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1) Title, Abstract & Keywords

In your abstract, please include a brief session description (not to exceed 100 words), and three to four keywords. If your proposal is accepted, this description will be printed in the conference program.

The Scaffolded Learning Process for Learning Development
Scaffolded learning is the process of taking learners from a place where they need the guidance of a more accomplished learner to accomplish a task to the place where the learner can accomplish the task on his/her own. It includes meta-cognitive, cognitive, and affective scaffolding through direction maintenance, cognitive recruiting, reduction in degrees of freedom, frustration control, and fading. We will introduce participants to such scaffolded learning techniques as providing advanced organizers, explaining, modeling, working through examples, using concept maps, using prompts and cues, giving feedback, questioning, and listening. Participants will consider ways in which they can apply the scaffolding process in their courses.
Key words: scaffolded learning, guided learning, learning development 
2) Format

      Activity or exercise

      Roundtable discussion (60 minute only)

  X  General discussion session

2a) For activities and exercises only, is yours best suited for

  X  A traditional classroom

      An online class

      Either 

2b) For activities and exercises only, is yours best suited for

      Undergraduate students

      Graduate students

 X   Either 

3) Time Requested:

      30 Minutes

      60 Minutes (Roundtables must select 60 minutes)

 X   90 Minutes

4) Planning Details:

Each room contains a white board with markers, computer (PC) with DVD capability and computer projector. Does your session require any other equipment?

No.
5) Teaching Implications:

What is the contribution of your session to management pedagogy/andragogy? Specifically, please include your learning objectives, and describe what management and/or teaching topics are relevant to your session, and why.  Also, include theoretical, disciplinary, or theoretical foundations that will help reviewers understand how your ideas fit within the broader field of management.
Learning Objectives

1. Introduce the presenters and survey the participants for their familiarity with Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development, scaffolded learning, adult learner characteristics, learning development models, and learning as a process.

2. Briefly review core assumptions.

3. Introduce the scaffolded learning model.

4. Briefly review the adult learning model of Knowles, Holton, & Swanson (2011), adult learning models (Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartner (2007), and the learning development models of Perry (1970) and Baxter-Magolda (1992, 1999),

5. Integrate 2. 3. and 4.

6. Introduce and describe the techniques available for scaffolding. They include using advanced organizers, modeling, working through examples, using concept maps, explaining, using handouts, using prompts and cues, giving feedback, questioning and inquiring, and listening.

7. Give the participants the opportunity to explore how they might use the scaffolded learning process in their courses and with their students.

Theoretical Foundations

Although grounded in the early thirties work of Russian child psychologist Lev Vygotsky (1978, 1986; see also Moll, 1990; Wink & Putney, 2002) and his focus on child learning within the “zone of proximal development” and “learning in social relation,” the term “scaffolded learning first appeared in Wood, Bruner, & Ross (1979) who built their research on the Vygotskian model. Since then, both a conceptual and a research literature has emerged around the process of scaffolded learning (Palinscar, 1998; Beed, Hawkins, & Roller, 1991; Rosenshine & Meister, 1992; Berk & Winsler, 1995;Hogan & Pressley, 1997; Goldstein, 1999;Reiser, 2004; Quintana et al, 2004; Pea, 2004; Turner & Berkowitz, 2005; Puntambekar & Hubscher, 2005; van de Pol, Volman, & Beishuizen, 2010; Coe, 2011), sometimes used interchangeably with the terms “guided practice” and “regions of sensitivity to learning.”

Definitions of scaffolding. Scaffolding occurs when a more knowledgeable or competent person helps a novice or less competent learner succeed in tasks that would be otherwise beyond the capability of the novice learner. Wood et al (1979) offer the following definition of scaffolding: “Scaffolding consists essentially of the adult “controlling” those elements of the task that are initially beyond the learner’s capacity, thus permitting him to concentrate upon and complete only those elements that are within his range of competence. The task then proceeds to a successful conclusion. We assume, however, that the process can potentially achieve much more for the learner than an assisted completion of the task. It may result, eventually, in the development of task competence by the learner at a pace that would far outstrip his unassisted efforts.” For Wood et al, comprehension of the solution must precede production.

Reiser (2004) says that “it is important to stress the dual aspects of both (a) accomplishing the task, and (b) learning from one’s efforts, that is, improving one’s performance on the future tasks in the process. … Scaffolding entails a delicate negotiation between providing support and continuing to engage the learners actively in the process.” Reiser expands the tutorial character of scaffolding beyond the human dimension of teacher, adult, and peer to include software and to encompass the larger strategy of curriculum design. That would bring into play such ideas as offered by Mager (1997), Anderson & Krathwohl (2001), and Reigeluth & Carr-Chelman (2007), all of whom focus on the issues of curriculum design.

The Scaffolding Model. The scaffolding process encompasses three primary sub-processes: contingency management, fading, and transfer of responsibility. With contingency management, the more accomplished learner assesses where the novice learner is with regard to interest, needed prior knowledge, and willingness to engage in moving forward. With fading, the more accomplished learner gradually removes the “scaffolding constraints” to allow the novice learner to take on more and more responsibility for accomplishing the task. With transfer of responsibility, the novice learner assumes complete responsibility for all aspects of not only the existing task but also future requirements for doing the task and learning to transfer to differing contexts. See Handout #2 for a visual model.

There are three different types of scaffolding, one or more of which can occur concomitantly. They are meta-cognitive scaffolding for meta-cognitive competencies, cognitive scaffolding for cognitive competencies, and affective scaffolding for affective competencies. The first is relevant for such meta-cognitive skills as learning how to learn. The last is particularly relevant for such relational and social skills as communicating, listening, observing, and empathizing.

Van de Pol et al (2010) suggest that it is important to keep in mind the intentions of the more accomplished learner during the scaffolding process. These include direction maintenance, cognitive recruiting, reduction in the degrees of freedom, contingency management for the specific learner or learners and the context of the situation, and frustration control.

Accomplished learners have a number of scaffolding means from which to choose. They include:

· advanced organizers (venn diagrams, flow charts, outlines, and rubrics),

· modelling by the more advanced learner,

· worked examples (problem formation, step-by-step execution, solution)

· concept maps (spider maps, hierarchical/chronological maps, system maps, mind maps, storyboarding),

· explanations, instructing, and lectures,

· handouts,

· prompts, cues, procedural facilitation (think alouds, pair/share),

· feedback (formative, summative),

· questioning and inquiry, and 

· listening.

These means can be mixed and modified as the needed by the more advanced learner and the evolving relationship with the novice learner.

The critiques of the scaffolded learning process have two themes. The first is from the perspective of the limitations of scaffolding as a metaphor (Stone, 1993, 1998; Palinscar, 1998). But Stone and Palinscar both suggest ways to overcome the limitations that Stone (1993, 1998) discusses. The second comes from Kirschner, Sweller, & Clark (2006). Kirschner et al, however, is fraught with numerous flaws in its logic, including, but not limited to: its homogenization of the five teaching approaches (constructivist teaching, discovery teaching, problem-based teaching, experiential teaching, and inquiry-based teaching), its poor understanding of the various experiential learning models, the absence of effective definition and discussions of scaffolded learning and guided practice, its apparent mutually exclusive view of the five teaching models, its heavy use of empirical research from the sciences, medicine, mathematics, and engineering in an effort to apply their claims to a wider set of disciplinary domains, its near total ignorance of the emergent research on mind, brain, and education, and its very limited consideration of the pedagogical knowledge and competency of the instructor.
Core Assumptions. We believe it is appropriate to provide the assumptions on which we propose our model of the scaffolded learning process. Those key assumptions are: (1) engaging in scaffolded learning is a process; (2) engaging in scaffolded learning is highly relational; (3) engaging in scaffolded learning at the higher education level necessarily involves an extensive consideration of adult learning issues. We would like to discuss each of these assumptions briefly.

Scaffolding as a Process. The literature cited on scaffolded learning at the beginning of this section is continually using the word “process” to describe scaffolded learning. Although not cited by those authors, a process perspective entails a process ontology and epistemology represented by the process philosophy of Alfred North Whitehead (Whitehead, 1929. 1929/1978; Brumbaugh, 1982). The essence of a process perspective is that all humans, other living creatures, and all non-living things are in a continual process of becoming in a highly inter-related and contextual world that is temporally dynamic. The past drives the present choices as the future emerges from that process. Scaffolded learning necessarily takes place over time, is highly contextual and emergent, and is highly relational.

Scaffolding as Relational. Along with the learner(s), the instructor is also in a process of becoming. Rodriguez (2012), within the emerging field of mind, brain, and education (Tokuhama-Espinosa, 2010), addresses the issue of the teacher’s development as an adult learner with respect to learning and teaching responsibilities. Rodriguez rejects the “filling the empty vessel” metaphor that characterizes so much of student learning in higher education. She also proposes that the teacher is also engaged in a dynamic process of adult learning in a dynamic and reciprocal relationship with his or her students. This model views the instructor as an evolving adult learner who must continually adapt to the individual characteristics of the learners present in his or her courses and the challenges presented by a dynamic learning context outside the classroom. This relational characteristic reinforces the relational learning model proposed by Vygotsky (1978, 1986) , Wink & Putney (2002), and Gergen (2009). It also connects to the characteristics of faculty who are described as the “best college teachers” (Bain, 2004).

Scaffolding with Adult Learner. Knowles, Holton, & Swanson (2011) take the position that andragogy presents the core principles of adult learning. They state that the six principles of andragogy are:

· The learner’s need to know;

· The self-concept of the learner;

· The prior experience of the learner;

· The readiness to learn;

· An orientation to learning; and

· A motivation to learn.

These principles work best when they are adapted to the uniqueness of the learner and the learning situation. It is a process or transactional model of learning in that it focuses on the characteristics of the process, not the goals and aims of that process.

Merriam, Caffarella, & Baumgartener (2007) describe adult learning as a personal process that is shaped by the context of adult life and the society in which an individual lives. An important part of that context is that learning occurs in formal, non-formal, and informal contexts, with the formal context being for credit from institutions of higher education. Merriam et al (2007) go on to review an extensive collection of adult learning models and theories, including Knowles et al’s andragogical model, self-directed learning, transformational learning, experiential learning, spiritual and narrative forms of learning, critical and feminist learning perspectives, and behavioral, cognitive, and brain-based theories of learning. They do not, however, devote much space to describing the characteristics of the adult learner nor do they offer much that addresses the characteristics of the adult teacher.

6) Session Description and Plan:

What will you actually do in this session? If appropriate, please include a timeline estimating the activities will you facilitate: how long will they take, and how will participants be involved? Please remember that reviewers will be evaluating how well the time request matches the activities you’d like to do, and the extent you can reasonably accomplish the session’s goals. Reviewers will also be looking for how you are engaging the participants in the session. 
	Specific Time
	Cumulative Time
	Topic

	 5 Min.
	5 Min.
	Introductions

	20 Min.
	25 Min.
	Introduce the zone of proximal development and the scaffolded learning method

	15 Min.
	40 Min.
	Presenter 1: Provides example of one of the scaffolding methods

	15 Min.
	55 Min.
	Presenter 2: Provides a second example of a different scaffolding methods

	15 Min.
	70 Min.
	Presenter 3: Provides a third example of a different scaffolding methods

	15 Min.
	85 Min.
	Participants discuss how they use or could use different scaffolding methods

	  5 Min.
	90 Min.
	Wrap up/Closure


7) Application to Conference theme:

How does your session fit with the overall OBTC theme of United in Service?

This is clearly service to student and instructor learning.
8) Unique Contribution to OBTC:

Have you presented the work in this proposal before? If so, how will it be different? Is this proposal under current review somewhere else? If so, please explain. How will your proposal be different for the OBTC conference?
No.
Additional Materials
9) Handout #1
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Source: van de Pol, J., Volman, M. & Beishuizen, J. (2010). Scaffolding in teacher-student interactions: A decade of research. Educational Psychology Review, 22: 271-296.
11) Handout #3:

Scaffolding Techniques and References

Advanced Organizers: Venn Diagrams, Flow Charts, Outlines, Rubrics (Arter & McTighe, 2001; Tiern3ey & Simon, 2004: Stevens & Levi, 2005).
Modelling: Demonstrate the task students are expected to complete on their own; provide step-by-step instruction; encourage students to interact with a new problem or task.

Worked Examples: Problem formation > step-by-step example > solution to problem.

Concept Maps: Spider map, hierarchical/chronological map, and systems map (Novak & Caflas, 2008; Nesbit & Adesope, 2013); mind map (Wycoff, 1991: Buzan, 1996), storyboarding (Larkin, 1996).

Explaining/Instructing.
Handouts.

Prompts/Cues/Procedural Facilitation: physical, verbal, positional.

Giving Feedback: formative (Shute, 2008), summative (Hattie & Timperley, 2007), general (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Michaelsen & Schultheiss, 1988; Butler & Winne, 1995).
Questioning/Inquiring. Seeskin (1987), Hunkins (1989), Bateman (1990), Harms (1999), Hintikka (2007).
Listening. Fiumara (1990), Ayim (1997), Beatty (1999), Schulz (2003).
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