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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATUREQ

2.0. Introduction z '

Cooperative learning strategies can enhance lan ele rnwjisition of

@
the target language (Hill & Miller 2013). Despi se claims e'b‘a_@hs of
cooperative learning strategies in general an ng to&et partigular with

Saudi EFL undergraduates at the higher ation st

achievement is not known; as a result;"using })operativ

together as a pedagogical practice v%amine i ?tu

Cooperative Iearning o differe aching” practices and various

instructional strategies incl arn' ogether ﬁgy. A close in-depth critical
review of the historica ment of coo e"riét \@arnlng over a span of more than

&
thirty years can %seful \PTN to th Q;blutlon and implementation of these
ie

instructional str. s th cha theorles and educational practices. An
¢

outline of s udl gpp(_}bt‘lon of cooperative learning strategies will

dlsclos e fits ‘nd coné\as they pertain to EFL reading comprehension.

flndlngs from a Ime@ﬁdy of the employment of the cooperative learning
of Learning Together at different academic settings, contexts, stages and
can provide a clear understanding of the profits of this student-centered

tructlonal strategy.
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The goal of this literature review is to analyze the impact of cooperative
learning strategy of Learning Together on students’ reading comprew
achievement and identify specific cooperative learning techniques as eﬁe%\] the
classroom. Positive and negative components to cooperative learni il also be
included in the review. This literature review aims to present the factors and structure
present in effective cooperative learning strategy of Learning, Together and how the

Y.

implementation of Learning Together strategy can L'dents’ reading

comprehension achievement. Cooperative learning is an“educationa ign where

T
ing togeth olcg@ete a
Ie% e fo,& in most
_— _ X
academic subjects and at all grade levels :E 11)‘?\
However, little research existw perative ing @%tegy of Learning
Together as a tool to improve EFLCﬁjgraduat\'dg\ts' re@h’\g comprehension in

N,
Saudi higher education setting.4<Thi dy is’ conducted t@lore the effectiveness of

learning occurs while two or more students are

common task (Siegel, 2005). Research on coo

using the cooperative Ie@ strl 0 Le@g Together in improving
undergraduate EFL st . feading_€om ehénﬁ In connection with this study,
4 ¢ &
review of relat%ture li \das the éuowing topics: Studies related to
cooperative Iea% Co i Lea@&ﬁ Strategy of Learning Together, Studies
¢
Related to m Comprgh siﬁ'n e;) Studies Related to Cooperative Learning
a

N
gC 'asion.é\
N\

2. Ndies Related to Cooperative Learning.
Q Cooperative learning refers to a diversity of instructional practices which
nclude Learning Together. A critical review of the development of cooperative

learning over a span of 30 years can provide insight into the evolution of this
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instructional strategy as it reflects changing theories and educational practices. A
summary of several studies on the application of cooperative learning will discl e
benefits, merits, and demerits as they pertain to EFL reading comprehensi@arch
findings from a linear study of the employment of the Learning Tog rategy at
various academic levels can provide an understanding of the benef&ﬁhis student-
centered approach to teaching. This section focuses on th dyof literature that
addresses the history of cooperative learning; cooperative ing gr,:ups; the merits

and demerits of cooperative learning; the use of a co tive Iew‘rategy to

improve EFL reading comprehension skills; th@ of t niﬁg_@ether

cooperative learning strategy; working togethery lg ouﬂs i proveﬁ-a'lrning.
Y.

2.1.1. History of Cooperative Learnl\) é

Numerous studies were carr%t on wa%*ewh cQ:\Joperative learning in
N
i . 6 : :
the EFL reading comprehensi ooms. ygotz(k?i:‘}or instance, contributed

the zone of proximal devel Xto t
that students gain kno%g work

’ 4 F &
He defined the zc;%woxirr\a \ek)pme@asks that a student cannot do alone
dowith
¢

Lev

erative Ie@g theory. Vygotsky believed

g hih lhb zone of proximal development.

but may be abl ance <%ore capable peers or teachers. In other

ef%pm;? describes tasks that a student has not yet

words, the 3& o’ proxim

NN
Iearned% pablé r'aing %1_& given time. Vygotsky also believed that higher

me ctioning usually e@’in conversation and collaboration among students

beEE exists within the student. Therefore, when working together in cooperative
arnin

g groups, students are likely to have a peer performing a given task at a slightly

igher cognitive level within their zone of proximal development (Slavin, 2000).



52

According to Piaget, students learn values, rules, morality, and symbols by
interacting with others in cooperative learning groups (Slavin, 1987). Beha S
indicated that the success of cooperative learning groups processing is d by
the idea of a group contingency, which is related to operant conditioﬂ&ccording
to social cognitive theory, students’ self-efficacy is likely to increase when performing
a given assignment while working together in cooperati Mng groups. In
addition, students model effective learning and proble m

s'trategies. Also,

scaffolding is used in cooperative learning groups when ents rw‘ideas and

Yv
strategies besides independently working on a tas@hy j ' _\"}
Y

d, 200

P 4
2.1.2. Cooperative Learning Groups \Y. “\ \ éxr
For over 25 years, David and %nson have'yesear the effectiveness

of cooperative learning. They beli@j‘uat stud\sggn n&fg\edge of the concepts
N

by productively working tog% cocﬂoerati «Iea&/ groups (Snowman &
X the g%berative learning strategies,

Biehler, 2003). Learning YL T, 1
consists of a heterog% oup of fou or'fivbétudents who work together on

' 4

&
assignments. The }Kup reclel\praise é‘ad rewards for outstanding group

performance o ments: ?urpc@é\%f this strategy is to emphasize team-
¢

building activitiesibefore s t;b@ to work together and to promote regular

NN
discussignssamong stl yithina} group about how well they can work together

(Slawi 000). Implementa@of cooperative learning strategies requires the

u%ﬁhnding that it cannot be successful without proper planning. Effective
]

q ation of cooperative learning strategies requires teachers to make selective
ecisions when grouping students.
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To promote the growth of lower level students, teachers should not put friends
together, and groups should include a low, a medium, and a high student (Eskawa,
2012). Groups should be changed every two to three weeks to promote %I tion
within the classroom (Eskay et al., 2012). Cooperative learning group ther peer
tutoring strategies work best when students of different ability Ievelw together so
that high-achieving students can reinforce their understanding,throtgh the assistance
of lower level students, while the lower level students ca %e.a itional support
from the point of view of a fellow student (Eskay e 20 Zwijrposeful

. | N
distribution of students and changing the groups fre y allows f; h‘ I&\fenng of

n % Iass‘gg% (Eskay

d b@wtenco aged t‘ﬁ and listen,

®)

each team and promotes effectiveness and sociah

et al., 2012). While in their groups, stude

and engage in academic conversations\

These conversations are th&ajer of @V*O gtative activities because
N

they require students on both si discussionytosparti€ipate and engage with each

other. Cooperative Iearning?\g StT
work to collaborate on%w

ir
ividual

v@sten to each other while they
;s-&}\'/ve*& on their group assignments and

ote a@eﬁcourage risk taking so that students

son-Patrick, Z(ﬁZUurthermore, taking risks allows students to
trust in% ilitydand..i 9ease‘l§r academic performance. Increased academic
perh&ce is the goal for e@tors and successful implementation of cooperative
Iex techniques assist teachers in meeting these goals. Ideally, in a cooperative
&1 ing environment, students work together with little interference from the teacher
n carefully planned and organized assignments so that the individuals and groups as

a whole can meet their learning goals (Cziprok & Popescu, 2015).
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A successful cooperative learning team forces students to share individual
knowledge regarding a particular task, and then allows them to discu%r
knowledge within the team, correct any information, and come to Cﬂanus
regarding the conclusion or answers found (Hsiung, Luo, Lin, & Wang,*2014). The
discussion between students will bring about new learning and nWights. How
much a student learns or takes away from their small-group di Nwill depend on
the quality of student interactions. The more they disc t

qLFntIy, the more

comfortable they are with their group members, and the intérac ‘effszclive

the activity will be (Boardman et al., 2015). J J _\‘—}
4 b
Y B \ Y’}/
in é

2.1.3. Merits and Demerits of Cooperati e
Many scholars have researche mDItS and demerits o@%perative learning

2

as an instructional strategy. Johnso(ijohnson\ggs S ta’d:\‘Working together to
N

. Q -
achieve a common goal produ%wer a ent reater productivity than

does working alone” (p. 7 son, Johnson, and gm h (1991) stated, “The heart

|
of most jobs, especiall%l her paying, ge@esting jobs, is teamwork, which
involves getting o Ny cool)e
. N R
power and infl &Qa d help Iye p@'e's problems by working with them™ (p.
¢
(? 2.9
S t

11). Simil d t@llowing benefits of students who are taught

Q’ th (1993
using 3%&“/6 I arﬂ&edagégginclude:

r\leadin ers, coping with complex issues of

N
nger information ?‘ec@ntion, better performance on exams, higher grades,
\tronger critical thinking and problem-solving skills, more positive attitudes
toward the subject and greater motivation to learn it, better interpersonal and

0% communication skills, higher self-esteem, and if groups are truly

heterogeneous, improved race and gender relations. (p. 198)
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Johnson and Ahlgren (1976) investigated the impact of cooperative learning on
fifth graders’ achievement, attitude, altruism, and prosocial behavior in Iawge
classes and found that the cooperative learning strategy provided positi s on
student achievement and behavior (Chan, Shum, & Lai, 1996). *A@a (2012)
explored the relationship between the use of cooperative learning! strategies and
student achievement on 49 fourth grade students and found cooperative learning
does influence student achievement in positive ways. Jolli ‘%:)srggested that as

teachers use cooperative learning techniques more frequ in specl a‘tion

s, the
Y-.
benefits of the approach will become more evident iffe (2015 ola[@ that
teachers are expected to use cooperative Iearniv?g e% trateggaue to its
ST

significant benefits.
Hsiung (2012) theorized that erave learnin eate@1 al opportunities

for all students and promotes hiMieveme\m‘n all_students. Students in
: y N

: : 6 .
cooperative learning groups do%mpete withygeach 2(/ to learn but assist each
other in learning new COQ\%FUI (2009) su %ted that educators need to

0 ive

consistently work to
4 &
i eren&d the strategy based on their learning

recognize that stu,dg ay reslp
and motivation% " Fur teac@}%’ must endeavor to direct learners toward

¢
positive pe ration (Ka n‘gL agan, 2009).

oper arhi trategies in the classroom and

’$

Sy

NN
ccording tof ano&ucking (1991), cooperative learning increases

Y-
Wchievement, enhanké%{)cial skills, and improves self-esteem. They argued

a
t demerit is that students may not improve academically if they are placed in
@ erative learning groups to compete for attention and grades. Al-Yaseen (2011)

tated that other merits of cooperative learning include students’ demonstration of

ac
h

better understanding of the assigned task by taking part in a social setting and by
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enhancing their learning process. Also, he indicated that cooperative learning
improves students’ assistance skills with their groups and encourages them to?ﬂ'a
trustworthy relationship with each other. He detailed that the demerits o@ative
learning occur when teachers do not effectively implement cooperaW&arning by
placing students in groups without assigning them a structured task. Y'

According to Steiner, Stromwall, Brzuzy, and Ger Ng), cooperative
learning has the merit of promoting higher student achie ?tLhar] competitive or
individualistic methods across all age groups and subject afeas. improves

@

reases| st t'e&fm\on. A
sig% osith@‘z;cademic

leafriing Method e researchers

students’ self-esteem, promotes critical thinking, a
meta-analysis revealed that 63% of 46 studies

results through the implementation of co

argued that the demerits include stw& rring to_work a@ rather than in a
cooperative learning group so th%ay not \rte@o\;_w o@'lable if their group

f >N

members do not complete the a% task, and mpli@ens may occur within the
groups. \ l \A
Manning and %7 (1993) stated lthab'cooperative learning improved

’ 4 ¢ &
intergroup and r;gl?:%ural Ie \nships %@aﬂse learners who worked together
toward the sameygoal T an
QQ\ :

with one er,Jundersta e

e

? edu aﬁfn setting must effectively communicate
S

merits” associated with positive group dynamics,

NN
recogni at differen ®a fon‘é\of enrichment rather than deficit, and recognize

the Aemof helping others@épposed to working competitively. Manning and

L%\l also stated that cooperative learning contributes to the improvement of
@ personal and multicultural relationships, culturally diverse learners’ self-esteem,
ultural identity, feelings of self-worth, and culturally diverse learners’ academic

achievement.
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Breneiser, Monetti, and Adams (2012) stated that cooperative learning tended
to stimulate a type of interdependence that occurs in real-life workplaces that W
individuals to work together to achieve a positive result. Also, they prop@t the
merits of cooperative learning are improvements in student engage ,'academics,
and social skills. Melser (1999) investigated whether placing studentsih homogeneous

or heterogeneous cooperative learning groups inﬂuenc%s. ents’ academic
thkgra

achievement and self-esteem. The sample consisted of 6 c'a classrooms in
Midwestern school districts. The Gates-MacGinite Rea Test nwc‘)persmith
Self-Esteem Inventory were used in this study. The final results sh dkh@th of
the two groups, the heterogeneous and the ho uss@ Ins i&ﬁé domain
of reading comprehension achievement. d\@ eadmf] posttest, Yze:erogeneous
group’s scores increased on average b@s, and the ogs group’s scores
increased on average by 2.64 point%the i@;ﬂ%i {f}cooperative learning
strategy. The heterogeneous gr% the ﬂomo neou @?up differed in their self-

esteem ratings. The hetertﬁg gi inckeased i%self-esteem by 1.57 points,
while the homogeneou% ecrea} in lj-lest& by 2.42.

Nastasi a@ents il ated igvtooperative learning goals are well
re

structured and "K ecti r'1divi D&‘(stic or competitive structured goals for
promoting aglearning en ir‘ t."Tf\@?glso stated that cooperative learning groups
allow stdents*to bedacti engagé} in learning, to use oral rehearsal strategies to
facili etention, and to app@ﬁgher-level reasoning strategies to solve problems.
@tive learning environments not only reveal increased student learning
erformance and academic progress, but also provide data regarding positive

Qimractions and social abilities of the students (Hsiung et al., 2014).
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The dynamics begin to shift from an individual focus where students are
competitive and self-seeking, to an environment fostered by unity and collatw\
where the group success is as important as the individual success. @aﬂve
learning becomes more important than competition or individual act Yuretich
& Kanner, 2015). Students engaged in group activities not only také their learning
seriously, but also support their teammates’ learning by shar@rledge, learning

resources, and ideas (Hsiung et al., 2014). The success groPps depends on

als g&' way to
Y.

dynamic and positive student behavior\v crem\ed erper@l skills. The
Q atio@%ke it a desirable

education plan. Cooperative Iearrﬁajreates a\m/_h_\_eVO _‘t\where students can
% 7

increase their academic achi as 'they am i%a skills. Students learn

benefits of cooperative learning and a

behaviors such as the abilit xlve iSputesiwith ﬂ?f} people, help their peers feel
welcomed, listen to ot?%\ are SE‘ king] ard @tify effective ways to contribute

¢ &
information. Thez@nasterl \fo explaip-ideas clearly, encourage others, and
ert

criticize ideas ran\ n ind '(Esk@fe‘{al.,zolz).
¢
Wh (F@men d ti%l&_?c?operative learning strategies teach students

al
\
to care% e clas are A, and keep students positively engaged in their

&

less hile increasing the@flity to succeed academically (Eskay et al, 2012).
:% ctors lead to an increase in performance on tests and an increase in critical
easoning and thinking abilities (Eskay et al., 2012; Johnson & Johnson, 1989).

Qooperative learning has contributed to advancing academic indicators and social
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improvements. Peer tutoring and working with others is shown to decrease aggression
and increase student achievement (Eskay et al., 2012). Y‘

When students engage in cooperative learning activities, they Iea@pect
their peers, simultaneously enhance their self-esteem, and deve rmonious
interpersonal relationships without impeding the cognitive performange of any of the

Min their groups,

unitfas a whole. The

MY re%lices

: . - N
learners’ anxiety, increases learner motivation tes teach o-Ltu and

students working together (Slavin, 2015). Students learn to

focus on themselves, and concentrate on the success of th

environment sets up the students for success. Cooperati

student-to-student relationships, and increase s de% 15)5

As a final point, George (2017 W ted ‘l\ study on @hsh language
learners and found that teachers percN ugh@ruction reveals a

positive impact on English Ianguag&jners’ acm_‘d_e"gpe
% )

ooperativ
o@nce. As indicated by
N,

the above mentioned research Y cooperative” learni as been shown to be an

Iines% hough cooperative learning

effective instructional met \/arir
f

ﬁe‘e&perative learning teams become

strategies have many al benefits, Jf t
4 &
ineffective, the be,rglbqe Ios‘ iung et al.,~2014).
The funetionality o 'oup @:e}c mes the crux of the success of the
¢

%b@s exist to hinder the effectiveness of the
o

withq&uctive behaviors o@jents who dominate the conversation, teammates
wEMse to participate in the conversation, or a lack of preparation can significantly
0 t the effectiveness of the cooperative learning activity (Hsiung et al., 2014). If
nferior teams are established, it becomes increasingly difficult to fix the group

dynamic and reinforce an organized group that will see academic performance
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increases. Ineffective groups halt student learning. Ineffective groups see a disruption
in the group-to-individual knowledge transfer process, and the learning perfo e
trends take a downward turn and are much different from a functioning t@iung
etal., 2014). -\

The success of a cooperative learning group can differ in aw classroom.
Simply putting students together in a group, especially En Nguage learners,
does not necessarily lead to a gain in positive inte Ye.nc' or individual

accountability; structures must be preplanned and man by the £Sadeghi,

Y
2012). When cooperative learning groups are unstr d or not itbrgé"yesults

show that performance indicators do not ris ; % icb\g'Kanner,
: 3.

ssroo%\Nith English

learners when the essential elementsw operative nin@ethods mentioned

earlier are present (Chen, 2011, SIaﬁijlS)_ \—\_T &'\
N
€. .

A cooperative team requi

2015). Cooperative learning structures aréssuccessf

benefits of the cooperati Xﬂng

assessment cannot vali%e
all students becawe wiI'
cases. Maintai% cti
achieveme main ini

inevitably hinder thede inggrocess, (Hsiung et al., 2014).

&dents ina dysfunct@"cooperative learning team tend to exhibit more off-

ta%\ﬁ aviors such as being off task, walking around the classroom, engaging in
@ de conversations, or even sleeping during the assigned task. Once a team
ecomes dysfunctional and develops negative behaviors, the team members may

consequently develop bad attitudes towards each other, their team as a whole, or even
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the cooperative learning exercise they are currently engaged in (Hsiung et al., 2014).
These behaviors and mentality shifts can result in lower performance at the indvm
or team level (Hsiung et al., 2014). (ﬁ\
Adjusting materials and strategies, observing interactions closQ%d making
modifications to the groups as needed, allows teachers to ensure the‘€ffectiveness of
their cooperative learning teams (Hsuing et al., 2014). When%\gére engaged and

effectively follow the elements of successful cooperative str?egy of learning

it e

a or

- : : : N

undergraduates’ reading comprehension achievemen increase. I _{’)
4

b 3
N Y’y
ing é
ude@‘fo work together

together, EFL students’ academic performance,

According to Gillies (2014), Il groups allo
cooperatively to accomplish share(ﬁls that \hﬂg %d

t{t% promote a learning

N,
environment and socialization i rem @rgarten through college.

Also, small groups impr \den a&eading skills and enhanced

students’ willingness % atively® and }oldu'cb'ely work with diverse learners.

Small groups cawzed e[ |\I~y in teg&odg EFL reading comprehension. For
ing togethery I gr@}%’ and having lecturers offer feedback

example, worknk

@
whenever ngcessany to scaffol tuéer(s;?earning can make students understand one-

N
to-one @ dencé arni‘z_n@) comprehend any text.

cturers can offer e@éive and valuable opportunities through utilizing

S oups as part and parcel of their teaching to improve students’ reading
oEprehension skills. Working together in small groups helps students receive both
e individualized attention and instruction that may not be possible in traditional

instructional activities. Moreover, lecturers can make notes of their students’ learning
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improvement by observing how they interact with each other in small groups and by

running an active learning atmosphere. Students with various learning ski

9

promote learning within the small group activities. Students who are plaﬁﬁ\mall
groups benefit from each other’s knowledge and skill. Lecturers also assign a
specific topic that allows students to cooperatively work togetheR.s'mall groups
(Wasik, 2008).

Jansen (2012) conducted a qualitative study to ex K:t'enefits of using
small groups in sixth-grade mathematics classrooms t an M ‘learning.
The sample consisted of 24 student partici@\d 2 Mmat alic&%acher
participants. Video recorded observations and i lews K ts Wgrgzmalyzed
to determine benefits. The video-recordedW,X:o?T we used.g\jaluate how
teachers facilitated small group assingbwterviews e co@%ted to determine
students’ perceptions of working i(ajll group\l‘he‘re l&_}wealed that students

N
held a productive disposition, i

ecndi{lg(a1 mathematical concepts,
and found multiple strategiv\b) i atic N§ob|ems by working in small

groups. %
2.15. Definitio@ope \}

#
Coo ive lear inh;? rous definitions. It could be defined as “the
\
% ot

instructi of s .ups S t students work together to maximize their own

and&A other's learning” .Q%/nson & Johnson, 1989). Another definition of

co%\!tive learning could be a methodology that uses a variety of learning activities
Vv

@ elop students' understanding of a subject by using a planned approach which
nvolves a sequence of steps, requiring students to build, analyze and apply concepts

(Kagan, 1990).
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According to David W. Johnson, Roger T. Johnson, and Smith (1991)
cooperative learning is, “Creating a setting that provides the meaWr
operationalizing a new paradigm of teaching and provides the context \@h’)\hich
the development of student talent is encouraged. Carefully structu*operative
learning ensures that students are cognitively, physically, emotionally, and
psychologically actively involved together in constructing Mn knowledge”
(p.7). Riley and Anderson (2006) defined cooperative lear §p~edigogical method

that learners learn on their own through explaining the“subject Ima others and

X
| &
e % stu working

together in small groups to help each oE i heir arni&vin, (2011,
p.344) defined cooperative learning “instructional tho@ which teachers
organize students into small grou;{aﬁich thermgto

. , 0 . .
learn academic content”. Fo dee_and aW1w@e ul (2012), cooperative

learning is a teaching stra th r ents ‘of d@t levels of ability in small

groups who use variou ing activities t im[prbb' their understanding of a subject.
'3 ¢ &
i ¢ )00

operz%e’ learning is students’ working and

According to YﬁXi
studying togethﬂ roup'\? out@?{s and accomplish expected goals. They

learning from others.

Additionally, Jolliffe, (2007) defined c

m_%’to help one another
N

¢

added that i % justworki e@gr so it needs accurate preparation, planning
NN
and gui@he € s é\
% 9
&

2.? istorical Foundation and Theories Supporting Cooperative Learning
Q The idea of cooperative learning has a long history in the field of education. In
949, Morton Deutsch revived the ideas of cooperative learning in a study that

compared it to a competitive learning environment. Subjects assigned to the
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cooperative environment were more successful in group coordination, individual
contributions, attentiveness to group members, communication, product qualw
discussion quality (Deutsch, 1949). In the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s,®ative
learning gained popularity as a topic of research. Two of the most inent early
figures in the field were David W. Johnson and Roger T. Johnmoog). They
produced numerous articles on the theoretical basis of_cooperative learning,
implementation, and research beginning in the 1970s. t E' Slavin (2011)

developed his own approach to cooperative learning an np blz?néqu6 research

and theories soon afterwards. { l _S
Several theoretical perspectives on coo ive le ﬁ i and\;yc;vide the

e
bases for a multitude of activities and e IW s
%m'

tt‘a{egie foundé\vi'e literature.
According to Slavin (1987), the two p nt theoret

per <’:ﬁves are centered
on development and motivation. T eloprﬁ}vgs
@

of Piaget and Vygotsky, promati e importafncet of

pective stems from the work
N,
the-task and the interaction

&

ccg,;lve conflicts within students’

around that task. The tasks?ﬁgnt
zones of proximal dev% . The ‘E ces c')'f're@ing these conflicts facilitates the
learning of the c&nsr he o
and peer motiv&Q i
¢
groups are rewarded i I‘ﬁer@;rs achieve the learning goals. The biggest
NN

differe etWeen th Jpersg_é\ives is the role of rewards in the cooperative

\’fsn pers ve emphasizes the role of rewards

ano@e}%’in order for the group to succeed. The

Ieamﬁtivities (Slavin, 19@’
hose who adhere to the developmental perspective view rewards as

Q cessary or harmful to the process and learning. In contrast, motivation proponents

iew the rewards as essential to the activity structures. Other significant theoretical

perspectives in cooperative learning exist, including social cohesion, cognitive-
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development, and cognitive elaboration. The social cohesion perspective, which is
closely related to the motivational perspective, emphasizes the importance ow
interdependence (Slavin, 2011). Tasks must be structured so that, in @ the
individual to succeed, the group must succeed. Two perspectives ex focus on
the cognitive aspects of cooperative learning: cognitive-developmzRa.er cognitive-

elaboration (Slavin, 2011). Both of these perspectives fall unﬁ\é;th eneral category
0

of developmental perspective. They differ mainly in the b w ’earning occurs.

Cognitive-development relies on the resolution of the coghitive confli e impetus
for learning, whereas cognitive-elaboration asserts tuden r‘st@re or

elaborate upon the new material in order for Iezg?u 0% if) 201@,‘-"~

Y.
Identifying characteristics that quiw itieSfas being co@ative learning

is essential. Johnson & Johnson (IN ly ng students in a
group and telling them to work tog@)does not\-mgo

I _I\f'result in cooperative
N,
effects” (p. 177). In a meta-analysi
made a clear diﬁerentiat?}lwee] rati@oup-mediated learning and
cooperative learning a sted that the WJ dre.not the same. The author defined
4 F &
cooperative leam%ca gIPu\’hs(ructi(&echnique whereby members work
together toward&ha d goal ]2018,\-}(./7). Igel (2010) insisted that cooperative
¢
learning m :l'nci)de positive tédq&g}?dence and individual accountability among
N

Aﬂlaborative or gro@diated learning is defined as “any instructional

te?\ i e in which members work together”, but positive interdependence and
i i

dual accountability are not required (Igel, 2010, p. 7). Cooperative learning is

eoogq?(?ve learning, lgel (2010)

group erss &

.

onsidered a subset of collaborative/group-mediated learning. The distinctions

between the two types of activities were made by Igel (2010) based on the differences
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in opinion found among the literature on what constitutes cooperative learning. The
two most common factors identified by various cooperative learning schow
positive interdependence and individual accountability. Positive interdepe%\is “a
cooperative group goal structure wherein success on the part of one p*s success
among others within the group” (Igel, 2010, p. 7). Y'

Individual accountability occurs when a group’s s Npends “on the
individual learning of all the group members” (S u%989’1990, p. 52).
Understanding what constitutes cooperative learning ca helpful Xzin%fmd
oel’s (20 c‘af'&%ﬂ of
r |c% ccouq&'ility and

positive interdependence, they are not truly,co eram{e le ing..é@e have been

developing activities for the classroom. Based

cooperative learning, if activities are not stru
ativ@%rning into their

classrooms. A lack of understandircajwhat co\fmg c @tive learning and all
":h"" y N
I | ?“ €

is one sible rce for this frustration.

&
informal groups, ase g|o \Sohnso (& Johnson, 1992). A formal group

involves students,carefully assi
ré' ty@a ly used for acquisition of specific content
NN

and studén togeth for that single activity.

mormal groups are i@d for brief interactions between students to clarify,
‘%, or process information. These groups are assigned based on the proximity of
tudents in a casual manner. Johnson & Johnson (1992) suggested that these types of

Qups are ideal for processing information given during lectures. Base groups recur
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over time and are intended to provide a support system for students. These could be a
study group, students assigned to a specific table, or teams. Y’

It was believed by Deutsch (as cited in Johnson & Johnson, Zooﬁ%here
are two forms of interdependence: positive interdependence* negative

interdependence. Positive interdependence was commonly define R “a positive

correlation among individuals’ goal attainments; 1nd1v1dua1er that they can
h

attain their goals if, and only if, the other individ \'/hom they are

OM whereas

negative interdependence was largely defined as beingwexistent “ ﬁhgé‘)was a

=

cooperatively linked attain their goals” (Johnson & Jo

negative correlation among individuals’ goal a %{ idtials pe&'lved that

Y.
they can obtain their goals if, and only |f other | ividuals wi@hom they are

competitively linked fail to obtain th ” (Johnso

Jo@, 2005, pp. 288-

289). (,) \T \,(\
R

The outcome of any ¢ e learning strut@? | situation eventually is
influenced by the social int \otha’ curs mo@ group members, whether it

encourages positive Ie%) comes orn ;a'tlv@rnmg outcomes (Deutsch, 1949;

Johnson & Johns 989) ? teract ncludes direct contact with group

members by s Plcatleﬁx%r written communication, for instance
(Johnson , 2 5 ’ s‘{h Qjcned in Johnson & Johnson, 2005) made up
th1s te omotivedn ?n 2) to label the process through which members
of ratlve group expedu@hlevement of a group shared common goal through
he each other, supplying group members with required resources, or via
ementing efficient group management measures when encountering any expected

r unexpected arisen conflicts. Deutsch (as cited in Johnson & Johnson, 2005) utilized

the term “oppositional interaction” (p.292) to clarify passive behaviors among group
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members. Samples of passive behaviors involve mistrust, competitive actions among

group members, or only concentrating on gaining a personal goal (Johrw

Johnson, 2005). (,}
Structuring the task so students can be successful is arguablyﬂ&the most

important and most challenging aspects of implementing cooperatimning (John-

Steiner, Weber, & Minnis, 1998; Slavin, 1988). Igel (201?\s_yed that positive

interdependence and individual accountability must be bu he a’ctivity. Positive

Mﬁe part of

Yw
). bg@titive

interdependence is “a cooperative group goal structure ein succ

one promotes success among others within the g@el, 20

activities set up a system of negative interde e, % I rde\tB-' succeed,
others must fail (Kagan, 2007). However, @g:; grou& be used in
a way that still promotes positive inteM ce amon up @1 ers.

The second key factor, indﬁdjl accmi | AE}Ussed in most books
iy 0
. (4]

and articles on cooperative | ~"Slavin (1989/99 ated that for individual

accountability “the group’sY\% mf epend on ﬁndividual learning of all the

group members” (p. 5 ding to'Sla (50"1& “cooperative learning has been
4 F &

used and studied i Qw maj;!r:?st, Witfé@dents from preschool to college, and

in all types ofw ” (p. 'he r ed benefits of cooperative learning in

¢
classrooms e;va> in numbe nd'v@ les. Some of the most commonly claimed
NN
benefits{m(i} eased” ic ach%vement, more positive attitudes toward learning,

9

incrniAself-esteem, increas@otivation, and development of stronger social skills

‘@ h, Solomon, & Delucchi, 1993).
Q Battistich et al. (1993) concluded that the effects of cooperative learning are
ependent upon the quality of group interaction among students. They found that high

quality experiences were associated with a positive classroom environment, increased
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liking of school, increased motivation, higher concern for others, and a higher sense of
self-esteem. The study also found that frequent low-quality student mteracﬂoVE(
linked to more negative outcomes. In a longitudinal study, Greenwood, r|, &
Hall (1989) found that students who were engaged in class-wide pe@'&lng spent
more time engaged in higher-level academic behaviors, more time Wp activities,
and less time waiting for teacher assistance and in hand-r. hey also made
greater gains in language, reading, and math skills. After %:

lre experimental

group, which consisted of students of a lower socio-econemic st tu.s\@ closer to

the national norm than the control and compansor@v

Correct implementation of cooperati in to bQYhe most
ran L@?Gradmg is
anneQ)QKohn 1991). As

challenging aspect for educators (Gillies

one such issue that must be carefuNadered an
discussed earlier, most of the | | re on a\s"sﬁge

f
recommends individual accoum% When teachers at tto use group grades, it

can become a source of fr entsiand @ers (Gillies & Boyle, 2010).

Other concerns that a% per ve t'l'nlle\a'ulrements lack of “fairness” to
high achieving s%too o
(Gillies & Bo 2010). F

|aI|zat and classroom management issues
students having a gatl ea it ef'om@s cooperative learning.

_\COOperatlve learning

e that’ 'od in f—éBD Update (Willis, 1990) expressed concern for

the Athese strategies, sug@ﬁng that they will have a negative impact on gifted

@ by reducing the amount of challenging coursework they will encounter and
e

Q cing funding for gifted programs in schools. Slavin (1991) responded by reporting
I

ndings of studies that show gains for both high achieving and low achieving

students.
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When investigating the effects of different types of cooperative learning
strategies among 158 studies, Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne (2000) found that e
structures had significantly higher effects on achievement than competitive’ and
individualistic strategies. In order of highest effect size to Iowesl,-%strategies
ranked: (1) learning together, (2) academic controversy, (3) “Student teams-
achievement divisions, (4) teams-games-tournaments, (5) @vestigation, (6)

l

Cooperative learning research can be found in m ore nw‘subjects.

| o . X
Research into the use of cooperative learning in @UCS is'es altl g{@nswe.
A recent meta-analysis by Nunnery, Chappell; nol (261 und{@' Slavin’s
Student Teams-Achievement Divisions ha X:a ign icant@?;/e effect on
student achievement in math. The eﬁe@ronger for 3
children. An area of concern in ma%tics i@?&n ety towards math. A 2012

jigsaw, and (7) team accelerated instruction.

Iesc@ than for younger
N

a
study by Daneshamooz & A%aei compared 26 c'jllege students’ anxiety,
nt found

academic hardiness, and iev g%students with high and low

levels of anxiety tow&erﬁgwﬁl‘te in" math achievement when using

When c@ wi‘ ?gnit@%aining, eighth grade students (N=384)
&

who partici I cooperatiy eefrni@‘:p?arformed better in math than the other three
NN

treatme otips (indivi y\stic @ﬂng with metacognitive training, cooperative

IearnAwithout metacognn\'ﬁi}’training, and individualistic learning without

m?\nitive training). Cooperative learning has shown to be effective in increasing
ildren’s mathematics achievement consistently (al-Halal, 2001; Brecht, 2000;

Qonring, 2009).

cooperative learnin tegies ‘p :



71

An important consideration for cooperative learning is that results are not
always immediate. Hsiung (2012) found that cooperative learning did not r?ﬂ!e
immediate improvement in academic achievement, was less effective @early
stages of implementation, and that teams matured over time. Howevef% the span
of the study, students in the cooperative learning group performed better on

N, Whicker, Bol,

er a¢hievement over

ila bWe control

'Y
and treatment group, followed by the second test hawing larger; bu tligﬁf}cantly

homework and unit tests. When looking at performance in pre;

& Nunnery (1997) found that cooperative learning produc

a span of three chapter tests. The initial test scores wer

different means. By the third exam, the diffe etv‘% 0og s’ scores
were statistically significant. \, 0\ é‘?

An effective cooperative lear m meet a number @%sential elements.
For Sachs, Candlin, and Rose (Z%there a Te mients including positive

N,
interdependence, individual a%milit? equ <partz'3§iion, and simultaneous
interaction. Johnson and \ (:f

it f@lements including positive

% :irﬂtem\:ﬁon, individual accountability,

&
interpersonal and :@oup Sr grouécdcessing.
Based Q\th stud add'@;ﬁéita (2006), ten cooperative learning

¢
strategies ¢ &@nma ized a oﬂ'ovej TGT: Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT),
NN
2) Grou% igatioh, gsaw, ‘?}} eam-Assisted Individualization, 5) Cooperative

ntequReading and Com[@on, 6) Cooperative Learning and Teaching Scripts,

Merative Learning Structures, 8) Student Teams-Achievement Divisions, 9)

interdependence, fac ep
I

earning Together, and 10) Complex Instruction. Of these, cooperative learning

trategy of Learning Together is of particular concern here.
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2.1.7. The Cooperative Learning Strategy of Learning Together

A cooperative learning group was defined by Berry (2003) as coIIabW
among individuals working together toward a common goal (p. 2). The@aﬂve
learning strategy of Learning Together has been commonly defined asﬂ;yate gy that
permits a heterogeneous group of students, given specific roles, to fm a common
goal (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). Cooperative learning group en employed in
diverse academic domains like computer programming, Y;i , music, social
studies, business communication, and biological scien Che gWgn, 2000;
P
ssi% I ividuqlmarner to

muni@fg skills, and

ed p Iy (Berry, 2003;

Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991; Slavin, 1990).

It was reported that Cooperative learni

develop higher order critical thinking ski c

foster an in-depth understanding of ¢ aterial if a

P. E. King & Behnke, 2005; Mﬂyjerl et a\:@&?;
centered and lecture-directed %on 0
participate in meaningful@g e
promote rote learning retal h :
' 4
Berry (2008) sta @ ca@ %&#entmg, “Although efficient in the
delivery of large,am tloncﬁg short period of time, lecture lacks the
effectivene %actw le 5;) @(RA (p. 149).
Q— A S

4
2. 1 hanlsm of Studen @ouplng

i tudents who typically excel in EFL reading comprehension content areas may
Q group dominance and finish the classroom tasks and required assignments for
e group. Yet, students with low EFL reading comprehension skills may lack the

essential communication skills required to work effectively with their classmates. To

_\mg, 2007). Teacher-

cont

tumaig;‘] might not let students
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overcome such weak point in applying Learning Together strategy, offering
prerequisite lessons or lectures to the whole students concentrating on Ieaw
skills, active communication skills, as well as teamwork strategies W@%ted
(Gillies, 2006; P. E. King & Behnke, 2005). The significance of% effective
communication skills and good teamwork skills was underscored l:m King and

Behnke (2005), who inferred, “When students lack the comrr?\aJJn and teamwork
ak

skills necessary to benefit from group assignments, the sys S fown” (p. 59).
Cooperative group behavior is an essential pa at ow:}ken into

o | | g
consideration when applying Learning Together egy t E‘:I:\‘-raadmg
comprehension classroom. The course instructYmct aqé amp@ﬁd active
model for effective learning performancew aviG\s. A porﬁ@;f a research

study that examined both student anowaverbal co nic@s while applying
cooperative learning groups, GiIIi@jOOG) dis\ergi a(kachers might be an

N
indispensable factor in incre%sitive social “co ication and interaction

amongst students in the co%lljo tive arn@ocess.
e

The Gillies’s ( arch study es&lt@'owed that when the cooperative
’ 4 $ &
emp@e’d accurately and properly by the

teachers, theyw mo ioning-}%fategies, demonstrated an increase in
¢
“mediated- :'mabeh iors” 254{_;?(1 involved in keeping discipline affairs less

NN
regularl% cteddt ?whdﬂ.‘r}plemented group work merely. The students’

2

behawiors, that were noted | \e’ study resulted in similar findings, modeling or
S

‘% the teacher’s observed behavior. This study reinforced the belief that
a

ers can own a strong effect and power on smoothing positive social

nterdependence in the course of group work and can have a strong positive impact on

learning outcomes (Gillies, 2006).
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Therefore, sufficient preparation and in-service training for EFL instructors in
general and reading comprehension instructors in particular on how to apply LW
Together strategy has become an urgent need. It is worth mention@ the
heterogeneous grouping procedure in the cooperative learning grouﬂ!&essing is
thought to have expedited an increase of awareness of various learnifng needs inside
the classroom (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). To learn the way M cooperate with
one another effectively within cooperative learning grou &:ss ntial factor for
undergraduate EFL students to have the required so ski sWi‘ng daily
| &

5) hJ ying@-c')perative
porR\nitie to diséh\-r meaningful

ideas and construct sensible knowled t a produce cti@onnection which

challenges on campus and off campus in the outside

<

It was clarified by Ghaith and Shaab

learning based-instruction has given stum

stimulates them while at the same teaj'noothin sz\o?'language acquisition
N
(p.46). Cooperation can help st

basis of content materials a@, practice p perﬁl and communication skills,
ills, in

enhance critical thinkw :

problem solving % Murra ; la & lksan, 2007; Zywica & Gomez,
2008). \

¢ I (.)
Bilgi 006) elabora ﬁaUn one hand, in conventional instruction
NN
r& %

ad aia\.thg confidence in the domain of

approa ntsér Fd as‘Merely passive listeners and recipients, but, on the

7

otheﬁ%, in the cooperativ@ning approach, students are seen to be in an active

Ie?’ situation (p.33). Therefore, in the EFL reading comprehension achievement
@ ain, cooperative learning strategy of Learning Together can foster success. It is
orth acknowledging that students’ heterogeneous grouping, as an essential element

in cooperative learning groups, has benefitted students cognitively.
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A comparative analysis exploring the cognitive achievement of heterogeneous

—

versus homogeneous collaborative grouping of students was carried out by
and Garton (2005). One hundred and twenty five second-grade students pﬁ'ﬁ'j edin
the study. The participants were paired in a way that matched their ive ability.
This process resulted in ten pairs of both high achievers, ten paifs of both low
achievers, and twenty pairs of mismatched high and low achieyvers (Fawcett & Garton,
2005). The left behind forty five students, who wer ed Jas a basis for
comparison in the study, had independent tasks inside th SSro m..\Nnﬂe‘- posttest

Yv
hen paire th@pants

ent acﬂ.i nt. 'KQg;tudy did

studené\;‘/;o had been

ther@%re no significant

results showed that participants of low cognitive abil

of high cognitive ability, made favorable gainsy

not show any considerable gains of cognilw

paired with others of similar cognitiv 'IitDAdditiona

cognitive gains noted in students w)@jrked in \hd% \

Gok and Silay (2008)‘% outha st y40n<é;%e factors included the

achievement, attitude, an \m- n ills §Oth-grade physics students

involved in cooperativ%Y;ginst‘r‘itio I 'g{r(ezs}y In this study, the experimental
pattic

group consisted IOQQW fi\le telpant édbnts who received the cooperative
na i

learning instructi went % participant students who served as the

¢

control gro (gob pre-/an teﬁ'ts Q;g applied throughout the course of the study,
% NN
that wa% out for yation%? a single full fall semester. The study found that

the of the groups who@fved the cooperative learning instructional strategy

W%Nnificantly higher when compared with the sores of the control group in the
G ains of achievement, attitude, and problem solving (Gok & Silay, 2008).
The researchers stated that the success of the groups who received the

cooperative learning instructional strategy was attributed to the interactive support of
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group members who in the long run developed an effective learning environment. On
the contrary, the control group, who received lecture-based instruction, in(wml
problem solving, and isolation from peer support cultivated Io@dent
achievement in the content area of science (Gok & Silay, 2008).

Each member in the group can be given a specific task or ame role, such
as a recorder, a timekeeper, a reader, or a materials ma Nthat all group
participant students have the opportunity to actively par r?I.;w'ﬁalrd achieving a
common shared goal (Boaler, 2006; Lin, 2006; Mastropieriet al. 20 d‘itionally,
each student group member’s task or role could be ed to fbe ebr \ed in
accordance with his or her academic abilities al % astropieri et al.,
2007). In this approach, all participant stu&@eétm\d an consi@;g~ responsible
e e@, which creates

for the product and final outcomewggroup’s

accountability within the infrastrucﬁyjf the co\e’ag/e
group member students to pau%
groups should never be p \
(Wood, 2009, p.31).%‘l%n i

&

facilitates group in ion (WPO ). %
To ensuw: me ? wort} cohesively toward a common goal, the

¢

literature s % periodical d‘ec&gg on each cooperative group (Tran, 2007).

ez@%g group and lets all
X

4 2006)="Students in cooperative

N%hould form a square shape

NN
When agplying’the cé ye Ieaﬁ&?g strategy of Learning Together, it is necessary
to y monitor the grou@f) that competitive actions do not overshadow the

co? ive effort. Three key factors that help facilitate effectiveness of social
int

0 dependence in the cooperative learning group are substitutability, cathexis, and
nducibility (Johnson & Johnson, 2005).
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Substitutability involves enabling the work of one cooperator to replace the
work of another so that they do not duplicate each other’s effortsl (Johlw
Johnson, 2005, p.297). Cathexis is the inherent development of personal tﬁw}nong
group membersl (Johnson & Johnson, 2005, p. 297). As a result of ca is, cliques

are formed within the group, cultivating favoritism and having a negtive impact on

the group’s collaborative efforts. Inducibility is excessive CO%:WWith the views
of others so that members no longer make their own, inde nt, uni'iue contribution
to the group (Johnson & Johnson, 2005, p. 297). ind ciw‘involved,
o . N4
members forfeit their own personal viewpoints the sake lhg\"goup’s

collaborative efforts. A study of psychological cia% ng uq@?graduate
students attending a university in Turkey r le i i

groups decreased social anxiety and s t loheliness ( K, 2@ p. 779).

among groups,% e sai he ct} oom teacher can serve as a model for
¢
effective le beha or pfgrt ?g study in which both student and teacher
%f NN
ns whi ducnﬂ\g\ cooperative learning groups were examined,

verbal %
ill'n%%) found teachers@' be an essential component in developing positive

SO teraction among students during collaborative learning. This study supported
& otion that teachers can have a strong influence on facilitating positive social
nterdependence during group work and positively affect learning outcomes (Gillies,

2006).
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A study conducted by Gumos and Buluc (2007) examined the impacts of
inquiry-based learning and cooperative learning on fourth-grade student achie )
Thirty students from each of two fourth-grade classrooms participated i%\tudy,
during which one classroom received the treatment of the coop@f* learning
strategy and the other received traditional methods of instruction:{Pre- and post-
achievement tests were administered to both the control and Mntal groups for
the duration of the study. Pretest scores for both the cont %perimental groups

displayed no significant differences in achievement s , b tht scores

@

T
revealed a significant difference in achievement@ the two p‘ @us &
%y

' 4

Buluc, 2007). \
The classroom in which cooperatifw;g

improvements in achievement scorew indicatedythat s@lts preferred the

cooperative learning method over @jonal me\swf I ani}g such as paper and
j% N

pencil tasks and listening to Iea@umu’s\ & Buluc, 2@ Additionally, results of

a study conducted by EIIisYg. (20[ indicated @“ students who participated
in the study preferre% ative: arni g}{owb'competitive and individualistic

models of learnin &lison ef \tudy findings that all students preferred the

learning model of cooperati g wetg%énfirmed by Viadero (2009), who stated
that studies 5’9 Iang shown, that ﬁ'uder_l}s of all races but African-American students,
in parti often peff er irm‘o\operative learning groups (p. 6).

X
S
2.?\00perative Learning and Styles of Learners

Q Information from the literature supports the premise and the appropriateness of
ooperative learning as a teaching strategy. It could be claimed that cooperative

learning strategy can satisfy all cognitive, behavioral and emotional needs of all
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learners’ styles, kinesthetic learners, auditory learners and visual learners. Cooperative
learning has given kinesthetic learners the opportunity of hands-on experiencesw
allows these learners to fully comprehend concepts to be learned (Vondr% 09).
Auditory learners have benefited from cooperative learning by facilit iscussions
within their group, which could nurture deeper learning. Visual leathers have been
able to touch and see in a cooperative learning group, whi Ncilitated further
comprehension of content material (Vondracek, 200 ‘ﬁ; Fpeaking from
experience as a teacher, Vondracek (2009) praised t vantage o‘ope‘rialive

learning, remarked. “As teachers; we know what a datmting job it ﬂe _@nsure

that all students in a class learn effectively” (p.?. \‘. \SC

2.1.10. The Students’ Role in the Co&a e Learnin ass@m

Sadker and Zittleman (Zo@joted tha\mdﬁxnt
r‘% ‘

brik many roles in the
%
cooperative learning classroo ay enhanc instrg(%e delivery and learning.

Students’ in such classrooV\wﬁe ed t col@te, assemble notes prior to a
discussion, perform Ii% as

practice exercises. &q{dlesslo

students shouldqbe active

#
learners ta ;a'rt’\cla ro

teacher Hutpalse respondi 'ao quelée\s posed by their counterparts. Learners should

&

ask ions freely or expres@r thoughts about a topic, not only to their peers but
a:%\kir teachers. This allows learners to create individual ideas about their
& ation, and relate those ideas to their learning exercises. Students should be
otivated to learn as this is their ultimate role. For the collaboration process to work,

the learner’s role must also be intertwined with the teacher’s role (Kagan, 2013).

ks, organi v{/r@ responses, or complete related
\; ‘&

i roles asks, DuFour (2011) declared that

Pts ir(:t}%éir learning. Being active implies that

ekfgtert only responding to inquiries made by the
NN
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However, if pupils are properly concerned with learning, it is their business to
engage in every task they are faced with. Discerning learners ought to be cap?'ﬁf
noticing when previous experience or knowledge relates to new Iear@}agan
(2013) declared that an instructor’s part in cooperative learning is thaﬂ&acmtator;
the Students’ job is to take given details or instructions and organize ??ks within the
group to complete the assignment. Students should m tor e task to be
accomplished by examining themselves in relation to the hv’en in relation to
study time, noise level, and value of the assigned work.

In cooperative learning classrooms, learners n the ¢char rbf _@’bctors
taskmasters, sound monitors, and clean-up sors\y\-/'hen the

T
|n th@k assigned as

learners take on such roles, each learner is |r to

part of the learning experience. HoweNaJst be notedythat n@operatlve learning
classrooms, if one student is assign%task of \saxo w:\/ the group, that does

not absolve his/her teammates% pong\lbilit o'ke @lse under control in the
classroom. Students in xlve ’
0

collaborating. This ca% e for? f mdan‘hb‘ and discussing their responses,
¢ &

1tten é& and suggesting improvements that

help each stude ocC tlnu 'smg @E}%ﬁan 2013).
cogperati {aarQ(jrB situation can work simultaneously in
dlalogu rolefplaa) are ughts opinions, and experiences. Students in

coo e learning classroo teract collectively with instructors and the whole

clﬁoms do a great deal of

reading and reacti each ofhe

c weII as individually within their groups, asking questions or brainstorming
as learning takes place. The key to cooperative learning is constructive
nterdependence, the idea that students in each group are linked with other learners in

that group in such a manner that none can thrive if all do not thrive. Students must
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perceive their group mates’ work achievements as emotional payback for their
contributions to the group as well as recognizing that the results of group assigWs

benefit both the individual student and the group as a whole ( Johnson \hson,

2013; Kagan, 2013; Levy, 2008). A

Spontaneous topic discussion inside cooperative Iearﬂg groups is
significantly better than in teacher-directed discussiori as ¥students obtain
of

instantaneous feedback, therefore advancing the devel 'he topic under

discussion. Through discussion of the topic students a in CW Levels are

| . | | .
stimulated. The emphasis is placed on learning cc@m order t c‘v@e best
solution to a given problem. The constructivi do% ragee\gadents to
articulate their personal approaches to a i$ eract.@?:he group to

(& <
In such settings, students r@?ize t@\yg; or failure is reliant on
L4

the capacity to collaborate as % (Johnson 2013). Students in such

units are more likely to en% eaT er atever is required to help the
group succeed. Indeed,% 2 owl

4
another to participatein class a‘:tlm %
&
\ P ' CO(J
2.1.11. Usi operative Le nif:g @’ategieswith EFL Learners

0
NN
erative l€arni .strate have many techniques, and it has been used to

ive speakers and nq@live speakers at various levels of the educational

learn to think accurately and critically

) ack

tea

sp\h, but often for learners acquiring English as a second language and English as
Q eign language (Joritz-Nakagawa, 2007). There are many cooperative learning
t

rategies that can afford ELLs interaction and the ability to practice in groups.
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One of these is Think-Pair-Share, this allows members to share questions and
find solutions by encouraging positive interdependence during which the Iearne?ﬂ'k
or swim together. With Individual Accountability, learners learn together,ﬁy}form
individually. Another technique is Face-To-Face Interaction; this sﬁ% supports
cognitive actions and social changes, while Interpersonal and Srmroup Skills
Techniques encourage students with learning subject matter teamwork. With the
Jigsaw Technique, there are several groups, and each grou %g:ei a specific task,

then each is responsible to share what was learned in their sp ciw)‘(Cerbin,

Y
2010). Those who have appraised the effectivene placing e‘ts ivho are
learning English as a Foreign Language in c e g@ oosqﬁ'ir verbal
o

participation, have discovered that learner 0 orqu groups are.é}fe inspired to
learn, more ready to lead, and less an@t learnin
Cooperative groups encour Ls to e\e?_rgg

4

to what is currently taking pla% moment in’the g&d/{-p?to complete a task, and

more importantly, feedbac@ I @ents are executed in a non-

threating way without ing Jjudgment on arlne'!-Qnd it is done instantly (Haynes,
4 $ &

2007). Cooperati&‘ﬁ@ing s‘ra\es are p seful and can be used as teaching

tudents. Thi des | é%érs who are acquiring a target language

strategies for al\ '

¢
or those are’ native spe eé (e‘ij?& Flynn, 2006). The flexibility of this
NN

s&@Sions that are aligned
N,

instructi thoddl ?n be‘égleficial for the instructor who has to teach a

Y-
divas&oup of language I@érs who are in the same classroom setting. The
S
0

s will also work well if the students are all non-English speakers as well.
& erative learning has been argued to assist ELLs interact more because of the
ature of the techniques. Learners are able to learn both social skills and cognitive

skills (Johnson & Johnson, 1970).
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Learners are able to work with one goal in mind, and that is to work together

cooperatively instead of individually. Holt, Chips, and Wallace (1991) suggeswm

cooperative learning can be beneficial to ELLs because when they interaccuj\eers,
they can benefit by listening and speaking with their peers in the gr ing. This
level of interaction assists ELLs to construct language and build thems. ELLs are
also mutually reliant on each other, sharing in goal setting, b% lationships, and

showing respect for each other. Experts have suggested t oo;ierative learning

to be effective, it should cater for small group settings. .\d

L 2
Macpherson (2015) posited that cooperative ing group o‘lo@:\bout

four to six team members, as this will allow le be\% i 0 qu?ee pairs.

Y.
a deeper Iea@?g rather than
&

erience delivered

surface learning for ELLs. When the s ies were mer tha

the best practices for instructors, @)as a res\'bhﬁI V

2014). Mahmoud (2014) also=i

strategies to enhance writi \Qlls
students entering coll%

experience. The re confir|n

their post-test, t&(t we
treatment w, %aniste d

NN

%E toty

2.1.Ae Effect of Cooper@ Learning on Students’ Achievement

E n the past century, various researchers have conducted close to 500 studies
at” have shown positive effects of cooperative learning on student achievement

Qrook 1993). Felder and Brent (2007) stated,

@/ere pleased (Millis,
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Cooperatively taught students tend to exhibit higher academic achievement,

greater persistence through graduation, better high-level reasoning and_critical

thinking skills, deeper understanding of learned material, greater timew

and less disruptive behavior in class, lower levels of anxiety and streQ%r ter

intrinsic motivation to learn and achieve, greater ability to view sit% rom
wi

others’ perspectives, more positive and supportive relationshi peers,
more positive attitudes toward subject areas, and higher self-esteemp. 1)

An increase of student academic performance reﬁ&: organized

cooperative group activities (Willis, 2007). Many cooperative IQning theorists define

cooperative learning as a methodology that will imp ademi¢_achievément and

that consists of multiple parts (Johnson & Johnson{s999). The' part f'co‘o Yative
IVidual anﬁ rou acc@ability,
Y

learning include positive interdependence, in

promotive interaction, teaching interpersonal and s \gfqup skills"and group

processing (Johnson & Johnson, 19@ co jra learing is structured
a

utilizing the types and elements of cooperative W(TS erﬂév%l put forth greater
eg AN

efforts to increase their academic aehievement as well as i@rove their relationships
d %
or,

with others (Johnson & Jo 1999). son&%d Johnson (1999) stated,

N
“Working together tcacNQe a commonggoal ﬁuces higher achievement and

'3
greater productivity@ svlv kﬂ:{;\ ne” @f’?Z).

o

On the ,0ne “hand, al tudieC\ vestigated the impact of cooperative

o

!

¢

learning on st%achi ement and f%liﬁathat cooperative learning led to an increase
N

in stud%ks. Cpp er :O 5)@ted that there is an abundance of evidence to
Y-

support'the use of cooperative &;a.ming strategies and its effects on achievement and
N

Non. When properly implemented, cooperative learning can have several

gogical benefits such as enhancing academic performance and promoting a better
t

itude towards learning (Hsiung et al., 2014).
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The implementation of cooperative strategies show positive effects on many
learning outcomes such as the quality of the learning environment and other dw,
increased academic achievement, higher student self-esteem, and increa&}ocial
competency (Johnson et al., 1990). Zakaria et al. (2010) conducte antitative
study comparing the methodologies of cooperative learning and trmml teaching

and found that cooperative learning increased student acad Mievement more
ot

than the traditional teaching approach. Theorist Slavi ed that there were

academic achievement gains when analyzing six out of stu iewgsisted of
N g

cooperative learning (Whicker, Bol & Nunnery, 199 § _\‘-')

Theorists Madden and Slavin investiga em% nta&;l]dents in
which cooperative learning was utilizethyan repa\rte at s@@nt academic

achievement in the experimental gr‘N&cored the ntro@‘bup significantly
(Whicker et al., 1997). A meta—a%s that c\lsmsgd fAmore than 375 studies

N
concluded that cooperative leagmi resul?ed i high(@vqel reasoning, a greater

transfer of knowledge, and Vh\gaser’n cademic eﬁ;;vement (Johnson & Johnson,
,"Jo

1994). According to J% hns:)‘ , an S}t&nﬁQZOOO), there were a total of 164

| o d NEY A
studies that exami ight m\elt;? coo%&v@e learning which were all found to

have a positive igfluence on chie@?&%nt (Johnson et al., 2000, p. 1). Johnson
¢

et al. (20 rearted hewr If; ((‘;tae meta-analysis showing, “Cooperation
N

promo wer achi ght t@do competitive or individualistic efforts”

S
@ tal., 2000, p 12). o
% Mahmoud and Abdel (2014) used cooperative learning to encourage students
okhe university level to learn from their peers by developing their writing skills and
linguistic competence. The researchers evaluated students’ writings and focused

mainly on analyzing their mistakes. The cooperative theory enabled students to work
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in pairs, focusing on spelling, using vocabulary words, grammar, and punctuation.
Mahmoud and Abdel (2014) posited that the theory enabled students’ writing S(W)
improve significantly after being subjected to cooperative Iearnin@gies.
Additionally, Chin-Min (2012) compared individualistic and coop&& learning
with engineering students. The students’ learning methods were morwc'd along with
their time and task. The researcher argued that given a suffici erfod of time for the
cooperative learning teams to mature, the students i w;p'rative learning
conditions performed substantially better in both the homework an tests than

N4
those in the individualistic learning conditions (Chin- 2012) I _\‘-’)

Similarly, Bolikbas et al. (2011) use oop.e{ rning&ategy to
T
identify its effectiveness on students’ re mpr@lienm skilk&(th university
fm B

students learning Turkish as a foreign al. @) contended that

their findings supported their hypo@pjs that pe\mt a

The strategies used were mo%l
linguistic competency, and Xegi ive in improving the reading
comprehension skills %?e: WhIl t \haN}mpared to traditional teaching
methods (B6liikba %2011,.
The finﬂ@ ol
5

undergradu who arefleatni I!'FLQJ/ecause it would possibly help them improve

o(}cm improve learning.
N,

were developing their

NN
both their lish 4 sk'mé\in general and in particular, their reading

com“&ysion skills. Aminlq@d‘zl.s’) used convenience sampling to gather data and
‘@d the effect of group work to teach writing to students learning English as a
@ gn language. The findings suggested that both the treatment group and the control
roup improved significantly from the beginning of instruction to the end of the

instruction (Aminloo, 2013).
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Results showed that there was significant difference in their post-test results
for those in the cooperative group. These students had a wider range of differe??n
longer paragraphs, sentence structures, and better development, as a resul@king
and practicing collaboratively, and they surpassed the student worked
individually (Aminloo, 2013). Dooley (2009) encouraged instructors¥n'sure that the

learning environment is a space where the learners’ experienT ss-free and non-
co

toxic so that they will want to be there. Instructors should r]scious of all the

participants within their sphere, so they show respeCtyfor their ‘it

ies and
| | o g
differences amid the language, ethnic and social groups. I _\‘-')
This secure learning environment can red& i earn.LnS' together
Y.
strategy since when ELLs work together b tivetY in Student red learning
atmosphere, they are able to follow aﬁ\ta are of in

lead them to achieve the set goal &?Ie, Sockhill; %n
E N
important, learners at the Iow% ill fi ys t @ to the information and
>

skills to the group inventive?. heI]i est and i@e those who might otherwise
be ignored while th% engaged in ti]'ig ‘I&ning environment (Dooley &

t to@'\, and this could
&Q_A\ﬁord, 2014). Equally

’ &
Thangaperumal, 20 ' \ é./
On the other hand, t ew réfchers who believe cooperative learning
¢
promotes i ms on stud t{caqér?lc achievement. Flynn (2013) stated that
NN
researc gests that m@arn best through a step-by-step process. Slavin

(19®gested that coopera@"learning can be found to be ineffective. There may

besxperative groups that do not work effectively together. Tamah (2014) stated,

Q benefits of using cooperative learning are well supported by theory and well
stablished by classroom research, but the method is not without its problems, most of

which have to do with individual student resistance and dysfunctional teams” (p. 7).
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According to Kagen (1999), “When we put students in groups, there is
potential for all sorts of social interaction problems.” Students may have feelings of

apprehensiveness when teachers form cooperative groups. Felder and (2007)
stated that when high and low students are grouped together, the hi rﬁdents feel
as if they are not allowed to move forward and have to stay at,the same pace as the
lower students in their group which can affect student achie\)?,ﬂ (Felder & Brent,

l

2007, p. 2). According to Zakari and Iksan (2007),

Teachers and students have to face various, chal es./ The
include: need to prepare extra materials f ass use, fear

content, do not trust students in acquiri owledge by themselves; lacks
familiarity with cooperative learning methodsy and students#lack {/@'Skills to
work in a group. (p. 38)

N - &
According to Tamah (2014), & grades eg@é feeling as high-

achieving students will feel disadv@%d mean\r}e\se | V)éohieving students will
‘:‘ y N,
feel guilty” (Tamah, 2014, p.‘%rdivic'lhal a omntaztitfiﬂ/ is extremely important

in cooperative learning ho i imally inﬁnented due to the debatable

issues of assessment al s (Tamah, 2 'g,l p.\EO). According to Tamah (2014),
’ &

in a cooperative I,qusetti\r]g:\r?wchievé&éxpress a negative uncertainty when

receiving a gr grade th ?s Iow?hievers in the group (Tamah, 2014, p.
NN K S
200). Feldemand Brent (20 al';d,(_jThe proven benefits of cooperative learning
NN
notwith‘@ , instr sfwh tempt it frequently encounter resistance and

-g e N »
S0 open hostility from@ students” (pg. 2). Flynn (2013) stated that teachers

%have negative feelings about cooperative learning since it may require more

0{9 to plan effective lessons than direct instruction lessons. Teachers tend to use

various forms of cooperative learning however they sometimes misunderstand how to

(%)

correctly implement it within their curriculum.
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Flynn (2013) stated that teachers must inform students of their role as a
student, their goals, and procedures of the activity in order for the Iessor?ﬂe
effective. In order for teachers to successfully practice cooperative Iear(mj their
classroom, researchers suggest they endure professional development @%w

X
2.1.13. Meta-Analysis of Cooperative Learning Methods \,

Johnson, Johnson, and Stanne (2000) carrie Tn’eta-analysis of
cooperative learning methods by reviewing 164 studies ex Ioijec‘tzc')f a
specific method of cooperative learning on studenebveme I ( ).IT \al of
the study was to answer four research questionss To@ ees @ research
been employed to examine cooperativ: J.: @Yhni s? ( V<~hat various

&

cooperative learning techniques havN

cooperative learning techniques %have be\eﬁpl yAH}.* (d) What are the
c.% 0 a i

characteristics of the most fav operative mingf}e niques? (Johnson et al.,

2000). Y} L §‘
Results of Joh 1.’s meta-an ysls &Q’Ned that if cooperative learning
’ 4 ¢ &
ttive-and 2&51 gains are made. The number of
ied veﬁréﬂ among studies, leading Johnson et al.

cooperative Ieaw hni
¢ (.)
to conclude further jev. rfin @s area was needed. In terms of effective the

NN
cooper learning/'t (}ues, J@]son and Johnson (2000) and Johnson et al.

H@%ﬁective are the

mployed?

has been applied erly,

(20 duced that all of \/cooperative learning models produced favorable
J\

0 Nks, signifying higher cognitive gains over competitive and individualistic

@J els of learning.
As far as the most favorable cooperative learning techniques were concerned,

results of the study indicated that the more conceptual the method of cooperative
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learning, the greater its impact on student achievement tends to be (Johnson &

Johnson, pp. 22-23). The researchers recommended that further research Waswdﬁi

to determine how each of the studies in their meta-analysis ha@lated
achievement. *

2.2. Studies Related to Reading Comprehension
2.2.1. Reading Comprehension Definition z

l

Reading comprehension is understanding a text IS r dw‘rocess of

_ _ _ MRS\ g
"constructing meaning” from a text. Comprehens s a "gons tlbn _@Dcess"
because it involves all of the elements of the i proé ing &Q&Eher as a

text is read to create a representation of thNth’ thé’{ea ' mind{bartnership for

Reading, 2005). Reading comprehen IS )e process that ex@xand, at the same

time, creates meaning by having Gﬁ_&dent in\act%

N
O

language (Watson et al., 2012).% q &

Additionally, compr@n c e defined ﬁ:onstructing meaning that is
reasonable and accura%» nectinglwha hab bsb’ read to what the reader already
knows and think@ﬂ alllo
Point Associate% 7 p.30%

' S
an active p s _that requites n{nt@onal and thoughtful interaction between the
NN

reader a% xt” (@ ; }003@ 7).

ading can also be (@éd as the ability to get understanding from written
@ond Language reading can best be understood as a combination of skills and
bilities that individuals bring to bear as they begin to read (Grabe, 1991). According

0 Chang (2002), the 1980s was the shining decade in research on reading in a second

>

b(\mvolved with written

R “@
i 1nf0r%' until it is understood” (Learning

ati@f{eading Panel views comprehension as

language and efforts to improve Second Language reading instruction.
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In the mid to late 1960s, reading was considered as little more than
reinforcement for oral language instruction. Reading was considered as a mearw
end. The end was oral language instruction. In the late 1960s, readin @iting
instruction got more emphasis. Through the early to mid-1970s, impo&f reading
was felt by a number of researchers and teacher trainers. Y'

An important development in theories about reading \rbﬁansion occurred
in the 1970s. Reading comprehension was seen as an acti ﬁ:s Tat engaged the
reader. Reading comprehension was also seen as the co ctio oang of a
written text through an interaction between the rea d the tex a‘m@OO?)
stated that effective reading comprehension n i typ% Iedgvvncludmg
semantic knowledge, morphological kno gem\ral rid edge socio-

cultural knowledge, topic knowledge, N%e knowledge: é

In a review of 203 studle ing wit %:o Jmnsmn the National

\
Reading Panel (2000) |dent|fle%ate Ies th were n‘q‘;?e effective in improving
the comprehension of re%om réhensign m rmg, cooperative learning,

graphic organizer, % nswer ;toj rllehe and summarization. Thus,

cooperative learni rategy lo ning ther can be used to develop the

undergraduate st ents comQrJ ension skills.

(J")

[
2.2.2. D@ mpr Sion Skt?m the Saudi Educational Context

di EFL classroo @ﬁggle to teach reading skills and precise reading

COE ension adequately (Al Abik, 2014). Reading aloud, in which the best student
a

Q text to the rest of his/her classmates, or different students take turns reading
ifferent parts of the text, occupies a major portion of the teaching time. According to

Alshumaimeri (2011), oral reading is the most preferred reading method among Saudi
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English teachers. Alsamadani (2012) asserted this point, stating that Saudi EFL
teachers devote the designated class time to reading, practicing silent readi

answering reading comprehension guestions at the expense of teaching ar@}icing
reading skills and strategies. Additionally, 75% of the EFL teachers in madani’s

study indicated that they knew nothing about metacognitive reading strategies and

were only aware of cognitive reading strategies. \,
iie r

However, these teachers tended to avoid teaching e]ading strategies

ignifi nWE of‘gass

time. With the same token, surveying in-service Sa FL teache Bzim@r and
Gashan (2014) identified scanning the text g % Ioud.j;plaining
_ . N

vocabulary items, translating words @ ic Waskl que@ns to check

comprehension, and teaching studentsw the meaning of a@’@uous vocabulary

as common strategies used in the %EFL reh& rﬁtIe\sion classroom. The
N,

EFL teachers who took part in%y afﬁ‘rmed at thﬁxere the most significant
D 2

strategies in teaching readi

because they require tremendous effort and consume

I c’raﬁ&ding instruction and decoding a

Similarly, Al-
S F &
passage word by'@vere fo\m class@oﬂ reading practices. Favoring these
practices, the S% Lt Alé§€1ie’s study did not implement reading

comprehensi ;st,ategi suc as" detecting main ideas, activating students’ prior
NN

knowledQgey summariZi Qret@, or monitoring reading comprehension in the

readi lasses. Moreover, @'fmh (2013) identified oral reading as the most

co\ly practiced teaching method for reading comprehension skills and noted that

@e llocated class time of forty five minutes was not enough to teach EFL reading
omprehension skills to Saudi students.
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2.3. Studies Related to Cooperative Learning Effect on Reading Comprehension
2.3.1. The Effect of Cooperative Learning on Reading Comprehension Y’
Reading ability is a key factor in overall academic success, and @f all
ages lacking literacy skills often find themselves powerless in today's‘fé&y (Brozo,
2002). Additionally, figuring out the best instructional strategie?n'd tools for
improving reading comprehension with diverse learners can Mllenge and is a
3.

current focus in education (Tindall, 2010). As found b n? Lewis (2007),

researchers have found that cooperative learning is a su ful met improving
| | | C ] o9, N
reading comprehension. Many studies showed that IS posltiv e‘:q@)ess of

cooperative learning within groups for reading en.slo\.

Almanza (1997) compared the effe@i ativeJ@hY:ng in small
groups with the whole class discus %g directe adiinking activities
during reading. The participants w@'jth gr@;\&a \Jrk’. Whole groups were
given stories with the same @ level for gight @ After each story, the
teacher gave each child a reading“co ension te&nd made comments on them.

I

Then each cooperativ et tog er is!:u@ the story, and worked together
¢ &
for four weeks.,store, tre\ﬂtmued read using the Directed Reading
Thinking ActiviﬂQ A) i i Af@érd, they finished reading the story and
¢
answering ;00’1 ués (')

prehensiye ti@; independently. The results reported that
NN

childreng i e co0 reading groups scored higher on their reading

Y-
co sion test than wh Wey used the Directed Reading Thinking Activity

(
Q When comparing cooperative learning groups to control groups, Rojas-
ummond et al. (1998) investigated a study to explore the development of self-

regulatory approaches for comprehension and learning from narrative and expository
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contents. Participants included 97 students from fourth grade classes from two public
primary schools. The results reported that experimental groups showedw
significant in using strategies for comprehending narrative and expositor(ys . The
plan included summarization, posing and answering explicit and i uestions
and guessing information from a text. Cooperative learning groupsgc:;ained more
sophisticated strategies for dealing with global unity. Slavin_and*Madden (1995)
conducted a study to evaluate the impact of the Coopera \‘Y;afd Reading and

Composition (CIRC) program on students’ reading comptehension in“thi a£1d fourth

Y-.
grades during a school year. In this study, CIRC stu@id highly si if’cz@ they
gain of almost two thirds of a grade alike more tr% \T

Y.
Ghaith (2003) investigated the e cooeperatiye Iea@ on reading

<<

achievement, academic self-esteem, a i ien@. The participants

were 56 high school Lebanese EFL vate'school in Beirut. The
N,
@es between control and

experimental groups regar?\bg i ﬁ)f academic self-esteem and
feelings of school a%) . However, thé ?&Its revealed that the reading

4 ¢ &
achievement of E wrnersll Ned sigg&i(antly as a result of implementing
g. N

cooperative lea
¢ (')

See 2003) studied e‘gff((_:ys of cooperative learning on English reading

achievemie d the” 'w’ be‘&or towards this learning method used in the

Enghi assroom. The samp@y\\?vere 29 Mathayomsuksa 3 students in Uthaithani
‘@elected by means of purposive sampling. Students were taught for eight
& ds, each of which lasted fifty minutes. The instruments were English reading
chievement test, cooperative learning behavioral observation sheet, and lesson plans

using cooperative learning technique. The results of the study showed that the post-
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test scores after learning English reading using cooperative learning were higher than
the pre-test scores at the .05 level of significance. Most of the samples displayw
good behavior in cooperating in their tasks. Their cooperative b@ had
increasingly developed. Some elements of poor behavior had decreased'éﬂy to 14.29

percent. Similarly, Jacobs and Hannah (2004), in integrating cooperative learning

techniques with reading aloud, found that not only can mote language
learning, but they also promote active citizenship. '
Almaguer (2005) studied the effects of cooperati arning o g fluency

and comprehension of 80 third grade English la e learnersi sbu@exas.
Analysis of data through covariance reveal peg{ readi\ng' strategy
adehy (200 estigated the

effects of cooperative learning stra training on ing@%prehension and

motivation of 72 Iranian intermedi%L Iearnhngfo nd:gl‘atistically significant
N
differences between control a\n%ment'a}ll groupst D@thie and Oweini (2011)

also used the collaborative re]d g R) s@y to improve the reading of
h a

Arabic seventh grade ing Fren Ehm@' as second languages. Teachers
4 &
generally used tra 'ﬂn%l metflo \each tée’students reading, but decided to try

improves reading achievement. Mohamma@i,an aIiMf

cooperative Ieaaq'n\g atedi ach “e%& Oweini, 2011). They found that the
¢
results were,positive for thase ea€he(§Jand students who used cooperative learning
NN
strategi achiie Qweirw,&on). Bolikbas, Keskin, and Polat (2011)

attemahto identify the effe@operative learning techniques have on the reading
S \! students who were learning Turkish as a foreign language by comparing

@ erative techniques and the conventional teaching. It was found that the
ooperative learning group did much better than the conventional group (Boéliikbas et

al., 2011).
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The researchers drew on other studies that were carried out both locally and
internationally, each with similar findings to previous researchers, such as S
(1995), Ghaith (2003), Glngoér and Agikgdz (2005), and Stevens (ZOOBQd by
Boélikbas et al., 2011). Jalilifar (2010) compared cooperativf%‘wing and
conventional instructional strategies to identify which had a greaterM'act on reading
comprehension with university students learning English Neign language.

Jalilifar (2010) found that those instructed with coo \Y Iea,ning strategies

performed better than those who were taught convention .\d‘ T
| &
2.3.2. The Effect of Cooperative Learnin nd% EFL_Students’
Reading Comprehension \) 0\ %\T
Numerous studies have show effectiveness 00 %ve learning with

university-level students in EFL r%q classe %th &{ET—Malak, 2004; Law,
? 0 S

2011; Liao & Oescher, 2009; 09). Classfooms Qlﬁ?t incorporate cooperative

learning strategies facilitate?mort(il nvi nmeﬁr English language learners.
I fc

Studies show that th eness 0 pe’al‘l\b’ learning on learner's academic
4 ¢ &
Santent a

achievement reflecw subjfc r%dnd language learning (Chen, 2011).
Cooperative-baQQ ruct 1

econ@y an increasingly popular model that
provides a orfive | rni' \ﬁ'm@('e)nt and many opportunities for participation
while | ing"Englig uage Ie&?er's affective filter and dissatisfaction with the
coan&terial (Chen, 2011, , 2014). English learners reflect a positive impact of
p%\ and phonological instruction with cooperative learning strategies, and given
e benefits as mentioned above of cooperative learning strategies, the more a student

&eceives cooperative-based instruction, the more successful they will be (Chen, 2011;

Slavin, 2015).
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The benefits of structuring cooperative learning in English language
classrooms have far-reaching effects beyond academic and language prow
levels. Not only are the advantages of cooperative learning seen Wiﬁ'ﬁ\ased
academic performance of English learners, but are also seen in their &rm social

development as well (Chen, 2011, Slavin, 2015). Certain studies Rve shown that

combining cooperative learning with English reading ins@l creates student
n atlor and support,

opportunities to interact with peers, increase peer co

encourage reading-comprehension development, an er fanx Ciillies &
N4
Ashman, 2000). | O

However, other studies have disproved anta{ pera@g learning

(Gladwin, & Stepp-Greany, 2008; ZOM apha, Maa

however, English reading compn%ion in \oﬁ_m:%
ii? Q

, 2(@. In Saudi Arabia,
im_in\ the framework of
N

cooperative learning strategy ing toget y has remained under-

explored in university Ievel?@ on. [ sler (1992 @ntioned cooperative learning
f

as a humanistic, pr ial ¥ form e ca(tiolbfor second language learners.
4 F &
Consequently, in &udy, \barcheréeéted a “humanistic and pro-social”
cooperative Ieaw teg ing t@i&'ﬁer environment for undergraduate EFL
¢
Reading C@nsio class orﬁ's, @? compared it with traditional lecture-based

NN
instruct% ploret ?:ts oﬁ&operative learning strategy of learning together
inst& on undergraduate E@S’mdents’ reading comprehension.

Oi . The Learning Together Strategy and Reading Comprehension
Learning Together occurs when students are placed in groups where team

building is emphasized and students learn together while completing worksheets
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(Johnson & Johnson 1989). Learning Together strategy was developed by Johnson
and Johnson in 1989 (Johnson et al. 1998). In this strategy, firstly the alwa'
indicated and define the groups for these aims. Students study together 0@5 or
work sheets in 2 or 6 members of groups. Group members decide ho tudy and
what to do in accordance with group subjects and assngnmenth? altogether.

Ultimately, they put out a joint study. Students are % according to
11

achievements in the group and individual studies (Ag1 ,'Johnson et al.
1994).
Learning together is a cooperative learni trategy, th cdns_lés,v of a

heterogeneous group of four or five students asagqﬁ}rénts The

group receives praise and rewards for outsw group\ per mano@'asmgnments
The purpose of this method is to em aeam buil

begin to work together and to pro gular dl\w‘

group about how well they c toget’f‘mer (Slavin @) Berry (2003) defined

acti before students

_\g students within the

cooperative learning grou \)Ila oration amo@dlwduals working together
toward a common goa% he coo erative feaf&g strategy of Learning Together

has been genera@ed asl \hat aIIo heterogeneous group of students,
ro

assigned speu , to 1 a c@}%(on goal (Johnson & Johnson, 2002).

Cooperativegle rn g g ur; ve’be@j applied in diverse academic areas such as
comput mmif mati'sk,\music, social studies, business communication,
and ical sciences (Cher@' Warren, 2000; Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991;
Slawin, 990). Cooperative learning is reported to have enabled the individual learner
0 velop higher order critical thinking skills, acquire oral communication skills, and
oster a deeper understanding of content material if conducted appropriately (Berry,

2003; P. E. King & Behnke, 2005; Mastropieri et al., 2007; Topping, 2007).
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Teacher-directed and lecture-based delivery of content material may not allow
students to partake in meaningful learning experience; these methods of inst
promote rote learning (Saulnier et al., 2008; Zakaria & Iksan, ZOOH\ming
Togetherl is a cooperative learning strategy explored by Gungor m Acikoz
(2004). Attitudes towards reading were also researched. Typicalmen students
have a difficulty in an area, they tend to develop a negative_attitdde. Cooperative
learning helps promote positive attitudes and therefore c &:)S'ible solution to
improving comprehension. Learning Together was use ran oWﬁ\ce readers
to active readers and processors while promotin itive attitudes :}rd_s_\%ding.

There were 56 sixth grade participants in thaYM Tr% ted %R?TO hours.
ative le

Results showed that students in the co

a?Ting ettin loyed more

learning strategies. This may be due twad interactions in @’bs. Students were
able to observe each other readin ainin@};;signi x{hicizing and thinking

N\,
aloudl (p.498). $ o q <£?
X

d 1 ung and& Acikoz (2004). While it was

Very little data was%
found that particip in” a coopera el l@ﬁing setting employed more
4 ¢ &
comprehension SW’@ therf \ne dire(gw made between increasing strategy
use and improving comprehensi he p@e‘ﬁt study aimed to look into this possible
S i
link between, using the/leacni f:)g@r strategy and Saudi EFL undergraduates’
% NN
improv t the!” D of f&jing comprehension achievement as well as

X
res perceptional changé\%

6. . Learning Together as an Instructional Strategy
The various methods for employing cooperative learning strategies in the

classroom were researched, tested, and used in practical applications for many years
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(Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991). In 2000, a meta-analysis was conducted in an
effort to validate the effectiveness of various widely-used methods of coop e
learning (Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 2000). The methods reviewed Weea}ning
Together, Academic Controversy, Student-Team-Achievement-DNE&s Teams-

Games-Tournaments, Group Investigation, Jigsaw, Teams-Assisted-Individualization,

Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition. \,
All eight cooperative methods in the meta-analy ez reported to have a
significant positive effect on academic achievement. the ow‘methods
| N U, N N
were compared with competitive strategies or indi istic learning, tl1e _{emrning

Together model produced the highest result th% e mggc')ds. The
of

authors of the meta-analysis concluded tzw ouﬂ earch.é}rducted in the

area of cooperative learning methods\ extensive co@%e generalized to

such a variety of educational sitx%s and o\m?s, _\fhe findings strongly
j% N

validated the use of cooperativ%vg m’e‘thod 'mtea@ and learning (Johnson,
X
~ S

Johnson, & Stanne, 2000). i
The learning t :s a coopera e'leaa'ng strategy developed by D.W.
¢ &
Johnson and R'T&/.Qn (19P \K is m%&ed was also referred to as Circles of
era

Learning or COQK eB S. IC}%(S style of learning, students worked in
. 9
groups of 4, hey camplet vV:)rIQh)eets together. Each group handed in a single
NN
sheet at% pletion ssi%_ ents and was graded according to the work done

by ihﬂhup as a whole. It w@éumed that the students helped each other learn the
@ as they worked through the assignment (Johnson & Johnson, 1975). The
ost significant characteristics of this strategy are the existence of the group goal and

aring the opinion and materials, division of labor and the group reward.
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According to Johnson and Johnson (1975), when learning together strategy is

applied, the following options must be taken into consideration and giv

attention: @

1- Determining of instructional objectives,

2- Deciding the group size, q

3- Dividing the students into groups,

4- Arranging of the class, : '

5- Planning of educational materials to provide dence, .\d‘
6- Giving the roles to the group members in o 0 provide eridei\%
7- Explaining of the academic work s \,‘T

\ Y‘
8- Creating the positive objective HJ é\

9- Individual evaluation, é

10- Providing the cooperati(ﬁajong the \ps? ,'\'\
0 =)

11- Being explained th S necessar

12- Determining th \d b

13- Guiding th%?:ha\gIrs,
14- Helpir@grour
15- HW%KSt /nts‘
16- Einishing the/les
-EV, atidlﬂ.z

Al Evaluating the per@énce of the group,

—X

etherd}éc%eing able to teach cooperation,

: (JC’)

\
ents @ning qualitative and quantitative,

E\Q- Forming academic contrasts.
0 According to D.W. Johnson and R.T. Johnson (1991 b ), in order to construct a
esson with cooperative learning model of Learning Together, five basic principles

must be provided; positive interdependence, face-to-face primitive interaction,
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individual accountability, the appropriate use of social skills and processing how well
the group is functioning, All these five principles of Learning Together modWe
taken into account when planning lessons and activities and obse the
researcher when applying this model in the Saudi undergraduate* reading
comprehension classroom. Y'

When investigating the effects of different types % erative learning

strategies among 158 studies, Johnson, Johnson, & Stan fc'und that all the

structures had significantly higher effects on achiev tltlve and
individualistic strategies. In order of highest eff@i w tde_@egles
ranked: \,
X
(1) Learning Together, ‘1

(2) Academic Controversy, \) é

&

N\,
(4) Teams-Games- Tour% o (3‘?
(5) Group Investlga?\' , $
(6) Jigsaw, and(,) b}-‘l )
&
(7) Team A ated \sb
Additio I, evie iaturb bllshed that of the 164 research studies

that were 3 , there ef'ghUoperatlve learning methods used. Johnson,
a

(3) Student Teams-Achieve |V|S|on :

——Q

Johnso nne’’( '.foundé\ hat learning together (LT) showed the highest

effe s was followed by emlc controversy (AC), student team achievement
;{E (STAD), teams’ games tournaments (TGT), group investigation (GI),
w, teams assisted individualization (TAI), and finally cooperative integrated

&ldmg and composition (CIRC; Johnson et al., 2000). The result provided strong
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support for its success and provided a strong corroboration of what it can do for ELLS

(Johnson et al., 2000). \Y’
ion

2.3.5. The Effect of Learning Together Strategy on Reading Compf*

The support students receive while in their working groups effectively
Nng reading and

f tf’e strategy gives

ugg w new ideas

(Board d &15;

aren Kof their

supports their reading, comprehension, and vocabulary, whil

writing achievements (Puzio & Colby, 2013). The functi

more students the chance to talk and helps them active

while elaborating on their understanding and co

misunderstandings of the texts they read

their group members to discover dis&&

misunderstandings they may have (@j

“Learning Together” %0
Gungor and Un Acikoz ( \.Atti udes t
Typically, when stude@?:;iﬁicl i
attitude. Cooperati Gﬂeaning |1e mote positive attitudes and therefore can be a
possible soluti(\to&npro i prehér}(&)n. “Learning Together” was used to

¢
transform passive JFeade ::%/g, ree(_j)ers and processors while promoting positive
NN

attitudest t s reddi ereY. re 56 sixth grade participants in this study.
Tre& lasted for 30 hou@ﬁesults showed that students in the cooperative

Iex setting employed more learning strategies. This may be due to increased

intctactions in groups. Students were able to “observe each other reading, explaining,
uestioning, criticizing and thinking aloud” (p.498).
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No much data was presented by Gungor and Un Acikoz (2004). Though it was
found that participants in a cooperative learning setting employedWe
comprehension strategies, there was no direct relationship made betweeﬁéﬁsing
strategy use and improving comprehension. According to the resu e above
discussed studies, it is clearly proved that the more students wchooperative
learning groups, the better they will learn, the easier the retention ofthe material will
be, and the better they will feel about themselves, the class r%c’assmates.

The evidence presented by the above discuss lated i ‘makes a

compelling statement that cooperative learning strat learning tfler_'é% good

way to establish best practices in EFL reading Yw en% oms\jzﬁe aim of
learnin

the present study was to see if the cooper &v of I.@Yg Together
&

c

is effective for improving Saudi underw EFL st

2.4. Critical Analysis of Relat: ature and€oncl
The above literat onslr s that c ative learning strategy of

o ha

—+

ea osi‘ti\m}mact on student achievement in

’ 4 $ &
some subject are&ﬁssome r \tfenal en{&@mments. However, there has been a
limited numberqq fes a pact@}(éFL reading comprehension classrooms

¢
in the high ;ucaion ntext: Th?'s segy attempts to fill that void by engaging in an

learning together has d

NN
analysis€ofsthé”impatt 18 adg{gg?n of cooperative learning strategy of learning

tog a pedagogy in one{%ﬂi Arabian university district. Most above discussed

re??ktudies offer some insight for integrating cooperative learning strategies into

&e FL classroom, particularly in the area of reading comprehension into other
ducational contexts.
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Therefore, Johnson et al. (2000), depending upon their meta-analysis,
recommended additional research on the various methods of cooperative learning. As
the researchers demonstrated, methodological shortcomings in some o@dies
they reviewed compromised the value of those studies. In conclusitﬂ*nson and
Johnson (2000) recommended that researchers should concentra&n'conducting
highly controlled studies that add to the confidence with whi }eﬂéonclusions will
be received (p. 24). %-

The above-mentioned related literature on the topic_of usin o‘ope‘rgtive

learning strategy of Learning Together to impr@ing compr, n{io_ris}owed
gaps in the research. Transformation from vﬁp aI%' meth(§~to other

relative instructional strategies is ne@ th radua&glzL reading
comprehension classroom. Coopera learning cou e @sset in helping

undergraduate EFL students to dev@jweir readl\c,‘eE%p h&ﬁ\sTon achievement.
% -
€

To sum up, the rel erature review u@ggsted that instructional

intervention is an importai% thI fluences stidents’ reading comprehension
achievement. The cu y is a si e'swbtoward understanding how the
’ F &
cooperative Iearnm&strateg)l \bearnir%-?ogether instructional intervention
conditions withw udi uate(éf_ reading comprehension classroom can
¢
affect stude :"re;iing mpr ng'ior(;}?ievement.
NN
@s’ searéh :quaYrm.&ive and qualitative research protocols explored

the mes of Learning {%éther strategy instruction in improving reading

comprehension in a Saudi higher education EFL context. Also, Learning Together
trategy instruction was hoped to encourage students to have positive response

owards Learning Together while reading in English.
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2.5. Chapter Summary

Most Saudi EFL learners of various academic stages do not have w
command of efficient reading or comprehension of what they read. In @EFL
(Test of English as a Foreign Language) reports for the past ten ows that
Saudi students' performance is the worst among Middle Eastern students, particularly
in reading (Al Abik, 2014). He stressed that reading comprehension instruction in
Saudi Arabia is not given appropriate attention and that ptn' urgent need to
change classroom practices in order to develop studen ading ski ‘ethods of

o . g
instruction must be examined to move from a teachér-€entered fto c!ent Centered
4

approach (Brown, 2008). \‘r
Cooperative learning promotes rew om n qu@and deepens
&

students’ understanding of content WDallowing re@g comprehension
learners to become more active r@e)than pa\a?ar cipants. A review of the
Eﬁy N,

related literature indicated thatei ooperative arni% ployed properly, it can

help individual learners to?;\p }l r order @I thinking skills, gain oral
er a deep

communication skills,% a y; er rlglers‘hhiing of content material (Berry,
2003; P. E. King &thke,l astropieri et al., 2007; Topping, 2005). A
specific cooperwv\/eg&rnin

G0

study. Learﬂ
allows (ttj gened p of<sStudents, assigned specific roles, to achieve a

T
comﬂhoal (Johnson & Joh@ﬁ 2002).

?/, L g Together, was implemented for this

rél'ly@g Ined as a cooperative learning strategy that
NN

s uvenc and Acikgoz (2007) reported that “hundreds of research results have
roved

that cooperative learning has produced positive effects on various learning
utcomes, in various fields, and countries” (p. 118). Collaboration allows students to

develop a knowledge base of content ideas, practice appropriate social skills, hone
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critical thinking skills, and gain confidence in problem solving (Levy & Murnane,
2004; Zakaria & lksan, 2007; Zywica & Gomez, 2008). Traditional instructor- w
and lecture-based delivery of EFL reading comprehension course con er|aI
may not allow undergraduate EFL students to have meaningful Iearn&erlences,
these conventional methods of instruction just support and prom?vote learning
(Saulnier et al., 2008; Zakaria & lksan, 2007). Adequate entation of the
cooperative learning strategy of Learning Together in t % IiFL teaching in
general, and in EFL reading comprehension domain in icula cw‘students’

\Y'

academic success and enhance their performance and‘achievement. l g

Before successful implementation of a era% g suagay in the

EFL reading comprehension classroom, Ueia n for.@?uctors to be

trained on how to foster cooperative Ma'u the classreom (@%hy et al., 2005).

Change has become an urgent r%m the F ,@mg comprehension

classroom. Cooperative Iearn| ay o Lea ing T@.e her may be an asset in
helping EFL undergradua ts t ul ng e a good command of EFL
reading comprehen5| als s the literature that cooperative
learning strategy n|n sed to support language learners;
however, usm Ie ing f a mstructlve technique with Saudi

¢
undergradu w are earni F_"FLQJ“%sent from the literature. The methodology

and de of%the pf ?udy &\compare between the benefits of cooperative
Iearn&trategy of Learnm@t‘ogether and traditional lecturing instruction is

r d in the following chapter, Chapter Three.

N



