Students’ Metacognitive Knowledge
about Listening
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This study was concerned with students’ metacognitive knowledge about listening
before they received formal training in college. More specifically, it was designed:
1) to identify the demographic structure of student population in the listening class of

Freshman English;

2) to understand their strategy perception, strategy use, and listening difficulties;

3) to explore possible interaction between their Iistening experience or listening profi-
ciency (as measured in the classroom situation) and their ways of managing the
aural text as revealed by their report of strategy perception, strategy use, and lis-
tening difficulties.

The Results are as follows:

1) Demographically the Yes-group (those with previous Iistening experience) make up
about 40% of the total 176 subjects, but only 65% of the Yes-group score above
average in the given test,

2) Students perceiving the usefulness of the investigated strategies are more than those
not, The results regarding strategy use and listening difficulties are found to be
consistent with previous related studies.

3) Relatively more subjects of the Yes-group use strategies, but less suffer from lis-
tening difficulties. A more important finding is in the comparison between stu-
dents’ strategy perception and their strategy use. There are not many students who
perceive and actually use the specific strategies; furthermore, there are constantly
more students who perceive only but not use the specific strategies than those vice
versa, '

4) The similarities/ differences between the High-group (those scoring above average in
the given test ) and the Low-group (those under average) seem to have been du-
plicated from the Yes-and No- group comparisons., And the High-group correspond
with the Yes-group while the Low-group is echoed by the No-group.

Pedagogically this study suggests that students’ strategy use and difficulty in lis-
tening vary with their learning experience and proficiency to some extent, It thus can
be expected that strategy training could further facilitate their learning to listen.
However, the similarity of popular strategies used by all groups (Yes- and No-, High-
and Low-) also suggests their metacognitive knowledge about listening is quite limited.
For this reason, teachers should attend to helping students explore a wider range of
strategies rather than introducing those the learners most frequently use only. Besides,
the discrepancy showed between "know that" and "know how." Therefore, the point is
how to make students "know how" as well as "know that" - - which is a focus of
strategy training.
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i | Introduction |

Nyikos and Oxford (1993) emphasize that, for the purpose of effective language learn- |
ing, learners must know how to access and use learning strategies. Take listening strategy
" for example. This can help students transform comprehensible input into comprehensible in-

take (Nyikos and Oxford 1993). However, studies do show that second and foreign language
| students are not fully aware of their own learning strategies. What's more, they are even "

less aware of the wide range of alternative learning strategies used by highly successful lan-

guage learners" (Oxford 1990). In other words, second and foreign language students seem
i not to be strategy-wise enough, ,
i To explore second and foreign language students’ metacognitive knowledge about listening
‘ is to get a picture about the students’ metacognitive ability of listening strategies (What they
should be doing in listening). To put it in listening tasks, the metacognitive ability includes
the listener’s knowledge about his own cognitive resources and the ability to form an ideal
connection between the listener and the listening situation.

Learning strategy research has claimed that "students without metacognitive approaches
are essentially learners without direction or opportunity to plan their learning, monitor their
progress, or review their accomplishments and future learning directions" (O’Malley and
Chamot 1990: 8). Then what is the metacognitive profile of our students when they just en-
roll in the listening class? This study was therefore concerned with students’ metacognitive
knowledge about listening before they received formal training in college. More specifically, it
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was designed

a) to identify the demographic structure of student population in the listening class of
Freshman English;

b) to understand their strategy perception, strategy use, and listening difficulties;

¢) to explore possible interaction between their listening experience or listening proficiency and
their ways of managing the aural text as revealed by their report of strategy perception,
strategy use, and listening difficulties.

Subjects. In fall of 1993, six freshman classes from different departments at National
Chiao Tung University participated in this study. They were pertaining to the three colleges
of engineering, science and management; each college contained two of the six classes, with a
total of 276 students. To our knowledge of the student population, there could be a large
percentage of students had, more or less, ever been exposed to natural spoken materials dur-
ing their high school days either through classroom teaching, cram centers, or self-study.

Test and Questionnaire. A test was adapted from the listening exercises of Chapter 1
in Interactions I: A Listening/Speaking Skills Book, which was later used as their listening
textbook. There were three sections included in the test: listening for main idea, summariz-
ing, and making inferences. For main idea listening, key-word method was emphasized;
therefore, students were required to recognize stressed words as well as answer comprehension
questions. In summarizing, the two main ideas to be identified were clearly labeled as Part
One and Part Two. The inference section was recorded twice, providing an immediate feed-
back by giving the answer at the end of the second recording. All these helpful clues along
with some situational information about each section of the text were included in the tape
and the test paper as well.

A corresponding questionnaire was developed to elicit relevant demographic information
from the subjects, as well as to investigate their metacognitive knowledge about listening to
their second language. The questionnaire was broadly structured by three emphases: strategy
perception, strategy use, and listening difficulties. Items on the questionnaire included:

a) one yes/no question about their listening experience;

b) two statements about their perception of the specific strategies (ie. "situational information
as clues" and "questions as quidelines");

¢) five yes/no questions pertaining to the use of effective strategies (ways to deal with the
text effectively);

e) six yes/no questions pertaining to the use of compensatory strategies (ways to deal with
the difficulties);

f) eight yes/mo questions pertaining to their linguistic and nonlinguistic difficulties in listen-
ing,

Among the questions, the last one of c), d), e), f) categories was designed to solicit free ex-
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pressions if the mentioned strategies/difficulties were not specific enough for the individual
subjects. Furthermore, in order not to have the level of language proficiency in the second
language affect the results on the metacognitive questionnaire, the subjects received it in
their native language, Chinese.

Procedure. The test and the questionnaire were given to the subjects at their first
English class meeting in fall 1993. The test was administered in the classroom situation; i.e.
subjects were allowed to tackle the listening text in accordance with their own pace and re-
play any difficulty part within a time limit of 40 minutes. Immediately after the test,
subjects were asked to complete the corresponding questionnaire, based on the listening expe-
rience they just had.

The results are presented in two sections. The first section provides the result of the
Yes-group (those with previous listening experience) vs. the No-group (those without previous
listening experience). The second section is devoted to the result of the High-group (those
scoring above average in the given test) vs. the Low-group (those under the average). Each
section is presented in line with the following two parts: (1) Questionnaire --descriptive statis-
tics, and (2) Questionnaire - - comparison, except that a t-test result is also provided in the first
section to show the difference in listening score between the Yes- and No- groups.

1. Yes-group vs. No-group

Among the 276 subjects, 110 students reported they had had previous listening experi-
ence (ie. the Yes-group was composed of 110 subjects), while the other 166 students had not
had any exposure to spoken English (ie. the No-group consisted of 166 subjects).

11 Listening Score
T-test was run to compare the listening score between the Yes-group (N=110) and the

No-group (N=166). The result shows the Yes-group subjects performed significantly better
than those of the No-group (df=274, t=4.569, p>0.01).

12 Questionnaire--Descriptive Statistics
121 Perception of the Usefulness of "Situational Information as Clues" (SIC) and
"Questions as Guidelines" QG)
Students indicated the usefulness of the two strategies on a scale of 1-5, with § indi-
cating "very useful" and 1, "unuseful" For SIC, there were less than 60% subjects in each
group (58% and 50% respectively) considering SIC rather useful (ie. choosing 4 or 5 to indi-

cate its usefulness) in listening. On the other hand, it was 75% vs. 64% in terms of the
usefulness of QG in the Yes- and the No- groups.
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122 Strategy Use
1221 Use of Inference Strategies

Although the instructions of this section clearly said (in both tape and the test paper)
that the text would be recorded twice and that the answer would be provided at the end of
the second recording, about 90% subjects of both Yes- and No- groups applied the strategy "
guess based on understood parts" in comparison with less than 40% who applied the strategy
"get the answer from the later part of the second recording." Our subjects did not directly "
get the answer from the later part of the second recording" because they failed to do so

‘rather than they preferred to apply the strategy of "guessing based on understood parts."
‘This is obvious since only 18% of the Yes-group and 5% of the No-group indicated that they

had understood most/whole of the text. Therefore, we are implied that if their comprehension
does not reach a certain level, students simply can not benefit from the answer leak in the
instructions (serving as the situational information in this case).

1222 Use of Effective Strategies

Effective strategies rafer to the ways to deal with the text effectively. It was not
surprising and actually had been reported in Chang et al ,(1992) that both groups were simi-
lar in terms of the preference of certain strategies: "guess based on understood parts,” and "
repeated listening." One point worth noting is that, although "repeated listening" was inten-
tionally arranged to last appear in the long list of twelve strategies in this study, it still
turned out to be the most common in both groups. This result indicates that students resort
to "repeated listening" has not been a coincident case of "first come - -first chosen."

1223 Use of Compensatory Strategies

Compensatory strategies refer to the ways to deal with listening difficulties. The Yes-
and No- groups were in common as regarding the high percentage of the same favorite
strategies: "guess from context" and "repeated listening." The implication here is that, the
more they understand, the bigger the possibility is of making an intelligent guess; the mo-

mentum of comprehension is gathered along with the quantity of "understood parts."
123 Listening Difficulties _
The subjects of both Yes- and No- groups suffered most from "failure to recognize al-

ready-known words in acoustic form" and "fast speed." Besides, more than half of the No-

_group reported they had difficulties in "obsessed with Chinese translation" and "small vocabu-

lary"; in fact, the Yes- group subjects reporting these two difficulties also almost hit 50%.

This result suggests that our students may lack aural input in the target language quantita-
tively; as a result, their biggest problems have much to do with the prosodic features of spo-
ken language. Also, their sticking to detour thinking mode (e. via Chinese translation) could
be related to the traditional reading-grammar-translation approach of English teaching in this
country,
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13  Questionnaire- -Comparison
13.1 Overview of Yes- vs. No-groups in Strategy Perception, Strategy Use and Listening
Difficulties '

Proportionally more subjects with listening experience (the Yes- group) than subjects
without listening experience (the No-group) identified the usefulness of the two specific
strategies (ie., "situational information as clues" and "questions as quidelines").

Regarding strategy use, we simply could not figure out any maj or difference between
the Yes- and No- groups in terms of the rank of frequency. Yet a closer look at the per-
centage of strategy use quickly revealed that the Yes-group students were more likely to use
strategies helpful for compréhension while more No-group students chose the items of "wild
guess” and "skip," which have not been reported as good listeners strategies in literature.

As for listening difficulties, the between-group comparison produced a reverse result --
that is, the No-group students demonstrated proportionally higher than the Yes-group ones in
all the items except "failure to associate pronunciation with meaning." It is possible that the
No-group subjects’ proficiency is so lLittle that they fail to segment certain stream of sounds
into words that they may be able to recognize. In contrast, the Yes-group subjects recognize

some sound clusters are a word, but they can not associate the word’s pronunciation with its
meaning,.

1.3.2 Strategy Perception vs. Strategy Use in Yes- and No- groups
Subjects were divided into two groups: those who reported 5 or 4 as the usefulness of
the skill (SIC45 or QG-45, ie. "perception +") and the rest who chose 1-3 (SIC-non45 or Qg-
nondb, ie. "perception -"). In each of the groups, whether they actually used the skill was the
basis for subdivision. It could happen that
1) a learner perceived "situational information is extremely/very useful for comprehension"
and did "listen to the situational information carefully" (ie. "perception +, use +"), or
2) the skill was not considered as useful and thus the learner did not use it (ie. "perception
-, use -"), or
3) their perception of the strategy was inconsistent with their use of it (ie. "perception +,
use -" or vice versa).
We would be happy for the occurrence of Case 1; students pertaining to Case 2 are not

strategy-wise enough; Case 3 shows there is discrepancy between students’ strategy perception
and strategy use.

This section contains the following comparisons:
a) Questionnaire item b-1 vs. Questionnaire item d-5

(ie. The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Effective 5)
b) Questionnaire item b-1 vs. Questionnaire item c-3

(ie. The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Infer 3)
¢ Questionnaire item b-2 vs, Questionnaire item d-9
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(ie. The Perception of QG vs. the Use of Effective 9)

Effective 5: 'listening to the situational information carefully"

Infer 3: "get the answer from the later part in the second recording"
Effective 9: "use the questions as quidelines."

The results are as follows:
a) The "perception +, use +" group consisted 83% of the subjects while 29% of the subjects

made up the group of "perception -, use -" And there were about as many subjects of

"perception +, use -"
Table 1)

b) Table 2 shows the cases of "perception +, use +" were composed of only 19% of the subj

as those of "perception -, use +" in both Yes- and No- groups. (see

ects; the cases of "perception -, use -" had a higher percentage (26%). And there were
not few subjects (63% and 50% of the subjects in the Yes- and No- groups respectively)
showing discrepancy between their perception and use of the strategy, especially the No-
group, in which the students of "perception +, use - were statistically more than those of
"perception -, use +.".

¢) About 70% of the whole subjects agreed that "questions" may be extremely/very useful
for topic identification. However, 60% of the QG-45 ("perception +") group did not actu-
ally use the skill of "questions as quidelines." Table 3 says statistically that such "per-

ception +, use -
group.

cases were more than the contrasting pairs of the "perception -, use +"

2. High-group vs. Low-group

Students who scored above the average in the given test are more than those scoring
under the average. Precisely speaking, the High-group consisted of 154 subjects whereas the
Low-group had 122 subjects.

2.1 Questionnaire- -Descriptive Statistics

Regarding the descriptive statistics of strategy perception, strategy use and listening
difficulties in the High-group (N=154) and Low-group (N=122), the results seem to have been
duplicated from those of the Yes- and No- groups in two ways. First, there were more subj
ects considering the usefulness of SIC/QG than those not in each group (56% for the useful-
ness of SIC, 71% for the Usefulness of QG). Second, much lick the Yes-/No- groups, the
strategies/ difficulties reported by half or more subjects of each group are as follows:

1) Inference Strategy: High-  Low-

"guess based on understood parts" 91% 87%

2) Effective Strategy:

"listening in cluster" 62%
. 'listening to situational information carefully" 56%

"guess based on understood parts" T4% 68%

"repeated listening" 69% 1%
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3) Compensatory Strategy:

"guess from context" 84% 63%
"repeated listening" 90% 89%
4) Listening Difficulty:

"obsessed with Chinese translation" 53% 52%
"failure to recognize words in acoustic form" 53% 60%
"fast speed" 58% 70%
"small vocabulary" 54% 56%

Actually the High-group subjects showed to correspond with the Yes-group subjects, and the
Low-group students were echoed by the No-group ones.

2.2 Questionnaire-—Comparison

221 Overview of High- vs. Low-in Strategy perception, Strategy Use and Listening Difficulties

Like the results in the descriptive statistics, a further step to compare the High- and
Low- groups only finds the results scem to have been repeated from the comparison between
the Yes- and No- groups. That is, their contrast features lie in the percentage difference be-
tween each strategy use and listening difficulty not in the items reported by the most subj
ects of each group. The High-group enjoyed the higher percentage as far as strategy use is

concerned, while the Low-group exceeded in the percentages in the aspect of listening diffi-
culties.

2.22 Strategy Perception vs. Strategy Use in High- and Low- groups
This section includes the following comparisons:
a) Questionnaire item b-1 vs. Questionnaire item d-5
(ie. The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Effective 5)
b) Questionnaire item b-1 vs. Questionnaire item c-8
(ie. The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Infer 3)
¢) Questionnaire item b-2 vs. Questionnaire item d-9
(ie. The Perception of QG vs. the Use of Effective 9)

The results are as follows:

a) Table 4 shows 33% of the subjects belonged to the "perception +, use +" group, and 29%,
~“the "perception -, use - group. As for the discrepancy between the perception of SIC and
the use of Effective 5. It was composed of 36% of the subjects in the High-group and
42% in the Low-group. But this discrepancy was not so considerable as to interpret
whether the students with perception only or the students simply using it were statisti-
cally more.
b) As shown in Table 5, only 19% of the subjects perceived the usefulness of SIC and re-
ally used it; in contrast, as high as 31% of the subjects belonged to the "perception -, use
- group. In addition, there were 50% subjects in both the High- and Low- groups
showing discrepancy cases, there were significantly more students who perceived but did
not (maybe could not) use this strategy than thoge vice versa.
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Considering the result of a) and b) together, we are implied that extracting the required
information from an on-going text is even more difficult for our students than simply
following the instructions.

¢) The discrepancy between the perception of QG and the use of Effective 9 is found to
have no less subjects than the above two comparisons. In fact, they were composed of
58% and 48% of the subjects in the High- and Low- groups respectively. Again, this
result is disappointing: there were statistically more students with the perception only than
those who used it but did not give a positive report of its usefulness. (see Table 6)

| Discussions and Conclusions |

1. Demographic Structure of the Student Population

This study shows that 40% of the total 276 subjects had previous contact of listening
text (the Yes-group) either through classroom teaching, the cram school, or self-study. But
only 65% of the Yes—group scored above average in the given test; on the other hand, about
half of those without listening experience (the No-group) scored above average. This result
suggests that a growing number of high school students have been offered (or have made)
opportunities to learn English through listening. However, the Yes-group’s not-so-satisfactory
performance may explain that their aural exposure seems not to have been provided regular-
ly, systematically and effectively.

2, Strategy perception, Strategy Use, and Listéning Difficulties

Corresponding to the listening tasks in the given test, the author designed the ques-
tionnaire with a focus only on the perception of two strategies "situational information as
clues" (SIC) and "questions as guidelines" (QG). The result shows that more students perceived
the usefulness of SIC/QG for listening comprehension than those not. The strategy use was
investigated in three areas: inference strategy, effective strategy (the ways to deal with the
text effectively), and compensatory strategy (the ways to deal with difficulties). The strategy/
difficulty reported to have been used/confronted by half or more students are shown in Table
7. Generally speaking, these findings are consistent with related studies.

3. Interaction between Listening Experiénce (or Listening Profi-
ciency) and Strategy Perception (or Strategy Use, or Listening
Difficulties)

31 Yes- group vs. No- group

We can not present any new findings in terms of the rank of frequency in the areas
of strategy use and listening difficulties. Yet a closer look at the statistics quickly revealed
that the Yes-group students enjoyed higher percentage in every strategy which is helpful for
comprehension whereas the No-group exceeded in the items such as "wild guess" and "skip."
As for the difficulties, a reverse result is found; that is, the No-group students demonstrated
proportionally higher than the Yes-group ones in all but one item, "failure to associate pro-
nunciation with meaning" (Yes- vs, No- =48% vs. 836%). It is possibly because that the No-
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group subjects had skipped (or given up) exactly the part where they were to confront with
the difficulty of-associating pronunciation with meaning,

Another point worthy of noting is the low percentage of students who perceived and
really used the strategies, and the high percentage of cases showing discrepancy between
strategy perception and strategy use in listening. In the following comparisons, there were
constantly more students in both groups declaring the usefulness of a certain strategy but not
using it than those vice versa. Some of them even showed statistically significant in terms
of difference:

' Yes- No-
a) the perception of SIC vs. the use of effective 5 - ns. n.s.
b) the perception of SIC vs, the use of infer 3 ns. *
¢) the perception of QG vs. the use of effective 9 R **

(n.s. non significant at 005 level; *: p<0.01; **: p<0.001)

32 High-group vs. Low-group .
The similarities/differences between the High- and Low- groups seemed to have been

duplicated from those between the Yes- and No- groups in the following comparisons:

a) strategy perception of " situational information as clues" (SIC) and " questions as guide-
lines" (QG);

b) strategy use, including the use of inference strategy, effective strategy, and compensatory
strategy;

c¢) listening difficulties;

d) strategy perception vs. strategy use.

The High-group showed to correspond with the Yes-group while the Low-group was echoed by

the No-group.

Pedagogical Implications |

Findings from this study suggest that students’ strategy use and difficulty in listening
vary with their learning experience and proficiency to some extent. Students with listening
experience and/or with more proficiency are likely to show higher percentage in strategy use
but lower percentage in listening difficulties than those vice versa. It thus can be expected
that strategy training could further facilitate their learning to listen. However, the similarity
of their favorite strategies in all groups (Yes- and No-, High- and Low-) also suggests their
metacognitive knowledge about listening is limited. For this reason, teachers should attend to
helping students explore a wider range of strategies so that they may not always resort to
the most frequently used strategies, say, 'repeated listening," and "guess based on understood
parts." Other strategies such as "making use of world knowledge," "listening for key words"
and others are not meant to replace their favorite ones but to provide more alternatives to
acquire their listening proficiency. Besides, the discrepancy between students strategy percep-
tion and strategy use implies there is a gap between "know that" and "know how." There-
fore, the point is how to make students "know how" as well ag "know that" --which is a focus
of strategy training,
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Table 1.

The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Effective 5 in Yes- and No- groups

Not Use Effective 5
(Use-)

Use Effective b
(Use+)

Yes- No- Total
N=110 N=166 N=276

Yes- No- Total
=110 N=166 N=276

SIC- 45

23

34 57

41 49 90 |

(Perception -+) 21% 20% 21% 37% 30% 33% |
' |

SIC- nond5 23 57 80 23 26 49 11
(Perception -) 21% 34% 29% 21% 16%  18% |

McNemar Test Yes- . Non significant at 0. 05 level
No- : Non significant at 0. 05 level
Total . Non significant at 0. 05 level

% SIC-45: choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information
as Clues"

* SIC-nond5: choosing 1-3 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information
as Clues"

* Effective 5: "listening to the situational information carefully"

H
Table 2: -

The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Infer 3 in Yes- and No- groups

Not Use Infer 3 Use Infer 3 |
(Use-) (Use+) !
|
Yes-  No-  Total Yess  No-  Total |
N=110 N=166 N=276 N=110 N=166 N=276 ﬁ
SIC- 45 40 54 94 | 24 29 53
(Perception +) 36% 33% 34% 22% 17% 19%
SIC- non4b 16 55 71 30 28 - 58
(Perception -) 15% 33% 26% 27% 17% 21%
McNemar Test Yes- . Non significant at 0. 05 level
No- : df=1, x°=8.24, P<0.01
Total : df=1, x®=8.53, P<0.01

* SIC-45: choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information

as Clues"

* SIC-nondH: choosing 1-8 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information

as Clues"

* Infer 3: "getting the answer from the later part in the second recording‘.‘
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Table 3:
The Perception of QG vs. the Use of Effective 9 in Yes- and No- groups

Not Use Effective 9 Use Effectiv_e 9
(Use-) (Use+)
Yes- No- Total Yes- No- Total
N=110 N=166 N=276 N=110 N=166 N=276

QG- 45 48 65 113 34 42 76
(Perception +) 44% 39% 41% 31% 25% 28%
QG- non45 21 32 53 7 27 34
(Perception -) 19% 19% 19% 6% 16% 12%

McNemar Test | Yes- : df=1, x2=30.56, p<0.001
No- : df=1, x®=15.7, p<0.001
Total : df=1, x?=42.46, p<0.001

* QG-45: choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Questions as Guide-
lines" ,

* QG-nondb: choosing 1-3 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Questions as Guide-
lineg"

* Effective 9: "using the questions as guidelines"

Table 4:
The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Effective 5 in High- and Low- groups

Not Use Effective 5 Use Effective 5
(Use-) (Use+)

High- Low- Total High- Low-  Total
N=154 N=122 N=276 N=154 N=122 N=276

SIC- 45 27 30 57 59 31 . 90
(Perception +) 18% 25% 21% 38% 25% 33%
SIC- non45 40 40 80 28 21 49
(Perception -) 26% 33% 29% 18% 17% 18%

McNemar Test High- : non significant at 0. 05 level
| Low- : non significant at 0.05 level
Total : non significant at 0. 05 level

* SIC-45: choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information
as Clueg"

* SIC-non4C51: choosing 1-3 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information
ag Clues"

* Effective 5: "listening to the situational information carefully"
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Table 5:

The Perception of SIC vs. the Use of Infer 8 in High- and Low- groups

Not Use Infer 3
(Use-)

Use Infer 3
(Use+)

High- Low-  Total
N=154 N=122 N=276

High- Low-  Total
N=154 N=122 N=276

SIC- 45
(Perception +)

50 44 94
32% 36% 34%

36 17 53
23% 14% 19%

SIC- non4b
(Perception -)

41 44 85
27% 36% 31%

27 17 44
18% 14% 16%

MeNemar Test

High- : df=1, x°=6.87,

p<0. 01

Low- : df=1, x®=11.95, p<0.001
Total : df=1, x®=18.12, p<0.001

* SIC-45: choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information
as Clues"

* SIC-non4b: choosing 1-3 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Situational Information
as Clues" ‘

* Infer 3: "getting the answer from the later part in the second recording"

Table 6:
The Perception of QG vs. the Use of Effective 9 in High- and Low- groups

Not Use Effective 9
(Use-)

Use Effective 9
(Use+)

High- Low-  Total
N=164 N=122 N=276

High- Low-  Total
N=154 N=122 N=276

QG- 45 72 41 113 37 39 76
(Perception +) 47% 34% 41% 24% 32% 28%
QG- nond5 28 o5 53 17 17 34
(Perception -) 8%  20%  19% 11%  14%  12%
McNemar Test | High- :df=1, x>=83.99, p<0.001

Low- :df=1, x°= 9.93, p<0.01

Total | df=1, x®=42,46, p<0.01

* QG-46: choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Questions as Guide-

lines"

* QG-nond5: choosing 1-3 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of "Questions as Guide-

lines"

* Effective 9: "using the questions as guidelines"
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Table 7:

Overview of Strategy Use and Listening Difficulties Reported by Half or More Subjects in
Yes-/No- and High-/Low- Groups

| 1) Inference Strategy: High- Low- Total Yes- No-
i 'guess based on understood parts" 91% 87% 89% 90% 89%

2) Effective Strategy:

Wi "listening in cluster" 62% ---- 54% 68% ---
i ] 'listening to situational information carefully" 56% ----  50% 58% ---
"guess based on understood parts" 4% 68% T1% 73% T0%

o 'repeated listening" 69% T1% 0% 68% 71%

| 3) Compensation Strategy:
"guess from context" 84% 63% 5% 80% T1%
"repeated listening" 0% 89% 89% 88% 90%

IE 4) Listening Difficulty:

"obsessed with Chinese translation” ’ 53% 52% 53% ---- B5%
"failure to recognize words in acoustic form" 68% 60% 56% 55% 56%
"fast speed" 58% T0% 63% 58% 67%
‘ "small vocabulary" 54% b56% 55% ---- 60%
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Appendix 1: Listening Test
Dept. No: Name:

Interactions I -- Chapter 1
Part One: Getting the Main Ideas

A. Jack, Tom and Herb are new students at Faber College. They meet in the student
lounge of their rooming house. Listen to the conversation. You may not understand ev-
ery word, Listen for the main idea.

B. Listen again. The important words are "stressed"; these words give the main idea.
Example: My name is Tom.
Now fill in the blanks, which are to be of some missing stressed words (the other un-
derlined words are also stressed ones for the conversation).

Jack: Hil How are you ?

Tom : Oh, hil You're Jack, right?

Jack: That’s . What's your again ?
Tom : Tom. Tom Riley.

Jack: , this is my Herb.

Tom : Hi, Herb.

Herb: Nice to you.

Tom : Where are you ?

Herb: Texas.

Tom : Oh, yeah, you have an !

Herb: Hal the ones with the !

D. Now listen to the rest of conversation. Underline the stressed words.
Jack: Listen, Tom. We're really hungry. Do you want to get something to eat with us?
Tom : I can’t. I have to meet my new roommate, Kenji. I think he’s Japanese.
Herb: Okay. See you later, then. We're up in 212. Stop by anytime.
Tom : Hey, we're on the same floor. Room 220.

F. Answer the following questions. You may answer them in either English or Chinese.
(Not Recorded)
1. Does one student forget Tom’s name?

2.Do all those students live on the same floor?
3. Why does Tom think Herb is from Texas?
4, What can’t Tom go with the others?
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Part Two: Summarizing the Main Ideas

i A. Listen to the following speech. You will not understand every word.
41‘ Think about these questions:

b 1.Who is speadking?

E 2. Who is listening to the speech?

l" _ 3. Where are they?

g

|

|

|

1

B. Did the speaker say the following?

Welcome to Faber College. Yes No

’i:; : Faber is a great school. Yes No
' ‘ We hope you like it. Yes No
“' A campus tour begins in fifteen minutes. Yes No

C. If you answer yes to all statements, you understood the main or important ideas. Re-
member: You don’t need to understand all words to understand the main message.

D. One of the students asks the tour guide this question: "Can you give us an idea of some
good places to eat?" Listen to the answer to her question. The answer has two parts.

Summarize each part in either English or Chinese. This in not a dictation. Do mnot copy
or translate every word.

( Vocabulary: the student union, the Jones Hall cafeteria, the North Campus Espresso
Bar )

Part A:

Part B:
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Part Three: Making Inferences

Listen to the conversation among Jack, Tom, and Kenji. Circle the answer to each gquestion
you hear, and write down any two key words/phrases that help you make the inference

for each item.

1.a.at a horse race
b. at the bookstore
c. at a pizza restaurant

2. a, another student in their class
b. a waiter

c. the teaching assistant in their chemistry class

3.a.It's a little unusual,
b. It’s terrible.
c¢. It's fun.

4.a. at the recreation center only
b. on the telephone

¢. by paying $5

5.a. He is sure he and Kenji will win.

b. He is sure they will lose.
c. He is not ready.

(Source: Adapted from Tanka and Most's Interactions I -- A Listening/ Speaking Skills

Book, Second Edition, Chapter 1.)
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire

EN 2 T

IRIERE (2B B BETEEEEDRERE 2RISR (2 EE)

T R_B

- FRREAMTFEIHHEE (situation ) R (4IPart One~A » Part Two-A ) Eal

TREE NAF RS ?
(RENI~BRT » 6RTHBIEA » RIFER, - 1RTFERE)

. NRRERSENARREEEEE (MPart One-F ) B 774 B FM IR 5 455 P2 i 2%

B? (WUI~530R » BRABMBEA » KFER - 1ERERE)

. B R ( Making Inferences » #1Part Three ) 2 fE% » K& I FHI5 5 ?

L ERE2MRAHINE & T

2 (RN AR BT (Key Words) » RN B &
SHEBE-RMEEIREEE & OB
APEER R_ &

5. FAlh (FERIEA)

7

. IRIERE AR RTEA T TR ?

LIEHPIG R IR » BHIRME —E B_ BH_

2 DI EBS B E - MR BER BRI B B
BEANEAR  BU TR (W TFORESTE) B_ T
AFFIFRERE TR B_ &_
SATMIEERIRRN ) LIEEE & m_

6. FIF B R A AR R AR - BT R B
THHBREEAENSAREY B T
BB A EAENE S B B
I HHMERNANEE B_ T
0BIEE (fFER) B T
NEEE B_ F_

125 Al (FE#EA )

. BETTEEE > IR E A T AR ?

LESRE B &
2MBAIBXINEEE B &
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g.

JEERE B_ B

LTERE B_ 6

S WLBHEAETHE B &
6. HAth (FEERH)

PR RRRS » fR2 0 88 T3 R ?
| —ECRERBBLNE & B
LT RFLFEN IR & &
IWEBNFARRGHEE & B _
LFERNFEEEFER B &_

5. ¥ ATEIME T F (stressed words ) WHEHS
6.HEARMT B_ &H_

1.58AY B_ B_

8. HAth (FERREA)

/
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Appendix 3: Specific Terms and Abbreviations in this paper

Compensatory strategies: see Strategy
Effective strategies: see Strategy
Effective 5: see Strategy
Effective 9: see Strategy
Group
High-group: those subjects who were scoring above the average in the given test admin-
istered in a classroom situation
Low-group: those who were scoring under the average in the given test administered in
a classroom situation
i No-group: those who had not had previous listening experience
Yes-group: those who had had previous listening experience
High-group: see Group
Infer 3: see Strategy
| Low-group: see Group
l]”' ik No-group: see Group
[
|

i . Perception
1" Perception + : see SIC45, QG-45.

H Perception - : see SIC-non45, QG-non45,

i QG
Vil QG: "Questions as Guidelines"

i QG-45: subjects choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of QG. They
are also marked as "perception +."

QG-nondb: subjects choosing 1-3 on a scale of 15 to show the usefulness of QG. They
are also marked as "perception -."

SIC
SIC: "Situational Information as Clues"

it SIC-45: subjects choosing 4 or 5 on a scale of 15 to show the usefulness of SIC. They
are also marked as "perception +."

SIC-nond5: subjects choosing 1-3 on a scale of 1-5 to show the usefulness of SIC. They
are also marked as "perception -"

Strategy

compensatory strategies: ways to deal with listening difficulties

effective strategies: ways to deal with the text effectively

effective 5: referring to the fifth effective strategy listed in the questionnaire, ie. "lis-
tening to the situational information carefully"

effective 9: referring to the ninth effective strategy listed in the questionnaire, ie. "using

3 the questions as quidelines"

; infer 8: referring to the third inference strategy listed in the questionnaire, i.e. "getting

h the answer from the later part in the second recording"

i Use

¥ use + : subjects actually using the investigated strategy
use - : subjects not using the investigated strategy

Yes-group: see Group
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