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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY AND STUDY DESIGN

3.0. Introduction

This study is a mixed-methods study. Creswell (2 th; hat in a mixed-
methods study, the researcher uses both quantitative quali at.Ns{da‘rch. In a
h to fans 'ne_\?;earch
ollﬂct\ﬁ i sou@of data,
Sis Q‘\:res I, 20@?'.% goal was

to draw on the strengths of qualitNH) quantita
minimizing their weaknesses (C(ﬁﬂy, ZOO%NSTL

described, the quantitative res% useanto g
\orl‘ ate rela@ips, and create theoretical

resezii ug‘s‘ &o@lore and understand a situation
&

A | Sl g

Creswel% ad 'qua P&'fve research allows the opportunity to

collect data large pool ;ﬁrt@?nts from which results can be generalized,
N
Wherea% ive € ‘,provid& an in-depth exploration of a few participants.
L 9

Mixnd&hods research has @tages over using a single method of research. It can
a@b\ning to numbers by using a narrative, or add precision to a narrative by using
e

G rs (Connelly, 2009). R. B. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) noted that mixed-
ethods research also allows researchers to answer a broader range of questions

mixed-methods design, one form of data is not
questions, and so the researcher will triangul

hoping that they will converge to support a

rese k methods, while
&)

ghz\md Ormrod (2005)
S

mliz@e other similar situations,
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because they are not limited to one approach. Mixed-methods studies present unique
possibilities for synergy and knowledge growth that mono-method cannotw
(Padgett, 2009). (0\
Rauscher and Greenfield (2009) added that another mixed-me trength is
its ability to cross-validate results and offset the limitations of “ising only one
methodological approach. The premise of the current study Mded on the gap
between the well-established educational practice of cooperati Iean’ing and current
practices in undergraduate EFL reading comprehens classroo o‘ope‘rzasive

learning is defined as a process that enables stut@interac wi r‘a @er to
4
<

accomplish a shared or common goal. \
T
exa@ation of the

The focus of this mixed meth dy 'Was
L@%ng Together in

effectiveness of using cooperativewaj strategy
undergraduate EFL classroom to %ove stu\?_ft;g’%e iAE.\comprehension. The
% >
0

purpose of the study was to d whether there w. significant difference in

undergraduate EFL studen’Y}nng [ re ensi%achievement when they were
n g

taught using cooperati% g st:g y of I{ea iIng together instead of traditional

F &
lecturing method. \ \} é./
This stu@wed i 'd-m@s approach, because it captures the best
¢
of both th E’an)tativ a alftat'Q;)approaches (Creswell, 2003). The mixed-

NN
method roach ha ?inir@)pularity because it provides researchers with a

S

betL&h&rstanding of resea@oblems than a qualitative or a quantitative method
a;E\ould provide (Molina & Cameron, 2010). The mixed-methods approach
ed the researcher much better understanding of how undergraduate EFL students

Q;arformed in reading comprehension classroom.
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The mixed-methods approach, which this research study followed,
incorporates qualitative and quantitative strategies, with at least one quarw
method used to collect data in the form of numbers and one qualitativ%\d to
collect data in the form of words (Creswell, 2003). Presented in apter are
explanations of the overall research design and approach of the stmcluding the
study design, data collection procedures, and data analysis Mes, including a
description of the instruments and materials, their ratio ?d.

tr'air validity and

reliability and treatment administered for this study. .\d'

A4
| S
3.1. Nature of the Study T \" \Y
X
This mixed-methods study invest'EW e i ng Learning

Together instruction in improving dergradua re@ comprehension

achievement. A convenience sa f eig@;&nt 5\6}1 two EFL reading
comprehension classrooms of tl%ges ?J izgh €o g«?ity College and Unaizah
Science and Arts College \sn rsit too‘@ in this research. In Qassim
i was J:rie ou[,

4

D
wn
w

University, in which t E& classes were departmentalized,

which facilitated @veni
same instructor% sear

classrooms E’re ’1e study wa aﬁie@ut.
N
rimeht rp CI%Z' oom of the study that consisted of 40 EFL third-

Ieveh%nts were instructed@éing the Learning Together model. Pertaining to the

@group classroom of the study, that involved 40 EFL third-level students had
ins

ctor-led traditional lecturing instruction and did not utilize the Learning

ling n and made it in possible use. The

in eb%’ge for instructing students in the two

ogether model.
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Semi-structured interviews were held with the experimental group after the
treatment process. The obtained data was audio-tape recorded, transcribw
analyzed. The items of the Learning Together Questionnaire were ado @ the
study by Ching-Ying Pan, & Hui-Yi Wu. (2013). These items Wd&pted and
developed by the researcher and administered to the experimemroup while
identical pre and posttests of reading comprehension that t Ncher developed
were applied to both experimental group and control grou lﬁ:a and the end of
the twelve-week study plan timeline for this researc dy. h.e},\udr'esearcher
examined the differences between the two sampl % I _\C}

For the purpose of this study, the ind t igb arni Y‘T’ogether,
was generally defined as a cooperative Ieaugze llow: Ye;erogeneous
mn@%oal (Johnson &

Johnson, 2002). The depende riable, ;S Jé\%mg comprehension

achievement, was generally % as_the r dmg <?;“:;?prehensmn test results
indicated on the pre- and p \

Dﬁﬁ dminiStere ‘é\
), bj '
4 f &
3.2. The Study Q | b é.)
The maim,purpese o dy W, §6 examine the effectiveness of teaching

reading coa e ion hr d Lgarrqr}g Together paradigm to undergraduate EFL

group of students, assigned specific ) achieve

N
Qa55|m ity stild tht@%) recommended researchers to think logically

and‘& about the dems&n, making process when deciding on the research
a Crotty (1998, p. 2-3) took the point of view that any researcher, during the

ess of developing the research proposal, should be able to answer four simple
uestions. He defined these four questions as the basic four elements of any research

process.
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Consequently, in order to make the right decision on selecting the suitable

methods to gather data for this research study, the answers for the followi

questions raised by Crotty (1998) should be taken into account: (ﬁ\

1. What methods does the researcher propose to use? i

\Rlcedures used to

According to Crotty (1998), methods are the techniqu

There will be certain activities they engage in sc%ther and yzk t \data.
These activities are the research methods. Giv al fﬁl iying justifying

this research study process, the researcher ‘described t

possible. To this end, this study did 'uaalk about
indicated in very detailed fashio%at kind g;ger emz‘s\were carried, what

N,
interviewing techniques were %d, aﬂd in What &@f setting the interviews
were conducted. The stu@no:lj talk ab Aparticipant observation' but
described what kind tion took p celanﬁlhat degree of participation was
4 ¢ &
involved. The study did not jiﬁbout 'i(ﬁ-nying themes in the data’ but showed
what was mea themes, 'therté}%merged, how they were identified, and
¢
what was d&:WiD them. (Cro {9%‘:}3’ 6-7)

>
’ (e -
&wat methodology g@s the researcher’s choice of methods?

?hodology is the strategy, plan of action, process or design lying behind the
q e and use of particular methods and linking the choice and use of methods to the
esired outcomes (Crotty, 1998:3). Bryman, 2001 (as cited in Zughaibi, A. and

Alhazmi, A. 2016) stated that there are two types of methodology that have dominated
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social and educational research; qualitative and quantitative. However, they have been

seen as traditional methodologies that have some limitations. Y’
A new wave of research methodology has emerged as a third moven@&r the
quantitative and qualitative movements. This new methodology i mixed-

methods research (Bryman, 2001). This methodology can fill the gap'that other single

methodologies cannot (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Mg to Creswell,

Clark, Gutmann and Hanson 2003, (cited in Zughaibi, AIITazmi, A. 2016)

mixed-methods research is: “a collection or analysiSgof bath a‘tin‘:zjlnd
qualitative data in a single study in which the d collecte r’ku@ty or
sequentially, are giving a priority and involvey iono\f't a atqagor more

T
stages in the process of research” (p. 212). V 0\ é

Johnson and Onwuegbuzie 2004, 'ed)] ZughaibiyA. an@ azmi, A. 2016)

defined mixed methods research as%class ofxgh hére'the researcher mixes
": y N
. " N | :
and combines quantitative and%lve researcfr tech @s, methods, approaches,

concepts or language into ingle SII > (pal7). §htionally, Creswell & Plano
Clark, (2007) define xed metho d!as as a procedure for collecting,
4 ¢ &

analyzing and ‘mi > or bettl:r \gxatingéé&i quantitative and qualitative data at

ithin(ajé(ngle study for the purpose of gaining a

some stage of the research
' S
better unde ing of the r clf'pr@em (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).
NN
Cre al. (20 'aomm'sﬁed four criteria to be taken into consideration
wheg&'ng for the most priate mixed-methods design. These were: the

ntation of data collection, priority, stage of integration and theoretical

ective. These four criteria were used as a guideline to design an appropriate

ixed methods design for this study.
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The first criterion, the implementation of data collection, “refers to the sequence
the researcher uses to collect both quantitative and qualitative data”, (Creswel 4
2003, p. 215). Applying this criterion to this research study, data co@ and
analysis were carried out at four stages to offer a clearer and obv aningful
understanding of the research problem. In other words, the researcher started by the

quantitative analysis stages, followed, detailed and triangulatew the qualitative

analysis stages. '
The second criterion, priority, implies that the lecti nMglys%' of

quantitative data has the priority for addressing the r h questio Fdr tj\%tudy,

the quantitative data were collected and analyv the% of {Q‘lr research
T
while the qualitative data were collected W Iyzasl at seco@:hase of this

research. The third criterion, the sta intégration, asserts ti@%nificance of the

qualitative data as an asset in clarﬁﬂj the res\elxer d((%m the first phase of
jﬁy N

quantitative data collection. Fo@rth criterioft, theo c?sll perspective, the social

interdependence theory wv}neor
research study was bui%.

F b o
N NQalley
3. What is‘é@earc ical perspective?

e‘gg which this mixed-methods

@
Crotty defined the theoretic pgrsl(e_c}tlve of his research design framework as “the

NN
philosophical Stance ih the ‘I'n‘ahodology and providing context for the process
andg&ding its logic and@éria” (Crotty, 1998:3). Accordingly, the research

m logy used for carrying out this study is determined by the cognitive

evelopmental theory, the constructivist theory and the social interdependence
erspective and employed the mixed-methods design (sequential explanatory).
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4. What epistemology informs the research perspective?

Epistemology is the theory of knowledge embedded in the theoretical pers e
and thereby in the methodology. For implications of this study, it coul&y\jﬂﬁmed
that via cooperative grouping of students, the cognitive developme&&eory, the
constructivist theory and the cooperative learning theory or theory&p;sitive social
interdependence, a vital component to meeting the needs of alﬁwﬁ, were nurtured

l

Positive social interdependence is thought to have happened hw members

(Johnson & Johnson, 2002; 1. C. King, 2003).

X
work together collaboratively to achieve a common (Johnson oi‘ns@994,

2002). As one of the undergraduate lecturers, ?@ d p,% rry ngz.t'he study

T
Una%h‘ Science and
ach@ook place. The

data collection within both Unaizah Conw Coltﬂge a

Arts College where most EFL reaNaprehensio
subsequent analysis of data coII@jmade a\mgiv @}nstruction from the
s M
4

multiple realities which existe ingthe process f‘dat% ection.

These four elements 59@ p] e ofy this S%rch study; First of all, they
helped to ensure the %e S

of th h a@'made its outcomes convincing.
s

Secondly, they sati Nhe @lfy the-méthodologies and methods employed

in this researcl‘@g fo (isear@‘?ocess in terms of these four elements

res

¢
enabled th g@:her 0 is',' qu’? constituted a penetrating analysis of the
NN
process@gad dp 'aoretica\assumptions that underpinned it and determined

T
the statu8\of its findings (Crom@égs).

3 mmary, the mixed-methods of collecting both quantitative and qualitative
at& of this research were selected and structured by taking into account the logical
ustification for it. As this study required diverse varieties of data (both quantitative

and qualitative data) and also because of the significance of both kinds in answering
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the three research questions, sequential explanatory design was used as the proper
methodology for this research. This design of methodology is based onYCHI
interdependence theoretical perspective as a point of view and pero@s\\ that
explained reality and the way of knowing reality. *

The rationale for combining both types of quantitative and qualitative data within
this research study was based on the fact that neither quantitativeé nor qualitative
methods would have been sufficient, by themselves, to ca B%:rerds and explain
them. By combining both quantitative and qualitative dsi twr‘ch study,
they complemented each other and allowed for re robust at/s_i@king
advantage of the strengths of each (Tashakkari eddlie, : Are]\g‘{t-e, M. P.
(2015) stated that the fundamental basis $;ne earct@‘;t more can
be learnt about a research topic if\éafits of b qua@cﬁle research and

'_htmizing any of their

o
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Johnson and Onwueg

4
achieves compler%strengfh \d~non-o
strengths of uﬂ% Itip S r “e%fch. Just as in mixed methods, this

hé' ir@_iyldual assets of both types, quantitative and
NN

shortcomings. ‘% q
\n &
This was referred to as daI: al ncipl$?}mixed methods research by
i 04 bj
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S ¢
methodolo n_capitalize
qualitat%;rch, it ?the f%rcher to “create a multi-faceted picture of the

phe on being studied” ( er & Charles, 2011, p. 322). Jacobs (2005) reminds
us\sociologists view the social world as a multi-faceted and multi-layered reality
atreveals itself only in part with any single method.” This study used qualitative
ata to help clarify the meaning of the quantitative responses to Learning Together

survey questions.
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Additionally, the qualitative responses helped better understand the setting in
which the responses were made. Yin, (2006) as cited in Arelette, M. P., )
celebrated the removal of the quantitative-qualitative dichotomy and the @riety
of mixes that have emerged which truly recognized the diversityﬁ& research
methods used in education. He warned that care must be taken lest the research
separate into its parts and fail to be a single study. Yin advoc \fﬂ(to consider any
study as a single study integration, it must occur acro ﬁ:it"cal procedures:
research questions, units of analysis, samples, data collégtion ewd‘ analytic
strategies. I _S

Mertens (2010) (cited in Arelette, M. P. 2 ' cug§<' meti@research
Y.

and listed four possible design options wiiw categ?ry. e opti ere the four

possibilities offered by a choice of tM position — alle@sequential and a

choice of philosophical paradigm —Gasnatic or\&f& tix(E.\Ling (2010) (cited in
N

Arelette, M. P. 2016), stressed%ortan%e of Gidin@fna a research paradigm for

a particular project first an anile which @ds to use. For this study, the
mixed-methods design% ial EX‘B nat Q{Na&opted.
&
i u\ﬁve and

The design &Rblned g
used to examing{’e%n as? 'was e?jré?perimental study in which two groups
e

(experimen :'an) contro Pg @/nveniently selected. This mixed-methods
% NN

experi | Fesearch pwas Y‘I}ﬁ)lemented in the undergraduate EFL reading

com“hvsion course, a threo-\%ﬂit course, over a full semester, the first semester of

th%\bol year 2016/2017, starting the first of October, 2016 and ending the end of
ecem

ber, 2016 . Nine units from Reading Power, by Linda Jeffries and Beatrice S.

~—+

ikulecky, (2005), Part 2, Reading Comprehension Skills were assigned for study

during the first semester.
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A pretest-posttest comparison group experimental design was employed. The

study took place over a period of twelve weeks (Table 3.5) from the begin@f

October to the end of December, 2016. Both the experimental group am(m}ntrol

group were pre-tested and post-tested on reading comprehension.

-test was

intended to establish achievement equivalence of the two groups as &!I as a baseline

measure for growth over time. The items of the pre-tests and

by four independent faculty members

Additional data were gathered from both groups-emer thé co ‘the
&

sea%
writers often claim that the process in ed :Y::e ities™t
important, than the product (Johnson M%OOQ;

A brief summary of the experimer%agn

through classroom observation in order to

comprehension instruction treatment proces

3.1.

TABLE 3.1: Summary of

insight

yﬁy were evaluated

study

lhe_\“f}:;ing

othqy;cholarly

Ry
as u@nam, or more
graseéﬁsevevino, 2000).

(ID

—|

Q !g

Q —

=

o

(@)

@D

Q- —
@ wD

A

Groups Instructi U Treatments Post-Test/Procedures
Methods Y &

Experimental i (" | Receiving 1.Reading

g]O I’T]}".g\v

Learn
group To & prehension P;%est “Learning Comprehension Post-Test
instruetion Pre- arnmgt@ ther | Together 2.Post-Learning Together
E ~ . S
\ (J instruction Survey
¢ | C,) 3. Observation
4 ' (_} 4. Semi-structured
N\~ Interviews and focus
P ¢ group interviews.
%} ' 4 X
Contrﬂ;rhe Traditional eading Receiving Post-Reading
lecture btamprehension Test “traditional Comprehension Test
instruction lecture
instruction”
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As shown in table 3.1, a brief summary of the experimental design of the
research study is presented. There were two groups that took part in thlsvw
methods study, the experimental group which received the Learm@ether
instruction and the control group which received the traditional lec truction.
Both of the two groups were observed and took the identical readierrehension

pre-post-tests. Only the experimental group took pre-post-Learning¥Together survey

and participated in the semi-structured interviews and foc u inte Views.
O
_ N4
3.2.1. Variables _{’)
A single principal dependent variable — on ashj:/ement —

eadlrréomprehensmn
pre-post-tests (see Appendix C). Th&)f reading pre@%on instructional

method, Learning Together stra ei ed as th\em‘ge @riable for this study.

was selected. The variable was measured ‘W ei

The treatment involved the aduate EFL students -

participating in Learning?} it
comprehension achie\% hile t up participating in traditional
%

lecturing method rove rta \sompre ion achievement.
Cooper e I nin of L <';(ng Together scale was a four-item scale

(alpha = d 0 |o€reU best-practice in reading comprehension

s
“

educati cale' i gd (a udents teach each other in addition to faculty

team%udents (b) faculty\\éurages study groups outside of class; (c) students

paE te in one or more study group(s) outside of class; and (d) students work with
Q students on projects outside of class. The EFL undergraduates’ responses to the
ems of the learning together strategy questionnaire were analyzed to answer the

second research question of the study.
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3.2.2. Qualitative Research
To the extent of half of the research for this mixed-methods stqu

S

icipants’

qualitative. According to Creswell (2007), qualitative research

characteristics. Qualitative research explores the phenomenon from the
perspectives. Additionally, Leedy and Ormrod (2005) asserted %at qualitative
he phenomenon

research usually answers questions regarding the complex nﬁg
e

with a purpose of describing and understanding the nor' being studied

through participants’ points of view.

Researchers typically collect the participants i1

generic qualitative inquiry. Focusi

requires semi- or fully structured

structured and based on the researchN

more detail or explanation. In Mn
Ly

approaches is normally used, i
Percy, 2008). A brief sumrvg'
in table 3.2. %

TABLE 3.2: Sum

SO

ng on real

interV|

5]
--.-

s when ¢

.séu

t&g_@)a a

e da&&ollectlon

eerv q tlons@d to be pre-

r knowle

\\M Aﬁ'an other qualitative

ers can ask for

tativ st? of the study (Kostere &

a@se of the study is presented

Research Question

of Qua t
&n ~ llectéoDz
rtici 0 ect} ata

e &G

(

Analyses

Q.3: How

experimental

using %(ogethe i

their L “reading comprehensi

clas Participants: 40 studen@l

un%uate EFL experimental grotp

f theythird-level class using learning
strategy

ped semi-
ctured
terviews and

" focus group
interviews.
2) Researcher’s
notes from
observation
sheets.

1) Interview transcription,

coding, theme

identification

2) Triangulation with

themes from Learning Together
strategy, observation sheets and related
literature reviews

3) Triangulation with

quantitative data
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Table 3.2 showed a brief summary of the qualitative data phase of the study. It
presented research question 3, how do undergraduate EFL experimental
students react to using Learning Together instruction in their Eﬁd\ding
comprehension classroom? Additionally, it introduced the number of ipants that
included forty students of undergraduate EFL experimental group from the third-level
class using learning together strategy. \,

It also pointed to the methods of collecting qua gd:tai namely, taped
semi-structured interviews and focus group interviews res ar.c\ﬂbg’dotes from

X
observation sheets. Finally, the table highlighte analysis oJed_t&% that
included interview transcription, coding, th i nt% iangugi.on with

T

themes from Learning Together strategy, EW on sﬁfets, lated diterature reviews

and triangulation with quantitative dat\ 6

NS

3.2.3. Quantitative Research % N “ <§9
The other half of \d-m thods study ‘As a quantitative part. While

qualitative research reki words'and imggeb'quantitative research relies on
' 4 ¢ &

numbers and statwresw \01'9 Dat%"ected in guantitative research come

from measuriantr ent

the proble she explai hgwer}e variable affects another or the relationship
N
betweenghe tWo (Credwell¢2007) Yg\
A Foss and Ellefsen @) stated, the researcher uses explanations to form a

geXzation. Quantitative educational researchers, therefore, look to take the results

@ indings of their research from one setting and try to apply them to similar settings
n

different classrooms, schools, districts, states, or any other parts of the country.

=D

Il, 2@&7{ Additionally, the researcher explains




TABLE 3.3: Summary of Quantitative Data
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Research Question/Participants

Collected Data

RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between using Learning
Together in undergraduate EFL reading comprehension classroom and
students’ reading comprehension achievement as determined by
students’ pre-test and post-test scores?

Participants: Undergraduate EFL 80 students from two third-level
classes:

1) 40 using Learning Together strategy

2) 40 using traditional lecture instruction

Reading

Comprehensio

Test and Poq‘-Test

scores

RQ2: What are undergraduate EFL experimental group students’
perceptions of the effectiveness of using Learning Together instructio
in improving their reading comprehension achievement?

ether S

i

) t-test

ost Llarning

1) t-test

A2

i

N

Participants: Undergraduate EFL experimental group 40 students fro
the third-level class using Learning Together strategy

Table 3.3 showed a brief summa 0@;
It presented both research question 1,\‘% i
Learning Together in undergradu FL rea
students’ reading comprehensi vement as
post-test scores?, and resea@ 1M
group students’ perc% of th

effect en

\‘oj\z

p@of the study.

m reh_}fsmn classroom and
@F;}ay students’ pre-test and
ergraduate EFL experimental

of using Learning Together

instruction in imprOvi theirlre\hg mp nS|on achievement? In addition, it

offered the nu er par

il
f o)

that 4 ded 80 students from two third-level

u@ learning together strategy and 40 from the

classes, 40 sm e classr
classrooQ} used tradi c.anal I%;_ re instruction.

dltlonally, it highlighted the methods of collecting quantitative data,
; the identical reading comprehension pre-post-test which was used for
ollecting data for the first research question, and the pre-post Learning Together

urvey that was used for collecting data for the second research question. As a final
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point, the table referred to data analysis procedures, namely, t test which was used for

g
3

Leedy and Ormrod (2005) indicated that inferential statis tlQ “allow us to

analyzing data of both the first and the second research questions.
3.2.3.1. Inferential Statistics

make inferences about large populations by collecting dﬁ relatively small

samples” (p. 252). Gall et al. (2003) indicated that yp(]thesis must be

established first. After the formation of null hypothesis, well ch‘:ated that

a level of significance, or the probability level that urﬁ ri e IS

e Creswell

(2007) indicated that a typical level of sign

The next step, according to N%\
determine if the means of the two Gyje dls@gy Ydl (—:{Q\gmflcantly from each
other. One type of t test is an n'%nt-sanm m(?ype of test compares the

ﬁmean difference scores of

means of two different s \ Fo

undergraduate EFL th%?;zde t' usi dp&tlve learning were compared to
the mean differe '@ores [r dergr e EFL third level students in a
traditional lect g SSro fren §6res were computed by subtracting the
pretest sc @ the fpostte sE'or@ hus, positive difference scores pointed to

|mprov d ned; eren&cores pointed to regression.

C-?’
stworthiness of Qualitative Data Collection Tools and Instruments
Different qualitative data collection tools and instruments were utilized in this
udy to ensure credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability of its

data. Data credibility, which could be achieved by triangulation, provides readers with
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confidence that information drawn from the participants and their interpretation are

accurate (Anney, 2014). In this study, data credibility was accomplished by aw

different data source and methodology triangulation. Furthermore cﬁ\tieve

transferability, the study results provided new concepts to‘& reading

comprehension educators at Qassim University and Saudi higher mon level to

make connections between elements and findings of this stud Nir own teaching
X.

experience and selectively apply the learning tog adi,tg instructions

demonstrated in the study to improve students’ learning. .\d‘ T

The prospect to transfer new findings from search/stu to' th_fkaders

helps connect elements of a study and thei e@ (Co@do State
University, 2017). Still, dependability w nce ﬁe findings,
interpretation, and recommendatlons\)l support y t@study data while

d % outside researchers
S
(Anney, 2014). Additionally, urce met d@lo%and triangulation can be
utilized to establish depend \nd rmability §
!
.‘
3.3.1. Trlangulawat Q
Trlangu on 5nvo| the collection of data from multiple

sources hopi t t th &/e@ 0 support a hypothesis (Creswell, 2007).

confirmability implies that study couId

Leedy d (20 a;ed thaé,\n mixed-methods designs, both quantitative and

o

data are coIIectec\Qg answer a single question. Halcomb and Andrew
( oted that triangulation has the potential to yield more comprehensive,
htful data. Foss and Ellefsen (2002) thought it can produce richer and more

uthentlc data, while Bradley (1995) claimed that it enhances validity.
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Jick (1979) recommended that triangulation offers researchers several
important opportunities, including increased confidence in results, the potew'lb
create new methods, and the opportunity to provide an enriched explar% the
research problem. Main sources of data for this study included reading?%yehension
pre-test and post-test, cooperative learning strategy of learning together survey and
students’ semi-structured interviews and focus group intervie \,

As mentioned earlier, (See Chapter 3 Section 3.2)%the esezircher utilized a
mixed-methods study design. As Creswell (2007) noted¥The uM‘data will

-using L iﬂg_@‘ze:her

address whether the intervention (independent v.

achievement), whereas the qualitative data“will

the intervention (using Learning Toge\;%e
The semi-structured intervi%nd f

recognize how students explain%

and its effectiveness on thei r

the reading compreher%ﬁt an

4
data, indicating VW}IG Stil \\readi
improved afterautiliz oge ’eﬁé}strategy. This process is explained in

g
¢
figure 3.1. c) 4 (j)
&U 3.1 JMetQT Triangulation Design

B

Mixed-Methods Triangulation Design

Quantitative data collection Qualitative data collection
1. Reading Comprehension Pretest and 1. Students” semi-structured interviews

posttest 2. Learning Together Survey 2. Focus group interviews

{ L 3. Observation Sheets
- L

Quantitative Data Analysis

Qualitative Data Analysis

J L J

Comparing Quantitative and Qualitative Data Results
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3.4. The Setting of the Study

This study affords comprehensive data about using cooperative |
strategy of Learning Together to improve undergraduate EFL stude@ding
comprehension achievement and their experiences and perceptions aM&operative
learning. The site of the study was a public university located in the middle district of

Saudi Arabia. This site was selected due to its nearness Msibility for the

S
researcher. According to its official website, Qassim Uni def"ned as a public

bia. It blished in
L ]
Y'
2004 by merging two Qassim branches of Imam hammad S&u&‘ﬁ amic
s b §

University and King Saud University. T \ N
N
ity,

The main campus is located in M@ i audi co (Qassim

Branch) and Qassim Regional Airpow middle I-Q@ Province. Sub-
campuses are located in Unaizah d BuraNQg%?y. >

ince"the establishment of
N
the university, it has experiencc%ﬂarkaﬁle grawth i Q&gllment and a significant

expansion of faculty and Y}nisla e staff. '@umber of male and female
y d

students registered at % ur'i‘ 20 O'Jl roached 50,000 and number of

university in Al-Qassim Province in the middle of Sau

o

faculty members staff rfa\N/vell %éﬂ 4,000. At present the university

encompasses 28s¢olleges bo
¢
located in za

City, ar

le ar@%ﬁwale students. Among the male colleges
iigh @mmunity College and Unaizah Science and
NN

Arts C ere thli as Yc%hed out.
)\ &
‘@pling Selection Steps
0. . The Population of the Study
Participants for the research were selected by means of purposive sampling.

Lodico et al. (2010) suggested that when selecting participants and sites that best


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Al-Qassim_Province
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saudi_Arabia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Al-Qassim_Province
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unaizah
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Buraidah
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assist in understanding the research questions, purposive sampling is the appropriate
methodology. Purposive sampling is applicable when a researcher’s aspiraticw'!b
intentionally select participants and sites that address the needs of a pr@tudy
(Gheondea-Eladi, 2014; Setia, 2016). Merriam (2009) and Farrelly ( tated that

when carrying out basic qualitative research, there should an ade%ate number of

participants to partake in the study (p. 80). It is important to I%e anvadequate sample

group and sample to the point of redundancy (Merriam, 20 '

Thus, choosing the appropriate number of participants isfalw. |mportant
step when designing a study. A participant sample is toofsm mAy _@‘p yield
adequate data to fully understand the topic. A p% cau o great a
degree of complexity in the data set maki al ami int retatl@:he research

a ho@ avoided by the
researcher (Block & Erskine, 012) >\YT ,<\
N

The population of the st%swt 9

and Vocabulary-3, an inter t co Se'In

unfeasible. Both circumstances are e IIy proper

elas s of ENG 235, Reading

glls@mg comprehension, offered
by the Department of% angu ea +I‘@tl0n at Qassim University. The

course is required | EFL 1tu

t the er5|ty It is a continuation of ENG

131, Reading and VVocabula
¢
and ENG , Reading a

?glnne?jééurse in English reading comprehension
ot'abwy 2, a pre-intermediate course in English
reading ensién -omes n&)re ENG 236, Advanced Reading, the last in the

eqm@f reading and vocab@rﬁ/ courses. The ENG 235, reading and vocabulary-3

co\ealms to further students’ reading comprehension skills of previewing,

w

mlng, scanning, recognizing topics and main ideas, understanding sentences and
aragraphs, and making inferences to levels of fluency, accuracy, and comprehension

that will ensure high quality university EFL reading comprehension education.
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The course was structured around fifteen weeks of teaching with three contact
hours per week. It included extensive reading, vocabulary building, W
comprehension skills and reading faster. However, for the purposes o% udy,
investigation focused on students’ reading comprehension skills whic*aded Unit

1 Previewing, Unit 2 Scanning, Unit 3 Making Inferences, Unit 4 Ecusing on the

Topic, Unit 5 Understanding Paragraphs, Unit 6 Ident% he Patterns of
8'8ki

Organization, Unit 7 Thinking in English and Prediction, n’ning and unit 9

seve aIW‘l’he Yrgain

reason for choosing this course for this research w t the ped ylof\fe}ching

reading was implemented using convention?ﬂ od% Iecu@;-g which

concentrated on reading the text, translatirw Vocz\’t‘ula 0 the@ents’ mother

Summarizing. Students were required to read and disc

®)

Built on conversations wiwe facu\n!mgn § '}r the Department of

English Language and Translati assi

tongue and answering the questions.

lecturer who is in charge Ng t[i , st&u s were unable to experience
the actual reading con%w on pr‘c‘) ess 'g Iin@ve their reading comprehension

skills. Henceforw he neeF \employ Iternative pedagogical model like

Learning Toget%tr ay ent. /N
. O

The Icipants in t dﬁ'in@ ed eighty students enrolled in two ENG 235
NN

classro% y in th r'pl gr%lﬁnd forty in the experimental group). Their ages

ran@d&m 20 to 22 years ol@r{e sample population came from two undergraduate

‘@d-level classes in Unaizah Community College and Unaizah Science and Arts
olfege. The first reading comprehension classroom, which used Learning Together

trategy, has forty male students, while the second reading comprehension classroom,

which did not use cooperative learning strategies, has forty male students. The sample
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for this study also included the lecturer, the researcher, who used cooperative learning
strategy of Learning Together during reading comprehension instruction Yﬂe
classroom which had the experimental group, and used the traditio \Jring

method with the classroom which had the control group. *

3.5.2. The Sample of the Study
Both Patton (2002) and Merriam (2009) noted that r;ers hould select an

appropriate sample size that enables them to reasonably sent aWr‘spectives

Yv

on the phenomenon being studied. When choosin ample si th& @rcher

should anticipate that the number of particistg ecml\(/i duce\sgﬁsfactory
X

information relevant to the topic (Yin, 201 0\
Students were informed abo he'D rights as “partici % and that their

responses to the tests, questionnair intervie\ve?e &" ntial. The researcher
informed the students that eve%nent be k@cked away with the key
available only to the resear \ude tS"'were mad@re that they could terminate
their participation in tM tany'Jinti t'Qe‘ersired.

&

The sampK prised\lfzﬁwnder ate EFL level-three students from

Unaizah Community “Colle ' naiéQScience and Arts College, who were
¢

enrolled in iIsh Readin rge [ C‘h)e first semester of 2016/2017. All of the

>

was t

NN
student e Been stlidyi 'Englisl%s a Foreign Language for more than eight years

T

imary school, inter@'réte school, secondary school and university. The

reEf er taught two English reading classes for this study. With the researcher as the
struc

& tor; one class was assigned as the experimental group (n = 40), and the other
lass was assigned as the control group (n = 40).

dur
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The experimental group was exposed to cooperative learning strategy of
Learning Together instruction, whereas the control group received tradltlonalw
instruction. Both groups had the same learning materials, schedule x,and
instructor; the sole difference was the instructional method. Iaﬁd reading
comprehension pre-and post-test were administered for both groumeasure the

entry level of each group before the experiment. The Learning, Together Survey was

administered twice, before and after the treatment for erir'lental group to
determine the variations of students’ perceptions about erative qstrategy
of Learning Together. In fact, this study employedia“samplin od thé’.\Nas a

convenience sample. Ultimately, subjects ose\f r ms{}gtor (the
ST

researcher).

First, all EFL third level stN%/ere aske thed}ére interested in
participating in the study. Of thos agreed |c' _\mghty students were
assigned numbers 1-80. Stude% ddonum rs4w aced in one group, and
students with even number Iac'd th other p. Those eighty students (n

=80) were selected fro% rd le e of g]{s guage department of the second

year of both Unai @mm@ﬂege a naizah Science and Arts College in
assim University in Saudi {Q
Q e

e

@Ianguage teaching strategies in which forty

The y sed 0
\
student%;; studie yer méaht teams of five members each according to the

yn of the Learning To@w cooperative learning strategy. The other forty (n=

4% ied the same material according to procedures in the traditional lecturing
la

A]

o

Q room (whole-class instruction). There was one English instructor, the researcher,
rom the same university and the same college who got involved in teaching those two

groups.
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TABLE 3.4: The Population of the Quantitative Phase

The Experimental Group (the first The Control Group (the first semester, | Total v

semester, 2016/17) 2016/17)
Group1n=140 Group2n=140 :

As shown, in table 3.4, the sample of the quantitative pg of the study

included eighty participants, forty from Unaizah Communit and forty from
Unaizah Science and Arts College. One class was assigne exqerlmental group
(n = 40), and the other class was assigned as the c 40 The
experimental group was exposed to cooperati earning stra lwf_t&arnmg
Together instruction, whereas the control e\(/ adltloqgl.. lecture
instruction. W

(Q <<
According to Fink (2006), COM e samples use@ situations where
people are willing to participate ar%llabl W\Md \/ﬁf}e sample chosen can

help to provide information ans gr theyreSear ﬁlcq%estions and hypotheses
(Creswell, 2007). Additio all i 3) ;@% that the reader of a study
using convenience sar% ust infer th Bplpu ion to which the results may be
generalized. To he ; researl: e prow rlch description of the sample.

In the c of is s‘ esea@jh%’r has been teaching in the two colleges
as well as un rgra at ﬁqgje?/e | students who participated in this study.
The qu ive data “seﬁnzjctu% interviews and focus group interviews involved

the raduate EFL thlranvel experimental group students from whom the
qu t ive data and reading comprehension achievement scores were taken. Students
r ‘the semi-structured interviews and focus group interviews were elected using

ystematic sampling.
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In systematic sampling, a group of individuals is collected by taking every nth
person (number found after division) from a list containing the defined pow
(Gall et al., 2003). Systematic sampling does not require a list @ered
individuals or a numbers table (Creswell, 2007). *

For this study, informed consent forms (See Appendix A foWish Version
and Appendix B for Arabic Version) were collected for h ‘student who was
interested in participating, and put in order of when the t)r'uitted. First, the
population of consent forms received was divided b numbe 9 for the

N
sample. The number needed for the sample was ve for th erﬁl-_sém:tured

interviews and ten for the focus group intervi S V\% oningﬁt only 9
N X
fiye in

students attended the focus group intervi ?Iie fi focusé?bup interview
and four in the second focus group intw é

NS

3.5.3. The Characteristics of ple o? the Study 48\—

Because the Saudi 5@1 s;lt se rateét@sexes, the study sample was
composed of two m s which were 'sefs&d from the population of the
4 ¢ &

undergraduate E@nts @ Uni\géily where the researcher has worked
ine S

for more than years. A tud@f)articipaﬁng in the study resided in the
n\ : i
same distri assim Prpvince ée Qi}jdle of Saudi Arabia, and studied EFL in the
NN
third-le t the twolC ? Una@l Community College and Unaizah Science and

Arta&ge. Their ages rang@ém 20 to 22 years old. They came from a variety of

SOE\WI d regional backgrounds. The students interviewed were all from an EFL
eading comprehension classroom implementing cooperative learning strategy of

earning Together.
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3.5.4. The Size of the Sample of the Study

Israel (2009), Denscombe (2007), and Fogelman (2002) have all indica t

sample sizes of between 30 and 250 participants are acceptable Whe@cting

small scale research. The sample size consisted of eighty undergra(ﬁ*FL male
students who took the pre-test and post-test. They were enrolled in third level of
English language department, from the second year (forty i \e!’erimental group

who participated in a classroom that implemented cooperati Iear'ing strategy of

an f.(?ﬂquh‘e control

T
group that participated in a classroom that used trad@& lecturing d’d _r@tilize

cooperative learning strategy of Learning T du% ing conqg;ehension
instruction). Twelve students, chosen usi systemati
classroom that used cooperative | %r’ategy
individually interviewed and othe(,a'je stu@},pa% i
interviews. 4
\% ,}j Ly
’ N

3.5.5. Protection of P%gt:

Leedy am@i (23?:; that itisessential to safeguard the identity of
the individualsta@ art Eearc@ith this in mind, the participants were
given fictiti %es. foy?mﬁ “)

@g the collection of data, all requirements for
the resedrch stidy appr re which included the site permission given by the

Learning Together during reading comprehension instr

D

NN
dea he two colleges, U@éh Community College and Unaizah Sciences and
éE llege. Data collection did not commence until after all the necessary
ermissions and approvals were received. Additionally, prior to beginning the pre and
osttests, pre and post questionnaires and interviews, it was requested that the

participants sign an informed consent agreement, which explained the purpose of the
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study, the data collection process, conditions for confidentiality, how the outcomes of
the data were to be used, and the participants’ rights to terminate their involvew
the study without any ramifications. Personal data acquired from the partiﬁ%\were
kept private. In order to ensure participant privacy, participants’ inforfaation was

locked in a cabinet, and the only key that could provide access Was kept by the

researcher. \,
3.6. Research Procedures .\d‘

A week before the treatment, the readi

“

mprehensj |‘re was

«,4 n readin
M‘t\ ggeadg

comprehension pre-test, students were r their.é)res and then

experimental group and control groupwamed. The ent@% scored highest

on the pre-test were identified as rﬁhjchievers\\tg% _h’s who scored lowest
% >
4

administered as a measure of homogene

were considered as low-achiev remaining studen re identified as average-

achievers. The students w \nejt the xpe@al group and control group
using the following f ; One hig -achi ve# @grouped with one low-achiever
F &
and three average;@vers. @Oﬂale fcg&&é type of grouping was that it would
provide opportw@ rle eer@}%{ and help each other to accomplish the
. ff) ‘P2 .9
learning goals. (_}
NN
ing T0 rstud%'i% were assigned to eight-member learning teams.

Thﬂ&er presented a Iessq@fd then students worked within their teams to make

s%\m all team members had mastered the lesson. Finally, students took individual
Qﬂh zes on the material in which they could not help one another. Students’ quiz
cores were compared to their own past averages, and points based on the degree to

which students met or exceeded their own earlier performance were awarded. These
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points were then summed to form team scores, and teams that met the assigned criteria

were rewarded. Then, they sat for weekly quizzes, and their quiz performan S
added to their final performance. (0\
For every session, students were expected to read and di reading

comprehension passage assignment. In the experimental group, the participants were

aimed to interact with groupmates, share ideas with each othe@lp each other to
accomplish the common goal. They read and scanned agrz’oh for the new
words, and to detect or guess the meaning from context. ¥stude tsWr‘melp, they

Yv
were asked to look up the words in their biIinguaIdi@brieS. ' _\"}

During the treatment sessions, while sYs we% together in their
groups, the lecturer was walking around w tha?\ever ne w. ing well. He
'Qe i

provided assistance when it was re hile the ent@%re working and

learning together. At the end (%e experl\e'ﬁg 0@\1" the post-test was
N,
administered to the two grou;%nswe each/of th&%c?earch questions, a t-test
N\
N

procedure was used.

=

/t%/
L)
37

3.6.1. Treatment \ \IQ
The treaQe\nt tivities, | Fmer@(d materials developed by the researcher

were based Xisting ¢oo

r
NN

cogniti laBoration y on“<Cooperative learning and included individual

acc ility and positive in@aendence in their structures. Prior to the treatment,

e ic copies of the instruments were emailed to four faculty members with over

& ears of teaching experience, PhD degrees holders, and who are familiar with and

sed cooperative learning strategies extensively in their EFL classrooms. The faculty

members were asked to review them for their conformity to cooperative learning
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methods and theories. They confirmed that the instruments constituted cooperative
learning. Following their suggestions, slight modifications were made
instruments. The study spanned a total of twelve weeks with an addltl@ for

discussing the upcoming study with students, for setting up stand r student

Y'

Table 3.5 outlines the activities that occurred over th% e of the twelve-

interaction with the experimental group.

week study for both the experimental and control gro to k part in pre-

in Iuh@d\dshort term
T'n _{Eﬁrnlng

r fr existing

T
in th? Iite ure a@VhICh met the

ratl\@earmng literature,
be{\ﬁmg, strategies must

treatment activities before commencing the study.
discussion of the study and why the students’ partici was Nee

Together strategy activities were develop

cooperative learning strategies and theori
criteria used by Igel (2010). In that a

Igel (2010) maintained that to be

include (1) positive interdepe nd ) indi dual@euntablllty There were a

total of nine units of instru?~ ugh’ othyexp S ntal and control groups over
the span of one full ser%o riod. l

&

TABLE 3.5: SunKofthe n activi ofthetreatmentsessmns

4 £
No. of | List of4gpics tes @Bérlmental Group Control Group
weeks @ !

4

')

coveréd during
treat SSio

&

@
Week oguctionto Sbnda#} Taking the Reading Taking the Reading
One and Reading ) Comprehension Pre Test | Comprehension Pre
omprehension 2#]&72016 Test

Pre Test and

distributing the Wednesday/ | Completing the Learning | Not Applicable

Learning Together Questionnaire

Together 5/10/2016

Questionnaire
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Week | Unit 1 Previewing

Two and Making
Predictions
strategy

Week

Three | for details&\

ﬁg‘;’

Sunday/ Asking each group of The lecturer taught
students to focus on the whole class by
9/10/2016 previewing and making | explaining
predictions and read previewing, point by
Unit 1, (Questions and point mcted
Answers Concerning the | with % by
Previewing), what ashh%?s ions
previewing is, why and leading a
preview, how they can ion.
preview, Previewing a
passage. Students will
check for peer
understanding of
material. Student '
work togethe
understanding ofievery .\d
group member. 4
K I Y. (.\T
Wednesday/ | Studen asked to , ticing'the
work tog to reaj, t tbook?xercises
12/10/2016 dividually and

discuTer tb,%\‘o-
textbook exercises t
mi Wh‘ﬂl

0S

fini Hing them for
h@vork

S

Unit 2 Scanning "und Ti

ui mg?ach group of
ﬁ}g o focus on

stud
sC g and refer to
@g 2, and work

ether to review what
"Scanning is, when they
can scan, how they can
scan, scanning for
common words and
phrases, scanning for
key words in passages,
scanning for
information, scanning a
table of contents,
scanning an index,
scanning a list, scanning
classified ads, scanning a
newspaper ad, scanning
newspapers stories.

Students will check for

The lecturer taught
the whole class by
explaining scanning
for details and
interacted with
students by asking
guestions and
leading a
discussion.
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peer understanding of
material. Students will
work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.

Wednesday/

19/10/2016

Students were asked t
work together to
discuss, answer

iy
N
_{'J
N~

racticing the
textbook exercises

individually and
inishing them for
ho rke Y.

sections ar N
challen } ' _{‘)
complete exercise
for h? @v \;‘T
will chégk for X
W din
. St
work together t ure 5<
erstandin ery
c group'nj /‘\'\
"
Week | Unit 3 Making Sunda: Gaiiding each group-of The lecturer taught
Four Inferences ( focu the whole class by
reading between ZM 6 ingInfereriges and explaining making
the I|_nes) and Y' , Unit _nd work inferences and
locating together t view .
references questi answers Ic?catlng_ references
P 5 ne'erﬁgg making bit by bit and

.
(:)\K
Q

:

infe &ges like how they
ca ke an inference,
they can make

inferences, making

“inferences from
conversations, making
inferences from stories.
Students will check for
peer understanding of
material. Students will
work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.

interacted with
students by asking
guestions and
leading a discussion
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Wednesday/ | Students were asked to Practicing the
work together to read, textbook exercises

26/10/2016 | discuss, answer the individually
textbook exercises to finishing% r
k

determine which home
sections were most \A%
challenging and *
complete these exercises

for homework. Students

will check for peer

understanding of
material. Students wi

work together to
understanding of

group memb
Week | Unit 4 Learning to | Sunday/ Directing each gr Th rer atgght
Five look for the students to h}le by
Topic (Identifying | 30/10/2016 | Focusi i aini using
the Thesis and to wo on the t
Statement) refer%& nd}d\‘o- identifying thesis
preview.guestions a stal @ht) and
ers perta i ted with
f udents by asking
ik ) estions and
eading a
discussion.

ber.

&\ Wednesday/ | St s were asked to Practicing the

together to read, textbook exercises

\ 2/ 6 ¢ iscuss, answer the individually and
J  "Tlextbook exercises to finishing them for
(_, determine which homework

c #
S
complete these exercises
\C-) for homework. Students
will check for peer

understanding of
material. Students will
work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.

é'\\ sections were most
T challenging and
N
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Week
Six

Unit 5
Understanding
Paragraphs (Main
Ideas)

Sunday/

6/11/2016

Helping each group of
students to work
together to review
understanding
paragraphs through
referring to unit 5 and
previewing questions
and answers like what a
paragraph is, topics of
paragraphs, choosing the
best topic, thinking of
the topic, writing the
topic of a paragraph,
main ideas of
paragraphs, ¢

aphs,

prono connectors

transition word

Was conne
n

The lecturer taught
the whole class by

explaining
understar%
paragraphs

inter %h
stud&y asking
guestions’and

diseussion.

N
ere asked to

er to read,
wer the

St eiﬂs

rk tog
disc% &aﬁs

te exercises to
d\ ine which

@aﬁ ions were most
"ehallenging and
complete these exercises
for homework. Students
will check for peer
understanding of
material. Students will
work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.

Practicing the
textbook exercises
individually and
finishing them for
homework
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Week
Seven

Unit 6 Identifying
patterns of
organization and
Identifying
Exceptions)

Sunday/

13/11/2016

Guiding each group of
students to focus on
identifying the patterns
of organization and refer
to Unit 6 and work
together to preview
questions and answers
concerning identifying
the patterns of
organization like what a
pattern is, signal words,
common patterns of
organization in
paragraphs (the li
patterns, the

The lecturer taught
the whole class by
explaining

Identifyi azrns
mand

Work to
erstanding ry
\ emb
R! i N
ednesda), Studepts ere asked to | Practicing the
;Ih; to er to read, textbook exercises
.)6/11% Is swer the individually and
\ I text exercises to finishing them for
d ine which homework
\& fons were most
I llenging and
% ¢ b g cQomplete these exercises
.&J for homework. Students
P ) ¢ will check for peer
E 4 understanding of
\,T material. Students will
\c') work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.
Unit 7 Guessing Sunday/ Guiding each group of The lecturer taught
ight unknown words) students to focus on the whole class by
20/11/2016 | guessing unknown explaining Thinking
words and refer to Unit 7 | in English (
and work together to predicting and
preview using pronouns | guessing new
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and synonyms and guess
the meaning of unknown
words. Students will
check for peer
understanding of
material. Students will
work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.

words) and
interacted with

students by
questions&d

leadin

Wednesday/

23/11/2016

Students were asked to
work together to rea
discuss, answer the
textbook exercis
determine whic
sections are

challenging and

Week
Nine

(o
EQ-: ;

Unit 8 Skimming

N
<\

dividually and
finishing them for

]h'ﬁ"‘"
Y—-
N

;

The lecturer taught
the whole class by
explaining
skimming step by
step and interacted

textbook exercises to
determine which
sections were most

challenging and

with students by
asking questions
and leading a
g iie skimming, discussion.
\ skimring for point of
l vi&%kimming for
n of organization,
’ | ¢ imming for ideas.
g ""Skimming for research.
(_, Students will check for
Q'\\ peer understanding of
material. Students will
\3. work together to ensure
\C-) understanding of every
group member.
Wednesday/ | Students were asked to Practicing the
work together to read, textbook exercises
30/11/2016 | discuss, answer the individually and

finishing them for
homework.
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complete these exercises
for homework. Students
will check for peer
understanding of
material. Students will
work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.

I
S

Week
Ten

Unit 9
Summarizing

Sunday/

4/12/2016

Guiding each group of
students to focus on
what summarizing is;
summary words,
summarizing a se
summarizin

work together

The lecturer taught
the,whole class by
laining
imming step by
stex1 and interacted

ith students by
wwons
and Jeading a o~

discus 'on.q

erstandin ery.
group ﬁkt7eg$ ,<\
o
asked fo
Sg
i e

es to
determine 'which
i are’most

gand
these exercises

derstanding of
aterial. Students will
work together to ensure
understanding of every
group member.

Practicing the
textbook exercises
individually and
finishing them for
homework.

P )
We eading SM@S// Taking the Reading Taking the Reading
E Comprehension Comprehension Post-test | Comprehension
Post-test and 11/12/2016 Post-test
Learning
Together Wednesday/ | Completing the Learning | Not Applicable

Questionnaire

14/12/2016

Together Questionnaire
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Week | Semi-structured Sunday/ Participation in Semi- Not Applicable
Twelve | Interviews structured Interviews
18/12/2016 | and first focus group

interview. 2
Wednesday/ | Participation in Semi- Not le
structured Interviews
21/12/2016

and second focus group

interview. Y'

Source: Topics are adopted from: Mikulcky & Jeffries (2 . i

3.6.1.1. Learning Together Instruction & ' _\Q}

The role of the lecturer was as essential as the taskgstructure. IQmmenting
Learning Together strategy required the le urerY;dg\ I roleiéﬁgclassroom.
Instead of being the disseminator %edge, urercgad the ability of
transition between facilitator, reso m @inuously throughout

receiv Lea@ Together instruction

the activity. The experimental

o
throughout the twelve weeks. mgxpe i oup {&%nts were divided into eight
heterogeneous groupsGacRQroup ’onsi di c@e students based on reading

Syt ¢

comprehension pret@ at N@ ning @(e experiment.

Before th!&'nnin theg struc@he lecturer gave detailed information

about Iearm@ ctives, t m%:traiﬂbn process and rules for working in a
cooperati e%up, g.r p me be@es, and assessment strategies (Doymus and
b4

Sim&o ). Students in theé;gr'ning Together groups were stimulated to choose
\

Nuld be the group leader. Later, the heads of the groups were defined by the

p members. The subject of related states of matter was presented to the group
embers by the group heads.
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Each group studied their subject out of and in reading comprehension
classrooms. All Learning Together activities were fulfilled by students unw
guidance of the lecturer. During students’ discussion in their small groups@turer
visited all the groups and asked guiding questions to lead student propriate
directions. All the Learning Together groups prepared their ownWts after the
activities were accomplished. Each group was given half an hqur to present their work
in the classroom and half an hour for discussion with the ¢ rmqthls discussion,

the group answered questions from the class. All gro om Iete toplcs in

twelve weeks (Doymus et al. 2009). % ' _\
In the first two weeks of the experime ct abou@' minutes

each week guiding students to practice™lea

explanation and coaching. In the Lear Ta

preview the unit text and prepare i idual ques\;_hgq f e&I\SS and then bring the

. O
guestions to class for Learnln er. During €lass ¢ oratlon group members

clarified word meanings a USII Xts, jand engaged in a discussion to
determine the answers uesti 0’
'3 <Q
The lecture Qh%d as tre sion f ator and as a source for information
and gwdance u55| <'che lecturer helped students resolve

dISCUSS to ask questions on the text they had read, and

misunderst offe €k ‘?facmtated discussions. Following a group
tudlents W ura

—+

he r offered a brief I@r’e to clarify any confusing text and resolve their

q%i s. The lecturer was always present and actively monitoring, however, he was
0

he central figure in the activities. Finally, students were tested individually with a

nit reading comprehension quiz developed by the lecturer.
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3.6.1.1.1. Implementation of Learning Together Strategy during the Study
Sessions

For two sessions per week, students in the experimental group v@/ided
into eight heterogeneous groups that consisted of five members in Wh‘$y applied
the principles of Learning Together strategy. In the first session, the\tesearcher gave
them handouts that had one reading comprehension skill ex M them, such as
previewing, making inferences, scanning, skimming, un %g'paragraphs and
focusing on the topic. The task of each group was to re out h!e\&d.@ummarize

oy
rew arep nlat_i@}of the
SS % r skiuﬁ-ﬁorts and
. o W .
mdBYtlve dlsco@ed these skills
)

it, and write a report about it. All five group mem

skill on a big piece of poster board. Then, the

drawings in the form of group presentatiow

and then personalized them. \)

Later, in the second session,@)esearche i %u d{&ample of exercises to
ﬁy N,

the students to be answered d% S IQ:?share their information

session t@’help

and give examples from theigdaily’liv

to work together to r%

which sections w@ chal‘e ing-~Fi

additional exerw om 'e pu@%@ was to give them enough time to work
)

: '@on students were given time
hb‘extbook exercises to determine
é} dents were asked to complete some

together outside classroom, {d Qr_gcess information, and make connections with

NN
each other se eXerci ere‘z_ rrected to reward the best group. During The
sessi f Learning Togetr@ﬁstruction, the researcher facilitated the learning

acEms and used his observation sheets simultaneously to achieve his purpose,
hich

was to help students practice good learning together habits. As a facilitator for

Qludents’ learning, the researcher played an active role in the learning together setting.
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While the students were working together in small groups to complete their

—+

activities, the researcher continuously monitored the students’ activities, ensurw

all group members were vigorously engaged. During the learning togetherﬁ%ﬁ, the

researcher also served as a mediator, giving students assignments Wit}ﬁ&goals and

helping them to achieve those goals during the learning process. Rurthermore, the

researcher answered queries and guided students towards task \e{ion. Finally, the
N

researcher also monitored each student’s development a h' process of the

group. .\d‘
T

ev% Plam\.,‘z~
. X .
required™to taléthe Reading

Comprehension Pre-test in the firstw and com thd%arning Together
A

Strategy Questionnaire in the secon(sjion. \T
% f 2

A
During the first sessio second week, t% searcher introduced the

3.6.1.1.2. The Learning Together Instructio

During the first week, studen

reading comprehension cou?\gdist dt gozﬂé\%d expectations of the course.
i d

Then he introduced th% dea “a i'q [pmbbles of Learning Together as an
&

instructional stra’t@d enfo stud to work in groups to focus on

previewing as a%dl co }on sl@jkgfnd read together Unit 1 which included
' S

what previewing JIs, w e VV' t@ they can preview, previewing a passage.

NN
During thesecond ses ?the segnd week students were asked to work together

T

on resentations and fi 'Qa}’uﬂit 1 exercises (See Appendix L).

i\)uring the first session of the third week, the researcher guided each group of
d nts to focus on scanning as a reading comprehension skill and refer to Unit 2, and
ork together to review what scanning is, when they can scan, how they can scan,

scanning for common words and phrases, scanning for key words in passages,



148

scanning for information. During the second session of the third week students were
asked to work together on group presentations and finish Unit 2 exercrsw
Appendix M).

During the first session of the fourth week students were gmﬁ@k@ focus on

Making Inferences and refer to Unit 3 and work together to prevre questions and

4

answers concerning making inferences like how they can rrr?_ inference, when
they can make inferences, making inferences from conve , iklng inferences
from stories. During the second session of the fourth st ew asked to

work together on group presentations and finish Unit rcises (Se pder@\l)

In the first session of the fifth week stu reKr{c drsm\g-l':ocusrng

on the Topic and to work together to rew nrt"? an prevr@uestrons and
answers pertaining focusing on the to@what a top frr@‘ib the topic, kinds

of topics, thinking of the topic and %fyrng th\esgst e@\t During the second

session of the fifth week stude asked to work to @r on group presentations
and finish Unit 4 exercises $

For the first se% e srxt wee stﬂrde& were urged to work together to
review understandi ragrap S refe to unit 5 and previewing questions

and answers I| wh a p? |s t@'?c‘é of paragraphs. writing the topic of a

paragraph, | ideas in pa H" Urng the main idea of a paragraph, main idea
sentenc ng su fa and ideas, connecting ideas in paragraphs,
o S connectors transu@j ords and phrases as connectors and using contexts

fo% bulary. During the second session of the sixth week students were asked to
together on group presentations and finish Unit 5 exercises (See Appendix P).

U In the first session of the seventh week students were directed to focus on

identifying the patterns of organization and refer to Unit 6 and work together to
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preview guestions and answers concerning identifying the patterns of organization like
what a pattern is, signal words, common patterns of organization in paragrapYW
listing patterns, the sequence (time order) pattern, the comparison/contras@}, the
cause /effect pattern, problem/solution pattern, extended deﬁﬂé\ pattern),
recognizing the pattern, missing sentences, identifying exceptions. m the second
session of the seventh week students were asked to w&; ether on group

l

In the first session of the eighth week stude ere gw focus on

thinking in English and refer to Unit 7 and worl%hr to previ hblgﬁg)about

ords, During the

presentations and finish Unit 6 exercises (See Appendix Q

and predicting what will come next and guess

Y.
askﬁd to “work t@her on group

presentations and finish Unit 7 exercis O

ppendix
In the first session of the ni ek stude\w Igea\'o focus on skimming

and refer to Unit 8 and wor@\er tc? preview S Qf?mng for point of view,
skimming for pattern of orY\gmn, Kimmi for Durlng the second session

of the ninth week stu e ask‘g \?tJ)rl{ her on group presentations and
finish Unit 8 exe’$e ApPe .
During fi
af:d Q’_‘} together to preview what summarizing is,

Summarizi d fer
summa ; sum ?g av@ence summarizing a paragraph, summarizing

om&lges summarizing l@r passages. During the second session of the tenth

WE dents were asked to work together on group presentations and finish Unit 9
i

@ ses (See Appendix T).
During the first session of the eleventh week students took the Reading

Comprehension Post-test. During the second sessions of the eleventh week students

e te ﬁi‘(meek students were asked to focus on
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were asked to complete the Learning Together Questionnaire. Finally, students
participated in both the semi-structured individual interviews and focusw

interviews during the first and second sessions of the twelfth Wegxailed

descriptions can be seen in table 3.5. *

3.6.1.2. Traditional Lecture Instruction
As for the control group, the lecturer used the sa Zrial nd covered the

same topics but in a conventional manner and in a non- ing o.gkkedeﬁting. For

example, the lecturer brainstormed some ideas on%ther whitepoar: Ifile_@dents

ed h\!r ing com&éhension

T
, thé“ectu expl@i the reading
comprehension passage and the skill.%a received nfor@ﬁon and practiced
A

on their own. Cf) \Y \,\
6

presented ideas as individuals. The lecturer

skills to students by giving them a hando

The implementation of itional method Iaio or one session. Students

v,

from the control group als xgivln me to do g exercises during the second

session. One-to-one d% ook p'l‘ uej}/'v'éem% lecturer and students. Finally,
NG &

ditionﬁa&e&ercises as homework. The control

students were ask finish Is

group received we\tr itio
(m

lassroo

instroetion, or lecturer-centered instruction. In

=D

traditional dé'ntwere asked to preview the text for each unit
before $ thedl :taugYh'é?\e whole class by explaining the text paragraph
by m&ph, focusing on Enkﬁa’( syntax and semantics. The lecturer interacted with
S \ by asking questions and leading a discussion. After finishing each unit,
tudents were tested individually on the taught material. They were also asked to

omplete individually the textbook exercises for homework.
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3.6.1.3. Instructional Delivery

The lecturer’s weekly instructional procedures were as follows: Y'
e Reading comprehension passages were given to stud@} the
experimental and control groups at the beginning o ecture to

review a previous topic or to introduce new material. i

e Introducing the reading comprehension lectuke. BOth groups were
introduced to the same reading comprehen sagels. However, the
control group was introduced to the rea co prM,passages

using the traditional lecturing m@
introduced to the reading comp?w

Together instruction.

e The students in the Mantal
helping each other (0 N
% %

3.7. Instrumentation
_ g [ Q
This study wa d-met gy% ind the answers to the research
questions, five re&%&instrllm\ident@eading comprehension pretest and
rch

posttest, the r% r’s JO fintrcie'e;)nd field notes written down through
¢

classroom seration, leakni "to@er survey questionnaires, semi-structured

”ez‘erviai‘: were used for this study.

Asearch question 1, ‘h@, learning together strategy intervention can affect

o
w

interviews an ocusﬁr
un\zlduate EFL students’ reading comprehension test scores, was answered using
Q& esults of the pre- and post- reading comprehension tests. The statistical results
ere used to provide more substantive information regarding the effectiveness of

learning together strategy instruction for Saudi undergraduate EFL students.
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For research question 2, the pre post learning together strategy questionnaires

were used to show the undergraduate EFL statistical change of students’ perc S
before and after the learning together strategy usage. C,}
Finally, for research question 3, semi-structured individual iews with

twelve students and focus group interviews with nine students from the experimental
group showed undergraduate EFL students’ thoughts, opiﬁlesyWeriences and
ion

perceptions about using the learning together strategy

comprehension classroom in a Saudi EFL context. \,d

X
ental gro nd t@ntrol

pr% ftervgl&ping the

rol 'g‘foup, he ex@mental group
students completed the pre learning towarvey ques air@%e table 3.6.

'n EFL reading

Before grouping the participants into the ex

group, they took the identical reading compr

participants into the experimental group C

TABLE 3.6: Instrumentation forth@jy \Y ,<\
e Qe s
esearch Questions nstru ts

\ 7” \%

RQ1: Is there a significant relationship e(q o’rdejTEal Pre{ﬁu Post Reading Comprehension
S

using Learning Together in unde EF
reading comprehension classfoom student
reading comprehension ach t'as

determined by students’ pre-test pOS&{ $ (fj/

scores?

)
RQ2: What are uate!EFL e \ige'ntaF—J Pre and Post-Learning Together Strategy
1 iven
in

group student ons of the gf es§ of | Questionnaire
using Learni er instructio pr
their read% ehenspn chievement
A S’
w do undergraduate EFL experimental The semi-structured interviews, focus group
gro dents react to using Learning Together interviews and the researcher’s observation
on in their EFL reading comprehension sheets, journal entries and field notes

lassroom?
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3.7.1. Identical Reading Comprehension Pretest and Posttest

The first instrument used to determine the participants' reading comprew
achievement was the identical reading comprehension pretest and p@ (See
Appendix C). The participants’ reading comprehension pretest scor&pared to
posttest scores were used to determine how the learning togetherYaTegy affected
their reading comprehension achievement. For both groups, p Ns were given 90
minutes to finish each of the entire reading comprehension a%&%nd’)osttest.
The identical reading comprehension prete nd fpos grved as
| | N
instruments. In order to establish that both the expe tal group cbn_té‘bgroup

were of equal reading comprehension achieve Iit% st w@sed. The
. X

post-test was used to provide objective, statistic dat&\to rmin ent learning
during the treatment. All questions f e tests were m Ie-@ce questions. The

identical tests were similar in diffi%and a%d%e pical undergraduate EFL
N
L

reading comprehension tests %dents normally t c'.)Students marked their
answers directly on the test: \ 2

The eﬁectiven%gg Co0 ﬁ Iéaﬂh‘; strategy of learning together in

¢ &
undergraduate EF Wg 00|n \eﬂsmn clﬁegeés was determined by comparing the
he

3

learning outcornw S b@é&‘é and after the treatment. For reading
comprehension achieve en‘ a a?'ti i ‘?ts were given a pretest before the treatment.
This tes@s’ed on ?ng c \prehension selection and included 24 items that
meamAparticipants’ literal@prehension of ideas directly stated in the passage
anE\hi luded multiple—choice questions. English reading achievement post-test
sseéssed whether different instructional methods indicated varied performance in

leish reading comprehension.
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At the end of the treatment, all participants were given a posttest that measured
the learning outcomes and competencies targeted during the treatment. This t S
based on a reading selection and included 24 multiple—choice questions. @pose
of the reading comprehension post-test was to assess student cha@&w reading

comprehension and to be able to correlate these changes to using“the cooperative

learning strategy of Learning Together in undergraduate EFL@comprehension

instruction. '

To this end, an identical version of the tests was loped fo rg-test and

Y
for the post-test. Seven types of questions wer on bot fﬁhg\"mading
comprehension tests (See Appendix C for a te % the {Qs,‘g) These
T
questions measured readers’ abilities to fi &w\, %
tata

1. factual information that is clea in the readi pa@%

2. factual information that is n%ctly sta\m~ a&l@ passage
giy N,
3. the main idea of a parag%bed ed withinithe age
\Fé -ﬁ"
4. the main idea of the?’; adI assage
5. aparaphrase o ce or paragraph 6fﬂb’passage
4 ¢ &
6. the meanin certainlv ry ter at are meant to be understood from

contextual clues in t &
#

7. unt@nsta d inf Q'tioq_?j?alt must be inferred from contextual clues in
o
% ge. & f ‘é\

v

e question per qu@ type, except for the vocabulary question, was
@ on each passage. For the vocabulary question type, two questions were
rovided, therefore totaling 8 questions per passage. Each of the tests consisted of

ree reading passages, totaling 24 questions per test.

S —=

—+

:—rq
@D
=

1)
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3.7.1.1. The Validity and Reliability of Reading Comprehension Pretest and
Posttest Y'
As Popham (2009) stated, “When test-taking firms need cor@}lated
validity . . . they take great care to assemble large groups of teache render a
series of carefully structured judgments about a test’s individual it@ well as its
overall content representativeness” (p.32).To ensure the conte My and reliability
of the tests, other two expert colleagues were invited to tr’j validate them
(See Appendix U).They expressed their satisfactions With thepre q posttest
question items and confirmed that they are suitable f EFL unde dlla@evels

and that there were no need for making any ch m dif’ic ions. T&g&hre good

inter-scorer reliability, all tests were i e ntIyTate by O@two faculty

members. \ O
A
Cf) \T A
o S
3.7.2 The Researcher’s Jour

es and Fie Nots&
Chamot (1995) rec@s :T In jou@n order not only to record
ideas, but also to retr% esears' QJ‘Q’ @rch observations and insightful
&

ideas. Additionally, Wing@ jourémas a valuable means to report the

researcher’s ow%ti ies a i 1'0ns ae-\jééll as to summarize all actions, thoughts,
¢
z .5

and feelings.at the nd of ea y.
= &
on, fiel we%_ Iso useful records from which important actions

andd&ssions in the class@’ recalled. All through the procedure, notes on the

re Xer’s observations of students’ reactions, responses, progress, changes, and

@ ovements, as well as his thoughts and feelings during the class were taken, as the
nstruction was not video- or audio- recorded.
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3.7.2.1. Experimental Group Classroom Observations

The purpose of the observation was to note whether students demonstra?ﬁe
five elements of cooperative learning groups as indicated by Johnson%o nson
(1999). These five fundamental elements include positive interdepen individual
and group accountability, interpersonal and small group skills, face-&vce promotive

Nrcher to record

ipation to behaviors

interaction and group processing. The observation allowed

students’ behaviors and compared the level of students cla

mester s behaviors

demonstrated at the beginning of the semester. Beginni b

were recorded as field notes through researcher’sy al entrie hﬁ @room

observation took place during the twelve we e % obse(%;ion was

tructu&bcooperative
o)

s':cin\classroom provided
N,

performed to note whether any changes

needed
learning activities. \)
Observing the students in eadir@ﬁ%h
€

indispensable data for understandi ow they engaged, interacted in the reading

comprehension classroom. \ser\r n took p@wice a week. All classroom

observations were wri . The resear er‘td@mtes about what he identified to
4 F &

be fulfilled during M/atior]s. \\Kesearigupaid more attention to the learning

together strateg@nts
[
types of a 'G@

and/w

ed 'Emféfstruction, and got acquainted with the

mside the reading comprehension classroom.
NN

Throug rengaini 'pbserV%)ns, notes regarding students’ behavior, the

Iearnk&gether instruction a@’phere and the kinds of reading material used in the

C:E\kre taken. The classroom observation instrument was a mixed methods data

olfection tool; qualitative and quantitative data were captured through the

oesearcher’s field notes as well as documented frequencies of the five cooperative

learning elements.
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Through observations, student frequency of the five elements of cooperative
learning was recorded. The instrument had been adapted from The Coop e
Learning Observation Protocol created by Kern, Moore, and Akillioglu@ The
observation was analyzed using quantitative and qualitative methﬁ&lassroom
observations began in early October 2016. The researcher spent approximately sixty
sion classroom

minutes observing in each of the participants’ reading compre

groups once per week for the duration of the twelve-wee for t total of twelve

stu n:s\azﬁfive field
Y
notes were written down during classroom observations. The fco al‘vg\%arning
observation guide (CLOG) is provided (See A ix D) s \Y
Y W\ &

3.7.3. Learning Together Strategy ioD}aire é

At the beginning and at thCﬁ of this\%ne @ experimental group
>$ N,
students were asked to comple%oper‘ajﬁive ami@ale (See Appendix E) to

reveal their views on the quopIa e L arni@rategy of Learning Together

hours of classroom observation per study participant g

which consisted of t point Liker t}ﬂe‘iahs and four factors: (1) active
’ &

learning, (2) group,di ussion,l \rews of erative learning, (4) interaction. To

ensure the cont@ity

¢
expert colle here i viﬁz%lt@?nd validate them (See Appendix V).
& J

iIity@ﬁe items of the questionnaire, other two

A A
3.7. e Validity and Relj@ﬁty of the Questionnaire
E\A pilot study was intended to test reliability and validity of the questionnaire
efore its use in the research study. However, if the questionnaire used was well
stablished in a previous research context and the context was not so different, then

the study can be done away with a pilot study since the findings would not be
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significantly affected. Most items of the questionnaire used in this research study have
been used in a related research field. These items were adopted and adaptedw
researcher from the study by Ching-Ying Pan, & Hui-Yi Wu. (2013). (ﬁ\

In addition, the data that the questionnaire collected were hi iable and
valid. The researcher has used Ching-Ying Pan, & Hui-Yi Wu. (ZOmvious study
measurement, the questionnaire, which was already vali Meliable so the
researcher felt that there was no need to do the pilot stu ‘Y

aln. The assumption is

that the more studies the research study is based on th ter t ew‘ion of its
ded theor dlnp@?e:lity
prj% r\&*)perative
and ﬂ‘terp onal @S (Johnson &

results. This research study was guided by both well-

research studies in its field. This study was

learning strategies to improve students’ a Ew

Johnson, 1989; Slavin, 1991).

The current analyses of the oIIecteg\be‘% eﬁi%n study questionnaire
revealed that they had high |®n5|st%ncy dlco% ct validity. The analysis

th e with t é?q}es extracted in this research

showed that the initial fact%
study survey. The res nsider b@ a's m}ﬁﬂ and reliable enough to be used

s

ut be autlous about the generalizability of

in this research stu wn sur‘e
research results\ddl nall

on theory relative [ literature the(jevealed a trend to fit many cultures and
opulat& simil yts N t way, this research study was built upon these
pre\nqhstudles and prese@new approaches and research to achieve new

k% ge. Taking other studies surveys' results, analyzing and interpreting them

Q justify the use of these surveys instruments due to adequate reliability and
alidity coefficients shown in these studies.

ectlob he study scales could be justified based
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The findings of this research study are in tune with earlier research. Numerous
studies have reported positive gains of student achievement due to the implemevlﬂn
of cooperative learning in the classroom. Previous researchers who hav \d the
effects of cooperative learning in education suggest that it promotes s cademic
achievement in the classroom. Slavin (2010) stated, “CooperaR.I'earning has
established itself as a practical alternative to traditional teac@ has proven its

effectiveness in hundreds of studies throughout the (p.}O). This study

confirms what many researchers have suggested all alon tc pwgch%ques

. L&
are sound pedagogical instruction that can in e ‘students’ i g.{ﬁbdges,
s b 4§
2013). N
N™ N7 %
(<

As a final point, Groves and his ¢ notgq:

“questions that are easily un% and that duce other cognitive
problems for the respondents.introdtice urement error than questions
that are hard to understa hat &Wt (snswer for some other
reason” (Groves et al. 2009 9).0 &
-

y

o
Accordingly, in orderto™ avoi diffj&ﬁ‘[’ in understanding the

N
questionnaire questio 'temg any awl)y or @)ther cognitive problems, the
ed b"

questionnaire questi&ite e ‘ﬁ& yégs'researcher into the students’ native

language, Arabic&Appe le §
\ P ' CO(J
=) e
3.73.11 %ﬂest}p airg E aI@bn by Expert Reviewers
(& 1l 4
e

S ally, expert review,_1s a relatively quick and inexpensive method for
\

J,

e:Mng draft questionnaire questions (Presser and Blair 1994). Not surprisingly,
e

rt reviews have become a common practice in questionnaire development
orsyth and Lessler 1991). As Willis et al. (1999) pointed out, expert reviews can be

conducted individually or in group sessions. In addition, the experts can rely
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exclusively on their own judgments, making informal assessments that typically yield
open-ended comments about the survey items to be evaluated, or they can be
by formal appraisal systems that provide a detailed set of potential pro@bdes.
Expert reviews are especially likely to identify problems related to d&lysis and
question comprehension (Presser and Blair 1994; Rothgeb et al. ZOOY

In addition to turning up lots of potential problems, expert reviews were found
less expensive than other methods of evaluating draft su esti(]ns (Presser and
Blair 1994). Expert reviewers have been used as a pretesting met resser and

| - o e Y

Blair 1994; Willis et al. 1999), to identify problematic tinguisti¢ str. urles Fr'survey
questions (Holbrook et al. 2007). The numbe rt % ends\@%e small,
ranging from two or three expert methodologist reﬁir an Blair@;}heis et al.
2002; Jansen and Hak 2005; HoIbrooM 07)to o 0 r@ers (Willis et al.

1999). (,) 0>\YT c,)\(\

For this research st experienged: f members of Qassim

>

University who are PhD %;r an1 ve long @ience in using cooperative
learning strategies in t% ifferent EF un‘ve&y levels and courses were asked

4 ¢ &
to assess all questi ire thirtie \ms é-/
&
\ P ' L)(J
3.7.3.1.2. Bri ription of eéx ert Reviewers
NN
twWo expe 'jewe%%vvho evaluated the questionnaire items were

emphhat the same univ r@@’ Qassim University, and at the same academic

ement, English language and translation department, but they were EFL staff at
different colleges; one was employed at Community College and the other was
mployed at Science and Arts College. The two expert reviewers were chosen because

they had similar background experience of PhD courses at research methodology,
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English language teaching methods and Education. The two expert reviewers hold
PhD degrees and had several years of prior work experience in teaching Engl%!a
foreign language. Both of them have long experience in using coopera@ning
strategies in teaching different EFL university levels and courses. Thus, 0 expert

reviewers were selected with their similar specialization and working experience to

minimize variation between both of them. \,
The two experts were given more specific i ation rbout the title,
background and purpose of the study. They were kindiginforme the study

L ]

_ _ _ T 9
methodology and instrumentations that involved learning together tlﬁn . The
two expert reviewers commented on the qY’w aire{ i depm\&'ntly. To
maintain independence of the two expert _réwiewers, tM\y were ask comment on

the questionnaire items individually; t@y of each ewe@ not disclosed to
the other aside from the researcher. (') \Y ,<\

> e
\C RN
3.7.3.1.3. The Expert Revi

n th%’Q.uestionnaire Items

For each queS\% i :e&pﬁb‘reviewers were asked to decide
&
. {&mems (and, if it did, to describe the

problems) and *Kt ate i e-%ée-point scale. The scale values ranged
¢

from “Very,good ; i
to “Ver;%:n”( b')ﬂ' Y'

e two expert revieste,\first rated the questionnaire item related to the first

se of the questionnaire (1. Active learning), “learning together inspires me to
ofe active learning.” and there was an agreement between both of them as they rated
t as “Very good item” (1). The two expert reviewers then rated the questionnaire

items related to the second section of the questionnaire (2.Group discussion).



162

The first item of this section, “group discussion helps me grasp more key ideas
from the text.” was rated as “Very good item” by both expert reviewers. Th@s
disagreement between the two expert reviewers pertaining to the second(%\f this
section, “group discussion reminds me of neglected key points in the%” One of
them rated it as “Good item” while the other rated it as “Acceptable%n"’. The same
disagreement and the same rates applied to the third item WSection, “group

te'(t ”

discussion helps me have more comprehensive understand

There was an agreement between the two exper iewers rd to the

a
L ]

Y
fourth item of this section, “group discussion hel determine 1‘a don’t
really understand.” Both of them rated it as “ le 'te& y alsglz.greed on
rating the fifth item of the second sectioE: roup di

exam scores.” with “Good item”. \

For those questionnaire iteeﬁlated to i et_{}bn of the survey, (3.
N
Views of Learning together), th@xper revi on rating the first item

s’ study methods that benefit

of this section, “learning t r elp,

me.” as “Very good it% sam'e' atin anld ﬂb’same agreement of both experts

’ 4 &)
applied to the seco&%n of @&sectiogléaming together requires much more

time to study.”

B
N O 5
Wit %t to the thi i(em@ the third section, “learning together brings
N
more p% o studys 9the Y{l&n\‘le agreement of both experts and was rated as

“Veond item”. Howeve{\@fere was disagreement between the two experts
@g the fourth item of the third section. “I prefer learning together.” as one of

@: rated it as “Good item”, while the other rated it as “Acceptable item”.
The two experts agreed on rating the all three items of the fourth and last

section of the questionnaire, (4.Interactions). They rated the first item, “learning
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together increases my classroom participation.” and the second item, “learning

ol

together helps me share and help others which confirms my abilities.” as “Verw
item” while they rated the third and last item, “during learning together, | %\Sfled
with the interactions with my partners.” as “Acceptable item”. A

The expert reviewers were also asked to provide their writtemComments with
more detailed information about any individual types of prgblems‘or any wording
problems in survey items they thought were likely to occ %:i)p'ying the survey
to the EFL undergraduates. Both of them agreed that allsthe qu stWiterr‘i% did
f problem h‘ t@xpert
sing< evelq&a by the

ANV
nts @ﬁl the est10®'re items (See
(<

not have any wording problems or any individual type

reviewers examined the same questionnaire i

researcher. For the two experts’ rating an EW
Appendix X). \

In conclusion, it is clear the e&g\l\% i v»@is\ comments on the
. . 0
questionnaire items, the probla%lt doing a pilet st c')could be worked out by

getting evaluation of the it \iis r’s rch study s ionnaire from expert people
(PhD holders) (See Apﬁ:)V;L uj :'

They agreed™with the [e of t ems used with this research study
questionnaire ang therefore P |dered as evidence that the items of the
questionnai er vaI| \fe @C?ed through their evaluation, whether these

items tching withdt |ves or not. The questionnaire was made of 5-

le Ie starting from (st@il agree about the item to strongly disagree). Then

‘% entage of the respondents about the items was seen and this of course gave
1

cation for not doing the pilot study. Based on the students’ answers of the items,

could be decided whether the items were reliable and valid.



164

3.7.4 . The Semi-Structured Interviews

The interview is a conversation between two people in which one perso?@!
information from another person without revealing his or her opinio \Ilefs
(Leedy & Ormrod, 2005). The interview is an essential technlqu*uahtaﬂve
research. Merriam (2009) stated that qualitative research aims for understanding “how
people make sense of their experience” (p.37), and the 1nte W 1 1ndlspensable to
get different types of data, such as recall of former eve are'not possible to
replicate. Personal thoughts, feelings, experiences and i al event e ca;%z‘red
from participants by interviews. In a mixed-met@ﬂy ZGOQ{'@Inted

, Creswi
out that you (as a researcher) can acquire qua dat sfc iews, “when

you want to follow up a quantitative st Wi a q'siallt ive on@' obtain more
ed f re

detailed, specific information than cal rom SL® f statistical tests

(p.552).” Also, data from addltlonaqltatlve m c _\rlde a more in-depth
\

understanding of “how experm%l rventlon tu'all;zf}er ed” (Creswell, 2008).

There are many ty| terr s. Ope of %e types is a semi-structured
rtici t‘s

interview which is de% get

understandings. It ws thel r er to e to the interview with guiding

ng about their experiences and

questions, as w of t formants and probe into areas that arise

during inte 5 FW ,I he oal S 1!:1d rz?n d the participants’ points of view (Hatch,

NN
2002) al. @ ?scrlb semi-structured interviews as those in which the
mte r uses the same se\(-a" questions for all the interviews. Thus, the same

q%H s were posed to all the participants. In this study, semi-structured interviews
u

sed as an important method to develop a deeper understanding of learning
ogether by Saudi EFL undergraduates and how learning together strategy instruction

improved their reading comprehension.
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All through the interviews, the researcher had the flexibility to ask the
questions in any order and even change the wording of the questions. Through e
interviews, the researcher fostered a welcoming, relaxed environment. \r, to
ensure that that the research would result in trustworthy and valAdings, the
researcher strove to maintain the integrity of the research processdeition, the
researcher communicated profound gratitude to the participa@ded transcripts,

l

The use of interviews was valuable to th sear he.r\d.dc‘)ping an

and promised complete confidentiality of participant data.

T
understanding of the phenomenon as it was not po to obsery, e’p@tions
and lived experiences directly (Creswell, 20097%¥if2010). Amj vie\/\-\igg method

Y.
by which the investigator and the participa ommi.é}to answering

ir, @ Heller, Goldin-

the questions associated with the studmall, 2013;
Beadow, & Levine, 2015: Merriar{;jog). wmm&o
E 0

){}ated that using semi-
N

structured interviews is the most fr tIy{?&?nected with qualitative

-structured .nterviews is the flexibility the

3

research. The significant f \f S

researcher has during t% iew p:‘ ess. :' 0’
&
Lodico et a Qﬂ%)) de(]Ia \rhat unl
pre-arranged ptﬁg@ n oﬁ% ns ti\j@ asked in the identical manner of all

#
interviewee (@vterv' Y iéll(_(g'%anizes the semi-structured interview. The
intervie%l';st
intenA

NN
rather than a serie@" draft questions (Merriam, 2009; Whiting, 2008).

i uctured interviews, where there is a

ed oOf ? thémes, or areas to be dealt with throughout the

ticipant was interviewed for approximately 15 minutes. A tape recorder was
sed to record the interviews to ensure the accuracy of the data collection process. The
esponses were then transcribed and coded; these coded items were utilized to

complete the data analysis.
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3.7.5 .The Focus Group Interviews

Another type of interview is a focus group interview. Hatch (2002) staWt
“focus groups are sets of individuals with similar characteristics or h@lared
experiences who sit down with a moderator to discuss a topic” (p. . average,
focus groups consist of 6-12 participants drawn from a population West. Having
this range of participants allows everyone the chance to contribute yields a diverse
range of opinions (Freeman, 2006). '

Focus group interviews do not rely solely on an rviewer questlons

in a group setting. They also rely on the participants cting wit ct‘lofr)m the

group to collect their data (Hatch, 2002). P ipants aﬁ\e’e aged\g~ question

others’ responses and extract clarlﬁcatl an, 2000). Vaugb&;chumm, and
Sinagub (as cited in Hatch, 2002) no cre@%nversations that
allow participants to explore a

advantages. One advantage is t%

in a shorter period of time m pbservations SI dividual interviews (Hatch,
2002). Several partici;% uss the opi at Bnbb’Also members of the group can
elicit data from eac er due lo \Hnteract <<I/-|atch, 2002).

Kitzmg 19 ) ad po y notlng that the “group processes can
help explor arl yiviews n(; atU‘?es efficiently, and encourages participation
from these feel éh yhave‘éu\le to say” (p. 299). Participants can add details

ers have said. A th@ vantage is that some participants may be willing to
‘% ideas that do not fit with the thoughts of the interviewer (Hatch, 2002). As a
point, Hatch (2002) stated that results can provide rich data to triangulate the

esearch.
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3.7.5.1. Student Interviews

Of the possible 40 students using learning together strategy in the?{
reading comprehension classroom, 12 of them readily volunteered to takng\h the
students’ interviews. Merriam (2009) indicated that the researchAwld place
emphasis on the test group to the point of termination or saturatiR.B'oddy (2016)
suggested that an adequate sample size would consist of Might to twelve
participants and that a sample of that size would pro %

ugi] data from the

participants’ narratives for the purposes of the research g

Twelve students were interviewed at t@f the Firs n@st_e\f"!)f the

academic year 2016/2017 to capture studentstnsetKo’p reg&ng their
experiences in the course. Students werWe the™pasis @lgh and low
academic grades with the selection \Dmgh achiewing st@ﬁts, four average

o A_(\Selecting students at

students and four lower achlevm ents. T
N
ere themé:?ould arise depending on
n

different levels was to determu@wr
gq tive measures.

achievement level. Intervie \!an du
% S

‘529

J‘

o‘ 2 &
3.7.5.2. The Ques of the |n s an ir Trustworthiness.

The res che eve 'mte with questions about learning together
that were s e r data c I | they permitted the participants to discuss their
percept lived .aence@hen implementing the strategy in their EFL
rea mprehensmn classr@s’ Moustakas (2004) emphasized the significance of

foE ing questions that allow the researcher to assess the participants’ meaning in
0

n to the topic during the interview procedure. Creswell (2009) added that the
eplies to the interview questions should give support for the original research

questions.



168

A panel of experts was utilized to review the interview questions to ensure that
the interview questions did, in fact, have meaning and could reasonably g e
answers the research questions. The guided interview questions were Gﬁ}d to
answer the third posited research question regarding the lived e%&&ce of the
participant students using learning together in their EFL reading¥comprehension

classroom. The researcher determined that the instrument Wa?e. ve based on the

applicable literature on qualitative design instruments rel the,implementation
of learning together in EFL reading comprehension class : .\d‘
The questions were constructed specificall address t th’rq\%earch

question that guided the qualitative phase of thT Thm\r{e i protch.l' allowed

participants to respond to questions re w eir
attitudes, and ideas about learning wa

classroom. Creswell (2009) stated @a’solicitin\paﬁi

. : . . )
interview questions would per. resea

nowledge, heliefs, opinions,

in their

re@é comprehension

f&E&pertS to appraise the
N,

eval the effectiveness of the

rcher

questions. This process w N fill the
process allowed the %ﬁ rto ij'i

3 &)
research questions. ntion wa rawn ‘K&He potential for multiple meanings of
the participant experiences f Th ﬁ%éearcher was aware that these meanings

¢
could be in %all, or historic G'rg@(i}_)ed (Creswell, 2009; Yin, 2010).
NN
undergrad 'FL s@t semi-structured interviews and focus group
intenvi questions were desi \d by the researcher. The questions were reviewed by

a \e)f three experts of Qassim University EFL faculty members. The three experts
n the panel all have PhDs and research experience. The three experts of the panel
eviewed each set of questions to decide whether the questions would collect the data

required to answer the questions of the research study, and for any biased wording that
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may drive the interviewees in a specific direction. The experts examined the proposed
interview questions to ensure that questions were likely to produce clear answe e
experts also checked for any errors in the questions, checked that t@tions
maintained adequate clarity, and verified that the questions would assiﬂ*esearcher
in obtaining accurate information. As a result of the expert panel “eview process,

adjustments were made to the interview questions based orﬁi& commendations

l

Interviews questions (See Appendix G) about expetienc w.ar‘kindn‘ learning

together groups, impact on reading comprehens earnin hblgis}eking

(See Appendix W).

strategies were discussed with participant r% rov'u;@~ a safe

environment for students. Participating in Nﬂ@ nvir’erme aIIow@‘tudents to be

comfortable speaking honestly regar heir opinions
was audio recorded and transcribed%views w\hsg ned to_three times in order to

N
. @ . . .
ensure accuracy of statements.%ptlons were’read &%ﬁch interview to compile

specific statements that we%d t1 h other. statement was coded with a
word or phrase relateo%a gory.“ ;Jgtém& were in specific categories, all

statements were re&dain anci Cc
that could be bi int i ca y. The categories became themes and
CQK : (..)
warranted Ions were de mf'neUy supporting statements. Student interview
NN
questio vided i EendiX'é\.

) &
3.§§Credibility of the Interviews

Q The credibility of the interviews refers to how trustworthy the findings are, and
redibility is established when the participants in the study can identify the findings as

their own experiences (Farrelly, 2013; Merriam, 2009; Reale, 2014). Credibility was
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ensured by having all participants interviewed utilizing the same protocol and also by

ensuring that their responses were accurately documented. Participants were aw

reflect on their responses in order to minimize personal bias on the \f the

researcher. Debriefing sessions were conducted with participants, ing into

consideration any additional information that emerged following{ the interview

process. Finally, interviewees had the opportunity to review transcripts of their
.

interviews. According to Hatch (2002), member check ’he interviewed

participants to confirm transcriptions of the interview. .\d‘

N4
: To help t eiar r gain
a deeper understanding of the topic being i i d,{ S cd@t'ed from

uctm\edi rviewﬁéﬁ.focus group
interviews were conducted and th%)checked inc %encies (Lodico,

Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2006). The iﬁa?ation fro\me_m%o

[0

N,
an effort to aid the developm%esearch conclusio (?he researcher complied
\ ns while

with all pertinent guidelin @ing to all applicable ethical

guIt
standards that cover re ocedur u(jrién@%).

4 2
g &
3.7.5.4. Depen %of th

The e:ﬁealabili it io{ relisrs to the constancy of the processes and

All interviews were tape-recorded and transc
multiple sources. Two kinds of interviews

o@/as then compared in

procedufesused to gat ‘d undE@nd the data in the study (Lodico et al., 2006).
Meuﬁ&ZOOQ) explicated th@h’e consistency of the findings should be apparent,
‘@ researcher can explain the expectations underlying the inquiry through
Q gulation of the data. In the study, the guarantee of dependability was supported by
reating consistency within the interview protocols. The interview protocol was used

to accumulate data in a fixed and systematic manner utilizing a predetermined set of
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interview questions. Identical interview protocols were used for all participants in the

study. Following the interview process, the data was organized into categor

themes, and all interviews, transcripts, interpretations, findings, and reco@ions

were prepared for electronic retrieval purposes. The records were mﬂ&ailable to

the interviewees and accessible as evidence as well as for validation purposes.

G

3.8. 1. The Procedures of Data Collection z '
According to Darbyshire, MacDougall, & Schillerjg2005, ..Z}I)d‘

“...using multiple methods in researchin ren’s (an
experiences is a valuable approach that not merely
an

ings

also offers complementary insights and
access through reliance on a single method of da

As a method, multiple-methods r@ga
both quantitative and qualitative ahc nw?

A
quantitative methods (Jacobs, 20%E th'ﬁ %‘o h q@ntitative and qualitative
e qu

>

ction” Y‘
olleqt{ng and analyzing

co&k%tion of different

9 %
data were collected and anal all ata ‘gi&lided a supportive role in a
N

study based primarily theq;antitati e data. h@titative data from the pre-and
o

post-tests, along with the lgarni r ﬁ@gy questionnaires collected before

and after the inte@ We,@mary sets utilized. The qualitative data was
N
obtained fron@den Ser%\ni!urﬂg'l{erviews, students’ focus group interviews
alitat

i ata, collected after the intervention, served as

and obsen&sﬁeets. he
’
the su§0 role in th ana{ys'QJWt the beginning of the first semester of the school
01

e

y & 2017, eighty English\language male students from the third level of English

ge department of the second year of both Unaizah Community College and

Qaizah Science and Arts College of Qassim University were selected, that was a

convenience sample.
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Selected students were divided into two groups, the control group and the
experimental group. The same lecturer, the researcher, taught both classes. Th
occurred from early October to the end of December 2016. During these t@hool
weeks, each group was gathered twice a week and the session peﬂﬂ&as ninety
minutes long. Eight units were covered at that time. Both groups cavered the same
subject matter and used the same text. Both groups received

same reading course

for the same amount of time. Before the beginning of the nt b')th groups were

given the pretest. The researcher conducted the

N g
cooperative learning begins. J _\‘-’)

During the twelve school weeks, the peg@vy.(?onytmjﬁéroup of
students was taught as usual with the X: ctur insu@%:l. Students
received the information as listeners \@we empl t of@peraﬁve learning
in this class. Therefore, they were Ggs using thﬁowa

discussions (whole-class disc%and ach uden&‘l}%arked individually. The
students in the experimen% p \I taught b
learning strategy of L% ogetil j cilcm}‘f each of these classes were as

¢ &
follows: a general Mssionla \Nhe to%e‘r the new unit; individual reading
silently; teachel@ alo clas ;\i’?fen students reading aloud; and students
e

e

¢
perative.le n{g e(_:}ivities in which they identified new words,
NN

participatin
summa(e(;;assagﬁ, g.a su@xe\stion about the passage, and answered textbook

exereisesy At the end of the t@ academic weeks, the posttest was administered to

t meas e‘fore the

ups and both the semi-structured interviews and students’ focus group

interviews were administered to the experimental group to compare their

chievements, perceptions about cooperative learning strategy of learning together.
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After permissions were approved by both the dean of Unaizah Community
College and Unaizah Science and Arts College, the process of data coIIectionW.
Students were addressed during their EFL reading comprehension cIass@were
given letters of request to take part in the study and an informed co orm (See
Appendix A for English Version and Appendix B for Arabic \Ri?n). In-depth
interviews with undergraduate EFL students were one of the principal data collection
methods. The semi-structured interviews and the stude ofus group interviews
were recorded in on audiotapes in order to transcrib m ntwputer for

analysis (Creswell, 2007). Creswell recommended e researc c‘n _ﬁf}rview

ce% enonqgnz)n being
First, semi-structured intervie nd})cus groupy ervi@ ere executed in

the Community College Auditori emi-stru\reg [ v@e\vs and focus group
;_Nyy N

interviews with students dem% cooperative dear c')was used in their EFL

“5-25 participants, all whom have had direct

studied” (as cited in Leedy & Ormrod, 20053, 1

—X

reading comprehension cla@ ifi
they were doing bette% coog} ative ledrriing"was utilized. In addition to the

qualitative data, i ing ser|1|-

quantitative dat% Iso
1 ‘

comprehension achievemen
&
3.8.%% of Data Collectiohs”

i he implementation of data collection criterion “refers to the sequence the
ese@archer uses to collect both quantitative and qualitative data” (Creswell et al., 2003,
. 215). For this study, data collection and analysis procedures were conducted in four

separate stages to provide a better understanding of the research problem. This

N -
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required the researcher to begin by a quantitative analysis explained through a

qualitative follow up. The four stages of data collection were outlined as foIIowY'

Once Universiti Sains Islam Malaysia’s seeking permissqn to do data

3.8.2.1. The First Stage of Data Collection

collection and survey official letters were presented to bo Wah Community
College (See Appendix H) and Unaizah Science and Art Y:(S'ee Appendix J)
and the permissions of both the dean of Unaizah Commumity C Iew,f\ppendix
I) and the dean of Unaizah Science and Arts Coll See Appendi *) \been

obtained, the process of data collection first st ed Prﬁ llecting data, the

N\ Y
m{ invited the@*partlmpate in
re@%g comprehension

e@&ldy and an informed
N,

researcher attended the classes, talked to th@Q{d} tsa

the research study. Students were ad d ).uring their

classes, and were given letters of @yt to tak\nﬂ?n
Ly

consent form with an informati eet, describing @ms, procedures of the
research study and the rese@iee ’\ endix A f glish Version and Appendix
B for Arabic Version). l 0’
4 ¢ &
All student Wexpre'ss r interest/in taking part in the research study
had to return té&ned 'form ‘t%’the researcher. Consequently, consent
¢

forms had ysibeen/obtali {ef re the data collection process. Following the
NN

undergr% FL ;oapp@s to take part in the research study had been

grarﬂNe researcher start@cruiting student participants. Undergraduate EFL

%who agreed to take part in the study by signing the consent form, were given
ome hints about the research study timetable including the time and classes where the

tudy would occur.
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Data collection procedures for the first stage were set over two sessions to
avoid participants being confused and overloaded with many odd tasks andw
their desire and interest in participating in the research study. During the@sion
of the first week of data collection process, all participant studen& reading
comprehension skills proficiency levels were assessed by means of thYni:ety minutes
Reading Comprehension Pre-Test which was taken by stud Ments completed
the Reading Comprehension Pre-Test consists of thr 62:

g ' comprehension

passages with twenty-four questions in total. Following each re diM&ehension

g | NS
passage, the participants were required to ansv@t multiple- |‘e _@Stlons
written on the same examination sheet. These adi% ensig,g-passages
were the same as in the Reading Comp&@r:’?e?tﬁe Afte@vr;pleting the
Reading Comprehension Pre-Test, t)’@cher remi th@%erimental group
participant students of the time a%ce f@gg%n o\t):r}pleting the Learning

€

Together Questionnaire the follewing Session. 4 <£?

&
During the second @o]h firs weegdata collection process, the

researcher gained dat%t exper} enta gréup}udents, perceptions concerning

utilizing the Lear:@etherls In th%q reading comprehension classroom.
Experimental u den

N 'giver(ﬁh‘(rty minutes to complete the Learning
¢
Together g@waire Thi slf'uné;? mainly collected data about experimental
NN
art

group s% icipants> rce%@s of using Learning Together strategy in EFL

read mprehension instr ﬁé( The data obtained were valuable for assisting the
rei\ier in creating, designing and developing some of both the experimental group
idual interviews and student focus group interviews questions in the second stage

che research study.
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Once these two forms of data had been collected, participant students were
informed of their right to have their reading comprehension pre-test results pew
and confidentially known upon request and they were reminded of the ti lace

the results would be available. Any quires or questions about the secoﬂ&e of data

collection were also answered. q

3.8.2.2. The Second Stage of Data Collection z '
The second stage of the data collection starte m t e.?em,ﬁv‘veek and

Yw

continued to the tenth week of the study. Collection ta in the s dlst@'asted

for more than two months. This stage consiYmamlyo\fr ing c ehension
classroom observations. These observatifw ded®fi elements of

cooperative learning, namely, posN rdependenee, individual and group
ki\acg-to a@\promotive interaction

accountability, interpersonal and sn%oup
a@ .

N,
and group processing. The obs guide had Been ag??d from The Cooperative

o
QD
é

wn

Learning Observation Proto%ted r ern Mo@d Akillioglu (2007).
Classroom ob:% begz:p in r.lj OQber 2016. The researcher spent

approximately si inutesl \mg 1 (e‘ach of the participants’ reading

ce p@éek for the duration of ten weeks, for a

!
total of te urs’ of class G'bs(r;%ion per study participant group students.

NN
Extensi% notés g, wri‘z@ down during classroom observations. The
coer learning observati ide (CLOG) is provided in Appendix D.

comprehension glassroom g
¢

bserving the students in the reading comprehension classroom provided

v

pensable data for understanding how they engaged, and interacted in the reading

(/

omprehension classroom. The researcher paid more attention to the Learning

Together strategy elements incorporated in instruction, and get acquainted with the
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types of activities and work done inside the reading comprehension classroom.
Throughout the remaining observations, notes regarding students’ behavw
Learning Together instruction atmosphere and the kinds of reading mat@ji\d in
the class were taken. Through observations, students’ frequencies of t@* elements

of cooperative learning were recorded. Any quires or questions abo t the third stage of

data collection were also answered. ‘
3.8.2.3. The Third Stage of Data Collection .\d‘

The third stage of data collection lasted for ek. It too cﬁ @g the

eleventh week of the study and consisted of t Jons. Dd?l flrs\;smn the

both@experlmental

ninety minutes Reading Comprehension Pw was‘l?ken

and control group students. The Read‘\%prehensio st-T@%onsisted of three

reading comprehension passages wi nty fou on in.total.
N

Following each reading%nensmn passage, t c'zlrticipants were required
written

to answer eight multiple- uesL @e same examination sheet.

These three reading % ension u}s‘ W& the same as in the Reading
¢ &

Comprehension Pr &Aﬂerlc Ing th ading Comprehension Post-Test, the
experimental géﬂlm

taking and efing the L

ents@)&é reminded of the time and place for
'ng{TtQ‘;t?er Questionnaire the following session.

I he s€ ?smor'%f the eleventh week of data collection, the

reseA gained data abou@erimental group students’ perceptions concerning

the Learning Together strategy in the EFL reading comprehension classroom.

rimental group students were given thirty minutes to complete the Learning

ogether Questionnaire. This instrument primarily collected data about experimental
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group student participants’ points of view of using Learning Together strategy in EFL

reading comprehension instruction. Y’
\\Nere

Once these two forms of data have been collected, participant st%
informed of their right to have their reading comprehension ;&t results
personally and confidentially known upon request and they were rerm of the time
and place the results would be available. Any quires or qu%’o\&{bout the fourth

stage of data collection were also answered.

3.8.2.4. The Fourth Stage of Data Collection ¢ ' _\"}

The fourth stage consisted of both indiwi intervi d s&@ﬁts focus
group interviews with experimental grou Ng:t : Col@h‘; of data in
the fourth stage lasted for a week. It&fm [ twe@%/veek of the data

collection procedures of the stud
N,
ﬁi‘s? stage, the results were

session of Learning Together %nnai
\ %‘"
used to inform the structureﬁ@ ouT eallection. The rationale for this
approach was that th%l tive data a ’s{ub&hjent analysis provide a general
&
understanding of ;@wch p[o vankg&#(:reswell, & Stick, 2006).
To makﬁu\re ate imental g@j%/ participant students in the fourth stage

c @
representedge population | gxper_i}nental group participant students, ‘criterion

,sa\}reaed in the second

NN
utilize ‘alve e}lp\erimental group participant students who had

&

artieipated in all the Learning@éether activities in the study were selected based on
‘@zres on both pre and post reading comprehension tests; high proficiency,
@e ium proficiency and low proficiency. Dornyei (2007) stated that criterion
ampling offers “valuable insights into an issue if ... we intentionally look at the

whole range of possible responses” (p. 128).

sampli

Ee]
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Once the experimental group twelve selected students expressed their
agreement to be interviewed, they were informed of the time and place of bw
individual and student focus group interviews. The interviews were c@ﬂ in

Unaizah Community College Auditorium in order to offer the ewees a

Y'

Prior to both individual interviews and student foayro- interviews, the
he (]

comfortable, friendly and relaxed atmosphere as possible.

participant students were informed that only their answ uestions of the

content section would be recorded and they were asser at their mes, their

[ ]
Y-v
Id not be.i cllld_eé')\n the

recording and that data gained from their integ*w wm@ ed qu}‘%?dentially
ess

Y-
and securely and would be only available iﬂ‘e only to th@earcher. The

above mentioned four stages of data ctaw' are sum zed @'outlined in table

personal data or any of their identity informatio

3.7, C,) \T ,<\
a S
TABLE 3.7: Stages of Data C u <3—
Stages Timetable \ , ssioni‘;\“ Procedures
The First The First @;udy ' 'ﬂh&@( Reading Comprehension
Stage b sSessio Pre-Test
\ ( %
\ l . Second Learning Together
& Q ession Questionnaire
b ya
The Second w} Segond to t Tenth \&é)e.kl The First Classroom Observation
Stage udy (_/ Session
% P N The Second Classroom Observation
Session
’
The Thir The Eleventh Weekegbé Study The First Reading Comprehension
Sta\ N Session Post-Test
The Second Learning Together
Session Questionnaire
ourth The Twelfth Week of the Study The First Individual Interviews
age Session
The Second Focus Group Interviews
Session
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3.9. The Procedures of Data Analysis
In order to present a clear in-depth analytical understanding o t
constituted quantitative and qualitative data collected for this researc@ the

different data analysis procedures applied in this research study coul tlined in

the following two stages. q

3.9.1 The First Stage: The Procedures of Quantitative Y:y s

The first stage, the procedures of quantitative da aly swducted to
describe the distribution of variables involved in study. Thi hdpg&)n the
subsequent referential analysis to answer the fi sec% ons f‘%e study.

For data collected in the first and third Ew dam\col tion dures of this

research study, instruments, reading nsion pre- t, p@ﬂ(est and Learning

Together pre and post questlonna ere ana irsti.data from the reading

' N
comprehension pre-test post- ta%earn?ng T elheré;eo and post questionnaires

were directly input into a r fj r to data entry easier and to be

used later with SPSS t thes istic I ﬁa
4
For the r ’%omprfh \OR pret nd post-test, scoring was based on
answers of un fnts undergraduate students’ responses for
both the re @npr ensio r€ t t nd post-test were checked by the researcher
and re- by &n 'a‘acul member for errors. Pallant 2011 (as cited in
A and Alhazmi, A\ ) asserted that this is an essential step to do before

th sis as errors in data might distort the analyses. After the process of collecting

&e uantitative data, the data were analyzed by means of inferential statistics, which

upported taking decisions about the data (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005).
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Creswell (2007) asserted that before the researcher could analyze the data, they
must have been organized. This included scoring them, creating a COW'
determining which scores to analyze, inputting the data, and clearing all @ The
data, which were input into a computer file, were the student pre-téé& post-test
scores. Next, the researcher found the p value, or the probability thatithe result could
have been because of chance if the null hypothesis were true ( M 2007).

Using the pre-test and post-test scores from ﬁ: 'Iass that used
cooperative learning strategies and the class that did use oo e‘learning

_ | | g
strategies, the researcher could determine the points ntral tendengy, br _t@'points
around which the data revolved (mean, mo ia% as m?gsures of

variability (variance, standard deviation, w;) fo?\eac st ( e & Mallery,

4

2008). \ é
The scores were then cor&jd to un\%awd o&{\ooperative learning
;[’S& N

strategies, versus no cooperati ing strategies, a d student achievement.

The data were analyzed \tk software packa SS 14. To understand the
effects of cooperative%g strate [

V' g &
posttest results W’H@pareo' \ests vgéftonducted to determine whether the

differences weregsignificant.
¢ ‘,' (..g-}
The statistical analyses oI,tt(s_t) was implemented to explore the relationship

betwee% e off ng TV;"t er strategy and undergraduate EFL reading

co sion. This helped .Klie\,fesearcher to understand the relationship between
@Aduate EFL participants’ scores in the reading comprehension pre-test and
ost-test and to understand the relationship between undergraduate EFL participants’
cores in the Learning Together pre and post questionnaires and their reading

comprehension.
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3.9.2 The Second Stage: The Procedures of Qualitative Data Analysis

The second stage entailed analyzing information collected frorw\
participant during the interview process. Creswell (2009) and Merﬁ%&OOQ)
contended that in a qualitative study, the data collection and the dataﬁ%ls should
mirror each other. Raw data is translated into answers to the resea Wuestlons by
exacting themes apparent in the collective responses of the pacticipants (Shank, 2006).
The initial stage of the data analysis process was p ?:n(i codifying the
information for analysis.

All interviews were transcribed from the a pe, and i v’evyée were
given an opportunity to read the transcripts t te a c (Cre@l 2009;

Farrelly, 2013; Shank, 2006). All notes w anﬂ'\data rang o categories.

Creswell (2009) stated that this stageN alysis provi

collected information. During this of anali_sug\h% d

_Es carefully examined

to allow the researcher to galn qoossn Ilw (Ledico et al., 2010). The next
stage of analysis required m S or rglng patterns be identified
(Yin, 2010). This St% is f r}&eh& qualitative inquiry, typically

involved themau;@w f|r| I eated erns or meanings across a data set
(Braun & Clarksas ci Per 008)

There, are hree ty s“of ge@c thematic analysis. One specific type is
theoretl | analysis, W s'.usedﬁen the researcher has predetermined categories
and mes to explore duu@fhe analysis. Theoretical analysis is driven by the
th in the research questions (Kostere & Percy, 2008). “The data collected is

q zed individually and patterns that emerged from the data will be organized under
e preexisting themes keeping in mind that new patterns and themes may also emerge

from the data” (Kostere & Percy, 2008, p. 10) in the course of this procedure.
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Once the qualitative data had been arranged by means of transcription onto a
computer, the data were analyzed. This was done first by rereading and explor e
data several times (Creswell, 2007). Then, the data were coded. This @e by
“breaking the relevant information into small segments that each rﬁ%a single,
specific thought” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005, p. 140). By completing the{coding process,
the code words were listed and condensed based on redunda }O,codes were then
reduced to themes or categories (Creswell, 2007). nﬁ- '

Using theoretical analysis, the researcher prede ined aw or themes

to be explored during the analysis. This type of anal as drive tl‘e@es in

the research questions (Kostere & Percy, 20 «ILhe % ed wg:malyzed

individually and patterns that emerged e data were org d under the

&

preexisting themes keeping in mind t@aﬁerns a em@‘ught also emerge

from the data” (Kostere & Percy, 2(6&5. 10) in t\'sh_sgse tq_ﬁ\ls procedure.

o >

9 Q
\ N\’w
3.9.2.1 Thematic Analysis 1 N
Thematic analysismi ;ighly garded [anﬁacommended as a theoretically
’ 4 ¢ &

flexible instrumen ﬁ\ﬁe prOfe ualita '(ne’data analysis in which researchers

classify data as% y th wwhich @them in discovering patterns. Boyatzis

@
(1998) stated,that thematic ana i! is e_glanner of “encoding qualitative information”

NN
(p. vii) ile ‘Braun’a ke (2006) defined thematic analysis as a “method for
lar

ide@, anaIyZing and re@ﬁg patterns within data” (p 79) Thematic analysis

w \d in this research study to help in finding deep and reasonable answers for one
@ e research questions that framed this study.
Individual interviews and focus group interviews were the main method in the

qualitative part of this study to obtain various perspectives on the third research
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question “How do undergraduate EFL experimental group students experience using
cooperative learning strategy of Learning Together in EFL reading comprew
classroom?” Using the qualitative interviews can give a new deep ins%‘n\) the
studied social phenomenon as they let the respondents reflect and rea&oa variety
of subjects in a different way (Folkestad, 2008, p.1). Y'
The method of analysis selected for the third question of%the study was a
3.

qualitative approach of thematic analysis. It could be br: 'd that thematic

a
analysis is the most widely used qualitative approach naly; e.aﬁe‘dt‘ty es of

interviews. The conceptual framework of the thematicwanalysis f 0111 _i@idual
interviews and focus group interviews used ingthi ud% inly bu'@]pon the
theoretical positions of Braun and CIaI\L,X: ing to&‘k‘{n thematic
analysis is a method used for ‘identi@lyzing, an

por@atterns (themes)
within the data’ (2006, p.79). The@‘jnale be\\sxle in(g:\ﬂwis method was that
ﬁy N
S

4 .

‘rigorous thematic approach ca ce an Insig

a is that answers particular

K\
» $

Sjl thbthematic analysis process was

ervie&aﬁd focus group interviews collected

at it@’ something which captured the key idea

research questions’ (Braun mke, r
The foIIowing%l ant c‘g cer

identifying theme's@ indi\li
data. What couw the

about the d qmatio to‘ e s@%r@estion and which represented some level of
pattern ke of witn&\the data set (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p.82). As
Ba 009, p.6) claimed, L@és only attain full significance when they are linked
to coordinated picture or an explanatory model: ‘Describe, compare, relate’ is a

6 le three-step formula when report the results.
As Braun and Clarke (2006) explained, themes or patterns within data can be

identified either in an inductive 'bottom up’ way (citing Frith and Gleeson, 2004), or in
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a theoretical, deductive ‘top down' way (citing Boyatzis, 1998 and Hayes, 1997).
According to Thomas (2003, p.2), the primary purpose of the inductive approa?'lb
allow research findings to emerge from the frequent, dominant or signif‘a}emes
inherent in raw data, without the restraints imposed by structured methﬁ%ies.
Thomas (2003) pointed out three main purposes for usR?n inductive

approach: \,

(1) to condense extensive and varied raw text ; a')rief, summary
format; .\d‘

_ | . Ny
(2) to establish clear links between the researchwobjectives tl1e mary

findings derived from the raw data; and s \T

(3) to develop a model or theory & t :und i tructu&.experiences

or processes which are evidentw data. 6
However, it could be acknowle(@)that tome_‘gg‘Y A_l&tom-up process are

N,

interactive in some way becaua%sear?h keeps“a s @c interest in identifying
N

themes influenced by the t XI fr or %

s

\;Proceci{&;Q

3.9.2.2. Stages of atic Alra
Pdivi@}%’ interviews and focus group interviews

The dataycolleéted t
QK :
with under ate third-level st@nts were analyzed in a similar way based on
NN
a three e roceﬂjiﬁj este@l the literature (Creswell, 2007) as follows:

pre the data for analysi\lﬁﬁfanscribing, reducing the data into themes through a

prE&of coding and representing the data. Braun and Clarke (2006) pointed out that
a

Sy

Q rns are identified through a rigorous process of data familiarization, data coding,
nd theme development and revision. The procedures used for the analysis largely

followed the approach proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006).
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3.9.2.2.1. The First Stage: Data Familiarization

Familiarization with data was internalized through transcriptio
interpretation of the twelve individual interviews and two focus group intérviews. The
audio recordings of both interviews respondents were listened to a m% of times
for their accurate interpretation and transcription. Interviews werY.tanscribed to
understand the meaning rather than the language. Most of \t!‘scriptions were

carried out straight after the interviews to consider any cl

carried out on Microsoft Word Office. .\d
@
¥
O

his process was

3.9.2.2.2. The Second Stage: Coding the TraT' \4' \/Y“
thythe i

Transcripts and audio recordings @? h?ivi int V<~s and focus
group interviews were manually code‘w istening to
necessary. When satisfied that the Gﬁ gemeratEﬂyo% t eéﬁa\ﬁscripts were aligned
with the third research questior!@ing tﬂe undergrad (')EFL experimental group

students’ experiences reg \lsint 00
Together in EFL readi%\ reh n
the data-driven cmlowm ocus oridentifying patterns of meaning.
&
\ o ! (J
3.9.2.2.3. Ts;ﬁi’d Stage: Tﬁ:e ;‘Bevelopment
S

ord@as and whenever

ative%‘k;arning strategy of Learning

sr{xmh'nd therefore fit for the purpose,

NN
tage, ‘,nod were read several times to identify significant

N
Y-v
bro tterns of meaning ntial themes). The preliminary analysis came up
w?\?main categories. Part of the flexibility of thematic analysis is that it allows the
emes and their prevalence to be determined in a number of ways (Braun Clarke,
006). Although the stages used in the thematic analysis of the collected data looked

sequential, they were very repetitive while being built up on the previous stage.
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3.9.2.2.4. The Fourth Stage: Determining the Main Themes

The six categories were aggregated and further reduced into the thre t
referred themes categories. Thomas (2003) pointed out that ‘Most indu%s\dies
report a model that has between 3 and 8 main categories in the findings. eover, as
the researcher becomes more experienced he or she will find severaans to push”

in order to get the final results — information — that he %M searching for

l

4.

3.10. Ethical Considerations ¢ ' "}
ill ‘ge i

A
Hatch (2002) suggested that “every W erent, but when

(Folkestad, 2008, p.4).

researchers ask others to participate in t S dies‘jit a

respect, concern, and consideration’ND. This inv
studies are conducted to the highes@yal stﬁ)?g%\%
% i

3

s er@mg that research
a(@! to the present study
N

the researcher occupied the du f instructorfresearcher. He was an instructor at

both Unaizah Community@ an '
been an educator for n% ifteenyear

7. ‘I;|le hs&erved as a teacher of English as

&
a Foreign Langu%primelr : arato%ahd secondary schools for about six
2

years from 199

¢ I (.E(J
He orked as an.in uB'torQ'_n} nglish for Qassim University, Saudi Arabia
N
for sev% 5. HE' ‘ught ﬁ second and third levels for more than seven

yeam&r these years, He @ught students ranging in ability from fair, average,

a erage to gifted and talented. Traditional lecturing had been an instructional

& gy used in his classroom for over seven years. Teachers who conduct research in
e

ir own classrooms have the same ethical responsibilities as an outside researcher

(MacNaugton & Hughes, 2009).
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According to Creswell (2003), prior to the start of any study, a researcher must
gain permission of those in authority, which in the case of education researchw
includes school administrators, the faculty committee, and the instit@view
board. In such case, prior to conducting this research study, the reseﬁwwad taken
some procedures in order to make sure that the study accumulatéd with ethical
considerations and regulations. \,

First of all, he applied for the Center for Gradua Ye.s, niversiti Sains
Islam Malaysia to get USIM’S letters to both the of n.ehtﬂb,dommunity

"X

College and the Dean of Unaizah Science and Arts College to seek irlp@sions

to do data collection and survey (See Appendi r L% muq& College

Y.
and J for Science and Arts College). é

Secondly, the two letters we batted to th 0 (@ﬁ% to obtain their
approvals to conduct this researc?@fy in th%%o eg{s\ The study required
A N

approval from both the Dear%aiza Communit @Ilege and the Dean of

Unaizah Science and Arts @oeﬁl erejwas @ata collection. The approval

was sought from both% . The ‘(‘j ans f:the‘l& colleges were informed before
&

any interactions wade v'i ents gbfese classes. The deans of the two
colleges gave issfons t Farck@%&% use the two colleges as the site of his
f

e

P{ :
research st (® Appendi o{ L@zah Community College and K for Science
NN
and Art% ) £’y <
Yv
er permissions we@proved by both the dean of Unaizah Community
and Unaizah Science and Arts College, the process of data collection began.
tudlents were addressed during their EFL reading comprehension classes, and were
iven letters of request to take part in the study and an informed consent form (See

Appendix A for English Version and Appendix B for Arabic Version).



189

Because the study involved human subjects, the participants were provided

with the details of the study before participating in the research study. All parth

were given a full understanding of what would be taking place during Gﬁ}iy to

ensure that they were willing to participate. Once confirmation was r , and the

potential participants were willing to be a part of the study, each%articipant was

provided with the informed consent form.
A total of five working days was given to particip ozevierv and complete

the informed consent form, along with the opportun 0 a kw‘stions or

Yw

N
s the|res I‘I:r’ ntact

est% cernigadressed.
T
cy ahd ¢ fiden@hy would be

Participants were also assured that th i
preserved (Yin, 1994). \) é

This showed that all Qassir@jversity mgs efe followed, and that all
;'Sy N,
participants were informed aba%pu &e ofythe st% nd that they signed the
\ A

informed consent. Since %

understanding the ite onsent
4 ¢ &

researcher translmwhese ite\ parti%ﬂng students to their mother tongue,

Arabic, to ensure, that'they 'en tth%‘formation in their native language (See

Appendix @bic e o (57
o~

concerns. Within the informed consent form, the

information in order for the subjects to have

ithi
&) '3
vol agreed to particip@ﬁ the study, that participants had the right to leave

th?n\w at any time, and that there would be no compensation, as participation was
0

tary. The privacy and confidentiality of all participants were continuously

Q:served, and their anonymity was maintained through the study. This was done by

assigning numerical identifiers to all participants.
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Creswell also advised that a researcher should avoid interfering with the
physical environment as much as possible (2003). Cresswell also stressed a
researcher must have respect for vulnerable populations (Creswell, 2003,@ who
in the case of this study were the third-level student participants & Unaizah
Community College and Unaizah Science and Arts College. Y'

Hatch (2002) suggested that researchers should mak \e*rt to explain to
learners what their participation in a research study w Yv:. The researcher
explained to the participants that the results would not sed oWuation of

"y
their teaching or learning but for the purpose of t dy, to det irk @ctual

effectiveness of using the cooperative Iearnivga egy{ ing @‘gether on
Y.
developing undergraduate EFL students’ reading ompFﬁhens n. %
icipan

ts’ identi

Maintaining confidentiality o

research: “The ethical code for res

and to convey this protection t@

p. 65). In the present stud

and no participant nar% dh
A il o
students. Informe;j@lt is jﬁ cesszg&d teacher research because it relieves
some of the pw to 1 (i anctfn‘cfkes participants aware of their rights
¢ ? (.)

(MacNaug ughes, 200
NN
r the%purpas }s studs&\all personally identifiable information had been

.

re rom the research d@éonfidentiality of all interview transcripts and test
sC as confirmed for all participants of the study. Interviews were carried out
SINg a tape recorder and then transcribed onto a computer. Computer data files had
een password-protected and saved in the researcher’s office during the period of the

study and for seven years and the files would be damaged afterwards.
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In conclusion, the data was analyzed and methodically explored to reveal
meaning, which in turn allowed the researcher to identify patterns. At the conw
of this state of qualitative data analysis, the researcher had d@ an
understanding of meaning within the data, and thick, rich descrlptlons.o& students’
experiences within EFL reading comprehension classrooms usmgmng together

strategy had evolved. Hatch (2002) and Yin (2010) emphasiz%. portance of the
d

data analysis process being comprehensive, fair, correct, v credible.
@ \Y-
3.11. Transferability of the Findings of the Stud ' _{')
’ Y

In order to establish transferability Ra mi M{t ds stu@\c,’it must be

ensured that the findings provide r|ch,

(72}
(@]
=,
=
>
=0
@D
('D
o
3
@D
>
o
>
o
@,
>
«

examined (Merriam, 2009). To ensure th nsf abili the f Qngs of the present

study, the researcher ensured tha ta r duQé?adequately rich details
such that readers can determn osmNn ar with the results based on
(Ledico et 006)

similarity of the partlc rlencf
l

S s

The ou omes f thi ch ¢ be transferable to other locations

because the stuths r act@pulatlon of EFL undergraduates who

utilized Iearn%g ther in t EFL(iﬁadlng comprehension classroom. The entire

research ure fg]l vyh ap riate research protocol and rules, as described
in this 5 r. Consequently, aeggsearcher who anticipates the need to replicate this

r should be able to do a related study by following the steps provided by the

Q nt research to yield comparable results.
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3.12. Chapter Summary

The purpose of this mixed-methods research study was to mve&&Z

effectiveness of using learning together instruction in |mprow au EFL
undergraduates’ reading comprehension. After the quantitative a ualltatlve data
were collected, analyzed, recorded, and translated, the data coded and themes

were analyzed for their significance. This chapter provided an Iuswe description

ed&:&zed when
’uant' e* amt'the

of the reasoning behind the choice of methodology a
performing the study. A detailed description ofg both
qualitative methods followed in order to create@arch q
data collection procedures were conducted waWd M
overview of the quantitative and quallta@J\od
e

this chapter discussed in details the stu

mg%
for this design, instrumentation a; :maariak%,%yll cti

and methods implemented f(\ study t sta@ techniques used in the

study. Also, the resear h +d t ela edéhypotheses of the study were
anh

included. Methods of data olleg Iy{; utilized in this study were then

discussed. Finallyg the ap@uded @ information related to creditability,
N

transferabilitygpre I|ty and e c‘gll |ssg£)cJT his mixed-method design was chosen to

examine elatigns bet eeg\%udl undergraduate EFL students’ reading

'
compr§ academ aeﬁlevéQn'ent and using cooperative learning strategy of

Leqk ogether. Results ofﬁ quantitative data analysis and statistical findings are

§ted in chapter four.

estigns ano‘s‘how the

ion to?;\ésentlng an

e utili in this study,

_&Qnent administered

n/@md analysis procedures



