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Abstract: Enhancing learners’ English listening proficiency has gained increasing attention from English
teachers and academics. The present study aimed to explore the effective means of improving students’
English listening performances in terms of listening strategies. The empirical research was a one-year
interventional longitude study on 123 postgraduates from Northwest A&F University and adopted a con-
trolled study to testify the effect of listening strategies on the participants’ listening performances. The ex-
perimental classes were instructed with listening strategies based instruction. Experimental class 1 was in-
structed with metacognitive, cognitive and social/affective strategies; experimental class 2 was instructed
with cognitive and social/affective strategies; the control class was instructed with the traditional listening
method of teacher playing tape + students’ listening. The study found that the instruction of the overall three
strategies proved to be the most effective in enhancing students’ listening performances. The implications and
suggestions to the follow-up research were proposed finally.
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Figure 1. Thetraining process of listening strategy
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Table 1 The general feature of listening strategy usage
® 1. HIRMRTHRMRER S EE

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the posttest and difference score
* 2. RS SE R RS S

SR ROME S BRI iR e
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IR Bl o SREGTE 2 14 f IR 22 R BA) ML s v T4l
YE, ABE T, UF BRSNS A /15 N 51|
RS T AR B B2 AT A S mE B AL Gt iR =

N T ORI = AN BELE S5 I o UM 22 R oy Ao R
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Table 3. One-way ANOVA of posttest and difference scores
%k 3. Bl SGMERRENAERSEST

BEF  df % F Sig.

41 1w) 217.354 2 108.677 5.121  0.007
Jei Bl 2 2546.732 120 21.223
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#H) 461.077 2 230539 10.896 0.000
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FEJE S AT RS 2= 5, SRIRPE 1 5SE0PE2 1)
FHIZ N 3.84146, p=0.000,

TRV 77 G R = AN PR SLE T 1K 2
(A S P22 5, X MR T 70 gt i - 5 A 5K
SOE, AT LA ) SRR B = A B BT )
FREHX A3 TER, B, AR BT Sy BOER R A T S
PRI SRR . BARSEIOHERN IR BB 5 e B
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Table 4. Post hoc multiple comparisons of the three classes’
posttest
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0
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o .
k 2 2.74390 1.01748 0.008 0.7294 4.7584
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1 -4.32927°  1.01592  0.000 —6.3407 —2.3178
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