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Abstract

The outcome of education (students) in various countries of the Islamic world and the Arab
find that a large proportion of them are not at the desired level in terms of possessing the
skills and abilities of language and linguistic sciences in various branches, despite the
efforts made by teachers, supervisors and state institutions, but did not achieve the desired
results, To heal the rift, there must be a cure for the different teaching methods and factors
affecting ways of activating the methods of education. The aim of the research is to address
the quality of teaching provided to students, And make the teaching effective to make the
change required. The student is not in the process of learning the student is a recipient of
information only, but a participant and seek information in various ways possible. The
preparation of language curriculum is a pattern of teaching depends on self-activity and
positive participation of the learner through which may Research, using a set of activities
and scientific processes such as observation and clarification of hypotheses, measurement
and reading data and conclusion, which help in obtaining the information required by
himself and under the guidance of the guide and guidance, and we seek to find ways to
activate the teaching of Arabic linguistics Different teaching style and its effects in non -
Arabic speakers.

Keywords: Ways of Activating, Teaching Arabic Linguistics, Its Effects, Non-Arabic
Speakers.




Introduction

A variety of problems have emerged in Malaysian community as a result of the rapid
developments and the flow of humanitarian and scientific knowledge. Thus, that people
unable to adapt to the huge number of methods and means of modern education technology.
The impact of foreign media and audio-visual and print and unsecured computer network
bring about strange behavior, not only in Malaysian social aspects, but also Arabic
language education procedures. The reform of this problem calls for more attention to be
paid on theories education teaching methods, so as to the quality and quantity the rules,
principles, methods and curricula of teaching and evaluation. This may include putting
emphasis moral, cultural and heritage education based on the Qur'aan and Sunnah as well
as conduction different scientific educational on the above respective fields. In an
optimistic vision of current researchers for the high-quality teaching and learning process
learners should be prepared to cope with globalization and interact successfully with the
rapid changes and global trends on the evolution of educational patterns of thinking. The
revision of teaching and learning process in question calls for higher perception levels in
Moral-behavioral science. That is an effective way to change the structure of the learning
process in the community and its effects on cultural-educational characteristics.

Obijectives of Research :

1 - To explore the methods of teaching Arabic language to non-Arab speaker in the
Malaysian national universities and their implications.

2 - To describe the relationships between the methods of teaching Arabic Language for
non-Arabs in the Malaysian national universities and other related educational
characteristic.

3- To describe the relationships between the methods of teaching Arabic Language for non-
Arabs in the Malaysian national universities and other soft skills .

4- To identifying the challenges facing educators in achieving goal of Arabic language in
the Malaysian national universities.

5-To develop scientific research hypotheses on future Arabic research implications based
on results of this study.

Significance of Research

This research highlights the collective reform for the future generation behavior though
research on  modern scientific education approaches communication, globalization,
scientific and technological discoveries, production development, social changes and
emergence of new standards that tend to replace the traditional values, principles and
standards. Such situations have emerged in to needs to develop methods of education and
curricula that may provide favorable control over such massive social malfunction. Thus,
the significance of this research manifests them in:

- Assessing teaching methods so as to produce generations with acceptable behavior
through acquisition of the great values; in such that, researchers consider the effectiveness
of educational process for the community enhancement.



- Preservation of Islamic education through linguistic identity, Arabic Language and
motivating young people who drawn from the culture back to civilization and renaissance.
- Developing and promotion of new concepts of teaching methods to Arabic language
teachers to include religion and fundamental values through curriculum development.

- Development of social skills that serve basic social needs of the learner and gain social
skills learning motivation.

- Amendment of behavior for better education and making a adjustment between the learner
and environment through education curriculum to provide learners with knowledge of
education as well as ethical thinking.

- Immunization against what the individual received from the media that enable the to
preserve Islamic identity.

- To assist the Arabic language teacher to use different teaching methods in raising the
level of education, through an optimal use of good for learners and society.

Statement of Problem:

The teaching of Arabic to non-Arab speakers in the Malaysian universities is ineffective in
religion, language, values, heritage and history. The effects of this problem are linked to
the neglect of the advantages of traditional methods of teaching Arabic to non-Arabic
speakers, as well as the modern methods of teaching, when designing and developing
Arabic language curricula. Various Arab lessons, which may lead to the elimination of the
identity of Arabic language curricula from its main elements. This problem has various
cultural disadvantages in Malaysian society. As they become fickle, and fade away bonds
of love and social cohesion, and the dispersion of incentives for scientific, cultural and
social renaissance.

Most of the signs of this problem have reached the highest level in the Malaysian
universities community, which requires experts to make scientific observations about them,
describing the imbalance in the teaching of Arabic to non-Arab speakers in the Malaysian
national universities, and the extent to which they relate to different educational variables.
And then classification, processing and analysis of the analysis is sufficient and accurate
to derive its significance on the one hand, and on the other to clarify the entrances to the
scientific research on it later.

Research Questions

1 — What are the methods of teaching Arabic language to non-Arab speaker used in the
Malaysian national universities?

2- What education characteristics related to the teaching of Arabic Language for non Arabs
in the Malaysian national universities and other related educational characteristic?

3- What other natural soft skills related to the teaching of Arabic Language for non Arabs
in the Malaysian national universities.

4- What challenges facing educators in achieving goal of Arabic language in the Malaysian
national universities ?

5- What scientific research hypotheses necessary for future Arabic research based on
implications and results of this study?



Research Methods and Procedures
Research Methodology: An Analytical Descriptive Approach.

The researcher will describe a specific problem and quantify it by collecting, cataloging,
analyzing and subjecting detailed data and information to the subsequent micro-study. In
this descriptive approach, researchers will carry out a set of research procedures that
complement the description of this phenomenon based on the collection of facts and data.
And then classification, processing and analysis of the analysis are sufficient and accurate
to derive its significance on the one hand, and on the other to clarify the entrances to the
scientific research on it later.

The Researcher will describe the problem through collection of quantitative data and
information about it. In this descriptive approach, researchers will conduct a series of
integrate investigations to describe the phenomenon based on the f facts and data in
question. Then, they will develop scientific research hypotheses necessary for future
Arabic research based on results of this study.

First: analytical descriptive aspect of this research

The descriptive approach of this research is illustrated by the following:

- Provides data on the reality of teaching Arabic to non-Arab speakers in Malaysian
national universities and explains them.

- Analyzes and organizes data quantitatively or quantitatively, and extracts conclusions that
help to understand and develop Arabic language teaching for non-Arab speakers in
Malaysian national universities.

- The use of descriptive comparisons is permitted to determine the relationship between
teaching Arabic to non-Arab speakers in Malaysian national universities and other related
phenomena.

- The descriptive approach can be used to study other natural human phenomena besides
teaching Arabic to non-Arab speakers in Malaysian national universities.

Second: The survey aspect of this research

- The surveying side will question all members of the research community or a large sample
of them, in order to describe the problem studied in terms of nature and degree of existence.
This will be done through the collection of information and data on Arabic language
teaching and its impact on teachers and non-Arabic speaking students in the Malaysian
national universities, in order to identify the phenomenon of teaching Arabic to non-Arab
speakers in the Malaysian national universities, identify the current situation and identify
strengths and weaknesses. In order to determine the validity of the methods of teaching
Arabic to non-Arab speakers in Malaysian national universities or the extent to which
partial or fundamental changes are needed. This will be followed by an analysis of our
experiences and comparison with previous studies, with a view to making use of them
when deciding on similar matters.



Literature Review

The review of literature focuses on teaching methods in general as well as in the classroom
of Malaysian national universities. It also reviews literature on academic achievements in
Arabic language. Soft skills are also discussed in this chapter as a factor that is related to
achievement in Arabic language in the classroom Malaysian national universities. The
review of literature will proceed with critical discussions of the previous findings cited in
the scope of this study. Along with the discussions in question the researchers provide
alternative suggestions for appropriate actions to be taken when investigating the methods
of teaching Arabic language and their effects on non-Arab speakers in Malaysian national
universities.

Theoretical Foundations of Cooperative Learning

Educational theorists indicate that cooperative learning was formally initiated by Mason
and colleagues in London in the 1960's (Lunsford, 1989). Dewey (1897) applied the
cooperative learning ideas in his revision of traditional theories of education. In the
pedagogic creed by Dewey (1897) it was stated that learners are social individuals. The
education that learners receive is activated through their interaction with other people.
Learners’ education is conditioned by different social contexts and cultural awareness
(Kent, 1999). According to Dewey (1897) education fails because it does not consider the
school as a part of community life. That is when education does not recognize the centrality
of interaction and social activity in the learning process, yet the social activities provide
the core of education to which all subjects correlate (Dewey, 1897).

The critique of traditional education by Dewey (1938) focused on two observations. The
first observation indicated that, traditional education is a one-way process, whereby
learning occurs from teachers to students. The teachers' role is to transmit information to
learners. Since the knowledge that learners receive is beyond their experience, they cannot
participate in its discovery. Hence education is imposed upon them. The second
observation was that, in traditional education students enter into a single relationship with
teachers and no formal interaction among the students is encouraged. Dewey (1938) sought
to overturn this traditional way of teaching. He attempted to replace the social aspects of
traditional education with social interaction. According to Dewey (1938), the school and
classroom are seen as a group or community held together in order to carry out common
activities.

Although traditional education assumes that the domain of power and responsibility for
learning in classrooms belongs to teachers and not the learners, it is believed that students’
minds are not empty when they enter the classrooms. Students come with life histories,
previous knowledge and experiences. Therefore, it is the teachers' responsibility to
mobilize what students already know and use them for developments of new concepts.
Dewey (1938) shifted the classroom focus away from teachers to the students, but Dewey
did not shift classroom authority from teachers.



Dewey (1938) also indicated that, traditional learning separates between students’ social
and intellectual lives. The saying that socializing is for after-school is inappropriate for
learning behavior. Hence, cooperative learning attempts to direct energy of social
interaction towards broader learning perspectives. The cooperative learning recognizes
peer group influence as a powerful tool for learning. Dewey (1897, 1938 and 1952) wanted
the school to reorganize a spirit of free communication of ideas, whereby sharing
knowledge is not considered a threat to an individual's learning, but rather the basis of
education.

Supporting Dewey's cooperative and social based theory of education is the philosophy of
social constructionism, which is referred to as the "new pragmatism” or “dialogism". Social
constructionism professes that all knowledge is socially constructed. Some of the theorists
reaffirm the social constructionist view that all knowledge is socially obtained, including
learning how to write (Plea, 1971). LeFevre (1987) removed writing from the domain of
the isolated individual activities and placed its growth in a social context. Bruffee (1984)
encouraged English teachers to use cooperative learning, such as using dialogue activities
in their classes.

The traditional learning emphasizes that students should be grouped in separate classes
according to their ability. It assumes that the most homogeneous group is the most
teachable. However, research indicates that homogeneous learning groups result in
problems to lower ability students. For instance, lower ability students are related to
inferior teaching and low-level performance. Thus, it is not preferable to group students
according to their ability or their homogeneity (Good and Marshall, 1984).

Cooperative learning, on the other hand, considers social and cultural differences as
essential to classroom learning. Therefore, cooperative learning demands that teachers
should make productive use of learners' differences. The cooperative learning forces
learners and teachers to confront the key issues necessary for freedom and survival. They
can learn to live, work and learn together irrespective of their differences. Cooperative
learning creates an atmosphere, for critical thinking to flourish. Through the strategies of
cooperative learning such as dialogue and communication, students gain more
understanding of their own experiences, their world and the world of others.

Deutsch (1949) classified the distinction between cooperative and competitive learning
situations. In cooperative learning situation, the success of one group member enhances
the chances for the success of the rest of the group. Whereas in the competition and
independent situations the success of some students decreases the chances for the success
of others. In the cooperative learning situations, students go about balancing their task
orientation. When students play different roles depending upon their experiences, they do
not fear to give and take evidences, answer or ask questions. In the cooperative learning
environment, students view themselves as teachers teaching one another. This makes the
learning effect stronger than it might be if they view themselves as students getting
instructions from the teacher.



Methods of Cooperative Learning

Various methods of cooperative learning have been applied in classroom learning. Among
the common forms of cooperative learning strategies is the Student Teams-Achievement
Divisions. This form of cooperative learning is referred to as "STAD" (Slavin, 1978). There
is a method of cooperative learning called Teams-Games-Tournament which is referred to
as "TGT" (DeVries & Edwards, 1974). Another common form of cooperative learning
strategy is Team Accelerated Instruction which is also known as the Team Assisted
Individualization. This form of cooperative learning is sometimes referred to as "TAI"
(Slavin, Leavey & Madden, 1982).

Another common method of cooperative learning is the Cooperative Integrated Reading
and Composition. This form of cooperative learning is referred to as "CIRC" (Stevens,
Madden, Slavin, & Farnish, 1987). There is another method of cooperative learning
strategy called Jigsaw (Aronson, Blaney, Sikes, Stephan & Snapp, 1978). There is also a
common form of cooperative learning known as Group Investigation which is sometimes
referred to as "GI" (Sharan & Sharan, 1976 and 1992). Another method of cooperative
learning is called Learning Together or "LT" (Slavin, Farnish, Livingston, Sauer and
Colton, 1994; Johnson & Johnson, 1975 and 1999). Another cooperative learning method
is called Academic Controversy or Constructive Controversy or "AC" or "CC" (Johnson
D.W. & Johnson R., 1979). There is also a cooperative learning method called Cooperative
Structures or "CS" (Kagan, 1985). There are many other cooperative learning methods that
are not mentioned here. The diversity of cooperative learning methods is determined by
the differences in the learning environments. For instance, Calder’n, Hertz-Lazarowitz,
Ivory, Slavin (1996); Calder::n, Tinajero, & Hertz-Lazarowitz (1992) added to the CIRC
structure several adaptations in order to make CIRC appropriate to bilingual settings.

In the STAD or Student Teams-Achievement Divisions, the learning teams are diverse in
achievement level, gender, and ethnicity. The teacher presents a lesson, and the students
work within their teams to make sure each team member has learned it. Each student takes
the same test without help from their team-mates. A student's test score is compared to his
past score. Then, points are given to each team based on the sum of individual test scores.
Whereas in the TGT or Teams-Games-Tournaments the tests are replaced by weekly
tournaments against other teams in the class. Low achievers play against other low
achievers, and high achievers against high achievers. Team-mates help each other to
prepare, but cannot help each other in the tournament. The TGT was the first cooperative
learning method developed in Johns Hopkins University. Some teachers combine the
STAD and TGT methods.

In the TAI or Team-Assisted Individualization, cooperative learning is combined with
individual instruction. TAI is specifically designed to teach mathematics to students in
grade three through grade six. Students enter an individualized sequence according to a
placement test and proceed at their own pace. In general, members of a team work on
different units. They check each other's work using answer sheets and help one another to
solve procedural problems. Final tests are taken without help from other students.



The strategy of CIRC or Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition was adapted in
this study. The CIRC is a comprehensive program for teaching reading and writing in the
upper elementary and middle grades. Teachers use novels or basal readers. They may or
may not use reading groups. In case reading groups are used, they are constituted in such
a way that two or more reading levels are identified. From each level one or more pairs of
students are selected. Students work in pairs within their group on tasks such as reading to
one another, making predictions about story resolutions and summarizing stories. Other
activities include writing responses to stories, practicing spelling, decoding, enriching
vocabulary and mastering the main idea of topics. Then, students take a quiz at the end of
the program, or when all team-mates are ready (Slavin, 1994). The CIRC for reading and
the CIRC for writing are usually used together, but can be used as separate reading and
writing programs (Slavin, 1994).

In the Jigsaw cooperative learning method, students are assigned to six-member teams to
work on academic materials that are broken down into sections. For example, Arabic
language can be divided into sub-skills such as focusing on the main idea, providing details,
and organization of written contents. Writing sections can focus on the use of
vocabularies, grammar and morphology. Further sections may focus on the use of
punctuations, spelling and handwriting (Margie, 1987).

Each team member is responsible for one of these divisions or some team members can
volunteer to work on other categories of language-arts that are included in their paper
(Sanacore and Joseph, 1996; Kress, 1999). The members of different groups who have
been given the responsibility for the similar division meet in the expert groups to discuss
their writing tasks. Then, they return to their team-mates and teach them about their writing
tasks. This method is called the Jigsaw one (I).

There is also a Jigsaw two (I1). Slavin (1985) indicated that, instead of assigning students
to different sections, all students share common experiences along with the writing
divisions. Individual students receive parts on which they become experts. Then, students
with similar topics meet in the expert groups. Eventually, they return to their team-mates
and teach them about what they have learned. Students then take individual quizzes which
result in group scores based on the scoring system of the STAD.

The method of cooperative learning called Group Investigation, is a general classroom plan
in which students work in small groups using either the technique of Cooperative Inquiry
and Group Discussion or Cooperative Planning and Project. In this method, students form
different groups. Each group chooses a topic from the unit being introduced to the entire
class. The topics chosen are broken down into small activities carried out by individual
group members. The group members then prepare their reports. Each group thus presents
and displays its findings to the entire class (Sharan and Sharan's, 1976; Slavin, 1995).

For instance, if the students are studying in Selangor, one group may investigate the
religions of the Selangor population. Another group may investigate the geographical
features of Selangor. Other groups may choose to investigate the foods, education and
political system of Selangor. Teachers and students cooperatively plan the goals and
expected outcomes from the groups. Then, all groups work together on a general project



that is subsequently presented to the class as a whole. The method of Group Investigation
stresses having students in each group share their individual tasks and experiences with the
rest of the group members. Also, the method of Group Investigation stresses having groups
broaden the knowledge of the whole class through their presentations (Sharan and Sharan's,
1976).

In the Academic Controversy model (Johnson & Johnson, 1979), it is indicated that
teachers assign students to two or four pairs. Then, the students are instructed to read a
given assignment. Each pair then takes on the pair with the opposite of the task, after which
they develop a plan for supporting their ideas. The opposing pair listens actively and takes
notes. This step is then followed with a general discussion, whereby all the pairs try to
reach a consensus. The cooperative learning pairs are also encouraged to synthesize
information from both sides. Then they write a general report expressing their conclusions.

Students who participate in the Academic Controversy model find it easy to transfer the
learned concepts into new situations. They also use more complex and higher order
reasoning strategies in recalling and transferring information learned. They also gain more
knowledge about issues discussed. Furthermore, the students who participate in the
Academic Controversy model are more able to combine and synthesize the information of
two controversial ideas.

Kagan (1985) indicated that, cooperative learning model consists of team building,
management techniques and rewards. The cooperative learning model of Kagan (1985)
also indicated that it is based on a complex system of points. Kagan (1985) indicated the
following five types of cooperative structure:

1) peer tutoring, where team-mates teach each other to carry out given tasks; 2) Jigsaws,
in which each member of a group is given a piece of information and must share that
information with the others in the group to complete a task; 3) cooperative projects, where
the members of a group work together to complete a group project; 4) cooperative,
individualized projects, where students work alone on a particular assignment or project,
but evaluations of their individual progress contribute to a group grade and 5) cooperative
interaction, where each student is graded individually although completion of the task
requires a cooperative effort.

Slavin (1994) however argued that, the application of cooperative learning strategies
should fulfill the following conditions: (a) positive interdependence, (b) individual
accountability, (c) group processing for writing activities and (d) face-to-face interaction.
It is perceivable that cooperative learning strategies can have positive effects on students'
achievements when properly implemented. However, this perception does not guarantee
that all applications of cooperative learning strategies are effective at all times. While many
different cooperative learning methods are being advocated for and frequently used,
researches have little information about which specific cooperative learning method is most
effective in a particular situation (David, Johnson D.W., Johnson R.T. and Stanne, 2000).



Common Benefits of Cooperative Learning

According to Slavin (1989) cooperative learning strategies enhance students' academic and
social skills. Among the academic benefits of cooperative learning is that, cooperative
learning improves students' comprehension of academic contents. Students engaged in
cooperative learning have more chances to identify and increase their academic
achievement. The cooperative learning also focuses on the success of all students. Slavin
(1995) indicated that cooperative learning strategies ease teachers’ activities in terms of
classroom management and instructions.

As far as social skills are concerned, Gresham and Elliott (1990) asserted tha cooperative
learning students have more chances to learn positive social skills, whereby it creates
situations for students to exercise the interactive behaviors such as: helping others, sharing
materials, and complying with rules and directions. Besides that, cooperative learning
trains students to apply initiating behaviors such as: asking others for information,
introducing oneself to others and responding properly to inappropriate actions of others.
Cooperative learning also enhances the courage to stand for one's rights and for the rights
of other people (Gresham and Elliott, 1990).

Among the social-psychological benefits of cooperative learning is that, students who
apply cooperative learning also learn to support one another through learning processes.
Furthermore, cooperative learning improves interpersonal relations and strengthens
conflict resolution skills. Cooperative learning also improves self-esteem, trust in peers and
positive attitudes towards schoolwork (Slavin, 1989). Student who use cooperative
learning have more chances to exercise decision making. Furthermore, cooperative
learning strengthens diverse learning styles.

Gresham and Elliott (1990) added that cooperative learning also enhances students' ability
to communicate with others and it trains students with a sense of valuing properties of
oneself. Cooperative learning also trains students with a sense of respecting other people’s
properties and their ideas. The cooperative learning plants in the minds of students the
behaviors that show concern towards people's feelings. It also trains students to respect
their differences. Students also learn to demonstrate emotional control in conflicting
situations such as applying the proper response to disappointments and challenging
situations.

Generally, cooperative learning is assumed to reinforce the acceptable social skills such as
cooperation, empathy, assertion, responsibility and self-control (Gresham and Elliott,
1990). Such assumed benefits of cooperative learning encouraged the researcher to use the
cooperative learning strategies in this research. Cooperative learning strategies are
assumed to not only influence learning processes, but they can also influence learners’
achievements and social skills.
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Pitfalls of Cooperative Learning

While the above section discussed the strong points of cooperative learning, there are
weaknesses that should be avoided when using cooperative learning. Cooperative learning
methods, if not properly administered, can allow for the free rider effect, whereby some
group members do all or most of the work while others do not contribute anything. This
problem is most likely to occur when a group is assigned to a single task. For instance,
when students are asked to hand in a single report, complete a single work sheet or work
on one project. Such single task assignments can also create a situation in which slow
learners are ignored by other group members. This problem is sometimes referred to as
diffusion of responsibility (Slavin, 1983).

There is also a problem of students’ complaints. Cooperative learning instructors should
direct some attention to the phenomenon of learners’ resistance and open hostility that is
expected to happen when using cooperative learning. In such situation students who learn
fast may complain about being held back by their slower team-mates. Yet slow learning
students may complain about being ignored in group sessions. Instructors with sufficient
patience generally find ways to deal with these problems through group structuring
procedures and proper implementation of cooperative learning principles. Nevertheless,
other instructors may become discouraged by learners’ complaints and revert to the
traditional teacher-centered method which is less productive compared to cooperative
learning.

However, some problems of cooperative learning could be controlled. For instance, Slavin
(1986) indicated that the problem of diffusion of responsibility can be controlled by two
principles: 1) The first principle is to make each group member responsible for a unique
part of the task as in the Jigsaw group investigation. However, there is a danger of task
specialization. Some group members may learn a great deal about the portion that they
work on but not about the rest of the task content. 2) The second principle of controlling
the diffusion of responsibility in cooperative learning is to have the students individually
accountable for their learning. For instance, in cooperative learning methods, groups are
rewarded based on the sum of members' individual quiz scores or other individual
performance. In this way, group members make sure that everyone learns the content
assigned to a group because no student can sit idle (Slavin, 1986).

Effects of Cooperative Learning Strategies on Academic Achievement

Methods and students’ achievements in the non-cooperative learning methods are
discussed.

Among the reviewed cooperative learning studies is the one by Hertz-Lazarowitz et al.
(1980). Hertz-Lazarowitz et al. (1980) investigated Arabic language and culture by using
cooperative learning method of Jigsaw 1 and control classes, n 67, Total ES.00. Another
cooperative learning study is by Hertz-Lazarowitz et al. (1981). He also, investigated

11



Arabic language and culture using the cooperative learning method of Marched Jigsaw 1
and control classes, n 68, Total ES.+.22.

Sherman (1986) compared the effects of cooperative learning and individual learning in
the psychology classroom. He compared three sections of cooperative learning (ns = 30,
26, and 31) with a single section of cooperative learning (n = 40). An ANOVA was used
to compare pre-and post-tests dealing with academic achievement. An examination of the
Four-Groups at the pre-test showed the groups not to be statistically different. A second
comparison at the end of the course showed that all sections made significant gains in
achievement, but that the differences among groups were not significant.

Burron, James, and Ambrosio (1993) used the Learning Together technique to examine the
effects of cooperative learning on two physical science laboratory sections. The scope was
pre-service teachers in elementary and middle school levels. The differences between the
experimental group and the control group were measured in the areas of academic
achievement, social skills, and attitudes. From the results of test scores, the authors
concluded that no significant differences were observed in achievement. Unfortunately, the
small sample sizes of n = 43 in the control group and n = 24 in the experimental group
might almost preclude the significance of his findings.

Tlusty, Mclintyre, and Eierman (1993) used a 2 x 2 design to compare the effects of
traditional and cooperative learning environments on student achievement in laboratory
chemistry. Tlusty et al. (1993) intended to determine if there were any associated gender-
based effects with the two strategies. A small group (n = 46) of students was used,
presumably equally distributed between two different groups. The first group used
cooperative learning strategies throughout a 16-week semester, whereas the second group
was introduced to cooperative learning practices only after the 8th week of the semester.
They found no significant differences among sections in terms of academic achievements.

Overlock (1994) attempted to determine the effect of cooperative learning on the academic
success rate of physics students enrolled in a technical college. The study attempted to
measure the effectiveness of cooperative learning by comparing the means of final exam
scores of students enrolled in two sections of an introductory physics course. Overlock
(1994) used the experimental method of post-test only. In this study a group of 18 students
took the physics course that followed traditional expository methods of instruction that
consisted of lecture, in-class discussion, and small group laboratory sessions. A second
group of 12 students worked through the course using cooperative learning methods.

The methodology of cooperative learning used in Overlock (1994) included short lectures,
and collaborative homework and lab assignments. The means of final exam scores were
compared using a t-test for independent means. A slight negative effect was found for those
enrolled in the section employing cooperative learning methods as compared to those in
the traditional section. It was argued that the groups were random samples on the basis that
students randomly chose two indistinguishable sections of the same course, offered at
approximately the same time of a day. The study concluded that the cooperative learning
method was at least as effective as the traditional method, but there was no attempt to
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determine the pre-treatment equivalence of the experimental and control groups. Therefore,
these findings should be treated with caution.

Pisani (1994) examined the effect of cooperative learning on academic achievements
among biology majors at the University of Illinois. The study compared achievements of
students enrolled in the undergraduate honors biology workshop in which cooperative
learning was used with that of non-honors students enrolled in a traditional learning
environment. The major finding of the study was that the cooperative learning environment
positively influences student involvement (p. 2). Increased involvement was a natural
effect of cooperative learning generally, that had no lasting effect according to the author.
Pisani (1994) concluded that the effect of cooperative learning on academic achievements
had no significant positive effect when measured by student grades.

In a Ph.D research titled “Collaboration and Composition: Effects of Group Structure on
Writing and Classroom Dynamics” conducted at Louisiana State University, Hecht (1994)
set out to measure the efficiency of using collaborative writing groups in a college level
composition class, and to determine if students should remain in the same collaborative
writing groups for an entire semester or for the duration of the writing project. The method
of gathering and analyzing data used in this study, integrated two paradigms of social
scientific research. One of these paradigms was to use a process-product quantitative
design. The process-product quantitative design focused on measures of student writing
performance and writing improvement, while at the same time taking care of learners'
attitudes, retention and absence rates. Another paradigm described the social and
interaction process involved in cooperative learning groups.

Participants of Hecht’s (1994) research were approximately 150 college freshmen at a
medium-sized public Open Admissions Southern University. The subjects were enrolled
in six sections of a second semester freshman composition course. The experiment was
conducted by two instructors and the author himself for an entire semester. Two sections
wrote the majority of their assignments in permanent groups. While other two sections
wrote in groups that changed with each writing task. About every two to four weeks the
other two sections wrote every work independently. The collaborating writing groups were
heterogeneous in composition each consisting of four to five students.

The results of Hecht’s (1994) research showed that the collaborating writing groups were
efficacious. All students significantly improved their writing. Retention rates for group
classes were significantly higher than individual classes. Students enjoyed writing more in
group classes. Permanent groups showed more dialogic collaboration. Although there were
benefits to all groups, students in permanent groups achieved a more process-oriented
education. There were significant differences in essay writing scores among individuals,
changing and permanent groups on the pre-test and the post-test at (F 1.94), p<.001. The
improvement in writing skills occurred in all the three courses, but a higher degree of
improvement was observed among cooperative learning groups especially the permanent
groups.
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Kirk (1997) reported no significant effect size in the study on the effectiveness of
cooperative learning. The study particularly focused on academic achievement, self-
esteem and academic self-image. Kirk (1997) also referred to students’ social skills and
student attitudes in primary mathematics and English spelling classes in Ireland. Among
the objectives of the study was also to examine the effectiveness of cooperative learning
on the development of academic achievement, social skills and friendship patterns.

The experimental study by Kirk (1997) was conducted over a period of two years. In the
first year, the research involved a six-week action research experiment in the researcher's
classroom. The pre-test / post-test control group design was used. Participants were divided
on the basis of ability into two groups of sixteen students. For the first three weeks of the
experiment one group worked cooperatively at mathematics each day for fifty minutes,
while the remainder of the class were taught in the traditional didactic manner working
independently. The classroom arrangement was reversed during English spelling classes
over the remaining three weeks of the experiment.

In the second year, there was one stage of action research. A replication of this experiment
was undertaken over a three-week period. That was done for the sake of investigating if
similar results would be obtained with a different group at the same class level and in the
same subject area. The pre-test / post-test control group design was again used with a new
group of 28. Sixth class students were divided in a similar manner, but only on the basis of
mathematical ability using the results of the Sigma-T standardized mathematics attainment
test. The division of sixth class created two main groups, the control group (15 students)
and five cooperative learning teams of three members. The Two-tail significance score of
0.77 showed that there was no significant difference between the cooperative learning and
control groups in the second year.

Follow-up interviews were also conducted in the second year with the 32 participants of
the first-year experiment. The target then was to observe the long-term impact of the
intervention on the students of the first year. Moreover, follow-up interviews were intended
for obtaining students' attitudes and views with regard to cooperative learning. The English
spelling experiment was not repeated in the second year because the control group in the
spelling experiment had completed three weeks working cooperatively in mathematics.
Sensitization would result in interference in the results obtained during the spelling
experiment, particularly in the area of self-esteem.

English spelling in the first year were tested using a Fifty Word Parallel Spelling
Achievement Test, while social skills were observed by using a Socio-Metric Device. Kirk
(1997) used the Socio-Metric Device to investigate the friendship patterns. The Socio-
Metric Device was also helpful for Kirk (1997) in observing the relationship choices within
each cooperative learning group. Among the tools used was an Academic Self-Image Scale
which consisted of nine items, and a Self-Esteem Inventory which contained 25 statements.
Kirk (1997) also used a 20 Question Mathematics Achievement Test on Area and Perimeter
and a 28 Item Questionnaire for the cooperative learning group, and a 10 Item
Questionnaire for the control group. He also used a Variety of Group Processing
Checklists, a Weekly Group Performance Chart and a Structured Observation Form.
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Finally, Kirk (1997) used a 22 Item Follow-Up Interview Questionnaire. Unfortunately,
the validity and reliability of the tools used were not provided.

Kirk (1997) calculated the mean scores of the standardized mathematics and spelling tests
for each cooperative learning group to ensure a reasonable balance of performance between
the groups. The pre-test results of the two groups were also compared and as the Two-tail
significance score of 0.768 was >0.05 there was no significant difference between the
results of the two groups.

The results were presented with respect to inter-group relations, social skills development
and self-esteem. Also, the presentation by Kirk’s results focused on academic self-image
and academic achievements in mathematics, spelling and participants' attitudes towards
cooperative learning. The results also provided particular reference to high, middle and low
achievers.

Kirk (1997) indicated that there was no statistically significant difference in achievement
levels in mathematics between the cooperative learning and the control groups in terms of
pre-test and post-test scores, neither in the first year nor the second year. In the first year
the post-test results when examined they showed a Two-tail significance of 0.198. As this
score was greater than 0.05 the difference between the cooperative learning and control
groups was not regarded as significant. On the t-test for equality of means for the second
year, the Two-tailed significance level score was 0.252, which showed that there was no
significant difference between the cooperative learning and control group scores.

The overall mean for the cooperative learning groups of the second year in spelling showed
an increase of 11.8%, whereas for the control group for spelling which had just completed
three weeks of cooperative learning in mathematics, it dropped by 1%. Overall, similar to
the first year, friendship patterns within the cooperative learning groups of the second year
showed no major development following three weeks of cooperative learning. There were
greater changes in the working relationship patterns than in the friendship choices within
the cooperative learning groups, which were clearer in the first year than in the second
year. It was also apparent that the level of social adjustment among the second-year
participants was higher at the start of the experiment in comparison to the participants of
the first year.

A considerable improvement was noted in the participants' awareness of social skills. This
awareness resulted in a greater frequency in the use of social skills. The social skills in
question included listening to others, appropriate reactions to other's comments and
appropriate body language. Furthermore, the social skills investigated by Kirk (1997)
revealed that cooperative learning led students to more responsible behavior and more
positive attitudes displayed towards work and towards others. The social skill of
encouraging seemed to have benefited most from cooperative learning as indicated by
students in the follow-up interviews. Other social skills which benefited from cooperative
learning were eye contact, listening, helping and explaining.
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In the study by Kirk (1997) the majority of students, particularly the middle and low
achievers, appeared to have viewed the higher order social skills of checking and
explaining as relatively easy social skills to use, despite the fact that they did not score as
highly in these social skills in either year. Generally, Kirk (1997) observed that cooperative
learning was a preferred method of learning for the majority of students. Furthermore, Kirk
(1997) observed that there were many positive longer-term effects of cooperative learning
as evidenced in the interviews conducted in the second year.

David et al. (2000) conducted a meta-analysis research in which he investigated the general
effects of cooperative learning methods. However, the sample studies by David et al.
(2000) included studies that were conducted in non-educational settings, with partial sets
of studies that might not validly represent the whole literature. That notwithstanding the
study was quite extensive, dealing with 164 studies and investigating eight cooperative
learning methods. Since some studies used in the meta-analysis by David et al. (2000) were
listed more than once, it ended up that the study reported 194 separate comparisons of
cooperative learning and control methods.

The cooperative learning methods investigated by David et al. (2000) were Learning
Together (LT), Academic Controversy (AC), Student-Team-Achievement-Divisions
(STAD) Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT), Group Investigation (GI), Jigsaw, Teams-
Assisted-Individualization (TAI) and Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition
(CIRC). The impact of cooperative learning was compared with competitive learning. In
order to examine the empirical support validating the effectiveness of the different methods
of cooperative learning in maximizing achievement, the study specifically investigated
four issues. These were (i) How much research had been conducted to validate the
effectiveness of specific cooperative learning procedures? (ii) How many different
cooperative learning methods had been evaluated? (iii) How effective were the different
cooperative learning methods in maximizing achievement? and (iv) What were the
characteristics of the more effective cooperative learning methods?

The study focused on two independent variables and one dependent variable. The first
independent variable was the method of cooperative learning as defined by the author(s)
of each sample study. If the author stated that the method used was STAD or Jigsaw it was
noted as such. The second independent variable was the classification of cooperative
learning methods on a continuum of direct to conceptual. More direct cooperative learning
methods consisted of well-defined procedures that teachers were supposed to follow in an
exact, lock-step way. While more conceptual cooperative learning methods consisted of
conceptual frameworks that teachers use as a template to overlay lessons and activities
structured to fit their specific circumstances. The dependent variable was student
achievement. Achievement was defined as an outcome measure for some type of
performance. This included scores on standardized and teacher-made tests as well as
quality of performances such as compositions and presentations.

The sample studies by David et al. (2000) yielded 194 independent effect sizes representing

academic achievement. The effect size "d" was the difference between treatment divided
by the pooled standard deviation of the two groups. All effect sizes were adjusted to control
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for small sample bias. Within studies where there were multiple achievement measures,
the average effect size was found by averaging the multiple measures to derive one effect
size for each treatment contrast. The mean weighted effect size was found by multiplying
each independent effect size by the inverse of its variance and then the sum of these
products was divided by the sum of the inverses. The resulting weighted mean effect size
was referred to as "d+." Confidence intervals 95% were calculated to determine the
statistical significance of each weighted mean effect size.

The results of the research by David et al. (2000) showed that, all the eight cooperative
learning methods had a positive impact on student achievement. When the impact of
cooperative lessons was compared with individualistic learning, the method of Learning
Logether resulted in the greatest effect, followed by AC, GI, TGT, TAI, STAD, Jigsaw,
and CIRC respectively. However, without reviewing specific research on the different
cooperative learning methods, it was difficult to accept these results.

Nevertheless, the results of this meta-analysis indicated that the more conceptual the
method of cooperative learning, the greater its impact on student achievement tends to be.
This was an important addition to the literature on implementation and institutionalization
of innovations.

Onwuegbuzie (2001) investigated the relationship between peer orientation and
achievement using cooperative learning. The study focused on the relationship between
peer orientation and achievement when cooperative learning techniques were utilized. The
sample size by Onwuegbuzie (2001) comprised of 159 students enrolled in 7 sections of a
graduate-level research methodology course spread over 2 semesters. The students, who
were administered a learning-style instrument, were enrolled in sections in which
cooperative learning groups were formed to undertake the major course requirements.
Participation was voluntary, but students were required to give their permission by signing
an informed consent document. They received extra course credit for their participation.

The study was based on the phenomenon reported by researchers that learning styles play
an important role in research methodology classes (Onwuegbuzie & Daley, 1997a). In
particular Onwuegbuzie (2001) observed that graduate students who preferred to learn in
cooperative learning groups tended to obtain lower achievement levels of performance in
research methodology courses. In these courses all assignments were undertaken and
graded individually. Yet other students who had more individualistic orientations tended
to obtain higher achievement levels of performance in the courses of research methodology
(Onwuegbuzie & Daley, 1997b). It was also found that peer orientation explains as much
as 27.4% of the variance in achievement among graduate students. Upon that background
Onwuegbuzie (2001) wanted to determine whether the relationship between peer
orientation and achievement existes in research methodology courses in which cooperative
learning groups are formed to undertake major course requirements.

In this study Onwuegbuzie (2001) used Productivity Environmental Preference Survey

(PEPS) administered on the first day of class. The PEPS, designed by Dunn, Dunn, and
Price (1991), is an instrument that surveys individuals' preferences in each of the 20
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different modalities. The PEPS was developed through factor analysis using orthogonal
(varimax) rotations. It was believed to be a comprehensive approach to the identification
of how adults prefer to function, learn, concentrate, and perform during educational
processes and work activities in the following areas: (a) environment (i.e., sound,
temperature, light, and design); (b) emotionality (e.g., motivation, responsibility,
persistence, and the need for either structure or flexibility); (c) sociological preferences
(i.e., peer orientation, authority orientation); and (d) physical needs (e.g., perceptual
preference(s), time of day, intake, and mobility).

Specifically, the PEPS measures preferences pertaining to the following 20 modalities:
noise, light, temperature, design, motivation, persistence, responsibility, structure, peer
orientation, authority orientation, multiple perceptual preferences, auditory, visual, tactile,
kinesthetic, intake, evening or morning, late morning, afternoon and mobility. Each sub-
scale represented a learning modality. Performance on each of the 20 sub-scales was
expressed in standard score units, ranging from 20 to 80, with a mean of 50 and a standard
deviation of 10. According to the author of the PEPS instrument individuals having a
standard score of 40 or less, or 60 or more in a sub-scale find that particular modality
important when they study or work. While individuals who scored between 40 and 60
typically differed from others with respect to how much that variable was important to
them. Scores on the PEPS were analyzed as continuous variables instead of being
partitioned, because categorization of a continuous variable leads to a loss of some
important information. Consequently, the variable loses a sensitive analysis (Kerlinger,
1986; Pedhazur, 1982).

Onwuegbuzie (2001) correlated the scores from the peer orientation sub-scales with the
final examination. That assessment, which was administered individually in all classes,
measured the related conceptual knowledge, including students' knowledge of research
concepts, methodologies, and applications.

It was found that a small but statistically significant relationship existed between peer
orientation and achievement. Students who were more oriented towards cooperative
learning attained lower levels of achievement than those who did not have an orientation
towards cooperative learning. There was a significant relationship between peer orientation
and achievement at (r =. 16, p <.05). Specifically, students with a peer orientation attained
lower levels of achievement than those who did not have an orientation towards
cooperative learning. Squaring the correlation coefficient revealed that peer orientation
explained 2.6% of the variance. Although that relationship was statistically lower (p < .05)
than the corresponding relationship reported by Onwuegbuzie and Daley (1997b), the fact
that the relationship was not trivial warranted for further research.

Onwuegbuzie (2001) used the Type | error rate so that peer orientation was related
statistically significantly at (p<.05) along with the following learning modalities:
motivation (r =-.27), responsibility (r =.36), authority orientation (r =.39), multiple
perception orientation (r = -.62), and mobility (r = -.32).
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Specifically, students who were more peer-oriented tended to report lower levels of
motivation. They also tended to be less responsible and they were found to have less
positive attitudes towards the presence of authority figures in the classroom. Furthermore,
the students who were more peer-oriented tended to be less inclined to have multiple
perception preferences. They also tended to require mobility in learning environments.
Using a criterion of Cohen’s (1988), the correlations fund by Onwuegbuzie (2001)
represented moderate to large effects.

Thus, it was likely according to Onwuegbuzie (2001) that peer-oriented students who were
under-achieved in research methodology courses did so not only because they were
unsuited to traditional, individual methods of instruction but also because they were
instructed to use learning styles that did not maximize their learning in the classes. The
findings by Onwuegbuzie (2001) also suggested that peer-oriented learners possessed
potentially debilitative learning styles that appeared to include (a) low motivation, (b) less
responsibility, (c) less positive attitudes towards the presence of authority figures, (d) less
inclination to learn with multiple resources and (e) they needed mobility in learning
environments. The relatively low motivation levels reported by peer-oriented learners
seemed to have been a major drawback for instructors of research methodology because
motivation had been consistently found to be related to achievement (Bailey,
Onwuegbuzie, & Daley, 2000).

The findings by Onwuegbuzie (2001) also seemed to support the observation by
Onwuegbuzie and DaRos (1999) that a notable proportion of peer-oriented students,
particularly the weaker ones, appeared to like cooperative learning for reasons that were
not compatible with the instructional objectives by Onwuegbuzie (2001). Onwuegbuzie
and DaRos (1999) indicated that some peer-oriented students assumed the role of free-
riders in their cooperative groups. Apparently, those individuals liked cooperative learning
because they realized that they did not need to put forth as much effort to obtain a passing
grade in research methodology courses. Onwuegbuzie and DaRos (1999) further suggested
that those free-riders rely on their more able group members to maximize their groups'
project grades.

Effects of Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) on Achievement
of Reading and Writing skill

Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Farnish, (1987), used Cooperative Integrated Reading and
Composition, or CIRC in grades 2-8. The study involved a series of activities derived from
research on reading comprehension and writing strategies. Students worked in four-
member heterogeneous learning teams. After the teacher introduced a story from a basal
text or trade book, students worked in their teams on a prescribed series of activities relating
to the story. These included partner reading, where students took turns reading to each
other in pairs. Also, students worked together to identify characters, settings, problems,
and problem solutions in narratives and summarization activities.

Students wrote complete sentences to show the meaning of new vocabulary words, and
wrote compositions that were related to their reading. The study by Stevens et al. (1987)
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included a curriculum for teaching main idea, figurative language, and other
comprehension skills, and that include a home reading and book report component. The
writing and language-arts component of CIRC applied a cooperative writing process
approach in which students worked together to plan, draft, revise, edit, and publish
compositions in a variety of genres. Students mastered language mechanics skills in their
teams, and these were then added to editing checklists to ensure their application in
students’ own writing. Teams earned recognition based on the performance of their
members on quizzes, compositions, book reports, and other activities (Madden, Slavin,
Farnish, Livingston, Calder::n, & Stevens, 1996).

Calder::n, et al. (1992; 1996) added to the CIRC structure several adaptations in order to
make CIRC appropriate to bilingual settings. It was built around Spanish reading materials
in the younger grades and then used transitional reading materials as students began the
transition from Spanish to English. The age of transition depended on materials that
accompanied Spanish novels developed through the sixth grade. The CIRC program was
evaluated in three studies in elementary schools by Stevens et al. (1987) and Stevens &
Slavin (1995). Another study in two middle schools was conducted by Stevens & Durkin
(1992). In each case, the CIRC students made significantly greater gains than control
students in standardized tests of reading achievement.

A four-year study of CIRC was conducted in 24 grades 2-4 bilingual classes in El Paso,
Texas (Calder:n, 1994; Hertz-Lazarowitz, Ivory, & Calder::n, 1996). Experimental and
control classes were matched. Students transitioned from mostly-Spanish instruction in
second grade to mostly-English instruction in the fourth grade. At the end of second grade,
CIRC students scored significantly better than control students in the Spanish Texas
Assessment of Academic Skills in both reading (ES=+.43) and writing (ES=+.47). At third
grade, students were tested on the English Norm-Referenced Assessment Program for
Texas and again CIRC students outperformed controls in reading (ES=+.59) and language
(ES=+.29). Finally, fourth graders in CIRC scored higher than controls in Norm-
Referenced Assessment Program for Texas reading (ES=+.19).

Academic Achievement in Writing Skills

This part reviewed studies on academic achievements in writing skills. Then it discussed
the concept of language-arts as an important part of language research. Despite the fact
that Arabic language were diagnostically reported to be the most critical skills of Arabic as
a second language, the researcher found very few studies administered to specifically
observe variables influencing achievements in Arabic language in the second language
classroom. Nevertheless, the available information about writing in general was useful for
this study. Also, important for the procedures of this present study were the findings of
other researches dealing with writing skills in languages other than Arabic.

In a report by the USA Education Research and Improvement April (1993) entitled "What's
Wrong with Writing and What Can We Do Right Now?”, the relationship between writing
achievements and students' attitudes to writing assignment and awarding of writing scores
were elaborated. With reference to Arabic language Su‘aidi Safei (1997) investigated the
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computer assisted Arabic writing showing how instructional technology might influence
the acquisition of Arabic writing skills.

Further information about the usage of instructional technology in the second language
classroom of Arabic language might be obtained from Kirembwe (1997) who investigated
the teaching of Arabic language to adult non-native speakers of Arabic language. He also
provided samples of lesson plans with an application of visual aids for elementary level.
Such studies provided the researcher with some information about the academic
achievements in writing skills in general and academic achievements in Arabic language
in particular. The detailed analyses of such studies were provided in the later discussions
of this chapter. Some of the selected studies for analyses in this review of literature were
introduced according to their leading titles where necessary.

What's Wrong with Writing and What Can We Do Right Now?

Harris, Riley, Elliot and Conaty (1993) conducted a research titled "What's Wrong with
Writing and What Can We Do Right Now?". The report by Harris et al. (1993) was based
on correlation and descriptive observations. Some parts of the report by Harris et al. (1993)
were based on meta-analysis methods. Harris et al. (1993) provided information about the
relationship between the frequency of writing assignments done by students and their
performance on the writing measures of the national assessment of educational progress in
the United States. Harris et al. (1993) also provided information about the relationship of
the efficiency of teachers’ responses and marking techniques with the students’ written
work and their performance on different writing skills.

The findings by Harris et al. (1993) indicated that, the frequency of writing tasks provided
to the treated clusters and differences in awarding scores made by different data collectors
can influence post-test findings. Therefore, there should be a similar frequency of writing
tasks made moderate in time for all groups, and data collectors should be the same for all
treatment groups. Otherwise, they can lead to the maturation, sensitization and
datacollectors threats that can interfere with the post-tested data.

According to the research by Harris et al. (1993) the assignments given to develop writing
skills and effect sizes observable in the developments of writing skills were always small,
showing that the development in writing skills as related to the frequency of writing
assignments was small. Harris also indicated that there was a linear relationship between
frequency of writing assignments and improvement of writing skills. For instance, Harris’s
examination of the data obtained from the National Assessment of USA. Educational
Progress (1991) revealed that students did not write much and that was probably, the causes
of their low achievement levels in writing skills.

According to the National Assessment of USA. Educational Progress (1991), it was found
that, in order to learn to write well, students need frequent practice in writing a variety of
materials. This reflects the USA April report of Educational Progress (1993) which
indicated the slow positive and linear relationship between writing growth and numbers of
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writing assignment provided per week. The more the writing assignments provided in a
week the better the students’ achievements in writing skills.

Computer Assisted Arabic Writing

In a Ph.D experimental dissertation titled “Computer Assisted Arabic Writing” at the
University of Leeds UK, Su’aidi Safei (1997) specifically investigated the problem of
Malaysian learners of Arabic at the intermediate level (group L2) of the diploma pre-
university level who needed to improve their Arabic writing skills. There was a severe
shortage of instructional material for Arabic as a foreign language. Hence, it was difficult
for students to improve on mechanics of Arabic language and characteristics of Arabic
writing style.

The aim of Su’aidi Safei (1997) was to enhance the writing proficiency in Arabic as a
foreign language and to pay attention to the writing process itself. The approach
emphasized that writing involves continual reflection and revision in drafting and requires
use of grammatical, semantic and rhetorical knowledge. Su’aidi Safei (1997) in
conjunction with UK'tub'li Foundation at the University of Leeds hypothesized that
computer application could improve students’ achievement levels in Arabic clauses,
sentences and styles. Su’aidi Safei (1997) commented that it was easy for students to use
and modify the learning aids in question so that they could suit the students’ particular
requirements.

To test the capabilities of the selected writing aids a small validation was undertaken
involving six pairs of final year British undergraduate students (Level 3, Year 4) in the
Department of Arabic and Middle Eastern Studies at the University of Leeds. The
objective was to gauge the validity of selected writing facilities with students like
Malaysian learners, at the intermediate level of Arabic as a second language. Diagnostic
assessments of the students' writings during the experiment were recorded based on
orthographical, morphological, syntactical, semantic and rhetorical errors, and described
in individual record sheets.

These results showed that students made extensive application of the computer facilities
and references which were used as aids for improving their performance. This included
instances like changing patterns of using these facilities in the drafting and in the
presentations during training courses of Arabic writing. Eventually the recorded
interviews indicated that five of the six pairs of students were satisfied with their writing
improvement at the end of the activity. Therefore, his experimental findings supported the
positive alternative hypothesis (Ha) that computer-assisted Arabic writing improves
students’ achievements in Arabic clauses, sentences and styles.

Teaching Arabic language to Adult Non-Arab Speakers

In an unpublished MA. thesis by Kirembwe (1997) entitled "Teaching Arabic language to
Adults Non-Arab Speakers, Samples of Lesson Plans with an Application of Visual Aids
for Elementary Level”, Kirembwe (1997) aimed at investigating the acquisition of pre-
university Arabic language for adult non-Arab speakers at the International Islamic
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University Malaysia by the use of visual aids. The research problem by Kirembwe (1997)
was based on the fact that, the ways of writing Arabic language-are different from other
languages. Therefore, the students of the International Islamic University Malaysia were
finding difficulties in transferring their oral expressions into the correct written forms.
Although they might express themselves orally, they could hardly do so in writing without
committing grammatical and other errors.

Kirembwe (1997) assumed that elementary writing instruction could depend on different
statements about visible items and practices. He suggested the use of visual aids in order
to improve students’ performance in the program of acquiring the Arabic language for
elementary levels. Therefore, Kirembwe (1997) hypothesized that: (i) the application of
the techniques that present the elementary Arabic writing materials to adult non-Arab
students by integrated visual aids and elementary writing skills might reduce Arabic
writing mistakes, (ii) the selection of writing content from students’ contemporary life
situations could improve students' learning activities in the elementary classes of Arabic
writing skills.

Kirembwe (1997) used the method of exploiting the merits of the visual aids in the
classroom of elementary writing skills for Arabic as second language, so that the selected
visual aids could influence the acquisition of the elementary Arabic language in question.
At the end of the research he concluded that if the schemes of work, lesson plans, classroom
and home exercises were derived from and based upon the daily experiences encountered
by students they could positively influence the acquisition of elementary Arabic language
for adult non-Arab speakers. Hence, Kirembwe (1997) supported the theory that learners
should be the target of all instructional procedures. When the visual aids are applied in the
acquisition of elementary Arabic language for adult non-Arab speakers, the learners should
be encouraged to be creative and self-taught when acquiring the selected Arabic writing
skills.
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