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Introduction

» Increased interest in integrated EAP testing:
“real-life performance ... seen as the criterion of
choice ...” (Shaw and Weir, 2007: 17)
» Research:
> Independent vs integrated tests (Esmaeili, 2006; Gebril,
2009; Cumming et al., 2004);

° Input formats in listening tests (Daniel, 1986; Coniam,
2000; Ginther, 2002; Ockey, 2007; Wagner, 2010);

> Note-taking in listening tasks (Dunkel, 1988; Faraco et
al., 2002;Carrell, 2007;)

> Assessing writing (Shaw, 2001; Weigle, 2002; Hamp-
Lyons, 1991)

Methodology

» VARK questionnaire
» IELTS Listening past paper
» I[ELTS Writing task 2 past paper
» EAP Listening into Writing task
= Task: take notes on a lecture presented in four different
formats and then write an essay on the lecture topic
> Formats:
- Seeing and hearing the speaker (Kinaesthetic)
- Hearing the speaker only (Auditory)
- Hearing the speaker and seeing a diagram (Visual)
- Hearing the speaker and seeing content information on a
slide (Read/Write)
» Feedback questionnaire
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Outline

» Introduction

» The pilot study
> Methodology
> Expectations
> Findings
- Expectations revisited
» Observations, issues and questions

The pilot study

» Participants

> 11 students on Pre-Master’s courses at a UK
university

> Ages: 18-40 (mainly 22-25 bracket)

> Nationalities: Omani, French, Spanish, Taiwanese,
Chinese, Japanese, Saudi

o [ELTS levels: roughly 3.5 to 6.5

Expectations

» Quantitative
- Significant correlations between:
+ VARK and the independent listening & writing tasks

- VARK and integrated task -> sensory preferences impact on
performance

+ Independent writing and EAP writing scores
+ Perceived performance vs actual performance
- Perceived performance vs VARK scores
» Qualitative

- A significant amount of language from lecture will be
reproduced in integrated writing task

- Mid-ability participants: to produce most matches

= Higher ability participants: to paraphrase more

- Lower ability participants: to understand less therefore
reproduce less



Findings

» VARK vs IELTS LISTENING

» VARK vs. IELTS WRITING

» IELTS WRITING vs. EAP

» VISUAL vs PART THREE

» AUDITORY vs PART TWO

» READ/WRITE vs PART FOUR

» KINAESTHETIC vs PART ONE

P

-0.4026465

-0.20157413
0.72912557
0.30994342
0.03714634

-0.56199997
0.64748756

EAP vocabulary - part one
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EAP vocabulary - part three
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Actual vs. perceived
performance on EAP task

#
) PERCEIVED PERCEIVED
STRONGEST | WEAKEST STRONGEST WEAKEST

BATHOL 23
BATHO2 3 4 1 3
BATHO3 34
BATHOS 23
BATHOS 123, a 3 2
BATHOG6 3 a 1 3
BATHOT 2 1 3 2
BATHOB 3 1 2 1
BATHO9 3 a 4 1
BATH10 234 1 4 2
BATHIL

EAP vocabulary - part two
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EAP vocabulary - part four
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Total number of reproductions EAP slides
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Observations, issues and

Expectations revisited .
questlons

» Quantitative

| » Observations
- Correlations
!

EAP essays - length and substance
IELTS vs EAP performance - ties in with Esmaeili’s (2006)

» Qualitative findings
- Significant amount of language » Issues
* mixed > Time pressure
- Mid-ability participants: to produce most matches * VARK - limited research on validity
o ve P P o IELTS vs EAP test bias -

+ “I have nothing to say” vs “l don’t understand the lecture!”
+ Cumming et al. (2004)
= More participants needed - any volunteers?
» Questions
Film the participants?
= Allow more time?

- Higher ability participants: to paraphrase more
|

- Lower ability participants: to understand less therefore
reproduce less
- © (Hooray!!)
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