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Abstract

This paper is concerned with the applying scaffolding in learning of writing for English Second Language learners. A
quantitative approach used to address the research problem in this paper. The subject is the second semester English
Department students of IAIN Takengon, it was purposively sampled for the study. The pre- and post-test responses
were evaluated using the same rubric, modified to evaluate students” writing content, to increase the reliability of the
assessment. The same assessment given in the pre-test was used after the treatment. The assessment was used to
determine whether students could demonstrate the application of new knowledge, language, and variation in
organizational structure and whether scores had improved. The results have shown that the use of scaffolding
EARGD is effective to increase students’ writing ability.
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1. Introduction

Writing is one of the most difficult skills for most students and lecturers. Donn (1988) divided the problem
that made writing difficult in three classifications. The first one is a linguistic difficulty. Language aspects
such as vocabulary, grammar, use of language, and sentence choice in writing must be fully monitored. The
second is the psychological difficulty, which focuses more on the difficulty of the writer because there is no
direct interaction and feedback from the reader when they are writing. This difficulty focuses more on the
difficulty of developing the material or content of the composition. The last is the cognitive difficulty.
Writing has to be thought through formal instruction such as paragraphing, capitalization, spelling, and
punctuation. Heaton (1975) said that writing skill is complex and sometimes it is difficult to teach. This
research provides the solution to overcoming difficulties in teaching and learning writing to English
Department students at Institut Agama Islam Negeri (IAIN) Takengon.

As far as the issue is concerned, an important guiding idea in education is the concepts of scaffolding
and ZPD, as they provide a psycho-social model of teaching and learning. Tharp and Gallimore, though
understanding the word scaffolding, prefer the notion of 'means of assisting'. Tharp and Gallimore (1991, p.
46) stated that “Teaching consists is about supporting performance through the ZPD, and it can be said to
occur when assistance is obtainable at points within the ZPD where performance requires assistance”. Reiser
& Tabak (2019) said the fundamental concept in scaffolding is that process is shared between the learner and
some more experienced person or agent. Scaffolding not only facilitates the success of a task that is more
challenging than the learner might manage on its own but also enhances learning from that experience.

In addition, the research needs to be carried out in order to determine the effectiveness of teaching
techniques on student writing skills. The scaffolding in this study applied psycho-socio model which
following some stages, there are: 1) A lecturer encourages (E) students; 2) Lecturer and student analyze (A)
the text; 3) Rewrite (R) text and the lecturer guide (G) the students; 4) Discussion (D), these steps is
abbreviated by EARGD. The formulation of the problem in this study is Does applying scaffolding EARGD
effectively be used to increasing students’ better writing ability ?.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Scaffolding

The term scaffolding was introduced by Wood, Bruner, & Ross (1976), although never used by Vygotsky, in
an attempt to operationalize the concept of teaching in the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Wells,
1999). He defined scaffolding as “a way of operationalizing Vygotsky’s (1987) concept of working in the
zone of proximal development”. There are three key features of particular character in educational
scaffolding: 1) the basically dialogic nature of discourse whereabouts knowledge is co-constructed; 2) the
connotation of the type of activity in which knowledge is embedded and 3) the artifacts can mediate
knowing (Wells, 1999). The ZPD, defined as the distance between what a student can do with and without
assistance (Vygotsky, 1978), is used to explain the social and participatory nature of teaching and learning.
supporting children’s active position in their learning and helping them to become self-regulated learners is
at the heart of Vygotsky’s concept of the ZPD.

In the socio-cultural educational theory, originated by Vygotsky (1978) the role of teacher-student
contact in achievements of learners is strongly emphasized. Vygotsky said that a child follows the example
an adult and eventually has the ability to perform those activities without help or assistance. The concept of
ZPD by Vygotsky describes it as the distance between the actual level of development as determined by
independent problem solving and the potential development as determined under adult supervision by
problem solving or in partnership with more competent peers (Amiripour et al., 2012).

Scaffolding is a concept that resonates with the teacher. In the last 20 years or so, it has been taken up
with passion and, while sometimes used loosely to refer to very different things, its popularity indicates that
it captures sometimes used loosely to refer to very different things, its popularity indicates that it captures
something which teachers perceive to be central to their core business - something at the heart of effective
teaching (Hammond, 2001).

Besides the assistance which helps a learner accomplish a task, scaffolding will enable a learner to
perform a task which they would not have been able to do on their own, and it is help that is supposed to
bring the learner closer to a state of competence that would ultimately allow them to perform such a task on
their own” (Webster, A, Beveridge, M & Reed, 1996; Maybin, Mercer, & Stierer, 1992).

The result of study Baradaran & Sarfarazi (2011) is the students who had the chance to obtain scaffolding
concepts outperformed those who did not experience scaffolding thereby having a significant impact on the
academic writing of ESL students. In additional, some models are extremely effective for scaffolding are
Inquiry, Modelling, Shared, Collaborative, Independent (IMSCI) to second language learners. The inquiry is
first step, which encourages awareness of the background; the importance of which is as above. The teacher
then models the formulation of the type of writing required after enabling prior information. Students and
teacher then take part in shared writing, where the students have valuable input on the topic, sentence
usage, etc. The opportunity then given to them to compose collaboratively with one or more other students
to produce one piece of writing. The students are then ready for individual writing after completing the
above steps, which is the ultimate aim of the scaffolding process (Read, 2010; Hsu et al., 2015; van der Valk &
de Jong, 2009).

As (Marcer, 1994) explains “scaffolding is the form and quality of cognitive support that an adult can
provide for the learning of a child, which anticipates the internalization of mental functions by the child
itself”. The point here is that teachers are able to question and expand what students are able to do by
sequencing teaching tasks, and by the consistency of their support and guidance, this is scaffolding means
that refers to help designed to provide the required assistance to enable students to undertake tasks and
establish understandings that they may not be able to handle on their own. Students are moved beyond
their current abilities and levels of comprehension by engaging in such programs, and it is then that learning
happens and students are able to “internalize’ new understandings.

1.1 General Concept of Writing

According to Rogers (2005), one of the most critical cultural accomplishments of the human beings is
writing. It helps us, beyond the immediate moment, to document and communicate knowledge and
stories. Raymond, J (2002) said in other words, that writing is also a way to find out what people know
and what people need to understand. Writing requires process and experience to gain writing ability.
Students who can write are those who also practice writing, so they can produce superior written text as a
result. Brown (2004) notes that writing is the product of theories, concepts, principles, and improvement
processes that involve require specialized knowledge that does not occur naturally. In the same way,
Myles (2002) says that writing ability is a dynamic process involving the ability to interact in written form
and create a text to effectively express a concept.
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Meanwhile in the context of an academic, writing ability is considered as an essential ability to obtain
better results in continuing at a higher level in learning. The reason is supported by Nation (2009) who
argues that one of the goals of student learning is to obtain superior talent in writing. According to him,
this ability is very useful for students’ careers going forward Writing is an important skill to learn for
fieldwork and academic. The leaners must be able to include expertise in writing to generate good written
content. They have to organize writing into cohesive and coherent paragraphs and texts (Barrass, 2005);
(Dumais, 1988); (Ramlal & Augustin, 2019); (Heaton, 1975); (Donn, 1988); (Oshima, Alice and Hogue,
2006); (Murray, Rowena and Moore, 2006); (Gordon, 2009); (Schumaker & Lyerla, 1991). That is why the
ability to write helps them to find what they need in the future, especially when they are searching for
jobs and other things requiring writing expertise, irritability, guilt and depression.

Specifically, there are five elements of writing Mai (2016); Walker (2010); 1) Purpose, purpose statement
is a short sentence that clearly defines the point of the paragraph. 2) The second element of good writing, the
audience, is to have your audience in mind when you write. The word audience applies to the readers.
Before they begin writing, good writers know who their audience is. As they write every sentence in their
paragraph, good writers have their audience in mind. 3) Third element is clarity; clarity refers to how
convenient the writing for the reader to understand. Good writers clearly illustrate their claims. Clear
sentences are not ambiguous or indirect; they use descriptive, succinct language to get the point across to the
reader. 4) Unity, unity in a paragraph implies that all the sentences are related to the topic sentence and its
controlling idea. Good writers stay on topic by making sure that each supporting sentence relates to the topic
sentence. 5) When all the concepts are arranged and flow seamlessly and logically from one to the next, a
piece of writing has coherence. The reader will follow the key ideas more easily when a paragraph or essay
has coherence.

3. Materials and Methods

The study used a quantitative approach to address the research problem by using numerical results, and the
quantitative approach deals with quantifying and analyzing variables in order to get results (Apuke, 2017;
Daniel, 2016; Petzer, 2016; Watson, 2015; Teo, 2014; Balnaves & Caputi, 2011). The second semester English
Department students of IAIN Takengon as subjects, it was purposively sampled for the study. Just one class
consist of 16 students as Etikan (2016); (Tongco, 2007) stated that judgment sampling is deliberate choice of a
participant due to qualities a participant process. Consideration of this case, so, all of the second-semester
students as population and sample in this study. A pre-test was given to initiate the study, a writing
assessment that was evaluated before the treatment began. This was used to ascertain students’ general
writing knowledge; content organization.

The test was based on a writing process rubric tool assessment and a universal type of rubric assessment.
The same assessment given in the pre-test was used after the treatment. The assessment was used to
determine whether students could demonstrate the application of new knowledge, language, and variation
in organizational structure and whether scores had improved. Pre- and post-test responses were evaluated
using the same rubric, modified to evaluate students” writing content, to increase the reliability of the
assessment. Scores from the pre- and post-test were collected, compared, and analyzed to evaluate students’
writing content. Both tests were scored out of the writing process rubric tool assessment and universal type
rubric assessment. Raw scores from both tests were calculated to analyze variation between the pre-test
scores to ascertain if the treatment had made any impact.

4. Results and Discussions

From the students’ pre-test and post-test scores that shown the pre-test scores of 16 students improved after
the treatment. In the pre-test the minimum scores were 2, one student got an almost perfect score of 8, three
students got 3 scores, six students obtained 3 scores, two students obtained 5 marks, two students else
obtained 6, 7 marks. While in the post-test one student improved his scores from 2 to 4 scores, one student
increase from 2 to 5 scores, two students increased from 3 to 5, one student improved from 3 to 6, four
students improved from 4 to 6 scores, two students improved from 4 to 7 scores, one student improved from
5 to 7, one student from 5 to 8, one student improved from 6 to 7 scores, one student improved from 7 to 9
scores, one student improved from 8 to 9 scores. The mean mark increased from 4. 25 in the pre-test to a
mean of 6. 44 in the post-test, once again showing overall improvement.

At the start of the treatment, students were given formative writing assignments and the major issue
highlighted were not following the writing process and the lack of writing qualities as shown in table 1 and
table 2 as assignment tool in this study. Most students wrote one paragraph only and poor writing qualities.
This can be compared after the researcher applied the scaffolding in teaching writing. Later formative
writing assienments showed that the quantity of writing increased from one paragraph to an average of
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three paragraphs. Moreover, in the scaffolding process, many students such as Su.1, Su.6, Su.8, Su.10, and
Su.14 were also significantly enhanced and organized each idea in distinct paragraphs, developing each idea

fully and separately.

The dominant scaffolding applied to improve the students’ practicing the writing process and revising
the writing qualities was the lecturer guided them since the process of rewrite text. Students Su.6 for
example has shown enthusiastic to pour her ideas into paragraphs. Su.11 and Su.13 provided their writing
systematically and consistently.

According to Schirmer & Bailey (2000), one of the popular assessment tools is the rubric. Based on
predetermined criteria, student performance is assessed along several dimensions in a rubric. This study

adapted the writing process rubric from (Schirmer & Bailey, 2000, pp.56) as follow:

Stages in writing process
Planning:

These  ate
planning:

- Thinking
- Drawing
- Reading
- Talking
- Making notes
Drafting

activities in

Revising

Editing

The universal type rubric adapted from (

1

The studens did one activity
and did it one time

The students wrote the whole
piece without stopping

The students did not reread
and did not change anything
after wrote it.

The students did not fix the
problems  with  spelling,
punctuation, and grammar.

Schirmer & Bailey, 2000, pp. 54).
2

3

The students did more than
one activity and I did it before
writing and at least once
during the writing

The students wrote a lot at one
time and only stopped once or
twice or plan or revise

The students could not find
very much change.

The students fixed a few of the
problems  with  spelling,
punctuation, and grammar.

3

5
The students did several
activities and I did them
before, during, and after
writing

Sometimes the students wrote
a lot and sometimes the
students wrote a lot and
sometimes the students wrote
a little beforw stopping. When
they stopped, they evaluated,
planned, or revised.

The students often reread
what they had written and
changed it because they were
not satisfied.

The students wused their
editing check-list and fixed
most of the problems with
spelling, punctuation, and
grammar.

4

Writing Qualities 1
Response to prompt/ Attempt to respond to
sequences the prompt; unclear

Story Development

Organization

Word choice

Details

Sentence structures

Mechanic

sequence of events.

Unclear or completely
lacking

An adequate response
to the prompt; sequence
may be unclear in many
places.

Adequate but includes
irrelevant or not
enough descriptions or
explanation

Not completely clear

Nor described
Adequate

Nonspecific and

immature. Few details

Lack of details Many incorrect and
inappropriate.

Incorrect and

inappropriate through
out composition

Many errors
(punctuation,
capitalization, and
spelling).

Serious errors

Good response to the
prompt; sequence may
be entirely clear
through composition.

Good but may include

an irrelevant
description or
explanation

Good but may include
too much emphasis on
one part composition.

Good but not
particularly fresh or
vivid.

Sufficient details.
Mostly ~ correct and
appropriate.

Some errors

Good response to the
prompt, introduced at
the  beginning  of
composition; clear
sequence of events.
Clear with no irrelevant
descriptions or
explanations.

Good: clear beginning,
middle, and end.

Fresh and vigorous.

Variety of interesting
details.

Almost completely
correct and
appropriate.

Very few errors
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Procedure

The students are encouraged to compose their writing follow stages of the writing process, they are
planning, drafting, revising, editing. They write about self-selected topics, and to determine whether a given
composition will be completed and shared with an audience. In these stages, a lecturer relatively assists the
students in practicing the stages of writing by using construction, so that the students know how to do
something and will be able to complete a similar task alone. The teacher can focus on all aspects of writing
when joint construction. It offers opportunities for both teachers and students to analyze the overall text
structure, recommends more suitable vocabulary, finds alternate ways of expressing a concept, and focuses
on using proper grammar, spelling, and punctuation. The lecturer works collaboratively with them to create
the text. When this first draft has been written, the lecturer or a student can rewrite it on a large sheet of
paper or replicate it electronically so that it subsequent model text students can access it as they progress
towards writing themselves.

In this study, the position of a lecturer is a kind of editor; she takes up the ideas of the students, leading
the discussion of any linguistic aspects of the text that students are still learning to manage and explain the
vague wording. A tool for both lecturers and students to reflect on how language is used is meta-language (a
language about language) explicitly. This is intended to encourage students to think more holistically about
their writing and allows a lecturer to give more explicit feedback to children about their writing. The
procedure of learning adapted from (Gibbons, 2015, pp. 119-120).

All of the stages of teaching-learning above describe the psycho-social model of scaffolding is running as
follow:

A lecturer encourages (E) students

Lecturer and student analyze (A) the text

Rewrite (R) text and the lecturer guide (G) the students
Discussion (D)

Ll .

5. Conclusion

The effective use of scaffolding EARGD was illustrated in the writing learning process by following the students’
abilities to progress at each stage. Each student increases her/ his ability following the writing process that is
accompanied by a lecturer in every step. The results have shown that the use of scaffolding EARGD is effective to
increase students’ writing ability. Meaning that pursuing the students’ abilities progress and providing assistance to
each stage is an urgent thing to do in the implementation of scaffolding in this study.

By performing several activity loops, the lecturer applies these techniques. The lecturer begins the activity first by
saying Basmallah, salam, and praying, and checking the attendance of the students. The next steps is encourage (E).
This step aimed to motivate the students and help them in getting the ideas and flour their writing into piece of paper
until each of them produced their writing. After each of student finished write their idea into piece of paper, the lecturer
analyze (A) it and support students to correct their writing so rewrite (R) and in this process, the lecturer directly guide
(G) the students until they understand why their writing need to be revised and where the error lies, so, discuss (D) it
with students.
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