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Abstract The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of action learning methods and practices,
which have a research focus on learner—centered teaching after training students to use collaborative
learning practices from the viewpoint that the learners acquire English skills through peer correction
activities based on sociocultural learning theory[1]. From March 1, 2018 to June 15, 2018, one control
class and one experimental group were selected from the general freshman English courses. The
experimental group attended classes centered on collaborative writing activities using action learning and
cooperation techniques, and the control group attended classes lecture style and rote learning methods
to teach writing. The result of study has shown that, for the experimental group, there have been
statistically significant results in the production of writing, such as the number of words, the number of
sentences, and sentence length. Learners could share the knowledge or ideas of others in their learning

relationships with more regular basis.
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1. Introduction

It has become painfully obvious that education
professional's methods and practices need to
evolve to take advantage of the continuously
changing social and professional paradigm. The
current paradigm of education is the student—centered
teaching with a hyper sensitivity to students’
moods, but the new opportunity emerging for
effective learning is self—directly study and
problem solving[1]. The purpose of this study is
to verify the effectiveness of English learning by
action collaborative

using the learning and

teaching methods supported by sociocultural
learning theory in the EFL (English as a Foreign
Language) classroom. The goal of general English
education is to encourage learners to communicate in
language, thereby
skills

meaningful language activities. In the course of

context using the target

enhancing their communication through
collaboration, the importance of the cooperative
atmosphere was paramount to enable students to
acquire communication skills with the ability to
effectively express concepts, such as respect,
consideration and empathy[2].

As the importance of English fluency is emphasized
and the frequency of exposure to meaningful
input and output naturally increases, the ability
to receive meaningful input through reading and
listening to English is acquired relatively well,
while the ability to create meaningful output
through writing and speaking English is not
acquired relatively well[3]. Nevertheless, as the
ability to communicate thoughts and opinions
fluently is demanded through out professional
and social settings, expressive abilities such as
writing clearly becomes detrimental to successful
social and professional relationships. Carrying
out writing activities suitable for the learner's
developmental stage and cognitive level can give
learners a sense of accomplishment and
confidence because they can show others their

abilities or degree of development[4].

Therefore, it is important for teachers to

provide students with a chance to produce

meaningful output in writing a writing activity
English

learned. However,

where they can actually use the
vocabulary that they have
according to a recent study that analyzed an EFL
writing activity, the activity is often more focused
on the level of teacher driven writing than on
free writing, more over the practice of writing
consist of more than 80% of individual writing
activities[5]. This mechanical learning of writing
can be devastating to the motivation of learners
because what they learn cannot be utilized in a
practical context[6]. Most of the research was
obtained from classes using tools and processes
such as mind map and brainstorming, and after
individual writing was completed, cooperation
was utilized in error correction[7].

Even in English writing classes, it is necessary
to enhance the role of teachers to help learners
express idea clearly, communicate fluently with
others and cooperate in an efficient and
meaningful way. This study aims to apply the
'Action Learning' collaborative technique among
the wvarious collaborative techniques to the
learning of English writing which can be an
effective tool to better understand the impact of
the role of the teacher in the acquiring writing
skills.

Collaborative Learning has similar concepts
and characteristics to Cooperative Learning, but
it is not the same concept. Collaboration is based
on the principle of interaction, and cooperation
is said to be close to the structure of the interaction
made to reach the objective[8]. Therefore, the
wording described in this study can be defined as
the continuing exchange of opinions required for
teaching comprehensive writing skills, not just
the completion and integration of individual
parts, for a single composition.

Collaborative writing helps learners play a role
sociocultural

as members of a process by

providing opportunities to help and scaffold
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each other into the ZEP (Zone of Proximal
Development) during the writing process[9].
Action Learning (AL)
applied to improve productivity in collective consulting
in the UK,

gradually proposed to solve intra—organizational

1s the concept first

conducted on miners and was
problems in enterprises[10]. Since then, action

learning has been defined as a series of
processes and programs that enable a small
group to benefit not only the members of each
group but also the entire organization[11, 12]. In
this paper, the meaning of action learning is
defined as 'the process in which learning is
realized by interacting with learners to solve a
task or to explore a solution using a strategy
guided by a teacher to solve a common practical
task in a class.' Also the MASA program, which
decision  making

focuses on  strengthening

capabilities, among the action learning stage
MASA refers to task
management (M), analysis of causes (A), problem
solving (S), and action (A)[13, 14].

In the management step, it is the process of

models was used. The

selecting  tasks, understanding tasks, and
clarifying them. Learners will be able to identify
the topic of the article and decide what topic to
select based on their experience. In the analysis
step, identify the factors involved in the final
selected task and the underlying causes of those
factors in various respects. The next step called
is to present solutions and

problem solving

alternatives to the problem identified earlier.
Finally, the Action step is evaluated by the
execution of the problem solution and the
return.

Interest in the definition of fluency began with
oral language. The concept of fluency is not
explicitly emphasized because it is evaluated
without considering the context at the time of
writing[15]. In writing situations, the emphasis on
fluency over grammatical accuracy is less on the
mind of learners in EFL situations, resulting in

more scholars who argue that they can generate

various ideas and produce a larger amount of
writing[16].

The purpose of this study is to investigate the
effect of action learning methods and practices,
which have a research focus on a learner—centered
teaching viewpoint that the learners acquire
English skills through peer correction activities
based on sociocultural learning theory. The
research question in this study was to find out
how collaborative speaking classes applied with
affect

fluency in writing. That is, how collaborative

action learning techniques students'

classes action
affected the

students used in English sentences, the number

writing applied with learning

techniques number of words

of sentences, and the length of sentences.

2. Materials and Method

2.1 Subjects

The study examined 62 bachelor degree candidates
taking their required general freshman English
course. From March 1, 2018 to June 15, 2018, the
experimental group (32 students) participated in
classes using

a collaborative writing

action—learning cooperative techniques, while

the control group (30 students).

2.2 Research Period and Procedures

The specific steps and procedures of planning,

preparation, data collection, data analysis and
organization of this study are as follows. The
research period was between February and June
0f 2018.

For the research on collaborative writing, we
investigated previous research and related
literature and devised a different research action
2018. In March, 2018, A

pre—test was conducted for comparison with the

plan in February,

experimental post—test results. Because the

experimental group was not accustomed to the
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action learning, a pre—training was conducted for
20 minutes during the initial class time. The
experimental group consisted of 10 lessons for a
total of 10 weeks from April 1 to June 8, 2018.
Lastly,
compared to measure the fluency of writing

the scores of the final results were
between the experimental and control groups by

analyzing the completed writing from June 9 to
June 30, 2018.

Table 1. Research period and procedures

Period

Procedure (2018)
Topic selection
Teaching/learning procedure Feb, 1-28
Material production
Pre—achievement test
Action learning practice Mar. 2—31
(Experimental group)
Collaborative Writing
Free Writing Test Apr. 1-
Post —achievement test Jun. 8
Questionnaire survey
Fluency analysis
Analyzing data Jun. 9-30
Organizing the results
Conclusion

2.3 Instrument and Data Analysis

In order to confirm the homogeneity between
the experimental group and the control group,
the writing achievement test was performed and
the significance of the
examined by t—test of the SPSS (Ver. 20) program.

In order to select the experimental group and the

group score  was

control group with similar writing achievement
levels, an English writing achievement level test
was conducted. A total of 25 questions and 4
points for each, and the p—value was 0.05 or
more as a result of the t—test, indicating that
there was no statistically significant difference

between two classes.

Table 2. Analysis of achievement significance

Group M SD t p
Experimental 69.32 23.44
132 873
Control 69.01 24.97

3. Results

3.1 The Number of Words

Comparing the average of the total number of
words in the final writing output over three times
for each topic, the number of effective words in
the experimental group was more than that of
can be statistically

the control group. This

confirmed to be significant at p<0.05.

Table 3. The number of words (¥ 0.01=<p<0.05)

Topic
Group turning describe | favorite M 4 P
point people activity
Experimental 58.87 48.42 52.50 53.3
4.23 | .014=
Control 52.02 37.21 48.98 46.1

3.2 The Number of Sentences

Comparing the total number of sentences of
the final three drafts of each subject, we can see
that the experimental group can produce one to
two more sentences than the control group. The
result of studies have shown that, for the
experimental group, there has been statistically

significant improvement of p<0.05.

Table 4. The number of English sentences and the
length of sentences (¥ 0.01=p<0.05)

Topic
Item Group . . . M t D
turning | describe | favorite
point people | activity
1N 1~
Nurmber omemmal 7.02 8.42 9.50 8.31 .

5.6 |.012x
sentences

Control 6.97 7.21 8.98 7.72

3.3 The Length of Sentence

The length of sentences in experimental group
was longer. Table 5 shows that the differences
between the entries of the writing outcomes
control

produced by the experimental and

groups are statistically significant at p<0.05
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Table 5. The length of sentences (* 0.01=p<0.05)

Topic
ftem | Group turning | describe | favorite M ¢ b
point people activity
Length o [Expaimatd,  6.63 7.62 6.92 7.05
5 .
sentence 5.4 1,013+
Control 6.24 7.09 6.19 6.50

4. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to investigate
the effect of applying action learning teaching
methods and practices, which have a research
focus from the learner—centered teaching viewpoint
that the learners acquire English skills through
peer correction activities by providing scaffolding
as defined in a sociocultural learning theory.

The result of the study has shown that, for the
experimental group, there have been statistically
significant results in the production of writing,
such as the number of words, the number of
sentences, and sentence length. The number of
effective words in the experimental group was
greater than that of the control group. Regarding
the number of the sentences, the experimental
group can produce one to two more sentences
than the control group. Also, the average length
of the sentences in the experimental group was
longer.

In conclusion, collaborative writing activities
applied through action learning methods and
practices guided by sociocultural learning theory
can improve writing production compared to
general process—oriented writing activities. The
learners collaborate and scaffold each other into
their ZPDs (Zones of Proximal Development) to
effectively expand and efficiently screen how to
create meaningful written output through action
learning methods and practices. The result is
students will be able to create papers with higher
number of sentences with more words using

English compared to students writing individually

in a lecture based class when converting their
words into English and only receiving peer
feedback at the end of the writing process.
However, it is somewhat difficult to generalize
these results. Through a process—based collaborative
writing activity using action learning methods
and practices, thus the learners' writing fluency

was measured using basic outputs such as

number of words, number of sentences, and

average sentence length, but the standards were

not prepared and measured separately for

grammatical accuracy. Also because of the

limited amount research subjects, it is difficult to
generalize this result of the study.

As a follow—up study, studies related to improving
accuracy should be carried out in learners' free
writing. In addition, process—oriented collaborative
writing activities need to be studied as a class

model.
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