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ABSTRACT 
 
 

 This dissertation study explored the feasibility of using authenticated spoken texts 

to test L2 Chinese listening comprehension. The spoken texts used in the study were 

created using an “authenticating” technique, in which scripted spoken Chinese texts were 

infused with characteristics of real-world, unscripted spoken Chinese. In the first part of 

the study, 101 “naïve” L1 Chinese speakers reported their attitudes toward various 

characteristics of the scripted spoken texts and the authenticated spoken texts in a survey 

questionnaire. Comparisons of the L1 Chinese participants’ attitudes showed that they 

believed that the authenticated spoken texts were more authentic-sounding than the 

scripted texts in every measure. This indicates that the authenticity of scripted spoken 

texts normally used in L2 listening tests can be enhanced by using the text authentication 

technique.  

 In the second part of the study, L2 listeners’ test performance and listening and 

test-taking processes during the post-test were examined. For the quantitative data, 184 

intermediate and advanced adult L2 Chinese learners completed two listening tests (one 

pre-test assessing their listening proficiency and one post-test) and questionnaires tapping 

into their use of listening strategies and test-taking strategies. For the qualitative data, 

stimulated verbal recalls and verbal reports were employed to elicit another 16 L2 

listeners’ verbalizations of their listening and test-taking processes. The comparison of 

the test scores showed that the listening test using authenticated spoken text as listening 

input was significantly more difficult than the same test using scripted spoken texts. The 

comparisons of the questionnaire results showed that the test-takers did not differ in their 

use of listening strategies and test-taking strategies. Aligned with the quantitative results, 
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the verbal recalls showed that the two groups, despite hearing spoken texts with different 

degrees of scriptedness, did not adjust their use of listening strategies and test-taking 

strategies. However, the authenticated spoken texts elicited a greater reliance on lower-

level processes compared to the scripted spoken texts. 

 The last part of the study involving the same 16 L2 qualitative participants 

investigated text-related sources of bottom-up listening difficulties of the two 

experimental groups through a series of diagnostic listening procedures using L2 oral and 

written (typing) repetition tasks. It was found that, first, compared to the scripted group, 

the authenticated group had more phonological decoding difficulties due to connected 

speech; second, even though the authenticated group had more word segmentation 

difficulties, this type of listening difficulty seemed to be less severe for both groups 

compared to the difficulty of phonological decoding; and third, other features commonly 

found in unscripted spoken Chinese such as filled pauses and false starts did not seem to 

greatly impede participants’ bottom-up listening processes.  

 The results from the three parts of the study and my experience creating 

authenticated spoken texts suggest that L2 Chinese test developers should include at least 

some authenticated spoken texts in their listening tests, because (a) they are more 

“authentic-sounding”; (b) high-proficiency L2 listeners with extensive Chinese second 

language learning experiences find them harder to comprehend than scripted texts; and 

(c) they elicit cognitive processes that better represent the processes in real-world 

listening. Additional practical and theoretical implications pertinent to test development 

and L2 Chinese listening instruction are also provided. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

Background and Problem Statement 
 

 Listening and reading are two language skills that are integral to daily 

communication; but unlike readers, listeners (L1 or L2) generally do not control the 

speed of input; they cannot control the speech of processing or go back to transient aural 

input to remedy comprehension problems (Field, 2013; Ke et al., 2009). Moreover, L2 

listeners often find that there is a gap between being able to comprehend classroom 

language or “textbook texts” and being able to accurately and fluently process spoken 

language in the real world outside the classroom (Emerick et al, 2018; Kim, 2015; 

Wagner, 2014a, 2014b, 2018a). Both L2 English and L2 Chinese scholars have explained 

this phenomenon by comparing the characteristics of the “textbook texts” and the 

characteristics of the real-world spoken language, and numerous linguistics-related 

discrepancies have been found between the two types of spoken language (Bloomfield et 

al., 2010; Emerick et al, 2018; Field, 2008b, 2013, 2019a, 2019b, 2020; Kim, 2015; Rost, 

2013; Tao, 2017, 2020; Wagner, 2014a, 2014b, 2016, 2018a; Wagner & Ockey, 2018; 

Zhang, 2009). While real-world spoken language is often unscripted, “textbook texts” are 

usually created by textbook writers who write the script for the spoken text and then 

revise and polish the script for voice actors to read aloud while enunciating clearly and 

slowly (Wagner, 2014b, 2018a; Wagner et al., 2021). 

 These discrepancies between textbook texts and real-world spoken language have 

major ramifications for L2 teaching and testing. In general, it seems that to language 

teachers and test developers, authenticity as a characteristic of the spoken texts is valued 
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in theory, yet is often not actually put into practice (Elliot & Wilson, 2013; Emerick, 

2019; Ockey & Wagner, 2018; Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021; Wagner, 2016; Zyzik & Polio, 

2017). If L2 learners are not exposed to real-world spoken language sufficiently, it is 

unlikely that they will develop the abilities and strategies of competently processing this 

type of aural input in real-world communicative scenarios (Field, 2008; Meng, 2008, 

2009) 

For L2 listening test developers and researchers particularly, “it seems obvious 

that listening tests must use authentic spoken texts” (Buck, 2018, p. xv). In particular, 

whether to use authentic spoken texts to assess L2 listening comprehension is an 

important issue not only because using different types of spoken texts affects test-takers 

listening performance (Berne, 1998; Bloomfield et al., 2010; Osada, 2004; Rubin, 1994), 

but it also concerns the construct validity (Bachman & Palmer, 1991, 1996; Buck, 2001, 

2018; Elliot & Wilson, 2013; Ockey & Wagner, 2018; Wagner, 2014a, 2016, 2018a; 

Wagner & Ockey, 2018; Weir, 2005) and the consequential validity of listening tests 

(Wagner & Ockey, 2018; Wagner et al., 2021). However, there has not been any 

consensus regarding the definition of “authentic texts” in second language teaching and 

learning, as it is a multidimensional concept (Gilmore, 2007). This study thus avoids 

using the term “authenticity,” and instead, this study uses “real-world language” to 

describe the type of language L2 learners encounter outside the classroom which can be 

seen as on a continuum of scriptednesss (Wagner, 2018).  

Thus, assuming that L2 language tests aim to measure test-takers’ communicative 

language competence (Canale & Swain, 1980), listening tests that include real-world 

spoken texts are believed to have greater construct validity because the spoken texts have 
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the characteristics of the type of speech that language learners encounter in the target 

language use (TLU) domain (Bachman, 1991; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Buck, 2001; 

Elliot & Wilson, 2013; Ockey & Wagner, 2018; Geranpayeh & Taylor, 2013). As Field 

(2019a) states, a spoken text that resemble real-world speech “assesses much more 

validly how well a learner might cope in real-world situations where one cannot expect 

the language to be graded” (p. 56). These types of listening texts are more likely to 

induce real-world listening processes (that are characteristic of the TLU domain) (Field, 

2013). In addition, assessing the ability to understand unscripted spoken language by 

including this type of texts in high-stakes listening tests can push and encourage material 

developers to design lessons, tasks, and exercises around this type of spoken texts 

(Bailey, 1996; Saif, 2006). L2 practitioners and learners are also likely to pay attention to 

this aspect of listening ability in their teaching and learning (Wagner & Ockey, 2018; 

Wagner et al., 2021). 

           At the same time, there are several reasons that test developers do not directly take 

spoken texts from the real world to use in listening tests, “such as the difficulty of 

obtaining copyright permission, the unprofessional sound quality of [authentic] 

recordings, [and] the fact that detailed and elaborate item specifications make it 

impossible to find [authentic] texts” (Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021, p. 3, citing Field, 2019b; 

Gilmore, 2007; Wagner, 2014b). Possibly due to these reasons, authentic texts are rarely 

used to test L2 listening comprehension in the L2 English context (Kang et al., 2018; 

Wagner, 2016, 2018a; Wagner & Wagner, 2016) and the L2 Chinese context (Y. Liu, 

2008; Meng, 2009; Su & Shin, 2015). 
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           Instead of using unmodified spoken texts directly in listening tests, several 

researchers have described the possibility of using alternative types of input resources 

(Anderson et al., 2007; Field, 2013, 2019; Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021; Wagner & Ockey, 

2018). Test developers can select real-world authentic spoken texts, transcribe them, 

adapt them based on text specifications, and re-record them under studio conditions 

(Field, 2013, 2019a). They can also directly create listening input that sounds authentic. 

For example, one way and the most frequently used technique referred to as “scripting” 

(Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021) is to create “tailor-made spoken texts” (Wagner & Ockey, 

2018, p. 13) and record voice-actors performing the scripts. The other way is to set the 

context or the content of the presentational speech or interactive speech and ask the voice 

actors to act out the situation (Buck, 2001; Clark, 2014; Field, 2013; Wagner & Toth, 

2014). The texts created in this way are therefore semi-scripted.  

However, the spoken texts created using the above methods are not without 

problems (Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021). Spoken texts developed using the “scripting” method 

have been criticized because the resulting texts often lack the feature of the real-world 

authentic spoken language. While obtaining suitable authentic spoken texts is also 

difficult (according to the reasons mentioned earlier), Wagner and colleagues have 

proposed the technique of “text authentication” where they infused the original scripted 

dialogues with numerous spoken language features, such as connected speech, 

hesitations, false starts, and back-channels (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner et 

al., 2021). This technique appears to be promising in creating authentic spoken texts that 

retain the lexical and grammatical items that are required from test specifications 

compared to the others mentioned above, despite the fact that these items can vary greatly 
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according to the level of scriptedness of the spoken text. However, to date, there has been 

no study experimenting with this technique in contexts other than the L2 English context. 

In addition to the practicality concerns of using real-world spoken texts, there are 

theoretical concerns. Using authentic spoken texts do not automatically make a listening 

test valid (Bachman & Palmer, 1991, 1996; Buck, 2001, 2018; Fulcher & Davidson, 

2007; Lewkowicz, 2000; McNamara, 2000; Ockey & Wagner, 2018). Bachman and 

Palmer’s (1996) notion of “interactiveness” emphasizes the equal importance of 

investigating test-takers’ listening processes and test-taking processes and the degree of 

correspondence of these processes with real-world listening processes. In a similar vein, 

Messick (1989, 1996) argued In addition to the practicality concerns that if test-takers, in 

response to test tasks, perform only limited types of listening processing while taking a 

listening test, or utilize a large amount of test-wiseness strategies, construct 

underrepresentation and construct-irrelevant variance may be introduced, and how 

particular tests or test items introduce construct underrepresentation and construct-

irrelevant variance has been empirically investigated in a number of studies (Field, 2011, 

2012, 2013, 2015; Holzknecht et al., 2017; Holzknecht, 2019; Rukthong, 2021; Rukthong 

& Brunfaut, 2020; Winke & Lim, 2014). 

 One way to address this concern is through Weir’s (2005) sociocognitive validity 

framework, in which he proposes five types of validity (i.e., context validity, cognitive 

validity, scoring validity, consequential validity, and criterion-related validity). These 

five types of validity, alongside test-taker characteristics, provide a validation framework 

for test developers and researchers to take into consideration when they conduct test 

validation research. In other words, the use of authentic spoken texts in L2 listening tests 
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can directly enhance the context validity of the test while simultaneously affecting the 

cognitive validity (Field, 2013) of the test. More specifically, different types of spoken 

texts may elicit L2 listening processes and strategic behaviors that are relevant to the 

construct to different degrees. They may also elicit strategic behaviors that are construct-

irrelevant (test-taking strategies in general and test-wiseness strategies specifically) to 

different degrees. 

           Nevertheless, the existing studies have overwhelmingly focused on comparing the 

outcome of listening, measured by either multiple-choice comprehension questions or 

open-ended questions (Berne, 1993; Read, 2002; Shohamy and Inbar, 1991; Thompson, 

1993; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner et al., 2021). Moreover, these 

studies yielded inconclusive findings regarding the relative difficulty of comprehending 

spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness.  

           Other studies focused on the effect of isolated features of unscripted spoken 

language on L2 listening comprehension in isolation, including factors such as connected 

speech (Ahn, 1987; Brown & Kondo-Brown, 2006; Henrichsen, 1984; Ito, 2001), 

hesitation phenomena (Blau, 1991; Griffith, 1991, 1992; Voss, 1979; Wanatabe et al., 

2008) and speech rate (Blau, 1990; Derwing, 1990; Griffiths, 1990, 1991; McBride, 

2011; Zhao, 1997). While connected speech phenomena and high speech rate generally 

cause more difficulty for English L2 listeners, the role of hesitation phenomena, 

including whether it is facilitative or obstructive to listening, is less clear. 

           Wagner (2018b), Wagner and Toth (2014), and Wagner et al. (2021) more directly 

examined the effect of spoken text scriptedness on L2 listening performance. Among the 

three studies, two of them (Wagner, 2018b; Wagner et al., 2021) employed the text 
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authentication method while Wagner and Toth recorded semi-scripted dialogues first and 

created comparable dialogues without the features of natural spoken language. It was 

consistently found that L2 learners had more difficulties comprehending spoken texts that 

are less scripted (i.e., containing several authentic spoken language features) and that L2 

listeners were able to recognize these features (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner 

& Toth, 2017). The differing listening performances were explained as a result of L2 

learners’ limited exposure to real-world spoken language, because the spoken texts in 

textbooks and high-stakes listening tests are largely scripted and inauthentic (Wagner, 

2016; Wagner & Wagner, 2014).  

           To date, no study has investigated the effect of spoken texts with different degrees 

of scriptedness on the processes L2 test-takers engage in during a listening test in either 

the English L2 or Chinese L2 literature. Furthermore, only two studies have examined L2 

listeners’ use of listening strategies listening to spoken texts authentic and inauthentic 

spoken texts (Bacon, 1992; Fujita, 2012). As mentioned above, examining the processes 

test-takers engage in during L2 listening tests is crucial for understanding the cognitive 

validity of a given test, which may help further justify or question the use of 

authenticated spoken texts in L2 listening tests by gathering “evidence about the meaning 

of test scores” (Chapelle & Voss, 2013, p. 4) when authenticated spoken texts are used. 

The investigation of listening processes and test-taking processes of L2 listeners is also 

likely to inform L2 listening teaching and learning.  

Research focusing on L2 listeners’ listening difficulties when listening to spoken 

texts with different degrees of scriptedness is also scarce. There are two studies that 

directly and indirectly investigated the differences of L2 English listeners’ listening 
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difficulties between listening to spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness 

(Carney, 2018; Sheppard & Butler, 2019). A number of methods were employed such as 

paused L2 transcription, L2 oral repetition, and L1 oral repetition, and these methods 

have proven to be useful in diagnosing L2 listeners’ bottom-up listening difficulties. This 

is an important line of research because it provides teachers and practitioners as well as 

researchers and testers information on the particular challenges L2 listeners would 

encounter in real-world listening contexts.   

Indeed, if test developers intend to bring about positive effects on teaching and 

learning by incorporating more authentic spoken texts in listening tests (McKinley & 

Thompson, 2018; Saglam & Farhady, 2019; Wagner, 2014a, 2016; Wagner & Ockey, 

2018; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner & Wagner, 2016; Wagner et al., 2021; Yanagawa, 

2016), it seems that this intended positive effect will be more likely to take place when 

teachers and textbook developers are equipped with the knowledge of how L2 learners 

process spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness and the understandings of the 

difficulties L2 learners encounter listening to these spoken texts. 

 In summary, more research is needed on how the use of unscripted spoken texts 

can be used to assess L2 listeners’ communicative competence. First, in previous studies 

that explored ways to incorporate authentic materials in the testing L2 listening, L2 

learners’ beliefs and attitudes of the authenticity, scriptedness, or naturalness of the 

listening texts were investigated (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 

2014, 2017). While this information is valuable, L1 speakers’ beliefs and attitudes toward 

the nature of spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness are unknown. This 

information can potentially inform L2 listening test development. 
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           Second, while the existing studies have investigated the differences of the listening 

outcomes when L2 test-takers listen to spoken texts with different degrees of 

scriptedness, the differences in the processes engaged in by L2 test-takers when listening 

to the different types of spoken texts have been left largely unexplored. Hence, situated in 

Field’s (2013) framework of cognitive validity which takes into consideration the 

cognitive processes and strategic behaviors for the evaluation of the validity of a given 

test, the goal of this study is to investigate not only whether the test scores of test-takers 

differ when they listen to scripted spoken texts and authenticated spoken texts, but also 

how the cognitive processes and use of listening and test-taking strategies differ.  

 Third, there is no study diagnosing the listening difficulties of L2 Chinese 

listeners listening to spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness. As Wagner et al. 

(2021) put it, “it is unclear how the presence or absence of [the real-world spoken 

language] phenomena affected test-taker performance” (p. 16). Furthermore, few studies 

explored empirically the text-related causes of L2 Chinese listeners’ phonological 

decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties. The investigation of bottom-up 

processing difficulties related to the linguistic characteristics of spoken texts can 

therefore address this research gap and provide researchers and practitioners new insights 

into listening difficulties that L2 Chinese listeners may face in real-world listening. 

Purpose of the Study and Overview of the Research Design 

           The purpose of my dissertation is three-fold. First, I explore the feasibility of 

creating authenticated spoken texts for L2 Chinese listening tests by investigating native 

Chinese speakers’ beliefs of and attitudes toward the nature of the scripted and 

authenticated spoken texts that I created and used in L2 Chinese listening tests, in the 
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hope of gathering information about the authenticity of the spoken texts for test 

development purposes. Second, I investigate how intermediate and advanced L2 Chinese 

learners differ in their test scores, cognitive processes and use of listening strategies and 

test-taking strategies when they listen to the scripted spoken texts and authenticated 

spoken texts. This is to collect evidence for or against the use of authenticated spoken 

texts by examining the cognitive validity of the tests using these spoken texts as listening 

input. Third, I diagnose intermediate-advanced L2 Chinese learners’ text-related bottom-

up processing difficulties (phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation 

difficulties) when they listen to scripted and authenticated conversational spoken texts to 

provide test developers and teaching practitioners a better understanding of the listening 

difficulties of L2 Chinese listeners in real-world listening. 

           The research methods of the current study were informed by Carney (2018), 

Wagner (2018b), Wagner et al. (2021), Holzknecht (2019), and Rukthong (2020). The 

proposed study employed a convergent design. To compare L1 Chinese speakers’ beliefs 

and attitudes toward the nature of the scripted and authenticated spoken texts, 101 L1 

Chinese participants completed one of the two questionnaires which were used to elicit 

both quantitative and qualitative data about their attitudes toward different characteristics 

of the spoken texts including the authenticity, speech rate, use of slang, pronunciation, 

interactional features, and hesitations. A counterbalanced design was used in which the 

L1 participants in the first group first heard 13 scripted spoken texts and then heard the 

authenticated version of the same 13 spoken texts but authenticated. The L1 participants 

in the second group first heard the 13 authenticated spoken texts (having different content 

from the previous 13 dialogues) and then heard the scripted version of those same 13 
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spoken texts but scripted. Their attitude toward the above-mentioned features were 

compared to see if there were statistically significant differences between the groups. L1 

participants’ responses on an open-ended item were inductively coded into several 

categories to further add to the understanding of their attitude toward the nature of the 

two types of spoken texts.  

For the comparisons of listening test performance and use of strategies, both 

quantitative and qualitative data were collected. For the quantitative data, 184 L2 Chinese 

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

scripted spoken texts or authenticated spoken texts). They also completed a questionnaire 

that tapped into their use of listening strategies, use of test-taking strategies, and attitudes 

toward the validity of the tests, and attitudes toward the authenticity of the spoken texts. 

The test scores of the listening tests were first compared, controlling for the groups’ L2 

listening proficiency, to see if there was a statistically significant difference in test 

performance. To understand test-takers’ use of listening strategies, the results of the two 

questionnaires were first compared quantitatively, to see if there were statistically 

significant differences in the use of listening strategies and test-taking strategies. In 

addition, eight L2 Chinese participants in each of the two conditions performed 

stimulated verbal recalls on their processes involved during different stages of test-task 

completion using their answers to multiple-choice items and the spoken texts as the 

stimuli. Comparisons were made between the two groups regarding their cognitive 

listening processes, use of listening strategies and use of test-taking strategies. For the 

investigation of text-related causes of the bottom-up processing difficulties when L2 

Chinese listeners listen to scripted spoken texts and authenticated spoken texts, eight L2 
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Chinese participants in one of the two conditions performed verbal and written repetition 

tasks. Comparisons were made between the two groups regarding the frequencies of the 

occurrence of each type of listening difficulty and types of linguistic feature (e.g., 

connected speech) that caused each type of listening difficulty.  

Structure of the Dissertation 

           In this chapter, I described a number of research gaps that this dissertation 

intended to address. In addition, I provided an overview of the background of the 

research study and an overview of the research design. In Chapter Two, I will review the 

literature on the conceptualization of L2 listening ability and L2 conversational listening. 

I will also discuss the importance of investigating cognitive validity in communicative 

language tests. Next, I will review existing empirical studies that investigated test-takers’ 

listening performances in listening tests using spoken texts with different degrees of 

scriptedness or orality. In addition, the current understanding of listening strategies and 

test-taking strategies will be discussed. Finally, I will review the advantages and 

disadvantages of the research methods relevant to this study, and present the research 

questions. Chapter Three presents the methodology used in the study and the pilot studies 

conducted. It includes in detail the research design, participants and informed consent, 

procedures, instruments, and analyses of the study. In Chapter Four, I will present the 

main research findings pertinent to the four research questions. Chapter Five includes the 

discussion of the results in relation to previous research and several theoretical and 

practical implications. In Chapter Six, I will present the conclusions of the study, present 

the main findings, discuss the limitations of this study as well as suggest directions for 

future studies.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 In Chapter One, I briefly discussed the background and the significance of the 

proposed study. In this chapter, I extend this discussion by reviewing in detail the 

existing research that serves as the background of this study. I will first review the 

conceptualizations of L2 listening ability and L2 conversational listening ability as 

discussed in both L2 English and L2 Chinese literature. Next, focusing on testing L2 

listening, the importance of investigating cognitive validity of L2 listening tests using 

more “authentic” spoken texts will be discussed. Before reviewing the relevant methods 

(i.e., authentic spoken text development methods, verbal reports, and questionnaires), I 

will first focus on the approaches suggested to investigate the cognitive validity of L2 

tests, and then I will review existing endeavors to make spoken texts “authentic-

sounding”. The current conceptualizations of listening strategies and test-taking strategies 

will also be included, as they are elements necessary to be investigated regarding the 

processes L2 test-takers engage in. Finally, the research gaps will be identified based on 

the above discussions and the research questions guiding the current study will be 

presented. 

Second Language Listening Ability 

Definitions 

It is estimated that 40% of the time spent on communication is allocated for 

listening (Feyten, 1991). Perhaps because different types of listening ability are employed 

in different listening contexts (Field, 2008; Wolvin and Coakley, 1996) and because there 
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are so many different processes and individual variables involved in listening (Wagner, 

2004), there is no set definition of L2 listening ability that all scholars agree on despite 

the amount of time we spend on listening in communication. For example, Worthington 

and Bodie (2018) sampled 18 definitions of listening based on both L1 and L2 listening 

research across almost a hundred years. They also concluded that “many of the 

definitions … lack the scientific rigor that should undergird a conceptual definition” and 

“much of what contributes to the listening process is not well understood” (p. 10). This 

observation was echoed by other studies (Carroll, 1972; Wolvin & Coakley, 1988).  

However, early listening researchers have attempted to define listening ability. 

For example, according to Lado (1961, p. 206), “auditory comprehension of a foreign 

language means recognition and control of the signaling elements of the language in 

communication situations [emphasis added]”. Wolvin and Coakley (1988, as cited in 

Worthington and Bodie, 2018, p. 4), another source often cited in L2 listening literature 

described listening as “the process of receiving, attending to and assigning meaning to 

aural stimuli.” Lado’s definition notes the contextualized characteristics of listening and 

the role listening plays in communication while Wolvin and Coakley’s emphasizes the 

cognitive nature of L2 listening and listeners’ active role of making meaning based on 

aural input which is characterized differently from the written form of the language. 

Decades after Lado, Brindley (1998, p. 172) citing a number of researchers, observed the 

trend of the conceptualization of L2 listening ability moving from defining “listening as 

auditory discrimination and decoding of decontextualized utterances towards a much 

more complex and interactional model which reflects the ability to understand authentic 

discourse in context [emphasis added].” More recently, Winke and Lim (2014, p. 5), 
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citing a number of scholars, conceptualized L2 listening comprehension as “the process 

of relating propositions (words, phrases, etc.) in the aural L2-speech stream to concepts 

the listeners has in mind and to references in the real world.” Their view stresses the 

importance of the interactions between L2 learners’ background knowledge, their 

realities and the incoming aural input in successful L2 listening comprehension. What is 

also worth noting is that other researchers (e,g., Baltova, 1994; Rubin, 1995) also 

included understanding visual input as an indispensable component of L2 listening 

abilities. 

L2 listening research has also expanded our understanding of what constitutes 

“authentic discourse in context” (Brindley, 1998, 172) by focusing on textual features of 

“authentic discourse” in L2 listening comprehension, in an attempt to describe linguistic 

differences between languages generated from authentic interactions and scripted spoken 

texts created for educational, assessment, and entertainment purposes (e.g., television 

programs) (Breen, 1985; Cobb, 2004; Crossley et al., 2007; Flowerdew & Miller, 1997; 

Gilmore, 2007; Long & Ross, 2009; Rings, 1986; Rogers & Medley, 1988; Wagner, 

2014a, 2014b, 2016, 2018; Wagner & Toth, 2014). The current study is most concerned 

with understanding the product and process of L2 listening comprehension when 

“authentic discourse” is characterized by various linguistic features of unscripted spoken 

language. 

Conversational Listening Ability  

 Unlike the sub-skills of academic listening ability which have been more 

extensively investigated (e.g., Cubilo & Winke, 2013; Dunkel, et al., 1993; Flowerdew, 

1994; Ockey, 2007; Powers, 1986; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2011; Wagner, 2002, 2004, 
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2007, 2010a, 2010b, etc.), conversational listening is severely neglected in the L2 

listening research. This might be due to the fact that, at least considering using 

conversational texts in L2 listening assessment, listening to conversational texts does not 

represent how listeners normally listen in the real world where listeners are involved as 

an interlocutor (Field, 2019a). 

A few researchers have described and compared the abilities required for 

academic listening and conversational listening. For example, Richards (1983) proposed 

a list of 18 sub-skills needed for successful academic 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.) and a list of 33 sub-skills for 

successful conversational listening. Flowerdew (1994) discussed several differences 

between listening to lectures and conversations. First, listeners do not need specific types 

of background knowledge to understand conversations compared to the type of 

knowledge they need to understand lectures, and comprehending conversations may 

require less skills of distinguishing relevant and irrelevant information from the listeners. 

Furthermore, he pointed out the importance of understanding turn-taking and implied 

meaning in conversational listening. Lastly, when listening to conversations listeners do 

not need to integrate the incoming message with information derived from other media, 

while it is common for lecture listeners to have to integrate information from textbooks, 

handout, or visuals to their listening. While Flowerdew’s arguments are inherently 

intuitive, they lack empirical underpinnings. Evidently, visual cues play a huge 

facilitative role in daily conversational communications, something often neglected in the 

listening skill taxonomies descried above (Fichten et al., 1992; Kellerman, 1992). 
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Several other researchers also analyzed textual differences between lectures and 

conversations (Biber, 1988; Chaudron, 1988, as cited in Bloomfield et al, 2010). They 

found that conversations are “more informal, contextualized” and contain “more repairs, 

negotiation of meaning, confirmation checks, and back-channel cues” (Biber, 1988; 

Chaudron, 1988, as cited in Bloomfield et al, 2010, p. 40). 

Field (2019a) also briefly discussed how listening to monologues and listening to 

conversations involve different cognitive processes. At the discourse level, unlike 

listening to monologues which usually follow a single line of argument, listening to 

conversations entails tending to logical patterns of two “potentially distinct points of view 

interact with each other” (p. 60). Thus, listeners also need to compare and contrast the 

speakers’ stances. As for linguistic features of conversations, Field (2019a) pointed out 

that speakers in casual conversations tend to speak with more assimilation, elision, 

reduction and a higher speech rate. 

Although Dunkel et al. do not specify that their model should be operationalized 

for conversational listening in particular, their model is particularly relevant to the current 

study investigating L2 conversational listening abilities because it takes into account the 

importance of not only comprehending details, main ideas, and implied meanings of the 

spoken text but also speakers’ relationships and the implied setting of the spoken text. 

Dunkel et al. (1993) argued that the four following categories of text meanings should be 

assessed in the L2 listening comprehension assessment. The first category is orientation 

meanings which entails persons and their relationships, elements of stated or implied 

setting such as location and time of the events, and topics of the text. The second 

category is detail meanings, including both lexical and propositional meanings. The third 
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category, main ideas, entails principal propositions derived from a text. The fourth 

category, implications, requires listeners to incorporate their background knowledge and 

world knowledge to their comprehension of implied meanings of the text (p.186). Dunkel 

et al.’s model separates the comprehension of orientation meanings from the 

comprehension of implicit information (implications). Understanding orientation 

meanings, particularly understanding personal and relationships and understanding 

elements of stated or implied setting (location and time) of the text event, seem to overlap 

with one of the abilities in Richards’s (1983) taxonomy – the ability to reconstruct or 

infer situations, goals, participants, and procedures. At the same time, Dunkel et al.’s 

model takes into account two factors – comprehending explicit information (detail 

meanings and main ideas) and implicit information (implications).  

Researchers who investigated the construct of conversational listening assessment 

revealed that L2 listening tests tend to assess listeners’ understanding of explicitly-stated 

information (literal meaning) and implicitly-stated information (implied meaning) (Liao, 

2006, 2007; Nissan, et al., 1996; Wagner, 2002, 2004). For example, Nissan et al. 

investigated the factors that contribute to item difficulty of the dialogue items in Test of 

English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL). They examined 17 variables and found five to 

be statistically significant to affect the difficulty of dialogue items. The five factors were: 

presence of infrequent words, utterance pattern, negatives in stimulus, the necessity of 

making an inference, and role of speakers. One of the fives variables, “inference,” was 

related to “whether the information tested is implicitly or explicitly stated in the 

stimulus” (p. 8). Liao’s (2006, as cited in Liao, 2009; Liao, 2007) two studies which 

examined the construct validity of the listening sections of two tests – the elementary-
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level General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) and the ECPE found supportive evidence 

to support that the listening sections tended to measure the ability to listen for implicit 

information and the ability to listen for explicit information. Similarly, although working 

with listening to lectures, Wagner (2002) also provided evidence for the implicit/explicit 

information model. He tested a L2 listening ability model – a two-factor model which 

was developed based on Buck (2001) and Brindley (1998). His model initially included 

one factor corresponding to “top-down processing” and another factor corresponding to 

“bottom-up processing”. He did not find evidence to support this model, but found 

supporting evidence for the explicit/implicit model.  

In analyzing the HSK dialogue listening items (which are the listening items used 

in the post-tests in the current study) , I found that the HSK conversational listening 

section overwhelmingly assesses test-takers’ ability to comprehend explicitly stated 

information. Except for assessing test-takers’ ability of understanding main ideas and 

detailed information, the HSK’s long dialogue section seems to also assess their 

“understanding of orientation meaning” as defined by Dunkel et al. (1993). This seems to 

be related to understanding implicitly-stated information. Thus, assessing implicitly-

stated information was operationalized in the post-tests in this study as assessing 

implications and orientation meanings (Dunkel et al., 1993). 

Cognitive Processes of L2 Listening  

 The current study adopts a cognitive perspective in L2 listening. Cognitive 

processes in L2 listening are concerned with: (1) search and storage mechanisms, (2) 

inferential mechanisms, or (3) retrieval processes (Gass & Mackey, 2017, p. 27). 

Compared to the previously mentioned subskills approach which conceptualize the 
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individual skills in an isolated manner, the cognitive processing model approach is useful 

to delineate L2 listening ability by “account[ing] for what we know about a construct, 

provid[ing] a coherent explanation for how the parts work together, and provid[ing] a 

springboard for further research on the construct” (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 38).  

For example, Field’s (2013) and Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) models are based 

on Anderson’s (1995) three processing stages. Anderson’s (1995) model posits that the 

internal states of the listener are constantly transformed by new, incoming information. 

The three stages are perception, parsing, and utilization. Influenced by Anderson (1995) 

and Cutler and Clifton (1999), Field’s model includes five levels of processing – input 

decoding, lexical search, parsing, meaning construction, and discourse construction, 

which divides Anderson’s perception stage and utilization stage each into two separate 

operations. As Field (2013) argues, his model takes into account the fact that the two 

levels of processing, input decoding and lexical search, each has its own goal and relates 

to a separate knowledge source. This model also illustrates the recursive, interactional, 

and parallel nature of top-down processing and bottom-up processing, which integrates 

and expands on the earlier conceptualizations of listening as involving only bottom-up or 

top-down processes (Batty, 2020; Winke & Isbell, 2017).  

At the input decoding stage of Field’s (2013) model, listeners decode the input by 

utilizing their phonological knowledge of the L2 to relate the sounds reaching their ears 

to phonological representations of speech that serve as acoustic cues. However, listeners 

may not successfully achieve this level of representation for a number of reasons. The 

most obvious one is that phonemes are highly variable in real-world speech. At the 

lexical search stage, listeners match what they decoded aurally to the corresponding 
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words in their mental lexicon based on lexical knowledge such as word frequency and 

networks of related words. This process can be difficult for L2 listeners due to their 

limited lexical knowledge as well as the fact that “there are no regular between-word 

pauses in connected speech” (Field, 2013, p. 98). At the parsing stage, listeners must 

mentally form syntactic structures based on the words they successfully decoded and 

segmented, which “entails building up a string of words one by one as they occur and 

then holding them in the mind until such time as the clause is complete” (Field, 2019c, p. 

282). Successful processing at this stage yields abstract ideas. The first three stages 

introduced above are “lower-level processes” (Field, 2013, p. 96), as they are processes 

related to encoding a message into language, whereas the next two levels are “higher-

level processes” because of their association with meaning building. At the meaning 

construction stage, L2 learners utilize their pragmatic, contextual, semantic, and 

inferential knowledge to convert the conceptual linguistic forms to literal meaning of the 

words uttered by the speaker. At the discourse construction stage, L2 listeners utilize 

similar types of knowledge important for the meaning construction stage while also 

drawing connections between the newly obtained information and the whole speech 

event.  

Similar to Field’s model described above (2008a, 2013, 2019), Vandergrift and 

Goh’s (2012) model is based on Anderson (1995), but they also incorporate Levelt’s 

(1993) work on speech production. Thus, in their model, interactive listening (listening 

and speaking) is also accounted for. The listening comprehension in this model consists 

of a perception stage, a parsing stage, and a utilization stage. Vandergrift and Goh 

similarly contend that these processes are not sequential but rather interactive. To 
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illustrate this parallel fashion of L2 listening, Vandergrift and Goh use the terms bottom-

up processing (in which listeners draw primarily on linguistic knowledge) and top-down 

processing (in which listeners utilize contextual and world knowledge), and explain that 

the extent to which L2 listeners rely on one process more than another depends on the 

purpose of listening. In other words, “as output from each component of the model is 

passed on for processing or sent back for further processing, new incoming aural input is 

processed and informed by the results of earlier and ongoing cognitive processing” 

(Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 43). This conceptualization of bottom-up and top-down 

processes is then very similar to the lower-level processes and higher-level processes in 

Field’s (2013) model. According to Vandergrift and Goh, in the perception stage, 

listeners distinguish language-relevant sounds from irrelevant sounds using their 

acoustic-phonetic processor to form a phonetic representation of the aural input. This 

stage seems to be in parallel with Field’s (2013) input decoding stage. Next, based on 

cues such as word onset, perceptual salience, or phonotactic convention, listeners assign 

meanings to individual words through the activation of lexical knowledge and the 

segmentation of words in speech stream and further parse words using syntactic 

knowledge to form meaningful representations in their working memory. Accordingly, 

the parsing stage in this model seems to subsume the lexical search and parsing stages in 

Field’s (2013) model. Finally, in the conceptualizer, listeners connect parsed sentences to 

form literal meaning and pragmatic meaning by applying the discourse and background 

knowledge in their long-term memory. This stage of processing seems to correspond to 

the meaning construction and discourse construction stages in Field’s (2013) model. As 

Field (2013) argues, “The Field model is more evenly distributed between perception and 
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understanding; and it makes greater account of decisions made at the higher (meaning 

building) levels, which are obviously critical to performance in any approach to L2 

listening based on comprehension” (p. 95).  

Vandergrift and God’s model differs from Field’s (2013) model which primarily 

concerns the cognitive processes involved in listening comprehension in that they also 

take into account the role of metacognition in listening. As delineated in their model, 

listeners also utilize their knowledge about and awareness of the cognitive processes in 

listening to regulate these processes. The successful employment of metacognitive 

knowledge is typically demonstrated by proficient listeners. It is also worth noting that 

Vandergrift and Goh (2012) acknowledge that, due to the fact that we do not fully 

understand either the production or perception of human speech, their model should serve 

as a working model, as it does not take into account the affective aspect of listening. 

Some researchers (e.g., Rukthong, 2016, 2020; Rukthong & Brunfaut, 2020), 

influenced by Rost (2011), separated pragmatic processing from the “meaning 

construction” stage in their investigation of L2 test-takers’ listening processes. Rost’s 

model consists of four different types of processing which are interrelated and 

complementary to each other: neurological processing, linguistic processing, semantic 

processing, and pragmatic processing. Neurological processing is not included in the two 

previously mentioned models. In the first stage of listening, sound waves reach the ear 

and are converted to electrical pulses and transmitted through, in order, the outer ear, the 

inner ear and the auditory cortex of the brain in the manner of neural activities (Rost, 

2011).  
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After the brain processes the speech signal neurologically, in linguistic processing 

listeners first identify units of spoken language based on natural pauses and intonation in 

the speech. Importantly, Rost explains the differences between “unplanned discourse” 

and written language regarding their phonological, semantic, syntactic and paralinguistic 

features, and states that these spoken language features improve the comprehension for 

participants as strategic devices in communication. Next, listeners identify words and 

lexical phrases and activate relevant knowledge of the words (e.g., part of speech and 

collocations). This step is also facilitated by listeners’ knowledge of the phonotactic 

knowledge about the connected speech of the language (e.g., the knowledge of cluster 

reduction and dropping and vowel changes). Following word recognition, the next stage 

is syntactic parsing which entails “processing incoming language for meaning” by 

“mapping of incoming speech onto a grammatical model” (p.36). Syntactic parsing 

operates at both the sentence level and discourse level of which the processes overlap and 

converge. Semantic knowledge such as the knowledge of formulaic language, pragmatic 

knowledge, prosodic knowledge, and intertextual knowledge which are at multiple levels 

of processing can facilitate syntactic processing. In this way, this view is aligned with 

Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) and Field’s (2013) arguments that each individual level of 

processing interacts in a two-way manner. The last component of linguistic processing is 

the integration of non-verbal cues which is “an integral part of the input” (p. 42) and can 

be used by listeners to “confirm the speaker’s linguistic meaning” (p. 43). Although the 

function of visual cues is not included in Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) and Field’s 

(2013) models, syntactic parsing in Rost seems to be similar to the parsing stage of their 

models.  
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The next level, semantic processing operates in a top-down manner and involves 

the activation of listeners’ knowledge structures to differentiate new information and 

given information and pay more attention to the new information. In addition, they need 

to activate schemata to fill in missing information. They also need to activate their 

knowledge of social structures to assess the relevance of speakers’ utterances by using 

inferencing and reasoning. Accordingly, Rost’s semantic processing seems to be in 

parallel with the meaning construction stage and the discourse construction stage in Field. 

The last process in Rost (2011), pragmatic processing, concerns how listeners co-

construct meaning through listening utilizing social knowledge in communications. This 

process involves: 

…understanding speaker intentions and speaker strategies for 
communicating, using contextual sources of information, using social 
conventions of language use (and knowledge of now these conventions are 
manipulated), enriching speaker input by supplying context and 
elaboration, providing a subtle array of interactive responses while the 
speaker is talking, and responding substantively to what the speaker is 
saying. (p. 86) 

 
Several abilities (e.g., inferring speaker intentions and contexts) appear to be included in 

the meaning construction stage in Field’s (2013) model and the conceptualizer in 

Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) model. Moreover, listeners’ verbal responses are taken into 

account by Rost and Vandergrift and Goh as an integral part of listening. 

 While I have compared and contrasted the similarities and differences between 

the three models in the descriptions of each model, it is necessary to further summarize 

the similarities and differences. First and foremost, the three models are congruent in 

their descriptions of the relationship between each layer of processing, i.e., the processes 

do not function in a linear fashion but rather in an interactive way. Second, due to the fact 
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that Field’s (2013) model and the speech comprehension part of Vandergrift and Goh’s 

(2012) model were developed both based on Anderson’s (1995) three operations – 

decoding, parsing, and utilization, the two models share many similarities. Again, Field 

further separates decoding into two processes, input decoding and lexical search. 

Although Vandergrift and Goh do not designate a layer of processing specifically for 

lexical recognition and segmentation, they contend that in the parser L2 listeners need to 

first segment speech stream into meaningful units. Also similar to Rost’s (2011) 

linguistic processing, listeners not only identify words but also activate relevant 

knowledge of the words (i.e., lemmas and lexemes). Third, only Vandergrift and Goh’s 

model seems to explicitly discuss the role of metacognition in listening. This might be 

because, at least for Field, listening strategies (including metacognitive knowledge and 

strategies) are not indispensable components of skilled listening, but instead are depicted 

as compensatory for gaps in comprehension. Fourth, perhaps due to the fact that Field’s 

model was developed for the purpose of describing the target construct of one-way 

listening assessment, the component of listener response is not described in his model, 

while the other two models take into account listeners’ verbal and non-verbal responses 

during and after listening. Finally, while Rost explains listening from a neurological 

perspective, the other researchers do not include this perspective in their models. 

However, Rost’s semantic processing seems to be congruent to the higher-level processes 

in Field’s model and the utilization stage in Vandergrift and Goh’s model, due to the fact 

that comprehensions primarily rely on prior, cultural, and contextual knowledge. 

The current study adopts Field’s (2013) model to investigate the extent to which 

using spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness elicit different cognitive 
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processes. Field’s model was adopted because, first, this model has been more widely 

recognized and used in L2 Chinese listening research (e.g., Cai, 2019, 2020; Ke et al., 

2009). Second, compared to the other two models above, Field’s model is more relevant 

to the L2 listening assessment setting where one-way listening abilities are assessed (i.e., 

the focus of current study). Third, adopting this model also seems to be theoretically 

coherent in investigating cognitive validity of L2 listening tests which is also Field’s 

conceptualization.  

L2 Listening Assessment 

Authenticity and Cognitive Validity in L2 Assessment 
 
 The field of L2 language teaching and testing commonly regards Canale and 

Swain’s (1980) seminal work, in which they conceptualized the Communicative 

Language Competence to be the theoretical framework of communicative language 

teaching and testing. In this work, Canale and Swain separated CLC communicative 

language competence into grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, and 

strategic competence. However, prior to Canale and Swain, Morrow (1979) outlined the 

characteristics of a communicative test: 

 (a) that it be criterion-referenced (and linked to authentic task); 
 (b) that it be validated against the abilities it claims to measure; 
 (c) that it not emphasise too heavily quantitative/numerical scores; 

(d) that it embraces face validity, possibly at the expense of reliability. 
(Harding, 2014, p. 188)  
 

Not only did Morrow point out the importance of using authentic tasks in communicative 

tests, he also emphasized the importance of test validation to ensure that actual 

communicative abilities are measured. Moreover, Fulcher (2000) observed that “real-life 

task” and “authenticity” were two of the four “buzz words of early communicative 
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language testing” (p. 484). For example, Bachman (1991) termed two types of 

authenticity -  situational authenticity and interactional authenticity as the essential 

qualities of communicative language tests. Situational authenticity refers to the extent to 

which the characteristics of test tasks match target language use (TLU) tasks, whereas 

interactional authenticity focuses on the interaction between test takers and test tasks. 

However, Bachman and Palmer (1996) held that the interaction between the test-taker 

and the tasks should no longer be considered an aspect of authenticity and used the term 

interactiveness in place of interactional authenticity. Test interactiveness then refers to 

“ways in which the test-taker’s areas of language knowledge, metacognitive strategies, 

topical knowledge, and affective schemata are engaged by the test task” (Bachman & 

Palmer, 1996, p. 25). Thus, test interactiveness is closely related to the idea of test 

validity, because a test with high validity should engage the language knowledge, 

metacognitive strategies, topic knowledge, and affective schemata that the test-takers are 

expected to engage with in real-world tasks.  

According to Bachman and Palmer, then, tests that set out to assess L2 learners’ 

communicative language competence (Canale & Swain, 1980; Sauvignon, 2017), 

authenticity (i.e., the degree of TLU correspondence) and interactiveness (i.e., the quality 

and quantity of types of knowledge and competence elicited) should be maximized. This 

is because construct validity concerns the domain of generalization or the TLU domain to 

which the score interpretations generalize and that authenticity provides a means for 

doing so (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Test authenticity is closely related to construct 

validity in a way that “by using test tasks that have that have the many of the same 

characteristics as the target language use task, test users should be able to make more 
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valid inferences about the test takers’ ability beyond the testing context” (Ockey and 

Wanger, 2018, p. 3). 

Following this line of argument, some researchers have proposed frameworks and 

methods to investigate the interactiveness of L2 tests. Some other researchers have 

focused on enhancing the authenticity of L2 listening tests by including authentic spoken 

texts. The understanding and merging of the insights from both endeavors have greatly 

informed the current study. Thus, in the next two sections, I will first review the concept 

of cognitive validity within Weir’s (2005) socio-cognitive framework. I will then review 

the literature on using authentic spoken texts in L2 listening assessments. 

Cognitive Validity and Assessing L2 Listening 

Weir’s socio-cognitive framework (O’Sullivan and Weir, 2011; Weir, 2005) is 

very influential in L2 assessment research, especially in Europe. It has been 

operationalized in many language assessment validation studies (e.g. Shaw & Weir, 

2007; Taylor, 2011; Taylor & Geranpayeh, 2013; Khalifa & Weir, 2009), as it is believed 

to “[present] a unified approach to [conceptualize] and [assemble] different types of 

validity evidence in a comprehensive and coherent way” and “[help] to analyze the key 

features of L2 listening assessment” (He & Jiang, 2020, p. 2).  The framework differs 

from Messick’s (1989) unified concept of validity, in that it delineates two types of 

validation approach -- a priori and a posteriori. A priori validation is to be conducted 

before test administration consisting of theory-based validity (or cognitive validity) and 

context validity while a posteriori validation involves collecting evidence after the test 

has been administered and consists of scoring validity, criterion-related validity, 

consequential validity and theory-based validity. Similar to Weir (2005) and Buck 
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(2001), Field (2011, 2012, 2013) argues that this a priori approach of test validation is 

more meaningful than the traditional post hoc approach in which test results are analyzed 

using statistical methods such as factor analysis to establish the construct which has been 

tested.  

Field (2011, 2012, 2013, 2015, 2018, 2019, 2020) further asserts the importance 

of comparing test-takers’ listening processes in real-world listening tasks and in L2 

listening testing contexts to examine the cognitive validity (Glaser, 1991, as cited in 

Field, 2012, 2013). Field and other scholars (e.g., Geranpayeh & Taylor, 2008, 2013) 

have used the term cognitive validity in place of the term theory-based validity (Weir, 

2005), and the term “cognitive validity” is used in this study.  

Cognitive validity is similar to Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) test interactiveness 

or Bachman and Palmer’s (1991) interactive authenticity in that it concerns the 

underlying cognitive processes of test-takers (Elliot & Wilson, 2013), and it can be 

examined both a priori and a posteriori. Field (2013) argues that “cognitive validity is of 

particular concern in the case of tests whose scores are employed predictively to indicate 

test-taker’s” (p. 79) ability to achieve various communicative, academic and professional 

goals.  

Weir’s context validity is similar to Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) situational 

authenticity. It refers to the extent to which the test tasks represent TLU tasks. The 

greater the test authenticity (Bachman & Palmer, 1996), “the more confident we may 

have in relating test performance to likely real-life behavior” and the higher likelihood 

that “the test task also meets the demands of … theory-based validity and appropriate 

cognitive processing (Weir, 2005, p. 20). According to Weir, cognitive validity “is just 
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not a matter of ability within the individual in isolation” (p. 14). On the contrary, it is a 

function of the interaction of the theory-based (cognitive) validity and context validity 

which are in a “symbiotic relationship” (Weir, 2005, p. 20).  

The current study focuses on the cognitive validity of testing L2 listening using 

authenticated spoken texts, and therefore the rest of the section will be devoted to 

discussing the method and significance of investigating cognitive validity. Building on 

Shaw and Weir (2007), Khalifa and Weir (2009) and Field (2011), Field (2013) 

delineates the scope of research of cognitive validation. Not only should researchers 

investigate “the processes involved in employing the language skill in question, but also 

the varying cognitive demands placed upon the candidate by...task parameters over which 

test designers exercise control” (Field, 2013, p. 84). For Field, contextual factors (e.g. 

speaker factors such as illocutionary intent and shared knowledge and affective factors 

such as tiredness and anxiety) also have impact on L2 listening. However, investigating 

“mental operations” is the central and principal focus in examining language processing 

whereas contextual factors and affective factors are questions for test taker characteristics 

and context validity in test validation.  

Field (2012) proposes two possible ways to investigate the cognitive validity of a 

given listening test: 

a. by treating predictive validity as a primary criterion; and comparing the 
processes in which non-native listeners (NNLs) engage when performing a 
particular task under test conditions with those which they employ under 
non- test conditions. 
b. by treating native-like performance as a primary criterion; and 
comparing the processes in which NNLs engage when performing a 
particular task under test conditions with the processes. (p. 394) 
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To be more specific, to evaluate the cognitive validity of a listening test, three 

aspects need to be examined (Field, 2013). First, the mental processes that the test-takers 

in the test should be similar to the processes employed in the TLU context (which is 

similar to Messick’s (1989) argument to minimize construct irrelevant variance). In other 

words, the processes elicited in the test should have high “representativeness” (Field, 

2013, p. 80). Second, the items should elicit a sufficiently broad range of listening 

processes (i.e., processing such as input decoding, lexical search, parsing, meaning 

construction, discourse construction), so that the results of the tests can be interpreted to 

represent real-world listening behavior. That is to say the processes employed in response 

to the test items should also have high “comprehensiveness” (Field, 2013, p. 80) (which 

is similar to Messick’s (1989) argument to maximize construct representation). Third, the 

level of cognitive demands imposed by the test at each level should be appropriate by 

considering the performance features that might be expected of a listener at these levels, 

which is termed as the questions of “calibration” (p. 80).  

Listening tests using semi-scripted and unscripted texts in addition to scripted 

texts to represent unplanned and spontaneous speech featured by natural pronunciation, 

connected speech, and hesitation, false starts and spoken grammar have high context 

validity (Elliot & Wilson, 2013). More importantly, the extent to which the spoken texts 

“[demand] decoding processes [that resemble] those of a real-world listening event” is 

“one fundamental issue” in analyzing cognitive validity (Taylor and Geranpayeh, 2013, 

p. 328). Indeed, as Holzknecht et al. (2017) state, “understanding the cognitive processes 

listeners employ when trying to make sense of an auditory signal should be the central 

focus in listening assessment research.” (Holzknecht et al., 2017, p. 6). Accordingly, the 
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goal of the current study is to examine the cognitive processes listeners employ when 

spoken texts of differing levels of scriptedness are used as listening input in listening 

tests. 

In addition to arguing for the importance of investigating the listening processes 

and test-taking processes involved in L2 listening tests for test validation, Field (2012, 

2015) further establishes the focuses of the investigation of cognitive validity when the 

effect of the characteristics of the recording, the test method, and the test items are 

considered. He proposes that researchers should investigate the cognitive processes that 

L2 listeners use in a listening test which are processes that skilled L1 listeners employ 

(i.e., input decoding, lexical search, parsing, meaning construction, and discourse 

construction). In addition, to see if the type of strategic behaviors demonstrated by test-

takers resemble those of the real-world listeners, strategic behaviors including the use of 

communication strategies which listeners use to compensate for listening breakdowns and 

test-wiseness strategies which test-takers use to solve test questions by solely drawing on 

information in the test format should also be investigated.  

Based on the review of literature in this section, the current study seeks to 

investigate the use of authenticated spoken texts in L2 listening tests and test-takers’ 

mental processes while taking such tests. In particular, this study addresses the three 

areas of research agenda that Field (2013) proposes: representativeness, 

comprehensiveness, and question of calibration when authenticated spoken texts are used 

as listening input. Hence, in the next section, I will review literature on the use of 

authentic spoken texts in L2 listening tests, specifically, the characteristics of authentic 

spoken texts and the effect of authentic spoken texts on L2 listening performances.  
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Authentic Spoken Texts in Testing L2 Listening Comprehension 

Characteristics of Authentic Spoken Texts 

Buck (2001) recommends that test developers should assess skills that are unique 

to listening. For example, the skill of comprehending spoken texts with phonological 

modification, accent, prosodic features, and hesitations are skills that correspond to real-

life listening texts, and are unique to listening. He further argues that, “even though the 

term authenticity is often used somewhat loosely, it is still a powerful notion underlying 

much communicative testing” (p. 85). The need for more listening tests with greater 

authenticity in assessing communicative language competence is linked to the 

reconceptualization of the idea of communicative competence (Field, 2019c; Harding, 

2014; Leung, et al., 2016; Ockey & Wagner, 2018; Sato & McNamara, 2019). For 

example, Harding (2014) argues that communicative language testing should emphasize 

adaptability, i.e., how a test-taker copes with authentic (novel or challenging) real-world 

situations. He also suggests a number of skills and abilities to be included in the construct 

of adaptability and the ones more closely related to testing listening are: 

Ability to tolerate different varieties of English 
Ability to rapidly attune to new patterns of phonology, syntax, discourse 
style, etc. 
Ability to accommodate 
Ability to use phonological features crucial for intelligibility with a given 
interlocutor (p. 194-195) 

  
Similarly, Field (2019a) emphasizes the ability to handle connected speech as an 

indication of the ability needed for listening to real-world speech, and he states that for 

L2 listening tests “the whole point is that this type of content assesses much more validly 

how well a learner might cope in real-world situation where one cannot expect the 

language to be graded” (Field, 2019a, p. 56).  
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However, high-stakes tests seem to be reluctant to include such language for the 

reasons discussed in the Introduction chapter. Field (2013) described four possible 

sources material writers and test producers could use for their listening stimuli. First, the 

spoken texts can be entirely scripted, which is how the “textbook texts” are usually 

created. Textbook developers first write the script for the spoken texts before it is revised, 

rewritten, and polished. The voice actors then recorded them reading the texts aloud 

(Wagner, 2014). Second, to make the scripted speech less scripted, test producers can ask 

actors to improvise a situation by setting the context or the content of the speech and ask 

the voice actors to act out the situation in the studio, and third, they can also transcribe an 

authentic event and adapt them based on text specifications and re-record them under 

studio conditions. Fourth, they can be directly taken from real-world speech events or 

using the “scripting” method (Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021) by creating “tailor-made spoken 

texts” (Wagner & Ockey, p. 13) and recording voice-actors performing the scripts. and 

hence they are unscripted.  

The problem with the scripted text is that “the script may well have been written 

in a way that attempts to reproduce many of the features of written conversation; but it is 

not spontaneous and is rendition is very dependent upon the acting skills of the 

performers” (Field, 2008, p. 270). Moreover, Wagner (2014a, 2014b) and Wagner and 

Ockey (2018) describe how test developers frequently utilize scripted texts that are edited 

and polished as a result of predetermined test specifications while neglecting features of 

unscripted spoken language. Accordingly, Wagner and colleagues propose the technique 

of text “authentication” where they infuse the original scripted dialogues with numerous 

spoken language features, such as connected speech, hesitations, false starts, and back-
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channels (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner et al., 2021). This technique appears 

to be promising in creating authentic spoken texts that retain the lexical and grammatical 

items that are required from test specifications compared to the others mentioned above, 

despite the fact that these items can vary greatly according to the level of scriptedness of 

the spoken text. 

         To gain a better understanding of the unique features that the spoken texts used in 

L2 listening tests lack compared to real-world spoken texts, it is also helpful to examine 

how scholars have defined and categorized different types of listening texts. Bloomfield 

(2018) discusses three lenses researchers used to categorize listening texts. The first is the 

authentic-text versus created-text dichotomy in which authentic texts refer to texts used 

by L1 speakers to convey a message of some sort to other L1 speakers and taken directly 

from the real world, while created texts are those developed for language teaching and 

learning purposes.  

Some researchers use a continuum of scriptedness to illustrate the spontaneity and 

colloquiality of natural dialogues that are missing in most textbook spoken texts and 

high-stakes listening tests (Field, 2008; Wagner, 2014a, 2014b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; 

Wagner & Wagner, 2016; Wagner et al., 2021). Scripted speech refers to speech 

produced when speakers have the chance to prepare, plan, and perfect what would be 

spoken and is thus different from unscripted speech that is spontaneous and unplanned. 

Specifically, Wagner and colleagues point out that, first, compared to scripted spoken 

texts, unscripted spoken texts include numerous hesitation phenomena such as filled and 

unfilled pauses, false starts, and redundancies. Second, phonological modifications such 

as connected speech phenomena (Alameen & Levis, 2015) are also abundant in 
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unscripted spoken texts. Third, scripted spoken texts demonstrate different lexical and 

grammatical features. For example, scripted spoken texts tend to have longer and more 

subordinate structures and less slang and colloquial language while unscripted spoken 

texts contain spoken grammar norms. Lastly, unscripted spoken texts tend to contain a 

variety of discoursal and interactive devices in conversations such as “turn-openers” and 

backchannels. Importantly, compared to the previous authentic-created dichotomy, the 

fact that this lens operationalizes as a continuum seems to cause less confusion as 

authentic spoken texts used in different contexts (e.g., TV shows or casual conversations) 

can both be situated in this continuum. Moreover, this lens seems to provide greater 

precision in capturing the linguistic characteristics that are lacking in spoken texts 

included in textbooks and L2 listening tests than the term “authentic texts.”, Thus, 

unscripted spoken texts are more “authentic” because they demonstrate more real-world 

spoken language features. 

         Some other scholars (Carter & McCarthy, 2006; Chafe & Tannen, 1987; Tannen, 

1982) investigated spoken texts through the lens of orality versus literacy (Bloomfield, 

2018). In this dimension, researchers focused on comparing the differences between 

spoken and written texts. For example, similar to scripted spoken texts, written texts 

involve more complex syntactic structure. However, it is important to “refer to 

prototypical oral-based and literate-based styles, acknowledging that these may be 

realized in either orthographic or aural channels” (Rubin et al., 2000, p. 124). In addition, 

Field (2008a) pointed out that conversational speech which usually has greater orality 

compared to monologues such as lectures or news broadcasts contains features such as 

filled pauses, fillers, false starts, repetitions, contracted forms, and ellipsis, and this type 
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of speech should be incorporated for listening practice. Similar to the problem with the 

authentic-created dichotomy, the orality-literacy lens does not accurately describe the 

differing linguistic characteristics of unplanned spontaneous speech, as for example, a 

conference presentation can be polished and authentic, while sounding like written 

language. 

Although the real-world spoken language features summarized above are mainly 

based on analyses of spoken English, it seems likely that they exist in most other 

languages, including in real-world spoken Chinese (Ke et al., 2009; Zhang, 2009). Zhang 

(2009) describes the linguistics feature of Chinese spoken language in comparison to its 

written form (see below the English translation of the original Chinese text).  

Phonological features: 
1. Phonological and tonal modification is very common as a result of 
connected speech, change of intonation and stress in real-world speech. 
2. Real-world speech rate tends to be higher than the speech rate of 
recordings in textbooks, and differences of speech rate also have 
pragmatic functions in real-world speech. 
3. Although written Chinese does not have spaces in between words, real-
world speech frequently employs pauses to convey meaning. 
4. Due to the fact that native Chinese speakers usually speak at least one 
variety of the Standard Chinese or a dialect, it is very common that they 
produce accented speech when speaking Mandarin Chinese. 
 
Lexical features: 
1. The existence of oral vocabulary. 
2. The existence of colloquial phrases and expressions. 
 
Information structure: 
1. Brevity: short idea units. 
2. The existence of self-repair and other-repair. 
3. Incoherent presentation of information. 
4. The existence of hesitation. 
5. The existence of redundancy. 
6. The existence of ellipsis. 
7. The existence of displacement and supplement. (pp. 82-97) 
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The uniqueness of Mandarin Chinese spoken language (compared to the English 

language) seems to be that as a tonal language, tonal modifications occur in connected 

speech. In addition, the differences between the regional Mandarin accents is also very 

prominent in spoken Chinese. However, the characteristics of unscripted spoken Chinese 

as delineated above are similar to Wagner and colleagues’ descriptions of the 

characteristics of unscripted spoken Chinese, and therefore in the rest of this section, I 

will summarize in detail the following characteristics of Chinese spoken language: 

connected speech, lexical and grammatical features, hesitation phenomena, and 

discoursal and interactional features.  

Connected speech. Connected speech phenomena which is defined as “the 

changes which conventional word forms undergo due to the temporal and articulatory 

constraints upon spontaneous, casual speech” (Alameen & Levis, 2015, p. 41). Connected 

speech permeates spoken Chinese, and has these major phonological manifestations: 

consonant reduction, destressing and rhyme reduction, vowel devoicing and voiceless 

syllables, and syllable merger (Duanmu, 2007; Lin, 2007). List (2015) uses the term 

“contraction” rather than syllable merger. High-frequency words such as function words, 

words in utterance-final positions, open syllables and falling tone are more likely to be 

contracted (Kuo, 2010).  

Chinese is also a tonal language, and has four citation tones which function to 

distinguish meaning. “The shapes of citation tones undergo considerable variation in 

connected speech” due to factors such as “the influence of adjacent tones, stress, 

intonation, speech style, speech tempo, and emotions” (Třísková, 2017b, p. 23). 

According to Duanmu (2007) as mentioned above, both segmental properties and 
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suprasegmental properties change in Chinese connected speech. For example, when 

destressing and rhyme reduction occur to a syllable, the syllable becomes weak and 

toneless. This is because stress in Chinese is mainly manifested by the expansion of pitch 

range and time duration, and sometimes by increasing loudness (Lin, 2007). It is thus 

very likely that tones of words change when they are affected by word stress, phrasal 

stress, and contrastive stress (Duanmu, 2000). At the same time, it is very common in 

Chinese connected speech that a syllable will lose its original tone and becomes a neutral 

or toneless syllable, because the syllable is conventionally unstressed in a particular word 

or phrase or in rapid, casual speech (Lin, 2007). Furthermore, in English connected 

speech, function words tend to have weak forms (Field, 2003). Similarly, function words 

tend to be unstressed and undergo phonological modifications and tonal modifications in 

unscripted spoken Chinese (Třísková, 2015, 2017a).  

         Lexical and grammatical features. In terms of lexical and grammatical features in 

spoken Chinese, Chen (1984) summarized a myriad of syntactical and lexical features in 

spoken Chinese. For example, sentences in spoken Chinese tend to be shorter than in 

written language. Spoken Chinese uses fewer modifier and omit conjunctions, 

preposition, and “shi (be)”, “you (to have)”.  

         Recent studies have seen a growing interest in using Chinese spoken corpus data 

for spoken grammar analysis. For example, Tao and Liu (2010a, 2010b) analyzed four 

unique sentence structures in natural spoken Chinese data and scripted data from movies 

and TV shows and compared how frequently each structure is used and how they are 

used differently in the two type of discourse. Although conversations in movies and TV 

shows are both on the “speakerly” (McCarthy & Carter, 1995) end of the continuum of 
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texts, Tao and Liu argued that speakers in movies and TV shows prepared for their 

speech differently than in real-world speaking contexts. As a result, there are still 

differences of how grammar is represented in the two contexts. Tao (2015) found that in 

spoken Chinese the most frequently used vocabulary items are those that cannot stand 

alone such as conjunction, particles, and adverbs rather than high-content words (i.e., 

terms that are used in the certain specialized fields). Moreover, monosyllabic words are 

dominant in Chinese spoken discourse and “lexical bundles” are abundant. Again, based 

on corpus data, Liu et al. (2012) found that because in spoken language communication is 

very context-relevant, the level of pronoun use is much higher in spoken than in written 

Chinese. Liu et al. also found that compared to spoken Chinese in which different parts of 

speech appear as modifiers, modifiers tend to be nouns in written Chinese.  

These corpus studies are very useful in examining how spoken Chinese differs 

from written Chinese regarding lexical and grammatical characteristics. They are also 

very informative for the current study in examining the level of authenticity of the spoken 

texts used in the listening tests, as the lexical and grammatical feature of the modified 

texts were largely identical to the original HSK spoken texts. 

         Hesitation phenomena. Hesitation phenomena including filled pauses, unfilled 

pauses, discourse markers, repairs, and false starts are also ample in spoken Chinese 

(Chao, 1968; Tseng, 2005, 2016; Zhao & Jurafsky, 2005). Wagner (2018b) explains that 

these hesitation phenomena “occur as speakers are considering what they are going to 

say, and how they are going to say it (p. 19). In the Chinese literature, Chao (1968) 

discussed the features of “unplanned sentences”. For example, in unplanned sentences, 

different lengths of pauses “full stops” and “half stops” are used at different sentence 
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locations. The speaker might use digression and interpolation when the utterances are 

interrupted. Also, the speaker might use “after-thought forms” to add to a finished 

sentence. Tao (1995) described how Chinese speakers recycle, replace, and restructure 

utterances. Tseng (2016) pointed out the changes of prosody when hesitation phenomena 

occur. For example, filled pauses and discourse makers are accompanied by lengthening, 

low F0, flat F0 contour or duration change. False starts are accompanied by pitch reset 

and duration change. Focusing on filled pauses in spoken Chinese, Zhao and Jurafsky 

(2005) and Liu (2009) provided some common examples: “nage” (that), zhege (this), 

“uh”, “um”, and “ranhou” (then). 

         Interactional features. Listeners in real-world conversational interactions 

demonstrate engaged listenership (McCarthy, 2012). They show comprehension through 

the use of appropriate turn-openers, turn-closers, acknowledgements, latches, 

interruptions, and backchanneling (McCarthy, 2010). In the Chinese literature, Yeh 

(2018) summarized the responsive tokens in Chinese, including backchannels (eng, 

“uhm”), repetitions, reactive expressions (dui, “yeah”), assessment expressions (shima, 

“really”) and resumptive openers (o, na tinghaode a, “Oh, that is wonderful”).  

However, in textbooks conversations or conversations in the HSK, these 

interactive devices are largely missing (Liu, 2008; Tao, 2005; Yang, 2016; Xu, 2013). 

Using an advanced-level speaking textbook as an example, Xu (2013) concluded that 

except for the one speaking textbook that she reviewed, most of the textbooks did not 

indicate the source of the spoken texts and the spoken texts sounded rather contrived. 

Furthermore, rather than having authentic communicative purposes, it seemed like the 

speakers’ only purpose was to make correct sentences. Guan (2007) reviewed the 



 

43 

discursive characteristics of spoken texts in eight textbooks and found that there was 

insufficient representation of latches. Using conversational analytic approach, Tao (2005) 

compared the spoken texts in three major textbooks used in the US with naturally-

occurring Chinese speech. He noticed that the instructional texts tend to be neat but 

artificial, lacking representation of key conversation skills, and that the speaking events 

lacked context. In contrast, naturally-occurring speech tend to be messy but real, and it 

has important features of “spoken grammar”. He further explained how Chinese speakers 

in conversations propose and maintain topics, link and track referents, use discourse 

continuation and resumption strategies, and use delaying and repairing strategies to 

achieve communicative and interactive purposes. Unfortunately, “(Chinese) textbook 

dialogues usually neglect important features of naturally occurring talk” (Renner, 2019, 

p. 633).  

The Effect of Authentic Spoken Texts on L2 Listening Test Performance 

         To increase the degree of authenticity of spoken text used in L2 listening tests, 

Chen (2007), Clark (2014), Wagner (2018b), Wagner and Toth (2014), Wagner et al. 

(2021) developed semi-scripted spoken texts to test L2 listening comprehension. Some 

researchers (Chen, 2007; Read, 2002; Rubin et al., 2000; Shohamy & Inbar, 1991; 

Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014) directly investigated the effects of semi-scripted 

spoken texts on listening comprehension holistically (Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 

2014) while others focused on individual variables such as connected speech (Ahn, 1987; 

Brown & Kondo-Brown, 2006; Henrichsen, 1984; Ito, 2001), hesitation phenomena 

(Blau, 1991; Griffith, 1990, 1991; Voss, 1979; Wanatabe, et al., 2008) and speech rate 

(Blau, 1990; Derwing, 1990; Griffiths, 1990; H-Y. Kim, 1995; McBride, 2011; Zhao, 
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1997). While the research findings on the effect of speech rates is consistent – the higher 

the speech rate the more difficult it is for L2 listeners to comprehend the spoken texts 

(Blau, 1990; Derwing, 1990; East & King, 2012; Griffiths, 1990; Kelch, 1985; Kim, 

1995; McBride, 2011; Zhao, 1997), the effect of the other factors seem to be less clear. I 

will therefore review the relevant studies investigating the effect of connected speech and 

hesitations. 

         Connected speech. Connected speech processes are ubiquitous in all natural 

speech in formal and informal settings (Celce-Murcia et al., 2010; Brown, 2012). In 

natural spontaneous speech, English speakers employ strategies such as linking, deletion, 

insertion, modification, and reduction when they speak, as a result of phonological 

constraints and speaking at a natural speech rate (Alameen & Levis, 2015; Brown & 

Kondo-Brown, 2006). There is a consensus that the presence of connected speech 

processes cause listening difficulties for L2 listeners because the pronunciation of words 

that undergo phonological modifications can be dramatically different from citation 

forms for L2 listeners to recognize; the processes also blur the boundaries between words 

for them to successfully segment words and retrieve meanings (Field, 2008a). In 

empirical studies, it was found that unscripted texts which contained connected speech 

were more difficult than scripted texts that did not contain connected speech (and other 

above-mentioned spoken language features) for both Spanish and English L2 listeners 

(Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2016). Other studies assessed English L2 learners’ 

ability of comprehending sentences with connected speech. For example, Henrichsen 

(1984) and Ahn (1987) showed that sentences containing contractions, reductions, and 
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assimilations were more difficult for L2 learners to comprehend compared to ones that 

did not contain these features.  

Matsuzawa (2006) tested Japanese EFL learners on their ability to recognize ten 

reduced forms in randomly ordered sentences, and their ability to comprehend meaning 

accurately. It was found that the participants only correctly identified half of the reduced 

forms. The connected speech phenomena included in that study were linking, contraction, 

flapping, deletion, assimilation, glottalized /t/, and the use of weak forms of function 

words. Similarly, Ito (2006) found that reduced forms posed significantly more difficulty 

for L2 listeners compared to the L1 listeners. Ito set out to investigate the effects of 

reduced forms on listening comprehension and whether the effects differed because of 

different proficiency levels and different types of reduced form. She categorized reduced 

forms into lexical forms and phonological forms and used a dictation test to gauge 

whether participants successfully identified and understood the reduced forms. However, 

proficiency level was found to not be a significant predictor of successful listening 

comprehension.  

L2 Chinese researchers have not yet directly studied the effects of connected 

speech on L2 Chinese listening (Pelzl, 2019). L2 Chinese researchers have focused 

mainly focused on L2 listeners’ perception of tonal variations when lexical tones are 

superimposed by sentential intonation (as a result of signaling sentence modality or 

emotion) (Liang & Chen, 2019; Luo, 2017; Yang & Chan, 2010; Yang, 2011). But there 

seems to be no empirical studies that have investigated how connected speech 

(particularly phonological modifications at the segmental level) affects L2 Chinese 

listening comprehension. This lack of empirical research is surprising, because connected 
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speech is very common in L1 Chinese real-world unscripted speech, and numerous 

researchers also have pointed out that in real-world listening L2 learners of Chinese are 

likely to face challenges due to connected speech processes (Lin, 2007; Pelzl, 2018; 

Třísková, 2015, 2016, 2017a, 2017b). Hence, one of the goals of the current study is to 

investigate the effect of connect speech in the authenticated spoken texts on L2 listening.  

Hesitation phenomena. As previously mentioned in the section that addresses the 

characteristics of the real-world unscripted speech, researchers agree on the prevalence of 

hesitation phenomena in unscripted spoken language (Maclay & Osgood, 1959; Tseng, 

2016). Researchers also proposed various ways to categorize hesitation phenomena. For 

example, Maclay and Osgood (1959) provided four main types of hesitation phenomena: 

repeats, false starts, filled pauses, and unfilled pauses. Similarly. Tseng (2016) described 

four types of phenomena in dysfluent speech in Chinese – pauses, hesitation, repairs, and 

false starts.  

As there is no universal categorization of hesitation phenomena, existing studies 

seem to not agree on whether hesitation phenomena facilitate or obstruct L2 listening 

comprehension (Blau, 1991; Carney, 2018; Griffiths, 1991; Freedle & Kostin, 1999; 

Voss, 1979; Pica et al., 1987; Watanabe et al., 2008; Watanabe & Rose, 2013). One 

reason for the conflicting results is that the researchers have focused on different types of 

hesitation phenomena. Researchers who have inserted filled pauses in texts at clause 

boundaries have found increased comprehension, presumably because these pauses 

essentially serve to slow down the overall speech (Blau, 1990; Griffiths, 1990).  

Blau (1991) reported her findings in two studies. Using global comprehension as 

the dependent variable, Blau first investigated how inserting filled or unfilled pauses 
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affected listening comprehension. There were three different conditions. In the first 

condition, texts were played at a normal speed; in the second condition, texts with three-

second silent pauses were inserted every 23 words; and in the third condition, texts with 

filled pauses (e.g., I mean, uh, you know, um, mm, oh) were inserted at the same point as 

in the second condition (every 23 words). 61 Puerto Rican beginner learners were asked 

to answer comprehension questions in their L1 (Spanish) immediately after hearing each 

monologue. In addition, students’ self-assessments were also obtained regarding their 

perceptions of the percentage they understood. Blau found that listeners in the second and 

third condition scored significantly higher than the listeners in the first condition. In a 

follow-up study, Blau used 48 EFL university learners in Japan. In this study, she 

assigned participants to four different groups in which they heard spoken texts at a 

normal speech rate, spoken texts with silent pauses inserted, spoken texts with filled 

pauses inserted, and spoken texts that were slowed mechanically. The results indicated 

that the group that heard the texts with filled pauses inserted scored significantly higher 

than the three other groups. Blau suggested that filled pauses in spoken texts are 

beneficial to L2 listeners, because “as long as listeners recognize that hesitation markers 

are semantically empty, they can take advantage of the processing time provided” (p. 8).    

        However, other studies seem to suggest it is indeed this ability of realizing that filled 

pauses are “semantically empty” that many lower-ability L2 listeners lack, as many 

researchers argued that this is an ability that separates lower-ability and higher ability L2 

listeners (Carney, 2018; Griffiths, 1991, 1992; Voss, 1979). For example, Voss (1979) 

and Griffiths (1990, 1992) used transcription tasks to detect L2 listeners’ perceptions of 

repeats, false starts, and filled pauses. Voss (1979) recruited 22 advanced English L2 
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speakers of German and had them listen to spontaneous speech of a native English 

speaker. Voss found that a third of the errors were likely to be the result of 

misinterpretation of hesitation phenomena which fell into two categories: 

(1)  cases where repeats or filled pauses were mistaken for (parts of) 
words, and 
(2)  cases where (parts of) words were mistaken for repeats or filled 
pauses and were consequently filtered out. (p. 136) 
 

         Griffiths (1991) aimed to expand Voss’s (1979) study and investigate L2 listeners 

with different levels of proficiency. Griffiths used two short excerpts from a recording of 

a science lecture which, despite originally delivered to low-proficiency English L2 

learners, contained many instances of filled pauses, false starts, and repetition. Three 

groups of English L2 speakers of three different proficiency levels listened to two short 

videotexts and transcribed what they heard. Griffiths found that 91% of the observable 

errors in the transcriptions were caused by filled pauses. Moreover, it was found that the 

lower the proficiency level the more errors occurred due to misinterpretations of filled 

pauses. When hearing the filled pauses, participants reported hearing words such as “a”, 

“is”, “am”, “that”, “at”, “the”, “are”, “I’m”, and “now”. When they heard false starts, 

they reported hearing words or morphemes which were added to what was originally 

said. 

         L2 listeners’ inclination to assign semantic meaning to fillers was also noted in 

Reed (2000) and Carney (2018). In Reed’s (2000) three-part study, 10 EFL learners (L1 

Chinese) and 10 L1 English undergraduate students participated in a study where the 

perception of hesitation phenomena was investigated. The Chinese EFL learners were 

asked to listen to a spontaneous narrative and transcribe what they heard. They were 

allowed to play back the tape as often as they wanted. Reed found that the L2 listeners 
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mistook words or unstressed parts of words such (e.g., say, like) for filled pauses, even 

though they realized that what they reported hearing would not be syntactically or 

semantically appropriate.  

Carney (2018) found similar results. Using verbal report methodology, he also 

diagnosed Japanese speakers’ bottom-up listening difficulties. He first developed two 

types of spoken texts, scripted and unscripted narrative texts. The scripted texts have 

characteristics such as controlled lexis, controlled speech rate, limited length, and 

familiar speaker voice and accent. In contrast, the unscripted texts were taken from 

videos of interviews he conducted with native English speakers, which also contained 

familiar topics, high-frequency vocabulary, and normal speech rates. As for the 

diagnostic procedure, the participants first listened to the entire text (either scripted or 

unscripted) at a normal speed and were asked to recall in their L1 the main ideas of the 

texts. The same procedure was repeated a second time. Next, the participants were 

presented with segments of the text by pausing the recording at places where natural 

placements of pauses were made by the speakers. Participants were asked to report in 

their L1 (Japanese) what they heard and then repeat word-by-word in L2 English. The 

participants were allowed to listen a second time if they could not report correctly in L2 

what they just heard. They were also asked to recall what they heard in their L1 Japanese. 

Whether they successfully comprehended the texts were judged solely based on their 

reported understanding in the L1. If participants still could not reproduce what they heard 

in the L1, the recording was slowed down to 80% of the speech rate. If the participants 

were still unable to understand the segment, Carney repeated orally the segment in an 
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enunciated manner. If the participants were still confused, he wrote down the segments 

while reading the segment out to see if they could understand. 

Carney found that the filler “um” was a source of severe comprehension 

breakdown. All 20 participants in their oral repetition stated “am” rather than “um” 

(stating that they heard the sentence “I am had a lot of trouble…”), even though it was 

grammatically incorrect, and many even stated that they knew it was ungrammatical. 

Carney (2018) concluded that this was caused by misinterpretation of phonemes, the 

surrounding phonological and syntactic context in which “um” appeared, and 

unfamiliarity with hesitation phenomena in English. 

         Focusing on L2 Japanese learners, Watanabe at al. (2008) found that the 

occurrence of hesitations affected listening comprehension differently as a result of 

participants’ different proficiency levels. The participants were 41 L2 Chinese learners of 

Japanese who were at novice, intermediate, and expert proficiency levels. In the study, 

they listened to contrived speech in which a particular filler eto in Japanese was inserted 

at phrase boundaries. The sentences the listeners heard described one of the two pictures 

on a computer screen. The listeners were asked to click the correct shape to demonstrate 

their comprehension of the sentences. Watanabe et al. (2008) found that as the time spent 

in the Japanese-speaking context increased, students’ awareness of the forms and 

functions of filled pauses in Japanese grew closer to that of Japanese native speakers. 

Facilitative effects of filled pauses for listening comprehensions were found for all the 

participants except for the intermediate level listeners, whose responses were delayed by 

filled pauses which were located before simple phrases. In contrast, higher-proficiency 

listeners were able to use filled pauses as cues for decoding the upcoming language. The 
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findings suggest that higher-level learners might have developed both near-native 

listening abilities to detect filled pauses and their communicative functions (i.e., 

indicating s up-coming new or important information). In contrast, lower-level learners 

tended to be confused by filled pauses. 

         Several conclusions can be made based on the above review of the effect of 

hesitation phenomena on L2 listening. On the one hand, the occurrence of the hesitation 

phenomena may reduce the speech rate, provide listeners more time to process what they 

just heard, or allow listeners a second time listening (Blau, 1991; Carver et al. 1971; 

Chaudron 1988; Friedman & Johnson, 1971). However, for these hesitation phenomena 

to be facilitative to comprehension, listeners need to be able to notice and interpret them 

as hesitations (Buck, 2001). On the other hand, if the L2 listeners could not identify filled 

pauses hesitation phenomena, they might try to assign semantic meaning to them, in 

which case the hesitation phenomena may disrupt the listening process (Freedle & 

Kostin, 1999). This probably explains the reason why Blau (1991) found facilitative 

effects of filled pauses for L2 listeners while L2 listeners in Carney (2018) found the 

filled pause “um” distractive. Additionally, as the above studies show, whether hesitation 

phenomena are facilitative or debilitative for L2 listening comprehension is also mediated 

by factors such as proficiency level of the listener, amount of exposure to hesitation 

phenomena in the target language, location of the hesitations and type of the hesitation 

phenomena.  

Text authenticity. The studies described above focused on the effects of individual 

characteristics of real-world unscripted spoken language on L2 listening. There are only a 

few studies that have investigated the effects of authentic spoken texts on listener 
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performances holistically (Read, 2002; Shohamy and Inbar, 1991; Wagner, 2014b, 2018; 

Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner et al., 2021). As discussed above, multiple lenses have 

been adopted for differentiating spoken texts – by their genre, their scriptedness, or their 

degree of orality.  

Some studies have investigated the effect of spoken texts with differing degrees of 

orality (Berne, 1993; Read, 2002; Shohamy & Inbar, 1991; Thompson, 1993). In Read’s 

(2002) study, the researcher first wrote a script for the monologue which was written in a 

“relatively formal style of a broadcast talk on public radio, without inserting features of 

informal speech, such as hesitations, false starts or fillers” (p.110). Read then had three 

speakers talk about the same topics after having them read the source articles of the 

topics and the monologue script. They were instructed to plan in advance how the 

discussion would proceed. These texts were then used for a 36-item test requiring short-

answer responses. The test-takers were also given a 500-word written text in addition to 

the spoken input so that they were familiarized with the subject matter before listening to 

the spoken texts. A questionnaire was also used to understand the participants’ opinions 

about the tests, particularly their understandings of the comprehensibility of the speech, 

the suitability of the topic, the presentation of the test questions and the overall difficulty 

of the test. 

         The questionnaire data yielded interesting findings. Test-takers reported that the 

conversational speech had a much higher speech rate than the monologue speech. 

However, the test-takers who heard the conversation rated the clarity of the speaker’s 

voice and accent lower than the discussion group did. No significant differences were 

found on the scales of overall difficulties of the two versions of tests. According to Read 
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(2002), there is no good explanation as to why test-takers who heard the monologue 

believed that the speech was less clear, because there was only one speaker in the 

monologue and this speaker was also present in the conversation. More interestingly, the 

result of comparing the scores of the listening comprehension question showed that 

listeners scored lower when they listened to the conversational discourse. Read (2002) 

explained that the test-takers who listened to the monologue might have been advantaged 

due to practice effects and the fact that the listening comprehension questions were 

developed based on the monologue script. Thus, the monologue text provided answers 

more directly to the text-takers when test-takers were asked to give full-sentence answers. 

As Read admitted, test-takers’ performances listening to two types of spoken texts are not 

comparable due to the fact that the development of the questions were based on the 

monologue script. Test-takers who listened to the monologue might have been 

advantaged. Moreover, test-takers were asked to read a written text for obtaining the 

background information about the listening texts. This might have also advantaged some 

test-takers who have higher reading abilities, and consequentially affected their test 

scores. A final critique is that the researcher did not report the critical characteristics of 

the spoken texts such as speech rate and the number of slang words, which rendered the 

non-significant result hard to interpret.  

         Similar to Read (2002), Shohamy and Inbar (1991) compared the listening 

performances of listening to three types of spoken texts – a news broadcast, a lecturette, 

and a consultative dialogue of different level of orality in the same content (in two 

different topics). The researcher claimed that the dialogue was the most oral because it 

“was spontaneous”, “the language was implicit, fragmented, and context dependent”, 
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“ there were many repetitions, redundancies, interruptions, pauses and unfinished 

sentences”, and “the sentences were mostly of a simple structure using colloquial 

innovative speech and non-normative utterances” (p. 28). The news broadcast was the 

most literate because it contained “literate and explicit vocabulary, complex sentences 

and a minimal amount of oral features” (p. 28). The lecturette was in the middle in terms 

of its degree of orality, and it contained “many repetitions, pauses and redundancies” (p. 

28). 150 high school students listened to two passages of different topics and different 

genres, and the selection of the topic and genre for each test-taker was random. Same as 

in Read (2002), the test questions in this study were also open-ended. Test-takers were 

allowed to read the questions before listening, take notes while listening, and listen to 

each passage twice. 

         Shohamy and Inbar (1991) found that the test-takers who listened to the newscast, 

the most literate text type, scored the lowest, followed by the test-takers who listened to 

the lecturette scored higher and the test-takers who listened to the dialogue scored the 

highest, although the difference was only statistically significant for one of the two 

topics. This finding is consistent with L1 listeners’ performance when listening to spoken 

texts with different levels of orality/literacy (Rubin, et al., 2000) but contradicts Read’s 

(2002) findings. However, for both topics, significant differences were only found 

between listening to the lecturette and listening to the dialogue. Shohamy and Inbar 

attributed the findings to the differences of discoursal and pragmatic features between 

each genre. For example, the new broadcast was more difficult because it had a larger 

density of propositions, fewer pauses, fewer redundancies, fewer repetitions, and more 

complex grammatical and syntactic structures than the other two more orally texts. The 
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researchers believed these features allowed listeners less time and less mental resources 

to process what they just heard. In addition, the pragmatic patterns in the lecturette and 

the dialogue (i.e., speakers reemphasizing particular issues) facilitated comprehension. 

They suggested that listeners’ familiarity with lectures and dialogues might have also 

positively affected the comprehension. As with Read’s (2002) study, Shohamy and Inbar 

did not quantify the critical linguistic characteristics of the three types of spoken texts 

(e.g., number of prepositions, pauses, redundancies, repetitions, and speech rates) which 

the researchers hypothesized to be the sources of difficulty of listening. This again makes 

the results of the comparison of the test scores hard to interpret. Moreover, the 

participants were high school students, and they might have been more familiar with one 

genre, for example, conversations, than the other. Familiarity with spoken texts genres 

may also altered test-takers performances in this study.  

         Thompson’s (1993) study, which utilized 72 L2 learners of Russian, also 

confirmed the findings in Shohamy and Inbar (1991). In his study, the students scored 

higher on the texts with more orality. The L2 learners took a test with 22 multiple-choice 

questions using three types of texts (i.e., informal conversations, short lectures, and radio 

news). The test – the Comprehensive Russian Proficiency Test (CRPT) was developed by 

the Educational Testing Service (ETS) and was intended for students who had completed 

between two and four years of Russian. Thompson compared the number of pause units, 

length of pause units, number of different words, and percent of content words between 

the “oral” (the informal conversations) and “literate” texts (the short lectures and radio 

news). Thompson found that the test-takers scored significantly higher on the items 

associated with the “oral” texts compared to the “literal” texts. He stated that the results 
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might be due to the fact that the “oral texts” contain fewer content words and shorter 

pause units, and that listeners may have more opportunities to process information. He 

further noted that students might also have more experience with listening to situational 

dialogues than listening to lectures. These hypotheses are also in accordance with 

Shohamy and Inbar’s. One problem with this study is that most of the items associated 

with the “oral” texts were graded at the novice difficulty level whereas the ones 

associated with the “literal” texts were at the intermediate level. The difficulty of the test 

items would obviously have affected test-takers’ performances. Moreover, the topics of 

the three types of spoken texts were also different, resulting in differing lexical and 

discoursal characteristics of the three types of spoken texts. For example, there were 

54.20 different words on average in the “literal” texts and only 36.17 in the “oral” texts. 

But spoken texts with higher orality do not necessarily have lower lexical density 

compared to spoken texts with lower orality, which makes the conclusion that texts with 

higher orality are easier than those with lower orality not generalizable. 

         The last study in this same vein is Berne (1993). In this study, 107 beginning and 

64 advanced-intermediate level L2 Spanish learners listened to a lecture and an interview 

with the same topic and similar content. To ensure that the two texts were closely 

correlated, the interview text was developed by “paraphrasing or reproducing the content 

of the lecture text” (p. 14). At the same time, the interview text was made to include more 

repetitions and restatements to be differentiated from the lecture text. Two native Spanish 

speakers also reviewed the texts to make sure both texts had characteristics of oral 

Spanish. Berne did not provide other information or analysis about the features of the two 

texts. It was found that the participants did not perform significantly different when they 
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listened to the two types of texts. Berne pointed out that this could be a result of the fact 

that the two types of texts were still very similar in terms of their lexical and grammatical 

features and discourse features. He also hypothesized that, citing Markham and Latham 

(1987), text content might be a more important factor to determine listening difficulty 

than text type, and that other factors such as the length of the recordings and chances of 

listening might also have affected the results. 

The conflicting findings from the above studies reveal the complexity of the 

problem of the effects of text scriptedness on L2 listening. At the same time, the spoken 

texts used in the above three studies differed in a number of features (e.g., passage length, 

passage complexity, passage type and organization, auditory features of the passage etc.) 

which can affect the difficulty of comprehending the texts (Bloomfileld, 2010) and render 

the results hard to compare.  

Because of the difficulty in categorizing and operationalizing degrees of orality, 

Wagner and colleagues (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner, 2014a, 2014b, 2018; Wagner & Toth, 

2014; Wagner & Wagner, 2016; Wagner et al., 2021) proposed a “continuum of 

scriptedness” to describe spoken texts. In the following section, I will review the studies 

that more directly investigate L2 listening comprehension performance of spoken texts 

with different degrees of scriptedness. In the current study, I believe that the “scripted vs. 

unscripted” lens that Wagner and colleagues used extensively to capture the linguistic 

characteristics that are lacking in spoken texts used in L2 listening tests compared to real-

world spoken language is the most suitable. 

         Focusing on the academic setting, Clark (2014) explored whether using semi-

scripted speech could better differentiate high-ability students from low-ability students, 



 

58 

and whether the level and the content of semi-scripted lectures were appropriate for the 

students in an English language institute. Clark first identified interesting topics. He then 

sketched out a brief description of what each mini-lecture would cover. Next, the 

speakers practiced delivering a lecture using the notes. Finally, when recording the mini-

lectures, the speakers spontaneously delivered the mini-lecture based on the notes. The 

oral features in the mini-lectures that were quantified were number of filled and unfilled 

pauses, discourse markers, self-corrections and questions, and personalization markers. 

After developing the items, a total of 222 students took the listening test with five mini-

lectures and a total of 35 items. Using Rasch Analysis as the data analysis method, Clark 

concluded that the self-created test succeeded in differentiating students based on their 

listening abilities. Although the semi-scripted texts gave the researcher less control over 

particular features of the passages, the test development process still had “the advantage 

of … the naturalness of the language and the saliency of the information probed by the 

items” (p. 21). Clark also contended that, “if listening comprehension tests are to provide 

information about examinee’ ability to understand ‘real’ speech, the method employed 

here is a viable alternative to the use of scripted listening passages” (p. 21). 

         Carney (2018), Wagner (2018b), Wagner and Toth (2014), and Wagner et al. 

(2021) presented two alternative methods of preparing listening texts that are less 

scripted. Wagner and Toth (2014) first created the authentic version of the spoken texts 

by instructing the two Spanish native speakers to speak as naturally as possible while 

recording two role play using prompts from ACTFL’s Oral Proficiency Interview to elicit 

language at intermediate level. They also provided information about the identity of the 

roles and some contextual information to the speakers. The researchers recorded the 
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conversations and then transcribed the conversations retaining the discursive features, 

including filled and silent pauses, false starts, expansions, phatic expressions, and back 

channels. The scripted version of the spoken texts was then developed by removing all of 

the above-mentioned features. The two speakers were instructed to read the adapted 

scripts slowly, enunciate to avoid connected speech, and wait to speak until the other 

speaker had finished her turn. Finally, they created the listening tests in which each 

spoken text was followed by eight multiple-choice comprehension questions with four 

options. 174 Spanish-as-a-foreign language learners were randomly assigned to either the 

scripted group or the authenticated group. The nested ANOVA showed that the test-

takers who heard the scripted text scored significantly higher on the comprehension test 

than those who heard the unscripted spoken text.  

Wagner and Toth (2014) also used a questionnaire to elicit test-takers’ attitudes 

toward the authenticity, pronunciation, speech rate, pauses and false starts, and use of 

slang of the two types of spoken texts used in the listening test, and the results were 

reported in Wagner and Toth (2017). They found the participants perceived the 

unscripted spoken texts to be more authentic, and that the pronunciation and speech rate 

resembled L1 Spanish speakers’ in the real world. The participants could also perceive 

the hesitation phenomena. Interestingly, the participants perceived the unscripted spoken 

texts to have more slang and colloquial language, which was attributed to the fillers in the 

unscripted spoken texts. The participants might also have believed that the scripted 

spoken texts had less slang due to the fact that they felt the speakers sounded unnatural 

and overly formal with their pronunciation.  
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         Using a text creation approach which is the reverse of Wagner and Toth (2014), 

Wagner (2018b) adapted the spoken texts in the General English Language Proficiency 

Test (GEPT) by adding more real-world spoken language features such as connected 

speech, hesitations, and backchannels to the scripted spoken texts. Using the original 

spoken texts in the short conversations section as the scripted version, the researcher 

created the authenticated version to make them sound more natural and real-world-like 

while trying to not change any vocabulary or discourse structure of the texts. When the 

voice actors recorded the conversations, the two speakers were instructed to “speak as 

naturally as possible – at a natural speech rate, without overly enunciating their speech, 

and to use natural pauses and informal vocabulary in the texts when appropriate” (p. 32). 

The two versions of the tests (in the format of multiple-choice test tasks) were 

administered to two groups of test-takers. In addition, test-takers also took a 16-item 

questionnaire aimed at eliciting the test-takers’ attitudes and beliefs about the spoken 

texts.  

         Similar to previous findings, the group that listened to the scripted text scored 

significantly higher than the group that listened to the authenticated version, after 

controlling for test-takers’ listening proficiency level. Questionnaire data revealed that 

the perceptions and attitudes of the two groups did not differ significantly regarding the 

authenticity, pronunciation, and the use of slang and colloquial language. However, the 

scripted group perceived that the speech rate of the spoken texts was significantly lower 

than the authenticated group’s. One way of explaining the results in Wagner and Toth 

(2014) and Wagner (2018b) is that the students were not exposed and trained enough to 
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be able to understand real-world spoken language with linguistic features that are absent 

from scripted and polished speech commonly found in their textbooks.  

 To further investigate whether test-takers’ listening scores differ due to different 

learning contexts, Wagner et al. (2021) investigated ESL and EFL learners’ performance 

on listening tests using scripted spoken texts and authenticated spoken. The text 

authenticating method used in Wagner et al. is the same as in Wagner (2018b). 34 ESL 

learners and 23 EFL learners took the listening test with scripted spoken texts while 29 

ESL and 25 EFL learners took the listening test with authenticated spoken texts.  

Consistent with Wagner (2018b), test-takers that heard the authenticated spoken 

text scored significantly lower than the those that heard the scripted spoken texts. 

Although the researchers seemed to contribute this difference in test scores to the 

differing speech rates of the two types of spoken texts, they also acknowledged that, “it is 

unclear how the presence or absence of [the real-world spoken language] phenomena 

affected test-taker performance” (p. 16). Interestingly, the difference of test scores 

between the ESL group and the EFL group was not statistically significant. This might be 

due to that the ESL learners had only lived in the US for a very short period of time. 

However, the quantity and quality of the exposure the participants had outside the 

classroom was not investigated. The researchers suggested that the ESL participants 

might not have noticed these features because they were not explicitly taught how to 

comprehend unscripted spoke English.  

The results of these studies are important and informative for the current study, 

particularly the method of authenticating scripted spoken texts used in standardized tests 

by infusing them with a number of characteristics of real-world spoken language. This 
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method is appealing for its practicality. It seems that it is a more time-efficient for 

creating authentic-sound spoken texts compared other methods such the ones in Clark 

(2014) and Wagner and Toth (2014). As Wagner et al., posited, “doing so would seem to 

promote the validity of that test, while still being very practical, in that the process of 

authenticating the texts should have minimal additional costs” (Wagner et al., 2021). 

Moreover, the predetermined test specifications can also be retained. 

Using a similar questionnaire as Wagner and Toth (2014, 2017) to gauge L2 test-

takers’ attitudes toward the nature of two types of spoken texts with different degrees of 

scriptedness, Liao et al. (2018) recruited 114 college EFL students. The text creation 

method in this study is the same as Wagner (2018b) and Wagner et al. (2021). Both 

groups took a pre-test in which the spoken texts were scripted. The scripted group took 

the GEPT which used scripted spoken texts as listening input. The authenticated group 

took the same listening test with scripted spoken texts. No significant difference was 

found when the scripted group’s attitudes toward the spoken texts used in the pre-test and 

the spoken texts used in the post-test was compared. In contrast, the authenticated group 

rated the speech rate, pronunciation, and use of slang and colloquial speech to be more 

authentic compared to the scripted spoken texts. Interestingly, both groups believed that 

the scripted spoken texts originally used in the GEPT were not very authentic and that the 

speakers over enunciated and did not use much slang and colloquial speech. Furthermore, 

the test-takers did not rate the authenticated text as more authentic overall. The 

researchers explained that this might be because the authenticated texts still differed from 

the real-world spoken language and sounded unnatural overall, to some extent. One of the 
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limitations mentioned by the researcher is that the pauses and hesitation scale failed the 

reliability test and was thus dropped from analysis. 

         The results of the studies reviewed so far are very hard to compare due to the fact 

that participants’ background, target language, and the characteristics of the spoken texts 

differ between the less authentic and the more authentic spoken texts. More specifically, 

only Clark (2014), Wagner and Toth (2014), Wagner (2018b), and Wagner et al. (2021) 

quantified and reported the linguistics differences between different spoken texts used in 

their studies. Moreover, L2 learners who live in the target-language-speaking countries 

for longer periods of time have not been involved in the previous studies to assess their 

abilities of comprehending unscripted spoken texts. Although some researchers used 

questionnaire to probe L2 listeners’ beliefs of and attitudes toward the spoken texts used 

in the listening tests, L1 speakers’ opinions on the authenticity of the spoken texts 

(particularly the authenticated version) were unexplored. This information would 

seemingly be very helpful for creating more “authentic-sounding” spoken texts (Rossi & 

Brunfaut, 2021; Thorn, 2018). Moreover, the studies reviewed so far have only compared 

test-takers’ test scores. Test-takers’ listening processes and test-taking processes have 

been largely unexplored, while such information is needed for the test validation purpose 

as discussed earlier in the Authenticity and Validity in L2 Listening Tests section. This 

current study therefore seeks to address these research gaps. In the next section, I review 

studies relevant to the diagnosis of sources of L2 listening comprehension breakdown, 

which is another research gap this study intends to address when authenticated spoken 

texts are used as listening input. 
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Diagnosing L2 Listening Difficulties 

   One of the research purposes of the current study is to compare the bottom-up 

processing difficulties listeners have when they hear scripted spoken texts and 

authenticated spoken texts. Highly competent L2 listeners who have developed native-

like automaticity and accuracy to decode auditory input rely on processing cues such as 

phonemic cues, phonotactic constrains, stress and rhythm and lexical, syntactic, and 

morphological knowledge to decode and parse the speech stream (Altenberg, 2005; 

Anckar & Veivo, 2020; Cutler, 2012), but lower-ability L2 listeners have more difficulty 

with this type of processing. Accurate perception of phonemes is fundamental for 

successful word recognition and activation (Broersma, 2012; Broersma & Cutler, 2008) 

which is “central to the decoding process” (Cross, 2009, p. 33). L2 Chinese researchers 

have long been interested in L2 Chinese sound processing and their studies indicate that 

particular phonemes do pose processing problems for L2 Chinese listeners (Zhang, 

2018).  

         Listeners can also resort to knowledge of the phonotactic conventions (“rules that 

apply to the sequencing of phonemes”, Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 22) of the target 

language to help recognize word boundaries and activate lexical candidates (Al-jasser, 

2008; Weber & Cutler, 2006; Cutler, 2012). On the one hand, L2 learners tend to activate 

their L1 phonotactic knowledge when listening in L2 (Weber & Cutler, 2006). On the 

other hand, it seems that L2 learners can be taught and develop the ability to use target 

language phonotactic conventions in a more native-like manner to help word 

segmentation and recognition (Al-jasser, 2008). 
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         Stress is another cue that L1 listeners rely on to identify words when listening to 

English speech and can be taught to L2 listeners to help correctly segment connected 

speech (Cooper et. al., 2003; Cutler, 2012; Field, 2003). Citing Field (2001), Field (2003) 

argued that “learners show themselves sensitive to rhythmic regularities in the target 

language, and appear to learn from experience the value of inserting word boundaries 

before stressed syllabus” (p. 329). In a syllable-timed language like Chinese, this 

phenomenon can provide useful cues about how word/character is segmented based on its 

prosodic characteristics (Cutler, 2012). There is also evidence that standard spoken 

Mandarin demonstrate stress-timed-like features (Třísková, 2015, 2017a). However, how 

L2 listeners exploit such information when listening to Chinese has not been studied.  

Cross (2009) summarized four other primary factors that influence word 

activation – density (citing Luce, 2002; Vitevich, 2002), frequency, currency of 

activation, and spreading activation (citing Field, 2008a). In addition, when L2 listeners 

have activated the most preferred word candidate, they seem to be reticent to go through 

the lexical searching and competing process again, even if new evidence conflicts with 

their initial assumptions (Field, 2008b). There is also evidence that L2 listeners tend to 

assume that they have misheard a known word rather than encountered an unknown one. 

As a result, they substitute an approximate phonological match of a known word with the 

ambiguous word even when the match is syntactically and semantically inappropriate 

(Field, 2008). 

          Lexical segmentation difficulty is frequently documented in English L2 listening 

(Altenberg, 2005; Cross, 2009; Field, 2003, 2008). Altenberg (2005) used experiments to 

investigate whether native English speakers and Spanish-speaking English learners have 
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differing abilites in marking word boundaries. It was found that while native speakers 

were able to utilize acoustic-phonetic cues and successfully segment words 96% of the 

time, L2 learners only could do so 76% of the time even when they were at the 

intermediate and advanced levels. It was also found that some stimuli (the target phrases) 

are easier than others for non-native speakers, and the researcher suspected that the 

presence or absence of glottal stop/creaky voice, the presence of a positive strong cue 

(word initial cue), and L1 phonotactic constrains affected L2 listeners’ ability of 

successfully segmenting words. Field (2008c) set out to determine how sensitively native 

English speakers and English L2 learners respond to acoustic-phonetic evidence that 

requires the listeners to remark word boundaries. He found that non-native listeners were 

slower than their native counterparts to adjust to a correct segmentation, an unsurprising 

result. However, a-third of the non-native participants were not able to correctly segment 

the speech at gate d (the last gate) even when the whole context was presented and the 

participants had time to modify their hypotheses. Field thus hypothesized that a 

“perseveration effect” (p.  48) was at play that prevented L2 listeners from adjusting their 

initial hypotheses even when evidence did not support the hypotheses. Field also pointed 

out that knowing a word does not guarantee successful recognition of the word in 

connected speech due to sound form changes. 

         Studies that focused on L2 English listening also revealed how bottom-up 

processing is influenced by top-down processing (Carney, 2018, 2020; Cross, 2009; 

Field, 2004, 2008b, 2008c; Goh, 2000). Field (2004) utilized three separated experiments 

including word lists, sentences with high-frequency words missing, and sentences with 

low-frequency words missing to investigate the extent to which top-down process 
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influences bottom-up processing. The participants were 47 lower-intermediate and 

higher-elementary level ESL learners. Field found that L2 learners were willing to 

“substitute part of a word when there is a contextually appropriate and perceptually 

similar alternative” (p. 374). Moreover, the participants tended to rely on the onsets of the 

words to form word candidates even when contextual information contradicted the word 

candidates. Interestingly, L2 listeners were inclined to match the word they heard with a 

known word which is similar, and this match demonstrated a stronger influence from the 

context (top-down information) but not the reliability of the bottom-up information. The 

findings of this study seem to support that L2 listening is an interactive process in which 

bottom-up and top-down processes exert their influence on L2 listening jointly. 

In empirical studies of L2 Chinese listening, bottom-up processing difficulties 

have also been reported (W. Cai, 2013, 2015, 2020; Su, 2010; X. Yang, 2003). 

Interestingly, on the one hand, these studies have hardly reported L2 Chinese listeners 

experiencing word segmentation difficulties as a problematic listening process, despite 

that word segmentation is prominently difficult in L2 Chinese reading (Shen & Jiang, 

2013). In Chinese written texts, there is no physical spaces in between words. Chinese 

words can be comprised of one to multiple syllables, and each syllable correspond to one 

Chinese character. It is therefore difficulty for L2 Chinese learners to segment words if 

they encounter unknown words in particular or not skillful at reading Chinese texts in 

general (Shen & Jiang, 2013). On the other hand, when listening to input at the phrasal 

and sentential levels, word recognition was reported repeatedly as a problem that hinders 

L2 listeners’ comprehension (Cai, 2013, 2015; Guo, 2014; Su, 2010; H. Yang, 2000, 

2003). For example, Su (2010) used survey methodology to investigate L2 Chinese 
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learners’ attitudes about vocabulary learning in listening classes. The participants were 76 

beginner-, intermediate-, and advanced-level students full-time Chinese language 

students from a university in China. The majority of the students reported encountering 

unknown vocabulary as the major obstacle of listening comprehension.  

         X. Yang (2003) is another study that found that L2 Chinese learners have 

difficulties recognizing unknown words and comprehending spoken texts at fast speech 

rates, but did not find direct evidence of word segmentation difficulties. Yang 

administered a survey to 48 L2 Chinese learners in China who had studied Chinese for 

around one year investigating their perceived sources of listening comprehension 

breakdowns. She provided the participants with 10 possible choices and asked them to 

select the top five based on their own experiences. The 10 options given were 

knowledge-related sources (phonetics, vocabulary, grammar, speaking context, and 

cultural context) and non-knowledge-related (a lack of summarizing skills, fast speech 

rate, not being able to remember, anxiety, and low motivation in listening). The sources 

that were rated the most common were vocabulary, fast speech rate, grammar, not being 

able to remember, and a lack of summarizing skills. 

 Instead of using a survey methodology, Mao (1996) used multiple listening tasks 

to explore intermediate (HSK Level 4) L2 Chinese learners’ listening difficulties at the 

character, sentence, short conversation, longer conversation, and passage level. The 

speakers spoke at the rate of 180 spm. Qualitative interviews were also conducted to 

understand the sources of the listening difficulties. The participants were 78 students who 

had completed 10 weeks of Chinese language learning at a Chinese university. The most 

salient listening difficulty listening at the sentence and discourse levels (which is the 
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most relevant to the current study) was decoding grammatical information which was 

also influenced by bottom level (phonological decoding level) processing and top level 

(discourse representation level) processing. The inability of adopting “a Chinese way of 

thinking” (i.e., understanding Chinese cultural concepts and customs) hindered European 

and North American learners to achieve discourse-level mental representation, which was 

believed to be the reason why these learners generally performed worse than learners 

from Japan and Korea.  

         Only a handful of studies have examined L2 Chinese listening difficulties using 

qualitative methods. Using the verbal report method based on Goh (2000), Cai (2012) 

investigated if the students who attended a four-week Chinese immersion programs 

reported changes in the listening strategies they used before and after the program, as 

well as changes in their listening problems. The participants were low-intermediate and 

intermediate learners. The researcher recorded a one-hour class every day and played the 

recordings for the participants after the class to stimulate the participants’ reflections on 

what they were thinking during the classes. The researcher paused the recordings 

multiple times based on the sentence groups. Verbal report protocols were conducted in 

participants’ L1, English.  

Cai categorized learners’ reported comprehension problems based on the three 

phases of listening processing (Anderson, 2000). The problems - unknown words, 

mistakenly recognizing known words, not being able to recognize known words, missing 

the later part of the speech due to attention allocated to retrieving meaning, and not being 

able to focus – were categorized as perception problems. Not being able to form mental 

representations of known words and not being able to understand later parts of the speech 
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due to comprehension breakdown in the early parts of the speech were categorized as 

parsing problems. Not being able to construct meaning based on words successfully 

decoded was considered as a utilization problem. One of the merits of this study is that 

the researchers used real-world listening materials (Chinese class recordings) to diagnose 

listeners’ listening difficulties. Although using the verbal report method sheds new lights 

on learners’ listening processes, the researcher was not able to obtain the reports 

immediately after the class. Instead, the data collection sessions were held around two 

hours after the recorded class which might have impacted the reliability of the verbal 

reports, because the participants were more likely to have forgotten their mental activities 

in class. Moreover, while the listening input in this study is possibly more “authentic” 

than scripted spoken texts in most high-stakes tests, it is unclear if the teachers whose 

spoken output is the main listening source in the study, spoke naturally or adopted the 

typical “teacher talk.”  

         Guo (2014) is another study that used the verbal report method. Aiming at 

examining in more in detail the reasons for listeners’ comprehension breakdowns, Guo 

recruited eight French speakers whose Chinese proficiency level was A2 based on the 

Common European Framework of Reference for languages (CEFR). In particular, Guo 

investigated the relationships between listening proficiency and the skills of phonemic 

decoding, word recognition, and inferencing. The participants participated in a diagnostic 

listening sessions three times. In each session, learners listened to four passages which 

were created based on the CEFR and recorded by native speakers speaking at a normal 

speech rate. They then answered comprehension questions in French. They were allowed 

to manipulate the recordings by pausing or replaying any parts they wanted. They were 
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also allowed to discuss the listening questions with each other and request facilitation 

from the interlocutor in either French, English, or Chinese. The entire process was 

recorded and analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. After finishing listening to 

the four passages, the learners also participated in one-hour interviews and filled in post-

listening surveys. The data analyses included transcribing the discussion, interview, and 

survey data and analyzing in a sentence-by-sentence manner the listening difficulties the 

listeners’ encountered and the specific contexts in which problems occurred. The 

listening problems were categorized. 

         Guo found that word recognition difficulties constituted 45.58% of the total 

occurrences of listening breakdowns, and 35.35%, of the breakdowns were phonemic 

decoding related, 14.88% were inferencing strategy related, and the other 4.19% of the 

breakdowns were discourse processing related, cultural knowledge related, and practice 

instruction related. Focusing on the word recognition difficulties, 55.1% of the time the 

listeners were able to correctly recognize the sounds of the target words but were not able 

to retrieve meanings or were not able to make correct connection between sound forms 

and meanings. 44.9% of the time the listeners were not able to retrieve the meanings 

during online real-time processing but were able to after the interactive listening session. 

As for phonemic decoding difficulties, Guo categorized five types of problems: incorrect 

decoding (47.37%), unable to determine sound forms (due to inability of using 

inferencing strategies) (31.58%), confusing sound forms (15.79%), able to attach 

meanings to target words but unable to construct sound representation (3.95%), only able 

to conduct phonemic decoding with the help of the facilitator (1.31%). Moreover, 71% of 
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the time when the listeners attempted to use inferencing strategies they failed because of 

low phonemic decoding abilities.  

Two interesting phenomena were observed. First, because there is a large amount 

of vocabulary in Chinese that share the same phonemic components (same initials and 

finals of all the characters in a word), the L2 Chinese learners found it difficult to 

accurately decode words when they were able to recognize phonemes, but not the tones. 

This happened quite often with the lower-level learners in this study. Secondly, aligned 

with Yeldham’s findings (2018, 2020), Guo also found that encoding word chunks and 

phrases as individual units (formulaic language) facilitated comprehension even when the 

listeners were not sure about the tones of the words, which means L2 listeners are able to 

compensate for their inability of decoding tonal cues with knowledge of the segmental 

features of the formulaic language. This study is very informative in its research method 

using diagnostic assessments, interviews, and surveys. However, the researcher did not 

provide much information about the listening materials, and it seems very likely that 

scripted spoken texts were used in order to match the participants’ Chinese proficiency 

level, because there was no mention of authentic or real-world texts being used (even 

though it was indicated that the speech actors were speaking at a normal speech rate). 

Another study that informed the methodology of the current study is Carney 

(2018). The goal of this study was to diagnose the potential causes of the bottom-up 

processing difficulties of L2 listeners who listened to scripted monologues and unscripted 

monologues. Carney created both the scripted texts (an audio recording) and the 

unscripted texts (a video recording). When creating the scripted texts, he carefully 

controlled the amount of known lexis, test-takers’ familiarity with the topic, speech rate, 
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and their familiarity with the accent. The unscripted narrative texts were taken from 73 

video interviews the researcher conducted with native English speakers. Lexical 

frequency, speech rate, and topic familiarity were also controlled in the unscripted 

version. The diagnostic procedures included L1 recalls, L2 repetitions and verbal reports. 

He recorded the number of difficulties listeners had as well as the cause of each 

comprehension breakdown. The participants first listened to the spoken text at the normal 

speed once and verbally reported to the researcher the main idea of the monologue in 

their L1 Japanese. The participants then listened to the text again and repeated the 

previous procedure. After listening to the whole text twice, the participants listened to 

segments of the same text and performed both L1 recalls and L2 repetitions. The 

researcher adjusted the listening input every time when participants could not complete 

the L1 recall by following this procedure: (a) they were allowed a second listening at 

80% speed after first listening; (b) the researcher spoke the segment at normal speed for 

the participants after the second listening; (c) the researcher spoke slowly without 

connected speech after the third listening; (d) the researcher wrote down the segment on 

the paper while saying it and asking the participants to read the segment. The participants 

were also queried about their perception of the cause of the difficulty of comprehension. 

Two native L1 Japanese speakers/experts then rated the degree to which the participants 

comprehended the first full listening of the four listening texts on a 0-3 scale (where 0 = 

not understanding and 3 = full understanding). The performance of listening to the 

segments was also rated, however, by the researcher in a real-time manner. If each 

segment was correctly understood (which was judged by whether the participant was able 

reproduce the segment in L1 correctly), the count was 1. After each time of listening, 



 

74 

counts for segment comprehension ranging from 1 (i.e., the most rapid understanding) to 

5 (i.e., the least rapid understanding or unsuccessful understanding) were noted.  

         As expected, unscripted texts were found to be more difficult for the listeners than 

the scripted version. Major processing difficulties caused by the interaction of both 

bottom-up and top-down factors were found, including L1-related phonological decoding 

issues, word segmentation problems (due to connected speech), unknown lexis, and a 

lack of familiarity with unscripted speech hesitation phenomena (e.g., um, like). 

Regarding features of unscripted spoken texts, Carney explained that compared to the 

scripted texts, the unscripted texts resulted in more instances of phonemic decoding 

errors and word segmentation difficulties because of the laughter, hesitation phenomena, 

fillers, and unknown words in the texts. 

         Pointing out that existing studies diagnosing L2 listening difficulties with known 

lexis lacked detailed descriptions of how each type of listening difficulty occurred, 

Carney (2020) used L1 recall and L2 repetition to gauge Japanese English learners’ 

listening difficulties when listening to sentences and two narrative texts containing 

known lexis. The research method was the same as with Carney (2018) in which 

participants were allowed five possible listening opportunities with the input modified in 

each time, and participants’ ability to provide accurate meaning and decoding was 

determined by the procedural flow. The spoken texts were tightly controlled to have 

normal speech rate, a familiar accent and lexis known to the level of the participants. 

Before conducting the same diagnostic listening procedure for the sentences, Carney also 

assessed participants’ understanding of the main ideas of the two narrative texts by 

having participants report the main ideas through an L1 oral recall. L1 recalls were rated 
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dichotomously, 1 (comprehended) or 0 (not comprehended). Despite the finding that L2 

listeners’ experience decoding difficulties with orthographically known lexis is not 

surprising, Carney’s diagnostic procedure was able to unveil more detail and granular 

information about how L2 listeners’ perception and comprehension of known lexis were 

influenced by both bottom-up and top-down processing. 

         Paused transcription is another method used to reveal detailed information L2 

listeners’ decoding difficulties (Carney, 2018, 2020; N. Liu, 2002; Sheppard & Butler, 

2019). For example, Sheppard and Butler (2019) investigated the decoding and parsing 

difficulties of learners with 77 students from mix-L1 backgrounds among whom 48 were 

upper-level students and 29 midlevel students. Although they did not directly compare 

the listening performance between listening to scripted and unscripted spoken texts, the 

listening materials included both scripted spoken texts that were from listening textbooks 

and unscripted spoken texts (authentic university lectures available online). A paused 

transcription method (Field, 2008b) was used to gauge if listeners could accurately 

decode what they heard. Before they listened to the three texts, a practice paused 

transcription activity was conducted. At the end of each audio text, the participants were 

also asked to rate their comprehension of the text from 1 to 5. Sheppard and Butler first 

found that the participants regardless their proficiency levels, performed significantly 

different listening to the three texts (two from the textbooks and one authentic lecture). 

The upper-level students were only able to decode 60% of the authentic lecture compared 

to around 80% when they listened to the scripted texts. The midlevel students also 

decoded significantly less accurately when they listened to the authentic lecture 

compared to listening to the scripted texts. They also found that the participants decoded 



 

76 

content words more successfully than function words which aligned with results from 

Field (2008b). Interestingly, they also discovered that there was no significant correlation 

between slower speech rate and higher successful decoding rate.  

 The qualitative data from the paused transcription showed that students generally 

had difficulty in word segmentation, decoding certain phonemes, and decoding unknown 

words. Word segmentation difficulties occurred even though the participants were able to 

maintain the native-like segmentation strategies. The researchers suspected that unknown 

words and uncertainty in phonemic matches accompanied by L2 learners’ lack of 

confidence in general comprehension might be the reason for the inaccurate word 

segmentation. In terms of decoding phonemes, the researchers found that the participants 

had a tendency to transcribe wrong words beginning with the correct sounds, and to 

transcribe syllables with correct consonants and incorrect vowels. However, there were 

also cases that did not fit this observation. Lastly, transcription evidence showed the 

influence of top-down processing (contextual information) on listeners’ perceptions of 

what was heard. This study provided valuable methodological implications for the current 

study. However, the researchers did not focus on whether the participants experienced 

different bottom-up processing difficulties when they listened to the authentic lecture 

compared to the scripted spoken texts. 

 Another study which set out to diagnose L2 decoding problems is also 

informative to the current study. Cross (2009) diagnosed three types of problems related 

to L2 listening: process-related problems (associated with listening skill deficiencies), 

text-related problems (associated with insufficient target language knowledge), and 

intrusion problems (associated with influence of the L1). 73 Japanese advanced-level 



 

77 

EFL leaners participated in written recalls after listening to a BBC news videotext. The 

videotext was played twice in segments so that the listeners could take notes while 

listening and their short-term memory decay would be compensated. The participants’ 

problematic written recall of each segment of the videotext were categorized into no 

response, partial response, or incorrect response potentially due to issues with decoding, 

meaning building or both. Data including erratic spelling were excluded from the 

analysis.  

 Cross found that 81% of the written responses indicated some form of 

comprehension breakdown. Furthermore, it seemed that decoding errors were caused by a 

combination of different types of problems when one type of problem was more 

prominent. Lexical segmentation difficulties prevailed among the participants with 

process-related problem. More specifically, L2 listeners tended to mishear words due to 

the effects of cliticisation (i.e. the speakers grouping syllables into strong-weak (SW) or 

Strong-weak-weak (SWW) or resyllabification (e.g. when syllables carrying secondary 

stress in a word are processed incorrectly as a separate word). Common text problems 

were mostly due to limited vocabulary knowledge associated with idiomatic language, 

proper nouns, and low frequency words. In addition, L2 listeners seemed to find it hard to 

adjust their initial hypotheses even when evidence did not support the hypotheses, which 

was found in Field (2008c) based on written data. Finally, even though the participants in 

this study were advanced learners, L1 influence was also found in decoding errors even 

when the co-text and context contradicted the word candidates participants generated 

based on phoneme cues. 

 In summary, the above-reviewed studies provided useful methodological 
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implications for the current study. Moreover, it is clear that there are several gaps in the 

literature of the research regarding the investigation of L2 Chinese bottom-up processing 

difficulties. First, higher-level learners have rarely been included. Second, research on L2 

listeners’ bottom-up processing difficulties when they hear spoken texts with 

characteristics of real-world spoken Chinese is also lacking. The current study set out to 

address these gaps. In the next two sections, the last sections of this chapter, I will review 

briefly the two types of strategies commonly employed by L2 listening test-takers – 

listening strategies and test-taking strategies, as one of the focuses of the current study is 

the examination of the processes involved in L2 listening test-taking, and the use of these 

two types of strategies correspond respectively to Field’s (2015) two research focuses – 

communication strategies and test-wiseness strategies for the investigation of cognitive 

validity of L2 tests. 

Listening Strategies 

 While the skill of listening is generally considered to be automatic and 

unconscious, the use of listening strategies are conscious, self-regulated, and goal-

oriented activities (Field, 2012; Macaro, 2006; Yeldham, 2016). Some scholars (e.g., 

Vandergrift, 1997a, 1997b; Field, 2012, 2019) believe that such strategies are used only 

when listeners encounter listening breakdowns (i.e., for compensatory purposes) while 

others (e.g., Graham et al., 2011; Graham & Santos, 2015) argue that patterns of strategy 

use are more complex depending on the listening text and listening task. L2 listening 

scholars seem to be in consensus in that L2 strategies consist of cognitive strategies, 

metacognitive strategies, and affective strategies (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Graham et 

al., 2011; Vandergrift, 2003; Yeldham, 2016), and the definition of each category based 
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on the often-cited taxonomy proposed by O’Malley and Chamot (1990) is presented here. 

They define cognitive strategies as strategies that “operate directly on incoming 

information, manipulating it in ways that enhance [listening]” (p. 44). Some researchers 

further separate the cognitive strategies into bottom-up cognitive strategies and top-down 

cognitive strategies (Graham & Santos, 2017; Yeldham, 2016, 2018). Metacognitive 

strategies include “planning for, monitoring or evaluating the success of a [listening] 

activity” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 44). And social-affective strategies refer to 

strategies of “interacting with another person to assist [listening]” (O’Malley & Chamot, 

1990, p. 44). However, this taxonomy is not without problems. First, these are “intuitive 

categories not unlike the original ‘sub-skills’” (Field, 2019a, p. 296), and the boundary 

between cognitive strategies and metacognitive strategies is not very clear (Field, 2012). 

For example, when listeners use “cognitive strategies” consciously and report their use of 

cognitive strategies, they are then consciously aware of and intentionally use these 

strategies, and thus could be considered “metacognitive strategies”. Similarly, Graham 

and Santos (2015) criticize that “such categorisation is not always straightforward and 

[their] data did not always allow [them] to assess potential overlaps between categories” 

(p. 28). 

 While some researchers (e.g., Graham & Santos, 2015) do not distinguish 

different types of listening strategies at all, others (e.g., Graham, 2017; Vandergrift & 

Goh, 2012) seem to primarily focus their work on metacognitive strategies. This is 

probably due to the belief that successful L2 listening relies on the orchestration of 

various cognitive and affective strategies efficiently and effectively (Graham & Macaro, 

2008; Graham & Santos, 2015; Oxford, 1992, 2016; Vandergrift, 2003) or the fact that 
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metacognitive strategies require conscious attention and thus are more accessible to 

participant reporting (Field, 2019c).  

 Metacognition in learning is usually discussed with the distinction of 

metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive strategies and skills (Veenman, 2017). 

Metacognitive knowledge consists of “declarative knowledge about cognitive system” 

and “(declarative) conditional knowledge about the utility of strategies” (Veenman, 2017, 

p. 234). Metacognitive strategies and skills refer to “the control over one’s strategy use – 

that is, to planning, monitoring, and evaluation” (Veenman, 2017, p. 234). Aligned with 

this conceptualization, Vandergrift and Goh (2012) propose a metacognitive framework 

of L2 listening which includes the elements of metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive 

experience, and strategy use. Their listening strategies taxonomy is presented below: 

1. Planning: Developing awareness of what needs to be done to 
accomplish a listening task, developing an appropriate action plan and/or 
appropriate contingency plans to overcome difficulties that may interfere 
with successful completion of a task.  
2. Focusing attention: Avoiding distractions and heeding the auditory 
input in different ways, or keeping to a plan for listening development.  
3. Monitoring: Checking, verifying, or correcting one’s comprehension or 
performance in the course of a task.  
4. Evaluation: Checking the outcomes of listening comprehension or a 
listening plan against an internal or an external measure of completeness, 
reasonableness, and accuracy. 5. Inferencing: Using information within 
the text or conversational context to guess the meanings of unfamiliar 
language items associated with a listening task, to predict content and 
outcomes, or to fill in missing information.  
6. Elaboration: Using prior knowledge from outside the text or 
conversational context and relating it to knowledge gained from the text 
or conversation in order to embellish one’s interpretation of the text. 
7. Prediction: Anticipating the contents and the message of what one is 
going to hear.  
8. Contextualization: Placing what is heard in a specific context in order 
to prepare for listening or assist comprehension.  
9. Reorganizing: Transferring what one has processed into forms that 
help understanding, storage, and retrieval.  
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10. Using linguistic and learning resources: Relying on one’s knowledge 
of the first language or additional languages to make sense of what is 
heard, or consulting learning resources after listening.  
11. Cooperation: Working with others to get help on improving 
comprehension, language use, and learning.  
12. Managing emotions: Keeping track of one’s feelings and not allowing 
negative ones to influence attitudes and behaviors. (Vandergrift & Goh, 
pp. 277–284) 

 
Informed by Holzkencht (2019), the current study adopted Vandergrift and Goh’s 

framework to examine L2 Chinese test-takers’ use of listening strategies, as these 

strategies, except for strategy 11 (cooperation) should ideally be included as a part of the 

construct of L2 listening tests.  

Test-Taking Strategies 

 Test-taking strategies have been investigated by examining how test-takers arrive 

at their test responses in different contexts for test validation purposes (Cohen, 2013, 

2014). However, just as scholars do not agree on one taxonomy of listening strategies, L2 

test-taking strategies literature shows test-taking strategies sometimes overlap with 

metacognitive strategies. Cohen’s (2007, 2013) work seems to be the most-frequently 

cited by L2 test-taking strategies studies. Cohen categorized three types of strategies 

under test-taking strategies which can be understood to be on a continuum based on the 

dependence of the language and test (Holzknecht, 2019). They are language learner 

strategies, test-management strategies, and test-wiseness strategies. Only the last two 

seem to be the most relevant to the languages-testing setting (Cohen, 2013). This is 

because language learner strategies are defined as “strategies that [learners] draw from 

the basic skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing, as well as the related skills of 

vocabulary learning, grammar, and translation” (Cohen, 2013, p. 305), which seems to 

overlap with the L2 cognitive strategies mentioned in the last section. For example, 
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Cohen (2013, p.3) used inferencing strategies in L2 listening as an example for a 

language learner strategy. Similarly, Holzknecht (2019) argued that Cohen’s language 

learner strategies overlapped with the listening strategies in Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) 

metacognitive model of listening. Although Cohen (2006) argued for the distinction 

between language learner strategies and test-taking strategies (test management and test-

wiseness strategies), when operationalizing test-taking strategies in empirical studies, 

researchers seem to not distinguish between the two (e.g. Huang, 2016; Winke & Lim, 

2017; Xu & Wu, 2012). Some chose to focus on language learner strategies and test-

wiseness strategies (Yang & Plakans, 2012), and some others use test-wiseness to 

represent test-wiseness and test-management strategies (Winke & Lim, 2014). 

According to Cohen (2013, 2014), test-management strategies are “strategies for 

responding meaningfully to the test items and tasks” and are seen as part of the L2 test 

construct. However, Holzknecht (2019) and Winke and Lim (2014) argued that, even 

though using test-management strategies are unavoidable during any test that has to 

indirectly assess L2 listeners’ listening proficiency, the ability to use these test-

management strategies is irrelevant to the test-takers’ listening ability, and should 

therefore be minimized. Holzknecht (2019) selected several representative test-

management strategies that are the most relevant to testing L2 listening from Cohen 

(2011). Because of the relevance of them to the current study, they are presented here: 

• Read the passage first and make a mental note of where different kinds 
of information are located. 

• Return to the passage to look for or confirm an answer rather than 
relying solely on memory of what was in the text. 

• Read the questions first so that the reading of the text is directed at 
finding answers to those questions. 

• Read the questions a second time to make sure that their meaning is 
clear. 
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• Try to produce your own answer to the question before you look at the 
options that are provided in the test. 

• Make an educated guess – e.g., use background knowledge or extra-
textual knowledge in making the guess. 

• Be ready to change the responses to any given item as appropriate – 
e.g., in the case where new clues are discovered in, say, another item. 
(Holzknecht, 2019, pp. 27, citing Cohen, 2011, p. 307) 

 
Test-wiseness strategies are not part of language ability but are elicited in the 

context of testing (Cohen, 2013, 2014; Winke & Lim, 2014, 2017). They are defined as 

“strategies for using knowledge of test formats and other peripheral information to 

answer test items without going through the expected linguistic and cognitive processes” 

(Cohen, 2014, p. 306). Hence, test score variation resulting from the use of test-wiseness 

strategies is construct-irrelevant which should be eliminated (Spaan, 2006, 2007) 

whenever possible. In other words, test developers should seek to create tests that 

minimize test-takers’ ability to score higher on the test by their use of test-wiseness 

strategies. Holzknecht (2019) also selected several representative test-wiseness strategies 

that are the most relevant to testing L2 listening from Cohen (2011). They are also 

presented here: 

• Use the process of elimination – i.e., select a choice not because you 
are sure that it is the correct answer, but because the other choices 
don’t seem reasonable, because they seem similar or overlapping, or 
because their meaning is not clear to you. 

• Look for an option that seems to deviate from the others, is special, is 
different, or conspicuous. 

• Select a choice that is longer/shorter than the others.  
• Take advantage of clues appearing in other items in order to answer 

the item under consideration. 
• Take into consideration the position of the option among the choices 

(a, b, c, or d). 
• Select the option because it appears to have a word or phrase from the 

passage in it – possibly a key word. 
• Select the option because it has a word or phrase that also appears in 

the question.  
• Postpone dealing with an item or selecting a given option until later.  
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• Estimate the time needed for completing the items and don’t spend too 
much time on any given item. (Holzknecht, 2019, pp. 28-29, citing 
Cohen, 2011, p. 307) 

 
Test-takers’ strategic behavior should be investigated as a part of the cognitive 

validity argument (Field, 2012, 2013, 2015). As was hypothesized in this study, the type 

of listening test input may affect test-takers’ use of listening strategies and test-taking 

strategies (Bacon, 1992; Fujita, 2012). As an argument presented earlier, using spoken 

texts that resemble the type of spoken language in the real world (e.g., authenticated 

spoken texts) is seemingly more superior in terms of tapping into the target construct – 

abilities comprehending real-world spoken language. However, using authentic spoken 

texts does not make a test automatically valid (Bachman & Palmer, 1991, 1996; Buck, 

2001, 2018; Fulcher & Davidson, 2007; Lewkowicz, 2000; McNamara, 2000; Ockey & 

Wagner, 2018). Under the notion of cognitive validity, it is therefore indispensable to 

investigate the listening and test-taking processes that test-takers’ engage in elicited by 

different types of spoken texts. To date, no study has investigated how test-takers’ differ 

on their reliance on different listening and test-taking strategies when listening to spoken 

texts with different degrees of scriptedness. Thus, the current study strived to address this 

research gap.  

Research Methods 

Methods for Authenticating Spoken Texts 

         Researchers have used different methods to create the scripted and unscripted 

texts for listening tests. In the context of listening for academic purposes, researcher 

either selected real-world available listening materials (Shohamy & Inbar, 1991) or 

created the materials using academic topics as guidelines (Read, 2002). In the context of 
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general listening proficiency assessment, some researchers adapted the listening spoken 

texts used in existing English proficiency tests by adding the various characteristic of 

unscripted spoken English (e.g. connected speech, colloquial vocabulary and slang, 

spoken grammatical structures, discoursal/interactive devices, and hesitation phenomena) 

(Liao et al., 2018; Wagner et al., 2021; Wagner, 2018b). Wagner and Toth (2014) and 

Carney (2018) modified unscripted versions of the spoken texts by “cleaning up” the 

spoken language features. The researchers then rerecorded the spoken texts in which the 

speakers read from the “cleaned up” transcript. One problem that Liao, et al. (2018), 

Wagner (2018b), and Wagner et al. (2021) suffered is that the researchers deemed the 

“scriptedness” or “authenticity” of the texts solely based on their perception of the degree 

of such characteristics of the spoken texts. It is highly possible that the researchers’ 

personal speaking styles influenced the creation of the unscripted version of the text. In 

other words, for example, the researchers’ (who were also the voice actors) habit and 

instinct of how and where filled pauses should be added can be rather unrepresentative of 

how English and Spanish L1 speakers normally employ filled pauses in their speech, and 

hence may render the authenticated texts sounding contrived. In a similar vein, the extent 

to which phonological modifications occur in L1 speakers’ connected speech also vary 

from one individual to another individual. Hence, in the current study, a group of L1 

Chinese speakers’ perception of the degree of “authenticity” of both versions of the 

spoken text were surveyed, in order to get more representative samples of authentic texts. 

Methods for Diagnosing L2 Listening Difficulties 
         L2 researchers have used both quantitative and qualitative methods to compare L2 

listeners’ performance when presented with scripted and unscripted spoken texts (Cai, 
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2012; Carney, 2018; Cross, 2009; Guo, 2014; Liu, 2002; Read, 2002; Shohamy & Inbar, 

1991; Wagner and Toth, 2014; Wagner, 2018b; Goh, 2000). In the quantitative studies, 

the researcher generally used multiple-choice comprehension questions (Wagner and 

Toth, 2014; Wagner, 2018b) or short-answer questions (Read, 2002; Shohamy & Inbar, 

1991) to assess L2 listening proficiency and statistically compared the scores between the 

groups that listened to different types of audio or video texts. Some researchers also 

surveyed listeners’ perceptions of the characteristics of the spoken texts (Liao et al., 

2018; Wagner, 2018b) while some others surveyed text-takers’ perceptions of certain 

aspects of the listening test (Read, 2002). While these studies are informative, they do 

little to explain or illuminate the types of bottom-up processing difficulties that L2 

listeners experience when hearing these types of texts. 
         There are a handful of studies that examined L2 listeners’ bottom-up processing 

difficulties. Elicited imitation or dictation (Carney, 2018; Estes, 2014; Field, 2008b, 

2011; Sheppard & Butler, 2019; Siegel & Siegel, 2015; Voss, 1984), gating tasks (Cai, 

2015; Field, 2008c), retrospective verbal reports (Carney, 2018; Field, 2009, 2011) and 

priming studies (Broersma & Cutler, 2008; Broersma, 2012; Yeldham, 2020) are the 

most commonly used methods. Importantly, Field (2015) suggested that “applied 

linguistics researchers investigating a construct as implicit as listening should try to use 

multi-method assessment to collect convergent data” (p. 168).  
         In elicited imitation tasks participants repeat the stimuli orally, whereas in 

dictation tasks participants repeat the stimuli in the written language. Although it is 

argued that elicited imitation and dictation used as test tasks lack authenticity (Bachman, 

1990; Morrow, 1979), it is robust to measure global language proficiency and specific 
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linguistic structures (Yan et al., 2016) and implicit knowledge of a language (Ellis, 2005; 

Erlam, 2006; Jessop et al., 2007). As Gass & Mackey (2011) stated, “elicited imitation 

goes beyond rote memory and repetition” (p. 27). Yan et al.’s (2016) meta-analysis 

showed that factors such as sentence length, sentence grammatical complexity, and 

scoring methods may affect the validity of the elicited imitation task. Hence, these 

aspects should be taken into consideration when designing and using this task to 

investigate L2 listening ability. It should be noted that this task has also been criticized as 

to whether what is being assessed is part of the construct, because “incorrect repetitions 

could be caused by a breakdown either at the level of processing or at the level of 

production” (Hood & Lightbown, 1978; Swain, et al., 1974, as cited in Gaillard & 

Tremblay, 2016, p. 421). 
         Despite the above concerns, dictation tests are generally believed to be a valid 

measure of language ability (Buck, 2001; Cai, 2013; Hao & Wang, 2014; Oller, 1971). 

Buck (2001) argued that a dictation task involves all stages of the listening processes – 

interpretation of the acoustic signal, phonemic identification, lexical recognition, 

morphology, syntactic analysis and semantic interpretation (p. 74). Moreover, citing 

Flowerdew and Miller (2005), Siegel and Siegel (2015, p. 647) argued that the dictation 

task is capable of providing evidence for L2 listeners’ bottom-up processes which consist 

of auditory-phonetic, phonemic, and syntactic abilities, because dictation is a “synthesis 

of the speech perception process at the phonological, syntactic, and semantic levels” (p. 

199). 
         Paused transcription can be viewed as a form of dictation. In dictation tasks, 

listeners are asked to write down what they have heard after listening to the paused 
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recordings and they are given two chances of listening (Buck, 2001). However, when 

asked to transcribe short utterances, is it not clear what a dictation task actually measures 

because the listening process is confounded with working memory (Buck, 2001). In 

contrast, in paused transcription tasks, listeners are only required to write down the last 

four or five words they have heard after listening to the paused segment once (Estes, 

2014; Field, 2008b, 2008c; Voss, 1984). Using this method, listeners are more likely to 

pay exclusive attention to the perceptual information of the input rather than the 

conceptual, which can “run the risk of … eliciting a set of processes which do not 

resemble those of a normal listening encounter” (Field, 2008b, p. 418-419). Thus, it is 

imperative that, if either above-discussed method is to be used, the length of each 

segment for imitating or transcribing needs to be long enough so that the listeners are 

engaged in mental activities that process the segment for meaning.  

Regarding chances allowed for listening, even though some researchers allowed 

as many times as possible for participants to rewind the recordings to check their 

transcription (Pemberton, 2004; Voss, 1984), Field (2008a) argued that participants 

should only be allowed to listen once to best simulate real-world listening. As Buck 

(2001) described, in a traditional dictation task, listeners are allowed two times of 

listening with the first time for comprehending general ideas of the spoken texts and the 

second time for listening to segments and transcribing. In this study, as the listening tasks 

are diagnostic in nature and aimed to assess L2 Chinese listeners’ bottom-up listening, 

informed by Carney (2018), L2 listeners could listen to the segment at the original speech 

rate two times to gauge their bottom-up listening difficult after they heard the entire 

dialogue once without any pause. They could listen to the problematic words or phrases 
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(i.e., the words and phrases that they produced inaccurate written repetitions) again a 

third time which were verbally produced by the researcher slowly and clearly.  

Moreover, the researchers mentioned above use hand-writing transcription tasks. 

However, due to the fact that Mandarin Chinese is not an alphabetical language that has 

low level of phoneme-grapheme correspondence, Chinese literacy skills can be largely 

independent from listening and speaking skills. Having learners write down what they 

heard in Chinese characters could be a much more anxiety-inducing and demanding task, 

which may also introduce construct-irrelevant variance to the diagnostic assessment of 

listening difficulties. Thus, the L2 verbal repetition task was deemed more appropriate for 

the current study. In addition, allowing participants to type in Chinese characters or 

pinyin instead of writing by hand should also serve to alleviate their anxiety toward 

writing Chinese characters. 
Methods for Investigating L2 Listening Processes 

         Introspective reports can be classified according to time frame, mode (oral or 

written), task type (e.g. think-aloud or retrospective), and amount of stimulus included 

(Gass & Mackey, 2011). Both think-alouds and stimulated recalls have been employed in 

numerous studies as part of the validation process for large-scale assessments of L2 

speaking, listening, writing, and reading abilities (Bowles, 2010, 2018 To investigate the 

cognitive validity of listening assessments, immediate retrospective verbal reports have 

proven to be helpful to elicit listeners’ mental behaviors (Field, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2015; 

Holzknecht, 2019). However, Vandergrift (2015) argues for the use of concurrent 

introspective reports, because these are able to “tap the thought processes of listeners 

while they are actually engaged in the listening event” and “can be useful for shedding 
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light on where and how listeners experience difficulties as they are listening” 

(Vandergrift, 2015, p. 167). However, the issue of potential reactivity of the latter method 

(i.e., the act of thinking aloud may alter the cognitive processes involved in performing 

the task should) must also be noted, which is more of a validity concern of the concurrent 

recall than the immediate recall (Bowles, 2010, 2018). 
         The alternatives to concurrent recalls are immediate recalls and stimulated recalls 

(Ericsson & Simon, 1993). L2 listening researchers have so far employed both methods 

to investigate retrospectively listeners’ thought processes (e.g., see Buck, 1991; Ockey, 

2007; Wagner, 2008; Wu, 1998 for immediate recalls; and see Badger & Yan, 2012; 

Field, 2012, 2015; Harding, 2011; Holzknecht, 2019; Suvorov, 2013, 2015, 2018 for 

stimulated recalls). They are different from the concurrent introspective method in that 

they occur after an activity (e.g., the listening task or answering comprehension 

questions) is completed. As the name indicates, in stimulated recalls the researcher 

employs stimuli, such as a video recording or questionnaire responses, during individual 

interviews. The researcher might ask the participants to “comment on a particular event 

in the video or an interesting pattern in questionnaire response” (Vandergrift, 2015, p. 

166). For example, an area of particular interest of L2 listening researchers is 

understanding the thought processes of test-takers when they take a video listening test 

and an audio-only listening test. Some researchers utilized participants’ eye traces to 

stimulate the verbal recalls (e.g., Batty, 2020; Suvorov, 2013) while others used probing 

questions (e.g., Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2008). 

Immediate recalls require the participant to react immediately after the activity, 

which can be similar to the paused transcription and elicited imitation methods if 
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participants are only asked to reproduce what they have heard. Immediate recalls then, 

compared to stimulated recalls, suffer from fewer of the problems of memory decay 

(Gass & Mackey, 2011). In addition, the problem of memory decay is a concern 

regarding the validity of stimulated recall methodology (or the issue of veridicality) as to 

whether verbalizations of thoughts are accurate reflections of the thoughts. Moreover, 

participants may not be aware of and/or not want to reveal their though processes to 

report them (Gass & Mackey, 2011). 
Nevertheless, retrospective report has been used extensively by L2 listening 

researchers to gauge L2 listeners’ thought processes (e.g., Anckar, 2011; Badger & Yan, 

2012; Carney, 2018; Holzknecht, 2019; N. Liu, 2002; Rukthong, 2020; Rukthong & 

Brunfaut, 2020). For example, to elicit participants’ listening processes, N. Liu (2002) 

asked the participants to report the reason they had come to the transcriptions after they 

completed one partial transcription task. Carney (2018) conducted retrospective verbal 

report after the diagnostic listening sessions to help him understand how listeners’ 

experiences, cognitive processes, and the task procedures affected their comprehension. 

Using stimulated retrospective recalls with the answer sheet as stimulus, Field (2012) was 

able to elicit how the participants came by their answers to the comprehension questions 

by pausing the recording after every three or four questions. Similarly, Cai (2012) used 

class recordings to elicit learners’ retrospective recalls of their listening difficulties 

experienced in class.  

Based on the above cited studies, when stimulated recalls are used, the procedure 

usually entails the audio or video texts being divided into segments to ensure the 

immediacy of the report. It is also suggested that researchers should allow participants to 
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use their L1 in the reporting, conduct training sessions so that the participants are familiar 

with the procedure, examine how strong the stimuli are for activating memory structures, 

and pilot the procedure (Gass & Mackey, 2011). In addition to providing strong 

stimuli, ideally, researchers should control the time lapse between task completion and 

stimulated recall to be less than 48 hours (Gass and Mackey, 2016). The instructions to 

participants should also be consistent and clear to elicit thought processes at the time of 

the task rather than thoughts at the time of reporting (Bowles, 2018). 
 Apart from stimulated verbal recalls, another method that was used to understand 

test-takers’ listening processes in this study is the questionnaire method. Questionnaires 

are the most commonly used instrument in social sciences and behavioral sciences 

(Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010). By “questionnaire”, most researchers (e.g., Dörnyei, 2007; 

Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010; Oppenheim, 1992) refer to “any written instrument that 

presents participants with a series of questions or statements to which they should react 

either by selecting from existing possibilities or writing out their answers” (Brown, 2001, 

p. 6). There are many reasons that applied linguistics researchers use questionnaires. 

Questionnaires, especially administered online, provide researchers with the advantage of 

efficiency with regard of time, effort and financial resources. The use of questionnaires is 

less instructive to the participants and brings about no interviewer bias compared to 

interviews (Iwaniec, 2019). The general goals of using questionnaires are to “get 

information about learners’ characteristics, beliefs, or attitudes” which is “not available 

from production data” (Wagner, 2012, p. 23). In other words, questionnaires allow 

researchers to measure abstract constructs that could not be easily and directly measured 

(Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010; Iwaniec, 2019). Dörnyei and Taguchi (2010) describe three 
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types of questionnaires classified by the type of data yielded. Factual questions elicit 

background or demographic information of the respondents. Behavioral questions are 

used to reveal respondents past or current behavior. Attitudinal questions target people’s 

thoughts such as “attitudes, opinions, beliefs, interests, and values” (p. 5). 

Even though administering questionnaires can be time and cost effective due to 

technology advances, there are many potential problems researchers should pay attention 

to during questionnaire constructing, piloting, administering, and analysis. Brown (2001), 

Dewaele (2018), Dörnyei and Taguchi (2010), Iwaniec (2019), and Wagner (2012) 

outline some general guidelines for the development of the questionnaire. A high-quality 

questionnaire should look professional in its style and format, bear no grammatical and 

spelling errors, and provide respondents with an introduction of what the questionnaire is 

about and brief instructions of what they should do in the questionnaire. Moreover, 

questionnaires should not be too long to avoid the effect of respondent’s fatigue. 

However, there is likely to be a trade-off between keeping the questionnaire short and 

reliability, because the more items that are used to measure a construct the more accurate 

and reliable the overall scale is (Wagner, 2012). Moreover, easier and close-ended 

questions should appear before relatively more difficult and open-ended questions.  

The above-mentioned scholars also explain the disadvantages of the use of 

questionnaires. For example, data elicited from questionnaires can be rather superficial 

while the constructs being assessed are much more complex (Wagner, 2012), which 

renders questionnaires more suitable for quantitative investigations rather than qualitative 

(Iwaniec, 2019). Due to the self-selective nature of the participation in the questionnaire 

either in group-administration or self-administration, the researcher could encounter 
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unreliable and unmotivated respondents. Other negative factors such as “prestige bias” 

(i.e., respondents report what they think is desirable to report rather than what they 

actually feel or believe), “self-deception” (i.e., respondents provide answers that are 

distorted which they would like to be true), “acquiescence bias” (i.e., the tendency to 

agree with statements when the action of agreeing does not reflect their true position) 

might also affect the validity of the questionnaire. Lastly, when working with L2 

speakers, respondents’ reading and writing/typing skills should naturally be considered as 

a factor potentially affecting the validity of the instrument (Iwaniec, 2019). 

There are many different types of close-ended questions that can be used in 

questionnaires (see Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010 and Iwaniec, 2019 for summaries). One of 

the most commonly used is the Likert scale item (Wagner, 2012; Iwaniec, 2019). This 

type of item asks respondents to indicate their level of agreement with a statement 

typically on a scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. The scales differ in how 

many options are provided in the scale. Whether to give the respondents the option to 

choose a “neutral” (i.e., “neither agree nor disagree”) option should be considered. Some 

researchers prefer not to include this option because if many respondents choose this 

option, the questionnaire is less likely to yield statistically significant differences and the 

data are hard to interpret (Wagner, 2012). However, not giving the option to choose a 

neutral answer might result in respondents making untruthful answers. The answer of “no 

opinion” or “neither agree nor disagree” might be respondents' genuine response. 

Regarding the length of scales, the more options on the scales, the more strength the 

psychometric properties of the questionnaire have. On the other hand, the longer the 

scales the harder it is for respondents to differentiate between the levels (Iwaniec, 2019).  
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Piloting the first draft of the questionnaire is very important for the researcher to 

be clear: (a) if logistical issues will arise during the administration; (b) if the items need 

to be modified; and (c) if the reliability of the items are satisfactory (Dörnyei, 2003). 

When administering questionnaire, the sampling method also needs to be 

carefully selected. To enhance the generalizability of the results, researchers are 

suggested to use a probability sampling method or a random sampling method (which 

involves a truly representative sample) as well as a large number of participants (Wagner, 

2012). However, “in most L2 survey research … it is unrealistic or simply not feasible to 

aim for perfect representativeness in the psychometric sense” (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010, 

p. 61) and “no matter how principled a non-probability sample strives to be, the extent of 

generalizability in this type of sample is often negligible” (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010, p. 

62). Among the various sampling types, convenience sampling is the most commonly 

used non-probability sampling type in L2 research (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010, p. 61) in 

which the sample is selected based on the convenience of the researcher. In addition, 

there should be at least 50 participants in the sample under the consideration of reaching 

a meaningful statistical significance (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010, p. 63). It is vital that the 

researcher understand both the strength questionnaires can offer and the limitations 

needed to be acknowledged and addressed in questionnaire construction and 

administration. 

All in all, the research methods reviewed in this section for developing 

authenticated spoken texts, investigating L2 listeners’ thought processes and their 

listening difficulties are useful as means to address the research questions in this study. 

Advantages and limitations of each method were carefully considered when designing 
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and conducting the methodology of the current study. In the next section, gaps in the 

literature that the current study strived to address will be summarized, following which 

are the research questions.  

Gaps in the Literature 

 The current study aims to address three research gaps. First, in previous studies 

that explored ways to incorporate authentic materials to test L2 listening, L2 learners’ 

beliefs and attitudes of the authenticity, scriptedness, or naturalness of the listening texts 

were investigated. While this information is valuable, L1 speakers’ beliefs and attitudes 

toward spoken texts developed using the “authenticating” method were not investigated. 

Instead, these studies mainly relied on the researchers’ own judgements and/or 

quantifying the linguistic characteristics that are typical of unscripted spoken texts to 

assess the authenticity of the “authenticated” spoken texts. However, as found in Rossi 

and Brunfaut (2021) who investigated the authenticity of the spoken texts created by test 

item writers, the presence of a large number of unscripted spoken text features or one 

particular feature may not necessarily make a listening text sound more authentic. This 

demonstrates a need for the investigation of L1 speakers’ attitudes toward the spoken 

texts created using the authenticating technique. It was hoped that L1 speakers’ 

perceptions and attitudes toward the authenticated spoken texts can potentially be utilized 

for validating the usefulness and effectiveness of the text-creating technique and further 

advancing the technique.  

 Second, in the existing studies when L2 listeners’ listening test scores were 

compared between listening to spoken text with different degrees of scriptedness/orality, 

foreign language learners were the main focus. When second language learners were 
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included, the lengths of time of their residence in the target-language-speaking countries 

were either very short or not recorded. Hence, the expected facilitative effect of the 

greater exposure to the unscripted, real-world spoken language as a result of residing in 

target-language-speaking contexts was not fully investigated. More studies are needed to 

investigate whether second language learners with more extensive experience living in 

second language-learning contexts find comprehending spoken texts with characteristics 

of real-world unscripted spoken more challenging compared to scripted spoken texts. 

Additionally, there seems to be no studies investigating L2 Chinese learners’ real-world-

listening abilities. This information is important for teachers to decide what they should 

focus on in Chinese as a second language listening classrooms if their students’ goals are 

to be successful communicators in real-world contexts. This information is equally 

important for test developers who strive to align the target construct of the test with 

assessing test-takers’ communicative competence. The current study thus also intends to 

fill this research gap. 

Third, the existing studies have only investigated the differences in listening test 

scores when L2 learners listened to spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness. 

But the differences between their listening processes, test-taking processes and text-

related sources of bottom-up listening difficulties have been left unexplored. As was 

discussed earlier, insights into these aspects are important for test validation purposes 

regarding the understanding of the cognitive validity of using authenticated spoken texts 

in L2 listening tests. More specifically, compared to listening to spoken texts with higher 

degrees of scriptedness, L2 test-takers may adjust their ways of using listening strategies 

and test-taking strategies and engage in different cognitive processes to approach the 



 

98 

listening input and the test items when they hear spoken texts with lower scriptedness. 

However, the employment of a smaller range of cognitive processes and listening 

strategies may lead to lower construct comprehensiveness (Field, 2013), and the greater 

reliance on test-management strategies and test-wiseness strategies may result in lower 

construct representativeness (Field, 2013). Hence, it is imperative to examine the 

processes L2 listeners engage in and the abilities assessed when spoken texts with 

different degrees of scriptedness are used as listening input. In addition, although a 

handful of studies have examined L2 Chinese learners’ bottom-up listening difficulties 

using scripted spoken texts, there is a lack of empirical research on L2 Chinese learners’ 

decoding and word segmentation performances. L2 learners are likely to find 

comprehending scripted spoken texts easier and they should have less bottom-up 

processing difficulties with scripted texts compared to unscripted spoken texts, due to the 

existence of connected speech and higher speech rates. However, empirical evidence of 

whether and how connected speech pose listening difficulties for L2 Chinese listeners is 

non-existent. In addition, the effects of the presence of filled pauses, backchannels, and 

false starts on L2 Chinese listeners’ bottom-up listening processes remain unknown. This 

information can potentially help L2 Chinese practitioners develop more focused 

instructions on preparing L2 learners for challenges in comprehending real-world spoken 

language.  

Research Questions 

According to the research gaps discussed above, the current study set out to 

address four research questions. 
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1. What are L1 Chinese speakers’ beliefs of and attitudes toward the nature of 

the spoken texts in the listening tests? 

2. How does listening test performance differ between the scripted group and the 

authenticated group?  

3.   How do L2 Chinese learners’ cognitive processes, use of listening strategies 

and use of test-taking strategies differ between the scripted group and the 

authenticated group? 

4.   What are the differences of text-related sources of bottom-up processing 

difficulties (phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation 

difficulties) between the scripted group and the authenticated group? 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, I reviewed the literature on the conceptualization of L2 listening 

ability and the unique skills required for L2 conversational listening. I also discussed the 

importance of cognitive validity in test validity for communicative language testing. I 

also reviewed how existing empirical studies have investigated test-takers’ listening 

performances in listening tests using spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness 

or orality. In addition, the current understanding of listening strategies and test-taking 

strategies was also discussed before I reviewed the advantages and disadvantages of the 

research methods relevant to this study. Through the literature review, three research gaps 

were revealed, which led to four research questions that are addressed in the current 

study. In Chapter Three, I will explain the research methods including the overall design 

of the study, the pilot study and its implications, the participants, and the research 

procedure.   
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODS 

 

         Based on the research gaps identified in Chapter Two, the purpose of my 

dissertation is three-fold: first, to explore the feasibility of creating authenticated spoken 

text for Chinese listening tests by investigating L1 Chinese speakers’ beliefs of and 

attitudes toward the nature of the scripted and authenticated spoken texts that were used 

in the listening tests; second, to investigate how intermediate and advanced L2 Chinese 

learners differed in test performances, cognitive processes, use of listening strategies, and 

use of test-taking strategies when they listened to either scripted spoken texts or 

authenticated spoken texts in listening comprehension tests; third, to investigate the text-

related sources of difficulties that caused bottom-up processing difficulties (i.e., 

phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties) for L2 Chinese 

learners when they listened to scripted and authenticated spoken texts. In this chapter, I 

will first present the research design of this study including the participants, instruments, 

and analyses for each research question. Next, I will describe in detail the participant 

recruitment and the informed consent procedure. Finally, the pilot studies, procedure, 

instruments, and implications of the pilot studies will be presented. 

Overview of the Methodology 

            A convergent design in the mixed methods approach was used in this study in 

which both quantitative data and qualitative data were first gathered in a concurrent 

manner and then analyzed separately before comparing the two to see whether they 

confirm or disconfirm each other (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; see Figure 3.1 for an 
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illustration). The research methods of the current study were informed by Carney (2018, 

2020), Wagner (2018b), Wagner et al. (2021), and Holzknecht (2019).To compare L1 

Chinese speakers’ beliefs of and attitudes toward the nature of the scripted and 

authenticated spoken texts, two questionnaires tapping into their opinions on 26 dialogues 

were used to elicit both quantitative and qualitative data on participants’ perceptions 

concerning the linguistic characteristics of the spoken texts such as the overall 

authenticity, speech rate, use of slang, pronunciation, interactional features, and 

hesitations. 

           For the comparisons of test-takers’ strategic behavior, both quantitative and 

qualitative analysis were used. For the quantitative data, 184 L2 Chinese participants 

were assigned to two groups depending on the type of texts they listened to (either 

scripted or authenticated) with 92 participants in each group, and they will be referred to 

as “the scripted group” and “the authenticated group” respectively. The 184 participants 

also completed a questionnaire that tapped into their use of listening strategies and test-

taking strategies during the test as well as their attitudes toward the validity of the test 

and the authenticity of the spoken texts. The results of the questionnaires were analyzed 

both quantitatively qualitatively.  

For the qualitative data, another 16 L2 Chinese participants performed stimulated 

verbal recalls and verbal reports immediately after they completed each listening test item 

so that I could examine their thought processes involved before, during, and after 

listening to the spoken texts and the reasons for choosing their answers. The qualitative 

data of L2 participants’ verbal reports of their listening processes and strategic behaviors 

were transformed into quantitative data by calculating the proportion of the number of 
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codes for each cognitive process in the total number of codes for the reported cognitive 

processes in each stage of task completion and the proportion of the number of codes for 

each type of strategy in the total number of reported strategic behavior in each stage of 

task completion. These quantitative data were then used to triangulate the quantitative 

data from the listening test scores and the post-test questionnaire.  

For the comparison of the differences of the text-related sources that caused 

bottom-up processing difficulties between the scripted group and the authenticated group, 

diagnostic listening procedures using L2 repetitions (i.e., participants verbally repeating 

and/or typing the segment of the spoken texts they heard) were conducted. Specific words 

and phrases that caused comprehension problems for more than four participants along 

with participants’ L2 written repetitions were summarized and presented. Patterns of the 

linguistic features regarding these problematic words and phrases were examined. 

Furthermore, the qualitative data (i.e., L2 participants’ verbal and written repetitions) 

were also transformed into quantitative data by calculating the numbers of words and 

phrase that caused each type of listening difficulties and the numbers of participants that 

had each type of listening difficulties. This information was used to triangulate and 

illuminate the quantitative data from the listening test scores. 

Research Design 

           In this study, I employed a mixed-methods research design to investigate the 

processes involved in L2 Chinese listening test-taking. Mixed-methods was chosen 

because “it is a useful strategy to have a more complete understanding of research 

problems and questions” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 216). As was discussed in the 

research gap section, our current understanding of how the degree of scriptedness of 
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listening texts affects comprehension outcomes and processes is incomplete. The method 

of authenticating spoken texts used in Liao et al. (2018), Wagner (2018b), and Wagner et 

al. (2021) has not been tried with languages other than English. Moreover, existing 

studies that examined the differences of listening test performances when scripted and 

unscripted spoken texts were used have only compared quantitatively participants’ test 

scores. Understanding L2 listeners’ cognitive processes is important because it provides 

evidence regarding the cognitive validity of the tests using the two types of spoken texts 

(Field, 2013; Weir, 2004).  

 Importantly, closely related to the current study, Weir (2004) proposes a two-

stage approach to investigate the cognitive validity of a given test including investigating 

the strategies and skills and the conditions under which the test tasks are performed and 

consisting of both quantitative and qualitative analysis of test performances. Weir 

suggests that statistical analysis of test performance, experts’ qualitative judgments, and 

introspection/retrospection by test-takers (think aloud/interview/questionnaire) of their 

use of strategies and skills should be examined and taken into account. Accordingly, 

quantitative data was needed in the current study to establish that intermediate and 

advanced L2 Chinese leaners’ listening performances differ as a result of the level of 

scriptedness of the text. At the same time, I sought in the current study to address the gap 

of a lack of L2 listening research that is process-oriented and employs qualitative 

methods (Field, 2000, 2008b, 2013; Buck, 2001; Flowerdew & Miller, 1997; Vandergrift, 

2007). Therefore, a convergent mixed method design was adopted in which I 

“compare[d] different perspectives drawn from quantitative and qualitative data” and 

“explain[ed] quantitative results with a qualitative [concurrent] data collection and 
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analysis” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 216). In other words, the two types of data were 

merged by transforming the qualitative data into quantitative data to illuminate and/or 

triangulate the quantitative data. The design is further illustrated in Figure 3.1. 

Figure 3.1 

A Convergent Mixed Methods Design (Adapted from Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017 and 

Creswell & Creswell, 2018) 

 

 

 

 

The quantitative data was collected almost concurrently with the qualitative data. 

During the quantitative data collection, qualitative data from the open-ended responses 

from the L1 and L2 Chinese speakers, L2 Chinese participants’ verbal reports and L2 

repetitions were collected. As suggested by Creswell and Plano Clark (2017), several 

strategies were used to merge the quantitative and qualitative results: 

• Transform the qualitative results (codes and themes) into quantitative data to 

provide more detailed information about the L2 participants’ listening processes 

and listening difficulties 

• Identify L2 Chinese listening comprehension performances and listening 

processes in both datasets and compare, contrast, and synthesize the results 

• Identify differences and similarities within the qualitative results based on the 

results of the quantitative analysis 

QUAN data 
collection 
analysis 

QUAL data 
collection 
analysis 

 Interpretation Results transformed, 
merged, and compared 
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           The research design is showcased in Figure 3.2. The flowchart includes the 

number of participants, types of data, and the methods of data analysis for each research 

question in each part of the pilot study and main study. In part one of the main study, 101 

“naïve” Chinese L1 speakers reported their attitudes toward the nature of the spoken texts 

used in the listening tests by responding to questionnaires. The questionnaire targeted 

their beliefs of the authenticity of each individual dialogue, their attitudes toward the 

overall authenticity of the scripted dialogues and the overall authenticity of the 

authenticated dialogues respectively, and five linguistics characteristics (i.e., speech rate, 

pronunciation, use of slang, hesitations, and interactional features) in the scripted 

dialogues and authenticated dialogues.  

In part two, 184 L2 Chinese learners completed two listening tests (one pre-test 

assessing their listening proficiency and one post-test including the two conditions) and a 

post-test questionnaire. For the clarity of discussion, even though the current study did 

not adopt a strict pre-post experimental design, I will refer to the test that was used to 

assess L2 Chinese participants’ general listening proficiency as the “pre-test” and the test 

using different spoken texts as the “post-test”. Half of the 184 participants completed the 

post-tests in which they heard scripted dialogues and the other half completed the same 

test but with authenticated dialogues. The post-test questionnaire gauged their use of 

listening strategies and test-taking strategies, attitudes toward the authenticity of the 

spoken texts and the validity of the test.  

In part three, another 16 L2 Chinese participants completed an abbreviated 

version of the same post-test (only the first 12 items), while performing verbal report 

tasks and L2 repetition tasks. These data were used to gain insights into test-takers’ 
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cognitive processes, listening strategies, test-taking processes and bottom-up listening 

difficulties. 

Figure 3.2 

Flowchart of the research design 

 

Note. TAQ: Text Authenticity Questionnaire. QUAN: quantitative. QUAL: qualitative. 
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Pilot Studies 

 Three pilot studies were conducted, one for each of the main studies. 67 “naïve” 

Chinese L1 speakers took part in the pilot study for part one of the main study, 20 L2 

Chinese learners for part two of the main study, and two L2 Chinese learners for part 

three of the main study. The main aims of the pilot studies were (1) to assess the quality 

of the spoken texts that I created based on the HSK listening texts; (2) to trial the 

procedures and the feasibility of the research design, and (3) to examine the reliability of 

the instruments and how suitable they are for answering the respective research 

questions. Insights gained from the pilot studies will be explained more in detail in the 

Instrument and Procedure sections. 

Participant Recruitment and Informed Consent 

 There were three different types of participants for the three parts of the study as 

illustrated in Figure 3.2. To address Research Question One, 101 “naïve” L1 Chinese 

speakers were recruited using convenience sampling (i.e., recruiting a pool of participants 

who were conveniently available) and snowball sampling (i.e., asking interested 

participants recruited from convenience sampling to assist in identifying and soliciting 

other potential participants) (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010). Among them, 59 completed the 

Text Authenticity Questionnaire 1, and 42 completed the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 

2 (see the Instrument section for the descriptions of the two questionnaires, and Appendix 

A for the questionnaires). I first sent the link to one of the two versions of the Text 

Authenticity Questionnaires with the informed consent form approved by the Temple 

IRB attached to approximately 500 “naïve” Chinese L1 speakers who were then contacts 

on my WeChat account via WeChat messages. “Naïve” Chinese L1 speakers refers to 
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those who did not have specialized knowledge of the Chinese language such as Chinese 

teachers, researchers and students majoring in Chinese linguistics. In the WeChat 

messages, participants were requested to invite their contacts who fit in the same criterion 

to participate in the study. The questionnaires were administered using Tencent 

Questionnaire (a Chinese online questionnaire tool) and the participation was 

anonymous. At the beginning of the questionnaire, participants were asked to confirm 

that they had not already filled in the other version of the same questionnaire. Participants 

who decided to participate in the study were given roughly a week to complete the 

questionnaire.  

           The participants in part two of the main study were 184 L2 Chinese learners 

(referred to as “L2 quantitative participants”), and each of them completed two listening 

tests and one post-test questionnaire. The number of participants was determined based 

on the result of a power analysis using the number of participants and the effect size from 

a comparable previous study (Wagner, 2018b) that compared the listening test 

performance of participants that heard spoken texts with different levels of scriptedness. 

The power analysis showed that to ensure the achievement of a power of .80, at least 158 

participants should be recruited in total. The L2 quantitative and qualitative participants 

were recruited under the help of Chinese teachers in China and interested L2 Chinese 

participants. The teachers who assisted me to recruit L2 Chinese participants were 

Chinese teachers from four universities in three Chinese cities Shanghai, Xi’an, and 

Kunming. Due to the impact of Covid-19, some Chinese language classes were taking 

place online, and many L2 Chinese learners who had been studying in China could not 

return to China at the time of data collection. Thus, the teachers first introduced my study 
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(the two different parts that the students could choose to participate), assisted by the 

informed consent forms, to the students in their classes (in-person or online) in which the 

students’ proficiency levels are intermediate and above and had lived in Chinese-

speaking regions for at least about six months. The students’ proficiency levels were 

determined by the levels of the Hanyu Shuiping Kaoshi (the HSK, Chinese Proficiency 

Test) that they had passed or were preparing for and/or the level of Chinese language 

classes they were taking (if applicable). The teachers also introduced my study to their 

colleagues to see if they were willing to share the information of the study with their 

students. In addition, interested students were also requested to invite their friends who 

qualified for the above criteria to participate. I then assigned the students to either the 

scripted group or the authenticated group based on their reported listening proficiency 

and their L1s. In this way, the overall Chinese proficiency level and the L1(s) of the 

participant in the two groups were roughly comparable. The L2 quantitative participants 

received the informed consent and were asked to indicate if they had any questions before 

proceeding to participating in the study. 

 To address Research Questions two, three, and four, another 16 L2 participants 

were recruited to perform stimulated verbal recalls and participate in the L2 listening test, 

and they will be referred to as “L2 qualitative participants.” These participants were 

recruited through the same procedure as the L2 quantitative participants. Again, they 

were assigned to either the scripted group or the authenticated group based on their 

Chinese pre-test scores and their L1(s) so that two roughly comparable groups would be 

created, in order to examine their listening test-taking behavior and bottom-up listening 

processes. The L2 qualitative participants received the informed consent documents and 
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were asked to indicate if they had any questions before proceeding to participating in the 

study. Each L2 quantitative participant received 70 RMB (about 10.8 US dollars), and 

each L2 qualitative participant received 120 RMB (about 18.5 US dollars). 

Instruments 

Text Authenticity Questionnaires 

           To address Research Question One, online questionnaires were used. The 

development of the spoken texts will be explained more in detail in the Post-Tests 

Development section. The development of the Text Authenticity Questionnaire was 

informed by Liao et al. (2018), Wagner and Toth (2014, 2017), and Wagner (2018b). The 

questionnaires used in these studies were developed primarily for L2 learners to report 

their beliefs of and attitudes toward the scripted and authenticated spoken texts after the 

L2 learners took the listening test either using scripted or authenticated spoken texts in 

the tests. In Liao et al. (2018) there were five sub-scales in the questionnaire – speech 

rate, pronunciation, slang and vocabulary, authentic vs. modified, and pauses and 

hesitations. However, due to the low reliability of the “pauses and hesitation” scale, it 

was removed from the analysis in Wagner (2018b). In my study, this scale was modified 

and included. To control the length of the entire questionnaire and to tap into 

participants’ attitudes toward multiple aspects of the nature of the spoken texts, I reduced 

the number of items in each sub-scale to three and added another scale, the interactional 

features scale. To collect more specific information about the perceived authenticity of 

each dialogue, I added a scale tapping into participants’ attitudes toward the authenticity 

of the dialogue after each dialogue. The questionnaires had also been revised based on 

the pilot study. 
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 In the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 1 (see Appendix A for the Chinese and the 

English translation version of the questionnaire), there were six demographic questions 

collecting participants’ background information regarding their gender, age, whether 

Chinese was their mother tongue, their dialectal L1(s), whether they spoke standard 

Mandarin Chinese, and whether they were “naïve” Chinese L1 speakers.  

After completing these demographic questions, the participants listened to 13 

dialogues. These 13 dialogues were either all scripted or all authenticated. After listening 

to each dialogue, participants had to rate the authenticity of the dialogue using a seven-

point Likert scale items (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = 

neither agree nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree) tapping 

into participants’ perceptions of the authenticity of each individual dialogue. After 

listening to and rating the 13 dialogues, participants answered eighteen seven-point Likert 

scale items (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree 

nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree) that tapped into 

participants attitudes toward the nature of the 13 dialogues as a whole. The overall 

attitude scales contained three authenticity items, three speech rate items, three 

pronunciation items, three use of slang items, three interactional features items, and three 

hesitations items. After completing the questionnaire related to the first 13 dialogues, the 

participants then listened to and rated another 13 dialogues of which the level of 

scriptedness differed from the first 13 dialogues. At the end of the questionnaire, there 

were two open-ended questions. The first asked about their opinions of the authenticity of 

the dialogues, and the second question asked them to comment on the questionnaire 

itself.  
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 There were two versions of the Text Authenticity Questionnaires, namely Text 

Authenticity Questionnaires 1 and 2, to adequately obtain Chinese L1 speakers’ attitudes 

toward all 26 dialogues the L2 participants listened to in the tests in a counterbalanced 

design. The first difference between the two questionnaires was that in the Text 

Authenticity Questionnaire 1 participants first responded to 13 scripted dialogues and 

then the authenticated versions of 13 dialogues. Conversely, in the Text Authenticity 

Questionnaire 2 participants first responded to 13 authenticated dialogues and then 

scripted version of the same 13 dialogues. The second difference was that the 13 

dialogues in Text Authenticity Questionnaire 1 and in and the 13 dialogues in Text 

Authenticity Questionnaire 2 differed in their content (see Table 3.1 for an illustration).  

Table 3.1 

Illustration of the Questionnaire Grouping  

 Text Authenticity 
Questionnaire 1 Group 

Text Authenticity 
Questionnaire 2 Group 

First 13 dialogues Dialogues from items 1-13 in 
the post-tests that are 

authenticated  

Dialogues from items 14-26 in 
the post-tests that are scripted  

Last 13 dialogues Dialogues from items 1-13 in 
the post-tests that were 

scripted  

Dialogues from items 14-26 in 
the post-tests that are 

authenticated  

 

The purpose of changing the ordering is to avoid a task ordering effect (Bachman, 

2004). The rationale for including all 26 dialogues used in the post-tests for L2 Chinese 

participants was, first, to receive comprehensive feedback on the spoken texts used in the 

post-tests; and second, even though the content of the dialogues in the first 13 items 

differed from the content of the dialogues in the last 13 items, the level of scriptedness of 
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the first 13 dialogues and the last 13 dialogues in the same post-test should not differ 

because of their differing content, and hence the key variable of interest was still the 

scriptedness of the texts. The spoken texts were created by me based on the long dialogue 

items in the HSK Level 5 practice tests and were recorded by myself and a Ph.D. student 

majoring in Chinese linguistics. The processes of developing and recording the spoken 

texts as well as the content of the texts will be described in the Post-Test section, as the 

spoken texts in the Text Authenticity Questionnaires were also the stimuli in the post-

tests. 

Piloting the Questionnaire 
 
 To evaluate its quality, the questionnaire was piloted with 67 participants. The 

two versions of the Text Authenticity Questionnaire were administered online on Tencent 

Questionnaire. I reached out to approximately 1,000 of the contacts on my WeChat 

account via WeChat messages directly or soliciting messages to a group chat. I sent half 

of the contacts/groups the link to the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 1 and the other half 

the link to the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 2. A total of 34 Chinese L1 speakers 

completed the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 1 and a total of 33 Chinese L1 speakers 

completed the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 2.  

 Background-related questions in the original Text Authenticity Questionnaire 1 

included questions about age, gender, hometown, whether the participants taught Chinese 

language or conducted research on Chinese language, and whether they spoke standard 

Mandarin Chinese. In addition, they responded to 13 items targeting the authenticity of 

each individual authenticated dialogue with seven-point scales (1 = very inauthentic and 

7 = very authentic). Following these scales, they then responded to 18 seven-point Likert 
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scale items (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree 

nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree) on their attitudes toward 

the authenticity, pronunciation, use of slang, speech rate, interactional features, and 

hesitations of all 13 dialogues together. Next, the participants answered the same 

questions based on the same 13 dialogues in the scripted version. They had five seconds 

to respond in between the dialogues, although they were also informed that they could 

pause the recording if they needed. The participants who received the Text Authenticity 

Questionnaire 2 responded to the same questionnaire items except that they heard the 

other 13 dialogues that were used in the post-tests for L2 Chinese participants and that 

they listened to the 13 scripted dialogues first and then 13 authenticated dialogues. 

Participants from both groups were asked to respond to two open-ended questions about 

the authenticity of the dialogues and their experiences in completing the questionnaire.  

 The responses from two participants who completed questionnaire 1 and the 

responses from three participants who completed questionnaire 2 were discarded because 

the participants did not fit in the criterion of “naïve” L1 speaker, as these participants’ 

answers to the questions, “Are you teaching or researching Chinese language?” were yes. 

The demographic information of the participants that completed the Text Authenticity 

Questionnaire 1 and the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 2 in the pilot is shown below in 

Table 3.2. 

Based on the preliminary results of the descriptive statistics of the two 

questionnaires, it was found that when the participants heard the scripted dialogues first 

(the participants who completed the Authenticity Questionnaire 2), they tended to rate 

them noticeably higher in authenticity than when hearing them after authenticated 
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Table 3.2 

Demographics of the L1 Chinese Participants in the Pilot Study 

Group Text Authenticity 
Questionnaire 1 

Text Authenticity 
Questionnaire 2 

Total number 34 33 
Gender Female 23 26 

Male 11 7 
Age average 32 31 

Hometown Shaanxi province 16 13 
Others 28 20 

Speaks standard 
Mandarin 

Yes 34 33 
No 0 0 

  

dialogues. In addition, reliability analyses including computing Cronbach’s alpha, 

Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted and item-total correlation (Buck, 2004; Cappelleri et al., 

2014) for the two questionnaires were performed. The reliability of the subscales 

individual authenticity, overall authenticity, speech rate, use of slang, and hesitations was 

high (α between .709 and .946; Tavakol & Dennick, 2011) while the pronunciation 

subscale was slightly lower (α = .637) and the reliability of the interactional features 

subscale was problematic (α = .480 and α = .569 for the two questionnaires) (George & 

Mallery, 2003). 

 According to the comments participants made in the open-ended questions, the 

respondents found it difficult to assess the “authenticity” of the spoken texts when asked 

directly using the word “authenticity” (in Mandarin). This seems to be due to the fact that 

authenticity is a multidimensional construct, so some participants might have responded 

to the authenticity scales by evaluating whether the topics or the content of the dialogues 

were the dialogues Chinese L1 speakers encounter in daily lives. They therefore seemed 

to respond to the items based on the topics and content of the dialogues. On the one hand, 



 

116 

the design of this part of the study (i.e., half of the participants first listened to the 

scripted version and the other half first listening to the authenticated version) served to 

counterbalance the ordering effect. On the other hand, participants’ open-ended 

comments indicated that I needed to change the way the authenticity scales were phrased. 

To better reflect the characteristics of the unscripted spoken texts (i.e., unplanned, 

spontaneous speech), it was decided to use the word “natural” rather than “authentic” in 

Mandarin. It was also decided to use seven-point Likert scales (1= strongly disagree, 2 = 

agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = 

agree, 7 = strongly agree) instead of the seven-point scales (1 = very inauthentic, 7 = very 

authentic) for the individual authenticity scales to be more consistent with the rest of the 

scales, so that the participants might find the questionnaire less mentally taxing. Thus, the 

item following each dialogue was modified from “Please rate the level of authenticity of 

the dialogue you just heard” to “The dialogue I just heard was very similar to the natural 

dialogues I hear in real-life Mandarin,” and was used in the questionnaires in the main 

study. 

 The open-ended questions were inductively coded using Excel 16.34 to inform the 

development of authentic-sounding spoken texts. I first assigned a code to each sentence 

in participants’ responses and then grouped them into categories based on the similarity 

of the code. It was found that nine participants thought the speech rates of the 

authenticated dialogues were still too slow and slower than real-world dialogues. 

Moreover, seven participants believed that there were too many filled pauses in the 

authenticated dialogues and as a result some dialogues sounded scripted. This could be 

because the turns in the dialogues in the HSK level 4 are generally short. When filled 
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pauses are added in a very short sentence, even though in the real world speakers might 

pause in a short sentence, listeners could find the filled pauses distracting. Six 

participants commented that they thought the intonation of the sentences was at times 

contrived and inauthentic. Regarding the language of the items, four participants 

expressed that they were not sure what “authenticity” meant, and that they only 

understood the term when they heard the second type of spoken texts because they 

provided them a point of reference for comparison. 

 The use of slang scale was relatively more reliable in previous studies (Wagner, 

2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2017), which is probably because there were four items in each 

sub-scale rather than three (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010). However, no other reason could 

be found to have rendered the poor reliability of this scale in the pilot. Considering that 

the item functioned satisfyingly for the authenticated dialogues and that larger sample 

sizes might also improve the reliability of this item, no changes were made to the slang 

sub-scale.  

 Informed by the above results, several further modifications were made to the 

questionnaire. Another problematic item was item 11 in the interactional features 

subscale. Even after it was reverse-coded, it was still inversely correlated with items 5 

and 17. This was probably because the L1 Chinese speakers interpreted the scale, “Each 

speaker waited to respond only when the other speaker finished speaking” as appropriate 

based on Chinese conversational etiquette. In other words, the speakers in the scripted 

dialogues not interrupting each other using backchanneling was somehow more authentic 

to them. The item was then modified to, “The speakers in the dialogue sounded like they 
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were attending to the other speaker’s speech when the other speaker was speaking,” and 

this wording was used in the main study. 

 Taking into consideration the results from the open-ended items, when creating 

the scripted spoken texts that were used in the main study, the other voice actor and I 

tried to speak a little faster while at the same time controling the speech rate to be 

roughly within the range of normal speech rate (i.e., less than 269 spm, Meng, 2006). 

This resulted in a speech rate of 230 spm for the scripted spoken texts and 246 spm for 

the authenticated spoken texts. The number of filled pauses were reduced (from 52 to 41) 

in the authenticated dialogue used in the main study as well so that the presence of filled 

pauses does not become too intrusive. The development of the spoken texts will be 

discussed further in the next section. 

Pre-Test 

 The pre-test for measuring participants’ general listening ability was taken from 

one of the officially published test papers of the HSK (Chinese Proficiency Test) Level 5 

(Hanban, 2012, 2014, 2018). According to Luo et al.’s (2011) statistical report of 

overseas test administration in 2010, the HSK was administered at 174 testing sites in 63 

countries. The HSK was chosen for testing Chinese listening proficiency because it is the 

most important and popular test of L2 Mandarin Chinese, and it is the only available 

standardized test in mainland China. The levels 1 to 6 in the HSK are also linked to the 

six levels of the Common European Framework of References for Languages (CEFR) 

with Level 1 being the equivalent of level A1. To reiterate, eligible participants for the 

main study were determined by the language classes they were taking (if applicable) 

and/or if they had passed the HSK level 4 (if applicable).  
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The HSK test score has three functions. It is “(a) a reference for an educational 

institution’s decision-making concerning recruiting students, assigning students to 

different classes, and granting students their academic credits; (b) a reference for 

employers’ decision-making concerning the recruitment, training, and promotion of test 

takers; and (c) a method for Chinese language learners to assess and improve their 

proficiency in Chinese.” (Hanban, 2014, p. 2). The test scores of HSK therefore have a 

significant impact on test stakeholders. Hanban (Chinese National Office for Teaching 

Chinese as a Foreign Language) is currently responsible for the development and 

administration of the test HSK. When the HSK (the 2009 version) was first launched, it 

was designed based on the Chinese Language Proficiency Scales for Speakers of Other 

Languages (Office of Chinese Language Council International, 2009). The scales have 

been established on “the principle of drawing on the strengths of other language 

proficiency scales already developed internationally, taking theories of communicative 

competence as their foundation, focusing on the learner’s actual use of the language and 

reflecting the characteristics of the Chinese language” (p. iii). 

To my knowledge, Luo et al. (2011) is the only study that reported the reliability 

of the HSK but only for Level 1, Level 3, and Level 5. The Cronbach’s alphas 

were .88, .93, .93 respectively. Moreover, Peng et al. (2020) used Bachman and Palmer’s 

(2010) Assessment Use Argument (AUA) to review the HSK and concluded that the 

HSK “is a well-structured test with a high degree of reliability” (p. 10). 

 In the listening section of the HSK, test-takers are given two chances to listen to 

the spoken texts for levels 1 to 3, but only one chance to listen for levels 4 to 6. The HSK 

Level listening section 5 lasts around 30 minutes. There are two subsections in the 
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listening section. The first sub-section consists of twenty multiple-choice items. Test-

takers listen to short dialogues with two turns followed by one multiple-choice item. In 

the second section, test-takers first listen to ten dialogues consisting of four to five turns 

followed by one multiple-choice item for each dialogue. In the second part of the second 

section, test-takers listen to six short monologues consisting of roughly six sentences and 

answer three multiple-choice questions after listening to each monologue. A more 

detailed description of the test properties appears in Table 3.3. I calculated the speech 

rates and total and average number of characters in each item.  

Table 3.3 

Pre-Test Details 

Section 1 2 
Spoken text 20 short dialogues  

(with 2 turns) 
A: 10 long dialogues  

(with 4-5 turns) 
B: 6 long monologues/narratives 

Time length  
(minutes) 

12.67 18.35 

Average 
speech rate 

233 spm A: 233 spm 
B: 256 spm 

Question 
format 

1MCQ for each dialogue A: 1 MCQ for each dialogue 
B: 2-3 MCQs for each passage 

Total/Average 
spoken text 

length 

441 characters/22 characters 
per item 

A: 642 characters/42 characters per 
item 

B: 866 characters/144 characters per 
item 

Time for 
response 

16 seconds 16 seconds 

Note. MCQ: multiple-choice question. Spm: syllables per minute. 
 

Post-Tests Development 

 Because the focus of the current study is conversational listening, similar to the 

text creation process in Wagner (2018b) and Wagner et al. (2021), the listening texts used 

as the baseline scripted texts were first selected from the long dialogue section of 18 
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different HSK Level 5 Official Examination Papers (Hanban, 2012, 2014, 2018). There 

are several reasons that level 5 was chosen. According to the HSK Syllabus, test-takers 

who can pass the HSK Level 5 “can read Chinese newspapers and magazines, enjoy 

Chinese films and plays and give a full-length speech in Chinese” (HSK Level V, para. 

1). The HSK level 5 is also linked to the C1 level of the Common European Framework 

of References for Languages (CEFR) (HSK Level IV, para. 1). L2 language learners who 

reach the C1 level are able to “easily follow complex interactions between third parties in 

group discussion and debate, even on abstract, complex, unfamiliar topics”, and “identify 

the attitude of each participant in an animated discussion characterised by overlapping 

turns, digressions and colloquialisms [emphasis added] that is delivered at a natural 

speed [emphasis added] in varieties that are familiar” when it comes to understanding 

interaction between other people (Council of Europe, 2020, p. 49). When it comes to oral 

production, they are expected to “express themselves fluently and spontaneously, almost 

effortlessly” (Council of Europe, 2020, p. 72). Accordingly, the cognitive demands 

imposed upon test-takers by the authenticated spoken texts should be appropriate for test-

takers who have proficiency levels around HSK Level 5 (Field, 2013). Moreover, based 

on the experience from the pilot study, the long dialogues in the HSK level 4 (both the 

scripted and authenticated versions) were too easy for the pilot study participants who 

had the proficiency level of HSK Level 4 or HSK Level 5. Again, the proficiency levels 

of the pilot participants were determined based on the level of language classes they were 

taking and/or the level of the HSK they had passed at the time of the pilot. Participants 

that had proficiency levels of intermediate and low-advanced levels were needed for this 

study. Accordingly, it was deemed appropriate to use the HSK Level 5’s long dialogue 
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items as the basis of text authentication for the current study. Appendix D shows the 

listening test items used in the pilot. 

 The long dialogue section of the HSK listening is composed of ten dialogues, with 

each dialogue followed by one written multiple-choice comprehension item. Like the 

long dialogues in the HSK Level 5, the long dialogues used in the post-tests were four to 

five turns long. The selection of the 26 listening items followed two criteria. First, the 

context of the conversations should represent a wide range of daily conversational topics 

which test-takers might be exposed to or be expected to be able to comprehend. Second, 

the type of listening prompt should assess both implicitly stated information and 

explicitly stated information (Liao, 2006, 2007; Nissan et al., 1996; Wagner, 2002, 2004). 

Table 3.4 shows the distribution of the topics and types of information targeted by the 

items. To keep the format of one listening item following one dialogue, 13 items were 

chosen to assess listener’s ability to comprehend explicitly-stated information and 

another 13 items were chosen to assess their ability to comprehend implicitly-stated 

information. The 26 items can be found in Appendix B in which the scripted version in 

both Chinese and English and the authenticated version in Chinese are included. 

Table 3.4 

Topics and the Targeted Constructs of the Post-Test Items 

Item # Topic of the dialogue Types of information targeted 

Example Fill in an application Implicitly stated information 

1 Summer camp Implicitly stated information 

2 Renting a place Explicitly stated information 

3 Cancelling a meeting Implicitly stated information 

4 Buying a toy Explicitly stated information 
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Table 3.4 continued 

Item # Topic of the dialogue Types of information targeted 

5 Processing data Implicitly stated information 

6 Graduation photos Explicitly stated information 

7 Tourist attractions in Beijing Implicitly stated information 

8 Forgetting the password Explicitly stated information 

9 Fixing the air conditioner Implicitly stated information 

10 Missing the party Explicitly stated information 

11 A job interview Implicitly stated information 

12 A concert Explicitly stated information 

13 Delivering materials Implicitly stated information 

14 Internship Explicitly stated information 

15 Contacting attendees  Implicitly stated information 

16 A career decision Explicitly stated information 

17 A spring vacation Implicitly stated information 

18 At the bank Explicitly stated information 

19 A soccer game Implicitly stated information 

20 Volunteer at school Explicitly stated information 

21 Sister’s wedding Implicitly stated information 

22 Class recording Explicitly stated information 

23 At the furniture store Implicitly stated information 

24 Playing a role Explicitly stated information 

25 Got a new job Implicitly stated information 

26 Flight cancelled Explicitly stated information 
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 The next step of preparing the listening texts was to authenticate the scripted 

spoken texts first by adding latches, hesitations, false starts, and interactional devices 

(turn-openers and backchannels) which is the method employed by Liao et al. (2018), 

Wagner (2018b), and Wagner et al. (2021). Instead of creating “authentic” texts first and 

then deleting the above-mentioned features as was employed in Clark (2014), Wagner 

and Toth (2014, 2017), and Carney (2018), this method was used in the pilot and the 

main study to (a) control the lexical and grammatical features to be identical between the 

scripted and the authenticated texts, and (b) ensure that the difficulty levels of the 

vocabulary and grammar are appropriate for test-takers at this proficiency level. Myself 

and a native Chinese speaker (a PhD student majoring in Chinese linguistics) re-recorded 

the scripted version as well to ensure that the two versions of the spoken texts did not 

differ by accent and voice. In this way, accents and voices would be unlikely to 

contribute to the differences of the listening performance between the two groups. 

  The format of the script in the pilot study and the main study was based on Field’s 

(2019) guidelines to mitigate the influence of scripts assimilating written language rather 

than authentic speech patterns on voice actors. Field (2019a) suggests that, “punctuation 

should be limited to question marks to prevent it from impacting the actor’s style. Scripts 

could give guidance to voice actors on the location of utterance boundaries, on hesitation 

and planning pauses, and words bearing focal stress” (p. 57). Adhering these guidelines, I 

first edited the scripted dialogues and developed the transcript for the authenticated 

dialogues. I read each dialogue aloud and added instances of fillers, latches, false starts, 

backchannels and repetitions when I saw fit by forming mental pictures of the scenario of 

each dialogue. The scripted version and the authenticated version of the dialogues along 



 

125 

with the test items used in the pilot can be found in Appendix C. Next, the other voice 

actor and I recorded the spoken texts using the Zoom audio recording function. We both 

speak standard Mandarin. The other voice actor also holds a Level 1 B certificate of the 

Putonghua Shuipiing Ceshi (PSC, Mandarin Proficiency Test) which is the level required 

for Chinese language teachers in Northern China (The Test Center of the National 

Language Committee, 2004). Due to the impact of Covid-19 at the time of preparing for 

the research study, it was not feasible for me to physically meet up with other Chinese 

voice actors and record the listening texts, and thus this method was used for recording 

the spoken texts in the pilot study and the main study. The recordings were edited using 

Audacity 3.0.0. Before recording, the voice actor and I listened to the original recordings 

of the HSK level 5 several times, and we tried to imitate the way the voice actors spoke. 

In contrast, when we recorded the spoken texts for the authenticated version, we used the 

authenticated script as a reference (see Appendix C) and discussed how to sound more 

natural by imagining how real conversations would unfold in the contexts of each 

dialogue. Filled pauses, backchannels, latches, repetitions and false starts on the original 

transcript that I developed independently were further deleted or added as the two 

speakers saw fit. We then acted out each scenarios several times, and all the attempts 

were recorded. Finally, I listened to all the versions of each dialogue and selected the 

most authentic-sounding ones to be further analyzed and used in the study.  

           After the recordings for the two tests were finalized, the other voice actor and I 

listened to the recordings and counted the instances of the latches, connected speech, 

filled pauses, backchannels, repetitions, latches and false start independently. Like the 

previous studies that used the same text authenticating method, the intercoder reliability 
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of the spoken texts features other than connected speech was relatively high (with 

agreement ranging from 76.92% to 96.15%), which is possibly because perceptions of the 

presence of the connected speech phenomena is very subjective (Wagner et al., 2021). 

Nevertheless, the two coders resolved all the discrepancies and the characteristics of the 

scripted and authenticated spoken texts are summarized in the table below.  

Table 3.5 

Features of the Scripted and Authenticated Spoken Texts (Main Study) 

 Post-Test 
(HSK) 

Post-Test 
(Scripted) 

Post-Test 
(Authenticated) 

Duration (minutes) 22.00 22.42 22.92 
Number of syllables 1575 1575 1794 

Speech rate  
(syllables per minute) 

233 230 246 

Instances of 
connected speech 

13 22 102 

Number of filled 
pauses 

0 0 52 

Backchannels 0 0 30 
Repetitions 0 0 24 
False starts 0 0 7 

Turn-openers  0 0 21 
Latches 0 0 3 

 

Post-Test Questionnaire  

 The post-test questionnaire was developed to gauge L2 Chinese test-takers’ use of 

listening strategies and test-taking strategies during the test when they listened to the 

scripted and authenticated spoken texts and ultimately to gather evidence for the 

cognitive validity for the use of the two types of spoken texts in L2 listening tests 

(Research Question Three). There were nine items for test-taking strategies, seven items 

for listening strategies, three items for spoken text authenticity (slightly different from the 

authenticity scale for the L1 participants), three items for the perceptions of how well the 
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test assesses real-world listening ability, and one open-ended item eliciting comments 

regarding test-takers’ attitudes toward the overall test. For the closed-ended items, 

participants indicated whether they agreed with the statements on seven-point Likert 

scales (1= strongly disagree, 2 = agree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree nor 

disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree). In addition, negatively 

worded items (items 1, 3, 4, 8, 9, 13, 14, 18) were reversely coded in the data analyses. 

The questionnaire was administered in both Chinese and English to facilitate the L2 

participants’ understanding. In other words, they could access the items in both languages 

side by side when completing the questionnaire. The instructions were administered in 

both English and Chinese to facilitate participants’ understanding, as English is the most 

widely spoken L2 internationally and participants spoken a variety of L1s. 

 The development of the items was based on previous studies and the pilot study. 

The implications of the pilot for the post-test questionnaire will be discussed in the next 

section. The listening strategy scales was informed by Vandergrift and Goh (2012), 

Graham and Santos (2015), Winke and Lim (2014, 2017), and Holzknecht (2018). The 

development of the test-taking strategy scales was informed by Winke and Lim (2014, 

2017) which was itself informed by Cohen and Upton (2007). The authenticity scales 

were informed by Wagner (2018b) and the scales regarding attitudes toward test validity 

were informed by Holzknecht (2019) and Rukthong (2016). The post-test questionnaire 

was also revised based on the reliability analyses of the post-test questionnaire in the pilot 

study. The table below presents the items in the revised questionnaire. The items are 

grouped under each construct. The Chinese version of the questionnaire can be found in 

Appendix D. 
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Table 3.6 

Items in the Post-Test Questionnaire 

Part I Test-taking strategies 
1. I read the answer options before listening.  
2. I predicted my own answer after listening and then looked at the options 

(ABCD).  
3. I listened for the words that appeared in the options.  
4. I only listened for relevant information to answer the questions. 
5. I chose the answer anyway, even though I was not sure of the correct 

answer. 
6. I did not choose options that appear to be similar. 
7. I paid extra attention to the beginning part of the conversation. 
8. I double checked my answer to see if it is not awkward in context or scene.  
9. I predicted the topic in the listening passage by looking at options. 

Part 
II 

Listening strategies 
10. I concentrated hard on what the speaker was saying.  
11. I made a mental summary of language and information presented in the 

listening tasks.  
12. I translated what I heard into my mother tongue.  
13. I planned how I would listen before the recording started.  
14. I guessed based on how I thought the conversation would go.  
15. I guessed the meaning of words based on the words I understood.  
16. I checked while listening if my understanding makes sense.  

Part 
III 

Attitudes toward test validity 
17. This is a fair way to assess my ability to comprehend Chinese in daily 

conversational contexts. 
19. I was able to show my Chinese listening ability very well in this test. 

21.The test’s result accurately reflects my Chinese listening ability. 
Attitude toward spoken text authenticity 
18.The dialogues were authentic; they sounded like the dialogues I hear 
outside the classroom. 
20.The dialogues were authentic; they sounded like the dialogues I hear 
outside the classroom. 
22.The dialogues were authentic; they were as natural as Chinese speakers in 
real-world conversations. 
23.Do you have any other comments about the test? 

 

 The specific items were chosen in order to assess the use of a variety of different 

types of listening strategies while controlling the total number of items to prevent 

participant fatigue. For example, the eight listening strategies items targeted seven 
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different listening strategies (focusing attention, reorganizing, using linguistic and 

learning resources, planning, elaboration, inferencing, and evaluation). Items 1 and 2 

were taken and adapted from Winke and Lim (2014, 2017). Items 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were 

from Vandergrift and Goh (2012). Item 4 was from Graham and Santos (2015). 

Considering that the audience of the questionnaire was L2 Chinese learners, when 

translated to Chinese, items that use vocabulary that was deemed too difficult were also 

dropped. For example, after consulting with a Chinese teacher, I decided to not use the 

items, “While listening, I make up a storyline, or adopt a clever perspective” and “While 

listening, I monitor my understanding of the listening passage discourse structure (e.g., 

compare/contrast, description, definition).” The resulting questionnaire was reviewed by 

two experienced L2 Chinese teachers and four L2 Chinese learners who had intermediate 

or advanced Chinese proficiency levels to further ensure the readability of the 

questionnaire items before piloting. Based on their suggestions, words that were 

considered beyond the level of the target audience were substituted with similar words. 

The sentence structures of some sentences were also modified for the same purpose.  

 Moreover, only the items that were the most relevant to the current format of the 

listening test were selected. For example, item 7 in test-taking strategies (“I pay extra 

attention to spelling”) or item 11 in test-taking strategies (“I pay extra attention to 

numbers”) in Winke and Lim (2014, 2017) did not apply to the content of the dialogues 

in the post-tests.  

The three items regarding test validity are useful, because if test-takers hold that 

the test does not measure what it is set out to measure, test-takers might not perform to 

their best ability, which can potentially introduce construct-irrelevant variance into test 
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scores (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Schmitt, 2002; Xie, 2011). Moreover, L2 test-takers’ 

attitudes toward the validity of tests using spoken texts of different degrees of spoken 

texts has not been investigated. The final question allowed for an open-ended response of 

participants’ perceptions and attitudes toward the test. A round of open coding was 

conducted inductively to categorize the aspects of the test that the participants most 

frequently commented on. 

Piloting the Post-Tests and the Post-Test Questionnaire  
 
 The post-tests using spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness and the 

post-test questionnaire were completed by 20 L2 Chinese learners in two weeks almost 

concurrently as the L1 Chinese speakers completed the Text Authenticity Questionnaires. 

The participants were recruited through teachers from two universities in Xi’an, China. 

The informed consent procedure of the pilot study is the same as the main study, which 

was described in detail in the Informed Consent section.  

 Table 3.7 shows the proficiency levels of the pilot participants and their L1(s) as 

reported in the questionnaires. Their proficiency levels were determined according to a 

combination of the level of Chinese classes they were taking and the HSK level they had 

passed at the time of data collection. A minimum of 180 is the passing score of the HSK. 

The overall proficiency level of the two groups were matched. I also examined the 

reliability of the questionnaire items. Next, I describe several modifications of the spoken 

texts, test instructions, and post-test questionnaire items based on the pilot. 

Table 3.8 shows the means and standard deviations of the age, years living or 

lived in China, self-rated overall Chinese proficiency (on a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 = 
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Table 3.7 

Demographics of the L2 Participants in Pilot Study (Quantitative) 

Scripted Group Authenticated  Group 
ID L1(s) HSK Level ID L1(s) HSK Level 
S1 Vietnamese HSK 5 A1 Russian HSK 5 
S2 Kazakh HSK 5 A2 Igbo HSK 5 
S3 Turkmen HSK 4 A3 Turkmen, 

Russian 
HSK 4 

S4 Turkmen HSK 4 A4 Uzbek HSK 4 
S5 Russian HSK 4 A5 Russian HSK 4 
S6 Vietnamese HSK 4 A6 Spanish HSK 4 
S7 Korean HSK 4 A7 Vietnamese HSK 4 
S8 Korean HSK 5 A8 Uzbek HSK 5 
S9 Laotian HSK 5 A9 Laotian HSK 5 
S10 Thai HSK 5 A10 Thai HSK 5 

 

very poor and 10 = very good), self-rated Chinese listening proficiency (on a scale of 1 to 

10 where 1 = very poor and 10 = very good) and the post-test scores of the two groups. 

The maximum possible score on the post-test was 26. As indicated by the means of the 

test scores, while the tests were relatively easy for all the participants, the group that 

heard the authenticated spoken texts scored about one point lower than the participants 

who heard the scripted spoken texts. 

Table 3.8 

Descriptive Statistics of the Demographics and Test Scores (Pilot) 

 Scripted Group  
(N = 10) 

Authenticated Group  
(N = 10) 

Mean SD Mean SD 
Age 21 2.4 23 6.24 
Years living/lived in China 1.25 .86 1.6 .70 
Self-rated overall Chinese 
proficiency 

6.5 .97 6.45 2.50 

Self-rated Chinese listening 
proficiency 

6.9 .37 6.36 2.73 

Test score 24.4 1.43 23.5 1.72 
Note. SD = standard deviation. 
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 Several problems with the listening tests and the questionnaire emerged from the 

pilot. The first problem was that, as can be seen from the means of test scores, regardless 

of the listening input, the two groups both scored very high on the test. Based on the 

comments and feedback I received in the questionnaire, participants thought that both 

versions of the test were quite easy given that the difficulty of the lexical and 

grammatical items was below their ability levels and that the speech rate of the spoken 

texts was slow.  

 Difficulty of the test. There were several reasons that Level 4 was chosen at first 

but was deemed unsuitable for the study. According to the HSK Syllabus, test-takers who 

can pass the HSK Level 4 “can converse in Chinese on a wide range of topics and are 

able to communicate fluently with native Chinese speakers” (HSK Level IV, para. 1). 

The HSK level 4 is also linked to the B2 level of the Common European Framework of 

References for Languages (CEFR) (HSK Level IV, para. 1). L2 language learners who 

reach the B2 level are able to “keep up with an animated conversation between proficient 

users of the target language” and “with some effort catch much of what is said around 

them” when it comes to understanding interaction between other people (Council of 

Europe, 2020). According to Field (2008), just before learners reach CEFR B2 level a 

perceptible threshold is reached where learners process lexis more accurately with greater 

automaticity. Moreover, the Chinese Ministry of Education’s regulations suggest that 

students who pursue a Chinese degree (i.e., not a Chinese second language program 

degree) should pass the HSK Level 4 or above (MOE of People’s Republic of China, 

2010), indicating that test-takers who pass Level 4 can function more or less competently 

in Chinese-speaking educational contexts. Thus, learners who can pass level 4 are 
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expected to, to a large extent, comprehend real-world-like conversational speech. In 

addition, like the rationale in Wagner (2018b, p.32), an intermediate-level listening text 

“would be accessible for the lower ability students in the study, while not too easy for the 

more advanced students.” In addition to the above rationales, it was believed that when 

the spoken texts in the HSK level 4 were authenticated, the difficulty of comprehending 

the authenticated spoken texts should be enhanced based on the previous research 

findings. Taken together, it was deemed appropriate to use the HSK Level 4’s test items 

in the two tests at first.  

Nevertheless, both versions of the test (scripted and authenticated) in the pilot 

turned out to be too easy for the participants who either passed HSK level 4 or HSK level 

5. According to three participants, another reason that the post-tests were perceived to be 

easier than actual HSK level 4 listening was because the options of the multiple-choice 

items were also provided in the aural input. In the original HSK test, the options are not 

provided in the aural channel, and hence test-takers need to be able to recognize the 

written form of the choices to be able to answer the item correctly. Based on the piloting 

results, I decided to use HSK Level 5 in the main study’s pre- and post-tests. This change 

was suitable for the current study because the purpose of the study was to investigate the 

listening performance of L2 learners who had intermediate level and advanced level 

language proficiency. 

Speech rate. The speech rate of the scripted spoken texts in the pilot tests was 

slightly lower than the average of the speech rate of the long dialogues in the HSK Level 

4. Thus, to approximate the speech rate of the scripted dialogues to the speech rate of the 
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spoken texts in the HSK Level 5 in the main study, the other voice actor and I spoke 

slightly faster but still enunciated the words.  

Reliability. The reliability coefficients of the items in the post-test questionnaire 

for each variable (test-taking strategies, listening strategies, validity, and authenticity) 

were checked by computing Cronbach’s alpha, Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted and 

item-total correlation. The reliability coefficients for three of the four sub-scales were 

acceptable (i.e., α > .7, George & Mallery, 2003) while the Cronbach’s alpha for the test-

taking strategies scale was .64. Items 2, 4, 5 and 6 were shown to be problematic as 

indicated by either Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted value or the item-total correlation 

value. Item 2 was modified while item 6 (in the original questionnaire) was deleted from 

the questionnaire. Item 4 asked if participants only listened to what is related to the 

question. It was not clear why this item induced low reliability when the Cronbach’s 

alpha did not increase when the item would be deleted. It was therefore decided to keep 

this item. Item 5 asked whether test-takers chose the answer without knowing the correct 

answer, and the low reliability of this item was probably affected by the difficulty of the 

test itself. The participants generally did not find there was a need to guess the answers 

taking the post-test in the pilot because the test was too easy. Thus, it was decided to keep 

the item for the main study. 

 The second problematic item was the second item of the authenticity scale, “The 

texts used authentic spoken input like is found in real life.” If the item was deleted, the 

reliability of the scale would be markedly improved (from .72 to .81). The item was 

reverse coded. This might be due to the fact that the directionality of this item was 

different from the other two. It could also be due to the fact that the participants found it 
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hard to interpret the statement as they might think of the classroom language and 

“textbook texts” to be real-life spoken input. Therefore, it was decided to not change the 

directionality of the item but to modify the language to explicitly ask them to compare 

the spoken texts used in the test and the spoken language they heard outside the 

classroom. Furthermore, students found the authenticity items hard to answer in general 

because they were not sure if they were asked to rate the authenticity of the topic or the 

speech rate. As a result, two of the three items were reworded to prompt L2 participants’ 

thoughts about the characteristics of the spoken texts in terms of text scriptedness more 

explicitly (see Table 3.9). 

Table 3.9 

Modifications of the Authenticity Scale (in Post-Test Questionnaire) 

Items in the Pilot Study Items in the Main Study 
The dialogues were not authentic; they 
were specially created for students 
learning Chinese. 

The dialogues were not authentic; they 
were created for students learning 
Chinese. 
 

The texts used authentic spoken input like 
is found in real life. 

The dialogues were authentic; they 
sounded like the dialogues I hear outside 
the classroom. 

The texts that were used did not have 
authentic spoken input. 

The dialogues were authentic; they were 
as natural as Chinese speakers in real-
world conversations. 

 

Stimulated Verbal Recalls and Verbal Report Protocols 

 The purpose of the stimulated verbal recalls is to examine listeners' cognitive 

processes involved before, during, and after listening to the input prompts and in 

answering the listening item, which are processes not directly observable (Gass & 

Mackey, 2017) and not revealed in the quantitative results from the post-test (Research 

Question Three). As discussed in the Methods section, despite suffering from memory 
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decay, stimulated recalls as a type of retrospective verbal report have been employed in 

numerous studies as part of the validation process for large-scale assessments of L2 

speaking, listening, writing, and reading abilities (Bowles, 2010, 2018). To investigate 

the cognitive validity of listening assessments or understand L2 listeners’ cognitive 

processes, immediate retrospective verbal reports have proven to be useful to elicit 

listeners’ mental behaviors (Cai, 2012; Field, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2015; Holzknecht, 2019; 

Holzknecht et al., 2017) as listening test-takers cannot perform concurrent verbal reports 

(“think aloud”) while listening. Listeners’ working memory needs to be freed to process 

the incoming listening input. Typically, listeners will process the input that they are able 

to pay attention to before reporting through retrospective verbal recalls (Goh, 2002). 

However, the act of verbalizing might cause participants to prioritize their metacognitive 

processes, and this is a potential limitation in eliciting cognitive processes through the 

verbal reporting method. 

 In numerous studies, participants were asked to report their thoughts immediately 

after they completed a listening item or listening to a chunk of the listening text to reveal 

their thought processes and the listening strategies used (Anckar, 2011; Ross, 1997; 

Wagner, 2006; Wu, 1998). These researchers concluded that this qualitative method is 

useful to reveal the underlying processes that are otherwise not readily observable. 

Hence, the current study also employed the immediate retrospective verbalization. 

 The majority of the studies that examined L2 listeners’ cognitive processes in 

listening tests focused on academic listening or narrative texts (Badger & Yan, 2012; 

Buck, 1991; Cai, 2020; Field, 2011, 2012, 2015; Ockey, 2007; Suvorov, 2015, 2018; 

Wagner, 2008; Winke & Lim, 2014; Wang & Yu, 2021; Wu, 1998). To reduce the effect 
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of memory decay (the problem of veridicality), these researchers tended to pause the 

recordings (lectures texts) and ask participants to verbally report their thought processes 

and answers to the listening questions, or to perform retrospective recalls according to 

prompting questions. Other stimuli that were used in previous studies include written test 

items, participants’ answers, and participants’ eye-traces to mitigate the effect of 

veridicality in retrospective recalls. The use of test items and answers as stimuli has 

proven to be helpful to elicit thoughts on cognitive processes in L2 listening tests (Field, 

2012, 2015; Holzknecht, 2019). 

 In my study, the listening texts were relatively short. They were dialogues that 

have four to five turns and one to two sentences per turn. The total lengths of the 

dialogues were around 15 to 20 seconds. Furthermore, according to Ericsson and Simon 

(1996), “retrospective reports on the immediately preceding cognitive activity can be 

accessed and specified without the experimenter having to provide the subject with 

specific information about what to retrieve” (p. 19). Thus, in this study, each round of 

recall took place immediately after the participants completed one post-test item. 

Informed by Holzknecht (2019), participants were prompted to recall their 

thought processes involved in solving the item and thought processes before, during, after 

listening to the spoken texts, and after they chose an answer. In addition, to minimize the 

impact of memory decay, during the while-listening stage they were asked to recall once 

after listening to the first half (usually including two turns) of the spoken texts and once 

more after listening to the second half (usually including two turns) of the spoken texts. 

The stimuli used to facilitate recalls of thought processes were participant’s notes (if they 

took any), the answer they chose, and the aural input of the listening input (which 
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consisted of both the spoken texts and the question stems). The procedure of the 

stimulated verbal recalls will be described in detail in the Data Collection section.  

In addition, informed by Winke and Lim (2014) and the pilot study, a researcher 

script were used to give directions to participants. The directions were given orally to the 

qualitative participants in Mandarin Chinese (participants’ L2). The development of the 

script and modifications made based on the pilot to lessen participants’ cognitive burden 

will be discussed in the next section Piloting the Verbal Protocols. Including the script 

was very helpful to keep the directions consistent across participants (see the script 

below). The underlined questions were not included originally in the pilot study but were 

added for the main study. 

I will video tape you for our session today, is that okay? (If yes, start 
recording with Zoom). What you will do is listen to 12 dialogues one by 
one and answer a multiple-choice question based on the dialogue. You 
will hear the dialogue only once. But you will also hear the choices 
provided to you aurally after hearing the question. Try to listen and 
answer the question the way you do when you take a listening test. And 
next, I will then ask you several questions about what you were thinking 
while listening and trying to answer the question. You will be able to hear 
the recording again to help you remember. I will pause the recordings two 
times to ask you questions. Try to remember to tell me only what you 
remember thinking when you heard the recording the first time. Any 
questions? (If not, proceed to the practice item). Let’s try one together 
first. (Chinese  translation:我将要给咱们今天的会议录像。可以吗？你
讲听到 12段对话，一个一个听。然后你需要回答一道选择题。录音
只会播放一次。但是你在听到问题之后会听到选项也会读出来。在你
听和回答问题的时候请像平常你做听力题一样去听去做题。之后，我
将问你一些关于你在听的时候和做题的时候在想什么的问题。你将会
再次听到录音帮助你去回忆。我会在录音中间暂停三次然后问你一些
问题。请你告诉我你记得你在听第一遍的时候在想什么。有什么问题
吗？我们来试一次。) 

 
For the Post-listening recall (i.e., after the recording finished playing) the 

directions are: 
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 (Use the participant’s choice as the stimulus)  
How did you get this answer? Were you sure this was the correct answer 
or did you guess it? (Chinese translation: 你怎么选的这个选项？你是否
确定这个选项是正确的还是你猜的?) 
 

For the Pre-listening recall (i.e., before the recording started) the directions are: 

(Use written item options as the stimulus) 
What were you thinking before the recording started? (Chinese 
translation: 在录音开始前你在想什么?) 
Did you read all of the options? Why (not)? (Chinese translation: 你有没
有读所有的选项?为什么?) 
 

For the During-listening (i.e., while the spoken text was played) the directions 

are: 

(Use written item options as the stimulus and play the first half of the 
dialogue) 
What were you thinking while you were listening to the first half of the 
recording? (Chinese translation: 你在听前半部分录音的时候在想什
么?) 
How were you listening? (Chinese translation: 你怎么听的?) 
Was there anything difficulty to understand? How did you solve it? 
(Chinese translation:有什么难的地方吗?怎么解决的？) 
 
(Play the second half of the dialogue) 
What were you thinking while you were listening to the second half of the 
recording? (Chinese translation: 你在听后半部分录音的时候在想什
么?) 
How were you listening? (Chinese translation: 你怎么听的?) 
Was there anything difficulty to understand? How did you solve it? 
(Chinese translation:有什么难的地方吗?怎么解决的？) 
 
(Play the question) 
What were you thinking while you heard the question? (Chinese 
translation:你在听问题的时候在想什么?) 
 
After completing the verbal report task, participants were asked a few questions 

about their experiences of performing the stimulated recalls and their attitudes toward the 

difficulty of the test. The purpose of including these questions (see below) was to explore 

(a) whether participants found the spoken texts difficult overall; (b) whether factors such 
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as the familiarity with test items and the testing method affected their test-taking 

processes, and (c) whether the research method (stimulated verbal recall) affected their 

ways of listening and completing the items. 

Was this listening text difficult? Rate the difficulty on a scale of one to 
ten. What made it difficult? (你觉得听力材料难吗?一到十，一不难，
十很难。为什么难?) 
Are you familiar with the listening texts and questions? (Chinese 
translation:你对听力文本和问题熟悉吗？) 
Do you feel it was easy to recall your thought during the listening and 
taking the test? (你觉得刚才回忆你听的时候和做题的时候在想什么，
容易吗？) 
Is how you took the test the same or different from your listening-test-
taking habit? How? (你刚才怎么做听力题的和你平常考试做题的习惯
一样吗？) 
 

Piloting the Verbal Protocols 

 Based on the review of different verbal report methods in Chapter 2, one potential 

concern of using L2 verbal recalls is that the participants would not be able to articulate 

their thought processes and attitudes thoroughly and accurately while using their L2 

(Bowles, 2018). Thus, many L2 listening studies that investigated listeners’ cognitive and 

thought processes utilized learners’ L1(s) for the verbal recalls (e.g., Batty, 2017, 2020; 

Brunfaut & McCray, 2015; Holzknecht, 2019; Mun, 2015, Wang, 2021). Due to the 

constraints of research settings and researchers’ foreign language abilities, more often 

than not, the verbal recalls are conducted in participants’ L2 when the participants have at 

least an intermediate level of language proficiency (e.g., Field, 2012, 2015; Ockey, 2007; 

Suvorov, 2013; Winke & Cubilo, 2013; Winke et al., 2010). Because the participants of 

my study were from different L1 backgrounds (which also reflected the linguistic 

background of L2 Chinese learners, Luo et al., 2011), it was necessary to conduct the 

verbal recalls in Chinese. To mitigate the potential difficulty of understanding my oral 
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instructions, the difficulty of the stimulated verbal protocols was first reviewed by two 

Chinese teachers from two universities and four intermediate and advanced L2 Chinese 

learners (including the two pilot study participants). I spoke to the teachers and the two 

learners who did not participate in the pilot study online and read the protocols out loud 

to the teachers and learners. The teachers were asked to assess if the instructions and 

questions could be easily understood by learners who passed or are preparing for the 

HSK level 4 and if they could help modify the use of language. The students were asked 

if they could understand the instructions and questions and if they could suggest the use 

of any words to make the protocols more comprehensible. Based on their suggestions, the 

word “选项(choice)” in Chinese might not be comprehended by some participants. If this 

was the case during the recall, I substituted the word with “答案 (answer)” which is a less 

difficult word. I also paraphrased the instructions and prompts when it was necessary 

with some participants. 

The piloting of the verbal report protocols and the diagnostic listening assessment 

were conducted with two L2 Chinese learners. Their proficiency level was at the HSK 

Level 4 and their first languages were Turkman and Vietnamese. The piloting recall 

sessions were held on Zoom, the same platform on which the stimulated verbal recall 

data were collected in the main study. As described in the Data Collection section, the 

participants solved the listening questions while I observed and asked them about their 

thought processes. Based on the experience of the pilot, it was decided to only conduct 

the recall and the diagnostic listening for 12 items (six explicit items and six implicit 

items). This is because recalling thought processes of half of the items could take an hour 

and a half to two hours. Participants were very likely to experience fatigue and boredom 
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which can affect the quality and the accuracy of the recalls. It was also decided to 

conduct the verbal reports and the diagnostic listening sessions on two separate days for 

the same reason of reducing listening and cognitive fatigue. Moreover, in the pilot study, 

the underlined questions and procedures shown above were not included, and it was 

found that the participants tended to report to me what they actually heard rather than 

what their thought processes were. The questions about whether test-takers encountered 

any difficulties and how they solved the problems were added to prompt participants to 

report beyond what they heard but how they had reached their comprehension. These 

piloting sessions were valuable in informing the final verbal report procedures. 

Diagnostic Listening Protocols and Procedures 

To diagnose the text-related sources of bottom-up listening difficulties, 

participants performed L2 verbal and written repetition tasks. As discussed in the 

Literature Review chapter, the tasks were suitable for the current study because they can 

provide researchers with evidence of L2 listeners’ bottom-up processing of spoken input. 

Because of the diverse L1 background of the participants in this study, it is virtually 

impossible to check participants’ comprehension of the meaning of certain segments, 

words, or phrases in English, I decided to rely on participants’ self-report for determining 

their (un)successful comprehension. 

Before developing the protocols for the diagnostic listening, the places to insert 

pauses during the re-play of the spoken texts needed to be decided. In my study, because 

the listening texts are conversational, each utterance tends to be shorter than in monologic 

texts, and can be segmented by natural pauses. Hence, the pausal unit (Bernhardt, 1991, 

as cited in Ableeva & Lantolf, 2011) was used to decide where to pause the recording for 
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participants to verbally repeat what has been heard. In this study pausal units are defined 

as “the number of propositions” that are “contained in a stretch of spoken language 

bounded by pauses in the stream of speech…[coinciding] with a ‘syntactically related 

unit’” (Ableeva & Lantolf, 2011, p. 140). Below is an example of where pauses were 

inserted in a dialogue. Inserted pauses are denoted by a slash “/”. The pauses inserted for 

all 12 dialogues can be found in Appendix C. 

 W: 我想去音乐节/做志愿者。/你去吗？/可以见到/很多明星呢。 
Wo xiangqu yingyuejie / zuo zhiyuanzhe, /ni qu ma? / Keyi jiandao / 
henduo mingxing ne. 
I want to go to a music festival / to be a volunteer, / do you want to 
go? / You can see/ many stars. 

 M: 好啊。/在哪儿报名？ 
      Hao a, / zai naer baoming? 

       Ok. / Where do I go to apply? 
 W: 学校网上有申请表，你填好以后/提交就行了。 

Xuexiao wangshang you shenqingbiao, / ni tian hao yihou/tijiao jiu 
xing le. 
On the school’s website / you can apply. /After you fill it out / just 
submit it. 

 M: 好的。/我这就去填。 
      Haode, /wo zhe jiu qu tian. 

       Ok. / I will do it now. 
 (Note: W is woman. M is man) 
 
 After determining the location to insert the pauses to allow participants to verbally 

repeat what they heard, protocols and procedures for the diagnostic listening were then 

developed. Figure 3.3 and Table 3.10 show the protocols and procedures respectively. 

Basically, I first played the recording for the dialogue without any pauses. I then played 

the recording of one segment and paused at the end of each pausal unit for the participant 

to repeat in Chinese the segment that was just played (step 1). If the participant could 

successfully repeat the segment of the dialogue and they did not indicate that they did not 
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fully understand the segment, I moved onto the next segment and repeated the procedure 

(step 1a). If the participant reported that the segment was not understood, they were asked 

Figure 3.3 

Flowchart of Procedure of the Diagnostic Listening Task 

 

to type down the pinyin or Chinese characters of the segment in the Zoom chat box for 

further analysis. If the participant was not able to repeat the segment accurately, they 

were asked to listen to the segment again and try to repeat again what they heard (step 

2b). If the participant still found it hard to orally reproduce the segment accurately, they 

were asked to type down the pinyin or the Chinese characters of what they think they 

heard for further analysis, and they were also asked if they understood the segment (step 

3b). Finally, I verbally repeated the words or phrases that were incorrectly reproduced 

slowly and clearly and asked the participants if they understood (4b). By allowing 

participants to report whether they comprehended the segment, the risk of judging 
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participants’ bottom-up listening problems solely based on their oral and/or written 

repetitions was minimized. By asking participants to type down in pinyin (with spaces in 

between words) or characters what they heard, participants’ word segmentation problem 

could be further revealed. 

These protocols and procedures were also piloted with the same two participants 

who took part in the pilot of the verbal report tasks. Based on the experience of the pilot, 

an additional but optional step was added after step 1a and 3a (i.e., the optional step in 

Figure 3.3) to further gauge participants’ bottom-up processing difficulties when 

comprehension breakdown occurred. Additionally, in the pilot study, after the 

participants could not accurately reproduce the segment verbally after listening to the 

segment two times, they were given a third chance to listen to the segment at 80% of the 

speech rate. It was decided not to do this in the main study, because not only was it very 

time-consuming to offer a third listening, but also because this procedure did not help to 

reveal listeners’ ability decoding rapid speech (especially when listening to the 

authenticated dialogues). As a result, two chances of listening were allowed for each 

segment. 

Table 3.10 

Diagnostic Listening Task Protocols and Instructions 

Steps Instructions/Prompts (English and Chinese) 

1 Let’s listen to the dialogue we heard the other day again, and then we will hear 
the dialogue piece by piece. (Play the entire dialogue) Now, let’s listen to the 
segments and please repeat in Chinese what you hear. Please let me know if 
you think you do not fully comprehend the segment. (Play the segments) (我们
一起再听一遍上次听过的对话。然后我们会一点一点地听。我们现在听一
小段，请你用中文重复你听到了什么。如果你没有听懂的话，也请你告诉
我 ) 
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Table 3.10 Continued  

2b Let’s listen to it again, and please try again. (我们再听一遍，请你再试一次。 ) 

3b Can you type the pinyin or the Chinese characters of what you just heard? (你能试
着打下你刚才听到的的拼音或者汉字吗? ) (If types in pinyin, ask to insert 
space in between words) 
Do you understand this part? (你听懂了吗？) 

4b Do you understand this word/phrase? (你认识这个词/短语吗？) 

 

Data Collection 

Research Question One 

To address Research Question One, 101 “naïve” L1 Chinese speakers reported 

their beliefs of and attitudes toward the nature of the scripted and authenticated spoken 

texts that were used in the listening comprehension test. Again, the spoken texts were 

also used in the post-tests to address Research Questions Two, Three, and Four. More 

specifically, 101 participants completed the questionnaire at different times within two 

months. After giving the informed consent, the participants completed the questionnaire 

online via Tencent Questionnaire. Generally, they were requested to complete the Text 

Authenticity Questionnaire within a week.  

Research Questions Two and Three 

 To address Research Question Two and Three, 184 L2 Chinese learners and 16 

different L2 Chinese learners participated in the quantitative part of the study and the 

qualitative part of the study respectively. First, after giving informed consent, both the L2 

quantitative participants and the L2 qualitative participants took the Chinese pre-test and 

completed the background questionnaire online via Tencent Questionnaire. The L2 

Chinese participants received the link to the test and their IDs immediately after agreeing 
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to the informed consent. They then finished the test online without my presence, 

generally within two weeks of receiving the link to the test and the ID. Their group 

assignment was decided before they took the pre-test by roughly controlling the 

background of the participants in the two groups so that the two groups would have 

similar Chinese proficiency and L1(s). In this way, the posttest questionnaire results from 

the two groups would be more comparable. Participants were instructed that they would 

only have one attempt at the test, which meant that they should finish the test with no 

breaks. Participants were also told that the test scores (the pre-test and the post-tests) 

would not impact their academic record at school. They were also told that they should 

treat the tests seriously as real tests. It took participants approximately 30 minutes to 

finish the whole test. The participants were requested to complete the test within a week. 

The format of delivery of the test was almost identical as the online version of the 

HSK. Participants could view all the options for the multiple-choice items in one page on 

the screen. They could view the options throughout the playing of the recording as soon 

as they started the test. They needed to click the audio recording button to be able to 

listen to the recording and start the test. Instructions in the test were only in Chinese. The 

test-takers could only access the multiple-choice options visually, and they could only 

access the question stems aurally, just like in the HSK. 

Immediately after they informed me that they had finished the pre-test, I sent the 

link to one of the two versions of the post-tests and the posttest questionnaire to the 

quantitative participants. The test and the questionnaire were again administered online 

without my presence. The participants were requested to complete the test within two 

weeks. The participants used their assigned IDs to complete both tests. Instructions for 
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the questionnaire and general procedures were provided in both Chinese and English to 

facilitate their completion of the test and the questionnaire. English translations were 

provided because English is the most widely used second language in the world. In the 

post-tests, like the pre-test and identical to the HSK test procedure, participants could see 

the choices of the 26 multiple-choice questions throughout the test. However, in contrast 

to the pre-test and the HSK procedure, the participants could hear the choices provided in 

the audio channel as well. This was done to minimize the construct-irrelevant variance of 

having to comprehend the Chinese characters in the choices in the listening tests. The 

post-test questionnaire was administered immediately after the post-tests. Participants 

only needed to click on the “Next” button to proceed to the post-test questionnaire. 

 Qualitative data were also collected to address Research Question Three. In this 

part, 16 qualitative participants first completed the same pre-test (including the 

demographics questionnaire) without my presence to measure their listening proficiency. 

They were then divided into two groups based on their pre-test scores and L1(s) so that 

participants’ backgrounds in the two groups were roughly matched. Verbal report 

sessions were held online via Zoom as soon as I obtained their post-tests scores and 

background information.  

During each verbal report session, the qualitative participants completed the first 

12 post-test items online with me observing on Zoom. I shared the sound and the screen 

of my computer with the participants for them to hear the listening input while I was able 

to control the starting and the pausing of the recording. I used iMovie 10.1.14 to play the 

listening recordings. Before participants started solving the first item, they also received a 

document from me containing the options of the 13 multiple-choice items (including the 
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practice item), so that the test task format was the same as the post-tests taken by the 

quantitative participants. A multiple-choice item was used as a practice item to 

familiarize participants with the stimulated verbal recall task. Participants were given 15 

seconds to respond to the multiple-choice questions, the same as the quantitative 

participants. After the completion of each item, a verbal report procedure was conducted 

to elicit participants’ thought processes during the task (see protocols of the verbal report 

sessions in the Instrument section). Immediately after they told me their answer to an 

item, they were asked to first recall the reason why they chose the particular option and 

what they were thinking before the recording started; and then they were asked to recall 

their thought process during and after listening to the text prompt with the assistance of 

the aural input, their notes (if any), and the written options. Finally, immediately after the 

stimulated verbal recalls of the 12 items, post-recall interviews were conducted to elicit 

participants’ attitudes toward the test and the verbal report task (see the questions in the 

Instrument section). A practice round using one example item was conducted after the 

procedure was explained to the participant, and any questions generated in the practice 

round were resolved before the start of the first item. The entire verbal report session was 

video recorded for data analyses.  

Research Question Four 

 Within two weeks of the verbal report sessions, the same 16 qualitative 

participants who performed the verbal report took part in the diagnostic listening sessions 

to examine the text-related sources of bottom-up listening difficulties (decoding 

difficulties and word segmentation difficulties) when they listened to scripted spoken 
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texts and authenticated spoken texts. The group assignments for the diagnostic listening 

remained unchanged from the group assignments in the stimulated verbal recalls.  

Like the verbal report sessions, I shared the sound of my computer with the 

participants through the screen sharing function on Zoom, and I used iMovie 10.1.14 to 

play the listening recordings. I conducted a practice session with each participant before 

having them listen to the first dialogue. After answering all the questions regarding the 

procedure, I followed the procedure delineated in Figure 3.3 using the protocols shown in 

Table 3.9. Like in the verbal report sessions, I video recorded the meetings for data 

analyses. Participants’ written repetitions in Zoom’s chat box were also auto-saved in my 

computer.  

Data Analysis 

 Statistical analyses in part one and part two of the study were conducted using 

Microsoft Excel 16.34, Jamovi 1.1.9.0 and SPSS 27.0 for Mac. The coding of the 

qualitative data was conducted using Nvivo 12.6 for Mac.  

To ensure the quality of the testing instruments, researchers should first conduct 

item analysis (Bachman, 2004). Classical test theory was chosen to guide the item 

analysis in this study because alternative theory such as item response theory (IRT) 

generally requires larger sample sizes (Cappelleri et al, 2014; Ockey, 2012) while 30-50 

subjects is considered reasonable to use classical test theory in most circumstances 

(Cappelleri et al., 2014).  

 

 

 



 

151 

Research Question One 

Psychometric Properties of the Text Authenticity Questionnaire  

 The descriptive statistics (including the mean, standard deviation, and the number 

of valid cases for each variable) and internal consistency reliability (as measured by 

Cronbach’s Alpha) of the Text Authenticity Questionnaire were computed before 

comparing the results between L1 Chinese’s participants’ beliefs and attitudes toward the 

nature of the two types of spoken texts (scripted and authenticated).  

 Descriptive statistics (including means, standard deviations, and values of 

skewness and kurtosis) for each dependent variable (participants' attitudes toward the 13 

individual items’ authenticity, overall authenticity of the 13 dialogues, pronunciation, use 

of slang, speech rate, interactional features, and hesitations) were calculated to examine 

the tendency and variability of participants’ attitudes toward the spoken texts. In addition, 

Q-Q plots were plotted and the Shapiro-Wilk normality test were used to examine the 

normality of the data.  

 Internal consistency methods were used to assess the reliability of the seven sub-

scales (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991). Cronbach’s alpha was used. Usually, a Cronbach's 

alpha of .8 is suggested to indicate high reliability of the scales (Hatch & Lazaraton, 

1991). Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted was also checked to determine if any item needs 

to be deleted to achieve higher reliability. Item-total correlation was examined as well for 

item discrimination. 

 In addition to quantitative data, qualitative data generated from the open-ended 

item were also analyzed using Excel 16.53. L1 Chinese participants’ comments regarding 

the authenticity of the spoken texts were categorized based on the characteristic of the 



 

152 

spoken texts that they participants referred to and inductively coded (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). I first read through all the comments and formed a general impression of 

the comments. I then attached codes or categories to information. Commonly in the data, 

one participant commented on various aspects of the linguistic feature of the spoken 

texts. Thus, the comment of one participant may be associated with multiple codes. 

Finally, I tallied the number of codes for each category that corresponded with one aspect 

of the linguistic feature of the spoken texts. 

Comparing Participants’ Beliefs and Attitudes Toward the Nature of the Two Types of 

Texts 

Chinese L1 participants’ ratings of the authenticity of each dialogue were 

collected. The QQ plots and the Shapiro-Wilk normality test showed that the assumption 

of normal distribution and symmetrical distribution were violated, and hence sign tests, 

which is the alternative to the paired-sample t-test or Wilcoxon signed-rank test were 

performed instead to compare Chinese L1 speakers’ attitudes toward the two types of 

spoken texts (Laerd Statistics, 2015a). Several assumptions of the test, such as the 

dependent variable is measured at the ordinal level, the independent variable consists of 

two categorically related groups, and the paired observations for each participant need to 

be independent were met as a result of the design of this part of the study. 

Research Question Two 

Psychometric Properties of the Pre-Test and the Post-Tests 

 The descriptive statistics (including the mean and standard deviation) for the test 

scores of the pre-tests and the post-tests (organized by the groups) were computed. 

Shapiro-Wilk normality test were used to examine the normality of the data.  
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 In addition, based on classical test theory, to develop a reliable and valid test, item 

analyses (including the item facility and the item discrimination) and reliability estimates 

should be computed (Brown, 2012). Although the HSK can be considered a criterion-

referenced test as in it is linked to the Common European Framework of Reference and 

that it sets six levels to describe Chinese language abilities of achieving a certain level, 

the test scores have been operationalized as norm-referenced tests (Zhang & Zhang, 

2014; Zhang et al., 2014). For example, cut-off scores for each level were abandoned for 

HSK level 5 and level 6, and test-takers’ scores are normed based on normal distribution 

models developed using the results of twenty tests. Thus, item analyses for norm-

referenced tests (Bachman, 2004) were performed for both the pre-tests and the post-

tests.  

 Specifically, item facility stands for the proportion of people who chose the 

correct answer, and that item facility indexes between .20 and .80 are recommended since 

it is ideal for the scores to be widespread (Bachman, 2004; Brown, 2012). Item 

discrimination indices indicate how well a language test distinguishes high proficiency 

test-takers from low proficiency test-takers by calculating the extent to which a test-

taker’s performance on an item is related to the individual’s performance on the test as a 

whole. The item discrimination indices were obtained by computing each item’s point-

biserial correlation, and indexes greater than .30 mean are desirable (Bachman, 2004; 

Brown, 2012). Finally, the internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the pre-

test and the post-tests were examined. Any problematic items were closely examined and 

decisions of whether to keep the item were made based on the results of item analyses. 
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 Finally, participants took the test online without my presence. To enhance the 

reliability of the data, I further examined participants’ time spent on each test for both the 

pre-test and the post-tests. Participants should spend at least 35 minutes and 25 minutes 

on each test (including the questionnaires). Participants spending less than this amount of 

time on each test and the questionnaire indicates that they submitted the test without 

listening to the recordings at their full lengths and/or without carefully reading the 

questionnaire questions. Thus, the results of the participants who spent less than the 

above-mentioned time on each test were excluded from data analysis. As a result, data 

including the pre-test and post-test results and post-test questionnaire responses from five 

participants in the scripted group and six participants in the authenticated group were not 

included in data analyses. 

Comparing the Post-Test Results 

 A one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted to control for the 

differences of their listening ability (scores on the pre-test) (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991; 

Larson-Hall, 2015). However, the assumption of the homogeneity of regression slopes 

was violated. Instead, a Quade’s test was performed (Seaman, 1985; Quade, 1967) after 

checking that the two assumptions of the test were met. 

Research Question Three 

Psychometric Properties of the Questionnaire  

The descriptive statistics (including the mean, standard deviation and skewness 

and kurtosis for each variable) for each dependent variable (use of listening strategies, 

use of test-taking strategies, authenticity, and validity) were computed to see the central 

tendency of the variables and the normality of the distribution of each dependent variable. 
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Internal consistency reliability (as measured by Cronbach’s alpha) and Cronbach’s alpha 

if item deleted were also computed for each dependent variable. Item-total correlation 

was examined as well for item discrimination. 

Comparing the Use of Strategies, Attitudes Toward the Spoken Texts, and Attitudes 

Toward the Test between Groups Based on Questionnaire Data 

  To compare the two groups’ use of listening and test-taking strategies, attitudes 

toward the spoken texts, and attitudes toward test validity, four Mann-Whitney U tests 

were performed. To perform Mann-Whitney U tests, the assumption that the distribution 

of scores of the two groups for the independent variable should have similar shapes was 

checked. Because four comparisons were made, the Bonferroni correction was applied by 

adjusting the alpha level. Details about the analysis will be presented in the Results 

chapter. 

Coding Verbal Protocols 

 The purpose of collecting the qualitative data was to provide more detailed 

evidence for the cognitive processes of test-takers which are previously analyzed 

quantitatively using the post-test questionnaire. Xunjie, a transcription software was used 

to transcribe the stimulated verbal recalls, and NVivo 12.7 for Mac was used for data 

coding. Informed by Holzknecht (2019), I coded the verbal report data based on three 

themes – cognitive processes, listening strategies, and test-taking strategies. Cognitive 

processes were comprised of input decoding, lexical research, parsing, meaning 

construction, and discourse construction (Field, 2013, 2019a). Listening strategies 

consisted of planning, focusing attention, monitoring, evaluation, inferencing, 

elaboration, prediction, contextualization, reorganization, translation, and managing 
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emotions (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). Test-taking strategies were coded into two 

subcategories – test-management strategies and test-wiseness strategies (Cohen, 2007, 

2013). To conduct the coding, a qualitative codebook was first developed which included 

the codes mentioned above and the definition of each code (Creswell & Creswell, 2018), 

and it was used for my individual coding and the coding of the second coder for 

intercoder reliability. The definition of each category as well as examples for test-

management strategies and test-wiseness strategies were provided and discussed in the 

Literature Review chapter. The definitions for each coding category are presented again: 

 Cognitive processes: 
 

1. Input decoding: when the listener transforms acoustic cues into groups 
of syllables, some marked for stress and others not 
2. Lexical search: when the listener identifies the best word-level matches 
for what has been heard, based on a combination of perceptual information 
and word boundary cues 
3. Parsing: when the lexical material is related to the co-text in which it 
occurs in order to a) specify lexical sense more precisely; b) impose a 
syntactic pattern 
4. Meaning construction: when world knowledge and inference are 
employed to add to the bare meaning of the message 
5. Discourse construction: when the listener makes decisions on the 
relevance of the new information and how congruent it is with what has 
gone before; and, if appropriate, integrates it into a representation of the 
larger listening event (adapted from Field, 2013, p. 95-96) 
 
Listening strategies:  
 
1. Planning: Developing awareness of what needs to be done to 
accomplish a listening task, developing an appropriate action plan and/or 
appropriate contingency plans to overcome difficulties that may interfere 
with successful completion of a task.  
2. Focusing attention: Avoiding distractions and heeding the auditory 
input in different ways, or keeping to a plan for listening development.  
3. Monitoring: Checking, verifying, or correcting one’s comprehension or 
performance in the course of a task.  
4. Evaluation: Checking the outcomes of listening comprehension or a 
listening plan against an internal or an external measure of completeness, 
reasonableness, and accuracy.  
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5. Inferencing: Using information within the text or conversational context 
to guess the meanings of unfamiliar language items associated with a 
listening task, to predict content and outcomes, or to fill in missing 
information.  
6. Elaboration: Using prior knowledge from outside the text or 
conversational context and relating it to knowledge gained from the text or 
conversation in order to embellish one’s interpretation of the text. 
7. Prediction: Anticipating the contents and the message of what one is 
going to hear.  
8. Contextualization: Placing what is heard in a specific context in order to 
prepare for listening or assist comprehension.  
9. Reorganizing: Transferring what one has processed into forms that help 
understanding, storage, and retrieval.  
10. Using linguistic and learning resources: Relying on one’s knowledge 
of the first language or additional languages to make sense of what is 
heard, or consulting learning resources after listening.  
11. Cooperation: Working with others to get help on improving 
comprehension, language use, and learning.  
12. Managing emotions: Keeping track of one’s feelings and not allowing 
negative ones to influence attitudes and behaviors. (Vandergrift & Goh, 
2012, pp. 277–284) 
 

 Test-taking strategies: 

1. Test-management strategies: strategies for responding meaningfully to 
the test items and tasks 
2. Test-wiseness strategies: strategies for using knowledge of test formats 
and other peripheral information to answer test items without going 
through the expected linguistic and cognitive processes (Cohen, 2014, p. 
306) 
 
To code each file, the other coder and I attached codes to each unit of researcher 

question and participant recall. Informed by Holzknecht (2019), each unit of researcher 

question and participant recall could be assigned to multiple codes, as each recall may be 

related to the cognitive processes employed and the participant’s use of listening 

strategies and the use of test-taking strategies. 

Two coders first independently coded one file (participant A5) that was chosen 

randomly. They then met and discussed any discrepancies, and finally resolved all the 

discrepancies. The two coders then coded two more files randomly selected from 
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participants with different listening proficiency levels (participant A8 and participant S7), 

resulting in about 19% of the total data of listening process being checked by a second 

coder (O’Conner & Joffe, 2020). The intercoder reliability query was performed in Nvivo 

1.5 on the two additional files, and a Cohen’s Kappa of .89 was achieved, indicating high 

level of agreement (Saldaña, 2021).  

The findings on cognitive processes, listening strategies, and test-taking strategies 

will be discussed by presenting the definitions of the category in each theme and the 

corresponding quotations from the verbal recall data translated from Chinese. The 

transformation of the qualitative data (quotations) to quantitative data will be explained in 

the next section. The two groups’ engagement of cognitive processes, listening strategies, 

and test-taking strategies were compared quantitively to see the processes employed by 

which group demonstrated a higher level of cognitive validity. Furthermore, the results of 

the post-recall interviews regarding participants’ familiarity of the test items, perceived 

difficulty of the test, attitudes toward the verbal report methodology, and whether their 

test-taking behavior deviated from normal test-taking habits will also be discussed by 

presenting participants’ ratings of the test difficulty and representative quotations for 

their familiarity of the test items, attitudes toward the verbal recall methodology, and test-

taking behaviors. 

Transforming Qualitative Data to Quantitative data 

 As mentioned in the Research Design section, the qualitative data of the numbers 

of codes in each of the three categories (cognitive processes, listening strategies, test-

taking strategies) were transformed into quantitative data and compared between the two 

groups (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2017). All the quotations related to the cognitive 
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processes stemmed from the while-listening period. Four cognitive processes were found 

in the data (lexical search, parsing, meaning construction, and discourse 

construction).Thus, I first tallied the number of codes that corresponded to each cognitive 

process for each group (scripted and authenticated) in the two while-listening stages 

(while-listening first-part stage and while-listening second-part stage). For example, I 

calculated the number of codes that corresponded to “lexical search” from the scripted 

group in the while-listening first-part stage, and this procedure was repeated for the 

scripted group’s while-listening second-part stage. I also calculated the number of codes 

that corresponded to “lexical search” for the authenticated group in the while-listening 

first-part stage, and this procedure was repeated for the while-listening second-part stage. 

Similarly, the above procedures were repeated for the other three cognitive processes 

found in the data. In addition, I divided the number of codes that corresponded to each 

cognitive process for each group in the while-listening stage by the total number of codes 

that corresponded to all four cognitive processes in each while-listening stage. For 

example, I divided the number of codes that corresponded to “lexical search” for the 

scripted group in the while-listening first-part stage by the number of codes that 

corresponded to all four cognitive processes for the scripted group in the while-listening 

first part stage, resulting in the proportion of the cognitive process, “lexical search” 

engaged in by the scripted group at this stage of task completion. This procedure was 

repeated for the scripted group for the while-listening second-part stage and for the 

authenticated group.  

Evidence for the use of listening strategies was found in the pre-listening stage, 

while-listening stage (while-listening first-part stage and while-listening second-part 
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stage), and post-listening (listening-to-question) stage, and a total of nine listening 

strategies (i.e., planning, prediction, focus attention, elaboration, inferencing, evaluation, 

monitoring, contextualization, and reorganizing) were found in the data. Similar to the 

analyses of cognitive processes, I first tallied the number of codes that corresponded to 

each listening strategy for each group in each task-completion stage. For example, I 

tallied the number of strategies coded “prediction” for the scripted group at the pre-

listening stage. I then repeated this procedure for the other two strategies for the scripted 

group and for the authenticated group. For each of the stage of task completion, similarly, 

I tallied the number of strategies coded for each category found in the data for each 

group. Finally, for each stage of task completion, I divided the number of codes 

associated with each listening strategy used by each group by the total number of codes 

associated with all the strategic behavior demonstrated by this group (i.e., the total 

number of codes that corresponded to listening strategies and the total number of codes 

that corresponded to test-taking strategies combined) at that stage of task completion. 

Again, using the pre-listening stage as an example, I divided the number of codes 

associated with the “prediction” strategy used by the scripted group by the total number 

of codes associated with all the strategic behavior, resulting in the proportion of the use 

of “prediction” strategy by the scripted group at the pre-listening stage. The same 

procedure was repeated for the while-listening stage and the post-listening stage for the 

scripted group and for the authenticated group. 

Evidence for the use of test-taking strategies was found in the pre-listening stage, 

while-listening stage (while-listening first-part stage and while-listening second-part 

stage), post-listening stage (listening-to-question), and option-selection stage. I first 
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tallied the number of codes that corresponded to test-management strategies and test-

wiseness strategies for each group in each task-completion stage. For example, I tallied 

the number of codes of test-management strategies and test-wiseness strategies for the 

scripted group for the pre-listening stage. I then repeated this procedure for the 

authenticated group. For each of the other stages of task completion, similarly, I tallied 

the number of codes coded to test-management strategies and test-wiseness strategies for 

each group. Finally, for each stage of task completion, I divided the number of codes 

associated with the test-management strategies and test-wiseness strategies used by each 

group by the number of codes associated with all the strategic behavior demonstrated by 

this group (i.e., the total number of codes that corresponded to listening strategies and the 

total number of codes that corresponded to test-taking strategies combined) demonstrated 

at that stage of task completion. Again, using the pre-listening stage as an example, I 

divided the number of codes associated with test-management strategies and test-

wiseness strategies used by the scripted group by the total number of codes associated 

with all the strategic behavior, resulting in the proportions of the use of test-management 

strategies and the use of test-wiseness strategies by the scripted group at this stage of task 

completion. The same procedure was repeated for the while-listening stage, the post-

listening stage, and the option-selection stage and for the authenticated group. 

Research Question Four 
 

 To answer this question, qualitative data from the L2 verbal and written repetition 

were coded using Excel 16.53. Informed by Carney (2018), the L2 repetition data were 

coded deductively into three categories: phonological decoding difficulties, word 

segmentation difficulties, and unknown words. A phonological decoding difficulty was 
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identified when (a) participants’ verbal and written (typing) L2 repetitions of a word 

indicated their misperception of the phoneme of the word; and (b) participants reported 

not comprehending the segment. Based on the experience in the pilot study, participants 

with intermediate to advanced level proficiency had difficulties reproducing Chinese 

tones accurately. Thus, tone-related inaccuracies were not regarded as receptive 

problems. A word segmentation difficulty was identified when (a) participants’ written 

(typing) L2 repetitions indicated that they misinterpreted a mono-syllabic word as a 

multi-syllabic word, or a multiple-syllabic word as more than one word; (b) participants 

reported not comprehending the segment. Whether the L2 repetitions were accurate were 

decided by me in real time during the diagnostic listening sessions. An unknown word 

was identified when participants reported that they did not know the lexical meaning of 

the word after they heard my verbalization of the word in a slower and clearer manner. 

 I reviewed the recordings of participants’ L2 verbal repetitions and the 

transcriptions of their L2 written repetitions and noted the exact words and phrases that 

caused phonological decoding problems and word segmentation problems and were 

unknown to the participants for the two groups separately. The number of participants 

that had each type of listening difficulties was also tallied. Detailed information about the 

words and phrases that caused severe phonological decoding difficulties (i.e., more than 

four participants had decoding difficulty with a particular word) were further analyzed by 

examining the phonological form of the words or phrases in their standard forms, forms 

in the scripted spoken texts, forms in the authenticated spoken texts, and forms in 

participants’ L2 written repetitions. As for word segmentation difficulties, because none 
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of the instances of segmentation difficulties seemed to be very severe (i.e., more than 

four participants had difficulty with the phrase), they were not further analyzed.  

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, I described the participants, the informed consent procedures, 

instruments, data collection procedures and data analysis methods for this dissertation 

study. I also discussed the implications of the pilot studies. To reiterate, this study 

consisted of three parts. In the first part, 101 “naïve” Chinese L1 speakers reported their 

attitudes toward the nature of the spoken texts that were used in the listening tests for L2 

Chinese participants using questionnaires. Sign tests were performed to examine how 

their attitudes differed when they heard the scripted dialogues and the authenticated 

dialogues. Qualitative data from the open-ended item were coded and analyzed. 

 In the second part, 184 L2 Chinese learners took one pre-test, and one of the two 

versions of the listening post-tests (using either scripted dialogues or authenticated 

dialogues). They also completed questionnaires targeting their uses of listening strategies 

and test-taking strategies in the tests, as well as their attitudes toward spoken text 

authenticity and attitudes toward test validity based on the experiences of taking the post-

tests. A Quade’s rank test was performed to compare the test performances of the two 

groups. Four Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were performed to compare how the two groups 

differed on their uses of listening strategies, test-taking strategies, attitudes toward 

spoken-text authenticity and attitudes toward test validity. 

In the third part, 16 L2 Chinese learners first took the pre-test, and then performed 

stimulated verbal recalls, verbal reports and L2 repetitions to reveal the processes of 

listening as well as the bottom-up listening difficulties they encountered listening to 
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spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness. Both quantitative analyses and 

qualitative analyses were conducted, and qualitative data were transformed into 

quantitative data to triangulate the quantitative data. In the next chapter, results of this 

study will be presented.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

 The results of the three parts of the study will be presented in this chapter. First, 

the findings of the analyses of the Text Authenticity Questionnaire in terms of 

respondents’ attitudes toward the authenticity, speech rate, pronunciation, use of slang, 

interactional features, and hesitations of the scripted spoken texts and authenticated 

spoken texts along with the reliability of each scale will be presented to address Research 

Question One. Next, to address Research Questions Two and Three, the differences of the 

test performances between the scripted group and the authenticated group will be 

analyzed based on the listening test scores, post-test questionnaire results, and L2 verbal 

protocols. Finally, the words and phrases associated with phonological decoding 

difficulties and word segmentation difficulties that the two groups encountered in the 

diagnostic listening task will be examined to address Research Question Four. 

L1 Chinese Speakers’ Attitudes Toward the Scripted Spoken Texts 

 and the Authenticated Spoken Texts 

Participants 

One aim of this study was to examine L1 Chinese speakers’ beliefs of the two 

types of spoken texts that were used in the post-tests for assessing L2 Chinese learners’ 

listening proficiency. The target population was “naïve” Chinese L1 speakers who were 

not Chinese teachers, scholars or students majoring in Chinese language and linguistics. 

The L1 Chinese participants were recruited randomly using a combination of 

convenience sampling and snowball sampling. The L1 Chinese participants completed a 



 

166 

questionnaire that provided information about their gender, age, whether they were 

Chinese language students or scholars, mother tongue, and whether they believed they 

spoke standard Mandarin. The demographic background of the L1 Chinese participants 

can be found in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 

Demographic Background of the L1 Chinese Participants  

Group N Gender Age 
(average) 

Regional dialect Speak standard 
Mandarin 

TAQ 1 59 33 Female 
26 Male 

27 48 Mandarin 
11 Non-Mandarin 

Yes 51 
No 8 

TAQ 2 42 24 Female 
18 Male 

27 34 Mandarin 
8 Non-Mandarin 

Yes 41 
No 1 

Note. TAQ = Text authenticity questionnaire. 

As shown in Table 4.1. A total of 101 Chinese L1 participants completed one of the two 

versions of the questionnaire tapping into their attitudes toward the characteristics of the 

spoken texts. All of them heard both authenticated dialogues and scripted dialogues. 

There were more females (N = 57) than males (N = 44), and the average age of the 

participant was 27 for both groups. 91.09% of them reported that they spoke standard 

Mandarin. Because there are seven major dialects spoken in China (Wiedenhof, 2015), 

the information of whether the participants spoke Mandarin as their mother tongue was 

also gathered. It was found that 81.19% of the participants also spoke dialects that belong 

to the Mandarin regions (Li et al., 1991). 

Reliability of the Questionnaire Scales 

 The questionnaire included both positively and negatively worded questions. 

Thus, before checking the reliability for the questionnaire, the data for the negatively 

worded items (items 1, 3, 4, 8, 9, 13, 14, 18) were reverse coded (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 
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2009). The internal consistency reliability coefficients were then estimated by computing 

Cronbach’s Alpha (Larson-Hall, 2016). Table 4.2 shows the results of the internal 

consistency reliability of each scale for the items with authenticated spoken texts and 

scripted spoken texts. To reiterate, the participants reported their ratings of the 

authenticity of the dialogues twice for each type of spoken text. Once after listening to 

each individual dialogue, and another time after listening to all 13 dialogues (which were 

either scripted or authenticated). The scales tapping into the authenticity of each 

individual dialogue are labeled in the table below as “individual authenticity”. The scales 

tapping into the authenticity of all 13 dialogues are labeled in the table below as “overall 

authenticity”. 

Table 4.2 

Internal Consistency of Text Authenticity Questionnaire Scales 

Construct Authenticated Scripted 
Cronbach’s Alpha Cronbach’s Alpha 

Individual authenticity .972 .994 
Overall authenticity .687 .714 

Speech rate .771 .863 
Pronunciation .581 .586 
Use of slang .664 .678 

Interactional features .737 .807 
Hesitations .482 .819 

Note. N = 101. 

 The alphas were found to be between .482 to .994. The reliability of the scales 

associated with the scripted spoken texts seemed to be generally higher than the scales 

associated with the authenticated spoken texts. Generally, a reliability value greater 

than .80 is considered to indicate good reliability and greater than .70 is considered to 

indicate acceptable reliability (Carr, 2011; Field, 2005). However, it is also suggested that 

acceptable alpha values can be lower (.60 to .70) when each construct contains a small 
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number of items (e.g., 3-5 items) (Field, 2005; Wagner, 2010). Thus, the scales that tap 

into the construct of authenticity of individual items, pronunciation, speech rate, use of 

slang and interactional features were deemed to have acceptable reliability, although 

lower than ideal, and the results have to be considered with caution. 

 The values of Cronbach’s Alphas if item deleted of the problematic scales were 

further examined to determine the specific sub-scales that were problematic (see Table 

4.3). An explanation for the poor performance of the items 15 and 18 could be that their 

directionalities were different from the other of the two items in the same construct. This 

might have caused confusion for the respondents so that they answered inconsistently 

(Colosi, 2005). Respondents who heard scripted spoken texts answered the questions 

regarding the hesitations in the spoken texts much more consistently compared to the 

authenticated spoken texts mainly due to the poor performance of item 18 for the 

authenticated group. The item was “The speakers sounded like they had planned and 

prepared for each sentence before they spoke.” It is not entirely clear why this item 

induced low reliability. It could be because the participants who listened to the 

authenticated spoken texts still felt the voice actors were reading from scripts when they 

recorded the dialogues (as indicated in the open-ended item), and hence they perceived 

that the speakers in the authenticated spoken texts had planned and prepared for speaking 

(which is an indication of the belief of the dialogues being inauthentic). In contrast, their 

ratings for the other two items for the hesitations construct suggested that they believed 

they heard more hesitations (which is an indication of the belief of the dialogues being 

authentic). Their contradictory ratings as explained above might have led to the low 
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reliability of item 18. Table 4.3 shows the Cronbach’s Alphas and Cronbach’s Alphas if 

item deleted for the pronunciation and hesitations scales. 

Table 4.3 

Internal Consistency of Problematic Scales  

Factor Item 
No. 

Authenticated Scripted 
a 
 

a IID CITC a 
 

a IID CITC 

Pronunciation 3 .581 .210 .583 .586 .330 .539 
9 .349 .498 .321 .542 
15 .856* .185 .868* .229 

Hesitations 6 .482 .162 .510 .819 .631 .781 
12 .321 .451 .694 .726 
18 .615* .169 .885* .526 

Note. a if item deleted* no less than the overall reliability of the scale. a IID = a if item 

deleted. CITC = corrected item-total correlation. 

As indicated by the values of a if item deleted, for each scale there was one item 

(item 15 and item 18) that, if deleted, the overall a would increase substantially. The 

values of item facility (as indicated by the values of corrected item-total correlation) of 

these two items were also lower than .25, indicating the items were problematic 

(Bachman, 2004; Larsen-Hall, 2016). However, deleting the item might run the risk of 

having a low representation of the construct (Osborne & Costello, 2009). Nevertheless, 

Worthington and Whittaker (2006) and Yong and Pearce (2013) suggest that a factor with 

only two items could be retained if the items are highly correlated (i.e., r > .70) and 

relatively uncorrelated with other variables. Accordingly, Spearman’s correlations were 

conducted for all the sub-scales. It was found that the correlation between item 3 and item 

9 in the pronunciation scale was greater than .70 (a = .776), and they were relatively 

uncorrelated with other sub-scales. Items 15 was deleted from the questionnaires to 
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achieve better internal consistency, and it was not included in the analysis of comparing 

the attitudes of the scripted group and the authenticated group. This was believed to not 

affect the strength of the pronunciation scale. However, caution should be taken when 

interpreting the result of comparing the attitudes of the scripted and authenticated groups 

towards the hesitation phenomena of the spoken texts.  

Descriptive Statistics of Text Authenticity Questionnaires 

 The means and standard deviations were computed for the responses to the items 

with scripted spoken texts and responses to the items with authenticated spoken texts. 

The mean of the scales in Part II and mean of the scales in Part III are based on a seven-

point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither 

agree nor disagree, 5 = somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree). These results can 

be seen in Table 4.4. For easy reading, the item for individual authenticity construct is 

provided here instead of in the table below (Part II), and it is, “This dialogue I just heard 

was very similar to the natural dialogues I hear in the real life in Mandarin.” 

To reiterate, each participant heard 13 authenticated dialogues and 13 scripted 

dialogues and responded to questionnaire items that assessed their beliefs about each set 

of the 13 dialogues in seven different areas: authenticity of the individual dialogues, 

overall authenticity of 13 dialogues, speech rate, pronunciation, use of slang, interactional 

features, and hesitations. For example, as detailed in Table 3.1, participants that received 

the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 1 first listened to 13 authenticated dialogues one by 

one and rated the authenticity of each dialogue. After finishing rating the 13 dialogues 

individually, they then rated the authenticity of all the 13 dialogues as a whole, along 

with other features (i.e., speech rate, pronunciation, use of slang, interactional features, 
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Table 4.4 

Descriptive Statistics of Text Authenticity Questionnaires 

Item Authenticated Scripted 
Mean SD Mean SD 

Part II 
Dialogue 1 5.58 1.52 3.75 2.10 
Dialogue 2 5.56 1.49 3.85 2.10 
Dialogue 3 5.50 1.65 3.78 2.09 
Dialogue 4 5.55 1.47 3.82 2.06 
Dialogue 5 5.57 1.36 3.93 2.10 
Dialogue 6 5.50 1.42 3.91 2.10 
Dialogue 7 5.72 1.36 3.94 2.10 
Dialogue 8 5.65 1.40 4.09 2.00 
Dialogue 9 5.74 1.39 4.00 2.11 
Dialogue 10 5.85 1.25 4.08 2.08 
Dialogue 11 5.78 1.33 4.02 2.15 
Dialogue 12 5.67 1.35 4.21 2.18 
Dialogue 13 5.81 1.27 4.07 2.19 
Part III 
1.The dialogues were not authentic; they were created 
for students learning Chinese. 
7.The dialogues were authentic; they sounded like the 
Mandarin dialogues I hear in real life. 
13.The texts that were used did not have authentic 
Mandarin spoken input. 

4.58 
 

1.99 3.08 
 

1.96 

5.59 1.47 3.72 
 

2.15 

4.83 1.92 3.41 
 

2.10 

2.The speakers on the spoken texts spoken quickly, the 
similar rate that L1 Chinese speakers normally use 
with each other. 
8.The speakers in the spoken texts spoke slowly; 
slower than real-life speech. 
14.The speakers spoke slowly so that the listeners 
would be able to understand them. 

5.00 
 

1.79 2.71 
 

1.94 

4.28 2.16 1.92 
 

1.36 

4.31 1.90 2.11 
 

1.73 
 

3.The speakers pronounced each word clearly and 
distinctly. 
9.It was easy to understand the speakers because they 
pronounced their words well and spoken clearly. 

2.89 1.69 1.75 1.11 
2.87 1.60 1.79 1.20 

4.The speakers used only formal, standard Chinese, 
with no slang. 
10.The spoken texts often had slang and colloquial 
speech in them. 
16.The speakers used slang and informal expressions 
that are found in real-life language. 

3.50 
 

1.92 2.27 
 

1.56 

4.59 1.91 3.42 2.00 

5.10 1.61 3.37 
 

2.01 
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Table 4.4 Continued 

5.The speakers’ responded to each other just like L1 
Chinese speakers respond to each other. 
11.The speakers in the dialogue sounded like they 
were attending to the other speaker’s speech when the 
other speaker was speaking. 
17.The way the speaker started each conversation is 
like how L1 Chinese speakers start a conversation in 
real-life contexts. 

5.50 1.48 4.19 
 

2.13 

5.46 1.49 4.88 
 

1.96 

5.67 1.28 4.17 
 

2.11 

6.The speakers paused and hesitated in the 
conversations, just like L1 Chinese speakers speak in 
real-life conversations. 
12.The speakers used fillers like (nage, ranhou, and 
nashenme) in the conversations which is how L1 
Chinese speakers speak in real life conversations. 

5.46 1.59 3.76 2.09 

5.67 1.39 3.96 
 
 

2.20 

 

and hesitations). Next, they repeated the same procedure for the 13 scripted dialogues. 

The seven constructs were measured using three Likert items on a seven-point scale (1 = 

strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 5 

= somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree). A higher score indicated that the 

participant thought the dialogue(s) sounded more like natural, real-world dialogue(s) in 

Mandarin.  

A few patterns in the responses could be observed based on the descriptive 

statistics. First, the L1 Chinese participants rated the authenticated spoken texts as more 

authentic than the scripted dialogues on all measures. The differences were relatively 

larger for individual authenticity (the 13 scales in Part I of the questionnaires), overall 

authenticity, speech rate, and interactional features and smaller for pronunciation, use of 

slang, and hesitations according to the differences between the group means of the items. 

In examining the means for the individual items, participants seemed to be reporting that 

the authenticated dialogues sounded like the natural Mandarin dialogues they heard in the 
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real-life contexts. They seemed to be uncertain about the authenticity of the scripted 

spoken texts given that their ratings were around 4 (neither agree nor disagree). 

Respondents also reported that both types of spoken texts lacked slang and colloquial 

vocabulary, although they believed the authenticated spoken texts contained more of 

these type of words. Another interesting pattern was that when judging the level of 

authenticity of the dialogues, the more dialogues they heard the more authentic they 

tended to rate the dialogues which is evident by the gradually larger means of the 

individual authenticity items, from item 1 to item 13. It is hard to interpret the reason for 

this pattern. The differences between participants’ beliefs about the speech rate, 

pronunciation, use of slang, interactional features, and hesitations were further analyzed 

using sign tests which will be presented in the next section. 

Sign Tests for Comparing Attitudes Toward the Authenticated Spoken Texts 

 and Scripted Spoken Texts  

Seven sign tests were performed based on the medians of the seven constructs 

(individual authenticity, overall authenticity, pronunciation, speech rate, use of slang, 

interactional features, and hesitations) to investigate the differences between the attitudes 

toward the authenticated spoken texts and the scripted spoken texts. The sign test was 

chosen because the assumption of normal distribution of the dependent variable was 

violated for paired-sample t-tests, and the sign test is an alternative to t-test when trying 

to determine whether there is a median difference between paired observations (Laerd 

Statistics, 2015a). The descriptive statistics for the seven constructs and the results of the 

sign tests can be found in Table 4.5 and Table 4.6 respectively.  
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Table 4.5 

Descriptive Statistics for the Seven Constructs in the Text Authenticity Questionnaire 

Construct Authenticated Scripted 
Mean SD Median Mean SD Median 

Individual authenticity 5.66 1.22 5.85 3.96 1.99 4.16 
Overall authenticity 5.00 1.43 5.00 3.40 1.54 3.33 

Speech rate 4.52 1.62 4.33 2.25 1.28 1.67 
Pronunciation 2.88 1.51 3.00 1.72 1.10 1.00 
Use of slang 4.40 1.27 4.67 3.02 1.46 3.33 

Interactional features 5.54 1.19 5.66 4.41 1.71 4.33 
Hesitations 5.56 1.35 5.00 3.86 1.91 3.67 

Note. N = 101. SD = standard deviation. 

 As can be seen in Table 4.5, the means and the medians, the means and the 

medians were consistently higher for the authenticated spoken texts than for the scripted 

spoken texts. To gain a better understanding of the significance of the differences, seven 

sign tests were performed. Because seven comparisons were made, the alpha level was 

adjusted to .05/7 = .007 by applying the Bonferroni correction (Larsen-Hall, 2016). Even 

with this conservative correction, the differences of the group medians were statistically 

significant for all the constructs, with medium to large effect sizes. 

As shown in Table 4.6, the L1 Chinese participants rated the authenticated spoken 

texts to be more authentic on all measures. To be more specific, participants believed that 

the authenticated spoken texts sounded less like they were created for students learning 

Chinese, used authentic input, had higher speech rate, enunciated less, used less standard 

Chinese, had more interactional features, and more hesitation markers.  

In addition to the statistically significant differences for all seven of the constructs 

examined, several additional patterns were further observed when comparing the means 

of the responses to the authenticated dialogues and the scripted dialogues. Although the 

participants rated the pronunciation of the authenticated dialogues as more authentic than 
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Table 4.6 

Sign Tests for the Seven Constructs in the Text Authenticity Questionnaires 

Constructs Z Asymp. Sig.  
(1-tailed) 

Median 
difference 

Effect size r 

Individual 
authenticity 

-5.28 <.001* 0.20 -.53 

Overall 
authenticity 

-5.62 <.001* 1.67 -.56 

Speech rate -7.17 <.001* 2.66 -.71 
Pronunciation -4.09 <.001* 2.00 -.41 
Use of slang -5.03 <.001* 1.34 -.50 
Interactional 

features 
-4.72 <.001* 1.33 -.47 

Hesitations -5.45 <.001* 1.33 -.54 
 
*p< .05 

the pronunciation of the scripted dialogues, the median rating of pronunciation on the 

authenticated dialogues was very low (M = 2.88 on a 7-point scale) compared to their 

perceptions of the other features (of which the ratings were above 4 on a 7-point scale). 

In other words, the participants believed that the speakers in the authenticated spoken 

texts, despite speaking more quickly than the speakers in the scripted spoken texts, still 

spoke relatively clearly, and it was relatively easy for them to understand the speakers in 

the authenticated spoken texts. In the next section, I will present the results of the L1 

Chinese participants’ open-ended responses of their beliefs of the spoken texts. 

Attitudes Toward Authenticity of the Spoken Texts 

At the end of the questionnaire, the L1 Chinese participants were asked to respond 

to an open-ended question regarding their attitudes toward the authenticity of the two 

types of spoken texts they just heard. The question was, “Please type in your comments 

about the authenticity of the spoken texts you just listened to if you have any.” Their 

answers were coded using Excel 16.53 based on the different aspects of text authenticity 
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that were mentioned. The comments made by a single participants could be coded into 

multiple categories depending on the content of the comment. Figure 4.1 shows the 

percentages of the comments for each of the six categories. A total of 82 codes were 

generated. Descriptions and examples of the categories are provided below. The 

comments were in Chinese and were translated to English. TAQ in the parentheses stands 

for Text Authenticity Questionnaire. 

Figure 4.1 

Coding Categories and Percentage of Each Category  

 
 

Overall 

 35.37% of the comments (a total of 29 references out of the 82 total) were made 

with regards to the overall authenticity of the two types of the spoken texts. Participants 

who only provided brief comments such as “not authentic” or “very real-life-like” were 

not counted because it was difficult to interpret whether the comments were made for the 

Overall Dialectal features Speech rate

Pronunciation Hesitations Lexical/grammatical
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authenticated dialogues or the scripted ones. 29 participants reported that they felt the 

authenticated spoken texts sounded more natural and authentic and close to what they 

would hear in real life, whereas the scripted dialogues appeared to be mechanical and 

made for testing purposes. Two of the example comments regarding the overall 

impression of the authenticity of the dialogues are: 

区分很明显，第一次听的是明显是国人日常交流用的，第二个则是为

外国人专门录制的。The difference is very clear. The dialogues I heard 
first are clearly for Chinese people’s daily communication. The second 
ones are recorded for foreigners intentionally. (TAQ 1, Participant 26) 
 
第一组很刻意，一听就是在朗读，过于标准不自然第二组真实性高。
The speakers in the first group sounds very deliberate. As soon as I heard, 
I knew they were reading from a script. It was too standard, not natural. 
The authenticity of the dialogues in the second group is high. (TAQ 2, 
Participant 19) 

 
Dialectal Features 

 24.39% of the comments (a total of 20 references) were related to dialectal 

features. The respondents reported that the authenticated dialogues contained regional 

accents or vocabulary, or that the dialogues overall were similar to northern Chinese 

dialects, but did not specify any particular linguistic aspect. Some examples are: 

第一组带北京方言，不是现实生活中的对话。The first group [of 
dialogues] contained Beijing dialect; they were not dialogues in the real 
world. (TAQ 1, Participant 44) 
 
……第二段对话京味儿挺浓。The Beijing favor was very strong in the 
second group. (TAQ 1, Participant 58) 
 
第一段的口语俚语偏北方，我个人不会这么说话…… The first group 
[of dialogues] used slang in the northern dialect. I personally do not speak 
this way. (TAQ 1, Participant 37) 
 
第一组对话口语性更强，但是可能考虑到方言口音的问题，普遍都是

掺有北京话的语料，不过真实性也很强。第二组方言明显能听出是为

学习汉语者准备的材料，语速较慢，没有方言口音、俚语、口头语
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等。The dialogues in the first group were more colloquial. Maybe 
considering dialectal accent, they included Beijing dialect. But they were 
very authentic. The second group of dialogues were obviously for Chinese 
learners. They were slow. They did not include dialectal accents, slangs or 
colloquialisms, etc. (TAQ 1, Participant 13) 
 

In six of these dialectal comments, participant expressed that they still felt the 

authenticated dialogues sounded not the same as the conversations they heard in 

daily life due to the characteristics of regional accents: 

我是南方人。平常听到的普通话都没有北方人那么标准。平常听到的

都带有南方口音。I am from the south. The Mandarin that I hear 
normally is not as standard as northerners’. I normally hear Mandarin with 
southern accents. (TAQ 2, Participant 38) 

 
第一组对话儿化音多于正常对话很多，不像普通话，有点像北京地区

的普通话对话。The “erhua” phenomena in the first group of dialogues 
were more than normal dialogues. They did not sound like Mandarin but 
Mandarin in the Beijing region. (TAQ 1, Participant 24) 

 
感觉快的那一版北京口音儿化音比较多…… I felt the fast version had 
many Beijing accent “erhua”. (TAQ 1, Participant 30) 
 

In contrast, one participant commented that the Beijing accent made the dialogues 

sound real-world-like, along with another participant who also felt the 

pronunciation in the authenticated dialogues was authentic:  

第一个视频对话有浓重北京味儿，听起来特别市井而真实；第二段机

器发音现象严重，脱离了生活，听着别扭。The first group of 
dialogues sounded like it had heavy Beijing favor. Very colloquial and 
authentic. The second groups of dialogues sounded like robots speaking. 
Far from real-life-like. Sounded awkward. (TAQ 1, Participant 58) 
 
……后十三题……咬字清晰，前十三题基本和平时对话一样。…[the 
speakers] in the last 13 items spoke clearly, while [the speakers] in the 
first 13 dialogues sounded like the dialogues that I normally hear. (TAQ 1, 
Participants 22) 
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Regarding standard Chinese, one participant commented that the scripted 

dialogues were too standard (i.e., does not contain regional Mandarin accent) to 

be authentic: 

第一组很刻意，一听就是在朗读，过于标准不自然。第二组真

实性高。The dialogues in the first group were very unnatural. It 
was reading aloud obviously; too standard, not natural. The second 
group was more authentic. (TAQ 2, Participant 19) 
 

Speech Rate 

 18.29% of the comments (a total of 15 references) referenced attitudes toward the 

speech rate of the dialogues. Participants reported that the speech rate of the authenticated 

dialogues appeared to be normal to them, but the speech rate of the scripted dialogues 

were much slower than normal speech rates that L1 Chinese speakers would use. Two 

examples are below: 

……但后边 13 段语速太慢，与生活中的对话不符。…but the speech 
rates of the last 13 dialogues are too low which is not the same as in real 
life. (TAQ 1, Participant 66) 
 
第一次的 13 个对話语速自然正常……第二次的 13 个对话都比正常的

对話语速慢了很多，听着就想按快进，不舒服…… The speakers in the 
first 13 dialogues spoke at a natural speech rate…All the last 13 dialogues 
sounded much slower than normal conversations. I really wanted to press 
the fast forward button. They didn’t make me feel comfortable…. (TAQ 1, 
Participant 42) 

 
Pronunciation 

 Harking back to the questionnaire results regarding pronunciation, the L1 Chinese 

participants reported that they perceived that the speakers in both scripted spoken texts 

and the authenticated spoken texts spoken clearly, although the speakers in the scripted 

dialogues enunciated more clearly. This seems to be in line with their open-ended 

responses. 16.85% of the comments (a total of 9 references) were generated regarding the 
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pronunciation of the two types of dialogues. They reflected respondents’ perception that 

the speakers in the scripted dialogues enunciated clearly. For example: 

第二次的 13 个对话……唯一的好处是每字发音清晰标准，可能适合

非中文母语的人去跟学，謝謝! The first 13 dialogues … the only 
benefit might be the words were pronounced clearly and thus appropriate 
for Chinese learners. Thank you! (TAQ 1, Participant 42) 
 
……第二段发音标准…… … the second type has standard 
pronunciation… (TAQ 1, Participants 53) 
 

第一段对于外语学习者来说更清楚，像考试时的听力材料，字正腔

圆。The first group of dialogues sounded more clearly for language 
learners, like the listening materials used for tests. They enunciated. (TAQ 
1, Participant 24) 
 
第二次的 13 个对话……唯一的好处是每字发音清晰标准，可能适合

非中文母语的人去跟学，謝謝！The speakers in the first 13 
dialogues…. the only benefit might be that the words were pronounced 
clearly and thus appropriate for Chinese learners. Thank you! (TAQ 1, 
Participant 42) 
 

Interestingly, one participant expressed concerns with the intelligibility of some 

words in the authenticated dialogues: 

第一组比第二组更像中国人在自然的说话，但是确实有些词语

会听不太清吧。The dialogues in the first group sounded more 
like how Chinese people were speaking naturally; but honestly 
there were some words that could not be heard clearly. (TAQ 1, 
Participant 61) 
 

One participant even commented that the pronunciation of both spoken texts 

sounded authentic but only differed in the speech rate: 

两组语音的内容和发音都很真实，只是语速的区别影响了真实性。
The pronunciation of [the dialogues] in the two groups were very 
authentic; it was only the speech rate that affected the authenticity. (TAQ 
2, Participant 24) 
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Hesitations 

 7.32% of the comments (a total of 6 references) were in this category. Half of the 

respondents believed that the hesitations in the authenticated dialogues contributed 

positively to the overall authenticity of the dialogues while the other half thought the 

hesitations still sounded like they were added deliberately. Some examples are:  

第一组对话和真实生活更类似，但停顿略多，还是会有一些可以，但

相比第二组对话真实很多。The dialogues in the first group sounded 
similar to those in the real world, but there were a little too many 
hesitations. You can have some. But compared with the second group, 
they were much more authentic. (TAQ 1, Participant 38) 
 
……第二段感觉刻意了思考，语气词时间比较长…… …the second 
group of dialogues sounded like the thinking time was added deliberately; 
the length of the interjections were long. (TAQ 2, Participant 15) 
 
……后面 13 题，说话会有停顿，这是生活中常见的。In the last 13 
items, the speakers spoke with hesitations. This is common in real life. 
(TAQ 2, Participant 42) 
 
两个视频对话内容都很真实；第二个视频里对话的语音语调及停顿都

很真实；第一个视频像是在念剧本。The content in both groups of 
dialogue was authentic. The pronunciation, intonation, and hesitations in 
the second group of dialogues were all very authentic. The speakers in the 
first group of dialogues sounded they were reading from a script. (TAQ 2, 
Participant 17) 

 
Lexical and Grammatical Features 

 
Three comments (3.66%) were made regarding the lexico-grammatical 

features of the dialogues. All three participants believed that the particular words 

and sentences structures in the dialogues are not used in spoken Chinese. For 

example: 

很多对话都太正式了，不真实。不仅仅是说话方式的问题，而是谴词

造句本身就太正式。比如关于玩具的那个对话，就像说明书。Many 
dialogues sounded too formal and not authentic. It is not only about the 
way they were spoken, also the words and sentence structures themselves 
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were too formal. For example, the dialogue about the toy sounded like an 
instruction brochure. (TAQ 1, Participant 65) 
 

整体都比较真实的，个别词汇不是很生活化。They were overall 
authentic. Some words were not informal enough. (TAQ 2, Participant 34) 
 
In summary, the authenticated spoken texts created based on the scripted 

spoken texts by adding various authentic spoken Chinese features were perceived 

by L1 Chinese participants as more authentic in terms of the speech rate, 

pronunciation, use of slang, interactional features, and hesitations than the 

original scripted spoken texts in which many authentic spoken Chinese features 

were lacking. However, the L1 Chinese participants also believed the 

pronunciation of both types of spoken texts were not real-world-like, perhaps due 

to the differences of regional Mandarin Chinese accents as pointed out by some 

participants in the open-ended item.  

Test-Takers’ Performances on the Post-Tests 

Participants 

 The aim of this part of the study was to explore the differences between the 

authenticated spoken text condition and the scripted spoken text condition regarding the 

psychometric properties of listening test items and listening test performance (Research 

Question Two and Research Question Three). 184 L2 Chinese learners completed two 

listening tests (one pre-test to test their general listening ability and one post-test using 

either scripted spoken texts or authenticated spoken texts) and one post-test 

questionnaire. In the questionnaire, the L2 Chinese participants reported information 

about their gender, age, L1, years of living in China, highest level of the HSK they passed 

and the HSK listening score, whether they were taking Chinese language classes, content 



 

183 

classes in Chinese/English or working, self-assessment of overall Chinese proficiency 

(using a scale from 1 “very low” to 7 “very high”), and self-assessment of Chinese 

listening proficiency (using a scale from 1 “very low” to 7 “very high”). As Table 4.7 

displays, the two groups were almost identical in terms of the average lengths of living in 

Chinese-speaking regions, self-assessments of overall Chinese proficiency and Chinese 

listening proficiency (measured by the pre-test). There were more female participants in 

the authenticated group but more male participants in the scripted group. There were also 

a variety of L1s in both groups, although the scripted group had a greater variety of L1s 

than the authenticated group. 

Psychometrics of Pre-Test and Post-Test 

Before examining the effects of text scriptedness on test-takers’ listening test 

performances, the psychometrics of the pre-test and the post-tests were checked, 

including the reliability, item facility and item discrimination (Bachman, 2004). Table 4.8 

shows the results of the item analyses for the pre-test. The results showed that the internal 

consistency reliability of the pre-test was very high (Pallant, 2007; Lavrakas, 2008). The 

items seemed to also perform well based on the discrimination indexes where no item 

was found to have problematic discrimination values (.25 or less) (Bachman, 2005; 

Larsen-Hall, 2010). The item facility values varied between .424 and .902 indicating the 

test is slightly easy for the test-takers. Items 5, 13, 15, 16, 19, 22, 23, 26, 29, 30, and 33 

were very easy for the test-takers as their item facility indexes exceeded .80 (Bachman, 

2004), but none of them would increase the test reliability if deleted. 
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Table 4.7 

Demographic Background of L2 Chinese Quantitative Participants 

Group Scripted Authenticated 
N 92 92 

Gender 40 Female 
51 Male 

1 Prefer not to answer 

47 Female 
44 Male 

1 Prefer not to answer 
Age 24 24 
L1 18 Vietnamese 

17 Urdu 
14 English 
7 Bengali 

6 Turkmen 
4 Russian 

3 Thai 
3 Uzbek 
2 Arabic 
2 Korean 
2 Swahili 
1 Amharic 
1 French 
1 Hausa 
1 Igala 

1 Indonesian 
1 Kazakh 
1 Malay 
1 Sinhala 
1 Spanish 

1 Tajik 
1 Turkish 

20 Vietnamese 
17 Urdu 

13 English 
8 Russian 
6 Laotian 

6 Thai 
5 Tajik 

4 Indonesian 
4 Turkmen 
2 Bengali 

2 Igbo 
2 Kyrgyz 
1 Kanuri 
1 Kazakh 
1 Spanish 
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Table 4.7 continued 

Group Scripted Authenticated 
Pre-test score (total score 
45) 

32 33 

Mean of year(s) living in 
Chinese-speaking regions 

2 2 

Mean of self-assessment 
of overall Chinese 
proficiency (on a 7-point 
scale) 

4.62 4.71 

Mean of self-assessment 
of listening proficiency 
(on a 7-point scale) 

4.53 4.66 

Student type 27 taking Chinese language courses 
30 taking content courses in Chinese 
15 taking content courses in English 

9 working 
9 taking both Chinese language course and content 

course in Chinese 
2 taking both Chinese language course and content 

course in English 

30 taking Chinese language courses 
37 taking content courses in Chinese 
11 taking content courses in English 

11 working 
3 taking both Chinese language course 

and content course in English 
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Table 4.8 

Reliability, Item Facility, and Item Discrimination Values of Pre-Test 

Item Pre-test (a = .925) 

Item facility Corrected item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s Alpha if item 

deleted 

1 .793 .553 .923 

2 .793 .343 .925 

3 .755 .511 .923 

4 .783 .344 .925 

5 .886 .423 .924 

6 .679 .423 .924 

7 .723 .635 .922 

8 .772 .430 .924 

9 .592 .489 .923 

10 .845 .571 .923 

11 .777 .397 .924 

12 .685 .582 .922 

13 .870 .533 .923 

14 .467 .267 .926 

15 .859 .453 .924 

16 .837 .516 .923 

17 .793 .547 .923 

18 .739 .532 .923 

19 .880 .494 .923 

20 .652 .480 .923 

21 .500 .489 .923 

22 .810 .477 .923 

23 .886 .508 .923 

24 .685 .450 .924 

25 .582 .307 .925 

26 .902 .487 .924 

27 .733 .415 .924 

28 .761 .396 .924 

29 .826 .426 .924 

30 .897 .470 .924 

31 .511 .459 .924 

32 .478 .314 .925 

33 .853 .395 .924 

34 .766 .445 .924 

35 .603 .429 .924 

36 .750 .404 .924 

37 .728 .395 .924 

38 .701 .382 .924 



 

187 

Table 4.8 continued 

  Pre-test 

Item 

Item facility Corrected item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s Alpha if item 

deleted 

39 .696 .603 .922 

40 .728 .454 .924 

41 .633 .579 .922 

42 .633 .332 .925 

43 .424 .404 .924 

44 .696 .519 .923 

45 .674 .348 .925 

Note. N= 184. 

 The results of the item analyses for the post-tests (the scripted spoken text group 

and the authenticated spoken text group) are displayed in Table 4.9. The internal 

consistency was similar for the listening test that used authenticated spoken texts and the 

same test used scripted spoken texts. The items that had low item discrimination (with 

values below .25), had item facility less than .20 or more than .80, and that if deleted the 

overall test reliability would increase were highlighted in bold (Bachman, 2004). 

Focusing on the test using scripted spoken texts, eight items had low item discrimination 

while three of them would increase the overall reliability of the test if deleted. In 

addition, 15 items appeared to be extremely easy to the test-takers as their item facility 

values exceeded .80. In contrast, the test that used authenticated spoken tests performed 

slightly better, with only three items increasing overall reliability if deleted and also 

showing low item discrimination. However, the items that have problematic 

psychometric properties for the test with one type of spoken texts did not display the 

same problems for the test with the other type of spoken texts, and deleting any of these 

items would not benefit the overall reliability of the two tests greatly (for the scripted 
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group from .781 to .785 and for the authenticated group from .785 to .793). Thus, all the 

items were retained for further analysis.  

Table 4.9 

Reliability, Item Facility, and Item Discrimination Values of Post-Test 

 Scripted 

a = .781 

Authenticated 

a = .785 

Item Item 

facility 

Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

a if item 

deleted 

Item 

facility 

Corrected 

item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s 

a if item 

deleted 

1 0.391 0.437 0.766 0.207 0.085 0.790 

2 0.967 -0.031 0.785 0.848 0.354 0.776 

3 0.870 0.389 0.770 0.652 0.438 0.770 

4 0.739 0.268 0.777 0.848 0.203 0.783 

5 0.630 0.183 0.783 0.565 0.262 0.782 

6 0.804 0.415 0.768 0.859 -0.015 0.793 

7 0.728 0.330 0.773 0.739 0.292 0.779 

8 0.935 0.143 0.781 0.957 0.286 0.781 

9 0.717 0.296 0.775 0.576 0.389 0.774 

10 0.837 0.362 0.771 0.772 0.463 0.770 

11 0.772 0.249 0.778 0.804 0.457 0.770 

12 0.717 0.470 0.764 0.630 0.324 0.778 

13 0.761 0.283 0.776 0.804 0.166 0.786 

14 0.837 0.454 0.766 0.870 0.449 0.772 

15 0.837 0.564 0.761 0.880 0.446 0.773 

16 0.804 0.431 0.767 0.859 0.445 0.772 

17 0.967 0.227 0.778 0.837 0.386 0.774 

18 0.793 0.349 0.772 0.717 0.463 0.769 

19 0.826 0.283 0.775 0.772 0.254 0.781 

20 0.793 0.266 0.777 0.793 0.313 0.778 

21 0.913 0.149 0.781 0.902 0.280 0.780 

22 0.924 0.223 0.778 0.859 0.304 0.779 

23 0.957 0.030 0.784 0.859 0.223 0.782 

24 0.696 0.372 0.770 0.630 0.263 0.782 

25 0.826 0.355 0.772 0.815 0.380 0.775 

26 0.946 0.244 0.777 0.967 0.280 0.781 
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Quade’s Rank for Comparing Test Performance of the Two Groups 

 Descriptive statistics of the pre-test and the post-tests are reported in Table 4.10. 

The authenticated group had a slightly higher total score on the pre-test (33.07 out of the 

45 total) compared to the scripted group (32.24). However, the authenticated group 

scored lower on the post-test (20.02 out of the 26 total) compared to the scripted group 

(20.99). This suggests that the test with authenticated spoken input was more difficult for 

the test-takers.  

Table 4.10 

Descriptive Statistics of Pre-Test and Post-Test 

 N Full Score Mean Median Standard Deviation 

Scripted pre-test 92 45 32.24 35 9.98 

Authenticated pre-test 92 45 33.07 35 8.68 

Scripted post-test 92 26 20.99 22 4.06 

Authenticated post-test 92 26 20.02 21 4.55 

 

In order to examine whether these mean differences were statistically significant, 

a Quade’s Rank of analysis of covariance was performed to further compare the test 

performance of the two groups (Quade, 1967). I had originally planned to use an Analysis 

of Covariance (ANCOVA) test to compare test performances of the two groups on the 

post-tests while controlling for their listening proficiency. However, ANCOVA requires 

homogeneity of the regression slopes, and this assumption was violated. The Quade’s test 

is a non-parametric version of ANCOVA, and thus was used for the comparison. To 

perform the Quade’s test, two assumptions needed to be met (Seaman, 1985; Quade, 

1967). First, the distribution of the covariate must be the same in each group. The 

histograms of the covariate for the scripted and the authenticated groups were plotted. 

Figure 4.2 shows that the distributions of the covariate had roughly similar shapes for the 
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two groups, and therefore the first assumption was met. The second assumption is that the 

covariates are random rather than fixed. This assumption was also met due to the random 

assignment of the two groups and that the result of the comparison of the test 

performance of the two groups in this study is expected to be generalizable to the larger 

population of intermediate and advanced L2 Chinese learners. 

Figure 4.2 

Distribution of the Covariate of the Scripted Group and the Authenticated Group 

 

Note. Left: Scripted. Right: Authenticated. 

 A Quade’s test was then performed based on the medians of the post-tests results 

of the two groups. After adjusting for the groups’ listening proficiency as measured by 

the initial proficiency test, there was a statistically significant difference in the median 

values of post-tests scores between the authenticated group and the scripted group, F(1, 

181) = 10.167, p=.002, ηp2 =.053. The scripted group scored significantly higher than the 

authenticated group as suggested by the (adjusted) medians of the post-test scores. 

Spoken text type thus had a significant effect on test-takers’ test performance with a 

small effect size. About 5.3% of the variance in the post-test scores could be explained by 

spoken text type – the test using scripted spoken texts was easier for the L2 listeners than 

the test using authenticated spoken texts. 

 



 

191 

Use of Listening Strategies and Test-Taking Strategies 

Reliability of Post-Test Questionnaire 

 Before comparing test-takers’ use of listening strategies, test-taking strategies, 

and attitudes toward the validity of the test and the authenticity of the spoken texts 

between the authenticated group and the scripted group, item discrimination and the 

internal consistency reliability of the four scales in the post-test questionnaire was first 

examined by computing the Cronbach’s Alpha, Cronbach’s Alpha if item deleted, and 

corrected item-total correlation for each construct.  

Table 4.11 

Reliability and Item Discrimination Values of Subscales in the Post-Test Questionnaire 

Cronbach’s a of the factor Item Corrected item-total 

correlation 

Cronbach’s a if 

item deleted 

Test-taking strategies  

a = .694 

1 .393 .664 

2 .436 .654 

3 .300 .681 

4 .352 .672 

5 .187 .710 

6 .196 .701 

7 .476 .649 

8 .435 .654 

9 .607 .622 

Listening strategies 

a = .762 

10 .376 .753 

11 .463 .736 

12 .373 .763 

13 .549 .717 

14 .596 .707 

15 .528 .723 

16 .519 .724 

Attitudes toward validity 

a = .712 
17 .494 .676 

19 .568 .580 

21 .554 .593 

Attitudes toward 

authenticity  

a = .654 

18 .311 .771 

20 .570 .413 

22 .540 .458 

Note. N = 184. 
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 As indicated by Table 4.11, the reliability of the four scales varied from .654 

to .762. Two of the four scales, listening strategies and attitudes toward validity had 

acceptable reliability (i.e., a >.70, Field, 2005). The other two scales were more closely 

examined for the qualities of the subscales. Two items, items 5 and 6 of test-taking 

strategies had low item discrimination, and the overall a of the scale would increase if 

these two items are deleted, resulting in the reliability of the test-taking strategies scale 

acceptable for the scripted group. Accordingly, item 5 and item 6 were not included in 

the subsequent statistical analyses. Item 18 in the attitudes toward authenticity scale, if 

deleted, would also result in a significantly higher overall a (from .654 to .771). 

However, deleting the item might run the risk of having a low representation of the 

construct (Osborne & Costello, 2009). I decided to retain this item in the following 

statistical analyses as the reliability of the scale is still acceptable (Carr, 2011). 

Descriptive Statistics of the Post-Test Questionnaire Results 

 The means and standard deviations for each sub-scale and the means for each 

scale were calculated and displayed in Table 4.12 for the authenticated group and the 

scripted group. The means are based on a seven-point Likert scale (where 1 = strongly 

disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 5 = 

somewhat agree, 6 = agree, 7 = strongly agree). 

Table 4.12 

Descriptive Statistics of Post-Test Questionnaire 

Item A 

N = 92 

S 

N = 92 

M SD M SD 

Test-taking strategies 5.02 0.40 5.01 0.51 
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Table 4.12 continued 

Item A 

N = 92 

S 

N = 92 

M SD M SD 

1. I read the answer options before listening.  5.50 1.64 5.77 1.60 

2. I predicted my own answer after listening and then 

looked at the options (ABCD).  

4.57 2.07 4.66 1.97 

3. I listened for the words that appeared in the options.  5.33 1.43 5.42 1.53 

4. I only listened for relevant information to answer the 

questions.  

4.52 1.67 4.24 1.87 

7. I paid extra attention to the beginning part of the 

conversation. 

5.38 1.46 5.22 1.74 

8. I double checked my answer to see if it is not awkward 

in context or scene.  

4.82 1.90 4.75 1.96 

9. I predicted the topic in the listening passage by looking 

at options. 

5.04 1.61 4.99 1.73 

Listening strategies  4.81 0.80 4.74 0.81 

10. I concentrated hard on what the speaker was saying.  5.96 1.22 5.97 1.36 

11. I made a mental summary of language and 

information presented in the listening tasks.  

5.24 1.67 5.46 1.52 

12. I translated what I heard into my mother tongue.  3.55 2.14 3.70 2.15 

13. I planned how I would listen before the recording 

started.  

4.29 2.05 4.17 1.94 

14. I guessed based on how I thought the conversation 

would go.  

4.40 1.59 4.07 1.93 

15. I guessed the meaning of words based on the words I 

understood.  

5.32 1.49 4.86 1.74 

16. I checked while listening if my understanding makes 

sense.  

4.89 1.61 4.92 1.80 

Attitudes toward validity 5.64 0.25 5.42 0.33 

17. This is a fair way to assess my ability to comprehend 

Chinese in daily conversational contexts. 

5.93 1.06 5.80 1.24 

19. The test’s result accurately reflects my Chinese 

listening ability. 

5.52 1.44 5.29 1.63 

21. I was able to show my Chinese listening ability very 

well in this test. 

5.47 1.26 5.18 1.59 

Attitudes toward authenticity 5.10 0.92 4.91 0.14 

18. The dialogues were not authentic; they were created 

for students learning Chinese. * 

4.08 1.88 4.77 1.91 

20. The dialogues were authentic; they sounded like the 

dialogues I hear outside the classroom. 

5.36 1.88 5.05 1.82 

22. The dialogues were authentic; they were as natural as 

Chinese speakers in real-world conversations. 

5.87 1.45 4.92 1.82 

Note. SD = standard deviation. A: authenticated. S: scripted. *Item 18 was reverse-coded. 
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Based on the means and standard deviations of each scale and each sub-scale, 

several trends could be observed. First, the differences between the two groups on all four 

scales seemed to be small. More specifically, based on the attitudes toward test validity 

scales, test-takers in both groups reported that the test was able to assess their real-world 

listening skills, even though the authenticated group believed they could show their real-

world listening abilities better through the test that used authenticated spoken texts as 

listening input. Test-takers who heard the authenticated spoken texts believed that the 

spoken texts were more authentic, natural, and sounded like the dialogues they heard 

outside the classroom compared to those who took the same test that used scripted spoken 

texts. However, again, it seemed that test-takers believed both types of spoken texts were 

somewhat authentic. 

Focusing on test-takers’ strategic behavior, the means of the items for test-taking 

strategies were above 5 or very close to 5, showing that test-takers in both groups 

believed that they used strategies such as reading the answer options before listening, 

listening for words that appear in the options, paying extra attentions to the beginning 

part of the conversation, and predicting the topic in the listening passage by looking at 

options during test-taking. As for the use of listening strategies, the means of some of the 

listening strategies were greater than 5, such as concentrating hard on what the speakers 

were saying, making a mental summary of language and information presented in the 

listening task, guessing on the meaning of words based on the word understood. 

There were also trends regarding test-takers’ attitudes toward the test validity and 

the spoken text authenticity based on the descriptive statistics. The means of the items for 

attitudes toward test validity showed that test-takers in both groups believed that the test 
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was able to assess their real-world listening abilities, although the mean was slightly 

higher for the authenticated group than the scripted group. Similarly, the mean for the 

“attitude toward authenticity” subscale was higher for the authenticated group. However, 

again the result of this scale should be taken with caution due to the fact that there were 

only two items. 

Mann-Whitney U Tests for Comparing Use of Listening Strategies and Test-Taking 

Strategies, Attitudes Toward Validity and Authenticity 

 To perform Mann-Whitney U tests, the assumption that the distribution of scores 

of the two groups for the independent variable should have similar shapes was first 

checked. The Mann-Whitney U test was chosen because it is a rank-based nonparametric 

test to determine if there are differences between two groups on an ordinal variable 

(Laerd Statistics, 2015b). It was found that the shapes of the distributions of the four 

dependent variables by group were similar. These distributions can be found in Appendix 

G. 

Four Mann-Whitney U tests were then performed for each factor (use of listening 

strategies, use of test-taking strategies, attitudes toward test validity, and attitudes toward 

authenticity of the spoken texts) to inspect the differences between the scripted spoken 

text condition and the authenticated spoken text condition. Because four comparisons 

were made, the alpha level was adjusted to .05/4 = .0125 by applying the Bonferroni 

correction (Larsen-Hall, 2016). Two-tailed tests were performed for variables test-taking 

strategies and listening strategies because I did not expect that one particular group would 

use test-taking and listening strategies more/less than the other. One-tailed tests were 

performed for variables attitude toward test validity and attitudes toward spoken text 
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authenticity because, according to existing studies (e.g., Wagner, 2018b; Liao et al., 

2018), I had hypothesized that the group that heard the authenticated spoken texts would 

perceive the test as having higher validity in assessing their real-world listening abilities 

and greater text authenticity compared to the group that heard the scripted spoken texts. 

As shown in Table 4.13, the difference of the use of listening strategies was not 

statistically significantly between the scripted group (Mdn = 5.00) and the authenticated 

group (Mdn = 5.07), U = 4242, z = 0.029, p =.977. The difference of the use of test-

taking strategies was not statistically significant between the scripted group (Mdn = 4.86) 

and the authenticated group (Mdn = 5.00), U = 4018, z = -0.592, p = .554. The difference 

of the attitudes toward test validity was not statistically significant between the scripted 

group (Mdn = 5.67) and the authenticated group (Mdn = 5.67), U = 3869, z = -1.011, p 

= .156. The difference of the attitudes toward the authenticity of the spoken texts was 

also not statistically significant between the scripted group (Mdn = 5.00) and the 

authenticated group (Mdn = 5.33), U = 4069, z = -0.325, p = .325. 

Table 4.13 

Mann-Whitney U Test Results for the Four Factors in the Post-Test Questionnaire 

Factors U Z Asymp. Sig.  

 

Median 

difference 

Effect size r 

Use of listening 

strategies 

4242 0.029 .977 0.07 .02 

Use of test-

taking 

strategies 

4018 -0.0592 .554 0.14 -.44 

Attitude toward 

validity 

3869 -1.011 .156 0.00 -.07 

Attitude toward 

authenticity  

4069 -0.453 .325 0.33 -.19 

Note. N = 184. 

*p< .05  
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In other words, it seemed that the authenticated group did not rely more or less on 

listening strategies or test-taking strategies than the scripted groups. The findings 

regarding listening strategies and test-taking strategies were further explored and 

triangulated using verbal report data and are reported in the next section. Interestingly, 

participants who took the test with authenticated spoken texts did not believe that they 

were able to demonstrate their listening ability better than those who took the test with 

scripted spoken texts. They also did not believe the spoken texts they heard were more 

authentic and real-world-like that the scripted spoken texts, although the authenticated 

group’s rating was higher. 

L2 Quantitative Participants’ Open-Ended Responses 

 The L2 quantitative participants’ opinions of the tests were also solicited in the 

open-ended item in the post-test questionnaire. The question was, “Do you have any 

other comments about the test?”. 42 comments were relevant to the research focus of the 

current in that they were comments about the features of the listening input. Three major 

categories emerged in the coding process – authenticity, speech rate, and pronunciation. 

Several comments were coded to two or three categories, as in one response participants 

may address several characteristics of the spoken texts. 20 comments were devoted to the 

authenticity of the authenticated spoken texts. In general, the participants that heard the 

authenticated spoken texts expressed that they felt the authenticated spoken texts 

resembled the real-world conversations they heard outside the classroom. Some examples 

are: 

……每一题两人用的语气都是像中国的北京人说话似的、同时也像日

常生活中所说的一样。…The intonation of the speakers in every 

question sound like Beijingers in China as well as people in daily lives. 

(Quantitative Participant A121) 
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测试很真实，两个人对话跟我在中国听到中国人说话一样的速度和表

达……The test is very authentic; The dialogues are the same as what I 

heard in China in terms of the speech rate and use of 

expressions…(Quantitative Participant A88) 

 

I really appreciated it. It seems more similar to the conventional dialogue 

taking place outside classrooms. (Quantitative Participant A29) 

 

刚听到时，我的第一个反应就是很真实…… My first impression upon 

listening was that it was authentic…… (Quantitative Participant A40) 

(Note: Here and after, A represents that the participant was in the 

authenticated group. S represents that the participant was in the scripted 

group.) 

 

While some participants felt the speech rate of the authenticated dialogues was too fast, 

some other participants believed the speech rate of the scripted dialogues was too slow 

and hence unnatural. 14 comments were coded in the speech rate category, and 

representative examples are: 

I think the people in dialogues speak fast like native speakers. 

(Quantitative Participant A114) 

 

我觉得……有很多听不懂，很快。如果是外国学生会听不懂。I 

think …there were a lot I could not understand. It was very fast. Foreign 

students will not understand. (Quantitative Participant A90) 

 

……好像听外面的中国人说不是在课程慢慢的说。…it was like 

listening to Chinese people outside [the classroom] rather than in class 

where [the teacher] speaks slowly. (Quantitative Participant A82) 

 

我觉得他们说的话是有点快。I think they spoken a bit fast. 

(Quantitative Participant A46) 

 

对我来说，内容不太难，但速度很快，基本上我会听懂的，如果速度

慢一些就会很好的。For me, the content was not too difficult, but the 

speech rate was very fast. Basically I could understand, but if the speed is 

slower it would be better. (Quantitative Participant A35) 

 

觉得这个测试对我的汉语水平有点儿难，老师上课时会给学生说得比

较慢，而且说得很清楚。I think this test was a little difficult for my 
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Chinese level. Teachers speak slower and clearly in class for students. 

(Quantitative Participant A61) 

 

对我来说，这个听力部分的速度比较慢，和本地人比说话不太自然。
For me, the speech rate of this listening section was relatively slow, which 

sounded unnatural compared to local people. (Quantitative Participant 

S129) 

 

我建议对话更快。(Quantitative Participant S103) 

 

……对我来说对话的语速比较慢。(Quantitative Participant S24) 

 

说话的人说的对话都听得很清楚，不过有一点点慢…… The speakers 

spoke clearly, but it was a bit too slow. (Quantitative Participant S55) 

 

Six participants mentioned that they sometimes could not hear the authenticated spoken 

texts clearly: 

这个测试有点难，有很多地方我听不清楚。This test was a bit difficult. 

There were many times I couldn’t hear clearly. (Quantitative Participant 

A93) 

 

这次考试比上一次难得多，好像是因为跟平常对话一样自然，会听得

不太清楚，有时候说得很快，有时候说得很慢…… This test was 

much more difficult than last time. It seems like it’s because they sound as 

natural as normal dialogues. Sometimes I did not hear clearly. Sometimes 

the speaker spoken quickly and some other times, slowly. (Quantitative 

Participant A34) 

 

这个测试中的对话，讲话的速度有点快，说话者所说的一些词语不清

楚，但是还可以。The dialogues in this test. The speech rate was a bit 

fast. They did not say some words clearly. But it was ok. (Quantitative 

Participant A28) 

(Note: A represents that the participant was in the authenticated group. S 

represents that the participant was in the scripted group.) 

 

In summary, in this section, I presented the results of the comparisons of the L2 

Chinese test-takers’ reported use of test-taking strategies and listening strategies for the 

purpose of examining the strategic behavior when spoken texts of differing degrees of 

scriptedness are used. It was found that the test-takers did not differ significantly on their 
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reliance of test-taking strategies and listening strategies. Their attitude toward whether 

the test accurately assessed their real-world listening abilities and whether the spoken 

texts in the tests were authentic-sounding also did not differ significantly. In addition, I 

compared the test-takers’ attitudes toward the validity of the post-tests and the spoken 

texts used in the post-tests, and presented the test-takers’ quotes regarding their attitudes 

toward the authenticity, speech rate, and pronunciation of the spoken texts used in the 

listening tests. In the next section, I will show the results of the verbal protocols. 

Stimulated Verbal Recalls and Verbal Reports 

Participants 

 In this section, the results of the stimulated verbal recalls and verbal reports 

(Research Question Three) are presented. 16 L2 Chinese participants conducted 

stimulated verbal recalls on the first 12 test items in the post-tests with eight completing 

the items with scripted spoken texts and eight completing the items with authenticated 

spoken texts. The demographic information of the 16 participants can be found in Table 

4.14, including their L1(s), gender, age, listening proficiency (measured by the pre-test 

and self-assessment of listening proficiency) years of living in Chinese-speaking 

region(s). Again, the self-assessment of listening proficiency was based on a seven-point 

scale (where 1 = very low and 7 = very high). It can be seen that the backgrounds of the 

participants in the two groups largely matched in terms of their L1(s). While the 

participants in the authenticated group had slightly higher listening proficiency, overall 

they had lived in Chinese-speaking areas for a relative shorter period of time compared to 

their scripted participant counterparts. Participants A1, A2, A5, A7, A8, S1, S2, S4, S5, 

and S6 were taking Chinese language courses at the time of data collection. Participants 



 

201 

Table 4.14 

Demographic Background of L2 Chinese Qualitative Participants 

Scripted Authenticated 
ID Gender Age L1(s) YLC PT SAL ID Gender Age L1(s) YLC PT SAL 
A5 F 27 Vietnamese 1 40 5 S3 M 21 Vietnamese 2 41 5 
A2 F 22 Vietnamese 0.5 39 4 S4 F 21 Vietnamese 0.5 36 6 
A4 F 21 Russian 3 39 5 S1 F 21 Turkmen 2 38 4 
A8 F 21 Laotian 3 34 4 S8 M 20 Turkmen 2 35 6 
A7 M 22 Turkmen 1 31 2 S5 M 39 Russian 2 32 5 
A6 M 19 Arabic 6 28 5 S2 M 25 Arabic 3 31 7 
A3 F 24 French 3 30 4 S6 F 22 Kazakh/Russian 4 31 3 
A1 M 25 Turkmen 3 25 4 S7 F 23 Turkmen 0.5 29 4 

Average  23  2.5 33 4   24  2 34 5 
Note. YLC: Year(s) living in Chinese-speaking area(s). PT: Pre-test score. SAL: Self-assessment of listening proficiency. 
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A3, A4, A6, S3, S7, and S8 were taking content courses in Chinese at the time of data 

collection.  

Cognitive Processes 

 Five cognitive processes at different levels (input decoding, lexical search, 

parsing, meaning construction, and discourse construction) were initially to be coded to 

examine if spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness could elicit test-takers’ 

differing engagement in the five cognitive processes. The coding categories were based 

on Field’s (2008, 2013, 2019a, 2019c) model of cognitive processes of L2 listening, and 

the coding procedure was based on Holzknecht (2019). Participants’ thought processes 

were coded using the categories mentioned above (see the descriptions in the Data 

Analysis section in Chapter Three). Again, the stimulated verbal recalls were conducted 

at four points: immediately after the participants completed the multiple-choice listening 

items (i.e., the option-selection stage) and before the replay of the listening input (i.e., the 

pre-listening stage); at the middle of the listening input (i.e., the while-listening first-part 

stage); at the end of the listening input (i.e., the while-listening second-part stage); and 

after playing the item stem (i.e., the listening-to-question stage). As discussed in the 

Literature Review chapter, based on Field’s (2008, 2013, 2019a, 2019c) model of 

cognitive processes of L2 listening, processes of input decoding, lexical search, and 

parsing are largely perceptual, and operate at the phoneme, word, and syntactical levels. 

They are defined as “lower-level processes.” In contrast, processes of meaning 

construction and discourse construction are conceptual and go beyond purely language 

processing, but focus on listeners’ knowledge of contextual information and world 

knowledge. They are defined as “higher-level processes.” In the following sections, the 
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definitions and example quotations of each sub-category will be presented. Next, the 

analyses of the frequencies and proportions of each sub-category will be presented first 

for the while-listening first-part stage and then for the while-listening second-part stage. 

Definitions and Example Quotations for Each Sub-Category  

 In coding the verbal recall data, it was found that only four of the five categories 

were employed by the qualitative (lexical search, parsing, meaning construction, and 

discourse construction). Moreover, L2 Chinese participants’ cognitive processes were 

most directly revealed in the while-listening stage. The first two processes, lexical search 

and parsing operate at lower level of the cognitive processes of L2 listening and consist 

of smaller portions of the cognitive processes revealed in the verbal recalls compared to 

the higher-level processes. Lexical search is the operation of recognizing and identifying 

individual words through successful segmentation of the speech stream. This process was 

associated with all 16 participants’ verbal recalls. The following three comments 

exemplify the process of lexical search. In the first example, participant S6 only captured 

Beijing’s “places of interest (名胜古迹)” while listening to the first two turns. Similarly, 

Participants S4 and S2 only mentioned individual words, “a bar” and “the publishing 

house”, respectively. 

嗯，我听到他们说关于北京的名胜古迹。所以那时候觉得 b 好像是对

的。因为其他的都不是 Hmm. I heard them say something about places 

of interest in Beijing. So at that time I felt B was correct because the other 

are incorrect. (Participant S6, while-listening first-part) 

 

就是第一遍在想，可能会对酒吧有关系，然后就继续听下去，听吧。
Well, the first time of listening I was thinking, it might be related to the 

bar. And I kept on listening. Just listen. (Participant S4, while-listening 

first-part) 

 

嗯，就听到了一个词，出版社。Hmm. Just heard one word “the 

publishing house”. (Participant S2, while-listening second-part) 
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(Note: here and after, S: scripted; A: authenticated) 

 

 The operation of “assembl[ing] a group of words into a syntactic pattern” (Field, 

2019a, p. 11) is parsing. 11 participants were found to be engaged in parsing. For 

example, the examples show that participants A5, S1, and S7 comprehended syntactical 

structures “taking a test”, “go to my internship”, and “forgot the password” in the 

dialogue.  

哦，好像他也要参加考试，对吗？Oh. Maybe he will also take a test, 

right? (Participant A5, while-listening second-part) 

 

听到说那个女的说去实习。I heard the woman saying, “go to my 

internship”. (Participant S1, while-listening second-part). 

 

就一直想他忘记密码了。I kept thinking he forgot the password. 

(Participant S7, while-listening second-part) 

 
All 16 participants were found to engage in meaning construction, which is 

characterized by linguistic forms of the input being transformed and conceptualized into a 

unit of information and related to the context. Different from the processes of discourse 

construction and parsing, participants who were engaged in meaning construction mainly 

comprehended or focused on the meaning of the dialogue within one turn while a 

complete unit of information was displayed. The examples below showcase that the 

participants could successfully conceptualize the input into a complete unit of 

information but did not make connections with other information in other turns. In the 

first example, participant A5 mentioned that he was thinking that the man in the 

conversation changed the password, which is a piece of information that is complete, but 

he did not mention the previous turn. The other examples are similar in this regard.  

嗯，我想就是 B 这是他们他们自己提到这种密码好多次。就是男男

生已经改了密码，但是他不记得密码。Hmm. I was just thinking B. 

This is… They…They themselves mentioned this kind of passcode many 
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times. The boy already changed the passcode, but he did not remember the 

passcode. (Participant A5, while-listening first-part) 

 

他说他每周末都有上课，在那个辅导班，所以答案肯定是 D。He said 

every weekend he had to take the class, the tutoring class. So the answer 

must be D. (Participant A6, while-listening second-part) 

 

我没有太听懂女的说的是什么。可能她说的是快做完了。所以答案可

能是还需半天时间。我注意听了还是没有听懂。I did not understand 

what the woman said. Maybe she said she is almost done. So the answer 

could be “Needs another half of a day”. I paid attention to listen but did 

not understand. (Participant S3, while-listening second-part). 

 

Constructing discourse-level meaning was displayed by all 16 participants. 

Discourse construction was defined as connecting the new piece of information to the 

whole text. In this study, recalls were coded as discourse construction when participants 

were able to implicitly or explicitly mention their comprehension of the dialogues beyond 

one turn. In other words, if the participant recalled processing information within one 

turn in the dialogues, the comment was not categorized as discourse construction. Several 

examples are presented below. In the first two examples, participant A7 and participant 

S8 explicitly referred to the utterances in two different turns by mentioning what the 

woman said and what the man said. 

对呀，那个人的说那个。租房子的。方便。哎，我听到了是，那个男

的，觉得。 想租房子的租费高，那个女的说，两千多。然后女的

说。嗯，你可以找房东。 你可以找房东。Yeah. That person said, um, 

renting a house. Convenient. Ah. What I heard was that man thought, 

wanted to rent a house and the rent is high. The woman says more than 

two thousand. Um. You can go to the landlord. You can go to the landlord. 

(Participant A7, while-listening first-part) 

 

我第一遍想的是那个男生说，我在哪能找到房租的信息。女生说在专

门的网上里有。我等会儿发给你。The first time of listening I was 

thinking, the man said, where can I find the information about the rent. 

The girls said on specialized website. I will send it to you later. 

(Participant S8, while-listening first-part) 
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In the third example below, participant A3 indirectly mentioned the last turn in 

the dialogue in which the man mentioned several places and its connection to the 

woman’s turn. Thus, this quote was also categorized as discourse construction.  

女生给男生说她刚刚提到的地方她当然去过了。她当然知道北京的一

些地方在北京的这段时间。The girl told the boy that of course she has 

been to the places she just mentioned. Of course she knew some places in 

Beijing. During the time when she has been in Beijing. (Participant A3, 

while-listening second-part) 

 

Cognitive Processes Involved in the First and Second Part of Listening 

 A total of 370 quotations were categorized as one of the four cognitive processes. 

Figure 4.3 shows the results of the while-listening stages (i.e., lexical search, parsing, 

meaning construction, and discourse construction) for the two groups. The bars show the 

percentage of the number of quotations coded as each cognitive process in the total 

number of quotations coded as cognitive processes in each stage of task completion. As 

can be seen, regardless of the spoken text type, almost 74% of the reported cognitive 

processes were related to higher-level processing (41.53% and 127 references for 

discourse construction and 32.13% and 139 references for meaning construction) while 

26% of the cognitive processes were lower-level processing (20.35% and 60 references 

for lexical search and 5.99% and 34 references for parsing). When comparing the two 

groups, the proportion of higher-lever processing that the participants who listened to the 

scripted spoken texts engaged in (76.19%) was somewhat higher than the participants 

who listened to the authenticated spoken texts (71.12%), and the proportion of lower-

lever processing that the participants who listened to the scripted spoken texts engaged in 

was 5.06% lower than the participants who listened to the authenticated spoken texts.  
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Figure 4.3 

Proportions of Cognitive Processes to All Cognitive Processes for Each Group (While-

Listening First-Part and While-Listening Second-Part) 

 

Similar patterns were also found for the second part of the listening. Again, the 

majority of the reported cognitive processes were associated with higher-level processing 

 (25.61% discourse construction and 43.98% meaning construction) compared to the 

reported cognitive processes associated with lower-level processing (17.29% lexical 

search and 13.16% parsing) when participants listened to the second half of the spoken 

text. Moreover, participants who listened to the scripted spoken texts employed more 

higher-level processing (74.12% discourse construction and meaning construction 

combined) compared to the percentage employed by those who listened to the 

authenticated spoken texts (65.05% discourse construction and meaning construction 

combined), although in the second-part listening, the authenticated group employed 

slightly more discourse construction than the scripted group. The authenticated group 

employed lower-level processing (34.94%) more than the scripted group (25.88%).  
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Listening Strategies 
 

 The coding scheme for coding listening strategies was based on Vandergrift and 

Goh’s (2012) taxonomy of metacognitive listening strategies including 12 main 

categories of strategies. Among them, nine different listening strategies were observed in 

the verbal protocols across the four listening periods (i.e., before-listening, while-

listening first-part, while-listening second-part, and listening-to-question): planning, 

prediction, focus attention, elaboration, inferencing, evaluating, monitoring, 

contextualization, and reorganizing. 298 utterances in the verbal recalls from the 

authenticated group were coded as listening strategies, and 269 utterances from the 

scripted group were coded as listening strategies. In this section, the proportion of each 

strategy type in overall strategic behavior (listening strategies and test-taking strategies 

combined) for each listening stage will be presented first (Research Question Three). 

Next, the number of quotations associated with each listening strategy in proportion to all 

references for strategic behavior (listening strategies and test-taking strategies combined) 

will be further examined for each stage of task completion (i.e., pre-listening, while-

listening first-part, while-listening second-part, and listening-to-question) for both 

conditions.  

Comparing the Use of Listening Strategies  

 As explained in the Methods chapter, the analyses of listening strategies, test-

management strategies, and test-wiseness strategies were operationalized by calculating 

the proportion of each type of strategy in all strategic behavior (listening strategies, test-

management strategies, and test-wiseness strategies combined) in each stage of task 

completion. Figure 4.4 shows the proportion of listening strategies reported at each 
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listening stage for both groups. The verbal protocols revealed that all 16 participants 

employed listening strategies at every stage of listening (pre-listening, while-listening 

first-part, while-listening second-part, and listening-to-question). As can be seen in 

Figure 4.4, the total number of listening strategies observed were very similar between 

the authenticated group and the scripted group across all four listening stages. Another 

pattern that is apparent is that both groups seemed to rely more on listening strategies 

during the while-listening stage compared to the pre- and listening-to-question stages. For 

instance, 46.04% and 30.16% of the references were coded as listening strategies for the 

scripted group for the pre-listening stage and the listening-to-question stage respectively. 

In comparison, 63.75% and 61.80% of the references were coded as listening strategies 

for the two while-listening stages. As for the authenticated group, they reported relying 

on listening strategies 57.83% and 56.86% of the time in the two while-listening stages 

while only 43.21% and 27.19% of the time in the pre- and listening-to-question stages.  

Figure 4.4 

Proportions of Individual Listening Strategies to Total Strategic Behavior for Each 

Group (All Stages) 
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Listening-to-question
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 Following the analyses for the four stages of task completion, the use of each 

individual strategy was further examined for the four listening stages separately. Again, 

each specific type of listening strategy was analyzed by calculating the proportion of each 

listening strategy in all strategic behavior (listening strategies, test-management 

strategies, and test-wiseness strategies combined) in each stage of task completion. 

Figure 4.5 shows that in the pre-listening stage, participants used three types of listening 

strategies: prediction, planning, and elaboration. The quotations that contained references 

to test questions were also coded as test-management strategies. 

Figure 4.5 

Proportions of Individual Listening Strategy to Total Strategic Behavior for Each Group 

(Pre-Listening) 

 

In the pre-listening stage of task completion, 59 references (35.98% of all 

strategic behavior in the pre-listening stage) and 47 references (33.33%) were generated 

for the authenticated group and the scripted group respectively for the prediction strategy. 

This finding shows that both the types of strategies employed in this stage of task 

completion and test-takers’ relative degrees of reliance on the respective listening 

strategies were very similar between the two groups. 15 of 16 participants reported using 

the prediction strategy. Only participant S8 reported that he did not read the multiple-

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Elaboration

Planning

Prediction

Authenticated Scripted



 

211 

choice options due to his personal test-taking habit and the fact that the options were also 

provided in the aural channel. There was one case where he read one option before the 

playing of the recording, but he did not think about the content of the dialogue. Typically, 

test-takers in both groups predicted the content or the topic of the dialogues based on the 

multiple-choice options. Thus, prediction at this stage overlapped with test-management 

strategies. Some example quotations are: 

哦,我就读了[选项]以后就觉得跟照片有关系。嗯因为就这个比如说 C

表情抓得好，北京没选好，这个肯定是跟照片有关系。Oh. After 

reading [the options], I thought it has something to do with photos. Hmm. 

This is because, for example, option C “the facial expressions were well 

captured” and “the background was not selected well”. It must be related 

to photos. (Participant A4, pre-listening) 

 

我想的是还会关于学生的，因为没接到呃通知，忙着写报告、参加考

试、去辅导班、学习，[对话是]会关于学生的。What I was thinking 

was it would be about students. Because “did not receive the 

announcement”, “attended an exam”, “went to a tutoring”, “study”. [The 

dialogue] will be about students. (Participant A1, pre-listening) 

 

嗯嗯，我以为这是一个活动还是什么的，然后有人对，有人。嗯嗯没

有接到通知，也有可能他有考试，所以不能参加，就是我以为要去参

加一个活动，是什么活动还是什么东西？Hmm. I thought it was about 

an activity or something. And somebody, right somebody. Hmm. Did not 

receive the announcement. It can also because he has a test, so he could 

not attend. So I just thought he will take part in an activity. And activity or 

something else. (Participant S7, pre-listening) 

 

 The second most prevalent listening strategy at this stage of task completion was 

planning, although the instances of use of this strategy were much lower than prediction. 

Ten of the 16 participants reported developing a plan before listening to the dialogues. 

They typically planned to (a) pay attention to the exact words that appeared in the 

listening options; (b) listen for specific information (e.g., location, action, and time); (c) 

focus attention. Test-takers in the two groups seemed to have relied on this strategy to the 

same extent. Test-takers who heard the scripted dialogues reported using planning 
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strategy in 13 instances (9.35% of the total strategic behavior at the pre-listening stage), 

and test-takers who heard the scripted dialogues reported using this strategy in 12 

instances (9.22%). Representative examples are: 

我只是想啊我看过这个 ABCD，然后我。哦。也要注意一下，我在

听的时候我会听到哪个词在每个答案的吧。每个答案里我会听到什么

词。这个对话中。I was just thinking. I read the ABCD. And I. Oh. Also 

needed to pay attention. What words from the options I will hear. What 

words from every option I will hear in the dialogue. (Participant A5, pre-

listening) 

 

我好好记得所有的答案，然后[注意]他们说什么？我就就考虑一下这

个对话的什么内容。I carefully remembered all the options. And then 

[pay attention to] what they will say. I just think about the content of the 

dialogue. (Participant S5,pre-listening) 

 

嗯，我的我是一样的，我我想要听他们做什么，怎么在哪里做，等什

么时候做生意的时候，是女生还是男生。Hmm. It is the same. I will 

listen for what they are doing. How? Where? When will they do business? 

Is it the girl or the boy? (Participant S2, pre-listening) 

 
 Only one instance of the use of the elaboration strategy was noted. Participant S1 

connected the information obtained from the multiple-choice options with her own 

experience (prior knowledge): 

我读了 ABC，然后 D 护照过有效期了。嗯然后我我在想嗯我我的护

照也在这个月[过期]。I read ABC. And D was “the passport was 

expired”. Hmm. And then I was thinking my passport was also going to be 

expired this month. (Participant S1, pre-listening) 

 

For the while-listening stage, several patterns of the listening strategy usage can 

be observed from Figure 4.6. First, participants generally relied heavily on the monitoring 

strategy (over 30% of all the observed strategic behavior) during the while-listening 

stage. Second, participants used the same strategies (i.e., monitoring, inferencing, and 

planning) compared to the others for both while-listening first-part stage and while-

listening second-part stage. The use of the three strategies consisted of 54.17% (while- 
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Figure 4.6 

Proportions of Listening Strategies to Total Strategic Behavior for Each Group (While-

Listening First-Part and While-Listening Second-Part) 

 

listening first-part) and 45.22% (while-listening second-part) of the total strategic 

behavior for the scripted group and 47.65% (while-listening first-part) and 48.33% 

(while-listening second-part) for the authenticated group. Third, the differences between 

the scripted group and the authenticated group in terms of their reliance on all nine 

listening strategies were small. Fourth, both the planning strategy and the prediction 

strategy were only observed in the while-listening first part-stage but not the second part 

stage. Lastly, some listening strategies were only observed for one group but not the 
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other. However, these listening strategies comprised only very small proportions of test-

takers’ strategic behavior. The number of quotations coded as listening strategies for each 

participant can be found in Tables 4.15, 4.16. and 4.17 in Appendix E. 

Typically, participants either monitored and checked their comprehension of the 

dialogue against the completeness of the information or checked their performance by 

referring to the test questions. The quotations that contained references to test question 

were also coded as test-management strategies. For the while-listening first-part stage and 

the while-listening second-part stage, 13 participants and 15 participants reported 

monitoring their comprehension. The scripted group generated a total of 52 references 

consisting of 36.11% of the total strategic behavior in the while-listening first-part stage 

and a total of 56 references consisting of 35.67% of the total strategic behavior in the 

while-listening second-part stage. This was slightly more than the authenticated group 

(52 references and 34.89% of the total strategic behavior in the while-listening first-part 

stage and 60 references and 35.95% of the total strategic behavior in the while-listening 

second-part stage), but the difference is, again, very small. Several examples for the 

monitoring strategy in the while-listening stage are: 

嗯那他前面嗯就是说的他只是想查一下他期末成绩，他没说他把成绩

单丢了，所以他他们后面也开始谈。现在谈的是密码学校的密码。排

除了 C 和 D。应该没有关系了。Hmm. He said previously he only 

wanted to check his score of the final exam. He did not say that he lost his 

test report. So later on they started talking about…now they are talking 

about password from school. I eliminated options C and D. They should 

not be relevant. (Participant A4, while-listening first-part) 

 

他说了什么工作我不太懂呃。好像有人帮他设计了什么。女的以为是

他自己一个人做的。我觉的他可能有很多工作。所以我没有听懂的部

分可能是一个什么工作。I didn’t understand what he said. Hmm. It 

seems like someone help him to design something. The woman thinks he 

did it by himself. I think he might have a lot of work. So the part I did not 

understand could be a job. (Participant S5, while-listening first-part) 
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要想担心了我听不懂。因为因为我确定是他们要第一，对吗？我是对

他们应该去酒吧，然后他们说不能去酒吧了，然后我的就又紧张了。

啊不是一样我想了。然后继续就一听他们要要去哪里，然后他们说出

来，然后有就我听不懂，然后我有点担心。I was worried that I didn’t 

understand. Because, because I was sure that they wanted the first, right? I 

was, right, they should go to the bar, and then they said they couldn’t go to 

the bar, and I was nervous. Ah. It was different from what I thought. And 

then I was listening where they were going. They said it, but I didn’t 

understand, so I was a bit worried. (Participant A8, while-listening 

second-part) 

 

商量一下，那个男的。呃，听到的是那个男的聊到了一个。哎，这

我。听不懂，但是那个女的恭喜他的啊。To have a discussion. The 

man. Ah. I heard a man talking about, ah, here, I did not understand, but 

the woman congratulated him. (Participant A7, while-listening second-

part) 

 

呃，那时候我我现在知道他们会说关于什么。然后他们说的时候没完

全听懂，嗯，所以是这样没选好，可是现在已经知道了他呃他们的话

题是什么。Ah. At that time, now I know what they were talking about. 

But when they said it, I did not understand. So this is why I didn’t choose 

the correct answer. But now I know what the topic is. (Participant A6, 

while-listening second-part) 

 

呃，本来那个女孩问她，你去不去。他说是，我我以为他去。他说啊

那天有事，我说好复杂呀。不过听了是……不知道他到底去不去。
Hmm. The girl asked him, will you go. He said yes, and I thought he 

would go. He said he would be busy on that day. And then I thought this is 

very complicated. But then I listened…I didn’t know if he would go. 

(Participant A6, while-listening second-part) 

 
 Inferencing was observed being used by 14 participants associating with a total of 

33 comments for the while-listening first-part stage and 11 participants and a total of 25 

comments for the while-listening second-part stage. 15 references (10.07% of the total 

strategic behavior) and 12 references (7.84% of the total strategic behavior) were coded 

as inferencing for the scripted group for the two while-listening stages respectively. 18 

references (12.50%) and 13 references (7.83%) were coded as inferencing for the 

authenticated group for the two while-listening stages respectively. The two groups’ 
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reliance on inferencing is thus very similar in the two while-listening stages. The 

participants typically (a) guessed the meaning of language items; and (b) filled in missing 

information based on what was understood:  

在想有一个活动，然后嗯就是他说好消息，然后女的很高兴，因为我

想女的也要参加。要举办。I was thinking there is an activity. And then. 

Hmm. He said good news. And then the was very happy. Because I think 

the woman also wants to participate, to hold the event. (Participant S7, 

while-listening first part) 

 

我想他们很快就毕业了啊，毕业照出来了。I was thinking they will 

graduate soon. The graduate photos were ready. (Participant S8, while-

listening first part) 

 

我不知道中介费什么意思。所以我只能猜。我觉得是他要找一个什

么，然后他他就感觉这个女生比较快会好好的在帮他。嗯，在网上

找，然后发给他。I do not know what “zhongjie fei (broker fee)” means. 

So I have to guess. I just felt that he wants to find something. And then 

he...I just felt this girl can help him quickly and nicely. Yes. Research for 

it online, and then send it to him. (Participant A2, while-listening first 

part) 

 

嗯，我就是理解是这个妈妈好像是妈妈？啊，她说你可以介绍这个汽

车的能力。这个玩具是怎么样嗯，然后老板说了啊。孩子可以参照图

纸。啊，用这个玩具，还有这个玩具，不但不仅，能锻炼还有开发智

力。My understanding is that, this mother, maybe she is a mother? Hmm. 

She said you could introduce the function of the car. Things about this car. 

And then the owner said that children can refer to the drawing, hmm, use 

this toy. And this toy, not only can help practice hands-on ability but also 

develop intelligence. (Participant S6, while-listening second part) 

 

然后我我听到他们孩子已经有比较强的独立的能力，然后我听到锻炼

的过程。 锻炼锻炼。所以孩子，我觉得这个问题和体育健身有关。
And I heard their child already had relatively strong independence ability, 

and then I heard the process of exercising. Exercising. So child. I think the 

question is related to physical exercise. (Participant S5, while-listening 

second part) 

 

 Planning was the third most common listening strategy in the while-listening 

first-part stage, employed by 13 participants generating 16 references. 21 references 

(5.56% of the total strategic behavior) and 20 references (5.37% of the total strategic 
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behavior) were coded as planning for the scripted group and the authenticated group 

respectively. In this stage, participants typically planned to (a) focus their attention on the 

second part of the dialogue because they did not achieve good comprehension of the first 

part of the dialogue; and (b) pay specific attention to particular information relevant to 

answering the test items.  

因为我听的时候，我就嗯女的不直接跟男的说。你把这个数那个数据

怎么都算完了。然后就男的就说啊那肯定是什么他请了什么之类的。

但是我一般我听的时候就觉得看着是答案。听着答案里面哪个都没

有，所以我就要开始抓紧听着那一个是他的意思呢。Because when I 

was listening, I, hmm, the woman did not speak directly to the man, you 

computed all the data. And then the man said of course and that he hired 

someone. But normally when I listen I just see which one is the right 

answer. But when I was listening, I did not find the correct answer, so I 

will have to start paying attention to [listening for the options] and see 

what he means. (Participant A4, while-listening first part) 

 

我听懂，但是不是完全听懂的。我我听的时候，我觉得他们遇到什么

事了。他们的事好像遇到问题的。他们的工作好像遇到问题了。嗯，

然后我我我想再听一段，然后知道他们[怎么]想解决这个啊。I 

understood but not entirely. When I was listening, I felt that they had 

something going on. They ran into some trouble. Their work ran into some 

trouble. Hmm. And then I wanted to listen to another section and wanted 

to know [how] they want to solve this problem. (Participant A5, while-

listening first-part) 

 

好像是妈妈在给孩子。五六岁的孩子。买玩具。我以为是 B。因为他

说适合。他要介绍玩具的东西什么的。但是还没有确定，所以我要听

后面的。It seemed like a mother was buying a gift for the child. A child 

five or six years old. Buying a toy. I thought it was B. Because he said 

“suitable”. He will introduce the toy or something. But I wasn’t sure, so I 

will listen to the following section. (Participant S2, while-listening first-

part) 

 

 The listening strategy prediction was observed for 10 participants in a total of 14 

references for the while-listening first-part stage. Participants that heard the authenticated 

spoken texts used the prediction strategy (eight references and 5.37% of the total strategic 

behavior in the while-listening first-part stage) at a similar level as the participants that 
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heard the scripted spoken texts (six references and 4.17% of the total strategic behavior in 

the while-listening first-part stage). Participants reported that they guessed or predicted 

the content of the rest of the dialogue: 

啊，想问他为什么你不去，所以他回答他为什么不去。所以我要听到

答案在哪里，为什么他不去。Ah. [The question] will ask, why didn’t 

he go? So I will listen for the answer – why didn’t he go. (Participant S3, 

while-listening first-part) 

 

呃，前面他们都已经说的是,因为我本来就看着答案的时候，觉得肯

定有跟照片有关系，然后他们就说了。就嗯已经就决定了跟那个跟照

片有关系，但是前面没有一个答案都没出现。肯定是后面的。Hmm. 

They have said previously that… Because when I was reading the options, 

I thought it must be relevant to photos, and then they said that. And (I) 

decided that it has something to do with photos, but none of the options 

showed up in the first part, so it must be in the second part of the dialogue. 

(Participant A4, while-listening first-part) 

 

前面女的问了你为什么应聘我们的公司。嗯我我觉得男的可以回答，

因为是待遇好。Previously, the woman asked, why do you want to work 

for our company? Hmm. I think the man will answer, because the pay is 

good. (Participant S1, while-listening first-part) 

 

 Focusing attention was another strategy that both groups employed and used to 

similar extent. The scripted group used focusing attention in 6.63% of all strategic 

behavior (10 references) and in 1.39% (two references) in the two while-listening stages 

respectively. The authenticated group used this strategy in 6.54% of all strategic behavior 

(11 references) and in 4.70% of all strategic behavior (7 references) in the two while-

listening stages respectively. Participants typically (a) paid attention to important 

information; (b) paid attention to lexical items in the options; and (c) focused attention 

overall: 

我在想是这个呃因为跟数字。我听着这有没有麻烦。我想的有没有问

题。因为书写[选项]比较比较对对了很多，认识，然后我就听我就注

意 A 这有没有麻烦。如果有我就在这应该是。如果没有我就说 A 没

有关系。I was thinking because it was about numbers. I was listening for 
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if there is any trouble. I was thinking if there is a problem. Because 

writing [options] were correct. I understand them. So I was listening and 

paying attention to A, whether there is a trouble. If there is, here this will 

be correct. But if not, A is not relevant. (Participant A8, while-listening 

first-part) 

 

嗯。他不能去酒吧。事情太多了。但是我只就要记得一个重要的信

息，就是他不能去酒吧。Hmm. He couldn’t go to the bar. He had too 

much to do. But I only need to remember one important information 

which is he couldn’t go to the bar. (Participant A5, while-listening first-

part) 

 

S8:那个男生有好消息，然后他，呃，他告诉那个女生。五月天在在

北京开会了。 

R: 好的，那你听到这听到前两句话的时候，还想别的了吗？ 

S8: 就是注意听。 

S8: The boy had a piece of good news, and then he, hmm, told the girl. 

“Wuyuetian” held a concert in Beijing. 

R: Ok. When you heard the first two sentences, did you think about 

something else? 

S8: I was just focusing my attention on listening. (Participant S8, while-

listening first-part) 

(Note: R is researcher) 

 

Interestingly, in addition to directing attention to important information or 

particular words from the multiple-choice options, participants tended to not focus their 

attention to the second part of the dialogue if they felt they already found the answer to 

the question, which was also coded as the strategy of focusing attention. For example: 

我第一遍的时候听懂了他忙得很，就选了 B 。女生让他去做的事

情。我就不听了。The first time I listened, I understood that he was very 

busy, so I chose B. The woman told him to do something. I stopped 

listening. (Participant A4, while-listening second-part) 

 

第一遍我听会那个听那个中间的是夏令营的。后面的都不听的。The 

first time I listened I heard “xialingying” in the middle. I didn’t listen to 

what followed. (Participant S4, while-listening second-part) 

 

我只注意他们在哪里，别的我不太不太注意了。I only paid attention 

to where they were. I did not pay attention to other things. (Participant S2, 

while-listening second-part) 

 



 

220 

哦这个时候已经什么都没想，就是过了一下。已经找到了答案。Oh. 

Here I did not think about anything. Just let the recording play. I already 

found the answer. (Participant A2, while-listening second-part) 

 

Contextualization was only observed for four participants (three 

participants from the authenticated group and one from the scripted group) and 

associated with four quotations (2.70%) for the while-listening first-part stage. In 

the while-listening second-part stage, only two participants (two references and 

1.20%, both from the authenticated group) engaged in this strategy. Quotations 

were coded as contextualization if participants place what they heard in specific 

contexts to assist comprehension. In the first example below, participant A4 

placed what she heard in the context of a job interview in which she believed that 

the candidates would not say he wanted the job for the reasons of the job being a 

stable job and involves business trips. In the second example, participant S4 

activated her background knowledge of being a student. Even though she did not 

understand where the daughter in the dialogue went, based on the context she 

understood the dialogue was about a student going far away. 

对，已经决定了应该就是这个 B，因为一般他们都应该不会说工作稳

定啊、出差啊这个方面的。那这个四个答案里面最比较有益的应该就

是有挑战性的这种话。Yeah. I have decided that it should be B, because 

normally they wouldn’t say the job is stable or things like business travel, 

so among the four answers, the best should be reasons like, “it is 

challenging”. (Participant A4, while-listening first-part) 

 

脑子里也在想跟就是跟学生有关，因为还说到老师还提到学校。然后

那个女的是第一次，就是在在外的，然后父母是担心她。In my mind 

I was thinking it is related to students, because they mentioned a teacher 

and school, and it was the woman’s first time away from home. So then 

the parents were worried about her. (Participant S4, while-listening first-

part) 

 



 

221 

 Three instances of reorganization were observed with three scripted participants 

(1.39% of all the strategic behavior) at the while-listening first-part stage and one 

authenticated participant (0.56% of all the strategic behavior) at the while-listening 

second-part stage. Reorganization is characterized by “transferring what one has 

processed into forms that help understanding, storage, and retrieval” (Vandergrift & Goh, 

2012, p. 279): 

我觉得 B 呀。因为我说了吧，他们就遇到什么问题，然后用什么方

法来解决这个问题。I thought it is B. As I said, what problem did they 

encounter? What measures did they use to solve the problem? (Participant 

A5, while-listening first-part) 

 

男生不是不是男生，不是,女生啊。但现在说公司的方便，租房子比

较高。对，我就是那个。嗯，听力考试的时候，我就是，听到的意

思，然后我回答，不是我不是猜了我不我怎么说？我不是记得他们说

什么，我就是明白了，他们说什么，他们要做什么，然后我回答。我

不是说[记得]女生说男生说。The boy. No, not the boy. The girl. It was 

said going to the company was convenient and the rent was too high. 

Hmm. During listening tests, I understand the meaning, and then I answer 

the question. It is not like I guess. How to put it. It’s not like I remember 

what they say. I just understand what was said and what will they do, and 

then I answer the question. It is not like [I remember] what the girl said, 

what the boy said. (Participant S2, while-listening first-part) 

 

Elaboration is characterized as “using prior knowledge from outside the text or 

conversational context and relating it to knowledge gained from the text or conversation 

in order to embellish one’s interpretation of the text” (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012, p. 280). 

The strategy was used by only one participant who heard the authenticated spoken texts 

in the while-listening first-part stage (two references, 1.34%), three participants in the 

while-listening second-part stage (scripted: one reference, 1.31%; authenticated: two 

references, 0.60%), and one participant in the listening-to-question stage (scripted: one 

reference, 0.80%). Example quotations are: 
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我第一次听的话有这个男生说对不起。他有一个问题。他需要对面的

人给他一个帮忙。我听到这个对不起，肯定不是玩的事情。肯定是一

个帮忙。推荐一个事情。The first time I listened the boy said sorry and 

he had a question. He needed the other person to help me. I hear he said 

sorry, so this is definitely something serious. It must be a favor. To 

recommend something. (Participant A3, while-listening first-part) 

 

这个男生他现在肯定需要他的成绩。但是现在没有办法去查。他好像

忘记他的个人密码是什么。肯定现在不知道。但是所有的密码就是他

们的学号。然后问他一下改了吗。如果改了应该知道他放下的密码是

什么。因为学生的密码都是他们的学号。我自己想象的。This boy 

definitely needs his test result, but he could not look it up. Maybe he 

forgot his personal password. He must not know. But all the passwords are 

their ID number. And then he was asked if he changed it. If he changed, he 

should know the password he set. Because students’ passwords are usually 

their ID number, I imagine. (Participant A3, while-listening first-part) 

 

我在想我没去过北京。I was thinking that I have not been to Beijing. 

(Participant S1, while-listening second-part) 

 

 Evaluation was observed with only nine participants in the while-listening 

second-part stage (authenticated: 8 references, 4.58%; scripted: 7 references, 4.82%). 

Participants mostly evaluated the accuracy of their comprehension against the multiple-

choice options or assessed the correctness of their answer generated while listening to the 

first part of the dialogue. Therefore, the quotations were also coded as test-taking 

strategies. For example: 

我感我已经感觉 B 是对的，然后我继续听，我感觉别的答案对他们

说的话都没有关系。男生他们家嗯到这个时候能够有才能这个保修。

是啊。哦，是有这个。呃，是到什么时候，然后才保修这样啊。I 

felt, I already felt B was correct, and then I kept listening. I felt all the 

other answers were not relevant to what they said. The boy. His home. At 

this time. There can be a warranty. Yes. Oh. Right. There was this. Hmm. 

It was until when, and then there will be warranty. Like this. (Participant 

S4, while-listening second-part) 

 

就是更更加的确定是是那个 C 的。因为那个人说那个他卖的产品会

发生了一些嗯不行的，他们就会保修的。然后，刚才说一年的。就说

一年之内，然后发生了什么可以换的。I was more certain that it was C. 

Because that person said that the product he told would have some 
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problem, and it would be under warranty. And then, it was said a year. 

Within a year, if anything happens it is OK to exchange. (Participant S4, 

while-listening second-part) 

 

我听到这里就没什么变化。女的说密码就是学号。但是男的忘了，所

以他要去网络什么网络管理中心。所以答案还是 B。Nothing’s really 

changed when I heard here. The woman said the password is the student 

ID number. But the man forgot, so he had to go to internet, something like 

the internet center. So the answer is still B. (Participant S5, while-listening 

second-part) 

 

Figure 4.7 

Proportions of Individual Listening Strategies to Total Strategic Behavior for Each 

Group (Listening-to-Question) 

  

  

Evaluation was the most prevalent listening strategy observed in the listening-to-

question stage in which participants heard the question prompt aurally, as can be seen in 

Figure 4 8. This strategy was more important for the scripted group (37 references and 

consisting 29.37% of all strategic behavior at the listening-to-question stage) than the 

authenticated group (31 references and 27.19%). Similar to the evaluation strategy used 

in the while-listening stage, participants checked their understanding of the dialogue 

against the multiple-choice items:  

答案是不是错了，然后好像我在答案是对的。[I was thinking] whether 

my answer was wrong, and then [I thought] it seemed like my answer was 

correct. (Participant A6, listening-to-question) 
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就是听到问题，然后就是再看一遍，再看一遍就是呃什么就是哪句话

可能是错的。I heard the question, and then I checked one more time, 

checked one more time to see which sentence was incorrect. (Participant 

S4, listening-to-question) 

 

我第一遍想，我在想最对的是，是出国做交换生，而不是我第一次以

为是去外地实习为。我想外地实习的意思是，比如说我们在陕西但是

去了上海或者北京，所以很近。但是他们对话里面说，她离开家很久

很久，所以发现好像出国做交换生。The first time, thinking. I was 

thinking the most correct was, study abroad as an exchange student, rather 

than what I thought at first, do internship at other places. I thought doing 

internship at other places means, for example, we are in Shaanxi but we go 

to Shanghai or Beijing, so that is close. But in the dialogue they said, she 

had been away for a long time, so I found perhaps studying abroad as an 

exchange student [was correct]. (Participant S6, listening-to-question) 

 

Test-Taking Strategies  

 To address Research Question Three, test-takers’ test-taking strategies in the 

verbal protocols were also analyzed. Test-taking strategies were coded into test-

management strategies and test-wiseness strategies. A total of 408 quotations were coded 

as test-taking strategies for the authenticated group and 378 for the scripted group for all 

the stages of task completion (i.e., pre-listening, while-listening first-part, while-listening 

second-part, listening-to-question, and option-selection stages). In the following sections, 

first, the percentage of the two types of strategies in all the strategic behavior for each of 

the stage of task completion will be presented. Next, test-taking strategies observed in the 

option-selection stage were analyzed by calculating the percentage of test-management 

strategies in all the test-taking strategies (test-management strategies and test-wiseness 

strategies combined) and the percentage of test-wiseness strategies in all the test-taking 

strategies (test-management strategies and test-wiseness strategies combined), and these 

results are presented. 
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Test-Management Strategies  

 Test-management strategies are informed by cognitive and linguistic processes 

that are controlled and oriented to answering test items (Cohen, 2006, 2007). The use of 

test-management strategies seems unavoidable because testing situations are not real-

world situations and variance such as test-takers’ background knowledge and experience 

of tests contribute to test-takers’ performances (Holzknecht, 2018; Suvorov, 2018). The 

use of these strategies is “dependent on language comprehension and therefore to a 

certain extent part of the construct”, but “test-developers should make sure that the 

reliance on strategies which are informed by the test questions is kept to a minimum” 

(Holzknecht, 2019, pp. 27-28). 

Figure 4.8 indicates that participants employed more test-management strategies 

before and after listening to the spoken texts as compared to their use of listening 

strategies. Moreover, as was observed for listening strategies, the scripted group seemed 

to employ greater relative amounts of test-management strategies as compared to the 

authenticated group, although the differences between the two groups regarding the 

reliance of test-management strategies were very small. In the pre-listening stage, 53.19% 

of the total strategic behavior (corresponding to 75 references) of the scripted group was 

test-management strategies compared to 52.47% (85 references) for the authenticated 

group. In the while-listening first-part stage, 36.81% of the total strategic behavior (53 

references) of the scripted group was test-management compared to 31.54% (47 

references) for the authenticated group. In the while-listening second-part stage, 40.76% 

of the total strategic behavior (64 references) of the scripted group was test-management 

compared to 33.89% (61 references) for the authenticated group. In the listening-to-
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question stage, 68.25% of the total strategic behavior (86 references) of the scripted 

group was test-management compared to 69.30% (79 references) for the authenticated 

group.  

Figure 4.8 

Proportions of Test-Management Strategies to All Strategic Behavior for Each Group 

 

In the pre-listening stage, participants typically read the multiple-choice options, 

predicted the content or topic of the dialogue, decided to pay close attention to certain 

words that appeared in the options, and/or got ready for listening: 

我想跟孩子有关系，这个问题可能跟孩子有关系。I was thinking it 

will be related to children. The question will be about children. 

(Participant S6, pre-listening)  

 

读了…当时我什么都不想，因为我不知道对话的内容。I read [the 

options]. I did not think about anything, because I did not know the 

content of the dialogue. (Participant S2, pre-listening) 

 

在想可能他们说他们准备去哪啊。I was thinking about where they 

might go. (Participant S3, pre-listening) 

 

我在呃第一第一件事呢看答案。有的两个字不认识嘛。然后这是准备

了听力的第二个部分。I was…hmm…The first thing was reading the 

options. There were two Chinese characters I did not know. And then I 

was getting ready for the next part of the listening. (Participant A2, pre-

listening) 
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R: 你刚才有没有读 A, B, C, D。  

A2:有读了  

R:有想什么吗？  

A2: 因为答案都无关系啊。我还不知道他们做什么。  

R: Did you read the A, B, C, and D? 

A2: I did. 

R: Did you think about anything? 

A2: Because the options did not relate to each other. I didn’t know what 

they might do. (Participant A2, pre-listening) 

(Note: R is the researcher) 

 

 While listening to the dialogues, the types of test-management strategies that the 

participants engaged in were (a) reading the option while listening to the spoken text (i.e., 

multitasking); (b) listening for a key word taken from the options; (c) predicting the 

questions; and (d) selecting an option while listening and skipping the rest of the spoken 

text. In addition, in both the while-listening stage and the post-listening (listening-to-

question) stage, participants also (a) selected a response option based on a keyword from 

the spoken text; (b) eliminated other options; and (c) evaluated their comprehension by 

checking the correctness of their answer: 

因为因为我觉得啊我觉得因为我看我读了我看见酒吧什么，我觉得应

该，对话应该是年轻人他们应该去酒吧。所以我觉得是 A。Because I 

felt… I felt because I read and saw something like “the bar”, and I felt the 

dialogue should be about young people and they go to a bar. So I felt it 

was A. (Participant A8, while-listening second-part) 

 

这个时候就已经就听到了景点，所以我就前面听的时候已经就发现应

该是就是景点，因为后面女的就直接就说了那些地方嘛，长城啊、故

宫啊，那说明这个不是跟不是跟 A 有关系了。At that time I already 

heard “jingdian (sites of interest)”, so previously when I listened I found 

out it should be “jingdian”, because later the woman mentioned those 

places, the Great Wall, the Forbidden City. This meant it had nothing to do 

with A. (Participant A4, while-listening first-part) 

 

我后面以为是问题会提的是男的女的问的男的是什么什么之类的呢？
I thought the question will be about the man…the woman asked the man 

about something. Something like that. (Participant A4, while-listening 

first-part) 
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听的时候知道我是 AB 是不对。因为，嗯，他直接说的。对，因为这

边女孩儿在直接说你要不要出去。啊，不是 B 因为他们没有说报告

证。我以为是 C 的，但是没有说要参加会计的事。嗯，但是最后认

为是 D。When I listened, I knew A and B were incorrect, because, hmm, 

he said it directly. Yeah. Because here the girl said directly that, do you 

want to go out? Ah. Not B because they did not say “certificate”. I thought 

it was C, but they did not mention anything about accountant. Hmm. But 

in the end, I thought it was D. (Participant S6, listening-to-question) 

 

第一次呃第一，我在想他们会说关于什么学生的，关于是成绩单或者

密码。哪些会他们会说出来的。但是成绩单他说了，我想看期末考试

成绩单。那呃已经不是这个。他没有丢。The first time, hmm, the first, 

I was thinking they would say something about students, grade report, or 

password. [I was thinking] which they would mention. But he already 

said, I want to see the grade report. It is already not this [option]; he did 

not lose it. (Participant A1, listening-to-question) 

 

Test-Wiseness Strategies 

 Test-wiseness strategies were operationalized in this study as test-taking behavior 

solely informed by test format or other construct-irrelevant external sources irrelevant to 

L2 language knowledge and L2 listening abilities (Cohen, 2006, 2007; Suvorov, 2018). 

This type of strategy consisted of only a small portion of the entire observed strategic 

behavior. As can be seen in Figure 4.9, a total of nine participants were observed to have 

relied on test-wiseness strategies while they were listening to the spoken texts. Ten 

participants reported using test-wiseness strategies when they were listening to the 

question stem. In all four stages (pre-listening, while-listening first-part, while-listening 

second-part, listening-to-question), participants who heard the scripted spoken texts 

relied less on test-wiseness strategies (0%, 1.39%, 1.91%, and 2.38%) than those who 

heard the authenticated spoken texts (0%, 3.36%, 5.00% and 13.16%). 

The data in Figure 4.9 indicate that the authenticated group relied more on test-

wiseness strategies than the scripted group, which was also corroborated by the 

participants’ strategic behavior in the option-selection stage (presented in the following 
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Figure 4.9 

Proportions of Test-Wiseness Strategies to All Strategic Behavior for Each Group 

 

section). Strategies were coded as test-wiseness strategies when participants (a) selected 

an option only because the exact words from the options were heard; and (b) only 

listened for the particular words that appeared in the options: 

因为我不懂挑战的意思是什么。然后我就想这嗯我就想是我应该找这

个字在 ABCD 有哪一个。我选这个。I did not understand the meaning 

of “tiaozhan (challenge). And then I was thinking, hmm, I should look for 

the word in A, B, C and D. I will choose this one. (Participant A8, while-

listening first-part) 

 

第一遍我即便我前面嗯觉得嗯回答是 B，因为他说过空调这个词。嗯

嗯然后但是还不确定了，就嗯猜一猜。The first time I listened I 

actually thought it was B, because he mentioned the word “kongtiao (air 

conditioner)” (Participant S1, while-listening first-part) 

 

我就是听到了挑战工作所以我选择 B。是的呀，也听不懂，也没有听

懂。I just heard “challenge” and “work” so I chose B. Yeah. I did not 

understand. Did not understand. (Participant S2, while-listening second-

part) 

我第一遍的时候听懂了他忙得很，就选了 B 。女生让他去做的事

情。我就不听了。The first time when I was listening, I only understood, 

he was busy, so I chose B. The woman asked him to do something. I 

stopped listening (Participant A3, while-listening second-part) 

 

我在想是我判断了，我说我要猜了。D 也没有说，然后我说不是它，

D 也没有说所以不是它。然后我就觉得然后有挑战，刚好有挑战 B，

所以我我选的是 B。I was thinking, I judged, and I thought I needed to 
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While-listening second-part

While-listening first-part

Authenticated Scripted
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guess. D was not mentioned, so I thought it was not it. And then I thought, 

and then there was “challenging,” exactly it had “challenging” option B, 

so I chose B. (Participant A8, listening-to-option) 

 

我在想 A 和 C 不是这个问题的回答，因为他们嗯没没提起这样的词

汇。I was thinking A and C are not the answer for this question, because 

they did not mention these words. 

(Participant S1, listening-to-question) 

 

 Finally, participants’ use of test-taking strategies in the stage of option-selection 

were examined. Immediately after completing each item, participants were asked to 

report retrospectively their option responses and the reason they chose certain options. 

The strategies employed were coded as either test-management strategies or test-wiseness 

strategies. All of the participants used test-management strategies, and 11 participants 

engaged in test-wiseness strategies in this stage of task completion. 

Figure 4.10 

Proportions of Test-Management and Test-Wiseness Strategies to All Test-Taking 

Strategies for Each Group (Option-Selection) 

 

As shown in Figure 4.10, the percentages of the two types of test-taking strategies in this 

stage of task completion were calculated and presented for each group. Similar to what 

was found in the listening-to-question stage, the relative amount of test-wiseness 

strategies that the authenticated group engaged in when selecting the options (23.96% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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and 23 references) was more than those that was engaged in by the scripted group 

(14.58% 14 references).  

Participants in both groups engaged in the following test-management strategies 

in the two post-listening stages which were similar to the test-management strategies 

mentioned for the while-listening stage: (a) selecting a response option based on a 

keyword from the spoken texts; (b) eliminating other options; and (c) selecting an option 

based on the inferences drawn from the spoken texts. Some examples quotations are: 

因为最后的我听到一句话就是，啊，放心放心吧，平时锻炼的那么

多，然后我才决定的。因为这个他们讨论的时候呃，都是说自己的观

点的，没有说这个重要的信息，所以我有点难决定哪个是对的，最好

是去哪。Because in the end I heard, ah, don’t worry, doing a lot of 

exercise usually, so I made up my mind. Because when they discussed, 

they talked about their own opinions and did not mention this piece of 

important information, so it was hard for me to decide which one is correct 

and where is the best place to go. (A5, option-selection) 

 

因为我以前听，对吗？因为我听出来他是介绍空调的，这空调好处

的。是啊觉得是最最卖最好最啊很多人买出来这样子，很很流行这样

的。Because I listened once before, right? I heard that he was introducing 

the air conditioner, the advantage of the air conditioner. Right. I felt [the 

air conditioner] was the best-seller and many people bought it; it was 

popular. (Participant A8, option-selection) 

 

那男的的最后面那个说过我嗯每周末一定要去那个辅导班。The man 

in the end said, hmm, must go to tutoring every weekend. (Participant S1, 

option-selection) 

 

是因为嗯他们说是这个月的。这怎么说呢。等最后两天，而不是中

旬，然后他们还说是两场的，所以不是 B 也不是 D。那我觉得是因

为他们确定时间了，所以可能是。Because they said this month. How 

do I put it. Wait until the last two days, not the middle of the month. And 

then they also said two concerts, so the correct answer is not B or D. I 

thought it was because they decided on a time, so it could be…(S4, 

option-selection) 
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 The two main approaches used to answer the test items that were coded as test-

wiseness strategies were: (a) guessing the correct answer; and (b) selecting an option only 

because the exact words from the options were heard:  

呃因为我听说是创意，但是其实我我也猜去了，我不懂这个意思是什

么意思这个字。嗯其实我也有两个答案。不确定是我 A 和 C。Hmm. 

I heard “idea”, but I actually guessed. I did not understand the meaning of 

the word. Hmm. Actually, I had two answers, and not sure if it was A or 

C. (Participant A5, option-selection） 

 

S7: 嗯我不太确定，但是有可能是 A。因为因为那个那个。那个男的

去找工作吗？应聘，所以然后女的说为什么要选这个？嗯接下来这些

我不太懂。 

R: 你没有听懂是吧？好的好的。所以你猜了一下？ 

S7: 对，就猜了。 

S7: Hmm. I am not too sure, but it could be A. Because, because hmm. 

The man was looking for a job? To interview. So and then the woman 

said, why did you pick this job? Hmm. And then the following I did not 

understand.  

R: You did not understand? Ok. So you guessed? 

F: Yeah. I guessed. (Participant S7, option-selection） 

 

就是刚开始他们提到空调的。Because they mentioned “air conditioner” 

at the beginning. (Participant A2, option-selection） 

 

To summarize the findings of test-takers’ performance on the listening 

tests, and their test-taking behaviors and attitudes toward the test, it was found 

that the listening test that used authenticated spoken texts were significantly more 

difficult for L2 Chinese learners. The L2 Chinese participants did not seem to 

believe that the authenticated spoken texts were more authentic compared to the 

scripted spoken texts, and they also did not believe the test using such spoken 

texts could better assess their real-world listening abilities. The participants that 

heard the spoken texts with different levels of scriptedness seemed to engage in 
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different levels of cognitive processes, but the differences of the use of listening 

strategies and test-taking strategies between the two groups were very small. 

Post-Recall Interview 

 

 After the verbal reporting, the qualitative participants also reported their 

familiarity with the test questions and the belief of the difficulty of the test. In 

addition, the qualitative participants provided information regarding whether they 

changed their test-taking behavior during the verbal recall sessions and whether 

they found it easy to recall their thoughts in the stimulated verbal recall 

procedure. These factors were examined because it was believed that they may 

affect test-takers’ test-taking behavior, their test performances and the quality of 

the recalls. Table 4.18 shows participants’ perceptions of the difficulty of the tests 

on a scale of one to ten, with one being very easy and ten being very difficult. As 

expected, the items using the authenticated spoken texts were perceived as more 

difficult by the qualitative participants as indicated by the means of their ratings. 

However, participants who scored higher in the pre-test in the same group (e.g., 

participants A4 and A5 and participants S1 and S3) rated their respective tests as 

having different levels of difficulty, suggesting that individual differences of the 

perception of the difficulty of the tests may have affected their judgement.  

Table 4.18 

Qualitative Participants’ Perceptions of the Difficulty of the Tests 

ID 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Mean 

S 2 6 6 2 6 5 2 6 4.38 

A 8 7 5 2 6 4 8 5 5.63 

Note. S = scripted group. A = authenticated group. 
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Because the test items were taken from publicly available materials, it was 

possible that the participants had encountered the same questions previously if  

They prepared for the HSK. However, all of the participants reported that they did not 

remember the exact questions (i.e., they did not choose certain answers because they 

knew the correct answer before listening to the aural prompts). Two participants 

(participant A8 and participant S3) expressed that they felt the content of the 12 items 

were familiar because they practiced the HSK listening using similar questions. But 

again, they did not know the answer to the questions before listening to the aural prompts 

based on their past experiences of test preparation. 

 The answers to the question regarding participants’ test-taking behaviors revealed 

that most participants (10 of 12) believed they did not alter their test-taking behavior in 

terms of the how they previewed the options and arrived at the answers during the 

simulated verbal recall sessions (R represents the researcher):  

R: 那你刚才做题的习惯和你平常考试的时候做题的习惯一样吗？ 就

是你刚才怎么做题和是不是平常你考试的时候也是这样做题的。  

S5: 对。我这个这样子。我认为这样的方法是最好的。因为如果我们

听录音以前，看不懂所有的的答案，回答问题比较难。因为在这个情

况下，我们要听懂对话的内容一边要读。 

R: So is your test-taking habit just now the same as your normal test-taking 

habit? In other words, is how you solved the problems just now the same as 

in your normal tests? 

S5: Yes. This is how it is. I think this is the method way. Because if we do 

not understand all the items, answering questions will be difficult. Because 

then we need to comprehend the dialogues while reading [the options]. 

 

Participants A1 and A6 responded that in their current studies (taking content 

courses), they did not need to solve multiple-choice questions in Chinese listening tests 

and hence felt unfamiliar with the task format. This made them unsure of their “normal” 

test-taking habit. Moreover, 14 of 16 participants stated that hearing the segments of the 
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recording a second time helped them remember their thought processes generated during 

the process of solving test questions: 

R: 好，然后刚才的问题就是说你觉得，嗯让你让你听第二遍想一

想，你听第一遍的时候在想什么。这样的问题你觉得对你来说好不好

回答？就是好不好想得起来? 

A3: 嗯，很很容易想起来。 

R: Ok. And the question I asked earlier asking you to remember what you 

were thinking the first time you listened after playing the recording a 

second time. Do you think it was easy to answer？Was it easy to 

remember what you were thinking? 

A3: Yes, it was quite easy. 

(Note: R is the researcher) 

 

Listeners’ Phonological Decoding and Word Segmentation Difficulties  

 Research Question Four focused on the issue of text-related sources of bottom-up 

processing difficulties experienced by L2 Chinese learners. To address this question, the 

same 16 participants that participated in the verbal reports also took part in a diagnostic 

listening session in which they listened to the segments of spoken texts (either scripted or 

authenticated) of the first 12 dialogues used in the post-tests and produced verbal and 

written repetitions of the segment they just heard. For data analysis, the number of 

participants observed having phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation 

difficulties were first tallied. In addition, the words and phrases related to the two types 

of bottom-up listening difficulties were summarized along with the participants that 

reproduced the inaccurate verbal and written L2 repetitions. Particular examples of the 

words and phrases that caused severe phonological decoding difficulties and word 

segmentation difficulties were closely examined regarding their common linguistic 

features. Results of the above analyses will be presented in the following sections. 
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Phonological Decoding Difficulties 

 Phonological decoding difficulties of L2 Chinese learners as explored by this 

study refers to the misinterpretation of one or more phonemes within words. This 

includes the misperception of the number of syllables in a word, as a word in Mandarin 

Chinese can consist of one or multiple syllables, while one syllable corresponds to one 

Chinese character in writing. Thus, the identification of phonological decoding 

difficulties was based on the accuracy of participants’ L2 verbal and written repetitions. 

Even though inaccurate perception of lexical tones is a frequently cited listening problem 

for Mandarin Chinese learners (Cai, 2018), the exploration of the phonological decoding 

difficulties in this study only focused on the problems at the segmental level for two 

reasons: first, native-like production of lexical tones is notoriously difficult to achieve 

(Zhang, 2018), and this was evidenced in the pilot study when the L2 participants had 

difficulty performing the L2 repetitions, even though their Chinese ability was higher 

than intermediate. Based on the participants’ explanations, it was clear that they 

comprehended the meaning of certain words but were not able to accurately reproduce 

the exact tone of the words. And second, the representation of the form of lexical tones 

undergoes changes in connected speech (Třísková, 2015, 2016, 2017a; Yang & Chan, 

2010; Yang, 2011, 2016), and thus it is neither reasonable nor feasible to ask the 

participants to indicate the exact lexical tone they heard. That being said, informed by 

previous studies (Carney, 2018; Goh, 2000), in this study, cases were coded as 

phonological decoding difficulties when participants verbally and in writing reproduced 

the phoneme(s) of the words inaccurately and indicated misunderstanding of the words 

after hearing the segment played twice at the original speech rate. The accuracy of the 
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phonemes was judged directly based on the pinyin the participants typed down, if they 

chose to do so. If they typed down Chinese characters, the accuracy of the phonemes 

were judged based on the pronunciation denoted by the pinyins of the characters. 

 Table 4.19 shows the number of participants that had phonological decoding 

difficulties, word segmentation difficulties, and listening difficulties with unknow words 

for the scripted group and the authenticated group. It shows that phonological decoding 

difficulties were prevalent for both groups. In fact, only one of the 16 participants (who 

was in the scripted group) did not have difficulties decoding the phonological input (the 

phonemes) of the spoken texts. This participant was the only person who was able to 

verbally repeat all the segments accurately without reported problems of comprehension 

of all the segments. The number of phonological decoding and word segmentation 

difficulties each participant experienced can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 4.19 

Numbers of Participants That Had Each Type of Bottom-Up Listening Difficulty 

Group Phonological decoding Word segmentation Unknown words  

(aural input) 

Scripted 7 2 8 

Authenticated 8 7 8 

Note. Total number of participants in each group = 8. 

To gain a more detailed understanding of the linguistic features of the segments 

that caused phonological decoding difficulties, the exact words that caused such 

difficulties are summarized in Table 4.20 along with participant identifiers. The English 

translation of each word follows the Chinese words. The numbers in the parentheses 

correspond to the HSK levels of the words (Hanban, 2012), with the bigger the number 

the higher the HSK level and hence the higher the difficulty level. The two right columns 
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show the participant identifiers of those who indicated that they still did not know the 

words after hearing the researcher verbalizing the words slowly and clearly.  

A total of 50 words were associated with phonological decoding problems. 

Among them, 76% appeared to have caused phonological decoding difficulties only for 

participants that heard the authenticated spoken texts (i.e., the participants that heard the 

scripted spoken texts were able to verbally repeat these words correctly after their first or 

second chance of listening). In contrast, all the words with which the participants who 

heard the scripted spoken texts had phonological decoding difficulties also caused 

comprehension problems for the participants who heard the authenticated spoken texts. 

The differences between the number of words associated with phonological decoding 

difficulties for the two groups could be attributed to the fact that participants who heard 

the scripted spoken texts were much more likely to verbally repeat the segments 

accurately on the first attempt (95.23% of the time) than those who heard the 

authenticated spoken texts (57.90% of the time). 

Table 4.20 

Words Related to Phonological Decoding Difficulties for Both Groups 

Item Words Phonological decoding 

difficulties 

Unknown words 

(aural input) 

Scripted 

group 

Authenticated 

group 

Scripted 

group 

Authenticated 

group 

1 夏令营 (5)  

summer camp 

S1, S8 A2, A3 S1, S8 A2, A3 

 迟早 (5)  

sooner or later 

 A3, A5  A3 

2 公司 (2)  

 a company 

 A1, A7   

 中介 (5)  

agency 

S1, S6 A1, A3, A5, A7, 

A8 

S1, S6 A1, A5, A7 

 毕竟 (5) after all S2 A6 S2  
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Table 4.20 continued 

Item Words Phonological decoding 

difficulties 

Unknown words 

(aural input) 

Scripted 

group 

Authenticated 

group 

Scripted 

group 

Authenticated 

group 

2 租 (4) rent  A5   

 省 (5) to save  A3   

 信息 (4) 

information 

 A1, A2, A6, A7  A2, A7 

3 临时 (5) 

temporarily 

 A7  A7 

 过去 (3) go over  A1, A2, A7   

 出版社 (5) 

publisher 

 A1, A2, A3, A6, 

A7 

 A6, A7 

 印刷 (5) to print  A5  A5 

 书 (1) book  A2, A4, A5, A6, 

A7 

 A2, A5 

4 款 (6) type  A1, A4, A6, A8  A1, A6, A8 

 组装 assemble  A1, A2, A5, A6, 

A7, A8 

 A1, A2, A5, 

A6, A7, A8 

 介绍 (2) 

introduce  

 A3, A6   

 不仅 (4) not only  A3, A6   

 智力 (6) 

intelligence 

 A7  A7 

5 数据 (5) data  A1  A1 

 程序 (5)  

program 

 A1, A3, A5, A6, 

A7 

 A1, A3, A5, 

A6, A7 

 省下 (4) save S2, S7 A3, A5 S2, S7 A3, A5 

6 你们 (1)  

you (plural) 
 A5  A5 

 毕业 (4) graduate S2, S4, S6 A2, A7   

 背景 (5) 

background 

S1 A7 S1  

 摄影(5)师 

photographer 

 A3  A3 

7 各大 major  A3, A7  A3 

 喜欢 (1) like  A4   

8 忘记 (3) forget  A3   

 校园 campus S2, S5 A1, A3 S5 A3 
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Table 4.20 continued 

 名胜古迹 (5)  

site of interest 
 A1, A7  A1 

 设置 (6) set up  A3, A4, A5, A8  A3, A4, A5, 

A8 

9 款 (6) type S4 A1, A2, A3 S4 A1, A2, A3 

 外观 appearance  A1, A2, A3, A5, 

A6 

 A1, A2, A3, 

A5, A6 

 时尚 (5) 

fashionable 

 A2, A7  A2 

 条件 (4)  

condition 

S2 A2, A3, A6 S2 A2, A3, A6 

 免费 (4) free S1 A2 S1  

10 礼拜 (4) week  A2, A5, A6   

 忙 (2) busy  A3   

 什么 (1) what  A3   

 报 (4) sign up S1, S6 A1, A3, A5, A7 S1 A1, A3 

 上(课) (2)  

take (a class) 
 A2   

11 应聘 (4) 

interview with 

 A1, A2, A7  A1, A2 

 从事 (5) undertake  A1, A5  A1, A5 

 跟 (3) with  A2   

 市场 (5)营销 

marketing 

 A2, A3, A6, A7, 

A8 

 A2, A3, A6, 

A7, A8 

 工作 (1) work  A2, A3   

 经验 (4) 

experience 

 A3   

12 告诉 (2) tell  A1, A2, A8   

 连续 (5) 

continuously 

S2 A3, A7 S2 A3 

 售 (4) sell  A2  A2 

 

Another clear pattern was that the authenticated group had many more 

participants that had phonological decoding difficulties (ranging from one participant to 

five participants) compared to the number of participants that had the same listening 

difficulty in the scripted group (ranging from one to three participants). Moreover, 82% 
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(41 words) of the 50 words caused phonological decoding difficulties for fewer than five 

participants in all sixteen participants, while eight of the 50 words caused phonological 

decoding difficulties for five or more participants. The eight words (in bold) are “中介 

(agency)”, “组装 (assemble)”, “报 (sign up)”, “毕业 (graduate)”,“书 (book)”, “出版社 

(publisher)”, and “市场营销 (marketing)”, and “外观 (appearance)”.  

The difficulty levels of the eight words, as indicated by the HSK level were not all 

the same, with three graded at Level 5, two graded at Level 4, one graded at Level 1 and 

two not found in the required HSK vocabulary (Hanban, 2012). Accordingly, it is highly 

likely that participants did not know these words, especially the ones at the HSK Level 5, 

because 10 of the 16 participants only passed HSK Level 4 at the time of data collection 

while the rest of them passed HSK Level 5 or above or had the equivalent overall 

proficiency. Three of the eight words appeared to be unknown to the participants as all of 

the participants did not recognize the words after hearing it again verbalized by the 

researcher slowly and clearly. One feature that the remaining five words shared was 

phonological modifications in connected speech in the authenticated spoken texts, which 

will be analyzed further in a later section. 

Table 4.20 shows that more than half of the words (33 of 50) in the authenticated 

spoken texts appeared to be comprehended by at least one participant who previously 

mentioned not comprehending the word, but were able to when given the chance to listen 

to the words again pronounced in a slower and clearer manner. About 43.33% (56 

instances) of the total 105 instances of phonological decoding difficulties were associated 

with words that the participants knew the lexical meaning of. On the other hand, a total of 

49 instances of phonological decoding problems (46.67%) were not resolved after three 
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chances of listening, with 76.74% of the total 86 instances for the authenticated group 

and 68.42% of the total 19 instances for the scripted group. This could have two possible 

explanations: (a) the participants might know the word when the written form is 

presented; or (b) the participants did not know the word in either its written or spoken 

form.  

Interestingly, overall 24.53% of the vocabulary that caused phonological 

decoding difficulties are graded at HSK Level 1, Level 2, and Level 3 (Hanban, 2012) 

while the participants’ overall Chinese proficiency levels were at the HSK Level 4 and 

above. Moreover, the words that caused phonological decoding difficulties for 

participants in the scripted group tended to be at the HSK Level 4 and above, while the 

words that caused phonological decoding difficulties for participants in the authenticated 

group had a wider range of difficulty levels (i.e., from Level 1 to Level 5). This showed 

that L2 Chinese listeners are likely to still encounter decoding difficulties even with 

words of which they know the lexical meaning, a finding confirmed in previous studies 

(Cai, 2012; Carney, 2018, 2021; Goh, 2000). The L2 Chinese listeners in this study may 

know the citation forms of the lower-level words when spoken, but not the spoken forms 

of those words that have undergone phonological modifications. For the lower-level 

vocabulary, it was also possible that the participants were more familiar with their written 

forms than the aural forms; however, the current study did not provide direct evidence for 

this explanation. 

Whether the word is a content word also seemed to have contributed to the 

phonological decoding difficulties. In fact, only one function word “跟 (with)” was found 

to be difficult for one participant in the authenticated group to repeat accurately and 
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impeded the participant’s comprehension. However, two other participants (A3 and A5) 

were not able to verbally repeat the word accurately, but they did not report having 

comprehension problems. This is possibly due to their being able to infer the meaning 

from words that were understood. 

 Another linguistic characteristic of the words that caused phonological decoding 

difficulties was that the majority of the words (82%, 41 out of 50) were multisyllabic 

rather than mono-syllabic. Because the L1s of the participants were not the same, it was 

not possible to examine whether this might be due to phonological differences between 

their L1s and Mandarin Chinese. However, a plausible source of phonological decoding 

difficulty was that the character boundaries within these multisyllabic words were less 

distinct in the authenticated spoken texts and that the phonological modifications were 

more pronounced within the multisyllabic words (Třísková, 2008, 2011, 2015). 

Moreover, these multisyllabic words are usually graded at HSK levels 4 and above 

indicating they are less frequent and more difficult for L2 learners. Thus, it is intuitively 

possible that these multisyllabic words were less familiar to the participants. Meanwhile, 

the most frequent words in spoken Chinese tend to be monosyllabic (Tao, 2015), so they 

might be more familiar to the participants.  

Word Segmentation Difficulties  

  Word segmentation difficulties refers to the case when listeners misidentify the 

boundary between words (i.e., when listeners misinterpret a monosyllabic word as a part 

of a multisyllabic word, or they misinterpret a single multisyllabic word as more than one 

word). For example, the phrase “开演唱会 (hold a concert)” contains one monosyllabic 

word, “开 (hold)”, and a tri-syllabic word “演唱会 (a concert)”. Participant S8 
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interpreted the first two syllables of this phrase as “开眼 (open eyes)”, one phrase which 

has the same pronunciation as the first two syllables of the phrase. If participants typed 

the pinyin of what they heard, word segmentation difficulties were determined by 

whether there was a space between two words. However, cases where participants 

omitted a word in their verbal and written repetitions were not included as neither 

phonological decoding difficulties nor word segmentation difficulties, as it was not 

possible to determine the reasons why certain words were omitted in their L2 repetitions. 

As shown in Table 4.19, only two of the eight participants in the scripted group were 

observed having word segmentation difficulties, as opposed to seven of the eight in the 

authenticated group. A total of 27 words and phrases were related to the word 

segmentation difficulties. There were fewer words and phrases that were associated with 

the difficulty of word segmentation than the difficulty of the phonological decoding. 

However, the two types of difficulties were interrelated, as some words that caused 

phonological decoding difficulties also appeared in Table 4.20. Unfortunately, the 

diagnostic procedure did not allow more word segmentation difficulties to be detected, 

possibly because after participants successfully reproduced a segment verbally without 

indicating that they did not comprehend the segment, no further probe was made 

regarding whether participants had difficulty segmenting words. On the other hand, the 

results were able to show that participants’ word segmentation difficulties were possibly 

due to unknown words and connected speech. 56.75% of the phrases that caused word 

segmentation difficulties contained at least one word of which the lexical meaning that 

the participants did not know.  
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Table 4.21 

Phrases Related to Word Segmentation Difficulties for Both Groups 

Item Phrases Word segmentation 

difficulties 

Unknown words 

(aural input) 

Scripted 

group 

Authenticated 

group 

Scripted 

group 

Authenticated 

group 

2 光(4)中介费(5) 

just agency fee 
 A1, A2, A4  A1, A2, A4 

 这(1) 样省(4)钱(1) 

this way saves 
money 

 A2   

 找(2)房东(4)租(4) 

rent from the owner 
 A3   

 租(4)房信息(4) 

rental information 
 A1, A2, A3  A1, A2, A3 

3 去(1)酒吧(5) 

go to a bar 
 A3   

 你(1)的新(2)书(1) 

your new book 
 A1, A4   

 什么(1)事(2) 

what’s up 
 A5   

 这么急(3) 

in a hurry 
 A5   

 出版(5)社  

publisher 
 A7  A7 

4 这(1)款(6) 

this style 
 A5  A5 

 这(1)款(6)组装 

this assemble toy 
 A4   A4 

 组装成 

assemble into 
 A1   A1 

5 就(2)快(2)多了 

much faster 
 A7   

 帮(3)我省下 

to help me save 
 A3   

6 洗(2)出来了 

was printed 
 A7  A7 

 你们班(3) 

your class 
 A5   

 拍(5)毕业(4)照(4) 

take graduate 
photos 

 A6   
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Table 4.21 continued 

 她技术(4) 

her technique 
 A3   

7 各大名胜古迹(5) 

every famous site of 
interest 

 A3, A7  A3, A7 

9 无条件(4) 

unconditionally 
 A2, A3, A6  A2. A3, A6 

 外观时尚(5) 

the look is 
fashionable 

 A2   A2  

10 同学(1)聚会(4) 

classmate party 

 A2, A5   

 报(4)了个 

registered for a 
 A3   

12 已经(2)开始(2) 

already started 
 A3   

 开始(2)售票 

started selling tickets 
 A5  A5 

 两(2)场(4)  

two (concerts) 
S2 A1 S2 A1 

 开(1)演唱会 
hold a concert 

S8  S8  

 

Details of Words and Phrases Associated with Bottom-Up Processing Difficulties 

To gain more insight into the commonalties of the words and phrases that caused 

bottom-up listening difficulties, words with which no less than five participants had 

phonological difficulties were analyzed, and the phonological features of the words will 

be presented below in Table 4.22, Table 4.23, Table 4.24, Table 4.25, and Table 4.26. 

Phonological decoding difficulties caused by words of which the lexical meanings were 

unknow to all the participants were not included in the following analyses. This is 

because the purpose was to examine the words that are known to the participants but 

were not decoded and recognized successfully in the L2 repetition sessions. A Ph.D. 

student specializing in Chinese phonetics and phonology and I listened to the scripted 
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spoken texts and the authenticated spoken texts and transcribed the sounds of the 

problematic words in the citation form, the form as spoken in the scripted spoken texts, 

and the form as spoken in the authenticated spoken texts. The transcription followed the 

convention of the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA). The lexical tone of each word 

was also presented using the five-level tone mark (Chao, 1968) to delineate the 

suprasegmental features of the words, which will be shown as a potential cause of 

decoding difficulties.  

中介费 (agency fee) and 光中介费 (only the agency fee). The word 中介费

caused phonological decoding difficulties for five participants that heard the 

authenticated version and two that heard the scripted version. The full segment that the 

words 中介费 was in was光中介费 (only the agency fee).  

Table 4.22 

Bottom-Up Processing Difficulties with 中介费 and 光中介费 

Words 

and 

phrases 

Citation form 

(pinyin & 

IPA) 

Scripted Authenticated Participant repetition 

中介费 

agency fee 
zhong jie fei 

[tʂoŋ55 tɕie51 

fei51] 

 

[tʂoŋ55 

tɕie51 fei51] 

 

[tʂoŋ55 tɕie44 

fei51] 

 

A3: 光中间费 

A5: 光中金费 

A7: 光中间费 

A8: 光中间费 

S1: 光中间费
/zhongjiafei  

S6: 光中间费 

光中介费 

only 
agency fee 

[kuɑŋ55 

tʂoŋ55 tɕie51 

fei51] 

[kuɑŋ55 

tʂoŋ55 

tɕie51 fei51] 

[kũɑ̃ŋ55 

tʂoŋ55 tɕie44 

fei51] 

A1: gongzhongfei 

A2: 公众欠费 

A4: 关注电费 

 

Based on participants’ L2 repetitions, participants mainly interpreted the second character 

of the word 介 as characters that sound very similar to it. Four participants interpreted it 
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as 间 (pronounced as [tɕæn55]), while one as the sound of jia (pronounced as [tɕa]) and 

the other one produced both responses. Based on the L2 verbal and written repetitions, 

the participants that had phonological decoding difficulties with this word did not 

demonstrate difficulty segmenting between the word 光 and 中介费. 

Six of the eight participants believed that they did not know the word after 

hearing the word spoken by the researcher at the slower speech rate in a clearer manner, 

indicating that the primary reason that participants had difficulty decoding this word is 

not knowing the lexical meaning of this word. This is quite possible because the word 中

介 (agency) is graded as HSK Level 5. The affix 费 (fee) could only be found in the word 

免费 (free), and is graded as HSK Level 4. However, there were still two participants 

who heard the authenticated spoken texts who expressed that they knew the meaning of 

the word after the slower and clearer version was provided to them. 

Comparing the citation form of the word, the form in the scripted spoken text, and 

the form in the authenticated spoken text, the lexical tone of the second character 

underwent modification due to the obligatory contour principle (OCP, Leben, 1973; 

Goldsmith, 1976; McCarthy, 1986) where the lexical tone of the second of the two 

connected falling tones dropped the low feature and became a high-level tone. In this 

way, the participants who produced 中间费 and 中金费 may have correctly perceived the 

lexical tone of the second syllable as the second syllable 间 and 金 also carrying a high-

level tone. A previous study by Zhang (2010) found English-speaking L2 Chinese 

learners “have difficulties producing two identical tones at adjacent positions” (p. 60). L2 

learners may also have difficulties accurately perceiving two identical tones at adjacent 

positions (the tone sequence in the target word). However, this remains speculation. 
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Regarding the difficulty level of the word, the word 中间 (middle) is graded at the 

HSK Level 3, and therefore may have been more accessible to the participants. This may 

explain why two participants who heard the scripted spoken texts interpreted the word as 

中间. Two other participants produced “zhongjiafei” possibly due to the fact that they did 

not know the word and that in the connected speech of the authenticated text, the middle 

syllable was pronounced very briefly with relatively less stress compared to the citation 

and scripted versions of the word. 

This word in the segment of 光中介费 also caused word segmentation difficulties 

for three participants (see Table 4.22). The phrase 光中介费 comprised a whole pausal 

unit. In addition to the phonological decoding difficulties participants had with the 

second word, three participants also had difficulty segmenting the two words, likely due 

to the fact that the word was unknown to them. Based on the L2 written repetitions of the 

participants, two participants perceived the first syllable guang (pronounced as [kuɑŋ] as 

gong (pronounced as [kuŋ]), and the first two syllables as one word 公众 (pronounced as [kuŋ55 

ʈʂuŋ51]) or gongzhong. This might be due to the nasalization of both the glide and nucleus of the 

first syllable in the connected speech which is common in natural Chinese connected speech 

(Třísková, 2017a), and as a result the syllable sounded similar to [kũɑ̃ŋ]. 

出版社 (publisher). This word appeared in the segment 出版社刚联系我 (the 

publisher just contacted me) and caused phonological decoding difficulties for five 

participants, all of whom listened to the authenticated spoken texts. In contrast, all 

participants that heard the scripted spoken text were able to accurately produce the 

segment verbally on the first attempt even though three participants indicated that they 
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did not know the meaning of the word. Three participants (participants A1, A2, A3) were 

able to comprehend the word after hearing the clearer and slower version of the word.  

Table 4.23 

Bottom-Up Processing Difficulties with 出版社 

Word Citation form 

(pinyin & 

IPA) 

Scripted Authenticated Participant written 

repetition 

出版社
publisher 

[tʂʰu55 pan21 

ʂɤ51] 

 

[tʂʰu55 

pan21 

ʂɤ51] 

 

[tʂʰu̥55 

pã21ʂɐ51] 

 

A1: 全是/全部刚联系我 

A2: chuangshe 刚联系我 

A3: quwangshang 刚联系我 

A6: chuanshe 刚联系我 

A7: 出网上刚联系我 

 

The most severe decoding problem was the inability to recognize the three 

separate syllables in the word. This could be a result of the target word being an unknown 

word or it could be due to the phonological modifications in the authenticated texts. The 

word is graded at HSK Level 5 which could be an unknown word for some of the 

participants. Moreover, it would be very difficult to infer the meaning of this word based 

on the context provided by the previous turns because who would contact the speaker was 

not indicated in the previous turns.  

Examining the phonological features of the word – its citation form, its form in 

the scripted spoken text, and its form in the authenticated spoken text, it can be seen that 

a few phonological changes happened. In the authenticated spoken text, due to connected 

speech, the word was produced relatively quickly. In turn, the vowel in the first syllable 

became voiceless, the vowel in the second syllable became nasalized, and the vowel in 

the third syllable was weakened. These types of phonological modifications in connected 

speech in Mandarin are documented in Duanmu (2007) and Třísková (2015, 2016, 2017a) 
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such as de-stressing and vowel (rhyme) reduction and vowel devoicing. As a result, the 

word was difficult to decode even for participants who knew the lexical meaning of the 

word and perceived the first two syllables as one producing 全 (pronounced as 

[tɕʰæn35]), chuang (pronounced as [tʂʰaŋ]), or chuan (pronounced as [tʂʰæn]). For the 

participants who correctly identified the number of syllables (participants A3 and A7), it 

seemed that they still had difficulty identifying the exact phonemes in each syllable. In 

addition, their interpretations also did not fit in the context semantically. Again, this 

might be due to a lack of familiarity with the target word, a lack of contextual 

information, and phonological modifications in the connected speech. 

书 (book). Table 4.24 shows that only the participants who heard the 

authenticated spoken texts misinterpreted the word. The full segment that the word 书 

was in 你 + 你的新书要出版了 (you + your new book is going to be published). The 

words in the left column in parentheses indicate that some participants had bottom-up 

processing difficulties in those words in addition to the main content word 书. This 

segment contained a hesitation in the form of repetition of the pronoun 你 (you) at the 

beginning of the segment. However, this phenomenon did not seem to impede 

participants’ decoding processes as all the participants were able to ignore the hesitation 

and repeat the segment in the complete sentence. 

This word was associated with both phonological decoding difficulties and word 

segmentation difficulties. However, the difficulty level of the words in this phrase 新书 

(a new book) are graded as HSK Level 2 and Level 1. Even though the word 新书 should 

be known to all participants, participants A2 and A5 reported not being able to 
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understand the phrase 新书, even after hearing the researcher pronounce the phrase 

slowly in an enunciated manner.  

Again, the citation form of the word, the form in the scripted spoken text, and the 

form in the authenticated spoken texts were transcribed and examined. The scripted form 

resembled the citation form while the authenticated form underwent a consonant 

reduction change (Duanmu, 2007; Třísková, 2017a). This is a process in which voiceless 

stops become voiced stops, which in turn become approximants. As a result, participants 

A2, A7, and A5 were able to recognize the number of syllables correctly in this segment 

but perceived the word 书 as shuo (pronounced as [ʂo]), 去 ([tɕʰy51]), and guo ([ko]). 

Due to the fast speech rate, participants A4 and A6 were not able to produce a phrase that 

resembled phonologically the original phrase 你的新书 (your new book). Instead, these 

participants may have inferred the meaning based on the co-text and produced 你是不是

要 (will you or not) and 你这是要 (you will) which are semantically appropriate. Finally, 

participant A1 produced 你需要 (you need) as opposed to 你的新书要 which omitted 

two syllables but could also be semantically appropriate in the context.  

Table 4.24 

Bottom-Up Processing Difficulties with 书 

Word Citation form 

(pinyin & 

IPA) 

Scripted Authenticated Participant repetition 

书 

book  
 

 

[ʂu55] 

 

[ʂu55] 

 

[ɻu55] 

 

A1: 你需要 

A2: 你 shuo 要出版了 

A4: 你这是要出版了 

A5: 你 jingguo 要出版了 

A6: 你是不是要 

A7: 你先去要 
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 毕业 (graduate). Table 4.25 shows that the word 毕业 caused phonological 

decoding difficulties for five participants among which three of them heard the scripted 

spoken text and two of them heard the authenticated spoken text. The full segment in 

which the word appeared was 拍毕业照了吗 (have taken the graduation photo?). All of 

them indicated that they understood the word after hearing the word pronounced clearly 

and slowly to them, which was not unexpected because 毕业 is a HSK Level 4 word. 

Comparing the citation form of the word, the form in the scripted spoken text, and 

the authenticated spoken text, as shown in Table 4.25, it can be seen that the phonological 

features of the word 毕业 changed in the authenticated spoken text. In the same manner 

as the obligatory contour principle (OCP, Leben, 1973; Goldsmith, 1976; McCarthy, 

1986) mentioned earlier, the lexical tone of the first of the two connected falling tones 

([pi51]) dropped the low feature and became a high-level tone ([pi44]). As a result, the 

phonological cue of the boundary of the two syllables as carried by lexical tones became 

less reliable for L2 listeners. In addition, due to the fast speech rate, the two syllables 

merged and the consonant of the second syllable sounded almost like a medial of the 

mono-syllabic word, which is a process identified as syllable merger in Chinese 

connected speech (Duanmu, 2007). This might be the reason that the participants who 

listened to the authenticated spoken text believed that they heard one syllable rather than 

two syllables. However, it is interesting that three participants who heard the scripted 

spoken text also perceived the word 毕业 as a single syllable and two of the three 

participants incorrectly perceived the consonant of the first syllable, which might indicate 

their unfamiliarity with the word 毕业 and the suffix 照 (photo) and a lack of contextual 

cues (as this is the first turn of the dialogue). It could also be because words such as 毕业 
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in which the second syllable’s consonant is an approximant is intrinsically more difficult 

for listeners to decode accurately. 

Table 4.25 

Bottom-Up Processing Difficulties with 毕业 

Word Citation form 

(pinyin & 

IPA) 

Scripted Authenticated Participant repetition 

毕业 

graduate 

bi ye zhao 

[pi51 je51 

tʂau51] 

 

[pi51 je51 

tʂau51] 

 

[pi44 je51 

tʂau51] 

 

S2: pai biezhao le ma 

S4: pai diezhao 了吗 

S6: pai jiezhao 了吗 

A2: tai biezhuang le ma 

A7: hai biezhao 了吗 

 

 报 (sign up). The full segment that the word 报 was in [哦] 报了个辅导班 ([oh] 

signed up for tutoring). Table 4.25 shows two participants that heard the scripted spoken 

text and four participants that heard the authenticated spoken text had phonological 

decoding difficulties with this word. The monosyllabic word 报 was not found in the 

HSK required vocabulary (Hanban, 2012). However, the intransitive verb equivalent to 

报, 报名 is graded at HSK Level 4. One scripted participant and two authenticated 

participants reported that they comprehended the word after hearing the researcher 

verbalize the word again. 

Also shown in Table 4.26, the vowel of the word changed in the authenticated 

spoken text due to connected speech but not in the scripted text. The diphthong with 

falling tone changed into a monophthong (Třísková, 2017a). Moreover, in the 

authenticated spoken text, a backchannel 哦 (oh) was inserted right at the beginning of 

the segment creating a latching phenomenon. 
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Table 4.26 

Bottom-Up Processing Difficulties with 报 

Word Citation form 

(pinyin & 

IPA) 

Scripted Authenticated Participant repetition 

报 

sign up 

bao 

[pau51] 

 

[pau51] 

 

[pʚ51] 

 

 

S1: dao le de fudaoban 
S6: dao le ge fudaoban 

A1: 够了个 fudaoban 

A3: 看到辅导班 

A5: 够了个辅导班 

A7: 到了个辅导班 

 

The consonant of the word is a bilabial. However, participants S1, S6, and A7 

believed they heard a word with an alveolar while participants A1 and A5 believed they 

heard a velar. Participant A3 identified an incorrect number of syllables. For participants 

that heard the scripted spoken text, their L2 repetitions may indicate that even at a 

relatively high level of Chinese proficiency, L2 learners still encounter decoding 

difficulties with bilabials. It could also be that they were not familiar with the word, 

which is evident by their reporting of not comprehending the researcher’s verbalization of 

the word. 

This word impacted the decoding accuracy and the successful comprehension for 

more participants that heard the authenticated spoken text than those who heard the 

scripted spoken text. Participants A1 and A5 believed they heard [kəu]. This could be due 

to the effects of latching of the backchannel and the beginning of the word and the 

weakened vowel in this word.  

 In summary, the quantitative and the qualitative evidence for phonological 

decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties showcased the differences of the 

frequencies and details of the two types of bottom-up processing difficulties encountered 
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by the participants who heard spoken texts of different level of scriptedness. Overall, 

more participants that heard the authenticated spoken text had the two types of listening 

difficulties compared to those who heard the scripted spoken texts. The participants that 

heard the authenticated spoken texts also had more instances of the two types of listening 

difficulties than those who heard the scripted spoken texts. In particular, the authenticated 

participants encountered more difficulty accurately decoding words of which the lexical 

meaning were known to them, and this caused more comprehension breakdown. The 

analyses of the phonological features of the spoken texts suggest that the phonological 

modifications in the connected speech was likely the cause of the authenticated group’s 

decoding and word segmentation difficulties. Even though the participants that heard the 

authenticated spoken texts encountered more difficulties segmenting words than those 

who heard the scripted spoken texts, word segmentation difficulties did not seem to be as 

prevalent as phonological decoding difficulties for the L2 Chinese listeners.  

Chapter Summary  

 In this chapter, both the quantitative and qualitative data that were collected to 

address the four research questions were presented. The results showed that L1 Chinese 

speakers believed that the authenticated spoken texts contained more features of real-

world spoken Chinese than the scripted texts, but the L2 Chinese learners did not believe 

that the authenticated spoken texts sounded more authentic. They also did not believe the 

test using the more authentic spoken texts could better assess their real-world listening 

abilities.  

In addition, the L2 test-takers in the authenticated group scored significantly 

lower than the test-takers in the scripted group. However, the questionnaire results and 
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the verbal reports revealed that the L2 test-takers’ test-taking processes in terms of the 

cognitive processes, the use of listening strategies, and the use of test-taking strategies 

did not seem to differ greatly between the scripted group and the authenticated group. 

Nevertheless, the qualitative data offered a more detailed picture of how the two groups 

differed in their reliance on particular components of cognitive processing, listening 

strategies, and test-taking strategies in different stages of completing the multiple-choice 

tasks. 

 Through a diagnostic listening procedure using L2 repetitions, the differences of 

the severity of the phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties 

experienced by the scripted group and the authenticated group were also analyzed. The 

latter had more instances of both types of listening difficulties, although a few words and 

phrases caused listening problems for participants in both groups. The detailed analyses 

of the words and phrases associated with these listening difficulties were also showcased 

to explore the potential impact of phonological modifications on accurate phonological 

decoding and word segmentation. 

 In the next chapter, I will discuss the findings pertinent to the four research 

questions in connection to the literature and propose some explanations for the findings. I 

will also discuss the implications of the current study on test development, L2 Chinese 

listening testing, and teaching and learning. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

 In this chapter, I will discuss the possible explanations of the results from the 

quantitative and qualitative data presented in Chapter Four. More specifically, I will 

discuss the implications of the L1 Chinese participants’ attitudes toward the nature of the 

spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness on the development of authentic 

spoken texts for L2 Chinese listening tests. I will also discuss the necessity of using 

unscripted spoken texts in listening assessment under the framework of cognitive validity 

(Field, 2013). L2 learners’ bottom-up listening difficulties – phonological decoding 

difficulties and word segmentation difficulties pertinent to each type of spoke texts will 

be discussed. Finally, implications of the findings of this study for assessing and teaching 

L2 Chinese listening will follow the above discussions. 

Discussion of the Findings 

Authenticity of the Spoken Texts 

 The spoken texts created by me based on the long dialogues in HSK Level 5 were 

assessed by L1 Chinese speakers on a number of characteristics typical of unscripted 

spoken texts. The L1 Chinese speakers generally perceived that the authenticated spoken 

texts which contained more instances of phonological modifications, hesitations, false 

starts, backchannels, and interactional features to be more authentic than the comparable 

scripted spoken texts in which the instances of the above features were very few or non-

existent. This finding is not surprising because the authenticated spoken texts were 

created by two L1 Chinese speakers who had intentionally spoken naturally for the 
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authenticated spoken texts as if they were speaking to each other in a real-world context. 

Although no previous studies have tapped into L1 speakers’ attitudes toward the nature of 

scripted spoken texts and authenticated spoken texts created using the “text 

authenticating” technique (Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021), a number of studies have 

investigated L2 learners’ attitudes toward the authenticated spoken texts (Liao et al., 

2018; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2017). I will discuss the findings of the current 

study in light of the findings of these studies. 

 In Liao et al. (2018) and Wagner (2018b), in which the same authentication 

technique was used to adapt scripted spoken texts, L2 learners’ ratings on the authenticity 

scale tapping into their attitude toward the overall authenticity of the spoken texts did not 

show that the L2 listeners perceived the authenticated spoken texts as more authentic than 

the scripted spoken texts. The researchers explained that this might be because the 

authenticity scale was a holistic scale. They also explained that this might be because the 

lexical, grammatical, and discoursal features of the authenticated spoken texts were not 

modified and therefore did not resemble those of real-world unscripted spoken English. 

As a result, L2 learners still believed the authenticated spoken texts to be somewhat 

contrived and artificial, and in turn, their ratings of the authenticity of the two types of 

spoken texts did not differ significantly. This could explain the results of this study, given 

that the L1 Chinese speakers in this study rated the authenticity of the texts on average 

below 5 on a 7-point scale, indicating that they only somewhat agreed that the dialogues 

were authentic, were not created for students learning Chinese, and had authentic 

Mandarin spoken input.  
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However, the statistically insignificant result of comparing the authenticity scale 

for the two text types could be affected by the data collection method and the wording of 

the sub-scales. In this study, a counterbalanced design was used where the L1 Chinese 

speakers listened to both types of spoken texts. To reiterate, about half of the participants 

first listened to the scripted spoken texts and then the authenticated spoken texts while the 

rest of the participants first listened to the authenticated spoken texts and then the scripted 

spoken texts. Although the two groups listened to dialogues containing different content, 

the degree of scriptedness of the first 13 scripted spoken texts (in the post-tests) was 

virtually the same as the degree of scriptedness of the last 13 scripted spoken texts (in the 

post-tests). Similarly, the degree of scriptedness of the first 13 authenticated spoken texts 

(in the post-tests) was virtually the same as the degree of scriptedness of the last 13 

scripted spoken texts (in the post-tests). Indeed, some participants in the pilot study 

responded that they found it very difficult to give their opinion on the authenticity of the 

dialogues, especially on the first group of dialogues (either scripted or authenticated), 

because they did not have a point of reference for comparison. As a result, the group that 

heard the scripted spoken texts first rated the scripted dialogues much more authentic 

than the group that heard the scripted spoken texts after the authenticated spoken texts 

(which is indicated by comparing the means of the authenticity scale).  

Using a counterbalanced design, this ordering effect was minimized because 

participants were able to interpret the meaning of the authenticity scales more accurately 

when they heard both types of spoken texts. In Liao et al. (2018), not only were the L2 

learners asked to rate the authenticity of the spoken texts in two sets of tests that 

contained spoken texts of different content, there were also two weeks between when 
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they rated the authenticity of the scripted spoken texts and the authenticity of the 

authenticated spoken texts. The participants possibly had forgotten the features of the 

spoken texts in the first test, and thus lost the point of reference to judge whether the 

spoken texts were authentic.  

Moreover, apart from using scales to measure the participants’ attitudes toward 

the authenticity of all the dialogues, the current study included a scale tapping into the 

raters’ perception of each dialogue individually, and the wording of the scale took into 

consideration the fact that the pilot participants found it difficult to interpret the 

definitions of “authentic input” or “authentic spoken language”. Understandably, even 

researchers are not in consensus when it come to the meaning of “authentic language” 

and “authentic materials” (Gilmore, 2007) and have used multiple terms and lenses (e.g., 

scriptedness or orality) to delineate the linguistic features of spontaneous spoken 

language (Bloomfield, 2018). The authenticity scale following each individual dialogue 

emphasized the “naturalness” of the dialogues and how they are compared to the 

Mandarin Chinese dialogues that the participants heard in real-life language contexts. In 

fact, participants’ perception of the authenticity of the authenticated dialogues was higher 

in the individual authenticity scales compared to the holistic scales for all 13 dialogues 

(which is indicated by the means of the ratings). This might indicate that the wording of 

these individual authenticity scales better represented the construct of the features of 

unscripted spoken texts.  

The above reasoning also helps explain why the L2 learners in the current study 

did not believe that the authenticated dialogues were more authentic, natural, and 

sounded more like the real-world dialogues they heard outside the classroom than the 
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scripted texts. Again, the L2 participants only heard one of the two types of spoken texts. 

Even though the authenticity subscales were modified based on Liao et al. (2018), 

Wagner (2018b), and Wagner and Toth (2017) to more directly orient the L2 participants’ 

attention to comparing the spoken texts used in this study with Chinese speakers’ speech 

outside the classroom (as students may interpret classroom language and “textbook texts” 

as real-life spoken language), it is still possible that the L2 participants were not aware of 

the differences between scripted and unscripted spoken texts due to the lack of point of 

reference of comparison. It is also worth noting that, the medians differed on the 

authenticity subscale between the two L2 participant groups although not statistically 

significant (p = .033), which could be due to the application of a Bonferroni correction.  

Another reason which can possibly explain why the L1 Chinses speakers rated the 

authenticated dialogues as more authentic, natural, and real-world-like is their native 

intuition and their higher linguistic knowledge and greater exposure to unscripted spoken 

Chinese. This finding is interesting because it was hypothesized that, due to the greater 

exposure to the target language of the L2 learners in the current study compared to the L2 

learners in previous studies (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2017), 

the L2 participants in this study should be able to discern the discrepancies between 

spoken texts with different levels of scriptedness. The L2 participants in this study have 

or had lived in Chinese-speaking areas for an average of two years while the L2 learners 

in Wagner (2018b) had lived in the target-language-speaking country for an average of 

six months. Participants in Liao et al. were EFL learners, and hence might have very 

limited experience “us(ing) English in authentic situations” or “visit places where they 

can use English communicatively” (Hosni, 2014, p. 27). Unfortunately, “many L2 
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speakers living in a second language context have surprisingly limited amounts of 

exposure to and interaction with expert speakers of the language (Wagner et al., 2021, 

citing Cheng & Fox, 2008; Collentin & Freed, 2004; Ranta & Meckelborg, 2013; 

Segalowitz & Freed, 2004). And this might also apply to the L2 participants in this study, 

a plausible explanation seemingly also supported by the L2 participants’ lower listening 

comprehension test scores taking the test using authenticated spoken texts. 

The results of this study concurred with the findings in previous studies in that the 

authenticated spoken texts were perceived by the L1 speakers as having a relatively more 

normal speech rate (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner, 2018b), more natural pronunciation (Liao 

et al., 2018), more instances of hesitations (Wagner & Toth, 2017), and more instance of 

slang (Liao et al., 2018; Wagner & Toth, 2017). A new finding in this study was that the 

speakers in the authenticated spoken texts were perceived to initiate the conversation, 

respond to each other, and attend to each other’s speech in a more real-world-like manner 

compared to the speakers in the scripted spoken texts. This is probably due to the 

inclusion of turn-openers and backchannels commonly used in authentic Chinese 

conversations. These findings thus confirmed the assumption that the authenticated 

spoken texts sound more authentic due to the addition of the above features.  

From a testing standpoint, the finding that the L1 Chinese listeners perceived the 

authenticated spoken texts as more authentic-sounding than those scripted ones is also 

important. In current test-text developing practices, possibly due to the fact that “text 

authenticity” is not easily definable or quantifiable, it is usually the trained test-text 

writers who determine whether listening texts contain features of spoken language and 

sound unscripted (Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021). “Naïve” L1 listeners’ opinions have not been 
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taken into account, while their opinions, evident in the current study, can provide test 

developers with valuable information for creating listening texts that more closely mimic 

the conversations occur in the real world. Despite the fact that L1 speakers often have 

difficulty elaborating on the features of authentic spoken texts (Han et al., 2020; Rossi & 

Brunfaut, 2021), the “naïve” L1 speakers in this study demonstrated that, when their 

attention was explicitly oriented to the various differences between scripted and 

unscripted spoken texts, their opinions on the authenticity of spoken texts could provide 

test developers meaningful feedback for creating listening texts, which is especially 

helpful when the information about the characteristics of unscripted spoken Chinese 

based on corpus data of naturally-occurring spoken Chinese is lacking (see the 

Characteristics of Authentic Spoken Texts section in the Literature Review Chapter for a 

discussion).  

For instance, when examining the mean of each scale more closely, there were 

several surprising findings which have important implications to test development. First, 

the L1 Chinese speakers rated the speech rate of the scripted spoken texts much less 

authentic (with a difference of more than two points) than the speech rate of the 

authenticated spoken texts. This was unexpected because the average speech rate of the 

scripted spoken texts (230 spm) and the average speech rate of the authenticated spoken 

texts (246 spm) were both within the medium range of normal speech rate (from 220 spm 

to 269 spm, Meng, 2008). While the authenticated spoken texts had slightly higher 

speech rates, it is unclear as to why the L1 speakers thought the speech rate of the 

scripted dialogues to be unnaturally low. My speculation is that this is because the 

speakers in the authenticated spoken texts not only spoke slightly faster, but also spoke 
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with more natural prosodic features such as natural stress and intonation and more 

connected speech phenomena compared to the speakers in the scripted spoken texts. As a 

result, the L1 participants felt that the speakers in the authenticated spoken texts did not 

speak slowly intentionally for their listeners to understand them. This then suggests that 

to evaluate the authenticity of a spoken text, solely based on the criterion of speech rate is 

insufficient. What is also worth noting is that speech rate seems the primary factor that 

influences L1 listeners’ perceptions of what makes a speech utterance sound natural and 

authentic, and this is probably because speech rate is the most obvious and salient 

characteristic that differs between texts created especially for L2 learners and naturally-

occurring texts. 

Another interesting finding is that, similar to previous studies (Liao et al., 2018; 

Wagner & Toth, 2017), the L1 participants felt that there was more slang and colloquial 

speech in the authenticated spoken texts, even though the lexical and grammatical 

features were virtually identical in the two spoken texts. The authenticated spoken texts 

contained fillers such as 嗯 (um), 那个(nage), 那什么(nashenme) and 然后 (ranhou) 

whereas the scripted spoken texts did not contain any hesitation phenomenon, which 

might have caused the L1 participants to perceive the authenticated spoken texts as 

having more slang and colloquialisms (Wagner & Toth, 2017). In addition, it could also 

be because the speakers in the authenticated spoken texts spoke more naturally and 

colloquially with connected speech, hesitations, and authentic interactional features, the 

L1 listeners then believed the spoken texts contained more colloquial vocabulary. 

Nevertheless, the average of participants’ rating of the use of slang for the authenticated 

spoken texts was very close to 4, indicating they were unsure whether the authenticated 
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dialogues contained more colloquial language. As shown in the qualitative data, a few 

participants pointed out that some words in both texts sounded formal and would not be 

used in their real-world conversations. The perceptions were relatively accurate as again 

the authenticated spoken texts and the scripted ones were identical regarding their lexical 

and grammatical features. An implication for test development may be that even though 

the use of the text authenticating technique can significantly enhance the authenticity of 

spoken texts, the lexical feature of conversational spoken texts in existing listening tests 

do not represent that of the real-world Chinese speech warrants further investigation.  

Regarding pronunciation, the participants agreed that the speakers in the scripted 

spoken texts spoke more clearly and were easier to understand compared to the 

authenticated spoken texts. However, the ratings on the authenticity of pronunciation 

were much lower than other scales for the authenticated group, indicating that they felt 

the speakers in the authenticated spoken texts still pronounced each word relatively 

clearly and distinctly and the texts were easy to understand despite the fact that the 

speakers spoke relatively quickly. In other words, the authenticated spoken texts were 

very much intelligible and comprehensible for the L1 listeners, even though they 

contained numerous connected speech phenomena. However, the authenticated spoken 

texts clearly caused much more listening difficulties for L2 listeners (which is indicated 

by the statistically significant different group post-tests scores). While the purpose of this 

study is not to compare L2 listeners’ listening ability with L1 listeners’, this finding 

implies the necessity and validity of using unscripted spoken texts containing authentic 

speech rate and connected speech phenomena to assess intermediate- and advanced-level 

L2 learners’ real-world listening skills.  
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Even though the L1 participants believed that the authenticated spoken texts 

better represented real-world Mandarin conversations, in their open-ended comments, 

22.47% of them indicated that the dialectal features (particular regional accents) rendered 

the authenticated spoken texts less authentic. Most of these comments were pertinent to 

the pronunciation of the speakers, indicating that the participants believed the 

authenticated spoken texts contained largely northern Mandarin (Beijing) accent, and this 

made several participants who spoke non-Mandarin Chinese dialects question the 

authenticity of the spoken texts because the authentic Mandarin conversations they heard 

in their daily lives were not spoken in the same accent. In the real world, the majority of 

L1 Chinese speakers speak “accented” Mandarin due to the influence of their regional 

dialects (Fu, 2010; Cao, 2012; Zhang, 2012; Wang, 2014). According to a large-scale 

national survey (Yu, 2018), only 62.1% of the respondents in mainland China reported 

that they could comprehend Mandarin Chinese aurally and speak Mandarin Chinese 

relatively well, and only 39.1% of them could comprehend and speak Mandarin Chinese 

very well. Accordingly, it seems that L1 Chinese speakers sometimes have difficulty 

comprehending Mandarin Chinese, and that the majority of them speak a variety that 

differs from the standard Beijing Mandarin Chinese variety. Thus, L2 Chinese listening 

tests that set out to assess L2 listeners’ real-world listening ability of comprehending 

different Mandarin varieties should include them as listening input (Ockey & Wagner, 

2018). Nevertheless, “in present-day China, Beijing Mandarin is…well-established as a 

spoken standard” (Wiedenhof, 2015, p. 5), which seems to also justify the use of Beijing 

Mandarin to test L2 Chinese listening if the purpose of the test is to assess L2 listeners’ 

comprehension of authentic standard conversational Mandarin. 
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 Lastly, three respondents commented that the filled pauses in the authenticated 

spoken texts seemed to be excessively and unnaturally, even though the other voice actor 

and I had recorded multiple versions of each dialogue and the most “authentic-sounding” 

(Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021; Thorn, 2018) one was chosen for the study. It is possible that 

factors such as variation of personal habit of using hesitation, the location of hesitations 

inserted in the sentences (O’Keefe et al., 2007), the fact that the L1 participants’ attention 

was oriented to listening for the hesitations, and the fact that each turn in the dialogues 

was relatively short (containing one to two sentences) contributed to participants belief 

that the hesitations in the authenticated spoken texts still sounded unnatural. 

In summary, the survey responses from the L1 Chinese speakers lent support to 

the use of the text authentication technique to create more “authentic-sounding” texts 

(Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021; Thorn, 2018), but the results also raised new questions. For 

example, whether other representative Mandarin accents should be included to test real-

world L2 Chinese listening proficiency, and how to improve the authenticity regarding 

hesitation phenomena. The implications of the results will be further discussed in the 

Implications section. 

L2 Chinese Test-Takers’ Listening Performance 

 The comparison of L2 Chinese test-takers’ experimental listening scores after 

controlling for their listening proficiency showed that the listening test which used 

authenticated spoken texts as input prompts was more difficult for the L2 Chinese 

learners than the test which used scripted spoken texts. The difference in the two groups’ 

mean scores was also statistically significant. This suggests that the differences in the two 

types of spoken texts (i.e., the speech rate, pronunciation, hesitations, and interactional 
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features) contributed to the difficulty of comprehension for L2 learners. This finding is in 

line with several previous studies investigating the effect of the scriptedness of spoken 

texts on listening performance that found L2 listeners performed better on listening tasks 

when spoken texts had fewer unscripted spoken language features (Carney, 2018; Chiang 

& Dunkel, 1992; Fujita, 2012; Pica et al., 1987; Read, 2002; Sheppard & Butler, 2019; 

Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner et al., 2021). It contradicts other studies 

that either found L2 learners performed better on comprehending spoken texts with more 

unscripted spoken language features (Shohamy & Inbar, 1991; Thompson, 1993) or 

found no difference in listening performance when spoken texts with different degrees of 

scriptedness were used (Berne, 1993). 

 This finding is somewhat surprising because the second language Chinese 

learners in this study had lived in China for an average of two years and about 40% of 

them were taking content courses in Chinese, suggesting that the opportunity of them 

interacting with authentic Chinese should be higher for them than the students in previous 

studies that found similar results (Carney, 2018; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; 

Wagner et al., 2021). While most of the previous studies in this vein focused on FL 

learners, the three studies that focused on second language learners were Read (2002), 

Wagner (2018b), and Wagner et al. (2020). In Read (2002), about half the participants 

had studied and lived in the target-language-speaking country for less than three months, 

the other half for about a year, and a few for five years. In Wagner (2018b), the average 

time participants living in the US was about six months. In Wagner et al. (2021), the 

length of time in the US was not measured directly.  
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Thus, this study sheds new light in that it shows even for L2 learners who have 

lived in the target-language-speaking areas for a relatively extensive length of time, they 

seem to still have significant difficulty comprehending spoken language that is 

commonly found outside the textbooks and language-learning classrooms. This suggests 

that length of living in the target-language-speaking area might not be a good indicator of 

the amount of exposure L2 learners have to spontaneous, unplanned speech (Schwieter et 

al., 2021). As Freed et al. (2004) concluded, L2 learners’ fluency gains through studying 

abroad might not be greater than learning in a context such as a domestic immersion 

program. Whether L2 learners can gain significant growth in language competence when 

studying and living in target-language-speaking regions is also mediated by factors such 

as actual amount of exposure to the target language (Matsumura, 2003), learners’ 

intercultural competence (Taguchi et al., 2016), and program characteristics, more 

specifically, whether learners are provided with guided opportunities to reflect on their 

language learning (Kinginger 2008; Berg et al., 2012).  

Unfortunately, as noted in Wagner et al. (2021), “many L2 speakers living in a 

second language context have surprisingly limited amounts of exposure to and interaction 

with expert speakers of the language” (p. 221). The fact that the listening materials used 

in the L2 Chinese textbooks and the high-stakes listening tests are largely scripted (Chen, 

2013; Guo, 2002; Ji, 2009; B. Zhang, 2009; Y. Zhang, 2016) might also be a reason that 

L2 listeners have difficulties comprehending real-world spoken language (Wagner, 

2014b). Moreover, regardless of learning context, studies investigating L2 listening 

teaching practices found that there is a lack of attention in the classroom to explicitly 

teaching the characteristics of authentic spoken language (Emerick, 2019; Field, 2008a; 
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Han et al., 2020; Siegel, 2014). The above reasons might have all contributed to the lower 

performance of the test-takers in the current study when the listening input was less 

scripted. 

Why are spoken texts that are less scripted difficult to comprehend for both 

second language learners and foreign language learners? Interestingly, the foreign 

language learners in Shohamy and Inbar (1991) and Thompson (1993) performed better 

on the items associated with texts that had more oral language features such as shorter 

pausal units, fewer word types, fewer propositions, more pauses, redundancies, 

repetitions, more complex grammatical structures and a lower percentage of content 

words. But it is also important to note that these studies also included another variable 

which is mode of speaking (presentational mode or conversational mode). This renders 

the results from Shohamy and Inbar and Thompson hard to compare with the current 

study, because the listening texts not only differed in terms of the number and type of 

authentic spoken language features contained, but also lexical, grammatical, and 

discoursal features. In addition, the two studies provided very little information about the 

linguistic features of the spoken texts used in the experiments. Shohamy and Inbar did 

not include information about any quantifiable feature of the spoken texts except for a 

qualitative description indicating the listening input – the dialogue, compared to other 

two types of text (a news broadcast and a lecturette) had many instances of repetitions, 

redundancies, interruptions, pauses and unfinished sentences (p. 28). Thompson provided 

more details about the spoken texts but only focused on the textual features of spoken 

texts such as the number and length of pausal units, number of different words, and 
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percent of content words, rather than the features unique to the unscripted spoken 

language (Field, 2019b; Yoon et al., 2016).  

Shohamy and Inbar and Thompson argued that these features make the spoken 

texts more “listenable” (Downing, 1971; Kotani & Yoshimi, 2017; Yoon et al., 2016). 

For example, texts with shorter information units and with pauses are more listenable 

because they allow listeners more time and mental capacities to monitor information flow 

and process what they had heard. Another example of an element that increases the 

listenability is natural prosody that “highlights information structure, such as stressing 

key content words or raising intonation to signal conditionals” (Rubin, 2018, p.4). 

Repetitions can also render the spoken texts more comprehensible, possibly by giving the 

listeners a second chance of listening (Chiang & Dunkel, 1992; Fugimoto et al., 1986; 

Kim & Monteiro, 2019; Pica et al., 1987). In this case, the authenticated spoken texts 

used in this study should have higher “listenability” because they contained more oral 

language features compared to the scripted spoken texts but did not differ in terms of 

lexical, grammatical, and discoursal features.  

Nevertheless, the authenticated spoken texts in this study (and other similar 

studies such as Wagner, 2018b and Wagner et al., 2021) posed more comprehension 

difficulties for the L2 listeners. A possible explanation may lie in the argument that the 

pauses, repetitions, natural prosody and authentic interactional features may potentially 

have both debilitative and facilitative effects. In addition, higher speech rate and 

instances of connected speech seem to have mainly obstructive effects. This is supported 

by the diagnostic listening results in this study showing that at least for learners with 

higher language proficiency who had lived in the target-language-speaking areas for 
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relatively long periods of time, phonological modifications in the authenticated spoken 

texts (sometimes the result of higher speech rate), rather than other spoken language 

phenomena such as false starts, backchannels, and fillers, caused major decoding 

difficulties.  

Berne’s (1993) study also seems to support this argument. Participants in Berne’s 

study did not score differently listening to a videotext (an interview) that had more 

instances and types of spoken language features compared to a lecture version of the 

same content. The language variety, pronunciation, intonation, and speech rate of the 

spoken texts and the content of the two texts were almost identical, while the vocabulary, 

sentence structures, and the use of interjections differed. The difference was that the 

interview text had more spoken vocabulary, grammar and interjections. In comparison, 

the two types of spoken texts in this study and other similar studies (e.g., Wagner, 2018b; 

Wagner et al., 2021) were different with regards to speech rate and pronunciation. Thus, 

the fact that the L2 listeners in Berne did not perform differently may suggest that the 

presence of these two factors in spoken texts contributed greater to L2 listening 

difficulties when the lexical and grammatical features of the spoken texts do not differ 

greatly, which is a hypothesis seemingly supported by Wagner et al. (2021). 

A faster speech rate results in lower L2 listening comprehension seems to be a 

consensus in previous empirical studies (e.g., Chang, 2018; East & King, 2012; Griffiths, 

1991, 1992; Kelch, 1985; McBride, 2011) and studies based on L2 learner reporting 

(King & East, 2011; Yang, 2003). As mentioned earlier in the discussion section, the 

speech rates of the scripted and the authenticated spoken texts were both within the range 

of natural speech rate (Meng, 2008). However, as indicated by the results of the sign test, 
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the L1 speakers perceived the speech rate of the authenticated spoken texts to be much 

more natural than the speech rate of the scripted spoken texts. While the speech rate of 

the scripted spoken texts (230 spm) was somewhat slower than the speech rate of the 

authenticated spoken texts (246 spm), it is also important to note that the speech rate of 

the long conversations in the pre-test (233 spm) was almost identical to that of the 

scripted spoken texts (230 spm). Again, the pre-test was chosen from the HSK Level 5 

samples. Thus, it is very likely that the participants in the study who had passed or 

prepared for the HSK Level 5 were accustomed to the speech rate found in the scripted 

spoken texts.  

 Another salient feature that distinguishes the two types of spoken texts is 

pronunciation (which is indicated by the number of phonological modifications made by 

the speakers – 102 instances in the authenticated spoken texts versus only 22 instances in 

the scripted spoken texts). Connected speech does not only exist in informal or sloppy 

speech, but rather is a common speech phenomenon (Alameen & Levis, 2015; Brown & 

Kondo-Brown, 2006b; Brown & Trace, 2018). The occurrence of connected speech in 

natural spoken Chinese and the resulting phonological modifications have been 

documented repeatedly (Chun, 2007; Duanmu, 2007; Lin, 2007; Liu & Li, 2002; Tseng, 

2005, 2008; Třísková, 2015, 2017b; Wiedenhof, 2015; Zhang, 2009). The diagnostic 

listening procedure in this study also revealed that the words that caused decoding 

difficulties usually underwent such changes. 

L2 English researchers seem to be in consensus that spoken texts with more 

connected speech can cause more decoding and comprehension difficulties for L2 

listeners (Brown & Kondo-Brown, 2006b; Brown & Hilferty, 1986; Brown & Trace, 
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2018; Brunfaut & Révész, 2015; Ito, 2001; Révész & Brunfaut, 2013; Wagner, 2018b; 

Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner et al., 2021). Additionally, phonological modifications 

and speech rate negatively correlate with spoken text difficulty (or listenability) (Kotani 

et al., 2014; Kotani & Yoshimi, 2017; Yoon et al., 2016). L2 learners also tend to report 

connected speech as distracting when they are not provided with other sources of 

information such as visual input (Wang, 2021). Although only a few L2 Chinese studies 

have investigated directly the effect of connected speech on L2 Chinese speech 

processing and listening comprehension, some research evidence shows that, when they 

listen to unscripted spoken input, L2 Chinese listeners have difficulties recognizing 

known words and may also miss later parts of the speech due to attention allocated to 

retrieving meaning of the earlier parts of the speech (Cai, 2012). In this study, the 

saliency of the listening difficulties caused by connected speech was also attested by 

participants’ comments on the authenticated spoken texts, in which they mentioned they 

sometimes could not hear the authenticated spoken texts clearly. However, it should also 

be noted that it is possible that participants tended to report speech rate as the source of 

listening problem because they lacked the metacognitive knowledge of the other 

unscripted spoken Chinese features that might have contributed to their listening 

difficulty. 

 Similar to Wagner (2018b) and Wagner et al. (2021), there were many instances 

of filled pauses and unfilled pauses in the authenticated spoken texts, and it was likely 

that they did not hinder participants’ comprehension in this study. Previous research has 

demonstrated that lower-proficiency L2 learners who are not familiar with this authentic 

spoken language phenomenon can fail to realize and determine that filled pauses do not 
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carry semantic meaning to process these filled pauses efficiently, which takes attentional 

resources away from other parts of the input and results in poor comprehension (Carney, 

2018; Griffiths, 1990, 1991; Reed, 2000; Voss, 1979). But based on the diagnostic 

listening results, none of the severe bottom-up listening problems (i.e., phonological 

decoding or word segmentation problems caused for more than four participants) was 

caused by dialogue segments that contained filled pauses. Participants were able to either 

accurately repeat the filled pauses or ignore them by only repeating the rest of the 

segments. This might suggest that as higher-proficiency L2 listeners gain more exposure 

to filled pauses in authentic spoken input, they are better than lower-proficiency L2 

listeners at detecting filled pauses and their communicative function (Watanabe et al., 

2008), and in this way, filled pauses becomes less disruptive (Freedle & Kostin, 1999). In 

addition, around half of the filled pauses were inserted at clause boundaries in this study, 

which may have potentially allowed the L2 listeners more time to process the input 

(Blau, 1990; Griffiths, 1990).  

 Although there does not seem to be any research on the effect of backchannels on 

L2 comprehension, the results of the diagnostic listening suggest that when backchannels 

latch onto the other speaker’s speech (like the example “oh” in this study) and alter the 

speech signal of the speaker, it may pose decoding and comprehension difficulties for L2 

listeners even when the lexical meaning of the word was known to some of them. 

However, again, under the notion of “listenability” (Downing, 1971; Kotani & Yoshimi, 

2017; Yoon et al., 2016), it is also possible that the presence of some backchannels as 

well as turn-openers may facilitate listeners’ pragmatic processing of speech (Rost, 

2016), when they do not interfere with the phonological signal of the speech of the other 
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speaker, as backchannels serve numerous communicative functions such as 

demonstrating interest or understanding, acknowledging the other speaker’s talk, or 

suggesting that the speaker should continue talking (Schegloff, 1982).  

 It is worth noting from a language assessment standpoint that, although group 

differences were found in test-takers’ performances, the individual variation in the 

cognitive processes, use of strategies and the types of listening difficulties encountered 

(discussed in the following sections) are all construct-relevant variance, and should be 

assessed. In other words, the individual test-takers have varying levels of experiences 

with real-world unscripted spoken texts, varying levels of ability to comprehend such 

texts, and varying levels of abilities to utilize different strategies while processing these 

kinds of texts, and these varying ability levels are construct-relevant variance on tests of 

L2 listening ability (Wagner, 2008, 2013). 

L2 Chinese Test-Takers’ Listening and Test-Taking Processes 

 Stimulated verbal recalls and verbal reports were elicited to examine the L2 

Chinese participants’ listening and test-taking processes in response to the scripted 

spoken texts and authenticated spoken texts. Specifically, the participants’ listening 

cognitive processes, use of listening strategies, and use of test-taking strategies were 

compared between the two experimental groups, and the findings will be discussed in this 

section. Following the discussion, the participants’ attitudes toward the validity of the 

tests and the authenticity of the spoken texts will also be discussed.  

L2 Chinese Test-Takers’ Listening Cognitive Processes 

The listeners’ cognitive processes were mainly revealed through the stimulated 

verbal recalls. To reiterate, after listening to the input prompt and choosing the answer for 
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the multiple-choice question, participants were presented the spoken text a second time as 

listening stimuli, and they were asked to verbally report their thought processes employed 

when they were listening to the spoken text and the question stem.  

First, it was found that, treating the groups as a whole, while all the participants 

engaged in both lower-level (parsing and lexical search) and higher-level processing 

(meaning construction and discourse construction), the participants engaged in more 

higher-level processing than lower-level processing. It was also found in previous studies 

investigating L2 test-takers’ cognitive processes in listening (Holzknecht 2019; 

Holzknecht et al., 2017) and reading (Brunfaut & McCray, 2015) that higher-level L2 

learners tend to employ less conscious bottom-level processing (i.e., phonological 

decoding). This could be because more-advanced L2 listeners achieved native-like level 

of automaticity in phonological decoding, so this process becomes largely unconscious 

and thus less likely to be revealed in participants’ verbal reports (Holzknecht, 2019; 

Holzknecht et al., 2017).  

Second, the above-mentioned finding is interesting because, even though half of 

the test items assessed test-takers’ understanding of implicitly-stated information, the 

correct answer to nine items (of the 12 items) contained words or phrases taken directly 

from the spoken texts. Test-takers could have listened for these words or phrases to solve 

the questions. However, the finding that the participants were mainly engaged in higher-

level processing suggests that they tried to grasp the gist of the spoken texts (Field, 2013, 

2019; Rost, 2016). This might be due to their L2 proficiency levels. L2 learners with 

higher language proficiency levels are able to and tend to employ higher-level processing 

(Field, 2013, 2019).  
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The finding that the L2 listeners mainly engaged in higher-level processes is 

important because this is the first study, to my knowledge, that has investigated L2 

listeners’ cognitive processes engaged in when listening to conversational texts. This 

finding contradicts some studies that found L2 test-takers completing multiple-choice 

listening questions relied mainly on lower-level listening processes (lexical search and 

parsing) (Holzknecht, 2019; Rukthong, 2016, 2021). Factors such as text type and item 

type may have contributed to the above finding. First, the spoken texts used in this study 

were conversational texts with four to five turns, while the above studies examined 

exclusively the cognitive processes of academic listening. L2 listeners may find it easier 

to extract the gist of the dialogue by connecting the key point of each turn, since each 

turn has a relatively shorter length (and thus lesser information load) of these 

conversational texts than typical academic listening texts. Additionally, L2 listeners may 

not be skillful at comprehending lectures if they were not explicitly taught how to listen 

in an academic setting, whereas L2 listeners may be more likely to transfer their L1 

conversational listening skills to their L2 listening (Swan & Walter, 2017).  

Another explanation could be that the L2 qualitative participants tended to predict 

the content or the topic of the dialogues, and their predictions were largely accurate. The 

task format for the tests used here is the same as the task format of the HSK, in which the 

options of the multiple-choice items but not the stems were accessible to the participants 

in the written form prior to the start of the listening input. Thus, it seems likely they 

sought to construct mental schemata (Rupp et al., 2006; Wu, 1998) of what they were 

going to hear in the dialogues, rather than listened for specific words or phrases, as they 

did not know whether the options would be directly mentioned in the spoken texts. When 
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listeners’ schemata matched the content and structure of the spoken texts, bottom-up 

processing became less important than top-down processing for the full comprehension 

of the dialogues (Tsui & Fullilove, 1998). It could also be because half of the items 

assessed the comprehension of implicitly-stated information, and as a result higher-level 

processing was elicited, because test-takers had to focus on the connection between 

different pieces of information to infer the relationship of the speakers and the purpose 

and the context of the dialogues (Shang, 2005).  

The participants that heard the authenticated spoken texts employed more lower-

level processing and less higher-level processing compared to the participants that heard 

the scripted spoken texts. This is possibly due to the difficulties of decoding input and 

recognizing words in authenticated spoken texts which contained more instances of 

connected speech and higher speech rates. In other words, the authenticated group 

engaged in more lower-level processes, and this may be primarily because they were only 

able to successfully recognize and retain fewer words or phrases than the scripted group, 

which is suggested by the bottom-up processing difficulties they had based on the 

diagnostic listening data. They may have had also intentionally tried to listen for the 

words or phrases that appeared in the multiple-choice options more than the scripted 

group, which is indicated by their slightly heavier reliance on test-wiseness strategies in 

the while-listening stages based on the verbal recall data.  

Following this line of argument, it seems that using authenticated spoken texts 

enhanced the comprehensiveness of construct representation by eliciting more bottom-up 

processes, and as a result test-takers’ overall listening processes better reflect the 

processes that test-takers engage in in real-world listening. It also introduced construct-
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irrelevant variance, i.e., the use of test-wiseness strategies, although to a minor extent; 

and it was largely also an effect of the test task (multiple-choice questions). To elaborate 

further, using authenticated spoken texts seems to be indeed superior to using scripted 

spoken texts in that it better assesses L2 listening fluency, i.e., the ability to “comprehend 

utterances smoothly, rapidly, and accurately” (Segalowitz, 2003, p. 384). To comprehend 

unscripted spoken texts in the real-world, L2 listeners need to be able to decode speech 

containing connected speech and other unscripted spoken features automatically and use 

background knowledge and strategies to facilitate listening (Anckar & Veivo, 2020; 

Field, 2008a, 2019). If not explicitly instructed in how to comprehend unscripted spoken 

Chinese or if not exposed sufficiently to this type of spoken language, test-takers will 

likely find these types of listening test tasks challenging (Field, 2004). With limited time 

for processing (either in real life or testing situation), L2 listeners may not be able to take 

advantage of contextual information and activate top-down processing as successfully as 

L1 speakers (Koster, 1987; Field, 2008d; Swan & Walter, 2017; Wilson, 2003). As a 

result, attentional problems may arise, and understanding breakdown takes place due to 

over-reliance on bottom-up processing (Cai, 2013; Goh, 2000; Voss, 1984). Thus, the 

processes elicited by the authenticated spoken texts seem to reflect the processes test-

takers would engage in listening to real-world spoken texts. 

However, as mentioned in the Results section, the differences in the use of lower-

level processes and higher-level processes were not large between the two groups. 

Accordingly, I further examined if the cognitive processes employed during listening 

differed based on listening proficiency level. The results showed that the higher-

proficiency listeners who listened to the authenticated spoken texts (i.e., participants A2, 
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A4, A5, A8) engaged in about 11% more lower-level processes compared to those 

higher-proficiency listeners who listened to the scripted spoken texts (i.e., participants 

S1, S3, S4, S8). Conversely, the lower-proficiency listeners who listened to the 

authenticated spoken texts (i.e., participants A1, A3 A6, A7) employed about 3% fewer 

lower-level processes compared to those lower-proficiency listeners (i.e., participants S2, 

S5, S6, S7). This finding seems to contradict Anckar (2011) in which higher-proficiency 

listeners were found to focus on global meanings when engaged in academic listening 

multiple-choice tasks.  

Why did the less-proficient listeners tend to report engaging in higher-level 

cognitive processes, while the more-proficient listeners seemed to only process smaller 

chunks of speech when they listened to the authenticated spoken texts? One the one hand, 

some studies have found that listeners with limited linguistic knowledge encounter more 

bottom-up listening difficulties (Goh, 2000; Tsui & Fullilove, 1998), and they tend to rely 

on top-down processes to compensate for the information decoded unsuccessfully 

(Furuya, 2021; Tsui & Fullilove, 1998). They may also make false assumptions based on 

contextual cues (Field, 1997; Tsui & Fullilove, 1998). This explanation seems logical 

considering less-skilled listeners might know that due to their limited listening ability, 

they might not know all the words in the dialogues, or they might not be able to “catch” 

every word; and at the same time, they were under the pressure of solving the questions 

in the test. As a result, they tended to resort to the strategy of comprehending the general 

ideas of the dialogues, albeit the construction of meaning could have been inaccurate due 

to insufficient and inaccurate bottom-up processing (Field, 2008a). As for the higher-

proficiency listeners, they were probably more confident in their abilities to successfully 
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decode and recognize each word, and as a result, they attempted to do so. I speculate that 

more-skilled listeners might have resorted to more lower-level processing also because 

the spoken texts were perceived to be lexically complex (due to phonological 

modifications and the presence of fillers) (Rukthong & Brunfaut, 2020). In this way, 

despite the fact that test-takers employed a variety of processes listening to both types of 

spoken texts (Field, 2013), the use of authenticated spoken texts seem to elicit a more 

authentic representation of real-life listening cognitive processes (i.e., higher cognitive 

validity), which is likely to be employed by L2 listeners listening to unscripted real-world 

spoken texts (Field, 2013). 

 L2 Chinese Test-Takers’ Use of Listening Strategies and Test-Taking Strategies 

 Participants’ use of listening strategies and test-taking strategies were investigated 

using both quantitative data (questionnaires) and qualitative data (stimulated verbal 

recalls). The L2 quantitative participants first took a listening test using either scripted or 

authenticated spoken texts as the listening prompt. Immediately after the completion of 

the test online, they completed a questionnaire in which they selected their level of 

agreement to seven and nine statements tapping into their use of listening strategies and 

test-taking strategies during taking the listening test, respectively. In addition, 

participants’ stimulated recalls and verbal reports were analyzed by calculating the 

proportions of the use of listening strategies and the use of test-taking strategies in their 

overall strategic behavior in the two conditions – the scripted spoken texts condition and 

the authenticated spoken texts condition. 

 The findings from the two sources of the data revealed the same trend – the L2 

listeners that heard the authenticated spoken texts did not seem to adjust their use of 
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listen strategies based on the type of spoken texts they heard in listening test, and they did 

not seem to attach more importance to using listening strategies overall to compensate for 

their listening difficulties. However, previous research indicates that more frequent use of 

metacognitive listening strategies and the use of a wider range of the strategies improve 

the comprehension of authentic spoken texts (Chao, 1996; Cross, 2009), and that real-

world listening situations seem to require a range of strategies that are specific and 

appropriate to different listening challenges (Mendelsohn, 1994; Kim, 1999). It was 

hypothesized that participants who heard the authenticated spoken texts would use more 

or less listening strategies or different types of listening strategies in response to the 

listening difficulties induced by the existence of unscripted spoken Chinese features (i.e., 

higher speech rate, phonological modifications, hesitations, and backchannels) (Bacon, 

1992; Fujita, 2012).  

To begin with, the quantitative data and the qualitative data revealed similar 

categories of strategies that the L2 listeners utilized. Specifically, the participants 

overwhelmingly used (about 35% of the total strategic behavior) the strategy of 

monitoring (item 16) (O’Malley & Küpper, 1989, 1989; Goh, 2002; Vandergrift, 

2003), manifested by constantly checking the completeness of their understanding or 

whether their understanding made sense. The high frequency of mentioning the use of 

this strategy is understandable because when one listens, regardless in the L1 or L2, the 

first and foremost concern is to decode and construct the information as completely as 

possible. Particularly in the test-taking setting, participants needed to constantly monitor 

if their interpretation of the spoken texts fit into the comprehension items. Several other 
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strategies such as focusing attention (item 10), inferencing (item 15), and predicting (item 

14) were also employed by the participants, but to a much lesser extent.  

To my knowledge, there are only two studies that directly investigated L2 

listeners’ use of listening strategies listening to authentic and inauthentic spoken texts 

(Bacon, 1992; Fujita, 2012). The findings of the current study seem to align with Fujita 

(2012) in which the researcher conducted a factor analysis to categorize the strategies that 

L2 listeners used in listening tests that used authentic (materials created for L1 speakers) 

and inauthentic spoken texts (textbook materials) into phonology-based strategies, top-

down strategies, bottom-up strategies, and metacognitive strategies. In Fujita, the L2 

listeners’ reported use of top-down strategies and metacognitive strategies of the two 

groups were very similar, and the type of top-down strategies and metacognitive 

strategies that the L2 listeners used in the authentic spoken text condition and the 

inauthentic spoken text condition were almost the same. The metacognitive strategies that 

were used only in the authentic spoken texts condition were ignoring what was 

distracting, thinking in English before listening, trying to listen for the main point, and 

recovering concentration. Interpreting the findings of the current study in relation to 

Fujita’s, the strategies of ignoring what was distracting and recovering concentration 

would be categorized in the current study as the strategy of focusing attention, which is 

also a strategy that was slightly more important for the authenticated group than the 

scripted group in the current study. Similarly, the strategy of trying to listen for the main 

point would be in the category of planning, which was also slightly more important for 

the authenticated group than the scripted group (based on the quantitative result). 

Accordingly, the findings of Fujita are concurrent with the current study, although Fujita 
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concluded that the participants adjusted how they used listening strategies to comprehend 

the two types of spoken texts with different levels of authenticity, which differs from the 

findings of this study. 

Another study investigating L2 listeners’ use of listening strategies while listening 

to spoken texts of different authenticity is Bacon (1992), in which the researcher found 

that the L2 listeners were able to adjust their use of listening strategies to approach the 

two types of texts. Similar to Fujita, the “authentic” and “inauthentic” listening texts in 

Bacon differed in a number of factors in addition to speech rate (e.g., content, discoursal 

structure, and accent). Namely, they employed more bottom-up strategies when coping 

with the “authentic” spoken text “with faster speech and a less salient topic” (p. 408). 

However, the differences between the two types of texts makes the contradicting findings 

between Bacon and the current study hard to interpret. The “inauthentic” listening text in 

this study would be considered authentic as it was also created for L1 speakers (Gilmore, 

2007). Thus, the “inauthentic” spoken texts might also have contained various features of 

unscripted spoken language. However, in light of the finding of the current study, I 

suspect that L2 listeners might be more likely to adjust their use of listening strategies as 

a result of more prominent textual differences (i.e., discoursal and organizational 

structures etc.) (Rukthong, 2016; also see Abanomey (2002) and Young (1993) that 

compared the differences of the use of reading strategies between reading authentic and 

modified texts). Perhaps another way of interpreting the finding that the two groups of L2 

test-takers did not use different relative amounts of listening strategies or different types 

of listening strategies is that, unlike the effects of test tasks on test-takers’ listening 

processes (Field, 2012, 2013, 2019a; Holzknecht, 2019; Rukthong, 2016, 2021), the mere 
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change of listening input (from scripted to authenticated) might be unlikely to change 

how test-takers listen strategically. Future studies clearly need to investigate further test-

takers’ use of listening strategies by including different test task in combination with 

different types of spoken texts.  

 Several additional reasons might also help explain the finding that the 

authenticated group overall did not rely significantly more (or less) on listening strategies 

in their overall strategic behavior than the scripted group, nor did they seem to employ 

each strategy type more (or less) than the scripted group. First, the participants in the 

authenticated group may not have had enough time to adjust their use of listening 

strategies. Unlike the participants in Fujita (2012), they were not informed in advance 

that the spoken texts in the listening test would be similar to the type of spoken language 

they heard in real life. The spoken texts in the textbooks and the pre-test (the HSK, which 

the majority of the participants had had experience taking) are largely scripted (Chen, 

2013; Guo, 2002; Ji, 2009; B. Zhang, 2009; Y. Zhang, 2016). It is then not surprising that 

the L2 Chinese test-takers might have expected that the spoken texts in the test they took 

in this study to be similar to the scripted spoken texts they were accustomed to. A 

quantitative participant in the authenticated group (A123) even commented in the survey 

that he felt the authenticated dialogues were “very special” and “not boring”. Hence, even 

though a sample question was provided at the beginning of the test to demonstrate to the 

participants the kind of task they would complete in the test, it is possible that they were 

not able to assess the difficulty of the listening tasks and adjust their listening strategies 

immediately. The fact that the majority of the qualitative participants reported that the 
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ways they approached the test items were the same as how they listened and answered the 

questions in normal tests further supports this hypothesis.  

 Alternatively, the participants might have noticed that the authenticated spoken 

texts were more difficult to comprehend than what they were used to (as indicated in the 

post-recall interviews), but they were not aware of a compensatory listening strategy that 

they might employ, or they might not have been taught how to listen strategically (Cai & 

Wang, 2013; Cai & Huang, 2010; Han et al., 2020; Li, 2015; Renandya & Hu, 2018). 

Even though high-proficiency leaners were observed in other studies to use a variety of 

listening strategies when listening to authentic spoken texts (e.g., Laviosa, 2000), this 

was not the case with the L2 Chinese speakers in this study. Other studies found that L2 

Chinese learners tend to use only a small number of metacognitive and cognitive 

strategies in their L2 listening practices and test-taking processes, and in general lack the 

awareness and ability to control and manage their L2 listening processes (Cai & Wang, 

2013; Cai & Huang, 2010; Li, 2015). Chinese L2 teachers (who are the majority of the 

L2 Chinese teachers) were also found to be inadequately trained to foster their students’ 

strategic competence to better prepare learners for various listening situations in and 

outside the classroom (Han et al., 2020; Renandya & Hu, 2018).  

This hypothesis seems to be supported by the types of metacognitive strategies 

and their corresponding frequencies employed by the L2 listeners in the two groups. To 

reiterate, before listening, participants seemed to have mainly predicted the content and 

the topic of the dialogues, and sometimes based on those prediction, they planned how 

they would listen to the dialogues. They monitored their listening outcome in a real-time 

manner throughout the while-listening phase. During this stage, they sometimes made 
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inferences based on parts of the spoken texts understood, predicted what they might hear 

in the rest of the dialogue, tried to focus their attention overall or certain information, and 

planned how they would listen during the second part of the dialogue. Rarely did they 

report using their prior world or personal knowledge to facilitate their comprehension, or 

transfer what they processed into forms that facilitated comprehension. When they heard 

the multiple-choice question in the aural input, they made mental summaries of what was 

heard to help them choose the answer. While monitoring is important for L2 listeners to 

check, confirm, and correct their understanding especially during test-taking (O’Malley 

& Küpper, 1989; Goh, 2002; Vandergrift, 2003), other types of strategies that benefit 

listening comprehension that are used by more-proficient L2 learners in other studies 

(Chao; 1997; Moreira, 1996; O’Malley & Küpper, 1989; Vandergrift 1997a, 1998) 

were not commonly used by the L2 Chinese participants in the current study.  

The degrees of test-takers’ reliance on test-taking strategies to solve the test tasks 

seems to also suggest the possibility that the L2 test-takers that heard the authenticated 

spoken texts may have found it difficult to activate relevant listening strategies. This 

explanation seems to be supported by the finding that during the pre-listening, while-

listening, and post-listening stages, around half of their strategic behavior could be 

associated with employing test-taking strategies. This finding also seems to confirm 

previous studies that also found the effect of multiple-choice task format on test-takers’ 

cognitive processes (Cohen & Upton, 2007; Nevo, 1989; Suvorov, 2018; Wu, 1998). 

That is, as shown in both quantitative and qualitative data, participants read the answer 

options before listening and formed assumptions regarding what would be discussed in 

the dialogues. While listening, apart from trying to comprehend the main idea and the 
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details of the dialogues, they paid close attention to the beginning of the dialogues, 

listened for words that appeared in the option, listened for relevant information to answer 

the multiple-choice questions, read the option while listening to the spoken texts, and 

tried to select an option (Suvorov, 2018; Wu, 1998). Understandably, in test-taking 

situations as the one in the current study, test-takers that heard the authenticated spoken 

texts needed to integrate the processes of comprehending the listening input that was 

auditorily and linguistically more complex and the task-specific processes (e.g., listening 

for the goal of choosing the right answer). Thus, the fact that the authenticated group did 

not employ more listening strategies or more types of listening strategies might be due to 

L2 learners’ finite cognitive resources (McLaughlin et al., 1983) and/or their limited 

ability of comprehending spoken texts with real-world unscripted spoken language 

features (Winke & Lim, 2014),  

Focusing on test-takers’ use of test-taking strategies in general, in contrast to what 

I had hypothesized, test-takers who listened to the authenticated spoken texts (seemingly 

a more cognitively-demanding task than listening to scripted texts) (Bloomfield et al., 

2011) did not seem to rely more on test-management strategies compared to those who 

listened to the scripted spoken texts (Holzknecht, 2019). This might be due to the fact 

that the multiple-choice test task is fairly common in L2 standardized listening tests 

(Anckar, 2011; Field, 2019a) and was familiar to the test-takers in this study (which is 

confirmed by the post-recall interview data). They might have just resorted to their 

typical test-taking behavior when approaching the test questions (which is also 

corroborated by the post-recall interview data). This finding therefore is consistent with 

the current understanding that the use of different test-taking strategies is mainly related 
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to different test formats that test-takers interact with (e.g., Chang, 2009; Chang & Read, 

2013; Cohen, 2006, 2007, 2013; Huang, 2016; Nevo, 1989; Phakiti, 2003). This finding 

is novel, as no study has investigated the effect of different listening texts on test-takers’ 

use of test-taking strategies.  

Based on the verbal protocols, test-takers who heard the authenticated spoken 

texts used about 10% more test-wiseness strategies than those who heard the scripted 

spoken texts during the post-listening (listening-to-question) stage, and 9% more test-

wiseness strategies were reported by the authenticated group when they were asked to 

explain the reasons as to why they chose certain answers immediately after they reported 

their answers. More specifically, after listening to the dialogues, test-takers guessed the 

correct answers by only choosing the answers containing words or phrases they heard in 

the dialogue or by giving random guesses. Considering that the test-takers who listened to 

the authenticated spoken texts scored significantly lower and that they encountered more 

bottom-up listening difficulties (suggested by the diagnostic listening results) than those 

who listened to the scripted spoken texts, it is likely that the authenticated group also 

successfully comprehended less of the information in the spoken texts that would allow 

them to solve the test items that targeted either the explicitly-stated information or 

implicitly-stated information. In other words, they were less likely to know the correct 

answers based on their comprehension, and as a result, they had to rely on peripheral 

information unrelated to the construct to complete the test tasks (Cohen, 2013; Kim, 

2021; Holzknecht, 2019; Suvorov, 2018; Yang & Plakans, 2012; Wu, 1998).  

However, the statistical analysis comparing the use of test-taking strategies 

between the two groups did not yield significant different result. As excluding the two 
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test-wiseness strategies scales only slightly increased the reliability of the test-taking 

strategies scale (from a = .694 to a = .710, I performed another Mann Whitney U test 

retaining the two problematic scales (item 5 and item 6), and the result was still not 

statically significant (U = 4156, z = -.209, p =.834). This suggests that the differences of 

reliance on test-wiseness strategies between the two groups was not at a statistically 

significant level.  

Nevertheless, the stages of task completion that test-wiseness strategies were 

largely employed were the listening-to-question stage and the option-selection stage, and 

the types of test-wiseness strategies employed in those stages were largely related to the 

format of the test task (i.e., the multiple-choice task). To be more specific, the test-takers 

were able to guess the answer or choose the answer only because they heard the exact 

word as a function of the characteristics of the multiple-choice task. In other words, the 

finding about the differing employment of test-wiseness strategies might be seen as a 

joint effect of the characteristics of the test task and the characteristics of the spoken 

texts. I hypothesize that creating listening test items using other tasks is likely to 

moderate test-takers’ reliance on test-wiseness strategies for both groups and particularly 

for the authenticated group. This will be revisited in the Implications section.  

 To summarize the discussion on the cognitive processes and strategic behaviors of 

the L2 test-takers that heard the spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness, it was 

first argued that listening to authenticated spoken texts seems to elicit different listening 

processes which resemble the processes in real-world listening contexts. However, the 

authenticated spoken texts did not elicit test-takers’ increased/decreased use of listening 

strategies or use of more/less types of listening strategies, arguably due to reasons such as 
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inadequate time for test preparation, the lack of instruction on L2 Chinese listening 

strategies, and the heavy cognitive load of the test-taking condition (induced by the 

multiple-choice test task). In other words, the current study did not seem to find evidence 

that, compared to using scripted spoken texts as listening input, using authenticated 

spoken texts in listening tests that contain solely multiple-choice items increases the 

cognitive validity by introducing more use of construct-relevant listening strategies (i.e., 

construct-relevant variance). However, the authenticated group also did not seem to rely 

more on test-management strategies than the scripted group. Additionally, as argued 

above, even though the authenticated group used about 10% more test-wiseness strategies 

in the post-listening stage, this difference was not statistically significant, and this 

construct-irrelevant variance could potentially be minimized if different test tasks were 

used. Thus, this study shows that compared to scripted spoken texts, using authenticated 

spoken texts as listening input does not seem to introduce more construct-irrelevant 

variance, and the differences were not statistically significant. 

L2 Chinese Test-Takers’ Attitudes Toward the Validity of Using Authenticated Spoken 

Texts in Listening Tests 

 L2 participants’ attitudes toward the validity of the test were investigated in the 

post-test questionnaire. This was investigated because when test-takers feel they can 

demonstrate their true abilities through the test, they are more likely to perform to the 

best of their ability (Anderson et al., 1995; Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Xie, 2011). Thus, 

test-takers’ views on the tests can provide important insights into test development and 

test validation (Cheng & DeLuca, 2011; Xie, 2011). Even though the test-takers that took 

the test with authenticated spoken texts rated the validity of the test consistently higher 
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than those who took the test with scripted spoken texts, the differences of their 

perceptions of how well the test assessed their real-world listening abilities were not 

statistically significant. In other words, the participants did not feel they were able to 

better show their listening ability to comprehend daily conversational Chinese in the test 

using authenticated spoken texts. Interestingly, the L2 test-takers seemed to believe both 

tests had relatively high validity (i.e., they felt the tests accurately assessed their L2 

Chinese listening ability). 

 Several reasons may have contributed to this non-significant result. First, recent 

studies investigating learners’ assessment literacy suggest that learners tend to form 

unclear understandings of what certain tests entail and what makes up a good test 

(Burner, 2016; van de Watering et al., 2008; Vogt et al., 2020). In van de Watering et al., 

less than half of the student participants could accurately perceive the levels of the 

cognitive processes that were intended to be measured by the assessments. Perhaps more 

relevant to the current study is the finding of Vogt et al. which suggests that L2 learners’ 

beliefs of assessment is influenced by teachers’ beliefs and teachers’ classroom practices. 

In this vein, the participants in the current study may have reported that the listening test 

using scripted spoken texts as a “good” test because they had been exposed to classroom 

listening assessments that overwhelmingly rely on the use of scripted spoken texts, 

considering that it is the kind of spoken texts included as the listening materials in L2 

Chinese textbooks and the HSK.  

 Second, similar to the explanation discussed earlier for test-takers’ attitudes 

toward text authenticity, the participants in each group only listened to one type of 

spoken text. It was probably difficult to evaluate the quality of the test without a point of 
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reference for comparison. Previous studies that found differences in L2 test-takers’ 

perceptions of the validity of different test tasks exposed test-takers to different test tasks 

(Holzknecht, 2019; Rukthong, 2016). Hence, the lack of a point of reference for 

comparison, in addition to test-takers’ limited understanding of the concept of the test 

construct (van de Watering et al., 2008) and the influence of classroom assessment may 

have made it difficult for participants to provide informed opinions on the perceived 

validity of the test. 

L2 Chinese Listeners’ Bottom-Up Listening Difficulties  

 The last part of this dissertation investigated the specific words and phrases in the 

scripted spoken texts and the authenticated spoken texts that potentially caused 

phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties for L2 Chinese 

listeners, in response to Wagner et al.’s (2021) call for investigations of the effect of the 

presence or absence of the phenomena in real-world spoken language (speech rate, 

phonological modification, hesitations, backchannels, false starts) on listening 

comprehension. In this study, L2 verbal and written repetitions were used to explore L2 

Chinese learners’ phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties 

of learners from different L1 backgrounds.  

Consistent with the findings from Carney (2018) and Sheppard and Butler (2019), 

the diagnostic listening procedures revealed that the L2 listeners that listened to the 

authenticated spoken texts experienced more phonological decoding difficulties and word 

segmentation difficulties than those who listened to the scripted texts. Moreover, more 

participants in the authenticated group had the two types of listening difficulties than 

those in the scripted group. Focusing on the authenticated spoken texts, about 40% of the 
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instances of the decoding difficulties occurred with words of which the lexical meanings 

were known to the participants in the authenticated group. The decoding difficulties of 

this group were associated with vocabulary words graded at HSK Level 1 to Level 3. In 

comparison, only 25% of the instances of decoding difficulties took place with words of 

which the lexical meanings were known to the participants in the scripted group, and the 

words that caused decoding difficulties tended to be graded at the HSK Level 4 and 

above. These findings are consistent with previous studies that found L2 listeners have 

difficulties comprehending (orthographically or literately) known words (Broersma & 

Cutler, 2008; Cai, 2012; Carney, 2018, 2021; Estes, 2017; Goh, 2000; Pemberton, 2004; 

Sheppard & Butler, 2019).  

The current study further showed that the decoding problem is more severe when 

L2 listeners encounter listening input with phonological modifications (Brown & Kondo-

Brown, 2006b; Brown & Trace, 2018; Field, 2008; 2019a, 2019b, 2019c), revealed by a 

close scrutiny of the phonological features of the five words that caused the most 

phonological decoding difficulties. In fact, this study is the first in the L2 Chinese 

literature examining the effect of Chinese connected speech (Duanmu, 2007; Lin, 2007) 

on L2 listening (the majority of the L2 Chinese listening studies have focused on 

learners’ difficulties with decoding isolated phonemes, lexical tones, or words) (see 

Zhang, 2018 and Cai, 2018 for a comprehensive review). Based on the results of the 

commonality of the words that caused phonological decoding difficulties presented in the 

Results chapter, the current study lends empirical support to the notion that Chinese 

connected speech phenomena negatively influence sound decoding and word recognition 

for L2 listeners: namely, destressing and vowel reduction, vowel devoicing, consonant 
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reduction, syllable merger (Duanmu, 2007), and diphthong with a falling tone changing 

into a monophthong (Třísková, 2017a) on sound decoding and word recognition.  

Interestingly, linguistic features such as hesitations did not seem to lead to 

excessive bottom-up processing difficulties in this study, which is not in line with other 

studies that found distracting effect of hesitations for L2 English listening (Blau, 1991; 

Carney, 2018; Freedle & Kostin, 1999; Griffiths, 1991; Voss, 1979; Wang, 2021). The 

participants in the current study were either able to ignore the filled pauses or verbally 

repeat the filled pauses without reporting any comprehension breakdown. Further, the 

participants did not seem to try to attach semantic meaning to the filled pauses. On the 

one hand, this might be because the L2 learners in this study were second language 

learners, while previous studies that found debilitative effect of filled pauses on L2 

listening comprehension examined foreign language learners (Blau, 1991; Carney, 2018; 

Griffiths 1991; Voss, 1979; Wang, 2021). The L2 participants in this study most likely 

have had more exposure and experience listening to unscripted spoken Chinese with 

hesitations. On the other hand, compared with the filled pauses (i.e., um) that were found 

to have a debilitative effect in previous studies investigating L2 English listening (e.g., 

Carney, 2018, 2022), the Chinese filled pauses in the authenticated spoken texts in this 

study (i.e., 那个, 那什么, 然后) do not sound similar to any words that can form a 

logical syntactical unit with their neighboring words. In other words, it was quite obvious 

that they were filled pauses.  

In fact, among the five words and one phrase analyzed in detail due to their 

association with bottom-up listening difficulties, only one instance was related to features 

of unscripted spoken Chinese other than connected speech. In addition, false starts 
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seemed to have caused comprehension problems once for participants A4 and A8 where 

the participants seemed to have difficulty repeating the segment after the false starts 

because they did not understand how the two segments connect into a full sentence. But 

again, false starts did not cause bottom-up listening difficulties frequently in this study.  

Examining the two groups’ performance as a whole, it was also found that the 

majority of the words that caused phonological decoding difficulties were multisyllabic 

content words which contain more semantic meaning (Field, 2008b) and are more salient 

than function words (Cutler, 1993; Field, 2008b). Additionally, this finding confirms 

Carney (2018) but contradicts the finding from other previous studies (e.g., Estes, 2014; 

Field, 2008b; Sheppard & Butler, 2019) that found L2 listeners having more difficulties 

decoding function words than content words. This discrepancy might be due to the 

different diagnostic listening methods used in this study compared to the above studies. 

In the above studies in which the target languages were alphabetical languages such as 

English and Spanish, the researchers used the paused transcription method (Field, 2004, 

2008b, 2008c, 2011) and only elicited written repetitions of the aural input. Decoding 

problems were operationalized as merely difficulties in reproducing words accurately in 

writing. In contrast, in Carney and in this study, verbal repetitions were elicited, and the 

identification of phonological decoding difficulties were also based on whether 

participant comprehended the meaning of the words. Thus, it is possible that L2 listeners 

in this study were able to infer the meaning of function words in a segment if they 

understood the content words, but were not able to do the reverse easily. As a result, 

given how decoding problems were operationalized in this study, the L2 listeners had 

more decoding difficulties with content words. 
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Another interesting finding of the current study is regarding word segmentation 

difficulties encountered by the intermediate and advanced L2 Chinese listeners which 

was not investigated in previous studies diagnosing L2 Chinese listening difficulties (Cai, 

2013, 2015, 2020; Hao & Wang, 2014; Su, 2010; Yang, 2003). It seems that the L2 

Chinese listeners that heard either the scripted or authenticated spoken texts had fewer 

difficulties segmenting words than sound decoding, based on both the number of 

instances of words and phrases that caused each type of listening problem and the number 

of participants observed having each problem. However, word segmentation difficulties 

have been widely documented for L2 English listeners (e.g., Altenberg, 2005; Carney, 

2018; Cross, 2009; Field, 2003, 2008a, 2008c). While segmenting words of which the 

meanings are known to L2 English listeners can be difficult due to connected speech 

(Carney, 2018; Cross, 2009; Field, 2008a, 2008c), this did not seem to pose particular 

difficulties for L2 Chinese high-proficiency listeners in this study. This may be due to the 

different prosodic feature of Mandarin Chinese and English. Chinese is considered to be a 

syllable-timed language (Lin & Wang, 2007; Mok, 2009), whereas English is a stress-

timed language (Abercrombie, 1967; Alameen & Levis, 2015; Mok, 2009). Even though 

in spontaneous and colloquial Mandarin there is “a clear tendency to reduce 

pronunciation of monosyllabic tonal function words”, this tendency is “not fully 

stabilized” (Třísková, 2017a, p. 29), which means spoken Mandarin largely maintains its 

equal or near-equal duration of each syllable in the speech signal. In contrast, stress-

timed language such as English needs to “promote the regularity of English rhythm by 

compressing syllables between stressed elements and facilitating their articulation so that 

regular running speech timing can be maintained” (Alameen & Levis, 2015, P. 161). In 
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this way, the connected speech processes such as linking, deletion, insertion, assimilation, 

and reduction (Alameen & Levis, 2015; Celce-Murcia et al., 2010) between words in 

Mandarin may not be as prevalent and influential as those in English (Duanmu, 2007). 

Thus, the L2 Chinese listeners may be able to segment words more easily than L2 

English listeners.  

In addition, Chinese high-proficiency L2 listeners’ superior segmenting ability 

might also be facilitated by the lexical characteristics of Mandarin Chinese. The spoken 

texts used in this study were unmodified in terms of the lexical and grammatical features 

and therefore largely maintained the lexical and grammatical features of the original 

spoken texts in the HSK, which largely contained lexical items and grammatical 

structures of written Chinese. 88% of Chinese words are disyllabic according to Xiandai 

hanyu pinlü cidian (Modern Chinese Frequency Dictionary, as cited in Romagnoli, 

2017), even though the percentage of monosyllabic words seem to be much higher in 

spoken Chinese (Tao, 2015). Accordingly, the L2 Chinese listeners may be able to 

segment the phrases and sentences they had difficulty comprehending relying on the 

knowledge that the vast majority of the words they were hearing were disyllabic. Future 

studies should further investigate L2 Chinese listeners’ word segmentation processes to 

potentially support or object this hypothesis. 

Nevertheless, the participants in this study seem to have had slightly more 

difficulty segmenting words in the authenticated spoken texts than the scripted spoken 

texts (Table 4.21), which confirmed my hypothesis. However, as mentioned in the 

Results section, the diagnostic procedure did not allow more word segmentation 

difficulties to be detected. This is possibly due to the fact that, unlike some previous 
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studies that determined comprehension inaccuracies solely based on L2 transcription 

(e.g., Brown & Kondo-Brown, 2006a; Brown & Trace, 2018; Ito, 2001), in the current 

study after participants successfully reproduced a segment verbally without indicating 

that they did not comprehend the segment, no further probe was made regarding whether 

participants had difficulty segmenting the words, as it was assumed that the participants 

did not have such difficulties. 

Examining the cause of word segmentation difficulties, it was found that half of 

the phrases associated with word segmentation difficulties contained words of which the 

lexical meaning was unknown to the participants. That is to say, the L2 Chinese listeners 

may have had mistaken a word or a part of the word that they did not know the lexical 

meaning of as a part of a word they knew the lexical meaning of (which is similar to the 

L2 English listeners in Carney, 2018). However, they may also have failed to draw word 

boundaries in connected speech when they knew the lexical meaning of each word. This 

is possibly due to their low familiarity with the words making it impossible to quickly 

form the mental representation of the words in connected speech (Cai, 2013; Carney, 

2018; Cross, 2009).  

 Although this study focused on the bottom-up processing factors that affect 

listening comprehension, it is important to point out that top-down information (or the 

lack thereof) may have also contributed to the decoding and segmentation difficulties 

experienced by the participants (Cross, 2009; Cutler, 2012; Field, 2008a, 2013, 2019a, 

2019c; Sheppard & Butler, 2019). As mentioned in the Results section where the detailed 

analyses of the problematic words and phrases were presented, it was found that 

sometimes it was virtually impossible for the participants to infer the meanings of some 
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words that underwent phonological modifications in the authenticated spoken texts due to 

a lack of contextual information, and thus the L2 participants had to cope with both the 

complexity related to bottom-up processing and top-down information insufficiency 

when processing the authenticated spoken texts.  

Implications 

In this section, implications from the current research for L2 listening research, 

L2 listening test development, and L2 teaching and learning will be presented. In the first 

sub-section, I will discuss the implications for research regarding L2 Chinese learners’ 

listening difficulties and the validity of using authenticated spoken texts to assess L2 

listening abilities. Next, I will focus on practical implications for L2 listening test 

development. Lastly, implications for L2 listening instruction and assessment literacy 

instruction will be presented.  

Implications for L2 Listening Research 

L2 Chinese Learners’ Difficulties in Comprehending Real-World Unscripted Spoken 

Texts 

 Whether second language learners who have more experience studying and living 

in the target-language-speaking areas also find it difficult to comprehend spoken texts 

containing various real-world unscripted spoken language features has not been 

thoroughly investigated (Wagner et al., 2021). The current study first confirmed the 

findings of several previous studies (e.g., Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner 

et al., 2021) finding that L2 test-takers who listened to the authenticated spoken texts 

containing numerous features of unscripted spoken language scored significantly lower 

than those who listened to the scripted spoken texts, implying that L2 Chinese listeners 
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may face comprehension difficulties listening to real-world spoken texts. Furthermore, by 

including second language learners that have a relatively extensive amount of experience 

studying and living in target-language-speaking areas, the current study shows that the 

mere experience of being in the target-language environment does not guarantee the 

development of the abilities to successfully comprehend real-world unscripted spoken 

language. This type of language is usually fast, less-carefully enunciated, and contains 

abundant spoken language features such as filled and unfilled pauses, false starts, 

hesitations, and turn-openers and backchannels (Wagner et al., 2021). As mentioned in 

the Discussion chapter, other factors such as L2 learners’ actual exposure to unscripted 

spoken language in and out of the classroom, intercultural competence, and the amount of 

guidance and teaching learners receive to learn how to process and comprehend real-

world spoken language can all mediate Chinese second language learners’ real-world 

listening abilities (Kinginger 2008; Matsumura, 2003; Taguchi et al., 2016; Berg et al., 

2012).  

This research also adds insights to the reasons for the lower performance of L2 

Chinese listeners (who are relatively proficient and have spent large amounts of time 

living in the target-language environment) when they took the listening test using 

authenticated spoken texts. When listening to authenticated spoken texts as compared to 

the scripted ones, L2 Chinese learners seem to have much more difficulty in decoding the 

phonemes of the words that undergo various types of phonological modifications (that 

were a result of the voice actors speaking more naturally and not enunciating 

intentionally). These modifications included destressing and vowel reduction, vowel 

devoicing, consonant reduction, syllable merger (Duanmu, 2007), and diphthong with a 
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falling tone changing into a monophthong (Třísková, 2017a). In turn, L2 listeners are less 

likely to recognize and comprehend the words of which the lexical meanings are already 

known to them, more likely to falsely locate word boundaries, and less likely to construct 

sentence and discourse-level understandings of the listening input. Although this finding 

is by no means novel either theoretically or empirically (Carney, 2018, 2020; Cross, 

2009; Field, 2008a,2008b; Sheppard & Butler, 2017), this study adds empirical evidence 

of L2 Chinese listeners’ listening difficulties to the literature on L2 Chinese learners, in 

which the diagnoses of listening difficulties have focused on using scripted spoken texts 

(Cai, 2015; Guo, 2014; Su, 2010; Yang, 2000, 2003). 

More importantly, the finding – the debilitative effect of Chinese connected 

speech on successful phonological decoding, and seemingly not due to the presence of 

filled pauses, false starts, and backchannels is also valuable. This sheds new light on the 

understanding of how the presence of the characteristics of the real-world spoken Chinese 

affect higher-proficiency L2 Chinese listeners’ performance listening to spoken texts with 

characteristics of unscripted spoken language (Wagner et al., 2021).  

However, this is not to say that the other features of unscripted spoken Chinese 

mentioned above did not affect the L2 listeners’ listening comprehension at other levels 

of processing. For instance, the different unscripted spoken Chinese features may either 

positively or negative affect Chinese L2 listeners’ successful construction of meaning at 

the sentence and discourse level. As occurred with two participants in this study, if L2 

listeners failed to recognize and understand the pragmatic function of false starts, they 

may form inaccurate top-down assumptions of the speech following the false starts. As 

was also found in English L2 studies (e.g., Carney, 2018, 2022), the presence of filled 
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and unfilled pauses may interrupt the flow of the speech and increase the amount of 

information L2 listeners need to hold in their working memory. This may pose further 

difficulty in constructing discourse-level meaning. Hence, future studies should address 

these research gaps by investigating the effect of particular features of unscripted spoken 

Chinese on other levels of cognitive processing. 

In addition to investigating L2 Chinese listeners’ decoding difficulties, this study 

also shows that higher-proficiency L2 Chinese listeners seem to have less problems with 

segmenting words, which is a type of L2 listening difficulty that frequently appears in the 

L2 English listening literature (e.g., Carney, 2018, 2022; Cross, 2009; Cutler, 2012; 

Field, 2003, 2008; Lange & Matthews, 2020; Sheppard and Butler, 2019; Siegel & 

Siegel, 2015; Weber & Cutler, 2006). This is possibly due to the syllable-timed feature of 

Chinese language. Future research should consider using other types of spoken texts as 

listening input (e.g., monologues such as lectures or spoken texts of which the lexico-

grammatical features mimic real-world unscripted dialogues) and other types of 

diagnostic listening methods (e.g., L1 recall) to examine the generalizability of this 

finding. For example, there were instances where participants produced L2 written 

repetitions in Chinese characters that did not correspond to any valid lexical meaning, 

and it was difficult to determine whether the participant had word segmentation 

difficulties without knowing their level of comprehension of the segment. Thus, these 

instances were not counted as words segmentation difficulties. 

Using Authenticated Spoken Texts in L2 Listening Tests  

The current study is the first to investigate L2 test-takers’ listening processes and 

test-taking processes when listening to different types of spoken texts, specifically 
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scripted spoken texts and authenticated spoken texts, to further glean evidence for the 

cognitive validity of using authenticated spoken texts in L2 listening assessment (Field, 

2011, 2012, 2013, 2015, 2018). As mentioned in the Literature Review chapter, 

numerous studies have investigated the cognitive processes involved in taking L2 

listening tests that can be affected by different test tasks (Chen et al., 2020; Douglas & 

Hegelheimer, 2007; Field, 2011, 2012, 2015; Holzknecht, 2019; Rukthong, 2021; 

Rukthong & Brunfaut, 2020; Wang & Yu, 2021; Wu, 1998) and spoken texts of different 

modes (Holzknecht, 2017; Suvorov, 2018). Other studies have focused on listening and 

test-taking strategies used in L2 listening tests (e.g., Chang, 2008, 2009; Holzknecht, 

2019; Liu, 2015; Rukthong, 2021; Rukthong & Brunfaut, 2020; Suvorov, 2018; Taguchi, 

2001; Vogely, 1995). No study has investigated if using authenticated spoken texts as 

listening input can elicit differing and possibly more desirable (from a test validity 

standpoint) listening and test-taking processes (Field, 2013), and yet numerous 

researchers advocate for the use of unscripted spoken texts in L2 listening tests (Buck, 

2018; Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021; Wagner, 2018a, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner & 

Ockey, 2018; Wagner et al., 2021).  

This study set out to address this exact research gap, which is important because, 

“if the concern is not just face validity, but also construct validity, …listening tests 

should aim to activate those processes through carefully constructed tasks based on 

suitable texts” (Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021, p. 399-400). Accordingly, the current study 

attempted to reveal the underlying construct elicited by the scripted and authenticated 

spoken texts, specifically test-takers’ cognitive processes, use of listening strategies, and 
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use of test-taking strategies to add insights about the “suitability” of authenticated spoken 

texts in L2 listening tests.  

To begin with, test takers’ differing cognitive processes seem to support the 

notion that authenticated spoken texts should be used for testing L2 listening proficiency, 

especially when the purpose of the tests (e.g., the HSK Level 5) is to assess test-takers’ 

ability to “identify the attitude of each participant in an animated discussion characterised 

by overlapping turns, digressions and colloquialisms [emphasis added] that is delivered 

at a natural speed [emphasis added] in varieties that are familiar” when it comes to 

understanding interaction between other people (Council of Europe, 2020, p. 49). By 

using authenticated spoken texts, test developers can mitigate the threat of construct 

underrepresentation (Messick, 1989, 1996) which is the idea that the test tasks elicit only 

a small sub-set of the cognitive processes of interest. When test-takers have to solve test 

tasks that use authenticated and supposedly more difficult spoken texts (Wagner, 2018b; 

Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner et al., 2021), it was shown in this study that they had to 

resort more to construct-relevant lower-level processes such as lexical search and parsing 

throughout the while-listening stage. Test-takers’ shifting of their attention to lower-level 

processes is perhaps an indication of the fact that this basic processing had not been 

automatized (Field, 2013), which is also suggested in the diagnostic listening results 

where L2 test-takers had greater decoding and word segmentation difficulties listening to 

authenticated spoken texts compared to the scripted spoken texts. As Field states, “from a 

cognitive perspective, the concern here is not with ‘authenticity’ for its own sake, but 

with the extent to which the nature of the recorded material makes decoding easier or 

more difficult than it would be in real-world conditions” (Field, 2013, p. 110). Indeed, 



 

308 

based on L1 Chinese speakers’ responses, this study provides reasons to believe that the 

scripted spoken texts present both an easier and inauthentic version of Chinese dialogic 

speech to elicit cognitive processes that resemble the ones elicited in the real-world 

listening contexts where they need to cope with naturally-produced unscripted spoken 

language. Hence, inferences made from the test scores become less valid in terms of 

reflecting tests-takers’ real-world listening abilities (Wagner et al., 2021; Wagner, 

2018a). In other words, the authenticated group’s test scores, which were significantly 

lower than the scripted group better reflected their real-world listening comprehension 

ability. 

Nevertheless, as shown in both the quantitative and qualitative data examining 

test-takers’ strategic behavior, their use of listening strategies and test-management 

strategies did not seem to differ based on the level of scriptedness of the spoken texts. 

Does this suggest that authenticated spoken texts should not be used as listening input in 

tests because they did not elicit more construct-relevant strategic behavior in this study? I 

think the answer is, not necessarily. Focusing on listening strategies, this type of strategic 

behavior should be a part of the construct tested because they contribute to successful L2 

listening and are indeed used by both lower-level and higher-level L2 listeners (Goh, 

2002; Holzknecht, 2019; O’Malley & Küpper, 1989, 2002; Vandergrift, 2003; 

Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Rukthong, 2016, 2021; Rukthong & Brunfaut, 2020). On the 

one hand, bearing the above-mentioned advantages in mind, using authenticated spoken 

texts as listening input appears to not result in reduced construct representation; it did not 

elicit test-takers’ decreased use of listening strategies or types of listening strategies in 

this study. On the other hand, as explained in the Discussion chapter, other factors that 
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were not included as variables in this study could have contributed to the non-statistically 

significant difference in the two groups’ use of listening strategies (for example, the 

ability to use appropriate L2 listening strategies to facilitate the comprehension of 

unscripted spoken texts, test preparation experiences, and test task characteristics). It is 

likely that after being exposed to real-world unscripted spoken texts and being explicitly 

taught how to use different listening strategies to cope with this type of spoken texts, test-

takers may use different types of strategies or exert different degrees of reliance on 

listening strategies. Thus, these factors should be taken into account by test developers 

who decide to use authenticated spoken texts in listening tests. This will also be discussed 

further in the Implications for Test Development section. 

 In a similar vein, test-takers who listened to the authenticated spoken texts did not 

rely more on test-management strategies than those who listened to the scripted spoken 

texts, which indicates that using authenticated spoken texts is not likely to introduce more 

construct-irrelevant variance regarding the use of test-management strategies 

(Holzknecht, 2019; Winke & Lim 2014). This again seems to support the use of 

authenticated spoken texts in conjunction with multiple-choice test tasks in assessing L2 

Chinese listening. 

In addition, the construct-irrelevant variance introduced by the use of test-

wiseness strategies could also potentially be minimized by including different tasks or 

tasks in addition to the multiple-choice task. Admittedly, as explained in the Discussion 

chapter, the qualitative data showed that the authenticated group employed about 10% 

more test-wiseness strategies such as randomly guessing the correct answer or selecting 

an option only because the exact words from the options were heard in the post-listening 
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stage, and this may point to the interpretation that when having to comprehend 

authenticated spoken texts, test-takers need to resort to test-wiseness strategies, which 

might introduce construct-irrelevant variance (e.g., Cohen, 2013; Kim, 2021; Suvorov, 

2018; Yang, 2012; Yang & Plakans, 2012). Nevertheless, because the major difference of 

the use of test-wiseness strategies between the two groups was observed only for the 

post-listening stages, it is likely that it is mainly a characteristics of the multiple-choice 

task that elicited the authenticated group’s increased use of test-wiseness strategies. That 

being said, it is believed that using other listening task formats, for instance, listening-to-

summary or short-answer questions, in addition to or in place of the multiple-choice 

format can reduce both groups’ reliance on the test-wiseness strategies reported in this 

study (Liao, 2021; Rukthong, 2016, 2020; Wu, 1998).  

Admittedly, it is more helpful to view “normal everyday speech” as having a 

continuum of (un)scriptedness where a type of speech such as formal monologue of a 

lecture can also be found in real-world situations (Bloomfield, 2018; Field, 2008a, 2013; 

Wagner, 2018a). However, it also seems to be hard to justify not including spoken texts 

that contain real-world unscripted features at all in L2 listening tests when other types of 

speech apart from the one mentioned above “pose certain linguistic characteristics which 

are the inevitable result of the way in which most speech is delivered under pressures of 

time and with minimal preplanning” (Field, 2013, p. 109). Moreover, as stated in Wagner 

(2018b), “the target language use (TLU) domain of interest for most L2 listening test 

contexts would seemingly include the ability to comprehend unplanned, real-world 

spoken language” (p. 28). Perhaps more importantly, as shown in this study and others 

(e.g., Carney, 2018; Chiang & Dunkel, 1992; Fujita, 2012; Pica et al., 1987; Read, 2002; 
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Sheppard & Butler, 2019; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner et al., 2021), it 

is precisely the spoken texts with high degrees of unscriptedness that L2 listeners usually 

find more difficult to comprehend. Although the current study did not find group 

differences in listening difficulties caused by linguistic features other than connected 

speech (i.e., filled pauses, false starts, and backchannels), individual cases of listening 

difficulties caused by these unscripted spoken language features were found. This 

warrants the inclusion of these features in L2 listening test texts, because using unscripted 

spoken texts taps into the individual variation in decoding and comprehending these 

features which is construct-relevant when assessing real-world listening abilities. 

L2 test-takers’ poor performance on listening tests using authenticated spoken 

texts may be largely due to the fact that high-stakes listening tests and textbooks rarely 

include unscripted spoken texts (Chen, 2013; Guo, 2002; Ji, 2009; B. Zhang, 2009; Y. 

Zhang, 2016; Wagner, 2016; Wagner & Wagner, 2014), and as a result both L2 teacher 

and students are less aware of the linguistic differences between “textbook texts” and 

real-world spoken language and/or less motivated to include the goal of understanding 

unscripted spoken texts in their teaching/learning agenda (Wagner, 2018b; Wagner et al., 

2021). Thus, from the point of view of consequential validity, which entails tests’ effects 

on individuals in the classroom (Weir, 2005), including unscripted spoken texts is also 

likely to have positive effects on teaching and learning. This is because what is assessed 

in tests generally affects teaching content and teaching methods in the classroom, as well 

as learners’ learning focuses and goals, and the washback on teaching and learning is 

more intense for high-stakes tests such as the HSK, which serves high-stakes gate-

keeping purposes related to graduation, school admission, academic awards, and 
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employment (e.g., Alderson & Wall, 1993; Cheng, 1999; Green, 2006a, 2006b; Hayes & 

Read, 2004; Wang, 2018). 

To sum up, this study provides more direct evidence supporting the use of 

authenticated spoken texts in testing L2 listening. Compared to using scripted spoken 

texts, using spoken texts that have features of real-world unscripted spoken language to 

test L2 listening comprehension elicits more real-world-like construct-relevant cognitive 

processes which enhance representation of the construct. And doing this does not 

introduce more construct-irrelevant variance because of test-takers’ use of test-

management strategies. Test-takers’ use of test-wiseness strategies elicited by the 

multiple-choice test task is likely to be reduced if more authentic task types instead of 

multiple-choice tasks are designed and used in conjunction with authenticated spoken 

prompts. 

Implications for Test Development 

 One of the goals of this research was to further explore the feasibility of using the 

“authenticating” technique to create authentic-sounding spoken texts for L2 listening 

testing purposes. Thus, L1 Chinese speakers’ opinions were surveyed to gather more 

evidence for the comparable superiority (i.e., more authentic-sounding) of the 

authenticated spoken texts. L1 speakers’ attitudes and beliefs can provide useful 

implications for test development, because “it seems that it is not the abundance of 

spoken language features or the presence of one particular feature that makes a listening 

text sound more authentic but the appropriate and skillful use of a wide range of such 

features” (Rossi & Brunfaut, 2021, p. 412), although the authenticated spoken texts in the 

current study and previous studies (i.e., Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner 
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et al, 2021) using the “authenticating” technique contained many more unscripted spoken 

language features quantitively. Thus, L1 Chinese speakers’ attitudes were tapped into to 

further validate the “authenticating” technique. 

The quantitative and qualitative data showed that by infusing features such as 

connected speech, higher speech rate, hesitations, backchannels, and turn-openers in the 

scripted dialogues, the spoken texts indeed sound more authentic and have natural speech 

rates, more connected speech phenomena, more interactional features, and more 

hesitations, even while the pronunciation remained largely intelligible and 

comprehensible. These findings indeed suggest the usefulness of the “authenticating” 

technique. More insights were gained for creating authenticated spoken texts when each 

factor (i.e., speech rate, pronunciation, use of slang, interactional features, and 

hesitations) was closely examined, and they will be discussed below along with the 

experience of creating the authenticated spoken texts used in this study. 

First, based on the frequency of the comments made in the survey, it seems that, 

similar to L2 listeners, speech rate is the one of the important factors that helped the L1 

Chinese speakers distinguish between the scripted and authenticated spoken texts. To 

reiterate, the speech rate of the scripted spoken texts was carefully controlled to 

approximate that of the speech rate of the long dialogues in HSK Level 5. Thus, for test 

developers in general and the HSK test developers specifically, if they are reluctant to use 

the “authenticating” technique, they could examine the speech rate of the spoken texts in 

terms of whether it is close to the average speech rate of natural conversations. Changes 

should be made to increase the speech rate of the spoken texts if the speech rate is 

unnaturally low to better tap into L2 learners’ real-world listening abilities. Furthermore, 
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acknowledging that there are various “natural way of speaking” (Field, 2013), it is 

suggested that test developers can even consider including spoken texts with different 

speech rates ranging from normal-low to normal-high (Meng, 2006) to maximize the 

representation of the cognitive processes required by the TLU domain (Field, 2013). 

However, it is also important to note for test developers that spoken texts recorded within 

the range of normal speech rate may still sound inauthentic and unnaturally slower than 

normal speech rate due to the lack of connected speech, explicit and focused enunciation, 

and other phenomena. 

Second, many L1 Chinese speakers also reported that they found the speakers in 

the authenticated spoken texts spoke with a Beijing/Northern accent which may or may 

not be the same as the type of Mandarin Chinese accent they hear day-to-day. Although 

the focus of the current study is the scriptedness of spoken texts, L1 Chinese accent is not 

entirely irrelevant. The pronunciation of Mandarin Chinese was established based on the 

Beijing area dialects (Wiedenhof, 2015), and naturally, the pronunciation of its colloquial 

form differs from the pronunciation of the Mandarin speakers who are not from this 

region due to the influences of their specific regional dialects (Fu, 2010; Cao, 2012; 

Zhang, 2012; Wang, 2014). If the purpose of the listening test is to assess L2 learners’ 

ability to comprehend unscripted spoken texts in the standard Mandarin accent, it is 

probably sufficient to only include one type of Mandarin accent in listening prompt to 

represent the TLU domain. But it is also advised that L2 Chinese test developers should 

be aware of regional differences of Mandarin accents and their potential impact on the 

listening comprehension of L2 listeners when creating spoken texts. Detailed descriptions 

the type of accent assessed by the test should be provided to test-takers. For instance, if 
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test-takers will only encounter the standard Mandarin accent in a test, test-takers and 

other stake-holders should be informed that they should make inferences about test-

takers’ listening ability accordingly. 

Third, related to the presence of hesitations (filled pauses and repetitions), a few 

participants commented that they felt the filled pauses inserted in the dialogues were 

added deliberately and sounded contrived, despite the fact that the number of hesitations 

was intentionally decreased in the authenticated spoken texts used in the main study in 

response to the feedback from the pilot study. Inserting hesitations in the scripted 

dialogues while making the utterances sound natural was also a challenge that emerged in 

the creation of the authenticated spoken texts in both the pilot and the main study. On the 

one hand, it is suspected that this was due to the fact that both the dialogues themselves 

and each turn in the dialogues were relatively short. Inserting hesitations in the short 

turns may interrupt the flow of the utterances. On the other hand, as mentioned in the 

Literature Review chapter, corpus-based research analyzing the characteristics of the 

filled pauses in Chinese natural speech is lacking. Such research would benefit test 

developers who hope to use the text authenticating technique and determine where and 

how to add hesitations to scripted spoken texts so that they can sound more natural. In 

addition, test developers may consider further reducing the number of hesitations and/or 

creating listening items using longer dialogues with multiple items for each dialogue so 

that hesitations can be added more naturally in longer stretch of utterances. Another 

benefit of expanding the length of the dialogue is that it provides more context for test-

takers to potentially utilize top-down listening strategies (e.g., inferencing). As was 

mentioned in the Discussion section, the fact that some L2 participants failed to 
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comprehend the meaning of certain words affected by connected speech may also be 

because of the lack of contextual information. In addition, another strategy which was 

helpful to make the spoken texts sound more “speakerly” is that, when the authenticated 

spoken texts were created for this study, the voice actors tried to memorize the script of 

each dialogue and imagine saying the sentences according to the context naturally to each 

other.  

Fourth, in this study the only type of test task included was the multiple-choice 

task. To reduce test-taker’ reliance on test-wiseness strategies, test-takers may consider 

including more types of test tasks when authenticated spoken texts are used as listening 

prompt to elicit more construct-relevant strategic behaviors (Field, 2019a). Test tasks that 

can potentially be used are the listening-and-summarize task (Brunfaut & Rukthong, 

2020; Rukthong, 2016, 2021), listen-and-speak task (Ockey & Wagner, 2018) and 

multiple-matching (Field, 2019a). To elicit less construct-irrelevant strategic behavior, it 

seems also advisable to allow test-takers two times for listening (e.g., Field, 2015; 

Holzknecht, 2019). 

Another implication on test development is also related to task format. In this 

study, the multiple-choice task was used which is rather artificial and lacks the necessary 

contextual cues to assess L2 listeners’ pragmatic competence. In the real world, 

influenced by their communicative goals, L2 listeners may rely more on top-down 

processing compared to bottom-up processing by utilizing their background knowledge 

of the topic and discourse features. As mentioned in the Discussions section, it was 

difficult for test-takers to infer the meaning of some unknown words or words whose 

sound form was not recognized instantly by participants due to connected speech, which 
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is possibly a result of a lack of contextual information and lack of co-texts. Thus, L2 test 

developers may consider providing test-takers with contextual information (e.g., location, 

relationship of the speaker, visual aids) of the dialogue when the multiple-choice task 

format is used. In addition, they should consider developing longer dialogues which can 

offer more contextual information than the current four-turn dialogues when assessing L2 

conversational listening abilities.  

Finally, in addition to the above reasons (i.e., higher cognitive validity, the 

prevalence of unscripted spoken texts in real-world listening, and possible positive 

washback on teaching and learning), another reason for test developers to use 

authenticated spoken texts is related to its practicality. Even though “it seems obvious 

that listening tests must use authentic spoken texts” (Buck, 2018, p. xv), test developers 

rarely use spoken texts created for L1 speakers due to concerns including copyright 

infringement, poor sound quality, and not meeting test and item specification (Field, 

2019b; Gilmore, 2007; Wagner, 2014a). Based on the experience gained from the current 

study, creating spoken texts using the “authenticating” technique, the scripted texts can 

have many more linguistic characteristics of real-world spoken language, and indeed, the 

authenticated spoken texts sounded much more authentic according to the L1 Chinese 

speakers on all the measures, (i.e., authenticity, speech rate, pronunciation, use of slang, 

interactional features, and hesitations). “Authenticating” scripted spoken texts also helped 

avoid or mitigate the problems mentioned above if truly genuine spoken texts are used 

(Wagner et al., 2021). Specifically, the cost in money and time from the “authenticating” 

process was minimal. Retaining the lexico-grammatical and discoursal features of the 
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spoken texts also has the advantage of ensuring the test can meet the test specifications 

(Wagner et al., 2021). 

Implications for Teaching and Learning 

Teaching L2 Listening Using Unscripted Spoken Texts 

 Aligned with previous studies (e.g., Carney, 2018; Read, 2002; Sheppard & 

Butler, 2019; Wagner, 2018b; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Wagner et al., 2021), this study 

shows that intermediate-advanced L2 Chinese learners found comprehending spoken 

texts with real-world unscripted spoken language features challenging. Even though 

numerous scholars have emphasized the importance of using authentic materials to teach 

L2 listening (e.g., Emerick, 2019; Lu, 2010; Meng, 2009; Kim, 2015), unscripted spoken 

texts seem to be rarely used in the language classrooms (e.g., Emerick, 2019; Han et al., 

2020). However, L2 learners invariably will have to be able to comprehend this type of 

language constantly outside the language-learning classroom if they study and live in 

target-language-speaking environments or aspire to use the target language to fulfill 

communicative purposes. As Field (2019c) states, “The authentic option has increasingly 

become a possibility open to instructors, given the wide availability of both oral and 

visual materials on the internet” (p. 307). Thus, teachers should include more of this type 

of spoken texts in classroom instruction and assessments to familiarize learners with the 

linguistics features characterized in unscripted spoken language (Gilmore, 2011; Wagner, 

2014b, 2016). They can either directly use unscripted video or audio texts from online 

platforms or use the “authenticating” method to adapt the “textbook texts” to use as class 

listening materials according to the proficiency level of students or their specific teaching 
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purposes. In addition, teachers can guide learners to compare the features of spoken texts 

with different degrees of scriptedness (Wagner, 2014b). 

 Moreover, as was also found in the current study, not only did the L2 listeners 

have limited bottom-up listening abilities in decoding sounds and identifying word 

boundaries listening to authenticated spoken texts, they also did not seem to be able to 

adjust their use of metacognitive listening strategies when faced with different types of 

input. Thus, it is equally important for teachers to adopt a process-oriented approach 

when authenticated or unscripted spoken texts are used in the classroom (Emerick, 2019; 

Field, 2008a; Siegel, 2014; Vandergrift, 2003; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010; 

Yeldham, 2016). That is, teachers should understand the cognitive processes involved in 

L2 listening and facilitate learners to identify the cause(s) of their comprehension 

breakdowns. To be more specific, even for intermediate-advanced learners, it is 

beneficial to allocate time in class for learners to be exposed to and hear the sounds of 

real-world speech repeatedly, and practice decoding the particular problematic 

phonological modification phenomena to ultimately comprehend the listening input 

(Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). Based on the decoding difficulties the L2 listeners had in the 

current study and the importance of decoding accuracy for good comprehension 

(Leonard, 2019), teachers should also introduce the various connected speech processes 

(e.g., Duanmu, 2007) and backchannelling devices in Mandarin Chinese (e.g., Yeh, 2018) 

to raise leaners’ awareness of the phonological modifications in unscripted spoken 

Chinese. Additionally, the diagnostic listening procedure can be very helpful to reveal 

learners bottom-up listening difficulties in a multilingual classroom and can be modified 

by giving learners more opportunities to listen to the segments and explain their listening 
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problems if time allows. The tasks and activities focusing on teaching listening to 

connected speech suggested by Cauldwell (2016) and Brown (2012) can also be easily 

adapted for teaching L2 Chinese listening. In addition to pinpointing the particular text-

related cause of comprehension breakdown (Cross, 2009), it is essential that teachers 

explicitly present the various characteristics of unscripted spoken Chinese and explain the 

potential effects of the particular phenomenon on L2 listening (Wagner, 2014b, 2016). 

Teachers may even consider incorporating explicit instruction on different Mandarin 

accents to raise learners’ awareness of and preparedness on comprehending non-standard 

Mandarin accents in the real world. 

Moreover, L2 learners can also benefit from instruction on metacognitive 

strategies (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012), as was shown in the current study that the L2 

Chinese learners did not seem to use more metacognitive strategies or different 

metacognitive strategies to compensate for or facilitate listening comprehension when 

listening to spoken texts that were linguistically more challenging. Explicit instruction on 

metacognitive strategies in L2 listening classrooms has also been found to be lacking 

(e.g., Emerick, 2019; Siegel, 2014). Admittedly, it is possible that for lower-proficiency 

learners, utilizing metacognitive strategies sometimes would not make up for the amount 

of information lost due to the poor performance at the lower-level processes (Clarke, 

1980; Cummins, 1979; Leonard, 2019; Lynch & Mendelsohn, 2002). For these students, 

teachers should perhaps orient the instruction to honing lower-level listening skills. For 

higher-level students who have more cognitive capacity for conscious self-regulating and 

monitoring during listening, teachers can explicitly introduce different metacognitive 

strategies and model how to orchestrate the use of them when learners listen to unscripted 
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spoken Chinese for different types of listening problems (e.g., Cross, 2009, 2015; 

Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010; Yeldham & Gruba, 2016). 

Teachers may also consider explaining to learners how different levels of listening 

processing function interactively and that over-relying on one or two levels of processing 

may lead to comprehension breakdowns or miscomprehension (Anckar & Veivo, 2020; 

Field, 2019a). In this way, learners can ultimately develop heightened awareness of their 

own listening processes (both their strengths and weaknesses) and become more adept at 

comprehending spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness (Chen, 2019; Chou, 

2017; Cross, 2011; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). This study’s implications regarding 

metacognitive strategies is in line with the previous studies mentioned above that found 

that L2 learners do benefit from the heightened awareness of and the use of 

metacognitive strategies. This study further adds to the body of research by investigating 

L2 Chinese learners’ use of metacognitive strategies, which is valuable considering the 

majority of the existent studies focused on L2 English learners. 

Enhancing Learners’ Assessment Literacy  

 Another main implication of the current study on teaching and learning is the 

need to include the teaching of test score interpretation to enhance L2 learners’ 

assessment literacy. It was found that the test-takers believed they could showcase their 

real-world listening abilities equally well in the two tests. Again, test-takers’ perception 

of the validity of the test is important, because they might not perform to their best ability 

when the test is perceived as not assessing what it alleges to assess, which may introduce 

construct-irrelevant variance (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Xie, 2011).  
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On the one hand, fortunately, the above-mentioned factor appeared to not have 

affected their test performance because the test-takers generally perceived that both tests 

were able to assess accurately their real-world listening abilities. On the other hand, 

although the current study did not provide direct evidence for the reason why the test-

takers’ beliefs of the validity of the two tests did not differ substantively, as discussed in 

the Discussion chapter, there are two possible explanations. First, if the spoken texts 

found in the textbooks and in L2 classrooms, and the formal and informal assessments 

are almost all scripted or lack features of real-world spoken Chinese (Chen, 2013; Guo, 

2002; Ji, 2009; B. Zhang, 2009; Y. Zhang, 2016), it is unsurprising that learners will 

perceive these spoken texts as “authentic” and the tests using this type of spoken texts as 

“normal” and able to assess as well as functions well in accurately assessing their real-

world L2 listening ability. Second, L2 Chinese learners might generally lack the 

knowledge of the criteria to judge if tests can accurately and validly assess their 

communicative competence.  

While further research specifically investigating L2 Chinese learners’ assessment 

literacy is needed, the finding from this research alongside the current understanding of 

learners’ assessment literacy indicate that L2 Chinese leaners would benefit from 

guidance on how to interpret their test results. For example, teachers may consider 

helping their students to interpret the test results of the HSK test by explaining to students 

the kind of language abilities assessed by the test items (i.e., the type of spoken Chinese 

the student is capable of comprehending). This could be done in conjunction to guided 

examinations of the linguistic differences between scripted and unscripted spoken texts 

mentioned earlier for developing learners’ real-world listening abilities. By doing this, L2 
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learners may be more likely to understand the importance of the exposure to unscripted 

spoken texts (in addition to the scripted spoken texts in listening tests and textbooks) for 

developing real-world listening abilities. 

Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter, the research results presented in Chapter Four are discussed in 

connection with the literature. It was argued that authenticated spoken texts should be 

used to assess L2 listening based on the evidence gleaned related to the cognitive validity 

of the test using this type of spoken texts. Implications regarding L2 Chinese listening 

research, L2 assessment research, listening test development, and teaching and learning 

were also presented. In Chapter Six, the main conclusions and limitations of the current 

study will be presented before suggestions for future studies. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Summary of Findings 

 There were four main findings in this study corresponding to the four research 

questions. First, based on the online questionnaire responses of 101 “naïve” L1 Chinese 

speakers, it was found that the authenticated spoken texts which contained many of the 

linguistic features of unscripted spoken Chinese were perceived as more authentic than 

the scripted texts, and that the authenticated texts contained more characteristics of 

unscripted spoken Chinese such as faster speech rate, connected speech phenomena, 

hesitations (filled pauses and repetitions), and interactional features (turn-openers and 

backchannels). Although this finding is not unexpected, it further lends support for the 

practice of text “authentication” for creating “authentic-sounding” listening input to 

assess real-world L2 listening abilities. This finding addresses a gap in previous research, 

which is that the authenticity of the “authenticated” spoken texts created using the same 

authentication technique was based on the intuition of the researchers, or was only 

measured by the quantity of each unscripted spoken language feature (and compared to 

the quantity of the features in scripted spoken texts). 

The L1 speakers generally perceived the authenticated spoken texts as more 

authentic, having more natural speech rates and pronunciation, and containing more 

hesitations and authentic interactional features. They also perceived the speech rates of 

the scripted spoken texts as very low and much less authentic than the speech rates of the 

authenticated spoken texts, despite the fact that the speech rates of the scripted spoken 
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texts were within the medium range of normal speech rate. Moreover, despite the fact that 

the L1 listeners perceived that the speakers in the authenticated spoke texts spoke 

quickly, they believed the speakers’ pronunciation was relatively clear and easy to 

understand. More importantly, the L1 Chinese participants’ open-ended responses in 

addition to the above findings provided several useful implications for test developers 

concerning the use of the text “authentication” technique, especially pertaining to the 

operationalization of speech rate, accent varieties, and filled pauses. Specifically, L2 

Chinese test developers should include spoken texts that better represent the speech rates 

of real-world spoken language. Moreover, test developers may also consider including 

different accent varieties as listening input to better represent regional Mandarin Chinese 

accents. The findings also indicated that adding filled pauses deliberately in the dialogic 

spoken texts, especially when each turn in the dialogue is relative short, can make the 

spoken texts sound contrived and inauthentic, and therefore test developers should either 

use fewer instances of hesitations than in the current authenticated spoken text, or create 

dialogues with longer turns. 

To address the second research question, 184 intermediate-advanced L2 Chinese 

learners participated in two listening tests – one pre-test and one post-test using either 

authenticated or scripted spoken texts as the spoken input. It was found that the L2 

Chinese learners who heard the authenticated spoken texts scored lower than the group 

who heard the scripted version. Even though the median difference was small between 

the two groups’ test performance, the difference was statistically significant. This finding 

was somewhat surprising, because even though previous research found that second 

language learners had lower listening test scores listening to authenticated spoken texts 
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compared to listening to scripted spoken texts, the research focused on second language 

learners with limited experience living in target-language-speaking regions. In contrast, 

the L2 participants in this study have had an average of two years of experience studying 

and living in Chinese-speaking regions, thus they seemingly would have more exposure 

to real-world spoken Chinese and should be more skilled in comprehending this type of 

speech. This finding thus complements previous studies that either investigated the 

listening performance of EFL learners exclusively, or ESL learners with very limited 

experience living in target-language-speaking regions. In this study, L2 learners that have 

a relatively extensive amount of experience studying and living in the target-language-

speaking regions still found it difficult to comprehend spoken texts with the 

characteristics of unscripted spoken language features. Obviously, there are many factors 

that might contribute to L2 Chinese learners’ difficulties comprehending authenticated 

spoken texts including the actual amount of exposure to the target language, amount of 

interaction with Chinese speakers, learners’ intercultural competence, and language 

program characteristics. 

The third major finding of this study was based on the questionnaire responses of 

184 L2 Chinese learners and the stimulated verbal recall and verbal report data from 16 

L2 Chinese learners. It was found that while listening to the authenticated spoken texts, 

test-takers seemed to engage in more lower-level listening processes such as lexical 

search and parsing, suggesting that they focused more on decoding and word recognition 

and had difficulties engaging in higher-level processes such as meaning construction and 

discourse construction. Taking into consideration the bottom-up processing difficulties 

L2 Chinese listeners had listening to the authenticated spoken texts in this study, using 
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authenticated spoken texts as listening input seems to elicit listening processes that better 

resemble L2 listeners’ listening processes when they listen to real-world unscripted 

spoken texts. Regarding test-takers’ strategic behavior, compared to listening to scripted 

spoken texts, the L2 Chinese listeners did not use different or more/less listening 

strategies when listening to authenticated spoken texts. Common listening strategies used 

in both groups were prediction, planning, monitoring, focusing attention, contextualizing, 

inferencing, reorganizing, and elaboration. As the use of listening strategies are construct-

relevant, using authenticated spoken texts as listening input does not seem to elicit more 

or less construct-relevant strategic behavior, compared to using scripted spoken texts. 

Test-takers also did not seem to rely more on test-management strategies. Moreover, their 

somewhat higher use of test-wiseness strategies in the post-listening stages was 

interpreted as a result of the characteristics of the multiple-choice test task. As the use of 

test-management strategies can be relevant to the construct but should still be minimized, 

using authenticated spoken texts as listening input also does not seem to introduce 

additional construct-irrelevant strategic behavior. Accordingly, this study lends more 

theoretical support for using authenticated spoken texts to assess L2 listening.  

The final main finding of the study came from the investigation of L2 Chinese 

listeners’ difficulties in phonological decoding and word segmentation, which was 

examined through 16 L2 Chinese learners’ L2 verbal and written repetitions in a 

diagnostic listening procedure. This study showed how L2 Chinese listeners can fail to 

recognize many words in the spoken input even when the lexical meanings of them are 

known, due to phonological modifications such as destressing and vowel reduction, 

vowel devoicing, consonant reduction, syllable merger, and diphthong with a falling tone 
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changing into a monophthong in Chinese connected speech. Even though word 

segmentation difficulties seemed to be a less severe problem for the L2 Chinese listeners 

in both groups compared to phonological decoding problems, the group that heard the 

authenticated spoken texts still experienced many more instances of word segmentation 

difficulties than the group that heard the scripted spoken texts. Backchannels might cause 

decoding difficulty if the backchannels of one speaker latch onto the speech of the other 

speaker. However, other unscripted spoken Chinese features such as hesitations did not 

seem to cause any severe bottom-up processing difficulties for the L2 Chinese listeners in 

this study. They were either able to ignore the hesitations or verbally repeat the filled 

pauses without reporting any comprehension breakdown. Also importantly, the results 

demonstrated that L2 Chinese intermediate-advanced listeners seem to have less severe 

word segmentation difficulties than decoding difficulties. One possible explanation is that 

the syllable-timed prosodic feature of Mandarin Chinese renders the connected speech 

processes between words in Mandarin not as prevalent and influential as the connected 

speech processes for stress-timed languages like English. Another reason might be that 

L2 Chinese listeners are likely aware that most Chinese words are disyllabic, and this 

knowledge is helpful for them in segmenting phrases and sentences.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

 As described above, the results of this study have a number of important 

implications for L2 listening test development and L2 listening teaching and learning. 

However, I must also acknowledge several limitations to this study. First, the L1 Chinese 

speakers were asked to provide their open-ended comments on the authenticity of the 

dialogues after they completed the closed-ended rating items. The sequencing of the two 
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types of items could affect their responses, as the rating scales might have provided the 

participants cues for the particular aspects of the linguistic characteristics of spoken texts 

(e.g., filled pauses and interactional features) that they could comment on in the open-

ended item. They might not have been able to orient their attention to these 

characteristics if they were asked to make open-ended comments first. However, this is a 

minor limitation because the L1 participants’ open-ended comments did provide opinions 

additional to the linguistic characteristics of spoken texts included in the close-ended 

items. To enhance the validity of the questionnaire and elicit more unbiased opinions 

from L1 listeners, it is suggested that future studies can ask participants to provide their 

opinions on the reasons why they believed one type of spoken texts is more authentic in 

an open-ended item before presenting the rating scales. 

 The second limitation is that the language used in the post-test questionnaire, 

verbal reports, and diagnostic listening procedures was mainly Mandarin Chinese. I 

decided that using Mandarin was feasible and appropriate because, first, the participants 

were intermediate-advanced Chinese learners, so they should be able to comprehend the 

instructions and questions and express their thoughts in Chinese without much difficulty; 

second, they speak many different L1s that I do not speak, and thus it was not possible to 

include different versions of the post-test questionnaire in all the L1s. Nor was it possible 

for me to conduct the verbal report and the diagnostic listening assessment in their L1s. It 

is still possible that their responses were limited by their L2 proficiency, and the fullest 

picture of the L2 participants’ mental activities and thoughts were not revealed in the 

questionnaire and the verbal reports. I had anticipated this issue and sought to make the 

questionnaire and instructions in the verbal reports and the diagnostic listening more 
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accessible to the L2 participants. For instance, the language in the post-test questionnaire 

was reviewed by L2 Chinese teachers and L2 learners who were at the similar proficiency 

levels of the participants in this study, and based on their feedback, the questionnaire was 

revised by using words and expressions that are more suitable for the L2 participants’ 

proficiency level. In addition, the instructions and items in the post-test questionnaire 

were also available in English alongside the Mandarin version to facilitate participants’ 

understanding. English is the most widely spoken second language in the world, so I 

believed that including the English translation of the instructions and questionnaire items 

could make them more accessible to the participants. As for the verbal reports and the 

diagnostic listening, a practice round was conducted with every participant at the 

beginning of every verbal report session and every diagnostic listening session to 

familiarize the participants with the procedures, and I constantly used paraphrases and 

comprehension checks to ensure participants’ understanding of the procedure. Future 

research investigating L2 Chinese listeners’ cognitive processes may consider focusing 

on L2 learners who speak a same L1 and allow them to report in their L1 to enhance the 

richness of the verbal report data. 

 Also relating to the research methodology, verbal reports were used to elicit L2 

Chinese participants’ cognitive processes engaged in during listening. As acknowledged 

in the review of the methodology section, the use of verbal protocols (stimulated verbal 

recalls and verbal reports) to tap into L2 listeners’ cognitive processes relies mainly on 

participants’ abilities of being aware of, remembering, retrieving, and verbally producing 

such information. However, the use of these techniques seems to reveal the processes of 

interest (L2 learners mental processes in completing listening tasks which) that are not 
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otherwise directly observable by the researchers (e.g., Field, 2012, 2013; Goh, 2002; Ren, 

2013; Wu, 1998; Vandergrift, 2003). In addition, as I expected that the use of language 

could affect the accuracy and completeness of stimulated verbal recalls and verbal 

reports, I took measures to minimize the risk of reactivity and veridicality by adopting 

stimulated verbal recalls and verbal reports, rather than think-alouds, immediately after 

the L2 Chinese participants completed one listening item. Again, as mentioned above 

regarding the language used in my instructions and the verbal protocols, to further 

facilitate L2 Chinese learners to reveal their thought processes through these techniques, 

future studies can allow participants to use both their L1 and Chinese. 

 In order to create a sample of participants that represented the demography of 

current L2 Chinese learners in China, the current study recruited L2 learners from a 

variety of linguistic backgrounds. In addition to the issue described above that the 

participants’ L1 was not able to be used for verbal recalls, the demography of the L2 

participants made it virtually impossible to investigate the effect of L2 listeners’ L1 on 

bottom-up listening difficulties, as I had originally hoped to do. A number of studies 

(e.g., Cutler, 2012; Carney, 2018; Cross, 2011) have found L1 influence in decoding and 

segmenting L2 aural input. Future studies should further explore how L2 Chinese 

learners speaking the same L1 process scripted and authenticated spoken texts differently 

to identify patterns specific to the group of L2 learners. For example, in this study the two 

largest groups of L2 participants speaking the same L1s are the Vietnamese and Urdu 

speakers, and focusing on these sub-groups of L2 Chinese learners and investigating their 

difficulties listening to spoken texts with characteristics of real-world spoken Chinese 
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should provide more useful information for practitioners to devise more customized 

listening instruction. 

 The L2 participants’ linguistic background posed another challenge for the 

diagnostic listening. The L2 participants reported their comprehension of the words, 

phrases, or segments based on self-assessments of comprehension as delineated in the 

diagnostic procedure section. In other words, if they verbally repeated the segment 

accurately and did not express that they had difficulties understand any part of the 

segment, the segment was considered nonproblematic. Similarly, when inaccuracies in 

L2 written repetitions occurred, the L2 participants were asked if they understood the 

words or phrases as a way of assessing their comprehension of the problematic words or 

phrases. This could threaten the validity of the diagnostic assessments if the participants 

did not report their comprehension truthfully or if their assessment of their 

comprehension was inaccurate. However, this limitation seems to be unavoidable given 

the linguistic background of the L2 participants unless participants speaking the same L1 

were recruited for the diagnostic listening. I attempted to address this limitation by 

reminding the participants that they should not worry about the results of the listening 

tests if they did not understand what they heard because the assessment results would not 

affect their academic evaluations at school. However, the design of the diagnostic 

procedure might still have allowed inaccurate self-assessment of listening comprehension 

and affected the validity of the diagnostic assessment. Thus, future research can focus on 

participants who speak the same L1 and ask them to perform L1 recalls to potentially 

minimize this threat to validity by assessing L2 listeners’ comprehension more 

accurately, although using the L1 for recalls introduces other methodological problems. 
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 The sixth limitation is that the quantitative L2 participants took only one of the 

two versions of the listening test, and thus they heard only one type of the spoken texts, 

either the scripted or the authenticated. This might have contributed to the non-significant 

results of the comparisons of their attitudes toward the authenticity of the spoken texts 

and validity of the test. I adopted this design because it was not feasible to ask 

participants to listen to both types of the spoken texts. Nevertheless, as mentioned in the 

Discussion chapter, L2 participants may find it hard to interpret the spoken text 

authenticity and test validity scales of the post-test questionnaire. They may have 

perceived the scripted spoken texts they heard in the tests as authentic due to the 

characteristics of the spoken texts they are exposed to in class and in taking high-stake 

tests. Similarly, they may have found evaluating whether the test could accurately 

measure their real-world listening abilities difficult due to their lack of knowledge of the 

concept of test validity. I suggest that future studies expose L2 test-takers to both types of 

the spoken texts to provide them with points of reference for comparing their belief of the 

authenticity of spoken texts and validity of the tests using different types of spoken texts.  

  The seventh limitation is that the current study only included multiple-choice test 

tasks for the assessment of L2 Chinese listeners’ listening comprehension and the 

investigation of their listening processes and test-taking processes. L2 listening 

performance and processes elicited by the multiple-choice test task might not be 

representative of the real-world listening performance in the non-testing settings, or of 

their processes in completing other test tasks. However, I decided to use a multiple-

choice test task for two reasons. First, the multiple-choice test task is the most commonly 

used task in assessing conversational listening. Second, a power analysis was conducted 
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prior to data collection, suggesting that a total of 158 participants were needed to ensure a 

power of 0.8. Including a second main factor would require the recruitment of an even 

larger participant sample which was not feasible during the pandemic as most L2 Chinese 

learners are either studying online or ended their Chinese language courses shortly before 

the data collection. Given the attainable sample size, the validity and generalizability of 

the results could be reduced if a second main factor was included. Future studies should 

investigate further if using authenticated spoken text leads to test-takers’ more use of test-

wiseness strategies while completing other types of tasks and if they adjust their use of 

strategies in different test tasks to potentially validate, object, or complement the results 

from the current study. Including more test tasks can also offer test developers more 

validity information if they want to include different test tasks to assess L2 

conversational listening. In a similar vein, the current study only investigated the 

listening processes engaged in when the listening input only included audio texts, while 

visual input is a common and important component in real-world listening scenarios. 

Future research should also examine the cognitive validity of using audio-visual input to 

assess L2 conversational listening abilities as compared to using audio-only input. 

 The eighth limitation is that the L1 Chinese and L2 Chinese participants in the 

current study were recruited mainly through a snowball sampling method where I first 

contacted a small number of L1 Chinese speakers and L2 Chinese learners who fit the 

research criteria and then asked them to recommend other contacts who also fit the 

criteria and were willing to participate. This recruitment method can potentially run the 

risks of “not producing samples that meet the criteria of random samples in the statistical 

sense” and rendering “the basis for establishing the representativeness of samples” 
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questionable (Parker et al., 2019, p. 4). I utilized this sampling method due to the 

constraint of the timeframe of the study and the resources available to me, although this 

sampling methodology may bring threats to the generalizability of the results of the 

study. Nevertheless, I had expected the limitations and was mindful in combining it with 

other methods such as stratified sampling where I intentionally sought to recruit students 

who spoke a variety of L1s. Moreover, the snowball sampling resulted in the 

participation of L2 Chinese speakers from at least ten different universities in China and 

L1 Chinese speakers who speak a variety of regional dialects. By taking the above 

measures, I believe the threats mentioned above were minimized to a large extent.  

 The ninth limitation is that only a limited number of linguistic features of the 

spoken texts were analyzed, by having two coders count the number of each feature (e.g., 

filled pauses and false starts). However, other acoustic differences between the scripted 

texts and the authenticated texts (e.g., pause ratio and number of prominent syllables) 

could be examined quantitively and more objectively by future studies, which may yield 

informative findings to explain L1 listeners’ perceptions of the spoken texts and L2 

listeners’ listening difficulties. 

Significance of the Contribution 

 Even with the limitations mentioned above, the current study makes a number of 

contributions to the field of L2 listening assessment and L2 Chinese listening teaching 

and learning. The current study focused on the feasibility, necessity, and cognitive 

validity of using authenticated spoken texts in L2 Chinese listening tests by 

authenticating scripted spoken texts used in L2 listening tests, examining the authenticity 

of the authenticated spoken texts in comparison to the scripted spoken texts, investigating 
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test-takers’ performance on the tests using scripted and authenticated spoken texts, and 

scrutinizing the listening processes and test-taking processes involved in solving L2 

listening multiple-choice test tasks using either scripted spoken texts or authenticated 

spoken texts as listening input. This study also investigated the differences of the bottom-

up listening difficulties of intermediate-advanced L2 Chinese listeners listening to 

scripted and authenticated spoken texts.  

This study is the first to investigate “naïve” L1 Chinese speakers’ attitudes toward 

the spoken texts created using the “authenticating” technique and scripted spoken texts to 

further examine the authenticity of the two types of spoken texts. By comparing L1 

Chinese speakers’ attitudes toward the linguistic characteristics of the two types of 

spoken texts reported in both closed- and open-ended questionnaire items, this study 

shows that the authenticated spoken texts were indeed more authentic-sounding regarding 

their overall authenticity, speech rate, pronunciation, hesitations, and interactional 

features, suggesting that the “authenticating” technique is very useful for creating spoken 

texts that better represent real-world unscripted spoken language. In addition, this study 

also provides methodological insights by demonstrating that L1 Chinese speakers’ 

perceptions of the authenticity of spoken texts can potentially provide test developers 

useful information in trying to create spoken texts with greater authenticity. Accordingly, 

this study offers several suggestions for creating spoken texts to be used in L2 Chinese 

listening tests pertinent to the handling of speech rate, Mandarin Chinese accent variants, 

and hesitation phenomena.  

This study is also the first to investigate L2 Chinese learners’ abilities to 

comprehend spoken texts with a number of linguistic characteristics of real-world 
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unscripted Chinese. More importantly, this study focused on L2 learners with extensive 

experience living in the target-language-speaking regions. In this study, I compared L2 

Chinese test-takers’ test performances on two listening tests using either scripted spoken 

texts or authenticated spoken texts as listening input after controlling for their L2 

listening proficiency. The results show that, even for L2 Chinese listeners who seemingly 

should have greater exposure and experience interacting with real-world unscripted 

spoken Chinese, comprehending this type of spoken Chinese was more difficult than 

comprehending the scripted spoken texts. This finding sheds light on the necessity and 

urgency of including unscripted spoken texts in L2 Chinese listening instruction and 

assessments.  

This study innovatively examined the validity of using authenticated spoken texts 

to assess L2 listening comprehension through the lens of cognitive validity (i.e., the 

cognitive processes and strategic behavior elicited by spoken texts used as listening 

input), by comparing the listening and test-taking processes L2 Chinese test-takers 

engaged in when taking tests using spoken texts with different degree of scriptedness. 

The results show that using spoken texts that were more unscripted seemed to elicit 

cognitive processes that resemble the processes employed by L2 listeners in real-world 

listening tasks where listening input is largely unscripted. In other words, the target 

construct can be better represented in L2 listening test tasks that use authenticated spoken 

texts. In addition, these results also indicate that using authenticated spoken texts did not 

elicit additional construct-irrelevant strategic behavior, which further lends support for 

the use of this type of spoken texts on listening tests. Finally, the finding that the test-

takers did not adjust their reliance on listening strategies (which is relevant to the 
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construct and important for successful listening comprehension) or the type of listening 

strategies is also valuable.  

Lastly, the current study designed a series of procedures to diagnose L2 Chinese 

intermediate-advanced listeners’ bottom-up processing difficulties when they listened to 

the scripted and authenticated spoken texts. The procedure is useful for practitioners who 

work with learners from different linguistic backgrounds to understand the text-related 

sources of their bottom-up processing difficulties. The current study is also the first to 

investigate the differences of L2 Chinese listeners’ bottom-up processing difficulties 

using spoken texts with different degrees of scriptedness. The results of the diagnostic 

listening show that Chinese connected speech that contains many instances of 

phonological modifications posed severe decoding difficulties for the participants. In 

contrast, hesitation phenomena and false starts did not seem to be the cause of bottom-up 

processing difficulties for this group of participants. Also importantly, word segmentation 

difficulties seemed to be a less severe listening problem for higher-proficiency L2 

Chinese listeners compared to phonological decoding difficulties. This study adds 

empirical evidence to our understanding of the text-related sources of L2 Chinese 

bottom-up listening difficulties, and these results suggest the need for explicit instruction 

on comprehending unscripted spoken texts especially Chinese connected speech.  

Conclusion 

 In this dissertation, addressing research gaps in the L2 listening literature, I 

investigated the feasibility and cognitive validity of using authenticated spoken texts in 

L2 Chinese listening tests. I also investigated L2 Chinese test-takers’ listening 

performances on tests using scripted spoken texts and authenticated spoken texts as 
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listening input. Authenticated spoken texts refer to scripted spoken texts infused with 

various real-world spontaneous spoken language features. I also examined L2 Chinese 

listeners’ phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties when 

listening to scripted spoken texts and authenticated spoken texts. Despite the limitations 

discussed in this chapter, this study further provides supportive evidence for the use of 

authenticated spoken texts in L2 listening tests from the perspectives of feasibility, 

practicality, and authenticity of the spoken texts as assessed by L1 speakers. It also 

showed that L2 Chinese listeners clearly had more difficulties comprehending spoken 

texts with higher degrees of unscriptedness. In addition, I also examined test-takers’ 

cognitive processes, use of listening strategies and test-taking strategies, and based on the 

result, I argue that using authenticated spoken texts in the advantage of eliciting more 

real-world-like listening processes, which enhances the representativeness and the 

calibration of the cognitive validity of the test for intermediate-advanced L2 listeners. 

Using authenticated spoken texts also has the advantage of not bringing in more use of 

test-taking strategies which are the processes not expected to be used in the TLU domain. 

The results of the diagnostic listening procedure also provide empirical evidence for the 

phonological decoding and word segmentation difficulties that L2 Chinese listeners may 

encounter listening to spoken texts with real-world spoken Chinese features. These 

results suggest that L1 speakers’ perceptions and attitudes can provide useful information 

for spoken text development for L2 tests. They also provide empirical support for the 

importance of investigating the legitimacy of using particular types of spoken texts in L2 

listening tests through the lens of cognitive validity. For teaching L2 Chinese listening, 

this study calls for the use of unscripted spoken texts in classroom teaching and 
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assessment as well as explicit instruction on the linguistic characteristics of such texts 

and listening strategies necessary to facilitate successful comprehension. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

TEXT AUTHENTICITY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Text Authenticity Questionnaire 

语料真实性问卷 

 ❏ 我确定我已满 18岁。 

 By checking this box, I confirm that I am over 18 years old. 

❏  我确定我已阅读研究人员提供的知情同意书。 

By checking this box, I confirm that I have read the informed consent document 

from the study team. 

❏ 我确定此前没有参与过此研究。没有填写过此问卷或此问卷的另一版

本。 

By checking this box, I confirm that I did not participate in this study. I have not 

completed this questionnaire or another version of this questionnaire.  

  

您好，感谢您参与本次问卷调查。本问卷需要您大约 20分钟的时间填写。您将先

填写 6道背景信息题。每段短对话后有一道选择题询问您对对话真实性的评价。在

问卷中间和最后，您将分别回答 18道量表题。最后有 2道开放性问题。 

Hello. Thank you for participating in this survey. This survey will take you around 20 

minutes to finish. You will first answer 6 background information questions. At the 

middle and the end of the survey, you will answer 18 multiple-choice questions, 

respectively. At the end of the survey, there are two open-ended questions. 
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Term key: 

L1 Chinese speaker: People who may be multilingual or monolingual but speak Chinese 

as a mother tongue. 

关键词解释： 

汉语一语者：那些只会一种语言或会多种语言，但是汉语是母语的人。 

Part I. Background information: 

1. Gender: Female/Male/Prefer Not to Answer 

2. Age 

3. L1 Chinese speaker? Yes/No 

4. Are you involved in Chinese language teaching or research? Yes/No 

5. Which dialect(s) do you speak? 

6. Do you speak standard Mandarin Chinese?  

第一部分：背景信息 

1. 性别：女/男/不予回答 

2. 年龄 

3. 汉语是否是第一语言？是/否 

4. 是否在汉语教学和研究的领域? 是/否 

5. 您会说哪里的方言? 

6. 您是否说标准的普通话？是/否 
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Part II. Authenticity rating of each dialogue  

This dialogue I just heard was very similar to the natural dialogues I hear in real-life 

Mandarin.  

第二部分：对话真实性评价 

刚听到的这段对话和我真实生活中听到的自然的普通话对话很像。 

 

Part III. Overall rating  

第三部分：总体评价 

Authenticity sub-scale 

1. The dialogues were not authentic; they were created for students learning 

Chinese. 

7. The dialogues were authentic; they sounded like the Mandarin dialogues I hear in 

real life. 

13. The texts that were used did not have authentic Mandarin spoken input. 

真实度子量表 

1. 刚听到的对话不真实；它们都是为学生学习汉语编写的。 

7. 刚听到的对话真实；就像现实生活中听到的普通话对话一样。 

13.刚听到的对话中不是真实的普通话口语。 

Speech rate sub-scale 

2. The speakers on the spoken texts spoken quickly, the similar rate that L1 Chinese 

speakers normally use with each other. 

8. The speakers in the spoken texts spoke slowly; slower than real-life Mandarin 

speech. 
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14. The speakers spoke slowly so that the listeners would be able to understand them. 

语速子量表 

2.对话里说话人的语速很快，和汉语是第一语言的说话人的语速差不多。 

8.对话里说话人的语速很慢；比真实生活中的普通话对话慢。 

14.为了听者能够听懂他们，对话里说话人的语速慢。 

Pronunciation sub-scale 

3. The speakers pronounced each word clearly and distinctly. 

9. It was easy to understand the speakers because they pronounced their words well 

and spoken clearly. 

15. The speakers did not pronounce some words very clearly which is like how L1 

Chinese speakers speak in the real life. 

发音子量表 

3.对话里说话人每一个字吐字清晰且分明。 

9.听懂说话人比较容易，因为他们每个字都准确发音且说话清晰。 

15.对话里说话人没有把每个字都说的很清晰，就像真实生活中汉语是第一语言

的人说话一样。 

Use of slang sub-scale 

4. The speakers used only formal, standard Chinese, with no slang. 

10. The spoken texts often had slang and colloquial speech in them. 

16. The speakers used slang and informal expressions that are found in real-life 

language. 

用口语词子量表 
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4.对话里说话人用的是正式的，标准的普通话，没有俚语。 

10.刚才的口语文本里有俚语和口头语用词。 

16.对话里的说话人用到了在真实生活中出现的俚语和非正式用语。 

Interactional features sub-scale 

5. The speakers’ responded to each other just like L1 Chinese speakers respond to 

each other in real-life conversations. 

11. The speakers in the dialogue sounded like they were attending to the other 

speaker’s speech when the other speaker was speaking. 

17.  The way the speaker started each conversation is like how L1 Chinese speakers 

start a conversation in real-life contexts. 

互动特征子量表 

5.对话里说话人互相回应的方式和汉语一语者在现实生活中的对话一样。 

11.对话里的说话人在对方说话的时候，像是在注意听对方的话语。 

17.对话里说话人开启对话的方式和汉语一语者在现实生活中的对话一样。 

Hesitations sub-scale 

6. The speakers paused and hesitated in the conversations, just like L1 Chinese 

speakers speak in real-life conversations. 

12. The speakers used fillers like (nage, ranhou, and nashenme) in the conversations 

which is how L1 Chinese speakers speak in real life conversations. 

18. The speakers sounded like they had planned and prepared for each sentence 

before they spoke. 

犹豫现象子量表 
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6.说话人在对话里停顿和犹豫了，就像一语者现实生活中的对话一样。 

12.对话里的说话人用了例如“那个”，“然后”，“那什么”的填充词，就像

一语者现实生活中的对话一样。 

18. 对话里的说话人听起来像是在说每一句话前计划好和准备好了的。 

 

Part VI. Open-ended Questions 

第四部分：开放性问题 

Open-ended question:  

1. Please type in your comments about the authenticity of the spoken texts you just 

listened to if you have any. 

2. Please type in your comments about this questionnaire if you have any. 

 

开放性问题 

1. 请填写关于您刚听到的对话的真实性的看法。 

2. 请填写您对本问卷的看法。 
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APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTIONS, SPOKEN TEXTS, AND ITEMS IN THE 

EXPRIMENTAL TESTS (MAIN STUDY) 

❏  By checking this box, I confirm that I am over 18 years old. 

我确定我已满 18岁 

❏  By checking this box, I confirm that I have read the informed consent 

document from the study team. 

我确定我已阅读研究人员提供的知情同意书。 

Instructions: You will hear 26 dialogues. Please select the correct answer after the 

dialogue. You will hear each dialogue only once. Please do not pause the recording. 你

将听到 26段对话。对话结束后请选择正确答案。每段对话听一遍。测试中请勿暂

停。 

 

例如： 

 女：我想去音乐节做志愿者，你去吗？可以见到很多明星呢。 

 男：好啊，在哪儿报名？ 

 女：学校网上有申请表，你填好以后提交就行了。 

 男：好的，我这就去填。 

 问：男的接下来要做什么？ 

A. 找明星签名 B. 填写申请表 C. 报名参加测试 D.买演唱会门票 
 

1. 男：女儿第一次/离家这么久，/不知道她有没有/照顾好自己。 

女：你就别操心了，/我跟夏令营那边的老师/通过电话，/她挺好的。 
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男：可我还是放心不下。 

女：孩子迟早要独立的，/提前锻炼锻炼挺好。 

问：女儿最可能做什么去了？ 

A. 体育集训 B. 参加夏令营 C. 去外地实习 D. 出国做交换生 

 

男：女儿第一次/离家这么久 + [是啊]/ + 不知道她有没有/照顾好自己。 

女：你就别操心了/ + 我 + 那个 + 跟夏令营那边的老师/通过电话 /+ 她

挺好的。 

男：可我还是放心不下。 

女：孩子迟早要独立的/ + 提前锻炼锻炼挺好。 

问：女儿最可能做什么去了？ 

A. 体育集训 B. 参加夏令营 C. 去外地实习 D. 出国做交换生 

 

M: This is the first time that Our daughter is away from home for so long. I don’t 

know if she is taking good care of herself. 

W: Don’t worry. I talked to the teacher at the summer camp. She is doing fine. 

M: But I am still concerned. 

M: Children are bound to be independent. It is good that they get the practice in 

advance. 

Q: Where did the daughter most likely go? 

A. Sports training  

B. Attending a summer camp  

C. Go to intern outside the city 
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D. Go abroad as an exchange student 

 

2. 男：公司附近的房租真高，/光中介费/就得两千多。 

女：对呀，/这毕竟是市中心，/不过你可以直接/找房东租，/这样省钱。 

男：那我去哪儿找/租房信息呢？ 

女：有专门的网站，/一会儿我把网址发给你。 

问：女的要给男的发什么？ 

A. 室内照片 B. 租房的网址 C.宿舍的地址 D.房东的座机号 

男：公司附近的房租真高 [嗯]+ /光中介费 + /光中介费就得两千多。 

女：对呀 + 这毕竟是/市中心[是] + /不过 + 不过 + 你可以直接/找房东

租 [那我] + 这样省钱。 

男：那我 + 那我去哪儿找/租房信息呢？ 

女：有专门的网站[诶好] + /一会儿我把网址发给你。 

问：女的要给男的发什么？ 

A. 室内照片 B. 租房的网址 C.宿舍的地址 D.房东的座机号 

 

M: The rent around here is so high. The fee for the agency is already more than 

two thousand. 

W: Yeah. It is the center of the city. But you can go directly to the landlord. It 

saves you money. 

M: Where should I find the information about renting. 

M: There are specialized websites. I will send you the website later. 
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Q: What will the woman send the man? 

A. A picture of the inside  

B. The website for renting places  

C. The address of the dorm  

D. The landlord’s landline 

 

3. 男：对不起，/我临时有事，/不能和你去酒吧了 。 

女：什么事这么急啊？ 

男：出版社刚联系我，/让我过去商量一下/印刷的事情。 

女：你的新书要出版了？/恭喜你！ 

问：男的接下来可能去哪？ 

A. 酒吧 B. 展览馆 C. 出版社 D. 烟酒商店 

 

B. 男：对不起 + 对不起 + /我::临时有事 + /不能 + 嗯 + 和你去酒吧

了 。 

C. 女：什么事这么急啊？ 

D. 男：出版社刚联系我[啊] + /让我过去商量一下 + /那个 + 印刷的事

情。 

E. 女：你 + 你的新书要出版了 + /恭喜你！ 

F. 问：男的接下来可能去哪？ 

G. A.  酒吧 B. 展览馆 C. 出版社 D. 烟酒商店 

 

M: Sorry, I need to deal with this, I cannot go to the bar with you. 
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W: What happened? Why are you in such a hurry? 

M: The publisher just contacted me. They asked me to go over and discuss about 

printing. 

M: Your new book is going to be published? Congratulations. 

Q: Where is the man likely to go? 

B. The bar B. The exhibition C. The publisher D. The tobacco and alcohol store 

 

4. 女：老板，/有没有/给五六岁孩子玩儿的玩具啊？ 

   男：这款组装玩具/挺适合的 。 

   女：能介绍一下吗？ 

男：孩子可以参照图纸/把玩具组装成不同的样式，/不仅能锻炼动手能力，

/还能开发智力 。 

   问：关于那款组装玩具，可以知道什么？ 

A.  能组装成汽车 B. 更适合男孩儿 C. 不提供参考图纸 D.能锻炼动手能

力 

 

女：老板 + 有没有/给 + 嗯 + 五六岁孩子玩儿的玩具啊？ 

   男：这款组装玩具/挺适合的= 

   女：=能 + 能介绍一下吗？ 

男：你 + 孩子可以参照图纸 + /嗯 + 把玩具组装成不同的样式 [哦] +/ 

不仅能锻炼 + 那个 + 动手能力 + /还能开发智力 。 

   问：关于那款组装玩具，可以知道什么？ 
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A. 能组装成汽车 B. 更适合男孩儿 C. 不提供参考图纸 D.能锻炼动手能力 
 

W: Hello. Do you have toys for children around five to six years old. 

M: This assembling toy is suitable. 

W: Can you introduce it to me? 

M: Children can assemble the toy into different forms based on the instructions. 

They can practice hands-on abilities, and develop their intelligence. 

Q: What can be known about the assembling toy? 

A. It can be assembled into a car  

B. It’s a boy’s toy 

C.  It does not provide instructions  

D. It fosters hands-on abilities. 

 

5. 女：这么多数据/都是你自己算的？ 

 男：没有，/我请人设计了/一个程序。 

 女：那处理起来/就快多了。 

 男：是啊，/帮我省下许多时间/来做别的。 

 问：哪些数据处理的怎么样了？ 

A. 遇到了麻烦 B. 完成了一半儿了 C. 已经处理完了 D.还需半天时间 

 

女：这么多数据都是 +/ 都是你自己算的？ 

男：没有 + /我请人设计了一个 + 那什么 +/ 嗯 + 一个程序。 

女：那 + 那处理起来/就快多了。 
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男：是啊 + /帮我省下许多时间/来做别的。 

问：那些数据处理的怎么样了？ 

A.  遇到了麻烦 B. 完成了一半儿了 C. 已经处理完了 D.还需半天时间 

 

W: Did you computed the data all by yourself? 

M: No. I hired some to develop a program. 

W: In that way, it is much faster to process the data. 

M: Yes. It saved a lot of my time so I can do other things. 

Q: How is processing the data going? 

A. Ran into trouble 

B. Completed half 

C. It was finished 

D. It needs half a day 

 

6. 男：你们班/拍毕业照了吗？ 

女：照片都洗出来了，/你看。 

男：真不错，/背景选的好，/大家的表情/也抓的好，特别生动。 

女：这得感谢摄影师，/她技术可棒了。 

问：男的觉得照片拍得怎么样？ 

A. 很有创意 B. 显得很暗 C. 表情抓得好 D. 背景没选好 

 

男：哎 + 你们班/拍毕业照了吗= 
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女：拍 + 照片都洗出来了 + /你看。 

男：真不错 + /背景选的好 [嗯] + /然后 + 嗯 + 大家的表情/也抓的好 + 

/特别生动。 

女：这得感谢摄影师 + 她技术可棒了。 

问：男的觉得照片拍得怎么样？ 

B. A.  很有创意 B. 显得很暗 C. 表情抓得好 D. 背景没选好 

 

M: Did your class take the graduation photo? 

W: They are printed. Look. 

M: Not bad. The background is good. Everyone’s facial expression was well 

captured. Very vivid. 

M: Thanks to the photographer. She is very skillful. 

Q: What does the man think about the photos? 

A. Very creative  

B. Looks dark 

C. Facial expressions were well captured  

D. The background is not good 

 

7. 男：北京的各大名胜古迹，/你最喜欢哪儿？ 

女：故宫，长城，颐和园，/我都很喜欢。 

男：这些地方/你都去过了？ 

女：是的，/我来北京的第一年/就去过了。 

问：他们在谈论什么？ 
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A. 北京胡同 B. 北京景点 C. 北京小吃 D. 中国建筑 

 

男：北京的各大名胜古迹 + /你最喜欢哪儿？ 

女：故宫 + 长城 + 颐和园[嗯] + /我 + 嗯 + 都很喜欢。 

男：这些地方/你都去过了？ 

女：是的 + /我来北京的第一年/就去过了。 

问：他们在谈论什么？ 

A.  北京胡同 B. 北京景点 C. 北京小吃 D. 中国建筑 

 

M: Among the major faces of interest in Beijing, which one do you like the best? 

W: The Forbidden City. The Great Wall. The Summer Palace. I like them all. 

M: You have been to these places? 

M: Yes. I have been to these places the first year I came to Beijing. 

Q: What are they talking about? 

A. Beijng Hutong  

C. Tourist attractions in Beijing  

C. Snacks in Beijing  

D. Chinese architect 

 

8. 男：我想查一下/我的期末考试成绩，/可我忘记/校园网的登陆密码了。 

女：初始密码是咱们的学号，/你后来改过吗？ 

男：我记得改过。 
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女：那你得去学校网络管理中心/重新设置一下。 

问：男的怎么了？ 

A. 成绩单丢了 B. 忘记密码了 C. 没带准考证 D. 护照过有效期了 

 

男：那个 + 我想 + 我想查一下/我的期末考试成绩 + /可 + 可我忘记/校

园网的登陆密码了。 

女：登陆密码 + /呃 + 初始密码是咱们的学号 + /你后来改过吗？ 

男：我 + 我记得改过。 

女：那你得去学校网络 + 呃 + 网络管理中心 + /重新设置一下。 

问：男的怎么了？ 

A.  成绩单丢了 B. 忘记密码了 C. 没带准考证 D. 护照过有效期了 

 

M: I want to find out my final grade, but I forget the login password for the school 

portal. 

W: The initial password is our student ID number. Did you change afterwards? 

M: I remember I did. 

M: In that case, you will need to go to the internet center on campus to reset the 

password. 

Q: What happened to the man? 

A. Lost his transcript 

C. Forgot his password  

C. Forgot his exam registration  

D. Passport was expired 
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9. 男：这款红色的空调/是今年夏天卖得最好的，/外观时尚，/价格也合理。 

女：保修期是多长时间？ 

男：一个月出现质量问题，/无条件退货。/一年之内出现质量问题，/免费

维修。 

女：好，谢谢你。 

问：男的正在做什么？ 

A. 登机 B. 修空调 C. 接待顾客 D. 安装书架 

 

男：这款红色的空调/是今年夏天 + 那个 + 卖得最好的[哦]/ + 嗯 + 外观

时尚 + /价格也合理。 

女：多长时间可以 + 那个 /+ 嗯 + 保修期是多长时间？ 

男：一个月出现质量问题 + /无条件退货 [好] + /一年之内出现质量问题 

+ /免费维修。 

女：好 + 谢谢你。 

问：男的正在做什么？ 

A.  登机 B. 修空调 C. 接待顾客 D. 安装书架 

 

M: This red air conditioner is the best seller this summer. The look is chic. The 

price is reasonable. 

W: How long is the warranty? 

M: If there is a problem with the quality within a month, you can return. If there is 

a problem with the quality within a year, it can be fixed for free. 
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M: Ok. Thank you. 

 Q: What is the man doing? 

A. Boarding the plane  

B. Fixing the air conditioner  

C. Receiving the customer  

D. Installing the bookshelf  

 

10. 女：上礼拜同学聚会/你没去？ 

 男：是，/那天正好有事。 

 女：周末也有事？/忙什么呢？ 

 男：我要考注册会计师，/报了个辅导班，/每周末都要上课。 

 问：男的为什么没参加聚会？ 

A. 没接到通知 B. 忙着写报告 C. 明天参加考试 D.要去辅导班学习 

 

女：诶 + 上礼拜同学聚会/你没去？ 

男：嗯 + 是 + /那天 + 那天正好有事 = 

女：=周末也有事 + /忙什么呢？ 

男：周末我上 + /我要考注册会计师 [哦] + /报了个辅导班 + /每周末都

要上课。 

问：男的为什么没参加聚会？ 

A.  没接到通知 B. 忙着写报告 C. 明天参加考试 D.要去辅导班学习 
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W: Did you not go to the student reunion last week? 

M: Yes. I had something coming up that day. 

W: Even on the weekend. What was it? 

M: I plan to get certified as an accountant. I registered for a class, and we meet 

every weekend. 

Q: Why didn’t the man go to the party? 

A. Did receive the announcement 

B. Busy with writing a report 

C. Will take a test the next day  

D. Needed to go to a class 

 

11. 女：你为什么想应聘/我们公司的销售职位？ 

 男：我想从事有挑战的工作，/而且我喜欢跟人打交道。 

 女：那你觉得你的优势是什么？ 

 男：我大学学的是市场营销，/另外还有三年的销售工作经验。 

 问：男的认为销售工作怎么样？ 

A. 待遇好 B. 有挑战性 C. 工作稳定 D.可以经常出差 

 

女：那 + 你为什么想应聘/我们公司的销售职位？ 

男：我想从事有挑战的工作 + /而且我喜欢跟人打交道。 

女：那你觉得你的优势是什么？ 

男：嗯 + 我大学学的是市场营销 +/ 嗯 + 另外还有三年的销售工作经验。 
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问：男的认为销售工作怎么样？ 

A.  待遇好 B. 有挑战性 C. 工作稳定 D.可以经常出差 

 

W: Why do you want to interview for the sales position in our company? 

M: I want to do challenging work. I also like to work with people. 

W: What do you think are your advantages? 

M: I studied marketing in college. I also have three years of experience in sales. 

Q: What does the man think of the work in the sales? 

A. Good salary B. Challenging C. Stable D. Travels a lot 

 

12. 男：告诉你一个好消息，/“五月天”要来北京/开演唱会了。 

女：真的吗？/什么时候？ 

男：就这个月的最后两天，/连续办两场，/现在已经开始售票了。 

女：太好了，/这次无论如何我都要去！ 

问：关于这场演唱会，下列哪项正确？ 

A. 在北京举办 B. 只举办一场 C. 演出时间待定 D. 这个月中旬举办 

 

男：哎 + 告诉你一个好消息 + /“五月天”要来北京/开演唱会了。 

女：真 + 真的吗？/什么时候？ 

男：就这个月的 + 嗯 + 最后两天 + /连续办两场 + /现在已经开始售票

了。 

女：太好了 + /这次无论如何我都要去！ 
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问：关于这场演唱会，下列哪项正确？ 

A.  在北京举办 B. 只举办一场 C. 演出时间待定 D. 这个月中旬举办 

 

 

M: Tell you a piece of good news. “Wuyuetian” is coming to Beijing to hold a 

concert. 

W: Really? When? 

M: Last two days of this month. Two back to back. The tickets are being sold 

now. 

M: Great. I will go no matter what this time! 

 Q: What is correct about this concert? 

A. It is held in Beijing  

B. There will only be one  

C. The show time is undecided  

D. It will be held in the middle of this month 

 

13. 男：你好，请问哪位是李老师？ 

女：我就是。您什么事？ 

男：国际交流处的侯老师让我把这些材料转交给您。 

女：谢谢，麻烦您专门跑一趟。 

问：关于男的，可以知道什么？ 

A. 是会计 B. 忘带材料了 C. 是来送东西的 D. 在交流处工作 
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男：你好 + 请问 + 那个 + 哪位是李老师？ 

女：我就是 + 您什么事？ 

男：国际交流处的侯老师 + 让我把这些材料 + 转交给您。 

女：谢谢，麻烦您专门跑一趟。 

问：关于男的，可以知道什么？ 

A.  是会计 B. 忘带材料了 C. 是来送东西的 D. 在交流处工作 

 

M: Hello. Which one if teacher Li? 

W: I am. How can I help you? 

M: The teacher Hou at the Office of International Communication wanted me to 

deliver these documents to you. 

W: Thanks for coming all the way just for this. 

 Q: What can we know about the man? 

 A. He is an accountant  

B. He forgot the documents  

C. He is here to deliver something 

D. He works at the Office of International Communication  

 

14. 女：这个暑假你想去实习？ 

 男：是，我已经投了好几份简历，正在等消息呢。 

 女：我也有这个打算，有实习经验的话，毕业后好找工作。 

 男：是呀，现在用人单位基本上都要求有一定的工作经验。 

 问：男的打算暑假做什么？ 
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A. 考驾照 B.学滑冰 C.做手术 D.去实习 

 

女：这个暑假你想去实习？ 

男：是 + 我 + 嗯 + 已经投了好几份简历了[哦] + 嗯+ 正在等消息呢 

女：我也有这个打算 [嗯] + 有实习经验的话 + 毕业后好找工作 

男：是呀  + 现在::用人单位基本上都::[嗯] + 要求有一定的工作经验。 

问：男的打算暑假做什么？ 

B. A.  考驾照 B.学滑冰 C.做手术 D.去实习 

 

W: You want to intern this summer vacation? 

M: Yes. I have submitted several resumes and waiting to hear back now. 

W: I plan to do this too. If I have some experience, it will be easier to get a job 

after graduation. 

M: Right. Nowadays companies require some experience normally 

Q: What does the man plan to do in the summer? 

A. Get the driver’s license B. Learn to ice-skate C. Do a surgery D. Intern 

 

15. 男：出席后天活动的人员确定了吗？ 

女：邮件已经都发出了，但是现在还有两位专家没反馈...... 

男：那直接打电话联系啊？ 

女：我刚打了，一直占线。 

问：根据对话，下列哪项正确？ 
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A. 手机信号不好 B. 邮箱地址有误 C. 市长不出席活动 D. 还有两人没联系

上 

 

男：诶 + 出席 + 那个 + 后天活动的人员确定了吗？ 

女：邮件已经都发出了 [噢] + 但是现在还有 + 还有两位专家 + 嗯 + 没

反馈。 

男：那为什么不 + 那那直接打电话联系啊？ 

女：我 + 我刚打了 + 一直占线。 

问：根据对话，下列哪项正确？ 

A. 手机信号不好 B. 邮箱地址有误 C. 市长不出席活动 D. 还有两人没联系

上 

 

M: Is the list of the people who will attend the event day after tomorrow 

finalized? 

W: The emails were sent, but two experts have not replied. 

M: Then you should call to contact them. 

W: I just called. It was always busy. 

 Q: Based on the dialogue, which one is correct? 

A. The signal for the phone is not good  

B. The email address is incorrect  

C. The mayor is not attending the event 

D. There were two people that were not able to be reached\ 
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16. 男：实际上我一直在犹豫，要不要辞职专门在家写小说。 

女：你现在的工作很稳定，辞了多可惜。 

男：当职业作家是我的梦想。可现在我只能下班后写，总觉得精力不够。 

女：你说的也对，如果你真的决定了，那就试试吧。 

问：男的为什么想辞职？ 

A. 要去留学 B. 想多陪陪家人 C. 想专心写小说 D. 不喜欢现在的老板 

 

男：实际上 + 实际上我一直在犹豫 + 要不要辞职专门在家写小说。 

女：你现在的工作很稳定 + 辞了多可惜。 

男：当职业作家是我的梦想[嗯]+ 可现在 + 嗯 + 我只能下班后写[嗯] + 

总觉得精力不够。 

女：你说的也对 + 如果你真的决定了 + 那就试试吧。 

问：男的为什么想辞职？ 

 

A.  要去留学 B. 想多陪陪家人 C. 想专心写小说 D. 不喜欢现在的老板 

M: I have been thinking if I should resign and write the novel at home full time. 

W: Your work is very stable. What a pity if you resign. 

M: Becoming a professional writer is my dream. But I can only write after work. I 

always feel I do not have enough energy. 

W: You have a good point. If you have decided, just give it a try then. 

 Q: Why does the man want to resign? 

A. He is going to study abroad  
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B. He wants to keep his family accompany more  

C. He wants to focus on writing the novel 

D. He does not like his current boss 

 

17. 男：咱们部门去春游的事定了，这周六去。 

女：太棒了，我期待很久了，希望周六别下雨。 

男：不会，我看了天气预报，这周天气非常好。 

女：那太好了，我要赶紧准备一下 。 

问：女的现在心情怎么样？ 

A. 开心 B.平静 C.自豪 D.无奈 

 

 男：诶 + 咱们部门去春游的事定了[噢] + 这周六去。 

女：太棒了 + 我期待很久了 + 希望::周六别下雨。 

男：不会 + 我看了 + 那什么 + 天气预报 + 这周天气非常好。 

女：那太好了 + 我要赶紧准备一下 。 
 

问：女的现在心情怎么样？ 

A.开心 B.平静 C.自豪 D.无奈 

 

M: The spring vacation plan is settled. We will go this Saturday. 

W: Great. I have been looking forward to it for a long time. I hope it will not rain 

this Saturday. 

M: It won’t. I checked the weather forecast. The weather is really good this week. 



 

402 

W: That is fantastic. I will get prepared. 

 Q: How does the woman feel right now? 

A. Happen B. Calm C. Proud D. Helpless 

 

18. 男：您好，您的账户里还有十万元整。 

女：如果把这笔钱转存成定期，利息是多少？ 

男：那要看您存多久，一年的话三千多，两年的高一些。 

女：那我存两年的吧 。 

男：好的。 

问：女的在询问什么？ 

A. 存款利息 B. 股票价格 C. 商品价格 D. 人民币汇率 

 

女：那 + 如果+ 嗯 + 把这笔钱转存成定期 + 利息是多少？ 

男：那要看您存多久 + 一年的话三千多 [嗯] +两年的高一些。 

女：那我存两年的吧 。 

男：好的。 

问：女的在询问什么？ 

A.  存款利息 B. 股票价格 C. 商品价格 D. 人民币汇率 

 

M: Hell. There are a hundred thousand in your account. 

W: If I deposit the money as the term deposit, what is the interest rate? 
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M: Depend on how long you deposit the money. It is three thousand yuan for a 

year, and it is higher for two years. 

W: The I will do two years. 

 Q: What is the woman asking 

A. Interest rate of the deposit 

B. The price of the stock 

C. The price of the product 

D. The exchange rate of the RMB 

 

19. 女：昨天的排球比赛你看了吗？哪个队赢了？ 

 男：江苏队赢了。 

 女：太好了！比赛很精彩吧？ 

 男：是，对方的实力很强，江苏队赢的并不轻松 。 

 问：关于比赛可以知道什么？ 

A. 明天重播 B. 观众很失望 C. 双方都很厉害 D. 江苏队落后一分 

 

女：那什么 + 昨天的排球比赛你看了吗？[嗯] + 哪个队赢了？ 

   男：江苏队赢了。 

   女：太好了！比赛很精彩吧？ 

   男：是 + 对方的实力很强 [嗯] + 江苏队赢的并不/轻松 。 

   问：关于比赛可以知道什么？ 

A.  明天重播 B. 观众很失望 C. 双方都很厉害 D. 江苏队落后一分\ 
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W: Did you watch the volleyball game yesterday? Which team won? 

M: The Jiangsu team won. 

W: Great! It was an amazing match, right? 

M: Yes. The other team is very strong. The Jiangsu team did not win easily. 

Q: What can we know about the match? 

A. The rerun is tomorrow 

B. The audience was very disappointed 

C. Both teams were strong 

D. Jiangsu team was behind by one point 

 

20. 女：今年是建校六十周年，学校要组织一个大型的庆祝活动。 

 男：我听说了，而且还要招一些志愿者。 

 女：你知道怎么报名吗？我想参加。 

 男：你去学院办公室登记一下个人信息就可以了 。 

 问：根据对话，下列哪项正确？ 

A. 报名结束了 B. 女的接到邀请了 C. 男的想做志愿者 D. 学校要举办庆祝

活动 

 

女：诶 + 今年 + 今年是建校六十周年 + 学校要组织一个大型的庆祝活

动。 

   男：我听说了 + 而且还要招一些志愿者 

   女：你知道怎么报名吗？我想参加。 
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   男：你 + 你去学院办公室登记一下[嗯] + 登记一下个人信息就可以了 。 

   问：根据对话，下列哪项正确？ 

A. 报名结束了 B. 女的接到邀请了 C. 男的想做志愿者 D. 学校要举办庆祝

活动 

 
 

W: Today is the sixtieth anniversary of the founding of the school. The school 

will organize a big celebration. 

M: I heard. They will also recruit some volunteers. 

W: Do you know how to register? I want to attend. 

M: You can go to the office of the college to register your personal information. 

Q: Which one of the follows choice is correct?  

A. The registration is closed 

B. The woman received the invitation 

C. The man wants to be a volunteer 

D. The school is holding a celebration 

 

21. 男：我打算下周五回趟家，我姐姐结婚。 

女：是吗？买票了吗？快过春节了，火车票可能不好买。 

男：不用，我家离北京很近，坐汽车走高速四个小时。 

女：那方便多了。 

问：男的打算怎么回家？ 

A. 开车 B. 坐汽车 C. 坐火车 D. 坐飞机 
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男：我打算 + 那个 + 下周五回趟家 + 我姐姐结婚。 

女：是吗 + 买票了吗 [啊] + 快过春节了[嗯] + 火车票可能不好买。 

男：不用 + 我家离北京很近 [哦] + 然后 + 坐汽车 + 嗯 + 走高速四个小

时。 

女：那 + 那 + 方便多了。 

问：男的打算怎么回家？ 

A. 开车 B. 坐汽车 C. 坐火车 D. 坐飞机 

 

W: We plan to go back home next Friday. My sister is getting married. 

M: Really? Did you buy the ticket? It is almost the Spring Festival. It might be 

hard to get the train ticket. 

W: I don’t need to. My home is very close to Beijing. It takes four hours by car 

taking the highway. 

M: That is much more convenient. 

Q: How does the man plan to get home? 

A. Drive B. By car C. By train D. By plane 

 

22. 男：昨天课上的内容你都记下来了吗？ 

女：我录音了，你要听吗？ 

男：好，我有些地方不太懂，想再听听。 

女：好的。录音材料在我的电脑里，等回宿舍我给你复制一份。 

问：男的想要什么？ 
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A. 说明书 B. 录音材料 C. 会议记录 D. 宣传材料 

 

男：诶那个 + 昨天的课 + 嗯 + 课上的内容你都 + 都都记下来了吗？ 

女：我录音了 + 你要听吗？ 

男： 好 + 我有些地方不太懂 [嗯嗯] + 想再听听 

女：好的 + 嗯 + 录音材料在我的电脑里[好] + 等宿舍 + 等回宿舍我给你

复制一份。 

问：男的想要什么？ 

 

M: Did you note down the content of yesterday’s class? 

W: I recorded. Do you want to listen? 

M: Ok. I have something I did not really understand, and I want to listen one more 

time. 

W: Yes. The recording is in my computer. I will send you a copy when I am back 

to my dorm. 

 Q: What does the man want? 

A. The instruction manual  

B. The recording  

C. The meeting minutes 

D. The advertising materials 

 

23. 女：先生，您想选哪种家具？实木的还是金属的？ 
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 男：这两种有什么区别？ 

 女：实木家具更结实，金属家具现代感更强。 

 男：这样啊，你能带我看看实木的吗？ 

 问：他们现在最可能在哪？ 

A. 电台 B. 家具店 C. 俱乐部 D. 服装市场 

 

女：诶先生 + 您 + 您想选哪种家具 + 实木的还是金属的？ 

   男：这两种有什么区别？   

   女：实木家具更结实 + 金属家具呢[噢] + 现 + 现代感更强。 

   男：这样啊 + 你能带我看看实木的吗？ 

   问：他们现在最可能在哪？ 

A.  电台 B. 家具店 C. 俱乐部 D. 服装市场 

 

W: Sir. What kind of furniture do you want to buy? Real wood or metal? 

M: What are the differences between the two? 

W: The real wood furniture is more sturdy and the metal furniture is more 

modern. 

M: I see. Can you show one the real wood ones? 

Q: Where are they mostly likely be?  

A. The broadcasting station 

B. The furniture store  

C. The club 
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D. The clothes market 

 

24. 女：第一次尝试这类角色，感觉怎么样？ 

 男：我觉得压力很大，不过也很开心。 

 女：为什么？ 

男：这个角色在剧中很矛盾，对我来说是不小的挑战，但同时也是一次锻炼

的机会，所以我很珍惜。 

 问：男的认为哪个角色怎么样？ 

A. 很天真 B. 很矛盾 C. 脾气差 D. 很有魅力 

 

女：第一次尝试这类角色，感觉怎么样？ 

   男：我觉得压力很大，不过也很开心。 

   女：为什么？ 

男：这个角色在剧中很矛盾，对我来说是不小的挑战，但同时也是一次锻炼

的机会，所以我很珍惜。 

女：那 + 嗯 + 第一次尝试这类角色 + 嗯 + 感觉怎么样？ 

   男：我觉得压力很大[嗯] + 嗯 + 不过也很开心。 

   女：嗯 + 为什么？ 

男：这个角色在剧中很矛盾 [嗯] + 嗯 + 对我来说是不小的挑战 + 但同时

也是一次锻炼的机会 [嗯]+ 所以我很珍惜 

   问：男的认为哪个角色怎么样？ 
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A.  很天真 B. 很矛盾 C. 脾气差 D. 很有魅力 

 

W: This is the first time you try out this role. How do you like it? 

M: I feel a lot of pressure but also very happy. 

W: Why is that? 

M: This role is very contradictory in the show. It is quite a challenge for me, but it 

is also a good experience to practice. So I really cherish it. 

Q: What does the man think of the role? 

A. Very innocent B. Very contradictory C. Bad temper D. Very attractive 

 

25. 女：我们对你的表现很满意，你下周一来上班吗？ 

 男：可以，谢谢马主任！ 

 女：那可以。下周一你直接去人事部办手续吧，我会跟他们打招呼的。 

 男：好的，谢谢您。 

 问：关于男的可以知道什么？ 

A. 是部门经理 B. 找到新工作了 C. 在人事部工作 D. 招聘经验丰富 

 

女：嗯 + 我们对你的表现很满意 + 你下周一来上班吗？ 

   男：可以 + 谢谢马主任！ 

女：那可以 + 下周一你 + 你直接去人事部办手续吧 [好]+ 嗯 + 那个 + 

我会跟他们打招呼的。 

   男：好的 + 谢谢您。 
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W: I am very happy with your performance. Can you come to work on Monday? 

M: Yes. Thank you, Manager Ma! 

W: OK. You can go directly to the HR and get the paperwork done next Monday. 

I will give them a heads up. 

M: Ok. Thank you very much. 

Q: What can be known about the man? 

A. He is the department manager 

B. He found a new job 

C. He works at the HR 

D. He is experienced in recruiting 

  

26. 男：我的航班被临时取消了。 

女：为什么？ 

男：说是黑龙江下大雪，飞机无法降落。怎么办？我还要赶着回家参加姐姐

的婚礼呢。 

女：要不你把机票退了，改坐火车吧。 

问：男的为什么着急回家？ 

A. 应聘工作 B.参加婚礼 C.看望父母 D.朋友聚会 

 

男：哎呀 + 我的航班被 + 被临时取消了。 

女：为什么？ 
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男：说是黑龙江下大雪 + 飞机无法降落 [啊] + 怎么办 + 我还要赶着回家

参加姐姐的婚礼呢 

女：要不你把机票退了 + 改坐火车吧。 

问：男的为什么着急回家？ 

A.  应聘工作 B.参加婚礼 C.看望父母 D.朋友聚会 

 

M: My flight was cancelled last minute. 

W: Why? 

M: They say it is because it is snowing very badly in Heilongjiang, and the plane 

cannot land. What to do? I need to hurry home to attend my sister’s wedding. 

W: What about returning the plane ticket and take the train? 

Q: Why is the man hurrying home? 

A. To get a job B. To attend the wedding C. To see his parents D. Friend’s party 

Transcription notes: 

 

[]    backchannels in bracket 

Red words  Filled pauses 

Green words False starts 

Blue words Repetitions 

Yellow words Turn openers 

=   latching of utterances 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTIONS, SPOKEN TEXTS, AND ITEMS IN THE 

EXPRIMENTAL TESTS USED IN THE PILOT 

Instructions: 

You will hear 26 dialogues. Please select the correct answer after the dialogue. You will 

hear each dialogue only once. You will not resume the test if you take a break in the 

middle. Please click “Next” to start the test. 

你将听到 26段对话。对话结束后请选择正确答案。每段对话听一遍。如果你在测

试中暂停，你将无法继续进行。请点击“下一页”开始测试。 

 

例如: 男：把这个材料复印五份，一会儿拿到会议室发给大家。 

      女：好的。会议是下午三点吗？ 

      男：改了，三点半，推迟了半个小时。 

      女：好，六〇二会议室没变吧？ 

      男：对，没变。 

      问：会议几点开始？ 

 A. 下午两点 B. 下午三点 C. 下午三点半 D. 下午六点 

 

男：呃 + 把这个材料复印五份儿[好] + 然后 + 一会儿拿到会议室 + 发给

大家。 

      女：好的 + 那个 + 会议是下午三点吗？ 

      男：改了 + 三点半 + 推迟了 + 半个小时 
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      女：好 + 六〇二会议室没变吧？ 

      男：对 + 没变 

      问：会议几点开始？ 

 A. 下午两点 B. 下午三点 C. 下午三点半 D. 下午六点 

 

 Example:  

M: Print five copies of this material. Bring them to the conference room and 

distribute them to everyone   

W: Ok. Is the meeting three in the afternoon? 

M: It’s changed. Three thirty. It was put off for a half hour. 

W: Ok. Is it still Room 602? 

M: Yes. That’s not changed. 

Q: When does the meeting start? 

A.  2 pm B. 3 pm C. 3:30 pm D. 6 pm 

 

听力测试正式开始。 

Listening test starts now. 

 

1. 女：你猜我今天整理房间的时候找到了什么？ 

男：找到了什么？难道是钱？ 

女：不是 + 是我们结婚时的一张照片 

男：是哪张啊？你拿来我看看 
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问：他们是什么关系？ 

A. 夫妻 B. 师生 C. 司机和乘客 D. 哥哥和妹妹 

 

女：我今天 + 你猜我今天整理房间的时候 + 找到了什么？ 

男：嗯 + 找到了什么？难道 + 嗯 + 是钱？ 

女：不是[哦]+ 是我们 + 我们结婚时的一张照片 

男：是哪张啊？你拿来我看看 

问：他们是什么关系？ 

A. 夫妻 B. 师生 C. 司机和乘客 D. 哥哥和妹妹 

 

W: Guess what I found today when I was cleaning the room today? 

M: What? Is it money? 

W: No. It is a photo of our wedding. 

M: Which one? Bring it over to have a look. 

Q: What is their relationship? 

A. Husband and wife B. Teacher and student C. Driver and passenger D. Brother 

and sister 

 

2. 男：妈 + 我去打篮球了 

女：等一下+ 你帮我把这袋垃圾扔楼下垃圾桶里 

男：好的 + 再见 

女：带手机了吗 + 早点儿回来 
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问：男的最可能去哪？ 

A. 医院 B. 体育场 C. 饭馆儿 D. 办公室 

 

男：呃 + 妈 + 那个 + 我去打篮球了 

女：等一下[啊]+ 你帮我把 + 把这袋垃圾 + 那个 + 扔楼下垃圾桶里 

男：好的 + 再见= 

女：=带手机了吗 + 早点儿回来 

问：男的最可能去哪？ 

A. 医院 B. 体育场 C. 饭馆儿 D. 办公室 

 

M: Mom. I am going to play basketball. 

W: Wait a minute. Help me take this bag of trash and throw it in the trash can 

downstairs. 

M: Ok. Bye. 

W: Did you bring your phone? Come back early. 

M: Where is the man most likely going? 

A. The hospital B. The stadium C. The restaurant D. The office 

 

3. 女：考试通过了 + 祝贺你 

男：谢谢 + 以后我就可以自己开车上班了 

女：你打算买车？ 

男：不过得先买辆二手的 + 过两年再换新的 
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问：男的现在心情怎么样？ 

A. 害怕 B. 高兴 C. 难受 D. 失望 

 

女：考试通过了 + 祝贺你 

男：谢谢谢谢 + 以后我就可以自己开车上班了= 

女：=你打算买车？ 

男：嗯 + 那个 + 不过得先买辆二手的 + 过两年  + 那什么 + 再换新的 

问：男的现在心情怎么样？ 

A. 害怕 B. 高兴 C. 难受 D. 失望 

 

 W: You passed the test. Congratulations.  

 M: Thank you. I can drive myself to work in the future. 

 W: Do you plan to buy a car? 

M: Well. I will buy a second-handed one and switch to a new one after a few 

years. 

 Q: What does the man feel now? 

A. Scared B. Happy C. Sad D. Disappointed 

 

4. 男：你怎么了 

女：我们本来说明天提前放假的+ 刚才突然又说有变化 + 让等通知 

 男：那就等一等好了 + 也许一会儿就有好消息了 

 女：也只好这样了 
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 问：女的现在感觉怎么样？ 

A. 兴奋 B. 失望 C. 满意 D. 饿了 

 

男：你怎么了 

女：刚才通知 + 我们本来说明天提前放假的[嗯] + 刚才 + 刚才 + 突然又

说 + 什么   + 有变化 + 让等通知 

 男：那 + 就等一等好了[嗯] + 也许 + 一会儿就有好消息了 

 女：也只好这样了 

 问：女的现在感觉怎么样？ 

A. 兴奋 B. 失望 C. 满意 D. 饿了 

 

M: What’s wrong? 

W: We were told that the vacation starts early. Tomorrow. And we were just told 

that there is some change and we should wait for the announcement. 

M: Then wait a little. Perhaps there will be good news soon. 

W: I will have to wait. 

Q: What does the woman feel? 

A. Excited B. Disappointed C. Satisfied D. Hungry 

 

5. 男：喂 + 你在哪 + 我敲了半天门 + 怎么没人在家 

女：我和孩子在花园里玩儿呢 + 你不是说要九点才回来吗？ 

男：工作提前做完了 + 我没带钥匙 + 你什么时候回来？ 
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女：这就回去 + 你再等一会儿 

问：关于男的，下列哪个正确？ 

A. 很懒 B. 不抽烟 C. 提前回家了 D. 还在谈生意 

 

男：喂 + 你在哪儿+ 我敲了半天门儿 [是吗]+ 怎么没人在家 

女：你怎么 + 我和孩子在花园里玩儿呢 + 那什么 + 你不是说要九点才回

来吗？ 

男：呃 + 工作提前做完了 + 我没带钥匙 + 你什么时候回来？= 

女：=这就回去 + 你再等一会儿 

问：关于男的，下列哪个正确？ 

A. 很懒 B. 不抽烟 C. 提前回家了 D. 还在谈生意 

 

M: Hello. Where are you? I knocked and knocked on the door. There is nobody 

here. 

W: I am playing with the kid in the garden. Didn’t you say you will come back at 

night? 

M: I finished work early. I didn’t bring the key. When are you coming back? 

W: I will come back now. Just wait a moment. 

Q: Which one is correct about the man? 

A. Very lazy B. Does not smoke C. Arrived home early D. Is still in a business 

meeting 
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6. 男：我这房子客厅很大 + 而且家具都是新的。 

 女：确实不错 

男：是啊 + 如果不是我女儿月底留学 + 我和妻子要去陪她 + 也不会这么

着急卖了 

女：这房子我很满意 + 不过还是要和我丈夫商量一下再决定 

问：男的为什么着急卖房子？ 

A.  经济原因  B. 楼层太高 C. 附近没地铁 D. 要陪女儿留学 

 

男：我这房子客厅很大[是的]+ 然后那个 + 而且家具都是新的= 

 女：=确实 + 确实不错 

男：是啊 + 如果 + 如果不是我女儿月底留学 + 那个 +我和孩子她妈要去

陪她 [哦]+ 也 + 也不会这么着急卖了 

女：嗯 + 你这房子我很满意 + 不过 + 不过我还是要回去和我丈夫商量一

下[好]  + 商量一下再决定 

问：男的为什么着急卖房子？ 

A.  经济原因  B. 楼层太高 C. 附近没地铁 D. 要陪女儿留学 

 

 M: The living room of the house is really big. Plus the furniture is all new. 

 W: Indeed.  

M: If it is because my daughter is going to study abroad at the end of the month 

and my wife and I will keep her company, I will not sell the house in such a hurry. 
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W: I am very happy with the house. But I will need to talk to my husband and 

then make a decision. 

 Q: Why is the man selling the house in a hurry 

A. Economic reasons B. It is too high up C. No subway in the neighborhood  

D. Accompany his daughter who is study abroad 

 

7. 女：停电了吗 + 电梯怎么不能用了 

      男：电梯坏了 + 正在修理 + 今天上午刚通知的 

      女：那咱们走楼梯吧。 

      男：行 + 就当锻炼了 

      问：他们为什么要走楼梯？ 

A. 楼层低 B. 电梯坏了 C. 等不及了 D. 电梯内人多 

 

女：停电了吗 [啊]+   电梯 + 电梯怎么不能用了 

      男：那个 +电梯坏了 [哦]+ 正在修理 + 今天上午刚通知的 

      女：那 + 那咱们走楼梯吧 

      男：行 + 就当锻炼了 

      问：他们为什么要走楼梯？ 

A. 楼层低 B. 电梯坏了 C. 等不及了 D. 电梯内人多 

 

W: Is the electricity out? Why is the elevator not working? 
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M: The elevator broke down. It is being repaired. It was announced just this 

morning. 

W: Let’s take the stairs then. 

M: Sure. Take it as an exercise. 

Q: Why are they taking the stairs? 

A. It is only a few floors B. The elevator broke down C. They can’t wait D. Too 

many people in the elevator 

 

8. 女：请问这附近哪儿有修车的地方？ 

      男：你去前面的加油站看看吧 

      女：我刚从那边过来 + 说这边有专门的修理店 

      男：原来是有一家 + 但最近搬走了 

      问：女的在找什么？ 

A. 小吃街  B. 大使馆 C. 停车场 D. 修车的地方 

 

女：请问 + 那个 + 这附近哪儿有 + 那个 + 修车的地方？ 

      男：呃 + 你::去前面的加油站[噢]看看吧 

女：他们说 + 我刚从那边过来 [哦] + 对 + 然后 + 说这边有专门的 + 那

个 +修 理店 

      男：哦 + 原来是有一家 + 但最近搬走了 

      问：女的在找什么？ 

A. 小吃街  B. 大使馆 C. 停车场 D. 修车的地方 



 

423 

 

 W: Excuse me. Do you know if there is a car repair shop nearby? 

 M: Go check it out at the gas station. 

 W: I just came from there. They said there is a specialized repair shop here. 

 M: There was one. But it was moved recently. 

 Q: What is the woman looking for? 

A. The shopping street? B. The embassy C. The parking lot D. The car repair 

shop 

 

9. 男：小姐 + 这个蓝色的行李箱是您的吗 

      女：对 + 有什么问题吗 

男：麻烦您打开 + 我们要检查一下 + 另外 +请给我看一下您的护照和登机

牌 

      女：好的 

      问：他们最可能在哪？ 

A. 机场  B. 游泳馆 C. 商店入口 D. 公共汽车上 

 

男：小姐 + 这个蓝色的行李箱是您的吗 

      女：对 + 有 + 有什么问题吗 

男：那个 +  我们要检查一下 + 麻烦您 + 麻烦您打开一下 [好的] + 另外 

+ 您的 + 请给我看一下您的护照和登机牌 

      女：好的 
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      问：他们最可能在哪？ 

A. 机场  B. 游泳馆 C. 商店入口 D. 公共汽车上 

 

 M: Miss. Is this blue luggage yours? 

 W: Yes. Is there any problem? 

M: Please open it. We need to take a look. Also, please show me your passport 

and boarding pass. 

 W: Sure. 

 Q: Where are they most likely at? 

A. The airport B. The swimming pool C. The shop entrance D. On the bus 

 

10.女：你把这双鞋脱了 + 试试白色的 

      男：我觉得这双挺舒服的 + 大小也正合适 

      女：白色的更漂亮 

 男：不试了 + 白色的容易脏 + 还是黑色的更好 

 问：女的觉得白色的怎么样？ 

A. 更好看 B. 容易脏 C. 有点旧 D. 价格太高 

 

女：你把这双鞋脱了 + 试试白色的  

      男：嗯 + 我觉得这双挺舒服的 + 大小也正合适 

      女：白色的 + 白色的更漂亮= 

 男：=不试了 + 白色的容易脏 [好吧] + 还是黑色的更好 
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 问：女的觉得白色的怎么样？ 

A. 更好看 B. 容易脏 C. 有点旧 D. 价格太高 

 

 W: Take off this pair of shoes. Try the white ones. 

 M: I think this pair is very comfortable. It is also the right size. 

 W: The white ones are more pretty. 

M: I don’t want to try on anymore. The white ones easily get dirty. The black 

ones are better. 

 Q: What does the woman think about the white ones? 

A. More good looking B. Easily get dirty C. A little old D. Too expensive 

 

11.女：你的包里没有 + 是不是忘办公室了？ 

男：不会 + 刚才是我开的门 

女：那你到底放哪儿了 + 你再仔细找找 

男：我去门口看看 + 是不是掉那儿了 

问：他们最可能在找什么？ 

A. 钥匙 B. 护照 C. 眼镜 D. 照相机 

 

女：你的包里没有 + 是不是 + 忘办公室了?= 

男：=不会 + 刚才是我开的门儿 

女：那 + 那你到底放哪儿了 + 你再仔细找找 

男：那 + 我去门口儿看看[行]+ 是不是掉那儿了 
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问：他们最可能在找什么？ 

A. 钥匙 B. 护照 C. 眼镜 D. 照相机 

 

W: It is not in your bag. Did you leave it in the office? 

M: No. It was me who opened the door. 

W: Where did you leave it then? Keep looking carefully. 

M: I will go and research at the door. See if I left it there. 

Q: Where can they most likely be looking for? 

A. A key B. A passport C. Glasses D. A camera 

 

12.女：这儿是出口 + 请您从入口进 

男：对不起 + 我看错了 +入口在哪儿？ 

女：您往左开 + 入口就在那边 

男：好的 + 谢谢你 

问：男的怎么了？ 

A. 做梦了 B. 走错路了 C. 没带眼镜 D. 忘记密码了 

 

女：那个 + 这儿是出口 [噢]+ 请您从入口进 

男：对不起对不起 + 呃+ 我 + 我看错了 + 入口在哪儿？ 

女：您往左开 [好的]+ 然后 + 呃+ 入口就在那边 

男：呃 + 好的 + 谢谢你 

问：男的怎么了？ 
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A. 做梦了 B. 走错路了 C. 没带眼镜 D. 忘记密码了 

 

W: This is the exit. Please enter from the entrance. 

M: Sorry. I didn’t see it. Where is the entrance? 

W: Please drive to the left. The entrance is over there. 

M: Ok. Thank you. 

Q: What happened to the man? 

A. Had a dream B. Took the wrong way C. Forgot the glasses D. Forget the 

password 

 

13.女：怎么才来啊 + 就等你了 

男：对不起 + 附近不好停车 + 我把车停附近那个超市的停车场了 

女：给你菜单 + 再点两个菜吧 

男：你点就可以了 + 先给我来杯饮料吧 

问：关于男的可以知道什么？ 

A. 开车来的 B. 被表扬了 C. 弄错地址了 D. 不愿意离开 

 

女：你怎么 + 怎么才来啊 + 就等你了 

男：对不起 + 附近 + 不好停车 [噢] + 然后我把车停附近那个 + 那个超

市的停车场了 

女：给你菜单儿 + 那个 + 再点两个菜吧 

男：你点就可以了 + 先给我来杯饮料吧 
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问：关于男的可以知道什么？ 

A. 开车来的 B. 被表扬了 C. 弄错地址了 D. 不愿意离开 

 

W: Why are you so late? We are all waiting for you. 

M: Sorry. It is hard to find parking around here. I parked the car in the parking lot 

of the supermarket in the neighborhood. 

W: Here is the menu. Why don’t you order some more. 

M: You do it. Get me something to drink. 

Q: What can we know about the man? 

A. Came driving B: Was praised C. Mixed the address D. Did not want to leave 

 

14.女：这次一共有多少个学生去参观长城？ 

      男：现在有二十个  

      女：好的 + 这次跟着谁去？ 

 男：我和国际交流处的王老师一块儿去  

问：他们准备组织学生做什么？ 

A. 看京剧 B. 打乒乓球 C. 参观长城 D. 打扫街道 

 

  女：这次去参观长城 [嗯] + 一共+ 有多少个学生？ 

      男：十 + 现在有二十个  

      女：好的 + 那 + 这次跟着谁去？ 

 男：我和王老师一块儿去 + 呃 + 国际交流处的王老师 
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 问：他们准备组织学生做什么？ 

A. 看京剧 B. 打乒乓球 C. 参观长城 D. 打扫街道 

 

W: How many students are going to visit the Great Wall this time? 

M: 20 now. 

W: Ok. Who will be leading the group? 

M: I will go with teacher Wang. Teacher in the Department of International 

Communication. 

Q: What are they organizing students to do? 

A. Watch Peking Opera B. Play pingpong C. Visit the Great Wall D. Clean the 

street 

 

15.男：你知道附近哪儿有理发店吗？ 

女：离这不远有一家 + 挺有名的  

男：怎么走 + 你给我指一下路吧 

女：出了南门向左走大约五百米 + 就能看到一个黄色的二层楼 + 理发店就

在一层 

问：男的最可能要做什么？ 

A. 理发 B. 买牙膏 C. 看亲戚 D. 扔垃圾 

 

男：你知道那个 + 附近哪儿有理发店吗？ 

女：嗯 + 离这 + 离这不远有一家 + 挺有名的  
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男：怎么走 + 你 + 你给我指一下[行]路吧 

女：出了南门向左走大约 + 大约五百米 [好]+ 就能看到一个黄色的楼 + 

二层楼 [好的]+ 理发店就在一层 

问：男的最可能要做什么？ 

A. 理发 B. 买牙膏 C. 看亲戚 D. 扔垃圾 

 

M: You know where we can find a barber’s shop? 

W: Not far from here there is one. Pretty famous. 

M: How do I get there? Can you show me the way? 

W: After you pass the South Gate go to the left for around 500 meters. You will 

see a yellow two-story building. The barber is on the first floor. 

Q: What is the man most likely to do? 

A. Get a haircut B. Buy a toothpaste C. Visit a relative D. Throw out the trash 

 

16.女：我们是不是走错方向了？ 

男：不会吧 + 我们是按照手机地图指的方向走的。 

女：不对 + 世界公园的入口在南边+可咱们一直在往北走。 

男：抱歉 + 我看错了。 

问：他们最可能要去哪儿？ 

A. 小吃街 B. 警察局 C. 世界公园 D. 首都饭店 

 

女：入口在 + 我们 + 我们是不是走错方向了= 
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男：=不会吧  + 我们是按照手机地图指的方向走的 

女：不对不对 + 世界公园的入口在南边[啊？]+  可咱们 + 咱们一直在往

北走 

男：抱歉抱歉 + 我看错了  

问：他们最可能要去哪儿？ 

A.  小吃街 B. 警察局 C. 世界公园 D. 首都饭店 

 

 

17.男：你去丽江玩了？ 

      女：是的 + 丽江空气湿润 + 自然风景很美 

      男：我寒假也想去那看看 

 女：其实它最美的季节是春天和秋天 

 问：女的认为丽江怎么样？ 

A. 空气湿润 B. 冬天最美 C. 适合爬山 D. 经济发展快 

 

男：你去丽江玩了？ 

      女：是的 + 丽江空气湿润 + 然后 + 自然风景很美 

      男：我暑假 + 呃 + 寒假也想去那看看 

 女：其实它最美的季节是春天和秋天 

 问：女的认为丽江怎么样？ 

A. 空气湿润 B. 冬天最美 C. 适合爬山 D. 经济发展快 
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M: You went on a vacation to Linjiang? 

W: Yes. It was very humid in Lijiang and the natural view was beautiful.  

M: I want to visit there during winter break. 

W: Actually, the most beautiful seasons are the spring and the fall. 

Q: What does the woman think of Lijiang? 

A. Humid B. Most beautiful in winter C. Suitable for mountain-climbing D. Fast 

economic development 

 

18.女：服务员 + 请问还有座位吗？ 

      男：有 + 您几位？ 

      女：我们一共四个人 + 麻烦你给我们找个安静点的地方 

 男：行 + 四位请跟我楼上吧 + 二层的环境很好 

 问：女的有什么要求？ 

A. 要有空调 B. 地方安静 C. 热闹一些 D. 上菜快一些 

 

女：服务员 [嗯 + 您好] + 那个 + 请问还有座位吗？ 

      男：有 + 您几位？ 

      女：我们一共四个人 [好]+ 那个 + 麻烦你给我们找个安静点的地方= 

 男：=行 + 四位请跟我上楼吧 [好]+ 二层的环境很好 

 问：女的有什么要求？ 

A. 要有空调 B. 地方安静 C. 热闹一些 D. 上菜快一些 
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 W: Excuse me. May I ask if there are still tables available? 

 M: Yes. How many in your party? 

 W: A total of four. Please get us a table where it’s quiet. 

 M: Ok. Please follow me upstairs. The environment is good there. 

 Q: What is the woman’s requirement? 

 A: Has air conditioning B: Quiet C. Lively D. Food is served fast 

 

19.男：这个寒假你打算做什么？ 

女：我在翻译一本八百多页的书 + 恐怕寒假还得接着干。 

   男：这么厚的书？ 

   女：是啊 + 本来还想出去玩呢 + 只好等暑假再去了 

   问：女的寒假要做什么？ 

A. 复习 B. 去郊区 C. 翻译书 D. 去外省 

 

      男：那什么 + 这个寒假 + 你打算做什么 

女：我 + 那个 + 在翻译一本八百多页的书 [哦] +  恐怕 + 恐怕寒假还得

接着干= 

   男：=这这么厚的书 

   女：是啊 + 本来还想出去玩呢 + 只好等暑假了再去了 

   问：女的寒假要做什么？ 

A. 复习 B. 去郊区 C. 翻译书 D. 去外省 
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 M: What do you plan to do this winter break? 

W: I am translating an eight-hundred-page book. I am afraid I will have to keep 

working on it.  

 M: The book is so thick 

 W: Yeah. I wanted to go have fun but I have to wait until the summer now. 

 Q: What will the woman do in the winter break? 

A. Review B. Go to the countryside C. Translate a book D. Go to another 

province 

 

20.女：先生 + 飞机马上起飞了 + 请您回座位上坐好 

 男：我的眼镜在行李箱里 +我想取一下 

 女：请您稍微等一下 + 飞机起飞后我帮您拿 

 男：好的 + 谢谢 

 问：他们现在在哪儿？ 

A. 飞机上  B. 火车上 C. 街道上 D. 高速公路上 

 

女：先生 + 飞机 + 呃 + 马上起飞了 + 请您回座位上坐好 

 男：那个 + 我的 + 我的眼镜在行李箱里 +我想取一下 

 女：请您稍微等一下 [哦]+ 那个 +飞机起飞后 我帮您拿 

 男：好的 + 谢谢 

 问：他们现在在哪儿？ 

B. 飞机上  B. 火车上 C. 街道上 D. 高速公路上 
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W: Sir. The plane is about to take off. Please return to your seat and sit tight. 

M: My glasses are in the luggage. I want to get them. 

W: Please wait a little. After the plane takes off, I will help you get them. 

M: Ok. Thank you. 

Q: Where are they now? 

A. On the plane B. On the train C. On the street D. On the highway 

 

21.男：你是几点的航班？ 

      女：九点一刻 + 从首都机场起飞 

      男：那现在该出发了 + 一会儿上班人多了可能会堵车 

      女：来得及 + 我打算坐地铁去 + 估计用不了一个小时 

      问：女的打算怎么去机场？ 

A. 坐地铁  B. 骑自行车 C. 坐出租车 D. 自己开车 

 

 男：诶 + 你一会儿 + 你是几点的航班？ 

      女：呃 + 九点 + 九点一刻 [好] + 从 + 那个 + 首都机场起飞 

      男：那现在该 + 该出发了 + 一会儿上班人多了 + 然后 + 可能会堵车 

      女：来得及 +  我打算坐地铁去[哦] + 估计 + 用不了一个小时 

      问：女的打算怎么去机场？ 

A. 坐地铁  B. 骑自行车 C. 坐出租车 D. 自己开车 

 

 M: What time is your flight? 
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 W: A quarter past nine. Departing from the Capital Airport. 

M: Then you should leave now. It might be congested soon because of people 

going to work. 

 W: It will be ok. I plan to take the subway. It will probably take less than an hour. 

 M: That’s good 

 Q: How does the woman plan to get to the airport? 

A. Take the subway B. Ride the bike C. Take a taxi D. Drive 

 

22.男：你帮我把牙膏牙刷都带上吧 

      女：你住的酒店不提供吗 

 男：提供 + 但我不愿意用一次性的 + 而且也不环保 

 女：行 + 那毛巾也带着吧 

 问：他们最可能在做什么？ 

A. 洗澡  B. 购物 C. 扔垃圾 D. 整理行李 

 

男：那个 + 你帮我把 + 那什么 + 牙膏牙刷都带上吧 

      女：你住的酒店不 + 不提供吗 

 男：提供 + 但 + 但我不愿意用一次性的 [噢]+ 嗯然后 +而且也不环保 

 女：行 + 那+ 毛巾 + 毛巾也带着吧 

 问：他们最可能在做什么？ 

A. 洗澡 B. 购物 C. 扔垃圾 D. 整理行李 
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 M: Will you pack the toothpaste and the toothbrush for me? 

 W: The hotel you stay at does not provide them? 

M: It does. But I don’t want to use the disposable ones. They are also not 

environmental-friendly.  

 W: Alright, bring the towel too then.  

 Q: Where are they most likely at? 

A. Taking a shower B. Shopping C. Taking out the trash D. Packing 

 

23.女：附近有没有条件好一点的宾馆 

      男：有啊 + 怎么了？ 

      女：我叔叔一家寒假要来旅游 + 家里住不下 

 男：对面就有一家 + 条件好 + 价格也不算贵 

 问：叔叔一家什么时候来？ 

A. 寒假 B. 月底 C. 明天 D. 下午 

 

 女：那个 + 附近有没有宾馆 + 条件好一点的宾馆 

      男：嗯 + 有啊 + 怎么了？= 

      女：=我叔叔一家寒假要来旅游 [哦] + 家里住不下 

 男：那个 + 对面儿+ 对面儿就有一家 + 条件好 + 价格也 + 不算贵 

 问：叔叔一家什么时候来？ 

A. 寒假 B. 月底 C. 明天 D. 下午 

  



 

438 

 W: Is there a good hotel around here? 

 M: Yes. Why? 

W: My uncle’s family is coming to visit this winter break. There’s not enough 

room at home. 

 M: There is one across from the street. Good quality and not so expensive. 

 W: When is the uncle’s family coming? 

A. Winter break B. The end of the month C. Tomorrow D. In the afternoon 

 

24.女：先生 + 能麻烦您帮忙做个调查吗？ 

      男：哪方面的调查？ 

女：我们想了解一下客人对我们宾馆的服务是不是满意 + 您只需要填个表

格就行 

 男：好的没问题 

 问：女的请男的做什么？ 

A. 发传真 B. 办护照 C. 填写意见 D. 翻译说明书 

 

女：先生 [嗯] + 能麻烦您帮忙做个调查吗？ 

      男：哦 + 哪方面的调查？ 

女：我们想了解一下客人对我们宾馆的服务 + 嗯 + 是不是满意 [好的] + 

您只需要填个表格就行= 

      男：=好的没问题 

      问：女的请男的做什么？ 
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A. 发传真 B. 办护照 C. 填写意见 D. 翻译说明书 

 

W: Sir. Can I ask you to fill out a survey, please? 

M: What kind of survey? 

W: We’d like to know if the guests are satisfied with our service. You only need 

to fill out a form. 

M: Ok. No problem. 

Q: What does the woman invite the man to do? 

A. Fax B. Get a passport C. Fill in his opinion D. Translate the manual 

 

25.女：那个题的答案有问题吧？ 

      男：你是说那个填空题吗？ 

      女：是啊 + 这里填举办举行都可以 

 男：对 + 这个题有问题 + 得重新改改 

 问：那个题怎么了？ 

A. 很难 B. 有错别字 C. 有两个答案 D. 没打印清楚 

 

女：那个题有 + 答案 + 有问题吧？ 

      男：你是说那个[嗯]填空题吗？ 

      女：是啊 + 这里填举办举行都可以= 

 男：=对 + 这个题有问题 + 得重新改改 

 问：那个题怎么了？ 
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A. 很难 B. 有错别字 C. 有两个答案 D. 没打印清楚 

 

W: The choices of the question are problematic? 

M: You mean the fill-in-the-blanks item? 

W: Yes. You can put both “juban” and “juxing”. 

M: Right. Something is wrong with this question. It needed to be corrected. 

Q: What is about the question? 

A: Very difficult B. Has a wrong word C. Has two answers D. Is not printed 

clearly 

 

26.男：你几点到 + 我去火车站接你 

      女：不用麻烦 + 我自己回去就可以了 

      男：你不是带行李箱了吗？ 

 女：没关系 + 没有多少东西 + 很轻 + 我自己拿得动 

 问：关于女的，可以知道什么？ 

A. 很瘦 B. 要加班 C. 在船上 D. 行李不多 

 

男：喂 + 你到哪 + 你几点到 + 我去火车站接你 

      女：不用麻烦 + 我自己回去就可以了 

      男：你不是带行李箱了吗？ 

      女：没关系 + 没有多少东西[噢] + 很轻 + 我自己拿得动 

      问：关于女的，可以知道什么？ 
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      A. 很瘦 B. 要加班 C. 在船上 D. 行李不多 

  

 M: When will you arrive? I will pick you up at the train station. 

 W: It’s ok. I can get back myself. 

 M: Did you bring the luggage? 

 W: It’s alright. Not much stuff. Very light. I can carry it myself. 

 Q: What can we know about the woman? 

A. Very slim B. Needs to work overtime C. On the boat D. Does not have much 

luggage 

 

听力测试结束。请点击“下一页”开始问卷填写。 

The listening test is over. Please click on “Next” for the questionnaire. 

 

Transcription notes: 

 

[]   backchannels in bracket 

Red words Filled pauses 

Green words False starts 

Blue words Repetitions 

Yellow words Turn openers 

=  latching of utterances 
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APPENDIX D 

 

POST TEST QUESTIONNAIRE  

(IN ENGLISH AND CHINESE) 

 Hello. Thank you for participating in this survey. This survey will take you 

around 20 minutes to finish. There are 23 questions, including 22 rating questions and 

one optional open-ended question.  

 您好，感谢您参与此问卷调查。本问卷需要您大约 20分钟的时间填写，共

23道题，其中包含 22道量表题和一道选答开放性问题。  

Part I Test-taking strategy scale 

1. I read the answer options before listening.  

2. I predicted my own answer after listening and then looked at the options (ABCD).  

3. I listened for the words that appeared in the options.  

4. I only listened for relevant information to answer the questions.  

5. I chose the answer anyway, even though I was not sure of the correct answer.  

6. I did not choose options that appear to be similar. 

7. I paid extra attention to the beginning part of the conversation. 

8. I double checked my answer to see if it is not awkward in context or scene.  

9. I predicted the topic in the listening passage by looking at options. 

第一部分：考试策略子量表 

1. 我在听前读了选项。 

2. 我在听后预测了答案，最后看了选项（ABCD）。 

3. 我注意听了选项中的词汇。 

4. 我只听了和回答问题相关的内容。 
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5. 我不确定正确答案，但是我选了答案。 

6. 我没有选看起来差不多的答案。 

7. 我特别注意了对话开始的部分。 

8. 我检查了答案，看答案是否符合情景和语境。 

9. 我在看了选项后预测了听力的内容。 

Part II. Listening strategy scales 

1. I concentrated hard on what the speaker was saying.  

2. I made a mental summary of language and information presented in the listening 

tasks.  

3. I translated what I heard into my mother tongue.  

4. I planned how I would listen before the recording started.  

5. I guessed based on how I thought the conversation would go.  

6. I guessed the meaning of words based on the words I understood.  

7. I checked while listening if my understanding makes sense.  

第二部分：听力策略子量表 

1. 我努力集中注意力听说话人在说什么。 

2. 我在脑子里总结了听到的信息。 

3. 我将听到的信息翻译成了我的母语。 

4. 我在录音开始前计划了怎么去听。 

5. 我猜测了对话将怎么进行。 

6. 我根据听懂的词进行了猜测。 

7. 我边听边检查我的理解是否说得通。 
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Part III: Overall Perception 

1. This is a fair way to assess my ability to comprehend Chinese in daily 

conversational contexts. 

2. The dialogues were not authentic; they were created for students learning 

Chinese. 

3. The test’s result accurately reflects my Chinese listening ability. 

4. The dialogues were authentic; they sounded like the dialogues I hear outside the 

classroom. 

5. I was able to show my Chinese listening ability very well in this test. 

6. The dialogues were authentic; they were as natural as Chinese speakers in real-

world conversations. 

7. Do you have any other comments about the test? 

!"#$%&'() 

1. 这个测试合理地考查了我在日常对话中的理解能力。 

2. 刚听到的对话不真实；它们都是为学生学习汉语编写的 。 

3. 这个测试准确地反映了我的听力水平。 

4. 刚听到的对话真实；就像我在课堂外听到的对话一样 。 

5. 我能够通过这个测试说明我的听力能力。 

6. 刚听到的对话真实；和中国人平常对话一样自然 。 

7. 关于这个测试你有什么想说的吗？ 
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APPENDIX E 

 

SUMMARY OF OBSERVED COGNITIVE PROCESSES, LISTENING 

STRATEGIES, AND TEST-TAKING STRATEGIES 

Table 4.15 

Number of References for Cognitive Processes for Each Participant 
 

 Lexical 

search 

Parsing Meaning 

construction 

Discourse 

construction 

Total 

S1 10 4 8 5 27 

S2 5 3 7 5 20 

S3 2 0 11 9 22 

S4 4 1 10 8 23 

S5 5 1 12 6 24 

S6 1 2 6 14 23 

S7 5 2 6 2 15 

S8 1 0 6 16 23 

A1 5 0 10 12 27 

A2 6 4 6 7 23 

A3 1 0 11 11 23 

A4 2 0 13 6 21 

A5 7 1 11 9 28 

A6 5 2 7 3 17 

A7 6 6 6 10 28 

A8 5 8 9 2 24 

Total 70 34 139 125 368 

 

Table 4.16 

Number of References for Listening Strategies for Each Participant 
 

 Ela. Pla. Pre. Con. Eva. Foc. Inf. Mon Reo. Total 

S1 2 0 10 0 1 2 5 17 0 37 

S2 0 10 3 0 8 4 0 15 1 41 

S3 0 0 11 0 1 3 5 17 1 38 

S4 1 1 13 1 12 1 4 14 0 47 

S5 0 4 2 0 6 2 3 18 0 35 

S6 1 1 5 0 6 0 8 11 0 32 

S7 0 5 9 0 4 0 4 15 0 37 

S8 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

A1 0 1 12 1 8 1 2 18 0 43 

A2 0 1 4 0 11 0 1 14 1 32 



 

446 

Table 4.16 continued  
 

 Ela. Pla. Pre. Con. Eva. Foc. Inf. Mon Reo. Total 

A3 2 1 10 1 3 1 7 2 0 27 

A4 0 5 10 1 3 5 3 18 0 45 

A5 2 6 9 0 6 5 6 13 0 47 

A6 0 0 5 0 5 2 1 15 0 28 

A7 0 3 5 1 3 1 4 20 0 37 

A8 1 3 9 1 6 2 4 13 0 39 

Total 9 41 117 6 83 30 58 220 3 567 

 

 

Table 4.17 

Number of References for Test-Taking Strategies for Each Participant 
 

 Test-management strategies Test-wiseness strategies Total 

S1 42 6 48 

S2 46 9 55 

S3 57 0 57 

S4 55 0 55 

S5 50 2 52 

S6 46 0 46 

S7 31 9 40 

S8 22 3 25 

A1 51 4 55 

A2 48 4 52 

A3 28 9 37 

A4 61 3 64 

A5 52 4 56 

A6 40 6 46 

A7 42 13 55 

A8 29 14 43 

 700 86 786 
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APPENDIX F 

SUMMARY OF OBSERVED BOTTOM-UP PROCESSING DIFFICULTIES 

FOR EACH PARTICIPANT 

 

ID Phonological decoding difficulties Word segmentation difficulties 

S1 7 0 

S2 8 2 

S3 0 0 

S4 2 0 

S5 1 0 

S6 4 0 

S7 2 0 

S8 1 1 

A1 20 1 

A2 21 3 

A3 26 1 

A4 4 2 

A5 15 1 

A6 13 0 

A7 23 1 

A8 6 0 

Total 153 12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

448 

APPENDIX G 

DISTRIBUTIONS OF USE OF LISTENING STRATEGIES, TEST-TAKIING 

STRATEGIES, ATTITUDE TOWARD TEST VALIDITY, AND ATTITUDE 

TOWARD SPOKEN TEXT AUTHENTICITY BY GROUP 

 

Distribution of Use of Listening Strategies by Group: 

  

Distribution of Use of Test-Taking Strategies by Group: 
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Distribution of Attitude Toward Test Validity by Group: 

 

Distribution of Attitude Toward Spoken Text Authenticity by Group: 

 

 

 


