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ENGLISH ABSTRACT

Critical Thinking and Cooperative learning in Teaéhg Essay Writing to EFL University
Students

Acknowledging the complexity of teaching writiagnd the constant need to search for
supportive methods and activities, this study agptsmo investigate the teaching of essay
writing to upper-intermediate Palestinian studel#arning English as a second/foreign
language in a cooperative-learning setting asradeacentered approach and aided by critical
thinking strategies at Birzeit University, PalestinExplored as well are pedagogical

implications and students’ attitudes towards coatpe learning.

Thetheoretical frameworkor this research is based on Vygotsky’'s sociaktrietivist
theory which emphasizes student cognitive developrees being intimately linkedo
construction of knowledge within a social conteWithin this learning context, students
reflect and internalize and re-construct new knogée as part of a constructive process.
Vygotsky points out that higher cognitive functiossch as analysis and synthesis, seem to
develop most fully only with the support systemvefbal language- particularly of written
language (Vygotskyl962). Students as readers and writers build iateepresentations of
various texts; engage in problem solving througisoming and critique; and, consequently,
become confident in the task of putting their tHusgnto written words to produce a clear
text.

The study design is a mixed method research thabires qualitative and quantitative
tools, each of which is used to examine relevapéets. It is an experimental study in which
two groups (experimental and control) are randoselgctedQualitatively, the study uses an
in-depth analysis of student essays (pre, midtemnd final) collected on three different
intervals throughout the second semester of acadgsair 2011-12, and they are analyzed for
clear writing and critical thinking. The purposetaisdocument the development of students’
writing and thinking. These essays are also andlygentitatively using SPSS and T-test in
order to measure students’ performance. In additiomttitude questionnaire is used to study
students’ attitudes towards cooperative learningthBgroups are exposed to five critical
thinking strategies: Instructional scaffolding, B®no’s PMI (Plus, minus, interesting),

Socratic questioning, Problem-posing, and the Hagetialectic. However, one major



XI

variation is that the experimental group is taugh& cooperative learning method whereas
the control section is taught using a conventionethod.

The Findings provide evidence that cooperalearning facilitates the execution of
critical thinking strategies to promote growth imiting. The infusion and assimilation of the
five critical thinking strategies in a cooperatilrning environment significantly impacts
students’ performance in writing essays that aemarcland effective. Results from the
collection of students’ essays indicate that thetrod group learners slightly developed in
writing clear essays and witnessed noticeable sifregitical thinking in their essays using
the conventional method whereas the experimentalpgtearners outperformed the control
group as they produced clear and effective perse@sgumentative essays that reflected
noticeable and strong signs of critical thoughttlter, analysis of the attitude questionnaire
for the experimental group regarding the executiocooperative learning in the writing class
also indicates that students have a very posititieide towards cooperative learning as a
teaching paradigm.

In conclusion, this study emphasizes thatheng essay writing is significantly enhanced

through the infusion of critical thinking strategieithin the cooperative learning framework.
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CHAPTER ONE

1.1 Introduction

In today’s contemporary and challenging world, are witnessing changes on a daily
basis. As educators, it is important to “roll wittese changes” in all aspects of the academic
arena, particularly in the field of writing. Besgjeeffective participation in today’s global
educational arena is quite demanding and requingdests to be better thinkers. Thus,
because of the relationship between language ankirily, many English language teachers
are refining and shaping their strategies for temghvriting. According to Bean (2001),
students need to be engaged in problem-solvingt&ins by designing thought-provoking
writing and critical thinking strategies to encagegainquiry, exploration, and discussion.
These strategies should also help students de&pénunderstanding of their own ideas in
order to elicit sustained critical thought as ae-libng skill to write more clearly.

The attempt to understand students’ thinking pearay greatly contribute to enhancing
their writing skill. Such a process can be bestmmnicated in a collaborative classroom
where students are able to think aloud, construganimg cooperatively, and self-regulate
their own learning (Tinzmanet al., 1990)Therefore, teachers need to be constantly helping
their students to be aware of their own thoughtesses, if they wish to see positive results.
This should encourage teachers to challenge thdititnaal writing pedagogy and focus
instead on teaching students to organize theirghisubefore their pens ever touch paper. In
other words, teachers need to pay special attertbohelping students become critical
thinkers as they are approaching different leartésks. This is particularly the case for a
complex task, such as writing, and even more sonwhegting in English as a Foreign
Language (EFL)

Critical thinking is an integral part ofethmap of thinking. It is not restricted to the
sphere of logic and philosophy, but it is a skilht has applications in every aspect of our
daily lives. According to Scriven and Paul (200#hinking is a natural process, but left to
itself, it is often biased, distorted, partial, nfiormed, and potentially prejudiced; excellence
in thought must be cultivated” (as cited in Durdnmbach, & Waugh, 2006, p.160).

Therefore, developing the skills to think critigalielps students to nurture their thinking and

! English as a Foreign Language describes situatidrere students learn English in order to usétfit any other English
speakers in the world. Students often study ERhéir own country.



cultivate knowledge to become better citizens. sTieisearch examines critical thinking in
relation to teaching essay writing carried out toaperative learning setting.

One important reference to the definitmincritical thinking is presented by Ennis
(1993), author of th€ornell Critical Thinking Testswho argues for a powerful relationship
between critical thinking and reflective thinking modes of thought. He believes that critical
thinking is “reasonable reflective thinking that is focused eniding what to believe and do”
(p. 180). To him, reflective thinking is best defd as a meaning-making process that moves
the learner from one experience into another weabpaér understanding of its relationships
with and connections to other experiences and iddas “the thread that makes the
continuity of learning possible” (Rodgers, 200284h). Critical thinkers are therefore
disposed to care that their beliefs are true aid their decisions are justified based on
considering alternative hypotheses and explanatioti®e process of inquiry and reflection.

According to the Critical Thinking Companyo@b), “critical thinking is defined as “the
identification and evaluation of evidence to gudecision making; a critical thinker uses
broad in-depth analysis of evidence to make dewssiand communicate his/her beliefs
clearly and accurately” (p. 1). From an educatigueakspective, Duron, Limbach and Waugh
(2006) define critical thinking as the “ability tmnalyze and evaluate information. Critical
thinkers raise vital questions and problems, foatauthem clearly, gather and assess relevant
information, use abstract ideas, and think operdedly to communicate effectively” (p.
160).

There is a need to trace the impact of employiritical thinking strategies in teaching
essay writing to EFL learners using cooperativenieg as a paradigm. As an instructional
method, cooperative learning has emerged as amatitee to traditional methods. It has a
long history in North American education, goingaimd out of fashion over the years. Today,
evolving constructivist perspectives have demotstiaas Webb and Palincsar (1996)
indicate, that there must be a context where eddioor, interpretation, explanation, and
argumentation are integral to the activity of theup and its processing where learning is
supported by other individuals.

In cooperative learning environmentsfudents interact in purposefully structured
heterogeneous groups to support their own and ajheup members’ learning. These
environments are characterized by a set of prosesb&ch help people interact with each
other in order to accomplish a specific goal oredep an end product which is usually
content-specific (Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 199here are five key components that

must be present for cooperative learning to leadsigmificant gains. The first is the



promotion of interdependence within groups, fosigthe perception among group members
that they must work together to accomplish theialgoThe second is the requirement for
students to be individually accountable for dem@tstg their understanding of the material.
The third is face-to-face interaction. The fourshuse of social and collaborative skills, and
the final key component is group processing (John&oJohnson, 1989). Cooperative
learning creates an effective setting for movingriers towards critical thinking. This
interdisciplinary teaching method, which is buifiam existing theory and best practices in
cognitive development, provides both teachers aodests with a lively and enjoyable
learning environment, especially in classes whergligh is taught as a foreign language.

Essay writing presents a real challenge for Endlstyuage teachers and students alike.
Over the course of their studies, students in dshand colleges are required to write a
multitude of essays on a range of topics. Theegfibiis imperative for students to learn how
to construct essays and present ideas in a coher@mier. The major focus for a college
essay nowadays is on analysis, which is reinfolmedritical thinking. Thus, based on this
researcher’s observation as an instructor, theaegisneral tendency among English language
teachers to consider teaching essay writing a cexnalsk. It involves using an appropriate
teaching methodology, which enables students ttaelords to thought at the pre-writing
stage. Sperling and Freedman (2001) indicate thatdecade has witnessed an exciting
conceptual evolution marked by the integration @fritive and social-cultural perspectives
on writing in general, and on learning to write @assin particular. Sperling and Freedman
(2001) go on to say that researchers have develpedelated assumptions about writing:
one, writing is a cognitive and social process, amd, critical relationships exist between
writing and other language processes. Such cegnfirocesses have led EFL teachers to
guestion the efficiency of using traditional methad teaching essay writing. Teachers now
seek to re-think the traditional processes of temclessay writing, which require a fixed
organization and a five-paragraph format.

This study is an attempt to move in the same doectutilizing critical thinking and
cooperative learning to help EFL learners developirt essay-writing skills in an EFL
university setting. Examined as well are the etyas used for enhancing critical thinking

and the students’ attitudes towards cooperativaileg as a teaching method.



1.2 The Research Problem

There is a need for empirical evidence to supfiwet procedural cooperative learning
strategies that teachers can employ in their cdasgéthough teachers devote great time and
energy to developing activities and instructionat thest promote students’ writing abilities,
the reality remains that students still encounterag difficulty with writing correctly and
coherently in English, despite years of learning tbreign language. This leaves teachers
puzzled as to how to unravel the mysteries of agitfor their students. This researcher,
being herself an instructor of English at schoadd amiversity levels for several years, has
experienced first-hand the complexities and comrsies associated with teaching writing.
She has, therefore, decided to pursue the isstieefuand design a study to approach the
teaching of essay writing, as one of the writingdes through critical thinking within a
cooperative learning setting. The targeted learmeay be classified as upper-intermediate
EFL students at Birzeit University in Palestine, where the ersier is currently working.
Writing is the main concern of different universitlepartments at Birzeit University,
especially the Department of Languages and Traosland the Department of English
Language and Literature. Nonetheless, teachevgitihg have expressed (in conversations
and meetings) their great disappointment with tlstirdents’ level of writing, particularly
essay writing. Thus, this thesis is an attempiriderstand further the nature of essay writing
and offer useful input by implementing critical tking strategies within a cooperative
learning framework.

According to Duron et al. (2006), the lecture fotro&learning is a popular approach to
content delivery in higher education; however, fiten does not encourage critical thinking
among students. Those new to the teaching professten adopt the lecture format, most
likely because it is teacher-centered and suppdoyed strong tradition. Unfortunately, it is
very difficult to increase a student’s criticalrking skills with the lecture format, especially
when writing is taught through lecturing. Topice atiscussed didactically in a sequence
rather than critically, and students tend to memeothe material and are restricted to the
essay format regardless of how ideas are generafdsdMaioranan (1991) writes that the
student is placed in a passive role, since teactiershe questioning, talking, and even
thinking (Duron et al., 2006).

2 Upper-intermediate EFL students include thoselkmatan ENGC 231 course at Birzeit University. Thssthe final course
in the general communication sequence of courstteddepartment of Languages and Translation, wiaages from the
low-level courses 101 and 102, to intermediate ENIAC. Students who pass 141lare transferred to dpfemediate
ENGC 231. The aim of this course is to further shedents’ communication skills to a level of flugnaccuracy, and
comprehension that will ensure high quality uniitgreork. Emphasis is placed on extensive readargl essay writing
including its different technical aspects.



Recent developments in pedagogical applications ke to the emergence of the learner-
centered approach as an alternative to lecturimgany classes (Woolfolk, 2010). According
to K.L. Brown (2003), “twenty-first century classmms should shift from traditional, teacher-
centered curriculum to a more learner-centeredagmbr. The teacher-centered approach is
associated with the transmission of knowledge wdethe learner-centered approach places
the characteristics of all learners under the nsimope with specific emphasis on low-
performance learners” (as cited in Arna’out, 201.22).

The learner- centered approach occurs when “stadsive problems, answer questions,
formulate questions of their own, discuss, expldiehate, or brainstorm during class using
cooperative learning, in which students work innteaon problems and projects under
conditions that assure positive interdependencdividual accountability, and inductive
teaching and learning” (Felder & Brent, 2007, p. Burther, Blyth (1997) points out that
teachers should shift their focus from teachindetrning. Tasks should be enjoyable and
should lead to more cognitive engagement, participa concentration, and persistence.
Further, the focus of learning must be on bothl#aener and the content (Arna’out, 2010).
According to Graffam (2003), the role of the teadsetransformed into a participating voice
not a controlling voice (Arna’out, 2010). Basedtbr researcher’s observations, this shift in
paradigm to the learner—centered approach contitmdse challenging for many college
teachers. However, compared with traditional irgtam, learner-centered methods, such as
cooperative learning, can alleviate the great dpxénd consternation that many college

students feel toward writing due to the traditiowaly in which it has been taught.

1.3 Statement of the Problem

The present study investigates the teaching ofyeasiing to EFL university learners
through the implementation of critical thinkingag&gies guided by cooperative learning as a
learner-centered approach. The targeted learnersupper-intermediate EFL students at
Birzeit University in Palestine. Pedagogical imptions and relevant strategies, together with

students’ attitudes towards cooperative learniegeaplored as well.



1.4 Significance of the Problem

A limited number of studies address the role ofpavative learning within teaching essay
writing. The studies conducted thus far, for exemy Coats (2003)UJsing Writing
Portfolios and Cooperative Learning as Methods e§éssing Students’ Writing Skilsnd
Kabilan (2000)Creative and Critical Thinking in Language Classne® have dealt with the
issue from a linguistic perspective, neglecting pleelagogical implications. Presently, there
is a need for studies that document the implemientaif new pedagogical strategies in the
classroom.

The purpose of the present study is to exploreptfiagogical implications of these new
strategies through a predominantly qualitative aaph in a dynamic learning environment.
It will also provide teachers with evidence of thenefit and usability of cooperative learning
as an alternative approach to teaching essay writih is worth noting that several models
have been devised within the cooperative learnamggigm, such as Slavin’s (1995) Student
Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD), structuring pemtion using academic controversy.
In this study, the researcher has implemented dofsisnodel of cooperative learning (1972).
The reason behind the selection of this model & thsets a theoretical and conceptual
foundation that will enable the researcher to dgvalritical thinking strategies in teaching
essay writing in a cooperative structure to empowtrdents by organizing them into
cooperative teams as a form of social support.diiten, it sets a mood that is active and
conducive to learning. In addition, many studiagéhdemonstrated that “when compared to
other instructional approaches, group activitieacstired along cooperative learning tenets
are associated with gains on a host of key varsalalehievement level, higher level thinking,
self-esteem, liking of the subject matter” (Coh&894; Johnson & Stanne, 2001; Sharan,
1980 as cited in Arna’out, 2010,p.20).

1.5. Questions of the Study

The present study attempts to answer the followungstions:

1. What is the role of critical thinking in L2 Engligssay writing for students?

2. What strategies contribute to developing studeatsical thinking ability as they are
engaged in essay writing?

3. How can cooperative learning facilitate the userdfcal thinking in essay writing at the
process and product levels?

4. What are students’ attitudes towards cooperatiamlag in essay writing?



1.6 Definition of Terms

Critical Thinking: the concept of critical thinking seems best defirgd Robert Ennis

(1993), and elsewhere (Ennis 1987, 1991), whosstatg" critical thinking is reasonably and

reflectively going about deciding what to believedado” p. (180). Therefore, according to

Ennis (1993), a person characteristically needsldomost of these things (and do them

interdependently):

1. Judges the credibility of sources.

2. Identifies conclusions, reasons, and assumptions.

3. Judges the quality of an argument, including theeptability of its reasons, assumptions,
and evidence.

. Develop and defend a reasonable position well.

. Asks appropriate clarifying questions.

. Plan experiments and judge experimental designs.

. Defines terms in a way appropriate for the context.

. Be open-minded.
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. Try to be well informed.

10. Draws conclusions when warranted, but with caution.

Five Critical Thinking Strategies
 Instructional Scaffolding

Lawson (2002) defines scaffolding in an educati@uatext as the process by which the
teacher provides students with a temporary framkevior learning. Done correctly, such
structuring encourages students to develop thdiatie, motivation, and resourcefulness.
Once students build knowledge and develop skillshair own, elements of the framework
are dismantled. Different types of instructionadfsolding are used to promote learning, such
as clustering and brainstorming, use of resources\pleting writing tasks, use of graphic
organizers, modeling, guidance on the developméntognitive and social skills, and

reflective writing.

* De Bono’s PMI strategy

De Bono’s PMI stands for plus, minus, and interggti It is a thinking technique that is
simple, practical, and powerful. According to DenBo(1994), there are at least two key
thinking processes that free humans from imprispnideas: problem definition and

suggesting solutions. These two are manifestethienPMI CT strategy: (1) How to treat



ideas; (2) The deliberate examination of an idesgtmd (Plus), bad (Minus), or interesting
possibilities; (3) PMI use eliminates the immediatzeptance or rejection of an idea. (De
Bono, 1994).

» Socratic Questioning

This strategy lies at the heart of critical thirkkimAccording to Copeland (2005), when
effectively implemented, Socratic seminars enhaspeaking, listening, and, especially,
writing skills by giving learners ownership oveetlklassroom discussion around texts that
enable students to take responsibility for theind@arning. Socratic questioning is based on
the practice of a disciplined and thoughtful dialegThe instructor professes ignorance of the
topic under discussion or elicits dialogue fromdstts using a series of constructive
guestions. The philosophy of this technique sterosnfSocrates who is convinced that
thoughtful questioning enables students to exardieas logically to determine their validity,

and, ultimately, their truth and accuracy.

» Paulo Freire’s Problem-Posing

This strategy is a term coined by the Braziliamador Paul Freire in his book (1970)
titted “Pedagogy of the Oppressed.” It emphasizescal thinking for the purpose of
liberating the mind. The philosophy of this strateg the foundation of modern critical
pedagogy, which is defined by Giroux (1983) as duncational movement that is guided by
passion and principle and helps students developoimusness of freedom. It is a significant
attempt to engage critically and link the practiafeschooling to democratic principles and
transformative social action in the interest of iggsed communities by creating conscious
learners. Problem-posing places a strong emphasiposing questions as a case-based

approach to relate theory to practice to transfazatity.

* Hegelian Dialectic

This strategy aims at creating a strategic plarpfomoting dialogue and reasoning using
the counterparts of a thesis, and anti-thesis aegiimAccording to Raapanna and Friedrich
(2005), The Hegelian Dialectic is divided into thrparts called the thesis, anti-thesis, and
synthesis. The HegeliaDialectic is the framework for guiding thought aadtions into

conflicts that lead to a predetermined solution.



» Cooperative Learning

David W. Johnson, Roger T. Johnson, and Smith (1991) defiwperative learning as,
“Creating a setting that provides the means foratmnalizing a new paradigm of teaching
and provides the context within which the developmef student talent is encouraged.
Carefully structured cooperative learning ensubes students areognitively, physically,
emotionally, and psychologically actively involvegether in constructing their own
knowledge” (p.7). There are three types of codpsrdearning groups:
» Formal Cooperative Learning Groups

They are groups that have fixed membership andssigned by the instructor. They have
well-defined short written tasks to be accomplishiEtk role of the instructor is to make pre-
instructional decisions, structure the academik, tagplain it to the students, intervene, and

provide task assistance while groups are processing

» Informal Cooperative Groups

They are temporary, ad hoc groups that last foy onke discussion or one session. Their
purpose is to focus student attention on the nadtasibe learned, set a mood conducive to
learning, help organize in advance the materidleéacovered in a class session, and ensure

that the students cognitively process the matbealg taught.

» Structured Academic Controversy Groups

They are groups that join together to create & hegel of reasoning, thinking and meta-
cognition by solving a controversial topic. Groumesve four members each. Two members
are with (pros) and two against (cons) the issBtidents are given the choice to select their
own controversial topic stemming from their ownei@st. They research the issue, organize
their own information, and prepare their positioi®ams actively advocate for their
positions. As a result, students experience “epigtecuriosity” and therefore, they (a)
actively search for more information to supportithp®sition, and (b) seek to understand the
opposing position and its supporting rationale.aln the groups of four reach a consensus.
(Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991).

» The Writing Process
Harmer’'s definition (2004) is that writing is a forof communication that delivers
thoughts or expresses feelings through the writbem. The stages of writing are: planning,

drafting, editing, and revising.
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1.7 Limitations of the Study:

A number of limitations need to be addressed arkh@eledged regarding the present
study. First of all, this study was conducted aiz&it University in Palestine in the scholastic
year 2011-2012, so it investigates the impact afgusritical thinking as a tool in teaching
writing in a cooperative learning environment tcsmall number of participants who are
studying in one Palestinian University.

Participants come from a variety of sociadl aegional backgrounds in Palestine. Their
ages range form 18-20 years old. They have differ@ajors in science, chemistry,
engineering, media and psychology. Therefore, thenber is too small to warrant
generalizations. In addition, large scale studies reeeded to confirm the findings of the
present study.

Further, this study is limited to a shomdi length of data collection. This process took
place for four successive months (from Januaryetil of April) during the second semester
of 2011/2012 which in turn limited the number obi®used. As a result, this also limited the
number of writing strategies and CT strategiescsete for implementation in the writing

classroom.
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CHAPTER TWO
Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

Is thinking a problem, or is it a problem to think?As not an oddity that every human
being thinks, as thinking is part of human natdfdeft alone however, one’s thinking can
become unclear, isolated, partial, and skepticatiy&h & Paul, 2004). Thus, it must be
developed. People’s thinking can develop signifiaonly if they are encouraged to
consistently practice critical thinking, allowindhvem to cultivate precise, high-quality
thought. One of the ways to do this is throughwiniéing process, which teaches and nurtures

excellence in thought.

This chapter introduces the theoretical frameworkthis study, and examines three types
of studies:
» Studies that focus on how to teach writing for BEStL learners;
» Studies that focus on teaching writing throughi@aitthinking, and
» Studies that link cooperative learning to writingdacritical thinking.
It further examines cognitive development in r@atito writing, critical thinking, and

cooperative learning.

2.2 Theoretical Framework

Social constructivism forms the conceptual framdwtbat guides this study. It is a theory
of knowledge with roots in philosophy and psychgloghe term refers to the idea that
“learners construct knowledge for themselves, amthdearner individually (and socially)
constructs meaning as he or she learns” (Hein, ,99). Ultimately, constructing meaning
involves both learning and thinking. The generahgiples behind social constructivism have
had far-reaching consequences for the study ofitegrdevelopment and learning, as well
for the practice of teaching (Hein, 1991). Accoglio Simon (2004), these principles are:

» Knowledge is actively constructed by the individual
» Learning is both an individual and a social process

» Learning is a self-regulated process;
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» Learning is an organizational process that enaptple to make sense of their own
world;

» Cognition serves the organization of the experamtiorld, not the ontological reality. In
other words, truth is viability not validity;

* Reality is an interpretation;

» Learning is a social activity that can be enharinedeaningful contexts;

» Language plays an essential role in learning. Tihinkakes place through communication;

» Motivation is a key component in learning (pp.1-2).

Hein (1991) suggests that the “dramatic conseges” of these principles as they
directly relate to this study are twofold. Firste wave to focus on the learner in thinking
about learning (not on the subject or lesson) ttabght. A key tenet of constructivism is that
meaning is actively constructed by learners. Anmbed, there is no knowledge independent
of the meaning attributed to the experience (orstroicted) by the learner or community of
learners. This second tenet means that learning dawelopment are socially situated
activities that are enhanced in meaningful contéXtsin, 1991). Consequently, the use of a
critical thinking methodology that puts the focus the learner has become a major tool for
reforming the educational system. Both construstiviand critical thinking share the belief
that learning occurs as learners are actively exmglcand constructing meaning. Both opt to
unmask the true abilities of learners who are thekers of meaning and knowledge.
Constructivist teaching fosters critical thinkingida creates motivated and independent
learners. Nonetheless, the exact definition ofcaitthinking is problematic and debatable.

According to Mason (2010), like constructivism, tbencept of critical thinking is also
relative to the dynamic relationship between hoackers teach and how students learn
(Lunenburg, 2011). To encourage critical thinkitlge classroom design must shift from a
model that ignores thinking to one that dependstqi@ohen, 2010). Critical thinking is
viewed as the ability to think carefully and intesp analyze, and evaluate ideas and
arguments. This view is based on a widely sharetcemtion of the function of critical
thinking. However, for many educators, the relatdreritical thinking to teaching remains
guestionable. For some, the emphasis must be chitgacontent. They claim that “how to
think” is indirectly or implicitly reinforced throgh the content itself. Those who teach critical
thinking, on the other hand, see content as inggparfrom the thinking that generates,
synthesizes, organizes, and transforms knowledigey €mphasize that only those who can

think through content truly learn it (Lunenburg,12(. Furthermore, they argue that critical
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thinking skills can be noticeably enhanced in aplieit and direct manner rather than
indirectly in the course of teaching the subjedsi{Er, 2001). Given the high regard that these

advocates have for critical thinking, one may waritlg is the same as good thinking.

2.2.1 The Relationship between Good Thinking and @ical Thinking

What does it mean to be a good thinker? All of xsreise thinking naturally on a daily
basis. However, far from being innate, good thigkis a skill that needs practice and
education. Therefore, you can improve your thinkimg learning about the tools and
strategies that produce your “best” thinking. Watitical thinking, we strive to become good
thinkers.

Improved thinking ability leads to better learnegagd more fruitful teaching. Students need
to improve their own thinking so they can self-rieg@ and monitor their own learning. The
terms “good thinking” and “thinking well” are commly tied to critical thinking. There is a
growing literature based on psychology and philbsothat argues for the need to help
students to engage in thinking for themselves @#t& Soden, 2000). In another body of
literature concerned with learning and teachings implied that good thinking in any area
involves being able to identify questions worth quing, and being able to pursue one’s
guestions through a self-directed search for atetrimgation of knowledge. This requires the
belief that knowledge is “contestable by being aldlepresent evidence to support one’s
argument” (Pithers & Soden, 2000, p. 238). In tterdture on the nature of good thinking
and how it might be taught, “critical thinking i$ten used to describe competencies which
seem to be applicable to teaching-learning in cdritéPithers & Soden, 2000, p. 239). As
such, transferring good thinking to new contexigures a desire or ability to be a critical
thinker, and critical thinking can be best shaped iwriting classroom because writing is
thinking on paper. Focusing on critical thinkingastgies to teach writing would enable
students to develop both their thinking and writsiglls to become good thinkers who can
write clearly.

What are the characteristics of good thinking? Adicw to Baron (1985), good thinking
requires a sense of doubt about what to do or\®eligoals, possibilities, evidence seeking,
and evidence use. These essential doubts mothiatértg as they require attention. Teaching
writing can be fostered through improving good kimig. Good thinking is practiced and used
“when the approach towards ideas forms the stantjpdideliberate consideration” (Harris,
2001, p.1). This characteristic of good thinkingy ¢ defined as a teaching tool that can be

used in teaching writing, which requires “deliberattention”. According to Harris (2001),
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attention is a second characteristic of good tmgki Good thinkers develop the habit of
analysis and take the time to think about claim$ iasues instead of just reacting to them.
They “examine everything carefully and hold fasthat which is good” (Harris, 2001, p.1).
Thinkers take claims apart and see what is happgeimnisolation from their own real
experiences. One vital strand in the discourse good thinking” is the notion of self-
regulating one’s own thinking, a process that c#so ée nourished by writing. The
assumption is that this “meta-cognitive abilityy fastance, involving perception, critique,
judgment, and decision making allows people to esttate and self-regulate their own
learning strategies and those abilities encompassti term critical thinking” (Schunk and
Zimmerman, 1994, as cited in Pithers & Soden, 2@0P41). One may conclude that good
thinking requires thinkers who take claims apaetf-segulate their thinking process, monitor
their actions, and judge themselves from the ineigte Good thinking is encapsulated by the
ability to think critically, yet, critical thinkings challenging to define because it “gets pulled
in many directions and loses its focus” (FisheQR®.1). Also, it continues to be challenging
to find methods for using critical thinking as altéor teaching writing.

In their article “Higher Order Thinking Skills,” lvdis and Smith (1993) argue that the
challenge of definingerms like “thinking skills, reasoning, criticalitking, and problem
solving” has been referred to as a “conceptual gwdor which “there is no well-established
taxonomy” (Lewis & Smith, 1993, p.1). In additiogxplanations of how learning occurs have
also been viewed as inadequate, with no singlerghswafficiently explaining how learning
takes place. Petty (2004) points out that learisngn active “meaning-making” process. He
argues that constructivism is the view that leagnénthe construction of meaning on the basis
of prior learning and instructional experiencesn@ou’t, 2010).

Thus, the understanding that takes place whatests fully engage in their own learning
and teaching is just a tool to achieve deeper $evkeactual knowledge. Elder and Paul (1994)
move a step further to say that critical thinkiadhe ability of thinkers to take charge of their
own thinking. This requires students to developsbcriteria and standards for analyzing and
assessing their own thinking and to routinely ¢ criteria to improve the quality of their
thought (Elder &Paul, 1994).

According to Lewis and Smith (1993), several éastmay account for these views about
thinking and learning. First, different types o&reing require different teaching strategies.
No single method works for all learning. Secondglilgence is no longer seen as an
unchanging general ability but as a pot of absitieat are affected by many factors. Third,

the understanding of the thinking process is naat ithis multidimensional—more a complex
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network of interactive capabilities than a lingaigrarchical, or circular process. Fourth, the
research “over the last two decades has focusadarsa specialized topics such as insight,
wait time for problem solving, visual imagery andtaphors, and schemata” (Lewis & Smith,
1993, p.7). Therefore, many educators and researals®, to a certain extent, the terms
“critical thinking” and “higher order thinking” imrchangeably while others label critical
thinking as a form of higher order thinking andarticome of student learning.

Despite the challenges related to defining highdenthinking, educators, agree on the
value of teaching it. The need to set standardsifginer order thinking skills resulted in a
series of reports in the 1980s and 1990s. In tBO4,%documentation came from the National
Assessment for Educational Progress which is parthe US Department of Education
(NAEP); the National Commission on Excellence iru&ation inA Nation at Ris1984);
Goodlad’'sA Place Called Schodll984), which focused on social studies and scietiee
(1985) Commission on Reading Report in Washingtbiclvis part of the National Institute
of Education calle®ecoming a Nation of Readgisnderson, 1985); and the 1986 Carnegie
Forum on Education and the Economy’'s Task ForceTeaching (Carnegie Corporation,
1986, as cited in Smith & Lewis, 1993).

2.2.2Definitions of Critical Thinking

There is a burgeoning literature about what ciitibanking is. For example, Willingham
(2007) states that critical thinkingmet a set of skills that can be deployed at any timeia
any context. It is a type of thought that even ehyear-olds can engage in and even trained
scientists can fail at. Hence, Kuhn (1991) viewisical thinking as the skill of argument,
while Ennis (1993) describes it as reflective timgkfocusing on tasks, people, or beliefs. It is
important to note that both definitions excludeatree thinking. Further, Kuhn (1991) views
attitudes or dispositions as very important element critical thinking, which is
conceptualized as a type of argument with an eiiglisocial dimension. Others, like Pithers
and Soden (2000), view the ability to evaluate asessary for critical thinking, since
evaluation involves identifying a problem and itssaciated assumptions and then
determining the intended outcome of the problemisglprocess, clarifying and focusing on
the problem by analyzing and understanding it. tAlse processes require inductive and
deductive logic and synthesis in order to evaluate.

As mentioned above, despite the widespread redognif the importance of critical

thinking, there is a noticeable lack of consensutoavhat it really is. However, despite the
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fact that this “buzz word” is problematic, criticddinking, in relation to education, can be
examined from two main standpoints: the philosophiepproach and the cognitive
psychological approach.

The literature on critical thinking has roots inotwnain disciplines: philosophy and
psychology. Sternberg (1986) articulated a thirdrat based in the field of education (Lewis
& Smith, 1993). The writings of Socrates, Plato,sfatle, Dewey, and, more recently,
Lipman (1988) and Paul (1992) exemplify the phifgdscal approach (Lai, 2011). Sternberg
(1986) has noted that this school of thought apgres the critical thinker as an ideal type,
focusing on what people are capable of doing utitebest of circumstances. Accordingly,
Paul (1992) discusses critical thinking in the eantof “perfections of thought” (p. 9). This
preoccupation with the ideal critical thinker isidant in the American Philosophical
Association’s (APAJ consensus portrait of the ideal critical thinker someone who is
inquisitive by nature, open-minded, flexible, faiinded, has a desire to be well-informed,
understands diverse viewpoints, and is willing éthbsuspend judgment and to consider other

perspectives (Facione, 1990).

2.2.2.1 The Philosophical Approach

Flashing back into history, John Dewey, the Amaerigdilosopher, psychologist, and
educator, who is known as the “father” of the maderitical thinking tradition, called it
“reflective thinking” (Fisher, 2001). Deweylefined reflective thinking as an “active
persistent, and careful consideration of a beliefupposed form of knowledge in the light of
grounds which support it and the further conclusitmwhich it tends” (1933, p.9). Dewey
described the process of thinking as a sequencai df events. He indicated that critical
thinking is not passive, it is “essentially an aetprocess—one in which you think things
through for yourself, raise questions, find relevimformation” (Fisher, 2001, p.3). He also
wrote that it is persistent and careful, contrasttrwith unreflective thinking, which we use
randomly in our daily lives. In defining criticahinking as “persistent” and “careful,” Dewey
is relating critical thinking to good thinking, wifi is also a “deliberate consideration”
(Harris, 2001).

However, the most important pieces of Dewey’s d&din are “the grounds which support
a belief,” and the “further conclusions to whichtéhds.” He is saying, explicitly, that what

matters are the reasons for believing in sometlaind their implications (Fisher, 2001).

® The American Philosophical Association was founieti900 to promote the exchange of ideas among
philosophers and to encourage creative and schi@lativities.
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Therefore, he relates critical thinking to reasavhich constitutes a solid theoretical
foundation that supports the argument in this #)ebat persuasive and argumentative essays
are the kinds of writing that most demand crititt@hking techniques, including logic and
reason. Before going into more detail about therraémole of reason and reasoning, let us
examine other philosophical definitions of critidhinking. Edward Glaser, who is a co-
author of what is now called the critical thinkingst (Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking
Appraisal), defines critical thinking as “(1) artitde of being disposed to consider in a
thoughtful way the problems and subjects that caitien the range of one’s experience, and
(2) knowledge of the methods of inquiry and reasgrand some skill in applying those
methods. Critical thinking calls for and needs @ent effort to examine any belief or
supposed form of knowledge in the evidence thapaep it, and further conclusions to which
it tends” (Glaser, 1941, p.5, as cited in Fish€@Q1). According to Fisher, it is “obvious that
this definition owes a lot to Dewey'’s original dation” (p.3). Both Dewey and Glaser see
the skill of critical thinking as careful thinkinghich is synonymous with good thinking.

Dewey had significant influence on progressive eflus concerned with advancing
democratic ideals within education. His beliefs teeed on the ideas that education must
engage with and enlarge experience that thinkind) rflection are central to the act of
teaching, and that students must freely interath wieir environments when constructing
knowledge. He provided a “language of possibilitg,philosophical construct that has been
of foremost significance to the evolution of crtiggedagogy (Darder, Baltodano, & Torres,
2003).The term critical pedagogy evolved out of a yeanio give some shape and
coherence to the theoretical landscape of radietiefls and practices. It consists of a
significant attempt to link the practice of schaglito democratic principles of society and to
transformative social action in the interest of ggsed communities (Darder et al., 2003).
This, in turn, has a direct impact on the procdsteaching and learning in general, and on
methodological practices in specific.

Critical pedagogy is a philosophy of education désd by Henry Giroux as an
educational movement that is guided by passion @mttiple to help students develop
consciousness of freedom (Giroux, 1983). Proponehtsitical pedagogy like Shor (1996)
define it as “habits of thought, reading, writinand speaking which go beneath surface
meaning, first impressions, dominant myths, offigggonouncements, traditional clichés,
received wisdom, and mere opinions, to understaeddeep meaning, root causes, social

context, ideology, and personal consequences of atjon, event, object, process,
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organization, experience, text, subject mattericgpmass media, or discourse” (Shor, 1996,
p.129).

Critical pedagogy was also heavily influenced bg thorks of Freire who encouraged
students to think critically about their own edugaal situations as a way to recognize the
connections between their individual problems drartexperiences in social contexts. This
critical consciousness or “conscientization” is ecessary step for praxis which is a very
important action that seeks to bridge the gap betvteeory and practice and create a cycle
linking theory, application, evaluation, and reflen (Freire, 1994).

The principle of dialogue, as defined by Freirepme of the most significant aspects of
critical pedagogy. Dialogue constitutes an educaliostrategy that centers on the
development of critical social consciousness withimlearner. Within the practice of critical
pedagogy, dialogue and analysis serve as the ftiond@r reflection and action. They are
activities that support a problem-posing approacieducation where the students and the
teacher are both involved in the exploration ofs#rg conditions and beliefs in order to
understand how they originated and how they carchmnged. This process empowers
students to deepen their awareness of the socibfies that shape their lives and discover
their own capacities to change them. This inteoaclies at the heart of critical thinking and
critical pedagogy. According to McAllister (2009ritical thinking’s best practice is closely
coupled with a variety of methods, all of which meto hinge around constructivist theory in
which students take on the responsibility for dreatheir own knowledge”( McAllister, 2009,
p.8). FurtherBurbules and Berk (1999) argue that both critibaking and critical pedagogy
help people see the world as it is and act accgiglimrhose who are educated in critical
thinking and use the skills of reason and logicehacreased freedom and greater ability to
recognize their own possibilities. Clearly, boliedries urge students to be open-minded,
skeptical, and critical in thought (Burbules & Befl©99). As such, these characteristics are
also associated with good writers who are also gbmders.

In 1990, the American Philosophical Association P formed a panel of critical
thinking researchers for the purpose of coming tooasensus on a definition of critical
thinking. They attempted to summarize some of télicting viewpoints on critical thinking
and establish a more tangible definition. EnnisjlPand other experts in the field contributed
to the study. The definition below was producedh®y/scholars in the study and serves as the

most comprehensive and cited definition to date:
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We understand critical thinking to be “purposefudgelf-
regulatory judgment that results in interpretatioanalysis,
evaluation, and inference, as well as explanatioh tioe
evidential, conceptual, methodological, criteriolcal, or
contextual considerations upon which that judgnisnbased.
Critical thinking is essential as a tool of inquinAs such,
critical thinking is a liberating force in educatioand a
powerful resource in one's personal and civic lffeacione,
1990, as cited in McAllister, 2009 p.5).

This study often referred to as the Delphi studgntified six additional core skills that are
believed to be associated with critical thinkinggerpretation, analysis, evaluation, inference,
explanation, and self-regulation. These are defastbllows:

» Interpretation is to comprehend and express thenimgar significance of a wide variety
of experiences, situations, data, events, judgments/entions, beliefs, rules, procedures,
or criteria. Interpretation includes the sub-skdfscategorization, decoding significance,
and clarifying meaning.

* Analysis is the identification of the intended aactual inferential relationships among
statements, questions, concepts, descriptionsther éorms of representation intended to
express beliefs, judgments, experiences, reasarfigimation, or opinions. Analysis
includes the sub-skills of examining ideas, detectarguments, and breaking down
arguments into their component elements.

» Evaluationis the assessment of the credibility of statementsther representations which
are accounts or descriptions of a person’s permegtiexperience, situation, judgment,
beliefs, or opinions; and the logical strength bk tactual or intended inferential
relationships among statements, descriptions, mqusstor other forms of representations.
Evaluation includes the sub-skills of assessingmdand assessing arguments.

» Inference igo identify and secure the elements needed to deasonable conclusions, to
form conjectures and hypotheses, to consider reteivdormation, and to examine the
validity emerging from data, statements, princip@sdence, judgments, beliefs, opinions,
concepts, descriptions, questions, or other forfmemresentation. Inference includes the
sub-skills of finding evidence, coming up with aftatives, and drawing conclusions.

» Explanation is the presentation of one's reasaimitige form of cogent arguments. It relies
on the ability to state the results of one's reampand to justify that reasoning in terms of

the evidential, conceptual, methodological, crifegical, and contextual considerations
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upon which the reasoning was based. Explanatidndes the sub-skills of stating results,

justifying procedures, and presenting argumentsi@fa, 1998, pp. 6-10).

A sixth cognitive skill identified by the Delphi pel, is referred to in the critical thinking
literature as meta-cognition. The Delphi panelezhlit self-regulation, which it defined as
self-consciously to monitor one's cognitive atitgi, the
elements used in those activities, and the redeltsiced,
particularly by applying skills in analysis and éwation to
one's own inferential judgments with a view toward
guestioning, confirming, validating, or correctiegher one's

reasoning or one's resul{facione, 1990, pp.13-14).

Additionally, sixteen sub-skills and nineteen disiions were established to further
define critical thinking capacities and behaviohe$e dispositions include such things as
“inquisitiveness” and “amenability to being wellfammed” (Facione, 1990, as cited in
McAllister, 2009, p.6).

Those working within the philosophical traditiorsalemphasize qualities or standards of
thought. For example, Bailin, et al. (1999) defaniical thinking “as thinking of a particular
quality, or essentially good thinking that meetsafied criteria or standards of adequacy and
accuracy” p. 287. Further, the philosophical apphodas traditionally focused on the
application of formal rules of logic (Lewis & Smjti993; Sternberg, 1986). One limitation
of this approach to defining critical thinking isat it does not always correspond to reality
(Sternberg, 1986). By emphasizing the ideal ciitibanker instead of what people have the
capacity to do; this approach may have less toriboé to discussions about how people
actually think (Lai, 2011).

In his widely accepted definition of critical thimg, Ennis (1989) adds the ideaméking
decisionsto the formula of critical thinking. Ennis (1988gfines critical thinking as “a
reasonable and reflective thinking that is focusedn deciding what to do or believe”
(Norris & Ennis, 1989, p.4, as cited in Fisher 20(isher points out that this definition
emphasizes two main concepts: “reasonable” antett@fe,” which, according to her, “picks
up on earlier definitions” (Fisher, 2001, p.4). $waand Parkins (1989, as cited in Dajani,
2001, p.13) explain Ennis’s definition as followesitical thinking is good thinking that relies
appropriately upon the use of good reasons. Gaoditly is not arbitrary because it leads to

the best solutions. The best solutions are thoppated by the best reasons, so critical
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thinking must rely upon good reasons in reachingctisions. Second, critical thinking is
defined as reflective thinking. Critical thinkersust be reflective in that they examine the
reasonableness of their own and of other’s thougdftisking does not become reasonable
thinking by accident. Critical thinkers must comaly seek and use good reasons. Third,
critical thinking is focused thinking. This attriteu suggests that critical thinking is
consciously directed with a purpose in mind. Fyathe focus of critical thinking is a
decision about what to believe or to do, followed dn evaluation of any statements or
actions (Dajani, 2001).

Coming back to the concept of meta-cognition, Ra@dntribution to the notion of
thinking about thinking (meta-cognition) is centr&isher (2001), for example, writes that
Paul consciously aims to improve the notion oficaitthinking by referring to it as a model
of good thinking where students use real and praktools to acquire knowledge, transfer it
to different contexts, and monitor their own leagi From the philosophical perspective,
reflection, thinking, and meta-cognition are thélding blocks that turn critical thinking into
good thinking.

Definitions of critical thinking emerging from thghilosophical tradition include:
» “The propensity and skill to engage in an activitith reflective skepticism” (McPeck,

1981, p. 8);

“Reflective and reasonable thinking that is focuseddeciding what to believe or do”

(Ennis, 1985, p.45);

» “Skillful, responsible thinking that facilitates gd judgment because it 1) relies upon
criteria, 2) is self-correcting, and 3) is sen&tte context” (Lipman, 1988, p.39);

» “Purposeful, self-regulatory judgment which resuttsnterpretation, analysis, evaluation,
and inference, as well as explanation of the evidenconceptual, methodological,
criteriological, or conceptual considerations updrch that judgment is based” (Facione,
1990, p.3);

» “Disciplined, self-directed thinking that exempdifi the perfections of thinking appropriate
to a particular mode or domain of thought” (Pa9i92, p. 9);

* “The mode of thinking about any subject, contentpooblem in which the thinker

improves the quality of his/her thinking skillfullpy taking charge of the structures

inherent in thinking and imposing intellectual stards upon them” (Fisher, 2001, p4);
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» Thinking that is goal-directed and purposive, “#iig aimed at forming a judgment,”
where the thinking itself meets standards of adegiaad accuracy (Bailin et al., 1999, p.
287); and

« “Judging in a reflective way what to do or whatdelieve” (Facione, 2000, p. 61, as cited
in Lai, 2011, p.6).

To summarize, most definitions of critical thinkimgclude the ability to analyze, reason,
reflect, judge, and make inferences and decisi@tber abilities identified as relevant to
critical thinking include asking questions and ipteting. In addition to skills or abilities,
critical thinking, according to the APA consensuginition of the ideal critical thinker, also
involves dispositions or attitudes such as trugtks®y, open-mindedness, analyticity,

maturity, systematicity, inquisitiveness, and smlfifidence.

2.2.2.2 The Cognitive Psychological Approach

According to Lai (2011), the cognitive psychoso@glproach directly contrasts with the
philosophical perspective in two ways. First, bebial psychologists tend to focus on how
people think rather than how they could or shohidk under ideal conditions (Sternberg,
1986). Second, rather than defining critical thingkby pointing out the characteristics of the
ideal thinker, those working in cognitive psycholagnd to define critical thinking by the
types of actions or behaviors critical thinkers eapable of (Lai. 2011).

Therefore, the cognitive psychological approachdts actions and strategies that learners
have and can do. Definitions of critical thinkingat have emerged from the cognitive
psychological approach include:

* “The mental processes, strategies, and represamggieople use to solve problems, make

decisions, and learn new concepts” (Sternberg, ,11939.

» “The use of those cognitive skills or strategieast tincrease the probability of a desirable

outcome” (Halpern, 1998, p. 450 as cited in Lall2Q 7).

Lai (2011) points out in her research review thlalgsophers have often criticized this
latter aspect of the cognitive psychological apphoas being reductionist, that it diminishes a
complex orchestration of knowledge and skills iatacollection of disconnected steps or
procedures (Sternberg, 1986). For example, BaRdOR) argues that it is a fundamental
misconception to view critical thinking as a serasdiscrete steps or skills, and that this
misconception stems from the behaviorist’'s needetine constructs in ways that are directly

observable. According to this argument, and becabseactual process of thought is
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unobservable, cognitive psychologists have tenddddus on the products of such thought,
for example behaviors or overt skills (e.g., analysnterpretation, formulating good
guestions). Other philosophers have also cauti@gaihst confusing the activity of critical
thinking with its component skills (Facione, 1998jguing that critical thinking is more than
simply a procedural step. Indeed, there are a feypgments of the philosophical tradition
who have raised the issue that it is possiblerplsi “go through the motions,br proceed
through the'steps’ of critical thinking without actually engaging ieritical thought (Bailin,
2002).

2.2.2.3 The Educational Approach

Finally, those working in the field of educationvikaalso contributed to the definition of
critical thinking and come up with revealing corsitns from real learning environments.
Benjamin Bloom and his associates are the firstasatm be mentioned in this category. Their
taxonomy of information-processing skills (1956prse of the most widely cited sources for
educational practitioners when it comes to teachimfjassessing higher-order thinking skills.
In each of Bloom’s three taxonomies, the lower levels of learningvitte a base for the
higher levels. His taxonomy is hierarchical, witngorehension at the bottom and evaluation
at the top. The highest levels (analysis, synthemisl evaluation) are frequently said to
represent critical thinking (Lai, 2011).

The benefit of the educational approach is that ifased on real practices that stem from
experiences and observations of the student le@roinlike both the philosophical and the
psychological traditions (Sternberg, 1986). Howeweany researchers, such as Ennis (1985)
and Sternberg (1986), think that the educationgk@gch is limited by its vagueness. For
example, the taxonomy lacks the clarity necessamguide instruction and assessment in a
useful way. Furthermore, the frameworks develope@ducation have not been tested as
vigorously as those developed within either phifgsoor psychology (Sternberg, 1986).

Despite the differences between the philosophiedlthe cognitive psychological schools
of thought and their approaches to defining critibanking, they both agree that critical
thinking involves abilities, such as:

e analyzing arguments, claims, or evidence (Ennig51%acione, 1990; Halpern, 1998;

Paul, 1992);

4 Benjamin Bloom (1956) identified three domains dfieational activities: cognitive, or mental skilkhowledgg
affective, or growth in feelings and emotional arétitude); and psychomotor, or manual and physical skslkslI§).
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* making inferences using inductive or deductive oeasy (Ennis, 1985; Facione, 1990;

Paul, 1992; Willingham, 2007);

* judging or evaluating (Case, 2005; Ennis, 1985jdrax; 1990; Lipman, 1988); and
» Making decisions or solving problems (Ennis, 1988|pern, 1998; Willingham, 2007, as

cited in Lai, 2011, p.8).

There is some controversy over this amalgam ofadisions and abilities. In 1991, Ennis
posited a definition that has become widely acakpiée argued that critical thinking is
“reasonable reflective thinking focused on decidiitat to believe or do” (McAllister, 2009).
Paul broadened this definition to include the amsded dispositions of critical thinkers
themselves, as well as certain standards of ictelé thought, which those thinkers should
apply (Paul, 1987). Still, scholars debate whethitical thinking can indeed be considered to
be a set of general skills and dispositions, oit i too imprecise and broad for simple
categorization. It seems that researchers cannateagn whether it is the process and
structure of thought or the quality of the thinkifMcAllister, 2009).

According to Lai (2011), as early as 1985, reseaciworking in the area of critical
thinking recognized that thability to think critically is distinct from theélispositionto do so
(Ennis, 1985). Critical thinking is dependent upmrperson’s disposition to use it (Paul,
1992). This term is defined by Facione (1995) aswiilingness, motivation, inclination and
intention to be engaged in critical thinking whileflecting on significant issues to make
decisions. Philosophers like Dewey agree thatcalitthinking or, in his terms, reflective
thinking includes the dimensions of skill and disgion (Dewey, 1933; Norris & Ennis,
1989).

Thus, opinion of researchers appears to confirmntiteon that critical thinking abilities
and disposition are, in fact, separate entitiesi(ffee, 2000). The disposition necessary to
undertake critical thinking has variously been castattitudes or habits of mind. Facione
(2000) defines them as “consistent internal moitvest to act toward or respond to persons,
events, or circumstances in habitual, yet potdgtahlleable ways” (p. 64). Researchers tend
to identify similar sets of dispositions as relevancritical thinking. For example, the most
common include (Lai, 2011, p.10):

* Open-mindedness (Bailin et al., 1999; Ennis, 1%&fsione 1990, 2000; Halpern, 1998);
» Fair-mindedness (Bailin et al., 1999; Facione, 3990

» The propensity to seek reason (Bailin et al., 18this, 1985; Paul, 1992);
 Inquisitiveness (Bailin et al., 1999; Facione, 192000);
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* The desire to be well-informed (Ennis, 1985; Faeiat®90); and
* Flexibility (Facione, 1990; Halpern, 1998).

Based on McAllister’s report (2009), when plannadyucational activities with the goal of
developing critical thinkers, it is necessary tdedmine what skills and mindsets are most
desirable. While the six core skillgid out by the Delphi study form the heart of meritical
thinking programming, there exist a variety of amdial skill-sets, which are found in
educational literature. Scholars remain dividedoawhether these are subject-specific skills
or whether they may be transferred between subjEotsthe purpose of this study, sources
are chosen to offer converging viewpoints. Belova isummary chart of the six Delphi core
skills and a handful of selected skill-sets frorhestsources for comparison that McAllister
presented in her study (McAllister, 2009). Theseditahal sources highlight examples of
how the Delphi skills could be applied in an edigral setting.

Table 1
Application of the Delphi Skills in an Educationgbetting

Delphi Report | Halpern Ten Dam Pithers and Saden
Interpretation Verbal Analyzing Collecting,
reasoning arguments analyzing, and
organizing information
Analysis Argument Judging the Planning activities
analysis credibility of
sources
Evaluation Thinking as Asking Problem solving
hypothesis- clarifying/challe
testing nging questions
Inference Likelihood and | Using Communicating
uncertainty technology information
(evaluating
predictability)
Explanation Decision Working with others
making and
problem solving
Self-Regulation Using technology

[(Facione, 1990) (Halpern, 1998) (ten Dam, 20@thers & Soden, 2000) as cited in McAllister,
20009, p.6]

5 As listed above, these include interpretation)\ais, evaluation, inferences, explanation, anéiregulation.
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According to McAllister (2009), the core kkisets and their interpretations can be
further broadened into more specific behaviorsioretisions. This explicit description can be
helpful when defining exact aims for students. Tdllowing examples are from a list which
Paul and his colleagues developed to apply cotiearthinking skills to learning situations.
According to Paul (1987), “these strategies ar&édmodown into three categories: affective
strategies, macro-cognitive abilities, and micrgiutive abilities. Examples are:

» Clarifying issues, conclusions or beliefs.

» Developing criteria for evaluation.

» Generating or assessing solutions.

* Making interdisciplinary connections” (McAlliste2009, p.7).

McAllister asserts that this list of strategies \pdes an insightful look into how the
definition of critical thinking could be broken dawinto very relevant classroom structures.
While none of the lists of skills, dispositionssirategies can truly be considered exhaustive
because of the lack of agreement on the underly@foition of critical thinking, the list by
Paul and associates stands out because of itstemhatapplicability (McAllister, 2009).

To conclude, according to Lai (2011), the defimiti@f critical thinking remains
unresolved. Although most researchers agree tlhiatatrthinking involves both skills and
disposition, disagreement remains as to whethedigmosition to think critically should be
viewed in its normative sense in addition to itsdatory sense (Lai, 2011, p.12). The
cultivation of the learner’s habits and behavi®sai major focus within the areas of the
critical thinking literature that deal specificallyith methodology. That is, while skills remain
at the core of educational programming, many astlsge these habits and behaviors as
necessary building blocks.

Although many of APA researchers in this panel edrehat dispositions were an
important component, they disagreed on the padicuble of dispositions within the
definition of critical thinking, with some arguirthat dispositions have merely a “laudatory
role,” and others maintaining that dispositionsodisve a normative role (Facione, 1990).
That is, most researchers agreed that criticakihinis synonymous with “good thinking,” in
the sense that truly critical thought can only khilgted by those with both the ability and
the disposition to think critically. As such, a pen who is capable of thinking critically and
chooses not to do so is not a critical thinker. Blssumption is that activity does promote
critical thinking, but the degree of effectivendisat it has upon a student’s actual cognitive
behavior remains debatable (Lai, 2011).
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2.2.3 The Relationship between Writing and CriticalThinking

There is an inevitable connection between writing critical thinking because writing is
thinking on paper. So, students who write a lonkha lot (Meyer, Sebranek, & Rys, 2011).
Lev Vygotsky, A.R. Luria, and Jerome Bruner havente out that “higher cognitive
functions, such as analysis and synthesis, seesevelop most fully only with the support
system of verbal language, particularly, it seeafswritten language (Vygtosky, 1962, as
cited in Emig, 1977, p. 122). For the purpose oidijg students towards clear writing,
critical thinking can be infused into each stagéhefwriting process.

According to Meyer, Sebranek, & Rys (2011), Pauédarich, along with a group of
experts, proposed seven traits of effective androlgiting. This framework is supported by

many years of research:

Table 2
Seven Traits of Effective and Clear Writing

IDEAS ORGANIZATION VOICE
« focus on a main point. « The writing has a strong openings The tone is positive, polite,

middle, and closing. confident, and convincing.
« Supporting points are logicallye The organization fits with the | » The piece shows attention to the

developed and well explained. audience and purpose. reader and is convincing.
« Details follow a clear order. » The voice connects with and

» Information is accurate, » Transitions link sentences, encourages the reader.

precise, complete, and current. paragraphs, and sections.
* Lists make information

accessible.
WORDS SENTENCES CORRECTNESS
< Words are conversational anfde Sentences are concise and easy ¢o Grammar, punctuation, spelling,
understandable. read. and mechanics are correct.
« Key words and technical terme Lengths and patterns are varied. « Correctness makes
are precise and defined. « Active and passive voices are communication clear.
< Language respects gender, used effectively.

ethnicity, and ability.

DESIGN

« Format is complete and consistent
» Page design makes the document
attractive and easy to read

Therefore, teaching clear writing through critighinking can best be done with an
understanding of the six levels of thinking thatsbme extent, all of us use. Bloom'’s revised

taxonomy identified six levels of thinking.



28

Table 3

Bloom’s Taxonomy

The Cognitive Process Dimension
The Knowledge Remember | UnderstandApply Analyze Evaluate| Create
Dimension
Factual List Summarize| Classify Order Rank Combine
Knowledge
Conceptual Describe Interpret Experiment| Explain Assess | Plan
Knowledge
Procedural Tabulate Predict Calculate | Differentiate | Conclude| Compose
Knowledge
Meta- Appropriate| Execute Construct | Achieve Action Actualization
Cognitive Use
Knowledge

(www.oregonstate.edu/instructourses/taxonomy/ergian)

Both clear writing and careful critical thinkinggueire focus and attention. Certain critical
thinking strategies can be used to encourage trendeaits of good writing mentioned above.
To be more specific, practicing specific strategsesh as the ones designed and implemented
in this study, can strengthen the ability to thimkll and thus to write critically and clearly.
Obviously, there is an indispensable connectiowéen the two activities. As a result, good
writing becomes the outcome of using critical thirgk

Research on writing needs not only to examine thkiev of practices in the field of
writing, but also to explore how to implement thémthe classroom to the advantage of
students. This study aims at bringing togethertdsehing of writing as process with the
social and cultural in a Palestinian context. Teeosd part of this literature review focuses

on the research on ESL/EFL writing.

2.3 Research on ESL/EFL Writing
2.3.1 Introduction
In the past decade, the research on writing antingrinstruction has grown dramatically.

Writing research has been girded by national reforovements in the United States such as

the Annenberg Challenfjand Accelerated Schodjsvhich recognize writing as a key factor

® A national policy research and reform organization that works with urban districts and communities in the US to improve the
conditions and outcomes of schools, especially in urban communities and in those attended by traditionally underserved children.

7 The Accelerated Schools philosophy of powerful learning is based upon an approach in which learners construct
knowledge and personal meaning from new experiences. In constructing their own understanding, students learn
how to apply concepts, analyze information, and solve problems. Constructivist concepts are deeply embedded in
the three Accelerated Schools principles: building on strengths, empowerment coupled witlpoesibility, and unity of
purpose, as well as Accelerated School values, asicbflection, equity, participation, and riskitak



29

in students’ academic lives; the National Writingpject (NWP), which is a nationwide
network of educators working together to improve tbaching of writing in US schools and
in other settings accompanied by the establishment of the Nati@eaiter for the Study of
Writing (NCSWL) ° at the Graduate School of Education of the Unitersf California at
Berkley, which focused attention on conducting wgtand literacy research, especially
between 1985 and 1995. According to Sperling aneediman (2001), “Parallel to this
evolvement was the development of in-depth studiestheories about writing and learning
from social, cultural, and cognitive perspectivelgdp.370). The context of this new
educational climate is the growing diversity of tsident population in the US. Student
diversity has contributed to “mounting academic ggular concern for the writing and
literacy skills of the students from varied lingigs cultural and ethnic backgrounds”
(Sperling and Freedman, 2001, p.370) and has ieddboth L1 & L2 learners.

Consequently, research on writing has wavered letwesearchers who believe that the
topic of writing in particular witnessed a blackripel due to the lack of coherence in what to
study, while others are optimistic about the pregien of research on writing in the past
decade. To them, there has been coherence inutlg st writing if one subscribes to the
philosophy that writing is inseparable from broatieguistic and communicative processes
accompanied by the evolution in the study of lagguand critical theory. Hence, despite
their different approaches, researchers have gnetaveloped two related assumptions
about writing pedagogy:

(&) Writing is a cognitive and social process, and
(b) Critical relationships exist between writing anti@tlanguage processes.
These two related assumptions have led to the dewvednt of models for different writing

processes.

8 The National Writing Project is a nationwide network of educators working together to improve the teaching of writing
in the nation's schools and in other settings. NWP provides high-quality professional development programs to teachers
in a variety of disciplines and at all levels, from early childhood through university. Through its network of more than
200 university-based sites located in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands, NWP
develops the leadership, programs, and research needed for teachers to help students become successful writers and
learners. For more information, visit www.nwp.org.

The National Center for the Study of Writing andekacy (NCSWL), one of the educational researchersrsponsored bthe U.S.
Department of Educatiorhas completed its mission and no longer functiassan independent entity. The center was
based at th&raduate School of Educatiai the University of California at Berkeleywith a site atCarnegie Mellon
University.
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2.3.2 Models for the Writing Processes

Flower and Hayes’s model (1981), and the Bereiter Scardamalias’s model (1987) have
been frequently cited in English composition stades they have directly shaped writing
research for ESL/EFL learners who study Englisla ascond language. Three main themes
have emerged from studies about the developmeutiting:

» The differences between skilled and unskilled Liews;

» The varied classifications of writing strategies;

* The recognition of and emphasis on social and mlltwaspects of the learning
environment.

Inflamed by the strong cognitive perspective ontimgi that dominated the 1970s and
1980s, and fixated on the complexity and difficudty writing, Flower and Hayes (1981)
conducted what is arguably the most “influentialdst of writing for the past 25 years”
(Graham, 2006, p.458). Flower and Hayes assehatithe “process of writing is best
understood as a set of distinctive thinking proessshich writers orchestrate or organize
during the act of composing” (Sperling and Freedn291, p.366). This approach reflected
the general “cognitive revolution” that has congduto motivate much educational research
in an attempt to establish a “cognitive paradigmr’ dinderstanding teaching and learning in
relation to writing. This prevailing paradigm fo@sson teaching students how to think and
how to engage in problem solving and critical tlmgkthrough reasoning and critique during
the study of diverse subjects including writing.

A natural outcome of this research has been thatiore of models of writers’ thought
processes while composing such as the one cregtEtbWwer and Hayes who suggested that
writing does not progress in linearly ordered ssadpeit rather flows recursively through a set
of sub-processes that includes planning (generategs, setting goals, and organizing),
translating (turning plans into written languagayd reviewing (which involves evaluating
and revising). Writers routinely use one sub-precés cycle into another, with many
interruptions and sub-processes occurring in nedfierder (Flower & Hayes, as cited in
Sperling & Freedman, 2001). Above all, this modews writing as a goal-directed and
problem-solving process.

Flower & Hayes asked students to think aloud whiitenposing. The purpose is to
verbalize thoughts while students are writing. Thesearch paved the way for the
examination of both the cognitive and psychologjmalcesses that are involved in writing,

allowing them to construct a model of skilled wrgithat included three basic components:
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task environment, cognitive processes, and therigitong-term memoryMore specifically,
the task environment component involves externalofa that influence the writing task.
These include the writing topic, audience, and watitng cues. Another component, cognitive
processes, provides a description of the mentalatipas employed during writing. These
included planning, translation, and reviewing tiett The final component, the writer’s long-
term memory, included the author's knowledge altwet topic, intended audience, and
general plans for accomplishing the task. This rhedephasizes three main principles: (a)
writing is a conscious and self-directed activiigttinvolves the intelligent use of a variety of
mental operations, (b) the deployment of theseaijmers does not flow in a linear fashion,
but generally involves a complex interplay thahésted or interwoven together and (c) the
writer must deal with many demands all at once k@na, 2006).

A radically reduced version of the Flower and Halykxlel (1981) is that of Bereiter and
Scardamalia (1987) who developed a model for nowvickers which is referred to as
knowledge telling and knowledge transforming. Bereiand Scardamalia criticized the
Flower &Hayes model for its methodology, which eelisolely on protocol data, and for its
inability to distinguish between skilled and unbddl writers. Bereiter and Scardamalia
proposed that novice writers use a greatly singaifversion of the idea generation process
proposed in the 1980s. They convert the writing tag simply telling what is known about
the topic. Their model has three main componerits.first is the mental representation of the
assignment, which involves understating and defirtime function of the task. A second
component is the long-term memory, which include® ttypes of knowledge: content
knowledge, which is defined as what the writer ksoabout the topic, and discourse
knowledge, which has to do with the writer's lingic knowledge. The third and final
component is the knowledge-telling process, whichsests of several operations including
making decisions on the actual topic, type of teggrch and retrieval of information that can
be transcribed into text. Bereiter and Scardamals® proposed a more expert model of
writing referred to as knowledge transforming. Thjgproach to writing involves planning
text content in accordance with rhetorical, comroative, and pragmatic constraints. All
these processes are guided by the goals and datsfreesented in problem analysis and goal
setting.

However, Flower and Hayes (1981) argue that Beraitel Scardamalia’s theory is purely
cognitive in nature and seems to ignore the sdadbrs involved in writing (Abdullah et al.,
2011). Another pertinent point that surfaced froneit argument is that Bereiter and

Scardamalia’s model does not clearly indicate whanunskilled writer can progress or
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develop his writing skills from knowledge telling knowledge transformation during the
process of writing (Abdullah et al., 2011). Furtnere, Myles (2002) points out that not all
the components of the models presented earlieappeopriate in a second language (L2)
context. The Flower and Hayes model, in particuldmes not recognize cross-cultural
differences and issues related to socio-culturalatian in the functions of the written
language (Myles, 2002). Additionally, with nativpeskers, “writing ability is more closely
linked to fluency in and familiarity with the comvitions of expository discourse” (Kogen
1986, p. 25, as cited in Myles, 2002). L2 writerewever, are in the process of acquiring
these conventions, and so they often need monaiatistn about the language itself. Limited
knowledge of vocabulary, language structure, andtezd can inhibit a L2 writer's
performance. In addition, the models do not accéamgrowing language proficiency, which
is a vital element of L2 writing development (My|&902).

The critique that resulted from the models of wgtpaved the way for more research into
the nature of L2 writing. To illustrate, the littwee also reveals other inconsistent findings
with respect to skilled and unskilled L2 writersb@ullah, et al., 2011). For example, Zamel
(1983) in his study on ESL students reports thatike unskilled learners, skilled learners
focus more on meaning and only focused on formr afescribing their ideas. However,
Raimes (1987) did not find any evidence to showt ties unskilled learners were intimidated
by errors in form. Sasaki (2000) reported that expeiters took longer time in planning a
detailed overall organization, while the unskilteues did less global plannitfigShe claimed
that learners reported that expert writers tookragér time to determine their strategy use.
While Chien (2008) agrees with Sasaki that skiledters demonstrate more concern for
global planning, he claims that skilled writersrplass. Yang (2002 as cited in Abdullah, et
al., 2011) also observed differences between skifled unskilled L2 writers in planning
globally, generating ideas, and revising. Xiu aridaX(2004) in their study on Chinese EFL
strategies conclude that skilled and unskilled evsit show differences in two writing
strategies, namely organizing ideas and transgyipMdullah et al., 2011).

According to Abdullah and others (Abdullah et 8D11), there are inconsistent findings in
these studies, which may be attributed to theraitesed to classify L2 learners as skilled or
unskilled. Different criteria are used in differestudies. Zamel (1983) and Raimes (1987)
designate their participants as skilled or unstlilbe the basis of holistic assessment of their

in-class compositions. Sasaki (2000) uses writiggeeence as a criterion, in addition to the

1% Global planning is deciding how to organize the &s a whole.
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holistic assessment of the participants. Xiu arabXR004) differentiated their participants by
their scores on a national English proficiency.t&stngt's (2002) participants are judged to
be good or poor writers on the basis of their stae two previous writing tests and a
questionnaire. The different criteria used in thel®s make it difficult to decide whether the
writing competencies of the skilled and unskille@ lwriters are comparable across the
studies. In this regard, Raimes (1985) cautionecertizan twenty years ago that the validity
of the criteria that differentiate skilled writefsom unskilled writers should be a main
concern in research design. Since the writing caempe of the L2 writer can be influenced
by many factors, the adoption of multiple crites@ould contribute to more precise
assessment of an L2 learner's writing competencthéntarget language (Abdullah et al.,
2011).

This consideration motivated researchers, suchbakilfah et al. (2011) to adopt multiple
criteria in classifying participants in their study their abstract, the researchers conclude that
one of the most significant factors that affect gerformance of those learning a second
language is the difficulty of mastering writing k&i Their paper reveals qualitative research
analyzing the written products and writing stragsgiof four ESL Malay undergraduate
engineering students studying at a local privatvarsity. Specifically the study aimed to
analyze their strategies for English compositiomgghink-aloud protocols, written essays,
post-session interviews, and audiotapes. The stsicie divided into two groups, one of
good learners, and the other of weak learners.ly&asa of the findings revealed that the two
groups of students shared common cognitive wristrgtegies to generate ideas for their
essays, and search for correct words or expressidhe difference between the two groups
of skilled and unskilled students lay in the numbe&strategies being used, the reasons for
their use, and the way the students regulatedtthtegies to solve problems concerning the
writing task (Abdullah, et al., 2011).

Other significant factors affecting the process gmdducts of ESL/EFL writing are
illustrated by Angelova (1999). These factors ude language proficiency, L1 writing
competence, use of cohesive devices, meta-cogriinaviedge about the writing task,
writing strategies, and the writer’s personal cheeastics. Among these factors, writing
strategies seem particularly remarkable becausey mesearchers (Arndt, 1987; Raimes,
1985; Victori, 1995; and Zamel, 1982, as cited iMG, 2005) claim that” it is primarily the
writing strategies that separate successful fras $eiccessful writers” (C Mu, 2005, p.1).

According to C Mu (2005), one of the earliest stsdon ESL/ EFL writing strategies is
Arndt’'s (1987) investigation of six Chinese postiyrate EFL students as they produced
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academic compositions in both their first and fogrelanguages. She adopts eight categories
to code the strategies the students used in théingy including planning, global planning,
rehearsing, repeating, re-reading, questioningsirey, and editing. Arndt (1987) has used
these categories to code Chinese students’ wriragegies. However, Victori (1995) has
identified seven types of writing strategies basedinterviews and think-aloud protocol
analysis. According to Victori (1995), planningag&zrgies, monitoring strategies, evaluating
strategies, resourcing strategies, and repeatrmategtes are all ways in which students use
their mother tongues to generate new ideas, ewahlrad make sense of the ideas written in
their second language, or to find the right ideaflia their first language and then transcribe
it into the second. Other researchers such as Ri887), who conducted research on four
Iranian doctoral students of education, dividedEs&/EFL writing strategies into three main
categories, including cognitive, meta-cognitived @ocial strategies.

After reviewing these studies on ESL/EFL writingasegies, it is evident that the
classifications are “inconsistent and confusing'MG, 2005. p.6). For example, Arndt (1987)
puts planning and global planning into one categafyile Victori (1995) and Sasaki (2000)
divided planning into subcategories, including glbplanning and local planning. All these
factors continue to affect writing instruction ath@ act of composition (C Mu, 2005).

To conclude, the development of English as secanduage (ESL) writing skills is very
complicated, yet current studies mainly refer t® Blower and Hayes model as the criterion
for exploring L2 writing One of the many challengést affect the process of teaching
writing is finding writing strategies that can skeagtifferent writers and “pave the way toward
greater proficiency, learner autonomy, and selfi&ipn” among both skilled and unskilled
L2 writers (C Mu, 2005).

2.3.3Social and Cultural Perspectives

A third recurrent theme that emerges from the stdin writing regarding L2 writing
development emphasizes the social and culturappetises. Over the past decade, the newly
recognized theme of social and cultural perspestime language and learning have forced
many researchers on writing to offer alternativ@the cognitive theory of composing, which
first attracted attention in the 1970s and 198@e(8g & Freedman , 2001). In sum, social-
cognitive theories of writing examine how sociahtaxts for writing operate together with
the cognitive efforts of the writer, similar to h@person acquires a new language. However,
the problem with applying L1 theories and subsegumodels of instruction (such as the
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process approach) to L2 instruction is that L2 mgitalso involves the cognitively demanding
task of generating meaningful text in a second uagg. As a result, L2 students generally
want more teacher involvement and guidance, espeatathe revision stage. Consequently,
in order to provide effective pedagogy, L2 instasstof writing need to understand the social
and cognitive factors involved in the process afosel language acquisition because these
factors have a significant effect on L2 writing éeapment (Myles, 2002).

This need can be seen when paying attention taraliind social perspectives on learning
to write. That is the main reason for this studyastempt to bring together the cognitive with
the social and cultural aspects into the writirgssfoom. In this respect, both Lev Vygotsky
and Mikahel Bakhtin view language development psogess rooted in and inseparable from
social relationships. Vygotsky’'s contribution toitivig theory is a milestone for this study.
His theories have forced writing researchers to gtégntion not only to individuals learning
to write but also to the social interactions thriowghich he argues such learning occurs. He
asserts that the social interactions between a emtl others become for the child the raw
material of thought. “Human learning,” Vygotsky ast “presupposes a specific nature and a
process by which children grow into the intellettifa of those around them” (1978, p.88, as
cited in Sperling & Freedman, 2001). Inspiringlyygétsky uses “the metaphor of buds or
flowers that, with assistance, will bear fruit efdependent accomplishments” (Vygotsky,
1978, p.88, as cited in Sperling & Freedman, 200hgse buds need to be nourished in the
classroom through interactions which occur in tbee of Proximal Development (the Zone)
which is defined as, “the distance between theahatavelopmental level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of pag¢ievelopment under adult guidance or
in collaboration with more capable peers” (VygotsgyB6, as cited in Sperling & Freedman
in Richardson, 2001).

Following Vygotsky’s lead, scholars, such as Brumgood, and Ross have suggested that
the learning process is one in which an adult peer acts as a scaffold to aid learning and
development (Bruner, 1978; Sperling and Freedm@@1R To do this, the adult or peer may
perform part of the task for the learner, model thek, or in other ways offer guidance.
Finally, real learning takes place when the scdfisl gradually withdrawn, and the learner
takes over the task. In this way, learners begiapgropriate modes of speaking, acting, and
thinking (Sperling and Freedman, 2001), and thgtregents their growth into the
environment around them.

The implications of Vygotsky's theory for writingedagogy is that to learn and develop as

writers, and to “appropriate” (Vygotsky, p.86, a®d in Sperling & Freedman, 2001, p.374)
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or organize the information, skills, and valuesoassted with writing, students need to be
engaged in social interactions that center arowspe@s that relate to their settings. These
interactions revolve around aspects of the taskwofing (including generating ideas,
selecting language, and shaping and reshapingtteattjhey can’'t accomplish alone but they
can accomplish with assistance. One likely reasortife acceptance of this theory is that,
conceptually, this metaphor calls for socializihg students in meaningful contexts. This idea
underpins the many calls to reform writing edudatia schools. In contrast, for other
researchers, this metaphor is limited (Sperling r&eeman, 2001). Thus, “the metaphor of
scaffolding has caught on, particularly for presena vision of classroom practice” (Sperling
and Freedman, 2001, p.374). For example, LawsdiR)2ésserts that:

Scaffolding in an educational context is a prodagsvhich the

teacher provides students with a temporary framé&wtor

learning. Done correctly, such structuring encowra@ student

to develop his/her own initiative, motivation, and

resourcefulness. Once students build knowledge deetlop

skills on their own, elements of the framework dissmantled.

Eventually, the initial scaffolding is removed aébher;

students no longer need(jp.2).

One criticism is that this metaphor tends to higjiithe teacher’'s role more than the
student’s in the learning interactions. Take, fwaraple, Stone (1993), who suggests that the
metaphor ignores the multiple communication medrasithat learners and teachers employ
in order for teaching and learning to take plaoepdrticular, Stone singles out the linguistic
and semiotic mechanisms of inference, through whedrners come to share teachers’
perspectives, the nature of teacher-student inteopal relations, and, most importantly, the
social value of the learning situations (Sperlingré&dman, 2001).

Despite this criticism, the Zone has occupied tlredsof many researchers who are now
studying specific interactive contexts in classreamorder to understand their potential for
the students’ learning and development as writéfese interactive contexts can only appear
when students attempt to actually “appropriate” théormation and skills to create a
particular written piece, or a student needs topado particular social-cultural voice or
speaking consciousness. Bakhtin suggests thatetdeé for this particular voice to appear is
bound to situate the learner in certain cultural historical contexts (Sperling & Freedman,
2001).
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Like Vygotsky, Bakhtin (1986) assumes the cenyalénd importance of social
interactions in language and thought, but emphasthe overlapping, intertwined, and
interpenetrated nature of these interactio@ur‘thought itsel—philosophical, scientific and
artistic—is born and shaped in the process of et&on and struggle with others’ thoughts
(1986, pp.92-93, as cited in Sperling & FreedmanRichardson, 2001). For Bakhtin,
language is nothing if not connotative, and isredras such. This linguistic premise forms
the basis of Bakhtin’s idea of voice. How then, sl@akhtin view writing? To him, each
piece of writing is composed from the writer's pageractions with the thoughts of others
and of anticipated future interactions. Applyingsttheory to the classroom, it is assumed that
students’ writing is imbued with the viewpoints amdlues of multiple and sometimes
competing voices. Another major implication of B#hls theories for classrooms is that
students’ thinking and their written texts move xoebly toward reflecting the choices
valued in the context. It follows that studentsni#ting and texts will be richer in learning
contexts where multiple voices and multiple waysvoicing are welcomed (Sperling &
Freedman, 2001).

To achieve such a learning context, teachers meg teeopen up their classrooms both to
conventional academic texts and to texts that aretmaditionally included in academic
settings—incorporating various literary and nométg discourses form western and
nonwestern cultures, ranges of genres reflectingestts’ social and cultural diversity, and
non-verbal symbolic media, including gesturing,vdray, and signing. Towards this end, a
study of non-academic contexts helps us to seentegiassroom genres to define discourses
and texts broadly and to see both younger and @ld&ers using combinations of verbal and
nonverbal signs to make meaning (Sperling & Freegn2®01).This implies that writing
teachers need to incorporate defined discoursestéblish literate meaning-making practices
in schools and colleges. As Delpit (1995) argueachers will need to lead students to acquire
the dominant discourse but, in the process, thidestis must find their own place within it.

According to Graham (2006), in the models revievgedfar, little attention has been
granted to explaining how writers acquire the ctigaiand non-cognitive skills underlying
their writing performances. In his view, these medee snapshots of the complex processes
undertaken at a particular developmental stage.eAample is a model developed by
Zimmerman and Risemberg (1997), which partiallyradsed this issue. Based on the theory
of social cognitive learning, the model describeslf‘initiated thoughts and feelings and
actions that writers use to attain various litergogls including improving their writing skills

as well as enhancing the quality of the text theyate” (Zimmerman & Risemberg, p. 4, as
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cited in Graham ,2006). According to this modelf-ssgulation occurs when writers use
personal processes to strategically regulate theing behavior or their environment. This
model proposed that writers manage the composingegs by bringing into play self-
regulatory strategies for controlling their actiptieeir writing environment, and their internal
thoughts by monitoring, evaluating and reactinthr own thoughts. Learning in this model
is determined by interactions between personal gases, as well as behavioral and
environment events (Graham, 2006).

The Zimmerman and Risemberg (1997) model is lidhites it does not address the
effectiveness of the interactions between selfledgun and other processes involved in
writing, such as the working memory or text trafgoon, however it does contribute to the
description of the composing process for threeaegssas Graham outlines: (1) it offers an
explanation of how writers exert deliberate contreér the act of writing; (2) it provides a
description of how writers’ beliefs about competencfluence and are influenced by their
self-regulatory actions and subsequent performaand; (3) the model not only describes
what writers do, but also the process of changeutit which writers acquire new self-
regulatory behaviors (Graham, 2006).

To comment on the models described earlier anag dime advent of the Flower and Hayes
model in 1980, more sophisticated models have esder@raham (2006) used a metaphor to
describe these models as “incomplete paintinggt6@). He states that descriptions of the
broader contextual, cultural, and social influenoeswriting remain tintouched” in the
cognitive models reviewed in many studies aboutingi He also believes that there is a
need to create models that capture what the wrfinogess looks like at different levels of
development, addressing how writing developmeng¢tgilace, and building on Zimmerman
and Risemberg’s model (1997). Such models “woupkeislly be useful in designing writing
interventions as they would provide both developieerd theoretical guidelines” (Graham,
2006, p.462).

To conclude this section, the research on writimgjdates that despite the fact that the
process of writing may not be fully understood, tbad from novice to expert writer is likely
paved by changes in the writer's self-regulatorystsategic behavior, basic writing skills,
knowledge, will, and motivation. One common paditagreement in the models that were
described above is that skilled writers are writel® are self-directed within the process of
writing. Another ingredient is the element of plamn Flower and Hayes found that 80
percent of the content offered by skilled writemmes from focused planning. That is,

planning can differentiate a skilled writer from anskilled writer, as mentioned in the
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previous studies. The third ingredient is revisingpich also plays an important role in the
development of writing because it requires consider cognitive processing. Finally,
knowledge and the types of knowledge are impoff@arie progression of writing.

Thus, to Graham (2006), empirical data about temsf knowledge is thin, yet there is
cumulative evidence that supports the positionwrétng development is shaped by changes
in writing knowledge. The question at this poist if these four factors: self-regulation,
planning, revising, and knowledge, which are esakfudr the development of writing, exist
in the class, will the painting become complete?ll We outcome be better writers, or is
there something else missing? Clearly, there hsige gap between theory and practice on
writing. Finally, with reference to the writing meld, Graham’s analysis of how writing
develops continues to be an “incomplete paintifihe current study is an attempt to fill a

few of these gaps in the field of L2 writing, sgaxlly at the college level.

2.3.4 The Status of Writing and Critical thinking at the College Level

Written communication skills and complex reasontimgugh critical thinking are widely
assumed to be at the core of college educatior®7® study of 40,000 faculty members done
by the American Council on Education found thap@rcent of the respondents indicated the
most important goal of undergraduate educationoidoster students’ abilities to think
critically (Paul, 2004).

However, what is the current state of critical Ky in higher education? This question is
addressed by Paul (2004) in his articlhé State of Critical Thinking Tod&yde announces
sadly that the studies of higher education dematessome disturbing facts: (1) most college
faculty at all levels lack a substantive conceptufical thinking, and (2) lecture and rote
memorization are still the norm in college instrootand learning. Research demonstrates
that critical thinking is not fostered in the tyaiccollege classroom. Paul supports this
statement by referring to Lion and Gardner (1996 wilocumented the following disturbing
pattern, “ faculty aspire to develop students’icait thinking skills, but research consistently
shows that in practice, we tend to aim at facts emncepts at the lowest cognitive levels
rather than development of intellect and valuesiu{(P2004, p.2).

Recently, in an unprecedented stu@e Hechinger Repor{2011) published by Rimer
from the Teachers College at Colombia Universiggearchers observed the cognitive growth
of several thousand undergraduates through foursyef college. They found that large

numbers didn’t learn the critical thinking, complexasoning, and written communication
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skills that are widely assumed to be at the corealiege education. Many of the students
graduated without knowing how to sift fact from wipin, make a clear written argument, or
objectively review conflicting reports of a situatior event (Rimer, 2011).

In criticism of the status of college writing, Reen(2007) also expressed his concern about
the status of writing at the college level. In égsay, A New Beginning in College Writing,”
he expresses his concern about the confusion ovat tgtudent-centered” really means. He
describes an educational philosophy that has ddednhigh school English and college
composition for the past quarter century. He qoestiits “dubious oppositions” (Prince,
2007, p. 2) between student-centered approachesegs-and-product writing, teacher-
centered approaches, passive reproduction, angeamitique. He believes that the process-
based approaches tend to put a self-conscious,odwtygical spin on writing. Teachers
confuse stages of learning with reflection on leagrand, for him, this is not enough, as
students are “led unobtrusively” (Prince, 2007,3p. To him such strategies overload
students, and “process becomes its own productubecdhey place fluency before
correctness, expression before form, and persooigk vbefore public discourse” (Prince,
2007, p. 3-4).

Further, in another “provocative piece” in the wge€hronicle Review;A Rescue Plan
for College Composition and High School Englishrinee (2009) continues to argue that
college composition classes should be reformattauledy. In the discussion following the
article, many teachers agreed with him, but thezeewnany who didn’t. He raised a probing
guestion with regards to writing and critical thimf, arguing that “The assumptions of the
critical-thinking movement have had a deleterioffeat on college composition and its
forced imitator, high-school English- What if it$all been a huge mistake?” (Prince, 2009,
p.1). He elaborates by saying that the criticahkinig, reading, and writing movement is
obsessed with the process of thinking yet at thmesd@ime deprives students of basic
rhetorical techniques in writing. There is a rushrmake them critical and that, to him, doesn't
make sense” (Prince, 2009, pp.1-2). Despite tregdeement over what Prince is advocating,
and in defense of the Prince, there is real valugushing forward these foundational
guestions of pedagogy: how can we best help odests learn to read and write at a college
level?

One important finding emerges from these criticisgbsut teaching writing which is that
the infusion of critical thinking strategies mayinferce writing, and therefore, there is an

urgent need for more empirical studies that capthespedagogical implications of actual
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written compositions in the L2 English writing ctéasom. This is the main purpose of this
study.

A basic premise of this study is that the cognisedool of thought is the most effective
approach to explore real and actual practices @ingrat the college level. It maintains that
writing does happen in “steps,” but they are nataessarily always in the same order, since it
is the fluid process of moving back and forth besw@rocesses that makes up the act of clear
writing (Rose, 1985). Despite the tremendous isteire how to teach writing through critical
thinking, pedagogical problems still remain. Ang, ia evident from the studies mentioned
earlier, the language of writing instruction at ttwlege level has to be addressed thoroughly
in L2 classes, which require students to write yeasing complex reason and critical
thinking. How then, can EL writing teachers takeattage, in their process-pedagogies, of
certain powerful critical thinking strategies? Irder to address this issue, it is necessary to
point out the importance of considering the teaglahwriting as a method of instruction in

English L2 classes.

2.3.5 Teaching Writing

Teaching writing continues to be a challenge fackers, including the researcher herself.
Many English language teachers and scholars cantiawffer remedies for effective and
good writing, famously known as the stages of decéive writing process. The writing
process presents students with a step-by-stepguoe¢hat leads to the completion of a piece
of writing. Students follow a formula to solve a tmgroblem, and so they can follow this
procedure to produce the best five-paragraph méaeeriting possible. These stages include
pre-writing, writing, revising, editing, and handjrin assignments to the teach&herefore,
good writing is largely the result of taking thght five steps to create an effective writing
process for writing in the five-paragraph form.

There is a debate in US universities between tiditional approach to writing that gives
preference to structured writing and another apgrahat advocates free writing, or “lets
students write what they want,” especially at tinéversity level. But, both sides agree that
writing must be in the form of what is called ansas Essay writing, especially at
universities, requires students not only to denratssttheir understanding of a given topic,
but more importantly to demonstrate their ability mdependent thinkers in academic
settings.
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2.3.5.1 Essay Writing

There is no doubt that the essay is a well-estaddigenre in higher education. Originally,
the word, essay, goes back in history 400 yearMithel do Montaigne, a lawyer who
devoted his life to observing the world and writipout it. Four centuries later,
Montaingne’s writings make for remarkably good riegdfor he was a brilliant thinker and
writer who also happened to invent one of the mitierary forms. Montaingne’€ssaisis a
collection of his writings, most of them brief and a single subject. The French waskai
means literally “attempt.” Figuratively, it meangxtursion” or “exploration” (Pharr &
Buscemi, 2005).

The most important idea that lies behind the féessai” is that it should reflect options
or possibilities,as reflected in Montaigne’s sense of the essag.€Bsay is only one form of
writing practiced in the academic and business dvaYlevertheless, many students dread the
thought of having to write an essay. Some witnes$ issignments as a needlessly formal,
artificially narrow means of judging their writingvhile others fear the idea of writing and
thinking seemingly altogether. However, and aceaydio Pharr and Buscemi (2005), there
are three good reasons why it is essential to leannto write essays:

* Someone who can write a solid essay proves thai lshie can communicate effectively
with educated readers;

» Essays provide an unparalleled opportunity for eesdto judge someone’s critical
thinking, organization, and language usage,;

» The writer of a successful essay has thought thirdhg topic, taken “ownership” of the
developed topic, and worked through the stagebBeofatriting process. Therefore, creating

a quality essay can be a source of pride.

Essays may be written on all kinds of subjects, #@mely can be long, sometimes
approaching 25,000 words. However, the essaysthdénts are asked to write in college are
much shorter. The normal procedure is that studemtsasked to choose a topic or are given
one to write about. Then they consider the toden phe essay, organize it, and develop it by
providing examples, experiences, and other infaonatAt the same time, students must
follow the rules of what is called “proper Englisehd usage of grammar and mechanics
(Pharr & Buscemi, 2005). The good news is thatehgmo single or perfect way to write an
essay. Despite the fact that essays appear in mdigyent forms, every essay has two
features. First there is the rhetorical contextjcwhs the reason that the essay exists. The

writer must have a clear purpose and audience s&bend feature is the rhetorical structure,
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which is the way the writer chooses to shape tlsayeso it best fulfills that purpose and
reaches that audience. Traditionally, there are moain categorical purposes for writing: (1)
to express (2) to inform (3) to entertain, andt¢dpersuade. These four categories are starting
points that may lead the writer into a world ofiops that will enable them to decide how to
write.

The essay is central to assessment in higher edocaindrews (2001) points out a
number of reasons that can be given for the cétytflthe essay in higher education. First, it
is a genre and text-type in which explicitness leg characteristic. In an essay, “you spell
out connections” (Andrews, 2001, p.3). Secondlg, ¢lssay sits firmly within the rationalist
and the humanist paradigm, which is a well-suppbttelief that discourse in words is
important and that the presentation and exchangeeak is fundamental to civilized human
discourse. It is a genre that lends itself to p&s&/e discourse where ideas are “paraded,
supported by evidence, linked to meaningful seqeieand commented upon to persuade the
reader of the position” (Andrews, 2001, p.3). Themalities, Andrews argues, make the
essay “assessable” in the academic field.

Recently, a study announced the death of the esstsyfive-paragraph format. According
to the article, titled Bid Goodbye to the Five Paragraph Es$gyblished at the University
of Southern California (2010), the traditional figaragraph format may help the writer get
started, but it will very soon begin to hinder diayther progress. The article claims that
students need to write what they want to write. tTisa restricting the format to a five-
paragraph essay inhibits the student's free andtieee expression. Not all ideas lend
themselves to full development in five paragrapbsaboise some ideas may require four or six
paragraphsBid Goodbye to the Five Paragraph Essa®10). Therefore, it is necessary to
be aware that (1) the five-paragraph form is elytiaetificial because it does not relate to any
form of academic discourse; (2) it also dependsgaiegorical scheme of organization that
divides any topic into three main reasons using libdy part of the essay in its three-
paragraph form; it has neither the flexibility rtbee range to address the complexity of most
college writing assignments. Worst of all, the deticoncludes, this five-paragraph format
stifles the writing process and encourages podingrhabits, since it does not foster thought
or creativity and thus undermines the entire notibpre-writing in general and innovation in
particular. This format simply insults the intedligce of the reader, ignoring their needs and
interests Bid Goodbye to the Five-Paragraph Far2010). However, there are other scholars
like Andrews (2001) who believe that the essayas adead because of its flexibility and

ability to adapt to different functions.
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One distinction that the article points to is ttiz only “rationale” for keeping the five-
paragraph essay form is teaching a non-native &mg$ipeaker the structure of the
“traditional” five-paragraph essay. According te tarticle, one of the greatest weaknesses of
non-native speakers of English is their organizatd ideas. Therefore, non-native speakers
of English need to focus on organization first. Borer, the five-paragraph essay is the most
effective foundation for all writing skills becaugs organization makes it easy for the reader

to understand what the writer is trying to say.

2.3.5.2 The Mode of Persuasive / Argumentative Essa

While some argue that this era marks the end of dbsay, others argue for the
effectiveness of selecting certain functions iragsariting that are best suitable for teaching
writing through critical thinking in higher educai, such as the persuasive or argumentative
essay. For example, Avery (1994), in his artidlzitical Thinking Pedagogy: A Possible
Solution to the Transfer Problemg&mphasizes that the use of a model of persuasive o
argumentative essay in specific is an effective watgach critical thinking skills, since it can
help provide some “transfer-inducing instructiomvéry, 1994, p.50). However, Thomas
Newkirk argues in his article Critical Thinking and Writing: Reclaiming the Es$af1989),
that the traditional argumentative essay that tsabheésis in the first paragraph gives too much
away too soon, which takes away from the enjoynanthe reader who wants some
exploratory intrigue. To Avery (1994), this is anwarranted objection because the foremost
purpose of the argumentative essay is not enjoyimantlarity. Starting the thesis statement
in the first paragraph instead of later on onlyilftates clarity for the reader, who then knows
exactly what is at issue. Furthermore, the thesigrolled essay does not take away from the
exploratory intrigue of reading, for the readell &is the critical task of determining whether
the author has succeeded in proving the case ominith is an exciting activity in itself
(Avery, 1994). Thus, there is affirmation that wrif as a process can be empowered by using
critical thinking as a tool especially in persuasigr argumentative essays. In fact, the
argumentative essay, as a form of writing, is tffecéive tool to develop thinking and

writing.
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2.3.5.3 The Stages of Writing

Harmer, in his boolHow to Teach Writingealls the stages of writing a shopping list. He
argues that this shopping list may not seem toigeoan example of sophisticated writing,
but it nevertheless tells us something about théngrprocess. It does provide evidence of
the progression that the writer goes through ireotd produce something in its final written
form. This process may be affected by the contémhe writing and the type of the writing,
in addition to the medium it is written in. Thug agrees with the fact that there are four main
elements: planning, drafting, editing, and thelfiresion (Harmer, 2004).

Harmer provides insight into the link between hoe @onsider writing and how we teach
it in the form of an essay. Many traditional apmtoes, for example, failed to incorporate
these kinds of insights into the writing process.cbmment on this, it may be that “insight”
for Harmer is the same as “inspiration” for Draay&P90), and the same as reflective
thinking for Dewey. Harmer provides a simple expliégon here. In some teaching, students
write a composition in the classroom, which theches corrects and hands back the next day
covered in ink, often red ink. The student putsdabeected piece in his folder and the words
are then buried for years. For years, this has beeiase. The teaching of writing has been
focused on writing as a product rather than thegss. The student’s attention in the use of
the five-paragraph form is geared towards the “Whather than the “how” of text
construction. Harmer, in this regard, suggestsetmain concerns: (1) how to get students to
plan, (2) how to encourage them to draft, reflaci revise, and (3) and how to respond to
our students’ writing, or feedback.

To support Harmer's view, both the Flower and Hay#381), and the Bereiter and
Scardamalia (1987) writing process models sertdeagheoretical basis for using the process
pedagogy approach in both L1 and L2 writing inginre Writing instruction is a key
element in the success of a good writing class. éxample, by incorporating pre-writing
activities such as collaborative brainstorming; feice of personally meaningful topics;
strategy instruction during the stages of compqsitgfting, revising, and editing; multiple
drafts; and peer-group editing; then the instrucisotaking into consideration what writers do
as they write. In addition, attention to the wigtiprocess stresses more a workshop approach
to instruction, which fosters classroom interactemmd engages students in analyzing and
commenting on a variety of texts. The L1 theoriéso aseem to support less teacher

intervention and less attention to form.
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Research has also identified other key processemad writing in its different stages,
such as the pre-writing stage, which is, accordinBohman (1965), “the stage of discovery
in the writing process.” To him, the process ofting is continuous growth and change. He
was concerned with pre-writing for two reasonss itrucial to the success of any writing that
occurs later, and it is seldom given the attentioconsequently deserves (Rohman, 1965).
Pre-writing as a key factor for success is alsmtiied by Berkenkotter ( 1982)who found
out that expert writers are able to plan their wgtbetter than novice writers (Sasse &
Fitzpatrick , 2004). This finding has led Berkertkot(1982) to suggest that students must be
given exploratory opportunities to engage in explre-writing activities. This process
pedagogy approach allows time for students to tliné to make revisions to their initial
thoughts (Sasse & Fitzpatrick, 2004).

As Rohmarn(1965)indicates, pre-writing or planning is often a netgel or underestimated
area in the study of L2 writing. Kellog (1990), ims study Effectiveness of Pre-writing
Strategies as a Function of Task Demand®ind the pre-writing process to be more
effective than other strategies. College studemtsteva short informative essay calling for
analytical thinking. The students began draftinghauit any pre-writing time. They first
prepared a hierarchical written outline or a visuetivork of ideas and their relations through
clustering. Task demands were also varied. Theingritask demanded generation and
organization of ideas, provided suggested ideaghfertopic, and provided both ideas and
a possible organizational scheme. The quality efdbcuments, in terms of content and style,
the fluency of composing, and characteristics ef phe-writing plans generated by outlining
and clustering were measured. The results show dhtihing significantly improved the
overall quality of documents and the fluency offting the text. Clustering increased the
number of ideas generated during pre-writing, bad ho impact on document quality and
actually cost writers in terms of composing fluermsed on total time spent on the task
(Kellog, 1990).

Likewise, Torrance and Robinson (1994), in thsiudy ‘The Writing strategies of
Graduate Research Students in the Social Scieneesgtl the cluster analysis at the pre-
writing stage to identify three distinct groupsstfidents in terms of the strategies they used
when writing: “planners,” who plan extensively atten make few revisions, “revisers” who
develop content and structure through extensivisigy and “mixed strategy” writers, who
both plan before starting to write and revise esiegly as part of their writing processes. The
planners reported higher productivity than both theisers and mixed strategy writers.

Planners and revisers did not differ significantiyhow difficult they find writing to be, but
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planners find writing less difficult than the mixstrategy writers. The researchers conclude
that working from a plan can be an effective wgtistrategy for some, but that planning is
neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition eiting success (Torrance & Robinson,

1994).

Unlike, Torrence and Robinson (1994); Hayes anchN&896) considered planning to be
a type of reflection to be examined along with otteflective processes. They argued that
planning can be distinguished from other types eflection because it occurs in an
environment different from that of the task itsefhey argue that there are two types of
planning: process planning and text planning. Bege#anning is focused on the writer and
how the task is to be performed, whereas text janis focused on the content and form of
what is to be written. This can entail abstract fglanning that leads to the production of
ideas, notes, and outlines involving content amdattical organization, language planning, or
both. According to Hayes and Nash (1996), a nurobstudies that investigated the effect of
planning concluded that “the effect of planningtert quality is almost entirely attributable
to time on task” and that “planning is neither marer less valuable than other writing
activities” (p. 53). In other words, planning leadsetter-quality texts and greater fluency in
writing simply because it affords learners moreetiaverall to be spent on writing (Hayes &
Nash, 1996). Therefore, whether planning is aec#ffe tool in the pre-writing stage or it is
only one more valuable tool that is added to thi&wg process remains questionable.

Clearly, the pre-writing stage can nurture goodkimng too. Advocates of critical thinking
encourage teachers to opt for maximum exploratioprovoke thinking in that stage. For
example, Meyers (1986), argues that teachers dadiggin every class with “something that
is a problem or a cause for wonder” (p.44, as citeBean, 2001). Bean (2001) adds that
presenting students with problems in an early segikes their natural and self-fulfilling
desire to know. He distinguishes between any probénd the nature of the so-called
problems that we need to design for our studedtssays that “not all problems are academic
problems” (p.3). To grow as critical thinkers, dgats must develop the mental habits that
allow them to experience problems phenomenologidalbrder to understand what makes a
problem actually problematic (Brookfield, 1987).

Similarly, Paul (1987) argues that thinking invadventering imaginatively in the pre-
writing stage into opposing views to create “diadogxchange” between our own views and
those whose thinking differs substantially from cawn (Bean, 2001). Kurfiss (1988)
likewise believes that critical thinkers pose pewbt by questioning assumptions and

aggressively seeking alternative views. For Hee, grototypical academic problem is “ill-
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structured,” in that it is an open-ended questtwat does not have a clear and right answer
and therefore must be responded to with a propositiat is justified by reason and evidence
(Kurfiss, 1988). To further explore the connectioetween critical thinking and writing,
Bean (2001) says, “writing is the process of doiogtical thinking and a product
communicating the results of critical thinking” 8. For him, writing instruction “goes sour
whenever writing is conceived primarily as a ‘conmuation strategy’ rather than as a
process and product of critical thought” (p.3).

To conclude, writing grows through critical thingin Critical thinking can’t simply be a
description of facts and ideas; it requires sKilfuiters who can increase their knowledge to
create cohesive logical arguments to support thieiws on paper. University writing is not
creative writing or writing only for yourself. i$ about persuading others that you are part of
an academic community, and that your thoughts qrality thoughts.” They need to be
thoughts that come from thinking critically, aneéyhneed to be able to withstand the critical
analysis of others. Finally, Paul and Elder (20@@ntify nine qualities that are typical of
good critical thought that are also considereddsedts for critical thinking instruction:

1. CLARITY. Are you being as clear as possibledéigou done everything possible to
make sure that your reader understands exactly ychahave to say?

2. ACCURACY. Is your evidence correct? Have yited your sources so that your reader
can check on your data for herself? Have you avb#l@ppy errors?

3. PRECISION. Have you been as exact as possidef?you be less vague about certain
claims?

4. RELEVANCE: s it clear how everything you saglates to the problem that you are
tackling?

5. DEPTH: Have you dealt with the complexiti¢sttee heart of the problem? Are your
analysis and evidence superficial? Is there anotide to the story that you have
neglected?

6. BREADTH: Can this problem be looked at frondifferent point of view? Is your
analysis too one-sided?

7. LOGIC: Is your thinking logical? Does yougament make sense? Do your points really

do what you say that they do?

8. SIGNIFICANCE: Have you dealt with the issubat are most important or have you
been focusing on something that is relatively &iwi

9. FAIRNESS: Have you made an effort to ackmalgk and overcome your prejudices or
vested interests in this topi¢Raul & Elder, 2006, p12).
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2.4 Summary of Linking Writing to Critical Thinking

Although capturing the writing development is a @bex and somewhat uncertain process,
the evidence that is suggested by the existing lmaplies that growth in writing is shaped
by changes in knowledge, skill, will, and self-region (Graham, 2006). In addition, the
process-pedagogy is a rich approach for teachingvtiing. Teaching writing through
critical thinking can be enhanced in different s&@f the writing process, especially in the
pre-writing stage, which is a neglected area afaiesh. Studies also indicate that these factors
vary based on the context examined by the leaysrall these variables play an important
role in transforming learner’s capabilities (Grah@®06). Further, social and cultural factors
play a significant role in L2 writing and writingstruction. Taken together, these conclusions
have several implications for the teaching of wgti

Writing programs should be designed so that theynpte the development of the skills,
knowledge, and self-regulation strategies needesrite effectively, as well as enhance the
writer's motivation. Also, it should be possible teach reading so that it promotes writing
development. Because the correlations betweemgmdind reading are far from perfect, it is
necessary to provide separate instruction and expms in each domain, while taking
advantage of how the two disciplines can be mutualpportive (Graham, 2006).

Another implication from the literature reviewed tisat a “one size fits all model of
instruction is not appropriate. Writer’s instructad needs vary depending on their knowledge,
skills, will, and self-regulation” (Graham, 2006.468.) However, instruction in writing is
still an essential component. A final implicatiantihat writing development takes place over a
long period of time. Thus, the effective teachirfigviting is never limited to one teacher or
one setting. Instead, it requires a coherent, ¢oated, and extended effort in schools and
colleges. Scientific data about the effective téaglof writing has not been rich enough to
allow researchers to draw a roadmap, yet many ateehave been made to provide effective
strategies that incorporate the different elemaetxied to create a rich process. This study is
one of them. Graham (2006) provides three basiciplies, based on his own research, that
provide teachers with some basic instructionategjias:

» Principle 1: Directly teach writing strategies, Iiskiand knowledge. It is necessary to
directly teach writing, skills, and knowledge tleaithance writing development. Modeling
is a key factor in the success of this principléwe aim of this instruction is to improve the
tools that students bring to the task of writim@ne strategy is to directly teach them how

to plan and revise.
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» Principle 2: Structure the writing environment taximize students’ success and learning.
Teachers need to put into place procedures andtegidesigned to help students be more
successful when they write. This includes creadimich environment in which they can
flourish.

- Principle 3: Facilitate writing development thrbugeer interactions. Other classmates
play an important role in facilitating writing dde@ement. Peers can help with planning,
revising, and drafting, and they can reinforce estery of skills and strategies as taught
by the teacher.

To conclude on this section, skills such as diaatinking, peer interactions, and
preference of the mode of writing are valued tonpote writing. Based on Bean (2001),
dialogic thinking skills are appreciated in essagtimg. Also, teaching argumentative
writing means reinforcing the thinking processeat thnderlie academic inquiry. To
promote the teaching of writing through thinkinga¢bers need to make the design of
writing assignments a significant part of courseparation and adopt teaching strategies
that give students repeated, active practice toloexpquestions and problems.
Additionally, it is important to emphasize inquirguestion asking, and “cognitive
dissonance” (Bean, 2001, p.35). Writing is not fatfy package for disguising ignorance,”
rather, it is a way of discovering, making, and owmicating meanings that are

significant, interesting, and challenging (BearQ20

2.5 The Use of Cooperative Learning in Teaching Eag Writing
2.5.1 Introduction

One of the best ways to promote writing throughical thinking as a tool is to foster
productive and participatory interactions among rpeasing goal-directed cooperative
learning as teaching paradigm .Critical thinkingd anteraction are processes that nurture
writing. However, neither skill can be masteredhwut practice. In college teaching, a
paradigm shift is taking place. According to JatmsJohnson, & Smith (1991), “minor
modifications and adjustments in current teachirartices will not solve the problems of
college instruction. Teaching success in today’ddvequires a new approach to instruction”
(p.1). This study aims at implementing a new apphoin instruction, teaching writing
through critical thinking in a cooperative envirogm.

We, as educators, desperately need to break loosethe notion that critical thinking is

sufficient. It is not. Critical thinking in isdl@n is like an empty vessel. If left alone, iihca
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deteriorate. According to Debono (1994), awarerissa dynamic tool to nurture critical
thinking. Without it, our thinking will stay trajga within a pattern that governs our
behaviors. Therefore, it is necessary to createriibn-directing” tools in settings that foster
discussions and debates in order to use criticakitig as a tool to teach writing.

Meaningful discussions that facilitate reflectivénking can be initiated when learners
raise thoughtful questions or provide critical feadk. From an educational perspective,
Duron et al. (2006) define critical thinking as tiability to analyze and evaluate information.
Critical thinkers raise vital questions and proldeformulate them clearly, gather and assess
relevant information, use abstract ideas, and thopen-mindedly to communicate
effectively” (p.160). To communicate effectivelyeans that students need to interact and
cooperate. The terms “collaboration” and “coopeeatearning” have a long history in
education. In the early 1900s, Dewey criticized tise of competition in education and
encouraged educators to structure schools as datiwolgarning environments. These ideas
fell out of favor in the 1940s and 1950s. In the6d® there was a swing back to
individualized and cooperative learning structugsnulated in part by concerns related to
the Civil Rights Movement (Woolfolk, 2001).

Today, constructivist interactive learning is armthstructure that is often used in
developing the writing process because the strastemphasize many of the behaviors which
are seen to promote good thinking habits which leadlear writing. It involves private
speech which guides the thinking process whileingitTo illustrate, the development of
language is a major principle in Vygotsky's soaidieral theory. One important aspect of
language development involves private speech. akrigpeech is self-talk children (and
adults) may use to guide actions and aid in thjkitVhile Piaget may view private speech
as egocentric or immature, Vygotsky understood ithportance of self-directed speech.
Private speech is considered to be self-directgdlaton and communication with the self,
and becomes internalized after about nine yearso(fdlk, 2001). Internalization, which is
private speech that develops from social interasticerves to transfer knowledge, when
acquired, to a peer. Vygotsky also emphasizedntipertance of cultural tools in cognition.
Cultural tools can be any technological or symbdbol that aids in communication
(Woolfolk, 2001). Language, the media, televisioomputers, and books are only a handful
of all the cultural tools available for problemdal or learning. Higher-level processing is
“mediated by psychological tools, such as languagms, and symbols” (Woolfolk, 2001).
After receiving guided help, learners internaline use of the cultural tools and are better

able to utilize them in the future on their own (Wfolk, 2001). To employ the Zone
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effectively, students need efficient interactionotigh dialogue. Cooperative learning is the
appropriate approach for such an endeavor.

As an instructional method, cooperative learning lemerged as an alternative to
traditional methods. It has a long history in Aroan education, going in and out of fashion
over the years. According to Webb and Palincsaslveng constructivist perspectives have
demonstrated interest in situations where elabmratinterpretation, explanation, and
argumentation are vital to the activity of the growhere learning is supported by other
individuals (Webb & Palincsar, 1996).

The “new wave” of cooperative learning appearedhim early seventies, following the
pioneering work of Dewey and, later, Meil & Thelenthe 1950s. Yet the challenges of
educating teachers to employ cooperative learniathads and implementing those methods
in schools and at universities still remain. Acéogdto Sharon (1994), cooperative learning
seems to have become, or is on the road to becormmgntegral part of the instructional
repertoire of many schools. However, it is notwetely employed at schools or universities,
and its impact on classroom organization and pnaesdin secondary education has yet to be
noticed. Even if it is implemented, its degree affectiveness is debatable. Further,
cooperative learning at the high school level hatsbeen explored sufficiently in systematic
research. Over the past three decades, it hasneeiccreasingly apparent to the proponents
and investigators of cooperative learning that #dapand institutionalization of such an
approach in instruction requires system-wide charigeschool organization and function.
Cooperative learning at its simplest transformsdlassroom from a collection of individuals
to a network of groups. That alone alters theaatructure of the classroom from one of
being an audience to a social system compriseat@facting parts (Sharon, 1994).

The terms “group learning” and “cooperative leagiioften are used as if they meant the
same thing. Actually, group work is simply sevestldents working together. They may or
may not actually be cooperating. According to flednsons, there are three basic ways
students can interact with each other as they Iédray cancompeteto see who is “best,”
they can workndividualistically on their own toward a goal without paying attentio other
students, or they can wodooperativelywith a vested interest in each other’s learning/els
as their own. Cooperative learning as a concepeised as the instructional use of small
groups so that students work together to maxinfie& bwn and each other’s learning. The
main goal for grouping is to achieve an academial gdohnson & Johnson, 1989).
Cooperation, a form of collaboration, is “workinggether to accomplish shared goals”
(Johnson & Johnson, 1989, p.2).
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2.5.2 Models of Cooperative learning

There are seven generic methods of cooperativaifgpthat can be applied to a wide
variety of subject matter or used in the teachihgitegrated or multidisciplinary curricula.
The first one is calledStudent Teams-Achievement Decisions (STAbich are a set of
instructional techniques developed and research@dhms Hopkins University and designed
by Slavin (1978), collectively known as Student elaearning. This method is based on the
idea of having students work in cooperative leagrtieams to learn academic objectives. It
emphasizes the use of team goals and team success.

The secondmodel is calledileam Assisted individualization (TAB.is a comprehensive
model that was designed by Slavin & Madden (198)dting specific subject domains like
mathematics. This program specifically combinesparative learning with individualized
instruction to meet the needs of diverse classrooifise third type is theJigsaw Method
where groups share two kinds of interdependenchvimg and working together. They
depend upon one another to achieve tasks. Mendjeedfective groups bring together
diverse strengths, interests, expertise, and krdneléo reach goals that surpass those that can
be achieved by individual members (Sharon, 1994).

A fourth type is calledGroup Investigation in the Cooperative Classroomtich was
designedby Sharon and Sharan (1994). This advanced leraés after teachers incorporate
a series of cooperative learning methods. As siisdeecome more confident, they join in
investigation groups. Investigating in groups £&dlr students to use all the interpersonal and
study skills acquired in other cooperative learmmethods and to apply them to the planning
of specific learning goals. THdéth approach is presented by Kagan and cdltesl Structural
Approach: Six Keys to Cooperative Learniribhe basic premise of this approach is that there
is a strong relationship between what students b \@hat they are learning. That is,
interactions in the classroom have profound effattthe social, cognitive, and academic
development of the students. Téigth method presented by Feldman and Ellis is entitled
Creating Thought-full Classroomand aims at fostering cognitive literacy via caoeyiee
learning and integrated strategies instruction.sTimethod draws from the cooperative
learning school and the thinking improvement schadlinstruction (Sharon, 1994).

The seventh model, which is implemented in this study, is thehnsons’ model of
Cooperative Learningrhis model was developed David and Roger Johnson (1974) of the
University of Minnesota. It is one of the most elglused models of cooperative learning in

higher education. The rationale for choosing thalel is that “its conceptual framework is
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based on an interaction among theory, research peaatice.” (Johnson & Johnson, 1975,

p.17). To illustrate, approaches to implementingpsrative learning may be placed on a

continuum with conceptual application at one end dmect application at the other. These

direct applications include strategy, curriculumddesson planning. Conceptual approaches

to cooperative learning have been developed by €¢h886), and the Johnsons’ (1970).

Therefore, the Johnsons’ model is characterizeloeltyg based on theory that is validated and

is operationalized through the five elements idettias essential to cooperative efforts. Such

elements must exist for cooperation to take pla€ach cooperative lesson or activity should

include the essential components that make coadperatork. The five elements include:

positive interdependence, face-to-face interaciioaiyidual accountability, social skills, and

group processing (Johnson & Johnson, 1975).

2.5.3 The Johnsons’ Model of Cooperative Learning

There are three types of cooperative learning phaes that should be used in an

integrative way while working in groups:

» Formal cooperative learninggroups

This type of learning ensures active cognitivecpssing of information during a lecture.
It consists of fixed memberships, and usually |&sisn few days to few weeks. These
groups have well-defined tasks and are assignedhéyinstructor. Groups may be
structured for learning of information, conceptriéag, problem solving, or essay writing.
The role of the instructor is to be a guide ondige and he/she must specify the objectives
for the lesson, make decisions about putting stisdargroups, explain the task and goal to

the students, monitor with effectiveness, and extalthe students’ achievements.

Informal cooperative learning groups

This type provides long-term support and assistdmcacademic progress. These groups
are temporary, ad hoc groups that last for only diseussion or one class period. Yet
these groups have focused discussions. Their pespare to focus attention on the
material to be learned, set a mood conducive tmieg, help organize in advance the
material to be covered, and ensure that studemsitoely process the material. Also, in

these groups the instructor assures that miscaoeosptincorrect understanding, and
learning experiences are personalized. These tfpg®ups are useful during a lecture or

direct instruction.
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» Structured academic controversy
This type of grouping provides students witle thpportunity to make choices about

academic controversies. Further, groups are déreftructured to ensure that students

manage them constructively. Cooperation, contsyearognition, and met-cognition are four
key elements that can result from interactions agrtbese groups. For example, students are
required to research and argue for a perspectom fine side, and later for advocate the
opposite perspective. After having promoted bditsides, students are required to drop their
given perspectives and work towards a solution feom angle, attempting in the process to
base their decisions on evidence. Studies fouadtkis type of interaction was more likely
to develop epistemic curiosity in the studentsdileg them to question more as they learned
more, rather than become comfortable with singpéspectives. In comparison with debate
and other structures, the creative controversyctire helped students apply concepts to new

situations with greater accuracy (Johnson, Johr&@mith, 1991).

According to the Johnsons, common practice in Sishtwalay is for teachers to separate
students from one another and have them work oim tven. Teachers continually use
phrases like, “Don't look at each others’ papemgait to see what you can do, not what your
neighbor can do!” Or they say, “Work on your own'Having students work alone,
competitively or individualistically, is the dominainteraction pattern among students in
classrooms today. The vast majority of the reseacnparing student-to-student interaction
patterns indicates that students learn more efiggtivhen they work cooperatively (Johnson
& Johnson, 1994). The data suggests that:

» Studentsachievemore in cooperative interaction than in competitior individualistic
interaction. Data suggests that cooperation seerne much more powerful in producing
achievement than the other interaction patterns.

» Students arenore positive about school, subject areas, andhegcor professorsvhen
they are structured to work cooperatively. (Johr&almhnson, 1988

» Students arenore positive about each othehen they learn cooperatively than when they
learn alone, competitively, or individualisticallyegardless of differences in ability,
ethnic background, disabilities, etdofinson & Johnson, 1988

» Students arenore effective interpersonalfs a result of working cooperatively than when
they work alone, competitively, or individualistiya Students with cooperative
experiences are more able to understand the pérsp@t others, more positive about

taking part in controversial discussions, havedrateveloped interaction skills, and have
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more positive expectations when working with othénasn students from competitive or

individualistic settings(Johnson & Johnson, 1988).

According to the Johnson & Johnson model, therefigeeelements that must exist in a
cooperative learning environment. The key to thidge elements includes instruction that
involves students working in teams to accomplishoaxmon goal under conditions that
include these following five basic elements:

1. Positive interdependence-Team members are obliged to rely on one anothackieve
the goal. If any team members fail to do theitt,peweryone suffers consequences.

2. Individual accountability —All students in a group are held accountable foing their
share of the work and for mastery of all of the enats to be learned.

3. Face-to-face interactior—Although some of the group work may be parcelet and
done individually, some must be done interactivelith group members providing one
another with feedback, challenging reasoning andclosions, and perhaps most

importantly, teaching and encouraging one another.

4. Appropriate use of collaborative skills—Students are encouraged and helped to develop

and practice trust-building, leadership, decisicaking, communication, and conflict
management skKills.

5. Group processingTeam members set group goals and periodicallysassbat they are
doing (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991, p. 19-20).
Table 4 illustrates the comparison between traditidearning groups and cooperative

learning groups.

Table 4

Comparison between Traditional and Cooperative Gpsu
Cooperative Learning Groups Traditional Learning Groups
Positive Interdependence No Interdependence
Individual Accountability No Individual Accountdhy
Heterogeneous Membership Encouraged Homogenousktship
Shared Leadership One Appointed Leader
Task and Relationships Emphasized Only Task Enipéths
Social skills Directly Taught Social Skills Assudher Ignored
Teacher Monitors Groups and Intervenes TeacherégnGroups
Group Processing No Group Processing

Basic Elements of Cooperative Learning adopted flohmson D.W., R.T., Johnson, & Smith
K.A.(1991, p.7).
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Additionally, the nature of cooperation that musisein the class is nurtured by effective
classroom discussions and interaction. To illtefrddialogic” is a key element in
cooperative learning. Peer-to-peer interactioexgemely important in creating a learning
environment that is conducive to promoting criticalnking while writing. From the
theoretical standpoint, not only do learners creagsr own knowledge through discussion
and social engagement, but they also create avedetairning perspective, which highlights
the notion that students learn best when they agaged in participation (Cook, 2008).
Discussion has long been a structure used to prsbat thinking development. Cook
outlines three types of discourse among studenmtaglpeer-to-peer interactions. Cumulative
talk refers to the act of building on one anothedsas and is the most common type of
communication found in classroom conversation. f@onational talk occurs when a student
tries to promote his or her own idea without takithgg ideas of others into account.
Exploratory talk involves the active consideratmnmultiple perspectives. Cook proposes
that exploratory talk does not always happen néiyurathe classroom, but can be facilitated
by an instructor. Further, exploratory talk is ts&andard toward which critical thinking
instruction should push, as it requires learnerthitck and consider different points of view.
This is difficult of course, because most studésnsl to move toward a point of convergence
in their dialogue (Cook, 2008). As suggested egrhk possible method to counteract this is
to use creative controversy principles, which regwtudents to advocate from different

points of view and to do so in a non-competitivm@sphere.
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Hence, the Johnsons continue to elaborate notwhiystudents choose to interact, but
how they do that. This issue is a neglected aspkatstruction. Much training time is
devoted to helping teachers arrange appropriaggaations between students and materials
(i.e., textbooks, curriculum programs, etc.), anthe time is spent on how teachers should
interact with students. But how students shoulgract with one another is relatively
ignored. In the author’s point of view, it shouldt be! How teachers plan their activities to
create patterns of student-student interactiorctoeae their assigned objectives has a lot to
do with how well the students learn, how they falgbut school and the teacher or professor,
how they feel about each other, and their selfesteAn outline of Johnson and Johnson’s
model (1987) that the researcher adopts in herysaxplains how students interact. It

includes:

I. Selecting a lesson and making decisions. These d&ms include

1) Selecting the group size most appropriate ferléisson. The optimal size of a cooperative
group will vary according to resources needed tmpete the assignment (the larger the
group, the more resources available); the cooperatills of the group members (the less
skillful the members, the smaller the group shdud)l, the amount of time available (the
shorter the time, the smaller the group should &ed; the nature of the task.

2) Assigning the students to groups. For a vawéteasons, heterogeneous groups tend to be
more powerful than extreme homogeneity. A lot af gower for learning in cooperative
groups comes from the need for discussion, exptamatustification, and shared
resolution of the material being learned. Quick ssmsus without discussion does not
enhance learning as effectively as having diffeneatspectives discussed, arguing for
different alternatives, explaining to members wile@ch help, and thoroughly delving into
the material.

3) Arranging the classroom. Group members nedx tdose together and facing each other,
and the teacher, as well as members of other growged to have clear access to all
groups. Within the groups, members need to betaldee the relevant materials, converse
with each other easily, and exchange materialsdaas.

4) Providing the appropriate materials. Providomge answer sheet to be turned in by the
group with everyone's signature is one way to ermsighathe positive interdependence.
Another technique is to “jigsaw” the material saattheach student has a part and
responsibilities associated with their piece of #ssignment (i.e., reading to the group,

researching and reporting back for discussion).etc.



59

Il . Explain the task and cooperative goal structure tdhe students

A clear and specific description of the task netedse given, coupled with an explanation
of the group goal. The group goal should be aniegrgoal that all students set together. The
group goal communicates that group members algdridgether and need to be as concerned
with other group members’ understanding of the mtas they are with their own. The
reward system needs to be consistent with thetsteic Students will more easily understand
the group goal if they are turning in a single papat each group member is able to defend,
or can receive bonus points on the basis of how eah group member does, or how each
group member will be able to do on the basis ofr@ug score. It is also important to
establish criteria for success as a classroomdardp make intergroup cooperation possible
and extend the cooperativeness across the class. also necessary to specify the basic
behaviors you expect to see in the groups so thdests have an “operational” definition of

what cooperation is (Johnson & Johnson, 1987).

[ll. Monitor the groups as they work

The teacher needs to monitor carefully how well gheups are functioning; determine
what skills are lacking, both related to the subjeatter and to the interaction; set up a way
for the groups to process how well they functioaed discuss how to do even better; and
intervene in serious problems to help the groupskwioem out. It is probable that some
specific instruction will need to be focused oreipersonal skills, as students will not have
necessarily learned how to work with others effegyi (Johnson & Johnson, 1987).

To summarize, the idea of cooperative learningingpk if students’ learning goals are
structured to promote cooperation. This paradignteaching will help students construct
knowledge, and discover, transform, and extendrin&ion to other students. It also
demonstrates that learning is a social processabairs through interpersonal interaction
within a cooperative context. With this intentitical thinking can be enhanced through the

teaching of writing.

2.6. Previous Studies

The majority of recent literature in the fieldswfiting, cooperative learning and critical
thinking education focuses attention on writingtiastion and the effectiveness of using
methods that have been introduced in the pastdietievaluate the effectiveness of these
methods, and then scholars write articles to hogthlitheir applicability. This section

highlights important prior studies in the field amdll, additionally, look closely at new
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variations that have proven successful, at leasteifireported studies. The current study
looks at past studies from two perspectives: (lpp@oative learning as a collaborative
method that can be used to stimulate critical tihipkand improve writing (2) and, how to

enhance critical thinking through the teaching oting.

Emergent themes within studies mentioned in thitice link writing with cooperative
learning by focusing on the effectiveness and peodity of group work as a channel to
cultivate thoughtful dialogue reflected in writingOne of the most influential studies that
have added to the research on cooperative leaimi@@hen’s (1994) reviewRestructuring
the Classroom: Conditions for Productive Small Grguwhich moved beyond the general
guestion of the effectiveness of small group leagniln her conceptual review, she proposes
conditions under which the use of small groups lassrooms can be productive. In her
analysis, she develops “propositions” concernirggkiinds of discourse that are productive for
different types of learning, as well as propossioconcerning how desirable kinds of
interaction may be fostered. Whereas a limitecharge of information and explanation is
adequate for routine learning in collaborative weak, more open exchange and elaborate
discussion are necessary for conceptual learnitiggvoup tasks and ill-structured problems.

The research also suggests that it is necessatngdb problems of status within small
groups engaged with ill-structured problems dugheodifferent learning styles and different
levels of competency that exist among heterogengoosps. With a focus on task and
interaction, the analysis attempts to move awamftioe debates about intrinsic and extrinsic
rewards and goal and resource interdependence hhe¢ characterized research in
cooperative learning. The significance of thisieew has raised questions concerning the
kinds of discourse that are productive for différgmes of learning. Furthermore, the focus
has been on the factors that affect discourse.erathan factors that directly impact
achievement. In other words, with interaction temtral issue, the question becomes, what
kinds of interactions are necessary for differemd& of outcomes? What are the task
instructions, student preparations, and teachestblat foster the desired type of interaction?
With her focus on task and interaction, Cohen pdkeswvay for more research and detailed
knowledge of what makes cooperative learning prtdeicand its impact on the writing
process.

A more recent study by Dobao (2012) discussesb#reefits of collaborative writing
tasks. In her studyCollaborative Writing Tasks in the L2 Classroom:n@gmaring Group,
Pair, and Individual Workthe author builds on previous research from #érsgective of the

socio-cultural theory of mind that suggests thatimg tasks completed in pairs offer learners
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an opportunity to collaborate and co-construct nemguage knowledge, produce more
accurate written texts, and find solutions for tHanguage-related problems. Building on
this research, the author compares the performahtiee same writing task for individual

learners, pairs, and groups. Results from thidysindicate that texts written by the groups
are more accurate, not only than those writterviddally, but also more than those written in
pairs. The implications of these results indictite effectiveness of collaborative writing
tasks as a method in teaching writing.

Further, Gokhale (1995) in his stu@pllaborative Learning Enhances Critical Thinking
examines the effectiveness of individual learniegsus collaborative learning in enhancing
drill-and-practice skills in writing and criticahinking. The methodology was quantitative, as
the independent variable was the method of instmct The variable had two categories:
individual learning and collaborative learning. THependent variable was the post-test
scores that were made up of the drill-and-praciieens and critical thinking items. In
addition, another data strategy tool in the forna ofuestionnaire of nine items was also used.
The population consisted of undergraduate studemtsdustrial technology enrolled at
Western lllinois University.

Evidence derived from statistical analysis revealledt students who participated in
collaborative learning performed significantly leeton the critical thinking test than students
who studied individually. It was also found thathp groups did equally well on the drill-and-
practice test. This result is in agreement with Itkarning theories proposed by proponents of
collaborative learning (Vygotsky, 1978; Bruner, 3%8 The collaborative learning
environment provided students with opportunitieatalyze, synthesize, and evaluate ideas
cooperatively. The informal setting facilitatedsdiission and interaction. The author
concludes that collaborative learning fosters tlegetbpment of critical thinking through
discussion, clarification of ideas, and evaluatidBlearly, there is a necessary relationship
between cooperative learning and critical thinkimdpich in turn is reflected in improved
writing.

Another interesting piece of research associatestwo terms, critical thinking and
cooperative learning, in a business English clagsdch writing. The research conducted by
Klimovience and others (2006peveloping Critical Thinking through Cooperativedrning,
merges the skills of writing, critical thinking ancboperative learning. The research,
conducted with 90 students, aimed to reveal theifssgnce of using cooperative learning
activities to develop critical thinking during a dmess English class. The research

methodology was based on humanistic philosophycamphitive theory, which is related to
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constructivism. The purpose was to use practiegissand guidelines to teach writing using
critical thinking in a cooperative setting. Thedings indicated that the majority of the
students did not understand the basic nature Gtalrithinking, and that the teachers had
difficulties in changing their attitudes. Studewiso mastered the skill of good language also
mastered the skills of critical thinking as wellhe relationship between success in mastering
critical thinking and good command of languagevisient.

Mandal (2009),in her self-reported study title€Cooperative Learning Strategies to
Enhance Writing Skillsasserts that students who master the skill of exjve learning are
good critical thinkers. She used many cooperakparning strategies to encourage her
students to write. Amongst them were “three-steferview and critical debate.” The
researcher found that in cooperative learning,esitgiwere given the opportunity to write and
revise and rewrite what they had written. The sasm research has revealed the
relationship between cooperative learning, crittb@king, and writing. She found that peer
critique aided students in sharpening their knoggedbout essay structure and grammatical
rules, as they were more confident in their writinhese findings are significant for this
study, as they capture the need to enrich thengrigirocess in the class by incorporating
critical thinking tools and cooperative learningaaparadigm. It is evident that mastering the
skills of cooperation and improved thinking lead$etter learning and more fruitful teaching
of writing.

Other studies give attention to the context of éag writing by focusing on designing and
planning writing instruction through thematic linksthin each suggested discipline to create
a meaningful context that is appropriate for wgtisuch as social justice or teaching memoir.
These studies assert the need to teach “live amhimgful topics to students that are related
thematically. Planning thematic links allows tleadher to incorporate a variety of linguistic
and literacy concepts, real life situations, anpegiential learning into his or her instruction,
with the goal of creating a meaningful social canttor students to think actively. For
example, Chapman, Hobble, and Alvarado (2011Real-Time Learningpoint out that in
the English Language classroom, social justice isag to increase students’ abilities to
articulate their experiences, critique their woddd address identified issues with subsequent
actions. By teaching students to use genre, voEsearch support, and various writing
conventions for social justice, teachers can héliplests learn to express themselves as
individuals, community members, and global citizens

Moreover, Brown (2010), in her studjhe Memoir as Provocation: A Case for ‘Me

Studies,’argues that students’ writing dramatically imprd\aes a result of teaching writing in
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a context that is meaningful using memoirs in atoliography class that she designed
herself to meet the needs of her students. Shieaedhat by discussing memoirs by Mary
Karr, and by examining in-class writing exercisesd aassignment drafts, her students’
writings “were becoming more vibrant and strongtd®n, 2010, p.122). She also noticed
that their class discussions were opening outhigepicture debates about ethics, narratives,
voice, and social construction of selfhood. Hutobiography course was, to Brown and her
students, a provocative way to improve writing diag, and critical thinking abilities because
such a class allowed students and instructors pdoex contemporary American culture’s
problematic, complex fascination with individualéyd self-expression. These studies focus
on the need to create meaningful contexts thatmallivate students to internalize and write.

More studies conducted in-depth analysis of thechieag of writing through critical
thinking by focusing on the various functions to umed in writing, for example persuasive
essay writing. Jacobson and Reid (2010) in theeidys “Improving the Persuasive Essay
Writing of High School Students with ADHDSed the Self-regulated Strategy Development
SRSO* model as a writing instruction tool to help studewith ADHD. Their study was
based on research that suggests that the use 8RIBE model can be an effective method for
improving writing. The aim of this study about Inoping the Persuasive Essay Writing of
High School was to (1) replicate the use of SRS WDHD students (2) expand the study
to students who struggle with writing, and (3) exgpdhe genres SRSD is used for to include
persuasive essay writing. Their findings indic#ttat the holistic quality ratings of all
students’ essays improved considerably followirgjrirction using STOP & DARE which
could be attributed to time spent planning beforiting.

Moreover, in a journal that was written by Smitl@1R) titledDiving In Deeper: Bringing
Basic Writers’ Thinking to the Surfaca teacher describes her experience at Calif@tate
University in teaching writing using critical thimg. She states that teaching meta-cognitive
revision is a key to better writing. That is, whieasic writing students are encouraged to
value their thinking as they revise their proseytlare likely to become more constructive

critical thinkers and less fearful performers oh@emic tasks.

" The SRSD model was developed by Linda Mason ana¢dieagues and is grounded in strategy developemmbined
with self-regulation procedures. Strategy acquisifs developed in six instructional stages: (ajetlgping pre-skills for
an individual student’s learning deficits; (b) dissing and describing the strategy; (c) memorittiegstrategy steps; (d)
modeling the strategy while thinking out loud; fexcher-supported guided practice; and (f) indepeingractice. Self-
regulation of strategy use to promote generalipatiod maintenance of learning is fostered throegkhing students to
set goals, self-monitor their performance, usectffe self-statements, and self-reinforce.

12STOP & DARE is an instructional procedure stratiagyplanning and essay writing developed by DePiaa and Graham
(1997). STOP stands for suspend judgment, takelea srganize an idea, and plan. DARE stands foeldpva topic
sentence, add supporting ideas, reject possiblevangts, and end with a conclusion.



64

She begins her description with the nature efdlass that she teaches. Students who
“landed in (her) class are described as unreadggmlistudents who just can't think; as the
administration describes them” (p.668). She puteffort to help students master the
rhetorical, logical, and interpretive skills thabwd enable them to read more thoughtfully
and use revision as a critical thinking skill. Téfere, she started working on their cultural
literacy. She believes that writers write ineffeely because when they read and try to
interpret academic texts, they are missing mudhetultural knowledge. Then their writing
betrays them because they misunderstand or migietethe texts they are writing about.
Consequently, students find themselves “non-divassthey are unable to dive into the text
when confronting certain academic problems Theyryvabout errors and become obsessed
with fragments and run-on sentences rather thah itending or thinking about an idea.
She thinks that the problem with their thinking’ighat they aren’t thinking at the highest
level, but that they have trouble controlling th&inking in a constructive way. One teaching
tool that she uses is revision. She relates thi@vmto meta-cognition. To her, the best time
to teach thinking is after the first drafts becatls# is the time when students reshape their
raw interpretations or drafts. “To me revisionaikey to taming chaotic thought” (p.672).
Smith provides in her journal samples of studemt#tings as evidence of how she was able
to use revision as a writing skill to aid learnigrsvriting their essays.

Significant reports on the results of two studiesmal by Festa (2009) and Tsui (2002)
focus on the nature, amount, and type of writirgjgasnents that can contribute to enhancing
critical thinking through the teaching of writingfwo significant findings were revealed by
Festa (2009) that target reflective writing and-prding. She refers to some research
evidence in her studyfeaching Critical Thinking to Freshman Writers byngaging
Contemporary Artists’ Workthat shows that creating a sequence of informatingr
assignments based on art helps students shape ctitegal thinking skills. The three
assignments that encourage critical thinking arel®vs. First, is the reading and discussion
guide, which is a list of guided questions aboutaatist’s thesis, art, or language usage
(diction and tone). The purpose is to createetiteaders who can analyze visual and textual
representation to think critically about the socald historical context of subject matter.
Prior to the class, students answer these quesimhshen they discuss them in groups. The
second assignment is the connection paper thatislthe reading and discussion guide. It is
divided into two parts that require similar conaggtand critical depth. The first part is a
summary of the text and the second part is an uation of the learner's personal

connections to the text. This assignment helpdestis reflect, connect, and internalize. The
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third assignment is the self-commentary, which abéor considers a highly effective self-
reflexive learning tool. All these pre-plannings@mments foster a well-structured essay,
regardless of its function. This study goes agaifstith’s argument (2010), which
emphasized the importance of the mode in writingdiRgs and evidence from students’
writings indicate that the three assignments suppading and writing critically, as each
guide poses questions about the assigned textsrammdirages an imagined dialogue between
the student and the text. They also stimulatensgeclassroom discussion about art. It is
clear that learning to write is supported by pregien through informal assignments both
individually and in group work.

A more specific study written by Tsui (2002fostering Critical Thinking through
Effective Pedagogy: Evidence from Four InstitutioBase Studiesurned more attention to
the function of writing and rewriting in its formalind informal structures as tools to foster
and teach writing using critical thinking. Her qtative research encompassed multiple
methods of dat&ollection,including case studies in four universities. Thiklof the data
came from classroom observations and interview$ecd from four institutional case
studies that revealed some consistent findingsrdeg® how writing assignments and class
discussions can contribute to critical thinking eleyment. Depending on a comparative
institutional analysis of two case studies, thehautstrives to prove her argument that
effective pedagogy leads to critical thinking.

While innovation and new methods are necessargiestion writing support the notion
that teachers must make progress in letting goeffective practices, such as multiple choice
tests. Tsui concluded that both writing and clessr discussions are essential components in
fostering critical thinking. With regards to writj, evidence derived from the case studies
suggests that the development of writing througticat thinking is likely to be linked to an
emphasis on writing and re-writing. Other findingdicate that classroom discussions are a
rich tool for developing a link between criticalitking and writing. Evidence from the
studies supports a relationship between class shgms and the development of critical
thinking skills, and some interviews also confirnteid finding. To conclude, Tsui’s findings
stress two realities: the amount and the naturgvriting seem to matter, and classroom
discussions create thoughtful dialogue that canaecdn the writing process if faculty
members provide an active learning environment. wéi@r, in order to optimize such
learning, a critical balance must exist betweerbiteadth and depth of the subject matter.

Further, other studies that link the effectivenafsteaching writing as a process to enhance

critical thinking are also investigated. For exaeph a study that was conducted by Duron,
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et al. (2006) titled Critical Thinking Framework For Any Discipline the authors identified
a five-step framework that can be implemented itugily any teaching setting to effectively
move learning towards critical thinking. This irdisciplinary model, which is built upon
existing theory and best practices in cognitiveedewyment, effective learning environments,
and outcomes-based assessment, provides teaclhieis ugeful framework. This framework
can be used to move students towards a more detuging environment, which, ultimately,
is more enjoyable and effective for teachers andesits alike. An example of this model is
applied in the context of accounting, which repnése business discipline in which critical
thinking has been consistently cited as both necgssd difficult to implement.

The authors started by introducing techniques #matourage critical thinking, such as
creating active learners in the classroom such asnwip activities. Active learning can
make the course more enjoyable for both the teamiethe students and, most importantly, it
can help students to think critically. Howeve thcture format of teaching nurtures neither
active learning nor critical thinking. The studyncludes that to achieve critical thinking, it is
necessary to create opportunities for studentsngage in the upper levels of Bloom’'s
Taxonomy, which classified instructional activit@s they advanced in difficulty.

The model offered is a five-step framework consgstof the following: (1) determine
learning objectives by defining behaviors studestisuld exhibit, and target behaviors in
higher thinking orders; (2) teach through questignby developing appropriate questions,
employing these questions, and encouraging inigeadiscussions; (3) practice before you
assess by choosing activities that promote aosiaening utilizing all components; (4) review,
refine, and improve student work by monitoring slastivities and collecting and giving
feedback; and, finally (5) provide feedback andeassent for learning. The study concludes
by providing readers with an illustrative exampfeaocounting education.

Elliot (1993) summarizes her experience in ugsiebates as a tool to teach a course on
the psychology of women and how this tool enrictiedwriting process. This method helped
students engage more effectively in the writingcpss. In her article,Using Debates To
Teach the Psychology of Womeslie provides evidence of change in her classrasudt of
using debates that encouraged class participateotive learning, cooperation, critical
thinking, reading, and writing. The project was, her, a stimulating and rewarding
experience for most of the class and an excellayttw inspire class discussions. Her study
is different from other studies because the teapt®rides a specific procedure for including
debating, preparation, timing, judging, and distusssessions. She gives attention to

procedures for judging as it involves critical tiimy and follows up with how students can
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evaluate their peers. The author concludes byngayiat debating is an excellent device to
reinforce and enhance critical thinking skills &ese this tool can support critical thinking in
four main ways: (a) in preparing the debate, sttglare required to read, comprehend, and
analyze complex articles; (b) developing a persgasirgument demands that students
develop logical positions that reflect the teandsipon and that demonstrate an appreciation
of the opposing team; (c) judging requires studdntghink critically about the issues
presented, as opposed to taking notes mindlessipngda lecture; and finally, (d) critical
thought is often sparked during class discussitioviing a debate.

Effective use of questioning is another tool thah de used to foster a thoughtful
environment that will enrich the teaching of thimgsiand writing in the classroom. Rielding
(2001) asserts that questions may be the most paiverchnology of all.” In her studyThe
Question is the AnsweRielding (2001) provides examples of the poweqoéstions that
allow us to solve problems, make decisions, chafggnomena, make improvements, and
invent new and better ways of doing things, eittiough the Internet or on paper. This
study addresses a new approach to critical thinkisgng technology as a tool. Rielding
briefly explains a scenario of how both teacherd Eorary media specialists ask questions
for many purposes. Questioning is essential farnimg and growing. However, the writer
argues that in many cases, the questioning prasessiuced and oversimplified to a search
for pre-packaged answers.

Riedling believes that questions are intended éwqke thought and inspire reflection. The
art of questioning must fuel the inventive procesguired to create something new. She
introduces four types of questions: (a) interpeetiuestions that help students understand the
consequences of information or ideas; (b) evaleatjuestions used as a set of criteria to
arrive at a reasoned judgment; (c) inferential tjaes that require students to go beyond
information that is immediately available; and $gihthesis questions that allow student to put
parts together to create a pattern. Finally, théewconcludes by saying that we can reduce
the act of plagiarizing from the Internet if teahask questions that encourage reason and
analysis for the purpose of writing.

Likewise, research conducted by McAllister (200®@)Critical Thinking Development: A
Reportpresented a review of current best practicesdbasider the teaching of writing as a
process of reflection both internally and on papReflective writing is a valuable tool, as it
helps students internalize, reflect, and creatacalemic voice. Dunlap (2006) builds on the
ideas presented by Tsui (2002), examining currest practices in the field and highlighting

that rewriting is another key to engaging studémteflecting on their own learning process.
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“Reflective writing is at the heart of the liters@uat the moment because it encourages
reflective thinking and supports the developmenskifls that can be transferred to other
domains” (McAllister, 2009, p. 28).

Dunlop’s (2006) more specific studysing Guided Reflective Journaling Activities to
Capture Students’ Changing Perceptiomghlights that rewriting may also help to make
conceptual ideas more visible and thus, can driseudsion and dialogue forward. Dunlop
recommends giving cues to help students focus tinétiten responses and structuring writing
tasks to connect with the actual activity they@wing (rather than teaching it as a stand-alone
topic). The author provides examples of how reilecwriting can be used to encourage
students to reflect on their thinking to gain meféective acquisition and transferability of
cognitive and meta-cognitive skills. They can idfgnand analyze their difficulties, make
suggestions, and pursue questions of their own.

Another view on the impact of reflective writing dne teaching of writing as a critical
thinking tool is demonstrated in a study of thddfief nursing written by Kennison ( 2006)
titted, The Evaluation of Students’ Reflective Writing tvidence of Critical Thinking
Kennison designed a teacher-accessible tool tounedise critical thinking of baccalaureate
nursing students as evidenced by their reflectiviting about their practical experiences.
The study links critical thinking to reflection, &sere is little research on the relationships
among reflective writing and significant practieadperiences and critical thinking. Teaching
strategies to foster writing, critical thinking, camneflection have also been used in isolation
using abstract rather than real and authentic tsium This study was conducted with
graduating students from a nursing program at shimgtal arts college who were asked to
write about a significant experience they encowtteturing their last clinical course.

The purpose of this study was to establish interreeliability of the Critical Thinking
Scale (CTS), a teacher-accessible tool designednéasure the critical thinking of
baccalaureate nursing students as evidenced in risféective writing about their practice
experiences. The study is an extension of an egil@ test of the CTS. Graduating students
from a nursing program at a small liberal artsegd were asked to write about a significant
practice experience encountered during their léisical course. Three teachers used the
CTs* to independently evaluate the students' writingif@rnia Critical Thinking Skills Test

(CCTST) Yscores provided a standard measure of criticalkithgn Results indicated

13 CTS is a teacher-accessible qualitative tool f@lweating data
The Callifornia Critical Thinking Skills Test: Colje Level CCTST) is a standardized test that targets core
college-level critical thinking skills.
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statistically significant positive relationshipstiveen the CCTST total critical thinking score
and mean teacher ratings using the CTS. Meaniygighificant inter-rater reliability ratings
for the CTS were also found. With further developimethe CTS has promise as an
appropriate tool to evaluate students' reflectiviing for evidence of critical thinking. The
evaluation indicated positive results and improvetsén critical thinking strategies because
of writing about their personal experiences.

The study is based on studies that have indicatetl structuring reflective writing
exercises and appropriate feedback can bring apositive change in students’ critical
thinking to help them write more effectively. lrgaalitative study, Jasper (1999) conducted
semi-structured interviews with twelve nurses wheravcompleting a course in which
reflective writing was a major component. The azsber asked them about their perceptions
of the value of written reflection. The results icate that reflective writing resulted in
improving their critical thinking as they encourgérchallenges in their nursing practices,
which, in turn, shaped their writing skills.

Likewise, in a similar study conducted by Simpsol &£ourtney (2007) in the field of
nursing,A Framework Guiding Critical Thinking through Reflere Journal Documentation:
A Middle Eastern Experiencéhe authors indicate that critical thinking candréanced in
teaching writing using reflective writing assignnenThe purpose of the Simpson and
Courtney paper was to present a framework to gaiitecal thinking through reflective
journaling and describe how a group of twenty Méddtastern nurses used reflective
journaling to enhance their practice. Journalirgswsed during the clinical practicum to
foster the development of critical thinking by asisig nurses in analyzing and evaluating
their clinical experiences. The researchers’ figdi indicate that the nurses accepted the
framework for journal documentation because it medt a structure for reflection,
speculation, synthesis, and meta-cognition of ety experienced during clinical practice.
Journaling gave the nurses the opportunity to femrntheir thoughts onto paper and write
down subjective and objective data. It also creatiedbgue between the nurses and their
educators. They were engaged in a productive asdiye activity to enhance their nursing
practice. They also commented that writing helpedi¢velop their confidence in writing
English.

It is noticeable from the previous studies thatheass have alternated between favoring
tools that are geared towards authentic topics tteat be tailored to the students’
backgrounds, creating meaningful contexts durirgggiocess of composing; and promoting

interaction between students, such as using debgestioning, and collaborative learning.
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In addition, reflective journal writing assignmeiatsd the nature and amount of assignments
contribute to developing writing processes infugath critical thinking tools.

In summary, this chapter has outlined the conmdgdtamework for this study, namely,
social constructivism. Included in the review previous studies that focused on cooperative
learning as a collaborative method to promote mgitihrough critical thinking. In addition,
tools employed for teaching writing through critigdhinking, such as the use of debates,
guestions, and interdisciplinary topic areas whtknbatic links. Further, it explored the use of
critical thinking strategies, informal writing agements, pre-writing and planning, re-writing
and revision, classroom discussions, and reflectiviéing as tools that can develop and
encourage the teaching of writing through critidghinking in a cooperative learning

environment.
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Chapter Three

Methodology and Study Design

This chapter presents the components of the stwdyga which include population,

instruments, procedures, implementation, and aisayscedures for the research questions.

3.1Research Design

The main purpose of this study is to investigate tbaching of essay writing through
critical thinking to upper-intermediate EFL Birzéinhiversity learners within the cooperative
learning paradigm. The study design is a mixed pwtiesearch that combines qualitative
and quantitative tools, each of which is used &n@xre relevant aspects. It is an experimental
study in which two groups (experimental and contesk randomly selected .Qualitatively,
the study uses an in-depth analysis of studentysqgae-, midterm, and final) collected at
three different intervals throughout the second estar of academic year 2011-12. The
purpose is to document the development of studewitihg and thinking. These essays are
also analyzed quantitatively using the StatistRatkage for Social Sciences (SPSS) and a T-
test to measure students’ performance. In additogestionnaire is used to study students’

attitudes towards cooperative learning.

3.2 Study Population

The population consists of two sections of ENGC,2&1 advanced course in English,
offered by the Department of Languages and Traoslat Birzeit University. The course is
required of all students at the University. laigontinuation of ENGC 141, an intermediate
course in English, and the last in the sequengeéral communication courses.

The ENGC 231 course aims to further students’ comoation skills to levels of fluency,
accuracy, and comprehension that will ensure higility university work with emphasis on
persuasive writing, research methods, and advareading skills. In this course, students
practice processes appropriate for university rgadand writing, identifying contexts
(audiences and purposes) common in academic dsgoand writing about academic
readings as well as personal experiences.

The course is structured around fifteen weeks a€himg with three contact hours per
week. It includes the development and revision afagraphs and essays using various

strategies; reading and discussion of selectedygssatroduction to incorporation, and
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documentation of material from primary sourcesisltan integrative course comprising
reading, writing, and speaking. Therefore, assesseapitalizes on reading comprehension,
essay writing, and oral presentations. However thier purposes of this study, investigation
focuses on students’ written production.

Students are required to write and revise sevessdyes. This process is intended to help
them refine their prewriting, drafting, and revisistrategies, and enable them to produce
focused and detailed essays where they use sunimgafaraphrasing, and source citation.

The main reason for selecting this course for iéearch is that the pedagogy of teaching
writing is implemented using conventional methodstsas the product approach to writing.
In this approach, students are taught to imitateoael text or essay usually presented and
analyzed in the early stages of writing (Hasan &akd, 2010). For example, in a typical
product-approach-oriented classroom, studentsxaesed to a model that they are expected
to follow for the purpose of constructing a newgai®f writing. Based on conversations with
some teachers in the Department of Languages akl&tion and on my observation as an
instructor who teaches this course, students asblanto experience the actual writing
process and compose a well-organized, clear egspitd many attempts to integrate higher-
order thinking skills within the product approacHenceforth, the need to employ an
alternative pedagogical approach is eminent.

The participants in the study include fifty onedsnts randomly enrolled in two ENGC
231 sections (twenty six in the control group anérty five in the experimental group).
Their ages range from 18 to 20 years old. Theyecfnom a variety of social and regional
backgrounds and have different majors.

The participants are also required to take ENKAC (intermediate level) with no prior
exposure to critical thinking, actual composinges$ay writing, or cooperative learning. The
researcher, who coordinates ENGC 141, took pardesigning the intended learning
outcomes (ILOs) for this course. Based on her ofasens, the researcher is aware that
cooperative learning is not used as an approaehiiimg. Further, critical thinking strategies
and essay writing are also not practiced. Thidse aupported by informal conversatibhs
with other teachers who teach this course.

® These informal conversations took place during @eseof official meetings for the department and on
different intervals throughout the year 2011-20The purpose of these meetings is to develop, atgland
enrich both the content and methodology of teachiriing along with other skills.
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3.3 Data Collection Techniques
3.3.1 Five Critical Thinking Strategies (CTs)

Five critical thinking strategies (CTS) have been selected by the researcher and are
infused into different parts of the writing lessofs both the experimental and control
groups. They are used as one source of the staidy @he purpose is to account for and
document the impact of such strategies on studesgay writing and their critical thinking
level as practiced in cooperative learning and eatienal learning classroom environments.

The Johnson’s model of cooperative learniree(Shapter Two, pp.54-60) is chosen as the
paradigm for implementing the writing activitiesr fthe experimental group. However, the
implementation of writing activities and the fivel€to the control group is carried out in a
non-cooperative setting using conventional methodshe five CTs are designed to be
sequential, appropriate to the students’ levels, gurposeful. According to Dewey (1909),
critical thinking is viewed as a “process of thingithat is a sequenced chain of events” p.9.

Table 5 presents the sequence of the fivet@disare implemented during and in the post

stages of the writing process:

Table 5
Sequence and Implementation of the Five CTs durithg Study Period
Five CT Implemen | Number Writing Tasks Themes Processes of the
Strategies tation of Duration /Topics Writing stage
the CTs of Sessions
per Week
(s)
Instructional | Weeks 1-7 | 12 sessionls Summary (3) Education Pre-writing
Scaffolding Position papers (3) Reflective writing &
planning
De Bono's 6-7 2 session. | First argumentativ: Education | Pre-writing
PMI essay Planning & writing
(250 words )
Socratic 8-9 3 sessions| Second argumentatiye=amily Pre-writing planning
questioning essay values & & writing
(250-350) Gender
relations
Problem 1C-12 4 session | Second argumentatiy | Family Drafting & revision
posing by essay values & editing of the
Paulo Friere (250-350) second essay
Hegelian 13- 14 3 sessions|  Third Argumentative| Personal Revision of the final
dialectic Essay choice essay
(300-400)

18 Critical Thinking strategies selected by the resier.
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The framework for selecting the sequence of the §&&ms from the philosophy of both
the researcher and her colleague, who believectbat writing originates from good reading,
as interconnections between reading and writing e vital implications for classroom
instruction. Both skills are active meaningful cg@ns that include written language,
reception of ideas from text, and expression ofigfinds on paper. Therefore, each CT is
selected and used based on its nature and typejthmam empower the different levels of
thinking, and how it can stimulate the stages dfimg, including planning, actual writing,

and revision.

The five CTs used in the study are as follows:

3.3.1.1. Scaffolding as an Instructional Strategy

This strategy is used in the first seven weekdhefdemester to teach writing to both the
experimental and control groups. Different formisnstructional scaffolding are used in the
early stages of pre-writing such as brainstormialgistering, outlining, use of graphic
organizers as illustrative methods, and modelifg. a later stage, reflective writing and
feedback are also used as other forms of scafipldifurther, additional activities are used
with the experimental group as required by cooperalearning, such as teambuilding
activities. Lawson (2002) asserts that:

Scaffolding in an educational context is a prodegsvhich the
teacher provides students with a temporary framé&wfar
learning. Done correctly, such structuring encowra@ student
to develop his/her own initiative, motivation, and
resourcefulness. Once students build knowledge dawvelop
skills on their own, elements of the framework dismantled.
Eventually, the initial scaffolding is removed aébher;
students no longer need it (p.2).

Further, McKenzie (1999 as cited in Lawson, 2002eats that:

The defining features of successful scaffoldindguae clear
directions, purpose, and expectation. This requoestinuous
sorting and sifting as part of a ‘puzzling” proceby which
learners can combine new information with previous
information to construct new ones (p.2).

In order to provide a temporary framework for teaghwriting for both groups,
instructional scaffolding is purposefully infusedthe pre-writing stage. The researcher and

her colleague planned and selected the instrudtisceffolding to activate students’ prior
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knowledge and energize their pre-writing stage.ep{eg in mind what students know, and
what they needed to know, both the researcher anddileague have also set three main
goals for using activities for the first seven week the study period: encourage students to
generate background knowledge, activate schema,eargbwer pre-writing. To achieve
these goals, we started by teaching students boammisig and clustering, reviewing strategies
in reading for the purpose of writing, and teachingm how to plan. According to Myles
(2002) and Kellog (1990), planning is a key elemnigrihe discovery stages of writing.

For example, with the experimental group in a coafee setting, the researcher
employed modeling and the T-chart (a critical timgknote-taking graphic organizer) in a
workshop form which is directly related to coopemtiearning to teach reading for writing
whereas modeling and the T-chart was used in aectional method with the control group
as the teacher lead the process in a controllechemarAccordingly, the experimental group
learners were required to work in groups with assiptasks. According to the writing
process theory, attention stresses more on a wapkapproach of instruction since it fosters
classroom interaction, and engages students inietyaf tasks instead of lecturing (Hasan &
Akhad, 2010).

At first, the researcher introduced the generad idieclustering as a pre-writing technique.
Prewriting is considered to be an effective toolpmoducing quality writing. Also, Rico
(1983) describes clustering as:

A process in which the writer constructs a visnatwork of
ideas and relations among ideas. The writer jatsvil ideas,
draws circles around each other and then links tedlaideas by

drawing lines between them (as cited in Kellog,a 99 329).

Further, writers brainstorm while clustering (Kejtp 1990). Therefore, brainstorming
provides a starting point for building topic undarsling in order to activate prior knowledge.

The theme of education is used to brainstorm sa®asi to promote understanding of key
concepts in this subject area. For two sessionsvpek, students in the experimental group
are divided into heterogeneous groups that coo$igiur members in which they apply the
techniques and strategies of using formal cooperdéarning (See Chapter Two). In one
session, the researcher gave them paper sliphddadne or two reading strategies explained
on them, such as determining importance, makingqections, predicting, and visualizing.
The task of each group was to read about the girasummarize it, and visualize it by

drawing a picture/object that connected the stsategeal life. These reading strategies aim
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at providing guidelines for reading critically ind@r to be able to summarize, paraphrase, and
eventually synthesize the material they are readbgme of these reading strategies include
meta-cognition, schema, inferring, questioning, aw®ermining importance, visualizing,
making connections, and synthesizing (See Apper@ie for explanation of reading
strategies and T chart). All four group membemsada representation of the strategy on a big
piece of poster board. Some students drew a tedérring to making connections. Others
drew upside down question marks referring to thed kand type of questions while other
students drew a sieve to refer to how readers m@ierimportance and prioritize ideas in
reading for the purpose of better writing. There twhole class shared their strategies and
drawings in the form of group presentations. Theductively discovered these strategies and
then personalized them.

Later, in the third session, the researcher inttedua sample model of an argumentative
essay titled What True Education Should 'Bby Sydney Harris (1994) for the purpose of
teaching learners how to read strategically in otdewrite. Two instructional scaffolding
strategies are used to achieve this purpose: nmedelnd the use of graphic organizers.
Modeling and graphic organizers function well whttainstorming and clustering as they can
help learners establish a pattern of how to perfthrenpre-writing activity, be creative, and
spark new ideas. Further, graphic organizers casistastudents in welcoming new
information, organizing new concepts, and makinginextions between old and new
information. This linkage will help in creating @@ writing practices. According to
Bransford, Brown, and Cooking (2000):

some educators favor an apprenticeship model wiyeia
expert models an activity, provides the learnehwvativice and
examples, guides the student in practice and tlapers off
support until the student can do the task alonehert
encourage methods that employ the ongoing useotd such
as graphic organizers and consultations with otpeople (as
cited in Lawson 2002, p.3).

The benefit of graphic organizers, which are git@students prior to the material to be
learned, is that they provide a stable cognitivacstire in which the new knowledge can be
subsumed. Therefore, concepts are meaningful orignwstudents can visualize them
(Ausubel, 1963). The researcher used both strategies sinealtesty to achieve her purpose,

which was to practice good writing habits.
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Modeling and graphic organizers are used as teféekey strategies to scaffold students
and guide them during the process of writing. [esirate, the researcher began one of her
sessions by showing students the T-chart, whica @itical thinking note-taking graphic
organizer that interconnects reading and writindnild/modeling, the researcher applied the
instructional scaffolding called T-Chart which cts of two lines; one vertical for thinking
and another horizontal for notes. The purposéisfc¢hart is to help learners organize their
thinking to connect what they already know with whizey are learning. The researcher
explained that this tool would help them keep trawktheir background knowledge,
guestions, and connections, as well as the newn#tion obtained. She modeled how to
chart a short passage from the reading to demaéasioav to paraphrase details, facts, gists,
and the main ideas, and to record them on the $hat@umn of the T-chart.

During this process, the researcher also introdueéldctive writing as a third form of
instructional scaffolding. She reflected, using thaking column, by referring to her own
experience as a student and finally modeled wriéirsyimmary of information from the chart
on the blackboard. Later, students in their hemegus four-member groups continued
reading and analyzing the reading while annotaéind jotting down any idea that came to
mind in the thinking section of the chart for thergose of reflecting. They shared their
information and gave examples from their daily $ive Finally, students were asked to
complete this task as homework. The purpose ggvi@ them enough time to internalize and
process information, and make connections. Thist fivriting task is introduced to the
students in the form of a reflective writing or fims paper which consists of two parts: a
summary of the reading and reflection. These mgitactivities and practices of using
modeling, various graphic organizers such as a K\Wrt (what you know, what you want to
know, what you learned), and, at a later stagdeatfe writing continued to be introduced
and in different amounts with the experimental grand in a purposeful manner using
multiple readings that the researcher gave alorig veiadings that students researched on
their own in formal cooperative learning.

As for the control group, the instructor used tAme forms of instructional scaffolding but
in a conventional manner and in a hon-cooperatng. She gave direct instruction using
the same material (i.e. T-chart and readings) htiiowt using formal cooperative learning
groups nor collaborative brainstorming or clustgrinFor example, she brainstormed some
ideas on the blackboard while students presentakids individuals. The teacher presented
the reading strategies to students by giving themaradout. Then, she modeled the reading

passage and the T-chart. Students received tbamiafion and practiced on their own. The
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implementation of these strategies lasted for @ssien. Students from the control group
also wrote reflective papers on the theme of EdoigatOne-to-one dialogue took place
between the instructor and her students. Finaliydents were asked to finish their first

position paper as homework.

3.3.1.2. De Bono’s PMI Strategy

The second strategy used with both groupBeisBono’s Plus, Minus, and Interesting
(PMI) strategy which is implemented in the middtages of the semester (weeks six &
seven) at the same time as the instructional ddaffp The researcher and her colleague
decided to continue to offer instructional scaffotfd because they noticed that learners
needed more assistance, guidance, and time tonfiéafawith the skills. Therefore, both
PMI & scaffolding are used in an informal cooperatisetting (See Chapter Two) as
a paradigm for the experimental group and a nomperiive setting for the control group. At
this point, both groups are given instructions amplete their first argumentative essay (250
words).

According to De Bono (1994), there are at least &ey thinking processes that free
humans from being locked up in their own thoughiBhese two thinking processes are,
defining a problem and offering a solution for tpabblem. As such, these two key thinking
processes are manifested in the PMI CT stratedyelp learners reconsider and re-evaluate
an idea. That is, using PMI can eliminate the irdia® acceptance or rejection of an idea.
To illustrate, the natural reaction to an ideavifike or dislike it, to approve or disapprove of
it. If you like an idea, it is very unnatural took for the negative or minus aspects. If you
dislike an idea, it is very unnatural to look fdretpositive or plus aspects. It is equally
unnatural to pick out the merely interesting aspedt an idea. Instead of just deciding
whether or not you like an idea, this thinking ggem will help you find the good points
(Plus), the bad points (Minus), and the interespogts (Interesting) about an idea. The
interesting points are those that are neither gomdbad but are worth noticing (De Bono,
1994). “Using PMI deliberately gives students aamseof bypassing their natural emotional
reaction to an idea; their objectives change fromot®onal reactions to carrying out a formal
thinking operation with skill” (De Bono, 1994, p)18

For the experimental group, and in the proces®athing planning/outlining during the
pre-writing, the researcher introduced the stratefjy?MI in weeks six and seven in two

successive sessions per week. The main purpéseimpe students’ process of planning for
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the purpose of coming back and forth in thoughts ideas before writing their first guided
argumentative essay on the theme of traditionasugeiprogressive education. In the first
session, the researcher modeled this strategy leerd @sked students to use PMI for one
controversial sub-topic that had emerged from tiexipus discussions and multiple readings
on the theme of Education. The researcher also teeTotal Physical Response approach
(TPR), asking students to complete the PMI charttten blackboard collectively. Later,
students were asked to research the topic, finclestfrom accredited resources that directly
relate to their stance on the issue, synthesizarttaes in groups, and prepare for their first
draft. After this process, feedback, which is mdrinstructional scaffolding, continued to be
introduced to students. The researcher used ormewdession to give feedback to the
students both verbally and in writing. She drewirtlattention to the task by directing them
on the quality of ideas, presentation, and to émgliage of writing argumentative essays.

In the non-cooperative setting, the control grags exposed to the same strategy.
However, students completed the PMI handout irr $eats. The teacher introduced the PMI
strategy, modeled a sample idea, and asked stualeois some topics they had in mind. The
teacher used one-to-one interaction and dialogeatain the strategy to her students. There
was a classroom discussion on various topics Bl Finally, students worked
individually on their outlines in preparation fdeir first written assignment. The teacher in

the control group also gave students feedback@infirst draft.

3.3.1.3. Socratic Questioning

Socratic questioning, which lies at the heart dgfical thinking, is implemented in weeks
eight & nine, in addition to instructional scaffold, using an informal structured cooperative
setting (See Chapter Two) for the experimental grand a conventional method of teaching
for the control group in a non-cooperative settiigcording to Copeland (2005):

When effectively implemented, Socratic seminarsareeh
speaking, listening, and specifically writing skilby giving
students ownership over the classroom discussionrat texts
that will enable them to take responsibility foreith own
learning to build meaning and understanding (p 15).
In week nine, both groups were assigned the se2bdo 350 word argumentative essay
as a writing task. The researcher and her colleaged Socratic questioning prior and during

the process of writing, planning, drafting, andtiedi. They used the Socratic questioning
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approach to teaching writing through a discipliaed thoughtful dialogue. The experimental
group worked in pairs and the control group workeliectively.

For the experimental group, the day prior to gipl this strategy, the researcher gave the
students a Socratic seminar prep sheet to compleie essential for learners to read the text
and prepare themselves with important questionsjanthtions. The classroom was arranged
in two concentric circles. Students were assigme@ither seminar (A) or (B). They were
assigned a partner from the opposite seminar. Bethinars needed to shadow each other,
either by taking notes or participating in the sesmi The main purpose of the seminar was to
serve as a discussion and not a lecture. The csati@n must begin naturally. The
researcher introduced prompt questions on the tapid then the students asked a question,
responded to a question, and cited evidence fremetkt to support their stance. The role of
the researcher was minimized as the students édisicussion.

The researcher adopted the taxonomy of Socratistigues; created by Paul (1993) (See
Appendix Two for Paul’'s taxonomy of Socratic quesing). It is not a hierarchy in the
traditional sense. The categories suggested by (2883) include questions that probe
reasons and evidence, assumptions, clarificatiand, viewpoints and perspectives. They
build upon each other, but they do not necesstuilgw a pattern or design. One question’s
response will lead into another category of questig not predetermined by the researcher.
The role of the researcher was to keep the indtiigyn on track,” but, also, to allow the
students to “travel to a viable destination” ofitrevn design (Paul & Binker, 1990).

As for the control group, the researcher’s colleaglso used Paul's taxonomy (1993) and
asked specific questions (the same ones as thercbse) to generate discussion, but students
asked and answered using one-to-one dialogue \Wwihtéacher. Then students raised
guestions and others answered in their own seatsr,Lstudents continued working on their
second argumentative essay focusing on outlinineaditing. Both the researcher and her
colleague provided students with feedback indivilguauring office hours, or addressed to

the whole class.
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3.3.1.4. Paulo Freire’s Problem Posing Strategy

The problem-posing strategy was implemented inldker stages of the semester (weeks
ten, eleven, and twelve) using informal structugedups for the experimental group and
conventional teaching for the control group. Thampurpose was to introduce students to a
case-based approach. First, they were requestedtéoand respond to an authentic problem.
Then, focused attention was devoted to the revisiage prior to writing. Both groups were
given feedback on their second (300- to 450-wordg)iimentative assignment.

Problem-posing is a term coined by the Braziliancador Freire (1970). The philosophy
of the problem-posing method is the foundation b modern critical pedagogy that was
defined earlier in the literature review. Its egselies in dialogue between the teacher and
the learner or the learner and another learneris 3tnategy is multilayered, as it aims at
helping students describe what they see. Desmnifigi a habit that nurtures understanding of
what you can really see and fully be able to iner@and analyze. Within this strategy,
students then interpret and evaluate. Thereforepl@m-posing requires that learners
describe, interpret, and evaluate (DIE), usingalisugumentative picturg¢Sorg et al., 2009).

In the process of teaching writing to the experitakgroup, the researcher managed to use
this strategy by dividing students into groups axgosing them to visual argumentative
pictures that reveal controversial topics. Sheedgkem to describe what they saw without
using judgment. After some discussion, student®wsked to interpret using WH-questions
to make sense of what the material or controvetsjgc was about. Finally, the researcher
asked them to make their own judgments based onitierpretation and evaluation. Later,
in groups, students applied the strategy of ctiticimking, DIE, using a visual argumentative
picture of their own choice about family life, dree, or domestic violence. One picture was
given to each group. They presented their findbogsther groups using the gallery game in
which students post their pictures and memberstluérogroups visit their gallery to share
their findings. Later, the researcher providedrtheith an authentic case study that posed a
real problem. The title of the case was “Why md®is about a working mother who needs
help in making a decision in her life. Studentscdssed the case and opted to give her
practical solutions to help solve her problem. sTéase was introduced as part of the theme
of family values and gender relations. Later, shid were asked to write a response or
solution to the person in the case study suppdryealternatives from the team discussion.

As for the control group, the teacher demonstratee picture and started a discussion

about the topic. Later students were given thélpra about a working mother, and were
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asked to respond back to her in writing as homewdfinally, both groups finished their
second in-class argumentative essay using manyefreadings they took in class. In
addition, they supported their stance by providatger readings that they synthesized to

support their stance.

3.3.1.5 The Hegelian Dialectic

The last critical thinking strategy used in theqass of teaching writing, is an advanced
strategy called the Hegelian Dialectic. It is iemplented at the end of the semester (weeks
thirteen and fourteen) targeting all the differsteiges of writing for both groups in order to
prepare them for the third and final essay. The@se of this strategy is to create a strategic
plan for promoting dialogue and reasoning usingithand antithesis argumentation for the
purpose of presenting an argument to the wholes @ad then writing an argumentative essay
individually. The Hegelian dialectic “is the framerk for guiding thoughts and actions into
conflicts that lead to a predetermined solutioregél’s dialectic often appears broken up for
convenience into three moments called the “theSantithesis,” and “synthesis” (Raapanaa
& Friedrich, 2005, p.1).

For the experimental group, the implementatibithe strategy lasted for five successive
sessions. The researcher directed the studentsusitwy this strategy while working in
groups, i.e., structured controversy (see chapten.t Students were divided into four-
member groups; two pros and two cons. Studente g@en the choice to select their own
controversial topics stemming from their own intgge They researched the issue to organize
their own information, and prepare their positiorSecond, each group actively advocated
their positions. Each pair presented their ownitjgss and reasoning to the opposition,
thereby engaging in considerable cognitive rehéarsa elaboration of their position and its
rationale. When the other team presented, studee@Soning and conclusions were
challenged by the opposing view and they experi@rmmceptual conflict and uncertainty.
Later, students discussed the issue critically uatalg the opposition and its rationale,
defended positions, and compared the strengthsvaaliness of each position. As a result of
this uncertainty, students experienced “episteruigosity” and therefore, they (a) actively
searched for more information to support their paisj and (b) sought to understand the
opposing position and its supporting rationale afyn the groups of four reached a consensus

and presented their findings to the whole clasbr{don, Johnson & Smith, 1991).
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The control group, on the other hand, practiced #irategy for one session after the
instructor modeled it. Students researched thpicsoalone and gave individual presentations
on controversial topics of their own choice. Thkay wrote their argumentative essays on

the same topic individually.

3.3.2 Student Essays

Student essays were gathered from both seaioth®n three different intervals during the
study period; the second, the eighth, and the érnldeofourteenth week. Essays in the three
periods covered topics that are controversial tnea Students were given reading materials
as basis for their essays were they were requirsdlect their points and synthesize to reflect
a level of their critical thinking ability. The ctmversial topics are:

* Whether or not university teaching system is nexmgsfor success in life .Students were
asked to give three reasons to support/refute gusitions.

» With or against traditional or progressive eduaatiStudents were asked to choose a
position and provide evidence to support their atamsing sources and readings given to
them during the exam.

* With or against parental control. Students wereedsto argue either against or for
authoritarian parenting using sources and evidéoce readings given to them during the
exam.

To elaborate, the pre-essay was conducted oneitend week of January, the midterm
essay on the eighth week in March, and the finshg®n the end of the fourteenth week in
April. The researcher selected a “purposeful safripleollect student essays. The reason was
to find data that is rich and informative for area$y Qualitatively, an in-depth analysis of the
pre, midterm, and final essays was used to traeeldéivelopment of clear writing based on
Diederich’s established framework of the seventdraf clear writing (See Chapter Two,
Table 2, p.27). Further, collected essays were alsalyzed qualitatively to trace the
development of critical thinking; before the implemtation of the five CTs, after the
implementation of the first two CTs, and after tt@mmpletion of the five CTs using the
Holistic Critical Thinking Scoring Rubri(HCTSR) by Facione and Facione (1994) .Finally,
students’ essays were analyzed quantitatively ustiatistical analysis and a T-test to measure

students’ performance before, during and afteistbdy period.
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3.3.2.1 The Selection Process of Student Essays

With regards to the selection process of the pidierm, and final essays, the researcher
selected six sets of essays as representative esmplthree levels within each group:
beginner, intermediate, and advanced. Each saisterof six essays for each level, totaling
eighteen essays for each group and thirty-six esayboth groups.

The criteria for selecting the essays within eadupg are based on dividing students into
three levels (beginner, intermediate, and advanc&d)make these decisions, the researcher

relied on students’ results in the pre-test essdyise essay scores are determined using the

Department Persuasive/Argumentative Essay SeleBtidmic(Table 6) which is a composite

of rubrics used in different American courses taugihBarry University, Bowdoin College,

Yale University, Manatee Community College, andrida International University. The

rubric was developed by the researcher and heeagie and approved by the faculty

(twenty-six members) of the Department of LanguagesTranslation. The role of this rubric

is to determine students’ levels and score theyssselected to represent these levels. The

scale of the rubric ranged between 10-9 (excelle8t] (very good/), 6-5 (good), 5-4

(limited), and below four as fail or (seriously lied|). These terms were decided and

approved by the Department members. Fractions veereded to the nearest number. This

rubric is presented in Table 6.

Table 6
The ENGC 231 Department Persuasive/Argumentatives&sSelection Rubric
Total score is out | excellent very good good Limited seriously limited Mark out of
of 60 (10 points 9-10 - 5-6 4-5 below 4- 0 10 /per each
per item) category
Final grade is out
of 20 points
Thesis Easily Promising but Unclear, contains Difficult to Has no identifiable
identifiable, maybe slightly vague terms, identify thesis or an utterly
plausible, novel, | unclear. provides little incompetent thesis.
crystal clear. around which to Shows lack of effort or|
structure the paper comprehension of the
assignment
Structure: Introduction is Introduction is Introduction is too Introduction No clear structure or

1.Introduction
2.3 body paragraphs
3.Conclusion

strong and
effective and
presents the
opposing
arguments. Body
offers excellent
transitions from
point to point.

generally clear and
appropriate, present
opposing views but
may wander a little.
Body paragraphs
may have a few
unclear transitions,
or lack strong topic

short and does not
present opposing
views. Body
paragraphs are cleal
but often wander or
jump around. There
are few or weak
transitions in and

is
inappropriate.
Unclear, often
, because thesi
is weak or
non-existent.
Transitions in
the body are

Paragraphs sentences. between body confusing and
support solid topic| Conclusion restates| paragraphs and therg unclear.
sentences. the position but are many paragraphs There are no
Conclusion doesn't tie without topic topic

restates the everything together.| sentences. sentences.

position and ties
everything
together.

Conclusion is too
short.

Conclusion is
one sentence
long.

organization. There is|
no conclusion. The
paper just ends.




85

Total score is out | excellent very good good Limited seriously limited Mark out of
of 60 (10 points 9-10 7-8 5-6 4-5 below 4- 0 10 /per each
per item) category
Final grade is out
of 20 points
Use of evidence: Examples support| Examples used to Examples support | Very few or No attempt has been
thesis and fit support most points.| some points. A weak made to incorporate
1. Examples within paragraph. | Some evidence doe$ moderate amount of| examples or | factual information or
2. Use of sources | Information from | not support the factual information | factual interpret primary and
sources is points or may is incorporated. information. secondary sources.
incorporated to appear where General
support every inappropriate. Some| failure to
point. factual information support
is incorporated. statements, or|
evidence
seems to
support no
particular
point.
In-text citation: Citation is used Citation is used Citation is used Citation is Citation is not used.
efficiently and efficiently and efficiently, but in an | used but
1.Choice of quote or | correctly, and a correctly, and incorrect way. inefficiently
/& paraphrase variety of quotations are Quotations are and
quotations are appropriately poorly integrated incorrectly.
2.1ts Integration appropriately incorporated in text, | into sentences. The citation
incorporated in but there is no does not seem
text. variety in usage. to support a
clear point.
Quotations
are poorly
integrated
into sentences
Logic and All ideas flow Argument is clear Logic may often Ideas do not | Too incoherent to
argumentation: logically. The and flows logically. | fail, or the argument| flow at all, determine.
Usage of onef these | argument is Some evidence that| may be unclear. usually
argumentative identifiable, counter arguments | May not address because there|
techniques: reasonable, and do exist, but not counter- arguments | is no
sound. There is addressed. Little or make any argument to
1.Counter arguments | effective use of connections between connections with the| support.
2.Concession counter-arguments ideas are made to | thesis. May also Thereis a
3.Refutation and writer makes | support thesis. contain logical simplistic
connections to contradictions. view of the
support his claim topic and
or thesis. there is very
little or weak
attempt to
relate
evidence to
argument.
Grammar: Language is Sentence structure | Minor problems in Huge Very difficult to
1.sub-verb agreement clearly organized.| and grammar strong| sentence structure | problems in understand owing to
2.Tenses Punctuation, despite occasional | and grammar. sentence major problems in
3.Fragments sentence structure, lapses; punctuation | Multiple errors in structure and | mechanics.
4.Run on sentences | and grammar; used correctly. punctuation, and grammar.
. minimal or no Some spelling errorg spelling. May have | Frequent
Mechanics: . . . ;
1.Capitalization spelling errors; and at least one run{ several (two to five) | errors in-
> Punctuation absolutely no run-| on sentence, run-on sentences, | punctuation,
’ on sentences or | sentence fragments, sentence fragments, and spelling.
Instructions for comma splices. and comma splice. | and comma splices.| May have
teachers: many (more
* Total mark is out of than five)
60 for each essay run-on
* Add the marks sentences,
beside each item sentence
and tally results out fragments,
of 60 and comma
« Divide the overall splices.

mark over 60 and
multiply by 20 to
get the final mark.
Final grade is out of]

20
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In order to divide students into levels, theeggsher relied on the results of the pre-essay
grades for fifty one students in both sections.sEheesults indicate that the highest grade is
thirteen and the lowest is five out of twenty psiniTherefore, and in order to divide students
into three levels, the researcher calculated tifierdnces between the lowest and highest
grades (5-13=8), and then divided them by the nundbethe levels as a medium point
(8/3=2.6). Accordingly, students are classified fabows: 5-7.9 as beginners, 8-9.9 as
intermediate, and 10 and above as advanced.

To sum up, the total number of the beginner lestatients in the control group is three,
the intermediate level is fifteen, and the advanke! is eight students. While the total
number of beginner level learners in the experiemtoup is five students, the intermediate

level is ten students, and the advanced levelialsn students.

3.3.2.2 Analysis of Clear Writing for Student Essay

Thirty six essays are selected from both sectiowlsan three different intervals during
the study period; the pre-essay is selected duhiegsecond week, the midterm essay is
selected during the eight week, and the final edsayg the end of the fourteenth week. For
analysis of clear writing, the researcher compikedrubric calledThe Clear Writing
Evaluation Rubricestablished on the basis of Paul Diederich’s séxadts of clear writing
(Meyer, Sebranek, & RYs, 2011). The purpose ofGhear Writing Evaluation Rubrics to
check the development of clarity in essay writiltgvas given to nine referees for review and
assessment. Two of these referees have PhD degfeksthe other seven have MA degrees
in Teaching English as a Foreign Language (TEFLpliad linguistics, curriculum
development, creative writing, and education. Eheferees earned their certificates from
various universities in the US, England, and Cangke Appendix Three for names of

referees). The rubric is given in Table 7:
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Table 7
Clear Writing Evaluation Rubric
Score Category | Level of Essay Scoring Rubric
Clarity in
writing
Score of | Effective Clear and | An essay in this category is effective if it has thfollowing:
5 consistent | 1. Effectively and insightfully develops a pointvaéw on the issue with clear

focus using relevant examples and supporting detalil

. Is well organized and clearly focused, demotisggaa smooth progression
of ideas, coherence and cohesion.

. The tone is clear and convincing.

. Exhibits skillful use of vocabulary.

. Demonstrates meaningful use of sentences tbazaay to read.

. Is generally free of most common errors in gramrasage, and mechanics.

N

oUW

Score of | Somewhat | Clear An essay in this category is somewhat effé¢ if it has the following:

4 effective 1. Effectively develops a point of view on the isswith clear focus using some
relevant examples and supporting ideas.

2. Is organized enough and clearly focused, derratite adequate
progression of ideas and adequate coherence aerdionh

3. The tone is generally clear and convincing.

4. Exhibits appropriate use of vocabulary.

5. Demonstrates good use of sentences that aréceesad.

6. Has some errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics

Score of | average To some An essay in this category is average if it has tHellowing:

3 extent 1. Develops a point of view on the issue with sahear focus using some

clear relevant examples and supporting ideas.

2. Is limited in organization and sometimes focudethonstrating some
progression of ideas and somewhat adequate colgea@accohesion.

3. The tone is somewhat clear and to a certaimexgtnvincing.

4. Exhibits generally appropriate use of vocabulaith some inconsistency.

5. Demonstrates some variety in use of sentendésoetasional lapses.

6. Has errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics.

Score of | Somewhat | Unclear An essay in this category is somewhat lingd if it has the following:

2 limited 1. Develops a vague point of view on the issue igiog irrelevant examples
or supporting details.

2. Is not organized and lacks a logical flow ofatlaleas, coherence, or
cohesion.

3. The tone is not apparent.

3. Lacks facility in the use of language with ineqyriate vocabulary.

4.Demonstrates frequent problems in sentence strict

5. Contains many errors in grammar, usage, and améch

Score of | Seriously | Totally An essay in this category is seriously limited ift ihas the following:
1 limited unclear 1. Develops no viable point of view on the issuefatus, and no examples of
supporting details.

2. Is poorly organized ardckslogical flow of clear ideas, coherence, and
cohesion.

. There is no tone.

. Lacks facility in the use of language with weakcabulary.

. Demonstrates serious problems in sentence steuct

. Contains an accumulation of errors in grammsage, and mechanics.

o0k W

This means that an effective essay is botlr @ed consistent, a somewhat effective essay
is clear, an average essay is to some extent elesmnewhat limited essay is unclear while a

seriously limited essay is totally unclear.



88

3.3.2.3Pre-essays

The pre-essay was administered at the begjrofithe second semester in January, 2012.
Students were asked to write a persuasive/argumengssay on a controversial topic. It is
necessary to note that students were not exposauytteaching strategy in writing before the
study period. The pre-essay prompt asked the stsitiemrite an argumentative essay about a
topic that was related to whether their Universagching in its system was necessary for
success in life. Students were asked to suppoit #igument by giving three reasons in

reference to a reading. (See Appendix Four fdruesons from the pre-essay test).

Twelve pre-test essays were selected for goibps from three different student levels
(beginner, intermediate, and advanced) six essaygrpup. These essays were analyzed both
gualitatively and quantitatively. Qualitatively, ehresearcher used th€lear Writing
Evaluation Rubricestablished by Diederich (see Table 7). Quantgatj the twelve pre-
essay tests were also analyzed using a T-test &surne participants’ baseline level of essay
writing before the implementation of the criticadlinking strategies. These essays are

analyzed for students’ critical thinking at the imgng of the study.

3.3.2.4 Midterm Essays

The midterm essay was administered duriegelighth week of the second semester in
March, 2012 following the implementation of thesfitwo CTs (Instructional Scaffolding and
PMI). Those essays were analyzed for studentscalithinking level at the beginning of the
study.

Students were asked to write a persuasy@feentative essay on a controversial topic.
(See Appendix Five for instructions from the midteessay test). The midterm essay asked
the students to synthesize and write an argumeatassay about a topic based on reading
materials that related to whether they were withagainst traditional vs. progressive
education during a two-hour exam.

Twelve midtermessays were selected for both groups from threferdiit student
levels (beginner, intermediate, and advanced);esisays per group. These essays were
analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively. @atively, the researcher used tk#ear
Writing Evaluation Rubriestablished by Diederich (See Table 7). Quantiytj the twelve

midterm essay tests that are administered to bathpg are also analyzed using T-test to
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measure participants’ level of essay writing attez implementation of the first two CTs

(Instructional scaffolding and PMI).

3.3.2.5 Final Essays

The Final test essay was administeredeaéttd of the A week of the second semester
in April, 2012 following the implementation of tHeve critical thinking strategies to both
groups and the use of cooperative learning as adjgan for the experimental group only
Those essays were analyzed for critical thinkingrahe completion of the five CTs. Students
were asked to write a persuasive/argumentativey@ssa controversial topic.

The final-test was prepared by committesnbers from the Department of Languages
and Translation. Both the control and the expertaegroups sat for the same final-test that
is prepared for all 30 sections of the ENGC 231reeuThe final exam asked students to
synthesize and write an argumentative essay apaténtal controllig in reference to
readings provided for students during the two hexam (See Appendix Six for instructions

from the final essay test).

Twelve Finalessays were selected for both groups from thrderdift student levels
(beginner, intermediate, and advanced); six espaygroup. These essays were analyzed
both qualitatively and quantitatively. Qualitatiyelthe researcher used tiear Writing
Evaluation Rubricestablished by Diederich (Table 7). Quantitativéihe twelve final essay
tests that are administered to both groups were atmlyzed using T-test to measure

participants’ performances after the implementatibthe five critical thinking strategies.

3.3.2.6 Analysis of Critical Thinking for Student Essays

The thirty-six selected essays chosen @sroseful sample from both sections and on
three different intervals during the study perioérev analyzed qualitatively to trace the
development of critical thinking using thelolistic Critical Thinking Scoring Rubric
(HCTSR) by Facione and Facione (1994) presentdstliow. The analyzed thirty six essays
corresponded to three study periods: before thelemmgntation of the critical thinking
strategies, after the implementation of the fisgb tCTs Instructional scaffolding & PMI

(midterm essay), and after the completion of the €£Ts (final essay).



The Holistic Critical Thinking Scoring Rubric
A Tool for Developing and Evaluating Critical Thinkg
Peter A. Facione, and Noreen C. Facione.

Strong 4. Consistently does all or almost all of # following:
Accurately interprets evidence, statements, graplgigestions, etc.
Identifies the salient arguments (reasons and slgpro and con.
Thoughtfully analyzes and evaluates major altevegtioints of view.
Draws warranted, judicious, non-fallacious con@usi

Justifies key results and procedures, explainsnassons and reasons.
Fair-mindedly follows where evidence and reasond.le

Acceptable 3. Does most or many of the following:

Accurately interprets evidence, statements, graplogestions, etc.
Identifies relevant arguments (reasons and claprsand con.
Offers analyses and evaluations of obvious alteragitoints of view.
Draws warranted, non-fallacious conclusions.

Justifies some results or procedures, explain®resas
Fair-mindedly follows where evidence and reasoasd.le

Unacceptable 2. Does most or many of the following:
Misinterprets evidence, statements, graphics, gquestetc.

Fails to identify strong, relevant counter-argunsent

Ignores or superficially evaluates obvious altexapoints of view.
Draws unwarranted or fallacious conclusions.

Justifies few results or procedures, seldom explegasons.
Regardless of the evidence or reasons, maintaidefends views
based on self-interest or preconceptions.

Weak 1. Consistently does all or almost all of théollowing:

Offers biased interpretations of evidence, statesy@naphics, questions,
information, or the points of view of others.

Fails to identify or hastily dismisses strong, velet counter-arguments.
Ignores or superficially evaluates obvious altaxsapoints of view.
Argues using fallacious or irrelevant reasons, amdarranted claims.
Does not justify results or procedures, nor exptaasons.

Regardless of the evidence or reasons, maintaidefends views

based on self-interest or preconceptions.

Exhibits close- mindedness or hostility to reason.

90
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According to Facione and Facione (19949, ftillowing points should be observed: “1)
understand what the rubric is intended to addtéssfour level rubric treats critical thinking
as a set of cognitive skills in which a good catithinker engages in analysis, interpretation,
evaluation, inference, explanation, and meta-cogniself-regulation. 2) Differentiate and
focus: holistic scoring requires focus on crititlahking, content knowledge, and technical
skill. In scoring for any one of the three, the rezanust attempt to focus the evaluation on
that element to the exclusion of the other twou%e it correctly, one must apply it with focus
only on the critical thinking-that is the reasonipgpcess used 3) Practice, coordinate, and
reconcile: in a training session with other ratample essays which are representative of
each of the four levels are examined. Raters willbked to evaluate and assign ratings to
these samples.” (Facione & Facione, 1994, p.1).

Based on these criteria, both the researcher antbieague followed certain procedures
using inter-rater reliability to establish consistg and agreement. First, they independently
corrected a sample of student essays. Then, itgues to a third rater for review and
assessment. After review, both the researcher anddileague proceeded with the correcting
process. The rating scheme for the thirty six essi@pended on the established criteria set by
the HCTRS. Each student essay obtained a score from 1-édbas the established criteria.
To care for subjectivity in rating, the two ratdicused on scoring the essay writings
independently and then they conducted a sessicgthey so there was a discussion and
agreement on the ratings. According to the rubifi¢wo scorers disagreed on the scores
attributed taeachwriting essay, there are three ways to overcomectimdlict: a) by mutual
conversation b) by using a third scorer, and cabyng the average of the two initial ratings.
Half point scoring in this rubric is inconsistenithvits intent; therefore, the first way is
applied between the two raters.

Following these procedures, the researchdeated necessary data, and grouped the
results of student essays based onHRI SRinto three levels: beginner, intermediate, and
advanced levels. Students who scored between 1Z2af@eak and unacceptable) are
considered beginner level learners. Students wlavedc3 (acceptable) are considered
intermediate level learners. Finally, students wbored a 4 (strong) are considered advanced

level learners.
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3.3.3 Attitude Questionnaire

To investigate students’ attitudes in theeskpental group towards the cooperative
learning environment to which they were exposedessay writing throughout the study
period, the researcher adopted the Johnson’'s (19f@stionnaire “Classroom Life
Instrument,” which is a five-point Likert type seahat addresses cooperative learning in the
class . This instrument is designed by the Johnsmmeeasure twelve factors that directly
relate to cooperative learning including: teacheademic support, teacher personal support,
student academic support, student personal supmmal interdependence, resource
interdependence, cooperation, alienation, extrissimal support, cohesion, academic self -
esteem, and fairness in grading. The researcheseabight factors only from the 12 factors
because they directly relate to the focus of thdystthese eight factors are : teacher academic
support, teacher personal support, student academpigort, student personal support, goal
interdependence, resource interdependence, compesand fairness in grading.

The researcher contacted Dr. Roger Johasdrhe provided her with the original copy
of the questionnaire “Classroom Life Instrumenthisinstrument has been used many times
in research on cooperative learning with both galand school students. For example, it has
been used in a study that is conducted by GeneWtaree Johnson (2005) on undergraduate
college students enrolled in an educational collegel psychology course. The study is titled
Student alienationAcademic Achievement, and Web CT .User investigation sought to
understand the relationships between college stuamlemation, academic achievement, and
use of WebCT as part of cooperative learning. Furtit has been used in another study that
is conducted by the Johnsons, Buckman and RicHeodsthe Cooperative Learning Center
at the University of Minnesota. The study is titlEue Effect of the Prolonged Implementation
of Cooperative Learning on Social support within thassroom (1995)and it targeted
eighth grade school students.

Dr. Johnson provided the researcher with two fooihthe questionnaire: a long version
and a short version. The long version consistaj@estions that target students’ perceptions
on a broad range of factors including cooperati@®r relationships, teacher relationships and
self esteem (See Appendix Seven of the Long Fortheflohnson’s Questionnaire). While
the second version consists of a simplified formt tbonsists of 59uestions that address
students’ perception on cooperative learning. TBus,Johnson advised the researcher to use
the short version because the long version has raaters than needed. However, both

versions are based on the five essential elemérmsoperation from social interdependence
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theory (positive interdependence, individual acdahbility, cooperative skills, processing
(monitoring), and promotive interaction. Therefotiee researcher adopted in this study the
short version that consists of §8estions that target the five essential elementsaperative
learning. Consequently, the choice of questionsramibers in this study correspond with the
short version (See Appendix Eight of the Short Fofrthe Johnson’s Questionnaire).

The questionnaire was administered by the reseatohthe experimental group in the
original form of the short version. All studentsngoleted the fifty —nine items in the
guestionnaire. The questionnaire results were aadlyguantitatively using the Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Descriptieststal analysis (means reverse coding,
and standard deviations) are used to analyze lsarresponses to the questionnaire. The
researcher followed certain procedures to adminibe questionnaire. At first, she explained
to the students that this questionnaire aimed ézlciheir attitudes towards using cooperative
learning in their class. She explained that tleemtribution would help the department to
develop this writing course and its methodologyhe &lso read the instructions clearly and
asked them to follow the required scale to make st all students understood what they
were supposed to do and how they were supposetsteea. Later, the researcher distributed
twenty-four questionnaires (one of the twenty-fatedents was absent). The twenty four
guestionnaires were all filled and returned to her.

Students’ responses to the positive items in thestipnnaire were coded using the
following scale: one equals completely false, twoads false much of the time, three equals
sometimes true and sometimes false, four equaés rmmast of the time, and five equals
completely true. With regards to the scale ofdhestionnaire, the researcher and based on
the instrument itself concluded that if the mears wiore than three, then learners had a
positive attitude towards using cooperative leagnirf the mean of the responses was less
than three, that means that students had a negatitade towards using cooperative
learning. This assumption is based on the fadtttiealLikert scale ranges from one, which is
completely false and negative, to five, which isnpdetely true and positive. The scale of
three lies at the center, and therefore, is thepuoidt.

In the process of collecting data from the questaire after its administration, the
researcher ended up analyzing only thirty-eiglmhgeut of fifty-nine original items that were
filled by the participants in the study for two maeasons. The first reason is that 4 questions
from the 59 had a negative response, and the otlason is that 17 other questions do not

correspond with the focus of the study and itsndel factors.
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To elaborate on the first reason, all of the fityine original items had positive answers
except for four questions that were excluded fromdnalysis and were considered negative
items. These items are question number 2 whichnigslto the first factofeacher Academic
Support.The second item (Q19) which belongs to factoeéft abouControversy The third
item is (Q26) which belongs to the fifth fact@Goal InterdependenceAnd the final item
(Q33) which belongs to the seventh fac&gale 2) about cooperatioifhe reason for doing
that is that these four questions had a negatsorese and their degree of coherence did not
correspond with the overall responses given byesttedin the questionnaire. This can be
attributed to students either not understanding dbestions or not understanding their
inferences. As a result, these four questions wermved.

Furthermore, seventeen other questions were aisoved because they addressed the four
factors that were eliminated since they are beytthrad scope of the study and they also
addressed irrelevant variables. The excluded face:alienation, extrinsic social support,
cohesion, and academic self — este€millustrate, the main focus of this study isstamine
only eight factors from the twelve factors that theestionnaire originally addressed.
According to Dr. Roger Johnson, because the iterasactor analyzed, they can be used
independently and the researcher can choose therdateeded to be used to achieve the
purpose of this study. The selection of these dittbrs was determined by the researcher’s
focus on the five elements of cooperative learnipgsitive interdependence, individual
accountability, face-to face interaction, approeriase of collaborative skills, and group
processing. All these factors target the sociaketspf cooperative learning that focuses on
cooperation in the class (See Chapter Two). Thezethe total number of items analyzed
using SPSS is thirty-eight items only from the $liorm of the “Classroom Life Instrument”.

In order to present the questionnaire resglidearly as possible, the researcher grouped
the thirty-eight questionnaire items based on tbales and dimensions included in the
“Classroom Life Instrument”. These eight factors,ga) teacher academic support (22, 28,
and 38), (b) teacher personal support (13, 15a40,43), (c) student academic support (1, 5,
17, and 25), (d) student personal support (7, 2032, and 35), (e) goal interdependence ( 8,
14, 21, 27, and 34), (f) resource interdepended8e47, 50, 52, and 56) (g) cooperation (51,
53, 54, 55, 57, 58, and 59) and (h) fairness afiggawithin groups (16, 32, 42, 45, and 49).

To elaborate, learners’ attitudes towacd®peration is shown in the first factor;
Teacher Academic Supportas illustrated in Table 8. The researcher watdedeasure how

students responded to her academic role while wgrki groups. According to the Johnson,
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Johnson, and Smith (1991), her role is to scaffoidntor, provide feedback, and guide the
dialogue of the groups.

Table 8
1. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Teacher Academic Suppor
Item Number Question
Q22 My teacher cares about how much I learn
Q28 My teacher likes to see my work
Q38 My teacher wants me to do my best schoolwork

Learners’ attitudes towards cooperation is showthénsecond factoifeacher Personal
Support as illustrated in Table 9. The researcher saletttis factor because it is important
to see the nature of the relationship between hdrthe students. Many students wanted
encouragement during work, especially while writifidnerefore, the main purpose of the
researcher is to create a positive atmosphere woatd motivate them. They needed
emotional scaffolding in addition to academic solafing. This factor is illustrated by Table
(9) below:

Table 9

2. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Teacher Personal Suppor
Item Number Question
Q13 My teacher really cares about me
Q15 My teacher thinks it is important to be my friend
Q40 My teacher likes me as much as he/she likes other

students

Q43 My teacher cares about my feelings

Learners’ attitudes towards cooperation is showthenthird factor;Student Academic
Support as illustrated in Table 10. This factor is impmoitt because it reveals how much
students like and accept each other. Also, itatsvthe level of cooperation vs. competition
between them. Therefore, the researcher obseiveid dialogue and interaction while
working in groups to examine their group processing cooperative skills. For example, she
noticed how they distributed tasks and roles ameaah other while implementing their tasks

in an informal cooperative setting.
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Table 10
3. Learners’ Attitude Towards Student Academic Support

ltem number | Questions

Q1 Other students in this class want me to do my pest
schoolwork

Q5 In this class other students like to help me learn

Q17 In this class, other students care about how much
I learn

Q25 Other students in this class want me to come tp
class today

Learners’ attitudes towards cooperation is showthe fourth factorStudent Personal
Support as illustrated in Table 11. The researcher obsknesv students accepted individual
differences in their groups. This directly relatesindividual accountability as a main
element in cooperative learning. Also, this fadtalicates how well they worked as a team in

the Johnsons’ “sink or swim approach.” The foughbtér is illustrated by table (11) below:
Table 11

4. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Student Personal Suppor

ltem number | Questions
Q7 Other students in this class think it is importent
be my friend
Q20 In this class, other students like me the way | am
Q29 Other students in this class care about my feelings
Q31 Other students in this class like me as much gs the
like others
Q35 In this class, other students really care about me

Learners’ attitudes towards cooperation is shown tme fifth factor; Goal
Interdependence asllustrated in Table 12. This is the most sigraht of the five elements
of cooperative learning. The researcher obseritgtbnts’ perceptions of joint outcomes and
how the groups shared learning the assigned miatér@aexamine this factor, the researcher
gave one reading to the members in each group, Alsoimportant to check if students set a

shared learning goal as a team.
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Table 12
5. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Goal Interdependence

Item number Questions

Q8 When we work together in small groups we try to enalire
that everyone in the group learns the assignedriaite

Q14 When we work together in groups , our job is natelantil
everyone in the group has completed the assignment

Q21 When we work together in small group , we all reeghe
same grade

Q27 When we work together in small groups , our graelgethds on
how much all members learn

Q34 When we work together in small groups, | have t&ensure
that the other members lean if | want to do wellthe
assignment

Learners’ attitudes towards cooperation is shown tiie sixth factor; Resource
Independenceas illustrated in Table 13The researcher observed how the division of labor
takes place in each group. In addition, she exaththe “jigsawing” of material and their
perception towards that. For example, she obsemgsd students dealt with the material

when given to beginner students compared to addastoelents within the same group.
Table 13

6. Learners’ Attitude Towards Resource Independence

Item number | Questions

Q39 When we work together in small groups, we cannatete an
assignment unless everyone contributes

Q47 When we work together in small groups, the teadnades up
the material so that everyone has to share

Q50 When we work together in small groups, we havéhtoes
materials in order to complete the assignment

Q52 When we work together in small groups, every oigegs are
needed if we are going to be successful

Q56 When we work together in small groups, | have nal fhut what
everyone else knows if | am going to be able toheo
assignment

Learners’ attitude towards cooperation is showrthie seventh factorCooperation as
illustrated in Table 14 .The researcher wanted &asure their attitudes toward working
cooperatively with other students. She observed they shared ideas, helped each other,

refuted and argued, and how they determined impoetavhile working.



Table 14
7. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Cooperation
Item number
Q51 In this class I like to share my ideas and matemath other
students
Q53 In this class, | can learn important things frorneststudents
Q54 In the class, | like to help other students learn
Q55 In this class, | try to share my ideas and materath other
students when I think it will help me
Q57 In this class, it is a good idea for students tip leach other learn
Q58 In this class, | like to cooperate with other siide
Q59 In this class, students learn a lot of importamigh to each other

98

Learners’ attitude towards cooperation is showtheeighth factorfFairness in Grading

within groups as illustrated in Table 15. For exémpany paper that the researcher takes to

assess any group represents the grade of the @lmlp. The purpose was to ensure that all

students were working equally on each assignmedttiaat everyone in the group worked

hard and had an equal chance to be successful.

Table 15
8. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Fairness in Grading
Item Number
Q16 Everyone in this class has an equal chance todwessful if they do
their best
Q32 If a student works hard, he/she can definitely eadadn this class
Q42 Students in this class get the scores they desepvwaore no less
Q45 | deserve the scores | get in this class
Q49 Sometimes | think the scoring system in this clas®t fair
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3.4 Research Procedures

3.4.1 Implementation of the Research

A series of procedures are undertaken during the atly period:

1. Two ENGC 231 sections (fifty one students) amedomly selected to participate in the
study: one of them is used as the experimentalpgfoenty five students), and the other
as the control group (twenty six students).

2. Students’ compiled course book for the ENGC agd surveyed to identify the different
strategies of reading various types of texts atedkht levels of comprehension & to
examine the rhetorical strategies in teaching essayg. The researcher found that it was
necessary to replace and supplement some advagmeitg passages to draw on thematic
topics such as education, family values and gemdiess. The purpose is to address
academic and non-academic genres (Vygotsky, 1978itad in Graham, 2006) that
students could react to from personal experienceadso could reflect upon from more
academic viewpoints.

3. A pre-essay writing task was conducted to lgottups during the second week of. It was a
two-hour in-class writing test during which studemtere asked to respond to a written
prompt that discusses a controversial topic based eeading .During the essay test,
students were not allowed to discuss their topit weers. They were also not allowed to
ask the instructor for any vocabulary meaning cellspy. The same procedures were
conducted in both sections.

4. The infusion of the five CTs and associated neples in the writing stages was
determined by the requirements of each stage &¥e 5 for implementation of the five
CTs). For example, the first three CTs, scaffadiRMI, and Socratic questioning were
infused into the early stages of pre-writing andnping using the brainstorming,
modeling, and graphic organizing techniques. Ag #tage of writing, brainstorming is a
good start for constructing, connecting, and tramsfg knowledge to new contexts. This
stems from the researcher’s belief that at theosisxy stage, beginning learning stage, it is
necessary to introduce learners to strategies hlt them to generate new thoughts,
organize them, plan for using them, establish linkbveen them, and finally, recall them
when needed. In addition, the researcher seleidpits that relate to the learners’
experiences to enable them to construct meaningeratand, internalize, write, reflect,
and re-write their essays by creating a rich, natitng classroom environment. After some

practice in writing, the last two CTs (problem-pusi& Hegelian dialectic) were infused
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into the actual and final stage of writing, whicitludes drafting, editing, and revising the
first draft of an argumentative essay. The timeatian for conducting the first three CTs
lasted for two-three writing sessions, whereas l&st two CTs lasted for four to five

writing sessions.

Unlike the experimental group, the control groupdia conventional method of teaching
in a non-cooperative setting. Students were saatealvs and they were taught the material
by the teacher. The researcher in the experimgntalp created a constructivist classroom
that abides by the principles of constructivisrmgsa learner-centered approach to teaching
(See Chapter Two, pp.11-12).

3.4.2 Use of Cooperative Learning in the Current Sidy

In order to prepare the students and build mgand supportive learning community in the
beginning learning stages, students were instrugbeait their classroom environment where
they will work together and cooperate in groujsthis study, the researcher selected the
Johnsons’ cooperative learning module for implemgon as it provides the means of
operationalizing a new paradigm of teaching to ter@acontext that has provided scaffolding
for the five critical thinking strategies within valm the development of student critical
thinking was examined. The researcher implemefitedhree procedural types of cooperative

groups including, formal, informal, and structuhtroversy.

3.4.2.1. Formal Cooperative Learning Groups

During the first seven weeks, the experimegtaup was divided into formal cooperative
learning groups with fixed membership, and wellided short writing tasks to accomplish.
Instructional Scaffolding such as (modeling, grapbiganizers, and reflective writing) and
PMI were the two main CT strategies infused in pine-writing stage. An example of a
cooperative learning session the researcher cosdiuict two sessions, three hours, is
described below. This lesson is based on the hjedesuggested by Johnson, Johnson, and
Smith (1991).

(A) Pre-instructional decisions were made by the reseaher prior to each session.

Some of these decisions include:

« Maximizing the heterogeneity of students by placimgh, medium, and low-achieving
students within the same learning group. Eachmansisted of four members. The

purpose was to promote optimal student combinatioftsese groups stayed together for
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the whole seven weeks. The purpose was to “helppg remain stable long enough to be
successful. Breaking up groups that are havingbteofunctioning effectively is often
counterproductive, as the students do not learrskiils they need to solve problems in
collaborating with each other,” (Johnson , John&@mith 1991, p.7).

Arranging the room as a symbolic message of whapgopriate behavior. Members of
a learning group sat close to each other so thegt tlould share material, maintain eye
contact, and talk quietly.

Planning the instructional material to promote rndépendence. For example, the
researcher gave only one copy of the materialfi¢ogroup so that they could become
accustomed to working together. In addition, grovgmbers were given different books
or resources to be synthesized. This informaticeridependence would help every
member participate in the group.

Assigning roles to ensure interdependence. Thels fiaclude asummarizer (who
relates the group’s major conclusions), wrderstanding checker(who ensures that all
group members can explicitly explain how to arrsean answer or conclusion), an
accuracy coach (who corrects any mistakes in another membexplanation or
summaries), aelaborator (who relates current concepts and strategies termabstudied
previously), aresearcher runner (who gets needed materials for the group from the
instructor or other groups ), corder (who writes down the group’s decisions), an
observer(who keeps track of how well the group is coope@ti, and anT explorer.

In order to ensure positive interdependence ambegfour members in the group as

suggested by Johnson, Johnson, and Smith (1991Cainein (1994), the researcher assigned

one role to a member. However, roles such as amgdkr understanding, summarizing,

elaborating, and observing are vital roles to whaih four members were deliberately

assigned. According to Johnson, Johnson & Smit®X)9“these roles are vital to high-

guality learning and are often absent in the cellelagssrooms” (p. 9).

(B) Structuring the writing academic task and explaning it to the students. Students

needed to be clear about the assignment and undeasd the objectives of the lesson.

These academic tasks include:

* Reading a passage related to the theme of edudatiosing the T-chart to analyze it. The

purpose in writing a summary was to show their usideding of the work’s main ideas

and the relationships among those ideas
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» Writing an analytical response: Students neededrite an analytical response to the
reading passage. In this part, they explained tbments of structure and style that the
author has choseh.

» Directing students by modeling a sample from thadimey passage and defining and
explaining some key concepts and principles sucth@<T strategies. The researcher at
this point modeled the assigned scaffolding stiatelike the persuasive graphic organizer.
This strategy was separately presented and exglaénstudents for the purpose of guiding
them on how to write a summary and a reflectionaddition to planning effectively for
their essays.

» Asking the class specific questions to check theiderstanding of their roles and
assignments.

» Explaining the criteria for success by ensuring thlh group members were given the

responsibility to work together. They would sinksavim together.

(C) The role of the researcher at this point was to

« intervene and provide task assistance while growgrs processinif

» Scaffold students while writing their summaries aefliections collectively, and
» Assess students collectively by using the “sinkwim approach.”

Different writing sessions and prompts were useduthout the course, with a focus on
formal cooperative learning for the experimentalugr. Students explored a wide range of
writing skills and were introduced to the structafewriting a persuasive or argumentative
essay. The researcher also emphasized the impert@nplanning, drafting, and editing.
Students were encouraged to spend time peer editiggoups too. Students wrote either
collective essays and assessed them in groupsliordnal essays as a graded assignment to
be completed at home.

Other activities in other cooperative learning &ess targeted not only teaching writing
using CT skills, but also teaching students sonaentbuilding and leadership skills. The

chief purpose of these activities was to set aragimg environment to motivate students,

1" GASP : think of theGenre, AudienceStylisticdevices and purpose ;
« Denotative and connotative word choice ( houseo&é)’
* Writer's attitude;
* Recognizing tone;
* Analyzing style and word choice ;
* Repetition.
18 Group processing is defined as reflecting on agsession to (a) describe what member actions hedpsul
or unhelpful, and (b) make decisions about whabadb continue or change. The purpose is to fglamd
improve effectiveness to achieve group’s goal (3ohnJohnson, & Smith. 3:10, 1991).
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promote mutual respect, and create trust by perfgngroup tasks where learners must
depend on one another and trust their team mendeverk toward a common objective. In
addition, it is necessary to foster cooperation mgnmembers of the team. Some of these
activities are the “On the Moon Activity” and “TH&ridge Activity.” They were warm-ups
introduced at the beginning of every session. Timpgse was to help students become more
familiar with formal cooperative learning. As anaexple, “On the Moon,” is a consensus-
building icebreaker developed by NASA. This activitvolves building a consensus among
teams by reflecting on how decisions are made. t€hm'’s task was to role-play that they
were the crew on board a spaceship due to rendsaviih the mother ship on the lighted
side of the moon. Mechanical difficulties, howeveave forced their ship to crash land 300
kilometers from the rendezvous point. The roughdiag has damaged much of the
equipment aboard. Their survival depends on regctiie mother ship. They had to choose
the most essential items for the 300km trip. Tasktwas to rank the items in order of
importance to their crew in an attempt to reach réredezvous point. They had to write
number one for the most important item, numberfiovahe second most important item, and
so on, through to number fifteen. Another task walled the bridge activity in which

students cooperated to build a bridge using nevepagnd glue only.

3.4.2.2.Informal Cooperative Learning Groups

The second type of cooperative learning that isl uk&ing weeks of eight through twelve
is called informal cooperative learning groupsfofmal groups are temporary, ad hoc groups
that last for only one discussion session. Thaippse is to focus student attention on the
material to be learned, set a mood conducive tenieg, help organize in advance the
material to be covered in a class session, andrertBat student cognitively process the
material being taught. Two of the CT strategiegewmtroduced at this stage: Socratic
questioning and problem-posing. These two stragegiere introduced in the pre-writing
stage and during actual writing and planning. 8itsl used multiple readings and writing
exercises, moving from general to specific in ordedemonstrate their understanding of the
content by self-regulating their learning. In daboli, students accurately selected, interpreted,
and justified evidence, and also identified relévamguments, reasons and claims, and pros
and cons.

When implementing the paradigm of informal coopgeagroups, the researcher ensured

that misconceptions and incorrect understanding® \weddressed, and learning experiences
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were personalized, especially when using the Socgatestioning. In this paradigm, there
was a shift in the role of the students as theigasd their own roles. Likewise, the role of
the researcher shifted to providing students witbad lecturing and direct teaching to ensure
that students understood concepts and did theeoteal work of organizing the material.

Therefore, the researcher resorted to the pedagbtgcturing during these sessions. The
rationale for this pedagogy is based on (a) theoak the structure and organization of
knowledge, (b) the psychology of meaningful vergarning, and (c) ideas from cognitive

psychology associated with the representation arglisition of knowledge (Johnson,

Johnsons & Smith, 1991). Socratic questioning forimal groups was used to help promote
awareness of students’ level of knowledge by gemgraand asking meaningful questions
about their experiences.

While implementing the strategy of Socratic quastig in the form of a seminar where
students were seated in circles, the researchdrgpacial attention to creating productive
dialogue within focused groups. Students werergseme control to divide assigned roles
between them depending on their learning slyleshe researcher focused the students’
attention on the quality of thoughts and productisdogue during the process of planning to
ensure that students cognitively processed theriablbeing taught by discovering themes on
their own, and accordingly was prepared to writsrtfirst draft. The fourth critical thinking
strategy that is also introduced using informalugo is problem-posing by Freire. At this
point, students analyzed, in the form of a casedbagproach, argumentative visuals to
generate themes, questions, and ideas respondirgdings, then planned and wrote a well-
organized argumentative essay. In-depth analylselements of critical thinking are utilized
to write a clear paper. Students read cases sa&ldgevarious topics that relate to division of

labor in the household, decision-making, early mgg, and working mothers.

3.4.2.3. Academic Structured Controversy

In the last four weeks of the course, students tooed and self-regulated their own
learning in preparation for their structured coménsy group presentations as a project to
prepare them to write a persuasive or argumentabeay on an individual basis. The last
and most advanced critical thinking strategy, “Hegedialectic,” was introduced to assist
students in structuring the dialogue in order teee their thoughts to other members in the
teams.

¥ Visual, auditory, and tactile/kinesthetic
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At this stage, students should be able to manageelect, research, reason, and make
decisions about controversial topics generatedutiirout the course. These ideas were
generated from careful readings, reflective wriingnd group discussions. In addition, the
different CTs assisted students in re-thinking mahytheir assumptions about social and
cultural topics. During this phase, students wearepared to enter the final stage of this
project, which integrated cooperation and contrsyerAccording to Johnson, Johnson and
Smith (1991), the interpersonal exchange and etdrlbl challenge resulting from conflict
among ideas and conclusions (i.e. controversy)mptes critical thinking and higher-level
reasoning that will prepare students to write aspasive or argumentative essay. Therefore,
students were prepared for the concept of contsyyexrhich existed when one student’s
ideas, information, conclusions, evidence, thepaesl stances were incompatible with those
of another in the group, and the two sought tolreacagreement.

Structuring academic controversies, as suggestedebyohnson’s was implemented using
certain procedures. First, students joined a gafujpur members: two for and two against
an issue. Students were given the choice to s#ieat own controversial topic stemming
from their own interest. Then they researcheddbee to organize their own information and
prepare their positions. They categorized and rorga their present information and
experiences and arrived at a conclusion. Secdrel,tdam actively advocated for their
positions. Each pair presented his /her positiod srasoning to the opposition, thereby
engaging in considerable cognitive rehearsal aaldoghtion of their position and its rationale.
When the other team presented, students’ reas@mdgonclusions were challenged by the
opposing view and they experienced conceptual iwbrdihd uncertainty. Later, students
discussed the issue, critically evaluating the gfijmm and its rationale, defending their
positions, and comparing the strengths and weakeeasfseach position. As a result of this
uncertainty, students experienced “epistemic cityibsand therefore, they (a) actively
searched for more information to support their posj and (b) sought to understand the
opposing position and its supporting rationale. naly, the groups of four reached a
consensus. The emphasis during this instructipeabd was for students to re-conceptualize
their positions and synthesize the best informatsind reasoning from both sides. Finally,
students were able to write a clear, well-organiaegumentative essay that had a thesis,

stance, in-text citation, and proper mechanics.
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3.4.3 Course Design

The material was designed, compiled, and implentehyethe researcher in consultation
with her colleague. The material compiled to deslggmatic modules used different sources
such asParagraphs and Essays: with integrated readirigs Brandon, L. & Brandon. K
(2010); The professor’s Guide to Integrating Writing, Geél Thinking, and Active Learning
in the Classroom: Engaging Ideésr Bean, (2001)Guidelines — a Cross-Cultural reading
/Writing Textfor Spack (2007)Read, Reason , Write: An Argument Text ReadeBdgter, (
2011) .

In the initial stage, the procedure adopted by thsearcher was basically setting
objectives, selecting content, planning learningitegies, and assessment. The designed
modules sought to investigate the pedagogical sapbns of employing cooperative learning
in developing writing using critical thinking stegfies as a tool. The researcher investigated
different sources about curriculum development tefmmpiling her curriculum such as the
Taylor Model and the critical pedagogy model. Theictural framework for designing this
material took into consideration the Tylor's Modfelwnhich the researcher believes is simple
and adaptable to different educational goals apem®snces. The design of the Taylor model
is based on the nature and structure of knowlettigeneeds of the society, and the needs of
the learnét’. In addition, Freire’s critical Pedagogy is alsansidered in its philosophical
approach for the selection of the five CTs.

The main educational goal of this study whichotegs around teaching essay writing is
to infuse fivecritical thinking strategies .This writing proceissone in which students can
develop and support their beliefs and evaluatesttength of arguments made by others in
real-life situations within a cooperative learnieagvironment. These processes also include
practice in inductive and deductive reasoning, gme&gtion of arguments in oral and written
form, and analysis of the way language can infleettmought. (See Appendix Nine for

cooperative learning lesson plan).

20 The Taylor model is a relatively rational and sienphodel that provides four steps for approachirg th
curriculum. This model was designed by Dr. Rogeyldra
! There are four fundamental questions in developireg Taylor curriculum: (1) what educational purpose
should the school seeks to attain? (2) What edwwatiexperiences can be provided that are likelgttain
these purposes?(3) How can these educational erpes be effectively organized? (4) How can we
determine whether and to what extent these purpargeattained? (Madeus & Stufflebeam (1989).
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3.4.3.1 Content

With regards to the content, the ENGC 231 compilearse syllabus (see appendix 10 for
compiled course syllabus) presents the sequentdeeahhematic topics, concepts and skills,
and also provides a time-table indicating how tl&aBus is covered in the different classes
for both groups. The researcher and her colleagetewith their students for three hours per
week, every Tuesday and Thursday from 8:00 to 9:BBe material selected for the course
was both knowledge-centered and community-centefidtht is, the selected themes should
target a deep understanding of subject matter aernalization for the purpose of
encouraging the students to write about issues riflate to their own experiences. For
example, based on the students’ needs, emphasisgivas to readings that develop
understanding of other disciplines, especially @osciences and arts. There was also a
concern for meta-cognition. The researcher wastadents to see the whole and not the
parts. Therefore, using Ausubel’'s concept mapresearcher provided students with a “class
trip poster”.

The underlying premises and choice of ideas adéddessthe content were also based on
the philosophy suggested by Freire, which stressesneed to address social issues to
generate social consciousness among the studeAts.such, dialogic, interaction, and
development of the thinking process is necessaryhiem to internalize the writing process;
these three important notions lie at the heartittal thinking and pedagogy.

The content is selected and agreed upon by thargrss and her colleague based on the
needs of the students. Therefore, two thematiasidamerged from initial discussions with
students: education, family values, and gendetioela as main topics with interconnections
between ideas and other sub-topics, such as tmditieducation, progressive education,
standardized tests, violence including verbal, dsiioeriolence, violence in schools, divorce,
traditional marriage, early marriage, honor killimgomen and media, and working mothers.
The main purpose was to help students form an atadeice and perspective while writing.
Therefore, the readings were selected from a wadge of literary and non-literary genres
that are thematically linked to readings from diffet cultures so that students could relate
texts to other texts, texts to the world, and tdmtsheir own lives. For example, readings
included academic and non-academic texts and tdpias students could react to with
personal experience and could also reflect upom faomore academic viewpoint. Attention
was given in the classroom environment to reflecpvactice using the position papers, initial

knowledge, skills, attitudes, and beliefs of thariters. Both the experimental and control
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groups were exposed to the same content, and bseshine five critical thinking strategies.
But the two groups were exposed to two differentho@s of teaching: a non-cooperative

setting for the control group and a cooperativérsgtor the experimental group.

3.4.3.2 Syllabus Implementation

Both instructors agreed that the main intendechiagroutcome in this course is to enable
students to write clearly and skillfully, and beaself-monitors, inquisitive, objective, and
open-minded. They coordinated together to implement the syllabd$he course outline
consisted of sixteen weeks, two classes per wé&slch class lasted for one hour and twenty
minutes. The five CTs are divided and implememteer the weeks (See Table 5 in Chapter
Three, p.73).

To illustrate, both the researcher and her colleagjtuctured four main writing goals into
the course. One goal is to help students learwutathe demands of writing for different
situations and how to adapt information and arguméor varying audiences. A second
primary goal is to enhance the ability of studentsvrite with appropriate style and register.
A third goal is to help students learn to adapiaargation strategies and select appropriate
forms of evidence while writing. A fourth goal wasenhance their planning, drafting, and
revising skills. Further, thorough analysis anédigack was given to both sections of

students throughout all stages of the writing pssce

3.4.4 Teaching Methodology
3.4.4.1 Teaching Methodology for the Control Group

In the control group, the instructor provided diréastruction to the students using a
conventional method in a non-cooperative settiftg &nphasized basic skills in teaching the
reading strategies by providing students with défe scaffolds such as the T-chart and other
graphic organizers. During this process, the uts$trr infused the second strategy (PMI) into
the course by giving a presentation and then moglelis strategy for students to work with
alone. Different writing prompts and in-class wrgi tasks were provided to students.
Further, they were required to write position papather in class or at home.

To ensure that the control group was taught the EiVs in a non-cooperative setting, the
researcher attended a class with her colleague ré@$earcher observed how the instructor
strictly adhered to the reading passages that shvded to her students. The instructor

disseminated information in the writing class whdtidents were practicing their tasks
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individually as recipients of feedback from thedeer only. The instructor was directive in

providing instruction and students worked primaglgne or with the teacher. She modeled
every CT on the blackboard, which in turn generateahy classroom discussions that
involved the whole class.

With both the cooperative and non-cooperative sastivorking at the same pace, the rest
of the CTs were introduced for the purpose of wgtitwo argumentative essays in
preparation for the general exam that students dveitlfor at the end of the course. The
instructors administered the final essay test atethd of April, 2012 using the rubric agreed

upon in the department.

3.4.4.2 Teaching Methodology for the Experimental @&up

The researcher who taught the experimental groapted a constructivist classroom in
which learning is constructed, active, reflectigellaborative, inquiry based, and evolving.
In the classroom, the constructivist view of leaghpoints towards of a number of teaching
practices including inquiry learning as part ofadigery learning, and project-based learning.
The researcher executed both practices by helpiaests inquire and discover on their own
using formal and informal groups. Further, sheegagtructions and guided them to structure
a project-based learning environment using strectwontroversy. To illustrate, students in
the second and third CT discovered meanings om tvem as they became active learners
developing their skills. Also, students were eraghon groups in specific learning processes
that include creating questions on their own usBagratic questioning, researching for
supporting evidence to answer the questions of rothembers, explaining evidence,
connecting new knowledge with prior knowledge, &ndlly creating their own stance, and
writing clearly.

And in order to prioritize positive goal interdegemce as the main aspect in cooperative
learning, the researcher devoted the first eightkseof class to creating a rich classroom
environment. The main objective is for the studentenjoy writing, discover the pattern of
how a paragraph moves to an essay, learn for uateling, and practice working within a
formal cooperative learning setting. The role led tesearcher, in the primary stages of the
study, is to guide dialogue and help students cocistheir own knowledge about how to
write. Her role is rooted in negotiation. In latstages, learning writing becomes an
interactive, goal-directed, multilayered task. Tine CTs pave the way for interaction

among groups and with the teacher. The writing@ss is seen as dynamic and changing.
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Later, the role of the researcher is reduced togoaifacilitator, as students are working on
their projects, and writing on their own. Theiskaat this point is to focus on their quality of
thought, presentation, and language.

To illustrate, the researcher executed the useooperative learning in teaching writing
activities by incorporating different writing tasksich as peer editing. This is an example of
how cooperative learning is used in essay writing.

» Task: write an essay

» Cooperative work: all group members must verify that each membessag is clear and
well-written, according to a rubric given by thesearcher. One of the scores for the essay
will be the total number of errors made by the .pan individual score on the quality of
the essay is also given.

* Procedure:

1. The researcher assigns students to pairs wittast tee good reader in each pair. The task
of writing individual essays is given.

2. Student A describes to Student B what he or sh#aisning to write about. Student B
listens carefully, probes with a set of questiomsd outlines Student A’'s essay. The
written outline is given to student A.

3. This procedure is reversed with Student B desagilwhat he or she is going to write and
Student A listening and completing the outline eideént B’s essay, which is given to
student B.

4. The students research individually the materiay theed to write their essays, and then
they review the material together.

5. The two students work together to co-write thet frgragraph of each essay to ensure that
they both have a clear start on their essays.

6. The students write their essays individually.

7. When completed, the students proofread each othesdmys, making corrections in
capitalization, punctuation, spelling, language gasatopic sentence usage, and other
aspects of writing specified by the teacher. Satiges for revision are also encouraged.

8. The students revise their essays, making all tgested revisions.

9. The two students then reread each other’s essalysigm their names (indicating that they

guarantee no errors in the essay).

Finally, while students work, the researcher magit@airs, and intervenes where

appropriate to help them master clear writing amaperation.
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3.4.5 Tools Validity and Reliability
3.4.5.1 Essay Rubric Validity

The Department’s English languagssay Selection Rubribat is used for student level
determination (See Table 6) was given to 26 faaukynbers at the Department of languages
and Translation. Some of them thought that it wasessary to incorporate more items
targeting the structure of the essay and mechankedlowing their recommendations, the
researcher incorporated their comments into thegdesf the rubric to include: thesis,
structure of the essay, use of evidence, in-tesdtion, logic and argumentation, and
mechanics. They also commented on the scale ofutbic and therefore it was modified
according to its weight in the grade distributian fhe 231 course to be twenty points out of
the overall average.

Another rubric called’he Clear Writing Evaluation Rubriwas given to nine referees for
review and assessment. This rubric is establisirethe basis of Paul Diederich’s “seven
traits of clear writing” (Meyer, Sebranek, & RYsQXL, p.4). The purpose of thelear
Writing Evaluation Rubrids to check the development of clarity in essaijtimg. Two of
these referees have PhD degrees, while the othien $mve MA degrees in Teaching English
as a Foreign Language (TEFL), applied linguistizsriculum development, creative writing,
and education. These referees earned their catéB from various universities in the US,

England, and Canada.

3.4.5.2 Essay Rubric Reliability

To measure its reliability, thBepartment’s English language Essay Selection Ruhet
the researcher and her colleague used for stuetesilt determination is adopted and used for
scoring the final essay exam by all department neemvho taught the thirty sections of the
ENGC 231 students who were registered for the sksemester of the scholastic year 2011-
2012 at Birzeit University. Further, the reliabiliof the Clear Writing Scoring Rubrito trace

clarity in writing was given measured by givindatnine referees for evaluation.
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3.5 Data Analysis

This mixed research uses a combination of quaigatnd quantitative tools to interpret data

and analyze findings in terms of

» The influence of the five critical thinking strateg using Facione and Facione’s HCTSR
(1994).

» A qualitative analysis of thirty six essays gatldefer three student levels in both sections
to trace development in clarity in writing usinget@lear Writing Scoring Rubrias a
qualitative tool, and to trace signs of criticahtting using HCTSR.

» A quantitative T-test to compare the results betwtbe pre, midterm, and final essays for
the two groups during the three intervals.

* An attitude questionnaire administered to the expemtal group only to study their

attitudes towards cooperative learning.
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Chapter Four

Data Analysis and Results

4.1 Introduction

As stated earlier, the study investigates the tegclf essay writing to upper-
intermediate Palestinian students learning Engksh a second/foreign language in a
cooperative learning setting at Birzeit UniversityPalestine. Five critical thinking strategies
(CTs) are employed as the basis for developingraptementing the teaching activities used
throughout the study period. Explored as well aeelggogical implications and student
attitudes towards cooperative learning.

Consequently, this study aims to answer the folhgwiour questions:

1. What is the role of critical thinking in L2 Engligissay writing for students?

2. What strategies contribute to developing studeatgical thinking ability as they are
engaged in essay writing?

3. How can cooperative learning facilitate the useritical thinking in essay writing at the
process and product levels?

4. What are students’ attitudes towards cooperati@mlag in essay writing?

Qualitatively, an in-depth analysis of student gssa carried out using a qualitative
rubric as a tool to trace the development of cledting and critical thinking. Analysis of
clear writing is based on tl@&ear Writing Scoring Rubri¢See Table 7, Chapter Three, p.87)
while analysis for critical thinking relies on tlCTSRby Facione and Facione (1994) ( See
Chapter Three, p.90). Quantitatively, student essag analyzed using a T-test to compare
essay results. Further, data gathered by thedgtuestionnaire is analyzed using descriptive

statistics, means and standard deviation.

4.2 Student Essays

A purposeful sample of thirty-six essays is cokectfrom both the control and
experimental groups at three different intervalsirdy the study period: the second, the
eighth, and the fourteenth weeks of the second semén the 2011/2012. The essays
represent the students’ writings in the pre-stuelyqal (pre), the mid-study period (midterm),
and the end-study period (final). The pre-essagosducted in the second week of the
semester, the midterm essay in the eighth week iaffgementing the first two CTs, and the

final at the end of the fourteenth week after tbmpletion of the five CTs.
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Six sets of essays are selected from both groupspesentative samples of three
levels of student writing: beginner, intermediated advanced. Each set contains six samples
per group for a total of thirty-sigssays for the two groups (control and experimgnitalel
determination is based on the scoring rubric estadd in reference to Diederich’'s seven
traits of clear writing and approved by the Depaninof Languages and Translation (See
Table 6, Chapter Three, pp.84-85). These essayarmigzed qualitatively using thelear
Writing Evaluation Rubricas a qualitative tool (See Table 7, Chapter Thpe87). In
addition, the essays are evaluated for evidena®itidal thinking using theHolistic Critical
Thinking Scoring Rubriby Facione and Facione (1994) (See Chapter Tht66). Further,
these essays are also analyzed quantitatively uainfrtest to measure the students’
performance before the implementation of the fives (pre-essays), after the implementation

of the first two CTs (midterm essays), and aftercbmpletion of the five CTs (final essays).

4.2.1Essay Analysis in Terms of Clear Writing
As indicated earlier, the main purpose of the asialis to trace evidence of clarity in

writing.
4.2.1.1 Results of Pre-essays

Twelve pre-essays are gathered and analyzedajivaly for six students from the
control and experimental groups to trace clarityviniting for three student levels (beginner,
intermediate, advanced). The results are presemf{éable 16.

Table 16

Analysis of Pre-essays for Clear Writing

Pre-essay Control Group Experimental Group

Beginner Seriously limited (1) or not Seriously limited (1) or not clear at
clear at all all

Intermediate | Somewhat limited (2) or not | Somewhat limited (2) or not clear
clear
Somewhat limited (2) or not | Somewhat limited (2) or not clear

Advanced clear

Numbers (1) and (2) refer to the rubric.

Table 16 shows that learners from all levels of ¢batrol group wrote essays that
were unclear. Of the six essays, two essays fob#tgnner-level learners were scored as
seriously limited essays (1), i.e., not clear dt Bbur essays for the advanced and the

intermediate level learners were scored as somelivhdaed essays (2), i.e., unclear. The
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same table further shows similar performance fer ékperimental group essays. The pre-
essay results show that both groups participatingpe study started at the same level. From
both groups, four essays were marked as serioumsitetl (1), and eight essays were marked
as somewhat limited (2). Both groups wrote unclkessays in the early stages of the study
before implementing the five critical thinking dtegies in a cooperative environment for the
experimental group, and in a non-cooperative enwrent for the control group.
Further, quantitative findings for the pre-essayisthe control and the experimental

groups are illustrated in Tablg'.

Table 17
Independent Sample T-test for Pre-essays
Pre- Mean T Df. | Sig.
essay | Control |Experimental | Mean o= 0.05
Difference
9.8 9.6 -0.161 -0.31149 | 0.756

Table 17 shows that there is no difference betwiencontrol and experimental
groups in their performance on the pre-essays bdfoey are exposed to the 5 CTs. This
indicates that the level of the students is netiidysame before beginning the implementation
of the teaching strategies. For example, the aeevfthe control group in the pre-essay is 9.8
degrees from 20 degrees while the average of thergmental group is 9.6 degree from 20
with a mean difference of -0.161, which is notistatally significant as p «= 0.05. Also,
the result of the T-test (-0.311) shows that siatifly there is no significant difference, as p <
a= 0.05.To conclude, these results reveal that both grempshomogenous despite the fact
that they were randomly enrolled into the differEBNMGC 231 classes.

4.2.1.2 Midterm Essays

Twelve midterm essays are gathered and analyzediXastudents from the control
and six students groups from the experimental grdagdrace clarity of their writing for the
three selected levels. The results are present&dhle 18.

Table 18

Analysis of Midterm Essays for Clear Writing

Midterm Essays | Control Group Experimental Group

Beginner Somewhat limited (2) or not clear Average (3)msbme extent clear
Intermediate Average (3) or to some extent cleaSomewhat effective (4) or clear
Advanced Average (3) or to some extent cleaSomewhat effective (4) or clear
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Table 18 shows that learners from all three lewélthe control group wrote essays
that were either unclear or average, i.e. to soxtene after being exposed to the two CTs
(Instructional Scaffolding and PMI) in a non-cocguére setting. The results show that two
essays for the beginner level learners continudoetainclear and somewhat limited during
the second interval (week 8) after the implemeotatif the two CTs. However, four midterm
essays for both the advanced and intermediate $tweénts progressed to writing essays that
were somewhat clear.

Table 18 also shows that learners from the expeahgroup from the three selected
levels wrote clear essays after the implementaifahe first two CTs (Scaffolding and PMI)
in a cooperative learning environment. For examiple beginner level learners produced two
average essays (3) that are to some extent cléde the intermediate and advanced level
learners produced four clear midterm essays tieat@newhat effective (4).

Quantitatively the midterm essays are analyzed to compare rdxitise and after the
implementation of the first two CTs (Instruction&kcaffolding and PMI). Quantitative
findings of the midterm essays for the control arderimental groups are illustrated in Table
19.

Table 19
Independent Sample T-test for the Midterm Essays
Midterm | Mean T Df. | Sig.
Essays Control | Experimental | Mean o= 0.05
Difference
13.6 14.7 1.140 2.835 49| 0.007

Table 19 shows that the mean average of the midessays for the control group
learners is 13.6, while the mean average for theterm essays for the experimental group
learners is 14.7 degree with a difference of 1.@dQree. This difference is statistically
significant as (p<e= 0.05) for the benefit of the experimental grouptley scored slightly
higher.

A comparison between the pre -and midterm essalystrated in Table 20.
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Table 20

Comparison of the T-test Results for the Pre anddiéirm Essays
Comparison | Mean T Df. | Sig.
of the Pre and | Control | Experimental | Mean a= 0.05
Midterm Difference
Essay
Pre-essay 9.8 9.6 -0.161 -0.311 49 0.756
Midterm 13.6 14.7 1.140 2.835 | 49 0.007
Essay

Table 20 presents a comparison between the pre-madigrm essays for the two
groups. When comparing the results of the controlg essays in the pre- and midterm
essays, one can see that the average increased9fnim the pre-essay to 13.6 in the
midterm. However, when comparing the pre- and midtessays for the experimental group,
one can see that the average increased from 9.8.7ofrom the pre-essay to the midterm.
There is a difference of 1.1 degree between thér@loand the experimental group. This is
also evident in the results of the T-test scoreicivtwas (-0.311) for the pre- essay and
increased to (2.835) for the midterm. This indisatbat the difference is statistically

significant as (p<= 0.05) for the benefit of the experimental group.

4.2.1.3 Final Essays

Twelve final essays are gathered from six essaym fthe control group and
experimental group and analyzed to trace evideticgear writing for the three selected
levels. The results are presented in Table 21 helow

Table 21

Analysis of Final Essays for Clear Writing

Final Essays| Control Group Experimental Group
Beginner Average (3) or to some extent | Somewhat effective (4) or
clear clear
Intermediate | Average (3) or to some extent | Somewhat effective (4) or
clear clear
Advanced Somewhat effective (4) or clear Effective (5) agarland
consistent

Findings fromTable 21 show that learners from the control grdigbnot progress in

writing their final essays after being exposedhe five CTs in a non-cooperative setting.
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Four essays for the beginner and intermediate leaehers were marked as average (3) same
as the midterm essays. Further, the advanced llEaelers from the control group wrote two
essays that were somewhat effective (4) or clettram final tests.

In addition, results from Table 21 show that leasnffom all three levels in the
experimentagroup wrote clear essays, which are somewhat eféeot (4) effective (5) after
the implementation of the five CTs in a cooperate@ning environment. For example, two
essays for the beginner level learners were madeedlear in the final essay after the
completion of the 5 CTs. In addition, two essaystlfie@ intermediate level learners were also
marked as clear .Finally, two essays for the adedhevel learners were marked as clear and
effective. Therefore, the six essays for three estidevels from the experimental group
gradually developed from writing unclear essaywiiting essays that are clear and effective.

The final essays are also quantitatively analyzeddmpare the results before and
after the implementation of the five CTs. Theduling table, Table 22, presents the results

of the control and the experimental group for tinalftest.

Table 22
Independent Sample T-test for the Final Essays
Final Mean T Df. | Sig.
Essays Control Experimental | Mean a=0.05
Difference
14.6 15.9 1.323 3.867, 49 0.000

Table 22 shows that the mean average of the fssalyes for the control group learners
is 14.6, while the mean average for the final es$arthe experimental group learners is 15.9
degrees with a difference of 1.323 degree in fanbothe experimental group, which is
statistically significant (p<a= 0.05). A comparison between the pre- and final yesss
illustrated in Table 23.
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Table 23
Comparison of the T-test Results for the Pre and&l Essays
Mean T Df. | Sig.

Comparison | Control | Experimental | Mean a=0.05
of Pre and Difference

Final Essays

Pre-essay 9.8 9.6 -0.161 -0.311 49 0.756
Final Essay | 14.6 15.9 1.323 3.867| 49 0.000

Table 23 presents a comparison of the pre- antldssays from the two study groups.
When comparing the results of the control groumgssn the pre- and final essays, note that
the average increased from 9.8 to 14.6 from thetgsieto the final essay. However, when
comparing the pre- and final essays for the expawtal group, it is noticed that scores
increased from 9.6 to 15.9 for the final essay wittifference of 1.3 degrees higher for the
benefit of the experimental group. This is alsodewt in the results of the T-test, which
indicate a significant difference (increase) fror0.3§11) to (3.835). This difference is

statistically significant (p@= 0.05).

A comparison between the midterm and final essajustrated in Table 24.

Table 24
Comparison of T-test Results for the Midterm andnfail Essays
Mean T Df. | Sig.

Comparison o= 0.05
of midterm Control | Experimental | Mean
and final difference
essays
Midterm 13.604 14.744 1.140 2.83b 49 0.007
Essay
Final Essay | 14.577 15.900 1.323 3.86f 49 0.000

Table 24 presents a comparison of the midterm arad éssays from the two study
groups. When comparing the results of the controug essays in the midterm and final
essays, one can see that the average increased3t6ro 14.5 from the midterm to the final
essay. However, when comparing the results of thdtenm and final essays for the
experimental group, it is also noticed that therage increased from 14.7 to 15.9 from the

midterm to the final essay, with the essays fromdRperimental group scoring 1.3 degrees
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higher. This is also evident in the result of theest (3.835), which is also statistically
significant (p<a= 0.05).
4.2.1.4 Summary of Essay Results for Clear Writing

Table 25 presents a summary of the resultbefanalysis of clear essay writing for both

study groups based on t@éear Writing Evaluation Rubric

Table 25
Summary of Essay Analysis for Clear Writing
Level Group Pretest Midterm Final
Control Group Seriously Somewhat | Average (3)
Beginner limited (1) limited (2)
Experimental Seriously Average (3) | Somewhat
Group limited (1) effective (4)
Control Group Somewhat | Average (3) | Average (3)
. limited (2)
Intermediate Experimental Somewhat | Somewhat | Somewhat
Group limited (2) effective (4) | effective (4)
Advanced Control Group Somewhat | Average (3) | Somewhat
limited (2) effective (4)
Experimental Somewhat | Somewhat | Effective (5)
Group limited (2) effective (4)
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Figure (1)
Summary of Persuasive /Argumentative Essays
for the Control Group
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Pre-test Mid term Final
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Results of Figure 1 for the control group essaysasthat the three student levels
moved from writing totally unclear essays to wigtiessays that are, to some extent, clear. For
example, the beginner level students marked a e)axpecially between the midterm and
final essays, as their writing moved from bein@ligtunclear to having some clarity in the
final essays. The intermediate level learners skos@me progress between the pre- and
midterm essays as they moved from somewhat limesshys (2) that are totally unclear to
average (3) essays that are to some extent cleathef, the intermediate levels learners
continued to write with some clarity in their fine$says after the implementation of the five
CTs. In addition, the advanced students developsdys that are clear. They progressed from
writing unclear essays in the pre-essays to wrisomewhat effective essays for their final

paper.
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Firgure ( 2)
Summary of Persuasive/Argumentative Essays for
the Experimental Group
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Results of Figure 2 for the experimental group ¥ssdow that all levels marked a
gradual but noticeable improvement in their thresags throughout the study period. For
example, the beginner level learners significaitiproved by their second and third essays
and reached the level of the intermediate groupfohghe intermediate level, they moved
from writing somewhat limited essays (2) to somewdifdective essays (4). The advanced
level also progressed considerably as they developtheir writing from being unclear (2) to
somewhat effective (4) to writing effective and sistent essays (5).

Comparing between the results in Figure 1 and B @vident that the experimental

group wrote noticeably clearer essays than theralogitoup.

4.2.1.5 Summary of Essay Results for Quantitative-Test Analysis

Table 26 below presents a summary of the indepénbeast results for students’
essays before the implementation of the five CTe-gssay), after the implementation of the

first two CTs (midterm essay), and after the cortipfeof the five CTs (final essays).
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Table 26

Summary of the T-test Results for Students’ Essays
Summary | Mean T Df. Sig.
]?;rT'teSt Control | Experimental | Mean
Students’ Difference
Essays
Pre-essay | 9.758 9.596 -0.161 -0.3113 49 0.756
Midterm 13.604 | 14.744 1.140 2.835| 49 0.007
Essay
Final 14.577 15.900 1.323 3.867| 49 0.000
Essay

Comparing the T-test results in Table 26 aboveés ivident that the experimental

group performed higher than the control group. Mean difference between the scores of the
two groups on the pre-essay is (-0.311). By thet mssay, the difference had gradually
increased to (2.835) for the midterm. By the fiegam, it has progressed to (3.867). These

noticeable differences mark gains for the expertadegroup, which outperformed the control

group.

Further, these differences are also confirmed inlefa7, which presents a summary

experimental and control groups.

Table 27
Summary of the Statistical Results for Student Egsa

Statistics Control Experimental

Midterm  |Final Midterm |Final

Pre-essay |[Essay Essay Pre-essay |Essay Essay

N 26 26 26 25 25 25
Mean 9.8 13.6 14.6 9.6 14.7 15.9
Median 10.0 14.0 14.8 10.0 15.0 16.0
Std. Deviation 1.8 1.8 15 1.9 9 .8
Minimum 6.0 8.0 12.0 5.0 12.4 15.0
Maximum 13.0 16.0 17.0 12.0 16.2 17.0
Range 7.0 8.0 5.0 7.0 4.0 2.0

of the statistical results for students’ essaysthat three different levels for both the

A careful examination of the mean average and taedard deviation in Table 27

shows that the control group learners’ scores dahge over time when comparing students’

essays from the first essay to the final. For eXxanthe mean average for the essays moved
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from 9.8 for the pre-essay to 13.6 for the midtéoni4.6 for the final essays. The standard
deviation started with 1.8 in the pre-, and corgmuo be 1.8 for the midterm and then
slightly decreased to 1.5 for the final essaysttaur the range also slightly decreased from
7.0, then increased to 8.0, and finally decreasédQ.

However, statistical results for students’ essayste experimental group indicate a
more significant change when comparing studentsags throughout the semester. For
example, the mean average for the essays moved9®ror the pre-essay (the same result
as the control group), to 14.7 for the midterm, 19 for the final essays. The standard
deviation significantly decreased from 1.9 to .9&pand the range also decreased from 7.0 to
4.0 to 2.0, which indicates that the individualfeliences among students in the experimental

group significantly decreasedo.

4.2.2 Results of Essay Analysis for Critical Thinkig

Thirty-six essays are gathered and analyzed te &&ience of critical thinking using
the HCTSRby Facione and Facione (1994) during the studipgdeifhe essays are analyzed
before the implementation of the five CTs, aftex iimplementation of the first two CTs, and
after the completion of the five CT"s. Both thegascher and her colleague used inter-rater
reliability to correct the thirty-six essays usitige HCTSRby Facione and Facione (1994).
Based on this rubric, students who receive a sobreto 2 are weak (beginners), students
who receive a score of three are acceptable (ietgiate), and students who receive a score
of four are strong (advanced).

4.2.2.1Before the Implementation of the Five CTs

Table 28 presents the results of the pre-esdayiag the first interval (week 2) and
before the implementation of the five critical tkiimg strategies.
Table 28

Participants’ Critical thinking Level in Pre-essays

Pre-essay Control Group Experimental Group
Weak (1-2) 6 6

Beginner Level

Acceptable (3) 0 0

Intermediate Level

Strong (4) 0 0

Advanced Level

*The HCTSR has a four point scale which represémise levels: students who receive a score of 4 aoe
weak (beginners), students who receive a scorereétare acceptable (intermediate), and studerdgedeive
a score of four are strong (advanced).
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Results from Table 28 show that the six pre-esiaythe control group did not show
any signs of critical thinking based on tHETSR,as students scored between one and two
(weak or unacceptable) on their essays. Theretioeesix student essays for the control group
are categorized as weak (beginner). Also, resuits) fTable 28 indicate that the six pre-

essays for the experimental group scored the sstmging a similar lack of critical thinking.

4.2.2.2 After the Implementation of the First Two CTs

Table 29 presents the results of the midterm esafigs the implementation of the
first two CTs (PMI and Instructional Scaffoldingrihg the second interval (week 8).
Table 29
Participants’ Critical thinking Level in the Midtem Essays

Midterm Essay Control Group Experimental Group
Weak (1-2) 2 1

Beginner level

Acceptable (3) 4 4

Intermediate level

Strong (4) 0 1

Advanced level

Results from (Table 29) for the midterm essaydHercontrol group show that two of
the six essays are weak (beginner), and that &says scored a three and are acceptable
(intermediate). In addition, results from (Tablg &% the midterm essays for the
experimental group show that one of the six essayrmrked as weak (beginner), four essays
scored a three and are marked as acceptable (ed&ta), and one essay scored a four and is

marked as strong (advancedjaling to six essays.

4.2.2.3After the Completion of the Five CTs

Table 30 presents the results of the finahgs after the implementation of the five CTs

during the third interval (week 14).

Table 30
Participants’ Critical Thinking Level in the FinalEssays
Final Essay Control Group Experimental Group
Weak ( 1-2) Beginner Level |0 0
Acceptable (3) Intermediate | 6 2
level
Strong (4) Advanced Level |0 4
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Results from (Table 30) for the final essays fag tontrol group show that the six
essays scored a three and are marked as accefmédrmediate). Further, results from Table
30 for the final essays for the experimental grelapw that two essays scored a three and are
marked as acceptable (intermediate) and four essayed a four and are marked as strong

(advanced)

4.2.2.4 Summary of Results of Critical Thinking

Table 31 presents a summary of the results of stadéevels after the analysis of
critical thinking based on the HCTRS by Facione Badione (1994) for both groups.
Table 31

Summary of the Results of Analysis of Critical Thimg

Results of the Influence of | Control Group | Experimental Total for both
the Five CTs Group groups
Weak (1-2) 8 7 15
Beginner Level
Acceptable (3) 10 6 16
Intermediate level
Strong (4) 0 5 5
Advanced Level

18 essays 18 essays 36 essays

The results of the analysis of critical thinking fbe control group essays show that 8
essays are scored as weak or unacceptable (begamted0 essays are scored as acceptable
(intermediate) totaling 18 essays that were cairgas either weak or intermediate in terms
of the evidence of critical thinking elements irithwriting. However, results of the analysis
of critical thinking for the experimental group ags show that, out of 18 essays, seven
essays are scored as weak (beginner), six essaysared as acceptable (intermediate) and
five are scored as strong (advanced) totaling teskays.

When comparing the results of the two groups, masiceable that both groups are
similar in their results for the pre-essay whictowhd an absence of the signs of critical
thinking. However, while the control group had manéermediate level learners than the
experimental group, the experimental group learmaerked a significant change and
produced five essays that are considered advanoéke the control group learners. In both
groups, there are a total of 15 weak essays thatati show any signs of critical thinking, 16

essays that are marked as intermediate. Furthirfieae essays are marked as advanced and
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had clear evidence of critical thinking and theg anly from the experimental group. This
means that the experimental group essays showedeable signs of increased critical

thinking.

4.3 Questionnaire Results

To investigate attitudes of the students in theeexrpental group towards the
cooperative learning environment to which they exposed, the researcher adopted David
and Johnson’s (1983) questionnaire “Classroom Lifgtrument,” which is a five-point
Likert-type scale (See Appendix Eight of the attéugquestionnaire ) . The questionnaire is
administered by the researcher to the experimegtalp in its original form. The
questionnaire results are analyzed quantitativedyngs statistical analysis. Descriptive
statistics (means, reverse coding and standardatims) are used to analyze learners’
responses to the questionnaire.

The researcher analyzed thirty-eight (38) itemsodule fifty-nine (59) original items
on the questionnaire in order to examine eighthef tivelve factors that the questionnaire
addresses. Students’ responses to the positives it coded using the following scale:
1=completely false, 2=false much of the time, 3=stimes true and sometimes false, 4=true
most of the time, and 5=completely true. With reigato the scale of the questionnaire, the
researcher assumes that if the mean is more thee, tthen learners have a positive attitude
towards using cooperative learning. If the meathefresponses is less than three, that means
that students have a negative attitude towardgusioperative learning. This assumption is
based on the fact that the Likert scale ranges foom which is completely false, to five,
which is completely true and positive.

Tables 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 39 presemntetbults of the 38 items analyzed in
the questionnaire, which examines the eight facdelscted to investigate learners’ attitudes

towards cooperation.

Table 32
1. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Teacher Academic Supipor
Item number Mean | SD | N
Q22 My teacher cares about how much | learn 4.9 04 |24
Q28 My teacher likes to see my work 4.7 0.6 24
Q38 My teacher wants me to do my bestin | 4.8 04 24
schoolwork
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Table 32 presents the results of learners’ attgéudevards cooperation fdine
first factor, Teacher Academic Support. This table shows that learners have a very
positive attitude towards teacher academic suppor& cooperative environment
(above 4.5). The means for questions 22 & 38 adniphest, 4.9 and 4.8.

Table 33
2. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Teacher Personal Sopp

Item Mean | SD | N
Number
Q13 My teacher really cares about me 4.7 o6 24
Q15 My teacher thinks it is important to be my 4.6 05 | 24

friend
Q40 My teacher likes me as he/she likes other4.2 1.0 | 24

students
Q43 My teacher cares about my feelings 4.6 0.6 24

Table 33 presents the results of learners’ attguderards cooperation for tlsecond
factor, Teacher Personal Support.This table shows that learners’ attitudes towaedsher
personal support in a cooperative setting are ipes{above 4). The mean of item thirteen
(4.67) is the highest while the mean of questioms40e lowest (4.2).

Table 34
3. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Student Academic Suppor
ltem Mean | SD | N
number
Q1 Other students in this class want me to do my 3.4 10 | 24
best in schoolwork
Q5 In this class other students like to help me learB.5 08 | 24
Q17 In this class, other students care about how | 3.0 09 | 24
much | learn
Q25 Other students in this class want me to come|t8.2 1.0 | 24
class today

Table 34 presents the results of learners’ attgudevards cooperation for thiird
factor, Student Academic Support.This table shows that learners’ attitudes towatddent
academic support in a cooperative setting are ipegiibove 3). The means of questions one
and five are the highest, 3.54 & 3.42, while theansefor questions 17 and 25 are lower than
the rest, 3.2 and 3.
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Table 35
4. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Student Personal Suppor

Item Mean | SD N
number
Q7 Other students in this class think it is importent| 3.3 | 0.9 | 24

be my friend
Q20 In this class, other students like me the way | apB8.7 | 0.9 | 24
Q29 Other students in this class care about my feelindsr | 0.9 | 24
Q31 Other students in this class like me as muchag 3.7 | 0.8 | 24

they like others
Q35 In this class, other students really care about me3.4 | 0.8 | 24

Table 35 presents learners’ attitudes towards catipe for thefourth factor,
Student Personal Support This table reveals that learners’ means on alhefquestions (7,
20, 29, 31, and 35) are above three. Therefordents believed they had established social
and healthy relationships with their peers. Thénagg mean is 3.7 as illustrated in questions
29 and 31 while the lowest mean is 3.4 as illusttam question 35.

Table 36
5. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Goal Interdependence
Item Mean |SD | N
number
Q8 When we work together in small groups, we try to | 4.5 0.7 | 24
make sure that everyone in the group learns the
assigned material
Q14 When we work together in groups, our job is notelod.2 0.7 | 24
until everyone in the group has completed the
assignment
Q21 When we work together in small groups, we all 3.9 1.1 | 24
receive the same grade
Q27 When we work together in small groups, our grade 4.1 0.8 | 24
depends on how much all members learn
Q34 When we work together in small groups, | have to | 4.2 0.7 | 24
make sure that the other members learn if | wadbto
well_on the assignment

Table 36 presents the results of learners’ atgutwards cooperation for tfiéh
factor, Goal Interdependenceas illustrated in questions (8, 14, 21, 27, and Bé&sults in

this table reveal that learners had a positivéuali towards goal interdependence. The means
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of all the items are above four. The highest maa#.b for question eight while the lowest

mean is 3.9 for question twenty-one.

Table 37

6. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Resource Interdependenc

Item Mean| SD N

number

Q 39 When we work together in small groups, we cannpé.00 | 1.103 24
complete an assignment unless everyone contributes

Q47 When we work together in small groups, the teacher.2 637 | 24
divides up the material so that everyone has toesha

Q50 When we work together in small groups, we have|td.5 588 | 24
share materials in order to complete the assignment

Q52 When we work together in small groups, everyon¢’4.6 0.6 24
ideas are needed if we are going to be successfu

Q56 When we work together in small groups, | have to 4.0 0.7 24
find out what everyone else knows if | am going tg
be able to do the assignment

Table 37 presents learners’ attitudes towards catipae for the sixth factor,
Resource InterdependenceThis tableindicates a very positive attitude towards resource
interdependence in a cooperative setting, sincentiens are above four. The highest mean is
4.6, as illustrated in question 52, while the lowesan is 4, as illustrated in question 38.

Table 38

7. Learners’ Attitudes Towards Cooperation

ltem Mean | SD N

number

Q51 In this class, | like to share my ideas andennals 4.3 0.6 | 24
with other students

Q53 In this class, | can learn important thingsrfrather | 4.2 09 | 24
students

Q54 In the class, | like to help other studentsriea 429 | 0.6 24

Q55 In this class, | try to share my ideas and rradte 475 | 04 | 24
with other students when | think it will help me

Q57 In this class, it is a good idea for studentiseip 4.4 08 | 24
each other learn

Q58 In this class, | like to cooperate with otheidents 4.3 09| 24

Q59 In this class, students learn a lot of impdrthimgs | 4.3 0.7 | 24
from each other
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Table 38 presents learners’ attitudes towards aatipe in the seventh factor,
Cooperation. This table indicates that the means and standavdhttms for the seven
questions 51, 53, 54, 55, 57, 58, and 59 are albowe and, therefore, are positive. In
addition, the highest mean is 4.9 as illustrateduastion 55 while the lowest mean is 4.2 as

illustrated in question 52.

Table 39
8. Learners’ Attitude Towards Fairness in Grading
Item Number Mean|SD | N
Q16 Everyone in this class has an equal chance tolke54 | .779| 24
successful if they do their best
Q32 If a student works hard, he/she can definitely | 4.75 | .442| 24
succeed in this class
Q42 Students in this class get the scores they deser¢e 09 | 24
no more no less
Q45 | deserve the scores | get in this class 4.2 Q.8 P4
Q49 Sometimes | think the scoring system in this | 3.4 06 | 24
class is not fair

Finally, Table 39 presents the results of learnattitudes towardsooperation in the
eighth factor, Fairness in Grading within groups Results from Table 39 show that
learners’ attitudes towards fairness in gradingpmstive. The means and standard deviations
of items 16, 32, 42, and 45 are above four whike ldwest mean is (3.4), as illustrated in

question forty-nine.

Table 40
Summary of the Means and Standard Deviations foetRight Factors
No. Dimensions (from 100) N | Mean | Std. Deviation
Index100 24| 80.2 | 6.5
1 Teacher Academic Support 24  96.7 5.2
2 Teacher Personal Support 24  90.p 7.3
3 Student Academic Supportf 24 66.% 124
4 Student Personal Support 24 71.0 12.5
5 Goal Interdependence 24  83.5 9.2
6 Resource Interdependence 24 853 9.2
7 Cooperation 24| 874 9.6
8 Fairness of Grading 24 845 9.2
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Finally, Table 40 presents a summary of the eightdrs used to examine learners’
attitudes towards cooperative learning. It indisathat the first and the second factors
(teacher academic support and teacher personabsy@e the highest. Whereas, factor
three, which deals with student academic suppod, factor four, which deals with student
personal support, are the lowest.
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Chapter Five

Discussion, Findings, Conclusion and Recommendatisrior Further

Research

5.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses the findings, implicatiarg] conclusions of the study results
presented in chapter four. It further makes recondagons for future research on both
critical thinking and cooperative learning. The adér the study is gathered from student
essays that are analyzed both qualitatively andhtgatively in addition to an attitude
guestionnaire about cooperative learning. Answergetrtinent research questions have been

highlighted and relations to concepts surveyedhénliterature review have been pointed out.

5.2 Discussion of Student Essay Results

Analyzing student essays is an importadicetor of students’ progression in both their
writing process and their finished products. Qatiliely, the researcher analyzed thirty-six
essays for both the control and experimental grooipackle the clarity of the students’ essay
writing, and their use of critical thinking. Thensa essays were analyzed quantitatively as the
researcher compared the pre-, midterm, and firselyesesults for both groups using a T-test

and descriptive statistics such as means and sthddsiations.

5.2.1 Discussion of Pre-essays

Twelve pre-essays were examined andyaedlto trace the development of clear
writing, and the influence of critical thinking. fher, the essays were assessed using a T-test
to compare the results. Consequently, it was plessikindicate the following:

» Clear Writing:

Reviewing the essays (Tables 16 and 25l1gpand 120) reveals that in the early
stages of the study, the students in both the abatrd experimental groups wrote essays
that lacked clarity. The three levels of both gresgparted the study with a similar score and,
therefore, wrote unclear essays. Both groups haddime results before the implementation

of the cooperative learning paradigm.
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* T-Test Analysis
A thorough analysis of the T-test restittr pre-essays (Tables 17 and 25, pp.115 and

120) indicates that both groups participating irs thtudy were the same in their level of
performance. For example, the mean for the corgrolp is 9.8 while the mean for the
experimental group is 9.6, and the T-test resul{-i811) which means that there is no
statistically significant difference at the levédloe= 0.05. This finding shows that both groups
were homogeneous in the early stages of the stndybafore the implementation of the
cooperative learning paradigm; they started asceowiriters despite the fact that they were

enrolled in the ENGC 231 course, a third universgguirement in English.

» The Impact of Critical Thinking:

Findings from (Table 28, p.124) reveal that studefibom both groups did not
demonstrate any signs of critical thinking in thpre-essays. Their scores show that their
critical thinking level was weak (unacceptable)s8@ on HCTRS, this means that students
failed to identify strong and relevant counter-angumts, and ignored or superficially
evaluated alternative points of view. An examptfrone essay from the control group is: “I
think that students as machines and that is whyeusity will not help us.’Another example
from an essay from the experimental group‘&cording to me, | think that the system of
university teaching is better than the school beeayou have to did that to learn and study.”
In these two essays, there were no traces of stamigrelevant counter-arguments, their
views were based on preconceived notions, andatigpnesent alternative points of view

To summarize, by comparing the pre-essay resutt®dth groups, it is evident that
learners from the control and experimental groupstevessays that were not clear, and had
no signs of critical thinking. This may indicateattboth the control and experimental groups
were not exposed to any critical thinking strategeior to implementing the five critical
thinking strategies. This may also indicate thatiehts did not practice writing as a process
of exploration in previous courses such as ENGC ddd that the teaching methods used in

these courses were possibly more teacher-centackddniressed writing as product.
5.2.2 Discussion of the Midterm Essay Results

A second batch of twelve midterm essays wemmnied and analyzed to trace the
development of clear writing, and the students’acaty for critical thinking. Again, a T-test

analysis was conducted to compare results. Constguthe following points have emerged:
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* Clear Writing

Reviewing (Tables 18 and 25, pp.115 &Rd) shows that learners from the control
group wrote average essays, i.e., to some exteat.chn example from one essay from the
control group is: Progressive education maybe the type of educatianstudents nowadays
will constrate more in their studies than traditaineducatio. While learners from the
experimental group wrote clear essays, for exaniplee third reason is that the activities in
modern education is often open-minded that maketests open their minds and don’t stop
thinking”. This example shows that the student from the ex@atal group has developed a
point of view on the controversial topic about ftecdhal vs. progressive education with a
clear focus. Henceforth, essay scores from thereampatal group indicate that introducing
the first two CTs (Instructional scaffolding and BMising cooperative learning as a
paradigm played a significant role in facilitatibgth critical thinking skills and clear writing
(weeks 1-8).

To illustrate, while analyzing the midterssays for the beginner level students for both
groups, results reveal that the beginners fromettperimental group progressed more than
the beginners from the control group. They showgdificant gains as their essays moved
from seriously limited pre-essays that were notaclat all to average midterm essays that
were to some extent clear. However, the midtermyessfor the beginner level learners from
the control group continued to be somewhat limigtd unclear. This confirms that
cooperative learning leads to growth in writinge¢SAppendix 11 for samples of student
essays). They were able to enhance their poomgrénd thinking skills by cooperating with
their peers. This finding is consistent with Brow/imdea (2003) when he states that there is a
need to shift from a teacher-centered approachléarmer-centered approach that places all
learners under the microscope with specific empghasilow-performance learners.

However, the significant improvementbiath thinking and writing for the beginner
level students from the experimental group is nohststent with what Bereiter and
Scardamalia (1987) suggest about novice writeroflting to them, novice writers use a
greatly simplified version of the idea generatisogess. The researcher thinks that this point
held true for the low-performance learners from ¢batrol group who didn’t cooperate with
their peers to challenge their thought processemuse they were only exposed to the
conventional method of teaching essay writing. Mae findings were different for the
experimental group who demonstrated growth in ngitafter being exposed to a cooperative

environment.
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This implies that participatory dialogue irc@operative setting enhances writing skills in
the early stages of writing. This is in accordantth studies from Bean (2001) and Johnson
and Johnson (1994). Further, these results alseatehe important role of the first two
critical thinking strategies (Instructional scatffirig and PMI), which pushed the low-level
achievers from the experimental group to think iochallenging environment that required
cooperation, unlike the control group learners wigoe exposed to the same two CTs without
gaining the same advantage.

Likewise, the midterm essays for learners from th&rmediate level in the
experimental group also showed a significant chagyéhey moved from writing somewhat
limited (2) pre-essays to writing somewhat effeet{d) midterm essays. An example from
one essay from the midterm for the experimentaligroProgressive education emphasis the
individual needs and capacities of each one ...Inctiza, genuine education is about
eliciting knowledge and getting out what is deefphe experimental group essays were
somewhat effective and clear, as they offered g¥feqoints of view with clear focus and
organization, a convincing tone, and a focus onr@prate use of vocabulary due to
classroom interactions and dialogue with other pddowever, the second batch of essays for
the intermediate level learners from the controlugrwere only to some extent clear as they
moved from writing somewhat limited essays (2) tding average essays (3) (See Appendix
11 for samples of student essays). Therefore, éearftom the control group continued to
write essays with limited clarity, while the integdiate level learners from the experimental
group wrote somewhat clear essays. This is mostylidue to the absence of cooperative
learning in the control environment.

Similarly, advanced learners from the expental group progressed from writing
somewhat limited pre-essays (2) to writing somewdftgctive midterm essays (4). Further,
the two levels (intermediate & advanced) from tk@ezimental group had similar results
(clear essays) which mean that students from tte¥nmediate levels benefited from group
interaction while writing in heterogeneous grougsrequired in cooperative learning. This
finding provides evidence of how less advancednkear can improve simply by interacting
with advanced learners. Those learners were moruptive while interacting and, therefore,
wrote better essays. Advanced learners from théraogroup did not show a significant
change as their midterm essays continued to begear to some extent clear (3). This is the
case despite the fact that they were exposedttoatithinking strategies. It should be pointed

out that that happened in a situation where tegchivok place in a conventional
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methodology. This implies that the development oitical thinking skills requires
cooperative learning.

The performance of the experimental groupng) the midterm essays revealed growth
in their writing due to their participation in aamerative learning environment. This implies
that the factor that mostly contributed to the depment of their essays was the social and
cultural dimensions that resulted from group intéoas in a cooperative setting. This context
presented writing as a social activity. This isatcordance with Flower and Hayes (1981)
who argued in their criticism of the Bereiter ance@lamalia writing model (1987) that it
ignores the social factors, and therefore, theysictam the social element to be a hallmark of
teaching writing. Also, using the critical pedagagyproach to critical thinking and topical
themes that reflect real-life examples allowedress to internalize, think and write better.
This is in line with Freire, (1994), Burbules andrB (1999), and Shor, (1997) who argue that
students who are engaged in the critical pedagpgyoach can use the skills of reason and
logic to see the real world as is and act accobhdingurther, the second batch of essays,
which demonstrated the students’ progress in thonkilearly also supports Bailin’s (2002)
and Lewis and Smith’s (1993) view that criticalnking is an act of forming judgment of a
particular thinking quality to seek accuracy andrity . Students’ writing in the midterm
essay was marked as clear because students wer¢oatkvelop a point of view that was
focused, supported by relevant examples, organizeti;structured, had a convincing tone,
and demonstrated clear ideas (See Appendix 1Jafopkes of student essays).

However, the conventional method ofckéag writing to the control group did not
lead to similar growth in writing (See Table 18 drigure 1 in Chapter Four, pp.115 and
121). This is due to lack of the social and cultuomls, as Vygotsky calls them, which
existed in the experimental classroom environmEat. example, learners from the control
group composed their writing individually as exmetin a conventional class. Thus, there
was only a slight development, as their writinggressed from being unclear to becoming to
some extent clear, which was due to exposure tfirdtdwo CTs. However, critical thinking
in a conventional setting did not lead to growthwinting, as shown by the performance of
the control group learners. One may conclude tmateixistence of instructional scaffolding
and PMI was not enough to aid the beginner le\ahlers in writing because they continued
to write somewhat limited essays.

To summarize, by comparing the perforceanf students’ midterm essays, it is
evident that cooperative learning leads to growthviiting, as it generates critical thinking.

Further, it is also evident that critical thinkirgjrategies must be used in a cooperative
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learning setting in order to help students develogir writing. Critical thinking impacts

writing if used in a cooperative learning envirommne

» T-Test Analysis

Results from the T-test analysis shoat thoth groups began to write more clearly. A
thorough analysis of the T-test results (2.8) F& midterm essays indicates that both groups
progressed in the midterm essays (See Tables 12@&ngdp. 116 and 117). However, the
experimental group learners outperformed the cobrgroup learners, as they progressed
significantly. To illustrate, the mean for the cahigroup changed from 9.8 in the pre-essays
to 13.6, while the mean for the experimental greabpnged from 9.6 to 14.7 with a mean
difference of 1.14, which is statically significaattthe level obi= 0.05. This finding provides

evidence that cooperative learning is needed tafestts to develop in writing.

» The Impact of Critical Thinking:

Reviewing (Table 29, p.125) regarding the influerafecritical thinking on the
midterm essays after the implementation of the fik® CTs, it is evident that students from
both groups began to demonstrate signs of critisimlking. This was noticeable in their
writing. Of the twelve essays examined, three wesasidered weak, eight intermediate
(acceptable), and one from the experimental groap @wonsidered advanced (strong). This
implies that critical thinking was noticeable imaiessays for both groups but with a higher
level in one essay from the experimental groumies:

Based on the HCTRS rubric by Facione Bacione (1994), the three essays that were
considered weak showed that learners did not yusefsults, ignored or superficially
evaluated alternative points and exhibited closedmilness. For example, this quote is taken
from one essay that was scored as wewdu ‘can’t success in life when you do not have any
morals...morals are very important in our lifé.The learner in this essay does not justify his
/her claim; he/she is presenting a view based eogmrceived notions.

Further, eight essays for both groups skaoeeptable signs of critical thinking. For
example, students in this category (intermediatejewable to do most of the following:
accurately interpret evidence, identify relevarguanents, offer analyses and evaluations of
obvious points of view, justify some results, aa@-mindedly use evidence and reasons. An
example of a quote of an intermediate essay fracdmtrol group is‘Traditional education
does not emphasize problem solving or criticalking. For example, there are no projects in
which students share information with others andnifite from their knowledge &

experiments.”
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Another example of a quote from an intermededsay for the experimental group shows
how the student interprets and offers analysidwfaus alternative points of view:

One view sees it as the transmissiotihe accumulated knowledge of a
society. Instead, education must focused on the sihuman nature and
their immortal souls. Not too long ago , progressaducation offered no
competition to traditional education competes witdditional education
on every level. Progressive education emphasisnitieidual needs and
capacities ...has a goal of fulfilling the individuakeds...is flexible,,to
produce a well-rounded cultured gentlemens andelsdi

The last essay, one from the experimental groumodstrated signs of strong critical
thinking skills. This means that the essay revealssistency and accuracy in interpreting
evidence, ability to identify salient argumentso(@nd con), and ability to thoughtfully
analyze and evaluate major alternative points efvwviFor example, after the student gave an
introduction about people who are in favor of ttimhal teaching, she started introducing her

counter-argument by stating that:

| strongly believe that in order to keep the dreamsur minds,

we should change traditional education into modern
progressive education that liberates our minds ktdhem fly..

my first point against traditional is that it staffnformation in

the student’s mind...l strongly argue any one that eser

years in school our mind didn’'t stop thinking ancgka us

afraid of anything that memorize because that iatwie used

to...

Later, the student provided examples from readinmgsext citations, and evidence

from her own experiences with standardized ex&hs. states in paragraph twaraditional
education makes us memorize what great people wtoylat if we can be great too(See
Appendix 11 for samples of student essays).
These findings provide evidence that the first @bs (Instructional scaffolding and

PMI) had an influence on students’ writing in theratudy period, and that, critical thinking
is a learned skill that can be used by all levdldearners (low, intermediate, and high
achievers) since both groups gained from the infusif the CT strategies during the pre-
writing stage.

This leads to the following general fingsnabout the influence of the first two CTs

(Instructional scaffolding and PMI) on studentsitimg:
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Influence of Instructional scaffolding and PMI Stréegies on Writing Skills for the

Midterm Essays
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Beginner Intermediate Advanced
Midterm Control Experimental | Control Experimental Control Experimenta
Essays I
Pre-writing Pre-writing Pre-writing Pre-writing Pre-writing Pre-writing
Instructional stage stage Modeling Modeling Modeling Modeling
Scaffolding Modeling Modeling Graphic Graphic Graphic Graphic
Graphic Graphic organizers organizers organizers organizers
organizers organizers Clustering
Clustering and Clustering and Clustering and | Clustering
and Clustering and | brainstorming | brainstorming brainstorming | and
brainstorming| brainstorming brainstorming
PMI Outlining Planning Outlining Planning Outlng Planning
Table (41) presents the writing skills ttrere influenced by the first two CTs

(Instructional scaffolding and PMI) during the nstiidy period. These CT strategies
influenced the students’ pre-writing and planningr ftheir essays. Introducing direct
instruction in writing using instructional scaffahdy (modeling, clustering, brainstorming, use
of graphic organizers), and the infusion of PMlived the process of planning for the
experimental group and outlining for the controbg. (This finding demonstrates one of
Graham’s (2006) principles. He expressed the neetkdch writing strategies, skills and
knowledge that enhance writing development. Modgiga key factor in the success of this
principle. This, in turn, asserts the importancefamfusing on the pre-writing phase of the
writing process. The findings that resulted froma #malysis of critical thinking correspond
with many studies such as Kellog, (1990); Rohma®6%), and Torrence, Thomas and
Robinson (1994) that assert that pre-writing mesgiven careful attention.

It is worth noting that the effectivenedgte students’ writing differed between the two
groups. The control group learners planned on their in an expository manner, as expected
from conventional teaching methods, while the expental group learners planned
cooperatively. For example, the merging of PMI iocaperative setting pushed students into
the actual composing process as they were disgussjetherand shared their thoughts. For
example, they drew conclusions, and analyzed aedpireted readings, all of which are core
skills in critical thinking according to the Delplhéport (Facione, 1999). Therefore, they
gained more confidence in utilizing planning aseaessary component of writing because it
is a channel for “taming their thoughts” and express first cooperatively and then

individually. This means that students in the ekpental group used writing not only as a
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means of explaining what they know, but also aseams of exploring and developing their

ideas. This finding is in line with (Bereiter & Sdamalia 1987; Torrance, Thomas &

Robinson, 1994; Myles, 2002; and Kellogg, 1990)ubwow experienced writers become

masterful “planners.” This finding indicates thaginers from the experimental group are
gradually developing into experienced writers ayttransform their thinking process while

learning “how to think” (Lunenburg, 2011). This asso evident in the one essay that was
marked as strong with regards to critical thinking.

Additionally, results from essays also indécdhat critical thinking, which is a higher
thinking skill, can be addressed in the class dutire early stages of writing. This finding is
in also accordance with Graham (2006) who strefisesmportance of teaching writing
directly and not as separate components. Thissis @ line with what Smith and Lewis
(1993) discussed about the value of addressingehititinking levels in the class, including
attention and deliberate consideration of ideagyTtonclude that over the last two decades,
teaching has focused on more specialized and paEised topics, which inspire greater
insight, problem solving, visual imagery and metagh and schemata (Lewis & Smith,
1993). Additionally, results from the advanced gsbat demonstrated strong signs of critical
thinking for the experimental group may indicatattthe assimilation of the first two CTs can
possibly have more impact in a cooperative learrengironment than in a conventional

classroom.

5.2.3 Discussion of the Final Essay Results

A third batch of twelve final essays was examined analyzed to trace the development
of clear writing and the students’ level in criticdhinking, along with completing a
guantitative analysis to compare essay results.s€prently, it was possible to infer the

following:

» Clear Writing

Reviewing (Tables 21 and 25, pp. 117 an@)1&veals that learners from the
experimental group significantly outperformed leamfrom the control group. They wrote
essays that were clear, effective, and consistérite the control group learners continued to
write essays that were clear to some extent, exoephe advanced level learners who wrote

clear essays.
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Evidence derived from essay results feackvriting indicates that all learners from the
experimental group demonstrated noticeable imprevenand consistency in employing
strategies using mutual cooperation to producer obssays. Beginner level learners, for
example, progressed from writing seriously limitessays (1) in the pre-essay to writing
average (3) essays in the midterm essay and toveoaeffective essays (4) in their final
essays. This means that by the end of the studpdpethe writing of the beginner level
learners has become clear and effective. Anothamele is the intermediate level learners
who continued to be consistent in writing somewdféctive essays (4) for their final essays.
This means that the intermediate level learnersimaed to employ writing skills that they
acquired through group processing. Toward the drideostudy period, learners at this level
focused on the revision process while practicing tiroblem-posing CT. Further, the
advanced level learners became not only somewtiattiee (4), but also effective and
competent (5) in producing understandable and cksmays that demonstrated strong
evidence of critical thinking. An example from oegsay is:

The third and most important reason that makestapce against
strict parenting stronger is that the children wbb'e able to deal
with life. Some people claim that this style caltds self-confidence
in the children personality. But | refute it becaushildren do every
thing their parents want to avoid the punishmeheyfwill not learn

to take independent decisions when parents aranmooind

In this example, the student identifies the argunfpro and con), and thoughtfully
analyzes alternative points of view. One may irfat gains in these essays are due to the
students’ exposure and use of cooperative learning.

However, learners from the beginner leveht the control group did not match the
beginner level learners from the experimental grougheir final essays, which may indicate
that they needed a richer environment in ordereteetbp as potential writers. For example,
they slightly progressed from writing essays thatewnot clear in the midterm (2) to writing
essays that were to some extent clear (3). Thdinfinindicates that the beginner level
learners, despite the use of the five CTs, hadthjigprogressed by the end of the study
period. This lack of clarity was due to the facttthstudents were unable to work
cooperatively, or exchange knowledge with theirrpe@&herefore, the slight progress can be
attributed to the use of the five CTs. Howeverytpeoved to be not enough. It is apparent

from the results that there was a missing piecth@éoprocess, which is the interaction that
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existed in the cooperative learning environmentisTmay also indicate that lack of
cooperative learning deprived the control grouprrees from sharing their thoughts and
reasoning verbally. Therefore, there was no trarsfnowledge from one context to another
while planning and writing. Clearly, they were ulaalo share their thoughts and discuss
them with other students, which hindered them framacticing critical thinking and clear
writing. One example is that the control group tems used the mechanical step-by-step
outline as expected from conventional teaching ougho prepare essays for the writing task
because they worked alone, which might have hibi#reir writing and thinking.

Likewise, in the final essay, learners frdm intermediate level from the experimental
group significantly improved and continued writiagsays that were somewhat effective and
clear. This proves that cooperative learning feat#is somewhat effective writing skills
during planning and revision, including organizatand presentation of ideas, revision, and
language usage due to classroom interactions tittatate critical thinking and clear writing.
The degree of improved clarity in their third essayas significant, as they wrote clear
essays.

However, students from the intermediate léwehe control group showed little progress,
as they produced average writing by the end obthdy period, i.e., to some extent clear (3).
This could have been the result of having to warkheir own and, thus, were unable to share
their thoughts with others or their peers. It wis® gossible that they were unable to transfer
knowledge from one context to another during plagnand writing, and were unable to
improve the clarity of their thoughts. Therefaiteey might have approached each strategy as
a separate component, as would be expected in storal teaching methods.

Finally, learnerdfrom the advanced level in the experimental groopgressed very
significantly, especially by the point they wereitimg their final essays which were clear and
effective. They moved from being somewhat effec{deto being effective (5). This result is
not in accordance with what Cohen (1994) referceinh tstudies, which suggest that the level
of productivity decreases for the advanced learmdasn they are working in groups, as they
are affected by unskilled learners. The reasorthisr progress is the use of the challenging
cooperative learning environment within structuramhtroversy, which was enhanced by
critical thinking strategies (Problem-posing & Héae dialectic). This combination played a
crucial role in improving the level of clarity inriting due to the focused nature of tasks that
channeled critical thinking.

Further, the advanced level learners whdked in heterogeneous groups, as required

in informal cooperative learning and structuredtomrersy, focused on the planning stage of
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writing. Planning is a skill that they have learngaring the composing of their midterm
essays. They planned their essays before writitngreffore, they were the “doers” who
planned very effectively before writing. For thisogp, planning during formal and informal
cooperative sessions and later in structured ceettsy meant challenging their thinking
before writing and revising because the naturelafimpng became exploratory rather than
expository. Therefore, for this level, planning wiae most effective stage of writing, as it
was for the beginner level students who opted tefiefrom their peers during the planning
stage. Both levels resorted to the strategy okthiien-write, which confirms what Torrance,
Thomas and Robinson (1994) claimed about the ogistiip between thinking and planning.
It is also in accordance with Graham (2006) whaestdhat the writing environment has to
maximize the students’ success by putting into @lactivities designed to help their writing
flourish. This is exactly what happened in the expental writing class.

In addition, touching on the social andtwal dimensions served to maximize the
opportunities for the advanced level students i loinking and writing. One reason may be
that their participatory dialogues while working groups aided learners in synthesizing
different academic and non-academic genres, andctieig on personal experiences and
relevant issues which, in turn, promoted the ussahter-arguments in their essays. Creating
such a dynamic and collaborative environment Itkis lies at the heart of the philosophy of
critical pedagogy. The learners were able to foataula clear and convincing tone with a
focused perspective, as manifested in their cleding. Their progress in writing culminated
in their final essays because they regulated them writing while working in groups by
sharing information in groups. Thus, with regamisevision, the advanced level students did
less revision they had relied so heavily on thepilag they had done as they were teaching
other students in their groups. This finding does fit with what Torrance, Thomas, &
Robinson (1994) found about the fact that all stisleneed to draft their essays. The
researcher finds this reasonable because leareplaced the skill of writing a draft with
planning aided by their use of graphic organizers.

Finally, the advanced level learnersifritie control group progressed only in the third
essay because they only benefited from the critliaking strategies in the early stages of
the study. Results indicate that the advanced-&welents in the control group outperformed
the other two levels (beginners and intermediatnfthe same group. One interpretation is
that these students were competent & proficieamguage and also they employed some of
the critical thinking strategies in their writinghis is evident in the third essays, which were

clear, yet not as effective as the advanced-lesshys from the experimental group. They
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were unable to explore their ideas through dialogiik their peers. Their writing was only
based on the readings given to them and on them pwigments, instead of group
discussions. Kuhn (1991) considers the skill ofuargnt an essential component in the
process of thinking critically, and learners frame tontrol group were unable to interact with
their peers. The teacher explained to them what tbad and what they were asked to write.
Therefore, writing continues to be a difficult pess for those students. These results also
reveal that critical thinking as a skill can’t fuimm in isolation from classroom interactions
and group processing. The use of CTs were the faglprs that contributed to this group’s
improved writing, yet it was not enough to reach edfective level of clarity. This was
possibly due to the lack of cooperative learningiclvhis a necessary component in the

success of writing.

» T-test analysis:

A thorough analysis of the T-test results for thealf essays (Tables 22, 25 & 27,
pp.118, 120, and 123) indicates that the experiatgrbup learners significantly improved,
as the experimental group’s score was 1.3 poimgkenithan the control group’s scores. By
comparing the results, the T-test difference fer final essays was 3.8, which is statistically
significant at the level ai= 0.05 for the benefit of the experimental groupawese of the role
of cooperative learning. Further, when comparirggritean and range for both groups (Table
27, p. 123), it is evident that the standard dewmafor the control group slightly decreased
during the final study period from 1.8 in the pssay to 1.8 in the midterm to 1.5 for the final
essays, whereas, the standard deviation for theriexental group heavily decreased from 1.9
in the pre-essay to 0.9 in the midterm to 0.8 enfthal, marking a slight decrease between the
midterm and the final essays. This finding indisatieat cooperative learning minimized the
differences among learners. This may also indic#tat learners gained social,
communicative, and cooperative skills while workimg groups. Moreover, the statistical
results of the range slightly increased among thdrol group learners from 7.0 to 8.0 and
then decreased to 5.0, which may indicate thaviddal differences to some extent decreased
as a result of assimilating CT strategies in a eatienal setting. However, the range for the
experimental group significantly decreased from 04.0 to 2.0, which proves that the
individual differences among groups were drastcallnimized. This is in line with Graham
(2006) who asserts the need to facilitate writiegedopment through peer interactions. Peers

can help in planning, revising, and editing andythan reinforce the mastery of skills and
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strategies taught by the teacher. This finding sugpprevious findings in the clear writing
section that demonstrate that cooperative learmmgmizes differences among learners,

which, in turn, helped learners write with clarity.

* The Impact of Critical Thinking

Results in (Table 30, p. 125) regarding ithfluence of critical thinking on the twelve
essays for both groups indicate that six essays fitee control group and two from the
experimental group were considered intermediateefatable), whereas four essays were
considered advanced ( strong) from the experimegr@lp. These results also reveal that
there were no weak essays during this final stdgbeostudy. This means that all learners
benefited from the infusion of the five CTs. Howevéhe effectiveness of the students’
writing critically was considerably different amortige two groups for the benefit of the
experimental group.

Of the six essays for the experimegtalp, four essays were classified as advanced
(strong) and two as intermediate (acceptable), winieans that critical thinking was very
noticeable in their writing. This indicates thed#uats’ ability to consistently and accurately
interpret evidence, identify salient arguments,utffdafully analyze and evaluate major
alternative points of view (See Appendix 12 for ptas of student essays). These skills are in
accordance with what Paul and Elder (2006) idesdtifiegarding the qualities that are typical
of critical thought. Further, the two essays th&revclassified as intermediate among the
experimental group learners indicate that crititahking was demonstrated in their essay
writing, as the students were able to interpregnidy, and offer analyses and evaluations of
obvious points of view most of the time. Howevegsults from (Table 30, p. 125) indicate
that all six essays for the control group were sifeesl as intermediate. This means that
critical thinking for those students did not pragdeyond the midterm level. Learners from
the control group were unable to further upgradasr ttritical thinking and the results indicate
that they continued to write in a static manner tuthe absence of cooperative learning.

Findings from essay results for the expenitalegroup indicate that the cooperative
learning environment led to increased critical kimg, which, in turn, led to better writing.
The learning environment has a major role in prangotritical thinking during the process of
writing. This may indicate the following (Table #2low) about the influence of the last three
CTs (Socratic questioning, Problem-posing, and Hegelialectic) that were implemented in

the final stage of the study period.
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Influence of Socratic questioning, Problem-posingnd Hegelian dialectic Strategies on

Writing Skills for the Final Essays
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Control Experimental | Control | Experimental | Control Experimental
Socratic Drafting the | Planning Drafting | Questioning Drafting the | Planning
guestioning | essay Questioning | the Self-regulation| essay Questioning
Self-regulation| essay Re-writing Self-regulation
Re-writing Re-writing
Problem- Revision & | Planning & Revision| Planning Revision & | Planning
posing editing Peer revision | & Peer Revision | editing Peer Revision and
and editing editing | & editing editing
Hegelian Revision & | Synthesis Revision Synthesis Revision &| Logic and
dialectic editing & editing argumentation
editing counter-argument
[refutation

U7

As the above table shows, the writing skills foe tontrol group were mainly drafting
and revision, whereas they were planning, peesi@vj and synthesis for the experimental
group.

Looking at the Socratic questioning, thiatggy was meant to aid learners when drafting
their essays. However, scores for the six essaythéocontrol group show that their critical
thinking level was acceptable same as the midtessaye This may indicate that the
discussion among the control group learners whilplementing the Socratic questioning is
lead by the teacher.

However, the four essays from the expertalegroup learners demonstrated strong
signs of critical thinking because they were introeld to the Socratic questioning strategy in
a cooperative setting. The learners took ownershtpeir own work and regulated their own
learning while working in small groups. This stgyeaided learners in planning by teaching
them to generate effective questions and creatimigha opportunity for them to develop
dialogue as a key element in understanding readorgthe purpose of writing critically and
clearly. With Socratic questioning, they were atdleraise vital questions and, for the first
time, learners were able to create their own tanerding voice by sharing their own ideas
and building knowledge based on prior informatiorotigh cooperation. This critical voice or
“insight” as Harmer (2004) calls it, was manifestiedtheir writing and is evident in the

analysis of their critical thinking level. Furthehis is in line with what Copeland (2005)
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believes about the use of Socratic strategy asvindrengine to initiate a form of dialogic
that is self-conscious exploratory process.

Clearly, the nature of the process of quesimp differed between the two groups, which,
in turn, affected their writing performance. Coagere learning promoted classroom
discussions to generate probing questions, sirtlarhat Paul and Elder (2006) assert about
the types of questions that help learners “identiigrts of their thinking to find reason.
Learners in the experimental group were consistetile to interpret, identify, examine, and
assess claims and evidence to create their ownestand this thinking was evident in their
persuasive/argumentative essays. One example froessay is: “Ador me, | am without
doubt against the authoritarian parenting becau$ehoee reasons...creates many problems
in their personality, it is based on fear, it makdsldren depend on their parentsThe
student in this essay makes a stance and thoughdfuhlyzes the issue using logical points.
This finding is also in accordance with the philoisical dimension addressed in the literature
review (Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, Dewey, 1909;p€land, 2005) about the Socratic
methodology where it was argued that questioningniseffective and productive tool for
teaching. In addition, this is consistent with witadhen (1994), and Johnson and Johnson
(1989) mentioned about the kinds of discourse tbatners use in small groups and the
impact they have on the learning process.

Further, with the experimental group, the dobttion of “dialogicity” in cooperative
groups helped students synthesize their thoughtsr dfeing exposed to the Socratic
guestioning. They were then introduced to the efjiats of problem-posing and the Hegelian
dialectic. These three strategies offered learfters the experimental group control over the
learning process, consistency, and self-regulaiiar their writing process. It is worth noting
that when learners demonstrated mastery of symsthascording to Blooms’ taxonomy (See
Table 4, p. 28), the learners had transferred tkeowledge from factual knowledge to
procedural and meta-cognitive knowledge. They walnke to analyze, evaluate, and use
counter-arguments and refutation as critical thigkiskills to create their own line of
reasoning while composing their persuasive/arguatmetessays. Consequently, this resulted
in having four strong essays that demonstrated exlésnof critical thinking. Further, they
used peer feedback for revision and editing whigaty improved their essays, as the results
indicate. However, learners from the control greoptinued to depend on their teacher as the
main source of information and feedback, due tortarire of the conventional classroom

setting.
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By comparing findings from the analysis aftical thinking, it is evident that the
combination of Socratic questioning, problem-posimmnd the Hegelian dialectic in a
cooperative learning setting cultivated both staslegrowth in writing and their ownership of
the classroom discussions. This is a necessaryostépe path toward self-regulation, as the
role of the teacher is minimized and the classrd@momes learner-centered. The teacher’s
role shifted from being the source of informatitma facilitator who guided their discussion
while working in groups to implement the strategi€his may indicate that the role of the
teachers in both groups also differed due to taestbom environment. It may indicate that
the role of the researcher who taught the expetiahgmoup transformed to being a guide,
facilitator, and mentor among cooperative groupisetathan a controller, while the teacher of
the control group continued to be the main soufcemformation. This is in line with how
Johnson, Johnson, and Smith (1991) described theofdhe instructor as “being a guide on
the side” (p. 4) in a cooperative setting. Thistipgratory role of the researcher as
a constructivist teacher is supported by Johnsamsbn, and Smith (1991); Graffam, (2003);
and Blyth (1997).

Consequently, analysis of the eviderniceritical thinking demonstrated by the final
essays indicates that learners from the experirhgntaip gained more writing skills and
developed one of the main characteristics of @litihinking, which is good thinking: a habit
of analysis that is nurtured in a cooperative lggy®nvironment and was very noticeable in
the critical thinking analysis of essays. This nsksense because, while working
cooperatively, the learners took time to plan tbgetand think about their claims after
listening to each other instead of just reactingtther, they “tamed their thoughts” and
reformed their language by resorting to peer feeklbfor revision and editing while
employing the strategies. This is in line with Jedm, Johnson, and Smith (1991) who believe
that peer feedback increases performance. Theydmonseer feedback as an opportunity to
shape students’ attitudes towards writing in a fatita@ manner, which, in turn, can upgrade
the quality of their writing as well as increasiigir motivation.

To conclude, of the eighteen essayshi®rcontrol group, eight were considered weak
(unacceptable), ten essays were considered int@atagdcceptable) and demonstrated some
signs of critical thinking during the midterm anddl exams. However, of the eighteen essays
for the experimental group, seven were consideredkw(unacceptable), six essays were
considered intermediate (acceptable), and fiveyssaere considered strong. These results

show that the experimental group learners proddi#edstrong essays (one midterm essay
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and four final essays), and therefore, outperforthedcontrol group learners. Clearly, critical

thinking can promote writing and can thrive andvgio a cooperative setting.

5.3 Discussion of Questionnaire Results:

An attitude questionnaire was administered to tk|geemental group only for the
purpose of knowing their attitudes towards usingpsyative learning. By reviewing (Tables
32-40, pp.127-131) it is evident that students &ackry positive attitude (the mean is more
than three for all of the eight factors) towardsmerative learning as a paradigm for teaching
writing.

These results show that learners enjoyed sevepatesof the class while sharing and
managing their tasks cooperatively. First of dleyt enjoyed the idea of having a shared
learning goal for each group. They became goodnts and appreciated each other, helped
each other, and cared about each other, regamfieélsir language competencies. They also
learned how to manage tasks efficiently. Theserémiees were evident in the fifth factor
(Table 36, p.129) in item 8 which shows that whwsa students worked together, they tried to
make sure that everyone in the group learned. Thisturn emphasizes positive
interdependence where team members were obligedyton one another as a key element of
cooperative learning. Further, items 14 and 34 ftbensame table support these findings too.
Learners felt conscientious towards their duties @ghts within each group. Support of this
finding is evident in the fifth factor, goal intespendence (Table 36 in Chapter Four, p.129),
how necessary students felt it was for all membeisarn. They acquired many social skills,
coordinated their efforts, and learned and usellsskind strategies in cooperative groups as
they taught each other how to master the skill@@m, 2006). Moreover, students utilized
strategies more effectively due to group processimgich is an essential component of
cooperative learning. In group processing, studeffiextively reflected on the process of how
well they achieved their goals using classroomu#isons.

Furthermore, the researcher was able totifgetwo significant findings, which reveal
positive attitudes towards cooperation. The fissthe need to address all five elements of
cooperative learning (positive interdependence,ividdal accountability, face-to face
interaction, appropriate use of collaborative skiind group processing) for this process to
succeed effectively. Positive responses to thet égitors support this finding.

The second finding is that, through coafien, learners were able to acquire and

exhibit universal values such as equity, toleramee] respect. These values were evident in
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factor three about student academic support (T@8lep.128), items five and twenty-five
about how other students cared about each othée Veairning. This is also evident in items
29, 31, and 35 in (Table 35, p.129) about how nthehstudents felt individually accountable
for doing their share of the work for the sake tiiess and in order to master all of the
materials to be learned, which, in turn, emphasiaesther key element in cooperative
learning, individual accountability. This is dueth®ir exposure to different CTs that changed
their dispositions about social topics, cultivagabd thinking, produced clear writing, and
enriched participatory dialogue.

A thorough analysis of the eight factors addredsethe questions may lead to the
following inferences:

First, the results of the first factor, Teacher deaic Support, that are illustrated in
chapter four (Table 32, p. 127) indicate that shisldhave a positive attitude towards how
their teacher supports their learnifigr example, item number (22) in Table (32) abaw h
the teacher cares about how much they learn reweatry high result, 4.9 out of 5. This
indicates that the teacher was reaching out tstigents to meet their academic needs as she
modeled good reading and writing practices thay thenefited from. This also reflects the
importance of the exchangeable role of the teastheracted as a facilitator to create a clear,
well-structured academic setting within a coop&eatearning environment. Also, it stresses
the importance of giving direct instructions in dkeng writing strategies and skills in a
cooperative setting, which is a necessary compof@ntteaching writing. These good
practices helped students to accomplish their amedgoals set at each stage of the writing
process.

With regards to the second factor, TeadPetsonal Support, which is illustrated in
(Table 33, p. 128) students, had a positive atitukchis finding reflects that students were
motivated because the researcher offered motialtisirategies such as modeling and
cooperative and team building activities. Therefahe writing they produced came directly
from their experience, which, in turn, helped theansfer their own ideas and thoughts to
others after they personally translated them tanopé their thinking and learning in each
stage of cooperative learning. For example, (T&8Blep. 128) shows that when the students
were asked how much their teacher cares about fémings and attitudes towards writing,
they responded very positively, with a mean of Ziis is also evident in items 13, 15, 40,
and 43 (Table 33, p128) about the relationship beiwthe teacher and her students. This may
indicate that having a healthy relationship betweenteacher and her students can facilitate

the process of teaching, especially in the caseritihg. This makes sense because writing is
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challenging, and therefore, they need to change #iBtude towards writing in order to
continue in this process. This change in attituelguires careful attention. Indeed, careful
structuring of a cooperative learning environmeeiphd the students to be more productive
during their writing tasks.

The positive and supportive role provided the teacher directly reflects students’
readiness to take part in cooperative learningtaratcept failures. Fortunately, the nature of
cooperative learning set the grounds for an effecinteraction between the teacher and
students on the social and cognitive levels. Reduitm these two factors about teacher’s
academic and personal support show that the rémrataught students how to self-regulate
their learning and writing strategies, therefordnacing both knowledge and motivation.
Accordingly, one may infer that the teacher’s rolethe first stages of formal cooperative
learning was to teach the students to assign eoldsmake decisions, and that this created
readiness and extrinsic motivation among studemtsvdrk without fear in a cooperative
setting. This also emphasizes the efficiency otigrprocessing, which is another key element
in cooperative learning. Later, and as they sqjiilate their own learning and grow in
competence cognitively, their intrinsic motivatibtmwards writing grows; while the role of
the teacher shrinks to the point that he or sheorbes a “guide on the side” (Johnson,
Johnson, & Smith 1991).

As for the third and fourth factors, whiake illustrated in (Tables 34 and 35, pp. 128
and 129), results indicate that students also hagwasitive attitude towards Student Academic
Support and Student Personal Support. Interpretiagesults of both Tables, it is clear that
students not only acquired academic strategiealbatacquired social and human values, like
respect, good listening, and tolerance.

With regards to student academic supportniyarare accepting of other members in the
group and they are willing to listen, change, amdldwvith constructive feedback. This is
evident in Table (34) which indicates a high mearb) in item number five. This item
discusses how much learners help each other initeprFindings assert that academic and
real learning was taking place in small groups betlveen group members with different
learning needs (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991is fieflects the successful interaction
among students who were able to connect with e#tedr @n the cognitive and social levels
because they had one worksheet to work with. &his line with what Johnson and Johnson
(1990), and Cohen (1994) mentioned about posititerdependence. Learners are supporting

each other instead of competing with each othethe can “perceive that they can achieve
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their goal if and only if the other individuals Witvhom they are cooperatively linked also
achieve their goals” (Cohen, 1994, p.12).

This is also reflected in Table (35) abbatv learners view student personal support of
each other. The highest score, 3.7, was in answguestion 31, which measured the level to
which other learners cared about each other’'srfgeland how much they liked each other.
This also asserts the success of positive interdkgee, as team members were obliged to
rely on one another to achieve their common goathSehavior requires both social and
academic support on behalf of each member.

Further, a feeling of individual accountapiis needed for the success of student
personal support (factor four) as each memberdrgtbup is held accountable for doing their
share of the work and for mastery of all of theenat to be learned. The type of relationship
needed for the success of cooperation is recipatdisequential. Table (35) reveals that the
nature of the relationship between students wasiygmsFor example, item number 20, which
asked whether other students like me the way I, a mean score of 3.7. However, Slavin
(1983) argued in a best evidence synthesis thgterative learning is only effective when
group rewards and individual accountability arespré. The results of this study do not
support Slavin’s point because for cooperativenieagy to succeed, there must be integration
between all five elements of cooperative learnirtgs variability in the findings suggests that
the advantages obtained can actually be obtainkduader certain conditions.

With regards to the fifth factor (Table 386,129), the results reveal positive attitudes
towards goal interdependence, which is a core alewfecooperative learning. For example,
the highest mean, 4.5, goes to item eight. Thiw iteflects that when learners function in
groups, they try to make sure that everyone in dhmup learns their tasks. Therefore,
cooperative learning was successful in helpingnie move from a competitive atmosphere
to cooperative context but only under the certainditions that existed during this study.
According to Johnson and Johnson (1989), thererisiderable data that indicates that higher
achievement, more positive relationships and beitsichological adjustment result from
cooperative than from competitive or individuatistearning. Further, this also reveals that
developing interpersonal skills paves the way fileative writing, as students benefit from
the perspective of others, and therefore, becorfieiegit in employing writing strategies
despite their differences in ability. That is, ttm@re socially skillful students are, the more
their achievement and progress in writing becoméadeat. The combination of critical

thinking strategies as a tool to enhance writingd ¢he employment of the three types of
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cooperative learning are good ways to encouragd gooking and clear writing as they help
to create a community of learners.

As for the sixth factor which is illusteal in (Table 37, p.130) learners’ attitudes
towards Resource Independence were also positvihey reflect some features about how
learners interact and share information. The highee means (4.5 and 4.6) in Table 37
indicate that there was equity among the team mesnimden they shared material and
listened equally to everyone’s ideas. These finglaug consistent with Cohen (1994).

These positive signs definitely have an aotpon how learners view the notion of
Cooperation, which is the seventh factor and showhable 38. This table shows that the
students were not afraid of failure, and that tliesd helping each other. The highest mean
(4.75) was for item 55, or how students shareds@eal materials. This is in accordance with
the “sink or swim” approach that the Johnsons (198 to sustain a team spirit within
groups.

Table (39, p. 131) discussias eighth factor, Fairness in Grading within grauft
is evident that learners felt that they deservedditades they got. They felt that the teacher
was not biased in giving grades. One main reastheisuccess of the “swim or sink together
approach” that the Johnsons highlight in their istsldLearners’ attitudes were very positive;
especially toward item number (32) which has a mehr{4.75).This item reveals how
learners relate effort to success. Another imporitm that had a very high mean (4.5) is
item number 16. This item deals with how many memlie the class believed that they had
an equal opportunity and an equal chance to dbdrigiest while working in groups. These
positive attitudes confirm two findings as they Hlight the strong interrelation within the
five elements of cooperative learning. The notiébmard work and effort are symbolized as
key elements in the success of cooperation becdudents are treated fairly. Team members
are not undermining any students in the group. Tiniding is very important because it
reflects good practices in thinking as a cultueall.t It confirms the theoretical framework of
Cohen’s (1994) study about the importance of examgirstudent interactions in order to

guarantee the effectiveness of working in smaluigso
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5.4 Discussion of the Study Questions

5.4.1 First Question: What is the role of criticalthinking in L2 English essay writing for
students?

Critical thinking plays a vital and valdalrole in L2 English essay writing. It is an
effectual skill that promotes good thinking and ersanding of the writing processes and
works on different levels of thinking, both lowemdahigher order thinking skills. Data from
this study indicates that critical thinking influees writing skills. The role of critical thinking,
which led to significant improvement in the studemriting, is to activate good habits in
writing as it shapes attitudes and teaches studentsake better choices while writing. This
finding does not support the assumption that @littbinking is merely a complex skill that
addresses higher thinking order skills. Data frossags for the control and experimental
groups support this finding since students fromealels marked some kind of development
in clear writing and critical thinking. Not onlydlihe critical thinking activities and strategies
used in this study create a challenging instrualicenvironment that was conducive to
teaching writing, but it also served to dismartitea certain extent, the hierarchy of writing as
a product-pedagogy. This was evident in the twaltermediate midterm and final essays for
the control group that demonstrated acceptablessigrcritical thinking, and considerably
clearer writing.

The role of critical thinking is also essahftior L2 learners as it triggers the ability to
write without fear and enjoy the activities usegptomote critical thought. This was evident
in the influence of critical thinking on the plangistages of writing essays for both groups. It
imposes greater precision in thinking while writirand helps the writer organize, evaluate,
and identify issues of topics and ideas. Further role of critical thinking mediates the act of
writing and helps readers to become familiar withical thinking and writing strategies.
These strategies are characterized as being rddsprgal-oriented, self-correcting, and
skillful. Moreover, the five critical thinking sttegies used in this study have been customized
to introduce and address both lower and higherratdeking skills. This is evident in the
immersion of the first two CT strategies includimgtructional scaffolding and PMI which
helped all learners to upgrade their writing levef®r the control group, the learners
improved somewhat, and the experimental group éranmproved significantly.

This indicates that the role of criticalrtking in L2 essay writing proved to be more
effective in a cooperative environment. Studentgderstanding, knowledge of the reading

materials, application and practice of languagellsskh a cooperative writing class
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significantly improved. The student essays thatewemalyzed for clear writing and critical
thinking, and the T-test results and the attitudestjonnaire indicate that the experimental
group’s performance and achievement in writing wigsificantly enhanced, and that their
attitudes towards writing changed positively duethe successful combination of critical
thinking strategies and cooperative learning. Tinding indicates that language teachers still
need to recognize the integral relationship betweéital thinking strategies and learning in
a cooperative context. This combination sets a mibad is conducive to teaching and
learning, empowers the pre-writing stage of writihglps to create structured lesson plans
and teach in a purposeful manner, and directlyhescsocial skills to create competent
writers.

Another significant influence that criticddinking has on L2 English essay writing is
that it mostly creates the opportunity exchange information and interact with peersigisi
some elements of critical thought to produce cleaiting essay. These opportunities
increased the quality and ease of interaction,tgsdvided support and modeled social
behavior that was reflected in the students’ at@titoward writing. That is, learners were
able to interact socially, explain concepts to eaitter, and enhance their knowledge of the
writing process. For example, they started learriog to listen well and how to respect
other points of view that they do not agree witheflefore, group discussion became a key
element preparing to write, which added to the irrgpae of peer relationships, especially in
the early stages of cooperation. This is in linéhwiohnson (1980); Johnson and Johnson,
(1989) who discuss the importance of interactioth gmoup processing.

Simply, critical thinking can’t stand aloas a skill in a non-cooperative learning setting.
Significant growth in writing using critical thinkg requires a cooperative learning
environment. This finding is consistent with Willinam (2007) who states that critical
thinking is not a set of skills that can be usegtiame because it is type of thought that needs
to be cultivated. Therefore, based on the resultthis study, the researcher believes that
critical thinking can be very instructive for plang lessons, and dynamic and valuable as
a teaching tool in a participatory writing conteékft involves the application of different
cooperative learning activities. This indicatest ttieere is an intrinsic relationship between
writing, critical thinking, and cooperative learginThis trio is highly recommended and
needed to initiate, manage, and develop the wrjtimgess and promote good judgment and

reason.
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5.4.2 Second QuestianWhat strategies contribute to developing students’critical

thinking ability as they are engaged in essay writig?

The five critical thinking strategies hig contribute to developing students’ critical
thinking ability as they are engaged in writingrtaularly if combined with cooperative
learning. The essay analysis for both groups ass$ieit finding. Learners from both groups
progressed in thinking while writing. Reviewing @les 28, 29, and 30, pp. 124 and 125), of
the twenty four essays analyzed for critical thivgkfor both groups during the mid and final
study periods, three essays were considered wiaides essays were considered acceptable,
and five essays from the experimental group onlyewsnsidered strong. This means that
critical thinking strategies can influence studettieking, yet can be of an added value in a
cooperative environment.

By comparing the results of students’ essajuations, it is evident that when used in a
cooperative setting, the five CTs shaped the vgithlearners from the experimental group,
and helped them deal with the complexity of writiegsays on the process level. The CT
strategies aided in deconstructing the stages tingrinto sub-stages, making the process
more manageable and purposeful. Further, it shiffte classroom atmosphere from being
teacher—centered and complex to being learnerqsshtechallenging, motivating, and
enjoyable. The CTs are also useful “cultural toatsthe sense that they create a lively social
context providing the students with interestingi¢spto think and reflect on based on their
own experiences. As such, CT strategies becometadystafor documenting the writing
processes and reflecting on analysis and applicatarther, the use of the five CTs
employed in a cooperative learning environment mi@® a spirit of respect and democracy
by giving equal opportunities among learners whakwogether as shown in factors two
(student personal support), and seven (cooperafimm) the attitude questionnaire .

Cooperative setting as a rich learningtext plays a significant role in structuring and
producing effective classroom interactions in eatdge of writing process. Furthermore,
learners who are exposed to the critical thinkiripategies in a cooperative setting
experienced probing discussions and productivesasn interactions due to the blend of
critical thinking and participatory discussions.idtvas evident in the five essays that showed
strong signs of critical thinking. Effective inteteon was a significant factor that contributed
to developing writing and critical thinking abiks because it centered on the learner,
construction of knowledge and meaning, ongoing &iime assessment using re-writing and

feedback, and on creating a community of learnEngrefore, interaction might have raised
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learners’ awareness and promoted self-consciousimedsandling writing tasks. Those
learners, who worked in a cooperative atmosphee¥gewot passive receivers but active
learners as they were able to construct meaningeratvely in a rich environment.

Therefore, one may infer that coopegatliwarning creates and promotes a spirit of
democracy and respect that aids in developing eltsye reason of both lower and higher
order thinking skills. This is evident in the stat® positive responses (above 4) when asked
about cooperation in the seventh factor from thestjannaire (items 51, 53, 54, 55, 57, 58
and 59). This finding is also in accordance wittwiseand Smith’s (1993) ideas about the
need to have different types of learning that neguifferent strategies when introducing
higher order thinking skills.

Additionally, findings from the essay &wtions reveal that the adaptable nature of the
CTs used and its proper infusion into the writingkts played a significant role in developing
writing. The control group results indicated thedrners’ use of the critical thinking strategies
in their writing remained static due to the absewoickve discussions in class. Based on data
from student essays analyzed for critical thinkithg, control group learners did not score any
essay that manifested strong signs of criticalkihin .In the conventional classroom, learners
from the control group were unable to make conoestibecause their attempts at critical
thinking were done alone. Therefore, their gainsviiting were significantly less than the
other group. However, the use of cooperative |egrribstered a more effective learning
environment in which students used different CTd mrade writing a cognitive practice that
included planning, revision, and editing. In othewords, writing became a form of
communication with others and oneself. Furthem@<Ts in a cooperative setting marked a
change in thinking and disposition (such as beamgrhinded) that also affected the process
of writing clearly and critically. This is due tdé exposure to different procedures of
cooperative learning that nurtured and developedhdmu values including equity and
tolerance.

Clearly, the learners from the experiraégtoup became better writers. The use of the
CTs influenced their writing on various levels, luing planning and peer revision. The five
essays that were marked as strong revealed theelsatevels of analysis, and assessment of
arguments; considering a critical text or issuarfra variety of perspectives; assembling
evidence for support of an argument; and demoimsrapenness to different points of view.
They were able to write a well-organized and clearsuasive/argumentative essay. These

changes were demonstrated in their planning, coitipas, and peer revision.
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This study asserts that one of the mainrdmrttons of cooperative learning is that it
maximizes the opportunities to use critical thimkistrategies to develop writing. This
outcome is the result of the democratic atmospbémooperation that learners engaged in
despite their individual differences. Additionallhe cooperative setting required a state of
doubt about what to do or believe, as well as goatssibilities, evidence seeking, and
evidence use. Baron (1985) considers these fatiobe essential characteristics of critical
thinking. This indicates that one of the main cidmttions of critical thinking is that it is
adjustable and adaptable and can be used in diffezarning contexts. Each critical thinking
strategy is supported by a school of thought asudsed earlier in Chapter Two. All these
elements provided learners with the ability to fo@n coherence through careful planning,
self-correction through revision, and adapting @iE to serve their writing needs, as they
engaged in writing in small groups.

This also reveals that the five different CTs regdppropriate timing as to when they
are infused into certain stages of cooperativeniagr (formal, informal, and structured
controversy). For example, during the formal coafiee learning stage, the researcher
introduced instructional scaffolding and PMI in @arposeful manner to encourage students to
write. The infusion of the first two CTs using faamand informal types of cooperative
learning maximized the success of these strategiesnature and use of formal and informal
types of cooperation helped to prepare learnerdhferearly stages of pre-writing. Also it
created a mood that was conducive to cooperatistead of competition. For example, it
encouraged heterogeneous membership, positivedégiendence, tasks and relationship,
group processing, and shared leadership. This releealed that the CTs were adaptable,
interchangeable, and worked with both the controlg and the experimental group, as the
results from essays indicate.

However, the last two CTs (Problem-posing Biegielian dialectic) that were introduced
using structured controversy did not benefit thatem group learners in the same way that
they did with the experimental group learners. Tla¢ure of these two CTs demanded the
existence of certain social and collaborative skalinong learners. Unlike the first three CTs,
the last two CTs were infused in a linear pattdimns asserts that the first three CTs mainly
addressed both lower and higher order thinkingroslils. Later, learners in the last two CTs
gradually moved to consistency in attaining higtiémking order skills .The gradual infusion
of the CTs into the different stages of cooperataaning was accompanied by a gradual
development in the essays of the experimental gieanmers. This finding asserts that growth

in writing relates to growth in thinking.
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Therefore, one may conclude that langusgehers need to be conscious about the
type, nature, and purpose of the critical thinksitategy needed to generate a successful
writing task. Also, they need to be aware of th#edent cooperative learning stages to
furnish an acceptable atmosphere of cooperatiorrefbre, careful planning of lessons,
selection of CT strategies, appropriate use ofytpes of cooperative learning, and awareness
of the writing stages are essential factors ingiecess of a writing class. For example, the
first three CTs that address the lower-level tmgkskills require certain types of cooperation
and tasks, especially in the pre-writing phase. idale the last two CTs that address the
higher-level thinking orders (analysis, synthesisd evaluation) require more challenging
tasks in cooperation to reach a higher level oftrsysis and written expression. Therefore,
one of the main assets of critical thinking is tihatan be used to address the different levels
of thinking domains all at the same time.

These findings are in line with what Floveerd Hayes (1981) explained about the need
to create a context for writing that is multilaygreeomplex, and recursive. Writers should
have a set of unique thinking processes that theyselect from and sort through during the
process of composition. In addition, these procestwuld be hierarchical and interwoven
into the writing process. Finally, the five CTs phd the act of composing as a goal-directed
activity. One may conclude that all five criticdliriking strategies highly contributed to
developing students’ writing ability as they wemgaged in the act of composing in small
groups.

As a final point, the assimilation of tmxal thinking and cooperation that requires
proper execution of various procedures of coopeardéarning leads to a significant change in
learners’ dispositions, which is in line with thegaments (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991).
This is supported by evidence from the attitudestjoenaire results and from the essays
evaluations that showed the students were openedindhe fruitful andparticipatory
discourse that students in the experimental groufpessed transformed their attitudes
towards writing in a positive way. Gradually, thegcame able to write clearly, accurately,
precisely, deeply, fairly, and logically. This i@ in accordance with what Paul and Elder
(2008) describe about the benchmarks needed forcatiyal thinker (p. 48). These traits
were reflected in how they approached writing aod they changed their attitude towards it.
Further, they manifested some universal intelldcitendards such as care, respect, empathy,
courage, and equity due to their participation ooaperative setting. This was also evident in

the results of the attitude questionnaire.
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Based on evidence from the students’ esaay the attitude questionnaire, the learners
from the experimental group were characterized raytst such as open-mindedness and
cooperation. It is worth noting that many defimisoof critical thinking (Kuhn, 1991; Ennis,
1993; Pithers & Soden, 2000; Lipman, 1988; Facidr#®0; Paul, 1992; and Fisher, 2001)
define it as the ability to analyze reason, reflgpatge, and be open-minded. These traits were
demonstrated in the writing of learners from thepeximental group .Many skills were
successfully employed due to the exploratory diaésgthat resulted from the five CTs in
a cooperative learning environment. This is alsestzient with what Elder and Paul (2010)
discuss about the importance of elements of criticaught.

Therefore, the execution of the small group workhi@ writing classroom merged with
critical thinking shifted the process of learninguwhto write to encourage “perfections of
thought,” and productivity in discussions while shg ideas with peers. The notion of
productivity in small groups is supported by Nodgir{ 1989) and Cohen (1994) who assume
that such learning outcomes cannot be achieveduttthe creation of suitable discourse or
conversation within the small groups “productiveadingroups as those that are engaged in
high-level discourse” (Cohen, 1994, p.3) .

5.4.3 Third Question:How can cooperative learning facilitate the use dritical thinking

in essay writing at the process and product levels?

Through the implementation of its elemertspperative learning sets a democratic
ambiance, which is conducive to promoting critit@hking and writing skills. Analysis of
the students’ essays show how cooperative leamiegted readiness among learners from
the experimental group accompanied by growth intingi abilities. This practice of
cooperative learning as a paradigm facilitates uke of skill, will, knowledge, and self-
regulation at the process and product levels ofivgi To illustrate, learners on the process
level benefited while working in groups to practitee skill of planning and other writing
skills as they were driven by the will to cooperated to share knowledge with others.
Meanwhile, they benefited on the product level ofting while self-regulating their own
learning to write their essays individually. This ¢onsistent with what Graham (2006)
mentioned about the need to address these aspectder to develop writing. Indeed their
writing did develop.

Results from this study reveal that theme a number of ways that cooperative learning

offered to aid the process of writing while usingical thinking strategies. These factors are:
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the execution of the three types of cooperativenieg (formal, informal, and structured
controversy), selection and size of groups, truaneaof tasks, effective use of critical
thinking strategies, amount and nature of writiagks, and the use of the social and cultural
tools.

The selection of group size and trutumeaof tasks, as suggested by Cohen (1994),
affected the degree of progression and involvemiie composing. The experimental group
essays that were analyzed and showed significams gaclear writing indicate that there was
a clear relationship between the successes of iiagwtasks and the nature of cooperation in
those tasks. This is consistent with earlier litem about writing supported by Graham
(2006); and Sperling and Freedman (2001). Alsoedtliinstruction of writing tasks and
multiplicity in introducing different cognitive lels of thinking within a task played
a significant role in making cooperative learninguecess. One example is the use of PMI
along with Instructional Scaffolding in weeks sirdaseven. Learners were asked to plan
using PMI and the T chart.

Cooperative learning played a vital roléransforming the abilities of some students’
from novice writers to capable writers. In the ca$ether students, they became effective
and average writers. Cooperative learning chanbeit perception of writing and changed
their self-efficacy towards their ability to writend self-regulate their learning strategies while
writing. This is in line with Pithers and Soden @B) who believe that self-regulation of one’s
own thinking is critical thinking that can be nued by writing. This is supported by the
theoretical framework of constructivism, and isoasupported by Vygotsky (1978) who
believes that novice learners construct knowledgmllaboration with more capable learners.
Language is the tool mediating this process (Vygotsl978), as learners gradually
internalize the socially constructed knowledge.rbees in the experimental group worked in
groups that included a mix of novice thinkers amdice writers and expert thinkers and
expert writers and this affected the students’ tbgpraent. They had a positive impact on each
other's performance because they could act as tapabters. This also explains the
progressive development in essays for clear wriingpng the three levels while writing in
a cooperative setting. This is consistent with wbalbao (2011) discussed about how learners
can employ mixed strategies as novices and exjzevisite.

Further, the systematic approach of @m@nting each cooperative learning stage
(formal, informal, and structured controversy) cimites to making tasks more manageable
because of the group selection and size, i.e.rf@mbers per group. This is a major factor in

the success and productivity of small group worlCaken (1994) suggests. The amount and
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nature of writing is only possible if the main vimg task is first divided up into more
manageable sub-tasks. Most of the literature reaewW.2 writing assures that the process of
L2 composing involves demanding cognitive and lieia tasks. This finding is also stressed
by Tsui's study (2002), which states that the raamd amount of writing tasks can affect the
development of writing. In addition, Festa (2009daHarmer (2004) also argue that the
nature and amount, of writing can contribute tadyetriting.

Thus, a hallmark of cooperative leagnivas clearly demonstrated in the effective
and exploratory dialogic that created a strongratidble relationship between the learner and
other group members as the attitude questionnadtiedtes in factors three, four, five, and
seven. This, in turn, affected the level of intdim@ion and self-exploration while writing
essays. Results from student essays for cleamgriveal that the depth of internalization
varied among the two groups because learners fierexperimental group used participatory
discussions while working in small groups as a esscto reflect and think more clearly.
Whereas the control group members were unabletieretonnect their personal thoughts or
exchange expressions due to the absence of coepeledrning. This finding is evident in
the essays for both groups, especially in termslaity and development in writing (See
Appendix 11 and 12 for samples of student ess&ys}her, analysis of students’ essays for
critical thinking indicates that the experimentabgp learners were making connections by
giving examples from their real lives in an insightmanner. An example of an essay from

the experimental group:

Actually, when | will become athes, | will follow the style of
authoritarian because our life needs this styleleaist until they
are adults and then | will become more relaxed ghee them
freedom to do their decisions. Because if you tadee of your
children in the first few years of their life andltivate the good

things in them, you will not worry about them, tst

However, the essays of the control groigbrobt reveal as much insight because they
did not demonstrate strong signs of critical thigkiThis finding about the control group is in
accordance with Cook (2008), who states that sdodests tend to move toward a point of
convergence in dialogic because it is not exployatdlence, exposure to cooperative
interactions upgraded the degree of interactiorbécome exploratory talk that required
learners to think and consider different pointsiefv, and it also created a pattern for learners

to adopt. As such, the notion of exploration inting and building internal representations
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while writing was widely stressed in many studiasluding (Dunlop’s 2006; Simpson &
Courtney, 2007; Duran et al., 2006). This consci@aising voice (insight) that developed
among the experimental group writers was also ewide the essay analysis for critical

thinking. One example of an essay from the expertaigroup:

We all agree that rules and bounesiare important for children to
have, but we should ask ourselves how to use thésseto manage
family. Should we use punishment to control ouldebin? Should
we use fear to manage of children? No. This is @rame should
think carefully before we take any decision againsr

children...you can persuade your child in a simpid aasy style.

Finally, another significant factor that madmoperative learning a successful
environment for writing was the socio-cultural segtthat employed the use of topical themes
and authentic materials that directly related ® gtudents’ social setting as Palestinians. For
example, some of these topics addressed the tnagittducational system in Palestine, social
issues that related to divorce, early marriage, oind media, abortion, and adoption. The
spirit of cooperation created a social context thedmoted cognitive skills. This factor
confirms that the social and cultural topics hachaor effect on learners’ progression and
productivity while writing. The thematic options darcontroversial topics that they were
introduced to i.e education, gender relations, famdily values, made the content “alive.”
This added more value to the quality of their idaashey personalized while writing. Hence,
this was not consistent with some earlier researctvriting models such as the Bereiter and
Scardamalia (1987), which focuses purely on cogmiprocesses, neglecting the social
factors involved in writing. Further, accordinghtyles (2002), the Flower and Hayes model
(1981) also does not recognize the socio-cultuaalation in the functions of the written
language. However, this factor was a driving endarecooperative learning as learners were
exposed to academic and non-academic genres inngeatd writing about a socially
relevant topic in their persuasive/argumentativeags. This is consistent with Woolfolk

(2010) and Vygotsky’s social-cultural theory.
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To summarize, three findings have emerged fromathalysis of the experimental

group’s essays:

1. Cooperative learning fosters somewhat effecawel effective writing skills, such as
planning and composing, which leads to growth aenetbpment in thinking and writing.
Productive classroom interactions and peer work/igeoan opportunity for learners to
practice critical thinking. It is evident that tltesign of a rich cooperative classroom
environment, group selection and size, true andrdified nature of tasks, and classroom
interactions merged with critical thinking strategicontribute to the co-construction of

meaningful essays.

2. Cooperative learning dismantles the separatietseen skilled and unskilled writers, and
therefore, individual differences decrease dueer pnteraction, which, in turn, pave the
way for critical thinking that leads to clear wnigj. This is evident in the T-test results and
in the analysis of the statistical findings for gtandard deviation and the range (Table 27,
p.123). To elaborate on this point about skilled anskilled writers, the recurrent themes
that surfaced in the literature review and previstuslies about the classification of skilled
and unskilled writers as suggested by AbdullaH.gf@11) indicate that the differences of
unskilled and skilled learners is a problematiaiésgn teaching writing. The researcher
found that these “differences” decrease in a cadper learning environment. For
example, the range in (Table 27, p.123) shows timatdifferences among skilled and
unskilled writers from the experimental group sfgintly decreased from 7.0 to 2.0 ,
unlike the control group learners were the diffeemslightly decreased from 7.0 to 5.0.
Therefore, data shows that cooperative learningdismantle and minimize differences
between skilled and unskilled writers which aresesial for energizing the writing process
because students upgrade their levels while cotpgrand processing in groups to reach

their goals.

3. Cooperative learning shifts attention to writesgya process of exploration. That is, learners
are at the center of the learning-teaching proadssriting while they are working
cooperatively. Data from essays reveal that thHeenfice of critical thinking on writing was
noticeable while students were composing, plannamgl peer reviewing collaboratively.
Further, essays that were analyzed in terms ofr cle#ting revealed a gradual and

considerable development of clarity in writing aegzanied by noticeable and strong signs
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of critical thinking in five essays from the expeéntal group. This is also supported by
the writing skills that emerged from and utilizeg the experimental group learners who
relied heavily on recursive planning and peer iews, while the control group learners

continued only to draft and outline using writingaproduct.

5.4.4 Fourth Question: What are students’ attitudesowards cooperative learning in

essay writing?

The results of the attitude questionnah®w that students had a positive attitude
towards cooperative learning. Scores were aboventben of three for all 38 items. This
reveals the need and the importance to introdueditk elements of cooperative learning in
order to create a successful cooperative envirohmerese elements stress the fact that
“coming together is a beginning; keeping togetisepriogress; working together is success”
(Johnson, Johnson & Smith, 1994, p.3). The reslitsv that experimental group learners
were able to achieve higher results in writing dieand critically as essays indicate. In
addition, increase retention while working in greugs shown in factor five about goal
interdependence. Moreover, demonstrate positiverbgeneous relationships through group
processing as shown in factors three, five, sewenegght. Finally, gain greater social support
as shown in factors one, two, three and four froendttitude questionnaire.

Evidence from the attitude questionnaisserts the successful implementation of the
five cooperative learning elements using the thypes of cooperation (See pp. 55 and 56);
.The CT strategies must abide by these elemenke tlully effective. These elements are
bound to create:

(@) Clearly perceived positive-interdependence aslicated in factor five, Goal
Interdependence (Table 36, p.129). Items 14 andsBéd students whether when they work
together they believe their job is not done untiergone in the group has learned and
completed the assignment.

(b) Considerable promotive (face-to-face) intexattias indicated in factor three about
Student Academic Support (Table 34, p.128). In #4m5, and 17, students were asked about
encouraging each other.

(c) Clearly perceived individual accountability aslicated in the sixth factor, Resource
Independence (Table 36, p.129). In items 39, 50aB#d 56, students were asked about being
accountable, sharing, and contributing to eachratinde working.

(d) Personal responsibility to achieve the grogwal.



167

(e) Frequent use of relevant interpersonal andlsgraup skills.

(f) Frequent and regular group processing to impreffectiveness as indicated in the eighth
factor about Fairness in Grading within groups (&&89, p.131). In item 16, students were
asked whether they had an equal chance to be siuicas other members in the group. In
addition to the fifth factor about Goal Interdepende (Table 36) in items 8, 14, 21, 27, and
34, about how students continuously assess thek aoa team.

Judging by the fact that students hadtpesattitudes towards cooperative learning, this
paradigm created a positive, rewarding, and mataat atmosphere. It can be concluded that
cooperation functions as a motivating tool for teag, as it provides learners with the
opportunity to become more mature socially, enhatiiferent writing skills in the process of
inquiry and discovery, and to reflect on what they or believe, all of which are core
elements of critical thinking.

To summarize, positive attitudes towardspesation and the use of cooperative learning
in teaching writing reveal the success and promotb writing through critical thinking.
Students’ responses reveal that they developedhlsskills. Cooperative learning creates
willingness and readiness among learners becausnmaitled them to write without fear,
facilitates face-to face promotive interactionshamces task emphasis that is goal-oriented,

and supports using group processing techniquesritorce and polish their writing skills.

5.5 Conclusions and Suggestions for Further Resedrc

The main purpose of this study is to inigege the teaching of essay writing through
critical thinking to upper-intermediate EFL Birz&iniversity learners within the cooperative
learning paradigm. The study design is a mixed oeetlesearch that combines qualitative
and quantitative tools, each of which is used &n@xre relevant aspects. It is an experimental
study in which two groups (experimental and contesk randomly selected .Qualitatively,
the study uses an in-depth analysis of studentysqgae-, midterm, and final) collected at
three different intervals throughout the second ester of academic year 2011-12. The
purpose is to document the development of studewitihg and thinking. These essays are
also analyzed quantitatively using the StatistiRatkage for Social Sciences (SPSS) and a T-
test to measure students’ performance. In additoguestionnaire is used to study students’

attitudes towards cooperative learning.
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For investigation and interpretation of theagahe researcher has used the following
tools:
» The influence of the five critical thinking strateg using Facione and Facione’s HCTSR
(1994).
» A qualitative analysis of thirty six essays gatliefer three student levels in both sections
to trace development in clarity in writing usingetlear Writing Scoring Rubrias
a qualitative tool, and to trace signs of critittahking using HCTSR.
* A quantitative T-test to compare the results betwtbe pre, midterm, and final essays for
the two groups during the three intervals.
* An attitude questionnaire administered to the expemtal group only to study their

attitudes towards cooperative learning

The study shows that the teaching of essaingrflourishes in a classroom that
integrates cooperative learning and critical thigki These two elements shift the process
pedagogy of writing into a dynamic and recursivecess, and that, assimilating critical
thinking strategies with cooperative learning aidbd learners in this study, a group of
Palestinian students, in improving their essayimgiperformance and in shaping a positive
attitude towards cooperative learning as the qomessire reveals. Also, critical thinking
strategies are effective in developing L2 learnevsting skills and their critical thinking
ability. Learners from the three student levelsrirthe experimental group wrote essays that
are clear and effective. The independent samplest +eveals that the experimental group
learners have considerably improved in their wgtiduring the three intervals. The
differences are statistically significant for thenlefit of the experimental group. Further, five
essays from the experimental group learners haveessed noticeable signs of critical
thinking and, therefore, outperformed the controlug learners.

Another conclusion that can be drawn frdme study results is how to use critical
thinking strategies as a tool to enhance writing laow to practice using cooperative learning
in its various types and procedures. Further,shidy reflects the mere fact that learners must
be involved in the process of learning in groups;gislassroom interactions within the
cooperative learning framework, and that, Engliahguage teachers in specific need to
believe in the abilities, capacities, needs, andrasts of their students regardless of their

language competency. Therefore, emphasis mustadrgegr to the role of the learners as the
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center of learning. This suggests that there igedrto open our classrooms to cooperative
learning-based practices as opposed to the coovahtmethods of teaching, especially in the
area of writing which is considered a complex tamkmany learners and teachers due to its
intricacy.

The results of this study accentuate the fitesngf cooperative learning for L2 learners,
which is apparent in the differences between thtopeance of the experimental and control
groups. Cooperative learning as a teaching paradigtmonly does it facilitate the use of
critical thinking strategies as a tool in teachwgting and developing critical thinking
abilities, but also teaches learners some humanisinciples such as mutual respect and
good listening. Those learners who experienced e@bipe learning became open-minded,
flexible, organized, reasonable, and consciousdigated in their responses to the attitude
guestionnaire (factors three, four, five, and s¢vand in their essays. An example of one

essay from the experimental group:

I am 100% sure that progressive education at onetpaill be way
of development...you will find yourself and your eich can attract
the students and motivate their individual needsh wio limited
capacity. Although progressive education is simpham traditional
education, but the simplest ideas are the greatasy.change of

means may affect achievement at the end
Another example of an essay from the experimemtaig

| am sure that every parent want their childrerbtothe best
in the world, but not in these ways that | mentthefore
from my opinion. Although | am strongly against
authoritarian parents and their rules, but sometsmall
families need to use the harsh rules in order tkentheir

children always under control.

These two examples show that both studemi® wpen-minded towards progressive
education and parental controlling.

By using cooperative learning, they were giv@ore time to sense their context,
understand, absorb, practice, write, and re-wniterder to progress as writers. Therefore, it is
very important to give learners time to recognikeirt needs, internalize ideas through

personal experience, enjoy tasks, create a stdribeipown, and write with clarity.



170

In addition, despite the fact that some edusasuch as Willingham (2007), Paul (2004),
Rimer (2011) consider critical thinking to be a tomersial issue in teaching, this study is
grounded in the fact that critical thinking is aadeed skill that can be infused into the
teaching of L2 English language. Further, the esse critical thinking as a skill lies in its
adaptability to fit in a cooperative setting. Howewvthe study shows that the combination of
CTs with cooperative learning blooms in a writintassroom that uses a cooperative
environment and promotes learners’ critical thiigkskills. Indeed, such an intertwining can
improve student writing as proven by this studye Blrategies used in this research proved to
be very important tools that can provide learneith winore opportunities to learn how to
write, think, and become better learners of L2 Emghvriting. Henceforth, the combination of
using critical thinking strategies with cooperatiearning has proven to be a distinguished
paradigm in the teaching of essay writing.

The researcher hopes that this studypudiiide some benefits to the English teaching
and learning process, especially in teaching essiiyng and promoting thinking. In addition,

it provides some implications that will benefitiears in planning their writing assignments.

To consolidate the findings of this studye tfollowing recommendations for further
research in the domain of teaching writing may laelen

» Address how other approaches to teaching Englisa &reign language such as Mi
theory, and the Natural Approach can be used tarmehwriting and its different aspects
(vocabulary, reading, grammar, etc.). Since thigslysonly focused attention on writing, it
is very important to conduct further research distug the use of cooperative learning as
a paradigm in teaching other skills in language.

» Provide more training programs to guide teachexsutih the process pedagogy of writing
and discussing factors that contribute to the agpraknt and success of writing.

* Provide more training programs for teachers regardhe assessment of written texts
(essays) based on rubrics that can address langunayehinking skills, keeping in mind
that language, structure and mechanics are natrilyefactors that can be used to assess
students’ essays.

» Provide more training programs to guide teachedsteain them how to use the Johnsons’
model of cooperative learning, since, as this stadgerts, the success of cooperative
learning in improving students’ writing should bensidered as a factor for its adoption in

L2 writing classes.
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Provide more training programs that address hurtianislues such as social and
leadership skills in order to create a communityeairners that will promote the habit of
writing in its various forms.

Explore the impact of reflective writing on studgrmerformance while they write.

Explore different critical thinking strategies, etithan the ones used in this study that can
be effectively used to enhance the different skifl$eaching English as a second/foreign
language.

The limited number of participants used in thisdgteannot be generalized to all college
language learners in Palestine. Therefore, a txperemental research, on a larger scale, is
needed to address different participants from iifieuniversities in Palestine. This would

help implement this approach in Palestinian clasas
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Appendix 1: Explanation of Reading Strategies and Chart

What Are Reading Comprehension Strategies?

Many books are dedicated to reading strategies,th@c is no one definite list of
strategies. We've selected the following stratedied appear in many professional
books and resources.

Meta-cognition

Simply stated, meta-cognition is thinking abouhking. Reflecting on one's thoughts is
the basis for all reading comprehension stratediesllows students to monitor their
comprehension, pose questions about the text, npa&dictions, inferences, and
connections, and synthesize.

Teachers can encourage students to be more meitho®gmbout their reading by
modeling this process and by having students read passages and reflect.

Schema

Also known as background knowledge, schema retetbe collection of information,
experiences, and thoughts that a reader bringstéataConstructivist learning theory
tells us that new information is learned by creatimks to prior knowledge, or by
situating new information within the context of setlmng previously known. Without
the appropriate schema, students will struggleotoprehend a text.

Teachers can build schema by providing a concretteitst or experience or by having
students browse the textbook and trade books armtdevhat they know about the
topic. Students also need to understand how schetpa them comprehend text. In her
book Comprehension Connections: Bridges to Strategic Reading, Tanny McGregor
(2007) provides an introductory activity for schemmaolving a sticky roller! The
concrete object helps students understand thatrech® a collection of information,
experiences, and thoughts.

Inferring

To make inferences, readers think about and selaectext and use personal knowledge
to construct meaning beyond what is literally sfateuccessful inferring involves both
schema and clues from the text.

While students struggle with this strategy, sciemed math teachers have an advantage
in that both content areas stress linking claimevidence. Teachers can have students
complete several concrete activities in which tluelents explicitly link a conclusion to
the evidence that supports it. These types of expegs will help students learn to do
the same with text.

Questioning

Questioning can be used for many purposes, inaudetting a purpose for reading,
monitoring comprehension, clarifying meaning, artéeding understanding.

Teachers might have students browse text and posstigns prior to reading. During
reading, students might ask and answer both lierdlinferential questions to develop
comprehension and make connections. After readjngstions serve as the starting
point for a discussion about a particular text.

Determining Importance

Determining importance involves distinguishing beén what information is most
important versus what is interesting but not nemgsior understanding.

Teachers have students practice determining impogtavhen they ask students to
identify the main idea or theme. Boldfaced wordteg, section headings, captions,



graphs, and other visual information can suppaodests as they determine importance
from a text.
Visualizing
Visualizing means that students create images basedhat they read. These images
might involve any or all of the five senses and mhighange over time as a student
becomes more deeply involved with a text. Whileoften think of visualizing in terms
of fiction (movies based on books are a good exajntie strategy is equally important
with nonfiction text.
Teachers can help students visualize content-aexa Iy providing hands-on
experiences before reading and by asking studentiraw images to represent key
concepts. Teachers could easily incorporate teoggahto these lessons by using clip
art, digital images from a photo-sharing site (sasl¥lickr), or digital storytelling.
Making Connections
Making connections means that a student has engeitfed text and is able to relate it
to a broader context. Reading teachers often teftéree types of connections: text-to-
text, text-to-self, and text-to-world. Text-to-tesdnnections mean that a student is able
to link two texts together. Text-to-self connecsare based on a student's schema and
are highly individualized. Finally, text-to-worldoonections link what a student is
reading with the "real world."
Math and science teachers can promote connectipnedviding a variety of texts,
prompting reflective thinking (metacognition), anscheduling time for class
discussions. Real-world experiences, such as migszeence projects or meaningful
assignments, allow students to make text-to-waslthections.
Synthesizing
Synthesizing is often the last strategy taught eaml be intimidating for teachers and
students alike. Tanny McGregor demystifies this plax process by explaining that
synthesizing is simply an understanding of how kieolge grows and changes over
time. She suggests introducing the strategy thraagicrete experiences and providing
"thinking stems" for students such as "l used iokth., but now I think..."
Teachers can help students synthesize by usindhigrapganizers such as K-W-L
charts that encourage students to reflect on tier knowledge at the end of a lesson
or unit. Simply having students discuss a text yvew pages is enough to prompt an
understanding of how knowledge can change as & Fseading.

T- Chart

Notes Thinking




Appendix 2: Paul’'s Taxonomy of Socratic Questioning

The taxonomy of Socratic questions, createdRimpard Paul, is not a hierarchy in
the traditional sense. The categories build upah ether, but they do not necessarily
follow a pattern or design. One question's respaviidead into another category of
guestioning not predetermined by the teacher/fatili. In keeping with the PBL
philosophy, this aspect of the model is most coivdlicThe role of the skilled
teacher/facilitator is to keep the inquiry "train wack," but, also, to allow the students
to "travel to a viable destination" of their ownsam.
The following table has been adapted from:
Paul, RichardCritical Thinking: How to Prepare Sudents for a Rapidly Changing
World, 1993.

Questions that Probe Reasons and Evidence

Questions of Clarification Questions that Probe Assumptions |Questions that Probe Reasons and Evidence
Whatdoyoumeanby _ ? What are you assuming? What would be an example?

What is your main point? What is Jenny assuming? How do you know?

How does relate to ? What could we assume instead? Why do you think that is true?

Could you put that another way? You seem to be assuming . Dto you have any evidence for that?

Is your basic point or ? understand you correctly? What difference does that make?
What do you think is the main issue here®ll of your reasoning depends on theWhat are your reasons for saying that?
Let me see if | understand you; do you |idea that . Why have you basetiVhat other information do you need?
mean or ? your reasoning on instead of (Could you explain your reasons to us?
How does this relate to our ’ Are these reasons adequate?
problem/discussion/issue? You seem to be assuming . Howhy do you say that?

What do you, Mike, mean by this remark@o you justify taking that for granted?What led you to that belief?
What do you take Mike to mean by his |Is that always the case? Why do youHow does that apply to this case?

remark? think the assumption holds here?  \What would change your mind?
Jane, can you summarize in your own |Why would someone make that But, is that good evidence for that belief?
words what Richard said? . . . Richard, i@ssumption? Is there a reason to doubt that evidence?
this what you meant? Who is in a position to know that is true?
Could you give me an example? What would you say to someone who said that
Would this be an example, . . .? !
Could you explain this further? Can someone else give evidence to support that
Would you say more about that? view?
Why do you say that? By what reasoning did you come to that
conclusion?
How could we find out if that is true?
Questions about Viewpoints or Questions that Probe Implications . .
Perspectives P and Consequences P Questions about the Question
The term"imply" will require clarification [How can we find out?
when used with younger students. What does this question assume?
What are you implying by that? Would ask this question
When you say , are you implying |differently?

How could someone settle this
But, if that happened, what else would |question?

happen as a result? Why? Can we break this question down at
What effect would that have? all?
Would that necessarily happen or only |Is this question clear? Do we
possibly/probably happen? understand it?
What is an alternative? Is this question easy or hard to ansv
If and are the case, then vitdiy?
might also be true? Does this question ask us to evaluate
If we say that _____is ethical, how aboutsomething? What?

7 Do we all agree that this is the

guestion?

To answer this question, what other
guestions must we answer first?

I'm not sure | understand how you a‘e
interpreting this question. Is this the
same as ?



Appendix 3: Names of Referees ( Clear Writing Evalation Rubric)

Name of Referees who
reviewed & assessed the
Essay Scoring Rubric to
check clarity in writing
essays

Certificate (s) Obtained

Years of experience

1.Dr. Samir Rammal PHD in rhetorical linguist&s 36
M.A. in Translation & Linguistic

2.Mahmoud Abdel-Fatah M.A. in applied linguistics 32
&Translatior

3. Lamees Mahmoud M. A in Translation 10

4.Fatin khala M.A. In TEFL 40

5.Dr. Insaf Abbas P.H.D in Education, and an MrA. | 33

literature

6.Fatin Abdal Sabur MFA, Creative writing MA TESOL 8
7.0thman Amer Director of Languages at the 35
Curriculum Center/MOE Palestine
8.Particia Kanaat M.A. in TEFL 30
9.Ruba khalaf M.A. in Education 12




Appendix 4: Instructions from the Pre- essay

Department of Languages and Translation
Diagnostic Essay Writing Test
ENGC 231

Write an essay on the following topic:
Do you think that University teaching in its system is necessary for successin life?
Why or why not? Give three reasons to support or refute your position.
Instructions:

1) Your essay should be at least 5 paragraphs (250-3000ords.

2) Write a clear thesis statement and clear topic seances.

3) Use personal experience as one kind of evidencetlie argument



What True Education Should Do --Sydney J. Harris. 1994
In Feldstadt, M. C. (Ed.) The thoughtful reader (pp. 2-3). New York: Harcourt.

‘When most people think of the word education, they think of a pupil as a sort of animate
sausage casing. Into this empty casing, the teachers are supposed to stuff education.

But genuine education, as Socrates knew more than two thousand years ago, is not inserting
the stuffings of information into a person, but rather eliciting knowledge from him; it is the drawing
out of what is in the mind.

“The most important part of education,” once wrote William Ernest Hocking, the
distinguished Harvard philosopher, “is this instruction of man in what he has inside of him.”

And, as Edith Hamilton has reminded us, Socrates never said, “I know, learn from me.” He
said, rather, “Look into your own selves and find the spark of truth that God has put into every heart
and that only you can kindle to a flame.”

In the dialogue called the “Meno,” Socrates takes an ignorant slave boy, without a day of
schooling, and proves to the amazed observers that the boy really “knows” geometry—because the
principles and axioms of geometry are already in his mind, waiting to be called out.

So many of the discussions and controversies about the content of education are futile and
inconclusive because they are concerned with what should “go into” the student rather than with
what should be taken out, and how this can best be done.

The college student who once said to me, after a lecture, “I spend so much time studying
that I don't have a chance to learn anything” was succinctly expressing his dissatisfaction with the
sausage-casing view of education.

He was being so stuffed with miscellaneous facts, with such an indigestible mass of
material, that he had no time (and was given no encouragement) to draw on his own resources, to
use his own mind for analyzing and synthesizing and evaluation this material.

Education, to have any meaning beyond the purpose of creating well-informed dunces, must
elicit from the pupil what is latent in every human being the rules of reason, the inner knowledge of
what is proper for men to be and do, the ability to sift evidence and come to conclusions that can
generally be agreed to by all open minds and warm hearts.

Pupils are more like oysters than sausages. The job of teaching is not to stuff them and then
seal them up, but to help them open and reveal the riches within. There are pearls in each of us, if
only we knew how to cultivate them with ardor and persistence.

\
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Appendix 5: Instructions from the Midterm Exam

Argumentative Essay

Traditional Education vs. Progressive Education

Instructions:
1.

Choose a position and provide e

statement.
Use argumentative techniques.

w

Write a five paragraph essay arguing with or againstraditional education.

vidence for it.

Write a good introduction and conclusion, and writea clear thesis

Use the quotation below in one body paragraph. Useto support your

essay and write the citation that follows.

Decide which points you will use
provide. It is advisable to produc

and think about te support you will
e an outline bef@ you write.

Traditional Education

Pro: arguments with

Cons: arguments against

It has produced results over the years.

Resulimditional education are misleading. Theg
show what a student has memorized not what he
has learned.

Many if not most students around the world
have learned from traditional education.

It relies a lot on book memorization and lecturing
rather than eliciting information.

Many students who excel in university have
learned in a traditional atmosphere.

It does not encourage creativity and fails to digto
talented students. It considers students as empty
vessels.

If curriculum is well structured, and staff is
experienced and qualified, it can be very
effective.

It restricts knowledge to textbooks. It emphasizes
learning details rather that than the analysis of
knowledge

It guarantees equality and that everybody in
the public sector is getting education.

The skills that are taught are limited and tradisio
schools do not teach appropriate thinking (cogejti
skills for our 21 century. It does not prepare stid
for college education.

If schools conditions are poor, it doesn’t mex
that the approach is wrong. Better results cg
be achieved if economic conditions are
improved

at does not respond to multiple intelligence thesri
rModern theories in education recognize different
learning strategies of students; the visual leairtae
musical learners, auditory learners, and ott

Some argue that it does depict the individua
differences among students.

Use the Quotation below:
“Education is what survives when what has
been learned has been forgotten.”
(Skinner,1964,p2)

| Modern education emphasizes individual learning
such as research in the interest areas or projétts
assessments criteria different than exams. Altemaa
education is also one option to the traditiondk'ta
and chalk’ approach.

Use the guotation below:

“There are peatrls in each of us if only we knew hg
to cultivate them with ardor and persistence.”

t

2y
she

W

(Harris, 1986,p5)
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Appendix 6: Instructions from the Final Exam

231 Final Exams

Parental Control
Parenting style has a profound effect on the baauh it is one of the major influences
on a child’'s future. The parent’s style of “mamagji their children affects their
academic achievement, psychological health, selfidence and capacity to cope with
real-life challenges. Baumrind (1966) has idendiftkfferent parenting styles; one style
is the authoritarian.
Authoritarian parents have higixpectationsof their children and have vesyrict rules
and expect their orders to lobeyedwithout explanation. This strict parenting style
often uses punishment rather ttdiscipline. They are very demanding, but they don't
express much warmth aurturing . They don't give their children choices or options

Write a persuasive essay to explain your positiegarding the issue. Argue either
against or for authoritarian parenting using tharses below. You should write an
essay that has the following criteria:

4) Your essay should be at least 5 paragraphs of 300 400words.

5) Write a clear thesis statement and clear topic seehces.

6) It should include at least 2-3 in text citations (gotation, paraphrase,
summary).

7) Use personal experience as one kind of evidencetle argument.

8) Do not copy and_do not use longirect quotations.

Glossary:

Authoritarian (adj.): parents who use strict rules.

Expectations (n.): what parents want from theitdren. Expect (v)
Strict (adj.): hard or tough rules.

Obey: listen to their parent’s orders. Obedienj.Jadbedience (n)
Discipline (n/v): to do everything in order and tome. Disciplined (adj.)
Nurture: raise their children with love and care.

Arguments that support authoritarian or strict pare nting:

1. School achievement: Strict parents hold their chitdto high standards. Strict
parents demand the best grades from their childxed, the children tend to
perform extremely well due to those expectatiogctparents may even limit
fun activities or experiences for children who dot rsucceed up to their
standards. This incentive can encourage more stgdyi

2. Confidence: Another advantage of strict parenthas they develop confidence
in their children. This happens because they hadpchildren learn important
values, such as discipline. The children learn thay must do as they are told
or deal with the consequences. This confidenceatsmlead to independent and
decisive adults.

Source:
Van Damme,Y. (July 5, 2011). The advantages ottsfrarents. Inehow Family.

Retrieved April 10, 2012, frorttp://www.ehow.com

3. Authoritarian parents strongly believe that thenildren can be the best in
school. Not being able to make their childrenlihet, means the parents are not
doing their jobs and that their children are notrkimg hard enough.
Authoritarian parents are not concerned about ttigldren being emotionally
hurt. They believe that treating their childrenantough way will make the




children strong, not weak. Authoritarian parentsuase that their children are
strong, and not fragile.

4. Test results seem to indicate that children witthawutarian parenting like
Chinese or Asian background perform better tharir theers from Western
background. This is attributed to their pareatghoritarian parenting style.

5. In recent international standardized tests, chiidrem China ranked on top in
all three fields (reading, math and science) andlwide margin. Within the
participating American students, Asians perfornesltiest.

6. Great musicians like Mozart and Beethoven were kntmbe subjected by their
authoritarian parents to countless hours of practichis may not have been
possible is they were allowed to just do what tiveyit as children.

Source:
Authoritarian, strict parenting Vs., permissive: Mhis Better? (2012). IRaise Smart
Kid. Retrieved April 10, 2012 from http://www.raisestnidd.com

Arguments against authoritarian or strict parenting:

1. While experts agree that rules and boundariesngperiant for children to have,
most believe that authoritarian parenting is toaifne and lacks the warmth,
unconditional love and nurturing that children need

2. The children of authoritarian parents tend to aissedove with obedience and
success. Some children have more aggressive betmigide the home; others
may act fearful or shy around others; often haweelo self-esteem; have
difficulty in social situations. They are not trath to take major decisions on
their own especially concerning their life like vih@a study in university or
where to work.

3. Some children who are pressured by parents to qerfeerfectly in school
eventually end up hating school.

4. Many children who are raised by authoritarian pereshow signs of
psychological problems like depression and anxiatyd some even resort to
suicide.

5. Children who are raised to be obedient tend ndotm their own ideas and
opinions, and lack creativity and imagination.

6. Children who are overprotected become unable talbarhallenges and hard
work needed to survive in the real world. So evsough their parents believe
they are protecting them, they are not really priegathem to real life
challenges.

Source:
Cherry, K. (2012). Parenting Style. Apout.com.psychology. Retrieved April 14, 2012,
from http://psychology.about.com/od/childcare/

7. Strict parenting deprives children out of the oppoity to internalize self-
discipline and responsibilityStrict limits may control the children’s behavior
when they are young, but they don’t help the chidlevelop self-discipline.
Instead, strict limits can cause resistance togakesponsibility for themselves.

8. Authoritarian parenting is based on fe#fr children do what parents want
because of fear, they will not learn to take indej@nt decisions when parents
are not around them and when they grow up theydcoetome excellent liars.



9. Children raised with strict discipline learn thatyer is always right. Later in
life, many of these children won't question auttyorthen they should. They
learn to follow authority while others tend to bemaangry and rebellious as
teenagers and young adults.

10. Authoritarian Parenting could damage the parerittakiationship And
children who are parented strictly end up fightivith parents and looking for
love in all the wrong places.

11.Children raised with strict discipline have tendesdoward anger and
depression That is because authoritarian parenting makegéardb children
that part of them is not acceptable, and that pasm@en't there to help them deal
with difficult feelings. They're left lonely, trgg to sort out for themselves how
to overcome some of their feelings and impulses.

Source:
Markham, L. (2012). What's wrong with strict paregt? InAha! Parenting. Retrieved

April 5, 2012, from http://www.ahaparenting.com/parentiritpols/positive-
discipline/strict-parenting
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