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Abstract

The influence of disciplinary factors in English listening comprehension was investigated in this
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study, which involved 3963 college students from 29 colleges in a western “Double Top” university.
It showed that: 1) disciplinary factors had a significant impact on the development of English lis-
tening comprehension. Some differences existed among students from different disciplines in lis-
tening comprehension. Scores of medical and art students were significantly lower than those of
students from economic and management, liberal arts, science and engineering, but the former
ones made greater progresses than the later. 2) No similarity between disciplinary scores within
the same level was found. Scores of art students at all levels were higher than those in other dis-
ciplines at the first and third tests, but its B and D-level in the second test fluctuated the most.
Compared with other subjects, medical students and science and technology students kept a stable
state in moderate level. Economic and management students generally had higher scores in all
three tests, but their A-level students got relatively lower grades. Liberal arts students had higher
performances in A~D levels, but some A-level students in the third test regressed significantly. 3)
Difference of score between oriented medical students and ordinary enrolled medical students
did exist. Three-time scores of oriented medical students are far lower than those of ordinary
enrolled medical students. All in all, this study shows that disciplinary factors have important in-
fluences on college English listening comprehension. It suggests that disciplinary factors should
not be ignored and should be taken into account in graded college English teaching.
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2) [ A A R RS T B A AU ?
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2K 3963 4 KA A EEH T X7 SRR RN FEIOENR RS, 2
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Table 1. Distribution of disciplines and English levels

® 1 FRENSHERAER

FAER
R it
A% B % C% D % E %

PEEES 5 (0.74%) 45 (6.62%) 246 (36.18%) 281 (41.32%) 103 (15.15%) 680 (100%)
BTk 6 (0.32%) 197 (10.57%) 651 (34.92%) 700 (37.55%) 310 (16.63%) 1864 (100%)
GER 3 (0.82%) 24 (6.54%) 127 (34.60%) 165 (44.96%) 48 (13.08%) 367 (100%)
[ 2E% 53 (5.22%)  315(31.00%) 366 (36.02%) 227 (22.34%) 55 (5.41%) 1016 (100%)
AR 2 (5.56%) 21 (58.33%) 9 (25.00%) 3(8.33%) 1 (2.78%) 36 (100%)

Bt 69 (1.74%) 602 (15.19%) 1399 (35.30%) 1376 (34.72) 517 (13.05%) 3963 (100%)

MINTFE (2 1), B KPP AR A RATRK B A, R ZARIS LB i s, 43 708 53 (5.22%),

2 (5.56%); 315 (31.00%), 21 (58.33%). &K C 2E4Er, SCRISAIE 2K ILBIR S, 2050 246
(36.18%), 366 (36.02%). 7KFHwm D g, CRIERFAE RN E =, 70 281 (41.32%),
165 (44.96%) . /K Vs E oA, SCRERANER T8 Nt % s, 43 1) 9 103 (15.15%), 310 (16.63%)-

ORISR RS BT SRR, DB SNEES R AR AR R R, BRE SRR KRS HURER
ZEHYTRIE LdRE. MERESEAR AT, BEEEGT. EATRES A%, EEREEIE. BENE; 28X
WGP PN REROREIERESRE . AL PAE, DRSS, ZRIERAEARE.
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MR, SORERTAH, Ct. D M E FNMRZ; BT RMAE K C JM D HANHmZ; BR¥R
RIS B B CHANEEmE . LA, SCRSEREE TR AR 1, 28 I8 2R oK1
W, BRI AR BRI RAR.
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#in, AEFEK BBC FREMM, WE LW &t k. @ff. We. B SR, EERM
KA B HERE I SCAIREN F1 0 FEETTEN “HRAES” . SO B W U N 5 DRSS 105 sk A 25
P, ARSI A EIE N E e, AEVIEIES) . AR R E A bR R AT
G, SEPIEEE T R URIRTT, BRI E S A E S MBS A .

RIERIFAE G052 G —RKRFIE) (RIER) RAVEM, FTEFM ik B 53R ST,
5 (B JGEHRE)  CIrlEr ReAgeib il Sl ) M — . BN ARERGERHE. E5%H%
WA b, FRAEBUA . P, SCF. RNEERZ G, JRERAAENE S . BYE B Abs
HRGFREST . BATHE “WAAESS” X, FOEEIH GBI, k2 T H BUESS 45 R,
AW SR, KIE O ML, EFIRAME R SIRRE, TR 5], BEm A e 35
$eTt. ERANFEEERET, FAERSNMIIEES . A HTHIBIRE ST AAIVE B 4R BE AN BT BE 1
BRamite, JSCHEWT AT, SEEL T DO AR T iR m I ROR .

3. AIRAR
3.1. AREI

AT 5 (F): As By C. Dy E) *5 (%Rt RIS TR, 8K, EB¥K, ZRHE) >3 (1)
). NZEH] BB ). S =W IR & St ih, BRSNS AR M IETT g, LR R
IRZ L DA TR P RN, AT L T AR SR 22 A T it 22 572 . BAZCH AR TE R 3L A
FREONBAR NIRRT, A TR L T A RGO N A AR ST B B 2 57 AT H BILE T 0 LEAS R 22 R 2
A SEIE T 7 G AR TR BAFAE SR E R, NI 8 R RO E - R F h B B RIE R Iksh, @
TG % G0 A AN [F) R SETE T T s, WSR2 R 2 G fRT s 2 AR B T ) RS
32. fAiRI A

WA T E SR AP IR, RN 5 S IR 5 = S I B B ACH AR, Rk
BUARTE TSR . AT FARS HEAHAT I, R MR EUR BRI L% 73 905 5 RS 4K o
FLAR R R G 5 2:
R SAE, TR E SEBERIMY. SMEHCE S HIRAE, 2013,

SHSRESEE. B R I BBAR[M]. SMEECE: S0 AL, 2011,
RS, SCRKOTR BT ARG A HAE M. SMEHEE SHT T AL, 2015.
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Table 2. Time of data collection

2. BARWERRTE)

] H M2 N

B UL RS 2019.6 KB H N 2 3963
NEFH] 2019.9 Wr 7o, Bl 3962
a3 ) 2020.2 Wr g, i 3949
=2 2020.9 Wr s DR 3670

3.3. BRI S 4T

BT TR VBRI B E B R LR S A =R ACH IS A
NER . REEA R L ELMATERIRER, Gt Rsu NG 42k. RyTNA R8s

£ 3963 Yy (L4 2)o B UeiE Ak

FEMTImERZE, KB RSASE5ATT. 2019 43 2020 4[4,

Al — S IR N = USGEACT I, 7 RIE S — A0 58 A0 R =240 3 NI AL
MARSEYT AN BT, (HASCRBE AN 7RG . A SO ia F A A B AR 1 F D SPSS 26.0, 2%

i 3R T5 2 0 i A g e 2 S LR 56
4. BR5HE

4.1. ZRREREXMIT RS

SRR R T B R BT A 2= B A 7 1) o A T 5 A A TE b 22 AR BB i St 47 0 #
BATCLER RN AT AT G 1T 4 3 ZFI ] SPSS 26.0 X BE #HATIR R M40 M7 1) 45 5 (Explore) .

Table 3. Descriptive analysis of participants’ English scores

3. TEIFMFENIER I REHA M G ER

SR e [ ARk i /ME I ON| FEASL
N2 26.59 6.760 7 44 680
R 3 29.13 6.987 2 48 680
F=EH 27.61 7.738 5 47 680
N2 26.20 7.529 4 48 1864
LT E it 28.25 7.086 1 48 1864
F=EA) 26.60 7.944 7 49 1864
NEFH) 26.85 7.154 9 44 367
BER 3 G| 29.82 7.214 3 45 367
=) 28.79 7.802 11 46 367
NEH) 20.98 7.421 4 45 1016
FREES 2B 24.87 7.067 5 46 1016
=2 22.82 7.537 7 46 1016
NEH] 19.61 7.228 10 37 36
2R ) 21.58 7.505 7 41 36
=) 23.94 7.624 13 42 36
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BARKE, ANRSFRHEEAE R RGTER A EIA0 % ] G YA AN FRRER LT, SCRs, BT, &4
FRNGE 222 A NN B 58 AN BRI RE LT, 28 2 MBI 58 = A0 /Mg B R [, 2R
FEEE NN R EE 22 0] . 5 2 AR B0 58 = 2 DA RIRE BT NIRRT, A2
MR, BT RMEAE R AW SAE T SN ERE, 3l 26.59, 26.20 A1 26.85 (43 50 41), M
BE 2R e R R A G RV 5, 43 3 20.98 F1 19.61. 25 =2: WA, SCRIZE. BETRMIL
BN SENT JSUA R T 27.61. 26.60 A1 28.79, 1SS E AR RS RA W B S, (H
3 Ja T AR, 0008 22.82 F123.94. MEUR TSR RE, & FRN S AERNEYIN 1 8sGHs
55 = S WA L bRt 22 3 AN EIR B B34 0, R SCRERS A W D Sibn i 2 e 2, M 6.760
B 7.738; RFRFA SR AEZ KA B>, M 7.421 3] 7.537; BTK, SERMZAREZEANT
HIRGHEZE S HIM 7.529, 7.154, 7.228 MK 5| 7.944, 7.802 Fl 7.624, iXE W& 24BN B 24 TUEMN
FIRER ) 2 B 238K ka

N T WA R RGBT ) Gk e ass, TATGHAT T AR AR N R 3R . BABE R ik A
PR I IR 2 00T, 45 R RIS (A 32208 2, F(2,3652) = 75.1, p < 0.001, 7 =0.04, Il
FIBE 5 (K928 BN F 4N 2%, F(8,7306) = 12.007, p < 0.001, 72 =0.013 . HHHAKIEE % 7VA(LSD)
Bt 5 (1 5 B sl B R T SRS A NSRS — 2RI I W ) BRI G . 3 2 574N p = 0.064),
A BRI A Gort 2 3 )R 3 22 5 (p < 0.05).

ME L ARl LE W E B, fERTE SR &8 R R A J0B Y S gy, HOR B L RACR R 2
Az, BT EANERN A AR SR ) GBI, AR AR, #OR e TR R, (HIX =3 2 A 2R
SRR R BRI R IS BARVE G TR = AR A, EIEPIREAEE K. WA
ia LokE, EFRGH = FRIEE SR RG] . 2RI A BT T B
AN ER A R R 1, (AP IR RN R, 5 = A 0 s 45 R B B T ) s P Y 4t
T A Ah, ZARIEEEE MU ) RSV TS A DA R 2 A AR, AN TR,
XA S BUNFEAR (0 = 36) AT BU/N2 A R 22 . B & 2B 22 0T T R G R i BT, R
B BT, S@ERMEZFHREENIT RS B G TR, R = 45 AR T 288 — vl

=
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Figure 1. Line graph of students’ scores in different disciplines
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FIRGRRY, SRR ERN AR TGE T A R B B, SRR R RE R KON S R RR S ORI
AR RIRIIBR R AR AFAEA R ORI . KA IGE T U IRFE A R 2 il S iE 5 . S0t 305,
Pl Zbrdmstimah. NPk R A2, QiR RBUALRSE N SCRHEE MG E BAR, B
RACEE B AESER AR . I, 2258 AN ORI A A B SRR ML R 5 K22 GBI I ZRANR
HABGRIECR, X B0 B BRI T A A fE o e BB A 21 e R sebr b2
TR R, R ER AR RIS MR R, A FEEHR S PR B RR . SR R
B A ER AR o), B THRHIE S . U ZZRREIR . FEREAHT D8R 15 5 (5 B,
i B AT A S 2 BRI UURE BT R D5 RR B AL RS 2 R RRAR SRABL A RR, - 2 1T R A AR e S R
SRR A SEYT ) ZOR S TR, B RMERE AL RS, XA UIHEE
AR A AL A BHRR G JEB FIR K 5C R AL D5 T T B SS 7.

il FRERZDHHEELRBNEER R —, BRI RTWR2AES NP —T5
7, AL U R AL T DL 5 A R R BE R O A AR, 33 B v 2R 0 b A 2 (0 BB BRI T 7027
SRR 07, RN AR TS E[10]. BhAh, ERFEFAEMARTER, BRAA. FT R
BEC, HRNSCERBONHS. FxhX et g, FOmnT DL HEsan 1R R EEE S, e O
D BUR e SRR S R AN A

4.2. FIRANARBFRERLRM

PATE R (A AR 5 f5 , WL R DR 28RN S 2 0 PR A ELRE A, PR 5T [F) 22 R N S0 A [ 31 11 1 55
BAIEDL. 1 2(a) &l 2(b). & 2(c) 7 MR NZEH] S S5 IT B8 = S HAT 1R 2 0 P9 3 5% 2 R TR AR R
St EL I L

Kl 2(a) i, NZFEVIRGEAR FECh R, (R R R UREAE . RIBERIEZIARIE C 4 D 4%
L HRR SR [ ) HiAth A REE AR (C 2 =24, D 2% =33.67). ML S, S 254 mSN i 28R
W, Bk E RS i (38.085), A 2t il i #(11.67) » [FIFE, 527251 C £4(20.355) D %4(28.269)
5 AR B O A AR e i BB nT WL, [RIZR 0 N AN [F) 22 R TR W ) BRGRAFAE 22 5o

K 2(0) iR, 2B SIAVIAN R R R AR S GO0 IR kg, i — A ENE N s, 4
% A JEE RS IR LK 5 (16.0), {H By C. D+ E 20 RIHAE /K. 2R B, D 4K
5B 2 =185, D% =29.0) BRI WIE G T HALS RS, HE. CHRF(E H =410, CH =27.2)
FEF AN AT E . M TERERMZEAREA, ORI TR KRG . 5H

A — B —k—(C —e—D —B—E
40
——
I \
—
35 38.085 | 37.653
36.231 3732 —~%
-
— 33.667
30 e e e 2
55 29.332 28.919 29.106 28.269
5 i — i 24
20 21.772 21.657 21.926
*— . — ... — .. . _ -~ 20i5_5 _______ °
15 17442 68 15.268 15816 1625
" 14 13.4 11.667 12.627 13
SCRE% BT G5 (L2 S AR
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Figure 2. () English scores when participants entered university; (b) English scores when partici-
pants entered the second semester; (c) English scores when participants entered the third semester

B 2. () NFEVERANAIBERBRERLLE; (b) BZFRVRRHINBERRSELER; () $
= FHIVIRIR A P ERF R AR S EL B

2RI, EERZEATANFON T AT A E . X 20)ME 2(a), KEIZNE —2 %
AR ERFZLZE RGN R, E FHRZERREE RIS, D iR b RS i i 22 (1
G C RFFLEYEFRFIRIFIRGT, A FEHNFHIN PO B R i Z2 KT o IR UL ZRIEEE A 22 S ST
FasE, S HASMBRERK T,

K 2(c) B 2 = A IR Al A RHE B A 00 BT TSt . SRR AL TN R Ab T4k
WAL, A ZEHERKCFRES B S ZET L, R EAREAERIGENT I BA B, R
FIRCRAEIX B 7 27 BRI IR IR . 28I PERRAE C. D E ZhRILR, HEH A gk
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FRITT 1 BREHRK AR LT J5 (13.333) . T SCRIS 2R BAR S 7 — B, (H AL E A e [ 2] v
AT V&S IRES . BRI A SHE R 200 b Ak T SR i IR (5% 1 A 40)

R0 A BB A B R RSN e e A M. SR AT REZ: 1) IRZBI=RHA A M I IR A AL
PASCREE ], SCRER B~E SRS e, (H2 A RSFESE RSB =Z00RST T T 6.4 4y, T&T
FAM T 8. 22 RE AR RS S = IKRGT T 1 2,67, Wi e T HAR Z0 2 A i R R 4
RULIUR G 75 BAT R A RHR LIRS B 5187 2] Fp DR R 9B/ B3 DUR MRS HIER2 1)
FEF 22 50 S b AR R B RS, MEOURE R, IR, U R D, A
B FIERS . ARG 52 A AT REBCAT IR G UM FH 22 BRI R AR IS SO RGP vy 0 7k o PO MR AT i B R R A6
FEERIR, A TS AR R B AT DU EE VR A BHA R G5 K, B A 2K & A R R AT Al B
i, BRI ERERA BV R . 2) FEREEXWE G —E M. 25 5 R
RIMEZARIEZAE . ZRIE A G D 8 MR =SB AT, WahBik. HtZAREL
B2 G, RIZHADER A REUE R K. M S 24, ERIEAE BARRR, <Zhr
REST5, H5) 2B AR A ST, S5 ST AR AR v, (ELEA DA L b 28 38 i Y i e
fASER R BN, A ) ST R IR . ZIRICEAE MG G/ ARH 5. (EIGRIT i > id 2
A R A 2 A R SEEAT Y, L REDRATVE BT O SEERIAAT N, I RIS B S BR
TN e S BRI N Sl B IIAT N, RJEIBUFH S BRAT N, GlE MR A
TN, EWMZRANE . ZRFREITHE. HRMEHHEEFEFERRAE, BRE T
THEARAE M. WERIEEAE MBI ARE R DLW, 0 ZARICEAE W BT AT B, B
BOA RFFIFBAAE 027 21 7ik . 2aB BIAN T T, SEB W 73Rl priichs, GRS 8 L2 .
VRSB FUMAE AT U “ AR SS 7 A “ T HAEST ” B, ZEAWT L AsE L ZAREE AR 2SI N

RN R R B B E R R R L — o AT VR ETEAE 2 AT, 72 7 2] KA [
AHIE TV AR N — AN, MO SR T S K- MR RS RPN ZR o I TR L
FNEN ZHMBCAE ARG, AR AR R S FRBA R T2

4.3. ERE@ENT NS S

PR 5 A G A A e SR R 28 A, 5 I S U IR T 5@ AH % 2 R G, R AR
Fiks 305 L IR T o SR R 25 08 M A2 5 291 445 5 2 AR AT T AT EG . 4% 4 HoR A AT SPSS 26.0 Xt
AN AR TE SZ AR TEE T S GUEAT IR R i (25 3L, B8 Sl = Ik B 9% 12 2 58 ) AR IR TR T )
WEHME T @, Z{E 072 6.86. 7.83. 7.96, ZFHFHE N [AIHER M N . MBI i 25 HI0RE 5 ok
B, IR E M)A =0 B BT ) R ZE A TR S A, R G B R e ) AR AR B B T
F1K V- E A A

Table 4. Comparison between medical-oriented and normally admitted students

% 4. E¥EOVE SEEESET AR SGO ER

[ % e 17] S PR 2 H/ME RKME NH
NEH) 15.79 3.741 4.00 27.00

5 ) AR W) 19.50 4.920 5.00 37.00 305
B 17.04 3.620 9.00 26.00
N 22.65 7.381 8.00 45.00

SRtk s G| 27.33 6.351 7.00 45.00 291
H =) 25.00 7.029 11.00 43.00
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Figure 3. The line graph of English scores of medical-oriented and
normally admitted students
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