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ABSTRACT  

This study addresses the influence of individualised feedback on the performance of student teachers as EFL 

learners in oral and written comprehension of (1) the gist, (2) specific information, (3) inferences, and (4) 

misleading information. Forty-five student teachers were assessed before and after the application of the teaching 

method along six sessions. The experimental group performed receptive-skills activities based on the typology of 

their previous mistakes, while the control group did similar generic activities regardless of their mistakes. An in-

built Audience Response System (ARS) website was employed for data collection. Both groups obtained similar 

results in reading, but the experimental group significantly outperformed the control group in the listening skill, 

especially in avoiding misleading information. An exploratory analysis by gender hints at more positive effects 

of the intervention for women, but more information is required to clarify this and unravel the potential of ARS 

procedures for personalised formative assessment for language learning purposes. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Regardless of the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) pedagogical approach, it is generally 

assumed that, given that “the acquisition of the components of language (...) is the result of 

obtaining comprehensible input” (Krashen et al., 2017, p. 2), the role of receptive skills (i.e. 

listening and reading) is indispensable not only to understand the messages that are received, 

but also to underpin the development of productive skills (i.e. speaking and writing). For this 

reason, the receptive mode of communication drives the efforts of multiple studies that aim to 

analyse the teaching approaches, the theories underlying each modus operandi, the agents 

involved in these practices, the long-used methodologies, and the new trends, as well as the 

materials that are used in different EFL teaching-learning procedures. 

In this context, one of the promising lines of EFL research is the use of diagnostic data 

for learning purposes, which is known as formative assessment (Winstone & Boud, 2020). This 

type of evaluation can be materialised in the form of feedback if the collected information 

related to EFL expression or understanding is used and transmitted to learners with the aim of 

improving their performance. In fact, this teaching procedure has been shown to be one of the 

most productive means to boost students’ learning across fields (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). 

This feedback’s efficacy, coupled with the possibilities of pedagogical individualisation 

offered by different technologies, pave the way for interesting EFL didactic procedures that 

need to be evaluated.  

Thus, the aim of this paper is to assess the suitability of an EFL reading and listening 

teaching methodology used with 2nd-year student teachers from the Faculty of Education in 

Albacete (University of Castilla-La Mancha). This methodology was based on individualised 

feedback and involved the use of an Audience Response System (ARS) online teaching tool to 

collect and handle responses. This information was managed differently, depending on the 

group: the experimental group performed activities addressing their personal EFL oral and 

written comprehension flaws in previous tests, whereas the control group carried out 

comprehension activities not necessarily connected to their deficiencies. The procedure was 

founded on the error-based learning approach as a means to elaborate on the feedback activities 

for the pupils. This approach exploits the mistakes learners make by turning them into means 

to encourage their improvement (Darabi et al., 2018).  

With this in mind, the study addresses the following research question: What is the 

effect of individualised feedback designed with the aid of ARS on student teachers’ 

performance in EFL reading and listening skill tests? While gender differences will also be 

succinctly explored, the variability in sample distribution prevents this from being a central 

part of the piece of research. 
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

2.1. Receptive skills in L2 learning 

A few decades ago, it was assumed that the mastery of a foreign language was mainly a matter 

of being able to produce it via speaking and writing (Nunan, 2002). Nevertheless, this neglect 

of the listening and reading skills is now widely rejected, as a consequence of the premises of 

the natural method (Krashen et al., 2017). Although many factors such as age and 

psychological, personal, and sociocultural aspects have their part in the process of language 

acquisition, input plays a prominent role in it (Gass & Mackey, 2015). As a matter of fact, 

extensive reading has been shown to enhance vocabulary learning, which, in turn, grounds the 

development of second language skills (Meganathan et al., 2019). 

Indeed, studies have revealed that one’s receptive exposure to a foreign language 

correlates with one’s proficiency in that language (De Cat, 2020) and that, conversely, once a 

certain level of competence is achieved, if input is not received for a long time, it tends to 

decline (Mickan et al., 2019). Therefore, as Verspoor et al. (2008) state, input is essential for 

both development and maintenance of a language. In this regard, despite their misleading name 

–receptive skills– listening and reading skills do not consist merely in passively receiving 

information. They require active handling of the elements of the oral or written text along with 

the ones stored in memory to recognize, select, and relate information to construct meaning 

(Harding et al., 2015; Vandergrift & Goh, 2012). 

 

2.2. Comprehension processes 

Oral and written comprehension are complex tasks for EFL learners. Particularly, they require 

the student, on the one hand, to decode information and process vocabulary and syntactic 

elements, and on the other, to put into practice metacognitive thinking (Yamashita, 2022). In 

this vein, it is estimated that metacognitive awareness accounts for almost 10% of listening 

comprehension ability (In’nami et al., 2022). Aryadoust (2020), who performed a review of 

comprehension subskills by analysing 192 publications, highlights that reading involves 

scanning, matching keywords, skimming, connecting, and speculating, among other tasks. By 

the same token, listening involves input meaning construction while relating the new 

information to the one stored in long-term memory (Rost, 2016; Vandergrift, 2015) as well as 

putting into practice skills of understanding general and specific information, acknowledging 

the text structure, connecting information, and so on (Aryadoust, 2020).  
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Thus, learners use a wide range of strategies when they try to decode an oral or written 

source. These strategies are managed by a set of skills, allowing the individual to grasp different 

kinds of information by using different techniques (Manoli & Papadopoulou, 2012). As they 

operate within the frame of receptive skills, in order to avoid misunderstandings, they will 

henceforth be referred to as subskills. Leucht et al. (2010) and Ismayilli-Karakoc (2019) 

observe that most of the comprehension processes involved in written and oral texts 

understanding are analogous, and thus, use similar subskills. The latter (2019) identifies 10 

subskills shared between reading and listening comprehension, including understanding main 

ideas and general information, understanding details and specific information, understanding 

the attitude and purpose of the source, inferring information, and summarizing messages, along 

with others.   

These subskills are generally divided into two main groups according to the requested 

type of information: lower and higher comprehension subskills (Harding et al., 2015). Lower 

subskills comprise the recognition of words and the ability to identify basic combinations of 

words through grammar rules and structures. On the other hand, higher subskills encompass, 

among others, synthesizing information, avoiding incorrect interpretations, and making 

inferences (Srisang & Everatt, 2021). The former group is more closely related to bottom-up 

decoding processing and the latter to top-down interpreting processing (Grabe & Yamashita, 

2022; Vandergrift, 2015). This study draws on the works of Aryadoust (2020), Hedgcock and 

Ferris (2018), Ismayilli-Karakoc (2019), Nunan (2002), Song (2008), and the Common 

European Framework of Reference for Languages [CEFR] (CE 2001, 2020), to focus on 

different kinds of subskills according to the type of information they aim to retrieve (Pérez-

Segura et al., 2022). For practical reasons, only four of these have been selected. Whereas the 

first two have been chosen because they are the two most basic and common tasks in reading 

for information (i.e., skimming and scanning), the remaining two (i.e., inferring and managing 

distractors) have been selected due to their relevance as receptive strategies (CE, 2020) and 

their less-explored nature. Skimming, scanning, and inferring appear throughout most of the 

above-cited resources and are conceptualised in this work as follows:  

 Understanding the gist (general information): this kind of information refers to 

the main ideas. Although it may not be explicitly articulated in many cases, it 

represents the essence and guiding thread of the text.  

 Identifying concrete information (specific information): this type of information 

involves particular and fairly small portions of text, which are always explicitly 

stated along with the content.  
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 Deducing implicit information (inference): this information is not explicit and 

must be created in the readers’ minds by combining what they read with the 

background knowledge they have (Srisang & Everatt, 2021).  

 Avoiding misleading information (finding the requested information by 

handling distractors or misleading pieces of texts appropriately): this variety of 

information comes into play in relation to the questions that are asked about the 

understanding of the text. It generally corresponds to explicit pieces of text, 

which are presented with subtle nuances that differ from the original ideas. As 

this kind of information is the most intricate of the four tasks, a simplistic 

example is presented to illustrate it: if a text asserts that Ana, who was 62 two 

years ago, is planning to retire, a question that requires avoiding misleading 

information would be How old is Ana?  

The conceptualisation of foreign-language oral and written comprehension as 

constructs, made up of different components according to the nature of the information in the 

questions, presents important benefits in terms of diagnosis and teaching-learning process 

planning (Harding et al., 2015; Ismayilli-Karakoc, 2019). Indeed, assessing students in a more 

detailed fashion provides valuable information that can be useful for both teachers –to guide 

their pedagogical tasks– and learners –to acknowledge their mistakes and learn from them. 

 

2.3. Individualised feedback and metacognition 

One of the common strategies to foster learning consists of giving feedback, which is 

“information provided by an agent (e.g., teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) regarding 

aspects of one’s performance or understanding” (Hattie & Timperley, 2007, p. 81) with the aim 

of bridging the gap between the goal (in instructional contexts, theoretical, procedural, 

performative, or attitudinal) and the actual level demonstrated by the learner (Ramaprasad, 

1983). This information –explicit or implicit, quantitative or qualitative– may refer to an 

individual or to a group. Since the nature of the student’s performance is inherently personal, 

it follows that such pedagogical information would be most valuable if it is individualised 

(personalised), and so it seems to be perceived by students (Walker et al., 2020). 

In teaching-learning contexts, feedback can be seen as either externally provided or 

internally generated. Research has focused on the former, which in turn can (1) communicate 

whether the students’ results are correct or not (outcome or verification feedback), or (2) supply 

more information about the students’ current proficiency, the pedagogical goals, the way to 
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close any gaps, the nature of the tasks, etc. (elaborative or cognitive feedback) (Harks et al., 

2024). Thus, these two types of feedback show a clear connection with the two, opposite, main 

types of assessment: summative and formative. Whereas the former, as stated by Winstone and 

Boud (2020), is more focused on acknowledging the specific level of achievement of each 

student at the end of the teaching-learning process, the latter attempts to acknowledge learners’ 

levels and use that information to improve. Although feedback is one of the most effective 

teaching procedures to promote students’ learning (Hattie & Timperley, 2007) and boost their 

motivation and engagement (Pan & Shao, 2020), not every kind is equally beneficial. Harks et 

al. (2014) as well as Van der Kleij et al. (2015) have found that process-oriented feedback 

(elaborative feedback) enhances metacognition and is regarded as more useful than the grade-

oriented type (verification feedback). In fact, while outcome feedback just informs one of 

whether the results are correct or not, and thus “provides the least guidance about how to self-

regulate”, cognitive feedback helps students monitor their performance by enabling them to 

“recognize important cues (e.g., task features and cognitive activities they engage in while 

learning) and the relationships of those cues’ values to performance” (Butler & Winne, 1995, 

pp. 252–253). The main differences between outcome and cognitive feedback are shown in 

Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1. Outcome vs. cognitive feedback. 

Source: Image generated by the authors using the prompt “Create an infographic 

comparing outcome vs. cognitive feedback”, by Microsoft 365 Copilot, 2026 

(https://copilot.microsoft.com ).  

In EFL teaching, cognitive feedback can be language- or content-oriented, spoken or 

written; positive or negative; immediate or delayed; global –providing general information for 

improvement– or targeted –delivering information about specific items to be corrected; in the 

https://copilot.microsoft.com/


Audience response systems for formative assessment purposes                                                                            7 

 

 
© Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved.                                   IJES, 26(1), 1–26 
Print ISSN: 1578-7044; Online ISSN: 1989-6131  

 

first or in the second language; private or public; computer-based to different degrees, or not 

computer-based at all; and so on (Alghannam, 2024). As stated, the common ground in every 

case is the attempt to enhance students’ performance at the theoretical (knowledge), procedural 

(skill), or attitudinal (disposition) level by providing them with specific information. One of 

the key higher-order-executive-function mechanisms to apply this information to 

comprehension strategies is metacognition, which is knowledge about the nature of cognition 

–what it is and how it takes place (Yamashita, 2022). Thus, metacognition has two components: 

(1) knowledge or awareness, which may be “declarative (knowing what/that), procedural 

(knowing how), and conditional (knowing when/why) knowledge about person/self, task, and 

strategies” (Yamashita, 2022, p. 10), and 2) control or regulation, which includes planning, 

monitoring, and revising. 

In EFL teaching, feedback has been adopted for different forms and purposes, and 

artificial intelligence systems have boosted its personalisation potentiality, particularly in 

reading and writing (Huang et al., 2023). At university level, Sun and Hwang (2023) analysed 

the effect of detailed cognitive diagnostic information –including reading skills descriptions 

and feedback about weak areas– on the EFL reading comprehension of Chinese undergraduate 

students. Their findings showed significant improvements among those who had received such 

information compared to those who had not. However, Bown (2017) contrasted the effect of 

verification and elaborative feedback on 113 Emirati university students’ EFL reading 

comprehension and only found benefits for the latter in low-proficiency participants. On the 

other hand, Razagifard et al. (2011) detected significant improvement in reading 

comprehension in 60 Iranian 18-to-20-year-old upper-intermediate female students under a 

computer-mediated answer-until-correct feedback methodology, which makes students 

respond to questions by selecting among multiple-choice items until they choose the right 

option. Regarding EFL listening comprehension, Min et al. (2022) provided detailed cognitive 

diagnostic information and training, similar to Sun and Hwang (2023), to 240 first-year 

undergraduate students from China. They showed improvements in the listening skill and 

subskills –including understanding the gist and specific information– of intermediate effect 

size. 

 

2.4. Computer-based feedback and EFL learning 

As the utility of feedback as a tool to boost students’ learning has become widely accepted, 

different software and devices have been put to its service over the last decades, and more 

prominently so with the ubiquity of artificial intelligence tools (Huang et al., 2023). Van der 

Kleij et al. (2015) have confirmed the suitability of computer-based tools to design and provide 
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feedback. The results of their meta-analysis showed that effect sizes are larger at the level of 

university than of primary and secondary education, moderate in immediate and small in 

delayed feedback, and large in mathematics, moderate in science and social sciences, and small 

in languages. Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis on the effect of feedback in computer-

assisted language learning showed that this type of feedback is more effective in the 

improvement of the oral skills than in the written ones (Saad-Mohamed, 2020). The effect size 

was reported according to Hedges’ g, and it was of .41 in listening comprehension (small effect 

size), of .9 in speaking (medium-to-large effect size), of .03 in reading comprehension, and of 

.06 in writing (insignificant effect size). 

In the present study, an Audience Response System (ARS) was employed. This system 

allows one to answer questions in real time with the aid of personal devices –whether they be 

clickers, smartphones, tablets, or computers. The use of ARS has shown positive results in the 

EFL teaching-learning process (Alghamdi & Shah, 2018). In general, this system involves the 

development of multiple-choice tests, which are particularly useful for the assessment of EFL 

receptive skills in comparison with gap-fill tasks because the latter also requires productive 

elements, while the former, if properly designed with distractors, is focused strictly on 

receptive knowledge and reduces the cognitive load of the task (March et al., 2021; O’Grady, 

2021). 

 

3. RESEARCH DESIGN 

3.1. Design 

The present quasi-experimental study is aimed at assessing the effectiveness of feedback in the 

development of EFL reading and listening skills. Performance is assessed and processed 

through an ARS, and, based on this information, externally-provided, private, individualised, 

cognitive –elaborative– written, content-oriented, delayed, targeted feedback is provided in the 

second language (EFL). At metacognitive level, this information will offer declarative 

knowledge about subskills comprehension so that students can regulate their interaction with 

the oral and written texts in terms of planning, monitoring, and revising. 

To appraise the efficacy of the procedure, a pretest was administered in the first session 

and a posttest in the last (sixth) session. In the lessons in between, the students were divided 

into two groups. The students of the control group received four generic activities and had to 

choose and do two of them, while the students of the experimental group were provided with 
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the same activities but had to do the two specified according to their mistakes in the previous 

session. Therefore, in the feedback section of each session, the experimental group performed 

activities related to mistakes they had made in the previous session, to reinforce their 

metacognition processes, while the control group did activities with no regard to their mistakes. 

The specification of the whole process will be provided in the Instruments and procedures 

section. 

 

3.2. Participants 

The study was performed in the Faculty of Education in Albacete of the University of Castilla-

La Mancha. The participants were the students from the course English Language and English 

Language Teaching II, who had taken the course English Language and English Language 

Teaching I the previous academic year. English was the first foreign language for all of them, 

taught as a compulsory subject in primary and secondary education from grade 1 up to grade 

12. From the standpoint of the development of proficiency in the target language, these two 

university courses provide speakers of Spanish as a mother tongue with English content of 

intermediate B1 level according to the CEFR (CE, 2020), which is, roughly speaking and with 

considerable variance among speakers, the proficiency they exhibit in class. The faculty 

members responsible for the course were willing to let the authors carry out their investigation 

during their sessions because the research and course objectives were aligned. 

The final set of participants, ranging from 18 to 22 years old (X̄ = 20.56, SD = 3.35), 

derived from the convenience sampling process detailed below and included 45 students: 22 

students in the control group (14 women and 8 men), and 23 students in the experimental group 

(15 women and 8 men). The participants belonged to the four current primary education teacher 

groups, which encompass 190 students; however, it was deemed convenient that only those 

who had completed every session would be finally included in the research sample. Before the 

study, the nature of the investigation was carefully considered, and a detailed plan was devised 

to ensure that the participants were thoroughly informed about and freely consented to their 

involvement. The plan was validated by the Social Research Ethics Committee from the 

University of Castilla-La Mancha (reference code: CAU-632280-B1G9). The students received 

a document with all this information and details of the manner in which all the data, in 

compliance with data protection laws, would be handled. All the students enrolled in the 

English Language and English Language Teaching II course were invited to participate in the 

study, and those who agreed to the terms of the investigation signed their consent to take part 

in it. 
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3.3. Instruments and procedures 

This piece of research involved the use of written and oral texts both in the pre- and posttests 

and in the in-between sessions. Two procedures were followed to support the suitability of the 

instruments used to measure EFL comprehension in these groups. First, the texts were selected 

from a website of the British Council (https://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/), an 

internationally acknowledged English learning institution that rates its contents according to 

the proficiency levels of the CEFR (CE, 2020). After that, the resources were assessed by four 

experts in the English teaching field. Although both these measures followed rigorous 

guidelines, it cannot be overlooked that the range of each EFL level (in this case, the B1 level) 

may encompass important differences within it. As the CEFR puts it, the institution itself “does 

not attempt to define interlevels, which are in principle and in fact of indefinite number” (CE, 

2001, p. 17).  

The investigation was conducted during six sessions of the English Language and 

English Language Teaching II course. As already stated, the first and last sessions were used 

as the pretest and the posttest respectively, while the four in-between sessions were devoted to 

the application of the procedure. Thus, on each of these days reading and listening activities 

were carried out. Students’ answers were collected with an ARS resource named Socrative 

(https://www.socrative.com/), an online teaching tool particularly devised to host real-time 

tests in which the students answer the questions through their own personal devices. This 

platform stores the responses and presents the information neatly so that it can be easily 

analysed afterwards by the researcher in order to devise personalised feedback. After a brief 

introduction, due to its simple design and the participants’ familiarity with information and 

communication technology, the experience unfolded without particular technical issues. 

The procedure will be described in the following lines. Hereafter, unless otherwise 

stated, it must be assumed that all the details of the practice refer to both skills, which were 

addressed concurrently following identical processes. Figure 2 may be helpful to illustrate the 

process more comprehensibly. 

https://learnenglish.britishcouncil.org/
https://www.socrative.com/
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Figure 2. Description of the research procedure. 

In every session (including the pre- and the posttests), the participants carried out both 

a reading and a listening test (henceforth these formal tests will be called main tests, as reflected 

in Figure 1) and a personalised reading and a listening feedback test (from this point forward 

these resources will be referred to as feedback tests). The length of the main tests was similar: 

the reading tests ranged from 275 to 300 words and the listening files ranged from 1 min 50 s 

to 2 min 30 s and fluctuated in length, averaging 300 words. The nature of the feedback tests 

will be discussed when these tests are introduced. 

To establish the kinds of questions for the main tests, the works of Nunan (2002), 

Aryadoust (2020), Ismayilli-Karakoc (2019), and the CEFR (CE, 2001, 2020) were studied. 

The results of this analysis allowed us to constitute four different subskills for both the reading 

and listening skills as they appear in Table 1 (Authors, 2022). Every main test included two 

questions of each type, adding up to eight multiple-choice questions with three options per test. 

Appendix 1 includes a sample reading main test with the questions labelled according to their 

typology. It must be noted that this labelling was not included in the copy the students received 

to perform the task. 
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Subskills Reading subskills Listening subskills 

Understanding the gist 

(GI) 

General Information 

(RGI) 

General Information 

(LGI) 

Identifying concrete 

information (SI)  

Specific Information 

(RSI) 

Specific Information 

(LSI) 

Deducing implicit 

information (II)  

Inferring Information 

(RII) 

Inferring information 

(LII) 

Comprehending the 

requested information and 

avoiding distractors or 

misleading information (IM/D) 

Avoiding 

information matching 

(RIM) 

Distractors (LD) 

Table 1. General, reading, and listening subskills. 

Before taking the main tests, in every session, students also worked on a short text and 

a short audio clip with activities (feedback tests). The texts for the reading feedback tests were 

also obtained from the English learning section of the British Council website, whereas the 

audio files for the listening feedback tests were retrieved from the English Listening Lesson 

Library Online (ELLLO) (https://elllo.org/). The length of these written sources averaged about 

100 words, whereas the oral sources, of about 45 seconds long, had an average length of 120 

words. They also included a set of four blocks of short activities for each skill, according to the 

typology shown in Table 1 (one block per subskill). General and inferring information 

questions were open-ended, whereas specific and avoid-information-matching questions were 

close-ended and dichotomous (True/False). 

The questions on both the main tests and the feedback tests were identical for the 

experimental and the control groups. In the main tests, all the students were requested to answer 

all the questions, while in the feedback tests, due to time constraints, they were supposed to do 

just two out of the four blocks of activities. The difference between groups stemmed from (1) 

the criterion of selection for these two blocks of tasks, and (2) the specific formation of question 

types in the experimental group. In relation to the former (1), for the members of the 

experimental group, the two subskills in which they, individually, had made more mistakes in 

the previous main tests informed the two blocks of activities they would do in the feedback 

tests in the following session. On the other hand, the students of the control group did the two 

blocks of activities they chose, regardless of their mistakes (see Figure 3 to observe a sample 

of the feedback activities for the reading skill). Furthermore, although the feedback tests were 

the same for both groups, the individuals in the experimental one had each block of activities 

named according to the kind of subskill it addressed (as reflected in Figure 3), and the specific 

sections to be completed were highlighted. These differences, coupled with the fact that at the 

https://elllo.org/


Audience response systems for formative assessment purposes                                                                            13 

 

 
© Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved.                                   IJES, 26(1), 1–26 
Print ISSN: 1578-7044; Online ISSN: 1989-6131  

 

beginning of the study (and throughout it) the experimental group was instructed in the 

typology of questions, would presumably favour these students’ metacognitive awareness. 

An example of the reading skill will serve to illustrate the link between the main and 

the feedback tests. Appendix 1 will be the reference for the former and Figure 3 the sample of 

the latter. If a student from the experimental group wrongly answered questions 1, 2 (labelled 

as general information questions) and 5 (categorised as an avoid-information-matching 

question) of the main test, in the following session they had to do the feedback test blocks of 

activities related to general information and avoid information matching, as highlighted in 

Figure 3. The selection criteria for those cases in which students made a similar number of 

mistakes in more than two skills established that the more basic typologies (general and specific 

information questions) prevailed over the others. However, if a student from the control group 

failed to answer the same questions of the main test correctly, the following day two out of the 

four different feedback blocks of activities would have to be chosen according to their will. 

 

Figure 3. Sample of feedback reading activities for the experimental and control 

groups. 

Figure 4 encompasses the procedure of the first three sessions (as a sample) by group 

and manifests the differences in the relationship between main tests and feedback tests. 
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Figure 4. Procedural differences between groups in the use of main tests for the 

specification of the experimental activities. 

 

3.4. Data analysis 

The data were initially transferred to an SPSS® file and then analysed with the same statistics 

software. As the nature of the information did not present a normal distribution, nonparametric 

statistical analyses were conducted. In all of them, the alpha level for significance to establish 

whether differences between and within groups were relevant or not was determined at p <.05. 

Nevertheless, the effect size was also reported based on Cohen’s r measure, calculated through 

the online tools provided by Lenhard and Lenhard (2016). In keeping with Cohen (1988), 

values of r below .3 were considered of small effect size, from .3 to .5 of intermediate effect, 

and over .5 of strong effect. 

The answer to each question was labelled as 0 when it was wrong and as 1 when it was 

right, whereas no answer at all was tagged with a 999 value that the software was instructed to 

recognise as missing information. Nonetheless, the statistical analyses did not operate with 

these questions in isolation, but rather with the scores in the main tests (total reading score –

RG– and total listening score –LG) and the outcomes in each subskill (RGI, LGI, RSI, LSI, 

and so forth, as specified in Table 1). These constructs were weighted so that they ranged from 

0 to 10. Furthermore, to assess the effects of the treatment condition between and within 

groups, a new set of subtraction variables was calculated, considering the global scores as well 

as the subskills scores in the posttest and the pretest (RG posttest minus RG pretest, RGI 

posttest minus RGI pretest, and so on). Although the present investigation was focused on the 
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whole sample, a couple of exploratory analyses to address the study of gender differences were 

conducted and discussed as well. 

 

4. RESULTS 

The results are presented in two different sections according to the skill to which they refer. 

For each one, three tests were run: first, a Mann–Whitney test to confirm the groups’ 

comparability; second, another Mann–Whitney test comparing the groups based on the 

differences between the pre- and posttest outcomes; and finally, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test 

to study the differences between the pre- and posttest results within each group. 

The subskills are named with the abbreviations in Table 1. The results of the Mann–

Whitney tests are reported by stating the test statistic (U), the standardised test statistic score 

(Z), the level of significance (p), and the effect size (r). For the account of the Wilcoxon signed-

rank test, the standardised test statistic score (Z), the level of significance (p), and the effect 

size (r) are mentioned. 

 

4.1. Reading comprehension 

To ensure that the groups presented a comparable initial EFL reading comprehension 

proficiency, a Mann–Whitney test of the pretest scores was taken. Both groups showed the 

same median (6.25) and were statistically similar (U = 243.5, Z = −.221, p = .825, r = .03). 

After that, another Mann–Whitney test was performed, operating with the set of 

subtraction variables of the score difference between posttest and pretest. The p-value in every 

case was higher than .4, except for the RII subskill. In this subskill, the groups showed similar 

outcomes (Mdn = 0), but a small effect size was detected in favour of the control group (U = 

205, Z = −1,163, p = .245, r = .16). In any case, no significant differences were found. 

Finally, the difference between the posttest and the pretest outcomes within each group 

was examined through a Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Significant differences were found in RG 

and RSI (see Table 2). In RG, the control group slightly outperformed the experimental group, 

although within the experimental group, female students (Pretest Mdn = 6.25, Posttest Mdn = 

7.5, Z = −1,912, p = .056, r = .35) improved considerably more than their male counterparts 

(Pretest Mdn = 6.88, Posttest Mdn = 6.88, Z = −.782, p = .434, r = .19). The control and the 
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experimental groups showed an improvement of small-to-intermediate effect sizes. On the 

other hand, the strong effect size enhancement in RSI was almost identical for both groups. 

 

Reading 

variable 

Group N M

dn 

(Pre) 

M

dn 

(Post) 

Z p R 

Total 

reading score 

(RG) 

Control 2

2 
6

.25 
7.

50 
−

2.32 

.0

20* 
.

35 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
6

.25 
7.

50 
−

1.9 

.0

58 
.

28 

General 

information (RGI) 
Control 2

2 
7

.5 
7.

5 
−.

69 

.4

90 
.

10 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
5

.0 
1

0 
−

1.43 

.1

52 
.

21 

Specific 

information (RSI) 
Control 2

2 
5

.0 
1

0 
−

4.26 

<.

001** 
.

64 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
5

.0 
1

0 
−

4.36 

<.

001** 
.

64 

Inferring 

information (RII) 
Control 2

2 
5

.0 
1

0 
−

1.6 

.1

09 
.

24 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
5

.0 
5.

0 
.0

0 
1.

000 
.

00 

Avoiding 

information 

matching (RIM) 

Control 2

2 
5

.0 
5.

0 
−

1.41 

.1

57 
.

21 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
5

.0 
5.

0 
−

1.47 

.1

43 
.

22 

Note: * p <.05; ** p <.01 

Table 2. Reading Wilcoxon signed-rank test. 

 

4.2. Listening comprehension 

To acknowledge the comparability of groups in the listening skill, as in the case of the reading 

comprehension skill, a Mann–Whitney test was performed. Although the median of the 
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experimental group (5.33) was lower than the median of the control group (6.14), their 

differences were not significant (U = 200, Z = −1.22, p = .223, r = .18). 

The Mann–Whitney test with the set of subtraction variables showed more differences 

than the reading skill, but these were not statistically significant either. In LG, the experimental 

group (Mdn = 0) outperformed the control group (Mdn = −1.25), showing a small effect size 

(U = 200, Z = −1.22, p = .223, r = .18). The former also obtained better outcomes of small 

effect size in LII and LD. In these cases, although the groups achieved the same median (LII 

Mdn = 5 and LD Mdn= 0), the results of the statistical tests showed slight differences in both 

the LII (U = 209, Z = −1.076, p = .282, r = .15) and the LD (U = 201.5, Z = −1.246, p = .213, 

r = .17) subskills. 

Lastly, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test within groups allowed to clarify the differences 

that had appeared in previous tests. As seen in Table 3, the control group experienced a 

significant worsening of intermediate effect in LG. This effect was particularly relevant for 

male students, whose median score dropped from 7.5 in the pretest to 3.75 in the posttest (Z = 

−2.32, p = .02, r = .58). Furthermore, the performance of the control and the experimental 

groups declined in LGI and LSI, with intermediate-to-strong effect sizes. On the other hand, 

they improved in LII: the control group with an intermediate effect size, and the experimental 

group with a strong effect size. Finally, the experimental group showed a non-significant 

increase of small effect size in LD. 
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Listening 

variable 

Group N M

dn 

(Pre) 

M

dn 

(Post) 

z p R 

Total 

listening score 

(LG) 

Control 2

2 
6

.14 
4.

83 
−

2 

.0

45* 
.

30 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
5

.33 
5.

00 
−.

77 

.4

41 
.

11 

General 

information (LGI) 
Control 2

2 
8

.0 
2.

7 
−

3.58 

<.

001** 
.

54 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
7

.8 
2.

6 
−

3.69 

<.

001** 
.

54 

Specific 

information (LSI) 
Control 2

2 
9

.3 
5.

9 
−

2.98 

.0

03** 
.

45 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
8

.7 
6.

1 
−

2.81 

.0

05** 
.

41 

Inferring 

information (LII) 
Control 2

2 
2

.7 
6.

4 
−

3.12 

.0

02** 
.

47 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
1

.7 
6.

7 
−

3.58 

<.

001** 
.

53 

Distractors 

(LD) 
Control 2

2 
4

.5 
4.

3 
−.

24 

.8

13 
.

04 

Experime

ntal 
2

3 
3

.0 
4.

6 
−

1.38 

.1

66 
.

20 

 Note: * p <.05; ** p <.01 

Table 3. Listening Wilcoxon signed-rank test. 

 

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The implementation of activities has contributed to the improvement of both groups in the 

receptive skills, particularly in reading. Apart from the small-to-intermediate effect size 

improvement found in the global reading comprehension scores, there has been a remarkably 

high gain of strong effect size in the ability to identify specific information in this skill. Based 

on the results, the experimental group does not seem to have benefited from the individualised 
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feedback condition in this skill, any more than the control group has with their generic 

activities. This finding does not correspond with the conclusions of Razagifard et al. (2011) in 

higher education, probably due to differences in the nature of feedback; while they used 

answer-until-correct instant feedback, the present study employed elaborative delayed 

feedback. Following Van der Kleij et al. (2015), the fact that the latter was delayed and the 

former immediate may have accounted for these divergences. Indeed, as in Bown (2017), the 

contrast between verification and elaborative feedback has not seemed to be particularly 

relevant.  

On the other hand, for the discussion of the listening skill, it is essential to bear in mind 

the interlevel variability inevitably present when comparing two examination sources (CE, 

2001). Indeed, the results suggest that the listening posttest was considerably more complex 

than the pretest. Nonetheless, the fact that the research design involved the participation of two 

groups, control and experimental, facing the same tests allows for controlling such variability 

by attending to the differences in the outcomes of these groups. With this in mind, it is evident 

that, unlike in Sun and Hwang (2023), there has been no effect on the ability to understand 

general and specific information derived from the personalised pedagogical intervention. 

However, that metacognitive didactic procedure does seem to account for the benefits in the 

capacity of performing inferences and, more particularly, avoiding distractors. These results, 

also reflected in the global listening scores, are in line with the findings of Min et al. (2022), 

who also reported gains from custom feedback in this skill as a whole. In spite of the fact that 

the only distinction between groups –the instruction on question typologies, along with their 

awareness of mistakes and engagement in individualised feedback activities– supports this 

interpretation, the hypothetical effects on metacognition need to be further contrasted (with 

interviews, for example). 

The moderate efficacy of the intervention in this particular subject in relation to other 

subjects such as mathematics or science is not surprising (Van der Kleij et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, the outcomes are also consistent with the meta-analysis of Saad-Mohamed 

(2020), which showed higher benefits in the use of personalised feedback in EFL listening than 

in EFL reading. In any case, further research is required to go in-depth into the nature and effect 

of individualised feedback in these skills. In fact, the listening skill remains almost completely 

unexplored in this sphere, and very few studies have directed their attention to the effect of 

custom feedback in L2 reading comprehension. Furthermore, to the best of the authors’ 

knowledge, there is no piece of research addressing the components of these constructs –which 

have been named subskills in the present work– from either a diagnostic or didactic perspective. 

We consider that further attention must be paid to this matter due to the pedagogical 
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implications it might entail. As a matter of fact, being aware of the specific comprehension 

flaws of the students and how to overcome them is essential to direct teaching efforts. 

The limited number of sessions may have accounted for the appearance of benefits in 

some variables but not in others. In any case, further studies should be conducted in this field 

to cast light on the aspects that remain unclear. Particularly, we propose a line of research that 

may include larger samples, more sessions, and follow-up interviews with the learners, to 

examine the subskills that they may apply in each case, and the metacognitive mechanisms 

underlying their reasoning process. A larger and more diverse sample would also be helpful in 

order to dig into the gender differences hinted at in this piece of research in favour of female 

participants, who appear to have benefited more than their male counterparts from the 

personalised feedback methodology. It would also be interesting to pay attention to the 

learners’ initial skill levels to ascertain benefit differences between high- and low-achieving 

students during the procedure.  

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This study falls within the scope of UCLM GID groups (BEST group) and was supported by the Plan 

Propio de I+D+i of the UCLM under grant 2020-PREDUCLM-14979 and the project 2025-GRIN-

38341, funded by the UCLM and the European Regional Development Funds. 

DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

The authors report there are no competing interests to declare. 

 

 

REFERENCES 

Alghannam, M. S. M. (2024). Artificial intelligence as a provider of feedback on EFL student 

compositions. World Journal of English Language, 15(2), 161. 

https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v15n2p161 

Alghamdi, E. A., & Shah, S. R. (2018). Exploring the effects of mobile-based audience response system 

on EFL students’ learning and engagement in a fully synchronous online course. International 

Journal of English Linguistics, 8(3), 92. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v8n3p92 

https://doi.org/10.5430/wjel.v15n2p161
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v8n3p92


Audience response systems for formative assessment purposes                                                                            21 

 

 
© Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved.                                   IJES, 26(1), 1–26 
Print ISSN: 1578-7044; Online ISSN: 1989-6131  

 

Aryadoust, V. (2020). A review of comprehension subskills: A scientometrics perspective. System, 88, 

102180. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2019.102180 

Bown, A. (2017). Elaborative feedback to enhance online second language reading comprehension. 

English Language Teaching, 10(12), 164. https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v10n12p164 

Butler, D. L., & Winne, P. H. (1995). Feedback and self-regulated learning: A theoretical synthesis. 

Review of Educational Research, 65(3), 245–281. 

https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543065003245 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/B9780121790608500128 

Council of Europe (CE). (2001). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: 

Learning, teaching, assessment. A guide for users (S. Bailly, S. Devitt, M. Gremmo, F. 

Heyworth, A. Hopkins, B. Jones, M. Makosch, P. Riley, G. Stoks, & J. Trim (eds.)). 

https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/documents  

Council of Europe (CE). (2020). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: 

Learning, teaching, assessment. Companion volume. https://rm.coe.int/common-european-

framework-of-reference-for-languages-learning-teaching/16809ea0d4 

Darabi, A., Arrington, T. L., & Sayilir, E. (2018). Learning from failure: a meta-analysis of the 

empirical studies. Educational Technology Research and Development, 66(5), 1101–1118. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-018-9579-9 

De Cat, C. (2020). Predicting language proficiency in bilingual children. Studies in Second Language 

Acquisition, 42(2), 279–325. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263119000597 

Gass, S. M., & Mackey, A. (2015). Input, interaction, and output in second language acquisition. In B. 

VanPatten & J. Williams (Eds.), Theories in second language acquisition: An introduction (2nd 

ed., pp. 548–581). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108568753.018 

Grabe, W., & Yamashita, J. (2022). Reading in a second language: moving from theory to practice (2nd 

ed.). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108878944 

Harding, L., Alderson, J. C., & Brunfaut, T. (2015). Diagnostic assessment of reading and listening in 

a second or foreign language: Elaborating on diagnostic principles. Language Testing, 32(3), 

317–336. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532214564505 

Harks, B., Rakoczy, K., Hattie, J., Besser, M., & Klieme, E. (2014). The effects of feedback on 

achievement, interest and self-evaluation: the role of feedback’s perceived usefulness. 

Educational Psychology, 34(3), 269–290. https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.785384 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2019.102180
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v10n12p164
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543065003245
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/B9780121790608500128
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/documents
https://rm.coe.int/common-european-framework-of-reference-for-languages-learning-teaching/16809ea0d4
https://rm.coe.int/common-european-framework-of-reference-for-languages-learning-teaching/16809ea0d4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-018-9579-9
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263119000597
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108568753.018
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108878944
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532214564505
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2013.785384


22   José Jaime Pérez-Segura et al. 

 
 

© Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved.                                   IJES, 26(1), 1–26 
Print ISSN: 1578-7044; Online ISSN: 1989-6131  

 

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of feedback. Review of Educational Research, 77(1), 81–

112. https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487 

Hedgcock, J. S., & Ferris, D. R. (2018). Teaching readers of English. Students, texts, and contexts (2nd 

ed.). https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315465579 

Huang, X., Zou, D., Cheng, G., Chen, X., & Xie, H. (2023). Trends, research issues and applications of 

artificial intelligence in language education. Educational Technology and Society, 26(1), 112–

131. https://doi.org/10.30191/ETS.202301_26(1).0009  

In’nami, Y., Cheung, M. W. L., Koizumi, R., & Wallace, M. P. (2023). Examining second language 

listening and metacognitive awareness: A Meta‐Analytic Structural Equation Modeling 

Approach. Language Learning, 73(3), 759–798. https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12548 

Ismayilli-Karakoc, A. (2019). Reading and listening comprehension subskills: the match between 

theory, coursebooks, and language proficiency tests. Advances in Language and Literary 

Studies, 10(4), 166–185. https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.10n.4p.166 

Krashen, S., Lee, S.Y & Lao, C. (2017). Comprehensible and compelling: the causes and effects of 

voluntary reading. Libraries Unlimited. ABC-CLIO, LLC. 

Lenhard, W., & Lenhard, A. (2016). Computation of effect sizes. Psychometrica. 

https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.17823.92329 

Leucht, M., Retelsdorf, J., Möller, J., & Köller, O. (2010). Zur Dimensionalität rezeptiver 

englischsprachiger Kompetenzen [On the dimensionality of receptive skills in English as a 

foreign language.]. Zeitschrift Für Pädagogische Psychologie / German Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 24(2), 123–138. https://doi.org/10.1024/1010-0652/a000010 

Manoli, P., & Papadopoulou, M. (2012). Reading strategies versus reading skills: two faces of the same 

coin. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46, 817–821. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.205 

March, D. M., Perrett, D., & Hubbard, C. (2021). An evidence-based approach to distractor generation 

in multiple-choice language tests. Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice, 21(10), 

236–253. https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/evidence-based-approach-distractor-

generation/docview/2580076684/se-2?accountid=14513 

Meganathan, P., Thai Yap, N., Paramasivam, S., & Jalaluddin, I. (2019). Incidental and intentional 

learning of vocabulary among young ESL learners. 3L The Southeast Asian Journal of English 

Language Studies, 25(4), 51–67. https://doi.org/10.17576/3L-2019-2504-04 

https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298487
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315465579
https://doi.org/10.30191/ETS.202301_26(1).0009
https://doi.org/10.1111/lang.12548
https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.10n.4p.166
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.17823.92329
https://doi.org/10.1024/1010-0652/a000010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.05.205
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/evidence-based-approach-distractor-generation/docview/2580076684/se-2?accountid=14513
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/evidence-based-approach-distractor-generation/docview/2580076684/se-2?accountid=14513
https://doi.org/10.17576/3L-2019-2504-04


Audience response systems for formative assessment purposes                                                                            23 

 

 
© Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved.                                   IJES, 26(1), 1–26 
Print ISSN: 1578-7044; Online ISSN: 1989-6131  

 

Mickan, A., McQueen, J. M., & Lemhöfer, K. (2019). Bridging the gap between second language 

acquisition research and memory science: the case of foreign language attrition. Frontiers in 

Human Neuroscience, 13(November), 1–8. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2019.00397 

Microsoft (2026). M365 Copilot [Large language model]. Microsoft. 

Min, S., Zhang, J., Li, Y., & He, L. (2022). Bridging local needs and national standards: use of 

standards-based individualized feedback of an in-house EFL listening test in China. Language 

Testing, 39(3), 425-452. https://doi.org/10.1177/02655322211070990 

Nunan, D. (2002). Listening in language learning. In J. C. Richards & W. A. Renandya (Eds.), 

Methodology in Language Teaching (Vol. 58, Issue 1, pp. 238–241). Cambridge University 

Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667190.032 

O’Grady, S. (2021). Adapting multiple-choice comprehension question formats in a test of second 

language listening comprehension. Language Teaching Research, 136216882098536. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168820985367 

Pan, X., & Shao, H. (2020). Teacher online feedback and learning motivation: Learning engagement as 

a mediator. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 48(6), 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.9118 

Pérez-Segura, J. J., Sáncheez-Ruiz, R., Cózar-Gutiérrez, & González-Calero, J. A. (2022). The effect 

of personalized feedback on listening and reading skills in the learning of EFL. CALL. 

Computer Assisted Language Learning, 35(3), 469-491. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1705354  

Ramaprasad, A. (1983). On the definition of feedback. Behavioral Science, 28(1), 4–13. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830280103  

Razagifard, P., Ghabelnezam, A., & Fard, V. R. (2011). The effect of computer-mediated feedback on 

second language reading comprehension. International Journal on New Trends in Education 

and Their Implications, 2(1), 90–98. 

Rost, M. (2016). Teaching and researching listening (3rd ed.). Routledge. 

Saad-Mohamed, A. F. (2020). Feedback in computer-assisted language learning: A meta-analysis. 

TESL-EJ, 24(2), 1–19. 

Song, M. Y. (2008). Do divisible subskills exist in second language (L2) comprehension? A structural 

equation modeling approach. Language Testing, 25(4), 435–464. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532208094272 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2019.00397
https://doi.org/10.1177/02655322211070990
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511667190.032
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168820985367
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.9118
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2019.1705354
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830280103
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265532208094272


24   José Jaime Pérez-Segura et al. 

 
 

© Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved.                                   IJES, 26(1), 1–26 
Print ISSN: 1578-7044; Online ISSN: 1989-6131  

 

Srisang, P., & Everatt, J. (2021). Lower and higher level comprehension skills of undergraduate EFL 

learners and their reading comprehension. LEARN Journal: Language Education and 

Acquisition Research Network, 14(1), 427–454. 

Sun, H., & Hwang, Y. (2023). Enhancing EFL learners’ English reading performance through the 

diagnostic feedback of CDA. Korean Journal of English Language and Linguistics, 23(July), 

535–553. https://doi.org/10.15738/kjell.23..202307.535 

Van der Kleij, F. M., Feskens, R. C. W., & Eggen, T. J. H. M. (2015). Effects of feedback in a computer-

based learning environment on students’ learning outcomes. Review of Educational Research, 

85(4), 475–511. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654314564881 

Vandergrift, L. (2015). Researching listening. In B. Paltridge & A. Phakiti (Eds.), Research Methods in 

Applied Linguistics. A Practical Resource (2nd ed., pp. 299–311). Bloomsbury Publishing. 

Vandergrift, L., & Goh, C. C. M. (2012). Teaching and learning second language listening. 

Metacognition in Action. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429287749 

Verspoor, M., de Bot, K., & Lowie, W. (2008). 3. Input and second language development from a 

dynamic perspective. In T. Piske & M. Young-Scholten (Eds.), Input Matters in SLA (pp. 62–

80). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/10.21832/9781847691118-006 

Walker, R., Oliver, R., & Mackenzie, R. (2020). Interviews with secondary school students: perceptions 

of feedback. Issues in Educational Research, 30(4), 1576–1595. 

https://www.iier.org.au/iier30/walker.pdf  

Winstone, N. E., & Boud, D. (2020). The need to disentangle assessment and feedback in higher 

education. Studies in Higher Education, 1–12. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2020.1779687  

Yamashita, J. (2022). L2 reading comprehension. In E. H. Jeon & Y. In’nami (Eds.), Understanding L2 

Proficiency. Theoretical and meta-analytic investigations (Issue August, pp. 5–28). John 

Benjamins Publishing Company. https://doi.org/10.1075/bpa.13.02yam 

 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654314564881
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429287749
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781847691118-006
https://www.iier.org.au/iier30/walker.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2020.1779687
https://doi.org/10.1075/bpa.13.02yam


Audience response systems for formative assessment purposes                                                                            25 

 

 
© Servicio de Publicaciones. Universidad de Murcia. All rights reserved.                                   IJES, 26(1), 1–26 
Print ISSN: 1578-7044; Online ISSN: 1989-6131  

 

APPENDIX. MAIN READING TEST SAMPLE 
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