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Abstract

As second language (L2) teachers and languageasshatknowledge the unique characteristics
of the listening skill and the vital role it plays language learning and communication, they
underscore more and more the significance of tegclstening comprehension in L2 classes.
Given this, the present study was an attempt tarerally investigate if the teacher talk and the
authentic material had any positive effect on tistg comprehension of Iranian EFL learners.
To this end, 60 male and female EFL learners wetected via double sampling and after
administrating a pre-test they were assigned toawmerimental groups (the Teacher Talk and
the Authentic Group) and a control group. One grregeived authentic material and the other
group was taught based on the characteristicseof éacher Talk. After the treatment, a post test
was given to the sample study. The thorough amabysdata using one-way ANOVA indicated
that the authentic materials had a more promin#atteon learners’ listening comprehension.
The paper ends with some recommendations for furdsearch.
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Introduction

Listening is a challenging skill for many seconddaage learners (Goh, 2014). According to
Oxford (1993) listening is a complex problem-sotyiskill which does not only involve the
recognition of sounds, but also the ability to ustend words, phrases, clauses and connected
stretches of discourse. Therefore, in making sefsgpoken language a single process is not
involved and it is more accurate to conceive atelusf related processes (Mendelsohn, 1984).
Listening is an active, goal-driven process of mgksense of spoken language (Brown, 2001).
Listening, along with reading, is a receptive sKilhat is, it requires a person to receive and
understand given information. Therefore, it is ustindable why people consider listening as a
passive skill (Chastain, 1989). However, contraryraditional belief, listening requires an active
engagement. Listeners are required to connect thiegthear to other information they already
have. Given the fact learners combine what they meth their own ideas and experienc,
listening can be envisaged as the creation of mganilisteners’ minds (Nunan, 2003).

To help learners develop their listening skill, deers should understand how
comprehension is achieved and identify factors Winnight influence successful comprehension
(Goh, 2014). Another equally important issue is¢bacept oteacher talk Teacher talk can be
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defined as the kind of language used by the teafdreinstruction in context of classroom
(Yanfen &Yugin, 2010). According to Richard and 8gtit (2002) teacher talk refers to “variety
of language sometimes used by teachers when tleeyr dhe process of teaching. In trying to
communicate with learners, teachers often simpthigir speech, giving it many of the
characteristics of foreigner talk and other sinigdif styles of speech addressed to language
learners” (p, 471).

Ellis (1985) defines teacher talk as:

Teacher talk is the special language that teaaks¥svhen addressing L2 learners in the
classroom. There is systematic simplification of tformal properties of the teacher’s
language... studies of teacher talk can be dividadthose that investigate the type of language
that teachers use in language classrooms and thasavestigate in the type of language they
use in subject lessons (p. 145).

During the past 20 years, teacher talk has evokegdeat deal of research in second
language acquisition. Pioneered by Gaies (1977)Herdle (1979), the research on teacher talk
began in the 1970s. In recent years, teacher takk d¢aptured attention of scholars and
researchers worldwide, majority of which has focuseainly on classroom conversation
features, talk turns between teachers and learaedsyhat sort of language teacher could rely
on to manage the class well (Wright, 2005).

The question of how to help learners develop dffedtstening skills brings attention to
the type of material we introduce our learnersTonglinson, 2013). The underlying goal for
development of all listening material should beltbaround fostering students’ independence
when they confront listening in a real world contesich underscores the importance of using
authentic material (Miller, 2003). Nunan (1987)ide§ authentic material as “spoken or written
language data that has been produced in the cafrsgenuine communication and not
specifically written for the purpose of languagad&ng” (p. 22). Therefore, authentic material
comprises any oral or written language materiadusedaily conversation by native speakers
(Rodgers & Medly, 1988). One way to help learnetidr cope with the real language outside of
classroom context is to apply real language oremitb material in the ESL/EFL classroom
(Rodgers & Medly, 1988). A major advantage of pnéisg authentic material at the initial
stages of language learning is to make studentsidarwith the target language (Field, 1998).
There is a growing body of research on the rolauthentic materials on FL teaching. Studies,
such as Miller (2005) and Thanajaro (2000), rewk#bat incorporating authentic materials lead
to aural language development.

Significance of the Study

Listening skill is regarded as the most frequensigd language skill (Morley, 1999), and plays a
vital role in communication (Mendelsohn, 1984).stening is probably the least explicit skill of
the four language skills, thus, making it the naiffitcult skill to learn” (Vandergrift, 1998, p. 1)
Likewise, Oxford (1990) states “listening is perbahe most fundamental language skill” (p.
205). The significance of listening in learningexend/foreign language has been highlighted by
scholars in the field (Ferris, 1998).
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In classroom context, listening ability plays agiad role in the ultimate development of
other language skills (Nunan, 2003). In the begignstages of language learning, language
learners first have to consciously listen to therdsoseveral times before they are able to
recognize and pronounce those words (Thanajard@))2Q&tening can also help students build
vocabulary, develop language proficiency, and impranguage usage (Barker, 1971)

As stated by several scholars (Oxford, 1990; Vagrifer2007), listening comprehension
is regarded an essential means of communicationaanshdispensable part of oral language
competence, and is usually regarded as a diffgkilt to master even in one’s own mother
tongue, let alone in acquiring a foreign/secondgyleage. Thus, taking the above-mentioned
significance into account, it is essential to depellearners’ listening competence in
foreign/second language acquisition.

Another equally important issue is the role of teats talk in second language teaching.
Teachers pass on knowledge and skills, organizshiteg activities and help students practice
through teacher talk (Xiao, 2006). According to ¥amandYugqin (2010) teacher talk is: “an
indispensable part of foreign language teachimyganizing activities, and the way teachers talk
not only determines how well they make their leesrbut also guarantees how well students
will learn” (p. 21).

The results of the current study might prove bemafifor EFL teachers in general and
both Iranian English teachers and learners in @dati, making them aware of which materials
(materials provided by teacher or authentic md&rihas beneficial effects on listening
comprehension. The study can also give insightsn&terials developers and course books
writers and help them to design the kinds of listgnmaterials which lead to autonomous
learning on the side of learners.

Following the objectives of this research, thedwaiing questions were proposed:

1. Does teacher talk method have a positive effecthendevelopment of Iranian EFL
learners’ listening comprehension?

2. Do authentic materials (audio-visual materials)ena\positive effect on the development
of Iranian EFL learners’ listening comprehension?

3. Is there any significant difference between theaffof teacher talk and listening to
authentic materials on the development of IraniafrL Elearners’ listening
comprehension?

Based on the proposed questions the following ticeal- hypotheses are formulated:

1. Teacher talk has a positive effect on the developneé Iranian intermediate EFL
learners’ listening comprehension.

2. Authentic recordings (audio-visual materials) havpositive effect on the development
of Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ listening @yehension.

3. Teacher talk and authentic recordings affect tlsgeiing comprehension of Iranian
intermediate EFL learners differently.

Review of the Related Literature
What is Listening?
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For many years, listening skill did not receive thee attention in language teaching. Teaching
methods were concerned with the relationship betweeeptive and productive skills and
attention was mostly placed on productive skillgcfiards & Renandya, 2002). To our surprise,
even until recently, the role of listening in seddanguage was ignored and it was believed that
listening skill could be acquired by its own (Brova®01).

Among the four language skills, listening plays h@ably the most vital role in
communication. It is claimed that listening accauiar 40-50% portion of communication, with
speaking at 25-30%, reading at 11-16%, and wriin@% (Nunan, 2003). In spite of such a high
frequency outside of the classroom, listening leagived scant attention in many EFL programs
(Richards & Renandya, 2002).

It was Asher’s (1970, as cited in Brown, 2001) Td&haysical Response which for the
first time illuminated the role of listening as ajor area in language learning and teaching.
Before this language teaching methodology was mammeoccupied with spoken language
(Brown, 2001).

Now, as teachers and scholars have become aw#re ohique features of listening skill
and the fundamental role it plays in learning aogs€élclanguage, they come to acknowledge the
importance of teaching listening comprehension ha second language classroom (Rubin,
1994). This recognition has paved the way for irdégn of more listening activities in students’
textbooks.

Teacher Talk vs. Authentic Material

There is no learning without teaching (Incecay, ®010ne indispensible part of foreign
language teaching is the concept of ‘teacher t@fldnfen & Yuqin, 2012). Until recently,
teacher talk in the EFL classes was consideree tooninterproductive, or even a danger which
must be carefully taken care of. Young teachereveelvocated to make a little use of it since
there was an adage that “good teacher talk meidlet teacher talk” (Cullen, 1998, p. 179). It
was believed that too much teacher talking timeT{)Tdenied students of opportunities to speak
(Nunan, 1987).

Many definitions ofteacher talkhave been proposed over the last decade. One commo
definition perceiveseacher talkas the language used by teachers in the classrontext which
usually takes up a major portion of class timerovjle direction, explain activities, and check
students understanding (Yanfen & Yugqin, 2012).

But nowadays teacher talk is not seen as somethimch must be minimized; rather, a
shift of interest has occurred which is not maiobyncerned with quantity but quality of teacher
talk (Cullen, 1998). This means that, not only tipgestion ‘how much teachers talk’ is
important, but also ‘how effectively they are alile facilitate learning and promote the
communicative interaction in their classrooms’ gased extraordinary attention.

The question of authenticity in the language cla®msr is an ambiguous one. In part
because there are different types of authentieity they are not always clearly recognized
(Tomlinson, 2013). In many discussions it is n@aclwhether we are dealing with authenticity
of language, authenticity of task, or authentiafysituation (Sabet & Mahsefat, 2012). The
guestion of authenticity emerged as an importastiégswithin Communicative Language
Teaching and in relation to Notional/Functional I8yuses, where emphasis was placed on
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ensuring that the classroom contained natural kaggubehavior, with content identified as
relevant to the learner through the process of aeetysis (Richards & Rodgers, 2010).

Weche and Ready (1985) conducted a study and @tttento describe the common
features of teacher talk in second or foreign lagguclassrooms. They explored the discourse of
lecturers in a Canadian University. To this endtomparison was made between psychology
classes presented by lectures (in English and Ryeadirst and second language speakers. They
found significant differences, whether the instimes were given in French or English. Five
main features were identified: (a) speech rate, tlle) number and duration of pauses, (c)
frequency of tensed verbs and number of clausesTanodits, (d) percentage of imperative
sentences and self-repetition, and (e) amount ofveobal information use (such as gestures,
facial expressions, pictures, and visual aids).

Otte (2006) investigated the impact of aural auflbermaterial on listening
comprehension ability of four adult ESL studentsatAmerican university. He concluded that
authentic material bolsters students’ listening poehension and increase their motivation. In a
similar vein, Herron and Saey (1991) reported thase students who were exposed to authentic
radio tape as a frequent component of classroonvitgctdemonstrated better listening
comprehension than those students for whom authesdio program was not part of teaching
curriculum.

Sabet and Mahefat (2012) examined the effect ohemtic listening materials on
elementary EFL learners’ listening skill. To thisna 60 university students were randomly
assigned to two groups. The experimental group &gmsed to authentic material and the
control one was exposed to simplified listening enat. A proficiency test (comprised of two
sub-tests; listening comprehension and listeninggpion) was used as a pretest to measure the
students’ potential differences at the outset efdtudy. After the intervention program, the same
proficiency test was administered for both groupairthermore, students’ attitudes in
experimental group regarding the materials weresasth Careful analysis of reported results
showed that student in experimental group outperar students in control group. Also the
analysis of feedback revealed that student heldtip@sattitude toward authentic listening
material.

Method

Participants

In order to conduct this study, 60 male and fenikle learners within the age range of 14 to 18
were selected out of 100 participants via doublepdismg in Pardis and Marefat Language
Institutes in Hamadan, Iran. All the participantsthe study were from Hamadan and Persian
was their native language. First, they were seteatenveniently and then they were
homogenized based on their scores on the NelstnNetson is designed to measure global
language abilities (i.e., overall English languameficiency) (Brown, 2005). Through Nelson
Test, 60 students whose scores fell one standaridtibm above and below the mean were
chosen to be intermediate level and other parttgpavere omitted because they had extremely
high, or extremely low scores on the test.

Therefore, to meet homogeneity considerationsedfhkers whose proficiency test results
were significantly different from the mean scorerevexcluded, meaning the study ultimately
went on with 60 participants. Participants of tliedg were then randomly assigned to two
experimental groups (Teacher Talk versus Autheatic) one control group.

Instruments

www.ijee.org



ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:5, Issue:3, July 2016

In this study, three different tests were carriedl a three different points: one Proficiency test
(Nelson Test, 400 A) for determining the level @frfipants; two listening tests which were
used as the pre-test and the post-test.

The pre-test consisted of 20 multiple choice, catiph, and dictation listening items
selected from Tactics for Listening by Jack C. Ricds (2011). In order to establish the
reliability of the pre-test, it was piloted priay the main administration. In doing so, 30 young
EFL learners who were different from the main sanearners but whose proficiency level were
the same as the main sample were asked to takeghddaving amassed the data of the study,
Cronbach alpha formula was employed to calculagerétiability which turned out to be 0.76.
This, in turn, indicates the high reliability ofethtest. The post-test consisted of 20 multiple
choice, completion, and dictation listening iteretested from materials covered throughout the
course.

Procedures

First of all, a Nelson general proficiency testq4%) was administered to the participants before
the treatment to compare their proficiencies andkemaure that there was no significant
difference between the participants. By administga Nelson test, 60 students whose scores
were between one standard deviation above and b#lewmean were selected. Then the
participants were assigned to three groups equbdlg: experimental groups (Teacher Talk
versus Authentic) and one control group. In thetfgession, a pre-test, which was piloted in
advance, was given to the participants to capthe# tnitial differences regarding listening
comprehension ability.

Students in Teacher Talk group were exposed tateelepassages from their course
book. Here, session two is explained below andréiseé of the sessions were the same as this
example session but with different topics.

There were about 20 students in the classroom dsedtendividual desks, facing the
teacher at the front of the class. The teacherginasg the guidelines and preparing the students
for a reading passage in their textbooks aboutBfiad Date”. The classroom interaction was
heavily teacher-led. Teacher read aloud the testfally and clarified the key words in an
interactive way. To bolster students’ comprehenstao teachers were instructed to use key
features of teacher talk identified in empiricaldies. To this end, teachers were taught to
actively utilize questions (a request for inforroad, invitations (using the presiding language,
act as a chairperson or a host, or using imperatiekinterrogative sentences to ask students to
do activities), directions (authoritative directiom be obeyed), and follow-up (an interactive
exchange which aims to give feedback to studeasgonses). Here is an example:

T: All right, who can tell me what a ‘blind date’ is?
S1: date? What a date is?
Ss: (Indistinct reply)
T: Who knows what a date is?

S2: Shall | say?
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T: sure, go on!
S2: A day when u go with a person you like!
T: great, what else?
S3: invite her to a restaurant.

T: Yes, that’s right. It is an occasion, or let'y sa day, you go out with someone you like in a
romanticway! So what is a blind date?

S4: go to a date when your eyes closed?
T: Come on! How is it possible! Erfan, do you havg miea?
S: No, I’'m not sure.

T: A blind date is an arranged meeting between a mdm@man who have not met each other
before!

Ss: (some students laugh, some try to stop their lawghin

T: To spend a romantic evening with someone you havermmet before is now usual, even
now in Iran!

S: but teacher it is not suitable, my parents will erelike that!

T: 1 know, it was an example. Now I’'m going to read text, listen carefully!

Students in the authentic class were exposed teeatit material. As was explained in
the previous chapter, authentic materials are medilby native speakers for non-pedagogic
purposes. A series of video and audio tracks welected. The rationale for selecting these
materials was that it fulfills two conditions cit@dthe definition of authentic material. Firsist
produced by native speaker and then enjoys notitegoriented purposes. Therefore, authentic
materials are not graded to reflect learners’ leMeEnglish and offer a listening experience
much closer to real-life. An example of authentass is as follows:

Teacher first set the context. The topic was ‘ctanahange warning’, a short BBC
report. Teacher attempted to activate studentXdraand knowledge and reviewed the topic of
the listening text. Then, he played the listeniegt ttwice. However, the gentle point to be
mentioned is that comprehension questions mustdsepted. If students are unsure if they will
be asked, they cannot judge the level of the ditailwill be required of them.

Authentic materials are challenging not only fardgints, but also for some teachers. To
prevent students from being daunted or discouragtedents must be told in advance that they
are not expected to understand everything. Studesds difficulty in adjusting to authentic
materials after hearing scripted ones. They wele tto make guesses to link what they know
with fragmented pieces of text. They were advoctdadake inferences based on the words they
have managed to identify. After checking studentshprehension, the teacher wrote the key
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words on the board and explained them. He helpedests to extract information from the
passage. Finally, he plays the text for the lasétio reflect on any functional language.

Students in control group were taught based orcémgentional listening techniques in
traditional classes. That is, a listening matenak played twice. The teacher would call some
students randomly and would ask to recite the oralerial word-by-word. Some key words
were written on the board and some definitions vgéren for it.

This was practiced for 8 sessions, each an hoyy flonall groups. After the treatment,
the post-test was administered to all participants.

Data Analysis
Checking the Homogeneity of the Slope of Regressnas

The homogeneity of the slope of regression linegraimportant requirement of ANCOVA, was
checked and the results are shown through Table 1.

Table 1

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects foHbmogeneity of the Slope of Regresdimes
Dependent Variable: posttest

Type Ill Sum Mean
Source of Squares df Square F Sig.
Intercept Hypothesig 110.759 1 110.759 8.894 .096
Error 24.963 2.005 12.453
group Hypothesig 25.091 2 12.54¢  7.521 .001
Error 90.074 54 1.668
pretest Hypothesig 15.074 1 15.074  9.037 .004
Error 90.074 54 1.668
group * Hypothesig 19.816 2 9.908] 5.940 .005
pretest
Error 90.074 54 1.668

a. .991 MS(group) + .009 MS(Error)

b. MS(Error)

Table 3 shows that the slope of regression lined@3 homogeneous for all groups
[Fess =5.940, p < 0.05]. Sincehis important requirement of ANCOVA was not held,
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ANCOVA was put aside and the researcher run One-wmaglysis of variance (One-way
ANOVA).

Descriptive Statistics

Table 2
Descriptive Statistics of the Groups’ Gain Scores
Std. Minimu | Maximu
group Mean N Deviation m m Skewnesq Kurtosis
authentic 3.6750 20 2.29000 .00 7.50 231 -1.126
material
teacher talk | 2.7500 20 1.48235 .00 6.00 478 .140
control group | 1.8000 20 1.39925 -1.00 4.00 -.246 -.678
Total 2.7417 60 1.90337 -1.00 7.50 .603 11

Table 2 depicts various descriptive parameterafmstandard deviation, minimum and
maximum scores, skewedness and kurtosis) of thggrgain scores.

Equality of Error Variances
Table 3

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances
Dependent Variable: diff

F df1 df2 Sig.

4.769 2 57 .012

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variaridbedependent variable is equal across
groups.

a. Design: Intercept + group

Table 2 shows that the error variances of the ggoggin scores were not equal. However, this
inequality of variance may be ignored because thmber of participants in all groups is equal
(Pallant, 2007).
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Type Ill Sum Mean Partial Eta
Source of Squares df Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected 35.158 2 17.579 5.611 .006 .164
Model
Intercept 451.004 1 451.004 143.948 .000 716
group 35.158 2 17579 5.611 .006 164
Error 178.587 57 3.133
Total 664.750 60
Corrected 213.744 59
Total

a. R Squared = .164 (Adjusted R Squared = .135)

Table 2 shows that that the main effect of thettneat was significant [£s7~ 5.611, p
< 0.05, Eta = 0.164].That is, authentic supplemgntaaterial and teacher talk both had positive
effect , to the extent of 0.164%, on the IraniarL B€arners’ listening comprehension. Since
there were three study groups, using Bonferront, Tresltiple comparisons were also done and
the results are shown in Table 3 below.

Multiple Comparisons

Table 5

Multiple Comparisons

Diff Bonferroni

(1) group

(J) group

Mean
Difference Std.
(1-9) Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interva

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound
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authentic teacher talk 9250, .55974 312 -.4557| 2.3057
material

control group 1.8750| .55974 .004 4943 3.2557
teacher talk authentic -.9250, .55974 312 -2.3057] 4557

material

control group 9500 .55974 .285 -.4307 2.3307]
control group  authentic -1.8750| .55974 .004 -3.2557 -.4943

material

teacher talk -.9500 .55974 .285 -2.3307 4307

Based on observed means.
The error term is Mean Square(Error) = 3.133.

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.8&l.

As it is evident in Table 3, the difference betwdlea authentic material group’s mean
score and that of teacher talk group was not sggmit ( p > 0.05); the difference between the
authentic material group’s mean score and thatetontrol group was significant at the level of
0.004 ( p < 0.05) so that the authentic materialgis mean score was higher than that of the
control group to the extent of 1.8750; and théedi#nce between the teacher talk group’s mean
score and that of the control group was not sigaift ( p > 0.05). These comparisons imply that
authentic supplementary material was more effedinan teacher talk as far as Iranian EFL
learners’ listening development was concerned.

Discussion and Conclusion

Introducing Findings

Regarding the first research question, which aimteskeing if teacher talk has a positive effect
on the development of Iranian upper-intermediaté ERrner s’ listening comprehension, the
findings of this study revealed that teacher talk b positive impact on listening comprehension
of language learners [F(2, 57) = 5.611, P<0.008=H%..164]. To come up with a more precise
result, Bonferroni Test was run. Its results regdahat teacher talk group’s mean score on the
listening posttest was a little higher, to the aktaf 0.95, than that of the control group. Hence,
the difference was not significant (p>0.05).

Considering the second research question, whichediimt seeing if authentic
supplementary material has a positive effect ondiaeelopment of Iranian upper-intermediate
EFL learner’s listening comprehension, the findings of thisdgtilshowed that authentic
supplementary material had a positive impact odesits’ performance in listening posttest [F(2,
57)=5.611, P<0.05, Bta=0.164). The results of Boofe Test further revealed that the
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difference between the authentic material group&amscore on the posttest and that of the
control group was significant (p<0.05). This med&mst authentic material group outperformed

control group in listening posttest. Regarding tiied research question, whether there is any
significant difference between the effect of teadiadk and listening to the difference was not

significant (p>0.05). However, the mean score ef @lnthentic supplementary was to the extent
of 0.92 higher than that of the teacher talk group.

Explaining the Findings and Comparing the Results Whose of the Others

The findings of this study revealed that teachts lhad a positive effect on students’ listening
comprehension. One explanation, perhaps, is thaiche talk facilitates learners’
comprehension. Furthermore, the characteristidheteacher’s language use (e.g., direct error
correction, content feedback, prompting) facilitdearners’ involvement and hence their
comprehension and retrieval (Incecay, 2010). AlsayG1997) held the similar view and stated
that there are different roles for teacher talk #&ni$ beneficial for learners to have optimal
teacher talk since it provides them with a speafyportunity to have more learning, questions
and answers, and other activities. This kind ofhea encouraged students to participate actively
in classroom process and required them to engapegimlevel thinking. The result is in line
with Chaudron and Richards (1986) who observed thstourse markers in teacher talk
influenced students’ listening comprehension.

The finding of this study also revealed that autivematerials had a significant positive
impact on learners’ listening comprehension. It iasher revealed that students in authentic
group outperformed students in teacher talk groupisiening posttest. This is because of the
fact that authentic materials are more benefitiahtsimplified listening materials in enhancing
students’ listening skill. Exposing learners todgad materials which are fitted in their levels
(e.g., teacher talk and control group), lead toirtlisqualification from the constructive
exposure to real language (Sabet, 2012). Moredmeorporating authentic materials helped
students to focus on a wider range of real liféuess than it was normally possible in simplified
texts, and this noticing had a facilitative effegh learners’ development of listening
comprehension. Students’ superior performance thesutic group can also be interpreted based
on this common wisdom that authentic materials sgdcostudents to language in the real world
and this improved their overall listening compregien. Authentic material is useful in another
way. Less proficient students benefited from suchtemials and their limited linguistic
competence did not short-circuit their ability tongorehend the text with the support of their
classmates and instructor. The results were inviiitie Gilmore (2007), Herron and Seay (1991),
Sabet (2012) who concluded that incorporating autbenaterials facilitate students’ listening
comprehension.

It was also revealed that conventional teachingrtiegies employed in control group did
not have any significant effect on listening cont@msion. This can be attributed to the fact that
conventional approach to listening comprehensiad te test students rather than actually teach
them. Teachers might have overlooked the factttiere may be many ways of achieving the
correct answer. Instead of focusing on the process;hers were interested in the process.
Students were not instructed based on the kingsthling that takes in real life. They were not
on how to use strategic listening activities toeopth the types of listening that occurs in a+eal
life situation. This is not surprising to know th#teir performances were not improved
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significantly on post-test (Brown, 2001). This find is in line with Sabet (2012) who warned
teachers of the conventional teaching techniqueshahardly have any facilitative impact on
students’ listening comprehension.

As recommendations for further research, this mesestudy was conducted with only a
small group of EFL students. As a result, the prietation and the generalizability of the
findings are limited. Further work is required tmnéirm and validate these findings with a larger
group of students. Further studies are neededuesiigate the impact of authentic listening
materials on other aspects of language acquisisoieh intonation, stress patterns, vocabulary
proficiency, incidental learning, extra linguist@&ctors, grammar, establishing speaking and so
forth. Further studies will need to be undertaketest students’ motivation, self-regulation, and
second language attitude after they have been espims authentic material for an extended
period of time.
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