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Abstract: This exploratory study examined the relative effects on L2 listening comprehension of three
different jigsaw procedures: having learners listen to either the first or the second half of an input text and
then share the content with a classmate who did not listen to the same half (Jigsaw-Listening I), or having
them implement the same procedure as above, but followed by their actual exposure to either the remaining
content (Jigsaw-Listening 2) or the whole listening passage (Jigsaw-Listening 3). Their text comprehension as
gauged by ten multiple-choice content questions was subsequently compared to that obtained by learners who
listened to the same complete input text, either once (One-time Listening) or twice (Repeated-Listening). The
quantitative results showed that all Jigsaw Listening groups obtained better text comprehension than the One-
time Listening group. The learners in Jigsaw-Listening 2 and 3 were also found to outperform those in the
Repeated-Listening group. Follow-up interviews with some participants randomly selected from the Jigsaw-
Listening groups revealed that these learners carried out different metacognitive strategies to complete their
assigned listening procedures and the more strategies they used, the better listening outcome they produced.
These findings have implications for both L2 listening instructors and course designers.
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1. Introduction

The idea of jigsaw listening dates back to
the 1970s (e.g., Geddes and Sturtridge, 1978).
In this listening procedure, an input text is
often divided into smaller sections, which
are subsequently assigned as a listening task
to different groups of L2 learners. After the
first round of listening, learners are regrouped
to share the content with those who have
not listened to the same section yet. In some
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cases, learners are also provided with the
opportunity to actually listen to the section
of the listening text that their classmates have
told them about or to the whole listening text.
Jigsaw listening was first introduced into
the language classroom mainly as a tool to
promote learner autonomy and cooperative
learning (see Harlim (1999) for a detailed
review). However, this classroom activity
may be beneficial for text comprehension (for
reasons discussed further below).

Effects of jigsaw activities on text
comprehension have been relatively well-
researched in the context of L2 reading, but
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are surprisingly under-researched in the
context of L2 listening. Such research would
be welcome for at least three reasons. First
and foremost, it may provide instructors of
L2 listening courses with evidence regarding
whether jigsaw listening has merits other than
fostering learner autonomy and cooperative
learning. As jigsaw listening often takes up
more classroom time due to the presence
of the sharing/speaking session inserted in
between, this evidence allows us to justify
whether our investment of such extra time
is worthwhile. Second, it can help answer
the question as to whether different jigsaw
activities have the same or differing effects on
L2 listening comprehension, which, in turn,
may inform decision making upon what types
of jigsaw activities should be incorporated
in our listening-based lessons. Finally, it
also gives us initial ideas about what types
of metacognitive processes L2 learners may
use during jigsaw listening and how these
processes influence the listening outcome.

2. Literature Review

Jigsaw activities and L2 reading and listening
ability development

Most previous research on the effects of
jigsaw activities concerns the development of
L2 reading ability. Using a between-participant
research design, these studies compared the
degrees of L2 reading ability development
between a jigsaw reading condition and a
control condition (where no jigsaw reading was
applied). Their results consistently show that
jigsaw activities brought about significantly
better L2 reading ability than traditional
instructional techniques (Prom, 2014; Kazemi,
2012; Mauludi, 2011). It should also be noted
that such an effect might differ across different
reading subskills. Prom (2012), for example,
found that jigsaw reading could enhance L2
learners’ skimming and inference skills to a
great extent, but its effect on their scanning
and fact-vs.-opinion differentiation skills was

relatively small. Nevertheless, it is still clear
from the above studies that jigsaw activities
indeed foster the development of L2 reading
ability. Such a positive effect is often attributed
to the following factors. First, as jigsaw
reading often requires L2 learners to read only
a section of an input text, they can focus their
mental resources on this section and apply
different metacognitive strategies to facilitate
their reading comprehension (Mauludi, 2011).
Additionally, in jigsaw reading, learners need
to share reading content with a classmate who
has not been exposed to the same content yet.
The announcement of such a sharing task at the
pre-reading stage is likely to prompt learners
to get more engaged in their reading process
(Kazemi, 2012; Mauludi, 2011). Finally, the
positive classroom atmosphere that jigsaw
reading often brings about is also deemed to be
conducive to learning (Kazemi, 2012). Taken
altogether, jigsaw reading provides L2 readers
with both cognitive and affective benefits.

Given the considerable amount of
research investigating the effects of jigsaw
activities on L2 reading ability development
as already reviewed above, one might expect
to see a similar number of such studies in the
context of L2 listening. However, it appears
that only two published experimental studies
are available. One was carried out by Tuanany
and Bharati (2017). In this study, EFL learners
were involved either in a jigsaw listening or
a problem-solving listening procedure (the
nature of these procedures is not described).
The effects of these listening procedures on
L2 listening comprehension were determined
by pre- and post-tests (neither is the nature
of these tests described). The results showed
that learners in both conditions significantly
improved their scores from the pre-test to
the post-test, but jigsaw listening was found
to fare better than problem-solving listening.
The effects of these listening techniques were
both moderated by the level of the learners’
listening anxiety. This study is limited in the
regard that it did not compare the pre-test
scores between the two treatment groups. As
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a consequence, the difference in their post-
test scores might have been due to different
listening abilities prior to this experiment.

Theotherstudy was conductedby Chofifah
and Kumalarini (2013). In this study, a group
of Grade 10" EFL learners were first required
to listen to a set of input materials and then
completed a text comprehension test (which
was used as a pre-test). In the experimental
stage, they were split into different groups
of five or six, listened to different parts of
the materials above, got regrouped to report
their listening content to those who were not
exposed to the same parts yet, and then came
back to their original groups for a whole-
class checking of their text comprehension.
After the experiment, they were asked
to listen to the entire input set again and
completed the same text comprehension
test (which was, in fact, used as a post-test
in this study). The results showed that there
was a significant improvement in their text
comprehension scores from the pre-test
to the post-test. This study also has several
methodological limitations. The difference in
the scores between the pre-test and the post-
test could be attributed to the difference in
the listening outcome after the first (i.e., in
the case of the pre-test) and after the third
listening to the same input (i.e., in the case
of the post-test), regardless of the precise
activities performed. The absence of a control/
comparison group makes it impossible to
attribute this improvement to the nature of the
treatment as such. Moreover, it can be argued
that the procedure used in this study does not
qualify as jigsaw listening as the learners were
exposed to the complete input materials before
they were asked to share information (and so
there was no genuine information gap).

In sum, there is substantial evidence
to suggest that jigsaw activities benefit L2
reading, but there is insufficient evidence
to confirm that this also holds true for L2
listening. In addition, there has been, to the
best of my knowledge, no empirical research
that gives a closer look at the metacognitive

processes that L2 learners engage in to
complete jigsaw listening and the effects of
these processes on their listening outcome.
Thus, the present study aims to extend this
research line.

Jigsaw listening and its potential benefits for
text comprehension

As already suggested in the introduction,
jigsaw listening may benefit L2 listening
ability beyond fostering learner autonomy and
cooperative learning. In what follows, I will
discuss these benefits in more detail.

First of all, in jigsaw listening, learners
are often required to share listening content
with a classmate who has not been exposed to
the same input material yet. Such a retelling
activity might prompt learners to reprocess
perceived information at a deeper level,
which therefore enhances their understanding
and retention of that content. Theoretically,
this view is in line with Wittrock’s Model
of Generative Teaching of Comprehension
(2010). In this model, Wittrock suggests that
when learners are required to read/listen to
an input text and then summarize the input
content, they need to gemerate mental links
between different ideas in that input material
as well as between these ideas and relevant
schemata in their long-term memory (my
emphasis). This generation, in turn, helps
them to cultivate greater comprehension
and retention of that content. Previous
research also supports this stance. Nguyen
and Boers (2019), for example, carried out a
classroom-based study to compare the effect
on L2 listening comprehension of inserting
a retelling activity into a cycle of repeated
listening with that of mere repeated listening.
The former indeed fared better. Another
plausible explanation for this finding is
that the retelling activity might have helped
learners to identify what they missed in
the first listening and therefore could have
prompted them to collect this information in
the second round of listening.
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In case learners are allowed to actually
listen to the content that their classmates
have just told them, what they receive from
their classmates can work as an “advance
organizer” of the upcoming listening content
(Ausubel, 1978). This advance organizer
is often found to facilitate L2 listening
comprehension. Herron, Cole, York, and
Linden (1995), for instance, compared L2
listening comprehension across three groups
of learners. Two groups received either a
summary of the video or multiple-choice
questions about its content before watching
it, while the third group received no such
advance organizers. The former two groups
subsequently scored significantly higher
on a text comprehension test than the latter.
Jafari and Hashim (2012) also compared the
level of L2 listening comprehension across
three different learning conditions. In this
study, learners were required to listen to short
passages, but received either a summary of the
input content, a set of key words in those input
materials or no support before listening. The
results showed that the learners who received
the key vocabulary or the summary of the
input content before listening significantly
outperformed those who did not receive any
pre-listening support on a post-listening test.
The effects on text comprehension of the
summary and the key vocabulary condition
were roughly the same. Follow-up interviews
with the learners, however, revealed that they
preferred receiving the summary to the key
words. This was because the summary helped
them to grasp the topic and the main ideas of
the upcoming listening content, which, in turn,
facilitated their input processing. Meanwhile,
they considered the key words useless and
even distractive to their listening process.
These two studies clearly demonstrate a
positive effect on L2 listening comprehension
of giving learners a summary of input content
as an advance organizer before they actually
listen to an input text. There are two plausible
explanations for this finding. First, such an
advance organizer prompts learners to activate

their top-down processing. In addition, it also
helps reduce the amount of mental resources
that they otherwise need for processing the
input. This amount of mental resources can
be reallocated for their bottom-up processing
and also to help them move back and forth
between top-down and bottom-up processes.
Put differently, the summary above allows
learners to make full use of both top-down
and bottom-up processing — two crucial
components of the listening process.

From the perspectives of metacognitive
strategy training, the sharing session of jigsaw
listening has two other potential benefits for
L2 listening comprehension. On the part of
summary providers, this session prompts
them to re-examine the quality of their first
listening. In case they are provided with the
opportunity to listen to the input text a second
time, they can recollect the information
that they miss during their first listening.
On the part of summary receivers, they
may use the given topic, key ideas and idea
organization as a basis to activate relevant
schemata of topical knowledge (i.e., content
schemata) and discourse structure (i.e.,
formal schemata) in their long-term memory
and thus facilitate their top-down processing.
Put differently, jigsaw listening may help
learners to plan for, monitor their listening
process, identify listening problems and find
suitable solutions for these problems as well
as evaluate their listening outcome — the four
main metacognitive processes in Vandergrift
and Goh’s Model of Metacognitive Listening
(2012). Previous research often shows that
learners who are able to make full use of
these four metacognitive processes are likely
to succeed in their L2 listening. Gu, Hu
and Zhang (2009), for instance, used verbal
protocols to examine differences in listening
strategies carried out by good and bad
listeners. The results showed that the former
consciously employed their previous topical
and linguistic knowledge to reconstruct,
interpret and summarize listening content as
well as continually making predictions and/
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or inferences about this content. By contrast,
the latter spent most of their time decoding
the input text rather than monitoring their
listening processes. Vandergrift (2003)
also compared the types of metacognitive
processes employed by strong and weak L2
listeners. It was found that the former carried
out planning, monitoring and problem-solving
strategies to foster their listening process more
frequently than the latter. Thus, a common
recommendation derived from previous
research is that such metacognitive strategies
should be incorporated into listening-based
lessons in some way.

Taken altogether, jigsaw listening is
likely to prompt L2 learners to activate the
metacognitive processes that are deemed
to foster their interpretation and retention
of input content. Thus, it is meaningful to
investigate the effects on text comprehension
of this listening procedure, especially the
metacognitive processes that L2 learners
employ as they perform it.

3. The present study

Research aims and research questions

This exploratory study investigates the
relative effects on L2 listening comprehension
of three different jigsaw listening activities:
having learners listen to either the first half
or the second half of an input text and then
share the content with a classmate who
has not listened to the same input material
yet (a) or having them carry out the same
procedure as above, but followed by their
actual exposure to either the remaining half
(b) or the whole listening passage (c). Their
text comprehension is subsequently compared
to that obtained by two comparison groups
who listen to the same input text, but either
once or twice. As we can see, the amount
of time invested in each learning condition
differs from one to another. Thus, the present
study also examines whether the effects on
L2 listening comprehension of those learning

conditions (if any) are moderated by the
amount of time on task as well. Finally, it takes
a closer look at the metacognitive processes
that L2 learners use to complete their assigned
jigsaw listening activity and the effects of
those processes on their listening outcome.
Put differently, this study seeks to answer the
following research questions:

a Is better L2 listening
comprehension obtained in the
Jigsaw listening groups than in
the comparison groups?

b. If so, are the differences
attributable simply to the differing
amounts of time on task?

c. What metacognitive processes
do learners use to carry out their
assigned jigsaw listening task
and how do these processes affect
their listening outcome?

Research participants

Participants in this study were five groups
of Vietnamese students of English as a foreign
language (total N = 178; 7 males and 171
females). They were all aged 19 or 20 and
enrolled in an intensive two-year language
training program in order to improve their
language proficiency to CEFR CI level or
IELTS overall band score of 6.5 (i.e., upper
intermediate level). It should also be noted
that these learners had all experienced jigsaw
listening several times prior to this experiment.
As all data were normally distributed, a one-
way ANOVA test for independent samples was
implemented to compare their pre-treatment
listening abilities (which were based on their
latest official listening test scores) across all
groups. No difference was found: (4, 173) =
0.83 (p = .51). This means that these groups
had a roughly equal listening ability before
they were involved in this experiment. Thus,
any difference in their listening outcomes can
be attributed to the effects of their learning
conditions.

Study material and dependent measure
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At the time of data collection for this
study, the participants were learning academic
English in order to enrol in BA courses
in which English is used as a medium of
instruction. Thus, it was ecologically valid
to use an academic listening text as study
material in the present experiment. Four
passages taken from the past [ELTS listening
tests (i.e., two tutorial sessions and two mini-
lectures) were first selected as the potential
input texts. A group of 16 EFL learners who
had the same L2 proficiency level as those
who were recruited for this study were invited
to rate the selected listening passages with
regards to their comprehensibility and general
appeal. Based on their feedback, a seven-
minute tutorial session between a university
tutor and two Literature-majored students

1. What is the tutorial mainly about?

Key contents in the Literature course
Storyline of the Secret Garden novel
Learning points from Secret Garden

In the scoring procedure, the participants
of this study were awarded 1 and 0 points for
correct and incorrect responses, respectively.
Usingtheactual scores, the internal consistency
of the test was computed by a means of split-
half reliability check. The Pearson correlation
coefficient between the scores taken from the
two halves of the test (i.c., the odd- and the
even-numbered test items) was .87, indicating
the test was consistent in the way it measured
the target ability.

Procedure of data collection and data analysis

The five intact classes were randomly
assigned to one of the three jigsaw conditions
or one of the two comparison conditions. In
one jigsaw condition, learners were required
to listen to either the first or the second
half of the study material and then share
the content in the target language with a
classmate who had not listened to the same
half (n = 36). In the second jigsaw condition,

was chosen (the link to this material is given
in Appendix A). According to their scores
on Schmitt, Schmitt and Clapham’s (2001)
Vocabulary Levels Test, the participants in
this study had receptive knowledge of the
most frequent 5,000 word families in English.
With this amount of lexical knowledge,
they were estimated to know 98.70% of all
running words in the chosen text. A lexical
‘coverage’ of 98% is generally believed to be
a prerequisite for an adequate understanding
of both general and academic English texts
(van Zeeland and Schmitt, 2013).

The dependent measure of the present
study was a set of ten multiple-choice content
questions which focused on both global and
local understanding. Below are two examples
of such questions:

7. In the novel, whom do roses symbolize?

Mary Lennox
Colin Craven
Mistress Craven

learners carried out the same procedure as
above, but they were subsequently asked
to listen to the half of the recording which
their peer had told them about (n = 36). In
the third jigsaw condition, learners also
followed the same procedure as in the first,
but they were subsequently asked to listen
to the whole listening passage, i.e., the part
they had already listened to once before and
the part which their peer had told them about
(n = 36). In the two comparison conditions
(n = 35 in both cases), learners listened to
the same text, but either once or twice.
Henceforth, these conditions are referred to
as Jigsaw Listening 1, Jigsaw Listening 2,
Jigsaw Listening 3, One-time Listening and
Repeated Listening, respectively. Inevitably,
the amount of time invested in each learning
condition differed. Specifically, this amount
of time was 6.16 minutes in the One-time
Listening condition, 12.32 minutes in the
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Repeated Listening condition, 8.16 minutes
in the Jigsaw Listening 1 condition, 11.16
minutes in the Jigsaw Listening 2 condition,
and 14.32 minutes in the Jigsaw Listening 3
condition. All participants were informed
beforehand about their listening procedures.
While listening, they were encouraged
to take notes of listening content with a
view to summarizing this content to their
classmates in the sharing session. After
the listening procedures, they all sat for
the same text comprehension test that has
been described above. After this test, one
pair of learners were randomly selected
from each jigsaw listening group for a
follow-up interview. In this interview, the
learners were required to describe in their
L1 what activities they carried out during
their jigsaw listening session, especially
during the sharing task, and how these
activities influenced their understanding
and retention of the input content.

As all quantitative data were normally
distributed, one-way ANOVA tests were used
to compare the test scores across all learning
conditions. Cohen’s effect size d was also
computed to compare the listening outcomes
between the jigsaw and the comparison

conditions. Next, multiple regression analysis
was implemented to gauge the predictive
power of the nature of the learning conditions
and the amount of time on task for the degree
of text comprehension. In all tests above, a
p value of .05 was set as a threshold for the
required significance level. With regards to
the qualitative data, all participants’ responses
were first transcribed. Two experienced
Vietnamese teachers of English were
then invited to code instances of the four
metacognitive processes that Vandergrift and
Goh (2000) proposed in their model. There
were only two differences in their coding
results, which, however, were resolved after
discussion.

4. Findings

Quantitative data

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics
for the scores that the participants in each group
obtained on the text comprehension measure.
Specifically, it includes the sample size (n),
the mean score (M), the standard deviation
(SD), and the amount of time invested in each
listening procedure (including the sharing

session) (7).

Table 1: Text comprehension scores

Comparison groups

Treatment groups

One-time Repeated Jigsaw Jigsaw Jigsaw
Listening Listening Listening 1 Listening 2 Listening 3
n 35 35 36 36 36
M 4.91 6.03 5.56 7.11 7.95
SD 1.10 0.82 0.94 0.86 0.96
T (in minute) 6.16 12.32 8.16 11.16 14.32

As can be seen from the above table, the
learners in all jigsaw conditions obtained
higher text comprehension scores than those
in the One-time Listening condition. However,
only the learners in the Jigsaw Listening 2 and
the Jigsaw Listening 3 group outperformed
those in the Repeated Listening group.

Table 2 provides Cohen’s effect sizes
d indicating the differences in the listening
outcomes between the jigsaw and the
comparison groups.
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Table 2: Cohen’s effect size d for the difference in the listening outcome across all groups

Jigsaw Listening 1

Jigsaw Listening 2 Jigsaw Listening 2

One-time Listening .64
Repeated Listening -.53

2.23 2.94
1.29 2.15

.20 -.50: small; .51 - .80: medium, .81 and above: large

It is clear from the above table that the
difference in the listening outcomes between
the One-time Listening group and the Jigsaw
Listening 1 group was medium. However, the
difference between the One-time Listening
condition on the one hand and the Jigsaw
Listening 2 and the Jigsaw Listening 3
condition was large. This also holds true
for the differences in the listening outcomes
between the Repeated Listening group and the
three Jigsaw Listening groups.

To further examine the difference in the
test scores across all learning conditions, a one-
way ANOVA test for independent samples was
carried out. The result showed that there was at
least one group whose test scores significantly
differed from those achieved by another group:
F(4, 173) = 59.94 (p < .000). Tukey post hoc
tests were subsequently implemented for
pairwise comparisons. The learners in the
Jigsaw Listening 1 group scored significantly
better on the text comprehension test than those
in the One-time Listening group (p < .05). So
did those in the Jigsaw Listening 2 and the
Jigsaw Listening 3 group (p < .01). The test
scores made by the Jigsaw Listening 2 and
the Jigsaw Listening 3 group also significantly
surpassed those obtained by the Repeated
Listening group (p <.01). There was, however,
no significant difference in the test scores
between the Repeated Listening and the Jigsaw
Listening 1 condition (p = .21). It should also
be noted that the Repeated Listening condition
fared better than the One-time Listening
condition (p < .01). Ranking the effects of the
learning conditions on text comprehension
yields, in ascending order, One-time Listening
< Repeated Listening ~ Jigsaw Listening 1 <
Jigsaw Listening 2 < Jigsaw Listening 3.

The above differences might also be
attributed to the differing amounts of time

that learners in each group needed to complete
their assigned procedure. To examine whether
it was the nature of the learning conditions or
the amount of time on task that accounted for
most of the difference, 1 incorporated these
two variables into a regression model. This
model explained 56.19% of the variance in
the test scores: F(2, 175) = 114.51 (p <.000).
The nature of the learning conditions and
the amount of time on task were both found
to predict the test scores with Beta = .75, ¢
= 6.62 (p < .000) and Beta = .66, t = 12.00
(p < .000), respectively. To be more specific,
the former explained 45.54% of the variance
in the test scores (£(1,176) = 149, p < .000),
while the latter accounted for merely 21% of
such variance (£(1,176) =49.97, p <.000).

Taken together, all jigsaw listening
conditions indeed created a positive effect on
L2 listening comprehension as expected. It
should, however, be noted that this effect was
also moderated by the amount of time on task.

Qualitative data

According to the learners who were
randomly selected for follow-up interviews,
the jigsaw listening activities prompted them to
carry out different metacognitive processes and
it was these processes that helped them to obtain
the listening outcomes above. In what follows, I
shall report these processes in more detail.

First, most of the interviewees, regardless
of their assigned jigsaw listening tasks, shared
the same view that as they were informed
beforehand about the follow-up sharing
session, they became more engaged with the
listening process (JS11, JS21, JS32) as well
as the note-taking process (JS11, JS12, JS21,
JS31, JS32), which both, in turn, fostered
their comprehension and retention of the input
content (JS11, JS12, JS21, JS32).
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They also added that these sharing sessions
provided them with a valuable opportunity to
reprocess perceived information in their notes,
which thus enhanced their text comprehension
(JS11, JS12, JS21, JS22, JS31, JS32). JS12,
for example, described this benefit in the
following analogy: “This summary activity
is just like a way for me to step back to re-
evaluate what I have heard and to see the
whole picture of the given message. In this
way, I can improve my understanding of the
listening content considerably”. Some further
elaborated such a re-evaluation with a list of
different cognitive activities that they carried
out for that purpose like differentiating
between main ideas and specific information
(JS11, JS12, JS22, JS32), fastening the
focus on main ideas only (JS11, JS12, JS21)
or reorganizing the main ideas in a logical
sequence (JS11, JS12,JS21, JS 22, JS31).

The learners who were given the
opportunity to revisit the material that they
had already listened to once before (i.e., the
learners in the Jigsaw Listening 3 condition)
added many other merits of the sharing
session (JS31, JS32). First, this sharing
session helped them to identify deficiencies
in their previous interpretation of the input
content: “/ have missed the information about
different symbols that the writer employed in
his novel” (JG31) or “In the first listening, as
1 lost my concentration in the final part of the
recording I did not understand much about
the connections between some key concepts
that were mentioned in that novel” (JS32).
Interestingly, these learners both used those
deficiencies to set the goals or foci for their
second listening: “Such a gap directed my
attention to relevant information in my second
listening and then I noted it down here in
red ink [referring to her notes]” (JS31) or “/
hesitated here [there was a long pause in the
recording of her sharing session] as I missed
the information about how the concepts were
connected. In the second time, I understood
more about this connection. Actually, the
writer aimed to demonstrate how one concept

in our daily lives influenced another, like
how the surrounding environment influenced
our mental and physical well-beings, for
example” (JS32). The learners even used what
they had summarized as an advance organizer
to facilitate their second listening: “/ used
the main ideas in my summary as a checklist
to confirm my previous understanding of
the input content, add further information,
or correct my misunderstanding” (JS31) or
“I used the main ideas in my summary as
signposts to aid my text comprehension in my
second listening” (JS32).

Those students who received a summary of
the input content before they actually listened
to that content themselves (i.e., the learners
in the Jigsaw Listening 2 and the Jigsaw
Listening 3 condition) used the summary
strategically to foster their listening process.
JS12, JS22 and JS32, for instance, reported
that the summary gave them the topic of the
upcoming content, which therefore helped
them to activate their top-down processing:
“Through her sharing, I know the topic of the
upcoming content” (JS32) or “This sharing
session is very helpful for my actual listening
as I know the topic and thus I can predict its
likely content” (JS22). JS31 and JS33 used
the sequence of information given in such a
summary as an advance organizer to guide
their actual listening: “Through her summary,
I can catch some key words which I use as
signposts to facilitate my actual listening”
(JS31) or “I use the key ideas in her summary
to predict what is coming next in my actual
listening” (JS32). Interestingly, based on the
given information in such a summary, these
learners established different hypotheses
about the upcoming content. Therefore, during
their actual listening session, they merely
needed to confirm what had been said (JS21,
JS22), add further detailed information to the
key point in the summary (JS21, JS32), reject
this information when it was not mentioned or
incorrect (JS21, JS22, JS31). Thanks to these
benefits, they found their actual listening
much easier (JS21, JS22, JS31) and thus they
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enjoyed listening rather than made effort to
take in the input content (JS21, JS32).

Table 3 below summarizes different

metacognitive  strategies, together with
specific mental processes, which the learners
above carried out in order to complete their
assigned jigsaw listening task.

Table 3: Metacognitive strategies and mental processes used across the jigsaw listening tasks

Jigsaw Jigsaw Jigsaw Specific mental processes
Listening  Listening  Listening
1 2 3
Planning N N - Use the topic, key words and/or main ideas
from the provided summary to activate top-down
processing
Monitoring N N - Use the key words in such a summary as
signposts to walk them through the input content
in their actual listening;
- Use the ideas provided in that summary to form
hypotheses about listening content;
- Accept, reject or modify these hypotheses using
evidence from their actual listening process
Problem- N - Use the gaps in the previous interpretation
solving of input content as a basis to draw attention to
relevant information in the second listening;
- Fill these gaps
Evaluating N N N - Reprocess perceived information in the notes at

a deeper level;

- Differentiate between main ideas and specific
information;

- Fasten their focus on main ideas only;

- Reorganize these main ideas in a coherent
structure;

- Identify deficiencies in the previous interpretation
of input content

5. Discussion and pedagogical implications

Discussion

Regarding the first research question,
the learners in all Jigsaw Listening groups
outperformed those in the One-time listening
group on the post-treatment listening test. It
was interesting to find out that the learners who
listened to either the first or the second half of
the input text and then shared the content with
those who did not listen to the same half (i.e.,
the Jigsaw Listening 1 condition) obtained
significantly better text comprehension than
those who listened to the entire input text,
but merely once (i.e., the One-time Listening
condition). One plausible explanation for

this finding is that the announcement of the
follow-up sharing session in the Jigsaw
Listening 1 condition might have prompted
learners to be more engaged with their input
processing, which could have fostered their
text comprehension better than the mere
exposure to the listening passage. In fact,
most of the interviewees in the present study
supported this stance. This finding therefore
echoes what Stahl and Clark (1987) found
about the positive effects of participatory
expectation in classroom discussion on the
quality of input processing and new concept
acquisition in the context of L1 reading.

Nevertheless, the learners in the Jigsaw
Listening 1 condition did not fare better on
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the same text comprehension measure than
those who listened to the whole input text
twice (i.e., the Repeated Listening condition).
This finding was, however, not unexpected.
In fact, the learners in the Jigsaw Listening
1 condition were exposed to only half of the
input material. Whether they could cultivate
the understanding of the whole input content
heavily depended on the quality of the
summary that their classmate gave them.
Meanwhile, those in the Repeated Listening
group had the opportunity to listen to the
same input text twice. Previous research has
consistently showed that having L2 learners
listen to the same input text twice renders a
better listening outcome than having them
listen to the same text once (Nguyen & Boers,
2019; Chang & Read, 2006; Saika, 2009).
These studies all suggest that the reassurance
that listening input material will be played
more than once helps learners reduce their
listening anxiety, which, in turn, makes them
more mentally engaged with the listening
process. In addition, as a way of catering for the
limited capacity of human working memory
(Robinson, 2003), this type of listening gives
L2 learners another listening time (which also
entails more total time on task) to verify their
previous interpretation of listening content
and add information they have missed during
their previous listening (Chang & Read, 20006).
Put differently, repeated listening benefits L2
listeners both affectively and cognitively.

The learners who listened to either the first
or the second half of the listening passage,
reported the listening content to a classmate,
and then moved on with the other half (i.e.,
the Jigsaw Listening 2 condition) scored
better than those who listened to the entire
passage once (i.e., the One-time Listening
condition) and better also than those who
listened to the same input text twice (i.e., the
Repeated Listening condition). The better
listening outcome obtained by the Jigsaw
Listening 2 group might be attributed to the
positive effects of the sharing session in their
assigned listening procedure. As already

discussed above, on the part of the summary
givers, the announcement of the follow-up
sharing session might have made them more
engaged with their input processing, which,
therefore, could have enhanced their text
comprehension. In addition, in order to sum
up the listening content to their classmates, the
learners in this learning condition might also
have reprocessed information in their notes.
It is generally believed that the more a set of
information is processed, the better it tends
to be understood and memorized (Wittrock,
2010). In fact, the learners who were involved
in the follow-up interviews reported that the
sharing session prompted them to take a closer
look at their notes, browse such notes for the
main ideas of the listening passage, and then
organize these mainideas inacoherent structure.
Through these processes, they also identified
what they missed in their first listening. In their
opinions, it was those processes that fostered
their text comprehension. This finding appears
to support Wittrock’s Model of Generative
Teaching of Comprehension (2010) in at least
two interrelated aspects. First, the summary
activity in the present study prompted L2
listeners to generate mental links between
different ideas in the given input text.
Second, such a generation indeed facilitated
their listening outcome. Thus, the model
above not only holds true for L1/L2 reading
(as found in previous research) but for L2
listening as well.

On the part of the summary receivers,
they may have used the information provided
in such a summary as an advance organizer of
the upcoming listening content. This advance
organizer could have allowed them to save
a considerable amount of mental resources,
which, in turn, may have helped them to travel
back and forth between the top-down and the
bottom-up processes. In other words, having
a summary of input content as an advance
organizer before actual listening could have
enabled those learners to make use of both top-
down and bottom-up processes for the purpose
of text comprehension. Thus, this finding is
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still in keeping with Ausubel’s (1978) claim
about the merits of providing L2 listeners with
an advance organizer of upcoming content for
their text comprehension. It also underscores
the importance of both top-down and bottom-
up processing in L2 listening comprehension.

Those who listened to either the first or
the second half of the input content, shared
that content to a classmate who had not
listened to that content yet, and then listened
to the whole listening passage (i.¢., the Jigsaw
Listening 3 condition) obtained significantly
higher test scores than their counterparts in
any other groups (i.e., the One-time Listening,
the Repeated Listening, the Jigsaw Listening
1 and the Jigsaw Listening 2 condition). Apart
from all aforementioned benefits, the learners
in the Jigsaw Listening 3 condition were also
provided with the opportunity to revisit the
material that they had already listened to once
before. Such a revisit, as already discussed
above, might have helped the learners in this
condition to reduce their listening anxiety as
well as recollect the information that they
already missed in their first listening.

In answer to the second research question,
the effects on text comprehension of the three
jigsaw listening tasks were indeed moderated
by the amount of time on task. To be more
specific, the more time the learners invested in
a listening procedure, the better their listening
outcome tended to be. It should, however, be
noted that the nature of the learning conditions
was a better predictor of the listening outcomes
than the amount of time on task, with Beta
of .75 and .66, respectively. In addition, the
learners in the Jigsaw Listening 2 condition
spent only 11.16 minutes on their listening
procedure, while those in the Repeated
Listening condition needed 12.32 minutes to
complete their listening task. Nevertheless,
the former were found to obtain significantly
better text comprehension than the latter.
Therefore, it might be more rational to imply
that it is the quality of information processing
(brought about by the meaning-focused input
and/or meaning-focused output tasks inserted

in each listening condition) rather than the
amount of time invested in that condition that
matters.

With regards to the final research
question, Table 3 above indicates that in order
to complete their assigned jigsaw listening
task, the learners in this study employed
at least one out of the four metacognitive
strategies that Vandergrift and Goh (2012)
presented in their model. It is also interesting
to note that the more metacognitive strategies
that the learners employed for a particular
jigsaw listening condition, the better listening
outcome this condition tended to bring about.
This finding first appears to be consistent
with what Gu et al. (2009) and Vandergrift
(2003) found about the positive effects of
the metacognitive strategies on L2 listening
outcome. However, what is new in this finding
is the positive correlation between the number
of metacognitive strategies employed and the
degree of text comprehension.

Pedagogical implications

The present study shows that jigsaw
listening indeed offers many benefits other
than a mere platform to promote learner
autonomy and  cooperative  learning.
Therefore, the incorporation of this listening
procedure into classroom practice should also
focus on these benefits as well as how to make
full use of these benefits for the purpose of L2
listening comprehension and metacognitive
strategies development.

First, in the pre-listening stage, instructors
of L2 listening courses need to inform
learners about the presence of the follow-up
sharing session in jigsaw listening. Such an
announcement was found to prompt learners
to be more engaged with their listening
process, which, in turn, enhanced their
listening outcome.

Second, as the three jigsaw listening
activities in this experiment were found
to have differing effects on L2 listening
comprehension, we need to pay more attention
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to the activity that proves to be the most
conducive to learning, i.e., having learners
listen to either the first or the second half of an
input text, share the content with a classmate
who has not been exposed to the same content
yet, and then listen to the whole listening
passage. This listening procedure was found
to provide learners with the opportunity to
plan for, monitor their listening process,
identify their listening problems and find
suitable solutions for those problems as well
as evaluate their listening outcome — the four
metacognitive processes that are often found
to foster L2 listening comprehension.

In this study, it was the learners themselves
that initiated the wuse of metacognitive
strategies to facilitate their listening process
(presumably because they had learnt about
those strategies already). In other teaching
contexts, however, it might also be a good
idea to instruct learners on those strategies
beforehand. Such instruction is expected to
enable learners to use the strategies more
systematically and therefore optimize the
benefits that those strategies might bring
about for text comprehension. Next, this
instruction also needs to provide learners with
the opportunity to activate and exercise the
specific mental processes presented in Table
3 above as these processes were also found to
foster L2 listening comprehension.

Finally, the present study suggests that
it is the depth of information processing
over and above the amount of time on task
that benefits L2 listening and that listening-
based output tasks, while requiring a certain
time investment, are useful in this regard.
Therefore, integration of such a text-based
output task into listening-based lessons is
highly recommended.

6. Limitations and conclusion

This study is limited in three different
aspects. First, it did not examine the quality
of the summaries that the learners gave
their classmates. It might be interesting

to investigate whether the quality of these
summaries affected the listening outcome of
the summary receivers. In addition, the follow-
up interviews did not include all learners from
all jigsaw listening groups. Although the
interviewees were randomly selected in this
case, their ideas need not be representative of
those of all research participants. Finally, as
the input material was taken from an official
IELTS test in the past, some participants might
have encountered this or similar material prior
to their involvement in this experiment.

Despite these shortcomings, it is still
clear from the above report that jigsaw
listening fosters L2 listening comprehension.
To be more precise, this listening technique
prompts learners to activate and exercise
such metacognitive strategies as planning,
monitoring, problem-solving and evaluating,
which, in turn, help them enhance their
understanding and retention of listening
content. These findings are in keeping with
such well-established theories and/or models
in the field of L2 listening instruction as
Vandergrift and Goh’s Model of Metacognitive
Listening  (2012), Wittrock’s Model of
Generative Teaching of Comprehension (2010),
and Ausubel’s Advance Organizer of Upcoming
Listening Content (1978). In order to make full
use of jigsaw listening for the purpose of L2
listening ability development, instructors may
need to inform their learners beforehand about
the presence of the follow-up sharing session
with a view to getting them more engaged with
their listening process, provide the learners with
effective training on metacognitive strategies
for optimizing their listening outcome, and
expose the learners to such a sequence of
meaning-focused input and output activities that
is conducive to learning as in the case of the
Jigsaw Listening 3 in the present study.
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sites/default/files/2018-01/Listening practice
questions_121012.pdf.
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PO HIEU QUA NGHE HIEU CUA BA HOAT PONG
JIGSAW PIEN HINH
Nguyén Chi Dtrc, Pham Xuan Tho

Truong Pai hoc Ngoai ngir, Pai hoc Qu(fc gia Ha Noi
Pham Van B&ng, Cau Gidj/, Ha Noi, Viét Nam

Tém tit: Nghién ciru ndy so sanh hiéu quéa cua ba tién trinh nghe hiéu theo hinh thirc jigsaw. O tién
trinh tht nhat, ngudi hoc s& duge chia 1am hai nhom, mdi nhom nghe nira dau hodc nira sau cua mot van
ban, sau d6 bét cap va ké lai cho nhau ndi dung vira dugce nghe (Jigsaw 1). O tién trinh thi hai va thi ba,
nguoi hoc thuc hién tuong tu cac budce trén, tuy nhién sau do ho dugc nghe lai nira van ban ma ban ho vira
ké(J igsaw 2) hoac toan b van ban (Jigsaw 3). Muc do nghe hiéu cua ho duoc so véi hai nhom dbi chung,
nhitng ngudi duoc nghe ciing vin ban néu trén mot 1an (ddi chimg 1) hodc hai 1an (d6i chimg 2). Két qua
chi ra ring cac nhom Jigsaw déu c6 két qua nghe hiéu tt hon so v6i nhom déi chimg 1. Nhom Jigsaw 2 va
3 nghe hiéu tot hon so véi nhém déi ching 2. Két qua phong van 03 cip hoc vién duoc lya chon ngiu nhién
tir ba nhoém Jigsaw cho thdy cac hoc vién nay sir dung rat nhiéu chién luoc nghe hiéu bac cao trong cac tién
trinh nghe hiéu ké trén va chinh cac chién lugc nay di giup ho nghe hiéu tot hon. Nhitng phat hién nay co
¥ nghia su pham hitu ich d6i v6i ca gido vién day k¥ nang nghe va nguoi thiét ké moén hoc.

Tir khod: hoat dong nghe hiéu theo hinh thtic jigsaw, nghe hiéu van ban, chién lugc nghe hiéu bac cao,
chuén bi vé noi dung va td chirc van ban trude khi nghe



