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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Listening recall tasks, where test takers write L2 responses based on audio Received 20 September 2023
content, often inadvertently measure L2 writing skills, potentially ~ Accepted 24 July 2024
compromising the accuracy of listening assessment. To address this
concern, the present study draws inspiration from translanguaging, and T L

. . . . ranslanguaging;
employs a mixed-methods approach to investigate the potential of translanguaged practices; L2
using L1 responses into recall tasks to mitigate the impact of L2 writing listening assessment;
proficiency on task outcomes, thus enhancing task validity. Specifically, listening recall tasks; L1
a listening recall task requiring L1 responses was developed and responses
administered to 102 L2 learners in low and intermediate English
proficiency. Their performance on this task was compared to a control
task that required L2 responses. Follow-up interviews were also
conducted. The results indicated that allowing L1 responses in the recall
task led to better performance for intermediate-level L2 learners,
enhanced representation of the listening construct, and garnered
participants’ preference as a listening assessment approach. This
suggests that utilising L1 responses has the potential to improve the
construct and face validity of recall tasks, addressing the initial validity
concern. Consequently, this investigation contributes to the refinement
of listening task development and advocates for the application of
translanguaged practices in language assessment, advancing the
broader concept of translanguaging in language education.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

The listening recall task, an assessment approach that requires L2 learners to write down what they
heard (Baccouche et al. 1996; VanPatten 1990), has been observed to engage the listeners’ cognitive
processes in both bottom-up and top-down ways (Buck 2001), substantiating its validity in evalu-
ating listening comprehension (Sakai 2012). In contrast to other listening assessment formats, such
as multiple-choice questions, recall tasks offer several advantages. Notably, test takers are less
inclined to resort to random guessing or adopt test-wiseness strategies. Additionally, the writing
outputs have the potential to yield deeper insights into the examinees’ listening process, helping
educators to better understand learners’ listening challenges and consequently benefit L2 teaching
(Alderson 2005). Conversely, listening recall tasks have drawn criticism for providing scores that
might inaccurately represent test takers’ listening abilities. This concern is particularly relevant
to L2 learners residing in non-English-speaking environments, who generally manifest delayed
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development of productive skills (i.e. speaking and writing) compared to their receptive skills (i.e.
listening and reading) (Rahmah and Halimi 2020). Their weaker writing proficiency is thought to
hinder them from accurately writing down audio content they otherwise comprehend. This might
introduce variance in scores that pertains more to writing competence than listening ability. Con-
sequently, it could potentially result in inaccurate interpretations of test takers’ listening compe-
tence, thus compromising the validity of listening assessment (Messick 1995).

A potential solution to this issue may lie in translanguaged practices, in this context, referring to
the use of test takers’ L1 within the L2 listening recall task, which was inspired by Cook’s (2001)
claim that the L1 can facilitate L2 learning and can be applied to L2 assessment. Considering
that well-educated young adults generally possess advanced proficiency in their L1 writing, allowing
them to write down L2 spoken content using their L1 may enhance their ability to demonstrate their
listening skills, detached from any limitations posed by their less adept L2 writing abilities. Scholarly
literature also provides instances where researchers (e.g. Gordon and Hanauer 1995; Shohamy
1984) noted enhanced performance and attitudinal shifts among test takers when employing L1
questions in L2 reading tasks of multiple-choice and open-ended questions (Cox, Bown, and Bell
2019). Meanwhile, the pedagogical efficacy of translanguaged practices in L2 learning has been sub-
stantiated (Qureshi and Aljanadbah 2022), although its application remains less pronounced when
it comes to language assessment (Karges, Barras, and Lenz 2022). Among the limited investigations
on the use of L1 in L2 assessment, most have centred on reading assessment (e.g. Cox, Bown, and
Bell 2019; Karges, Barras, and Lenz 2022; Lee 1986). The realm of listening assessment, especially
concerning listening recall tasks, which constitute the focus of the present study, has scarcely been
discussed with the topic of translanguaged practices.

Hence, this study seeks to explore the potential effectiveness of employing translanguaged prac-
tices, specifically, using L1 responses in L2 listening recall tasks, as a means to minimise construct-
irrelevant variance and consequently obtain scores that more accurately reflect test takers’ listening
competence, in contrast to tasks permitting only L2 usage.

Literature review
Understanding translanguaging

The notion of translanguaging was initially introduced by Williams (1994) as the fundamental con-
cept that an individual’s knowledge of one language can be leveraged to enhance the development of
their proficiency in other languages. For instance, bilingual students receive input in one language and
subsequently produce their output in another (Lewis, Jones, and Baker 2012). Over time, this concept
has evolved, leading to a deeper understanding as evidenced by the proliferation of more and precise
definitions (Qureshi and Aljanadbah 2022). Generally, translanguaging is defined as the process of
employing multiple languages to convey meaning, shape experiences, and acquire knowledge
(Baker 2011). A more specific definition entails learners comprehending a text and improving
their linguistic proficiency by drawing upon their full linguistic repertoire (Garcia, Johnson, and Selt-
zer 2017). Contrary to the traditional notion that languages are distinct and segregated entities with
minimal influence from one language on the development of others (Jaspers and Madsen 2016),
translanguaging is commonly practiced in educational settings with bilingual or multilingual contexts
(Du, Lee, and Sok 2020). Translanguaged practices serve as tools for scaffolding learners’ understand-
ing of subject content, resources for facilitating independent language acquisition, and even have the
potential to create a safe and equitable learning environment (Qureshi and Aljanadbah 2022). How-
ever, while these benefits have been extensively explored and documented for pedagogical purposes in
classroom settings (Li 2018; Tai and Li 2021), the application of translanguaging in another critical
educational context, assessment, remains relatively unexplored (Adhikari and Poudel 2024).
Regarding the theoretical underpinnings of translanguaging, two main perspectives emerge: the
unitary and multilingual viewpoints. The unitary perspective views translanguaging as a unified
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mechanism, termed the ‘repertoire’, which transcends individual languages, advocating for no
boundaries among them. This perspective emphasises the fluid use of all linguistic resources within
one’s repertoire, disregarding labels like ‘first’ or ‘second language’ (Garcia 2011; Otheguy, Garcia,
and Reid 2019). Learners utilise this repertoire to access various linguistic resources, enhancing
language acquisition (Garcia and Otheguy 2020), facilitating comprehension of complex texts,
and employing advanced strategies (Chu 2017). However, this perspective encounters opposition
from the multilingual standpoint, which considers the repertoire as multilingual or multimodal,
rather than monolithic. It acknowledges boundaries among languages in the repertoire, suggesting
that the use of language resources is influenced by social context and is not entirely fluid. This per-
spective accepts labels indicating language boundaries, such as L1 and L2 (Cenoz and Gorter 2019;
MacSwan 2017).

Several reasons support the multilingual nature of the repertoire. Firstly, learners’ repertoires are
multidirectional, encompassing distinct attributes of different languages, which highlight internal
language differences in terms of linguistic and grammatical features. This indicates the existence
of boundaries among languages within the repertoire (MacSwan 2017). Understanding these
boundaries helps learners acquire metalinguistic knowledge, which facilitates language acquisition
and better utilisation of their repertoire for translanguaging (Cenoz and Gorter 2019). This benefit
might not be achieved if the unitary viewpoint, which overlooks these boundaries, is adopted.
Additional reasons supporting the existence of boundaries in the translanguaging repertoire involve
social contexts. It is emphasised that translanguaging has a social dimension and the concept is
associated with the use of language in specific social contexts (Cenoz and Gorter 2019). Two typical
examples illustrate how translanguaged practices in social contexts suggest language boundaries in
the repertoire. The first example involves translanguaging in a context with majority and minority
languages (Musk 2010). It was observed that translanguaged practices in such contexts tend to uti-
lise more resources from the majority language than the minority one. Contextual features, such as
the greater number of communicative needs and interaction opportunities provided by the majority
language, make people subconsciously recognise language boundaries and favour the majority
language. Similarly, the second example involves translanguaging in a context involving the learn-
ing of a heritage language and a foreign language (Cenoz and Gorter 2019). People generally have a
greater emotional attachment to their heritage language compared to a foreign language (Mori and
Sanuth 2018). This attachment leads to a preference for learning and utilising more resources from
the heritage language in their translanguaged practices. Both examples illustrate people’s perceived
language boundaries within the repertoire, suggesting that the use of language resources for trans-
languaging is not entirely free but influenced by social context, thus supporting the multilingual
viewpoint. This aspect is, however, overlooked by the unitary viewpoint. Therefore, adopting the
unitary viewpoint, which fails to recognise language boundaries and people’s different tendencies
toward using various languages as influenced by social contexts, might undermine the preservation
and teaching of certain languages (e.g. minority and foreign languages). This oversight could poten-
tially lead to the loss of these languages. Consequently, concerns arise regarding translanguaging
pedagogy that advocates a unitary viewpoint (Lyster 2019).

Given the abovementioned reasons, it appears more compelling for the present study to adopt
the multilingual viewpoint that acknowledge language boundaries and accepts labels such as L1 and
L2, for conducting translanguaged practices. This entails employing one or multiple languages to
foster the development or assessment of another language (Lewis, Jones, and Baker 2012; Qureshi
and Aljanadbah 2022). Illustrative examples of translanguaging in multilingual contexts include
leveraging more proficient L1 and L2 to enhance learners’ morphological awareness in L3 (Leonet,
Cenoz, and Gorter 2019), encouraging multilingual learners to tap into their entire linguistic reper-
toire, encompassing both L1 and L2 resources, as well as their increased metalinguistic awareness,
to facilitate the acquisition of an additional language (Cenoz and Gorter 2022). In contrast to the
relatively scarce research on translanguaging in multilingual contexts, such as in L3 acquisition
(Jessner and Torok 2017), more examples of translanguaged practices are observable in bilingual
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contexts. These include providing L1 glosses for reading passages (Martin-Beltran 2014), explaining
grammar concepts in L1 within L2 instruction (Palmer et al. 2014), employing L1 questions in read-
ing comprehension tasks (Vaish 2019), as well as incorporating L1 responses in listening assess-
ments, which is the focus of the current study.

Empirical studies on translanguaging in L2 learning and assessment

Numerous pieces of evidence substantiate the pedagogical efficacy of incorporating translanguaged
practices within language education. Specifically, within the context of L2 English learning, the util-
isation of translanguaging pedagogy has demonstrated its capacity to enhance various aspects of L2
learners’ language skills. This enhancement includes, among others, the refinement of L2 learners’
reading proficiency (Chu 2017), the cultivation of L2 learners’ writing competence for academic
purposes (Sun and Lan 2021; Velasco and Garcia 2014), and the facilitation of vocabulary acqui-
sition through the implementation of translanguaging pedagogy (Galante 2020; Mwinda and
Van 2015).

In contrast to the wealth of empirical support for the benefits of translanguaging in L2 learning
and teaching, relatively inadequate attention has been directed towards its application in the
domain of language assessment. Within the limited body of research that explores the utilisation
of L1 within L2 assessment contexts, the predominant focus has centred on reading assessment.
Noteworthy among these studies are the inquiries into the impact of L1 questions on L2 learners’
performance in reading tasks including multiple choice questions (e.g. Gordon and Hanauer 1995;
Nevo 1989), open-ended questions (e.g. Godev, Martinez-Gibson, and Toris 2002; Shohamy 1984),
and reading recalls (e.g. Brantmeier 2006; Lee 1986). These investigations have consistently demon-
strated that L1 questions tend to provide a more accurate reflection of test takers’ reading compe-
tence, compared to L2 questions. Similarly, scant attention has been directed towards the
exploration of translanguaged practices in the context of L2 listening assessment. An exception
is Filipi’s (2012) study which indicated that learners exhibited greater ease in responding to L1
items that gauged their global understanding of audio content. Conversely, for items demanding
the comprehension of intricate and explicitly stated details, L2 items were perceived as less challen-
ging. In Koo and Lee’s (2020) study which exclusively focused on multiple-choice questions, par-
ticipants consistently achieved scores that more accurately reflected their reading skills when
presented with questions in Korean (L1) as opposed to those posed in English (L2). It is noteworthy,
however, that a study conducted by Mihara (2015), which also delved into the utilisation of L1 ques-
tions, yielded different outcomes, indicating no significant difference in participants’ performance
across various task formats. The mixed results obtained from these studies regarding the impact of
incorporating L1 questions into L2 listening assessments underscore the need for further research
in this topic. This resonates with Mihara’s (2015) call for additional investigations specifically aimed
at comparing the utilisation of L1 and L2 in the context of listening comprehension.

The translanguaged practices in the abovementioned studies typically involve the utilisation of
L1 questions. However, the utilisation of L1 in test takers’ responses to questions has not been fully
explored. Even though Bachman (1990) stated that the language employed in responses can influ-
ence test outcomes, there have been only a handful of efforts to investigate how L2 learners’
response language affects their performance in L2 tasks. Studies by Lee (1986) and Brantmeier
(2006) focusing on reading recall tasks disclosed that test takers tend to achieve higher scores
when responding in L1 compared to when responding in their L2. This suggests that the utilisation
of L1 responses may offer a more accurate assessment of individuals’ reading abilities compared to
the use of L2 responses. Similarly, Yu (2008) delved into the same topic of response language,
specifically focusing on L2 learners’ reading summaries. The results emphasise the potential for
test scores to more accurately represent test takers’ reading abilities in L1 summarisation as opposed
to their performance in L2. Nevertheless, it is crucial to emphasise that these results pertain solely to
reading assessments. Analogous investigations within listening assessments are notably scarce.
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Until recently, only one study, conducted by Rahmah and Halimi (2020), sought to compare the
performance of teenage English learners in listening tests between their L1 (Indonesian) and L2
(English). The outcomes of this study revealed higher scores when participants responded in
their L1, implying that using L1 may better reflect test takers’ listening competence than using
L2. However, it is imperative to address certain methodological concerns within their research.
Specifically, the specific listening tasks employed in their study remain unclear, and it appears
that they employed the same listening text for comparative purposes. Participants listened to the
same text and answered questions in Indonesian one week after they had completed the same exer-
cise in English. This may have led to inconsistencies in the number of listening exposures adminis-
tered. Consequently, it is plausible that the improved scores observed when responding in
Indonesian during the second week were attributable to factors such as increased exposure to
the listening text or other cognitive aspects like memory, rather than solely relying on the use of
L1 for answering questions. This potential methodological flaw raises significant concerns about
the accuracy of the results obtained in their study. Given the methodological limitations evident
in the aforementioned study and the relatively limited attention afforded to the role of L1 in L2 lis-
tening assessments, particularly in the context of listening recall tasks - the primary focus of the
present investigation — it becomes evident that further research in this domain is warranted.

Furthermore, the role of L2 learners’ proficiency level has been acknowledged as potentially
mediating the impact of L1 usage on their task performance. Shohamy (1984) has proposed that
the advantages of incorporating L1 questions diminish as students’ L2 reading proficiency pro-
gresses. It is posited that the advantages of utilising L1 in L2 assessment are most pronounced
among learners with lower proficiency levels (Upton and Lee-Thompson 2001). Similarly, Brantme-
ier (2006) discovered that the language of response contributed to a mere 3% of the variance
observed in the L2 reading recall performances of advanced learners, thereby implying its insignifi-
cantly influential role. However, a recent study by Cox, Bown, and Bell (2019) yielded conflicting
outcomes, revealing that advanced learners exhibited enhanced reading performance when L1
questions were used in the tasks. This incongruity in findings underscores the necessity of account-
ing for learners’ proficiency levels in future investigations that delve into the ramifications of trans-
languaged practices on L2 learners’ task performance.

In light of the review of existing empirical studies, several research gaps pertaining to the util-
isation of translanguaged practices in L2 assessment, are identified. (1) Comparative studies of
L1 and L2 usage in language assessment have predominantly concentrated on reading tasks, with
few in listening assessment. (2) Inadequate attention has been directed towards understanding
the influence of response language on L2 learners’ task performance, particularly within L2 listening
recall tasks. (3) No definitive conclusions have been drawn regarding the impact of L2 learners’
proficiency on this topic.

Research questions

In addition to addressing the aforementioned research gaps, the present study aims to investigate
the potential efficacy of employing a translanguaged practice (i.e. L1 responses) within a L2 listening
recall task as a means to deal with the issue of construct-irrelevant variance, potentially stemming
from the writing proficiency of L2 learners. To achieve this objective, a listening recall task was
developed that required learners’ L1 responses. Comparison was then conducted on the L2 learners’
performance on this task against their performance on a control task that elicited responses in the
L2. Besides, learners’ perceptions of employing this translanguaged practice in listening recall tasks,
were also examined. Accordingly, two research questions have been proposed as follows:

(1) Do low and intermediate proficiency level L2 learners perform differently on listening recall
tasks with L1 and L2 responses?
(2) How do L2 learners perceive the use of L1 responses in L2 listening recall tasks?
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Methodology
Participants

102 English learners with a Chinese L1 background volunteered to participate in this study. They
were all undergraduate students at a university where English is the medium of instruction. The
institution offers English classes to students who need language assistance, in order to minimise
the possible impact of language problems on the educational quality. Students were assigned to
English classes of different levels, according to their scores on the college entrance exam and the
English placement test administered by the English Learning Center. Participants in this study,
who were selected from these classes, consist of 50 students in low English level and 52 students
in intermediate level.

Instruments

Listening recall tasks

The listening materials utilised in this study were sourced from a practice version of a large-scale
standardised English test, i.e. the TOEFL Junior test (ETS 2014). The participants, university stu-
dents with English proficiency levels ranging from low to intermediate, regularly engaged in aca-
demic listening activities like listening to academic lectures. The TOEFL Junior test, assessing
listening skills across CEFR levels Al to B2 (Baron and Tannenbaum 2011), was deemed suitable
for the study due to its alignment with the participants’ proficiency levels. Furthermore, the
test’s focus on the academic domain, with listening tasks that mirror activities needed to understand
academic content in English, such as comprehending academic lectures (So et al. 2015), made it a
relevant choice. Thus, the decision to use the TOEFL Junior test listening materials in this study was
justified by their close match in difficulty level with the participants’ proficiency and their applica-
bility to the participants’ academic listening context. Consequently, the audio passages of two par-
allel academic listening tasks with similar difficulty levels were selected for the purpose of our
investigation. The first passage, denoted as ‘Text 1, introduces the kitchen of a castle in the med-
ieval period. Meanwhile, “Text 2” explains how camels survive in the desert.

The influence of text features on L2 listening difficulty has been noted in previous studies (Bloo-
mfield et al. 2011; Révész and Brunfaut 2013). Therefore, an examination of the textual character-
istics of two listening passages was conducted, focusing on parameters such as type-token ratio, text
easability, and syntactic simplicity. This analysis was facilitated through the utilisation of two lin-
guistic analysis tools: the Coh-Metrix Web Tool (Graesser et al. 2004) and the vocabulary profiler of
Compleat Lexical Tutor (Cobb 2023). The outcomes of these analyses revealed that Texts 1 and 2
exhibited similar text features. Furthermore, a pilot test was administered to gauge potential differ-
ences in the listening difficulty level between the two passages. The results indicated no significant
distinctions in the test takers’ listening performance across both passages. Consequently, Texts 1
and 2, selected for parallel listening input texts due to their comparable text characteristics and
difficulty levels, were deemed suitable for employment as parallel listening materials within the pre-
sent study for the development of listening recall tasks.

Subsequently, these two listening texts were combined with the requirements of L1 and L2
responses. This combination resulted in the development of four distinct formats for the listening
recall tasks, namely: (1) recalling Text 1 in Chinese, (2) recalling Text 1 in English, (3) recalling Text
2 in Chinese, and (4) recalling Text 2 in English.

Procedure

Task taking
After completing the informed consent process, participants listened to the test instructions pre-
sented in Chinese. They were informed that they would need to complete two English listening
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recall tasks: one requiring responses in Chinese and the other in English. To familiarise participants
with the format of the tasks, a practice exercise involving brief listening excerpts, which had to be
recalled in English and Chinese, was administered. The actual testing began only after all partici-
pants confirmed their understanding of the test procedures and task requirements.

While it was presumed that the linguistic characteristics and difficulty levels of the listening
materials, drawn from two parallel listening tasks, would have minimal impact on the listening out-
comes of L2 learners, the research design featured a counterbalancing of the listening texts and
response language. Despite assertions that the listening tasks of the TOEFL Junior test do not
necessitate test takers’ background knowledge of specific subjects or content (So et al. 2015), as
an extra precaution, this counterbalancing design was employed to further minimise the potential
impact of participants’ familiarity with the topics of the listening materials on their performance.
This measure was implemented to ensure a more precise focus on response languages within the
present study. Accordingly, participants in the lower- and intermediate-level proficiency groups
were randomly divided into two subgroups. Among the lower proficiency participants, one half
was instructed to recall Text 1 in English and Text 2 in Chinese, while the other half was tasked
with recalling Text 1 in Chinese and Text 2 in English. A similar procedure was applied to the sub-
groups of intermediate proficiency participants.

During the test, each audio recording was played only once without any interruptions. Partici-
pants were prohibited from taking notes during the listening process to prevent them from directly
borrowing the words as it was presented in the audio. Subsequent to the end of each audio, partici-
pants were required to write down what they had heard in the language specified in the task instruc-
tions. They were encouraged to write as much as possible on the provided answer sheets. A time
limit of 20 minutes was allocated to participants for the completion of both tasks.

Scoring

This study adopts the prevalent practice of scoring recall tasks by quantifying the information
recalled (Brantmeier 2006). Following Carrell’s (1985) work on identifying idea units, researchers
of this study (including both L1 English and Chinese speakers) undertook a rigorous text analysis
procedure to determine the total number of idea units in each listening passage. This yielded 17 idea
units for Text 1 and 38 units for Text 2. Subsequently, the English lists of idea units were translated
into Chinese. Each corresponding unit in the English and Chinese versions underwent a meticulous
examination to ensure their equivalence.

Each participants’ task performance was scored by two raters, who based their evaluation on the
presence of idea units in participants’ written responses. Language aspects related to grammar and
spelling, which pertain to learners’ writing proficiency but are unrelated to the construct of listening
comprehension, were excluded from consideration during the scoring process. The inter-rater cor-
relation coefficient yielded a value of .96, indicating high scoring reliability.

Given the difference in the total number of idea units across the two listening passages, partici-
pants’ listening scores for each recall task were normalised by dividing them by the total number of
idea units in the corresponding task’s text. The scores were then expressed as percentages, facilitat-
ing a more straightforward and accurate comparison of listening performance across recall tasks
employing different listening texts, in the subsequent phases of data analysis and result
interpretation.

Interview

Interviews were conducted with 14 participants, comprising seven test takers at a low English profi-
ciency level and an equivalent number at an intermediate level. The medium of communication
employed during the interviews was Chinese. Adhering to the guidelines proposed by Patton
(2014) on effective interview techniques, the initial focus of each interview centred around the
second research question, designed deliberately in an open-ended manner. It aimed to stimulate
thoughtful considerations from the participants regarding their perspectives on the utilisation of
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their Chinese L1 in English L2 recall tasks. Three questions were posed to the participants, each
aimed at probing their perceptions: (1) Does the use of L1 responses facilitate improve performance
in listening recall tasks? (2) Are any differences discernible to you when comparing the use of L1
against L2 responses in listening recall tasks? (3) Do you have any preferences regarding the
language of response when engaged in listening recall tasks? Participants’ responses garnered
were accompanied by an elicitation of the reasons underlying their viewpoints.

Data analysis

Task performance data were analysed using a 2 x 2 mixed-subjects factorial analysis of variance
(ANOVA). This analysis involved two independent variables: response language, serving as the
within-subject variable, and English proficiency, operating as the between-group variable. The
dependent variable was participants’ performance scores on listening recall tasks. It is essential
to note that prior to conducting the ANOVA, the data underwent an examination to ensure that
it met assumptions, such as normal distribution and homogeneity of variances. After this confir-
mation, the ANOVA was performed to examine both the main effect of response language and
its interaction effect with participants’ proficiency levels on task scores.

The data collected from interviews were transcribed and underwent subsequent analysis utilising
an inductive approach. Adhering to the guidelines proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006), two
coders engaged in an iterative and recursive analysis of the data. The emphasis of this analytical
process was directed towards the perceptions of L2 learners pertaining to the utilisation of L1
responses within listening recall tasks. The coding procedures underwent thorough review and dis-
cussion, prior to the attainment of consensus amongst the coders.

Results

RQ1: Do L2 learners in low and intermediate proficiency perform differently on listening
recall tasks between L1 and L2 responses?

To address the first research question, a factorial ANOVA was undertaken in order to compare par-
ticipants’ performance on listening recall tasks when responding in their L1 (Chinese) and L2 (Eng-
lish). The results, as presented in Table 1, demonstrate a significant main effect of response
language, F (1, 100) = 6.63, p <.05, > =.06. Furthermore, an interaction effect between response
language and participants’ L2 proficiency levels was observed, yielding statistical significance, F
(1, 100) = 5.40, p < .05, > =.05. These results suggest that the response language had an medium
effect on participants’ performance on listening recall tasks (Cohen 1988). In other words, individ-
uals exhibited different performance when responding in English compared to Chinese. Neverthe-
less, it is important to note that this effect may be contingent upon participants’ English proficiency
levels.

To better understand this interaction effect, simple main effects tests were conducted to examine
the differences in means between the two response languages (Chinese and English) for participants
in the low and intermediate proficiency groups. As shown in Table 2, the results of pairwise com-
parisons indicate that there was no statistically significant difference in the task scores of partici-
pants at the low proficiency level when responding in Chinese versus English. However, a
significant difference was seen among participants in the intermediate proficiency group (M differ-
ence = 8.86, p < .01). Specifically, participants achieved higher scores (M =42.99, SD = 15.37) when
they responded in Chinese, as compared to English (M = 34.13, SD = 14.15).

Table 1. ANOVA results: within-subjects and interaction effects (N = 102).
F df p n

Response language 6.63 1 .012 .06
Response language * Proficiency 5.40 1 .02 .05
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Table 2. Results of pairwise comparisons of listening recall performances with Chinese and English responses across low and
intermediate L2 learners.

Proficiency N Response Language M SD M Difference p

Low 50 Chinese (L1) 23.21 15.13 0.46 86
English (L2) 22.75 17.16

Intermediate 52 Chinese (L1) 42.99 15.37 8.86 .001
English (L2) 34.13 14.15

RQ2: How do L2 learners perceive the use of L1 responses in L2 listening recall tasks?

Interview data were analysed to address the second research question. Few discernible disparities
were identified between the seven low-level and seven intermediate-level learners regarding their
use of L1 responses in listening recall tasks. The analysis revealed three prominent themes that
encapsulate their perceptions.

Better task performances with L1 response

Participants uniformly articulated that the language used for their responses did not influence the
difficulty level of the listening phase. Nevertheless, they acknowledged that writing in their L1, Chi-
nese, proved to be markedly easier than composing responses in English. Specifically, in the task
requiring Chinese responses, participants reported a process wherein they comprehended the audi-
tory input and stored the information in Chinese language chunks. They further emphasised, given
the fact that Chinese was their L1, writing down these Chinese chunks during the recall phase was a
natural and seamless process. Despite occasional loss of details during the listening phase due to
memory constraints, they expressed confidence in their native-level L1 writing ability, which
allowed them to compensate for these omissions by infusing their responses with missing details
based on the primary content chunks, ensuring the logical coherence and completeness of their
written responses. In stark contrast, the task requiring English responses after listening presented
some challenges, primarily stemming from their less capable English writing. Participants fre-
quently encountered issues such as not knowing the written forms of vocabulary, coupled with
the prevailing sense that they were unable to use written English to accurately articulate their lis-
tening comprehension.

Better representation of listening comprehension construct with L1 response

Participants, despite their unanimous opinions that response language did not affect listening
difficulty, offered insights into potential divergences in their listening processes between the two
response language conditions. When tasked with providing responses in Chinese after listening,
participants reported a tendency to prioritise comprehension and holistic understanding of the nar-
rative, storing story or idea units in Chinese. Conversely, in tasks requiring English responses, some
participants exhibited a tendency for focusing on memorising the English words and the exact sen-
tences from the audio. During the subsequent writing phase, their efforts were directed towards
recalling these words or sentences they had heard and memorised. Some participants described
this task as a delayed dictation exercise, wherein comprehension held lesser significance, as long
as they could accurately recall the exact sentences.

The preference for L1 response

Participants admitted that response language influenced their emotional states while undertaking
the recall tasks. They reported nervousness when required to compose responses in English, juxta-
posed with a sense of confidence and relaxation when responding in the L1, Chinese. The differ-
ences in the affective states during the tasks exerted an influence on their overall attitudes
towards the two tasks, resulting in their preference for L1 response in listening recall tasks.
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Opverall, interviews conducted with low and intermediate level participants yielded insights per-
taining to the aforementioned three themes, indicating a convergence in their perceptions regarding
the use of L1 in L2 listening recall tasks. However, it is worth noting that several low-level partici-
pants closed their interviews by saying that response language ultimately made little difference in
their listening experiences. They contended that regardless of the response language, they found
it challenging to extract meaningful information from the auditory input, rendering the task of
comprehending the audio inherently difficult.

Discussion

The participants’ descriptions in the interviews regarding the writing challenges encountered in the
recall tasks with English responses, suggest that their less advanced L2 writing proficiency may
affect their performance on the listening task. This introduces construct-irrelevant variance into
the scores, potentially harming the validity of the task’s score interpretation (Messick 1995). This
description further reinforces the concern raised in the introduction, which prompted this research.
It justifies the need for the present study, which aims to identify potential methods for addressing
the issue of construct-irrelevant factors in listening recall tasks.

The quantitative results of this study indicated that when participants provided responses in
their L1, intermediate learners exhibited better performance in the recall task. This finding is con-
sistent with the interview data, where participants, although not considering the L2 listening com-
prehension phase easier, found subsequent L1 writing easier due to their native-level proficiency.
This, in turn, enhanced their performance on the recall task. Therefore, both the quantitative
and qualitative findings suggest the potential effectiveness of using L1 responses to help mitigate
construct-irrelevant variance introduced by test takers’ L2 writing proficiency, ultimately improv-
ing the task’s representation of the listening construct. While these findings are specific to our inter-
mediate-level learners, they align with prior research investigating the impact of using L1 in reading
assessment (e.g. Godev, Martinez-Gibson, and Toris 2002; Gordon and Hanauer 1995; Nevo 1989)
and contribute to the limited evidence on listening assessment (Filipi 2012).

In line with prior research that demonstrated that certain task characteristics, such as the task
type, can influence the cognitive processes of test takers (Gordon and Hanauer 1995; Nevo
1989), the interviews conducted in this study suggest that response language may be considered
one such task feature that prompts test takers to adjust their listening process. When they needed
to recall audio information in their L1, they focused on comprehending the content of the L2 audio
during the listening phase. Conversely, when an L2 response was required, they prioritised mem-
orising English words and sentences without placing as much emphasis on listening comprehen-
sion. These differences in listening processes imply that when an L1 response was used, the
recall task tended to measure listening comprehension, whereas an L2 response might primarily
assess test takers’ memory capacity rather than their listening comprehension ability.

In addition to construct validity, face validity, which concerns stakeholders’ subjective percep-
tions of a task’s ability to accurately measure a particular skill (Holden 2010), is crucial in determin-
ing whether a task needs redesigning. When test takers lack confidence in a task’s ability to measure
their proficiency, their motivation to perform to the best of their abilities may decrease. In this
study, participants mentioned feeling more confident and at ease when providing responses in Chi-
nese and expressed a preference for listening recall tasks with L1 responses, indicating higher face
validity compared to tasks with L2 responses. Conversely, participants reported feeling anxious
when providing L2 responses. Given previous research demonstrating the detrimental impact of
anxiety on L2 listening comprehension (Brunfaut and Revesz 2015; Elkhafaifi 2005; Wang and
Cha 2019), it is possible that participants’ anxiety during English recall could have adversely affected
their task performance, thus resulting in even lower scores for English responses compared to Chi-
nese responses in this study. The findings of this study regarding participants’ attitudes and
emotional states towards L1 and L2 responses in listening assessments, are consistent with Filipi’s
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(2012) research, indicating that lower-level L2 learners tend to favour questions in their L1 during
L2 listening comprehension tasks. However, this contrasts with the study by Cox, Bown, and Bell
(2019), which found no language preference among L2 learners in reading assessments within the
context of an L2 Russian learning course. It is worth noting that the learners in Cox et al.’s study
were advanced-level, a proficiency level not examined in our study. This implys the potential impact
of learners’ proficiency on these findings. Overall, these mixed results highlight the complexity of L2
learners’ attitudes towards L1 use in L2 assessment, likely influenced by the type of assessment, the
proficiency level of L2 participants, and the specific context.

Both low and intermediate learner groups in this study held similar perceptions regarding tasks
requiring different response languages, yet they exhibited differences in task performance. Specifi-
cally, intermediate learners demonstrated significantly superior performance on the listening recall
task when responding in their L1 compared to their L2. Conversely, no significant difference was
observed in the performances of low-proficiency participants across the two tasks. These inconsist-
ent results between the two groups suggest that learners’ L2 proficiency may influence the impact of
L1 usage on task performance, which is consistent with previous research highlighting the mediat-
ing role of L1 in reading assessment (Shohamy 1984).

Additionally, prior suggestions that the advantage of L1 usage diminishes as L2 proficiency
advances were challenged by the current study, as the benefit of L1 usage was observed solely for
intermediate learners. One possible explanation for the absence of this benefit among low-profi-
ciency learners can be found in their interview data. They reported difficulties in comprehending
the listening material, regardless of the response language, and encountered challenges in recalling
the audio information. Examination of their written responses revealed relatively short recalls (i.e.
one to three words for recalling each idea unit), indicating their struggle to complete the task.
Unlike previous studies on reading tasks that demonstrated the benefits of L1 usage for low-level
learners (Shohamy 1984; Upton and Lee-Thompson 2001), the listening recall task in this study,
without the option of note-taking, may have placed greater demands on test takers.

Moreover, the listening materials utilised in this study were sourced from TOEFL Junior listen-
ing tasks originally designed with selected response questions (i.e. multiple choice questions). Pre-
vious research suggests that selected response questions in listening assessments are generally less
challenging than constructed response questions. The former offer listeners cues for the inferential
process and impose lower demands on listeners’ memory capacity for information processing
(Cheng 2004). Therefore, while the input texts were chosen because their difficulty levels matched
the proficiency levels of participants in this study, replacing their original questions with con-
structed response questions, i.e. written recalls in this study, may have increased task difficulty.
As aresult, it is possible that low-level learners in this study did not reach the necessary proficiency
level to comprehend and retain substantial information from the audio for the writing phase. This is
further supported by their task scores, which indicate that low-level participants could only recall
approximately 22% of the idea units from the listening texts, suggesting a potential floor effect on
their task performance. Consequently, their L2 writing ability had limited opportunity to impact
recall outcomes and introduce construct-irrelevant variance into the scores. In such cases, the
use of L1 responses, intended to deal with the issue of this construct-irrelevant factor, may not
yield a discernible difference.

Conclusion and future research

In conclusion, this study underscores the concern that test takers’ L2 writing ability may constitute a
construct-irrelevant factor capable of impacting the construct validity and score interpretation of
the L2 listening recall task. The investigation provides both quantitative and qualitative evidence
showing that incorporating L1 responses in listening recall tasks improved L2 learners’ perform-
ance, refined the measurement of listening comprehension ability, and aligned with L2 learners’
preferences, thus having the potential of enhancing the construct and face validity of the L2
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listening recall task. This consequently implies the considerable potential for utilising translan-
guaged practices in the improvement of language task design, thereby making a significant contri-
bution to the field of language assessment. Furthermore, this study advances the preliminary notion
of translanguaging, which accentuates the advantageous interplay among an individual’s linguistic
repertoires (Lewis, Jones, and Baker 2012).

Nevertheless, it is imperative to acknowledge that the aforementioned findings are confined to
intermediate L2 learners within this study, thereby underscoring the necessity for further explora-
tion into the influence of L2 proficiency on the effectiveness of employing translanguaged practices
in language assessment. Additionally, this study acknowledges several other limitations that offer
valuable insights for prospective research endeavours. Firstly, the written products of participants
can furnish more intricate insights into learners’ test-taking behaviours, rather than being roughly
reviewed in this study to potentially illuminate the underlying reasons behind the observed quan-
titative outcomes among low proficiency learners. Thus, future research may consider the inclusion
of additional qualitative sources, such as the in-depth examination of test takers’ written products.
Secondly, the interview data in this study implies that employing different response languages in
listening assessments may lead to distinct listening processes among test takers. However, this
aspect was not the focus of the current study and thus warrants further investigation through
the adoption of a broader array of qualitative and quantitative methodologies, including question-
naires, to acquire comprehensive and large-scale data that can facilitate the understanding of poten-
tial differences in test takers’ listening processes and strategy uses. Thirdly, it is essential to note that
this study exclusively examined one particular type of listening assessment task (the recall task), and
one specific translanguaged practice (L1 response). This limited scope restricts the generalizability
of the findings. Future research may extend their inquiry to encompass various listening task types,
such as open-ended questions and multiple-choice questions, which were previously examined pri-
marily within the context of reading assessment. Additionally, diverse translanguaged practices,
including permitting test takers to freely select and utilise their preferred languages, should also
be investigated. In summary, the utilisation of translanguaged practices within the domain of
language assessment remains a promising area warranting further exploration.
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