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Abstract 
Vocabulary and pronunciation learning is an important and indispensable part of 
any language learning process. Children’s lack of vocabulary and incorrect 
pronunciation caused them to encounter difficulty in learning to read. This led 
them lost interest in learning this first world language. Despite this concerning 
issues, many schools has yet implementing effective method of teaching English. 
The main objective of this study is to propose a relational model between 
scaffolding strategy, students learning participation, students’ vocabulary, and 
academic performances. This article will use descriptive quantitative survey 
method in SK Selupoh, Tuaran in Sabah, Malaysia. The study will measure the 
impact of using sight word and Domino strategy toward students’ English 
learning performance. The study will be carried out in six phases; Identification & 
Selection of Trainees, Discussion and Knowledge Sharing, Coaching and 
Modeling, Selecting the Target Students, Implementing the Intervention Program, 
Evaluation and Further Action.The research will based on an empirical study with 
quantitative measures to determine the inter-relationships between scaffolding 
strategy, vocabulary level, students participation and students’ learning 
performance. The findings from this study may benefit other mainstream teachers 
in English teaching thus greatly assist English language learners in their journey 
of language acquisition and therefore expedite the language learning process.  
Keywords: Scaffolding Strategy, Sight Word, English learner, Domino, team 
teaching, Professional Learning Community 
 

INTRODUCTION 
Reading is an important skill and it is necessary for students to master reading skill while they 
are at a tender age as this will help students to widen their knowledge as well as use the skill to 
communicate with others and also to further their studies (Royanto, 2012). Sloat, Beswick and 
Willms (2007) stated that failure to learn reading during primary level of schooling may result in 
the students being unable to read well. They added that the students’ limited literacy skill will 
lead to poor self-esteem, lack of motivation and display of behavioral and academic problems 
which eventually might alienate the students from the regular curriculum. 
Scaffolding is an instructional strategy whereby the teacher models the desired learning strategy 
or task and then gradually shifts responsibility to the students. It is similar to a construction 
worker who uses scaffolding in building as a means of temporary support whereby after 
completion of the task, it is eventually removed. However, due to the complex nature of 
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scaffolding method, Pentimonti and Justice (2010) commented that teachers in the primary 
grades often do not use scaffolding strategies despite its obvious effectiveness to enhance 
students’ reading ability.  
This study aimed to analyze the scaffolding strategies impact towards teaching new vocabulary 
to enhance reading ability among low literacy year two students. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Theoretical Background 
Reading is a complex matter (Ehri, 2001; Snows, Burns & Griffin, 2006). Reading ability refers 
to print awareness, relationship between print and speech, text structure, phonological awareness, 
letter naming, writing and comprehension of written text (Hesham, 2006). Reading skills refers 
to the ability of the learner to pronounce words in a written text with correct phonation and 
comprehending what is read in the text (Nesamalar et al., 2005). Reading requires the reader to 
interact dynamically with the text to elicit meaning and use several kinds of knowledge such as 
linguistic or systemic knowledge which is acquired through bottom-up processing and also 
schematic knowledge which is acquired using top-bottom processing (Hesham, 2006). The 
written text displays letters, words, sentences and paragraph that encode meaning. Readers must 
use appropriate knowledge, skills and strategies to determine the meaning.  
 
There are three models of reading: bottom-up, top-down and interactive. The bottom-up model 
emphasizes on print whereby the reader decode the print in the form of letters and words into 
text, into phonological representations to construe meaning (Nooreiny, 1998). The top-down 
model lets readers to guess meaning in the text by making prediction about prints and meaning 
based on prior knowledge. The interactive model combines bottom-up and top-down reading 
process whereby reading is said to happen at various levels during the interaction of the text and 
the mental concept of the reader. The interactive model is based on the schema theory which 
acknowledges the need of background knowledge to facilitate reading comprehension (Hadley, 
2000). Aloqaili (2012) quoted Bos and Anders (1990) who stated that “schema theory explains 
how knowledge is structured in memory and how these structures influence new information”. 
Anderson and Wilson (1986) further explained that the theory rationalizes how existing 
knowledge affects comprehension. The theory stresses on the interactive nature of reading 
whereby students must be taught of techniques to process text such as making inference, 
activating prior knowledge and using critical thinking (Orbea & Villabeitia, 2010).  
 
Reading aloud is an interactive reading process that utilizes both top-down and bottom-up 
reading processes. Therefore, this activity is supported with schema theory as reading itself is a 
cognitive process to comprehend meaning (Aloqaili, 2012).  
 
STRATEGIES AND JUSTIFICATION 
Graves and Fitzgerald (2005) stated that scaffolding is an instructional approach to assist 
students to become fluent reader as well as having the ability to comprehend what was read. 
There are two components of scaffolding: planning and implementation. In planning, the teacher 
must identify the needs of the students, the difficulty of the text, and the purpose of reading 
while in implementation, the teacher executes the lesson plan and activities spread in the before, 
during and after reading activities.  
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Scaffolding is supported by Vygotsky’s learning theory (1978) on the zone of proximal 
development (ZPD). This refers to the gap between what student can do independently to 
achieve the goal of reading and what the student is able to do with the assistance of the teacher to 
complete the whole task (Fitzgerald & Graves, 2004). In scaffolding instruction, the teacher 
provides support to facilitate students’ ability to build on prior knowledge and comprehend new 
information. The scaffold strategies are incorporated throughout the reading process from pre-
reading, while-reading and post-reading activities. The teacher provides assistance and guidance 
to the students so that they can read, learn and respond to the text in ways they were not able to 
do without the scaffold or support. Teachers would continue to provide this support until the 
students are able to effectively read independently.  
 
Scaffolding strategies are important and appropriate support from the teacher to help low literacy 
students. Salsbury (2005) describes the positive effect for pre-reading activities that develop 
students’ background knowledge such as pre-teaching vocabularies, then followed by 
cooperative activities such as jigsaw reading, modified text and individual teacher-student 
interaction in while-reading activity and ending with post-reading activities to reinforce content 
and language (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2004; Fitzgerald & Graves, 2004; Rodgers, 2005). 
 
Activities Implementation Procedures 
Scaffolding can be complex strategies as there are many to choose from depending on the needs 
of the students, the difficulty of the reading text and the purpose of reading (Graves & 
Fitzgerald, 2005). Gibbons (2005) proposed that the activity should focus on two aims: (a) to 
ensure that the readers understand what is read; and (b) the readers know what strategies are used 
with other books. The proposed implementation of scaffolding strategies during reading aloud 
activity is divided based on the three main phases of learning: pre-reading, while-reading and 
post-reading activities. 
 
Pre-Reading Activities 
In pre-reading activities, the main task of the teacher is to provide motivation to the students 
(Fitzgerald & Graves, 2004). The teacher asks questions or makes statements which would pique 
or enhance students’ interest in reading the book or reading text. The teacher can relate the 
reading to students’ lives by providing examples of non-fiction materials to students 
(Mohammad Amin , 2012). Apart from that, this phase of learning should also be used to build 
or activate background knowledge by providing examples of scenarios. Texts that are unfamiliar 
should be introduced using the students’ native language or in a language that they are familiar 
with. Games such as Sight Word Dominoes can be used to develop print awareness of particular 
words and improve vocabulary recognition. 
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Figure 1: 
Sight Word Dominoes as Pre-Reading Activities to Develop Print Awareness 

 
While-Reading Activities 
While-reading activities require the teacher to use several types of scaffolding strategies 
depending on the needs of the students. Pentimonti and Justice (2010) proposed six scaffolding 
strategies that teachers may employ which are: generalizing, reasoning, predicting, co-
participation, reducing choices and eliciting. The three strategies: generalizing, reasoning and 
predicting are used when the student is nearing maturation or having greater ability to read 
(O’Connor et al., 2005) while for students needing greater support requires the other three 
scaffolding strategies: eliciting, reducing choices and co-participating (Norris & Hoffman, 1990).  
For the purpose of this action plan, the teachers will be provided coaching and guidance on the 
three scaffolding strategies: eliciting, reducing choices and co-participating. The implementation 
procedure includes a discussion with the teachers to understand the meaning of these strategies 
and how it can be practiced during reading aloud activity. Then, modeling of the strategies using 
students in an actual reading aloud situation will be carried out to ensure that teachers gain 
understanding and confidence to use these strategies effectively.  
 

 
Figure 2:  

Use of Scaffolding Strategies in While-Reading Activities such as Eliciting Pronunciation of 
Particular Syllables  
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Post-Reading Activities 
For the post-reading activities, the teacher uses questions verbally and brings the students into 
discussion about the story they have read. Discussion provides teacher with an insight whether 
the students understood what was read and evaluates what needs to be emphasized in future 
reading aloud activities. Reading aloud can be further enhanced when the post-reading activities 
include hands-on learning such as role playing what was read (Mohammad Amin, 2012). Other 
than that, I also proposed that word games such as dominoes as shown below can be used to 
reinforce vocabulary and print awareness from the story book or reading materials.  
 
METHODOLOGY 
Research Design 
This is a descriptive quantitative research that gathers data through survey and quasi-experiment 
method. Quasi-experiment refers to the usage of pretest and post test to test the effectiveness of 
scaffolding method in teaching English. Survey method refers to the usage of interviews for 
students to find out their response towards scaffolding method in learning English. This research 
involved a group consisted of 95 primary two students of SK Selupoh, Tuaran in Sabah where 
the teachers were implementing scaffolding method in their teaching. Two methods of data 
collection were utilized for this research: the english test and interviews with the subject teachers 
and students. 
 
Research Sample 
This study involves three primary two classes of SK Selupoh Tuaran and the research was 
conducted during school period. The number of samples from each class was shown in table 3.1 
 

Table 3.1:   Research Sample 

Class Number of Students 

Class A 33 

Class B 32 

Class C 30 

Total sample 95 Students 

 

Research Instrument 
This study involves two instruments which are the (i) survey interview questionnaire and (ii) 
Pre/Post Test. The questionnaire was used to know students perception on Scaffolding method in 
learning. The result from the pre/posttest was used to measure student’s performance in English. 
 
Data Collection Procedure 
The time required for data collection takes approximately 5 weeks. Students will have to answer 
their pre-test before their intervention session in the first week and their marks will be recorded. 
The intervention session will take place after the pre-test period and post test will be carried out 
after the end of fifth intervention or during the fifth week. Interview session will take place after 
students has finish their post test.  
 
Overall, the intervention action plan can be divided into several phases of coaching and guidance 
as well as trials for the teachers. The following describes these phases more elaborately.  
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Phase One: Identification & Selection of Trainees 
Trainees were selected for the intervention program based on several factors such as: incidence 
of low literacy particularly reading abilities of the students under their care; and level of 
motivation of the teacher to address the reading problem of their students. Once, the trainees are 
selected, an informal observation was conducted to determine their current scaffolding strategies 
used in reading aloud activities with their students. 
 
Phase Two: Discussion and Knowledge Sharing 
The teachers were led into discussion to highlight the incidence of low literacy issues of their 
students, to analyze current strengths and weaknesses of the reading aloud activities that they are 
conducting and evaluating on the scaffolding strategies they apply during the reading aloud 
activity. Then, the discussion also entails about the importance of using appropriate and effective 
strategies during reading aloud activities to enhance the effectiveness of the activity and produce 
able readers.  
 
Phase Three: Team Teaching Method (Professional Learning Community) 
I was personally coaching and modeling scaffolding strategies particularly the three strategies: 
(i) Identify issue and carry out intervention, (ii) Preparation and testing of teaching material for 
improvement, (iii) Implementing group teaching in class such as co-participating during mock 
reading aloud activity with the trainees and then practicing the strategies with actual reading 
aloud activity. During this phase, I expected the trainees to read more on scaffolding strategies to 
enhance their knowledge of the strategies and gave them room and opportunities to use these 
strategies in their teaching and learning activities.  
 
Phase Four: Selecting the Target Students 
Each teacher identified six students with low literacy level from their group of Year Two 
students to be involved in the intervention program. This is done with the approval and support 
from respective school management.  
 
Phase Five: Implementing the Intervention Program 
The reading aloud activity was carried out using scaffolding strategies. The same story book was 
be used by the teacher for three consecutive reading aloud activities to provide repeated exposure 
to the text. Prior to the intervention program, a pre-assessment of the students’ reading ability 
was carried out and after the intervention program, another post-assessment was carried out to 
determine reading fluency, correct phonation and comprehension of the text.   
 
Phase Six: Evaluation and Further Action 
The last phase is the evaluation process whereby there was discussion with the teachers to get 
feedback about the intervention program. A report is also written to describe the intervention 
program with recommendations of future actions.  
 
DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE 
The data collected was analyzed using Statistical software which is the IBM SPSS 23.0. In this 
study, descriptive statistic method will be used to analyze students result in Pre/Post test and 
Inferential statistical will use T-Test with 95% (α = 0.05) to estimate the difference of marks 
between pre test and post test. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The data collected was analyzed using Statistical software which is; the IBM SPSS 23.0. 
Descriptive statistical analysis determines the demographic profiles of the respondents and the 
levels of variables based on mean scores.   
 
Respondents Background  
Table 4.1 shows the gender and race of students in SK Selupoh Tuaran. The number of male 
students is higher (53.7%) followed by female students (46.3%). Class B has more male students 
and class C has more female students. As for racial background, the highest ethnic group is 
Bajau (23.3%) followed  by Chinese (15.8%), KadazanDusun (13.7%) , other native bumiputera 
(12.6%) and Malay (10.5%). 

Table 4.1:   Respondent Demographic background 
Demographic Class A Class B Class C Total 

Gender 

(a) Male 
(b) Female 

 
15  (45.5%) 
18  (54.5%) 

 
17  (53.1%) 
15  (46.9%) 

 

 
19  (53.7%) 
11  (36.7%) 

 
51  (53.7%) 
44  (46.3%) 

Race/Ethnicity 
(a) Malay 
(b) Chinese 
(c) Indian 
(d) Kadazan/Dusun 
(e) Bajau 
(f) Brunei/Kedayan 
(g) Murut  
(h) Other Bumiputera 
(i) Others 

 
4 (12.1%) 
6 (18.2%) 
3 (9.1%) 
5 (15.2%) 
7 (21.2%) 
3 (9.1%) 
1 (3.0%) 
4 (12.1%) 
0 (0.0%) 

 
2  (6.3%) 
5  (15.6%) 
3  (9.4%) 
6  (18.8%) 
4  (12.5%) 
3  (9.4%) 
2  (6.3%) 
6  (18.8%) 
1 (3/1%) 

 
4  (13.3%) 
4  (13.3%) 
0  (0.0%) 
2  (6.7%) 

11  (36.7%) 
1  (3.3%) 
0  (0.0%) 
2  (6.7%) 
6  (20.0%) 

 
10  (10.5%) 
15  (15.8%) 
6  (6.3%) 

13  (13.7%) 
22  (23.2%) 
7  (7.4%) 
3  (3.2%) 

12  (12.6%) 
7  (7.4%) 

 

Students Perception on Scaffolding method 
Students’ perception and response towards scaffolding method was shown in Diagram 4.2 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Diagram 4.2:  Students Perception to Scaffolding Method (Vocabulary) 
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From the survey conducted, 67.4% of students agree that their English Vocabulary improved 
after intervention in their English classes, 10% of students disagree that scaffolding method 
improved their vocabulary. The remaining 20% students did not feel any changes throughout the 
intervention and 1% has no comment.  
 
Students Response towards Scaffolding Activities  
Students’ perception and response towards scaffolding activities conducted during the 
intervention was shown in Diagram 4.3. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Diagram 4.3:  Students response to Scaffolding Activities 
 
From the survey conducted, 51.5% of students enjoy having Sight words Domino method 
implemented in their English classes, 36% of students enjoy reading out loud and the remaining 
11% students prefer other scaffolding activity.   
 
Students Performance 
Students’ performance was measured using their Pre Test and Post test result. Diagram 4.1 
shows the difference of marks during pre test and post test. In a glance, the diagram shows that 
the mark of post test is higher compare to pre test.  
 

 
Diagram 4.1:  Students Mark Comparison in Pre Test and Post Test 
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Variables Mean N Std. 
Deviation 

Correlation  Sig. 
Correlation  

 t-
Value 

Sig 
(two 

tailed)  
Pre Test 14.3789 95 3.60608 

.599 .000 
-

19.159 
0.000 

Post Test 22.6842 95 5.24559 

Table 4.2: Result of T-Test for Pre test and Post test results 

Diagram 4.1 shows that the result of post test improved after intervention session took place. 
This proved that there is a difference in students performance before and after intervention. 
Table 4.2 shows the T-test result to compare the marks from pre test and post test. The findings 
show that the t-value (-19.159) has 0.000 significance value. This study concludes that there is a 
significant difference in students performance before and after scaffolding method was 
implemented in their learning session. The value of correlation 0.599 proved that there is a 
correlation between pre test and post test result.  
 
CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 
This study suggests that scaffolding method in teaching and learning can help to ensure the 
quality of teaching language subject. By developing the competence and confidence of teacher 
trainees’ teaching ability, this will contribute to their students’ academic performance. Lange 
(2002) stated that scaffolding is helpful to failing children, both in terms of their cognitive 
development and in terms of self-efficacy and self-esteem: this result seems to support this 
notion. In this study, these features were measured directly, and can also be understood from the 
students’ opinions.  
Overall, I believe that not only students, but trainees have also benefitted from this intervention 
program. They have become more confident to try new strategies and improve their teaching and 
learning strategies to overcome reading weaknesses among the students. They have also become 
more proactive to try out other scaffolding activities and use more creative activities in their 
English classroom not only in reading for Year Two but also for pupils in higher class level. My 
personal observation showed that teachers need proper guidance and mentoring and they like it 
when the coach works together hand in hand with them rather than just giving instruction from 
afar. The rapport we developed during this intervention program helps to promote closer 
relationship and encourage more collaborative efforts in the future.  
The present study has been conducted with a few groups of participants from the same school. It 
is therefore important that it is replicated within similar sample groups from other schools so that 
results can be verified. As with this study, future studies might work towards identifying the 
types of scaffolding strategies used in the teaching of english course both by practicing teachers 
and student teachers in whole class, small group and one-to-one environments. On the other 
hand, no demographic criteria were used on the selection of student teachers, although in further 
studies, the selection of student teachers might be made according to their beliefs about teaching 
and learning, their academic achievement, or their department, for example, and the research 
may focus on the determination of the relationship between these variables and the types of 
scaffolding method they have used.  
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