CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
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EFL undergraduates must have a solid and soun n tlon of reading

comprehension skills in order to proceed through their uni cad,amlc life. In our

fast changing world, having a good command of readi om reh Skl||S has

become an urgent necessity for EFL students in be able a'e —K anced
opportunities and options for shaping their aca rof’e I fum@" English
language competence in general and readi tlcul en workforce

doors to students and enable them to N

TOEFL scores achieved by EFL ers

@\gv?($g g}m:%f Saudi Arabia are

shockingly below those of ma% W rld’s ions. éj&e of the most challenging
tasks educators must faceY; eter e the tea Ag methodology that is most
successfulfortheirstu% ay& ady gfo.

Most Saudi ﬂcollepe rers al nstructors are challenged with the

critical decmo% ectin ectiy, <"“(l;lching methodology with the hope of
¢

developmmaving a c(ea@ their students’ academic achievement.

Unders%

|nst . Cooperative Iearm@gtrategles outline specific techniques that relate to

N
how#’s t‘a intéfact with each other is a neglected aspect of

stE? tudent interaction. The way in which teachers structure student-student
t

action impacts the way they learn. The process of grouping students using
ooperative learning techniques has evolved over the past 50 years (Johnson, Johnson,

& Smith, 2000).



Classroom teachers and instructors are the best experts to adjudicate what are
the most appropriate strategies that will assist second (or Foreign) language Ieaw

acquire the target language (Hinkel, 2013) effectively. Over time, educati have

employed numerous teaching methods in their continual effort to mﬁ& teaching

and learning experience as inspiring as possible. Educators in present¥fay classrooms

seek to adopt various teaching techniques to satisfy the pe m needs of their
Y.

learners (Sadker & M. Sadker, 2013). An example of o eafhing technique

being utilized by these teachers has been identified as rative | ,‘which IS
. . . N
used to assist students of diverse skill levels and rounds| to M tﬁmer in

groups to achieve aims and objectives, solve pvm A a% e taslq‘ﬁ(agan &

Y-
Kagan, 2009). N 0\ é
Cooperative learning techniquwaecome the ept@%d often preferred

instructional practice at all levels o@jation (J\eMe L{\'}DOO). Throughout the
N,
past century, many theorists%d thgt cog@perati @arning is an effective

pedagogy that leads to st ieT nt (Slavi {%10). Theorist Slavin (2010)
ing’ has e

stated, “Cooperative

the world” (p. lw rist

century wh w th eff‘ tS\o cwrative learning on student learning. Johnson
and Jo?&%i'evel i five components of cooperative learning that
cona’& of individual a@tability, positive interdependence, face-to-face

p \/e interaction, group processing, and interpersonal and small group skills
Q chia, 2012). Cooperative learning is a teaching strategy that allows students to
ork together in small groups in order to accomplish a common learning objective or

task (Spuler, 1993).



Cooperative learning is comprised of different activities that assist students in
using their experiences, knowledge, and beliefs as they embark on their Iw
experiences. Collins, Jiao, and Onwuegbuzie (2009) agreed that studen% cted
through the cooperative learning method are inclined to achieve beﬂkwults than
students utilizing traditional learning strategies. Research on cocwt'ive learning

started in the late 1800s when researchers in the United State d, and Germany

carried out a series of tests on the factors connected wit titi‘e performances

(Pederson & Digby, 1995). Cooperative learning was kst us dwl studies,

| | | N
science, and mathematics as part of educational @s (Farzan Ng@nsarl,
2014). Other researchers in the field of la ea% eam@' adopted
cooperative learning once it was proven effwngtd ational resea@;.r
Farzaneh and Nejadansari (2 indiCated that

nso %mson and Stane
used cooperative learning as a thﬁujased ap\tswt

,b%been proved highly

o)
%al relations compared to

effective in enhancing student g and improving

oy KN
other non-cooperative instr? meL S. They su ed that cooperative learning
should be implementedggi ucational p ct'c@brthermore, they believed that
s &
cooperative learni ows str \to be e@ély engaged in the lesson and helps

Schul (2011) stated that cooperative

them improve %d ically
learning is %e mast . [ &rﬁsearched topics within the field of education,

with nx%vstud'e ‘minin cooperative learning strategies across various

aca areas, age groups, a@ﬁe levels, and ethnic experiences. An example of a
@tive learning strategy is the learning together method. Learning together is a
& ique in which students in a class are placed into teams or smaller groups, and
en return to the whole group to share their understanding of the topic or subject

matter that was researched or discussed in the smaller groups.




This structure is used to create interdependence and the equalization of various
positions. Each learner on the team becomes an expert on one subject by Workiw
participants from other teams assigned to a group studying a specific@}This
technique allows teachers to divide students into groups. Each grou er works
on the given topic, and team members in other groups will work orwﬁ.erent aspects
of a topic simultaneously. That is to say, the subject matter.is divided into smaller
portions, and the students work on those portions separate Yn.thf work period is

over, group members present their findings to the enti SS. o.c?pszde‘ learning

was alleged to be related to constant improveme student achi v‘m_e@while

providing rewards to mixed groups based Vg co% wledg' of their

Y-
participants (Chan, 2014). N 0\ é
Johnson and Johnson (2009) %cheir inquimy” on @éerative learning,
which highlighted students workir%ether as\ﬂ)g%s -e%ts working alone in
N,

order to identify cooperative | S imnact 0 swdeﬁhievement. Cooperative

learning is a prominent teachi pra’t in oungﬁAsuch as the United States,

Australia, and the Un ingdom :( ohnson l&\hnson, 2009). As a result of its
'y &)

\rng IS b@htilized in colleges and universities,

t co@‘é{nces. However, due to lack of empirical

as well as at proﬂ

studies tha uld' diregtly @ effects of cooperative learning strategy of

N
learningffogetiier on SaudidFFL un‘&%\rgraduates’ reading comprehension outcomes, it

is m&r whether using Ie@fg together instruction improves the acquisition of
iaE\FL undergraduates’ reading comprehension skills. Therefore, the current
s@arch study examines the effectiveness of using learning together instruction in

%proving reading comprehension skills among Saudi EFL undergraduates.

3|



1.1. Context of the Study

1.1.1. The Higher Education Context in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia z

Since education is considered the main source for prepaﬂk; future

generations that are regarded the nation’s real valuable wealth, the m of Saudi
Arabia pays great attention and puts great emphasis and S|gn|f|ca it (Al-Mousa,
2010, p.7). As a theocracy, the Saudi Arabian state is vi d%u.ly responsible for
higher education and indeed all education. One of t%equ nWat tertiary

“education in Saudi Arabia is free for all students,’ kary, 1998, p.14) 'an 1fnsome

rare cases, even for expatriates’ family members T overnment a assﬁg:students

N‘thelgﬁ)n fees.
-C puéﬁtommodation is

who are studying at private colleges by ubsi in

contrast to many universities |nter I ) free

provided to all students who come gfrom remoﬁ\m@ n az&further motivation to
undertake tertiary studies, the ment aw. aII ents a small monthly
allowance. The Saudi “moral t Plégﬁ’ 2010) has resulted in the

strict gender segregation of g campu es within th rtlary/hlgher education system

in Saudi Arabia, in wo
Equally, &

are compulso % niv 5|fy
moral c% C?I al ol cy @ed to general education, university education
and even the teaching of Engl&ﬁg likewise infused with the sacred (Elyas, 2011).

ng to Elyas, (2011), Westernlzed notions of education have increasingly
ct

c ols {jrfafterjunlor primary level.

ed the Saudi Arabian education system from the 1950s when increasing oil

Qcovery and oil revenues resulted in the education of locals to take up oil jobs, and

as part of the responsibilities of the welfare state to provide free education.



According to the Ministry of Higher Education (2010a) the Higher education
in Saudi Arabia began in 1957, when the Ministry of Higher Educati(Ws
established and opened the first university, Riyadh University, which %\ently
called King Saud University. According to Alyamani, King Abdul- niversity
(KAU) opened during 1967-1968, was called Jeddah National UniVersity, and has
precedence in offering the first opportunity for Saudi girls \a!(cipate in higher
education (Alyamani as cited in Ziyadah, 2012). A %ei'ht government

universities, 18 state teacher colleges for men, an wame ges were

T
inued : ‘n@ the
e un{r' ies! Thenj-l]ring the

AN
ruIeSﬂto govern pn@fe universities.
By the end of the 2010, there were Mament uni ties@é the government
approved seven additional private luniversities a\ZOTpr' a(E\cOIIeges (Ministry of

;‘Sy N
Higher Education, 2010a). In @e adc'zl‘ition state @rsities were opened.

According to the Minist 01 ghe Ed@n (2010b), the number of
d

established by 2000, and the number of universities
Saudi government agreed to open the first tw

next year, the Saudi government approved adist

students who are bein%t din S‘g iu \'/'e[rsng'is growing, despite the fact that
&

many Saudi stud@ose tcl
0se

education and

road‘aﬁd’others do not complete their higher
'appl)(ﬁf(he military. In the academic year 2009-
2010, the erjof students c@'pt@to study in Saudi universities was 200,000.

NN
With thiS increase il ber’&universities, the government of Saudi Arabia

incrnAthe Ministry of Hig@ducation’s budget to ensure these universities have

CE\ i ous support and interest in higher education shown through the establishment
G veral university campuses complete with a high standard of educational facilities,
nfrastructure, laboratories, support complexes and vital services” (Al-Ankary as cited

in Alebaikan, 2010, p.20).



The educational system in Saudi Arabia is different from that in other
countries all over the world. The Saudi educational system is principally based?ﬂ
strict gender-segregation at all educational stages, elementary, |@late,
secondary, and higher education. There are separate schools and colleA girls and
boys. A female instructor cannot teach a boy’s section even if she is Wy professor
available in her academic field. In the women’s colleges in 8? versities, a male

instructor uses television-based instruction to teach wo here' are no female

instructors available. A male instructor actually teaches em ty |s female
students watch him on closed-circuit television, y are abl &rg@omcate
with him using a microphone, while a female c it an e rﬁ

Alternatively, a male professor te g en E%n be 1ewe®m the men’s

room. The women are not permitted t th en; womenp‘are o@ ermitted to view

the professor teaching. In some ra es w@y Yar @male professors and
television-based instruction is n%ble onr avai : s@&%s in anatomy courses in
medical schools, male pro \avi ir students in anatomy labs
regardless of the stude ?g l

As Kirdar p. 411) e 3 man ab university graduates were unable

"%/

to find adequat obs ecau ere ét%roperly educated”. The descriptions of

the “proper’,cdu tlon ha dl" A@an students “lack” appear firmly rooted in

neollbe coursé :theonsg like Rugh (2002, p. 415) decrying the fact that
ped in most Arab scho&g and universities is typically based more on rote
Ie than it is on critical thinking, problem solving skills, analysis of information,

@ erative learning and learning how to learn.



1.1.2. The Status of English in the Educational System of the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia Y’
Saudi Arabia which was established as a kingdom in 193(65 seen
‘unprecedented growth in the fields of economy, health, science anf&wology in
recent years (Rahman, 2011). Arabic is the official language of Saudi Arabia and apart
from some colleges it is the medium of instruction up to the u 'Nlevel. The field
of education is also growing rapidly in the country and hv’th of education

teaching of English also taken a new shape. In fact, the s of hek&gﬁ‘language

(<%}

in the Saudi educational system is quite well known. “Policy-

and other decision-making bodies in Saudi Arabiagiew th! [ Ianggge as an
_ NMRCa
important tool for the development of E ountry h‘ terms of international
relations and scientific-technological cement. S

In Saudi Arabia, English haﬁhj)fficial s\a‘t @ary foreign language
yy N
and the country continues@ cor%ider let in t in English language

Engl'N\s the only foreign language

programs” (Al-Seghayer, 2?2. 43]
taught in Saudi Ara ic schools d“@'oﬂen used as the medium of
4 F &
instruction in botm’@e anol publi nivegéie%. In short, English is considered a
prestigious skillﬁ%&h and ool (ééf(ubaidi, 2014, p. 83) and, as such, there
¢
is an ever- &m) demand.fo it‘rn Q;Eingdom (Al-Hag & Smadi, 1996, p. 308).
Ldlg );

NN
The Sa udents hav yed reé\ntly that English is no longer a language to pass
in amination, but an @rtant subject for higher education, international

co? ication and business and trade. They consider the value of English as highly
racti

Q ical; opportunistic and prestige. As a result, a tremendous growth of students’
nrollment has been taken place in various English language colleges and institutes all

over the Kingdom.



English is taught as a foreign language, earlier a little importance was given in
teaching and learning of English in the Saudi education system. It was mtrodu%
compulsory subject from class seven, but hardly the students had given a@ha&s
in acquiring the efficiency in English, instead they considered it as a e to pass
in the examination. Unlike the past, the status of English m? Kingdom is
completely different now. Due to the global demand and bein uage of science
and technology, business and commerce, the importanc t

i r‘ language grew

rapidly. It is considered now one of the major subjectSWn the dWystem of

Saudi Arabia. Therefore, it is implemented as a co ry subjec rrlcljsS)\six to
the university level. Recently the Ministry of ha{ ed ikq‘;lass four

T
to achieve more fruitful result. \, %
The Ministry of Education ( %

du.sa) ha ted@ eneral aims and

objectives of teaching English in S rabia as\fs
1. To enable student ire ba5|c guag IIs (listening, speaking,

reading and writi ‘ ‘$
aware €SS

2. To develop%t I{e ortance of English as a means of

internat comm1n|
3. elo tude Elve a(?_)&ldes towards learning English.

)

Ie stude cﬁm@he necessary linguistic competence required
riousflife si ‘ation‘i_sé\
ATO enable student @c'quire the necessary linguistic competence required

E in different professions.
Q 6. To develop student’s awareness about the cultural, economic, religion and
social issues of his/her society and prepare him/her to participate in their

solutions.


http://www.mkgedu.sa/

7. To develop the linguistic competence that enables student, in future, to

present and explain Islamic concept and issues, and to partici
spreading Islam. (0\
8. To enable student linguistically to benefit from English sﬂ% nations,

that would enhance the concepts of international co-opean that would

develop understanding and respect of cultural diffe@ztween nations.
d

9. To provide student with the linguistic basis t er'able him/her to

tifi Mnological
L ]
| g
advances that can enhance the progress of hisfher nation. l _{')
With these national goals in mind, Engli rog@' audi. universities
T
began to develop in earnest during the E fe deda?es, rting@h King Fahd
University of Petroleum and Mineralw as the fir 19@%ince then, more
and more English programs hav(pjun to s\%‘p h@ghout the kingdom.
)Qy N,

Typically, only the best and%ghtes hi scho@e udents are accepted at
b . :

participate in transferring other nations’

government universities i ducation is tuition-free and

Aril,
only a limited number% S are'g aila '.Jfobé'ample, King Saud University in
&

score s than 92 percent in their entrance

&

i U(l-\;ersny in Jeddah, “students with less than

95 percent pass m}ks are al
\
%:es #0] I COY@S and the private sector with the challenge of

edueating, high school gra@ with less impressive results. However, EFL

in rs at both private and public universities in Saudi Arabia have noted that they

Qfe instantly struck by a remarkable gap between expectations based on stringent

dmission requirements and the actual English proficiency of their students which

they first encounter in the classroom.



This gap might be explained by the language learning environment that many

Arab students experience in high school, namely: “teacher-centered rathw

learner-centered activities; students’ aptitude, initial preparedness and@ﬁon;

compartmentalization vs. whole language approach; emphasis on ro ing; [and

limited] exposure to English” outside the classroom (Fareh, 2010W>602-3603).

There has been no research study to date which seeks su manswers to the
\'a

probing questions raised here, this study was conducted irst semester of the

academic year 2016-2017. .\d, NG

% | _\"}
1.1.3. The EFL Teaching Context in the Kinv Sa% a \T

Moody (2009) stated that English w Arabi Id be Vzgered both a
a n in@ional or national

second and a foreign language, as it “iSfased 40 some ext¢

communication, a feature of the out%:le, it is t\ht$s fé.{e\lgn language” (p. 99).
"': % N\
Teaching English in Saudi Ar@an a‘r\ound 925 &R;p\haydib, 1986, pp. 1-2)

and, according to Liton (@ 130); sinc that%ﬂ%e the main aim of English
teaching in Saudi Arahi een to mast th'is"r&rnational language and use it to
4 ¢ &
communicate with Iish-spia \sommuQéieS. The Saudi EFL teaching context
has characteris@orta ders ’rgt'ng it: teacher-centered instruction and
traditional g@e-te hi
NN
challen{sc, eachif 'U'sh i‘z_ﬁe Arab world, including Saudi Arabia. The

find'n&emonstrated the issu@’ﬁsing teacher-centered activities as the predominant

ty? lassroom activity across the region. Fareh explained that teachers speak most
f

e time, even more than students, and do not encourage learners to speak during

éhCQS} Fareh’s (2010) study investigated the

lass. Fareh (2010) claimed that Saudi EFL teachers do not facilitate learners’ self-

discovery because of their tendency to speak too much during the class.



Interestingly, Al-Seghayer (2007) indicated that the Saudi teaching style
centers on teachers as the core of the learning process while neglecting Iearnersw
explains the trend towards lecturing most of the time. The second key fea audi
EFL teaching is reliance on outdated methods. Al-Seghayer (2007) ized that
Saudi teachers follow traditional methods of language teaching: &o'-lingual and
grammar-translation. Such methodological choices mean that % will use explicit

instruction, teaching discrete skills, overlooking oral flu Temorlzatlon of

grammatical rules. Fareh (2010) argued that EFL teachersstill belie allacy that
skills are best taught in separation. "}
Thirdly, Saudi EFL teachers conce hi ome@ certain

individual skills specifically grammar th t

_ X
I'Wegra g allesskills in one
teaching/learning discourse. Mulhple\)]ers (Farehy2010y Liton, 2012; Khan,

A

2011) indicated that most Saudi EF(gjchers Stl&i ieve indhe" grammar-translation
‘%m 7
Ly

method and consider grammar: ost crucial aspe the language to master.

Fareh (2010) argued that?ﬁFi
independent of readmg% ing. T s y 1€ 1}:!: lé&ers communicative competence
by failing to co ahze@m the e of encouraging the synergistic

develo mentof ills togeth N
Velop I g i (_}

in ggArab world teach grammar

003 pp 3 f44{?y leved that some EFL teachers cannot meet
NN
the inciéasing¥demah ore “€ommunicative activities in the EFL classroom

becas&ey lack sufficient I@tlc knowledge, appropriate teaching methods, and

proﬂmency. With increasing awareness regarding the importance of the

@1 ish language and how to facilitate its acquisition, EFL teaching practices in Saudi
rabia are beginning to change.



Al Seghayer (2012) and Liton (2012) indicated that EFL teachers are now
interested in the English language because it serves multiple functions \m
eminent position within the Saudi society. Liton (2012, pp. 142-146) c \d an
experiment to investigate teachers’ and learners’ perceptions abo&lish. The
participants were 94 Saudi teachers and 380 Saudi students as to answer a
questionnaire. The findings demonstrated both teachers and Mrecognized the
need for improvement in the EFL teaching system. An o t

nP portion of the

participants indicated an urgent need for a strong and friendly eIM‘between

| o g
learners and teachers, instead of the traditional distange between tea shn_ck%mdents

(Liton, 2012, p. 143). While the government?ﬁg Ki% audi\XFabia has
Y.

spent and is continuing to spend large am on English la uage@ation, results

have not been as good as expected, M@ T W <<re the barriers to

student learning? It has been fou%at these\ﬂ'gs i ({@E linguistic barriers,
:% N,

learning styles motivation and % o q 43(?

eral rmin barr'ﬁas important factors in the

er, motivati 0{” tPnh’[udents and teachers, dedication
\:ch d L

aract(%ﬁts preparedness, teaching strategies,

Khan (2011) identifi

?t,” v@é{notivation being the most important (p.

243). Syed 5®agre a dgd Qt_l}‘:?r factors such as “reliance on rote learning
0

and memogization add ?dence%\n high stakes testing” (p. 337). In addition to
studm&d teacher barriers @ﬁarning, Moody (2009) identified issues with the
mél s, stating that most textbooks used in the Gulf “are actually intended for ESL
tudents in the inner circle English speech communities who are integrative motivated
ither as visiting foreign students or as recently arrived residents who need English to

function in their new societies” (p. 99).



As a result of the profound mismatch between students’ linguistic needs and
what the textbooks offer, students are likely to be less interested in the subjectw
With researchers reporting that “pedagogy in most Arab schools and u \es is

typically based more on rote learning than it is on critical thinking” or$umcatlve

zq

language teaching (CLT), we begin to get the picture of a demotlva g environment
for English students in the Gulf (Rugh, 2002, p. 398). Thoug hing of English
as a Foreign Language is now commonly accepted, many ’%e,ge from time to
time as to how it ought to be taught. There has be onsigera ernatlonal
criticism of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia te@uetho Cllrr _&&mm in
general. For example, the World Bank stud st Saud\,%.ducatlon
system did not impart higher-order co%ge) klllﬂsuc s fl ley, problem

solving, and judgment needed by worlN

A Harvard study of Ara er educatio $ls {Q d that “widespread
practices of rote learning and% ation exercises @f?ncapable of developing
capacities in students for sal t|on of theory to practical
concepts” (Cassidy anw , 200 2 With nﬂ Arab world heated discussions
which have Iargely e unnol c e w ugh 2002) have raged, with many
concerned that w al A ?tlon I%flture with its emphasis on rote learning

¢

and teacher; %eda gy.is t{upej Ive of the current economic development in
the regian. ish i) 'lar is sé}as a vehicle for economic development, as it is
usew&e lingua franca in Iéﬁé multi-national oil and gas companies. In Saudi
a, in particular, with increased Saudiazation (affirmative action for Saudi
atfonals) and companies setting strict communicative competency standards (Aldred
nd Lees, 2004) for oil and gas workers, increasing pressure has been placed on

educational institutions to provide nationals with a different type of English program.



The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia is accelerating day by day in the field of
English language education, but the level of achievement in learning Engli?’a
foreign language is far below. According to Alshumaimeri (2003) “T@have
pointed out that students leave the secondary stage without the abili@%‘arry out a
short conversation.” After learning English for many years, the student§ have achieved
little in terms of language proficiency, and making a large @ of students and

l

Additionally, Al-Hazmi (2003, p.341) argue t “t ew‘[cunent]

s in the Ki dbm_@ld he
ice edJc jon for EEB?eachers,
especially with regards to English pedago%y ,QITe culty«is'to implement a
radically different English pedagogyN text wheréythe o@subjects are still
taught according to traditional met?%nd there\a\&nt _}rher than pedagogical

emphasis in teacher training i%
discussed problems in the \EFL I '@nt and suggested that some
teachers still focus o&op‘n‘fm ,qlrar@r, for instance, neglecting the
integration of other W\ge sl'i \ %C/Q
Universi\%ructo 'und@%éduate students’ acknowledging and
5

teachers waste of time and energy.

program is inadequate for the preparation of EFL teac

has called for a systematic approach to pre an

N,
8a, )ﬁgoreover, Ahmad (2014)

¢

T

impﬂ&FL teaching practig@fnstructors’ and students' attitudes and perceptions
a \e growing need for development in teaching practices can be expected to
ccelerate the adoption of new innovations such as cooperative learning because of a

illingness to look for clear improvements in the EFL teaching system.



Fortunately, cooperative learning is deliberately designed for teachers in

different settings to allow them to adapt to their particular context. Despite e

efforts made by the various Saudi bodies in order to overcome these drﬁ%\ and

barriers, the situation of teaching English in Saudi Arabia has alxﬂﬂkeen in a

constant state of flux. The teaching of English as a foreign language has been

enormously changed in the last few decades. Presently, E Nguage teaching
-

rs Ppportunities to

methodologies have focused on the importance of givi
communicate (Ellis, 2008). Instructors should think ne Mggies for
Y
classroom interaction, and these methods will have epend jon r{qgé',which
will enable the students to enjoy their English e % a re&gﬁ,~ students
_ _ _ ; X _
will be motivated towards learning Eng! an deve‘op e upsto-date learning
techniques. \ é
The present study is an atter% demonsﬁ?«&a ay@h which adoption and
N
adaptation of learning togetherﬂ@ canobe a ievedﬁ be effective in teaching
EFL reading in order to de?\.wert uate)EFL ents' reading comprehension
and their attitudes tow%—x Iearn‘i‘ b@?ér.@ing generally looked at some of

Sau QNrabla, including students and their

the characteristics FL tezlc
teachers, and SOQQ e barni
between s n.fs’ ,ingu' tic.ne s{n(t\;l%t the textbooks offer, it is time to consider
N
specifi stidies (€l 9 theYE.E_ reading teaching context in the Kingdom of
Sauii.&bia. A
2 N

1. The EFL Reading Teaching Context in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia

earn@(ﬁke the teaching methods and mismatch

Reading is perceived as a complex act of communication in which a number of

textual, contextual, and reader-based variables interact to produce comprehension



(Roe, Smith, & Burns, 2005). As indicated by Martin et al. (2008) the reading process
consists of five components; phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulw
comprehension. While all five components are important, the ability to @hend
read material is the end goal and purpose for reading. In Saudi EFL )ﬂﬁ&education

context, reading comprehension is a challenging skill for both lecturgfs and students.

According to the Saudi-TOEFL Network (www.Saudi-TQ%M, the average

TOEFL result for students who speak Arabic is 66 out of 1 '
This is one of the lowest average TOEFL scores Il native ges in the
N Ny
world (TOEFL report, 2012). For native Arabic S rs, thefav ebcg@)varles

from one section to another; it is 13 on the Reagh cti&‘Gf OERJS}I? on the

Listening Section, 19 on the Speaking S W d 19'\on Writ&;ction. This
e a

shows clearly that the reading section akest of a ctio@s‘f‘he Saudi context

is not an exception of the above-r%ned pai\ th/abut’ Arab EFL learners’
N,

average TOEFL results. The a%FOE reslt«n iﬁ{c:}?Arabia is, sadly, 57 out
of 120. This is currently @nd ’o est ip the ﬁe Middle East. The lowest

average belongs to Qa% P b} p ( (?
DSLAT

These resul belowl rican tries, and they are two of the lowest

average TOEFIl#scores in t wW 'I'e%ﬁe average Saudi score on the Reading

[
Section of (@FLi 10,.it

N
Speaki ctien of #h L an&S on the Writing Section of the TOEFL. These

I
1!orLtpe Listening Section of the TOEFL, 18 on the

(%2}

co out of 30 points\ (www.Saudi-TOEFL.net). Saudi EFL learners’

sEE\ | unsatisfactory obtained TOEFL test scores in particular in reading section

@ ated the instructors’ urgent requirement to investigate their EFL reading
omprehension teaching methods which they used to apply to their EFL university

classroom.


http://www.saudi-toefl.net/
http://www.saudi-toefl.net/
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Traditional lecturing in the undergraduate EFL reading comprehension
classroom accompanied with assigned activities from the reading comprehensiw,
the teaching method that has been utilized by most lecturers, has not bec cient
so far as it neither satisfies all students’ needs nor copes with their d learning
styles (Jang, 2007; Saulnier, Landry, Longenecker, & Wagner, ZOOSWate over the
most effective instructional strategy to be used in EFL eading comprehension

education is a hard challenge nowadays encounterin dUCllIOI’S in higher

education. '\d‘
N | | | NS
Traditional EFL reading courses are typi taughtin gd c_léses by
lecturer-centered instruction, which mainly IYW t% tion&cabulary
illustration, grammar instruction, and intémsiv driIF!‘ on ngua@brms (Jin &
Cortazzi, 2004). These traditional m ds)mphasize i uist@‘tcuracy and rote

learning. Teachers serve as the sole@jders of I\M&
% 9

Q‘Eﬂ?dge, and students are
S

than @i\/e learners, and exhibit

limited autonomy (Ning, 2 \ese have B%sed students to feel dull and
disinterested in EFL cl mleksiz, 2 }.' N}

Typically jt™awas notf the r cher that in Qassim University
undergraduate classro tureré‘ered method seems to be used at most
¢
, o

treated as passive recipients i

tJrerQ's/s ereotypically realized as the main source of
N

levels. In sﬂ:ﬂagroo
knowle% studés ively'Sitting, listening attentively, keeping quiet, taking
not&ng very few or no g{e}ﬁons at all. Based on the researcher’s experience in

te§| reading comprehension at the third-level EFL students of Qassim University,

esearcher observed the main problems on the students’ reading comprehension

Qﬁ
chievement may be that, the use of an inappropriate traditional lecturing method.



Hence, the impact may be directly lacking on the student’s achievement in
reading comprehension achievement. This has made it necessary for EFL educw!b
incorporate new methods of instruction in the Saudi EFL education con@]e of
the effective teaching methods that has been confirmed useful to Iearn@f%r a broad
range of different academic abilities and assisted develop, improve awli.se academic

achievement in reading comprehension is a cooperative ning strategy called

Learning Together. Learning Together has been commonl ied g@nd defined as a
cooperative learning strategy that allows a heterogeneo oup fw'assigned

specific roles, to achieve a common goal (Johnson & Jofmson, 2002) l _\C}

Cooperative learning strategies like Leaeni To{ I appli@f)roperly,

_ g‘i" _
ing , acquire oral
co@ material (Berry,

could assist individual students improve t igher orﬁfr th
communication skills, and support a M derstandin

2003; Jang, 2007; P. E. King & %e, 20@30
Q.

2007; Topping, 2005). In thi , Learning

cooperative learning modeI? d. 1e ning Togtg[ LT) strategy was developed
by Johnson and JohnsoR (JohnSon e aI.'lQ@’.
g &
Y s 2

rg, clarified and indicated and then

In this stw&firstl
designing the % gro ired évachieving these aims. Students study
¢
elg i C‘)

together on h or work s rL2/or 6 members per a group. Group members
N

decide @v still wh@ do in accordance with group subjects and

assi&t with altogether. @fﬁately, they put out a joint study. Students are

re according to achievements in the group and individual studies (Ac¢ikgoz,
& ; Johnson et al. 1994). When employing Learning Together strategy in the
ndergraduates EFL reading comprehension classroom for this research study, EFL

undergraduate students were assumed to be active participants.

' W'\'\S‘cruggs, & Berkeley,

<
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They were given active tasks and assigned duties and roles during their reading
comprehension instruction, with the lecturer holding each participant Wt
accountable for the achievement of a group assigned goal. Given the i@e of
cooperative learning strategy of Learning Together in faci reading
comprehension for EFL learners and the poor performance of S%ﬁstudents on

standardized tests, it could be said that this topic has not n ‘given appropriate

attention in the Saudi EFL teaching context. '
Thus, based on this and on the researcher’s obsegyatio aw%hsh as a
| | NNy
Foreign Language lecturer, there is a general ten among Illh _é‘r)guage

lecturers to consider teaching reading comprehepsi c% : Tak'@‘gthis into
consideration, this study was conductedw stlgm‘e they effec ess of using

learning together instruction in im inareading pret@%on among EFL
undergraduates in the Kingdom of Wrabia. \Y ,‘\'\

? )

q %
\ SQ/
1.2. Theoretical Framewo N

' g &)
The power cooperT ningé&lin the interrelationship among its
theory, re&é nd practice4Theory Is to practice what the soil is to plants. If
IS_appropria

ec ons are right, the plant will grow and
flourish. theory is_vali ar&«e conditions for effective implementation
are _identified, practic rogedures develop and continuously improve.

appropri €0 ractice becomes static and stagnant. Some of
est theoti c‘a‘ the 20th century have focused on cooperation. (p. 3)

A "}Y
\ e theoretical framh(/ork for this research study included cognitive

‘%pmental theory, constructivist learning theory, and social interdependence
0

ory. The origin of cooperative learning was founded on Dewey’s (1938)

constructivist theory, which highlighted education as a learning technique used in
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assisting students to work cooperatively in the classroom. Constructivist learning

theory focuses on the learner as the center of the educational field. The three t s
are discussed as follows: %\
1.2.1. The Cognitive Developmental Theory i

Tran (2013) stated that the cognitive-developmental th%\gi{sists of students
i de

working together to improve their intellectual growth and n]ic achievement.

The cognitive developmental theory views cooperative nin erw‘nts as an

_ _ _ Y
essential component of intellectual development; Je get and L ;bo_@y were
rati

cognitive learning theorists who believed th ve‘.l ing wi@z;dvanced

" g
peers produced cognitive development ! son et ). J laget was a

constructivist supporter in the mid 1 co@t}ion of prior and

new knowledge should be linked t%roomﬁ&c oA With others in order to

. _ @ Q
increase achievement (Pope, 2016)" q 43.
Constructivism serv?\ u:Le ingthem Q\he cognitive learning theory
mo

that sparked educatio% Ad\p}moted cooperative learning to

\ a
4 F &
enhance student j@nent iP \2016). é&d{tionally, Pettitt (2008) stated that a
constructivist o&i sis ture C)%‘ﬁ a teacher, free response problems,

f
P |

cooperativeie;'rnhg, d V\fgrlq;gplications problems. Tran (2013) stated,

(°]

0 believe

en

NN
esses? thed ‘aorta of cooperative activities and argues that the

aqk "
de\ nt of children is pm%bted by cooperative activities” (p. 106). Vygotsky

%d that cooperative learning, understanding information, and problem solving

0 essential for constructing knowledge (Johnson et al., 1998). In cooperative

learning, students must work together to build their knowledge. Information is not

13 Vyg

given to students in a typical lecture led classroom; instead, students are actively
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involved in finding the knowledge, sharing information, and developing societal skills
(Johnson & Johnson, 2014). Y’

Working with peers to achieve learning goals is a principal ¢ omp@f the
cooperative learning model, and it has been shown that when peers \Wgether to
achieve a common goal, the student “produces higher achievernd greater
productivity (than) working competitively or individualistical ’Nson & Johnson,
2014, p. 843). When students participate in cooperative le %d(ints are working

together instead of against each other, so they then are in ce for the

“mutual benefit of a common cause” (Spooner, 2015 ). _\

This makes cooperative learning more'?ﬂ \ etltl%%'roupmgs
and learning. In this way, using scaffoldlw entsmoveyfrom ble to solve
problems to solving problems with h\anto the zone of p@‘?nal development

(Clapper, 2015). This speC|f|c rese tu y gntl Il«;(\ivance or extend the
cognitive developmental theo se |t ai ﬁer how using learning
together strategy affects nde’g duates’ @g comprehension learning

outcomes. l
) uj’

ol )
1.2.2. Constructivist earn' ry \
“\ S Y

0 st ctionist rfcl@_n}‘ned that knowledge is constructed through

NN
mteract the eh nt and, relationships (both with adults and peers) rather
tha or traditional educk I means (Aldridge & Goldman, 2007). So, students

‘% arn from only the teacher’s words, but instead from educational experiences
et"up in the classroom (Spooner, 2015). Olusegun (2015) stated that constructivism
s in direct opposition of traditional learning, or lecture, and students and teachers

were in a continuous and active process of leaning. Thus, meaning or learning comes
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from students’ construction of the environment, classroom, and interaction among

peers. Teachers guide students to learning, and group members help each otheYﬂUw

their learning targets (Fernandez-Rio, 2016). (,}
Leadership, resourcefulness, and problem-solving skills a@;& different

attributes found in cooperative learning (Kagan, 2013). When studgts individually

and cooperatively work together, then knowledge is constﬁﬁpooner, 2015).
S

Constructivist theory supports the idea that individual d can be addressed

through the use of diverse teaching styles, and that t e o0 aw‘teaching

e
approaches can positively impact the teaching pr . Barrett llogi'g 012)

declared that the most important theme i acwj\d‘.n' merK of the

constructivist theory is a rigorous procedE ich

rners,creat concepts or

(2(@<< stipulated that

d
constructivist theory accentuates th%ortance &er ,dEhendence on cognitive
0 o)

structures. During cooperative @dto choose and transform

theories founded upon their own anding.

information, construct theo

Cooperative learai i ries emphasize the degree of
4 f &
\among

interactivity that :@take stﬁuﬁeﬁts, which must, in turn, be reflected
in the lesson. ngtr ive |

contact beCﬁsé'lt)nco ag
develop% vels OFf ehe@, intellect, and critical thinking. These are all

ele equired for intern @ﬁ information. In support of cooperative learning,
LI 6) argued that human beings acquire knowledge best when they work
her with others and can actively process personally significant information.

oyens, Rikers, and Schmidt (2008) stated that constructivist learning theory refers to

rﬁ?ars@g converse and cooperate with one another to
NN

the technique of knowledge construction that empowers individuals to learn
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information by changing and molding their intellectual concepts to attain new
knowledge. Loyens et al. (2008) went on to explain that constructivism has fouWr
distinguishing features: knowledge construction, cooperative learning, m@ltion,
and meaningful learning. -\

The first feature, knowledge creation, describes the process by which the
learners relate to experiences to create their knowledg mecond feature,
cooperative learning, is an essential module in construct mn rs’ interactions
can augment the learning process. Learners can di , S r(:,\angtemalize

Yw

experiences within small groups. The third feature, metaeegnition, d eJ t@ocess

of obtaining new knowledge through self-r Ie@ allygjqe fourth
T

feature, meaningful learning, includeiw ts” Macquai tanc@ith real-life

circumstances that prepare them fw N

ass walls and the
solidification of their knowledge (Lﬁﬁj et alﬁ A
N,
O

The origin of cooperati ing was founded <é—-a)ewey’s (1938) premise

that education is a vehicle %\M atirt udents to I'ﬁ\cooperatively. Constructivist
learning theory focu he learner as {heénter of the educational field.
5 ’ &
Constructivist the upporti \hing thﬁa!lows individual differences to be
addressed usingﬂ@a nt te ferS(Ba rett and Long (2012) declared that the
¢
most impor; ;'the in t a(f;n(c_(;t?amework of the constructivist theory is a
NN
rigorousfproecedure infwhi ?ude‘z_ onstruct new concepts or theories founded upon
thei revious understand@
E his means that the essential framework or outline of the constructivist
Q ept is an active process that allows students to create new ways of thinking based
n what they already know about the topic under review. Constructivist theory

stresses that individuals differ in their quest for knowledge and thought progressions,
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causing diverse learners to draw unique conclusions when faced with similar
problems. In constructivism, each student possesses prior knowledge and skwm
can be utilized to create new ideas and use newly created knowledge@}lpher
problems (Ultanir, 2012). Existing constructivist methods reflect founﬁ&l theories
that are categorized by cooperation, active learning, problem-solving,{earner-centered

settings, and knowledge construction (Richey et al., 2011). A%}O!e characteristics

\d.

1.2.2.1. Cooperative Learning and Constructivist y ' _S

can affect cooperative learning strategies.

Jha (2012) stipulated that constructivist

a% he in:;g‘g.rtance of
learners’ dependence on cognitive struct ring"ﬁoop tive @?(er-lg, students
are allowed to choose and transfo\%(mation, trucdﬁ“eory, and make
decisions to enhance learning (Kagﬁ.})l:%). Coope %/e e{{rﬁg and constructivist

theory emphasize the value of 'n%wty v'\\/hen min@ executing lesson plans.
\:l range @aﬁons under which students

The constructivist theory st? th1 e
are instructed provides% s, sati:s actoz 'g

&
Carlson a&rﬁq’,{dl (ZO\ijﬁﬁamiatéMat teachers should be guided by the
reality that it isqﬁ\i ucti i own(ﬂjeY permits learning to take place. Instead,
o !
itis an atteﬁ e learner. t

Lfgm@(?nowledge based on what is already known.
NN
Wiggin% cTigh ) arguied that educators need to tap into the student

kno bank and use pre@é experience to introduce new concepts and ideas.

fwo@'for meticulous learning.

‘% ore, Salkind (2014) noted that constructivist educators believe learners are
@ sically motivated. Yildirim and Kasapoglu (2015) suggested that when teachers
se the constructivist method of teaching, students have a high level of retention

specifically because they are self-motivated.
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Nie and Lau (2010) indicated that constructivism, as a theoretical framework,
is appropriate for learning settings, such as cooperative learning classroomsw
than focusing on direct instruction, teachers can use the constructlv%t\dent
centered environment to highlight knowledge building and coope Lakkala,
llomaki, & Kosonen, 2010). Nie and Lau (2010) stated that cons Wst learner-
centered environments emphasize knowledge constructi teamwork. In

el

classrooms where cooperative learning is utilized, the icall framework of

constructivism is embedded in the learning process. .\d‘ Y‘
In the current research study the social as of the co reh\@anmg
strategy of learning together and the active ing % e co.Qg. uctionist

theory. This research study will also 2 ?Teor y fu@Yservmg the

constructionist view of education, the coop Ive @Sﬁng strategy of

;

@ndly it will advance

the theory by analyzing the au% ss adin@(;%prehension pretest and
posttest. ’ \A
1.2.3. The Social | epend\r? y/ erative Learning Theory

Social i rde nde ther@%(e for cooperative learning which refers

& v

learning together activities build u eer |nter 10, a

to a group o inc d| I@g one person where each person has an effect
NN
on one (Johin Joh n, 2016). Tran (2013) stated, “This theory is

W|th the nature ofx‘goperatlve learning in which knowledge and skills are

‘@ted through mutual interaction among participants” (p. 101). Kurt Koffka

05 the main theorist who studied social interdependence in the early 1900’s (Johnson

& Johnson, 2016).
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Johnson and Johnson (1989) stated that Kurt Koffka was a German
psychologist who believed cooperative groups were considered “dynamic W?’
where the dependence among members in a group may differ. It is im % note
that cooperative learning is not group work in the traditional sen?e’%m instead,
according to Kagan (2013), there are four components that mus¥'present in a

cooperative learning lesson that separate it from tradition work: positive

, and simultaneous

NY.

N
With the same token, cooperative g Velements g Itbe@)sitive

interdependence, individual accountability, equal parti

interaction.

interdependence, individual accountablllty, pr essing; sma@;up and

interpersonal skills, and face-to-face inte M olliﬂﬁ, 2007). Jolh& (2007) stated
% &

up membeks need @1 other in order to

A
complete the task at hand; it 1 éeveryone’s individual

t%ea tha Kr
success can the team succeed. ‘%ers set the But s, but it is important that

K

the students take ownershlp?w goa’s an nership~of their individual role in the
[

positive interdependence is the feeling

group’s success (Stahl, 2 2 S
Ind|V|duaI ntabil'ty,\ sec%gj component, however, holds the
individual acc bI for h (ir ov(erearnlng Rather than assigning a group
grade or a de t woul k on(_judent doing all of the work, with individual
account iit studtﬁt that all group members master the content,
becm&l students will be ed in their academic achievements on their own
Jo\a 2007). Because cooperative leaning is used most often so that students
eve greater learning outcomes than if teachers taught in traditional classes,
tudents must then be assessed in a way that looks at the individuals’ achievement

(Stahl, 1994).
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With the third element, equal participation, students are expected to

collaboratively and efficiently work together building trust and communlcatlon

'§

Students must feel that through their participation in which ever group the ced,
that the student will feel success. Stahl (1994) noted “In other Woﬁxe student

must not feel penalized academically by being placed in a partlculg;roup” (p. 2).

Lastly, in simultaneous interaction, students elaborate and e e group, how it

is functioning, all the while making changes to compone are' not working to

encourage the group’s success (Jolliffe, 2007). In this de gts flect
N
on: I _{0
(@) how well they achieved their group ch other
comprehend the content, resources, and (c) ‘&Kl they used
positive behaviors and attitudes t w Vi e entire group
as a group to be successful, a d% t eedto do‘ext time to make
their groups even more successN I, 1994
T &
All four of these compo?}, mnone w @ther depend on peer
interaction. Identifying the ay to peeL\‘éYoups while implementing
cooperative Iearnlng |n ac I#sro ]NI@ to these theories. Therefore,

putting students tog{s ul e ne T;éjmdom assignment, but instead with

deliberate, thougﬁ*p an S t nts achieve the greatest amount of

academic and&%@al poSsi _.,' (,)

The Ily, instrueti

Q.z (&'t
it

brin m changes in studen@?;cholastlc performance across the disciplines and

a Mademlc levels becauseﬁjustment to students’ learning style preferences helps

al @hods that match individual learning styles can

oreover, it has been debated that instructors can improve students’ complex

0 rove their learning experience (Maric, Penger, Todorvic, Djurica, & Pintar, 2015).

cognitive and metacognitive reading comprehension skills by embedding regular
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teaching instructions into socially enhanced learning environments (Kuhn, 2015).
These proposed beliefs to improve EFL undergraduates’ reading comprew
performance and achievement are grounded in a number of learning theorie}
This study on the use of learning together with learners reading
comprehension classes is based on the theoretical framework of¥positive social
interdependence theory. One method to capture the complexi Nal influences is
using the lens of the social interdependence theory (Deu Y;),'which suggests
that social interactions established by either cooperati rec Wc‘lasi?om
structures can promote acquisition of advanced aca skills (Jo r‘&@nson,
1989). The distinction between cooperative leagni as% n anqystructor-
X

directed instruction is essential; as Bilgin @Q@ oinﬂgfj oltyy“In traditional teaching
C

o3

rati@earning approach,

students are in an active position’%l’»). Coo\ai% aﬂnii}g involves “students
N
ared &‘;fs” (Gillies, 2007, p. 1).

working together in small gro%cco a %
The students support eacth' 0 ir’ Ie@g of everyone in the group
(Jolliffe, 2007). S
4 ¢ &
By the stud Noopeia \Earning éadping process, the theory of positive
social interdepe@ an ial Tacto ‘é.‘fneeting the needs of all different styles
¢
i %d (Johnsan %hé{r{ 2002; I. C. King, 2003). Positive social

learners, Isi u

\
interde is béli ha\ﬁ_ en place when students’ group members work
tog 0 accomplish a cq@én goal (Johnson & Johnson, 1994, 2002). Just

as?\g learners into random groups does not automatically support positive
interd

d ependence; cautious heterogeneous grouping of students must be well planned
nd attentively monitored throughout the cooperative learning experience (Johnson &

Johnson, 1994, 2002).
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In order to foster the theory of positive social interdependence, numerous aims
were set by EFL undergraduate students who got involved in Learning TWr
instruction in the reading comprehension classroom. The perception of p% ocial
interdependence comprises positive goal interdependence, pofﬂk resource

interdependence, and, finally positive role interdependence. Johnsg and Johnson

(1994) explained the working of cooperative learning as followﬁ\,;
g

Group membership and interpersonal interactio tudents do not
produce higher achievers unless positive inter I

nce isiclearly structured.
The combination of goal and reward interdepe ei rMievement

over goal interdependence alone and resourcg,ndependence d@es not i Stease
achievement unless goal interdependence is t also./(Jo orf&_{c)mson,

1994, p.54
g ‘?’
Methods that could be used to facilitate p i

r ende@n a Learning
Together instructional group are outlirw ell
TABLE1.1. Methods of Facilitatiﬁﬁsitive So\\gt ep.g\?rdence in a Learning
o S

Together Group

Positive social interdependenc \

eemed appropriate.

Positive goal Interdependence l Il Imgmbers of the Learning Together group
k coheSively to obtain a common group goal.
& 2l
Positive reward-celebrated erdepemfn Each-Learning Together group member receives
identical reward for the group’s efforts.
\ itional individual rewards are presented as
|

S~

materials, layouts of printed sheets, needed to

‘ ¢
Positive reso interdependence (_/ Each Learning Together group member has
Q E\ fractions of the reading comprehension course

% J ﬂ' T accomplish the group’s duty, in order to improve
) social interdependence.
Xeo)
Po

ive role interdependence ~ A specific task has been given to be fulfilled by

N\ each group member throughout Learning
Together activities in order to reduce any inactive
performances.

ote. Adapted from “Professional Development in Cooperative Learning: Short-Term

Popularity vs. Long-Term Effectiveness,” by D. W. Johnson and R. T. Johnson, 1994,
Cooperative Learning, 14, pp. 52-54. Copyright 1994.
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As illustrated in table.1.1, Positive goal interdependence is meant to be created
as soon as group members work cohesively to gain a shared group goal (Johw
Johnson, 2002). A positive reward-celebrate interdependence is cuItivate@each
member of a group is given an equal reward for the group’s effoﬂ*hnson &
Johnson, 2002). Extra individual rewards are offered whenever pr@perly required.
Positive resource interdependence is intended to be encou Nen each group
member has a portion of the materials required to acco ﬁ; Froup’s duty in
order to develop social interdependence (Johnson & on, O.Ub)\dsitive role

'Y
interdependence is stimulated by giving each grou mber & s fit r_o{e}to be

fulfilled cooperatively, thus reducing any une in% iors\&'hnson &

Johnson, 2002). %N 0\ é‘r

Cooperative learning strategy earging togeth IOV\@) a student to be
weak in one area, but help in othe%cts of t\mﬁ Wp’ M%ing (Clapper, 2015).
N,

ie atﬁs, or speaking abilities,

which all have a significan@ a ,o @g lesson. Working together,
students evaluate eac ideas, Yask 1?gtibb, and use each other’s gift and
e &
talents to make th&ﬁs::of e:ic \mmg e@dence (Spooner, 2015). The specific
research focus% ect
¢

of ugﬁ’ the learning together instruction in
ufdergraduates; £ad(13§ comprehension, relates to the cooperative

Students may have gifts in |

Y Thisdwi vance Géﬁ\\xtend the theory’s knowledge base.
4 this study, the th@of positive social interdependence was tested via
u%\l a cooperative learning strategy called Learning Together for one
@ rgraduate EFL third-level reading comprehension classroom and not utilizing it
or another classroom. Learning together questionnaire, semi-structured interviews,

pre and posttests identical reading comprehension confirmed whether the theory of
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positive social interdependence had affected improving achievement of EFL
undergraduates’ reading comprehension. Y’

The above discussed theoretical framework that included three @ that
support the cooperative learning strategy of learning together, namely, ognitive
Developmental Theory, Constructivist Learning Theory, an® The Social
Interdependence Theory/ Cooperative Learning Theory are il@n the following

FIGURE 1.1: The Three Theories that Support the Co tive eMt‘rat%X of

1S
Y-

figure, figure 1.1.

Learning Together.

e

The Cognitive

%Agh st }c @assim University students are high school

e
b4
graduas om the Saudi e;h}gl system, they lack the necessary reading

ension skills to perform well in the college setting. Despite being placed in
intensive course program reading classes during their first semester of joining
iversity, these students are slow to improve in their word knowledge and reading

comprehension skills.

!
1.3. Problem&}en ¢ & ")
mi
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Based on the researcher observation of his EFL Saudi students, it could be

noted that students were not actively involved in developing knowledge; they

9

D

receive information passively and to be less motivated. This passivity has @d th
researcher’s attention and caused much of his concern. Having ¢ reading
comprehension skills has become necessary for Saudi EFL undergRJ.aTes. Reading
comprehension skills play a significant role in enhancing Nents’ academic
achievement and success in all academic subject areas. %\ 'whlle modified

teaching strategies that match students’ learning styleSWgromote e e Iearnlng

(Schilling, 2016), students are rarely given, due to xcessive c* _@lonal

teaching methods, the opportunity to exermsY:y rléd mg\tyl.e which
I |h i

leaves them with less desire to learn. Ultlrw t I prog@? in achieving
the required reading comprehensmn&)d proficie , m@students fail the
English intensive course repeatedl \>

Hence, it is believed t m Unlvers tstu%% recurring failure in the

(@
—
<
o

intensive course program Y\gi @ary knowledge and reading
lea

comprehension skills, rning B.tIVatbi, and mismatch between the

s
traditional teachi ethods lu nd s ts’ learning styles. Pascual and
Goikoetxea (2 ted Pequ@f{/ocabulary knowledge and failure to
comprehen I It te ts t e‘go@e level are key reasons for poor academic
perfor ong Post- nda@udents, but the extent of their influence on an
ind student’s academi formance is unclear. In Saudi EFL classrooms,

re? is a problematic skill for both teachers and learners. One problem faced by
0

of Saudi students, is that their achievement in reading performance, as measured
y standardized TOEFL test scores, portrays them as deficient in reading skills, and

not proficient readers.
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According to Al-Mansour and Al-Shorman (2011), Saudi EFL students of
different educational levels are unable to read efficiently or comprehend wa
read. In fact, TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language) reports fo XI ten
years shows that Saudi students' performance is the worst amongm Eastern
students, particularly in reading (Al Abik, 2014). Even worse, Al AWOM) points
out that Saudi TOEFL candidates' average mean score in readi 12) is far below
the average mean score worldwide (X=20). This result d%o?ed by his own

study of Saudi English-major undergraduates, in which ncl eh\ha,de‘majority
glish and ns‘aﬁé‘}could

est.‘j@ ize@ reading

iver?Yrop attenu'gr:d that there
&

s in order’to”develop students’ reading

of students (almost 70 percent) who were majorin

not score more than 10 in the reading compreh

comprehension instruction in Saudi Arabi W

is an urgent need to change classrooM a i

skills. Q) '_\_\T ,(\
N,

Likewise, as students ricted to sing@?aching style, traditional

lecturing instruction, they \mo ed t

less likely to advance contrary, m iv&tio&nd learning will increase when
s &

instruction compli the s‘u\&& earr@&tyles (Hung, 2012; Ku & Chang,

'thatcj&ding instruction in Saudi schools is

Iea@i their academic progress is

3 io{ o@ssages and a literal level of comprehension.
N

‘made‘sy Saudi undergraduate EFL educators, there has

beenmli progress made in{a?froving undergraduate EFL students’ standardized

re Xtomprehension test scores. Poor reading comprehension performance of Saudi

6 learners can be the result of multiple factors which include the traditional
ecturing method of instruction.
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The researcher has experienced first-hand the problems, limits and debates
connected with teaching reading and developing students’ reading comprew.
skills. One of the reasons behind these problems could be the traditional @onal
method used in the undergraduate EFL reading comprehension cl&w These
problems may require EFL lecturers and educators to provide their Ws with new
methods of instruction and remediation. This stimulates th r changing the
traditional lecture method instruction and implementing G?ll-ontl practices that
include manipulatives and classroom cooperative learningyactivities, st Iectures
and teacher-centered activities, to make reading c@nsmn uc o‘e @e and
interesting. As EFL reading comprehension Y?esearch-

validated methods at the researchers’ di 0 dge d ex@ence must be

applied to find pedagogy for teachin& ading co en@ﬂmthm the Saudi
EFL education context that will eff y teach \'erw rﬁ{é‘proflmently

Among the many metr%llablg, is lgamin Qether strategy. With the
current trend toward shifti \ trIﬂ @nstruction to more student-

centered methods, th|% xaml" th iji'ec‘ebness of using learning together

b

instruction in im pr EFL lu duat adlng comprehension. Hence, it is
alleged that a tra tlon g m@éﬁ such as learning together instruction,
can raise m achiev :fobcr‘)communlcatlon skills, promote individual
mterper eracic f:an uce reading comprehension improvement over

classroom instructi \f_astly, the Individual Learning Style Theory states

th |smatch of teaching and learning style between the instructor and student can
stlt in poor learner performance and impede the learning process (Surjono, 2015).
he instructors’ choice of teaching strategies should complement the students’

learning styles in order for learning to be more effective (Ku & Chang, 2011).



36

As a consequence, it is needed to further investigate the influence of learning
together instruction on Saudi EFL undergraduates’ reading comprehension ac c
performance by studying the relationship between the use of Iearn@ether
instruction and students’ reading comprehension achievement. Thf& has the
potential to initiate a new and more effective way for educators toWreading for
the benefit of Saudi EFL students that uses traditional instructi Nan EFL lecturer
at Qassim University, the researcher found that most stu aﬁ.r.

e il' the position of

having a reading score deficit, one that labelled them aSWgferio twgpable of

- | | N4
achieving academically as well as their contemporarleS™A new Wwa tefamirbem to

understand what they read will give students YE S % 0 rea&ld better
answer questions on standardized tests in rm é

To address the problematic Na EFL reading ed <lTon in the Saudi
educational setting, this research sﬁ%o t \lgrn

comprehension in Qassim Uri%
_

benefits of cooperative lea e

. . . z | .

improving Saudi EFL duate; rea ﬁ cOmprehension. The general problem

is that there is a @mt de': e the i TOEFL candidates' average mean
=12

score in reading, ( ) which~ds far @éﬂv the average mean score worldwide
S N 2
(X=20), (ALADik 2014). @

% ific pf Jﬁ thag_&st EFL educators are unsure of what is the most

effeetivey method to teach @rhg comprehension. The researcher’s interest in
c%\ i ng this research study stemmed from the observable unsatisfactory state of
adin

g instruction performance in Saudi Arabia. It also stemmed from the lack of

@ay to teach reading
N
ems @Ie is known about the
&

/

ufficient empirical literature on the topic of Learning Together instruction to EFL

reading comprehension learners.
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The researcher has, therefore, decided to pursue the issue further and design a
study to approach the teaching of reading comprehension within a Learning TWr

setting. The current study attempted to investigate the effectiveness of us@ming

Together instruction for Saudi EFL undergraduates in improvin ir reading
comprehension abilities and performance. i
1.4. Objectives of the Study z '

The objectives of this research study were three First, tM aimed to

L 4 Y-
investigate the effectiveness of using Learning T r instfuct M E(p)ovmg

reading comprehension among EFL undergradw thﬁ of S&i Arabia

by comparing the Learning Together inslﬁgi@ and

second, this study aimed to survey th%bs’ perceptl

raditienal | instruction;

&

abo@,earning Together
instruction used in EFL reading corﬁajension c\mggs% nﬁjﬂird, this study aimed
N,
0

to examine students’ Learni ether behavrors c'?ng Learning Together

instructional activities. \ l '\A

This study is a'mai -;ethod seach LI'P?Q'Ljantitative phase in this study is
} 4 P 4 &

\hﬁmge ig%udi EFL undergraduates’ reading

instr, ’ét%n. The qualitative phase in this study is

(—)

designed t T dl@ perceptions and experiences about actual
Learniné%wr ifh ?1 us@ile engaging in the task of a given reading
co sion text. This res@ﬁ study will provide valuable insight on the effects
oii\ﬁ ing together instruction on EFL undergraduates’ reading comprehension.
over, the study will further contribute to the existing knowledge of using
earning together instruction in EFL reading comprehension classes by revealing its

extent of impact on students’ reading achievement, and by disclosing whether all
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participants are affected equally by the learning together instruction. To this end, the

g
O

The following three research questions guided the present stuq. The first and

following research questions were developed:

1.5. Research Questions

the second questions were quantitative while the third questio S (ualitative.

RQ1: Is there a significant relationship between uSipg L ngether in

undergraduate EFL reading comprehension @m an er‘cs’_fr}ading
’ lﬁ’s ost-tgg;cores?

p -

comprehension achievement as determined by Vw
bet@ﬁ using Learning

Together in undergraduate EFL %g comhn i0 oﬁ\&room and students’
;‘Sjy N
0

reading comprehension achiev determin &'&)ts’ pre-test and post-test

by st
scores. Y\' ’ ‘%\A
N
AN
[ 'ican@lﬁtionship between using Learning

reading compre i e{t aegetermined by students’ pre-test and post-test

Scores.

%\lhat are undergraduate EFL experimental group students’ perceptions of the
tiveness of using Learning Together instruction in improving their reading

Qmprehension achievement?
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RQ3: How do undergraduate EFL experimental group students react to using
Learning Together instruction in their EFL reading comprehension classroom?Y'
(—)

The first and second questions were directly related to thf&ts of the
quantitative phase, which related test scores measuring reading comprehension and
Learning Together questionnaire scores to the influence Mning Together
instruction. The third question addressed students’ re ‘t sing Learning

Together instruction in their EFL reading comprehension, clas oo..}r\‘d%‘question

Y-v
arning;To e‘ i@tion.

ing{ . T@alitative

rﬂistru jon U in the Saudi

®)

elicited each participant’s change in response to USI
It also addressed the participants’ actual use

phase described the participants’ Learni 0

higher education EFL academic conte\

[¢]

NN

A
Cf) A
p S
1.6. Significance of the Study agj “ <3—
.F

This study is signifi \oso e‘reaso i@ all, this study contributes to
an understanding of t yed by Le inb ‘IQether instruction in EFL reading

-9

b g &)
comprehension cl thI‘OLP nvestiﬁggzibn of the effectiveness of using
Learning Together instruction ™ hmpr@% Saudi undergraduate EFL students’

¢
reading co %asion. Se

relationghip. exists b Ledaming Together instruction and undergraduate EFL

studaAeading comprehens';@'erformance and achievement.

hirdly, the results of this study may be of benefit in EFL reading

y;th'@_‘;gjdy offers in-depth insight into whether a
N

omprehension instruction if they persuade EFL reading comprehension course
esigners and EFL educators and instructors of the importance of Learning Together

instruction in EFL classroom. College EFL programs that provide courses to
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undergraduates could also benefit from this study by introducing curricula that will be

aligned to cooperative learning strategy of learning together and its practices.

members and instructors may also have a greater understanding of this @ and

integrate it into their classroom practice. -\

Fourthly, the findings of this study would hopefully fill the gapfin the literature
regarding the investigation of using Learning Togetrfwuction in the

undergraduate reading comprehension classroom. Fifthly; t'nere are a few

e
studies that have been conducted in the Saudi educatignal ow‘using on

Yw

elementary, intermediate and secondary age stu and sho d@ficant

difference in EFL reading performance when usi p atic ing«qgﬁodology
T
in Saudi Public schools (Alhaidari, 20&:;1 . 987;@771anza, 1997;
&

Basamh, 2002), there is no study, to%he hest of the arct@ knowledge, that

investigated the effectiveness of ufggjearning\ge%er s@gy for tertiary-level
i% N
EFL learners in the domain of %om 9ehen wins Q(;aon.

Sixthly, based on t%ts j IS study, gﬁéi English language learners
who are learning Eng% foreign lan }de ’o&ld benefit from the information
&

garnered from this W T@ espe beneficial for those learners who

a ff_; and more successful way by attaining

could acquire tw t la
* 2o 9
greater co ensible inp d{hr@h interaction, they may be able to transition

NN
f comﬁehensible output, as a result of this study. Such

7

invd&nt will give the @ers many advantages that could impact them

peEg ly, socially, educationally and academically. Finally, the expected outcomes

% e student participant group in this study include increasing their communication
ills and helping them learn how to learn from each other.

"G

to significantly*highef

e
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1.7. The Study Assumptions

In the course of this research study, numerous assumptions were madeWs
basically assumed that all participants answered all Learning To @rvey
questions honestly and to the best of their abilities. It was also assum@k Learning
Together strategy deemed by the researcher to be effective would &ﬁn increased
reading comprehension achievement for undergraduate EFL s W

It was primarily assumed, built upon a review o ﬁ;e literature, that
Learning Together model-based instruction implemente per Mt‘ the each

| | | M R DN

different student develop and improve higher or inking skills, hcgéme and
enhance numerous oral communication skills, te % unde@Tnding of

200@ E. King &
: In@%’\entatlon of the

Behnke, 2005; Mastropieri et al., Nappm

cooperative learning strategy of @jmg To Tw /e:s}entially assumed to
Ey N,
improve undergraduate EFL s% i h@

reading compre ion achievement revealed

by improving test scores. $
Additionally, i z;ed J éo positive social interdependence
explained what w apperﬂgt:P Co0 |ve learning settings. It was also
assumed that p ICIp ion Eatlve(-} ning strategy of Learning Together in
undergrad %read g réﬁe@n classroom would help students understand
better . %mpfe skirﬁke previewing, scanning, making inferences,
n the topic, unders@rﬁg paragraphs, identifying the pattern and thinking

h.

The present study was also based on the assumptions that students of control

roup and experimental group had equal interests and reading comprehension skills.

Similarly, it was also assumed that previous reading comprehension achievements and
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family background had equal impact on the students of control and experimental
group. As a final point, it was mainly assumed that undergraduate EFL thin?%l
students in the two classrooms where this research study was carried @ and

completed the pre and post reading comprehension tests for this resea‘f*Ady to the

best of their own potentials and abilities. i
1.8. Operational Definitions of Terms z '

For the purposes of this study, the following o ional de s of terms

were used:

1.8.1. Cooperative Learning:

Cooperative learning occurs w%
assignment, or activity \ i
everyone in the group 44/
1.8.2. Group Procgq | \ é./
Group w gis a g@}&p‘s gathering to determine what member
¢
actions werﬂ‘ ptul/ unhelpfu aneQige which actions they should continue and/or

N
change % & Jéhnson, jQQO{?g\
1.8. jvidual and Group@untability

:%\e; rs to completing one's component of the work and helping the other group
embers complete their work without hindering their contribution (Johnson &

Gl)hnson, 1990).
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1.8.4. Interpersonal and Small-Group Social Skills
These are social skills used in cooperative learning groups to achlevw
quality cooperation and be motivated to use them (Johnson & Johnson, 19@}

1.8.5. Positive Interdependence *

Positive interdependence is a term used when students realize that the only

way the group can progress is if everyone in the group%q. es (Johnson &
Johnson, 1990). '

1.8.6. Promotive Interaction .\d‘

This interaction takes place when students en ge and hel h‘rs \plete
tasks and achieve in order to reach the group's hn% son @O).
AV &
Learning Together Strategy |w nIy defln S a@%eraﬂve learning

1.8.7. Learning Together:

'_}ed specific roles, to

strategy that allows a heterogene oup of

0 \
achieve a common goal (Johns son, 200 Flo tudy, Learning Together
IS a cooperative Iearning th nsists of eterogeneous group of five
students who work to% | en ‘_T‘n up receives praise and rewards

for outstanding gr erformin \assngn s. The purpose of this method is to

emphasize tea efor; \%ﬁdents begin to work together and to

antLQ‘;%s within the group about how well they can

promote re d ussions
NN
rk t ether (Slavif, ). Le%zﬁ.%\g Together is the independent variable of the

N
Stu

9
1 aditional Methods:

Traditional methods of teaching depend on lecturing and individualistic

entality. The teacher’s role is to give information and delivers lectures to students
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who receive them and work individually or competitively on the assigned tasks in

order to improve their own grades (Hoxworth, 1999). \Y’

1.8.9. Reading Comprehension: cq

Reading Comprehension is defined as the ability to read W&IIOWS an
individual to obtain and comprehend information in written passagés concurrently
through active communication and participation. Reading co Non, therefore, is
a fundamental requirement in reading success (Nation rr?r:('f Literacy and
Numeracy for Adults, 2012). It is also defined b e 2 QW‘R%qmg
Assessment definition as “an active and complex pr that invol u‘d@ding

written text, developing and interpreting mea u% g as.appropriate
T

to type of text, purpose, and situation” (N 0

Comprehension is defined as a dynar\%ss in wh nformation from the text

and knowledge possessed by the %r interah\e_lg

@

- . S
meaning before, during, and aﬂ%ng. q (&
1.8.10. ELL: \ A} \‘A
English Langu%gr:rs }fl st e‘gfs ‘o&)se first language is other than
English (Freemarm @ %C/Q
1.8.11. EFL: &

N O c,)(.z
Thisgis an jacronym to“vefer tQ}nglish as a foreign language. English as a

N
to sttdents in a foreign country who are non-native

@D

,@S reader to construct

11

o
3
2.

«Q
@D
-

-

Enghi eakers (Novera, 2®’In this study, EFL refers to English as a foreign
language that is learned within the setting of a university foreign language classroom.

ccording to Ellis (1999), foreign language learning takes place in settings where the
anguage plays no major role in the community and is learned primarily in the

classroom.
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1.9. Scope, Delimitations and Limitations of the Study

The main scope of this research study concentrated on determining if tth
a significant difference in the sample mean of undergraduate EFL stud@ding
comprehension achievement in the undergraduate EFL third-level”s ts’ class
where the Learning Together model was used, when compared with thé undergraduate
EFL third-level students’ class where lecturer-directed traditi leCturing instruction
was utilized. As this research study on the use of Lea %;;e'her model was

carried out in undergraduate EFL reading comprehensio Ssrgoms™i e‘of Saudi

o I | NS
public universities, Qassim University, it could not be “generalized |Jld_ﬁ‘e same

results in other public or private universities, Ileg< ng@-l'anguage

departments, other levels, other areas oE ngd audi.@bia, or other

domains of content areas. k

Creswell (2013) stated that &'jtions of\udgﬁg
si%met

n@‘possible weaknesses
N,
in the research. Regarding thi

h?)ds study; a er of limitations needed
to be addressed and ackno@\ ed. Th dy had segx\a limitations. First of all, this
study was confined to%\ Il s of oll{egkb'vel Saudi students from one on-

¢ &
campus university and froln \geogragdlocation. This study was limited to

grou

and conducted 0 Colleg ah C ?ﬁéﬁunity College and Unaizah Science and
¢

Arts Collea%im ivers ,éatéjlrabia. The second limitation was that the
dt

study w&@

Arabia, Eemales and males @éudi Arabia do not go to the same schools, and
‘@n is provided to them separately from first grade throughout the university

(Doumato, 1992). Using male students exclusively from other female students

NN
odm Hdents‘& to the segregated educational system in Saudi

ithin the local university district limited the benefits of the study to students similar

in size, age, gender and economic background.
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The third limitation was that this study was too short to see the outcomes since
it was limited to a short time length of data collection. A 12-week plan timeli S
tracked for employment of the Learning Together strategy. An extende@e of
study could have made dissimilar results or outcomes. This proces place for
three successive months (from the beginning of October till the ende:cember) for
the duration of the first semester of the academic year 2016/2 M in turn limited
the number of Learning Together activities selected for i ticr in the reading

comprehension classroom. The treatment in this study oceurred s.t\w@ week for

o g
twelve weeks and this was not enough time for s@w practice dc@aﬁve
4
\ ’\/V<~

learning strategy of Learning Together. T
T
Therefore, it was hard to shift studﬁ\fr) traa\ition Iectu@instruction to

(<

Ver, duration of time

cooperative learning instruction in su ht time. H
might have helped as a base in eval(aﬁy the @o&pe y
higher educational system. Th%ted t‘lime ht h @ffected the outcomes of
the results. If the progra \’for r nge per@he results might have been
different. Researcher 'm?,:/en‘s‘ ;rJ;IAvmblggl) strongly advised using

g &
cooperative Iearn’i@ a (@; ear o&%ﬁool. Finally, there were some other
limitations like% ' ma ints’ céé' and university area, which had a direct
¢
effect on th tu;ae’ts’ invol n an{_;a?ticipation in the study.
Qv NN
N

1.1 ter Summary an@e’rall Structure of the Remainder of the Thesis
\audi EFL learners’ poor performance in the content area of EFL reading
ompr

ehension has become an urgent concern among Saudi EFL stakeholders. Saudi

mZe\learning in the Saudi

FL learners have failed to generate improvements in TOEFL test scores in general

and in reading section in particular. Of the four sections tested on the TOEFL, reading
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section has produced the lowest student achievement scores. Lack of EFL vocabulary
acquisition, instructors’ traditional lecturing method to deliver the topics, )
concepts and skills covered in reading comprehension courses could justi%\f the
reasons behind achieving these TOEFL test scores that are very humbl@\

The main objectives of this study were threefold. First, it ai to investigate

the effectiveness of using Learning Together instructionﬁ\l-groving reading
f

comprehension among EFL undergraduates in the Kin S,ludi Arabia by

comparing the Learning Together instruction and traditional} lec ;struction;

Y-v

second, it aimed to survey the EFL undergraduates’ eption§ pe niflg _.é‘)\using
Learning Together instruction in their EFL regdi com@ i cl@om, and
third, it aimed to examine students’ Le Ji);itﬂﬁr behavior Y'r:g Learning
Together instructional activities. \% é

The thesis was divided into@)hapters.\pggr nﬂ.j\troduction, provided
0

S

%

an overview of the study. Cha presented @ |iterattite-review of studies related
to cooperative learning, st% atelt reading comprehension and studies related
to cooperative Iearnir%c on r'e‘ ing orlnp'r&nsion and a deeper review of

| & | j

literature related '{Nh@ Lib ogetr%dtrategy, which functioned as the

independent va% this 'stud .‘%ﬁapter Three presented the methodology
¢

and study Srﬂn: )he papulati %d @c?ple, treatment employed under this design,

NN
the inst ntsand EF ing cd\‘&rehension textbook and other content materials,

dataﬁhtion methods, data K sis methods, and ethical considerations used for the

SE?
q Chapter Four presented the quantitative data analysis which was carried out as
e first phase of this mixed-method research study comprised scores of both the pre-

and posttests of reading comprehension, tables and statistical findings. Chapter Five
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presented the qualitative data analysis which was conducted as the second phase of
this research study. Lastly, based on the quantitative results and qualitative fin%ﬁf
the study, Chapter Six offered discussion of both quantitative and qualitat@lts of
the study, implications of the study, recommendations for practiceﬂk{or future

research and conclusion.

{4

FIGURE 1.2: A Hypothetical Framework/Flowchart

The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia continues to rank among the lowest av countries in TOEFL scores.
The average TOEFL result in Saudi Arabia is, sadly, 57 out of 1

is‘eurrently the second lowest
. results elow most
African countries, and they are two of the lowest average TO scores in world...The

average Saudi TOEFL scores are 10 on the Reading Section, cr,'on, g n the
Speaking Section and 15 on the Writing Section. These scar: ch. T lowest
unsatisfactory TOEFL test scores particularly in reading sec i r EF cators in

Saudi Arabia to examine their teaching methods in EFL i ensi rses
N NV
comp sion skills as well as
meaningful and productive discussions®wit up rni%%\ gether strategy improved
improve Saudi undergraduate EF tuden@"c i Jt‘iﬁg;ading comprehension.

N ?‘(
The implementation of Learning Together strate owere i
cooperatively work and learn together. Student: roved their readi
i strategy was used through
students’ reading comprehension skil anceftheir ing v& it was applied effectively by
the researcher. \ <(/

The results revealed. that Learni

dergrddlate EFL students to
their reading comprehension achievement when¥ le t
cooperative learning groups. By using %g Toget gb ts actively engaged in
IR
LN
The purpose of this stud plore the effectiveneSswof using Learning Together strategy to
er stiﬁ’had a significant impact on Saudi
eadinge') rehension achievement as compared to the

undergraduate E -leve stu;ien
traditional lectu thod.




