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Abstract
In language classrooms, listening is considered a problematic skill for various reasons. The uncontrollable nature of speech’s speed of delivery plays a major role in these issues. Tight teacher control over the audio input creates even more unfavorable conditions for listeners to sufficiently absorb input. This study explores the positive effects of self-regulating the audio on listening comprehension problems of foreign language (FL) listeners. Thirty Flemish secondary school English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners in Belgium participated in a quasi-experimental design in which the control group (N = 16) worked in pairs and listened to the audio input twice, while the experiment group (N = 14), also working in pairs, had the option to regulate the audio input. Despite having a common listening proficiency level (A2), a qualitative analysis reveals that there are prominent differences in the significance and frequency of listening comprehension problems between pairs with and without the self-regulation option. By documenting the listening problems students experience and self-regulation’s effect on them, the current study illustrates the possible benefits of more autonomy for listeners and suggests new insights into listening education from linguistic and pedagogical perspectives.
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Alleviating Effects of Self-Regulating the Audio 
on Listening Comprehension Problems
Listening is a major component of language development due to the cognitive and speech features it comprises. However, it is considered a difficult skill to learn (Field, 2009) because of its complex nature which requires several data resources (i.e., linguistic, prior, pragmatic, and discourse) to consult during various comprehension processes (perception, parsing, utilization). Moreover, the unfavorable acoustic conditions (unfamiliar accent of the speaker, distracting background noise, etc.) and ephemeral nature of the audial data complicate the comprehension for listeners even more (Graham & Macaro, 2008). Thus, negative student perceptions on the skill and inadequate learning experiences are inevitable in an FL listening classroom. In order to find ease to the challenging factors in teaching and learning listening, the recent pedagogical literature on second language (L2) and FL listening education (e.g., Flowerdew & Miller, 2010; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012) advocates a process-oriented approach, in which learners reflect on the process of comprehending oral input. However, the instruction of listening around the world is still widely product-oriented today. In many FL classrooms, students are asked to listen to an audio fragment once or twice, answer a number of comprehension questions, and then participate in a whole-class discussion (Field, 2009). Teachers often maintain tight control over these exercises by introducing the topic, operating the audio equipment (deciding when to pause, rewind or fast-forward), posing the comprehension questions and evaluating answers, leading the discussion, and deciding which students can participate.
Under these circumstances, listening is a skill that is tested rather than taught (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012), an approach which Field (2010) considers minimally effective. In the process-oriented approach advocated by researchers, students actively and consciously engage in the development of listening skills, while teachers guide them through the stages of the listening comprehension process (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). Over the past 20 years, researchers have conducted several empirical studies evaluating the variables that play a crucial role in this process-oriented approach (Goh, 2000; Kemp, 2010; Vandergrift, 2002, 2003). Besides the explicit teaching of listening strategies (Vandergrift & Goh, 2009), they have described both enhancing interaction between learners at different stages of the listening comprehension process and providing learners with more autonomy (for instance, through control of the audio equipment) as particularly promising techniques (Field, 2009).
Furthermore, Field (2009) criticizes a teacher-centered approach to listening education which highlights the testing of listening comprehension rather than offering students a forum of communicative practice. He also stresses the importance of any rehearing as a significant way to compensate for any limitations of an audio recording, he even suggests that any answers given by the peers in between hearings "provide them with a few pegs upon which to hang ideas when they listen again" (Field, 2009, p. 15). Hence, he suggests a need to revise the traditional methods of L2 listening education and, in particular, “to increase peer interaction and to give learners greater control of the listening comprehension processes they engage in” (p. 39).
The current study is a replication and an extension of an earlier study (Ozcelik et al., 2019). Building on the same theoretical framework and methodology, the current paper focuses on the listening comprehension problems of two paired groups (instead of the single group in the earlier study published in 2019) with a different listening proficiency level and in a different country (Belgium). It further develops the alleviating effects of self-regulation in pair work while listening.
The contribution of the current study is twofold. First, to analyze peer interactions and self-control actions of listeners to document the comprehension problems. Second, to explore the gains of self-regulating the audio during listening. The researcher provided listeners (N = 16) with the option of discussing the task with a peer and listening to the input twice during the task, and secondly, some pairs (N = 14) with self-regulating (pause, rewind or fast-forward) the listening input while working in pairs. Data of pair discussions were collected via audio and video recorders and data of self-regulation were collected via a mouse-tracking program (Morae, 2015). By classifying the problems expressed by students in a peer interactive task and illustrating the enhancing effect of self-regulation on those, this study contributes to the available literature on both pedagogical and linguistic facets of FL listening. Furthermore, it proposes new approaches to create more active and interactive opportunities for listeners to avoid the domino effect of the complexity of the skill (i.e., a problem related to cognitive skills might lead to ineffective use of affective and/or social skills), limited experiences in FL listening classroom and insufficient resources of the listeners. 
Literature Review
Vandergrift (2004, p. 4-5) points out that, unlike native speakers, L2 listeners “need to consciously focus on details of what they hear, and given the limitations of working memory and the speed of speech, comprehension suffers.” A large number of studies are in accord on the difficulty of listening (Hayati, 2010; Vandergrift, 2007). Among various explanations, Graham and Macaro (2008) and Field (2009) highlight the coincidence of two elements of listening as the major factors of its difficulty; necessity of several knowledge sources and ability to infer those diligently given the disadvantages of the speed of delivery. Moreover, the "uncontrollable facts" (Graham, 2006, pp. 174-175) of the listening skill, such as the speed of delivery and accent of the speaker, likewise create stress for listeners who consider themselves as less capable than they are in other skills (Graham & Macaro, 2008).
Listening Comprehension Problems
There are various approaches to the comprehension problems of listeners in the available literature. The first of which identifies problems from a cognitive perspective (Anderson, 1995; Goh, 2000; Vandergrift, 2007) and categorizes those in line with three phases; perception (problems due to phonological and lexical issues), parsing (problems due to syntactic and semantic issues) and utilization (problems due to discoursal and pragmatic issues) (Nowrouzi et al., 2015).
[bookmark: _Hlk40648900]Among the researchers who have classified comprehension problems from a cognitive approach, Goh (2000) identified the listening comprehension problems of online Chinese listeners via various techniques (diaries, interviews, recall protocols) according to the cognitive model of listening of Anderson (1995). This model defines three interconnected phases of listening as perception, parsing and utilization; it provides further insight into how listeners construct meaning. Goh (2000) identified the following difficulties as being commonly encountered by FL listeners: the failure to recognize words, neglecting parts of speech that follow, the failure to chunk streams of speech, missing the beginning of a sentence or a message, and concentration problems. In a speaker's first language (L1), strategies intended to address these problems are frequently deployed automatically and varyingly. These problems were difficulty in recognizing words, chunking the speech, concentration, and recalling the beginning of the speech (perception phase); remembering what was heard (parsing phase), and grasping the single word meanings as well as the global meaning of the message (utilization phase).
 Liu (2002) also followed a similar methodology (partial transcriptions, interviews, surveys, and introspection) to diagnose online processing problems of listeners. These revolved around unknown vocabulary, segmentation of sounds, recognizing word units, and overdependence on phonetic cues.
[bookmark: _Hlk40649228][bookmark: _Hlk43241035]In another approach to identify listening comprehension problems, some other researchers concentrated on the listening comprehension processes (Cross, 2010; Goh & Taib, 2006; Vandergrift & Tafaghodtari, 2010) and added social and affective parameters to better reflect the individual differences between learners and the individuality of learning during listening. Rajab and Nimehchisalem (2016) classified listening comprehension problems of Iranian Kurdish listeners as process, input, task, affect, and context according to a questionnaire they tailored (Q- BELLP: Questionnaire of beliefs on English language listening comprehension problems) (Lotfi, 2012). The results revealed that most problematic issues were related to input (unfamiliar accents, vague pronunciation, high-speed rate, lengthy texts), then context (i.e., poor acoustic conditions). Although stressed least, affect and task-related problems (i.e., anxiety caused by task difficulty) were also stated by FL listeners, which according to Rajab and Nimehchisalem (2016) should not be disregarded.
Self-Regulation Option
 According to Benson (2007, p. 22), Holec (1981, p. 3) offered the first definition of autonomy in language teaching: “the ability to take charge of one’s own learning”. Benson (2001) also defines the three phases of learner control as 1) managing one’s learning, 2) managing one’s cognitive processes and 3) having some degree of control over the content to which one is exposed. Researchers have described different techniques to optimize autonomy in listening: through enhancing self-access and offering strategy training to listeners.
Self-access, as “by no means synonymous with learner autonomy” (Sheerin, 1991, p. 143), encourages learners to move from teacher dependence towards autonomy, and this term is therefore used interchangeably with “self-control” in this study. It will be used to refer to the control over the audio equipment/recording that the student is given, during classroom activities involving listening comprehension. Self-access, as Benson (2002) suggests, should be considered as a means of enhancing existing teaching strategies by implementing more student-controlled listening lessons. He adds that the major advantage of this approach is providing learners with more control. It provides learners with a degree of independence and may help them to catch up with the speed of audio input, understand the vocabulary involved, and cope with speakers’ accents. Controlling the audio provides L2 learners a chance to rehear problematic parts of the input many more times and, thus, they might be able to overcome related perception difficulties while listening (Cauldwell, 2002; Field, 2008). On the other hand, as such activities empower the positive attitudes towards listening besides feeling more confident, more control over the processes brings cognitive, metacognitive and affective gains to the listening classroom.
Wang (2010) claims that the trend in listening education has been changing from teacher-directed instruction towards more self-directed learning. In traditional listening classes, students frequently complain of the heavy workloads that teachers assign them and the tedious nature of instruction. Based on questionnaires she collected from students at Haiym University, Wang (2010) claims that students prefer more control over their listening exercises in terms of the speed of the delivery, time and duration of pauses, total time in which they can listen, and the prevailing environmental conditions while listening. In a traditional listening classroom, teaching is performed in the classroom or in a listening center; the teacher strictly controls the pace, determines how long students listen to audio material, and evaluates students’ answers. Under these circumstances, students passively follow instructions from their teachers. Students thus have little control over their own learning processes, anxiety is relatively high in completing the assigned tasks, and as a result, the efficiency of learning may be low (Wang, 2010).
Kemp (2010) also suggests that, in an L2 listening classroom, promoting autonomy through control over the audio equipment provides opportunities for learners to actively participate in their own listening processes. He illustrated this phenomenon by tracking the listening logs of his students, who reported watching a video fragment without subtitles to “make [their] mind[s] work harder” (Kemp, 2010, p. 391). He describes this behavior as a clear manifestation of independent actions, as the learners were aware of their listening difficulties and utilized their autonomy to set themselves attainable goals after discovering their comprehension difficulties. Moreover, “people who take the initiative in learning (pro-active learners)” absorb more material than do people “who sit at the feet of teachers, passively waiting to be taught (reactive learners)”, because the former “approach learning more [actively and] purposefully” (Knowles, 1975, p.14).
A few studies have investigated who controls the input used in listening exercises (e.g., Cauldwell, 2002; Chang, 2011). The majority of such studies have focused on contexts in which teachers had primary control over the input, as they would determine when and how frequently a listening text was played, stopped, or replayed. However, there have also been a few studies in which control over the input was given to students. Ramírez Verdugo and Alonso Belmonte (2007) explored the effect of students’ self-operating the audio material by having the freedom to stop or restart digital stories in class. The results indicated that giving learners the option to control over the input led to improved listening comprehension.
In the context of secondary education, Roussel (2011) conducted a study investigating how 30 students (aged 14–16) exercised physical control over the input while listening. The researcher referred to this control as self-regulation and concluded that this personal control over the input improved all learners' information processing. However, Roussel (2011) also mentioned that the gains obtained were much greater for those learners with better listening competence; for some learners with relatively lower levels of listening proficiency, the option to make proper use of the self-regulating option seemed beyond their reach. In other words, it was too difficult for low-level listeners to parse speech in listening exercises, which made it difficult for them to decide where to stop and go back; as a result, trying to cope with self-regulation added further cognitive load for the lower-level listeners (Roussel, 2011). This seems to suggest that providing students with autonomy does not always lead to better performance, and that, amongst other factors, students' level of language proficiency may have a mediating effect. Furthermore, some students may lack the self-regulating skills it takes to turn the option to control the audio equipment to their benefit.
In a higher education context, Chang (2011) compared the effects of extensive listening with those of typical listening instruction. Each learner in the extensive listening group was assigned audio recordings of graded readers to play by themselves, and they were allowed to play, stop, and restart the audio material at will during classes, and were also provided with the transcript while listening. In the typical instruction group, the input was controlled by the teacher. The results revealed that the group of students who could control the audio achieved higher post-test scores than the members of the group who had received typical listening instruction. While Chang (2011) described these results as being due to the extended exposure to input by reading the transcript while listening, the fact that the learners could control the input also may have contributed to their improved performance as well.
Strategy training, which is another means of promoting autonomy, holds that learners at different levels use different strategies and that they prioritize different aspects of the mental processes related to 1) memory, 2) cognition, and 3) compensation to deal with their language necessities (Oxford, 1990). In the preceding list, memory refers to strategies used to store relevant information, cognition refers to a) the strategies required to employ and transfer that information, and b) the metacognitive strategies used to plan, regulate, and evaluate that information. Lastly, compensation refers to the strategies listeners use to compensate for their insufficient abilities in receptive and productive skills (i.e., using linguistic and non-linguistic clues to make inferences while listening). Referring to Vandergrift (2007, p. 193), Newton and Riggs (2016) stress the importance of “orchestrating cognitive and metacognitive strategies” for L2 listening. Metacognitive knowledge can have an effect on goals and outcomes of students' learning (Wenden, 1998). “With respect to listening, we may say that learners who understand the processes of listening and believe they have the ability to reach their goals will be more ready to handle challenging listening tasks and set demanding goals for their listening development” (Goh, 2010, p. 8). Harris (2003) believes that “metacognition is concerned with guiding the learning process itself and so includes strategies for planning, monitoring and evaluating both language use and language learning; key elements in developing autonomy.” (p. 4). “Strong metacognitive skills empower second language learners” (Anderson, 2002, p. 6). 
A study by Vandergrift and Tafaghodtari (2010) revealed two merits of strategy training in listening classroom with peer interaction. First, exposing listeners to metacognitive awareness-raising activities (that follow the pedagogical cycle of via authentic texts) resulted in better performance for listeners. Second, the positive effects of such an instructional approach created better opportunities for lower-level listeners compared to their higher proficient listener counterparts. This could have resulted from lower proficient listeners’ inability to transfer the necessary skills of listening from L1 to L2 (Goh & Taib, 2006). Thus, any guidance to uncover the listening processes in FL/L2 leads them to regulate the listening comprehension processes with the help of teachers and peers.
Method
[bookmark: _Hlk40650175]Previous studies on listening comprehension problems have used various procedures, including diaries, think alouds, interviews (structured and semi-structured), and questionnaires. However, this study scrutinizes dialogic exchanges of paired learners during a listening task. The uniqueness and richness of the available data granted a possibility to explore the comprehension problems of listeners from personal and social levels without any intervention. Besides, the self-regulation activities during pair dialogues provided a second source to document listeners’ needs and problems while listening. In order to incorporate this richness of two data resources, the researcher diligently created a categorization of problems to reflect social and affective challenges besides the cognitive difficulties of listeners during pair dialogues.
Research Questions
This paper analyzes peer dialogues during a listening task in two groups; the control group (N = 16) worked in pairs and listened to the audio input twice, while the experiment group (N = 14), also working in pairs, had the option to regulate the audio input.
Based on the available data, the researcher aimed at answering the following research questions:
What are the differences in listening comprehension problems experienced by A2-level listeners when they work in pairs with and without self-control of the audio?
What is the relationship between self-control usage and listening comprehension problems experienced by pairs?
Participants and Setting
The study was comprised of 30 learners of English as a foreign language between the ages of 16 and 18. The students were sixth graders in two different secondary schools in Leuven, Belgium (Table 1). They were pretested using the Key English Test (KET) developed by Cambridge University. The KET test (Cambridge University, 2013) served two purposes: 1) measuring the students’ listening proficiency and 2) verifying whether there were any significant differences between the control group (listening in pairs only) and the experiment group (listening in pairs and self-regulating the input). Test scores indicated that both groups listened at The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001) level of A2.
[bookmark: _Ref38793742]Table 1
Participant Groups, Characteristics, and Condition
	Group 
	Grade
	Number of Students
	
	Pretest (KET) score
	Task condition
	

	Control group
	6
	16
	
	94%
	Pairs 
	

	  Experiment group  
	6
	14
	
	89%
	Pairs with self-control


Note. A KET score of 70% or above indicates A2-level listening comprehension. All students scored at the A2 level (Common European Framework of Reference).
Materials
[bookmark: _Hlk40650696]The researcher tailored a listening comprehension task according to the objectives of the current study. The task was based on an authentic radio program by BBC Radio 4 (Appendix A) (MacGregor, 2010) and determined the difficulty level to be at B1 based on Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001). The gap between students’ current level (A2) and the level of the task (B1) served as a means of uncovering students’ listening comprehension problems as much as possible. The audio fragment was 3.5 minutes long and was about the Egyptian King Ramses II (Appendix A) (MacGregor, 2010).
During pair interactions, pairs were provided separate rooms to forestall any interference from other pairs. Every room was equipped with audio and video recorders. For the pairs who had the option to self-regulate the listening audio fragment, there was a PC in every room to pause, rewind, or fast-forward as they see fit. In order to save the actions of pairs during listening, a tracking program (Morae, 2015) was installed on these PCs. Morae (2015) is a software that is used to capture on-screen activities and keyboard/mouse movements of users. In this study, it recorded the type and frequency of the self-control actions of the listeners while interacting with their peers, as well as the duration of the pauses. During the task, students answered comprehension questions (Appendix B) (Ozcelik et al., 2019) based on the audio input. This tool measured their listening comprehension of the audio input. The duration of the task was maximum twenty-six minutes. The task involved various types of questions (such as evaluating the explicitly mentioned information, restructuring, or commenting on the information of the text) requiring different processes of comprehension (perception, parsing, utilization).
Data Coding
Following Ozcelik et al.’s (2019) approach, the researcher categorized the students’ listening comprehension problems as process-, listener-, affect-, input-, task-, and social- related (Table 2).
[bookmark: _Ref38793767]Table 2
Problem Categories and Subcategories
	Problem categories
	Subcategories 

	a. Process-related: difficulties of the listening comprehension process
	a1. Unknown vocabulary 

	
	a2. Inability to catch related information

	
	a3. Failure to infer vocabulary from the context

	b. Listener-related: individual factors affecting comprehension. These problems are defined in accordance with Brindley and Slatyer (2002, p. 375).
	b1. Uncertainty about what was heard

	
	b2. Lack of linguistic knowledge

	
	b3. Failure to seek the answer 

	
	b4. Lack of background knowledge

	
	b5. Failure to remember information

	c. Affect-related: affective difficulties that impact listening comprehension
	Anxiety 	

	d. Input-related: listener difficulties related to the audio input
	High speed rate of delivery

	e. Social-related: interpersonal problems between listeners
	Lack of cooperation

	f. Task-related: listener difficulties related to task demands while listening
	Lack of task knowledge


Note. Adapted from Ozcelik et al., 2019
Results
[bookmark: _Hlk42980153]Analysis revealed twelve listening comprehension problems related to six different categories. Three of those problems were related to process, five to the listener, and one each to affect, input, social dynamics, and the task. Similar to Ozcelik et al. (2019), the researcher identified problems as occurring at a high (66-100%), moderate (34-65%), or low (1-33%) rate (interrater reliability was 0.93).
Pair Dialogues
 For pairs without SC, eight problems occurred at a high or moderate rate (the failure to seek the answer, unknown vocabulary, inability to catch related information, failure to infer vocabulary from the context, the failure to remember information, uncertainty about what was heard, lack of mechanical knowledge of English, and lack of task knowledge) and four at a low rate (high-speed rate of delivery, anxiety, lack of background knowledge, and lack of cooperation). However, for pairs with SC, only a single problem occurred at a moderate rate (lack of cooperation) or did not occur (lack of task knowledge), while the rest occurred at a low rate (failure to seek the answer, unknown vocabulary, failure to remember information, lack of mechanical knowledge of English, high-speed rate of delivery and lack of background knowledge) (Table 3).
[bookmark: _Ref38793789][bookmark: _Ref27843711][bookmark: _Toc28000494]Table 3
Categories and Rates of the Problems Between Groups in Belgium
	[bookmark: _Hlk31283642]
	Category
	Pairs without SC
	Pairs with SC

	The failure to seek the answer
	Listener-related
	High
	Low

	Unknown vocabulary
	Process-related
	Moderate
	Low

	Inability to catch related information
	Process-related
	Moderate
	Low

	Failure to infer vocabulary from the context
	Process-related
	Moderate
	Low

	The failure to remember information
	Listener-related
	Moderate
	Low

	Uncertainty about what was heard
	Listener-related
	Moderate
	Low

	Lack of mechanical knowledge of English
	Listener-related
	Moderate
	Low

	Lack of task knowledge
	Task-related
	Moderate
	-

	High-speed rate of delivery
	Input-related
	Low
	Low

	Anxiety
	Affect-related
	Low
	Low

	Lack of background knowledge
	Listener-related
	Low
	Low

	Lack of cooperation
	Social-related
	Low
	Moderate


Note. Adapted from Ozcelik et al., 2019
a) Process-related problems. This category contains the problems that listeners encountered while attempting to process the input. 
a1) Unknown vocabulary. In pairs without SC, discussions revealed a moderate rate of problems related to unknown vocabulary (34%), while this problem occurred less than half (15%) among pairs with SC. The following example statements illustrate this problem:
Pair without SC:
A: “Those words... I really don't know!” 
B: “Maybe venerate, strong?” 
Pair with SC:
A: “‘Prodigious’... What does that mean? Is it to predict?”
B: “Maybe produce? ‘Prodigious achiever’… like... I don't know!” 
A: “We need to listen again.”
a2) Inability to catch related information. Some students reported that they were unable to catch related information while listening. During these dialogues, students questioned the information needed for the related question. This problem was much more frequent among peers without the SC option (40%) than it was among those with SC (12%). The following example statements illustrate this problem: 
Pair without SC:
“I didn't hear 'prodigious' in the second listening, either.”
Pair with SC: 
A: “The third one is D, right?”
B: “Emm, I don't know. That's what I missed.”
a3) Failure to infer vocabulary from the context. Difficulty inferring the meaning of words occurred infrequently (17%) for self-regulating peers, while it was much more common (62%) among peers without SC. The following example statements illustrate this problem: 
Pair without SC:
A: “Those words... I really don't know!”
B: “Maybe venerate, strong?”
Pair with SC:
A: “Prodigious... What does that mean? Is it to predict? Maybe produce?”
B: “‘Prodigious achiever’… Like... I don't know! We need to listen again.”
b) Listener-related problems. These were the problems related to listener-related factors such as lack of mechanical knowledge of English, failure to seek the answer, lack of background knowledge, and failure to remember information during the task.
b1) Uncertainty about what was heard. Uncertainty about what was heard occurred at a moderate rate (50%) among pairs without SC and at a low rate (10%) among pairs with the SC option. The following example statements illustrate this problem: 
Pair without SC: 
A: “Is the last one false, too?"
B: “Ehm…” 
A: “Yes, I have heard it somewhere, but I don't know if he said that exactly or nearly.”
Pair with SC:
A: “Did he say over there about temple?"
B: “I don't know. Aren't we allowed to stop when it comes?"
A: “Yes, let's do that!”
b2) Lack of mechanical knowledge of English. This subcategory includes problems relating to grammar and/or spelling during a note taking or answering the questions while listening. Problems due to a lack of mechanics knowledge occurred at a rate of 33% among pairs with SC and at 50% among peers without SC. The following example statements illustrate this problem:
Pair without SC:
A: “We can write ‘colossal.’”
B: “How it is written? With two A’s?”
Pair with SC:
“I don't know how to spell ‘gain’.”
 b3) The failure to seek the answer. Some pairs ended their discussions of certain items before deciding on an answer. While this was a frequent problem (77%) for pairs without self-control (who only listened to the audio twice), it was one of the least common (8%) for pairs with self-control. The following example statements illustrate this problem: 
Pair without SC: 
A: “Replicate?” 
B: “Refer?” 
A: “Can't be!” 
B: “But… Whatever!” 
Pair with SC:
“OK! I am moving on. Otherwise we will not have enough time.”
b4) Lack of background knowledge. Problems related to a lack of required background knowledge occurred at a low rate for both pairs with SC (22%) and pairs without SC (22%). The following example statements illustrate this problem:
Pair without SC:
A: “Can he have 100 kids?”
B: “Maybe in his culture...?”
A: “I don’t know…”
Pair with SC:
A: “I heard him saying ‘American presidents, isn’t this picture American?’”
B: “I am not sure, but C looks like Egyptian for sure!”
b5) The failure to remember information. Difficulties remembering information occurred infrequently (15%) among pairs with SC, but were moderately frequent (55%) among pairs without SC. The following example statements illustrate this problem:
Pair without SC:
“I also remember that he was rather old... But I don't remember the context...”
Pair with SC:
“It was saying he renamed the sculptures or something… I don't remember!”
c) Affect-related problems. Both students in pairs with and without SC seldom expressed or signaled anxiety during listening; 4% and 14%, respectively. The following example statements illustrate this problem:
Pair without SC:
“I also heard he was rather old... but… no way! [I] cannot name it!”
Pair with SC:
A: “Four ‘football pitches’, and that one is false as well.”
B: “Ah I didn’t even have that one yet. I didn’t have all of these yet!”
d) Input-related problems. This category includes listener difficulties related to the audio input. Pairs with SC recorded an incidence rate of problems associated with a high-speed of delivery of only 2%, while their counterparts without SC recorded a rate of 25%. The following example statements illustrate this problem:
Pair without SC:
“Wow! The audio finished? So fast!”
Pair with SC:
“That went pretty fast, right?”
e) Social-related problems. Some pairs had difficulty cooperating because of differences in opinion on questions, answers, audio, or self-control of the input during the task. These problems occurred at a moderate rate for pairs with SC (42%) and at a low rate (22%) for pairs without SC. The following example statements illustrate this problem:
Pair without SC: 
A: “He built new temples?” 
B: “No, that's this one.”
A: “Yes, that's what I don't get here.”
B: “No, that's not what I mean”
Pair with SC:
A: “So, the Nile flooded a few times, and there were harvests.”
B: “No, that has nothing to do with it.”
f) Task-related problems. This category includes difficulties related to task demands while listening. Difficulties with responding to the demands of the task occurred at a low rate (32%) among pairs without self-control, whereas this problem did not occur at all in the dialogues between pairs with self-control. The following example statement illustrates this problem: 
Pair without SC:
“Did it say, ‘Mount Rushmore’? Do we answer according to the pictures, or did it say it explicitly in the audio?”
Self-Controlling the Input
In order to explore the ways in which students used the self-control option, the type and frequency of their self-control actions were documented. As can be seen in Figure 1, students used the option mostly to pause rather than rewinding and fast-forwarding the audio.
[bookmark: _Ref43228923]Figure 1
Types and Number of Actions


Furthermore, duration after students’ pause actions during listening was also documented. As illustrated in Figure 2, the total duration of pauses varied between pairs.
[bookmark: _Ref43228953]Figure 2
Duration of Pauses

Pairs with the SC option mainly used it to infer the meaning of words (85%), to agree on an answer (44%), to check for understanding (37%), to find relevant information (27%), and to keep pace with the speed of delivery of the audio (22%). In these instances, self-control fostered comprehension during the task. In order to exemplify how self-control affected comprehension, the author chose relevant examples from discussions of pairs with SC (N = 14) (Table 4).
[bookmark: _Ref38793822]Table 4
Reasons, Frequency and Examples of Self-Regulation of the Input
	Reasons 
	Frequency
	Examples

	to infer the meaning of a word
	85%
	A: “Maybe we can listen a little bit more.” B: “Ah no! we used another word.” A: “So, without embarrassment? B: “Without shame, I guess so.” (S and B)

	to cooperate with a peer
	44%
	A: “He changed the dates from sculptures to save...” B: “No, err...” A: “That's why he is a self-publicist.” B: “Let's rewind a bit... Oh ok!” (A and M)

	to check for understanding
	37%
	A: “But here!” B: “He became more than… ninety?” A: “Can you just rewind? Ok, over ninety.” (E and K)

	to find relevant information
	27%
	A: “Is that at the beginning?” B: “At the very beginning, yes.” A: “Pause it then!” (K and D)

	to keep pace with the speed of delivery
	22%
	A: “He wrote his name…” B: “Did he say? Rewind a little bit. That was fast.” A: “Yes, said so!” (C and N)


Note. Based on Ozcelik et al., 2019
Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk43215025]The objective of this section is to document 1) the types of listening comprehension problems that arose and 2) the effect of self-control of the audio on those problems during a peer-interactive listening task. Ultimately, pairs with the SC option signaled fewer problems and at lower rates in the process-, listener-, affect-, input-, and task-related categories compared to pairs without SC. The only exception to this trend is the category of social-related problems that might be as a result of the insufficient collaboration skills, which falls outside the scope of this paper.
Although process- and listener-related problems were most common among both groups, the specific difficulties experienced, and their significance varied between groups. Pairs without SC ended their dialogues without arriving at an answer for a particular item much more frequently than did pairs with SC. Both groups tended to focus on smaller units of unknown vocabulary. Together with a decreased ability to infer the meaning of unknown vocabulary from the context, this finding underlines another drawback of students not having control over the audio input, as focusing on smaller units rather than the general message of a listening exercise hinders understanding of the intended meaning (Goh, 1999; Kemp, 2010). In the literature, a high-speed rate of delivery has been identified as one of the greatest obstacles to listening comprehension (Flowerdew & Miller, 1992; Hayati, 2010). In the current study, pairs without self-controlling the audio option signaled more difficulties due to the rapid rate of delivery of the speech in the recording. This finding reveals that working with a peer without self-controlling the audio was not as effective as having both options while dealing with the high-speed rate of the delivery. Moreover, as expected from the students’ listening proficiency level (A2), the difficulties that they encountered in remembering the information contained in the recording demonstrate the cognitively demanding nature of listening in terms of memory (Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). While pairs without the SC option exhibited this problem at moderate levels, pairs with SC experienced it infrequently. 
Task-related difficulties occurred at a moderate rate among pairs without self-control (who only listened to the audio twice) but hardly ever occurred in pairs who self-controlled the audio. The SC group’s lack of difficulty in this category might be a result of more sufficient input, which enables listeners to “build increasingly on the information that is extracted” (Field, 2009, p. 15). A good understanding of the input might facilitate understanding of the task requirements. In other words, as Hattie and Yates (2014) assert, learners who take some initiative in learning absorb more material and are more motivated to meet task demands than those who passively receive material under teacher-controlled conditions.
In addition to addressing the cognitive demands of listening, students also need to cope with psychological difficulties. Feeling nervous or anxious hinders concentration and thus comprehension (Yagang, 1993). However, in the current study, pairs without SC exhibited low levels of anxiety during the listening task. Having a partner may have had a positive effect on students’ stress levels. Additionally, pairs with self-control hardly ever recorded any anxiety-based dialogues, which may indicate another possible positive impact of blending pair work with self-control of the audio.
Groups with SC experienced only one difficulty at a significantly higher rate than their counterparts without SC, namely cooperation problems (including differences in opinion with regards to questions, answers, or self-controlling the audio). These cooperation issues could be a result of the listeners being unaccustomed to having the SC option during listening classes. While this finding indicates the involvement of both peers while exchanging ideas, it seems that self-control did not serve as an efficient solution to cooperation problems. Among other possibilities, the power, and option to control the audio equipment and to build up better understanding may indeed have been a source of conflict – which makes sense, because students may want to be in control themselves, and students may differ in terms of their ideas on what SC actions should be taken. This finding calls into question the collaborative nature of peer discussions; however, addressing this topic is beyond the scope of this paper.
Although pairs with SC did not use the option to address every problem they encountered during listening, there was an obvious relationship between the identified problems and SC usage. Pairs used SC to check for understanding and find relevant information in the audio, which seemed to compensate for problems of high-speed rate and inability to remember, as those problems were much more frequent in the discussions of pairs without SC. These findings confirm Field’s (2009) argument that re-hearing provides several opportunities to listeners; particularly in this study, to rely less on memory, to better catch up with the speed of an audio, to find relevant information, and to check for understanding, all of which play a profound role in enhancing listening comprehension abilities.
Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Research
[bookmark: _Hlk40652813]Despite all its contributions to the understanding of FL-listening problems, we are aware that our study has some limitations. First, the study was conducted with a small number of participants in a single country which limits its generalizability. Second, its dependence on a single task limits the scope of the findings. Third, participants of the study were not selected randomly because of practical issues and tight school policies. To eliminate those limitations, further research may involve other methodologies (introspective techniques, cognitive training for listeners, collaborative skill training, etc.). In addition, a longitudinal version of the study with more various task types might provide more comprehensive reasonings of the results. These methods may more fully represent the problems listeners face and the ways they choose to operate the audio during FL-listening tasks.
Pedagogical Implications
[bookmark: _Hlk43215331]This study carries several implications that can guide foreign language teachers and material developers from various perspectives. Teachers should motivate students to practice self-regulating an audio inside and outside the classroom to get more accustomed to the option. Any authentic material, either visual or audio, can be a way to get used to focus on personal needs while listening which is an ultimate skill in an FL classroom. Being aware of the pitfalls of a teacher-centered listening approach, instructors might guide learners for a better self-understanding of listening by defining possible needs and getting learners involved in the process of repairing those, together with some collaboration exercises for better communication with their peers. Various peer interactive tasks that last shorter and with smaller objectives may enhance students' participation during interaction and familiarity with different demands of tasks at the same time. From an autonomous perspective, pairs' having an option to self-regulate the audio compensated for most of the common comprehension issues during listening. Despite the fact that the task was at a higher level than their current level, firstly, students recorded efficient effort to answer the task items and secondly, expressed much fewer problems related to the uncontrollable features of the audio (remembering information, catching related information, understanding accent, etc.) during interactions. So, instructors should keep in mind that giving some control to paired learners alleviates some major problems and eases the heavy workload of the teacher and learner simultaneously. While providing a chance to interact with the input creates opportunities to get more sufficient input, it also yields to practicing listening skills in pairs. These will also let students rely less on memory and smaller units of the audio file, while increasing the involvement of peers with a more global approach to listening. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk43215618]This study aims to create an awareness of everyday situations that make listening a difficult skill to teach, learn, and practice in FL classrooms. The study reports valuable findings that showcase the favorable conditions that peer interaction with self-regulation brings to the language classroom. Listening is "essential for target language competence" (Morley, 2001) and a key skill for communication and language acquisition. Any facilitative intervention in FL classrooms plays a role in furthering students’ FL listening competence. Peer interaction and self-regulating the input are two significant ways to compensate for limitations that hinder the development of the related skills required for overcoming cognitive, social, and affective difficulties of listening and improve the listening capacity of FL learners simultaneously. Today, all language learners must have the autonomy to practice the skills necessary to understand their own capacities, using methods that are interactive enough to face the global demands of FL learning.
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[bookmark: _Ref38794010]Appendix A
Transcript of Statue of Ramesses II
Presenter: Neil MacGregor
Date: February 12th 2010
Program: A History of the World in 100 Objects
Episode: Episode 20 - Statue of Ramesses II
“… When it arrived in England, this was by far the largest Egyptian sculpture that the British had ever seen, and it was the first object that gave them a sense of the colossal scale of the Egyptian achievement. The upper body alone is about eight or nine feet (about 2.5m) high, and it weighs about seven tons. This is a king who understood, as never before, the power of scale, the purpose of awe.
Ramesses II ruled Egypt for an astonishing 66 years, presiding over a new golden age of Egyptian prosperity and imperial power. He was lucky - he lived to be over 90, he fathered around 100 children and, during his reign, the Nile floods obligingly produced a succession of bumper harvests. But he was also a prodigious achiever. As soon as he took the throne in 1279 BC, he set out on military campaigns to the north and south, he covered the land with monuments, and he was seen as such a successful ruler that nine later pharaohs took his name. He was still being worshipped as a god in the time of Cleopatra, over a thousand years later.
Ramesses was a consummate self-publicist, and a completely unscrupulous one at that. To save time and money, he simply changed the inscriptions on pre-existing sculptures so that they bore his name and glorified his achievements. But all across his kingdom he erected vast new temples - like Abu Simbel, cut into the rocky sides of the Nile Valley - and the huge image of himself there, sculpted in the rock, inspired many later imitations, not least the vast faces of American presidents carved into Mount Rushmore.
… One of his proudest achievements was his memorial complex at Thebes, near modern Luxor. It wasn’t a tomb where he was going to be buried, but a temple where he would be venerated in life and then worshipped as a god for all eternity. The Ramesseum, as it’s now known, covers an immense area about the size of four football pitches and contains a temple, a palace and treasuries.
There were two courtyards in the Ramesseum, and our statue sat at the entrance to the second one. But magnificent though it is, this statue is just one of many - Ramesses is replicated again and again throughout the complex, a multiple vision of monumental power that must have had an overwhelming effect on the officials and priests who went there. We went to see Antony Gormley in the studio where he created his own monumental sculpture - the ‘Angel of the North’:
‘Well for me, as a sculptor, the acceptance of the material as a means of conveying the relationship between human-lived biological time and in a way the eons of geological time, is an essential condition of the waiting quality of sculpture. The fact that sculptures persist, endure, and life dies. And all of Egyptian sculpture in some senses has this dialogue with death, with that which lies on the other side.’ …”

[bookmark: _Ref38794018]Appendix B
Ramses II Comprehension Questions
A. Which of the statements below are true (circle the ones that are correct)?
1. A. Ramses II was in charge of Egypt for 86 years.
2. B. During the reign of Ramses, Egypt was very rich.
3. C. Ramses II built many monuments. 
4. D. Ramses II lived in the time of Cleopatra.
B. There are three reasons why Ramses II is considered “lucky”. Circle the three reasons that are mentioned.
1. Ramses lived to be almost 90 years old --- 2. He had a great garden that produced amazing harvests --- 3. He had nearly 100 children --- 4. He lived to be more than 90 years old ---5. The Nile didn’t flood during his reign – 6. He had nearly 100 wives --- 7. Egypt was blessed with great harvests during his reign.
C. Why is Ramses II called a self-publicist? Please briefly explain and give ONE example.
…………………………………………………………………………………………….
…………………………………………………………………………………………….
D. Choose the picture of the Abu Simbel according to the description in the lecture.
[image: ]
E. Are the following statements about the Ramesseum True (T) or False (F)? Correct the False ones.
..... 1. The Ramesseum is as big as a football pitch. ………
..... 2. The Ramesseum is a temple where Ramses worshipped his gods. ………
..... 3. The Ramesseum is a tomb where Ramesses II was buried. ………
..... 4. The Ramesseum in near Luxor. ………
F. Translate the following English words into Dutch as they are used in the audio
1. Colossal          : …………………………………………………………
2. Unscrupulous  : …………………………………………………………
3. Venerate          : …………………………………………………………
4. Replicate         : …………………………………………………………
       G.   What does Antony Gormley mean with the ‘waiting quality of the sculptures’?
…………………………………………………………………………………………….
…………………………………………………………………………………………….
Thank you!
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