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Abstract
This study responds to the Test of English as a Foreign Language™ (TOEFL®) research agenda
concerning the need to understand the processes and knowledge that test-takers utilize.
Specifically, it investigates the strategic behaviors test-takers reported using when taking the
Speaking section of the TOEFL iBT™ (SSTiBT). It also investigates how the reported strategic
behaviors differed across integrated and independent tasks in the SSTiBT, as well as the
relationship between test-takers’ reported strategic behaviors and their performance on the tasks
as determined by their test scores. The participating students were 14 graduate and 16
undergraduate engineering students whose first language was Chinese.

The results indicate that test-takers reported using 49 separate strategies when completing
the SSTiBT tasks. Of the five strategy categories, the metacognitive, communication, and cognitive
strategies were proportionally the most frequently reported. The interrelationships among these
three categories were negative. Undergraduates reported using significantly more communication
strategies, whereas graduates reported using significantly more cognitive and affective strategies.
No statistically significant differences were found in reported strategy use across proficiency levels.
The integrated tasks were more alike with respect to reported strategy use than were the
independent and integrated tasks. Furthermore, the integrated tasks elicited a wider variety of
reported strategy use than the independent tasks. Overall, we found no relationship between the
total number of reported strategic behaviors and total test score on the SSTiBT.

We conclude that strategy use is integral to performing SSTiBT tasks and should
therefore be considered as part of the construct of communicative performance. However, the
relationship between strategy use and test performance is varied and is due to complex

interactions among test-taker characteristics, tasks, and contexts.

Key words: Academic speaking, second-language speaking, strategic behaviors, speaking tasks,

speaking tests, TOEFL iBT



The Test of English as a Foreign Language™ (TOEFL") was developed in 1963 by the National
Council on the Testing of English as a Foreign Language. The Council was formed through the
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proficiency of nonnative speakers of the language applying for admission to institutions in the United
States. In 1965, Educational Testing Service (ETS) and the College Board® assumed
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(GRE®™) Board. The membership of the College Board is composed of schools, colleges, school
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Introduction

The present study investigated test-takers’ reported strategic behaviors when taking the new
Test of English as a Foreign Language™ (TOEFL®) speaking test, the Speaking section of the
TOEFL iBT™ (SSTiBT). Second-language acquisition (SLA) research on learner strategies has
demonstrated that learners’ strategy use is associated with second-language acquisition and
performance (see Oxford, 2001; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). However, from the language testing
(LT) perspective, test-takers’ strategic behaviors have not been given sufficient attention
(Bachman, 1990, 2002; Kunnan, 1995; Purpura, 1998), even though they have been included in the
language-ability models and communicative-competence models proposed by theorists in the field.

This project responds to the TOEFL research agenda concerning the need to understand
the processes and knowledge test-takers utilize, by examining their reported strategy use. The
project also responds to the acknowledgment in the LT field that researchers need to consider the
strategies test-takers use when participating in second-language testing, in order to demonstrate
that inferences about the academic speaking ability based on test-takers’ performance are valid.
This consideration is needed in order to address concerns about the construct validity of language
tests (e.g., Bachman, 1990; Cohen, 1994, 1998, 2007; Kunnan, 1998), particularly if strategic
competence is part of the construct definition (Fulcher, 2003). As Rosenfeld, Oltman, and
Sheppard (2004) noted, as long as “the development of a new TOEFL continues, there will be a
continuing need for test validation” (p. 1).

Research in the area of variation in tasks and contexts, as well as their effects on language
use, has supported the hypothesis that both test performance (Bachman & Cohen, 1998) and
strategy use (Poulisse, 1990) differ across tasks and across different proficiency levels (Purpura,
1999; Yoshida-Morise, 1998). As Cohen and Olshtain (1993) pointed out, “[N]ot all speaking
tasks are created equal . . . there are tasks which make far greater demands on learners than do
others” (p. 50). Butler, Eignor, Jones, McNamara, and Suomi (2000) also recognized how task
characteristics and performance factors can influence test-takers’ output on speaking tasks.

In addition to examining test-takers’ reported strategic behaviors, we investigated how
the reported strategic behaviors vary across three SSTiBT task groups and six individual SSTiBT
speaking tasks,' and the relationship between respondents’ reported strategic behaviors and their

performance on the SSTiBT as indicated by their test scores.



Background
This section includes five parts. We begin by defining strategic behaviors and then
discuss the meaning of the construct of strategic competence as found within models of
communicative competence, followed by an overview of strategy taxonomies. We then present

research on learner strategies within SLA. Finally, we introduce the present study.

Defining Strategic Behaviors

There is still much debate regarding how to define learner strategies, and different
terminology is used within the field of SLA (Cohen, 1998; Ellis, 1994; Huang, 2004; Purpura,
1999). LT research focuses mainly on the test-taking strategies learners use to perform the task
and deal with their communication needs during the test-taking process, rather than the strategies
individuals employ when learning to communicate. We are aware of the lack of consensus about
how processes and strategies are differentiated. In our view, strategy use is closely linked to
cognitive processes® because strategies are the deliberate thoughts and behaviors used to manage
or carry out cognitive processes with the goal of successful test performance. Based on this
conceptualization, we examine strategic behaviors as those behaviors test-takers use to regulate
their cognitive processes during a test or the behaviors they use to reflect on those cognitive
processes.

For this study, strategic behaviors refers to the conscious thoughts and actions test-takers
report using to acquire or manipulate information, such as attending, predicting, translating,
planning, monitoring, linking, and inferencing (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990;
Phakiti, 2003); they are directly related to the test-taking process. Operationally, these strategic
behaviors are the reported actions and thought processes used by test-takers. In principle, these
strategies are defined as the conscious, goal-oriented thoughts and behaviors test-takers use to

regulate cognitive processes, with the goal of improving their language use or test performance.

Strategic Competence as Part of the Speaking Construct

Language-testing researchers have become increasingly concerned about the various
sources of variability that might influence performance on language tests, including the role
strategic behaviors might play (Bachman, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996; McNamara, 1996;
Purpura, 1999). The strategic component “plays . . . a central role in the processing of

communication” (Douglas, 1997, p. 6) and mediates between the context and its interpretation by



test-takers (Douglas, 2000). Even though researchers and theorists view the second-language
construct as multidimensional (e.g., Chamot, Kbpper, & Impink-Hernandez, 1988; Purpura, 1998;
Wesche, 1987), as Kunnan (1998) and Douglas (2000) pointed out, we have yet to identify and
support evidentially the specific components underlying this multidimensional construct and how
the dimensions interact in language use. Among these components are the strategies test-takers
use.

Speakers’ ability to use communication strategies to deal with communication
breakdowns has been referred to as their strategic competence, which is a component of Canale
and Swain’s (1980) theoretical framework of communicative competence. Canale (1983) later
expanded this component to include both compensatory and enhancement strategies. Bachman
(1990) further broadened the model to include components of assessment, planning, and
execution; this broadening is consistent with Widdowson’s (1983) communicative capacity.
Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) conception of strategic competence includes “a set of
metacognitive components or strategies,” such as goal setting, assessment, and planning (p. 70).
Douglas (1997) discussed the importance of the strategic component and includes three types of
processes (Chapelle & Douglas, 1993) in the model of speaking in academic contexts:
metacognitive strategies, language strategies, and fundamental cognitive strategies (see Chapelle
& Douglas, 1993; Douglas 1997). In their COE (Committee of Examiners) model of
communicative language proficiency in academic contexts, Chapelle, Grabe, and Berns (1997)
termed strategic competence the procedural competence for enhancing communication or
compensating for communication problems. Adapting Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) model,
Fulcher’s (2003) most recently refined framework for describing the speaking construct includes
strategic capacity, which features both achievement strategies and avoidance strategies.

In language testing, models of language have been a frequent focus of attention over the
lifetime of the Language Testing Research Colloquium (Hamp-Lyons & Lynch, 1998). For the
past two decades, much systematic research has examined the construct validation of the concept
of communicative competence in second language education (e.g., Bachman & Palmer, 1996;
Harley, Allen, Cummins, & Swain, 1990; Jamieson, Jones, Kirsch, Mosenthal, & Taylor, 2000;
Palmer, Groot, & Trosper, 1981) and in language testing (e.g., Milanovic, Saville, Pollitt, &
Cook, 1996; Swain, 1985; Wesche, 1981). Whether it is considered within Canale and Swain’s

(1980) communicative competence framework, Bachman’s (1990) and Bachman and Palmer’s



(1996) communicative language ability model, or the social-cognitive construct representation
(see Chalhoub-Deville, 2003), strategic competence remains critical and has been recognized as
interacting with other components of communicative competence.

While acknowledging that no single accepted representation of competence exists, and
that the specific nature of the components remains debatable, strategic competence remains
absent from the operational assessment framework in the scoring rubric for the SSTiBT tasks.
Although there is growing recognition that these strategies and the interaction among strategies
and tasks may affect performance, and that test-takers’ strategy use can provide insights
concerning test validity, research has been lacking with regard to the precise nature of strategic
competence as applied to LT contexts.

As Swain (2001) stated, “Whoever is doing the task is engaging in construct-relevant
processes while doing so” (p. 298). The field requires more empirical evidence about the actual
strategies test-takers employ, in order to substantiate claims about the validity of inferences
based on second language (L2) speaking test scores, and this evidence, as Fulcher (2003)
explained, “has been one of the most difficult aspects of validity to study” (p. 195). Douglas
(2000) stated that validation is “a dynamic process in which many different types of evidence are
gathered and presented” and through which we can begin to obtain a better understanding of
what a particular test is actually testing (p. 258). Examining strategy use is integral to gaining
insights relevant to the construct. Chalhoub-Deville (2001) also called for language researchers
and test constructors to “expand their test specifications to include the knowledge and skills that
underlie the language construct” (p. 225). The effort to understand test-takers’ strategic
behaviors when they respond to assessment tasks is an important source of construct-validity
evidence (e.g., Bachman, 2002; Chalhoub-Deville, 2001; McNamara, 1996), and the subject

warrants in-depth investigation.

Strategy Taxonomies

In the early days of communication strategies research, communication strategies
generally were regarded as strategies that individuals employed to deal with their communication
needs while producing the target language, rather than during the course of learning to
communicate in general. Feerch and Kasper (1980) placed communication strategies in a
processing model of speech production and defined them as “potentially conscious plans for

solving what to an individual presents itself as a problem in a search for a particular
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communicative goal” (p. 81). While there are many varied taxonomies and theoretical
approaches to communication strategies, there are also some overlaps among the strategy groups
within each system, as well as among various systems. Several taxonomies already exist and are
widely utilized for research and teaching purposes.

In the study of communication strategies, the development of the strategic component in
the various frameworks of communicative-language skills led to numerous studies on the use of
communication strategies in communicative tasks or situations (e.g., Ferch & Kasper, 1980,
1983; Paribakht, 1985; Poulisse, 1987, 1990; Yoshida-Morise, 1998). Previous studies have
revealed that numerous factors may affect the use of communication strategies. These factors
include, but are not limited to, test/task differences in terms of proficiency level, language
background, and instructional experiences.

The empirical basis of taxonomies is self-report data (interviews, questionnaires, and
verbal protocols). Thus, taxonomies rely on participants’ reported use of strategies rather than
observations of learner/test-taker behavior. In terms of accuracy of reporting, think-aloud and
stimulated recall are more focused and specific than are interview or questionnaire data with
respect to a specific event. We are aware of the criticisms concerning the methodology used to
elicit, measure, and classify strategies (e.g., LoCastro, 1994; Selinger, 1983; Skehan, 1991) but
consider stimulated recalls as one of the best available means to achieve our goal of gaining
greater understanding of the strategic behaviors test-takers use during a speaking test, while

minimizing possible effects on speaking performance.

Research on Learner Strategies in Second-Language Acquisition

In the 1970s, much research was conducted on learner strategies and the relation between
strategy use and second language performance. Much of this earlier work was devoted to
descriptive studies that identified learner strategy type, variety, and frequency (e.g., Naiman,
Frohlich, Stern, & Todesco, 1978; Rubin, 1975). The generation of learner strategy lists has led
to different ways of organizing and classifying learner strategies into frameworks and to
differing opinions about how learner strategies should be categorized (e.g., Cohen, 2002;
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990).

Since the 1980s, the focus has shifted from a product to a process orientation. This shift
in focus has generated much interest in the study of strategy use in language acquisition (e.g.,

Cohen, 1984; Cohen & Aphek, 1981; Homburg & Spaan, 1981; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990;



Wenden & Rubin, 1987). During the past decade or so, SLA researchers (e.g., O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990, 1996) have been developing an empirically based framework for
analyzing learning strategies. Research on language-learning strategies has established the role
learner strategies play in making language learning more efficient and successful (e.g., Chamot,
1993; Cohen, 1998; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990; Rubin, 1975, 1987; Wenden &
Rubin, 1987). Studies also have shown a positive association between proficiency level and the
use of certain types of strategies, especially metacognitive (e.g., Bialystok, 1981; Flaitz &
Feyten, 1996; Huang, 2004; Purpura, 1999), cognitive (e.g., Oxford & Ehrman, 1995), and
compensation strategies (e.g., Dreyer & Oxford, 1996).

In the area of speaking, several studies have addressed how strategies can help learners
develop their oral communication ability (e.g., Cohen & Olshtain, 1993; Cohen, Weaver, & Li,
1996; Dadour, 1995; Huang, 2004, Nunan, 1996; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990).
Much research has demonstrated the positive effects of strategy instruction on proficiency in
speaking (e.g., Dadour & Robbins, 1996; Dornyei, 1995; Feyten, Flaitz, & LaRocca, 1999;
Nunan, 1996; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). Oxford and Ehrman’s (1995) study
also established a significant positive correlation between cognitive strategy use and speaking
proficiency. Although some studies have concluded that learners with more proficiency use a
greater variety and number of strategies (Anderson, 2005; Bruen, 2001; Green & Oxford, 1995;
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995; Wharton, 2000), the relationship
between reported strategy use and performance is not clear-cut. While some researchers (e.g.,
Politzer & McGroarty, 1985) have found that some individual strategies correlate with language
performance, they have found few statistically significant correlations between overall strategy

use and language performance.

Research on Test-Taker Strategies in Language Testing

Similar to the findings from SLA, in the context of testing, the relationship between
reported strategy use and proficiency and/or test performance is equally unclear. In Phakiti’s
(2003) study, test-takers’ reported strategy use had a positive albeit weak relationship with
performance on a reading test. In the context of a reading and limited-production writing test,
Purpura (1998) found that high- and low-proficiency test-takers may use similar strategies but
may perform differentially when using the same strategies. Song (2005) concluded that while the

use of some strategies may enhance test performance, the use of others may have a negative



impact on test performance; the use of still others may have no effect. In one of the few studies
investigating strategic behaviors in a speaking test, Yoshida-Morise (1998) found that higher-
proficiency test-takers used fewer communication strategies than did the lower-proficiency test-
takers, who tended to use the strategies to compensate for their more limited speaking skills.

To the best of our knowledge, no research has examined the interaction among language
proficiency level, reported strategic behaviors, and test performance in L2 speaking tests. The
present study helps to fill this gap by providing empirical information concerning the

relationships among these variables.

Present Study and Research Questions

Instead of focusing on only metacognitive and cognitive strategies, as the few strategy-
use studies in the LT field have tended to do (e.g., Phakiti, 2003; Purpura, 1997, 1998; Song,
2005), we examine all speaking strategies® used during the communicative event (i.e., for the
purpose of performing the six speaking tasks). The analysis uses a strategy-classification scheme
based on Fulcher’s (2003) summary of strategies for speaking in testing, the taxonomies and
frameworks proposed by O’Malley and Chamot (1990) and Oxford (1990), and the work by
Kesper and Kellerman (1997), Paribakht (1985), Pressley and Afflerbach (1995), Purpura
(1998), Yoshida-Morise (1998), and Yule and Tarone (1997). A synthesis of these strategies
drawn from both the SLA and the LT fields was used as a starting point for this research (see
Appendix A).

This study investigates the following four research questions:

1. Reported Strategic Behaviors
When test-takers perform the SSTiBT, what strategic behaviors do they report using?

2. Reported Strategic Behaviors by Test-Taker Study and Proficiency Levels
When test-takers perform the SSTiBT, are there differences in reported strategic
behaviors, depending on their study level (graduate vs. undergraduate) and

proficiency level (intermediate vs. advanced)?

3. Reported Strategic Behaviors by Task Groups
When test-takers perform the SSTiBT, are there differences in reported strategic

behaviors across task groups (A, B, and C)?*



4. Reported Strategic Behaviors and Test Performance
When test-takers perform the SSTiBT, is there a relationship between their reported

strategic behaviors and their test scores?

Method
Participants
The main study involved four groups of international students in Canada. As Figure 1
shows, Groups A and B included graduate students with advanced and intermediate levels of
English-language proficiency, respectively, and Groups C and D consisted of undergraduate
students with advanced and intermediate levels, respectively. This initial grouping of students in
terms of English-language proficiency was based on a language-proficiency test administered at the

beginning of the study (details about the test follow). Figure 1 shows the study’s overall design.

Graduate Level Undergraduate Level
Group A Group B Group C Group D
(Advanced Level) {Intermediate Level) (Advanced Level) (Intermediate Level)
(n=4) (n=10) n=9) n=7)

L J 4 L J Y
+ Pre-test language + Pre-test language Pre-test language Pre-test language

proficiency proficiency proficiency proficiency
assessment assessment assessment assessment
+ Background + Background + Background + Background
Questionnaire Questionnaire (Guestionnaire Questionnaire
+ Familiarization test + Familiarization test « Familiarization test + Familiarization test
« Stimulated recall + Stimulated recall « Stimulated recall + Stimulated recall
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Figure 1. Research design.

Thirty individuals (14 graduate students and 16 undergraduate engineering students whose
first language was Chinese) volunteered to participate in the main study. As Table 1 shows, the
participants varied in terms of age (from 19 to 36 years), gender (19 males and 11 females),
average length of stay in English-speaking countries, and English proficiency level (17
intermediate and 13 advanced). Table 2 reports descriptive statistics for test scores across

participant groups and tasks. (Appendix B reports further analyses of the test scores in the present



study.) Note that the scores included in the tables that report test scores were obtained by the
participants when they took the research version of the SSTiBT; that is, they are the test scores
obtained when the strategy data were collected. In other words, we did not use the pretest scores
collected to categorize our data, but rather the scores obtained by the participants when they took

the research version of the SSTiBT.

Table 1
Participants’ Background
Undergraduate Graduate
(n=16) (n=14)
Age range in years 19-22 25-36
Average length of stay in English-speaking countries 4.8 years 2.3 years
Gender Female 6 5
Male 10 9
English-proficiency Intermediate 7 10
level Advanced 9 4
Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Test Scores by Student Study and Proficiency Level
Study level Proficiency level N M* SD Min Max
Undergraduate Intermediate 7 2.60 .30 2.17 2.92
Advanced 9 3.41 29 3.00 3.75
Total 16 3.05 .50 2.17 3.75
Graduate Intermediate 10 2.18 49 1.33 2.92
Advanced 4 3.02 .04 3.00 3.08
Total 14 242 .56 1.33 3.08
Total Intermediate 17 2.35 46 1.33 2.92
Advanced 13 3.29 .30 3.00 3.75
Total 30 2.76 .61 1.33 3.75

* The test scores were averaged across six tasks. (For the SSTiBT, ETS sums the scores across

tasks and then converts the total to a 0-30 point scale.)



We realize that it is important to collect data from members of different language groups.
However, in order to (a) minimize learner variability, (b) enhance the strength of the conclusions
that may be drawn with the resources available to us, and (c) deal with the issue of the
representative nature of the respondents, we focused on participants from the same discipline
(engineering) and whose first language is Chinese.” Our decision was based on the following
considerations: (a) historically, Chinese-speaking international students have comprised the
largest group of international students enrolled in the undergraduate and graduate programs from
which the participants were drawn, (b) based on the TOEFL assessments’ most recently
published data summary, one of the largest groups of examinees has Chinese as its first
language, and (c) since the second author, Huang, is proficient in Chinese and the two research
assistants’ first language is Chinese, we were able to elicit as much information as possible from
the participants by allowing them to use their first language during the stimulated recall process

and interviews.

Instruments

Language proficiency pretest. Two trained examiners assessed the oral proficiency of all
participants in order to arrange the participants into intermediate and advanced groups, using the
instrument in Appendix C. The same examiners independently rated the speech samples from
Pilot Study 2 (see Data Collection, which follows) according to the scoring rubrics for the
Speaking section of the TOEFL iBT(ETS, 2004) assessment established by the ETS. Next, the
scores were checked for agreement between raters. Any disagreements were discussed until a
100% level of consistency was achieved. In the main study, the two raters independently scored
the entire speech data set, and there were only three instances in which the scores showed a 0.5
range of difference. In the first case, one rater assigned a score of 2.5, and the other rated the
proficiency level as being within the range of 2.0 and 2.5. In the second case, one assigned a
score of 4, while the other gave 3.5. In the third case, the ratings were 2.0 and between 2.0 and
2.5. In those three cases, the test-takers’ responses to the questions were discussed in order to
establish agreement. The minor disagreements in these three cases did not affect the participant
groupings because the advanced group members were those with scores of 3.0 and above, and
the intermediate group members had scores from 2.0 to 2.5. Note that the test scores in Table 2
and Appendix B are from the research version of the SSTiBT and not from this language-

proficiency pretest.
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Background questionnaire. A questionnaire (Huang, 2004; see Appendix D) was
distributed to all participants to collect information about their backgrounds and histories (e.g.,
gender, age, knowledge of other languages, educational experience, length of stay in English-
speaking countries, oral test-taking experience).

The Speaking Section of the TOEFL iBT (SSTiBT). The SSTiBT is a speaking assessment
tool that was developed to measure test-takers’ oral communication skills in relation to their
readiness for studies in colleges and universities in English-speaking countries. The test was
delivered over the Internet and consisted of six speaking tasks classified into three groups in
terms of the language skills they required. Table 3 lists the six tasks, their task groups, and the
language skills each task required. The independent speaking tasks, Tasks 1 and 2 (Task Group
A) required test-takers to respond to a question that elicited their thoughts or opinions on familiar
topics that arose from their personal experience or background. Tasks 3 and 4 (Task Group B)
integrated reading, listening, and speaking. These tasks included a short reading passage and a
short talk and required test-takers to combine information from both the reading and listening
material in their responses. Tasks 5 and 6 (Task Group C) integrated listening and speaking skills
by having test-takers respond to listening material including a conversation or short lecture.

Questions in Task Group C required test-takers to summarize key ideas from what they heard.

Table 3
Speaking Section of the TOEFL iBT (SSTiBT) Tasks and Language Skills Required
Task TPT TRT
group Task Language skills required Topic (in (in
seconds) seconds)
A 1 Speaking Familiar topic 15 45
2 Speaking Familiar topic 15 45
B Speaking, Listening, & Campus-life situations 30 60
Reading
4 Speaking, Listening, & Academic course 30 60
Reading content
C Speaking & Listening Campus-life situations 20 60
Speaking & Listening Academic course 20 60

content

Note. TPT = total preparation time, TRT = total response time.
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We used two different versions of the SSTiBT: (a) a familiarization version (a complete,
timed form) administered to the participants so that they could become familiar with the test and
the task types, and (b) a research version, which allowed us to pause after each task to facilitate
stimulated recalls. All participants took the same familiarization and research versions of the
SSTiBT. The six tasks were administered in the same order (as listed in Table 3) to all the

participants.

Data Collection
Prior to the main study, we conducted two pilot studies. The first pilot study aimed to test
the equipment and the organization of the sessions, while the second pilot study aimed to field-test
the data-collection instruments and procedures of the main study. Based on the results of these
two pilot studies, several changes were made in the design and implementation of the main study.
Pilot Study 1. In May 2005, we conducted a full-length, research version of the
SSTiBT with one participant to test the computer system, the video and television equipment
setup, and the seating arrangement, as well as to try out the stimulated recall session after each
task. The test-taker was encouraged to use either English or Chinese during the stimulated
recall session. The second author, Huang, trained a research assistant on all data-collection
procedures prior to Pilot Study 1, and the research team was present to observe the entire
process and provide feedback on areas needing change. We decided to implement the

following three changes in Pilot Study 2.

1. We modified the physical setup to make it easier for test-takers to view the video
playback. In Pilot Study 1, the computer was placed directly in front of the test-taker,
who was easily distracted by the computer screen. This distraction diverted the test-
taker’s attention from viewing the test-taking process being shown on the television

screen in the stimulated recall.

2. We adapted the computer configuration to enable the recording of test prompts. The
test-taker said that he found it difficult to engage in stimulated recalls when he
viewed himself listening to a dialogue or a lecture without any sounds that would
provide the stimulus needed to recall what he was doing and thinking. Recording the

test prompts (including the questions and listening-comprehension passages) helped
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facilitate test-takers’ recall of their thinking processes while they were listening to the

prompts.

3. We changed the procedures to provide test-takers with an opportunity to practice
doing stimulated recall. As practice, we used a short question (much like the first
question in the SSTiBT) and asked the participant to recall what he was thinking
before, during, and after he responded to the question. We found that the participant
needed a question that would require greater processing than one that could be easily
answered in a few sentences in order to practice doing the stimulated recall. We
decided that, for Pilot Study 2, each participant would practice doing the stimulated
recall immediately after completing the sixth task of the familiarization version and
have an opportunity to ask any questions about what he or she would be asked to do

in the research version, which was administered approximately one week later.

Pilot Study 2. The second pilot study was conducted in June 2005 in order to simulate the
main study. We implemented the changes listed in the preceding section and performed a field
test of all data-collection instruments and procedures. Six individuals volunteered to participate
in the second pilot study and provided consent before the pretest proficiency screening. The
pretest screening showed that two volunteers did not qualify to participate because their
proficiency was at a beginner’s level. The remaining four participants took the familiarization
version of the SSTiBT approximately one week before taking the research version. At the end of
the sixth task of the familiarization version, each participant engaged in a practice session of
stimulated recall regarding the final task. For the research version, the testing time frame of 20
minutes for the SSTiBT was expanded to facilitate stimulated recall immediately after each task.
Three participants returned for a semistructured exit interview, during which any areas that
needed clarification were followed up.

In the second pilot study, we observed and noted the questions that participants raised
while completing the questionnaire, performing the familiarization version of the test, doing the
stimulated recall after completing the final item of the familiarization version, and answering the
questions during the exit interview. As a result of Pilot Study 2, we made the following

additional modifications in order to fine-tune the methodology.
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1. During the stimulated recall, we let participants self-initiate replays and choose
segments, which enabled them to verbalize freely in reaction to the tape. The research
assistant also chose additional segments from the video and asked the participants to
talk about what they were thinking at the time, as well as to clarify and expand on the

information they provided.

2. We clarified the instructions the research assistant would give to the participants
before and during the stimulated recall sessions to ensure that the participants would
fully understand what to do, and that the research assistant would neither direct nor
provide concrete reactions to the participants’ responses. Also, the instructions were
given in English and then translated into Chinese to ensure participants’ full

comprehension.

3. We modified the questions to be asked during the exit interviews to ensure that the
participants would find the questions clear and understandable. Also, we stated the
questions in both English and Chinese to make sure that the participants understood

them.
4. We eliminated the static disturbances associated with the audio output and recording.

5. We moved to a new location and implemented the physical setup to better record the
test-taking process and stimulated recall sessions, and to enhance the test-takers’
viewing of the video playback. The setup is illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. Figure 2
shows the test-taker’s position when he or she performed each of the six tasks in the
SSTiBT. Figure 3 shows that the test-taker moved away from the computer after
completing each task in the SSTiBT and turned to the researcher and television in
order to engage in the stimulated recall of the task that he or she just performed. The
first camera in Figures 2 and 3 was set up to capture the entire test-taking process,
which then was played back on the television immediately after the test-taker
completed each task. The second camera on the right captured all the stimulated recall

sessions.

Main study. The main study was conducted from June to September 2005. Thirty
participants volunteered to participate in the main study. First, we asked the respondents to give

their informed consent to participate. We then administered the pretest proficiency assessment,
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Figure 2. A graphic illustration of the physical setup during the test.
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Figure 3. A graphic illustration of the stimulated recall sessions.
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and the participants completed the background questionnaire. Next, each participant took the
familiarization version of the SSTiBT and engaged in a practice session of stimulated recall.
Approximately one week after the familiarization version, we administered the research version
of the SSTiBT to the participants. All the participants engaged in verbal reports through
stimulated recall immediately after performing each of the six tasks contained in the SSTiBT,
and they were offered an opportunity to take a break between Tasks 3 and 4, but no participant
took up this offer. During the stimulated recall session, individual participants again were
encouraged to speak in English or in Chinese, whichever came naturally when they were
recalling their thoughts about what they did before, during, and after each speaking task. The
participants also were reminded that they should report what they were thinking at the time, not
what they thought they should have thought or done, or how they thought they should have
responded (see Appendix E for the stimulated recall instructions). All testing sessions were
completed in August 2005, and the responses from the research version of the SSTiBT were
scored by ETS. Approximately two weeks after the research version was administered, all the
participants returned for a semistructured exit interview, which addressed any of the test-takers’
final thoughts. We also followed up on any areas that were not clear in the recordings or that
needed clarification or elaboration.

Figure 4 provides a diagrammatic overview of the data-collection procedures

implemented in the main study.

Coding Scheme

The coding scheme of the respondents’ strategic behaviors was developed, drawing on
the classification systems found in the literature across language skills and language testing,
learning, and use contexts (see Appendix A). The strategies in the coding scheme (see Appendix
F) were not limited to the categories listed in Appendix A, but rather emerged from the data of
our pilot and main studies.

The coding scheme in Appendix F consists of five main categories of strategies: approach,
communication, cognitive, metacognitive, and affective. Within each strategy category are
individual strategies. For example, the approach strategy category includes individual strategies
such as recalling the task type, recalling the question, generating choices, et cetera, that were
coded as instances of strategies reported to approach the question. While developing the coding

scheme, when we identified a strategy that did not exist on our list, we added it to the appropriate
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category along with a definition and an example for reference. Some individual strategies, such
as paraphrasing, in the communication category, are further arranged into substrategies such as
(a) test-taker restating in another form or with other words to clarify meaning and (b) test-taker
restating the thought in another form or with other words to avoid repetitions. However,

although the data were in some cases coded at the level of substrategy, for the data analyses, the

substrategies were collapsed into their respective individual strategies.
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Figure 4. Data-collection procedures.
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In coding the data, when more than one code seemed to apply to a segment, we took the

following actions:

1.

We refined the coding. The coding scheme was refined to achieve a balance between
being specific and being general—specific in capturing the strategic behaviors that
participants used when completing the six tasks of the SSTiBT, and general in
representing the strategic behaviors of more than one test-taker. For example, the
strategy of elaborating was fine-tuned and expanded to two individual strategies to
account for different reasons for elaboration: elaborating to fill time and elaborating

to clarify meaning.

We split the segment and coded it as two segments. For example:
BT BEMIRHE | RBTICHEE repeat T —F , / > Borrowing

(Translation:® At the beginning of responding [to the question], I repeated the

question again,/)

BRBEBBAMTAE repeat B , B T HHFZAIE., - Evaluating language
production

(Translation: Then I thought about why I repeated the question—it wasted so much of

my time.)

This sentence involves two individual strategies: borrowing and evaluating language

production. Here we used the symbol / to denote a segment boundary.

3. When they were sufficiently similar, we combined the codes into one individual

strategy. For example:

RIXFHMERE T —BR, B EERAZHE |, / > Monitoring: Test-taker
monitoring production while it is occurring.

(Translation: I peeked [at the clock], and I felt that there would be too much time left

for sure . . ./)

-8 -, BRER , REF TEHEE/LHNEE , ERERRTH
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EE A LA R AR, > Monitoring: Test-taker monitoring production vis-a-
vis the clock while speaking.

(Translation: So I was thinking and speaking at the same time; that is, I was looking
at the number of seconds left and thinking about what else I could say in the time

remaining.)

These two segments were fused into one individual strategy of monitoring, which is

defined as “test-taker monitoring the clock while reading, listening, preparing, or speaking.”

Data Coding

The verbal data generated from the stimulated recall sessions were fully transcribed and
coded. We provided training for two research assistants (RAs) on data coding using the coding
scheme, as well as coding using computer-assisted qualitative data-analysis software—NVivo.
Having established intercoder agreement, the two RAs independently coded the verbal report
responses for strategic behaviors. We based the inter-coder agreement on three tasks’ in one
transcript by calculating the number of agreements divided by the total number of coding
decisions. The inter-coder agreement percentages (between the second author and the
respective RAs) were 90% for RA1 and 93% for RA2. We discussed the coding decisions for
which there was disagreement and resolved any discrepancies. Most disagreements occurred
when there was more than one strategy in one segment, as described in 2 in the preceding
section, or when the same strategies were counted more than once when the test-taker
elaborated or repeated the same thought. The two RAs then each coded all the transcripts. Once
the data coding was complete, the second author coded 10% of the transcripts randomly
selected from each RA’s set, and the overall inter-coder agreement percentage was an average

of 86%.

Data Analysis

The coded data were tallied and percentages of reported individual strategies within
each strategy category were computed for each test-taker for each task as follows: counts of
coded individual strategies (e.g., setting goals) were summed for each test-taker for each task

and then divided by the total number of instances of reported individual strategies for that
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particular test-taker for that particular task, to obtain a percentage of times that code occurred.
These percentages served as the data for comparison across student groups and tasks.

Two issues that we had to address before conducting any statistical analyses on the coded
data concerned (a) whether the coded data meet the statistical assumptions (e.g., normality of
distribution) for such parametric tests as the t-test and ANOVA, and (b) the level of analysis for
each research question.

In terms of statistical assumptions, Shapiro-Wilk tests on the percentages of the
reported strategies by task indicated that the distributions were significantly different from
normal for some categories (see Tables G3 and G4 in Appendix G). The distribution of test
scores for some tasks (e.g., Tasks 1, 2, 5, and 6) were also not normally distributed, as the
Shapiro-Wilk tests in Tables G1 and G2 indicate. As a result, a decision was made to use
nonparametric statistical tests to address all research questions of the study.

To address Research Question 2 about differences across student groups in terms of
reported strategies, we conducted Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample tests, a nonparametric
equivalent of the two-sample t-test, with student group (advanced vs. intermediate, graduates
vs. undergraduates) as the independent variable, and percentage of strategies reported as the
dependent variable.

To answer Research Question 3 concerning the differences in percentages of reported
strategies across the three task groups, we conducted a Friedman test, a nonparametric
equivalent of a repeated-measures ANOVA, with task group as the independent variable and
percentage of strategies reported as the dependent variable. Where a significant difference was
detected, the Friedman test was followed by pairwise comparisons across task groups using
Wilcoxon signed-rank tests, a nonparametric equivalent of the matched-pairs t-test.

To address Research Question 4 concerning the direction and magnitude of the
relationship between the percentages of strategies reported and test scores, we conducted
correlational analyses using the Spearman rho coefficient. All analyses were carried out using
SPSS Version 14.

Because all the nonparametric statistical tests we used rely on rank rather than the value
of scores and percentages, the measures of central tendency and dispersion that we report

throughout the study (unless otherwise indicated) are the median (the midpoint in a distribution
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of values) and the range (the highest value minus the lowest value in a distribution), instead of
the mean and standard deviation, which are usually reported with parametric tests.

The second issue we faced concerned the level of analysis for the different research
questions. Because each participant performed six tasks, we had six percentages for each student
for each individual strategy (i.e., one percentage per task). To be able to run the different statistical
analyses described earlier, we needed to average these percentages in different ways depending on
the research question we were addressing. Thus, for Research Question 1, where we compare
strategy categories and reported individual strategies within and across strategy categories, we
averaged the individual strategy percentages across the six tasks and all test-takers.

For Research Question 2, where we compare reported strategic behaviors across student
groups, we averaged the individual strategy percentages across the six tasks for each student.

For example, the percentage of the individual strategy monitoring for Student 21 was obtained
by summing the percentages of this strategy for Student 21 across all six tasks and then
dividing the total by 6. These averages were then used as the dependent variable in the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov two-sample tests.

For Research Question 3, we wanted to examine whether there were differences in
reported strategy use across task groups, comprised of pairs of tasks requiring the same
language skills. Therefore, to address Research Question 3, Tasks 1 and 2, involving speaking
only, were grouped together to form Task Group A; Tasks 3 and 4, involving reading,
listening, and speaking, were grouped together as Task Group B; and Tasks 5 and 6, involving
listening and speaking, were grouped together as Task Group C. For these analyses, the
strategy percentages were averaged across pairs of tasks within each task group for each test-
taker. For example, the percentages of individual strategies reported by each student for Tasks
1 and 2 were summed and then divided by 2 to obtain an average strategy percentage for Task
Group A for each student. The Friedman test was then run using these averages as the
dependent variable.

Finally, for Research Question 4, both aggregated (averaged) and unaggregated data were
used. When examining the relationship between total test scores (i.e., averages of the six task
scores) and percentages of reported strategies, we used averaged percentages of strategies across
the six tasks for each student (i.e., as in Research Question 2). In examining the relationship

between percentages of reported strategies and the task scores across pairs of tasks within task
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groups, aggregated data were used (i.e., as in Research Question 3). However, when examining
the relationship between scores and percentages of reported strategies at the individual task level,
we used unaggregated percentages of strategies reported by students while doing each individual

task. The following section reports the results of these different analyses.

Results

Research Question 1: Reported Strategy Use

To answer the first research question, the frequencies of the individual strategies that
test-takers reported using were analyzed by strategy category.® Overall, the test-takers used 49
different individual strategies across all tasks (see Table 4). The column labeled raw frequency
lists the number of times test-takers reported using individual strategies. The column labeled
range provides the maximum number of strategies reported minus the minimum (which in all
cases is 0). The column labeled % in relation to total number of strategies reported indicates
the percentage of each individual strategy in relation to the total number of strategies reported.
The final column labeled % in relation to strategy category indicates the percentage of each
individual strategy within its respective strategy category.

The highest percentage of reported strategy use by strategy category to the lowest was:
e The metacognitive category (33.42%)

e The communication category (26.48%)

e The cognitive category (25.04%)

e The approach category (11.43%)

e The affective category (3.63%)

As the last column in Table 4 shows, the most frequently reported individual strategy
within the approach category was developing reasons (29.77%). The most frequently reported
strategy within the communication category was organizing thoughts (26.02%). The most
frequently reported individual strategy within the cognitive category was using mechanical
means to organize (44.39%). The most frequently reported individual strategy within the
metacognitive category was evaluating the content of what was read/heard (18.67%). The
most frequently reported individual strategy within the affective category was justifying
performance (45.13%).
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Table 4

Frequencies and Percentages of Reported Use of Individual Speaking Strategies

Raw frequency” % inrelation % in relation to

to total number of strategy
Total  Range _
strategies reported ~ category

Approach 309 8 11.43
Recalling the task type 26 2 74 8.41
Recalling the question 49 4 1.63 15.86
Recalling the text 8 2 18 2.59
Recalling the dialogue 43 3 1.37 13.92
Recalling the lecture 35 3 1.03 11.33
Generating choices 18 1 1.01 5.83
Making choices 38 2 2.02 12.30
Developing reasons 92 4 3.45 29.77
Communication 757 14 26.48

Simplifying the message 21 2 .70 2.77
Avoiding 15 3 .59 1.98
Using Chinese 10 3 34 1.32
Paraphrasing 15 2 44 1.98
Approximating 9 2 33 1.19
Linking to prior

experiences/knowledge 164 ° 000 2431
Borrowing 35 3 1.01 4.62
Reviewing notes 39 2 1.25 5.15
Referring to notes 56 2 1.94 7.40
Organizing thoughts 197 5 7.46 26.02
Guessing 23 3 7 3.04
Repeating 26 2 1.12 3.43
Rehearsing 13 1 41 1.72

(Table continues)
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Table 4 (continued)

Raw frequency* % 1in relation % 1in relation

Total Range  tototal number of to strategy

24

strategies reported category
Reading ahead 36 1 1.12 4.76
Restructuring 12 1 46 1.59
Slowing 16 3 .61 2.11
Thinking ahead 5 1 A1 0.66
Elaborating to fill time 31 2 1.22 4.10
Elaborating to clarify meaning 14 2 52 1.85
Cognitive 748 13 25.04

Attending 151 5 5.17 20.19
Anticipating the content 97 3 2.96 12.97
Anticipating the structure 87 3 2.69 11.63
Using imagery 11 2 32 1.47
Using mechanical means to organize

formation 332 7 11.68 44.39
Memorizing 9 1 .29 1.20
Summarizing 34 2 1.06 4.55
Translating 5 3 18 0.67
Inferencing 21 2 .66 2.81
Processing inductively 1 1 .03 0.13

Metacognitive 932 13 33.42

Setting goals 113 4 3.95 12.12
Identifying the purpose of the task 75 2 2.92 8.05
Planning 149 5 5.88 15.99
Monitoring 139 4 5.19 14.91
Self-correcting 26 3 .88 2.79
Evaluating previous performance 39 3 1.14 4.18

(Table continues)



Table 4 (continued)

Raw frequency* % 1in relation % 1in relation

Total Range  tototal number of to strategy

strategies reported ~ category

Evaluating the content of what was 174 7 5.45 18.67
read/heard

Evaluating performance 109 4 4.23 11.70
Evaluating language production 108 4 3.78 11.59

Affective 113 5 3.63

Lowering anxiety 28 2 .86 24.78
Encouraging self 34 3 1.14 30.09
Justifying performance 51 4 1.63 45.13

Note. Because the coding scheme was developed in part using the data from the pilot study, not all
of the individual strategies listed in Appendix F appear in Table 4. In addition, only the individual
strategies (not the substrategies found in Appendix F) are listed in this table. Individual strategies
in bold are the 10 most frequently reported.

* The total number of all individual strategies reported across all tasks and test-takers was 2,859

strategies (min = 5, max = 35).

As the last column in Table 4 shows, the most frequently reported individual strategy
within the approach category was developing reasons (29.77%). The most frequently reported
strategy within the communication category was organizing thoughts (26.02%). The most
frequently reported individual strategy within the cognitive category was using mechanical means
to organize (44.39%). The most frequently reported individual strategy within the metacognitive
category was evaluating the content of what was read/heard (18.67%). The most frequently
reported individual strategy within the affective category was justifying performance (45.13%).

The 10 most frequently reported individual strategies (bolded in Table 4) were:

1. Cognitive: using mechanical means to organize information (11.68%)
2. Communication: organizing thoughts (7.46%)
3. Communication: linking to prior experiences/knowledge (6.06%)
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4, Metacognitive: planning (5.88%)

5. Metacognitive: evaluating the content of what was read/heard (5.45%)
6. Metacognitive: monitoring (5.19%)

7. Cognitive: attending (5.17%)

8. Metacognitive: evaluating performance (4.23%)

9. Metacognitive: setting goals (3.95%)

10.  Metacognitive: evaluating language production (3.78%)

Of the 10 most frequently reported strategies, 6 fall into the metacognitive category
(28.48%), 2 fall into each of the cognitive (16.85%) and communication (13.52%) categories,
and none falls into the approach or affective categories.

Finally, to examine the relationships among the strategy categories, we calculated their
intercorrelations. As shown in Table 5, the only significant relationships were negative and
occurred in three cases: the communication and cognitive categories were significantly
negatively correlated, as were the approach and metacognitive categories and the communication
and metacognitive categories. These negative and significant correlations indicate that, overall,
participants who reported more communication strategies tended to report fewer cognitive and
metacognitive strategies, and vice versa. Similarly, participants who reported more approach

strategies tended to report fewer metacognitive strategies, and vice versa.

Table 5

Correlations Among Strategy Categories

Approach Communication Cognitive Metacognitive  Affective

Approach 1.00

Communication .09 1.00

Cognitive —-.23 —37* 1.00

Metacognitive —.43* —.72%* —-.05 1.00

Affective —.04 -.32 —-.26 27 1.00

Note. Spearman rho, N = 30.

* Correlation is significant at p < .05 (2-tailed). ** Correlation significant at p <.01 (2-tailed).
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Research Question 2: Reported Strategy Use by Test-Taker Proficiency and Study Levels

To answer the second research question concerning differences in reported strategic

behaviors depending on test-takers’ study level and proficiency level, we compared the reported

strategic behaviors between groups of test-takers based on averaged strategy percentages across

tasks for each student. We compared students across study levels (undergraduate vs. graduate)

and proficiency levels (intermediate vs. advanced). The results are presented in three parts: (a)

undergraduate vs. graduate groups, (b) intermediate- vs. advanced-level groups, and (c) the

subgroupings (i.e., undergraduate—intermediate vs. undergraduate—advanced; graduate—

intermediate vs. graduate—advanced; intermediate—undergraduate vs. intermediate—graduate;

advanced—undergraduate vs. advanced—graduate).

Reported strategies by test-taker study level. Table 6 presents the descriptive statistics for

test-takers’ reported strategy use at the undergraduate and graduate levels by strategy category.

The largest difference in the medians between the study-level groups is in the communication

category, followed by the cognitive and metacognitive categories. To examine whether these

differences in medians are statistically significant, we conducted a two-sample Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test on the medians of strategy categories across test-taker study levels. The results are

reported in Table 7.

Table 6

Reported Strategy Use by Strategy Category and Test-Taker Study Level

Study level Approach Communication Cognitive Metacognitive  Affective
Undergraduate Median 11.63 29.83 22.57 29.51 2.08
(n=16) Range 16.42 27.20 16.06 20.37 8.24
Graduate Median 10.00 20.36 27.55 33.79 3.83
(n=14) Range 13.78 27.14 17.61 36.13 7.68
Total Median 11.32 28.98 25.15 31.54 3.19
(n=30) Range 20.43 38.47 20.58 36.13 9.23

Note. Medians and ranges are based on percentage of reported strategy use.

As shown in Table 7, there are significant differences between the study groups for three

strategy categories: communication, cognitive, and affective. For the communication category,
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undergraduates reported significantly more communication strategies (z = 1.37, p <.05). This is
due mainly to the difference between the medians for the individual strategy organizing thoughts
(Mdn = 10.86 for undergraduates vs. 2.71 for graduates; see Appendix H).

For the cognitive category, the graduates reported significantly more cognitive strategies
(z=1.42, p <.05) than the undergraduates reported. The individual strategy that shows the
greatest difference between the two groups is attending (Mdn = 6.50 for graduates and 2.31 for
undergraduates; see Appendix H).

Table 7
Two-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for Reported Strategy Use by Test-Taker Study Level

Approach  Communication Cognitive Metacognitive Affective

Most Absolute 31 .50 52 43 .50
extreme Positive .00 .00 .52 43 .50
differences Negative =31 -.50 .00 -.07 —-.11
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z .85 1.37 1.42 1.17 1.37
Asymp. sig. (2-tailed) 459 .048 .036 129 .048
Effect size (r)* .16 25 26 21 25

* Following Field (2005), we used Pearson’s correlation coefficient r as a measure of effect size.
This coefficient is constrained to lie between 0 (no effect) and 1 (a perfect effect). Following
Cohen (1988), Field suggested the following guidelines for interpreting effect sizes: small effect:
r =.10, medium effect: r = .30, and large effect: r = .50 (Field, 2005, p. 32).

For the affective category, the graduates reported significantly more affective strategies
(z=1.37, p <.05) than the undergraduates reported. The individual strategy that shows the
greatest difference between the two groups is justifying performance (Mdn = 2.50 for the
graduates and .88 for the undergraduates; see Appendix H). Table 7 also reports the effect size
for each strategy category. Note that for the three strategy categories (communication, cognitive,
and affective), the effect size is less than .30, suggesting a small effect of study level on reported
strategy use.

In the metacognitive and approach categories, there were no significant differences

between the study-level groups. However, an examination of individual strategies in the
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metacognitive category (Appendix H) shows that, of the nine individual strategies in this
category, the undergraduate group has higher medians in four categories (identifying the purpose
of the task, monitoring, self-correcting, and evaluating language production), while the graduate
group has higher medians in five (setting goals, planning, evaluating the content of what was
read/heard, evaluating previous performance, and evaluating performance). These differences
across student groups in terms of individual strategies seem to cancel out any differences and to
explain the lack of significant differences in terms of the overall metacognitive category across
test-taker study levels.

Reported strategies by test-taker proficiency level. Table 8 presents the descriptive
statistics for test-takers’ reported strategy use at the intermediate and advanced proficiency levels.
It shows no large median differences across the two student groups. As shown in Table 9, the
two-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on the medians of strategy categories detected no

statistically significant differences between the proficiency-level groups.

Table 8

Reported Strategy Use by Strategy Category and Test-Taker Proficiency Level

Proficiency level Approach Communication Cognitive Metacognitive Affective
Intermediate Median 11.64 28.96 25.56 31.54 3.68
(n=17) Range 15.47 37.68 17.89 35.29 8.44
Advanced Median 10.22 29.01 24.26 32.09 2.71
(n=13) Range 20.43 31.83 19.78 29.32 7.76

Note. Medians and ranges are based on percentage of reported strategy use.

Table 9
Two-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for Reported Strategy Use by Test-Taker Proficiency Level

Approach Communication Cognitive Metacognitive Affective

Most Absolute 34 24 .20 18 25
extreme Positive 16 24 17 A3 15
differences Negative -.34 —.16 —.20 —.18 —.25
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 92 .65 .55 48 .68
Asymp. sig. (2-tailed) .36 .79 .92 .98 75
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Reported strategies by test-taker proficiency level and study level. Table 10 presents the

descriptive statistics for the following subgroupings:
e Undergraduate—intermediate versus undergraduate—advanced
e Graduate—intermediate versus graduate—advanced
e Intermediate—undergraduate versus intermediate—graduate
e Advanced—undergraduate versus advanced—graduate

We ran a Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) two-sample test for each of these pairs of student

groups. None was significant at the p <.05 level.

Table 10
Reported Strategy Use by Strategy Category and Test-Taker Study Level and Proficiency Level
Study level Proficiency Approach Communication Cognitive Metacognitive Affective
Undergraduate Intermediate Median 15.27 29.95 25.18 28.43 1.45
(n="7 Range 12.35 26.41 10.79 18.38 7.44
Advanced Median 11.27 29.13 21.99 30.55 2.71
(n=9) Range 15.06 25.67 15.25 19.14 7.76
Graduate Intermediate Median 11.44 20.36 27.55 33.79 3.83
(n=10) Range 12.90 27.14 14.91 31.87 7.68
Advanced Median 9.34 20.47 31.39 37.93 3.74
(h=4) Range 7.76 18.54 12.85 29.32 2.69

Note. Medians and ranges are based on percentage of reported strategy use.

Research Question 3: Reported Strategy Use by Task Group

In this section we examine the relationships between task groups in the SSTiBT and the
strategies that the test-takers reported. As indicated in Table 3, the six tasks in the SSTiBT fall
into three groups, A (Tasks 1 and 2), B (Tasks 3 and 4), and C (Tasks 5 and 6), that differ in
terms of the language skills they require. Task Group A requires only speaking skills, while Task
Groups B and C integrate two or more language skills each. Task Group C requires listening and
speaking skills, while Task Group B requires listening, reading, and speaking skills. All analyses

reported in this section were conducted on averaged strategy percentages across tasks within
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each task group for each test-taker (e.g., the percentages of individual strategies reported by each
student for Tasks 3 and 4 were summed and then divided by 2 to obtain an average strategy
percentage for Task Group B for each student).

Task group and reported strategic behaviors. Table 11 provides the medians and ranges
of the averaged percentages of reported strategy use across task groups. It shows that Task Group
A resulted in a higher median in terms of both approach and communication strategies than Task
Groups B and C. Task Group A elicited slightly more metacognitive strategies than Task Group
B as well. Task Groups B and C, on the other hand, elicited more cognitive and affective
strategies than Task Group A. Note also that, as the last column in Table 11 shows, the
participants reported more strategies while doing tasks in Group B than when doing tasks in

Groups C and A.

Table 11

Overall Reported Strategy Use by Task Group
Task group Approach ~ Communication  Cognitive Metacognitive Affective Total®
A Median 19.09 32.89 9.06 35.19 .00 10.00
Range 34.76 50.89 41.67 52.53 2143 25.50
B Median 8.19 23.58 32.24 28.23 4.26 20.75
Range 18.00 38.48 28.63 46.35 11.69 21.00
C Median 7.08 25.02 31.97 32.12 2.51 15.50

Range  22.40 43.56 43.13 52.08 1500 1550

Note. Medians and ranges are based on percentage of reported strategy use.

* Figures in this column are based on raw frequencies, not percentages, of strategies reported.

To examine whether the differences in the medians of the five strategy categories across
task groups are statistically significant, we conducted Friedman tests using task group as the
independent variable and averaged percentages of reported strategy use as the dependent
variables. The results are reported in Table 12. The test was significant for the approach (X? (2,
N = 30) = 24.82, p <.01), communication (X* (2, N = 30) = 8.60, p < .05), and cognitive (X* (2,
N =30) =39.98, p <.01) categories. Follow-up pairwise comparisons were conducted using

Wilcoxon signed-rank tests. The results of these tests are presented in Table 13. A Bonferroni
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correction was applied, so all effects are reported at a .0167 (.05/3) level of significance. Table
13 also reports the effect size for each pairwise comparison for each strategy category.

Table 13 shows that the median for the approach category for Task Group A was
significantly higher than the medians for Task Groups B and C (p <.0167); in both cases r > .50,
indicating a large effect size. The median for communication for Task Group A was also
significantly higher than for Task Group B (p <.0167), with a medium effect size (r = .40), but
not Task Group C (p >.0167). Finally, the medians for the cognitive category for Task Groups B
and C were both significantly higher than for Task Group A (p <.0167); in both cases r = .60,
indicating a large effect size. There were no significant differences (p > .0167) between the
medians for Task Group B and Task Group C in terms of the three strategy categories: approach,

communication, and cognitive.

Table 12
Friedman Tests for Strategy Category by Task Group

Approach ~ Communication  Cognitive =~ Metacognitive  Affective

Chi-square 24.82 8.60 39.98 3.80 3.94
Df 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp. sig. .00 01 .00 15 14
Table 13
Follow-Up Tests for Strategy Category by Task Group
Task group Approach Communication Cognitive Metacognitive Affective
Avs.B z° —4.29 -3.08 —4.66 —2.38 —-1.98
Sig.” .00 .00 .00 .02 .05
re .55 40 .60 31 26
Avs. C Z —4.33 —2.34 —4.64 —1.59 =71
Sig. .00 .02 .00 11 A48
r .56 .30 .60 21 .09
Bvs.C Z —-.14 -.90 —-1.31 -.57 —1.66
Sig. .89 37 .19 57 .10
r .02 12 17 .07 22

* Wilcoxon signed-rank test. "Asymp. sig. (2-tailed). ¢ Effect size.

An examination of the individual strategies (Appendix I) indicates that three individual

strategies within the approach category (generating choices, making choices, and developing
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reasons) have higher medians for Task Group A than for Task Groups B and C. Appendix I
shows also that Task Group A has a higher median for one communication strategy, organizing
thoughts, while Task Group B led to a slightly higher median for reading ahead, under the
communication category. Task Group C generated more referring to notes. In terms of the
cognitive category, Task Groups B and C have higher medians than Task Group A for four
individual strategies: using mechanical means to organize information, anticipating the
structure, anticipating the content, and attending.

Finally, while the Friedman test did not detect any significant differences between the
medians of task groups for the metacognitive and affective categories (Table 12), there were
some relatively large differences in the medians of some individual strategies across task groups.
For example, Task Group A has higher medians for planning, monitoring, and evaluating
performance (Mdn = 5.44, 6.63, and 6.30, respectively) than Task Groups B (Mdn =4.01, 4.12,
and 2.22, respectively) and C (Mdn = 3.71, 2.79, and 2.36, respectively), while Task Groups B
and C have higher medians for evaluating the content of what was read/heard (Mdn = 6.37 and
5.75) than Task Group A (Mdn = .00). Task Group C elicited three other metacognitive strategies
more frequently than the other two task groups as well: setting goals (Mdn = 4.01), identifying
the purpose of the task (Mdn = 3.59), and evaluating language production (Mdn = 4.50). Finally,
Appendix I shows that, under the affective category, Task Group B elicited more justifying
performance (Mdn = 1.70) than were elicited by Task Groups A and C (Mdn = .00 each). It is
also worth noting that the medians for several individual strategies for Task Group A were 0
(Appendix I), unlike those for Task Group C and, particularly, Task Group B. This suggests that
Task Group B typically elicited a wider variety of individual strategies than were elicited by
Task Group C, which in turn seems to have elicited a wider variety of individual strategies than
were elicited by Task Group A.

Table 14 lists the five individual strategies that have the highest medians for each task
group, as reported in Appendix I. Among them, two strategies (organizing thoughts and using
mechanical means to organize information) are common across the three task groups, while three
are unique to Task Group A. Note also that four individual strategies are listed for both Task

Group B and Task Group C, though in a slightly different order.

33



Table 14

Top Five Individual Strategies by Task Group

Skills Individual strategies Median
Task group ‘
required
Communication: Organizing thoughts 9.71
Cognitive: Using mechanical means to organize 6.90
A _ information 6.63
Speaking - o
(Tasks 1-2) Metacognitive: Monitoring 6.30
Metacognitive: Evaluating performance 5.65
Approach: Making choices
Cognitive: Using mechanical tools to organize 12.71
information 6.92
) Communication: Linking to prior
Reading, '
B o experiences/knowledge 6.37
Listening & o )
(Tasks 3-4) _ Metacognitive: Evaluating the content of what was
Speaking
read/heard 522
Cognitive: Attending 5.61
Communication: Organizing thoughts
Cognitive: Using mechanical tools to organize 12.86
information 6.36
Communication: Organizing thoughts 5.75
C Listening, & Metacognitive: Evaluating the content of what was
(Tasks 5-6) Speaking read/heard 5.28
Communication: Linking to prior
experiences/knowledge 4.50

Metacognitive: Evaluating language production

The next section provides examples of individual strategies that were reported frequently.

The first excerpt is an example of using mechanical means to organize or remember information
from student GYGW?’ while doing Task 4:
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Excerpt 1: BERENIX/ topic K—BXNEEKRRATHE , O2)AFTRE , KRB AE

TR tough task I IR , EHIXN<social interactive>FHK M RIE , WK TE
T, A REXEMHEICSRE, BRNTELH P | social interaction,  influence
behavior because F R HBE/ERKE 4 focus on which part and audience effect , ftb
MNMYHRRLEREENRE , B, \NEBENAELSERIUEH L | UK
RE[FBELETEIETERLSZ, BHEEARNFE , REBIIMIFIE TR,

(GYGW, Task 4) (Translation: Because I was not familiar with this topic, I knew that it
would be a tough task for me. So I started writing down notes because I was afraid that I

99 ¢

would forget. While I was reading, I wrote down here “social interaction,” “influence
behavior” because I did not know which part would be the question’s focus. Due to
unfamiliarity with the subject matter, it was more difficult for me to comprehend. So I
wrote down so many notes. [showing the notepad] I wrote down words that I would need

and words that I could think of at the time.)

Organizing thoughts was also common to the three task groups. For example, GYL

reported for Task 3:
Excerpt 2: XEHMEFAE , T RKFRIR his reason 1B , K BAHRY , B LXK %8

reasons, ARG —48 | X reason BB —\ =\ =i, BIKEHR—1 , B—HEL . B,

(GYL, Task 3) (Translation: At that time, I was thinking that I should talk about the reason
next, but [ did not organize the points well. I started to talk about the reasons. Then I thought
that the reasons should also have points one, two, and three. So I then mentioned how many

reasons there were at the beginning.)

For Task Group A (Tasks 1 and 2), which did not require test-takers to listen to a passage
or read a text, but for which they needed to self-generate a response by drawing on their own
knowledge or ideas, the following strategies were reported most often: evaluating performance

(e.g., Excerpt 3), monitoring (e.g., Excerpt 4), and making choices (e.g., Excerpt 5).
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Excerpt 3: IXM# B K- X unpredictable , BHF , BE—BMETE , BEBERFT
%16 15 B 25 W RAIREECHEBE . BEENTRKELE , ARRNEN
BRIHER. IMME-ITMFNREIELSR  BREERTRETESIR-LX
{to (GWL, Task 2) (Translation: This task is so, so unpredictable. I felt that I did not

do well on the second task. I felt that I shouldn’t have spent 15 to 25 seconds on
restating the question. I thought that that use of time was unnecessary. This thought
may have arisen because I was self-evaluating how I did and realized that my method
of responding to the question was not a good one. I was thinking that I would probably

make some changes in the way I responded to the subsequent tasks.)

Excerpt 4: A—REGERE T —THE |, & IE ok, ERiZTHER , BRTE organize

X point , BERLTREHAVIE — <, M detail point YK, (UBT, Task 2)

(Translation: Then I took a look at the clock and thought that it was fine. I then thought
that I might as well not organize the point. I would just go slowly in order to deliver the

point in detail.)

Excerpt 5: BRATEAR — N place , MR RELEEZN T BEERA TR, ATHKK

BREENMS , RiETLR? BET =/ , —4 museum , — LIBRARY ,
— shopping mall, #AfGFAE museum HEEFELE X, BERIFPEIFEIH S museum
WLARERT , BEEXEEMKA , BB ET R— Tl RANLE , —

AER/PHHS |, TABIKIERIE library, BB find article , ..., (GSX, Task 1)

(Translation: I was trying to think of a place. If there were a place where I often go, then |
would have something to say. But, there wasn’t any place where I often go. So I thought,
What can I talk about? I thought of three places: the museum, the library, and the
shopping mall. Then I thought that, in fact, I don’t go to the museum all that often. Then,
all of a sudden, I felt that the vocabulary needed for me to talk about going to the
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museum was too complicated, and it would be too troublesome to organize what I wanted
to say. I thought that I should just forget it! I would choose a place that I could say
something about, and so be certain that my answer would get me some points. I thought
that [ would choose the library, a location that would enable me to talk about finding

articles, surfing the Internet, and so on.)

Task Groups B and C (Tasks 3—6), which both required test-takers to listen to a dialogue
or a monologue before responding, resulted in the more frequent report of two strategies:
evaluating the content of what was read and/or heard (e.g., Excerpt 6) and linking to prior

experiences or knowledge (e.g., Excerpt 7):

Excerpt 6: [N FRAE , #H X LERAEKRZTZ trues (ULS, Task 4)

(Translation: A thought flashed through my mind about whether what the speaker said

was true or not.)

Excerpt 7: fiX N topic Hi3kzfG , BT —T2E , RARBESXHN , BRAXN
RELABITE society R L2 , BRELYR , B GXHEHLNIE , AR
topic , FRUNEHEMIE , BELR understand, HFAEY | XMNETER |, HiE

BAEE A MARBER—INEKRE , THE R A, (UJZ, Task 4) (Translation:

When the topic came up, I was pretty happy after seeing it, because I had learned about
it in a sociology class before. I was thinking that, if you are given a topic that you are
familiar with in a test like this, you can understand everything. I was thinking that this is
not bad, knowing what’s going on, rather than not knowing what it’s about when a topic

comes up.)

The similarity across Task Groups B and C in terms of the strategies reported by the
participants is most obvious when we compare Tasks 4 and 6, which both required test-takers to
listen to a lecture. In both tasks, the test-takers often made associations between their personal
experience and knowledge and what they were reading and/or hearing, as the following three

excerpts show:
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Excerpt 8: JE3RFKAEW | E Y ABFPERET F, & tend to make B % mistakes X ¥
B, TEE | KRR, tHAX LR, A —ER audience effect, AR ME

R — =, FHY possibility to make mistakes Bi& —%, (UBT, Task 4) (Translation:

Then I was thinking . . . when he was talking about tying shoelaces and about the
tendency to make more mistakes, I was thinking that, in fact, what he talked about might
not necessarily be related to audience effect. When I try to do things faster, the possibility

of making mistakes is correspondingly higher.)

Excerpt 9: INHMERRBE-XNFRIRACELATHN. T—ERSBSRET 1
, RRXERACLAEN. IREBAEFER , B —EEMFEAREALR

BRBMHEERXE , BAMIXAGE , REESZSALUAT , ARREMRERIE

1% #t B2 (UJG, Task 4) (Translation: At that time, I was thinking that this seemed to

be what I had experienced before. It was not necessarily about my tying shoelaces, but that
I also had experienced similar situations before. That is, if someone was watching you, you
would want to do well and whatnot, but, then again, I was thinking that, after listening to
what the speaker had said, I realized that I was also being watched, and then I thought that I
would want to do things SLOWLY [when I performed the test, to avoid making mistakes].)

Excerpt 10: I SE , B LBKERILE , R2W , XK TXHENRA , KA
BEW—%, AF , Ref—TRENEIEZ , B2 , LW EIXA money, HENR
B, B, BRESBE  RUGIWEINHENERERM L, (UJZ, Task 6)

(Translation: Listening to the speaker led me to think about things related to the talk and
some things that I already knew. Then I did a very brief thinking back—for example:
when I listened to the talk about money, I would think of what money-related talks I had
heard of before.)
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In addition, Task Group B (Tasks 3 and 4) elicited more reported instances of the strategy
attending (e.g., Excerpt 11), while Task Group C led to frequent use of the strategy evaluating
language production (e.g., Excerpt 12).'°

Excerpt 11: ERMEBAMN ... RABAIAZEWERD |, 8RR continue FA

conversation . . . o ZHEIRRR repeat B/ argument . .., (UBT, Task 3)

(Translation: I was writing about what the male speaker said . . . because I noticed that
the female speaker said very little; she was merely continuing the conversation . . . ,

She seemed to be only repeating that [the male speaker’s] argument.)
Excerpt 12: iR ER IR —HS)LWBHRE , 1B , (...) AL focus on answer whatever

they ask . .. o (UMW, Task 5) (Translation: When I was stating the event, er . . . I should

focus on answering whatever [ was asked.)

Overall, these findings indicate that the integrated tasks (Task Groups B and C) were
more similar to each other but differed from the independent tasks (Task Group A) in terms of
the strategies they elicited. In addition, the integrated tasks typically elicited a wider variety of
individual strategies than the independent tasks elicited.

Reported strategy use by task. Table 15 reports the descriptive statistics for reported
strategy use across individual tasks. It shows that, in general, the integrated tasks (Tasks 3—6)
elicited more reported strategy use than the independent tasks (Tasks 1 and 2) elicited. Table 15
shows also that there were some differences across tasks within task groups in terms of
percentage of reported strategy use. For example, Task 1 has a higher median than Task 2 has in
terms of the approach category, while Task 2 elicited more communication, cognitive, and
metacognitive strategies overall. Similarly, Tasks 3 and 4 (Task Group B) and Tasks 5 and 6
(Task Group C) show different median percentages of reported strategies, indicating that tasks
within each task group elicited slightly different percentages of individual strategies under each
category. Appendix J reports the median of individual strategies across the six tasks in this study.
In examining Appendix J for the greatest differences in medians of reported strategy use across
tasks within task groups, we note that Task 1 has a higher median (Mdn = 9.09) for the strategy
making choices than Task 2 (Mdn = .00). Similarly, Task 4 has a higher median for linking to
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prior experiences/knowledge (Mdn = 8.39) than Task 3 (Mdn = 4.45) has, whereas the median
for identifying the purpose of the task for Task 5 (Mdn = 5.26) is higher than that for Task 6
(Mdn =.00; see Appendix J).

Overall, however, tasks within the same task group (i.e., requiring the same language
skills) are more similar to each other in terms of percentage of reported strategy use than they are
to tasks in other task groups (i.e., requiring different or additional language skills). The only
exception is the large difference between Task 1 and Task 2 in terms of the approach category. It
is worth noting here that a Friedman test comparing scores across tasks detected a significant
difference between the test-takers’ scores for Tasks 1 and 2. This was the only significant
difference in scores across the six tasks (see Tables B1, B2, and B3 in Appendix B). Task 1 was
the first task that the participants in this study encountered. It is possible that the differences in
scores and reported use of approach strategies are due to the fact that Task 1 was the first task to

be administered, rather than to any characteristics of the task itself.

Table 15

Overall Strategy Use by Task

Task Approach  Communication Cognitive Metacognitive Affective Total®

Task 1 Median 23.30 28.57 8.39 30.38 .00 10.00
Range 60.00 60.00 50.00 41.82 42.86 26.00

Task 2 Median 12.50 34.52 11.44 35.50 .00 10.00
Range 28.57 87.50 42.86 83.33 15.38 27.00

Task 3 Median 7.74 20.00 34.58 26.49 4.36 18.50
Range 25.00 44.44 39.29 62.25 14.29 25.00

Task 4 Median 5.88 24.62 30.77 29.80 1.72 21.50
Range 17.24 42.31 35.71 44.64 15.00 29.00

Task 5 Median 8.01 26.14 26.14 32.46 .00 13.50
Range 29.41 46.67 51.97 55.56 12.50 16.00

Task 6 Median 5.01 25.83 33.10 30.00 3.85 16.00
Range 18.75 54.05 47.60 50.00 30.00 18.00

Note. Medians and ranges are based on percentage of reported strategy use.

* Figures in this column are based on raw frequencies, not percentages, of strategies reported.
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Reported strategy use by task group and test-taker study and proficiency levels. Overall,
there does not seem to be any significant interactions between test-taker study level and task
group in terms of percentages of strategies reported, except for the approach category. As Table
16 shows, the undergraduate students have a slightly higher median for the approach category for
Task Groups B and C than the graduate students have, but the medians of both student groups are
equal for Task Group A. In terms of interaction between test-taker proficiency level and task
group, Table 17 shows that there might be an interaction effect for the approach, communication,
and affective categories. In other words, the differences in median percentages for these strategy
categories vary depending on both task group and examinee proficiency level. For example, the
median for the affective category for Task Group B is higher for the test-takers at the
intermediate level than for their advanced counterparts, but for Task Group C, it is higher for the
test-takers at the advanced level. However, these differences in medians across student and task

groups were often not very large.

Table 16
Reported Strategy Use by Task Group and Test-Taker Study Level
Task Study Approach Communication Cognitive Meta-  Affective

group level cognitive

A Undergraduate Median 16.03 38.80 7.14 30.77 .00
(n=16) Range 60.00 77.50 28.57 62.50 20.00
Graduate Median 16.23 15.48 12.92 38.75 .00
(n=14) Range 42.86 45.45 50.00 69.05 42.86

B Undergraduate Median 8.01 24.19 31.01 25.95 .00
(n=16) Range 25.00 43.75 41.25 41.35 15.00
Graduate Median 5.00 19.17 32.74 33.33 5.28
(n=14) Range 20.00 40.00 44.05 62.25 14.29

C Undergraduate Median 9.55 28.57 26.14 29.71 1.92
(n=16) Range 29.41 57.89 45.03 48.58 30.00
Graduate Median 6.46 22.90 33.33 35.57 .00
(n=14) Range 22.22 46.67 56.25 66.67 15.38

Note. Medians and ranges are based on percentage of reported strategy use.
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Overall, there were no large interaction effects between task group and test-takers’ study
and proficiency levels on the percentage of reported strategy use. In terms of test scores, Tables
B4 and B5 in Appendix B show that the undergraduate students obtained significantly higher
scores than the graduate students on Task 2. As Table 16 shows, Task 2 resulted in higher
medians for the communication category and lower medians for the cognitive and metacognitive

categories for the undergraduate group than for the graduate group.

Table 17
Reported Strategy Use by Task Group and Test-Taker Proficiency Level
Task Proficiency Approach Communication Cognitive Meta-  Affective
group level cognitive
A Intermediate  Median 17.16 29.29 11.76 35.29 .00
(n=17) Range 44.44 87.50 33.33 83.33 42.86
Advanced  Median 15.04 36.16 7.14 34.17 .00
(n=13) Range 60.00 71.43 50.00 72.73 15.79
B Intermediate  Median 5.57 23.21 32.67 27.89 4.36
(n=17) Range 21.43 50.00 43.33 62.25 15.00
Advanced  Median 8.01 22.25 31.70 28.35 .00
(n=13) Range 25.00 41.12 41.96 44.64 14.29
C Intermediate  Median 7.42 23.30 28.99 30.38 .00
(n=17) Range 29.41 50.00 48.30 55.56 15.38
Advanced  Median 6.70 28.57 28.47 31.25 4.26
(n=13) Range 20.83 57.89 48.21 55.56 30.00

Note. Medians and ranges are based on percentage of reported strategy use.

Research Question 4: Reported Strategy Use and Test Performance

To answer the fourth research question concerning the relationship between test-takers’
reported strategic behaviors and their test scores, we conducted correlational analyses to examine
whether there was a relationship between the test-takers’ reported strategic behaviors and their
SSTiBT test scores. The results in this section are presented from the broadest level of analysis

(correlations between strategy categories and total test scores) to the narrowest level of analysis
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(correlations between reported individual strategies and task scores by task). In the analyses
involving total test scores in this section (the “Overall reported strategy use and total test scores,”
“Strategy categories and total test scores,” and “Individual strategies and total test scores”
subsections below), we ran correlations between the aggregated (averaged) percentages of
reported strategies across the six tasks for each student and the total test score, which is an
average of the six task scores.'' The correlations for task groups (the “Strategy categories and
test scores by task group” and “Individual strategies and test scores by task group” subsections
below) were run between the average reported strategy use and the task score averages across
pairs of tasks within task groups. For individual task scores, the correlations were run between
the scores for a given task and the strategies reported by the students while doing that particular
task (the “Strategy categories and test scores by task™ and “Individual strategies and test scores
by task” subsections below). The results of the analyses (except for the “Strategy categories and
test scores by task group” and “Individual strategies and test scores by task group” subsections
below) are presented in Table 18.

Overall reported strategy use and total test scores. As shown in the second row of the last
column of Table 18, there was no significant correlation between the total number of reported
strategies and total test scores. Although not significant, the Spearman rho (rs) coefficient (—.02)
was negative. Since the test-takers were organized into proficiency groups based on their SSTiBT
scores, this finding supports the results from our second research question, in which we found no
significant differences in reported strategy use between intermediate and advanced test-takers (see
Tables 8 and 9). This suggests that there was a great deal of variation in the number of reported
strategies regardless of test-taker proficiency level.

Strategy categories and total test scores. In examining the correlations between the
percentages of each of the five strategy categories and the total test scores, the results in the last
column of Table 18 show no significant correlations for the approach, communication, cognitive,
and metacognitive categories, but there is a significant negative correlation (rs =—.37, p <.05)
between the percentage of reported affective strategies and the total test score. Although the
affective strategy category represented only a small percentage of the total strategies reported by
test-takers (see Table 4), with an increased percentage of reported use, test scores tended to decrease.

Strategy categories and test scores by task group. When correlations were run on the

average percentages of reported strategies and the average of the task scores within each task
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group, no significant correlations were found.'” This means that the average of reported strategies

in Task Group A did not correlate with the average score within that task group; similarly, the

average of reported strategies in Task Groups B and C did not correlate significantly with their

respective average task group scores.

Table 18

Correlations Between Percentage of Reported Strategy Use and Task and Test Scores

Task 1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6  Total
score
Total individual strategies” —-.11 —.06 -22 33 —-.29 .08 —-.02
Approach —-.10 -.22 .26 .07 .04 —.05 15
Recalling the task type A2 23 22 .10 —.05 N/A 17
Recalling the question 16 —.06 .00 .00 .19 .19 .19
Recalling the text N/A N/A .19 .07 N/A N/A .09
Recalling the dialogue N/A N/A 22 N/A 15 N/A 25
Recalling the lecture N/A N/A N/A —.06 N/A —.02 .02
Generating choices —-.19 —.24 N/A N/A -.07 N/A .03
Making choices 14 16 .07 N/A -.07 N/A 34
Developing reasons =22 —.34 —-.08 A3 =27 —-.08 =35
Communication .02 28 .06 22 .01 22 .30
Stmplifying the —-.07 —.15 —-.02 .03 -.07 -.02 —.14
message
Avoiding —.00 28 .30 N/A .03 32 21
Using Chinese —-.19 —-.09 —.24 N/A -.07 —.26 —.24
Paraphrasing N/A .01 .07 14 27 —-.14 .06
Approximating -.19 —-.03 N/A —-.19 14 —.04 .06
Linking to prior
experiences/knowledge —.04 32 .08 12 —.04 19 23
Borrowing —.06 —-.02 .03 A41%* .04 32 .10
Reviewing notes N/A N/A 25 .09 25 .07 24
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Table 18 (continued)
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Task 1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6  Total
score
Referring to notes —-.08 35 .09 —.06 —-.03 —.26 -.03
Organizing thoughts 12 36%* .05 .20 34 .06 34
Guessing N/A —.24 .20 A2 -32 —.13 —-.20
Repeating 28 —.26 -.32 -.23 —.14 —.04 .05
Rehearsing 12 —-.03 —-.16 .19 —-.07 23 —-.10
Reading ahead —.06 .29 15 .04 —-.07 .06 16
Restructuring —-.19 —.05 —.09 13 -.07 23 —.05
Slowing —.18 —-.05 —.04 31 —-.01 .04 .00
Thinking ahead .05 28 .07 N/A 28 N/A 23
Elaborating to fill time 17 .19 —-.01 —-.06 -.19 N/A .08
Elaborating to clarify
‘ 14 .00 -.09 13 —-.20 21 .28
meaning
Cognitive .05 —.09 .07 -33 .23 —.04 —-.05
Attending 14 —-.19 —.34 -.26 -.29 —-.10 —42%
Anticipating the content —.19 —-.03 .06 —-.01 -.17 .01 -.13
Anticipating the
N/A A40%* 38%* =33 21 -.02 24
structure
Using imagery —.06 16 35 .08 -.07 .29 .36
Using mechanical
_ —.11 .01 —-.05 .04 38%* .09 14
means to organize
Memorizing N/A N/A 20 .07 20 .07 25
Summarizing 15 -.02 -.32 15 .29 —.01 .08
Translating A2 —.24 —.24 N/A N/A N/A —.16
Inferencing N/A N/A 24 —.06 .30 -.07 17
Processing inductively N/A N/A N/A 27 N/A N/A 28

(Table continues)



Table 18 (continued)

Task 1  Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6 Total
score
Metacognitive 24 -.19 —-.10 —-.03 -.28 =20 —.26
Setting goals —.12 -.23 -.29 A45% —.08 —-.20 —43*
Identifying the
surpose of the fask —-.23 34 —43* .06 22 34 19
Planning .19 -22 —-.03 —.09 -.25 —.05 —-.20
Monitoring —.10 .05 .03 A1 -.17 —.04 .05
Self-correcting 32 15 23 —.18 .01 .26 39%
Evaluating
previous -.27 .04 18 14 —41* 19 .08
performance
Evaluating the
content of what —-.03 .01 —-.21 .01 —-.05 —.37* =35
was read/heard
Evaluating
performance 29 =23 22 —-.28 -.12 —.04 —.24
Evaluating
language 22 -.03 .08 .20 .07 .07 21
production
Affective =37 —14 -33 .10 23 .04 -37*
Lowering anxiety  —.16 N/A .02 A1 .10 38%* .02
Encouraging self —.44* N/A —-.07 10 18 —-.10 -.22
Justifying
performance -38*% -4 —.38%* —-.15 14 —-.21 —48**

Note. Spearman rho, N = 30

* Grand total number of strategies reported based on raw frequencies, not percentages.

* Correlation is significant at p < .05 (2-tailed). ** Correlation significant at p < .01 (2-tailed).
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Strategy categories and test scores by task. In Table 18, columns 2 to 7 (under the
headings Task 1 through Task 6) show the results of examining the strength and direction of the
relationship between the strategy categories within each task and the test score for that task. All
of the correlations were nonsignificant except under Task 1; the affective strategy category
negatively correlated with the task score (rs=—.37, p <.05)."> Suggestive of a practice effect,
since it was the first task the participants encountered, the average test score for Task 1 (see
Table B1 in Appendix B) had the lowest mean score (M = 2.57, SD = .78) of all the task scores.
It was also the only task in which a participant received a score of 0 (see Table B1). It is
important to note that this same participant reported 42.86% of the total affective strategies in
Task 1, and explains why a significant negative correlation was found.

Individual strategies and total test scores. In examining the last column of Table 18 for
significant correlations between the percentages of reported use of individual strategies and the
total test score, we found four significant correlations. The cognitive strategy of attending
negatively correlated with the total test score (rs =—.42, p <.05) as did the metacognitive
strategy of setting goals (rs = —.43, p <.05). Both of these individual strategies direct attention
toward aspects of the task itself (see Appendix F) and away from the online language processing
for the task, so these correlations suggest that as reported use of those strategies increased, the
test-takers’ performance, as measured by their test scores, decreased. Self-correcting, a
metacognitive strategy, positively correlated with test score (rs = .39, p <.05), which suggests
that test-takers who reported an awareness of their errors, at least in the stimulated recall,*
tended to have higher test scores. Finally, the percentage of the reported affective strategy of
justifying performance correlated negatively with the total test score (rs = —.48, p <.01). As the
example in Appendix F suggests, test-takers may have justified their performance only in the
stimulated recall rather than during the test itself, but overall the test scores tended to decrease as
their reported use of that individual strategy increased.

Individual strategies and test scores by task group. When we ran correlations between the
average of reported individual strategies within each task group (i.e., Task Groups A, B, and C)
and the average test scores with each task group, there were no significant correlations in Task
Group A. In Task Group B, the communication strategy of repeating negatively correlated with
test scores (rs = —.40, p <.05), as did the affective strategy of justifying performance (rs=—.42,
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p <.05). In Task Group C, the cognitive strategy of attending negatively correlated with test
scores (Is=—.36, p <.05).

Individual strategies and test scores by task. In this subsection, we report on the results in
Table 18, in which there were significant correlations between individual strategies and the test
score for each respective task. A total of 13 significant correlations were found, and they are
listed in Table 19 along with the strategy category and the direction of the relationship between

the reported individual strategy use and task score.

Table 19
Significant Correlations Between Reported Individual Strategies and Task Scores by Task
Task Strategy category Individual strategy Direction of correlation
Task 1 Affective Encouraging self Negative
Affective Justifying performance Negative
Task 2 Communication Organizing thoughts Positive
Cognitive Anticipating the structure Positive
Task 3 Cognitive Anticipating the structure Positive
Metacognitive Identifying purpose of the task Negative
Affective Justifying performance Negative
Task 4 Communication Borrowing Positive
Metacognitive Setting goals Positive
Task 5 Cognitive Using mechanical means Positive
Metacognitive Evaluating previous performance Negative
Task 6 Metacognitive Evaluating content of what heard/said Negative
Affective Lowering anxiety Positive

As shown in Table 19, of the 13 significant correlations, the two in the communication
strategy category were positive, as were the three in the cognitive strategy category. In the
metacognitive strategy category, one correlation was positive (setting goals) while three were
negative. In the affective strategy category, one correlation was positive (lowering anxiety) while
the remaining three were negative. It is worth noting that two of the three significant negative

correlations in the affective category were in Task 1, again suggestive of the test-takers having
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more of an affective response at the beginning of the SSTiBT and also possibly because of the
one participant who scored 0 on Task 1 and reported a high percentage of the total affective

strategies for that task (42.86%).

Discussion
Key Findings and Implications

Test-takers reported using a wide range of strategies (49 in all) when completing the test.
These strategies are applicable to both learning and testing contexts. All participants reported
using at least five strategies for each task.

In general, tasks within each task group are similar to each other with respect to reported
strategy use. This supports grouping the tasks by language skills. Currently, the TOEFL speaking
tasks are grouped by the sub-domains (e.g., everyday familiar topics, campus-life situations) that
are expected to affect some components of students’ speaking performance in important ways
(e.g., vocabulary usage, fluency; X. Xi, personal communication, February 17, 2008).

The integrated task groups (Task Groups B and C) were more similar to each other than
they were to Task Group A. First, Task Groups B and C elicited a wider variety of reported
strategies than Task Group A elicited. Second, there were more significant differences in terms
of strategy categories between Task Group A on the one hand and Task Groups B and C on the
other hand, than between Task Groups B and C. Including integrated tasks thus broadens the
scope of strategies called upon in the SSTiBT speaking tasks. The integrated task group
involving three language skills (Task Group B) elicited greater reported strategy use than the
integrated task group that involved two language skills (Task Group C), and both Task Group B
and Task Group C elicited more reported strategy use than did independent Task Group A. This
suggests that the more language skills involved in a task, the higher the frequency of reported
strategy use. The inclusion of integrated tasks is intended to simulate typical communication in
an actual academic setting. Our findings indicate that integrated tasks elicit strategic behaviors
that are different from those used in independent tasks, and thus support the use of both types of
tasks in the SSTiBT.

The findings that all test-takers reported using a variety of strategies and that strategy
use varied significantly across task groups imply that strategy use is integral to performing
SSTiBT tasks, and therefore should be considered as part of the construct of communicative

performance. We propose three versions of this argument. First, a weak version, supported
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by the findings of the current study, indicates that test-takers do engage in a variety of
strategic behaviors when performing the SSTiBT tasks. Given that many of these strategies
are in some ways obvious given the task types (e.g., generating ideas, planning, attending),
one can conclude that these are part of the construct in that the task designers must have had
these strategies in mind when they designed the SSTiBT tasks. This empirical evidence about
the actual strategies that test-takers reported employing can be used to substantiate claims
about the validity of inferences based on SSTiBT scores.

Second, the finding that the more complex the task is, the more strategies the test-takers
report using supports a slightly stronger version of the argument. According to this version,
strategic behavior mediates the relationship between task (complexity) and performance (scores).
In other words, strategies compensate for the complexity or difficulty of the task. As tasks
become more complex or difficult, test-takers use more strategies to achieve the same level of
performance. It is also possible that some features of the more complex tasks may require the use
of (additional) specific types of strategy (e.g., using mechanical means to organize, anticipating
the structure, attending), leading to the use of more strategies overall.

Finally, a strong version of the argument is that strategy use should be part of the scoring
criteria and claims based on SSTiBT scores. However, to be included as part of the scoring
criteria, two conditions need to be met: (a) the use of strategies has to be observable in the
product (i.e., raters must be able to identify it), and (b) the amount or type of strategy use has to
differ across score levels. Since the focus of the current study was on test-takers’ stimulated
recalls of their performance, rather than the spoken performances themselves, we are unable to
address this strong version of the argument. Additionally, we are aware that some strategies are
inherently unobservable (e.g., rehearsing, using imagery) and cannot be included as part of a
scoring rubric.

The undergraduate group reported using significantly more communication strategies
than the graduate group reported, whereas the graduates reported using significantly more
cognitive and affective strategies than the undergraduates reported. In our sample, the
undergraduates had spent more time than the graduates in an English-speaking country, and may
therefore more readily have used communication strategies. We wonder if the difference in

length of residence is a typical difference between undergraduate and graduate populations in
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North America. If it is, what should be the implications for test reporting and admissions
practices?

In this study we examined the relationship between the reported use of strategic
behaviors and test and task scores. However, based on the finding that there is no relationship
(rs = —.02) between the total number of reported strategic behaviors and total test score on the
SSTiBT, we would argue that the reported use of strategic behaviors is indirectly related to
performance. Our consideration of the total data set convinces us that strategic behaviors mediate
the relationship between task/test and spoken performance. However, in our study it was the
spoken performance that was rated, not the strategic behaviors that the test-takers reported using
to perform the task. As a result, many of the correlations between reported strategic behaviors
and scores in this study were weak or mixed. When faced with tasks that were more complex or
difficult, test-takers tended to report using more strategies, and this increased use of strategies
may have led to their obtaining the same scores on tasks that differ in terms of difficulty.

In addition, the finding that the same reported strategic behavior may be effective with
one task but not with another makes it challenging to link reported strategy use to test
performance, because a desirable strategy in one instance may negatively impact performance in
another context. This may be because the resources allocated to the execution of any particular
strategy may impact other aspects of speech production that need attentional resources at the
same time. In turn, this tendency may be related to the difficulty or complexity of the task, as
well as to test-taker second/foreign language learning and test-taking histories. In other words,
the effectiveness of a particular strategy may be task, context, and individual dependent.

While the total number of reported strategic behaviors did not correlate significantly with
total test score (rs = —.02), there is one significant correlation at the level of strategy category.
That significant correlation is negative and is between reported affective strategy use and total
test score (I's = —.37), due mostly to students’ justifying their performance. This means that the
students with low proficiency (i.e., those obtaining lower test scores) tended more often to try to
explain their poor performance.

Of the 13 individual strategies for which there were significant correlations with task
scores, the cognitive and communication strategies correlated positively, whereas the
metacognitive and affective strategies tended to correlate negatively. The learning strategy

literature suggests a positive relationship between performance and three of these strategy
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categories (cognitive, communication, and metacognitive), so the negative correlations between
some of the individual metacognitive strategies and task scores found in the current study are
somewhat surprising. The use of metacognitive strategies would seem essential for the successful
completion of a speaking task. On reflection, however, we suggest that speaking (perhaps like
listening) is a skill that has special requirements (relative to writing and reading) because of the
immediate, online nature of a speaking performance. Making use of metacognitive strategies
may simply use up too much of the attentional resources required to produce a speaking
performance that is fluent, linguistically satisfactory (use of correct morphology, syntax, and
vocabulary), and contains acceptable content." In other words, because of the unique features of
a speaking task, the use of metacognitive strategies may negatively affect performance because it
consumes the limited mental resources available, but needed, to successfully carry out the task at
hand. Given the findings of this study, we would like to suggest that the use of some
metacognitive strategies (e.g., setting goals) but not others (e.g., self-correcting) may interfere
with successful performance on a timed speaking test.

The results from our study have implications for strategy training. One of the goals of
strategies-based instruction is to increase students’ awareness and repertoire of strategies
(Brown, 2007) so that they can determine the right combination of strategies that works well for
them on a given task. For training test-takers, the use of stimulated recall could serve the purpose
of raising students’ awareness of the strategies they use in a speaking task and elicit from them

other strategies they could add to their repertoires.

Limitations

Although all test-takers were asked to take the test seriously, as if their admission to a
university depended on it, the fact that the test did not take place under real examination
conditions and had no real consequences for the students might have produced different test
results and/or elicited different strategic behaviors than those that would have occurred during an
actual administration of the SSTiBT.

Stimulated recalls may represent only a partial list of the possible strategies test-takers
could have tapped while performing the SSTiBT, or that they tapped but did not report (Cohen,
1998; Gass & Mackey, 2000; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995; Russo, Johnson, & Stephens, 1989).
In addition to the argument that some strategies are automatic and, thus, not conscious or cannot

be verbalized, it is possible that some strategic behaviors that are more global (e.g., identifying
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the purpose of the task, 3%) are reported less frequently than other, more localized behaviors
(e.g., using mechanical means to organize, 12%) because, although they can affect the process
and outcome of performance significantly, they need to be employed only a few times (e.g., at
the beginning of the process). In addition, participants can be selective in terms of what they
report, given the large number of behaviors they may employ at a given time and/or their
awareness of an audience for their verbal reports (Cohen, 1998; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995;
Russo et al., 1989).

The research version of the SSTiBT allowed us to pause after each task to facilitate
stimulated recalls. Some participants reported that having a chance to reflect on what they had
done after each task affected their use of strategic behaviors and test performance in the
subsequent tasks (see Appendix K for some examples). Although we list this as a limitation, we
wish to make it clear that these examples also illustrate the value of stimulated recall in a
teaching and learning context, and (we would argue) its value in helping students understand
which strategic behaviors might help them in a test-taking context according to the task type and
language skill(s) involved, as compared to a naturalistic context, where the language skills that
might be needed will more likely be mediated by a broader range of strategic behaviors.

Recategorizing our sample of participants according to the research version of the
SSTiBT (as compared to the initial categorization based on our pretest) yielded a small
subsample of four (graduate/advanced). This made achieving statistical significance difficult.
The range of proficiency we targeted appears to have been too limited, perhaps leading to
findings of no differences.

The inclusion of only two tasks per task group (imposed by the structure of SSTiBT)
limited our ability to generalize with confidence. In addition, the test tasks were administered in
the same order to all students (imposed by the structure of SSTiBT), so that counterbalancing
task order across students was not possible.

As is often the case for other studies in the field, we considered only frequencies
(percentages) of reported strategic behaviors. We did not consider sequencing (e.g.,
metacognitive strategies may tend to be used initially; cognitive and communication strategies
may tend to be used during performance), quality (i.e., what works for an individual test-taker on
a given task), and the global/local nature inherent in each individual strategy (i.e., the importance

of the strategy to the task as a whole versus its local application).
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The taxonomies of strategies are atheoretical. When there is no theory to inform coding
decisions within and across studies, they are rather arbitrary. We consider this a general

weakness of all studies investigating strategy use.

Future Research

The current data set could be explored further in at least two ways: (a) through case
studies, examine the relationships among test-takers’ strategic behaviors while taking the
SSTiBT (e.g., Do they self-correct?), their actual performance (e.g., their self-correction), the
quality and sequencing of their strategy use, their test scores, and their stimulated recalls (e.g.,
Did they report that they self-corrected?); and (b) through within-group comparisons (e.g.,
comparing test-takers who achieved high scores with each other), examine the differences in
patterns of reported strategy use. The goal of these group comparisons would be to explore the
variability among test-takers who obtain similar test scores.

This study could be replicated minimizing the limitations we have identified (e.g.,
including more tasks per task group, counterbalancing the order of task presentation) and
including different samples of test-takers (e.g., participants with differing language backgrounds
and having a wider range of proficiency in the L2).

More research is needed to assess whether and how strategic competence should be
incorporated into the scoring rubric. Such research could explore whether and what strategic
behaviors are observable (i.e., heard by the rater) in spoken performance, whether they vary
across proficiency levels, whether they can and should be considered separately from other
aspects of performance (e.g., grammar, discourse), whether and how they can be identified and
evaluated accurately and consistently, and if and how test users can interpret and use such
information appropriately.

To obtain a clearer picture of the indirect relationships between strategic behaviors and
scores, future studies/analyses need to examine how strategic behaviors affect spoken
performance (e.g., linguistic and discourse features) and how the spoken performance affects test
and task scores through a multilayered analysis, such as multilevel modeling (Raudenbush &

Bryk, 2002).
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Conclusions

This study constitutes a response to the TOEFL program’s research agenda concerning
the need to understand the processes and knowledge that test-takers use when responding to
the speaking tasks in the TOEFL iBT assessment. To do this, we asked test-takers to report
the strategies they used while completing each task of a version of the TOEFL iBT Speaking
test. They were asked to report the strategies they used as they viewed a video of themselves
completing each of six tasks (stimulated recall). The stimulated recalls were conducted
immediately after each task. To our knowledge, this study is the first to collect data regarding
the strategies test-takers report using while taking a speaking test. Furthermore, it is the first to
use stimulated recall immediately following the completion of each test item (or task, in the
case of SSTiBT).

The perspective taken in this research is that strategic behaviors are the goal-directed
actions taken by test-takers to regulate their cognitive processes in preparing to respond to a task,
in responding to the task, or in reflecting on how they responded to the task. The actions taken by
an individual test-taker reflect his or her background characteristics (in the case of this study,
their proficiency level [intermediate and advanced] and study level [graduate and
undergraduate]), their goals (to do well on the test and get some practice on how to do it well) in
interacting with the tasks (six SSTiBT tasks), and the context (university research project) in
which the testing takes place.

Given this complexity, we remain unsurprised but disappointed that we found few
significant correlations between the strategies test-takers reported using and their test scores. We
do, however, remain convinced that a relationship exists, but that it is much more complex than a
simple linear relationship. Our current view—one supported by the stimulated protocol data—is
that strategies are mediating tools; that is to say, strategies mediate between the test-taker and his
or her performance (as reflected in the score he or she obtains). The test-takers’ reports make it
strikingly clear that the use of strategies is an integral aspect of taking the SSTiBT and, in that
sense, should be considered as part of the construct of communicative performance.
Furthermore, it appears that the more complex a task is from the perspective of the demands
made on test-takers’ language skills (i.e., integrated tasks), the wider the variety of the reported
use of strategies. This may partially account for the fact that there were no significant test score

differences among the task types (groups).'® In other words, as the tasks became more complex,

55



the test-takers compensated by using a greater variety of strategies. Our results also show that, in
the context of a speaking test, the reported use of communication, cognitive, and metacognitive
strategies are negatively correlated. We argue that this is due to the online nature of speaking,
particularly under test conditions where limited mental resources must be used to undertake a
task with unique, online characteristics.

As we have noted, this study is the first to examine reported strategy use in a speaking
test context. A next step is to examine actual strategy use in relation to both test scores and
reported strategy use. However, in order to move forward, we need to revisit the fact that
frequency is the basis of all analyses in strategic behavior studies. We believe that going beyond
simple frequency counts will lead to a reconceptualization of underlying constructs. That is to
say, we need to deconstruct our construct of each individual strategy: what, by whom, why,
where, when, and how. As part of that process, we will better understand the use of strategies as
a mediating tool between task characteristics and performance in a particular context. By context,
we mean not only the setting but also test-takers’ characteristics, including language learning and
test-taking histories.

We believe the strategy research field needs shaking up. Having worked with the set of
strategies found in the literature, we see conceptual and empirical overlap, with little attention
paid to the specifics of the context of use. Our view is that the lists of strategies need to be
deconstructed, culled, and reformulated into a theoretically based framework that takes account
of the history of the strategy user, the tasks to which the strategies are being applied, and the
broader context of use. Microgenetic analysis of change over time with respect to task and
context is key to this understanding. Needless to say, we see the area as ripe for further research

and theorizing.
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Notes
! We are aware that there is little consensus regarding how to define tasks (e.g., Bachman, 2002;
Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Bygate, Skehan, & Swain, 2001; Norris, Brown, Hudson, &
Yoshioka, 1998; Nunan, 1989; Skehan, 1996). Here, tasks refers specifically to the six
speaking tasks in the SSTiBT (see Table 3).

2 The term cognitive processes, which is taken from cognitive psychology, refers to all processes
by which sensory input is transformed, reduced, elaborated, stored, recovered, and used

(Neisser, 1976).

3 Since the SSTiBT does not require dialogical exchanges between the tester and the test-taker,
social strategies, which entail interacting with others to improve language learning or
language use (e.g., asking for correction, cooperating, and empathizing with others; O’Malley

& Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990), were not included in the list of strategies.

* See Table 3.

> In this study, Chinese refers to modern standard Chinese (commonly known as Mandarin or
Putonghua), which is the official language of government and education in the People’s

Republic of China and Taiwan.

® All translations in this report were done by the second author, Huang, who is a professional
translator certified by the National Accreditation Authority for Translators and Interpreters

(NAATI) and the Canadian federal government’s Translation Bureau.

" Tasks 1, 3, and 6 were selected to establish inter-coder agreement because they represent the

main task groups (see Table 3).
¥ Refer to Appendix F for the definitions of the five strategy categories.

? The first letter stands for graduate (G) or undergraduate (U) and subsequent letters are the

initials of the participant.

1 Recalling the text was reported surprisingly infrequently. This may be related to how the test-
takers perceived the importance of the reading segment in Tasks 3 and 4. Several participants
commented during the stimulated recall sessions and exit interviews that they learned during

the familiarization session that comprehending the reading segment did not play a role in
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facilitating or hindering their speaking performance; the content that had the most direct
relevance to their speaking was in the listening portion of the tasks. Thus, the participants
found little need to recall the text that they had read for Tasks 3 and 4 during the preparing-to-
speak stage.

' As explained in the Data Analysis section, coded data (i.e., strategic behaviors) were converted
to percentages before any statistical analyses were conducted. Percentages of reported
individual strategies were computed for each test-taker for each task as follows: counts of
coded individual strategies (e.g., setting goals) were summed for each test-taker for each task
and then divided by the total number of instances of reported individual strategies for that

particular test-taker for that particular task to obtain a percentage of times that code occurred.
2 There is no table for this section because none of the correlations were significant.

PNote that significant correlations were found (a) between total test score and percentage of
reported affective strategies and (b) between Task 1 scores and percentage of reported
affective strategies for Task 1, but not between (c) Task Group A scores and percentage of
reported affective strategies. This may be due to the different ways of aggregating the scores

and percentages of reported strategies as described in the Data Analysis section.

'An examination of the test transcripts would reveal how often the test-takers actually self-
corrected during the SSTiBT vs. whether they reported thinking about self-correcting during

the stimulated recall.

'> A reviewer suggested that for the speakers with more advanced levels of proficiency, using
metacognitive strategies may be more automatic and subconscious, so these proficiencies
were not reported as frequently as they were for speakers of lower proficiency. However, we
think it is just as likely that students of higher proficiency who have a greater repertoire of
strategies simply may not be able to verbalize them all and, given limited time, may select

some among those to verbalize (Barkaoui, 2008).

' 1t should be noted that the performance descriptors for the same scores for the integrated vs.
independent tasks in the rubric are slightly different. In addition, the same score level for an
integrated task may not require the same level of performance as that for an independent task

given the greater complexity of the former.
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Appendix A
A List of Strategic Behaviors

This is a compilation of L2 use, learning, test-taking, and communication strategies found

in the literature.

Communication Strategies: Involving conscious plans for solving a linguistic problem in order to
reach a communicative goal
Reduction Strategies:
Topic avoidance: Avoiding topic areas that pose linguistic difficulties
Message abandonment: Leaving a message unfinished because of linguistic
difficulties
Semantic reduction: Changing a message (¢.g., reducing the scope of message)

rather than abandoning the message

Achievement Strategies:
Guessing using linguistic or other clues
Approximation: Use of such strategies as lexical substitution, over-generalization,
and exemplification
Paraphrase: Use of circumlocution, synonym, word coinage, and morphological
creativity
Interlingual strategies: Use of such strategies as borrowing and “foreignizing”
literal translation
Stalling/time-gaining strategies: Use of verbal fillers or formulaic expressions

Restructuring: Reconstruction of the sentence to deal with linguistic limitations

Cognitive Strategies: Involving manipulating the target language for understanding and
producing language
Selecting (attending)
Comprehending
Clarifying or verifying
Translating

Inferencing
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Analyzing contrastively

Analyzing inductively

Reasoning deductively
Storing or memory

Repeating

Associating

Linking with prior knowledge

Summarizing

Using imagery

Using mechanical means to store information
Retrieval or using

Recombining

Applying rules

Transferring

Translating

Practicing naturalistically

Using outside resources

Rehearsing

Metacognitive Strategies: Involving a conscious examination of the learning/test-taking process
in order to organize, plan, and evaluate efficient ways of learning/test taking

Goal formation

Organizing

Planning

Evaluating

Affective Strategies: Involving self-talk or mental control over affect
Lowering anxiety

Encouraging self
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Appendix B

Analysis of Test Scores

Table B1
Descriptive Statistics for Task and Test Scores (N = 30)
Min Max Mean SD

Task 1 .0 4.0 2.57 78
Task 2 1.5 4.0 2.98 72
Task 3 1.5 4.0 2.82 .69
Task 4 1 4 2.60 71
Task 5 1.0 4.0 2.72 .83
Task 6 1.5 4.0 2.87 .67
Total Test Score 1.33 3.75 2.76 .61
Table B2
Friedman Test for Comparing Scores Across Tasks

N 30
Chi-square 15.51
Df 5
Asymp. sig. .01
Table B3
Follow-Up Tests for Comparing Scores Across Tasks (Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test) (p < .01)

V4 Asymp. sig. (2-tailed)

Task 2 — Task 1 -2.97 .00
Task 3 — Task 1 -2.10 .04
Task 4 — Task 1 =25 .80
Task 5 — Task 1 -1.25 21
Task 6 — Task 1 -2.42 .02

(Table continues)
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Table B3 (continued)

V4 Asymp. sig. (2-tailed)

Task 3 — Task 2 -1.37 17

Task 4 — Task 2 -2.59 .01

Task 5 — Task 2 =2.17 .03

Task 6 — Task 2 -91 37

Task 4 — Task 3 —-1.94 .05

Task 5 — Task 3 -1.13 26

Task 6 — Task 3 —-.52 .60

Task 5 — Task 4 -1.13 26

Task 6 — Task 4 -1.95 .05

Task 6 — Task 5 -1.17 24

Table B4

Descriptive Statistics for Scores by Task and Test-Taker Study Level

Study level Task 1  Task2  Task3  Task4  Task5  Task6

Undergraduate N 16 16 16 16 16 16
M 2.75 3.31 3.09 2.84 3.16 3.16
SD .66 57 .64 .68 .70 57

Graduate N 14 14 14 14 14 14
M 2.36 2.61 2.50 232 2.21 2.54
SD .89 71 .62 .67 .67 .63

Table B5

Two-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test for Task Scores by Test-Taker Study Level

Task 1 Task2 Task3 Task4 Task5 Task6 Total Score

Most extreme Absolute 18 Sl 37 25 44 46 45
differences Positive .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

Negative —.18 —-.51 -37 —-.25 —.44 —.46 —.45
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 49 1.39 1.00 .68 1.20 1.24 1.22
Asymp. sig. (2-tailed) .97 .04 27 74 12 .09 10
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Table B6

Correlations Among Task Scores

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6
Task 1 1.00
Task 2 .60 1.00
Task 3 .70 .64 1.00
Task 4 .65 .50 .70 1.00
Task 5 .58 .66 81 .64 1.00
Task 6 .63 .53 .55 .50 .56 1.00

Note. Spearman rho. N = 30. All correlations are significant at p < .01 (2-tailed).

72



Appendix C

Pretest Proficiency Screening

Part One Story Telling and Answering Questions
Source: Test of Spoken English™ (TSE®).

Please look at the six pictures.

1.

I would like you to tell me the story that the pictures show, starting with picture

number 1 and going through picture number 6.

Preparation time: 15 seconds
Response time: 1 minute

What could have been done to prevent this situation?

Preparation time: 15 seconds

Response time: 1 minute

The man in the pictures is reading a newspaper. Both newspapers and television news
programs can be good sources of information about current events. What do you think

are the advantages and disadvantages of each of these sources?
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Preparation time: 1 minute

Response time: 2 minutes

Part Two Free Choice (Source: SSTiBT)
Examiner: Describe a class you have taken in school and explain why the class was important to
you. Include details and examples to support your explanation.

Preparation time: 15 seconds

Response time: 45 seconds

Part Three Pair Choice (Source: SSTiBT)
Some universities require first-year students to live in dormitories on campus. Others allow
students to live off campus. Which policy do you think is better for first-year students and why?
Include details and examples in your explanation.

Preparation time: 15 seconds

Response time: 45 seconds
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Appendix D

Individual Profile Questionnaire

Your name, e-mail address and personal information will be kept confidential. Thank you very

much for your time.

Name:

E-mail Address: Age:

Gender: [ Male [J Female

. What is the highest level of education you have completed? Please list degrees or

certificates that you have received.

. Do you have any special linguistic qualifications? That is, are you a translator or

interpreter, a foreign language teacher, or anything of that kind?

. Where were you born?
. What language did you learn first?

. What was the first foreign language you learned? How old were you when you

learned it?

. At what age did you have your first contact with English?
. For how long have you been learning English?

. What countries have you stayed or lived in where English is spoken? How long did

you stay in each one of them?

. Please list any other languages you have learned, with the age that each was learned,

and indicate (by circling one of the levels provided below) how well you can speak

these languages now.

Language Age Level

Elementary/Intermediate/Advanced/Native-like

Elementary/Intermediate/ Advanced/Native-like

Elementary/Intermediate/Advanced/Native-like

Elementary/Intermediate/Advanced/Native-like
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10.  For how long have you been in Canada?
11.  Which language(s) do you use at home?
12. Which language(s) do you use at work?
13.  Which language(s) do you use socially?

14. How many hours per day do you speak with people who are fluent English

speakers?

15. Have you taken any of the following proficiency tests? If not, please mark “N/A,”

and, if yes, please provide the score(s) and the year you took the test.

Test Score Year

TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language)

TSE (Test of Spoken English)

MELAB (Michigan English Language Assessment Battery)

IELTS (International English Language Testing System)

Other
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Appendix E

Stimulated Recall Instructions

A . Instructions for the Research Assistant to keep in mind while conducting the

stimulated recall sessions:

Make the participant feel comfortable.
Explain the purpose of the session.
Provide instructions about what the participant is expected to do.

Ensure that the video camera is working.

A e

Do not direct the participant’s responses. Do not go beyond “What you were
thinking then?”

6. If the response is that he/she does not remember, do not pursue the matter.

7. Do not provide definite reactions to participants’ responses. Use back-channelling

or nonresponses—oh; I see; okay; uh-huh, etc.

8. Pause the tape when the participant is talking during playback.

B . Script:

In this study, I am interested in learning what you think about as you carry out the six
speaking tasks administered over the internet. To do this, I am going to first record you during
the test-taking process. After each task you complete, [ am going to play back the video clip and
ask you to think aloud. By “think aloud,” I mean that I want you to recall and say out loud
everything that came into your mind before, during, and after you completed each task. It is
important that you do not plan or try to explain to me what you are thinking, and it is important
that you keep talking. You may speak in English or in Mandarin, whichever comes naturally to
you when you are recalling the thoughts you had before, during, and after completing each
speaking task. It is important that you keep talking in English or in Mandarin. If you are silent
for any period of time, I will remind you to keep talking.

Do you understand what I am asking you to do? Do you have any questions?

Now we are going to watch the video clip of you performing the 15/2"4/3"/4"/5%/6™ task.
I’d like you to tell me what you were thinking before, during, and after you completed the task. I

am interested in what was in your mind as early as when you began working on the task up until
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the time when you finished the task. Please do not think about what you think you may have or
should have thought or done. I do not want you to try to perform the speaking task again.

I am going to put the remote control on the table here, and you can pause the video anytime that
you want. So, if you want to tell me something about what you were thinking, you can push the
pause button. If I have a question about what you were thinking or what you have said, then I
will push pause and ask you to clarify that part of the video. Please go ahead and tell me what
you can remember.

[Model stopping the video and asking a question.]

C . Possible questions to ask during the stimulated recall session:
e What were you thinking here at this point?

e What were you thinking just then?

e (Can you tell me what you were thinking at that point?

e [ see you appear confused. What were you thinking then?

e Iseeyouare..... What were you thinking then?

e I[s there anything else that comes to your mind?

e Do you remember thinking anything when you . . . ?

e (Can you remember what you were thinking when . . . ?
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Appendix F
Coding Scheme

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Approach strategies : What the test-taker does to orient him- or herself to the task

Recalling the Test-taker thinking 5% —ERE —0F | 12 read a passage, RE =B RN — M, (UHTS, Task 4)
task type about the task’s
format (When I heard this question, I was asked to read a passage also; this was the same task type as
the third question.)
Recalling the Test-taker thinking  , _ NN Dol wnm . s
of the question example B , BRI FEIFHIX ? (GYL, Task 4)
(That is, I was trying to understand what was asked of me in this question. Was the intention
for me to restate the two examples or to evaluate this [what I had heard]?)
Recalling the Test-taker thinking - A . -
text about the reading Hﬁ‘@]l&¢ﬂfﬂ E Elg E?Mi y %Eﬁ&fg y EI|Z§B¢KEO (UJZ, TaSk 3)
(When I heard the question, I was thinking..., that is, trying to recall the reading passage.)
Recalling the Test-taker thinking  #pzr48  #E#EA conversation P KM T A ARA. RBER—EEEIZ , go over,
dialogue about the dialogue . . —
K, BADMAHWEMFE go over —IB. (UJZ, Task 3)
(I was thinking about what was mentioned in the entire conversation. Then I kept recalling and
going over... I roughly went over once in my head what the speaker had said.)
Recalling the Test-taker thinking  gp 235 (X EHE |, BURARA L , Y- AR RBERH Lo (UMW, Task 4)
lecture about the lecture

(I was thinking what the speaker was trying to say in his talk, what his main thesis/idea was.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Generafing Test-taker BE- NIRRT HRBREMT LI EN,... FEREHR , SEBRMKT =5,
choices generating choices —
— N museum,— " library, 58 R = shopping B, (GSX, Task 1)
(First, I started thinking about where I could go. Then I thought about three places—a
museum, a library, and a shopping [mall].)
Making choices  Test-taker narrowing gty gifed8 | WA, MFERES , B/LNER, UNRE-PRERE

down the choices
regarding the topic

RABRETHRRE—IEBE. RE, FE—IRERHEIL. BER , RXKE e
W, RfE , RXEEBN, B2, EBN , AFERKF. EANEFROIHER
KEE, BRREE K UFRBRHFHR. R, Bk, X- WP XERE—1,
—ANpark , ARG, B, ERBREEETR , MEARS&EZ , A5, MAEE
AR MR B2 EREMW. (GUS, Task 1)

(At the time, I was thinking about places I go often. I thought about several choices. At that
time, my first reaction was the library, because there is a library right below where I live. But
I felt that it [the library] was hard to talk about. Then, I thought of going to a gym to exercise,
because I went there often when I was in school. Then I felt that that was also not easy to talk
about. Then, an image of the [...] park emerged in my head. I felt the most comfortable with
that place and the place also evoked many thoughts and emotions; I also liked going there in
China.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Developing Things that the test-  E3 - F3RYRIXPIHEF LA choice 2/, SEETE—4 priority level , I | %

reasons for
choosing what
to say/do

taker says indicate
the reason for doing
what he/she does

RERNBERERFEMENRG , MABRBRTREEZEHENYR K MBRHECHKENT
iRE , BRXTEBERARS , ABRSREBRIFHKER, FrBAOREIES Library i
EREFN , ENTCERZSEFTANREER , CUUMESREHENRA , B E
J.... (UHTS, Task 1)

(Then... of course I had several choices; there is an order of preference. At that time, my
thinking was to talk about the thing that was the easiest to talk about. So I... well, not the
easiest, but what I could say the most [about]. It shouldn’t be too easy, though, because if it’s
too easy, it will not show my level of competency. I thought that the library was a good
[place to talk about], because it had much life-related content and a variety of things that
could be borrowed. We could also learn there....)

Communication strategies: Involving conscious plans for solving a linguistic problem in order to reach a communicative goal

Simplifying the
message

Test-taker thinking
about changing a
message by
simplifying it

HARIMEBE—MXAIUR , BHHE— R, BRRENEBIBLAR,
ERMRBERRERET— &, FREI BB RARE VS MR — L,
(GXS, Task 6)

(I felt that the final viewpoint should be simplified because, unlike the previous one, I was
not clear what the point was. With things that I was clear about, I would say it better; for
things that I was not especially clear about, I would simplify it.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Avoiding Test-taker thinking - n o o o . - e s
;h,?ft pose linguistic  gitbanyt | R4, MABRBAREOW , REPH , RAXREY , BRERRE
1fficulties

ARERTIXAN , MEBXTAREXERE , AHEX 458, B8R, BRER
- EHER K XREEBEREILERWER |, BfF, (GSX, Task2)
(The problem I faced was that I probably thought of things to say, but I did not know how to
express them in English. For example, I thought of saying “thorough understanding” and
whatnot. I really wanted to express those thoughts, but I felt that, because of this limitation,
plus the fact that it’s impossible for me to mull over [how to express thoughts that I couldn’t
express in English] due to the 45 seconds [of speaking time]. I then thought that I would try to
avoid them, but would still try to express my meanings.)

Using Chinese  Test-akerusing B AW HHRIRER A XFERBRRIL HBA>T .. #3080, BHBARAK,

inese to formulate
what to say BEREHFRENETFEPURHRRIBROARIEERA T, (UDD, Task 2)

(Sometimes when you have to translate from Chinese to English, it’s
slow/messy)... I used Chinese to think, because it’s been a very long time... I felt that I very
rarely think about things in English ever since I graduated from high school.)

Paraphrasing  Test-taker restating 18 | ghi#48 , BOMELH , RELMFHNNEAACHESERES A,

in another form or
with other words to
clarify meaning

(UDZ, Task 3)

(er... I was trying to think about how I could use my own words to state the content mentioned
by the speaker again.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Paraphrasing ~ Test-takerrestating  +EAMMEB=AF LA , ELBRE, BHRNEEXNNE , BE—RMNE
the thought in
another form or with F5TE o (URX, Task 3)
othe:.:‘vords to avoid ([I was] mainly thinking about the three opening sentences—how to change it. Because if we
fepetitions were writing an English composition, we would be doomed if we used the same words.)
B, X MEEREAFET . REBELH , ENRBHZABA , points, RER
EARYN , FAKEET , BRAM A he thinks ZEKMNERF , BELUHE ,
ST EK , BAFGZBE, RRHAMREXAIT , F—Ro
B=ANMFENETRRFIX—R , REBLAHEATEAN, M4, (URX, Task 3)
(um... I was a bit stuck here. Because I needed to state three points, I kept thinking about
how to say them so that they don’t sound repetitive. If I kept using phrases like “he
thinks,”... how should I put this... I was nervous and didn’t think much. It would’ve been
better if | had thought the points through in advance. Of the three points, I got stuck on this
one; [ was thinking about how I can make it less repetitive.)
Approximating  Test-taker using XANHREER , MR EEEN , BENRNRZEEISZA BT , HXNZA

lexical or
grammatical
substitution

promise, Promise T 2458l , NiZAEHFNAR. FXRFZEER , BRAGEH
talk to another prof =& B F museum, (UVQ, Task 5)

(At this time, I was thinking that she had already promised... promised that... I couldn’t think
of what word to use. I should use the word “promise.” The word “promise” was not a good
word, either. There should be a better word. Then I couldn’t think of any word, so I could
only say “talk to another professor” about assisting in the museum work.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Linking to prior

Test-taker making

XA topic HR /G , BT —TfE , RAREGESME , BAXNMREUEIE

experiences/ connections between - .
knowledge what is known or SOCIth ﬁtq‘l_ %Elu\lﬂl EI jj 1% ﬂ%ﬁtﬂ’] 1% ﬁﬂ 11](_ | tOplC 1;]1 tu %%ul_
his/her previous B9iE , BEARH understand. RABH , XMETHY , MEELAESE |, MARHR—
experience and what .
he/she is reading or MNERAE , THERM A, (UJZ, Task 4)
hearing (When the topic came up, I was pretty happy after seeing it, because I had learned about it in a
sociology class before. I was thinking that, if you are given a topic that you are familiar with in
a test like this, you can understand everything. I was thinking that this is not bad, knowing
what’s going on, rather than not knowing what it’s about when a topic comes up.)
Borrowing Test-taker thinking g5 — g% | RFMAMELR , ARRBRBECRALE—T. RERRY , RRBXE,

about using words
heard or read during
the listening or
reading activity in
the response

BB, THERTRRED , ETH , B—MRUNEARA , MAAKARERERE ,
B , fluency FPFb , LEER smooth FRFMEDE, (GSX, Task 1)

(I didn’t want to be too abrupt with the opening sentence, so I read what was written. I thought
that... I don’t know if this is a technique, but on the one hand, you would have something to
say, and, on the other, you would give the impression that you are more fluent and smoother.)

Test-taker borrowing
phrases from the
question in order to
gain time

XERER2IER , =M E@EM. 1 think it’s better to— to—whatever , KN =R
BELHBNEEHG,. HAEK , BERERREE , RRRIRE |, XA ENFRET]
DE—8 B —E , AEMIXHE, (UMW, Task 2)

(This passage I read from what was on the [computer] screen. I thought that it would be better
0... because it was the question on the screen ... I was thinking that I would just read it to buy
some time to think over [what to say]—a quick chance to think over once. That was it.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Reviewing
notes

Test-taker reviewing
the notes in order to

remember/formulate
what to say

HNMEBR—E , LB2EM, B, BELF familiar with sentences, familiar
RIFHAZR.... (UDZ, Task 6)

(At that time, I read the notes again in order to become more familiar with the sentences and the
content [of the talk] earlier.)

Referring to

Test-taker referring

MEE—T, H—T. RRIABMX—BRERERTLE RAXRFLENKRARS,

notes to the notes in order (UHTS, Task 4)
to remember/
formulate what to (I read [from the notes] and spoke. I found that I kept reading from the notes for this task,
say because [ wrote down a lot of notes.)
Organizing Test-taker organizing jx gHRFhAE | 52 T KA his reason 1B |, MR EEHLALF | # LRI reasons, RS —
thoughts ideas while speaking N , Y e
B Xreason BBE—\NZ\ =i, BILEH—D , BE—HEB LA
(GYL, Task 3)
(At that time, I was thinking that I should talk about the reason next, but I did not organize the
points well. I started to talk about the reasons. Then I thought that the reasons should also have
points one, two, and three. So I then mentioned how many reasons there were at the beginning.)
Guessing Test-taker guessing — EEmBMBLRER , B, RERNMEBDE | cave BDERTE , B FHE

by using linguistic or
other clues

THERAE , BUEINEREESEAXTORE  EREEMEBMS. A, I,
ANEREEZERERMMTLAED,
(GSP, Task 5)

(Later in that part, because I did not understand the word “cave,” I did not know what that
sentence should have belonged to—the later segment or the earlier segment. So I was mainly
guessing what the speaker meant at that time.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Repeating Test-taker repeating R /= % 48 — 483X field wip, BNRELREEN B , BHX C (.. ) REHEH
unfamiliar words

T, BLRE , £, LRER , B2 , IMWWA, (GSP, Task 5)

(Then I was thinking about this “field trip,” and I silently repeated the phrase to myself, because
this is... how should I say it... a relatively unfamiliar phrase, but I have heard it before.)

Test-taker repeating
phrases in order to

E’Ji XA FTE—TF , reorganize FIES T , AERE -0 - , INEENE<E

fill the time XAZ?> | [KARR—AEEETHBAZIE, (UJZ, Task 2)
(At this spot, I suddenly finished reorganizing the sentence, and then was thinking and speaking
at the same time. At that time, I looked at the clock and thought about why there would be <so
much> time left. [laugh] Then I repeated the same sentence so many times.)
Rehearsing Tehst'tal.‘ef m;nﬁﬂy BE REEAHNK, ERES  HEREWEH, BNT 30 DHEZNE , fREE 30
rehearsing what to
say P EZNE , 60 WWBEE , RARRMORBRAX 30 WEENE , RED AR —

¥, MITER—EE. SR, XN, RRXKBIETR, RAR%E , ABIHHE—& , TH

—EBME  MBEEICEZVRZL |, BERYA 60 WK RIF AT ASE S rehearse —i& 1 o
(GJL, Task 3)

(That is, I did not read it aloud, but silently read it. Because there were 30 seconds of preparation
time and 60 seconds of speaking time, if I used the 30 seconds to talk, at least I could say half of
the answer. It was like repeating it once. However, because I did not write down points, I roughly
rehearsed it once, and then tried to remember it as much as I could. If I had been given 60
seconds, I would’ve been able to rehearse once fully.)

Reading ahead  Test-taker reading
ahead in order to
gain time

£ Tbegin reading nowa ABAIEM BIE I 44 reading To (GSP, Task 3)
(Before the speaker said “Begin reading now,” I already had started reading.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Restructuring - Testtaker LNET - TREREN , £—9EHE ¥ ILONE , R, BS organize £ HEE
restructuring the \ N R
sentence in order to 7o %Jﬁ ) Eﬁlz/l\ ) /u |':T.|1‘E§|J}-._J§1EIEM\ 'LRE,go Try to answer- Eﬁ%%_@ ) &E?@\lﬂr
deal with linguistic S 4 FFix A skiio LMY , LBARE — P FE , H—TERR , SRIA point sate
imitations
ik , B—BBNMNEBREAL , BF try to answero (UJZ, Task 3)
(At that time, I looked up at the computer screen because I was having problems organizing my
response when [ was halfway through the first sentence. Then I was thinking how the question
was worded originally. I tried to respond...I was thinking how to start the first line. For
example, a question was given, so [ would try to state that point. I read the question and tried to
respond [using the question].)
Stalling Test-taker using REAA pause , X pause H93F , RABIETERR , RNBRHFDLEFELH
verbal fillers, R
formulaic ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ.?ﬂ bixi_ﬂ% ) %Jﬁ ; ﬁﬁ'ﬁ.ﬂgtﬁ'ﬁlﬂ,ﬂ’ﬂm ) -LR 7 )-L/l\ ; JA/|\$1E.I ) ﬁ%ﬂﬂﬁg/l\ ) ng
expressions, and so gy EgA PRI ABEFHEHFHE. (GSY, Task 3)
on to gain time
(There was a pause in the middle. I was thinking about filling the pause. Because I hadn’t
thought of how/what to say, I then said a few words that had nothing to do with the content in
order to fill the pause.)
Slowing Test-takerslowing @@ BERE T — M , FRE ok. RETFMH , BRI organize XA point

down the speed of
delivery to gain time
to formulate speech

TR TREHEVIE — X |, IBMBAY detail point YK, (UBT, Task 2)

(Then I took a look at the clock and thought that it was fine. I then thought that I might as well
not organize the point. I would just go slowly in order to deliver the point in detail.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Slowing Testtaker slowing Rl RAFRX IR , RAXREBEBWAE , REHWR , AERH- LS
own ¢ Spee 0 N == NN /BT /) = > N N . > s f -
delivery to avoid ¥k ) BRI BRE ) N ﬁ’rEl ) ﬁ’rEl , make a mistake , RNELREREHBAN )
making mistakes ZsERAMs , WERSFH. Il , HAHEIR , a group of people tend to tie their
shoes , ILBRIE , MRBXH, (UMW, Task 4)
(Earlier, when I was talking about this, because it was the singular and plural problem that I
hate the most, I talked very slowly, because I was afraid that I would make a mistake. It’s
always the singular and plural issue; I always make mistakes about whether to add —s or not.
So when I got to “a group of people tend to tie their shoes,” I said it very slowly, just like
this.)
Summarizing  Test-taker making & 3 48 summarize — FAXA task FERERM A , RERMAR , #— brief
the task verbal summaries
of the target introduction.... (UJZ, Task 5)
information (I roughly summarized what was asked in the task first. Then I thought of giving a brief
introduction....
Thinking ahead  Test-taker thinking g2 —EFINAE , FEMERM 4 , RAFABRBVH — place, (UHTS,

ahead

Task 1)

(As soon as I read the question, I didn’t care what he was reading. I had already started
thinking about the place that I wanted to speak about.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Elaborating
to fill time

Test-taker
elaborating on
the points in
order to fill the
time

BREEREREINTERE ¥, B—EEFEX L, REUNMNME—EEE , PERKEFH
M2 , &, &EF—RiE R redundant, & , Fi% =2 to do a good job on a research work, actually is

redundant, B2 , HE , SNEE S V8, ARENN T —SKE | 2 E%BNIE,
(GYGW, Task 1)

(But I thought that I would fill the time until the last second. I kept looking at the clock. While I was
speaking, I kept looking at it. What I said in the last segment—I said “to do a good job on research work”
was actually redundant, but, when I finished my response, there were still five seconds left. So I
elaborated further in order to fill the time.)

Elaborating
to fill time

Test-taker
elaborating on
points that
might not be
relevant to the
question in
order to fill the
time

ExiAHE, BN, B, ZXtSRERREN , B, RASKREBRITETRE , [R]|AF
BRET , THREIEBR-TEXAMAZERE, — , X, —FEHEFT2LE  ZA—F@,
WNEEFEAN , NEZFENMERGEER , BFER |, — I E2ThLN—N2D. ARRMEXT
WHNFHEKR , BAXEFETL , RRTFETFTHBIRET M. (GSP, Task 5)

(Here, I thought that, because I had nothing to say [laughing], I thought that I might as well explain who
the two speakers were. In that way, on the one hand, I wouldn’t make mistakes. On the other hand, in
terms of responding to the question, what I said would not be totally irrelevant. I added that sentence,
because then I wouldn’t feel that I had nothing to say.)

Elaborating
to clarify
meaning

Test-taker
elaborating on
the points in
order to clarify
meaning

BRI study, BAKRBBIEER study , RfF , BB REERBEEE—R. B,
many people study there, so that- F ZH A% HI 2 , so that makes me study tooo (UMW, Task 1)

(First I said “study.” I originally thought about where I studied. Then I thought that [ needed to explain
more clearly, that is, that many people studied there, so that.... at that time, I said that “so that makes me
study too.”)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Cognitive strategies: involving manipulating the target language to understand and produce language
Aftending dT.eSt‘:?ker BRESEN... ANRKRALEHERD | 2R continue B4 conversation LEHFHER
irecting
attention to or fEE repeat ﬁlg¢ argument...o (UBT, Task 3)
conceqtratmg on (I was writing about what the male speaker said... because I noticed that the female speaker said
a specific aspect . o s .
£ the task very little; she was merely continuing the conversation... She seemed to be only repeating that [the
ot thetas male speaker’s] argument.)
Anticipating  Test-taker FIEMEHMR , B—R—ABRE , —MATERE , FETRB topic , B Prof. RYFLAH XA

the content

anticipating the
content

R,

(While I was reading the passage, I was thinking: What would the topic be? What would the
professor be talking about later?)

(UJZ, Task 4)

Anticipating
the structure

Test-taker
anticipating the
structure of talk
during a listening
activity

HitE , MERRIMIRIER pattern , WIS LTI example , RERMTE ,
MRELXLETE N, BB/ point , X#HH, (UDZ, Task 4)

(At that time, on the basis of the speaker’s speech pattern, I felt that the speaker would provide
several examples. I then wrote down on the paper the first and the second point.)

Anticipating
the question

Test-taker
anticipating the
question

L ATRETE , B, E- -E-ETNEE, BEBAE , ELMHHRERY , BAMER ,
—fRE , INMNBARML , BLAE , RERBEXNZAHRMTA , BELE,
LHAMXFAIAEE , RAEREBEAR , HIHA...o (GLW, Task 3)

(At that time, I was predicting the question. I felt that there would probably be two types of
scenarios—one would be about what the man said and so on, or it would be about what the woman
said and so on. Of course, both are possible. Then I thought again about which question would be
more likely to show up....)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Using imagery

Test-taker using
visual images,
either generated or
actual, to
understand, think,
or remember
information

ERAEBASIRESBIHEDFERDIRE , SNEAEE - MEEXRNZR. . .
(UHTS, Task 1)

(After that, subconsciously I started thinking something about a stadium, imaging a soccer
game....)

Using
mechanical
means to
organize or
remember
information

Test-taker writing
things down to
organize or
remember
information

BRENZXA topic B—BRNBZRAATRE , (MIHATRE , BRABEEN

tough task X B3R 1% , B R IiX N <social interactive> M BIE , WIBBSET , AERE

XEMWEIRBIE , FiEMIEFEY A | social interaction, influence behavior, because T &l
BERBXKE S focus on which part, and audience effect , U IX RIX B LLRBEENTRA , &K

AR, NEFNAELSTHEUER L  FURHS BEEERERE]IETIX4A%E, EH
BEAZMNE , BEREZIMFIZ TR, (GYGW, Task 4)

(Because I was not familiar with this topic, I knew that it would be a tough task for me. So I
started writing down notes because I was afraid that I would forget. While I was reading, [ wrote
down here “social interaction,” “influence behavior” because I did not know which part would be
the question’s focus. Due to unfamiliarity with the subject matter, it was more difficult for me to
understand in the aspect of reading comprehension. So I wrote down so many notes. [showing the

notepad] I wrote down words that I would need and words that I could think of at the time.)

Test -taker using
symbols for
drawing attention
during delivery

[FEiL L REELZ] ARIREZERNE L , EFHR underline , XERERF circle, TR
EXBE—2)UIRBEEBEXEW, (GYL, Task 3)

[Showing drawing lines on the notes] (Then, I underlined those that I planned to say. I either
underlined the words or circled them to remind myself to make those points when my viewing
reached those points during delivery.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Using Test-taker writing  sRE=g48  XARNELE , FIUABRBR T 1, BZAB TR TN 2 F 3. XHERE
mechanical down information / o . ‘ s
means to in numerical form  remind myself , FRJLREHIHMRIRITFR , £RXA , REFBHIXD. (UMW, Task 3)
organge or durlngdt':l hstegmg Then I thought that, because this point must be written first, I drew a 1. I drew a 2 and 3 for what I
remember or reading activity - had written down earlier. I did so to remind myself to follow the order when I respond later—to say
information .
this first and that later. )
Test-taker TS RFIEREINEMRIE , BE—BR2XHFEH , RIS s , BRER—1
mapplng S s, s, LRSI . N
information to conversation , P RAEBMADL |, XiBR<Marilyn> , FBEE<Jason> , AREH
organize notes g RAREKIE , BIFAICIXL idea connect BR , ZHHE , RALRST.
during a listening N
or reading activity E A ) R X LR, (UZYH, Task 5)
(I wrote down notes very seriously when I was listening. This is how I did it. I divided the page into
the left and the right sides because this was a conversation. This side was about Marilyn and the
other side was about Jason. When I had time, I used the middle section to connect the ideas from
both sides. In this way, it would be easier for me to respond... how do I say it? —easier to organize
information.)
Memorizing Test-taker trying  gpspd | IR IR FENR , RIMEER , RE memorize , RARAE | AR2HE take

to memorize what
was said in the
dialogue/lecture or
what was written
in the text

notes , TR BAMRT , WEMIE , Fr— take notes ATBELELIRVT T E B sentenceo
BB B0 , —E memorize AR EIRE R AKRE. (UJZ, Task 3)

(At that time when I was listening to the dialogue, I was thinking that I should try to memorize... |
thought about taking notes, but they spoke too quickly, and taking notes would have probably
negatively affected my listening. So I thought that I would try to listen and memorize what they were
saying at the same time.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy
Summarizing Test-taker maklpg WA | REEFEE summarize EWBANE |, CHERER. ©HRLAZSERA ,
mental summaries .
of the target BHIEREE , (...) AREMLER , slim2 , X1, (...) EZERER=2, (...) 3
information ARG I, REAEZDXERAREY | ,ﬁé,ﬂ‘ﬂl‘nﬁfﬁﬁ’ﬂﬁﬂa o (GZM, Task 4)
(I was thinking... in fact, I was trying to summarize the main [point]. There were so many bits of
information, [it was] hard to remember everything clearly.... What was the lecture about? In a
nutshell, basically it was about how being watched would change one’s behavior.)
Translating Test-taker seeking  fhi%  increase speed, XTI, FEFH/R—L , HL4HBRZHE  RAEREEXNHAX

to understand by
translating from L1
to the target
language during a
speaking or
listening activity

#RHP XMW, (UDD, Task 4)

(The speaker said that the speed would increase. I thought that what he said was correct. One
would do it faster and, as a result, would make many mistakes. When I was thinking about this, it
was of course all in Chinese.)

Test-taker seeking
to formulate speech
by translating from
L1 to the target
language

Rig , Rle , HX—RatiE
S ERRERIE
BHSHEXNE

ZEHME , EHOXME B WRHERRS , B, REMW |
B, NBHAAFEREX , BEREEY , R, IRBLUEE , £
B, AR20WHNBEELREEEHMNL , BIECEREX , BHEE ,
3, (UBT, Task 6)

(During the test, it all felt very blurry and slow to me when I was doing the task. Actually, I used
Chinese to formulate sentences, and then I translated them into English. I was thinking that, if [
were taking this test in the past, the 20 seconds would not have been enough for me to think
about what to say, translate it into English, and then say it; it probably would have been more
difficult than it is now.)

(Table continues)



Table (continued)

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Inferencing

Test-taker seeking
to understand by
using information
in the text,
dialogue, or
monologue to guess
the meanings of
linguistic items or
to make up missing
information

HNRE—RKAKIBEILRT , AIABEERREEE , fRE IR ['ve ridden the buses ,

T EMB T —T , #i% I’ve read the buses, U MIRL L1 FAY T Imitating the action
of opening a newspapera , /& , HEHBTAEAYR I've read the buses, B2 1% bus issue
B, FXKIZE There were only a few people, FH — BN ZEEX buseso (UHTS, Task 3)

(I took down too many notes then, so I didn’t hear some words. For example, when she said
“I’ve ridden the buses,” I thought for a moment, and I thought she said that “I’ve read the
buses,” that is, read it from a newspapers [imitating the action of reading a newspaper] or, |
thought that she said, “I’ve read the buses,” that is, the bus issue. Then later, when it was
mentioned that there were only a few people, I figured out that the sentence should had been
about riding buses.)

Processing
inductively

Test-taker seeking
to make
generalizations

EAKRELEMBE key points BIEEENAF LT , ARRERMMATERE , HhIF
THHNHERME, BARNIRE , —REM— general conclusion ZZEH ., (GYIW,
Task 4)

(Since I already had jotted down all the key points on the notepad, I was thinking about
how/what to think, including the preparation stage. This was because my habit usually is to
make a general conclusion.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Metacognitive strategies: involving organizing, planning, and evaluating

Setting goals

Test-taker setting

a goal for

completing a task

B8R EXELFRINFREAREEEAENNEEEET , FIAXNMRERE , REELE
STEEHNM , OIERMLW , Fins® , XMKRE , F—FBH4E , BRELEYUE , F
FHBMRBI , RN K SUBRRETFHRERN. FTRALEGFEMRcare 7,
BEEREZEERMOUK/UHEEK, (GSX, Task 4)

(First, I was certain that I could cover the two basic points within the given time. So I thought
that I would do my best to avoid, for example, colloquial expressions, or missing the plural “s.”
Also, if I made any mistakes while I was speaking, I would correct them, trying to make sure
that the sentences were correct. Not like when I was doing the tasks earlier. Then I did not care
about mistakes, but about getting my ideas across.)

Identifying the  Test-taker E—MRE—B , RERLAKERR , BARFE, BB AN, BAKFRER
purpose of the identifying the \ o e .
task purpose of the HZII;EHMo %E ) ﬂﬂlzljgﬂﬂﬁl'ij?_ﬂ ) 'f;]-(g ) ﬁﬁ%ﬁ"&'ﬂ'ﬂﬁlﬂ"ﬁfﬁ ) '&Eﬁ%lﬂ,ﬂz ) ﬁBZ\%
sic purposelul - AT XABREEEA , F—1, LA NREZVEHR , 218 2 (GZM, Task 5)
istening,
reading, and/or (First, I was thinking how many cases. Two cases, right? So I need to look for the two cases.
speaking Then, the speaker stated that you [the test-taker] needed to explain the reasons.... For this
question, I needed to first state the two reasons, right?)
Planning Tlest-tgkeih BERR , BER , £ EWargument , ©Widea W H K , A5 Bsupport EHY
planning the

parts, sequence,
or main ideas to
be expressed
verbally

argument , RIEERMBEBEBEL —T. (GYFZ, Task 3)

(First, I would state the argument/its idea, and then support the argument. Finally, I thought that
I would make a conclusion.)

(Table continues)



96

Table (continued)

Definition/
substrategy

Example(s)

Monitoring

Test-taker
monitoring the
clock while
reading, listening,
preparing, or
speaking

REMIBNE T4, RECUE , FEURT —T , ERIETHRME , EF25 B,
(GYGW, Task 3)

(Then I was given 45 seconds to read. I observed myself, and especially observed that when I
finished reading the passage, I had 25 seconds left.)

XA FE—T , RERRE—T. EXRFEESscreenfBHE , BAEIKEE , BRAEK
WE, BANEHNR—Ppointii30M & , XEN, RERCECLI T304 , RALTE
TR , REFHEE —point...o (UZYH, Task 3)

(I paused a while here. Let me tell you. Actually, when I was looking at the [computer] screen, [
was looking for the clock. Because I felt that... I was thinking that I would use the 30 seconds to
talk about one point. Then I saw that the clock had already reached 30 seconds, so I had to stop
and start the second point. )

Self-correcting

Test-taker self-
correcting errors
in his/her own
pronunciation,
vocabulary,
grammar, etc.

XA HFRZE , T Rthe reason he give, he gives , RE , FRERX , RER
grammar , BIiZRreasons , A M4A T R IE—reason, ARSI FFRE grammarfy 072 | 1B
EIRMEN , IRUENPEA , FTREREREH , RABIEE , AR L Rmake a
mistake, ARG , B2 , R 2Z2E , X HIEKT.... (UMW, Task 3)

(Here I first thought of the reason he gave. Then I thought that that was not correct. I was thinking
about grammar—it should’ve been “reasons” because he gave more than one reason. Then I was
thinking about grammatical problems. Chinese speakers habitually do not think about singular or
plural, because we don’t have such a distinction. As a result, I always make mistakes. But after I
verbalized, I self-corrected.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)

substrategy
Evaluating Tescuaker - E—RHHNR. HBBMLRIEE , T A Fwork , AR 2Ry words
previous evaluating his/her (UZYH, Task 1)
performance performance in the

previous task (The last time when I did it [taking notes in full sentences], I felt that it was too time consuming
and that it did not work. So I used key words instead.)

Evaluating the — Test-taker WFENT , HMXERERRRETRirue, (ULS, Task 4)

content of what
was read/heard

evaluating the
content of what
he/she read or
heard

(A thought flashed through my mind about whether what the speaker said was true or not.)

Evaluating Test-taker BAHRRAY | &, HEREZEE Bibsentence Mnotes , FRpoints , AJF
performance evaluating . o . . .
language W —¥)LWEHE , RO BEBXERBAELAXLAMM | BN X Rresearch , X 24
prod;;ction while group , RIEHE , AEWEE, F2E , ©Mdescription IR, (UBT, Task 4)
speaking
(At that time, I was thinking that, wow, I didn’t write any notes with full sentences; they were all
in point form. Later, halfway through my talk, I discovered that it was so troublesome to organize
the points, because it was about the research, about which group was observed and which was not.
That is, the description was very lengthy.)
Evaluating Test-taker ERBARN 4 Brepeat B , BRT RFSHE, (UIZ, Task 2)
language evaluating
production language (Then I thought about why I repeated it [the question] again—it wasted so much of my time.)

production after
completing a task

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Definition/ Example(s)
substrategy

Affective strategies: involving self-talk or mental control over affect

Lowering anxiety

Test-taker E—HF  RTEAER , ARRRBECRALR—T.. RAE—FEHNNERZ
reducing anxiety
by taking a break T =ELBE—AHEEE—T...o (GSX, Task 1)

:)r 1}1151pg (The opening line—I didn’t want to be too abrupt. I just read according to what was shown [on
echniques the computer screen]. Then I calmed myself down while I was speaking.)

Encouraging self - Test-taker RUMER , B, ENEREGRAE , W AEEENBREER , REER , |
encouraging . .
him/herself B, XNEEREFFEE—T, (UMW, Task 6)
Z?;:’;lnz‘iznlz:Slthe (I was thinking at that time that, because I felt that I performed very poorly on the previous

few tasks, I thought that I would do my best on this question.)

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Example(s)

Definition/
substrategy
Justifying Test-taker
performance justifying his/her
performance

BYe, B, B, REHRE , RNFERSIFREFRBERE , (27?7) BHERL
WE, MR, REAPICRER , TRESRERE , RELE , RARWNE , IRELAAK
EEIX ﬁ¢%%tﬁ£f,ﬁ%ﬁo@%ﬂ¢ﬁmﬁ,ﬁ%,u)ﬂ¢ﬁmﬁ
— WY, X, XEFR , XFRELEAENFERBERIXA , X4, BEREEFRN
iF, E%%Eﬁﬁ&%—To%?A gaagﬁmwgﬁ MRERHEAZIREH
B, MRXEBHERZ—TWE , IETERERSEF K. (GSY, Task 6)

(At that time, I felt that I knew very clearly what to say. [ was aware that, if [ were to use
Chinese, my response would be very clear. As a result, I did not prepare very much what to say
in detail. Then, midway through my speaking, I thought that, whoa, to speak everything, all the
names clearly really required much preparation. Had I prepared what I wanted to say [in
English] or had I prepared a bit, I would have responded a bit better.)

BRANEK , MEARNES LEERTEBANRE , AIAEEEE S BRERENK
ARAHKNEREPERIDIN, (UDZ, Task 4)

(Quite a bit of effort was required during the process of expressing what [ wanted to express.)
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Appendix G

Results of Normality Tests

Table G1

Tests of Normality for Test Scores

Task Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic df Sig.
Task 1 .90 30 .01
Task 2 91 30 .01
Task 3 .93 30 .06
Task 4 95 30 14
Task 5 93 30 .04
Task 6 93 30 .04

Average total test score 97 30 44
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Table G2
Tests of Normality for Test Scores by Test-Taker Study Level

Shapiro-Wilk

Task Student group

Statistic df Sig.

Task 1 Undergraduate 95 16 45
Graduate .86 14 .03

Task 2 Undergraduate .82 16 .01
Graduate .86 14 .03

Task 3 Undergraduate 91 16 10
Graduate 91 14 16

Task 4 Undergraduate .90 16 .09
Graduate .88 14 .05

Task 5 Undergraduate .86 16 .02
Graduate .88 14 .06

Task 6 Undergraduate 91 16 A1
Graduate .92 14 22

Average total test score Undergraduate .95 16 47
Graduate 91 14 17




Table G3

Tests of Normality for Strategy Categories

Shapiro-Wilk

Surategy category Statistic df Sig.
Approach .98 30 .83
Communication 95 30 19
Cognitive .96 30 34
Metacognitive 95 30 13
Affective 94 30 .08

01

Table G4
Tests of Normality for Strategy Categories by Task

Shapiro-Wilk

Task Strategy category Statistic df Sig.

Task 1 Approach .97 30 46
Communication .95 30 22

Cognitive 81 30 .00

Metacognitive .93 30 .05

Affective 47 30 .00

Task 2 Approach .96 30 25
Communication .97 30 47

Cognitive .90 30 .01

Metacognitive 97 30 .56

Affective .62 30 .00

(Table continues)
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Table G4 (continued)

Shapiro-Wilk

Task Strategy category Statistic df Sig,

Task 3 Approach 91 30 .02
Communication .94 30 A1

Cognitive 95 30 18

Metacognitive 91 30 .02

Affective .84 30 .00

Task 4 Approach .92 30 .03
Communication .97 30 .60

Cognitive .96 30 .36

Metacognitive .95 30 .14

Affective 81 30 .00

Task 5 Approach .92 30 .02
Communication .94 30 A1

Cognitive 91 30 01

Metacognitive 95 30 14

Affective 72 30 .00

Task 6 Approach .86 30 .00
Communication .98 30 .83

Cognitive .97 30 Sl

Metacognitive 95 30 21

Affective .69 30 .00
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Appendix H
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Strategies by Test-Taker Study Level

Undergraduate Graduate
Median Range Median Range
Approach
Recalling task type 81 3.36 .00 1.71
Recalling the question 1.63 6.46 93 3.03
Recalling the text .00 .83 .00 1.67
Recalling the dialogue 1.63 4.98 .80 2.33
Recalling the lecture .89 4.17 .83 3.90
Generating choices 1.45 2.78 .00 3.33
Making choices 2.74 4.66 .00 4.23
Developing reasons 2.38 6.48 4.17 9.48
Communication
Simplifying the message .00 2.08 .85 3.34
Avoiding .00 1.67 .00 4.38
Using Chinese .00 1.28 .00 5.44
Paraphrasing .00 1.83 .00 3.13
Approximating .00 3.37 .00 1.19

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Undergraduate Graduate
Median Range Median Range
Linking to prior experiences/knowledge 6.95 13.96 4.69 10.80
Borrowing .61 4.15 .79 5.03
Reviewing notes 1.66 3.98 .85 2.11
Referring to notes 1.87 4.24 1.86 4.14
Organizing thoughts 10.86 9.42 2.71 14.36
Guessing .00 2.96 49 2.98
Repeating .90 3.75 24 3.64
Rehearsing .00 2.76 .00 2.15
Reading ahead .88 4.63 1.17 3.09
Restructuring 32 2.80 .00 46
Slowing .00 5.59 .00 1.85
Thinking ahead .00 1.94 .00 .88
Elaborating to fill time 1.19 2.71 1.52 4.31
Elaborating to clarify meaning 42 2.38 .00 3.33

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Undergraduate Graduate
Median Range Median Range
Cognitive

Attending 2.31 7.54 6.50 12.13
Anticipating the content 232 7.05 2.92 6.14
Anticipating the structure 229 6.26 2.07 581
Using imagery .00 2.42 .00 1.19
Using mechanical means to organize 11.32 7.60 10.46 25.65
Memorizing .00 2.45 .00 .00
Summarizing 1.11 2.69 .85 3.28
Translating .00 1.19 .00 4.33
Inferencing .67 3.15 .00 1.28
Processing inductively .00 .88 .00 .00

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Undergraduate Graduate
Median Range Median Range
Metacognitive
Setting goals 2.54 5.74 4.46 10.79
Identifying the purpose of the task 3.57 7.46 1.48 4.80
Planning 3.34 7.12 7.38 15.48
Monitoring 6.70 9.66 2.50 10.42
Self-correcting 81 4.88 .00 2.21
Evaluating previous performance 74 2.66 1.37 4.99
Evaluating the content of what was read/heard 3.36 7.08 7.22 16.61
Evaluating performance 3.26 6.39 4.27 10.53
Evaluating language production 4.56 8.35 2.60 12.06
Affective
Lowering anxiety .76 4.68 52 2.38
Encouraging self .82 4.21 26 4.47
Justifying performance .88 3.49 2.50 3.88
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Appendix I
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Strategies by Task Group

Task Group A Task Group B Task Group C
Median Range Median Range Median Range
Approach
Recalling task type .00 5.13 .00 6.51 .00 4.17
Recalling the question .00 14.68 .00 4.85 .00 6.25
Recalling the text .00 .00 .00 5.01 .00 .00
Recalling the dialogue .00 .00 1.85 9.38 2.23 5.88
Recalling the lecture .00 .00 .00 5.88 .00 8.33
Generating choices 2.12 10.00 .00 .00 .00 4.17
Making choices 5.65 17.14 .00 3.33 .00 2.94
Developing reasons 5.28 24.29 2.13 6.76 .00 7.29
Communication
Simplifying the message .00 6.90 .00 4.17 .00 6.25
Avoiding .00 7.14 .00 1.56 .00 13.13
Using Chinese .00 14.05 .00 2.27 .00 3.33
Paraphrasing .00 3.13 .00 3.57 .00 9.40
Approximating .00 10.10 .00 2.38 .00 5.26

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Task Group A Task Group B Task Group C

Median Range Median Range Median Range
Linking to prior experiences/knowledge 4.77 21.43 6.92 15.29 5.28 15.61
Borrowing .00 7.63 .00 7.89 .00 5.56
Reviewing notes .00 .00 1.74 6.97 .00 9.17
Referring to notes .00 8.33 1.56 7.39 2.78 7.63
Organizing thoughts 9.71 2431 5.16 13.87 6.36 14.58
Guessing .00 7.14 .00 6.67 .00 6.67
Repeating .00 11.25 .00 3.85 .00 6.25
Rehearsing .00 6.35 .00 3.33 .00 5.00
Reading ahead .00 10.00 3.03 5.12 .00 3.13
Restructuring .00 6.25 .00 1.61 .00 5.00
Slowing .00 16.76 .00 5.56 .00 5.13
Thinking ahead .00 3.18 .00 1.67 .00 2.63
Elaborating to fill time 81 6.25 .00 6.62 .00 6.67
Elaborating to clarify meaning .00 10.00 .00 2.50 .00 5.26

Cognitive

Attending .00 14.29 5.22 15.44 4.36 17.69
Anticipating the content .00 5.56 3.23 12.27 3.85 14.17

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Task Group A Task Group B Task Group C
Median Range Median Range Median Range
Anticipating the structure .00 7.14 4.92 13.22 2.51 11.54
Using imagery .00 2.50 .00 7.27 .00 2.38
Using mechanical means to organize 6.90 25.00 12.71 17.14 12.86 38.54
Memorizing .00 .00 .00 4.58 .00 4.17
Summarizing .00 8.33 .00 4.85 .00 4.55
Translating .00 10.71 .00 2.27 .00 .00
Inferencing .00 .00 .00 4.35 .00 9.45
Processing inductively .00 .00 .00 2.63 .00 .00
Metacognitive
Setting goals .00 16.67 2.94 10.27 4.01 18.72
Identifying the purpose of the task .00 13.85 1.81 7.14 3.59 11.81
Planning 5.44 30.00 4.01 18.50 3.71 13.57
Monitoring 6.63 23.81 4.12 13.25 2.79 13.85
Self-correcting .00 7.14 .00 4.69 .00 5.00
Evaluating previous performance .00 9.09 .00 5.88 .00 9.79

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Task Group A Task Group B Task Group C
Median Range Median Range Median Range

Evaluating the content of what was .00 10.48 6.37 27.21 5.75 19.17
read/heard

Evaluating performance 6.30 25.00 2.22 12.29 2.36 11.01
Evaluating language production 3.23 23.81 2.39 18.16 4.50 11.54

Affective

Lowering anxiety .00 7.14 .00 541 .00 8.63
Encouraging self .00 7.14 .00 7.14 .00 10.00
Justifying performance .00 7.69 1.70 5.88 .00 5.77
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Appendix J
Descriptive Statistics for Individual Strategies by Task

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6

Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range

Approach
Recalling task type .00 5.26 00 7.14 .00 8.33 00  5.88 .00 8.33 .00 .00
Recalling the question .00 20.00 .00 2222 .00 7.14 .00 5.56 .00 12.50 .00 12.50
Recalling the text .00 .00 .00 .00 .00  5.00 00 6.90 .00 .00 .00 .00
Recalling the dialogue .00 .00 .00 00 370 18.75 .00 00 446 11.76 .00 .00
Recalling the lecture .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 11.76 .00 .00 .00 16.67
Generating choices 424 16.67 .00 10.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 8.33 .00 .00
Making choices 9.09 16.67 .00 20.00 00  6.67 .00 .00 .00  5.88 .00 .00
Developing reasons 3.85 2143 2.78  28.57 .00 10.00 .00 10.34 .00 11.11 .00 8.33

Communication
Simplifying the message .00 7.14 .00 12.50 .00 8.33 00  6.25 .00 8.33 .00 12.50
Avoiding .00 14.29 00  3.13 .00  3.13 .00 .00 .00 20.00 .00 12.50
Using Chinese .00 6.67 .00 21.43 .00 455 .00 .00 .00 435 00  6.67
Paraphrasing .00 .00 00  6.25 00  7.14 .00 5.00 00 11.11 00  7.69
Approximating 00 12.50 00 7.69 .00 .00 00 476 .00 10.53 00  7.14

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6

Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range

Linking to prior .00 20.00 00 28.57 445 1579 839 17.39 .00 18.75 6.90 25.00
experiences/knowledge

Borrowing .00 9.09 .00 10.00 .00 15.79 00  5.88 00 11.11 .00  8.70
Reviewing notes .00 .00 .00 .00 00  7.14 00  7.69 .00 9.09 .00 10.00
Referring to notes .00 16.67 00 14.29 .00 10.00 00  9.52 00  9.09 4.01 10.00
Organizing thoughts 10.56 2857 9.55 3750 4.46 19.05 502 17.65 8.01 16.67 572  16.67
Guessing .00 .00 .00 14.29 00  5.88 .00 13.33 .00 1333 .00  5.88
Repeating .00 14.29 .00 20.00 .00 286 00 7.69 .00 12.50 00  6.25
Rehearsing .00 7.14 .00 10.00 .00  5.88 .00  5.00 .00  5.26 .00 10.00
Reading ahead .00 3.23 .00 20.00 3.13 10.00 00  7.69 .00 435 00  6.25
Restructuring .00 7.69 .00 12.50 .00 323 00 278 .00 9.09 .00 10.00
Slowing 00 27.27 .00 14.29 .00  11.11 00 435 .00 8.33 00  7.14
Thinking ahead .00 5.26 00  3.13 .00 333 .00 .00 00  5.26 .00 .00
Elaborating to fill time .00  12.50 00  7.14 00 7.14 00  7.69 .00 13.33 .00 .00
Elaborating to clarify .00 14.29 .00 10.00 .00 323 .00  5.00 .00  5.88 .00 10.53
meaning

(Table continues)



VIl

Table (continued)

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6

Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range

Cognitive
Attending .00 20.00 .00 28.57 6.07 25.00 5.21 18.75 6.07 25.00 4.88  20.00
Anticipating the .00 6.67 .00 11.11 1.56 20.00 4.45 13.64 .00 18.18 526 20.00
content
Anticipating the .00 .00 .00 14.29 588 18.75 345 13.04 .00 15.38 .00 10.00
structure
Using imagery .00 3.23 .00 5.00 .00 10.00 .00 7.69 .00 4.76 .00 3.85
Using mechanical 5.96 33.33 6.07 33.33 13.96 28.33 12.77 23.08 12.50 37.50 13.96 50.00

means to organize

Memorizing .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 5.00 .00 7.69 .00 8.33 .00 5.88
Summarizing 00 11.11 .00 16.67 .00 8.33 .00 8.00 .00 9.09 .00 6.25
Translating .00 7.14 .00 21.43 .00 4.55 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
Inferencing .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 8.70 .00 7.69 .00 9.09 .00 11.76

Processing inductively .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 5.26 .00 .00 .00 .00

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 5 Task 6

Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range Median Range

Metacognitive
Setting goals 00 16.67 .00 3333 3.87  20.00 324 14.29 .00 30.77 401 1538
Identifying the purpose .00 14.29 .00 20.00 .00 7.14 .00 14.29 526 11.11 00 12.50
of the task
Planning 6.51  60.00 4.67 36.36 556  25.00 4.65 14.29 5.41  20.00 00 13.64
Monitoring 8.39  25.00 6.46  33.33 446 11.76 339 1538 501 18.18 445 20.00
Self-correcting .00 14.29 .00  10.00 .00 9.38 .00 7.69 .00 9.09 .00 10.00
Evaluating previous .00 7.69 .00 18.18 .00 11.76 .00 11.76 .00 13.33 .00 9.09
performance
Evaluating the content .00 14.29 .00 16.67 4.17  29.41 7.85  28.00 2.08 3333 576  35.71

of what was read/heard

Evaluating performance .00 18.18 590 40.00 .00 19.05 .00 16.00 .00 13.33 .00 1538
Evaluating language .00 18.18 .00 3333 .00 10.00 .00 30.77 557 15.79 445 1538
production

(Table continues)
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Table (continued)

Task 1

Task 2

Task 3

Task 4

Task 5

Task 6

Median Range

Median Range Median Range

Median Range

Median Range

Median Range

Affective
Lowering anxiety .00 14.29 .00 .00 .00 6.67 .00 8.70 .00 12.50 .00 10.00
Encouraging self .00 14.29 .00 .00 .00 14.29 .00 14.29 .00 9.09 .00 20.00
.00 14.29 .00 15.38 .00 11.76 .00 6.67 .00 7.69 .00 8.33

Justifying performance




Appendix K

Excerpts Hlustrating Impact of Stimulated Recalls on Test-Takers’ Behavior

Excerpt 13: Bi2% , T , MXFHE , IXMEE | FEXMEEME @A

BERE IR , e ERAKA B, (GIL) (Translation: that is ... it’s like ... let me put

it this way ... it [stimulated recall] is very helpful when the next task’s task type is the same as

the previous one.)

Excerpt 14: ... B2 , BIHAE—N2 , R RKIC notes Wi [EHK LRI HAZAIEL
&k, ERENEHR , HSXBREEHRA , SRARNEHME , RESBRAEXAL , RER,
EREMTEH-EENHE K BRRARE , RRNTFE , BXRE- HgE</GLE—

HE> , iR BN FMREFEEF T —KR...o (UVQ) (Translation: ... That is, I took notes

[gesturing writing on paper] when I was preparing the previous task. Then I realized that [the
notes] in fact were useless. When you asked me [during the stimulated recall], I felt that I did not
use them at all. So when I did the next question, I just read, just thinking in my head. I didn’t
write notes <as I did in the previous task>. As a result, it went a bit better when I was

responding ...)

Excerpt 15: B RARBREHE— , FTHE—LEE , EREE —TRITHMAOBNS
B, ARG, RECBE—EUE , Bies , AN —%RE  RE , EEEMENR
AURERSR, LR , MEERF |, KT (... ) BT, RERTEHNMNEER
Wi, 5k, BREBXINBRELEN., BESHEHM REFEXHF, (GLW) (Translation:

The benefits are, first, [it (stimulated recall)] gave me some time to reconsider the process of
doing the task. After I thought it through, I discovered some problems. Then, when I did the next
task, I was able to avoid them. For example, like earlier ... I discovered ... the second task ... I
repeated the question. Then I realized that it was not necessary. Then I tried my best to avoid

doing that in the next task.)
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Excerpt 16: B, (... )X TEHM , EREE K HRN , BU8RE , BEIN KA
CRIMtest VITAZE , BRER , E , ROBABEBIL , Lyt , TE notes AT
B, RE, WiERHMR , REK , TRA , RKERNTEER , i2EAREBRT , RET

BERTEMT — A test IBHR | MAIBIFLER PG correct K, KRB , RNIZE BB,

(UDZ) (Translation: um ... for me, there is some effect. That is, I probably ... After I analyzed
my test-taking behaviors, I see ... know my problematic areas, such as, not taking enough notes,
then being very nervous when speaking, not fluent, didn’t think through. Because I considered
those, when I performed the next task, I would try to correct them. Reasonably speaking, it

[stimulated recall] should be helpful.)
EXCCI‘pt 17: %—I E% .jj HE&iﬁiﬁ&N“jmlﬁéﬁ ﬁ/\\\ help me, EJE;E%E%/L, /:él:

—TENINKEESRBIRIE AR REREEY , WHRIE , HAMRES ZIRE
BENELALALERE TEHNMMRERE , IRNEAES ERE , ZERIKRAE , BA

UBER&R, WEHEKIKE , REEAEM ...o (GSX) (Translation: I probably ... because I talked

about my thinking process, it helped me a bit. That is, it helped me to summarize on what |
succeeded and failed. So, like what I said earlier, when I said it, I realized that [ had an
organization problem. The next time I would think that if there was enough time, I was thinking

that I would write more, and that would be helpful. For me, there are only benefits ...)
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