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ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE LISTENING STRATEGIES

OF ESL COLLEGE STUDENTS
QOhn Merton Murphy

Thé problems ﬁSL learners facq_as listeners in college classrooms seem
different from the ones they enéounterbwhey they speék, read, or write in
English. The purpose of this investigation was to explore the listening
strategies'of ESL college students. I did this in oréef to better prepare
' myseif for integ:ating 1istening-instruction into methods of second language
teachin;} One of my aims has been to bring 1i§téning research into the era
of process-oriented investiéétions. My focus_upqq the process Qf 1istenin§
parallels recent methods for investigating reading and writing. |

. I produced transc;iptiéns of ESL college students' oral‘and written
responses to listening selections. The method.I followed to analyze the
data was protocol analysis. Twelve intermediate level ESL qollege students
participated in the investigation. Half were relatively more proficient
and half Qere relatively less proficient listeners. The studenfs took
intermittent breaks during the presentation of the listening selections by
self-selecting the moments when their oral and written responses were to be
expressed. By providing a structure for.the studehts to take periodic breaks
from listening long enough to éxpress their thoughts; I was able to record
these responses while their interpretations of the selections were still in

the process of formation.



ABSTRACT

(CONTINUED)

I ha§e been able to label and explore a series of seventeen individual
sﬁrategies“placed into six broad straﬁegic categories. Evidence of the
- differences between the two groups;pf ESL listeners pertain to the
frequencies of the strategies they used, and to the sequential patterns they
followed. The image for listening arising from thisyin&estigation is
that of an interpretive language proces§ in which a variety of listening
st¥atégies interweave. The textual and non-textual information that emerges
glong with the strategies listeners use determines their interpretations of
what they hear. 'Qne implication of the study is ;hat methods of listening
instruction need to be intggrated with activities invoiving readiné,

speaking, and writing.
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AN THVESTIGATION INTO THE LISTENING STRATEGIES

OF ESL COLLEGE STUDENTS

As well as needirng firm contrcl overvreading, writing, and speaking.
in English to insure their §uccess in college; ESL students must cope
- with thg_qhallenge of comprehending academic lectures. bThe Problems
ESL learners face while 1istening in these settings seem to be different
from the‘ones they encounter whe; trying to read, write, or speak in
English. The purpose for initiating this study was to explore the
listening strategies of proficient as compared with less proficient
"ESL college students. I explbred their 1istening strategies in order
t.o learn more about second language (L2) 1isténing and fo better prepare
fof the effective integration of listeuning instruction into college—ievel
' ﬁSL courses.

In the literature on teaching second languages many investigators
have presented convincing evidence that students are in need of
listening instruction, especially at the early stages of learning
an L2 (See: Blair, 1982; and Winitz,‘1981 for reviews; as well as
Bamford, 1982; Rivers, 1976; and Palmer, 19175.’ Although interest in
;isténing stretches back to the turn of this century., in relation to
reading, writing, and speaking much less research has been devoted to

" listening in generai and to the listening of L2 learners in particular
" (Lundsteen, 1979; RiGers, 1976). Our current understanding of the
nature of iistening is based upon first language (Li) research into

psycholinguistics, schema theory, and other related fields of inquiry,



but there continues to'be very'“little direct research on second language
listening comprehension" (Richards, 1983, p. 220). The point that.listening
is one of the most underestimated and least understood aspects of L2
investigation has been echoed in the literature repeatedly over the past
twenty years (Blair, 1982; Burling, 1982; Donaldson-Evans, 1981; Winitz,
1981; Undexrwood, 1980; Rivers, 1978; Belasco, 1967). Up to the present
time, few attempts have been made to characterize the strategies ESL
students use as listeners to'En%lish.

We aréyliving in a period of change concerning fundamental ideas
on how languages are acquired and used. In the 1970s, for example,
composition researchers began to deveiop.new descriptions for the act
of writing and.to emphasize the Qriting ‘process' (see: Hairston, 1982;
zamel, 1982; and Humes, 1980 for reviews). A similar and parallel
development has occurred in reading through ih&estigations into the
nature of discourse sfrucfure and proposition salience (Kintsch & Van Dijk,
_1978;‘Frederiksen, i975; Meyer, 1975) , process strategies and miscué
anaiysis (Goodman & Goodman, 1977; Brbwn, A., 1981; Rigg, 1976) and
schema theory (Carrell, 1984; Rumglhart, 1977; Anderson; 1977). Some
L2 researchers reference the work of Kuhn (1970) and argue that changes
_are occuring at the very foundations for conceptualizing psychological
and linguistic framgworks of L2 teaching .methologies (Raimes, 1983;
Brown, H. D., 1980, 1975;schwerdtferger,.1980). If we have entered into
a periqd of change in reference to the teaching of reading, writing,
and secqnd languages, then the implications of t¢he new paradigm are
bound to have an important impact upon the way we concegtualize a

language area such as L2 listening as well. One well-represented school



of thought from the dicipline of modern foreign language instruction
specifically argues that L2 listening has become the foundation upon

which a new paradigm is already developing (Terrell, et al., 1983; Burling,
1982; Winitz, 1981; Newmark, 1981; No:;d,v 19el; Gary, J. & Gary, N., 1981;
Swaffar & Woodruff, 1978). Some of these researchersihave ccined the

term "the comprehension approach" as a broad label for the special

emphasis they place upon 1isténing instructioh at eaily sﬁages of L2
1earning. Although their positién is becoming better documented, the role

that listening plays in the acguisition of an L2 continues to be loosely

defined and infrequently explored. Because 1isteniﬁg beyond the elementary
léevels of L2 competence is a relatively uncharted area for study I
decided to expiore an number of basic questions related to it. I searched
- for deeper insight into L2 listening by comparing and contrasting the
Arespective 1i§tening strategies qf comparativeiy‘more profiéient and
less proficient intermédiate—level ESL college students. Here is a
list of the general exploratory questions I addressed:

(1) 1Is protocol analysis a practical way to investigate listening?

(2) can listening effectively be characterized as a language
process?

“(3) 1In their oral and written responses toO listening selectlons,
do students seem to use listening strategies?

(4) What are their listening strategies?

(5) Do more proficient as compared with less proficient
intermediate-level ESL listeners use different strategies?

(6) What strategies are activated relatively more frequently
in the responses of both groups of listeners?

(7) Are there recurring sequential patterns to how the listeners
" activate their strategies?

(8). Can we distinguish between particular instances of more
and less effective listening?



In order to find answers to these questions I broke with the
prevailing tradition that served as the conceptual basis for most previous
investigations into listening. The prevailing traditioh both in L1 and
12 studies has tended to be centered around a description of listening
as a linear process of decoding in which information flows smoothly in
one direction from‘a speaker to a listener. 2As a reflection of this
perspective, investigations into listening traditionally have involved
setting up a Pretest‘(Treatmént Group/Control Group)-Posttest research
design in which different forms of 1istening instruction werevcompared
in order to determine which ones produced relatively more significant
results. The most pervasive questions asked were: (1) Is notetaking
an effective technique for enhancing the comprehension and retention of
inf.ymation presented to listeners (see: rLagas, 1980 for»a comprehensive
Ll review)? (2) Does training in 1isténing 1eéd to improvement in
students' listening skills (see: Luﬁdsteen, 1979; and Devine, 1978 for
‘L1 reviews)? (3).-Is an extensive emphasis on listening instruction at
the earliest stagé of language learning an effective me@hod for teaching
a foreign or second language (see: Winitz, 1981 for a comprehensive
L2 re&iew)? The products that were examined in these investigations
were the participants® scores on post-listening tests of comprehension.
What was missing from studies such as thése is that because the
methodologies followed were primarily product-centered, little light
was being shed upon how thé Process of listening takes place. This is not

the type of research design that my response to the literature has promp:ed

me to employ.



One of my aims for this study was to bring listening research into
the era of process-oriented investigations. I suggest that Ly examining
it as a language process, listening can be investigated with procedures
similar to those recently applied for investigations into reading and
writing. To do this, I produced transcriptions of ESL coliage students'
oral and written responses to commercially available tape—recorded
1istening selections that simulate academic lectures. I refer to the
transcriptions of their respons;s as the students' listening protocols,
and to the method foliqwed to analyze the data as protocol analysis.
Student protocol anal;;is has been used effectively in both writing and

reading research designs (see: Calkins, 1983; Graves, 1981 on writing,

and Marr & Gormly, 1983; Wolf & Tymitz, 1976~77 on reading).

Data Collection

All the participants in the investigation had access to thé same
set of diréctions concérning how the .study was to be conducted. An
Investigator's Script was designed that.included all of the procedural
information the students needed to know in order to participate in
the investigation. Here is the script as it was presented to the

‘participating students each time we met together:

Investigator's Script

"I am trying to get to know you as a person who listens to English.

* This is a difficult thing to do since listening is something that takes
~ place within our minds and it is not something we can easily observe in
" other people. By this I mean that if you are riding a bicycle or driving

a car I can get an accurate picture of you as a picyclist or automobile
driver by watching you as you are performing one of these activities.
With listening, however, what you are doing takes place within you mind.
There is nothing for anyone else to see. For this reason'I will ask you
to talk .or write about what you are thinking as you are listening to some
selections in English. Let me explain how I want us to proceed."



"You are going to listen to the tape recording of a short selection
in English, Your object will be to interrupt the speaker as frequently
as you wish and to talk or write about the thoughts that are running
through your mind as you are listening. The decision to either speak
directly to me or to write your ideas down on paper is entirely up to you.
In order to interrupt the playing of the tape recording please signal
to me with a hand gesture when you have heard enough material to which
you can respond.”

(&t this point the investigator and the participant will have to
agree upon an easily recognizable hand gesture. The student may simply
point with his/her index finger, or raise a hand. Whatever the signal
is, it must be agreed upon in advance) .

“You may interrupt as frequently as you want. By signaling with
your hand you have control over how much material you listen to before taking
a break. 1In fact, you can avoid the feelings of getting lost while listening
or forgetting your ideas by interrupting frequently and talking or
writing about your thoughts immediately following each interruption you
make. Remember that it is better not to wait tco long before you make
the effort to express your ideas because you do not want to forget what
you might be thinking as you listen. I want you to try and summarize
as much of what the speaker says as you can, but in addition, please
include any other thoughts you have running through your mind as well"

Example of the Procedure

(1) 2 telve minute listening selection is started on a tape player.

(2) After 45 seconds of 1iStening'the participant signals to
stop the tape.

(3) First structuring move by the Investigator:

SILENCE: This will give the participant an initial chance to
express his/her thoughts without any distractions.

THEN, ONLY WHEN NECESSARY:
A.) In your own words, what was the speaker saying?
B.) What have you been thinking about (also: seeing,

feeling) as you listened? "

C.) 1Is there anything else You remember?

(4) The participant has finished exXpressing his/ner thoughts.

(5) The investigator turns the tape recording on again at the same
: point at which it was interrupted in (2).

(6) After X number of seconds, the participant again signals to
stop the tape.

(7) The investigator repeats.the first structuring move of silence,

11
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and continues as before.

(8) Steps (1) through (7) are repeated until all of the listening
selection has been presented to the participant.

Setting
The recorded materials collected under the conditions described
above I refer to as the listeners' oral responses. All of the participants
were présented with the same 1istening materials and directions for
responding. They were free iﬁ“choqsing to respond to the selections through
either an oral or a written medium. Their oral responses were recorded
with the use of a small cassette tape recorder. The students were also
p?ovided with clean sheets of white'péper and pens in case they wanted
to respond through writing. A second tape recorder was used in order to
play.éhe recordings of the listening selections.
I collected the responses they produced while working with a group
of tyelve ESL college students. I met with each of the participants
ihdividually on eight different occasions. The first two meetings were
devoted to introduéing them to the aims and procedures of the investigation
(these were not included in the actual period of data collection). My |
last six meetings with each of the twelve participants generated the data
upon which this investigation was based. Over the course of one semester,
éur meetings together were held once a week for eight consecutive weeks.
" Instruments
When deciding uéon the six listening selectiqns to be included as
part of the investigation my first concern was that they be materials

originally designed with listening in mind. In 1983 a fellow doctoral

student'at Teachers éollege conducted a formal survey of the ten most'




widely preferred ESL listening materials in the opinions of 115 directors
of college~level or college-preparatory ESL programs in the United States
(Oprandy, work in progress). I found that only three of these sets of
materials included selections that were well-suited for the purposes of
the investigation. The others did not attempt to simulate the format

of academic lectures. Since there was not a great supply of appropriate
materials to be found in commercially available ESL listening texts, I
supplemented these with two éelections that were origiﬁally designed with
Ll listeners in mind. Through consultation with three professional ESL
teachers who were experienced in the field, we settled upon the following
éix selections for three reasons: (1) The selections would be of general
interest to college- age ESL students. (2) They were as culturally
neutral in relation to the participants’ language backgrounds as could
be found. (3) They simulated the format of college-level academic

-lectures in rélation to topic, content, and length.

Title of Selection Source
(1) The Discovery of King Tut's Listening Skills Schoolwide
Tomb (Devine, 1982) (L1)
(2) Your Personality and Your Heart - Better Listening Skills
(Sims & Peterson, 1981) (L2)
*(3) John F. Kennedy: Promise and Advanced Listening Comprehension,
Tragedy ‘ Developing Aural and Note-

. Taking Skills :
(Dunkel & Pialorsi, 1982) (L2

(4) Are They Home Buyers Or Are Schema-Directed Processes in
They Thieves? Language Comorehension

(Anderson, 1977) (Ll1)

5) The Clever Judge and the Stolen Listening Focus
Money (Kisslinger & Rost, 1980) (L2)

13



Title of Selection . Source
(6) - The Egyptian Pyramids; Houses Adyanced Listening Comprehension,
of Eternity Déyeloping Aural and Note-

Taking ‘Skills
(Dunkel & Pialorsi, 1982) (L2)

Sample
All of the participants were énrolled in one of four different

sectioﬁé.of an ESL Oral Communication course that I taught at a large
metropolitan university in New York City. Instruction‘in L2 listening
was not an integral aspect of the Qral Commﬁnication course, and fhe
participants were aware that their involvement in the study was completely
separate from the course. The twelve subjects who participated were
d;awn from the original population of eighty-four students who enrolled
in this course during the fall semester of 1983. This population was
"~ divided into two groups because I intended to comparé the differences
'between the listening strategies of more proficient with comparably less
proficient intermediate-level ESL learners. Their assignments into-one
of the two groups Wére<ﬂetermined_by their performances on three separate
measures (see Bppendix A for a description of the three measures used).
Hélf of the sﬁudents were placed into the higher proficiency level group

and half into the lower.

In order to identify the twelve participants a colleague of mine
at the university conducted a separate random selection of six students
:from each of these two groups of forty-two students each. While collecting
the data, transcribing the tapes, and initially coding the listeners’'
protocols, I did not know who was a higher level or a lower level

participant. The ethnic-composition and academic-ability level of the
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students who enroll in this course do not change appreciably from one
year to the next. 'Therefore, I have better prepared to conduct more
effective listening instruction by learning something from the inves—

tigation that is relevant to as many students as was possible.

Data Analysis
After all of the data had been collected, there were seventy—two
separate listeners' protocols transcribed from a total of thirty-six

hours of tape recordings. In other words, the separate meetings with

each of the participants lasted for an average of thirty minates. With the
éssistance of two outside coilaborators we transcribed all of the participants’
pral and written responses.to the listening seléctions. While preparing
the data in this manner all of these responses were divided into
séquentially ordered individual thought groups.* Each separate thought
éroup was written as one line of transcrip£i6n. Data analysis was directed
toward examing and classifying the listeners' responses at the level of
.these individual thbught groups .

o Following a recursive and qualitative examination of the data, I
eventuaily'decided upon a three—qimension framework in érder to analyze

thé 1isteners' individual responses. The labels for the three dimensions

'are:' Source, Use, and Area of Content. I based the dimensions related

to Use and Area of Content upon some characteristics of communication

proposed by Fanselow in his descriptive classroom observation system,

* The. term 'thought group' is intended to be synomous with terms in the
literature such as ‘independent clauses', 'superordinate clauses"'.
'thought units', or 'T-units.! A Concise Grammar of Contemporary English
(Quirk & Greengaum, 1975) was the reference used for the identification
of separate thought groups.

15
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FOCUS: Focii for Observing Communication Used in Settings (Fanselow, 1977).
For a more complete description of the dimensions used the reader should
refer to Murphy (1985) or Fanselow'(1977).

For each of the three dimensions I asked one question. The first
was: “Whgre does the source of the information the listener expresses
6riginate, in the text, in the listener's prior experience, or through
an interaction of these two coﬁcerns? My use of the term "source" is
very different from the way Fanse.ow uses this same term. The remaining
two dimensions are based upon, although not identical to, Fanselow's
definitions of Uses and Areas of Content. For the second dimension I ask:
How does the listener use the language to express his sr her ideas (i.e.,
through characterizing, questioning, relating, repeating, revising, or
sfating)? With respect to the third dimension I ask: What is the area
of.content addressed iﬁ the listener's comment (i.e., cohtext, discourse,
lexis, grammar, inflections, spelling, word order, cohesive ties, rhetoric;
pronunciation, the topic area of the selection, the specker's intentions,
Qeneral knowledge, personal informatioﬁ, procedural concerns, prescriptive
‘advice, the 1is£ening process, or unspecified)? As well as examining the
daté in light of these three dimensions, I also maintained a consistent
v distinction between the participants' oral and written responses.

Each line of transcription was coded according to the three
dimensions of SOurce; Use, and Areas of Content. With the assistance of
three independent test-coders whobwere trained in the framework for

data analysis, eleven percent of the total number of participants'

responses was subjected to a reliability check. For each of the three
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dimensisns there was moxe than 80% agreement on the check for inter-coder
reliability, and more than 81% agreement on the check for intra-coder
reliability with the sample of the data all three test~coders examined.
The recurring combinatioﬁs'of Sources, Uses; and Areas of Content at the
level of the participants' individual responses led to an identification
and iabeling of the participants‘various listening strategies.

Results |

The participants in the.in;estigation did seem to be able to
articulate through speech and writing the information that they were
?aking into consideration while listening. I found that this was a
practical and effective way to investigate listening. The group of
mofe proficienf listeners produced a tot;i of 2,706 oral responses for
an average of 75 oral comments each time a listening selections was
presented to one of them. Members of the group of less proficient
listeners produced a tatal of 2,039 oral responses for an average of
57 oral comments wﬁile listening to one of the same selections. In other
Qorés,.the mofe p;oficient listeners had more to say while interacting
with the selections than the members of the other group. They also
produced more written responses..

The ESL students seemed to use a number of recognizably distinct
strategies for interpreting the selectiops. The discovery of a variety
of different stfatégies suggests that ;i5£ening caﬁ be characterized as
a language process because it seems to invblve more than merely decoding
what one hears. After grouping some of these listening strategies together,
I have labeled six general headings that encompass a total of seventeen

ceparate strategies. Presented in the order of their frequency of




13

occurence the general headings are; Recalling, Speculating, Probing,

Introspecting, Delaying, and Recording

TABLE 1

Strategy Groupings and Individual Listening Strategies

Names for Strategy Groupings - Names "for Individual
Listening Strategies

(1) Récélling - Paraphrasing
Word-Hooking

_ Revising

Checking

(2) Speculating ' - Inferring
Connecting
Personalizing
Anticipating

(3) Probing - Analyzing.the Topics
Analyzing the Conventions
of Language
Evaluating the Topics

(4) Introspecting ‘ - Self-Evaluating
. ' Self-Describing
(5) Delaying - ' Repeating
, Fishing
(6) -Recording : - Notetaking
(written responses; Drawing
non-oral) ‘

(Insert Graph Number One)
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GRAPH NUMBER ONE

The Participants' Total Number of Oral Responses
Divided into Major Strategy Groupings
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When the listeners used one of the four Reé&lling strategies
they were paraphrasing textual information by putting it into
their own words. 'It seems that the students rarely tried to
repeat what they had heard by using exactly theysame words that
were presented to them. The names of the four Recalling strategies
are: Paraphrasing, Word-Hooking, Revising, and Checking. They
are all similar in the sense that for these strategies the
lis*eners rephrased the information they heard while using their
own means of expression. The label Word-Hooking is reserved
for responses in which a particularly original means of expression
is introduced by the listener. For example, when one of the
participants listened to a selection in which nervous and anxious
personalify types were discussed, first she heard:

(Many doctors have noticed that their heart patients are very

anxious and nervous individuals. They are excessively

competitive and always try to achieve the highest positions

in their work. They set themsslves unrealistic goals and

force themselves to meet imposzible deadlines)

Then she éaid:

"They're more like workaholics in a sense because they have
to do everything in a certain time

Workaholics means that they love to work a lot just like an
alcoholic loves to drink a lot

I guess if you're a workaholic that means you ‘re gonna have
a heart attack sooner or 1ater

I say that the listeners are Word-Hooking when their means of
expression is particularly creative, as in the reSPODSES cited
above. For‘Wbrd-ﬁooking, as well as for the other three Recalling
stra;egies, the information presented in the listener's response

parallels the information presented in the listening selection.
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For the Revising strategy the listeners are changing their
minds and correcting themselvés concerning some information they
may have confused or misunderstood the first time they tried to
recall it. The listené;s are Checking when they recall information
from the text in order to support or verify something that they
had already introduced in one of their previous commenfs. The
Paraphrasing, Word-Hodkiné, Revising, and Checking strategies all
indicate that 1i§teners attempt to recall what they have hesard
as accurately as possible, and that they express this information
in their own words. The part;cipantS'in the investigation used
Recalling strategies for well over fifty percent of their oral
responses and Qirtually all of their written responses. This was
true for both groups of ESL college studenté. I refer to
Paraphrasiﬁg as the major Recalling strategy because the listeners
paraphrased in their oral responses more often than they used
all of the other fourteen listening strategies combiped. Both
groups of participants were very similar in this respect. ‘zf—\\

. {Insert

When the students used one of the four Speculating strategies, Graph #2)
which is the second maﬁor strategy heading, they were doing something
‘quite'different from recalling textuai-informatioﬁ. One might
expect that listeners would attempt‘to recéll as much-as they can
of’whét they hear, pbut for the Speculating strategies
they complement the information préSented to them by introducing

what I refer to as listener-based information. The names of the

21
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GRAPH NUMBER TWO

The Proportion of Paraphrasing Strategies
in Relation to All Other Strategies Combined
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four Speculating strategies are: Inferring, Connecting, Personalizing,

. and Anticipating. When employing one of them the listeners seem to be
using the speculative power of their imaginations as an aid for listening.
I found that these responses often emerged at the center of their
interpretations of the selections. The Inferring strategy pertains to
responses in which students demonstrate they are 'listening between the
lines', pulling separate pieces of textual information together, or
synthesizing what they hear. -

The Connecting strategy demonstrates that prior knowledge plays a
L J
role in the listening process because it .signals that listeners make
associations between what they hear and what they already know. When
one of the participants heard a brief textual reference to the Egyptian
pyramids as being one of the seven wonders of the world she ‘'said:
"The other six wonders of the world no longer exist f
Like they had a statue of Zeus, you know, that Greek-god
And that statue was made of pure gold
I think that finally it was burned down by some invaders
or something
And alro there was the hanging (Gardens of Babkvlon)

It was_a little valley that was decorated with a lot of
trees hanging from the buildings and Elaces 11ke that
I think that the decorations were put there because the king

married a gir] who came from the forest
I read that she felt homesick because there wasn't any

trees around . . .
Those are the two (other) wonders of the world that I know
about"

The information that she introduced in ;ha responses above had not
been presented to hexr in the selectian. Therefore, I recognize

that she was drawing a connection between what she heard and
information that was part of her prior knowledge. The more proficient

listenefs activated the Connecting strategy slightly more often than the
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members of the other group.

.The Personalizing : anagy is similar in many respects to
Connecting. When listeners personalize in their responses they
are also making connections between whétjﬁhey hear and what they
already knew before beginning to listen to a selection, but the 5
natureuqf.the information they introduce is subtly different.
Pérson;iizing responses indicate that studehts draw connections g
to information from their privaté lives or personal opinions. It is not
information that is commonly available as general knowledge. As listeners
introduqe information about themselves as people, or»ébout their families,
" -friends, and relatives, or any information that would not be generally
accesé#ble to thé public, their comments fit the criterion for the
Pefsonalizing strategy. When one listener was responding to the
Aseiecfion in which anxious and nervous personality types wereé discussed,
he Segaﬁ to personalize some of what he heard by relating it to someone
hé had met.through his family. He said:

“. . . my mother's boss is like that . . .
He knows my mother

He comes over my hog§g<gg§ we know his family and evervthina
When he comes-to work he's a differept person

Oh, he changes, oh, forget it*

He worries, he screams, he gets headaches, he get s;gk

He gets S1CK because.of worrying
He was' in the ho;g;tal for a couple of days, for that
nervousness

My mother goes crazz too when _he acts like that
She quit her job, by the way

She couldn't take it either

I mean the guy was ridiculous"

This kind of information would not be generally accessible to anyone

outside his immediate family unless the listener decided to express it.
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The more proficient listeners iﬁtroduced Personalizing responses
- more than four times as often as the less proficient listeners.
The fourth sSpeculative strategy is the one I refer to as
Anticipating. In these responses listeners reach beyond the .
cues they sample out of a selection and attempt to predict
information that might.be introduced at some future point in
time. During the presentation of a selection that dealt with the discovery

of King Tut's tomb, one listener heard:
(. . . Before the year was over, they had loaded thirty-

four packing cases of priceless material from the tomb
along with four chariots and dozens of statues. . .)

And he responded by saying:

~~"I think thev are probably g01ng to put those things they
discovered into a museum
They 're British so maybe the things thev discover will
' go_jinto a mgseum in England

Maybe thev're dgoing to sav that the men who discovered that
tomb became very famoys as archeologists

That probably helped them in their (professional) field .
a ]Q: - . R N

They didn't say that vet but I bet that's what's going to
happen later on"

As prégented in graph numbet three, I found that the mdré»proficient
listeners anticipated in theix orél responses more often thah
the participants in the other group. Their anticipztions of the topics
seemed most effectivé when the listeners stayed open to the possibility
of reconsidering their tentative predictioﬁs in light of information
presented later on in the selections.

The thitd major heading indicates that listeners often analyze,
characterize, or evaluate what they‘hear. Liké the séeculating

strategies, these.responses reveal that listening is more than a receptive
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language skill. They signal that 1istenersktend to probe beneath the
surf;cé of the’information presented to them. I place the three strategies
in this group under the heading of{Probing. The three Probing strategies
ére: Analyzing the Topics, Analyzing the Conventions of language,: and
Evaluating the Topics. |

When listeners Analyze the Topics they are trying to find
out moré information than has been preSented'to them. Most often
they do this by asking questions or, characterizing what they hear.
For example, when one of‘the students was listening to the selection
dealing with the general topic area of heért disease, she wés
.not satisfied with the text's emphasis on the preventive~measurés
one can take to avoid heart related problems. She said: 4 ‘ !

‘(1) "I'm interested in something else
, I want to know what are some of the symptoms '
L (immediately) before a heart attack happens?
S (3) Do you have any headaches? i
I think I read somewhere that you're suppose to have ;
. pains in your arms : '
(5) What can.you do about those pains?
And aiso, what are the physical damages (after a heart
attagk)?
(7) They didn't really talk about the damages vet"

Tﬁe issues she raised in these responses were not the ones
addressed in the selection, yet théy became the center of the
listener's interpretation. In comments (2) through (&) she was
analyzing by asking questions. 1In (7) she was anaiyzing by
characterizing the topics pPresented in the selection. Of ail
the responses collected in this investigation that fit the
criterion for Anaiyziné the Topics, 61l% of them belonged t§ the

group of more proficient listeners.

. <8
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When listeners Analyze the Conventions of Language they
focus their attention upon specific features of the linguistic
system such as: the definitions of words, spelling, pronunciation,
grammar, cohesive ties, and rhetorical organization. There was
a clear difference between the two groups of participants with Ai
respect to the conventibns of language they addressed in their

analyzing responses. The members of the group of more proficient

listeners were most often concerned with the rhetorical organization
of the selections because they tended to point out which pieces

of information represented main ideas and supporting details, or
- they spoke of the organizational structure of the selections.
Approx%mately 62% of their responses that fell into this strategic
category were of this t&ﬁe. For example, while listening to one

of the selections one student said:

"Over here she summarizes What she's saying
And then she gave main ideas of how to
avoid heart attacks
. That would be three main points, or three main ideas
The first one was that heart att3ckS are very common
She said that at the_beginning
And then she said that a person's personality or
his character will determinate (sic) if he's
going to get that disease . . . ’
And now she's talking about some kind of treatment
for that (heart disease)
That's the three things I heard . . ."

‘The members of the group of less proficient listeners more often
focused their attention on unfamiliar words and asked questions
that related to lexical definitions or how these words should be

pronounced. About 65% of their responses that fell into this

,' - 27
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'strategié category were concerned with definitions and procunciation.
In summary, when Analyzing the Conventions of language the better
listeners tended to focus their attention on the identification of main
ideas and othervaspects of rhetorical organization, while the less
proficient listeners‘centeied their attention at the level of individual
words.

The third Probing strategy is reserved for responsés in which the
listeners are passing judgements or making critical assessments concerning
the information they have interpreted from a selection. I refer to
responses such as these as Evaluating the Topics. One of the listeners
a;tivated this strategy while being presented with the selection on

treatments for heart disease. First she heard:

(Let me describe the problem of heart disease in the United
States. Thousands of peop;e'die of heart attacks every year;
heart disease is becomming so widespread that we can talk

of an epidemic.) -

Then she said{

"I know that not many people get heart disease because
in my (home) country it is not even like here where
everybody has to do some kind of sport or physical
activity _ '
and I don't see many people who suffer from heart disease
S0 I don't think it's as common as she says
Really it isn't . *. .
So I don't think it helps to get people all upset
and make them worry about that
Worrying doesn'"t help anybody"

The more proficient listeners evaluated the topics in their responses
more than twice as frequently as the members of the other group.
For all three of the Probing strategies the listeners are doing more

than passively accepting what they hear. They are reaching out and

28
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acting upon their own inclinations towards analysis.

Under the fourth strategic heading, we find evidence that the
students sometimes focused their attention inward and reflected
I refer

upon their own experiences as listeners to the selections.

to these as Introspecting strategies and the labels for the two

- identified in the investigation are Self-Evaluating and Self-

Describing. Self~Evaluating responses are usually brief as the

listeners say things such as:

"I wasn't listening very well at the beginning"

"I didn't understand that at all"

"This is reallv too hard for me to understand because I
don't know anything about that topic"

"I think I missed that part"

Or

“{ understood that completely, but I think I already
knew most of it before she explained it"

These-kinds of responses indicate that students try to keep track
of how well they are doing while engaged in listening; they tend
to evaluate themselves. Self-Evaluating responses were evenly

distributed in the protocols of both groups of participants. The

more proficient listeners did not seem to use this strategy more

‘frequently than the other listeners.

There did seem to be a difference between the two groups of

24

participants with respect to the other Introspceting strategy. In these

responses the students.begin to explain something about how they listen

or what they are trying to do as they listen. I refer to these as
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- self-Describing responses because they reveal some of the students' own

perceptions of what they are taking into consideration as they listen.
The group of more proficient listeners produced more than twice as many
Self-Describing responses in their protocols as did the other group of
participants. Here are soﬁe examples of Self-Describing responses that

were excerpted from one listener's protocol:

"Just now I was waiting for her (the voice presenting the selection)
" to finish because I was sure I was right, I thought I was .right

and she was wrong . .

that she was wrong 'in what ‘she was saying
I thought that I was right in my assumption and she, she was
wrong . . . .
But then I remembered what she said, then I remembered the
whole conversation, everything
I rememberéd it all at once ‘
I said to myself, 'well I missed this the first time' but !
now I remember what I missed before . . . '
The same thing happened to me last week
It all came back to me on the way home
Because I usually I start thinking about what we talked !
apoyt when I am at home, or on the bus on my way home :
_.Then I remember things I didn't remember -here . . . - -i-
. <« when I 1eave and I'm by,myself then I remember a

lot more"’ . ' ‘

The underlined responses reveal something about the student's

internal experience as she listened to the selection. They only

becameravailable for analysis after the listener activated her
Self-Describing strategy. They demonstrate that the listener was able
vte describe orally what some o? her internal concerns were while she
was - listening.

The next two strategies I group tegether seem to indicate that
listeners sometimes delay or stall for time as they are trying to make
sense of what they hear. The students' use of these strategies is

understandable since research suggests that there are limits to how much

30
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new information a listener can accommodate at any on time (Miller, 1956).
I refer to this fifth general heading as Delaying. When the listeners
use one of the two Delaying strategies they are not introducing any new

information into their protocols. The.absence of new information is the
feature these strategies share in.common. wThe label I use for ﬂ
the fi;;t.Delaying strategy is Repeating. As its name suggests,

the listeners frequently repeated information that they had

already expressed in one of their earlier responses. They often

repeated the same information more than just once or twice. The

less proficient listeners activated the Repeating strategy slightly

- more often than the mehbers of the other group of participants.

I refer to the second Delaying strategy as Fishiﬁg. ‘These
are responsesS that are incomplete or not fully realized in the
.listeners' protocols. When listeners begin to expreSs some
inférmation but do not finish what they started to say, or if they
diop off one thought ahd switch to something else I say that
they are Fishing. This happened when one of the listeners was
responding to a selection dealing with a biographical sketch of
Président John F. Kennedy. The listeners said:

"They just said that he was . . . Uuhhh (Fishing)
Let me see . . .
I mean they just said that Kennedy was the . . . (Fishing)
No, maybe I'm wrong about that, I'mnot . . . (Fishing)
They just sai& that he was the Youngest president

ever to be elected

But I thought that . . . Hmmmm
If he was the youngest, wasn't there a . . . (Fishing)
I was just thinking about the other . . . (Fishing)

Which one was it? '
Wwasn't there a. president after him who was
even Younger?

31
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Wasn't Carter younger than Kennedy?
No, I guess he wasn't because . . . Hmmmm (Fishing)
I was thinking that Carter, Jimmy Carter was

younger than Kennedy but maybe he wasn't

I suppose that Kennedy was the youngest one
after all

I know that's what they said
He, I mean Kennedy, was the youngest person to
be elected president" (Repeating)

We can only guess as to what was going on in the listeners'’

minds when they failed to finish what they started to say. A&s

might have been happening in the responses excerpted above, when

the listeners used one of the Delaying strategies they seemed to

be providing themselves with some extra time as they struggled to [ﬁf\\

4A(Insert Graph
No. three)

focus their thoughts.

Under the sixth and final heading for listening strategies
I gfoup the students' efforts to create a permanent written

record of what they interpreted from the selections. I identiff
these ;szeéoréing .strategles ;né-l diécgvéfeabfﬁb of theﬁ ini )
the listeners' responses. Both are similar because the listeners

uséd pens or pencils to write information aown on paper. I found

that they did this in two different ways. Either they wrote down
words, phrases, and sentences, or they drew skétches, symbols and
hon-linguistic figures. I refer to the former Recording strategy

as Notetaking and to the latter as DrawinQ; The use of the

Notetaking strateéy was overwhelmingly more comnon in the

listeners' written work. The most surprising finding with respect

to these Recording strategies is that virtually all of the

listeners' notes and sketches were based upon textual information.

Although the students speculated, probed, and introsPectedbin
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GRAPH NUMBER THREE

‘Total Nuaber of Non-Paraphrasing Strategies Arranged According
to Their Fregquency of "Occurence in the Listeners' Oral Responses
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* their oral responses, I»found no examples of written notes of'sketches
that seemed to be grounded in listener-based information. In terms of the
other strategies I have introduced, the participants were invariably
Paraphrasing for their written responses. I found that thé least combersome
and most effective way to ;ccount Zor the differences Lietween the listeners'
use of one of these Recording strategies was to categorize each of their
protocols according‘to the following criterion. While listening the
participant engaged in: -

(1) an extensive amount of notetaking (or drawing)

(2) a moderate amount of notetaking (or drawing)

(3) a minimal amount of notetaking (or drawing)
When I completed this analysis I discovered that very few of the students
used the Drawing strategy in their written work. They relied upon written

words, phrases, and sentences and generally did not produce sketches or

other non~linguistic figures. Therefore, in the next table I presen

the two Recording strategies are collapsed together.

Table 2 ° ’

Table for the Students' Use of the Recording Strateyies
(Notetaking and Drawing Combined)

Extensive Moderate Minimal

. " {cr none)
Highs 15 times 11 times 10 times
Lows : 3 times 4 times 29 Times

(The # of times refers to their use.of the Recording strategies
during the presentation of the different listening selections.)

L
e
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This table indicates that the more proficient listeners more frequently
made ‘use of the Notetaking and Drawing strategies than the group of
less proficient listeners. The differences between the two groups with
respect to their use of these strategies is striking.

In answer to the seventh quesfion I initially asked, four broad
sequential patterns emerged from the data when I examined the order
listeners followed in the activation of their strategies. To identify
these patterns I looked at how the listeners" strategies fit into' the
overall context of thé protbcols in which they appeared. I examined .
the sequential patterns the listeners followed in the activation of their
strategies at the level of in&ividual 1istening protocols. One of the
last stages of my analysis of the data was to catagorize each of the
‘stpdents' seventy-two listening protocols according to cne of these
4bro;d sequential patterns. Following the ordef of théir frequenﬁy of

occurence ny labels for these sequential patterns are: Wide Distribution,

Text Heavy, Listener Heavy, and Holding Off until the End. There were

clear differences between the twolgroups as far as which of these patteins

they followed in the activation of their strategies.

For the Wide Distribution pattern the listeners were open
ahd flexible in their respcnse§ to the selzctions. They recalled,
speculated, probed, introspected, delavyaed, and recorded all with
.comparable vigor. When students nsed this pattern they were inter-
weaving a wide assortment of strategies, starting with their initial
responses to a selection and continuing over the course of an entire
protocol. Theirfpattérns for 1is£ening were similar only in the sense

_that many different strategies were used in widely varying and unfixed
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sequential orders._'Great variety was the feature they shared in
common. This is the pattern the group of more proficient listeners
followed most of the time. It was reflected in more than 72% of
their protocols. In comparison, the group of less proficient listeners
followed this pattern for only 30% of their protocols. BAn excerpt
from a protocol in which the listener_'followed the Wide Distribution
pattern is presented below. Itﬁa&dresses the selection on John Kennedy.
The listener heard: :
(. . . Many of these decisions reflected Kennedy's idealism
and, sometimes, his lack of realism. In his handling of
American foreign policy, for instance, Kennedy envisioned

a strong, interdependent Atlantic world —-- that was his
ideal --- but the reality was something else . . .)

Then she said:

"They just said that Kennedy was not a very

practical person, he was idealism (sic) (Paraphrasing)
So this is not what we hear about Kennedy
from the movies and all that (Connecting) A

They really talk differently about him here (Analyzing Togics)
Because in the movies they like idolize

him : (Connecting)
For instance, my daughter saw a movie,
T didn't see it but she did (Personalizing)

And she told me that she thought from
what she saw that he was a great
president, not just a good one

but a great one (Personalizing)
He didn't have any faults at all _ (Connecting)
That he appeared to be perfect, she

told me that . (Personalizing)

and now when I hear.this is more, "it's

really not against him, but it's

more . - - . (Evaluating Topics)
How do you say this word, unbiased? (Analyzing Lexis)
‘Anyway this is more unbiased" (Evaluating Topics)

The student continued to listen:
(. . . In Latin America, he won admiration with. his
plans for the Alliance for Progress: but again, as any

Latin American will tell you, the Alliance was much
more a dream than a reality)

36



She responded by saying:

"This is really, as they say, he knows
what he wanted to do and nothing

32

would prevent him (Inferring)
But as they say, he was a dreamer (Paraphrasing)
He wanted all these nice things to
happen but they didn't appear (Inferring)
I remember, not too much, but I remember - .
that I liked him very much (Personalizing)
.Because of the way he talked and reported
to the public whatever he wanted to do {(Connecting)
He really tried to do it (Personalizing)
and then when things didn‘t happen, he
said that it's not his fault (Connecting)
. Because this is not, you know, this is
not reality (Paraphrasing)
Hs can't do whatever he wants to do (Inferring)
¢ Wwanted to do things, but he couldn't (Paraphrasing)
Wwe usually blame other people when
we can't get things done (Pexrsonalizing)
Because he really wanted to do things .
but he couldn't all the time . . .) (Repeating)

The excerpt cited above fits the definition of the Wide Distribution

sequential pattern. The student responded to the selection by

activating a wide variety of listening strategies. She interweaved

both textually—based and listener—based information. = I would
characterize this section of her protocol as an instance of
effective listening because the various strategies she used seem

to interconnect, feeding into each other as her interpretation of the

selection continued to unfold.
‘The second most common sequential pattern is the one the group of

‘less proficient listeners followed most of the time. In this pattern
the listeners depended primarily upon the Paraphrasing strategy and

included practically none of the other strategies in their responses to

the selections. I refer to these Protocols as Text Heavy because in them

.. w
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the listeners seemed to stress the role of textual information and

consistently paraphrased what they heard for the overwhelming majority

of their responses. They presented a very limited number of listener~based

examples of information. Curiously, the group of more proficient listeners
followed the Text Heavy pattern in only 8% of their protocols, but the

other group did so in 50% of the ones they produced.

The third and fourth sequential patterns were not as common as the

first two. The label Listener ﬁeavy refers to protocols that tended to
overflow with listener—bésed information. In their responses the 2
students would be less sensitive to the information explicitely }
éresented in the selections and most frequently introduced information E
that was outside the scope of the topics'be;ng presented. When this
happéned the listeners were usually activating one of the Speculating
listening strategies such as Connecting and Personalizing. They
seemed to be veering away.fggg fhé £;£énded meaﬁing of thé.geléctions

and were addressing their own concerns. The less proficient

listeners followed this pattern in approximately 14% of their
vprotocols which was about twice as often as the members of the
other group. An example of a Listener Heavy response to one of

the sélections is presented below.

The listener heard:'

(. . . the ancient Egyptians believed that the dead person
could take his or her earthly possessions along to the next

world . . . Anyway the dead person was provided with
food clothing, furniture, weapons, and even servants. . .)

His responses were listener heavy when he said:

w
. QO
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"I don't know if the Egyptians believed they
“— can use these possessions (Analyzing Topics)
But (said with incredulous intonation) I

don't think it's very different from

the way modern people act! (Personalizing)
" We know we can't use the possessions after

death (Connecting) '
But we live our lives as if we could 5

use them after we die (Personalizing) !
Some veople (in today's world) live their \
*  1life collecting possessions (Connecting) :
It's like a wasy to waste life (Personalizing)

I know a lot of people who act like

that and all they do is hurt

themselves , (Personalizing)
They waste their lives because_ they are

always thinking about what will

happen to them later on instead of

thinking in the present" = (Personalizing)

The last sequential pattern I identified shares some
characteristics with both the Text Heavy and Listener Heavy patterns.
.In this one the listeners begin to respond yith a heavy emphas;s
on textual informatiqn, primarily by paraphrasing what they
hear. -fhef éontinue td paraéhraéé fot‘moét ofntheir'ftspohsés
to the selection; kut the final sections of their protocols
culminate with an overwhelming'emphasis ﬁpon listener-based
- information. 1In the Wide Distribution pattern the students
coptistently interweaved textually-based information with their
own ideas from the very beginnitg of their protocols. This
final pattern is different because the listeners only begin to
integrate some of their own information into their protocols at

the very end of their interpretations of the selections. I refer

to this pattern as Holding Off until the End. It was used by the
better listeners for 14% of their protocols, and by the less

proficient listeners only 6% of the time. As was the case with the

©
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. Listenef Heavy pattern, when thé students eventually introduced listener—
based information they were usually activating the Connecting and
Personalizing strategies. The final step in the analysis of the data
was to cafegorize all of the listeners' individual protocols according to
the criterion of these four sequential patterns. After categorizing the
72 protocols included in the investigatiqh separately and without having
access to each others' decisions, the three test-~coders agreed upon the

assignments they made over 85% of the time.

Table 3

Sequential Patterns Used by Both Groups

Text : Listener . Wide Holding Off
Heavy Heavy Distribution Until the End
Highs: 3 2 26 5
Lows: 18 5 ‘11 2
Both Groups =~ ) i i
Combined: 21 7 ' 37 7
Total number of protocols = 72 (36 highs + 36 lows)

This table indicates that the group of mo¥e proficieﬁg listeﬂers
were more likely to follow the Wide Distribution pattern in the
activation of their strategies. The grouéfof less profiCient»
listeners most frequently relied upon ‘a Tex£ Heavy interpretation‘
of the §electi6ns. The two différent groups of listeners are .
clearly'distinguished by their uses of these contrastiVe sequential

patterns for responding to what they heard.
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Discussion

.Only a few of the listening strategies identified in this report
had been included in prior characterizations of the listening process
(e.g., Paraphrasing which is frequently referred to as ‘sampling’', and
Anticipating the Topics which is often referred to as 'predicting').
In the.;i;erature, there wWere no previous studies that addressed the
issues of frequency of occurrence or sequential patterns in the activation
of listening strétegies. In faét, most earlier characterizations of
listening did not grow out of a tradition of attempting to delve directly

into the listening process. One important contribution of the investigation

* 1s’ in the methodology it presents for collecting students® listening

protocols.

The discovery of the numerous strategies that emerged from the
listeners' responses éupports an incipient recognition in the literature
tha£ the distinctive features of listening as a language process parallel
those of the processes of reading and writing. JuSt as better readers
and writers experiment with a wider variety of strategic oétions, so do
more effective listeners. This recognition should make it easier for
teachers and researchers to fit‘listening into a broader picture of
langﬁage in which reading, writing, speaking, and listening all interrelate.

I @id not find that the two groups of participants used recognizably

"different listening strategies. Graph number three signals that the students

"in both groups activated the same seventeen strategies while listening.

However, my analyses of sequence and frequency of occurrence lead me to
two conclusions that suggest some ‘differences between the two groups.

First, the more proficient listeners responded to the selections with a

, ﬁi];;ifl
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" greater number of oral and written comments. As a reflection of this, they

seemed to activate a wider variety of strafegies in their individual
protocols. In other words, the more proficient listeners did more while
interacting with the selections presented to them. Second, although the
proficient listeners produéed more responses and distributed their strategies
more widely in the protocols, their efforts d4id not seem to be haphazard
because the strategies they used seemed to interconnect. Listeners who
speculated, for example, wou;d frequently ground their speculations in the
text by paraphiasing some of what they heard before moving on to another
cémment. Listeners who heavily depended upon textually-based information
q;ring the early sections of their protocols often expressed a higher
proportion of listener-based informationblater on in their responses. The
pdint is that all of the strategies are important because when they seem
most effective they interconnect. Some strategies were used more frequently
in the protoco}s but any one of them might play a pivotal role in a

student's interpretation of a listening selection.

' Four broad sequential patterns emerged from the data when I examined

" the order listeners followed in the activation of their strategies. 1In

one of. these patterns, the one referred to as Wide Distribution, the
listeners' protocols were similar only in the sense that many different
‘strategies were used in widely varying and unfixed sequences. This in
fact was the pattern the more proficient iisteners followed most of the
time. The recognition of variety in felation to different sequential
patternﬁ signals that listening is a complex language process. It is not
easily ﬁinned down by a single comprehensive characterization. Listening

is not one thing because students appear to follow nearly as many different
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patterns for listening aé they have occasions to listen. The students'
protocols seem to reveal that listeners generate internal texts which
commoﬁly differ in many respects from the original selections. When the
different strategies used seemed most effective, they coupled together like
the links in a fence, or the molecular units that bond together to form
the doublé helix of a molecule of DNA. The listening process is elusive
because"iisteners do not seem to coordinate their strategies according to
ény rules save one: The textual-and non-textual pieces of information that
emerge along with the strategies listeners use, determine their intexpretations
of what they héar. The image of listening that arises from this
_discussion is that of a living language process with all of the potential
fo¥ multiformity that such a description necessarily implies.
What are the more effective listening strategies for ESL students

to use? ﬁhat are the more effective sequential patterns for ESL students
to following while activating their listening strategies? It is essential

to realize that these are not the questions I have tried to address in

this investigation.. My aim has been to desaribe ESL students’ responseg
to listening selections in order to explore the strategies they use. The
central concluéion of the study ig not that there is one best strategy or
one best strategic pattern for responding, but that different alternatives
ére available. I can pcint out that the more proficient listeners tended
to activate a relatiﬁely wider variety of individual strategies and
sequential patterns.

The more proficient listeners placed greater emphasis upon the
personalizing strategy than the members of the other group. They
personalized in’théir responses more than four times as frequently. As

Graph number ‘three indicates, the more prcf¥¥ient listeners also inferred,
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drew connections, self—described, andvanticipated more often than the less
proficient listeners. While analyzing the conventions of language -they
were more likely to focus their attention on broad issues such as the
rhetorical organization of the selections, rather than on lower level
concerns. These results indicate that ESL students at different leVeis
of language proficiency may be listening in different ways; they may be
trying to interpret what they hear by relying upon different kinds of
strategies. Through peer collaboration and teacher intervention, students
can learn to experiment with a fuller range of the options that are open
to them as they interpret listening selections within the context of
ﬁSL classrooms.

One implication for classroém instruction.is that we need to focus
upon the process of listening. ‘Students need to do more than merely
listen to lectures in order to answer multipie'choice questions. There

‘must be some exploration and intervention into the listening process.

“This is why I devised a method for data collection that permitted students
to self-select the times when they’were ready to take periodic breaks

from listening in order to respond through speaking and writing. Once

we ha;e coupled the students' use of theée other mediums with their

* internal responses to listening selections, then we have the means for
delving into the listening process. This. also presents the opportunity
to interweave listening instruction with methods for second language
teaching that involve speaking, reading, and writing. The point is that
ESL Students need to be guided toward the use of a variety of listening

strategies while_experimenting with @ full range of the strategic

options that are open to them as listeners.




40

One potential danger I want to address is that someone who reads R
this report might think that the strategies I discovered could be
handled separately in the classroom. I have not intended to leave the
impression that these are separable strategies for listening. The data
reveal that listening is a process in which a listener's strategies are
closelfvtied to each other. Since they all seem to interrelate, it may
not make sense to try and break "the process down into a series of

isolated strategies. Each one feeds into the others because this is an

interconnecting language process, not a series of subskills for listening.

A critical implication of the study is that the listening strategies

presented in this report ought not to be handled discretely in the

classroom but that they should be seen as interweaving components to a

‘single animated language process.

-

Part of.learning to listen should be discovering more about how
we respond to listening selections. It would be an invaluable lesson to
learn_that we are ffequently wrong in our interpretations without knowing
it. With practice, students can learn.to speak and write more effectively
aBout Vhat they are thinking while listening. They can begin to compare
théir responses with those produced by their peers. My position is that
ﬁéL students need to participate iﬁ activities that will help them examime
what the listening process entails and they need to explore this process
first-hand. Once their exploration of the process has been initiated they
need to be guided in the use of alternative strategies for listening. This
will becomeyanother aspect of the overall language learning experiences

and can be tied to their development as readers, speakers, and writers.

RIC s
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By employing the framework for listening defined in this report,
language teachers ean more easily identify the strategies students .are
- using in their classes.

When initially setting up this investigation there were no
procedures for collecting data on listening £hat effectively addressed
the purpose for the study. Therefore, I devised a structure for the
participants-to have control over when they could briefly interrupt
the presentation of the selecti;ns in order to respond to what they
had heard so far before continuing to listen. This 'stop-and-go*
procedure for the students to interact with the listening selections proved
to be an effective.means for collecting ;tudents‘ responses. The
examination of'their responses revealed some strategies for listening
that normally take place beneath the surface of observable behavior. It
permitted an exploration of the listening précéss in action.

Following is a brief synopsis of the major implications of this study.

(Insert Table 4)
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Table 4

Implications for a New Direction in ESL Listening Instruction
(These are based upon both my review of the literature
and the results of the investigation)

1l.) It will focus on the listening process; instructors will

intervene in the students' listening during the process.

2.) - It will view listening as an interweaving of listening
strategies rather than as a linear process of decoding.

3.) It will not refer to-listening as a passive or receptive
language skill; listeners are the creators of language too.
It will refer to listening as an interpretive language process.

4.) It will be centered around strategies for listening.
Instructors will help students recognize their strategies,
strengthen them, and generate some new ones.

5.) It will stress the integration of all four of the langpage
: processes: listening, speaking, reading, and writing.
It will propose that better listeners are more likely to
become better speakers, readers, and writers.

6.) Instructors will examine the products of listening by how
well they match the speaker's intended meaning but also
for what they reveal concerning the listener's strategies.

7.) It will.be holistic by viewing listening as an activity
that involves textually-based as well as listener-—based
information. Listeners speculate and use their intuition
and they interpret what they hear.

B.) It will be based upon psycholinguistic research and research
into the listening process.

9.) It will be 1nformed by other diciplines, especially research

into cognitive psychology, linguistics, reading, schema theory,
composition, communication theory, and L2 acquisition.

10.) It will view listening as a creative activity that can be
analyzed and described. Listening teachers will believe that
listening can be taught.

11.) It will propose that language teacheérs need to become aware
of some of the steps they can follow in order to be the
presenters’ of listener-considerate samples‘of SPeech.

12.) It will provide an ‘interactive structure for students to
periodically respond to what they:hear while listening
selections are continuing to be presented.

ERIC:

Aruntext provided oy enic IR
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.(Optionalé May be cﬁt)*f?ﬁ

APPENDIX A
3 Measures for Classifying the Participants According to

General Comprehension Proficiency

The first is the Michigan Test of Aural Comprehension which was
designed to accompany the Mighigan Test of English Proficiency. This is
a 90 item test of listening comprehension that is structurally based.
The second is a Listening Proficiency Rating Scale which was reviewed
in a recent article in the.iﬁSOL Quarterly as "a good example of how
detailed information on learner ability can be obtained from the use of
a listening proficiency rating sgale . . . (Richards, 1983, p. 230)."
it was designed by Brindley (1982) for the Adult Migrant Education
Service in Sydney, Australia and is based upon seven different-proficiency
levels. Finally, the third measure used Was”;he students' reading
proficiency levels as determined by the City University of New York ’
_Reading Assessment Test (CRAT). By bringing into consideration three
-different measures, two specifidally designed for 1istenin§ and one for
reading, I was able to attain a relatively complete picture of the

listening proficiency levels for all of the participants.
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