LUBLIN STUDIESIN MODERNLANGUAGESAND
LITERATURE 39(2),2015,HTTP.//WWW.LSMLL .UMCS.LUBLIN .PL

Salameh Fleih Obeiah
Ministry of Education
Mafraq, Jordan

Ruba Fahmi Bataineh
Yarmouk University
Irbid, Jordan

Does Scaffolding-Based I nstruction | mprove Writing
Performance? The Case of Jordanian EFL Learners

ABSTRACT

The present study examines the potential effectscdffolding
instruction on Jordanian EFL tenth-grade students’ overall ingit
performance and their performance on the sub-slofisfocus,
development, organization, conventions and wordcehdrhe study
follows a quasi-experimental experimental/controbup, pre-/post
test design. In the experimental group, 20 femat¢htgrade students
from the North-Eastern Badia Directorate of Educatidordan) were
taught to generate ideas, structure, draft, anttedir essays using
agency scaffolding and the scaffolding principle amntextual
support, continuity, intersubjectivity, flow, congiency and handover,
within the Zone of Proximal Development. Anotheoygp of 28
students was instructed conventionally per the ajinds outlined in
the Teacher's Book. After the treatment, descriptstatistics and
ANCOVA were used to analyze the students’ scoreshenpre-test
and the post test. The results showed that théodtiafy instruction
group outperformed the control group ¢t 0.05) in their overall
writing performance and in their performance onvaiting sub-skills
except the sub-skill of development.
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1. Introduction and background

Writing is reportedly neglected not only in Jordaut worldwide by

teachers and students alike, as only small podfaie class-time is
given to develop this skill. Jordanian foreign laage learners suffer
from weakness in writing despite massive effortg, both teacher
educators and the Ministry of Education, to overeainin Jordan, as
in several other parts of the world where Englstaught as a foreign
language (EFL), teachers tend to concentrate morstroicture than
writing (e.g., Al-Omari, 2004; Al-Quran, 2002; Ak&rah, 1988). To
make matters worse, even when they do focus onngyriteachers
give priority to mechanics over process (Abu-Jale2001; Bani

Younis, 1997; Hawari, 1996).

In the Vygotskian sociocultural theory (1987), ikel their
traditional role of passive recipients of knowleddearners are
considered active agents and members of the tadagejuage
community (Mitchell & Myles, 2004). Building on Vygsky's work,
Lantolf (2000) put forth sociocultural second laaga acquisition
(SLA), a paradigm in which the teacher, or any obtheore
knowledgeable other (MKO), activates and makesofiske learner’s
potential by scaffolding him/her within his/her zorof proximal
development (ZPD).

Educational experts (e.g., Clark & Graves, 200&rridon, 2004)
see ZPD as the backbone of Vygotsky’'s socioculttinglory. In
Vygotsky’s (1978:86) own words, ZPD is “the distanbetween
actual developmental levels as determined by inu#g@ problem-
solving and the level of potential development atednined through
problem-solving under adult guidance or in collabon with more
capable peers”. Scaffolding has evolved as a metaptr the
interaction between an expert and a novice leaemgaged in a
problem- solving task, which is beyond the leamegpacity, thus
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permitting him/her to concentrate upon and completdy those
elements that are within his/her range of competéWéood, 1998).

Hannafin, Land, and Oliver (1999) suggested foimd& of
scaffolding: (1) conceptual scaffolding which meapsoviding
guidance on what to consider, (2) metacognitivefsichng which
demands guidance on how to think about the probieder study, (3)
procedural scaffolding which refers to guidance lmow to use
resources and tools, and (4) strategic scaffoldinigh is used to give
guidance on ways to solve the problem. On the dthed, Holton and
Clarke (2006) proposed two types of scaffoldingndo and agency.
Domain scaffolding is further divided into concegltiand heuristic.
Conceptual scaffolding is concerned with the dgwelent of concepts
whereas heuristic scaffolding is concerned witldifig approaches to
solving a problem. Agency scaffolding, which is disa this study,
consists of three types: expert, reciprocal anfisselffolding. Expert
scaffolding refers to the scaffolding offered by expert; reciprocal
scaffolding refers to an activity where studentskvo groups; and
self-scaffolding indicates a situation when some@nescaffolding
oneself.

In the field of language learning, Van Lier (199)dressed six

features of scaffolding, which were all incorpothie this research:

1. continuity or repeated occurrences over time with
interconnected variations,

2. contextual support manifested ia safe but challenging
environment in which errors are expected and aedeps part
of the learning process,

3. intersubjectivity or themutual engagement and support
between an expert and a novice (two minds workegre),

4. contingency manifested in providing support (by iadd
modifying, deleting or repeating) depending on lg@rners’
reactions,

5. handover/takeoveor increasingthe learner’s role as his/her
skills and confidence increase, and

6. flow manifested in natural, rather than forced, ommication
between participants.
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2. Problem and purpose of the study

Learning to write well in the EFL classroom maydiicult for most
learners, as they have to encounter a set of clgglfe most important
among which is grasping grammatical, lexical, sgtita semantic and
writing mechanics (e.g., Al-Gomoul, 2011; Al-Ja#007; Hyland,
2003; Soles, 2005). In the Jordanian EFL classroarifing
instruction is essentially traditional, which haseh documented as
the major cause for student weakness (e.g., Al On2&04; Al-
Quran, 2002; Al-Sharah, 1988). As scaffolding instion has been
reported to allow prospective gains for EFL studgetg., Bodrova,
1998; Eickholdt, 2004; Schwieter, 2010), these aedeers examine
its potential effectiveness, possibly for the fiigte, in the Jordanian
EFL context.

Thus, the study investigates the potential effeictscaffolding
instruction on Jordanian EFL tenth-grade studeotsrall writing
performance and their performance on the writingrskills of focus,
development, organization, conventions, and wouaidceh

3. Questions and hypotheses of the study
The study attempts to answer the following question

1. To what extent does scaffolding instruction aff@otdanian
EFL students’ writing performance?

2. To what extent does scaffolding instruction aff@otdanian
EFL students’ writing performance on the sub-slkilifocus,
development, organization, conventions and wordcetfo

To achieve the purpose of the study, these quastom expressed in
the following statistically testable hypotheses:

1. Hol. Scaffolding instruction has no significanteeff (ata <
0.05) on Jordanian EFL tenth-grade students’ olvendting
performance.

2. Ho2. Scaffolding instruction has no significanteeff (ata <
0.05) on Jordanian EFL tenth-grade students’ vgitin
performance on the sub-skills of focus, development
organization, conventions and word choice.
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4. Significance of the study

An extensive review of the literature on scaffotglimstruction has
only produced research conducted abroad (e.g.,, LGthrie, &
Davis, 2006; Schwieter, 2010; Baradaran & Sarfar@®ill). No
research on the use of scaffolding instruction e tJordanian
classroom in general and the EFL classroom in qdsi has been
found. Thus, this study may very well be the fitst examine
scaffolding instruction and its potential gainstire Jordanian EFL
writing classroom.

In addition, this study is meant to inform JordemEFL teachers,
who are seeking alternative instructional stratedi@r developing
EFL students’ writing proficiency. The findings med in this study
may also inform curriculum designers and policy-arakabout the
potential utility of scaffolding for teaching wity to Jordanian EFL
students.

5. Previous literature

As noted earlier, the review has revealed a de#rtbcal (and Arab
region) studies on the effect of scaffolding instion in the foreign
language classroom. To the best of the researckeostledge, this
study is the first in Jordan to investigate theeefffof scaffolding
instruction on improving EFL students’ writing pemfnance.

Thus, this review is limited to foreign researgbhich seems to
provide empirical evidence that scaffolding instiuec does
significantly contribute to the improvement of EBtudents’ writing
performance. Bodrova (1998) claimed that scaff@disupports
children emergent writing and allows them to trdosifrom assisted
to independent performance within the ZPD. Simyaitickholdt
(2004) suggested that scaffolding potentially sufgpo the
development of young writers.

Schwieter (2010) also reported supporting evidentat
scaffolding writing techniques and feedback effedlli develops
writing skills when contextualized through a wrg@inworkshop
involving the creation of a professional magaziresigned for an
authentic audience. Similarly, both Baradaran aada®azi (2011)



Does Scaffolding-Based Instruction Improve Writfgrformance?111

and Hayati and Ziyaeimehr (2011) reported significgains in
Iranian EFL university students’ writing performanas the result of
scaffolding instruction.

6. Methods and procedure

The study uses the quasi-experimental design onimtart tenth-
grade sections, randomly divided into an experilegtoup and a
control group. The study has three variables: thdependent variable
of scaffolding instruction and the two dependentaldes of overall
writing performance and writing performance in theb-skills of
focus, development, organization, conventions aotiehoice.

The participants of this study are 48 female Jueda EFL tenth-
grade students purposefully chosen from the pudditools in the
North-Eastern Badia Directorate of Education, Jordalhe
experimental group (n=20) was taught through stdifig, while the
control group (n=28) was taught conventionally fyer guidelines of
the Teacher’s Book.

To achieve the purpose of the study, the researchade use of
the following instruments:

1. A pre-test in which the participants were askeditibe a 75-
100-word one/two-paragraph essay about trees,

2. a post test in which the participants were askedrite a 75-
100-word one/two-paragraph essay about rainforasts,

3. an Analytic Scoring Rubric adapted from Wang andblsa
(2008) Scoring Rubric to assess the sub-skills afus$,
development, organization, conventions and wordceho

The validity of the pre-test, post test and rubvixs established by
an expert jury of Jordanian university professons dducation,
measurement and evaluation and curriculum anduictsdn. The
jury’s recommendations for the tests and the rulvdee all taken into
account and reflected in the final versions ofttitee instruments.

To establish the reliability of the pre-test ahe fpost test, they
were both administered to two groups of tenth-gistddents from the
North-Eastern Badia Directorate of Education, whisére excluded
from the sample of the study. Three weeks laterstime students sat
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for the same tests. The reliability coefficientsoammied to 0.96 for the
pre-test and 0.89 for the post test, which are idensd appropriate
for the purposes of this research.

The participants’ essays were assessed by tworierped EFL
instructors: the second researcher, who is an Efpersisor, and an
instructor of English language and literature dbedanian university,
using an adapted version of Wang and Laio’s (2&@®ying rubric
which consists of the five sub-skills of focus, d®pment,
organization, conventions and word choice. The aebters have
trained the other rater on using the scoring rubgéore entrusting
him with scoring the students’ responses.

To establish inter-rater reliability, the two natescored 15
students’ responses on the pre-test using the salome. Then, the
reliability coefficient was calculated using Hol&rmula. The inter-
rater reliability was found to be 0.92, which ispegpriate for the
purposes of this research.

To establish intra-rater reliability for each ratde two raters were
each asked to evaluate the same sample of thegiressponses using
the same scoring rubric. The intra-rater reliapilitas found to be
0.89 for the first rater and 0.86 for the secon@rravhich are both
appropriate for the purposes of this research.

The data collection was done per the followingcpdures:

1. The school respondents and the principal’s cortsecarry out

the study was obtained.

2. Two sections from a public school for girls werapgmsefully
chosen to comprise the sample of this study.

3. The participants of the experimental and the cdrgroups
were pre-tested (75-100-word-eassay about trees)

4. Lesson plans were designed based on Holton andkeXar
(2006) agency scaffolding and Van Lier’'s (1996)ffatding
principles to teach the experimental group. Theruasor/
second researcher scaffolded the students’ writuisgig the
following principles:

a. Contextual SupportAt this stage, the instructor sought to
establish an understanding of the purpose of tkig tiee
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roles and relationships of its potential users gnedsocial

activity in which it is used. Thus, the need fodi@mce

awareness was emphasized; students were constaadby
aware that what they write was intended to be read,
only assessed, by their group members, other duiden
the class, and the instructor. However, for theravtm up

for their essays, they were encouraged to think tiney

themselves were the first (and last) readers detlessays
and, thus, to be reflective about their own writing

b. Continuity At this stagethe instructor put forth a schedule
for posting assignments. For example, students gigen
deadlines for essay submission and directions daggr
the manner of submission (with comments, questimms
points for further discussion). In addition to lgpessessed
by the instructor, all postings were read by otfetlow
students. As the students became more comfortatiierw
the routine, additional elements were added or dewn
For example, as students got used to providing peer
feedback, they were encouraged to construct sinebes
before another text type was introduced. The exaewut
type of feedback was varied according to the stigtlen
emergent skills and the increased range and difficaf
the target text.

c. Intersubjectivity Here, the students were asked to write
collaboratively on a topic relevant to their leagi per
general outlines discussed in the class. In thioviahg
lesson, the conceptual content presented in theigue
lesson was reinforced and extended, and the group
members engaged in exploratory talk, building oohea
other’s ideas to work towards a common goal. Befbey
left the class, they were encouraged to agree @t whs
to be done in the next phase of the assignmenitzidiuzl
students then drafted and posted their essays itbhinw
group assessment, thus encouraging intersubjective
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collaboration. The instructor’'s responsibility wiascreate

a conducive environment for students' collaboration

Flow. At this stage, students were allowed opportusitie
meet informally to discuss issues arising from rtineork.
The large number of postings, whose content and
procedural issues were negotiated by students and
instructor, constituted evidence of natural flowanfree
give-and-take written discourse.

Contingency Here, the instructor scaffolded the students’
learning by constantly monitoring their essay drafie
responded and provided support, raising or lowethey
scaffold on a needs basis. Contingent scaffolding also
provided in the face-to-face sessions to providéraex
assistance and practice in the skills taught duiesgons,

to answer questions, suggest ideas for strategiastain
focus and motivation, and deal with emergent prokle
Elements of writing were added, deleted or adajted
individuals, groups, or the whole class accordimgheir
development through the ZPD.

Handover Here, the co-constructed drafts were edited by
the instructor to the students’ satisfaction, aftbich they
were allowed to make last-minute modifications heirt
essays before submission. Students, individuatgaups,
met the instructor in separate mini-conferencedisouss
their work. In most cases, the students have wrigéea
higher level of proficiency, which marked the carsibn

of one ZPD and the start of another.

Furthermore, the three types of scaffolding wenplemented as

follows:

a.

In expert scaffolding, the instructor/second researcher
scaffolded the composition process through diffetgpes

of actions, such as providing information, encoeragnt,
suggestions, awareness, remedies and reminders.

In reciprocal scaffolding, students worked collaboratively
to construct knowledge (Holton & Clarke, 2006). ikal
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expert scaffolding, reciprocal scaffolding contaagwo-
way discourse between those engaged in the diseours
The instructor/second researcher provided studeftts
reciprocal scaffolding through five types of actiofl)
providing information, (2) making suggestions, (3)
reflections, (4) confirmations, and (5) explanasion

c. Finally, in self-scaffolding students constructed
knowledge within themselves. They compared incoming
information and adjusted their current knowledge
structures in light of the new information (Holtof
Clarke, 2006). Self-scaffolding was provided througd)
providing information, (2) providing confirmationgnd
(3) raising awareness.

On the other hand, the control group was instdictsventionally
per the Teacher’'s Book. The instructor/second rebeafollowed the
procedures outlined in the Teacher's Book of thdbi@ok, Action
Pack 10as follows:

a. He taught students how to declare their statemante
introduction and how to support their beliefs inttbehe
introduction and the conclusion.

b. They learned how to state the purpose of the eSday.
instructor/researcher also taught the studembsv to
generate ideas, structure, and draft and edit gssiays.

c. They wrote individually and did not engage in any
pair/group in the classroom.

Statistical analyses were performed using Peass@orrelation
Coefficient for the test-retest reliability of thmre- and post tests,
Holisti Formula for the inter- and intra-rater eddility, and descriptive
statistics to compare means and standard deviatiohsthe
experimental and control groups. ANCOVA was alsedus control
the differences between the groups before thentesatand to detect
potentially significant differences (atn< 0.05) between the
experimental and control groups after the treatment
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7. Findings of the study
Each research question is addressed by testinglégant hypothesis,
drawing on information from the relevant sourceslafa obtained in
the course of the study.

To test the first hypothesis, scaffolding instroict has no
significant effect on Jordanian tenth-grade EFLdsetis’ overall
writing performance (at & 0.05), means and standard deviations of
the students’ scores on the pre-test and the pssiMere calculated,
along with adjusted mean scores and the standandsesf the post
test scores based on the differences between tbe léwels of
instructional delivery, scaffolding instruction aride conventional
method, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Studéhtstall Writing Performance on
the Pre-test and the Post Test by Mode of InstynatiDelivery.

Pre-Test Post Test .
Group Standard Standard Adjusied | Standard
M ean S Mean S Mean Error
Deviation Deviation
Control 6.46 1.91 8.03 2.00 5.61 0.60
Experimental 2.35 2.56 7.20 5.94 10.59 0.74

Table 1 shows that there are differences betweenwo groups’
overall writing performance in favor of the expeeintal group. To
determine if this difference is statistically siicéant, ANCOVA is
used, as shown in Table 2, below.
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Table 2. ANCOVA of the Students’ Overall Performance

Sum of M ean ! Partial Eta
Source Squares Df Squares F Sig. Squared
O‘é?;a" 44713| 1 | 44713| 6041  0.000F
Way 153.82 1 153.82 20.78 0.000* 0.31
Error 333.02 45 7.40
Corrected 788.31 a7
Total
n=48 *Significant @t 0.05)

Table 2 shows a statistically significant diffecenon students’
overall writing performance on the post test (F=780df= 47, 1 P=
0.000). Therefore, the first hypothesis, scaffadinstruction has no
significant effect on Jordanian tenth-grade EFLdsehis' overall
writing performance (ai< 0.05) is rejected.

To test the second hypothesis, scaffolding infitsachas no
significant effect on Jordanian tenth-grade EFLdsemhis' writing
performance on the sub-skills of focus, developmenganization,
conventions and word choice (a 0.05) means and standard
deviations for the students’ scores on the prederdtthe post test on
the writing sub-skills were calculated, along witldjusted mean
scores and the standard errors of the post tesesdiased on the
difference between the scaffolding instruction dhe conventional
method, as shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of StuddPésformance on the Writing

Sub-Skills.
Pre-Test Post test
. Adjusted
Group Skills N | Mean Staljda}rd M ean Standard | Mean Standard
Deviation .- Error
Deviation
Focus 1.39 0.68 1.9 0.6D 1.70 0.13
Development 1.03 0.42 1.50 0.63 1.23 0.16
Control Organization | 28 1.10 0.4] 1.5D 0.57 1.11 0.18
Conventions 1.03 0.33 1.21 0.41 0.78 0..13
Word Choice 1.89 0.41 1.89 0.31 1.38 0.14
Focus 0.85 1.03 1.85 1.58 2.16 0.15
Development 0.30 0.57 1.30 1.17 1.67 0.R0
Experimental | Organization | 20 0.20 0.41 1.36 1.18 1.89 0.p2
Conventions 0.25 0.44 1.20 1.10 1.80 0..17
Word Choice 0.75 0.55 1.50 1.19 2.2f 0.17
Table 3 shows differences in performance on thigngrsub-skills
between the experimental and control groups in rfagb the
experimental group. To determine if this differensestatistically
significant, ANCOVA is used, as shown in Table dlov.
Table 4. ANCOVA of the Students’ Performance on Wiating Sub-Skills
by Mode of Instructional Delivery.
Partial
il Source Ssqjlgr(i Df Sgﬂuzarn&s F Sig. Eta
s Squared
Focus pre 3344 1 33.44 71.79  0.0007
Way 2.29 1 2.29 4.92 0.031  0.094
Focus Error 20.9¢ 45 0.46
Corrected |
Total 54.4 47
Development Ereeve"’pme" ga2| 1 842l  1318|  0.0011
Way 1.43 1 1.43 2.24 0.14 0.048
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Sum of M ean ! Partial
Kills Source Squares Df Squares F Sig. Eta
Squared
Error 28.71 45 0.63
Corrected
Total 37.66 47
Srrega”'za“o 8.32 1 832  1376| 0.0011
- Way 3.22 1 3.22 5.32 0.026F  0.106
O tiom
roantzator—¢ o 2723 45| 0.60
Corrected 35 81 47
Total
groe”"e”“ons 1149 1 11.4 3151  0.000f
Conventionk—Way 5.78 1 5.78 15.85 0.0007 0.26
' Error 16.4] 45 0.36
Corrected
Total 27.91 47
\é‘:grd Choict 4404 1| 1422 414d  0.0007
. Way 4.20 1 4.20 12.24 0.0011 0.21
Word Choice—¢ - 1545 45 0.34
Corrected _
Total 31.4 47
n=48 * Significant (eit< 0.05)

Table 4 shows a statistically significant diffecen(ata< 0.05) in
students’ performance on the writing sub-skillscofiventions, word
choice, organization and focusespectively, and no statistically
significant difference in the sub-skill of developnt (F= 2.24, df= 47,
1, P= 0.14). Thus, the second null hypothestsiffolding instruction
has no significant effect on Jordanian tenth-gré&de. students’
writing performance on the sub-skills of focus, elepment,
organization, conventions and word choicec@t0.05) is rejected for
all the sub-skills and accepted for the sub-skilevelopment.
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8. Discussion, conclusion and recommendations

The first and the second hypotheses assumed nificagh effect (at
0a< 0.05) for scaffolding instruction on both the papants’ overall
performance and their performance on the sub-slkifisfocus,
development, organization, conventions and wordcehd he results
showed that students’ overall writing performancehe scaffolding
instruction group was better than their countespant the control
group. Statistically significant differences werkscafound in the
students’ performance on the sub-skills of focusganization,
conventions and word choice in favor of the scdifay instruction
group. However, no statistically significant di#eices were found on
the sub-skill of development.

The reason for the superior writing performance thie
experimental group may probably be attributed te #tudents’
opportunities to share their ideas with the resthaf group during
writing and, thus, to function as scaffold for eamther. This was
made possible through sharing each other’s knowléddhe various
sub-skills. On the other hand, students in therobgroup tended to
work individually, probably because they were atwoed to this
learning style as opposed to collaboration or gnvagk.

In retrospect, the researchers believe that thidyshad two major
fortes. First, by providing appropriate scaffoldingtruction, students
were able to concentrate on the language, struataeontent needed
to produce their essays. Second, by using scafigldnstruction,
students were able to build links between theiriefeland prior
knowledge on one hand, and the topic they wereeaddrg, on the
other. This way, these students are believed te hraduced their
collective language load as they collaborated talpce their essays.

The results of this study are in line with the gieh conclusion that
scaffolding instruction may enhance writing perfamoe (e.g.,
Barnard & Campbell, 2005; Gibbons, 2002; Harris92)9 Harris
(1992), for example, claims that scaffolding instion promotes
students’ interaction and moves the student froam tinaditional role
of passive recipients of knowledge from an autlotidb active
involvement in the writing process.
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The interaction among students is also believeldate increased
their awareness of the various angles of compasitBo, in writing
collaboratively, individual students took respoiiip for different
parts of the text, and, thus, a collective obligatior the final product
ensued.

To sum up, the current study supports the sodia@llperspective
on language learning, which sees collaborativeracteons as a
significant source of learning. More importantly,adds to previous
attempts to establish the significance of sociacaltscaffolding and
the ZPD from expert/novice relationship to colladitwe relationship.
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