) 
 

Audio-Only Group 

A total of 48 codes were generated with 180 references for the note-taking 

practice of the audio-only participants. As Table 4.13 shows, four categories emerged, 

most of which also had mixed effects on the participants’ listening processes. Nine of the 

participants (Pn%=90) reported instances where they did not take any notes at all (94 

references, Rn%=52.22). Eight participants (Pn%=80) commented that they took down 

the key information from the lectures with 66 references (Rn%=36.67). Nine participants 

(Pn%=90) commented 19 times (Rn%=10.56) that they wrote down anything they heard 

and understood. One participant (Pn%=10) took notes about the key ideas of what they 

heard using their own words (1 reference, Rn%=0.56).  

 

 

 

 



 218 

Table 4.13 

Note-Taking Practice of the Audio-Only Participants 

Notes Perception PL Pn% 
PPn% 

RF Rn% 
RPn% 

Total   10  180  
None 

  
9 90 94 52.22 

Helpful 
 

8 88.89 51 54.26 
Mainly listened and enhanced 

short-term memory 
8 88.89 48 51.06 

Analyzed input and predicted 
questions 

1 11.11 2 2.13 

Reviewed notes 1 11.11 1 1.06 
Neither 

 
6 66.67 35 37.23 

Not specified 5 55.56 18 19.15 
Could not understand 5 55.56 12 12.77 
Could understand and 

remember 
2 22.22 2 2.13 

Did not know question type 1 11.11 1 1.06 
Nothing useful 1 11.11 1 1.06 
Reviewed notes 1 11.11 1 1.06 

Debilitating  4 44.44 5 5.32 
Forgot the content 4 44.44 4 4.26 

Could not answer questions 1 11.11 1 1.06 
Both Did not interfere; forgot the 

content 
2 22.22 3 3.19 

Key 
information 

  8 80 66 36.67 
Helpful  8 100.00 44 66.67 

Answered questions 7 87.50 26 39.39 
Understood the lectures 3 37.50 8 12.12 

Key words and information 5 62.50 7 10.61 
Limited words to avoid 

interruption 
1 12.50 1 1.52 

Located information 1 12.50 1 1.52 
Concentrated 1 12.50 1 1.52 

Both  5 62.50 11 16.67 
Recalled and answered 

questions; interfered with 
listening 

4 50.00 10 15.55 

Answered questions; did not 
fully understand their notes 

1 12.50 1 1.52 

Distracting Interfered with listening 5 62.50 7 10.61 
Neither  3 37.50 4 6.06 

Not specified 1 12.50 2 3.03 
Not useful 1 12.50 1 1.52 

Felt have to take notes 1 12.50 1 1.52 
Anything that 
was heard and 

understood 

  
9 90 19 10.56 

Distracting Interfered with listening 1 11.11 8 42.11 
Helpful 

 
3 33.33 7 36.84 

Some information 2 22.22 4 21.05 
Formed an understanding 1 11.11 3 15.79 
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Table 4.13, continued 

Notes Perception PL Pn% 
PPn% 

RF Rn% 
RPn% 

 Both Answered questions; Interfered 
with listening 

2 22.22 2 10.53 

Neither 
 

1 11.11 2 10.53 
Not useful for answering 

questions 
1 11.11 1 5.26 

Not specified 1 11.11 1 5.26 
Key idea Helpful Understood the main point 1 10 

100.00 
1 0.56 

100.00 
Note. PL: number of people; RF: number of references; Pn% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported taking notes; Rn% (in bold): percentage of references regarding 

note-taking; PPn%: percentage of people who reported perceptions of note-taking; 

RPn%: percentage of references regarding perceptions of note-taking. 

Audio-Only Group Not Taking Notes. Among the nine participants who did not 

take any notes, eight (PPn%=88.89) believed that not taking notes was helpful (51 

references, RPn%=54.26) because they were able to (a) concentrate on listening and 

enhance short-term memory; (b) analyze the input and predict questions; and (c) review 

notes. For example:  

没有（做笔记），因为我英语特别的不行，我就强行的让英文单词进

入自己的脑子，就是能知道、能听到我认识的几个大概的在我脑海里

有个印象。如果去记笔记，我记笔记的过程，它播放的那些我就什么

都听不进去。I did not (take notes), because I am really not proficient in 
English. I forced myself to process English words, like, the few ones that I 
could know, hear so that I had an impression in my mind. If I took notes, I 
would not be able to process any more information during the note-taking 
process. (Participant 28) 
 
一般我在努力听的时候不会做笔记，做笔记确实会打断，所以我觉得

这样还是挺好的，不做笔记还是。Typically, I do not take notes when I 
try very hard to listen. Taking notes will indeed interrupt (my listening).  
Therefore, I think it was pretty good, well, not to take notes. (Participant 
55) 
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没做笔记的话，那我就一直专注在听力上，如果做笔记的话，那我那

个注意力会分散。I was concentrated on listening because I did not take 
notes. I would feel distracted if I took notes. (Participant 50) 
 
因为没有做笔记，我在思考，会在想她可能会出什么题，怎样出现，

可能会不会问你，还是在分析。Because I did not take notes, I was 
thinking. I was thinking about what questions there might be, in what 
format, and whether this part would be tested. I was analyzing. 
(Participant 1) 
 
这个时候没有做笔记，就是在看和回顾……我觉得还是有帮助的，因

为这个时候可能单纯在想她说最后的部分。I did not take notes then. I 
was just reviewing my notes…I think it was helpful because at that time, I 
was perhaps merely thinking about the last part she talked about. 
(Participant 1) 
 
Six of the participants (PPn%=66.77) reported that the act of not taking notes was 

neither helpful nor distracting (35 references, RPn%=37.23). Their specific reasons 

included (a) they could not fully understand the lectures; (b) they could understand and 

remember the lectures; (c) they did not know about the question type; (d) nothing was 

useful to note down; and (e) they were reviewing their notes. Some of them, however, did 

not specify any reasons. Representative comments include: 

这一段好像没有做笔记，这一段刚开始我没怎么听懂，所以就不知道

怎么做。就是正常，没有帮助也没有干扰……感觉还是没懂。I 
probably did not take notes here. It was the beginning of the lecture and I 
did not fully understand. Therefore, I did not know how to take notes. It 
was just normal, without any help or distraction…I think it was still about 
me not fully understanding the lecture. (Participant 57) 
 
没有干扰过我，但是也没有帮助，因为听的比较模糊。It did not 
distract me, but it did not help me either, because I vaguely understood it. 
(Participant 7) 
 
但是我听到好多那个 education，但是当时我也就没记了，反正她好

像是到结尾了，我就觉得我应该也能记住，就没写那个 education。
But I heard a lot of, well, “education.” I did not write it down though. 
Anyway, she was close to finish the lecture, it seemed like. I thought I 
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should be able to remember it, so I did not write “education” down. 
(Participant 28) 
 
当时因为不知道这个题型，这个听力的程序是这样，就没有太多的去

注意要做笔记。At that time I did not pay attention to taking notes 
because I did not know the question type…the procedure of this listening 
was just like this. (Participant 4) 
 
一般般，没有干扰吧应该。因为 language 之前我已经写过了，所以

就没有写，就不用写了。It was just okay. It should not be distracting. I 
had already written down “language,” so I did not write, did not need to 
write it down (again). (Participant 4) 
 
这个时候可能是脑子里面已经开始梳理了，就没有怎么做……没有帮

助，也没有干扰。Perhaps at that time, I was organizing and reviewing 
the lecture in my mind, so I did not really take notes…It was neither 
helpful or distracting. (Participant 57) 

 
我也是低着头看，这时没有做笔记，觉得也没有什么帮助，也没有什

么干扰，我好像就是重复的听到了那个 international。I put my head 
down as well. I did not take notes here, and I felt it was neither helpful nor 
distracting. It seemed that I just heard “international” repeatedly. 
(Participant 4) 
 

笔记呢，想啥呢，一次听进去了，就直接听下去了，没记，就没有帮

助也没有干扰。Notes, what I was thinking about…I just listened to the 
lecture altogether, just directly listened to the whole lecture. No notes 
were taken, and so it was not helpful or distracting. (Participant 8) 

 
Four participants (PPn%=44.44) reported that not taking notes was debilitating (5 

references, RPn%=5.32) because they later forgot the content of the lectures and they 

could not answer the comprehension questions. For instance: 

因为我没有听到什么东西，我也没有做的话，而且有时候我听到一个

单词，我也没有把它记录下来，到后面，我回想一下，我就忘记了前

面听到的那些单词。Because I did not really hear anything. If I did not 
take notes…additionally, sometimes I heard a word without taking it 
down. Later, let me recall…I forgot the words I heard previously. 
(Participant 7)  
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我觉得有一些我想想当时。我觉得有一些干扰，因为她后面我觉得她

应该是问到了，但是我可能听到没有记，之后就错过了一些信息。I 
think it was a little, let me see, I think it was a little distracting. Later in 
the questions, this part was asked about. However, since I heard it but did 
not write it down, I missed this information. (Participant 1) 
 
我觉得如果说我没记那个字的话，我后面的那题就不会选。I think if 
I did not write down that word, I would not know which option to choose 
in the questions. (Participant 4) 
 
Two participants (PPn%=22.22) felt not taking notes was both helpful and 

debilitating (3 references, RPn%=3.19) because it did not interfere with their listening, 

but they forgot the content later on: 

这个时候没有做笔记，应该是能听懂了一些……我觉得都有，因为不

做笔记就能听多一点，但是我不做笔记，过后我发现就会忘了，就容

易忘。I did not take notes at this time. I must have understood some 
things…I felt both, because I could hear more if I did not take notes. 
However, if I took no notes, later I found that I would forget, well, just 
forget easily. (Participant 1) 
 

我一做笔记我就听不见她说些什么了，所以我觉得算帮助。也有干

扰，因为做笔记肯定多少有点帮助，它会加深一点印象什么的。但是

我又不敢去，不敢去瞎写。I could not hear what she said once I took 
notes, so I think it was helpful (not to take notes). It was also distracting 
because notes would be more or less helpful. The notes would strengthen 
my impression and such. But I was also afraid…afraid to write random 
notes. (Participant 28) 
 
就和刚才一样的，因为后来不是有题目，万一真的它就是围绕什么

culture 来说的，就可以有点印象啥的，但是不做就能多听。Like just 
then, because there were comprehension questions later, right? In case 
they were really related to culture and things like that, I would be able to 
have an impression or so. Nevertheless, not taking notes allowed me to 
listen to the lecture more. (Participant 28) 
 

 Audio-Only Group Writing down the Key Information. All of the eight 

participants who mentioned noting down key information (PPn%=100.00) reported that 

this practice was helpful (44 references, RPn%=66.67). They believed taking notes on 
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key information facilitated them in (a) answering questions; (b) understanding the 

lectures; (c) writing down key words, (d) avoiding interruption, because the amount of 

words written down was limited; (e) locating information in the lectures; and (f) staying 

concentrated. Some instances of their comments are: 

有帮助，因为后面考了一道题，好像还不止一道题，就是讲到那个。
It was helpful because there was a question, maybe more than one 
question, well, asking about here. (Participant 57) 
 
记笔记会有帮助……方便后面做题。Taking notes was 
helpful…answering the questions was easier. (Participant 183) 
 
有一点帮助，后面写题目的时候看到了。It was a little helpful. I saw it 
(used my notes) in the comprehension questions later. (Participant 163) 
 
有帮助的，因为了解到它是关于讲教育的。It was helpful because I 
knew that the lecture was related to education. (Participant 4) 
 
就记忆时间的那个有帮助，就是可以让我通过对时间的这个串联，可

能会理解整篇文章它主要的这个概述顺序和它讲理论的这样一个顺序

了。Well, writing down times was helpful. Like, it allowed me to connect 
the times and maybe understand the sequence of the summary in the 
lecture and the sequence of the theories. (Participant 50) 
 

我觉得有一些帮助的，因为它可能是一个关键的词。I think it was 
somewhat helpful, because it might be a key word. (Participant 1) 
 
做笔记了呀，如何做的，就是有中文有英文，记一下关键词，对听力

的帮助的话，就是这些词比较重要。I did take notes. How I took notes, 
well, I took notes in both Chinese and English, and wrote down key 
words. Regarding the aid to my listening, well, these words were quite 
important. (Participant 8) 
 
我记得我就记了两个笔记，我记了交流和指导，因为我听到了

communication和 direction 好像就是这两个关键词。我听力考试的时

候，如果是长的文章，我基本上就不太记，特别是我听不太清楚的时

候，我是一旦断开，我要重新去听清楚就会比较难，我写笔记的时候

就会影响我听。所以这个时候只记了两个词，这样会比较有帮助。记

多反而会有干扰。I remember I just took two notes. I wrote 
“communication” and “direction” in Chinese, because I heard two key 
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words: “communication” and “direction.” When I take listening tests, if 
the spoken texts are long, I typically do not take a lot of notes. Especially 
when I could not clearly understand, it would be very difficult for me to 
return to a clear state if my listening is interrupted. Taking notes would 
interfere with my listening. Therefore, I only wrote down these two words, 
which was relatively helpful. Taking too many notes would, on the 
contrary, distract me. (Participant 8) 
 
就是做一个标志性的这个词，就是看它的时候，我想想一下它讲这块

的内容。I just wrote down a key word, by looking at which I could recall 
the content discussed here. (Participant 50) 
 
没有干扰，就觉得专注。No distraction. I just felt concentrated. 
(Participant 50) 

 
Five of these participants (PPn%=62.50) expressed that they had mixed feelings 

about taking notes in this way (11 references, RPn%=16.67). The positive effects 

included the idea that it helped with their information recall and question answering. 

However, taking notes also interfered with their listening and some might not even 

understand their notes later. For example: 

好像有一点帮助，但是也有一点干扰，比如说如果你记了一个之后，

接下来的记不过来，反应不过来，就是这样……因为我记得一些年份

下来，就是理解什么年份到底发生了什么。It was perhaps a little 
helpful and a little distracting. For example, if you write down something, 
you may not be able to write down later notes in time. You may not be 
able to react fast enough. Just like this…because I could, well, understand 
what happened in that year if I wrote down the years. (Participant 163) 
 
就当时又怕自己忘了这个主题，就写了下来，但是当我写完之后，我

觉得我错过了一部分的听力。At that time I also was afraid that I might 
forget this topic, so I wrote it down. However, after I finished writing, I 
felt I missed some content. (Participant 50) 
 
帮助还是方便作答后面问题。打扰听力的话，就是记前面笔记跟不

上，可能就有纠结前面的那种影响，听后面的东西。Regarding its 
help, answering the comprehension questions later was easier. In terms of 
its distracting effect, well, when I listened to the next part, I might have 
kept worrying about the previous content if I could not fully catch 
everything and write everything down. (Participant 183) 
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第一个就是干扰，为什么会记了一个 interesting，我自己都不明白。

然后就是 two students，这个有帮助，因为这个我后面题目确实是碰

到了。First off, it was distracting. I do not even understand the reason 
why I wrote down “interesting.” And then I wrote down “two students,” 
which was helpful, because I did encounter it in the comprehension 
questions. (Participant 50) 
 
Five of the participants (PPn%=62.50) considered writing down key information 

distracting (7 references, RPn%=10.61) because it interfered with their listening and 

sometimes they kept thinking about their notes instead of paying attention to the lectures: 

说实话我觉得有时候有一些干扰，还是因为可能记的速度不够快，有

点跟不上她说的，忽略了一些有效信息。To be honest, I think 
sometimes it was somewhat distracting. It was probably still because of 
my low writing speed. Sometimes I could not really follow her speech 
rate, and I missed some useful information. (Participant 1) 
 
我觉得还是有干扰……我刚刚在看回放的时候，感觉听了有一些我之

前没有注意到的东西。I think it was still distracting…While I was 
watching the recording, I felt that I heard some information that I did not 
hear the first time (when I was taking the test). (Participants 163) 
 
做笔记会记它的一些关键词汇，但是这块可能还是比较干扰，因为尤

其像后面放空的时候，可能就纠结笔记上的一些内容。I took down 
key words in the lecture, but here, it was probably distracting. Especially 
when I zoned out later, I might be still thinking about and struggling with 
some of the notes that I took. (Participant 183) 
 
Three participants (PPn%=37.50) thought noting down key information did not 

have a helpful or distracting impact on their listening (4 references, RPn%=6.06) because 

the notes were not useful, they just felt they had to take some notes, or thought so with no 

specific reasons: 

我觉得这个时候没有什么帮助，也没有什么太大的干扰，因为我觉得

后面发现记时候没有什么用。I do not think it was helpful or distracting 
at that time, because I found later that the notes were not very useful. 
(Participant 1) 
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好像没有帮助，也没有干扰，因为它其实不是一个很关键的东西。因

为我感觉如果说我草稿纸上什么都没写，我觉得好像挺不好的。It 
was probably not helpful or distracting, because my notes turned out to be 
something that were actually not very important. Because I felt, well, it 
was perhaps pretty bad if I did not write anything on my scratch paper. 
(Participant 28)  
 
好像没有多大的帮助，就记下来这个词，因为它高频词，就一直在

说。It seemed that it did not help me much. I just wrote this word down 
because it was said frequently. The speaker, like, kept saying it. 
(Participant 57) 
 
没有太大的帮助，但是也没有太大的干扰。It was not very helpful, and 
it was not very distracting either. (Participant 57) 
 
Audio-Only Group Writing down Anything That They Heard and Understood. 

Among the nine participants who took down whatever was heard and understood, one 

participant (PPn%=11.11) mentioned that such practice was distracting (8 references, 

RPn%=42.11) because note-taking interfered with their listening. For example: 

我觉得干扰可能会有一点，因为做笔记的时候注意力还集中在笔记上

面，有时候可能接下来马上，她讲的东西就没太注意听。I think it 
might be a little distracting. Because I was paying attention to the notes 
when I was writing, sometimes perhaps I did not pay attention to listening 
to what she said next, immediately afterwards. (Participant 163) 
 
我感觉有一点点干扰……也是因为记不过来，接下来又记不过来，又

没有注意听，可能就是这样子。I felt it was a little distracting… It was 
also because I did not have enough time to take notes. And then, I could 
not catch up on taking notes, and I did not pay attention to the listening. 
Perhaps it was like this. (Participant 163) 
 
因为记笔记的话会忽略那个音频到底讲了什么东西。Because I would 
ignore the content of the audio if I took notes. (Participant 163) 
 
Three of the participants in this category (PPn%=33.33) thought it was helpful to 

write down things they heard and understood (7 references, RPn%=36.84). Taking notes 
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in this way helped them at least take down some information and form an understanding 

of the lectures. Some examples of their comments are:  

我觉得是有帮助的，因为还是有一定的帮助，我觉得能记一些内容，

大概的概括。I think it was helpful, because it was somewhat helpful. I 
think I could note some content down, a general summary. (Participant 1) 
 
我做笔记如何做，我听到啥就写啥呗，但是如果像长句子的话就翻译

一下。至少写了点啥。How I took notes…I just wrote down whatever I 
heard, but I translated sentences that were like very long. At least I wrote 
something down. (Participant 8) 
 
这样有一点点（帮助），因为好像我做了笔记，但是好像只是把自己

听懂的词记了下来，还没有理解这篇文章是什么意思，就是把自己听

懂或者听到的一些词都给记了下来而已，大概就是结合这些，然后来

推断这个文章是什么意思。It was a little (helpful). Perhaps because my 
notes, but it seemed that I just wrote down words that I understood. I had 
not understood the whole passage yet, and I just simply wrote down words 
that I heard or understood. Basically, I inferred the lecture based on these 
notes. (Participant 57) 
 
好像有（帮助），因为这几个词让我想到应该是讲校园活动的一些方

面，因为她又说了应该是校园活动。It was probably (helpful), because 
these words made me think that it was about school activities, because she 
also said it was about school activities. (Participant 57) 
 
Two participants (PPn%=22.22) expressed that taking notes in this way was both 

helpful in answering the questions and distracting due to the interference with listening (2 

reference, RPn%=10.53):  

帮助就是后面可以回答问题。听的时候就是感觉大概听得懂，但是记

不住，就是当时听的时候能大概听得懂，但是就是记不下来，记不了

这么快，后面就有点听不清。It was helpful in answering questions 
later. When I was listening, I could basically understand, but I could not 
remember it all. Like, when I was listening, I generally could understand, 
but I just could not write it down, write it down so fast. Therefore, I could 
not clearly hear the content coming later. (Participant 163) 
 
可能就是说是看笔记可能会比较利于我答题……帮助我肯定会有一定

帮助，但是干扰也是有的，因为像记笔记慢可能就是干扰比较多一
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些。Maybe, well, reviewing my notes might be helpful in answering the 
questions…Regarding being helpful, it was helpful to some extent for 
sure. However, it was also distracting, because like writing notes relatively 
slowly might, well, be more distracting. (Participant 183) 
 
One participant (PPn%=11.11) did not find taking notes in this way helpful or 

distracting (2 references, RPn%=10.53) due to the fact that the notes did not contribute 

much to their question answering, or for no specific reason: 

这个好像没什么用。感觉好像那个题目都没什么，因为我就记了这

些，后面的我就没有记了。It did not seem to be very useful. I felt that 
the comprehension questions were not about this part, because I only took 
these notes. I did not take more notes later. (Participant 163) 
 
这个好像也没什么帮助，也没什么干扰……就是记了记。It was 
perhaps not very helpful or distracting…I just took these notes. 
(Participant 163)  

 
Audio-Only Group Writing down Key Ideas. One participant (PPn%=100.00) took 

notes about the key ideas of what they heard using their own words (1 reference, 

RPn%=100.00). They believed it was helpful in understanding the main point of the 

lecture:  

做笔记，这一次做笔记多一点，然后就是主旨，大致能把它的主体搞

出来，就主要讲啥。Taking notes…I took a few more notes here. And 
then it was the key idea. I could basically figure out the main points of the 
lecture, like what it was mainly about. (Participant 8) 
 

Comparing the Two Groups’ Note-Taking Practice 

The two groups demonstrated similarities and differences regarding the frequency 

of the instances where they reported taking notes, the content that they wrote down, and 

their perceptions of the level of helpfulness of their note-taking practice.  

Pertaining to the frequency of the instances where the participants reported that 

they were engaged in note-taking, the comparison indicated that the audio-visual 
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participants were more likely to take notes. They reported that they took notes in over 

70% of their comments, whereas the audio-only participants only did so a little less than 

half of their comments.  

Regarding the content of their notes, both groups had instances where they wrote 

down key ideas using their own words, key information they extracted from the lectures 

using the exact words and phrases, and anything that they heard or understood. 

Nevertheless, the audio-visual participants tended to write down more of each type of 

notes (key ideas: 4 participants, 2.78% of the total comments; key information: 10 

participants, 53.33% of the total comments; and information that they heard or 

understood: 8 participants, 15.00% of the total comments). In contrast, the audio-only 

participants engaging in these three types of note-taking were one participant (0.56% of 

the total comments), eight participants (36.67% of the total comments), and nine 

participants (10.56% of the total comments), respectively. These differences suggest that, 

compared to the audio-only participants, the audio-visual participants were more likely to 

write down the key ideas and details of the input. Two distinctive categories of notes 

emerged from the audio-visual participants’ reports, which were symbols to represent 

relationships (2 participants, 1.67% of the total comments) and points that were discussed 

previously (2 participants, 1.11% of the total comments). Although the number of these 

comments was small, this implies that the audio-visual participants may be slightly more 

likely to capture the structures of the input than the audio-only participants. 

As shown in Table 4.14, the two groups also demonstrated differences in the 

perceptions of whether their practice of taking notes was helpful. By and large, the audio-

visual participants were more likely to consider note-taking helpful. In around 70% of the 
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comments when the audio-visual participants took notes, they believed the practice was 

beneficial, while the audio-only participants who took notes believed so in around 60% of 

their comments. In the same vein, the audio-visual participants were less likely to think 

taking notes was distracting (around 11% of the comments), compared to the audio-only 

participants (around 17%). The positive and negative effects reported by the two groups 

were largely similar, and individual variation was common in both conditions. The main 

positive effects of note-taking reported by both groups included its facilitation in 

answering the comprehension questions, recalling and locating information, 

understanding the lectures’ content, and writing down at least some information given 

that they did not fully understand parts of the lectures. The main debilitating impact of 

taking notes was that it interfered with the participants’ listening.  

Finally, the two groups seemed to differ pertaining to their perceptions of whether 

choosing not to take notes was helpful. The audio-visual participants were more likely to 

consider not taking notes at certain times helpful. They were also more likely to think not 

taking notes at certain times as being debilitating. Specifically, among the participants 

who chose not to take notes at certain times, the audio-visual participants reported the 

practice as helpful in around 60% of their comments and debilitating in around 13% of 

their comments. The numbers for the audio-only participants were around 54% and 5%, 

respectively. Nonetheless, both groups reported similar benefits and disadvantages of not 

taking notes at particular times in the lecture, and individual variation was common in 

both conditions. Choosing not to take notes was helpful in staying concentrated, focusing 

on processing the input, and reviewing the participants’ previous notes. Meanwhile, 

choosing not to take notes was also challenging for both groups of participants to recall 
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information to answer the comprehension questions. Lastly, choosing not to take notes 

may have not exerted much of an impact on the participants, and they did not take notes 

mainly because they could not fully understand certain parts of the lectures, they could 

understand and remember the content, or they felt there was nothing useful to write 

down. 

Table 4.14 

Participants’ Perceptions of Note-Taking in the Two Conditions 

Notes Perception Audio-visual condition Audio-only condition 
Number of 
References 

Rn% 
RPn% 

Number of 
References 

Rn% 
RPn% 

Total  180  180  
Took 
notes 

Total 133 73.89 86 47.78 
Helpful 94 70.68 52 60.47 

Distracting 15 11.28 15 17.44 
Neither 11 8.27 6 6.98 

Both 10 7.52 13 15.12 
Change 3 2.26 0 0 

No notes Total 47 26.11 94 52.22 
Helpful 29 61.70 51 54.26 

Debilitating 6 12.77 5 5.32 
Neither 11 23.40 35 37.23 

Both 1 2.13 3 3.19 
Note. Rn% (in bold): percentage of references regarding note-taking; RPn%: percentage 

of references regarding perceptions of note-taking. 

Theme 3: Authentic Features Identified by the Audio-Visual Participants Compared to 

Those Identified by the Audio-Only Participants  

Audio-Visual Group 

Table 4.15 lists the authentic features in the texts that were identified by the 

audio-visual participants. Four categories emerged, with a total of 50 codes and 180 

references. Overall, all participants (Pf%=100%) reported instances when they did not 

hear any authentic features that were actually in the spoken texts in 142 comments 
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(Rf%=78.89). A total of seven participants (Pf%=70) explicitly and correctly identified 

authentic features including connected speech, false starts, and filled pauses, in 27 

comments (Rf%=15.00). Five participants (Pf%=50) expressed in five comments 

(Rf%=2.78) that they believed they heard some authentic features but were not certain or 

could not say which one(s) explicitly. This category was coded as “implicit 

identifications” to differentiate it from the explicit reports. Four participants (Pf%=40) 

also incorrectly identified authentic features that were not in the lectures, with six 

comments (Rf%=3.33). It was interesting that none of the participants expressed that they 

heard more than one type of authentic features at one time. 

Table 4.15 

Authentic Features Identified by the Audio-Visual Participants 

Authentic Feature Perception PL Pf% 
Pf%* 
PPf% 

RF Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

Total   10  180  
None    10 100 142 78.89 

Not specified 10 100.00 135 95.07 
Could not fully 

understand/clearly hear 
3 30.00 5 3.52 

Focused more on watching 1 10.00 1 0.70 
The lectures flowed smoothly 1 10.00 1 0.70 

Explicit 
identifications 

   
7 70 27 15.00 

Filled 
Pauses 

  
6 85.71* 19 70.37* 

Distracting 
 

3 50.00 9 47.37 
Attention to the word 2 33.33 5 26.32 

Annoying 1 16.67 2 10.53 
Interrupted listening 1 16.67 2 10.53 

Neither  5 83.33 5 26.32 
Not specified 3 50.00 3 15.79 
Got used to 1 16.67 1 5.26 

Not very salient 1 16.67 1 5.26 
Helpful 

 
3 50.00 5 26.32 

Time to process 3 50.00 4 21.05 
Important info coming next 1 16.67 1 5.26 
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Table 4.15, continued 

Authentic Features Perceptions PL Pf% 
Pf%* 
PPf% 

RF Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

 Connected 
speech 

  4 57.14* 7 25.93* 
Neither Not specified 2 50.00 3 42.86 
Helpful Familiar and 

coherent 
2 50.00 2 28.57 

Distracting Hard to identify 
words 

1 25.00 2 28.57 

False starts Distracting Interrupting 1 14.29* 
100.00 

1 3.70* 
100.00 

Implicit 
identifications 

   
5 50 5 2.78 

Connected 
speech 

Neither Not specified 2 40.00* 
100.00 

2 40.00* 
100.00 

Filled pauses Distracting Discomfort 1 20.00* 
100.00 

1 20.00* 
100.00 

Repetition Helpful Took notes 1 20.00* 
100.00 

1 20.00* 
100.00 

Overall Neither Not specified 1 20.00* 
100.00 

1 20.00* 
100.00 

Incorrect 
identifications 

   
4 40 6 3.33 

Filled pauses 
  

3 75.00* 5 83.33* 
Helpful 

 
3 100.00 5 100.00 

Important info 
coming 

1 33.33 3 60.00 

Relaxed 1 33.33 1 20.00 
Lower speech rate 1 33.33 1 20.00 

Repetition Distracting Interrupting 1 25.00* 
100.00 

1 16.67* 
100.00 

Note. PL: number of people; RF: number of references; Pf% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported identifying authentic features; Rf% (in bold): percentage of 

references regarding authentic features; PPf%: percentage of people who reported 

perceptions of authentic features; RPf%: percentage of references regarding perceptions 

of authentic features; P/Rf%*: percentage of people/references regarding each type of the 

explicit, incorrect, and implicit identification, which will be represented as %* in the 

texts below. 

 Audio-Visual Group Not Identifying Any Authentic Features. All ten participants 

had instances where they did not report that they heard or identified any specific 

authentic features that were actually in the spoken texts. They all (PPf%=100.00) had 
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instances in which they did not specify a reason for not hearing any authentic features 

explicitly (135 comments, RPf%=95.07). Some of their representative comments are:  

基本没有注意。I basically did not notice any. (Participant 72) 
 
没有注意到她这些现象。I did not notice these features. (Participants 
192) 
 
没有太在意，没有太注意到，对。I did not pay much attention, notice 
them. Yeah. (Participant 187) 
 
Three participants (PPf%=30.00) indicated that they did not fully understand or 

clearly hear the lectures so they could not hear any authentic features (5 comments, 

RPf%=3.52): 

对，她读的都听不太清了，注意不到这些东西。Yeah, I could barely 
hear her speech clearly, let alone notice these features. (Participant 146) 
 
也是感觉不大适应，感觉没怎么听清楚她在说什么。所以没注意这些

语音现象。I felt I was not very used to it as well. I felt I did not hear 
clearly what she said. Therefore, I did not pay attention to these authentic 
features. (Participant 148) 
 
是的，也没有怎么记笔记，因为好像也没有怎么听到东西，所以填充

词这些可能也没有怎么知道，真是的。No, I did not take notes either, 
because I did not really hear anything. Therefore, I did not really hear 
filled pauses and other features. (Participant 164) 
 
我想一下，应该没有，她读得太快了，呲溜就过去了。Let me take a 
look. I must have not noticed any of them. She spoke too fast, and the 
lecture just slipped away. (Participant 146) 
 
好像没有吧……可能是比较快，听不清楚她具体的单词是什么，有时

候没法理解。I probably did not notice anything…Perhaps it was because 
the speech rate was pretty high, and I could not hear clearly her individual 
words. Sometimes I could not understand the lecture. (Participant 148) 
 
One participant (PPf%=10.00) focused more on watching the video (1 comment, 

RPf%=0.70): 
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这个没有，因为原来是注重听，这回是注重看。注重看的话就不会太

注意她说的东西。No, I did not. Because before I mainly listened, but 
this time I mainly watched the video. Once I paid more attention to 
watching, I would not attend to what she said much. (Participant 146) 
 
One participant (PPf%=10.00) expressed that later on in the test, understanding 

the lecture was smoother, so the authentic features were no longer salient (1 comment, 

RPf%=0.70): 

没有，这回听了感觉挺流畅的，就开头的时候感觉会注意到这些细

节，越往后面走就越不会注意到。No. It was pretty smooth this time. 
Like, at the beginning, I felt I would pay attention to these details. The 
more it was delivered, the less I noticed them. (Participant 146) 
 

 Audio-Visual Group Explicitly Identifying Authentic Features. Among the seven 

participants who reported explicitly hearing authentic features, six (PPf%*=85.71) 

mentioned filled pauses (19 comments, RPf%*=70.37). Among these six participants, 

three of them (PPf%=50.00%) found filled pauses distracting (9 comments, RPf%=47.37) 

because the filled pauses attracted participants’ attention, were annoying, and interrupted 

their thoughts. As some of them commented:  

就一直重复的话，其实作为你本身来说的话，你说话的时候不会说，

不会一直就在一小段里说 ok ok ok，再说她这个是演讲，但是她就一

直在那里说我 ok ok ok。所以一直重复的话，你对那个词会印象特别

深，就导致感觉她说的那些东西都被那几个词给冲淡了一样。If there 
are a lot of repetitions…Actually, when you yourself…when you talk, you 
do not, well, keep saying “ok ok ok” in a short time. Moreover, she was 
giving a speech, but she kept saying “ok ok ok.” Therefore, if she kept 
repeating it, you would have a very strong impression on this word, which 
made other words that she said less memorable. (Participant 100) 
 
如果是当时在记笔记的话，可能是可以分一点心。If (I) took notes at 
the same time, I might be a little distracted. (Participant 142) 

 
这样听多感觉有点烦躁。Hearing it often annoyed me a little bit. 
(Participant 142) 
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就是它会打断思路，比如她一句话中间如果加了一个嗯，就感觉这两

句话接不上，就需要重新费力去接一下，这个思路就会越来越乱了。
They (the filled pauses) would interrupt my thinking. For instance, she 
said an “um” in the middle of a sentence, and I would feel that the two 
parts of this sentence did not connect well. Therefore, I had to try hard to 
reconnect them, and my thoughts would be more and more unclear and 
unorganized. (Participant 146) 
 
Five of the participants (PPf %=83.33) thought the filled pauses were neither 

distracting nor helpful (5 comments, RPf%=26.32), partially because they later got used 

to the filled pauses, or because they felt that the filled pauses were not very salient. Some 

did not specify their reasons. Their comments are as follows: 

有注意到她还是那个语癖，但是影响没有那么大。已经习惯了。I 
noticed her habitual filler, but it did not affect me much. I already got used 
to it. (Participant 142) 
 
她好像有嗯这样子……我觉得这没啥，她其实也没有停得很久，也没

有特别明显的。She seemed to have said something like “um”…I do not 
think it had any impact. Actually, she did not pause very long, and there 
was nothing very obvious. (Participant 165) 
 
好像她说了个 ok，但是影响不大。She probably said “ok,” but it did 
not influence me much. (Participant 146) 
 
她好像有一个嗯，好像听到一个这个……没有帮助，也没有干扰。
Perhaps she said an “um.” I might have heard it once…It was not helpful 
or distracting. (Participant 148) 
 
我听到她一直有讲连接词，就是 so……我感觉没有帮助，也没有影

响。I heard her keep saying a connecting word, which was “so”…I did 
not think it was either helpful or distracting. (Participant 164) 
 
Three of them (PPf %=50.00) considered filled pauses helpful (5 comments, 

RPf%=26.32) in giving the participants some extra time to process what they heard and 

signaling upcoming important information:  

就感觉她停了一下，会让我注意一下下一个，感觉就给我一下时间缓

冲。I just felt she paused a little bit here, which allowed me to pay 
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attention to the next, like, gave me some time to process the information. 
(Participant 148) 
 
可能最后一个她有那种稍微停顿一点的，就是嗯或者是啊，可能会给

我一些思考和总结她上面说的那种的时间。Maybe towards the end, 
she had that kind of short pause, like “um” or “uh”, which might have 
given me some time , well, to think about and summarize what she said 
before. (Participant 164) 
 
有，她那个嗯太大声了，极其明显……算有帮助，因为一般出现这种

词，其实是你给你一个时间停顿、休息一下。Yes. Her “um” was 
really loud and extremely obvious… It should be helpful, because 
typically these words, actually, give you some time to pause and relax a 
little bit. (Participant 165) 
 
其实就是感觉让人停一下，休息一下。In fact, it just made you pause a 
bit, relax a bit. (Participant 165) 

 
可能接下来她讲这个东西会比较重要一点，或者说接下来这一段是她

那种可能需要自己稍微在内心里面准备一下、思考一下的东西，你可

能就要认真记一下。Maybe what she was about to say next was quite 
important, or it was like, something you might need to prepare for or think 
about. You might want to take notes carefully. (Participant 165) 
 

 Connected speech was explicitly heard by four participants (PPf %*=57.14, 7 

comments, RPf%*=25.93). Mixed feelings were conveyed. Among these four 

participants, two (PPf %=50.00) did not think connected speech was distracting or 

helpful, but they did not specify their reasons (3 comments, RPf%=42.86): 

连读的话就像之前所提到的一样，可能她这就在就算 speaking 的同

时的话都有，但是重复这一段我没太留意。连读就没什么影响。In 
terms of connected speech, like what I just mentioned, maybe as long as 
she was like talking here, there would be connected speech. I did not 
really pay attention to repetitions here though. Connected speech just did 
not influence me much. (Participant 100) 
 
注意到她可能有个别的连读。这个没有，没有太大帮助。就是反正听

到了，但是也无所谓。I noticed that she might have some instances of 
connected speech. It did not, did not help me a lot. Just, anyway, I heard it, 
but it did not make a difference. (Participant 187) 
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这里可能注意到连读了。没有什么影响。I probably noticed connected 
speech here. It did not have a great impact. (Participant 187) 
 

  Two participants (PPf %=50.00) considered connected speech helpful (2 

comments, RPf%=28.57) because they were familiar with spoken language with this 

feature, which makes the listening passage coherent and natural: 

我是连读注意的比较多，连读这一块。因为她讲得快，她讲话一快，

我就会觉得她好像，这些会注意的比较多，但是一般来说听听力的时

候可能听大段听力习惯了，会把那些比如说像那种 well 感叹词我会

略掉。I paid more attention to connected speech, connected speech here. 
Because she talked very fast. When she spoke fast, I would feel that she 
seemed to, I would notice more connected speech. However, typically, I 
am probably used to listening to long speech, so I tend to ignore words 
like “well.” (Participant 165) 
 
有，就能让我听懂了，因为如果不知道那是连读的话，就感觉读音很

奇怪，遇到连读能让我了解她那个意思的。Yes, it just made me 
understand the lecture. Because, if I did not know it was connected 
speech, I would think the pronunciations were weird. Hearing connected 
speech allowed me to understand the meaning of what she said. 
(Participant 187) 
 
One participant (PPf %=25.00) commented twice (RPf%=28.57) that connected 

speech was distracting because it was difficult to segment words:  

好像都没有听到，可能有连读……有干扰，有些地方可能没有听清楚

她在讲什么。I probably did not notice any of them. There might be 
connected speech…It was distracting. I might not hear clearly what she 
was talking about sometimes. (Participant 148) 
 
可能有连读，没有听懂。There might be connected speech. (I) did not 
fully understand. (Participant 148) 
 

 Lastly, false starts were commented on by one participant (PPf %*=14.29) once 

(RPf%*=3.70), and it was distracting because it interrupted the participant’s thinking 

(PPf%=100.00, RPf%=100.00):  
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不太舒服，就是感觉如果是这种高强度精力去集中去听的话，如果有

反复改动的就打断思路。I was not comfortable with it. Like, I feel that 
if I intensively listen to this kind of lectures, if there are false starts, my 
thoughts will be interrupted. (Participant 146) 
 

 Audio-Visual Group Implicitly Identifying Authentic Features. Pertaining to 

implicit identifications, when the participants believed they heard some authentic features 

but were not certain or could not explicitly say what they were, two participants 

(PPf %*=40.00) expressed that they thought they heard connected speech, which did not 

have a strong impact on their listening (2 comments, RPf%*=40.00) (PPf%=100.00, 

RPf%=100.00): 

重复和连读我没太注意到，连读的话，我觉得三个视频都有，因为她

们就这种视频的话，她们的那个就演讲是本身她就是那个 native 
speaker 就是她作为本土的就当地的那些就演讲者的话能在发表视

频，我觉得她的那个连读还有填充词我不太注意，连读的话是肯定有

的，就三段视频都有。但是对我没什么影响。I did not really notice 
repetitions and connected speech. I think connected speech was in all three 
videos. Because, in this kind of videos, they, well, the speakers themselves 
are, well, native speakers. Like, she was domestic, like, the local speakers 
published the videos. I think I did not pay attention to her, well, connected 
speech and filled pauses. There was connected speech for sure, like, in all 
the three videos, but it did not influence me much. (Participant 100) 
 
这个我觉得好像这里面应该是有连读，那我没听出来，但是我觉得她

只要说的快，肯定有连读。相当于没什么帮助也没什么影响。对。
Here, I think there might be connected speech, but I did not explicitly hear 
it. However, I think there must be connected speech as long as she spoke 
fast. I’d say it was not helpful or distracting, yeah. (Participant 186) 
 
One participant (PPf %*=20.00) believed that they heard filled pauses (1 

comment, RPf%*=20.00), which were distracting and caused discomfort (PPf%=100.00, 

RPf%=100.00): 

好像有吧？有填充词？还是不太喜欢这个，感觉不管听不听得懂，上

英语课的话，我就不太喜欢老师经常加一个填充词，这样的话感觉很

不舒服。如果是中文老师讲课的话，就没有，但是如果是上英文课，
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感觉不太喜欢填充词，还有重复都不太喜欢，就喜欢跟读课本一样那

种感觉就挺好。There probably were some authentic features? There 
were filled pauses? I do not really like them. No matter whether I can 
understand, I do not like my teachers often saying fillers in English 
classes. Adding them makes me uncomfortable. If a Chinese teacher is 
teaching (Chinese), there will not be any (discomfort)...However, if it is an 
English class, I do not like filled pauses, or repetitions. I prefer it to be just 
like reading the textbooks. (Participant 146) 
 
One participant (PPf %*=20.00) believed that they heard repetitions (1 comment, 

RPf%*=20.00), and it was helpful in taking notes (PPf%=100.00, RPf%=100.00): 

稍微有感觉到，但是没有说感觉很把注意力放在这上面。算有帮助。

她后面重复的我前面其实没怎么听到，后面基本上就可以再记下来。
I sensed it slightly, but I did not, like, pay a lot of attention to it. I’d say it 
was helpful. I actually did not clearly hear what she said first, but when 
she said it again later, I could write it down. (Participant 165) 
 
One participant (PPf %*=20.00) believed that they heard some authentic features 

although they could not specify the type (1 comment, RPf%*=20.00). It did not have 

much of an impact with no specific reasons (PPf%=100.00, RPf%=100.00): 

差不多能听到，感觉不太熟悉也没什么影响。I could hear them more 
or less. I think I was not very familiar with them and they did not greatly 
affect me. (Participant 142) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Incorrectly Identifying Authentic Features. Regarding 

incorrect identifications, three participants (PPf %*=75.00) thought they heard filled 

pauses (5 comments, RPf%*=83.33), which were believed to be helpful in signaling 

upcoming important information, making the participant relaxed, and lowering the speech 

rate. However, these were instances of conjunctions or pronouns (PPf%=100.00, 

RPf%=100.00): 

有，就是她的停顿的那些词，像什么 but或者 and……有帮助，因为

我感觉停顿就代表说比较重要的话。Yes, just the words where she 
paused, like “but” or “and”…They was helpful because I felt these pauses 
indicated important sentences. (Participant 192) 
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还是那些词，有帮助，因为感觉她停顿了一些关键性的东西。Still 
those words. Helpful. Because I felt she paused at important information. 
(Participant 192) 
 
也是跟上一个回答一样的。但是第四个问题有注意到她的停顿，因为

这一段停顿挺多的。后面就可能比较重要。It is the same as my last 
answer. However, regarding the fourth question (the guiding question that 
I asked whether they heard any filled pauses), I noticed her pauses because 
she had quite a few pauses. The things said next probably would be pretty 
important. (Participant 192) 
 
有，她中间有 so或者是 and 这种连接……可能是有帮助的，因为这

一段之后举了很多的例子，她可能通过这种稍微平常一点的语气，就

不像是在叙述那种正经课题一样的语气，可以让我 get 到她的意思。

就是稍微比较轻松一点。Yes, she connected in the middle using “so” or 
“and”…Maybe it was helpful, because after this part, she gave a lot of 
examples. She probably utilized this kind of normal tone, rather than 
presenting a serious research topic. It made me get her point. Like, I was 
relatively relaxed. (Participant 146) 
 
可能注意到了。每当她出现这种连词的时候，像什么 which，其实它

出现之后，后面那一秒钟她的语速，她是有一个放慢的，再慢慢又回

到之前的语速。这个时候我就发现好像着重关注连词和连词前后的那

个词语，可能会对我后边听这个材料有一定的帮助。I perhaps noticed 
some. Every time when she said these connecting words, such as, well, 
“which,” actually after this word, her speech rate afterwards, she slowed 
down and then resumed the previous speech rate. Then, I found that 
paying attention to the conjunctions and the words before the 
conjunctions, well, might be helpful in listening to the later content. 
(Participant 72) 
 
One participant (PPf %*=25.00) also described hearing the authentic feature of 

repetitions. However, they were repetitions of the key words that contributed to the 

content of the texts. They indicated that it was distracting and interrupted their listening 

(1 comment, RPf%*=16.67) (PPf%=100.00, RPf%=100.00):  

我觉得她这儿的就是磕巴重复比较多，好像……我觉得如果就是她出

现了比较密集的这种的话，我觉得是有干扰的。如果一两次可能不太

明显……因为我觉得她密集的话，首先我听的时候，因为我知道会有

测试，所以我是比较认真的听她的内容，她如果重复的多了，我就总
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听同一句话，同一个词我就是好像思路就跟不上了，而且她后来就继

续说的话，跟前面这些重复没有太大联系，就是对我思路有一些影

响。I think she stuttered and repeated herself a lot, it seemed like…I think 
if she frequently repeated herself, I think it was distracting. If there was 
just one or two instances, it might not be that obvious…Because I think 
her repetitions, first off, when I was listening, I knew it was a test, so I was 
concentrated on her content. If she repeated too much, I constantly heard 
the same sentence and the same word, which like, interrupted my 
thoughts. Additionally, when she kept going and moved on to the next 
part, it was not really connected to these repetitions, which, well, affected 
my overall thinking. (Participant 186) 

Audio-Only Group 

As for the data gleaned from the audio-only participants, Table 4.16 summarizes 

the authentic features they identified. A total of 53 codes with 180 references were 

generated. The same four categories as those in the audio-visual group were generated. 

Overall, all of the participants (Pf%=100) reported instances where they did not pay any 

attention to authentic features that were actually in the spoken texts, in 114 comments 

(Rf%=63.33). A total of nine participants (Pf%=90) explicitly identified authentic 

features including filled pauses, connected speech, and false starts in 49 comments 

(Rf%=27.22). Four participants (Pf%=40) incorrectly identified authentic features that 

were not in the lectures, in 11 comments (Rf%=6.11). Three participants (Pf%=30) 

expressed that they believed they heard some authentic features but were not certain or 

could not explicitly express what they were, in six comments (Rf%=3.33). This category 

was coded again as “implicit identifications” to differentiate it from the explicit reports. 

Similar to the audio-visual group, none of the audio-only participants expressed that they 

heard more than one type of authentic features at one time. 
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Table 4.16 

Authentic Features Identified by the Audio-Only Participants 

Authentic Feature Perception PL Pf% 
Pf%* 
PPf% 

RF Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

Total   10 100 180 100 
None    10 100 114 63.33 

Not specified 10 100.00 101 88.60 
Did not fully 
understand 

3 30.00 7 6.14 

No need to notice 
authentic features 

1 10.00 2 1.75 

Too fast 1 10.00 2 1.75 
Focused more on 

processing meaning 
1 10.00 1 0.88 

Understood the 
lecture 

1 10.00 1 0.88 

Explicit 
identifications 

   9 90 49 27.22 
Filled Pauses   7 77.78* 34 69.39* 

Helpful  5 71.43 18 52.94 
Time to process 3 42.86 11 32.35 

Segmented idea units 1 14.29 3 8.82 
More concentrated 1 14.29 2 5.88 

Specific tones 1 14.29 1 2.94 
Time to take notes 1 14.29 1 2.94 

Neither Not specified 4 57.14 12 35.29 
Distracting  3 42.86 4 11.76 

Attached meaning 2 28.57 2 5.88 
Attention to the word 1 14.29 1 2.94 
Interrupted listening 1 14.29 1 2.94 

Connected 
speech 

  
4 44.44* 13 26.53* 

Distracting 
 

4 100.00 10 76.92 
Hard to identify 

words 
4 100.00 9 69.23 

Too fast 1 25.00 1 7.69 
Neither Not specified 3 75.00 3 23.08 

False starts Neither Not specified 1 11.11* 
100.00 

2 4.08* 
100.00 

Incorrect 
identification 

   4 40 11 6.11 
Repetition   4 100.00* 8 72.73* 

Helpful Confirmation 3 75.00 6 75.00 
Neither Not specified 1 25.00 2 25.00 

Filled pauses   1 25.00* 3 27.27* 
Helpful  1 100.00 3 100.00 

Lower speech rate 1 100.00 2 66.67 
Important information 

coming  
1 100.00 1 33.33 

 

 



 244 

Table 4.16, continued 

Authentic Features Perceptions PL Pf% 
Pf%* 
PPf% 

RF Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

Implicit 
identifications 

   3 30 6 3.33 
Overall   1 33.33* 4 66.67* 

Distracting  1 100.00 2 50.00 
Interfered with 

listening 
1 100.00 1 25.00 

Attached meaning 1 100.00 1 25.00 
Neither Not specified 1 100.00 2 50.00 

Connected 
speech 

Neither Not the key words 1 33.33* 
100.00 

1 16.67* 
100.00 

Filled pauses Neither Not specified 1 33.33* 
100.00 

1 16.67* 
100.00 

Note. PL: number of people; RF: number of references; Pf% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported identifying authentic features; Rf% (in bold): percentage of 

references regarding authentic features; PPf%: percentage of people who reported 

perceptions of authentic features; RPf%: percentage of references regarding perceptions 

of authentic features; P/Rf%*: percentage of people/references regarding each type of the 

explicit, incorrect, and implicit identification, which will be represented as %* in the 

texts below. 

Audio-Only Group Not Identifying Any Authentic Features. All ten participants 

had instances where they did not report that they heard or identified any specific 

authentic features that were actually in the spoken texts. All of them (PPf%=100.00) had 

instances where they did not specify reasons for not hearing any features (101 references, 

RPf%=88.60). As some of them commented:  

这小段我没有太注意。I did not really notice them in this part. 
(Participant 163) 
 
好像都没有注意到。Perhaps I did not notice any of them. (Participant 4) 
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Three participants (PPf %=30.00) indicated that they did not fully understand the 

lectures so they could not hear any authentic features (7 comments, RPf%=6.14). For 

example: 

没有，我连那个意思都没听懂，我注意不到。No. I did not understand, 
well, the meaning, let alone notice them. (Participant 28) 
 
感觉就是列举的语调，然后她前后的一些词汇没太听明白，但是要想

弄懂，我觉得应该是相似的内容，所以这些没注意到。I think it was 
like a tone of giving examples. And I did not fully understand some words 
before and after this part, but I wanted to figure them out. I felt the content 
must have been connected. Therefore, I did not notice these features. 
(Participant 55) 
 
One participant (PPf %=10.00) suggested that the lectures were authentic so there 

was no need to pay special attention to any authentic features (2 comments, RPf%=1.75): 

重复、连读、填充现象不是太注意，因为平常看电视或听广播的时

候，她们不都直接读下去，除非那种能力有限。I did not really pay 
attention to repetitions, connected speech, and filled pauses. Because 
normally, when I watch TV or listen to broadcasts, they (the speakers) just 
read it through, don’t they? Unless they (the listeners) have limited 
proficiency. (Participant 8) 
 
为啥要注意去听这些东西，我一直搞不懂，不就像人说话一样下去就

行了。I still cannot understand why I needed to pay attention to these 
things. Isn’t it just about talking like a person? (Participant 8) 
 
One participant (PPf %=10.00) suggested that the lectures were too fast for them 

to identify any authentic features (2 comments, PPf%=1.75): 

听的时候这个注意了不是很多，因为她可能说有点快，这也就没太注

意。I did not quite pay attention here. Because perhaps she talked too fast, 
I did not pay attention here. (Participant 183) 
 
做到后面这一块就没开始注意，因为像她念的确实太快，也没心思管

这些了。I did not really pay attention when I listened to this part. Because, 
well, she talked really fast, I was not interested in these features. 
(Participant 183) 
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One participant (PPf %=10.00) focused more on processing the lecture (1 

comment, RPf%=0.88): 

语音现象没太注意，光顾做题，光顾着听了。I did not pay attention to 
these features. I was only concentrated on answering the questions, on 
listening. (Participant 183) 
 
One participant (PPf %=10.00) expressed that later on, they could understand the 

lecture, so the authentic features were not paid attention to (1 comment, RPf%=0.88): 

老实说我后面都没有连读，像什么重复，像什么填充词，我都没有太

注意，直接就听下去了，因为如果听懂了的话就不会在意这些东西

了，我是这样。To be honest, I did not hear connected speech here, or 
like repetitions, like filled pauses. I did not pay attention to them and just 
directly listened to the lecture as it was playing. Because I am like, as long 
as I understand, I will not attend to these things. (Participant 8) 
 
Audio-Only Group Explicitly Identifying Authentic Features. Among the nine 

participants who explicitly reported hearing authentic features, seven (PPf %*=77.78) 

mentioned filled pauses (34 comments, RPf%*=69.39). Five of them (PPf %=71.43) 

considered filled pauses helpful (18 comments, RPf%=52.94) in (a) giving the 

participants some extra time to process what they heard; (b) segmenting idea units; (c) 

helping them concentrate; (d) indicating the speaker’s specific tone; and (e) providing 

them with time to take notes. Some of the representative comments include: 

我觉得填充词有帮助，因为她在那个时候停了一下下，对，一些填

充，她可能需要强调什么，至少就是她停了一下下了，我就能听到后

面的内容。I think the filled pauses were helpful. Because she paused a 
little bit then, yes, at some filled pauses. She probably wanted to stress 
something, and at least she paused a little bit. I could hear the content said 
next. (Participant 1) 
 
可能回想一下她前面在讲什么。I probably could recall what she said 
before. (Participant 163) 
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有帮助的，因为那个时候，或者 ok它都是表明一段意思重复完了，

虽然我也没……因为她没在那重复。我知道可能中间是她结束了一小

节意思或者是一段层次的感觉。It was helpful. Because at that time, or 
“ok,” it indicated that that part was repeated and was finished, even though 
I did not…because she did not repeat there. I knew maybe in the middle, 
like, she finished a section or a point. (Participant 55) 
 
我觉得她这里应该是这一段才开始，或者以前我也没注意到她有那种

说完一句话的时候会觉得喳了一下嘴那种感觉，以后觉得就像她的

so 一样的那个感觉，其实我是下一段开始那样。I think as for this part, 
she, here should be the start of this part. Or, before I did not notice that she 
smacked her lips loudly once she finished a sentence. Later I felt it was 
like her “so,” and in fact I, it should lead to the next part. (Participant 55) 
 
我觉得整篇文章听下来，她讲 ok，她会讲特别多，她一讲，好像我

的注意力又拉回来了那种。I think overall, she said “ok.” She said it a 
lot. Once she said it, it felt like my attention was like pulled back. 
(Participant 57) 
 
我觉得填充词有帮助，就是她可能表示一种什么样的语气，好像要有

那么一点点，我觉得是有一点帮助的。I think filled pauses were 
helpful, which, like, she probably wanted to show a certain tone. It felt 
like that. I think they were a little helpful. (Participant 1) 
 
帮助可能有一点，就是我记东西的时候，它可能会稍微有一点时间给

我记东西。It might be a little helpful. Well, when I wrote down notes, it 
gave me some time to take notes. (Participant 163) 
 
Four of them (PPf %=57.14) thought the filled pauses were neither distracting nor 

helpful (12 comments, RPf%=35.29),with no specific reasons given. For instance: 

我觉得填充词还好，不太有干扰。I think filled pauses were ok. They 
did not really distract me. (Participant 4) 
 
就是她的这个填充词，听到这个就是呃，就这个语气词……没有帮

助，也没有干扰。Like, her filled pause, I heard, well, the discourse filler 
“um”…It was not helpful or distracting. (Participant 50) 
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Three of them (PPf %=42.86) found filled pauses distracting (4 comments, 

RPf%=11.76) because they tried to attach meaning to the filled pauses and doing so 

interrupted their thoughts: 

我觉得有点干扰，我以为她在说什么单词，她在说那个语气词，我还

以为她就是有点卡壳那种感觉，我还以为她是不是在说啥？我就不知

道。就以为是单词的一部分。I think it was a little distracting. I thought 
she was saying some word. She was actually saying that discourse marker. 
I thought she got stuck there. I was wondering whether she was saying 
something. I was therefore unsure, and thought it was part of a word. 
(Participant 28) 
 
比如说那个，前面那个 um，我会想到底是 um 还是 an 还是会出现

understand，我就会想到底是什么，后面想想，好像它是句子最后的

词，应该就不会有那种冠词在前面……对，有一点点干扰，因为我会

想一下。For example, well, that “um”. I would think about whether it 
was “um” or “an,” or whether “understand” would come next. I would 
think about what it was on earth. Later on, I thought it was probably at the 
end of a sentence, so it should not be an article that appears in the 
front…Yes, it was a little distracting, because I would think about this. 
(Participant 57) 
 
这段注意到了她说的她停了的嗯那块，那里我觉得其实有点让我有点

跳了，让我觉得其实我觉得怎么说呢？好像思维就走了一下神这样。
In this section, I noticed she said, she paused and said “um.” I think 
actually, it made my thoughts slip a little bit. It made me think, in fact, 
well how to put it…like, I zoned out for a second. (Participant 55) 
 

 Connected speech was explicitly heard by four participants (PPf %*=44.44, 13 

comments, RPf%*=26.53). Mixed feelings again were expressed. Four participants 

(PPf %=100.00) commented that connected speech was distracting because it was 

difficult to segment words and it made the lectures too fast (10 comments, RPf%=76.92). 

For instance: 

会吧，因为我会回想一下她是连读的哪个词，跟我平常大概听的单词

有什么不一样，想一下……干扰。会想一下她到底在说什么单词。
Probably yes, because I would recall what words were connected together, 
and what difference there might be from the words I normally heard. (I) 
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just thought about this…Distracting. I would think about what words she 
really said. (Participant 7) 
 
因为像连读，有的时候它连读可能会听不太懂那里。因为有的时候我

就觉得她连读可能跟那些广播里面的连读比较像。Because like 
connected speech, sometimes I might not fully understand the part 
containing connected speech. Because sometimes, I think her connected 
speech was like the one in the broadcast. (Participant 8) 
 
感觉连读还是很多的，觉得好快呀，好像一下子就过去了。I think 
there were quite a few instances of connected speech. I thought it was so 
fast, and the spoken texts were just said and passed like that. (Participant 
57) 
 
Three (PPf %=75.00) did not think connected speech was distracting or helpful, 

but they did not specify their reasons (3 comments, RPf%=23.08):  

就注意到了，也没有什么特别的。I just noticed it. Nothing special. 
(Participant 7) 
 
有连读，但是没多大作用。There was connected speech, but it did not 
have a big impact. (Participant 8) 
 
觉得好像除了我能听懂的人说那个什么，culture，其他感觉就都是连

读。没什么影响。I feel that, perhaps except for the things I was able to 
understand, like, “culture,” the other parts all contained connected speech. 
It did not affect me much. (Participant 57) 

 
None of the participants considered connected speech helpful. 

 Lastly, false starts were commented on by one participant (PPf %*=11.11) twice 

(RPf%*=4.08%), and the participants reported they were neither distracting nor helpful 

(PPf%=100.00, RPf%=100.00): 

有注意到一个重复，好像说 edge，edge 好像说了两次还是什么，我

记不得了，好像说两次。然后我就觉得她好像是有卡壳，这种状态在

里面，不是重新读，不是读了一个什么我不知道的单词。这里边当时

也是有一点明白她是有这样现象存在的……我感觉没任何帮助，但是

没干扰到。I noticed a repetition. It was perhaps “edge.” “Edge” was said 
twice it seemed. I cannot remember clearly, but it might have been said 
twice. And then, I felt like she stuttered, that kind of status in the talk. She 
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did not restart the talk and say some word that I did not know. Here, at that 
time, I sort of realized that there was this kind of feature here…I do not 
think it was helpful, but it did not distract me either. (Participant 28) 
 
没有帮助也没有干扰，如果说第一次听那个卡壳，我不知道怎么回

事，但是我知道它有之后，我只是知道有这个现象了，也没有多想。
It was neither helpful or distracting. If it was the first time she got stuck, I 
did not know what that was. However, once I realized there were 
repetitions, I knew there was that feature, and so I did not think much. 
(Participant 28) 
 

 Audio-Only Group Incorrectly Identifying Authentic Features. Regarding 

incorrect identifications, four participants (PPf %*=100.00) incorrectly indicated that 

they had heard repetitions, but the repetitions were the key words related to the content 

rather than the authentic repetitions (8 comment, RPf %*=72.73). Three (PPf%=75.00) 

thought repetitions were helpful, particularly in confirming their understanding (6 

comments, RPf%=75.00). For instance: 

重复就是让我更确定了她讲了与 language 有关的文章……在上一段

的时候，我好像听到 international，这一段的时候我又听到了，我就

在想是不是讲关于什么国际之类的，经济、文化之间的交流。
Repetitions, well, made me understand for sure that her talk was about 
language…In the previous part, I perhaps heard “international.” In this 
part, I heard it again. I was, therefore, thinking that this lecture probably 
was about things like international, economic, and cultural interactions. 
(Participant 4) 
 
注意到她一直在重复那个，我记得是有三个词一直在重复，一个是

international，一个是 program，还有一个是 university，这三个就一直

在重复……我就在想应该是校园的某个活动或者是项目之类。I 
noticed that she kept repeating, well, I remember she kept repeating three 
words. One was “international,” one was “program,” and the other one 
was “university.” These three words were repeated constantly…I was just 
thinking that it should be a talk about some school activities or programs. 
(Participant 57) 
 
One participant (PPf %=25.00) mentioned how hearing such repetitions did not 

have much of an impact for no specific reasons (2 comments, RPf%=25.00): 
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比如说应该是第三个的时候反复出现了那个 education，还有第二个

的时候反复出现了 international，还有 cultural……cultural 这样子。没

什么影响。For example, it should be in this third lecture where 
“education” was repeated. And secondly, “international” was repeated. 
There was also something like “cultural…cultural.” It did not have much 
of an impact. (Participant 163) 
 
重复了那个 program，没有帮助也没有干扰。“Program” was repeated, 
which did not help or distract me. (Participant 163) 
 
One participant (PPf%*=25.00) thought they heard filled pauses (3 comments, 

RPf%*=27.27), which were believed to be helpful in signaling upcoming important 

information and slowing down the speech rate (PPf%=100.00, RPf%=100.00). However, 

these were instances of conjunctions: 

这些填充词都听到了。就像 but, and 后面就比较重要吧。I heard some 
filled pauses. Things after words like “but, and” were quite important I 
guess. (Participant 4) 
 
然后这些词，填充词是听到了，but 之类的。帮助就还是给我点时

间。And these words…I did hear filled pauses, like “but” or something 
like that. In terms of their help, they gave me some time. (Participant 4) 
 
注意到的，就是注意到一些填充词，比如说转折，however 那些之类

的……这些我觉得对我听力应该还是有些帮助的，就是和刚才理由一

样（有多一点时间）。Yes, I did. I noticed some filled pauses, such as 
some transitional words, words like “however”…I think these words were 
helpful for my listening just like what I mentioned before (giving me time 
to process). (Participant 4) 
 
Audio-Only Group Implicitly Identifying Authentic Features. Pertaining to 

implicit identifications, where the participants believed they heard some authentic 

features, but were not certain or could not explicitly report what they were, one 

participant (PPf%*=33.33) thought they heard some authentic features, although they 

could not specify the type (4 comment, RPf%*=66.67). They reported that half of the 

time the authentic features were distracting (2 comments, PPf %=50.00, RPf%=50.00) 
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because they interfered with the participant’s listening, and the participant had to make 

meaning of these authentic features: 

这些在做题的时候会注意到，但是会有干扰，因为要理解它这个语音

现象，她趁着说的那几个词是什么。When I was taking this test, I did 
notice them, but it was distracting, because I needed to understand this 
feature and what the words she said altogether meant. (Participant 183) 
 
干扰了……因为听这有这些语音的话，我可能要费尽心思可能听的时

候会比较费劲，而且因为要理解它们。It was distracting…Because if I 
listened, heard these features, I probably had to try very hard to think. 
Maybe it was difficult for me to listen, and particularly to understand 
them. (Participant 183) 
 

The other half of the time (2 comments, PPf%=50.00, RPf%=50.00), this participant 

reported that the authentic features did not have a major impact, for no specific reason: 

会注意到……没有特别干扰。I did notice them…They did not have 
particular distracting effects. (Participant 183) 
 
会有注意到，大部分能确认说出来，这些语音项目是有注意的。但是

没什么影响。I did notice some. Most of the time I could identify them 
for sure. I did pay attention to these features, but they did not affect me 
much. (Participant 183) 
 
One participant (PPf%*=33.33) believed they must have heard connected speech 

which did not have a strong impact on their listening because it was not the key words 

that were pronounced in a connected way (1 comments, RPf%*=16.67) (PPf%=100.00, 

RPf%=100.00): 

有连读，因为基本上都会有连读，像这种说话的东西，然后对我有没

有帮助的话，只要不是关键词都行，感觉无所谓。There was 
connected speech, because like this kind of talk, basically there will be 
connected speech. And then, in terms of whether it was helpful or not, it 
did not really matter as long as they were not key words. (Participant 8) 
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One participant (PPf%*=33.33) thought they must have heard filled pauses (1 

comment, RPf%*=16.67), which was not distracting nor helpful without identifying 

specific reasons (PPf%=100.00, RPf%=100.00): 

填充词好像是有……我觉得还没有什么帮助，也没有什么干扰。
There probably were filled pauses… I still think they were neither helpful 
nor distracting. (Participant 4) 

Comparing the Two Groups’ Identification of Authentic Features 

Overall, the participants from both groups demonstrated different levels of 

identification of and attention to the authentic features. In addition, as shown in Table 

4.17, in the audio-visual condition, the participants explicitly reported fewer instances of 

hearing authentic features than participants in the audio-only condition. Specifically, the 

audio-visual participants explicitly reported slightly fewer instances of hearing connected 

speech, which could be helpful or distracting in relatively equal proportions. In contrast, 

for the audio-only participants, connected speech was largely considered distracting. 

However, it was never reported as being helpful. The major facilitative effect of 

connected speech for the audio-visual group was that the participants were familiar with 

spoken texts with such features, which made the speech more coherent. Both groups 

thought connected speech could be distracting and it made it difficult for them to segment 

and identify words. The audio-only group also commented that connected speech 

increased the overall speech rate.  

The audio-visual participants also explicitly reported fewer instances of 

identifying filled pauses than the audio-only group and generally found filled pauses 

slightly more distracting than helpful or not influential. In contrast, the audio-only 

participants considered filled pauses more helpful than distracting. Both groups believed 
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filled pauses were helpful in giving them time to process the information. In particular, 

the audio-visual group was more likely to consider filled pauses as signals of important 

information coming next. Filled pauses contributed to the audio-only participants in 

making them stay concentrated, segmenting idea units, indicating specific tones, and 

giving them time to take notes. Nevertheless, filled pauses could distract the participants’ 

attention and interfere with their listening. In particular, the audio-only participants may 

attach semantic meaning to the fillers, which confused them greatly. 

Repetitions were not very prevalent in the lectures. As a result, the participants in 

the two groups did not explicitly report hearing them. The differences in the explicit 

identifications of false starts, the implicit identifications, and the incorrect identifications 

were minimal. These features might interrupt the participants’ listening and thinking, but 

they might also help lower the speech rate, signal important information coming next, 

and make the participants stay relaxed.  

Table 4.17 

Participants’ Perceptions of the Identified Authentic Features 

Authentic Feature Perception Audio-visual condition Audio-only condition 
Number 

of 
references 

Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

Number 
of 

references 

Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

Total   180  180  
Explicit Total  27 15.00 49 27.22 

Connected 
speech 

Total 7 25.93* 13 26.53* 
Helpful 2 28.57 0 0 

Distracting 2 28.57 10 76.92 
Neither 3 42.86 3 23.08 

Filled 
pauses 

Total 19 70.37* 34 69.39* 
Helpful 5 26.32 18 52.94 

Distracting 9 47.37 4 11.76 
Neither 5 26.32 12 35.29 

False 
starts 

Total 1 3.70* 2 4.08* 
Helpful 0 0 0 0 

Distracting 1 100.00 0 0 
Neither 0 0 2 100.00 
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Table 4.17, continued 

 Audio-visual condition Audio-only condition 
Number 

of 
references 

Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

Number 
of 

references 

Rf% 
Rf%* 
RPf% 

Implicit Total 5 2.78 6 3.33 
Helpful 1 20.00 0 0 

Distracting 1 20.00 2 33.33 
Neither 3 60.00 4 66.67 

Incorrect Total 6 3.33 11 6.11 
Helpful 5 83.33 9 81.82 

Distracting 1 16.67 0 0 
Neither 0 0 2 18.18 

None Total 142 78.89 114 63.33 
Note. Rf% (in bold): percentage of references regarding authentic features; RPf%: 

percentage of references regarding perceptions of authentic features; Rf%*: percentage of 

references regarding each type of the explicit identification. 

Theme 4: Question-Answering Methods of the Audio-Visual Participants Compared to 

Those of the Audio-Only Participants  

 For this section, the question-answering methods mainly refer to the sources of 

information that the participants relied on to choose their answers to the comprehension 

questions (Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2005, 2007; Li, 2013a). Based on the insights gained 

from numerous studies (e.g., Cohen, 2014; Suvorov, 2018b, Wu, 1998), the sources of 

information were further broken down into two categories. The first category includes 

linguistic sources of information that are related to the participants’ understanding of the 

lectures, such as recalling the audio input, selecting the answer based on their overall 

understanding, and recalling the visual information to confirm understanding. The second 

category is a collection of test-wiseness strategies that the participants utilized when they 

did not have a complete understanding of the listening passages (Suvorov, 2018b). The 

test-wiseness strategies that emerged in the current study include, for instance, guessing, 
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matching answer options with words heard without understanding the content of input, 

and choosing an answer using test-takers’ personal experience. It is important to note that 

in the current study, each participant may have resorted to multiple sources of 

information to answer each question.  

Audio-Visual Group 

The audio-visual participants reported using 15 different sources of information to 

answer the comprehension questions, as summarized in Table 4.18. A total of 50 codes 

with 304 references were generated. All ten participants suggested times when they 

utilized their linguistic sources of information to answer the comprehension questions 

(and did not use test-wiseness strategies). Five types were generated and included: (a) 

recalling the content of the lectures that only involve the auditory input (10 participants, 

Ps%=100, 106 comments, Rs%=34.87); (b) using notes (10 participants, Ps%=100, 68 

comments, Rs%=22.37); (c) inferring based on an overall understanding without 

explicitly recalling the specific content (8 participants, Ps%=80, 30 comments, 

Rs%=9.87); (d) recalling visuals (3 participants, Ps%=30, 4 comments, Rs%=1.32); and 

(e) recalling both auditory content and overall visuals (1 participant, Ps%=10, 1 

comment, Rs%=0.33).  
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Table 4.18 

Question-Answering Methods of the Audio-Visual Participants 

Method Perception PL Ps% 
Ps%* 
PPs% 

RF Rs% 
Rs%* 
RPs% 

Total 
  

10 
 

304 
 

Recalled content 
  

10 100 106 34.87 
Helpful 

 
10 100.00 90 84.91 

Holistic 
understanding 

9 90.00 32 30.19 

Related 
information 

7 70.00 21 19.81 

Narrowed down 
options 

6 60.00 12 11.32 

Elicited an 
impression 

6 60.00 9 8.49 

Key words 7 70.00 8 7.55 
Located 

information 
2 20.00 2 1.89 

Not specified 2 20.00 2 1.89 
With notes 1 10.00 2 1.89 

Built confidence 1 10.00 2 1.89 
Neither 

 
5 50.00 15 14.15 

Nothing useful 
recalled 

4 40.00 11 10.38 

Did not 
understand the 

lectures 

1 10.00 2 1.89 

Heard all the 
options 

1 10.00 1 0.94 

Implicit 
questions 

1 10.00 1 0.94 

Distracting Interfered with 
thinking because 

nothing was 
recalled 

1 10.00 1 0.94 

Notes 
  

10 100 68 22.37 
Helpful 

 
10 100.00 44 64.71 

Key information 
noted 

8 80.00 29 42.65 

Inferred from the 
notes 

4 50.00 5 7.35 

Better 
understanding 

4 40.00 5 7.35 

Impression 
without looking 

at the notes 

3 30.00 5 7.35 

Neither Notes were not 
useful to answer 

questions 

7 70.00 24 35.29 
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Table 4.18 continued 

Method Perception PL Ps% 
Ps%* 
PPs% 

RF Rs% 
Rs%* 
RPs% 

Chose based on an overall 
understanding 

Helpful Holistic 
understanding  

8 80 
100.00 

30 9.87 
100.00 

Recalling 
visuals 

   
3 30 4 1.32 

Overall 
  

2 66.67* 3 75.00* 
Helpful The overall 

atmosphere 
1 50.00 2 66.67 

Neither Just to confirm 
whether heard 

anything related 

1 50.00 1 33.33 

Facial 
expressions 

Helpful Inferred purpose 1 33.33* 
100.00 

1 25.00* 
100.00 

Recalling both content and 
overall visuals 

Helpful Key information 
recalled 

1 10 
100.00 

1 0.33 
100.00 

Test-
wiseness 
strategies 

   
10 100 95 31.25 

Guessed 
  

10 100.00 33 34.74 
Inferred from 

real-world 
situations 

  
8 100.00 24 25.26 

Inferred from 
the question 

  
6 80.00 15 15.79 

Background 
knowledge and 
common sense 

  
5 60.00 7 7.37 

Inferred from 
other questions 

  
3 60.00 6 6.32 

Could not 
choose the 

same options 
for too many 

times 

  
1 30.00 5 5.26 

Sequence of 
questions 

  
2 10.00 2 2.11 

Treated as 
reading 

questions 

  
1 30.00 1 1.05 

Chose certain 
option 

  
1 10.00 1 1.05 

Tone of 
questions 

  
1 10.00 1 1.05 

Note. PL: number of people; RF: number of references; Ps% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported using sources of information; Rs% (in bold): percentage of 

references regarding sources of information; PPs%: percentage of people who reported 

perceptions of sources of information; RAs%: percentage of references regarding 
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perceptions of sources of information; P/RAs%*: percentage of people/references 

regarding the use of each type of visual recall, which will be represented as %* below. 

All ten participants also reported instances where they utilized test-wiseness 

strategies when they did not fully understand the aural text (Ps%=100, 95 references, 

Rs%=31.25), and a total of 10 such strategies emerged: (a) guessing; (b) inferring from 

real-world situations; (c) reading and inferring from the question itself; (d) using 

background knowledge and common sense; (e) inferring from other questions; (f) 

avoiding choosing the same options for too many times; (g) choosing an option based on 

the sequence of questions; (h) utilizing reading comprehension skills; (i) choosing certain 

options when they did not know the answer (typically option A or C); and (j) choosing 

based on the tone of the questions.  

Since this study focuses on test-takers’ comprehension of the spoken text using 

their linguistic resources, their use of these sources of information will be reported in 

detail in the following section. The participants’ use of test-wiseness strategies is reported 

in table 4.19, but since they are not the focus of this study, they will not be analyzed in 

detail. 
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Table 4.19 

Audio-Visual Participants’ Selected Quotes for Test-Wiseness Strategies  

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
Guessed 这一题的话就完全是猜

的，我没太注意到她说她

所说的到底是几年，就这

一题筛选上的话是完全猜

出来的。我没留意到。
(Participant 100) 

I completely took a guess 
for this question. I did not 
pay much attention to the 

exact year she said. To 
choose the answer for this 

question, I completely 
guessed. I did not pay 

attention. 

19 题我好像是没有听

到，我乱选了一个。

(Participant 148) 
 

It seemed that I did not 
hear anything related to 

question 19 (which is item 
11). I guessed the answer 

randomly. 

Inferred 
from real-

world 
situations 

对，因为我觉得就从我自

身实际出发的话，就 A
选项，我觉得不大可能，

就 CD 其实也不大可能，

我就选了 B。(Participant 
100) 

Yeah. Because if it 
happened to me, well, 
option A would be less 

probable. Options C and D 
were not likely either, so I 

chose B. 

依据就是我觉得 C 和 D
放到实际中它的研究时间

有点短，然后我就在 A、

B 里面蒙了一个。
(Participant 164) 

My rationale was that 
options C and D seemed 
too short in real-world 

situations. Then, I 
randomly picked one from 

options A and B. 

Inferred 
from the 
question 

19 题回忆了内容，但是

发现想不出来什么东西，

自己根据这道题推了一

下。(Participant 192) 
 

For question 19, I tried to 
recall the content, but I 

could not remember 
anything. I inferred from 

this question alone. 

这个我当时看了一下四个

选项，这个也是刚刚没有

听到，没有回忆文章，全

靠光看这个题，它的大概

意思就是引入了个什么东

西，然后看一下这个东西

对这个项目的重要性，我

觉得就直接选 B 了，这个

东西很重要。(Participant 
146) 

Regarding this question, I 
read the four options, and I 
did not heard them. I did 

not recall the lecture, and I 
merely read this question. 
The question was mainly 

about introducing 
something, and then 

evaluating the importance 
of the program. I directly 
chose B, because it was 

important. 
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Table 4.19, continued 

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
Background 
knowledge 

and 
common 

sense 

这个其实我当时也没怎么

注意到，但是感觉根据自

己的常识的话是 C 比较合

适。 (Participant 142) 

Actually, I did not really 
pay attention to this part 
when I was listening, but 

based on my common 
sense, C should be quite 

proper. 

这儿的话我觉得不用看

（笔记），因为这 4 个选

项中我感觉跟视频关系不

大，它是关于一种常识

的，我就没咋看。
(Participant 186) 

I do not think I needed to 
look (at my notes), because 
I felt that none of the four 

options were closely 
related to the video. The 

question was about a kind 
of common sense, so I did 

not check my notes. 
Inferred 

from other 
questions 

这个我是根据她前一道题

的时候，我看了一下上一

道题是 world 
knowledge，所以说是感

觉可能国际上要做得更好

一些，但实际上我自己没

有听到。(Participant 142) 

To answer this question, I 
based on the previous 

question. I saw that the 
previous question had 

“world knowledge,” so I 
felt it was probably more 
about international issues. 
However, I did not clearly 

hear it. 

18 题，我当时我看了 18
题之后，我中间好像有一

个返回去看了一下上面的

一个步骤，觉得好像前后

几个题她们好像有一个什

么连接似的，感觉好像可

以通过这个连接，然后把

这个正确答案推出来，当

时有这种感觉。
(Participant 72) 

In terms of question 18, 
after I read it, it seemed 
that I looked back at the 

questions above it. I felt the 
previous questions were 
somehow related to this 

one. It seemed that I could 
infer the answer to this 

question according to the 
connection. I had this kind 

of feeling at that time. 
Could not 
choose the 

same 
options for 
too many 

times 

那到时候想了半天，我应

该是觉得可能应该她不可

能一直都选 D。虽然我连

着好几个选 D，从概率上

来说我应该是有中一个的

概念。那我当时想算了，

还是换一个选项，换一个

选择。对。(Participant 
72) 

I thought for a while. I was 
thinking that it was 

impossible to have a few 
Ds continuously as the 

correct answers. Although I 
chose a series of Ds, based 
on probability, I should be 

able to choose one 
correctly. Then, I was 

thinking that, it was ok. I  

就感觉当时自己选了好几

个 D，就是连着两三个选

的 D。所以不能再选 D
了。(Participant 72) 

 

I felt I had chosen a few Ds 
continuously, like for two 

to three questions, so I 
could not choose another 

D. 
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Table 4.19, continued 

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
  had better change an option 

and choose another option. 
Yeah. 

  

Sequence 
of questions 

这个虽然我刚开始没太听

懂，但是感觉根据平时做

题的经验，她在开头提出

一些东西，通常是为了引

出话题。(Participant 142) 

For this question, although I 
did not fully understand the 

beginning of the lecture, 
based on my experience in 
answering comprehension 

questions, the things 
mentioned at the beginning 
typically had a function to 

introduce the topic. 

因为我觉得它出在第一

个题，应该是靠近前面

一点的内容，我不知道

在哪提到这个。我觉得

这是第一个题目，应该

是前面一点的内容，是

一个引导的东西。
(Participant 146) 

Because I felt this was the 
first question, it should be 
related to the content that 
was presented early. I did 

not know where she 
mentioned this. I felt this 

was the first question, so it 
should be about things that 
were talked about early. It 
should guide the content 

presented later.  
Treated as 

reading 
questions 

其实我之前做过的练习就

高中，初中做过的练习，

就那种阅读短文的话，它

前面其实短文就是演讲者

要先准备演讲稿，其实高

中和初中所做的一些短文

的话，其实就和这个差不

多，题目设计的也差不

多，它都会问你说她介绍

这种东西的目的是什么？

我就根据这个我选了 A。
(Participant 100) 

Actually, when I practiced in, 
like, middle school and high 

school, when I practiced 
reading, for short passages, 
well, the speakers needed to 
prepare for the speech scripts 
first. It was similar to, like, 
some short passages in my 

middle school and high 
school. The questions raised 

were similar as well. You 
would be asked about the 

purpose of introducing this 
kind of thing. Based on this, I 

chose A. 

N/A N/A 
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Table 4.19, continued 

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
Chose 
certain 
options 

我感觉高中做题好像都是

偏向于 A 的这种，然后

我就选了 A。(Participant 
148) 

I feel that A was a more 
probable option in my high 

school practice, and so I 
chose A. 

N/A N/A 

Tone of 
questions 

这个题当时我是在 A 和 D
之间纠结，一个是小孩她

征了很多兵，可能她们很

多亲人去打仗了，可能受

不了好的教育，但是我想

一下这个太残忍了。这种

讲座一般来说不会设计这

么惨的事，最后就换了一

个。 (Participant 72) 

For this question (30), I 
was contemplating between 
options A and D. One said 

because a lot of people 
were recruited, perhaps a 

lot of the children’s 
relatives were at the war. 
These children probably 

did not receive good 
education. On the other 

hand, I thought it was too 
brutal. Lectures like this 

typically would not cover 
things this brutal. 

Eventually, I did not 
choose this option. 

N/A N/A 
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Audio-Visual Group Recalling the Content of the Lectures. Pertaining to resorting 

to the auditory content of the lecture (rather than visuals), all of the participants 

(PPs%=100.00) considered it helpful in 90 comments (RPs%=84.91), because doing so 

helped them (a) retrieve their holistic understanding of the lectures, (b) recall related 

information, (c) narrow down options, (d) elicit an impression of the lecture details, (e) 

recall specific key words, (f) locate information, (g) select answers with their notes, (h) 

build confidence, and (i) for some other non-specified reasons. Some representative 

comments are as follows:  

在回忆讲的内容，她说的什么……有帮助，因为本来笔记没有记多

少，但是当时想的时候，就感觉大致能了解她想说的是什么意思，所

以就有帮助。I was recalling the content of the lecture, what she said…It 
was helpful, because I did not write many notes. However, when I was 
thinking (about the content), I was able to understand generally what she 
meant. Therefore, it was helpful. (Participant 192) 
 
对，回忆讲座的内容也算，因为它涉及到的那小段意思，你把它翻译

过来的话就大概可以知道，但是我也不知道最后答案对不对。Yeah, 
it should be recalling the content of the lecture as well, because you should 
be able to know it as long as you translate the section related to the 
question. I did not know whether the answer was correct though. 
(Participant 100) 

 
对，是。这个我感觉不是创造性的想法和世界知识，我刚刚不是说她

们在一起感觉就跟跟社交有关的都可以选，跟合作社交有关的，都可

以选，然后就选择 D，也是回忆了一下视频内容，回忆了一下刚刚大

概说了点什么。Yeah, that is right. I did not think creative thinking or 
world knowledge was the correct answers to this question. Like I just said, 
I thought they (the researchers mentioned in the lecture) came together, 
and the options related to socializing with each other should be the correct 
ones…related to socializing, could be selected. Therefore, I chose D. I 
also recalled the content of the video, and recalled what was said in 
general. (Participant 146) 

 
然后 C、D 是根据她演讲的内容排除掉了，所以就选了 A……算（回

忆讲座内容）。把 C 和 D 选项排除掉。Then, I ruled out options C and 
D based on the content of her speech. Therefore, I chose A…Yeah, I did 
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(recall the content of the lecture), to rule out options C and D. (Participant 
164) 
 
因为我看其它有的选项，她可能没有说到。我就先排除了。所以回忆

这个内容是有，这边是有（帮助）的。Because I saw that she probably 
did not mention some of the other options, so I ruled them out first. 
Therefore, recalling the content was, was (helpful) here. (Participant 187) 
 
十八题，有想一下。因为其实我刚开始没听懂本地学生之类的，你知

道吧？因为我们平时也不用这个词，但是我听到 international student
我就知道应该是这个。我这个时候其实是在想，她到底是一组的还是

一对一的？但是我有记一个，就是我看到笔记了，有记一个 one on 
one，然后我就选了……回忆了内容，没有怎么想她的画面……有

（帮助），当然有。For question number 18, I did recall it. Because 
actually, I did not understand things like domestic students, you know? 
Because we do not use this word normally. But I realized it was it when I 
heard “international student.” I was actually thinking about whether they 
were doing group or one-on-one program. Nevertheless, I noted, well, I 
saw in my notes there was “one on one.” Then, I chose the answer…I 
recalled the content rather than the images…Helpful. Of course, it was 
helpful. (Participant 165) 
 
应该算是回忆视频，我只听到了这个关键词后面跟了这一句话，然后

就把它选上了。It should be recalling the video. I only heard this 
sentence following the key word, so I chose this option. (Participant 164) 
 

回忆视频，我有稍微想一下，她好像有一段是讲 accent 什么之类

的……我就想到她那个时候的声音了……感觉稍微有一点（帮助）。

就是能想起来那么一点。In terms of recalling the video, I did briefly 
recall it. She might have talked about accent and stuff like that at one 
point…I just recalled her voice…I felt it was a little (helpful). I could just 
recall some information. (Participant 165) 
 
她好像在最后结尾的时候也是回忆视频，她到最后结尾的时候好像提

到了，对于语言的自然应用，就是应用的比较自如可以减轻语言的使

用难度，还是焦虑程度什么的。然后我就选择 C。She seemed to, 
towards the end of the video, I also recalled the video. Towards the end, 
she seemed to mention the automatic use of language. Like, if you used it 
automatically, the difficulty or like anxiety level of using the language 
would decrease. Then, I decided to choose C. (Participant 146) 
 
这个好像她也是举了一个例子，我是理解了她的意思就可以选了……
就是关于她讲西班牙语的这一段吧，就是她讲的那一段有想……她的
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内容。She seemed to give an example here as well. I was able to choose 
the answer because I understood her ideas…I recalled the part in which 
she talked about Spanish I think, well, just the part she talked about…the 
content of what she said. (Participant 148) 

 
17 题就是在回忆视频内容，看了看我自己记的一些笔记，我就觉得

它跟 A 选项比较靠近、接近……有帮助，再结合一下笔记记的一些

词，大体推断出来它在讲一个什么东西。For question 17, I was 
recalling the content of the video. I took a look at some of my notes, and I 
thought A was more close to it…It was helpful. By recalling together with 
using my notes, I could generally infer what the lecture was about. 
(Participant 192) 
 

有，18 题的时候有回忆视频的内容。我当时是也有看笔记，我没

记……（回忆讲座内容）应该有（帮助）。主要的就是建立信心，建

立自己继续做下去的这个信心。I did, for question 18, I did recall the 
content of the video. I also looked at my notes, but I did not write anything 
down here…(recalling the content) should be (helpful). It mainly built my 
confidence, build my confidence in continue answering the 
comprehension questions. (Participant 72) 
 
Five of the participants (PPs%=50.00) also reported instances where recalling 

content was neither helpful nor distracting (15 references, RPs%=14.15). The reasons 

included (a) they recalled nothing useful in answering the questions, (b) did not fully 

understand the lectures, (c) heard all of the options and therefore could not decide which 

option to select, or (d) they had to answer implicit questions whose answers were not 

directly and explicitly given in the lectures. Some representative comments are listed 

below: 

有试着回忆视频，有试着回忆内容，因为我听到老师讲了这个名字，

但是我不太记得这个名字之后跟的内容……算没有帮助。I did try to 
recall the video. I did try to recall the content. Because I heard the 
professor say this name, but I could not remember what was talked about 
afterwards…It was not helpful then. (Participant 164) 
 
这个其实我想回忆讲座，但是回忆不起来了，而且笔记上没记，然后

我就不知道该咋选。所以两个都没什么帮助或者干扰。I actually tried 
to recall the lecture, but I was not able to remember anything. I did not 
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take notes here either. I did not know what to choose. Neither of the two 
methods were helpful or distracting. (Participant 186) 
 
这个回忆了视频内容，但是感觉没有什么太大帮助，因为讲的那段没

听懂。I recalled the content of the video, but it was not very helpful 
because I did not fully understand this part. (Participant 192) 
 
我感觉没啥帮助，因为我感觉确实都听到过，但是不能帮助我选择这

道题。I felt it was not very helpful, because I think I indeed heard all of 
the options, but it could not help me decide which option to choose. 
(Participant 187) 
 
16 题我想看一下笔记和视频的内容，我觉得她不是在视频中明确提

到，所以我觉得这是个推论题。我是根据自己的想法和经验。其实回

忆视频也有一点内容，它内容只是说 if you want to learn，所以回忆

视频其实没什么帮助，也没干扰到我。For question 16, I wanted to 
take a look at the notes and the content of the video. I did not think she 
explicitly mentioned it in the video, so I thought it was an implicit 
question asking me to make inferences. I answered the question based on 
my own thoughts and experience. Actually, I also recalled some 
information mentioned in the video, but the content I recalled was only 
about “if you want to learn.” Thus, recalling the content was not very 
helpful. It did not distract me either. (Participant 186) 
 
One participant (PPs%=10.00) commented once (RPs%=0.94) that recalling 

content was distracting because they could not recall anything, and the recall interfered 

with their thinking process: 

有回忆（讲座内容），我就在使劲想，当时有没有听到过和这个有关

的时间方面的词，不管是年月日，我觉得只要我能想起其中任何一

个，我就听这个词了，我就选这个词了，实际上我一个都没回忆起，

所以我就选了那个，我自己都不认识那个词……当时来看是有干扰

的，当时就感觉自己思维各方面完全都被搅乱掉了。I did recall (the 
content of the lecture). I was trying really hard to recall whether I heard 
any words related to time, regardless of being a year, month, or date. I 
thought as long as I recalled any one of them, it meant I heard that word, 
and I could choose the option with the word. In fact, I did not recall any of 
them. Therefore, I chose that, the word that I did not even know…At that 
point, it was distracting. I felt my thinking was interfered and interrupted. 
(Participant 72) 
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Audio-Visual Group Utilizing Notes. All of the ten participants who utilized notes 

to complete the test (PPs%=100.00) reported that this was helpful (44 references, 

RPs%=64.71) because (a) their notes contained key information; (b) they could infer the 

answers from their notes; (c) the notes helped them form a better understanding of the 

lectures to answer the question; and (d) they had an impression on what they wrote in 

their notes, based on which they could answer the questions without looking at the notes. 

For instance: 

这一点的话我笔记上记得的话是 speaking，我就根据笔记上所写的，

就选了 C 应该没有太多的犹豫。I wrote down, well, “speaking” here. I 
just chose C without hesitations according to my notes. (Participant 100) 

 
这个题是看了我的笔记，笔记也正好记到了，记笔记对我有帮助的，

因为我记到了一个 World War II，虽然我没有直接记到，她说就是这

个题它表达的意思，但是我记到了一个妇女去了工厂。I took a look 
at my notes when I was answering this question. I just happened to have 
taken notes about it. Taking notes was helpful, because I only wrote down 
“World War II.” Although I did not directly write down the answer, she 
said, well, based on the idea of this question, I wrote down women went to 
the factories. (Participants 192) 
 
这个是看了笔记，因为有三个，但是其实中间那个我没有怎么听清楚

是什么东西，所以我是知道有三个东西，第一个只听到那个什么

communication 还是什么，第三个只是听到了一个什么 test，我只知

道跟这个有关，我其实这边很乱，我知道第一和第二个的内容，但是

我不知道它们两个哪个是哪个，我在这边就是在想到底哪个是哪

个……（笔记）有（帮助），大概知道它到底哪一部分，我其实是看

到这里才知道哪一部分是对应哪一部分。I looked at my notes. Because 
there were three main points. Actually, I did not clearly understand the 
second one, but I knew there were three points. In terms of the first one, I 
heard, like, “communication” or something like that. For the third one, I 
only heard something like “test.” I only knew that it was related to a test. I 
was actually a little confused. I knew about the content of the first two 
points, but I did not know how to match it to the two key points. I was just 
thinking about which point was associated with which content…(My 
notes) were (helpful). I was able to know which part, I actually just 
figured out which content matched which point. (Participant 165) 
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这个也是她后面有讲，其实我有记，关于第三点的时候，她们感觉一

直被测试，她又举了一个例子……我好像已经记得笔记是什么，好像

也不需要看。Similarly, she talked about this later, and I actually took 
some notes. Regarding the third point, it seemed that they were constantly 
tested. She also gave an example…It looked like I remember what I wrote 
down, so perhaps I did not need to look at my notes. (Participant 148) 
 
Seven of the participants (PPs%=70.00) also commented that using notes was 

neither helpful nor distracting (24 references, RPs%=35.29) because their notes were not 

useful in answering the questions. For example: 

我想在笔记上找一下，看我有没有记到这些，然后发现好像没有记

到……算没有帮助。I wanted to look into my notes and find out whether 
I noted anything related down. It seemed that I did not write anything 
down…It should not be helpful. (Participant 164) 
 
我看看，15 题这个也是，因为 15 题我虽然当时没做笔记，但是那一

段因为我觉得不重要为什么考出来。那一段我正在看视频，我只听到

她说了一个 automatically, 就是 B 的最后一个词，所以我就感觉这一

题应该只能选这个。当时我也在找那个笔记，结果没找着。就没什么

帮助。Let me see. It was similar in terms of question 15. Because for 
question 15, although I did not take notes, I thought that part was not 
important, but why was it tested? I was watching the video during that 
part, and I just heard her saying “automatically,” which is the last word of 
option B. Therefore, I thought I could only choose this option. I was also 
looking through my notes, but I did not find anything useful. Therefore, it 
was not helpful. (Participant 186) 

 
Audio-Visual Group Choosing Answers Based on An Overall 

Understanding. Eight participants reported that they chose their answers based on 

their overall understanding of the lectures without explicitly recalling any 

auditory and visual information (PPs%=100.00, 30 comments, RPs%=100.00). As 

some of them commented:  

因为她一直在说，我是记得反正它是，但是我那一段，其实我没有很

清楚的记得它到底讲的是什么东西，我只是记得它好像是有一段，大

概意思就是说，你如果天生就会这种语言，你很快就可以把它讲出

来，但是如果你是后天学习的，相对来说你就会有一个过程，会比较
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慢一些，反正就是要比别人多绕几个弯这种感觉……就是纯粹想起

来，理解了，甚至没有想当时讲的是什么，就感觉有这么一段。
Because she kept talking, I remember, anyways, but I actually did not 
fully understand what that part was really about. I only remember that one 
part seemed to be, in general, if you were born to speak this language, you 
could say it very fast. However, if you learned it later in your life, you 
would need a process, and you would be slow, anyways, like, have some 
more struggles compared to others…I just purely recalled it. I understood 
it. I did not even think about what was said, but I felt there was a part 
about it. (Participant 165) 
 
对，因为我都没有怎么回忆，它这个是开场演讲，结合她后面介绍的

一些东西，肯定是要说她这个研究，而且她这篇文章也不是主要介绍

研究的，她主要在说它的一个主题……基于我的理解，整篇内容看起

来的理解。Yeah, because I did not really recall anything. This was at the 
beginning of the speech. Also based on the things she said later, it had to 
be about her research. In addition, the whole speech was not involved with 
her research. She was mainly talking about the topic…Based on my 
understanding., understanding of the whole speech. (Participant 187) 

 
Audio-Visual Group Recalling Visuals. Among the three participants who recalled 

visuals to answer the comprehension questions, two of them recalled the overall visuals 

as indicated in three references (PPs%*=66.67, RPs%*=75.00). One (PPs%=50.00) 

believed it was helpful because it created a positive feeling about the atmosphere of the 

lectures (2 references, RPs%=66.67): 

（回忆的是）画面……我就是直接想起来，所以就有点帮助，她说的

那句话那一段的那种感觉。(I recalled) The images…I directly recalled 
them, so it was somewhat helpful, in realizing the atmosphere in which 
she said that part. (Participant 165) 
 
这个算是，我有想一下当时老师讲的画面，就是那个氛围，但是要做

出来这题，你不可能只回忆，因为她把这句话都给你了。所以就是又

回忆，然后又结合了一下自己的理解。然后也没有看笔记。It can be 
counted as one (example of recalling visuals). I recalled the image of the 
professor talking, like the atmosphere. However, to answer this question, 
you cannot only rely on recalling because you were given the whole 
sentence she said. Thus, I needed to recall and utilize my understanding. 
And so, I did not look at my notes. (Participant 165) 
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One participant (PPs%=50.00) believed recalling visuals was not helpful or 

distracting because they just wanted to confirm whether they heard anything relevant (1 

reference, RPs%=33.33): 

就只是画面，感觉在那些画面里头，我没有注意到她说这个词……感

觉影响不是很大，感觉是在搜索那个印象有没有。Just the image. I 
felt that within those images, I did not notice her saying this word…I do 
not think it had a big impact. It felt like I was just searching whether I had 
an impression on it. (Participant 142) 
 
One of the three participants in this category (PPs%*=33.33) recalled the specific 

facial expressions of the speaker and considered it helpful in inferring the speaker’s 

purpose (1 reference, RPs%*=25.00) (PPs%=100.00, RPs%=100.00):  

因为这一段她是在最后说的，好像还是面带微笑，再看一下她说的这

句话，肯定是想邀请同学们继续做测试。回忆视频是有帮助的。
Because she said this paragraph at the end, and she seemed to have a smile 
on her face. If you look at her sentence again, she must have wanted to 
invite the students to continue taking the test. It was helpful trying to recall 
the video. (Participant 192) 
 
Audio-Visual Group Recalling Both Content and Overall Visuals. The only 

participant in this category (PPs%=100.00) recalled both the content of the lectures and 

overall visuals (1 reference, RPs%=100.00), which was helpful in recalling key 

information to answer the comprehension questions: 

这个时候有（回忆讲座），因为这一段是我有在看视频，而且我觉得

她没有讲很快，而且这个我有认真在听的，所以有想起来当时那个片

段，可能当时没有特别注意力放在听力或者是什么上面，当时有想起

来……就是她当时在讲话的整个那一段视频的感觉，声音和画面都

有，她有一段好像是说第一语言的人不用在脑子里面再把那个过一

遍，但是第二语言的很多人都要什么的，就是这一段。所以这个是有

帮助，能想起来具体说的是什么。I did (recall the lecture) here. 
Because I was watching the video here, and I thought she was not talking 
very fast. Additionally, I was listening carefully, so I recalled that 
scenario. Maybe I did not pay full attention to the listening or something, 
as I remembered it…Like, the overall feeling when she said this part, with 
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both audio and visuals. She seemed to talk about how native speakers did 
not need to process it again in their mind, but most second language 
speakers had to, and things like that, well, in this part. Therefore, it was 
helpful. I was able to recall what was said. (Participant 165) 
 

Audio-Only Group 

Table 4.20 summarizes the 13 sources of information suggested by the audio-only 

group. A total of 33 codes with 279 references were generated. All participants had times 

when they utilized only their linguistic sources of information (and not test-wiseness 

strategies) to answer the comprehension questions. The sources of information involved 

three types: (a) recalling the content of the lectures (10 participants, Ps%=100, 86 

comments, Rs%=30.82); (b) using notes (6 participants, Ps%=60, 45 comments, 

Rs%=16.13); and (c) inferring based on an overall understanding without explicitly 

recalling the specific content (8 participants, Ps%=80, 14 comments, Rs%=5.02).  

Table 4.20 

Question-Answering Methods of the Audio-Only Participants 

Method Perception PL Ps% 
PPs% 

RF Rs% 
RPs% 

Total 
  

10 
 

279 
 

Recalled content 
  

10 100 86 30.82 
Helpful 

 
10 100.00 80 93.02 

Related information 8 80.00 23 26.74 
Key words 7 70.00 19 22.09 

Retrieved some 
memory 

7 70.00 15 17.44 

Retrieved holistic 
understanding 

5 50.00 15 17.44 

Narrowed down 
options 

3 30.00 4 4.65 

Located information 2 20.00 2 2.33 
Confirmed did not 

hear it 
1 10.00 2 2.33 

Neither 
 

4 40.00 6 6.98 
Nothing useful 

recalled 
3 30.00 5 5.81 

Heard all the options 1 10.00 1 1.16 
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Table 4.20 continued 

Method Perception PL Ps% 
PPs% 

RF Rs% 
RPs% 

 

Notes 
  

6 60 45 16.13 
Helpful 

 
6 100.00 31 68.89 

Key information 
noted 

5 83.33 10 22.22 

Inferred from the 
notes 

3 50.00 11 24.44 

Impression without 
looking at the notes 

3 50.00 9 20.00 

Confirmed answers 1 16.67 1 2.22 
Neither 

 
4 66.67 14 31.11 

Notes were not 
related to questions 

3 50.00 12 26.67 

Notes were not 
useful to answer 

questions 

2 33.33 2 4.44 

Chose based on an overall 
understanding 

Helpful Holistic 
understanding 

8 80 
100.00 

14 5.02 
100.00 

Test-
wiseness 
strategies 

   
10 100 134 48.03 

Inferred from real-
world situations 

  
9 90.00 44 32.84 

Guessed   8 80.00 42 31.34 
Inferred from the 

question 
  9 90.00 21 15.67 

Background 
knowledge and 
common sense 

  6 60.00 9 6.72 

Treated as reading 
questions 

  5 50.00 7 5.22 

Inferred from other 
questions 

  3 30.00 4 2.99 

Length of options 
  

2 20.00 2 1.49 
Sequence of 

questions 

  
2 20.00 2 1.49 

Other test-taking 
experience 

  
2 20.00 2 1.49 

 Chose certain option   1 10.00 1 0.75 

Note. PL: number of people; RF: number of references; Ps% (in bold): percentage of 

people who reported using sources of information; Rs% (in bold): percentage of 

references regarding sources of information; PPs%: percentage of people who reported 

perceptions of sources of information; RPs%: percentage of references regarding 

perceptions of sources of information. 
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All participants also had instances where they utilized test-wiseness strategies 

(Ps%=100, 134 references, Rs%=48.03), and a total of 10 such strategies emerged: (a) 

inferring from real-world situations; (b) guessing; (c) reading and inferring from the 

question itself; (d) using background knowledge and common sense; (e) utilizing reading 

comprehension skills; (f) inferring from other questions; (g) choosing an answer based on 

the length of options; (h) choosing an option based on the sequence of questions; (i) using 

other test-taking experience; and (j) choosing certain options when not being able to find 

out the answer (typically option A or C).  

Similar to the report of the audio-visual group’s specific quotes, representative 

quotes for the audio-only participants’ test-wiseness strategies are reported in Table 4.21. 

The audio-only participants’ use of and perceptions of the use of their linguistic sources 

of information will be reported in detail in the following section.  
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Table 4.21 

Audio-Only Participants’ Selected Quotes for Test-Wiseness Strategies 

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
Inferred from 

real-world 
situations 

15，我是根据自身的情

况，我觉得缺少动力是

最关键的。没有看笔记

和讲座。(Participant 7) 

For question 15, 
personally speaking, I 

think a lack of motivation 
is the key. I did not refer 

to my notes or the lecture. 

我就在想如果是我的

话，我感觉到最尴尬的

时候是什么时候，就是

被嘲笑的时候。
(Participant 8) 

I was thinking if I were in 
that situation, what kind 
of scenario would be the 

most embarrassing. It 
should be a time when I 

was laughed at. 
Guessed 纯猜这题，也仔细看了

一会儿。具体的我选的

选项也比较合适，但是

因为我没有听到，而且

这题根据自己的思维好

像也猜不出来，然后就

随便选。(Participant 4) 

I merely guessed an 
answer to this question. I 
read it carefully as well. 

Specifically, the one that I 
chose was quite proper. 
However, since I did not 
hear it, and I could not 

infer from the question, I 
just chose a random 

answer. 

这个我是猜的，因为我

没听到。(Participant 50) 
 

I guessed here because I 
did not hear anything 

related. 

Inferred from the 
question 

这道题我在听力内容中

我没有听，我没有听出

来，完全没有。我觉得

是根据，我想想。我根

据选项去。(Participant 
1) 

When I was listening to 
the lecture, I did not hear, 

I did not hear anything 
about this question. I did 
not hear anything related 
to this question at all. I 
felt I chose this answer 
based on, let me take a 

look, based on the 
options. 

我觉得可能还是有点引

申的意思，因为这里可

能不需要特别去回忆之

前听的内容，就根

（据）她这句话，揣摩

她的意思。(Participant 
55) 

I felt it had some implicit 
implications, because for 
this question I probably 

did not need to 
particularly recall what I 

heard. I could try and 
figure out what she meant 

just based on this 
sentence. 
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Table 4.21, continued 

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
Background 

knowledge and 
common sense 

我觉得我应该当时没注

意听，但是好像我以前

历史有学过这个东西，

所以我就想了一下。
(Participant 163) 

I do not think I listened to 
the lecture carefully at 

that time, but I probably 
learned about this in my 

history class before. 
Therefore, I thought about 

that for a little while. 

29 题的话，因为像笔记

中记得不是特别多，更

多回想一下原文，然后

再加上个人对历史一些

了解。(Participant 183) 

In terms of question 29, 
because I did not take a 

lot of notes, I would more 
recall the lecture, and then 

utilize my own 
knowledge of the history. 

Treated as 
reading 

questions 

然后我就想她问的是为

什么会提出这个东西，

我就联想到高中做阅读

理解的时候，一般这种

题她都会说要进入第一

二段题目（内容）的。
(Participant 7) 

Then, I was thinking, the 
question was asking the 

reason why she 
mentioned it. It reminded 

me of the time when I 
answered reading 

comprehension questions 
in high school, and this 

kind of question typically 
had a function to 

introduce you into the 
first couple of paragraphs. 

第 9 题她问的是她介绍

自己的研究领域，我第

一想的是有点像咱们语

文的阅读理解，就是一

篇文章，她告诉你她的

身份或者是她的这样一

个职业，就可能会介绍

她接下来要给你讲的内

容是她的研究目的、方

向，和她讲的这篇文章

主题有关，所以我就选

了这个。(Participant 50) 

Question 9 asked about 
the introduction to her 

research. I thought at once 
that it was similar to our 

Chinese reading 
comprehension questions. 
Well, in the first passage, 
she tells you her identity 
or her occupation. She 
may introduce that the 
content covered next is 

about her research 
purpose or interest. It has 
to be related to the topic 

of the passage. Therefore, 
I chose this option. 

Inferred from 
other questions 

上面有一题的选项也是

有那个，我就根据上一

题推测了这题的。
(Participant 28) 

There was one option 
about this in the last 

question. I inferred the 
answer to this question 
based on the last one. 

因为我没有做笔记，所

以因为刚刚那个题我就

说题目之间的互相推

断。刚刚那个题是，我

觉得应该是下一个时间 

I did not take notes, and 
so, because I mentioned 

for the other question that 
I could infer some 

answers based on other 
questions. The previous  
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Table 4.21, continued 

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
   起点了，然后我就选了

B。(Participant 55) 
question was like, I felt it 
should be another starting 

point, so I chose B. 
Length of 
options 

对，三长一短选最短，

我考试的时候就是这

种。一般这种都挺会

对，我也不知道为什

么。(Participant 28) 

Yeah, when I take tests, if 
there are three long 

options and one short 
option, I just choose the 
short one. Typically, it 
works. I do not know 

why. 

我当时可能在想，可能

感觉是因为比较长。
(Participant 55) 

I was probably thinking, 
perhaps felt this option 

was relatively long. 

Sequence of 
questions 

我想想。我觉得她说得

一般，因为她这是一个

演讲，她说得一般，但

是我没有太听清，后来

开头目的一般是这样

的。(Participant 1) 

Let me see. I think 
generally, because it was 
a speech, generally, but I 
did not hear clearly, well, 

the purpose of the first 
question typically should 

be like this. 

就是选 D，因为最后一

题一般都爱选 A 或者

D，然后就选 D。
(Participant 28) 

 

It just should be D. 
Because generally 

speaking, the answer to 
the last question would be 
A or D. Well, I then chose 

D. 

Other test-taking 
experience 

这个我就想说以前的经

验，一般提到一个例

子，都是引出主要的主

题，那时候是这么想

的。(Participant 57) 

Well, I just would like to 
mention my experience in 
doing practice. Typically, 
if there is an example, it is 
used to introduce the main 

topic. I was thinking 
about this. 

我想选 A 来着，后面我

又选了 D 答案我记

得……就是在 A 和 D 之

间我徘徊了一下，后面

选了 D 的原因是因为如

果说单靠我听到的那一

句话内容来填的话，我

觉得不太正确，我就想

着反选一下我心里面倾

向的两个答案，我觉得

不太可能的那个答案， 

I wanted to choose A, but 
later I chose D I 

remember…I was 
contemplating between A 

and D. I chose D 
eventually because I was 
thinking, it was not quite 
right if I just chose based 

on one sentence that I 
heard. Therefore, I 
thought I should 

conversely choose the  
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Table 4.21, continued 

Method Quote Translation Quote Translation 
   我就选了不太可能的答

案。(Participant 50) 
 

other option than the one I 
preferred. I should choose 
the option that I thought 

less probable. Therefore, I 
chose D, the less probable 

option. 
Chose certain 

options 
没什么依据……就选 C
最多了……(如果)什么

都不会，你就猜 C，猜

C 对的就会更多一点。
(Participant 28) 

I did not have any 
rationale…C was just the 
most selected option…if 

you do not know 
anything, you should 

guess C. You would score 
higher if you guessed C. 

N/A N/A 
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Audio-Only Group Recalling the Content of the Lectures. All participants who 

recalled the content of the lectures (PPs%=100.00) considered it helpful in 80 comments 

(RPs %=93.02) because it helped them (a) recall related information, (b) recall specific 

key words, (c) retrieve their memory of the lecture details, (d) retrieve their holistic 

understanding of the lectures, (e) narrow down options, (f) locate information, and (g) 

confirm they did not hear the related information to use other methods to answer the 

questions. Some representative comments are as follows:  

因为她说了是 all of the time，就选了那个。I chose that option because 
she said it was “all of the time.” (Participant 50) 
 
然后第 12 个，然后就说我因为我听到了 direction 这个东西，我再回

想当时听到的后面一半是啥，再回想，想了想了半天应该是这个吧，

觉得没错，就选了它。And then, regarding question 12, well, because I 
heard “direction,” and I tried to recall what I heard after that. I tried to 
recall and thought for a while before I decided to choose this option. I 
thought it should be correct, so I just selected this option. (Participant 8) 

 
就像我听到的这样。感觉是我记得好像是跟别人交流的时候，害怕听

不懂，或者说不能够理解之类的。当时我的印象中是这样。Just like 
what I heard, I felt, I remember it should be related to the fact that when 
you interact with other people, you are afraid that you cannot understand, 
or so to say not fully understand. That was my impression. (Participant 
163) 
 

也是在段落里，根据信息……她也说了二战之后去工厂工作，是根据

文章的内容和自己的理解判断去选。According to the information, also 
in the paragraphs…She also said working in factories after World War II. 
I chose the option based on the content of the lecture and my own 
understanding and judgement. (Participant 1) 
 
因为当时听我好像听到什么，什么男的是不是出去打仗，女的去制大

炮还是干什么，好像说不能待在家教她们，我就选了 D，是有一点点

印象，我记不住了。Because I heard something like, like men went to 
the war. Women went to make weapons or something like that. It seemed 
like they could not stay at home and teach them (their children), so I chose 
D. I did have an impression, but I could not remember it clearly. 
(Participant 28) 
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我想想，我觉得因为听到了，是凭印象，我觉得这有一点点印象，然

后去选的。Let me see. I think because I heard it, and I chose the answer 
based on my impression. I think I had an impression on this part, based on 
which I chose my answer. (Participant 1) 
 

我听到二战，就想二战哪一个，然后我听到这里，我那一段听懂了，

所以我就知道她是因为父母的问题，没办法在家教育她。I heard 
“World War II,” so I was wondering which aspect about it. Then, I heard, 
I understood the part pertaining to this question. Thus, I knew that it was 
because of their parents, who could not stay at home and teach her (the 
children). (Participant 8) 
 
第 18 题，第 18 题我是纯粹是听的，当时我就记得应该是两个人，但

是我又没有太注意，所以我觉得在两个选项之间就是在徘徊。
Regarding question 18, question 18, I merely answered it based on what I 
heard. At that point, I only remembered it was two people, but I did not 
pay much attention. Therefore, I narrowed down the possible answers to 
two options and was deciding which one to choose. (Participant 1) 
 
25 题，因为她讲历史的时候我就猜的是那一段，我就看了一下，大

致听到了不太平等，后面不是一直讲不太平等，我就选了 B。As for 
question 25, because she talked about the history, and I thought the 
question should be about that part. By and large, I heard inequality. She 
kept talking about inequality in the later part of the lecture, so I chose B. 
(Participant 8) 
 
帮助了一下，看看到底自己有没有听到，有没有印象，没有印象的话

就猜一下。A little helpful, in confirming whether I heard any related 
information, and whether I had an impression. If I did not have any 
impression, I would guess the answer. (Participant 163) 
 
Four of the participants (PPs%=40.00) also reported instances where recalling 

content was neither helpful nor distracting (6 references, RPs%=6.98) because they 

recalled nothing useful in answering the questions, or they heard all of the options. For 

example: 

我想回忆，但是发现好像回忆不太起来……没什么帮助，因为主要听

完了以后就把握了一个大概，后面说的东西其实也回忆不起来了。I 
wanted to recall, but then found that I perhaps could not recall 
anything…It was not helpful, because I just had a general understanding 
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of the lecture, and I actually could not really recall the what she said later. 
(Participant 55) 
 
这个好像没有（帮助），我没听见，当时没听见，没注意。It perhaps 
was not (helpful). I did not hear, did not hear it at that time. I did not pay 
attention. (Participant 163) 
 
这个我就看到好多什么残疾，因为当时我也听到残疾，但是这里 A、

C、D 都有残疾，我就又不知道选什么，我感觉都听到了。所以回忆

讲座没什么用。For this question, I saw a lot of, like, disabilities, because 
I heard disabilities as well. However, in this question, options A, C, and D 
all contained disabilities. Therefore, I did not know which one to choose. I 
felt I heard all of them. Thus, recalling the lecture was not really helpful. 
(Participant 28) 
 
Audio-Only Group Utilizing Notes. All of the participants in the audio-only group 

who utilized their notes (PPs%=100.00) experienced helpful moments (31 references, 

RPs%=68.89), for the same reasons mentioned in the audio-visual group: (a) the notes 

contained key information; (b) they could infer the answers from their notes; (c) they had 

an impression of their notes on which they could base their answers to the questions 

without looking at the notes; and (d) the notes helped them confirm their answers. For 

instance: 

好的，具体是我看了四个选项，它觉得目的的话，因为我记笔记，我

记了 program，就是这个，我觉得她就是想介绍整体都是。Ok. 
Specifically, I took a look at the four options. Since the question asked for 
the purpose, because I took notes, I wrote down “program.” It was just 
related to this question. I felt she wanted to give an overall introduction. 
(Participant 1) 
 
我看一下笔记，笔记中有记到相关的。I read my notes, and I took the 
related information down. (Participant 183) 
 
至于 30 题，那时候我就在想，因为我的笔记里面有一个 factory，那

时候我就在想，有一个战争，那时候我就在想，而且家庭教育应该是

与父母有关的，所以我就觉得应该是由于 factory， factory 可能要离

开家去上班，对于父母来说呆在家里很教育孩子就比较难，我就选了

D。As for question 30, I was thinking, since there was “factory” in my 
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notes, I was thinking, there was a war. I was just thinking, and school 
education should be associated with parents, so I felt it should be because 
of “factory”. “Factory” might suggest that (the parents) needed to leave 
home and go to work. For the parents, it would be relatively difficult to 
educate their children at home. Therefore, I chose D. (Participant 57) 
 
还有笔记感觉应该有点用吧。从我的笔记推测了一下。In addition, 
the notes were, perhaps, quite helpful. I inferred based on my notes. 
(Participant 163) 
 
因为我就记了三个单词，反正就有 students，没有回看，就直接选

了。Because I only had three notes, well, including “students.” I did not 
read my notes, and I directly selected the answer. (Participant 28) 
 
这个直接记记完了之后就记在脑子里了……因为高中的时候都是这样

子的，不兴做笔记。I could remember it once I took down the 
notes…Because it was just like this when I was in my high school. Taking 
notes was not very popular. (Participant 57) 
 
看的，因为一开始还是有点印象，后面我又再看了一下，确认了。I 
did read my notes. Because at first, I had an impression, then I took 
another look to confirm. (Participant 4) 
 
Four of the participants (PPs%=66.67) also commented that using notes was 

neither helpful nor distracting (14 references, RPs%=31.11). Their notes were not related 

to the questions, or the notes were related but not useful to answer the questions. For 

example: 

这个时候笔记的帮助可能会比较小了。因为没记到。My notes were 
not really helpful here, because I did not write down related information. 
(Participant 183) 
 
好像也没有（帮助）。因为我记得都不是这道题有关的，所以看了一

眼我感觉好像有印象，所以我会重新瞄一眼，但是没有。Perhaps not 
(helpful), because none of my notes were relevant to this question. 
Therefore, I took a look and thought perhaps I had an impression, so I took 
a quick look again. However, nothing was relevant. (Participant 57) 

 
这个我没有记下来，我只记到了什么不同语言背景，接下来的没有注

意听。记到了题干。I did not write down any relevant notes. I only took 
notes about things like different language backgrounds, and I did not listen 
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to the following content carefully. I only took notes about the question 
stem. (Participant 163) 
 
Audio-Only Group Choosing Answers Based on An Overall 

Understanding. Eight participants (PPs%=100.00) chose their answers based on 

their overall understanding of the lectures without explicitly recalling any 

auditory and visual information (14 comments, RPs%=100.00). As some of them 

commented:  

她的态度，就是感觉通过整篇文章，大概讲了什么，应该就可以选到

了。Her attitude, well, I felt that based on the whole passage, and its 
general ideas, could be determined. (Participant 163) 

 
因为第一道题直接感觉当时看到这个题的时候，我个人答案就比较明

确。Because for the first question, when I saw it, I directly felt that I was 
certain about the answer. (Participant 183) 

 

Comparing the Two Groups’ Sources of Information 

The types of sources of information that the participants used to answer the 

comprehension questions are largely similar. To begin with, the two groups both 

employed several similar test-wiseness strategies to facilitate their test taking, such as 

guessing, inferring from real-world situations, treating the question as a reading 

comprehension question, and so on. In addition, as summarized in Table 4.22, both 

groups also utilized the same three linguistic sources of information (that were not test-

wiseness strategies) to answer the comprehension questions, including recalling the 

auditory content of the lectures, referring to notes, and resorting to an overall 

understanding of the lectures without deliberately recalling the content or using their 

notes. However, the audio-visual group also utilized two additional strategies related to 

recalling visuals.  
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Table 4.22 

Question-Answering Strategies of the Two Groups 

Method Perception Audio-visual 
condition 

Audio-only 
condition 

RF Rs% 
RPs% 

RF Rs% 
RPs% 

Total  304  279  
Test-wiseness strategies  95 31.25 134 48.03 

Recalled content Total 106 34.87 86 30.82 
Helpful 90 84.91 80 93.02 

Distracting 1 0.94 0 0 
Neither 15 14.15 6 6.98 

Utilized notes Total 68 22.37 45 16.13 
Helpful 44 64.71 31 68.89 
Neither 24 35.29 14 31.11 

Utilized general 
understanding & strong 

impression  

Helpful 30 9.87 14 5.02 

Recalled visuals Total 4 1.32 N/A N/A 
Helpful 3 75.00   
Neither 1 25.00   

Recalled visuals & 
content 

Helpful 1 0.33 
100.00 

N/A N/A 

Note. RF: number of references; Rs% (in bold): percentage of references regarding 

sources of information; RPs%: percentage of references regarding perceptions of sources 

of information. 

Regarding the frequency of using these sources of information to answer the 

comprehension questions, the audio-visual group seemed to resort to the linguistic 

sources of information more frequently (209 references, 68.75% of the total strategies) 

compared to the audio-only group (145 references, 51.97% of the total strategies). 

Specifically, the participants who could both see and hear the speakers seemed to be 

slightly more likely to: (a) recall the lecture content (106 references, 34.87% of the total 

strategies); (b) utilize notes (68 references, 22.37% of the total strategies); and (c) draw 

on a general understanding of the lectures (30 references, 9.87% of the total strategies). 

The audio-only participants reported using these strategies in 86 references (30.82%), 45 
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references (16.13%), and 14 references (5.02%), respectively. The audio-visual 

participants, on the other hand, seemed to be less likely to use test-wiseness strategies (95 

references, 31.25% of the total strategies) compared to the audio-only participants (134 

references, 48.03% of the total strategies).  

Pertaining to the participants’ perceptions of their use of linguistic sources of 

information (that were not their test-wiseness strategies), recalling the content of the 

lectures was considered largely helpful for both groups. Some shared reasons of both 

groups for why such a strategy was helpful included that the participants could: (a) recall 

key words; (b) recall related information; (c) elicit an impression of the lectures; (d) 

retrieve their holistic understanding of the lectures; (e) narrow down options; (f) confirm 

they did or did not hear information related to the questions; and (g) locate information 

related to the questions. The audio-visual participants also commented that recalling the 

content helped them build confidence, and they could use the information recalled 

together with their notes to answer the questions. On the other hand, recalling the lecture 

content could also be distracting, as reported by one audio-visual participant. Such action 

interrupted their thoughts due to the fact that nothing useful could be recalled.   

Utilizing notes for both groups also had a more beneficial effect regarding the fact 

that: (a) key information related to the questions was noted; (b) the participants could 

infer answers from the notes; and (c) the participants could choose answers without 

looking at the notes, because they remembered what they wrote in their notes. The audio-

visual group also believed that their notes contributed to a better understanding of the 

lectures, and the audio-only group commented that their notes confirmed their answers to 

the questions.  
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It is also very interesting to find out that only 1.65% of the audio-visual 

participants resorted to strategies related to recalls of visuals. The visuals recalled were 

either the speakers’ facial expressions or the overall videos. Recalling visuals was mostly 

helpful in recalling key information and getting the overall atmosphere of the lectures. 

Summary of the Findings  

 The qualitative analyses of the participants’ listening processes during the post-

tests (while listening to the spoken text, and answering the comprehension questions) 

focused on four major themes: (a) the viewing patterns of the two groups; (b) the note-

taking practice of the two groups; (c) the noticing of authentic features of the spoken 

texts by the two groups; and (d) the question-answering sources of information utilized 

by the two groups. The results first showed individual variation in all these four types of 

listening processes. Four major group differences were also found.  

First, the inclusion of visuals changed the participants’ areas of visual attention, 

and the audio-visual participants reported attending to the visuals in about 80% of their 

comments. They attended to the overall visuals more than speaker-related visuals, 

followed by setting-related visuals. The visuals were considered facilitative close to half 

of the time rather than non-influential, but they could be distracting as well, as found in 

about 10% of the participants’ comments. Choosing not to utilize the visuals was also 

seen as largely helpful and did not result in any distractions. In contrast, the audio-only 

participants’ viewing patterns were mainly related to their levels of concentration and 

practice of note-taking (they had to look at their notebooks to take notes). The utilizing of 

the visual information by the audio-visual group participants, therefore, yielded some 

distinctive benefits. Visuals were helpful in promoting the participants’ better 
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understanding of the lectures, positive affect, and a higher level of perceived authenticity 

of the tasks.  

Second, the participants in the audio-visual condition were more likely to take 

notes compared to those in the audio-only condition. Furthermore, the participants were 

more likely to believe that taking notes was beneficial to them when they could both see 

and hear the speakers. Nevertheless, deciding to take notes or to not take notes was 

reported to be more helpful than distracting for both groups.  

Third, in the audio-visual condition, the participants reported hearing fewer 

instances of authentic features than was reported in the audio-only group. Specifically, 

the audio-visual group reported hearing slightly fewer instances of connected speech, 

which had a mixed effect of being facilitative, distracting, or non-influential. However, 

for the audio-only participants, connected speech was considered mostly distracting, and 

was never seen as helpful. Moreover, the audio-visual participants explicitly identified 

fewer filled pauses, which were more distracting than helpful or not influential. In 

contrast, filled pauses were more helpful than distracting for the audio-only group. 

Nevertheless, in the majority of time, the participants in both groups did not report 

hearing any authentic features. Lastly, the differences between the two groups in the 

explicit identifications of repetitions, the implicit identifications, and the incorrect 

identifications were minimal.  

Finally, the two groups resorted to similar test-wiseness strategies to answer the 

comprehension questions, and the audio-only group seemed to have utilized them more 

often than the audio-visual group. Additionally, the two groups also reported the three 

same sources of information that were related to their understanding of the lectures, 
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including recalling the auditory content of the lectures, utilizing notes, and resorting to 

their general understanding and strong impression of the lectures. Last, but not the least, 

in only 1.65% of the audio-visual participants’ comments did they suggest the use of 

strategies related to recalling visuals, which was mostly helpful.  

RQ 3b. What Is the Relationship Between the Quality of Their Notes and Their Listening 

Performance?—The Analysis of the Notes Taken by the Test-Takers 

To examine whether the quality of the participants’ notes is correlated with their 

test scores, the participants’ notes were first rated according to the levels of information 

captured and the overall organization. To reiterate, four criteria were utilized, adapted 

from previous studies (e.g., Song, 2012):  

• NTOP: the number of Level 1 - 3 ideas recorded;  

• NDET: the number of Level 4 details recorded;  

• NORG: well organized (2), partially organized (1), poorly organized (0); 

• NIRR: the number of instances of irrelevant information noted. 

The descriptive statistics of the participants’ note scores are reported in Table 4.23. 

Table 4.23 

Descriptive Statistics of Note Scores 

Note-Rating 
Criteria 

Audio-Only Group (n=10) Audio-Visual Group (n=10) 
Mean SD Mean SD 

NTOP 9.00 5.63 15.20 5.81 
NDET 7.50 7.35 10.30 7.09 
NORG 3.40 1.90 5.50 1.08 
NIRR 4.00 3.86 3.60 2.22 
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A series of Spearman’s correlations were carried out. As Table 4.24 shows, for 

the audio-only group, the note scores for all four criteria were positively correlated with 

the participants’ post-test scores, but none of the correlations were statistically 

significant. For the audio-visual group, the three positive criterion scores were positively 

correlated to the post-test scores. The negative criterion scores were found to be 

negatively correlated to the post-test scores, but again, no statistical significance was 

found. Therefore, the analysis did not find a substantive linear correlation between the 

participants’ note quality and post-test score for both groups. 

Table 4.24 

Correlations Between Note Scores and Post-Test Scores  

Note-Rating Criteria Audio-Only Group (n=10) Audio-Visual Group (n=10) 
ρ p (2-tailed)  R2 ρ p (2-tailed)  R2 

NTOP .582 .078 .34 .554 .097 .31 
NDET .431 .214 .19 .210 .561 .04 
NORG .497 .144 .25 .075 .838 .01 
NIRR .595 .070 .35 -.176 .628 .03 

Chapter Summary 

 This chapter delineates the results of the study to address the research questions. 

To begin with, to answer the first question regarding the effect of visuals on participants’ 

test performance, the ANCOVA results revealed a significant difference after adjusting 

for the participants’ pre-test scores. The audio-visual participants scored significantly 

higher than the audio-only group with a medium effect size. This indicates that visuals 

had a significantly facilitative impact on the participants’ L2 listening performance. 

Research questions two and three (a) aimed to investigate the participants’ 

listening processes while taking the post-test. Data gleaned from the retrospective cued 
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recall sessions were coded with high inter-rater reliability. The qualitative analysis 

resulted in four themes, each reflecting one aspect of the participants’ listening processes, 

including their viewing patterns, note-taking practice, identification of authentic features, 

and sources of information utilized to answer the comprehension questions. Extensive 

individual variation was demonstrated by the number and percentage of participants who 

commented on each category and sub-category, the number and percentage of references 

in each category and sub-category, and representative Chinese comments and their 

English translations. Further comparisons between the two groups revealed both 

similarities and differences pertaining to each aspect of their listening processes.  

Lastly, a series of Spearman’s correlations were carried out to address research 

question three (b) investigating the relationship between the participants’ note quality and 

test scores. None of the correlations were statistically significant, indicating that no 

evidence was found to establish a substantive relationship between the participants’ note 

quality and test performance. 

In the next chapter, I will discuss and interpret these findings. Implications will be 

further made as well.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

In this chapter, I will discuss the research findings delineated in the previous 

chapter by first presenting the possible reasons accounting for the results. The findings’ 

implications on test design, research, and teaching and learning will also be discussed.  

Discussion of the Findings 

Effects of Visuals on Test Performance 

 The first component of the present study involved comparing the participants’ 

listening test scores in audio-visual and audio-only conditions, controlling for the 

participants’ listening ability assessed by the iTEP listening pre-test with ANCOVA. 

Confirming my hypothesis, the findings indicated a significant difference in the 

participants’ listening performance between the two conditions. The audio-visual 

participants scored significantly higher compared to the audio-only participants after 

accounting for their initial listening ability, indicating that the inclusion of visuals 

significantly increased the participants’ L2 listening performance. This finding is in 

alignment with numerous studies investigating the same issue, suggesting that audio-

visual L2 listening tests elicited higher test-taking performance or reduced test difficulty 

than comparable audio-only listening tests (e.g., Baltova, 1994, experiment one; Batty, 

2017, 2018; Brett, 1997; Ginther, 2002; Lesnov, 2017, 2018b; Parry & Meredith, 1984; 

Shin, 1998; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005; Wagner 2010b, 2013). It contradicts other 

research where the inclusion of visuals did not significantly affect test-taker performance 
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(e.g., Baltova, 1994, experiment two; Batty, 2015; Coniam, 2001; Cubilo, 2017; Cubilo 

& Winke, 2013; Gruba, 1993; Londe, 2009; Suvorov, 2013), or negatively impacted test-

takers’ scores (e.g., Pusey & Lenz, 2014; Suvorov, 2009) in an L2 listening test.  

The results of the visuals’ facilitative effects on L2 listeners’ test performance is 

particularly important for two reasons. First, this finding contradicts the argument that 

only content-rich visuals may be significantly beneficial for L2 listening comprehension. 

Numerous studies have found that effective content-related visuals may enhance test-

takers’ listening and reduce test difficulty, but context-related visuals may not (e.g., 

Batty, 2015; Coniam, 2001; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Ginther, 2002; Lesnov, 2017). 

Participants may also consider content-related visuals more helpful than context-related 

visuals (e.g., Suvorov, 2013). In particular, in the current study, there is limited semantic 

congruity between the visual and audio input (Gruba, 1999; Hu & Jiang, 2011; Suvorov, 

2013). This means that no content-related visuals such as PowerPoint slides and notes on 

the whiteboard were included. The speakers’ facial expressions and gestures did not 

seemingly contribute additional content information. Nevertheless, the visuals still 

significantly facilitated the participants’ test performance.  

 Second, the results of the current study add insights to the relationship between 

the answerability of the questions cued by the visuals and test scores. It has been found 

that if the question items are not answerable based on the audio texts alone, and 

answering the questions requires an understanding of certain visuals, the item difficulty 

would significantly decrease in an audio-visual condition (Lesnov, 2017; 2018b). 

Conversely, if the question items are answerable based on the audio texts alone, having 

access to visuals would not significantly impact the item difficulty (Batty, 2015). This 
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implies that if answering comprehension questions do not rely on interpreting visuals, the 

inclusion of visuals may not enhance test-takers test performance to a great extent. 

Nevertheless, the visuals in the current study were only supplementary to the content and 

were not tied closely to the comprehension questions, yet the inclusion of the visual 

information resulted in statistically significant increases in the participants’ test scores. 

In order to further interpret and possibly account for the visuals’ facilitative effect 

in the current study, a closer scrutinization of the participants’ test-taking processes is 

called for. To begin with, the participants’ varied use of visuals may have contributed to 

the finding. Numerous studies have demonstrated that test-takers have differing 

preferences for and ability to use visual information while taking an audio-visual 

listening test (e.g., Batty, 2018; Cubilo, 2017; Ockey, 2007; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005; 

Suvorov, 2013, 2018a; Wagner, 2007, 2008, 2010a). Even for the same test-taker, their 

use of and attitude towards visual cues may not be consistent throughout an entire 

listening test (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a). As a result, as a whole group, 

some participants’ performance might have been hindered by the inclusion of the visual, 

but this effect was likely outweighed by the beneficial effects experienced by other 

participants. For individual test-takers, the visuals might be distracting during some 

periods of time but helpful during the majority of time. These possibilities might have led 

to the overall facilitative effect of visuals. The results therefore further imply that the 

visual component on the test may lead to increased test-taker variance in the ability to use 

nonverbal information, which is construct relevant variance (e.g., Wagner, 2008, 2010b, 

2013, 2014a; Wagner & Ockey, 2018). This will be discussed more in detail in the 

Implication section. 
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In addition, the visuals’ effects on the participants’ test performance could also 

possibly be linked to the participants’ other listening processes throughout the test-taking 

processes as well. The test-takers’ note-taking processes might have helped or distracted 

the audio-visual and audio-only participants to different extents. Similarly, as part of the 

aural input, the authentic features of the texts might have been processed differently by 

the two groups and benefited the audio-visual participants more. Moreover, when the 

participants answered the comprehension questions, they might have relied on different 

sources of information (including visuals) and utilized distinctive strategies (Li, 2013a; 

Suvorov, 2018b), which might have contributed to their differing scores. Therefore, in the 

following sections, I will interpret the results of the examination of the participants’ test-

taking processes including their use of visual and auditory input, note-taking practice, and 

question answering methods.  

Effect of Visuals on Test-Taking Processes 

The second component of the study investigated the participants’ specific 

listening processes when taking the post-test using a retrospective cued recall method. I 

focused on comparing and contrasting the processes gone through by the audio-visual 

participants to those of the audio-only participants. The results shed light on the audio-

visual participants’ unique listening processes pertaining to (a) their viewing patterns (b) 

note-taking practice, (c) identification of the authentic features in the spoken texts, and 

(d) methods (sources of information) utilized to answer the comprehension questions. 

These findings will be discussed in the following sections.  

However, before delving into how the difference in conditions (audio-only or 

audio-visual) might have affected the participants’ listening processes, it is important to 
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first acknowledge that their initial listening ability might have been a factor contributing 

to the variance to some extent. As Table 4.6 indicates, although the two groups of 

qualitative participants had a similar average CEFR level, there were actually three fewer 

learners at level A and three more learners at level B in the audio-visual group. This may 

have led to a slightly higher level of listening ability of the audio-visual participants. In 

addition to the conditions, this difference in listening ability may have affected the 

qualitative participants’ listening processes and resulted in the variance in their viewing 

patterns, note-taking practice, identification of authentic features, and question-answering 

methods as well.   

Viewing Patterns 

As hypothesized, the audio-visual participants showed great individual variance in 

regard to their actual use of visuals (e.g., Batty, 2017, 2020; Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 

2018a; Wagner, 2007, 2008, 2010a). As the results in Chapter Four demonstrated, the 

individual participants varied their use of visuals at different points in the test. The 

amount of visual usage, for example, was not constant for the participants at the 18 recall 

periods. In fact, although all ten participants reported watching the videos at certain 

points (in about 80% of their comments), seven of them commented that at certain points 

they did not attend to any visuals (in about 20% of their comments). In addition, the areas 

that they attended to were not fixed throughout the whole test, but varied so that at times 

they attended to the speakers’ face and gestures, the settings, or the videos holistically.  

The comparison between the two groups’ visual orientations suggests that visual 

cues did alter the participants’ areas of visual attention greatly. While the test-takers in 

the audio-visual group reported orienting to the video monitor the vast majority of the 
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time, the test-takers in the audio-only group did so only in about one fourth of their 

comments. This contrasts with the results of some previous researchers (e.g., Alderson et 

al., 1995; Brett, 1997; Gruba, 1994) who found that test-takers paid little attention to the 

visuals. The findings in the current study show that the participants did watch the videos 

of the three lectures for a large portion of the time when they could both hear and see the 

speakers, similar to Wagner’s (2007, 2010a) results. Unlike those previous studies, 

however, this study actually was the first to examine the frequency of the test-takers’ 

orientation to their computer screens in a traditional audio-only computer-based listening 

test. This makes the interpretation of the test-takers’ frequency of visual use more 

meaningful, because the comparison demonstrates the degree to which the presence of 

the visuals affects and attracts the test-takers’ visual attention.   

As for the effects of visual orientations, as Chapter Four summarized, the audio-

only participants’ choices of areas of visual attention were mainly associated with their 

level of concentration to better and naturally process the input. It seems that, to begin 

with, in a traditional audio-only condition, attention plays an important role for the test-

takers to choose where to look. The listening tasks may be overwhelming for L2 test-

takers due to their limited linguistic proficiency and processing capacity (VanPatten, 

1996). In the case of the current study, the audio-only participants had to listen to three 

five-minute long academic lectures, take notes if needed, and answer a total of 24 

comprehension questions. Especially considering the difficulty level of the test, the 

participants might have found the tasks both linguistically and cognitively demanding. 

Therefore, they had to choose a way in which they could best concentrate in order to 

better process the audio input. The next step, of course, is to analyze how the presentation 
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of visual cues affected aural processing and test performance, given that the audio-visual 

input might result in even more information overload. The audio-visual participants 

might have experienced a “seductive-detailed effect” (Schroeders et al., 2010, p. 563), 

where the increased amount of information may actually hinder their comprehension 

(Mayer et al., 2001). However, in close to half of the audio-visual participants’ comments 

when they attended to the videos, the visuals seemed to benefit the participants by 

allowing them to better cope with the processing demands and offered distinctive 

advantages, similar to the beneficial effects found in the literature. Namely, the audio-

visual participants in the current study were able to stay concentrated because they were 

engaged with the videos (e.g., Baltova, 1994; Parry & Meredith, 1984; Thompson & 

Rubin, 1996; Wagner, 2010a). The participants felt more confident in their understanding 

and more relaxed due to the contextual environment provided by the visual input (e.g., 

Cubilo, 2017; Thompson & Rubin, 1996). Specific features such as the speakers’ hand 

gestures and facial expressions provided hints for the structure or content of the lectures 

(e.g., Batty, 2017, 2020; Coniam, 2001; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a; Wagner, 2008), which 

also aided the participants’ note-taking (e.g., English, 1982; Piolat et al., 2005; Suvorov, 

2013, 2018a). As a result, they were able to develop a better comprehension of both the 

details and main ideas of the lectures (e.g., Cubilo, 2017; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a). These 

benefits of utilizing visuals perhaps could explain the reason why in such a complex 

listening activity, the participants largely chose to orient and allocate their attention to the 

visuals.  

More importantly, being able to both hear and see the speakers resembled the 

format of real-life lectures in the TLU domain, and the level of perceived test authenticity 
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was higher and more pronounced for the audio-visual participants (e.g., Batty, 2015; 

Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Wagner, 2008, 2010a). One audio-only participant even 

commented that they wanted to look at the screen, because they could have developed a 

better understanding of the lectures if the test was more authentic, in which they were 

able to see the speakers (Participant 8). This suggests that test-takers have their 

understanding of authentic tests, and particularly pertaining to transactional lecture 

listening, the inclusion of visuals is by no means outside of their expectations. It further 

echoes numerous other researchers’ argument that with the goal of assessing learners’ 

ability to understand authentic spoken texts in their TLU domain, the audio-visual format 

of delivering spoken texts in an L2 listening test best aligns test characteristics with task 

features in the TLU domain (e.g., Cubilo, 2017; Lesnov, 2018b; Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 

2015; Wagner, 2007, 2008). This point will be further discussed in more detail in the 

Implication section.  

One can, however, argue that visuals only assist test-takers who are prone to 

processing non-verbal cues (e.g., Buck, 2001; Gruba, 1993; Lado, 1961). The inclusion 

of visuals may lower the difficulty level of implicit questions and, as Batty (2017, 2018) 

argued, may obviate the necessity to assess test-takers’ ability to make inferences based 

on the auditory input. Content-rich visuals may also reduce test difficulty particularly for 

high-level learners (Lesnov, 2017). However, in situations where test-takers can both see 

and hear the speakers, processing visuals should be considered as part of their 

communicative (pragmatic, to be more concise) competence (Wagner, 2008). It is 

possible that the item difficulty drops because the participants have the opportunity to 

demonstrate their pragmatic competence through the use of visuals, making implicit 
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questions pertaining to interpreting attitudes, identifying purposes, and making inferences 

more answerable. Conversely, these questions appear to be more difficult without visuals 

because the non-verbal linguistic resources that help convey the attitudes, purposes, and 

inferences are lacking, and test-takers do not have a chance to demonstrate their 

pragmatic competence. Moreover, the items appear to be more difficult in the audio-only 

condition, because such condition is unnatural, “which strains the auditory receptors to 

capacity” (von Raffler-Engel, 1980, p. 235). Finally, in the audio-visual condition, some 

test takers will be better than others at using the visuals to interpret the speaker’s attitudes 

and purposes, and to make inference. This variance is construct relevant and should be 

assessed (e.g., Wagner, 2008, 2010b, 2013, 2014a; Wagner & Ockey, 2018). Thus, the 

exclusion of visuals in language tests may not provide an accurate indicator of test-

takers’ real listening ability.  

Admittedly, visual cues could also be distracting and could hinder performance on 

some parts of the tests or for some test-takers, and this distracting effect would obviously 

not apply to the audio-only participants. This was demonstrated in the current study as 

well in about ten percent of the audio-visual participants’ comments. To be more specific, 

the most reported interfering categories were that the participants’ attention was 

distracted by the visuals, and they felt they could comprehend less of the lectures. This 

finding aligns with the split-effect that was seen and discussed in a few studies (e.g., 

Cubilo & Winke, 2013; MacWilliam, 1986; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a; Wagner, 2008), 

where some test-takers were not able to process multiple sources of information and 

perform different tasks at the same time (Mayer & Moreno, 1998). Furthermore, if the 

participants did not understand the meaning of certain visuals, especially very noticeable 
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hand gestures, an extra processing burden might be created. The most typical example 

from the study was the gesture to make an air quote in the second lecture. It was very 

similar to the gesture of number two, and in Chinese culture, speakers do not have a 

gesture for air quotes. Thus, a few participants pointed out that their attempts to figure 

out this gesture interfered with their listening. Moreover, for some participants, watching 

the videos traded off the participants’ time to take notes (Cubilo & Winke, 2013; English, 

1982). Only two of the audio-visual participants commented that they could write while 

watching the videos without looking down.  

However, this variation is again construct relevant and is part of the test-takers’ 

ability that needs to be assessed. In a real world (not testing) context, all of these three 

scenarios may take place when L2 listeners listen to academic lectures with their 

professors present. Some L2 listeners may see and be confused by air quotes (and other 

hand gestures). Some may want to take notes but find it difficult to pay attention to both 

watching their professors and taking notes. In other words, in the TLU domain, some L2 

listeners are better able to process and use nonverbal information, whereas others are less 

able to do so and tend to be more distracted. Hence, while these aspects of visuals might 

result in confusions for some test-takers and decreased test performance, this variance in 

test-takers’ ability to use nonverbal information is exactly what L2 listening tests aim to 

assess. If the nonverbal component of spoken texts is excluded from an L2 listening test, 

there may be an underrepresentation of the test construct (Messick, 1989, 1996), which 

poses threats to the test construct validity (Wagner, 2008, 2010b, 2013a, 2013b; Wagner 

& Ockey, 2018). 
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In contrast to the construct relevant variance described above, the inclusion of the 

visuals also might have resulted in some construct irrelevant variance. Some participants 

had a low internet speed, and the videos were cutting in and out. The images did not align 

with the sounds, and the sounds sometimes were cut into segments that were difficult to 

connect and make sense of. This variance is construct irrelevant, because it does not 

reflect test-takers’ ability to use aural or visual information. Therefore, this variance may 

introduce error into the assessment, leading to an overrepresentation of the test construct 

(Messick, 1989, 1996).  

However, the goal is to maximize construct relevant variance and minimize 

construct irrelevant variance. The construct irrelevant variance related to technical issues 

may be reduced by technological improvements. In addition, the current study also 

suggests that participants had their agency to choose what to visually attend to and when 

to do so throughout the test. Individual test-takers could devote their attentional resources 

less to the visual cues if they felt that the visuals distracted more than helped them 

(Wagner, 2007). Lastly, when the participants utilized visuals, it was helpful in close 

to 50 percent of their comments but was distracting in only about ten percent of their 

comments, similar to what Cubilo and Winke (2013) found. Therefore, depriving all test-

takers of opportunities to utilize non-verbal cues as part of their linguistic sources is 

inauthentic and unfair for test-takers who are more able to process and utilize visuals 

(Wagner, 2008), especially regarding listening to academic lectures.  

Note-Taking Practice 

While the participants in the study were busy processing audio and/or visual 

input, they were also actively engaged in note-taking. The audio-visual and audio-only 
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groups, again, both showed individual variance in terms of note-taking, although all 

participants took notes at certain points during the test. The varying note-taking processes 

included the participants’ reported frequency of taking notes, the content that they wrote 

down, and their perceptions of the degree to which taking notes was helpful.  

Pertaining to the participants’ frequency of note-taking, the group comparison 

showed that the audio-visual participants were more likely to take notes (they reported 

taking notes in about 5/6 of their comments) compared to the audio-only participants 

(they reported taking notes in less than half of their comments). Moreover, a closer 

examination of the content of their notes revealed that the audio-visual participants were 

more likely to take more notes on key ideas using their own words, key information with 

the exact words in the lectures, and any words or phrases that they heard and/or 

understood. These results seem counter-intuitive since the audio-visual participants 

needed to process extra visual cues during the test. It would seem that in the audio-visual 

condition, it would be more difficult to take notes because the participants would orient 

to the video monitor, while note-taking would seem to be easier in the audio-only 

condition. And indeed, some research has suggested that test-takers tend to take fewer 

notes when they can both hear and see the speakers (e.g., Cubilo & Winke, 2013; 

English, 1982). 

On the one hand, as discussed in the previous section, the visual cues facilitated 

the participants’ understanding of the lecture details (as demonstrated by this group’s 

higher mean test scores), and the visual information further helped them better 

understand the main ideas of the texts (Cubilo, 2017; Suvorov, 2013, 2018a). With a 

better comprehension of the lecture content, it was possible that the audio-visual 
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participants were able to take more notes. In the audio-only condition, because the 

participants were less likely to comprehend the lectures, they might not have had as many 

clues to take notes, which was evident from the audio-only participants’ quotes.  

On the other hand, note-taking itself is facilitative in developing a better 

understanding of the lectures, which is the encoding function of note-taking (Di Vesta & 

Gray, 1972; Kiewra, 1989). A virtuous circle was therefore created in the audio-visual 

condition. As illustrated in Figure 5.1, visuals may help activate multiple sources of 

meaning construction, which enhances comprehension. A better comprehension possibly 

offers more clues and triggers a greater likelihood to take notes. Taking notes in return 

may facilitate comprehension. 

Figure 5.1 

Virtuous Circle Between Listening Comprehension and Note-Taking in the Audio-Visual 

Condition 

 

Note. The arrows indicate enhancement. 

I also conjecture that in the audio-visual condition, the participants may have a 

higher chance to not only better grasp the content, but also better understand the structure 

of the spoken texts, organize information more efficiently in their notes, and utilize more 

cognitive and metacognitive strategies. This is based on two categories of notes that were 

reported only by the audio-visual group: symbols to represent relations, and points that 
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were delivered previously. My conjecture is also associated with the finding that the 

audio-visual participants took slightly more notes on the key ideas using their own words. 

These notes are believed to be helpful and meaningful because they demonstrate the test-

takers’ own understanding and interpretation of the input (O’Hair et al., 1988), and they 

are cognitively more demanding to create (Siegel, 2019). From a connectionist 

perspective, in the audio-visual condition, test-takers are provided with information 

redundancy by processing the visual cues and identifying the speakers and context. Test-

takers’ non-linguistic knowledge about the context and/or content of the input can be 

activated (Bejar et al., 2000; Ginther, 2002; Picou et al., 2011). This then facilitates test-

takers to form hypotheses, make inferences, and continually adjust them (Antes, 1996; 

Cross, 2011; Guichon & McLornan, 2008; Gruba, 2004; Hulstijn, 2003; Kellerman, 

1990; Li, 2013b). In other words, it was likely that the test-takers in the audio-visual 

condition were more capable of performing the higher-level listening skills involved in 

top-down processing (Gruba, 2004), such as constructing the organization and 

understanding the gist of the information they received (Field, 2013; Rost, 2011; 

Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). They were possibly able to form better overarching mental 

representations of the lecture content, and they were possibly stronger in predicting the 

function of the upcoming audio input. If the upcoming spoken text was less important 

and too detailed, such as giving redundant examples to illustrate a concept that they 

already understood, they could allocate less attention to the input in order to complete 

their notes regarding some points talked about before. After freeing the capacity of their 

short-term memory, they could process later information even more efficiently.  
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Another possible explanation of these findings about note-taking involves the 

participants’ pathways to achieve comprehension. When the participants could both see 

and hear the speakers, they could draw on multiple sources to construct meaning (Li, 

2013a). It might have freed and activated the participants’ ability to utilize all other 

possible mechanisms and capacities (von Raffler-Engel, 1980), including taking notes, to 

enhance their listening comprehension. In contrast, when the participants could only hear 

the speakers, the only source for them to build an understanding of the lectures was 

through the auditory channel. In other words, they were forced to rely solely on 

processing the audio input, and they might have felt that they could not risk missing any 

of the aural input by taking many notes.  

This could also help explain the differences in the two groups’ perceptions of 

whether the practice of taking notes was helpful. The specific categories of the effects of 

choosing to or not to take notes were similar for the two groups. Choosing to take notes 

was largely beneficial in retrieving information later and constructing a better 

understanding of the lectures. These findings confirm other studies that indicate the 

beneficial encoding and storage effects of note-taking (e.g., Di Vesta & Gray, 1972; Hale 

& Courtney, 1994; Hayati & Jalilifar, 2009; Kiewra, 1989; Liu, 2001, cited in Liu & Hu, 

2012). However, due to its creation of a heavier cognitive load, note-taking could be 

distracting if it interfered with the participants’ listening, because they might miss the 

auditory input that was still being delivered while they were taking notes (Carrell, 2007). 

On the other hand, choosing not to take notes could allow them to avoid missing the aural 

information; the disadvantage of not taking notes was that doing so made it more difficult 

to recall and confirm information when the participants were answering the 
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comprehension questions. Nevertheless, the audio-visual participants were more likely to 

consider note-taking helpful, and less likely to think taking notes was distracting. To 

reiterate, in the audio-visual condition, the participants were able to draw on multiple 

sources to form an understanding of the spoken texts (Li, 2013a), which was often times 

related to higher-level processing (Antes, 1996; Cross, 2011; Guichon & McLornan, 

2008; Hulstijn, 2003; Kellerman, 1990; Li, 2013b). Taking notes, therefore, was more 

likely to be facilitative as a way to construct meaning and enhance memory (Di Vesta & 

Gray, 1972). In contrast, in the audio-only condition, the participants could solely rely on 

processing information through the auditory channel. Hence, taking notes tended to post 

more threats to the participants’ full capturing of the incoming information.   

Another interesting finding was also associated with the participants’ perceptions 

of their note-taking practice. For both audio-visual and audio-only participants, when 

they chose to take notes, they reported note-taking as largely helpful for their listening. 

Similarly, when they chose not to take notes, they reported this as mostly helpful as well. 

I conjecture that the participants in both groups were actively engaged in their note-

taking practice, and their agency to monitor and adjust their note-taking practice was 

applied throughout the whole listening test. If they found note-taking distracting, they 

would stop taking notes; and if they found their practice of not taking notes debilitating, 

they might start taking notes again. 

Identifications of Authentic Features 

Authentic features of spoken language are important components in unscripted 

and/or semi-scripted spoken texts for L2 listening tests (Wagner, 2018a). Regardless of 
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whether test-takers can see the speakers, they have to process these features as part of the 

auditory input. Based on this rationale, the current study specifically compared and 

contrasted how the participants identified and perceived the authentic features in the 

lectures. 

First and foremost, the audio-visual participants explicitly reported hearing fewer 

instances of authentic features. More specifically, they reported hearing fewer instances 

of connected speech and filled pauses, even though the aural text was identical for both 

groups. One possible interpretation of this finding may be associated with the difference 

in the amount of information the participants needed to process. VanPatten (1996) 

indicated that L2 learners’ processing capacity is limited, and in cognitively demanding 

tasks, the learners’ internal processors choose certain information to pay more attention 

to so that their processing can be maximized. In the current study, when the participants 

could both see and hear the speakers, they allocated part of their attention to process the 

visual information. However, when the participants could only hear the speakers, they 

only needed to focus on processing the auditory input. Thus, they may have been more 

prone to noticing these two types of authentic features as part of the auditory information. 

Another way to explain this finding may be related to the participants’ level of 

processing. As discussed in the note-taking section, the audio-visual participants might 

have had an advantage in high-level top-down processing such as understanding the gist 

and overall structures of the lectures utilizing both linguistic and non-linguistic 

knowledge. Therefore, they might have paid less attention to bottom-up processing 

pertaining to detailed phonetic features, specific words, and phrases. In contrast, the 

audio-only group might have had to resort more to bottom-up processing, and they 
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seemed to be more sensitive to phonetic- (connected speech) and word-level (connected 

speech and filled pauses) authentic features.  

Harking back to the participants’ test scores, the audio-visual participants seemed 

to better comprehend the lectures as they scored significantly higher than their audio-only 

peers. These higher scores could also be possibly attributed to the audio-visual 

participants’ less engagement and problems with the authentic features. In contrast, the 

audio-only group might have difficulties in understanding the input. Therefore, they 

might have attributed it to the idea that there was a great amount of authentic input and 

thus noticed and identified more authentic features.  

Nevertheless, the difference in the participants’ identification of false starts was 

minimal, and neither of the groups explicitly and correctly reported hearing any 

repetitions. Perhaps it was because these two features were neither very prevalent nor 

salient in the lectures. The participants might not notice and pay attention to the false 

starts and repetitions and were unaware that these two authentic features were in the 

texts.  

The results were even more interesting with a closer examination of the 

participants’ perceptions of connected speech and filled pauses. The audio-visual 

participants tended to consider connected speech helpful, distracting, or not very 

influential with relatively equal rates. In contrast, for the audio-only group, connected 

speech was considered mostly distracting, and it could be non-influential; but it was 

never considered helpful. The existence of connected speech for the audio-visual group 

could be facilitative perhaps because it made the spoken texts flow more naturally, 

smoothly, and coherently (Brown, 2012) as showcased in some of the participants’ 
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comments. Spoken texts with connected speech were also considered authentic and 

familiar to some audio-visual participants, because they had had exposure to such spoken 

texts in television shows, movies, and news, which aligns with the fact that most real-

world unscripted spoken texts contain such feature (Brown, 2012; Celce-Murcia et al., 

1994; Crystal, 2004; Wagner, 2018a, 2018b). In contrast, the connected speech’s 

hindering effect was more pronounced for the audio-only participants. In real-world 

situations, when a speaker is consciously enunciating, they tend to speak more slowly 

with fewer instances of connected speech (Wagner & Toth, 2014). Otherwise, connected 

speech is prevalent and increases the overall speech rate, and a higher speech rate is often 

associated with a lower level of comprehension (Griffiths, 1990, 1991; Kelch, 1985). For 

the audio-only participants, it was likely that because they could not resort to other 

resources to process the audio input, many experienced greater challenges segmenting 

and decoding specific words (Vandergrift, 2007; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012).  

Similarly, pertaining to the effects of filled pauses, the audio-visual participants 

generally were more likely to report filled pauses as more distracting than helpful or non-

influential. Filled pauses may have broken the smooth delivery of the spoken texts and 

interrupted some of the participants’ thoughts and processing. In contrast, the audio-only 

participants were more likely to consider filled pauses as helpful than distracting. Filled 

pauses may have given them time to take a short break and better process the audio input 

(Lam, 2002; Rubin, 1980).  

The participants in the two groups also expressed that they believed they had 

heard certain authentic features, but they were not certain about their identification. This 

finding suggests that test-takers have some awareness of the existence of authentic 
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features, similar to Wagner and Toth’s (2017) and Liao et al.’s (2018) findings that test-

takers can tell the differences between scripted and unscripted spoken texts. However, the 

participants in both groups did not identify any authentic features at all in the vast 

majority of their comments. Some of the participants even had a misunderstanding of 

certain authentic features and incorrectly reported hearing some of the features. The 

reason why the participants could not explicitly and accurately report the authentic 

features may be affected by their proficiency level and/or their partial understanding of 

the lectures. Their main focus was on extracting meaning of the content, and the 

participants seemingly did not have enough time and processing capacity to explicitly 

notice the authentic features (VanPatten, 1996). Another possible reason could be their 

lack of explicit instruction received on the authentic features, which is commonly 

suggested in the literature (e.g., Flowerdew & Miller, 1997; Gilmore, 2004, 2007; 

Thompson, 2003; Wagner, 2014b, 2016, 2018a, 2018b; Wagner & Ockey, 2018; Wagner 

& Toth, 2014). Although I gave the test-takers a short explanation of each authentic 

feature before each retrospective recall session, the notions of authentic features were 

probably still not familiar to them.  

Question-Answering Methods  

This component of the study focused on the sources of information the 

participants resorted to in order to select their answers to the comprehension questions 

(Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2005, 2007; Li, 2013a). The results first showed that the 

participants in both groups utilized the same three linguistic sources of information (and 

are not test-wiseness strategies) in similar ways. Recalling the content of the lectures in 
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the auditory channel and utilizing notes for both groups seemed to have a more beneficial 

effect rather than a distracting one. These were the two sources of information that were 

most resorted to as well. In addition, both groups were able to answer some questions 

based on their general understanding and/or strong memory of the lectures without 

deliberately reviewing their notes or recalling the audio input of the spoken texts. 

Nevertheless, the audio-visual group was more likely to resort to their linguistic sources 

of information to answer the comprehension questions compared to the audio-only group. 

These findings indicate that, to begin with, when answering the comprehension questions, 

the participants’ notes were important sources of information for them to recall 

information (Di Vesta & Gray, 1972; Douglas & Hegelheimer, 2005, 2007; Li, 2013a; 

Song, 2008). Additionally, as discussed earlier, the audio-visual participants may have 

developed a better understanding of the lectures. This overall comprehension made the 

questions more accessible (Li, 2013a) and led to a slightly more frequent use of 

approaches that were tied to the participants’ actual grasp of the lecture content (Wu, 

1998), rather than being forced to rely on test-wiseness strategies.  

The results also suggest that the audio-visual participants could utilize visual 

information to get clues to the answers. Nevertheless, it was surprising that only 1.65% of 

the sources of information the audio-visual participants reported using were related to 

recalling visuals, similar to what Wagner (2008) and Li (2013a) found. It was possible 

that recalling visuals was probably not very salient. The listeners were mostly processing 

this visual information automatically, and not really noticing or aware of it. Additionally, 

I conjecture that visual cues may have contributed to the audio-visual participants’ 

understanding to a greater extent while they were listening to the ongoing spoken input 
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rather than while they were answering the comprehension questions. As Gruba (1999) 

noted:  

… visual elements work in a number of ways that go beyond merely 
‘supporting’ verbal elements; they are better thought of as integral 
resources to comprehension whose influence shifts from primary to 
secondary importance as a listener develops a mature understanding of the 
videotext. (p. ii) 
 

Once the participants formed their mental representation of the meaning, they no longer 

needed to rely on retrieving the meaning through the visual pathway. Visuals served in a 

peripheral role to supplement the audio recall when the participants were answering the 

comprehension questions. This then implies that although the inclusion of visuals reduces 

the difficulty level of certain listening comprehension questions (Batty, 2017, 2018; 

Lesnov, 2017, 2018b), it may affect the meaning constructing process more than the 

question-answering process. This could also help explain the reason why the inclusion of 

visuals still facilitated the participants’ test performance even though the questions were 

visual-independent (Lesnov, 2017), and the answers were not cued by the visuals. 

The current study further reveals several similar test-wiseness strategies that both 

groups adopted. The use of these strategies did not showcase the participants’ real 

understanding of the spoken texts (Suvorov, 2018b). Fortunately, both groups’ use of 

test-wiseness strategies seemed to be less frequent than their use of the linguistic sources 

of information. However, the audio-only group seemed to have utilized test-wiseness 

strategies slightly more frequently compared to the audio-visual group. Perhaps it was 

because the participants in the audio-only group were not able to comprehend the lectures 

as deeply as the audio-visual group as previously discussed. When test-takers can only 

develop a partial understanding of the input, they are likely to resort to non-linguistic 
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sources of information to make up for their partial comprehension (Wu, 1998). Hence, 

clues from the question itself, from other questions, from their real-world knowledge, and 

from other test-taking experience were more likely to be useful for the audio-only 

participants. The audio-only participants’ more frequent use of test-wiseness strategies 

suggests more validity support for the inclusion of audio-visual input in an L2 listening 

test. The use of test-wiseness strategies may introduce construct irrelevant variance to a 

great extent (Suvorov, 2018b). Thus, L2 listening tests with audio-visual input allow for 

more valid inferences of test-takers’ listening ability. 

Relationship Between the Quality of Notes and Test Performance 

The last component of the current study was designed to examine the relationship 

between the quality of the notes that the participants took and their test scores. The 

Spearman’s correlations yielded no statistically significant relationship between the two 

variables. This does not confirm Carrell’s (2007) and Dunkel’s (1988) results that in test-

takers’ notes, a greater amount of relevant information to the listening task contributes to 

better test performance. It also seems to contradict several other studies, such as Kiewra 

et al. (1987) and Song (2012), in that the positive criteria used in the current study to 

evaluate the participants’ notes (the correct levels of information noted and the overall 

organization of the notes) are effective indicators of test-takers’ listening proficiency, and 

are closely linked to their test performance.  

A few reasons may have possibly contributed to the non-significant result. The 

small sample size (N=10 in each group) and the limited number of question items (k=22) 

might partially account for the results. A lack of other experts rating the quality of the 

participants’ notes might also have an impact on the reliability of the note scores. More 
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importantly, the current study has showcased that the participants varied greatly 

pertaining to their note-taking processes. Some participants tended to take a great number 

of notes, whereas others seemed to practice the opposite and barely took notes. With this 

idiosyncratic nature of note-taking, it was difficult to demonstrate a pattern between the 

participants’ test scores and the quality of their notes.  

 Another alternative explanation of the non-significant result may be related to the 

degree to which the participants altered their normal note-taking practice. In the post-test 

questionnaire, the participants reported how much they believed they took notes 

differently from how they took notes when listening to real-life lectures. On a scale from 

one (did not change at all) to six (changed drastically), the mean score for the audio-only 

group was 3.72 (SD=1.31), and the mean score for the audio-visual group was 3.28 

(SD=1.28), suggesting that for both groups of participants, their note-taking practice in 

this test was quite different from that in a real-life situation. This indicates that the note 

scores in the current study may not be able to fully represent the participants’ actual 

quality of notes in authentic situations. The testing condition may be a mediator that 

affected the relationship between the participants’ note quality and test scores. Therefore, 

contrary to my hypothesis that there would be a significant correlation between the 

participants’ note quality and test scores, the correlations in the current study were not 

significant.  

Interestingly, although the correlations were not significant, it was counter-

intuitive that the correlation coefficient was positive between the amount of irrelevant or 

incorrect information in the audio-only participants’ notes and their post-test scores. I 

conjecture that because the audio-only participants could only process the spoken input 
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through the auditory channel, the irrelevant and/or wrong information might be a result of 

their less successful comprehension. However, the audio-only participants needed as 

much information as possible to answer the comprehension questions. Although their 

noted information was not in the lectures and/or contained spelling errors, they could 

construct a partial understanding or find possible clues of the lectures by interpreting 

their own notes. Thus, they could make a better inference of the lectures and feel more 

comfortable with answering the questions with relatively more notes.   

Implications 

The discussion section presented my interpretations of the research findings. 

Synthesizing these points resulted in several implications for research, test development, 

teaching, and learning, which are presented below. 

Implications for Research 

A Holistic, Process-Oriented Approach to Investigate Test-Takers’ L2 Listening 

Processes 

There is a large body of research investigating test-takers’ L2 listening processes 

during an audio-visual test. For instance, as illustrated in the Literature Review chapter, 

quasi-experimental designs have been employed to compare and contrast test-takers’ 

scores on audio-only and audio-visual listening tests (e.g., Coniam, 2001; Ginther, 2002; 

Parry & Meredith, 1984; Suvorov, 2009; Wagner, 2010b). A handful of researchers have 

focused on ways in which test-takers utilize visuals in the audio-visual condition (e.g., 

Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2018; Wagner, 2006, 2008). Several studies have 

investigated test-takers’ note-taking practice (e.g., Cubilo, 2017; Cubilo & Winke, 2013). 
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A few studies have also examined test-taking strategies utilized by the test-takers (e.g., 

Li, 2013a; Suvorov, 2018b). Admittedly, breaking down a listening test-taking process is 

useful in isolating a particular variable. Nevertheless, it also introduces the risk of losing 

the connection among different aspects of test-takers’ listening processes, and sometimes 

it may lead to overgeneralized conclusions. In contrast, by taking many aspects of test-

takers’ listening processes into consideration, this study acknowledges the links among 

these aspects. The interpretations of results regarding each aspect build on each other 

and, therefore, it is beneficial to establish a holistic understanding of test-takers’ test-

taking processes. It is also useful to compare and contrast these aspects of listening 

processes in an audio-only and audio-visual condition. Otherwise, some unique listening 

processes in the audio-visual condition might be overlooked, and some shared processes 

might be identified as distinctive only in the audio-visual condition. 

The current study adopted this holistic process-oriented approach and provides 

insights adding to our current understanding of audio-visual listening test-taking 

processes. For instance, previous research has shown that visual cues can be helpful in 

areas such as maintaining test-takers’ concentration level, promoting their positive affect, 

and providing them with extra comprehension cues (e.g., speakers’ hand gestures and  

facial expressions), which were also found in the current study. However, there has been 

much less concrete comparative evidence in the existing literature that demonstrates that 

with visuals, test-takers are better able to engage in top-down and higher-level 

processing. The inclusion of visuals alters test-takers’ note-taking practice, affects their 

identification of authentic features, and changes their sources of information used to 

answer the comprehension questions. The findings show that the test-taking processes 
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undergone by the two groups are different, which helps account for the significantly 

higher test scores of the audio-visual participants on the post-test. It then poses potential 

questions about the cognitive validity of the traditional audio-only listening tests, in that 

they might not be able to elicit the same cognitive processing as real-world listening 

activities that the audio-visual tests resemble more (Weir, 2005; Field, 2013).  

It is also worth noting that the current study only involved visuals of the speakers, 

which did not contribute to new content in the lectures. Should other types of visuals be 

used, such as a speaker and some content-based cues in the form of graphs, diagrams, or 

slides, the participants may experience different listening processes to some extent, which 

can be further investigated in future research. 

Inclusion of Visuals in L2 Listening Assessment  

Whether visual cues should be included in L2 listening tests has attracted 

attention related to the issue of construct validity. The central argument against the 

introduction of visuals is closely associated with avoiding introducing construct irrelevant 

variance to the test construct (e.g., Buck, 2001; Coniam, 2001; Gruba, 1993; Lado, 1961). 

Messick (1989, 1996) described how construct irrelevant variance may be introduced 

when “the assessment is too broad, containing excess reliable variance that is irrelevant to 

the interpreted construct” (1996, p. 244). Such variance may lead to “construct-irrelevant 

easiness,” which refers to the fact that “extraneous clues in item or test formats permit 

some individuals to respond correctly in ways irrelevant to the construct being assessed” 

(1989, p. 34). In addition, Batty (2017, 2018) found that visuals significantly reduced the 

item difficulty for implicit questions. Therefore, he argued that the inclusion of visuals 

may obviate the purpose of assessing learners’ competence in understanding implicit 
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information of spoken texts. He further raised concerns about the fairness of utilizing 

audio-visual listening tests, because such practice may be biased against test-takers with 

visual impairments or those on the autistic spectrum.   

However, there are shortcomings in this line of argument. First and foremost, as 

briefly discussed in the Viewing Patterns section, I suggest an alternative way to interpret 

the finding on the decreased difficulty level of implicit questions resulted from the 

inclusion of visual information. Instead of arguing that because of visuals, the need to 

assess learners’ ability in processing implicit information was obviated, I contend that 

learners are more capable of demonstrating their ability in processing implicit 

information through the use of visuals. As the qualitative data regarding the participants’ 

note-taking processes in the current study shows, for instance, the audio-visual 

participants demonstrated more ability to perform higher-level processing such as getting 

the gist of the lectures and inferring the attitudes of the speakers. Therefore, the audio-

visual participants seemed to be more capable of answering the questions that tested their 

ability to understand implicit information, and thus the item difficulty of these questions 

decreased. Hence, the ability to utilize visuals should be operationalized as test-takers’ 

pragmatic knowledge (Wagner, 2008). Going beyond understanding the literal meaning 

of spoken texts, L2 listeners also need to “create or interpret discourse by relating 

utterances or sentences and texts to their meanings, to the intentions of language users, 

and to relevant characteristics of the language use setting” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 

69). These include the contextual, sociolinguistic, sociocultural, psychological, and 

rhetorical meaning of the utterances, testing which calls for a great amount of contextual 

information provided to the test-takers (Purpura, 2004). Visuals offer this rich contextual 
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information and allows the test-takers to demonstrate their pragmatic knowledge and 

construct their deep comprehension of the spoken texts (Wagner, 2008). 

Secondly, pertaining to test fairness, without visual cues in the listening test, it 

actually creates unfairness to test-takers who benefit from processing visuals to activate 

their higher-level processing and demonstrate their pragmatic competence (Wagner, 

2008). Additionally, the discussion of fairness can never be separate from the 

consideration of the TLU domain. Visuals in a listening test indeed favor learners without 

any visual or developmental impairments. Nevertheless, we have to first answer a very 

important question: In the TLU domain that the test is supposed to assess, can listeners 

utilize visual information when listening? Specifically, for the purpose of academic 

lecture listening, if the learners with visual impairments and autism are involved in a 

mainstream classroom with other learners without visual impairments and autism, then 

the TLU domain is the same for both groups. The lectures they listen to are still with their 

professors present and visible. Therefore, a listening test with visual cues represents the 

TLU domain most accurately. On the other hand, if learners with visual impairments and 

autism are pulled out from mainstream classrooms or receive other scaffolding and 

accommodations in mainstream classrooms, and in their academic development, the 

lectures are delivered in other formats, then the listening tests should be designed 

specifically according to these formats with these scaffolding and accommodations to 

better represent the TLU domain.  

Nevertheless, Batty’s discussion on test fairness helps raise test developers’ and 

researchers’ awareness of the possible privilege given to L2 listeners without visual and 

developmental impairments. Existing discussion on the extension of listening test 
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construct seems to have excluded learners with these impairments. A combined 

knowledge on special education and language testing is called for to conduct further 

research exploring approaches to inclusive L2 listening tests. 

Back to the mainstream L2 listening tests, which is the focus of the present study, 

I argue that the visuals should be included in L2 academic listening tests for four reasons 

based on the findings of the current study. To begin with, it contributes to L2 listening 

tests’ construct validity (Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2007, 2008, 2010a). Visuals are abundant 

in the TLU domain regarding listening to academic lectures, and therefore, testing 

learners’ ability to understand academic lectures without visual cues deviates from the 

tasks they may encounter in the TLU domain and leads to an underrepresentation of the 

test construct (e.g., Wagner, 2007, 2008, 2010a). Indeed, the inclusion of visual cues not 

only enhances test authenticity (e.g., Batty, 2015; Buck, 2001; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; 

Jamieson, 2005; Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013; Wagner, 2008, 2010a), but also elicits 

increased construct relevant variance regarding the test-takers’ ability to use nonverbal 

information, as the current study shows. The scores in audio-visual listening tests are 

more likely to be valid inferences of test-takers’ ability in comprehending real-world 

academic lectures (Suvorov, 2013; Wagner, 2010a). 

The second reason is related to test-taking processes and cognitive validity. The 

current study delineates the differences in test-taking processes in terms of multiple 

aspects in audio-only and audio-visual conditions. Visual information is an indispensable 

tool for learners to construct their understanding of academic lectures. A traditional 

audio-only test may not elicit the same listening processes involved in the real-world 

listening tasks, and lead to the test having reduced cognitive validity (Field, 2013). 
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Additionally, the current study showcases some distinctive advantages visuals provide to 

the participants. Visuals were reported as facilitative most of the time, and the 

participants were able to employ their agency to utilize visuals for their own benefits. 

Unfairness will then be caused if all test-takers’ opportunities are excluded from utilizing 

contextual information and comprehensively demonstrating their pragmatic competence 

(Wagner, 2008).  

Third, including visuals in L2 listening tests helps increase test-takers’ scores, 

which is in alignment with the principle of “bias for best” (Swain, 1984, cited in 

Mendelsohn, 1989, p. 102). In relation to designing a test, “we should do everything 

possible to elicit the learner’s best performance” (Mendelsohn, 1989, p. 104). The current 

study demonstrates significantly facilitative impacts of visuals on the participants’ post-

test performance, which aligns with various other studies (e.g., Baltova, 1994, experiment 

one; Brett, 1997; Ginther, 2002; Lesnov, 2017, 2018b; Parry & Meredith, 1984; Shin, 

1998; Sueyoshi & Hardison, 2005; Wagner 2010b, 2013). Although a few other studies 

yielded no effects on test scores (e.g., Baltova, 1994, experiment two; Batty, 2015; 

Coniam, 2001; Cubilo, 2017; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Gruba, 1993; Londe, 2009; 

Suvorov, 2013), and a handful of studies suggested negative impacts (e.g., Pusey & Lenz, 

2014; Suvorov, 2009), this inconsistency might be a result of research and test design as 

discussed in Chapter Two. Therefore, it should be largely harmless to include visual cues 

to maximize the potential positive effects on test performance that visuals have to offer 

(Lesnov, 2017).   

Lastly, the use of visuals in L2 listening assessments can be associated with 

positive washback effects on teaching and learning, which contributes to the consequence 
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aspect of the test validity (Messick, 1989, 1996). Test washback is often ignored or lacks 

an explicit discussion in previous L2 listening studies (He & Jiang, 2020), particularly 

with a focus on the effects of visuals. Since language tests have the power of driving 

changes in materials development, instruction, and learning (e.g., Alderson & Wall, 

1993; Bailey, 1996; Hughes, 1993; Watanabe, 1997, 2004), such washback should be 

considered when developing a test (Bachman, 2005; Chalhoub-Deville & O’Sullivan, 

2020; Messick, 1996; Wang & Wagner, 2020). Including visuals in L2 listening tests is 

therefore helpful in bringing about changes in classrooms to prepare learners for 

processing real-world spoken input, which usually involves audio-visual input. In 

particular, certain visuals are culturally bounded (Antes, 1996; English, 1982; Gruba, 

1997) and should be taught to learners to better facilitate their listening development. A 

perfect example in the current study is the gesture for air quotes. Numerous participants 

expressed their confusion about the gesture and conveyed that processing this gesture 

distracted their attention and interfered with their listening. Nevertheless, this gesture is 

one that could often occur in the TLU domain, and thus the ability to understand this 

gesture is construct relevant. Indeed, to not test it might lead to a misrepresentation of 

learners’ real-life listening competence. A diagnosis of a lack of understanding of these 

culture-specific gestures through a test is also beneficial for the learners to pay attention 

to their learning need, and for their teachers to tailor the instruction to meet this need.  

As Lynch (2011) suggests, “it is becoming increasingly difficult to justify 

academic listening assessment (and research) based on audio-only input, of the type that 

has been the norm” (p. 86). The above four reasons add insights to why this statement 

holds true. Essentially, the argument for the use of visuals in an L2 listening test calls for 
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an expansion of the L2 listening test construct to include the assessment of test-takers’ 

ability to understand visuals if we aim to evaluate their ability to comprehend real-world 

academic lectures (Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2007, 2008, 2010a). 

Implications for Test Development 

Limitations of Computer-Based Language Testing  

Delivering L2 listening tests online through computers is not a new invention. It 

has many advantages to offer, such as more efficient and economical delivery, wider 

accessibility, and easier and faster grading methods (e.g., Alderson, 2000; Dunkel, 

1991b; Suvorov & Hegelheimer, 2013). Especially in the time of COVID-19, online test 

delivery has made it possible for test-takers to take tests at home to reduce interpersonal 

contacts and ensure personal safety (Harding, 2021). The current study also benefits from 

delivering the pre- and post-tests online so that participants could access the tests and join 

the study at home.  

Nevertheless, a big challenge was also posed by adopting computer-based 

language testing and delivering tests online. There is technically no way for the test 

developers to ensure the test-takers have sufficient internet speed in order for the tests to 

proceed smoothly. Taking the current study as an example, at the piloting stage, 

numerous participants had to opt out of taking the pre-test, and some potential 

participants withdrew from the study because the pre-test originally required the 

participants to allow access to their cameras so that random pictures of test-takers could 

be taken throughout the test as a proctoring method. To do so, a high internet speed was 

necessary, which many of the students could not access at home. As a result, the 
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proctoring feature had to be turned off in the actual study. Even with this adjustment, 

several potential participants still had to exit the main study, because with their internet 

speed, their computers were not able to run the test program. As for the post-test, two 

participants reported visual cues as distracting specifically because of a low internet 

speed and the fact that the videos were cutting in and out. This inevitably has impacted 

the reliability of the test, and introduced construct irrelevant variance. It also limits the 

accessibility of tests to all potential test-takers.  

Evaluating the Level of Authenticity of L2 Listening Input 

Authenticity, or situational authenticity (Bachman, 1990), is defined as “the 

degree of correspondence of the characteristics of a given language test task to the 

features of a TLU task” (Bachman & Palmer, 1996, p. 23). It is one of the six key 

components of test usefulness, together with a test’s reliability, construct validity, 

interactiveness, impact, and practicality (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Due to its 

importance and close connection to construct validity and interactiveness, researchers 

have been advocating for L2 listening tests to include unscripted authentic features in 

spoken texts (e.g., Wagner, 2014, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014, 2017) or provide visual 

cues when delivering the spoken texts (e.g., Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Jamieson, 2005; 

Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2013, 2018; Wagner, 2007, 2008, 2010a). However, in relation to 

the level of authenticity of L2 listening test input, the scriptedness of the spoken texts and 

whether the test contains visuals should be examined together. They are both crucial 

features of the listening test input that test-takers receive. Additionally, the widely used 

dichotomous categorizations of visuals (content and context visuals) may also be 
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problematic, and alternative classifications, such as a multidimensional taxonomy of 

visuals can better present the nature of visuals (Suvorov, 2013). 

Therefore, I propose an expanded scale in order to gauge the authenticity level of 

L2 listening test input based on the understanding of the authentic spoken text continuum 

(e.g., Wagner, 2018a) and the multidimensional taxonomy of visuals (e.g., Suvorov, 

2013). As shown in Figure 5.2, two variables are taken into consideration when designing 

authentic listening test input. The first variable is the authentic features of spoken texts 

with two scales. The Number of Authentic Features scale simply represents the total 

number of the authentic features in the listening input. It can be measured as from “none” 

to “ample,” or with specific numbers if possible and needed. The Number of Types of 

Authentic Features scale ranges from zero to the total number of the types of authentic 

features using Wagner’s (2018a) categorization. The other variable is the visual features 

with three scales, defined by Suvorov (2013). The Semantic Congruity scale measures the 

degree to which the visual and auditory information match each other. It may range from 

“incongruent” to “congruent.” The Content Dynamism scale assesses whether the visuals 

are completely static on the lower end or dynamic on the higher end. It is a content-based 

measurement rather than a matter of delivery format, and dynamic visuals possess 

“continuous temporal and spatial changes of the content-based information” (Suvorov, 

2013, p. 218). The Rhetorical Effectiveness scale represents the degree to which visuals 

are persuasive and accessible, and it ranges from “ineffective” to “effective.” The arrow 

of each scale always points to the higher end of the respective feature. 
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Figure 5.2 

L2 Listening Input Authenticity Scale 

 

When rating the authenticity level of the input in a L2 listening test, the scale 

should be used twice. First, we need to rate the authenticity level of the listening input 

used in the TLU domain using this five-scale measurement. After the real-world input is 

rated, we can then proceed to evaluate the test input accordingly. In order to represent the 

level of authenticity on each scale, we can calculate the area of the triangle formed by the 

distance between the two ratings and the center of the pentagon. The smaller the area is, 

or the larger the rest of the area is, the more authentic the test input is in terms of this 

scale. One potential caveat is that researchers or language teachers may want to rate the 

input with specific values on each scale. It is not necessary to do so unless they can 

precisely construct the scales into interval scales. The rating on each scale actually can be 

an estimated value or range to showcase the key input features. Therefore, the scale may 

be particularly useful to compare and contrast listening input utilized in different tests 

measuring the same construct.  
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Taking this study as an example, the target real-world listening input is academic 

lectures. They should contain an ample amount of authentic features of all possible types 

(i.e., connected speech, hesitation phenomena, and oral lexical features). Typically, the 

lecturers deliver lectures in person (before COVID) with the help of PowerPoint slides 

and/or notes on the whiteboard, making the input semantically congruous, dynamic, and 

rhetorically effective. The real-world listening input is measured in red in Figure 5.3. A 

closer examination of the lecture used in the pre-test reveals that the input lacks a great 

number of authentic features, and it does not represent all types of authentic features 

either. The visuals are static pictures showing the setting and speakers, and, therefore, 

they should be ranked quite low on the Semantic Congruity, Dynamism, and Rhetorical 

Effectiveness scales. These ratings can be seen in blue in Figure 5.3. The five triangles 

connecting the two ratings on each scale and the center of pentagon in orange represent 

the degree to which the test input deviates from the real-world authentic input. 

Alternatively, the rest of the area in the pentagon shaded in green indicates the extent to 

which the actual test overlaps with the TLU domain on the five scales. Again, the ratings 

are estimated values with no specific numbers attached. 

Figure 5.3 

Level of Authenticity of the Pre-Test Input (Listening to Academic Lectures) 
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The same real-world input authenticity is rated again in Figure 5.4 in red 

pertaining to listening to academic lectures. In blue, the authenticity level of the audio-

visual post-test is rated. The post-test spoken texts were semi-authentic. The speakers 

knew that the lectures would be recorded, and they prepared for their 5-minute lectures to 

ensure that they talked about a new concept or theory with supporting details. 

Nevertheless, they did not create and recite written scripts, leading to the existence of an 

abundant number and types of authentic features. Hence, the input is ranked quite high on 

these two scales. The visuals are liminal (Turner, 1969, in Suvorov, 2013), which is in 

between static and dynamic. The visuals in the current study are not static, because the 

speakers were delivering the lectures with moving facial expressions and hand gestures. 

The visual are not fully dynamic either, because the visuals do not contribute much to the 

content, and there were minimal spatial changes in the videos. Since no PowerPoint 

slides and whiteboard notes were involved, the videos again were not a hundred percent 

semantically congruous and rhetorically effective. However, in comparison to the 

pictures used in the pre-test, these videos should rank higher on these scales.  

Figure 5.4 

Level of Authenticity of the Audio-Visual Post-Test Input (Listening to Academic 

Lectures) 
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Similarly, Figure 5.5 showcases the authenticity deviance of the audio-only post-

test input in orange and the overlaps with real-world listening input in green. Compared 

to the audio-visual input, the differences lie in the ratings on the three visual-related 

scales. 

Figure 5.5 

Level of Authenticity of the Audio-Only Post-Test Input (Listening to Academic Lectures) 

 

The comparisons indicate that the situational authenticity of listening test input is 

a multi-dimensional construct, containing various auditory and visual features. Being 

authentic on one dimension does not necessarily lead to a higher level of authenticity on 

the others. It is also worth noticing that the five-dimensional scale does not imply that the 

higher the test input is ranked on any scale, the more authentic it is. Take a phone 

conversation as an example. Since no visuals are typically involved, the real-world input 

may be ranked at the lower end of Semantic Congruity, Content Dynamism, and 

Rhetorical Effectiveness scales. In this case, if the test input presents any visuals, then it 

is actually very inauthentic pertaining to these scales (unless it is a picture of a phone).  

To conclude, the level of authenticity of listening test input can be measured using 

the proposed five-dimensional authenticity scale. The smaller the orange areas, or the 

larger the green areas, the more authentic the test input. The scale is particularly useful in 
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comparing the authenticity levels between different test input measuring the same 

construct. Test developers and language teachers, whether they work on large-scale high-

stakes tests or classroom listening tests, can choose to rate the input materials using the 

scale to evaluate and report the test authenticity as one of the six key features of test 

usefulness (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). 

Creating Authentic L2 Listening Input 

It is very challenging to create authentic or semi-authentic L2 listening input at all 

the five authenticity levels described above. In fact, this difficulty may largely account 

for the fact that assessment with videos as input is rarely seen. In the present study, semi-

authentic lectures were recorded, where the lecturers prepared for short lectures delivered 

to undergraduate students during regular scheduled classes. The overall material creating 

process was smooth with a few problems to overcome, and therefore, some suggestions 

are made as the following.  

It is useful to first give the instructors some general guidelines in preparing for 

their lectures, such as the key information covered (as in the current study, one new 

theory or idea and supporting details), time limit (about five minutes), and the preferred 

style (they could practice but could not utilize slides or recite scripts). To better 

coordinate topic selection, it is advised to collect each lecturer’s topics of interest, make 

sure the topics do not overlap, and suggest possible other topics if needed. Inviting each 

lecturer to deliver two short lectures is also a good choice. Some lecturers may feel too 

anxious in the first lecture, and their second one would sound more relaxed and natural. 

Once the topics are settled on, collecting a brief outline for each short lecture is necessary 
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to ensure a clear structure and sufficient details for the development of comprehension 

questions. 

Implications for Teaching and Learning  

Explicit Instruction on Visual Use  

To better prepare students for audio-visual listening assessments, which further 

increases their readiness for processing real-world listening input, explicit instruction on 

visual use should be incorporated into ESL classes and materials. Teaching units on 

understanding visual cues should be designed in curricula at all proficiency levels to 

reinforce the notion that visual input is part of listening and to underline the role of 

visuals in a listening task. Specifically, the current study provides insights about how 

activating test-takers’ visual channel may not only bring benefits but also pose 

challenges. These advantages and disadvantages should be first explicitly presented to 

ESL learners to develop their awareness of potential changes in their ways in processing 

all types of information. It is also of great importance to illustrate that learners can 

proactively monitor their listening processes and take advantage of visuals rather than 

feeling obligated to watch the visuals the whole time throughout a test. Especially 

considering the fact that some learners may prefer audio-only listening tests (e.g., 

Coniam, 2001; Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Suvorov, 2013), learners need to realize that they 

can adjust their input processing strategies and even choose to not orient to the screen 

(e.g., Wagner, 2007, 2013). Training and guidance on learners’ ability to self-monitor 

their listening processes need to be provided to facilitate learners’ construction of their 

individualized listening approaches as well.  
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In addition, based on the evidence that learners may encounter great difficulties in 

understanding certain culturally-bounded visual cues, practitioners can equip themselves 

with the knowledge about the meaning and use of a variety of visual cues in different 

cultures, and so can the learners. However, since practitioners take a guiding role in 

promoting learners’ cultural awareness, such knowledge should be explicitly taught to 

ESL learners in case they lack the opportunity to learn by themselves.  

Due to the technical and practical challenges in developing and delivering audio-

visual listening tests, it is also understandable that test developers are reluctant to use 

audio-visual, especially video-based, input. However, such reluctance is unwarranted 

considering all the benefits that audio-visual input offers. In addition, audio-visual input 

has long been available and often involved in language classrooms (Gruba, 1997). “Given 

the proliferation of technology in the increasingly multimedia-rich globalized world, 

multimedia-enhanced L2 listening instruction is becoming the norm rather than the 

exception” (Suvorov, 2019, p. 3). There have been a multitude of resources and tools 

available for practitioners to download, utilize, and even create their own multimedia 

input (Suvorov, 2019). The instructional suggestions described above are still valid so 

that learners can understand and cope with the possible differences between taking an 

audio-only test and processing real-world spoken texts accompanied with visual cues.  

Explicit Instruction on Note-Taking 

DeZure et al. (2001) indicated that “notetaking has generally been taken for 

granted by both instructors and students” (p. 1).  In particular, learners’ L2 note-taking 

skills do not directly transfer from their L1 note-taking skills (Siegel, 2019). Instruction 

on L2 note-taking may lead to more efficient use of their notes and better listening 
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performance (e.g., Crawford, 2015; Hayati & Jalilifar, 2009; Tsai & Wu, 2010). 

Therefore, based on the findings of the current study, it is crucial to first equip L2 

listeners with the knowledge of the potential benefits and interferences introduced by 

note-taking in each condition. It is also of equal importance to raise learners’ awareness 

that, again, they can monitor and adjust their note-taking practice as needed. In particular, 

L2 learners should be aware that they do not need to feel obliged to write down 

everything and/or organize their notes perfectly. As the correlations in this study 

indicated, there was no substantive relationship between test scores and the number of 

correct notes, the note organization, and the number of irrelevant or incorrect notes. 

Utilizing notes is indeed one of the sources of information that test-takers may resort to 

when they answer comprehension questions, but it can be complemented with other 

sources of information as long as test-takers are able to understand the lectures. 

Therefore, once test-takers find taking notes unproductive or even distracting, they 

should be encouraged to focus more on processing the input to better develop their 

understanding and enhance their memory of the input.  

Explicit Instruction on Authentic Features 

The current study demonstrates that learners have limited awareness of the 

existence, characteristics, and classifications of authentic features. Therefore, explicit 

instruction on authentic features may first help learners become more familiar with the 

features, which may facilitate their process of unscripted spoken texts containing these 

features (Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014, 2017). Wagner (2014a, 2016), for 

instance, suggested several guidelines to provide instruction on authentic features. 

Emerick et al. (2018), Wagner et al. (2018), and Wang et al. (2018) also published a 
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series of sample lessons explicitly teaching connected speech, filled pauses, and 

backchannels respectively. The sample lessons are designed to be easily and flexibly 

adjusted to different proficiency levels as well. Another resource is Brown’s (2012) book 

dedicated to the importance of teaching connected speech. Ample guidance of classroom 

activities and materials are provided for L2 instructors to improve students’ ability to 

understand and utilize connected speech.  

More importantly, the present research sheds light on the effects of different 

authentic features on test-takers’ listening processes in different conditions. When 

teaching authentic features, practitioners can first inform learners about their possible 

challenges in processing different authentic features in each condition, so that learners 

pay special attention to the potential difficulties. Practitioners should also illustrate how 

different authentic features may facilitate their comprehension, so that the learners could 

take full advantage of them.  

These suggestions align with the metacognitive approach to L2 listening 

instruction, and learners will be equipped with the ability to regulate their own listening 

consciously (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). With better metacognitive awareness and 

training in class, learners can better identify and process authentic features and contrive 

their best strategies to listen to spoken texts with them (McCarthy & Carter, 1995; 

Schmidt, 1990). In the long run, learners’ ability to understand unscripted authentic 

spoken texts can be increased (Brown, 2012; Brown & Hilferty, 2006; Gilmore, 2011; 

Matsuzawa, 2006; Norris, 1993). 
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Insights Gained Regarding Question-Answering Approaches  

From the learners’ perspective, facing the pressure of passing a test, it is 

understandable that they may want to adopt certain test-wiseness strategies (that do not 

showcase their true comprehension of the input) to compensate for their partial 

understanding (Wu, 1998). However, this may introduce construct irrelevant variance 

(e.g., Suvorov, 2018b), which poses challenges in interpreting test-takers’ listening test 

scores. Therefore, practitioners and learners should be aware of the fact that scores 

gained by employing test-wiseness strategies do not indicate the learners’ real 

comprehension of the listening passages. A careful analysis of where and why the 

listening process breaks down to better facilitate the learners’ listening development is 

needed.  

Another possible reason for the ample use of test-wiseness strategies in the 

current study is the format of the question items. Multiple-choice items provide test-

takers with opportunities to guess and infer the answers according to the options. Some 

real-life listening strategies may not be elicited by multiple-choice questions, especially 

those related to high-level processing (Rukthong, 2021). Hence, in daily instruction, 

practicing listening with other formats of response such as short-answer questions and 

information recall may reduce the likelihood that learners try to resort to test-wiseness 

strategies (Suvorov, 2019). 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, the research results are discussed in connection to the relevant 

literature. Possible explanations of the findings are presented to establish a holistic 

understanding of the participants’ listening processes. Based on these interpretations, 
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multiple implications are made pertaining to research, test development, and teaching and 

learning. The implications address both theoretical and practical issues, in the hope of 

transferring insights from the current research to practice in these three areas. In the 

following chapter, I will draw a conclusion of the current study by summarizing and 

synthesizing the research findings and implications, pointing out the limitations of the 

study, and suggesting future research directions. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

  

This chapter presents the conclusion of the current study. It first summarizes the 

research findings associated with each research question, followed by the major 

limitations of the research, as well as potential avenues for future research. Then, the 

significance of the contribution of the study is discussed. 

Summary of the Research Findings  

 The present study aims to expand the current understanding of the effect of 

visuals on L2 learners’ listening test-taking processes. Three sets of research questions 

guided the investigation, and the main findings are summarized as follows. 

Research Question One 

RQ1. To what extent do test-takers perform differently when presented with audio-visual 

versus audio-only input?  

 The first component of the study, the comparison of test scores, addressed this 

research question. A total of 190 participants took part in this research component, and 

they were randomly and evenly placed in the control group or the treatment group based 

on their estimated proficiency level informally assessed by their teachers. They all took a 

pre-test, the iTEP listening test, to evaluate their listening ability. They then took 

different versions of the post-test that I developed. The pre- and post-tests were piloted 

with 30 undergraduate students in China, and modifications were made to the post-tests 

to make the actual tests. The post-tests comprised three 4.5-minute lectures, each 
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followed by eight multiple-choice comprehension questions. The control group could 

only hear the speakers during the test, while the treatment group could both hear and see 

the speakers in the videos.  

 The pre-test’s reliability was reported as α=.78 (Seiler, 2019). For the post-test, 22 

items were utilized for the subsequent statistical analysis. The reliability of the audio-

only post-test was α=.725 (SEM=2.12), and that of the audio-visual post-test was α=.760 

(SEM=2.12).  

 Several assumptions for comparing group means were met, including normal 

distributions, homogeneity of variance, a linear relationship between the covariate and 

the dependent variable for each level of the independent variable, and homogeneity of 

regression slopes for both the control and treatment groups. Therefore, an ANCOVA was 

conducted, with conditions (audio-only or audio-visual) as the independent variable, the 

post-test scores as the dependent variable, and the pre-test scores as the covariate. A 

statistically significant difference in post-test scores was found when adjusting for the 

participants’ pre-test scores, signifying that the test-takers in the audio-visual group 

scored significantly higher than the audio-only group. This suggests that visual cues in 

the listening test significantly increased the audio-visual participants’ test performance 

with a medium effect size (ηp2 =.127).  

 The result is important considering the weak semantic congruity between the 

visual and audio input throughout the test and the low answerability of the 

comprehension questions cued by the visuals. Namely, the inclusion of visuals 

significantly facilitated the participants’ test performance, even though the visuals did not 

explicitly provide content-related information, and answering the comprehension 
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questions correctly did not rely on interpreting the visuals. The participants’ varied use of 

visuals and other listening processes were likely to have contributed to the finding, which 

were further examined by addressing the next set of research questions.  

Research Questions Two and Three A 

RQ 2. What are participants’ listening processes in the audio-visual and audio-only 

conditions while listening?  

a. To what extent do the audio-visual participants attend to videos? To what extent are 

the videos helpful? 

b. What do the audio-only participants attend to when they listen to the audio-only texts? 

c. How do the participants from both groups take notes?  

d. How do the participants from both groups interact with the authentic features in the 

lectures?  

RQ 3. What are participants’ listening processes in the audio-visual and audio-only 

conditions while answering the comprehension questions?  

a. How do participants in both groups rely on different sources of information to answer 

the questions?   

 Research questions 2 and 3a were associated with the second component of the 

study, the retrospective cued recall component investigating specific test-taking 

processes. Ten participants in each condition who indicated their interest in participating 

in this qualitative component were randomly selected to become the qualitative 

participants. Their test-taking processes were individually recorded, and an immediate 

retrospective cued recall was conducted afterwards in either Chinese or a mixture of 

Chinese and English per the participants’ choice. Their test-taking recordings were used 
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as stimuli for them to answer the probing questions regarding each aspect of their 

listening processes. The questions were piloted with the same 30 undergraduate students 

in the first component, and modifications were made. A content analysis was also 

conducted on the three lectures to determine the lectures’ levels of information and the 

authentic features involved. Eventually, 42 pauses were carried out for each recall 

session, six for each lecture, and one after each question was answered. The retrospective 

cued recalls were recorded and transcribed. Two coders coded 20% of the data resulting 

in a 99.76% agreement and a Cohen’s kappa κ=.80, indicating that the coding was 

reliable. I then individually coded the rest of the data. Four themes regarding the research 

foci were generated with a total of 409 codes and 1,663 references. Theme one addressed 

research questions 2a and 2b, which compared the participants’ viewing patterns, and 

they will be discussed together. The other three themes each answered research questions 

2c, 2d, and 3a respectively. These three themes each examined one aspect of the listening 

processes, including the participants’ note-taking practice, identification of authentic 

features, and question-answering approaches.  

Research Questions 2a and 2b: Participants’ Viewing Patterns 

The inclusion of visuals did alter the participants’ areas of visual attention. In the 

audio-only condition, only eight participants reported orienting to their computer screens 

in 26.11% of their comments. In contrast, when the participants could both hear and see 

the visuals, all ten of the audio-visual participants attended to the visuals in 82.78% of 

their total comments. Individual differences were also evinced regarding the extent to 

which the audio-visual participants attended to visuals, and their agency in continually 

adjusting their visual use was demonstrated. The audio-visual participants largely 
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believed that using visuals was helpful, although it could be distracting as well. They also 

reported that choosing not to utilize the visuals was mainly beneficial but never 

distracting. The audio-only participants varied in their areas of visual attention as well. 

They decided where to visually orient mainly based on their level of concentration to 

better process the incoming spoken input. A comparison of the participants’ perceptions 

of their areas of visual attention in the two conditions revealed some distinctive 

advantages that the visual cues offered, such as aids to maintain concentration, aids to 

better understand the lectures and take notes, increased positive affect, and a higher 

degree of perceived authenticity of the tasks. Visual cues, on the other hand, might be 

detrimental if the participants were not familiar with the gestures, the videos were cutting 

in and out, or the participants could not write (take notes) while watching.         

Research Question 2c: Participants’ Note-Taking Practice 

To begin with, although all 20 participants took notes, individual differences were 

observed, and those in the audio-visual condition were much more likely to take notes 

(they reported taking notes in 73.89% of their comments) compared to those in the audio-

only condition (in 47.78% of their comments). More specifically, the audio-visual 

participants tended to write down slightly more key ideas using their own words, key 

information using the exact words from the lectures, anything that they heard and/or 

understood from the lectures, points that were discussed in an earlier part of the lectures, 

and notes that reflected the structures of the lectures. This may be associated with audio-

visual participants’ better understanding of the lectures with the help of visuals, multiple 

pathways to access input, and a better capability to engage in higher-level processing.  
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Secondly, both groups had similar mixed perceptions of their note-taking practice. 

For both the audio-visual and audio-only participants, when they chose to take notes, they 

reported note-taking as largely helpful for their listening. Similarly, when they chose not 

to take notes, they reported this as mostly helpful as well. This indicates that the 

participants have agency to continually adjust their note-taking methods. Once their 

current note-taking practice was considered distracting or unhelpful, they might switch to 

take notes in a different manner, or to stop taking notes. 

Nevertheless, the audio-visual participants were more likely to believe that taking 

notes was beneficial. This belief could be both a cause and a result of their better 

comprehension. In addition, the audio-only participants could only rely on processing the 

input through their auditory channel, and therefore, they were more likely to report that 

taking notes interfered with their listening, which distracted them from paying full 

attention to the auditory input. 

Research Question 2d: Participants’ Identification of Authentic Features 

The audio-visual participants explicitly reported hearing fewer instances of 

authentic features. The amount of information each group needed to process and their 

different levels of processing might account for the results. Specifically, the audio-visual 

participants reported hearing slightly fewer instances of connected speech (that they 

largely considered helpful), and fewer instances of filled pauses (that were mainly 

considered distracting). In contrast, the audio-only participants perceived the connected 

speech as more distracting and the filled pauses as more beneficial. The audio-only 

participants may have valued more extra time, provided by the filled pauses, to process 
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the input that was difficult to decode and segment. However, for the audio-visual 

participants, filled pauses might have interfered with their listening, but connected speech 

made the spoken texts sound more coherent and natural. The groups’ differences in the 

identification of authentic features might have been reflected in their test scores, as the 

audio-visual participants seemed to better comprehend the lectures, as suggested by their 

significantly higher scores. This better comprehension could also be possibly attributed to 

the audio-visual participants’ reporting of fewer noticed instances of authentic features 

and also fewer problems with them. The audio-only group had more difficulty in 

comprehending the lectures, and thus might have attributed this difficulty to the authentic 

components of the input. 

Despite the differences, the two groups both experienced times when they 

believed they heard certain authentic features but were not certain about their 

identification. In the majority of their recalls, however, they actually reported that they 

did not hear any authentic features. These findings, on the one hand, show that some 

participants have some awareness of the existence of authentic features. On the other 

hand, the participants’ level of awareness of authentic features was fairly low, suggesting 

that they would benefit from explicit instruction on decoding and understanding specific 

features of the authentic spoken texts. The participants’ current limited listening ability 

might also have prevented them from devoting much attention to the authentic features. 

Instead, they focused more on understanding the meaning of the lectures without noticing 

the authentic features.  
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Research Question 3a: Participants’ Question-Answering Methods 

The two groups utilized the same three linguistic sources of information, among 

which recalling the lecture content and referring to notes were the most employed. The 

two groups also resorted to similar types of test-wiseness strategies. Nevertheless, the 

audio-visual group reported more instances of utilizing linguistic sources of information 

and fewer instances of using test-wiseness strategies than the audio-only group. It was 

surprising to find that only 1.65% of the strategies that the audio-visual participants 

used were related to recalling visuals.  

The findings suggest that, to begin with, the aural input and the notes they took 

were important sources of the participants’ information. In addition, visuals seemed to be 

more useful when the participants were processing the input. After the audio-visual 

participants formed their mental representation of the meaning, it was likely that they no 

longer needed to rely heavily on retrieving this meaning through the visual channel. 

Alternatively, recalling visuals was probably not very salient. The listeners were mostly 

processing this visual information automatically, and not really noticing or aware of 

them. Lastly, being able to access the input through both visual and auditory channels 

may have allowed the audio-visual participants to form a better understanding of the 

lectures, resulting in fewer test-wiseness strategies adopted.  

Research Question Three B 

RQ 3b. What is the relationship between the quality of their notes and their listening 

performance? 

 Based on the content analysis of the three lectures, the qualitative participants’ 

notes were rated according to the correct levels of information noted down, overall 
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organization, and irrelevant and incorrect information noted down. The participants’ 

overall note quality was correlated with their test scores using Spearman’s correlations. 

No significant correlations were found, which indicates that there was no substantive 

relationship between the quality of the participants’ notes and their test scores for both 

groups. The limited sample size and number of question items may have contributed to 

the result. In addition, the participants showed a large amount of variance in their note-

taking practice, and the fact that they were being observed and recorded may have 

resulted in them taking notes differently from how they would do so while listening to 

real-world lectures. Therefore, it was difficult to observe a pattern between the 

participants’ note quality and test performance.  

Limitations of the Current Study and Suggestions for Future Research 

There are five major limitations to the study that need to be acknowledged. To 

begin with, the two versions of the post-test were originally designed for intermediate- to 

advanced-level learners, and they were piloted with undergraduate students at these 

levels. However, due to the unexpected change of class format and schedule due to the 

impact of COVID-19, I was unable to solicit advanced learners. The 190 students who 

did participate were beginning- to intermediate-level EFL learners, and the post-tests 

were relatively difficult for them, which might have resulted in the less ideal levels of 

reliability of the tests.  

Secondly, as reported in Chapter Four, the ten qualitative participants in the 

audio-visual condition had a slightly higher mean score on their pre-test compared to the 

ten audio-only qualitative participants. The average listening ability of the audio-visual 

participants was high A2 (CEFR level) indicated by the mean pre-test score, and the 
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audio-only participants had an average level of high A1 or low A2. This was due to the 

research design that carried out a random selection of qualitative participants in each 

group among the participants who showed an interest in taking part in the qualitative 

study, and the fact that the participants in each group varied pertaining to their listening 

ability even though they were enrolled in the same English classes at their university. 

Although the average listening ability of the two groups were both at the beginning level, 

the slight difference in the proficiency levels between the two groups might have 

accounted for some of the differences in the listening processes observed in the study. In 

future studies, it would be useful to assign participants to different groups after all 

learners finish taking the pre-test to ensure both groups have the same number of 

participants at each level. Then, stratified sampling could be used to select qualitative 

participants. An alternative is to keep the current grouping method but select qualitative 

participants after everyone finishes the pre-test to ensure the two groups of qualitative 

participants have more comparable proficiency levels. 

Thirdly, the participants’ level of interest in and familiarity with the topics 

covered in the lectures might have affected their listening comprehension. The testing 

condition itself also changed the participants’ note-taking practice to a certain extent 

compared to those in normal English listening activities. In the end-of-survey 

questionnaire, the participants evaluated and reported these three factors. However, with 

a focus on the effect of visuals, this study did not discuss the influence of these other 

factors in great detail. Future studies could further investigate the interactions between 

the inclusion of visuals and these other factors to gain a deeper understanding of the 

effect of visuals on test-takers’ listening processes. 
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Fourthly, within the time frame of the current study, the content analysis of the 

three lectures and the ratings of the participants’ note quality were not conducted by a 

second coder and rater, respectively. The results could have been more reliable if a 

second coder analyzed the lectures and a second rate rated the notes.  

The last limitation is associated with the use of the retrospective cued recall 

method. During the recall sessions, the questions were asked in Chinese, and the 

participants could respond in either Chinese, English, or a mixture of both languages. 

This practice was helpful in eliciting in-depth recall since it reduced the linguistic and 

cognitive complexity of the task. Nevertheless, the two versions of the post-test both 

comprised three five-minute lectures and a total of 24 comprehension questions. After 

taking the thirty-minute post-test, the participants were asked to recall their processes and 

perceptions six times for each lecture, and once after each comprehension question. Each 

recall session took around an hour and a half with repeated questions asked. This 

inevitably led to the participants’ fatigue and boredom. Some of them often indicated that 

their answers to one question were “similar to the previous answers” without providing 

further details. This might have resulted in some skewed data. This limitation seems to be 

difficult to avoid, but triangulating the data can be employed by adopting other research 

methods.   

Significance of the Contribution 

 Even after acknowledging these limitations, this study helps deepen the current 

understanding of the effects of visuals in an L2 listening test and contributes to the field 

in a number of ways. Methodologically, it addresses the research gap that many verbal 

reports have been conducted in the participants’ L2, which may have led to less accurate 
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and in-depth data. The current study also takes a holistic process-oriented approach, 

paying attention to all aspects of a listening test-taking process in both the audio-visual 

and audio-only conditions. New insights were gained pertaining to how test-takers in 

each condition oriented to various areas of visual attention, took notes, identified 

authentic features, and utilized all sources of information to answer the comprehension 

questions.  

More specifically, this study is the first to examine test-takers’ areas of visual 

attention in a traditional audio-only L2 listening test. With the comparison to the 

frequency that the audio-only participants reported orienting to the computer screen, this 

study demonstrates that the inclusion of visuals indeed altered the test-takers’ normal 

visual attention. In addition, the results also showed large amounts of variance in the 

participants’ ability to use nonverbal information, and this variance is construct relevant. 

Not assessing test-takers’ ability to use visuals may lead to an underrepresentation of the 

construct and threat test validity. Finally, the research findings shed light on the 

distinctive benefits that visuals may have to offer, and suggest that visuals may facilitate 

test-takers to maintain concentration, better understand the lectures, and experience more 

positive affect.   

Second, pertaining to the participants’ note-taking practice, this study 

innovatively compared and contrasted the frequency at which the two groups tended to 

take notes, and the content that they were likely to write down. This study shows that the 

audio-visual participants were more likely to not only take notes, but also capture the 

details, main ideas, and structures of the spoken texts in their notes. This may imply 
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higher-level processing in which the audio-visual participants seemed to be more 

engaged. 

Third, the current study is the first to investigate qualitatively test-takers’ 

identification of and perceptions of authentic features. It demonstrated that the 

participants processed the authentic features in different manners in the two conditions. It 

also suggests that L2 learners’ awareness of authentic features should be further raised.  

Fourth, this study is innovative because it has a specific focus on the sources of 

information that the test-takers utilized to answer the comprehension questions. The 

results indicate that the audio-visual participants were more likely to resort to their 

linguistic sources of information and less likely to use test-wiseness strategies. 

Additionally, the audio-visual participants could utilize visuals to select answers to the 

comprehension questions. Although they did not frequently report using visual-related 

strategies, it could be because visuals facilitated the comprehension process more, or 

recalling visuals was not a salient strategy and the participants were not aware of 

themselves using the strategy. 

Lastly, the present study is groundbreaking because it links all these four aspects 

of listening processes together to reveal a fuller picture of how the test-takers completed 

the listening tasks. Being able to both see and hear the speakers elicited better 

understanding of the lectures by the participants, which facilitated their note-taking, 

possibly led to less awareness of the authentic features, and more often activated the 

participants’ use of linguistic sources of information rather than test-wiseness strategies. 

Theoretically speaking, the present research advances the argument for the use of 

visuals in L2 listening tests from the perspectives of test construct validity, cognitive 
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validity, test performance, and washback effects. The results of the study call for an 

expansion of the L2 listening test construct definition to include the assessment of test-

takers’ ability to use visual information, especially in an academic setting when they are 

asked to comprehend transactional lectures. The test-takers showed great variation in 

their ability to use nonverbal information for comprehension and answer the subsequent 

comprehension questions. This is exactly what takes place in real-world L2 listening 

tasks in the TLU domain, where some L2 listeners are more or less able to use nonverbal 

information to successfully comprehend the spoken texts. Therefore, assessing test-

takers’ variance in using visuals in an L2 listening test adds construct relevant variance, 

and reduces the threat to validity due to construct underrepresentation. Traditional audio-

only listening tests are less able to elicit the listening processes in authentic listening 

tasks in the TLU domain, and hence may reduce the cognitive validity of the tests. The 

inclusion of visuals is also in alignment with the goal of “bias for best,” which 

contributes to promote test-takers’ best listening performance. Finally, the inclusion of 

visuals can have a positive washback effect, because L2 listening teaching and learning 

may be expected to change accordingly to better prepare L2 learners for real-world 

listening tasks. 

The present research also proposes a five-dimension authenticity scale to evaluate 

the level of authenticity of listening test input. The scale represents the multi-dimensional 

nature of the authenticity level of listening input, and it is particularly useful to compare 

the authenticity levels of materials used in different tests or tasks.  

From a practical point of view, the study has suggestions regarding creating 

authentic listening input. Multiple steps could be taken in order to ensure semi-authentic 
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input with a coverage of a variety of topics and sufficient details for test development. 

Pertaining to each aspect of listening processes, the present research also suggests ways 

to enhance L2 listening instruction and learning. Explicit instruction on the use of 

nonverbal information, note-taking, and authentic features are called for to raise learners’ 

awareness of how all these aspects may facilitate and/or interfere with their listening. 

With a higher level of metacognitive awareness, learners can apply their agency 

throughout an L2 listening test and continually adjust their test-taking approaches. The 

study also suggests that the format of multiple-choice questions may introduce construct 

irrelevant variance, and thus alternative evaluation formats should be considered to better 

indicate and diagnose students’ L2 listening ability. 

Conclusion 

 This mixed methods dissertation is the first study that investigates the effect of 

visuals on all aspects of test-takers’ listening processes throughout an entire L2 listening 

test, addressing several research gaps in the existing literature. Despite some limitations, 

the study brings about new insights pertaining to the extent to which test-takers’ test 

performance, areas of visual attention, note-taking practice, interaction with authentic 

features, and question-answering methods could all be affected by the inclusion of visuals 

through comparisons of the participants’ listening processes in an audio-only and audio-

visual condition. The study, therefore, advances the argument supporting the use of 

visuals in L2 academic listening tests and an expanded construct definition of testing the 

ability to listen to academic lectures. It also proposes a new five-dimension scale to 

evaluate the authenticity level of listening test input, which is of particular use to 
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compare materials in different tasks and tests. The findings further suggest practical 

implications that may benefit L2 listening test design, teaching, and learning. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE ITEP LISTENING TEST 

General Information 

The Listening section has 3 parts: 

Part 1.  Four short conversations, each followed by 1 question. 

Part 2.  One longer conversation, followed by 4 questions. 

Part 3.  One lecture, followed by 6 questions. 

 

You will hear each conversation or lecture only one time. However, you may take notes 

while listening and use your notes when answering the questions. You must answer each 

question before continuing. To continue to the next question, click the “Next” button. In 

this section, you cannot use the “Back” button to return to an earlier question. The 

number of questions and the amount of time you have to answer the questions will be 

shown separately for each section in the “Question - Time Left” window on your screen. 

Time is not counted while you are listening to the conversation or lecture. 

Part 1 

Now prepare to listen to 4 short conversations, and to answer 1 question after each. 

You will have a total of 80 seconds to answer the 4 questions.  This time will be shown in 

the “Time Left” window. 
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Conversation 1 

M: Would you be able to meet me in the library around 8:00 PM to help me study 

Spanish?  

W: Oh, I’m going to a concert tonight, but I can come by about six tomorrow evening. Is 

that okay?  

M: I have to be at work then. 

 

Question 1. When did the man want the woman to help him study? 

A. 6 p.m. tonight 

B. 6 p.m. tomorrow 

C. 8 p.m. tonight 

D. 8 p.m. tomorrow 

 

Conversation 2 

M: Did you hear the weather report? They’re predicting heavy rain tomorrow. My soccer 

game has been canceled.  

W: I wonder if my trip to the mountains will also be canceled. Our science class is 

supposed to study the rocks there. 

 

Question 2. What was the man going to do tomorrow? 

A. Read the weather report 

B. Play soccer 

C. Go to the mountains 
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D. Study rocks 

 

Conversation 3 

W: A group of us are going to the cafeteria in 10 minutes. Do you want to come with us?  

M: Sure, but I want to change clothes first, so I’ll meet you in line.  

W: Ask your roommate if you’d like to join us. 

 

Question 3. Where did the man go after talking to the woman? 

A. He went to his dorm room. 

B. He went to the clothing store. 

C. He went to eat. 

D. He went to class. 

 

Conversation 4 

M: Jane, would you like to go to the dance with me tomorrow night or maybe off campus 

to see a movie?  

W: Oh thanks Alex. But I promised my roommate I go to her modern dance performance. 

Can we do something next weekend?  

 

Question 4. What does the woman tell the man? 

A. She doesn’t want to go out with him. 

B. She already has plans for tomorrow evening. 

C. She’s going dancing with somebody else. 
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D. She doesn’t want to see a movie. 

Part 2 

Now prepare to listen to 1 longer conversation, and to answer 4 questions about the 

conversation. 

You will have a total of 2 minutes to answer the 4 questions. This time will be shown in 

the “Time Left” window. 

 

In the following conversation, a student speaks with her professor.  

 

S: Professor, Razo. May I speak to you please?  

P: Yes, of course. You’re Ms. Stone, right?  

S: Yes. Anna Stone. Cause that’s a Razo. I have a problem. 

P: And that is… 

S: I’m not going to be able to turn my term paper in next Friday.  

P: Oh, why not?  

S: Well, I haven’t been able to do the reading. I’ve been having a problem with my eyes 

for the past few weeks.  

P: Oh? 

S: Yes. I can’t tell one letter from another. And they all run together. I just can’t see 

clearly at all.  

P: Well, have you seen an eye doctor?  

S: Not yet, but I have an appointment with one on Monday.  

P: Good. Here at the student clinic?  
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S: No, in town. I need a specialist I think. And the student clinic doesn’t have one on 

staff.  

P: Uh huh. So you’re asking for an extension on the term paper?  

S: Yes I am. If you could possibly see your way.  

P: Well I know that you’ve been in class regularly. I’ve seen you in the front row every 

time the class meets. 

S: That’s right. 

P: And you take part in the discussions in class.  

S: I do. I’m very interested in this class.  

P: Well, we hardly ever give extensions for final term papers. But in your case, I think we 

can make an exception.  

S: Really, Professor Razo? Thank you!  

P: I can give you an extension for one week because of medical reasons. Is that enough?  

S: It may be, but if I get glasses and just start the reading next week…  

P: Okay, two weeks then. I know you have to do a lot of reading for this paper. Two 

weeks from Monday the 26th, you’ll have the paper into me by then?  

S: Yes, I will. And professor Razo. I have one more question. I’m wondering.  

P: Yes?  

S: I’m wondering if you’ll be teaching the advanced seminar next semester. I’d like to 

take it.  

P: No, unfortunately that class isn’t being given next semester. It won’t be given for 

another year.  

S: Oh. 
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P: Maybe you can take it then. Meanwhile, you’ll be handing in this term paper, right? 

S: Two weeks from Monday. Thanks, Professor Razo.  

 

Now, prepare to answer four questions about the conversation. You may refer to your 

notes when answering the questions. 

 

1. What does Anna need from Professor Rosso? 

A. An eye examination 

B. Help in reading the materials 

C. A recommendation for an eye doctor 

D. An extension on her term paper 

 

2. Professor Rosso thinks Anna is probably a serious student because: 

A. She participates in class discussions. 

B. She reads a lot. 

C. She writes very good term papers. 

D. She wants extra time to write her paper. 

 

3. Which of the following is Anna NOT going to do? 

A. Hand in her paper in about two more weeks. 

B. See an eye doctor specialist in town. 

C. Take Professor Rosso’s advanced seminar next year. 

D. Complete her paper by next Friday. 
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4. You are now going to hear part of the conversation again followed by a question. 

“P: I can give you an extension for one week because of medical reasons. Is that enough?  

S: It may be, but if I get glasses and just start the reading next week…” 

What does Anna mean when she says this: “But if I get glasses and just start the reading 

next week...” 

A. She doesn’t want to begin reading before next week. 

B. She will start the reading next week whether she needs glasses or not. 

C. An extension of one week is probably enough. 

D. There is too much reading to do in one week. 

Part 3 

Now prepare to listen to a lecture, and to answer 6 questions about the lecture. You will 

have a total of 3 minutes to answer the 6 questions. This time will be shown in the “Time 

Left” window. 

 

Following is part of a lecture on the subject of wind farms.  

 

Now, I’m not telling you anything you don’t already know when I say that the world’s 

supply of fossil fuels, coal and oil are being depleted at an alarmingly fast rate or that 

burning them to generate electricity is causing worldwide pollution, global warming and 

acid rain.  

 

When it was first developed, nuclear power generation was thought to be a near perfect 

solution to our growing energy needs. However, we’ve come to realize that it has a major 
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disadvantages too, like the risk of accidents and meltdowns, problems of storing the 

waste that’s produced by the process and out of control construction costs. Now, 

researchers all over the world have been experimenting with renewable sources of energy 

such as solar, wind, and water power for decades to address these concerns. Well many of 

these strategies, especially in the early days, encountered their own technical, political, 

environmental, and economic problems, such as their inability to compete on a cost basis 

with oil or to produce sufficient quantities of energy to meet the ever increasing energy 

demands of industrialization and urbanization. Now one solution though that is enjoyed 

increasing success is wind farms and wind farms are groups of towering structures. Some 

are 40 stories tall with huge base supports and blades on top of the blades are designed to 

maximize their capacity to catch the wind. And as they do, they spin and generate 

electricity. Now some look like giant airplane propellers or egg beaters. You’ll see them 

in pasture land with cows grazing underneath and on mountain tops and even off shore.  

 

Now, you may not realize it, but wind actually comes from solar energy. The Earth’s 

atmosphere absorbs heat from the sun, but the warming is uneven. The poles absorb 

different amounts than the equator does, and the side that’s turned away from the sun at 

night gets no sunshine while the other side is receiving sunshine. And this unevenness in 

the warming causes the air to swirl. Of course, wind power is nothing new. I mean we’re 

all familiar with windmills that were used for centuries to grind, grain or to pump water.  

 

Now they convert the wind’s power into the energy needed to perform work such as the 

spinning of millstones. The new wind turbines convert the kinetic energy from the wind 
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that passes over the blades into electricity by spinning a generator. The generator turns 

the energy into electric current and then wires transmit the current to consumers just as 

with conventionally generated electricity. Now even in the windiest places, wind speed 

and direction are constantly changing. So researchers have had to develop windmills that 

can adjust to varying wind conditions to ensure maximum electrical output. Although the 

windmills did not yet produce electricity more cheaply or more efficiently than 

conventional power stations, and it can be difficult to deal with unpredictable winds. 

Wind farms holds significant promise.  

 

And as you might guess, wind farms are not without controversy. Some people complain 

that they interfere with bird migration. They can disrupt air and sea transportation 

pathways and they can spoil scenic views. This is especially a problem where tourism is a 

major industry. Noise was a real problem in the early attempts, but they’ve made great 

progress on reducing it through improved engineering. Since the future of fossil fuels is 

finite at best, we’ve got to keep looking for new solutions even if they’re not 

economically competitive right now. For example, there are 7,500 windmills at Altima 

and pass in California. They generate about 750 megawatts of power. Now that’s 350 

more than the three fossil fuel burning plants near San Francisco produced, so they are 

producing plenty of power. The cost of the wind power is five to seven cents per kilowatt 

hour. Well, that’s not bad when you compare it to the cost of conventional electricity, 

four to 5 cents per kilowatt hour. In fact, most of the cost of wind power comes from 

building the windmills and then maintaining. The power itself is free.  
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Now prepare to answer six questions about the lecture. You may refer to your notes when 

answering the questions. 

 

1. What is the talk mainly about? 

A. Why wind farms are promising as a source of renewable energy. 

B. How wind farms generate energy. 

C. How wind farms compete with other sources of renewable energy. 

D. Why wind farms were developed later than other forms of renewable energy. 

 

2. In what way is wind power related to solar energy? 

A. Uneven warming of the earth’s surface by the sun causes wind. 

B. The speed of the propellers varies according to the amount of sunshine. 

C. Advances in wind power have been the result of research on solar energy. 

D. The cost of wind-generated electricity is lower than the cost of solar-generated 

electricity. 

 

3. All of the following are problems that have been associated with wind farms EXCEPT: 

A. They generate noise. 

B. They spoil scenic views. 

C. They disrupt marine shipping routes. 

D. They interfere with the grazing of cattle. 

 

4. What is one problem that the developers of wind farms have encountered? 
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A. The power distribution methods have been unreliable. 

B. The speed of the wind varies considerably. 

C. There has been unfair competition from developers of solar and water power. 

D. There has been difficulty in finding locations for wind farms that are near cities. 

 

5. What aspect of developing wind farms has been the most costly? 

A. Buying land 

B. Consumer lawsuits 

C. Obtaining government permits 

D. Construction and maintenance 

 

6. You are now going to hear part of the lecture again. Listen and be prepared for answer 

one question based on what you have heard. 

“Now, I’m not telling you anything you don’t already know when I say that the world’s 

supply of fossil fuels -- coal and oil -- are being depleted at an alarmingly fast rate, or that 

burning them to generate electricity is causing world-wide pollution, global warming, and 

acid rain.” 

Why does the professor say this? 

A. To indicate that the topic is widely misunderstood 

B. To indicate that he is disappointed that the students have not studied well 

C. To indicate that the students are already familiar with some aspects of the topic 

D. To indicate that he intends to omit part of what he had planned to discuss 
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After-Test Instruction 

This is the end of the test. Please wait for further directions from your test administrator. 
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APPENDIX B 

POST-TEST INSTRUCTIONS AND QUESTION ITEMS 

Before the test 

Control group instruction:  

You will listen to three lectures ONCE ONLY. After each lecture, you will answer 8 

questions within 7 minutes. You can use a piece of paper to take notes while listening to 

the lectures as if you were in normal classes. The test will take around 40 minutes. You 

cannot resume the test if you quit in the middle. Click “Next 下一页” to begin the test. 

 

Treatment group instruction:  

You will watch three lectures ONCE ONLY. After each lecture, you will answer 8 

questions within 7 minutes. You can use a piece of paper to take notes while listening to 

the lectures as if you were in normal classes. The test will take around 40 minutes. You 

cannot resume the test if you quit in the middle. Click “Next 下一页” to begin the test. 

 

Listening One. Foreign Language Anxiety 

Control group instruction:  

Click the recording below (the screen will be black) for part of a lecture in a Second 

Language Development class. Then, you will have 7 minutes to answer 8 

comprehension questions (questions 9-16). You can listen to the lecture ONCE ONLY. 

Click “next (下一页)” AFTER the lecture is finished. 
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Treatment group instruction: 

Click the video for part of a lecture in a Second Language Development class. Then, 

you will have 7 minutes to answer 8 comprehension questions (questions 9-16). You can 

listen to the lecture ONCE ONLY. Click “next (下一页)” AFTER the lecture is 

finished. 

 

1. Why did the lecturer mention her PhD research area? (Implicit) 

A. To introduce the main topic 

B. To give the class a self-introduction 

C. To indicate she is qualified for teaching 

D. To suggest that she has anxiety learning Spanish 

 

2. According to the lecture, students may be more likely to experience foreign language 

anxiety when they:  (Implicit) 

A. Listen to music in the foreign language  

B. Give a presentation in the foreign language in front of the whole class  

C. Practice speaking in the foreign language in front of a mirror 

D. Read books written in the foreign language 

 

3. Which is NOT a component of a foreign language anxiety? (Explicit) 

A. Communication apprehension anxiety  

B. Grammatical accuracy anxiety 

C. Fear of negative evaluation 
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D. Test anxiety  

 

4. The lecturer talked about asking for directions in Spanish to show that foreign 

language anxiety: (Implicit) 

A. may come from a fear of not being able to understand another person’s speech 

B. may increase your listening ability  

C. can be reduced by practicing listening and speaking 

D. can happen to people speaking the foreign language fluently 

 

5. In a classroom, what is a possible fear of negative evaluation that the lecturer 

mentioned? (Explicit) 

A. Being laughed at for having an accent 

B. Nobody wants to be your partner in group projects  

C. Not being able to develop a rapport with the professor  

D. Being late for classes 

 

6. Why do foreign language students feel like they are being tested all the time? 

(Explicit) 

A. Because they have to volunteer in class to answer a lot of questions. 

B. Because they have tests to complete almost every day. 

C. Because they feel that they are evaluated every time when they talk. 

D. Because they are evaluated against their peers all the time. 
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7. According to the lecturer, what is the main reason for a second language learner’s 

foreign language anxiety? (Explicit) 

A. Lack of motivation 

B. Lack of automaticity 

C. Lack of talent  

D. Lack of interest 

 

*Original options: 

A. Lack of motivation 

B. Lack of automaticity 

C. Lack of confidence 

D. Lack of hard work 

 

8. What may be a possible consequence of foreign language anxiety based on the 

lecture? (Implicit) 

A. A person gives negative feedback to their foreign language course teacher. 

B. A person frequently practices speaking in the foreign language. 

C. A person enjoys traveling to another country where the foreign language is used. 

D. A person is not willing to take a foreign language course.  
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Listening Two. Cultural Exchange Program 

Control group instruction:  

Click the recording below (the screen will be black) for part of a lecture in 

an Intercultural Communication class. Then, you will have 7 minutes to answer 8 

comprehension questions (questions 17-24). You can listen to the lecture ONCE ONLY. 

Click “next (下一页)” AFTER the lecture is finished. 

 

Treatment group instruction:  

Click the video for part of a lecture in an Intercultural Communication class. Then, you 

will have 7 minutes to answer 8 comprehension questions (questions 17-24). You can 

listen to the lecture ONCE ONLY. Click “next (下一页)” AFTER the lecture is 

finished. 

 

9. What is the main purpose of this lecture? (Implicit) 

A. To introduce a university program to students. 

B. To advertise the podcast Hidden Brain. 

C. To demonstrate the diversity of the university. 

D. To introduce a variety of events to students. 

 

10. Who are the students working together in the Cultural Exchange Program? (Explicit) 

A. One student and one professor. 

B. One Graduate student and one undergraduate student. 

C. One American student and one international student. 
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D. One on-campus student and one off-campus student. 

 

11. How long does the Cultural Exchange Program last? (Explicit) 

A. One year. 

B. One semester. 

C. One month. 

D. One week 

 

12. How many times do the partners need to meet at least in total? (Explicit) 

A. Five 

B. Six 

C. Seven 

D. Eight 

 

13. When introducing the Hidden Brain podcast, why did the lecture say, “If you have 

not listened to it already, you definitely should.” (Implicit) 

A. Because it is a required assignment for the program. 

B. Because the podcast is very informative.  

C. Because the students cannot join the program without listening to the podcast. 

D. Because the podcast talks about the program. 

 

14. According to the edge effect, building a relationship with someone from another 

cultural or language background will lead to: (Explicit) 
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A. Added creative thinking. 

B. Added work ethic. 

C. Added critical thinking. 

D. Added world knowledge. 

 

*Original options: 

A. Increased creative thinking. 

B. Decreased creative thinking. 

C. Increased critical thinking. 

D. Decreased critical thinking 

 

15. Why did the lecturer talk about the edge effect? (Implicit) 

A. Because it is one of the inspirations for the program. 

B. Because it is why the program involves pairing two people. 

C. Because it helps to explain why international students do well at university. 

D. Because the lecturer has done a lot of research on it. 

 

16. What was implied when the lecturer said, “So, yeah, let me know if you’re 

interested.” (Implicit) 

A. The lecturer was not sure whether the students liked her speech. 

B. The program was still accepting students to participate. 

C. The lecturer wanted to examine the level of interest among students. 

D. The students listening to the lecture were former participants in the program. 
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Listening Three. History of Special Education 

Control group instruction:  

Click the recording below (the screen will be black) for part of a lecture in 

an Introduction to Special Education class. Then, you will have 7 minutes to answer 8 

comprehension questions (questions 25-32). You can listen to the lecture ONCE ONLY. 

Click “next (下一页)” AFTER the lecture is finished. 

 

Treatment group instruction:  

Click the video for part of a lecture in an Introduction to Special Education class. 

Then, you will have 7 minutes to answer 8 comprehension questions (questions 25-

32). You can listen to the lecture ONCE ONLY. Click “next (下一页)” AFTER the 

lecture is finished. 

 

17. What is true about the history of Special Education? (Implicit) 

A. Students with special needs were always put in the mainstream classrooms. 

B. Segregating students with special needs led to equality. 

C. There was a change in views towards people with special needs. 

D. People with disabilities were more likely to become powerful leaders. 

 

18. All of the following are institutions showing early societal interest for people with 

special needs EXCEPT:  (Explicit) 

A. Hartford school for people with hearing impairments.  

B. The Perkins school for people with visual impairments.  
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C. The first asylum opened by Dorothea Dix for people with mental illness. 

D. Landmark College for people with learning disabilities. 

 

19. The lecturer refers to the Eugenics Movement in the late 1800s. What was it about?  

(Explicit-Removed from the analysis) 

A. The government took responsibility for the disabilities that were incurred during the 

Civil War. 

B. The government started to give money to Civil War veterans with special needs. 

C. The government sponsored the sterilization of persons with disabilities. 

D. The government did not count people with disabilities as their population. 

 

*Original options: 

A. The government took responsibility for the disabilities that were incurred during the 

Civil War. 

B. The government started to give money to Civil War veterans with special needs. 

C. The government sponsored the sterilization of persons with disabilities. 

D. The government denied access of people of color to public schools. 

 

20. When did people’s negative perception of people with disabilities start to change? 

(Explicit) 

A. By World War II. 

B. In the late 1800s. 

C. By the end of the Civil War. 
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D. After World War I. 

 

21. How did Franklin Delano Roosevelt change people’s views towards people with 

disabilities? (Explicit) 

A. He delivered inspiring speeches arguing for people with disabilities. 

B. He was the first U.S. president who was elected to three terms. 

C. He was a powerful and successful leader with a disability. 

D. He argued for inclusion of people with disabilities in public education. 

 

22. Why could a lot of children with disabilities no longer be educated at home during 

World War II? (Implicit) 

A. Because their fathers passed away during the war. 

B. Because their parents were not able to afford home schooling. 

C. Because they had to move around due to the war. 

D. Because it was difficult for parents to stay home to educate them. 

 

23. What did the court cases of Brown vs the Board of Education and Plessy versus 

Ferguson have in common? (Implicit-Removed from the analysis) 

A. They were both funded by people with disabilities. 

B. They were both about access to schools for people of color. 

C. They were both about students in southern part of U.S. 

D. They both took place in 1960. 
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*Original options: 

A. They were both about access to schools for people with disabilities. 

B. They were both about access to schools for people of color. 

C. They were both about students in southern part of U.S. 

D. They both took place in 1960. 

 

24. What can be inferred about the lecturer’s attitude to people with disabilities 

according to the lecture? (Implicit) 

A. They are more likely to become powerful leaders. 

B. They deserve free public and private schooling. 

C. Their rights have been very well protected. 

D. They should be treated equally within the school system. 

 

*Original options: 

A. They are pathetic because they are abnormal. 

B. They deserve free public and private schooling. 

C. Their disabilities may be passed on to the next generation. 

D. They should be treated equally within the school system. 
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APPENDIX C 

ENGLISH VERSION OF THE RETROSPECTIVE CUED RECALL  

GUIDING QUESTIONS 

 
A. Treatment group while listening 

1. What were you thinking about as you were listening to the prompt?  

2. Did you watch the video? How? Was it helpful or distracting? Why? 

3. Did you take notes? How? Was taking notes helpful or distracting? Why? 

4. Did you hear any repetitions, false starts, pauses, and connected speech? Were 

they helpful or distracting? Why? 

B. Treatment group while answering questions 

1. What were you thinking about as you were answering this question?  

2. Why did you choose this answer?  

a. Did you use information from the video? How? Was the video helpful or 

distracting? Why?  

b. Did you refer to your notes? How? Were your notes helpful or distracting? 

Why? 

C. Control group while listening 

1. What were you thinking about as you were listening to the prompt?  

2. Where were you looking? Why? 

3. Did you take notes? How? Was taking notes helpful or distracting? Why？ 

4. Did you hear any repetitions, false starts, pauses, and connected speech? Were 

they helpful or distracting? Why? 
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D. Control group while answering questions 

1. What were you thinking about as you were answering this question?  

2. Why did you choose this answer?  

a. Did you refer to your notes? How? Was referring to your notes helpful or 

distracting? Why? 

E. End-of-test survey follow up (for both control and treatment groups) 

1. Can you briefly elaborate your rating on the first end-of-test survey question? (To 

what extent were you interested in the topic in the lectures?)  

2. Can you briefly elaborate your rating on the second end-of-test survey question? 

(To what extent were you familiar with the topics in the lectures?)  

3. Can you briefly elaborate your rating on the third end-of-test survey question? (To 

what extent did you change your normal note-taking processes in classes while 

taking the test?) 
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  APPENDIX D 

CHINESE VERSION OF THE RETROSPECTIVE CUED RECALL  

GUIDING QUESTIONS 

 
A. 实验组听力过程 

1. 你在听力过程中在想什么？ 

2. 你看视频了吗？如何看的？这样做对你的听力有帮助还是干扰了你？为什

么？ 

3. 你做笔记了吗？如何做的？ 这样做对你的听力有帮助还是干扰了你？为什

么？ 

4. 你有注意到任何重复、错误开头、停顿、连读的现象吗？这些对你的听力有

帮助还是干扰了你？为什么？ 

B. 实验组答题过程 

1. 你在答这道题的时候在想什么？ 

2. 你为什么选了这项？  

a. 你回忆视频内容了吗？如何回忆的？这样做对你的答题有帮助或者干扰

吗？为什么? 

b. 你回看笔记了吗？如何回看的？这样做对你的答题有帮助或者干扰吗？

为什么？ 

C. 对照组听力过程 

1. 你在听力过程中在想什么？ 
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2. 你眼睛看向哪里？为什么？ 

3. 你做笔记了吗？如何做的？ 这样做对你的听力有帮助还是干扰了你？为什

么？ 

4. 你有注意到任何重复、错误开头、停顿、连读的现象吗？这些对你的听力

有帮助还是干扰了你？为什么？ 

D. 对照组答题过程 

1. 你在答这道题的时候在想什么？ 

2. 你为什么选了这项？  

a. 你回看笔记了吗？如何回看的？这样做对你的答题有或者干扰帮助

吗？为什么？ 

E.  测试后问卷跟踪问题 

1. 可以简单展开描述一下你对第一个问题的回答吗？（您对讲座中的话题有

多感兴趣？）  

2. 可以简单展开描述一下你对第二个问题的回答吗？（您对讲座中的话题有

多熟悉？） 

3. 可以简单展开描述一下你对第三个问题的回答吗？（您在考试中做笔记的

方式与平时正常上课做笔记相比有多大变化？） 
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APPENDIX E 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
� By checking this box, I confirm that I am over 18 years old. 

� 我确定我已年满 18岁。 

� By checking this box, I confirm that I have read the informed consent document 

that I received from the study team. 

� 我确定我已阅读研究成员提供的知情同意书。 

 

1. Age 年龄: 

2. Gender 性别: 

3. Grade level 年级: 

4. Major 专业:  

5. Your self-rated listening ability (on a scale of: beginning 1-6 advanced): 您的听力水

平自我评估（从 1-6分您给自己打几分？1分为非常基础，6分为非常强） 

5. Your self-rated overall English ability (on a scale of: beginning 1-6 advanced): 您的英

语整体水平自我评估（从 1-6分您给自己打几分？1分为非常基础，6分为非常

强） 

6. How long have you been learning English? (years) 您学习了多久英语？ （单位：

年） 
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APPENDIX F 

END-OF-TEST SURVEY 

 
1. To what extent were you interested in the topics in the lectures? (1:  not interested at 

all; 6: very interested): 您对讲座中的话题感兴趣吗（从 1-6分您给自己打几分？

1分为一点也不感兴趣，6分为非常感兴趣） 

2. To what extent were you familiar with the topics in the lectures? (1: not familiar at 

all; 6: very familiar): 您对讲座中的内容熟悉吗（从 1-6分您给自己打几分？1分

为一点也不熟悉，6分为非常熟悉） 

3. To what degree did you change your normal note-taking processes in classes while 

taking the test? (1:  did not change at all; 6: changed a lot): 您在考试中做笔记的方

式与平时正常上课做笔记相比有多大变化？（从 1-6分您给自己打几分？1分为

一点也没有变化，6分为变化非常大） 
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APPENDIX G 

CONTENT ANALYSIS (TRANSCRIPTION, AUTHENTIC FEATURES, AND IDEA 

UNITS) 

 
Coding: 

Connected Speech 

Filled pauses  

False starts 

((Repetitions and redundancies)) 

Pause for RCR: // 

Time stamp: minute:second 

 

Listening One. Foreign Language Anxiety 

00:00 

【Level 1.1】Good morning, ev- ... Good afternoon, everyone. Off to a great start. 

【Level 1.2】Okay, so first, I’m gonna tell you a little bit about my research that I do for 

my PhD. And I study what’s called foreign language anxiety. 【Level 1】And as you can 

probably tell from the title, foreign language anxiety is a form of anxiety that comes from 

learning a foreign language or from being in a foreign language context, where learning 

is taking place.// 

00:25 

【Level 2.1】So for this form of anxiety, there are three main components that sort of 

make it up. Okay. There’s communicative apprehension, there’s fear of negative 
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evaluation, and there’s test anxiety. 【Level 3.1.1】So communication apprehension is 

really important in foreign language because it’s the anxiety that develops when you’re 

afraid that ((you’re not going to be understood or that someone’s not gonna understand 

you)). Right? Or you’re not gonna understand what the other person is saying, rather.

【Level 4.1.1.1】So if I’m speaking in Spanish, which is my second language, and I’m 

speaking to a native speaker, it can be very disconcerting to think, “Oh my gosh. What if 

they hear my accent? They know I’m not a native speaker. I’m not as understandable,” 

and it makes you feel very insecure.【Level 4.1.1.2】Okay, and then the, on the other 

hand, you could be in a situation where, again, speaking in Spanish, you ask someone for 

directions and now you have to listen for the directions, and then you have to use those 

directions to get somewhere, and there’s a concern that maybe you’re not gonna be able 

to catch everything. Right?// 

01:33 

【Level 3.1.2】And so then we have a fear of negative evaluation, which is really what 

takes place in the classroom. Okay? 【Level 4.1.2.1】So I’m afraid that when I raise my 

hand to answer a question, um, I’m gonna get it incorrect, the teacher’s gonna tell me 

it’s wrong, or my peers are gonna laugh at my accent or the way I say something. Right?

【Level 4.1.2.2】So normally, in a different class where it’s in your first language, like 

in math, you don’t volunteer a response if you’re not 100% sure of the answer. Unless, of 

course, you’re asking a question. 【Level 4.1.2.3】Well, when you’re speaking in your 

second language, particularly in the lower levels, chances are something that you say 

might be a little bit off, and that makes students feel super uncomfortable, and so they 
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might refrain from speaking for that fear of a negative evaluation of saying something 

incorrectly.// 

02:22 

【Level 3.1.3】And then the last component is test anxiety, which I think is something 

we have all felt at one point or another, be it for a driving test, a math test, a science test, 

anything like that. 【Level 4.1.3.1】And in foreign language classrooms, we have a high 

number of tests and evaluations. ((For whatever reason, a lot of quizzes, a lot of tests)) 

because we have a lot of ongoing evaluation of, um, vocabulary and grammar and things 

of that nature. 【Level 4.1.3.2】Moreover, students feel like they’re being tested all of 

the time. Remember what we said before that, if in, you’re in a normal classroom, you’re 

probably not gonna volunteer a response if you’re not super sure about something. 

Students in foreign language sometimes feel like every time they raise their hand, it’s like 

a mini exam, which I’m not sure if anyone’s felt that way before, but it can be a little bit 

anxiety-inducing. // 

03:13 

【Level 1’】((So again, foreign language anxiety is the anxiety that you feel usually in a 

foreign language classroom or setting. 【Level 2.1’】And it’s made up of 

communicative apprehension, fear of not being understood or not understanding; fear of 

negative evaluation, for getting the answer wrong or for being laughed at by a peer, 

which is never fun; and test anxiety. Right? So just the fear of exams.))// 

03:37 

【Level 2.2】And usually what this stems from, like where does foreign language 
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anxiety even come from to begin with? 【Level 3.2.1】Is… when I’m speaking in 

English, I can process this language automatically because it’s my first language and 

speaking in it is second nature to me, again, because it’s my first language. 【Level 

3.2.2】Whereas, when I speak in Spanish, my second language, it’s not as fast. Right? 

【Level 4.2.2.1】I have to actually think before I speak. It’s not automatic or anything 

like that. 【Level 4.2.2.2】And I’m sure if you’ve ever been in a foreign language 

situation, you have that moment of, “If I could just say this in English, it would take me 

20 seconds and I could get this over with!” But because I have to say it in a second 

language, it creates all this other stuff. And that could be really, um, uncomfortable and it 

could cause a lot of people to not to want to even learn a second language just because of 

that anxiety alone. 

Listening Two. Cultural Exchange Program 

00:00 

【Level 1】All right. So I’m here today to talk about a really interesting and unique 

program that we have here at Temple University. It’s called the cultural um…exchange 

program, the CEP program for short. 【Level 2.1】And in this program we have students 

that are domestic students or Temple University students, um, who are matriculated into 

the college and they’re partnered one-to-one with an international student here on 

campus, um, usually from the intensive English language program, which is now known 

as the Center for American Language and Culture. 【Level 2.2】((So we take these two 

students here on Temple University’s campus, one domestic student, one international 

student,)) and they partnered together for this cultural exchange program that lasts for an 
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entire semester where they meet at least eight times to really sort of build a relationship 

and explore differences between culture and language together throughout the semester. 

// 

00:51 

【Level 2.3】So one of the inspirations for this program is actually from the edge effect, 

which is from Hidden Brain, the podcast. 【Level 3.3.1】If you have not listened to it 

already, you definitely should. ((So that’s, um, hidden brain, um, as a podcast.)) 【Level 

3.3.2】And one of the things that they talk about in this podcast is this idea that long 

standing relationships between researchers, um, romantic relationships, friendships, 

colleagues can really lead to an additional um, added benefit of creativity and flourishing 

throughout diversity. 【Level 3.3.3】So, um, one of the things that we sort of tried to 

integrate with every step of the way in the program for CEP is this idea that building a 

relationship with someone from another cultural background or language background will 

really lead to this sort of an added creative thinking. 【Level 3.3.4】And some of the 

examples that they talk through in the edge, edge effect podcasts is kind of from, um, 

inspired by the idea where in biodiversity, when two different ecosystems meet in, um, 

nature, more things flourish when two different bio… types of biodiversity come 

together. And so that’s something that we tried to use as almost a metaphor for the 

program. // 

02:02 

【Level 3.3.5】And one of the things that the edge um, effect podcast talks about is how, 

um, more researchers who collaborate with people who are different from them. 【Level 
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4.3.5.1】So that’s if it’s all homogeneous sort of American scholars working together 

compared to all, perhaps Korean scholars working together. Their work is not often cited 

as much as when people from different culture and language backgrounds actually 

coauthor research together cause they’re able to think about things in different and 

unique ways when they collaborate with someone who might have a different perspective 

from a different background. 【Level 4.3.5.2】So that’s definitely one of the inspirations 

for the program.//  

02:37 

【Level 2.4】So as I said before, um, ((students meet one-on-one and they get together 

at least eight times)). They do all sorts of fun things together. 【Level 3.4.1】Six of them 

can be casual sort of hangouts, just coffee or tea, you know, no fuss, no stress.【Level 

3.4.2】And then two of the times where they get together actually cultural events here on 

campus. 【Level 4.4.2.1】Um, so because Temple University has a large international 

student population, plus we’re right in the middle of Philadelphia as a city. We have a lot 

of really amazing, um, groups that are represented in the city. 【Level 4.4.2.2】So the, 

American or domestic student will choose something that they feel like strongly 

connected to their culture and they will take their partner in there with them. 【Level 

4.4.2.3】It could be a basketball game or a football game or a play that they love or 

taking their partner home for Thanksgiving, which is something that’s happened a lot too. 

Um, going out together for Halloween and then the international student also chooses an 

event here on campus or here in Philadelphia that represents their home culture, whether 
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that’s dining at a restaurant in Chinatown or going to um, some of the different 

restaurants that might have different types of cuisines from all different countries. // 

 03:44 

【Level 4.4.2.4】We also have a lot of free and fun international student events around 

here on campus. So that’s also an option as well. 【Level 4.4.2.5】So the international 

student would choose something that closely identifies with their culture to share with 

their American partner. 【Level 4.4.2.6】And I say American in quotes because some of 

the, um, students that we have in the program, um, are also formerly international 

students who are now matriculated. 【Level 3.4.3】// 

04:07 

((So we have multiple cultures that sort of shared, come together.)) 【Level 2.5】Um, 

so it’s a really wonderful program. 【Level 2.6】The class is through the college of 

education. 【Level 3.6.1】It’s called Discourse Practices in Diverse Communities and 

the ideas that we talk about different language and cultural practices and how we can sort 

of fortify those bonds, um, across communication from multiple cultures. 【Level 2.7】

So, yeah, let me know if you’re interested. 

Listening Three. History of Special Education 

00:00 

【Level 1.1】So… let’s start with the 1800s. Okay. That’s when we first see an interest 

in meeting the special needs of persons with disabilities in the U.S. Okay. 【Level 

2.1.1】In 1873, we have the Hartford school for the deaf, which is the first school in the 

U.S. that is serving specifically needs of persons with hearing impairments. 【Level 
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2.1.2】In 1832, we have the Perkins school for the blind. 【Level 2.1.2】And in 1854, a 

woman named Dorothea Dix opens the first asylum. That’s what she called it, an asylum 

for persons with mental illness. Okay? 【Level 2.1.3】So those are three sort of 

landmark institutions, or in Dorothea Dix’s case, um, sort of series of institutions that are 

starting to develop for persons with special needs. Okay. // 

00:43 

【Level 1.2】However, um, there’s a dark side to all of this. Okay. Disability is still 

viewed in a negative light by society, okay? 【Level 2.2.1】And even though the 

government is starting to take responsibility for the disabilities that were incurred during 

the civil war and they’re starting to give money to civil war veterans with special needs. 

Um, we also have by the late 1800s, something very dark called the Eugenics 

Movement. 【Level 3.2.2.1】So the government is also sponsoring the sterilization of 

persons with disabilities so that they don’t pass any hereditary disease that causes 

disability onto new generations. Right? 【Level 3.2.2.2】That’s a very dark movement 

of right, a very dark idea that is um, stopped by the start of World War II and the 

1900s, but it really um, gained momentum in the late 1800s.【Level 2.2.2】((So in the 

1800s, we’re recognizing that we have persons with disabilities in society and that they 

have special needs, although we’re still viewing them from a deficit perspective.)) Okay. 

// 

01:41 

【Level 1.3】Things start to change in the 1900s. Okay. 【Level 2.3.1】We have some 

laws that are put into place to provide, um, additional funding and support to World War 
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II veterans who have sustained injuries. 【Level 2.3.2】Okay. Um, we also, by the time 

of the Great Depression, actually have a U.S. president with a disability. 【Level 

3.3.2.1】Franklin Delano Roosevelt had polio and was confined to a wheelchair. 【Level 

3.3.2.2】And even though he tried to, um, hide that disability from the public eye, um, 

people were aware of this disability and it shifts the public perception of what persons 

with disabilities are now capable of. Right?【Level 3.3.2.3】Because now we have a 

powerful leader, a man elected to three presidential terms with a disability. Okay. // 

02:25 

【Level 2.3.3】Also during World War II, um, you may be aware that because so many 

young men were needed to be serving in the armed forces overseas, the women went to 

the factories to do all the manufacturing of the um, artillery and other equipment for the 

battles, right? 【Level 3.3.3.1】So women have left the home in large numbers, they’re 

working in factories, right to keep the war effort going. 【Level 3.3.3.2】And so their 

children with disabilities can no longer be educated at home. 【Level 3.3.3.3】So now 

there’s this concern that wait a minute, children with special needs need to be able to go 

to school too. Okay. 【Level 3.3.3.4】And parents start forming organizations like the 

Arc. Okay. So the Arc was an organization that established a series of schools across the 

country to serve students with special needs. Okay. // 

 03:14 

【Level 2.3.4】Now in 1954 there was a very famous civil rights court case called 

Brown vs the Board of Education. 【Level 3.3.4.1】You may have heard of it. Okay.
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【Level 3.3.4.2】 It was not specific to students with disabilities. 【Level 3.3.4.3】 It 

was specific to students regarding race. Okay. 【Level 3.3.4.4】 Because in the Southern 

States, it was perfectly legal, unfortunately, to deny students of color access to a public 

school attended by white students. Okay. 【Level 2.3.5】And there had been a prior case 

called Plessy versus Ferguson, which said separate but equal. 【Level 3.3.5.1】Plessy 

versus Ferguson said uh it’s okay to send children of color to other schools as long as 

they’re getting an equal education. 【Level 3.3.5.2】While on Brown vs the Board of 

Education, it was argued that separate is never equal. Right? And that the children of 

color being sent to these other schools were receiving a lower quality education. 【Level 

3.3.5.3】The Supreme court agreed with this argument and they overturned Plessy versus 

Ferguson and they said to society, every child, regardless of race, deserves a high quality 

education. // 

 04:16 

【Level 3.3.5.4】Okay. So you might be wondering, well, what does that have to do with 

special education? 【Level 3.3.5.5】And it actually has a lot to do with special 

education because you may have remembered my saying a few moments ago that it was 

still legal in this country for students with special needs to be denied access to a public 

school. 【Level 3.3.5.6】Families of children with disabilities are saying, wait a minute. 

【Level 3.3.5.7】We are inspired by the success of the civil rights movement and the 

desegregation of schools, and we want our children to have access to a high quality free 

public education as well. 
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