and Literature (1JLL)
ISSN(P): 2319-3956; ISSN(E): 2319-3964 ¢ Engineering and Technology

Vol. 4, Issue 1, Jan 2015, 7-18 . . . .
© IASET IASET Connecting Rescarchers; Nurturing Innovations

International Journal of Linguistics A International Acndemy of Science‘

THE LISTENING STRATEGIES OF IRANIAN EFL SCHOLARS: A STRATEGY BASED
APPROACH TO LISTENING TO ORAL ENGLISH TEXTS

OKTAY YA GIZ' & SIROS IZADPANAH 2
'Department of English Teaching, Atatiirk Universigculty of Education, Erzurum, Turkey

“Corresponding Author, Department of English Langydglamic Azad University, Zanjan Branch, Iran

ABSTRACT

Viable listening comprehension skills are critieal the world gets to be progressively worldwide ItMuedia
and the Internet get to be discussions for Engtismmunication. EFL learners struggle to compreheral English
writings, in their listening comprehension classEise present study studies about the reasons rdmaitih EFL learners
experience issues in understanding oral Englisiséretional writings. This paper also examines ype bf needs analysis
and diagnostic tools which students can use ifiskening classroom to raise strategic awarenedshaw the process of
listening can also assist students in designinatedy, strategy-based theoretical framework, qoeséire, interviews,
listening diaries, and think-aloud protocols withrlian university EFL learners to identify thedising strategies that they
use and the obstacles that they encounter while lisien to oral English transactional texts. Thadiihgs of this study
demonstrated that Iranian EFL learners were dynamtbe listening process and utilized a few sgate to help them
understand some texts. Notwithstanding, when th@gemenced listening obstructions throughout tis¢ehing process,
they were not able to organize their strategy uskreeglected to understand the texts. By proposingses for listening
appreciation, educators consolidated system irnstigicevaluated oral writings, and socially prop@dertakings so that

listening impediments could be minimized and stgraterganization could be expanded.
KEYWORDS: Listening Strategies, EFL Learners, Oral Text, 18yg Based Approach
INTRODUCTION

Mendelsohn coined the term a “strategy-based” aggrcand proposed that the classroom curriculumafor
listening course should include instructing listsnabout listening strategies. Listening strataggtriction functions as
“spinal cord” or pillars upon which a listening a@sa is built. Mendelsohn defines a “strategy-basgaproach as follows:
A strategy-based approach, then, is a methodologlyi$ rooted in strategy training . . . . It isa@wproach that sees the
objective of the English as a Second Language (EEBUjse as being to train students how to listgrinbking learners
aware of the strategies that they use, and traithiam in the use of additional strategies that aslist them in tackling
listening tasks . . . Learners have to be weanetydmwm strategies that are unhelpful or even dettre, like grabbing
for a dictionary . . . , and these have to be wgaaby such helpful strategies as guessing the ingah a word from the
context. Researchers from different parts of theldvbave tried to outline the characteristics o&tggic learners and the
type of strategies those learners use in spediiguage learning tasks (Birjandi, Mirhassani, & a&ibn, 2006).
For example, Oxford (2002) suggests that the deweémt of learners’ communicative competence andjuage
proficiency is associated with the strategies theg. Al-Shaboul, Asassfeh, and Al-Shaboul (201@wdattention that
EFL learners may favor some strategies over otfdms. raises a concern regarding the identificabbsommonly used

strategies and less frequently used ones and itifailence on improving language learning. Duringnymayears of
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8 Oktay Yagiz & Siros Izadpanah

teaching, listening comprehension to universitydstis in Iran, EFL students have a very difficirte of understanding
oral texts in their listening comprehension clas3eachers repeated an oral text record on an didionany times, but
the students were often unable to understand tiidsaar the meaning of the text. Listening comprsiwnis at the heart
of language learning. Learners want to understendrsd language (L2) speakers and want to compreheadety of L2
multimedia. At the same time, listening is an inmpot language skill to develop in terms of secanfjlage acquisition
(SLA) (Dunkel, 1991; Rost, 2001; Vandergrift, 2003) A studies have demonstrated that comprehenisiplg is critical

for language acquisition as well as comprehensibtput (Swain, 1995).

Rost (2001) mentions that “a key difference betwemmne successful and less successful acquiretesédtalarge
part to their ability to use listening as a meaiaoguisition” (p. 94).

In spite of its importance, L2 learners often regdistening as the most difficult language skill learn
(Hasan, 2000; Graham, 2003). As Vandergrift (2083ihts out, one of the reasons might be that learare not taught
how to learn listening effectively. In reflecting @ontemporary life, orality, and literacy from igpiity to the present, the
renowned classist Eric Havalock (1986) concludes &is a result of the proliferation of the elecitanedia, the presence
of orality has become an accepted fact in the copteary life. Freedman (1982) asserts that we hsdowely but
emphatically shifted our means of communicatiomfrtie printed word to images and sounds, from baokelevision,
movies, radios, and recordings. Instead of reattidgy, most of us prefer to look and 'listen’. Wioland Coackly (1988)
calculate that in the United State, young peoptanfages two to eighteen, spend more than 20,006 liefore television
sets, which is over 7,000 hours more than they &perschool from kindergarten through 12th gradee Bpeech of
technology also holds promise for advancing thdcieficy, systematicity, and validity of assessir®y listening
comprehension proficiency. Therefore, to keep aired the advances in modern technology in genanal speech

technology in particular, a paradigm shift awaynirother skills to listening is felt quite necessary

Although the need for research into listening caghpnsion is vital, there has been little attenfiod work in
this regard. Candlin and Widdowson (1988) belichag the number of research studies into listensngelatively small.
Two basic reasons are given for this: 1) Listeriogprehension does not lend itself so easily teaneh studies, and
2) Listening comprehension has been regarded pasaive skill ' in the previous decades .Maybet, ithavhy a more
dependable criterion for the development of thiefislg comprehension text / tests is yet to emérgdind a remedy for
this problem, some research studies are needeuvéstigate the different aspects of listening eg@ts. This study is

significant for these entities which we explain.

Listening comprehension is a required course foffit- and second-year Iranian universities shideand,
consequently, it is important in the English pragra herefore, the difficulty Iranian EFL students/b understanding oral

English texts and learning from those texts isuaial problem.

Listening is a vital skill which progresses faslean speaking and often influences the progressading and
writing proficiency in learning a new language (®edla and Oxford, 2000; Oxford, 1993). This is énese one takes input
through listening to instructions or interpretasobefore replying orally or in writing. Listening ialso not an easy
dexterity to be acquired because it needs listeteenmake meaning from the oral input by receivihgitt precedent
knowledge of the world and of the second languiggle & Sanders, 1986; Young, 1997) and createrimdtion in their
long term memory and form their own explanation,tlud spoken passages (Murphy, 1985; Mendelsohrd, 12308;
Young, 1997). In other words, listeners need tattéve functors of information (Young, 1997). Medrile, Vandergrift
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(1996, 1997, 2003, and 2011) demonstrates thanligg is an intricate, active process of intergiatain which listeners
endeavor to adapt what they hear with their previowowledge. It is more abstruse for second langlearners who have
confined memory capacity of the target languageh&ids, 1983) thus they need to apply differenediing strategies.
These strategies are paces taken to chip themttatgee, regain, and/or use information (O'Mall€amot, & Kiipper,
1989; Vandergrift, 1992). Listening is a strenupuscess that requires figuring out and creatingnmimgafrom verbal and
non-verbal messages (Nunan, 1998) Impressive comation obliges that learners develop the listerskijs regarded
necessary for grasping input for any learning tgildéisteners set an arrangement of mental prosagpéally connected
to as listening comprehension strategies. (CosR0aQ) observed learner’s actions that make langleaming more
impressive and researches indicate that this pspdesates a challenge that is hard to encountemfimy L2 learners,
particularly in EFL positions where learners wanbtegh disposal to the target language (Graham,,2008ng & Read,
2006). The focus of earlier listening comprehensitaterials was primarily on testing students’ &pito listen to oral
discourse and then answer comprehension questasesibupon the incoming information (Field, 1998wdver, in the
past few years the interest in teaching the lisigrskill has grown. Nowadays it is not regardedaaseglected skill
anymore. Many people, including learners, needligtening skill in diverse settings such as schao@lyel, and work.
Developing the listening skill is considered to designificant goal in many language teaching caurgecording to
Brown (2001), listening is an important skill thgihuwhich language learners internalize linguistifoimation. Rubin
(1994) reviewed over 130 studies and concludecdetlage five major factors that researchers beliehetwaffect L2
listening comprehension: (1) text characteristi(®), interlocutor characteristics (3) task charastes (4) listener
characteristics, and (5) process characteristicsstelher characteristics include language profigienievel
(knowledge of the world for cognitive processing)emory, and attention, affect and background kndgéde Process
characteristics include (a) Bottom up, top down aadallel processing, the use of which relatesetrrer proficiency
level. (b) Listening strategies which are relatedlifferent strategy patterns and proficiency lee) Strategy training
which emphasizes teaching cognitive and metacagngirategies. These factors are closely relatddatmers’ basic L2

proficiency level, L2 knowledge and listening comipension strategies.

The definitions provided by several researcherdyirtipat there is more to add in what is calledtdigng.” It is
not difficult to conclude that listening involvesagessing. The literature suggests that processimgoccur in two
different types: bottom-up processing and top-dgevocessing (e.g., Mc Bride, 2011; Richards, 20@)ttom-up
processing refers to using bits to make the whbk; is, making use of individual sounds, wordsplarases and discourse
markers to comprehend the input by combining tredements (Brown, 2006; Harmer, 2001; Mc Bride, 2(Rithards,
2008)

Top-down processing, on the other hand, refersferring message from the contextual clues withhékp of
background knowledge (Brown, 2006; Harmer, 2001;Bvide, 2011; Richards, 2008).

After gaining its long deserved importance, listgnhas become the interest of many researcherse Hawe
been various research studies on how to develtgnirey comprehension (Brown, 2007; Hayati & Mohmezid09;
Vandergrift, 2007) including a number on the depetent of listening strategies (Berne, 2004; Jiaw F011). Another
subject of debate in the English Language Teacllild) literature is integrating different languagkills to reinforce
learning (Brown, 2001). Iranian EFL learners are strenuous in the listening process, they haveblpros in

understanding oral English texts, and they oftem ingffectual listening strategies. Also, they amter difficulties that
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10 Oktay Yagiz & Siros Izadpanah

prevent or hold up them from using listening sae with little or no means to dominate these femis. The importance

of the issue and conducting the present study sééwnige necessary.
LITERATURE REVIEW

Early in the 20th century, the sole purpose of Bhglanguage learning (ELL) was to understandditgmorks.
Teaching listening was not regarded as an impoxantponent of language teaching and English larguagearchers
and teachers focused primarily on reading and gratinai skills (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Howevelnanges in
approaches to language teaching led to changdassrocom applications and breeding a fluctuatiothéattention given
to listening. In the 1970s, listening became insigly integrated into English teaching curriculdéhas preserved its
place until today (Cinemre, 1991). Now, there isoasiderable number of researchers and scholarsgiveoparamount
importance to the skill (e.g., Berne, 2004; Bro@808; Jia & Fu, 2011). As Lundsteen (1979) stdtestening is the first
language skill to appear. Chronologically, childieten before they speak, speak before they raad read before they

write” (p. xi).

What Lundsteen emphasizes; that is, listeningdadsis for other skills, is true for second lamgué _2) as well
as first language (L1) acquisition. Learners neelisten to language input in order to producetimeo skill areas; without
input at the right level, no learning will happdRoét, 1994). Therefore, the importance of teaclistgning can well be
seen. For being a complex phenomenon, teachingniigd has caught the attention of many researchers
(e.g., Brown, 2007; Hayati & Mohmedi, 2009; Vandétg2007) and teachers in pursuit of finding wdgs classroom
instruction. Nunan and Miller (1995) categorizesinevays as follows:

1. Developing cognitive strategies 2. Developirggelning with other skills 3. Listening to authentiaterial 4.

Using technology 5. Listening for academic purpdsdsistening for fun.

Applying strategies into the listening learningfieimg process has become a mounting concern fortbathers
and learners. However, learnéemploying strategies alone will not promote dep@ig listening skills; seeing the need,
teachers’ attempt to include various techniquethéir classes. . Chamot (1989) defines learnirgtesiies as “the steps,
plans, insights, and reflections that learners epnpbd learn more effectively” (p. 13). Learningagegies for listening
comprehension has been an interest of many reszar¢b.g. Chamot & Kipper, 1989; Murphy, 1985 @alley &
Chamot, 1990). In a similar vein, Vandergrift (1999esents listening strategies in three categagesnetacognitive
strategies, cognitive strategies, and socioaffedivategies. According to Vandergrift (1997), roetmitive strategies are
defined as “mental activities for directing langadgarning” (p. 391) which include planning, monitg, and evaluating
one's comprehension. These strategies refer tahinking about the learning process such as sekctttention and
comprehension monitoring (also Goh, 1998). BuckO@Opresents a very similar definition to theseatsgies as
“conscious or unconscious mental activities suchagsessing the situation and self-testing thatoparfan executive
function in the management of cognitive strategigs”’104). Cognitive strategies are “mental adgegitfor manipulating
the language to accomplish a task” (p. 391) thablire applying specific techniques to the learntagk such as
elaboration and inference. Also Buck (2001) defintbgse strategies similarly as “mental activitiedated to
comprehending and storing input in working memaryong term memory for later retrieval” (p. 104)aMlergrift (1997)
also adds socioaffective strategies, which invalgeperating with other learners or the teachercfarification, and/or
employing specific techniques to decrease anxidliyese strategies include activities involving qiseshg for

clarification, cooperation, lowering anxiety, selicouragement, and taking emotional temperaturat&Vver strategy may

Impact Factor (JCC): 2.9819 Index Copernicus Value (ICV): 3.0



The Listening Strategies of Iranian EFL Scholars: AStrategy 11
Based Approach to Listening to Oral English Texts

be referred to, in order to develop listening skilt is crucial to employ listening strategiesisltvital for every single

learner that s/he apply individual strategies adicgy to her/his own learning (Mendelsohn, 1995).

Goh (2002) investigated the learrietse of strategies and their sub categories tlahames “tactics” and found
out that in addition to the suggestions of the jmew literature, two new strategies and their ta¢tiixation and real-time
assessment of input, are employed by learners. dtudy by Abdelhafez (2006), the effect of par@custrategies on
developing listening skills was explored. The reswhowed that training in (metacognitive) stragsdhelped learners
develop listening skills. In many other studies fimglings indicated that more-proficient listenersed strategies more
often than less-proficient listeners (e.g., Cha&97t Moreira, 1996; Murphy 1987; O'Malley, Cham&tKupper, 1989;
Vandergrift, 1997b). More proficient listeners alsmploy wide variety of strategies and more intévacstrategies, and

are able to activate existing linguistic knowledgénelp with comprehension (Berne, 2004).

Strategy has often been conducted without grounidliimga theoretical model. This is a short-comihgt Macaro
(2006) talks about in his article, “Strategies fanguage learning and for language use: Revisimg thieoretical
framework.” Therefore, we have coupled a theorkticadel with listening strategies. This model isngmsed of three
elements, a cognitive model (Anderson, 1983, 1983)yprking memory model (Baddeley, 2002, 2009) mmehension
model (Kintsch, 1998), and strategies.

Much research has been conducted in the area ofingastrategy use. Vandergrift (2006) concludechis
research, L1 listening ability is a factor whenle@rners read or listen to second language textalsb supports the claim
that L1 listening ability can be used by L2 leamaihen they listen to oral English texts, althoinghdid not identify
whether it is contingent on the degree of diffigutf the task or text. In addition, both researshend teachers have
indicated that all learners use learning strategieomplete a learning task or activity (Lyke & fag, 2006 Rost, 2002;
Vermunt & Vermetten; 2004; Vinther, 2005). Andersand Vandergrift (1996) claim that EFL students t@nmade
aware of their L1 learning strategies thereby ipooating these strategies to help them learn d@gdioranguage. These
strategies can give EFL learners the tools they neeinderstand and learn a foreign language. Alcgrto the research
in listening comprehension (Berne, J., 2004; Flodew& Miller, 2005; Goh, 2000; Mendelsohn, 1995;ndargrift,
2003a), all EFL learners use some strategies fwthein understand an oral English text. More piaficEFL learners are
more aware of the strategies that they use andogntpése strategies more effectively than lessigenit EFL learners.
Many researchers (Berne, J. 2004; Goh, 2000; Meole| 1995; Vandergrift, 2003a) encourage EFL kxarto identify
what strategies they use when listening in thest fanguage and then to employ these strategies Vidtening to English.
This process helps EFL learners become aware oftth&egies that they have automatized when listeto their first

language.
Methodology

Our research was an endeavor to bring a tremendeoeplired qualitative methodology to strategy aesk that
incorporates the EFL learner's human measureme&ht@aanges strategies as a vital a piece of tloginitve handling.
Moral Considerations: A key part in qualitative exption studies was considering the members' welfzhen directing
the study. The reason for this study was to firdisisues that Iranian EFL learners have when lisfeio oral texts so that

to have the capacity to join distinctive methodssieowing and diverse methods for students learning
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12 Oktay Yagiz & Siros Izadpanah

Thusly, a definitive reason for this study was tofip the Iranian EFL learners by enhancing thearhing and
showing environment so they would have the capatitgyomprehend oral English transactional texts. d¥ained
volunteers to complete the questionnaire by atteneiach of the first and second-year listening aeimpnsion classes,

explaining the purpose of the questionnaire tdeheners, and asking for volunteers to completejtrestionnaire.

The selection process for the interviews, diarges] think-aloud protocols was different from theqass for
obtaining volunteers to complete the questionnae. attended and observed each class with the géagtermission.
We used an observation rubric as a starting poinfoicusing our inquiry while observing the studenhe teacher, and the
interaction between the students and the teactner pfimary purpose of these observations was ticentgacher-student
interactions, listening problems that students thadng class, and socio-affective and metacogniivategies that they
were using while listening to an oral English téite main part of the questionnaire was a strait@ggntory, which was a
structured survey that contained statements reléifearning habits to which the respondent muatera fixed response;

these individual Likert items, each linked to pautar listening strategy (Oxford & Crookall, 1989).

The motivation behind the gathering interview wagest the more profoundly into the particular esilranian
EFL learners had in understanding oral Englishstéxtheir classrooms, and the purposes behine tissges. We directed
individual interviews with 36 members; 24 of the &é&ditionally partook in group interviews. Six ¢fese members had
low capability, twenty had moderate capability, atesh had high capability. Rubin and Rubin (2005)tay the
methodology of picking interviewees. As indicatedtheir viewpoint, interviewees ought to have siigaint direct data
about the subject and they ought to be generaligatéd about it. We utilized listening diaries asaliernate technique to
gather information. Diaries help learners to getemmindful of their learning courses of action dhd strategies utilized.
Diaries help learners to get more mindful of tHegrning courses of action and the systems util{Z@xford, Lavine,
Felkins, Holloway, & Saleh, 1996, pp. 20-21).

The fundamental purpose behind requesting thenoitapose in these self-reflective diaries was to fiogv the
members utilized techniques while they were inctldte listening to oral messages in a college lisigrcognizance
setting. As indicated by Maxwell (2005), transddptis critical, on the grounds that it is generddlss difficult to break
down a transcript than to dissect a sound recording likewise paramount to translate the infotima on the grounds
that the whole time, investigation starts and thecslist gets a great deal more familiar withitifermation that has been
recorded. Throughout this procedure, analysts cempotes or updates to help them later with theedifon. We decided
to transcribe those parts of the recordings whiemiified with the learners' system utilize antkligng appreciation issues
that they experienced as per our exploration questiSimilarly as with the interview, we interpittde verbally process
conventions before dissecting them. In like manmes, just interpreted those partitions that ideatifiwith learning
procedure utilize or listening cognizance deteselife precisely marked every convention with a mammbcognizable

proof number and a convention fragment number abvile could later connect the convention with théaew interviews.

Before we investigated the data, we had to trabsciti into composed structure. After the transaiptand
interpretation process, we decreased the datailiging updates, rundown structures, coding, argbeisition procedures.
Notices permitted us to recognize developing d&sgions from the information. Synopsis structuraisd coding
empowered us to decrease the extensive measuegeofitht we needed to perceive similitudes andrasist between bits
of data. Connection strategies helped us to seeethdonship of different stories members ideatifiwith particular

learning methodologies and listening perceptiondss
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Findings

The aftereffects of the questionnaire showed tiatréspondents "constantly” utilized one metacognitrategy,
arranging. At that point, they "generally" utilizetivo cognitive strategy, affiliation/elaboration danparticular
consideration. Next, the results communicated thaly every now and again utilized one metacognistategy,
assessment; one cognitive method, rehearsing; aedsocio-affective strategy, addressing/clearing Tugey regularly
utilized one metacognitive technique, observingie¢h cognitive procedures, symbolism, practice/rddany, and
outlining/note-taking; next, the results demonstathat the respondents now and again utilizedctwgmitive techniques,

dissecting/thinking and inferencing.

Aftereffects of gathering interviews showed thagmitive strategy, guessing, which was positioneceddy high
in the questionnaire, was referred to by just 25%he group interview participants. At last, thecissaffective strategy,
using breathing methods was just specified by oember. This last system is a powerful method incivithe participant
finished to diminish their nervousness. Participdepicted three sorts of focus. They utilized whhiey listen to oral
English texts, Key Word Focus, Task data Focus, Boulc Focus. With respect to Word Focus, the grpagicipants,
they concentrated on catch phrases in the comeoné of two ways; they either concentrated esslewtirds from the
content focused around their understanding of trent's setting, or they listened for clear woirdgshe content and

afterward recorded these or attempted to recathech.

This development of data experiences four uniqugnitve procedures as portrayed by Wenden (1991).
Subsequently, as per this discoveries, the stiegdbat the members utilized at the appreciatioel lwere not as powerful
as those methodologies that they utilized at thbitactural level. We credit this to them utilizimgdespread techniques at

the architectural level, which are strategies thaght be utilized viably with any dialect.

However, the strategies they used at the compréairetesvel, especially at the word identificatiorvéd were
language specific strategies, based on learningrsidh -based syllable-timed focus, which wereatifgictive when they
listened to oral English texts. We discovered tradigiency of the participants had no relationstighow successful they
were able in completing listening tasks. From timelihgs of this research, it seems that the themlemodel we have
adopted accurately depicts the process that Irdakn learners use to understand oral transactitealin English. In

addition, this theory has helped to identify wherisunderstanding or non-understanding can happen.
CONCLUSIONS

We started this study to better comprehend theorsaghat Iranian EFL learners experience issues in
understanding oral English transactional texts nWiced through our exploration that Iranian EFarteers are dynamic
audience members, they are mindful that they etjimocedures while they listen to oral transactiomessages in English,
and the procedures they utilize are a necessaigca pf the hypothesis that we recognized. Despédact that they may
not be mindful of the majority of the techniqueattthey utilize, they are mindful of numerous praes that encourage
the stream of data all through the cognitive desigmework and that encourage the cognizance psodde principle
cognitive listening strategies the members disiisiged were an attentional methodology which fodus) practice
procedures, Memorization and note-taking; symbolismthodology, picture matching; an affiliation pedare,
Association; two elaboration methodologies, Notertg and Paraphrasing; a practice procedure, Lisgeklany Times;

and an inferencing methodology, Guessing. .Notuatiding the listening procedures likewise found tteatain content
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and undertaking deterrents hindered the members friably utilizing their techniques and comprehensihe oral
content. They reported experiencing some of theggediments in their listening appreciation clasaed reported
experiencing some of these impediments while theyrewlistening to messages and finishing relatedgas®nts

throughout our research. We ordered the detertbiatsthe members specified by into five classestterd exchange
deterrents, content perception impediments, unkiaga snags, outer deterrents, and emotional obfing

The fundamental content exchange hindrances theerxced were a quick content rate and a long eobnt
They additionally experienced content perceptioterents. Two of these were new vocabulary and fieguistic

developments. A third content perception impedimeas not listening to particular words. Next, threferred to some
undertaking hindrances; errand intricacy and assegr length were specified as the powerlessnelistéo and compose
critical data. They likewise reported a few snagkting to variables outside the content and etraodind clamor,
foundation sounds in the sound, and classroom clafilast, the emotional snags they experiencedutihout the
examination were negative emotions about the contexgative emotions about the subject, and neg@idlgments about
the speaker. The discoveries from our examinatiam fhave an effect on listening cognizance exglmmadre capability,

division methodologies, and listening issues.
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