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The Effect of Text Structure Instruction on Improving
Tenth Grade Female Students’ Expository Writing

Almaza Khataibeh, Ministry of Education, Jordan. ( ) (
Naser M. Magableh, Department Of Curriculum And Instruction,
Yarmouk University, Irbid, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed at investigating the effect of text structure .

instruction on tenth grade female students’ expository writing in (2015/2014) (91)
Jordan. The researchers prepared a list that included sections of (46)

expository writing; which are (introduction, body, conclusion, and

writing style). and a set of skills (function indicators). The researchers . (45)

also constructed a test to measure the performance of the students in

expository writing sections. The test consisted of a set of questions.

Each question contains a statement or paragraph, thatconsidered as

stimulation for students’ thinking and a function indicator refers to

expository writing. The researchers also developed a standard for i
evaluating the performance of the test. The subjects of the study ( . )
consisted of (91) female Students, who were divided into two classes,

for the academic year (2014/2015) and the two groups purposefully

selected. The Experimental group (46) was studies the reading texts in

a text structure manner and the control group (45) studies the texts by

conventional method. The results showed a statistically significant

differences between the means of the performance of study subjects in

each section of the four expository writing sections, in the favor of

experimental group.

Keywords: Structure of the text, Expository writing.
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Construct a Strategy Combines Two Strategies Based on
the Constructivist Principles and Measure its Effect on
Acquisition of Environmental Concepts Among Ninth

Basic Grade Students and Development of their Attitudes

Towards Environment

Fareed Al-Alaween, Ministry of Education, Jordan.
Ahmad Al- Ayasrah, The world Islamic Sciences and Education.
University, Amman, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed to construct a strategy that combines
(POE) and (KWL) strategies which are based on the principles of
constructivist theory—called the built-in strategy (PK, OW, EL); this
study also investigated the effect of this strategy on acquisition of
environmental concepts among ninth grade students and improving
their attitudes towards environment. The members of the study were
(99) students from Husni Fariz Basic School for Boys and Aisha bint
Abu Bakr Mixed School in Al-Balga Directorate of Education, in the
academic year 2013/2014. The study was divided into experimental
and control groups. Environmental concepts test consisting of (30)
multiple-choice items, and a scale of attitudes towards environment
consisting of (34) items were used. The results showed that the
presence of statistically significant effect of the built-in strategy at
(0=0.05) on the acquisition of environmental concepts and improving
attitudes towards environment. Also, it showed that there was a
statistically significant effect of the interaction between the built-in
strategy and sex in improving attitudes towards environment, yet there
was no statistically significant effect of the interaction between the
built-in strategy and sex in acquisition of environmental concepts.
(Keywords: A Strategy Combines (POE) and (KWL) Strategies,
Environmental Concepts, Attitudes towards Environment).
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The Role of the Jordanian Educational System in
Reducing the Negative Impact of the Means of Modern
Communication Technology on the Education of Youth

People from the Perspective of their Teachers

Mohammad Al-Zboun and Nariman Atiah, Educational
Administration and Assets Department, The University of Jordan,
Amman, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed to identify the role of the Jordanian
educational system to reduce the negative impact of the modern
communication technology on the education of youth people. The
study sample consisted of 128 teachers were chosen randomly, for the
semester 2013/2014, and it used the survey method. The study was
develop a questionnaire included two directions: the identification of
the role and consisted of (20) items. Identifying problems and
consisted of (32) paragraphs and the number of dimensions is (4)
dimensions. The study found the following results: The overall
appreciation of the role of the educational system to reduce the
negative impact on the education of young people came moderately.
The overall appreciation of the existence of problems arising from the
use of modern communication technology to raising youth came high.
In addition, ranked dimensions of the degree of the problem: the
following order of ethical and religious dimension, then the social and
economic dimension, then the health and sexual dimension, then the
psychological and emotional dimension.

Keywords: Jordanian Educational System, Modern Communication
Technology Means.
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Prevailing Leadership Styles by School Principals in
Jordan According to Goleman's Model of Leadership (216)
Mohammad Bani Hani and Amera Mustafa, Department of .
Educational Administration, Yarmouk University, Irbid, Jordan. (34)

Abstract: The purpose of this study was to identify the dominant

leadership style adopted by school principals in Qasabet Irbid, based

on Goleman’s model of leadership, and as perceived by teachers. The

study employed a random sample of (216) teachers of public and

private schools in Irbid. A questionnaire of (34) items, representing

the (6) leadership styles of Golman was constructed. These styles

were: visionary, coaching, affiliative, democratic, pace-setting, and

coercive. The study revealed that the visionary style appeared to be

common the most, followed by the affiliative, the coaching and the

democratic, the pacesetting, and the coercive were the least common. . )
The study found significant differenceces attributed to the (
experience’s variable in favor of teachers with least experience. Also, )
there were differences on schools’ variable favoring the private ones.

There were no significant differences with respect to gender and level

of education. In light of results, recommendations were made by

researchers.

Keywords: Leadership styles, Danical Goleman, Emotional

intelligence, School principals, Jordan.
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Derivation of Performance Norms for the Jordanian
Arabic Version of the Gilliam Autism Spectrum Disorder
Rating Scale for Ages 3 To 13 Years (Second Edition)

Eman Alsqour, Autism Specialist, Amman, Jordan.
Haidar Zaza, Department of Educational Psychology, The University
of Jordan, Amman, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed to derivative the norms for the Jordanian
Arabic Version of the Gilliam Autism Rating Scale (GARS-2) which
was developed it for Jordanian Environment (AL Jabery, 2008). Three
types of scores: Standard score, Percentile ranks, and Autism Index
(very likely, possibly, unlikely) were conducted. Study Sample
consisted of 260 boys and girls(3-13 years) has been diagnosed with
autism spectrum disorder at Autism Behavior Check List (ABC)and
thedata collection took approximately six (6) months. Means and
standard deviations has been conducted, and the normality of data was
investigated by using Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (K-S). The results
showed that there were no statistically significant differences on the
subscale attribute to gender, which indicates the possibility of
extracting uniform norms for male and female. The raw scores on the
subscales convert to standard scores (M= 10; SD=3) and percentile
ranks, then the sum of standard scores converted to autism average
index (M= 100; SD=15). The scores on the American version
comparing with the Jordanian version was very close; which indicates
that these norms are valid for use in any environment if subscale
"communication" has been dispensed. The study recommended further
studies on development other scales for the autism spectrum disorder
in the modern trends of the concept of autism spectrum disorder and
its diagnosis.

Keywords: Autism spectrum disorder, Standardization, Autism index,
Percentile ranks, Standard scores, Gilliam Autism Rating Scale
(GARS).
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The Effect of Jigsaw II Cooperative Learning Strategy on
Developing Social Tolerance Among a Sample of 10™ Basic
Grade Students at Irbid City

Qasem Khazali, Department of Foundations of Education, Irbid
Girls College, Irbid, Jordan.

Abdellateef Momani and Mohammad Melhem, Department of
Educational Psychology, Irbid Girls College, Irbid, Jordan..

Abstract: The current study aimed to reveal the effectiveness of the
Jigsaw Il cooperative learning strategy on developing the social
tolerance among a sample of 10" grade students at Irbid city. To
achieve the study objective were chosen four classes consisted of 81
students, including two male and two female sections were distributed
randomly to two groups: the experimental and the control groups. The
experimental group was taught according to Jigsaw II strategy in the
courses of Arabic Language, Islamic Education and Geology. The
researchers developed the social tolerance scale, which consists of 29
items and verified its validity and reliability. The results of the 2-Way
ANCOVA analyses Showed that there were significant differences in
the social tolerance scores due to the group in the experimental group
fever. There were no significant differences in the social tolerance
scores due to gender or the interaction between group and gender.
Keywords: Cooperative Learning Strategy, Jigsaw II, Social
Tolerance.

(2007

.(2008 )
(199 )

.(Bandura, 1983)

.(Allport, 1960)

.(Jeffries & Ransford, 1980)

209

(Jigsaw IT)

(Jigsaw II)

(2007

2015/11/15

(81)

(Jigsaw IT)
(29)
)
Jigsaw II
)
(1999 )
©



(Hair, Jager &
.Garrett, 2002)

(2011 )
(Eskay et al., 2012)

(2008 )

) (6-2)
(2012

(2014 Benson, 2001)

.(Chiu, Wen & Sheng, 2009)

(Jigsaw)
(Aronson &
Bridgeman, 1979)
(Home Groups)
(Expert (6-5)
group)

(Aronson, Blaney, Stephan, Sikes, &
.Snapp, 1978)

210

(Berry & Kalin, 1995)

.(Watson, 2007; UNESCO, 1995)

)
(2008) (1996
.(Unesco, 1995)
(2004)
(1991 )
- -(16)



(2009)

(60)
(30)

(2009)

(30)

(16)

(2010)
(Jigsaw)

(49)

(Jigsaw)

(2010)

(300)

(2011)

(500)

211

.(2001

(Johnson &

(Slavin, 1986)

(Jigsaw II)

.(Salvin, 1986)

)

(Jigsaw)

.(Clark & Starr, 1995)

.Johson, 1999)

(Dollman, Morgan, Pergler, Russell & Watts, 2007)

(95) (95)

(12)

(2008)

kzoO)

(30)



(2015)

(122)
(20)
(2015)
(Sukhodolsky)
(280)
(Jigsaw II)
(Jigsaw 1I)
)
.(2015
0.05=a)

(Ray)

2010

(Jigsaw 1I)

.(Jigsaw II)

212

(2012)

(420)

(Eskay, Onu,
Obiyo, & Obidoa, 2012)

(200)

(2013)

(306)

(2013)

(59)

(2014)

(50)



" (5121

" (Jigsaw II)

(92 2015 ) "

(3 2014 )"

(Borba, " .2015/2014

2001, 233)
(4-1)

(Jigsaw 1I)

213

)

(2584 )

(Jigsaw II)



10 0.16 2.32
12 0.21 2.49
22 0.21 241
10 0.23 2.49
13 0.26 2.39
23 0.25 243
20 0.21 2.40
25 0.24 2.44
45 0.23 2.42
)
(2-Way Anova)
3)
()
0.658 0.199  0.01 1 0.01
0.6 0279 0.014 1 0.014
0.054 3951 0.197 1 0.197
0.05 41 2.042
45  266.276
3)

214

(Jigsaw 11)

2015

(81)
(16) -
12014
() ()
() ()
(1)
(1)
% % %

51.85 42 27.16 22 24.69
48.15 39 2346 19 24.69
100 81 50.62 41 49.38

20
20
40

()



11 10 8 6 4 3 2 1)

(26 25 24 21 20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13

24 23 12 9 7 5)

.(0.86)

(0.92)

(27)
()
(Likart)
(r 2 3)

(81)
3)
(0.66)

(1.66-1)
.(3-2.35)

(Jigsaw II)

(27)

(2.34-1.67)

()
(27
(47)
(20)
)
€)
-2
)

215

)

Sarjveladze, Shushania, Melikishvili, & 2007

(2014 Baliashvili, 2009
(2008)
.(2013) (2011)
(37)
(24) -
(13)
(12) (37)
(24 11 2)
(34)
(34)
(47)
(22)
(25)
0.08)
(0.71
(0.25)
.(Field, 2005)
(20) (27)



:(Jigsaw II)

(5)

(5) -

(Jigsaw II)

(48)
-2 (8)

216



(¢=0.05)
)
(
4)

0.32 2.33 044 199 20
0.23 241 0.16 221 20
0.28 237 035 210 40
0.17 2.23 0.17 222 22
0.14 219 020 218 19
0.15 2.21 0.18 220 41
0.25 228 035 211 42
0.22 230  0.18 219 39
0.24 229 028 215 8l

(4)

(2-Way Ancova)

(5)

(Jigsaw II)

-3
-4
-5
(8)
-6
(6) -7
-8
.(SPSS)
* RGI1:01 X 02
RG2:01 - 02
2-Way )
(Bonferroni) (ANCOVA
) () ® "
:(o1) (G2) (G1) (
((02)

217



()
0.001 0.776 0.082 0.004 1 0.004 ( )
0.106 0.004 9.04 0.467 1 0.467
0.003 0.625 0.241 0.012 1 0.012
0.015 0.278 1.192 0.062 1 0.062 *
0.052 76 3.922
81 428.712
S)
(Bonferroni) (0.05=a)
(6) (Jigsaw
.(0.003) (0.241) 1I)
(Bonferroni) 6
*0.16 0.036 2.37
0.036 2.21
(6)
.(2008 )
(Roseth et al., 2008) (Jigsaw I
(2.37)
(2.21)
.(2015 2010 )
Etta ) (Effect Size)
(Eskay et al., 2012; (0.106) (5) (square
.Johnson & Johnson, 1999) (%10.6)

(Dollman et al., 2007; Eskay et al.,

(Hertz-Lazarowitz & Miller, 1992)

218

2012)



(2014 2012 )

( )
(2001 )
2008 ) .
(2009
( )
(2010)
.(Johnson & Johson, 1999)
( )
(2011)
(Watson, 2007; UNESCO, 1995)
)
(2015) (1996
(Eskay et al., 2012)
(0.05=a) ) (2012)
.(0.278) (1.192) (2013)
4)
(0.05=a) (5)
(Jigsaw 1I)
.(0.625) (0.241= )
2013 2011 )
(2015

219



.(2011) .

.275-256 28
.(2010) .
Jigsaw
47-21 (1)10
.(2014) .
.(2009) .
.(2010) .
.(2014) .
Jd6-1 12
.(2008) .
.(2012) .
.163-149 (33-32)8
2015/6/6

http://arabpsynet.com/apn.journal/apnJ32-33/apnJ32-
33.HTM

.(2009) .

.(2015) .

.104-85 (2)23
.(2008) .

.366-305 77

220

(Jigsaw

(Jigsaw

(2014)

1)

1)

.(2014) .

423-367 (6)14

.(2007) .

.(1996)

.(2007) .

.(2013) .

38-9 (21)6



Dollman, L., Morgan, C., Pergler, J., Russell, W., &
Watts, J. (2007). Improving social skills through
the use of cooperative learning. Unpublished
Master thesis, Saint Xavier University, Chicago,
Ilinois. ERIC No. ED496112.

Eskay, M., Onu, V., Obiyo N., & Obidoa, M. (2012).
Use of peer tutoring, cooperative learning, and
collaborative learning: Implications for reducing
anti-social behavior of schooling adolescents. US-
China Education Review A, 11, 932-945.

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS.
London: SAGE Publication Ltd.

Hair, E., Jager, J., & Garrett, S. (2002). Background for
community-level work on social competency in
adolescence: A review of antecedents, programs,
and investment strategies. Report prepared for the
John S. and James L. Knight Foundation.
Washington: Child Trends.

Hertz-Lazarowitz, R. & Miller, N. (1992).Interaction in
cooperative groups. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Jeffries, V., & Ransford, E. (1980). Social stratification:
A multiple hierarchy approach. Boston: Allyn &
Bacon.

Johnson, D., & Johnson, R. (1999). Learning together
and alone:  cooperative, competitive, and
individualistic learning (5th Ed.). Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Roseth, C., Johnson, D., & Johnson, R. (2008).
Promoting early adolescents’ achievement and peer
relationships:  The effects of cooperative,
competitive, and individualistic goal structures.
Psychological Bulletin, 134(2), 223-246.

Sarjveladze, N., Shushania, N., Melikishvili, L., &
Baliashvili, M. (2009). Tolerance in multiethnic
Georgia: Training methodology manual for
educators. Thbilisi: Mtsignobari.

Slavin, R. (1986). Using student team learning. Centre
for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools,
John Hopkins University, Baltimore.

UNESCO (1995). Declaration of principles on
tolerance. Adopted by the general conference of
UNESCO at its twenty-eighth session in Parise on
16 November, 4-16.

Watson, P. (2007). Psychology and race.
Brunswick: Aldine Transaction.

New

221

.(2012) .

.(2013) .

29-11 (2)11

.(2015) .
-1 68
52

.(2011) .
.(1999) .

.(2008) .

436-414 (2)35

Allport, G. (1960). Personality and social encounter:
Selected essays. Oxford: Beacon Press.

Aronson, E., & Bridgeman, D. (1979). Jigsaw groups
and the desegregated classroom: in pursuit of
common goals. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 5(4), 438—466.

Aronson, E., Blaney, N., Stephan, C., Sikes, J., &
Snapp, M. (1978). The jigsaw classroom. Beverly
Hills: Sage Publications,

Bandura, A. (1983).Psychological mechanisms of
aggression. In R. Geen & E. Donnerstein (Eds.),
Aggression: Theoretical and empirical reviews
(pp.-1-40). New York: Academic Press.

Berry, J., & Kalin, R. (1995). Multicultural and ethnic
attitudes in Canada: An overview of the 1991
national survey. Canadian Journal of Behavioural
Science, 27(3), 301-330.

Borba, M. (2001). Building moral intelligence: The
seven essential virtues that teach kids to do the
right thing. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Chiu, H., Wen, S., & Sheng, C. (2009). Apply Web 2.0
tools to constructive collaboration learning: A case
study in MIS course. In 2009 Fifth International
Joint Conference on INC, IMS and IDC (pp. 1638-
1643). Seoul, South Korea.

Clark, L., & Starr, 1. (1995). Secondary and middle
school teaching methods. New York: Macmillan.






237 -223 2016 2 12

HRISK"

2016/2/14

2015/9/16

The Effect of an Instructional Program Based on the
Principles of "Risk" on Achievement and Critical
Thinking Skills in Islamic Education Course of the Eighth
Grade Students in Jordan

Gada Alakool and Khaled Alsoaudi, Curriculum and Instruction
epartment, Tafileh University.

bstract: This study aims to investigate the effect of an instructional
rogram based on the principles of "RISK" on achievement and
critical thinking skills in Islamic education course of the eighth grade
students. To achieve the study purpose the researcher built an
instructional program specified for applying the priciples of "RISK" in
eal classroom situations, and an achievement exam. The researcher
has also applied a critical thinking scale for Watson Glaser to assess
the critical thinking skills. The researchers established validity and
eliability of the scales. The researcher applied the program on eighth
orade students in Qadisiyah Elementary School for Girls at Marka
zone. The number of the students were (50) students who were
divided into two groups, one of them as an experimental group which
consisted of (25) students, and the other as a control group which
consisted of (25) students. The study showed these results: there is a
stastically significant effect of the instructional program based on the
rinciples of "RISK" on the eighth grade student achievement and
critical thinking skills. The study also recommended for adopting the
instructional program based on the principles of "RISK", in Islamic
education course andconducting workshops for Islamic education's
teachers about applying the principles of "RISK" in their lessons, and
making further studies for other parts of "RISK" program in other
instructional courses and multiple variables.
Keywords: Islamic education,"RISK", achievement, critical thinking
skills.
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The Reasons of Students Failure in the General Secondary
Exam in Ma'an Governorate from the Teachers, principals
and Education Supervisors, Point of View

Odeh Murad and Khaled Aldaseen, Department of Educational
Psychology, Shobak University College, Al Balqa Applied University,
Ma'an, Jordan.

Omar Mahasneh, Department of Teaching Methods and Curricula,
Shobalk University College, Al Balqa Applied University, Ma'an,
Jordan.

Abstract: The present study was conducted to identify the reasons of
students’ failure in the General Secondary Exam in Ma'an
Governorate from the teachers, principals and educational supervisors
point of view. And to provide the solutions proposed to avoid the
reasons of students failure. To achieve the objectives of the study, the

researchers built two questionnaires’ the first: causes of failure (36)
items, distributed on five subscales (student, teacher, curriculum,
exam, and school). The second: the solutions (17) items. After
verification of the psychometric properties of the tools, it has been
applied to the study sample that consisted of (473) teachers and
schoolmaster educational supervisors in Ma'an. Results of the study
showed that the domain of the student is the first one as the leading
causes of failure in the high school exam. For the proposed solutions,
the results showed that "Reconsidering the foundations of success in
the primary and secondary phases" came the highest average among
others with a high degree of importance. The results showed that there
were no statically differences in the views of the study sample on the
reasons of students failure, while there were statically differences in
the views of the study sample on the solutions proposed to avoid the
reasons of students failure. The study suggested appropriate

recommendations based on the results.
Keywords: High School, Failure, The proposed Solutions, The
General Secondary Exam.
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The Role of Public Schools Principals Inside the Green
Line in Teachers' Empowerment and its Relationship with
Some Demographic Variables From Teachers' Point of
View

Nadia Abu Tu'mah, Supervisor Special Education, Ministry of
Education, Palestine.

Mohammed Ashour, Management and Foundations of Education
Department, Yarmouk University, Irbid, Jordan.

Abstract: The study aimed at examining the role played by public
schools principals inside the Green Line in teachers' empowerment
and its relationship with some demographic variables Teachers' point
of View. The sample of the study consisted of (489) subjects, of whom
(134) were male and (364) female selected using simple random
sampling procedures from public schools inside the Green Line. For
data collection, Short and Rinehart (1992) Scale translated and
adapted to the Arab environment by Al Mahdi (2007) was used after
both validity and reliability for the scale were established. The results
of the study showed that the role played by public schools principals
inside the Green Line in teachers' empowerment was high. There were
statistically significant differences due to gender, in favor of male
teachers, in the role played by public schools principals inside the
Green Line in the total construct of teachers' empowerment and in
teachers' participation in school decision making, teacher's influence,
and teaching self- efficacy, due to qualification, in favor of graduate
studies teachers, in teachers' participation in school decision making,
position and influence, due to school level, in favor of primary schools
teachers, in teachers' participation in school decision making and
professional development. There were no significant differences due
to teaching experience. The study recommended to the importance of
maintaining a high level of empowerment of teachers by offering
seminars and lectures for school administrators about the teacher
training courses enabled.

(Keywords: School Principal Role, Public Schools, Teachers'
Empowerment).
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Degree of Parents' Satisfaction About the Level of
Educational Services Provided to Children with Learning
Disabilities in Resource Rooms within the Mainstreaming

Program in Jordan and Factors Influencing Their

Satisfaction

Kholoud Al-Dababneh, Department of Special Education, Queen
Rania Faculty for Childhood, Hashemite University,Al-Zarqa, Jordan.

Abstract: This study aimed to examine parent satisfaction about the
effectiveness of educational services in the resource room provided to
students with learning disabilities (LD) at primary stage in Jordan.
The sample consisted of (153) parents of students with LD attending
the resource rooms. The questionnaire consisted of (43) items divided
into six domains. Moreover, interviews with 15 parents were
conducted. The results indicated that parents expressed moderate
satisfaction with the educational services on the overall questionnaire
and on all domains. The results also revealed that the most of services
have parents satisfaction represented in social and behavior services,
while the least services parents satisficed represented in inclusion
team. Moreover, the results of multiple regression analysis indicated
that the gender of parents, educational level, economic level of the
family, the number of family members, and school type considered
statistically significant predictor of the level of parents satisfaction. In
the light of the vresults, the researcher addressed some
recommendations.

(Keywords: Children with learning disabilities, Parents' satisfaction,
Educational services, Resource rooms, Mainstreaming).
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