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ABSTRACT 

 

L2 listening research has moved toward a focus on understanding the process of 

listening. However, there are still few detailed studies of L2 listening that reveal learners’ 

comprehension processes when listening to scripted and unscripted listening texts. 

Studies in which such processing has been discussed have lacked detailed diagnoses of 

how bottom-up and top-down processing interactively affect listeners’ comprehension. 

This study was designed to show how listeners’ process and comprehend texts, with a 

focus on how their bottom-up and top-down processing either assist or impede their 

comprehension. In this study, a group of 30 L1 Japanese university English language 

learners’ listening abilities were diagnosed. The 30 participants were at three listening 

proficiency levels—high, mid, and low—based on TOEIC listening proficiency scores. 

The diagnostic procedure involved participants listening to two scripted and two 

unscripted listening texts and then reporting what they comprehended through three 

tasks—L1 oral recalls, L2 repetitions, and verbal reports. Other data was also collected in 

the study to relate the comprehension of listening texts to other important listening-

related variables including listening proficiency, lexical knowledge, listening anxiety, 

study abroad experience, short-term phonological memory, and working memory. 

The main finding of the study was that miscomprehension of listening texts was 

invariably multi-causal, with a combination of both bottom-up and top-down factors 

leading to comprehension difficulty. Although not a new finding, the study offered more 

detail than current research about how bottom-up and top-down processing occur 

interactively. Regarding the overall difficulty of the listening texts, unscripted texts were 
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more difficult to comprehend than scripted texts, and high-proficiency participants had 

fewer listening difficulties overall than mid- and low-proficiency participants. 

Quantitative and qualitative results revealed common processing difficulties among all 

participants due to L1-related phonological decoding issues (e.g., /l/ vs. /r/), connected 

speech, unknown lexis, and a lack of familiarity with unscripted speech hesitation 

phenomena (e.g., um, like). Qualitative transcript examples showed how top-down 

knowledge influenced misinterpretations of words and phrases interactively with bottom-

up information, making inaccurate understandings of listening difficult to overcome. In 

addition to revealing participants’ difficulties and the severity of their comprehension 

difficulties, the diagnostic procedure showed common strengths—key words and phrases 

understood well by participants. High-frequency vocabulary and shorter utterances were 

both shown to be comprehended well. Finally, quantitative results in the study revealed 

relationships of participants’ listening comprehension with other important listening 

related variables. Listening proficiency and listening anxiety had strong relationships 

with listening comprehension of the listening texts. Working memory and short-term 

phonological memory had no relationship with listening text comprehension. Finally, 

study abroad experience showed a relationship with comprehension, but with many 

caveats, and listening vocabulary knowledge was not related with comprehension, but 

again, with numerous caveats to consider. 

Based on the results, theoretical and pedagogical implications were posed. 

Theoretical implications from the study relate to the understanding of four concerns in L2 

listening research. Mainly, data in the study will aid researchers’ understanding of how 

L2 English listeners process speech interactively (i.e., with bottom-up and top-down 
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information) for comprehension, how L2 English listeners experience connected speech, 

how L2 listeners deal with unknown lexis, and how L2 listeners experience difficulties 

with features of unscripted speech. Pedagogical implications of the study include the 

need for increased teacher and learner awareness of the complexity of L2 listening, the 

need to have learners to track their own listening development, and the need for teachers 

to expose learners to unscripted listening texts and make them familiar with features of 

unscripted speech. Finally, suggestions for further research are posed, including 

conducting diagnostics assessments of L2 listening with listeners of different L1s and 

with more varied proficiency levels, using different diagnostic procedures to examine L2 

listening comprehension, and using more instruments to understand listening-related 

variables’ relationships with L2 listening comprehension. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 
The Background of the Issue 

It is easy to believe that listening is the most natural way of learning language 

because everyone begins learning their first language (L1) through listening and 

observing; however, for many adult second language (L2) learners, listening comes after 

they become familiar with their first language sound system and concurrently or after 

learning the second language’s script. When this happens, there is inevitable interference, 

and interpreting new L2 sounds as spoken by users of the target language can be difficult. 

As a teacher, I have become more curious over the years about how my students 

experience English speech. What sounds and meanings do they interpret when I talk, 

when they listen to a favorite English song, or when they watch a movie in English? The 

desire to hear what my students hear—to better understand how they process aural 

language and what they comprehend—has motivated me to conduct this study. 

Listening is often presented as one of the key skills for knowledge of a foreign or 

second language. It is integral to daily communication, and it is an important source of 

input for developing pronunciation awareness, vocabulary knowledge, and pragmatic 

skill. Yet, there is still relatively little evidence in the L2 listening literature about how 

exactly L2 learners process listening texts. Theoretically, there is general agreement that 

both bottom-up and top-down processes are integral to listening comprehension, but there 

is a lack of detailed evidence about how processing plays out in real listening events. 
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Statement of the Problem 

The main problem addressed in the current study is the lack of detailed research 

about L2 listening processes that bridges the gap between L2 listening research and L2 

psycholinguistics research. On the one side, L2 listening research has generally lacked 

details about what L2 listeners can decode from strings of speech, even though there is 

ample evidence that listeners have trouble decoding speech (e.g. Field, 2008a; Goh, 2000; 

Rubin, 1994). On the other side, L2 psycholinguistics research has yielded detailed 

findings about phoneme perception and lexical decoding at the sentential level but has 

not offered much insight into listening at the passage level (G. Brown, 1986; Walley, 

2007). What is needed is research that helps researchers and teachers understand what is 

happening for L2 listeners when they hear extended listening passages, as they will both 

in L2 classrooms and possibly in daily life. To what extent do they struggle with bottom-

up processing, or to what extent can top-down information help them overcome such 

bottom-up difficulty? Likewise, what evidence is there that the aural mode of language, 

as opposed to the written mode, causes difficulties specific to that mode? Researchers 

have found that L2 English listeners misunderstand even known lexis at high enough 

rates to impede overall comprehension (Goh, 2002; Pemberton, 2004), yet details about 

how and why this happens are missing in the L2 listening literature. Researchers have 

also suggested that unscripted English speech presents additional difficulties to L2 

English listeners beyond that of scripted speech (e.g., Griffiths, 1990a; Ockey & Wagner, 

2018; Wagner, 2014; Wagner & Toth, 2014), yet once again, detailed descriptions of 

what L2 English listeners can and cannot interpret correctly in these two types of speech 
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are needed (Wagner, 2016). In short, the lack of details about real-time L2 listening 

processing is the main problem addressed by the current study. 

Another problem, related to the lack of details about L2 listening processing, is 

the lack of methodological frameworks that can help researchers find out such details. L2 

researchers have sought to learn more about L2 listeners’ abilities using methods such as 

transcription (i.e., Cross, 2009; Pemberton, 2004) and listeners’ reflections and 

interviews (e.g., Goh, 2000), yet such methods have either not offered sufficient detail or 

the researchers have depended on learners’ L2 data exclusively for evidence. In short, 

there has been a lack of properly designed diagnostic assessments for L2 listening. In 

fact, there are currently no established protocols for the diagnosis of L2 English listening 

strengths and weaknesses for ESL/EFL learners (Harding, Alderson, & Brunfaut, 2015). 

Teaching and research expertise, as well as experience, can lead to good guesses about 

learners’ listening abilities, but classroom teachers, and even listening researchers, often 

make inferences from incomplete pictures of learner performance (Goh, 2000). The 

“possible mismatch between teacher assumptions and learner needs is another reason 

why more information about actual real-time listening problems is urgently needed” 

(Goh, 2000, p. 70). Diagnostic assessment can give teachers and researchers concrete 

data about learners’ needs. Furthermore, the diagnosis of real-time problems can benefit 

those being assessed as well as informing the assessors, a form of assessment for learning 

(Jang, 2012). 

A third problem addressed by the current study is the need for more data relating 

listening comprehension to other listening-related processes. For example, little is known 

about the relationship between listening comprehension and phonological short-term 
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memory and working memory. Likewise, little is known about how listening proficiency 

improves through study abroad. There is also more to know about how anxiety relates to 

listening abilities and how listening vocabulary knowledge relates to listening 

comprehension. There is some research in all these areas, but no conclusive findings 

appear in the literature. 

A final problem addressed by this study concerns L2 listening pedagogy. The 

problem is the preponderance of an L2 listening pedagogical culture of testing rather than 

teaching, that is, the comprehension approach (e.g., Field, 2008a; Richards, 1983; 

Sheerin, 1987). In many listening classrooms, time is spent testing listening 

comprehension and checking answers. Little time is focused on the process of listening. 

A pedagogy based on tests rather than teaching is troublesome because little time is spent 

on helping listeners improve their listening ability, as Field (2003, pp. 325-326) has 

noted. The flipside of this comprehension approach also exists, what I refer to as the 

activity approach. For educators wishing to teach rather than test, there are many L2 

listening-focused references available for what to do in the classroom (e.g., Rost & 

Wilson, 2013; Ur, 1984). These activity resource books can be sources for activities and 

used in the classroom as an L2 listening pedagogical approach; however, there is an 

important problem with the activity approach as well. How can a complex skill be taught 

without initially understanding the learners’ strengths and weaknesses? Teaching 

listening without assessing learners’ strengths and weaknesses means that teachers might 

teach above or below learners’ current developmental levels. Worse, it might mean 

teaching in ways that do not address learners’ social and linguistic needs. A third 

approach that is taken in L2 listening is consciousness-raising (e.g., Chang & Read, 2006; 
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Vandergrift, 1999, 2002, 2003a; Wagner, 2014). Through helping learners attend to and 

anticipate certain common listening problems, or problems preparing for listening, 

teachers can help learners improve their listening abilities. Because listening to an L2 can 

be cognitively demanding, reducing the number of factors listeners must pay attention to 

can help them give more attention to the most important factors (Guion-Anderson, 2013). 

The current study aligns well with the consciousness-raising approach. That is, through a 

diagnosis of learners’ strengths and weaknesses listening to scripted and unscripted 

listening passages, it should be possible to identify factors that deserve the most attention 

from L2 English listeners. 

 

Purposes and Significance of the Study 

The first purpose of this study is to give more insight into how L2 learners 

process listening texts. Field (2008a) has advocated a strong focus on listening processes, 

yet there are few detailed, real-time studies of L2 English listeners’ difficulties and 

strengths listening to scripted and unscripted listening texts. Most detailed 

psycholinguistic studies do not employ extended listening texts, and most L2 listening 

researchers do not offer sufficiently detailed analyses of listeners’ difficulties that yield 

insights into real-time processing. This study offers more insight into online L2 English 

listening processing than previous studies. In doing so, it raises questions about how L2 

English listening can best be supported through instruction. 

The second purpose of this study is to provide a protocol for the diagnostic 

assessment of the processing of L2 English speech. Diagnostic assessment is an emerging 

area of SLA research, and reading has so far received more attention than listening (e.g., 
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Alderson, Haapakangas, Huhta, Nieminen, & Ullakonoja, 2015). This study offers a 

process for diagnosing L2 listening problems. This is the first L2 listening study to take a 

diagnostic approach to understanding listeners’ bottom-up and top-down processing; 

thus, it informs other research about the design and conceptualization of diagnostic 

assessment procedures for L2 listening and L2 learning in general. 

The third purpose is to compare listening comprehension difficulties with other 

aspects of L2 English learners’ language knowledge and experience. Much of L2 

listening research is concerned with relating L2 listening to individual learner 

characteristics or to task characteristics. However, most of the research provides insight 

into L2 listening comprehension from multiple-choice measures. This study, in contrast, 

draws conclusions about comprehension from L1 recalls of English listening texts, and 

then relates it to variables such as the participants’ lexical knowledge, language 

proficiency, phonological short-term memory, and working memory abilities, English 

learning history, and listening anxiety. Thus, this study should contribute new 

perspectives on the relationship between L2 listening ability and these L2 learning-

related factors. 

The fourth purpose of this study is to offer pedagogical suggestions. The present 

study is not specifically pedagogical in nature; my purpose is not to teach the participants 

something. Nevertheless, pedagogy can be built upon the discoveries from the diagnostic 

procedures used in the study. Pedagogy built upon discoveries from a diagnostic process 

is fundamentally different than pedagogy that is not. The former is designed from 

evidence; the latter is based primarily on intuition. Thus, while the pedagogical 

suggestions might resemble those currently in use, the purpose of this study is to 
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demonstrate how they might connect with the diagnostic procedure, responding to 

learners’ strengths and weaknesses. This procedure is significant because it offers an 

approach to teaching that is based on the diagnosis of learners’ needs. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

This study should foremost be of interest to SLA researchers. The L2 listening 

literature lacks established diagnostic approaches. Many studies have been conducted to 

tease out factors that make listening easy or difficult for learners; however, no L2 

listening researchers have taken a diagnostic approach toward understanding learners’ 

detailed strengths and weaknesses. Likewise, there is a gap of detailed information 

showing how L2 listeners process extended listening passages; thus, the findings of this 

study should contribute in two important areas. First, they should be of interest to L2 

listening researchers involved in understanding L2 English listeners’ bottom-up and top-

down interactive processing, especially those researchers working with Japanese EFL 

learners. There is ample literature in this area, but this study’s novel approach gathering 

both L1 and L2 data on comprehension offers an additional perspective on previous 

findings. Second, this study’s findings contribute to current research on diagnostic 

assessment in foreign language learning. This relatively new area of research continues to 

develop both theoretically and technologically. Proper diagnostic assessment protocols 

and procedures are needed, and the investigation detailed in this paper makes a 

contribution in this area. 

This study should also appeal to foreign language teachers, especially those 

teaching English to Japanese language learners at the tertiary level. L2 listening is 
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important for language learners to develop holistically as proficient L2 users. However, 

L2 listening especially relates to listeners’ L1 at the phonetic and prosodic level (Celce-

Murcia, Brinton, Snow, & Bohlke, 2013; Cutler, 2012). Japanese and English are known 

to differ significantly in both of these areas. In this study, I have specifically examined 

L1 Japanese EFL learners’ decoding and segmentation abilities; therefore, the findings 

from this study, though they might not be completely new, offer Japanese EFL teachers 

further evidence for addressing certain factors that affect learners’ L2 English processing. 

However, the appeal of this study extends beyond only Japanese EFL teachers as well. 

Many teachers of English and other foreign languages are concerned about learners’ 

listening abilities. The detailed descriptions of the participants’ processing in the current 

study are informative for those language teachers. The study also offers research-based 

suggestions for conducting listening classes in a way that helps learners develop their 

language proficiency, regardless of what language is being taught. 

Aside from informing teachers about listening processes, this study is informative 

for teachers interested in how to carry out diagnostic assessment with language learners. 

The general methods used—L1 verbal recalls, L2 repetitions, and verbal reports—are not 

new. However, the effort to gain more detailed understandings of learners’ abilities 

through repeated listening opportunities is innovative. It resembles the listening 

diagnostic approach of dynamic assessment (Ableeva, 2010), which has been useful in 

education and psychology. The methods used in this study might not have such a far-

reaching scope, but they are still useful to teachers interested in incorporating elements of 

diagnostic assessment into their L2 classes. 
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A fourth group that will have interest in this study is materials developers. There 

are many listening textbooks and audio/video materials being produced for foreign 

language learning, especially for the study of English; however, theoretically-based 

diagnostic approaches in L2 listening materials are difficult to find. The findings of this 

study offer material developers new insights into how diagnostic procedures can be 

created or incorporated into such materials. 

Finally, though perhaps indirectly, it is hoped that this study benefits English 

language learners in Japan. Listening pedagogy in Japanese tertiary institutions, and 

probably in many other countries, can profit from a diagnostic approach that addresses 

learners’ needs. Much as work with strategies has led to pedagogical sequences that 

benefit learners, it is hoped that eventually the benefits of this L2 listening diagnostic 

approach will find its way to learners at some point in the future. English education 

continues to be an important part of education at most four-year universities in Japan, as 

evidenced by its being part of required coursework for even non-English majors. With 

listening skill being an important resource for learning English and interacting in English, 

improvement in listening pedagogy can benefit students who study the language. 

Likewise, for students of foreign and second languages around the world, finding ways to 

profit the most from aural exposure to the L2 is useful. 

 

Delimitations 

An important delimitation in this study is that it only involves diagnosing 

learners’ difficulty with one type of listening task, listening recalls. Different listening 

tasks are known to present differing problems for listeners. Therefore, though the 
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diagnostic procedure established in this study might be applicable or adaptable to 

diagnosing learner difficulty with other listening tasks, it is possible that it will require 

modification or that it will not be as useful as in this study. 

Another important delimitation is the fact that this study was carried out with EFL 

learners of a single first language background, Japanese. Given that lower-level listening 

skill is based, at least in part, on L1 transfer and phonological awareness (Cutler, 2012), it 

is clear that the types of difficulties encountered by the participants in this study will 

probably differ from those of language learners of different L1 backgrounds. 

As well as the participants’ L1, the participants’ language proficiency might also 

differ from that of other learners not involved in this study. Though the participants in 

this study were of varied English proficiency levels, it cannot be said that they represent 

the full range of non-native English proficiency levels possible. 

A final delimitation of the current study is that participants were recruited through 

their attendance in a class taught by me. Within this selection process, only students in 

good standing—consistent attendance in classes—were selected. Such a selection method 

is not random and thus limits the generalizability of the findings of the study. 

 

The Organization of This Study 

In Chapter 2, I provide an overview of the literature relevant to this study, 

beginning with an overview of the listening process, including top-down and bottom-up 

processing, followed by a more in-depth description of lower-level listening processing 

related to phonological decoding and word segmentation. Next, literature from research 

studies concerning L2 listeners’ phonological decoding and word segmentation abilities 
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is detailed. Specific attention is given to aspects of English speech that can make 

successful L2 listening comprehension difficult. Following this, five other learner-

specific factors that influence listening success are reviewed. These include listener 

lexical knowledge, listener anxiety, study abroad experience, phonological short-term 

memory, and working memory. The focus then shifts from L2 listening to diagnostic 

assessment. General literature pertaining to diagnostic assessment in L2 learning is 

presented, followed by literature related to the tasks used in the diagnostic approach taken 

in the current study. These tasks include L2 recalls, L1 repetitions, and verbal recalls. At 

the end of Chapter 2, I present the gaps in the literature, the purposes of the study, and the 

research questions. In Chapter 3, Methods, I describe the study’s context, the participants, 

the instruments, the procedures of the study, and the analyses used to answer the research 

questions. In Chapter 4, Preliminary Analyses, I present findings from pilot studies and 

validation procedures for the instruments. In Chapter 5, I present quantitative results for 

each of the six research questions. In Chapter 6, I present the qualitative data for the first 

five research questions and provide excerpts from the transcripts. In Chapter 7, I use the 

analysis of the quantitative and qualitative results together to address each of the research 

questions. Finally, in Chapter 8, Conclusion, I summarize the main findings, discuss the 

theoretical and pedagogical implications of the study, detail the limitations of the study, 

present ideas for future research, and make concluding comments. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

This chapter consists of three sections. The first section is a general overview of 

L1/L2 listening processes. I begin the section by detailing basic assumptions I make 

about listening in this study. Following this, I give a general overview of L1/L2 listening 

processes, focused on what comprises top-down and bottom-up processing. The general 

overview leads into a more detailed discussion of bottom-up processes of decoding and 

word segmentation in L1 listening; findings from psycholinguistics, cognitive 

psychology, and applied linguistics literature are referenced. With that foundation, I 

move on to the second and longest section of the chapter, which is focused on the key 

research area of my study—L2 English learners’ bottom-up processing abilities. The 

second section begins with a review of studies that show L2 English listeners’ difficulties 

with word segmentation, especially with known lexis. Following this, research noting the 

limited benefit of top-down influence on bottom-up processing is discussed. Then, the 

causes of L2 English listening difficulty, characteristics of natural English speech that 

can make comprehension difficult, are discussed (i.e., connected speech, hesitation 

phenomena, speech rate, accent). Thereafter, relevant individual learner variables that can 

affect L2 listening abilities, such as lexical knowledge, listening anxiety, study abroad 

experience, and memory abilities, are reviewed. The second section ends with a 

discussion about automaticity and theories of L2 listening development. Finally, in the 

third section of this chapter, the discussion shifts from the object of the study—L2 

listening ability—to the methodological approach for investigating L2 listening ability—
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diagnostic assessment. I review literature about diagnostic assessment and dynamic 

assessment and the methodological approaches that can be used for diagnostic assessment 

of L2 listening. Three task types that can be used for diagnostic assessment of L2 

listening processing—L1 oral recalls, L2 oral repetitions, and verbal reports—are 

discussed. The chapter then ends with a summary of the gaps in the literature, the 

purposes of this study, and the research questions. 

 

Basic Assumptions About Listening in this Study 

The listening process ostensibly begins with a perceptible sound being sensed by 

the biological features of the human ear, often aided, or distracted, by the visual 

landscape available to listeners’ eyes such as video or person-to-person interaction. 

Assuming healthy biological and cognitive functions, audible sound is heard via parts of 

the body’s auditory system (Rost, 2011, p. 12), visual information via the ocular system, 

and both travel to the brain for interpretation. A convincing argument exists for listening 

being a multimodal process rather than primarily an auditory one (Rosenblum, 2005). 

When visual information does exist, it is integrated with auditory information. Debate 

exists as to exactly how the brain processes speech (Bernstein, 2005), but when listening 

for comprehension, an important distinction is whether learners listen or only hear 

something (Rost, 2011, p. 12). The former implies an intention on the part of hearers to 

receive the message (G. Brown, 1986). 

In this study, I assume proper functioning of biological and cognitive capabilities 

of participants to sense audible sounds, and I assume their intention to listen. These are 
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important assumptions as precursors to the study of L2 listening, and most L2 listening 

researchers make these same assumptions. 

 

Listening Processes: Bottom-Up and Top-Down 

With the aforementioned assumptions in mind, the listening comprehension 

process begins when audiovisual information reaches the brain and the decoding of sound 

and meaning commence. Listening comprehension involves both bottom-up and top-

down processing (Bloomfield et al., 2010; Cutler, 2012; Rost, 2011; Vandergrift & Goh, 

2012). Bottom-up and top-down processes occur interactively, as “it is meaningless to 

think of either input or context as operating independently of the other” (Field, 2013, p. 

90). Details of exactly how interaction takes place and whether top-down processes can 

directly influence bottom-up information continues to stir debate in the psycholinguistics 

literature (Cutler, 2012, pp. 432-433). Cutler considers it a philosophical issue, explaining 

the debate as follows: 

In the processing of syntax or of words, in the visual or the auditory mode, in 
production or in perception, there are those who believe that the operation of 
lower-level processes is directly affected by the outcome of higher-level 
processes, and those who do not, and the likelihood is that they will never agree. 
(p. 431) 

Cutler (2012) considers the debate philosophical, because regardless of which view one 

takes, processing occurs so quickly it has been too difficult for even a large number of 

psycholinguists to resolve. 

In the next section I clarify the main components of top-down and bottom-up 

listening processes. The primary focus of this study is carrying out a diagnostic procedure 

for bottom-up processes—perceptual difficulties with phonetic decoding and word 
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segmentation. Tsui and Fullilove (1998) have shown bottom-up processing to be a 

discriminating factor in listening comprehension. Nevertheless, as mentioned above, the 

processes are invariably interactive, and both exist in authentic listening events. Thus, 

despite the bottom-up focus of this study, the contributions made by higher-level 

processing is recognized, affirmed, and addressed in the results. 

Unlike many reviews in the L2 listening literature, this discussion starts with the 

top-down, meaning-making processes dependent on schemata and knowledge. I then 

discuss bottom-up decoding processes dependent upon phonetic discrimination. I take 

this approach so that the review leads into the section that follows, one focused in more 

detail on bottom-up processing, including word segmentation and the decoding abilities 

of English language learners. 

 

Top-Down Processing 

In order to guide the discussion of top-down processes, Vandergrift and Goh’s 

(2012, p. 39) model of listening processes, based on Levelt’s speaking model (1993) is 

shown in Figure 1. 

Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012, p. 39) model draws primarily from Levelt’s (1993) 

L1 speech production model, but also from J. R. Anderson’s (1995) model of L1 listening 

and its three processes: perception, parsing, and utilization. In Vandergrift and Goh’s 

model, types of knowledge are represented by ovals. With regard to listening, this 

includes discourse, pragmatic, and prior knowledge as well as the lexicon and syllabary. 

These types of knowledge can influence the interpretations of sounds decoded through 

bottom-up processing. Top-down knowledge virtually simultaneously offers contextual 
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of the processing components involved in speech 
production and comprehension, based on Levelt (1993). Adapted with permission from 
Teaching and Learning Second Language Listening: Metacognition in Action (p. 39), by 
L. Vandergrift and C. C. M. Goh, 2012, New York: Routledge. 
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knowledge, including visual information (Wagner, 2008, 2013), as sounds are listened to 

and decoded, allowing listeners to interpret the probable meanings of the decoded sounds 

and gestures within the larger discourse situation. 

Discourse, pragmatic, and prior knowledge are clearly top-down in that they 

involve knowledge essentially unrelated to the bottom-up phonetic discrimination 

processes. They need no sound to work; they can be useful without spoken language, as 

in the interpretation of gestures or facial expressions. However, lexical retrieval lies more 

in a middle ground. It can be looked at as both a bottom-up and top-down process more 

than other elements. With lexical retrieval, a phonological form is heard, and a semantic 

meaning must be attached to it. Cutler (2012) described an interesting series of 

psycholinguistic priming experiments to investigate the influence of sentence context 

(i.e., top-down information) on lexical retrieval for L1 English listeners. The experiments 

revealed that when certain sentential clues are closely associated with a given lexical 

item, that lexical item is retrieved more quickly. However, in cases in which the context 

is not closely associated with the lexical item, there is no priming effect (Norris, Cutler, 

McQueen, & Butterfield, 2006). Thus, it seems possible that lexical retrieval is a largely 

bottom-up process or a bottom-up process profiting from top-down information to aid 

meaning-making. For example, lexical retrieval of the word hot might be more bottom-up 

dependent if an office worker asked another worker to pass a book to him, and trying to 

make a joke said, ‘Don’t worry, it’s not hot.” There would be no expectation that a book 

would be hot, and the joke itself (i.e., the fact that it is a joke) might be difficult to 

understand; thus, it is likely that bottom-up information would be key to decoding hot 

given the lack of top-down information. One the other hand, if one hears the utterance, 
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‘The weather sure is hot today’ while passing by a stranger walking through the park, and 

the stranger is wiping sweat from his brow, both the visual information combined with 

the lexical cue of the weather would likely prime lexical retrieval for hot. 

Aside from the variable nature of top-down priming effects, Norris et al.’s (2006) 

experiments also show that phonological and conceptual representations of words are 

separate and not always linked. As Cutler has written, “incoming speech activates 

phonological representations. These in turn activate the separate conceptual 

representations, which, put together, yield the meaning of the utterance as a whole” (p. 

90). In other words, phonological and conceptual representations go hand-in-hand, but 

are still two different hands, not unconditionally attached. For example, Norris et al. 

(2006) found that the priming effect of the word lease had differential effects priming 

rent, depending on the former’s importance in a sentence. The implication was that 

though lease was phonologically processed regardless of the sentence context, the 

conceptual representation of the word varied depending on its overall importance. Norris 

et al. conjectured that the depth of processing of a word affects its priming power, with 

depth of processing referring to how much cognitive effort and attention are given to 

thinking about the word. When priming effects do exist, it follows that listeners probably 

have a better chance at word decoding. 

A significant aspect of Vandergrift and Goh’s (2012) model is the inclusion of 

metacognition as a factor throughout the listening process. Flavell (1979, p. 906) has 

defined metacognition as “knowledge and cognition about cognitive phenomena,” while 

N. J. Anderson (2002, p. 1) more simply called it “thinking about thinking.” 

Metacognition is neither a top-down nor bottom-up process per se, rather, it is a way of 
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managing cognition (Flavell, 1979). However, although metacognition is a mental 

process dependent upon some raw material such as the bottom-up information in the 

input, it is more related to top-down processing than bottom-up information and is 

included in this review as an aspect of top-down processing. 

Flavell (1979) suggested that metacognition can be categorized dichotomously as 

knowledge and monitoring/regulation. He divided metacognitive knowledge into person 

knowledge, task knowledge, and strategy knowledge. A. Brown (1987) later discussed 

metacognitive regulation as strategies, including planning, monitoring, and evaluation. 

Metacognitive knowledge and strategies working together have been found to be 

important processes in learning, especially L1 reading (e.g., Cross & Paris, 1988; Garner, 

1987; Jacobs & Paris, 1987). 

There is a significant body of research concerning metacognitive strategies in L2 

listening (e.g., Goh, 1997, 2008; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Vandergrift, Goh, Mareschal, 

& Tafaghodtari, 2006; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010). According to Vandergrift and 

Goh (2012), “when listeners exercise metacognitive awareness and knowledge about L2 

listening, they are able to orchestrate the cognitive processes more efficiently and 

effectively” (p. 43). Vandergrift et al. found that metacognitive awareness explained 13% 

of the variance in listening comprehension scores for a group of L2 French language 

learners in Canada and a group of ESL learners in Iran. Through planning (e.g., pre-

listening activities), monitoring comprehension when listening, and evaluating one’s own 

comprehension after listening, Vandergrift and Goh claimed that listeners can 

comprehend more effectively. 



 20 

Despite enthusiasm for metacognitive instruction in listening, the online nature of 

listening means metacognition in reading and listening are different (Aotani, 2011). 

Because listening is an online process involving real-time situations when a listener 

might only hear something once, it is conceivable that planning and monitoring might be 

less effective given temporal and attentional constraints. 

This overview of top-down processing, including metacognition, shows that it 

plays an essential role in listening comprehension and meaning-making; however, it is 

not the full picture of the listening and meaning-making process. The essential raw 

ingredients for meaning-making in listening emerge through bottom-up processing. I next 

move on to an overview of bottom-up processing. 

 

Bottom-Up Processing 

As with the discussion of top-down processing, a model of lower-level processing 

is a useful guide for the discussion. For this purpose, Field’s (2013, p. 97) model is used, 

as it combines both Field’s (2008a) perspective as a prominent L2 listening researcher 

with one of the most well-known L1 models of listening comprehension, Cutler and 

Clifton’s (1999, p. 124) blueprint of the listener. 

Field’s (2013) inclusion of many elements from Cutler and Clifton’s (1999) L1-

focused blueprint of the listener (p. 124) emphasized the fact that L1 processes are 

thought to represent L2 listening as well. At the top of Field’s model in Figure 2, input is 

received and then decoded at the phonemic, syllabic, and suprasegmental levels. This 

decoded information allows for the lexical interpretation of phonological strings. 
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Figure 2. Model of lower-level processes in listening, drawing upon Cutler and Clifton 
1999 and Field 2009. Adapted with permission from Examining listening: Research and 
practice in assessing second language listening (p. 97), by A. Geranpayeh & L. Taylor 
(Eds.), 2013, Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 
 

Already, great complexity is apparent at the phonetic level. Given the rather limited 

number of phonemes in any L1 (i.e., less than 70) and the concurrent massive vocabulary 

of most L1 native speakers, “any spoken word tends to resemble other words, and may 

have other words embedded within it” (Cutler & Clifton, 1999, p. 133). After word 

strings are phonetically decoded and segmented via both bottom-up and top-down input, 
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the information is parsed. Parsing refers to the process of determining the relationships 

and meaning of elements in the phonological string. Field noted that, in parsing, “the 

analysis of co-text entails more than simply imposing a syntactic structure upon a group 

of words” (p. 99). Parsing involves using a variety of information, such as intonation and 

top-down knowledge, to reevaluate word meanings and clause-level discourse cues. 

Cutler and Clifton discussed syntactic and semantic processing as being “guided by a 

language user’s knowledge of the structure of his or her language, together with specific 

structural information made available by the particular words in a sentence” (p. 141). 

That is, the sum of the aforementioned processes—speech stream segmentation through 

phonetic, lexical, and syntactic decoding and parsing for meaning—is the basis of 

bottom-up processing in listening. 

This general overview of bottom-up processing is broken down further in the next 

part of the review. Next, I look in more detail at two bottom-up processes in particular: 

phonetic decoding and word segmentation. First, I clarify what L1 listeners of English do 

to decode speech. I then conduct a comprehensive review of L2 listening research 

findings concerning L2 learners’ word recognition abilities in English. 

 

L1 English Decoding and Segmenting of English Speech 

The understanding of lower-level native listening processes of phonetic decoding 

and speech segmentation are largely informed by research in psycholinguistics and 

cognitive psychology. The purpose of this section is to review how native English 

listeners are able to successfully segment speech. The discussion in this section then 
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serves as a backdrop for the ensuing discussion of L2 listeners’ abilities and challenges, 

especially for L1 Japanese learners of English. 

L1 English listeners rely on a variety of lower-level processing cues in order to 

parse speech, including phonemic information, phonotactic constraints, and rhythm 

(Cutler, 2012). Some languages have more phonemes than others. For example, English 

has more phonemes than Japanese (Ohata, 2004). However, it is not important that one 

language (e.g., English) has more phonemes than another language (e.g., Japanese). 

Rather, the key point is whether or not differences can be adequately processed as distinct 

phonemes by the listeners. For adult L1 Japanese English language learners, research 

shows that a small number of English sounds cause a preponderance of the perceptual 

difficulties (Riney, Takagi, & Inutsuka, 2005; Saito, 2007, 2011). Accurately recognizing 

phonemes is important because they assist lexical decoding; phonemes are one way 

listeners can narrow down possible lexical candidates in the speech stream (Broersma, 

2012; Broersma & Cutler, 2008). For L2 listeners who conflate certain phonemic 

contrasts in English (e.g., /l/ and /r/), the result is that the listeners have many more 

lexical candidates to deal with. This state of affairs increases processing demands, often 

causing confusion. Even for L1 speakers who are able to discriminate native language 

phonemes well, the workload is rather impressive. The relatively few phonemes 

compared to the number of words in a language lead to “rampant similarity” (Cutler, 

2012, p. 48) in how words sound. Fortunately, languages provide other ways of helping 

listeners parse the speech stream besides phonemic differences. 

Phonotactic constraints are another clue L1 listeners use to parse the speech 

stream (Brent & Cartwright, 1996; Jusczyk, Houston, & Newsome, 1999; McQueen, 
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1998; Vitevitch & Luce, 1999). Phonotactics refers to how phonemes combine within 

morphemes or syllables (Crystal, 2003), and constraints refers to the fact that some 

combinations of phonemes are either not possible or unlikely in a given language. As 

listeners attune to this fact, through natural exposure or focused attention, it becomes an 

important source of information for locating word boundaries and segmenting the speech 

stream (Cutler, 2012, p. 140). Can this sort of information be useful to adult L2 English 

learners? Weber and Cutler (2006) found strong evidence that L2 learners tend to apply 

their L1 phonotactic strategies during wordspotting tasks. If L2 learners apply L1 

phonotactic strategies (i.e., phonotactic constraint conventions of their L1) to L2 

listening, they will likely make word segmentation errors when the L1 and L2 

phonotactic constraints differ. 

Al-jasser (2008) followed up on Weber and Cutler’s (2006) experiment to see if 

L2 learners could be taught to listen like L1 learners, using L1 phonotactic conventions to 

help identify words in the speech stream. Al-jasser found encouraging results with a 

group of Arab EFL learners from Saudi Arabia who were doing a word-spotting task 

similar to that in Weber and Cutler’s study. After an eight-week treatment period, Al-

jasser found significantly improved performance on a posttest as compared to a pretest. 

Cutler (2012) has stated that “the empirical evidence is not yet plentiful, but it indicates 

that L2 listeners can learn to exploit phonotactics effectively, in the same way as in their 

L1, with the strongest and clearest constraints being the ones most immediately 

accessible” (p. 344). The suggestion from Cutler and Al-jasser’s research is that it is 

possible for L2 learners to improve their listening through better understanding and 

practicing the phonotactic strategies of L1 users. Nevertheless, there is relatively little 
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research in this area, and more research is needed to understand how easily it is for 

phonotactic strategies to be taught and acquired in L2 contexts. 

Rhythm is a final quality of spoken language that helps L1 listeners segment 

speech. In English, rhythm is largely influenced by patterns of word stress, while other 

languages might have rhythms based on other prosodic qualities. Cutler’s (2012) 

rhythmic segmentation hypothesis states that “whatever rhythm best characterizes the 

phonological regularities of a language, that rhythm will be useful to listeners in 

segmenting speech” (p. 132). In English, a majority of lexical words have word initial 

stress. Cutler and Carter (1987) found that 90% of the lexical words (as opposed to 

function words) in the London-Lund Corpus were stressed on the initial syllable. The 

conclusion is that in English, stress can be a helpful, though not a foolproof clue to 

speech segmentation. Field (2003) has suggested that teaching L2 listeners to use stress 

as a clue to word segmentation is possible, and cites his own dissertation work (Field, 

2001) as evidence that learners become accustomed to rhythmic qualities of the L2 

through experience. Field (2003) asserted that “with appropriate training, learners might 

acquire the technique much faster” (p. 329). As an example activity, Field went on to 

suggest that “a challenging piece of authentic text might be played, and learners asked to 

write down stressed syllables and match them to words they know. Their attention can 

then be drawn to how many of these syllables initiate words” (p. 327). However, such a 

practice depends on the listeners’ ability to hear strong versus weak syllables in the first 

place, because they do not exist in some languages (e.g., Japanese) in the way that they 

do in English. Field (2003) acknowledged that some listeners might need training to hear 

stress in the first place. 
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The story from looking at the word segmentation literature is clear—L1 listeners 

develop great skill in listening to their own language, and they have a variety of 

informational sources for segmenting speech. Children growing up with a language are 

able to gain familiarity with their L1 relatively quickly and effectively. Psycholinguistic 

studies with infants have revealed impressive phonemic discrimination abilities for any 

language before nine months, after which those abilities become more L1-specific 

(Cutler, 2012; Guion-Anderson, 2012). 

The discussion of the acquisition of listening ability for L1 listeners differs greatly 

from that surrounding adult L2 listeners. Adult L2 listeners have an L1 sound system in 

place, and that system invariably affects their listening in an L2 (Guion-Anderson, 2012). 

It is clear that “listeners apply their L1 segmentation procedures to input in languages 

other than the L1” (Cutler, 2012, p. 338). In addition, adult L2 listeners often acquire 

listening second to or simultaneously with L2 reading, and they are usually exposed to 

much less L2 speech than most L1 listeners. To better understand the types of difficulties 

L2 learners have decoding and segmenting English, the next section of the review is 

devoted to a comprehensive look at such research. 

 

L2 English Decoding and Segmenting of English Speech 

For L2 English learners, decoding and segmenting English speech is an important 

part of word recognition, which is an essential element of L2 lexical processing and 

listening comprehension (Rost, 2011). However, L2 listening word recognition has 

largely been neglected in L2 listening research to date (Broersma & Cutler, 2008; 

Pemberton, 2004). 
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This second section of this chapter reviews the research that has been conducted 

on L2 English language learners’ word recognition abilities. Likewise, common 

characteristics of native and expert English pronunciation that can make word recognition 

more difficult are discussed. These characteristics include connected speech, hesitation 

phenomena (i.e., false starts, repairs, hesitations and fillers), speech rate, and accents. 

Following this, four learner-specific variables that influence listening ability—lexical 

knowledge, listening anxiety, study abroad experience, and memory—are reviewed. In 

the final part of this second section, theories about the acquisition of L2 listening abilities 

are discussed. 

 

Difficulty with Known Lexis 

One important finding of L2 English listening research is that English language 

learners have difficulty comprehending known lexis. Pemberton (2004) carried out a 

series of detailed studies related to word recognition. Pemberton’s work focused on 

understanding the types of word recognition problems encountered by a group of 

intermediate-level L1 Chinese English language learners at a university in Hong Kong. 

Pemberton used three types of experiments to investigate the learners’ ability to 

recognize words. First, he used a modified yes/no test for listening. In the experiment, 27 

learners listened to audio recordings of four BBC audio news texts read by newscasters. 

Each news text was played in small segments. After each segment the audio was paused 

by the researcher. At the pause after each segment, learners indicated non-verbally, with a 

head nod or head shake, whether or not they could comprehend the segment. Afterwards, 

Pemberton replayed segments for which learners had shaken their heads and asked the 
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learners to relay what difficulty they had. Finally, the learners looked at transcripts and 

underlined words they did not recognize. For non-underlined words that had been part of 

the segments the learners had misunderstood, Pemberton asked the learners to define the 

words verbally. This first experiment revealed that the learners had significant difficulty 

recognizing high-frequency words, with only 75% of the first 1,000 words of West’s 

(1953) General Service List being recognized. 

Pemberton (2004) carried out a second experiment with a new group of 

participants to further explore the low recognition of high-frequency words. In the second 

experiment, 30 participants transcribed a different BBC World Service radio broadcast in 

a language laboratory. Pemberton’s analysis of the transcriptions showed that, whether 

transcriptions were marked leniently (allowing for slight spelling and morphological 

errors) or strictly, the learners still had low recognition rates of the first 1,000 high-

frequency words of English. With lenient scoring, the recognition rate was 80% for all 

1,000 level words, and 88% for only 1,000-level content words. In addition, the learners 

could listen to the broadcast an unlimited number of times; listening only once would 

likely have resulted in even lower comprehension. Pemberton pointed out that because 

the learners listened many times, it was difficult to determine what specific problems 

were occurring as they listened each time. Thus, a third experiment was carried out to 

explore this issue. 

In the third experiment, the same news item from the second experiment was used 

with a new group of 27 learners. The learners were first given the Vocabulary Levels Test 

(Nation, 1990), and the average score was 95% at the 2,000-word level, indicating that 

the learners should have recognized the most frequent 1,000-word level items. Using a 
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computer program, Pemberton had the learners listen to segments of the broadcast in 

sequence, transcribing each segment on the computer. Like the transcription in the second 

experiment, the learners could listen as many times as they wished. However, in the third 

experiment, the computer recorded, via a keylogger program, each transcription 

individually each time the learners listened. If the learners listened seven times, then 

there were seven transcription attempts. When applying lenient scoring (i.e., accepting 

misspellings and slight morphological or semantic variations) for the final transcriptions, 

Pemberton found that the learners were only able to recognize about 80% of the content 

words at the 1,000-word frequency level. When the learners’ first attempts were scored, 

the percentage was only 43%. 

In sum, Pemberton’s (2004) research indicated that his participants had difficulty 

recognizing high-frequency words at the 1,000-word frequency level, with roughly 80% 

of the vocabulary being understood. Given estimates that listeners need to understand 

98% of the vocabulary in spoken discourse for comprehension (van Zeeland & Schmitt, 

2013), Pemberton’s findings suggest that many learners struggle to comprehend spoken 

English discourse because of low word recognition rates. 

Though not specifically focused on the recognition of lexis, Goh (2000) reported 

a similar finding concerning listeners’ difficulty comprehending words they knew. In a 

paper reporting on part of her larger dissertation work (Goh, 1998), Goh sought to 

identify listening difficulties for a group of 40 L1 Chinese students enrolled in a 

Singaporean university intensive English program. She used J. R. Anderson’s (1995) 

three-phase model of L1 listening comprehension—perception, parsing, and utilization—

in order to frame listeners’ difficulties. As data, Goh collected the learners’ weekly 
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listening diaries written in response to “actual listening events” (p. 58) over the course of 

10 weeks and conducted small group interviews with 17 participants. Finally, 23 students 

also participated in a retrospective verbalization task focused on participant strategy use 

that also yielded the learners’ perspectives on their listening difficulties. Goh’s data 

analysis revealed 10 processing problems, including problems in perception, parsing, and 

utilization. Five of the 10 problems were fairly common among learners. 

The second most common problem was learners not recognizing words they 

knew, with more than half of the learners (i.e., 22 of 40) reporting it as a problem. Goh 

(2000) classified the inability to recognize known words as a perception problem, 

keeping with J. R. Anderson’s (1995) framework. In explaining the origins of this 

problem, Goh suggested that one possible explanation is that “[learners’] listening 

vocabulary was underdeveloped” (p. 62). In other words, learners might recognize a word 

when reading, but they cannot recognize the word based on sound alone (McLean, 

Beglar, & Kramer, 2015; Milton & Hopkins, 2006). Goh alternatively suggested that the 

words were not yet automatized. Participant interview excerpts related to perception 

problems suggested that the learners might have had inaccurate phonetic representations 

of some words in mind, perhaps supporting the idea of the learners’ listening vocabulary 

being underdeveloped. Goh gave one example of a learner hearing the word hostel, which 

the person thought was pronounced /hɑsˈtəl/ with stress on the second syllable. Another 

student mentioned benign, which she thought was pronounced /ˈbɪnaɪn/. 

In another study related to word recognition, Cross (2009) studied the listening 

difficulties encountered by an adult group of 73 L1 Japanese advanced learners of 

English as they listened to BBC video texts. The focus of the study was to understand the 
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learners’ abilities to comprehend authentic English. The listening texts used were two 

BBC video texts, each a little less than 90 seconds in length. The listening passages were 

played in segments of nine seconds each on average. Pauses were used because the recall 

of the passages “was not plausible should the news videotexts be played in full” (p. 37). 

Video text segments were each played two times. During the first playing, the learners 

were supposed to only view the video and listen. After the first segment was finished, the 

learners had a specified amount of time to write notes and recall what they had heard. 

They then watched the segment one more time. 

The focus of Cross’ analysis was errors in decoding at the clause level. After 

identifying errors, Cross counted them and categorized them by clause. He found that 

81% of the written responses had errors. The learners had a variety of difficulties that 

Cross discussed broadly as process, text, and intrusion problems. With regard to process 

problems, Cross highlighted the learners’ difficulty with cliticization: unstressed words 

being combined with adjacent stressed syllables. That is, when unstressed words were 

pronounced in close proximity to stressed syllables, the learners had trouble interpreting 

stressed words correctly. The result was difficulty parsing the language they heard. Cross 

(p. 46) gave the examples of the side being interpreted as decided, or carrot to being 

heard as character. Another processing difficulty was that the learners sometimes 

interpreted secondary stress within a given word as a separate word. For example, the 

word household was heard as high solid or house old (p. 46). 

As with the word household above, Cross pointed out that, aside from processing 

difficulties, some learners’ listening problems seemed to be text-related: low-frequency 

vocabulary, idiomatic language, and proper nouns. These issues might have been 
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particularly problematic given the use of native-level listening texts in Cross’s study, 

despite the fact that the learners were advanced. While Cross did not measure the 

learners’ vocabulary size before the study, certain words and idioms were assumed to be 

difficult for them. Cross found that, when faced with presumably unknown language, “a 

known word was matched instead of the actual word in the speech stream” (p. 47) despite 

its semantic inappropriateness. 

A final type of problem Cross observed was intrusion. Cross used the term 

intrusion to refer to “those related to the influence of the L1 (e.g., L1 phonotactic 

conventions and L1 word activation)” (p. 36).1 The influence of Japanese L1 on English 

listening was seen in the miscoding of the phonemic contrasts /b/ and /v/ and /l/ and /r/, 

both well-known challenges for L1 Japanese EFL listeners. Another type of L1-

influenced error in the learners’ written recalls was the interpretation of an English 

phrase, side down, to a L1 Japanese English loanword size down. Cross suggested that the 

common occurrence of English loanwords in Japanese can make them potential lexical 

candidates when attempting to decode English speech. 

This survey of research of L2 English listeners’ word recognition difficulties has 

yielded the finding that L2 English listeners often have difficulty comprehending known 

lexis. The causes of word recognition difficulties are not completely clear, though 

possibilities include an underdeveloped listening vocabulary (i.e., Chang, 2007; Goh, 

2000), a lack of automatized vocabulary knowledge (i.e., Goh, 2000), and L1 interference 

                                                 
1 However, intrusion has been defined elsewhere in pronunciation and listening research as “a process that 
is the opposite of elision [and] involves inserting phonemes within or between words” (Brown & Kondo-
Brown, 2006b, p. 3) 
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(Cross, 2009). However, as noted earlier, listening is not just a bottom-up process. Some 

degree of top-down information is available in any authentic listening situation. Even in 

many experimental settings related to L2 listening, top-down information is available to 

support listeners. Given this fact, it is important to look at research that has investigated 

top-down influences on bottom-up processing. 

 

Top-Down Influence on Bottom-Up Processing 

The research reviewed so far implies that understanding known lexis can be a 

problem for L2 English listeners, but how does top-down context help when there are 

comprehension breakdowns with known lexis? Field (2004), in an examination of the 

influence of top-down and bottom-up processing for L2 English listeners, conducted a 

series of three experiments in which the learners had to write words they heard either in 

groups of words or in sentences. The participants were 47 learners from four ESL classes, 

two of which were lower-intermediate level, and two of which were higher-elementary. 

In the first experiment, the participants heard a group of four to six words, all at about the 

1,000-word frequency level. There were three types of word groups. In one group, all 

words were related semantically. In another group, only the last two were related. In the 

third group, the target items for the experiment, sets of the first two groups of words were 

changed so that the last word was not related to the previous words. Field (p. 369) gave 

the following two examples as non-target items from the first two groups: 

wet – cloudy – dry – cold – hot 

big – new – empty – cold – hot 
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Then, for example, a third group of target words would have the last word changed from 

either of the first two groups. For example, got would be used instead of hot. The 

participants then heard either the first, second, or third group of words, and they had to 

write the final word. The point of the experiment was to determine whether top-down 

processing influenced how the learners heard the final words when they were unrelated to 

the others. For example, Field wanted to know if listeners would write hot instead of got 

if the previous words were related to weather as in the first group of words above. 

In Experiment 2, the participants heard a sentence. Once again, they had to write 

the final word they heard, which either made sense in the context or not. A target item 

example was “The people at the party were Germans, Italians, Spanish and some friends 

[FRENCH]” (Field, 2004, p. 370). In this case, top-down information would suggest to 

learners to write French rather than friends. Finally, Experiment 3 was similar to 

Experiment 2, except the final word of the sentence was a low-frequency word the 

participants would not know, and the context made sense for the low-frequency word but 

not for the word the participants would likely know. An example was “They’re lazy in 

that office; they like to shirk [not WORK]” (Field, p. 370). In this case, shirk makes sense 

while work does not. 

The results of Field’s experiments differed slightly in terms of what they revealed, 

but one common thread was that, rather than exhibiting a bias in favor of either top-down 

or bottom-up information, the participants seemed to use a lexical strategy. That is, the 

participants tended to write words they knew, usually informed by the onset of the word 

they heard on the recording; thus, the beginning sound of the key word strongly 

influenced their interpretation. In addition, knowledge of the word they wrote was 
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influential. The participants wrote known words based on the onset sound even when the 

top-down contextual information made their choice implausible. In short, the influence of 

word onsets led the listeners to approximate known words when the actual word could 

not be identified. For example, if a target word at the end of a sentence was stark, a word 

unknown to the listeners, then listeners might write start, even if it semantically made no 

sense in the sentence. Cross’ (2009) learners made similar types of mistakes: writing 

words they knew even though the words did not make sense. In both cases, the 

participants’ vocabulary knowledge combined with their word segmentation abilities to 

strongly influence what they wrote, and presumably heard. Another implication of the 

above research (i.e., Cross, 2009; Field, 2004; Goh, 2000) is that the L2 listeners focused 

on content words (as opposed to function words), whether or not they could understand 

the content words themselves. 

L2 learners’ proclivity for focusing on content words, as opposed to function 

words, was explored in a different study by Field (2008b). The study involved 46 ESL 

learners of various L2 backgrounds and two native English speaker control groups, a high 

academic performance group (n = 23) and a low academic performance group (n = 18). 

Native English speaker academic performance ratings were drawn from their results in 

the secondary school French classes in which they were enrolled. 

The participants listened to a passage in which pauses were inserted at 14 places. 

When the learners heard a pause, they were supposed to write the last four or five words 

they heard. In terms of the target language to be transcribed, Field (2008b) counted 27 

content words and 29 function words after eliminating three two-syllable content words 

because they were more salient. Native English speaker performances were high, though 
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the high-performing group fared better than the low-performing group. Non-native 

listeners’ scores were much lower than both native English speaking groups. However, 

the most significant finding was that for the non-native listeners, their ability to transcribe 

content words was significantly better than their ability to transcribe function words as 

measured by a t-test. The two native English speaker groups did not differ significantly 

from one another. As Field’s study involved learners from different language 

backgrounds, he also conducted analyses to see whether language background had any 

effect on transcription accuracy. Though the number of participants by language 

background was small (e.g., from 12 Spanish speakers to 2 Mandarin Chinese speakers), 

Field found that language background did not seem significant; the percentage of 

function word recognition was generally 20% lower than content word recognition 

regardless of the participants’ L1. 

Field (2008b) pointed out that focusing on content words makes sense. Listeners 

want to understand the meaning of the input, and it is primarily found in content words. 

Field also mentioned that prosodically, content words are normally emphasized in speech 

and thus more salient and dependable. What conclusions should be drawn from such a 

study? Field suggested that the data indicated the learners’ adoption of a lexical 

strategy—selecting words with meaning from the speech stream. For learners with little 

listening skill and limited foreign language vocabulary, content words are like buoys in 

the water, something to hold onto in order not to drown. Field contended that the results 

support “current practice of listening out(sic) for key words….but as listening 

competence improves, instructors might move on from meanings to forms: asking 

learners to attempt to infer precise words that they had failed to decode (not least among 
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them the absent functors)” (p. 428). This a posteriori strategy is one way of getting 

learners to think about and notice function words. Another of Field’s suggestions is to 

have learners attempt to focus on chunks of words as opposed to single units. For focused 

practice, Field suggested that dictation can be helpful for attuning learners’ attention to 

common forms of connected speech. In summary, Field’s study provided evidence that 

function words and content words are processed to different degrees by L2 learners. 

In another study, Field (2008c) examined speech segmentation from a different 

perspective. Using gating tasks common to psycholinguistics research, he tested groups 

of native and non-native English speakers on how they revised segmentation hypotheses 

when presented with conflicting evidence. Gating tasks involve listening to a short phrase 

in four very brief increments, or gates, which are at first ambiguous and then later 

resolved. All of the phrases begin with a strong (S) and weak (W) syllable. Field (p. 42) 

gave the following example for how this was carried out, in this case, with the phrase 

weigh tomatoes, pronounced with British Received Pronunciation. 

Gate a: after the first S syllable, e.g. /ˈweɪ/ 

Gate b: after the first SW sequence, e.g. /ˈweɪtə/ 

Gate c: midway between gate b and the end, e.g. /ˈweɪtəmɑː/ 

Gate d: whole item, e.g. /ˈweɪtəmɑːtəʊz/ 

(Field, 2008c, p. 42) 

In this case, the answer was weigh tomatoes; however, two other variants were used in 

the tests, including the waiter came and the way to Cambridge. The point was that, at 

gate ‘a’ and ‘b’, all phrases would be essentially pronounced the same (this was 

confirmed by five native English judges), but at gate ‘c’, the listeners would begin to 
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make different decisions about segmentation, and at gate ‘d’, the listeners should have 

been able to resolve segmentation doubts. During the experiment, the listeners had four 

lines. After each gate, they were to transcribe what they had heard until that point. Field 

found that native English speakers were quite good at revising hypotheses about what 

they had heard, with only about 12% maintaining incorrect transcriptions through to the 

end. Non-native speakers, on the other hand, maintained incorrect transcriptions 40-50% 

of the time on average. 

The implication from Field’s studies (2004, 2008b, 2008c) is that top-down 

information can assist L2 listeners, but L2 decoding skills still have a great influence on 

what is interpreted from speech. Field’s studies are not necessarily representative of real-

life situations, and the amount of top-down information available to listeners varies 

depending on the situation. Nevertheless, Field’s work highlights the importance of 

bottom-up decoding skills for L2 listeners, while also suggesting that more research in 

that area is needed. 

So far, this second section of the literature review has consisted of reviewing 

research related to L2 listeners’ decoding difficulties by L2 listeners. L2 listeners can 

have difficulty decoding known lexis. Moreover, L2 listeners can have difficulty revising 

hypotheses about lexis despite top-down information. However, the potential causes of 

these problems were not fully explored in the research above. Thus, the next part of the 

review is focused on aspects of native and expert English speech that can make L2 

listening especially difficult. These aspects include connected speech, hesitation 

phenomena (i.e., false starts, hesitations, and fillers), speech rates, and accents. 
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Connected Speech, Hesitation Phenomena, Speech Rates, and Accents 

Problems with Connected Speech 

Field (2003) has suggested that “the commonest perceptual cause of breakdown” 

is “the identification of words in connected speech (p. 327). Connected speech has been 

referred to in a number of ways in the literature, including sandhi-variation (e.g., 

Henrichsen, 1984), reduced forms (e.g., Ito, 2006), and connected speech (J. D. Brown, 

2012; Brown & Kondo-Brown, 2006a; Wagner, 2014; Wagner & Toth, 2014). Connected 

speech is comprised of a variety of reductions, contractions, assimilations, deletions, 

elisions, liaisons, and intrusions, which can make listening difficult for L2 English 

listeners (Brown & Kondo-Brown, 2006b). 

Brown and Kondo-Brown (2006b) regard the research on connected speech in L2 

listening as sporadic—meaning some research has been conducted, but it is not well-

connected and is dispersed across time. Connected speech is discussed a great deal in 

pronunciation texts (e.g., Celce-Murcia, Brinton, Goodwin, & Griner, 2010; Gilbert, 

2004; Grant, 2009; Kozyrev, 2004), and it is discussed in L2 listening-focused texts (e.g., 

G. Brown, 1990; Cauldwell, 2013; Field, 2008a). However, there has been little research 

into how learners deal with connected speech while listening, even though L2 listeners’ 

problems understanding connected speech have been reported by many researchers (e.g., 

Bonk, 2000; G. Brown, 1990; Field, 2003; Hirai, 1999). Most research specifically 

addressing the comprehensibility of connected speech has been focused on L2 listeners’ 

abilities to understand standard reduced forms in short strings of text, usually sentences. 

Henrichsen (1984) conducted one of the first investigations specifically focused 

on English learners’ ability to comprehend connected speech forms. Using slightly 
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modified items from the Integrative Grammar Test (IGT) developed by Bowen (1976), 

Henrichsen tested 15 native speakers and 50 ESL learners’ ability to correctly transcribe 

different types of connected speech forms. The task was a dictation, as the learners had to 

transcribe 15 sentences they heard. They only heard each sentence once. The participants 

were divided into five groups: native speakers, high-level ESL group 1, high-level ESL 

group 2, low-level ESL group 1, and low-level ESL group 2. There were two test forms, 

A and B, and the test forms were counter-balanced. In other words, the same content was 

used, but on test A, a participant might hear the item with sandhi-variation, while on test 

B the item would not have the variation. Both test A and B were given to all groups with 

a 30-minute delay between administrations so that the participants would not be able to 

remember the content of the tests. In addition, for the two lower- and higher-level ESL 

groups, one group first took test A, and the other first took test B. On the second 

administration, the order was reversed. This method was used to counter-balance any 

effects from the different test forms. Finally, the groups did not know about the second 

administration, so that also made it likely that they did not remember the content for the 

second administration. For the scoring of responses, only the second word of the 

dictations was scored. This was by design, as the second word of the responses was the 

part that was reduced in the sandhi-variation items. 

As expected, Henrichsen (1984) found that, in items with sandhi-variation, ESL 

learners fared much worse than native speakers, with the lower-level learners performing 

worse than the higher-level learners. Henrichsen accordingly surmised that “sandhi-

variation's effect on the comprehensibility of input varies according to the listeners' 

proficiency in the language” (p. 117). Henrichsen also importantly pointed out that the 
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difference in score for those items with and without sandhi-variation was larger for the 

higher-level ESL learners than for the lower-level ESL learners. She suggested that this 

might have been because even those items without sandhi-variation were difficult for the 

lower-level learners. 

Henrichsen’s (1984) study was designed around the premise that a lack of 

perceptual saliency in speech would negatively affect the intake process; that is, learners 

would not be able to acquire language from such input given the difficulty in hearing it. 

In fact, Henrichsen noted the limitation of the input in her own study, which was 

decontextualized phrases, and suggested that further research be carried out. Ito (2006) 

conducted further research in what was a slightly modified version of Henrichsen’s study. 

In Ito’s study, the participants were 18 ESL learners of two English proficiency levels—

advanced and intermediate—as determined by a TOEFL placement test. Ito modified two 

aspects of Henrichsen’s study. First, she used 20 items (i.e., sentences) with lower 

syntactic complexity compared to those used in Henrichsen’s study. Second, the reduced 

speech forms in the 20 items were of two types, lexical and phonological. According to 

Ito, phonological forms are “derived as a result of the application of phonological rules” 

(p. 69), while lexical forms “are not derived based on phonological rules, but tend to be 

memorized as one lexical item” (p. 69). Phonological forms included in the items 

included forms such as I’ve and he’s, and lexical item examples were won’t and haven’t. 

Like Henrichsen, Ito only scored reduced forms in the participant transcriptions. Also 

mirroring Henrichsen’s procedure, there were two test forms, and where reduced forms 

were used in an item of one test, a non-reduced form was used for the same item on the 

other test. The participants took both forms, with a similar delay between administrations. 
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Finally, before administering the items to the participants, the test was given to a group of 

native English speakers who scored very well and similarly on both forms. 

In accordance with Ito’s (2006) hypothesis and Henrichsen’s (1984) findings, Ito 

found that the ESL participants scored significantly higher when reduced forms were not 

present. Ito also found that the ESL participants had lower scores on phonologically 

reduced forms than on lexically reduced forms. Ito pointed out the limitations in her own 

work, such as the fact that the dictation items for the phonological forms were longer than 

those for the lexical forms. She also mentioned that while syntactic complexity was 

controlled to the best of her ability, syntactic complexity could vary within the 

phonological and lexical forms themselves. 

Despite the limitations, Ito (2006) concluded that one implication of her and 

Henrichsen’s (1984) work is that “the effectiveness of using authentic materials in second 

language classrooms becomes questionable” (p. 78) because such input might be too 

difficult for learners to acquire. However, advocates of using unscripted speech in L2 

listening classrooms and on tests have pointed out its value for helping learners become 

accustomed to widely used speech forms (J. D. Brown, 2012; Voss, 1979; Wagner & 

Toth, 2014) and creating positive washback from assessment (Wagner, 2014). 

 

Problems with Hesitation Phenomena 

Along with connected speech, unscripted L2 English listening can seem more 

difficult because of hesitation phenomena. The term hesitation phenomena (Maclay & 

Osgood, 1959) is used to denote a variety of characteristics commonly appearing in 

unscripted discourse, but often absent from scripted discourse. Examples of hesitation 
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phenomena include false starts, repeats, filled pauses, and unfilled pauses (Maclay & 

Osgood, 1959). These types of hesitation phenomena generally benefit L1 listeners (e.g., 

Corley, MacGregor, & Donaldson, 2007), but research has shown some can cause 

comprehension problems for L2 listeners (Chaudron & Richards, 1986; Griffiths, 1991a, 

1991b; Voss, 1979; Watanabe, Hirose, Den, & Minematsu, 2008), though some contrary 

research suggestions that hesitation phenomena, especially unfilled pauses, can help L2 

listeners comprehend better (e.g., Blau, 1990). 

Voss (1979) found that 22 L1 German English language learners had trouble with 

false starts, repairs, and filled pauses. In a transcription experiment in which the 

participants transcribed a short listening passage of unscripted speech, Voss found that 

one-third of the errors made by non-native participants were related to hesitation 

phenomena including false starts, repairs, and filled pauses. Watanabe et al. (2008) had 

more nuanced findings. They presented audible sentences to 36 L1 Chinese learners of 

Japanese at three language proficiency levels. The sentences described one of two 

pictures on a computer screen. The time it took the participants to click on the correct 

shape described in the audio was recorded (i.e., reaction time). Watanabe et al. found that 

higher-proficiency listeners benefited from filled pauses, while lower-proficiency 

listeners were more confused. The authors suggested that filled pauses might attract the 

attention of more advanced learners, much as they are theorized to do for native speakers. 

That is, filled pauses suggest to native and expert listeners that the content following the 

filled pause might be especially significant or new, and thus a skilled listener will be 

prompted to pay more attention to what comes next when hearing filled pauses, rather 
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than focusing on the content and being confused by the filled pause itself (Arnold, 

Fagnano, & Tanenhaus, 2003; Clark, 2002). 

 

Problems with Speech Rates 

Speech rates of native and expert English speakers can present difficulty for L2 

English listeners. The relationship between speech rate and listening comprehension has 

been examined by many researchers. While there is some evidence that slower speeds do 

not always help L2 listeners (Blau, 1990; Derwing, 1990), slow speech has generally 

been found to increase L2 listeners’ comprehension (e.g., Griffiths, 1990a, 1992; H-Y. 

Kim, 1995; McBride, 2011; Zhao, 1997). Some of the difficulty comes from the 

challenge of defining speech rates, as they can vary among speakers and situations 

(Tauroza & Allison, 1990). In addition, learners’ personal preferences for certain rates 

can vary (Zhao, 1997). 

In support of slower speech rates, Griffiths (1990a) found that faster rates of 

speech negatively influenced test scores for a group of 15 lower-proficiency L1 Japanese 

speakers of English. The participants heard each of three texts at a slow, average, or fast 

speed, and then they answered 15 true-false questions related to the text. Faster rates in 

the study were texts spoken at roughly 200 words per minute (i.e., between 3.5-4.0 

syllables per second). The participants scored significantly worse on tests at faster rates 

than slower rates (e.g., 100 words per minute). However, Griffiths also found that slower 

rates did not significantly help learners compared to the average rate of 150 words per 

minute. Moreover, on the whole, the participants in Griffiths’ study did not perceive any 

of the rates to be too fast, even though their performance suggested otherwise. Griffiths 
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(1992) conducted a similarly designed follow-up study and found more evidence that 

faster rates were difficult, and slower rates improved comprehension. He concluded that 

teachers should consider slowing their speech more with beginning level learners, as it 

appears to improve comprehension. 

Other researchers who have allowed L2 listeners to control the speech rates by 

themselves found that slower speech rates improved comprehension (McBride, 2011; 

Zhao, 1997). For example, McBride found that when learners used slower speeds in 

training, their listening comprehension improved. Meanwhile, Zhao found that when 

given control over listening speeds, learners tended to choose slower speeds (e.g., an 

average of 141 words per minute) than the normal pre-set speed of 194 words per minute. 

The slower speeds led to improved comprehension. 

The above studies suggest that slower speeds likely improve listening 

comprehension. However, the aforementioned studies used tests to determine overall 

listening comprehension. Only H-Y. Kim (1995) has reflected on how slower speech 

rates might affect detailed, bottom-up processing (i.e., word recognition) by measuring it 

through written recalls. 

H-Y. Kim (1995) carried out a study with 26 Korean university students designed 

to understand participants’ listening comprehension through immediate retrospection 

tasks conducted after listening to 30 short English passages, some of which had modified 

speech rates. The 26 students were divided into two similar English proficiency groups of 

13 each. One group heard passages spoken by an American English native speaker at 

normal speed, which in the study was 189 words per minute. The other group heard the 

same passages by the same speaker, but spoken at a slower speed with shorter phrasing, 
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at 126 words per minute. H-Y. Kim gathered two types of data to reveal what the students 

understood. First, after listening, the students selected a picture that corresponded to the 

meaning expressed in the passage (i.e., a multiple-choice task). Second, as the students 

made their picture choice, they were asked to verbalize what they had heard in the 

listening in either L1 or L2 (i.e., an immediate retrospection task). 

H-Y. Kim (1995) noted that the picture choice task did not reveal statistically 

significant differences in comprehension, though the slower group had a higher mean. 

However, the immediate retrospection task suggested certain differences. H-Y. Kim 

noted that the slower speech items not only involved slower speech, but also had shorter 

intonation phrasing or thought groups, so more words received focal stress. She went on 

to state that “the number of speech elements that subjects were able to attend to appeared 

to be affected by phonological phrasing” (p. 74). Thus, H-Y. Kim’s study showed that, 

for word recognition, phrasing might be the most important element in slower speech 

rates because it leads speakers to stress more content words in longer sentences. 

Taken together, the studies above suggest the importance of speech rate for 

listening comprehension, but H-Y. Kim’s (1995) more detailed examination of listeners’ 

processing signals the importance of phrasing, not simply speed. Thus, slower speeds and 

shorter phrasing should be seen as two separate factors when considering speech rate 

intelligibility. This issue is important as slower speech rates can be achieved digitally 

through adjusting speech rates of recorded media, but they can also be achieved through 

live speech by a speaker. The manipulation of phrasing would be difficult in the first 

case, but likely in the second case. Both ways to reduce speech rates will likely benefit 

L2 listeners’ comprehension. 
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Problems with Accents 

A final aspect of speech causing bottom-up processing difficulty for L2 listeners 

is a speaker’s accent. This is true of native speakers listening to non-native speakers 

(Anderson-Hsieh & Koehler, 1988; Derwing & Munro, 1997; Major, Fitzmaurice, Bunta, 

& Balasubramanian, 2002), non-native speakers listening to each other (Major et al., 

2002; Weber, Broersma, & Aoyagi, 2011), and non-native speakers listening to native 

speakers (Ockey & French, 2014; Ockey, Papageorgiou, & French, 2016). Especially of 

interest for this study is this last group—non-native listeners listening to native speakers 

of different accents. Exposing non-native listeners to a variety of accents is generally 

seen as beneficial, and this issue has been especially important to language testers, as 

accent can affect test-takers’ performance on high-stakes exams (Harding, 2011; Ockey 

& French, 2014; Ockey, Papageorgiou, & French, 2016; Taylor, 2006). Field (2004; 

2008a) cautioned that normalization to a new accent can take time and exposing non-

native listeners to many accents can be counter-productive. 

Ockey and French (2014) and Ockey, Papageorgiou, and French (2016) 

conducted studies in which the same group of participants’ (N = 21,276) lecture 

comprehension on TOEFL listening test items was analyzed based on the accent of the 

speaker and the listeners’ familiarity with that accent. In Ockey and French’s study, the 

participants were randomly assigned to listen to a monologic lecture spoken by one of 

nine native English speakers—one Australian, four British, and four American. The 

speakers’ accent strength was determined through a Strength of Accent Scale survey 

(Ockey & French, 2014) given to 61 L2 English speakers and 39 highly-proficient L2 
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English speakers as they listened to short clips of the speakers’ speech. Participants’ 

familiarity with accents was determined with a short survey asking about their familiarity 

with American, British, Australian, other native English speakers, and non-native speaker 

English accents. To determine listening comprehension, all participants listened to a 

science-based lecture spoken by one of the nine native speakers, and then answered six 

multiple-choice questions about the lecture. Ockey and French found that accent strength 

negatively affected comprehension while accent familiarity positively affected 

comprehension. Ockey, Papageorgiou, and French followed up this study by analyzing 

the participants’ comprehension of an interactive lecture. Strength of accent was again 

found to negatively affect listening comprehension when the accent was relatively strong. 

Based on the above research conducted on non-native comprehension of native 

English accent, two conclusions can be drawn. First, accent strength and familiarity are 

two important factors determining how much an accent will likely affect L2 listener 

comprehension. Such factors are not always controllable, but both language testers and 

classroom teachers should be aware of the importance of these factors when designing or 

selecting listening materials. Second, related to accent familiarity, normalization to 

accents is an important process. Little research has been conducted related to how long it 

takes to normalize to a new accent, but such normalization must be a factor for L2 

listeners in naturalistic settings in which meeting new speakers is a common occurrence. 

 

Other Variables Affecting Listening 

So far, four factors specifically related to the speech signal that L2 listeners 

hear—connected speech, hesitation phenomena, speech rate, and accent—have been 
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discussed. Each factor can potentially have a meaningful impact on how well L2 listeners 

comprehend a given listening text. Another group of factors that impact L2 listeners’ 

comprehension are characteristics of the listeners themselves. Such factors include 

listeners’ lexical knowledge, level of listening anxiety, experience studying abroad, 

memory abilities, background knowledge, use of metacognitive strategies, and 

phonological knowledge (Bloomfield et al., 2010). The final three factors—background 

knowledge, metacognitive strategies, and phonological knowledge—have already been 

reviewed earlier in this chapter. Research related to the first four of these factors—lexical 

knowledge, listening anxiety, study abroad experience, and memory—is discussed below. 

 

Lexical Knowledge 

Research has shown that listeners’ lexical knowledge is an important variable 

affecting listening comprehension (Bloomfield et al., 2010; Kelly, 1991; van Zeeland & 

Schmitt, 2013; Wang & Treffers-Daller, 2017). As would be expected, low-frequency 

vocabulary has been found to make listening more difficult (Nissan, DeVincenzi, & 

Tang, 1996), especially when it is key for comprehension of a text (Kostin, 2004). At the 

same time, knowledge of high-frequency vocabulary has been shown to have a 

significant relationship with successful listening comprehension (Cheng & Matthews, 

2018; Matthews, 2018; Matthews & Cheng, 2015; Matthews, O’Toole, & Chen, 2017). 

Research suggests that in order to fully comprehend most listening texts, learners 

must know a high percentage of the vocabulary. Estimates are that listeners should know 

98% of the word families in a listening text for “optimal comprehension” (van Zeeland & 
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Schmitt, 2013, p. 475), and for comprehension of most spoken authentic texts, knowledge 

of 5,000 to 6,000 word families provides 98% coverage (Stæhr, 2009). 

At first glance, the research concerning lexical knowledge and listening 

comprehension seems clear: to improve listening comprehension, learners should master 

high-frequency vocabulary first and then move on to learn vocabulary to at least to the 

6,000 word-frequency level. However, there are certain caveats to this idea. First, spoken 

texts are sometimes comprehended at lower lexical knowledge rates (Bonk, 2000; van 

Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013) due to top-down knowledge (Bacon, 1992) and effective test-

taking strategies. For example, Bonk found that while most of his Japanese EFL 

participants had poor listening comprehension when their lexical knowledge was below 

80% of the text vocabulary, some participants were able to comprehend texts well even 

with 75% or less knowledge of the vocabulary, and others could not comprehend even 

when they had 100% lexical knowledge. Bonk attributed the discrepancy to the fact that, 

in order to comprehend a listening text, listeners must “pay attention, construct a schema 

for the narrative, commit important details to memory, [and] parse syntax” (p. 26) in 

addition to recognizing words. Another caveat to discussions of word knowledge is 

determining how word frequency should be measured (Bloomfield et al., 2010). 

Currently, many different types of corpora have been referenced in studies of aural 

lexical knowledge, and the composition of corpora—whether they come from written or 

spoken texts—can influence the value of word frequency lists used for study or the 

development of L2 listening comprehension materials. A third caveat, noted by Field 

(2013), is that lexical knowledge alone might not be enough to understand spoken 

discourse and that multiword units are particularly important. Phrasal verbs and other 
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idioms are common in speech yet are not always semantically transparent if only their 

individual elements are known (Wray, 2000), and there are no current measures of aural 

knowledge of formulaic language. A final caveat is that, in English and some other 

languages, the identification of lexical items in listening is made more difficult by 

conventions of connected and reduced speech (Field, 2008a; Matthews & Cheng, 2015; 

Stæhr, 2009). The significance of this point—recognizing words in natural speech—

cannot be emphasized enough, as it is far more common to hear words in natural speech 

than in isolation, and connected and reduced speech features are known to cause listening 

comprehension difficulties (Ockey & Wagner, 2018; Wagner, 2014). 

More knowledge about the relationship of vocabulary knowledge and listening 

comprehension is needed, and one line of inquiry in that area has been the development 

of testing instruments that specifically focus on aural vocabulary knowledge. Research on 

aural vocabulary knowledge—knowledge of vocabulary in its aural form—is relatively 

recent. Before the development of aural vocabulary tests, research on aural lexical 

knowledge was largely based on findings from vocabulary knowledge of written forms. 

However, with a concern about whether orthographic knowledge and phonological 

lexical knowledge were equal, Milton and Hopkins (2006) designed an aural vocabulary 

test, Aural Lex, to measure learners’ phonological vocabulary knowledge and compare it 

with learners’ orthographical vocabulary knowledge. Aural Lex was a computerized test 

in which learners were presented aurally with words and pseudowords for which they had 

to indicate their knowledge by clicking yes or no on the computer screen. The results of 

their study with L1 Arabic and L1 Greek learners of English suggested that written 

vocabulary and phonological vocabulary knowledge can differ, as the Greek learners’ 
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orthographic vocabulary knowledge exceeded their phonological knowledge, even while 

the Arabic learners’ two types of knowledges were similar. Though the Aural Lex test 

has been criticized for offering listeners multiple opportunities to hear target words 

(McLean et al., 2015) and for not requiring the production of forms from test-takers 

(Matthews, 2018), the test offered the first insight into differences that might exist 

between aural and written vocabulary knowledge. 

More recently, two other tests of aural vocabulary knowledge have been created, 

the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (LVLT) (McLean et al., 2015) and the Aural 

Vocabulary Knowledge test (AVK) (Matthews, 2018). The Listening Vocabulary Levels 

Test (McLean et al., 2015) is a 150-item multiple-choice test in which test-takers hear a 

target word followed by the word spoken in a short sentence and then have to select an 

appropriate translation for the word (i.e., in the test-taker’s L1) from four written options 

on the answer sheet. There are six levels on the test. The first five levels are designed to 

measure aural vocabulary knowledge from the 1,000 word-frequency level to the 5,000 

word-frequency level. The sixth level measures aural vocabulary knowledge of the 

Academic Word List (Coxhead, 2000). McLean et al. described the design and validation 

of test data from 214 Japanese EFL learners and found a moderately high correlation (i.e., 

r = .54, p < .001) between participants’ TOEIC listening proficiency scores and LVLT 

scores. The LVLT has been promoted for diagnostic use (e.g., understanding learners’ 

listening vocabulary level at the beginning of a course of study) and has been used by 

researchers as a measure of vocabulary knowledge (e.g., Uchihara & Harada, 2018) but 

not for the specific purpose of examining listening comprehension thresholds. 
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The Aural Vocabulary Knowledge test (AVK) (Matthews, 2018) is another aural 

vocabulary test that has been employed in various studies (e.g., Cheng & Matthews, 

2018; Matthews, 2018; Matthews & Cheng, 2015). The AVK is a partial dictation test 

originally designed to measure word recognition in natural speech (Matthews & Cheng, 

2015; Matthews, Cheng, & O’Toole, 2015). In contrast to Aural Lex and the LVLT, the 

AVK test requires test-takers to produce the written form of target words after hearing the 

word spoken in a sentence that is presented in written form with a blank for the target 

word. Both an 86-item and 113-item version of the test were created respectively by 

Matthews and Cheng and Matthews. Items were designed to test different vocabulary 

frequency levels, with 1,000- level, 2,000-level, and 3,000-level words tested by 

Matthews and Cheng and 1,000- level, 2,000-level, and 3,000-5,000-level words tested 

by Matthews. The critical distinction the authors made concerning the test is that it 

measures test-takers’ ability to recognize words in natural speech, which can exhibit 

phonological modification due to connected and reduced speech conventions. Based on 

the results of the test, the authors cited the importance of high-frequency vocabulary 

knowledge (Matthews & Cheng, 2015) and mid-frequency vocabulary knowledge 

(Matthews, 2018) in listening comprehension. The test has also been used to measure the 

predictive value of phonological vocabulary knowledge for listening comprehension 

(Cheng & Matthews, 2018), and it was shown to explain a majority of the variance in 

listening comprehension in a hierarchical model over orthographic receptive and 

productive vocabulary measures. 

In summary, the three tests that have been developed to measure lexical 

vocabulary knowledge each differ in scope and design, but all are potentially useful for 
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furthering researchers’ ability to measure aural lexical knowledge and relate it to listening 

comprehension. They add to a growing body of research on lexical knowledge and 

listening comprehension that is gradually filling in the gaps about what comprises a good 

listening vocabulary and how it can be assessed. 

 

Listening Anxiety 

Foreign language anxiety has been identified as a separate construct from general 

listening anxiety (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989), and within foreign language learning, L2 

listening and speaking have especially been found to cause anxiety (Horwitz, Horwitz, & 

Cope, 1986). Factors known to make listening difficult, such as unfamiliar accents, fast 

speech rates, unknown lexis, and unfamiliar topics have been identified as causes of 

increased listener anxiety (Vogely, 1995), and there is consistent evidence that anxious 

listeners do not comprehend as well as less-anxious listeners (Bloomfield et al., 2010; 

Elkhafaifi, 2005; Zhang, 2013). 

Foreign language listening anxiety has been examined by a number of researchers 

interested in measuring it and determining its relationship with listening performance 

(e.g., Elkhafaifi, 2005; J-H. Kim, 2000; Kimura, 2008, 2011; Zhang, 2013) and by 

researchers interested in finding ways to alleviate its negative effects on listening 

comprehension (e.g., Arnold, 2000; Vogely, 1998). 

To measure and understand the causes of foreign language listening anxiety, 

researchers have used surveys or learners’ self-reports. Elkhafaifi (2005) adapted the 

Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale (Saito, Garza, & Horwitz, 1999) to survey 233 

Arabic language learners about their listening anxiety. He found that listening anxiety 
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was negatively correlated with listening proficiency (r = -.70, p < .01) and positively 

correlated with foreign language learning anxiety (r = .66, p < .01) as measured with the 

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (Horwitz et al., 1986). Elkhafaifi’s main 

conclusion was that anxiety likely had a negative effect on learners’ listening 

performance, but he also suggested that qualitative studies could further illuminate 

exactly how anxiety affects L2 listening processing. 

Kimura (2011), similar to Elkhafaifi (2005), sought to measure foreign language 

listening anxiety. Kimura’s research went deeper than Elkhafaifi’s, as she used a variety 

of measures to understand learners’ anxiety. Her main measure for listening anxiety was 

the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (SSFLLA) which she 

adapted from the work of J-H. Kim (2000). The SSFLLA is a 27-item questionnaire 

designed to measure two aspects of foreign language listening anxiety: self-focused 

apprehension and task-focused apprehension. Kimura defined the two types of 

apprehension respectively as “concern over social evaluative threat, and… worry over 

effective processing of aural input” (p. v). In plainer terms, self-focused apprehension is 

characterized by a listener’s thoughts about their own abilities and how they will be 

judged by others. Task-focused apprehension is specific to given listening tasks and 

learners’ concerns about the ability to perform well on them. Kimura found that high-

proficiency listeners had lower levels of self-focused apprehension than lower-

proficiency listeners, but both high- and low-proficiency listeners exhibited relatively 

high levels of task-focused apprehension. Kimura’s explanation for the difference was 

that both high- and low-proficiency listeners react to task-specific conditions with anxiety 

because tasks can be unpredictable for learners at any level, but low-proficiency listeners 
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are more prone to internally feel anxiety about their own listening abilities given their 

lack of confidence in their abilities. 

Kimura’s research was especially valuable in offering a validated measurement 

instrument specifically focused on foreign language listening anxiety. In contrast to 

Elkhafaifi’s instrument, Kimura made a considerable effort to validate data from the 

SSFLLA, and she contrasted her measurement instrument with Elkhafaifi’s, which was 

essentially the same instrument as the Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale (Saito et 

al., 1999) with only the word reading changed to listening. In contrast, Kimura’s 

SSFLLA was piloted and adapted specifically for the measurement of different aspects of 

foreign language listening anxiety. 

A third study concerning the relationship between listening anxiety and listening 

comprehension was reported by Zhang (2013). Zhang sought to determine causal 

relationships between listening anxiety and listening performance, employing the same 

instrument as Elkhafaifi (2005), the FLLAS, to measure listening anxiety, and an IELTS 

listening test to assess listening comprehension. Zhang used structural equation modeling 

to determine the causal influence of listening anxiety on listening performance and 

listening performance on listening anxiety. His model showed a consistent influence of 

listening anxiety on listening proficiency. However, Zhang did not find a significant 

influence of listening performance (i.e., the IELTS listening test) on listening anxiety. 

Zhang’s study was important because it went beyond the use of correlations to 

examine causality. Zhang confirmed that listening anxiety causes negative listening 

performance, as has been suggested by most of the foreign language learning anxiety 

literature. However, the more important discovery from Zhang’s study was that listening 
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performance did not cause listening anxiety, a possibility suggested by some researchers 

(e.g., Sparks, Ganschow, & Javorsky, 2000). 

Based on the above studies and previous research on foreign language learning 

anxiety, high levels of foreign language listening anxiety clearly appear to have a 

negative effect on learning. Thus, ways to help listeners’ deal with foreign language 

listening anxiety are needed. To this end, Vogely (1998) sought to understand learners’ 

perspectives on their listening anxiety and ways to deal with it. She administered a 

questionnaire to 140 learners of Spanish at an American university. The questionnaire 

asked the learners why they felt anxiety when listening and what they thought would 

reduce such anxiety. Based on the learners’ responses, Vogely suggested the following 

seven pedagogical techniques to reduce learners’ foreign language listening anxiety: 

• Use comprehensible input. 

• Take advantage of learners’ background knowledge. 

• Employ visual aids when possible. 

• Design clear and simple tasks. 

• Teach listening comprehension strategies. 

• Have sensitivity to learners’ difficulty listening to a foreign language. 

• Understand the listening comprehension process. 

Some of Vogely’s (1998) pedagogical suggestions for dealing with learners’ foreign 

language listening anxiety have been echoed by other researchers. Elkhafaifi (2005) has 

also suggested teacher support and encouragement, similar to Vogely’s sixth suggestion. 

Chang and Read (2008) have suggested explaining topics, which connects with Vogely’s 

second suggestion, and Vandergrift (1999) has suggested teaching strategies, similar to 
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Vogely’s fifth suggestion. Other suggestions in the literature include offering repeated 

listening opportunities (Chang & Read) and using visualization and relaxation techniques 

(Arnold, 2000). 

The above discussion has covered the relationship between anxiety and listening 

comprehension and possible ways to deal with foreign language listening anxiety. 

Research has largely confirmed that foreign language listening anxiety is a concern, and 

numerous pedagogical suggestions exist for dealing with it. It is clear that in any study of 

listening, or any listening activity, listening anxiety should be considered as a possible 

factor affecting the listeners’ performance. 

 

Experience Studying Abroad 

There is general agreement among researchers that study abroad experience does 

not always correlate with improvements in language proficiency (Dewey, 2004; 

Segalowitz et al., 2004; Taguchi & Collentine, 2018; Tanaka & Ellis, 2003) and often 

produces different gains for different individuals (Brecht, Davidson, & Ginsberg, 1995; 

Isabelli-Garcia, Bown, Plews, & Dewey, 2018). However, study abroad has generally 

been shown to benefit learners’ oral fluency (DeKeyser, 2007a; Di Silvio, Diao, & 

Donovan, 2016) and even short-term study abroad programs of a few weeks can benefit 

learners if properly structured (Grey, Cox, Serafini, & Sanz, 2015). Study abroad 

research focused on listening comprehension has, in general, shown neutral to positive 

results. L2 listeners have expressed increased confidence in their abilities after study 

abroad (Isabelli et al., 2018), and a number of researchers have found positive L2 
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listening gains (e.g. Carroll, 1967; Ginsberg, Robin, & Wheeling, 1992; Llanes & 

Munoz, 2009). 

One study showing a positive relationship between study abroad and L2 listening 

was conducted by Carroll (1967). Carroll found overall improvement, including listening, 

related to the length of time studying abroad and the year in school at which language 

study began. Carroll conducted a quantitative study to determine the relative influences 

of different factors on university-level L2 language proficiency attainment. The variables 

studied included study abroad experience, the time language study had begun, and the 

effects of growing up in a house where the language was spoken. The participants were 

2,523 college seniors majoring in French, German, Italian, Russian, or Spanish at 203 

higher-education institutions. With regard to the influence of study abroad, Carroll 

compared language proficiency scores from a standardized test (i.e., MLA Foreign 

Language Proficiency Tests for Teachers and Advanced Students) and compared 

language proficiency among students who had never studied abroad, those who had 

studied abroad for a summer program or a study tour, and those who had studied abroad 

for a full academic year. Regardless of the target L2, study abroad for a full academic 

year was associated with the highest language proficiency scores, which Carroll noted as 

“clearly one of the most potent variables” (p. 137) affecting language proficiency. 

Despite Carroll’s contention that a longer time abroad offers the most benefit to 

language learners, Llanes and Munoz (2009) found significant improvement in listening 

comprehension for 24 L1 Spanish/Catalan English learners who only spent three or four 

weeks abroad. The researchers measured of pretest and posttest variables, including 

performance on a 21-item listening comprehension test in which the participants heard 21 
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English utterances and had to select a corresponding picture from three choices. Results 

of a one-sample t-test revealed significant improvements (p = < .001) for the participants. 

The authors noted the encouraging nature of such results, as some learners’ situations 

only enable them to participate in short-term study abroad programs. However, a caveat 

concerning the listening comprehension improvements, which the authors did not 

mention, is that with such a short interim time between the relatively simple listening 

comprehension pretest and posttest, it was possible that participant familiarity with the 

test could have helped improve their performance. Having a non-study abroad control 

group would have made the results stronger. 

In another short-term study abroad program, Cubillos, Chieffo, and Fan (2008) 

conducted a study in which a study abroad group was compared with a non-study abroad 

control group. In their study of 48 L2 Spanish learners who had participated in a short-

term five-week short-term study abroad program, the authors found no statistically 

significant improvement for study abroad participants as measured by an in-house 

multiple-choice listening comprehension test. However, Cubillos et al. did find that study 

abroad students reported higher self-perceived listening ability, and that higher-

proficiency study abroad students improved more than others. The researchers noted that 

their study did not track the quantity and quality of participants’ interaction in the target 

language while abroad. Thus, questions about how and why participants’ confidence or 

listening comprehension improved were left unanswered. 

Ginsberg et al. (1992) also conducted a study that compared study abroad learners 

with non-study abroad learners. In the study, self-listening assessment and listening 

comprehension test scores for 82 L2 Russian learners who spent either 4- or 10-months in 
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a five-hour-a-day intensive Russian course in Russia were compared with non-study 

abroad learners. The authors found improvements in listening skills for study abroad 

students as measured via the Educational Testing Service Advanced Russian Proficiency 

Listening Test, a multiple-choice test in which test-takers hear 17 short semi-authentic or 

authentic (i.e., unscripted) passages in Russian once at gradually increased levels of 

difficulty. Furthermore, on a 17-item listening self-assessment designed to measure 

participants’ confidence listening to Russian in different types of speech situations (e.g., 

teachers talking to you, telephone conversations with friends, etc.) the authors also found 

that post-program listening ability self-assessments were significantly higher than pre-

program self-assessments. Exact statistics for listening comprehension where not 

reported, though confidence intervals shown graphically clearly suggested improvements 

on the listening comprehension test. 

Despite relatively positive findings about the relationship between study abroad 

and listening comprehension from the above studies, the three studies clearly differ in 

important ways (e.g., the length of study abroad, the participants, the L2) and do not form 

a firm foundation for conclusions about the relationship between study abroad and 

listening comprehension. Even the most recent review of research concerning study 

abroad and listening notes the lack of research in this area (Isabelli-Garcia et al., 2018) 

and the difficulty of quantifying the benefits of living abroad for L2 listening given the 

many individual variables involved (Taguchi & Collentine, 2018). Therefore, it is 

difficult at this juncture to arrive at firm conclusions about the effects of study abroad on 

listening skills. Nevertheless, it is still important to consider study abroad as a variable 

affecting L2 listening ability because it presents an opportunity for L2 learners to have an 
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interactive immersion experience in the L2 environment. Thus, the potential for study 

abroad to affect L2 listening ability is great, despite the fact that learners might or might 

not take advantage of the favorable environment for L2 learning. 

 

Short-Term Phonological Memory and Working Memory 

Relating working memory to second language acquisition has been a complex 

undertaking (Wen, 2015). The first issue is that various memory models exist. Though 

Baddeley and Hitch’s (1974) model and ensuing permutations have been most influential 

in the conceptualization of memory, there are competing models (e.g., Cowan, 1999). 

Another issue is the promulgation of memory assessments; many types of tests have been 

used to measure working memory and short-term phonological memory in SLA. A final 

issue pertinent to L2 studies is that the language used on the tests has varied between the 

learners’ L1, their L2, or both. Despite vagaries in such SLA research, working memory 

is thought to influence L2 learning, including L2 listening comprehension (Bloomfield et 

al., 2010). For instance, Vandergrift and Goh (2012) have asserted that memory “plays a 

critical role in successful listening comprehension” (p. 21). 

Determining which instruments to use for measuring memory is an important first 

step. L1 and L2 measures of memory have been found to be highly correlated (Miyake & 

Friedman, 1998; Osaka & Osaka, 1992), but suggestions are that memory be assessed in 

the L1 because measuring it in the L2 conflates language proficiency and the memory 

measure (Bloomfield et al., 2010). For testing working memory in SLA, the most 

common measures used have been (e.g., Harrington & Sawyer, 1992), listening-span tests 

(e.g., Mackey, Philip, Egi, Fujii, & Tatsumi, 2002; Martin & Ellis, 2012; Miyako & 
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Friedman, 1998), and backward digit span tests (e.g., Andringa, Olsthoorn, Beuningen, 

Schoonen, & Hulstijn, 2012; Brunfaut & Révész, 2015; Kormos & Sáfár, 2008). For 

testing phonological short-term memory nonword repetition tests (e.g., Andringa et al., 

2012; Mackey et al., 2002; Martin & Ellis, 2012), nonword serial recognition tests (e.g., 

Martin & Ellis, 2012; O’Brien, Segalowitz, Collentine, & Freed, 2006; O'Brien, 

Segalowitz, Freed, & Collentine, 2007), and verbal digit span tests (e.g., Andringa et al., 

2012; Brunfaut & Révész, 2015) have been used. MacDonald and Chistiansen (2002) 

have suggested that reading and listening-span tests measure more than just working 

memory. Thus, backwards digit span tests might better isolate working memory, and they 

have been used in the SLA research mentioned above. For measuring short-term 

phonological memory, nonword repetition tasks based on the learners’ L1 are an 

appropriate choice over forward digit span tests, which do not have the same depth of 

verbal and phonological processing involved compared with the nonword repetition task 

(Mackey et al., 2002). 

 

Acquisition of L2 Listening Skills and Automaticity 

The discussion in this review has led to a picture of L2 listeners’ difficulties with 

lexis and their challenges listening to L2 English due to characteristics of unscripted 

spoken English. Likewise, the influence of listener-specific variables on L2 listening, 

such as study abroad experience, vocabulary knowledge, anxiety, and memory, has been 

described. However, one final aspect of listening not considered concerns how listening 

ability itself is acquired. 
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Many researchers agree that language acquisition in general, and L2 listening 

specifically, is a process through which L2 learners become increasingly automatic in 

their abilities over time. This is known as automaticity. Automaticity does not have one 

agreed-upon definition among SLA theorists, but the idea that automatic processes are 

those that are fast, ballistic, load independent, unconscious, and effortless (Segalowitz, 

2003) are common in the literature. 

The above literature review revealed researchers’ beliefs about the importance of 

automaticity to L2 listening. For example, Goh (2000) considered whether her 

participants’ L2 listening “sound-to-script relationships” (p. 61) for word recognition was 

not fully automatized. Vandergrift and Goh (2012) have asserted that listening is a skill 

like riding a bicycle, one that becomes more automatic with practice. Field (2008a) 

somewhat similarly compares L2 listening acquisition to driving a car or playing tennis. 

Field (2008a) also stated that “sound-word links become increasingly automatic the more 

often they are made” (p. 79), and later commented that “a major difference between the 

novice listener and the expert is…a set of decoding routines that are highly automatic” (p. 

115). However, no L2 listening researcher has provided details about how automaticity is 

achieved, despite the apparent agreement about its importance. 

Segalowitz (2003) has pointed out that automaticity of a skill implies speed but 

also “a significant change in the way processing is carried out” (p. 403). The exact nature 

of the change is not specified, but elsewhere Segalowitz, Segalowitz, and Block (1998) 

have suggested that the processing changes “because inefficient processes have been 

bypassed, or because processes have become modularized and hence more immune to 

interference from other internal sources, or because a restructuring of major processing 
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mechanisms has taken place” (p. 65). Along with processing, any discussion of 

automaticity should also include a discussion about attention and selective attention 

(Segalowitz & Hulstijn, 2009), because automaticity suggests that a certain action 

requires less attention and effort (Kahneman, 1973, 2011). DeKeyser (2007b) has 

commented that automaticity is a main goal of language learners, and it is generally 

agreed that the main way to achieve automaticity, in listening or any other skill, is 

massive practice and exposure. Ellis (2002) has asserted that language acquisition 

resulting in automaticity requires “tens of thousands of hours of practice” (p. 175). With 

regard to L2 listeners learning to listen like L1 listeners, Cutler remarked that “language 

experience is the key; the principal open question is how much experience is ‘enough’” 

(p. 374). Whether the answer to that question is tens of thousands of hours or less is less 

important than the main point, which is that improvement in listening skill likely requires 

much exposure, and the main potential of any pedagogical intervention for L2 listening is 

to make the exposure valuable for learners. 

The discussion of automaticity is directly related to the above discussion of L2 

listeners’ bottom-up and top-down processing and the difficulties they experience. L2 

listening researchers have not addressed the role of automaticity in L2 listening, but any 

study of L2 listening, especially one with pedagogical implications, at least implies some 

theory of how listening skill can be improved, and that has been the purpose of this 

discussion—to affirm the primacy of exposure and practice in L2 listening. 

The third and final section of this review turns toward the conceptual approach to 

data elicitation. Many methods can be used to determine learners’ listening 

comprehension ability. Multiple-choice testing is common and allows for the testing of 
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large groups. Other types of listening comprehension assessments allow for more open-

ended responses that offer more details about what was or was not comprehended and 

why. In the following section I discuss diagnostic assessment, a type of assessment that 

allows researchers to gather detailed data concerning language learners’ abilities. 

 

Diagnostic Assessment in L2 Learning 

My main purpose in this section is to explain what diagnostic assessment is and 

the different approaches to conducting diagnostic assessment. First, general approaches to 

diagnostic assessment are reviewed. This is followed by a discussion of research relevant 

to listening diagnostic tasks. 

Alderson (2005, 2007) and others (e.g., Alderson et al., 2014; Blood, 2011; Jang, 

2012) have pointed to diagnostic assessment as a neglected and needed type of 

assessment. To be sure, the L2 assessment literature has included diagnostic assessment 

as an important type of assessment (e.g., Fulcher & Davidson, 2012), but Alderson 

(2007) has suggested that diagnostic assessment has been under-theorized, and few model 

diagnostic assessments exist. 

The under-theorized nature of diagnostic assessment suggests that it is an area in 

need of further research and development. The reason diagnostic assessment has been 

under-theorized might be that “in order to diagnose language development, we need to 

have a clear idea of how foreign language ability develops” (Alderson, 2007, p. 26). 

Understanding the development of language ability is a goal in SLA research, yet it 

certainly has not been comprehensively achieved. Nevertheless, rather than being 

dependent on having a clear idea of how foreign languages develop, theoretically 
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speaking, there is reason to believe that diagnostic assessment can clarify how foreign 

language ability develops. More detailed descriptions of L2 listeners’ comprehension can 

at least offer more than current L2 listening research does in depicting L2 listeners’ 

abilities, and understanding these abilities might allow researchers to describe their 

development more clearly. 

Two general approaches to diagnostic assessment in SLA have been cognitive 

diagnostic assessment (CDA) (e.g., Jang, 2008) and dynamic assessment (DA) (e.g., 

Lantolf & Poehner, 2004; Poehner, 2008). The two approaches have distinct assumptions 

about how foreign language abilities develop. The former primarily assumes language 

development to be a cognitive phenomenon (i.e., inside the head), while the latter 

assumes language development to be a social, cultural, and historical phenomenon in 

which psychological development is mediated by symbolic means externally and is then 

internalized. A commonality of cognitive diagnostic assessment and dynamic assessment 

is that both are concerned with the diagnosis of abilities and are motived to use 

assessment for learning as opposed to solely the assessment of learning (Jang, 2012; 

Lantolf & Poehner, 2004). 

Dynamic assessment is an approach emerging from sociocultural theory. Lantolf 

and Poehner (2004) defined dynamic assessment as “a procedure for simultaneously 

assessing and promoting development that takes account of the individual’s (or group’s) 

zone of proximal development (ZPD)” (p. 50). Dynamic assessment was derived from 

developmental psychologist Lev Vygotsky’s ideas about human cognitive development 

but was developed as a practice through the work of Alexander Luria (1961) and Reuben 

Feuerstein (e.g., Feuerstein, Rand, & Hoffman,1979). The relationship with Vygotskian 
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ideas is that Vygotsky believed in a zone of proximal development in which learners have 

the potential to develop further if offered proper assistance. In dynamic assessment, the 

idea is for an assessor to operate within the zone of proximal development with a learner, 

checking their abilities while also trying to development those abilities at the same time 

through offering assistance. Thus, dynamic assessment typically has involved a mediator 

(e.g., test-giver) working individually with a learner (e.g., test-taker) by offering 

assistance, but only the least amount necessary to allow the learner to develop and 

eventually self-regulate. A simple language-related example is if a test-giver is assessing 

vocabulary knowledge and notices that a test-taker is trying unsuccessfully to think of the 

word dry, the test-giver can offer help, such as speaking the onset phoneme. If that 

assistance is not sufficient, they can offer more explicit help. Meanwhile, they can keep 

track of the test-taker’s responses to the assistance. Thus, through dynamic assessment, 

the test-giver has an opportunity to learn about the test-takers’ current knowledge (i.e., 

trouble with dry), the test-taker’s abilities to take advantage of assistance (i.e., their 

possible partial knowledge of dry), and the test-taker’s needs for future review and re-

assessment (i.e., the word dry). 

In contrast with dynamic assessment approaches, cognitive diagnostic assessment 

is aligned with a cognitivist SLA perspective. A main application of cognitive diagnostic 

assessment has been retrofitting language proficiency tests by analyzing the cognitive 

skills that test-takers employ to answer certain questions and then using that knowledge 

to create better feedback for test-takers by giving them information about their areas of 

weakness and strength (Jang, 2008). Most proficiency tests offer little actionable 

feedback to test-takers, and the hope is that through cognitive diagnostic assessment 
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approaches, more specific feedback can be offered to test-takers if more is understood 

about the cognitive processes learners use to answer questions on the test (Lee, 2015). 

Nevertheless, no firmly established models exist for cognitive diagnostic assessment, thus 

determining the best models for applying CDA continues to be studied (e.g., Lee & 

Sawaki, 2009). 

A third framework for diagnostic assessment of L2 abilities has emerged from 

referencing diagnostic assessment approaches from fields outside of SLA and education 

(Alderson, Brunfaut, & Harding, 2014). A survey of diagnostic procedures from other 

fields has led Harding et al. (2015) to suggest a series of generic stages for carrying out 

diagnostic assessment in foreign language reading and listening. The stages are a 

“listening/observing” stage, an “initial assessment” stage, a “hypothesis checking” stage, 

and a “decision making” stage (Harding et al., 2015, p. 319). The processes an assessor 

carries out enacting these stages might differ, so they are amenable to practices used in 

cognitive diagnostic assessment and dynamic assessment, but they are not tied directly to 

them. For example, concerning the diagnostic assessment of listening, Harding et al. have 

suggested that the listening/observing stage might involve classroom observation and 

learner self-assessment but also more formal types of assessment that “would have many 

of the hallmarks of a stimulated recall procedure” (p. 331). The second stage, initial 

assessment, involves the assessor making certain determinations about learners’ abilities 

from the first assessment, such as “the listener has particular difficulty at the lexical 

search level when listening to authentic speech in real time” (p. 331). During the 

hypothesis checking stage, the assessor checks hypotheses about the learners’ abilities 

through activities that recheck those abilities. Finally, during the decision-making stage, 
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the assessor considers the accuracy of their initial hypothesis and then, if accurate, 

develops actionable feedback and support for the learners. 

With specific reference to L2 listening, two factors are especially pertinent to 

diagnosing listening abilities. The first concerns how listening comprehension and 

decoding abilities can be determined. To carry out a detailed diagnostic assessment of 

bottom-up processing involving the decoding of both meaning and sound, L1 and L2 

listening recalls are the best methods. Many current studies of listening abilities have 

only sought L2 recall or answers (e.g., Cross, 2009; Field, 2003, 2008b, 2008c) in order 

to understand listeners’ comprehension. That is, listeners’ understanding of listening texts 

was determined by what listeners’ could write or talk about in their L2. However, writing 

in the L2 does not always yield accurate evidence of listeners’ full comprehension 

abilities. For example, in a target listening text, if listeners need to hear the word rap, 

they might hear rap correctly but write or say lap, making an orthographic or 

phonological mistake. If only the L2 was consulted by the researcher, then the researcher 

might come to the erroneous conclusion that the listeners had misunderstood the word 

rap. At the same time, if only L1 recalls are used, they can reveal the comprehension of 

meaning, but leave out details about decoding abilities (e.g., the decoding of hesitation 

phenomena or connected speech forms). Thus, using both L1 recall for meaning and L2 

recall for further details on decoding abilities offers the best option for gaining detailed 

information about comprehension and decoding abilities. 

A second factor specifically related to diagnosing listening abilities relates to the 

number of times learners can listen to the listening passages. In real life, listeners 

generally have one opportunity to listen. However, both Field (2008c) and Vandergrift 
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and Goh (2012) have advised that L2 listening pedagogical approaches should involve a 

focus on the process of listening—a process in which learners are exposed to listening 

texts more than once and given the opportunity to revise hypotheses about what was 

heard. Such a graduated process in listening pedagogy also is logical for diagnostic 

assessment. More opportunities to listen are associated with greater comprehension. 

However, a diagnostic procedure should be structured so that after each listening 

opportunity, comprehension is assessed. If listeners are offered the opportunity to listen 

as many times as they wish without assessment after each opportunity (e.g., Ableeva, 

2010), diagnostic information can be lost in the process. For example, if a listener listens 

three times before showing evidence of comprehension, assessors cannot know what was 

gained during the first and second listening. Furthermore, the assessors cannot know what 

was not understood and why. 

A final important factor is the mode of listening; that is, the speed or medium in 

which the listening text is presented to listeners. Typically, listening comprehension is 

assessed through a single listening opportunity in a single mode. For example, a listening 

test item might be played audibly one time at a given speed on a digital music player. 

However, different modes of listening can affect comprehension. For example, slowing 

down the speech rate is one way some listening researchers (McBride, 2011; Zhao, 1997) 

have suggested learners can comprehend more. Another method is through providing 

visual stimuli that support listening processes (e.g., face-to-face interaction). Finally, 

listening to texts without connected speech with clearly enunciated words and written 

transcripts of listening texts is thought to increase comprehension. Gradually offering 

easier modes of a listening text to learners who cannot comprehend the text increases the 
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chance that they will be able to comprehend it, and it also increases the assessor’s 

opportunity to diagnose the listeners’ abilities and the responses to the easier modes. For 

example, a procedure that allows listeners to hear a text twice at normal speed, and then a 

third time at a slower speed, a fourth time spoken by an interlocutor face-to-face, and 

finally spoken with clearly enunciated disconnected speech is a graduated procedure that 

provides listeners with more easily comprehended input and opportunities to revise 

interpretations of difficult listening texts. The whole process can be followed by 

providing a written transcript of the listening text for listeners who still cannot 

comprehend the text. Such a graduated procedure resembles dynamic assessment 

practices wherein learners are offered graduated assistance. In addition, such a graduated 

procedure once again offers increased opportunity for granularity in understanding 

listeners’ abilities, in that comprehension can be checked after each stage, and hypotheses 

about the reasons for comprehension (e.g., slower speech helped, face-to-face listening 

helped) can be checked. 

To summarize, in order to gather more useful diagnostic information about a 

language learner’s ability and knowledge, offering multiple listening opportunities and 

using comprehension tasks that allow for responses in both a learner’s L1 and L2 are 

valuable; thus, L1 recall tasks and L2 repetition tasks are useful. Likewise, verbal report 

tasks that allow for learner introspection can yield valuable insight into the invisible 

processes that occur during a listening event. The following section gives an overview of 

these three types of data elicitation methods. 
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Diagnostic Assessment Tasks: Recalls, Repetitions and Verbal Reports 

In the following sub-sections, three task types that can be used to gain diagnostic 

insight into L2 listeners’ abilities are reviewed. These tasks include L1 oral recall tasks, 

L2 oral repetition tasks, and verbal reports. Each task is reviewed below in turn. 

 

Listening Recall: L2 to L1 Oral Recall 

A first point concerning L2 to L1 oral recall is that the term recall is used by 

some researchers to describe such a task, but translation has been used by other 

researchers to describe the same type of task. In this study, the term recall is used 

because recall signals the important place memory has in such tasks, while translation 

focuses more on the transformational process from L2 input into L1 output. Both terms 

are useful, but in order to synthesize the review, recall has been chosen even though some 

of the literature cited below has discussed translation tasks rather than recall tasks. 

Listening recalls have been widely used to determine comprehension in L2 

sentence processing research (e.g., Lim & Christianson, 2013; Macizo & Bajo, 2006), L2 

reading research (e.g. Alderson, 2000; Appel & Lantolf, 1994; Ito, 2004; LaBrozzi, 

2014), and L2 listening studies (e.g. Jung, 2003, 2007; Long, 1990; Mueller, 1980; 

Schmidt-Rinehart, 1994). Recall has been performed in writing in most studies, with a 

few exceptions (e.g., Appel & Lantolf, 1994). Recall has been considered a more 

effective measure of comprehension if carried out in learners’ L1 (e.g., Brantmeier, 2006; 

Lee, 1986; Schmidt-Rinehart, 1994; Shohamy, 1984), especially with lower-proficiency 

learners because it enables them to produce more recall than with their L2 (Brantmeier, 

2006). Recall measures are considered a valid way to measure L2 comprehension 
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(Alderson, 2000; Bernhardt, 1991; Buck, 1992). An important benefit of recall measures 

is that they provide an opportunity to understand learners’ processing in addition to their 

comprehension (Alderson, 2000; Bernhardt, 1991; Lim & Christianson, 2013). In contrast 

to measures such as true-false or multiple-choice assessments that require additional 

processing by listeners (i.e., reading and understanding the questions), recall does not. 

With regard to reading, Berhardt cited recall as “a purer measure of comprehension” (p. 

200), and this holds true for listening as well when compared with other common 

assessment approaches. 

Despite some possible advantages of recall tasks for assessing comprehension, 

recall task effects must be considered, as any assessment task exerts certain effects on the 

construct being assessed (Bachman, 1991). The question for L1 oral recalls is how strong 

the task effect (i.e., the burden of translating from L2 to L1) on L2 comprehension is. L2 

to L1 recall involves three processes: analysis/comprehension, recoding into the L1, and 

oral or written articulation (Macizo & Bajo, 2006). Not surprisingly, L1 oral recall has 

been found to require more time than an L2 repetition of content (Macizo & Bajo, 2006), 

suggesting that it might require more memory or cognitive effort than L2 comprehension 

by itself. Nevertheless, the additional effort required does not preclude L2 to L1 recall as 

a useful and valid way to judge L2 comprehension, especially with L2 processing as a 

focus of the procedure (Lim & Christianson, 2013). As noted, comprehension tasks affect 

comprehension (Bachman, 1991), but it is not clear if those effects are deleterious to 

comprehension itself. 

Only one study has been conducted to judge the validity of L2 to L1 recalls tasks 

for L2 listening comprehension. Buck (1992) investigated L2 to L1 recall of both L2 
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English reading items and L2 English listening items with a group of 353 L1 Japanese 

college students. Buck used a multitrait-multimethod design in which four listening tests 

with different task types were designed. There was an open response test, a multiple-

choice test, a gap-fill task on an L1 summary, and a L2 to L1 recall task. Buck found that 

the L2 to L1 recall task had relatively high reliability (α = .83), and a high intra-rater 

correlation (.98). In addition, recall tasks in the multitrait-multimethod matrix did not 

show evidence that L2 to L1 recall was any less valid than the other measures used in the 

study. Buck concluded that L2 to L1 recall seemed to measure comprehension 

satisfactorily. In short, using L2 to L1 translation in order to determine successful 

listening comprehension appears to be as valid as other common means of determining 

L2 comprehension. 

Though recall has normally been performed in writing in most studies, Appel and 

Lantolf (1994) cited an additional potential advantage of using oral recalls. They noted 

that oral recall participants tend to produce a comparatively higher quantity of meta-

comments when recalling for comprehension than written recalls. These meta-comments 

give insight into the decoding and comprehension processing the participants are 

undertaking, and they serve as what, in this study, is called verbal report data—insight 

into how listeners come to understandings of texts or experience difficulty decoding 

listening texts. 

In summary, the use of L2 to L1 recalls to assess comprehension offers five 

benefits. First, they are a method that allows listeners to respond in their L1. Second, they 

are, as far as research has shown (i.e., Buck, 1992), a valid way to determine 

comprehension. Third, they are an assessment method that precludes the necessity for 
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increased text processing (e.g., multiple-choice questions). Fourth, they can provide 

insight into cognitive processing. Finally, oral recalls can lead to increased meta-

comments compared to written recalls. 

 

Listening Recall: L2 Oral Repetition 

The most common use of L2 repetition tasks in second language acquisition 

contexts has been as a part of L2 assessment instruments (Ockey, 2012). The most 

common oral assessment using L2 repetition is elicited imitation, and the most common 

written assessment using L2 repetition is dictation. However, any task that requires 

learners or test-takers to repeat what is heard in the L2 can be considered an L2 repetition 

task. The common thread among L2 repetition tasks is that all such assessments assume 

that it is possible to learn about L2 learners’ language competence through their 

performance on such tasks. In addition, all such assessments involve learners hearing an 

audible speech string, processing it to some degree, and then attempting to reproduce it 

identically. Given these similarities, and the lack of research on other L2 repetition tasks, 

descriptions and the use of elicited imitation and dictation are reviewed here. 

Elicited imitation has been promoted as an efficient, simple method of 

determining an L2 learner’s general implicit knowledge of a language (i.e., not only 

listening) (e.g., Erlam, 2006; Jessop, Suzuki, & Tomita, 2007). Elicited imitation is an 

oral assessment task that involves two main steps: A sentence is spoken (or played) for a 

listener, and then the listener repeats the sentence. Important criteria must be considered 

when creating an elicited imitation instrument. Sentence length, sentence grammatical 

complexity, the delay between the play and repetition of the sentence, and the scoring 
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paradigm all can affect the usefulness of elicited imitation as a language proficiency 

assessment instrument (Yan, Maeda, Lv, & Ginther, 2016). Thus, for reliability and 

validity purposes, elicited imitation is a strictly regulated assessment procedure. It is 

important to follow certain standard scoring procedures (e.g., Vinther, 2002), timing 

procedures (Gaillard & Tremblay, 2016), and item length guidelines (e.g., Yan et al., 

2016). When procedures are carefully designed, elicited imitation has proven to be a 

reliable indicator of language proficiency (Gaillard & Tremblay, 2016). Nevertheless, 

important critiques of elicited imitation remain. Elicited imitation assessments have been 

criticized for lacking a clear construct, as it is not clear whether they measure 

comprehension or production (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994; Yan et al., 2016). In 

addition, they have been criticized as being inauthentic (Yan et al., 2016). Finally, their 

function in relation to short-term memory has been called into question (Bley-Vroman & 

Chaudron, 1994). 

Despite concerns about elicited imitation, the opportunity elicited imitation 

affords for understanding L2 listeners’ processing is useful. With respect to processing, 

Wu and Ortega (2013) have suggested that elicited imitation can measure what Hulstijn 

(2011) has characterized as basic language cognition, which he described as follows: 

BLC pertains to (a) the largely implicit, unconscious knowledge in the domains of 
phonetics, prosody, phonology, morphology and syntax; (b) the largely explicit, 
conscious knowledge in the lexical domain (form-meaning mappings), in 
combination with (c) the automaticity with which these types of knowledge can be 
processed. BLC is restricted to frequent lexical items and frequent grammatical 
structures, that is, to lexical items and morphosyntactic structures that may occur 
in any communicative situation, common to all adult L1-ers, regardless of age, 
literacy, or educational level. (p. 230) 
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With respect to L2 listening processing, the idea that elicited imitation, or more broadly, 

L2 repetition tasks, might tap into Hulstijn’s (2011) basic language cognition is attractive. 

Such tasks offer more insight into language processing than tasks such as true-false or 

multiple-choice questions. 

Besides elicited imitation, another commonly employed assessment task that 

involves L2 repetition task is dictation. Dictation takes many forms (Davis & Rinvolucri, 

1988), but the standard form (Oller, 1979) has been described by Buck (2001) for 

listening assessments as follows: 

Test takers listen to a passage and write down what they have heard. Usually this 
involves listening to the passage twice: the first time, test takers just listen and try 
to understand: the second time, the passage is broken into a number of short 
segments, with a pause between each, and during these pauses test takers write 
down what they have heard (Buck, 2001, p. 74). 

Although dictation can entail unassociated sentences being dictated, as is the case with 

elicited imitation, often a full passage is used, as is implied in Buck’s description above. 

Likewise, dictations are often read in full, and then later in segments with pauses; thus, 

listeners can gain some context for what they are listening to before trying to produce it. 

As with elicited imitation, however, researchers have questioned what construct is 

being measured by dictation. Some researchers have contended that dictation is an 

integrative test measuring general language proficiency (e.g., Fouly & Cziko, 1985; 

Oller, 1979), though Buck (2001) has opined that the length of dictations can affect what 

they measure, specifically mentioning the important role of memory. If dictation chunks 

are too short, as with elicited imitation, they might not challenge working memory 

capacity. In that case, they would not measure general language proficiency because the 

chunks could be mimicked rather than being processed for meaning. 
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The important facet to consider with elicited imitation, dictation, and any L2 

repetition task, then, is memory and processing. Researchers of both elicited imitation 

tasks and dictation tasks regard segment length as critical; mainly, sentences or segments 

should be beyond test takers’ abilities to hold the sounds in short-term memory and 

mimic what was heard (Bley-Vroman & Chaudron, 1994; Erlam, 2006; Oller, 1979; Wu 

& Ortega, 2013). In fact, much of the discussion about needing to create long-enough 

items for elicited imitation and dictation revolves around the desire to force test-takers to 

process the L2 for meaning, not only sound. That is, if learners can process an elicited 

imitation or dictation prompt for meaning, they are more likely to be able to repeat it 

accurately, and if they cannot process it for meaning, they will likely have difficulty. 

However, aside from making items longer, elicited imitation and dictation instruments 

usually lack a clear confirmation that participants have understood the meaning of 

utterances. Some researchers have used a true-false task to do so (e.g., Spada, Shiu, & 

Tomita, 2015), but if the focus is on listening processes and diagnosis of listening 

difficulties, L1 oral recall tasks provide more opportunities to gather details about the 

listeners’ comprehension, as mentioned earlier. 

The above discussion suggests that the combination of L2 repetition tasks and L1 

recall tasks afford the elicitation of detailed data on listeners’ processing of both form and 

meaning, but there is one important drawback to consider. The need to do L1 oral recall 

in addition to L2 oral repetition could make remembering the text for L2 repetition more 

difficult than in an elicited imitation task or other types of tasks used to judge listening 

and speaking performance, such as multiple-choice questions or true-false questions. 

Thus, even while the value of having both the L1 recall and the L2 repetition for the 
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examination of listening processes is apparent, the additional cognitive effort needed by 

listeners to complete both tasks is an important tradeoff to accept. 

 

Verbal Reports 

Immediate recalls and stimulated recalls are two types of verbal reports (Ericsson 

& Simon, 1980) that are part of a general group of introspective methods used in SLA 

research (Gass & Mackey, 2000, 2013). Immediate and stimulated recalls occur after a 

language learning or teaching event is completed. This distinguishes them from online 

protocols (i.e., think alouds). The main difference between immediate recalls and 

stimulated recalls is that the former do not necessarily require some type of stimulus 

related to the event (e.g., a video recording of the event), as is the case with stimulated 

recalls. In addition, immediate recalls are generally immediate, as the name implies, 

while there is more time flexibility with stimulated recalls because they involve the video 

or audio recording of some event in which participants complete a task and can be shown 

later in order to discuss what the participants were thinking during the task. The objective 

of both types of recall is to tap the participants’ cognitive processes and thoughts about 

an event, which are otherwise not perceptible. 

Verbal reports have been used in L2 listening research for a variety of purposes 

including understanding test-taking processes (e.g., Buck, 1991; Wu, 1998), investigating 

strategies (e.g., Macaro, Graham, & Vanderplank, 2007; Santos, Graham, & 

Vanderplank, 2008; Vandergrift, 1997), and examining attention to nonverbal cues on a 

video listening test (Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2006, 2008). Despite the fact that verbal 

reports have been criticized as imperfect portrayals of cognitive processes (e.g., Ericsson 
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& Simon, 1980; Færch & Kasper, 1987), they remain one of the few methods for 

gathering data on participants’ thought processes. General suggestions for best practices 

using verbal protocols exist: Data should be collected as soon as possible after an event 

(Mackey & Gass, 2005; McKay, 2009), investigators should be careful not to lead 

participants more than necessary (Gass & Mackey, 2013), and they should encourage 

learners to self-report (i.e., talk to themselves) rather than report directly to the researcher 

because it lessens the learners’ need to attend to politeness or other social conventions of 

interaction (McKay, 2009). When analyzing recall data, researchers should be careful 

about transcription practices (Kasper, 1998), understanding that transcription invariably 

is a transformation of the original content. Given the complexity of the methodology, 

piloting is essential to improve its use (Gass & Mackey, 2013). 

Additional procedures for conducting verbal reports have been common to those 

investigating L2 listening. Many researchers have divided the audio text into sections to 

make it more accessible to listeners (e.g., Buck, 1991; Wagner, 2008; Wu, 1998). They 

have allowed participants to complete verbal reports in their L1 (e.g., Buck, 1991), they 

have conducted practice sessions with learners (e.g., Wagner, 2008), and they have 

extensively piloted the procedure (Wu, 1998). In short, conducting verbal protocols can 

yield useful, albeit incomplete, data; using such a method involves careful preparation 

and attention to the procedural details that can affect the quality of data gathered. 

 

Diagnostic Assessment Procedure: Summary 

The third section in this review has been focused on diagnostic assessment and 

tasks that can be used to gather diagnostic data about L2 learners listening abilities and 
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listening processing. To conclude this chapter, gaps in the literature addressed by this 

study and the purposes of this study are explained. Finally, the six research questions 

answered in the study are listed. 

 

The Gaps in the Literature 

Findings from this study help fill five gaps in the literature. First, there is 

currently little understanding of L2 English listeners’ bottom-up processing abilities with 

listening texts longer than sentences. On the one hand, research in psycholinguistics and 

cognitive psychology has shown that an L1 can significantly influence L2 perceptual 

abilities, but most research deals with single phonemes, lexical items, or very short 

streams of discourse. On the other hand, L2 listening research has shown that top-down 

processing can help learners compensate for poor bottom-up processing, but there have 

been few detailed descriptions of the listening processes themselves; the causes of 

difficulty, and descriptions of comprehension breakdowns have not been well-detailed in 

the literature. 

The second gap in the literature is that there is little understanding of how, when, 

and why L2 listeners’ have trouble comprehending known lexis in speech. There is 

evidence that listeners have difficulty understanding high-frequency words they are 

familiar with in reading, but how, when, and why they have such difficulties in extended 

listening texts remains unclear. Methods used by previous researchers to understand 

difficulty comprehending high-frequency vocabulary in listening have had important 

limitations. For example, some previous researchers have used L2 dictation, which is 

problematic because it involves writing rather than speaking to show comprehension. In 
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addition, when learners respond only in the L2, they might not have the full ability to 

demonstrate their comprehension. Other researchers who have allowed participants to use 

their L1 have not presented detailed data about the listeners’ difficulties. 

A third important gap this study fills is increasing the understanding of how L2 

listeners process unscripted spoken English. Unscripted texts require L2 listeners to 

process characteristics of unscripted speech, including hesitation phenomena such as 

disfluencies, hesitations, fillers, and non-verbal cues (Griffiths, 1990a, 1990b, 1991a, 

1991b; Leeser, 2004; Wagner, 2014; Wagner & Toth, 2014; Watanabe et al., 2008) and 

speech at conversational speech rates (Tauroza & Allison, 1990). Little research has been 

focused on bottom-up processing of aspects of unscripted speech in extended discourse 

(Wagner, 2016). 

A fourth gap emerges from the diagnostic assessment perspective used in this 

study. Diagnostic assessment has received relatively little attention in language testing 

(Alderson, 2007). In principle, diagnostic assessment includes a focus on both strengths 

and weaknesses (Jang, 2012). As much L2 listening research has been focused on only 

difficulties and problems, the focus on strengths that this study’s diagnostic perspective 

brings is new. Though a primary focus on weaknesses is useful in research and pedagogy, 

identifying areas in which listeners do not have problems, where instruction might not be 

needed, is also useful. 

A final gap filled by this study is its contribution to two already established areas 

of L2 listening research. First, the findings illuminate the relationship between bottom-up 

processing skills and other variables including language proficiency, lexical knowledge, 

anxiety, and working and phonological short-term memory. Second, it adds to knowledge 
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of L1 Japanese adult English language learner development by portraying learners’ 

listening abilities at different general language proficiency levels. 

 

Purposes of the Study 

The main objective of this study is to better inform teachers and researchers about 

how L2 English bottom-up processing plays out in extended listening situations. There is 

a gap between the findings in psycholinguistics in terms of L1 and L2 speech perception, 

and L2 listening research. Both areas of research have been valuable, but the 

psycholinguistics literature has been focused on short segments of speech (i.e., the 

sentence level and shorter), and L2 listening researchers have not described speech 

perception and bottom-up processing difficulties in sufficient detail. The current study 

fills this gap by providing a description and analysis of L2 English listeners’ bottom-up 

processing using extended scripted and unscripted listening texts. Through this analysis, 

the study provides insight into L2 listeners’ ability to understand known lexis, and their 

ability to process unscripted English speech. 

The second purpose of this study is to add to the diagnostic assessment literature 

through using a procedure that is focused on L2 listeners’ weaknesses and strengths. The 

focus on weaknesses is not unusual in the SLA literature, but including an analysis of 

strengths is less common. I identify the parts of listening texts that are quickly 

comprehended by the participants, and why these parts are easy to comprehend. Through 

a novel diagnostic procedure involving L1 oral recall, L2 oral repetition, and verbal 

reports, the current study models one approach for carrying out the diagnostic assessment 

of L2 learners’ listening abilities. 
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The final purpose of this study is to offer a perspective on the relationship 

between listening comprehension and other variables related to listening comprehension, 

including study abroad experience, listening proficiency, aural lexical knowledge, 

phonological short-term memory, working memory, and listening anxiety. 

 

Research Questions 

The research questions for this study are as follows: 

1. What are the causes of phonological decoding and word segmentation difficulties 

experienced by L1 Japanese university EFL learners? 

2. What breakdowns in understanding occur that do not seem directly related to 

phonological decoding or word segmentation (e.g., confusion of word meaning, 

memory constraints)? 

3. Is there a relationship between the type of difficulty participants experience (e.g., 

word segmentation, phonological decoding, unknown lexis) and the number of 

listening opportunities needed for comprehension of the listening segments? 

4. What listening strengths (i.e., keywords or ideas understood by most participants) do 

L1 Japanese university EFL learners’ exhibit in listening text recalls?  

5. How do study abroad experience and listening proficiency relate to comprehension of 

the listening texts? 

6. What are the relationships between listening vocabulary test scores, phonological 

short-term memory and working memory scores, listening anxiety scores, and 

comprehension of the listening texts? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

The first purpose of this chapter is to describe the participants and the context of 

the study. I then explain the research design, a mixed-methods approach, and I describe 

the instruments used. Finally, I explain the procedures and the analyses used in the study. 

 

Participants 

The participants were 30 female first-year Japanese EFL university students 

majoring in English at a small liberal arts college in western Japan. The participants 

ranged in age from 18 to 20 years old (M = 18.14, SD = .44). All participants were L1 

Japanese speakers, and all students had studied English formally for six years or more in 

secondary school. The participants were offered participation in this study due to their 

enrollment in an English class I taught focused on pronunciation and listening. Ten 

participants were selected from each of three TOEIC listening proficiency levels: high 

(295-390), mid (240-280), and low (150-235). Other criteria for selection included 

availability and good standing as a student, which meant that they participated actively in 

class and attended consistently. 

All participants were informed about the study via consent forms written in 

Japanese. The participants were given consent forms explaining the purpose of all in-

class surveys and assessments. For the diagnostic procedure, the participants read and 

signed a consent form before they were able to participate. Copies of all consent forms, in 

Japanese and English, are found in Appendices A-H. 



 87 

 

Characteristics of the Japanese Education System 

As all participants grew up in Japan and were educated in Japanese schools, a 

brief overview of the Japanese education system is given here. For most Japanese, 

education begins with three years of preschool from ages three to six. The majority of 

children then enter local public schools for six years of primary school and three years of 

junior high school after which approximately 98% of students go on to high school 

(Hendry, 2013; Sugimoto, 2014). 

English education in Japanese public schools normally begins in the first year of 

junior high school (Aoki, 2016). English education in public secondary schools is 

strongly influenced by the need to prepare students for university entrance exams. As 

communication skills are not assessed presently on entrance exams, the washback from 

such tests often relegates English language practice to rote vocabulary and grammar 

learning with few opportunities for speaking (Stewart, 2016). Depending on the parents’ 

perspectives on English education and their economic means, some students attend 

private English schools from as young as preschool age. These children are often from 

more educated and economically well-off families (Sugimoto, 2014). 

University entry in Japan is largely influenced by where one attends high school. 

Until the end of junior high school, Japanese students attend local public schools. 

However, after junior high school, students are segregated into different types of high 

schools, including academically higher- and lower-level public schools, vocational and 

technical public schools, and both academically higher- and lower-level private schools. 

High schools have entrance exams, and for the highest academic level schools, the exams 
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are very competitive. The high school one attends can strongly influence the university 

students are later able to enter (Hendry, 2013) because higher academic level high 

schools help the students prepare better for the top-level university entrance exams, or in 

the case of private secondary schools, the schools themselves are connected with the top 

universities (Hendry, 2013; Sugimoto, 2014). This connection between private secondary 

schools and a university generally allows students who enter the private high school to 

later enter the university by teacher recommendation or test scores. 

Regarding university entry, an important concept in Japanese education is the 

hensachi score. Hensachi scores emerge from tests administered by prominent jukus—

private schools that provide supplementary study apart from normal school—to high 

school students around Japan (Newfields, 2006; Sugimoto, 2014). The equation for 

calculating hensachi is as follows: 

偏差値 = 得点−平均値

基準偏差
 x 10 + 50 

 

ℎ𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒ℎ𝑖𝑖 =
individual test score− average test score (i. e. , always 50)

standard test score
 x 10 + 50 

 

Figure 3. The formula for deriving hensachi from tests (Kenkyu Cinema, 2014). 
 

The formula in Figure 3 shows that after students take tests, their individual 

scores are adjusted by subtracting the average test score and then dividing by the standard 

test score. The standard test score, essential to determining the hensachi, is the most 

complex aspect of the hensachi score. The standard test score is determined by looking at 

the number of test-takers of a given exam and also the spread of scores on that exam 
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above and below the mean, which is 50. Essentially, if there is a test in which most 

people are average but a few people are above or below average, the standard test score 

will be low (i.e., few people above or below average = a small standard test score 

number), thereby increasing the hensachi score. On the other hand, if there is a broad 

spread of scores on a test, the standard test score will be high (i.e., many people above or 

below average = a large standard test score), thereby decreasing the hensachi score. In 

short, the hensachi is a weighted score based on the perceived difficulty of the test 

administered. The objective on such tests is for a student to perform better than most 

other students, as that signifies that the student is advanced in relationship to the larger 

population of students. That is what a high hensachi indicates. 

 

Characteristics of the Program 

This study was conducted at a women’s liberal arts college in western Japan. The 

university was founded in 1875 by Christian missionaries from the United States. There 

are about 2,500 students enrolled in the university. Five major fields of study are offered 

at the school: English, Intercultural Studies, Music, Biology, and Psychology. Most 

students commute to the school by train from surrounding areas. Students coming from 

more distant parts of Japan either rent apartments in the area, live with extended family 

members, or live in the dormitory facilities available to out-of-town students. 

The English department hensachi score ranged from 56 to 60 in 2016 according to 

the Benesse website (http://manabi.benesse.ne.jp/daigaku). This indicates that the English 

department attracts above-average high school students. As detailed above, hensachi is a 

university and high school ranking system, with the number based on performance of 
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high school students’ standard test scores (Newfields, 2006). The possible hensachi range 

is between 20 and 80, with 50 as the mean, and more than 95% of schools are between 

30-70 (Newfields, 2006). The highest-ranking universities in Japan (e.g., Tokyo 

University) have scores up to 80. Lower-ranked universities are in the 30s. The ranking 

basically represents how difficult it is to enter a certain school; thus, high hensachi 

universities are seen as more prestigious and selective because they are selecting higher 

level students. 

The English department curriculum for first-year students includes seven required 

90-minute departmental English classes. The semesters last 15 weeks. Departmental 

English classes during the first semester include a pronunciation/listening class, two 

reading classes, and a grammar class. During the second semester students have a 

grammar/writing class, a reading class, and a research skills class. All English department 

classes meet once a week. Students also are required to take general communication 

English classes during both the first and second semester, and these classes meet twice a 

week. Because they are general education credits, they are not a part of the English 

Department curriculum. 

 

Research Design 

In the current study I employed a mixed-methods research design to investigate 

L1 Japanese English-language learners’ listening abilities. Mixed methods is “a 

procedure for collecting, analyzing, and mixing quantitative and qualitative data at some 

stage of the research process within a single study in order to understand a research 

problem more completely” (Ivankova & Cresswell, 2009, p. 137, emphasis in the 
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original). I chose to take a mixed-methods approach because it offered an opportunity to 

gather richer data (Powell, Mihalas, Onwuegbuzie, Suldo, & Daley, 2008). Qualitative 

data were essential to this study and comprise the most important body of data because 

the purpose was to understand in detail participants’ comprehension processes when 

interpreting English aural texts. However, I also wished to examine broader relationships 

among the participants’ listening abilities, general L2 proficiency, and other measures 

related to listening such as vocabulary level, study abroad experience, listening anxiety, 

working memory, and phonological short-term memory. In order to examine these 

relationships, quantifiable data were needed in order to calculate correlation coefficients. 

For this reason, the mixed-methods approach used in this study was a triangulation design 

using the data transformation model (Cresswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Tashakkori & 

Teddlie, 2009). 

Triangulation involves “seeking convergence and corroboration of results from 

different methods and designs studying the same phenomenon” (Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 22). In a triangulation design, data are gathered concurrently 

(Ivankova & Cresswell, 2009). In the data transformation model, a type of triangulation 

design, the concurrent but separate collection of quantitative and qualitative data is used 

to quantify qualitative findings or to qualify quantitative data. Figure 4 depicts the design 

of this study. 
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Figure 4. Triangulation design using the Data Transformation Model, based on Cresswell 
& Plano Clark (2007, p. 63). QUAN = Quantitative; QUAL = Qualitative. 
 

Figure 4 shows that besides the collection and analysis of qualitative data in the 

form of transcripts, the qualitative data were also quantified so that it could be compared 

with results of other quantitative instruments used in the study. The quantitative data 

garnered from the qualitative diagnostic procedure consisted of ratings of the participants 

L1 recalls of the target listening texts as well as the number of listening opportunities the 

participants needed to comprehend individual segments of the listening texts. Thus, the 

quantitative data served as measures of listening comprehension for the target listening 

texts used in the study. With the data transformation model of a triangulation design, the 

comprehension measures were compared to quantitative linguistic, affective, and 

cognitive data: TOEIC listening proficiency scores, listening vocabulary levels, listening 

anxiety survey results, study abroad experience survey results, and phonological short-

term memory and working memory capacity measures. A correlational analysis was used 

to show the strength of the relationships among the variables. 
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Despite the quantification of the diagnostic data in this mixed-methods study, it 

should be emphasized that qualitative data, the transcripts of the diagnostic sessions, 

constitute the core data for the study. The quantitative data helped reveal general patterns 

of performance among the participants, but the qualitative data were used to understand 

the specific L2 English listening difficulties experienced by the listeners. 

 

Instrumentation 

Table 1 shows the instruments used in the present study. Each instrument is 

explained in turn below. 

 

The Institutional TOEIC 

The institutional TOEIC is a seven-part test consisting of four listening parts and 

three reading parts. It is one of the most widely used English proficiency tests in Japan, 

and scores serve numerous purposes in higher education and work environments in Japan 

(e.g. Educational Testing Service, 2013; Tokunaga, 2008). At the university where this 

study took place, TOEIC scores are used to stream students into seven levels of classes. 

All participants took the institutional TOEIC at the university in the week prior to classes 

beginning at the university. Participants from different language proficiency bands were 

asked to participate in the study. The participants’ TOEIC listening proficiency scores 

ranged from 150-390 (M = 263.50, SD = 55.73). The possible range of listening scores on 

the TOEIC test is 5-495. 
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Table 1. The Instruments Used in the Current Study 
Instrument Purpose Description 

Institutional TOEIC test Measure general listening 
proficiency 

A TOEIC test administered at 
the participants’ institution 
immediately before 
commencing the current 
study (i.e., April 2016)  

Learning Profile 
Questionnaire 

Gather English language learning 
history of participants, including 
study abroad experience  

A six-item questionnaire 
about English study and 
learning history 

Listening Vocabulary 
Levels Test (LVLT) 
(McLean et al., 2015) 

Measure learners’ knowledge of 
high-frequency vocabulary and 
academic vocabulary  

A 102-item test consisting of 
levels 1-3 and Academic 
Word List items 

The Shortened Scale of 
Foreign Language 
Listening Anxiety 
(Kimura, 2011) 

Measure participants’ English 
listening anxiety 

A 27-item survey consisting 
of Likert questions relating to 
both self-focused and task-
focused listening anxiety  

Nonword Repetition 
Test 

Measure participants’ phonological 
short-term memory abilities 

A 20-item test consisting of 
Japanese-based nonword 
pairs increasing in length 
from four to seven morae  

Backward Digit Span 
Test 

Measure participants’ working 
memory abilities 

A 20-item test consisting of 
number sequences 
increasing from three to eight 
digits over the course of the 
test  

The Kyoto Text Diagnose participants’ listening 
processing and comprehension of 
scripted texts  

A third person 50-token 
narrative text about a girl’s 
visit to Kyoto. 

The Taro Text Diagnose participants’ listening 
processing and comprehension of 
scripted texts  

A third person 49-word 
narrative text about a boy’s 
experience learning English. 

The Kirby Text Diagnose participants’ listening 
processing and comprehension of 
unscripted texts  

A first person 69-token 
narrative videotext telling the 
speaker’s experience 
learning to drive.  

The Willis Text Diagnose participants’ listening 
processing and comprehension of 
unscripted texts 

A first person 70-token 
narrative videotext telling the 
speaker’s experience 
learning to drive. 

 

Learner Profile Questionnaire 

The Learner Profile Questionnaire was administered to the participants to gather 

information on their English educational background, including when they began 
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studying English, where they studied English, what kinds of teachers they had, and 

information about study abroad experiences. I wrote the questionnaire in English and a 

professional translator translated it into Japanese. One Japanese L1 colleague and one 

English L1 colleague checked it prior to using it in the study. The English and Japanese 

versions of the Learner Profile Questionnaire are included in Appendices I and J, 

respectively. In addition to the Learner Profile Questionnaire, the participants were later 

asked during diagnostic sessions about their English learning history, especially about 

how they improved at English and whether study abroad helped them do so. 

 

Study Abroad Experience 

As has been customary in other studies (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Bastos, 2011), 

study abroad experience was categorized into three groups for the current study: no 

experience, short experiences of 1 month or less, and experiences longer than 1 month. 

However, as mentioned in Chapter 2, many other factors affect foreign language learning 

during study abroad experiences aside from the amount of time spent in the host country, 

and it is not possible to quantify the value of study abroad through length of stay alone. 

For this study, additional information about the quality of study abroad experiences was 

collected from the participants during the diagnostic procedure. For example, the 

participants were asked to talk about the benefit they feel they gained (or did not gain) 

through study abroad. Though such information is subjective, it was collected as relevant 

information for the interpretation of the potential influence of study abroad experience on 

the participants’ comprehension of the listening texts used in the study. 
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Listening Vocabulary Levels Test 

The Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (LVLT) (McLean et al., 2015) is a 150-

item aural vocabulary test designed to measure learners’ listening vocabulary. Created in 

Japan, the current version of the test is directed toward L1 Japanese learners of English. 

Test items consist of an English word being spoken, and then spoken again in a short 

sentence with minimal context. Test-takers select the best translation for the target 

English word from four Japanese translations. A sample item from McLean et al. (2015, 

p. 3) is as follows (the English translations provided here are not shown on the test): 

[Examinees hear: ‘School: This is a big school.’] 
(1) a. 銀行 (bank) 
 b. 海の動物 (sea animal) 
 c. 学校 (school) 
 d. 家 (house) 

 
The LVLT was piloted by the authors and the results and validation evidence for all six 

levels of the test was gathered with a group of low-proficiency Japanese university 

language learners. However, for the current study, only the first three levels of the test 

along with the Academic Words List (AWL) section were administered. The first three 

levels of the test consisted of 72 items and the AWL section had 30 items for a total of 

102 items. The levels of the LVLT are based on Nation’s (2012) corpus created from the 

British National Corpus and Corpus of Contemporary American English. The source of 

the first two levels and the third and fourth levels were slightly different. According to 

McLean et al. the first two levels originate “from a specially designed 10 million token 

corpus that includes 6 million tokens from spoken British and American English” (p. 4), 
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while the other lists “were created using BNC/COCA rankings after removing the word 

families from the first 2000 words of the BNC/COCA” (p. 4). 

Only the first three LVLT levels and the AWL section were administered because 

the listening passages in this study mostly contained lexis from the first 2,000 high-

frequency words of the General Service List and the AWL. Thus, the participants’ 

performance on these levels was deemed sufficient as an indicator of aural vocabulary 

knowledge for the study. As another indicator of the participants’ lexical knowledge, a 

pilot study (see Chapter 4) was carried out. In the pilot study, learners at a similar English 

proficiency level to those in the current study were asked to translate the target listening 

texts without using a dictionary. The pilot study revealed that the lexis of the scripted 

listening texts was comprehensible, while the unscripted texts contained some lexis that 

was unknown to participants. 

The LVLT was administered to all participants during the third class meeting as 

part of the regular class in which the participants were enrolled. The LVLT is available 

online at https://brandonkramer.net/resources/. 

 

The Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety 

The Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (SSFLLA) (Kimura, 

2011), is an abbreviated version of the Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety 

(Kimura, 2008), which was adapted from an earlier Korean version (J-H. Kim, 2000). 

The SSFLLA consists of 27 items measuring two aspects of foreign language listening 

anxiety. The first aspect, self-focused apprehension, is measured by 14 items. The second 

aspect, task-focused apprehension, is measured by 13 items. Self-focused apprehension 
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refers to listeners’ concerns about their own abilities and the evaluations of others. Task-

focused apprehension refers to listeners’ anxiety concerning listening tasks and their 

(lack of) control over the tasks. An example is a listener who becomes nervous because 

of only being able to listen one time to a text or speaker. Both types of anxiety were 

measured in the current study because they represented two types of anxiety that listeners 

could have experienced in the diagnostic procedure. Each item consists of a statement 

measured on a six-point Likert scale. Although the SSFLLA has both an English and a 

Japanese version, the Japanese version was used for this study. The Japanese and English 

versions are in Appendices K and L, respectively. 

The SSFLLA was administered to all participants during the fifth class meeting as 

part of the regular class. To follow up on the survey, the participants were also asked to 

write short, written responses to questions related to the survey after taking the survey 

itself. Finally, during diagnostic sessions, participants exhibiting signs of anxiety were 

asked whether it was affecting their listening. 

 

Nonword Repetition Test  

Nonword repetition tasks have been used by numerous SLA researchers to 

measure phonological short-term memory (PSTM) (Andringa et al., 2012; Kormos & 

Sáfár, 2008; Mackey et al., 2002; Martin & Ellis, 2012). As in Mackey et al., the 

nonword repetition tests in this study consisted of nonwords corresponding to Japanese 

phonetic rules; they were strings of Japanese morae. Morae are subsyllabic units often 

used to describe Japanese phonological structure, as L1 Japanese speakers segment 

speech by mora, not syllables (Otake, Hatano, Cutler, & Mehler, 1993). The nonword 
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repetition test used in this study was a revised version based on a previously piloted 

version. Both versions are discussed in Chapter 4. Prior to administering the revised 

nonword test to participants, test items were presented to a group of 6 L1 Japanese 

speakers to ensure that stimuli were not word-like (Gathercole, Pickering, Hall, & Peaker, 

2001; Mackey et al., 2002). 

On the test, there are sets of nonword pairs at each of five morae lengths: three-

morae, four-morae, five-morae, six-morae, and seven-morae. The test has 20 individual 

items, with an item defined as a nonword-pair at a given morae length. Two nonword 

pairs at the three-morae length served as practice items for the participants. Thereafter, 

there are two nonword pairs at the four-morae length, six at the five-morae length, six at 

the six-morae length, and four at the seven-morae length. Items of different lengths were 

used in order to assess the participants’ phonological short-term memory capacity using 

easier items (i.e., shorter items) to more difficult items (i.e., longer items). The test 

structure was determined through piloting. Items were recorded by an L1 Japanese 

speaker with professional voice recording equipment and played through a computer. 

Each nonword pair had a 500ms pause between each nonword. After each pair, the 

participants had to repeat the nonword pair during the silence that followed. An example 

five-morae item from the Nonword Repetition Test was as follows: 

Item 5.6: やらぼいれ (500ms pause) つほけわぶ 

  [yaraboire (500ms pause) tsuhokewabu] 

After hearing the item (i.e., both nonwords of the pair), the participants had to repeat the 

two nonwords accurately. If the repetition of any single nonword was correct, or had only 

one incorrect phoneme, then the participant received points. Correct nonword pairs were 
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scored as 1 point, while incorrect pairs were scored as 0 points. In order to receive 1 point 

for an item, the participants had to repeat the pair of nonwords correctly with a maximum 

of one phoneme different on each of the nonwords. For example, if the first nonword in 

item 5.6 above was repeated as やたぼいれ (yataboire), then ら(ra) was incorrectly 

repeated as た(ta). However, because only one phoneme differs between ら(ra) and た

(ta), the item would still have been scored as correct. Allowing for one incorrect 

phoneme is consistent with other researchers who have used Japanese nonword repetition 

tests (e.g., Mackey et al., 2002). 

Prior to the participants taking the test items, there was a practice session with 

two three-morae pairs. The nonword repetition test was administered to participants 

individually during their first diagnostic session. The nonword repetition test can be 

found in Appendix M. 

 

Backward Digit Span Test 

Backward digit span tests have been used to measure complex working memory 

in L2 listening research (e.g., Andringa et al., 2012; Brunfaut & Révész, 2015; Kormos & 

Sáfár, 2008). The backward digit span test used in this study was a revised version based 

on a previously piloted version. Both versions are analyzed in Chapter 4. 

The participants were shown sets of three, four, five, six, seven, and eight-digit 

items through a PowerPoint presentation. There were two sets of three-digit numbers, 

three sets of four-digit numbers, five sets of five- and six-digit numbers, three sets of 

seven-digit numbers, and two sets of eight-digit numbers. The participants saw each 



 101 

number for 1 second. There was a pause after the presentation of each digit span, and the 

participants had to repeat the sequence backwards during the pause. The items were 

scored dichotomously, 1 point for each correctly repeated sequence and 0 points for each 

incorrect sequence. The backward digit span test, which was administered to participants 

individually during their second diagnostic session, can be found in Appendix N. 

 

Listening Materials 

The core instruments for this study were two scripted audio narrative texts and 

two unscripted video narrative texts. The scripted audio narrative tasks were conceived of 

as the type of listening text learners might be exposed to on a listening proficiency test. 

The unscripted video narrative tasks were conceived of as the type of listening learners 

might be exposed to through listening to native English speakers in natural situations, 

hence having video texts (in which speakers could be seen) as opposed to audio-only 

texts was considered important. The four listening texts were used to elicit data depicting 

the participants’ L2 listening comprehension and processing. In this section, details about 

the content of the listening texts are presented. 

 

Scripted narrative texts. I composed the two scripted narrative texts in order to 

have controlled lexis, a controlled speech rate, a limited length, and a familiar speaker 

voice and accent. The Kyoto text was as follows: 

 

The first time Nancy came to Japan, she went to Kyoto for one week. She was very 

happy about seeing all the temples there. She visited more than twenty temples. But, on 
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her second day in Kyoto, her camera stopped working. So, in the end, she didn’t have 

many pictures. 

 

The Taro text was as follows: 

Taro was a good student and he studied very hard. But he couldn’t understand his English 

teacher well. Also, he didn’t ask questions because he was shy. So, even though he went 

to every class, he didn’t get a good grade. He learned that it’s important to ask questions. 

 
There were four specifications used when creating the texts: known lexis, a 

familiar topic, a normal English speech rate (see below), and a familiar speaker’s voice 

and accent. The rationale for the specifications was to control factors that might 

otherwise make L2 listening comprehension and processing difficult for the participants. 

Next, I briefly explain how each of these factors was controlled and measured. 

Vocabulary is an influential factor in listening comprehension (Bloomfield et al., 

2010; Révész & Brunfaut, 2013), and evidence shows that learners must know as much 

as 98% of vocabulary, in order to successfully comprehend a listening text (Newton & 

Nation, 2008; Stæhr, 2009; van Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013). For this reason, the scripted 

listening texts were designed to be composed of 98% familiar vocabulary. Familiarity 

meant that learners would know an appropriate translation of the word if they saw it in a 

written text. In order to determine whether the texts would likely be 98% familiar to 

learners, they were first analyzed with Tom Cobb’s VocabProfile 

(http://www.lextutor.ca/vp/eng/) to determine the vocabulary frequency levels. Next, the 

four texts were piloted with a group of six learners with similar TOEIC proficiency levels 
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to the lowest-level participants in the study. Details about the piloting are reported in 

Chapter 4, and details concerning the levels of the texts are presented in Table 2. 

A second criterion for the texts was that they would be about familiar topics. As 

with vocabulary familiarity, topic familiarity was determined through piloting with a 

group of six learners with similar TOEIC proficiency levels to the lowest-level 

participants in the study, the details of which are reported in Chapter 4. 

A third criterion for the texts was that they would be spoken at a natural speech 

rate. Native speech rates vary due to context, purpose, and individual speakers’ 

idiosyncrasies (Cutler, 2012; Osser & Peng, 1964; Tauroza & Allison, 1990; Yuan, 

Liberman, & Cieri, 2006). Reported normal syllable-per-second speech rates range from 

between 4 syllables per second (Cruttenden, 2014) and 6.19 syllables per second 

(Pellegrino, Coupé, & Marsico, 2011). The listening materials for this study are 

conversational narratives; thus, the rate is toward the higher end of native speaker rates 

(Tauroza & Allison, 1990). Listening texts’ syllable-per-second rates with and without 

pauses (i.e., articulation rate) were calculated to tenths of a second using the freely 

available Praat application (Boersma, & Weenink, 2015). Rates for the listening texts 

appear in Table 2. 

A final criterion for the texts was that they would be spoken by a familiar voice 

and accent. Familiarity with the voice and accent of a speaker has been shown to lessen 

the difficulty of listening (Bloomfield et al., 2010; Ockey & French, 2014). As all 

participants were enrolled in my weekly class, I recorded the texts. All students who 

participated in the study had heard my speech in communicative situations in the 

classroom or in person for at least three hours prior to participation in the study. 
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Unscripted narrative texts. The two unscripted narrative texts were excerpts 

from video interviews I conducted with General American English speakers aged 25 or 

younger. The transcript for the Kirby text was as follows: 

 

Um, I learned to drive when I was 15, my mom taught me, I was a really bad driver, um, 

I almost caused a lot of accidents when I was first learning, I don’t know how, but I 

ended up getting my license, um, and I got a lot better, but, learning to drive I think my 

mom was very nervous that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road. 

 

The transcript for the Willis text was as follows: 

It was really scary for me when I first started learning to drive, I, um, had a lot trouble, 

like, staying straight on the road, So, like, you have go through the process of, going to 

school, all the book work, learning all the rules of the road, and then you take test drives, 

but, before you really do any of the test drives, you can drive with a parent. 

 

The two unscripted texts were selected from a body of 73 short video recordings 

of four native English speakers. Both texts used for this study are short narratives about 

how the speaker got a driver’s license. The Kirby text is used in its entirety. The Willis 

text is a beginning excerpt from a longer video, cut at the end of a complete clause. The 

Willis text was cut to keep the two unscripted texts equal in length and complexity (see 

Table 2 for the lengths and complexity of all texts). The criteria for selecting interview 

excerpts as unscripted materials were similar to the scripted narrative text criteria: that is, 
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lexical frequency, speech rate, and topic familiarity. Seven candidate texts from the 73 

videos were screened for these features, and the two unscripted texts I selected had a 

predominance of high-frequency vocabulary, normal speech rates, and a relatively 

familiar topic. Piloting of the texts, reported on in Chapter 4, confirmed that the 

unscripted texts were mostly, but not completely, familiar in terms of lexis and topic. 

Despite the unfamiliar lexis in the unscripted texts, the texts were used because 

none of the unscripted video excerpts contained lexis that would be likely known by all 

participants. In contrast with other unscripted video texts, the Kirby and Willis texts had 

more high-frequency vocabulary. In addition, the Kirby and Willis texts were complete 

narratives with beginnings, middles, and ends. Finally, the Kirby and Willis texts were 

unscripted. Wagner (2014) cited three main characteristics of unscripted speech that 

distinguish it from scripted speech: the presence of unplanned hesitation phenomena, 

different organizational and lexico-grammatical structure, and phonological changes. The 

first two of these characteristics are immediately apparent in the unscripted texts used in 

this study. In contrast with the scripted narratives, the unscripted narratives both contain 

numerous hesitations (e.g., um, like). Likewise, both are less logically organized than the 

scripted texts. For example, in the Kirby text, the speaker says, “but, learning to drive, I 

think my mom was nervous that her daughter was allowed to be on the road.” Starting the 

thought with “learning to drive” was somewhat ambiguous, logically speaking. In the 

Willis text, the speaker goes from talking about “having a lot of trouble staying straight 

on the road” to immediately following it with “So, like, you have to go through the 

process of,” without any clear logical connection. In short, the unscripted texts constitute 

examples of what learners might encounter with native English speakers talking about 
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their experiences, as opposed to the scripted texts, which represent what learners might 

hear on a standardized listening test. Phonetic transcriptions of both the scripted and 

unscripted narrative texts are included in Appendices O and P, respectively. The 

transcriptions also show pauses of .2 seconds or greater, offering perspective on the 

differences between the scripted and unscripted hesitation phenomena discussed above. 

The characteristics of the scripted and unscripted narrative texts appear in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Characteristics of the Scripted and Unscripted Narrative Texts  
Feature Kyoto Taro Kirby Willis Tool 
1st 1,000 GSL 90.20 94.34 92.86 92.75 VocabProfile 
2nd 1,000 GSL 1.96 0 4.29 4.35 VocabProfile 
AWL words 0 1.89 1.43 1.45 VocabProfile 
Off-list words 7.84 3.77 1.43 1.45 VocabProfile 
Lexical density .51 .51 .48 .47 VocabProfile 
Tokens 50 49 691 701  Coh-Metrix  
Total syllables 69 68 85 83 Expert analysis 
Segment count 7 7 9 7 Expert analysis 
Syllables/segment average 9.86 9.71 9.44 11.86 Expert analysis 
Segment audio length average 2.18 2 2.06 2.58 Praat 
Syllable/second speech rate 3.68 3.72 3.94 4.30 Praat 
Syllable/second articulation rate 4.71 4.70 4.60 4.72 Praat 
Total pause length (seconds) 4.10 3.84 3.10 1.70 Praat 
Total length without pauses 14.64 14.46 18.48 17.60 Praat 
Total Length (sec.)  18.74 18.30 21.58 19.30 Praat 
L2 Readability score  28.37 26.48 37.35 26.37 Coh-Metrix 
Flesch-Kincaid Grade level 4.38 2.58 4.37 5.05 Coh-Metrix 

1This count does not include “um”, but does include “like” when used as a filler. 
 

Procedures 

Three instruments were administered to all participants as a normal part of the 

class that I taught. The learner profile questionnaire was administered to all participants 

during the first class meeting of the semester. The Listening Vocabulary Levels Test 

(McLean et al., 2015) was administered during the third class meeting. The Shortened 

Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (Kimura, 2011) was administered during 
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the fifth class meeting. The two memory tests were administered during diagnostic 

sessions. The Nonword Repetition Test was administered during the first diagnostic 

session and the Backward Digit Span test was administered during the second diagnostic 

session. The administration of test and survey instruments is summarized in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. The Administration Schedule of Test and Survey Instruments 
Instrument Administration schedule 

The Institutional TOEIC Test April 2016 (i.e., the week before 
commencement of the study) 

Learner Profile Questionnaire First class meeting 

Listening Levels Vocabulary Test (McLean et al., 2015) Third class meeting 

The Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening 
Anxiety (Kimura, 2011) 

Fifth class meeting 

Nonword Repetition Test First diagnostic session 

Backward Digit Span Test Second diagnostic session 

 

Diagnostic sessions were scheduled in accordance with the participants’ and my 

availability. Ideally, the participants were scheduled to complete the two sessions one 

week apart (e.g., two Mondays in a row). However, some participants had to reschedule 

meetings, and in a few cases had to come for a third meeting to complete the texts or 

memory tests. In order to meet all 30 participants, some participants participated during 

the spring university semester and some participated during the fall semester. The final 

administration schedule for the study is shown in Table 4. 

All diagnostic sessions took place in my office. At the first diagnostic session for 

each participant, a practice diagnostic session was conducted for the scripted text. At both 

the first and second diagnostic sessions, a practice session was conducted for the 
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Table 4. The Schedule of Diagnostic Sessions 

Participant 
Proficiency 

level Month Participant 
Proficiency 

level Month 
P1 High May P2 High October 
P3 High May P15 Middle October 
P5 High May P16 Middle October 
P8 High May P21 Low October 
P13 Middle May P23 Low October 
P14 Middle May P24 Low October 
P25 Low May P28 Low October 
P27 Low May P29 Low October 
P9 High June P20 Middle November 
P10 High June P30 Low November 
P11 Middle June    
P12 Middle June    
P18 Middle June    
P19 Middle June    
P22 Low June    
P26 Low June    
P4 High July    
P6 High July    
P7 High July    

 

unscripted listening texts. For the scripted texts, the participants heard a 10-second 

recording I made about the weather. Just as in the full diagnostic sessions, they were then 

asked to tell the meaning of what they heard in Japanese. They heard the same listening 

passage in individual segments. After each segment, the participants were asked to 

respond with the L1 Japanese recall and then with an L2 English repetition. Finally, the 

participants were asked about what was easy or difficult about the listening passage. For 

the unscripted listening texts, the learners first watched a short video of the speaker 

answering a different question than that used in the study. To prepare for the Kirby 

listening passage, the participants heard Kirby speak about a trip she took to Bali. The 

video lasted 35 seconds. To prepare for the Willis listening passage, the participants 

heard Willis talk about a trip to Ecuador. The video lasted 39 seconds. The purpose of 
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showing this short video was to expose the learners to the speaker’s voice and accent, 

because adjusting to a new accent requires some degree of normalization (Field, 2008a). 

After completing the practice session, the participants began listening and 

responding to the target listening texts. The participants sat at a long table on which there 

was a computer, mouse, and blank piece of paper to be used if it was necessary for me to 

explicate spelling or other information. I sat in a chair beside the participant during the 

procedure. On the computer screen, the participants saw four icons representing the four 

listening texts used in the study. 

In each of the two diagnostic listening sessions, the participants heard one 

scripted listening text and one unscripted video text. The listening texts were 

counterbalanced in order to balance practice effects from the sessions. Thus, the first five 

participants at each TOEIC listening proficiency level listened to the Kyoto scripted 

audio text and the Kirby unscripted video text in their first session. The second five 

participants at each TOEIC listening proficiency level listened to the Taro scripted text 

followed by the Willis unscripted text in their first session. 

The diagnostic procedure for each text was always the same. First, the participants 

listened to the entire text once at normal speed without pausing, and then did an L1 recall 

of the main points of the text. After completing the L1 recall, they again heard the full 

listening at normal speed, after which they again completed the L1 recall of main ideas. 

After completing the two L1 recalls of the full listening text, they started listening 

to a segmented version of the same text. Segments for each text were determined as much 

as possible by the placement of natural pauses by the speakers (e.g., ends of main clauses, 
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connectors in compound sentences). The segmented versions of each of the four texts 

used in the study appear below. Pauses are indicated by a forward slash. 

 

The Kyoto text 

The first time Nancy came to Japan, / she went to Kyoto for one week. / She was very 

happy about seeing all the temples there. / She visited more than twenty temples. / But, 

on her second day in Kyoto, / her camera stopped working. / So, in the end, she didn’t 

have many pictures. 

 

The Taro text 

Taro was a good student / and he studied very hard. / But he couldn’t understand his 

English teacher well. / Also, he didn’t ask questions because he was shy. / So, even 

though he went to every class, / he didn’t get a good grade. / He learned that it’s 

important to ask questions. 

 

The Kirby text 

I learned to drive when I was 15, / my mom taught me. / I was a really bad driver. / I 

almost caused a lot of accidents when I was first learning. / I don’t know how, / but I 

ended up getting my license, / and I got a lot better. But, / learning to drive, I think my 

mom was very nervous / that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road. 
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The Willis text 

It was really scary for me when I first started learning to drive. / I had a lot trouble, like, 

staying straight on the road. / So, like, you have go through the process of / going to the 

school, all the book work, learning all the rules of the road, / and then you take test 

drives. / But, before you really do any of the test drives, / you can drive with a parent. 

 

Pauses in the segmented texts lasted three seconds. At the end of each segment, I 

manually paused the playback during those three seconds in order to allow the 

participants to report what they understood from the listening. In segmented versions of 

the texts, the participants not only completed an L1 recall of what they understood, but 

also completed an L2 repetition of the English. If the participants could not understand 

the meaning of the segment after hearing it once, they listened again, and once again 

completed the L1 recall and L2 repetition. Their comprehension of the meaning was 

wholly judged by their L1 recall, not on their L2 repetition. If the participants were 

unable to understand the segment after listening twice, the segment was played again at 

80% of the normal speed via Windows Media Player’s play speed settings, which slows 

speech without distortion. If the participants were unable to understand the segment after 

the slower playback, I then asked them to watch me say the segment at a normal rate. If 

the participants were still unable to understand the segment, I then spoke the segment 

slowly in its constituent parts, pronouncing each word separately. If confusion remained, 

I wrote the segment on a piece of paper while speaking it, and then asked if they 

understood the meaning. To summarize, the procedural steps for listening to the 

segmented texts were as follows: 
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1. Listen to the segment at normal speed. 

2. Listen to the segment again at normal speed. 

3. Listen to the segment at 80% speed. 

4. Listen to the segment spoken by me at normal speed. 

5. Listen to the segment spoken slowly by me without connected speech. 

6. Read the segment after I wrote it down on paper while saying it. 

After each step, the participants attempted to do the L1 recall and L2 repetition. If at 

some point during the procedure the participants correctly stated the meaning (through L1 

recall) but could not accurately repeat the English, the recording was played again in 

order to see if they could repeat the L2 English correctly as well. However, they were not 

asked to repeat the L1 recall meaning each additional time they listened. Once a 

participant correctly gave both L1 meaning and the L2 repetition, the procedure 

continued to the next segment. In the case of L2 repetitions, however, the procedure still 

continued to the next segment in cases in which the participant could repeat all the 

segment except for two or fewer function words. 

Offering the participants numerous listening opportunities had three purposes. 

The first and main purpose was to gain a detailed perspective on the difficulty the 

participants encountered with given segments or full listening texts. The graduated 

procedure of giving the participants a second listening opportunity, a slowed down 

listening opportunity, a face-to-face listening opportunity, and a slowed down face-to-

face listening opportunity, allowed me to collect extensive detailed data about the (lack 

of) difficulty understanding segments. The second purpose for offering multiple listening 

opportunities was to gain an idea about segment difficulty. A count of listening 
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opportunities for each segment was recorded as quantitative data to represent the 

difficulty of the segment. The third purpose for listening multiple times was to ensure 

that the participants fully understood the segments before listening to ensuing segments. 

This strategy potentially allowed them to engage top-down knowledge in understanding 

the ensuing segments. 

As appropriate during the diagnostic procedure, the participants were queried 

about what made the text easy or difficult to comprehend. This verbal report element was 

included to increase my understanding of how the listeners’ experiences, cognitive 

processes, or the task procedures affected comprehension. It was understood that the 

participants would not always be able to define their difficulties and that not all 

participants would be equally adept at reflecting upon their ease or difficulty 

comprehending the listening passages. However, those who were able to respond 

provided a valuable perspective on their listening processes, as seen in the Chapter 6 

qualitative results. 

To summarize, Table 5 is a testing protocol checklist for the two diagnostic 

sessions. Each diagnostic session took about 75 minutes. 

 

Table 5. The Procedure Protocol for the Diagnostic Sessions 
Session 1 Session 2 

 Informed consent  Diagnostic: Taro text 
 Practice diagnostic procedure   Practice listening: Willis 
 Diagnostic: Kyoto text  Diagnostic: Willis text 
 Practice listening: Kirby  Backward digit span test 
 Diagnostic: Kirby text   
 Nonword repetition test   
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Analyses 

The present study depended on qualitative and quantitative analyses to answer the 

research questions. Qualitative data consisted of transcriptions of the participants’ 

performance during the diagnostic procedure and their discussions about English 

language learning and study abroad. These transcriptions were used to answer the first 

five research questions. 

1. What are the causes of phonological decoding and word segmentation difficulties 

experienced by L1 Japanese university EFL learners? 

2. What breakdowns in understanding occur that do not seem directly related to 

phonological decoding or word segmentation (e.g., confusion of word meaning, 

memory constraints)? 

3. Is there a relationship between the type of difficulty participants experience (e.g., 

word segmentation, phonological decoding, unknown lexis) and the number of 

listening opportunities needed for comprehension of the segments? 

4. What listening strengths (i.e., keywords or ideas understood by most participants) do 

L1 Japanese university EFL learners’ exhibit in the listening text recalls?  

5. How do study abroad experience and listening proficiency relate to comprehension of 

the listening texts? 

Research questions 1 and 2 were wholly based on transcription evidence from L1 recall 

and L2 repetitions or on specific reflective verbal reports made by the participants. Based 

on evidence from the L1 recalls, L2 repetitions, and verbal report data, research question 

1 addressed the participants’ phonological decoding and word segmentation problems. 
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Research question 2 addressed other types of difficulties that emerged from the analysis 

of the data. These difficulties included unknown language, forgetting, and not reporting 

parts of the texts. 

Research question 3 used information from the answers to research questions 1 

and 2 as well as counts of how many times the participants listened to individual 

segments for each listening text. Research question 4 was answered based on keyword 

counts from L1 recalls (i.e., transcripts); keyword counts refers to words or phrases that 

were commonly understood by the participants. 

Research question 5 was answered with data from different sources. Study abroad 

data came from two sources: numerically coded data based on the length of study abroad 

experience the participants reported in the English Profile Questionnaire, and transcript 

data from the participants talking about their English learning history or study abroad 

experience. Listening proficiency data consisted of the participants’ TOEIC listening 

proficiency scores. Listening text comprehension data consisted of Rasch measures 

derived from the three raters’ scoring of the participants’ comprehension of the first full 

listening for each of the four listening texts. 

The final research question for the study, research question 6, was as follows: 

What are the relationships between listening vocabulary test scores, phonological short-

term memory and working memory scores, listening anxiety scores, and comprehension 

of the listening texts? Research question 6 was answered exclusively with quantitative 

data collected through instruments used in the study. The data included instruments 

scores from the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (McLean et al., 2015), the Shortened 

Scale of Foreign Language Learner Anxiety (Kimura, 2011), the nonword repetition test 
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designed to measure phonological short-term memory, the backward digit span test 

designed to measure working memory, and Rasch measures from the ratings of the 

participants’ comprehension of the first full listening for each of the four listening texts. 

In short, three types of data sources were used to answer the research questions in 

this study. First, there were qualitative data in the form of transcriptions from L1 recalls, 

L2 repetitions, and verbal reports and participant comments about their English language 

study history and study abroad experience. Second, there were quantitative data in the 

form of counted data—the number of times the participants heard segments before 

understanding them (i.e., for research question 3) and counts of keywords in the L1 

recalls (i.e., for research question 4). Finally, quantitative data were collected from the 

various test and survey instruments mentioned above. 

The qualitative data for the study, transcriptions from the diagnostic procedure, 

were transcribed with conventions adapted from Mackey and Gass (2005). The 

transcription conventions used in the present study appear in Chapter 6. 

In the next section I explain two types of analyses used in the study. First, the 

procedures for counting the comprehension of the listening segments, used to answer 

research question 3, are explained. Thereafter, Rasch analysis is introduced. Rasch 

analysis was used to provide validity evidence for the ratings of listening comprehension 

for the full texts and to analyze scores from the LVLT (McLean et al., 2015), the 

SSFLLA (Kimura, 2011), the nonword repetition test, and the backward digit span test. 
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Listening Text Segment Count and Comprehension 

The participants’ comprehension of the listening text segments was judged in 

real-time by me during the diagnostic procedure. After the segments were fully 

transcribed, they were reviewed to determine whether they were comprehended or not, 

and I then recorded the final counts for each participant’s understanding of each segment. 

The participants had five opportunities to comprehend the listening segments. 

They first heard the segment at regular speed once. If it was correctly understood, the 

count was 1. As reported above, if a segment was not understood, the participants could 

hear it as many times as necessary until it was understood. After the first opportunity, the 

participants heard the segments a second time at regular speed, a third time at 80% of the 

regular speed, a fourth time spoken by me at regular speed, and a fifth time spoken by me 

slowly with carefully enunciated speech. After each listening opportunity, there was an 

L1 recall to check whether or not the segment was understood. Thus, the counts for 

segment comprehension ranged from 1 (i.e., most rapid understanding) to 5 (least rapid 

understanding or unsuccessful understanding). 

Concerning the L1 recall, the participants were expected to be able to recall the 

meaning for all idea units (Bransford & Johnson, 1972; Carrell, 1985; Lee, 1986) of the 

segments with the exception of intensifiers that did not significantly change segment 

meaning. The determination of whether intensifiers contributed significant meaning was 

admittedly a subjective choice. However, the choice was based on experience from a 

pilot study in which the L1 recall of the Kyoto text did not always contain intensifiers 

even when the main proposition was clearly understood. In the pilot study, as in the 

present study, the participants were asked to tell what they understood. They were not 
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asked to translate every word they heard. Thus, for the Kyoto text, if a participant told the 

L1 Japanese meaning of the final segment (see below) as in the end, she didn’t have 

pictures, it was judged as correct despite missing the many of many pictures. There is no 

question that there is a semantic difference between many pictures and pictures, but what 

was not possible to determine was whether the listeners understood many and did not 

report it, or they did not understand it. Missing any of the other content words in the 

segment (e.g., in the end, didn’t, pictures) would have clearly affected understanding the 

segment’s meaning, but missing many would not have. 

Below in each of the four listening texts, the intensifiers that were not essential 

for L1 segment recalls to be judged as correctly understood are underlined. 

 

The Kyoto text 

The first time Nancy came to Japan,| she went to Kyoto for one week. | She was very 

happy about seeing all the temples there. | She visited more than twenty temples. | But, on 

her second day in Kyoto, | her camera stopped working. | So, in the end she didn’t have 

many pictures. 

 

The Taro text 

Taro was a good student | and he studied very hard. | But he couldn’t understand his 

English teacher well.    Also, he didn’t ask questions because he was shy.    So, even 

though he went to every class,  |   he didn’t get a good grade. |    He learned that it’s 

important to ask questions. 
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The Kirby text 

I learned to drive when I was 15, |    my mom taught me. |    I was a really bad driver.  |   I 

almost caused a lot of accidents when I was first learning. |   I don’t know how, |    but I 

ended up getting my license,  |  and I got a lot better. But, |  learning to drive, I think my 

mom was very nervous   |  that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road. 

 

The Willis text 

It was really scary for me when I first started to drive.  |   I had a lot of trouble, like, 

staying straight on the road.  |   So, like, you have to go through the process of  | going to 

the school, all the book work, learning all the rules of the road,   |  and then you take test 

drives.    But, before you really do any of the test drives, |   you can drive with a parent. 

 

Though the intensifiers identified above were not required for counting L1 

comprehension of the segments, they were required for the L2 English repetition of the 

segments. Thus, the identification of intensifiers was not omitted from the study 

completely, it was only omitted when considering the quantification of L1 recall 

comprehension for each segment. 

 

The Use of the Rasch Model for Quantitative Instruments 

The results from the ratings of the participants’ comprehension of the full 

listening texts and data from the quantitative instruments were analyzed via Rasch 

analysis. Measurement characteristics are presented for each of the quantitative 

instruments used in the study. These include the Nonword Repetition Test, the Backward 



 120 

Digit Span Test, the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (McLean et al., 2015), and the 

Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (Kimura, 2011). General 

characteristics of Rasch analysis are detailed below. The results of the Rasch analysis of 

instruments used in this study appear in Chapter 4. 

 

Rasch models. Three related Rasch models were employed in the current study: 

The dichotomous Rasch model (Rasch, 1960), the polytomous Rasch model (Andrich, 

1978; Wright & Masters, 1982), and the many-facet Rasch model (MFRM) (Linacre, 

1989). The origins, purposes, and equations for each are explained. Following those 

explanations, important statistical output relevant to the Rasch models is detailed. 

 

The dichotomous Rasch model. The dichotomous Rasch model provides the 

basis for validating the Nonword Repetition Test, the Backward Digit Span Test, and the 

Listening Vocabulary Levels Test. The dichotomous Rasch model (Rasch, 1960) is a way 

to model dichotomous data from testing instruments so that both item difficulty and 

person ability are measured on the same scale. The Rasch model is an idealized model of 

how a dichotomously-scored instrument should measure a given population. According 

to Bond & Fox (2007): 

the Rasch model is a theoretical mathematical description of how fundamental 
measurement should operate with social/psychological variables. Its task is not to 
account for the data at hand but rather to specify what kinds of data conform to 
the strict prescriptions of scientific measurement. (p. 265) 

 
Thus, through a Rasch analysis of the data gathered from a given dichotomous 

instrument, researchers can determine to what degree the data fit the Rasch model. When 



 121 

data do not fit the Rasch model well, it suggests that certain items are not measuring the 

primary construct, the items are poorly written, or certain people are not putting forth a 

consistent effort on items. The defining advantage of dichotomous Rasch measurement is 

that it offers a perspective on both item quality and person ability on any given 

dichotomous measurement instrument, thus allowing researchers to improve instruments 

by making them more likely to measure what they are designed to measure. 

On a typical test, for example, low-ability persons have a low probability of 

correctly answering difficult items, and high-ability persons have a high probability of 

correctly answering easy items. Rasch measurement allows researchers to learn whether 

this is in fact the case by estimating both item difficulty and person ability. For this 

reason, Rasch measurement is valuable as a method to calibrate measurement tools such 

as tests and surveys. The model is used in the present study to refine and verify the 

quality of the assessment instruments. 

The Rasch model for dichotomous data is as follows (Boone et al., 2014, p. 36): 
 

Bn – Di = ln (Pni / 1-Pni) 
 
In the above model, Bn stands for a person’s ability: B represents ability and n is the 

person. Di stands for the difficulty of an item: D represents difficulty and i is the item. 

Pni stands for the probability of a given person answering a given item correctly. That is, 

P is the probability, n is the person, and i is the item. Finally, ln is the natural logarithm. 

It is worth noting a few general points about the above formula. First, the Rasch 

model is widely promoted for validating instruments due to one key characteristic; the 

Rasch model transforms ordinal data into interval data. Scores from instruments are 

transformed into logits, which can then be placed along a scale (e.g., a Wright map) 
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showing the relative abilities of test-takers and the difficulties of the items. With this in 

mind, a general look at the Rasch model formula for dichotomous data is valuable. 

First, on the left side of the equation, the difficulty of an item is subtracted from 

the ability of a given person. Conceptually, it is easy to see that a person of high ability 

on a low difficulty item will produce a positive result. On the other hand, a person of low 

ability who takes a high difficulty item will produce a negative result. 

The right side of the equation concerns probability. Here, it should be noted that if 

the probability of a given person answering a given item (e.g., Pni) is greater than 50% 

(e.g., .5), then the numerator of the parenthetical calculation on the right side of the 

equation will be greater than the denominator, and thus the number to be multiplied by 

the natural logarithm will be greater than 1. In short, imagining a person with high ability 

answering an easy question, the left side of the equation will give a result that is positive, 

and the right side will give a figure higher than 1 to be multiplied by the natural 

logarithm. However, it is important to remember that the Rasch model is an ideal model; 

real data do not fit the model perfectly. This is precisely the value of the Rasch model; it 

allows researchers to understand how well their data fit the idealized model, so they can 

evaluate their instruments and the test-takers’ performances objectively. 

Next, the polytomous Rasch model is explained. Much of what has been 

explained concerning the dichotomous Rasch model holds true for the polytomous Rasch 

model. Thus, the brief introduction of the polytomous Rasch model is focused on the 

distinction between the two models. 
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The polytomous Rasch model: The rating scale model. The polytomous Rasch 

model extends the original dichotomous Rasch model (Rasch, 1960) in order to deal with 

data that has more than two categories. One example of a polytomous Rasch Model is the 

rating scale model (Andrich, 1978; Wright & Masters, 1982). The rating scale model is 

used to analyze data gathered from survey instruments that have rating scales, as in 

Likert-type scales (e.g., strongly agree/agree/disagree/strongly disagree). (e.g., Likert 

scales). In this study, the rating scale model is used for validation of the Shortened 

Survey of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (Kimura, 2011). The equation for the 

rating scale model (Linacre, 2016b, p. 33) is as follows: 

log(Pnij/Pni(j-1) ) = Bn - Di - Fj 

The above equation maintains variables of the dichotomous model explained above while 

adding others. One added variable, “j”, represents a category (i.e., there are various 

categories of response on a survey instrument). This means that “Pnij” represents the 

probability that person “n” would answer category “j” for item “i”. On the left side of the 

equation, “Fj” represents the “impediment” (Linacre, 1999, p. 105) to a having a response 

in “j” as opposed to “j-1.” Thus, the formula shows that the key distinction between the 

dichotomous Rasch model and the polytomous Rasch model is that the latter allows for 

more than two scoring categories. 

 

The polytomous Rasch model: The many-facet Rasch measurement model. 

The rating scale model (Andrich, 1978; Wright & Masters, 1982) is only one example of 

the polytomous Rasch model. Another example is the many-facet Rasch measurement 

(MFRM) (Linacre, 1989). The purpose of the MFRM is to account for any systematic 
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influence on the test-takers’ performance on a given assessment (Eckes, 2015). The 

many-facet Rasch model is commonly used to analyze results from assessments in which 

raters are involved in the rating the test-takers’ abilities on a given scale (Bond & Fox, 

2015). A key issue with raters rating test-takers’ abilities is that the raters’ severity can be 

quite different. As Boone et al. (2014) reported, in the past, efforts were made to train 

raters so that their scores would be consistent with each other; however, this is difficult to 

achieve. The many-facet Rasch model allows for raters to have different levels of 

severity, as is natural. The model incorporates the analysis of severity, and, if necessary, 

other aspects that systematically affect assessment outcomes so that interactions among 

those aspects can be understood. Thus, in the dichotomous Rasch model, the interaction 

between two aspects, item difficulty and person ability, are modeled. The many-facet 

Rasch model allows for multiple other aspects (e.g., rater severity, scoring criteria, task) 

to be included in the model. 

The many-facet Rasch model is, like the rating scale model, an extension of the 

original dichotomous Rasch model. The equation for the many-facet Rasch model is as 

follows (Linacre, 2013, p. 15): 

log (Pnijk/Pnij(k-1)) = Bn - Dgi - Cj - Fgk 

The above equation is similar to the rating scale model from the previous section. 

However, in this model, the variable “j” represents the rater, and “Cj” represents the 

severity of the rater. The variable “k” represents the rating, which is the likelihood of 

having “k” as opposed to “k-1”. Also of note is that “g” in the above equation is for 

groups, which are not used in this paper. 
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To further understand the three Rasch models, it is important to understand the 

statistical output produced in a Rasch analysis. One key type of data produced through 

Rasch analysis are fit statistics. Fit statistics concern how well data fit the idealized Rasch 

model of measurement. Model fit is discussed further in the next section. 

 

Model fit. The Rasch model produces two types of fit statistics: infit and outfit. 

The terminology of fit makes sense when remembering that the Rasch model is an 

idealized notion of how data should look. Data that do not fit that model have excessively 

low or high infit MNSQ and/or outift MNSQ values, and are referred to as misfitting. 

Rasch analysis output includes infit MNSQ, infit ZSTD, outfit MNSQ, and outfit ZSTD 

statistics for both persons and items. The formulas for infit MNSQ and outfit MNSQ are 

as follows (Bond & Fox, 2007): 

infit MNSQ:   𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 = Σ𝑍𝑍𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛
2 𝑊𝑊𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛
Σ𝑊𝑊𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛

 
 

outfit MNSQ: 𝑈𝑈𝑖𝑖 = 𝛴𝛴𝑍𝑍𝑛𝑛𝑛𝑛
2

𝑁𝑁
 

 

The formula for infit/outfit ZSTD, which are standardized scores, is as follows (Linacre, 

2012b): 

ZSTD = (MnSq1/3 - 1)(3/q) + (q/3) 

Person infit and outfit relate to a specific person’s performance on an assessment test is 

used as a measurement instrument. When people take a language proficiency test, they 

might or might not be fully engaged in the process because they are tired or bored at 

various points, they might encounter difficult problems that they happened to have 
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studied the night before, allowing them to get the answers correctly, or, they might have 

glanced at a nearby test-taker’s answer and copied it. Any of these situations can lead to 

person misfit. However, how are person outfit and infit different? Person outfit is a 

statistic that emphasizes a person’s ability (i.e., performance) on items that are far 

different than their abilities (Boone, Staver, & Yale, 2014). For example, a person with 

high language proficiency doing poorly on some easy items, or a low-ability person doing 

well on difficult items would result in misfitting outfit statistics. Person infit, on the other 

hand, represents a person’s performance on items close to their ability (Boone et al., 

2014). When a person misfits, the person administering the instrument must make 

judgments about why the misfit has occurred, and whether or not such data reflect any 

larger issues with the test administration procedure. However, variation among test-takers 

is natural, and it is impossible to control the vagaries of the human condition. Thus, in 

some cases, when a person misfits, it is best to eliminate the data and to find out if it 

improves overall model fit for the assessment instrument. 

In most cases, item misfit is a more serious concern than person misfit. Item 

misfit can signify that an item is poorly written. Assessment instruments can be 

administered to many people over the course of their existence; therefore, a misfitting 

item is a serious concern that requires amendment or elimination of the item. Item outfit 

and item infit are both statistics produced in Rasch analysis. High item outfit signifies 

that a theoretically difficult item is being answered too easily by low-ability test-takers, 

or an easy item is being answered incorrectly by high-ability test-takers. Item infit, 

though related to item outfit (e.g., a high value signifies unexpected performance on that 

item), is regarded as “an information-weighted indicator of misfit” (Bond & Fox, 2015, 
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p.67), which shows how an item was answered by test-takers who had the ability to 

answer it. That is, high-ability test-takers’ performance on a difficult item or an average 

test-taker’s performance on an average item will more heavily influence the item infit 

statistic as opposed to items far from the test-takers’ ability. 

When interpreting Rasch analysis, researchers must understand which fit statistics 

are most important, and which statistical values suggest fit or misfit. With regard to the 

first concern, item infit MNSQ is the choice of many, though all fit statistics can be 

important and should receive attention in the analysis of an assessment instrument (Bond 

& Fox, 2015). The answer to the second question varies; numerous researchers have 

suggested certain ranges for determining fit versus misfit. First, it is important to know 

that Rasch analysis software, such as Winsteps (Linacre, 2016a), which is used in the 

present study, calculates a mean square statistic that can range from 0 to infinity, with 

perfect fit being 1 (de Ayala, 2009). Bond and Fox have offered tentative ranges for high-

stakes tests (.8-1.2), non-high stakes tests (.7 to 1.3), and Likert scale surveys (.6-1.4). 

The authors stressed that determining the cutoff and significance of infit/outfit is more a 

thinking process than a quantitative one, but the implication of their suggested ranges is 

that persons and items with better fit are more desirable as the stakes of the assessment 

rise. A more fluid range suggested by McNamara (1996) is two times the standard 

deviation of the data plus or minus 1. So, for example, if a given set of data has a 

standard deviation of .22, then 2 x .22 = .44, and .44 + 1 = 1.44 and 1 -.44 = .56 so the fit 

range would equal .56 to 1.44. 
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In summary, item fit is an important element of Rasch analysis, and most 

importantly it can be used to improve assessment instruments and to conduct quality 

control on instruments already being used. 

Another important element of the Rasch model concerns construct dimensionality. 

A requirement of the Rasch model is that data be fundamentally unidimensional. 

Dimensionality in the Rasch model is explained in the following section. 

 

Dimensionality and the PCA of item residuals. The Rasch model is designed to 

measure unidimensional data, which are data that represent the measurement of one 

construct. For example, a language proficiency test should assess language ability, not 

both language ability and IQ. However, when creating an assessment, it is possible to 

inadvertently design a test that measures more than one dimension of ability—it is 

multidimensional. Because the Rasch model is not designed to represent 

multidimensional data, it is important to determine if an assessment is indeed 

unidimensional. The principle components analysis (PCA) calculated by Winsteps allows 

researchers to judge the dimensionality of an assessment. 

The PCA produced in Winsteps is based on calculations related to the residual 

variance of items. To explain residuals and variance, it is important to remember that the 

Rasch model is an ideal model, and no data will fit the model perfectly; there will always 

be a degree of variance from the ideal. The residual variance is calculated by looking at 

the difference between the values predicted by the Rasch model and the data. If the Rasch 

model explains a high percentage of the variance, then the data are fundamentally 

unidimensional. However, a high degree of unexplained variance can suggest that the 
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data are multidimensional; thus, it is critical to consider the item residuals when assessing 

the dimensionality of an assessment instrument. 

Linacre (2007) has outlined the following criteria to consider for 

unidimensionality of data when looking at the Rasch PCA of item residuals output: 

1. Variance explained by items: greater than 4 times the first contrast is good. 

2. Variance explained by measures: greater than 50% is good. 

3. Unexplained variance explained by first contrast: less than 3.0 eigenvalue is good, less 

than 1.5 eigenvalue is excellent; less than 5% is excellent and less than 10% is good. 

To further investigate the performance of individual items, the standardized residual 

loadings for items can be examined. Items with residual loadings higher than ±.40 (Bond 

& Fox, 2015, p. 288) warrant further inspection of their content, as it is possible that they 

are evidence of another dimension being measured. 

Despite the usefulness of the aforementioned indicators of dimensionality, Bond 

and Fox (2015) cautioned that in the end, determining whether an instrument is 

unidimensional or multidimensional is an imperfect process. Each test should be assessed 

thoughtfully by the test administrator. 
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Rasch reliability and separation indices. A final group of important statistics in 

Rasch analysis are reliability and separation indices. Winsteps produces reliability and 

separation statistics for persons and items. The person reliability statistic “indicates the 

replicability of person ordering” (Bond & Fox, 2015, p. 49). In other words, when a 

similar test is given to the same group of test-takers, high person reliability indicates that 

the best performer on the first test should also continue to be among the best performers 

on the second test, with the lowest performers also remaining the lowest. The number of 

items can affect person reliability. For instance, too few items generally result in low 

person reliability because the number of levels of ability measured by the items are few. 

Person reliability is calculated via the following formula (Bond & Fox, 2007): 

𝑅𝑅𝑝𝑝 =
𝑆𝑆𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃2

𝑆𝑆𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃2
 

Item reliability refers to the stability of items; that is, the likelihood that they will 

retain a particular level of difficulty. Stable items remain more difficult or easier even if 

the test is administered to a different population. Items should be designed so that there is 

a broad range of item difficulty, but unlike its effect on person reliability, the number of 

items on an assessment does not have a significant influence on item reliability (Linacre, 

2016b). The formula for item reliability is as follows: 

𝑅𝑅𝑖𝑖 =
𝑆𝑆𝐴𝐴𝑖𝑖2

𝑆𝑆𝐴𝐴𝑖𝑖2
 

Person separation and item separation are also statistics produced through Rasch 

analysis. The former portrays whether the test shows enough separation among test-

takers. The latter indicates whether there are sufficient items to reveal the range of test-
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taker levels. The formulas for person separation and item separation are as follows (Bond 

& Fox, 2007): 

Person separation: 𝐺𝐺𝑃𝑃 = 𝑆𝑆𝐴𝐴𝑃𝑃
𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑃𝑃

 

Item separation:  𝐺𝐺𝑖𝑖 = 𝑆𝑆𝐴𝐴𝑛𝑛
𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑛𝑛

 

Fisher (2007) suggested the following criteria for person and item reliability: poor 

= < .67, fair = .67-.80, good = .81-.90, very good = .91-.94, and excellent = > .94. For 

person and item separation, Fisher suggested the following values: poor = 2 or less, fair = 

2-3, good = 3-4, very good = 4-5, excellent = >5. Fisher’s guidelines are used in the 

current study. 

 

Summary of Methods 

In this chapter I have introduced the participants, research design, 

instrumentation, procedures, and analyses for this study. To summarize, this was a 

mixed-methods study designed to diagnose L2 listening abilities of 30 female Japanese 

university learners of English. L2 listening-related variables including listening 

proficiency, study abroad experience, lexical knowledge, listening anxiety, phonological 

short-term memory, and working memory were measured to understand the participants’ 

abilities in these areas. Most importantly, the participants’ L2 listening abilities were 

diagnosed through L1 oral recalls, L2 repetitions, and verbal reports of four listening 

texts—two scripted texts and two unscripted texts.  
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In preparation for the study, I conducted preliminary analyses of instruments used 

in the study in order to understand their function and prepare them for the full study. 

Those preliminary analyses are detailed in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to detail the preliminary piloting and validation 

analyses for the instruments used in the study. First, the procedures for piloting the 

listening texts and the results of piloting are described. Following this, the validation of 

the rating scale and the raters’ ratings of the first full listening texts, the data for the 

phonological short-term memory test, the working memory test, the Listening 

Vocabulary Levels Test (McLean et al., 2015), and the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety (Kimura, 2011) are presented. 

 

Listening Text Pilot Studies 

Two types of piloting were completed for the listening texts. First, the listening 

procedure was piloted using one of the scripted texts, the Kyoto text, with a group of 15 

participants similar to the 30 participants in the present study. That is, the participants 

were also female first-year Japanese university English majors with similar TOEIC 

listening proficiency (i.e., low, mid, and high) to the 30 participants in the present study. 

The pilot study involved the same diagnostic listening procedure and the use of the L1 to 

determine comprehension of meaning and the use of L2 English to determine the ability 

to recognize words. The primary results of the pilot study were an impetus for expanding 

the number and variety of texts used in the present study. Mainly, the results from the 

piloting showed in detail how even familiar, high-frequency vocabulary can cause 

comprehension difficulty for learners across listening proficiency levels. 
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A second type of piloting involved understanding the difficulty of the four 

listening texts when viewed as written (as opposed to oral) texts. To do this, the four 

listening texts—Kyoto text, Taro text, Kirby text, Willis text—were piloted with a group 

of six learners with similar TOEIC proficiency levels to the lowest-proficiency 

participants in the present study. The learners were asked to read the texts, translate the 

texts into Japanese, and circle any unknown words. All six participants were able to 

translate the Kyoto text accurately and circled no unknown words. In a first version of the 

Taro text, one pilot participant had difficulty translating the phrase “too shy to ask 

questions,” instead interpreting it as “he was shy when the teacher asked him questions.” 

Her difficulty was not with vocabulary, but rather with the syntax, “too ______ to (do 

something).” Another learner, though she had translated the same phrase accurately, had 

underlined the phrase because she was not confident about the meaning. I then changed 

the Taro text to “he didn’t ask questions because he was shy,” and further piloting was 

carried out with four more learners of similar TOEIC proficiency to the participants in the 

main study. These learners were all able to translate the clause correctly, and the edited 

version of the Taro text was used in the study. The pilot participants were also asked to 

reflect on another criterion for the texts: topic familiarity. Pilot participants were asked if 

they understood the context in each text. All of the learners said that they understood the 

contexts well and the topics were familiar for them. This finding was further confirmed 

by the accuracy of their translations. 

The unscripted texts presented more difficulty. Despite the unscripted texts 

having relatively high-frequency lexis, piloting with six learners of a similar TOEIC 

proficiency to the study’s lowest-proficiency participants revealed that these unscripted 
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texts might present unknown language or concepts to the learners. In the Kirby text, one 

learner circled the word nervous as being unknown, and her mistranslation confirmed that 

she did not know the word. Another circled ended up and allowed to be on the road. Her 

translations were correct, but she was not confident that she had understood the phrases. 

Another learner circled daughter and allowed, and her translations confirmed that she had 

not understood either term. 

The Willis text similarly presented difficulties for the pilot participants. Book 

work was identified by five of six pilot participants as confusing or unknown. The other 

participant translated it correctly. One other phrase, do any of the test drives, was 

underlined by one participant who did not originally write it in her translation. When 

asked what she thought it meant, she guessed that it meant “doing the driving test,” which 

was accurate. 

With regard to topic familiarity, all participants said that the topic was familiar to 

them. However, only one of the pilot participants had a driver’s license. In addition, when 

asked, she said that getting a driver’s license in Japan was different from what she 

understood from the unscripted texts. In fact, there is considerable difference between 

getting a driver’s license in Japan and in the United States, so although the idea of getting 

a driver’s license was reported as familiar, the details might be less so. 

Despite the potential difficulty of the unscripted texts, they were not modified 

because any modification would have compromised their unscripted nature. As noted in 

Chapter 3, the Kirby and Willis unscripted texts were selected from among a larger pool 

of unscripted texts because they were largely composed of high-frequency vocabulary 

and were spoken at natural English speed (i.e., Kirby text = 3.94 syllables per second, 
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Willis text = syllables per second). Eliminating all sources of potential difficulty was not 

possible. The most important characteristic of the unscripted texts was that they were as 

easy as possible while remaining completely unscripted. 

 

Rasch Model Validation of Study Instruments 

With FACETS software (Linacre, 2012a) and Winsteps software (Linacre, 

2016b), the Rasch Model was used to analyze ratings for the participants’ L1 recalls of 

the first listening opportunity of the full listening texts and the four quantitative test 

instruments used in the study. The Rasch model was used to validate the instruments in 

this study because it allowed for the computation of interval measures on numerous 

criteria relevant to performance. 

In this section, the FACETS validation of the three raters’ ratings of the 

participants’ comprehension of the first full listening text is presented. Next, validation 

evidence of the data for the four quantitative instruments for listening-related variables in 

this section is presented. These four instruments are the Nonword Repetition Test, the 

Backward Digit Span Test, the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (McLean et al., 2015), 

and the Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (Kimura, 2011). 

 

Ratings of the L1 Recalls of the Full Listening Texts 

In the procedure for listening to the two scripted and two unscripted listening 

texts, the participants first heard the full listening texts twice. After each listening, the 

participants verbally reported what they recalled in L1 Japanese. The originally intended 

way to measure comprehension of the full listening texts had been to count the number of 
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opportunities needed for comprehension of the full listening text. However, this approach 

was problematic because many participants did not comprehend the full listening texts 

despite two listening opportunities. Thus, the alternative measure of listening 

comprehension consisted of comprehension ratings given by three raters for the first L1 

recalls for each of the four full listening texts. Many-facet Rasch analysis was used to 

check for signs of rating inconsistency and to derive interval measures for the 

correlational analysis performed later in the study. 

A four-point rating scale was used by the raters to determine the degree to which 

the participants comprehended the first full listening of the four listening texts. The scale 

consisted of ratings from 0-3, and each rater was given the following criteria: 0 = The 

participant did not understand the text well; 1 = The participant understood some of the 

listening, but with many mistakes or missing important main ideas; 2 = The participant 

understood most of the main ideas in the listening, and; 3 = The participant understood 

all of the main ideas of the listening well. The development of the four-point rating scale 

was decided upon after piloting a three-category rating system with a native 

Japanese/expert English-speaking colleague. The colleague suggested the need for 

another category in order to distinguish individuals who understood fairly well and those 

who understood only a little. The three-point scale was not analyzed with many-facet 

Rasch measurement software; rather, my colleague and I determined the scale through 

subjective judgment. The four-point scale was then used by the three raters who rated all 

30 participants’ first L1 recalls for the four listening texts (30 x 4 = 120 L1 recall ratings). 

All raters were college-educated and between 35-45 years old. All raters had at 

least 10 years of English teaching experience and all were employed part-time or full 
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time teaching English. Two raters, a male and female, were native L1 Japanese 

speakers/expert English speakers, and one rater was an expert Japanese speaker/native 

English speaker. English proficiency test scores of the non-native English speaking raters 

were unknown, but I felt that both raters had excellent English proficiency. 

After the raters completed the ratings, many-facet Rasch analysis was performed 

with FACETS software version 3.68.1 (Linacre, 2012a) to determine the degree to which 

the rating scale functioned satisfactorily. Two steps were taken to inspect the many-facet 

Rasch analysis data. First, the MFRM summary statistics, fit statistics, and the Wright 

map were examined. Thereafter, eight guidelines outlined by Linacre (1999) were 

referenced to further check the functioning of the rating scale and provide validity 

evidence for the Rasch measures. 

The summary statistics produced by FACETS for the rating scale data is 

presented in Table 6. Given that positive comprehension measures signified good 

comprehension and negative measures signified poor comprehension, the mean score for 

comprehension in Table 6 suggested that that texts were very difficult overall. In 

addition, the separation statistic of 2.66 suggested that the participants could be roughly 

separated into three groups of comprehension ability, as was expected given that there 

were high-, mid-, and low-proficiency participants. Separation ratios were quite high for 

both the raters (5.99) and texts (11.86), signifying that both raters’ ratings and text 

difficulties covered a broad range. In all cases, fixed Chi-square values indicated that 

there were statistically significant differences among the elements of each facet. 
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Table 6. Rasch Summary Statistics for the First Full-Listening L1 Recall Ratings 
Facet M SE x2 (fixed) df Separation Reliability 

Comprehension -3.19 .72 195.5* 29 2.66 .88 
Raters .00 .21 76.5* 2 5.99 .97 
Texts .00 .25 435.0* 3 11.86 .99 

* p < .01 
 

The MFRM Wright map in Figure 5 below shows how the participant measures, 

rater ratings, and text difficulties were related. Measures on the Wright map are mapped 

vertically. Examinees with better comprehension, raters with stricter ratings, and more 

difficult texts appear toward the top of the figure, while examinees with poorer 

comprehension, the most lenient raters, and the easier texts appear toward the bottom. 

As noted in the summary statistics in Table 6 and seen in the Wright map, most 

participant measures were negative, which meant that they had low comprehension of the 

listening texts. The participants’ numbers were assigned as a ranking according to their 

TOEIC listening proficiency; scores with lower numbers indicated higher proficiency. On 

the Wright map, P7 had the best comprehension, followed by P10 and P3. At the bottom 

of the map, P12 and P26 had the least comprehension of the texts. Thus, the Wright map 

confirms the trend that the participants with higher TOEIC listening proficiency (i.e., 

lower participant numbers) had higher listening comprehension measures. 

 Figure 5 shows that the raters’ severity differed. Rater 1 was strictest and Rater 3 

was most lenient, with Rater 2 between the two. In the Rasch model, however, differing 

rater severity is not necessarily a problem, and is in fact expected to some extent. Instead, 

problems arise when raters are not internally consistent in their ratings or do not use 

rating scale categories fully. 
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With regard to text difficulty, Figure 5 indicates that the Kyoto and Taro texts 

(i.e., the scripted texts) were most comprehensible, while the Kirby and Willis texts (i.e.,  

┌───────┬────────────────┬────────┬────────┬─────┐ 
│Measure│    Examinee    │  Rater │ Text   │Scale│ 
├───────┼────────────────┼────────┼────────┼─────┤ 
├   3   ┼                ┼        ┼        ┼ (3) ┤ 
│       │                │        │ Willis │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │ Kirby  │     │ 
├   2   ┼                ┼        ┼        ┼  2  ┤ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │ Rater1 │        │     │ 
├   1   ┼                ┼        ┼        ┼     ┤ 
│       │ P7             │        │        │ --- │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │ Rater2 │        │     │ 
╞   0   ╪ P10            ╪        ╪        ╪     ╡ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │ P3             │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
├  -1   ┼ P9             ┼        ┼        ┼     ┤ 
│       │ P1 P6          │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │ Rater3 │        │     │ 
│       │ P2  P4  P5     │        │        │  1  │ 
├  -2   ┼                ┼        ┼ Taro   ┼     ┤ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │ P16 P24 P28    │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
├  -3   ┼ P11 P14 P15 P8 ┼        ┼        ┼     ┤ 
│       │                │        │ Kyoto  │     │ 
│       │ P17 P19 P20    │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
├  -4   ┼ P13 P18 P22 P23┼        ┼        ┼ --- ┤ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │ P29 P30        │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
├  -5   ┼                ┼        ┼        ┼     ┤ 
│       │ P21 P25 P27    │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
├  -6   ┼                ┼        ┼        ┼     ┤ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │                │        │        │     │ 
│       │ P26            │        │        │     │ 
├  -7   ┼ P12            ┼        ┼        ┼ (0) ┤ 
├───────┼────────────────┼────────┼────────┼─────┤ 
Figure 5. Wright map for ratings of L1 recalls of the first full listening. 
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the unscripted texts) were the most difficult. This outcome was expected given the nature 

of unscripted speech, and results of the pilot study which suggested that the unscripted 

texts were more difficult to understand even in written form. 

Next, the fit statistics for the participants, raters, and texts were inspected. Table 7 

shows the fit statistics for the participant comprehension measures, ordered from the 

participant with the highest comprehension (P7) to the participant with the lowest (P12). 

Linacre (2013) has stated that infit MNSQ statistics greater than 2.0 can distort the 

measurement system. The fit indices in Table 7 show that no participants had infit mean 

square statistics greater than 2.0 on the L1 recalls. Thus, fit indices were within an 

acceptable range. 

 

Table 7. Rasch Statistics for the Participants’ L1 Recall Comprehension 

Participant 
Total 
count Measure SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

7 12 .67 .58 1.20 .5 
10 12 .01 .56 1.06 .2 
3 12 -.61 .55 .88 -.2 
9 12 -.91 .55 .94 .0 
1 12 -1.22 .56 1.72 1.7 
6 12 -1.22 .56 .60 -1.1 
2 12 -1.53 .57 1.77 1.7 
4 12 -1.53 .57 1.41 1.0 
5 12 -1.53 .57 .67 -.8 

16 12 -2.57 .62 1.72 1.5 
24 12 -2.57 .62 .82 -.3 
28 12 -2.57 .62 .62 -.8 
8 12 -2.98 .66 .79 -.3 

11 12 -2.98 .66 1.29 .7 
14 12 -2.98 .66 1.22 .6 
15 12 -2.98 .66 1.08 .3 
17 12 -3.44 .7 .86 -.1 
19 12 -3.44 .7 .86 -.1 

(Table 7 continues) 
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(Table 7 continued) 

Participant 
Total 
count Measure SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

20 12 -3.44 .7 .95 .0 
13 12 -3.97 .75 .72 -.3 
18 12 -3.97 .75 .62 -.5 
22 12 -3.97 .75 1.09 .3 
23 12 -3.97 .75 1.09 .3 
29 12 -4.57 .8 1.28 .6 
30 12 -4.57 .8 .83 -.1 
21 12 -5.25 .84 .66 -.4 
25 12 -5.25 .84 .28 -1.5 
27 12 -5.25 .84 .28 -1.5 
26 12 -6.75 .9 1.82 1.5 
12 12 -10.25 1.93 Minimum measure 

 

The Rasch fit statistics for the raters were also examined, and they appear in 

Table 8. The raters were ranked from most severe (Rater 1) to least severe (Rater 3). The 

differences in severity were statistically significant as shown in the Table 6 summary 

statistics. Moreover, the raters fit the model according to Linacre’s (2016b) infit MNSQ 

criteria that values under 2.0 are not a concern. 

 

Table 8. Rasch Statistics for Raters’ L1 Recall Ratings 

Rater 
Total 
score 

Total 
count Measure SE Infit MNSQ Infit ZSTD 

Rater 1 68 120 1.21 .24 1.34 1.8 
Rater 2 89 120 .16 .21 .87 -.8 
Rater 3 127 120 -1.37 .19 .97 -.1 

 

The Rasch fit statistics for the final facet, the listening texts, appear in Table 9. 

The four texts fit the model with infit MNSQ values under 2.0 (Linacre, 2016b). The four 

texts are significantly different, with the two unscripted texts clearly more difficult than 

the two scripted texts as was seen in the Wright map in Figure 6. 
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Table 9. Rasch Statistics for the Four Listening Texts 

Text 
Total 
score 

Total 
count Measure SE Infit MNSQ Infit ZSTD 

4 Willis 23 90 2.85 .30 .94 -.3 
3 Kirby 29 90 2.34 .28 .93 -.3 
2 Taro 102 90 -1.96 .22 .96 -.1 
1 Kyoto 130 90 -3.23 .21 1.20 1.2 

 

So far, inspection of the MFRM analysis has suggested there were no major 

problems with the rating scale. Nevertheless, an important second step taken to 

understand the nature of the measures derived from the four-point rating scale was to 

examine the scale function using Linacre’s (1999) eight guidelines, which are as follows: 

1. Each category should have at least 10 observations (p. 108) 

2. Observational frequency of categories should be regular (i.e., not irregular) (p. 

110) 

3. The average measures for categories should increase monotonically (p. 111) 

4. The outfit mean square values should be < 2.0 (p. 112) 

5. Step calibrations advance (p. 114) 

6. Ratings imply measures, and measures imply ratings (p. 115) 

7. Step difficulties advance by at least 1.4 logits (p. 117) 

8. Step difficulties advance by less than 5.0 logits (p. 119) 

Each guideline is addressed in turn. Table 10 shows the category statistics for the three 

raters’ L1 recall comprehension ratings for the first listening opportunity to the four 

listening texts used in the study. The count for each category in Table 10 (i.e., the second 

column) shows that Linacre’s (1999) first guideline was met. Each category had at least 
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10 observations. However, the number of observations in categories 0 and 1 (i.e., 

miscomprehension) outnumbered the observations in the two higher categories, 2 and 3 

(i.e., comprehension). Thus, the second guideline, that observation frequencies be 

regular, was not met. Rather than a normal distribution, the distribution has a long tail. 

However, Linacre (2002) mentions cases in which distributions are skewed but those 

results are expected and meaningful, such as judgements about “criminal behavior or 

creative genius” (p. 110). For the current study, the categories on both ends of the rating 

scale were considered essential. The relative lack of use of the scale at the higher end was 

unavoidable because the listening texts were difficult to comprehend fully after one 

listening opportunity. Nevertheless, the scale might not have provided much 

differentiation among the participants’ comprehension at the lower end of the scale. 

 

Table 10. Category Statistics for Comprehension Ratings of Listening Text L1 Recalls 
 
 

Category 

 
 

Count 

 
Average 
measure 

 
Outfit 

MNSQ 

Rasch-
Andrich 

threshold 

 
 

SE 

 
Threshold 

change 
0 138 -6.01 1.0 — — — 
1 150 -1.84 .7 -4.06 .18 — 
2 46 .87 1.0 .88 .21 4.94 
3 14 2.98 .9 3.18 .35 2.30 

 

Linacre’s (1999) third guideline suggests that average measure for categories 

should increase monotonically, which they do in the current study. Linacre’s fourth 

guideline was also met as each category had outfit mean square values less than 2.0. The 

fifth guideline, that Rasch-Andrich thresholds increasing monotonically, was also met. 

Linacre’s sixth guideline concerns the fact that ratings and measures should reflect the 

meaning of each other; that is, higher ratings imply that a participant’s measure (i.e., 
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listening comprehension) will be higher, and higher measures (i.e., listening 

comprehension) imply that a participant’s ratings will be higher. In other to investigate 

whether this criterion was satisfied, category probability curves were examined. Figure 6 

shows the category probability curves for the rating scale. 

 

 

Figure 6. Probability curves for the categories used to rate L1 recalls. 
 

Figure 6 reveals that each category rating has a well-defined peak, indicating that 

each category is distinct. Where the curves of two categories cross, there is a 50% chance 

that either category can be chosen by a rater. Thus, it appears that especially category 2 

was not distinct for raters. Nevertheless, ratings and measures seem to have a strong 

enough relationship, thus satisfying Linacre’s sixth guideline. 
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Linacre’s (1999) seventh and eighth guidelines concerning the acceptability of the 

size of the step difficulties were examined together. Table 10 shows that the step 

difficulties fell between Linacre’s accepted range of 1.4 and 5 logits. 

The examination of the eight criteria set out by Linacre (1999) for the 

optimization of rating scales indicated that the rating scale in the current study functioned 

well. Only the irregularity of observations among the four categories strayed from 

Linacre’s guidelines, yet given the nature of the data—accurate comprehension of full 

listening texts after only one listening opportunity was difficult—the irregularity of the 

distribution is not a cause for concern. 

 

Nonword Repetition Test Analysis 

A 20-item version of the nonword repetition test (NRT) was piloted with a group 

of 30 participants. Each of the 20 items consisted of two nonwords, spoken one after the 

other. There were four sets of two nonword items at five lengths: four sets of three-morae 

nonwords, four sets of four-morae nonwords, four sets of five-morae nonwords, four sets 

of six-morae nonwords, and four sets of seven-morae nonwords. This original version of 

the NRT was analyzed using Winsteps version 3.92.0 (Linacre, 2016a). 

The original NRT had six items (i.e., items 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8) with minimum 

measures and one item (i.e., item 18) with a maximum measure. Thus, only 13 items 

provided meaningful separation among the test-takers. Item fit was determined according 

to McNamara’s (1996) criterion that good fit be defined as falling within the range of two 

times the standard deviation plus or minus one, and the standard deviation of the infit 
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MNSQ was .24, thus, the infit MNSQ criterion was .52-1.48. By this criterion, all items 

fit the model. The Rasch item fit statistics for the original NRT are shown in Table 11. 

 

Table 11. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the Original Nonword Repetition Test 

Item Measure SE Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

7.2 5.76 1.85 MAXIMUM MEASURE 
7.3 4.42 1.08 .59 -.34 .09 -.70 .40 
7.1 4.41 1.08 .59 -.35 .09 -.69 .40 
7.4 3.53 .82 .57 -.75 .15 -.52 .51 
6.2 1.79 .56 1.17 .62 1.15 .50 .46 
6.4 .95 .50 1.38 1.41 2.02 1.32 .40 
6.1 .00 .48 .95 -.15 1.09 .35 .63 
5.1 -.44 .47 1.02 .16 1.46 .96 .59 
5.4 -.44 .47 .74 -1.11 .55 -.90 .73 
6.3 -.44 .47 1.13 .58 1.07 .29 .58 
5.2 -1.83 .50 .95 -.10 1.00 .27 .58 
5.3 -3.33 .62 1.00 .11 .45 -.13 .47 
4.1 -4.30 .79 .68 -.53 .18 -.45 .45 
4.3 -4.30 .79 1.01 .20 .54 .07 .32 
3.1 -6.42 1.84 MINIMUM MEASURE 
3.2 -6.42 1.84 MINIMUM MEASURE 
3.3 -6.42 1.84 MINIMUM MEASURE 
3.4 -6.42 1.84 MINIMUM MEASURE 
4.2 -6.42 1.84 MINIMUM MEASURE 
4.4 -6.42 1.84 MINIMUM MEASURE 

 

Despite good item fit, an important problem with the original NRT was that few 

items measured the test-takers’ abilities; there were too many minimum measure items. 

Rasch item fit statistics cannot be calculated when a test-taker receives a minimum 

measure (i.e., the lowest possible score was achieved) or a maximum measure (i.e., the 

highest possible score was achieved). The problem having a large percentage of 

minimum or maximum measure items is that there are fewer items available to measure 

the test-takers’ abilities. While acceptable percentages for minimum or maximum 
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measure items has not be reported, for the rating scale model, Fisher (2007, p. 1095) has 

suggested that greater than 5% is poor, 2-5% is fair, 1-2% is good, .5-1% is very good, 

and less than .5% is excellent for minimum measure items, or, separately, for maximum 

measure items. Six of the 20 original NRT items had minimum measures (i.e., 30%); this 

aspect of the original NRT was problematic. 

Rasch item reliability was .91 and item separation was 3.17 for the original NRT. 

According to Fisher (2007), item reliability between 91.-.94 is very good, and item 

separation between, 3.00-4.00 is good. Rasch person reliability of the original NRT 

was .72, and person separation was 1.62. Fisher considers person reliability 

between .67-.80 to be fair, and person separation less than 2.00 to be poor. Low person 

reliability and separation are often due to having few items on an instrument, or too few 

items that create separation among test-takers. For this reason, the decision was made to 

revise the NRT. 

The new NRT had 20 items like the original; however, the number of items at 

each morae level was changed. The original NRT had four items at each morae level, 

from three to seven morae. The new NRT had two items each at the three and four-morae 

levels, six items at each of the five and six-morae levels, and four items at the seven-

morae level. This redesign was meant to reduce the number of items resulting in a 

minimum or maximum measure and increase the number of items that might reveal 

meaningful differences among the test-takers’ abilities. 

On the new NRT, two items had a minimum measure (i.e., items 3.1 and 3.2) and 

one item had a maximum measure (7.2). The standard deviation of the infit MNSQ values 
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was .18; thus, the infit MNSQ criterion was .64-1.36. All new NRT items met this 

criterion. Item fit statistics for the new NRT are shown in Table 12. 

 

Table 12. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the New Nonword Repetition Test 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Infit 

ZSTD 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-
measure 

correlation 
7.2 4.94 1.83 MAXIMUM MEASURE 
7.3 3.66 1.04 1.13 .4 1.07 .5 .10 
7.4 3.66 1.04 1.03 .3 .44 .0 .21 
6.2 2.35 .66 .82 -.3 .35 -.3 .44 
6.6 1.96 .59 .96 .0 .54 -.1 .42 
7.1 1.96 .59 .75 -.6 .52 -.2 .48 
6.5 1.63 .55 .86 -.4 .54 -.2 .48 
6.4 1.09 .50 1.19 .8 1.45 .8 .33 
6.1 .00 .45 1.09 .5 1.06 .3 .49 
6.3 -.40 .45 1.05 .3 3.26 3.5 .43 
5.3 -.60 .45 1.09 .5 .90 -.1 .54 
5.5 -.80 .45 .93 -.3 .76 -.5 .62 
5.6 -1.00 .45 .72 -1.4 .55 -1.2 .71 
5.4 -1.41 .46 1.11 .6 1.23 .6 .50 
5.1 -1.63 .47 .80 -.8 .76 -.4 .65 
5.2 -2.36 .52 1.29 1.0 1.82 1.2 .37 
4.2 -3.77 .70 .71 -.5 .31 -.3 .56 
4.1 -4.35 .82 .88 .0 .61 .2 .40 
3.1 -6.58 1.86 MINIMUM MEASURE 
3.2 -6.58 1.86 MINIMUM MEASURE 

 

An examination of the person fit statistics revealed that a few participants were 

misfitting. The person fit statistics appear in Table 13. Person P1 misfit the Rasch model 

according to Linacre’s (2016b) criterion that infit MNSQ values should not be more than 

2.0. A closer examination of P1’s performance showed that she was able to answer a 

number of the most difficult items at the six- and seven-morae level, but also missed two 
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items at the five-morae level. To some extent, a lack of concentration could be the 

explanation for her performance; most participants said that the NRT test was difficult. 

 

Table 13. Rasch Person Fit Statistics for the New Nonword Repetition Test 

Person Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Infit 

ZSTD 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

P4 2.19 .74 .77 -.60 .41 -.10 .65 
P14 2.19 .74 1.07 .30 1.08 .50 .58 
P1 1.17 .70 2.44 2.80 4.26 1.90 .36 
P24 1.17 .70 1.10 .40 .70 .20 .66 
P28 1.17 .70 .38 -2.00 .24 -.40 .77 
P8 .69 .69 .68 -.80 .44 -.30 .74 
P16 .69 .69 .68 -.80 .46 -.30 .74 
P22 .69 .69 .97 .10 1.00 .40 .68 
P5 .23 .68 .99 .10 .78 .10 .70 
P7 .23 .68 1.07 .30 .81 .10 .69 
P11 .23 .68 .66 -.90 .53 -.30 .75 
P12 .23 .68 .53 -1.40 .35 -.60 .78 
P17 .23 .68 1.83 1.90 2.75 1.60 .54 
P23 -.22 .67 1.10 .40 .97 .30 .69 
P13 -.66 .67 .66 -1.10 .39 -.50 .77 
P20 -.66 .67 .57 -1.50 .34 -.60 .79 
P26 -.66 .67 .98 .10 .71 .00 .72 
P19 -1.11 .68 .74 -.80 .46 -.20 .76 
P25 -1.11 .68 .73 -.90 .41 -.30 .77 
P2 -1.59 .71 1.27 .80 .80 .30 .68 
P21 -1.59 .71 1.58 1.50 2.18 1.10 .59 
P29 -1.59 .71 1.03 .20 .58 .10 .72 
P30 -1.59 .71 1.43 1.20 1.40 .70 .64 
P6 -2.11 .75 .51 -1.30 .26 -.30 .79 
P10 -2.11 .75 .82 -.30 .68 .20 .74 
P15 -2.11 .75 1.28 .80 .79 .30 .68 
P18 -2.11 .75 .57 -1.10 .29 -.20 .79 
P9 -3.51 .94 .92 .10 .32 -.20 .73 
P27 -3.51 .94 .34 -1.40 .12 -.60 .78 
P3 -4.60 1.17 1.75 1.10 4.03 1.70 .55 

 

The Wright map for the new NRT appears in Figure 7. 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
More able persons |  More difficult items 
       4          +  7.2 
                  | 
                  |  7.3    7.4 
                  | 
                  | 
       3          + 
                  | 
                 T| 
                  |S 6.2 
              XX  | 
       2          +  6.6    7.1 
                  | 
                  |  6.5 
                  | 
             XXX  |  6.4 
       1         S+ 
                  | 
             XXX  | 
                  | 
           XXXXX  | 
       0          +M 6.1 
               X  | 
                  |  6.3 
             XXX M|  5.3 
                  |  5.5 
      -1          +  5.6 
              XX  | 
                  |  5.4 
            XXXX  |  5.1 
                  | 
      -2          + 
            XXXX  | 
                 S|S 5.2 
                  | 
                  | 
      -3          + 
                  | 
              XX  | 
                  | 
                  |  4.2 
      -4         T+ 
                  |  4.1 
                  | 
               X  |T 
                  | 
      -5          +  3.1    3.2 
Less able persons |  Easier items 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 7. Item Wright map for the new Nonword Repetition Test. Each “X” = 1 
person; M = Mean; S = One standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard 
deviations from the mean. 
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Overall, the item hierarchy shows that the items functioned as expected: Longer 

items were more difficult, and shorter items were easier. All seven-morae items are near 

the top of the map with the exception of item 7.1, which functioned more like a six-morae 

item. That is, item 7.1 was easier than the other seven-morae level items. The text for 

item 7.1 was きあじゅま しすめ | くなほりてもさ(i.e., kiajumashisume | 

kunahoritemosa). Item 7.1, which was on the original NRT, had a high outfit MNSQ 

statistic, but it was not easier than other seven-morae items. Because few test-takers 

answered the seven-morae items correctly, a few correct answers on a seven-morae item 

quickly changes the hierarchy. At the bottom of the Wright map, the five-, four-, and 

three-morae items appeared in the order expected; the shorter the item, the easier it was to 

repeat. 

Dimensionality was investigated with the Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis. 

The raw explained variance for items was 34.7% and the unexplained variance in the first 

residual contrast was 8.6%. Thus, raw explained variance for items was more than four 

times the first residual contrast, which Linacre (2007) considers good. Linacre also 

suggests that for variance explained by measures, over 50% is good. The variance 

explained by measures in the new NRT was 54.3%. Finally, Linacre suggested that the 

eigenvalue of the unexplained variance explained by the first contrast be less than 3.0 and 

less than 10%. The eigenvalue of the unexplained variance explained by the first contrast 

was 3.2, which was slightly above Linacre’s suggested value, but it accounted for 8.6% 

of the variance, which is considered good. 

The PCA of item residuals were inspected for evidence of a separate dimension 

being measured in the new NRT. Item residual loadings of ±.40 (Bond & Fox, 2015) can 
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help identify items representing a second dimension being measured by the instrument. 

Three items had positive residual loadings higher than .40, and two items had negative 

residual loadings lower than -.40. All three of the high positive residual loadings were for 

difficult items, so there is no reason to suspect that these items represented another 

dimension. The low negative loadings of two of the five-morae items similarly do not 

clearly point to a second dimension in any contrastive way with the high-positive loading 

items. In short, there is no clear evidence of a second dimension on the test. The Rasch 

PCA of item residuals results are shown in Table 14. 

 

Table 14. The Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for the New Nonword Repetition Test 
Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 
7.4 .85 3.66 1.03 .44 
6.2 .66 2.35 .82 .35 
7.1 .45 1.96 .75 .52 
5.3 .37 -.6 1.09 .90 
6.4 .35 1.09 1.19 1.45 
5.1 .21 -1.63 .80 .76 
4.2 .19 -3.77 .71 .31 
5.6 .08 -1.00 .72 .55 
5.5 .07 -.80 .93 .76 
6.1 .02 .00 1.09 1.06 
7.3 -.15 3.66 1.13 1.07 
4.1 -.16 -4.35 .88 .61 
6.5 -.19 1.63 .86 .54 
6.3 -.32 -.40 1.05 3.26 
6.6 -.33 1.96 .96 .54 
5.4 -.72 -1.41 1.11 1.23 
5.2 -.82 -2.36 1.29 1.82 

 

The new NRT’s Rasch item reliability was .91 and item separation was 3.21. 

These values are considered very good and good, respectively. Rasch person reliability 
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was .76 and person separation was 1.76. These values are considered fair and poor, 

respectively. 

In conclusion, the revisions of the original NRT resulted in an improved 

instrument. There was no strong evidence to warrant the elimination of specific items. 

 

Backward Digit Span Test Analysis 

A 14-item backward digit span test (BDST) was piloted with a group of 30 

participants. The 14 items on the original BDST consisted of two items of each digit 

span, from two digits to eight digits; this design resembled the design used in many 

studies measuring working memory with backward digit span tests (e.g., Brunfaut & 

Révész, 2015; Kormos & Sáfár, 2008; Wechsler, 2014). 

Table 15 shows the Rasch item fit statistics for the original BDST. According to 

McNamara’s (1996) fit criterion, the infit MNSQ criterion ranged between .36-1.64, as 

the standard deviation was .34. Item 8.2 misfit. The numeral for item 8.2 was 4-9-1-7-5-

2-3-0. One cause of item 8.2’s misfit was probably the fact that it had the two-digit 

sequence 2-3 in it. This sequence likely made the item easier for participants who noticed 

it. The fact that the item ended with a 0 might also have made item 8.2 slightly easier to 

remember. 
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Table 15. Rasch Item Fit Statistics for the Original Backward Digit Span Test 
 
 

Item 

 
 

Measure 

 
 

SE 

 
Infit 

MNSQ 

 
Infit 

ZSTD 

 
Outfit 

MNSQ 

 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-
measure 

correlation 
8.2 3.81 1.19 1.81 1.0 1.72 .9 .10 
7.2 2.76 .88  .85 .0 .64 .2 .43 
8.1 2.76 .88  .85 .0 .64 .2 .43 
7.1 1.28 .58  .67 -.9 .37 -.5 .61 
6.1 .20 .48  .80 -.9 .56 -.7 .62 
6.2 -.65 .45 1.23 1.2 1.16 .5 .46 
5.1 -1.46 .46  .92 -.3 .76 -.2 .61 
5.2 -1.89 .47 1.46 1.8 1.38 .7 .39 
4.2 -3.22 .58  .81 -.5 .44 -.5 .62 
4.1 -3.58 .62  .85 -.3 .46 -.4 .59 
2.1 -6.68 1.85 MINIMUM MEASURE .00 
2.2 -6.68 1.85 MINIMUM MEASURE .00 
3.1 -6.68 1.85 MINIMUM MEASURE .00 
3.2 -6.68 1.85 MINIMUM MEASURE .00 

 

The Wright map for the original BDST appears in Figure 8. The Wright map 

showed that generally the items operated as expected with short digit spans being easier 

than long digit spans. Items with only two and three digits all were minimum measure 

items, appearing at the very bottom of the map. Otherwise, all items appeared in order 

except for item 7.2 and item 8.1, which were equally difficult. As explained above, item 

8.2 was perhaps made easier by the digit sequence, and thus it was one item that would 

require revision when creating a new BDST. 

In order to investigate the dimensionality of the original BDST, the PCA of item 

residual contrast was examined. The explained variance by items was 38.3%, and the 

unexplained variance explained by the first contrast was 8.1%. Thus, the ratio of 

explained variance by items to unexplained variance explained by the first contrast was 

greater than four, which is good according to Linacre’s (2007) criteria. The variance 

explained by the Rasch measures was 56.2%, also good according to Linacre. The  
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----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  More able persons |  More difficult items 
    4            X  + 
                    |  8.2 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
    3               + 
                    | 
                    |  7.2    8.1 
                   T| 
                    |S 
                    | 
    2               + 
                 X  | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    |  7.1 
    1               + 
               XXX S| 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    |  6.1 
    0      XXXXXXX  +M 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    |  6.2 
                   M| 
   -1       XXXXXX  + 
                    | 
                    |  5.1 
                    | 
                    | 
             XXXXX  |  5.2 
   -2               + 
                    | 
                    |S 
                    | 
               XXX S| 
                    | 
   -3               + 
                    |  4.2 
                    | 
                    |  4.1 
                    | 
               XXX  | 
   -4            X  +  2.1    2.2    3.1    3.2 
  Less able persons |  Easier items 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 8. Item Wright map for the original Backward Digit Span Test. Each “X” = 1 
person; M = Mean; S = One standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard 
deviations from the mean. 
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unexplained variance explained by the first contrast was 1.8, also good according to 

Linacre. Dimensionality for the original Backward Digit Span Test was not a great 

concern due to the simplicity of the test content and its unidimensionality was confirmed 

by examining the PCA of item residual contrasts. 

Rasch item reliability for the original BDST was .89, which was good, and item 

separation was 2.90, which was fair. Rasch person reliability was .65 and person 

separation was 1.36. These statistics are both poor according to Fisher’s criteria. The low 

person reliability and separation statistics were partly due to having relatively few items 

on the instrument (Linacre, 2016b). Not only were there only 14 items, but four of the 14 

items on the original BDST, the two two-digit and the two three-digit items, had 

minimum measures, indicating that they were too easy for the participants. Thus, only 10 

items measured the participants’ abilities. With many items being too easy or too 

difficult, the test-taker’s abilities were not measured precisely and instrument reliability 

was negatively affected. Likewise, the participants were all college students, which 

makes it likely that their ability estimates fell within a limited range. Thus, separation 

between individuals was reduced because their abilities were similar. 

Given the problems with item fit and the need for more items on the test, a new 

version of the BDST was designed. Two main changes were made to improve the 

instrument’s quality. First, four items from the original BDST were revised. This 

included ensuring that no items had two numerically adjacent digits and that no items 

began or ended with 0. The second and more significant change was to increase the 

quantity of items to create greater separation among test-takers. Especially, more items 
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were added in the middle range, and the number of practice items was decreased, 

including the elimination of the two-digit items. 

The new BDST performed much better than the original design. Rasch descriptive 

statistics are shown in Table 16. The standard deviation of infit MNSQ was .29; thus, 

according to McNamara’s (1996) criterion, the infit MNSQ values were.42-1.58. All 

items fit the model; however, item 4.2 had a high outfit MNSQ value at 5.53. The main 

reason for the high outfit MNSQ statistic was that P24, one of the best performers on the 

 

Table 16. Rasch Fit Statistics for the New Backward Digit Span Test Items 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Infit 

ZSTD 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

8.1 3.18 .65 1.11 .4 .81 .3 .44 
8.2 3.18 .65 1.09 .3 .68 .2 .46 
7.3 2.19 .52 .83 -.6 1.29 .6 .54 
7.1 1.25 .46 1.24 1.2 1.18 .5 .46 
7.2 1.04 .46 1.05 .3 .90 .0 .56 
6.1 .83 .46 .73 -1.4 .57 -1.0 .69 
6.4 .83 .46 .75 -1.3 .57 -1.0 .69 
5.5 .42 .46 1.55 2.3 1.92 2.0 .34 
6.3 .21 .46 .83 -.7 .68 -.8 .66 
6.2 -.22 .47 .81 -.7 .63 -1.0 .67 
6.5 -.49 .49 .53 -2.1 .40 -1.6 .76 
5.4 -.92 .50 .88 -.3 .65 -.6 .62 
5.1 -1.18 .52 1.19 .7 1.42 .8 .45 
5.2 -1.18 .52 1.35 1.2 1.10 .4 .43 
5.3 -1.45 .53 .88 -.3 .67 -.3 .58 
4.1 -2.42 .62 .70 -.8 .33 -.5 .56 
4.2 -2.42 .62 1.54 1.4 5.53 2.4 .11 
4.3 -2.85 .68 .60 -1.0 .21 -.4 .54 
3.1 -5.51 1.83 MINIMUM MEASURE 0 
3.2 -5.51 1.83 MINIMUM MEASURE 0 
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new BDST, had an incorrect answer for item 4.2. When P24 was removed from the new 

BDST analysis, the new outfit MNSQ value for item 4.2 was 1.67, and the outfit MNSQ 

standard deviation was .49. Thus, using McNamara’s criterion, outfit MNSQ values 

between .02-1.98 were acceptable. 

The Wright map for the new BDST, which appears in Figure 9, reveals the 

expected hierarchy of difficulty; short digit spans were easy and long digit spans were 

difficult. The exception is item 5.5, which functioned more like a six-digit item than a 

five-digit item. Although item 5.5 had infit MNSQ and outfit MNSQ values that were 

acceptable by McNamara’s criterion, it was answered correctly less often than the other 

five-digit span items. On average, the other four five-digit spans were answered correctly 

by 22 out of 30 participants; however, item 5.5 was answered correctly by only 15 

participants. The most probable cause of the difficulty was test fatigue, as most 

participants mentioned that the BDST was difficult. It is possible that even though five-

digit spans were generally easy for the participants, the concentration needed to do the 

backward digit spans became more difficult to maintain as the test progressed. Another 

factor that might have made item 5.5 difficult was the fact that it had the digits 6 and 9 in 

it. Item 5.5 was 3-6-4-1-9. The fact that 6 and 9 are inverted versions of each other could 

have caused the participants to have difficulty remembering the sequence. 

Multidimensionality seemed unlikely given the simple composition of the new BDST and 

the fact that the old BDST did not appear multidimensional. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
  More able persons  |  More difficult items 
                    T|T 
                     | 
                     | 
                  X  |  8.1  8.2 
    3                + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                 XX  | 
                     |  7.3 
                     | 
    2                + 
                XXX S| 
                     |S 
                     | 
                XXX  | 
                     |  7.1 
                     | 
    1           XXX  +  7.2 
                     |  6.1    6.4 
                     | 
                XXX  | 
                     |  5.5 
                XXX M|  6.3 
                     | 
    0                +M 
                     | 
                     |  6.2 
                  X  | 
                     |  6.5 
                 XX  | 
                     |  5.4 
   -1                + 
                XXX  |  5.1   5.2 
                     | 
                    S| 
                     |  5.3 
                     |S 
                  X  | 
   -2                + 
                     | 
                     | 
                XXX  |  4.1   4.2 
                     | 
                     | 
                     |  4.3 
   -3             X T+  3.1  3.2 
  Less able persons  |  Easier items 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 9. Item Wright map for the new Backward Digit Span Test. Each “X” = 1 
person; M = Mean; S = One standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard 
deviations from the mean. 
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Examination of the standardized residual loadings showed that the raw variance 

explained by items was 25.8% and the unexplained variance of the first contrast was 

8.2%, thus not meeting Linacre’s threshold to be considered good. Similarly, the variance 

explained by the Rasch measures was 48.7%, which was just under the 50% criterion 

considered good by Linacre. However, the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance in the 

first residual contrast was 2.9, which was 8.2% of the variance; both of these figures are 

considered good by Linacre. 

The PCA of item residuals was examined for further evidence concerning the 

dimensionality of the new BDST. Standardized residual loadings for the items suggested 

that a number of items warranted further examination, as they were higher than ±.40 

(Bond & Fox, 2015). Table 17 shows that five items had positive loadings higher 

than .40, and three items had negative loadings of greater than -.40. The cause for these 

higher or lower loadings is not immediately apparent. The high positive loading items 

were items of mid to easy difficulty. The low negative loadings were mid to high 

difficulty. There was no evidence that these two groups represented any second 

dimension in the BDST. Despite less-than-ideal explained variance by the items, the 

BDST is fundamentally unidimensional. The PCA of item residuals for the new BDST 

appear in Table 17. 
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Table 17. The Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for the New Backward Digit Span Test 
Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 
5.3 .71 -1.45 .88 .67 
4.1 .66 -2.42 .70 .33 
4.3 .58 -2.85 .60 .21 
6.2 .54 -.22 .81 .63 
5.4 .52 -.92 .88 .65 
6.1 .26 .83 .73 .57 
5.1 .03 -1.18 1.19 1.42 
6.4 .00 .83 .75 .57 
6.3 -.02 .21 .83 .68 
5.5 -.04 .42 1.55 1.92 
7.2 -.11 1.04 1.05 .90 
6.5 -.13 -.49 .53 .40 
8.2 -.15 3.18 1.09 .68 
7.3 -.21 2.19 .83 1.29 
4.2 -.29 -2.42 1.54 5.53 
8.1 -.48 3.18 1.11 .81 
7.1 -.51 1.25 1.24 1.18 
5.2 -.55 -1.18 1.35 1.10 

 

The new 20-item BDST Rasch item reliability coefficient was .89 and item 

separation was 2.80; these are considered good and fair values, respectively, according to 

Fisher (2007). Rasch person reliability was .82 and person separation of 2.13, also 

considered to be good and fair, respectively. Notably, the person reliability and 

separation for the new BDST were much higher than the person reliability and separation 

statistics for the original BDST. Thus, the new BDST was considered an improved 

instrument, and participant measures from the new BDST were used in the study. 

 

Listening Vocabulary Levels Test Analysis 

The 102 items of Part 1, 2, 3, and 6 of the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test 

(LVLT) (McLean et al., 2015) were administered to the 30 participants of the study. The 
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Rasch statistics for the LVLT are shown in Table 18. The standard deviation of the infit 

MNSQ statistics was .12; thus, good fitting items had infit MNSQ values between .76-  

 

Table 18. Rasch Fit Statistics for the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test 

Item Measure Model 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Out 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-
measure 

correlation 
AWL.8: clause 6.03 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L3.23: constituent 4.79 1.03 1.06 .37 1.09 .48 .04 
AWL.26: accumulate 2.93 .51 .86 -.36 .94 .00 .41 
AWL.12: arbitrary 2.68 .48 1.14 .56 1.08 .34 .14 
AWL.29: notwithstanding 2.68 .48 1.09 .41 1.21 .64 .13 
AWL.30: perspective 2.68 .48 .95 -.08 .97 .05 .33 
L3.20: personnel 2.47 .45 1.02 .17 .96 -.01 .29 
AWL.4: component 2.27 .43 1.31 1.38 1.76 2.35 -.20 
L2.17: refer 2.09 .42 .74 -1.42 .69 -1.35 .65 
AWL.5: compensate 2.09 .42 1.08 .46 1.09 .44 .21 
L3.22: devastate 1.92 .41 1.22 1.28 1.52 2.19 -.05 
L3.19: mode 1.75 .40 1.32 2.01 1.49 2.34 -.14 
AWL.18: institute 1.75 .40 1.11 .74 1.27 1.40 .13 
AWL.19: retain 1.60 .39 .85 -1.12 .82 -1.09 .52 
AWL.14: alternative 1.45 .39 .99 -.03 .96 -.23 .34 
AWL.25: distort 1.45 .39 .72 -2.55 .69 -2.28 .69 
L3.4: pave 1.30 .39 .89 -1.02 .87 -.87 .47 
AWL.28: rigid 1.30 .39 .99 -.06 .95 -.34 .35 
L2.9: pro 1.15 .38 .89 -1.05 .85 -1.07 .47 
L3.5: remedy 1.15 .38 .99 -.07 .96 -.21 .34 
L3.21: competent 1.15 .38 .99 -.06 .96 -.26 .34 
AWL.13: mutual 1.15 .38 1.16 1.42 1.15 1.04 .11 
L2.7: pub 1.00 .39 1.07 .63 1.14 .96 .20 
L3.2: compound .70 .39 1.13 1.10 1.21 1.17 .11 
L3.10: conceive .70 .39 .94 -.43 .90 -.53 .39 
AWL.9: migrate .70 .39 1.03 .29 .99 .01 .27 
L2.24: reserve .54 .40 .81 -1.51 .74 -1.41 .57 
L3.12: impose .54 .40 1.18 1.32 1.22 1.12 .04 
L3.13: solution .54 .40 1.14 1.03 1.32 1.54 .07 
L3.1: restore .22 .42 1.08 .50 .98 -.01 .21 
AWL.7: external .22 .42 1.13 .80 1.50 1.80 .02 

(Table 18 continues) 



 164 

(Table 18 continued) 

Item Measure Model 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Out 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-
measure 

correlation 
AWL.23: diverse .22 .42 .87 -.76 .77 -.89 .48 
L1.12: far .04 .43 .89 -.53 .80 -.65 .44 
L2.21: brand .04 .43 1.09 .48 1.36 1.21 .10 
L2.22: seal .04 .43 1.07 .39 .98 .03 .21 
L3.24: weave .04 .43 1.11 .58 1.16 .61 .12 
AWL.15: colleague .04 .43 .92 -.33 .81 -.60 .40 
AWL.16: legal .04 .43 1.17 .90 1.23 .84 .03 
AWL.24: hierarchy .04 .43 .83 -.83 .73 -.93 .51 
AWL.10: priority -.15 .45 .96 -.10 .84 -.39 .34 
AWL.17: site -.15 .45 .97 -.07 1.35 1.07 .21 
L3.18: review -.37 .47 1.11 .48 1.34 .93 .04 
AWL.1: concept -.37 .47 .95 -.11 1.06 .28 .27 
AWL.3: item -.37 .47 1.08 .39 1.04 .22 .14 
L1.20: handle -.60 .50 1.01 .14 1.13 .42 .17 
L2.6: drawer -.60 .50 .82 -.50 .65 -.74 .49 
L2.10: soldier -.60 .50 .91 -.19 .75 -.47 .38 
AWL.20: phase -.60 .50 .81 -.53 .64 -.77 .50 
AWL.21: pursue -.60 .50 .90 -.21 .77 -.41 .38 
AWL.27: abandon -.60 .50 .86 -.36 .66 -.71 .45 
L2.5: upset -.88 .55 .93 -.06 .94 .06 .28 
L2.12: resist -.88 .55 .87 -.24 .65 -.59 .42 
L3.16: tunnel -.88 .55 .86 -.27 .74 -.36 .40 
L1.11: any -1.22 .62 1.00 .15 1.06 .31 .18 
L1.24: round -1.22 .62 .92 -.03 .80 -.12 .30 
L2.1: maintain -1.22 .62 .93 .00 .63 -.45 .35 
L2.3: standard -1.22 .62 .93 .01 1.03 .27 .24 
L2.4: basis -1.22 .62 1.06 .29 1.10 .37 .09 
L3.3: latter -1.22 .62 .79 -.33 .50 -.75 .51 
L3.8: fuel -1.22 .62 .86 -.15 .60 -.51 .41 
L3.15: independence -1.22 .62 .93 .00 .63 -.45 .35 
AWL.22: recover -1.22 .62 1.14 .44 1.36 .72 -.05 
L2.2: period -1.68 .74 .93 .09 .57 -.33 .32 
L2.14: refuse -1.68 .74 1.04 .27 .91 .17 .12 
L2.23: warn -1.68 .74 1.05 .28 .94 .21 .11 
L3.7: behavior -1.68 .74 1.06 .30 1.08 .37 .07 
L3.17: reward -1.68 .74 1.08 .33 1.44 .75 -.02 

(Table 18 continues) 
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(Table 18 continued)        

Item Measure Model 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Out 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-
measure 

correlation 
AWL.6: professional -1.68 .74 1.05 .29 .93 .19 .11 
AWL.11: reverse -1.68 .74 1.02 .24 .79 .01 .17 
L1.2: stone -2.43 1.03 1.05 .36 1.21 .58 .00 
L1.8: nothing -2.43 1.03 .84 .13 .26 -.46 .43 
L1.10: actual -2.43 1.03 1.05 .36 1.33 .65 -.02 
L1.13: game -2.43 1.03 1.02 .33 .80 .24 .12 
L1.18: grow -2.43 1.03 1.02 .33 .80 .24 .12 
L2.8: circle -2.43 1.03 .93 .23 .40 -.22 .31 
L3.9: silk -2.43 1.03 1.06 .37 1.46 .74 -.04 
L1.1: time -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.3: poor -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.4: drive -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.5: jump -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.6: shoe -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.7: test -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.9: cross -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.14: cause -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.15: many -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.16: where -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.17: school -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.19: flower -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.21: camp -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.22: lake -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L1.23: past -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L2.11: result -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L2.13: lend -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L2.15: speech -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L2.16: pressure -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L2.18: army -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L2.19: knee -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L2.20: rope -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L3.6: bacterium -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L3.11: legend -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
L3.14: celebrate -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
AWL.2: similar -3.66 1.84 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
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1.24. According to this criterion, four items misfit the Rasch model. Two items had high 

infit MNSQ values: Item L3.19 (mode) and item AWL.4 (component). In addition, two 

items had low infit MNSQ values: Item L2.17 (refer) and Item AWL.25 (distort).  

The four items in Table 18 could have misfit for a number of reasons. For 

example, given that the LVLT is a listening test, item 19 in part 3, mode, was possibly  

confused by some test-takers as the word mood, as the most popular distractor selected by 

participants was 態度 taido (attitude). In Part 6, item 4, component misfit for unclear 

reasons. The distractors 骨組 honegumi (framework) and 相手 aite (partner) were both 

chosen by approximately equal numbers of participants. The reasons why refer and 

distort misfit are also unclear. Because there was no clear determination that these items  

were poorly constructed, and misfit values were not high, the items were not removed 

from the instrument. 

Figure 10 shows the Wright map hierarchy of difficulty for the LVLT items, 

excluding the minimum measure items. Items that are more difficult appear toward the  

top of the map, while easier items appear at the bottom of the map. Thus, words such as 

clause and constituent were most difficult for participants, as would be expected because 

clause is an AWL word and constituent is in the third 1,000 frequency level. Meanwhile, 

the majority of easier items were level-1 words (e.g., actual, grow, nothing, game, stone), 

with the exception of a level-2 word, circle, and a level-3 word, silk. Notably, both circle 

and silk have loanword equivalents in Japanese, サークル saakuru and シルク siruku, 

which likely made them easier. Though sometimes words that were expected to be more 

difficult, such as level 3 words and AWL words, appear toward the easier end of the map,  
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---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
More able |  More difficult items 
persons   | 
    5     +  AWL.8: clause 
          | 
          |  L3.23: constituent 
          | 
          | 
          | 
    4     + 
          | 
          | 
          | 
          | 
          |T 
    3  X  +  AWL.26: accumulate 
          | 
       X  |  AWL.12: arbitrary  AWL.29: notwithstanding  
         T|  AWL.30: perspective 
          |  L3.20: personnel   AWL.4: component 
      XX  |  L2.17: refer       AWL.5: compensate 
    2     + 
      XX S|  L3.22: devastate   L3.19: mode       AWL.18: institute 
      XX  |S AWL.19: retain 
          |  AWL.25: distort    AWL.14: alternative 
   XXXXX  |  L3.4: pave         AWL.28: rigid 
       X M|  L2.9: pro          L3.21: competent  L3.5: remedy 
    1 XX  +  L2.7: pub          AWL.13: mutual 
     XXX  | 
    XXXX  |  L3.10: conceive    L3.2: compound    AWL.9: migrate 
    XXXX  |  L2.24: reserve     L3.12: impose     L3.13: solution 
         S|  L3.1: restore      AWL.23: diverse   AWL.7: external 
          |  L2.21: brand       L2.22: seal       L3.24: weave 
    0  X  +M L1.12: far         AWL.15: colleague AWL.16: legal 
         T|  AWL.24: hierarchy  AWL.10: priority  AWL.17: site 
       X  |  L3.18: review      AWL.1: concept    AWL.3: item 
          |  L1.20: handle      L2.10: soldier    L2.6: drawer 
          |  AWL.20: phase      AWL.21: pursue    AWL.27: abandon 
          |  L2.12: resist      L2.5: upset       L3.16: tunnel 
   -1     + 
          |  L1.11: any         L1.24: round      L2.1: maintain 
          |  L2.3: standard     L2.4: basis       L3.15: independence 
          |S L3.3: latter       L3.8: fuel        AWL.22: recover 
          |  L2.14: refuse      L2.23: warn       L2.2: period 
          |  L3.17: reward      L3.7: behavior    AWL.11: reverse 
   -2     +  AWL.6: professional 
          | 
          | 
          |  L1.10: actual  L1.13: game       L1.18: grow 
          |  L1.2: stone    L1.8: nothing     L2.8: circle  L3.9: silk 
Less able |  Easier items 
persons   | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 10. Item Wright map for LVLT items, excluding minimum measures items. Each “X” = 1 
person; M = Mean; S = One standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard 
deviations from the mean. 
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the general trend of higher-level words being higher on the map and lower-level words 

being lower is clear. 

A Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis was run to examine the dimensionality of 

the LVLT data. The raw variance explained by items was 26.3% and the unexplained 

variance in the first contrast was 5.7%; thus, the ratio of raw explained variance to the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was good (Linacre, 2007). The variance 

explained by measures was 34.2%, which was under the 50% recommended by Linacre. 

Finally, the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance explained by the first contrast was 

6.5, more than the 3.0 recommended by Linacre, but this accounted for only 5.7% of the 

variance, which is considered good. The eigenvalue of 6.5 suggested a possible second 

dimension indicated by more than six items. The high eigenvalue warranted the further 

examination of item residuals to ensure unidimensionality of the data, as loadings ±.40 

can indicate evidence of a second dimension in the data (Bond & Fox, 2015). Items with 

loadings of ±.40 for the LVLT data appear in Table 19. 

Table 19 shows that, generally speaking, items from low levels had high positive 

residual loadings (i.e., they were easier), and items from higher levels had low negative 

loadings (i.e., they were more difficult). Thus, there is no reason to assume that the 

contrasting items in Table 19 were evidence of a second dimension; they were the result 

of item difficulty, and item difficulty is not a legitimate second dimension. The LVLT 

fundamentally measured a single dimension: listening vocabulary knowledge. 
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Table 19. The Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for Listening Vocabulary Levels Test Items 

Item Loading Measure 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
L3.3: latter .82 -1.22 .79 .50 
L1.13: game .68 -2.43 1.02 .80 
L1.18: grow .68 -2.43 1.02 .80 
L2.5: upset  .63 -.88 .93 .94 
L3.17: reward .58 -1.68 1.08 1.44 
AWL.20: phase .51 -.60 .81 .64 
L3.8: fuel .45 -1.22 .86 .60 
L1.12: far  .44 .04 .89 .80 
AWL.18: institute -.47 1.75 1.11 1.27 
L2.17: refer -.47 2.09 .74 .69 
AWL.5: compensate -.49 2.09 1.08 1.09 
L3.1: restore -.53 .22 1.08 .98 

 

Rasch person reliability was .80 and person separation was 2.00, both fair values 

according to Fisher (2007). Rasch item reliability was .76, which is considered fair by 

Fisher, and item separation was 1.77, which is considered poor by Fisher. For the 

purposes of the current study, the LVLT appeared to measure the participants’ listening 

vocabulary knowledge at different levels well. Given the main goal of understanding how 

familiar vocabulary was for participants, especially at the 1,000 and 2,000-word 

frequency level, no items were excluded based on the Rasch analysis of the LVLT. 

 

Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety Analysis 

The 27-item Shortened Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (Kimura, 

2011) is comprised of two parts, 14 items focused on Self-Focused Apprehension (SFA) 

and 13 items focused on Task-Focused Apprehension (TFA). The Rasch analysis of the 

two parts of the SSFLLA are discussed separately, beginning with the SFA items. 
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Table 20 shows the Rasch statistics for the 14 items of the SFA. The infit MNSQ 

standard deviation for the SFA was .31. Thus, according to McNamara’s criterion, infit 

 

Table 20. Rasch Fit Statistics for the Self-Focused Apprehension Items 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Infit 

ZSTD 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

SFA9 1.78 .24 1.32 1.22 1.49 1.73 .63 
SFA13 .61 .23 1.22 .90 1.28 1.10 .59 
SFA4 .50 .23 .61 -1.74 .60 -1.79 .83 
SFA14 .50 .23 1.15 .64 1.12 .54 .74 
SFA8 .34 .23 1.38 1.45 1.36 1.38 .76 
SFA12 .29 .23 1.13 .58 1.12 .56 .73 
SFA6 .08 .23 .69 -1.29 .70 -1.29 .91 
SFA10 -.29 .23 .54 -2.16 .53 -2.19 .88 
SFA1 -.39 .23 1.15 .64 1.14 .63 .59 
SFA7 -.45 .23 .56 -2.03 .57 -1.99 .90 
SFA5 -.50 .23 .93 -.19 .97 -.02 .79 
SFA11 -.61 .23 .82 -.66 .84 -.59 .82 
SFA3 -.82 .23 .74 -1.03 .73 -1.10 .83 
SFA2 -1.04 .23 1.50 1.78 1.48 1.74 .65 

 

MNSQ values between .38-1.62 fit the model. By this criterion, there were no misfitting 

SFA items. 

Figure 11 shows the Wright map hierarchy of difficulty for the 14 SFA items of 

the SSFLLA. Items that were less likely to be endorsed are higher on the map, and items 

that were more likely to be endorsed are lower. Most items are gathered within a two-  

logit range in the middle of the map. However, item SFA9 is noticeably higher on the 

map than other items. Item SFA9’s text is I would rather not listen to people talking in 

English. The item misfit in Kimura’s (2011) study using the SSFLLA, and she proposed 

that the item “probably did not tap into the anxiety construct” (p. 137). However, in the  
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----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more anxiety |  Less likely to be endorsed items 
    3                    T+ 
                       X  | 
                          | 
                       X  | 
                     XXX  | 
    2                     + 
                          |  SFA9 
                         S| 
                       X  |T 
                      XX  | 
    1                     + 
                       X  |S 
                      XX  |  SFA13  SFA14  SFA4 
                      XX  |  SFA8 
                      XX  |  SFA12 
    0                XXX M+M SFA6 
                       X  |  SFA10 
                       X  |  SFA1   SFA7 
                     XXX  |  SFA11  SFA5 
                          |S SFA3 
   -1                     +  SFA2 
                       X  | 
                         S|T 
                       X  | 
                      XX  | 
   -2                     + 
                      XX  | 
                          | 
                          | 
                       X T| 
   -3                     + 
Persons with less anxiety |  More likely to be endorsed items 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 11. Item Wright map for Self-Focused Apprehension items. Each “X” = 1 person; 
M = Mean; S = One standard deviation from the mean; T = Two standard 
deviations from the mean. 
 

current study the item did not misfit even though the Wright map reveals that it was less 

likely to be endorsed than most other items. 

A Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis was conducted to examine the 

dimensionality of the 14 SFA items. The raw variance explained by items was 26.8% and 

the unexplained variance in the first contrast was 7.3%. Thus, the ratio of raw explained 

variance to the unexplained variance in the first contrast was less than four, which is not 
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good according to Linacre (2007). The variance explained by measures was good at 

63.7%, higher the 50% criterion recommended by Linacre. Finally, the eigenvalue of the 

unexplained variance explained by the first contrast was 2.8, which is under 3.0 as 

recommended by Linacre, and the percentage was 7.3%, which is considered good. 

The item residual loadings were examined to ensure unidimensionality of the 

data. Item residual loadings of ±.40 (Bond & Fox, 2015) can help identify items 

representing a second dimension being measured by the instrument. The PCA of item 

residuals ±.40 for the 14 SFA items of the SSFLLA data appears in Table 21. Seven 

items had loadings of ±.40. Items SFA2, SFA3, SFA6, and SFA7 had positive loadings 

higher than .40, while SFA9, SFA13, and SFA14 had negative loadings less than -.40. 

The positive and negative loading items are as follows: 

 

Positive loading SFA items: 

• SFA2: It is difficult to differentiate individual English words. 
• SFA3: I am not confident in listening to English without a chance to read the 

transcription of speech. 
• SFA6: I often get so confused that I cannot remember what I have heard in English. 
• SFA7: I get confused when listening for important information in English. 
 

Negative loading SFA items: 

• SFA9: I would rather not listen to people talking in English. 
• SFA13: It often happens that I do not understand what English speakers say although 

I know the words. 
• SFA14: I have difficulty understanding conversations between two people speaking 

English. 
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The four positive loading SFA items were among the most likely to be endorsed, while 

the three negative loading items least likely to be endorsed. It is possible to speculate why 

some items would be difficult to endorse (e.g., English language majors would be 

unlikely to report for SFA9 that they “would rather not listen to English). However, it is  

 

Table 21. The Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for the Self-Focused Apprehension Items 
Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 

SFA7 .87 -.45 .56 .57 
SFA6 .56 .08 .69 .70 
SFA3 .48 -.82 .74 .73 
SFA2 .48 -1.04 1.50 1.48 
SFA8 .33 .34 1.38 1.36 
SFA10 .22 -.29 .54 .53 
SFA11 -.05 -.61 .82 .84 
SFA4 -.15 .50 .61 .60 
SFA5 -.19 -.50 .93 .97 
SFA12 -.19 .29 1.13 1.12 
SFA1 -.25 -.39 1.15 1.14 
SFA14 -.56 .50 1.15 1.12 
SFA13 -.57 .61 1.22 1.28 
SFA9 -.57 1.78 1.32 1.49 

 

not possible to discern a clear relationship among the positive or negative loading items 

aside from the difference in how easy it was to endorse them. Thus, there was no 

identifiable dimension among the items that suggested a second dimension in the data. 

Rasch person reliability was .93 and person separation was 3.78 for the 14 SFA 

items; there are very good and good values, respectively, according to Fisher (2007). 

Rasch item reliability was .88, which is considered fair by Fisher, and item separation 

was 2.70, which is also considered good by Fisher. The 14 SFA items of the SSFLLA 

measured participants’ self-focused listening anxiety well, and no items were excluded 
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based on the Rasch analysis results. The Rasch analysis of the 13 Task-Focused Anxiety 

(TFA) items of the SSFLLA is discussed next. 

Rasch stastistics for the 13 Task-Focused Apprehension (TFA) items were 

examined first. The Rasch statistics for the items appear in Table 22. The infit MNSQ 

standard deviation for the 13 TFA items was .27; thus, according to McNamara’s 

criterion, infit MNSQ values between .46-1.54 fit the model adequately well. By this 

criterion, item TFA12 misfit with an infit MNSQ statistic of 1.74. The text for item 

TFA12 was 英語で行われる講演会などを聞くのは、緊張する eigo de okonowareru 

kouenkai nado wo kiku no ha, kinchousuru (I feel nervous when listening to a lecture in 

English). The reason for the misfit might be that in contrast to other TFA items, item 

TFA12 was answered fairly similarly across proficiency levels. Mean ratings on the 6-  

point Likert scale among high-, mid-, and low-proficiency participants were 2.7., 3.0, and 

3.0, respectively. Thus, the participants’ responses tended to be toward the middle of the 

scale; the item was neither strongly nor weakly endorsed. This result might be because of 

the wording of the item, in which the Japanese term 講演会 kouenkai (lecture) is used. A 

講演会 kouenkai is often a large event lecture, as occurs during a conference or with an  

invited speaker at a college rather than a normal college lecture that a professor gives to a 

class each week. Thus, it is possible that participants were inexperienced listening to 講

演会 kouenkai talks in English, and therefore were unable to answer the question based 
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on their memory of an actual experience. Thus, uncertainty about their own experience 

might have led to a vague response across proficiency levels. 

 

Table 22. Rasch Fit Statistics for the Task-Focused Apprehension Items 

Item Measure SE 
Infit 

MNSQ 
Infit 

ZSTD 
Outfit 

MNSQ 
Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-measure 
correlation 

TFA11 1.70 .22 1.17 .71 1.11 .48 .77 
TFA12 1.45 .22 1.74 2.50 1.70 2.34 .60 
TFA6 .79 .22 .87 -.46 .85 -.56 .86 
TFA9 .23 .22 .80 -.76 .80 -.79 .84 
TFA13 .18 .22 1.15 .65 1.23 .96 .68 
TFA10 .04 .22 .64 -1.57 .65 -1.51 .86 
TFA7 -.01 .22 .98 .00 .95 -.10 .77 
TFA5 -.15 .22 1.09 .45 1.07 .34 .81 
TFA8 -.15 .22 .71 -1.21 .71 -1.19 .84 
TFA1 -.20 .22 .76 -.96 .80 -.75 .78 
TFA4 -.65 .23 .90 -.30 .90 -.30 .84 
TFA3 -1.41 .24 .93 -.17 .96 -.04 .76 
TFA2 -1.84 .25 .94 -.11 1.20 .68 .71 

 

Figure 12 shows the Wright map hierarchy of difficulty for the 13 TFA items. 

Items that were less likely to be endorsed are higher on the map, and items that are more 

likely to be endorsed are lower. Items are spread out relatively evenly over a four-logit 

range, with no gaps of a logit or more between items. The misfitting item TFA12 was less 

likely to be endorsed compared to most other items, but not a complete outlier. 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more anxiety |  Less likely to be endorsed items 
    3                  X  + 
                          | 
                       X  | 
                       X  | 
                      XX  | 
                          | 
    2                  X S+ 
                     XXX  |T 
                       X  |  TFA11 
                          |  TFA12 
                          | 
                          | 
    1                  X  +S 
                      XX  |  TFA6 
                       X  | 
                       X M| 
                       X  | 
                          |  TFA13  TFA9 
    0                XXX  +M TFA10  TFA7 
                          |  TFA1   TFA5   TFA8 
                      XX  | 
                       X  | 
                       X  |  TFA4 
                     XXX  | 
   -1                    S+S 
                          | 
                          |  TFA3 
                      XX  | 
                          | 
                       X  |T TFA2 
   -2                     + 
                          | 
                          | 
                       X T| 
                          | 
                          | 
   -3                     + 
Persons with less anxiety |  More likely to be endorsed items 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Figure 12. Item Wright map for Task-Focused Apprehension items. 
 

A Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis was conducted to examine the 

dimensionality of the 13 TFA items. The raw variance explained by the items was 32.0% 

and the unexplained variance in the first contrast was 6.5%; thus, the ratio of raw 

explained variance to the unexplained variance in the first contrast was more than four, 
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which is considered good by Linacre (2007). The variance explained by the Rasch 

measures was good at 69.2%, which is higher the 50% recommended by Linacre. Finally, 

the eigenvalue of the unexplained variance explained by the first contrast was 6.3. 

Linacre suggests that a value less than 3.0 is good; however, the percentage of 

unexplained variance explained by the first contrast was 6.5%, with values under 10% 

considered good by Linacre. 

To further investigate the dimensionality of the data, item residual loadings were 

examined. Item residual loadings of ±.40 (Bond & Fox, 2015) can help identify items 

representing a second dimension being measured by the instrument. Three items had 

loadings of ±.40; TFA5 英語を聞いていると、気が散って、大切な点を聞き逃した

のではないかと不安だ Eigo wo kiiteiru to, ki ga chitte, taisetsu na ten wo kikinogashita 

no de ha nai k ato fuan da (When listening to English, I worry that I might have missed 

important information while I was distracted) and TFA8 英語で聞いた内容に関して、

ゆっくり考える時間がないと不安だ Eigo de kiita naiyou ni kanshite, yukkuri 

kangaeru jikan ga nai to fuan da (I get worried when I have little time to think about 

what I have heard in English) loaded positively, and TFA2 英語の聞き取りで、文章が

１回しか読まれないときは緊張する Eigo no kikitori de, bunshou ga ikkai shika 

yomarenai toki ha kinchousuru (When listening to English, I get nervous if I only hear a 

listening passage just once) loaded negatively. However, there was no reason to believe 

that these three items represented an addition dimension in the data because no particular 

theme connects the three items; thus, there is no threat to the unidimensionality of the 13 

TFA items. The PCA of item residuals results for the 13 TFA items appear in Table 23. 
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The TFA measures were good overall and suggest that the data were fundamentally 

unidimensionality. 

 

Table 23. The Rasch PCA of Item Residuals for the Task-Focused Apprehension Items 
Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 

TFA8 .69 -.15 .71 .71 
TFA5 .54 -.15 1.09 1.07 
TFA9 .49 .23 .80 .80 
TFA12 .23 1.45 1.74 1.69 
TFA6 .16 .79 .87 .85 
TFA4 .07 -.65 .90 .90 
TFA11 .07 1.70 1.17 1.11 
TFA7 -.15 -.01 .98 .95 
TFA13 -.32 .18 1.15 1.23 
TFA1 -.38 -.20 .76 .80 
TFA3 -.43 -1.41 .93 .96 
TFA10 -.49 .04 .64 .65 
TFA2 -.63 -1.84 .94 1.20 

 

Rasch person reliability was .93 and person separation was 3.67; these figures are 

considered very good and good, respectively, by Fisher (2007). Rasch item reliability 

was .94 and item separation was 3.90. These two values are also considered very good 

and good, respectively, by Fisher. The 14 SFA items measured the participants’ self-

focused listening anxiety well, and no items were excluded based on the Rasch analysis. 

 

Summary 

The purpose of the current chapter has been to evaluate the instruments to 

determine the validity of their data for use in the study. Two instruments—the nonword 

repeition test and the backward digit span test—were revised to provide better measures 

of the participants’ abilities. Other instruments were determined to be measuring 
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participant abilities satisfactorily. Participant measures from the instruments evaluated in 

this chapter were used to conduct the quantitative statistical analyses that produced the 

results that appear in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 5 

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present quantitative results in order to answer the 

six research questions presented in Chapter 2. The first and second research questions 

both pertain to comprehension difficulties experienced by the participants. Analyses of 

the transcripts from L2 recalls, L2 repetitions, and verbal reports from the listening 

segments are used to answer both research questions. The third research question relates 

to how persistent the different types of comprehension difficulties were for the 

participants. The analyses of the L2 recalls, L2 repetitions, and verbal reports are used to 

answer the third question also. The fourth research question concerns listening strengths: 

What words or phrases were easiest for the participants to understand? This question is 

answered by examining L1 recalls from the first full listening opportunity and the 

segment listening opportunities. The fifth research question concerns the relationship of 

participant comprehension of listening texts with experience studying abroad and 

listening proficiency. It is answered by calculating the Kendall tau’s correlation between 

listening text comprehension and study abroad and the Pearson correlation between 

listening text comprehension and listening proficiency scores. The sixth and final 

research question concerns the relationship among participant comprehension of listening 

texts and other listening related variables: listening vocabulary knowledge, phonological 

short-term memory, working memory, and listening anxiety. Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficients were calculated to answer this question. 
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Research Question 1: Phonological Decoding and Word Segmentation Difficulties 

The first research question asked about the causes of phonological decoding and 

word segmentation difficulties experienced by L1 Japanese university EFL learners. To 

answer this research question, the results pertaining to phonological decoding difficulties 

are first presented followed by the results concerning word segmentation difficulties. 

 

Phonological Decoding Difficulties 

Phonological decoding difficulties are those in which participants misinterpreted a 

word or phrase and it caused comprehension difficulty, but the misinterpretation of the 

word or phrase did not extend across word boundaries. That is, the number of syllables in 

all individual words were accurately perceived, but one or more phonemes within the 

words were misinterpreted, leading to a miscomprehension of the meaning. For example, 

misinterpreting taught as told was an example of phonological decoding difficulty that 

led to miscomprehension of meaning. 

The results from the analysis of phonological decoding difficulties are presented 

in Tables 24 and 25. First, the number of participants with and without phonological 

decoding difficulties are shown in Table 24 for each of the four listening texts. These data 

give a general idea of the pervasiveness of phonological decoding difficulties across the 

four listening texts during the segment L1 recall and L2 repetition tasks. Only cases in 

which phonological decoding caused comprehension difficulties are included; other cases 

were not counted. Comprehension difficulties were determined by the participants’ L1 

recalls. That is, when participants could not provide the accurate L1 meaning of a given 

segment, it was considered miscomprehended. 
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Table 24. Participants With and Without Phonological Decoding Difficulties 
Text (Type) With difficulties No difficulties 

Kyoto (Scripted) 19 11 
Taro (Scripted) 12 18 
Kirby (Unscripted) 29 1 
Willis (Unscripted 28 2 

 

Table 24 shows that phonological decoding difficulties were common, especially 

in the two unscripted listening texts, Kirby and Willis. The unscripted listening texts were 

likely more difficult for three main reasons. The first reason was that in the unscripted 

texts, the speakers’ idiolects were new for the participants. The scripted texts were 

recorded by me, and my voice was familiar to all the participants. However, the 

unscripted texts were videos of speakers to whom the participants had had only a brief 

exposure during the practice listening. A second reason for the participants’ difficulty 

with unscripted texts were three characteristics of unscripted speech that made those texts 

difficult to comprehension: laughter, hesitation phenomena, and fillers. The participants 

directly reported that laughter in two separate segments, as well as hesitation phenomena 

and fillers (i.e., um, like) in two other segments led to comprehension difficulties. The 

scripted listening texts had none of these characteristics. A final likely reason for 

difficulty was that the unscripted texts contained more unknown words than the scripted 

texts. Unknown words commonly caused both phonological decoding and word 

segmentation difficulties for the participants. 

Table 25 shows the exact words and phrases that caused phonological decoding 

difficulties for the participants in the four listening texts along with the participant 

identifiers for those who had comprehension difficulty. Words in parentheses in the 

middle column represent instances in which some affected participants also had 
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phonological perception difficulties with those words in addition to the main content 

words or phrases outside of parentheses. 

Table 25 shows that, of the 40 instances of phonological decoding causing 

miscomprehension, 31 of them affected only five or fewer participants. On the other 

hand, six of the words or phrases caused phonological decoding difficulty that led to 

miscomprehension for more than 10 participants. Two general patterns can be seen in 

Table 25. First, content words were much more common causes of phonological 

decoding leading to comprehension difficulty than were function words. This result is 

logical given that content words generally carry more semantic weight than function 

words (Field, 2008b); Table 25 shows only instances of phonological difficulty that led to 

comprehension difficulty, not all decoding problems. 

Another pattern shown in Table 25 is the length of the most widespread decoding 

difficulties. The words learned, taught, rules, and the hesitation marker um, which all are 

one syllable, caused difficulties for more than half of the participants. Both learned and 

rules have /l/ and /r/ in them, and there has been much research pointing out the receptive 

and productive difficulty for Japanese L2 English learners with these phonemes (e.g., 

Riney et al., 2005; Saito, 2007, 2011). The difficulty of taught was less clear, though 

there are plausible reasons for participants’ difficulties. The problematic phrase was my 

mom taught me, and most participants who had difficulty had interpreted taught as told. 

In the grammatical and semantic context, told was plausible and also quite similar 

phonologically to taught. In addition, many participants reported later that parents 

teaching their children to drive was an unfamiliar idea for them; thus, top-down 

knowledge not only did not help, it could have been an additional impediment to the 
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Table 25. The Causes of Phonological Difficulty for Participants 

Text 
Phonological decoding 

difficulty Participant 
Kyoto   
 all the P13, P29 
 20 P19, P20 
 camera P26, P29, P30 
 working P12, P13, P14, P15, P20, P22, P25, P26, P29, P30 
 didn’t P26 
Taro   
 went (to) P6, P11, P15, P18, P29, P30 
 though (he) P11, P17, P19, P25, P26, P27, P29, P30 
 grade P19, P26 
 understand P22 
 learned P26 
 learned P1, P4, P7, P8, P9, P10, P11, P14, P15, P17, P18, 

P19, P22, P23, P24, P25, P26, P27, P29 
Kirby   
 15 P18, P19, P22, P26, P29 
 taught P1, P2, P3, P8, P10, P11, P12, P13, P14, P17, 

P18, P20, P23, P24, P25, P26, P27, P30 
 almost P5 
 caused (a lot) P13, P30 
 accidents P11, P29, P30 
 how P13 
 ended up P8, P23, P24, P26, P27 
 getting P11, P13, P21, P27  
 got P27, P30 
 (a) lot P10, P14 
 Better P26 
 Learning P1, P8, P26 
 (be) allowed P8, P9, P13, P15, P18, P25, P26, P27, P28 
 on the road P23 
Willis   
 Started P19 
 Um P1, P5, P7, P9, P11, P12, P14, P15, P16, P17, 

P20, P21, P22, P23, P24, P25, P26, P27, P29, P30 
 had (a lot) P15, P28 
Willis   
 trouble P17 
 staying P9, P15 
 straight P14, P15, P19, P26 
 (on the) road P11, P23  
 school P1, P18, P21, P24 

(Table 25 continues) 
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(Table 25 continued) 

Text 
Phonological decoding 

difficulty Participant 
Willis (book)work P1, P2, P8, P13, P15, P17, P19, P20, P22, P24, 

P26, P27, P28 
 rules P1, P5, P10, P11, P13, P14, P17, P18, P19, P20, 

P21, P22, P25, P27, P28, P29, P30 
 then P15 
 test P11, P20, P28, P30 
 (really) do (any) P30 
 can P26 
 drive P13, P20 

 

faulty phonological decoding of taught. The final one-syllable utterance the participants 

had difficulty with was the hesitation marker um. The difficulty of um, explained more in 

Chapter 6, was a case in which the timing and location of um in the text made it difficult 

to interpret accurately. The target segment’s first three words were I um had. Um was 

interpreted as am by all participants who miscomprehended it, and the interpretation of 

um was bolstered by phonological similarity to am and by unfamiliarity with English 

hesitation phenomena. The next most difficult-to-interpret words were bookwork and 

working. Although bookwork and working are made up of two syllables, they both have 

work as part of the word. In both cases, the listeners had difficult comprehending work. In 

the case of bookwork, there were numerous interpretations, including backward, 

background, and back road. The phoneme /r/ does appear in the second syllable of these 

misinterpretations, so the difficulty with work in bookwork cannot only be related to the 

phoneme /r/. However, in the case of working, misinterpretations led the participants to 

hear walking; the /l/ and /r/ distinction was an important factor causing phonological 

decoding difficulty. Thus, despite the fact that bookwork and working are both two-

syllable words, they somewhat fit the pattern of one-syllable words causing phonological 
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decoding difficulty, in that work was inaccurately interpreted in both of the two-syllable 

words. There are a number of other two-syllable and even three-syllable sequences that 

caused phonological decoding difficulty, but in terms of severity, the one-syllable cases 

were the most serious and widespread. 

 

Word Segmentation Difficulties 

Word segmentation difficulty results are displayed in Tables 26 and 27. Word 

segmentation difficulties denote instances in which listeners misinterpreted single words 

as more than one word, or multiple words as fewer words; thus, the participants 

interpreted the word boundaries inaccurately in these cases. For example, misinterpreting 

the word camera as came to or the phrase ended up as under are examples of word 

segmentation difficulties. Many word segmentation difficulties were likely precipitated in 

part because of phonological decoding difficulties; however, in the current study, when 

words or phrases were misinterpreted across word boundaries, they were classified as 

word segmentation difficulties. 

First, an overview of how many participants did and did not experience word 

segmentation difficulties is displayed in Table 26. As with phonological decoding 

difficulties, the two scripted listening texts presented fewer word segmentation 

difficulties than the two unscripted texts. Nevertheless, for any one text, more than half of 

the participants had comprehension difficulties due to word segmentation difficulties. 

The Willis text caused the most difficulties with 29 out of the 30 participants 

experiencing difficulties. The Taro text caused the fewest difficulties with 16 out of the 

30 participants experiencing difficulties. 
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Table 26. Participants With and Without Word Segmentation Difficulties 
Text With difficulties No difficulties 

Kyoto (Scripted) 19 11 
Taro (Scripted) 16 14 
Kirby (Unscripted) 28 2 
Willis (Unscripted) 29 1 

 

The exact word segmentation difficulties are displayed in Table 27, which shows the 

words or phrases that caused word segmentation difficulties for participants in the four 

listening texts along with the participant numbers of the participants who experienced the 

difficulties. Words in parentheses indicate that those words contributed to the word 

segmentation misinterpretation for some participants in addition to the main words or 

phrases outside of parentheses. 

In contrast to the phonological decoding difficulties that were often seen in one-syllable 

words, word segmentation difficulties primarily occurred across a series of words 

because word segmentation difficulties were normally caused by listeners hearing two 

words as one. For example, in the Kyoto text, seeing all the was often heard as seeing 

over. Another contrast with phonological decoding difficulties was that all but four cases 

of word segmentation difficulty involved a mix of function and content words. This result 

was expected given that series of words caused most segmentation difficulties, and most 

series of words in English include at least one function word. 

There were also similar patterns to those seen with phonological decoding 

difficulties. As with the phonological decoding difficulties, Table 27 shows that most 

word segmentation difficulties involved relatively few participants. Of the 25 instances of 
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Table 27. The Causes of Word Segmentation Difficulty for Participants 
Text Word segmentation 

difficulty 
Participant 

Kyoto   
 (seeing) all the P10, P11, P13, P14, P15, P16, P17, P19, P20, 

P21, P22, P23, P24, P26, P27, P28, P29, P30  
 her camera (stopped) P13, P14, P15, P16, P17, P19, P20, P25, P27 
Taro   
 and he P6, P12, P16, P19, P20, P22, P23, P27 
 even though he  P22, P25, P30 
 went to P4, P19, P20, P22, P24, P25, P26 
 every class P6, P16, P18 
 he didn’t P21 
 to ask P15, P19, P20, P22 
Kirby   
 when I was P13, P25 
 taught me P16 
 almost caused P29 
 a lot of P1 
 accidents P25 
 ended up (getting) P2, P3, P4, P6, P7, P8, P9, P11, P12, P13, 

P15, P18, P19, P20, P23, P28, P29, P30 
 got a lot P17 
 (be) allowed P1, P7, P9, P10, P11, P12, P13, P14, P16, P17, 

P20, P21, P25, P28, P29 
 (be) on the road P11, P17, P20, P22, P23, P26 
Willis   
 scary for me P25 
 when I first P9, P10, P11, P12, P13, P19, P20, P21, P25, 

P26, P27, P28, P29 
 had a lot (of) P1, P15, P16, P19, P23, P29 
 like staying P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P7, P8, P10, P11, P13, 

P14, P15, P16, P17, P20, P21, P22, P23, P24, 
P25, P26, P29 

 on the P17 
 (on) the road P11, P14, P26 
 all the rules (of the) P1, P7, P8, P9 
 of the road P25 

 

word segmentation difficulties, 15 involved five or fewer participants. On the other hand, 

there were five instances—ended up getting, be allowed, when I first, like staying, seeing 

all the—in which 10 or more participants had difficulty. Four of these phrases were in the 
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unscripted listening texts; however, in terms of patterns, these five instances do not 

otherwise share common causes. Both ended up getting and be allowed were unknown 

terms for many participants, and unknown terms tended to cause more difficulty than 

known language. The phrase like staying had multiple sources of difficulty; the meaning 

of staying was not clear for all participants, and the use of like as a filler was unfamiliar 

to some participants, even though the primary dictionary meaning of like was known. In 

the case of when I first, the speaker (Willis) spoke in a fast mumble that contributed to its 

difficulty. Finally, the main difficulty for most participants in seeing all the was the 

segmentation of all the. It was not unknown language, and it was the only relatively 

common segmentation difficulty among the participants in the scripted listening texts. 

Words and phrases that caused phonological decoding difficulties also often 

caused word segmentation difficulties. There were 16 such cases of overlap, six of which 

were also unknown language for some participants. Thus, 64% the word segmentation 

difficulties and 40% of the phonological decoding difficulties were overlapping with each 

other. More details concerning the overlap between types of difficulties are shown below. 

 

Research Question 2: Other Comprehension Breakdowns 

The second research question asked what breakdowns in understanding occurred 

that did not appear to be directly related to phonological decoding or word segmentation 

difficulties. For instance, confusion about word meaning or working-memory constraints 

might have caused a lack of comprehension. One cause of misunderstanding apart from 

phonological decoding and word segmentation difficulties was that the meaning of some 

words was unknown. Table 28 shows such cases and the affected participants. In all 
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cases, either the participant stated that she did not understand the word or phrase, or there 

was clear evidence that the phrase was unknown. For example, even after reading the 

phrase in writing, the participant was unable to produce a correct L1 translation. 

Table 28 shows that unknown words or phrases were common among the 

participants, though less common than the phonological decoding and word segmentation 

difficulties seen in the results for research question 1. It is also notable that the unknown 

words and phrases in Table 28 were also words and phrases that caused phonological  

 

Table 28. Cases of Unknown Meanings Causing Breakdowns in Understanding 
 

Text 
Unknown word 

or phrase 
 

Participant 
Taro (Scripted)   
 even though  P5, P9, P17, P19, P20, P26, P27, P29 
Kirby (Scripted)   
 almost caused  P2, P5, P15, P21, P22, P26, P27, P30 

 
 ended up  P3, P4, P7, P9, P10, P12, P13, P14, P15, 

P17, P18, P19, P21, P22, P23, P24, P25, 
P28, P29, P30 
 

 got a lot P15 
 better P21 
 (would be) 

allowed 
P15, P17 

Willis (Unscripted)   
 scary P19, P25, P26 
 bookwork P9, P14, P17 
 staying straight P5, P8, P13, P14, P15, P17, P19, P25, P26, 

P27, P29 
 

decoding and word segmentation errors. In other words, there is overlap between both 

kinds of errors and unknown words. Finally, some of the unknown words such as ended 

up tend to occur in spoken language more than in written language. 
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In Table 29, which shows this overlap, each word or phrase causing 

comprehension difficulty is listed along with the types of difficulty experienced by the  

participants. The table shows that six of the unknown terms—even though, almost 

caused, ended up, got a lot, be allowed, staying straight—were accompanied by both 

phonological decoding and word segmentation errors. The other three cases of unknown 

 

Table 29. The Overlap of Difficulties: Phonological Decoding, Word Segmentation, and 
Unknown Words 

Text Word/phrase 
Phonological 

decoding 
Word 

segmentation 
Unknown 

words 
Kyoto     
(Scripted) (seeing) all the    
 20    

 (her) camera 
(stopped)    

 working    
 didn’t    
Taro     
(Scripted) and he    
 understand    
 even though (he)    
 went (to)    
 every class    
 he didn’t    
 grade    
 learned    
 to ask    
Kirby     
(Unscripted) learned    
 when I was    
 15    
 taught (me)    
 almost caused     
 caused (a lot)    
 (a) lot of    
 accidents    

(Table 29 continues) 
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(Table 29 continued) 

Text Word/phrase 
Phonological 

decoding 
Word 

segmentation 
Unknown 

words 
Kirby     
(Unscripted) how    
 ended up (getting)    
 getting    
 got a lot    
 better    
 learning    
 (would be) allowed    
 (be) on the road    
Willis     
(Unscripted) scary (for me)    
 when I first    
 started    
 drive    
 um    
 had (a lot of)    
 trouble    

 (like) staying 
straight    

 (on the) road    
 school    
 (book)work    

 all the rules (of 
the)    

 of the road    
 then    
 test    
 (really) do (any)    
 can    

 

terms—better, scary, and bookwork—were accompanied by either phonological decoding 

or word segmentation errors. Even without unknown words, there was overlap among the 

types of difficulties; there were 10 cases—seeing all the, her camera stopped, went to, 

taught me, a lot of, accidents, be on the road, had a lot of, on the road, all the rules of—

in which phrases caused both phonological decoding and word segmentation errors. 
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Therefore, of the 47 cases of misunderstanding, almost half, 19, were caused by multiple 

types of errors. 

Looking at Table 29, it is difficult to see whether or not there were patterns 

among the participants. In fact, there were no clearly discernable patterns, as can be seen 

in Table 30, which shows how often specific types of difficulties occurred for given 

participants, as well as the total number of difficulties accounted for by each type. On the 

one hand, the data in Table 30 revealed that there were certain participants who had a 

predominance of certain types of difficulties. For example, participant P16 had six more 

instances of word segmentation difficulties than she had phonological decoding 

difficulties. On the other hand, participants P18, P26, and P27 had more than five more 

instances of phonological decoding difficulties than word segmentation difficulties. 

Nevertheless, these data are not sufficient to merit identifying these participants as 

especially more or less skilled in terms of phonological decoding or word segmentation 

in English. The patterns of difficulties with certain words and phrases, as seen in Table 

29, are much clearer than any individual patterns. In other words, it is clear that certain 

words and phrases caused listening difficulty in this study; however, it would be difficult 

to predict a priori what types of difficulty a certain participant might have with a new text 

made up of other words and phrases. 

Aside from the three types of difficulties shown in Tables 29 and 30, there was 

one unique case in which a homophone pair caused difficulty for one participant. In the 

phrase very happy about seeing all the temples there in the Kyoto text, participant P8 

heard the word scene instead of seeing. This was the only case across the four texts in 

which two homophones, words with the same phonological structure, were confused. As 
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Table 30. The Total Occurrences of the Three Types of Difficulties 

Participant 
Phonological 

decoding 
Word 

segmentation 
Unknown 

words 
P1 7 4 0 
P2 2 2 1 
P3 1 2 3 
P4 1 3 1 
P5 2 1 3 
P6 1 3 0 
P7 2 4 1 
P8 6 3 1 
P9 4 4 2 
P10 4 4 1 
P11 10 7 0 
P12 3 4 1 
P13 9 7 1 
P14 6 5 2 
P15 8 6 4 
P16 1 7 0 
P17 6 5 3 
P18 7 1 1 
P19 8 8 4 
P20 6 10 1 
P21 4 4 2 
P22 6 6 2 
P23 4 6 1 
P24 5 3 1 
P25 7 6 3 
P26 10 3 3 
P27 8 2 3 
P28 2 4 1 
P29 7 2 1 
P30 0 0 0 
Total 147 126 47 

 

it is only one case, it does not deserve lengthy analysis, but Cutler (2012) might explain 

this case as a phonological representation taking on an incorrect conceptual 

representation that should have been overturned by either the grammatical or semantic 
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context. It is true though that scene is supported somewhat by top-down reasoning; 

temples often provide beautiful scenes to admire. 

Two other less clear, but important potential roots of misunderstanding were seen 

in the data: participants forgetting what they heard, and participants not hearing parts of 

segments. Forgetting was verbally reported by participants in the cases noted in Table 31. 

Forgetting could have been an issue for many more than those reporting it, and it has 

been discussed as a listening difficulty elsewhere (e.g., Goh, 2000). However, the extent 

to which forgetting led to misunderstanding is not possible to judge, as forgetting 

something is not equivalent to not understanding. 

Table 31 shows cases in which participants reported forgetting what was heard, 

and the segment in which they reported it is shown in parentheses. During the first and 

second full listening opportunities, when participants heard the full texts in the diagnostic 

procedure, forgetting was also reported, though less so than in the segments. 

 

Table 31. Cases of Participants Reporting Forgetting During Segments 
Text Report of forgetting 

Kyoto (Scripted) None 
Taro (Scripted) P1(5), P3(3), P4(3), P6(6), P16(7), P17 (6), P19(3), P20(4), 

P25(4), P26(4), P30(7) 
Kirby (Unscripted) P1(4), P6(9), P9(1), P11(8), P17(4) 
Willis (Unscripted) P1(4), P2(2), P8(2), P9(1), P11(2), P16(3, 4), P22(2), P30(1) 

 

Cases of participants reporting forgetting during full listening opportunities are 

shown in Table 32. The numbers in parentheses indicate whether the participants reported 

forgetting during the first or second full listening. 
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Table 32. Cases of Participants Reporting Forgetting During Full Listenings 
Text Reports of forgetting 

Kyoto (Scripted) P3 (1st), P13 (2nd), P18 (2nd) 
Taro (Scripted) P3 (1st), P4 (1st), P20 (1st), P13 (1st), P23 (1st) 
Kirby (Unscripted) P3 (1st), P4 (1st), P5 (1st), P18 (2nd), P29 (1st) 
Willis (Unscripted) P5 (2nd), P11 (1st) 

Note. 1st = first full listening; 2nd = second full listening. 
 

Tables 31 and 32 show that some participants (e.g., P2, P23) did not mention 

forgetting at all, while others (e.g., P3, P13) reported forgetting multiple times. However, 

it is difficult to draw significant conclusions from these data. For example, participant P3 

had lower than average results on the two memory measures, the nonword repetition test 

and the backward digit span test, but so did participant P2, so working-memory span does 

not seem to account for the results. 

The length or difficulty of the segments could have been an issue. Table 31 shows 

that three participants reporting forgetting segments 3 and 4, which were 13 syllables in 

length, in the Taro text. Because only three participants in each case reported forgetting, 

there was not enough data to make any strong conclusion. Without a procedure 

specifically focused on understanding the causes and pervasiveness of forgetting, the only 

conclusion that can be drawn is that forgetting affects listening comprehension, especially 

in cases when a listening passage is heard once and there is no opportunity to take notes. 

A final potential cause of misunderstanding occurred when participants 

apparently did not hear parts of segments in the L1 recall and L2 repetition; thus, rather 

than verbalizing a mistake (e.g., incorrect phonetic decoding or word segmentation), or 

saying that they forgot, part or all of a segment was not reported by the participant. For 
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example, if the phrase was when I first started to drive, the participant might have said in 

their first L2 repetition, “when I first drive.” 

Cases in which participants did not report parts of phrases were common, 

especially for difficult segments. Like forgetting, cases of not hearing parts of segments 

are difficult to rate. Some cases of participants apparently not hearing parts of segments 

involved segments in which decoding difficulties, segmentation difficulties, or unknown 

language were found through later repetitions. However, there were also cases in which 

participants did not mention certain words or phrases but went on to understand segments 

without any phonological decoding or word segmentation issues; such cases are 

discussed in the next chapter. 

 

Research Question 3: Types of Difficulty and Comprehension 

The third research question asked if there is a relationship between the type of 

difficulty participants experienced—word segmentation, phonological decoding, and 

unknown lexis—and the number of listening opportunities needed for comprehension of 

the segments. The descriptive statistics for all segments listening opportunities are shown 

in Table 33. A higher mean signifies a segment that was more difficult to understand. In 

the diagnostic procedure for listening to segments, the lowest number of listening 

opportunities for a segment was one; one signifies that it was comprehended after just  

one listening opportunity. The maximum number of listening opportunities for any one 

segment was five. After five listening opportunities, the segment was hand-written so that 

the participants could read it. Thus, the most difficult segments to understand in Table 33 

were those with the highest mean scores. 



 198 

 

Table 33. Descriptive Statistics for Segment Listening Opportunities 
Text Segment M (SD) SE 95% CI 

Kyoto (Scripted)     
 SEG1 1.03 (0.18) .03 [0.96, 1.10] 
 SEG2 1.00 (0.00) .00 [1.00, 1.00] 
 SEG3 1.30 (0.92) .17 [0.96, 1.64] 
 SEG4 1.33 (0.76) .14 [1.05, 1.61] 
 SEG5 1.40 (0.97) .18 [1.04, 1.76] 
 SEG6 2.67 (1.90) .35 [1.96, 3.38] 
 SEG7 1.17 (0.75) .14 [0.89, 1.45] 
Taro (Scripted)     
 SEG1 1.00 (0.00) .00 [1.00, 1.00] 
 SEG2 1.80 (1.13) .21 [1.38, 2.22] 
 SEG3 1.63 (1.07) .19 [1.23, 2.03] 
 SEG4 1.23 (0.57) .10 [1.02, 1.44] 
 SEG5 3.50 (1.72) .31 [2.86, 4.14] 
 SEG6 1.50 (1.07) .20 [1.10, 1.90] 
 SEG7 2.03 (1.52) .28 [1.46, 2.60] 
Kirby (Unscripted)     
 SEG1 3.20 (1.61) .29 [2.60, 3.80] 
 SEG2 2.87 (1.80) .33 [2.20, 3.54] 
 SEG3 1.00 (0.00) .00 [1.00, 1.00] 
 SEG4 3.77 (1.43) .26 [3.24, 4.30] 
 SEG5 1.20 (0.81) .15 [0.90, 1.50] 
 SEG6 3.57 (1.76) .32 [2.91, 4.23] 
 SEG7 2.37 (1.73) .32 [1.72, 3.02] 
 SEG8 3.20 (1.58) .29 [2.61, 3.79] 
 SEG9 4.83 (0.75) .14 [4.55, 5.11] 
Willis (Unscripted)     
 SEG1 2.73 (1.51) .28 [2.17, 3.29] 
 SEG2 4.73 (0.91) .17 [4.39, 5.07] 
 SEG3 5.00 (0.00) .00 [5.00, 5.00] 
 SEG4 4.93 (0.25) .05 [4.84, 5.02] 
 SEG5 3.17 (1.53) .28 [2.60, 3.74] 
 SEG6 1.77 (1.10) .20 [1.36, 2.18] 
 SEG7 1.93 (1.34) .24 [1.43, 2.43] 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 
 

An examination of the mean scores in Table 33 shows that the unscripted 

listening texts, Kirby and Willis, were generally more difficult than the scripted listening 

texts, Kyoto and Taro. Table 33 also shows that three segments—Kyoto SEG2, Taro 
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SEG1, Kirby SEG3—were understood by all participants in the first listening, while one 

segment, Willis SEG3, was never understood without seeing the text visually. 

Table 34 shows the five easiest and five most difficult segments ordered by mean 

score. A low mean score signifies that a segment was very easy. For example, a mean  

 

Table 34. The Five Easiest and Most Difficult Segments to Comprehend 
Easiest segments  

Segment Segment text M (SD) 
1. Kyoto SEG2 she went to Kyoto for one week 1.00 (0.00) 

2. Taro SEG1 Taro was a good student 1.00 (0.00) 

3. Kirby SEG3 I was a really bad driver 1.00 (0.00) 

4. Kyoto SEG1 the first time Nancy came to Japan 1.03 (0.18) 

5. Kyoto SEG7 so (.38) in the end (.45) she didn’t have many 
pictures 

1.17 (0.75) 

Most difficult segments  
Segment Segment text M (SD) 
1. Willis SEG3 so (.25) like you have go through the process of 5.00 (0.00) 

2. Willis SEG4 going to the school all the book work learning all 
the rules of the road 

4.93 (0.25) 

3. Kirby SEG9 that her daughter would be allowed to be on the 
road 

4.83 (0.75) 

4. Willis SEG2 I had a lot trouble, like, staying straight on the road 4.73 (0.91) 

5. Kirby SEG4 I almost caused a lot of accidents when I was first 
learning 

3.77 (1.43) 

Note. A lower mean score indicates that participants understood a segment with fewer listening 
opportunities (i.e., they understood it more easily). A high mean score indicates that participants 
needed numerous listening opportunities to understand the segment (i.e., it was difficult to 
understand). 
 

score of 1.00 shows that all participants understood the segment after hearing it only 

once. In contrast, a high mean score signifies that most participants needed multiple 

listening opportunities to understand the segment. For example, a mean score of 5.00 
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indicates that all participants needed five listening opportunities (i.e., the maximum 

possible) to understand the segment. 

As mentioned above, three of the easiest segments were understood by all 

participants in the first listening, and one of the most difficult segments was not 

understood by any participant until seeing the written text after the fifth listening 

opportunity. 

The mean scores for the segments shown in Table 33 and the identification of the 

most difficult segments in Table 34 provide contexts for interpreting the segment 

comprehension difficulty created by the main difficulties the participants experienced, in 

Table 35. Table 35 shows the mean number of listening opportunities needed by the 

participants who experienced phonological difficulties, word segmentation difficulties, or 

unknown words. As with Tables 33 and 34, the lowest possible value is 1 (i.e., 

understood after one listening) and 5 is the maximum. Table 35 shows that each type of 

difficulty led to severe problems understanding the listening content as compared to the 

mean scores for most individual segments seen in Table 33. 

 

Table 35. Type of Difficulty and Average Number of Listening Opportunities 

Text 
Phonological 

decoding 
Word 

segmentation 
Unknown 
language 

Kyoto (Scripted) 3.72 2.15 NA 
Taro (Scripted) 4.72 4.12 4.75 
Kirby (Unscripted) 4.14 4.52 4.12 
Willis (Unscripted) 4.88 4.66 4.93 

 

One noticeable point in Table 35 is that, despite the fact that listening 

comprehension was difficult for the participants due to these three factors, the Kyoto 
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listening text had more cases in which the listening difficulty was resolved after multiple 

listenings. In the other three listening texts, this was usually not the case. 

Looking at the means in Table 35 only provides a general idea of the fact that 

these difficulties were persistent. More nuanced points are seen in the qualitative data in 

Chapter 6: Misunderstandings are often multi-causal, and even the same word or phrase 

causing difficulty plays out uniquely for each individual. Thus, research question 3 is 

difficult to answer directly and unequivocally. 

 

Research Question 4: Listening Strengths 

The fourth research question asked what listening strengths in terms of 

comprehending key words or ideas most participants exhibited in the listening text 

recalls. Two types of data were used to answer this research question. First, counts of key 

words mentioned by the participants during their first full listening recalls are reported. 

Second, the participants’ comprehension of segments was examined. 

Key words comprehended during the first full listening represent concepts that 

were understood easily by most participants; thus, they required relatively little effort to 

comprehend. Table 36 shows the key word counts for words or phrases understood by 

50% or more (15 or more) of the participants during the first full listening L1 recall of the 

text. 

The key words appearing in Table 36 show that many participants, even in the 

difficult unscripted listening texts, were able to understand key ideas from the texts after 

only one listening. The key words are those that the participants might be expected to 
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Table 36. Key Word Counts for Listening Recalls 
 

Text 
Japanese key 

word 
 

Romaji 
 

English 
 

Count 
Kyoto 
(Scripted) 

    

 京都 Kyouto Kyoto 30 
 寺 tera temple 28 
 見（る） mi(ru) see 15 
 行（く） i(ku) go/went 23 
 二十 nijuu 20 18 
 撮（る） to(ru) take (pictures) 25 
 写真 shashin picture 24 
Taro 
(Scripted) 

    

 生徒 seito student 26 
 良い, いい, 優秀 yoi, ii, yuushuu good 28 
 恥ずかしがり屋, 

シャイ 

hazukashigariya, 
shai 

shy 26 

 質問 shitsumon question 17 
Kirby 
(Unscripted) 

    

 運転, ドライブ unten, doraibu drive 22 
 免許, ライセンス menkyo, raisensu license 18 
 お母さん, 母 okaasan, haha mother, mom 21 
Willis 
(Unscripted) 

    

 怖い kowai scary 23 
 運転, ドライブ unten, doraibu drive 19 
 両親, 親 ryoushin parents 15 

 

know in English from only basic English study. In Table 36, only three words—Kyoto, 

license, and temple—are beyond the first 1,000 high-frequency words of English 

according to the BNC-COCA corpus in VocabProfile (https://www.lextutor.ca/vp/) 

(Cobb, 2017). Kyoto is a well-known city in Japan, while license and temple, as well as 

drive and shy, have loanword equivalents in Japanese in addition to native Japanese 

terms. 
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One exception in Table 36 is the word scary. Although scary is within the first 

1,000 high-frequency words in the BNC-COCA corpus and was understood by most 

participants, it was also an unknown word for three participants (see Table 28). It is not 

clear exactly why the word scary was unknown, but all three participants were in the 

bottom half of the participants in terms of listening proficiency scores on the TOEIC. 

Hence, low language proficiency is likely part of the explanation. 

Though most participants comprehended the words in Table 36, the speaker’s 

accent, the listener’s background knowledge, and the listener’s syntactic, semantic, and 

phonological knowledge interact in important ways. For example, in a situation in which 

the speaker’s accent is unfamiliar, comprehensibility of the words is likely worse 

(Tauroza & Luk, 1997). Likewise, if the listening text context is unfamiliar and the 

listener has little background knowledge about the topic, comprehensibility of words can 

be negatively affected (Dunkel, Henning, & Chaudron, 1993; Long, 1990). Finally, 

syntactic, semantic, and phonological knowledge are important. Second language learners 

are at a disadvantage because they might not be able to depend on syntactic, semantic, or 

phonological contextual information to help them understand words and phrases. For 

example, the word temple was well-understood by most participants. Considering the 

factors mentioned above—speaker’s accent, listener’s background knowledge, and 

syntactic, semantic, and phonological knowledge—would listeners still understand 

temple if it were used by a speaker with an unfamiliar accent and in an unfamiliar 

context? For example, if a new South African acquaintance talked about Temple 

University, as in, the matriculation fee at Temple University is reasonable, listeners 

might struggle more trying to decode the word temple. 
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However, in the texts used in the present study, the participants generally 

comprehended the terms in Table 35 better than other terms, and my conclusion is that 

they would be able to comprehend such words in most situations. 

A second perspective on listening strengths is to look at the participants’ 

comprehension of segments during the segment listening procedure. Segments that were 

understood by 90% (i.e., 27 or more) or more of participants during the first segment 

listening are shown in Table 37. 

As with key words, the understanding of segments after just one listening 

indicates that they were easily comprehended by the participants. The six segments 

 

Table 37. Segments Understood by 90% or More Participants in the First Listening 
Text Segment content Count 

Kyoto (Scripted)   
 The first time Nancy came to Japan 29 
 She went to Kyoto for one week 30 
 So, in the end, she didn’t have many 

pictures 
28 

Taro (Scripted)   
 Taro was a good student 30 
Kirby (Unscripted)   
 I was a really bad driver 30 
 I don’t know how 28 

 

appearing in Table 37 are composed of high-frequency vocabulary. Except for the proper 

nouns Japan, Kyoto, Taro, and Nancy, all words are in the first 1,000 high-frequency 

words of English in the BNC-COCA corpus according to VocabProfile (Cobb, 2017). 

Moreover, none of the segments are longer than 11 syllables. Thus, there are likely no 

unknown words and memory constraints might have been less taxed by these segments 

than by longer segments or segments with unknown words. The six segments appear at 
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different locations in the texts; some are at the beginning, some in the middle, and some 

at the end. As with the words in Table 36, these segments were easier to comprehend than 

other segments in the listening texts; therefore, the participants likely required relatively 

little effort to process them. 

 

Research Question 5: Relationship of Listening to Study Abroad and Listening 

Proficiency 

The fifth research question asked how study abroad experience and TOEIC 

listening proficiency related to the comprehension of the listening texts. FACETS person 

ability measures from raters’ ratings of the first full listening L1 recall the participants 

performed during the diagnostic procedure were used to represent the participants’ 

comprehension of the four listening texts. Study abroad data were collected via learner 

profiles at the beginning of the study. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the participants were 

categorized into three study abroad groups: no experience, short experiences of one 

month or less, and longer experiences of more than one month. These categories were 

coded with the values 0, 1, and 2, respectively. Listening proficiency data consisted of 

TOEIC listening proficiency scores gathered at the beginning term of the study. TOEIC 

listening proficiency scores can range from 5-495. The descriptive statistics for these 

three variables appear in Table 38. 

Before computing correlational data, all data were screened and evaluated for the 

assumptions required to use Pearson product-moment correlations and Kendall’s tau 
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Table 38. Descriptive Statistics for Listening Proficiency, Study Abroad, and Listening 
Comprehension  

 M (SD) SE 95% CI 
Listening comprehension  -2.94 (1.74) .32 [-3.60, -2.28] 
Listening proficiency 263.50 (55.73) 10.17 [242.69, 284.31] 
Study abroad 0.67 (0.71) .13 [0.40, 0.93] 

Note. Listening comprehension was operationalized as the FACETS person ability measures 
from ratings of the first full listening L1 recall; Listening proficiency was operationalized as TOEIC 
listening proficiency section scores from the beginning term of the study; CI = Confidence 
interval. 
 

correlations, respectively. The main assumptions of Pearson’s product-moment 

correlation are that the data are continuous and normally distributed. Both the listening 

comprehension data and the listening proficiency data were continuous variables. Both 

sets of data were examined visually through scatterplots and also through the 

computation of a Shapiro-Wilk test. Scatterplots revealed no unusual distributions for the 

TOEIC listening proficiency scores, but in the FACETS data from the first full listening 

L1 recall, participant P12 was an outlier given her maximum measure and maximum z-

score. This maximum measure occurred because she had the lowest comprehension 

scores on all of the listening texts. The Shapiro-Wilk p value was also low (p = .06). 

Finally, in my opinion, participant P12’s behavior during the first full listening recall was 

more tentative than necessary. For all of these reasons, participant P12’s data were 

removed from the FACETS data. After removal, both scatterplots and the Shapiro-Wilk 

test (p = .70) indicated that the data were normally distributed. 

As the study abroad data were ordinal, Kendall’s tau was used to calculate the 

correlation with the listening comprehension data, which was operationalized as the 

FACETS person ability measures from ratings of the first full listening L1 recall the 
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participants performed during the diagnostic procedure. Kendall’s tau correlation 

assumes that the data are ordinal or continuous, but a normal distribution is not a 

requirement. These assumptions were met. 

Given that the assumptions for both correlational tests were met, a Pearson 

product-moment correlation was computed to identify the strength of the relationship 

between listening comprehension and listening proficiency. The two variables had a 

significant relationship, r = .75, p < .001; thus, more proficient participants had better 

comprehension of the listening texts. Kendall’s tau was used to determine the strength of 

the relationship between study abroad, an ordinal variable with tied ranks, and listening 

comprehension. The results indicated that the two variables had a statistically significant 

correlation, rτ = .40, p = .009; thus, participants with more study abroad experience had 

better listening comprehension of the four listening texts. 

The relationships between listening comprehension and listening proficiency and 

study abroad concur with expectations: Listening comprehension had a statistically 

significant relationship with listening proficiency and study abroad experience. The 

relationship meant that the participants with higher listening proficiency and more study 

abroad experience had better comprehension of the listening texts. 

 

Research Question 6: Relationship of Listening and Other Relevant Variables 

The final research question asked about the relationships among listening 

vocabulary test scores, phonological short-term memory, working memory, listening 

anxiety, and comprehension of the listening texts. Listening comprehension was 

operationalized as the FACETS person ability measures from ratings of the first full 
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listening L1 recall participants performed during the diagnostic procedure. Rasch person 

ability estimates have been used for other listening-related variables: the Listening 

Vocabulary Levels Test (LVLT) (Mclean et al., 2015), the nonword repetition test 

(NRT), the backwards digit span test (BDST), and the two sections of the Shortened 

Scale of Foreign Language Listening Anxiety (SSFLLA) (Kimura, 2011) focused on 

Self-Focused Apprehension (SFA) and Task-Focused Apprehension (TFA). Higher, 

positive scores represent better performance on the measures, except for the SSFLLA’s 

SFA and TFA items. A high score on SFA and TFA items indicates more listening 

anxiety, which is negatively associated with listening comprehension. The descriptive 

statistics for the listening-related variables appear in Table 39. 

 

Table 39. Descriptive Statistics for LVLT, NRT, BDST, SFA, TFA, and Listening 
Comprehension 

 M (SD) SE 95% CI 
Listening comprehension -2.94 (1.74) 0.32 [-3.60, -2.28] 
LVLT 1.16 (0.73) 0.13 [0.89, 1.43] 
NRT -0.66 (1.66) 0.30 [-1.28, -0.04] 
BDST 0.40 (1.88) 0.34 [-0.30, 1.11] 
SFA .10 (1.48) .27 [-0.45, 0.65] 
TFA 0.50 (1.48) 0.27 [-0.06, 1.05] 

Note. LVLT = Listening Levels Vocabulary Test (McLean et al., 2015); NRT = Nonword repetition 
test; BDST = Backward digit span test; SFA = Self-Focused Apprehension; TFA = Task-Focused 
Apprehension; CI = Confidence interval. 
 

Table 40 reports the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between 

listening comprehension of the texts and four other listening-related variables: listening 

vocabulary test scores, phonological short-term memory test scores, working memory test 

scores, and listening anxiety questionnaire ratings. In order to protect against Type 1 
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error, a Bonferroni adjustment was used to determine significance at the adjusted alpha 

levels of .01 (.05/5) and .002 (.01/5). 

Before calculating the correlations, the data were screened for errors and it was 

confirmed that the data conformed to the assumptions of the Pearson product-moment 

correlation, as the data were continuous and normally distributed. As with the data 

presented for the fifth research question, participant P12 was removed from the listening 

comprehension data. 

 

Table 40. Correlations Among the LVLT, NRT, BDST, SFA, TFA, and Listening 
Comprehension 
Listening-related variables Listening comprehension 
LVLT .33 
NRT .03 
BDST .09 
SFA -.66** 
TFA -.44* 

Note. Listening comprehension was operationalized as the FACETS person ability measures 
from ratings of the first full listening L1 recall. LVLT = Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (McLean 
et al., 2015); NRT = Nonword repetition test; BDST = Backward digit span test; SFA = Self-
Focused Apprehension; TFA = Task-Focused Apprehension; Post-hoc comparisons (Bonferroni-
corrected): * significant at p < .01; ** significant at p < .002. 
 

The data in Table 40 are somewhat contrary to what was expected. There was no 

statistically significant relationship between listening comprehension and the LVLT, the 

NRT, and BDST. Only the Self-Focused Apprehension and Task-Focused Apprehension 

sections of the SSFLLA had statistically significant positive correlations with 

participants’ listening comprehension measures for the listening texts. The negative 

correlations mean that participants reporting less listening anxiety on the SFA and TFA 

items had better listening comprehension of the texts, as would be expected. 
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Various reasons might explain the weak relationships among the LVLT, NRT, 

and BDST with listening comprehension. In the case of the LVLT, only four of six parts 

of the test were given. Likewise, the listening texts themselves were purposely composed 

of high-frequency vocabulary or chosen because they contained such vocabulary. That is, 

they were not lexically challenging for participants. It should also be noted that, while 

there was no statistically significant correlation with the LVLT, the correlation of .33 (p 

= .08) was not unusually low. In the case of the memory tests, conclusive evidence that 

either type of memory affects listening performance has not been reported in the 

literature. It is also possible that the recall tasks did not sufficiently challenge the 

participants’ memory capacity because the listening passages themselves were not 

lexically or syntactically complex. 

 

Summary of the Results 

Three conclusions can be drawn from the results presented in this chapter. First, 

parts of all of the listening texts were difficult for most participants, and the unscripted 

texts were more difficult than the scripted texts. Difficulties included phonological 

decoding errors, word segmentation errors, and unknown language. There were also 

causes of miscomprehension that were difficult to judge, such as participants forgetting 

the listening or not mentioning parts of the listening text. A second conclusion from the 

results is that particular parts of most of the texts were easier for most participants; they 

had relatively little difficulty understanding certain key words or segments. Finally, the 

results showed expected and unexpected relationships among the performance on 

listening recalls and data gathered from instruments used to quantify listening-related 
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variables. On the one hand, variables such as listening proficiency, listening anxiety, and 

study abroad experience all showed expected relationships with listening recall 

performance. On the other hand, memory measures and the vocabulary tests showed little 

relationship with listening recall performance. 

In the next chapter, illustrative qualitative examples from transcripts are used to 

further answer the study research questions. The examination of qualitative transcript 

data adds to the quantitative results from this chapter by offering a more nuanced and 

detailed understanding of how individual listeners navigated their way toward 

comprehension of the texts across multiple listening opportunities. 
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CHAPTER 6 

QUALITATIVE RESULTS 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to present qualitative data from transcripts in order 

to answer the first five research questions of the study. As in Chapter 5, each research 

question is addressed in turn. For the first research question, L2 repetition data and L1 

recall data from transcripts are used to show how participants experienced difficulty with 

the most common words and phrases causing phonological decoding problems and the 

most common words and phrases causing word segmentation problems. For the second 

research question, transcript excerpts are used to provide examples of other 

comprehension breakdowns: unknown words, forgetting, and not reporting language. For 

the third research question about the persistence of comprehension problems, transcripts 

are used to show two cases. The first case involves a participant who was unable to 

overcome comprehension difficulties and thus could not understand a segment until it 

was written on paper, while the second case shows a participant who was able to 

overcome comprehension problems despite initial difficulties. For the fourth research 

question, transcripts excerpts are used to show the participants’ difficulty reporting why 

they could easily understand certain parts of the texts and why they could understand me 

better than the unscripted listening text speakers. For the fifth research question, 

transcript excerpts from participants talking about their study abroad or other important 

English language learning experiences are used to show the challenge of relating study 

abroad experience and listening comprehension. 
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Because this chapter relies on transcript excerpts from the diagnostic procedure as 

examples to support the discussion, the transcription conventions and structure of 

transcript excerpts are briefly reviewed before beginning the discussion. 

 

Transcription Conventions and Transcript Excerpt Structure 

The transcription conventions used in this study are adapted from Mackey and Gass 

(2000). The transcription conventions are as follows: 

? rising intonation 

 falling intonation 

, nonfinal intonation 

 pause of 1-2 seconds 

(#) pause of # seconds 

(( )) nonverbal action 

[  ] translation 

Transcript excerpts used in this chapter come from three sources: (a) full listening text L1 

recalls; (b) segment L2 repetitions, L1 recalls and verbal report portions of the diagnostic 

procedure, and (c) discussion about study abroad or English language learning with 

participants. All transcript exchanges are between a given participant and myself. The 

initial R is used to indicate speech by me, the researcher, and P# is used to indicate 

speech by a participant, where # is replaced by the participant’s number. As noted 

previously, participant numbers indicate their TOEIC listening proficiency ranking, with 

participant P1 having the highest score and participant P30 having the lowest score. 
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Participants P1-P10 are considered high-proficiency, participants P11-P20 are mid-

proficiency, and participants P21-P30 are low-proficiency. 

Full listening text L1 recalls and discussions about study abroad or English 

language learning are relatively straightforward in structure: normally the participant is 

speaking, and I might ask a few questions. However, segment listening excerpts often 

show how participants responded to multiple listening opportunities for the same 

listening text segments. Thus, the structure of segment listening transcripts—which 

comprise the majority of the transcripts used in this chapter—are explained in greater 

detail in this chapter. 

As explained in Chapter 3, the diagnostic procedure in this study offered 

participants five listening opportunities for each segment of a given listening text. The 

first two opportunities were at normal speed, the third opportunity was at 80% of normal 

speed, the fourth opportunity involved watching me say the segment at normal speed, and 

the final listening opportunity involved watching me say the segment slowly. In order to 

make it clear which segment and which listening opportunity is being shown in the 

segment transcripts, each separate segment is preceded by a line in the transcript excerpt 

that identifies the segment being listened to, the text, which listening opportunity (i.e., 

first, second, third, etc.), the speed of the listening, and the corresponding lines in the 

transcript excerpt. An example from the identifier line in the first transcript excerpt used 

in this study is as follows: 

 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-3: 
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The above label means that segment 1 of the Kirby text was being listened to for the first 

time, at normal speed, and the corresponding lines of the transcript are lines 1 to 3. 

Having reviewed the transcript conventions and transcript excerpt structure, I now 

present the discussion of the qualitative data for the first five research questions. 

 

Research Question 1: Details About Phonological Decoding and Word Segmentation 

Difficulties 

The main point of the first research question was to understand the causes of 

phonological decoding and word segmentation problems. The Chapter 5 results showed 

that 40 words or phrases caused phonological decoding problems for the participants and 

25 words or phrases caused word segmentation difficulties. The causes of phonological 

decoding and word segmentation problems are deeper than just the words and phrases 

involved; it is important to know what aspect(s) of these words and phrases made 

comprehension difficult. In order to examine causes of difficulty in more detail, L1 

repetitions and corresponding L2 recalls of the most common phonological decoding 

difficulties and the most common word segmentation difficulties the participants 

experienced are presented. Words that the most commonly caused phonological decoding 

problems included learned, taught, rules, um, working, and bookwork, all of which 

caused difficulty for more than one third of the participants. The phrases that most 

commonly caused word segmentation problems included ended up getting, be allowed, 

when I first, like staying, and seeing all the, all of which caused problems for more than 

half of the participants. 
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Phonological Decoding Difficulty Details 

Words most commonly causing phonological decoding difficulties were learned, 

taught, rules, um, working, and bookwork. The six tables in this section show the L2 

repetitions and corresponding L1 recalls of that participants who had phonological 

decoding difficulties with each of the above terms. As mentioned in Chapter 5, the 

reasons for difficulties vary, though the /r/ and /l/ distinction is a main phonological 

decoding problem in learned, rules, working, and bookwork. The difficulty of taught and 

um are different; thus, the difficulties with each of the four /r/ and /l/ related words are 

discussed first, followed by a discussion of the difficulties with taught and um in turn. 

 

Phonological decoding difficulty: Learned. The L2 repetition results in Table 41 

show the misinterpretations of the word learned, which was part of the Kirby text. The 

full Kirby segment from which learned came was I learned to drive when I was fifteen. 

The results in Table 41 indicate that the most common decoding mistake, made by 

16 of 19 participants, was interpreting learned as went. Two other participants, P9 and 

P10, interpreted learned as want, and one participant, P26, interpreted it as don’t. There 

are three likely factors contributing to the majority of these misinterpretations (i.e., 

interpreting learned as went). The first factor was phonological. At first glance, learned 

and went seem quite different phonologically; however, both the /l/ and /r/ phonemes in 

learned are notably difficult sounds for L1 Japanese English learners to interpret 

accurately (Ohata, 2004), as is the /w/ sound in went. For /w/, Japanese English learners 

have difficulty rounding the lips to produce the /w/ sound, as the corresponding sound in 
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Table 41. Phonological Decoding Difficulties with Learned 
P# L2 repetition L2 recall 
P1 I…went?, to, 私は、どっかへ、行きました 

watashi ha, dokka he, ikimashita 
[I, went, somewhere] 

P4 driving, went? 行った 
itta 
[I went] 

P7 I went, went to, drive, driving, 
driving license, when, I was 
50 

15 歳の時に、初めて、車を運転した 
15 sai no toki ni, hajimete, kuruma wo untenshita 
[when I was 15, first, I drove a car] 

P8 ah, I went, I went to drive, 15 
years old 

え、15 歳に、車運転、していた、え、した、え 
e, 15 sai ni, kuruma unten, shiteita, e, shi 
ta, e 
[eh, at 15 years old, I was, driving a car, eh, I did, 
eh] 

P9 I want to, I want to, the driver 
license, when, you, when I 
was, 15 

あ、えっと、ね、彼女が 15 歳の時に、えっと、運

転免許をの勉強、した、したい 
a, etto, ne, kanojo ga 15 sai no toki ni, e- 
tto, untenmenkyo wo no benkyou, shita, shitai 
[ah, um, yeah, when she was 15 years old, um, she 
studied for her driver’s license, she did, she wanted 
to] 

P10 I want, to drive, when I was, 
15? 

15 歳の時に、運転したかった、したいと思った、

したかった、want to, wanted to? と言った 
15 sai no toki ni, unten shitakatta, shitai to omotta, 
shitkatta, want to, wanted to? to 
itta 
[at 15 years old, she wanted to drive, she thought 
she wanted to, she wanted to], want to, wanted to? 
[she said] 

P11 I went to, when I went to 
drive, in my 15? 

15 歳の時、ドライブに、行った時 
15 sai no toki, doraibu ni, itta toki 
[at 15 years old, drive, the time she went] 

P14 I went to driver, drivers 私は、えっと、ドライバ、免許取るところに行きま

した 
watashi ha, etto, doraibu, menkyo toru tokoro ni 
ikimashita 
[I, um, driver, I went to the license place] 

P15 I went to drive, when, when I 
was, 30? 

えっと、私が、三十歳、の時、車の、免許を取りま

した 
etto, watashi ga, sanjuusai, no toki, kuruma no, 
menkyo wo torimashita 
[um, I, when, I was 30 years old, the car, I went to 
get the license] 

(Table 41 continues) 
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(Table 41 continued) 
P# L2 repetition L2 recall 
P17 I went, to driver, when I was 

15 
15 歳の時か、15 歳の時行った 
15 sai no toki ka, 15 sai no toki itta 
[at 15 years old?, she went when she was 15] 

P18 I went, to driving, when I was, 
20? 

えっと、20 歳の時に、ドライブに、出かけた 
etto, 20 sai no toki ni, doraibu ni, dekaketa 
[um, when she was 20, she went out to, drive] 

P19 I went to, drive, at 30 13 歳の時、時に、ドライブ 
13 sai no toki, toki ni, doraibu 
[when. 13 years old, drive] 

P22 I went to, drive, expecting? 
Expecting? 

自動車学校 
jidousha gakkou 
[driving school] 

P23 I went drive, eh, 車、車、運転した、運転で行った 
kuruma, kuruma, untenshita, unten de itta 
[car, car, she drove, she went to drive] 

P24 I went to, driver, school, ah, 
teen, school, 

十台のころに、自動車教主所に 
juudai no koro ni, judousha kyoushusho ni 
[in her teens, to the driving school teacher place] 

P25 I went to driving…I went, to, 
driving, eh 

何だっけ…私は昨日, 私は、運転しました 
nandakke…watashi ha sakujitsu, watashi ha, unten 
shimashita 
[what was it…yesterday I, I, drove] 

P26 I, don’t, I don’t drive…I don’t 
drive, for 15… 

えっと、私は、15？運転していない、ん？ 
etto, watashi ha, 15? unten shiteinai, n? 
[um, I, 15?, she wasn’t driving, hm?] 

P27 I went to driving, when I was, 
15? 

(none) 

P29 I went to drive, 15, 17? 私は、ドライブに行きました、え、１５？ 
watashi ha, doraibu ni ikimashita, e, 15? 
[I, when to drive, eh, 15?] 

 

Japanese is /ɰ/, which resembles the English /u/ sound without the glide of /w/. Without 

rounding the lips, both production and perception of /l/ and/w/ are similar. Given that the 

onset of words is especially influential in making accurate interpretations (Field, 2004), if 

participants were unable to accurately perceive the /l/ sound at the beginning of learned, 

it is possible that they interpreted it differently, especially as another difficult to perceive 

sound (i.e., /w/). Likewise, the /r/ phoneme was also likely difficult for the participants to 



 219 

perceive accurately; however, the /d/ sound at the end of learned might have given 

participants doubt. Nevertheless, there were two difficulties hearing the /d/ at the end of 

learned. First, linking between learned and to resulted in only one /d/ sound between the 

words (i.e., /lɜrndə/) or possibly the /d/ would be sound like a flap (i.e., /lɜrnɾə/). Second, 

L1 Japanese English language learners also have difficulty distinguishing voiced and 

unvoiced stops, as in the voiced and voiceless alveolar stops /d/ and /t/ (Crowther & 

Mann, 1992). Thus, here again, it is unsurprising that participants interpreted the /d/ as a 

/t/ sound. 

Despite the phonological evidence, there must have been one or more other 

factors that caused most participants to hear went rather than learned. If not accurately 

hearing /l/, /r/, and /d/ was the only issue for the participants, many other possible 

interpretations besides went would be expected, but there were few. A second factor that 

likely led the participants to hear went was comprehension of the word drive and the 

syntactic knowledge that people can go to drive, leading the participants to believe that 

went was a plausible word in this semantic context. How the participants conceptually 

imagined the meaning of went was not further probed, but it is possible that they 

imagined that Kirby was riding in the car, not driving the car. In Japan, young people are 

not able to drive until 18 years of age. If the participants correctly interpreted the latter 

content of the segment, when I was fifteen (i.e., I learned to drive when I was fifteen), it is 

possible that the age fifteen decreased the expectation that Kirby had said learned, but 

still allowed for went. 

Finally, a contributing factor to the difficulty of the segment could have been the 

quality of Kirby’s speech. Both of the unscripted listening texts (i.e., Kirby and Willis) 
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were spoken by speakers with relatively unfamiliar voices. As a verbal report, P11 

commented on the difficulty of hearing learned as follows: 

 
Excerpt 1 
 P11-Seg1-Kirby 

Research question 1 
 Phonological decoding 

Quality of speech 
 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-3: 

1 R: do you know why, it’s difficult? Can you listen one more time, and 
2  do you have any idea why it’s hard to hear, 
3 P11: ok 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 4-9 

4 P11: very short, 
5 R: hmm, many people hear went, I went to drive 
6 P11: uh huh, 
7 R: I learned to drive, I went to drive, does that sound the same? 
8 P11: can I listen, one more time 
9 R: sure, sure, sure 

 Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, normal speed, lines 10-14 

10 P11: learn, learn, and went, 音の、高低、learn? という動きが、 
   learn, learn, and went, oto no, saitei, learn? toiuugokiga 
  learn, learn, and went, [the sound, so low] learn? [the movement of learn,] 
11 R: intonation? 
12 P11: intonation, yes 
13 R: ok 
14 P11: 音は篭っているから、聞こえづらい 
  oto ha komotteiru kara, kikoenai 
  [the sound is caged in, so I can’t hear it] 
 

According to participant P11, the sound of the word learned was “very short” (line 4) and 

“caged in” (篭っている komotteiru) (line 14). That is, participant P11 suggested that 

learned was spoken very quickly and with a closed mouth, making it difficult to hear. 
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Sound quality is an essential factor making speech understandable or not, and its 

influence, as well as the speaker’s accent, are difficult to assess in the current study. 

However, Kirby uses the word learning in a later segment in the same listening text when 

she said learning to drive I think my mother was very (.37) nervous. In that case, 10 of the 

19 participants understood learning after the first segment listening; however, four 

participants—P7, P17, P24, and P26—reported hearing when instead of learning, and 

another five participants had to listen to the segment more than once before producing 

learning in their L1 repetition. Thus, there is evidence that the difficulty with learned was 

not isolated, and phonology and perhaps idiolect were important factors making it 

difficult for the participants to interpret correctly. 

 

Phonological decoding difficulty: Rules. The L2 repetition results in Table 42 

show the misinterpretations of the word rules, which was part of the Willis text. The full 

Willis segment from which rules came was going to the school, doing all the bookwork, 

learning all the rules of the road. 

As seen in Table 42, there were two main misinterpretations of the word rules. 

First, 11 of the 18 L1 recalls showed that no intelligible word was understood and the 

participants phonetically produced /ruz/ in the L2 repetitions. In this interpretation, an 

approximate of /r/ was produced, but the dark /ɫ/ of rules was not clearly produced by the 

participants, perhaps because it was not perceived by them. The second main 

misinterpretation, made by five participants—P20, P22, P27, P28, P30—was interpreting 

rules as lose. With one exception, the participants’ L1 recalls revealed that they 
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Table 42. Phonological Decoding Difficulties with Rules 
P# L2 repetition L2 recall 

P1 learning all the rules of the 
road, frozen!, hm? 

なんてだっけ?、え、なんていったっけ?、最初の部分

は、忘れちゃって 
nantedakke?, e, nanteittakke?, saishonobubunha, 
wasureshatte 
 [what was said?, eh, what was she saying?, the first 
part, I forgot] 

P5 to go to school, to book 
learning, to, work, on the 
ruze, ruze za, ruze…ah… 

多分実習？ 
tabun jisshuu? 
[maybe practice?] 

P10 ruze a ruza a, ah… 何て言っているか、わからない、何かを言っているん

だけど、なにがくっついて、この発音になっているの

か、わからない 
nante itteiru ka, wakaranai, nanika wo it- 
teirudakedo, nanigakuttsuite,ko 
nohatsuon ni natteiruno ka, wakaranai 
 
[what is she saying, I don’t understand, she’s saying 
something, something is connected, I don’t know if it 
was this pronunciation] 

P11 ruzes a the road, ruze a the 
road 

ruu… 

P13 back road, rose zu za, 分からない 
wakaranai 
[I don’t know] 

P14 going to school, bookwork, 
and, ruse, road 

学校に行ったり、仕事?に行ったり、とか、 
gakkou ni ittatari, shigoto? ni ittari, toka 
[going to school, going to work?, and such] 

P17 ruze of love um, only school, school しか 
um, only school, school shika 
um, only school, school [only] 

P18 bookwork, to, ruze in the 
road, eh… 

良く分からない 
yoku wakaranai 
[I really don’t know] 

P19 loose, or, road loose は…ゆっくり 
loose ha…yukkuri 
[loose…relaxed?] 

P20 learning about, losing? 
Learning about…eh, losing, 

失う 
ushinau 
[lose]  

P21 ruze a za ro- ((laughter)) no  
P22 lose, the, road 道を、失う 

michi wo, ushinau 
 [the road, lose] 

(Table 42 continues) 
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(Table 42 continued) 
P# L2 repetition L2 recall 

P25 eh, rose door? ((laughter)) 分からないです 
wakaranai desu 
[I don’t understand] 

P27 ruze? rose? lose なんか、失った 
nanka, ushinatta 
[like, lost] 

P28 lose the world, the road, lose あ、迷った？、あ、なくした、道がなくなった、違う  
a, mayotta?, a, nakushita, michi ga nakuna- 
tta, chigau 
[ah, she got lost?, ah, it disappeared, the road 
disappeared, no it’s different]  

P29 going to school, and, rose?, 
rose, rose, 

学校に行くことや、 
gakkou ni iku koto ya, 
[going to school and such] 

P30 book wor, learning, lose? 
((laughter)) 

lose, lose, 失う？ 
lose, lose, ushinau? 
lose, lose, [lose?] 

 

understood the meaning of rules as lose. However, they only understood lose as an 

isolated word. That is, they could not make sense of how lose might be connected to any 

broader conceptual meaning of the segment. The one exception was participant P28 who 

was able to understand road in the last part of the segment, leading her to consider the 

possibility that the driver had become lost (迷った mayotta), or that the road had 

disappeared (i.e., been lost) (道がなくなった michi ga nakunatta). 

Two main causes likely led to difficulty the participants had interpreting rules. 

First, as mentioned above, rules has two phonemes, /r/ and /ɫ/, which are especially 

difficult for L1 Japanese English language learners to perceive accurately. In fact, rule 

has a loanword equivalent in Japanese, ruuru (i.e., /ɾuuɾu/). However, knowledge of the 

loanword /ɾuuɾu/ would not necessarily improve L1 Japanese English learners’ ability to 

perceive the word rule. The alveolar flap heard twice in /ɾuuɾu/ is distinct from (although 
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similar to) both /r/ and /ɫ/ in English. As well, in the Willis text participants had to 

understand rules within the context of speech and with inflections (i.e., plural -s). A 

second cause of difficulty for understanding rules was the fact that it came at the end of a 

particularly difficult segment. The segment was relatively long (19 syllables) and it 

contained another word that gave the participants phonological decoding difficulty (i.e., 

bookwork). It is likely that this difficulty made it difficult for the participants to focus 

their attention on the latter part of the segment. This contention about a lack of attention 

is supported by the evidence that only three of the 18 participants mentioned rules during 

their first L2 repetitions. Ten of the 18 participants did not mention rules until after the 

third segment listening opportunity or later. 

 

Phonological Decoding Difficulty: Working 

The L2 repetition results in Table 43 show the misinterpretations of the word 

working, which was part of the Kyoto text. The full Kyoto segment from which working 

came was her camera stopped working. 

As seen in Table 43, all 10 participants having difficulty with working 

misinterpreted it as walking. The three main causes of misinterpretation were 

phonological decoding difficulty, top-down knowledge, and syntactic knowledge. 

Phonologically, working was misinterpreted by the participants as walking, suggesting 

difficulty distinguishing between the /r/ and dark /ɫ/ phoneme (in Japanese, the two words 

are pronounced ワーキング waakingu and ウォーキング wōkingu). However, as with 

learned, a second cause of misinterpretation was situational top-down knowledge. The 
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segment is part of the Kyoto text in which a girl visits temples in Kyoto and takes 

pictures. The idea of the girl walking around Kyoto would be something that listeners 

 

Table 43. Phonological Decoding Difficulties with Working 
P# L2 repetition L2 recall 
P12 …stopped walking 歩くのをやめた 

aruku no wo yameta 
[she stopped walking] 

P13 start…start…wa--, walking 彼女は…散歩始めた…歩くこと始めた 
kanojo ha…sanpou hajimeta…aruku koto to 
hajimeta 
[she…started walking…she started walking] 

P14 she, eh?, Kyoto, she came to 
stop walking, 

彼女は、歩くの止め、まず、止める、歩くの、

止めるようになりました？ 
kanojo ha, aruku no yame, mazu, yameru, aruku 
no, yameru you ni narimashita 
[she, stopped walking, first, she stopped, 
walking, she ended up stopping?] 

P15 in, her came to start, 
walking…the subject, I don’t know 
the subject…I could heard, first 
phrase 

歩き始めた…あ、I don’t know, 
aruki hajimeta…a, I don’t know 
[she started walking…ah], I don’t know  

P20 her came as, 何とか、walking…
uh 

歩く 
aruku 
[walking] 

P22 stopped walking あ、歩くの止めた 
a, aruku no yameta 
[ah, she stopped walking] 

P25 …eh…an…and can’t stop 
walking… 

そして、えっと、歩くこと止めなかった 
soshite, etto, aruku koto yamenakatta 
 [and, um, she couldn’t stop walking] 

P26 …stop walking えっと、歩くの、止める、hm? 
etto, aruku no, yameru, hm? 
 [um, walking, stop,] hm? 

P29 her can’t, work, stopping… 疲れました 
tsukaremashita 
[was tired ] 

P30 came stop walking 歩くの止める？あ、来て、スットップ 
aruku no yameru? a, kite, sutoppu 
[she stopped walking? ah, she came, stop] 
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could expect given their schematic knowledge that many Kyoto visitors walk around the 

city and take photographs. Finally, as a third factor, syntactic knowledge likely 

contributed to the difficulty interpreting working. Syntactically, most of the listeners’ 

heard the word stopped correctly, and stopped walking is a grammatical structure that is 

likely familiar to even low-proficiency Japanese students. The agent (i.e., the girl), stops 

an action (i.e., walking). In contrast, the phrase in the text, stopped working involves an 

inanimate object’s (i.e., the camera) problematic internal machinations in the form of an 

intransitive verb (i.e., working); thus, even though both work and walk are in the first 

1,000 high-frequency vocabulary of the BNC-COCA corpus, it is possible that the 

participants were led to interpret working as walking because it was syntactically easy for 

them to understand, but this contention would have to be researched further to be certain. 

 

Phonological decoding difficulty: Bookwork. The L2 repetition results in Table 

44 show the misinterpretations of the word bookwork, which was part of the Willis text. 

The full Willis segment from which bookwork came was going to the school, doing all 

the bookwork, learning all the rules of the road. 

Table 44 shows that the participants had a variety of misinterpretations of 

bookwork. Their difficulty was likely due to three causes: phonological information, 

lexical knowledge, and situational top-down influences. First, many participants had 

difficulty accurately interpreting the phonology of the two components of the word 

bookwork: book and work. Book (/bʊk/) was interpreted by eight of the 13 participants as 

back (/bæk/), and work (/wɜrk/) was interpreted by 11 of 13 participants as something 

different than work, including ward (/wɔrd/), ware (/wɛr/), road (/roʊd/), and ground 
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(/graʊnd/). In the case of book and back, only one phoneme differentiates the two, and the 

/æ/, which does not exist in Japanese, is a particularly difficult sound for L1 Japanese 

English learners to perceive and produce (Ohata, 2004). Thus, confusion between book 

and back is not unexpected, especially given that top-down context supported back as 

 

Table 44. Phonological Decoding Difficulties with Bookwork 
P# L2 repetition L2 recall 

P1 back work (none) 
P2 back of the… (none) 
P8 back, backward? ah, I don’t know 
P13 back road や、ちょっと分からない 

ya, chotto wakaranai 
[yah, I don’t quite understand] 

P15 book, bookware, book, bookware, 
bookstore?, hm, hm, 

no 

P17 going to back, going to school, going to, 
backroad, going to 

background 

P19 book, book, bookware ない 
nai 
[nothing] 

P20 going school, eh, background?...going to 
school, background, ah 

分からへん 
wakarahen 
[I don’t get it] 

P22 back, backward, going to school,  分かりません 
wakarimasen 
[I don’t understand] 

P24 to going, backward I can’t 
P26 ah, backward (none) 
P27 ba, book, bookroad? 地図に乗っている道？ 

chizu ni notteiru michi? 
[a road that’s on the map?] 

P28 going to school, back, background, going 
to school 

学校行く？ 
gakkou iku? 
[going to school?] 

 

a plausible candidate. The phonological difficulty of the word work for L1 Japanese 

learners of English was discussed earlier in the case of working versus walking. The first 
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two misinterpretations, ward /wɔrd/ and ware /wɛr/ both shared the /w/ phoneme and the 

/r/ phoneme with work. Road /roʊd/ is different phonetically from work /wɜrk/, but it was 

the last word of the full segment in which bookwork was heard and might have remained 

in the minds of participants P13 and P17. The most unexpected participant response was 

background. Phonetically, /wɜrk/ and /rɑʊnd/ differ greatly. As mentioned next, however, 

word frequency might have influenced the participants’ interpretations, even in the case 

of background. 

A second cause of difficulty was that bookwork was an unknown word for three 

participants, and probably unfamiliar for many others. The word bookwork is an 

interesting case because it is composed of two high-frequency words, book and work—

both appear in the first 1,000 high frequency words of the BNC-COCA corpus—but 

bookwork as a compound word is low-frequency, not even appearing in the top 25,000 

words of the BNC-COCA corpus. Hence, for some learners, bookwork as a single term 

was confusing. For example, participant P18 interpreted it as 本で調べる hon de 

shiraberu [researching in books] and participant P4 as 本の、調べ物 hon no, 

shirabemono [book research]. Participant P17, gave an inaccurate meaning, 予約した仕

事 yoyakushita shigoto [work making a reservation]. In contrast, most participants’ 

misinterpretations of bookwork involved high-frequency vocabulary. For example, the 

English word backward is in the first 1,000 high-frequency words of the BNC-COCA 

corpus, and was likely more familiar to the participants than bookwork. Background is a 

high-frequency word in the top 2,000 words of the BNC-COCA corpus; this fact could 
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explain why it was suggested by participants P20 and P28 despite the lack of 

phonological similarity with bookwork. 

A final contributor to the difficulty of bookwork was the broader context of the 

Willis listening text. The overall text was about the speaker’s experience learning to 

drive. As can be seen in Table 44, one interpretation of bookwork was backward (i.e., 

participants P8, P22, P24, and P26). Considering that the participants were aware that 

Willis was talking about driving, the word backward is supported by the context. In 

Japanese, the word for driving in reverse is バック (bakku), which is a loanword from 

English, back (i.e., as in back up when driving). Back was also seen in responses of other 

participants, as in back road and background. The former, back road, could stem from 

the fact that the last word of the full target segment was the word road; it might have 

lingered in some listeners’ minds, as mentioned earlier. It is also possible that they 

guessed road based on the context of learning to drive. Background, however seemed to 

be unsupported by the context. 

 

Phonological decoding difficulty: Taught. The L2 repetition results in Table 455 

show the misinterpretations of the word taught, which came from the Kirby text. The 

complete segment in which taught appeared was my mom taught me. 

As seen in Table 45, participants’ misinterpretations of taught were remarkably 

similar; 15 of the 18 participants heard told and gave a corresponding L1 Japanese recall 

meaning told (e.g., 言った itta [told]). The other three participants’ interpretations 

included tell (participants P20 and P25) and talked (participant P30), both of which had  
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Table 45. Phonological Decoding Difficulties with Taught 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P1 my mom told me お母さんが、言ってくれました 

okaasan ga, ittekuremashita 
[her mom, told her] 

P2 my mom told me 私の母は、言った 
watashi no haha ha, itta 
[my mom, said it] 

P3 my mom told me 
 

私の母は、言った 
watashi no haha ha, itta 
[my mom, said it] 

P8 my mom told me お母さんが私に言った 
okaasan ga watashi ni itta 
[my mother told me] 

P10 my mom, told me お母さんは私に言った 
okaasan ha watashi ni itta 
[my mother told me] 

P11 my mom told me お母さん私に言いました 
okaasan watashi ni iimashita 
[my mother told me] 

P12 my mom, told me お母さんは、私に言った 
okaasan ha, watashi ni itta 
[my mother, told me] 

P13 my mom told me お母さんは私に言った 
okaasan ha watashi ni itta 
[my mother told me] 

P14 my mom told me 私のお母さんは、私に、言いました、伝えました 
watashi no okaasan ha, watashi ni, iimashita, tsutemashita 
[my mother, told, me, she communicated it to me] 

P17 my mom, told me お母さん、私が、私に言った 
okaasan, watashi ga, watashi ni itta 
[my mother, I, she told me] 

P19 my mom, told me 私のお母さんが私に言った 
watashi okaasan ga watashi ni itta 
[my mom told me] 

P20 my mom, tell me 私の母、お母さんは、私に伝えた？伝える 
watashi no haha, okaasan ha, watashi ni tsutaeta? tsutaeru? 
[my mom, mother, she communicated it to me, 
communicated] 

P23 my mom told me 私のお母さんは、言った、なんか、言った、私に、話した 
watashi no okaasan ha, itta, nanka, itta, watashi ni, hanashita 
[my mother, told, like, told, me, she said it] 

P24 my mom told me 私のお母さんが、私に言った 
watashi no okaasan ga, watashi ni itta 
[my mother, told me] 

(Table 45 continues) 
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(Table 45 continued) 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P25 my mom, tell me 自分、私のお母さん、は、私に、言いました 

jibun, watashi no okaasan, ha, watashi ni, iimashita 
[my own, my mother, she, told, me] 

P26 my mom, told me 私の母は、言った 
watashi no haha ha, itta 
[my mom, said it] 

P27 my ma told me 私のお母さんが、言ってくれた、話くれた、話した 
watashi no okaasan ga, ittekureta, hanashi kureta, hanashita 
[my mother, told me, said it to me, said it] 

P30 my mama, talked me 母が、私に言った？ 
haha ga, watashi ni itta? 
[my mom, told me?] 

 

congruent L1 recall meanings similar to told. The confusion about told versus taught 

likely stemmed from three factors: phonemic similarity, background knowledge about 

learning to drive in American culture, and the commonness of collocations. First, 

phonologically /tɔt/ and /toʊld/ have similar onsets, and onsets have a dominant influence 

on the interpretation of words in speech (Field, 2004). Moreover, with regard to 

phonology, two aspects of the words are difficult for Japanese learners of English in 

particular. First, as mentioned earlier, Japanese learners of English have difficulty 

distinguishing between the voiced and unvoiced alveolar stops /t/ and /d/ (Crowther & 

Mann, 1992). Second, the vowels /ɔ/ and /oʊ/ are both mid-back vowels that are not 

distinguished in L1 Japanese and, thus it might have been difficulty for participants to 

perceive the difference between the two in natural speech (Ohata, 2004; Vance, 1987). 

A second contributor to the difficulty was background knowledge. The idea of 

parents teaching their children to drive was unexpected, as affirmed by some of the 

participants (i.e., participants P13, P15, P20, P21, P28). In Japan, the normal procedure 

for learning to drive is to attend a driving school sometime after the age of 18 and to learn 
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from driving school instructors. At no time do parents systematically teach their children 

how to drive a car, as is common Kirby’s native country, the United States. Without the 

expectation that Kirby’s mother would have taught her how to drive a car, interpreting 

taught over told was difficult. 

A final possible contributor to participants’ difficulty interpreting taught was 

syntactic knowledge and the influence of collocation frequency. As a collocation, told me 

is much more common than taught me according to the Corpus of Contemporary 

American English: told me registers 42,117 matches while taught me registers only 

4,135. As a result, it is probable that L1 Japanese English learners have more exposure to 

the former collocation than to the latter, making it an easily plausible (mis)interpretation 

by the participants. 

 

Phonological decoding difficulty: Um. The L2 repetition results in Table 46 

show the misinterpretations of the filler um. The L1 recall results do not appear in Table 

46 because the filler um was normally not translated, even though it created interpretation 

difficulties for participants. The filler um, which came from the Willis text, appeared in 

the segment I um had a lot of trouble like staying straight on the road. 

Of all of the phonological decoding problems discussed in this section, um 

presents an especially interesting case, as it is the only instance in which a non-content 

word caused comprehension difficulty. Despite being a non-content word in English, 

evidence from the L1 repetitions in Table 46 indicate that um was interpreted as am by all 

20 participants, and it caused confusion that likely contributed to the overall difficulty of 
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Table 46. Phonological Decoding Difficulties with Um 
P# L2 repetition 

P1 I, am, had be, all straight 
P5 I, am, I am had? Hm? I am had a lot of trouble 
P7 eh, I am had, I am, eh 
P9 I am, had, I am had, drive, to the road 
P11 I am, rararara, on road ((laughter)) 
P12 I h-, I am 
P14 I am?...had alotchi, exchange, strange, on the road? 
P15 I, am, had, had, to, heard? 
P16 I am, hm, 
P17 …I am having, trouble, extincts, for my trouble, extinct… 
P20 I am, cha --, straight?... 
P21 eh?, I, I’m, I…hm… 
P22 had a, I am, 
P23 I am, eh, I am had, large, large trouble? 
P24 I, am, had 
P25 I am, 
P26 I am, I, I’m…mm, 
P27 I am? 
P29 I’m, handery, I’m handu, handle, 
P30 I am, had? had? 

 

the segment. Participants P9 and P30 specifically discussed this confusion after seeing 

the segment in writing, as can be seen in the transcript excerpts below: 

 

Excerpt 2 
 P9-Seg2-Willis 

Research question 1 
 Phonological decoding difficulty 

Confusion with um 
 
1 P9: これあかんは、 
  kore akan ha 
  [this is no good] 
2 R: um? 
3 P9: I am だと思って、 
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  I am dato omotte, 
  [I though it was I am] 
4 R: ah, I am 
5 P9: じゃないんか 
  ja nai n ka 
  [it’s not?] 
6 R: ah, I am, yeah, I am, yeah, that’s hard, right, if it says, I am 
7 P9: おかしいなって had がくるからおかしなとか思って 
  okashi na tte had ga kuru kara okashi na to ka omotte 
  [it was strange], had [came so I thought it was strange] 
8 R: ah, you heard had, but, ちょっと、, I am 
  ah, you heard had, but, chotto, I am 
  ah, you heard had, but, [a little], I am 
9 P9: uh huh, 
10 R: had, is strange 
11 P9: uh huh 
 

Excerpt 3 
 P30-Seg2-Willis 

Research question 1 
 Phonological decoding difficulty 

Confusion with um 
 

1 R: this here, um 
2 P30: ah, amじゃなくて 
  ah, am ja nakute 
   ah, am [it’s not] 
3 R: hmm, it sounds like am, right 
4 P30: ahhh 
5 R: many people hear am, and I am had, is strange 
6 P30: そうそう、私は何だろうと思って 
  sou sou, watashi ha nan darou to omotte 
  [yeah yeah, I was thinking what is it?] 
7 R: uh huh, many people 
 

As shown in Excerpts 2 and 3, the participants knew that am seemed incorrect when they 

were able to hear had after it, but they still could only think that um was am given the 

lack of other possible candidates. Three main causes were at the root of the participants’ 

confusion with um: misinterpretation of phonemes, the surrounding phonological and 
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syntactic context in which um appeared, and unfamiliarity with hesitation phenomena in 

English. First, um (i.e., /əm /) and am (i.e., /æm/) only differ by one phoneme, and 

distinguishing between /ə/ and /æ/ has been reported as particularly difficult for L1 

Japanese English learners (Ohata, 2004). However, the similarity in sound alone would 

not necessarily lead to misinterpretation. In the Kirby text /əm/ was said three times, but 

it never caused comprehension difficulty for the participants. Thus, the second major 

contributing factor to the difficulty of um in the Willis text was the combination of syntax 

and a significant pause. Willis just happened to say I (.47) um had a lot of trouble like 

staying straight on the road. Because I was said directly before um, syntactically the 

statement was easily interpreted as I am by participants. If participants interpret um as 

am, they are led for a moment down a garden path; however, when had appeared after 

um, it gave the participants syntactic information counter to um being am, and the 

ensuing confusion was seen in the transcripts of participants P9 and P30 above. However, 

the final cause of confusion—the participants’ relative lack of experience with English 

speech phenomena—most likely left them with no other possible candidate to choose 

from in order to interpret something besides am. Thus, the confusion regarding um was 

the confluence of a series of phonological and syntactic events. 

It is difficult to judge how likely problems with the hesitation filler um would 

occur for L2 learners listening to unscripted texts. There is no frequency information 

about um in VocabProfile (Cobb, 2017), and in the Corpus of Contemporary American 

English, um appears only 4,217 times. This contrasts with ah, for example, which appears 

13,465 times, or like (in all of its senses), which appears 1,161,165 times. Despite the 

impression of low frequency, in the two unscripted texts used in the current study, um 
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appear five different times; thus, it is quite possible that um is more frequent than implied 

by the corpora. 

 

Word Segmentation Difficulty Details 

Phrases that most commonly caused word segmentation difficulties included 

ended up getting, be allowed, when I first, like staying, and seeing all the, which all 

caused problems for more than half of the participants. The tables in this section show the 

L2 repetitions and corresponding L1 recalls of participants who had word segmentation 

difficulties with each of the above phrases. 

 

Word segmentation difficulty: Ended up getting. The L2 repetition results in 

Table 47 show the misinterpretations of the phrase ended up getting. The phrase ended up 

getting was in the Kirby text. The full segment from which ended up getting came was 

but I ended up getting my license. 

As shown in Table 47, there were varied L1 repetition interpretations of ended up 

getting, but 16 out of 18 participants interpreted a negative outcome related to Kirby, the 

speaker, getting her license. For example, the most common interpretation, by eight of 

the 18 participants, was that Kirby didn’t get her license. Other negative language in the 

L1 repetitions included can’t (participants P19 and P20), never (participants P3 and P18), 

and not (participants P4 and P8). Misinterpretations of ended up getting were likely due 

to three main factors: not knowing the phrase ended up, the /d/ phoneme present twice in 

ended, and contextual influence from the preceding segments in the Kirby listening. 
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Table 47. Word Segmentation Difficulties with Ended Up Getting 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P2 but I didn’t, get, but I 

didn’t, get, any, license…I 
get, 

ライセンス、を、えっと、免許を、I didn’t get, eh, 取れな

かった？ 
raisensu, wo, etto, menkyo wo, I didn’t get, eh, 
torenakatta? 
[license, um, the license, get eh, I didn’t get?] 

P3 but, I never, get, a driver 
license 

私は、運転免許を、取ることが、 
できなかった 
watashi ha, untenmenkyo wo, toru koto ga, dekinakatta 
[I, driver’s license, I couldn’t, get it] 

P4 but I’m, not, getting, 
license? 

どうやって運転免許取るのか 
分からなかった？ 
dou yatte untenmenkyo toru no ka wakaranakatta 
[I didn’t know how to get the driver’s license?] 

P6 eh, what? But? But 
I…kidding, my license 

eh, kidding, 免許を偽る、嘘？ 
eh, kidding, menkyo wo itsuwaru, uso? 
eh, kidding, [fake the license, lie] 

P7 but I didn’t…didn’t get, 
the license 

免許、取ることができなかった 
menkyo, toru koto ga dekinakatta 
[license, I couldn’t get] 

P8 but I’m not, not kidding, 
my license 

(none) 

P9 but I didn’t…get a license と、ライセンスを取れなかった？わからへん 
to, raisensu wo torenakatta? wakarahen 
[uhh, I didn’t get the license?, I don’t know] 

P11 didn’t, ah? Didn’t? かな？ 
kana? 
[maybe] 

P12 didn’t, get, my license ライセンスを取れなかった 
raisensu wo torenakatta 
[couldn’t get my license] 

P13 didn’t, license…k, k, 
keep, 

分からない 
wakaranai 
[I don’t know] 

P15 but, I didn’t, get, eh, 
about, license…ah, I 
don’t 

I don’t know, sorry 

P18 I never, get, to, a license 
 

運転免許証、取得したことない 
untenmenkyoshou, shutokushita koto nai 
[driver’s license, has not gotten it] 

P19 but I, I can’t get, license 免許、でも、でも、免許は取れた、取れた 
menkyo, demo, demo, menkyo ha toreta, toreta 
[license, but, but, she got the license, she got it] 

(Table 47 continues) 
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(Table 47 continued) 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P20 but, but I, get, but I can?, 

can’t, can 
え、分からない 
e, wakaranai 
[eh, I don’t know] 

P23 …but I, didn’t, didn’t…eh, 
didn’t 

(none) 

P28 but I need, get my license やり方分からなかったけど、必要、運転免許が必要だっ

た、運転免許、の作り方分からなかった 
yarikata wakaranakatta kedo, hitsuyou, untenmenkyo ka 
hitsuyou datta, untenmenkyo, no tsukurikata 
wakaranakatta 
[I didn’t know how but, necessary, the driver’s license was 
necessary, the driver’s license, I didn’t know how to make 
it] 

P29 I, I have getting, my 
license, eh, I don’t have, 
eh 

私は、その技術、技術、my 
license, 技術 を得ることができなかった 
watashi ha, sono gijutsu, gijutsu, my license, gijutsu wo 
toru koto ga dekinakatta  
[I, the skill, skill, my license, I couldn’t get the skill] 

P30 but can I, but, can, 
license 

免許 
menkyo 
[license] 

 

First, ended up was an unknown phrase for 11 of the 18 participants who 

misinterpreted it. As seen in Table 35 in Chapter 5, unknown language usually led to 

persistent miscomprehension that was not ameliorated by additional listening 

opportunities. In contrast, the misinterpretations participants made of ended up were all 

likely to have been known words. They included high-frequency words in the top 1,000 

word families of the BNC-COCA corpus or the contractions didn’t, don’t, can’t, never, 

and not. The phenomenon of listeners guessing known words when hearing an unknown 

word has also been found by Field (2003) and was seen earlier with bookwork. A second 

factor that likely influenced listeners’ L1 repetitions was hearing the phoneme /d/ twice 

in the phrase ended up. The repeated /d/ likely led to the most common incorrect response 

from participants: Kirby didn’t get her license. Phonetically, didn’t is /ˈdɪdənt/ and ended 
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up is /ˈɛndɪdəp/. Both contain /dɪd/ within them. Critically, both also have one more 

syllable following did which ends in a stop (i.e., /t/ in didn’t and /p/ in ended up). Thus, 

there was enough phonemic similarity between ended up and didn’t to make the latter a 

plausible choice. The final factor that probably contributed to inaccurate interpretations 

was the preceding content of the Kirby listening text. The preceding content of the Kirby 

listening text is written below for reference: 

Um, I learned to drive when I was 15, my mom taught me, I was a really bad 

driver, um, I almost caused a lot of accidents when I was first learning, I don’t 

know how, but I ended up getting my license… 

This segment text shows that the content prior to but I ended up getting my license was 

largely negative regarding Kirby’s driving abilities. The only clue that something positive 

was about to be said was I don’t know how, which could have been difficult for learners 

to use as a prediction that something positive was going to be said. Perhaps the best clue 

was but at the beginning of the target segment; however, in this case but did not receive 

any focal stress in the sentence. Twelve of the 18 participants did say but in their L1 

repetitions, showing it was heard by most, but it still seems that there were not enough 

signs to clearly point participants toward the positive conclusion that Kirby had gotten 

her license. 

 

Word segmentation difficulty: Be allowed. The L2 repetition results in Table 48 

show the misinterpretations of the phrase be allowed, which was in the Kirby text. The 

full segment from which be allowed came was that her daughter would be allowed to be 

on the road. 
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Table 48. Word Segmentation Difficulties with Be Allowed 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P1 be a loud 

to…something 
 

大きい声で、え？わからへん 
ookii koe de, e? wakarahen 
[in a loud voice, eh, I don’t know] 

P7 daughter, would be 
loud, to be on the 
road 

道路に、道路を、走ると、叫ぶ？ 
douro ni, douro wo, hashiru to, sakebu? 
[in the road, road, on the road, scream?] 

P9 to be a loud…ahh わからへん！ 
wakarahen! 
[I don’t know!] 

P10 loud, loud towa loud 
towa 

だから…あ、違う, やっぱり loud, loud voice の loud 
dakara…a, chigau, yappari loud, loud voice no loud 
[so, ah, no it’s different, yeah yeah], loud, the loud [of] loud voice 

P11 be, be a loud? Be a 
loud, um, a loud 

大きい声、loud, loudly speaking, or something, loud, 大きい 
[big] 
ookii koe, loud, loudly speaking, or something, loud, ookii 
[loud voice], loud, loudly speaking, or something, loud, [big] 

P12 a loud 大きいな声で 
ookii na koe de 
[in a loud voice] 

P13 start, be on, be 
around, be a, eh, 

分からないです 
wakaranai desu 
[I don’t understand] 

P14 be a loud, be a loud 大きいな声を出す 
ookii na koe wo dasu 
[let out a loud voice] 

P16 would be, a loud? a loud? 大きい声を出す？ 
a loud? ookii koe wo dasu 
a loud? [let out a loud voice?] 

P17 be a loud, to roam、 be at a lone って言っているけど、そこが分からない 
be at a lone tte itteiru kedo, soko ga wakarani 
be at a lone [she’s saying be at a lone, I don’t understand that] 

P20 eh, around the world 世界中 
sekaichuu 
[around the world] 

P21 start…be a while (none) 
P25 be, be all right, be すべて、できました？ 

subete, dekimashita? 
[she did, everything?] 

P28 start, be a loud, eh, 分からない、 
wakaranai, 
[I don’t know] 

P29 hm? a loud? …声、でかかった 
…koe, dekakatta 
[…voice, was very big] 
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Table 48 shows that the main misinterpretation made by the participants was 

interpreting allowed as loud or a loud (i.e., 11 of 15 participants). Two other participants, 

P13 and P20, interpreted the phrase as be around, while participants P21 and P25 

produced other responses. It is first worth mentioning that the misinterpretations of be 

allowed are classified as word segmentation difficulties, given that many participants 

gave responses of a loud (i.e., improper segmentation). However, aloud also exists as a 

word in English, and a response such as around would be a phonological decoding error 

given the criteria used in this study to distinguish between phonological decoding 

difficulties and word segmentation difficulties. Thus, the distinction between 

phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties is not so clear in 

this case. What is clear is that the participants had listening comprehension difficulty. I 

the issue of classification of difficulties further in the discussion chapter. 

Two main factors contributed to the participants’ difficulty interpreting be 

allowed correctly. First, as mentioned above, many participants were able to understand 

allowed phonetically, but they misinterpreted it as loud or a loud. Thus, a first factor of 

difficulty was that allowed and a loud (or aloud) are homophones. If such a homophone 

pair did not exist, the listeners would likely have had little problem making a correct 

interpretation. However, there is still the question of why most participants decided to 

interpret allowed as a loud, as opposed to simply saying they could not understand it; 

thus, a second factor must have led to this mistaken interpretation. Two previous 

examples, bookwork and ended up, have shown that listeners often speak known high-

frequency vocabulary when hearing unknown vocabulary. However, in the case of 

allowed versus a loud, both allow and loud are high-frequency English words in the top 
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1,000 word families of the BNC-COCA corpus. Most participants suggested that they 

knew the meaning of the word allowed, although one participant, P17, did express that 

she did not know the meaning of allowed well. Nevertheless, loud is more semantically 

concrete and syntactically simpler than allowed. As mentioned earlier concerning 

working and walking, a simpler syntactic use likely influences second language listeners’ 

interpretations. Evidence supporting this contention is that four participants—P10, P11, 

P18, and P19—separately mentioned the difficulty of would be in the same segment as 

contributing to their overall miscomprehension. For example, P11 remarked as follows: 

 

Excerpt 4 
 P11-Seg9-Kirby 

Research question 1 
 Word segmentation difficulty 

Confusion with would be 
 
1 P11 would be, would be が最初に聞こえて、would 
2  be ってなんだろうって思っていてたら、終わちゃった 
  would be, would be ga saisho ni kikoete, would  
  be tte nan darou tte omotteitetara, owachatta 
   would be, would be [I heard would be first], would be [while I wondered 
  what would be was, the listening ended] 
3 R: ah, would be, ちょっと、まあ、聞いても、ちょっと意味が 
   ah, would be, chotto, maa, kiite mo, chotto imi ga 
  [so, you heard] would be, [but the meaning] 
4 P11 意味がわからない 
  imi ga wakaranai 
  [I didn’t know the meaning] 
5 R: slow, like your brain trying to figure it out, uh huh, 
6 P11 yes, if I, if I, hear the word, daughter, and be on the road, and road, road, 
7  and, so…そしたら、分かっていたかもしれない 
  yes, if I, if I, hear the word, daughter, and be on the road, and road, road, 
  and, so…soshitara, wakatteita ka mo shrenai 
  yes, if I, if I, hear the word, daughter, and be on the road, and road, road, 
  and, so… [if I did that, I might have understood it] 
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Participant P11 suggested that she was caught thinking about would be, and because of 

that, she had trouble attending to the rest of the listening task. Without understanding 

would be and the syntactic implication it suggests for allowed, the expectation that 

allowed would be more plausible than a loud (or around, as for participants P13 and P20) 

decreases. Thus, given the more semantically stand-alone meaning in loud as opposed to 

allowed, the participants made their interpretations accordingly. 

One final peripheral factor that also could have affected the participants’ 

understanding of be allowed was Kirby’s laughter in the first part of the segment 

containing be allowed. Although the laughter was mostly over the beginning of the 

segment, that her daughter, seven participants—P9, P10, P11, P13, P24, P25, and P30—

mentioned that laughter made comprehension more difficult, and five of those 

participants had trouble accurately segmenting be allowed. Laughter could have also 

affected other participants even though they did not mention it. It is unknown to what 

extent Kirby’s laughter at the beginning of the segment affected the comprehension of be 

allowed, so here it is considered only a peripheral factor that might have negatively 

influenced the participants’ ability to make accurate interpretations of what they heard. 

 

Word segmentation difficulty: When I first. The L2 repetition results in Table 

49 show the misinterpretations of the phrase when I first, which was part of the Willis 

text. The full Willis segment from which when I first came was it was really scary when I 

first started learning to drive. 
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Table 49. Word Segmentation Difficulties with When I First 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 

P9 nervous, to study drive, hm? (none) 
P10 It was really, it is?, it is really 

scary, for me, to, n-nervous? 
運転することが、とても、本当に、怖い？ 
untensuru koto ga, totemo, hontou ni, kowai? 
[driving, very, really, scary?] 

P11 It was very scary for me, nervous, 
driving 

え、ドライブしている時に、scary怖い 
体験をした 
e, doraibushiteiru toki ni, scary kowai taiken wo shita 
[eh, the time she was driving], scary, [it felt scary] 

P12 …it was, really scary, for me, 
nervous? 

私は、でも、怖かった 
watashi ha, demo, kowakatta 
[For me, even me, it was scary] 

P14 nervous…nervous, um um, drive 緊張 
kinchou 
[nervous] 

P19 nervous, to, drive? ドライブ、中の、出来事、え？((laughter)) 
doraibu, naka no, dekigoto, e? ((laughter)) 
[drive-, related, event, eh?] ((laughter)) 

P20 It was very scary for me, nervous 
drive 

え、それは、え、運転することは、彼女にとって凄く怖く

て、緊張する、もの 

である、ものだ 
e, sore ha, e, untensuru koto ha, kanojo ni 
totte sugoku kowakute, kinchousuru, mono de aru, mono da 
[eh, that, eh, driving, for her it was very scary, she was 
nervous, a nervous thing] 

P21 it was, very scary for me, to drive, 
eh, nervous? 

私は、運転するの怖い 
watashi ha, untensuru no kowai 
[For me, driving was scary] 

P25 eh, very, scary, 何とか 
[something], nervous 

記憶も 
kioku mo 
[my memory too] 

P26 for me, nervous, to drive 分からん 
wakaran 
[I don’t know] 

P27 nervous, for driving, 運転、運転すること、怖いよ((laughter)) 
unten, untensuru koto, kowai yo ((laughter)) 
[driving, driving, was scary!] ((laughter)) 

P28 it was really scary for me, na, 
nervous,  

凄い、怖い体験だった、怖かった 
sugoi, kowai taiken datta, kowakatta 
[very, it was a scary experience, it was scary] 

P29 it was really scary for me, but, 
hm?, nervous? 

とても、私にとって恐ろしかったです、 

しかし 
totemo, watashi totte osoroshikatta desu, shikashi 
[very, for me it was frightening, but ] 
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All 13 participants who had word segmentation difficulties with when I first 

interpreted the phrase as the word nervous. Difficulties with when I first stem from three 

factors. First, Willis spoke in a low tone (i.e., mumbled) when speaking. As participant 

P28 mentioned, 声が小さくなる koe ga chisaku naru [her voice gets small]. A second 

factor concerns the phonemes in the phrase when I first. In connected speech, the phrase 

when I first was heard as /wɛnaɪfɜrs/, while the word nervous is pronounced as /nɜrvəs/. 

Key phonological similarities include /n/ and /s/ toward the beginning and at the end of 

when I first and nervous. Also notable is that /f/ and /v/ are voiced and voiceless fricative 

pairs, and L1 Japanese English learners often have difficulty distinguishing between 

voiced and voiceless pairs, and in particular between /f/ and /v/ (Ohata, 2004). Thus, 

three phonemes are similar between when I first and nervous, and they led listeners to 

interpret the word phrase as nervous. A final factor leading to the participants’ 

misinterpretation was the semantic context. Immediately before the segment when I first 

is the phrase it was really scary for me. Most participants interpreted scary correctly and 

without difficulty; thus, when the listeners comprehended scary in the first part of the 

segment, it likely influenced them to believe that nervous was plausibly said in the 

second part of the segment, as the two words have similar connotations of fear and the 

feeling of insecurity. Interestingly, as reported in Chapter 5, Table 28, three 

participants—P19, P25, P26—said that scary was an unknown word for them. 

Nevertheless, they also interpreted when I first as nervous. This could be interpreted as 

counter-evidence about the top-down influence of scary, or possibly it is evidence that 

those learners did, self-consciously, have some understanding of the word scary despite 

the fact that they could not define it when asked. This latter thought is supported by 
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participant P26, who mentioned that she could not define scary but affirmed that she had 

heard the word before. 

 

Word segmentation difficulty: Like staying. The L2 repetition results in Table 

50 show the misinterpretations of the phrase like staying, which was part of the Willis 

text. The full Willis segment from which like staying came was I um had a lot of trouble 

like staying straight on the road. 

 

Table 50. Word Segmentation Difficulties with Like Staying 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P1 I had travel extain… (none) 
P2 I had trouble, in extinct, drive えっと、私は、えっと、運転するのに、 

苦労した 
etto, watashi ha, etto, untensuru no ni, 
kuroushita 
[um, for me, um, driving, was difficult] 

P3 I am really, extensive?...straight drive なんか、真っ直ぐ、進むことが、 
できなかった 
nanka, massugu, susumu koto ga, 
dekinakatta 
[like, to keep going straight, I couldn’t] 

P4 …extend story?  extend sss…street? Hm? 違う, extend の

が、[extending] on 
extend sss…street? Hm? chigau, extend no 
ga, on 
extend sss…street? Hm? [no it’s different], 
extend [-ing], on 

P5 I, am, I am had? Hm? I am had a lot 
of trouble, to, extrain straight, on the 
road, extain, extent? 

意味は分からないです 
imi ha wakaranai desu 
[I don’t understand the meaning] 

(Table 50 continues) 
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(Table 50 continued) 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P7 あまり、え、trouble、があって、道

に、え、extent、I had a, trouble, an 
lalalal, on the road 
amari, e, trouble, ga ate, michi ni, e, 
extent, I had a, trouble, an lalalal, on 
the road 
[a lot, eh] trouble, [had, on the road, 
eh], extent、I had a, trouble, an 
lalalal, on the road 
 

(none) 

P8 I had, experienced, extain, road 私は、道を…経験した 
watashi ha, michi wo…keikenshita 
[for me, the road…I experienced] 

P10 I had, the, exchange?, strange といっ

た？ 
I had, the, exchange?, strange to itta? 
I had, the, exchange?, strange [it 
said?] 

maybe strange 
 

P11 hm, I, extent, extent, abroad? Abroad うん、でも、broad、なんか、広い道とかな

ーと 
un, demo, broad, nanka, hiroi michi toka naa 
to 
[ yeah, but], broad, [like, a broad road or 
something I think] 

P13 extinct?...eh? hm? extinct 何だっけ、思いかけない、hm? 
違うか、分からないです 
extinct nadakke, omoikakenai, hm? 
chigau ka, wakaranai desu 
[what is extinct, unexpected], hm?, [maybe 
different, I don’t know] 

P14 I am?...had alotchi, exchange, 
strange, on the road? 

分かりにくいです 
wakari nikui desu 
[it’s difficult to understand] 

P15 I am, hurt, was trouble, like, strange, 
way, hmm, one more time, please 

no meaning 

P16 extin, extrain? extrain, is it a verb?, hm… 
P17 …I am having, trouble, extincts, for 

my trouble, extinct… 
extinct, 区別する？ extinct  
extinct, kubetsusuru? extinct 
extinct, [distinguish?] extinct 

(Table 50 continues) 
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(Table 50 continued) 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 
P20 I am, cha --, straight?...真っ直ぐ, 

straight, eh, ekuschange  
I am, cha --, straight?... massugu, 
straight, eh, ekuschange 
I am, cha --, straight?... [straight], 
straight, eh, ekuschange 

じゃない、え？ 
ja nai, e? 
[no, eh?] 

P21 eh, なに ((laughter)) extincts?, 
eh, nani ((laughter)) extincts?, 
 eh, [what?] ((laughter)) extincts?, 

分かりません 
wakarimasen 
[I don’t understand]  

P22 extinct, I… 分かりません 
wakarimasen 
[I don’t understand] 

P23 I, I, am strange to, 分からない  
wakaranai 
[I don’t know] 

P24 ah, exchange the road? えっと、車線変更？…hm? 違うの 
etto, unsen henkou?...hm? chigau no 
[um, change lanes?]...hm? [it’s different] 

P25 exchange, ah… あ、多分、繋がっているから、聞いたことな

い単語みたいな感じだから 
a, tabun, tsunagatteiru kara, kiita koto nai 
tangou mitai na kanji dakara 
[ah, maybe, because it’s connected, so it 
sounds like a word I haven’t heard] 

P26 I am, exchange?, alone 一人で？とか、exchange 
hitori de? toka, exchange 
[alone? or something], exchange 

P29 like a stain, stain stree, on a road, 
eh? 

道路で、転ばない、ように 
douro de, korobanai, you ni 
[on the road, try not to, fall] 

 

Table 50 shows that the participants had varied interpretations of like staying, 

including extinct, extain, exchange, extent, and extensive. All but two of the 22 

participants, P15 and P29, had difficulty segmenting the words like and staying. The 

cause of this difficulty was likely threefold. First, there was no significant pause (i.e., 

> .20 seconds) between like and staying; thus, the two words were essentially joined in 

connected speech. Phonetically, they can be written as /laɪkˈsteɪɪŋ/, which explains why 
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19 participants voiced some version of ex at the beginning of their interpretations of the 

phrase; ex (/ɛks/) sounds much like /ɑɪks/. A second cause of the difficulty likely 

stemmed from difficulty with meaning. For example, participants P5 and P13 interpreted 

the meaning of staying in staying straight as 止まる todomaru [come to a halt], and 

participant P17 as 立ち止まる tachidomaru [to stop in place]. Confusion over the 

meaning of the phrase meant that lexical and syntactic knowledge were less likely to help 

the learners interpret the phrase correctly. For example, syntactically, learners might not 

be able to imagine the -ing inflection given that they could not imagine that the word stay 

would be used before straight. A final cause of difficulty was the fact that most of the 

participants had no experience driving a car. Thus, they might not have been able to 

imagine the difficulty that Willis was experiencing, despite the fact that Willis even 

gestured in the video as if she was turning a steering wheel in order to help communicate 

what she was saying. 

 

Word segmentation difficulty: Seeing all the. The L2 repetition results in Table 

51 show the misinterpretations of the phrase seeing all the, which was part of the Kyoto 

text. The full Kyoto text segment from which seeing all the came was she was very happy 

about seeing all the temples there. 

The participants had varied interpretations of seeing all the. The most common 

interpretation was that of old in place of all the, which was the case for seven of the 18 

participants: P10, P11, P15, P16, P23, P24, P28. The next most common interpretation 

was over by five participants: P13, P19, P21, P22, and P30. Other participants had varied 
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Table 51. Word Segmentation Difficulties with Seeing All The 
P# L2 repetition L1 recall 

P10 she was, happy, about…old, 
temples? 

古いお寺を見る、古いお寺、見れて 

嬉しい、幸せで  
furui otera wo miru, furui otera, mirete ureshii, 
shiawase 
[she looked at old temples, old temples, she saw 
them and was happy, happy] 

P11 she was very happy, to, see old 
temples, 

日本の古いお寺とかを見るのは 

楽しかった、ハッピー嬉しかった 
nihon no furui otera toka wo miru no ha 
tanoshikatta, happii ureshikatta 
[she had fun looking at the old Japanese temples, 
happy] [she was happy] 

P13 she was very happy, see over, the 
temples, over temples 

(none) 

P14 she…of the… (none) 

P15 she was very happy about seeing 
old, old, one phrase temples 

古い 
furui 
[old] 

P16 she was very happy, to see, the old, 
temples there 

えっと、京都で、古いお寺を見られ楽しみ 
etto, kyouto de, furui otera wo mirare tanoshimi 
[um, in Kyoto, she had fun looking at old temples] 

P17 seeing, other, temples, there また、別のお寺が見れたから 
mata, betsu no otera ga mireta kara 
[again, since she saw other temples] 

P19 she, about, see, あれ、何だっけ、
over, see, seeing, temples, over 
there, about seeing, 
she, about, see, are, nandakke, 
over, see, seeing, temples, over 
there, about seeing, 
she, about, see, [huh, what was it, 
over, see, seeing, temples, over 
there, about seeing, 
 
 

(none) 

P20 she was very happy, to see a lot of, 
temples, 

たくさんの、え、たくさんの、神社、お寺、お寺

を見て、幸せだった 
takusan no, e, takusan no, jinja, otera, otera wo 
mite, shiawase datta 
[many, eh, many, shrines, temples, she saw 
temples, so she was happy] 

P21 about…seeing, over the temple… temples 

(Table 51 continues) 
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(Table 51 continued) 

P# L2 repetition L1 recall 

P22 she was very happy, about seeing, 
the temple over there 

(none) 

P23 she, she was, happy, about seeing, 
old, about seeing, old temple? 

彼女は、お、古いお寺、を見れて、嬉しかった？  
kanojo ha, wo, furui otera, wo mirete, ureshikatta? 
[she, saw, old temples, and was happy?] 

P24 ah, old temples, she was very 
happy about see the, old temples 
there, 

京都で、古いお寺を見れて嬉しかった 
kyouto de, furui otera wo mirete ureshikatta 
[in Kyoto, she saw old temples and was happy] 

P26 she, about seeing, our temple, 
there 

えっと、彼女は、えっと、お寺を見ることができ

て、とても嬉しかった 
etta, kanojo ha, etto, otera wo miru koto  
ga dekite, totemo ureshikatta 
[um, she, um, was able to see temples, and she 
was very happy] 

P27 she, ah, she was very happy, whe, 
she knows, temples, there 

彼女は、あそこで、お寺のこと 

学ぶことに、幸せを感じていました？ 
kanojo ha, asoko de, otera no koto manabu koto 
ni, shiawase wo kanjiteimashita? 
[she, there, she learned about temples, and she 
felt happy?] 

P28 she was very happy, about, about 
seeing the, old temple 

っと、たくさんの、古い建物を見て、 

とても幸せだった 
tto, takusan no, furui tatemono wo mite, totemo 
shiawase datta 
[um, many, old buildings she looked at, and was 
very happy] 

P29 about see, no the…no the temples (none) 

P30 seeing over…of a? seeing, ooo (none) 

 

responses including of (participant P14), other (participant P17), our (participant P26), 

knows (participant P27), and no (participant P29). The latter two cases are interesting as 

they result in part from the connected speech linking seeing all as opposed to the other 

misinterpretations that result from the connected speech of all the. 

The cause of difficulty with seeing all the was likely twofold. As already noted, 

there were phonological reasons for participants’ interpretations. Most participants had 

difficulty with the connected speech in all the, which sounded like /ˈɔlðə/. This instance 
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of connected speech is an effect of cliticization in English, in which speakers tend to 

connect strong and weak syllables together to maintain the rhythm of English (Field, 

2003). The two most common interpretations were old (i.e., /oʊld/) and over (i.e., 

ˈoʊvər). Although the phonemes are different, the onset in all three cases is similar: the 

/ɔ/ in all and the /oʊ/ in old and over are both mid-back articulated vowels, as mentioned 

above in the case of taught and told. The same argument holds true for the two 

participants who heard know and no. In those cases, it was the connected speech of seeing 

all (i.e., /ˈsiɪŋˈɔl/) that caused difficulty, but once again the /oʊ/ sound was interpreted by 

the participants rather than the /ɔ/ of all, with the preceding /n/ phoneme being carried 

over from seeing. The /s/ of seeing was interpreted as she in one case (participant P27) 

and see in the other (participant P29). A second likely cause for participants’ difficulties 

was top-down knowledge either in terms of lexical or syntactic knowledge. The case of 

hearing old was likely due to participants’ knowledge that temples are often old; it is a 

sensible idea supported somewhat by the phonological information mentioned above. The 

case of hearing over could be based on the participants’ lexical knowledge. It is possible 

participants were familiar with the collocation see over, though it is not so common in the 

Corpus of Contemporary American English (i.e., only 437 appearances). However, even 

without collocation knowledge, participants very likely to understood the two individual 

words see and over, both in the first 1,000 high-frequency words of English in the BNC-

COCA corpus according to VocabProfile (Cobb, 2017). Nevertheless, semantically, see 

over does not connect as clearly with temples as does old, and the L2 recall data showed 

that in general, those participants who interpreted seeing all as seeing over were unable to 

make sense of it. 
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Research Question 2: Other Comprehension Breakdown Details 

Besides phonological decoding and word segmentation problems, the other main 

cause of comprehension breakdowns was unknown words or phrases. In this section, 

three cases of participants’ experiences with unknown words are examined. In the first 

case, a participant encounters an unknown word and neither understands nor can 

phonologically decode the words accurately. The second and third cases of unknown 

language each show participants who are able to phonologically decode and segment 

unknown phrases accurately but misunderstand their meaning. In the second case, the 

meaning is completely unknown. In the third case, the participant believes that she knows 

the meaning, but is mistaken. 

Aside from unknown language, another phenomenon that was not specifically a 

comprehension breakdown but that suggested a possible lack of comprehension was 

participants forgetting what they had heard after hearing the full listening texts or the text 

segments. Thus, after the discussion of unknown words, cases of participants forgetting 

what they heard are examined. Three of the most common cases are shown in transcripts. 

The first case involves a participant reporting forgetting when it is not clear whether or 

not she understood the meaning of what she heard. The second case involves a participant 

completing the L2 repetition in English but then forgetting the content before completing 

the L1 recall in Japanese. The third case is the opposite: The participant does the L1 

recall but then cannot produce the L2 English. 

A final occurrence, which like forgetting was not conclusively a comprehension 

breakdown but which suggested possible comprehension difficulty, was unreported 

language. Unreported language involved incidents in which participants did not report 
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some parts of what they heard during the segment listening part of the diagnostic 

procedure. In this section, one special case of one participant, P12, is highlighted in order 

to make the point that unreported language should not always be interpreted as 

uncomprehended language. 

 

Comprehension Breakdown: Unknown Words 

As noted in Chapter 5, unknown words or phrases caused either phonological 

decoding problems, word segmentation problems, or both for most participants. 

However, they were considered a distinct type of comprehension problem, as unknown 

language clearly presented comprehension difficulty beyond phonological decoding and 

word segmentation issues. There were four phrases that were unknown by more than five 

participants: even though (unknown by eight participants), almost caused (unknown by 

eight participants), ended up (unknown by 20 participants), and staying straight 

(unknown by 11 participants). Unknown words or phrases were either identified directly 

by participants saying they did not know the term, or they were identified through 

interaction with me as I clarified the meaning of their L1 recalls. 

There were two main types of participant experiences with unknown words and 

phrases. On the one hand, there were cases in which participants were unable to 

phonologically decode or segment the constituent unknown words in addition to not 

knowing the meaning of the word or phrase. These participants were only able to 

understand the terms after seeing them in writing. These included 11 of the 20 

misinterpretations of ended up and 10 of the 11 misinterpretations of staying straight. 

The remaining type of cases were those in which participants were able to phonologically 
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decode and segment the unknown word or phrase, but they were unable to understand the 

meaning of the word or phrase itself. These included all misinterpretations of even though 

and almost caused, nine of the 20 misinterpretations of ended up, and one 

misinterpretation of staying straight. Of these cases in which words were accurately 

decoded and segmented but the meaning was not known, most cases involved 

participants simply not knowing the target phrase. However, in the case of almost caused, 

all eight participants who had trouble believed they were understanding the phrase 

correctly, but they were mistaken. 

The purpose of this section of the discussion is to show transcript examples of 

each of the instances described above in which participants had difficulty with unknown 

language. The three transcript examples represent three different cases: 

Case 1: A participant not able to phonetically decode and segment an unknown 

phrase until they see the word in writing. 

Case 2a: A participant able to phonetically decode and segment an unknown 

phrase, but not able to understand its meaning. 

Case 2b: A participant able to phonetically decode and segment an unknown 

phrase and believe that its meaning is known, but discover the meaning was 

unknown. 
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Unknown language case 1. Excerpt 5 shows participant P4, who was unable to 

phonologically decode the phrase ended up, and also did not understand the meaning 

until it was explained to her. The phrase ended up appears in the Kirby text as part of the 

segment but I ended up getting my license. 

 

Excerpt 5 
 P4-Seg6-Kirby 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Unknown language case #1 
 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-4 

1 P4: but I’m, not, getting, license?... 
2 R:  ok, so you’re close, you have some of the words, let's listen again ok? 
3 P4: ok 
4 R:  I don’t know how… 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 5-16 

5 P4: どうやって運転免許取るのか分からなかった？ 
  dou yatte untenmenkyo toru no ka wakaranakatta? 
  [she didn’t know how to get her driver’s license?] 
6 R:  hm? 運転免許？ 
  hm? untenmenkyo? 
  hm? [driver’s license?] 
7 P4:  を取得するのか、分からなかった？ 
  wo shutokusuru no ka, wakaranakatta 
  [if she would get it, she didn’t know?] 
8 R:  what did you hear in English? 
9 P4: get? getting?, my license 
10 R:  その前に？ 
  sono mae ni? 
  [before that?] 
11 P4: ((laughter)) その前に、I don’t know 
  ((laughter)) sono mae ni, I don’t know 
  ((laughter)) [before that], I don’t know 
12 R:  did she get her license or not get her license? 
13 P4: できたかできないか 
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  dekita ka dekinaika 
  [whether she did it or not] 
14 R:  uh huh, not sure, right? 
15 P4: yeah 
16 R:  not sure, ok, ok let's listen again a little more slowly, ok? 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 17-27 

17 P4: but I, um, getting, my license 
18 R:  but I? 
19 P4: I’m, I’mu? 
20 R:  I’m? I’mu? 
21 P4: I’m getting, my license 
22 R:  so that means she gets her, she got her license 
23 P4: 取得中？何か、 
  shutokuchuu? nani ka, 
  [was in the middle of getting it? something,] she 
24 R:  uh huh, 
25 P4: 進行中 
   shinkouchuu 
  [in the process of] 
26 R:  uh huh, その間、進行中、ok, how about 
  uh huh, sono aida, shinkouchuu, ok how about listen to me, ok? 
  uh huh, [in there, in the process of] ok how about listen to me, ok? 
27 P4:  ok 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, watch me speak, lines 28-30 

28 P4: but I didn’t, know, get? Um? 
29 R:  no meaning, right? Um, this is difficult, because you may not know 
30  this part, but I’ll do it one more time, and then we’ll look at it 
 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 31-49 

31 P4: but I, under, the, get, license, my license, under? 
32 R: you’re hearing the right sounds, but this may be something you’re not 
33  familiar with, ok? So, I don’t know how (writing), but, I, ended up, this is 
34  what you’re not hearing here, but I ended up, getting, my license. So, I 
35  don’t know if you understand 
36  ended up. It’s a phrasal verb in English…what do you think this means? 
37 P4: …finish? Hm? 
38 R: what do you think it means in Japanese? How would you say this? But I 
39  ended up getting my license. 
40 P4: だけど私は、自分の免許証、取得すること, ((laughter)) 
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  da kedo watashi ha, jibun no menkyoshou, shutokusuru koto, ((laughter)) 
  [but I, my license, getting it thing], ((laughter)) 
43 R:  こと？ ((laughter)) 
  koto? ((laughter)) 
  [thing?] ((laughter)) 
44 P4: を… 
  wo… 
  [(object particle marker)] 
45 R: 全然分からないですね? Ok, so, ended up, um, this tells the result, so I 
46  could  say, but, the result was ((writing)), getting my license, so, she had 
47  almost accidents, she was a bad driver, but, 
  zenzen wakarnaidesu ne? Ok, so, ended up, um, this tells the result, so I 
  could say, but,  the result was ((writing)), getting my license, so, she had 

almost accidents, she was a bad driver, but, 
  [you don’t understand at all, right?] Ok, so, ended up, um, this tells the 
  result, so I could say, but, the result was ((writing)), getting my license, so, 
  she had almost accidents, she was a bad driver, but, 
48 P4: 結果は取れた 
  kekka ha toreta 
  [the result was she got it] 
49 R: 取れた, uh huh, so ended up means the, um, the end result 
  toreta, uh huh, so ended up means the, um, the end result 
  [she got it], uh huh, so ended up means the, um, the end result 
 

In Excerpt 5 above, participant P4 continuously tried to decipher ended up 

unsuccessfully. Her first attempt at understanding ended up was interpreting it as not in 

line 1, then, she later interprets it as didn’t in line 28 and under in line 31. Finally, after it 

was written out, we discussed the meaning of ended up. She ventured the meaning in line 

40 that Kirby got her driver’s license (a correct assumption), but it was clear that she did 

not understand the meaning of the specific phrase ended up, which I explained to her in 

the rest of the transcript. As mentioned above, 11 of the 20 cases in which ended up was 

unknown language played out the same as in participant P4’s experience: The 

participants were unable to decode the phrase until it was written out. Even in the 

remaining nine cases, all participants except one could not decipher the phrase ended up 
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until it was spoken slowly by me, in the fifth segment listening opportunity. The other 

participant required four listening opportunities. Such difficulty clearly highlights the 

problem most participants had with the phrase, ended up. Even though words like end 

and up were almost assuredly known vocabulary by the participants, as both are in the 

first 500 content and function words of the BNC-COCA corpus, respectively, the fact that 

ended up was connected speech and unknown lexis presented serious phonological 

decoding and word segmentation difficulties for participants. 

 
Unknown language case 2a. In contrast to case 1 of unknown language, case 2a 

shows a participant who was able to phonetically decode and properly segment a phrase, 

but she did not know the meaning of the phrase. In Excerpt 6, participant P5 successfully 

decodes the phrase even though after listening to the segment only once. However, 

despite accurate decoding, participant P5 is confused about the phrase’s meaning until the 

fifth and final listening opportunity. The phrase even though was part of the segment so 

even though he went to every class in the Taro text. 

 

Excerpt 6 
 P5-Seg5-Taro 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Unknown language case 2a 

 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-7 

1 P5: so, even though, every class, 
2 R: uh huh, 
3 P5: every class, so even though, every class, えっと、全てのクラスが、 

4  終わった後？ん? 全てのクラス、全ての授業が、終わって、 
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  every class, so even though, every class, etto, subete no kurasu ga, owatta  
  ato? n? subete no kurasu, subete no jugyou ga, owatte, 
  every class, so even though, every class, [um, every class, after they 
  ended? hm? every class, every class, ended and], 
5 R: uh huh, 
6 P5: even though, every class, 全てのクラスを通してそうじゃなくて？ 
  even though, every class, subete no kurasu wo toushite sou ja nakute? 
  even though, every class, [through every class, is that not right?] 
7 R:  let's listen again ok 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 8-21 

8 P5: so even though went, every class, so, そして、それで、every class, 
9  あ、毎回の授業が、even though, went, 行われた後、え、行って, 
10  ん？日本語でなんて言うだろう ((laughter)) 
  so even though went, every class, so, soshite, sore de, every class, a, 
  maikai no jugyou ga, even though, went, okonowareta ato, e, itte, n? 
  nihongo de nante iu darou ((laughter)) 
  so even though went, every class, so, [and, and so], every class, [ah, every 
  class] even though, went, [after it happened, eh, went, hm? what would 
  you say in Japanese?] ((laughter)) 
11 R: ((laughter)) 
12 P5: went every class, 
13 R: you understand, but, you, you understand, but you can’t express it in 
14  Japanese 
15 P5: even though, went, every class 毎回の授業、が、終わって？ 

16  毎回の授業、後？毎回の授業後に？ん？それも違う、 
  even though, went, every class, maikai no jugyou, ga, owatte? 
  maikai no jugyou, ato? maikai no jugyou ni? n? sore mo chigau, 
  even though, went, every class, [every class, it, ended? every class, after? 
  after every class? hm? that’s not right either,] 
17 R: is even though difficult? or, 
18 P5: even though is difficult, went every class, went? even though, ah, 
19  even…ah 
20 R: should we listen again?, or you understand the meaning, ok, let's listen 
21  again 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 1, slow speed, lines 22-26 

22 P5: even though, so even though, went?, even though went, every class… 
23  毎回の、every class, 毎回授業が,went?, 行う？ went, 
24  行われ、でもなお？うん？、分からない 
  even though, so even though, went?, even though went, every class… 

maikai no, every class, maikai jugyou ga, went? okonau? went, 
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  okonoware, demo nao? un? wakaranai 
  even though, so even though, went?, even though went, every 
  class…[every], every class, [every class], went?, [happened]? went, 
  [happened, but even? hm?, I don’t know] 
25 R: eh, tell me the English, one more time? 
26 P5: even though, went, every class, even though went, every class, hm? 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 1, watch me speak, lines 27-34 

27 P5: so, even though, even though, if?, even though, even though, hm?, even 
28  though 
29 R: even though? 
30 P5: 何か、went? 
  nani ka, went? 
  [something,] went? 
31 R: yeah 
32 P5: even though, he?, even though, it? 
33 R: here, let’s listen to it, slowly one time ok, and see if you can catch what 
34  that word is 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 1, watch me slowly speak, lines 35-49 

35 P5: even though he, went, every class, even though, 彼 が、あ、彼が、 

36  毎回の授業を、 

37  even though he, went, every class, even though, kare ga, a, kare ga, 
  maikai no jugyou wo, 
  even though he, went, every class, even though, [he, ah, he, 
  every class] 
38 R: ok, it sounds like you understand the English, even though, 
39 P5: he went 
40 R: went 
41 P5: every class 
42 R: to, every class 
43 P5: to every class, hm, to every class 
44 R: does that make sense, even though he went to every class 
45 P5: even though went, even though he went to every class 
46 R: 日本語の意味は、まだ 
  nihongo no imi ha, mada 
  [the Japanese meaning, not yet] 
47 P5: even though が分からない 
  even though ga wakaranai 
   even though [I don’t know even though] 
48 R: even though ちょっと分からないですね, 
  even though chotto wakaranai desu ne 



 262 

  even though [you don’t quite understand it, right?] 
49 P5: uh huh 
 

In Excerpt 6 above, participant P5 is able to phonetically decode and segment even 

though in line 1, after just one listening opportunity for segment 5 of the Taro text; 

however, she continuously experienced trouble trying to tell the meaning of what she had 

heard in L1 Japanese. Finally, in line 47, she directly states that she does not understand 

even though. In fact, it seems that she was somewhat familiar with the phrase even 

though, as later on, when I asked her if she had learned even though, she suggested that 

she might have learned it but had forgotten. Nevertheless, it was a meaning she was 

unable to retrieve easily. 

 

Unknown language case 2b. The final case of unknown language, case 2b, 

resembles participant P5’s experience with even though above in case 2a. That is, the 

participant is able to successfully decode and segment a phrase in the target segment. 

However, in contrast to case 2a in Excerpt 6 above, in case 2b in Excerpt 7, the 

participant believes that she knows the meaning of the phrase but is mistaken. P15 is able 

to phonetically decode almost caused and give a meaning for it, but she does not 

recognize that she is incorrect. The phrase almost caused was part of the segment I 

almost caused a lot of accidents when I was first learning in the Kirby text. 

 

Excerpt 7 
 P15-Seg4-Kirby 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Unknown language case 2b 
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Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-6 

1 P15: I almost, caused, eh, something, something, something when I…ah…I 
2  couldn’t heard the last part 
3 R: the last part, right, what does that mean, I almost caused 
4 P15: 事故をした、何、引き起こした, I was caused, ((laughter)) 
  jiko wo shita, nani, hikiokoshita, I was caused, ((laughter)) 
  [she had an accident, what?, caused], I was caused, ((laughter)) 
5 R: let’s check it again, ok? 
6 P15: ok 
 

Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 7-12 

7 P15: a lot of, accident, ah, ((laughter)) , I could heard this thing 
8 R: how about what does that mean? I almost caused a lot of accidents 
9 P15: たくさんの、事故を、引き起こした、事故を起こした、事故をした 
  takusan no, jiko wo, hikiokoshita, jiko wo okoshita, jiko wo shita 
  [many, accidents, she caused, there were accidents, she had accidents] 
10 R: 事故起こした？本当に起こした？ 
  jiko okoshita? hontou ni okoshita? 
  [were there accidents? Were there really accidents?] 
11 P15: ah…I don’t know 
12 R: ok, let’s check it ok, that’s fine, let's listen again 

Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 13-16 

13 P15: I almost, not caused, a lot of accidents, when I was, when I was, first 
14  learning, 初めて、私が、学んだ、学んだ、その車について学んだ時 

15  に、たくさんの、事故を、いた、事故を学んだ？うん？ 
  I almost, not caused, a lot of accidents, when I was, when I was, first 
  learning, hajimete, watashi ga, mananda, manada, sono kuruma ni tsuite 
  mananda toki ni, takusan no, jiko wo, ita, jiko wo mananda? un? 
  I almost, not caused, a lot of accidents, when I was, when I was, first 
  learning, [the first, I, learned, learned, the time I learned about the car, 
  many, accidents, there were, I learned accidents? hm?] 
16 R: ok, it sounds like you got most of it, you can watch me do it 

Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 17-24 

17 P15: I almost cause, cause a lot accidents, when I was first, learning 
18 R: so what does that mean? 
19 P15 え、私が、初めて、学んだ時、たくさんの、事故を、たくさんの 
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20  事故起こした？ 
  e, watashi ga, hajimete, mananda toki, takusan no, jiko wo, takusan no  
  jiko okoshita? 
  [eh, I, first, time I learned, many, accidents, there were many accidents?] 
21 R: so, so the, almost caused, 
22 P15: almost caused 
23 R: almost means there were no accidents, 
24 P15: あ、引き起こしそうになった 
  a, hikiokoshisou ni natta 
  [ah, she almost had an accident] 
 

In Excerpt 7 above, P15 is able to phonologically decode and accurately segment the 

phrase almost caused after listening to the fourth segment of the Kirby text just once, as 

seen in line 1. Furthermore, she gives a meaning for almost caused in line 4 by saying 

that Kirby caused an accident. Again in line 9, after being prompted for the L1 recall, her 

interpretation is that Kirby caused or had accidents. At this point I directly asked her if 

there were really accidents in line 10. She still could not provide a different 

interpretation, and once again she suggested that there were many accidents in lines 19 

and 20. Finally, given that she had successfully decoded the L2 English and was only 

having trouble comprehending the meaning, I told her in line 23 that almost meant that 

there were no accidents. Finally, she offered a proper L1 Japanese interpretation of 

almost caused in line 24. 

Excerpt 8 shows P15’s explanation about the difficulty with the word almost, 

which came later on during the same discussion. 

 

Excerpt 8 
 P15-Seg4-Kirby 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Unknown language case 2b 
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Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), verbal report, normal speed, lines 1-29 

 
1 R: almost caused, is a little difficult to understand 
2 P15: uh huh, uh huh, ah 
3 R: you know almost 
4 P15: yeah, 
5 R: and you know caused, but, together, it’s difficult? 
6 P15: yes 
7 R: what is the difficulty there? Is it the word almost? 
8 P15: yes, almost, 
9 R: or the word caused? 
10 P15: I think almost 
11 R: almost is the difficult word, to understand there 
12 P15: uh huh,  
13 R: why is that, do you know? Cause you know the word almost, why is it 
  difficult, in this situation? 
14 P15: um…what should I explain? 
15 R: almost no 使い方、you know how to use almost 
  almost no tsukaikata, you know how to use almost 
  almost no [way to use], you know how to use almost 
16 P15: I may know it means, ほとんど, I think, I, I think that this image 
17  is very, 
  I may know it means, ほとんど, I think, I, I think that this image 
  is very, 
  I may know it means, [mostly], I think, I, I think that this image 
  is very, 
18 R: almost is like ほとんど, but, here, ほとんど caused, is 
19  おかしい？ 
  almost is like hotondo, but, here, hotondo caused, is 
  okashii？ 
  almost is like [mostly], but, here, [mostly] caused, is 
  [strange]? 
20 P15: yes, yes, yes, yes ほとんど起こした, is not Japanese, not, 
  yes, yes, yes, yes hotondo okoshita, is not Japanese,  not, 
  yes, yes, yes, yes [mostly happened], is not Japanese, not, 
21 R: doesn’t make sense? 
22 P15: doesn’t quite make sense, by Japanese, so 
23 R: so, maybe many people think, almost, ほとんど、and then 
  so, maybe many people think, almost, hotondo, and then 
  so, maybe many people think, almost, [mostly], and then 
24 P15: yes, this situation, this meaning is not really, does not make sense 
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25 R: usually it’s almost a noun, like almost, all people 
26 P15: yes, almost all people, yes, this image is very, um 
27 R: ok, ok, that’s great, thank you for explaining your difficulty, um, many 
28  people have the same, understanding the words, but can’t get the meaning, 
29  quite correct 
 

In the ensuing discussion about almost in Excerpt 8 above, participant P15 mentions that 

she has learned a sense of almost that corresponds to a Japanese word, ほとんど hotondo 

[mostly], but that in the case of almost caused a lot of accidents, the use of ほとんど

hotondo did not make sense (i.e., line 20). As mentioned above, all eight participants who 

had difficulty comprehending the meaning of almost caused encountered the same 

difficulty as participant P15, as they had misinterpreted almost caused as meaning that 

Kirby did have accidents. This was a serious misunderstanding by those participants, but 

it was not a phonological decoding or word segmentation difficulty at all; it was an 

unfamiliarity with the usage of almost. 

 

Comprehension Breakdown: Reporting Forgetting 

As shown in Table 31 in Chapter 5, some participants reported forgetting what 

they heard during segment listenings. Participants forgetting what was heard has been 

reported in other L2 listening research as a common cognitive difficulty (e.g., Goh, 

2000). Forgetting probably occurred more often than it was reported, as not all 

participants would necessarily have revealed when they had forgotten what they heard. 

Table 31 in Chapter 5 showed that there were 24 separate instances in which participants 

reported forgetting when listening to the segments. Of those, there were three main types 

of forgetting. First, there were 14 instances in which participants reported forgetting and 
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there was no evidence that they had understood the listening segment. That is, they 

reported forgetting, but most likely had not fully understood what they had heard. An 

example of this is seen in Excerpt 9, where participant P6 reports forgetting in line 13. 

The target segment was that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road from the 

Kirby text. 

 

Excerpt 9 
 P6-Seg9-Kirby 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Reporting forgetting: Misunderstanding 

 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 1-6 

1 P6: that, heard, I…I, want, to drive, heard, that, I…chun chun chun chun 
2 R: ((laughter)) no meaning yet, right? 
3 P6: un…hm? 
4 R: does the laughter make it difficult? 
5 P6: uh huh, yes 
6 R: yeah, that’s really hard, in this part…let’s just listen to it more slowly 
 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 7-12 

7 P6: I told her…eh, 違う, I told her…to drive…na na na…on the road 
  I told her…eh, chigau, I told her…to drive…na na na…on the road 
  I told her…eh, [it’s different], I told her…to drive…na na na…on the road 
8 R: so when you’re listening to it, there’s no meaning?, I know you’re 
9  listening for the English, you’re not able to understand the meaning, right? 
10 P6: un 
11 R: ok, how about watch me, ok? 
12 P6: un 

 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 13-18 

13 P6: that her daughter? Un to be, eh? I forgot…the road 
14 R: ((laughter)) 
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15 P6: on the road, be on the road, be on the road 
16 R: do you have any meaning now? 
17 P6: なんか、自分の、娘が、道路で運転する、ことを心配、している 
   nanka, jibunno, musume ga, douro de untensuru, koto wo shinpai, shiteiru 
  [like, her, daughter, driving on the road, she was worrying about it] 
18 R: uh huh, ok, so that’s, that’s exactly, basically that’s the meaning, there’s 
  one important word it seems you’re not hearing, so I’m going to do it one 
  more time, ok? 

 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 19-28 

19 P6: would be allowed, to be, on the road 
20 R: uh huh, 
21 P6: あ、免許取って、道で運転することが許された、ということが、 

22  不安だった 
  a, menkyo totte, michi de untensuru koto ga yurusareta, to iu koto ga, fuan 
  datta 
  [ah, she got her license, she was allowed to drive on the road, is what was 
  said, she felt uncomfortable about it] 
23 R: that’s exactly, exactly right 
24 P6: ah 
25 R: so you never heard the word allowed, 
26 P6: uh huh, ah, ここで 
  uh huh, ah, koko de 
  uh huh, ah, [here] 
27 R: yeah 
28 P6 un, I couldn’t 
 

As seen in Excerpt 9, participant P6 reports forgetting in line 13, saying “I forgot”. 

However, when participant P6 reports forgetting in line 13, it is not certain exactly what 

she has forgotten. The full segment was that her daughter would be allowed to be on the 

road. In the same line 13, she reports hearing that her daughter and to be and the road, 

while saying “I forgot” between to be and the road. Then, in line 15, she says be on the 

road. Thus, her report of forgetting could have been about forgetting be on. However, it 

seems probable she was also referring to the part would be allowed, which she later is 

able to interpret correctly in line 19 after listening to me say the segment slowly. Toward 
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the end of Excerpt 9, in line 28, she affirms that she had not been able to hear allowed 

during her earlier listening opportunities. Determining exactly what participant P6 was 

referring to when she reported forgetting in line 13 is not possible, but the evidence 

suggests that she had not processed the language would be allowed well enough to gain 

any understanding of it. 

In contrast to participant P6’s case, there were nine cases in which participants 

reported forgetting between doing the L2 repetition and the L1 recall tasks; thus, they had 

processed the listening in one language, but were unable to process it in the other before 

forgetting what they had already reported. An example of this phenomenon is seen in 

Excerpt 10. The full segment that P3 had listened to was but he couldn’t understand his 

English teacher well from the Taro text. 

 

Excerpt 10 
 P3-Seg3-Taro 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Reporting forgetting: Misunderstanding 

 

Segment 3, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-3 

1 PT-3 but he couldn’t understand, what teacher, said, 
2 R: and, in Japanese? 
3 PT-3 あ、なんか、たろは、なんて、忘れた 
  a, nanka, Taro ha, nante, wasureta 
  [ah, like, Taro, what would you say, I forgot] 
 

The evidence in Excerpt 10, line 1, suggests that participant P3 understood the segment, 

but that for some reason the English she heard disappeared from her short-term memory, 

and she was unable to do the L2 recall. A similar type of example can be seen in Excerpt 
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11 from a participant who did the L1 recall first, and then forgot before she was able to 

do the L1 repetition. The target segment was, he learned that it’s important to ask 

questions from the Taro text. 

 

Excerpt 11 
 P16-Seg7-Taro 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Reporting forgetting: Misunderstanding 

 

Segment 7, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-4 

1 P16: 質問することが、大切だと、分かった 
  shitsumonsuru koto ga, taisetsu da to, wakatta 
  [asking questions, was important, she learned] 
2 R: perfect, can you remember the English? 
3 P16: no, sorry ((laughter)) 
4 R: ((laughter)) let's listen again 
 

Segment 7, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 5 

5 PT-16 he learned, important, ask the question 
 

In Excerpt 11, participant P16’s L1 recall meaning is accurate, but for some reason she is 

unable to do the L2 repetition task. After the next listening opportunity, she is able to do 

the L1 repetition successfully aside from leaving out a few function words. 

The above excerpts of forgetting being reported by participants offer some detail 

as to how forgetting occurred. Nevertheless, as mentioned in Chapter 5, the diagnostic 

procedure in this study was not sufficiently focused on forgetting as a phenomenon to 

determine with confidence what the significance of forgetting was in each case. 
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Comprehension Breakdown: Unreported Language 

It was quite common that participants would not report parts of text segments 

when doing L2 repetitions, without saying that they had forgotten or misunderstood the 

listening, and without verbalizing an incorrect interpretation. In most cases, it turned out 

that participants had phonological decoding, word segmentation, or unknown language 

difficulties with the parts of text they did not report initially. For example, as mentioned 

in the discussion of research question 1, the word rules, which gave many participants 

phonological decoding difficulty, was often not mentioned by participants until the third 

listening opportunity or more. Hence, it was unreported language in the first few listening 

opportunities. As with dictation or other tasks that require learners to reconstitute 

language that was heard, unreported language is a natural outcome, especially with long, 

challenging strings of text. Usually, unreported language would be considered evidence 

of a mistake or comprehension difficulty in a dictation task; however, the case of one 

participant, participant P12, is worth noting as evidence that not reporting language might 

be an internal effort by a listener to make sense of the language. Participant P12 was 

comparatively less verbal than other participants in the study, which made it difficult to 

understand her strengths and areas of difficulty. However, she provides a good example 

of the fact that unreported language does not necessarily signify miscomprehension. In 

the case presented in Excerpt 12, participant P12 often does not report language early on, 

but eventually is able to understand the segment without any identifiable phonological 

decoding or word segmentation problems. The target segment in Excerpt 12 was he 

learned that it’s important to ask questions from the Taro text. 
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Excerpt 12 
 P12-Seg7-Taro 

Research Question 2 
Comprehension breakdowns 
Unreported language 

 

Segment 7, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines1-5 

1 P12: …he, learned,しか分からなかった 
  …he, learned, shika wakaranakatta 
  …he, learned, [is all I could understand] ((laughter)) 
2 R: uh huh, uh huh, and you understand, he learned…what does that mean in 
3  Japanese? 
4 P12: 学んだ 
  mananda 
  [he learned] 
5 R: uh huh, ok, so, we’ll go back and let's listen again ok 
 

Segment 7, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 6-11 

6 P12: … 
7 R: anything new? 
8 P12: question…だけ 
  question…dake 
  question… [only] 
9 R: only, uh huh, you understand question, meaning, yes? 
10 P12: un 
11 R: ok, let’s go back and slow it down, see if that helps at all 
 

Segment 7, Taro (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 12-17 

12 P12: …important? 
13 R: uh huh, he learned, important… 
14 P12: ask questions 
15 R: ask questions, what do you think that means? 
16 P12: 質問、をすることが、大事だと学んだ 
  shitsumon, wo suru koto ga, daiji da to mananda 
  [question, asking questions, was important he learned] 
17 R: so, that’s the correct meaning, let’s listen one more time for the English 
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The unfortunate point about the transcript above is that it was impossible to know exactly 

what participant P12 was doing when she was not reporting language. When later asked 

why she was only able to report word by word, she said that the listening was fast and 

difficult. Perhaps this meant that she could not understand the passage at one time, and 

she was embarrassed to make mistakes in attempting to do so. 

Excerpt 12 is a reminder that despite a relatively gradient diagnostic process 

geared toward understanding how learners process listening texts, it is still difficult to 

determine exactly what is occurring in the listeners’ minds, especially if they do not wish 

to express the types of processing they engage in when building their interpretation. 

 

Research Question 3: Details About Types of Difficulty and Comprehension 

As seen in Table 35 in Chapter 5, difficulty understanding segments in which 

there were phonological decoding difficulties, word segmentation difficulties, and 

unknown words usually led to repeated, persistent misunderstandings by the participants. 

In the previous section of this chapter, difficulties with unknown words were highlighted. 

In this section, two more examples of participant difficulties related to phonological 

decoding and word segmentation are shown. However, the focus shifts to whether or not 

participants are able to overcome those difficulties. 

Two transcripts are presented below, from participants P25 and P17, respectively. 

Participant P25 had persistent difficulty understanding the segment her camera stopped 

working from the Kyoto text. In the end, she could not understand the segment until 

seeing it in writing. In the second transcript example, participant P17 had difficulty with 

the same segment from the Kyoto text, but she was able to overcome the difficulty. 
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Following the two transcripts, a discussion of whether there are ways listeners might be 

able to overcome persistent comprehension difficulties is discussed. 

Excerpt 13 shows the complete five listening opportunities—normal speed twice, 

slow speed, watching me, and watching me speak slowly—for participant P25 when 

listening to the Kyoto segment her camera stopped working. Because Excerpt 12 is long, 

noting three key points in the transcript is helpful as a guide. First, up to line 22, 

participant P25 listens and responds to the five listening opportunities. From line 23, I 

begin to repeat key words of the segment to help her understand. Finally, from line 38, I 

write the segment on paper and we discuss the difficulty she encountered. 

 

Excerpt 13 
 P25-Seg6-Kyoto 

Research Question #3 
Types of difficulty and comprehension 
Inability to overcome difficulty 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-5 

1 P25: …eh…an…and can’t stop walking… 
2 R: どういう意味ですか  
   dou iu imi desu ka 
  [what does that mean?] 
3 P25: ((laughter)) そして、えっと、歩くこと止めなかった 
  ((laughter)) soshite, etto, aruku koto yamenakatta 
  ((laughter)) [and, um, she couldn’t stop walking] 
4 R: ah, let’s listen one more time, ok? 
5 P25: un 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 6-9 

6 P25: and cand stopped walking 
7 R: and can’t stop walking?...歩くこと 
   and can’t stop walking?...aruku koto 
  and can’t stop walking?... [walking] 
8 P25: を止め, [can stop,] can’t stop, can’t…立ち止まること止めなかった？ 
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  wo yame, can’t stop, can’t…tachidomaru koto yamenakatta? 
  [can stop] can’t stop, can’t…[she couldn’t stop stopping?] 
9 R: ah huh huh huh, ok, not quite yet, ok? Let’s see if you can catch it here 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 10-15 

10 P25: all?...all can’t stop walking… 
11 R: what meaning? 
12 P25: eh…きょう、す、二日目行って、京都の、全てを歩いて回った？ 
  eh…kyou, su, futsuka me itte, kyouto no, subete wo aruite mawatta? 
  eh…[today, su, she went the second day, Kyoto’s, walked all around?] 
13 R: uh huh huh huh, ok, let’s try again, ok? 
14 P25: 聞こえるのは、all, can’t stop walking… 
  kikoeru no ha, all, can’t stop walking… 
  [what I can hear is] all, can’t stop walking… 
15 R: all, can’t stop walking, uh huh, how about watch me say it 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 16-21 

16 P25: her? Camera?...stopped walking… 
17 R: どういう意味？ 
  dou iu imi? 
  [what does that mean?] 
18 P25: え、分からない、彼女のカメラ、は、歩くこと止めなかった 
  e, wakaranai, kanojo no kamera, ha, aruku koto yamenakatta 
  [eh, I don’t know, her camera, it, she didn’t stop walking] 
19 R: ((laughter)) 
20 P25: ((laughter)) 
21 R: closer, so 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 22-58 

22 P25: …her?, camera, eh, stop walking は違いますか？ 
  …her?, camera, eh, stop walking ha chigaimasu ka? 
  …her?, camera, eh, stop walking [is that wrong?] 
23 R: not walking…working? 
24 P25: working? 
25 R: do you know? So, her camera, stopped, working 
26 P25: あ、カメラは、働くこと、あ、撮り続けることやめなかったえ？撮 
27  り続けたってことですか ? 
  a, kamera ha, hataraku koto, a, toritsudukeru koto yamenakatta e? 
  toritsuduketa tte koto desu ka? 
  [ah, the camera, working, ah, she didn’t stop continuously taking pictures 
  eh? did it say she kept taking pictures?] 
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28 R: えっと、stop working は、いいことか、わるいこと、 
  etto, stop working ha, ii koto ka, warui koto, 
  [um,] stop working [is good or bad? 
29 P25: stop working! は、walking 
  stop working! ha,walking 
  stop working! [(topic particle marker)], walking 
30 R: working 
31 P25: walking, 歩く？働く？ 
  walking, aruku? hataraku? 
  walking, [walk? work?] 
32 R: working 
33 P25: 働くか？ 
  hataraku ka? 
  [working is it?] 
34 R: どういう意味ですか?、her camera stopped working 
  dou iu imi desu ka?, her camera stopped working 
  [the meaning is what?] her camera stopped working 
35 P25: カメラは、働くことを、あ、動く、撮ることを止めなかった？ 
  kamera ha, hataraku koto wo, a, ugoku, toru koto wo yamenakatta? 
  [the camera, working, ah, moving, she couldn’t stop taking pictures?] 
36 R: 止めなかったって、彼女が、それか、カメラ？ 
  yamenakatta tte, kanojo ga, sore ka, kamera? 
  [when you say couldn’t stop, the girl, or, the camera?] 
37 P25: をずっと撮り続けている？ 
  wo zutto tori tsuduketeiru? 
  [she’s continuously taking pictures?] 
38 R: um, so, this could be, difficult English, for you…her camera 
39  (writing)…stopped, working…という意味は、カメラが 
  um, so, this could be, difficult English, for you…her camera 

(writing)…stopped, working…to iu imi ha, kamera ga 
  um, so, this could be, difficult English, for you…her camera 

(writing)…stopped, working…[which means, the camera] 
40 P25: あ、止めた 
  a, yameta 
  [ah, it stopped] 
41 R: まあ、その感じ、カメラが、動かなくなった、壊れた 
  maa, sono kanji, kamera ga, ugokanakunatta, kowareta 
  [well, like that, the camera stopped working, it broke] 
42 P25: あ((laughter)) 
  a ((laughter)) 
  ah ((laughter)) 
43 R: それちょっと分かりにくいですか?、stopped working, 
44  英語の意味はちょっと分かりませんでした  
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  sore chotto wakari nikui desu ka?, stopped working, eigo no imi ha chotto 
wakarimasen deshita 

  [is that a little difficult to understand?] stopped working, [You didn’t 
  quite understand the English meaning] 
45 P25: えっと、この流れ時に、もう、自分の多分なかで、パッテ 

46  作ったのは、京都が凄い綺麗だからずっとカメラを撮り続けていた 
  etto, kono nagare toki ni, mou, jibun no tabun naka de, batte tsukutta no 

ha, kyouto ga sugoi kirei dakara zutto kamera wo tori tsuduketeita 
  [um, when it was playing, so, inside my mind, I immediately thought, 

Kyoto was so beautiful she continuously kept taking pictures] 
47 R: そう、そう、そう 
  sou, sou, sou 
  [right, right, right] 
48 P25: で、もう、ばって、なったんで、そこ 
  de, mou, batte, natta n de, soko 
  [and, so, boom, it came, there] 
49 R:  でも、これ、あの、今読んでも、ちょっと、この意味が、分かりに

くいですか ? 
  demo, kore, ano, ima yonde mo, chotto, kono imi ga, wakari nikui desu ka? 
  [but, this, um, even reading it, a little, the meaning, is difficult for you?] 
50 P25: あ、意味は分かります、 
  a, imi ha wakarimasu, 
  [ah, I understand the meaning], 
51 R: 分かりますか? 
  wakarimasu ka? 
  [you understand?] 
52 P25: はい 
  hai 
  [yes] 
53 R: ah、camera stopped working は 
  ah、camera stopped working ha 
  ah、camera stopped working [(topic particle marker)] 
54 P25: 壊れた 
  kowareta 
  [it broke] 
55 R: 壊れていた、あ、あ、聞いたことがあります、何か、stopped 
56  working, my computer stopped working, or my phone stopped working 
  kowareteita, a, a, kiita koto ga arimasu, nani ka, stopped 
  working, my computer stopped working, or my phone stopped working 
  [it was broken, ah, ah, you’ve heard it, something] stopped 
  working, my computer stopped working, or my phone stopped working 
57 P25: ah, broke, 
58 R: usually, broken, right? 
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Participant P25’s persistent difficulty understanding her camera stopped working in 

Excerpt 13 above exemplifies how phonological decoding and word segmentation 

difficulties can lead to miscomprehension even after numerous listening opportunities. 

From her first opportunity listening to the target segment, participant P25 is having 

phonological decoding difficulty, misinterpreting working as walking in line 3. Her 

confusion over the distinction continues in lines 6 and 10 after listening twice more, 

respectively. The first time she shows any doubt about whether or not her interpretation is 

correct is in line 22, after watching me say the segment slowly in the fifth listening 

opportunity. Another difficulty apparent early on is her problem with word segmentation 

of the word camera. She first interprets it as can’t in line 1 and gives a congruent 

meaning in line 3. She does not mention her, but instead adds various other short words 

in front of can’t during her interpretations (e.g., and in lines 1 and 6, all in line 10). She 

finally hears her and camera in line 16 after watching me speak; however, she is still 

dogged by her misinterpretation of working as walking. Finally, the segment content 

begins to become clear to her after she understands working instead of walking in line 33. 

Nevertheless, this is essentially her first opportunity to attempt to understand the meaning 

of the segment, and her response in line 35 suggests that she still has not grasped the 

relationship between camera and working, suggesting that the girl “couldn’t stop taking 

pictures”. It is unclear what her confusion is, but after the segment is written in line 39, I 

begin to mention that the camera stopped, and she makes the conclusion for me in line 

40, apparently finally comprehending the meaning. When I ask her what the difficulty 

was, she explains in lines 45-46 that she had an image of the girl continuously taking 

pictures. It seems that even as more and more counter-evidence presented itself, she still 
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had significant difficulty overturning the story and image she had built in her mind. In the 

end, participant P25 was unable to use comprehension monitoring (Vandergrift, 2003b) 

to challenge her interpretation. 

In contrast to participant P25’s persistent difficulty with phonological decoding 

and word segmentation in the Kyoto text segment her camera stopped working, Excerpt 

14 which follows shows a very different outcome. In Excerpt 14, participant P17 is able 

to overcome initial misinterpretations and comprehend the same segment as participant 

P25 accurately after only two listening opportunities. Discussion of participant P17’s 

experience follows the transcript. 

 

Excerpt 14 
 P17-Seg6-Kyoto 

Research Question 3 
Types of difficulty and comprehension 
Ability to overcome difficulty 

 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-2 

1 P17: 仕事を止めるために来た? Came to stop working? 
  shigoto wo yameru tame ni kita? Came to stop working? 
  [she came to quit her job?] Came to stop working? 
2 R: came to stop working…? Ok, let’s listen again 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 3-26 

3 P17: (whispering and repeating), camera, stopped working 
4 R: uh huh, what does that mean? 
5 P17: …働くことスットップした？ camera, ah! camera stopped, working, 
6  えっと、カメラが、何、シャッター押せない、故障した 
  …hataraku koto sutoppushita? camera, ah! camera stopped, working, etto, 
  kamera ga, nani, shattaa osenai, kosoushita 
  [stopped working?] camera, ah! camera stopped, working, [um, the 
  camera, what, she couldn’t press the shutter, it was broke] 
7 R: 何で、急に、それを理解できました? 
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  nande, kyuu ni, sore wo rikai dekimashita? 
  [why, suddenly, were you able to understand?] 
8  P17: こっちのほうで、didn’t pictures って、didn’t pictures は、そ 

9  う言えばと思って、でカメラって最初、とっ、人かなと思ったけ 
10  ど、カメラがあるの 
  kocchi no hou de, didn’t pictures tte, didn’t pictures ha, sou ieba to omotte, 
  de kamera tte saisho, to-, hito kana to omotta kedo, kamera ga aru no 
  [on this part] didn’t pictures [it said], didn’t pictures [(subject particle 
  marker), I thought if it said didn’t pictures, and camera at the first part, 
  um, I thought it was a person but, there was a camera] 
11 R: 最初の聞いた時 working と聞こえて,  仕事とか、何か、そして、 

12  ここでも、あの、この時を聞く前に、あの、came to, stop working, 
13  でも、急にカメラと分かってきた、それは私勉強しています、何で 

14  急にわかるか、やっぱり、この場合は、あの、P17 さん、もう、全 

15  体的のリスニングの意味を考えて、カメラ、なんか、急にカメラ, 
16  came to, じゃなくて, camera と分かりました、ね。 
  saisho no kiita toki working to kikoete, shigoto to ka, nani ka, soshite, 
  koko demo, ano, kono toki wo kiku mae ni, ano, came to stop working, 
  demo, kyuu ni kamera to wakatte kita, sore ha watashi benkyoushiteimasu, 
  nande kyuu ni wakaru ka, yappari, kono baai ha, ano, P17 san, mou, 
  zentaiteki no risuningu no imi wo kangaete, kamera, nanka, kyuu ni 
  kamera, came to, janakute, camera to wakarimashita, ne. 
  [the first time you listened you heard working, such as job, what, and then, 
  here also, um, before listening, um, came to, stop working, but, suddenly 
  you came to understand camera, that’s what I am studying, why did you 
  suddenly understand it?, it seems like, um, you P17, so, you thought of all 
  the listening’s meaning, camera, like, suddenly camera,] 
17 P17: 最初は、そう、最初は聞いて、全部聞いて、一フレーズ一フレー 

18  ズ、でその都度から訳していくからつじつまが合わなかったりし 

19  て、自分の中で納得いかないけど、なんか聞いている内に…ここの 

20  文書とここの文書はどうした繋がるか、と思って 
  saisho ha, sou, saisho ha kiite, zenbu kiite, hito fureezu hito fureezu, de 
  sono tsudo kara yakushite iku kara tsujitsuma ga awanakattarishite, jibun 
  no naka de nattoku ikanai kedo, nanka kiiteiru uchi ni…koko no bunsho to 
  koko no bunsho ha dou shita tsunagaru ka, to omotte 
  [at first, yes, at first I listen, listen to everything, phrase by phrase, and 
  depending on the case I go on translating it and check if something doesn’t 
  make sense, I don’t always convince myself, like when I am 
  listening…this sentence and this sentence, how are they connected, I 
  think] 
21 R: ok…that’s good, listening skill…most people can’t figure it out, until I 
22  explain it…but you were thinking about the various parts 
23 P17 ((laughter)) 
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24 R:  ((laughter)) so, you understand, camera stopped working…you understand 
25  the meaning of stopped working 
26 P17 yeah 
 

In Excerpt 14, participant P17 began having word segmentation problems with camera 

after the first listening opportunity, understanding it as came to, as evidenced in line 1. 

Perhaps influenced by hearing came to, she interprets stopped as stop, which works 

syntactically with came to. In contrast to participant P25, participant P17 understands 

working, though she interprets a nominal meaning of working as job (仕事 shigoto), 

rather than the intransitive verb sense as it is used in the target segment. Nevertheless, it 

seems fair to assume that participant P17 had a stronger foundation for accurate 

comprehension than participant P25 did after the first listening opportunity, given that at 

least working was phonologically decodable for participant P17. After the second 

listening opportunity to the target segment, participant P17 initially whispers to herself, 

repeating the sounds she heard. Then, out loud, she says “camera, stopped working” in 

line 3; however, it seems that she is still figuring out what camera is, as when prompted 

for meaning, she first gives the meaning of stopped working in line 5. Her L1 recall for 

stopped working is different than after her first listening opportunity, understanding 

working accurately as a progressive intransitive verb rather than the nominal form. With 

an exclamation of understanding, she says “camera!” in English in line 5, and repeats 

“camera, stopped, working,” before giving an accurate L1 recall of the correct meaning in 

line 6. 

The ensuing discussion in Excerpt 14 suggests that participant P17 employed top-

down knowledge about the entirety of the listening in order to help her make an accurate 
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interpretation of what had been said. After being asked why she was suddenly able to 

understand the segment, participant P17 remarks first in lines 8-10 that she had thought 

about when she heard the full listening text that it had said didn’t pictures, and that 

recollection led her to consider that there was a camera rather than a person. Upon further 

questioning by me, she describes her thought processes more in lines 17-20, suggesting 

that she engages in a mixture of top-down and bottom-up processing in order to 

comprehend during listening, both listening “phrase by phrase” (line 17) and thinking 

about how everything is “connected” (line 20). She even acts metacognitively, using 

comprehension monitoring (Vandergrift, 2003b) “if something doesn’t make sense” 

(lines 18-19). In short, participant P17 engages in what many L2 listening researchers 

have suggested is the correct approach to listening comprehension: pay attention, monitor 

your comprehension, and use top-down information to consider possible options for the 

meaning of what has been decoded. 

A tempting conclusion from looking at the listening experiences of participants 

P25 and P17 with the segment from the Kyoto text might be that thoughtful listening that 

incorporates top-down information supports listeners in overcoming bottom-up listening 

difficulties such as phonological decoding and word segmentation problems. However, I 

suggest that a more accurate conclusion from the transcripts is the preeminence of 

individual experience and context as listeners. On the surface, the data in this study have 

shown that many of the listeners experienced similar difficulties. In the Kyoto text, for 

example, nine other participants besides participant P25 misinterpreted working as 

walking, as shown in Table 43 in Chapter 5. It is fairly strong evidence that a significant 

number of Japanese L2 English learners at the listening proficiency level of those 
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participating in this study have phonological decoding difficulty with work and walk. On 

a multiple-choice listening test, if those 10 participants were faced with a question asking 

them to tell what they heard, and work and walk were both options, the 10 participants 

would all likely choose walk and be wrong. Multiple-choice listening tests offer a 

dichotomous assessment of right and wrong, neatly avoiding the messy details of how 

audible information is processed by individuals, for better or for worse. However, as I 

have already argued, the transcripts above once again suggest that listening difficulties 

are multi-causal, and accessing top-down knowledge can be helpful, but it is not clear 

whether that top-down knowledge is always going to be equally accessible or useful. 

Top-down knowledge serves as an aid if something is correctly understood, but it can 

also confuse if something is not understood (Field, 2008a). Certainly, it seems helpful 

that top-down knowledge was accessible to participant P17 in the case above, while 

participant P25 does not mention using top-down knowledge at all. Nevertheless, 

participant P25 seemed to use top-down knowledge, imaging a girl continuous taking 

pictures. The problem was that participant P25’s top-down knowledge confused rather 

than assisted her. 

At this point, a look back at what the two participants understood during the first 

two listening opportunities to the full Kyoto listening texts gives more perspective on 

what each participant had in mind before the listening texts were played. 

In the diagnostic procedure in this study, the participants heard the full listening 

for a text twice (both followed by L1 recalls) before hearing individual segments during 

the segment portion of the procedure. Thus, the participants already had exposure to and 

some level of comprehension of the listening texts before listening to the individual text 



 284 

segments. As a reminder about the Kyoto text, the full text and its IPA transcription were 

as follows: 

 

The first time Nancy came to Japan, she went to Kyoto for one week. She was very happy 

about seeing all the temples there. She visited more than twenty temples. But, on her 

second day in Kyoto, her camera stopped working. So, in the end, she didn’t have many 

pictures. 

ðə fɜrs taɪm ˈnænsi keɪm də ʤəˈpæn, ʃi wɛn tə ˈkjoʊtoʊ fər wʌn wiːk (.92) ʃi wəz 

ˈvɛri ˈhæpi əˈbaʊt ˈsiɪŋ ɔl ðə ˈtɛmpəlz ðɛər (.88) ʃi ˈvɪzətəd mɔːr ðən ˈtwʌni ˈtɛmpəlz 

(.40) bʌt ɑn ər ˈsɛkən deɪ ɪn ˈkjoʊtoʊ (.23) hər ˈkæmrə stɑpd ɜrkɪŋ (.84) soʊ (.38) ɪn ði 

ɛnd (.45) ʃi ˈdɪdən æv ˈmɛni ˈpɪkʧərz 

 

Excerpts 14 and 15 show participant P25’s L1 recall responses to the first and second full 

text listening opportunities for the Kyoto text. A discussion follows each transcript 

excerpt. Excerpts 16 and 17 show participant P17’s L1 recall responses to the first and 

second listening opportunities for the Kyoto text, and each is discussed. Finally, the 

discussion of the listeners’ individual experiences and the potential for overcoming 

persistent difficulties is considered. 

 

Excerpt 15 
 P25-first full listening-Kyoto 

Research Question 3 
Types of difficulty and comprehension 
Overcoming persistent listening difficulties 
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Full listening, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-3 

 
1 P25: えっと、初めて日本に来て、来た時は、京都を観光して、お寺を 

2  み、見たということで、え？たぶん、え？わからないけど二回目は 

3  なんか仕事できた、かな、というってたような感じがします 
  etto, hajimete nihon ni kite, kita toki ha, kyouto wo kankoushite, otera wo 
  mi, mita to iu koto de, e? tabun, e? wakaranai kedo ni kai me ha, nanka 
  shigoto dekita, kana, to iu tteta yo una kanji ga shimasu 
  [um, the first time she came to Japan, the time she came, she did 
  sightseeing in Kyoto, she saw temples, eh? maybe, eh? I’m not sure but, 
  on the second day, I feel like it said, maybe, she got a job] 
 

Excerpt 15 shows P25’s first listening opportunity to the full Kyoto text. As would be 

expected having seen her difficulty with the segment her camera stopped working earlier 

in Excerpt 12, P25 did not understand much of the latter half of the listening text. For 

example, she does not mention pictures at all. However, interestingly, while she had 

persistent difficulty with the distinction between working and walking, and she 

unfortunately eventually settled on the latter during the segment listening portion, in line 

3 of the full listening text L1 recall in Excerpt 15, she says “I feel like it said, maybe, she 

got a job”. Interpreting job here strongly suggests that she decoded working accurately 

during this first listening opportunity. 

Excerpt 16 shows P25’s second listening opportunity to the full Kyoto text. 

 

Excerpt 16 
 P25-second full listening-Kyoto 

Research Question 3 
Types of difficulty and comprehension 
Overcoming persistent listening difficulties 
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Full listening, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 1-11 

 
1 P25: えっとー、many pictures 写真を撮ったことと、えっと、で、とても 

2  楽しかって、一週間滞在？を、した。Walking か、えと、多分。 

3  Work じゃなくて、walking? 
  ettou, many pictures shashin wo totta koto to, etto, de, totemo tanoshikatte, 
  ishuukan taizai? wo, shita. Walking ka, eto, tabun. Work janakute, 
  walking? 
  [um, many pictures she took pictures and, um, and, it said it was very fun, 
  she was there for one week?, she was there. Walking?, um, maybe. Not 
  Work, walking?] 
4 R: 日本語では意味が, 歩いたってことですか？ああ、 
  nihongo de ha imi ga, arukitatte koto desu ka? aa, 
  [The japanese meaning, walking? Ahh], 
5 P25:  なんか、それが働いたか、それがぱっと 
  nanka, sore ga hataraita ka, sore ga patto 
  [like, was it working, it was in an instant] 
6 R: 似てますね 
  niitemasu ne 
  [they’re similar aren’t they] 
7 P25: うん、だから今もあれ？どっちやったかなってなります。 
  un, dakara ima mo are? docchi yattara kanatte narimasu. 
  [yeah,  so, even now, hm? which was it I am wondering] 
8 R: 最後は pictures のところは何という意味だったと思いますか？ 
  saigou ha pictures no tokoro ha nan to iu imi datta to omoimasu ka? 
  [at the end the part with pictures what do you think was the meaning?] 
9 P25: うんー、えー、写真を撮った？ 
  unn, ee, shashin wo totta? 
  [yeah, eh, she took pictures?] 
10 R: hm, hm, temple のところ、 
  hm, hm, temple no tokoro, 
  hm, hm, the temple [part? 
11 P25 あ、二十カ所？なんか回ったって？ 
  a, nijuusho? nanka mawatta tte? 
  [ah, 20 places? like it said she went around? 
 

Excerpt 16 shows the beginning of what become persistent misinterpretations by 

participant P25. First, in line 3 her interpretation of working is now undecided between 

walking and working, despite her apparent correct interpretation of working after the first 
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listening opportunity. After I ask her to confirm the meaning of what she is saying, in line 

7, she mentions that she is uncertain which it is. Finally, I ask her what she thought the 

meaning was of the part of the listening mentioning pictures. She replies with rising 

intonation in line 9, “she took pictures?”. 

What might be most surprising in Excerpts 14 and 15 is that participant P25 had 

considered working as a possibility; however, as seen in the segment of her camera 

stopped working (i.e., Excerpt 12), participant P25 never considered working again until I 

specifically told her it was working after she had already heard the segment five times in 

increasingly explicit modes (i.e., from normal to slow to watching me say it slowly). The 

explanation for her abandonment of working has two possible explanations. First, the 

diagnostic procedure might have been to blame. The time between listening to the first 

two full listening opportunities and listening to the sixth segment was relatively long. She 

first had to listen to the segments 1 through 5 and do the L2 repetitions and L2 recalls for 

all of them and discuss any difficulties. It is possible that she could have forgotten about 

the big picture she had formed about the Kyoto text when listening to the full listening 

text as a whole. Also possible in the diagnostic procedure was the influence of prior 

segments in her picture of what was happening in the text. For example, before listening 

to segment 6, she hears about the girl, Nancy, visiting many temples in Kyoto. In the 

diagnostic procedure, participants must fully understand each segment before going on to 

the following segments. Thus, with a clear understanding that the girl was in Kyoto 

visiting temples, the scales might have been tipped toward participant P25 imagining 

walking over working, even if she had not formed such a coherent image yet of the girl 

walking around during the first and second full-text listening opportunities. In either of 
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these cases, the diagnostic procedure could have influenced participant P25’s 

interpretation of walking instead of working. A second explanation for her difficulty, 

however, is that she had formed a coherent story image in her mind of the girl walking, 

and her phonological decoding ability was not sufficient to offer her any other possibility 

that she could imagine. She could not reformulate her understanding of the listening, 

because she could not conceive of other possibilities. Thus, even had the diagnostic 

procedure been changed to reduce its influence (e.g., go straight from the full listening 

opportunities to listen to segment 6), participant P25 might have still had the same 

difficulties. This conclusion, that her top-down image made it more difficult for her to 

understand working, is that same conclusion I mentioned after the analysis of participant 

P25’s segment listening. 

It is not possible to accurately know the relative influence of the diagnostic 

procedure versus participant P25’s own creation of an image that represented the 

listening, but one more important influence over her persistent misinterpretations in the 

segment stage can be seen in Excerpts 14 and 15 from the full listening text stage: she 

neither was able to hear camera, nor could she understand that not many pictures were 

taken. In fact, Excerpt 16 shows that she is only able to understand many pictures in line 

3. Eventually, during the segment listening stage, it becomes apparent that she believes 

that many pictures were taken, a notion which fit into the inaccurate image she had 

developed of the story. 

In contrast to participant P25, the foundation for comprehension of participant 

P17 was much stronger after the first two full-text listening opportunities. Excerpt 17 
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shows participant participant P17’s response after the first listening opportunity for the 

Kyoto text. 

 

Excerpt 17 
 P17-first full listening-Kyoto 

Research Question 3 
Types of difficulty and comprehension 
Overcoming persistent listening difficulties 

Full listening, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-3 

 
1 P17: えっと、最初京都に来て、たくさんのお寺を見て彼女とても 

2  幸せだ ったけど、でも、二回目、来た時は仕事だったから 

3  全然写真撮れなかった 
  etto, saisho kyouto ni kite, takusan no otera wo mite kanojo totemo 
  shiawase datta kedo, demo, ni kai me, kita toki ha, shigoto datta kara 
  zenzen shashin torenakatta 
  [um, the first time she came to Japan, she saw a lot of temples and was 

very happy but, but, the second time, she came she had to work so she 
couldn’t take pictures at all] 

 

Participant P17’s first L1 recall suggests that from the beginning, she had comprehended 

some critical information. First, it was clear to participant P17 that the girl in the Kyoto 

text had not taken pictures (i.e., line 3). In addition, it seemed that participant P17 did 

accurate phonetic decoding of working, even though she was interpreting it as work as in 

a job, which later came out in her segment listening when she thought the girl had quit 

her job (i.e., Excerpt 14, line 1). participant P17’s second L1 recall appears in Excerpt 18. 

 

Excerpt 18 
 P17-second full listening-Kyoto 

Research Question 3 
Types of difficulty and comprehension 
Overcoming persistent listening difficulties 
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Full listening, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 1-7 

 
1 P17:  一週間後、あ、一週間滞在した。 
  ishuukan, a, ishuukan taizaishita 
  [one week later, ah, she was there one week] 
2 R:  first listening と一緒ぐらいですか？ 
  first listening to issho gurai desu ka? 
  first listening [is it about the same]? 
3 P17: Stop working って言ってた 
  Stop working tte itteta 
 
  Stop working [she said] 
4 R:  ふんふん、それはどういう意味ですか？ 
  fun fun, sore ha dou iu imi desu ka? 
  [hm, hm, what does that mean?] 
5 P17:  仕事を辞めて、来た 
  shigoto wo yamete, kita 
  [she quit her job, she came] 
6 R:  あー、最後は写真 
  aa, saigou ha shashin 
  [ah, at the end, picture] 
7 P17: she didn't no できなかった  
  she didn’t no dekinakatta 
  she didn’t no [she couldn’t] 
 

In Excerpt 18, participant P17’s interpretations of the listening remain consistent with 

regard to her ability to understand working phonologically and to understand that pictures 

were not taken. In the full listening, she still was unable to understand camera. In line 5, 

she says she came, which was the same response she gave during her interpretation after 

the first listening opportunity to the segment her camera stopped working, when she said 

“came to” (i.e., Excerpt 14, line 1). Nevertheless, participant P17’s eventual ability to 

overcome her misinterpretation of camera was connected to her ability to understand that 

pictures had not been taken. Thus, unlike participant P25 who seemed to be undecided 

about working versus walking, eventually latching on to the latter persistently, participant 
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P17’s segment listening interpretations did not venture far from her understanding during 

the full-text listening opportunities; rather, they built upon them. She began the segment 

listening with most of the full listening text accurated decoded. As with a jigsaw puzzle, 

when most of the puzzle is finished, it is much easier to identify the right place for the 

final pieces. 

In participant P17’s case, it is not clear whether the diagnostic procedure was 

negatively influential in any way, but it did give participant P17 the opportunity to 

eventually comprehend the segment accruately. 

 

Research Question 4: Listening Strength Details 

The purpose of this section is to further discuss the idea of listening strengths 

based on the results reported in Chapter 5. The discussion is focused on two main points: 

the challenge of identifying listening strengths, and the potential utility of identifying 

listening strengths in L2 listening. 

As mentioned in the gaps in the literature section of Chapter 2, in principal, 

diagnostic assessment includes a focus on learners’ strengths as well as their weaknesses. 

In Chapter 5, Tables 32 and 33 showed that the participants in this study understood 

certain keywords and segments more easily than others. Such ease, it was suggested, is a 

sign that the participants had robust form and meaning representations of those words and 

phrases: representations that would help learners deal with the same words and phrases 

being spoken by speakers of varied accents and in varied contexts. However, as with 

other sections of Chapter 6, it is important to understand how participants themselves 
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understood their listening ease, as it has been important in the previous sections to 

examine how listeners explain their difficulties. 

Unfortunately, during the diagnostic procedure, it was difficult to probe for what 

was easily comprehended given the simultaneous probing for what was difficult. Hence, 

there are only two examples in which participants were specifically asked why listening 

was easy for them. 

In the first case in Excerpt 19, participant P7 was asked why hearing and he in the 

Taro text was easy for her. The phrase and he was part of the segment and he studied 

very hard. Because of connected speech and the weak form of he which led to elision of 

/h/, the phrase and he was pronounced as /ˈɛni/, essentially the same as the word any 

/ˈɛni/. Thus, several participants had confused and he with any in their L2 repetitions and 

L1 recalls. However, P7 understood it after the first listening opportunity, as seen in 

Excerpt 19. 

 

Excerpt 19 
 P7-Seg2-Taro 

Research Question 4 
Listening strengths 
Why listening was easy 

 

Segment 2, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-16 

1 P7 and he studied very hard, 熱心に勉強した 
  and he studied very hard, nesshin ni benkyoushita 
  and he studied very hard, [he studied very hard] 
2 R: uh huh, and, and, and this was, and he, that was very easy for you right? 
3 P7 and he, ah, un, I could 
4 R: you’re used to that, are you used to that? You’re used to hearing, and, and 
5  he, /ˈɛni/, cause it says /ˈɛni/ here 
6 P7 and he, un, 
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7  many people hear any, any study, 
8 P7 ohh 
9 R:  なんか、どんな勉強でも、ということを言っている、なんか、 
10  any と聞こえる、but, no problem right? 
  nanka, donna benkyou demo, to iu koto wo itteiru, nanka, 
  any to kikoeru, but, no problem right? 
  [like, any kind of study, they say that, like, it sounds like, 
  any,] but, no problem right? 
11 P7 うん、うん、うん 
  un, un, un 
  [right, right, right] 
12 R: do you know why?, it’s easy for you? 
13 P7 eh, it’s not easy, but, 
14 R: no confusion 
15 P7 うん 
  un 
  [right] 
16 R: ok 
 

In Excerpt 19, I prompt participant P7 to tell why understanding and he was easy for her, 

to which her reply is that it was not easy for her, but she also affirms there was no 

confusion. In retrospect, more probing was necessary to understand better what 

influences might have given participant P7 the listening skill to successfully decode and 

he the first time she listened to it. My assumption is that she was exposed to relatively 

large quantities of native speech in which and he was commonly elided in the same 

fashion as it is in the Taro text. Knowing that participant P7 had both study abroad 

experience in the United States and had attended an international school for two years in 

a non-English speaking country, it seems reasonable to believe that her exposure in those 

situations led to her relative ease segmenting and he, but there is no evidence in Excerpt 

19 to this effect, and there is no evidence that she was aware of why understanding and 

he was not confusing for her. 
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The other example in which a participant was asked why something was easy was 

the case of participant P17, who was listening to the third segment of the Taro text, but he 

couldn’t understand his English teacher well. After she successfully understands the 

segment rather quickly, the exchange in Excerpt 20 takes place. 

 

Excerpt 20 
 P17-Seg3-Taro 

Research Question 4 
Listening strengths 
Why listening was easy 

Segment 3, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-7 

1 R: wow, you understand it very well, this time 
2 P17: uh huh, 
3 R: why so easy this time?, you feel like you understand, yeah 
4 P17: yes 
5 R: it’s really easy 
6 P17: なんでやな 
  nande ya na 
  [yeah why?] 
7 R: なんでやろう 
  nande yarou 
  [why would it be] 
 

In the brief exchange with participant P17 in Excerpt 20, I ask her why understanding the 

segment was easier this time. I was referring to the fact that participant P17 had listened 

to the other two texts during the first diagnostic session which had been held the previous 

week, and she had seemed to have more difficulty at that time. During that previous 

diagnostic session, she had remarked that she was tired, which could explain her 

performance seeming better to me during the second diagnostic session shown in Excerpt 

20. However, from her perspective, she does not have any explanation for listening was 
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easy in Excerpt 20. As with participant P7, more probing would have been valuable in 

this situation in order to see if participant P17 had insight into her own listening ease. 

The main conclusion from the analysis of participant P7 and participant P17’s 

listening strengths is that I did not probe the listeners’ on their strengths sufficiently to 

gain insight into how they viewed their own successful listening experiences. However, it 

is notable that both listeners were asked about their strengths directly, and neither had an 

explanation for them. 

Although participants P7 and P17 were the only two cases in which I directly 

queried participants about their listening success, there was another case in which I 

queried more listeners about their accurate listening performance. During the two 

unscripted listening texts, some participants seemed able to comprehend my speech much 

more easily than that of Kirby or Willis in the videos. However, there was little 

consistency in participant explanations of why they understood my English more easily 

than that of Kirby or Willis. Thus, similar to participants P7 and P17 above, explaining 

why comprehending a passage was performed successfully was more challenging than 

explaining why a passage was not comprehended or difficult to comprehend. To show the 

diversity of responses, five transcript excerpts from participants P1, P3, P6, P10, and P14 

(Excerpts 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24, respectively) are shown, with brief commentary. 

 

Excerpt 21 
 P1-Seg1-Kirby 

Research Question 4 
Listening strengths 
Participants’ ease understanding me 
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Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 1-7 

1 P1: I learned, I learned to drive when I was 15 
2 R: so, ah, it sounds similar to went, right now, but when I said it it was easy, 
3  because? Why was it easy? Do you think? 
4 P1: maybe, like, lips? 
5 R: you can watch me more closely than the video, and that helps 
6 P1: and maybe she, the video, her lips, are like, 
7 R: not as easy to see, quickly…so that helps, just watching the speaker 
 

In Excerpt 21, I asked participant P1 directly about why it was easy to understand me 

compared to Kirby. She suggests that it might have been because she was able to watch 

my lips move, but it was difficult to see Kirby’s lip movements in the video. This 

response makes sense and is something I would have expected to hear from other 

participants when asked the same question. However, not all participants’ impressions of 

the ease of my speech were the same, as the next four excerpts show. 

 

Excerpt 22 
 P3-Seg2-Kirby 

Research Question 4 
Listening strengths 
Participants’ ease understanding me 

 

Segment 2, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 1-7 

1 P3: teach, taught 
2 R: exactly, exactly…do you know why is it easier to hear me than her, do you 
3  know? 
4 P3: um…um… 
5 R: do you think it’s pronunciation or because she’s on video, and I’m right 
6  here 
7 P3: um, she’s, more, fast, 
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In Excerpt 22, I asked P3 if she knew why it was easier to understand my English than it 

was to understand Kirby’s English in the segment my mom taught me. When she hesitates 

to answer, I offer suggestions that it might be my pronunciation or the fact that I am in 

the room as opposed to on video like Kirby. However, participant P3 suggests that Kirby 

is speaking faster than me. In fact, participant P3 had just heard the third listening 

opportunity before hearing me speak, which is a slowed-down version of the segment 

(i.e., 80% of the normal speed). During the slow version, Kirby’s speech of the segment 

was 1.24 seconds, which was slower than mine at .92 seconds. Even in the regular speed 

version of the segment, which participant P3 had heard during the first and second 

listening opportunity, Kirby’s speech was .99 seconds, still longer than mine. My 

pronunciation of taught took .21 seconds, while Kirby’s regular speed taught took .23 

seconds; thus, they were comparable in length. 

This is not to say that these differences in speed would be easily perceptible to a 

listener, though the difference between the slow and regular version likely would be. 

Rather, the point is that despite participant P3’s impressions, it is not the case that 

Kirby’s speech was faster than mine, even though it might have seemed that way to her. 

In my own re-listening of the segment, I felt that in my speech, the vowel /ɔ/ in the word 

/tɔt/ was pronounced slightly rounder in the bottom lip than was Kirby’s. Perhaps this 

was perceptible to participant P3 without her realizing it, or perhaps she watched my lips 

move, as participant P1 said in Excerpt 20. Unfortunately, it is not possible to be certain. 

Moreover, the final three examples of participants’ explanations for why they understood 

me only increase the impression that the participants had considerable difficulty 

explaining why listening to me was easy for them. 
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Excerpt 23 
 P6-Seg5-Willis 

Research Question 4 
Listening strengths 
Participants’ ease understanding me 

Segment 5, Willis (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 1-7 

1 P6: and you take, test drives 
2 R: good, you understand me very well, it’s easier to understand me, than her 
3 P6: yes 
4 R: do you know why 
5 P6: ah, I don’t know 
6 R: you don’t know, but, definitely seems easier 
7 P6: yes 
 

In Excerpt 23, participant P6 does not know why understanding me was easier when 

hearing the segment and then you take test drives in the Willis text. However, in Excerpt 

24, P10 has more ideas about why listening to me was easier for her. 

 

Excerpt 24 
 P10-Seg1-Willis 

Research Question 4 
Listening strengths 
Participants’ ease understanding me 

Segment 1, Willis (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 1-8 

1 R: first started, that’s what she said, I just have question, when you watch the 
2  video, of course it was difficult, and then, you immediately understood 
3  when you watched me, do you know why? 
4 P10 maybe, she, spoke the, very fast, many connecting the words, so, 
5 R: but I was not like that? 
6 P10 a little bit clearly, maybe I, heard many times, your English, at the class, 
7  so, 慣れている 
  a little bit clearly, maybe I, heard many times, your English, at the class, 

so, nareteiru 
  a little bit clearly, maybe I, heard many times, your English, at the class, 

so, [I’m used to it] 
8 R: 慣れている, that’s very interesting 



 299 

  nareteiru, that’s very interesting 
  [you’re used to it], that’s very interesting 
 

In Excerpt 24, participant P10 suggests three possibilities: speed, connected speech, and 

normalization to my idiolect. The speed and connected speech impressions are once again 

suspect, as in Excerpt 22 above, my speech was comparable in both aspects to Willis’s 

speech, especially considering that participant P10 had just finished listening to the 

slowed-down, 80% version of Willis speaking the target segment, it was really scary for 

me when I first started to drive. However, her third suggestion, that it was easier because 

she had heard my English many times in the class and was “used to it” is plausible. I felt 

that both Kirby and Willis, the two unscripted text speakers, differed in small ways in 

terms of pronunciation with myself, and the participants had few opportunities to become 

normalized to their speech. However, once again, only participant P10 had made such a 

suggestion, and even she had considered Willis’s speed and connected speech as other 

possible reasons that I was easier to understand. 

In excerpt 25, participant P14 listens to me utter the segment learning to drive, I 

think, my mom was very nervous from the Kirby text. As with participant P6 in Excerpt 

23 above, participant P14 is not aware of any reason why it was easier to understand me 

that to understand Willis. 

 

Excerpt 25 
 P14-Seg8-Kirby 

Research Question 4 
Listening strengths 
Participants’ ease understanding me 
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Segment 8, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 1-5 

1 P14: ah, learning drives, I think, my mom was nervous 
2 R: exactly, was very nervous, uh huh, 
3 P14: was very nervous 
4 R: why do you understand me 
5 P14: I don’t know why 
 

Participant P14’s response of “I don’t know why” clearly suggests once again the 

difficulty of explaining why my speech was more understandable than that of Kirby in 

the unscripted listening. 

Thus, while some excerpts from the five participants above show possible 

awareness of what made listening to me easier than listening to Willis and Kirby, the 

overall impression is that it was difficult for the participants to specify why it was easier 

for them to understand me. 

 

Research Question 5: Details About the Relationship of Listening to Study Abroad 

and Listening Proficiency 

The purpose of this section is to present qualitative data related to the 

participants’ study abroad experiences and their relationship with listening proficiency 

and listening comprehension. 

In addition to the Learner Profile Questionnaire administered at the beginning of 

the study (Appendix I), which was coded for time the participants studied abroad and 

reported on in Chapter 5, another source of information about the participants’ study 

abroad experiences was dialogue during the diagnostic sessions. During the sessions, the 

participants were individually asked about study abroad experiences or other experiences 
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they had that might have influenced their English listening abilities. The discussion in 

this chapter revolves around conversations with four participants about their study abroad 

experience or other experiences that influenced their English language development. 

First, discussions with two participants, P5 and P13, who felt that study abroad 

improved their English proficiency are examined. The two participants, both of whom 

had studied abroad for one month or more, felt that their study abroad experience was an 

important part of improving their listening and overall English proficiency. Excerpts from 

discussions with each of the participants appear below. 

First, in Excerpt 26, P5 tells about her experience studying abroad in America for 

one month during high school. Discussion follows the transcript excerpt. 

 

Excerpt 26 
 P5-English Study 

Research Question 5 
Explaining English abilities 
L2 English benefits from study abroad 

 
1 P5: I, studied abroad, in America for one month, 
2 R: uh huh, 
3 P5: in high school 
4 R: in high school 
5 P5: second year 
6 R: uh huh, 
7 P5: I think, I met people from a lot of countries, so I could understand people 
8  better 
9 R: and that helped your English 
10 P5: yes, I think my English got better, I got to talk to many people 
11 R: ah, and were there many other Japanese students 
12 P5: not so many, and I was with other countries people a lot 
13 R: and it improved your English listening too 
14 P5: ah, I think so, 
15 R: you had many classes? 
16 P5: yeah, many classes, it was difficult first 
17 R: uh huh, 
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18 P5: but it was really fun ((laughter)) 
19 R: ((laughter)) uh huh, 
 

In Excerpt 26, P5 suggests that her month-long study abroad experience helped improve 

her English. In line 10, she says “I think my English got better, I got to talk to many 

people.” From this quote, she seems to imply that her speaking improved, given that she 

mentions talking to many people. When asked directly about her English listening ability 

in line 13, she replies in line 14 that she thinks it improved. Of course, such a self-

assessment of improvement in English ability years after the event is difficult to verify. 

What seems true is that it was a positive experience for her, as she mentions “it was really 

fun” in line 18, and she at least feels that it helped improve her English ability. 

Excerpt 27 shows another participant, P13, who felt her study abroad experience 

benefited her English ability. 

 

Excerpt 27 
 P13-English Study 

Research Question 5 
Explaining English abilities 
L2 English benefits from study abroad 

 
1 P13: I went to Canada for three months, in high school. And, 
2 R: in the last year, of high school? 
3 P13: Yeah, the second year, I guess 
4 R: uh huh, and after Canada, you came back to Japan, and finished, in Japan 
5 P13: uh huh, so, I couldn’t speak, English well, 
6 R: before that, 
7 P13: in Canada 
8 R: ah, in Canada 
9 P13: don’t, not good at talk, to people, but 
10 R: uh huh, 
11 P13: my listening skills, improved 
12 R: uh huh, uh huh, so, were you the only Japanese person at your school? 
13  Were there many other Japanese students? 
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14 P13: yes 
15 R: but, you, had a lot of listening practice 
16 P13: yes 
17 R: homestay? 
18 P13: homestay 
19 R: uh huh, and you had fun 
20 P13: yes ((laughter)) 
21 R: uh huh, that’s important 
 

In Excerpt 27, participant P13 reports on her three-month high school stay in Canada. 

Interestingly, she suggests that her speaking during her time in Canada was not good, 

mentioning that “I couldn’t speak, English well” in line 5. However, she did feel that her 

listening improved as she says in line 11. I did not directly ask her why she felt her 

listening improved. Instead, I found out two other facts about her experience: There were 

other Japanese students, and she had a homestay family. With her homestay family, she 

was likely hearing more native English compared to what she had been hearing at home 

in Japan. On the other hand, if there were many Japanese students with her, she might not 

have spoken English often, perhaps much the same as when she was living in Japan. 

Participant P13’s beneficial study abroad experience, like participant P5’s 

experience, are difficult to verify. Both participants’ spoken English was relatively fluent 

and comprehensible compared to other participants, and this is somewhat supported by 

their ability speaking English in the transcripts. Nevertheless, I felt that there were other 

participants who also exhibited either relatively high speaking proficiency or high 

listening proficiency, and some of them had no significant study abroad experience. Two 

of those participants’ English learning experiences are discussed next. 

Excerpts 28 and 29 are transcripts from discussions with participants P10 and 

P16, respectively. Both participants discussed their study abroad experiences, which were 
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short (participant P10) or nonexistent (participant P16), as well as other experiences that 

might have influenced their English proficiency. 

First, in Excerpt 28, participant P10 tells about experiences that might have 

contributed to her relatively good English listening skills. 

 

Excerpt 28 
 P10-English Study 

Research Question 5 
Explaining English abilities 
L2 English improvements besides study abroad 
 

1 R: Is there, some, experience you’ve had, that, has, helped you, learn English, 
2   well? 
3 P10: ah 
4 R: I don’t know, a lot of times I ask people, did you study abroad, or, did you 
5  have a great class, or teacher? Is there anything in your case that, you 
6  think, oh that’s really improved my English? 
7 P10: I, my high school was, my class was the, English class in high, at high 
8  school so, I, learned, English for three, years, 
9 R: that’s all in English? 
11 P10: yes 
12 R: uh huh, 
13 P10: English class, is, always, starting English and, ending English, all, 
14 R: the whole time 
15 P10: all time 
16 R: is that every day? 
17 P10: every English class 
18 R: ah, so like, three times, a week, or…how many times a week is that? 
19 P10: …more than 10? 
20 R: more than 10 times, in one week? 
21 P10: there are many, 
22 R: ah many different 
23 P10: yeah,  
24 R: so you had different teachers 
25 P10: yeah 
26 R: are some, were some, native speakers? 
27 P10: yeah 
28 R: ah, uh huh, sounds like very good 
29 P10: and 
30 R: for English 
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31 P10: the teachers, most of teachers, have a, experience to go abroad, and, to,  
32  chau, he, chau, they, studied, at college 
33 R: so the Japanese teachers are very good in English then…is your school 
34  kind of famous for that? 
35 P10 maybe, in Sapporo 
36 R: in Sapporo, ah…that’s great (2), so, you haven’t studied abroad, or just 
37  short 
38 P10: 12 days, ah, 
39 R: 12 days, it’s very short (laughter) 
41 P10: (laughter) I went, Canada 
42 R: uh huh, 
43 P10 and I stayed 12 days, so, and 
44 R: how old was that, when you were in junior high school? 
45 P10 yeah, high school’s, event 
 

When participant P10 was asked at the beginning of Excerpt 28 if there was some 

experience that led to improvements in her English abilities, she mentions her English 

classes in high school. Participant P10 took many English classes (“more than 10?” in 

line 19), and they were taught either by native English speakers (i.e., line 26-27) or expert 

L1 Japanese English teachers (i.e., lines 31-32). 

At the end of Excerpt 28, participant P10 says that she studied abroad, but it was 

only for 12 days as part of a high school event. Notably, it was not the experience she 

highlighted when asked what led to improved English proficiency. Thus, participant 

P10’s statements show that other sources of English learning besides study abroad can 

lead to good L2 listening skills. This finding is unsurprising, but it does draw into 

question the importance of study abroad as a predictor of good L2 English listening skills 

in this study. 

Discussion with another participant, participant P16, further supports the fact that 

good L2 English listening skills need not be a product of study abroad. Excerpt 29 shows 

the exchange with participant P16 about her English ability. 
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Excerpt 29 
 P16-English Study 

Research Question 5 
Explaining English abilities 
L2 English improvements besides study abroad 

 
1 R: Have you had, a lot of experience, with, native English? have you 
2  done any, like ah, study abroad, or do you, did you have any native 
3  English speaking teachers in school, or… 
4 P16: ah, high school, teacher, is, native speaker…but 
5 R: do you feel like that helped you, improve your English?, or, when did you 
6  become good at English, like is there any experience that made you… 
7 P16: umm, 
8 R: entrance exam study? 
9 P16: ((laughter)) yeah 
10 R: really? 
11 P16: ((laughter)) 
12 R: really? for listening, like, hearing your teachers, or, is there anything that 
13  has helped your listening? 
14 P16: yes, 
15 R: teachers? 
16 P16: teachers, 
17 R: mostly, yeah, you don’t listen by yourself, or anything 
18 P16: um 
19 R: そんなにも、テストの勉強とか、ないですかね 
  sonna ni mo, test no benkyou to ka, nai desu ka ne 
  [you don’t study so much, for tests and such, do you] 
20 P16: yeah 
 

In Excerpt 29, participant P16 does not provide any clear clues about why she is good at 

English. She had not studied abroad, as verified in her written learner report, and she only 

mentions that her high school teacher was a “native speaker” (i.e., line 4). She later 

affirms once again that she believes that her teachers have helped her become better at 

listening (i.e., line 16). Unlike P10, participant P16 did not give further details about her 

high school teachers or how many classes she had in English during a typical week. I 

should have probed more about such details. Nevertheless, on the Learner Profile 
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Questionnaire, she had indicated that she had one native English-speaking teacher and 

had English classes from one three hours per week. Thus, it seems that what she 

mentioned in her transcript was the full story. 

One other clue from the Learner Profile Questionnaire as to why participant P16 

might have had good English listening skills was that she indicated that she had begun 

studying English before the age of five; however, she was not asked further details about 

the quality of learning that she had from that young age, or how much and how long she 

continued to study English as she was growing up. 

 

Qualitative Results Summary 

In this chapter, qualitative results were presented to answer the first five research 

questions of the study. The qualitative results offered a more nuanced perspective on 

causings of listening difficulty, the persistence of listening difficulties, the challenge of 

understanding participants’ listening strengths, and the problems with the relationship 

between study abroad and listening comprehension. The primary conclusion from the 

results in this chapter is that participants shared common listening difficulties, but 

experienced those difficulties each in their own way. In the next chapter, I bring together 

the quantitative and qualitative results of this chapter to discuss the findings of this study 

for each of the research questions. 
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CHAPTER 7 

DISCUSSION 

 

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss each research question based on the 

quantitative and qualitative results presented in the previous two chapters. Each research 

question in the study is addressed in turn. 

 

Research Question 1: Causes of Listening Difficulties 

The first research question concerned the causes of phonological decoding and 

word segmentation difficulties for participants. In Chapter 5, the quantitative results 

showed that unscripted texts caused the participants more phonological decoding and 

word segmentation difficulties than scripted texts. Likewise, the quantitative results 

showed that the same words and phrases caused listening comprehension problems for 

many participants. In Chapter 6, closer examination of the participants’ L2 recalls 

showed in detail how certain words and phrases caused comprehension difficulty for 

individual participants. The results related to phonological decoding and word 

segmentation are further discussed below. 

 

The Causes of Phonological Decoding Difficulties 

The evidence from the participants’ phonological decoding difficulties yielded 

four main conclusions. First, there were proficiency differences related to how often the 

learners experienced phonological decoding difficulties. Mainly, high-proficiency 

learners experienced fewer difficulties than the other two proficiency groups. Of the 185 
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cases of phonological decoding difficulty recorded, only 16% of those difficulties were 

experienced by high-proficiency learners. However, mid-proficiency and low-proficiency 

learners experienced 39% and 45% of the cases, respectively. Despite the quantitative 

differences, however, it was not possible to discern specific patterns of phonological 

decoding based on proficiency in the qualitative data. A study more focused on the 

analysis of L2 listening processing at different levels of listening proficiency could 

provide details about how proficiency and decoding ability are related. 

The second conclusion from the data in Chapters 5 and 6 was that most of the 

phonological decoding difficulties experienced by the learners were likely due to their 

difficulty processing phonemes that are especially problematic for L1 Japanese English 

language learners; the L1 sounds system’s influence on L2 speech perception is a well-

established fact (Best & Tyler, 2007; Cutler, 2012). The first four decoding difficulties 

that caused the participants the most comprehension difficulty all contained /r/ and /l/, a 

notably difficult pair of English phonemes for Japanese learners of English (Iverson, 

Hazan, & Bannister, 2005; Ohata, 2004; Weber & Broersma, 2012). The hesitation filler 

um contained schwa /ə/ versus /æ/, also a difficult contrast for Japanese learners of 

English (Ohata, 2004). In the case of taught, there were less-problematic phonemes, 

though the main misinterpretation of the word told did include a voiced consonant at the 

end of the word compared to the voiceless consonant in taught and the two words 

included two mid-back vowels (i.e., /ɔ/ and /oʊ/) that can be difficult for L1 Japanese 

English language learners to hear accurately because the corresponding vowel in 

Japanese is different (Vance, 1987). There is convincing evidence that without the ability 

to make fine-grained phonetic distinctions among phonemes, word recognition will be 
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compromised (Bradlow & Pisoni, 1999). Thus, phonological decoding problems are to be 

expected as language-learners develop their ability to recognize L2 sounds, and any 

assistance or training that can be provided to learners to help them gain accurate 

perception of L2 phonemes would likely benefit their L2 listening abilities (e.g., 

Bradlow, Pisoni, Akahane-Yamada, Tohkura, 1997; Hulstijn, 2003; Iverson et al., 2005). 

Despite evidence of L1 phonemic interference causing misinterpretation of L2 

phonemes, it is still important to be cautious in claiming that phonemic distinctions are 

the major cause of misinterpretations by the participants. There is counter-evidence to the 

idea that phonemic misperception alone caused miscomprehension; the listening texts 

contained other words with phonemes that are known to be difficult for Japanese English 

language learners, including Japan, one, and bad (i.e, /ʤəˈpæn/, /wʌn/, and /bæd/), but 

those words were understood well by the participants. Bradlow and Pisoni (1999) have 

suggested that there are easy words and difficult words to decode in a language 

depending on the number of phonologically similar neighbors they have (i.e., words 

differing in only one phoneme from each other; Luce & Pisoni, 1998); however, even this 

explanation is insufficient, because a word such as bad has many phonological neighbors 

in English (e.g., but, bat, bud, bed, dad), and is a difficult word to perceive for Japanese 

English learners in some cases, but was not in the current study. 

Thus, the third main conclusion from the examination of phonological decoding 

difficulties is that they were invariably the result of more than one factor. Mainly, I have 

argued in all cases that multiple factors—bottom-up and top-down—contributed to 

participants’ misinterpretations. This result was expected because it is widely agreed that 

listening is an interactive process rather than only bottom-up or top-down (G. Brown, 
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1986; Field, 2008a, Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). Thus, along with the misperception of 

phonemes, top-down influence was an accretive factor to miscomprehension of the 

listening texts, as detailed in the qualitative data. Understanding the contribution of top-

down and bottom-up factors’ interactive influence on listening has been a major focus in 

L2 listening research (Field, 2008a; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012; Yeldham & Gruba, 2016). 

There have been efforts to understand the contributions of bottom-up (e.g., phonemic) 

and top-down (e.g., schema) processing in a listening event (e.g., Field, 2004) as well as 

efforts to characterize L2 listeners’ development of top-down and bottom-up strategies 

for L2 listening (Yeldham & Gruba, 2016). However, the current study has gone further 

than past studies to offer new, detailed evidence of how interactive processing occurs for 

listeners attempting to decode short scripted and unscripted listening texts. 

A final conclusion from the phonological decoding quantitative and qualitative 

data was that unscripted speech characteristics directly led to listening comprehension 

difficulty. The phonological decoding difficulty participants experienced with the 

hesitation marker um was important evidence that such short unscripted speech features 

can cause comprehension problems for L2 listeners. The difficulty itself can be attributed 

to phonological decoding difficulty but also to unfamiliarity with unscripted speech 

features. There is some evidence in the literature that hesitation phenomena cause 

difficulty for L2 learners (e.g., Chaudron & Richards, 1986; Griffiths, 1991a, 1991b; 

Voss, 1979; Watanabe, et al., 2008). The implication of the participants’ unfamiliarity 

with unscripted speech characteristics is that such features need to be directly taught to 

L2 English learners through exposure to more models of unscripted speech (Ockey & 

Wagner, 2018; Wagner, 2014; Wagner & Toth, 2014). 
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The Causes of Word Segmentation Difficulties 

The causes of word segmentation difficulties had similarities with the causes of 

phonological decoding difficulties. Four main conclusions were evident from the data. 

First, as with phonological decoding difficulties, there was a proficiency effect. Of the 

143 cases of word segmentation difficulties, high-proficiency participants had 22%, mid-

proficiency participants had 40%, and low-proficiency participants had 38% of the 

difficulties. As with phonological decoding difficulties, the qualitative data did not reveal 

obvious differences between learners of different proficiencies; thus, it was clear from the 

quantitative differences that high-proficiency participants had fewer problems. 

Investigation specifically focused on understanding the advantages that high-proficiency 

learners possess would be required to understand exactly why this was the case. 

A second conclusion about word segmentation difficulties, also in common with 

phonological decoding difficulties, was that word segmentation difficulties were multi-

causal; bottom-up and top-down processes working together created misinterpretations. 

Transcript excerpts from participants’ difficulties with the five most common word 

segmentation instances—ended up getting, be allowed, when I first, like staying, and 

seeing all the—were detailed in Chapter 6. Evidence from transcripts showed examples 

of how words blended together or individual words split apart in participants’ hearing of 

the phrases, with ended up becoming didn’t, allowed becoming a loud, when I first 

becoming nervous, like staying becoming extinct, and seeing all the becoming seeing 

over. Further examination of cases—such as ended up becoming didn’t—revealed how 

top-down information contributed to participants’ confusion. In the case of ended up 
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becoming didn’t, for example, the context preceding the segment with ended up 

suggested that ended up would have a negative meaning. Hence, ended up being heard as 

didn’t had both phonological as well as contextual roots. 

A third conclusion from the word segmentation difficulty results was that 

connected speech can cause serious misinterpretations across word boundaries. This 

conclusion is unsurprising, but the qualitative data in the study offered detailed examples 

that occurred. Many researchers have pointed out that comprehension of English 

connected speech is difficult (e.g., Anderson-Hsieh, Riney, & Koehler, 1994; Brown & 

Kondo-Brown, 2006b; Wagner, 2014). However, investigations into processing problems 

caused by connected speech have been conducted in controlled studies (e.g., Brown & 

Trace, 2018; Henrichsen, 1984; Ito, 2006) that do not provide sufficient insight into how 

connected speech causes miscomprehension with natural speech samples. This study 

contributes concrete examples of this phenomenon using both L1 and L2 data. 

A final conclusion from the word segmentation data again mirrors a conclusion 

from the phonological decoding data—unscripted speech presents unique challenges for 

comprehension that scripted speech does not (Ockey & Wagner, 2018; Wagner, 2014; 

Wagner & Toth, 2014). Specifically, in the word segmentation data, the filler like caused 

comprehension difficulty for many participants in the study because the sound of like 

connected with staying. As concluded earlier regarding um, teaching the common use of 

like as a filler is a concrete step that can be taken to familiarize learners with it. 

The above discussion centers on findings from phonological decoding and word 

segmentation data, and there are common themes among them. This commonality leads 

to one final conclusion from both the phonological decoding and word segmentation data, 
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that is, phonological decoding difficulties and word segmentation difficulties are an 

unnecessary distinction in understand L2 listening difficulties. Phonetic decoding is a 

fundamental bottom-up process in most listening events; thus, even in cases of word 

segmentation errors, phonological decoding was part of the processing problems. For this 

reason, the distinction made between word segmentation difficulties and phonological 

decoding difficulties in this study is not necessarily the correct way to analyze and talk 

about bottom-up listening difficulties. The distinction made in this paper between 

phonological decoding and word segmentation difficulties served the purpose of 

identifying specific problems that did or did not occur across word boundaries. 

Nevertheless, given the evidence that both phonological decoding problems and word 

segmentation problems are similarly multi-causal, the best discourse to use for describing 

unsuccessful comprehension in listening events is that it is multi-causal. Identifying the 

various factors that contributed to the difficulty of a listening event and the way in which 

the processing occurred should be the primary focus. 

 

Research Question 2: Further Causes of Listening Difficulties 

The second research question concerned factors other than phonological decoding 

and word segmentation difficulties that caused comprehension breakdowns for the 

participants. In Chapter 5, the quantitative results showed that there were four phrases 

from the listening texts that were unknown by more than five participants: even though, 

almost caused, like staying, and ended up. The quantitative results also implied that high-

proficiency participants had fewer difficulties with unknown language than lower-

proficiency participants: 21% of unknown lexis reports were from high-proficiency 
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participants, while mid- and low-proficiency participants reported 39% and 41% of the 

cases, respectively. Chapter 6, the qualitative results, revealed an additional layer of 

complexity to the unknown language data; the cases of unknown language were not 

uniform. As shown in Chapter 6, there were two main types of cases of unknown 

language. First, there were cases in which some participants could neither successfully 

decode the word or phrase and also could not produce a correct meaning. Second, there 

were cases in which the word was decodable but the meaning was not known. This 

finding suggests, as has been noted in much vocabulary research, that words and phrases 

are known by language learners at different depths (Nation, 2013; Schmitt; 2010). 

There is little research dealing with how L2 listeners deal with unknown 

language. L1 acquisition researchers have noted that most vocabulary acquisition by 

young children emerges from listening and reading gestures (Clark, 2009; Cutler, 2012). 

However, L2 vocabulary acquisition research has been focused mainly on acquisition 

from reading or from reading while listening. Encountering unknown language in reading 

and listening are obviously different, with reading offering learners more time to consider 

the written form and to try to find an appropriate meaning. Indeed, reading might be the 

perfect medium for L2 vocabulary acquisition (Ellis, 1995). For the incidental learning of 

new vocabulary through L2 listening, Vidal (2003, 2011) found statistically significant 

differences between L2 learners’ abilities to acquire new vocabulary incidentally from 

reading as opposed to listening with a group of Spanish undergraduate English learners. 

Thus, it is possible that in L2 instructional settings, teaching vocabulary through listening 

alone might be inefficient and ineffective. The current study adds valuable perspective on 

how unknown language is processed in L2 listening. The details about how participants 
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dealt with unknown language and how repeated listening opportunities afforded better 

understanding, or did not, is new in the literature. 

Apart from unknown lexis, two other causes of comprehension breakdowns were 

seen in the data presented in Chapters 5 and 6: Forgetting and unreported language. 

Forgetting has been reported in other listening literature as an impediment to 

comprehension (e.g., Goh, 2000). However, the current study afforded some perspective 

on whether forgetting is really not remembering, or whether forgetting is actually a sign 

of miscomprehension. There were not enough discussions with participants about 

forgetting to draw strong conclusions about what the processing problems were, but there 

were at least hints that not all forgetting was equal. Mainly, the qualitative data showed 

instances in which forgetting signaled apparent miscomprehension and cases in which 

language had been processed in the L1 but was forgotten before the participant could do 

the L2 repetition. However, the data provided no further insight into the processing issues 

that caused these two types of forgetting. Further focused research is needed to better 

understand what occurs when L2 listeners forget what they have heard. 

Not reporting the final potential source of comprehension breakdown was 

frequently observed but not investigated deeply in the current study. Thus, it was difficult 

to judge to what extent not reporting equaled miscomprehension. Nevertheless, as 

discussed in Excerpt 12 in Chapter 6, not reporting could not be simply considered a lack 

of comprehension or a lack of skilled input processing. Excerpt 12 detailed participant 

P12’s experience with multiple listening opportunities to the seventh segment of the Taro 

text, and the excerpt showed that she had ultimately successful comprehension, despite 

many cases of not reporting what she understood during the early listening opportunities. 
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Participant P12’s performance likely mirrors how L2 processing often occurs—silently, 

with no L2 recall or L1 repetition—as an L2 listener attempts to make sense of what was 

heard. Particpant P12’s performance was a reminder that the diagnostic procedure used in 

the current study was not always sufficient to reveal the participants’ L2 listening 

processing difficulties. 

 

Research Question 3: Listening Difficulties and Task Repetition 

The third research question concerned the relationship between the type of 

difficulty—phonological decoding, word segmentation, and unknown language—and the 

number of times listening segments had to be heard to be accurately comprehended. The 

quantitative results shown in Table 29 revealed the difficulty of the listening segments 

from the four listening texts according to the mean number of times they had to be heard 

before being understood. In addition, the mean number of times segments with which 

participants had phonological decoding difficulty, word segmentation difficulty, or 

encounters with unknown lexis were reported in Table 31. The data revealed that all three 

types of difficulty were associated with the participants’ need to hear segments many 

times—at least four—in most cases. 

The qualitative data in Chapter 6 were used to investigate participants’ difficulty 

in more detail through transcript excerpts from two participants who both had 

comprehension difficulty listening to the same sixth segment of the Kyoto listening text. 

The transcripts were used to show how the two cases—both involving initial 

miscomprehension due to phonological decoding and word segmentation errors—played 
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out differently across multiple listening opportunities. Participant P17 was able to 

overcome initial misinterpretations while participant P25, was not. 

Overall, the study showed that comprehension difficulties caused by phonological 

decoding, word segmentation, and unknown language difficulties were persistent, as in 

participant P25’s experience. However, participant P17 showed that listeners can 

sometimes overcome such difficulties. This is not to suggest that participant P25 and 

participant P17 were equal in some way. It was clear from the first full-text listening 

opportunity that their degree of understanding differed. Rather, the value of looking at the 

two examples was to see how many different factors influence listening comprehension. 

The general persistence of L2 listening difficulty in cases of phonological 

decoding, word segmentation, and unknown word problems raises the question of how 

such difficulties can be overcome. L2 listening researchers have suggested many paths to 

becoming a better listener such as taking a metacognitive approach (e.g., Vandergrift & 

Goh, 2012) or a process approach (e.g., Field 2008a). However, the current study offers 

one of the most detailed pictures of L2 listening processing by providing both L1 and L2 

comprehension data as well as learners’ own reflections on their difficulties. The picture 

offered by this detailed look at listeners’ processing is that there are so many possible 

pieces of the puzzle that come to create comprehension that it is still unclear exactly what 

a priori approach to listening would make listeners most successful. If phonological 

information is misunderstood and a listener formulates a certain image in their minds 

about what is happening, reimaging the listening could be difficult. Vandergrift (2003b) 

has posited the idea that skilled listeners employ comprehension monitoring while less-

skilled listeners do not, but it is not clear if this skill is separated from the fact that a less-
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skilled listener also likely has less ability to phonologically decode sounds and 

comprehend top-down cues. This is not a critique of using metacognitive strategies when 

listening—having learners pay more focused attention to listening and attempt to evaluate 

what they are understanding is important. However, the strongest conclusion from the 

data examined above is that fast and accurate phonological decoding gives a listener an 

advantage where ultimate comprehension is concerned. 

 

Research Question 4: Evidence of Listening Strengths 

The fourth research question concerned the language that most participants were 

able to comprehend easily—their listening strengths. In Chapter 5, the quantitative results 

showed that there were 17 key content words that were understood by more than half of 

the participants during the first full listening opportunity. In addition, six segments from 

the listening texts were identified as having been understood by 90% or more of the 

participants after only one listening opportunity. The analyses showed that the key 

content words and the words making up the six segments were mostly vocabulary from 

the first 1,000 high-frequency words of the BNC-COCA corpus. In Chapter 6, transcript 

excerpts were examined to better understand why certain language was easy for 

participants to understand. However, the qualitative results were insufficiently detailed to 

give insight into participants’ ease understanding certain words or phrases. The 

diagnostic process used in the present study was not properly geared toward uncovering a 

deeper understanding of participants’ strengths. The excerpts showed that more probing 

about strengths was possible and could have yielded more insight into why listening was 

sometimes easy for the participants. 
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Despite the lack of helpful qualitative data, the quantitative data presented in 

Chapter 5 concerning the keywords and segments was good evidence that certain parts of 

the listening texts were easier for the participants to understand. Likewise, certain reasons 

for those strengths presented in Chapter 5—high-frequency vocabulary and relatively 

short text segments—were likely correct. Other L2 diagnostic assessment studies that 

have involved the characterization of learners’ strengths have been quantitative in nature, 

based on test performance in which items are purported to require certain cognitive skills 

(e.g., Chen & Chen, 2017; Kim, 2015; Yi, 2017). However, as in all research, qualitative 

investigations of learners’ strengths might offer new insight into individual differences 

and specific processing that defines strengths more clearly. Qualitative insight was not 

achieved in the current study, but the door is wide open for qualitative research that 

investigates the processing behind L2 listening strengths. 

 

Research Question 5: Listening Comprehension’s Relationship with Listening 

Proficiency and Study Abroad 

The fifth research question concerned the relationship of study abroad experience 

and listening proficiency with comprehension of the listening texts. In Chapter 5, the 

quantitative results showed that listening comprehension of the four listening texts was 

highly correlated with listening proficiency, and to a lesser extent also correlated with 

study abroad experience. Both relationships were expected. The relationship of listening 

comprehension and listening proficiency was not further examined because by definition 

listening proficiency should be positively related to listening comprehension. However, 

study abroad experience was further examined in the qualitative results of Chapter 6. The 
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Chapter 6 transcript excerpts showed two contrasting ideas related to study abroad 

experience and listening comprehension. First, transcript evidence suggested that study 

abroad benefitted some participants’ L2 listening skills. At the same time, evidence 

suggested that study abroad was an unnecessary experience for attaining higher levels of 

L2 listening proficiency. In other words, the current study’s data were inconclusive about 

why or how study abroad might have provided an L2 listening advantage to the 

participants. Despite the significant correlation found between L2 listening skills and 

study abroad experience, correlations are not causal, and there are various explanations 

for why participants with study abroad experience generally performed better than those 

without. For example, study abroad experience could indicate that participants were more 

interested in English and more motivated to study English than most of their peers. It 

could also indicate higher financial means, which could have given access to more 

private English study from young ages aside from study abroad (Sugimoto, 2014). 

Although there is not enough detailed information collected in this study to 

conclude that study abroad was a significant factor in improving the participants’ L2 

listening skills, it does not mean that there is no reason to believe that a relationship 

exists. Indeed, given that oral fluency is the one foreign language skill that has been 

shown to improve through study abroad (DeKeyser, 2007a; Segalowitz, 2004), L2 

listening would seem to be closely related enough to also show improvement. For 

example, a skill such as lexical access speed has been shown to correlate with oral 

fluency skill (Segalowitz & Freed, 2004) and Taguchi (2008) reported uniform 

improvements of lexical access speed for a group of Japanese students learning English 

abroad in an American university ESL program over the course of four months. The 
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principle problem in weighing the influence of study abroad as a variable for L2 listening 

development is that not all study abroad experiences are equal (Brech et al., 1995) 

because not all people who study abroad spend a significant amount of time exposed to 

the language (Ranta & Meckelborg, 2013). Thus, exposure to L2 speakers seems to be a 

more important variable than study abroad experience, and indeed, exposure is the 

variable highlighted by numerous listening researchers as most important for improving 

perception of L2 phonological categories (Cutler, 2012; Flege & Liu, 2001; Walley, 

2007). While study abroad usually provides the potential for increased exposure and 

interaction with native speakers of the L2, by no means is that potential always realized 

by those who study abroad. 

 

Research Question 6: The Relationship Between Listening Comprehension and 

Other Variables 

The purpose of this section is to discuss the quantitative results presented in 

Chapter 5 showing expected and unexpected relationships between comprehension of 

listening texts and other listening-related variables. First, the relationship between 

phonological short-term memory, working memory, and the comprehension of listening 

texts is discussed. Following that discussion, the relationship between Listening 

Vocabulary Level Test (McLean et al., 2015) scores and comprehension of the listening 

texts is discussed. Finally, the relationship between comprehension of the listening texts 

and the two types of listening anxiety measured by the Shortened Scale of Foreign 

Language Listening Anxiety (SSFLLA) (Kimura, 2011)—self-focused apprehension and 

task-focused apprehension—is discussed. 
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Memory and Comprehension of Listening Texts 

Neither short-term phonological memory nor working memory correlated with 

listening comprehension of the four listening texts. Given that the participants needed to 

remember the content of listening texts in order to provide L2 recalls and L1 repetitions, 

it was expected that the memory measures would be important variables. There are a 

variety of explanations for the lack of correlation. However, the two most likely 

explanations are that the listening texts did not sufficiently tax participants’ memories, or 

that phonological-short term memory and working memory are not strongly related to 

listening proficiency. These two possibilities are discussed in turn. 

First, it is possible that the L2 recalls of the full listening texts did not sufficiently 

tax the participants’ phonological short-term memory and working memory capacities. 

The listening texts were intentionally short. The Kirby text was the longest at 21.58 

seconds and the Taro text was the shortest at 18.30 seconds. In addition, the vocabulary 

level of the two scripted texts was intentionally simplified, and the use of relatively high-

frequency vocabulary was a criterion for choosing the two unscripted listening texts. As 

reported in Table 2 in Chapter 3, 90% of the vocabulary in each text appeared in the first 

1,000 words of the General Service List as analyzed by VocabProfile (Cobb, 2017); thus, 

the relatively unchallenging nature of the length and vocabulary in the texts might have 

meant that the participants’ working memories were not taxed enough to demonstrate any 

memory effect on their performance. 

An alternative explanation for the lack of a statistical relationship between 

phonological short-term memory, working memory, and the comprehension of listening 
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texts is that the results are an accurate finding: L2 listening comprehension and the two 

memory measures are not strongly related. First, with regard to working memory, there is 

both some evidence that working memory and L2 reading processing are unrelated (e.g., 

Juffs, 2004; Shiotsu, 2010), and evidence that they are (e.g., Harrington & Sawyer, 

1992). Concerning L2 listening, Satori (2010) found no significant relationship between 

L2 listening proficiency and working memory abilities (r = .16). Kormos and Sáfár 

(2008), on the other hand, reported a correlation between working memory and end of 

semester listening test scores (r = .37). Clearly, the area lacks research, and convergent 

findings on a relationship between L2 listening and working memory are still elusive. 

Regarding phonological short-term memory, Kormos and Sáfár (2008) found 

significant correlations between pre-intermediate level learners’ performance on a non-

word span test and their oral vocabulary (r = .57) and oral fluency (r = .46) measures. 

However, there was no correlation for lower-level learners between the same non-word 

span test and the overall oral Use of English assessment administered in the study (r 

= .01). Hummel (2009) found modest correlations of phonological short-term memory 

measures with L2 proficiency, but his advanced English-language learners were a very 

different population than those in the current study. Relationships between phonological 

short-term memory and grammar and vocabulary abilities have been found (e.g., Martin 

& Ellis, 2012), but it is not clear to what extent this would influence L2 listening ability. 

Especially, in the current study, both grammar and L2 vocabulary were intentionally 

meant to be easy for the participants. 

In short, the study of both phonological short-term memory and working memory 

and their relationship with L2 proficiency are still relatively unexplored and not fully 
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understood (Wen, 2015). Thus, the lack of correlation between phonological short-term 

memory, working memory, and the ability to comprehend the listening texts in the 

current study is not unexpected. 

 

Listening Vocabulary Level Test Scores and Comprehension of Listening Texts 

Another lack of correlation seen in the study was that between participants’ 

performance on the Listening Vocabulary Levels Test (LVLT) (McLean et al., 2015) and 

their comprehension of the listening texts in the study (r = .33). There are two likely 

reasons for this result. First, not all levels of the LVLT were administered to participants. 

Only levels 1, 2, 3, and 6 were administered because the main purpose of the test was to 

show to what extent participants would have knowledge of the vocabulary used in the 

study listening texts. Given the abbreviated nature of the assessment, the potential for 

showing differentiation between participants’ listening vocabulary abilities was lessened. 

However, more importantly, and more likely the reason for the lack of a significant 

correlation was that, as mentioned above, the listening texts used in the study were made 

up of mostly high-frequency vocabulary known by the participants. Therefore, the lack of 

correlation between the comprehension of listening texts and performance on the LVLT 

is not surprising. 

 

Listening Anxiety Scores and Comprehension of Listening Texts 

In contrast to the participants’ performance on memory measures and the LVLT, 

the results from the Self-Focused Apprehension (SFA) and Task-Focused Apprehension 

items (TFA) of the SSFLLA (Kimura, 2011) were significantly and negatively correlated 
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(SFA, r = -.66, p < .002; TFA, r = -.44, p < .01) with comprehension of the listening 

texts. This result was expected, as Kimura’s own research showed that the SSFLLA 

showed a strong relationship between the proficiency of L2 listeners and the lack of 

foreign language listening anxiety. As reported in Chapter 5, in the current study the 

participants’ L1 recall comprehension performance on the L2 listening texts had a 

relatively strong correlation of r =.75 with TOEIC listening test scores. Thus, it was no 

surprise that the results mirrored Kimura’s, especially given that the participants in her 

study were also L1 Japanese university students. 

A larger question beyond the expected correlation between listening anxiety and 

listening comprehension is how listening anxiety might have affected the participants’ 

listening during the study. Four participants were directly asked if they felt any anxiety 

doing the listening, and all of them said no. Likewise, my own impression from the 

participants as they completed the listening tasks was that they were not nervous. 

However, if poorly performing participants were not more anxious than well-performing 

participants, why was the correlation so strong between listening comprehension and 

their scores on the SSFLLA? In this case, it is important to remember that it is only a 

statistical relationship, not a causal effect. Thus, it cannot be said exactly why the 

relationship exists, or how anxiousness specifically affects listening comprehension. 

The above discussion concerning the relationship between listening 

comprehension of the listening texts and performance on the quantitative instruments in 

this study measuring phonological short-term memory, working memory, listening 

vocabulary level, and foreign language listening anxiety suggests two conclusions. First, 

the nature of some of the instruments might have led to some unexpected results. For 
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example, the four listening texts used in the study were either lexically simplified (i.e., 

the scripted texts) or chosen for their lexical simplicity (i.e., the unscripted texts). Thus, 

especially the relationship with listening vocabulary level (i.e., the LVLT) and the 

memory tests might have been affected. The LVLT was also modified; it was an 

abbreviated version that did not contain the four and fifth levels. The second and more 

significant conclusion from the discussion of listening-related variables is that, especially 

the relationships between listening comprehension and working memory, short-term 

phonological memory, study abroad, and listening anxiety merit further research. The 

need for this and other research is addressed in the next and final chapter. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

 

In this chapter, I first summarize the three main findings from the study and 

discuss their theoretical and pedagogical implications. Thereafter, I discuss eight 

limitations of the study, followed by five related suggestions for future research. I end the 

chapter with final comments regarding the study. 

 

Summary of the Findings 

There were four main findings from this study. First, and most significantly, I 

found consistent, detailed evidence that the causes of L2 listening comprehension 

difficulties are multi-faceted and not due to only bottom-up processing or top-down 

processing. The two types of processing are interactive. This finding is not new in the 

literature, but this study’s diagnostic procedure has afforded a unique understanding of 

the comprehension process across multiple listening opportunities. The diagnostic 

procedure used in the current study was new and based on the latest research on L2 

diagnostic assessment available (e.g., Alderson et al., 2014; Harding et al., 2015), and it 

was designed to gather both L1 and L2 evidence of the comprehension processes at work. 

The data gathered in the current study show the comprehension process in a way that fills 

a gap between the psycholinguistics L2 listening research, which is detailed but often 

lacks studies dealing with the comprehension of extended listening passages, and foreign 

language L2 listening research, which generally lacks detailed analyses of L2 learners’ 

processing difficulties. In short, the call for more research on the specifics of L2 aural 
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processing (e.g., Field, 2008a) and the ways in which learners come to interpret listening 

texts (Brindley, 1998) was addressed by the current study. 

A second main finding is that it is quite challenging for L2 listeners to overcome 

listening difficulties caused by bottom-up processing problems. Top-down processing can 

be insufficient to overturn interpretations made on faulty bottom-up processing, and top-

down processing can even exacerbate misunderstandings. In situations in which an 

interlocutor is present, asking for clarification is ideal when such misunderstandings 

occur; however, in one-way listening events (e.g., listening tests, speeches), the data 

suggest that L2 listeners face a formidable task when attempting to overcome 

misinterpretations. This statement is not meant to discourage the use of a priori strategies 

for listening such as activating schema that might aid comprehension of the content to be 

heard; rather, the point is that many variables are involved in listening comprehension, 

and too much focus on using top-down or bottom-up strategies could prove to be 

ineffective or even a misleading distraction. 

The third main finding is that L2 listening comprehension showed a significant 

relationship with certain variables (e.g., L2 listening proficiency, listening anxiety), no 

relationship with others (e.g., phonological short-term memory, working memory), and 

somewhat uncertain relationships with yet others (e.g., study abroad, listening vocabulary 

size). Although the relationships with listening-related variables deserve further research, 

as noted below, the results of this study add to the pool of research on the relationship 

between listening comprehension and listening-related variables. 

A final main finding of the study is the special difficulty that unscripted texts 

present to L2 listeners. Most importantly, the current study showed how common 
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unscripted speech hesitation phenomena can cause serious comprehension problems for 

L2 listeners. The detailed qualitative evidence showed in nuanced ways how hesitation 

phenomena such as um and like caused phonological decoding and word segmentation 

difficulties in some cases, while in other cases they did not impede comprehension at all. 

The data in this study can be used to support theory-building and pedagogy for L2 

researchers and teachers working with unscripted speech. 

 

Theoretical Implications 

The primary focus of this study was the investigation of L2 English listeners’ L2 

listening comprehension difficulties and strengths when listening to scripted and 

unscripted texts. The participants’ L2 listening processing across multiple listening 

opportunities comprised the main part of the data. The findings in the current study that 

comprehension difficulties experienced by participants were multi-causal—a 

combination of bottom-up and top-down information—supports the generally accepted 

notion that L2 listening is an interactive process involving both bottom-up and top-down 

processing (Cutler, 2012; Field, 2008a; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). 

The major theoretical contribution of the current study is the detail with which 

listening comprehension processes were examined. The data allow for new insights into 

four main areas relevant to L2 listening research: interactive processing, connected 

speech, unscripted listening, and unknown lexis. The theoretical implications from the 

current study in each of these areas is briefly discussed. 

The point has already been made that the data examined in this study strongly 

supported a widely held belief about L2 listening: it is an interactive process. While the 
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finding is not new, this study has contributed specific, detailed instances of interactive 

processing that go beyond what currently exists in the literature. There is a wide gap 

between SLA-focused L2 listening research and psycholinguistic perception-focused 

research, both of which have yielded few descriptive examples of interactive processing 

for extended listening passages. The data in the current study do not challenge the current 

theoretical notion of interactive processing, but they flesh out knowledge about how 

interactive processing results in listening comprehension difficulties for L2 learners. 

In addition to interactive processing, the data in the current study offer detailed 

evidence of how English connected speech can cause listening comprehension difficulty 

for L2 listeners. Current literature on connected speech has largely reported on controlled 

studies comparing L2 learners’ comprehension of connected speech utterances in 

comparison to similar utterances without connected speech (e.g., Brown & Kondo-

Brown, 2006a; Henrichsen, 1984). However, the current study offers numerous examples 

of connected speech difficulties that occur and persist for participants despite repeated 

listening opportunities. Thus, the current study affords a far more detailed examination of 

connected speech in passage-length scripted and unscripted listening texts than currently 

exists in the literature. 

The current study also offers new perspective on listening comprehension of 

unscripted listening texts. Again, the detailed qualitative data in the study adds concrete 

evidence of how unscripted speech features (e.g., hesitation phenomena) can impede L2 

English listeners’ comprehension. Given current initiatives to include unscripted texts 

more in classrooms and on assessments (e.g., Ockey & Wagner, 2018; Wagner, 2014; 
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Wagner & Toth, 2014), the study’s findings are relevant to understanding in detail how 

unscripted texts might cause difficulties for L2 listeners in contrast to scripted texts. 

A final theoretical implication of the study is that unknown lexis causes difficulty 

for L2 listeners in different ways. The study showed at least two results of participants’ 

encounters with unknown lexis. There were words participants could decode but not 

understand, and there were words participants could neither decode nor understand. 

Much of current literature of L2 listening and vocabulary is focused on how much 

vocabulary learners should know in order to comprehend different types of texts (e.g., 

Stæhr, 2009; van Zeeland & Schmitt, 2013), or it is focused on estimating the size of 

learners’ listening vocabulary (e.g., McLean et al, 2015; Milton & Hopkins, 2006). 

However, literature focused on L2 listeners’ encounters with unknown lexis is 

undeveloped. The current study adds important theoretical orientation for understanding 

what occurs in such encounters. 

 

Pedagogical Implications 

There are three main pedagogical implications of this study. The first main 

pedagogical implication is that a diagnostic procedure can yield valuable insight into L2 

listeners’ processing difficulties. The value of the diagnostic approach leads to two 

suggestions for teachers. First, as much as possible, L2 teachers should systematically 

build awareness about the difficulties their students might encounter while trying to 

comprehend L2 listening texts. I would suggest that L2 teachers take a diagnostic 

approach as one part of their teaching approach for the target language. The current study 

used a time-consuming diagnostic approach and would not be practical in a classroom 
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setting. Nevertheless, using techniques such as Vandergrfit and Tafaghodtari’s (2010) 

multiple-listening approach, written restitution tasks (Prince, 2012), Wilson’s (2003) 

discovery listening, or a group dynamic assessment approach (i.e., Poehner, 2009) would 

allow teachers to identify and address learners’ processing difficulties. A second 

suggestion for teachers is that they develop a system by which individual learners track 

and reflect upon their own difficulties. For example, learners could maintain individual 

diagnostic listening journals in which they keep a record of the difficulties they 

encounter, identify patterns, and brainstorm solutions for their difficulties. Data from 

such journals would allow teachers to better understand learners’ difficulties and give the 

teachers or the learners an opportunity to design appropriate micro-listening activities 

(Field, 2008a) that could lead to improvements or at least a deeper awareness of specific 

problematic aspects of L2 listening. 

A second main pedagogical implication is that L2 listening can present 

comprehension difficulties for learners even when most vocabulary in texts is at a 

comprehensible level and listening texts are short. Thus, especially teachers, and perhaps 

learners, should be aware of the multi-faceted nature of L2 listening comprehension, and 

the potential need for significant repetition and teacher mediation of all L2 listening 

content, even content assumed to be easy. In short, it is a pedagogy of awareness about 

the complexity of listening and the fact that many factors are involved in a listening text 

being easily understood or not. Teachers should be prepared to repeatedly engage 

students in a variety of ways such as by playing aural texts both fast and slow, reading the 

text aloud in different ways, and using partial or full transcripts. The articles cited above 

by Vandergrift and Tafaghodtari (2010), (Prince, 2012), and Wilson (2003) are all geared 
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toward repeated engagement of listeners with listening texts; however, Cauldwell’s 

(2013) phonological approach to listening also deserves mention, as he focuses on the 

how teachers can use short texts in a multitude of ways to make learners’ aware of how 

sounds in oral English are affected by connected speech and intonation. His work offers 

especially useful suggestions for dealing with unscripted listening texts. 

The final pedagogical implication of the current study is that L2 listeners can 

benefit from exposure and explicit teaching about unscripted listening texts (Wagner, 

2014; Wagner & Toth, 2014). The current study showed how common hesitation 

phenomena (e.g., um, like) can cause serious comprehension difficulties for learners. 

Unfamiliarity with unscripted features and a lack of exposure to unscripted speech in 

general can disadvantage L2 listeners who are faced with such speech in real interactions 

or assessments. Freely available resources such as YouTube offer abundant unscripted 

speech samples, and both teacher talk and recorded interactions with expert speakers can 

also provide material for the analysis of unscripted speech in classrooms. 

 

Limitations 

There are eight important limitations in the current study. Some limitations are 

related to the study design, while others related to unforeseen issues that might have 

affected the results. 

A first limitation related to the design of the study was that it was carried out with 

a group of participants with a common L1. There was good reason for this choice. Had 

the study been carried out with learners who speak a diverse group of L1s, it would have 

been difficult to derive conclusions about how the L1 affected listening comprehension, 
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and it would have been difficult to generalize to a larger population. Likewise, the 

diagnostic process, which relied on L1 use, might have been impossible to carry out. 

However, it is still a limitation in that many of the findings that relate to phonological 

decoding and word segmentation are likely most relevant to researchers and classroom 

instructors who work with L1 Japanese English language learners. 

The second limitation in the current study was the fact that the diagnostic process 

did not resemble real-life listening events. First, the diagnostic process involved only 

one-way listening, which is common on many listening tests and perhaps is the primary 

mode of listening to podcasts, speeches, and videos. However, interactive listening, in 

which listeners are free to interrupt or clarify meaning as needed, is also common in 

everyday life. There is no question that had the listeners been permitted to directly ask 

about what they did not understand and had received immediate feedback from me, the 

diagnostic results would have been different. Second, the texts used in the current study 

only resemble texts learners would encounter on listening tests, and even then, the 

diagnostic approach taken to listening to those texts was unlike anything that would occur 

on most listening tests. 

Another limitation of the study was the design of the diagnostic process itself. L2 

diagnostic assessment is still relatively new and no established models exist for L2 

listening (Alderson et al., 2014; Harding et al., 2015). The process used in the current 

study was time-consuming but still failed to provide insight into certain areas (e.g., 

strengths) of participant performance. Other more viable and productive diagnostic 

procedures are likely possible. 
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A fourth limitation, again related to the diagnostic process, was that especially in 

discussions of study abroad and English learning with participants, I inadvertently fed 

responses to participants. Thus, the participants’ responses in those cases must be seen as 

dually negotiated, and possibly not the responses the participants would have made 

without my preceding leads. In fact, all interviews might be collaboratively constructed 

events (Talmy, 2010), but it is nevertheless a limitation of the study that should be noted. 

A fifth limitation of the study was the schedule. The time span between carrying 

out the diagnostic procedure with the first participant and the last participant was six 

months. Over that time span, it is possible that participants’ listening abilities changed. It 

is also possible that early participants were at a disadvantage listening to the scripted 

texts, which were recorded with my voice; later participants would have had more 

exposure to my voice and thus might have had an advantage comprehending the scripted 

texts. There was no obvious evidence that such an advantage existed, but it remains a 

limitation of the study. 

A sixth limitation of the study was the use of few, similarly-designed listening 

texts. Two scripted and two unscripted listening texts that were approximately equal in 

length and made up of relatively high-frequency vocabulary were used. The scripted and 

unscripted text types provided a valuable contrast to each other, including the fact that the 

unscripted texts were audio-visual as opposed to audio only like the scripted texts, but the 

use of more text types could have been used in order to gain further insight into L2 

listening processes. Only using the texts in this study leaves the question open as to how 

learners would deal with the many other types of texts they might encounter. 
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A seventh limitation, also related to the listening texts, was the exclusion of 

intensifiers in the judgment of accuracy for segment L1 recalls. Arguably, all words add 

meaning to utterances. By not considering whether or not participants had comprehended 

segments including intensifiers, it is possible that judgments about comprehension were 

not complete. 

An eighth limitation of the study was the degree to which listening-related 

variables were examined. As implied in the Chapter 6 discussion, instruments used to 

measure listening-related variables might not have been detailed enough to understand 

the relationships between listening comprehension and the listening-related variables 

measured by the instruments. Each listening-related variable was measured using only 

one test instrument. Also, the LVLT (McLean et al., 2015) was only a partial version of 

the full test. Study abroad, though examined through both a survey and interview, still 

needed deeper investigation. More information on language use during study abroad was 

needed, and more concrete, quantitative measurements of L2 listening ability growth 

during study abroad was needed. In short, the degree to which the listening-related 

variables in the current study were investigated was a limitation. 

 

Suggestions for Further Research 

Based on the current study and the limitations mentioned above, I suggest five 

avenues for future research. First, the same study can be carried out using the same texts 

and learners of a similar listening proficiency level, but with participants who have a 

different L1. Such research would allow for valuable comparisons about how bottom-up 

and top-down processing would be different from the L1 Japanese participants of the 
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current study. For instance, it would be helpful to see to what degree participants with a 

different L1 would experience different phonological decoding difficulties. Likewise, it 

would be interesting to see how top-down processing occurs similarly or differently from 

the Japanese learners in this study. Such research would be an excellent complement to 

the current study. 

Another suggestion for further research is to allow listeners options for 

clarification and/or allow them to replay the listening text as many times as they wish. 

Offering listeners more autonomy to deal with their difficulties could reveal new insights 

into how well listeners are able to resolve their own difficulties when given opportunity 

to do so. In addition, allowing listeners to ask questions and to clarify their listening 

difficulties directly with another participant or an instructor would better mirror how 

listening takes place in real-life interactions. 

A third suggestion for research is to carry out a diagnostic listening study using 

different types of listening texts from those used in the current study. For example, short 

videos involving more than one speaker, texts with a wider range of vocabulary, or texts 

with speakers of varied accents all could provide valuable data to contrast with the 

current study. 

A fourth suggestion for further research is to create at least two instruments for 

measuring each listening-related variable. Using at least two instruments would offer 

more detail about each listening-related variable, something which was lacking in the 

current study. For example, two types of each memory test could be used. Listening 

anxiety data from the survey could be explored more carefully in participant interviews. 

Concerning study abroad, L2 listening data could be gathered before, during, and after 
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study abroad experiences, and data could be gathered regarding the quality of study 

abroad experiences as well as the amount of exposure to the target language (e.g., using 

language contact surveys) (Segalowitz & Freed, 2004) to understand how often the target 

L2 was used (e.g., Shively, 2015; Taguchi, 2008). 

A final suggestion for further research is to innovate other diagnostic procedures 

to understand L2 listeners’ weaknesses and strengths as listeners. The diagnostic 

procedure in the current study was designed based on the diagnostic assessment and 

dynamic assessment literature. However, many designs are possible. The current study 

was originally imagined as a dictation-type of study, but it was later decided that it should 

involve speaking, rather than writing. Nevertheless, the use of writing or other modes of 

diagnosis can further contribute to our understanding of how L2 English listeners process 

listening texts. 

A commonality of the above research suggestions is that they all concern 

gathering a wider variety of data, without straying from the original purpose of the 

current study, which was to better understand how L2 English listeners process aural 

texts through a diagnostic procedure. 

 

Final Comments 

A main motivation for this study mentioned in the introduction was my desire to 

hear what my students hear. I was curious how English sounded to the English language 

learners, especially the types of learners I encounter daily. I also felt that current L2 

listening research lacked detail showing how L2 learners process English speech. In this 

regard, the study was successful. Countless hours both carrying out the study and later 
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transcribing the transcripts has changed the expectations I have for listeners, and it has 

changed my own perspective on listening to foreign languages I am learning. This 

development is personal, but it also leads me to conclude that there is value in the mixed 

methods approach taken in the current study. 

While I felt lost at times in the messiness of the qualitative data in this study, I 

was grateful to have carried out a study in which both quantitative and qualitative data 

were used. It might be a cliché to say that mixed methods approaches are valuable, but 

the current study could not have been even half as meaningful if either the quantitative or 

qualitative elements had not existed. One the one hand, it was clear to me that it is indeed 

possible to measure listening ability in quantitative ways that are useful for practical 

purposes of understanding general proficiency and similarities among groups. On the 

other hand, the richness and complexity of the qualitative data was both more real to me 

and more challenging to deal with. Thus, it has led me to the final conclusion, a theme 

that has been repeated through the results and discussion; listening comprehension is 

multi-faceted and affected by many factors. When it works, it is an efficient and 

convenient aspect of communication. When it does not, confusion abounds until some 

type of help is offered. I hope that this research offers valuable information to L2 

listening researchers, L2 teachers, and L2 learners, and any others who have desired to 

see more detail about how English learners’ experience listening to English speech, and 

to those who simply are interested in how a foreign language is heard by a learner’s ear. 
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APPENDIX A 

DIAGNOSTIC PROCEDURE CONSENT FORM (JAPANESE) 

 

学術研究参加承諾書 
 

研究題目：英語聴解の長所と短所に関する学習者からの聞き取りによる報告 
研究者: ナサニエル・カーニー（神戸女学院大学） 
 
研究背景と目的: 
この研究の目的は、どのボトムアップの聴解プロセス（単語の分割聞き分けや音のデコードな

ど）が、日本人英語学習者にとって難しいか、または容易かについての理解を深めることにあり

ます。研究者は、被験者（あなた）が英語を聞いて理解する時、どんなことが易しく、どんなこ

とが難しいのかをよりよく理解したいと思っています。 
 
実験方法: 
被験者（あなた）は、英語学習者の英語のボトムアップ聴解能力向上の助けとなる研究に参加す

ることになります。この研究では、被験者は個別に研究者と会い、英語の短い音声情報及びビデ

オを視聴します。その上で、聞いたことを理解する際にどんなことが易しく、どんなことが難し

いのかを日本語で説明してもらいます。そして、アンケートを行った英語学習履歴、被験者の

TOEIC スコア履歴、及び英語聴解時のストレスと聴解戦略を考察します。 
 
自発的参加と辞退について: 
この研究への参加は完全に被験者（あなた）の意思により、強制ではありません。また研究途中

でいつでも参加を辞退することができます。また、研究調査で収集した全てのデータは完全に守

秘されます。なお、研究に対する参加、不参加は、履修科目の成績評価にまったく影響しませ

ん。 
 
この研究に関する連絡先: 
この研究に対するあなたの参加を心から感謝します。この研究に関しての質問は随時、Nathaniel 
Carney（オフィス：xx-xxx 電話：0798-xx-xxxx E メール：kxxxxx@gmail.com）までご連絡く

ださい。 
 
 
この研究への参加に同意していただける場合は、下記に署名し、今日の日付を記入してくださ

い。 
 
 

______________________________ __________________________________ 
参加者（あなた） 日付 
  
  
  
  
______________________________ __________________________________ 
研究者 日付 

  

mailto:kxxxxx@gmail.com
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APPENDIX B 

DIAGNOSTIC PROCEDURE CONSENT FORM (ENGLISH) 

 

Informed Consent Form 
 
Title: Verbal reports of English listening strengths and weaknesses 
Researcher: Nathaniel Carney 
 
Background and Purpose: 
The purpose of this research is to improve our understanding of what lower-level 
listening processes (e.g., word segmentation and phonetic decoding) are easy or difficult 
for Japanese English as a Foreign Language students. The researcher would like to better 
understand what is easy or difficult for you when you listen to English. 
 
Procedures: 
You are invited to participate in this research to help improve your lower-level listening 
abilities in English. For this research, in individual meetings with the researcher, you will 
be asked to listen to short audio or videos in English. Then, you will be asked to talk in 
Japanese about what is easy or difficult for you when listening to certain English audio 
and video passages. Also, you will be surveyed about your English study history, your 
TOEIC score, and your anxiety and strategies when listening to English. 
 
Voluntary participation and withdrawal: 
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. You can withdraw at any time and you 
have the right to refuse to participate. Your responses on all parts of the study will remain 
strictly confidential. Agreeing or not agreeing to participate in this study has absolutely 
no effect on your course grades. 
 
Contact Person 
I appreciate your willingness to participant in this research. If you have any questions 
about this study at any time, please contact Nathaniel Carney: Office#, 0798-xx-xxxx, 
kxxxxx@gmail.com 
 
If you agree to participate in this research, please sign your name below and write today’s 
date. 
 
 
______________________________ __________________________________ 
Your name Date 
  
______________________________ __________________________________ 
Researcher Date 
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APPENDIX C 

LEARNER PROFILE QUESTIONNAIRE CONSENT FORM (JAPANESE) 

 

研究調査のお願い 

研究課題： Japanese English Language Learners’ Listening Ability 

「日本人の英語学習者の聴解力」 

 

この研究は、日本人の英語学習者の英語の聞き取り力と英語学習履歴に

関する研究です。参加していただけるかどうかは各人の判断にお任せします。 

この研究が皆さんにとって何らかの利益や不利益に直接結び付くものでは

ありません。この研究から辞退されても、皆さんが現在履修しているクラスに何

の影響もありません。皆さんからいただくデータはプライバシーを厳守します。

調査結果は研究者により分析されます。このデータを公表することにおいて、そ

れが個人的に特定されることはないことをお約束します。 

あなたの参加は授業改善と語学教育の向上に繋がります。 

 

ご協力ありがとうございました。 

 

質問があれば、下記にお願いします。 

研究者  Nathaniel Carney, kxxxxxx@gmail.com, 0798-xx-xxxx 

研究指導 David Beglar, xxxxxx@xxx.xxxxx.edu 
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APPENDIX D 

LEARNER PROFILE QUESTIONNAIRE CONSENT FORM (ENGLISH) 

 

Request for your Research Participation 

 

Research Topic: Japanese English Language Learners’ Listening Ability 

 

This research project is investigating the relationship between English listening ability 

and English study history. Participating in this research is voluntary. 

 

There is no direct benefit or demerit to participating in this study. Even if you decline to 

participate, there will be no influence on the course you are taking. The privacy of your 

data will be strictly protected. In the case that data from this study is published, I promise 

that no identifying information will be used at any time. 

 

If you are willing to participate, please complete and return the survey. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

 

 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the principle researcher or 

research advisor below. 

 

Principle Researcher: Nathaniel Carney, kxxxxxx@gmail.com, 0798-xx-xxxx 

 

Research Advisor:  David Beglar, xxxxxx@xxx.xxxxx.edu 
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APPENDIX E 

LISTENING VOCABULARY LEVELS TEST CONSENT FORM (JAPANESE) 

 

研究調査のお願い 

研究課題： Japanese English Language Learners’ Listening Ability 

「日本人の英語学習者の聴解力」 

 

この研究は、日本人の英語学習者の英語の聞き取り力と英単語力に関す

る研究です。参加していただけるかどうかは各人の判断にお任せします。 

この研究が皆さんにとって何らかの利益や不利益に直接結び付くものでは

ありません。この研究から辞退されても、皆さんが現在履修しているクラスに何

の影響もありません。皆さんからいただくデータはプライバシーを厳守します。

調査結果は研究者により分析されます。このデータを公表することにおいて、そ

れが個人的に特定されることはないことをお約束します。 

あなたの参加は授業改善と語学教育の向上に繋がります。 

 

ご協力ありがとうございました。 

質問があれば、下記にお願いします。 

 

研究者   Nathaniel Carney, kxxxxxx@gmail.com, 0798-xx-xxxx 

研究指導  David Beglar, xxxxxx@xxx.xxxxx.edu 
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APPENDIX F 

LISTENING VOCABULARY LEVELS TEST CONSENT FORM (ENGLISH) 

 

Request for your Research Participation 

 

Research Topic： Japanese English Language Learners’ Listening Ability 

 

This research project is investigating the relationship between English listening ability 

and English vocabulary knowledge. Participating in this research is voluntary. 

 

There is no direct benefit or demerit to participating in this study. Even if you decline to 

participate, there will be no influence on the course you are taking. The privacy of your 

data will be strictly protected. In the case that data from this study is published, I promise 

that no identifying information will be used at any time. 

 

If you are willing to participate, please complete and return the survey. 

Thank you for your assistance.  

 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the principle researcher or 

research advisor below. 

 

Principle Researcher: Nathaniel Carney, kxxxxxx@gmail.com, 0798-xx-xxxx 

Research Advisor:  David Beglar, xxxxxx@xxx.xxxxx.edu 
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APPENDIX G 

THE SHORTENED SCALE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE LISTENING ANXIETY 

CONSENT FORM (JAPANESE) 

 

研究調査のお願い 

研究課題： Japanese English Language Learners’ Listening Ability 

「日本人の英語学習者の聴解力」 

 

この研究は、日本人の英語学習者の英語の聞き取り力と聞き取りによる

ストレスに関する研究です。参加していただけるかどうかは各人の判断にお任

せします。 

この研究が皆さんにとって何らかの利益や不利益に直接結び付くものでは

ありません。この研究から辞退されても、皆さんが現在履修しているクラスに何

の影響もありません。皆さんからいただくデータはプライバシーを厳守します。

調査結果は研究者により分析されます。このデータを公表することにおいて、そ

れが個人的に特定されることはないことをお約束します。 

あなたの参加は授業改善と語学教育の向上に繋がります。 

 

ご協力ありがとうございました。 

質問があれば、下記にお願いします。 

 

研究者   Nathaniel Carney, kxxxxxx@gmail.com, 0798-xx-xxxx 

研究指導  David Beglar, xxxxxx@xxx.xxxxx.edu 
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APPENDIX H 

THE SHORTENED SCALE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE LISTENING ANXIETY 

CONSENT FORM (ENGLISH) 

 

Request for your Research Participation 
 

Research Topic： Japanese English Language Learners’ Listening Ability 

 

This research project is investigating the relationship between English listening ability 

and listening anxiety. Participating in this research is voluntary. 

 

There is no direct benefit or demerit to participating in this study. Even if you decline to 

participate, there will be no influence on the course you are taking. The privacy of your 

data will be strictly protected. In the case that data from this study is published, I promise 

that no identifying information will be used at any time. 

 

If you are willing to participate, please complete and return the survey. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

 

 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the principle researcher or 

research advisor below. 

 

Principle Researcher: Nathaniel Carney, kxxxxxx@gmail.com, 0798-xx-xxxx 

Research Advisor:  David Beglar, xxxxxx@xxx.xxxxx.edu 

  



 376 

APPENDIX I 

LEARNER PROFILE QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE) 

 

 
氏名 _______________________________________ 

 
歳_______ 

namae_______________________________________ sai_______ 
1. 英語の勉強を始めたのは何歳でしたか？どこで学びましたか？(学校、塾

など)  
1. Eigo no benkyou wo hajimeta no ha nan sai deshita ka? Doko de manabimashita 
ka? (gakkou, juku nado) 
 
 
2. ネイティブ・スピーカーの先生と英語の勉強をしたことがありますか？

先生の国籍やアクセントはどこの国でしたか？先生と合計何時間ぐらいを

勉強しましたか？ 

2. Neitibu supi-ka- no sensei to eigo no benkyou wo shita koto ga arimasu ka? 
Sensei no kokuseki ya akusento ha doko no kuni deshita ka? Sensei to goukei nan 
jikan gurai wo benkyoushimashita ka? 
 
 
3. 今まで日本人の英語の先生の発音は上手でしたか？日本人の先生から学

ぶ英語はどうでしたか？  
3. Ima made nihonjin no eigo no sensei no hatsuon ha jouzu deshita ka? Nihonjin no 
sensei kara manabu eigo ha dou deshita ka? 
 
4. 学校で英語を学ぶ以外にしている学習法はありますか？ 
4. Gakkou de eigo wo manabu igai ni shiteiru gakushuuhou ha arimasu ka? 
 
 
どこ ______________ 何を勉強しますか? _____________________ 
doko ______________ nani wo benkyoushimasu ka? _____________________ 
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5. 留学したこがありまか? はい  /  いいえ 

5. Ryugakushita koto ga arimasu ka?                                                         hai/iie 

 

どこの国? ____________どのぐらい? _______________ 

doko no kuni? ________________  dono gurai? ______________ 

 
6. 日本語と英語以外、他のことばを知っていますか？ 
6. Nihongou to eigou igai, hoka no kotoba wo shitteimasu ka?              
 
 

はい  /   いいえ 
hai/iie                      

どこの国の言語?  
Doko no kuni no gengou? 
 
 
#1 言語___________________ 
#1 gengou ___________________ 

#2 言語 ____________________ 
#2 gengou ___________________ 

 
 
その言語についてどれぐらいしっていますか？ 
Sono gengou ni tsuite dore gurai shitteimasu ka? 
 
  #1 言語 
#1 gengou 

少し      分かる     良く分かる 
sukoshi      wakaru      yoku wakaru 

   #2 言語 
#2 gengou 

少し      分かる     良く分かる 
sukoshi      wakaru      yoku wakaru 
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APPENDIX J 
 

LEARNER PROFILE QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH) 
 

 
Name _______________________________________  

 
Age 
_______ 

  
1. At what age did you begin learning English? Where did you study (school, juku, 
etc) 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Have you ever studied English with a native speaker teacher? If yes, what was 
your teacher’s nationality or accent? About how many hours did you study with 
native English speakers? 
 

 

 

3. Do you feel the Japanese English you have had until now pronounced English 

well? How was your experience studying with Japanese English teachers? 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Are you studying English somewhere besides Kobe College now? If yes, where 
and what are you studying (e.g., TOEIC, conversation)? 
 
Where ______________________ What do you study? _______________________ 
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5. Have you ever studied abroad? Yes / No 

 

What country or countries? _____________________________________________ 

How long were you there? ______________________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
6. Besides Japanese and English, do you know any other languages? Yes / No 
 
 
 
Which languages? 

 

language #1 __________________________ language #2___________________ 
 
 
 
How well do you know the languages? 
language #1 I know a little   I know it well  I know it very well 
language #2 I know a little   I know it well  I know it very well 
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APPENDIX K 

THE SHORTENED SCALE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE LISTENING ANXIETY 

(JAPANESE) 

 

1 = 全く当てはまらない 
1 = mattaku atehamaranai 

4 = 少し当てはまる 
4 = sukoshi atehamaru 

2 = ほとんど当てはまらない  
2 = hotondo atehamaranai 

5 = ほぼ当てはまる 
5 = hobo atehamaru 

3 = あまり当てはまらない 
3 = amari atehamaranai 

6 = よく当てはまる 
6 = yoku atehamaru 

 
セクション I: 自己に対する懸念 
Sekushon I: Jiko in tai suru kenen 
   
1. 英語を聞いているとき、一部を聞き逃してしまうと、その部

分の意味を流れから推測するのは難しい。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

1.  Eigo wo kiiteiru toki, ichibu wo kikinogashite shimau to, sono bubun 
no imi wo nagare kara suisokusuru no ha muzukashii. 
 

 

2. 英語の聞き取りでは、１つ 1 つの単語を区別するのが難し

い。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

2.  Eigo no kiktori de ha, hitotsu hitotsu no tangou wo kubetsusuru no 
ga muzukashii. 
 

 

3. スクリプト(会話などを文字化したもの)なしで英語を聞くの

は自信がない。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

3.  Sukuriputo (kaiwa nado wo mojika shita moto) nashi de eigo wo 
kiku no ha jishin ga nai. 

 

4. 口頭で行われる英語の指示を理解するのは苦手だ。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
4.  Koutou de okonowareru eigo no shiji wo rikaisuru no ha nigate da.  
5. 英語の聞き取りには自信がない。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
5.  Eigo no kikitori ni ha jishin ga nai.  
6. 英語を聞くと、混乱して、何を聞いたか残っていないことが

多い。 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

6.  Eigo wo kiku to, konzatsushite, nani wo kiita ka nokotteinai koto ga 
ooi. 

 

7. 英語で重要な情報を聞き取ろうとすると混乱する。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
7.  Eigo de juuyou na jouhou wo kikitorou to suru to konzatsu suru.  



 381 

8. 英語を聞いていると、全体の内容より１つ１つの単語の訳に

終始してしまう。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

8.  Eigo wo kiiteiru to, zentai no naiyou yori hitotsu hitotsu no tango no 
yaku ni shuushishite shimau. 

 

9. できれば、人の話は英語で聞きたくない。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
9.  Dekireba, hito no hanashi ha eigo de kikitakunai.  
10. 英語で新しい情報を聞きとろうとすると混乱する。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
10.  Eigo de atarashii jouhou wo kikitorou to suru to konzatsusuru.  
11. 英語を聞いているとき、知らない単語の意味を想像するのは

苦手だ。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

11.  Eigo wo kiiteiru toki, shiranai tango no imi wo souzousuru no ha 
nigate da. 

 

12. 英語のアクセントやイントネーションには、慣れていない。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
12.  Eigo no akusento ya intoneeshon ni ha, nareteinai.  
13. 英語を聞いているとき、単語は理解できても、話し手の言い

たいことの全体を理解できていないことが多い。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

13.  Eigo wo kiiteiru toki, tango ha rikai dekite mo, hanashite no iitai 
koto no zentai wo rikai dekiteinai koto ga ooi. 

 

14. 
 
14.  

目の前で２人の人が英語で話しているとき、その会話を理解

するのは苦手だ。 
Me no mae de futari no hito ga eigo de hanshiteiru toki, sono kaiwa 
wo rikaisuru no ha nigate da. 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

 
セクション II: 課題に対する懸念 
Sekushon II: Kadai in tai suru kenen 
   
1. 英語を聞いているとき、聞き取れない単語が出てくると不安

になる。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

1.  Eigo wo kiiteiru toki, kikitorenai tango ga detekuru to fuan ni naru.  
2. 英語の聞き取りで、文章が１回しか読まれないときは緊張す

る。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

2.  Eigo no kikitori de, bunshou ga ikkai shika yomarenai toki ha 
kinchousuru. 

 

3. 英語で早く話されると、理解できるかどうか不安になる。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
3.  Eigo de hayaku hanasareru to, rikai dekiru ka dou ka fuan ni naru.  
4. よく知らない話題について英語で聞くのは、緊張する。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
4.  Yoku shiranai wadai nit suite eigo de kiku no ha, kinchou suru.  
5. 英語を聞いていると、気が散って、大切な点を聞き逃したの

ではないかと不安だ。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

5.  Eigo wo kiiteiru to, ki ga chitte, taisetsu na ten wo kikinogashita no 
de ha nai k ato fuan da. 

 

6. 英語を聞いているとき、１つでも理解できない単語があると

緊張する。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 



 382 

6.  Eigo wo kiiteiru toki, hitotsu de mo rikai dekinai tango ga aru to 
kinchousuru. 

 

7. 英語を聞いているとき、その話題について知識がないと思う

と不安だ。 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

7.  Eigo wo kiiteiru toki, sono wadai nit suite chishiki ga nai to omou to 
fuan da. 

 

8. 英語で聞いた内容に関して、ゆっくり考える時間がないと不

安だ。 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

8.  Eigo de kiita naiyou ni kanshite, yukkuri kangaeru jikan ga nai to 
fuan da. 

 

9. 自分のペースで英語が聞けないと、緊張する。 1      2      3      4      5      
6 

9.  Jibun de hanasareta naiyou wo seikaku ni rikaishita ka dou ka 
wakaranai to aseru. 

 

10. 英語で話された内容を正確に理解したかどうかわからないと

焦る。 
1      2      3      4      5      
6 

10.  Eigo de hanasareta naiyou wo seikaku ni rikaishita ka dou ka 
wakaranai to aseru. 

 

11. 英語で先生が話すのを聞くのは緊張する。 1      2      3      4      5      
6 

11.  Eigo de sensei ga hanasu no wo kiku no ha kinchousuru.  
12. 英語で行われる講演会などを聞くのは、緊張する。 1      2      3      4      5      

6 
12.  Eigo de okonowareru kouenkai nado wo kiku no ha, kinchousuru.  
13. 英語だとキーワードを聞き漏らすのではないかと不安だ。 1    2    3    4    5    6 
13.  Eigo da to kiiwaado wo kikimorasu no de ha nai ka to fuan da.  

  



 383 

APPENDIX L 

THE SHORTENED SCALE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE LISTENING ANXIETY 

(ENGLISH) 

 

1 = not at all true of me 4 = slightly true of me 
2 = not true of me  5 = true of me 
3 = not very true of me 6 = very true of me 

 
Section I: Self-Focused Apprehension 
   
1. When listening to English, it is not easy for me to make guesses 

about the parts I missed. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
2. It is difficult to differentiate individual English words. 1    2    3    4    5    6 
   
3. I am not confident in listening to English without a chance to read 

the transcription of speech. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
4. I have difficulty in understanding instructions given orally in 

English. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
5. I do not feel confident in my English listening skills. 1    2    3    4    5    6 
   
6. I often get so confused that I cannot remember what I have heard 

in English. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
7. I get confused when listening for important information in 

English. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
8. When listening to English, I often end up translating word by word 

without understanding what I’m listening to. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
9. I would rather not listen to people talking in English. 1    2    3    4    5    6 
   
10. I get confused when listening for new information in English. 1    2    3    4    5    6 
   
11. When listening to English, I find it difficult to guess the meaning 

of new words. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
12. English stress and intonation patterns are not familiar to me. 1    2    3    4    5    6 
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13. It often happens that I do not understand what English speakers 
say although I know the words. 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
14. I have difficulty understanding conversations between two people 

speaking English. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 
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Section II: Task-Focused Apprehension 
 

   
1. When listening to English, I feel worried when I come across one 

or two unfamiliar words. 
 

1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
2. When listening to English, I get nervous if I only hear a listening 

passage just once. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
3. I worry that I might not be able to understand when people talk too 

fast in English. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
4. When listening to English, I am nervous when I’m not familiar 

with the topic. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
5. When listening to English, I worry that I might have missed 

important information while I was distracted. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
6. When listening to English, I get nervous when I don’t understand 

every word. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
7. When listening to English, I worry I might have an inadequate 

knowledge about the topic. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
8. I get worried when I have little time to think about what I have 

heard in English. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
9. I get nervous when I cannot listen to English at the pace I’m 

comfortable with. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
10. I get upset when I’m not sure whether I have understood well what 

English speakers say. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
11. I am nervous when listening to my teacher speaking English. 1    2    3    4    5    6 
   
12. I feel nervous when listening to a lecture in English. 1    2    3    4    5    6 
   
13. When listening to English, the thought that I may be missing key 

words worries me. 
1    2    3    4    5    6 

   
  



 386 

APPENDIX M 

NONWORD REPETITION TEST 

 

3 morae 

(practice) 

tamia ramuka 

jukoni sukame 

4 morae 
sekimuja tasujinu 

kapemine fudeshi 

5 morae 

rimanameto ritesamako 

ajushimute tamunakeji 

ejikunake uteshatsumi 

manekutera pashinitemo 

sepiomiu chorudokate 

yaraboire tuhokewabu 

6 morae 

riburonateku yutsumokurabe 

terunomokoi etogesamoshi 

kuaderunochi uyabisokate 

shisadohipusu tarumenofuka 

ekupashisema heonogaisa 

irasuchieku nudoremushihe 

7 morae 

kiajumashisume kunahoritemosa 

terekonuhiuna ginuhashikeriso 

taraunaheshiro morejuekonia 

rashihotsuaruhi kosanirushidaho 
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APPENDIX N 

BACKWARD DIGIT SPAN TEST 

 

STIMULUS 
O or X 

SPAN = 3 
836   
907   
SPAN = 4 
2749  
7418  
5039  
SPAN = 5 
37581  
62974  
63815  
25907  
36419  
SPAN = 6 
830491  
285704  
527493  
380172  
241397  
SPAN = 7 
9048217  
2841605  
9258037  
SPAN = 8 
85739062  
30257194  
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APPENDIX O 

IPA TRANSCRIPTION OF SCRIPTED TEXTS 

 

The Kyoto Text 
ðə fɜrs taɪm ˈnænsi keɪm də ʤəˈpæn, ʃi wɛn tə ˈkjoʊtoʊ fər wʌn wiːk (.92) ʃi wəz 

ˈvɛri ˈhæpi əˈbaʊt ˈsiɪŋ ɔl ðə ˈtɛmpəlz ðɛər (.88) ʃi ˈvɪzətəd mɔːr ðən ˈtwʌni ˈtɛmpəlz 

(.40) bʌt ɑn ər ˈsɛkən deɪ ɪn ˈkjoʊtoʊ (.23) hər ˈkæmrə stɑpd ɜrkɪŋ (.84) soʊ (.38) ɪn ði 

ɛnd (.45) ʃi ˈdɪdən æv ˈmɛni ˈpɪkʧərz 
 
 
The Taro Text 
ˈtɛroʊ wəz ə gʊd ˈstudənt ɛn i ˈstʌdid ˈvɛri hɑrd (.93) bəd i ˈkʊdən ˌʌndərˈstænd ɪz ˈɪŋglɪʃ 

ˈtiʧər wɛl (.91) ˈɔlsoʊ, hi ˈdɪdən æsk ˈkwɛsʧənz bɪˈkəz hi wəz ʃaɪ (.79) soʊ, ˈivɪn ðoʊ hi 

wɛn tə ˈɛvəri klæs (.20) hi ˈdɪdən gɛd ə gʊd greɪd (1.01) hi lɜrn ðət ɪts ɪmˈpɔrtənt tə æs 

ˈkwɛsʧənz. 
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APPENDIX P 

IPA TRANSCRIPTION OF UNSCRIPTED TEXTS 

 

The Kirby Text 

əm (.21) aɪ lɜrndə draɪv wɛn aɪ wʌz fɪfˈtiːn maɪ mɑm tɔt mi (.25) aɪ wəz ə ˈrɪli bæd 

ˈdraɪvər əm (.33) aɪ ˈɔlmoʊs kɔzd ə lɑd əv ˈæksɪdɪnts wɛn aɪ wəz fɜrs ˈlɜrnɪŋ aɪ doʊnt noʊ 

haʊ (.37) bət aɪ ˈɛndəd ʌp ˈgɛtɪŋ maɪ ˈlaɪsəns əm (.36) ən aɪ gɑt ə lɑt ˈbɛtər bʌt 

(.21)ˈlɜrnɪŋ tə draɪv aɪ θɪŋk maɪ mɑm wəz ˈvɛri (.37) ˈnɜrvəs ðət hər ˈdɔtər wəd bi əˈlaʊd 

tə bi ɑn ðə roʊd 

 

The Willis Text 

ɪt wəz (.25) ˈrɪli ˈskɛəri fər mi wɛn aɪ fɜrs ˈstɑrdɪ tə draɪv (.56) aɪ (.47) əm həd ə lɑd ə 

ˈtrʌbəl laɪk ˈsteɪɪŋ streɪt ɑn ðə roʊd (.21) soʊ (.25) laɪk jʊ hæf tə goʊ θru ðə ˈprɑsɛs əv 

(.24)ˈgoʊɪŋ tə ðə skul ɔl ðə bʊkwɜrk ˈlɜrnɪŋ ɔl ðə rulz əv ðə roʊd ən ðɛn jʊ teɪk tɛs draɪvz 

(.42) bʌt bɪˈfɔr jʊ ˈrɪli dʊ ˈɛni əv ðə tɛs draɪvz jʊ kən draɪv wɪð ə ˈpɛrənt 
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APPENDIX Q 

TRANSCRIPTS FROM ALL FOUR LISTENING TEXTS FOR P18 
 
 
 
Kyoto text: Full listening  

Full Listening, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-2 

1 P18: えっと、Ｎancyは京都に二週間行って、で、たくさんのお寺、 

2  を、に訪れて、だけど、あまり、見れなかった 
  etto, Nancy ha Kyouto ni nishuukan itte, de, takusan no otera, wo, ni 

otozurete, dakedo, amari, mirarenakatta 
  [um, Nancy went to Kyoto for two weeks, and, she visited, a lot of 

temples, but, she couldn’t see, many] 
 

Full Listening, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 1-3 

1 P18:  えっと…京都に一週間、行って、えっと…たくさんのお寺に訪れ 

2  て、二回目？えっと…仕事できた？で、えっと…え、あと 

3  忘れました 
  etto…Kyouto ni isshuukan, itte, etto…takusan no otera ni otozurete, ni kai 

me? etto…shigoto dekita? de, etto…e, ato  
  wasuremashita 
  [um…she went, to Kyoto for one week, um…she visited a lot of temples, 

the second time? um…she got a job? and, um…eh, I  
  forgot after that] 
 
 
Kyoto text: Segment listening 

Segment 1, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-6 

1 P18: 初めてＮＡＮＣＹが日本に来ました 
  hajimete NANCY ga nihon ni kimashita 
  [the first time Nancy came to Japan] 
2 R: in English? 
3 P18: eh, for the first time, Nancy came to Japan 
4 R: ok, and it’s not for the first time, in this case, the first time, only, that’s  
5  correct, the first time Nancy came to Japan…ok? I’ll play that again and  
6  we’ll continue 
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Segment 2, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 7-11 

7 P18: she went to Kyoto, for one week 
8 R: in Japanese what does that mean? 
9 P18: えっと、彼女は、一周週間、京都に行きました 
  etto, kanojo ha, isshuukan, kyouto ni ikimashita 
  [um, the girl, she went to Kyoto for one week] 
10 R: ok, great, then we’ll continue, ok 
11 P18: ok 

Segment 3, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 12-17 

12 P18: she was, happy, whole, temples, visiting, she was happy, visiting, all the  
13  temples 
14 R: what does that mean in Japanese? 
15 P18: えっと、彼女は、お寺を訪れることできて嬉しかった？ 
  etto, kanojo ha, otera wo otozureru koto dekite ureshikatta? 
  [um, the girl, she was was happy to visit temples?] 
16 R: ok, very good, Japanese sounds, really correct, why don’t you listen one  
17  more time for the English, let’s listen again 

Segment 3, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 18-19 

18 P18: she was happy, about seeing, all of the temples 
19 R: pretty close, ok? Listen one more time, a little slowly, and see if you can  
  get it 

Segment 3, Kyoto (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 20-23 

20 P18: she was happy about seeing, all of, there 
21 R: all of the, 
22 P18: all of the, temples, there 
23 R: and it said, very happy…ok, so you were correct 

Segment 4, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 24-28 

24 P18: she visited more than 20 temples 
25 R: what does that mean? 
26 P18: えっと、彼女は、20 以上のお寺、に訪れました 
   etto, kanojo ha, 20 ijou no otera, ni otozuremashita 
  [um, she, visited more than 20 temples] 
27 R: ok, great, ok, we’re going to continue, ok? 
28 P18: ok 
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Segment 5, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 29-34 

29 P18: but…the second day, in Kyoto 
30 R: what does that mean? 
31 P18: しかし…京都での二日目 
  shikashi…Kyouto de no futsuka me 
  [however…on the second day in Kyoto] 
32 R: basically right, uh huh, so, just listen for the English one more time, see if  
33  you can get it, you said but, second day, Kyoto, what are the little words?  
34  Here we go 

Segment 5, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 35-37 

35 P18: but, another day, second, one, another, second day, in Kyoto 
36 R: close, ok, but not quite, let’s listen to it slowly, all right? I’m going to slow  
37  it down and see if that helps…here we go 

Segment 5, Kyoto (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 38-39 

38 P18: but…another? Second day, in Kyoto 
39 R: so, you’re very close, but, um um, second day, right? Watch me say it  
  once, ok? 

Segment 5, Kyoto (scripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 40-41 

40 P18: but, on a, second day, Kyoto 
41 R: close, one more time 

Segment 5, Kyoto (scripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 42-46 

42 P18: but, on her second day in Kyoto 
43 R: that’s what it’s saying, it’s saying it really fast, on er, on er 
44 P18: on er 
45 R: so the h is disappearing, but, on er second day, on er second day, that’s  
46  what it’s saying…so, let’s listen again and then continue 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 47-50 

47 P18: I came to stop walking 
48 R: what does that mean? 
49 P18: 私は歩くの止めました (whispering English to self) 
  watashi ha aruku no yamemashita (whispering English to self) 
  [I stopped walking] (whispering English to self) 
50 R: let’s listen again, ok? 
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Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 51-54 

51 P18: I came to stop walking 
52 R: that’s the same, right, as the first time? So, it’s a little different, the  
53  meaning is a little different too, so let’s listen a little more slowly here, and  
54  see if you can catch this…here we go 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 55-60 

55 P18: her, came, stop, walking 
56 R: what does that mean? 
57 P18: 彼女は歩くの止めました 
  kanojo ha aruku no yamemashita 
  [she stopped walking] 
58 R: あ、前と一緒です 
  a, mae to issho desu 
  ah, the same as before 
 
59 P18: うん 
  un 
  yes 
60 R: ok, how about watch me once 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 61-64 

61 P18: 先と一緒 
  saki to issho 
  [the same as last time] 
62 R: 先と一緒(laughing) 
  saki to issho 
  [the same as last time] (laughing) 
63 P18: (laughing) 
64 R: a little bit more slowly, ok? 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 65-69 

65 P18: ah, her camera, was, was, stopping, working, えっと、彼女の、カメ 

66  ラ、壊れてしまった 
  ah, her camera, was, was, stopping, working, etto, kanojo no, kamera, 

kowareteshimatta 
  ah, her camera, was, was, stopping, working, [um, her, camera,  
  broke] 
67 R: uh huh, uh huh, that’s the correct meaning, uh huh, so what is the English? 
68 P18: her camera, was, stopping, working 
69 R: almost, almost, I’ll say it one more time 
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Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), Time 6, watch me slowly speak again, lines 70-83 

70 P18: her camera, stopped, working 
71 R: that’s right, uh huh, so you’re correct, so, her camera, broke, we might say,  
72  right? Ok 
73 P18: ok 
74 R: all right, just one question, you heard first, came to, the first time you  
75  heard 仕事、working? Correct? This time you heard, 歩く, walking,  
76  but camera, you said came to, so, in this case, working walking is difficult,  
77  camera is also difficult to hear, how about stopped? Stopped? 最初か 

78  ら聞いたかな, do you remember? 
  all right, just one question, you heard first, came to, the first time you  
  heard shigoto, working? Correct? This time you heard, aruku, walking, but 

camera, you said came to, so, in this case, working walking is difficult,  
  camera is also difficult to hear, how about stopped? Stopped? saisho kara 

kiita kana, do you remember? 
  all right, just one question, you heard first, came to, the first time you  
  heard [work]、working? Correct? This time you heard, [walk], walking, 

but camera, you said came to, so, in this case, working walking is difficult,  
  camera is also difficult to hear, how about stopped? Stopped? [from the 

beginning I wonder if you heard it], do you remember? 
79 P18: stopped は、最初から stopping, stopped 
  stopped ha, saisho kara stopping, stopped 
  stopped, [from the beginning] stopping, stopped 
80 R: でも working か walking, and camera is not clear, right? Camera is not  
81  clear because, maybe, Japanese カメラ and here is camera? Is difficult?  
82  To understand? Can you listen, one more time, and think, why is it  
83  difficult to understand? Let’s listen 
  demo working ka walking, and camera is not clear, right? Camera is not 
  clear because, maybe, Japanese camera and here is camera? Is difficult?  
  To understand? Can you listen, one more time, and think, why is it 

difficult to understand? Let’s listen 
  [but] working [or] walking, and camera is not clear, right? Camera is not 
  clear because, maybe, Japanese [camera] and here is camera? Is difficult?  
  To understand? Can you listen, one more time, and think, why is it 

difficult to understand? Let’s listen 

Segment 6, Kyoto (scripted), verbal report, normal speed, lines 84-91 

84 P18: hm…hm…her (incomprehensible) camera 
85 R: ah, her and camera together, is strange 
86 P18: uh huh, her…uh huh 
87 R: her camera, her camera, so it sounds like a different word. So, her, is a  
88  little problem, with camera, and also, stopped working, but you understand  
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90 P18: uh huh 
91 R: ok, I see, thank you, I understand…let’s contine 

Segment 7, Kyoto (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 92-98 

92 P18: so, in the end, she did not, take a picture 
93 R: what does that mean? 
94 P18: だから、結局、彼女は写真を撮ること、撮れ、撮ることは 

95  できなかった 
  dakara, kekkyoku, kanojo ha shashin wo toru koto, tore, toru koto ha 

dekinakatta 
  [so, in the end, the girl taking pictures, take, she couldn’t take  
  them] 
96 R: uh huh, exactly, ok, and uh, the one word here, it’s not, didn’t take any  
97  pictures, it’s not the verb take, can you hear what it is, let’s listen one more  
98  time 

Segment 7, Kyoto (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 99-103 

99 P18: didn’t…many pictures 
100 R: didn’t, many, didn’t um many pictures, the verb is hard to hear here…no,  
101  right? 
102 P18: un 
103 R: let’s listen one more time, see if you can catch it if it’s slower 

Segment 7, Kyoto (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 104-105 

104 P18: she did not…many pictures 
105 R: so, it’s a little difficult here, watch me once 

Segment 7, Kyoto (scripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 106-109 

106 P18: did not, have? 
107 R: that’s what it’s saying, yeah, did you guess? Or could you hear it? 
108 P18: guess (laughing) 
109 R: ok, well, nice job with this listening. 
 
 
END OF KYOTO TRANSCRIPT 
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Taro text: Full listening  

Full Listening, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-2 

1 P18:  うんと、タローは良い生徒で、えっと、恥ずかしがり屋で、えっと 

2  …質問…を…する？うん？いい score、grade を取る？ 
  unto, Tarou ha yoi seito de, etto,  hazukashigariyade, 

etto…shitsumon…wo…suru? un? ii score, grade wo toru? 
  [umm, Taro was a good student, um, he was shy, um…questions…he 

asked? hm? good] score, grade [he got?] 

Full Listening, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-2 

1 P18:  タローは、たとえ勉強が難しくてとても良い生徒で…えー…彼は恥 

2  ずかしがり屋で…いい成績が取る、質問をする…えっと、 
  Tarou ha, tatoe benkyou ga muzukashikute totemo yoi seito de…ee…kare 

ha hazukashigariyade…ii seiseki ga toru, shitsumon wo suru…etto 
  [Taro, even if any study was difficult he was a good student…ehh…he 

was shy…he got good grades, he asked questions…um 
 
 
Taro text: Segment listening 

Segment 1, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines  1 

1 P18: Taro was a good student, たろは、いい生徒である、でした 
  Taro was a good student, Taro ha, ii seito de aru, deshita 
  Taro was a good student, [Taro was a good student] 

Segment 2, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 2-5 

2 P18: any study, very, study, is, very hard, えっと、例え、勉強は、 

3  難しくても 
   any study, very, study, is, very hard, etto, tatoe, benkyou ha, 

muzukashikute mo 
  any study, very, study, is, very hard, [um, for example, even if any study is  
  difficult] 
4 R: um, not exactly, let's listen again we’ll listen to the first part and then listen  
5  to that 

Segment 2, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 6-10 

6 P18: any study very hard, any study, is, very hard? 
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7 R: um, what do you think it means? 
8 P18: 例え勉強は、難しくても、hm? 
  tatoe benkyou ha, muzukashikute mo, hm? 
  [Even if any study is difficult] 
9 R: ok, it’s, you’re kind of close, but it sounds like the same thing the first  
10  time, let’s slow it down and listen again 

Segment 2, Taro (scripted), Time 1, slow speed, lines 11-16 

11 P18: any studied very hard… 
12 R: 最初の単語は何ですか? 
  saisho no tango ha nan desu ka? 
  [what is the first word you hear?] 
13 P18: any 
14 R: any, a-n-y?, it’s a little different 
15 P18: (whispering) 
16 R: how about watch me ok 

Segment 2, Taro (scripted), Time 1, watch me speak, lines 17-22 

17 P18: ah, and he, study, eh, hard 
18 R: uh huh, what does that mean? 
19 P18: そして、彼は、一生懸命勉強します 
  soshite, kare ha, isshoukenmei benkyoushimasu 
  [and, he, studied very hard] 
20 R: that’s what it’s saying, and he, studied, very hard, as you said, uh huh, it 
21  sounds like any, it’s hard to hear there, it sounds like any, but it’s and he, 
22  so we’ll listen again and continue on ok? 

Segment 3, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 23-26 

23 P18: but he, could not understand, えっと、しかし、彼は理解できなかった 
  but he, could not understand, etto, shikashi, kare ha rikai dekinakatta 
  but he, could not understand, [um, but, he couldn’t understand] 
24 R: 何を理解できなかった 
  nani wo rikai dekinakatta 
  [what couldn’t he understand] 
25 P18: ah… 
26 R: not yet right, ok, let's listen again 

Segment 3, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 27-34 

27 P18: but he couldn’t, understand, English, teacher, well 
28 R: what does that mean? 
29 P18: けれど、彼は、英語の先生のことよく分から、よく理解 
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30  できなかった 
  keredo, kare ha, eigo no sensei no koto yoku wakara, yoku rikai 

dekinakatta 
  [but, he couldn’t understa--, he couldn’t understand his English teacher 

very well] 
31 R: uh huh, basically true, that’s right, ok, so, what was the English again, do 
32  you remember what the English was? 
33 P18: but he couldn’t, not understand, English teacher well 
34 R: ok great, it was his English teacher, but that’s great, ok, let’s go on then 

Segment 4, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 35-40 

35 P18: also, he couldn’t, he couldn’t, not, asked, because, he, was, shy, えっと、 

36   しかも、彼は、恥ずかしがりやだったので、質問することが 

37  できなかった 
   also, he couldn’t, he couldn’t, not, asked, because, he, was, shy, etto, 

shikamo, kare ha, hazukashikariya datta no de, shitsumonsuru koto ga 
dekinakatta 

  also, he couldn’t, he couldn’t, not, asked, because, he, was, shy, [um, but, 
he couldn’t ask questions because he was shy] 

38 R: ok, so it’s very close here, basically you’re correct, listen one more time, 
39  the English is a little bit different, so the Japanese is a little bit different 
40  too, ok, let’s listen one more time, ok let's listen again 

Segment 4, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 41-50 

41 P18: ah, えっと、also, he did not, ask the, question, because, he was shy, えっ 

42  と、しかも、彼は、恥ずかしがりやだったので、えっと、質問、 

43  を、することができなかった？え、できない 
  ah, etto, also, he did not, ask the, question, because, he was shy, etto, 

shikamo, kare ha, hazukashikariya datta no de, etto, shitsumon, 
  wo, suru koto ga dekinakatta? e, dekinai 
  ah, [um], also, he did not, ask the, question, because, he was shy, [um, but, 

because he was shy, um, he couldn’t ask questions? eh, can’t] 
44 R: um, できないって、できない would be couldn’t, right?, did it say 
45  couldn’t? 
  um, dekinai tte, dekinai would be couldn’t, right, did it say 
  couldn’t? 
  um, [saying can’t, can’t] would be couldn’t, right, did it say  
  couldn’t? 
46 P18: didn’t, しなかった 
  didn’t, shinakatta 
  didn’t, [he didn’t] 
47 R: しなかった, more like that, ok, so it’s a small difference, just so you 
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48  know, it’s didn’t, you said now in English it’s didn’t, ok, so now, he didn’t 
49  ask questions because he was shy, right, and we’ll continue, ok 
  shinakatta, more like that, ok, so it’s a small difference, just so you 
  know, it’s didn’t, you said now in English it’s didn’t, ok, so now, he didn’t 
  ask questions because he was shy, right, and we’ll continue, ok 
  [he didn’t], more like that, ok, so it’s a small difference, just so you 
  know, it’s didn’t, you said now in English it’s didn’t, ok, so now, he didn’t 
  ask questions because he was shy, right, and we’ll continue, ok 
50 P18: ok 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 51-54 

51 P18: so, even though, he, reclass, 
52 R: did you understand the meaning? 
53 P18: あ、だから、例え、再履修, reclass 
  a, dakara, tatoe, sarishuu, reclass 
  [ah, so, for example, take a class again], reclass 
54 R: uh huh, uh huh, no, right, not yet, let's listen again ok 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 55-58 

55 P18: so, even though, he, wint, reclass 
56 R: 日本語の意味、分かりましたか? 
  nihongo no imi, wakarimashita ka? 
  [did you understand the Japanese?] 
57 P18: だから、例え、彼は、クラス、授業に、動詞の部分は 

  聞き取れなか った 
  dakara, tatoe, kare ha, kurasu, jugyou ni, doushi no bubun ha 
  kikitorenakatta 
  [so, for example, he, class, to the class, I couldn’t catch the verb part] 
58 R: uh huh, uh huh, let's listen again a little more slowly ok 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 59-62 

59 P18: so, even thought he went, to, reclass, class, 
60 R: what does that mean? 
61 P18: だから、例え、彼は、授業に、行っても、reclass 
  dakara, tatoe, kare ha, jugyou ni, ittemo, reclass 
   [so, for example, he, even though he went to class] 
62 R: so, kind of close, you’re getting there close, how about watch me ok 

Segment 5, Taro (scripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 63-69 

63 P18: so, even though, he went, to every class, 
64 R: what does that mean? 
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65 P18: えっと、そして、だから、例え、彼は、毎回の授業に、出ても、 
  etto, soshite, dakara, tatoe, kare ha, maikai no jugyou ni, detemo, 
  [um, and, so, for example, he, even though he went to every class] 
66 R: 出ても、uh huh, ok, you got it, but let me write it down, just to be sure 
  detemo, uh huh, ok, you got it, but let me write it down, just to be sure 
  [even though he went] uh huh, ok, you got it, but let me write it down, just 

to be sure  
67  ok (writing) you understand? 
68 P18: yes 
69 R: ok, so we’re going to continue here to the next part, so we’ll listen again 
  and then continue 

Segment 6, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 70-77 

70 P18: he did not, a good grade, 出席しても、えっと、彼は、いい成績を、 

71  取れなかった 
  he did not, a good grade, shusseki shitemo, etto, kare ha, ii seiseki wo, 

torenakatta 
  he did not, a good grade, [even though he attended, um, he, he couldn’t get 

a good grade] 
72 R: uh huh, so the meaning is correct, did you hear the verb, he didn’t, grade, 
73  he didn’t 
74 P18: um 
75 R: let's listen again one more time ok 
76 P18: ok 
77 R: but your meaning is correct 

Segment 6, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 78-84 

78 P18: he didn’t get a, good grade 
79 R: uh huh, so, you said it, um, this even though, you understood very well, 

many people have trouble, do you know, where did you learn, even 
though? In school? 

80 P18:  um… 
81 R:  maybe, you don’t remember (laughing), ah, ok, so that was easy to 

understand? even though, 
82 P18:  yes 
83 R: uh huh, ok, interesting, ok, we’ll continue here 
84 P18:  ok 

Segment 7, Taro (scripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines  85-90 

85 P18: he, did, 
86 R: 意味、分かりましたか 
  imi, wakarimashita ka? 
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  [did you understand the meaning?] 
87 P18: 動詞の部分があまり、だから、彼は、質問、をすることが、大切だ 

88  と思った 
 doushi no bubun ga amari, dakara, kare ha, shitsumon, wo suru koto ga, 
 taisetsu da to omotta 

  [I couldn’t really get the verb part, so, he, he thought asking questions was 
  important] 
89 R: very good, ok, so you’re very good on meaning, let's listen again to the 
90  English 

Segment 7, Taro (scripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 91-94 

91 P18: he learned, that, ask the question, is important 
92 R: so that’s basically the correct English, the order is a little different, you 
93  said he learned to ask questions is important, it’s actually a little different, 
94  listen one more time a little more slowly 

Segment 1, Taro (scripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 95-97 

95 P18: he learned, it is important, to ask a question 
96 R: yeah basically right, he learned that, it’s important, to ask questions, uh 
97  huh, he learned that, it’s important, to ask questions 
 
 
END OF TARO TRANSCRIPT 
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Kirby text: Full listening 

Full Listening, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-3 

1 P18: か、か、ヶーリーが…あまり運転が上手じゃなくて、運転免許を取 

2  るのを、緊張していた…事故、事故を起こしたらどうしようと思っ 

3  ていた 
  ka, ka, keeri- ga…amari unten ga jouzu janakute, unten menkyo wo toru 

no wo, kinchoushiteita…jiko, jiko wo okoshitara dou shiyou to omotteita 
  [Ka, Ka, Kari…was not a very good driver, getting her license, she was 

nervous, accident, she didn’t know what to do if she had an accident 
 

Full Listening, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 1-3 

1 P18:  最初の方のもう忘れました 
  saisho no hou no mou wasuremashita 
  [I already for it from the beginning] 
 
 
Kirby text: Segment listening 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-5 

1 P18: I went, to driving, when I was, 20? 
2 R: what does that mean? 
3 P18: えっと、20 歳の時に、ドライブに、出かけた 
  etto, 20 sai no toki ni, doraibu ni, dekaketa 
  [um, she went out to drive when she was 20] 
4 R: ok, so, you’re kind of close, but listen again, it’s a little bit different, here 
5  we go again 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 6-8 

6 P18: (whispering) I went to drive…先と一緒 
  (whispering) I went to drive…saki to issho 
  (whispering) I went to drive…[the same as before] 
7 R: 先と一緒、oh, ok, let’s listen to it a little more slowly, and see if that 
8  makes any difference to you, here we go 
  saki to issho, oh, ok, let’s listen to it a little more slowly, and see if that 
  makes any difference to you, here we go 
  [the same as before] oh, ok, let’s listen to it a little more slowly, and see if 

that makes any difference to you, here we go 
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Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 9-10 

9 P18: I went, to drive, when, around, when I was 20 
10 R: uh huh, uh huh, ok, how about watch me 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 11-13 

11 P18: I learned, driving, when I was 20 
12 R: so, this time you hear learned, not went, ok, one more time, a little more 
13  slowly 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 14-20 

14 P18: I learned to driving, when I was 15 
15 R: what does that mean? 
16 P18: えっと、15 歳の時に、運転を習った 
  etto, 15 sai no toki ni, unten wo naratta 
  [um, I learned to drive when was 15] 
17 R: uh huh, exactly, you know, you said, ah, 20, you heard 20 many times, 
18  now you heard 15, I wonder, do you know why you heard 20? Can you 
19  listen one more time and just tell me, if it sounds, if something sounds like 
20  20, ok, here we go 

Segment 1, Kirby (unscripted), verbal report, normal speed, lines 21-29 

21 P18: ah, 15 
22 R: are you, are you thinking, 20, for driving, is normal? 
23 P18: ah 
24 R: maybe? 
25 P18: ah 
26 R: なんか、日本は、よく、20 くらいの人は免許を取るんですよね、 
  nanka, nihon ha, yoku, 20 kurai no hito ha menkyo wo toru n desu yo ne, 
   [like, in Japan, often, people who are 20 get their driver’s licenses, right] 
27 P18: なんか、そう思い込んでいた、かもしれない 
  nanka, sou omoikonndeita, kamoshirenai 
  [like, that might have assumed that] 
28 R: そうかな、かもしれないですね、それは、時々ありますよね、その 

29  期待があるから、そう、も、そういう、I think it’s possible 
 sou ka na, kamoshirenai desu ne, sore ha, tokidoki arimasu yo ne, sono 
 kitai ga aru kara, sou, mo, sou iu, I think it’s possible 

  [maybe right, it might have been, right, that, sometimes it happens, 
because you have that expectation, yeah, that] I think it’s possible 
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Segment 2, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 30-37 

30 P18: my, my mom, took me 
31 R: what does that mean? 
32 P18: 私の母は、教えてくれた 
  watashi no haha ha, oshiete kureta 
  [my mother taught me] 
33 R: uh huh, 教えてくれた, so what did she say in English? 
  uh huh, oshietekureta, so what did she say in English? 
  uh huh, [she taught me], so what did she say in English? 
34 P18: my mom, took, me 
35 R: took, t-o-o-k? took me って教えてくれた？ 
  took, t-o-o-k? took me tte oshietekureta? 
  took, t-o-o-k? took me [took me is taught me]? 
36 P18: 意訳(laughing) 
  iyaku 
  liberal translation 
37 R: (laughing) ok, can you listen one more time?  

Segment 2, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 38-44 

38 P18: told me? Told me 
39 R: it’s, 
40 P18: taught me 
41 R: what does that mean? 
42 P18: 教えてくれた 
 oshiete kureta 
 [she taught me] 
43 R: やっぱり、日本語 was perfect, but it wasn’t took, it was taught…ok, 
44  we’ll continue 
  yappari, nihongo was perfect, but it wasn’t took, it was taught…ok, 
  we’ll continue 
  [as expected, Japanese] was perfect, but it wasn’t took, it was taught…ok, 
  we’ll continue 
 
 

Segment 3, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 45-50 

45 P18: I was, really, bad, I was, really, a bad driver 
46 R: what does that mean? 
47 P18: 私は、本当に酷い運転手だった 
   watashi ha, hontou ni hidoi untenshu datta 
  [I, was a really bad driver] 
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48 R: (laughing) 
49 P18: (laughing) 
50 R: exactly, and she said, I was, a, really bad driver, ok let’s continue 

Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 51-59 

51 P18: I almost, caused, an accident, when, first learning 
52 R: what does that mean? 
53 P18: えっと、初めて、教えてもらった時、もう少しで、事故起こしそう 

54  になった 
  etto, hajimete, oshiete moratta toki, mou sukoshi de, jiko okoshisou ni 

natta 
  um, when she was first learning, in a little more, she almost caused an 

accident] 
55 R: wow, that’s really good, nobody’s been able to understand that, how did 
56  you understand that? 
57 P18: (laughing) 
58 R: so, you can listen one more time for more of the English, you’re meaning 
59  is very good, just listen for the English one more time 

Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 60-62 

60 P18: I almost, have caused, an accident, when I, was first learning 
61 R: ok, so that’s part’s perfect, when I was first learning, and, so, I almost, 
62  caused, um um um accidents, can you listen one more time ok, slowly? 

Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 63-64 

63 P18: all of the 
64 R: uh huh, ok, very close, how about watch me 

Segment 4, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 65-67 

65 P18: a lot of 
66 R: exactly right, ok, you’re really good at listening so far, so we’re going to 
67  continue on, ok? 

Segment 5, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 68-72 

68 P18: I don’t know how 
69 R: uh huh, what does that mean? 
70 P18: 私は運転の仕方がわからない 
  watashi ha unten no shikata ga wakaranai 
  [I don’t know how to drive] 
71 R: so, here it’s a little confusing because she says, I don’t know how, 次の文 
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72  章と繋がっているから, so, I don’t know how 
  so, here it’s a little confusing because she says, I don’t know how, tsugi no 
  bunshou to tsunagatteiru kara, so, I don’t know how 
  so, here it’s a little confusing because she says, I don’t know how, [it’s 

connected with the next segment], so, I don’t know how 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 73-80 

73 P18: but, I, (incomprehensible), get, license 
74 R: what do you think it means? 
75 P18: えっと、私は運転免許 get (incomprehensible) 
  etto, watashi ha unten menkyo get (incomprehensible) 
  [um, I, driver’s license] get (incomprehensible) 
76 R: 運転免許 get と言う意味は 
  unten menkyo get to iu imi ha 
  [driver’s license] get [what’s the meaning]? 
77 P18: get license, 運転免許を取得 
  get license, unten menkyo wo shutoku 
  get license, [get driver’s license] 
78 R: do you want to listen again? 
79 P18: un 
80 R: ok 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 81-84 

81 P18: I never, get, to, a license 
82 R: what does that mean? , I never 
83 P18: 運転免許証、取得したことない 
  unten menkyoshou, shutokushita koto nai 
  [she has never gotten her driver’s license] 
84 R: uh huh, uh huh, how about, let’s listen again a little more slowly 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 85-88 

85 P18: but I, 何とか、何とか、get a license 
  but I, nan to ka, nan to ka, get a license 
  but I, [something, something], get a license 
86 R: did you get license, or not get license 
87 P18: not 
88 R: how about listen to me once, ok? She said 

Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 89-90 

89 P18: I didn’t, not, I didn’t not, get license? 
90 R: ah, one more time 
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Segment 6, Kirby (unscripted), Time 5, watch me speak slowly, lines 91-110 

91 P18: not, up? To, get, 
92 R: 意味は? 
  imi ha? 
  [meaning?] 
93 P18: 運転免許証を get, I と get の間 
  unten menkyoshou wo get, I to get no aida 
  [get driver’s license, between I and get] 
94 R: yeah, this is difficult, and there’s a reason why, so, I think it’s difficult to 
95  hear, let’s, let me write down what it says, she says (writing) 
96 P18: ended up 
97 R: getting my license 
98 P18: ended up 
99 R: does that make sense? what does that mean? 
100 P18: えっと、私は、えっと、運転免許証、を取得すること諦めなかった 
  etto, watashi ha, etto, unten menkyoshou, wo shutokusuru koto 

akiramenakatta 
  [um, I, um, gave up trying to get my driver’s license] 
101 R: so, ended up is new, right? It’s a phrasal verb, but this means, ended up, is, 
  kind of like, 最終的に、or, eh, 結局 
  so, ended up is new, right? It’s a phrasal verb, but this means, ended up, is,  
  kind of like, saishuuteki ni, or, eh, kekkyoku 
  so, ended up is new, right? It’s a phrasal verb, but this means, ended up, is, 
  kind of like, [finally], or, eh, [in the end] 
102 P18:    ah, 最終的に 
103 R: so, she did get her license, in the end, 
104 P18:    ah! 
105 R:  don’t worry, that’s new for you, I’m sure, many people 
106 P18 ended up 
107 R: yeah, do you understand?, 
108 P18: un 
109 R: ok, we’ll listening one more time then go on 
110 P18: ok 

Segment 7, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 111-115 

111 P18: I got, a better, 
112 R: what does that mean? 
113 P18: だんだんよくなってきた 
  dandan yoku natte kita 
  [she gradually got better] 
114 R: ok, that’s what she’s saying, got, better の間に、何を言っているか、ち 

115  ょっと, もう一回 
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  ok, that’s what she’s saying, got, better no aida ni, nani wo itteiru ka, 
chotto mou ikkai 

  ok, that’s what she’s saying, [between got and better, what is she saying, a 
little, again] 

Segment 7, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 116-119 

116 P18: a lot, better, 
117 R: what does that mean? 
118 P18: とても良くなった 
  totemo yoku natta 
  [she got a lot better] 
119 R: exactly, a lot, ok we’ll continue 

Segment 8, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 120-123 

120 P18: learning, driving, my mom, 
121 R: did you get the meaning, what was she saying 
122 P18: 私のお母さんが教えてもらった時、 
  watashi no okaasan ga oshiete moratta toki, 
  [when my mother was teaching me] 
123 R: a little different ok, let's listen again 

Segment 8, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 123-126 

123 P18: learning everything, to, mom, my mom, 
124 R: uh huh, uh huh, meaning…what’s the 意味 
125 P18: お母さんに、運転をすべて教えてもらった、時 
  okaasan ni, unten wo subete oshiete moratta, toki 
  [the time when my mother taught me everything] 
126 R: ok, it’s a little different, let's listen again slowly 

Segment 8, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 127-133 

127 P18: driving everything, my mom, was very nervous 
128 R: uh huh, what does that mean? 
129 P18: 運転する時教えてくれたお母さんとても緊張していた 
  untensuru toki oshiete kureta okaasan totemo kinchoushiteita 
  [my mother, who had taught me how to drive, was very nervous] 
130 R: お母さんが緊張していた 
  okaasan ga kinchoushiteita 
  her mother was nervous 
131 P18: uh huh, 
132 R: ok, so you’re very close now, you’re getting the right idea, this is pretty 
133  long, how about watch me ok 
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Segment 8, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 134-136 

134 P18: learning to drive, my mom…was very, nervous 
135 R: so, the first part, you got learning to drive, my mom was very nervous, so 
136  what’s in the middle here, その間, one more time, how about listen 
   so, the first part, you got learning to drive, my mom was very nervous, so 
  what’s in the middle here, sono aida, one more time, how about listen 
  so, the first part, you got learning to drive, my mom was very nervous, so 
  what’s in the middle here, [in between there], one more time, how about 

listen 

Segment 8, Kirby (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 137-148 

137 P18: to… 
138 R: it’s a little tricky here, she’s saying, learning to drive, I think, my mom 
139  was very nervous 
140 P18: ah, I think 
141 R: so, she’s saying, ah, learning to drive, I think, who’s learning to drive, she 
142  is, right, Kari, learning to drive, I think, my mom was very nervous, so 
143  like, when I was learning to drive, I think, my mom was very nervous, it’s 
144  strange, it sounds like “everything”, learning to drive, I think 
145 P18: uh huh, 
146 R: yeah, so, it’s like, when I was learning to drive, my mom was very 
147  nervous…ok, so, the next part, I think my mom was very nervous, the next 
148  part, is continuing, ok, you ready, so we’ll go back and then continue 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 149-152 

149 P18: she start, on the road 
150 R: on the road って、どういう意味ですか? 
  on the road tte, dou iu imi desu ka? 
  on the road, [what does it mean]? 
151 P18: 道で 
  michi de 
  on the road 
152 R: uh huh, uh huh, all right, how about let's listen again 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 153-158 

153 P18: the start, she will be, on the road 
154 R: what does that mean? 
155 P18: she will, 彼女 
  she will, kanojo 
  she will, the girl 
156 R: ah, maa、意味まだそんなにもないですね 
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  ah, maa, imi mada sonna ni mo nai desu ne 
  ah, maa, [there’s not much meaning yet, right] 
157 P18: un 
158 R: let’s go back and listen slowly, ok? 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 159-162 

159 P18: be around the 
160 R: what does that mean? …around? 
161 P18: the (incomprehensible) 
162 R: まだですね、how about watch me 
  mada desu ne, how about watch me 
  [not yet, right], how about watch me 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 163-164 

163 P18: … 
164 R: did you get any meaning? 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 165- 

165 P18: my daughter, would be around 
166 R: around 
167 P18: いろいろ運転手に行くのを、お母さんが、娘が、色々運転集会に行 

168  くの、怖がる 
  iroiro untenshu ni iku no wo, okaasan ga, musume ga, iroiro untenshuukai 

ni iku no, kowagaru 
  [she does to different drivers, the mother, the daughter, she goes to 

different driving groups, she’s afraid] 
169 R: ok, you’re getting closer and closer, this is ah, little tricky, some of the 
171  language is difficult, let me write it down (writing)…do you understand 
172  that? 
173 P18: 娘が、公道走っている 
  musume ga, koudou hashitteiru 
  [the daughter, is driving on the road] 
174 R: so what does this mean? Would be allowed? 日本語でなんていうんです 

175  か, do you know the word? allowed? 
  so what does this mean? Would be allowed? nihongo de nan te iu n desu 

ka, do you know the word? allowed? 
  so what does this mean? Would be allowed? [in Japanese, what do you 

say], do you know the word? allowed? 
176 P18: 許される 
  yurusareru 
  allowed 
177 R: uh huh, uh huh, exactly…so what does this mean, my mom was very 
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178  nervous that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road, what would 
179  you say in Japanese? 
180 P18: 自分の娘が、公道で、運転するの、を、とても緊張、 

181  怖がる 
  jibun no musume ga, koudou de, untensuru no, wo, totemo kinchou, 

kowagaru 
  [her daughter, driving, on the road, the mother was nervous, 
  afraid] 
182 R: そうですね, なんか、その、やっぱり、娘は、免許を持っているか 
183  ら、ひとりでも運転できるので、それで、緊張します、その免許が 
184  あるから、she’s allowed, それは、許可になります、so…does that  
185  make sense?, yeah, so, this is hard to, hear, allowed, you know the word  
186  allowed 
  sou desu ne, nanka, sono, yappari, musume ha, menkyo wo motteiru kara, 

hitori demo unten dekiru no de, sore de, kinchoushimasu, sono menkyo ga 
aru kara, she’s allowed, sore ha, kyoka ni narimasu, so…does that make 
sense?, yeah, so, this is hard to, hear, allowed, you know the word allowed 

  [that’s right, like, that, as expected, her daughter, has a license so, she can 
drive by herself, and because of that, her mother is nervous, because she 
has that license], she’s allowed, [that, is her permission], so…does that 
make sense?, yeah, so, this is hard to, hear, allowed, you know the word 
allowed 

187 P18: un 
188 R: but, why is this, can you listen one more time?, why is this, difficult, here 
 
 

Segment 9, Kirby (unscripted), verbal report, normal speed, lines 

189 R: どこが、一番難しいですか? 
  doko ga, ichiban muzukashii desu ka? 
  [where, is the most difficult part?] 
190 P18: would be 
191 R: would be…聞き取るのは難しいか、あの、意味、あの 
  would be…kikitoru no ha muzukashii ka, ano, imi, ano 
  would be…[hearing it was difficult, well, meaning, well] 
192 P18: 聞き取るのは 
  kikitoru no ha 
  [hearing it] 
193 R: uh huh, would be, allowed も、ちょっと難しかったですね, would be 
194  allowed, it’s very fast, that her daughter would be allowed to be on the 
195  road, right, that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road, so would 
196  be is very short, right 
  uh huh, would be, allowed mo, chotto muzukashikatta desu ne, would be 
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  allowed, it’s very fast, that her daughter would be allowed to be on the 
road, right, that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road, so would 
be is very short, right 

  uh huh, would be, allowed, [also, it’s a little difficult right], would be 
  allowed, it’s very fast, that her daughter would be allowed to be on the 

road, right, that her daughter would be allowed to be on the road, so would 
be is very short, right 

197 P18:  Her daughter would be allowed, to be on the road…her daughter would be 
198  allowed, to be on the road 
199 R:  ok, yeah, you’re getting it, ok 
 
END OF KIRBY TRANSCRIPT 
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Willis text: Full listening  

Full Listening, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-2 

1 P18: えとー…全部怖い…思いをした？運転？…道で、何か…両親と…う 

2  ん、そ れらぐりい。 
  etou…zenbu kowai…omoi wo shita? unten?...michi de, nani ka…ryoushin 

to…un, sore gurai 
  [umm…everything was scary…she thought? driving?...on the road, 

something…with parents, yeah, that’s about it] 

Full Listening, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 1-3 

1 P18: えー、運転は私にとっても、とても恐ろしかった、うーん、 
2  trouble ? あ、道で、トラブルに…えー、テストドライブ？の時、両 
3  親と一緒に、with? parents? 
  ee, unten ha watashi ni totte mo, totemo osoroshikatta, uun, trouble? a, 

michi de, toraburu ni…ee, tesuto doraibu? no toki, ryoushin to issho ni, 
with? parents? 

  [ehh, driving for me, was very terrifying, yeah], trouble? [ah, trouble, on 
the road…ehh, the test drive time, she did it with her parents], with? 
parents? 

 
 
Willis text: Segment listening 

Segment 1, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 1-6 

1 P18: It was, really scary for me, eh, to, 何とか, drive 
  It was, really scary for me, eh, to, nan toka, drive 
  It was, really scary for me, eh, to, [something], drive 
2 R: what does that mean? 
3 P18: 運転をした時、私は、とても怖かった 
  unten wo shita toki, watashi ha, totemo kowakatta 
  [when I drove, I, was very scared] 
4 R: uh huh, uh huh, so, I think you have the right meaning, basically, there’s a 
5  little bit, it was really scary for me, hm hm hm drive, right, see if you can 
6  catch that, ok? 

Segment 1, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 7-8 

7 P18: my?...hm…hm…drive, drive の前が分からない 
  my?...hm…hm…drive, drive no mae ga wakaranai 
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  my?...hm…hm…drive, drive [before drive I don’t understand] 
8 R: uh huh, uh huh, let’s listen a little more slowly ok 

Segment 1, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, slow speed, lines 9-13 

9 P18: my first, to, drive, first time, drive 
10 R: what does that mean? 
11 P18: 初めて、運転を、した時 
  hajimete, unten wo, shita toki 
  [the first time, she drove] 
12 R: ok, so you’re very very close, the word is just a little bit different, how 
13  about watch me 

Segment 1, Willis (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 14-29 

14 P18: ah, when I, when I, started, to drive, 運転、し始めた時、 
  ah, when I, when I, started, to drive, unten, shihajimeta toki 
  ah, when I, when I, started, to drive, [when I started driving] 
15 R: uh huh, and, when I first started to drive 
16 P18: when I first did to drive 
17 R: first started to drive, uh huh, first, started, to, drive 
18 P18: first, started, to drive 
19 R: so, you said it, you said it, 始めた、なんか、そのドライブを、first 
20  time, する時、について, so first, she just said, when I first, started to 
21  drive, maa first, started, is almost the same meaning right 
  so, you said it, you said it, hajimeta, nanka, sono doraibu wo, first time, 

suru toki, ni tsuite, so first, she just said, when I first, started to drive, maa 
first, started, is almost the same meaning right 

  so, you said it, you said it, [started, like, the driving], first time, [about 
when she drove], so first, she just said, when I first, started to drive, maa 
first, started, is almost the same meaning right 

22 P18: un 
23 R: first drive, or started to drive, so, that’s what she’s saying, when I first, 
24  started, to drive 
25 P18: uh huh, 
26 R: it was really scary for me, when I first started to drive, ok? 
27 P18: ok 
28 R: you understand 
29 P18: yes 

Segment 2, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 30-31 

30 P18: I, hardly, trouble…私は、ほとんど、trouble…hm, 事故？ 
  I, hardly, trouble…watashi ha, hotondo, trouble…hm, jiko? 
  I, hardly, trouble…[I, almost], trouble…hm, accident? 
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31 R: uh huh, uh huh, その後、覚えていないですか?, ok, let's listen again ok 
  uh huh, uh huh, sono ato, oboeteinai desu ka?, ok, let’s listen again ok 
  uh huh, uh huh, [after that, don’t you remember?], ok, let’s listen again ok 

Segment 2, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 32-38 

32 P18: ekustain, ekustain store, dr- 
33 R: what does that mean? 
34 P18: (laughing) 
35 R: ah, you heard, you heard that sound, uh huh, 
36 P18: eh, road… 
37 R: hm, not yet, right, no real meaning, let's listen again slowly ok, see if that 
38  helps 

Segment 2, Willis (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 39-42 

39 P18: ekustain, of the road 
40 R: 理解できましたか? 
  rikai dekimashita ka? 
  [could you understand it?] 
41 P18: ほとんど事故起こしそうだった 
  hotondo jiko okoshisou datta 
  [she mostly almost had accidents] 
42 R: uh huh, ok, how about watch me ok 

Segment 2, Willis (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 43-48 

43 P18: I, um, heard, hard, trouble…on the road 
44 R: good, so, what does on the road mean? 
45 P18: 道で 
  michi de 
  [on the road] 
46 R: uh huh, 最初は、ha—?、理解できますか？ 
  uh huh, saisho ha, ha—?, rikai dekimasu ka? 
  uh huh, [the beginning], ha—?、[can you understand it]? 
47 P18: hard, had to do? 
48 R: you’re not sure, ok, how about one more time, a little more slowly 

Segment 2, Willis (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 49-70 

49 P18: um, h-, 
50 R: no right, 
51 P18: わからない 
  wakaranai 
  [I don’t understand] 
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52 R: this is a very difficult part, ok, not only you, here’s what she’s saying, 
  (writing) I, um, had a lot of trouble, like, staying, straight, on, the, road, 
  does that make sense? 
53 P18: えっと、私は、たくさん trouble を起こした、えっと、例えば、道 

54  で、真っ直ぐ、走って抜ける、ような, staying straight 
  etto, watashi ha, takusan trouble wo okoshita, etto, tatoeba, michi de, 

massugu, hashittenukeru, you na, staying straight 
  [um, I had a lot of trouble, um, for example, on the road, continuing going 

straight, like] staying straight 
55 R: uh huh, this is a little, do you understand staying straight, 真っ直ぐ、 
  uh huh, this is a little, do you understand staying straight, massugu, 
  uh huh, this is a little, do you understand staying straight, [straight], 
56 P18: 行き続ける 
  ikitudukeru 
   keep going 
 
57 R: uh huh, exactly exactly, uh huh, so, can you tell me one more time, in 
58  Japanese, what does this mean for you? 
59 P18: 私は、えっと、道で、真っ直ぐ走れ続けてしまうような、trouble を 

60  たくさん起こした 
  watashi ha, etto, michi de, massugu hashiretudukete shimau you na, 

trouble wo takusan okoshita 
  [I, um, on the road, going straight on the road, there was a lot of trouble] 
61 R: ok, very close, um, the only different, this like here, has no meaning really, 
62  this like is like, in Japanese people say, なんか、なんか、there’s no  
63  meaning, it’s just kind of, we call, filler, so this like has no meaning here, 
64  ok, um, maybe um, you can understand, has no meaning, so it’s really  
65  here, only this, so, like you said, 道で、なんか、真っ直ぐ行き続ける 
66  こと難しかったです、そういう意味ですね, so this like doesn’t have  
67  any meaning here, but this was difficult right, どこが難しいかな、もう 
68  一回、ちょっと、聞いて、良いですか?、 
  ok, very close, um, the only different, this like here, has no meaning really, 
  this like is like, in Japanese people say, nanka, nanka, there’s no 
  meaning, it’s just kind of, we call, filler, so this like has no meaning here, 
  ok, um, maybe um, you can understand, has no meaning, so it’s really 
  here, only this, so, like you said, michi de, nanka, massugu ikitsudukeru 

koto muzukashikatta desu, sou iu imi desu ne, so this like doesn’t have 
  any meaning here, but this was difficult right, doko ga muzukashii kana, 

mou ikkai, chotto, kiite, ii desu ka?, 
、   ok, very close, um, the only different, this like here, has no meaning 

really,  this like is like, in Japanese people say, [like, like], there’s no 
meaning, it’s just kind of, we call, filler, so this like has no meaning here, 
ok, um, maybe um, you can understand, it has no meaning, so it’s really 
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here, only this, so, like you said, on the road, like, staying straight was 
difficult, that’s the meaning right, so this like doesn’t have any meaning 
here, but this was difficult right, where was it difficult I wonder, one more 
time, can you listen a little one more time?, 

 
69 P18: はい 
  hai 
  yes 
70 R: ok, normal speed, regular speed, ok 

Segment 2, Willis (unscripted), verbal report, normal speed, lines 71-81 

71 P18: ここ、 
  koko, 
  here, 
72 R: uh huh, had a lot of trouble 
73 P18: ここ、英語を見たら、あ、言ってるなと、ここ、 
  koko, eigo wo mitara, a, itteiru n ato, koko, 
  here, if I see the English, a, they’re saying that aren’t they, here, 
74 R: ここ、まだ 
  koko, mada 
  here, still 
75 P18: 早い 
  hayai 
  fast 
76 R: 早くて, fast, and, connected, cause trouble you  
77  heard the first time you listened, or the second time you listen, when you 
78  listened to the whole thing, you heard the word trouble, 
  hayakute, fast, and, connected, cause trouble you 
  heard the first time you listened, or the second time you listen, when you 
  listened to the whole thing, you heard the word trouble, 
  [fast], fast, and, connected, cause trouble you 
  heard the first time you listened, or the second time you listen, when you 
  listened to the whole thing, you heard the word trouble, 
79 P18: un 
80 R: and you heard, on the road, pretty well too, ok, let’s continue ok 
81 R: ok 

Segment 3, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 82-86 

82 P18: so, like, nan a na, expossive 
83 R: that’s good, so like, でも意味はまだ分かりませんね 
  that’s good, so like, demo imi ha mada wakarimasen ne 
  that’s good, so like, [but meaning, you don’t understand yet, right] 
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84 P18: うん、だから 
  un, dakara 
  yes, so 
85 R: ok let's listen again one more time 
86 P18: ok 

Segment 3, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 87-91 

87 P18: possessive, like, so, um… 
88 R: you’re close, 
89 P18: like と possive の間は 
  like to possive no aida ha 
  between like and possive 
90 R: そうそうそう、this is tricky, ok, but let's listen again slowly 
  sou sou sou, this is tricky, ok, but let’s listen again slowly 
  yes, yes, yes, this is tricky, ok, but let’s listen again slowly 
91 P18: ok 

Segment 3, Willis (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 92-96 

92 P18: like, your, possessive 
93 R: you’re getting close 
94 P18: so, um…. 
95 R: how about watch me ok 
96 P18: ok 

Segment 4, Willis (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 97-98 

97 P18: … 
98 R: a little bit slower, ok 

Segment 3, Willis (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 99-118 

99 P18: have to go to, eh, have to go to, possing 
101 R: and, a little tricky there, right, so, I’ll write it down and it’ll be clear for  
102  you a little bit, (writing) so, like, you have to go 
103 P18: you have to go 
104 R: that’s right 
105 P18: through 
106 R: through the process of, does that make sense? 
107 P18: だから、何とかの、process of, 方法通して、行かなければ、なら 

108  ない 
  dakara, nan to ka no, process of, houhou toushite, ikanakereba, naranai 
  [so, the] process of [something, you must go, through the process,] 
109 R: one more time? 
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110 P18: だから、あなたは、ん、何とかの、ぷろ、えっと、方法通して、行 

111  かなければならない 
  dakara, anata ha, n, nan to ka no, puro, etto, houhou toushite, ikanakereba 

naranai 
  so, you, um, something, pro—, um, you must go through the process 
112 R: ok, so that’s the idea, you understand this word process, right, so the next 
113  part here, is going to explain, what, what you have to go through, what 
114  process 
115 P18: uh huh, 
116 R: ok? 
117 P18: ok 
118 R: ok, so let’s continue 

Segment 4, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 119-123 

119 P18: book, wo, book…hm, 
120 R: did you understand any 意味？ 

121 P18: なんかを見ながらみたいな, 
  nanka wo mi nagara mitai na 
  [like, something like as she’s looking at something] 
122 R: let's listen again ok 
123 P18: ok 

Segment 4, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 124-127 

124 P18: going to the, score, and, uh, book, store, and…hm 
125 R: so-so right, um, it’s difficult, the meaning is still difficult, right? 
126 P18: un 
127 R: we’re going to slow it down here, and we’ll listen again 

Segment 4, Willis (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 128-133 

128 P18: bookwork, to, ruze in the road, eh… 
129 R: bookwork って、どういう意味だと思いますか? 
  bookwork tte, dou iu imi da to omoimasu ka? 
  saying bookwork, what do you think it means? 
130 P18: なんか、本、地図、を見ながら？ 
  nanka, hon, chizu, wo mi nagara? 
  [like, looking at a book, map?] 
131 R: uh huh, その後は、bookwork, ruze a da 
  uh huh, sono ato ha, bookwork, ruze a da 
  uh huh, [how about after that, bookwork, ruze a da] 
132 P18: 良く分からない 
  yoku wakaranai 
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  [I don’t really understand it] 
133 R: 分からない、ok, ah, how about watch me ok 
  wakaranai, ok, ah, how about watch me ok 
  [you don’t know], ok, ah, how about watch me ok 

Segment 4, Willis (unscripted), Time 4, watch me speak, lines 134-139 

134 P18: going to school, and, look, book, losing, ah, road 
135 R: それ、何の意味、going to school って、 
   sore, nan no imi, going to school tte 
  [what does] going to school [mean]  
136 P18: 学校に行ったり、え、道に迷った時、book, 本を開く 
  gakkou ni ittari, e, michi ni mayotta toki, book, hon wo hiraku 
  [going to school, eh, opening a book when she gets lost] 
137 R: uh huh, uh huh, 道を迷った時、何、英語で聞こえましたか? 
  uh huh, uh huh, michi wo mayotta toki, nani, eigo de kikoemashita ka? 
  uh huh, uh huh, [when she got lost, what did you hear in English for that?] 
138 P18: losing, the road 
139 R: ah, the road, ok, listen one more time, a little more slowly, ok? 

Segment 4, Willis (unscripted), Time 5, watch me slowly speak, lines 140-174 

140 P18: learning, the loser, losing, losed, road 
141 R: what does that mean? 
142 P18: 知らなかった道、を、学ぶ時、本、 
  shiranakatta michi, wo, manabu toki, hon 
  [when she was learning, book, an unknown road] 
143 R: so you’re getting very, you’re getting a little close, but, can you watch me, 
  watch me speak, going to the school, all the bookwork, learning all the  
  rules of the road 
144 P18: bookwork 
145 R: that’s correct, the last part, learning all the rules of the road 
146 P18: ruzuv da road 
147 R: rules of the road 
148 P18: r, road 
149 R: rules of the road, so I’m going to write it 
150 P18: rules! ah, えっと、道の、る、道の、え、交通法？、 
  rules! ah, etto, michi no, ru, michi no, e, koutsuuhou? 
  rules! ah, [um, the road, ru—, the road, eh, traffic laws?] 
151 R: uh huh, basically, you understand now (writing) going to the school, all 
  the, bookwork, learning, all, the, rules, of the, road 
152 P18: 学校に、行ったり、本で調べたり 
  gakkou ni, ittari, hon de shirabetari 
  [going, to schoo, learning from books] 
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153 R: so, bookwork, is kind of, maa, えっと、運転の勉強の中、教科書も、 

154   ある、その教科書の勉強 
  so, bookwork, is kind of, maa, etto, unten no benkyou no nada, kyoukasho 

mo, aru, sono kyoukasho no benkyou 
  so, bookwork, is kind of, maa, [um, when studying for driving, you have, 

textbooks too, studying those textbooks] 
155 P18: あ、教科書で勉強したり、道の、全ての交通方を 

156  学ぶ、 
  a, kyoukasho de benkyou shitari, michi no, subete no koutsuuhou wo 

manabu, 
  [ah, studying textbooks, learning all the rules of, the road], 
157 R: uh huh, so, そのプロセスね, does that make sense? 
  uh huh, so, sono purosesu ne, does that make sense? 
  uh huh, so, [that process, right], does that make sense? 
158 P18: …hm, process に直接係っているな 
  …hm, process ni kakatteiru na 
  …hm, [it’s directly connected to] [isn’t it] 
159 R: yeah, so go through the process, so, we could say, um, えっと、学校に行 
160  ったり、bookwork をしたり、 rules、道のルールを学んだりという 
161  プロセスを、しないといけない…そういう、なんか、ライセンスを 
162  もらうために、こういうプロセスがあります、こういう、なんか、 
163  仕方 …does that make sense? 
  yeah, so go through the process, so, we could say, um, etto, gakkou ni 

ittari, bookword wo shittari, rules, michi no rules wo manadari to iu 
purosesu wo, shinai to ikenai…sou iu, nanka, license wo morau tame ni, 
kou iu purosesu ga arimasu, kou iu, nanka, shikata…does that make sense? 

  yeah, so go through the process, so, we could say, um, [um, going to the 
school, doing bookwork, rules, learning the rules of the road, that process 
you must do…that, like, in order to get your license, there is this kind of 
process, this kind of, like, way of doing it]…does that make sense? 

164 P18: ok 
165 R: so, I know here you heard lose, that’s, that’s normal, many people also 
166  hear that, ha, you heard bookwork, kind of early, but what about school, 
167  usually, people, they listen, they hear school, first, sono mae ni school, 
168  wakatteimashita ka, sono, maa, nan kai mo, 
169 P18: ya, school, school, 
170 R:  school ha kikoenakatta desu ne, kore ha, chuushin shita kara, kikoenakatta 
171  kana 
172 P18: un 
173 R:  can you listen just one more time, and tell me, do you know any reason, 
174  just tell me what you hear, 
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Segment 4, Willis (unscripted), verbal report, normal speed, lines 175-182 

175 R:  今、聞き取りやすいですか? 
  ima, kikitori yasui desu ka? 
  [now, is it easy to hear?] 
176 P18: school ってより、score って 
  school tte yori, score tte 
  [more than school, it sounded like score] 
177 R: score, ah, so a little different, pronunciation sounding, 
178 P18: uh huh, 
179 R: it’s true, she’s, ah, going to school, going to the school, all the bookwork, 
180  it’s very fast too, ok 
181 P18: un 
182 R: ok, well, let’s listen and then continue, ok? 

Segment 5, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 183-188 

183 P18: and, you, take, a test drive 
184 R: uh huh, what does that mean? 
185 P18: えっと、そして、あなたは、え、test、試運転、を、します？ 
  etto, soshite, anata ha, e, test, shiunten, wo shimasu? 
  [um, and, you, eh] test, [you do, the driving test?] 
186 R: uh huh, basically correct, test drive, 試運転, uh huh, so, the English  
187  words, can you listen one more time, you’re almost perfect, let’s listen one 
188  more time 
  uh huh, basically correct, test drive, shiunten, uh huh, so, the English 
  words, can you listen one more time, you’re almost perfect, let’s listen one 
  more time 
  uh huh, basically correct, test drive, [driving test], uh huh, so, the English 
  words, can you listen one more time, you’re almost perfect, let’s listen one 
  more time 

Segment 5, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 189-193 

189 P18: and, he, take, a test drive 
190 R: ok, so, pretty good, and then you, she’s saying, and then you, and then 
191  you, and then you take 
192 P18: and then you take a test drive 
193 R: uh huh, ok, let’s listen again and then go on 

Segment 6, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 194-198 

194 P18: but before, you, take a test drive 
195 R: uh huh, what does that mean? 
196 P18: えっと、えっと、けれど、えっと、試運転をする前 
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  etto, etto, keredo, etto, shiunten wo suru mae 
  [um, um, but, um, before doing the test drive] 
197 R: uh huh, uh huh, basically correct, uh huh, the English here, there’s more 
198  English, but your meaning is very good, let’s listen for the English ok? 

Segment 6, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 199-201 

199 P18: before you, did nana, test drive, did nana, 動詞が、you 
  before you, did nana, test drive, did nana, doushi ga, you 
  before you, did nana, test drive, did nana, [the verb], you 
200 R: this, this is not easy, ok, I’ll tell you, but we’re going to slow it down and 
201  listen, the words are very easy, but, it’s pretty fast, let’s listen 

Segment 6, Willis (unscripted), Time 3, slow speed, lines 202-205 

202 P18: hmm, eh?, before you, di di, 
203 R: you’re hearing the sound 
204 P18: di un, leave? 
205 R: how about watch me ok 

Segment 6, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, watch me speak, lines 206-207 

206 P18: (laughing) 
207 R: so I’ll do it more slowly, ok 

Segment 6, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, watch me slowly speak, lines 208-219 

208 P18: …eh, you, goal?, you wall, you, eh… 
209 R: let’s, let’s write it down, ok, so the meaning’s not so important here, but, 
210  (writing) before you, you heard that, ah, really, do, so you heard the really 
211 P18: really 
212 R: really do, any, of, the, test, drives 
213 P18: hm 
214 R: so this part’s really fast here, do any of the, do any of the, 
215 P18:  do any, of the 
216 R: yeah, it’s really fast, 
217 P18: do any of the 
218 R: ok, we’ll listen one more time, then let’s move on 
219 P18: ok 

Segment 7, Willis (unscripted), Time 1, normal speed, lines 220-227 

220 P18: you can drive a, parent 
221 R: what does that mean?, what is she saying? 
222 P18: …両親と一緒に運転できる 
  …ryoushin to issho ni unten dekiru 
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  […you can drive with your parents] 
223 R: exactly, so you have the meaning, and what’s the English again? You, 
224 P18: you can, drive with? Your parents 
225 R: ok, so, very close, you can drive with, a parent 
226 P18: a parent 
227 R: uh huh, you can drive with a parent, you can hear it one more time here 

Segment 7, Willis (unscripted), Time 2, normal speed, lines 228-237 

228 P18: drive a parent 
229 R: you can drive with a parent 
230 P18: drive the parents 
231 R: with a 
232 P18: with a 
233 R: with a with a, with a parent 
234 P18: uh huh, 
235 R: can you say it 
236 P18: you, you can, you can drive with a parent 
237 R: exactly 
 
 
END OF WILLIS TRANSCRIPT 
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