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Abstract 

 

This study adopted a systematic research methodology to synthesize previous 

literature on listening strategies in second language lecture comprehension. After 

identifying 21 eligible studies, the review mapped out the current state of empirical 

research related to the topic. It also synthesized and assessed the quality of 

evidence pertaining to the three in-depth review questions:  

1. What evidence is available on the deployment of listening strategies in 

second language lecture comprehension? 

2. What evidence is available on the effectiveness of listening strategies in 

second language lecture comprehension? 

3. What evidence is available on the development of listening strategies in 

second language lecture comprehension? 

The results of this review revealed several research gaps in terms of research focus 

(e.g., participants, contexts) and methodology (e.g., study design, data collection, 

data analysis) and were discussed in relation to the above questions to make 

suggestions for future research. 
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Chapter 1  Introduction 

 

This chapter introduces the background to the study, its rationale, and the objectives 

of this study. In the background, a brief picture of the global context is presented to 

illustrate the importance of the current topic. Next, a rationale is provided for the 

current study’s focus on L2 listening strategies in academic contexts. Then, the 

objectives of this study are outlined, before an overview of the dissertation is 

provided. 

 

1.1  Background to the study 

 

Teaching and learning academic content through a language other than a native 

tongue, or a second language (L2), dates back to at least two thousand years ago 

when children were educated in Greek and Latin to become successful in the 

ancient Roman world (V. A. Murphy, 2014). Since then, individuals have striven to 

acquire knowledge through an L2 due to a variety of personal, socio-cultural, 

economic, and political reasons. In the present day, some of the incentives may be 

driven by globalization and internationalization of business and commerce, the 
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advancement in telecommunication, the growth in voluntary immigration across 

nations, and the increased needs to preserve national and regional languages 

(Genesee, 2004). Educational institutions have played an important role in 

equipping students with the knowledge and skills to adapt to these global changes.  

 

Recent technological development has led to the expansion of the resources, 

techniques, and modes of teaching and learning (Jones, 2007). In response, some 

scholars have questioned the value of lecturing to accommodate the diversified 

needs of learners (Biggs & Tang, 2011; DiPiro, 2009). Yet, others argue for its 

practical and pedagogical benefits (French & Kennedy, 2017). Despite the 

differences in viewpoints, didactic lectures are still pervasive in education (Zare & 

Keivanloo-Shahrestanaki, 2017) and remain “the central ritual” of the culture of 

teaching and learning (Benson, 1994, p. 181).  

 

Another recent development that deserves attention concerns the medium of 

instruction. English has achieved the status of a global language (Crystal, 2012), 

rendering itself the most commonly used language in international academic and 

business communities. Accordingly, an increasing number of non-native-English-

speaking (NNES) students are receiving lectures in English both in English-
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speaking and non-English-speaking countries (Flowerdew, 1994; Macaro et al., 

2018). Thus, listening to lectures, also referred to as academic listening (Richards, 

1983), has become essential for the academic success of these students (Olsen & 

Huckin, 1990).  

 

1.2  Rationale for a focus of L2 listening in academic contexts 

 

Academic listening involves identifying the topic of a lecture and following topic 

development (Richards, 1983). It also has some unique characteristics, such as the 

requirement of a certain amount of subject knowledge, the ability to distinguish 

relevant information from irrelevant information, and unidirectionality with only a few 

opportunities for turn-taking (e.g., asking questions; Flowerdew, 1994; cf. Lynch, 

2011). The distinctive features of a lecture may place special demands on L2 

listeners (S. E. Thompson, 2003). Previous research has well documented the 

difficulties encountered during L2 lecture comprehension. For instance, NNES 

students may find it difficult to catch up with the speed of delivery or understand new 

vocabulary and concepts (Flowerdew & Miller, 1992; Graham, 2006; Hellekjær, 

2017). Even with high L2 proficiency, learners may still lack the discoursal or cultural 
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knowledge to understand the conventions and cues that signal the main points 

made by a lecturer (Chaudron & Richards, 1986; Lebauer, 1984; Olsen & Huckin, 

1990; Tauroza & Allison, 1994). Indeed, Bilbow (1989) once depicted the challenges 

faced by L2 listeners as being “entirely at the mercy of lecturers who may be 

oblivious to their problems” (p. 85). One way to approach the issue may be to 

investigate how lectures can be delivered to help L2 listeners understand the 

content better. However, this will only offer a partial solution to the problem. Even 

when lectures are well organized and presented, comprehension problems may still 

persist (Olsen & Huckin, 1990), which must be resolved on the part of L2 learners. 

Thus, L2 listeners’ strategy use, or conscious and purposeful deployment of mental 

actions, is another domain that seems worth exploring (Macaro, 2006; Oxford, 2017, 

2018). The insights into learner strategies will help teachers and learners 

understand how to use and develop such strategies to facilitate comprehension in 

the face of difficulty in L2 lecture comprehension.  

 

Listening remains the least understood and least researched L2 skill (Flowerdew & 

Miller, 2010; Morley, 1991; Santos et al., 2008; Siegel, 2015a; Vandergrift, 2007). 

Even less attention has been paid to academic listening (Lynch, 2011; Rowley-

Jolivet, 2002). While recent years have witnessed a growing scholarly interest in L2 
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listening processes and strategies (Graham, 2017; cf. Plonsky, 2011; Vandergrift, 

2007; Vanderplank, 2013), there is still a paucity of research specifically focusing on 

listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension. For instance, in Macaro et al.'s 

(2005) systematic review of 84 studies on unidirectional listening, only two studies 

investigated listening strategies for academic lectures. Similarly, Macaro et al. 

(2007) evaluated the evidence from 44 empirical studies on listening strategies in 

depth, although the review did not focus on listening to lectures. While there have 

been reviews of academic listening (e.g., Lynch, 2011) or listening strategies in 

unidirectional listening (e.g., Graham, 2017) conducted recently, no systematic effort 

has been made to identify and evaluate the studies investigating listening strategies 

in L2 lecture comprehension. 

 

1.3  Objectives 

 

This study adopts a systematic research methodology to synthesize previous 

literature on listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension. More specifically, the 

review aims to 
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• identify and map out the current state of empirical research related to 

listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension 

• synthesize the empirical evidence pertaining to the specific aspects of the 

research interests in this topic 

• assess the quality of the included studies in terms of their contribution to this 

topic 

• clarify where gaps exist in the literature and further research is necessary 

 

The review questions are outlined following an initial review of the literature in 

Chapter  2. 

 

1.4  Overview  

 

This dissertation has four subsequent chapters. Chapter 2 contextualizes the review 

topic within wider literature on L2 lecture comprehension and listening strategies 

and presents review questions. Chapter 3 outlines the methodology of this review. 

The results are reported in Chapter 4 and discussed in Chapter 5.  
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Chapter 2  Literature review 

 

This chapter situates the current topic in two fields of research and identifies the 

review questions. Firstly, research on L2 lecture comprehension is reviewed to 

illustrate how information in a lecture may be processed in the mind of L2 learners. 

Secondly, literature on L2 listening strategies is reviewed to highlight three key 

themes that are important to advance understanding within the field. Finally, based 

on this review of the literature, the review questions of the current study are 

stipulated.  

 

2.1  Second language lecture comprehension 

 

This section features important aspects in understanding L2 learners’ mental 

processes in L2 lecture comprehension. It summarizes the text and task 

characteristics of authentic lectures. Then, various models of comprehension that 

previous L2 listening studies relied on are introduced.  
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2.1.1  Characteristics of authentic lectures 

 

Lectures can vary in terms of whether the lecture content is read from notes or 

processed in real-time (Flowerdew, 1994; Hansen & Jensen, 1994). On this point, 

Flowerdew (1994) argues that lectures are most commonly delivered in an informal 

and conversational way with reference to notes or handouts. Lectures share many 

features of written academic discourse, such as the use of specialist vocabulary. 

Nevertheless, lectures contain a more restricted range of lexical items when 

delivered to non-native listeners (Flowerdew, 1993) and exhibit those syntactic 

features that are typically found in spoken language (Flowerdew, 1994). In 

comparing an authentic lecture and a listening text in textbooks, Flowerdew and 

Miller (1997) discovered that authentic lectures were organized by tone units 

(instead of complete clauses), body language, and discourse markers and 

maintained the features of informal speech, such as false starts, redundancies, and 

repetitions. In addition, interpersonal strategies to establish rapport with students 

comprised an important feature of authentic lectures. In an authentic lecture, 

discourse markers were effectively used to highlight the macro-structures of 

lectures, such as cohesion and coherence. In contrast, the lecture extracts used in 

textbooks were often too short for L2 listeners to make use of such macro-markers. 
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Littlemore (2001) also showed that misunderstandings of the main points of the 

lecture can be caused by the misinterpretations of metaphors, which were prevalent 

among overseas students who attended lectures at a British university.  

 

More recently, Wingrove (2017) has investigated the vocabulary use, lexical density 

(i.e., the percentage of lexical items by the total number of words), and speech rate 

in a lecture discourse corpus and a TED talk corpus. It was found that lectures 

contained more academic vocabulary than TED talks. Compared to TED talks, 

lexical density and speech rate in lectures were more consistent and negatively 

correlated with each other. Assessing the spoken texts used in listening sections of 

standardized tests, such as the IELTS, the MELAB, and the TOEFL iBT, Wagner 

(2016) argues that text characteristics of scripted lecture extracts in those tests are 

qualitatively different from real-world spoken language. For these reasons, 

researchers have often recommended the use of authentic listening materials, such 

as a video recording of a real lecture for the teaching of academic listening, 

although the use of other listening materials is also found beneficial to some extent 

(e.g., Field, 2011; Richards, 2003; Wingrove, 2017).  
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2.1.2  Models of comprehension 

 

Within a cognitive framework, language comprehension is viewed as a general 

construct that is shared across modalities (J. R. Anderson, 1983, 2000; Færch & 

Kasper, 1986; Wolf et al., 2019). Therefore, the following views on L2 lecture 

comprehension have been largely built upon research into first language (L1) 

reading and listening, as well as L2 reading comprehension (Flowerdew, 1994; 

Flowerdew & Miller, 2010).  

 

Listening can be conceptualized as a bundle of sub-processes (Lynch & 

Mendelsohn, 2019). The distinction between bottom-up and top-down processes 

has been fundamental in understanding comprehension (Vandergrift, 2011). 

Bottom-up processing puts together pieces of linguistic input in a linear way to build 

and constrain the meaning of an utterance. Listeners act as a “tape recorder” (K. 

Anderson & Lynch, 1988, p.9) to record and store information as accurately as 

possible. In contrast, top-down processing makes use of prior knowledge to interpret 

a message. Prior knowledge is also known as “schema”, which can be further 

divided into linguistic, rhetorical, and content schema (An, 2013; Carrell, 1983, 

1984, 1987). Linguistic schemata include lexical and syntactic knowledge, whereas 
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rhetorical schemata concern the knowledge of structure and organization of 

discourse genres, such as academic lecture (Field, 2004; Lynch & Mendelsohn, 

2019). Content schemata are topical knowledge based on personal and second-

hand experience as well as the information from the earlier text (i.e., co-text). 

Schema theory posits that listeners formulate, confirm, and modify their hypotheses 

about the speaker’s intended meaning based on their schemata. Therefore, K. 

Anderson and Lynch (1988) characterized listeners using top-down processing as 

an “active model builder” (p. 11; cf. Tsui & Fullilove, 1998). It has been argued that 

the two types of processing primarily apply to unidirectional listening (Joyce, 2019), 

which makes this distinction relevant to L2 lecture comprehension.  

 

The complexity resides in how bottom-up and top-down processes can be 

empirically distinguished (Flowerdew, 1994). In this regard, Field (2004) insists that 

the distinction should be made in terms of directions (e.g., bottom-up processing 

from smaller to larger units vs. top-down processing from larger to smaller units), 

whereas researchers commonly associate the two types with levels of processing 

(see Anderson’s model of comprehension below; Vandergrift, 2011; Vandergrift & 

Goh, 2012). Moreover, the two types of processing operate in harmony in fluent 

listening (Field, 2004; McClelland et al., 1986; Vandergrift, 2004), the perspective 
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famously taken up by the Interactive-Compensatory Model of Reading (Stanovich, 

1980, 1984). The model asserts that the degree of dependence on either processing 

type is determined by “the listener’s confidence as to the reliability of each” (Field, 

2004, p. 367). This is exemplified by Lund (1991), who argued that L2 listeners 

depended on top-down processing more than L2 readers because L2 listeners had 

difficulties in decoding oral input. The effective use of both processes also involves 

other factors, such as the purpose of listening, text and task characteristics, and 

listener characteristics, such as L2 proficiency (Field, 2004; Vandergrift, 2011; 

Vandergrift & Goh, 2012).  

 

Early studies claimed that skilled listeners employ top-down processing more often, 

whereas less-skilled listeners rely more on bottom-up processing (e.g., Hildyard & 

Olson, 1982; Shohamy & Inbar, 1991). However, there is ample evidence showing 

that skilled listeners are successful in employing both types of processing (e.g., 

Buck, 1991; Goh, 2000; Tsui & Fullilove, 1998; Tyler & Warren, 1987; Vandergrift, 

1998). Taguchi (2001), for example, showed that proficient L2 listeners used a wider 

range of strategies including both bottom-up and top-down strategies. In 

Vandergrift's (1998) study of French learners, the successful application of bottom-

up and top-down processing was contingent upon their proficiency. Novice listeners 
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were forced to apply top-down processing due to the lack of decoding skills, 

whereas more proficient listeners used both bottom-up and top-down processing 

effectively. Similarly, Goh (2000) reported that lower-proficiency listeners found 

bottom-up processing problematic, indicating the need to develop skills related to 

both types of processing. The challenges faced by L2 learners to acquire bottom-up 

skills, such as word segmentation have been well documented (Field, 2008; Goh, 

2000; Hulstijn, 2003; Michael, 2018; Swan & Walter, 2017b, 2017a; Vandergrift, 

2011).  

 

J. R. Anderson's (1983, 2000) three-phase model of (first) language comprehension 

is perhaps one of the most frequently referenced models in the L2 listening 

literature. Other listening models, such as the four-phase model by Cutler and 

Clifton (1999) or the five-phase model by Field (2009, 2013, 2019) draw upon J. R. 

Anderson’s model. J. R. Anderson (2000b) divided comprehension into perception, 

parsing, and utilization. In perception, listeners use bottom-up processing to 

recognize and decode incoming sounds into meaningful units. The decoded 

information is momentarily retained in echoic memory. During the parsing stage, the 

decoded speech is syntactically analyzed. Both bottom-up and top-down processes 

are involved to construct a literal meaning of what has been said. The third stage, 
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utilization, is primarily top-down processing, in which listeners make inferences to 

understand the speaker’s message based on their prior knowledge. The newly 

produced propositions are stored in listeners’ long-term memory, becoming part of 

their schemata. While it is assumed that the three stages are interconnected and 

recursive to some extent, the emphasis is placed upon comprehension taking place 

in the given order (J. R. Anderson, 2000). J. R. Anderson’s model has been 

extensively applied by L2 listening researchers (e.g., Bacon, 1992b, 1992a; Goh, 

2000; O’Malley et al., 1989). In the analysis of the verbal reports from English as a 

second language (ESL) learners, Goh (2000) was able to identify and categorize 

listening problems in various situations including listening to lectures experienced by 

high and low proficiency listeners according to J. R. Anderson’s model. O’Malley et 

al. (1989) also utilized J. R. Anderson’s model to understand ESL listeners’ strategy 

use during lecture comprehension. This study is included in the systematic review 

and will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4. 

 

Other models, such as the Structure Building Framework (Gernsbacher, 1997) or 

the Construction-Integration model (Kintsch, 1988, 1998), explain how 

comprehension succeeds or fails during the higher-level processing. Since there 

has been no indication of the empirical application of the Structure Building 
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Framework in L2 listening research, the Construction-Integration model is reviewed 

here. The model posits that comprehension begins with construction, which refers to 

the automatic activation of both relevant and irrelevant knowledge related to the 

content of the text. During the construction stage, the input is analyzed lexically and 

syntactically to create the mental representation of the surface structure of the text. 

Then, the propositions (or complete ideas) of the text are semantically analyzed to 

identify the microstructure (i.e., the interrelationships between propositions) and the 

macrostructure (i.e., the global topics and their interrelationships), whose mental 

representation is called textbase. In integration, textbase is integrated into prior 

knowledge to construct a situational model, which is a mental model of the situation 

described by the text. This is where inferencing occurs. How integration takes place 

depends on the amount of prior knowledge and the goals of processing the text. The 

three levels of mental representation, namely the surface structure, textbase, and 

situation model, have been used to understand learners’ levels of comprehension in 

L1 and L2 reading research.  

 

The empirical application of this model in L2 listening research is, however, scarce. 

In Vandergrift (2003), think-aloud data collected from learners of French were 

analyzed to identify their use of listening strategies. The qualitative differences in the 
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use of inferencing and world elaboration strategies between more-skilled and less-

skilled listeners were discussed in the light of the Construction-Integration model. 

More specifically, it was suggested that less-skilled listeners failed to suppress the 

activation of irrelevant information and could not reach a comprehensive mental 

representation of the text. Following the model, Roussel (2011) controlled text 

difficulty (to construct a situation model) by adjusting the saliency (i.e., position) of 

German compounds in a listening text. The study also revealed the relationship 

between listening strategies and the depth of listening comprehension, although 

strategies were not explicitly defined. The application of the model in L2 lecture 

comprehension research is found in Jeon (2007), in which the author 

operationalized two levels of understanding (i.e., text-based and situation model 

understandings) and investigated them in relation to content knowledge and L2 

listening proficiency. The limitation of this study resides in the use of bridging 

inference questions, which prompt listeners to make inferences based on the 

information from the listening text (Kintsch, 1993), to measure situational model 

understanding. Nevertheless, the questions cannot tap into a deeper level of 

understanding that makes use of prior knowledge, which is highly relevant to L2 

lecture comprehension (Jeon, 2007; Kintsch, 1998; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; 

Nassaji, 2002). 
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The above-mentioned comprehension models suggest that listening comprehension 

is “a highly complex problem-solving activity” (Byrnes, 1984, p. 318) rather than 

passive recipience of speech code. While L1 listeners can do much of the 

comprehension processing (especially bottom-up processing) automatically, the 

effective coordination of these processes (e.g., bottom-up and top-down processes) 

often requires conscious efforts on the part of L2 listeners (Vandergrift & Goh, 

2012). Furthermore, L2 listeners operate under the constraints of a lack of linguistic, 

rhetorical, and content knowledge (Brown, 1995; Call, 1985; Færch & Kasper, 1986; 

Goh, 2000). Considering the intensity of linguistic and cognitive demands during the 

L2 lecture comprehension, L2 listeners’ conscious use of strategies becomes of vital 

importance to compensate for comprehension problems or to more actively facilitate 

their comprehension (Goh, 2002a; Siegel, 2015b; Vandergrift, 2011).  

 

2.2  Listening strategies 

 

This section points to important theoretical and methodological issues in L2 listening 

strategy literature. The first subsection concerns the ambiguity in defining strategies 
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and how it has impacted on the identification of listening strategies. The second part 

discusses how researchers have attempted to determine the effectiveness of 

listening strategies. The third subsection looks at how previous studies explored the 

development of listening strategies.  

 

2.2.1 Definitional and measurement issues 

 

Research on learner strategies has proliferated since the influential studies on good 

language learners by Rubin (1975) and Stern (1975). Nevertheless, scholars have 

not yet come to terms with an agreed definition of strategies (Bialystok, 1983; 

Cohen, 2007, 2014; Dörnyei, 2005; Dörnyei & Skehan, 2003; Ellis, 1994; Macaro, 

2006; Skehan, 1989). In Cohen (2007), a survey of experts did not reach a 

consensus as to the degree of consciousness or goal orientation of strategies, nor 

as to what strategies consist of. Recently, Oxford (2017) has updated her definition 

of strategies as thoughts and actions with reference to their complex, dynamic, 

teachable, and conscious nature based on the content analysis of 33 strategy 

definitions. While the definition may best represent our current understanding in the 

field (N. Thomas et al., 2019), the inclusion of overt behaviors in defining strategies 
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causes the “size-abstractness dilemma” (Stevick, 1990, p. 144), obscuring the size 

of and the relationship between individual strategies (Macaro, 2006; Sparks & 

Ganschow, 1993; Stevick, 1990). Instead, Macaro (2006) proposed to conceptualize 

strategies as purposeful mental actions. He argued that such a focus on the minimal 

unit of a cognitive operation serves theory development. Along the same lines, 

Briggs (2015) defined overt actions as “an opportunity for strategic behaviour to 

occur” (p. 299). Despite the disagreements on what encapsulates strategies, 

scholars’ views on strategies are commonly founded upon cognitive theory (Cohen, 

2007). 

 

From the cognitive perspective, listening strategies can be defined as “conscious 

plans to manage incoming speech” (Rost, 2002, p. 236). Such a view of listening 

strategies aligns with the dominant comprehension models, since they share an 

information processing paradigm (e.g., Graham, 2017). Listening strategies may 

need further clarification in comparison with other relevant concepts. Listening 

strategies are not equivalent to listening skills in that listening skills are ingrained 

competencies, whereas listening strategies compensate listening skills (Field, 

1998). Likewise, listening strategies differ from teaching strategies (or techniques) in 

terms of the locus of control. The operation of the former is regulated by learners 
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themselves (Duffy, 2002; Horváthová, 2013), although it is possible to conceptualize 

the intermediate state of learner strategies regulated relatively by others, such as 

teachers (N. Thomas et al., 2019; N. Thomas & Rose, 2019). Moreover, the present 

review focuses on strategies for language use (i.e., to achieve comprehension in an 

L2 lecture situation) rather than strategies for language learning (Macaro, 2006). 

 

Listening strategies have been elicited in a variety of ways including think-aloud 

protocols, retrospective protocols, interviews, questionnaires, and diaries (e.g., Goh, 

1998, 2002a; Graham, 2003; Ma & Oxford, 2014; Macaro et al., 2007; O’Malley et 

al., 1989; Vandergrift, 2003b; Vandergrift et al., 2006). Most studies employed 

variants of a think-aloud protocol, although this method carries validity (whether 

verbalization accurately reflects thoughts) and reliability (whether data are collected 

in a consistent way) issues due to the complex cognitive activities involved in both 

listening and the think-aloud protocol (Field, 2011; Macaro et al., 2007; Russo et al., 

1989). While verbal reports can describe the listening strategy use by a small 

number of participants in depth, questionnaires are suited for providing a snapshot 

of a comprehensive list of listening strategies with a much larger sample size. It has 

been argued that psychometrically validated questionnaires, such as the 

Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (Vandergrift et al., 2006), provide 
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insights into an underlying trait of strategies (e.g., Dörnyei, 2005; Tseng et al., 2006) 

and enable the use of inferential statistics to generalize the findings. However, 

others have pointed out that such a focus on trait may undermine the original 

interest in a complex, dynamic state of strategic behaviors (Gao, 2007; Rose et al., 

2018). Therefore, the triangulation of different data collection methods has been 

endorsed to increase methodological rigor and to arrive at a comprehensive 

understanding of listening strategies (Macaro et al., 2007).  

 

Adopting an information processing perspective, researchers, such as O’Malley and  

Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990), proposed classification schemes that grouped 

strategies into metacognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective categories. 

Metacognitive strategies refer to the mental activities for regulating learning, 

whereas cognitive strategies are seen as the mental activities for processing the 

target language to accomplish a task (Vandergrift, 1997). Socio-affective strategies 

entail the activities involving interaction or affective control in learning (Vandergrift, 

1997). Since the classification was provided, researchers have attempted to identify 

individual listening strategies. However, the lack of disagreement over what 

constitutes a strategy has led to different taxonomies of listening strategies (Santos 

et al., 2008). For instance, the strategy of “comprehension monitoring” included in 
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Vandergrift's (2003) taxonomy refers to “checking, verifying, or correcting one’s 

understanding at the local level” (p.494). On the contrary, Goh (2002) differentiated 

the three kinds of mental operations under the strategy cluster of “comprehension 

monitoring”. Santos et al. (2008) also felt the need to create their own taxonomy 

grounded in data. In their study, “comprehension monitoring” was distinguished from 

“correcting one’s understanding”; the latter was regarded as a different strategy 

type. Furthermore, the study identified different types of prediction according to the 

knowledge resources it made use of. Santos and her colleagues’ approach 

highlights the significance of taking a grounded approach to producing a taxonomy 

of listening strategies that may differ depending on the listener, text, and task 

characteristics (Rubin, 1994).  

 

2.2.2 Effectiveness of listening strategies 

 

Listening strategies have been investigated in association with other individual 

differences, such as gender, learning style, motivation, self-efficacy, language 

proficiency, listening ability, and prior knowledge (e.g., Bacon, 1992b; Goh, 2002b; 

Graham, 2011; Vandergrift, 1997, 2003b, 2005). Of particular interest has been the 

relationship between listening strategies and successful listening comprehension. 
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Despite the initial focus on a frequency or a variety of strategies (e.g., J. M. Murphy, 

1985; O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner‐Manzanares, et al., 1985), subsequent research 

discovered that effective and less effective L2 listeners deploy similar strategies but 

in different ways (e.g., Goh, 2002a; Graham, 1997; Vann & Abraham, 1990). 

Because of this, strategy researchers now believe that success in a specific task is 

associated with an effective orchestration or self-regulation of strategies in response 

to the task requirement (Ehrman et al., 2003; Macaro, 2006; Oxford, 2017; Oxford et 

al., 2004). In addition, previous research generally supports the notion that 

successful listeners use effective metacognitive strategies (Goh, 1997, 1998; 

Graham & Santos, 2015; Jurkovič, 2010; Osada, 2001; Rahimirad & Zare-ee, 2015; 

Rost & Ross, 1991; Vandergrift, 1997, 1998, 2003a), which is theorized to be a 

manifestation of metacognitive knowledge concerning learners’ beliefs and 

knowledge about learning (Vandergrift et al., 2006).  

 

Macaro et al. (2007), however, argue that the evidence for the effectiveness of 

listening strategies is weak due to the lack of consensus on the measurement of 

strategies as well as outcome measures of listening success. The authors draw our 

attention to the need to control for linguistic knowledge (i.e., vocabulary and 

grammatical knowledge) to attribute the difference in listening comprehension to 
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listening strategies. In one of the few studies which controlled for linguistic 

knowledge, Santos et al. (2008) found that L2 listeners with higher linguistic 

knowledge were able to employ metacognitive strategies and cognitive strategies 

involving prior knowledge more effectively than learners with lower linguistic 

knowledge. However, some of the learners with higher linguistic knowledge showed 

the strategy use that was similar to that of the learners with lower linguistic 

knowledge. The relationship between listening strategies and knowledge sources 

was further investigated in Graham et al. (2010), in which both linguistic knowledge 

and prior (or non-linguistic) knowledge were controlled for. The findings showed that 

the facilitative use of metacognitive strategies and prior knowledge requires 

sufficient linguistic knowledge. Nevertheless, higher linguistic knowledge did not 

guarantee the effective use of strategies. These studies suggest linguistic 

knowledge and prior knowledge need to be controlled for to investigate the 

effectiveness of listening strategies. Moreover, this research indicates the 

importance of developing listening strategies even when L2 listeners possess high 

linguistic and prior knowledge.  
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2.2.3 Development of listening strategies 

 

One strand of research that informs the development of listening strategies relates 

to the studies investigating the effects of listening strategies. There is some 

evidence that suggests that effective listening strategy use can be taught and 

learned to foster L2 listening success (e.g., Graham & Macaro, 2008; O’Malley, 

Chamot, Stewner‐Manzanares, et al., 1985; Seo, 2000; I. Thompson & Rubin, 1996; 

Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010; Yeldham & Gruba, 2014). The studies, such as I. 

Thompson and Rubin (1996), Kohler (2002), and Graham and Macaro (2008), for 

instance, compared learners with and without strategy instruction and reported 

significant gains in listening comprehension in the intervention group. In light of the 

findings, researchers have claimed that strategy instruction should 1) be based on 

needs analysis, 2) develop metacognition, 3) provide opportunities to practice both 

top-down and bottom-up strategies in a balanced fashion, and 4) be motivating and 

clear about learning outcomes (Graham & Macaro, 2008; Yeldham & Gruba, 2014). 

However, study design issues were pervasive among these studies, such as the 

lack of a pretest or a delayed posttest and a lack of clarity about participant 

assignment procedures (cf. Graham & Macaro, 2008). It has also been argued that 

the mixed results produced by relatively few studies (Macaro et al., 2007; Plonsky, 
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2011) and little consensus concerning the principle of listening strategy instruction 

(Graham & Macaro, 2008) make it difficult to make generalizations or meaningful 

comparisons across studies. Additionally, listening strategy development has been 

implied (indirectly) by the increase in outcome measures related to listening success 

in many of these studies. Only a few studies collected data on listening strategies at 

multiple points in time to observe the development of listening strategy use (e.g., 

Seo, 2000; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010; Yeldham & Gruba, 2014). The 

inclusion of data on listening strategies is especially important to understand what 

and how strategies can be developed by the provision of strategy instruction.  

 

Other studies investigating the effectiveness of strategy instruction were mixed-

method studies, relying largely on qualitative data analyses (e.g., Chen, 2009; 

Mareschal, 2007). Mareschal (2007) explored five low-proficiency and three high-

proficiency learners of French who received strategy instruction for eight weeks. 

Using various data collection methods (e.g., think-aloud protocols, stimulated recall, 

questionnaires, and diaries), it was found that the learners increasingly used both 

top-down (e.g., inferencing) and bottom-up (e.g., identifying keywords) cognitive 

strategies more effectively. She also found that less-proficient learners responded to 

the intervention more favorably than proficient learners. In Chen (2009), 31 
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university students in Taiwan developed their use of listening strategies throughout 

14-week strategy instruction. The data collected through reflective journals showed 

that the learners increased metacognitive strategies and top-down strategies (e.g., 

listening for gist, elaboration, prediction, and visualization), whereas the use of 

bottom-up strategies (e.g., understanding each word, translation, fixation) reduced 

during the course.  

 

Finally, Graham et al. (2008, 2011) examined the change in strategy use in a 

naturalistic setting. Graham et al. (2008) tracked two lower-intermediate learners of 

French at secondary schools in England for six months, collecting verbal reports 

during a multiple-choice listening task at two time points (October and April). It was 

found that their use of listening strategies did not change. Graham et al. (2011) 

improved the study design by increasing the sample size (from 2 to 15) and by using 

multiple data collection methods (a recall protocol, verbal reports, and teacher 

interviews). Despite the subtle change in listening proficiency and listening strategy 

use, it was observed that the learners who improved listening proficiency increased 

the use of selective attention and monitoring. These studies show that if conducted 

properly, qualitative methods offer an effective way to gain rich insights into the 

longitudinal development of listening strategies. However, care must be taken to 
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increase the trustworthiness of the findings. Overall, little research exists in this 

area; evidence for listening strategy development has been mixed and inconclusive 

(Yeldham, 2019).  

 

2.3  Review questions 

 

To highlight knowledge gaps in existing research on listening strategies in L2 lecture 

comprehension, the present systematic review attempts to map out the current state 

of an evidence base with the overarching question:  

 

What empirical research has been carried out on listening strategies for 

second language lecture comprehension between 1975 and 2020? 

 

In addition, an in-depth analysis of the available evidence is conducted to further our 

understanding of the field. Three in-depth review questions (IRQs) guided the in-

depth review:  
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1. What evidence is available on the deployment of listening strategies in 

second language lecture comprehension? 

2. What evidence is available on the effectiveness of listening strategies in 

second language lecture comprehension? 

3. What evidence is available on the development of listening strategies in 

second language lecture comprehension? 
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Chapter 3  Methodology 

 

This chapter details the methodology in conducting the current systematic review. It 

first explains the principles adhered to by this review, followed by a description of 

the protocol. The review began with setting up eligibility criteria to identify studies 

relevant to the review questions. Next, information sources were searched for 

potentially relevant studies. Then, the identified studies were screened for eligibility. 

Once the studies included in this review were determined, relevant data (i.e., any 

information about a study, such as details of authors, publications, methods, and 

results/findings; Li et al., 2019) were extracted from those studies using a data 

extraction table. Two critical appraisal tools were employed to assess risk of bias in 

and across included studies. Finally, data were synthesized using a narrative 

approach.  

 

3.1  Principles 

 

A systematic review refers to “a review of existing research using explicit, 

accountable rigorous research methods” (Gough et al., 2012, p. 1), which is a 
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secondary level of analysis of the evidence from primary research (i.e., studies that 

produce original data; Gough et al., 2012). It helps us plan and interpret new 

primary research by clarifying “what is known, how it is known, how this varies 

across studies, and…what is not known from previous research” (Gough et al., 

2012, p. 3). Macaro et al. (2018) argue that a systematic review entails the following 

five defining characteristics: 

 

1. being transparent about the procedures from conception to final conclusions 

by using a protocol which specifies how the review is to be conducted; 

2. including studies based on comprehensive and reliable searching; 

3. minimizing reviewer bias; 

4. synthesizing evidence and its reliability; 

5. ensuring the relevance and accessibility of the research 

 

As manifold as primary research may be in terms of its aims, methodologies, and 

types of knowledge they produce, systematic reviews also diverge in the method of 

synthesizing research depending on the nature of the purpose, review questions, 

and evidence included in their reviews. Nevertheless, elucidating the purpose and 

method of a review lays the foundation for a systematic assessment of the quality 
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and relevance of existing evidence (Gough, 2007) by making explicit bias (i.e., a 

systematic error or deviation from the truth; Boutron et al., 2019) of individual 

studies as well as the review itself. Therefore, attempts were made to detail 

judgments and the reasons behind them in the course of conducting this systematic 

review as explicitly as possible in the following sections to come. 

 

The current systematic review is primarily based on the recommendations by the 

Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (Higgins et al., 2019b) 

because of the inclusiveness of the protocols that are useful in guiding systematic 

reviews in applied linguistics. The method undertaken in this review is reported 

according to the PRISMA statement (Moher et al., 2009) to ensure the reporting 

quality except for the section concerning summary measures (e.g., risk ratio, the 

difference in means) and risk of bias assessment. Summary measures were not 

considered as a matter of critical importance because the review intends to 

configure (i.e., interpret) a heterogeneous set of data to explore the issues 

surrounding the review questions rather than test a hypothesis or theory, which can 

be achieved by a meta-analysis of a homogeneous set of studies employing similar 

designs and methods (Gough & Thomas, 2012; Snilstveit et al., 2012).  
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3.2  Protocol 

 

A protocol document was created following the PRISMA-P (Moher et al., 2015), 

which detailed administrative information (e.g., title, registration, authors, 

amendments, and support), introduction (i.e., rationale and objectives), and planned 

methods (i.e., eligibility criteria, information sources, search strategy, study records, 

data items, quality assessment of individual studies, data, and synthesis). The 

elements in the protocol were developed and revised in parallel as the review 

progressed. This allowed the monitored execution of the review protocol and 

modification of the method when necessary (see Appendix A for the protocol). I 

began working on the rationale and objectives on 6th November 2019. The protocol 

was finalized and verified by a content expert on 17th June 2020, before a 

collaborator was recruited (see Appendix B for the timeframe).   

 

3.3  Eligibility criteria 

 

Eligibility criteria were established, against which each study was assessed for its 

relevance to the review questions (see Table 1). Eligibility criteria were formulated 
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and refined in relation to the revision to the review questions and search method 

from 6th November 2019 to 5th March 2020.   
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Table 1 Eligibility criteria 

No. Category Inclusion criterion Exclusion criterion Rationale 

1 Publication The studies were 

published in peer-

reviewed English 

language journals. 

The studies were not 

published in peer-

reviewed English 

language journals. 

Publication bias is one of the reporting (or dissemination) biases 

(Boutron et al., 2019) and takes effect when there are systematic 

differences between the results of published and unpublished studies 

(Song et al., 2013). While publication bias has been problematized in 

social sciences (Franco et al., 2014), limiting the search to peer-reviewed 

journal articles has its own strengths. Firstly, journal articles are 

accessible and informative about methods and results/findings, allowing 

efficient data extraction (Li et al., 2019). Furthermore, published articles 

are systematically collected by publicly available electronic databases, 

enabling the replication of the search. On the other hand, access to 

dissertations, book chapters, and conference papers largely varies 

depending on individuals. Peer-reviewed journals also ensure the quality 

of published studies through comprehensive evaluation by experts in the 

same scholarly area, exemplifying the best research practices in the 

field. With these issues and the exploratory nature of the review 

questions in mind, the systematic assessment of the evidence from peer-

reviewed journal articles was considered to serve the review’s purpose. 

Similarly, English language bias occurs when a systematic review does 
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not take into account studies written in languages other than English 

(Egger et al., 1997). However, the assumed systematic difference 

between English language and non-English journals has not been 

consistently observed in previous systematic reviews (Boutron et al., 

2019). As with other fields of research, English is the most widely used 

language in published peer-reviewed journals in linguistics, applied 

linguistics, and education research. While the asserted systematic 

differences may exist in these fields, English is the language that was 

accessible by the reviewers as well as many others who make use of this 

review. Rather than increasing the risk of misinterpretation of the studies 

written in non-English languages, English language journals were 

exclusively searched to maintain the quality, objectivity, and replicability 

of this review.  

2 Year The studies were 

published between 

1975 and 2020. 

The studies were 

published before 

1975. 

The studies published after the pioneering work by Rubin (1975) and 

Stern (1975) were searched to delimit the scope of this review to 

language learning strategy research. This is because theories of 

strategies for language learning and use have been built upon Rubin and 

Stern’s exploration of how good language learners actually learn 

(Macaro, 2006).  

3 Topic The studies 

provided empirical 

The studies did not 

provide empirical 

The studies that provided empirical evidence on listening strategies 

employed by L2 learners were screened for. This excluded review or 
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evidence on 

listening strategies 

employed by L2 

learners. 

evidence (e.g., 

review or conceptual 

studies) or only 

addressed native 

speakers. 

conceptual studies as well as the studies of listening (or any other) 

strategies employed by native speakers.  

4 Task type The spoken text 

was (hypothesized 

to be) unidirectional 

and academic, 

regardless of the 

location and timing 

of the actual 

listening. The actual 

listening can take 

place in and outside 

the classroom as 

well as during and 

outside the data-

collection period. 

The spoken text was 

not (hypothesized to 

be) unidirectional 

and academic. 

The studies that included unidirectional and academic spoken texts were 

screened for to focus on listening strategies for lecture comprehension. 

Although the evidence on listening strategies deployed in actual lectures 

would be ideal, a pilot search located only a few such studies. Moreover, 

it was felt that the inclusion of other listening tasks, such as listening to 

audio recordings or lecture videos, often employed in English for 

Academic Purposes classes, may provide greater insights into the 

current state of evidence available on this topic. To expand the scope of 

this review, I focused on two key features of L2 lecture comprehension: 

unidirectional (i.e., one way) and academic spoken text (i.e., spoken 

English used in lectures and seminars; Flowerdew, 1994). Accordingly, 

the studies that included (or assumed) unidirectional and academic 

spoken text were screened for.  
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Participant characteristics, such as gender, educational level, proficiency, L1, and 

L2, were not restricted in the eligibility criteria because the review was interested in 

the current state of evidence in relation to those factors. While it was anticipated that 

most included studies would provide insights into listening strategies in L2 lecture 

comprehension through the medium of English, L2 was not restricted to English to 

avoid the initial exclusion of empirical studies on strategies in other languages (e.g., 

French listening comprehension; Graham et al., 2010). Moreover, although the 

review topic does not concern learners with disabilities, the trial search with the 

above eligibility criteria indicated no need for this kind of specification. Similarly, the 

review did not restrict context because no systematic differences were presupposed 

across different countries or educational contexts.  

 

3.4  Information sources 

 

Information sources include all the databases, journals, citations, contact with study 

authors that were used as sources of evidence (Moher et al., 2009). The relevant 

studies in linguistics and education research were searched in the electronic 

databases, such as Web of Science (Social Sciences Citation Index (SCCI) (1956-



1039546 

 
 

39 

present), British Education Index (BEI), Education Resources Information Center 

(ERIC), Scorpus, Language and Linguistics Behavioural Abstracts (LLBA), and 

PsycINFO on 5th March 2020. 

 

To complement the electronic search, I performed hand searching in Google 

Scholar, major journals (i.e., System, TESOL Quarterly, The Modern Language 

Journal, Language Teaching, Applied Linguistics, ELT Journal, Studies in Second 

Language Acquisition), forward citations (i.e., the studies that cited retrieved articles 

accessed via Scopus, Web of Science, and Google scholar) and backward citations 

(i.e., the reference lists of retrieved articles; see Hollands et al., 2016 for the 

example use of forward and backward citation searches) from 6th March 2020 to 10th 

August 2020.  

 

It should be noted that the systematicity of this review derives from the replicability 

of the results obtained from electronic databases with the use of a predetermined 

string of keywords. Therefore, hand searching was regarded as an auxiliary. Most of 

the data for this review come from a sample of articles obtained through electronic 

databases.  
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3.5  Search 

 

Searching can be accomplished by many methods (i.e., search strategies) to 

identify evidence of relevance to review questions (Dundar & Fleeman, 2019). 

Following the recommendation by Lefebvre et al. (2019), search strategies were 

discussed with experienced librarians and experts at the Department of Education at 

the University of Oxford, trialed in the databases, and refined so that they enabled 

the identification of as many relevant studies as possible (i.e., specificity) without 

including irrelevant ones (i.e., sensitivity; Boland et al., 2017). As with review 

questions and eligibility criteria, tentative search strategies were piloted and revised 

14 times between 20th January 2020 and 5th March 2020. The finalized search 

strategies were later (i.e., 10th March 2020) verified by a content expert (see 

Appendix C for the search strategies). 

 

The final version of search terms was organized according to four key themes 

concerning “listening” “strategies” for “content learning” in “second language”, which 

reflected the underlying nature of evidence of interest (see Table 2 for the search 

terms). This helped increase relevance and decrease redundancy in search terms. 

The terms related to “listening”, “strategies”, and “content learning” were searched in 
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titles and abstracts to identify topically relevant articles, whereas the terms 

pertaining to “second language” were searched anywhere in the document to 

specify a research area. 

 

Table 2 Search terms 

 

 

The database search was conducted on 5th March 2020 and produced the initial 

sample of 1216 articles. The initial sample of 1216 articles was exported to 

Mendeley, in which duplicates and 8 non-articles (e.g., irrelevant synopses or other 

nonsense entries) were removed. After the data were exported to Rayyan (Ouzzani 
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et al., 2016), two duplicates were found and removed. In this way, the electronic 

search identified 680 articles. Furthermore, the hand search of other information 

sources (i.e., Google Scholar, major journals, forward citations, and backward 

citations) was carried out between 6th March 2020 and 10th August 2020. The 

auxiliary search found two additional eligible articles, indicating the 

comprehensiveness and reliability of the database search. In total, 682 articles were 

subjected to study selection. 

 

3.6  Study selection 

 

Study selection is undertaken to select the studies that contain evidence relevant to 

review questions (Fleeman & Dundar, 2017). It follows two stages: title and abstract 

screening and full-text screening (Higgins, Thomas, et al., 2019). Title and abstract 

screening is a time-saving way to exclude apparently irrelevant articles. Full-text 

screening further excludes irrelevant articles based on more detailed screening of 

individual studies.  
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A second reviewer, who was studying for a master’s degree program in applied 

linguistics at a university in the UK at the time when the review was conducted, was 

recruited to increase the reliability of study selection. While she had sufficient 

knowledge in applied linguistics and familiarity with the relevant research 

methodologies to be able to make valid decisions during study selection, she had 

not focused on studying the current review’s topic extensively before. This was 

important because the inclusion of a collaborator with pre-formed opinions may lead 

to bias in their judgments about the quality of studies (Higgins, Thomas, et al., 

2019). Before participating in the review, she was informed of the purpose of the 

review, read a review protocol fully, practiced the procedures with examples, and 

was given opportunities to ask questions about the present study. 

 

3.6.1  Title and abstract screening 

 

The title and abstract of each article were screened in Rayyan for its eligibility in the 

order of criteria 1 to 4. This stage carries a risk of excluding relevant articles, as 

titles and abstracts may not bear enough information. Therefore, the screening was 

over-inclusive (Higgins, Thomas, et al., 2019) in that if the title and abstract did not 
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include enough information to determine the eligibility, the article was included. I 

(the first reviewer) conducted the first screening of 682 articles (680 electronically 

searched articles screened from 6th March 2020 to 15th March 2020; two hand 

searched articles screened each time they were found), resulting in 180 potential 

includes.  

 

Before the second screening, any disagreements on the screening of a few example 

studies were discussed and resolved to establish a common understanding of 

eligibility criteria between the first and the second reviewer. Then, the second 

reviewer screened 10 % of the 680 articles (i.e., 68 articles) from 1st July 2020 to 7th 

July 2020. The articles to be screened were preselected based on the numbers 

randomly generated from a uniform distribution (where every number has an equal 

probability of occurring) using R (see Appendix D for the R script). 

 

The inter-rater agreement was 97 percent, yielding a Cohen’s kappa of .92 (almost 

perfect; McHugh, 2012). The reasons for exclusion and the corresponding number 

of articles are presented in Table 3. The result of the first screening (i.e., 180 

articles) was retained for full-text screening.  
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Table 3 Reasons for exclusion in title and abstract screening 

 

 

3.6.2  Full-text screening 

 

Out of the 180 articles from the first screening, the full texts of 176 articles were 

retrieved through online databases, whereas two articles were made available by 

the authors upon request. Despite the attempt, two articles were unprocurable. As Li 

et al. (2019) state, multiple studies can be included in one report (i.e., article), 

whereas there are cases where one study is described in multiple reports. 

Therefore, report ID and study ID were differentiated; 184 studies were reported in 

178 articles, whose full texts were obtained. The studies did not contain errata (i.e., 

critical weaknesses and retractions) or multiple reports of the same study (Li et al., 

2019). Therefore, the full texts of the obtained 184 studies were assessed for 

eligibility.  

 

Exclusion criteria Number of articles

Exclusion criterion 1: the studies were not published in peer-reviewed English language journals. 2

Exclusion criterion 2: the studies were published before 1975. 1

Exclusion criterion 3: the studies did not provide empirical evidence (e.g., review or conceptual studies) or only 

addressed native speakers.

459

Exclusion criterion 4: the spoken text was not (hypothesized to be) unidirectional and academic. 40

Total 502
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An excel spreadsheet was used to organize a list of articles and the eligibility 

criteria, against which each article was assessed (see Appendix E for an example). 

At this stage, the descriptions of criteria 3 and 4 were too broad to discriminate 

studies. Thus, these criteria were further clarified; each study was given a score of 1 

or 2 in reference to the revised criteria 3 and 4 (see Table 4). Initially, the studies 

that received the summed scores of 3 and above were included in data collection. 

However, it was later (while collecting data) found that criterion 4 was more 

essential. Whereas studies that did not collect empirical data on listening strategies 

may still be informative (e.g., intervention studies), the clear indication of the 

inclusion of academic spoken text was crucial in ensuring the relevance of included 

studies. Therefore, it was decided that the data be collected from only the studies 

that received a score of 1 or 2 for criterion 3 and a score of 2 for criterion 4. 

 

Table 4 Clarification of criterion 3 and 4 

No. Clarification 

3 Score 2 is given if the study collected data on listening strategies. Score 1 is 

given if the study indicated (the use or the development of) listening 

strategies without collecting data on listening strategies (e.g., intervention 

studies).  

4 Score 2 is given if the study explicitly and mainly investigates listening 

strategies in response to the unidirectional and academic spoken text (i.e., 

listening to a lecturer). Instruments and listening materials usually include 
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relevant information. It has been reported that TED talks (Wingrove, 2017) 

and scripted lecture extracts in standardized tests (Wagner, 2016) do not 

resemble lecture discourse. For this review, the studies that explore TED 

talks are excluded because TED talks are not lectures. In contrast, the 

studies that include listening to audio/video recordings of lectures in 

standardized tests, such as the TOEFL or the IELTS, were regarded as 

relevant because such listening tasks directly related to lectures. Score 1 is 

given if the nature of the spoken text is unclear, although it can be inferred 

from the study design that (at least some) listening strategies are used to 

understand the unidirectional and academic spoken text. The study aim, 

research questions, study design, method, analysis, results, and discussion 

indicate that the study is (at least partly) interested in listening strategies for 

learning academic content. The study explores listening strategies in relation 

to academic-related variables (e.g., academic motivation). 

 

I performed the first full-text screening from 9th May 2020 to 30th June 2020. This 

procedure excluded 163 out of 184 studies, resulting in the final sample of 21 

studies. To prepare for the second screening, the second reviewer practiced full-text 

screening a few times, while she discussed and resolved any disagreements with 

the first reviewer. As with title and abstract screening, the studies subjected to 

second screening were chosen based on randomly generated numbers (see 

Appendix D for the R script). Then, screening of 10 % of 184 studies (i.e., 18 

articles) was conducted by the second reviewer from 7th July 2020 to 14th July 2020. 
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Cohen’s kappa was k = .100, showing 100% agreement between the first and 

second reviewers. Thus, the resulting 21 studies were included in this review and 

retained for data collection. The reasons for exclusion and the corresponding 

number of articles are presented in Table 5. 

 

Table 5 Reasons for exclusion in full-text screening 

 

 

3.7  Data collection process 

 

Data can be defined as “any information about (or derived from) a study, including 

details of methods, participants, setting, context, interventions, outcomes, results, 

publications, and investigators” (Li et al., 2019, para. 21). Data collection, on the 

other hand, involves the extraction of relevant data from data sources (Fleeman & 

Dundar, 2017). In the case of this review, 21 studies, which met the eligibility criteria 

through study selection, formed the data sources.  

 

Exclusion criteria Number of articles

Exclusion criterion 1: the studies were not published in peer-reviewed English language journals. 2

Exclusion criterion 2: the studies were published before 1975. 0

Exclusion criterion 3: the studies did not provide empirical evidence (e.g., review or conceptual studies) or only 

addressed native speakers.

25

Exclusion criterion 4: the spoken text was not (hypothesized to be) unidirectional and academic. 136

Total 163
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Data can be collected and stored by a data extraction tool, the use of which is 

encouraged to increase the consistency and transparency in the data extraction 

process among reviewers and minimize the necessity to refer to data sources during 

data synthesis and risk of bias assessment (Li et al., 2019). There are two 

commonly used data extraction tools. A data extraction form enables the extraction 

and recording of data from a single study, whereas a data extraction table is used to 

extract, record, and organize data from multiple studies at once.  

 

The data extraction table by Macaro et al. (2018) and Rose et al. (2018) provided a 

blueprint for the data extraction tool used for this review. An electronic tabular 

format was chosen to allow consistent data collection and management in one 

place. The use of an electronic form was advantageous because it can be stored, 

edited, analyzed, and shared electronically, which helped reduce errors and 

increased accessibility during the data collection (Li et al., 2019). Some data items 

and question wordings were amended by referring to a well-established electronic 

data extraction form (i.e., EEF main data extraction v 1.0 October 2019[Standard]; 

EPPI-Centre, 2019), the Cochrane Handbook (Li et al., 2019), the PRISMA 

statement (Moher et al., 2009), textbooks (e.g., Boland et al., 2017), and previous 

systematic reviews (e.g., Macaro et al., 2005).  
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The table was piloted on the eligible studies and was further revised to gather 

evidence that is particularly important for the current review questions and 

accommodate variation in different research designs and reports. Moreover, some 

evaluative questions and the space for additional comments were created to 

facilitate data synthesis and risk of bias assessment at the latter stages. The piloting 

of the data extraction table took place from 12th May 2020 to 17th June 2020, on 

which date the final version of the table was verified for its coverage and usability by 

a content expert. The iterative process of revisions led to the development of an 

easy-to-use data extraction table.   

 

The author extracted data from the 21 studies from 12th May 2020 until 20th July 

2020. Although it was desired that at least two reviewers independently extract data 

from all the included studies to minimize errors and reviewer biases (Li et al., 2019), 

this was not accomplished due to the exhaustive nature of the task. Alternatively, it 

is suggested that information that requires subjective evaluation in data collection be 

extracted from individual studies by at least two reviewers (Li et al., 2019). This was 

not achieved either, which is one of the limitations of this review.  
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3.8  Data items 

 

Before data collection, it is essential to decide clearly what data are relevant for the 

purpose of this review and how to collect them using a data extraction tool (Fleeman 

& Dundar, 2017; Li et al., 2019). In doing so, it is important to consider the 

exploratory nature of the current review questions. The review questions set out to 

evaluate the quantity (e.g., how many studies…?) and quality (i.e., strength and 

weakness) of the relevant evidence without dictating the characteristics of the 

included studies so that the review can produce a clearer picture of how the issues 

have been addressed in the field of applied linguistics so far. Therefore, data items 

should reflect the data categories that were shared among studies that employ 

different research designs.  

 

In the data extraction table for this review, data items were arranged in the order 

they were commonly presented in study reports (Li et al., 2019) from descriptive 

(i.e., study information, abstract, introduction/rationale, literature review, and 

methodology) to analytical (i.e., results/findings, discussion, and conclusion) data 

categories (Fleeman & Dundar, 2017). This was intended to increase the 

convenience of the data collection tool. Each category included data items to be 
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elicited by questions (see Appendix F for the data items). To minimize subjective 

interpretation and judgment, it was attempted to ask closed-ended questions about 

what is reported in each study (e.g., “Did the study report…?”) to elicit data for as 

many data items as possible. Care was also taken so that the responses were not 

left blank by including “Yes”, “Partly”, “No”, and “N/A” options (Li et al., 2019). In 

addition, some questions were evaluative (e.g., “What was…?” or “Was the 

study…?”) and created to facilitate a risk of bias assessment.  

 

As the data extraction table was designed to accommodate heterogeneous sets of 

studies, it did not collect some data included in other commonly used data extraction 

tools. For example, many data items were allocated to address information on 

intervention and experimental designs in EEF main data extraction v 1.0 October 

2019[Standard] (EPPI-Centre, 2019) and Data collection form for intervention 

reviews for RCTs and non-RCTs Version 3 April 2014 (Cochrane, 2014). However, 

the table used in this review recorded the details of such information in the space for 

comments in the data collection section. Likewise, rather than creating an 

independent section for outcome variables, it was addressed in the section on data 

collection together with other types of variables. The information on study eligibility 

(Cochrane, 2014; EPPI-Centre, 2019) was not collected, as the included studies at 



1039546 

 
 

53 

this stage were already considered to be eligible for this review. The information 

concerning ethics (e.g., whether ethical approval and/or informed consent were 

obtained) was not collected unless there was a violation of ethical considerations 

worth noting in the allocated comment section. Finally, as the present review is not 

purported to aggregate quantitative data (e.g., a meta-analysis), only the relevant 

numerical data (e.g., sample size, data for individual participants, mean, standard 

deviations, test statistics, P values, confidence intervals, and effect estimates; Li et 

al., 2019), where available, were collected in the results/findings section in the table 

to the extent that they can facilitate the configuration of data to answer the review 

questions. 

 

3.9  Risk of bias in individual studies 

 

A systematic review necessitates a risk of bias assessment for included studies 

because the review results and conclusions are affected by biased results from 

those studies (Boutron et al., 2019). For this purpose, a thorough quality 

assessment of each included study was conducted in the current review (Higgins, 

Savović, et al., 2019; Moher et al., 2009). Higgins, Savović, et al. (2019) 
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recommend that systematic reviews identify domains of quality and assess both the 

proposed overall and domain-level quality, which was separately addressed in the 

current review using two critical quality appraisal tools.  

 

3.9.1  Overall quality assessment 

 

The overall quality of evidence from each study was appraised by a Weight of 

Evidence (WoE) framework (Gough, 2007). Gough (2007) argues that the quality 

and relevance of knowledge can be evaluated according to generic and purpose-

specific criteria. Generic criteria concern judgments about how well a study is 

executed in a general sense as it stands, that is, disregarding the purpose of a 

review. In contrast, review-specific criteria appraise a study in relation to review 

questions from three dimensions. Following Higgins, Savović, et al. (2019), signaling 

questions (i.e., a series of questions to elicit information about features of the study 

that are relevant to its quality) were formulated to evaluate the quality and relevance 

of a study based on four criteria, which are elaborated in Table 6. 
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Table 6 WoE criteria and signaling questions 

Criterion Component Question Rationale Evaluation 

WoE A refers to a 

generic (non-review 

specific) judgment about 

the trustworthiness 

(i.e., how convincing the 

finding is; Gorard, 2014;  

see Appendix G for how 

trustworthiness was 

assessed) 

 

Research design; 

data collection; data 

analysis; results, 

discussion, 

conclusion 

Was the 

study 

executed in 

a trustworthy 

way? 

The trustworthiness of the quantitative 

findings was evaluated in terms of validity 

(i.e., whether meaningful inferences can be 

drawn from the data about the population of 

interest) and reliability (i.e., the extent to 

which measurements or instruments are 

repeatable over time and over a variety of 

conditions; Creswell & Creswell, 2017). In 

contrast, the trustworthiness of qualitative 

studies was assessed for qualitative validity 

(i.e., whether the findings are accurate from 

the standpoint of the researcher, the 

participant, or the people external to the 

study, such as reviewers or readers; Creswell 

& Creswell, 2017; Creswell & Miller, 2000) 

and qualitative reliability (i.e., the consistency 

of the process and findings of a study; 

Golafshani, 2003; Noble & Smith, 2015).  

Trustworthiness was 

scored from 2 to 0. 

Score 2 (high) was 

assigned if the study’s 

findings had high validity 

and high reliability. 

Score 1 (medium) was 

assigned if either validity 

or reliability was high. 

Score 0 was assigned if 

the study had low 

validity and low 

reliability. When a 

mixed-methods design 

was employed, a lower 

score assigned to either 

a quantitative or a 

qualitative method was 
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1 Quantitative descriptive studies describe the relationships between variables without assuming any causal relationships (Hong et al., 2018).  

used to rate the validity 

and reliability of the 

study.  

WoE B involves a 

review-specific judgment 

about the 

appropriateness of 

research design. Each 

study was appraised for 

its appropriateness in 

addressing each of the 

three review questions 

(Gough, 2007). 

Research design Was the 

study design 

appropriate 

for 

answering 

the IRQ? 

The first IRQ asks for the evidence available 

on the deployment of listening strategies in L2 

lecture comprehension. Although potentially 

all the research design types identify listening 

strategy use, the study which incorporated a 

descriptive research design, such as a 

quantitative descriptive study design1 or a 

qualitative study design, was considered more 

appropriate than other research design types. 

In addition, the study needs to collect 

empirical data on listening strategies.  

Appropriateness was 

scored from 2 to 0. 

Score 2 (high) was 

assigned if the study 

employed either a 

quantitative descriptive 

study design or a 

qualitative study design. 

Score 1 (medium) was 

assigned if the study 

used other research 

design types. Score of 0 

(low) was assigned if a 

study did not collect 

empirical data on 

listening strategies.  
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The second IRQ concerns the evidence on 

the effectiveness of listening strategies in L2 

lecture comprehension. A causal relationship 

between variables needs to be empirically 

demonstrated to ensure that the effectiveness 

is not observed by chance (Davidson, 2011). 

For this purpose, true experiments, in which 

participants are randomly assigned to groups 

(i.e., randomized controlled trials; Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017), are regarded as “the gold 

standard” (Cartwright, 2010, p. 59). Quasi-

experiments (i.e., non-randomized controlled 

trials; Creswell & Creswell, 2017), in contrast, 

bear similar design features except that 

unknown differences may exist between 

groups due to the lack of random assignments 

of participants. Despite the limited external 

validity, it was expected that quasi-

experimental designs are more commonly 

employed than experimental designs 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017). While cross-

Appropriateness was 

scored from 2 to 0. 

Score 2 (high) was given 

if the study employed a 

randomized or non-

randomized controlled 

trial to explore the 

relationship between 

listening strategies and 

listening performance, 

abilities, skills, or 

proficiency with 

linguistic/prior 

knowledge controlled 

for. Score 1 (medium) 

was given if the study 

used other study 

designs to explore the 

relationship without 

controlling for 

linguistic/prior 
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2 Cross-sectional analytic studies explore the theory-imposed relationship between variables at a particular point in time (Hong et al., 2018). 

sectional analytic study designs2 (one of the 

non-randomized controlled trials) or qualitative 

study designs might be used to investigate 

hypothesized relationships between the 

variables, such study designs are limited in 

their ability to draw valid conclusions about 

causality (Kesmodel, 2018). As the review is 

interested in the indication of the effectiveness 

rather than the extent of effect (which should 

be addressed in a meta-analysis; Gough, 

2007), the research design types mentioned 

here were regarded as informative. Another 

important concern relates to the control for 

linguistic/prior knowledge that might affect the 

relationship between listening strategies and 

listening performance as a confounding 

variable (Macaro et al., 2007). To clarify the 

theoretical causal relationship between 

listening strategies and listening performance, 

knowledge. A study was 

scored 0 (low) if the 

study did not explore the 

relationship between 

listening strategies and 

listening performance, 

abilities, skills, or 

proficiency. 
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a question was asked about whether the 

study design enabled the control for 

linguistic/prior knowledge. 

The third IRQ involves the evidence on the 

development of listening strategies in L2 

lecture comprehension. In the field of 

developmental psychology, either longitudinal 

or cross-sectional research designs have 

been used to observe human development 

within individuals (i.e., longitudinal) or 

between groups (i.e., cross-sectional; Putnick, 

2018). Nevertheless, cross-sectional designs 

are subject to external validity threats due to 

the variability between cohorts, which may 

compromise the claims about development 

over time (Robinson et al., 2005). As with 

other studies (Grammer et al., 2013), 

longitudinal designs, which enable the 

observation of the developmental change 

within individuals, are regarded as more 

appropriate for the third IRQ. 

Appropriateness was 

scored from 2 to 0. 

Score 2 (high) was given 

if the study employed a 

longitudinal study design 

to explore the 

development of listening 

strategies. Score 1 

(medium) was assigned 

if the study used a 

longitudinal study design 

without collecting data 

on listening strategies at 

multiple time points or if 

the study used a cross-

sectional design to 

explore the development 

of listening strategies 



1039546 

 
 

60 

 across cohorts. Score 0 

(low) was given when 

other research designs 

were incorporated. 

WoE C concerns a 

review-specific judgment 

about the relevance of 

the study topic and 

context and relates to 

how directly the study 

addresses the focus of 

the review questions 

(Gough, 2007). The 

relevance of the study 

was assessed in terms 

of task and text 

characteristics of the 

listening activity 

employed in each study. 

Data collection Was the 

listening 

activity 

relevant to 

an authentic 

lecture 

situation? 

The relevance of the topic and context of a 

study to the review questions concerns 

whether the study results/findings can be 

generalizable to listening strategies in L2 

lecture comprehension. In this review, 

relevance depends on task characteristics 

and text characteristics of the listening activity 

employed in each study. As for task 

characteristics, listening to a lecturer or a 

teacher in an authentic lecture situation was 

regarded as realistic (Bronfenbrenner, 1976, 

1979) or having high ecological validity (i.e., 

the extent to which the research conditions 

and the phenomenon reflect what happens in 

real-world settings; Gehrke, 2018). Text 

characteristics were judged to be authentic if 

there were explicit descriptions (i.e., evidence) 

Relevance was scored 

from 2 to 0. Score 2 

(high) was assigned if 

the listening activity of 

the study was both 

realistic (task 

characteristics) and 

authentic (text 

characteristics). Score 1 

was assigned if the 

listening activity of the 

study was either realistic 

or authentic. Score 0 

was assigned if the 

listening activity of the 

study was neither 

realistic nor authentic.  
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that suggested so. On the other hand, if the 

spoken texts were written, short, non-

academic, or unknown, text characteristics 

were considered non-authentic.  

WoE D is a review-

specific judgment about 

the overall contribution 

of the study to a specific 

review question.  

 

 

 

 

WoE A, B, and C Does the 

study 

contribute to 

the 

systematic 

review 

question? 

Gough (2007) reports that research teams 

vary widely with respect to how the generic 

and review-specific components of quality 

judgment should be combined. While one may 

weight either generic or review-specific 

components relatively more highly than the 

other, it was decided, in the current review, 

that the overall judgment takes into account 

each of WoE A (trustworthiness), B 

(appropriateness), and C (relevance) equally. 

The scores from the 

assessment of WoE A, 

B, and C were 

summated to produce a 

composite score in the 

range of 6 and 5 (high), 

4 and 3 (medium), and 2 

and 1 (low). If WoE B 

was scored 0, N/A (i.e. 

not applicable in relation 

to each review question) 

was assigned to the 

study.  
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The actual evaluation followed two steps. First, studies were evaluated against WoE 

A, B, and C. Then, the scores were summated to produce a composite score for 

WoE D. Since WoE B was evaluated for each of the three IRQs, three WoE D 

scores were produced. Therefore, the included studies were appraised separately in 

relation to the three IRQs. The advantage of the scoring system is its transparency. 

Each WoE criterion was explicitly described in the table above. The use of simple 

summation of scores makes the weighting procedure clear and traceable, thereby 

increasing the reliability of the evaluation. Although scores were assigned to levels 

arbitrarily without regard to the qualitative difference between high, medium, and 

low, the classification and its algorithm were considered useful for the purpose of 

interpretation and comparison of the overall qualities of individual studies in relative 

terms. In Chapter 4, the levels (low, medium, and high) for WoE A, B, C, and D are 

reported for each study.  

 

3.9.2  Methodological quality assessment 

 

The domain-level quality of individual studies was appraised with the Mixed 

Methods Appraisal Tool version 2018 (MMAT; Hong et al., 2018). The MMAT is the 
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third version of a critical appraisal tool and assesses the methodological quality of 

individual studies within five broad design types including qualitative, quantitative 

randomized controlled trials, quantitative non-randomized, quantitative descriptive, 

and mixed methods. It asks two screening questions to assess the eligibility of a 

study for further appraisal and five appraisal questions to evaluate the quality of 

each study. The five questions differ significantly depending on the type of research 

design employed and appraise how rigorously the study in question is conducted. 

Another distinctive characteristic of this appraisal tool involves the discouragement 

of presenting an overall numerical score for each study. Instead, it shows a rating 

for each criterion to enhance our understanding of what aspects of a study are 

problematic. For these characteristics, the MMAT was used to provide a detailed 

picture of the quality of included studies and add another layer of analysis for this 

review. 

 

The WoE criteria and scoring procedure were verified by a content expert on 17 th 

June 2020. Using the two critical appraisal tools, I assessed each study from 17 th 

June 2020 to 20th July 2020. The judgments about the quality of included studies 

were further supported by written justifications in Chapter 4 (Higgins, Savović, et al., 

2019). 
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3.10  Risk of bias across studies 

 

Bias across studies concerns the bias that may exist in the cumulative evidence 

(Liberati et al., 2009). In systematic reviews that follow the PRISMA statement, risk 

of bias across studies is often assessed in terms of publication bias (i.e., incomplete 

picture of the evidence) and selective reporting of results within the included studies 

(Liabo et al., 2012; Liberati et al., 2009; Moher et al., 2009). However, it is 

questionable how directly “cumulative evidence” is relevant to the current review 

questions because the review does not intend to aggregate homogeneous data. The 

other similar criteria in the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, 

Development and Evaluations (GRADE) handbook, which was developed to assess 

intervention studies in health care research, relate to limitations in study design or 

execution (i.e., whether there is a risk of bias due to such limitations), the 

inconsistency of results across studies (i.e., whether unexplained heterogeneity 

exists across studies), indirectness of evidence (i.e., whether the evidence is 

generalizable to the population), and imprecision (i.e., the point estimates with large 

confidence intervals; Liabo et al., 2012; Schünemann et al., 2013). Although these 
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criteria are used in many systematic studies taking an aggregative approach, they 

may not be applicable to the purpose of this review.  

 

While the above criteria address quantitative evidence, the GRADE-CERQual 

(“Confidence in the Evidence from Reviews of Qualitative research”; Lewin et al., 

2018a) evaluates qualitative evidence. CERQual offers four criteria, such as 

methodological limitations (i.e., the extent to which there are concerns about the 

design or conduct of the included studies that contributed evidence to a review 

finding), coherence (i.e., how clear and well supported is the fit between evidence 

and a review finding), adequacy of data (i.e., the degree of richness and quantity of 

data supporting a review finding), and relevance (i.e., the extent to which the body 

of evidence from included studies supporting a review finding is applicable to the 

context [perspective, population, phenomenon of interest, setting] specified in the 

review question). It is important to note that this framework is originally created to 

assess qualitative evidence. Lewin et al. (2018a) specify that CERQual is not 

intended to appraise quantitative or mixed methods data (cf. a modified GRADE 

approach; Okada et al., 2020). However, CERQual’s four criteria seemed to be 

relatively congruent with the findings from the configurative synthesis and qualitative 

judgments made using two critical appraisal tools.  
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Since no established assessment tools for risk of bias across a heterogeneous set 

of studies were located, this review attempted to narratively synthesize the quality of 

evidence across studies with respect to CERQual’s four criteria. This is 

accomplished in Section 5.1 in Chapter 5.  

 

3.11  Synthesis of results 

 

The PRISMA Statement (Moher et al., 2009) encourages the reporting of a four-

phase flow diagram (i.e., the PRISMA flow diagram), whose format was obtained 

online in the form of a word document file (PRISMA, 2015). In this review, the 

PRISMA flow diagram was modified to present the number of studies screened, 

assessed for eligibility, and included in the review as well as the reasons for 

exclusions at each phase of the review process.  

 

In answering the overarching review question, the results of overall study 

characteristics (i.e., publication details, research contexts, participants, and 

methodological characteristics) were shown in the form of an evidence map with 
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qualitative descriptions and visuals, such as tables and graphs for numerical data 

(Gough et al., 2012). Although there seems to be no agreement in how an evidence 

map should be reported (Miake-Lye et al., 2016), it was thought of as a useful way 

to identify gaps in knowledge in the existing literature on this topic.  

 

As for the three IRQs, a narrative (i.e., qualitative) synthesis of included studies was 

drawn up to provide in-depth accounts of the findings and risk of bias in and across 

included studies. A narrative synthesis involves a commentary reporting of each 

study as well as differences and similarities across studies (Lucas et al., 2007). This 

approach was chosen to provide direct insights into the exploratory questions by 

synthesizing both quantitative and qualitative evidence (Boland et al., 2017; 

Snilstveit et al., 2012). Despite the flexibility in addressing heterogeneity in data, a 

narrative approach has been criticized for the lack of transparency and clarity in its 

procedure (Dixon-Woods et al., 2005; Mays et al., 2005). Nevertheless, the lack of 

robustness in evidence synthesis was complemented by incorporating established 

frameworks (the WoE framework and MMAT) to evaluate the quality of individual 

studies, as suggested by Popay et al. (2006). The overall and methodological 

quality of included studies was discussed, using tables and detailed descriptions. 

The narrative was organized according to quality ratings of included studies, which 
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helped approach the review questions in a structured way (J. Thomas & Harden, 

2008). 
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Chapter 4  Results 

 

This chapter reports the results of the systematic review. It explains the process of 

selecting the final studies included in the review. Next, descriptions of the included 

studies are presented. Then, the overall quality and the methodological rigor of the 

studies are reviewed in depth.  

 

4.1  Included studies 

 

Electronic and hand searching (backward citations) resulted in 1218 records, of 

which 536 records (duplicates and non-articles, such as synopses) were removed. 

Title and abstract screening of 682 articles led to 178 articles, whose full-texts were 

retrieved either online or from the author(s). The full-text screening of these articles 

identified 184 studies, of which 163 studies did not meet the eligibility criteria. 

Ultimately, a total of 21 studies were included in the review (see Appendix M for the 

annotated bibliography). An overview of searching and screening processes is 

summarized in the PRISMA flow diagram (Moher et al., 2009; see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 Prisma flow diagram 
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4.2  Characteristics of included studies 

 

The included studies were published in journals from 1985 to 2020 (see Figure 2). 

The number of publications fluctuated until the early 2000s. However, the number of 

studies has steadily increased since the late 2000s.   

 

Figure 2 Studies by year (n = 21) 

 

 

Most studies have been conducted at higher education institutions in the USA, 

China, Hong Kong, and Iran; there is little evidence available for secondary school 

learners in the USA and Hong Kong (see Table 7). This is reflected in Table 8, 
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showing the age of 18 and above is the most studied age range in the included 

studies. Moreover, Table 9 illustrates that about one-third of the included studies 

explored Chinese learners of English, whereas six studies collected data from 

learners of mixed L1s. One study explored learners of French in the USA without 

reporting the participants’ L1s (see Table 10).  

 

Table 7 Cross-tabulation: country by educational setting (n = 21) 

 

 

Table 8 Studies by age (n = 21) 

 

 

Higher education institution Secondary school

USA 5 3

China 5 0

Hong Kong 1 1

Iran 2 0

UK 1 0

Japan 1 0

Taiwan 1 0

the Pacific Islands 1 0

Age Number

Around 20 to around 40 3

18 to 22 2

18 1

14 to 17 1

14 1

N/A 13

Total 21
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Table 9 Studies by first language (n = 21) 

 

 

Table 10 Studies by second language (n = 21) 

 

 

About one-third of the included studies (n = 7) reported L2 proficiency (see Table 

11). Slightly more studies (n = 11) reported L2 listening proficiency (see Table 12); 

these studies either divided listening proficiency into two groups (e.g., high vs. low) 

or included learners with intermediate listening proficiency levels according to 

standardized test results. Nevertheless, none of the studies used the same L2 

proficiency or L2 listening proficiency measure.  

 

Language Number

Chinese 8

Persian 2

Japanese 1

Spanish 1

Thai 1

Mixed 6

N/A 2

Total 21

Language Number

English as a foreign language 9

English as a second language 11

French 1

Total 21
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Table 11 Studies by second language proficiency (n = 21) 

 

Note. CEFR: the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages; OPT: 

the Oxford Placement Test; TOEFL PBT: the Test of English as a Foreign Language 

paper-based test; IELTS: the International English Language Testing System.  

 

Table 12 Studies by second language listening proficiency (n = 21) 

 

Note. Flowerdew and Miller (1992) divided intermediate learners into good and 

weak listeners using self-rating.   

 

About half of the included studies (n = 10) reported participants’ gender (see Table 

13). Seven studies explored both female and male participants, although a majority 

of the participants in the two studies were either female (Jin & Xu, 2017) or male 

(Smidt & Hegelheimer, 2004). Furthermore, about one-third of the included studies 

L2 proficiency Number

Intermediate by school 2

Intermediate by the CEFR 1

Upper intermediate by the OPT 1

Upper intermediate by the TOEFL PBT 1

A variety of proficiency levels by the TOEFL PBT and teacher judgement 1

A variety of proficiency levels by the IELTS 1

N/A 14

Total 21

L2 listening proficiency Number

High (effective) and low (ineffective) by teacher judgement and test scores 5

A variety of intermediate levels by test scores 4

Intermediate learners (by test scores) divided into good and weak listeners (by self-rating) 1

N/A 11

Total 21
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(n = 9) did not report learners’ discipline (see Table 14). The other studies included 

learners from either one discipline (n = 6) or a variety of disciplines (n = 6). Only one 

study (Olsen & Huckin, 1990) attempted to explore subject-specific (engineering) 

listening strategies.  

 

Table 13 Studies by gender (n = 21) 

 

Note. Among the included studies, Smidt and Hegelheimer (2004) was the only 

study that investigated the relationship between listening strategies and gender. 

 

Table 14 Studies by discipline (n = 21) 

 

 

Gender Number

Both 5

Female (majority) 1

Male (majority) 1

Female 2

Male 1

N/A 11

Total 21

Disciplines Number

English 3

Teaching English as a Foreign language 1

Teaching English as a Second language 1

Engineering 1

A variety of disciplines 6

N/A 9

Total 21
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A questionnaire was the most commonly used strategy elicitation method in the 

included studies, followed by semi-structured interviews, retrospective interviews, 

and think-aloud protocols (see Table 15). “Other” methods included observation, 

diaries, or other varieties of interview techniques.  

 

Table 15 Studies by strategy elicitation method (n = 26, not mutually exclusive) 

 

 

Only four studies investigated listening strategies in authentic lectures (see Table 

16). The other studies prepared audio or video recordings, which were often 

accompanied by follow-up tasks.  

 

Method Number

Questionnaire 8

Semi-structured interview 4

Retrospective interview 3

Think-aloud protocol 2

Stimulated recall 1

Unstructured interview 1

Other 6

N/A 3

Total 28
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Table 16 Studies by task characteristics of listening activity (n = 21) 

 

Note. Task characteristics were judged to be either realistic or unrealistic according 

to the WoE C criterion (see Appendix H for further details). 

 

Moreover, Table 17 shows that the text characteristics of listening activities included 

in nine studies were considered authentic. More than half of the included studies 

included spoken texts that were short and/or scripted (n = 4), non-academic (n = 3), 

or unknown (n = 5) to a non-negligible extent.  

 

Table 17 Studies by text characteristics of listening activity (n = 21) 

 

Task characteristics WoE C Number

Listening to a lecturer/a teacher Realistic 4

Listennig to audio recordings 3

Listening to audio recordings and answering questions 5

Listennig to audio recordings and summarizing the content 2

Listening to video recordings 1

Listening to video recordings and answering questions 3

Listening to audio and video recordings 2

A variety of listening activities (including listening to a lecturer) 1

Total 21

Unrealistic

Text characteristics WoE C Number

Real lecture 4

Long excerpt from real lecture 5

Short and scripted text 3

Non-academic text 3

Scripted text 1

Unknown text 5

Total 21

Authentic

Non-authentic
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Note. Text characteristics were judged to be either authentic or non-authentic 

according to the WoE C criterion (see Appendix I for further details).  

 

In summary, the current state of empirical research related to listening strategies in 

L2 lecture comprehension is characterized by the following features: 

 

• Research in this area has received increased attention since the late 2000s.  

• The clearest evidence is available for Chinese ESL or EFL learners in higher 

education in the USA and China. A few studies researched secondary 

school learners of English in the USA and Hong Kong.  

• Some studies reported L2 proficiency or L2 listening proficiency; no studies 

used the same proficiency measure.  

• About half of the included studies report information on gender or discipline; 

little evidence exists concerning the relationship between listening strategies 

and gender/academic discipline. 

• Questionnaire and verbal reports are the most commonly used strategy 

elicitation methods; observation and diaries are the least common methods. 

• A few studies explored listening strategies in response to listening to a 

lecturer/teacher; most studies used audio/video recordings. 
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• About half of the studies included authentic listening texts; the other half 

used non-authentic listening materials.  

 

4.3  Overall quality of included studies 

 

This section describes the overall quality of the included studies (n = 21) according 

to the WoE framework. The overall quality of the studies is reviewed in depth in 

relation to the first (n = 18), second (n = 10), and third (n = 5) IRQs.  

 

4.3.1  Deployment of listening strategies in second language lecture comprehension 

 

The first IRQ relates to the deployment of listening strategies in L2 lecture 

comprehension (see Appendix J for the summary). The appropriateness of three 

studies was judged to be “low” in relation to the first IRQ because they did not 

collect data on listening strategies. Thus, 18 studies, which informed the first IRQ, 

are reviewed in depth.  
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Three studies were judged to be of “high” overall quality (see Table 18): Flowerdew 

and Miller (1992), Fung and Macaro (2019), and O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009). 

Flowerdew and Miller (1992) was an ethnography of 30 university students who 

studied Teaching English as a Second Language in Hong Kong. Using several data 

collection methods (observation, interviews, and diaries), the researchers identified 

the participants’ use of five strategies to facilitate lecture comprehension. The 

triangulation of data collection methods, the rich and thick description of the 

findings, and the presentation of disconfirming evidence enhanced the 

trustworthiness of the findings. However, strategies were neither defined nor 

situated in theories in the study. In Fung and Macaro (2019), listening strategies 

were elicited by a questionnaire that had been developed and validated by one of 

the authors based on Briggs' (2015) distinction between strategies (as mental 

actions) and opportunities for strategic behavior (as observable actions; Fung, 

2016). The questionnaire consisted of 65 items, which were summarized into 10 

factors of strategies and three factors of opportunities for strategic behavior. Most 

strategies were related to the activation of prior knowledge (e.g., recall of prior 

knowledge), properly reflecting the nature of lecture comprehension. While the 

reliabilities of the instruments were not checked, the study successfully gained rich 

insights into the strategies that secondary school learners in Hong Kong used to 
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listen to a teacher. In the third study, O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009), used an 

open coding approach to identify listening strategies in ESL students’ verbal data, 

which were later matched to the existing strategy taxonomies by O’Malley and 

Chamot (1990) and Vandergrift (1997). Triangulation of data collection methods, 

careful training on the think-aloud procedure, and the establishment of intercoder 

agreement resulted in high trustworthiness of the findings. Nevertheless, the 

artificial listening activity (listening to podcasts) decreased the relevance of this 

study.  

 

Table 18 Weight of evidence assessment for high overall quality studies in relation 

to the first in-depth review question 

 

 

Eight studies were evaluated as “medium” overall (see Table 19), of which three 

studies received “low” scores for trustworthiness. Schroeder (2016) developed and 

Study WoE A

Trustworth

iness of 

the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriatene

ss of the 

research 

design in 

relation with 

the first 

review 

question

WoE C

Relevance 

of the 

study in 

relation 

with the 

first 

review 

question

WoE D

Overall 

contributi

on of the 

study for 

the first 

review 

question

Flowerdew & Miller (1992) High High High High

Fung & Macaro (2019) Medium High High High

O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) High High Medium High
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validated the Academic Spoken English Strategies Survey (ASESS) to assess the 

listening and speaking strategy use of NNES graduate students in the US. As with 

Fung and Macaro (2019), the questionnaire underwent rounds of piloting. An 

exploratory factor analysis was run on 384 participants’ responses to the 

questionnaire, resulting in five factors. However, the identified factors lacked a 

theoretical explanation. For instance, it was not clear why the strategy to “notice the 

speaker’s facial expressions, gestures, and voice changes” loaded onto “strategies 

for keeping on track while listening” rather than “strategies for enhancing 

understanding while listening”. In addition, the fifth factor consisted of only one 

strategy. These limitations reduced the (construct) validity and reliability of the 

questionnaire. In evaluating podcasts developed for academic listening in French, 

Weinberg et al. (2011) mainly relied on a questionnaire to collect data on the 

perceived change in participants’ use of listening strategies before and after viewing 

podcasts. While the focus of the podcasts (on listening to authentic lectures in 

French) increased real-world relevance, the study did not make explicit reference to 

the definitions or theories of listening strategies.  

 

In Smidt and Hegelheimer (2004), ESL learners were asked to watch an authentic 

lecture video and answer comprehension questions. Verbal data were elicited by 
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retrospective interviews from nine participants, which were coded into metacognitive 

and cognitive strategies following Vandergrift's (1997) procedure. Interestingly, 

elaboration (i.e., use of world knowledge) was not reported by the learners, possibly 

due to the lack of relevant prior knowledge (an issue with relevance) or the validity 

issues inherent in the retrospective interviewing technique (i.e. forgetting and 

fabrication; Russo et al., 1989). In Schroeder (2016) and Smidt and Hegelheimer 

(2004), no notable measures were taken to ensure the trustworthiness of data 

collection and analysis procedures.  

 

Table 19 Weight of evidence assessment for medium overall quality studies in 

relation to the first in-depth review question 

 

 

Study WoE A

Trustworth

iness of 

the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriatene

ss of the 

research 

design in 

relation with 

the first 

review 

question

WoE C

Relevance of 

the study in 

relation with 

the first 

review 

question

WoE D

Overall 

contributi

on of the 

study for 

the first 

review 

question

Schroeder (2016) Low High High Medium

Weinberg et al. (2011) Low High High Medium

Smidt & Hegelheimer (2004) Low High Medium Medium

O’Malley et al. (1989) High High Low Medium

Rukthong & Brunfaut (2020) High High Low Medium

Lee & Cai (2010) High Medium Low Medium

Cai & Lee (2010) High Medium Low Medium

Cai & Lee (2012) High Medium Low Medium
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The other “medium” overall quality studies utilized verbal report procedures, such as 

think-aloud protocols (O’Malley et al., 1989), stimulated recalls (Rukthong & 

Brunfaut, 2020), or interviews with or without retrieval cues (Cai & Lee, 2012, 2010; 

Lee & Cai, 2010). O’Malley et al. (1989) provided eight high school students with 

activities to practice verbalizing their thoughts in think-aloud protocols. The 

description of metacognitive, cognitive, and social/affective strategies in three 

stages of comprehension (J. R. Anderson, 1983) was rich in detail and included 

disconfirming evidence, increasing the trustworthiness of their findings. Rukthong 

and Brunfaut (2020) increased the validity of verbal reports by use of stimulated 

recalls, a piece of qualitative analysis software (NVivo to increase transparency), 

and triangulation. In the study, video-recordings were created while 12 Thai learners 

of English engaged in integrated listening-to-summarize tasks. These videos were 

later used to facilitate the participants’ recall of their strategy use. The verbal reports 

were coded into various cognitive and metacognitive strategies according to the 

strategy taxonomies by Goh (2002b), O’Malley et al. (1989), Vandergrift (2003a),  

Vandergrift and Goh (2012). The findings were corroborated by the participants’ 

notes as well as oral and written summaries of the listening contents.  
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Cai and Lee (2012, 2010) and Lee and Cai (2010) focused on the use of strategies 

and knowledge sources to process unfamiliar words in listening comprehension. In 

these studies, Chinese learners of English were asked to listen to nine texts (from a 

science textbook) and answered questions about how they made sense of the 

meaning of novel words with or without retrieval cues. The significance of these 

studies is the identification of different types of lexical inferencing based on 

knowledge sources, such as textual (e.g., information about target word or co-text) 

and extra-textual knowledge. Their coding procedures were clear, which helped 

achieve high intercoder reliabilities (around 95%). Despite the high trustworthiness, 

the five studies (Cai & Lee, 2012, 2010; Lee & Cai, 2010; O’Malley et al., 1989; 

Rukthong & Brunfaut, 2020) received low marks for relevance due to the low 

ecological validity of the listening activities. 

 

The rest of the studies had a “low” overall quality (see Table 20). Two studies 

attempted to identify listening strategies that were unique to academic listening. In 

Du (2018), a new strategy taxonomy was developed by referring to interview data as 

well as existing taxonomies (Goh, 2002a; Graham et al., 2008; Santos et al., 2008), 

although the details of the procedure were not explained. The reporting of the 

qualitative findings contained inconsistencies and lacked clarity, which lowered the 
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trustworthiness of the study. Interested in learners’ strategy use in academic 

listening practices, Jin and Xu (2017) developed a new questionnaire by 

incorporating O’Malley and Chamot's (1990) distinction of metacognitive, cognitive, 

and social-affective strategies and Richards' (1983) list of academic skills. However, 

the questionnaire was neither piloted nor validated in the study.  

 

Table 20 Weight of evidence assessment for low overall quality studies in relation to 

the first in-depth review question 

 

 

The other low quality studies used existing strategy taxonomies with few or no 

modifications. Chand (2007) used O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, et al.'s 

(1985) taxonomy to find listening strategies in the interview data from teachers and 

Study WoE A

Trustworth

iness of 

the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriaten

ess of the 

research 

design in 

relation with 

the first 

review 

question

WoE C

Relevance 

of the 

study in 

relation 

with the 

first 

review 

question

WoE D

Overall 

contributio

n of the 

study for 

the first 

review 

question

Du (2018) Low High Low Low

Jin & Xu (2017) Low High Low Low

Chand (2007) Low High Low Low

Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Low High Low Low

Bidabadi & Yamat (2013) Low High Low Low

Chou (2015) Low High Low Low

Hosogoshi (2016) Low Medium Low Low
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learners who participated in a distance study skills course. However, identified 

themes lacked opposing views and were often based on only one participant’s 

account. In Rahimirad and Moini (2015), participants were introduced to the 

concepts of metacognitive strategies proposed by Vandergrift (2003a) and were 

asked to answer questions concerning the effectiveness of strategy instruction 

during semi-structured interviews. Bidabadi and Yamat (2013) used semi-structured 

interviews to add more details to the findings from the MALQ. In the three studies, 

however, no measures were reported to increase the validity and reliability of the 

qualitative findings.  

 

Chou (2015) explored the use of listening strategies in Taiwanese university 

students who participated in English for general/specific academic purposes 

(EGAP/ESAP). Listening strategies were identified via a questionnaire and 

retrospective interviews with reference to the frameworks for listening strategies 

(Vandergrift, 1997) and test-taking strategies (Cohen, 2006). Despite the high 

reliability of the questionnaire (α = .91), the qualitative data collection and analysis 

procedures were not described in detail. Hosogoshi (2016) developed a new 

questionnaire using Vandergrift's (2003a) taxonomy of listening strategies to elicit 

Japanese EFL learners’ strategies in response to lecture video with or without 
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captions/subtitles. This questionnaire was piloted on 86 students with similar study 

backgrounds, which was insufficient to establish external and statistical validity of 

the questionnaire.  

 

4.3.2  Effectiveness of listening strategies in second language lecture 

comprehension 

 

The second IRQ concerns the effectiveness of listening strategies in L2 lecture 

comprehension (see Appendix K for the summary). Eleven studies had “low” 

appropriateness for the second IRQ because they 1) did not explore the 

effectiveness of listening strategies and 2) did not collect empirical data on listening 

performance, abilities, skills, or proficiency. Thus, the quality of evidence from 10 

studies is discussed in detail.  

 

Six studies resulted in “medium” overall ratings (see Table 21). O’Malley, Chamot, 

Stewner-Manzanares et al. (1985) randomly allocated 75 high school ESL students 

to two treatment and one control groups. For a period of eight days, the 

metacognitive group (n = 27) was taught one metacognitive strategy (selective 
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attention), one cognitive strategy (note-taking), and one socio-affective strategy 

(cooperation), whereas the cognitive group (n = 26) received instruction on the 

cognitive and socio-affective strategies. Overall, the treatment groups outperformed 

the control group. According to the prediction, the metacognitive group received 

significantly higher scores than the cognitive group in the first interim listening test (p 

< .10). However, the cognitive group performed better than the metacognitive group 

in the second (p < .05) and the third interim tests (p < .01). The difference between 

the three groups failed to reach significance in the last interim test (p = .626) as well 

as the posttest (p = .162). The study was able to control for the participants’ 

linguistic and prior knowledge using a randomized controlled study design, although 

the details of the random allocation procedure were not reported. Treatment was 

consistent with the planned intervention. Nevertheless, the increased task difficulty 

in the latter listening tests may have caused mixed results. Moreover, the 

trustworthiness of the study decreased because there was no reporting of the 

reliabilities for the listening tests.  

 



1039546 

 
 

90 

Table 21 Weight of evidence assessment for medium overall quality studies in 

relation to the second in-depth review question 

 

 

The other five studies which received “medium” overall ratings can be highly trusted 

in a generic sense. In O’Malley et al. (1989), effective and ineffective listeners were 

differentiated according to subjective (e.g., attentiveness in class) and objective 

criteria (e.g., reading test scores). The analysis of their verbal reports showed that 

effective listeners maintained and directed their attention to the listening task 

(perception), listened for larger chunks, such as phrases or sentences, attended to 

intonation and pauses to use top-down processing (parsing), and used inferencing 

and elaboration with reference to their world knowledge, personal knowledge, and 

self-questioning. On the other hand, ineffective listeners relied more on bottom-up 

Study WoE A

Trustwort

hiness of 

the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriatene

ss of the 

research 

design in 

relation with 

the second 

review 

question

WoE C

Relevance 

of the study 

in relation 

with the 

second 

review 

question

WoE D

Overall 

contribution 

 of the 

study for 

the second 

review 

question

O’Malley et al. (1985) Medium High Medium Medium

O’Malley et al. (1989) High Medium Low Medium

O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) High Medium Low Medium

Rukthong & Brunfaut (2020) High Medium Low Medium

Lee & Cai (2010) High Medium Low Medium

Cai & Lee (2012) High Medium Low Medium
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processing and used multiple strategies, such as inferencing, translation, and self-

monitoring, to compensate for the failure in parsing the text. Surprisingly, less use of 

metacognitive strategies by students with higher listening proficiency was reported 

in O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009), although it may just mean the students were 

able to understand the listening text effortlessly. The study also found that higher 

proficiency students used inferencing and elaboration at a global level (across 

sentences and propositions), whereas low proficiency students employed the same 

strategies at a local (word and sentence) level. In Rukthong and Brunfaut (2020), 

higher scorers in listening-to-summarize tasks used more types of metacognitive 

strategies and used inferencing more accurately. On the contrary, lower scorers 

were less successful in employing inferencing and elaboration and relied more on 

directed attention, fixation, and reconstruction strategies to recover the lack of 

understanding of the content.   

 

Two studies focused on strategies and knowledge sources to process unfamiliar 

words in listening comprehension. Lee and Cai (2010) reported that learners with 

higher listening proficiency combined morphological clues, (local and global) co-

textual clues, and extra-textual knowledge effectively to make lexical inferencing 

and noticed the dissonance between the clues, whereas learners with lower 
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listening proficiency failed to do so. The subsequent study by Cai and Lee (2012) 

confirmed that the use of morphological clues, global co-textual clues, and extra-

textual knowledge actually led to better lexical inferencing and text comprehension. 

The above findings suggest that at least some of the differences in strategy use 

derive from varied linguistic knowledge. However, linguistic knowledge was never 

measured in these studies. 

 

The five “low” overall quality studies are characterized by “low” trustworthiness 

and/or “low” relevance (see Table 22). In Rahimirad and Moini (2015), Iranian EFL 

learners who received metacognitive strategy instruction for five weeks achieved 

significantly higher scores than those who did not receive instruction in the posttest 

(equivalent to the IELTS listening exam). During the interviews, the learners in the 

treatment group reported increased use of metacognitive strategies, such as 

planning, directed attention, evaluation, and monitoring (except selective attention). 

The interview, however, relied on an understanding of the concept of each strategy, 

which may have been too demanding for the participants. Carrier (2003) provided 

seven high school ESL students with explicit strategy instruction on a variety of 

listening skills including discrete (bottom-up) and video (top-down) listening skills for 

six weeks. Posttest scores were significantly larger than pretest scores for both 
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discrete (p < .025, one-tailed) and video listening skills (p < .01, one-tailed), 

indicating the effectiveness of bottom-up and top-down listening strategies. Despite 

the high reliability of the listening tests, the small sample size and no inclusion of a 

control group decreased the trustworthiness of the findings.  

 

Table 22 Weight of evidence assessment for low overall quality studies in relation to 

the second in-depth review question 

 

 

Smidt and Hegelheimer (2004) investigated listening strategies in response to a 15-

minute online video with overhead transparency notes and picture slides of an 

academic lecture. The analysis of the retrospective interviews of nine university ESL 

students indicated that high proficiency students used both metacognitive and 

Study WoE A

Trustworth

iness of 

the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriat

eness of 

the 

research 

design in 

relation 

with the 

second 

review 

question

WoE C

Relevance 

of the 

study in 

relation 

with the 

second 

review 

question

WoE D

Overall 

contribu

tion of 

the 

study 

for the 

second 

review 

questio

n

Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Low High Low Low

Carrier (2003) Medium Medium Low Low

Smidt & Hegelheimer (2004) Low Medium Medium Low

Chou (2015) Low Medium Low Low

Du (2018) Low Medium Low Low
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cognitive strategies and favored monitoring and inferencing, while low proficiency 

students used only cognitive strategies. Chou's (2015) study was unique in that it 

compared the listening strategies perceived to be most and least useful by 

Taiwanese lower-intermediate learners of English in EGAP and ESAP courses. The 

learners generally found “listening to main ideas” to be most useful and saw 

translation to be the least useful strategy. Strategies that involved the use of prior 

knowledge were perceived to be useful in EGAP listening. In contrast, note-taking 

and test wiseness (e.g., choosing an option that seemed to deviate from others) 

strategies were considered most helpful in ESAP listening. However, individual 

differences were also observed in terms of the perceived usefulness of note-taking 

and lexical inferencing strategies. There was an issue with the study design 

because the listeners participated in the ESAP course after taking part in the EGAP 

course. Thus, participation in the EGAP course may have affected the use of 

listening strategies in the ESAP course. Moreover, the reasons for the striking 

differences in listening strategy use between EGAP and ESAP courses were not 

explored in depth and remained unclear. Nevertheless, the two studies discussed 

here reported no measures to increase the trustworthiness of the qualitative 

findings.  
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Du (2018) was the only study that directly addressed the relationship between 

listening strategies, listening proficiency, and linguistic knowledge. Du divided nine 

Chinese university EFL students into high and low listening proficiency and linguistic 

knowledge groups and observed their use of strategies in response to different 

listening question types. The study identified strategies that were different as well as 

shared among the groups. However, the description of the findings often included 

inconsistencies and lacked evidence for their claims about the strategies commonly 

used by different groups of learners. It was not clear what strategies led to 

successful comprehension except selective attention used by learners with high 

listening proficiency.  

 

4.3.3  Development of listening strategies in second language lecture 

comprehension 

 

The third IRQ pertains to the development of listening strategies in L2 lecture 

comprehension (see Appendix L for the summary). Sixteen studies were excluded 

from the in-depth review for the third IRQ because the studies did not offer evidence 
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on the development of listening strategies. Therefore, the findings of the remaining 

five studies are synthesized below.  

 

O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009) was the only study that received a “high” overall 

rating (see Table 23). In the study, four university ESL students received explicit 

strategy instruction on academic listening strategies over a 15-week semester. 

Instructor-designed podcasts were assigned as homework so that the students 

could review and practice those strategies outside the classroom. The development 

of metacognitive awareness was explored primarily by assessing the change 

between pre- and post-MALQ scores, while this was triangulated with semi-

structured interviews. The largest increase was found in the use of problem-solving 

strategies (inferencing, elaboration, evaluation, monitoring, and summary), followed 

by personal knowledge, directed attention, and mental translation. There was no 

change in planning and evaluation strategies. The increase in mental translation 

was surprising because it contradicted the researchers’ initial expectations that 

successful listeners would rely less on translation. The findings were trustworthy for 

reasons, such as the triangulation of data collection methods and the rich and thick 

description of the qualitative findings. Nevertheless, the small sample size and the 



1039546 

 
 

97 

low ecological validity of the listening activities (which did not occur in authentic 

lectures) posed threats to the generalizability of the findings.  

 

Table 23 Weight of evidence assessment for a high overall quality study in relation 

to the third in-depth review question 

 

 

Two studies were rated to be of “medium” overall quality (see Table 24). The 

experiment by O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, et al. (1985) suggested that 

the learners who received listening strategy instruction outperformed those who did 

not in a listening comprehension test. However, the limited period of intervention 

(eight days) may have undermined the efficacy of faded instructional cues for using 

metacognitive strategies, leading to the inconclusive findings of the relative benefits 

of the two treatment groups (with or without metacognitive strategy instruction). 

Study WoE A

Trustworth

iness of 

the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriat

eness of 

the 

research 

design in 

relation 

with the 

third 

review 

question

WoE C

Relevance 

of the 

study in 

relation 

with the 

third 

review 

question

WoE D

Overall 

contributio

n of the 

study for 

the third 

review 

question

O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) High High Medium High
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Weinberg et al. (2011) administered a questionnaire to students after they had 

watched a podcast episode (for academic listening in French) on a DVD in a class 

for seven weeks. Student responses to a five-point Likert scale revealed notable 

changes in the use of listening strategies learned in the first (cognitive and socio-

affective strategies), the second (planning), and the third (monitoring) episodes. The 

findings, however, suffered from “low” trustworthiness because the perceived 

change in strategy use was measured at one point in time; no data were collected 

before watching each episode. 

 

Table 24 Weight of evidence assessment for medium overall quality studies in 

relation to the third in-depth review question 

 

 

Study WoE A

Trustworth

iness of 

the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriat

eness of 

the 

research 

design in 

relation 

with the 

third 

review 

question

WoE C

Relevance 

of the 

study in 

relation 

with the 

third 

review 

question

WoE D

Overall 

contributi

on of the 

study for 

the third 

review 

question

O’Malley et al. (1985) Medium Medium Medium Medium

Weinberg et al. (2011) Low Medium High Medium
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Finally, two studies received “low” overall ratings (see Table 25). In Carrier (2003), 

explicit strategy instruction on both bottom-up and top-down listening strategies 

turned out to be effective for secondary ESL students. However, since the 

effectiveness of bottom-up listening strategy instruction was assessed using a 

discrete listening skills test (e.g., discriminating sounds), the study offers limited 

empirical insights into whether or how bottom-up strategies benefit listening 

comprehension. Moreover, a top-down listening skills test featured only the note-

taking strategies despite a variety of listening strategies covered during the 

intervention. Rahimirad and Moini (2015) presented the evidence for the 

effectiveness of the metacognitive strategy instruction, which was provided 

systematically based on Vandergrift (2003a) and for a longer period (five weeks) 

than O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, et al. (1985). Academic listening 

sections of the IELTS were administered in pre- and posttests, showing a significant 

difference between treatment and control groups only in the posttest (t = −2.431, p 

< .05). In the interview held after the posttest, the participants who received 

instruction stated that they increased the use of planning and directed attention 

most, followed by evaluation and monitoring. The researchers reported, however, 

that most learners had no idea about selective attention. These findings further 

corroborated the effectiveness of instruction. Nevertheless, the possibility exists that 
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too much was expected on the part of the participants for understanding the 

concepts of strategies and verbalizing their thoughts in their L2 (English).  

 

Table 25 Weight of evidence assessment for low overall quality studies in relation to 

the third in-depth review question 

 

 

4.4  Methodological quality of included studies 

 

This section presents the methodological quality of the included studies, which was 

evaluated using the MMAT. Five study design types included qualitative studies (n = 

5), quantitative randomized controlled trials (n = 1), quantitative non-randomized 

studies (n = 2), quantitative descriptive studies (n = 3), and mixed methods studies 

(n = 10). The results of the evaluation of individual studies are discussed according 

to each design type below. 

 

Study WoE A

Trustworthi

ness of the 

study’s 

findings

WoE B

Appropriateness of the 

research design in relation 

with the third review 

question

WoE C

Relevance of the 

study in relation 

with the third 

review question

WoE D

Overall contribution of 

the study for the third 

review question

Carrier (2003) Medium Medium Low Low

Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Low High Low Low



1039546 

 
 

101 

Among the five qualitative studies (see Table 26), three qualitative studies were of 

high methodological quality. Using an ethnographic approach, Flowerdew and Miller 

(1992) combined different data collection methods effectively and justified the 

qualitative findings with a rich description of learner perspectives. Two studies 

provided a qualitative description of their findings without specifying its 

methodology. O’Malley et al. (1989) provided think-aloud training sessions with 

participants; a high intercoder agreement was achieved in the analysis of verbal 

data. In Olsen and Huckin (1990), the two researchers engaged in the analysis of 

the content and structure of a lecture, participants’ lecture summaries, and interview 

data. Both studies provided detailed examples to discuss the interpretation of the 

qualitative findings.   

 

Table 26 Methodological quality of qualitative studies 

 

 

Study Research design 1.1. Is the 

qualitative 

approach 

appropriate 

to answer 

the research 

question?

1.2. Are the 

qualitative 

data 

collection 

methods 

adequate to 

address the 

research 

question?

1.3. Are the 

findings 

adequately 

derived from 

the data?

1.4. Is the 

interpretation 

of results 

sufficiently 

substantiated 

by data?

1.5. Is there 

coherence 

between 

qualitative 

data 

sources, 

collection, 

analysis 

and 

interpretatio

n?

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ2

Flowerdew & Miller (1992) Qualitative study (ethnography) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes High N/A N/A

Chand (2007) Qualitative study (grounded theory) Yes Yes No No No Low N/A N/A
O’Malley et al. (1989) Qualitative study (qualitative description) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Medium Medium N/A

Olsen & Huckin (1990) Qualitative study (qualitative description) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A N/A
Du (2018) Qualitative study (qualitative description) Yes Yes Yes No No Low N/A N/A
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Two studies had issues with the analysis, interpretation, and synthesis of qualitative 

findings. Despite the claim to have used a grounded theory approach, Chand (2007) 

identified the themes related to listening strategy use in interview data following 

O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, et al.'s (1985) distinction of metacognitive, 

cognitive, and socio-affective strategies. Moreover, the themes were not convincing 

because the instances (that supported each theme) lacked opposing views and 

were often derived from a single person. In Du (2018), two researchers coded 

retrospective and unstructured interview data in reference to a predetermined 

strategy taxonomy. Despite the seemingly rigorous procedure, the reporting of the 

qualitative findings included inconsistencies and obscurities, which significantly 

reduced the trustworthiness of this study.  

 

O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, et al. (1985) conducted a quantitative 

randomized controlled trial (see Table 27). However, the method used to randomly 

allocate participants to groups was not explained in the study. Moreover, the 

teachers, who provided strategy instruction (intervention providers), also 

administered short listening comprehension tests (outcome measures) to the 

participants. This posed a threat to the validity of their findings.  
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Table 27 Methodological quality of quantitative randomized controlled trials 

 

 

Two quantitative non-randomized studies did not explicitly state their target 

populations, justify their measurements; nor did they report on the fidelity of the 

intervention (see Table 28). Furthermore, Carrier (2003) did not include a control 

group or information about possible confounding variables.  

 

Table 28 Methodological quality of quantitative non-randomized studies 

 

 

Three quantitative descriptive studies conducted a questionnaire survey (see Table 

29). Fung and Macaro (2019) presented a model case where the sample was 

matched with their target population (clearly specified); quantitative data collected 

from a large sample of participants via valid instruments underwent rigorous 

Study Research design 2.1. Is 

randomizatio

n 

appropriately 

 performed?

2.2. Are the 

groups 

comparable 

at baseline?

2.3. Are 

there 

complete 

outcome 

data?

2.4. Are 

outcome 

assessors 

blinded to 

the 

intervention 

provided?

2.5 Did the 

participants 

adhere to 

the 

assigned 

intervention

?

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ2

O’Malley et al. (1985) Quantitative randomized controlled trial Can't tell Yes Yes No Yes N/A Medium Medium

Study Research design 3.1. Are the 

participants 

representati

ve of the 

target 

population?

3.2. Are 

measuremen

ts 

appropriate 

regarding 

both the 

outcome 

and 

exposure/int

ervention?

3.3. Are there 

complete 

outcome 

data?

3.4. Are the 

confounders 

accounted 

for in the 

design and 

analysis?

3.5. During 

the study 

period, is 

the 

intervention

/exposure 

administere

d as 

intended?

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ2

Carrier (2003) Quantitative non-randomized study (cross-sectional analytic 

study)

Can't tell No Yes No Can't tell N/A Low Low

Hosogoshi (2016) Quantitative non-randomized study (non-randomized controlled 

trial)

Can't tell No Yes Yes Can't tell Low N/A N/A
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statistical procedures according to their research questions. Nevertheless, the 

questionnaires developed by the two studies were not appropriate and lacked 

appropriate statistical analyses. Despite a number of pilot studies, the construct 

validity of Schroeder's (2016) strategy questionnaire was considered to be low 

because it lacked the theoretical accounts of what strategies refer to. The 

exploratory factor analysis may contain reliability issues because one of the 

identified factors loaded onto only one item. In Jin and Xu (2017), neither the 

population nor a sampling strategy was clearly explained. While low overall reliability 

(α = .726) was achieved, no measures were taken to ensure the construct validity of 

the questionnaire. Moreover, the researchers did not clarify the types of correlations 

reported in the study.  

 

Table 29 Methodological quality of quantitative descriptive studies 

 

 

Study Research design 4.1. Is the 

sampling 

strategy 

relevant to 

address the 

research 

question?

4.2. Is the 

sample 

representati

ve of the 

target 

population?

4.3. Are the 

measuremen

ts 

appropriate?

4.4. Is the 

risk of 

nonresponse 

 bias low?

4.5. Is the 

statistical 

analysis 

appropriate 

to answer 

the 

research 

question?

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ2

Fung & Macaro (2019) Quantitative descriptive study 

(survey)

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes High N/A N/A

Schroeder (2016) Quantitative descriptive study 

(survey)

Yes Yes No Can't tell No Medium N/A N/A

Jin & Xu (2017) Quantitative descriptive study 

(survey)

Can't tell Can't tell No Yes No Low N/A N/A
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Many of the included studies (n = 10) chose a mixed-methods design (see Table 

30). On the positive side, most studies relied on both quantitative and qualitative 

data to answer research questions (n = 9) and brought together quantitative and 

qualitative findings in the results section (n = 9). The divergence was found in five 

studies in a way that qualitative findings added details to the quantitative findings; 

the rest of the studies did not report divergence or inconsistencies. Nevertheless, 

about half of the studies did not justify why they did so (n = 6) or did not ensure the 

quality of different components of the studies (n = 7). In particular, Bidabadi and 

Yamat, (2013) failed to supplement their quantitative results with rich and thick 

qualitative accounts of the participants’ use of listening strategies. Nevertheless, 

other studies effectively compared and integrated quantitative and qualitative 

findings to shed more light on the topic.  
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Table 30 Methodological quality of mixed methods studies 

 

Study Research design 5.1. Is there 

an 

adequate 

rationale for 

using a 

mixed 

methods 

design to 

address the 

research 

question?

5.2. Are the 

different 

components 

 of the 

study 

effectively 

integrated 

to answer 

the 

research 

question?

5.3. Are the 

results 

adequately 

brought 

together into 

overall 

interpretations

?

5.4. Are 

divergences 

and 

inconsistenci

es between 

quantitative 

and 

qualitative 

results 

adequately 

addressed?

5.5. Do the 

different 

components 

 of the 

study 

adhere to 

the quality 

criteria of 

each 

tradition of 

the 

methods 

involved?

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ1

Overall 

WoE

IRQ2

Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

quantitative randomized controlled trial and 

qualitative description

Yes Yes Yes Yes No Low Low Low

Cai & Lee (2010) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

cross-sectional analytic study and qualitative 

description

No Yes Yes Yes Yes Medium N/A N/A

Lee & Cai (2010) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

cross-sectional analytic study and qualitative 

description

No Yes Yes Yes No Medium Medium N/A

Cai & Lee (2012) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

cross-sectional analytic study and qualitative 

description

No Yes Yes Yes No Medium Medium N/A

Chou (2015) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

cross-sectional analytic study and qualitative 

description

Yes Yes Yes Yes No Low Low N/A

Bidabadi & Yamat (2013) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

survey and grounded theory

No No No Yes No Low N/A N/A

Rukthong & Brunfaut (2020) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

survey and grounded theory

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Medium Medium N/A

O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) Mixed methods study (sequential exploratory 

design) with grounded theory and cohort study

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes High Medium High

Weinberg et al. (2011) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

survey, qualitative description, and grounded 

theory

No Yes Yes Yes No Medium N/A Medium

Smidt & Hegelheimer (2004) Mixed methods study (convergent design) with 

the before-and-after trial without control, 

prevalence study, and qualitative description

No Yes Yes Yes No Medium Low N/A
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Chapter 5 Discussion and conclusion 

 

This chapter discusses the results of this review. It attempts to answer each of the 

review questions with reference to the limitations of included studies. In the next 

section, the limitations of this review are explored. It concludes with the general 

interpretation of the results and implications for future research.   

 

5.1  Summary of evidence 

 

This section summarizes the main findings of the systematic review and discusses 

the quality of evidence across the included studies. It provides an overview of the 

current state of research available on this topic based on the characteristics of the 

included studies. Then, the quality of the reviewed studies is discussed in reference 

to the first, second, and third IRQs.  
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5.1.1  Overarching review question: What empirical research has been carried out 

on listening strategies for second language lecture comprehension 

between 1975 and 2020? 

 

The descriptions of included studies suggest that research on this topic has been on 

the rise up until recently, reflecting the growth of the scholarly interest in language 

learning strategies (e.g., Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2018) as well as English medium 

instruction (EMI; e.g., Macaro et al., 2018). Most studies explored learners of 

English in higher education with Chinese as their L1 or mixed language 

backgrounds in countries such as the USA, China, Hong Kong, and Iran. However, 

the pervasiveness of EMI (Macaro et al., 2018) necessitates more systematic efforts 

to investigate learners from different nations, educational phases, and different 

language and cultural backgrounds. Only one study investigated French as a 

medium of instruction; with a broader scope of encouraging multilingualism in higher 

education (Kirkpatrick, 2014), it is also meaningful to gain insights into other L2s as 

a medium of instruction.  

 

Another major issue concerns the low ecological validity of the review findings. The 

included studies rarely controlled for participants’ academic discipline. Only half of 
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the reviewed studies used authentic listening texts; even fewer studies explored 

listening strategies in real academic lectures. However, researchers have argued 

that L2 listeners go through different mental processes depending on learner 

characteristics as well as task and text characteristics of a listening activity (Field, 

2011; Flowerdew, 1994; Richards, 2003; Rubin, 1994). Moreover, it is well known 

that discourse structure varies across subject areas (Dudley-Evans, 1994; Olsen & 

Huckin, 1990); it is likely that the mental processes required by learners of 

engineering significantly differ from those required by learners of English literature. 

Little attention paid to these factors makes the ecological validity of the listening 

activities included in many of the reviewed studies questionable. Therefore, more 

research is needed on how task characteristics (e.g., listening to a lecturer, audio 

recordings, or videos) and text characteristics (e.g., discourse structure in different 

disciplines) impact on listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension.  

 

5.1.2  First in-depth review question: What evidence is available for the deployment 

of listening strategies in second language lecture comprehension? 
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The in-depth review demonstrates that most studies (13 out of 18) relied on the 

existing taxonomies including those by Goh (2002b) or Vandergrift (1996, 1997, 

2003a). These classifications exposit the use of prior knowledge, which allows rich 

insights into cognitive strategies, such as inferencing and elaboration that are crucial 

in understanding lectures. The affinity of these taxonomies for L2 lecture 

comprehension was found useful especially by those scholars who sought to identify 

listening strategies in verbal reports. Only two studies, Chand (2007) and Jin and Xu 

(2017), referred to simpler models (i.e., metacognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective 

strategies) proposed by O’Malley and his colleagues. And yet, Jin and Xu (2017) felt 

the need to incorporate Richards' (1983) taxonomy of academic listening skills into 

their questionnaire development. It should also be noted that some strategies (e.g., 

“socio-affective strategies” in O’Bryan & Hegelheimer, 2009; “elaboration” in Smidt & 

Hegelheimer, 2004) may not be elicited properly due to the artificial listening task 

(e.g., listening to recordings) or the heavy cognitive demands placed upon learners 

during verbal reports (e.g., “forgetting” often observed in retrospective interviews; 

Russo et al., 1989).  

 

Unsatisfied with the existing strategy taxonomies, other studies, such as Du (2018), 

Flowerdew and Miller (1992), Fung and Macaro (2019), and Schroeder (2016), 
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strove to inductively identify new ways to categorize listening strategies. Such an 

inductive approach is important to capture a complex, dynamic state of strategic 

behaviors in a specific task and context (Gao, 2007; Rose et al., 2018). On the one 

hand, the actual attempts often had problems with a lack of theoretical 

underpinnings of the newly found strategies and taxonomies (e.g., Du, 2018; 

Flowerdew & Miller, 1992; Schroeder, 2016). On the other hand, Fung and Macaro 

(2019) presented a case in which listening strategies were clearly defined and 

grouped into mental actions with similar goals and intentions. Using a questionnaire 

which had been validated with learners with similar study backgrounds, the 

researchers were able to identify listening strategies most relevant to secondary 

school learners in Hong Kong. This was also one of only a few studies that explicitly 

stated the target population. It should be noted, however, that Fung and Macaro's 

(2019) conceptualization of listening strategies still lacks an explanation as to how 

each strategy relates to models of comprehension (cf. Hosogoshi, 2016; O’Malley et 

al., 1989; Rukthong & Brunfaut, 2020) or knowledge sources (cf. Cai & Lee, 2012, 

2010; Lee & Cai, 2010), the issues common to many of the other included studies. 
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5.1.3  Second in-depth review question: What evidence is available for the 

effectiveness of listening strategies in second language lecture 

comprehension? 

 

In general, the reviewed studies suggest that effective L2 listeners use 

metacognitive strategies and cognitive strategies that activate their prior knowledge 

more effectively than less effective L2 listeners. Another observed tendency was the 

use of strategies, such as translation, fixation, and reconstruction, by less effective 

L2 listeners. However, the research to date has not focused on the effective 

orchestration or combination of strategies to understand lectures. In general, 

previous studies have not been able to demonstrate high-quality evidence due to 

the failure to achieve high trustworthiness of the findings and/or low relevance of the 

listening activities employed in the studies. Furthermore, no studies used the same 

listening proficiency/performance measures or included authentic listening activities. 

These limitations make the findings less generalizable to listening strategies in L2 

lecture comprehension.  

 

Another issue with the existing studies concerns the neglect of the relationship 

between listening strategies and levels of comprehension. For example, no efforts 
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have been made to incorporate the Construction-Integration model (Kintsch, 1988, 

1998) into listening performance assessment. One study by Cai and Lee (2012) 

rated the participants’ recall of the listening text by counting the number of 

propositions according to Kintsch (1974). This approach, however, did not consider 

the depth of comprehension required to process each propositional statement. 

Likewise, Chou's (2015) claims concerning the most and least useful listening 

strategies in EGAP and ESAP courses could have been more convincing if the 

findings were situated in a model of comprehension.  

 

Finally, it has not been clarified to what extent the effectiveness of listening 

strategies is dependent on linguistic knowledge or prior knowledge. Only one study 

by Du (2018) investigated the effectiveness of listening strategies in relation to 

linguistic knowledge. In Fung and Macaro (2019), participants were categorized into 

four groups according to their linguistic knowledge and how “strategic” they were 

based on the results of a strategy questionnaire. As with Du, the researchers 

reported that selective attention was used only by more strategic learners with 

higher linguistic knowledge, whereas translation was used by learners with lower 

linguistic knowledge. This study, however, included no data on listening 

performance and could not make claims about the effectiveness of strategies. In 
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both Du (2018) and Fung and Macaro (2019), linguistic knowledge was assessed by 

paper-based vocabulary and grammar tests. Although actual linguistic processing in 

listening involves auditory decoding of linguistic input, this has never been 

incorporated in operationalizing linguistic knowledge. Another important variable is 

prior knowledge, which was observed to have a significant impact on the strategy 

use and listening performance in Du’s study. Nevertheless, the difficulty lies in 

controlling for prior knowledge. Although O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009) 

attempted to do this by choosing listening texts of general interest, participants’ 

differential exposure to such topics may create more variability in prior knowledge.  

 

Thus, the research to date has given some indications of the types of effective and 

ineffective listening strategies. Considering the small number of quality and relevant 

studies available in this area, the evidence is inconclusive in terms of the extent of 

effectiveness of listening strategies especially in association with levels of 

comprehension and linguistic/prior knowledge.  
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5.1.4  Third in-depth review question: What evidence is available for the 

development of listening strategies in second language lecture 

comprehension? 

 

The in-depth review provides some evidence for the development of metacognitive 

listening strategies especially when explicit metacognitive strategy instruction is 

provided over a reasonable period of time (e.g., five weeks, 16 hours of instruction 

in total; Rahimirad & Moini, 2015). There are also indications of the development of 

other strategies, such as cognitive and socio-affective strategies (O’Malley, Chamot, 

Stewner-Manzanares, et al., 1985; Weinberg et al., 2011) as well as bottom-up and 

top-down strategies (Carrier, 2003) through the corresponding strategy instruction. 

These findings are in agreement with those obtained in listening strategy research in 

general (Chen, 2009; Graham et al., 2008, 2011; Yeldham & Gruba, 2014).  

 

To date, however, there has been no reliable evidence available for the 

development of listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension. The effectiveness 

of strategy instruction remains difficult to compare because researchers have used 

a variety of outcome measures for listening strategies or listening performance; only 

one study by O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009) offered direct evidence by collecting 
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data on listening strategies at multiple time points. O’Bryan and Hegelheimer was 

also the only study that extensively made use of both quantitative and qualitative 

data to arrive at their conclusions. Moreover, the review sheds light on study design 

issues, such as no explicit statements of the target population, small sample sizes, 

the unexplained random assignment procedures, inappropriate strategy instruction, 

no mentioning of the fidelity of the intervention, a lack of delayed posttests, and low 

ecological validity of listening activities. No studies have investigated this topic in a 

naturalistic setting. Therefore, it can be argued that the least attention has been paid 

to the development of listening strategies.  

 

5.2  Limitations 

 

One limitation of this review is the involvement of a collaborator only in the study 

selection phase. Other phases, such as data collection, quality assessment, and 

evidence synthesis, were conducted only by one researcher (the author of this 

review) due to the time constraints. However, efforts were made to increase the 

validity and reliability of procedures by clarifying the decision-making processes and 

having them checked by a content expert.  
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A second limitation concerns the systematicity of electronic and hand searching. In 

addition to electronic database searching using a predetermined search string, hand 

searching was conducted to ensure the comprehensiveness of this review. Two 

studies were included through backward citation searching; further attempts may 

have resulted in the identification of other relevant studies. This could also mean the 

limitation of the current search string, despite the attempt to be as exhaustive in 

searching as possible. 

 

A third limitation relates to the eligibility criteria. The present review limited itself to 

the studies published in peer-reviewed English language journals with the intention 

to ensure the systematicity in searching and the quality of evidence. Therefore, the 

review does not represent all the research that has ever been conducted about 

listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension. A more comprehensive 

understanding of this topic should consider the evidence from other sources 

including dissertations, book chapters, and conference papers as well as the studies 

written in non-English languages. 
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5.3  Conclusion 

 

This review set out to explore the current state of research on listening strategies in 

L2 lecture comprehension. The 21 studies undertaken so far provide little 

generalizable evidence concerning this topic. Nevertheless, the review showcased 

important directions that may be taken up in future studies. 

 

Firstly, there is a need for a joint effort to diversify research participants and 

contexts to reach a more comprehensive understanding of this topic. More research 

is clearly required to explore learners of different language, study, and cultural 

backgrounds in a variety of L2 medium instruction contexts, in addition to the current 

focus on learners of English from a narrow range of nationalities in the USA, China, 

Hong Kong, and Iran. Scholars should also bear in mind the impact of task and text 

characteristics on listeners’ mental processes and control for these factors when 

investigating listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension. In more general 

terms, future research will benefit from the efforts to increase the methodological 

quality and trustworthiness of their findings. 
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Secondly, the findings of this review illustrate the importance of clarifying the 

definitions and taxonomies of strategies in identifying listening strategies (Macaro, 

2006; Macaro et al., 2007). Researchers may find ready-made strategy taxonomies, 

such as Goh (2002b) and Vandergrift (1996, 1997, 2003a), useful for this purpose. 

Another promising avenue is to operationalize and theorize listening strategies so 

that identified strategies are relevant to lecture comprehension of the target 

population, as showcased by Fung and Macaro (2019). In doing so, it is necessary 

to clarify the theoretical link between strategies and models of comprehension. 

 

Thirdly, previous studies demonstrated broadly two ways to explore the 

effectiveness of listening strategies. One way is to employ a (quasi) experimental 

design to compare listening performances of groups who use and do not use 

listening strategies. Although a randomized controlled trial is “the gold standard” 

(Cartwright, 2010, p. 59), researchers should specify a method of allocation of 

participants. When a non-randomized controlled trial is chosen, efforts should be 

made to control for linguistic/prior knowledge. Another approach is to explore the 

relationship between listening strategies and linguistic/prior knowledge instead of 

controlling for (thereby diminishing the effect of) linguistic/prior knowledge. As 

instantiated by Du (2018) and Fung and Macaro (2019), one could conduct a cross-
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sectional study or a quasi-experimental study where participants are divided into 

groups according to linguistic/prior knowledge, self-regulation, and listening 

proficiency.  

 

Finally, more studies should either quantitatively or qualitatively collect data on 

listening strategies at multiple time points to provide direct evidence for or against 

the development of listening strategies. In addition to well-designed strategy 

instruction studies, a longitudinal investigation into strategy development in a 

naturalistic setting should also be informative in prioritizing the types of strategies 

and learners in strategy instruction.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Rationale 
 
The growing number of lectures are delivered in second language (English in particular; 
Flowerdew, 1994; Lynch, 2011). Language barriers have been claimed to be one of the main 
sources of difficulties for content acquisition in second language lecture contexts (Doiz et al., 
2012). Among language skills, listening has been identified as the most difficult skill to 
learn due to its complex and implicit nature (Goh, 2018; Graham, 2017; Hulstijn, 2003). And 
yet, listening comprehension is a vital skill that is critical for academic success.   
 
Listening to lectures has traditionally been distinguished from listening for interaction (e.g., 
Richards, 1983). While the latter multidirectional communication (to maintain relationships) is 
more commonly seen in many social domains of our life, the 
former unidirectional communication (to receive information) tends to be the way learners 
listen to learn in university lectures (Mendelsohn, 1998; Vandergrift, 2004). 
 
Listening comprehension can be seen as ‘a highly complex problem-solving activity’ 
(Byrnes, 1984, p.318) rather than passive recipience of speech code. Compared to 
conversations where multiple contextual cues are available, one-way communication such 
as lecture comprehension can be even more cognitively demanding on the part of the 
listener (O’Malley et al., 1985; Wipf, 1984). Therefore, strategies, or conscious and 
purposeful deployment of mental action (Macaro, 2006), may become of vital importance 
to facilitate comprehension processes and avoid the problems that may occur while listening 
(O’Malley et al., 1989).  
 
Although empirical studies on listening strategies have been gaining popularity, especially 
since the development of a new strategy elicitation tool (e.g., Graham, 2017; Vandergrift et 
al., 2006), the overall picture of listening strategy use in second language comprehension 
and its developmental patterns is not yet clear. Most reviews on academic listening (e.g., 
Lynch, 2011) or listening strategies (e.g., Graham, 2017) were not conducted in a systematic 
way. The only exception was Macaro et al. (2007), in which the evidence from 44 empirical 
studies on listening strategies was evaluated in depth, although the review did not focus on 
academic listening.  
 
 
Objectives 
 
To fill the gap in this field, the study adopts a systematic research methodology to 
synthesize previous literature on listening strategies in second language comprehension, to 
further understanding of what, how, why those strategies are used and developed, and 
provides insights for future research and practice. The present study seeks to answer the 
following questions: 
 

1. What empirical research was carried out on listening strategies for second language 
lecture comprehension between 1975 and 2020? 

2. What evidence is available for listening strategies deployed in second language 
lecture comprehension? 

3. What evidence is available for the effectiveness of listening strategies in second 
language lecture comprehension? 

4. What evidence is available for how listening strategies are developed over time? 
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 3 

METHODS 
 
Eligibility criteria 
 
The review employs the following eligibility criteria:  

• Publication: The studies were published in peer-reviewed English language journals. 

• Year: The studies were published between 1975 and 2020. 

• Topic: The studies provided empirical evidence on listening strategies (i.e., strategies 
to understand a spoken text) employed by foreign or second language learners. 

• Task type: The spoken text was (hypothesized to be) unidirectional and academic, 
regardless of the location and timing of the actual listening (the actual listening can 
take place in and outside the classroom as well as during and outside the data-
collection period). 

 
Information sources 
 
The search will be performed from 20th January 2020 using the following data sources: 

• Electronic databases: Web of Science (Social Sciences Citation Index (SCCI) (1956-
present), British Education Index (BEI), Education Resources Information Center 
(ERIC), Scorpus, Language and Linguistics Behavioural Abstracts (LLBA), 
PsycINFO, and Google Scholar 

• Journals: System, TESOL Quarterly, The Modern Language Journal, Language 
Teaching, Applied Linguistics, ELT Journal, Studies in Second Language Acquisition 

• Forward (via Scopus, Web of Science, and Google scholar) and backward citations 
(via reference lists) 

• Contact with study authors 
 
Search strategy 
 
The search strategy will include search terms that are centered around four key themes 
concerning ‘listening’ ‘strategies’ for ‘content learning’ in ‘second language’ 
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 5 

be presented quantitatively in the form of an evidence map, using descriptions and visuals 
such as tables and graphs (Gough et al., 2012). The results of the in-depth analysis will be 
reported using a narrative approach (e.g., Snilstveit et al., 2012). 
 
Synthesis 
 
A narrative (i.e., qualitative) synthesis, involving a commentary reporting of each study as 
well as differences and similarities across studies (Lucas et al., 2007), is undertaken to 
synthesize the heterogeneity of the studies included in this review (Boland et al., 2017). 
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Appendix B: Timeframe of this review 

 

 

 

Section Review stage First reviewer Second reviewer

3.2 Protocol 06/11/2019 - 17/06/2020

3.3 Eligibility criteria 06/11/2019 - 05/03/2020

3.5 Search strategy 20/01/2020 - 05/03/2020

3.5 Electronic search 05/03/2020

3.5 Hand search 06/03/2020 - 10/08/2020

3.6.1 Title and abstract screening 06/03/2020 - 15/03/2020 01/07/2020 - 07/07/2020

3.6.2 Full text screening 09/05/2020 - 30/06/2020 07/07/2020 - 14/07/2020

3.7 Data collection tool 12/05/2020 - 17/06/2020

3.7 Data collection 12/05/2020 - 20/07/2020

3.9, 3.10 Risk of bias assessment 17/06/2020 - 20/07/2020

3.11 Synthetis of results 21/07/2020 - 23/08/2020
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Appendix C: Search strategies  

 

 

Database Specific setting Finalized Boolean search string Result

Social Science Citation Index (available 

through Web of Science - all disciplines)

・Social Sciences Citation Index (SSCI) --1956-present

・Articles

・1975-2020

・English

(((TS=("listen*") AND TS=("strateg*") AND TS=("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium for instruction" OR "medium 

education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel language education" OR "parallel-language education" OR "content 

and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" OR "content based*" OR "content-based*" OR "CBI" OR "bilingual 

education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP") AND TS=("second language" OR "foreign language" OR "additional language" OR "L2" OR "ESL" OR "EFL" OR 

"EAL")))) 

160

British Education Index (BEI) ・Scholarly (Peer Reviewed) Journals

・Publication Date: January 1975- December 2020

・Publication Type: Academic Journals

・Document Type: Journal Article

・Language: English

・Educational Level: Higher Education

・Age Level: All

(ti("listen*") OR ab("listen*")) AND (ti("strateg*") OR ab("strateg*")) AND (ti("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium for 

instruction" OR "medium education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel language education" OR "parallel-language 

education" OR "content and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" OR "content based*" OR "content-based*" OR 

"CBI" OR "bilingual education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP") OR ab("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" 

OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium for instruction" OR "medium education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel 

language education" OR "parallel-language education" OR "content and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" 

OR "content based*" OR "content-based*" OR "CBI" OR "bilingual education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP")) AND ("second language" OR "foreign language" 

OR "additional language" OR "L2" OR "ESL" OR "EFL" OR "EAL")

0

Education Resources Information Center 

(ERIC)

・Date: From 1975 to 2020

・Source type: Scholarly Journals

・Document type: Article

・Language: English

・Exclude duplicate documents

(ti("listen*") OR ab("listen*")) AND (ti("strateg*") OR ab("strateg*")) AND (ti("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium for 

instruction" OR "medium education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel language education" OR "parallel-language 

education" OR "content and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" OR "content based*" OR "content-based*" OR 

"CBI" OR "bilingual education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP") OR ab("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" 

OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium for instruction" OR "medium education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel 

language education" OR "parallel-language education" OR "content and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" 

OR "content based*" OR "content-based*" OR "CBI" OR "bilingual education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP")) AND ("second language" OR "foreign language" 

OR "additional language" OR "L2" OR "ESL" OR "EFL" OR "EAL")

302

Scopus ・Subject area: Social Sciences

・Document type: Article

・Source type: Journals

・Language: English

・1975-2020

TITLE-ABS-KEY ("listen*")  AND  TITLE-ABS-KEY ("strateg*") AND  TITLE-ABS-KEY ("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium 

for instruction" OR "medium education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel language education" OR "parallel-

language education" OR "content and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" OR "content based*" OR "content-

based*" OR "CBI" OR "bilingual education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP")  AND  ALL ("second language" OR "foreign language" OR "additional language" 

OR "L2" OR "ESL" OR "EFL" OR "EAL")  

373

Language and Linguistics Behavioural 

Abstracts (LLBA) 

・Full text

・Peer reviewed

・Source type: Scholarly Journals

・Publication date: 1975-2020

・Document type: Article

・Language: English

(ti("listen*") OR ab("listen*")) AND (ti("strateg*") OR ab("strateg*")) AND (ti("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium for 

instruction" OR "medium education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel language education" OR "parallel-language 

education" OR "content and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" OR "content based*" OR "content-based*" OR 

"CBI" OR "bilingual education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP") OR ab("comprehen*" OR "understand*" OR "lecture*" OR "classroom*" OR "medium instruction" 

OR "medium of instruction" OR "medium for instruction" OR "medium education" OR "medium of English" OR "English medium" OR "EMI" OR "English as a lingua franca" OR "English taught program*" OR "parallel 

language education" OR "parallel-language education" OR "content and language integrated" OR "content-and-language integrated" OR "CLIL" OR "content and foreign language integrated" OR "content learning" 

OR "content based*" OR "content-based*" OR "CBI" OR "bilingual education" OR "immersion" OR "academi*" OR "EAP" OR "English for specific purposes" OR "ESP")) AND ("second language" OR "foreign language" 

OR "additional language" OR "L2" OR "ESL" OR "EFL" OR "EAL")

291

PsycINFO - psychology ・Ovid Full Text Available

・All journals

・English language

・1975-2020

("listen*" and "strateg*" and ("comprehen*" or "understand*" or "lecture*" or "classroom*" or "medium instruction" or "medium of instruction" or "medium for instruction" or "medium education" or "medium of English" or 

"English medium" or "EMI" or "English as a lingua franca" or "English taught program*" or "parallel language education" or "parallel-language education" or "content and language integrated" or "content-and-

language integrated" or "CLIL" or "content and foreign language integrated" or "content learning" or "content based*" or "content-based*" or "CBI" or "bilingual education" or "immersion" or "academi*" or "EAP" or 

"English for specific purposes" or "ESP")).ab,ti. and ("second language" or "foreign language" or "additional language" or "L2" or "ESL" or "EFL" or "EAL").af. limit 5 to (all journals and english language and yr="1975 - 

2020")

90

Total 1216
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Appendix D: R script for generating random numbers using uniform distribution 

 

 

Study selection R script

Title and abstract screening sample_titleandabstractscreening <- runif(n=68,min=1,max=680) 

#Drawing from the uniform distribution

sample_titleandabstractscreening_integer <- round(sample_titleandabstractscreening)

#Each number was rounded to the nearest integer

sample_titleandabstractscreening_integer 

Full text screening sample_fulltextscreening <- runif(n=18,min=1,max=179) 

#Drawing from the uniform distribution

sample_fulltextscreening_integer <- round(sample_fulltextscreening)

#Each number was rounded to the nearest integer

sample_fulltextscreening_integer



1039546 

 
 

169 

Appendix E: Excel sheet for full-text screening 

 

Note. Full-text screening of the first 50 articles 

 

Article Report ID Study ID Criterion 1: the 

studies were 

published in peer-

reviewed English 

language 

journals.

1: yes

0: no

N/A: not 

applicable

Criterion 2: the 

studies were 

published 

between 

1975　and 

2020.

1: yes

0: no

N/A: not 

applicable

Criterion 3: the studies 

provided empirical evidence 

on listening strategies (i.e., 

strategies to understand a 

spoken text) employed by L2 

learners.

1: yes

0: no

N/A: not applicable

Criterion 3: further clarification

2: the study collected data on 

listening strategies

1: the study indicated (the use 

or the development of) 

listening strategies without 

collecting data on listening 

strategies (e.g., intervention 

studies)

N/A: not applicable

Criterion 4: the spoken text was 

(hypothesized to be) unidirectional 

and academic, regardless of the 

location and timing of the actual 

listening. The actual listening can 

take place in and outside the 

classroom as well as during and 

outside the data-collection period.

Criterion 4: further clarification

2: the study explicitly and mainly 

investigates listening strategies in 

response to unidirectional and 

academic spoken text (i.e., 

listening to a lecturer)

1: the nature of the spoken text is 

unclear, although it can be 

inferred from the study design 

that (at least some) listening 

strategies are used to understand 

unidirectional and academic 

spoken text

N/A: not applicable

Relevance to 

the criteria

4: high

3: medium

2: low

Eligible

1: eligible

0: not eligible

Ahour, T., & Sakhaei, S. R. (2015). The Effect of Semantic Mapping Strategy Instruction on Iranian Intermediate EFL Learners’ Listening Comprehension. Theory and Practice in Language Studies , 5 (8), 1754. https://doi.org/10.17507/tpls.0508.291 1 1 1 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0

Al-Alwan, A., Asassfeh, S., & Al-Shboul, Y. (2013). EFL learners’ listening comprehension and awareness of metacognitive strategies: How are they related. International Education Studies , 6 (9), 31–39. https://doi.org/10.5539/ies.v6n9p312 2 1 1 1 2 0 N/A N/A 0
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Appendix F: Data items 

 

 

Component Question (or information category)

General information Reviewer

Date

Report ID

Study ID

Author 

Title

Year

Journal 

Database

Abstract Does the abstract provide sufficient information to understand the study (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? 

Introduction Did the study report the topic of the study clearly (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study explain why it was carried out (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study define listening strategies (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the theoretical frameworks to understand listening strategies  (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report any other core constructs (e.g., strategies, comprehension; Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify. 

Did the study report any other core models, theories, frameworks (e.g., strategies, comprehension; Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report RQs clearly (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

What was the methodology used (Hong et al., 2018, p.8)?

・Qualitative study

・Quantitative randomized controlled trial

・Quantitative non-randomized study

・Quantitative descriptive study

・Mixed methods study

Was the study cross-sectional or longitudinal? Please specify (e.g., the length of the study).

Did the study report variables or concepts and their relationships (e.g., dependent/independent/control) the study aimed to measure or 

examine (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify (did the study control for linguistic knowledge and/or prior knowledge?).

Did the study report how participants were assigned to groups (Yes, No, N/A)? Please specify (e.g., the number of treatment groups, whether 

there was a control group; see EPPI-Centre, 2019 for more details).

・Random

・Non-random but matched

・Non-random not matched prior to treatment

・Not assigned (Retrospective Quasi Experimental Design or Regression discontinuity) 

・N/A (e.g., there is only one treatment group)

Were there other important features of the research design (Yes, Partly, No)? Please specify (e.g., details of the study design).

Did the study report the population  (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the planned  sample (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the planned  sample size (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report a sampling strategy (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify the strategy and the reason for choosing the sample.

・Random sampling

・Purposeful sampling

・Convenience sampling

Did the study report the actual sample and sample size (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' ages (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' genders (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' L1 (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' L2 (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' L2 proficiency (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' linguistic knowledge (i.e., vocabulary and grammatical knowledge) in their L2 (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? 

Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' discipline/major (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the participants' educational level (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the country/countries where the study was carried out (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Were there other important features of the participants/the research context (Yes, Partly, No)? Please specify.

Did the study report data collection instruments (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the data collection procedure (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report the setting where data were collected? (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report any ways they have addressed the validity and reliability of their data collection tools/methods (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? 

Please specify. 

Were listening strategies operationalized (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Was the spoken text unidirectional and academic (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Were there other important features of the data collection (Yes, Partly, No)? Please specify.

Did the study report how data were analyzed (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report any ways they have addressed the validity and reliability of data analysis (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify. 

Did the study report any ways to control for confounding variables (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Were there other important features of the data analysis (Yes, Partly, No)? Please specify.

What did the study report the actual results were?

What did the study conclude about the findings of the study?

Did their conclusions match your assessment of the findings/results (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify. 

Did the study report implications for teaching and learning (Yes, Partly, No)? Please specify.

Did the implications match the study findings (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report suggestions for further research (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Did the study report implications for theory-building in listening strategies (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify. 

Did the study report limitations of the study (Yes, Partly, No,  N/A)? Please specify.

Study information

Literature review

Research design

Results, findings, 

discussion, and 

conclusion

Data analysis

Data collection

Sampling strategy
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Appendix G: Evaluation of the quality of quantitative and qualitative findings 

Quantitative validity  

Validity in a quantitative study concerns the meaningfulness of study components 

(Drost, 2011), which influences whether meaningful inferences can be drawn from 

the data about the population of interest (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). The current 

review assessed each study according to the four types of validity suggested by 

Drost (2011; Table 31).  

 

Table 31 Four quantitative validity types and signaling questions 

Type Component Question 

Construct validity 

refers to how well 

indicators (e.g., 

questionnaire 

items) measure 

constructs or 

concepts 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017). 

Data collection Did the study report or indicate how it 

ensured that indicators represented 

constructs or concepts (from a subjective 

point of view; face validity; Drost, 2011)? If 

not, were there any other reasons to 

believe that they were so?  

Internal validity 

involves the 

extent to which 

the relationships 

between 

variables (e.g., 

causality) were 

Research design Did the study report or indicate whether 

the results were influenced by one of the 

following threats to internal validity 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2017)?: 

• the unrelated events that occurred 

during the experiment (i.e., history) 
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clarified (Creswell 

& Creswell, 2017; 

Lincoln & Guba, 

1985). 

• the maturation or change in 

participants during the experiment 

(i.e., maturation) 

• the inclusion of the participants 

who were known, before the 

experiment, to exhibit extreme 

scores (i.e., regression to the 

mean) 

• the systematic differences 

between the groups caused by the 

certain characteristics of the 

participants (i.e., selection) 

• dropout from participants (i.e., 

attrition) 

• the interaction between the 

participants from different groups 

(i.e., diffusion of treatment) 

• unequal benefits received by the 

groups (i.e., compensatory 

demoralization) 

• the participants’ feeling 

undervalued due to the 

participation in the control group 

(i.e., compensatory rivalry) 

• the participants’ becoming familiar 

with the test used in the 

experiment (i.e., testing) 

• the difference in the instruments 

used for a pretest and posttest 

(i.e., instrumentation) 

External validity 

relates to the 

extent to which 

the results can be 

 Did the study report or indicate whether 

the generalizability of the results was 

influenced by one of the following threats 
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generalizable 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017; 

Drost, 2011; 

Lincoln & Guba, 

1985). 

to external validity (Creswell & Creswell, 

2017) 

• the narrow characteristics of the 

participants, which prevents the 

generalization of the results to 

individuals who do not have the 

characteristics (i.e., the interaction 

of selection and treatment, 

requiring additional experiments 

with groups with different 

characteristics) 

• the characteristics of the setting of 

the participants in an experiment, 

which prevents the generalization 

of the results to individuals in other 

settings (i.e., interaction of setting 

and treatment, requiring additional 

experiments in new settings) 

• the time-bound nature of the 

experiment (i.e., interaction of 

history and treatment, requiring 

further replication of the study at 

later times) 

Statistical 

conclusion 

validity concerns 

the extent to 

which 

conclusions about 

the relationships 

are reasonable 

based on the 

given data 

(Creswell & 

Sampling strategy 

Data collection 

Data analysis 

Did the study report or indicate any 

threats that may have lowered the 

statistical conclusion validity (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017; Drost, 2011)?: 

• low statistical power (e.g., a 

sufficient sample size) 

• low reliability (e.g., measurements 

or observations, treatments or 

interventions) 
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Creswell, 2017; 

Drost, 2011). 

 

Quantitative reliability  

Reliability can be defined as the extent to which measurements or instruments are 

repeatable over time and over a variety of conditions (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; 

Drost, 2011). Reliability involves equivalence (i.e., whether identical responses can 

be observed via alternative forms of a test), stability over time (i.e., whether identical 

responses can be observed via identical tests administered at different times), and 

consistency of a test (i.e., whether the same behavior or characteristic is measured 

by different items of a test; Drost, 2011). Table 32 shows the methods typically used 

to test the three aspects of reliability. Each included study was checked if it 

employed any of the methods to ensure the reliability of the test(s) or 

questionnaire(s). 

 

Table 32 Methods to test reliability 

Aspect Method Explanation 

Equivalence Alternative forms Alternative forms of a test are used to 

calculate the correlation between them. 

A low correlation between alternative 

forms indicates that the sampling of 

items on the tests is not consistent.  
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Stability over time Test-retest 

reliability 

Test-retest reliability concerns the 

temporal stability of a test over time. 

This is checked by administering the 

same test to the same group of 

respondents at different times. However, 

this method has some limitations. The 

correlation between the two occasions 

may be influenced by the practice effect 

(caused by a short interval between 

tests), maturation (caused by a long 

interval between tests). 

Internal consistency Split-half 

approach 

In the split-half approach, a test is split 

into half. The correlation between the 

two new measures is calculated and 

corrected to produce a reliability 

coefficient for the test. This method is 

more convenient and desirable than 

alternative forms or test-retest reliability, 

as it can be administered at the same 

time. Nevertheless, the correlation 

between the two halves may vary 

depending on how the items are split. 

Inter-rater 

reliability 

Inter-rater reliability concerns the 

combined internal consistency of 

judgments made by different raters or 

judges.  

Cronbach alpha Cronbach’s alpha (α) is the most popular 

method of testing for internal 

consistency. The alpha value ranges 

between 0 and 1. α values between .7 

and .9 are considered optimal.   
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Qualitative validity and reliability 

Validity in a qualitative study can be described as whether the findings are accurate 

from the standpoint of the researcher, the participant, or the people external to the 

study, such as reviewers or readers (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Creswell & Miller, 

2000). Qualitative reliability, on the other hand, refers to the consistency of the 

process and findings of a study (Golafshani, 2003; Noble & Smith, 2015). Table 33 

exhibits the strategies to enhance qualitative validity and reliability proposed by 

Anney (2014) and Creswell and Creswell (2017). The signaling questions were 

asked to evaluate whether each study employed those strategies to increase its 

validity and reliability. 

 

Table 33 Strategies to increase qualitative validity and reliability and signaling 

questions 

Strategy Component Question Validity Reliability 

Combined 

strategies 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017) 

N/A Did the study use 

multiple validity 

strategies to ensure 

the accuracy of the 

findings? 

 

 

○ 

 

Triangulation 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017) 

Data collection 

Data analysis 

Findings 

Did the study combine 

evidence from 

different data sources 

to justify the themes? 

 

 

○ 
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Member checking 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017) 

Data collection 

Data analysis 

Findings 

Did the study take 

back the qualitative 

findings to the 

participants to see 

whether they feel that 

those findings were 

accurate? 

 

 

 

○ 

 

Rich, thick 

description 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017) 

Findings Did the study provide 

detailed descriptions 

of the setting or 

perspectives about a 

theme so that the 

findings become more 

realistic and richer for 

the reader? 

 

 

 

 

○ 

 

Researcher 

reflexibility 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017) 

 

Data collection 

Data analysis 

Findings 

Did the study report 

elements of self-

reflection about the 

researchers’ 

background (e.g., 

gender, culture, 

history, or 

socioeconomic origin) 

for the narrative to 

become open and 

honest that would 

resonate well with the 

reader? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

○ 

 

 

Disconfirming 

evidence 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017) 

Findings Did the study discuss 

information that 

contradicts the general 

perspectives of the 

theme so that the 

account becomes 

more realistic? 

 

 

 

○ 
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Prolonged 

engagement in 

the field (Creswell 

& Creswell, 2017) 

Data collection 

Data analysis 

Findings 

Did the researcher(s) 

of the study spend 

prolonged time in the 

field, develop an in-

depth understanding 

of the phenomenon of 

interest, and account 

for detail about the site 

and the people under 

study? 

 

 

 

 

 

○ 

 

Peer debriefing 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017) 

Data collection 

Data analysis 

Findings 

Did the study report 

the involvement of a 

peer debriefer who 

reviewed and asked 

questions about the 

study to ensure the 

account could 

resonate with other 

people? 

 

 

 

 

○ 

 

 

 

 

○ 

The audit trail 

(Creswell & 

Creswell, 2017; 

Creswell & Miller, 

2000) 

Research 

design 

Sampling 

strategy 

Data collection 

Data analysis 

Findings 

Did the study report 

the involvement of an 

external auditor who is 

not familiar with the 

researcher or the 

project and assessed 

the quality of the study 

(e.g., the accuracy of 

transcription, the link 

between the research 

questions and the 

data, data analysis) 

during or at the end of 

the project?  

Did the study report 

whether the 

 

 

 

 

 

○ 

 

 

 

 

 

○ 
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researcher(s) kept a 

research log to 

increase the 

transparency of the 

data collection and 

analysis procedures?  

Stepwise 

replication 

(Anney, 2014) 

Data analysis Did the study report 

the involvement of two 

or more researchers to 

analyze the same data 

independently, 

compare the results, 

and resolved any 

inconsistencies? 

  

 

 

 

○ 

Code-Recode 

Strategy (Anney, 

2014) 

Data analysis Did the study explore 

whether the coding 

done by researchers 

(i.e., inter-rater or 

inter-observer coding) 

or the same 

researcher to see if 

the coding results 

were in agreement? 

  

 

 

 

○ 

Peer Examination 

(Anney, 2014) 

Data analysis Did the study report 

whether the 

researcher(s) 

discussed their 

research process and 

findings with neutral 

colleagues (e.g., 

doctoral students)? 

  

 

 

○ 
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Validity and reliability of verbal protocols 

The validity of verbal protocols concerns how accurately verbalization can reflect 

what they attended to while engaging in the task. Russo et al. (1989) argue that 

verbal protocols may have two validity concerns: reactivity (i.e., changes of the 

primary process caused by verbalization) and nonveridicality (i.e., an inaccurate 

reflection of the underlying primary process in verbalization). On the other hand, the 

reliability of verbal protocols relates to how data can be collected consistently. Table 

34 summarizes some relevant issues to consider when evaluating the validity and 

reliability of verbal protocol procedures. 

 

Table 34 Issues concerning the validity and reliability of verbal protocols 

Validity Issue Question Verbal protocol 

Reactivity Additional 

cognitive 

demand 

 

Were there any reasons to 

believe that slack cognitive 

resources were available for 

the participants to be able to 

verbalize their thoughts 

without interrupting the 

primary process? 

Think-aloud 

protocols 

Retrospective 

protocols 

 Enhanced 

learning 

Were there any reasons to 

believe that the additional 

opportunities of reflection led 

to the discovery, acquisition, 

Think-aloud 

protocols 

Retrospective 

protocols 
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or development of new or old 

strategies? 

 Motivational 

shift 

Were there any reasons to 

believe that the participants’  

behavior reflected the 

perceived preferences of the 

experimenter or themselves 

in the face of public 

exposure? 

Think-aloud 

protocols 

Retrospective 

protocols 

 Auditory 

feedback 

Were there any reasons to 

believe that the memory 

reinforcement (caused by 

auditory feedback) affected 

the participants’ task 

performance? 

Think-aloud 

protocols 

Nonveridicality Forgetting Were there any reasons 

(e.g., a long interval between 

the task and verbalization) to 

believe that forgetting (i.e., 

memory effects) may have 

occurred? 

Retrospective 

protocols 

 Fabrication Were there any reasons 

(e.g., cueing a retrospective 

protocol) to believe that the 

accounts provided by the 

participants were fabricated 

(i.e., reconstructed) and 

differed from the truth? 

Retrospective 

protocols 

 

Suggestions have been made to increase the validity and reliability of verbal 

protocols as follows (Field, 2011; Macaro et al., 2007):  
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• Pilot testing verbal protocol procedures to see how they affect the listening 

process 

• Careful think-aloud training 

• Improving inter-coder reliability 

• Triangulation of a verbal protocol (e.g., think-aloud) with other data collection 

methods (e.g., retrospective interviews, questionnaires) 

• the accurate use of two tape recorders for the listening text and verbalization 

(In case of think-aloud protocols) 

• Ensuring the immediate verbal report by asking the participants questions 

soon after the listening task 
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Appendix H: Further details of studies by task characteristics of listening activity 

 

Note. Although Weinberg et al. (2011) provided strategy instruction using video 

podcasts, the participants were expected to apply the knowledge learned through 

the podcasts in real academic lectures.  

 

Study Task characteristics WoE C

Flowerdew & Miller (1992) Listening to a lecturer/a teacher

Weinberg et al. (2011) Listening to a lecturer/a teacher

Schroeder (2016) Listening to a lecturer/a teacher

Fung & Macaro (2019) Listening to a lecturer/a teacher

O’Malley et al. (1989) Listennig to audio recordings of academic lecture

O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) Listennig to audio recordings of academic lecture

Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Listennig to audio recordings of academic lecture

Rukthong & Brunfaut (2020) Listennig to audio recordings of academic lecture and summarizing the content

Cai & Lee (2010) Listening to audio recording and answering questions

Lee & Cai (2010) Listening to audio recording and answering questions

Cai & Lee (2012) Listening to audio recording and answering questions

Chou (2015) Listening to audio recording and answering questions

Du (2018) Listening to audio recording and answering questions

Olsen & Huckin (1990) Listennig to audio recordings and summarizing the content

O’Malley et al. (1985) Listening to video recordings

Smidt & Hegelheimer (2004) Listening to video recordings and answering questions

Hosogoshi (2016) Listening to video recordings and answering questions

Jin & Xu (2017) Listening to video recordings and answering questions

Carrier (2003) Listening to audio and video recordings

Chand (2007) Listening to audio and video recordings

Bidabadi & Yamat (2013) A variety of listening activities (including listening to a lecturer)

Realistic

Unrealistic
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Appendix I: Further details of studies by text characteristics of listening activity 

 

Note. O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009) included TED talks although they regarded 

them as academic lectures. The researchers also included a radio broadcast, whose 

text characteristics were “more scripted than an academic lecture” (p.17). However, 

three of the four podcasts included long excerpts from academic lectures. 

Furthermore, text characteristics were judged to be unknown in case insufficient 

explanation was given (O’Malley et al., 1989) or listening tasks were taken from 

standardized tests (Du, 2018; Jin & Xu, 2017; Rahimirad & Moini, 2015; Rukthong & 

Brunfaut, 2020).  

Study Text characteristics WoE C

Flowerdew & Miller (1992) Real lecture

Weinberg et al. (2011) Real lecture

Schroeder (2016) Real lecture

Fung & Macaro (2019) Real lecture

O’Malley et al. (1985) Long excerpt from real lecture 

Olsen & Huckin (1990) Long excerpt from real lecture 

Smidt & Hegelheimer (2004) Long excerpt from real lecture 

O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) Long excerpt from real lecture 

Hosogoshi (2016) Long excerpt from real lecture 

Cai & Lee (2010) Short and scripted text

Lee & Cai (2010) Short and scripted 

Cai & Lee (2012) Short and scripted text

Carrier (2003) Non-academic text

Bidabadi & Yamat (2013) Non-academic text

Chou (2015) Non-academic text

Chand (2007) Scripted text

O’Malley et al. (1989) Unknown text

Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Unknown text

Jin & Xu (2017) Unknown text

Du (2018) Unknown text

Rukthong & Brunfaut (2020) Unknown text

Non-authentic

Authentic
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Appendix J: Summary of the studies related to the first in-depth review question 

 

Overall 

 WoE

Study Observed strategies Strategy definition Strategy taxonomy Comprehension model Strategy elicitation

High Flowerdew & Miller (1992) ・Reading

・Peer help

・Lecturer/tutor help

・Attempts to concentrate harder

・Marking the book and note-taking

N/A N/A N/A ・Observation

・Interviews

・Diaries

High Fung & Macaro (2019) Strategies

・contextualization for the present lesson

・selective attention on difficult words or segments

・recall of prior knowledge

・relational: understanding through recalling teacher’s approach

・summarization

・translation

・selective attention on simple words or segments

・auditory representation and imagery

・evaluation

・repetition

Opportunities for strategic behaviors

・Utilization of personal physical resources

・Hide and seek

・Direct help seeking from the teacher

Mental actions 

(adopted from 

Briggs, 2015)

N/A N/A ・Questionnaire

High O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) Vandergrift (1997)

Metacognitive strategies

・Advance organization

・Selective attention

・Comprehension monitoring

・Double-check monitoring

・Evaluation

・Problem identification

Cognitive strategies

・Inferencing

・Linguistic inferencing

・Extralinguistic inferencing

・Between-parts inferencing

・Elaboration

・Personal elaboration

・World elaboration

・Creative elaboration

・Summary

・Repetition

Vandergrift et al. (2006)

Metacognitive strategies

・Problem-solving

・Planning and evaluation

・Mental translation

・Person knowledge

・Directed attention

Steps or actions 

selected by 

learners to either 

improve the learning 

of an L2, the use of 

it, or both (adopted 

from Cohen, 1996a, 

p. 5)

・O’Malley & Chamot (1990)

・Vandergrift (1997)

・Vandergrift et al. (2006)

N/A ・Think-aloud protocols

・Semi-structured interviews

・MALQ
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Overall 

 WoE

Study Observed strategies Strategy definition Strategy taxonomy Comprehension model Strategy elicitation

Medium Schroeder (2016) ・Preparing for the Listening Task

・Strategies for Keeping on Track while Listening

・Strategies for Enhancing Understanding　While Listening

・Strategies for Clarifying Understanding after Listening

・Strategies for Using Technologies to Help Listening

N/A N/A N/A ・Questionnaire

Medium Weinberg et al. (2011) Content of podcasts 

・Listening to lectures: Applying the strategies of good listeners,

・Preparing for the lecture before class and when arriving in class,

・Monitoring and problem-solving during and after the lecture,

・Best practices in note-taking,

・The Cornell note-taking system,

・Reviewing and evaluating the lecture, and

・New technology and note-taking (wikis, semantic mapping, and Microsoft Office OneNote).

N/A N/A N/A ・Questionnaire

・Focus group interview

Medium Smidt & Hegelheimer (2004) Vandergrift (1996, 1997)

Metacognitive strategies

・Planning

・Monitoring

・Evaluating

・Problem identification

Cognitive strategies

・Inferencing 

・Elaboration 

・Summarization

・Translation

・Transfer

・Repetition

Socio-affective strategies

・Questionning for clarification

・Cooperation

・Lowering anxiety

・Self-encouragement

・Taking emotional temperature

Deliberate, cognitive 

steps used by 

students to 

enhance 

comprehension, 

learning and 

retention of the 

target language 

(adopted from 

Vandergrift, 1996, p. 

202)

・Vandergrift (1996, 1997) N/A ・Retrospective interview

Medium O’Malley et al. (1989) ・Selective attention

・Directed attention

・Self-monitoring

・Elaboration

・Inferencing

Mental processes 

that are activated in 

order to understand 

new information that 

is ambiguous or to 

learn or retain new 

information

・O'Malley et al. (1985)

・Wenden & Rubin (1987)

・Chamot & O'Malley (1987)

・Anderson (1983, 1985) ・Think-aloud protocols
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Overall 

 WoE

Study Observed strategies Strategy definition Strategy taxonomy Comprehension model Strategy elicitation

Medium Rukthong and Brunfaut (2020) Goh (2002); O’Malley et al. (1989);  Vandergrift (2003a); Vandergrift & Goh (2012)

Metacognitive strategies

・Preparing for listening

・Selective attention

・Directed attention

・Monitoring comprehension

・Real-time assessment of input

・Comprehension evaluation

Cognitive strategies

・Inferencing

・Elaboration

・Prediction

・Translation

・Fixation

・Reconstruction

Strategies are used 

to facilitate the 

listening process 

and fill gaps in 

understanding, and 

they are employed 

with a certain 

degree of 

consciousness 

(adopted from 

Vandergrift & Goh, 

2012)

・Goh (2002)

・O’Malley et al. (1989)

・Vandergrift (2003a)

・Vandergrift & Goh (2012)

・Anderson (1985)

・Kintsch & van Dijk 

(1978)

・Rost (2016)

・Field (2013)

・Vandergrift & Goh 

(2012)

・Stimulated recalls

・Notes made while listening

・Oral and written summaries

Medium Lee & Cai (2010) ・Interencing strategy

・Ignoring strategy

・No attention

Effortful processing 

(adopted from 

Tomlin and Villa, 

1994, p. 187)

・Haastrup (1991) N/A ・Interviews (with or without 

retrieval cues)

Medium Cai & Lee (2010) ・Interencing strategy

・Ignoring strategy

・No attention

Effortful processing 

(adopted from 

Tomlin and Villa, 

1994, p. 187)

・Haastrup (1991) N/A ・Interviews (with or without 

retrieval cues)

Medium Cai & Lee (2012) ・Interencing strategy

・Ignoring strategy

・No attention

Effortful processing 

(adopted from 

Tomlin & Villa, 1994, 

p. 187)

・Haastrup (1991) N/A ・Interviews (with or without 

retrieval cues)

Low Chand (2007) O’Malley et al. (1985)

Metacognitive Strategies

・Advance organiser

・Directed attention

・Comprehension and evaluation

・Selective attention

Cognitive Strategies

・Translation

・Seeking clarification

・Repetition

・Note-taking

・Visualisation

Social Mediation

・Cooperation

N/A ・O’Malley et al. (1985) N/A ・Semi-structured interviews
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Overall 

 WoE

Study Observed strategies Strategy definition Strategy taxonomy Comprehension model Strategy elicitation

Low Bidabadi & Yamat (2013) Vandergrift et al. (2006)

Metacognitive strategies

・Planning and evaluation

・Problem-solving

・Personal knowledge

・Directed knowledge

N/A ・Vandergrift et al. (2006) N/A ・MALQ

・Semi-structured interviews

Low Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Vandergrift (2003a)

Metacognitive strategies

・Planning

・Directed attention

・Evaluation

・Monitoring

・Selective attention

Effortful and 

conscious 

behaviors that play 

significant roles in 

facilitating listening 

comprehension and 

development 

(adopted from 

Chamot, 1995) 

・Vandergrift (2003a) N/A ・Semi-structured interviews

Low Jin & Xu (2017) Metacognitive strategies

・Planning

・Selective attention

・Self-monitoring

・Self-evaluation

Cognitive strategies

・Elaboration

・Note-taking

・Summarization

・Inference

Social-affective strategies

・Self-encouragement

・After-class interaction

N/A ・O’Malley & Chamot (1990) 

・Richards (1983)

N/A ・Questionnaire

Low Du (2018) ・Match lexis heard to lexis in options

・Elaboration

・Hypothesis formation

・Selective attention

・Monitoring

・Integration

・Deduction

・Real-time assessment of input

・Fixation

・Transfer

・Avoidance strategy

・Incompletion

・Filtering

・Approximation

・Skipping

N/A Goh (2002)

Graham et al. (2008)

Santos et al. (2008)

N/A ・Retrospective interviews 

・Unstructured interviews
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Overall 

 WoE

Study Observed strategies Strategy definition Strategy taxonomy Comprehension model Strategy elicitation

Low Chou (2015) Vandergrift (1997)

Metacognitive strategies

・paying attention to the main points

・paying attention to details

・paying attention to understanding

・making decisions as to whether the words heard were right in the context

・skipping the unknown parts to complete the task

・using the process of elimination.

・changing my responses as appropriate

Cognitive strategies

・guessing the meaning of unknown words by linking them to known words

・guessing by means of the tone of voice

・using prior personal experience to comprehend the task

・using my world knowledge to comprehend the task

・using mental imagery to create a picture of what was happening.

・making a mental summary of what I heard

・translating what is heard in L2 to L1

・using knowledge about Chinese to facilitate listening to English

・taking notes of key words or information as I followed the spoken texts

Cohen (2006)

Test wiseness strategies

・answering the questions in chronological order in the listening.

・choosing an option that seemed to deviate from the others, was special, was different, or conspicuous.

・selecting the option because it appeared to have a word or phrase from the listening text – possibly a key 

word.

・selecting the option because it had a word or phrase that appeared in the question.

N/A ・Vandergrift (1997)

・Cohen (2006)

N/A ・Questionnaire

・Retrospective interviews

Low Hosogoshi (2016) Vandergrift (2003a)

Metacognitive strategies

・Planning

・Monitoring

・Evaluation

・Problem identification

Cognitive strategies

・Inferencing

・Elaboration

・Imagery

・Summarization

・Translation

・Transfer

・Repetition

Mental processes 

that are activated in 

order to understand 

new information that 

is ambiguous or to 

learn or retain new 

information 

(adopted from 

O’Malley, Chamot, 

and Kupper, 1989, 

p.422)

・Vandergrift (2003a) ・Anderson (1985) ・Questionnaire
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Appendix K: Summary of the studies related to the second in-depth review question 

 

Overall 

WoE

Study Research 

design

Sample Proficiency Strategy instruction Treatment Outcome measure Findings

Medium O’Malley et al. (1985) Quantitative 

randomized 

controlled trial

75 high 

school 

ESL 

students 

in the US

English proficiency 

・intermediate

・determined by school

・50 minutes; 10 days (the first and last days 

were spent for pre and posttests)

・Metacognitive group: selective attention 

(metacognitive), note taking (cognitive, 

cooperation (socioaffective) 

・Cognitive group: note taking (cognitive, 

cooperation (socioaffective) 

Metacognitive (n  = 27)

Cognitive (n  = 26)

Control (n  = 22)

・a short listening comprehension test with multiple-choice 

recognition items designed to assess Bloom and Krathwohl’s 

(1977) knowledge, comprehension, and analysis levels

Analysis of covariance

Pretest

・the results were controlled for.

Interim assessments

・test 1 metacognitive > cognitive > control (p  < .10)

・test 2 cognitive > metacognitive > control (p  < .05)

・test 3 cognitive > metacognitive > control (p  < .01)

・test 4 metacognitive > cognitive > control (p  = .626)

Posttest

・metacognitive > cognitive > control  (p  = .162)

Medium O’Malley et al. (1989) Qualitative study 

(qualitative 

description)

11 high 

school 

ESL 

students 

in the US

English proficiency 

・intermediate

・determined by school

N/A N/A N/A Qualitative analysis

Perceptual processing

・effective listeners were able to maintain and direct their attention to the listening task

・ineffective listeners often failed to redirect their attention when their concentration is disrupted

Parsing

・effective listeners listened for larger chunks such as phrases or sentences and attended to intonation and pauses to use top-down processing. Bottom-up processing was used only out 

of necessity. 

・ineffective listeners attended to smaller units such as words and sentences and relied heavily on bottom-up processing. When the listeners found it difficult to parse the text, they used 

multiple strategies such as inferencing, translation, and self-monitoring to support their comprehension.

Utilization

・effective listeners used elaboration with reference to their world knowledge, personal knowledge, and self-questioning. These listeners also inferred the meaning of unfamiliar words and 

phrases using their prior knowledge. 

・ineffective listeners elaborated on the meaning of text on fewer occasions and did not associate the information with their personal experiences. 

Medium O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) Mixed methods 

study 

(sequential 

exploratory 

design) with 

grounded theory 

and cohort study

4 

university 

ESL 

students 

in the US

Listening proficiency 

・high-intermediate, 

medium-intermediate, 

low-intermediate

・determined by the 

listening scores of the 

English Placement Test 

(EPT)

・15-week semester

・classroom instruction: listening for lecture cues, 

taking notes, listening to numbers and statistics, 

and listening for additional indicators of academic 

lecture organization

・14 instructor-designed podcasts: either 

demonstrating or encouraging students to review 

and practice the listening strategies discussed in 

class

・textbook: different types of classroom-based 

listening strategies

All participants N/A Qualitative analysis

Higher proficiency students

・used the least percentage of metacognitive strategies, indicating successful understanding of the listening text

・applied between-parts inferencing and personal elaboration to fill in the gap in knowledge to understand the text

Lower proficiency students

・used inferencing and elaboration strategies to process information at the local (word and sentence) level

Medium Rukthong & Brunfaut (2020) Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with 

grounded theory 

and survey

72 

university 

ESL 

students 

in the UK 

(survey)

12 of 

these 

students 

(stimulate

d recalls)

English proficiency

・a wide range of 

proficiency levels

・determined by IELTS 

scores

N/A N/A ・listening-to-summarize tasks (i.e., their written or oral 

summaries)

・assessed by two markers

Qualitative analysis

Higher scorers (based on the marks of their written or oral summaries)

・used more types of metacognitive strategies. 

・used inferencing more accurately

・did not use of reconstruction strategies

Lower scorers (based on the marks of their written or oral summaries)

・relied more on directed attention, fixation, and reconstruction strategies to compensate for the lack of understanding of the content

・employed inferencing and elaboration less successfully

Medium Lee & Cai (2010) Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with 

cross-sectional 

analytic study 

and qualitative 

description

20 

university 

EFL 

students

Listening proficiency

・high and low 

・determined by 

listening tests and by 

the instructor

N/A N/A N/A Chi-square analysis

・a statistically significant difference in the use of strategies across proficiency groups (X2  (2, N =180) = 20.550, p  < .000)

・HP (16.6% of the use of strategies) and LP learners (13.3%) used the ignoring strategy similarly

・differences were found in the way the inferencing strategy (73.3% in HP learners vs. 47.8% in LP learners) and the ‘no attention’ strategy (10.0% in HP learners vs. 38.9% in LP 

learners) were used

・a statistically significant difference in the use of knowledge sources across proficiency groups (X2  (3, N =82) = 38.375, p  < .000)

・while HP and LP learners both used semantics in the local co-text or Semantics 1 combined with extra-textual knowledge frequently (42.3% and 36.7% respectively), the stark 

differences were observed in the use of semantics of the overall co-text or Semantics 3 (40.4% and 3.3% respectively) and morphology combined with extra-textual knowledge or 

Semantics 2 combined with extra-textual knowledge (1.9% and 56.7% respectively). 

Qualitative description

・LP learners tended to fail in using correct clue words (both in local and global co-text) and morphological clues, which led to the overreliance of their extra-textual knowledge. Although 

HP learners also misused clues, they were able to identify the dissonance between the inappropriate use of knowledge sources and the overall understanding of the text (i.e., Semantics 3).

・although HP learners also misused clues, they were able to identify the dissonance between the inappropriate use of knowledge sources and the overall understanding of the text (i.e., 

Semantics 3). 

Medium Cai & Lee (2012) Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with 

cross-sectional 

analytic study 

and qualitative 

description

20 

university 

EFL 

students 

in China

N/A N/A N/A ・listening to nine texts and answering questions about the 

meaning of novel words

・lexical inferencing performance

・listening comprehension

ANOVA and the Tukey’s post hoc test

Text comprehension

・Inferencing > Ignoring (t = 3.5994, p < .05) 

・Inferencing > No attention (t = 5.5916, p < .05)

ANOVA and the Tukey’s post hoc test

Lexical inferencing

・the use of morphology combined with extra-textual knowledge < other knowledge sources

・the use of semantics of specific words in the global co-text (Semantics 2) combined with extra-textual knowledge < other knowledge sources
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Overall 

WoE

Study Research 

design

Sample Proficiency Strategy instruction Treatment Outcome measure Findings

Low Rahimirad & Moini (2015) Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with 

quantitative 

randomized 

controlled trial 

and qualitative 

description

15 adult 

EFL 

students 

in Iran

Listening proficiency

・ranged from lower 

intermediate to 

intermediate level  

・determined by a 

listening pretest

・89 minutes: two sessions a week; 5 weeks (16 

hours in total)

・four stages of metacognitive strategy instruction 

(Vandergrift, 2003)

Treatment group (n  = 8) 

Control group (n  = 7) 

・a listening section of IELTS Independent t-test

Pretest

・no statistically significant differences between the groups (t = −.932, p ≥ .05)

Posttest

・treatment group > control group (t = −2.431, p ≤ .05)

Qualitative analysis (Interviews)

・treatment group increased the use of planning and directed attention most, followed by evaluation and monitoring

・participants had no idea about how to selective attention appropriately nor its usefulness even after the strategy instruction

Low Carrier (2003) Quantitative non-

randomized 

study (cross-

sectional 

analytic study)

7 high 

school 

ESL 

students 

in the US

English proficiency 

・intermediate 

・determined by school

・20 to 30 minutes; 15 class sessions; 6 weeks

・explicit strategy instruction (Chamot & O’Malley, 

1994)

・bottom-up (i.e., discrete) and top-down (i.e., 

video) listening processing (Interactive-

Constructivist model of listening; Vandergrift, 1999)

・effective note taking

・important academic skills

All participants Discrete (bottom-up) listening skills

・a test to measure their ability to discriminate sounds

・participants listened to an audiotape and checked off or wrote 

their responses to the questions on the answer sheet provided

Video (top-down) listening skills

・listening to an academic lecture video

・participants took notes on a 2-minute video; the number of 

correct facts used as a measure of a top-down listening ability

Nonparametric Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test

Discrete listening tests

・posttest scores > pretest scores (W = 1, p  < .025, one-tailed)

Video listening tests

・posttest scores > pretest scores (W  = 0, p  < .01, one-tailed)

Low Smidt & Hegelheimer (2004) Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with the 

before-and-after 

trial without 

control, 

prevalence 

study, and 

qualitative 

description

9 

university 

ESL 

studentsin 

 the US

English proficiency 

・high, intermediate, low

・determined by self-

reported TOEFL scores

N/A N/A ・listening to lecture video and answering multiple-choice 

questions

Qualitative analysis

High proficiency group

・favor monitoring and inferencing strategies

・use both metacognitive and cognitive strategies

Low proficiency group

・use only cognitive strategies

・use the strategy ‘‘remembering words’’

・answer the questions by referring to the wrong media

Low Chou (2015) Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with 

cross-sectional 

analytic study 

and qualitative 

description

20 

university 

EFL 

students 

in Taiwan

English proficiency 

・B1 threshold (i.e., 

intermediate)

・determined by the 

Common European 

Framework (CEFR)

EGAP (the first semester)

・ once a week

・ the participants listened to audio recording and 

answered text items for 15 minutes. 

・retrospective interviews carried out with 20 

participants (Week 17)

ESAP (the second semester)

・similar to that of the first semester

All participants ・listening comprehension tests with multiple-choice, one-word 

short answer, gap filling, and information transfer items

Qualitative analysis

Most useful strategies

・listening to main ideas (both EGAP and ESAP)

・strategies that involved their prior knowledge (e.g., using imagination, making inferences, using knowledge about Chinese, guessing from the tone, making a mental summary; EGAP)

・taking notes of key words and test wiseness strategies (ESAP)

Least useful strategies

・metacognitive strategies such as monitoring comprehension or making decisions as to whether the words heard matched the context (EGAP)

・guessing by the tone of voice, using imagination, and translation (ESAP) (although the survey results suggested that translation was found to be used more for the ESAP task than the 

EGAP task)

Strategies of varied usefulness

・the note-taking strategy and the lexical inferencing strategy

Low Du (2018) Qualitative study 

(qualitative 

description)

9 

university 

EFL 

students 

in China

Listening proficiency

・high and low

・determined by the 

results of the listening 

comprehension test in a 

larger program

Linguistic knowledge

・high and low

・determined by a 

grammar test (Murphy, 

2001) and a vocabulary 

recognition test (Schmitt 

et al., 2001)

N/A N/A ・listening to audio recording and answering multiple-choice 

questions and open-ended questions

Qualitative analysis

Strategies used by learners with high linguistic knowledge and/or high listening proficiency

・selective attention (by HLP)

・general deduction strategy ?

・hypothesis confirmation strategy

Strategies used by learners with low linguistic knowledge and/or low listening proficiency

・elimination deduction

・matching lexis heard to lexis

・monitoring for sense 

Strategies used by all learners

・elaboration

・comprehension monitoring

・real-time assessment of input



1039546 

 
 

192 

Appendix L: Summary of the studies related to the third in-depth review question  

 

Overall 

WoE

Study Sample Research 

design

Strategy instruction Treatment Allocation Outcome measure Findings

High O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2009) 4 university 

ESL 

students in 

the US

Mixed methods 

study 

(sequential 

exploratory 

design) with 

grounded 

theory and 

cohort study

・15-week semester

・classroom instruction: listening for lecture cues, 

taking notes, listening to numbers and statistics, 

and listening for additional indicators of academic 

lecture organization

・14 instructor-designed podcasts: either 

demonstrating or encouraging students to review 

and practice the listening strategies discussed in 

class

・textbook: different types of classroom-based 

listening strategies

All participants N/A ・MALQ Descriptive statistics

・largest increase in problem-solving strategies (inferencing, elaboration, 

evaluation, monitoring and summary) 

・clearer development of personal knowledge strategies in a high proficiency 

student (although a lower proficiency student also reported the change in an 

interview)

・slight gains in both directed attention strategies and mental translation 

strategies

・no change in planning and evaluation strategies

Medium O’Malley et al. (1985) 75 high 

school ESL 

students in 

the US

Quantitative 

randomized 

controlled trial

・50 minutes; 10 days (the first and last days were 

spent for pre and posttests)

・Metacognitive group: selective attention 

(metacognitive), note taking (cognitive, cooperation 

(socioaffective) 

・Cognitive group: note taking (cognitive, 

cooperation (socioaffective) 

Metacognitive (n  = 27)

Cognitive (n  = 26)

Control (n  = 22)

Random ・a short listening comprehension test with multiple-choice 

recognition items designed to assess Bloom and Krathwohl’s 

(1977) knowledge, comprehension, and analysis levels

Analysis of covariance

Pretest

・the results were controlled for.

Interim assessments

・test 1 metacognitive > cognitive > control (p < .10)

・test 2 cognitive > metacognitive > control (p < .05)

・test 3 cognitive > metacognitive > control (p < .01)

・test 4 metacognitive > cognitive > control (p = .626)

Posttest

・metacognitive > cognitive > control  (p = .162)

Medium Weinberg et al. (2011) 75 

university 

French as 

a secon 

language 

(FSL) 

students in 

the US

Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with 

survey, 

qualitative 

descriptions, 

and grounded 

theory

・watching one podcast on a DVD per week over a 

period of seven weeks (to enhance student listening 

strategies and note-taking skills)

・podcast contents 

1. listening to lectures: Applying the strategies of 

good listeners

2. preparing for the lecture before class and when 

arriving in class

3. monitoring and problem-solving during and after 

the lecture

4. best practices in note-taking

5. cornell note-taking system

6. reviewing and evaluating the lecture

7. new technology and note-taking (wikis, semantic 

mapping, and Microsoft Office OneNote).

N/A N/A Questionnaire (main source)

・administered for about 20 minutes after watching a DVD in a 

90-minute class each week

・the second section of the individual questionnaire (a five-

point scale) asked students to indicate the degree to which 

they used the listening strategies before and after viewing the 

podcasts

・50 and 70 responses per week in total from all four disciplines

Focus group discussion

Descriptive statistics

・increased use of listening strategies (Podcasts #1 through #6)

・most substantive change on the socio-affective strategies (Podcast #1)

・no change or slight deccrease in the use of new technologies (Podcast # 7)

Qualitative analysis  (verbal data from focus group discussion)

・increased use of the strategies presented in the podcasts in general, 

especially for metacognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective strategies

Low Carrier (2003) 7 high 

school ESL 

students in 

the US

Quantitative 

non-

randomized 

study (non-

randomized 

controlled trial)

・20 to 30 minutes; 15 class sessions; 6 weeks

・explicit strategy instruction (Chamot & O’Malley, 

1994)

・bottom-up (i.e., discrete) and top-down (i.e., 

video) listening processing (Interactive-

Constructivist model of listening; Vandergrift, 1999)

・effective note taking

・important academic skills

All participants N/A Discrete (bottom-up) listening skills

・a test to measure their ability to discriminate sounds

・participants listened to an audiotape and checked off or 

wrote their responses to the questions on the answer sheet 

provided

Video (top-down) listening skills

・listening to an academic lecture video

・participants took notes on a 2-minute video; the number of 

correct facts used as a measure of a top-down listening ability

Nonparametric Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test

Discrete listening tests

・posttest scores > pretest scores (W = 1, p < .025, one-tailed)

Video listening tests

・posttest scores > pretest scores (W = 0, p < .01, one-tailed)

Low Rahimirad & Moini (2015) 15 adult 

EFL 

learners in 

Iran

Mixed methods 

study 

(convergent 

design) with 

quantitative 

randomized 

controlled trial 

and qualitative 

description

・89 minutes: two sessions a week; 5 weeks (16 

hours in total)

・four stages of metacognitive strategy instruction 

(Vandergrift, 2003)

Treatment group (n  = 8) 

Control group (n  = 7) 

Random ・a listening section of IELTS Independent t-test

Pretest

・no statistically significant differences between the groups (t = −.932, p ≥ .05)

Posttest

・treatment group > control group (t = −2.431, p ≤ .05)

Qualitative analysis (Interviews)

・treatment group increased the use of planning and directed attention most, 

followed by evaluation and monitoring

・participants had no idea about how to selective attention appropriately nor its 

usefulness even after the strategy instruction
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Appendix M: Annotated bibliography of included studies 

1. Bidabadi and Yamat (2013)  

Bidabadi, F. S., & Yamat, H. (2013). EFL learners’ perceptions towards meta-cognitive strategy use in English language listening. GEMA 

Online Journal of Language Studies, 13(3), 31–43. http://ejournal.ukm.my/gema/article/view/4219/2336 

The authors conducted a single-case study of Iranian female EFL university students to explore their perceptions towards the use of 

metacognitive processes and strategies when listening to tapes or a lecturer in English. The participants studied Teaching English as 

a Foreign Language (TEFL) and were all at an intermediate level. Quantitative data were collected from 84 participants through a 

questionnaire. Four factors (i.e., planning and evaluation, problem-solving, personal knowledge, and directed knowledge) were 

adapted from MALQ (Vandergrift et al., 2006) and measured through a five-point Likert-scale format from one (Strongly Disagree) to 

five (Strongly Agree). The descriptive statistics showed that directed knowledge (M = 3.68, SD = 0.53) received the highest mean 

scores, followed by planning and evaluation (M = 3.55, SD = 0.49), problem-solving (M = 3.44, SD = 0.46), and personal knowledge 
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(M = 3.33, SD = 0.59). From the results of the descriptive statistics, the authors claim that directed knowledge is a particularly 

important strategy for these learners. Semi-structured interviews were also conducted for six participants who participated in the 

questionnaire survey. The interview data were transcribed and coded, which resulted in four thematic categories of planning and 

evaluation, problem-solving, personal knowledge, and directed knowledge. As for planning and evaluation, the participants 

acknowledged the influence of their background knowledge and mood, the clarity of voice, and environmental noise. They also 

perceived the importance of understanding and preparing for the listening tasks before entering classrooms. For problem-solving, the 

participants deduced the meaning of unknown words from context (e.g., familiar words) or prior knowledge, evaluated the plausibility 

of their interpretation based on their topical knowledge, took notes on unclear points and asked questions to the lecturer, sat in front 

of the classroom to hear the voice more easily, and created the quiet learning environment. Regarding personal knowledge, the 

participants noted the listening difficulties (e.g., speech rate or accents), the need for further practice (instead of using metacognitive 

strategies), and anxieties about being laughed at by peers and teachers. Lastly, in terms of directed knowledge, the participants 
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employed various strategies (e.g., taking notes, raising questions) to maintain their focus. Thus, the author provided further evidence 

for the participants’ use of each strategy type identified by the MALQ. Although the study took a mixed-methods design that 

converged quantitative and qualitative data analyses, the qualitative data analysis was only used to confirm the findings from the 

MALQ. The validity of the qualitative analysis procedure was questionable because the grounded theory approach, which is inductive 

coding, produced the same codes as the factors in the MALQ. This may have prevented thick, rich, and possibly interesting new 

findings of the participants’ perception of their listening strategies. Therefore, while the study design, the methodology, and the 

results were relevant to the first review question, the evidence is rather limited to provide new insights into the question.  
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2. Cai and Lee (2012) 

Cai, W., & Lee, B. P. H. (2012). Processing unfamiliar words: Strategies, knowledge sources, and the relationship to text and word 

comprehension. Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics / Revue Canadienne de Linguistique Appliquee, 15(1), 122–145. 

https://search.proquest.com/docview/1033568066?accountid=13042 

The scholars explored strategies and knowledge sources to process unfamiliar words in relation to successful word comprehension 

and listening comprehension. Twenty Chinese second-year university students participated in individual interviews, where they 

listened to nine science texts including one novel word. A native speaker of American English produced the recording by reading 

aloud the texts. After the listening task, the participants were asked to answer the questions about the meaning of novel words with 

and without retrieval cues (i.e., replaying the sentence including the novel word). Then, they were asked to recall the content of the 

texts. Their verbal reports were recorded and transcribed, which were coded for strategies for processing unfamiliar words and 

knowledge sources for inferring word meaning. Their answers to the questions were scored for lexical inferencing (by the 
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resemblance to the native speakers’ answers) and text comprehension (the total number of correct propositions). The chi-square 

analysis of the frequencies of strategies suggested that there was a statistically significant difference in the frequencies of the lexical 

inferencing strategy (60.6%), the lexical ignoring strategy (15%), and “no attention” (24.4%; X2 (2, n = 180) = 62.433, p < .000). As for 

text comprehension, a significant difference was found among the three strategies (F = 14.258, p < .001). The Tukey’s post hoc test 

suggested that the listeners’ comprehension was better with inferencing than ignoring (t = 3.5994, p < .05) or no attention (t = 5.5916, 

p < .05). There was also a statistically significant difference in the frequencies of the use of the knowledge sources, X2 (6, n = 92) = 

50.1304, p < .000. Semantics 1 (semantics of words in the local co-text) combined with extra-textual knowledge (i.e., general 

knowledge beyond the text; 35.9%) and Semantics 3 (semantics of the overall co-text; 23.9%) were used more than the expected 

value, whereas other knowledge sources were used but below the expected value. Qualitative data provided a detailed account of 

how the most frequently used knowledge sources were employed. Lastly, although an ANOVA analysis showed a significant 

difference (F = 13.892, p < .001), the Tukey’s post hoc test showed no significant difference across the lexical inferencing scores with 
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the different knowledge sources, except the use of morphology combined with extra-textual knowledge and the use of semantics of 

specific words in the global co-text (Semantics 2) combined with extra-textual knowledge. The two types of knowledge sources led to 

significantly lower lexical inferencing scores. Qualitative descriptions of the two such cases followed, explaining how the listeners 

who used those knowledge resources failed to make successful inferences based on incorrect information on morphology or salient 

but irrelevant words. Based on the results, the authors argued that lexical inferencing was the most frequently used strategy, which 

could be associated with successful listening comprehension. While the participants relied more heavily on semantics, the flexible 

use, rather than selective use, of different knowledge sources seemed important for accurate lexical inferences. Despite the 

opposing views held by some researchers (e.g., Ridgway, 2000), the findings indicated that listeners do employ complex strategies, 

such as the lexical inferencing strategy in listening. It was also suggested extra-textual knowledge is often used in inferencing, 

although the misuse of extra-textual knowledge occurs when basing it on inappropriate textual information. The study is a mixed-

methods convergent design and effectively exploited the quantitative data to give detailed accounts of the quantitative findings to 
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answer their research questions. However, although the authors claim that “flexible use of the knowledge sources” is important, the 

results do not explain or provide evidence for what the flexible use means. As the study did not investigate metacognitive awareness, 

the relationship between metacognitive awareness and the flexible use needs to be explored empirically to test this claim. Moreover, 

neither their population nor sampling strategy was not explicitly explained, although it can be assumed that their population was “L2 

learners” and the sampling strategy was either “convenience” or “purposive” strategy. The study provided strong evidence for the first 

review question, although the generalization of the findings need caution due to the unclear sampling strategy and the use of the 

artificial listening material and task. While the study collected data on lexical inferencing and listening performance, the second 

review question cannot be fully answered because the study did not incorporate experimental designs or statistical techniques that 

can determine the causal relationship. In addition, the study also not control for linguistic knowledge, which also made it difficult to 

identify the effectiveness of strategy 
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3. Cai and Lee (2010) 

Cai, W., & Lee, B. P. H. H. (2010). Investigating the effect of contextual clues on the processing of unfamiliar words in second language 

listening comprehension. Australian Review of Applied Linguistics, 33(2), 18.1-18.28. https://doi.org/10.2104/aral1018 

The authors explored how novel words with different contextual clues affect strategies and knowledge sources L2 learners use in 

listening comprehension. Twenty Chinese university students listened to nine academic texts, each of which included one novel 

word. The novel words were categorized according to three clue types: local co-text clues (i.e., clues from the sentence in which the 

target word occurs), global co-text clues (i.e., clues from an overall understanding of the text), and extra-textual clues (i.e., clues from 

background knowledge or experience regardless of the involvement of textual information). In individual interviews, the participants 

were asked to listen to nine texts and answer questions about the meaning of novel words with or without retrieval cues and how 

they got the meaning of them. Then, the participants were asked to recall the content of the texts. Their verbal reports were recorded 

and transcribed, which were coded for strategies for processing unfamiliar words and knowledge sources for inferring word meaning. 
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As a result, a statistically significant difference was found in the use of the three strategies across the three conditions, X2 (4, n = 

180) = 25.871, p < .000. It was also found that the participants used the inferencing strategy much more frequently with Condition 2 

(global co-text clues; 68.3% of their strategy use) and Condition 3 (extra-textual clues; 76.7%) than with Condition 1 (local co-text 

clues; 36.7%). On the other hand, the ignoring strategy was used more frequently with Condition 1 (local co-text clues; 30.0%) than 

with Condition 2 (global co-text clues; 10.0%) or Condition 3 (extra-textual clues; 5.0%). A qualitative description explained how the 

meaning of globally defined novel words could be reinforced with multiple co-text clues. The use of knowledge sources was also 

found to be different across three conditions, X2 (6, n = 96) = 95.234, p < .000. It was found that the participants used the knowledge 

sources (e.g., semantics in the local co-text, the semantics of the overall co-text, and extra-textual knowledge) according to the 

corresponding clue types (local, global, and extra-textual clues). Based on the findings, the authors argued that priority should be 

given to teaching the inference strategy by global and extra-textual cues and that L2 learners’ ability to infer the meaning of novel 

words can be used for vocabulary acquisition through comprehensible oral input. The study revealed how the inferencing strategy 
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can be effectively used from global co-text clues and background knowledge by L2 learners. Nevertheless, since the participants 

were English majors, the findings of this study may be generalizable only to relatively higher proficiency L2 learners.  
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4. Carrier (2003) 

Carrier, K. A. (2003). Improving high school English language learners’ second language listening through strategy instruction. Bilingual 

Research Journal, 27(3), 383–408. https://doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2003.10162600 

The researcher explored the effectiveness of listening strategy instruction on listening performance. Seven high school ESL students 

who study various academic subjects in English in the US received six-week listening strategy instruction on a variety of listening 

strategies based on Vandergrift’s Interactive-Constructivist model of listening (1999). Pre- and posttests examined discrete (bottom-

up) listening skills (i.e., the ability to discriminate sounds, syllable number, syllable stress, contractions and reductions, word stress, 

sentence meaning, and thought groups) and video (top-down) listening skills (i.e., the ability to selectively attend to, comprehend, 

and record information from oral input supported by visual cues). Discrete listening skills were measured by the number of correct 

responses to prepared questions, whereas video listening skills were evaluated by the number of correct facts included in their notes 

taken during the listening. It was shown that posttest scores on the discrete listening tests were statistically significantly larger than 
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pretest scores, W = 1, p < .025, one-tailed. Similarly, posttest scores on the video listening tests were statistically significantly larger 

than pretest scores, W = 0, p < .01, one-tailed. Thus, this study showed that explicit listening strategy instruction helped this group of 

high school ESL students improve their discrete listening ability and their video listening and note-taking abilities. Based on the 

findings, the author argues for balanced and explicit listening practice on bottom-up and top-down listening strategies. This study, 

however, has several disadvantages. The effectiveness of explicit strategy instruction is unclear because the experimental design 

included neither randomization, a control group, nor a delayed posttest. Moreover, although the intervention covered a range of top-

down listening strategies, only the note-taking strategies were featured as top-down listening strategies; the mere teaching of note-

taking strategies might have yielded a similar result. Since there was no evaluation of listening strategies before and after the 

intervention, the effectiveness of listening strategy instruction may have resulted from other factors, such as increased vocabulary 

knowledge. Moreover, the small sample size and the use of audio and video recordings in the listening activities make it difficult to 

generalize the findings to a wider population as well as listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension. 
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5. Chand (2007) 

Chand, R. K. (2007). Same size doesn’t fit all: Insights from research on listening skills at the University of the South Pacific (USP). 

International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning, 8(3), 1–22. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v8i3.383 

The author explored five study skills teachers’ and 19 former students’ perceptions of listening skills and strategies in a distance 

study skills course at the University of the South Pacific (USP). The context in which the teachers taught and the students learned 

was reported in detail, describing the varied experiences and access to resources and facilities. While some teachers taught at the 

same location with adequate facilities made available to them, other teachers had to travel to remote areas for tutorials. Similarly, 

some students commuted to USP centers to attend satellite tutorials, whereas other students only studied with the course materials 

delivered to them and never met their tutors. In the course, the students listened to recordings of lectures and seminar presentations, 

practiced note-taking and attending to transitional words, and engaged in pre- and post-listening activities. The author interviewed 

the teachers and students about their experience with the listening skills section of the course. The interview data were transcribed 
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and coded using NVivo based on a grounded theory approach. The data revealed discrepancies between the teachers’ and students’ 

views. Due to the limitation of time, the lack of contact with the students, and the lack of resources and facilities, the teachers tended 

to underestimate their students’ listening skills, the use of strategies, and self-regulation. In contrast, the students reported the use of 

various listening strategies proposed by O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares et al. (1985), and the development of their listening 

skills during the distance course. The author also pointed to the gap between research and practice, based on the finding that the 

teachers’ insufficient knowledge of listening strategies expressed during the interviews. It was also noted that research so far had 

been inclined toward listening in classroom settings and that there was a need to gain more insights into listening skills and 

strategies in distance learning settings. This study is unique in investigating listening skills and strategies in a distance study skills 

course and offering detailed descriptions about the environment and experiences that the teachers and students had. Nevertheless, 

the study relied on the existing listening strategy framework to organize the emergent themes, reducing the richness of students’ 

account of their experience regarding the use of listening skills and strategies. Although NVivo was used to increase the 
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transparency of the data collection and analysis, the validity and reliability of the procedures were unclear because of the non-

participation of their participants or her colleagues. The author claims that teachers undervalued their students’ listening skills and 

strategies without sufficient knowledge of listening strategies, although the teachers’ accounts rather reflected the problems the 

students might have actually experienced. In this regard, the students’ accounts were not convincing due to the lack of thick 

descriptions and opposing views on the issue. Another weakness of this study is related to the fact that the data did not reflect the 

views of the current students. Moreover, since the study mainly concerned listening strategies in non-classroom learning situations 

when listening to recordings of academic speech, the findings of this study may not be generalizable to listening strategies in L2 

lecture comprehension. 
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6. Chou (2015) 

Chou, M. H. (2015). The influence of topics on listening strategy use for English for academic purposes. English Language Teaching, 

8(2), 44–54. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v8n2p44 

The researcher explored listening strategies used in listening activities in English for general academic purposes (EGAP) and English 

for specific academic purposes (ESAP) courses among 92 Taiwanese university undergraduates. They were intermediate level 

learners and participated in the EGAP course for 18 weeks during the first semester, followed by the ESAP course for the same 

period in the second semester. The listening activities for the EGAP course involved everyday life situations, whereas the activities 

for the ESAP course concerned academic subjects. After listening to those materials, the learners answered comprehension 

questions in a test format. A questionnaire was newly developed based on listening strategies (Vandergrift, 1997) and test-taking 

strategies (Cohen, 2006), which was used at the end of each course. More detailed insights into how strategies were used were 

sought from 20 students who agreed to participate in retrospective interviews. Retrospective interviews were conducted in the library 
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discussion rooms to gain detailed insights into how strategies were used by the interviews. The verbal data were translated into 

English with the help of two bilingual students, although the data were transcribed and coded into similar categories by the author. 

The questionnaire survey indicated that the participants agreed with the use of some metacognitive strategies (i.e., attending to the 

main ideas and details) and some cognitive strategies (i.e., using mental imagery, making a mental summary, and taking notes) more 

for the EGAP listening task than for the ESAP listening task. On the contrary, the learners agreed to have used two cognitive 

strategies (i.e., translating English to Chinese and using knowledge about Chinese) and test wiseness strategies to a greater extent 

for the ESAP listening task than the EGAP listening task. The learners’ verbal data revealed that listening to main ideas were found 

to be useful by the learners for both the EGAP and ESAP listening tasks. The learners believed that strategies that involved their 

prior knowledge (e.g., using imagination, making inferences, using knowledge about Chinese, guessing from the tone, making a 

mental summary) were most useful in the EGAP listening while taking notes of keywords and test wiseness strategies were 

perceived to be useful for the ESAP listening. Metacognitive strategies, such as monitoring comprehension or making decisions as to 
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whether the words heard matched the context, were considered as least helpful during the EGAP listening, possibly due to their 

cognitively demanding nature. For the ESAP listening task, the learners found guessing by the tone of voice, using imagination, and 

translation least helpful, although the survey results suggested that translation was found to be used more for the ESAP task than the 

EGAP task. Lastly, the perceived effectiveness of the note-taking strategy and the lexical inferencing strategy differed among the 

learners. The author concluded that familiarity with the content affected the effectiveness of listening strategies that made use of the 

listeners’ prior knowledge. This study effectively combined the quantitative descriptive study and a qualitative description and 

provided the rich accounts of how the effectiveness of strategies differed depending on the listening task and why they did so. 

However, while the questionnaires used were valid and reliable, no strategies were reported to increase the validity and reliability of 

the qualitative method. There was an issue with the study design because the listeners participated in the ESAP course after taking 

part in the EGAP course. Therefore, participation in the latter may have affected the use of listening strategies in the former. The 

interpretation of the scales was also problematic because the author made claims about the frequency of strategies based on agree-
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disagree scales. The evidence for the effectiveness of the listening strategies in this study is weak because it is based on the 

learners’ perception. Finally, the population and the sampling strategy were unclear. Although the findings may be relevant to 

intermediate EFL learners in general, the study cannot make a strong claim about the population. Moreover, the environment (e.g., 

the library discussion room) and the listening task (e.g., listening to recordings and answering test items) reduced the ecological 

validity of the findings. Therefore, the findings may not be generalizable to listening strategies in L2 lecture comprehension. 
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7. Du (2018) 

Du, F. (2018). Question type, language proficiency and listening strategy use: An exploratory study. Asian EFL Journal, 20(9), 193. 

https://search.proquest.com/docview/2153600344?accountid=13042%0Ahttp://oxfordsfx.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/oxford?url_ver=Z3

9.88-

2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ%3Allba&atitle=Question+Type%2C+Language+Proficie

ncy+ 

The scholar explored what listening strategies EFL learners use depending on their listening proficiency and linguistic knowledge in 

response to different listening question types. Nine university students were recruited at a university in China and were divided into 

high and low listening proficiency (i.e., HLP and LLP) and linguistic knowledge groups (i.e., HLK and LLK). After listening to listening 

passages taken from academic English textbooks, the participants answered multiple-choice and open-ended questions for five 

question types. Retrospective verbal data were collected while they answered the question. The data were coded into listening 
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strategies based on existing taxonomies using NVivo, although the author also attempted to identify new strategies. In response to 

questions concerning the global understanding of the passage (global questions), HLP learners made use of selective attention (to 

notice discourse markers), whereas LLP learners relied on elimination deduction and matching lexis heard to lexis. However, one 

LLP learner was successful in answering a global question by combining the strategies with his prior knowledge about the topic. 

Moreover, HLK students answered questions that require the integration of pieces of information within a few sentences (local 

questions) using elaboration. In contrast, LLK and LLP students seemed to prefer monitoring to answer those questions. 

Interestingly, HLK students had trouble decoding form-meaning relationships in speech despite their sufficient linguistic knowledge. 

In general, all the participants used elaboration, comprehension monitoring, and real-time assessment of input most frequently, 

although the use of these strategies did not necessarily lead to successful comprehension. The author claimed that HLK learners 

often used general deduction strategy (i.e., a deduction based on general information) and hypothesis confirmation strategy (i.e., 

confirming the correctness of interpretation or hypothesis), whereas LLK learners tended to rely on the word level meaning of the text 
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and used strategies, such as elimination deduction (i.e., a deduction based on a process of elimination) and monitoring for sense 

(i.e., checking whether interpretation intuitively makes sense), both of which compensated for the lack of linguistic knowledge. 

Although higher linguistic knowledge was observed to lead to the employment of the strategies that were regarded as more effective, 

HLK learners were not always successful in making use of strategies effectively (e.g., wrong inferences based on prior knowledge). 

As such, the author argued for the importance of teaching how to use listening strategies to learners of English. In general, the 

study’s data collection and analysis methods were valid and reliable, although the poor reporting quality lowered the overall  validity 

and reliability of the findings. Furthermore, the findings of this study may not reflect what occurs in listeners’ minds in second lecture 

comprehension because of the low ecological validity of the findings. In addition to the use of recordings and retrospective interviews, 

the author decided to explore listening strategies in response to listening questions to observe how task types affect strategy use. 

Although this was achieved, listeners in classroom settings are not exposed to such questions in listening to a lecturer. 
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8. Flowerdew and Miller (1992) 

Flowerdew, J., & Miller, L. (1992). Student perceptions, problems and strategies in second language lecture comprehension. RELC 

Journal, 23(2), 60–80. https://doi.org/10.1177/003368829202300205 

The researchers investigated the perceptions, problems, and strategies in second language lecture comprehension among 30 

university students who studied TESL in Hong Kong. The study employed an ethnographic approach, arguing that the findings 

derived from a learner strategy approach can only show listeners’ cognitive speech processing and disregard other important 

dimensions involved in second language lecture comprehension. Data were collected in various forms using observation, 

questionnaires, diaries, and interviews during a ten-week lecture course. Five strategies were revealed. Many students reported the 

usefulness of pre- and post-reading and help received from peers and tutors, although they were shy and avoided asking questions 

during the lecture. While students tried hard to maintain their concentration, some found it easier to do so when they were able to 

understand lectures. Students tended to mark the relevant sections of their textbook rather than taking notes. Opposing views were 
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expressed by the students in terms of the benefits of note-taking. This study effectively combined different data collection methods 

and offered insights into strategic behaviors contextualized in Chinese cultures in terms of how students sought help and employed 

marking instead of taking notes. Although this study has high ecological validity and revealed realistic insights into what and how 

strategies are used, some of the findings may not be generalizable to learners in other cultural contexts. Moreover, the study did not 

define listening strategies nor provided a theoretical framework to understand them.  
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9. Fung and Macaro (2019) 

Fung, D., & Macaro, E. (2019). Exploring the relationship between linguistic knowledge and strategy use in listening comprehension. 

Language Teaching Research, 00(0), 1–25. https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168819868879 

The authors explored the relationship between linguistic knowledge (LK) and listening strategies among 646 secondary school 

students in Hong Kong. The questionnaire specifically developed for quantification of strategies to listen to a teacher was used. 

Linguistic knowledge was measured for their vocabulary and grammatical knowledge via existing tests. The questionnaire and the 

two tests were piloted and validated, although the reliabilities were not checked in this study. The results revealed that recall of prior 

knowledge, selective attention on difficult words, and summarization were the most-often used strategies. The learners with higher 

LK (i.e., HLK) used strategies, such as selective attention on difficult words or segments, recall of prior knowledge, auditory 

representation and imagery, and evaluation of understanding, more frequently than the learners with lower LK (i.e., LLK). On the 

other hand, LLK learners seemed to employ more translation strategies compared to HLK learners. When the two LK learner groups 
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were subdivided into higher strategic (i.e., HS) or lower strategic (i.e., LS) groups, both similarities and differences were observed 

among the four groups of learners. The two highly strategic groups (HLK/HS and LLK/HS) showed similarities in the use of most 

strategies, as did the two less strategic groups (HLK/LS and LLK/LS). However, their behavior differed in terms of three strategies. 

Firstly, the two LLK groups were characterized by more use of translation than the two HLK groups regardless of HS or LS. 

Secondly, the LLK/LK group used hide and seek strategy as frequently as the two HS groups. Finally, the HLK/HK group used more 

selective attention on difficult words or segments than the LLK/HS group. These findings led the authors to conclude that linguistic 

knowledge can promote or hinder some strategies (e.g., selective attention), which were impacted by the availability of their cognitive 

resources freed up with higher linguistic knowledge. This explains why HLK learners can use more strategies than LLK learners in 

general. However, it was also observed that despite varied linguistic knowledge the two HS groups shared the use of many 

strategies, as the two LS groups did. This was clearly illustrated in the HLK/LK group, which used fewer strategies in general and did 

not feature any particular strategy use. The study provided insights into the relationship between linguistic knowledge and listening 
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strategies in a realistic context, which made a significant contribution to understanding the nature of strategies. However, the findings 

may be only generalizable to EFL secondary school learners in Asian contexts. 
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10. Hosogoshi (2016) 

Hosogoshi, K. (2016). Effects of captions and subtitles on the listening process: Insights from EFL learners’ listening strategies. JALT 

CALL Journal, 12(3), 153–178. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1125240 

The scholar investigated the effects of captions and subtitles on EFL learners' listening strategies. To do so, she conducted a quasi-

experimental study where 114 Japanese EFL learners were divided into three homogeneous groups according to their listening 

proficiency and listened to a lecture video with no-text, captions, or subtitles. After taking a listening comprehension test (to ensure 

the engagement in listening), the learners filled in the listening strategy questionnaire, which was developed specifically for the 

purpose of this study. On the listening comprehension test, the subtitle group obtained scores significantly higher than the no-text 

group and the caption group. The subsequent one-way ANOVA tests revealed that the subtitle group imagery and summarization 

strategies significantly more often than the other two groups. On the contrary, the correlational analyses suggested that the subtitle 

group tended to use strategies in isolation, whereas the no-text group and the caption group seemed to orchestrate cognitive and 
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metacognitive strategies. Based on the results, the author argued that the subtitle group utilized more imagery and summarization 

strategies related to parsing and utilization more often than the other two groups but not the strategies concerning perceptual 

processing because L1 subtitles facilitated the perceptual processing of J. R. Anderson’s (1985) three-phase model of 

comprehension. Moreover, it was also claimed that no-text and caption conditions approximate real-life listening because of more 

use of strategies in combination. However, as the author notes, the correlations that were used to make claims about the 

combination do not provide information on whether the correlated strategies are actually used in combination. In addition, while it was 

argued that the use of subtitles scaffolds perceptual processing and promote learning of strategies used in the later stages, such as 

parsing and utilization, it is questionable if perceptual processing that occurred in L1 helps learners to acquire relevant L2 listening 

strategies in those stages. The validity and reliability of the collection tools should be further examined using other samples to 

establish the trustworthiness of the findings of this study. Moreover, the ecological validity of the findings is questionable because the 

participants listened to a lecture on a computer screen with or without captions or subtitles. 
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11. Jin and Xu (2017) 

Jin, B., & Xu, W. (2017). Strategy use awareness in academic listening practices relative to L2 motivation among Chinese tertiary 

students. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 8(4), 722. https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0804.11 

The scholars explored the correlations between second language learning motivation and listening strategies. 79 second-year 

English major students at a Chinese university were recruited in the study. The listening tests conducted prior to the study indicated 

that their listening proficiency was at an upper-intermediate level. Following a TOEFL lecture listening practice and comprehension 

questions, the students filled in the questionnaire developed to elicit L2 motivation and listening strategies related to the listening 

task. The strategies were framed in O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) categorization of listening strategies. The correlation analyses 

suggested that teacher feedback positively correlated with self-evaluation, elaboration, inference, and after-class interactions. 

According to the authors, this indicated the potential benefit of strategy instruction. The significant correlations between commitment 

to the task and metacognitive strategies, such as planning, selective attention, self-monitoring, and self-evaluation suggested the 
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importance of clarifying their goals. While attribution and low-self efficacy were negatively correlated with metacognitive, cognitive, 

and affective strategies, none of them were found to be statistically significant. The significant correlation was also found between 

task significance and strategies, such as inference and after-class interactions, although the authors did not find any theoretical 

account for the relationships. Based on the findings, the study went on to discuss how EFL learners can be motivated to develop 

their listening strategies. However, the results should not be interpreted this way because the correlations do not suggest causation. 

Moreover, while the study employs a number of correlation analyses, confounding variables were never controlled for in the 

analyses. Although the results may apply to Chinese EFL learners, it is questionable if they can be generalizable to a wider 

population. In addition, the ecological validity of the findings is low because the listening task investigated in this study involved 

listening to a lecture video. 
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12. Lee and Cai (2010) 

Lee, B. P. H., & Cai, W. (2010). The Effects of Language Proficiency on Unfamiliar Word Processing in Listening Comprehension. Hong 

Kong Journal of Applied Linguistics, 12(2), 61–82. 

The researchers were interested in the effects of language proficiency on the use of strategies to process unfamiliar words and 

knowledge sources in listening comprehension. Twenty second-year English majors at a university in Beijing, who learn English as a 

second language, participated in the study. The data were collected through individual interviews, where they listened to nine texts 

(from a science textbook) and answered questions about how they made sense of the meaning of novel words with or without 

retrieval cues. At the end of the listening task, the participants were asked to recall the content of the texts. Their verbal reports were 

recorded and transcribed, which were coded for strategies for processing unfamiliar words and knowledge sources for inferring word 

meaning. The participants were divided into 10 high- and low- proficiency (HP and LP, respectively) levels based on the results on 

listening tests and the instructor’s assessment of their listening ability. The results of a chi-square analysis revealed a statistically 
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significant difference in the use of strategies across proficiency groups, X2 (2, n =  180) = 20.550, p < .000. While HP (16.6% of the 

use of strategies) and LP learners (13.3%) used the ignoring strategy similarly, differences were found in the way the inferencing 

strategy (73.3% in HP learners vs. 47.8% in LP learners) and the “no attention” strategy (10.0% in HP learners vs. 38.9% in LP 

learners) were used. Another chi-square analysis also found a statistically significant difference in the use of knowledge sources 

across proficiency groups, X2 (3, n = 82) = 38.375, p < .000. While HP and LP learners both used Semantics 1 combined with extra-

textual knowledge frequently (42.3% and 36.7% respectively), the stark differences were observed in the use of Semantics 3 (40.4% 

and 3.3% respectively) and morphology combined with extra-textual knowledge or Semantics 2 combined with extra-textual 

knowledge (1.9% and 56.7% respectively). The following qualitative description was further detailed that LP learners tended to fail in 

using correct clue words (both in local and global co-text) and morphological clues, which led to the overreliance of their extra-textual 

knowledge. Although HP learners also misused clues, they were able to identify the dissonance between the inappropriate use of 

knowledge sources and the overall understanding of the text (i.e., Semantics 3). Based on this argument, the authors argued for the 
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importance of teaching L2 learners to monitor the use of strategies and knowledge sources for its coherence with the text as well as 

enhancing LP learners’ linguistic processing ability, such as distinguishing minimal pairs. Although the findings of this study suggest 

that proficient and less proficient L2 learners use strategies and knowledge sources differently due to the difference in their linguistic 

knowledge, their linguistic knowledge was not measured. 
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13. O’Bryan and Hegelheimer (2009) 

O’Bryan, A., & Hegelheimer, V. (2009). Using a mixed methods approach to explore strategies, metacognitive awareness and the effects 

of task design on listening development. Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 12(1), 9–38. 

https://search.proquest.com/docview/216987857?accountid=13042 

The authors conducted a longitudinal study to explore the use of listening strategies according to students’ proficiency levels (low-

intermediate to high-intermediate), the impact of repetition on listening strategies, and the development of students’ metacognitive 

awareness. Four English as a second language (ESL) students attended a university-level strategy-based academic listening course 

over a 15-week semester, in which they learned listening strategies for lectures through classroom instruction and activities as well 

as 14 podcasts to listen to outside the classroom. The content of the podcasts covered the review of the strategies learned in the 

previous class, followed by lecture excerpts. The attempts were made to control for students’ prior knowledge by choosing topics of 

general interest. A variety of data collection methods were used, such as verbal protocol, semi-structured interviews, the 
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Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ), and student notes. During the think-aloud protocol, the participants 

listened to the podcast and verbalized their thoughts while taking notes. The verbal reports were then transcribed and coded by an 

open-coding approach. After the open coding, the coded strategies were classified into cognitive, metacognitive, and socio-affective 

strategies, according to the taxonomies proposed by O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and by Vandergrift (1997). In general, cognitive 

strategies especially summary strategies were used by all students more than metacognitive strategies. Unexpectedly, the student 

with the highest proficiency level used the least percentage of metacognitive strategies, indicating that the student was able to 

understand the listening text successfully. As for cognitive strategies, summarization is the strategy used most often by all students. 

In addition, higher proficiency students applied between-parts inferencing and personal elaboration to fill in the gap in knowledge to 

understand the text, whereas lower proficiency students used inferencing and elaboration strategies to process information at the 

local (word and sentence) level. In this study, the effect of repetition on listening strategies was also investigated by observing how 

the students used strategies while listening to the same text twice. The impact of repetition was more evident in one lower proficiency 
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student who failed to produce a complete summary in the first listening. Using bottom-up processing more heavily, the student’s use 

of summary strategy led to a more coherent understanding of the listening text. Thirdly, this study addressed the development of 

metacognitive awareness throughout the semester. The results of the MALQ showed the largest increase in the use of problem-

solving strategies (inferencing, elaboration, evaluation, monitoring, and summary). The MALQ also demonstrated the clear 

development of personal knowledge strategies in a high proficiency student, while a lower proficiency student stated in the interview 

that he became aware of his strengths and weaknesses through the participation in the course. Slight gains were observed in both 

directed attention strategies and mental translation strategies in the MALQ, although the increase in mental translation strategies 

contradicted the initial expectations. There was no change in planning and evaluation strategies. The significant contribution of this 

study is the combined use of verbal data and the MALQ in the attempt to provide a more comprehensive picture of the listening 

strategy use by the participants. Nevertheless, the findings of this study may not directly apply to other L2 learners due to the small 

sample size and the lack of statistical inferences. Moreover, the findings may not reflect the actual listening strategies during lectures 
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and lacked information on some strategies (e.g., socio-affective strategies) because strategies were elicited using podcasts and radio 

broadcast. While the study showed that some strategies, such as problem-solving strategies and personal knowledge strategies, 

may develop via explicit strategy instruction, the development of other strategies was not as clear. 
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14. O’Malley et al. (1989) 

O’Malley, J. M., Chamot, A. U., & Küpper, L. (1989). Listening comprehension strategies in second language acquisition. Applied 

Linguistics, 10(4), 418–437. https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/10.4.418 

The scholars investigated listening comprehension processes and strategies by effective and ineffective listeners. Eight high school 

students were selected and grouped into five effective and three ineffective listeners on the basis of their ESL teachers’ holistic 

assessment. After being trained on thinking aloud using different language tasks, the students were asked to think aloud during the 

pause while listening to tape-recorded lectures. The verbal data were transcribed and coded for listening strategies by the 

researchers. The qualitative analysis suggested that the effective and ineffective listeners used listening strategies differently 

depending on each phase of listening comprehension. In perceptual processing, the effective listeners were able to maintain and 

direct their attention to the listening task, whereas the ineffective listeners often failed to redirect their attention when their 

concentration is disrupted. In parsing, the effective listeners listened for larger chunks, such as phrases or sentences, and attended 
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to intonation and pauses to use top-down processing. Bottom-up processing was used only out of necessity. On the other hand, the 

ineffective listeners attended to smaller units, such as words and sentences, and relied heavily on bottom-up processing. When the 

listeners found it difficult to parse the text, they used multiple strategies, such as inferencing, translation, and self-monitoring, to 

support their comprehension. In utilization, the effective listeners used elaboration with reference to their world knowledge, personal 

knowledge, and self-questioning. These listeners also inferred the meaning of unfamiliar words and phrases using their prior 

knowledge. The ineffective listeners, however, elaborated on the meaning of the text on fewer occasions and did not associate the 

information with their personal experiences. The study effectively identified listening strategies in the three phases of listening 

comprehension by effective and ineffective listeners. Nevertheless, the small sample size makes it difficult to generalize the findings. 

Since the study did not measure listening success objectively, the effectiveness of the listening strategies employed by the effective 

listeners was unclear. Moreover, it was not clarified in the study whether the amount of prior knowledge affected the use of 

elaboration in the students. 
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15. O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares et al. (1985) 

O’Malley, J. M., Chamot, A. U., Stewner-Manzanares, G., Russo, R. P., Küpper, L., & Kupper, L. (1985). Learning strategy applications 

with students of English as a second language. TESOL Quarterly, 19(3), 557–584. https://doi.org/10.2307/3586278 

The researchers investigated whether metacognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective learning strategies can be successfully taught 

and promote listening comprehension. 75 high school students were randomly allocated to two treatment and one control groups. For 

the period of eight days, the metacognitive group (n = 27) was taught one metacognitive strategy (selective attention), one cognitive 

strategy (note-taking), and one socio-affective strategy (cooperation), while the cognitive group (n = 26) received instruction on the 

cognitive and socio-affective strategies. The results from the pretests were treated as a covariate and controlled for in the 

subsequent analysis of covariance. Overall, the treatment groups outperformed the control group. According to the prediction, the 

metacognitive group performed better than the cognitive group in the first interim listening test. However, the cognitive group’s 

performances were higher than the metacognitive group in the second and the third interim tests. The difference between the three 
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groups failed to reach significance in the last interim test as well as the posttest. As for the lack of effect of the intervention on 

metacognitive strategies in the latter listening tests, the author explained that the explicit cues were faded too quickly in the 

instruction for the metacognitive strategy to be transferred to the use in the latter listening tasks. Another possibility was that the 

students failed to use the metacognitive strategy effectively due to the increased task difficulty. Despite the limited period of 

intervention, the study presented one of the first evidence of the effectiveness of listening strategy instruction. However, the detailed 

procedure for the randomization was not reported. Therefore, it can be argued that the observed effectiveness of metacognitive and 

cognitive strategies exist, although the varying difficulty levels of the listening tests obscured the findings. Future studies should 

carefully match the intervention with students’ progress and provide intervention for a sufficient period of time. Moreover, the detailed 

procedure for the randomization was not reported in the study. Therefore, it can be argued that the observed effectiveness of 

metacognitive and cognitive strategies exist, although the varying difficulty levels of the listening tests obscured the findings. Future 

studies should carefully match the intervention with students’ progress and provide intervention for a sufficient period of time. 
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16. Olsen and Huckin (1990) 

Olsen, L. A., & Huckin, T. H. (1990). Point-driven understanding in engineering lecture comprehension. English for Specific Purposes, 

9(1), 33–47. https://doi.org/10.1016/0889-4906(90)90027-A 

The scholars were interested in why some students cannot comprehend the main points in academic lectures despite their high L2 

proficiency. The authors conducted a qualitative investigation into the comprehension of a videotaped engineering lecture. 14 

nonnative speakers of English who studied a variety of majors at graduate and undergraduate levels participated in the study. After 

listening to the videotape, the students summarized the listening content. Follow-up interviews were also conducted for several 

participants. The verbal data were transcribed and evaluated by the researchers for completeness and accuracy. While some 

students failed to understand the lecture due to the lack of proficiency, there were also students who could not understand the main 

points of the lecture despite their high level of English proficiency. The authors attributed the findings to the two types of listening 

strategies. According to the authors, a point-driven strategy is employed to understand the main (and subordinate) points of 
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discourse by taking into account the speakers’ intentions and goals as well as other relevant contextual information. On the other 

hand, an information-driven strategy only concerns the acquisition of facts. By drawing on the distinction of the strategy types, the 

authors claim that the students who successfully understood the main points of the lecture used a point-driven strategy, while the 

students who did not succeed in comprehension relied on an information-driven strategy. The study points to the importance of 

increasing students’ awareness of discourse-level pragmatics of academic lectures, such as the problem-solving nature of 

engineering lectures, in the case of the study. However, it should be noted that the study deduced the use of those listening 

strategies from the students’ comprehension level of the lecture. The direct evidence was not reported in this study. 
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17. Rahimirad and Moini (2015) 

Rahimirad, M., & Moini, M. R. (2015). The challenges of listening to academic lectures for EAP learners and the impact of metacognition 

on academic lecture listening comprehension. SAGE Open, 5(2), 215824401559060. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244015590609 

The authors provided Iranian learners of English with metacognitive strategy instruction for five weeks and looked at the change in 

listening comprehension, challenged experienced by them, and metacognitive strategies they perceived to use and to be effective. 

15 adult learners who had had a master’s degree were randomly assigned to treatment (n = 8) and control (n = 7) groups. The 

intervention consisted of five stages following Vandergrift (2003). Academic listening sections of the IELTS were administered in pre- 

and posttests. Individual interviews were held for all the participants soon after the pretest to elicit perceived challenges in lecture 

comprehension. After the posttest, only the participants in the treatment group were invited to individual interviews to gain insights 

into what metacognitive strategies they started using and found to be useful after the instruction. Independent t-tests were conducted 

to explore the group differences in the listening score for pre- and posttests. The significant difference was found in the posttest, 
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indicating the effectiveness of strategy instruction. The interview data suggested that the participants struggled with the fast delivery 

of a speech, the loss of concentration due to unfamiliar vocabulary, and the integral nature of listening to a lecture (e.g., note-taking, 

responding to questions). Furthermore, the participants who received strategy instruction stated that they increased the use of 

planning and directed attention most, followed by evaluation and monitoring. These findings further corroborated the effectiveness of 

instruction. On the other hand, the participants had no idea about how to selective attention appropriately nor its usefulness even 

after the strategy instruction. However, the study is limited in the small sample size and unclarity regarding the qualitative method 

and analysis procedures. 
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18. Rukthong and Brunfaut (2020) 

Rukthong, A., & Brunfaut, T. (2020). Is anybody listening? The nature of second language listening in integrated listening-to-summarize 

tasks. Language Testing, 37(1), 31–53. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532219871470 

The scholars were interested in exploring the listening processes and strategies involved in integrated listening-to-summarize tasks, 

their effectiveness, and their relationship with the perceived listening difficulty. The authors recruited 72 Thai speakers of English at 

universities in the UK, who engaged in eight integrated tasks. In each task, the participants were asked to listen to a recorded 

academic lecture and summarize the content either in the form of writing or speaking. The summaries were assessed for the 

participants’ comprehension of the content. The verbal data were collected from 12 participants through a stimulated recall, which 

provided insights into the participants’ listening processes and strategies employed during the tasks. The rest of the students (n =  

60) participated in a perception questionnaire, which tapped into several dimensions of perceived task difficulty. The stimulated recall 

data, notes taken by the participants while listening, and their oral or written summaries were coded for listening processes and 
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strategies. Five cognitive strategies and six metacognitive strategies were identified through the codes. As for cognitive strategies, 

the participants used prediction, fixation, inferencing, elaboration, and reconstruction as they listened to the recordings. They also 

utilized metacognitive strategies, such as preparing for listening, selective attention, directed attention, monitoring comprehension, 

real-time assessment of input, and comprehension evaluation. Furthermore, higher scorers in their summaries were characterized by 

their use of more types of metacognitive strategies. On the other hand, lower scorers relied more on directed attention and fixation 

strategies and used reconstruction strategies to compensate for the lack of understanding of the content. Lower scorers were also 

less successful in employing inferencing and elaboration. As for the listening tasks perceived to be more difficult, the participants 

used fixation, directed attention, and reconstruction strategies to recover the missed words and phrases. Inferencing and elaboration 

were used more for these tasks, although they were more effectively used in easier tasks. Comprehension monitoring was essential 

in organizing those cognitive strategies especially while listening to more difficult texts. The individuals’ performance on the tasks 

also differed depending on the characteristics of the listening input. The study sheds light on the kind of listening strategies used for 
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integrated listening-to-summarize tasks. It also revealed that while the effective listeners tended to use metacognitive strategies and 

cognitive strategies, such as inferencing and elaboration, effectively, it is a challenge for them to adopt these strategies to the 

characteristics of the listening text. Although the study showed a range of listening strategies, the results may not represent the 

strategies used in real lectures due to the specific nature of the listening tasks.   
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19. Schroeder (2016) 

Schroeder, R. M. (2016). The development and validation of the “Academic Spoken English Strategies Survey (ASESS)” for non-native 

English speaking graduate students. Journal of International Students, 6(2), 394–414. 

https://search.proquest.com/docview/1826533336?accountid=13042 

The researcher developed and validated the Academic Spoken English Strategies Survey (ASESS) to assess the listening and 

speaking strategy use of non-native English speaking (NNES) graduate students. It did so by the three rounds of testing and revising 

the questionnaire in reference to previous literature, experts’ insights, pilot studies, and the researcher’s journal. Then, exploratory 

factor analysis was run based on 384 participants’ responses to the questionnaire, resulting in five factors. Although the study 

provided new insights into listening strategies using an inductive approach, it lacked the theoretical explanations as to how strategies 

converged into factors. For instance, it is not clear why a strategy to “notice the speaker’s facial expressions, gestures, and voice 

changes” loaded onto “strategies for keeping on track while listening” (i.e., promoting the concentration and focus while listening) 
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rather than “strategies for clarifying understanding after listening”. The fifth factor consisted of only one strategy to “use laptops to 

check the meaning of words while listening”. The factor loadings and reliability score for each factor were not reported in the study 

(although the study states that they can be made available upon the contact with the author). Despite the author’s claim, these 

limitations reduced the validity and reliability of the questionnaire. 
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20. Smidt and Hegelheimer (2004) 

Smidt, E., & Hegelheimer, V. (2004). Effects of online academic lectures on ESL listening comprehension, incidental vocabulary 

acquisition, and strategy use. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 17(5), 517–556. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0958822042000319692 

The authors explored how a 15-minute authentic lecture video on horticulture (with overhead transparency notes and picture slides) 

affects listening comprehension and incidental vocabulary acquisition in 24 adult ESL learners. Along with the main interests, the 

study also investigated what listening strategies were employed in response to the listening activities with access to an online 

dictionary. Verbal data were collected from nine participants by retrospective interviews which were coded into metacognitive and 

cognitive strategies following Vandergrift's (1997) procedure. In general, cognitive strategies, such as linguistic and extralinguistic 

inferencing and summarization (22 out of 40 strategies), were used slightly more often than metacognitive strategies (18 out of 40 

strategies). The strategy use varied depending on the learners’ proficiency levels (i.e., self-reported TOEFL scores); high proficiency 
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students used both metacognitive and cognitive strategies and favored monitoring and inferencing, while low proficiency students 

used only cognitive strategies. Female learners used more strategies than male learners and tended to favor cognitive strategies 

over metacognitive strategies. On the other hand, male learners used slightly more metacognitive strategies than cognitive strategies 

and replied more on extra-linguistic inferencing. Finally, it was found that the learners who did not score well on the comprehension 

questions referred to the wrong media (i.e., overhead transparency notes and picture slides). Nevertheless, the study reported no 

measures to increase the validity and reliability of the coding of strategies in verbal data. Moreover, elaboration (i.e., use of world 

knowledge) was not reported by the learners, possibly due to the lack of relevant prior knowledge (an issue with relevance) or the 

validity issues inherent in the retrospective interviewing technique (i.e. forgetting and fabrication; Russo et al., 1989). 
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21. Weinberg et al. (2011) 

Weinberg, A., Knoerr, H. H., Vandergrift, L., Knoerr,  ne, & Vandergrift, L. (2011). Creating podcasts for academic listening in French: 

Student perceptions of enjoyment and usefulness. CALICO Journal, 28(3), 588–605. https://doi.org/10.11139/cj.28.3.588-605 

Weinberg et al. (2011) piloted podcasts for academic listening on Anglophone students who attended academic lectures in French in 

the US. Seventy-five university students in French as a second language classes (associated with four different academic disciplines: 

Political science, Anthropology, History, and Philosophy) filled in a questionnaire after they had watched a podcast episode (for 

academic listening in French) on a DVD in a class for seven weeks. At the end of the study, ten participants joined a focus group 

discussion to share their views about how they found the podcasts enjoyable and useful as well as whether there had been a change 

in their use of listening and note-taking strategies. In general, the students responded to the podcasts favorably; they seemed to like 

the contents but found room for improvement in terms of their presentation. The students found Podcasts # 2 (Preparing for the 

lecture) and # 7 (New technology and note-taking) most enjoyable and found Podcasts # 2 (Preparing for the lecture) and # 5 (The 
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Cornell note-taking system) most useful. On the other hand, the students found Podcasts # 3 (Monitoring and problem-solving during 

and after the lecture) and # 4 (Best practices in note-taking) neither enjoyable nor useful. However, the students revealed more 

favorable opinions about the podcasts except for Podcast #5 (The Cornell note-taking system) during the group discussion at the end 

of the course.  Furthermore, the questionnaire collected data on the perceived change in participants’ use of listening strategies 

before and after viewing podcasts. Student responses to a five-point Likert scale revealed notable changes in the use of listening 

strategies learned in the first (cognitive and socio-affective strategies), the second (planning), and the third (monitoring) episodes. 

However, the data on the perceived change in strategy use was collected at one point in time; no data were collected before 

watching each episode. While the focus of the podcasts (on listening to authentic lectures in French) increased real-world relevance, 

the study did not make explicit reference to the definitions or theories of listening strategies. In addition to no measures taken to 

increase the validity and reliability of the data collection and analysis procedures, a clear presence of the Hawthorne effect lowered 

the trustworthiness of the findings.  
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