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Abstract

Task-based language teaching (TBLT) has been consigéd as an
effective language teaching methodology. Howevettsiapplicability

for lower-proficiency learners in EFL contexts has not been

adequately justified. Moreover, the possible mediatg effect of the
experiential learning styles on academic listeningBLT has not been

targeted in the literature, a gap that this study #tempts to fill. To this

end, male pre-intermediate Iranian EFL learners N=88) in four

experiential learning styles (=22), selected purposefully through the
experiential learning style questionnaire, took patrin the study. The

study utilized a time series design and all partipiants received the
TBLT. To get some insights regarding the learnersattitudes toward

the TBLT, the researchers implemented a perceptiomuestionnaire

at the end of the treatment. The results of a mixethethod ANOVA

for within -group difference revealed that the task-based instiction

significantly affected pre-intermediate EFL learneis’ performance on

academic listening tests. A betweegroup comparison of the four
experiential learning styles also confirmed that tk learners with

different learning styles performed similarly on the tests. It was also
found that learners had positive attitudes toward sch instruction.

The results have clear implications for foreign laguage teaching,
teacher training and curriculum design with regardto the selection of
appropriate methodology for teaching academic listeing.

Keywords: Academic listening, TBLT, experiential learning ylet

perception, EFL

Received: 04/07/2014 Accepted: 04/06/2015
Xorresponding author



68 The Journal of Teaching Language Skills 6(4), Winter 2015, Ser. 77/4”

1.Introduction

The overwhelming interest in task-based languagehiag (TBLT) in
second/foreign language pedagogy (see Ellis, 22022; Nunan, 2004,
Skehan, 2003; Willis & Willis, 2007, among many eits) is highly
conspicuous if we only consider the number of bqakislished recently by
prominent figures (Adams, 2009; Ellis, 2012). Désguch rich literature on
TBLT, its applicability has not been examined adegly in foreign
language contexts (Carless, 2007). Besides, therityapf the studies, in
fact, have addressed learners at intermediate ghehi intermediate
proficiency levels while little attention has bepaid to learners at lower
proficiency levels (Carless, 2007). Skehan (20@3}yated that research on
TBLT “tends to be with adults (and some adolesgengenerally at
intermediate proficiency levels, and mostly with giish as the target
language” (p. 3). Swan (2005), in the same veiaimed that TBLT is
inappropriate for learners at lower levels of laaggl proficiency. However,
these assumptions were rejected by Willis and ${2007) who argued that
even learners at lower proficiency levels coulddgrfrom TBLT, which
might provide them opportunities to exploit the rgraar system of the
target language through the resources availablamigles of task-based
approaches which have been implemented successfutlty lower-level
learners are available in the literature (e.g. DW&aRamaut, 2006; Leaver
& Willis, 2004; Willis & Willis, 2007). Along the ame line, Ellis (2012)
maintained that input-based tasks such as listetémg well-suited to
beginner learners who have not yet developed sefficproficiency to
engage in L2 production” (p. 211).

1.1 Purpose and significance of the study

Nowadays, it is indeed fashionable for the Irarhah school EFL students
to go to private language institutes. This is mosibably because they
believe that their language needs are not metgh-school classes where
the large portion of time is usually spent on regditranslation and

grammar, to the partial or total detriment of akills development (Kiany,

Mahdavy & Ghafar Samar, 2011). However, when the BlEdents pursue

their studies in higher academic levels, namelynatersities, they find they
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need to be competent in academic listening skillset able to overcome the
listening difficulties they would face in their amic contexts where
listening to lectures is inevitable both at semsnand in the English
proficiency tests they might be required to takes Plowerdew (1994)
rightfully postulated, within the domain of academstudy and from among
a myriad of instructional media available to teashehe lecture is the
principal instructional activity. Despite the growi interest in academic
study and the importance of lectures within thetdfj very little research has
been done on the second/foreign language acadestgoihg (Goh, 2008;
Lynch, 2011).

Moreover, research has demonstrated that listenmmprehension
instruction in which learners' strategies are chligpon and various
components are targeted can have significant sffeath on L2 learners'
listening skills and on their L2 learning in gergiBozorgian, 2012, Goh,
2008; Siegel, 2013, for example). However, thesgliss have focused
merely on strategic investment in listening withaatourse to learners’
individual learning styles. As Ellis (2012) and Dgei (2005) contended,
the possible effects of individual differences be kearning processes in any
particular instruction such as TBLT cannot be oweked in the field of
SLA. In addition, the issue of experiential leamistyles, although well
appreciated in the literature within different edticnal contexts (Kolb &
Kolb, 2005), suffers from negligence in the EFL t&om, especially within
the domain of TBLT. Specifically, no study, to thest of the researchers’
knowledge, has been undertaken to investigate dssilge relationship
between different experiential learning styles andcessful performance on
a listening task. As Prince (2013) stated, listgris the most difficult skill
to deal with in a systematic way. Perhaps, one twachieve this is through
the academic listening TBLT.

Furthermore, as Seigel (2013) rightfully postulatedshed more light
on academic listening, “students' perceptions ae&ded to help educators
better understand how to best guide learners ieldping their L2 listening
skills” (p. 4). Learner perspectives on acadensitehing TBLT also deserve
attention, as they can provide insights into thgnitive and metacognitive
changes resulting from such instruction (Seigell30as well as some
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indications of the efficacy of such instruction, iass the concern of this
study. Hence, to fill the gap in the literatureg ttesearchers developed the
following questions:
1.Does academic listening TBLT significantly affeche pre-
intermediate EFL learners’ listening comprehension?
2.1s there any significant difference among EFLrieas with different
experiential learning styles in their performanca academic
listening tasks?
3.What are the EFL learners’ perceptions of thedewcac listening
TBLT?

2. Literature Review

2.1 Task-based language teaching
Built upon the experiential learning theory (Noyr009; Nunan, 2004),
constructivist and socio-cultural theories of leéagn (Robinson, 2011),
Krashen's (1985) input hypothesis, and assumptibasalytical syllabuses
(Wilkins, 1976), TBLT was introduced to the fieldf second/foreign
language pedagogy. Meanwhile, Willis (1996) anllsER003) argued that
TBLT was developed from communicative language heeyg which put
emphasis on meaning, learner-centeredness andn#aitye Ellis (2003)
further stated that it was developed as a readiiothe inadequacy of
Present-Practice-Produce (PPP) procedure emploged@ommunicative
language teaching. In addition, TBLT, accordingRobinson (2011), can
provide an ideal framework for collaborative leagii A context for
interactional scaffolding of other significant péopm the learning process.

The notion of TBLT, in fact, began in the 1980s hwRrabhu's
Bangalore project in India. Since then, variousniesvorks for TBLT have
been developed by researchers such as Skehan (1988 (1996), Ellis
(2003) and Nunan (2004). Ellis (2003) listed a namtf definitions of task
which address the following dimensions: (1) thepscof a task; (2) the
perspective from which a task is viewed; (3) théhanticity of a task; (4)
the linguistic skills required to perform a tasks) (the psychological
processes involved in task performance, and (6)otteome of a task.
Nunan (2004) analyzed tasks in terms of severapoomnts, such as goals,
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input, procedures, teacher and learner roles astluctional settings in
which tasks occur. Skehan (2003) pointed to foumnagproaches in the
discussions of tasks: A psycholinguistic approazhnteraction, a social
interactive approach, a concern for structure-fedusisks, and a cognitive
perspective. For the present study, we took Skeh@996) widely-cited
definition of the task comprising five key charaiggcs:
Meaning is primary; learners are not given otheoppes
meaning to regurgitate; there is some sort of igahip to
comparable real-world activities; task completioas hsome
priority; and the assessment of the task is in seofnoutcome.

(p. 20)

2.1.1 TBLT and experiential learning
As its cornerstone, TBLT rejects the idea that kieolge can be acquired
without considering its application and emphasizegtead the value of
learning by doing, or experiential learning (Nor209; Nunan, 2004). The
relationship between TBLT and experiential learmmight be well detected
through Kolb’s (1984) description of experientiabining. Nunan (2004)
pinpointed that
An important conceptual basis for task-based lagguaaching
is experiential learning. This approach takes tkarrers’
immediate personal experience as the point of de@afor the
learning experience. Intellectual growth occurs mvikearners
engage in and reflect on sequence of tasks. Theeact
involvement of the learner is central to the apphodp. 12)

Tasks, indeed, provide an ideal framework withiniokhknowledge
can be experienced and understood, and from wkeinihg opportunities
are developed (Norris, 2009). They provide a riontext for learners to
grasp and transform knowledge, skills and feelings.the same vein,
Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 36) postulated this$ tmsuld be considered
“as a means of creating experience based oppaesinfor language
learning”. According to Nunan (2004), Kohonen's92Pmodel can be seen
as a theoretical underpinning for TBLT. Kohonen92p highlighted the
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relationship between experiential learning and kegpncepts of

communicative language teaching. He postulated that
Experiential learning theory provides the basiclggaphical
view of learning as part of personal growth. Thelgs to
enable the learner to become increasingly selietbe and
responsible for his or her own learning. This pesceneans a
gradual shift of the initiative to the learner, eaaging him or
her to bring in personal contributions and expersn Instead
of the teacher setting the tasks and standardsca#peable
performance, the learner is increasingly in charfhis or her
own learning. (p. 37)

Despite the fact that TBLT and the Experientialiog@g Theory (ELT)
draw upon similar learning models, no study, tolkst of the researchers’
knowledge, has so far addressed the relationsttipeba the experiential
learning styles and successful implementation DBRT in an EFL context.

2.1.2 Experiential learning theory

There is, indeed, a tendency toward the idea ttvidual preferences and
styles of learning play a significant role in sedbforeign language learning
(Ellis, 2012). This has led to the assumption ghlanning instruction to
adjust individual learning should yield improvedideer outcomes (Coffield,
Moseley, Hall, & Ecclestone, 2004; Ddrnyei, 200Bprnyei (2005), for
example, believed that classroom practices shaaladapted to a number of
learning styles to increase learning opportuniibesll learners. Ellis (2012)
also acknowledged that exploring the effects oivindial differences on the
learning processes in an instructional context stschBLT would be highly
promising in the field of SLA.

According to Kolb's (1984) ELT, learning is “theogess whereby
knowledge is created through the transformatioexqferience. Knowledge
results from the combination of grasping and tramsfng experience” (p.
41). This model is represented by a four stageniegrcycle comprising two
modes of grasping experier€oncrete Experience (CE) and Abstract
Conceptualization (AG)and two related modes of transforming experience
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Reflective Observation (RO) and Active Experimeotat(AE). Effective
learning occurs when a person advances througltla oy four stages: A
concrete experience followed by observation andectbn on that
experience which leads to the formation of abstraoncepts and
generalizations resulting in new experiences. Basedthis model (see
Figure 1), people can be divided into four majarugs with regard to their
preferred learning styleDivergers (CE & RO), assimilators(AC & RO),
convergergAC & AE), andaccommodator§CE & AE).

Figure 1. Kolb’s learning style (adopted from Mcthgr 2010, p.132)
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According to Kolb and Kolb (2005), divergers haveaj imaginative
abilities and they are interested in people. Thisp grefer to work in
groups, and they like to gather information. In iidd, they appreciate
different viewpoints, and they like to receive maral feedback. Lecture
methods and hands-on experience can best suit tAssimilators can
understand a wide range of information and orgaitize a concise and
logical way. Furthermore, they like to create tleical models, and they are
interested in abstract concepts more than conorets. They are not very
comfortable with randomly exploring a system, atigey prefer readings,
lectures, exploring analytical models, and havimget to think things
through” (Kolb & Kolb, 2005, p. 5). Convergers, hever, are “best at
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finding practical uses for ideas and theories” §p. Moreover, they are
somehow unemotional and prefer to deal with thragiser than individuals.

They are able to solve problems and make decisibnsy also "tend to

learn best when given simulations, practical apglns, lab work, and

opportunity to experiment with new ideas” (Kolb &oK, 2005, p. 5).

Finally, accommodators have the ability to learsitaly from hands-on

experience. They like planning and challenging erpees. They also rely
more on their feelings rather than on logical asiglyand they like to take
risks and can adapt themselves to new situatioesidBs, “they enjoy

setting goals, working with others, and using ddfe approaches for
completing a project” (p. 5). Any instructional rhet that encourages
discovery learning and active participation in tearning process seems
appropriate for this learning style.

2.1.3 Academic listening

An important issue in second/foreign language legrrwhich has not
received due attention is the listening skill (Bje2008; Goh, 2008; Lynch,
2011; Prince, 2013; Siegel, 2013). In the same,\s@oording to Bozorgian
(2012), although listening comprehension is the kagtor in language
learning, it is the least researched skill in laaggi learning. Ellis (2003)
also pointed out that academic listening tasksradfgoromising tool for
investigating the processes involved in languagengehension and
acquisition. In academic listening, mainly chardegd by listening to
lectures (Ellis, 2003), EFL students are expeabeprdcess the information
they receive orally. Flowerdew (1994) stated thatrmost distinctive feature
of the academic listening is the rare use of takiAg. Thus, the listener has
to develop the ability “to concentrate on and ustierd over long stretches
of time without the opportunity of engaging in tfaeilitating functions of
interactive discourse, such as asking for repetiti@gotiating meaning, ...”
(Flowerdew, 1994, p. 7).

There have been numerous studies on the effe@saafemic listening
instruction on L2 learners' listening comprehensaod L2 learning (e.g.
Bozorgian, 2012; Brown, 2008; Carrell, 2007; Dunk&b88; Dunkel,
Mishra & Berliner, 1989; Goh, 2008; Kiewra, 1985illikaya & Kokal-
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Kardas, 2009; Siegel, 2013). Except Dunkel, et{E89), who found no
significant effect of academic listening instruction L2 learners' listening
comprehension, most of the studies mentioned aldouad that such
instruction is beneficial to listening comprehemsamd L2 learning.

3. Method
3.1 Participants
The participants of this study were 88 male Irani@e-intermediate EFL
learners who were selected purposefully from amtbegavailable 153 pre-
intermediate EFL students at three private higloglshin Rasht, a city in
the north of Iran. The students' age ranged fromio158. All the students
had already passed some pre-intermediate languageses in private
institutes. However, to be sure about their preficy, as they came from
different institutes utilizing different assessmammiteria, the researchers
asked them to take the Preliminary English TestT)PE hundred thirty-
eight students who had obtained scores betweenstamelard deviation
above and below the mean were invited to takeipate study. Moreover,
to have participants with the four experientiarieag styles, on the basis of
the Kolb’s learning style inventory-version 3.1 (Ko& Kolb, 2005), the
researchers assigned them to four groups. Theseshwwed that there were
39 divergers, 32 assimilators, 26 convergers andctbmmodators. All of
them received the treatment. However, to have amalequmber of
participants in the four learning style categofegsthe ease of data analysis,
the researchers randomly chose equal number oérstsidn each style. In
other words, the inventory was administered to EB8 learners available;
their learning styles were identified and an equahber of students from
each learning style category were selected randomly

3.2 Instruments

3.2.1 Kolb’s learning style inventory-version 3.1

Kolb's learning style inventory version 3.1 (KolbK®lb, 2005) is the latest
revision of the original learning style inventorgwéloped by David Kolb.
This inventory, which is based on his Experientiahrning Theory (ELT),
has attracted a lot of attention in the field olhdaage pedagogy
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(Bergsteiner, Avery & Neumann, 2010; Decapua & \Wiigerst, 2005;
Kayes, 2005). Kayes (2005), for example, statetKb#’s model provided
one of the few comprehensive models among the otloeels in the field. It
is grounded on ELT (Kolb, 1984) and is developedhé&dp individuals
identify the way they learn from experience (Kolb Kolb, 2005).
According to Kolb and Kolb (2005), the inventorydsshort questionnaire
with 12 items that ask respondents to rank fourtesere endings that
correspond to the four learning modes. The fornfathe inventory is a
forced-choice format that ranks an individual'satele choice preferences
among the four modes of the learning cycle. MorecHgally, by
combining scores from AGE and AERO, the learning style type can be
determined. Although some studies have questiohed réliability and
validity of the inventory (see Bhatti & Bart, 2018)any others have just the
opposite view (e.g. Bergsteiner, Avery, & Neuma2010; Decapua &
Wintergerst, 2005; Kayes, 2005). In order to elatnpossible problems in
understanding the questionnaire due to the lintiedlish proficiency of the
students, the researchers translated the questieringp the participants’
mother tongue, Persian. Back translation was usetiéck its accuracy. To
ensure its reliability, the researchers, then,adest-retest with a sample of
35 students (r=.86).

3.2.2 PET listening test

The Cambridge ESOL PET is the second level of tBOIE which is at
Level Bl-pre-intermediate level of the Common Ewap Framework of
Reference (CEFR) for languages. PET deals withathity to cope with
everyday written and spoken communications. Theriag section consists
of four parts comprising a total of 25 items: (Bven multiple choice
guestions about corresponding pictures; (2) sixtiplal choice questions
about longer recording such as an interview; (8)gsip-fill items for longer
monologues, and (4) six true/false items for $tiiger monologues. The
reliability value reported by Cambridge English Eya 2010 for the
listening part of the PET was .77. A test-retegshwa sample of 30 students
indicated good reliability (r=.81). The test wasedsto determine the
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listening proficiency of the learners, hence acing\homogeneity among
participants.

3.2.3 TOEFL listening tests

The listening tests were chosen friwmngman Preparation Course for the
TOEFL Testby Phillips (2001). The listening section (30 i®nn the test
includes academic lectures and long conversatitest. takers were allowed
to take notes on any listening section throughbetentire test. The lecture
part comprised four lectures with five questionsr decture. The
conversation part included two conversations witve fquestions per
conversation. According to the Educational Test8®gvice report (2011),
the reliability value for the listening part of ti®©EFL is .85. To ensure its
reliability, the researchers administered the test30 students; the
Cronbach's Alpha obtained was .87.

3.2.4 Perception questionnaire

The questionnaire was adapted from Seigel (2018)a$ in the Likert scale
with five options: Strongly disagree, Somewhat giiea, Somewhat agree,
Strongly agree, and | don’t know (see Table 7).fdibll the requirements
of this study, the researchers modified some ofitésis. The original
guestionnaire had 12 items. Items 1, 2, 3, 4 amen@ained untouched. In
item 7, instead of “listening strategy trainingtask-based instruction” was
used. Item 8 was revised as “l will be able to lisiening strategies for
English lectures in language institutes or othedamic settings.” In item 9,
“listening to lectures in academic listening testgls employed. Items 5, 10
and 12 of the original questionnaire dealing withtelning materials,
entertainment and travelling, respectively were aeed, as they were not
the concern of this study. Finally, item 11 (noanit 8) became the last item.
To ensure its reliability, the researchers ranséretest with a sample of 32
students in a two-week interval. The test-retekabiity index was 0.81,
which showed the questionnaire was reliable.
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3.3 Design

This study deployed a time-series design to congierfsr the absence of a
control group. The independent variable was thelewéc TBLT, and the
experiential learning styles in four levels (i.elivergers, assimilators,
convergers & accommodators) served as the moderstdgable. The
dependent variable was the participants’ acadeistiening comprehension
assessed through TOEFL listening tests. The EFdesiis’ performance on
different pre-tests and post-tests was, then, cosdpaln addition,
performance of learners with different learninglesywas compared for
each test through a mixed-method ANOVA.

3.4 Procedure

At the outset of the study, the available 153 sttgléook the PET listening
test. Those students who got the requisite scd¥ed438) were given the
experiential learning style questionnaire. All the8 students received the
intervention. However, only 88 students in four rfeéag styles were
randomly selected. The duration of the study wad&@&—three sessions per
week. Prior to the treatment, three pretests (TOHE$tening tests) were
administered in a weekly time interval to providesights regarding the
current academic listening ability of the participg The participants
received the academic listening TBLT (Ellis, 20083)he last 30-40 minutes
of each session allotted to the listening subskiAt the end of the
treatment, they received two post-tests (TOEFLefistg tests): An
immediate and a delayed post-test after two wedKse perception
guestionnaire was also administered to them. Tle ware fed into SPSS,
version 20. The significance level was setpat0.05. A mixed-method
ANOVA was implemented on the data obtained from &Beparticipants'
performance on the TOEFL tests. The assumptionsafonixed-method
ANOVA were met, and post-hoc analysis was conducigidg pair-wise
comparisons, adjusting for multiple comparisons hwiBonferroni
corrections. A mixed-method ANOVA (also known aspéit-plot ANOVA)
combines two different types of one-way ANOVA irdoe study: Between
groups ANOVA to tailor such between group comparssoof four
experiential learning styles and withsabjects ANOVA to investigate the
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possible differences in the performance of theig@pents at five time
points. In addition, the obtained data from thesjoenaire were subjected
to descriptive analysis.

3.4.1 The task-based program
The researchers developed an extra-curricular &mghrogram with the
collaboration of the three schools involved in gtedy. They believed that
contrary to Skehan (2003) and Swan (2005) it wassipte to offer an
academic listening TBLT to low proficiency high sdh EFL students.
According to Ellis (2003), “academic listening taskl have the same
format. They consist of a lecture on academic ®pied taking notes” (p.
59). They meet all the requirements for a task:yTloeus on meaning to
achieve a certain outcome, that is, a set of nabes; require learners to
focus on their own resources to process input; luey engage a large
number of cognitive processes (Ellis, 2003). Tallerepresents a
specification of the academic listening task (ER2803).

Table 1. Academic listening task specification lase Ellis (2003)

Design Feature Specification

Goal The task enhances learners’ listening
comprehension and note- taking
abilities

Input Input consists of some mini lectures

Conditions The task is non- reciprocal and guided

Procedures The task requires students to utilize
different note- taking strategies such as
topicalizing

Outcome A set of notes

According to Field (2008), TBLT is implemented tapécitly help
learners use appropriate strategies while doingnlisg. Likewise, while the
study followed Ellis’s (2003) framework for taskdeaml instruction (see
Table 2), it tried to develop learners’ relatedelisng strategies in each
phase. The academic listening TBLT was as followghe pre-task phase
(about 5-7 minutes), the participants were infornaxbut the academic
listening task, its significance, and about theconote of the task (i.e., note-
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taking). A similar task was also provided. Accoglito Field (2008),
successful academic listening requires setting rpgse for listening and
explicitly pre-teaching language clues or signaldisten for. In the task
phase (about 25 minutes), the actual task was npeefb by the participants
in groups of three and four.

To provide more authentic materials to challengarers’ listening
comprehension abilities (Field, 2008), the teactteould ask learners of
academic listening to practice tasks that requivemt to work on the
language beyond their current level of knowledgent¢, some intermediate
level mini-lectures from TOEFL Listening texts byilps (2001) were
provided.

Table 2. A framework for designing task-based lesq&llis, 2003, p. 244)
Phase Examples of options
A. Pre-task Framing the activity (e. g. establishing the
outcome of the task)
Planning time
Doing a similar task

B. During task Time pressure
Number of participants

C. Post-task Learner report
Consciousness-raising
Repeat task

The listening texts were presented on an audio @pep. Before listening

to the lecture, to activate their schemata, thehia (the second author),
encouraged the students in each group to ask ¢éaehsome questions with
regard to the lecture. In each session the paatitipbecame acquainted
with a particular note-taking strategy and techaicquch as topicalizing,

schematizing, and hierarchy cuing (Ellis, 2003).

In topicalizing, the learners were trained how titeva word or phrase
as the presentation of the proposition in the lect@he participants, for
example, were required to write about the main psdmpns; they also
became acquainted with the abbreviating technigWdsle schematizing
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required drawing a diagram to represent the praposiin hierarchy cuing,
learners provided some labeling points as the maints, supporting points
and examples. They collaboratively prepared noted ahared and
compared their techniques in pairs, discussing whey had understood
from the lecture. The teacher provided some pasittedback after all pairs
had shared their performance. To enable the stsdenperform various
listening sub-skills and strategies throughoutrthistening comprehension
as Field (2008) put forward, the teacher chose sbstening sub-skills
(Brown, 2004) such as (1) the ability to guess riieanings of unfamiliar
words from the context; (2) listening for the gi&) making inferences; (4)
listening for key words; and (5) listening for détaAccording to Field
(2008), once listening is broken into a seriesepiasate sub-skills, strategies
should be selected to develop them in an acadéstening task, rather than
taught separately. Hence, note-taking strategiesh sas topicalizing,
schematizing, and hierarchy cuing, were selectédilar those sub-skills. In
the post-task phase (10 minutes), they reportadribées to the teacher, and
their performance was evaluated by both the stgdér@mselves and the
teacher.

4. Results
A mixed-method ANOVA was implemented on the datéaoied from the
participants’ performance on the TOEFL tests at fitme points.
Descriptive data for the performance of the pastiois on the TOEFL
listening tests at five points are presented inl@&bh As Tables 3 and 4
indicate, the 88 EFL learners' performance shovigrdficant differenceF
(4, 87) = 443.86p = .000, eta squared= .88, at the first time p(iegt 1),M
=14.30,SD=2.61, the second time point (testi)~= 14.46,SD= 2.52, the
third time point (test 3)M= 14.51,SD= 2.53, the fourth time point (test 4),
M = 17.78,SD = 2.48, and the fifth time point (test 3), = 17.87,SD =
2.31 It was also found that the differences in the meaese statistically
significant for the divergers; (4, 21) = 123.19p =.00Q eta squared=.74
for assimilators,F (4, 21) = 24.65,p =.000 eta squared=.69 for
convergers,F (4, 21) = 37.69,p= .000 eta squared=.74 and for
accommodatord; (4, 21) = 187.71p= .00Q, eta squared=.81
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Table 3. A within-group descriptive statistics tbe performance of
participants on five TOEFL listening tests

Testl Test 2 Test 3 Test 4 Test 5
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Total 1430 2.61 14.46 252 1451 253 17.78 2.48 17.8B6 2
Dive 14.02 297 14.13 2.86 1414 294 1795 186 17.6%2 1
Assim 1454 2.12 1468 281 14.81 198 17.77 2.73 176801
Conv 13.22 211 1345 2.18 1363 1.83 16.90 2.03 17.1362
Accom 1543 2.30 1558 221 1545 2.17 1850 2.06 19.0481

Note.Dive=divergers; Assim=assimilators; Conv=convergers
Accom=accommodators.

Table 4. Mean difference for the performance ofip@ants on five TOEFL
listening tests

Within Sum of df Mean = Sig. Eta Wilks' Lambda
group squares Square squared
Total 1830.76 4 547.69 443.86 .000 .88 .81
Diverger 517.40 4 129.35 123.19 .000 74 .62
Assimilator 490.78 4 122.67 24.65 .000 .69 .62
Converger 356.03 4 89.72 37.69 .000 74 A48
533.32 4 138.33 187.81 .000 .81 52

Accomodator

Bonferroni post-hoc tests results (Table 5) rewkade significant
difference within the total group between test &l &ast 4 MD= 3.47 ,p=
.000; between test 1 and testMD= 3.56 ,p= .000; between test 2 and test
4, MD= 3.31 ,p= .000; between test 2 and testMD= 3.40 ,p= .000;
between test 3 and test MD= 3.47 ,p=.000; and between tests 3 and 5,
MD= 3.36 ,p= .000. No significant difference was found betwebree
subsequent pre-tests. In addition, no significaiiterénce was found
between tests 4 and 5 (the posttedff)= .91,p=1.00. The results indicated
that the students’ performance on three pretests m@t significantly
different, and they could provide an appropriatdation of the learners’
initial academic listening proficiency level. Othemean difference
comparisons for different learning styles have &sen presented in Table
5-the significant differences have been demonsltrate
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Table 5. A post hoc analysis of differences in @eniance of participants on
TOEFL listening tests

Comparisons Mean difference SD Sig.
Total

test 1 vs. test 4 3.47F 13 .000
test 1 vs. test 5 3.56 12 .000
test 2 vs. test 4 331* A1 .000
test 2 vs. test 5 3.40* A2 .000
test 3 vs. test 4 3.27* A2 .000
test 3 vs. test 5 3.36* 13 .000
Divergers

test 1 vs. test 4 3.95 .20 .000
test 1 vs. test 5 3.63 .22 .000
test 2 vs. test 4 3.81* .19 .000
test 2 vs. test 5 3.50* A2 .000
test 3 vs. test 4 3.20* .18 .000
Assimilators

test 1 vs. test 4 3.2 .24 .000
test 1 vs. test 5 3.13* .21 .000
test 2 vs. test 4 3.09 * .19 .000
test 2 vs. test 5 3.00 * A7 .000
test 3 vs. test 4 297 * .22 .000
test 3 vs. test 5 2.86 * .19 .000
Convergers

test 1 vs. test 4 3.68 .23 .000
test 1 vs. test 5 3.90* .22 .000
test 2 vs. test 4 3.45* .23 .000
test 2 vs. test 5 3.68* .25 .000
test 3 vs. test 4 3.27* .24 .000
test 3 vs. test 5 3.50* .24 .000
Accommodators

test 1 vs. test 4 3.04 .32 .000
test 1 vs. test 5 3.59% .35 .000
test 2 vs. test 4 2.90* 27 .000
test 2 vs. test 5 3.45* .30 .000
test 3 vs. test 4 3.05* .26 .000
test 3 vs. test 5 3.59* 35 .000

*Difference is significant at the 0.05 level (2+l).
A betweengroup comparison of learners with four experiedgarning
styles (Table 6) also confirmed that the learneith wlifferent learning
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styles performed similarlyPe .05) both on the TOEFL listening pre-tests
(i.e., tests 1, 2 & 3) and on the post-tests (iests 4 & 5), withwilks’
Lambda= .91, F (3, 21)= 4.63, p= .Z2r the test 4, for example.

Table 6. A between-group comparison of performarideur experiential
groups on TOEFL listening tests

sumof 4 Mean Sig.  Wilks' Lambda
squares square

Between

groups

Testl 67312 (3,2) 18445 483 .13 53

Test2? ~ 59816 (3,21 19574 514 24 67

Test3 42519 (3,21 14211 394 78 38

Test4 ~ 29413 (3,21 8565 463 22 91

Tests 62313 (3,21 9825 38 .71 .64

Finally, Table 7 presents a descriptive analysighef perception
guestionnaire. It displays information regardinge threquency and
percentages of the choices made by students aquéstionnaire. The result
also showed that the overall mean score of thendéesr perception of the
academic listening was 3.38[= .96). In sum, seemingly these results
revealed that the participants had a positiveuaittowards the academic
listening TBLT.

Table 7. Frequency and percentage (in bracketudents’ responses to
each item in the perception questionnaire
Frequency and Percentage

Item

Strongly Somewhat Idon't Somewh Strongly
disagree disagree know atagree  agree

1. I like listening to
Engish 3(34) 10(114) 6(6.8) 22(25) 47 (53)

2. | feel confident
when listening 3(3.9) 8 (9.1) 4(45) 35(39.8) 38(43.2)

3. | like to practice
listening outside of 0 8(9.1) 9(10.2) 25(28.4) 46 (52.2)

class
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Frequency and Percentage
Iltem

Strongly Somewhat [don't Somewh Strongly
disagree disagree know at agree  agree

4. My listening ability

improved as the result 4 (4.5) 20 (22.7)
of teacher’s

explanation

10

(114) 26(295) 28(3L8)

5. My listening ability
improved with the
listening activities

0 1(1.1) 3(34) 25(28.4) 59 (67)

6. The instruction

helped me to improve 0 3(3.4) 5(.7) 28(31.8) 52(59.1)
English listening

ability

7. 1 will use listening

strategies in my future

English lectures in 0 2 (2.3) 5(.7) 36(40.9) 45(51.1)
language institutes or

other academic

settings

8. | will use listening
strategies in future
academic tests

1(1.1) 4 (4.5) 1(1.1) 26(29.5) 56 (63.6)

5. Discussion

This study was carried out to probe into the efficaf an academic
listening TBLT and to see whether lower proficien€ffL learners with

different experiential learning styles could benéifferentially from such

instruction. The findings revealed that such tagkdd instruction
significantly affected pre-intermediate EFL leasiemperformance on
academic listening tasks, supporting Duran and R&i2906), Leaver and
Willis (2004), as well as Willis and Willis (200Who reported a successful
implementation of TBLT with learners at lower levebf language
proficiency. The finding, however, disconfirmed 8ke's (2003) and
Swan's (2005) views that TBLT should not be usedth wower-level

learners.
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The study also corroborates findings obtained byrella(2007),
Carrell, et al. (2002), Kiewra (1985) as well asgh by Killikaya and
Kokal-Kardas (2009) who found that listening stgae such as note-taking
were beneficial to listening comprehension, thissainfirming the findings
of Dunkel et al. (1989) who found no significanfeet for such strategies on
listening comprehension. Moreover, this study did support the idea that
TBLT is much more congruent with the diverging aadcommodating
learning styles as defined by Kolb (1984) and mtedi by the authors,
hence supporting that learners with different eigueial learning styles
could equally make use of such instruction as Samardi Bygate (2008)
and Norris (2009) put forward.

The results also indicated that learners had pespierceptions of the
TBLT framework. Many students reported that thestening abilities
considerably improved as a result of the instructas a whole. They
acknowledged that they would make use of suchegfied in their EFL
academic settings and tests: A sort of transforrkimgvledge as postulated
by Kolb (1984), thus, providing further evidence fdunan’s (2004) claim
that TBLT can provide an appropriate framework fmperationalizing
experiential learning. This positive attitude midig explained in terms of
the close relationship between such task-basedruat&tin and the
development of skills and sub-skills required tof@en high stake tests,
which might reflect a more direct relationship beém exams and task-
based teaching (Carless, 2007).

The effectiveness of an academic listening TBLT barexplained in
terms of both the “interactionist—cognitive” andotsocultural theories of
learning” (Ellis, 2012, p. 238). From an interaoigi-cognitive perspective,
acquisition is a mental phenomenon resulting frdme tnput and the
activation of “cognitive mechanisms responsibledtiention, rehearsal and
restructuring of existing knowledge systems” (p8R3n fact, when learners
are exposed to academic listening tasks such as-taking, their
comprehension of lectures is enhanced in two wills(2003). Based on
the encoding hypothesisote-taking “serves as a way of organizing lecture
content while listening and thus of enhancing cahpnsion” (Ellis, 2003,
p. 61). It also triggers learners' noticing mechars, hence the cognitive
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processes such as coding, synthesizing, and tramsip information are
facilitated (Dunkel, 1988). According to the “extal storage hypothesis”
(Ellis, 2003, p. 61)taking notes gives rise to a “record of the contefrd
lecture” which can be later referred to and coneatly enhance “long term
retention and ease of recall" (p. 62).

From a sociocultural perspective, learning occtweugh mediation
offered by social interaction. The collaborativetuna of the task-based
approach and the interaction afforded by the acaddistening TBLT
through pair work, as well as the feedback learnecgive during the task
cycle can help learners to move from what Vygotglsy/cited in Ellis, 2012)
called the intermental plane (other- regulationth intramental plane (self-
regulation). It is evident that these listeningktasan provide learners with
rich exposure, so they can be used effectively W#binners to cater for the
silent period characterizing the early stages afuaition (Ellis, 2003).
Another possible explanation for such effectivenessl be the
meaningfulness, purposefulness, communicativeneaghenticity and
learner-centeredness of the TBLT, as put forwaré&lbg (2003).

The strategic view toward L2 listening can alscegis some indication
on the efficacy of such task-based instructionFie$d (2008) postulated.
According to him, listening practice in the redéliask required learners to
extract meaning from utterances which were beydwir tcurrent level of
knowledge. Accordingly, a demand for a type ofelishg methodology
different from the traditional listening lessonshighly felt. The academic
listening TBLT seems to have catered for such k keathis view, listening
is broken into separate sub-skills, and strategiesframed in a task rather
than taught separately (Field, 2008). Such indtroctalls for both top-
down processing and bottom-up processing. Moredkierfindings provide
further evidence for the teachability of strategiesl the effectiveness of
such strategy training, as pointed by Ellis (20d4:2) Field (2008).

The findings of this study also indicated that TR T approach to L2
listening instruction was effective for all learaeegardless of their different
experiential learning styles. This can be accoufedhrough the fact that
TBLT makes use of various activities calling foffelient types of styles. Its
problem-solving, decision-making and technical rasuits the convergers;
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it requires learners to generate new ideas (braimstg) and receive

personal feedback, hence of great appeal to trerghvs; assimilators can
also enjoy the lectures and organizing a rangenfofrmation this type of

instruction demands; and accommodators can benefit the complexity

and the originality of the academic listening exgere, adapting to a new
type of instruction as well as setting goals.

Last, but not certainly least, performance of theLHearners on
TOEFL test for both pretestd8/& 14.42,SD= 1.09) and the posttestdl£
17.82, SD= 0.63), out of the possible total score 30 rewkapoor
performance of the pre-intermediate EFL studenttheracademic listening
tests. This supports the idea that for EFL learrmstening is a great
challenge (Seigle, 2013) and much more should be dothis regard.

6. Conclusion

Considering the fact that in the majority of acadehstening contexts, the
participants can make use of different listeningategies such as note-
taking, and a myriad of the studies reviewed hawaved the efficiency of
such strategies, this study might have its pedagbgnplications especially
in the EFL contexts like Iran. It can highlight theportance of alternative
approaches such as TBLT for academic listeninglsth revealed that it will
be possible to improve low proficiency EFL studémtsademic listening
skills provided that appropriate instruction islinéid. Furthermore, the
findings provide further evidence that academitehigng is one of the
difficult skills to be acquired by EFL learners,damuch more time and
effort should be invested on this skill. In mosses, EFL students are not
well acquainted with the academic listening strig®guch as note-taking,
and consequently, they lose confidence and motinativhich in turn
directly impacts their academic performance. Acowly, a strategic
investment in this regard can be indispensable.

As Field (2008) put forward, EFL teachers shouldierstand that if
EFL learners are to become effective listeners,em@mphasis must be
placed on purposeful and systematic L2 listenirggrirction that explicitly
teaches skills and strategies to promote effedistening behaviors. TBLT
can be invaluable in this regard. It can engagené&a in the listening
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process by providing them with a specific task tiaarly demonstrates the
outcome of learning, and can also develop studemistal thinking and
self-evaluation skills.

Moreover, EFL teachers and teacher educators c&e mse of such
experiential learning models to provide opport@stifor students to
participate in a learning experience. Kolb’s (19&XKperiential learning
theory seems to have a lot to offer within EFL ettiomal settings.
However, although Ddrnyei (2005) postulated différéearning styles
should be considered in any classroom instructioon,much emphasis on
initial abilities and states of the learners anddi@acterizing them as types”
(Ellis, 2012, p. 333) would be counterproductive.

Although the study demonstrated the effectivendéssuoh task-based
instruction for lower proficiency level studentsan EFL context, it had its
own limitations. For practical reasons, the redsens were obliged to
include only male participants; they had no contn@up, and the duration
of the instruction was short. These would certapige some threats to the
generalizability of the findings. Moreover, the wadt implementation of
listening strategies such as note-taking strategi@gure academic contexts
cannot be solely inferred from the learners’ petiogg, rather some in-
depth research should be initiated to cater far tha

Further research can target the actual implementawf the
experiential learning in English teaching methodgldResearch can also be
executed on other academic skills and learningstid shed more light on
the legitimacy of TBLT. Besides, as Butler (201ightfully put forward, to
come to a better understanding of the psycholitiguand sociolinguistic
effectiveness of TBLT, especially in EFL contextsore diverse research
approaches are needed. Finally, a word of causiomevitable here. As Ellis
(2012) cautioned us, we have to be a bit conservatbout the applicability
and effectiveness of such instruction unless taacheceive appropriate
training in implementing TBLT. Moreover, as Shean ¢ited in Ellis, 2012)
argued it may be dangerous to advocate new methocts as TBLT on
solely theoretical foundations, rather long-terrmparative method studies
can provide us valuable insights in this regard.
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Appendix

A mini lecture sample (The audio can be downloddmah

http://www.english-test.net/toefl/listening/lectaristml

Narrator:

Now answer the following questions. You may userymies to help you.

1). What aspect of USA Today does the professonimndiscuss?

(A) how it changed the newspaper industry
(B) why its circulation has kept growing

(C) the type of people who read the paper
(D) how the paper gets late sports scores

Narrator:

Listen again to part of the passage and answdollogving question.

2). What can be inferred about the professor whesdys this: "Some of
you might recognize it as the topic of this weekading assignment."?
(A) He knows that all the students are familiarhithie subject.

(B) He is angry at the students because he thivdgsdre lazy.
(C) He thinks many students have not yet read $egyament.
(D) He doesn't think that any students have read$#signment.

3). Why does the professor mention McDonald's?

(A) to compare the quality of its food with the ¢ityaof USA Today's
stories

(B) to compare the design of its restaurants witghlbok of USA Today's
pages

(C) to compare the great success of McDonald's thighsuccess of USA
Today

(D) to compare the early years of McDonald's witke early years of
USA Today

4). What is a key feature of USA Today mentionethalecture?

(A) lots of international news

(B) color photos and graphics

(C) stories about crime and killing

(D) stories that jump from page one

5). Why does the professor imply when he says tfisey replaced quote
unquote serious news with feature stories."?
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(A) that USA Today does not know what serious nesws
(B) that other papers shouldn't have copied USAayjod
(C) that people have different definitions of sesmews
(D) that USA Today changed the style of other psper

6). What can be inferred about circulation?
(A) It measures the number of people who buy essiel of the paper.
(B) It measures the number of people who read sacle of the paper.
(C) It measures how many people buy and read sadike iof the paper.
(D) It measures neither how many people buy nod esch issue of the

paper.



