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ABSTRACT

In this paper, the author tries to identify the relationship between listening anxiety and listening proficiency from the
perspective of listening metacognitive strategy use. Three instruments are adopted including the Foreign Language
Listening Anxiety Scales (FLLAS), a listening metacognitive strategy-use questionnaire and a CET-4 listening test.
The results indicate that a large proportion of students report experiencing listening anxiety. There is significantly
negative correlation between listening anxiety and listening proficiency and there is significant difference in the use
of metacognitive strategies across three listening anxiety levels. Gender difference is also an important variable
taken into consideration in exploring listening anxiety and listening strategy use in listening proficiency. Interview is
used to elicit the reasons that cause listening anxiety. Accordingly, suggested solutions are proposed to reduce
listening anxiety.
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INTRODUCTION

With the world’s globalization and worldwide usekxiglish as an international language, it becoma® rassential
for foreign language teaching and learning to beroonication-oriented. However in China for many rgea
reading and writing are given the priority ovetdising and speaking in English classes. Most nogli§tm majors
can not open their mouths to communicate with atladthough most of them have been learning Endiskix or
seven years. What they have learned is nicknameutie“Bnglisi’ [1-5].

Not until 1980s, listening has been paid much &tiarto and viewed as an important way for langulegening. In
some important foreign language tests such as CEEL6, TEM4 and TEMS8, the percentage of listening
comprehension material is scoring higher [6-9].sTiBibecause listening is a basic way of gettimgifm language
input. Rost (1990) points out, listening is vitallanguage learning because it provides inputtferéarner. Without
understanding input at the right level, learning cat begin. Input gained from listening can plaiey role in
language acquisition. Therefore, a high level daffipiency in listening is badly needed. Yet compmmediing the
spoken form of the target language is one of thetrdificult tasks for most foreign language or @ed language
learners. Many students may have experienced segeel of helplessness and anxiety when doing $tening
comprehension.

In traditional listening classes, students are giis&tening materials but not taught “how” to listévlost of them do
not have appropriate listening strategies. Evecesifanguage teaching and learning have shifted fthen
teacher-centered model to the learner-centered Imadrimber of studies have been undertaken fragrsthdents’
perspective. How learners go about learning sometlthat is, what skills and strategies they userder to make
sense of their learning has been the concern of mesearchers. Some researchers have found tlsst sliecessful
language learners had, more or less, some commenofdearning strategies. They also believe thagliage
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learning strategies contribute a lot to the sucoddanguage learning (O’'Malley et al., 1985). Waté1999) and
Wen (1995) have revealed that what unsuccessfaigoianguage learners need most is not the lamgleagning
skills, namely, the cognitive ability in foreigniguage learning, such as guessing the meaningsiassn of ideas
and inferring the reasons, but the inner languagening ability such as ego awareness and maavotrad ability,
which are requisite qualities to successful fordigmguage learners. Chen (2005) claims that therifanguage
learning ability which Wen has referred to is thetatognitive ability. Thus, it is of great valuedo some research
to reduce listening anxiety from the perspectiviethe use of metacognitive strategy.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Process of listening comprehension

Traditionally, listening has been regarded as a&ipasreceptive skill. There are four processinglg in listening
comprehension, namely, perceptual, lexical, semteand discoursal. That is to say, when the listeeceives the
signals of sound flow, he or she has to identify speech sounds and then conveys them into tleadiss brain,
which divides the sound stream into fragmental sunithen, with the help of linguistic knowledge aother
knowledge sources, the listener integrates theldamgjuage units into big ones, thus, the meaninip® message
can be worked out and the listening comprehensioogss is finished [10]. However, this traditionginion about
listening process has received challenge from atrsrarchers, who believe that listening comprabenmocess is
not a process of receiving passively sound materRRhther, they take it a more interactive processyhich the
listeners’ linguistic knowledge such as phonemerdwvand grammar and so on interacts with their limoguistic
knowledge, such as contextual knowledge, schematabe topic. This point of view could be confirmegd some
researchers’ definition about listening comprehemsiarry Vandergrift (1997, p.387) defines it dsténing is
anything but a passive activity. It is a complestj\ee process in which listeners must discriminaéveen sounds,
understand vocabulary and grammatical structunésipreter stress and intonation, retain what tkegad in all of
the above, and explain it within the immediate adl ws the larger social- culture context of theemgnce”. The
definition could be interpreted like this: with tpassage entering the listener’s auditory systengrlshe verifies
his or her prediction by analyzing and combining @i her prior knowledge with the newly heard infation to
take in the message and stored it in the long t@amory. It is a process of integration of decodingcess and
meaning reconstruction. A successful listener igagb able to integrate the process of using linguisrowledge
system with the process of using non-linguistic Wlealge system in order to acquire message mogstiexftly.
(Nunan, 1991).

Krashen’s affective filter hypothesis

Affective filter hypothesis, together with otherufohypotheses constitute Krashen’s Monitor ModelcWwhwere
proposed by American psychologist S. D. Krashed980s and has gained considerable prominence ondec
language acquisition field. Affective filter hypeatsis claims that not all the input could reach plaet of brain
responsible for language acquisition because ofiltee Understanding a message is not enougtssara language
acquisition: one must be open to the message sd ttem reach the LAD (Language Acquisition DeYio&ffective
variables act to debilitate or facilitate the detiy of input to the language acquisition devicee Tactors that are
debilitative are called emotional barriers, whick aalled “internal hurdles” by Dulay in his bookrguage Two.
Dulay et al point out that “when a student is exgzb® a new language, the first internal hurdlesparsed by the
individual’s emotional state and motivation” (Dulay@82, p.4). According to Krashen, the learneritivation,
self-confidence, and anxiety state are the three rafiective factors that cause the inefficientdstuThat is,
learners with higher motivation, high self —confide and lower anxiety can obtain more input becaiiske low
filter. Whereas those with lower motivation, litdelf-confidence, and higher anxiety have higtefdtwhich receive
little input. Krashen (1985b) points out that amxies surly an important variable which relate t@sess in SLA.
Whatever the source of the anxiety, it hindersrees’ study. The influence of affective filter agalning process is
great and is vividly depicted by Krashen as inféilowing figure: From the above depiction it caa seen that the
affective filter is just like a wall. Once the inpenters the learners’ brain, some of them wiltdlgounded when the
learners are in the negative mood and can not arttethe learner’s LAD, resulting in the low effaa listening
comprehension learning and insufficient learningnpetence. In accordance with this hypothesis, tredity of
acquisition varies with the strength of their affee filters.

Learners’ affective variables are obviously impott® SLA, though there are some controversial j|grob on how
they affect learners’ process of learning. Krashearffective filter hypothesis is often challengsddthers on some
specific point, like the problem of under-definiticand over-generalization. In addition, there i® @rguing
problem with this hypothesis: are language learnassiccessful because they are bored, angry, ees$ati? Or are
language learners bored, angry and stressed bettaysare unsuccessful (Higashi, 1988, p.41)? Thaiffgctive
filter hypothesis is raised on basis of seconduagg acquisition, nobody could deny that affecfiker does have
an effect on foreign language learning and thectffe filter hypothesis provides some insight itite way teachers
may present input. According to this hypothesiackeers should provide comprehensible input in aiaheghxiety
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situation in order to make foreign language leagnimore effective. In a word, there is sufficientdence to show
that anxiety is an important factor in foreign laage learning, so it should not be neglected byhiers.

Foreign language anxiety

Foreign language anxiety is a “distinct complesxself-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, behaviorstegldo classroom
language learning arising from the uniqueness efldhguage learning process” (Horwitz, 1986, p.1B%)elongs
to the category of situation- specific anxiety, @hirequires the respondents to ascribe their anxieparticular
sources. Gardner and Maclintyre (1995, p.98) descaitixiety as: “apprehension experienced when atitu

requires the use of foreign language with which itgividuals is not fully proficient”. Anxiety is @ommon

phenomenon in the study of a foreign language asdbleen found to have detrimental effects on legrlearning

ability. According to Howritz et al (1986), foreiganguage anxiety manifests by three main categoriamely,

communication apprehension, text anxiety and fdanemative evaluation. Communication apprehensiosea

from learners’ inability to express adequately matinoughts and ideas. Not being able to express féelings or
understand other persons can cause the learnargptience frustration and apprehension. Test gnigethe

apprehension over academic evaluation. Fear oftivegavaluation comes from the learners’ need tkena

positive impression on others.

Foreign language listening anxiety
Foreign language listening anxiety can be defingdtlae fear of misinterpreting, inadequately preoeg or not
being able to adjust psychologically to message bgnothers” (Wheel, 1975, p.263, cited in Chen@®30
Listening comprehension is generally regarded asntiost difficult language skill by language leaméor its
transient nature and the limited degree of cortyathe listener on the stream of speech. Whemkstedo not have
the appropriate listening competence or in othemdaiothe listening strategies, they may fail toatkcthe discrete
information, losing the first significant items offormation (Kim, 2000). So the researchers andhee should
help students analyze the cause and the form aéssion of listening anxiety, try to act to allaya the minimum.
Preiss and Wheeless (1990 cited in Cheng 2003ulats that listening anxiety consists of threesirglated
antecedents: primary anxiety, secondary anxiety iaf@mation processing. The primary anxiety reféwsthe
situational fear of encountering new informatiorcSndary anxiety means that listeners get strea$euh they
encounter complex information. The anxiety of imiation processing means the listeners’ intensiate sh the
process of decoding the unfamiliar listening scheamé¢he listeners’ unskillful listening strategiseu The above
explanation derives from the study in first langeidgarning context. However, students are assumdsk tmore
anxious when they face the incoming message irhantanguage.

Metacognitive strategies and performance

Theoretically there is a close correlation between metacogndtiregegy use and performance. That ke higher
metacognitive ability one has, the higher probgbithat he performs better. This has been provedmiayy
researches. Many empirical studies show that sefidekearners differ from less successful ones athbthe
guantity and quality of cognitive and metacognitsteategy use (e.g., Oxford, 1989;). High-achiestgdents are
more metacognitive than low-achieving students.d&tis with effective metacognitive skills can “aately
estimate their knowledge in a variety of domaingnitor their on-going learning, update their knodge, and
develop effective plans foe new learning” (Eversoral, 1998, p12). “Through metacognition, one dafine the
nature of a task or problem; select a useful meantdl physical representation; select the most Lsé&fategy for
executing the task; activate relevant prior knogksdoay attention to feedback on how the task asgeding; and
translate feedback into improved performance, ratlueing execution or in a plan for the future” (@gey, 1998,
p81). Purpura (1997) conducts studies to invesigtte relationship between test-takers’ cognitived a
metacognitive strategy use and performance on &3 tesing structural equation modeling and expboyafactor
analyses. The 1382 subjects answer an 80-item tbagyaind metacognitive strategy questionnairesrieetaking a
70-item standardized language test. The result shbat cognitive strategies are directly and peedii related to
the test performance. Metacognitive strategies laasignificant, direct, positive relationship togodtive strategies
and are indirectly related to the learners’ perfange.

Anxiety and gender difference

Gender, in most studies concerning anxiety has begarded as an inescapable factor. Generally, wareesaid to
be more anxious than men in foreign language stuéigpecially in test or test-like situations. Mem women are
hypothesized to have different manners dealing west situation (Lewis & College, 1987). Male areinfile

students react differently to the same or similtwasions. What is often thought as a source ofguwee and
discomfort for female students may not be as namagking for male students. Men are said to také sguation

more like a challenge rather than a threat, coresatyy they adopt a more positive manner facing atausing

anxious feelings during a test. While other studibew different opinions. Aida’s (1994) investigation some
Japanese sophomores at Texas University demorsstratebvious gender difference in foreign langumgedety.
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AN EMPIRICAL STUDY

Some related literatures have been reviewed frotin theoretical and empirical perspectives. Resehygiotheses
and questions are put forward, research methodokgy presented, including selection of participaatsl
instruments. The data collection and analysis ploeeare also illustrated.

Hypotheses of the study

Most non-English major students are suffering tistg anxiety.

There is significant difference in listening anyieind listening metacognitive strategy use betwaale and female
students.

There is some correlation between listening metaitiog strategy use and listening anxiety in norgligh major
students. The higher the listening metacognitivibtglthe lower the listening anxiety.

There is some correlation among listening anxlettening metacognitive strategy use and listeqiraficiency: the
higher the listening metacognitive ability, the Evthe listening anxiety and the better the ligtgrproficiency.

It is hypothesized that listening anxiety will baused by some factors related to the characterisfidistening
comprehension and some other factors such as $aciats, learners’ learning style and so on.

Research questions:

Do Chinese non-English major students report egpeiing foreign language listening anxiety?

Does listening anxiety have any influence on listgrproficiency?

Do metacognitive strategies have any influencastaring proficiency?

What's the relationship between listening anxietd distening metacognitive strategy use? That éesdistening
anxiety interplay with metacognitive strategiesha listening test situation? How?

Is there any gender difference in listening anxaety listening metacognitive strategy use?

What are the effects and sources of foreign languiatening anxiety as well as suggested waysdaae listening
anxiety?

Participants:

The participants in this study are 95 sophomoramatEnglish majors from two classes taught bystnae English
teacher in Henan Normal University, who range frb8&to 21 in age with the average age 19.5. Of ditedl 85
students, 47 are male -students and 48 are fefrtady. take up 49.4 and 50.5% separately. The reabgn choose
non-English majors as the subjects is that of lal tollege and university students, the larger ritgjas
non-English majors, who are required to learn Eiglis a compulsory subject since they were in séigh school.
After entering university or college, they find tHanglish becomes even more important. Every wéeky have
four English classes. They have two listening dasssery another week. They have to put more timdesaergy in
English since they are required to pass the CETtAg last term of the second year. Though indkest few years,
some scholars criticize the action of linking CET4rtificate with the bachelor’s degree, a cetdific of CET-4
plays a vital role in determining an individual’areer opportunities. However, the difficulty of pimg CET-4
seems to lie in the listening section. Many non{Ehgmajor college students report that they havara time on
the listening part, which is believed to be thenrtzrd nut for them.

Instruments
The instrument involved in the present study cda$ a listening proficiency test (CET-4), the &ign Language
Listening Anxiety Scale (FLLAS), a listening metgoitive strategy questionnaire and an interview.

Listening section of CET-4 2005, is adopted in the present study in ordenvestigate students’ English listening
proficiency. CET-4 has been acknowledged to haegehthh validity and reliability national wide in @suring the
non-English major students’ English proficiencysteining section consists of two parts and studamsasked to
finish these two parts within 25minutes. Sectiom@udes ten short conversations. Students aredaskanswer a
guestion about the dialogue and choose one cansgter out of the four answers marked A, B, C anthBection
B, three passages, each of which about 150 woresladivered to students. After listening to eaakgage, they are
asked to answer three to five questions accordiriget passage, and then blacken the number theg chiothis test,
each question holds one score and the total ss@@ for all the 20 questions. In order to havérectl view of the
scores, the author assigns each question 5 stioussthe total scores of the test is100.

In the present study, the author adopts Cheng'®3R0evised Foreign Language Listening Anxiety 8cal

Compared with other anxiety measure methods, eplfit measurement, which is in form of scale in ghesent
study, is considered a better option availabletiier evaluation of anxiety. Cheng adapts Kim’s tigtg anxiety
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scale, whose reliability reported to be 0.93 bame&ronbach’s alpha, to investigate students’distg anxiety. The
scale consists of 34 self reported items measwtundents’ feelings of anxiety in foreign languaigéehing process.
For the purpose of the present study, the origitetement “foreign language” in the scale is ravige“English”. It
is a 5-point Likert type scale. The students awiired to give responses ranging from “stronglyadigee” to
“strong agree”. Each student’s listening anxietyreds derived by calculating the responses to @aoh The five
levels of responses “strongly disagree”, “agreaikither agree nor disagree”, “disagree” and “stlpmagree” are
assigned a value of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 respectively. Sihtements of the FLLAS are negatively worded thiedresponses
are reversed, so that a high score in the FLLA&&tds a high level of English listening anxietglanlow score a
low listening anxiety. In Cheng’s study, reliabjliand validity analysis are carried out to ensitiee dquality of the
scale. The internal consistency coefficient is.8h%he basis of Crobach’s alpha. Furthermore, timstcuct validity
is also tested with the other Foreign Language Stdasn Anxiety Scales (FLCAS) and the correlatioefficient
between the two scales is reported to be r=.666.1{p<n=87), which supports the construct validifyFoLAS.
Therefore, Cheng’s version of FLLAS is regardeélable instrument for students’ listening anxigtgasurement.
A questionnaire consists of 31 items concerningstidents’ metacognitive strategy use in listeromprehension
process is adopted in the present study. The guestire is designed by Huang Ling on the basis’bfalley and
Chamot’s learning strategy classification schemdjiclv is composed of metacognitive, cognitive and
social/affective strategies. For the research peponly metacognitive strategies which have plagninonitoring
and evaluating as its subcategories are dealt iwithe present paper. In the questionnaire, thet fritems are
planning strategies, items from 10 to 24 are meimitpstrategies and items from 25 to 31 are evalgadtrategies.
The questionnaire is designed on a 5-point Likedles and written in Chinese for the purpose of #ebe
understanding and a more accurate result. Therssidee asked to give their responses which ramge fnever”,
“sometimes”, “half of the time”, “most of the timed “always” on each item. Like the FLLAS, the sesrof
students’ metacognitive listening strategies artaiobd by summing up each item score. Unlike FLLAS
statements in the listening metacognitive stratggstionnaire are positively worded; thereforeghtscore of the
guestionnaire indicates a high level of Engliskeliéng metacognitive strategy competence and askawe a low
listening metacognitive competence.

Data collection procedures

The present study was conducted on DecemberlOt5. 2Before the listening test and the filling ofeth
guestionnaire, the subjects are told by their Bhgieacher that the test and the questionnairesndyaised for the
purpose of academic research and would not havenaegstive influence on their English study. To pobttheir
personal privacy as well as for the study need,stifgects are asked to fill in their genders indteatheir real
names. Then, the listening test is administere@%aon- English majors from two classes taught by same
English teacher. After the listening test, the suty are required to fill in the FLLAS and the dig®aire
according to their own responses with their firslination and without too long deep thinking. Tleason why the
author of the present study requires the subjectesponse immediately is that if the subjects angwickly, their
answers may come from a true feeling. The listetasg takes about 25 minutes and the completicheofFLLAS
and the questionnaire about 15minutes. The cormudi the test and the distribution of the questaire are all
done by the English teacher. Due to both the te&clweoperation and the students’ earnest treatnadhthe
guestionnaires and the listening tests are welédthrat is, all the samples of the study are valid.

In order to make the present study more relialiiéneerview is designed with the purpose of findmg the reasons
that make students feel anxious during listeninwel$ as the situation of students’ listening megxdtive strategy
use. After the students’ listening test and thestjaenaires, the author conducts an interview @ittudents of each
listening proficiency level. The students are cimosem the volunteers. 5 females and 4 males avsashrandomly
to analyze the gender difference. The questionsamesists the following questions:

® What are your feelings in each stage of this Ehdigening test? Do you feel the same anxiousrieedod during
the test?

® \What are the reasons that make you feel anxious?

® How do you try to manage your listening succesgtull

® Do you have the awareness of metacognitive stratesgyin listening? Do you actively take some plagni
monitoring and evaluating strategies?

® \What can you suggest to reduce listening anxietyisaprove listening proficiency effectively?

Data analysis procedure

After all the scores of listening proficiency, ésing anxiety and listening metacognitive strateggnpetence are
obtained, they are put into computer together witter data collected from the questionnaire and-tHeAS. SPSS

18.5 is used to process and analyze the data. diogpto the scores, descriptive statistical analysiused to
determine three groups under each variable, nathelliigh, the medium and the low listening proficig listening
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anxiety and listening metacognitive strategy uspWed by a one-way ANOVA to see if there is angigant
difference among the three levels of listening atyxscores. ANOVA is also employed to measure gedifference
in listening anxiety and listening metacognitiveastgies respectively. That is, to see if therea isignificant
difference between male and female concerning tigtgning anxiety and their use of listening megitive
strategies respectively. Then correlation analysisised to examine the relationship among listerangiety,
listening metacognitive strategy use and listemirgficiency.

After the statistical analysis, the material gainfrthe interview are also transcribed and analgsinethe author.
The students’ answers and suggestions are sorteddiing to the categories of the questions.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The objects’ listening anxiety states

Table 4-1: Statistical Description of Students’ Litening Anxiety Scores

Frequency| Percent| Valid Percent| Cumulative Percent
Valid | 60-85 16 16.8 16.8 16.8
86-110 41 43.2 43.2 60.0
111-145 38 40.0 40.0 100.0
Total 95 100.0 100.0

Table 4-2 :One-way ANOVA of Three Anxiety Levels

Sum of Squarey df | Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groupy  24727.056 2 | 12363.528 | 271.416| .000
Within Groups 4190.776 92 45.552
Total 28917.832 | 94

Table 4-1 gives a clear description of the studdigiening anxiety scores. Based on the scoragjestts are
grouped into the high, intermediate and the lotetisng anxiety levels with each group has 38, 41 Hh students
respectively. Those who score below 85 are consitlas low-anxious students, students whose scozesigher
than 110 are classified into the high-anxious grdupe rest who score between 85 and 110 fall iartermediate
anxious group. From the table, we can see thabtingber of low anxiety students is small, takingli8% while
the intermediate and the high anxiety level stusi¢site up 83.2% of the total. A definite answerlddae given to
the hypothesized question “do college studentsrtepgeriencing listening anxiety?” a large majpoof students is
suffering listening anxiety.

Table 4-2 has shown that the students are actbelfng to three different anxiety levels of groassthe scores of
each group show statistically significant differer{d~=271.416, p<.05).

The figures and numbers in Table 4-1 and 4-2 intipdy Chinese college students are experiencingtaic@amount
of anxiety in listening comprehension process.

Table 4-3: Correlations between LA, LMS Use and LP

LP LMS LA
LP Pearson Correlatio 1 .681(**) | -.649(**)
Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000
N 95 95 95
L LMS | Pearson Correlatiof .681(**) 1 -.613(*)
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 ] .000
N 95 95 95
LA, Pearson Correlatiof -.649(**) | -.613(**) 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 )
N 95 95 95

Correlations between listening anxiety and listegiproficiency

Correlation analysis is used to determine the imziahip between listening anxiety and listeningfigiency. The
result shows that the correlation coefficient 819, (p=.000<.05) which indicates that there israng relationship
between listening anxiety and listening proficiendihe lower the listening anxiety, the higher thstehing
proficiency is, which shows the same as we havee&teg.

To further identify the effects of different anyelevels on listening proficiency, person corralatianalysis is
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adopted to determine their relationships. The tation results in table Table 1 - 1-4shows that lewel anxiety
has a strong, positive and significant correlatisith their corresponding scores. (Pearson Cormiati802,
p=.000<.05). The intermediate and high anxietyeigatively related to listening proficiency. Thiglicates that low
anxiety plays a great facilitative role in listegjrwhich is consists with what has been statetiérliterature review.
The reason may be that anxious students are ddisthacted from listening. They tend to think maifgout the
potential failure and the negative evaluation frothers. While low anxious students put more enémghe task
itself and their concentration is not divided. Thelationship is not so strong and obvious (Pearson
Correlation=-.299, p=.068 >.05) in the high anxistisdents. This may indicates that anxiety is hetdnly factor
that affects listening proficiency. There may bensoother more powerful factors like language pieficy that
influence listening proficiency.

Table 2-4: Correlations between Three LA Levels anthe Corresponding Listening Scores

Anxiety level N | Pearson Correlation  Sig. (2-tailgd)
Low anxiety 16 .802(**) .000
Intermediate anxiety 4] 433(*) .005
High anxiety 38 -.299 .068

Pearson correlation in Table Table 3-4shows thahoognitive strategy use and listening proficienoy positively
and significantly related (Correlation coefficient681, p=.000<.05). The result is consistent witmatvhas been
hypothesized.

. Metacognitive strategy use is proved to be thst peedictor of success for foreign language leatnevhich
means the higher metacognitive strategy use, tjigehithe listening proficiency is. Metacognitiveas¢gy use and
listening anxiety are two independent but relatadables in listening process. Listening anxietgwes itself in the
unpredictability and uncontrollability of reasorrppess and results while metacognitive strategidstening are
composed by planning, monitoring and evaluatiorratsgies. They are independent and related betaegact to
listening process during which they interplay wehch other. As in table 4-3, metacognitive stratagg and
listening anxiety are negatively and significantifated. (Correlation coefficient =-.613, p=.000%). that is, the
more anxious students feel in listening processJdhs effective listening metacognitive strate@iey use or vice
versa. The negative relationship between listemingety and metacognitive strategy use may giveame hint
that listening anxiety could be reduced from thinpof view of metacognitive strategy use.

Use of three LMS by students with different LA ldse
In order to see the use of three metacognitiverisg strategies by students with different listgnanxiety levels,
the author presents a detailed list of strategg asan the following:

Table 4 - 4: Strategies Used by Different Anxiety &vel Students

Listening Metacognitive strategigs  Planning stri@®g Monitoring strategies Evaluation strateg|es
Low anxiety mean(n=16) 28.3125 57.0000 28.3750

SD 4.02854 7.26636 3.84491
Intermediate anxiety mean(n=41 21.5854 42.0732 oz

SD 6.74898 11.09367 5.78138

High anxiety mean(n=38) 20.1053 38.8158 21.0263

SD 4.96904 7.01680 4.63528
Total(n=95) 22.1263 43.2842 22.6947

SD 6.32328 10.99580 5.64381

Table 4 - 5: Results of ANOVA for LMS by DifferentListening Anxiety Level Students

. . . .| 95% Confidence Interval

(I) anxiety levels| (J)anxiety levels Mean Differend-J) | Std. Error| Sig, Lower Upper Bound
60 -85 86-110 6.1894(*) 1.78480] .00p  1.9376 10.4417
111-145 8.0376(*%) 1.81341] .000 3.717p 12.3574

86-110 60-85 -6.1894(*) 1.78480| .00R -10.4412 -1.9376
111-145 1.8482 1.29142 329 -1.2282 4.9247

111-145 60-85 -8.0376(*) 1.81341| .00p -12.3576 -3.7176
86-110 -1.8482 1.29142) .329 -4.9247 1.2282

From the table, we could see that in each categbmyetacognitive strategies, the lower anxiety lestedents tend
to use more metacognitive strategies. To furthentify the relationship between metacognitive sggtuse and
listening anxiety in listening proficiency, one-wANVOA is adopted to determine the differences. Tésults are
presented in table 4-6 and they indicate thatetlaee significant differences among three anxietaell students
concerning using planning,(F [2,91]=8.263, p<.0®nitoring(F [2,91]=16.429, p<.05 ) and evaluatitrategies(F
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[2,91]=11.781, p<.05) in listening.

Table 4 - 7: Dependent Variable: Planning Strategie

Sum of Square: df Mean Squgre H Sig.

Between Groupg 577.117 p 288.559 8.263  .001
Planning strategies | Within Groups 3177.819 91 34.921

Total 3754.936 93

Between groups 3012.225 P 1506.11 16.429 000
Monitoring strategie§ Within groups 8342.200 91 91.673

Total 11354.426 93

Between groups 615.778 p 307.889 11.181 .p00
Evaluation strategies Within groups 2378.275 91 26.135

Total 2994.053 93

In terms of Planning strategy use, (see table 4ew)anxiety students show significant differened@th both the
intermediate and the high anxiety students, with amedifference=-13.9485 p=.002<.05 and mean
difference=-8.0376, p=.000<.05 respectively. Nagmn#icant difference is found between the internageliand the
high anxiety students (Mean differences=1.8482 28>305). As for the monitoring and evaluation sg¢s, the
results show the same trend (See table 4-.8. Thdtsesuggest that low anxiety students use maaanphg,
monitoring and evaluation strategies, which comtetto high listening proficiency.

Table 1- 4 - 8: Dependent Variable: Monitoring Straegies

5 -
(I) anxiety levels| (J) anxiety levels Mean Diffecen| Std. Error| Sig. LO\?vSe?Bizzzdenszggtreévoﬂnc
60-85 86-110 13.9485(*) 2.87762| .000 7.0933 20.8037
111-145 17.9699(*) 2.92375 .000 11.0049 24.935

86-110 60-85 -13.9485(%) 2.87762| .00D -20.8037 -7.0933
111-145 4.0214 2.08214 136 -.9387 8.9816

111-145 60-85 -17.9699(%) 2.92375| .00D -24.9350 -11.0049
86-110 -4.0214 2.08214 136 -8.9816 .9387

Gender difference analysis

Gender difference in metacognitive strategy use

Chavez (2001) points out that the ultimate goalsimderstanding gender differences in strategy ns®rieign

language listening are as following: (a) to makeawsre of how gender can affect development antaeiment in

L2 listening; (b) to enable L2 teachers to use #vigreness to help their students of either getadachieve gains
in L2 listening comprehension; (c) to encouragéhier research into the role of gender in L2 listgni and (d ) to
accommodate individual students’ needs, givenriiaes and females deserve an equal chance ofrigessuccess.

Table 4-9: Gender Difference in Metacognitive Stratgy Use

gender| N Mean | Std. Deviation| Std. Error Mean F t Sig. (2-tailed)
M 48 | 21.4167 4.93288 .71200
Planning strategies F 47 | 24.0000 6.06487 ggigg 774 | -3.012 .003
o M 48 | 38.7292 7.74525 1.11793 7.710|
Monitoring strategies— 515 93651 11 91711 1.73829 4474 000
. . M 48 | 20.2708 5.93131 .85611
Evaluation strategieg F 27 240213 6.20480 50506 3.132| -2.280 .025

T-test is uses to make clear whether the threeaogtétive strategies will play the same role indendifference in
listening test. The means of planning strategy afsenales and females are 21.4167 and 24.0000 risggc
Standard deviations are 4.93288and 6.06487 respbciip=.003<.05). The means of monitoring strateige of
males and females are 38.7292 and 47.9362respgcttandard deviations are 7.74525 and 11.9174fdedively
(p =.000<.05). The means of monitoring strategy afsmales and females are 20.2708 and 24.0213 ctasgly.
Standard deviations are 5.93131and 6.20480 resphct{p=.025<.05). T-test shows that there is digant
difference between males and females on listenietaoognitive strategy use, in terms of planningnitaoing and
evaluation categories, which is consistent with théhor's hypothesis. Female students are assurgtbrh
metacognitive strategy use than male ones. In tesept study, the most significant difference isvah in
monitoring category, followed by the category oampiing and evaluation. Why male and female studsimbsv
differences in planning and monitoring strategiestéad of evaluation strategies? There are podsigipretations
for the findings: Although females are not as g@sdmales in abstract and logical thought, theybmtter in
self-introspection, insight and thought-controliethare aspects of metacognitive abilities. Takel#arning native
language as an example of which metacognitive egfie¢ are important component, girls show significa
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difference with boys before and after ten years Beimales are believed as better language leattmensmales in
foreign language learning. The higher use of mejaitive strategies by female students than theilema
counterparts may explain the reason why femalgseofsrm males in listening proficiency.

Gender difference in listening anxiety

Table 4-10: Group Statistics of Gender Differenceni Listening Anxiety

gender| N Mean | Std. Deviation| Std. Error Mean
listening anxiety| M 48| 111.0417 9.95513 1.43690
F 47| 96.0851 20.29546 2.96040

Table 4-11: Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test fo
Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
. 95% Confidence Interval of
F Sig. t df S'.g' _Mean S.td' Error the Difference
(2-tailed) | Difference | Difference
Lower Upper

listening | Equal variances assumeq 20.085| .000 |4.579 93 .000 14.9566 3.26932 8.46433 21.44879
anxiety | Equal variances not assumn 4.54566.609  .000 14.9566 3.29069 8.38761 21.52551

T-test is conducted on the scores of listening etyx@f male and female students. The means of aradefemale
students’ listening anxiety are 111.0417 and 96L0@Spectively and Standard deviations are 9.98614320.29546
respectively, with p (2-tailed) being .000<.05.Tresult shows that there is significant differeneéween male and
female students in listening anxiety. Male studdmdse a higher anxiety measure than female stud@&his is
consistent with Cheng’s study, which also beliethedt males tend to be more anxious than femalésténing test.
The reason why male students show more anxioumdetilan female ones may be that female studeptsnare
circumspective than males. They will do more prapans for the coming exams from both psychologamadi
practical perspectives. They become more confidbott themselves and feel less anxious. Anothepremay be
that female students have higher language profigieRoor language proficiency will arouse appretmmnsn
listening.

Gender difference in listening proficiency

Table 4-12: Group Statistics of Gender Differenceni Listening Proficiency

gender| N Mean | Std. Deviation| Std. Error Mean
listening proficiency] M 48 | 42.5000 12.92367 1.86537
F 47 | 64.0426| 14.69392 2.14333

Table 4-13 : Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
F Sj t df Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence Interval of
9- (2-tailed) | Difference | Difference the Difference
Lower Upper
LPPPPPPPPPPP Eq‘;as' S‘l’j’:n”zgces 960 | .330| -7.502| 93 .000 215426 | 283753 | -27.17732 | -15.90779
ppppppp | Edual variances ng -7.582| 90.986|  .000 215426 | 2.84138 | -27.18663 | -15.89848

assumed

Since gender difference is obvious in both listgramxiety and listening metacognitive strategy 0dere must be
some difference between male and female studehginlistening proficiency. To validate the hypesis, t - test is
adopted to determine the difference. The meansadé mnd female students’ listening proficiency 4265000 and
64.0426.respectively and Standard deviations are92BB7 and 14.69392 respectively, with p (2-tailed)
being .000<.05. The result shows that there isifsigmt difference between male and female studentistening
proficiency. Female students, at the same timentoee successful listeners, show higher scores stériing
proficiency. The hypothesis is further proved: tigher the listening metacognitive ability, the Evthe listening
anxiety and the better listening proficiency is.

Results of the interview

In the previous parts, quantitative method is usedestify the author’s hypotheses. In this pahng tuthor
transcribes and analysizes the data collectedéinterview. The transcriptions of the interviewe éisted according
to the categories of the questions: students’ avea® of listening anxiety, factors that cause apdad suggested
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ways to reduce listening anxiety. Students’ awaserd# listening anxiety. Of the nine interviewessyen students
report feeling anxious and apprehension beforedamihg listening test. The rest two students thodgmot show
much anxious feeling, still report having a smatloaint of uneasiness. From their attitudes and resgsotowards
the test, differences could be seen between lowhégidanxious students. High-anxious students tengkt tense
and they feel under an atmosphere of nervousnesh & feeling will increase their anxiety. For exden one
high-anxious student says: “I feel anxious and oesvwhenever | listen to English, | doubt about limtening
ability though sometimes the listening materiatjiste easy. When the listening texts become diffiaith more
new words, my mind gets blank”.

Being different from the high-anxious students, lamxiety level students take a more positive atétand make
more efforts. They regard the test as a challengesapress more confidence to conquer the difficult

@ | feel a little nervous before the test, but whiémeally comes, | find | am not so uneasy. | ameslu can
understand most of the listening material sinceiffeculty degree is equal to what | have pradtieveryday”

@ ‘| feel nervous at the beginning of the test. Butew the listening continues, | calm down and cotreén on
listening, because | am familiar with most of tiselning topics though there are several new words.

® “| believe that practice makes perfect, | practieddt and | think my listening ability will impre:”

Factors that cause anxiety: When asked what cdbees to feel anxious in listening test, the intewees show
great interest and list the following factors: laage proficiency and listening level, charactarstf the listening
material, pressure from parents and themselves.

1). Language Proficiency and Listening Level: Laagg proficiency and listening level ranks high amdhe
factors that contribute to listening anxiety. Aletinterviewees agree that a high language prafigi@nd listening
level will ensure a success of listening test. regng enough that none of them think they haviega English
proficiency, even the students with relatively higlores. They think “if I have a high English podincy, | will not
feel nervous or frustrated at all” “my anxious fagldue to my low language ability” “I have a smathount of
vocabulary, this is the main problem that hinderfroen getting a high listening score.”

2). Characteristics of the Listening Comprehensind listening Material: Not being able to contfwé input is the
most anxiety-provoking reason that students repdmtike reading and writing, during which studewtn refer
back to identify what they do not understand, $telning comprehension, especially in listening, tetsidents have
only one chance to perceive the input. Therefarst, ds one interviewee complains “l get nervousbse in CET-4
I have only one chance with listening section. Isonworry about missing even one word. Consequdriigt more
anxious and can not concentrate on listening naterirhe listening material in the test also has @wn
characteristics, which may include the word lengitie, pronunciations, vocabulary difficulty, soureed, and so
on. Of the characteristics, sound speed is coraidanxious-provoking. One interviewee says: “| egily anxious
when the sound is delivered quickly, at that tithe, most familiar words seem strange to me.”

3). Pressure from Parents and Themselves: Studetdeel pressure from both themselves and thedeutgorld.
Anxiety is aroused when language learners comgemdelves to others, which can rarely attain. é%ail983).
Several interviewees report that their anxiousirfigetierives from the demands they put on themselleteel
guilty if I get a low score in the exam.” “I alwaysll myself that | can not fall behind othersmify classmates can
pass the exam while | can not, | will feel anxi§.&me students say that their parents’ high exgtieect make them
feel anxious.

Suggested solutions to listening anxiety: Accordinghe above —mentioned causes of listening ayxpetssible
solutions offered by students are listed in théofeing:Poor command of the target language leakidh listening
anxiety and low listening proficiency. Therefore, dvercome anxiety and improve listening competefmeign
language learners’ must take effective measurgsdctice listening. One student says “| felt nes/decause my
poor language proficiency in the pasty, but | knunactice makes perfect. The more | practice, theernonfident |
become. Now | become more confident than beforbe fieason why some students think the sound dglsmred
is too high and they can not catch every word tfdarthat they lack of tolerance of ambiguity. JHeold the belief
that they should catch every word clearly and ailyeOtherwise, they think their listening is immfect and thus
anxious feelings arouse. Lack of effective listgnstrategies is one of the main sources of lisgeranxiety.
Teachers are advised to offer some effective gfiedeto reduce the students’ listening anxiety mmgrove their
listening competence. One interviewee suggests teacher should teach us some useful strategiespte with
listening anxiety; otherwise, we are easy to gss$ o listening tests.” “I have no idea of whatitmbefore listening
test. If my teacher can suggest how to preparevamtor our listening, | am sure my confidence wiltrease.” In
addition, learners’ past experience plays an ingmbriole in the formation of listening anxiety. ldsing anxiety
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stems from habitual, irrelevant, negative thoughét some students have during a testing situalibase negative
thoughts distract students from listening and cabsen to focus on their fears, inadequacies, arsd fadlures.
Listening anxiety occurs when students who haviedabr done poorly in the past develop negativéiswges,
causing irrelevant thought patterns during thefistg. Several students report "I'm not smart ehgug he teacher
is watching me," and "Everyone is finishing befone". Although these students may have adequaty skitls,
they become distracted and anxious during thecdassing poor listening effects.

CONCLUSION

In the present study, the author uses the FLLASIiatehing metacognitive strategy questionnairexamine the
subjects’ listening anxiety states and metacogmititrategies used in listening process. Correlaioalyses are
conducted among listening anxiety, listening megadtive strategy use and listening proficiencyTést is used to
determine the differences between male and femabdgests in terms of listening anxiety and the u$ehoee
metacognitive strategies. A series of results aftistical analyses are displayed. discussionsefdkults in which
major contribution and conclusions, limitation bétstudy as well as recommendation for future rekeare probed
into. From the results of the empirical researcthenprevious chapter, we have the following firgdin

1). According to the description of listening aryi@nalysis, the hypothesis that most non- Engilistjor students
are suffering listening anxiety has been testifiddarge proportion of 82% students have reportegegencing
listening anxiety. The number is alarming and omgain it proves the pervasive existence of listgranxiety
among non — English major students.

2). There is a positive co-efficiency between meggitive strategy use and listening proficiencyezsally in terms
of planning and monitoring strategies. Metacogaitstrategies, a kind of executive strategies, aserdial for
successful listening, since listeners often deghwibo much “newness” in listening process, in whicase
conscious use of metacognitive strategies is camduo listening proficiency. Low anxiety studerstively use
metacognitive strategies because they are ableeab wiith “newness” for lack of anxiety while highnxious
students avoid the choice of metacognitive strategi

3). There is significantly negative correlationveeen listening anxiety and metacognitive strategg, which is
consistent with what we have hypothesized in tiitealrof the research. According to the model akign language
learning, individual learner differences (beliefdfective states, and previous learner experient®Egther with
various situational factors (the target languagadstudied, whether the setting is formal or infiai, the nature of
the instruction, and the specific tasks learnees asked to perform) determine the learners’ choicéearning

strategies. The learning strategies then influgheerate of acquisition and the ultimate level afefgn language
achievement. The learners’ success and their tEvigireign language proficiency can in turn afféwtir choice of
strategies. Therefore the degree of anxiety affbdetshoice of strategies. Students with diffeeantiety levels have
different metacognitive strategy use. Specificatlye lower anxiety students use significantly metanning,

monitoring and evaluation strategies than the inegliate and the high anxiety level students, wihitkre are no
statistical differences between intermediate amyh lEinxiety students in their metacognitive stratagg in each
metacognitive category. Thus, it is clear that tb&e of anxiety can't be ignored in considering thee of

metacognitive strategy.

4). In listening comprehension test, metacognisitrategy use acts as a facilitative factor whiéelhing anxiety a
debilitative one. That means during listening pesgestudents with high listening anxiety will epdile distracted
from concentration. At the input stage, their ansianood causes attention deficits as well as ther putial
information processing, resulting in the disabiligf comprehending the coming information. At the
information-processing stage, anxiety disrupts fi@arching the appropriate items in memory and skdewn the
speed of recall during the time —limited task (Mdgte & Gardner, 1994).

5). The empirical study provides the conclusion thale students, on average, have higher listesiniety and at
the same time, lower listening metacognitive sgatese than their female counterparts. As a rethdy have the
significantly lower listening proficiency than fefeastudents.

Implications for EFL teaching and learning: The results of the present study indicate thatethgrsignificant

correlation between learners’ listening anxiefstening metacognitive strategy use and their lisgeproficiency. A

large majority of non-English major students suffetening anxiety, which, seen from the preseatlgthas greatly
jeopardized their learning. Listening anxiety istlyarooted in teaching. So teachers should redheesituation and
take measures to reduce the level of anxiety sontibae strategies are used as a whole. The quenéitid types of
the strategies tend to be balanced for those atigihigh anxiety learners.
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Firstly, teachers should help their students tcnaekedge their listening anxiety and then discuagsaof reducing
it, because “sharing of common feelings of nervegsnor frustration with the group may elicit creativays to
solve the problem for the whole class”. (Husseif3)0 Students should be made to believe that tarperience
and hard work will surely to help reduce listenarxiety.

Secondly, application of proper teaching techniquiishelp reduce listening anxiety. For examplecarding to the
input hypothesis, more comprehensible input shdagddprovided to students with carefully designededcites.
Teachers should give students permission to respdgtid less perfect response and boost self—condigldny
providing more opportunities for even small suctiddsstening.

In addition, Oxford listed a number of suggestidos teachers to diminish language anxiety: helpdetis
understand that language anxiety episodes canahsi¢nt and do not inevitably develop into a lagfmoblem;
encourage moderate risk-taking and tolerance ofigritlp in a comfortable and non-threatening envinemt;
reduce the competition present in the classroomp; $stedents realistically assess their performg@pdord, 1999,
cited in Arnold 2000).

As for listening metacognitive strategies, whiahthe present study, have been proved to havegsteignificant
correlation with listening proficiency, should b#aahed more importance by both teachers and ssid8ome
teachers take it for granted that all studentsaar@re of metacognitive strategies. In fact, mangestts do not have
a deep understanding of metacognitive strategidshawe no idea of how to develop their metacogmitibility.
Given that listening metacognitive strategy use sahonly reduce listening anxiety but also imprdigtening
competence, the acquisition of them should haveefaching listening teaching implications. Imprdkie students’
metacognitive strategy awareness is the premisgewetloping their strategy competence. Teachersldhuelp
students to realize that good learners are not Witinthe capability of using metacognitive stragesg rather, they
acquire these strategies in the language learnmiogeps. So, it is feasible for teachers to devstogtegy- based
teaching method in listening classroom. In ordeemdance language learning to the fullest, learséisuld be
aware of themselves as self-regulatory organisnmwels as the agents of their own thinking. Thus,ytluan
consciously and effectively achieve their learngaals. The result of gender difference in metadognistrategy
use may suggest that male students need morerhdiveloping their strategies since females aresrakilled in
using metacognitive strategies. The complexity istiehing comprehension process and the interadigiween
listeners and strategy use make it a great chalémgteachers and language researchers to tiaderss to master
some useful and effective metacognitive strateigiéistening.

Recommendation for further research

Despite the above limitations, this thesis is sesfié in providing some preliminary evidence foe tiole of anxiety
and metacognitive strategy use in listening comgmslon. Several directions for further researchvevérom this
study. Firstly, to verifies or refute the finding6this study, the present study should be repeatsidg other data
gathering methods or different sample groups. Algiothe present study shed some light on how ansied
metacognitive strategies affect listening comprsfn process, more confirmatory researches andstigegions
are recommended for further research. At the samee tearner background factors such as learniylg,dearning
motivation, age are some of other factors shoulddmsidered in future studies of the relationstépMeen anxiety,
metacognitive strategies and listening. It wouldobgreat interest to replicate the research withaae reliable and
valid research method in which quantitative metlaod qualitative study method both employed in thpehof
providing different intuitions. Because in the imguinto the affective factors, especially anxietyservation and
interview can provide more unquantifiable informatithat sometimes the quantitative data can ngilguphirdly,
distinctions and similarities between non-Englishjons and English majors concerning the relatigndgtween
these two variables are to be probed into to forralatively more complete picture of this area.tiDigtions and
similarities between non-English majors and Engliskjors concerning the listening proficiency in ahliistening
anxiety and listening metacognitive strategy usetaken as variables are to be probed into to farralatively
more complete picture of this area. In the presamdy, functions of anxiety and metacognitive sj#s are studied
only in listening scope. Future research shoulddréed out to study other types of language—s&jlkecific anxiety
in the hope of gaining a better understanding dlege learning process.
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