Sultan Qaboos University
Journal of Arts & Social Sciences

ouould ulablull Asol
acloin)l aglellg wila)l aloo

The Central Role of Active Learning in University Education:
with Special Reference to Content Courses

Rashid Ali Al-Balushi

Associate Professor
Department of English Language and Literature
College of Arts and Social Sciences
Sultan Qaboos University
rash5222@squ.edu.om

Date received: 21/08/2021
Date of acceptance:02/03/2022 Volume (14) Issue (1), April 2023

3




The Central Role of Active Learning in University Education

The Central Role of Active Learning in University Education:
with Special Reference to Content Courses

Rashid Ali Al-Balushi

Abstract

This paper raises the question of why university graduates lack higher order intellectual skills, and ascribes this
to the teaching approach adopted for content courses. It argues that the lack of critical thinking and problem
solving as well as research skills is due to the widespread use of the direct approach to instruction for university
content courses. It thus argues that the solution is in adopting teaching approaches that promote active learning,
like the discussion approach and the problem-based approach. The recommended approaches aim at arousing
students’ curiosity about the material through assigning readings and presenting problems, which prompts the
students to make observations and ask questions, therefore assuming the active role of ‘learner’, rather than
the passive role of ‘recipient’. The paper justifies recommending these two approaches by linking them to the
children’s learning style and scholars’ discovery process, which are essentially based on ‘making observations’,
‘asking questions’, and ‘pursuing answers’.

Keywords: curiosity; observation; questions and discussion; problems; active learning.
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1. Introduction

Despite the fact that university education has become
a necessary requirement for success both profession-
ally and socially, it is still not clear to many, including
university instructors, what the purpose of university
education is. While most people think that the pur-
pose is obtaining a degree (necessary for a career),
others believe that the purpose is the transfer of
knowledge and skills from individuals (i.e. instructors)
and other educational resources to students. Educa-
tionists believe that the ultimate goal of university
education is to produce individuals who are equipped
with the necessary critical thinking, problem solving
and research skills, as well as being interested in life-
long learning (e.g. Donald, 1985; Hager et. al, 2002;
Barrie, 2006; Washer, 2007; Tiruneh et al., 2014).

Despite these great goals and the unlimited resources
invested in achieving them, many university gradu-
ates obtain certificates that say very little about their
actual intellectual skills. The graduates finish their
studies with a lot of knowledge in their areas of spe-
cialty, but with little in terms of their critical thinking
and research skills, creating a gap between their actu-
al abilities and employer expectations (Jackson, 2009,
2010; Stewart et al., 2016; Abbasi et al., 2018). This
paper looks into this issue and raises the question of
why, despite sound planning and keen interest on the
part of academic institutions and national strategists,
university graduates lack the ability to think critically,
solve problems and conduct research?

The paper argues that the reason university graduates
lack higher order intellectual skills (i.e. analysis, syn-
thesis, evaluation, critical thinking, problem solving)
is the nature of the teaching approaches adopted by
the relevant institutions or individual instructors for
delivering content courses. Content courses, which
make the majority of university courses, are those
concerned with delivering facts, theories, concepts,
principles, and research findings, as well as introduc-
ing students to their areas of specialty. The problem
arises because the instructors in almost all areas of
university education, given their purely specializa-
tion-related backgrounds, either lack knowledge and
expertise in teaching methodology (Brownell & Tan-
ner, 2012; Tagg, 2012), or just feel tempted to lecture
(Allgood et al., 2004; Goffe & Kauper, 2014), which
leads to a teaching method that solely depends on
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presentations, or delivery of content. Basically, given
the nature of the ‘teaching’ job, the instructors, out
of commitment and a high sense of duty, indulge in
the activity of lecturing, without requiring any active
role on the part of the students, whose job becomes
listening and taking notes.

Therefore, | argue that the lack of intellectual and re-
search skills is due to the application of the direct ap-
proach to instruction, i.e. lecturing and presentations,
which is preferred by students (e.g. Hughes & Wood,
2003; Gormally et al., 2009), but which is not suitable
for university content courses (Jackson & Prosser,
1989; Hake, 1998; Knight & Wood, 2005). This is be-
cause it does not require active student involvement
in the learning process. Given these shortcomings of
the direct approach, is there an alternative approach
to university content courses?

| argue that this problem can be overcome by adopting
teaching approaches that promote active learning, like
the discussion approach (Applebee et al., 2003; Gib-
son, 2009; Lim et al., 2017) and the problem-based ap-
proach (Duch et al., 2001; Savery, 2009; Ferreira, 2012).
This is because these two approaches require more stu-
dent involvement in the learning task, which leads to
equipping the students with the active learning skills,
and ultimately to creating independent learners who
are capable of learning away from the instructor and
the academic institution. Research findings from the
literature will be cited in support of the central claim
that these two approaches foster higher order intellec-
tual skills, and that they are suitable for a wide range
of university content courses (Al-Balushi, 2021). While
the most active individual in the classroom according
to the direct approach is the instructor, it is the stu-
dent according to the discussion and problem-based
approaches, hence promoting active learning.

Section 2 provides an overview of the main features of
the three aforementioned approaches to instruction.
Section 3 provides the rationale for adopting the dis-
cussion and problem-based approaches, as opposed
to the direct approach. Section 4 discusses the con-
cept of active learning and the role of the society. Sec-
tion 5 discusses the advantages of the discussion and
problem-based approaches to instruction. Section 6
discusses the disadvantages of the direct approach
for university content courses. Section 7 concludes
the paper.
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2. Overview of the Three Approaches

This section introduces the three previously men-
tioned approaches to instruction by stating their main
tenets. It presents their characteristics, which illus-
trates the differences between the direct approach,
on one hand, and the discussion and problem-based
approaches, on the other hand, in terms of teacher
and student roles.

The direct approach to instruction assigns the teacher
the more active role in the classroom, since “it em-
phasizes teacher control of most classroom events
and the presentation of structured lessons. Direct in-
struction programs call for active teaching: Clear les-
son organizations; step-by-step progression between
subtopics; and the use of many examples, demonstra-
tions, and visual prompts” (Slavin, 2015). It involves:

(1) Instructional approaches that are structured, se-
qguenced, and led by teachers, and/or (2) the presen-
tation of academic content to students by teachers,
such as in a lecture or demonstration. In other words,
teachers are “directing” the instructional process or
instruction is being “directed” at students (Lombardi,
2019, ch. 4).

By contrast, the discussion approach to instruction
emphasizes:

Open-ended, collaborative exchange of ideas among
a teacher and students or among students for the pur-
pose of furthering students’ thinking, learning, prob-
lem solving, understanding, or literary appreciation.
Participants present multiple points of view, respond
to the ideas of others, and reflect on their own ideas
in an effort to build their knowledge, understanding,
or interpretation of the matter at hand (Wilkinson,
20009).

While the students assume the active role of acquir-
ers of knowledge and understanding, the role of the
teacher becomes that of facilitator (Cashin, 2011).

Likewise, the problem-based approach to instruction
is a teaching method in which complex real-world
problems are used as the vehicle to promote student
learning of concepts and principles as opposed to di-
rect presentation of facts and concepts. In addition to
course content, [the problem-based approach] can
promote the development of critical thinking skills,
problem-solving abilities, and communication skills
(Duch et al., 2001).
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Unlike traditional approaches, the problem-based
approach is “a student-centered approach in which
students learn about a subject by working in groups
to solve an open-ended problem” (Nilson, 2010).
This approach, too, assigns the teacher the role of
facilitator of learning, the individual responsible for
providing the learning material (i.e. problems) and
guidance.

The difference between the direct approach to in-
struction, on one hand, and the discussion and prob-
lem-based approaches, on the other hand, then, is
that the latter are more student-centered, i.e. where
‘learning’ is given more emphasis than ‘teaching’. Ac-
cording to these two approaches, education starts
with exposure to some phenomenon (discovered
through reading a text or examining a problem),
which is followed by ‘autonomous (tentative) learn-
ing’ through making observations, and then asking
questions (to be answered by either the teacher or
the learners themselves) to fill the gap in knowledge.

The recommended teaching approaches thus facil-
itate learning in a manner that roughly mimics the
stages of the Scientific Method. In other words, learn-
ing in the classroom is made as genuine as possible,
by emulating the original process of discovery gone
through by scholars. Succinctly stated, “the teaching
of science should be faithful to the true nature of
science by capturing the process of discovery in the
classroom” (cited in Schuster et al., 2018); that is,
teaching science (understood here to refer to all areas
of university education) should re-produce the discov-
ery of knowledge experience, thus calling for active
learning.

The idea that the teaching method of science should
be a reflection of the stages of the Scientific Method,
so-called the notion of “Scientific Teaching”, has been
advocated in Handelsman et al. (2004) and Ebert-May
& Hodder (2008), among many others. Therefore, this
paper will focus on the similarity between the rec-
ommended approaches and children’s learning style.
The next section states why the discussion and prob-
lem-based approaches, argued here to be more suit-
able for university content courses, are more compat-
ible with human nature, in the sense that they create
thinking learning individuals, by providing yet anoth-
er argument that these two approaches attempt to
re-produce our natural learning experiences.




3. The Rationale for the Discussion and Problem-
based Approaches

The main reason | advocate the discussion and prob-
lem-based approaches for university content courses
is that these two approaches involve an active stu-
dent role demonstrated through reading texts, exam-
ining problems (i.e. data sets), making observations,
asking questions and answering them, and because
they are not based on a presentation by the instruc-
tor. As such, these two approaches bear striking re-
semblance to the most natural learning style, the
one that we are born with, exhibited by little children
when they ask questions related to observations they
have made. The essence of these two approaches is
that the student’s role precedes the teacher’s role. In
what follows, | will discuss this resemblance and show
that it provides a conceptual argument for teaching
approaches that are based on observations and ques-
tions.

Most people agree that questions asked by little chil-
dren are a sign of cognitive development and learn-
ing (Chouinard, 2007). This learning process does not
come about as a result of attending schools or enrolling
in academic programs, but usually as a result of a single
observation, or a number of observations of a certain
phenomenon. In this invaluable experience, children
see or hear some information about a certain topic,
and given their acclaimed curiosity, they want to know
more, and so start asking questions (Mills et al., 2011).
Many educators thus urge parents to be more toler-
ant towards their children’s questions, and encourage
them to address those questions in a way that leads
to further questions, and also to give the children the
impression that their questions are always welcome
(Olsson, 2013). This should have a positive impact on
the children’s exploratory experiences, which should
encourage them to engage further into this natural
learning experience (which the modern science of ‘ed-
ucation/instruction’ is trying hard to re-produce).

Therefore, one reason why some teenagers (i.e.
school students) and adults (i.e. university students)
find lectures or presentations (i.e. the direct ap-
proach) meaningless is that those lectures and pre-
sentations provide them with answers to questions
that they have not asked yet, that is, questions that
are not theirs, which makes them uninterested in
asking questions. Berger (2018) states that children’s
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guestions, which start at a rate of “hundreds of ques-
tions a day”, sharply decrease as the children start
going to school. In other words, the educational sys-
tem (through the widely used direct approach) is sup-
plying knowledge to minds that have not been made
interested in seeking it by asking the relevant ques-
tions. Arousing their curiosity (i.e. eagerness to ask
questions) is best achieved through exposing those
minds to the relevant phenomena, which should re-
sult in some observations, and then waiting for them
to ‘want to know more’, that is, to ask the right ques-
tions, the ones that should fill the gap in their knowl-
edge (Harris et al., 2017).

One reason why children want to know more (and
keep asking questions) could be that they still have
not been introduced to the concepts of ‘tests’ and
‘grades’ (Harlen & Crick, 2003). Since it is impractical
to have university education without tests and grades,
one possible way to make university students enthu-
siastic about learning is to make the learning experi-
ence their own (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1991), not
one imposed by the instructor or the educational sys-
tem, though having to be one managed by the system.

Accordingly, the advocated approaches to instruction
set the scene for ‘the learning to take place’, and do
not start ‘the teaching’ until the students ask for more;
if they do not start asking questions, the instructor
provides prompts by asking questions. It is, therefore,
an attempt to replicate the natural learning style of
little children. The challenge is thus to make university
students regain the curiosity that they lost because
the ‘teaching activity’ was given more emphasis than
the ‘learning activity’, which led specialists to invent
‘teaching methods’, rather than look for simpler and
more natural ‘learning styles’ and capitalize on them.

An old Arabic saying goes: “Learning at young age is
like engraving on stone”, and means: “What is learnt
at young age sticks on the mind.” One reason ‘it sticks
on the mind’ is the nature of the style that children
engage in to make learning happen. This basic style
is itself based on another basic trait or instinct that
children are naturally equipped with (and many of us
adults have lost), which is curiosity: ‘truly wanting to
know more’. Then, can we, adults, be smart enough to
learn something crucial from this learning style, which
is naturally aimed at creating learners (for success in
life), not just students (for success in studies)?
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Before schools and academic programs were ever in-
vented, this innate learning style, which is furnished by
the advocated teaching approaches, led people to ask
some of the most fundamental questions about our
existence on this planet and pursue answers to them,
and led others to discoveries and inventions (of arts
and sciences) as well as to God. After having discussed
the potentiality of this basic learning style, which
might be termed the “stone engraving style”, the next
section discusses the advantages of active learning,
and shows that it can create life-long learners.

4. Active vs. Passive Learning and the Society

This section illustrates the virtues of adopting teach-
ing methods that are based on ‘asking questions and
seeking answers’ compared to ones based on ‘lec-
tures and presentations’. Besides mimicking the nat-
ural scientific discovery process, the advocated teach-
ing approaches attempt to restore children’s curiosity
to teenager and early adult minds. They restore to the
university students the active role of ‘true learners’
(which they enjoyed as little children, Piaget, 1954),
and assign them the role of ‘active knowledge seek-
ers’, rather than ‘passive content recipients’ that wait
for knowledge from the instructor. These approaches
to instruction place more importance on ‘learning’
than on ‘teaching’, and do not assume that the ‘learn-
ing’ has taken place simply because the ‘teaching’
was performed very actively.

According to relevant individuals and organizations,
education is the facilitation of learning. “Good teach-
ing is now understood to involve a process of facilitat-
ing learning rather than being the simple transmis-
sion of knowledge from the teacher to the learner”
(Smith & Blake, 2005, p. 2). What is undeniable, how-
ever, is that education has not fully succeeded in this
mission. The evidence is that while students at differ-
ent levels of education, in many countries, including
some of the most developed ones, enjoy self-educa-
tion of certain topics (e.g. information technology),
they have largely lost interest in school- and universi-
ty-mediated education. Many of them attend colleges
and universities thinking only of jobs.

Therefore, there should be a shift in the focus of ed-
ucation, or educational institutions and individuals.
The shift should be in the conception of education,
from ‘the transfer of knowledge and skills to students’
to ‘helping the students to realize their needs as well
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as potentials’. The institutionalization of education,
despite its many advantages, proved to be less pro-
ductive as far as university content courses are con-
cerned. Unlike traditional approaches, the discussion
and problem-based approaches make content courses
‘creativity-based ones’. Instead of instructors present-
ing the material and students tested on its content,
students are reading texts or examining problems and
asking questions; this way, they critically think of the
material and evaluate it, rather than just accepting it.

The current conception of education focusses on in-
forming the students about other people’s ideas,
discoveries and inventions. The proposed concep-
tion of education focusses on allowing the students
to discover how much they can accomplish on their
own (through reading texts or examining problems),
as well as what they need to learn, or to develop to
be better learners. The current conception produces
students who want to ‘know the answer’ (so that they
can write it in the test paper), whereas the proposed
conception enables the students to ‘produce and ap-
preciate different answers’.

Now, with the advent of the new technological age
(i.e. new industrial revolutions), students, at different
levels of education, from first graders to university se-
niors are interested in the products and wonders of
the communication technology revolution. This is ob-
vious, since many of them spend more time with their
smart phones (or similar devices) than they spend
reading their school or college textbooks. One reason
for this is that this knowledge (i.e. 4™ industrial revo-
lution) is not part of the course material (except for
communication technology-related specializations).
Another reason is that students are not going to be
tested on how well they have mastered it. A third
reason is that they were not presented with the an-
swers, as most instructors do in classrooms of many
content courses, but rather with the phenomena that
intrigued their curiosity and natural eagerness to
learn, which in turn prompted them to ask the right
guestions, and then to seek answers to them.

The natural question now is which is more effective
in creating ‘true learners’, an ‘approach that provides
answers’ or ‘approaches that provide for questions’?
| think most would agree that when the students take
the active role in the learning process, by posing the
relevant questions, they are better prepared as inde-




pendent life-long creative learners. They will be able
to view phenomena in novel ways and approach prob-
lems and questions in non-conventional manners,
which is necessary if we are interested in non-conven-
tional answers and solutions. Such approaches are
necessary if we want creative learners, not just suc-
cessful students.

Therefore, it is the ‘active learning’ strategy that dis-
tinguishes good institutions and their graduates. This
strategy does not just aim at increasing the amount
of knowledge the students have, but rather aims to
develop all the aspects of their lives, intellectual,
cognitive, social, emotional, psychological, etc.... The
ultimate goal would be the production of an individ-
ual that is different from the one that entered the
university 4 or 5 years ago, an individual prepared to
make tangible contributions to human knowledge,
not someone who just passed courses and obtained
a degree and is looking for a job. Thus, the university
experience should be fully utilized to produce active
learners who aspire to excellence and innovation,
who use the university experience as a start to be
creative, that is, to be independent thinkers in their
areas. In his definition of education, thinker Noam
Chomsky says:

The highest goal in life is to inquire and create. The
purpose of education from that point of view is just to
help people to learn on their own. It’s you the learner
who is going to achieve in the course of education and
it’s really up to you to determine how you’re going to
master and use it (para. 3).%Y

Thinker Arthur Schopenhauer says: “Talent hits a tar-
get no one else can hit; Genius hits a target no one
else can see” (Champy & Nohria, 2000). How can we
expect our students to be able to see what the others
cannot see if all we show (i.e. teach) them is what the
others see (i.e. have said or written)? There should be
room for imagination. According to Albert Einstein,
“Imagination is more important than knowledge”
(Calaprice & Dyson, 2011, p. 12). There would not be
enough room for imagination if the student’s head is
crammed full of information!

But why is lecturing so attractive to teachers and stu-
dents alike? | am not going to name a villain, and will
not blame it on the institutionalization of education,
(1) http://www.openculture.com/2012/11/noam_chomsky_spells_out

the_purpose_of education.html
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for obvious reasons. |, instead, think that the issue is
societal in nature. The society, including school admin-
istrations and national educational agencies, expects
instructors to earn their salaries. For these individuals
and bodies, the teachers have to be ‘active’ in carrying
out the duties of their profession. This leads teachers
to engage in ‘active teaching’ (i.e. summarizing con-
tent and presenting it) rather than ‘effective teaching’.
Also, it is the society, including the media and national
labor agencies, that informs students that they have
to go to academic institutions to acquire knowledge,
which gives them the impression that they cannot ac-
quire knowledge on their own. And this is because, for
the society, acquiring knowledge is equal to obtaining
a certificate, since it is the certificate, not knowledge,
that can only be obtained at academic institutions.
The students, therefore, should just attend academic
institutions, listen to professors (whose job title im-
plies “professing” or “lecturing”), and eventually ob-
tain a degree. Likewise, not offered another option,
and also out of human laziness, students like to relax
in their seats and take notes, instead of reading text-
books or examining problems. The latter tasks require
time and passion, and those are saved for other pri-
orities! Thus, it is the society that tells the teachers
to ‘inform energetically’ and the students to ‘listen
submissively’.

| am not sure why the society does this, but | believe
that this (sometimes good-willed) practice of pro-
moting ‘passive learning’ is in direct opposition to
the original roles of students and teachers, at least
in the Arab culture. The Arabic word for ‘student’ is
talib, which is the active participle of the verb fala-
ba, which originally means ‘to seek’ or ‘to search
for’ (CALA, 2004, p. 561). Also, the Arabic word for
‘teacher’ is mu‘allim, which is the active participle of
the verb ‘allama, which literally means ‘to provide a
sign or a characterization (of the path)’ or ‘to guide’
(CALA, 2004, p. 624). This indicates that the original
roles of both parties, students and teachers, which
are revealed by the literal meanings of the relevant
terminology, are to ‘seek knowledge’ and to ‘provide
guidance’, respectively, but not to ‘listen passively’
and ‘talk authoritatively’, respectively. Therefore, cer-
tain institutions in the society, including families and
civil agencies, must change their perception of educa-
tion to be that of ‘seeking knowledge’ by students and
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‘facilitating the acquisition of knowledge’ by teachers.
The concerned government and society institutions
should rethink the role and nature of the institution-
alization of education, and should admit that it has
changed the roles of teachers and students, a change
that has brought about the opposite results.

These are the opposite results because not only do
they contrast with the students’ and teachers’ orig-
inal roles, but also because they contradict the very
nature of the human being, the thinking, learning,
choosing, and deciding creature, not one on whom a
certain choice isimposed (Al-Balushi, 2020, 2022). The
view that the human being is essentially an observing,
thinking creature is compatible with the fact that God
has placed signs for His existence for this creature
to see, examine, and ponder over, to reach the right
conclusion. This conclusion is the truth referred to in
verse 53 of surat Fussilat (Explained-in-detail, 41:53),
where God says, “Soon will We show them Our Signs
in the (furthest) regions (of the earth), and in their
own souls, until it becomes manifest to them that this
is the Truth.” (The Holy Qur’an, translated by Abdul-
lah Yusuf Ali, p. 339.). And because God has created
a thinking, learning creature, He has made the call for
active learning (i.e. learning based on observations of
phenomena, asking questions, and seeking answers)
in various verses in the Qur’an, the Word of the Cre-
ator, who knows best how we can achieve learning.
Human beings are invited to exercise tafakkur (i.e.
critical thinking) in 15 verses and tadabbur (i.e. con-
templation/reflection) in 4 verses and ta‘aqqul (i.e.
reasoning, or exercising the intellect) in 33 verses
in the Qur’an. In fact, some scholars argue that the
practices of tadabbur and tafakkur enjoy the status
of faridah (i.e. obligatory religious duty), just like
the five prayers, fasting, zakat, and pilgrimage. Sa‘d
(2003), for example, states that tadabbur of the Holy
Qur’an is obligatory for reaching new insights and un-
derstandings of its verses. If so, then contemplation
of everything that we see in this universe becomes a
necessity for understanding it very well, and under-
standing its role in our mission on this planet.

Therefore, the educational system should nurture
human intellectual activity, rather than suppressing
it through applying instructional approaches that
do not promote active learning. The ultimate conse-
guence of the current practices is that our graduates
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will obtain meaningless certificates, ones that ‘certify’
that they may be good students, but not good learn-
ers. This will definitely lead to cheating those students
and their prospective employers, as well as the whole
society. The following two sections show how the
recommended teaching approaches trigger efficient
learning, and how, by contrast, instructor presenta-
tions and lectures merely consolidate rote learning.

5. Advantages of the Discussion and Problem-
based Approaches

This section discusses the advantages of the discus-
sion and problem-based approaches to instruction,
for university content courses (in both humanities
and sciences). The advantages of these approaches
stem from the similarities they share with our original
learning experiences, as little children and as schol-
ars. For example, as with the children’s learning style
(in which parents’ presentation of knowledge follows
children’s questions), the instructor’s presentation of
the material (i.e. answers) only follows the students’
questions in these two approaches. This is not the
case with direct instruction, in which the presentation
precedes the questions. Thus, the crux of the matter
lies in the ability of the advocated approaches to pro-
mote active learning.

One advantage of the discussion approach is that the
students know what they could and what they could
not understand on their own. To illustrate, assigned
readings expose the students to certain phenomena.
The students usually do not understand all of the as-
pects of what they read about, which prompts them
to form questions. The students’ questions are a sign
that they are actively involved in the learning task,
because they show that they could learn something
on their own, but have not been able to learn some-
thing else. Now, the questions point out that they are
aware of what they know, but more important, the
guestions reveal that they are also aware of what they
still do not know, and need to learn to finish the jigsaw
puzzle.

This method, | believe, is more efficient than one that
depends solely on presenting the material and open-
ing the floor for questions or discussion (i.e. the direct
approach). For one thing, how much can the students
learn during the period of the presentation (which is
about half of the class time)? Also, how much would
they realize they do not fully understand when the




first time they encounter the material is during the
presentation of the instructor? Now, how many ques-
tions can arise in a class where this method is applied?
Shouldn’t the students first take time to learn the ma-
terial (i.e. read the text at home), properly inhale it,
and then realize what is missing in their knowledge
about it, and then form the appropriate questions?
According to the discussion approach, the students
know what they still need to learn, which is why they
feel obliged to ask questions, in a well-structured and
well-guided process that already started with arous-
ing their interest.

One advantage of the problem-based approach is that
the students engage in a real learning experience, pro-
vided by the problem solving task, and that they nei-
ther read the answers to the questions nor do they
get them from the instructor; that is, the students are
trained to learn on their own. This includes making
observations of a set of data (like Isaac Newton ob-
serving objects falling on the ground), discovering pat-
terns (like Newton’s discovery that objects fall down
in one direction only, to Earth, not to the outer space),
and devising an analysis that accounts for the new-
ly discovered patterns (like Newton’s gravity law), in
line with the adopted theoretical framework. Conse-
qguently, it is natural, given this approach, that some
students provide answers and insights that are new to
the course, ones that have been proposed by estab-
lished scholars. Also, since the correct answer is usual-
ly proposed by the students (as a result of the problem
solving exercise), this approach does not necessarily
require an assessment activity. The practice activity is
sufficient, since the students are going to practice the
product of their own acquired knowledge.

Both recommended approaches are, therefore, ex-
pected to play a major role in developing university
students’ higher order intellectual abilities. Indeed,
the discussion approach to instruction has been
shown to be a great tool for promoting problem solv-
ing and reasoning (Gillies, 2011), critical thinking and
collaborative discourse (Oh et al., 2018), and cognitive
achievement (Zha & Ottendorfer, 2011). Similarly, the
problem-based approach to instruction proved to be
able to enhance critical thinking (Hussin et al., 2019),
algebraic thinking (Mustaffa, 2017), cognitive func-
tions and abilities (Chua et al., 2016), and creativity
(Utomo et al., 2019).
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Besides, the advocated approaches are not restrict-
ed to a specific area of specialty. The discussion ap-
proach has been shown to be suitable for teaching
English language skills (Reznitskaya et al., 2001), liter-
ature (Langer & Close, 2001), philosophy (Kennedy,
2004), and social studies (Hess, 2004; Wilen, 2004).
It also proved to be good for teaching economics
(Moghaddam, 1973/2012), science (Sprod, 1994,
1998), medicine (Hameed et al.,, 2013; Malcom,
2018), and mathematics (Brendefur & Frykholm,
2000). Likewise, the problem-based approach has
proven to be applicable for teaching reading (Ber-
enji et al., 2020), tourism (Kanca et al., 2020), geog-
raphy (Kwan & So, 2008; Golightly & Muniz, 2013),
and statistics (Boyle, 1999). It was also shown to be
a good teaching method for mathematics (Erickson,
1999; Ali et al., 2010), medicine (Asad et al., 2015;
Alrahlah, 2016), biology (Ramdiah et al., 2018), and
physics (Celik et al., 2011; Tatar & Oktay, 2011). It
also proved suitable for nursing education (Jackson,
2016), science education (Etherington, 2011), and
vocational training (Nurtanto et al., 2018).

6. Disadvantages of the Direct Approach

This section discusses the disadvantages of the di-
rect approach to instruction (explored and advo-
cated in Rosenshine, 1986, 1995; Rosenshine &
Stevens, 1986, among others) when applied for uni-
versity content courses. Most commonly used man-
ifestations of this approach include a ‘presentation’
of the class material, followed by a ‘practice’ task,
and then an ‘assessment’ task that aims at ensuring
the achievement of the class objectives (Huitt et al.,
2009, p. 80), the so-called PPP ‘presentation, prac-
tice, production’ approach (Oliveira, 2004, p. 254),
a popular variety of this approach. The drawback of
this approach for content courses is that it provides
the students with answers to someone else’s ques-
tions (the instructor’s, the book writer’s, the future
employer’s, etc...), not theirs. Of course, such a teach-
ing approach might in principle be very efficient and
practical, especially in ‘training on the job’ programs
as well as for language skills courses and courses in
which students are introduced to new ‘technical’
skills (like computer, communication, etc...) in every
class of the course, which requires more activity on
the part of the instructor.?

(2) On the suitability of the PPP approach for teaching language skills, see
Sato (2010), Budiarta (2015), and Anderson (2016).
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Nonetheless, the presentation-practice-production
approach is not practical for content courses, espe-
cially at the university level. This is because such an
approach can only consolidate content learning; that
is, this approach gives the students the impression
that the ultimate goal of the course is mastery of the
content (Villalobos, 2012). This is because every class
of the course is a ‘happy’ occasion for the instructor
to practice his/her “lecturing duty” by introducing
the students to some new content (which he/she has
summarized from the textbook and other sources).
Since this new content is not well-situated given the
students’ immediate knowledge (established through
reading or examining data sets), this approach usually
leads the students to apply the rote learning mecha-
nism, which results in aching memorization of a lot of
information and procedures or facts. Another prob-
lem with such a teaching method and hence a learn-
ing style, many educationists agree, is that the learnt
material usually stays in the learner’s memory only
until the test (Miller et al., 2002; Khamees, 2016).
Therefore, a third problem is that this approach gives
the impression that the purpose of education is pass-
ing tests (and obtaining a degree, when in fact the
purpose is ‘passing the test of life’!)

Unlike the discussion and problem-based approach-
es, the direct approach provides the students with
the solution/answer (sometimes with the problem as
well), and then assesses their mastery of the dictat-
ed solution/answer. Obviously, this approach treats
students as passive beings that are there to just be
‘filled” with some knowledge and then prompted
somehow to show that they have mastered it. As far
as university content courses are concerned, such
an approach could be the desired one if the purpose
was to produce good ‘students’” who know the con-
tent of the classes very well, and so what the tests
will include, and consequently will be able to get
high grades. It, however, is not desirable at all if the
purpose is producing good ‘learners’, ones who are
trained on how to learn, eager to learn in general,
interested in what they learn, and willing to contin-
ue learning when they pursue their careers and raise
their families. Good students make good transcripts,
but good learners make good academics, good pro-
fessionals, good parents, and ultimately good citizens
of the world.
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7. Concluding Remarks

The discussion in the preceding sections touched on
many vital issues related to learning. They all center
around the theme of university content courses, and
pose the vitally important question: Do we want the
content courses to be all about content (which is not
much appreciated and forgotten after tests) or about
intellectual skills (with the advantage of making stu-
dents interested in the content and also in developing
their own learning skills)?

Differently stated, should the delivery of content
courses be through the ‘presentations/lectures’ ap-
proach or the ‘observations-questions-answers’ ap-
proaches? The former provides answers (i.e. knowl-
edge) without questions, and the latter provides the
answers after the questions have been raised. Basi-
cally, should education be more about ‘teaching’, in
which case the instructor does more work, or about
‘learning’, in which case the students do more work?
That is, is “education” more about “active teaching”
or “active learning”? Our course syllabi include the
intellectual skills of ‘analysis’, ‘critical thinking’, and
‘problem solving’, yet our standard teaching approach
for most of the university content courses favors con-
tent, not skill, acquisition.

The preceding sections have supported the view that
education must be about “active learning”, especial-
ly with regard to content courses. Otherwise, con-
tent will take priority and skills as well as interest in
learning will be demoted. Therefore, the solution is
in less instructor roles and more student roles. The
instructor should stick to his/her “facilitator (of learn-
ing)” role, and should let the students do the learn-
ing on their own, through reading the material and
examining the problems, then asking and answering
guestions to finish the jigsaw puzzle. Students who
do not do the assigned reading (of course without
good excuses) and so do not ask questions are simply
ones who are not truly interested in learning. They
are just seeking to ‘know’ the least possible amount
of content, which also includes answers to possible
test questions. Unfortunately, such negative attitudes
towards learning are motivated by some good-willed
instructors who think that their role is providing the
students with the content, simplifying it, and making
sure the students are aware of what the tests will in-
clude. Can we instructors stop being so naive? Can




we, instructors, students, administrators and strate-
gists be smart enough to learn something from the
great civilization of China? A Chinese proverb says:
“Teachers open the door but you must walk through
it yourself”.®)

The true distinction in our profession is between two
choices. The first is achieving some good academ-
ic standing (i.e. passing, not failing) or some relative
grade advantage (As and Bs, not Cs and Ds), hence
using all the possible means to convey content to stu-
dents. The second is producing independent learners
with capability and interest in life-long learning and
research, hence using question-based approaches for
university content courses. To conclude, we are calling
for a shift in what is considered ‘intuitive’ in educa-
tional practices; the shift should be from ‘lecturing by
lecturers’ to ‘learning by innately curious learners’.

References

Abbasi, F. K., Ali, A., & Bibi, N. (2018). Analysis of skill
gap for business graduates: managerial perspective
from banking industry. Education + Training, 60(4),
354-367.

Al-Balushi, R. (2020). Belief in Allah is the Researchers’
Natural Path. AlJumuah Online Magazine. Retrieved in
March 2022, from:

https://www.aljumuah.com/belief-in-allah-is-the-re-
searchers-natural-path/

Al-Balushi, R. (2021). University Content Courses:
How Should They be Taught? Talk given at the Edu-
cation, Engineering Education and Instruction Tech-
nology Conference (EEEITC’ 21) - Online Teaching and
Learning: Towards Building a Better Future, held at
Qatar University, Doha, Qatar.

Al-Balushi, R. (2022). On the subject of yashd’ in
some Qur'anic verses. Journal of Islamic Research,
33(2), 596-616.

Ali, R., Akhter, A., & Khan, A. (2010). Effect of using
problem solving method in teaching mathematics on
the achievement of mathematics students. Asian So-
cial Science, 6(2), 67-72.

Allgood, S., W. Bosshardt, W. Van Der Klaauw, & M.
Watts. (2004). What students remember and say
about college economics years later. American Eco-
nomic Review, 94(2), 259-265.

3. https://philosiblog.com/2016/04/11/teachers-open-the-door-
but-you-must-walk-through-it-yourself;

Al-Balushi

Alrahlah, A. (2016). How effective the problem-based
learning (PBL) in dental education: A critical review.
The Saudi Dental Journal, 28(4), 155-161.

Anderson, J. (2016). Why practice makes perfect
sense: The past, present and potential future of the
PPP paradigm in language teacher education. ELT Ed-
ucation and Development, 19, 14-22.

Applebee, A. N., Langer, J. A., Nystrand, M., & Gamo-
ran, A. (2003). Discussion based approaches to de-
veloping understanding: Classroom instruction and
student performance in middle and high school En-
glish. American Educational Research Journal, 40(3),
685-730.

Asad, M., Igbal, K., & Sabir, M. (2015). Effectiveness of
problem based learning as a strategy to foster prob-
lem solving and critical reasoning skills among med-
ical students. Journal of Ayub Medical College Abbot-
tabad, 27(3), 604-607.

Barrie, S. C. (2006). Understanding what we mean by
the generic attributes of graduates. Higher education,
51(2), 215-241.

Bereniji, S., Saeidi, M., & Ghafoori, N. (2020). The ef-
fect of problem-based learning with hard scaffolds
on Iranian EFL learners’ reading comprehension. Lan-
guage and Translation, 10(2), 121-133.

Berger, W. (2018). The book of beautiful questions:
The powerful questions that will help you decide, cre-
ate, connect, and lead. London: Bloomsbury Publish-
ing.

Boyle, C. R. (1999). A problem-based learning ap-
proach to teaching biostatistics. Journal of Statistics
Education, 7(1), 3-5.

Brendefur, J., & Frykholm, J. (2000). Promoting math-
ematical communication in the classroom: Two pre-
service teachers' conceptions and practices. Journal
of Mathematics Teacher Education, 3(2), 125-153.

Brownell, S. E., & Tanner, K. D. (2012). Barriers to fac-
ulty pedagogical change: Lack of training, time, in-
centives, and... tensions with professional identity?.
CBE—Life Sciences Education, 11(4), 339-346.

Budiarta, I. K. (2015). A procedural and effective lan-
guage teaching-learning through PPP technique. Jur-
nal Santiaji Pendidikan, 5(2), 182-194.

13




The Central Role of Active Learning in University Education

CALA [Cairo Arabic Language Academy]. (2004). Al-
Mu‘jam Al-Wasit [The Intermediate Dictionary]. 4t
edition. Cairo: International Sunrise Press.

Calaprice, A., & Dyson, F. (2011). The ultimate quot-
able Einstein. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

Cashin, W. E. (2011). Effective classroom discussions,
IDEA, 49, 1-5.

Celik, P, Onder, F., & Silay, I. (2011). The effects of
problem-based learning on the students’ success in
physics course. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Scienc-
es, 28, 656-660.

Champy, J., & Nohria, N. (2000). The arc of ambition:
Defining the leadership journey. Cambridge, Mass.:
Perseus Books.

Chouinard, M. M. (2007). Children's questions: A
mechanism for cognitive development. Monograph of
the Society for Research in Child Development, 72(1),
vii-126.

Chua, B. L, Tan, O. S., & Liu, W. C. (2016). Journey
into the problem-solving process: cognitive functions
in a PBL environment. Innovations in Education and
Teaching International, 53(2), 191-202.

Donald, J. G. (1985). Intellectual Skills in Higher Edu-
cation. Canadian Journal of Higher Education, 15(1),
52-68.

Duch, B. J., Groh S. E., & Allen D. E. (2001). The power
of problem-based learning: A practical "how to" for
teaching undergraduate courses in any discipline. Vir-
ginia: Stylus Publishing.

Ebert-May, D., & Hodder, J. (2008). Pathways to sci-
entific teaching. Sunderland, MA: Sinauer Associates,
Inc., Publishers.

Erickson, D. K. (1999). A problem-based approach to
mathematics instruction. The Mathematics Teacher,
92(6), 516-521.

Etherington, M. B. (2011). Investigative primary sci-
ence: A problem-based learning approach. Australian
Journal of Teacher Education, 36(9), 35-57.

Ferreira, M. M., & Trudel, A. R. (2012). The impact of
problem-based learning (pbl) on student attitudes
toward science, problem-solving skills, and sense of
community in the classroom. The Journal of Class-
room Interaction, 47(1), 23-30.

14

Gibson, J. T. (2009). Discussion approach to instruc-
tion. In C. Reigeluth & A. A. Carr-Chellman (Eds.), In-
structional-design theories and models: Volume IlI,
building a common knowledge base (pp. 99-116).
New York: Routledge.

Gillies, R. M. (2011). Promoting thinking, problem-
solving and reasoning during small group discussions.
Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice, 17(1), 73-
89.

Gillies, R. M. (2011). Promoting thinking, problem-
solving and reasoning during small group discussions.
Teachers and Teaching: theory and practice, 17(1), 73-
89.

Goffe, W. L., & Kauper, D. (2014). A survey of princi-
ples instructors: Why lecture prevails. The Journal of
Economic Education, 45(4), 360-375.

Golightly, A., & Muniz, O. A. (2013). Are South Afri-
can Geography education students ready for prob-
lem-based learning?. Journal of Geography in Higher
Education, 37(3), 432-455.

Gormally, C., Brickman, P., Hallar, B., & Armstrong, N.
(2009). Effects of inquiry-based learning on students'
science literacy skills and confidence. International
journal for the scholarship of teaching and learning,
3(2), 1-24.

Hager, P., Holland, S., & Beckett, D. (2002). Enhancing
the learning and employability of graduates: The role
of generic skills. B-Hert Position Paper, 9, 3-15.

Hake, R. R. (1998). Interactive-engagement versus tra-
ditional methods: A six-thousand-student survey of
mechanics test data for introductory physics courses.
American journal of Physics, 66(1), 64-74.

Hameed, S., Khalid. T., & Aslam, S. (2013). Small group
discussion-impact on students test scores in an un-
dergraduate pathology course. Journal of University
Medical & Dental College, 4(1), 17-21.

Handelsman, J., Ebert-May, D., Beichner, R., Bruns, P,,
Stewart, J., Tilghman, S. M., & Wood10, W. B. (2004).
Scientific Teaching. Science, 304(5670), 521-522.

Harlen, W., & Crick, R. D. (2003). Testing and motiva-
tion for learning. Assessment in Education: Principles,
Policy & Practice, 10(2):169-207.




Harris P. L., Bartz, D. T., & Rowe, M. L. (2017). Young
children communicate their ignorance and ask ques-
tions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Scienc-
es, USA, 114(30), 7884-7891.

Hess, D. E. (2004). Discussion in social studies: Is it
worth the trouble?. Social Education, 68(2), 151-157.

Hughes, I., & Wood, E. J. (2003). Does problem-based
learning work? And whose fault is it if it doesn't? Bio-
chemistry and Molecular Biology Education, 31(4),
257-259.

Huitt, W. G., Monetti D. M., & Hummel, J. H. (2009).
Direct approach to instruction. In C. Reigeluth & A.
A. Carr-Chellman (Eds.), Instructional-design theories
and models: Volume IllI, building a common knowl-
edge base (pp. 73-97). New York: Routledge.

Hussin, W. N. T. W., Harun, J., & Shukor, N. A. (2019).
Problem based learning to enhance students critical
thinking skill via online tools. Asian Social Science,
15(1), 14-23.

Jackson, D. (2009). Undergraduate management ed-
ucation: Its place, purpose and efforts to bridge the
skills gap. Journal of Management & Organization,
15(2), 206-223.

Jackson, D. (2010). An international profile of indus-
try-relevant competencies and skill gaps in modern
graduates. International Journal of Management Ed-
ucation, 8(3), 29-58.

Jackson, M. W., & Prosser, M. T. (1989). Less lecturing,
more learning. Studies in higher education, 14(1), 55-
68.

Jackson, Y. M. (2016). An exploration of the effective-
ness of problem-based learning in nursing education.
(Unpublished PhD dissertation). Walden University.
Minnesota.

Kennedy, D. (2004). The philosopher as a teacher: The
role of a facilitator in a community of philosophical
inquiry. Metaphilosophy, 35(5), 744-765.

Khamees, K. S. (2016). An evaluative study of memori-
zation as a strategy for learning English. International
Journal of English Linguistics, 6(4), 248-259.

Knight, J. K., & Wood, W. B. (2005). Teaching more by
lecturing less. Cell biology education, 4(4), 298-310.

Al-Balushi

Kwan, T., & So, M. (2008). Environmental learning
using a problem-based approach in the field: A case
study of a Hong Kong school. International Research
in Geographical and Environmental Education, 17(2),
93-113.

Langer, J. A., & Close, E. (2001). Improving literary un-
derstanding through classroom conversation. Albany,
NY: Center on English Learning & Achievement.

Lim, J., Hall, B. M., & Jeong, A. C. (2017). Intersubjec-
tivity and discussion characteristics in online courses.
Quarterly Review of Distance Education, 18(1), 29-44.

Lombardi, P. (2019). Instructional methods, strategies
and technologies to meet the needs of all learners.
Pressbooks. Retrieved in September 2020, from:

https://granite.pressbooks.pub/teachingdiverse-
learners/

Malcom, D. R. (2018). Teaching and assessing clinical
ethics through group reading experience and stu-

dent-led discussion. Currents in Pharmacy Teaching
and Learning, 10(5), 602-610.

Miller, S. A., Perrotti, W., Silverthorn, D. U., Dalley, A.
F., & Rarey, K. E. (2002). From college to clinic: Reason-
ing over memorization is key for understanding anato-
my. The Anatomical Record, 269(2), 69-80

Mills, C. M., Legare, C. H., Grant, M. G., & Landrum, A.
R. (2011). Determining who to question, what to ask,
and how much information to ask for: The develop-
ment of inquiry in young children. Journal of Experi-
mental Child Psychology, 110(4), 539-560.

Moghaddam, R. (1973). Discussion method in teach-
ing economics. Improving College and University
Teaching, 21(4), 294-295.

Mustaffa, N. B. (2017). Integrating algebraic thinking
in problem-based learning among secondary school
students. (Unpublished PhD dissertation). Universiti
Teknologi. Malaysia.

Nilson, L. B. (2010). Teaching at its best: A re-
search-based resource for college instructors (2nd
ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Nurtanto, M., Nurhaji, S., Abd Baser, J., & Yadin, Y.
(2018). Problem-based learning implementation: Im-
provement in learning process and results in vocation-
al higher education. Jurnal Pendidikan Teknologi Dan
Kejuruan, 24(2), 203-212.

15




The Central Role of Active Learning in University Education

Oh, E. G., Huang, W. H. D., Mehdiabadi, A. H., & Ju,
B. (2018). Facilitating critical thinking in asynchronous
online discussion: Comparison between peer-and in-
structor-redirection. Journal of Computing in Higher
Education, 30(3), 489-509.

Passos de, O. C. (2004). Implementing task-based as-
sessment in a TEFL environment. In B. L. Leaver & J.
R. Willis (Eds.), Task-based instruction in foreign lan-
guage education: Practices and programs (pp. 253-
279). Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press.

Olsson, L. M. (2013). Taking children’s questions seri-
ously: The need for creative thought. Global Studies
of Childhood, 3(3), 230-253.

Piaget, J. (1954). The construction of reality in the
child. New York: Basic Books.

Ramdiah, S., Mayasari, R., & Fauzi, A. (2018). The ef-
fect of TPS and PBL learning models to the analytical
ability of students in biology classroom. In Asia-Pacific
Forum on Science Learning and Teaching, 19(2), 1-15.

Reznitskaya, A., Anderson, R. C., McNurlen, B., Nguy-
en-Jahiel, K., Archodidou, A., & Kim, S. Y. (2001). In-
fluence of oral discussion on written argument. Dis-
course Processes, 32(2-3), 155-175.

Rosenshine, B. (1986). Synthesis of research on explic-
it teaching. Educational Leadership, 43(7), 60-69.

Rosenshine, B. (1995). Advances in research on in-
struction. The Journal of Educational Research, 88(5),
262-268.

Rosenshine, B., & Stevens, R. (1986). Teaching func-
tions. In M. C. Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook of research
on teaching (3rd ed.) (pp. 376-391). New York: McMil-
lan.

Sa‘d, M. T. M. (2003). Al-‘Azf ‘ala Anwar al-Thikr (Jts S5
Sl g3f). Retrievedin March 2022, from: https://shame-
la.org/gen/34bdcb20b4acaa9d99b8767176ff7559
gen.pdf#tpdfis.action=download

Sato, R. (2010). Reconsidering the effectiveness and
suitability of PPP and TBLT in the Japanese EFL class-
room. JALT Journal, 32(2), 189-200.

Savery, J. R. (2009). Problem-based approach to in-
struction. In C. Reigeluth & A. A. Carr-Chellman (Eds.),
Instructional-design theories and models: Volume llI,
building a common knowledge base (pp. 143-165).
New York: Routledge.

16

Scardamalia, M., & Bereiter, C. (1991). Higher levels
of agency for children in knowledge building: A chal-
lenge for the design of new knowledge media. Journal
of the Learning Sciences, 1(1), 37-68.

Schuster, D., Cobern, W. W., Adams, B. A., Undreiu, A,,
& Pleasants, B. (2018). Learning of core disciplinary
ideas: Efficacy comparison of two contrasting modes
of science instruction. Research in Science Education,
48(2), 389-435.

Slavin, R. E. (2015). Educational psychology: Theory
and practice. New Jersey: Pearson.

Smith, P. J., & Blake, D. (2005). Facilitating learning
through effective teaching: At a glance. Adelaide: Na-
tional Centre for Vocational Education Research.

Sprod, T. (1994). Developing higher order thinking
through whole class discussion in a science class-
room. (Unpublished MA thesis). University of Oxford.
Oxford.

Sprod, T. (1998). | can change your opinion on that:
Social constructivist whole class discussions and their
effect on scientific reasoning. Research in Science Ed-
ucation, 28(4), 463-480.

Stewart, C., Wall, A., & Marciniec, S. (2016). Mixed
signals: Do college graduates have the soft skills that
employers want?. In Competition Forum, 14(2), 276-
281. American Society for Competitiveness.

Tagg, J. (2012). Why does the faculty resist change?.
Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning, 44(1), 6-15.

Tatar, E., & Oktay, M. (2011). The effectiveness of
problem-based learning on teaching the first law of
thermodynamics. Research in Science & Technologi-
cal Education, 29(3), 315-332.

The Holy Qur’an. (2007). Translated by Abdullah Yu-
suf Ali. New Delhi: Goodword Books.

Tiruneh, D. T., Verburgh, A., & Elen, J. (2014). Effec-
tiveness of critical thinking instruction in higher ed-
ucation: A systematic review of intervention studies.
Higher Education Studies, 4(1), 1-17.

Utomo, S. W., Ubaidillah, M., Joyoatmojo, S., Yutmini,
S., & Suryani, N. (2019). Improving students' creativi-
ty in video making by problem based learning model.
International Journal of Educational Research Review,
4(3), 481-488.




Villalobos, T. (2012). Project-based instruction com-
pared to direct instruction. (Unpublished MA thesis).
California State University. San Marcos.

Washer, P. (2007). Revisiting key skills: A practical
framework for higher education. Quality in Higher ed-
ucation, 13(1), 57-67.

Wilen, W. W. (2004). Refuting misconceptions about
classroom discussion. The Social Studies, 95(1), 33-39.

Wilkinson, I. (2009). Discussion methods. In E. M. An-
derman & L. H. Anderman (Eds.), Psychology of Class-
room Learning: An Encyclopedia, (pp. 330-336). Mac-
millan Reference USA.

Zha, S., & Ottendorfer, C. L. (2011). Effects of peer-led
online asynchronous discussion on undergraduate
students' cognitive achievement. American Journal of
Distance Education, 25(4):238-253.

www references

Open Culture. (2012). Noam Chomsky spells out the
purpose of education. Retrieved from http://www.
openculture.com/2012/11/noam_chomsky spells

out_the purpose of education.html

Philosiblog. (2016). Teachers open the door but you
must walk through it yourself. Retrieved from https://
philosiblog.com/2016/04/11/teachers-open-the-
door-but-you-must-walk-through-it-yourself/

Al-Balushi

17






