THE COLLABORATIVE DIMENSIONS OF THE LEARNER’S LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT:
THE METAPHOR OF SCAFFOLDING IN LISTENING STRATEGIES
Jila Naeini.

ELT Department, Islamic Azad University, AKIAU
Naeini.j@gmail.com
ABSTRACT
A fundamental principle that describes how students learn and thereby it shapes instructional practice is the construct of teaching within the ‘zone of proximal development (ZPD).  ZPD is the idea of focusing instruction at a level that is just beyond students’ independent ability level. According to Vygotsky, this zone of proximal development, is the students’ instructional level, or level at which students can function with the help of specific instructional supports and guidance. The purpose of this study, then, was to investigate whether scaffolding in the form of providing learners with some initial strategies in listening comprehension tasks can guide them to guess and regulate some others, and whether the learners would be able to afford the listening tasks without the teacher’s support.  To achieve this aim, the researcher conducted a research study at a language school. The participants who were female, EFL learners pretested and post-tested for their listening comprehension performance before and after receiving the instruction.  To investigate the participants’ familiarity with listening strategies, the Vandergrift, Goh, and Mareschal’s Meta-cognitive Awareness Listening questionnaire (MALQ) was administered before and after the instruction.  Then, the researcher started the treatment by introducing some strategies to the learners and practice on the taught strategies.  After some sessions of getting help from the teacher the learners revealed that they could regulate some strategies themselves. The statistical and factor analysis confirmed the researchers’ assumptions and revealed the effects of scaffolding on learners to regulate the listening strategies themselves.  
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INTRODUCTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM

Ellis (2000) argues that according to socio-cultural theory, learning arises not through interaction but in interaction.  Learners first succeed in performing a new function with the assistance of another person and then internalize this function so that they can perform it unassisted.  In this way, social interaction mediates learning. The theory has gone some way to specifying the kinds of interactions that most successfully mediate learning.  They are those in which the new functions are scaffolded by the participants. Scaffolding is the dialogic process by which one speaker assists another to perform a new function.  Ellis (2000) points out that task-based research in the socio-cultural tradition has been directed at demonstrating how scaffolding, so defined, helps learners achieve a successful task outcome.  A socio-cultural perspective highlights teaching and learning in conjunction and close-up, looking to fundamental characteristics of the ZPD as a set of interactive processes wherein learning occurs because teaching facilitates it (Nassaji and Cumming, 2000).  Toht (2008) points out that recent work on instructed L2 development has proposed that pedagogical interventions might be most effective when they assist learners in language processing. Thot confirms that through procedural assistance (scaffolding) instructor facilitates not only the use of meta-linguistic information but also the assembly of structurally more complex utterances to represent learners’ intended meanings.  Swain (2000) emphasizes that such assistance might indeed be useful as a form of pushed output, given that part of the cognitive burden associated with the utterance’s linguistic structure is borne by the teacher and the production work left to the learner focuses only on those elements that pertain to the instructional object.  Swain (2000) asserts that this makes the learners autonomous. 

It is now generally recognized that listening comprehension plays a key role in facilitating language learning.  Vandergrift (1999) refers to Gary (1975) that giving pre-eminence to listening comprehension provides advantages of four different types: Cognitive efficiency, utility, and affective.  Vandergrift (1999) concluded that listening comprehension is a highly intensive skill.  It plays an important role in the process of language learning, facilitating the emergence of other language skills.  According to Rubin (1994), research into the process of the L2 listening initially focus on the use of strategies for listening comprehension.  Vandergrift, Goh, and Mareschal (2006) argue that the self management dimension of learner thinking during listening is of particular interest. This was investigated through an examination of L2 learners’ use of meta-cognitive strategies for coping with difficulties and facilitating comprehension.  They emphasize that scope of listening strategy research has recently expended to emphasize learners’ cognitive appraisal or their meta-cognitive knowledge. Omall’y and Chamot (1990) validated a body of language learning strategies, and an accompanying classification scheme grounded in cognitive theory.  They differentiated and categorized the range of cognitive activity in language learning into two main types: meta-cognitive and cognitive strategies.   For Vandergrift (1990) meta-cognitive strategies are important because they oversee, regulate, or direct the language learning process.  These strategies, which involve thinking about the learning process, include planning, monitoring, and evaluating.  While second language strategy research has expanded in recent years, the number of studies in listening comprehension is relatively small, and the research base for listening strategies is even more limited. Consequently, it was found necessary to raise the learners’ awareness on listening strategies. This can be done procedurally via scaffolding.  Through teaching learners’ listening strategies and giving them temporal help in the form of scaffolding, you might help them to improve and cope some of the listening tasks on their own. As far as the researcher is concerned, no study in foreign language setting seems to have dealt with the effects of scaffolding on the learners’ listening comprehension and listening strategies.  

FUNDAMENTALS IN SCAFFOLDING: SOCIO-CULTURAL DIMENSIONS

A fundamental principle that describes how students learn and thereby shapes instructional practice is the construct of teaching within the zone of proximal development (ZPD).  The idea of scaffolding instruction is supported by Vygotsky’s idea of focusing instruction at a level that is just beyond student’s independent ability level but not so far off that learning is unattainable.  This zone as Vygotsky calls it is the student’s instructional level or the level at which students can function with the help of specific instructional supports and guidance (Walter, 2004).  It is within this instructional range or ‘zone of understanding’ that teachers should focus their attention in providing instruction that will move students forward in learning and conceptual development.  Walter (2004) continues that the ZPD is a concept that is fundamental to our understanding of how students learn. Walter emphasizes that scaffolds are temporary structures, strategies or aids that teachers use to enable students to build their own understanding.  Scaffolds include visual or auditory supports that enable students to participate in knowledge acquisition and problem solving activities from the very beginning. 

Walter (2004) put Aida Walqui’s scaffolds for supporting English learners in accessing the core curriculum:

Modeling   
Modeling, or demonstrating, provides students with a clear picture of what is expected.  The extra-linguistic clues clarify directions and provide concrete examples of the finished product.  Any task that is introduced for the first time should be modeled.

Bridging
Bridging involves activating prior knowledge to establish a connection to new information.  Bridging is accomplished in a variety of ways including brainstorming, developing anticipatory charts, and identifying related literature, resource, or experiences.  

Contextualization

Words must be embedded in context to make the meaning clear.  It is context that helps students construct the meaning of largely unfamiliar words.  

Schema building

Schema building involves bringing to light the connections that exist between and across concepts and the curriculum.

Meta-cognitive development

Meta-cognitive development involves the explicit teaching and learning of strategies that enable students to become autonomous learners.

Text representation 

Text presentation involves taking a known text and manipulating it for a new purpose, for example, summarizing a story or chapters. 

Candlin and Mercer (2001) express that education is a dialogic, cultural process.  The development of student’s knowledge and understanding is shaped by their relationships with teachers and other students and by the culture in which those relationships are located.  Their educational success is only partly under their own controls and only partly under the control of their teachers.  This is where the socio-cultural concept of scaffolding is useful.  The essence of this concept is that an effective teacher provides the kind of intellectual support which enables learners to make intellectual support which enables learners to make intellectual achievement, they would never accomplish alone. 

Ellis (2003) contends that the social dimension of the development of a new skill is handled in social theory of mind through the notion of scaffolding.  This part of the theory is of particular relevance to the study of task-based learning.  Ellis emphasizes that scaffolding is the dialogic process by which one speaker assists another in performing a function that he or she cannot perform alone.  Scaffolding, Ellis (2003), argues that involves attending to both the cognitive demands of a task and the effective states of the person attempting the task.  Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1970) put the following features of scaffolding in Ellis (2003): 

· Recruiting interest in the task

· Simplifying the task

· Maintaining pursuit of the goal

· Marking critical features and discrepancies between what has been procedural and the ideal solution

· Controlling frustration during problem solving 

· Demonstrating and idealized version of the act to be performed

Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) point out that according to a socio-cultural perspectives language learning starts with collaborative dialog in social interaction between the learner and teacher.  Wertsh (1985) argues that ZPD is the dynamic region of sensitivity in which the transition from inter psychological to intra-psychological functioning can be made.  Mitchell and Myles (2004) discuss that evidence of learning has not been shown in spontaneous (unplanned) oral use of scaffolded items, particularly in long term.  Ellis and Barkhuizen, (2005) refer this to the metaphorical distinction between the participation metaphor of socio-cultural SLA and the acquisition metaphor which has dominated much other SLA work. Vygotsky (1978) emphasizes that the set of methodological procedures associated with socio-cultural learner language analysis is perhaps within its own ZPD: An embryonic state …the ‘buds’ or ‘flower’ of development rather than the fruits of development.  

Scaffolding is a tutorial behavior that is contingent, collaborative and interactive, and assumes the existence of a zone of proximal development (Wood, 1988).  Van Lier (2004) refers to scaffolding as an assisted performance.  A scaffold on a building permits work to be conducted that would not be possible without the scaffold.  An early mention of the scaffolding metaphor in learning is Bruner and Sherwood’s cited in Van Lier (2004).  Bruner’s notion of scaffolding developed during an intensive investigation of six infants (0.7-1.5) and their mothers over a period of ten months, as they played games together.  One of the most regularly played games was peek-a-boo, and this became a major focus for the researchers. Van Lier (2004) continues that over the last two decades, the metaphor of scaffolding has increasingly captured the interest and the discourse of the educational community.  Although in the early days it was aligned more to the work of Piaget, it soon came to be linked closely to Vygotsky’s notion of the ZPD.  Van Lier (2004) argued that scaffolding was split into two distinct strands in the 80S.  One strand can be called interactional scaffolding in which the adult assists the child by filling in, suggesting the next word or phrase, promising and finishing the child’s utterances.  When transcribed, the syntax of the utterances is read vertically rather than horizontally, hence the term ‘vertically constructed’ was chosen for this conversation. This type of scaffolding has also been called ‘ratchet-like’ by Bruner.  Sometimes it is referred to as ‘bootstrapping’ in that each interlocutor’s contribution is boosted by the previous interlocutor’s contribution.  Donata (1994)’s collective scaffolding, cited in Van Lier (2004), is an example of it in the socio-cultural theory perspective, which demonstrates how knowledge can be jointly constructed by learners working in groups.  

Van Lier (2004) refers to Cazden (1992)’s distinction between scaffolding as vertical construction in interaction and as ‘game like’ routines. Just like the peek-a-boo game, the pedagogical game has its rules and constraints as well as its unpredictable and variable aspects.  There are two kinds of work involved in successful scaffolding, according to Van Lier (2004): 

· Planning, setting up, and maintaining the scaffolding structure.

· Interactional work on, at or inside the scaffold.  It is crucial to be on the lookout for learners’ readiness to move outside the scaffold, and to quickly relax the rigging when that happens.

Van Lier (2004) concludes that the two strands of scaffolding, the structural and interactional, can thus be regarded as aspects of a single pedagogical meta-strategy. Van Lier (1996) proposes three related levels or layers of scaffolding: 

a. Planning task sequences, projects, recurring classroom rituals (macro)

b. Planning each activity in terms of sequences of actions, moves (meso)

c. The actual process of interaction from moment (micro)


Learning, according to Vygotsky (1978), is socially situated activity rather than an individual activity.  Individuals obviously do play a role in learning, but what they will eventually be able to do by themselves, they first achieve collaboratively during social interaction.  In this view of language learning, Ellis (2003) argues that, the distinction between use of the L2 and knowledge of L2 becomes blurred because knowledge is use and use, say, the socio-cultural theoretical view erases the boundary between language learning and language using.  He continues that a socio-cultural perspective offers ‘what to look for’ in SLA research and a range of effective strategies have been employed so far. Socio-cultural theory’s goal is to create an account of human mental processes and their culture, historical, and institutional settings (Baily 2006).  There is a great deal of useful material in socio-cultural theory to inform superior’s work with teachers. Ohta (2000) argues that a helpful socio-cultural metaphor is scaffolding, through which assistance provided from person to person such that an interlocutor is enabled to do something or he might have been able to do otherwise.  The image, according to Ohta (2000), is useful because a scaffold is intentionally temporary: Van Lier (2004) emphasizes when the building has been constructed, painted, or repaired, the scaffold is removed.  Van Lier (2004) describes six principles of scaffolding activity:
· Continuity: Tasks are repeated with variations and connected to one another.

· Contextual support: Exploration is encouraged in a safe, supportive environment; access to means and goals is promoted in a variety of ways.

· Inter-subjectivity: Mutual engagement, encouragement, nonthreatening participation.

· Contingency: Task procedures depend on actions of learners; contributions are oriented towards each other.

·   Handover / Take over: An increasing role for the learner as skills and confidence grow; careful watching of learners’ readiness to take over increasing parts of the action.
· Flow: skills and challenges are in balance; participants are focused on task and are in balance; participants are focused on the task and in ‘tune’ with each other.
Communication competence in a language involves the ability to understand and produce novel and potentially unpredictable instances of language, and this can’t be attained merely by habit formation.  Tudor (2001) contends that it may be helpful to distinguish between formulaic language use and what could be referred to as scaffolding language.  Helping learner to master simple interaction patterns can thus be a great assistance in their language learning and use of a language.  However, Lantolf and Thorne (2006) refer to Packer (1993) that argues that scaffolding is too mechanical and biological metaphors miss the semantic character of human action.  McCormick and Donata identified some functions of scaffolding in Lightbown and Spada (2006).  For example, drawing the novice’s attention to the task, and simplifying or limiting the task demands.  They used the concept of scaffolding as mediated tools within the dialogue between the teacher and students.  

LISTENING

Listening is an active purposeful process of making sense of what we hear.  As people listen, they process not only what they hear but also connect it to other information they already know (Nunan, 2003).  Nunan remarks that the role of listening has been increased after the introduction of communicative language teaching and Krashen’s input hypothesis made a major impact on language teaching.  The input hypothesis says that for language learning to occur it is necessary for the learner to understand input language which contains linguistic items that are slightly beyond the learner’s present linguistic competence.  Richards, Platt, and Weber (1985) put in Nunan (2003) that we acquire language by meeting language that is a bit higher than our current level.  Listening was seen as a major source of comprehensible input.  Rost (2001) identified some listening strategies for successful listeners in Nunan (2003):

· Predicting: Effective listeners think about what they will hear.

· Inferring: It is useful for listeners to listen between the lines.

· Monitoring: Good listeners notice what they do and don’t understand.

· Clarifying: Effective learners ask questions: What does……….mean?

· Responding: learners react to what they hear.

· Evaluating: They check on how well they have understood. 

Lynch (2002) states that research into listening has recently concentrated on the question of what distinguishes skilled from unskilled listening behavior. Tsui and Fullilove (1998) ask: Is it primarily a difference in individuals’ ability to deal with the lower-level components of incoming speech, or their ability to apply higher-level meaning-based skills such as prediction and inference? Some recent research, according to Lynch (2002), has focused on learner’s use of listening strategies, categorized into three main groups drawn from the wider framework of language learning strategy research: 

· Meta-cognitive: Those to do with planning, regulating, and managing.

· Cognitive: Those that facilitate comprehension, such as conscious use of context or background knowledge.

· Social & affective: For example, requests for clarification and positive self-talk.    

The consensus from studies such as Thompson and Rubin (1996) is that more conscious from studies and effective use of strategies increase the chances of success in L2 listening.  A series of related studies of listening strategy training such as Vandergrift (1997) supports the claim that meta-cognitive strategy use increases the learner proficiency level. 

Rost (2001) argues that listening has rightly assumed a central role in language learning.  In many language curriculums, listening is still considerable a mysterious ‘black box’.  Specific skill instruction as well as strategy development still greater attention in order to demonstrating the listening process.  
LISTENING STRATEGIES AND SCAFFOLDING 

Ridgway (2000) points out that there is a problem about strategies and it is over its definition.  He refers to Oxford and Cohen (1992)’s disagreement on the consciousness and unconsciousness of strategies. He argues that there is a line between consciousness and unconsciousness.  If we name a particular process a strategy, we may find that in one individual it is conscious and in another it has become automatized.  Ridgway (2000) emphasizes that listening and putting into operation a conscious strategy can be seen as performing two tasks simultaneously. Ridgway (2000) continues that one danger with a strategy-based approach to the receptive skills is that it may depreciate the value of practice. Field (1998) remarks: 'For 15 years, it has been axiomatic that more reading does not necessarily mean better reading.' This could only possibly be the case if the materials used were hopelessly inappropriate.   According to Field (1998), a new awareness has developed of the extent to which L2 listening is a strategic activity.  In real-life encounters, listeners succeed in extracting much less information from the speech stream than we once assumed on the basis of their performance with graded materials.  Field continues that if a conversation is going on in conditions of noise, there seems to be some kind of automatic trade-off between the amount of information that is available from the speech stream and the extent to which we rely on clues from the context.  He emphasizes that the language teacher's task is to ensure that the kinds of inferencing strategies that we apply in LI are adapted to L2.  
A number of North American listening specialists have argued that listening strategies can and should be taught.  The recommendation has been that we should teach them explicitly and individual strategies are often identified by reference to a classification system formulated by Oxford (1990).  However, Field (1998) notes that, some caution seems to be called for.  Firstly, it has not been conclusively demonstrated that this kind of strategy training works.  Attempts to teach strategies one at a time on the analysis-synthesis principle have not necessarily led to greater overall listening competence. Secondly, the classification system employed in these proposals does not distinguish between listening strategies which are used for extracting meaning ('communication strategies') and those which are used for the purposes of acquiring new language ('learning strategies').  Thirdly, willingness to use strategies appears to reflect individual temperament.  Learner factors play an important part, and a learner who is a risk-taker in speaking is also likely to be a risk-taker in listening. Field concluded that a view could be taken that the aim of strategy training should not be to teach a uniform set of procedures but to encourage the reluctant strategy-user and restrain the rash.
Among researchers who studied listening strategies, Larry Vandergrift is outstanding.  Vandergrift (2003) investigated listening strategies applied by grade 7 students learning French.  The L2 learners in this study were reported to have used extensive variety of listening strategies.  Vandergrift reported that the strategies used were task-based.  He adopted the taxonomy of listening comprehension strategies of Vandergrift (1997) from O’mally and Chamot (1990). He reported that more skilled listeners who were in control of their listening process actively engaged in planning for the task and monitoring incoming input but the less skilled listeners appeared to translate which is an indication of a bottom-up approach to listening when they were not capable of keeping up with incoming input they translated.  Furthermore, he expresses that the less skilled listeners and more skilled listeners appeared to use inferencing and world elaboration strategies at about the same rates.  Goh (1998)’s research on listening strategies resulted in the fact that high ability listeners used more strategies and tactics than the low ability ones. Goh (1998) reports that both groups used more cognitive strategies than meta-cognitive strategies. He concludes that there is a need to raise second language learners’ awareness about listening strategies means helping learners to have a better understanding of how their listening comprehension is affected by their listening strategies and tactics, personality, cognitive style, motivation, confidence and other personal factors.   Given the importance of the factors mentioned the researcher was induced to design the current study.  Therefore, the following research questions were addressed:  

1)  Do teaching listening strategies improve the learners’ performance in listening comprehension? 

2)  Will the learners be able to guess some strategies (after being taught some) in listening comprehension without receiving help (scaffold) from the teacher? 

THE STUDY
Method

The current study was conducted in order to investigate the effects of scaffolding in the forms of instructing listening strategies to learners to cope with their listening comprehension tasks. Therefore, two questions were addressed: 
1)  Do teaching listening strategies improve the learners’ performance in listening comprehension? 
2)  Will the learners be able to guess some strategies (after being taught some) in listening comprehension without receiving help (scaffold) from the teacher? 

The second research question seeks to identify whether the learners would be able to be independent and guess the strategies with no help from the teacher. In the following section I describe the subjects and the procedures for collecting data and statistical analysis used to interpret the data. 

Subjects 

A sample of 15 upper-intermediate level students at a language school was tested and surveyed for this study in spring semester 2008. The subjects were all female with the average age of 19.  All the subjects took a Nelson advanced proficiency test of English to determine their English proficiency. 

Materials 


For this study, the following materials were used in this experiment:

1.  A 30-item validated Nelson proficiency test of English for advanced level (Fowler and Coe 1976). (Appendix A)

2.  The Vandergrifte, Goh, and Marshal (2006)’s Meta-cognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ): This questionnaire includes 21 statements with the scales 1-6. (Appendix B)
3. The Vandergrift (1999)’s performance checklist for listening comprehension (Appendix C).

4. The Rogers (2005)’s listening strategies. This includes 12 lessons. Each lesson includes one strategy for listening comprehension. 

5.  A listening comprehension test including 30 items to evaluate the subjects’ listening comprehension improvement as a pre-test and post-test.  

Procedure

The study was conducted during the regular English period of the spring semester at a language school in 2008.  Each student took the 30 minute validated Nelson proficiency test to determine their homogeneity in language proficiency and out of 20 initial population, 15 of them whose scores were found to be 1 SD above and 1 SD below the mean were chosen. In order to investigate their skill improvement a listening comprehension test was administered as the pre-test before the treatment.  The next session, in the regular class, they answered the MALQ.

After that the teacher started the treatment.  Each session in a regular class hour the instructor taught the strategies directly and they practiced on the taught strategies for 30 minutes.  The strategies were chosen from Rogers (2005)’s listening strategies. While instructing the strategies, the researcher tried to observe the features and principles of scaffolding mentioned by Van Lier (2004), Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1970 in Ellis 2003), and Aida Walqui in Walter (2004) which have been discussed earlier in this paper:

· Before introducing a strategy some questions were used to activate the learners’ schema. 

· Each strategy instruction was followed by an example as a model and learners were clarified for what they were expected to do. 

· Each strategy was taught explicitly (direct strategy) in order to develop meta-cognition.

· Tasks were repeated and there was enough practice on each strategy.

 To determine the learners’ improvement in listening strategies, the researcher administered the same MALQ on the seventh session.  After the seventh session the researcher stopped teaching strategies to decrease the learners’ dependence on the teacher’s strategy instruction. From the seventh session, the researcher put the titles on the board and asked the learners to guess the strategies.  The students could guess the strategies to some extent and the researcher provided them with some help in case they needed.  The learners received the same MALQ the twelfth session.  Finally, at the end of the treatment to estimate the subjects’ listening comprehension improvement the same listening comprehension test was conducted as the post-test.  

Scoring

The MALQ is a 21-item listening questionnaire.  Students and researchers can use the MALQ questionnaire to determine their current level of meta-cognitive awareness and perceived strategy use, and to chart the development of their strategy use/listening awareness over time.  According to Vandergrift, Goh, and Mareschal (2006) researchers can use the questionnaire as a pre/post-test to chart the impact of listening strategy instruction and to access learners’ growing awareness of the processing underlying successful L2 listening.  In short, the data obtained from MALQ can be used to monitor student progress.  The following scoring guide was reported by Vandergrift et al:

1. Transpose the score (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) for each item and enter this number under the appropriate column.

2. After transposing scores, calculate total score for that column.

3. Six items must be reversed coded; they are strategy for which lower scores are desirable.   These items are 3, 4, 8, 11, 16, and 18.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
A listening comprehension test was conducted before and after the treatment in order to study the effects of strategy instruction on learners’ listening comprehension performance.  In other words, to investigate the influence of the independent variable of listening strategies on dependent variable of listening comprehension the listening comprehension test, which made and validated, was administered twice first as a pre- instruction assessment, and second.  To test the hypothesis a T-test was used.  Table 1 shows the result. 

Table1. T-test between pre-test and post-test of listening comprehension. 
	
	group
	average
	n
	SD
	error 
SD 
	freedom
	Observed T
	CRITICAL T
	Sig.

	
	PRE
	11.8667
	15
	1.8465
	.4768
	14
	-12.295
	2
	.000

	
	POST
	16.0000
	15
	1.8127
	.4680
	
	
	
	


The T value revealed that there was a significant difference between the two tests indicating that the subjects’ listening comprehension performance has significantly improved after the treatment. 

In order to answer the second research question, the MALQ was administered three times during the treatment, at the beginning, in the middle and at the end.  According to table 2 and 3 the linear process of the learners’ progress is meaningful.  It means the effect of experimental variable of listening strategies in each stage is more meaningful than the previous stage. As the table shows the mean difference is significant at the .05 level. Profile plot 1 illustrates the improvement clearly. 

Table 2. Test of between subjects and the average of three stages.  Estimates

	FACTOR 1
	mean
	Std. Error
	95% confidence interval

Lower bound
	Upper bound

	1
	45.200
	2.504
	39.830
	50.570

	2
	73.133
	2.546
	67.672
	78.595

	3
	97.667
	2.971
	91.295
	104.038


Table3. Pairwise comparisons.
	(i) factor 1     (j) factor 1
	Mean difference

(i-j)
	Std.Error
	Sig.
	95%confidence interval

Lower bound
	Upper bound

	1                         2

                           3
	-27.933*

-52.467*
	2.337

2.582
	.000

.000
	-32.946

-58.004
	-22.921

-46.929

	2                        1

                          3
	27.933*

-24.533*
	2.337

3.042
	.000

.000
	22.921

-31.059
	32.946

-18.008

	3                        1

                          2         
	52.467*

24.533*
	2.582

3.042
	.000

.000
	46.929

18.008
	58.004

31.059


Profile plot 1. 

.[image: image1.emf]
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Lantolf and Thorne (2006) believe that scaffolding instruction as a teaching strategy originates from Vigotsky’s socio-cultural theory and his concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD).  The ZPD is the distance between what  one can do by themselves and the next learning that can be helped to achieve with competent assistance.  The scaffolding teaching strategy provides individualized support based on the learners’ ZPD.  In scaffolding instruction, according to Stuyf (2002), a more knowledgeable other provides scaffolds or supports to facilitate the learners’ development.  An important aspect of scaffolding instruction is that the scaffolds are temporary.  As the learners knowledge and learning competency increases, the educator gradually reduces the supports provided (Ellis, 1994, p. 284).  Lantolf and Thorne (2006) reiterate the relationship of learning to development hinges on dialogic mediation, on the ways in which socialization processes involving the inculcation of concepts through practical-critical activity mediated by direct adult and/or peer intervention, provide opportunities for the construction of psychological tools through which developing individuals are able to increasingly participate in and produce culturally organized activity.  Newman and Holzman (1993) put in Lantolf and Thorne (2006) the claim that learning takes place in the ZPD is neither a claim about learning nor about the ZPD.  For the ZPD is not a place at all, it is an activity, a historical unity, the essentialness of human beings expressed as revolutionary activity.  

In this study, the researcher intended to study the impact of instruction in the learners’ ZPD to find out whether in this zone the learners show their potential in learning strategies.  The researcher also wanted to trace the learners’ self-regulatedness and independence from the teachers’ instruction.  For this end, the researcher conducted a research study with a sample of language learners at a language school in Tehran.  Through an experimental study the subjects’ improvement in listening strategies were investigated.  The researcher, who was the instructor of the class, started the treatment by teaching listening strategies in each session. During the first six sessions, the subjects received the strategies from the teacher.  From the seventh session the instructor stopped strategies instruction.  She began to decrease her scaffolding.   Just in case of any problems she provided them with some help.  The subjects were given the MALQ three times throughout the treatment to trace their improvement.  The data analysis simply confirmed this process, the process of the learners’ gradual development.  Not only did the T-test results indicated the subjects’ considerable improvement in listening comprehension performance but also it revealed the learners’ gradual process of becoming independent.  

Meta-cognitive awareness makes listeners successful at transferring strategies that are appropriate to new listening tasks.  In other words, helping (scaffolding) listeners make informed choices about how they can develop their listening competence on their own without relying completely on the teachers’ help.  
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INTRODUCTION AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM

Ellis (2000) argues that according to socio-cultural theory, learning arises not through interaction but in interaction.  Learners first succeed in performing a new function with the assistance of another person and then internalize this function so that they can perform it unassisted.  In this way, social interaction mediates learning. The theory has gone some way to specifying the kinds of interactions that most successfully mediate learning.  They are those in which the new functions are scaffolded by the participants. Scaffolding is the dialogic process by which one speaker assists another to perform a new function.  Ellis (2000) points out that task-based research in the socio-cultural tradition has been directed at demonstrating how scaffolding, so defined, helps learners achieve a successful task outcome.  A socio-cultural perspective highlights teaching and learning in conjunction and close-up, looking to fundamental characteristics of the ZPD as a set of interactive processes wherein learning occurs because teaching facilitates it (Nassaji and Cumming, 2000).  Toht (2008) points out that recent work on instructed L2 development has proposed that pedagogical interventions might be most effective when they assist learners in language processing. Thot confirms that through procedural assistance (scaffolding) instructor facilitates not only the use of meta-linguistic information but also the assembly of structurally more complex utterances to represent learners’ intended meanings.  Swain (2000) emphasizes that such assistance might indeed be useful as a form of pushed output, given that part of the cognitive burden associated with the utterance’s linguistic structure is borne by the teacher and the production work left to the learner focuses only on those elements that pertain to the instructional object.  Swain (2000) asserts that this makes the learners autonomous. 

It is now generally recognized that listening comprehension plays a key role in facilitating language learning.  Vandergrift (1999) refers to Gary (1975) that giving pre-eminence to listening comprehension provides advantages of four different types: Cognitive efficiency, utility, and affective.  Vandergrift (1999) concluded that listening comprehension is a highly intensive skill.  It plays an important role in the process of language learning, facilitating the emergence of other language skills.  According to Rubin (1994), research into the process of the L2 listening initially focus on the use of strategies for listening comprehension.  Vandergrift, Goh, and Mareschal (2006) argue that the self management dimension of learner thinking during listening is of particular interest. This was investigated through an examination of L2 learners’ use of meta-cognitive strategies for coping with difficulties and facilitating comprehension.  They emphasize that scope of listening strategy research has recently expended to emphasize learners’ cognitive appraisal or their meta-cognitive knowledge. Omall’y and Chamot (1990) validated a body of language learning strategies, and an accompanying classification scheme grounded in cognitive theory.  They differentiated and categorized the range of cognitive activity in language learning into two main types: meta-cognitive and cognitive strategies.   For Vandergrift (1990) meta-cognitive strategies are important because they oversee, regulate, or direct the language learning process.  These strategies, which involve thinking about the learning process, include planning, monitoring, and evaluating.  While second language strategy research has expanded in recent years, the number of studies in listening comprehension is relatively small, and the research base for listening strategies is even more limited. Consequently, it was found necessary to raise the learners’ awareness on listening strategies. This can be done procedurally via scaffolding.  Through teaching learners’ listening strategies and giving them temporal help in the form of scaffolding, you might help them to improve and cope some of the listening tasks on their own. As far as the researcher is concerned, no study in foreign language setting seems to have dealt with the effects of scaffolding on the learners’ listening comprehension and listening strategies.  

FUNDAMENTALS IN SCAFFOLDING: SOCIO-CULTURAL DIMENSIONS

A fundamental principle that describes how students learn and thereby shapes instructional practice is the construct of teaching within the zone of proximal development (ZPD).  The idea of scaffolding instruction is supported by Vygotsky’s idea of focusing instruction at a level that is just beyond student’s independent ability level but not so far off that learning is unattainable.  This zone as Vygotsky calls it is the student’s instructional level or the level at which students can function with the help of specific instructional supports and guidance (Walter, 2004).  It is within this instructional range or ‘zone of understanding’ that teachers should focus their attention in providing instruction that will move students forward in learning and conceptual development.  Walter (2004) continues that the ZPD is a concept that is fundamental to our understanding of how students learn. Walter emphasizes that scaffolds are temporary structures, strategies or aids that teachers use to enable students to build their own understanding.  Scaffolds include visual or auditory supports that enable students to participate in knowledge acquisition and problem solving activities from the very beginning. 

Walter (2004) put Aida Walqui’s scaffolds for supporting English learners in accessing the core curriculum:

Modeling   
Modeling, or demonstrating, provides students with a clear picture of what is expected.  The extra-linguistic clues clarify directions and provide concrete examples of the finished product.  Any task that is introduced for the first time should be modeled.

Bridging
Bridging involves activating prior knowledge to establish a connection to new information.  Bridging is accomplished in a variety of ways including brainstorming, developing anticipatory charts, and identifying related literature, resource, or experiences.  

Contextualization

Words must be embedded in context to make the meaning clear.  It is context that helps students construct the meaning of largely unfamiliar words.  

Schema building

Schema building involves bringing to light the connections that exist between and across concepts and the curriculum.

Meta-cognitive development

Meta-cognitive development involves the explicit teaching and learning of strategies that enable students to become autonomous learners.

Text representation 

Text presentation involves taking a known text and manipulating it for a new purpose, for example, summarizing a story or chapters. 

Candlin and Mercer (2001) express that education is a dialogic, cultural process.  The development of student’s knowledge and understanding is shaped by their relationships with teachers and other students and by the culture in which those relationships are located.  Their educational success is only partly under their own controls and only partly under the control of their teachers.  This is where the socio-cultural concept of scaffolding is useful.  The essence of this concept is that an effective teacher provides the kind of intellectual support which enables learners to make intellectual support which enables learners to make intellectual achievement, they would never accomplish alone. 

Ellis (2003) contends that the social dimension of the development of a new skill is handled in social theory of mind through the notion of scaffolding.  This part of the theory is of particular relevance to the study of task-based learning.  Ellis emphasizes that scaffolding is the dialogic process by which one speaker assists another in performing a function that he or she cannot perform alone.  Scaffolding, Ellis (2003), argues that involves attending to both the cognitive demands of a task and the effective states of the person attempting the task.  Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1970) put the following features of scaffolding in Ellis (2003): 

· Recruiting interest in the task

· Simplifying the task

· Maintaining pursuit of the goal

· Marking critical features and discrepancies between what has been procedural and the ideal solution

· Controlling frustration during problem solving 

· Demonstrating and idealized version of the act to be performed

Ellis and Barkhuizen (2005) point out that according to a socio-cultural perspectives language learning starts with collaborative dialog in social interaction between the learner and teacher.  Wertsh (1985) argues that ZPD is the dynamic region of sensitivity in which the transition from inter psychological to intra-psychological functioning can be made.  Mitchell and Myles (2004) discuss that evidence of learning has not been shown in spontaneous (unplanned) oral use of scaffolded items, particularly in long term.  Ellis and Barkhuizen, (2005) refer this to the metaphorical distinction between the participation metaphor of socio-cultural SLA and the acquisition metaphor which has dominated much other SLA work. Vygotsky (1978) emphasizes that the set of methodological procedures associated with socio-cultural learner language analysis is perhaps within its own ZPD: An embryonic state …the ‘buds’ or ‘flower’ of development rather than the fruits of development.  

Scaffolding is a tutorial behavior that is contingent, collaborative and interactive, and assumes the existence of a zone of proximal development (Wood, 1988).  Van Lier (2004) refers to scaffolding as an assisted performance.  A scaffold on a building permits work to be conducted that would not be possible without the scaffold.  An early mention of the scaffolding metaphor in learning is Bruner and Sherwood’s cited in Van Lier (2004).  Bruner’s notion of scaffolding developed during an intensive investigation of six infants (0.7-1.5) and their mothers over a period of ten months, as they played games together.  One of the most regularly played games was peek-a-boo, and this became a major focus for the researchers. Van Lier (2004) continues that over the last two decades, the metaphor of scaffolding has increasingly captured the interest and the discourse of the educational community.  Although in the early days it was aligned more to the work of Piaget, it soon came to be linked closely to Vygotsky’s notion of the ZPD.  Van Lier (2004) argued that scaffolding was split into two distinct strands in the 80S.  One strand can be called interactional scaffolding in which the adult assists the child by filling in, suggesting the next word or phrase, promising and finishing the child’s utterances.  When transcribed, the syntax of the utterances is read vertically rather than horizontally, hence the term ‘vertically constructed’ was chosen for this conversation. This type of scaffolding has also been called ‘ratchet-like’ by Bruner.  Sometimes it is referred to as ‘bootstrapping’ in that each interlocutor’s contribution is boosted by the previous interlocutor’s contribution.  Donata (1994)’s collective scaffolding, cited in Van Lier (2004), is an example of it in the socio-cultural theory perspective, which demonstrates how knowledge can be jointly constructed by learners working in groups.  

Van Lier (2004) refers to Cazden (1992)’s distinction between scaffolding as vertical construction in interaction and as ‘game like’ routines. Just like the peek-a-boo game, the pedagogical game has its rules and constraints as well as its unpredictable and variable aspects.  There are two kinds of work involved in successful scaffolding, according to Van Lier (2004): 

· Planning, setting up, and maintaining the scaffolding structure.

· Interactional work on, at or inside the scaffold.  It is crucial to be on the lookout for learners’ readiness to move outside the scaffold, and to quickly relax the rigging when that happens.

Van Lier (2004) concludes that the two strands of scaffolding, the structural and interactional, can thus be regarded as aspects of a single pedagogical meta-strategy. Van Lier (1996) proposes three related levels or layers of scaffolding: 

d. Planning task sequences, projects, recurring classroom rituals (macro)

e. Planning each activity in terms of sequences of actions, moves (meso)

f. The actual process of interaction from moment (micro)


Learning, according to Vygotsky (1978), is socially situated activity rather than an individual activity.  Individuals obviously do play a role in learning, but what they will eventually be able to do by themselves, they first achieve collaboratively during social interaction.  In this view of language learning, Ellis (2003) argues that, the distinction between use of the L2 and knowledge of L2 becomes blurred because knowledge is use and use, say, the socio-cultural theoretical view erases the boundary between language learning and language using.  He continues that a socio-cultural perspective offers ‘what to look for’ in SLA research and a range of effective strategies have been employed so far. Socio-cultural theory’s goal is to create an account of human mental processes and their culture, historical, and institutional settings (Baily 2006).  There is a great deal of useful material in socio-cultural theory to inform superior’s work with teachers. Ohta (2000) argues that a helpful socio-cultural metaphor is scaffolding, through which assistance provided from person to person such that an interlocutor is enabled to do something or he might have been able to do otherwise.  The image, according to Ohta (2000), is useful because a scaffold is intentionally temporary: Van Lier (2004) emphasizes when the building has been constructed, painted, or repaired, the scaffold is removed.  Van Lier (2004) describes six principles of scaffolding activity:
· Continuity: Tasks are repeated with variations and connected to one another.

· Contextual support: Exploration is encouraged in a safe, supportive environment; access to means and goals is promoted in a variety of ways.

· Inter-subjectivity: Mutual engagement, encouragement, nonthreatening participation.

· Contingency: Task procedures depend on actions of learners; contributions are oriented towards each other.

·   Handover / Take over: An increasing role for the learner as skills and confidence grow; careful watching of learners’ readiness to take over increasing parts of the action.
· Flow: skills and challenges are in balance; participants are focused on task and are in balance; participants are focused on the task and in ‘tune’ with each other.
Communication competence in a language involves the ability to understand and produce novel and potentially unpredictable instances of language, and this can’t be attained merely by habit formation.  Tudor (2001) contends that it may be helpful to distinguish between formulaic language use and what could be referred to as scaffolding language.  Helping learner to master simple interaction patterns can thus be a great assistance in their language learning and use of a language.  However, Lantolf and Thorne (2006) refer to Packer (1993) that argues that scaffolding is too mechanical and biological metaphors miss the semantic character of human action.  McCormick and Donata identified some functions of scaffolding in Lightbown and Spada (2006).  For example, drawing the novice’s attention to the task, and simplifying or limiting the task demands.  They used the concept of scaffolding as mediated tools within the dialogue between the teacher and students.  

LISTENING

Listening is an active purposeful process of making sense of what we hear.  As people listen, they process not only what they hear but also connect it to other information they already know (Nunan, 2003).  Nunan remarks that the role of listening has been increased after the introduction of communicative language teaching and Krashen’s input hypothesis made a major impact on language teaching.  The input hypothesis says that for language learning to occur it is necessary for the learner to understand input language which contains linguistic items that are slightly beyond the learner’s present linguistic competence.  Richards, Platt, and Weber (1985) put in Nunan (2003) that we acquire language by meeting language that is a bit higher than our current level.  Listening was seen as a major source of comprehensible input.  Rost (2001) identified some listening strategies for successful listeners in Nunan (2003):

· Predicting: Effective listeners think about what they will hear.

· Inferring: It is useful for listeners to listen between the lines.

· Monitoring: Good listeners notice what they do and don’t understand.

· Clarifying: Effective learners ask questions: What does……….mean?

· Responding: learners react to what they hear.

· Evaluating: They check on how well they have understood. 

Lynch (2002) states that research into listening has recently concentrated on the question of what distinguishes skilled from unskilled listening behavior. Tsui and Fullilove (1998) ask: Is it primarily a difference in individuals’ ability to deal with the lower-level components of incoming speech, or their ability to apply higher-level meaning-based skills such as prediction and inference? Some recent research, according to Lynch (2002), has focused on learner’s use of listening strategies, categorized into three main groups drawn from the wider framework of language learning strategy research: 

· Meta-cognitive: Those to do with planning, regulating, and managing.

· Cognitive: Those that facilitate comprehension, such as conscious use of context or background knowledge.

· Social & affective: For example, requests for clarification and positive self-talk.    

The consensus from studies such as Thompson and Rubin (1996) is that more conscious from studies and effective use of strategies increase the chances of success in L2 listening.  A series of related studies of listening strategy training such as Vandergrift (1997) supports the claim that meta-cognitive strategy use increases the learner proficiency level. 

Rost (2001) argues that listening has rightly assumed a central role in language learning.  In many language curriculums, listening is still considerable a mysterious ‘black box’.  Specific skill instruction as well as strategy development still greater attention in order to demonstrating the listening process.  
LISTENING STRATEGIES AND SCAFFOLDING 

Ridgway (2000) points out that there is a problem about strategies and it is over its definition.  He refers to Oxford and Cohen (1992)’s disagreement on the consciousness and unconsciousness of strategies. He argues that there is a line between consciousness and unconsciousness.  If we name a particular process a strategy, we may find that in one individual it is conscious and in another it has become automatized.  Ridgway (2000) emphasizes that listening and putting into operation a conscious strategy can be seen as performing two tasks simultaneously. Ridgway (2000) continues that one danger with a strategy-based approach to the receptive skills is that it may depreciate the value of practice. Field (1998) remarks: 'For 15 years, it has been axiomatic that more reading does not necessarily mean better reading.' This could only possibly be the case if the materials used were hopelessly inappropriate.   According to Field (1998), a new awareness has developed of the extent to which L2 listening is a strategic activity.  In real-life encounters, listeners succeed in extracting much less information from the speech stream than we once assumed on the basis of their performance with graded materials.  Field continues that if a conversation is going on in conditions of noise, there seems to be some kind of automatic trade-off between the amount of information that is available from the speech stream and the extent to which we rely on clues from the context.  He emphasizes that the language teacher's task is to ensure that the kinds of inferencing strategies that we apply in LI are adapted to L2.  
A number of North American listening specialists have argued that listening strategies can and should be taught.  The recommendation has been that we should teach them explicitly and individual strategies are often identified by reference to a classification system formulated by Oxford (1990).  However, Field (1998) notes that, some caution seems to be called for.  Firstly, it has not been conclusively demonstrated that this kind of strategy training works.  Attempts to teach strategies one at a time on the analysis-synthesis principle have not necessarily led to greater overall listening competence. Secondly, the classification system employed in these proposals does not distinguish between listening strategies which are used for extracting meaning ('communication strategies') and those which are used for the purposes of acquiring new language ('learning strategies').  Thirdly, willingness to use strategies appears to reflect individual temperament.  Learner factors play an important part, and a learner who is a risk-taker in speaking is also likely to be a risk-taker in listening. Field concluded that a view could be taken that the aim of strategy training should not be to teach a uniform set of procedures but to encourage the reluctant strategy-user and restrain the rash.
Among researchers who studied listening strategies, Larry Vandergrift is outstanding.  Vandergrift (2003) investigated listening strategies applied by grade 7 students learning French.  The L2 learners in this study were reported to have used extensive variety of listening strategies.  Vandergrift reported that the strategies used were task-based.  He adopted the taxonomy of listening comprehension strategies of Vandergrift (1997) from O’mally and Chamot (1990). He reported that more skilled listeners who were in control of their listening process actively engaged in planning for the task and monitoring incoming input but the less skilled listeners appeared to translate which is an indication of a bottom-up approach to listening when they were not capable of keeping up with incoming input they translated.  Furthermore, he expresses that the less skilled listeners and more skilled listeners appeared to use inferencing and world elaboration strategies at about the same rates.  Goh (1998)’s research on listening strategies resulted in the fact that high ability listeners used more strategies and tactics than the low ability ones. Goh (1998) reports that both groups used more cognitive strategies than meta-cognitive strategies. He concludes that there is a need to raise second language learners’ awareness about listening strategies means helping learners to have a better understanding of how their listening comprehension is affected by their listening strategies and tactics, personality, cognitive style, motivation, confidence and other personal factors.   Given the importance of the factors mentioned the researcher was induced to design the current study.  Therefore, the following research questions were addressed:  

1)  Do teaching listening strategies improve the learners’ performance in listening comprehension? 

2)  Will the learners be able to guess some strategies (after being taught some) in listening comprehension without receiving help (scaffold) from the teacher? 

THE STUDY
Method

The current study was conducted in order to investigate the effects of scaffolding in the forms of instructing listening strategies to learners to cope with their listening comprehension tasks. Therefore, two questions were addressed: 
1)  Do teaching listening strategies improve the learners’ performance in listening comprehension? 
2)  Will the learners be able to guess some strategies (after being taught some) in listening comprehension without receiving help (scaffold) from the teacher? 

The second research question seeks to identify whether the learners would be able to be independent and guess the strategies with no help from the teacher. In the following section I describe the subjects and the procedures for collecting data and statistical analysis used to interpret the data. 

Subjects 

A sample of 15 upper-intermediate level students at a language school was tested and surveyed for this study in spring semester 2008. The subjects were all female with the average age of 19.  All the subjects took a Nelson advanced proficiency test of English to determine their English proficiency. 

Materials 


For this study, the following materials were used in this experiment:

1.  A 30-item validated Nelson proficiency test of English for advanced level (Fowler and Coe 1976). (Appendix A)

2.  The Vandergrifte, Goh, and Marshal (2006)’s Meta-cognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ): This questionnaire includes 21 statements with the scales 1-6. (Appendix B)
3. The Vandergrift (1999)’s performance checklist for listening comprehension (Appendix C).

4. The Rogers (2005)’s listening strategies. This includes 12 lessons. Each lesson includes one strategy for listening comprehension. 

5.  A listening comprehension test including 30 items to evaluate the subjects’ listening comprehension improvement as a pre-test and post-test.  

Procedure

The study was conducted during the regular English period of the spring semester at a language school in 2008.  Each student took the 30 minute validated Nelson proficiency test to determine their homogeneity in language proficiency and out of 20 initial population, 15 of them whose scores were found to be 1 SD above and 1 SD below the mean were chosen. In order to investigate their skill improvement a listening comprehension test was administered as the pre-test before the treatment.  The next session, in the regular class, they answered the MALQ.

After that the teacher started the treatment.  Each session in a regular class hour the instructor taught the strategies directly and they practiced on the taught strategies for 30 minutes.  The strategies were chosen from Rogers (2005)’s listening strategies. While instructing the strategies, the researcher tried to observe the features and principles of scaffolding mentioned by Van Lier (2004), Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1970 in Ellis 2003), and Aida Walqui in Walter (2004) which have been discussed earlier in this paper:

· Before introducing a strategy some questions were used to activate the learners’ schema. 

· Each strategy instruction was followed by an example as a model and learners were clarified for what they were expected to do. 

· Each strategy was taught explicitly (direct strategy) in order to develop meta-cognition.

· Tasks were repeated and there was enough practice on each strategy.

 To determine the learners’ improvement in listening strategies, the researcher administered the same MALQ on the seventh session.  After the seventh session the researcher stopped teaching strategies to decrease the learners’ dependence on the teacher’s strategy instruction. From the seventh session, the researcher put the titles on the board and asked the learners to guess the strategies.  The students could guess the strategies to some extent and the researcher provided them with some help in case they needed.  The learners received the same MALQ the twelfth session.  Finally, at the end of the treatment to estimate the subjects’ listening comprehension improvement the same listening comprehension test was conducted as the post-test.  

Scoring

The MALQ is a 21-item listening questionnaire.  Students and researchers can use the MALQ questionnaire to determine their current level of meta-cognitive awareness and perceived strategy use, and to chart the development of their strategy use/listening awareness over time.  According to Vandergrift, Goh, and Mareschal (2006) researchers can use the questionnaire as a pre/post-test to chart the impact of listening strategy instruction and to access learners’ growing awareness of the processing underlying successful L2 listening.  In short, the data obtained from MALQ can be used to monitor student progress.  The following scoring guide was reported by Vandergrift et al:

1. Transpose the score (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6) for each item and enter this number under the appropriate column.

2. After transposing scores, calculate total score for that column.

3. Six items must be reversed coded; they are strategy for which lower scores are desirable.   These items are 3, 4, 8, 11, 16, and 18.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
A listening comprehension test was conducted before and after the treatment in order to study the effects of strategy instruction on learners’ listening comprehension performance.  In other words, to investigate the influence of the independent variable of listening strategies on dependent variable of listening comprehension the listening comprehension test, which made and validated, was administered twice first as a pre- instruction assessment, and second.  To test the hypothesis a T-test was used.  Table 1 shows the result. 

Table1. T-test between pre-test and post-test of listening comprehension. 
	
	group
	average
	n
	SD
	error 
SD 
	freedom
	Observed T
	CRITICAL T
	Sig.

	
	PRE
	11.8667
	15
	1.8465
	.4768
	14
	-12.295
	2
	.000

	
	POST
	16.0000
	15
	1.8127
	.4680
	
	
	
	


The T value revealed that there was a significant difference between the two tests indicating that the subjects’ listening comprehension performance has significantly improved after the treatment. 

In order to answer the second research question, the MALQ was administered three times during the treatment, at the beginning, in the middle and at the end.  According to table 2 and 3 the linear process of the learners’ progress is meaningful.  It means the effect of experimental variable of listening strategies in each stage is more meaningful than the previous stage. As the table shows the mean difference is significant at the .05 level. Profile plot 1 illustrates the improvement clearly. 

Table 2. Test of between subjects and the average of three stages.  Estimates

	FACTOR 1
	mean
	Std. Error
	95% confidence interval

Lower bound
	Upper bound

	1
	45.200
	2.504
	39.830
	50.570

	2
	73.133
	2.546
	67.672
	78.595

	3
	97.667
	2.971
	91.295
	104.038


Table3. Pairwise comparisons.
	(i) factor 1     (j) factor 1
	Mean difference

(i-j)
	Std.Error
	Sig.
	95%confidence interval

Lower bound
	Upper bound

	1                         2

                           3
	-27.933*

-52.467*
	2.337

2.582
	.000

.000
	-32.946

-58.004
	-22.921

-46.929

	2                        1

                          3
	27.933*

-24.533*
	2.337

3.042
	.000

.000
	22.921

-31.059
	32.946

-18.008

	3                        1

                          2         
	52.467*

24.533*
	2.582

3.042
	.000

.000
	46.929

18.008
	58.004

31.059


Profile plot 1. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Lantolf and Thorne (2006) believe that scaffolding instruction as a teaching strategy originates from Vigotsky’s socio-cultural theory and his concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD).  The ZPD is the distance between what  one can do by themselves and the next learning that can be helped to achieve with competent assistance.  The scaffolding teaching strategy provides individualized support based on the learners’ ZPD.  In scaffolding instruction, according to Stuyf (2002), a more knowledgeable other provides scaffolds or supports to facilitate the learners’ development.  An important aspect of scaffolding instruction is that the scaffolds are temporary.  As the learners knowledge and learning competency increases, the educator gradually reduces the supports provided (Ellis, 1994, p. 284).  Lantolf and Thorne (2006) reiterate the relationship of learning to development hinges on dialogic mediation, on the ways in which socialization processes involving the inculcation of concepts through practical-critical activity mediated by direct adult and/or peer intervention, provide opportunities for the construction of psychological tools through which developing individuals are able to increasingly participate in and produce culturally organized activity.  Newman and Holzman (1993) put in Lantolf and Thorne (2006) the claim that learning takes place in the ZPD is neither a claim about learning nor about the ZPD.  For the ZPD is not a place at all, it is an activity, a historical unity, the essentialness of human beings expressed as revolutionary activity.  

In this study, the researcher intended to study the impact of instruction in the learners’ ZPD to find out whether in this zone the learners show their potential in learning strategies.  The researcher also wanted to trace the learners’ self-regulatedness and independence from the teachers’ instruction.  For this end, the researcher conducted a research study with a sample of language learners at a language school in Tehran.  Through an experimental study the subjects’ improvement in listening strategies were investigated.  The researcher, who was the instructor of the class, started the treatment by teaching listening strategies in each session. During the first six sessions, the subjects received the strategies from the teacher.  From the seventh session the instructor stopped strategies instruction.  She began to decrease her scaffolding.   Just in case of any problems she provided them with some help.  The subjects were given the MALQ three times throughout the treatment to trace their improvement.  The data analysis simply confirmed this process, the process of the learners’ gradual development.  Not only did the T-test results indicated the subjects’ considerable improvement in listening comprehension performance but also it revealed the learners’ gradual process of becoming independent.  

Meta-cognitive awareness makes listeners successful at transferring strategies that are appropriate to new listening tasks.  In other words, helping (scaffolding) listeners make informed choices about how they can develop their listening competence on their own without relying completely on the teachers’ help.  
REFERENCES

Bailey, K. M. (2006).  Language teacher supervision: A case-based approach. Cambridge: CUP.

Candlin, C.N., & Mercer, N. (2001). English language teaching in its social context. London: Routledge.

Ellis, R. (1994). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford: OUP.

Ellis, R. (2000). Task-based research and language pedagogy, Language Teaching Research, 4 (3), 193-220. 

Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based language learning and teaching. Oxford: OUP.

Ellis, R., & Barkhuizen, G. (2005). Analyzing learner language.  Oxford: OUP. 

Field, J. (1998). Skills and strategies: Towards a news methodology for listening, ELT Journal, 52  (2), 109-118. 

Fowler, W. S., & Coe, N. (1976). Nelson English language tests. London: Thomas Nelson and Sons LTD.

Goh, C. C. M. (1998). How ESL learners with different listening abilities use comprehension strategies and tactics, Language Teaching Research, 2 (2), 124-147. 

Lantolf, J. P., & Thorne, S. L. (2006). Sociocultural theory and the genesis of second language development. Oxford: OUP.

 Lightbown, P. M., & Spada, N. (2006). How languages are learned. Oxford: OUP.

Lynch, T. (2002). Listening: Questions of level. In R. B. Kaplan. The Oxford handbook of applied linguistics (pp. 39-48). Oxford: OUP. 

Mitchell, R., & Myles, F. (2004). Second language learning theories (2nd ed.). New 

York: OUP.

Nassaji, H., & Cumming, A. What’s in ZPD? A case study of a young ESL student and teacher interacting through dialogue journals, Language Teaching Research, 4 (95), 95-121. 

Nunan, D. (2003). Practical English language teaching. New York: McGraw Hill.

O’Mally, J. M., & Chamot, A. U. (1990). Language strategies in second language acquisition. Cambridge: CUP. 

Ohta, A. S. (2000). Rethinking interaction in SLA: Developmentally appropriate assistance in the zone of proximal development and the acquisition of L2 grammar. In J. P. Lanfolf. (2000). Socio-cultural theory and second language acquisition. (pp. 51-79). Oxford: OUP.

Oxford, R. (1990). Language learning strategies. Boston: Henile & Henile. 

Ridgway, T. (2000). Listening strategies—I beg your pardon?  ELT Journal, 54 (2), 178-185. 

Rogers, B. (2005). Peterson’s TOEFL success. New York: Thomson/ Peterson’s

Rost, M. (2001). Listening. In R. Carter & D. Nunan. (Eds.). Teaching English to speakers of other languages. (pp.7-20). Cambridge: CUP.

Rubin, J. (1994). A review of second language listening comprehension research, The Modern Language Journal, 78 (2), 199-221.

Stuyf, R. R. V. (2002). Scaffolding as a teaching strategy. Retrieved June 3, 2008 from 


http://condor.admin.ccny.cuny.edu/~group4/Van%20Der%20Stuyf/Van%20Der%20Stuyf%20Paper.doc.

Swain, M. (2000). The output hypothesis and beyond: Mediating acquisition through collaborative dialogue. In J. P. Lantolf (Ed.), Socio-culturally theory and second language learning  (pp. 97-115). Cambridge: CUP. 

Thompson, I., & Rubin, J. (1996). Can strategy instruction improve listening comprehension? Foreign Language Annuals. 29, 333-342.

Toth, P. D. (2008). Teacher-and learner-led discourse in task-based grammar instruction: Providing procedural assistance for L2 learners autonomous morpho-syntactic development, Language Learning, 58 (2), 237-283.  

Tudor, I. (2001). The dynamic of the language classroom. Cambridge: CUP. 

Tsui, M., & Fullilove, J. (1998). Bottom-up or top down processing as a discriminator of L2 listening performance,  Applied Linguistics. 19, 432-451. 

Van Lier, L. (1996). Interaction in the language curriculum: Awareness, autonomy & authenticity. London: Longman. 

Van Lier, L. (2004). The ecology and semiotics of language learning: A socio-cultural   

perspective. Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Vandergrift, L. (1997). The Cinderella of communication strategies: Reception strategies in interactive listening.  Modern Language Journal, 30, 494-505. 

Vandergrift, L. (1999). Facilitating second language listening comprehension: Acquiring successful strategies. ELT Journal, 53, 3, 168-176. 

Vandergrift, L. (2003). Orchestrating strategy use: Toward a model of the skilled second language listener, Language Learning, 53 (3), 463-496. 

Vandergrift, L., Goh, C. C. M., Mareschal, C. H, & Tafaghodtari, M. H. (2006). The metacognitive awareness listening questionnaire: Development and validation, Language Learning, 56 (3), 431-462.

Vygotsky, L.S. (1978). Mind in society. Cambridge: CUP.

Walter, T. (2004). Teaching English language learners. London: Longman. 

 Wertsch, J.V. (1985).  Vygotsky and the social formation of mind. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  

  Wood, D. (1988). How children think and learn. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.          
_______________________________________________________________________                
Presented in International conference “  MELTA” in Malesia Johor IN 2010
31

