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1. Introduction

Deficiencies related to listening comprehension, which in formal education is
normally taught through listening activities, have led teachers to practise such
activities in the classroom on a regular basis. Listening activities have taken on a
central role in language learning (Rubin 1994; Zhang 2012) and using them in
the classroom is thought to be essential, because the understanding of oral texts in
a foreign language, in this case English, is considered to be a previous step to
communication, the final goal pursued in the teaching-learning process. Listening
activities are also relevant in EFL environments because a key difference between
those learners who are more and those who are less able to use them as a means of
acquisition (Kurita 2012). Listening activities can help the learners to succeed by
increasing comprehensible input (Kurita 2012) and play a critical role in
communication and in language acquisition (Vandergrift 1999), especially given
that adults spend 40-50 percent of their communication time listening (Miller
2003; Latifi, Youhanaee and Mohammadi 2013). They are also important for
reading comprehension, as has been shown in research in which children were
found to lack adequate reading comprehension skills due to deficient listening
comprehension skills (Hogan, Adlof and Alonzo 2014).

It is assumed that getting used to listening to oral discourse provides better oral
comprehension and learning (Sinchez, Diego and Alonso 2010). There are two
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views of listening which “lead in different directions for classroom pedagogy”
(Kurita 2012: 32). The first one (learning to listen) has to do with learning to
understand spoken messages, and the second one with learning the syntax and the
lexis of the language through listening (listening to learn). In formal education
teachers should promote both: the understanding of spoken messages and also the
learning of the foreign language (Rost 2002; Richards 2008). Depending on the
level of the students, it may be advisable to focus at a given moment on one of
these goals or on the other, with the purpose of motivating students and creating
arelaxed atmosphere. Since it is difficult to develop comprehension and acquisition
skills in foreign language teaching (Kurita 2012) where students have limited
opportunities for regular long-term oral communication with native speakers,
teachers should provide exercises within the classroom to promote oral
comprehension. For these tasks they should take into account a number of basic
factors, such as the length of the oral text and the degree of understanding required
(Nunan and Lamb 1996). Since some researchers have found (Chang and Read
2006, 2008; Kurita 2012; Nosratinia, Ghavidel and Zaker 2015; Ratebi and
Amirian 2013) that listening support in tasks enhances the learners’ use of
metacognitive strategies! in listening comprehension, they usually advise textbook
writers to include the following: information about the topic so that learners can
grasp detailed information; a warm up activity before listening to prepare the
students for what is coming next; and vocabulary instruction, though this is the
least useful form of support (Chang and Read 2006). They should also specity
whether the questions are to be answered in small groups, pairs, or necessarily have
to be answered individually. All these aspects can help students to learn and
understand their own learning process.

Moreover, teachers should keep in mind the findings of cognitive research into the
listening comprehension process since they can enhance comprehension (e.g.
claboration and inferencing). Many researchers have concentrated on bottom-up
or top-down processing in listening comprehension (Lynch 2006; Morley 1991;
Moskovsky, Jiang, Libert and Fagan 2015; Richards 2008; Rubin 1994; Vandergrift
2007)2. As listeners create a mental representation of what they have listened to
they use both linguistic knowledge (e.g. sounds, phonemes, grammar, etc.) and
their knowledge of the world, and sometimes are able to predict what is likely to
come next. To achieve a successful comprehension, students must become aware
that they don’t need to understand every word or idea (Penate Cabrera and Bazo
2002; Osada 2004). This will help them to avoid overloading their short term
memory (Latifi et al. 2013) and losing resources, thus favouring integration, the
parallel interaction between bottom-up and top-down processing (Buck 2001;
Flowerdew and Miller, 2005). One process or another will prevail depending on
the purpose, the type of background that the task requires and the degree of
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familiarity with the topic (Brown and Yule 1983; Richards 1990). It is likely that
the participants in this research, B2.1 level students ( Common European Framework
of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment, 2011), will pay more
attention to the top-down process, as it is less automated and requires more
resources for information retrieval (Osada 2004; Zhang 2012; Miller 2014;
Moskovsky et al. 2015).

Cognitive and linguistic factors should be considered, but so should affective
factors too, since they significantly influence oral comprehension. Students
sometimes encounter unknown vocabulary, fast delivery, confusing exercises, etc.
and all these difficulties generate anxiety in the students. As Kurita (2012: 37)
recognizes “... the listening process is easily disrupted by anxiety and separately,
listening tasks themselves may cause listening anxiety.” To reduce anxiety students
should become familiar with strategies related to the control of resources, time and
effort. Working in class with oral activities that motivate students, another
important affective issue, is a must for developing oral comprehension and more
autonomous language learning (Aponte-de-Hanna 2012). Not only should the
choice of topics be appropriate to the students’ level and interests, but the
methodological procedure should also be carefully planned in terms of the time
that is going to be spent on administering the listening exercises. The development
of the listening skill should be consistent with the time spent on it. That is, the
benefit from using a listening exercise in class should be related to the time
employed in the activity. It is very important to check whether there is a direct
relationship between progress made and time spent on the listening task; whether
adequate understanding, depending on the format of the exercise requested, is
related to the number of readings of the text; and whether oral comprehension,
depending on the number of readings heard, is affected by the format of the
exercise.

After considering the psycho-pedagogical principles and comprehension problems
that students learning English as a foreign language show in our EFL classes, we
decided to investigate two important aspects, which led to the two hypotheses of
this study related to the time spent on each activity and the type of exercise.

One of the main goals was to check the number of times that our students needed
to listen to oral texts in class to achieve optimal understanding with optimal
economy of readings. Normally textbooks point to three times as the minimum
number (e.g. “The first time you hear the recording ... The second time you hear
... Make your final choice of answer, using any notes ...” First Certificate.
Masterclass. Haines and Stewart 2008: 15). It is quite possible that at a certain
level, such a procedure is unnecessary. An adequate level of vocabulary and
language (Mehrpour and Rahimi 2010), due to reading (Bilican, Kutlu and
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Yildirim 2012; Kutlu and Aslanoglu 2009), along with effective (Rahimi and Katal
2012) and metacognitive strategies (Goh and Yusnita 2006; Selamat and Sidhu
2013; Nosratinia et al. 2015) will produce a high performance in listening. Therefore,
it is hypothesized that our students will probably need to listen to the oral text fewer
times in their formal training program in order to render the same performance.

Another important goal was to check the possible difference between the two types
of exercise: fill-in-the-blanks versus multiple-choice. As Kurita indicates (2012), the
listening comprehension task has its difficulties for students and being aware of this
fact may afford an opportunity to make listening exercises more effective.
Investigating the type of exercise used in oral comprehension can provide useful
insights into teaching listening. Therefore, we hypothesize that a listening
comprehension activity with multiple choice exercises, where answers are related to
the recognition of the information requested, is easier and more suitable for
comprehension than where recall is necessary, as in the case of fill-in-the-blanks
exercises. This hypothesis finds its theoretical justification in research outside the
scope of listening comprehension in a foreign language, in which researchers have
found that recognition involves less difficulty than recall (Anderson and Bower
1972; Carpenter 2012; Cousins 2010; Hashemzadeh 2012; Kahana, Rizzuto and
Schneider 2005; Simkin and Kuechler 2005; Smith and Karpicke 2014; Sonbul and
Schmitt 2010). We believe that this difference will be maintained and will work in
the same way in oral comprehension in a foreign language. Confirmation of this
hypothesis will serve to dictate the type of exercise which could be used to assess oral
comprehension and, accordingly, the need to spend more or less class time on it.

With these ideas in mind we launched two research questions for B2.1 level
students. They are:

(i) Does training have any statistically significant effect on EFL learners’ listening
comprehension?

(ii) Does the type of exercise make any statistically significant difference in
listening comprehension performance?

It was expected that the results of this empirical investigation would provide useful
information for proper time management and for deciding on the right type of
exercise to be used in classroom oral comprehension activities. Such information
would lead to a better use of time and a better selection of exercises, and most
likely would provide high quality training in oral speech comprehension. This can
be achieved by choosing the type of exercise that is easier and most effectively
transmits the same information. Thus the unnecessary minutes used on listening
comprehensions, if that is the case, can be devoted to other oral activities. The
information derived from the data will lead to the development of satisfactory
comprehension skills.
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2. Method

The proposed activity involved the regular practice of classroom listening activities
with B2.1 level EFL students. The aim was to check whether exposing the students
to listening comprehension activities (a different number of times), in the three
groups used in the research, would help identify the optimal number of readings
needed and also provide information about the cognitive difficulty (recognition
versus retrieval of information) encountered by the student, depending on the
type of information required for comprehension. It was thought that the difficulty
would in all likelihood be closely related to the number of times students listened
to the oral texts.

2.1. Design

We conducted a Pretest/Posttest quasi-experimental design. It is a quasi-
experimental design because the training (one, twice, or 3 times) with different
types of exercises was applied randomly to the entire group. The oral tasks were
designed as regular classroom activities rather than being presented separately and
the results for every listening task were checked regularly so that the experiment
could be discontinued in the event of notable differences being found due to the
number of times the students had listened to the oral text.

First of all, a listening comprehension exercise was carried out in the three groups
of students (Pretest). They were allowed to listen to the oral text three times
before answering questions related to the content. At the end of the time allotted
for the Training, coinciding approximately with the end of the semester, a similar
comprehension test was given following the same procedure (Posttest). The
degree of difficulty and type of questions, decided by two teachers who had
nothing to do with the research, were similar in the Pre- and Posttest (98%
agreement).

In the Training phase we used explicit practice, that is, “practice where the person
is striving towards a goal, and receives frequent, accurate feedback from an
instructor” (Murray 2006: 2). This consisted in listening to the oral texts once
(first group), twice (second group) or three times (third group), respectively, with
the same pre-listening activities and practice of unfamiliar vocabulary in each
group. As in the case of the Pretest and the Posttest, the degree of difficulty of the
two training trials, judged by the same two teachers, was similar (97%).

To test the first hypothesis, the data from the subjects, obtained with a matching
exercise in the Pretest and in the Posttest, were compared. All the groups in the
Pretest as well as in the Posttest listened to the oral text three times. In the Training
phase, which served to test the second hypothesis, participants listened to six

miscelanea: a journal of english and american studies 53 (2016): pp. 67-79 ISSN: 1137-6368

7



72

Maria Jesus Sanchez y Alfredo Fernandez-Sanchez

different oral texts (one in each session) 1, 2 or 3 times. They had to complete
either fill-in-the-blanks or multiple-choice exercises so that the Posttest results
would not be affected by the type of exercise recently practised (fill-in-the-blanks
or multiple-choice).

To ensure reliability in grading an instructor who had nothing to do with this
research graded the Pretest (matching exercise), Posttest (matching exercise) and
the Training phase (fill-in-the-blanks and multiple-choice exercises). The same
teacher administered all these tests in order to maintain consistency in the
procedure followed.

2.2. Participants

The research was conducted during the first semester of the academic year with
three groups of EFL students (B2.1 of the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment, 2011). At the time of the
research the participants, who were Spanish speakers, were enrolled in the subject
“English Language I” in the first year of the degree course in “English Studies” at
the University of Salamanca.

The Pretest was carried out during the second week of the term and the
participation in each group was: 34, 28 and 45 students. The Posttest took place
at the end of the term: in one group there were 25 students while in the other two
the participation was 29 and 31, respectively. As we were dealing with repeated
measures and also the fact that some students did not participate in the Training
phase, the data from all those who had failed on more than one occasion (16.66%)
were eliminated. This was done because what was being checked was whether the
number of times an oral text is listened to affects the comprehension skill, data that
would be reflected in the Posttest. We therefore ended up with a total of N=17: 12
females (F), 5 males (M) participants in the first group, N=16 (9F, 7M) in the
second and N=18 (16F, 2M) in the third.

In the Training phase (different treatment: 1, 2, 3 times), for the fill-in-the-blanks
exercise we had 15 (11F, 4M), 15 (9F, 6M) and 16 (14F, 2M) students, and in the
multiple-choice exercise the number of participants was 17 (12F, 5M), 16 (9F,
7M) and 18 (16F, 2M). As for the comparison of results in the Training Phase (a
paired intra-group test: fill-in-the-blanks or multiple-choice) we had to have the
same students, the number of participants was reduced to 15, 15, 16. We did not
use the same figures in the between/intra tests due to the small number of students
available. Working with the same numbers would have involved an undesirable
decrease in the number of participants.
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Listening Pre and posttest Fill-in-the blanks Multiple-choice
Once 17 (12F, 5M) 15 (11F, 4M) 17 (12F, 5M)
2 times 16 (9F, 7M) 15 (9F, 6M) 16 (9F, 7M)
3times 18 (16F, 2M) 16 (14F, 2M) 18 (16F, 2M)

Table 1. Participants’ data: size of the sample and gender.

In the Pretest, Posttest and Training phase, the students participated without
being informed that the results would be used for research. Nothing was said
about this because we did not want them to think these oral comprehension
exercises were unrelated to the class and therefore not important.

2.3. Materials

The materials used were taken from the first part of the textbook First Certificate.
Masterclass (Haines and Stewart 2008) and all of them were almost at the same
level of difficulty according to two instructors who had nothing to do with the
research. In the Pretest and Posttest, the listening comprehension was tested with
a matching exercise, where the student had to listen to the recording three times
and decide afterwards what each of the conversations was about. The data obtained
were used to check the first hypothesis.

In the Training phase students practised listening comprehension (once, twice, or
3 times) with different types of exercises such as: multiple-choice (2), fill-in-the-
blanks (2), multiple choice with open questions (1) and fill-in-the-blanks with
open questions (1). The purpose was to get students used to discerning the
suitability or unsuitability of the different possibilities offered (multiple-choice),
remembering details from the oral text (fill-in-the-blanks), and generating
information using their own words (open questions). We decided not to consider
the last type in our research because, despite its relevance, it was not always clear
whether the students’ responses had to do with their limitations in comprehension
or in self-expression.

To check the second hypothesis, we analysed the data obtained in the Training
phase. For this purpose we used the results of multiple-choice and fill-in-the-
blanks exercises conducted in the same week (approximately at the end of the
semester). In this way we had data from the beginning of the semester (Pretest),
mid-semester (Training), and the end of the semester (Posttest). As one of the
research objectives was to address the reliability of multiple-choice versus fill-
in-the-blanks exercises, we decided not to mix them with open response
exercises that could mask the results.
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3. Results

The results, as expected, yielded no significant difference between groups in either
the Pretest: F(2, 48)=3.085, p=.0549, or the Posttest: F(2, 48)=2.03, p=.1425,
which confirms the first hypothesis. The different training exercises over the
semester (once, twice, or 3 times) did not help the groups who had listened to the
oral text a greater number of times to do better than those who had received less
training (fewer times). The fact that the intra-group comparison (Pretest/Posttest)
showed a significant difference in all groups (paired #-test with the group who had
listened to the oral text three times) does not invalidate the previous results:

£(16)=2.256, p=.0384
£(15)=2.455, p=.0268
£(17)=2.342, p=.0316

The fact that students learned over the semester was most likely due to the work
done in class with different listening activities and other activities that could not be
controlled in this study, such as written activities (Bilican et al. 2012; Kutlu and
Aslanoglu 2009), lexical learning (Mehrpour and Rahimi 2010) or the development
of more effective strategies (Rahimi and Katal 2012; Selamat and Sidhu 2013).

In regard to the second hypothesis, the data for the multiple-choice exercise
showed no significant difference between groups with different training (once,
twice, or 3 times): H2/48)=.733, p=.4864, and neither did the data for the fill-in-
the-blanks exercise: F2,/43)=1.685, p=.1974. These data, although obtained
from exposing the students to the listening comprehension activity a varying
numbers of times, replicate and confirm the first hypothesis. Comparison of the
intra-group data with the two types of exercises confirms the second hypothesis.
As expected there was a significant difference in the Training phase:

e Group in which the oral text was listened to once: #14)=2.71, p=.0169
e Group in which the oral text was listened to twice: #14)=2.46, p=.0275
e Group in which the oral text was listened to three times: #15)=2.359, p=.0323

This difference occurred due to the difficulty that remembering entails, probably
because of the numerous cognitive resources needed, as compared to recognition.
As can be seen in this study, this also seems to hold true for oral comprehension in
a foreign language. The significant difference is easily visualized in the graph
shown in Figure 1 in which the averages of the groups are compared. It can be
observed that the average of the participants who had done a multiple-choice
option exercise is always higher than the one obtained by the students who did a
fill-in-the-blank exercise (6.42/3.80, 8.33,/5.61, 8.33/6.3). The results allow us
to infer that this type of exercise is easier for EFL students in a listening activity.
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4. Discussion

One result of this research is that it indicates the optimal number of times that a
listening activity should be listened to when dealing with B2.1 level students, thus
saving valuable class time.

. Multiple-choice
option

Fill-in-the-blanks

o =~ N W OO N 0O

1 2 3

Figure 1. Average score (vertical axis) when the listening exercises (multiple-choice, fill-in-the-
blanks) are done once, two, or 3 times (horizontal axis).

Bearing in mind the non-significant difference between the groups that were
exposed to the oral text (3 times) in the Pre/Posttest, we conclude that listening
to oral discourse fewer times did not prevent students from reaching the same
comprehension level as those who had listened two or three times (Training
Phase). These results would probably be similar at higher levels. This most likely
occurs because of a greater use of the top-down process (Moskovsky et al. 2015),
and also because these students use and employ listening strategies more eftectively
than lower level EFL listeners (Ratebi and Amirian 2013; Miller 2014), an idea
also shared by Goh (2002) and Iwai (2010) when they talk about cognitive and
metacognitive tactics. Nonetheless, listening to an oral text more than once can
make a big difference with oral comprehension at lower levels, probably because
students at this stage are more prone to use the bottom-up process. This may be
precisely because they do not master listening strategies, which produce good
results with beginning (Guan, 2014) and intermediate level listeners (Zhang
2012).

All the groups in the study improved their comprehension regardless of the
treatment they were exposed to, as shown in the significant intra-group difference:
Pretests, Posttests, and Training phase (multiple-choice and fill-in-the-blanks).
Nonetheless, the data suggest the futility of wasting time unnecessarily on repeating
a listening activity (2 or 3 times) at this level. Our students did not need to listen
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more than once to attain the same performance at comprehension. Probably, there
is always scope to increase one’s knowledge and become more competent in the
listening comprehension skill. Therefore, after listening to the oral text once,
interesting questions can be answered in groups with the purpose of enhancing
speaking skills at the same time (e.g. debate).

The results found in relation to the second hypothesis, even when training
conditions were different (once, twice or 3 times) replicate those of the first
hypothesis, since there is no significant difference between groups when the
participants perform the same type of exercise but with a different exposure. The
second working hypothesis is confirmed, with the significant difference obtained
in an EFL listening comprehension environment for the two types of exercises:
multiple-choice option exercises as opposed to fill-in-the-blanks. This conclusion
is consistent with the literature which points to recognition exercises as being
casier than those in which memory is involved (Anderson and Bower 1972;
Carpenter 2012; Cousins 2010; Hashemzadeh 2012; Kahana et al. 2005; Simkin
and Kuechler 2005; Smith and Karpicke 2013; Sonbul and Schmitt 2010).
Though the hypothesis is confirmed, more research should be done to check
which type of exercise better captures information with the same content
questions and different groups of participants with the same degree of proficiency
at English.

5. Conclusions

This research has important implications for educators and material developers as
it points to the importance of considering how to improve listening comprehension
skills and how to assess them. The main empirical results obtained in this research:
a) the fact that students need to listen to the oral texts fewer times to render the
same performance (first hypothesis), b) together with the usefulness of multiple
choice exercises in oral comprehension (second hypothesis) are essential for
teachers, since they give them information regarding the administration of listening
activities and the type of exercise to be carried out in relation to the aims pursued.
It is also of interest to other researchers, due to the scarcity of empirical research
devoted to listening comprehension in a foreign language. Nonetheless, further
research should be done with a larger sample size and other types of exercises
involving recognition and memory. Thus data would be accumulated for an
accurate diagnosis of the type of exercise to be used when attempting to generate
a particular type of response and when it is important to know precisely what it is
that is being evaluated.
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ning activity has been completed” (O’'Malley
and Chamot 1990: 8).

Works Cited

2 That is, focusing on listening for
details (understanding at a sound or word
level) or for the general meaning of a text
“using background knowledge” (Richards
2008: 7)

AnDERsON, John R. and Gordon H. Bower. 1972.
“Recognition and retrieval processes in free
recall” Psychological Review 79 (2): 97-123.

AponTe-DE-HANNA, Cecilia. 2012, “Listening
strategies in the L2 classroom: More practice,
less testing” College Quarterly 15 (1): 1-9.

BiLican, Safiye, Kutlu Owmer and Ozen YILDRIM.
2012. “The Factors that predict the frequency
of activities developing students’ listening
comprehension skills!” Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences 46: 5219-5224.

Brown, Gillian and GeorgeYuLe. 1983: Teaching
the Spoken Language. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Buck, Gary. 2001. Assessing Listening. New
York: Cambridge University Press.

CARPENTER, Shana K. 2012. “Testing enhances
the transfer of learning” Current Directions in
Psychological Science 21 (5): 279-283.

CHANG, Anna Ching-Shyang and John REabp.
2006. “The effects of listening support on the
listening performance of EFL learners” TESOL
Quarterly 40 (2): 375-397.

CHaNG, Anna Ching-Shyang and John Reap. 2008.
“Reducing listening test anxiety through various
forms of listening support” TESL-EJ. The Elec-
tronic Journal for English as a Second Language
12 (1): 1-25. <http://tesl-ej.org/ejd5/al.pdf>.

Council of Europe. 2001. Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages:

Learning, Teaching, Assessment. Cambridge,
U.K.: Press Syndicate of the University of
Cambridge.

Cousins, Leigh Pretnar. 2010. “Recognition vs
Recall” Psych Central. <http://blogs.psychcentral.
com/always-learning/2010/01/recognition-vs-
recall/>. Accessed May 19, 2014.

Frowerbew, John and Lindsay MiLLer. 2005.
Second Language Listening. New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

GoH, Christine C. M. 2002. “Exploring listening
comprehension tactics and their interaction
patterns” System 30 (2): 185-206.

GoH, Christine C. M. and T. Yusnita. 2006.
“Metacognitive instruction in listening for
young learners” ELT Journal 60 (3): 22-232.

Guan,Yi. 2014. “The effects of explicit listening
strategy instruction on the listening compre-
hension of English as Second Language (ESL)
community college students” University of
San Francisco. Doctoral Dissertations, paper
93.

Haines, Simon, and Barbara Stewart. 2008.
First Certificate. Masterclass. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

HasHEmzADEH, Mitra. 2012. “The effect of exer-
cise types on EFL learners’ vocabulary reten-
tion” Theory and Practice in Language Studies
2 (8): 1716-1727. DOI: 10.4304/tpls.2.8.1716-
1727.

miscelanea: a journal of english and american studies 53 (2016): pp. 67-79 ISSN: 1137-6368

77



78

Maria Jesus Sanchez y Alfredo Fernandez-Sanchez

Hogan, Tiffany P, Suzanne M. AbLor and Crys-
tle N. ALonzo. 2014. “On the importance of lis-
tening comprehension” International Journal
of Speech Language Pathology 16 (3): 199-207.

Iwai, Yuko 2010. “Re-envisioning reading com-
prehension for English language learners”
The Internet TESL Journal XVI (4). <http://ites-
lj.org/> Accessed May 15, 2014.

KaHaNA, Michael J., Daniel S. Rizzuto and Abra-
ham R. ScHNEDER. 2005. “Theoretical correla-
tions and measured correlations: Relating
recognition and recall in four distributed
memory models” Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition
31 (5): 933-953.

Kurita, Tomoko. 2012. “Issues in second lan-
guage comprehension and the pedagogical
implications” Accents Asia 5 (1): 30-44.

KuTiu, Omer and Aslihan Erman AsLANOGLU.
2009. “Factors affecting the listening skill”
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 1:
2013-2022.

LatiFi, Mehdi, Manizhe YounanaAee and Elham
MonammADI. 2013. “Simplifying the text or sim-
plifying the task: How to improve listening
comprehension” Porta Linguarum 19: 7-21.

LyncH, Tony. 2006. “Academic listening: Marry-
ing top and down” In Us6-Juan, Esther and Ali-
cia Martinez-Flor (eds.) Current Trends in the
Development and Teaching of the Four Lan-
guage Skills. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter: 91-110.

MeHrPoUR, Saeed and Mohammad RaHIMI.
2010. “The impact of general and specific vo-
cabulary knowledge on reading and listening
comprehension: A Case of Iranian EFL learners”
System 38 (2): 292-300.

MiLLer, Lindsay. 2003. “Developing listening
skills with authentic materials” ESL Magazine
6(1), 16-19.

MiLLEr, Lindsay. 2014. “Listening to lecturers
in a second language: A Southeast Asian per-
spective” The Asian Journal of Applied Lin-
guistics 1 (1): 64-75.

MorLey, Joan. 1991. “Listening comprehen-
sion in Second/Foreign Language instruction”
In Celce-Murcia, Marianne (ed.) Teaching Eng-
lish as a Second or Foreign Language. Bos-
ton: Heinle and Heinle Publishers: 81-106.

Moskovsky, Christo, Guowu Jiang, Alan LiBErT
and Seamus FaGan. 2015. “Bottom-up or top-
down: English as a Foreign Language vocabu-
lary instruction for Chinese university stu-
dents” Tesol Quarterly 49 (2): 256-277.

Murray, John. 2006. “Pedagogical implica-
tions of cognitive science research” Indepen-
dent Teacher. <http://www.nais.org/Maga-
zines-Newsletters/ITMagazine/Pages/
Pedagogical-Implications-of-Cognitive-Sci-
ence-Research.aspx> Accessed April 12, 2014.

NosraTiNiA, Mania, Samira GHaviDEL and Alireza
ZAker. 2015. “Teaching metacognitive strate-
gies through Anderson’s Model: Does It affect
°Theory and Practice in Language Studies 5
(6): 1233-1243.

Nunan, David and Clarice Lams. 1996: The Self-
directed Teacher. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

O’'MaLLey, J. Michael and Anna Uhl CHamoT.
1990. Learning Strategies in Second Lan-
guage Acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Osapa, Nobuko. 2004. “Listening comprehen-
sion research: A brief review of the past thirty
years” Dialogue 3: 53-66.

Penate CaBrRera, Marcos and Placido Bazo.
2002. “Teaching the four skills in the primary
EFL classroom” The Internet TESL Journal VI
(12). <http://iteslj.org/>.

RaHiMI, Mehrak and Maral KataL. 2012. “Meta-
cognitive listening strategies awareness in
learning English as a Foreign Language: A
comparison between university and high
school students” Procedia - Social and Behav-
ioral Sciences 31: 82-89.

Ratesi, Zahra and Zahra Amirian. 2013. “Use of
metacognitive strategies in listening compre-
hension by Iranian university students major-
ing in English: A comparison between high
and low proficient listeners” Journal of Studies
in Education 3 (1): 141-154.

RicHArDs, Jack C. 1990. The Language Teaching
Matrix. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

RicHArDs, Jack C. 2008. Teaching Listening and
Speaking. From Theory to Practice. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

miscelanea: a journal of english and american studies 53 (2016): pp. 67-79 ISSN: 1137-6368



Optimization of time in classroom listening comprehension activities

RosTt, Michael. 2002. Teaching and Re-
searching Listening. Harlow: Longman.

RusiN, Joan. 1994. “A Review of Second Lan-
guage listening comprehension research”
The Modern Language Journal 78: 199-221

SANCHEz, Maria J., Carmen Dieco and Ana
ALonso. 2010. “Podcasts. Recurso didactico de
mejora en la comprensién oral de la Lengua
Inglesa” ES. Revista de Filologia Inglesa 31:
233-246.

SeLamAT, Suzanah and Gurnam Kaur SipHu.
2013. “Enhancing listening comprehension:
The role of metacognitive strategy instruction
(MetS)" Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences 90: 421-430.

SivkiN Simkin, Mark G. and William L. KUECHLER.
2005. “Multiple-choice tests and student un-
derstanding: What is the connection?” Deci-
sion Sciences Journal of Innovative Educa-
tion 3 (1): 73-97.

SmitH, Megan A. and Jeffrey D. Karricke. 2014.
“Retrieval practice with short-answer, multi-
ple-choice, and hybrid Tests” Memory 22 (7):
784-802. DOI: 10.1080/09658211.2013.831454.

SonsuL, Suhad and Norbert Schmitt. 2010. “Di-
rect teaching of vocabulary after reading: Is it
worth the effort?” ELT Journal 64 (3): 253-260.
DOI: 10.1093/elt/ccp059.

VANDERGRIFT, Larry. 1999. “Facilitating Second
Language listening comprehension: Acquiring
successful strategies” ELT Journal 53 (3): 168-
176.

VANDERGRIFT, Larry. 2007 “Recent develop-
ments in Second and Foreign Language lis-
tening comprehension research” Language
Teaching 40 (3): 191-210.

ZHANG, Yan. 2012. “The impact of listening
strategy on listening comprehension” Theory
and Practice in Language Studies 2 (3): 625-
629.

Received: 8 September 2015
Accepted: 5 April 2016

miscelanea: a journal of english and american studies 53 (2016): pp. 67-79 ISSN: 1137-6368

79





