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Abstract
This study aimed to investigate the effects of  three forms of  listening supports 
on the listening performance of  Thai first-year students at King Mongkut’s 
University of  Technology Thonburi. The subjects were 180 first-year students 
at KMUTT. They were divided into three groups of  high and low English 
ability. There were, therefore, six groups, i.e. three groups for each ability level, 
namely three groups for 1) High Question Preview, 2) Low Question Preview, 
3) High Vocabulary Preview, 4) Low Vocabulary Preview, 5) High Repeated 
Input, and 6) Low Repeated Input. 3x2 ANOVA was employed to analyze the 
data. The findings revealed that 1) listening supports significantly affected the 
listening performance of  Thai first-year students. Repeated Input is the most 
effective listening support and Vocabulary Preview is the least effective; 2) the 
levels of  English ability also significantly affected the listening performance of  
the students; 3) however, no interaction effect was found. The findings suggest 
that providing listening supports has an effect on students’  performance. The 
opportunity to listen to the listening text more than once enhances the listening 
performance of  students, but providing vocabulary support would not produce 
immediate effects on test-takers’  listening performance.  

Keywords: ListeningSupports,QuestionsPreview,Vocabularyinput,RepeatedInput,
 ListeningPerformance,First-YearStudent

1.Introduction
Listeningcomprehensionisanessentialaspectforlanguagelearning,especiallyforEFL
learnersbecausecomprehendingspokenEnglishisnoteasy.Buck(2001)claimedthatit
maybeduetotheincrediblecomplexityof thelisteningprocess.Vandergrift(2007)also
statedthat“listening is the least researched skill among the four language skills because of  its 
implicit nature, the ephemeral nature of  acoustic input and the difficulty in accessing the 
processes” (p.191).However,theattentiononlisteninghasincreasedinthepastdecades
withanemphasisonvariousaspectsof listeningskillssuchaslisteningcomprehension
process,factorsaffectinglisteningcomprehension,andlisteningstrategies(Vandergrift,
1997, 2002; Goh, 1998, 2002, Chang and Read, 2006). According to Buck (2001),
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listenersusuallyrelyontwosourcesof informationinprocessinglisteninginput.First,
they have to rely on their linguistic knowledge, which includes knowledge of 
phonology, lexicon, semantics, syntax, pragmatics, and so forth. The second type of 
knowledge is schematic knowledge, i.e. “the knowledge about the topic, about the
context, and general knowledge about the world and how it works” (p.2). This
knowledgegoesthroughdifferentprocesses:abottom-upprocess,a top-downprocess,
or an interactive process in the listeners’ heads in order to comprehend the listening
input.However,completingthisprocessmaybeinterruptedandcomprehensionmight
not occur.  The factors affecting listening comprehension, therefore, have become the
interestof manyresearchers. BrindleyandSlatyer(2002) identifiedthreefactorsthat
affectthelisteningabilityof students:

  • The nature of  the input: speech rate,  length of  the passage, syntactic
complexity, vocabulary, discourse structure, noise level, accent, register, propositional
density,amountof redundancy,etc.;
  • The nature of  assessment tasks: the amount of  context provided, clarity of 
instructions,responseformat,availabilityof QuestionPreview,etc.;and
  • The individual listener’s factors: memory, interest, background knowledge,
motivation,etc.

These factors influence the listening comprehension of  the listeners. In a testing
situation, these factors influence the test performance of  students. Therefore, several
studieshavefocusedonthefactorsaffectinglisteningcomprehensionorperformanceof 
listeners and one of  these factors is defined as listening supports. In other words,
providing listening supports is away to investigatehow theperformanceof  students
maybeaffectedbydifferentfactors.

1.1 Listening Supports 
According to Nation and Newton (2009), in teaching listening, providing listening
supportstostudentscanbebeneficialforthem.However,inatestingsituation,theway
tosupportlisteningisslightlydifferent.Underwood(1989)mentionedthatitisnotfair
for foreign language learners to suddenly listen to a listening text, even in a testing
situation; they should be adequately “tuned in” through a variety of  pre-listening
activities such as previewing questions or pre-discussion about the topic, etc. These
pre-activities can help students to draw on their linguistic and non-linguistic
knowledge, provide a context for interpretation, and activate background knowledge
(Buck,1995citedinChangandRead,2006).Similarly,Mendelsohn(1995)suggeststhat
thepre-listeningactivitiesare“toactivatethestudents’existingknowledgeof thetopic
inorder to linkwhat theycomprehendand touse this asabasisof  theirhypothesis-
information,prediction, and inferencing” (p.12).According toChangandRead (2006),
listeningsupportscanbedividedintotwotypes.Thefirsttypeconcernspre-activities
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suchasvocabularypreparation,providingbackgroundknowledgeabout the topic, etc.
The second type of  supports includes those incorporated in the listening test design
suchasrepeatedlisteningorcontextualvisual.However,thestudiesontheselistening
supportshavenotmuchbeenconductedintheThaicontext,especiallyattheuniversity
level.

Thus, this study explored the effects of  three forms of  listening supports, namely
QuestionPreview,VocabularyPreview,andRepeatedInputonThaiUniversitystudents’
listeningperformanceinatestingsituation.QuestionPreviewingistheopportunityto
previewthequestionsof thetestitemsinadvance,whichhasbeenfoundtofacilitatethe
listeningperformanceof thesubjects.AccordingtoSherman(1997,citedinBuck2001),
QuestionPreviewdidnot significantly increase theperformanceof  students. In1999,
Tengstudiedtheeffectof QuestionPreviewand foundthat thesubjectsbelievedthat
questionpreview facilitatedtheircomprehension,andastudy fromWu(1998,cited in
Buck 2001) also showed that advanced listeners were facilitated by the preview of 
multiple-choice questions, but less advanced listeners were not. The second form of 
listeningsupportisVocabularyPreview.AccordingtoBrindleyandSlatyer(2002)one
of  the factorsaffecting listeningcomprehensionof  learners isvocabulary.Vocabulary
was reported to be the most difficult in listening in Goh’s 1998 study. Therefore,
previewingstudentswithvocabularythatoccurinthelisteningtextmightreducethis
difficulty;hence,increaselisteningcomprehensionandlisteningperformanceof students.

In 2000, Chiang examined the effect of  various ways to present vocabulary on the
listening comprehension of  Taiwanese university students. The results showed that
givingvocabularycluesinadvancecouldhelplistenerstohaveabetterunderstandingof 
the text. Hsu (2005) studied the effect of  lexical instruction among Taiwanese EFL
students.Thestudyrevealedthatparticipants in lexicalcollocation instructiongroups
got the highest scores. Tsai (2005) investigated the relationship between receptive
Englishvocabularysizesandlisteningcomprehensioncompetenceof EFLstudentsand
theresultsshowedthattherewasasignificantpositivecorrelationbetweenalistening
vocabularyleveltestandalisteningcomprehensiontest.However,in2006,Changand
Read studied the effect of  four listening supports, which included vocabulary
instruction.Theresult indicatedthatthestudents inthevocabulary instructiongroup
obtained the lowest scores. The studies on the effect of  Vocabulary Preview or
preparation seem to reveal that vocabulary preparation solely does not facilitate
listeningcomprehension.Findingsconcerningtheeffectof vocabularypreparationare
still inconclusive; in fact, if  we focus on the effect of  vocabulary preparation
incorporatedinthetest,thefindingisstilllimited.

Another formof  listening support thathasbeen studied is the effect of  repetitionor
Repeated Input. Cervantes and Gainer (1992) investigated the effect of  repetition on
listeningcomprehension, and the studyshowed that repetition facilitated the listening
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comprehensionof students.In2002,Chunginvestigatedtheeffectof repetitiononthe
listeningcomprehensionof Taiwanesecollegestudents.Thestudyrevealedthatthere
was no concrete evidence to show the relationship between repetition and the
enhancementof listeningcomprehension.Infact,therewasevenanegativerelationship
between listening proficiency and listening frequency. Moreover, Elkhafaifi (2005)
examinedtheeffectof pre-listeningactivities—QuestionPreview,VocabularyPreview,
and repeated exposure—and reported that repeated exposure could enhance listening
comprehension scores of  Arabic students. The findings showed that all forms of 
supportshavecertainpositiveeffectsonlisteningcomprehension,butrepeatedexposure
hadgreatereffectsthantheothers.However,theanswertotheeffectof differentforms
of listeningsupportisstillinconclusiveandfurtherstudyinthefieldisneeded.Table1
summarizespreviousstudiesonlisteningsupports.

Table1:Summaryof previousstudiesonlisteningsupports



Sherman (1997) 
 
 
 

Teng(1999)
 
 

Wu(1998)
 
 
 

Elkhafaifi(2005)
 
 
 

Chang and Read  
(2006) 

QuestionPreview




QuestionPreview



QuestionPreview




VocabularyPreview,
QuestionPreview,and
repeatedexposure


Previewingtest
questions, repetition
of  input, providing
backgroundknowledge,
andvocabulary
instruction

The results from the questionnaire
indicated that the subjects had
strong affective attachment to
previewedquestions.

Theresults indicatedthatproviding
questions in advance facilitated the
listeningperformanceof thesubjects.

Advanced listeners were facilitated
by the preview of  multiple-choice
questions, but not less advanced
listeners.

Thefindingsindicatedthatrepeated
exposure was the best predictor of 
students’ improved performance in
listening.

The results showed that the most
effective type of  listening support
wastoprovidethesubjectswiththe
informationaboutthetopic,followed
byrepetitionof thelisteninginput.



    Researchers Listeningsupports Findings



rEFLections
 

�

 July 2012 Vol. 15

Theresearchaddressesthefollowingquestions:

  1. Dodifferent typesof  listeningsupportshaveasignificanteffectonstudents’
   listeningperformance?
  2. Do different levels of  English ability have an effect on students’ listening
   performance?
  3. IsthereaninteractioneffectbetweenlisteningsupportsandEnglishability?

2.Methodology
2.1 Participants 
The participants in this study were 180 students from three faculties, namely the
Facultyof Engineering,theFacultyof ScienceandtheFacultyof IndustrialEducation
andTechnology,atKingMongkut’sUniversityof Technologyinthesecondsemester
of  the 2010 academic year. The students were randomly selected using the stratified
randomsamplingtechnique.Then,gradewasusedtodistinguishhighabilitystudents
fromlowabilitystudents.Withinthehighabilitygroup,thestudentsweredividedinto
threesmallgroupsthatreceived3differentlisteningsupports:1)QuestionPreview,2)
VocabularyPreview,and3)RepeatedInput.Similarly,withinthelowabilitygroup,the
studentsweredividedintothreesmallgroupswith3differentlisteningsupports.

2.2 Instruments 
TheEnglishLanguageProficiencyTest(ELP-Test)wasdesignedasaninstrumentfor
this study and it is a proficiency test to assess the general listening ability of  the
participants. TheELP-testwasvalidated to find IOCby three experts in the fieldof 
languagetesting.Then,itwaspilotedtofindtheitemdifficultyanditemdiscrimination
index.Basedontheacceptablelevelsof bothindices,of 45itemsfromthepilotstudy,
only30itemswereselectedforthemainstudy.TheELP-Testfocusedontwotypesof 
comprehension based on the listening sub-skills framework of  Weir (1993), namely “
direct meaning comprehension” and “inferred meaning comprehension”, the most
commonlisteningabilitiestobeassessedandfoundinstandardizedtests.Thelistening
texts were selected and adapted from authentic materials, later verified by one native
EFLlecturer.Thelisteningtextswere2-3minuteslong.Therewere30testitemsfor
theELP-Test, and itwasdivided into three parts.There were twodialogue listening
textsinPartOnewithsixtestitemsforeachlisteningtext.Thesecondpartcontained
one monologue listening text with 7 test items and the third part contained two
monologuelisteningtextswith11testitems.Thetestformatwasmultiplechoicewith
fouroptionswitha fixedtimeallotment.The itemsappeared inthesameorderasthe
relevantinformationpresentedinthelisteningtext.Thespeakersforthelisteningtext
wereamalenativespeakerwithAmericanaccentandtwofemalespeakers,nativeThai
andMyanmese,withexperienceinteachingEnglish.
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2.3 Procedures 
According to the research design, there were three conditions that each ability group
wouldundergoinadifferentsequence:Condition1:QuestionPreview(QP),Condition
2:VocabularyPreview(VP),andCondition3:RepeatedInput(RI).Thefirstcondition
wasassignedas “QuestionPreview”, that is, the studentsweregivenquestionsof  the
listeningtestbeforetest-taking.Theyweregiven10minutesandwereallowedtowrite
any information that they thought would be the answers to the questions. These
questionswereaimedtoactivatethetopicalknowledgeof thestudents.Then,theywere
giventheELP-Testpaper.Thetimeallotmentwasbasedonthetimeof  the listening
text. In the second condition “Vocabulary Preview”, the students were given a list of 
wordswithsimplifiedmeanings,takenfromthelisteningtextsaslexicalsupports.The
wordsincludedinthelistswerebasedoneachlisteningtext.Thestudentsweregiven
10minutesandwereallowedtowriteanyinformationsuchasthemeaningsof wordsin
Thai.Thesevocabulary itemsweregiven inordertoprovidekeyvocabulary items for
thestudents.Thethirdconditionwas“RepeatedInput”,where,unlikethetwoprevious
conditions, the listening support was the frequency of  listening input, i.e. in the
previous two conditions the students were allowed to listen to the listening test only
once,butinthisconditionthestudentslistenedtothelisteningtextstwice.

3.DataAnalysis
Thisstudyexplores theeffectof  listeningsupportsbyexaminingthescoresobtained
from the English Listening Proficiency Test (ELP-Test). Both factorial ANOVA was
employed in the quantitative analysis. This study is a 2x3 design, with two levels of 
Englishability,namelyHighAbilityStudent(HAS)andLowAbilityStudent(LAS)on
theELP-Test,andthreedifferentformsof listeningsupports,namelyQuestionPreview
(QP),VocabularyPreview(VP),andRepeatedInput(RI).UsingtheStatisticalPackage
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17, the statistical analysis of  the effects of 
listening supports was carried out. Table1 shows the descriptive statistics, the mean
scores, and the standard deviations of  the ELP-Test scores performed by the three
groupsof students.
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3.1 Data Presentation 

Table2:DescriptiveStatisticsof theScoresof DifferentListeningSupports

HighAbilityStudent   30  15.13   3.58

LowAbilityStudent   30  13.67   3.35

All        60  14.40   3.51

HighAbilityStudent   30  14.77   3.20

LowAbilityStudent   30  12.03   3.20

All        60  13.40   3.46

HighAbilityStudent   30  17.63   2.41

LowAbilityStudent   30  14.03   3.86

All        60  15.83   3.67

        180  14.54   3.66Total

QuestionPreview(QP) 

VocabularyPreview (VP) 

RepeatedInput (RI) 

ListeningSupports Levelof Englishability N Mean SD.

AsshowninTable2,themeanof thewholetestis14.54,whichisjustslightlybelow
half of thefullscore.Withregardtothescoreof eachlisteningsupport,thedescriptive
statisticsareasfollows:thestudents’meanscorewiththeRepeatedInputsettingisthe
highest (mean=15.83),which ishigherthan50%of  thetotalscoreand ishigherthan
themeanof all subjects, followedbytheQuestionPreviewgroup (mean=14.40),and
the lowest score comes from the students in the Vocabulary Preview group (mean=
13.40).Theresultshowsthatinatestingsituation,RepeatedInputisthemosteffective
listeningtestsupportforbothgroupsof studentswhileVocabularyPreviewistheleast
helpful.Inaddition,intermsof theeffectsof listeningsupportsontheperformanceof 
thestudents,theresultshowsthatthehighabilitygroupsreceivedhigherscoresforall
threelisteningsupports,especiallytheresultfromRepeatedInput.
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Table3:Main and Interaction Effects between Listening Supports and English
   AbilityLevels

(A)Listeningsupports   82.178  2   41.09 3.525 .032 .087

(B)EnglishAbility   168.20  1  168.20 14.43 .000 .138

A*B         66.53  2   33.27  2.85 .060 .018

Error      2028.40 174   11.66  

Variables SS df  MS F Sig. Partial
Etasquare

Moreover, inordertoexaminewhetherthestudents’performancedifferedstatistically
duetoeitherdifferentformsof listeningsupportsordifferentlevelsof Englishability,a
Two-way ANOVA was performed. In Table 3, the listening supports significantly
affected the listening performance of  the students (F=3.525, p≤0.05) and the levels of 
English ability also significantly affected the listening performance of  the students
(F=14.43, p= ≤0.05).  However, there was no interaction effect between these two main 
effects.

Table4:Post-hocComparisonontheEffectsof EnglishAbilityLevels

*p<0.05

**LS = ListeningSupports    QP = QuestionPreview
HAS = Highabilitystudents    VP = VocabularyPreview
LAS = LowAbilityStudents    RI = RepeatedInput

HAS QP   VP    .36667     .80124 .901

       RI    -2.50000*    .80124 .010

   VP   QP    -.36667     .80124 .901

       RI    -2.86667*    .80124 .003

   RI   QP    2.50000*    .80124 .010

       VP    2.86667*    .80124 .003

LAS  QP   VP    1.63333    .89896 .198

       RI    -.36667     .89896 .920

   VP   QP    -1.63333    .89896 .198

       RI    -2.00000    .89896 .090

   RI   QP    .36667     .89896 .920

       VP    2.00000    .89896 .090

   (I)LS  (J)LS  MeanDifference(I-J) Std.Error Sig.



rEFLections
 

�

 July 2012 Vol. 15

Furthermore, to examine which of  the listening supports was more helpful for each
levelof Englishability,theposthocScheffetestwasperformed.InTable4,forthehigh
ability group, the result shows that there was a significant difference of  test scores
between the students from the Question Preview (QP) group and from the Repeated
Input (RI) group (p.≤05)  with the mean difference being -.2.50. Therefore, Repeated I
nput was more helpful for the students than Question Preview. Also, a significant
difference was found between the students from the Vocabulary Preview (VP) and
RepeatedInput(RI)groups;therefore,forhighabilitystudents,RepeatedInputismore
helpfulthanVocabularyPreview.

Ontheotherhand,forthestudentsinthelowabilitygroup,theposthoctestindicated
that therewas no significant difference between any of  the pairs tested. Therefore, it
can be concluded that there is no listening support which is more helpful than the
others.Inotherwords,thethreelisteningsupportstestedinthisstudyequallyaffected
theperformanceof thestudentsfromthelowlevelabilitygroups.

4.Summaryof thefindings
A two-way ANOVA factorial design was used to examine the effect of  listening
supportsonthelisteningperformanceof Thaifirst-yearstudentsatKMUTT.Thereis
asignificanteffectof  listeningsupportsonthe listeningperformanceof  thestudents.
RepeatedInputappearedtobethemosteffectivelisteningsupportforthestudentsand
the least effective listening support was Vocabulary Preview. The levels of  English
ability also significantly affected their listening performance. Despite the fact that the
main effect had significant effect on the listening performance of  the students, no
interactioneffectwasfound.Thefindingsof thestudyrevealedthatlisteningsupports
had some effects on the listening performance of  Thai first-year university students.
Thefindingsalsosuggestthathavinganopportunitytolistentoalisteningtextmore
than once could enhance the listening performance of  students, but providing
vocabulary support would not produce immediate effects on test-takers’ listening
performance.

5.DiscussionandImplications
This study investigated three forms of  listening supports in a testing situation. The
results from this study revealed that listening supports significantly affected the
listening performance of  Thai first-year students at King Mongkut’s University of 
TechnologyThonburiwhoenrolledintheacademicyear2010.Inthisstudy,Repeated
Inputisthemosteffectivelisteningsupportforthesestudentsregardlessof theirlevel
of  language ability.  The finding of  this study is similar to that of  Chang and Read
(2006).Possibleexplanationsfortheseresultsareasfollows.RepeatedInputisthemost
helpfullisteningsupportbecauseitenablesthestudentstocheckwhethertheiranswers
are correct. As suggested by Hatch (1993, cited in Chang and Read 2006, p.378),
“repetitionprovidesmoreprocessingtimeandclarifiestherelationshipof syntacticforms”. 
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Moreover,theresultfromthepresentstudywasconsistentwiththestudyof Elkhafaifi
(2005), which examined the effect of  pre-listening activities, including Question
Preview, Vocabulary Preview, and repeated listening exposure on listening
comprehensionof Arabic learners.The result showed that repeatedexposurewas the
most effective activity for the subjects, followed by Question Preview, and the least
effectivewasVocabularyPreview.Therefore,itcanbeseenthatregardingtheeffectof 
listeningsupportsonthelisteningperformanceof students,theresultwasquitesimilar
topreviousstudies,especiallyontheeffectof repetitionof thelisteningtext.

Inrelationtothesecondmosteffectivelisteningsupport,QuestionPreview,theresultof 
thisstudypartiallysupportedsome findingsof previousstudies,butalsocontradicted
others. As found by Sherman (1997, cited in Buck 2001), Question Preview did not
significantly increase the performance of  students while Teng’s 1999 study indicated
thatquestionpreviewfacilitatedtheircomprehension.Additionally,similartothestudy
byWu(1998,citedinBuck2001)advancedlistenerswerefacilitatedbythepreviewof 
multiple-choicequestions,butlessadvancedlistenerswerenot.Therefore,theeffectsof 
Question Preview remain inconclusive. However, from this study, it can be concluded
that Question Preview was more effective than Vocabulary Preview but less effective
than Repeated Input. However, on the effective side, Question Preview is a good
listening prompt for students to make use of  listening strategies. It can give the
students directions towhat to listen for as well as some clues and allows students to
grasp important information to answer questions.  Although the result shows that
previewquestionsarebeneficialtosomestudents,theirbenefitislimited.Thequestions
intheELP-Testarenotonlyon“directcomprehension”;therefore,if thestudentsrely
on the questions to answer each item, they might not be prepared to process the
informationinordertoanswereveryiteminthetest.

Theleasthelpfulformof supportisVocabularyReview,andthismaybeduetothefact
thatthestudentsneedmoretimetorememberthewordsandthemeaningof thekey
words.Also,thevocabularyprovidedmaybeoutof context;hence,thestudentscould
not process meaningfully when they listened. As suggested by Buck (2001, cited in
ChangandRead,2006,p.393),a“…listeningtestsituationrequiresthemtoprocessthe
spokenformandmeaningof thewordsveryrapidly,if notautomatically”.

Asfortheinsignificanteffectof VocabularyPreview,thisfindingseemstobeconsistent
withsomeof thepreviousstudies.Forexample,ChangandRead(2006)assertedthat
vocabulary instruction was the least effective form of  listening support for any
proficiencylevel.Also,Osuka(2007)studiedtheeffectof providingquestionsrelatedto
the main ideas in advance, slowing speech rates, supplying the meaning of  important
vocabularywordsinadvance,andprovidingbackgroundinformationaboutthetopicin
advanceon64Japanesecollegestudentsmajoringinbusinessadministrationataprivate
university in Tokyo. The results revealed that supplying the meaning of  important
vocabularywordsinadvancehadnoeffectontheperformanceof thestudents.
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Therefore,despite empiricaldata thatvocabulary isoneof  themajor factorsaffecting
listening comprehension, providing vocabulary does not necessarily facilitate English
listeningperformance.Thisisbecausestudentsmayevenbeabletoguessthecontent
of  the test from the vocabulary in the context. However, it takes more than just
knowing the meaning of  words to understand the listening text.  As Berne (1995)
pointedout,itisnotconventionalforlistenerstostudyvocabularypriortolisteningin
ordertograspthemeaningof spokenmessagesindailylife.Theresultmayimplythat
knowing vocabulary as a written form might not be an adequate source to facilitate
listening ability.  Therefore, it seems that Vocabulary Preview does not seem to be
effective for the Thai first-year university students who participated in this study,
despite the fact that not knowing vocabulary was claimed to be the factor that could
affecttheirlisteningperformance.

Even though Vocabulary Preview was considered the least effective form of  listening
supports in this study, it is still an important issue for the students. As suggested by
Tsai(2005),themorevocabularythestudentsknow,thebetterlisteningcomprehension
the students have.  Also, as shown in the study of  Mehrpour and Rahimi (2010),
providingstudentswithavocabularyglossarysignificantlyaffectedtheperformanceof 
Iranianstudents.Theirscoresweremuchhigherthanthegroupthathadnovocabulary
glossaryprovided.Moreover,thevocabularyneedtobepreviewedbythestudentsnot
justbythemeanings,buttheyneedtobeinformedabouthowtopronouncethewords,
and how they are pronounced in real sentences with the natural pauses and paces of 
fluentspeakers.

To summarize, the finding of  the study shows that listening performances of  EFL
students can be affected by the forms of  listening supports provided. The students
performed better in the twice-heard condition listening test. This part of  the finding
reinforcestheimportanceof repetitioninalisteningtest.Thisrepetitionmightnotbe
applicableinastandardizedtestorsummativeassessment,butitmightbeusefulinthe
formative assessment as a part of  instructional procedure. As Ross (2005, cited in
Vandergrift 2007) suggests, a process-oriented assessment may lead to more
engagementof learnersandcanhavepositiveimpactsonL2listeningsuccess.However,
it is important to point out that the setting for this study was strictly of  a testing
situation where materials could be given but verbal explanation was not allowed for
QuestionPreviewandVocabularyPreview;consequently,theresultmightbeinfavorof 
Repeated Inputbeingmoreeffective thanother typesof  listeningsupports focused in
thisstudy.

6.RecommendationsforFurtherResearch
Thefindingof thisstudyindicatedthatthelisteningperformanceof thestudentsmay
be affected by different forms of  listening supports. This study has investigated the
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effectof threetypesof listeningsupports:QuestionPreview,VocabularyPreview,and
Repeated Input.  It is recommended that further research investigate other types of 
listeningsupports,orotherfactorsthatmayinfluencetheperformanceof listenerssuch
as speech rate. Therefore, it is worthwhile to examine different types of  listening
supports.   Moreover, as it was found that there have been only a limited number of 
studiesof thelisteningskillsof ThaiEFLlearnersinaclassroomsettingandtesting
setting,aswellaslisteningstrategies,furtherstudiesonlisteningskillsintheseaspects
arerecommended.Listeningassessment iswellestablished inall standardizedtestsas
summativelisteningproficiencytests.However,listeningskillscanbeassessedthrough
different forms of  assessment i.e. formative testing especially in classroom situations
where listening skills are limited. Therefore, further studies may focus on formative
testsandhowtheydifferfromtypicalsummativetests.Moreover,regardingthetesting
of  listeningskills, itwillbe interesting tohavea test thatreflectsa real-life situation
where students are given an opportunity to ask for repetition of  a certain part of 
listening. In addition, it is important to consider teaching listening skill in class.
AccordingtoNation,I.S.P,andNewton,J. (2009),pre-activitiesareveryimportantfor
teaching listening skills. This will engage students in the learning as well as activate
theirpriorknowledgewhichisveryimportantforlisteningcomprehension.Lastbutnot
least,supportscanplayavaluablepartinleaning.Theimportancemaydependonthe
availability of  supports, and whether students want to use those supports can be
anotheraspecttoconsider.
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