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ABSTRACT
There is a universal consensus among educationalists and cognitive development
theorists that integration of higher order thinking (HOT) in language teaching has far-
reaching positive implications in learners’ future. Their extensive body of research
clearly indicates the interrelationship between language and thinking. It shows that to
develop well-rounded learners who can later deal capably with varying demands of the
21°% century, teaching them linguistic and cognitive skills concurrently is a prerequisite.
However, there is still a dearth of language teaching classroom-based data to be
collected to ascertain which language pedagogic practices promote thinking or not.
Hence, a qualitative exploratory case study was conducted to address this gap. The
study was undertaken in five intermediate English FAL classes in Mankweng circuit.
The aim was to establish whether HOT is encouraged in the intermediate English FAL
classes. The study used two data analysis techniques: firstly, Tesch’s inductive coding
technique was used to analyse semi-structured interview results sourced from five
English FAL teachers. They were sampled for the study to assess their
conceptualisation of HOT and its application in their language classes. Contrastingly,
Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) framework was used to analyse one Grade 4 English
workbook. To determine if its exercises’ instructional verbs were promoting HOT or not;
to check if the questions in its exercises were equally distributed over all the six levels of
Bloom's revised Taxonomy of the cognitive domain; and to evaluate if there was an
incremental introduction of HOTSs in its exercises through the year. The results revealed
the following: the five teachers could not conceptualise HOT and showed poor
knowledge of how to teach it in their classes. The instructional verbs did not
comprehensively encourage HOT; those which did were only pitched at the third level of
thinking i.e. apply; most of the questions were in favour of low order thinking and there
was little incremental introduction of the three top levels of Bloom’s revised taxonomy in

Grade 4 English FAL workbook specifically analyse, evaluate and create/design.

Key words: High order thinking skills, cognitive domain, high order thinking and

Bloom’s revised taxonomy.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DECLARATIONI
DEDICATION ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e s e bbb e e e e e e e e e e e e nnnnnne s i
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... uiiiiissssssrr s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s nnnns i
AB STRA CT ettt ettt e e e e e et et e e e e e e e e bbb e e e e e e e e e e e raeaae s iiv
LIST OF TABLES. ... ..o s s s s s s s s s s s s s s e e e e aans ix
LIST OF FIGURES......coiiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e e e e iix
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATSION ..ottt X
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY ..........coocvvnneee. 1
1.1 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY ..ottt 1
1. 2 RESEARCH PROBLEM........cottiiiiiiiiiiiit ettt e e 3
1.3 LITERATURE REVIEW ...ttt 3
1.3.1 INTRODUGCTION ...oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt ettt e e e e e e e s e s e e e e e e e e e anes 3
1.3.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ....cciiiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt a e 4
1.3.2.1 Fundamental PedagogiCS (FP)........ccciiiiiiiiiieie s 4
1.3.2.2 Social ConstruCtiviSM (SCT) .c..iiiiiieiece et 4
1.3.3 DEFINING AND FRAMING HOT AND HOTS.....ccoiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 5
1.3.4 INTERNATIONAL STATE ON THE TEACHING OF HOTS.........cuuviiiiiiiiiiiiiininnee 5
1.3.4.1 Research into International Classroom PractiCes ..........c.ccoovvvveniicneninenene 5
1.3.4.2 The State on the Teaching of HOTs in South Africa...........cccceveniiiininnnnnn. 6
1.4 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY ...ottiiiiiiiiiaiiiiiiiiieie ettt e e ee e e e e e e e e 6
IR 0 N o OSSOSO 6
1.4.2 ObJeCtiVES Of STUAY ......ceciiiiieiice e 6
1.6 RESEARCH DESIGN ....coiiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt e e e e 7
L1.6.1 CASE STUAY.....coeeiui ittt s e e e et nre e 7
1.6.2 Population and SampPliNg.........cceoiiiiiiiiiiee s 7
1.7 DATA COLLECTION PROCESS: INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES............. 8
1.7.1 Interviews WIith TEACKEIS ......cc.oiiiiiii s 8
1.7.2 The Grade 4 English FAL WOIrKDOOK ..........cccoooiiiiiiiic it 8
1.8 DATA ANALYSIS PROGCESS .....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiite ettt e e 9
1.8.1 Techniques for analySing data...........ccccviiiriiiiieie s 9
1.8.2 Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) Framework (A& K framework)....................... 9
1.9 QUALITY CRITERIA ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e anes 9
1.9.2 CrediDIlIty.....cc i 10
1.9.2 TranSTErabIlity ... 10



1.9.3 DePeNndabIility ........ccociieieiieii e 10

1.9.4 ConfirmMability ..........ooiiiii s 110
1.10 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY ....ouuttiiuiiiiiiiiiuiieineieennnnnnensnnennnnennnnne... 11
1.11 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS . .....utttttttiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiineisieeereneesesesnneeeeessseeeeenennnnes 11
1.12 DEFINITION OF TERMS .....oiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieiiiiiiieessarssssessnessssnssnssnnssssnsnnnnnssnnnnnes 12

1.12.1 CognitivVe DOMAIN ....cccviiieiiieie ettt re e te e sreeneereenraenee s 12

1.12.2 Higher Order ThinKiNg (HOT) .....ooiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 12

1.12.3 Higher Thinking SKillsS (HOTS) ..ccvoiiiiieieece et 12

1.12.4 QUESHIONS ...ttt sttt ettt st et se et et e st e sbe e teereesbeenbeeneesbeeneeereenreenneas 12

1.12.5 Lower LeVel QUESTION ......ccuoiiiiiiieie et sie st e et ae e sreeae e nreenee s 12

1.12.6 Higher Level QUESHION ..........ccoiiieiiee ettt 122
1.13 CHAPTER OUTLINE .....utttiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiitieiiuesusesseessessnssenssesssesesssssssssssssseeenennnnne 132

pZ I [N I (@ T L0 L 1 ]\ 14
2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ......uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniieeeeennesnneennnnnnnnnnessssnnnnnnnnnnn..s 14

2.2.1 Fundamental PEAaAgOgICS ........cccouiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeee et 15

2.2.2 SOCIAl CONSITUCTIVISIT .....viiiiiiieiieieie ettt 16
2.3 DEFINING AND FRAMING HOT AND HOTS......cuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnennnnnnnnnnnnnnnes 17
2.4 INTERNATIONAL STATE ON THE TEACHING OF HOTS.......cuuvvuiiiriiiiiininnnnnnnns 19

2.4.1 Research into International Classroom PractiCes...........ccoovvvervrenenenesesesienes 19

2.4.2 The State on the Teaching of HOTs in South Africa.........ccccceoeieieieicnininns 210

2.4.3 Research into South African Classroom PractiCes............ccoouvvvereneiesvsesene 23

2.2.4 General curricular aims in South Africa since 1994 ..........cccccoovveveneieicieeenn 24
2.5 THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE TEACHING OF HOTS ......cuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininens 25

2.5.1 Controversies over the Teaching Of HOTS ..o 26
2.6 THREE APPROACHES TO TEACHING THINKING ........cuvviiiiiiiiiiiiinininneninnnnnnnns 28
2.7 THE IMPORTANCE OF LANGUAGE IN TEACHING HOTS .......cuvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 29

2.7.1 Teaching HOTs in Second Language Learning...........ccccocevvveiieiieciie e s, 30

2.7.2 Written Language and HOTS ..o s 32

2.7.3 GO from BasiC t0 SOPhIStiCAted ..........ccoveiiiiiieiieccc e 332
2.8 CATEGORIES OF HOT ...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieianinnanesssnssnsssasnessssnssssssssssnsnnsnnnnnes 343

2.8.1 TN TIANSTEI ..ttt beeae s 343

2.8.2 CritiCal TRINKING ....c.voitiiiiitiii e bbb 35

2.8.3 Problem SOIVING ..o 36

2.9 SIX LEVELS OF BLOOM'S REVISED TAXONOMY OF COGNITIVE DOMAIN 365

Vi



2.10 BLOOM'S REVISED TAXONOMY OF COGNITIVE DOMAIN VS BARRETT'S

TAXON OMY Lttt e e 42
2.10.1
SIMANIES . .. e 42
2.10.2 DISSIMIIANTTIES. .. ..t 43
2 5 O 1N [ 0 151 454
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY .......cuuuviimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinnnnns 47
3.1 INTRODUGCTION ... uuuuuuutuutuuuuuunnnnnnnnnennnnnsnnnnesnnssnnssnseaseenssnssssnssnssnnnsssnnssnsnssnnnnnsnnnnns 476
3.2 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY ...oiiiieiie et 476
3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN ... 476
3.3.1 CASE STUAY.....ccuiiii ettt et a e re e re e re e 487
3.2.2 Population and SamPliNg........cccceiiiiiiiiiieee e 498
3.3 DATA COLLECTION PROCESS: INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES........... 49
3.3.1 Interviews With TEACKNEIS .......ccuv i s 51
3.3.2 The Grade 4 English FAL WOrkbBooK...........cccccooviiiiiiiiiicc e 510
3.4 DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS ... 52
3. 4.1 Techniques for analySing data...........ccccoviiiiiiieiei s 52
3.4.2 Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) Framework (A& K framework)................... 53
35 QUALITY CRITERIA ... 54
3.5.1 Credibility....cc.eeeee e et ara s 55
3.5.2 TranSTerability .......ccooiiiiiiii s 55
3.5.3 DEPENUADINILY .....c.viiiieii e s 56
3.5.4 CoNnfirmMability .........cooiiie e 56
3.6 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS ... .o 56
3.7 LIMITATION OF THE STUDY ..o 57
S @ 1110 I U] [ ] 57
CHAPTER 4: PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA...... 58
R VN I =@ 1 16 L @ N PP 58
4.2 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS WITH TEACHERS...........coovvviiviveieieeeeee 58
4.3 CATEGORIES, THEMES AND SUBTHEMES FROM SEMI-STRUCTURED
INTERVIEWS. ...ttt 59
4.3.2 Teachers’ Conceptualisation of HOT ........c.cccooviiiiiiiiiceeee e 67
4.3.3 Curriculum and ClassSroom CONIEXL.........ccevveieieereeiesie e see e sie e e see e 71
4.4 DOCUMENT ANALYSIS (GRADE 4 ENGLISH WORKBOOK)........ccccvvvvvieeeennnn. 76

vii



4.5 PRESENTATION OF THEMES AND SUBTHEMES OF THE GRADE 4

ENGLISH WORKBOOK ... .ttt e e e e e e e e e aa s e e e e e e e eannnes 77
4.5.1 Theme 1 and subthemes for Term 1-2 and theme 1 and subthemes for Term
B et e e —e et e te e e abe e te et e eheeateeteaheeabe et e abeeateereeareearas 78
4.5.2 SKill CRECKIISTS. ......cciiiiiiiecieci et sre e 79
IS 1 1LY 1Y 2 83
A.7 CONCLUSION ...t e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e aa e e eaees 85
CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.......ccooiiiiiiiiieiie e, 86
5.1 INTRODUCTION ..ottt e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e eeanannas 86
5.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES. ... oo oottt e e e e 86
5.3 FINDINGS OF THE STUDY ..ottt e e 87
5.4 RECOMMENDATIONS .....oouiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e e eaaaas 891
5.5 CONCLUSIONS . ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 92
O REFERENCES. . .....cot oottt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e earaaa s 93
10 APPENDICES ... ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeeeennns .103
10.1 Appendix A: DEPARTMENT OF BASIC EDUCATION’S ETHICAL APPROVAL 103
10.2 Appendix B: UNIVERSITY OF LIMPOPO’S ETHICAL APPROVAL.................... 106
10.3 Appendix C: INTERVIEW SCHECDULE FOR TEACHERS............cccooiviiievieennn, 107
SECHON A: BIO DAA ......uueiii et a e e aaaaa 107
Section B: Interview Transcripts FOr TEACNEIS. .........uuuiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees 108
10.4 Appendix D: PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM FOR TEACHERS. ..................... 123

viii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1 Categories of thinking based on Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy.............. 39
Table 4.1: Teacher Profile........ ..o 58

Table 4.2: Categories, themes and subthemes (from semi-structured interviews)..60

Table 4.3: Dominant Focus of the English FAL teachers’ pedagogic practices...... 61
Table 4.4: Teachers’ conceptualisation of HOT ... 66
Table 4.5: Curriculum and classroom context.............coooiiiiiiiiiiii 70
Table 4.7: English workbook for Grade 4............c.oooiiiiiiiiii e 76
Table 4.8: Skill checklist for Term L1-2.... ..o 80
Table 4.9: Skill checklist for Term 3-4 ... 81

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 2.1: Cummings’ model of thinking................coooi 22
Figure 2.2: Three approaches to teaching thinking..................c.oooo, 28
Figure 2.3: Bloom'’s original and revised Taxonomies.............cccooiiiiiiiiiinnn, 37



ANA
CAPS
CERT

DBE
ESL
FAL
FP
HOT
HOTS
L2
LOT
LOTS

NEEDU

PEI
POV

SACMEQ

SCT

SADTU

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATSION

Annual National Assessment
Curriculum and Assessment Policy Statement

The Centre for Innovation in Research and
Teaching

Department of Basic Education
English Second Language
First Additional Language
Fundamental Pedagogics

High Order Thinking

Higher Order Thinking Skills
Second Language

Lower Order Thinking

Lower Order Thinking Skills

The National Education Evaluation and Development

Unit

President’s Education Initiative

Point of View

South African Consortium for Monitoring Education

Quality
Socio-Cultural Theory

South African Democratic Teachers Union



SLL

TREC

UNISA

us

USA

ZPD

Second Language Learning

Turfloop Research and Ethics Committee
The University of South Africa

United States

United States of America

Zone of proximal development

Xi



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

The aim of the study was to investigate the teaching of higher order thinking skills
(HOTs) in five intermediate English First Additional Language (FAL) classes in
Mankweng Circuit. This chapter introduces the background to the study, research
problem, literature review, theoretical framework, the purpose of the study, methodology
and methods of data collection. Equally, ethical considerations, the significance of the
study, definition of terms and the outline of the chapters will be provided.

1.1 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

High order thinking (HOT) as a concept relates to top levels or categories of Bloom's
Taxonomy of the cognitive domain (Bloom, 1956). It follows that a concept ‘higher order
thinking skills’ (HOTs) refer to three categories of Bloom’s Taxonomy of the cognitive
domain specifically analysis, synthesis and evaluation (Bloom, 1956). Furthermore,
Bloom’s taxonomy of 1956 and the more recent modifications, especially by Anderson
and Kratchwohl in (2001) have been adapted in the field of teaching for classroom use
as a planning tool to move students’ learning away from mere lower order thinking
(LOT) such as superficial understanding and rote memory. In other words, it was
introduced with the aim to engender a shift from LOT to HOT. It continues to be one of
the most universally applied models for that end (Pohl, 2000). Furthermore, Brookhart
(2010) states that definitions of HOT fall into three classifications or categories: firstly,
there are those that define HOT in terms of critical thinking, secondly, those that define
HOT in terms of transfer, and thirdly those that define it in terms of problem solving. In
general, measures of HOT include all cognitive tasks that are beyond the low categories
of thinking in Bloom’s Taxonomy of the cognitive domain, namely, knowledge,
comprehension and application (Bloom, 1956). Therefore, in broad terms, HOTs can be
viewed as skills that are required to perform these tasks. However, the move to teach
HOTs in the majority of classrooms has been met with a host of impediments
worldwide. In this regard, Li (2010) points out that HOTs were emphasised in curricula
across cultures, such as, British Columbia’s Ministry of Education 2010 and Curriculum
Development Council 2007. He goes on to say that, these efforts were however

inhibited by an examination-driven and teacher-centred educational culture, which does
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not encourage the infusion of HOTs in learners. Equally, Vandermensbrugghe (2004)
observes that a HOT approach, like critical thinking in curricula, is more difficult to apply
in many Asian classrooms because the teachers and learners are more accustomed to
the transmissive, knowledge-based and passive model of learning. He further remarks
that for Asian learners to acquire and practise this crucial skill, more clear practice
guidelines must be put in place to realise that end. Certainly, this suggests that the
effective implementation of HOTs in classroom practices still encounters huge

challenges globally.

In South Africa at both the national and local levels, there are key factors that influence
teachers’ pedagogic practices and the way they are applied in classrooms. The National
Education Evaluation and Development Unit (NEEDU) (2012) points out that the lack of
the teaching of HOTs in many classrooms is mostly from teachers’ poor pedagogic
content knowledge almost at every level of the system, which is markedly far more
common. Macdonald (1991) cited in Taylor and Vinjevold (1999:134) concurs that...the
limited pedagogic content knowledge inhibits teachers in conveying the attitudinal skills
such as critical reflection, respect for evidence, curiosity and so on. They further
contend that these attitudinal skills are indispensable in developing higher cognitive

skills like deriving hypotheses, conducting investigations and asking questions.

Moreover, the findings of the study undertaken by the South African Consortium for
Monitoring Education Quality (SACMEQ) confirm that South African teachers have a
weak comprehension of higher cognitive skills (DBE, 2010). In the study, the teachers
took a language test consisting of comprehension exercises on 11 distinct texts, which
were ranging between descriptions and complex passages that were discursive.
Though South African teachers in the SACMEQ study did fairly well on questions that
were more simple such as retrieval information clearly stated in the text (scoring and
average of 75,1%), there was as a dramatic drop in scores as soon as the higher
cognitive functions of interpretation (36,6%), inference (55,2%), and evaluation (39,7%)
were invoked. This strongly suggests that most of the South African teachers are only

equipped to teach LOTs as opposed to teaching HOTSs.



Therefore, it is against this backdrop that it is necessary for an educational research
study to evaluate an array of academic pedagogic practices with respect to the teaching
of HOTs in English second language classrooms. Indeed, this type of a study might
provide new insights into classroom practices and suggest possible measures that
could result in quality pedagogic practices in classroom settings, particularly the English

Second Language (ESL) classrooms.

1. 2 RESEARCH PROBLEM

Taylor and Vinjevold (1999:143) aver that the research into classroom practices in
South Africa indicates that “Lessons are generally characterised by an absence of
activities which promote HOTs such as investigation, understanding relationships and
curiosity.” Similarly, Howie, Venter, van Staden, Zimmerman, Long, Scherman and
Archer (2007) confirm this position stating that within the South African education
system, syllabuses, forms of evaluation and methods of teaching do not encourage the
development of critical, logical, analytical and problem-solving skills, which are HOTSs.
They further remark that paucities regarding HOT abilities, including among other things
language abilities and critical thinking skills, are apparent in this country’s schools. This
strongly implies that teaching and learning in many classrooms in South Africa takes

place at a far lower cognitive level.

It is implicit that a need exists for educational research to evaluate whether the teaching
of English FAL fosters HOT or not. Such research will enable the assessment of how
the teaching of HOT instruction or the lack thereof in the intermediate phase reflects the
learners’ cognitive abilities to comprehend and apply abstract concepts in the later
stage of their academic endeavours. It also raises the question whether emphasising

HOT in the ESL classroom is pertinent.
1.3 LITERATURE REVIEW

1.3.1 INTRODUCTION

The literature was organised to review the following: theories that guided this study,

specifically fundamental pedagogics and social constructivism, to will define and frame



HOTs and HOT; to examine both the international and local (South African) state on the
teaching of HOTs. Likewise, to explore research into both international and national

classrooms in the teaching of HOTSs practices.

1.3.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Fundamental pedagogics and social constructivism were both theoretical frameworks
that provided the lens through which the study was both contextualised and

conceptualised.

1.3.2.1 Fundamental Pedagogics (FP)

Taylor and Vinjevold (1999:132) hypothesise that Fundamental Pedagogics is a
philosophy or theory of education based on premises which can be interpreted as
authoritarian (for instance, the teacher as knowing adult leads the child to maturity). In
addition, Enslin (1990:83) concurs that FP justified authoritarian practices and perceived
teachers as only those with the knowledge whereas learners were viewed as only docile
recipients of the knowledge. This implies that this philosophy of education supports a
teacher-centred approach, which does not promote HOTs (Taylor & Vinjevold,1999). It
is clear that FP, as an educational theory, is not applicable to develop HOTSs in learners.

1.3.2.2 Social Constructivism (SCT)

Social constructivism also known as socio-cultural theory (SCT) is a social theory of
learning that views learning as a mediated process in which individuals develop as the
interact with their environment (Vygotsky, 1962). Vygotsky further states that tools such
as culture and language mediate such interaction. In addition, an important SCT
concept for Second Language Acquisition (SLA) is the zone of proximal development
(ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978). According to Vygotsky, ZDP refers to the distance between
what learners can do on their own and what they can do with the assistance of an
expert. It is clear that SCT as a learning theory can be used by English FAL teachers to

develop HOTSs in their learners.



1.3.3 DEFINING AND FRAMING HOT AND HOTS

Higher-order thinking refers to thinking that takes place in the higher categories of the
hierarchy or domain of cognitive processing (Ramos, Dolipas & Villamor, 2013). The
well-established hierarchical arrangement of this type in the teaching field, according to
Ramos et al. (2013) is Bloom’s Taxonomy, which lists a continuum of thinking skills from
knowledge-level thinking to evaluation-level of thinking. On the one hand, Fisher (2012)
posits that HOTs inter alia include such skills as analysis, problem solving and critical
thinking. She further states that these skills are a distinct contrast to LOTs such as
recalling and understanding because they equip learners with the ability to apply

existing knowledge in novel situations.

1.3.4 INTERNATIONAL STATE ON THE TEACHING OF HOTS

Teaching higher order thinking skills is currently at the centre of educational attention in
a number of countries. Actually, for the last thirty years, there has been a mounting
educational interest in thinking and new research pathways that seek to provide insights
into the teaching of HOT in the classroom (Marzno, 1991; Resnick & Klopfer, 1989).
Simister (2007) also holds the same view that the past few years have seen increasing
interests in the field of learning and thinking skills. In addition, Simister (2007) argues
that “there is now a vast and often bewildering tangle of ideas and materials being
published within the field of thinking...” Collins and Mangieri (1992) posit that the need
to develop better thinking among America’s school children has been well documented.
This implies that the awareness about the need to teach HOTSs is on the rise within the
teaching fraternity across the world.

1.3.4.1 Research into International Classroom Practices

Research into classroom practices indicates that an overwhelming emphasis on the
lower-order knowledge (e.g. by rote learning) and cognitive skills to the exclusion of
HOT in numerous schools is an epidemic phenomenon across nations (Brophy, 1992).
In effect, the findings in a study in the Preliminary Report of the Malaysia Education

Blueprint 2013-2025 confirms this as it found that a great part of the classroom lessons
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does not adequately engage learners in constructive thinking. The Malaysian study
found that many teachers depended on lecture format and the learning focus was
mostly directed at achieving superficial understanding or retrieval of information rather
than encouraging HOT (Malaysia MOE, 2012). Certainly, this strongly suggests that the

predominance of LOTs over HOTSs in countless classrooms is a worldwide occurrence.
1.3.4.2 The State on the Teaching of HOTs in South Africa

South Africa is not immune to the paucity of the teaching of HOTs in pedagogic spaces.
Actually, there is a broad consensus that teaching and learning in the majority of South
African schools leave much to be desired (Taylor & Vinjevold,1999). Taylor and
Vinjevold (1999) further remark that the problems inter alia include pupil passivity, rote-
learning, teacher-centeredness, which are associated with LOTs. Still, the President’s
Education Initiative (PEI) (1994) researchers indicate that both the structure of lessons
and the content do not encourage the incremental expansion of concepts. By
implication, the teaching of LOTs is more dominant than HOTs in many South African

schools.
1.4 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

1.4.1 Aim

The aim of the study was to establish whether HOT is encouraged in the intermediate
English First Additional Language classes in Mankweng circuit.

1.4.2 Objectives of Study
To achieve this aim, the following objectives were set for this study:

e To assess the teachers’ views and their conceptualisation of HOT and how they
view its application in their classroom practices.
e To find out if the instructional verbs in the Grade 4 English FAL workbook

promote HOT.



e To check if the questions in the exercises of Grade 4 English Workbook were
pitched in LOT or HOT categories of Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive domain.

e To determine any evidence of an incremental introduction of HOTSs in the English
FAL exercises through the four terms.

1.5 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Blaxter, Hughes and Tight (1996) state that qualitative methods are characterised by

those aims that explore meaning and produce non-numerical data. Thus, this

methodology was applicable to achieve the aim and objectives of this study.
1.6 RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design is a plan or blueprint of how research is to be conducted (Grinnell
1993). It is a road map which the researcher follows, from the study’s initial research
guestions and, ultimately to its conclusions (Lincoln & Guba,1985). An exploratory case

study design was employed in this study.
1.6.1 Case Study

There are different types of case study methods and despite the widespread use of
case study methods throughout the social sciences, no consensus has emerged as to
the proper definition, either of a case or a case study (Ragin & Becker, 1992; Gerring,
2007). This case study was exploratory and occurred in an educational setting with a
small group of educators. It does not profess to provide detailed data but to identify a

problem that could be the springboard for a larger study.
1.6.2 Population and Sampling

The target population of the study was intermediate (grade 4) English FAL teachers and
the Grade 4 English workbooks. This is the total set from which the individual units of
the study were chosen (Strydom, 2002). The research study took place in three primary

schools in the Mankweng Circuit, in the Capricorn District, Limpopo Province.



In the case of sampling which is defined as “a procedure that uses a small number of
elements of a given population as a basis for drawing conclusions about the whole
population” (Neellankavil, 2007:240). The sample design in the study was based on
purposive sampling, also known as judgmental sampling. Babbie and Mouton (2010)
state that this sampling technique is used when the sample group chosen is based on
the researcher’s own knowledge of the population, his own judgment and the purpose of
the study. This type of non-probability sampling was in accordance with the exploratory
aims of this research study (Babbie & Mouton, 2010).

1.7 DATA COLLECTION PROCESS: INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES

Collection of data is a systematic process in which the researcher collects relevant
information to achieve the researcher’s purpose and objectives (Burns & Grove, 2005).
In the study, data were collected from two data sources, namely, interviews and one

intermediate Grade 4 English FAL workbook.
1.7.1 Interviews with Teachers

The first objective (of the four) of this exploratory case study was to collect qualitative
data in an effort to understand the intermediate English FLA teachers’ conceptualisation
of HOTs and its application in their classes. In this study, interviews were used to
achieve that objective. This is because interviews are specifically useful when the
researcher wants to know more than just the facts, but also how the participants feel
about, understand, interpret and experience the specific phenomena (Denscombe,
2014). One-on-one face-to-face semi-structured interviews were thus used to learn
more about their views, opinions and beliefs of the research topic (Strydom &
Bezuidenhout, 2014).

1.7.2 The Grade 4 English FAL Workbook

Additional data were collected from one (1) Grade 4 English Workbook. In the main, the

workbook was used to achieve three primary objectives of the study: firstly, to find out if



the instructional verbs in the workbook activities promote HOT. To check if the
guestions in the exercises of Grade 4 English Workbook were pitched in LOT or HOT
categories of Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive domain. Thirdly, to determine any

evidence of an incremental introduction of HOTS in its exercises through the four terms.
1.8 DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011) maintain that qualitative data analysis can be

described as a process of making sense from research participants’ “views and opinions
of situations, corresponding patterns, themes, categories and regular similarities. This
study used both Tesch’s technique and Anderson and Krathwohl’'s (2001) framework for

data analysis.
1.8.1 Techniques for analysing data

In this study, the researcher applied Tesch’s (1990) method of coding to analyse the
data. This was done by first reading through the text that was transcribed from the
recorded interviews. In the process, the researcher also reverted to the sound
recordings to confirm other important aspects such as language expression,
behavioural incidences, and intonation and to check the text’s accuracy. Nuances such
as attitude, beliefs, self-confidence and frustration were identified. Thereafter, they

were captured for further use in the analysis and interpretation phase.
1.8.2 Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) Framework (A& K framework)

Anderson and Krathwohl's (2001) framework, which is a modified version of Bloom’s
Taxonomy (See Chapter 2, Section 2.9: 29), was used for document analysis. This was
done after the realisation that Tesch’s method for data analysis would not yield sufficient
pedagogic insights into the phenomenon that was under investigation in the study. As a
result, it was decided that another technique for analysis was needed to enable an

insightful and rich analysis of data.

1.9 QUALITY CRITERIA



Plowright (2011: 135) argues that the aim of a research study is to present results that
are as true as possible a reflection of the real event. To achieve this in this qualitative
study, four of Lincoln and Guba’s criteria were utilised, specifically: credibility,

transferability, dependability and confirmability, to ensure the quality.

1.9.1 Credibility

Denscombe (2014) posits that the essence of credibility in research is the extent to
which a researcher can demonstrate the accuracy of the data collected. In this study,
the member checking into the findings was used to increase credibility. The researcher
ensured that feedback was gained from the data. This was done by asking the
participants themselves to interpret and give their own conclusions on the data that was
interpreted by the researcher first. Lincoln and Guba (1985) consider this method that
is, member checking into the findings, as ‘the most critical technique for establishing

credibility.’

1.9.2 Transferability

Schwandt (2015) avers that transferability has to do with the researcher’s responsibility
for providing readers with adequate information on the case studied. To achieve
transferability in this study, the researcher provided a detailed and rich description of the
settings studied (See Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2: 36). This was done to provide the reader
with adequate information so that they are able to judge the applicability of the findings

to other settings that they know (Seale, 1999).

1.9.3 Dependability

Dependability focuses on the process of the inquiry and the inquirer’s responsibility for
ensuring that the process was logical, traceable and documented (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). In the study, the researcher reported in detail each process in this study, to
enable an external researcher to repeat the inquiry and achieve similar results. This has

strong potential to ensure that the research findings are consistent and could be
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repeated. Another researcher could evaluate the application of HOTs by language

teachers in other schools.

1.9.4 Confirmability

Lincoln and Guba (1985) argue that confirmability is concerned with establishing the
fact that data and interpretation of the inquiry were not merely the figments of the
inquirer’'s imagination. In this study the researcher ensured that a clear audit trail was
completed throughout the study to demonstrate how each decision about the evaluation
of the application of HOTS by teachers and/or workbooks was made. This enabled a
judgment about the dependability of procedures employed by the researcher in this

study and the extent to which the findings of the study are confirmable.

1.10 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The study may yield a number of significant consequences. Firstly, it may raise in the
English language teaching community an awareness of the need to infuse higher order
thinking skills into their learners’ writing and learning activities. Secondly, this
awareness may help children in secondary school and eventually tertiary education
because it will hone their critical thinking and problem-solving skills that is, in turn, likely
to contribute to the improvement of their ability to express themselves in problem-
solving environments. Equally, it will offer pointers to the South African National Ministry
of Education on how to integrate higher level thinking skills in its national curricular
efforts. Finally, the study has a strong potential to provide workable alternative
pedagogic strategies that will develop higher order thinking in learners in the language

and content subject classroom
1.11 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

In conducting the study, the researcher complied with a number of ethical

considerations. Firstly, he ensured that he received the permission from three principals

to conduct the study at their schools. He also obtained permission from the circuit

managers of the schools at which the study was conducted. Equally, he asked for a
11



letter of ethical clearance from the University of Limpopo Turfloop Research and Ethics
Committee (TREC). He also received a letter of ethical approval from the Department of
Basic Education in Limpopo. Furthermore, he received informed consent forms from the
participants (teachers) prior involving them in the study.

1.12 DEFINITION OF TERMS

1.12.1 Cognitive Domain

A classification system of six levels: remembering, understanding, applying, analysing,

evaluating and creating (Bloom, 1956).

1.12.2 Higher Order Thinking (HOT)

Thinking that takes place at the higher levels of the hierarchy of cognitive processing
(Bloom, 1956).

1.12.3 Higher Thinking Skills (HOTSs)

The ability to make judgments and arrive at conclusions about information or ideas
through rules or criteria (Bloom,1956).

1.12.4 Questions

Investigative statements that appear through the units in the English workbooks and call

on the student for some level of cognitive functioning to provide answers (Logan, 1985).

1.12.5 Lower Level Question

A question that requires students to respond at the cognitive level of remembering and

understanding (Bloom,1956).

1.12.6 Higher Level Question

A question that requires students to respond at the cognitive level of applying,
analysing, evaluating and creating (Bloom, 1956).
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1.13 CHAPTER OUTLINE

In Chapter 1, provides introduction and background to the study and it also presents
brief discussions of key topics of the study. Those are: the research problem, literature
review, theoretical framework, the purpose of the study, methodology, and methods of
data collection. Equally, ethical considerations, the significance of the study, definition of
terms and the outline of the chapters are discussed in this Chapter.

Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature and the theoretical frameworks that guided
the study. Equally, all other aspects are scrutinised under the definition and within a
framework of HOTs and HOT.

Chapter 3 describes the research design and methodology used in the study.

Chapter 4 consists of the data analysis, presentation and interpretation of the findings.
The data analysis and interpretation are presented by means of tables.

Chapter 5 discusses the findings, conclusions, and recommendations of this study. It

summarises and discusses the main points. The chapter concludes with
recommendations for potential future research on the topic of HOT
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The literature review in the study drew heavily upon a number of researchers’ works
and their findings to assess connections, inconsistencies and gaps in reference to the
teaching of HOTs in an English FAL classroom setting. The literature was organised to
review the following: it will firstly discuss theories that guided this study, specifically
fundamental pedagogics and social constructivism. Furthermore, it will define and frame
HOTs and HOT; both the international and local (South African) state on the teaching of
HOTs will be examined. Likewise, research into both international and national
classrooms in the teaching of HOTs practices, will be explored under both the

international and local state of the teaching of HOTSs.

In addition, the general curricular aims in South Africa since 1994, the significance of
the teaching of HOTSs, controversies on the teaching of HOTs and three approaches for
teaching thinking will be discussed. Moreover, the importance of language in teaching
HOTSs, the teaching of HOTs in Second Language Learning (SLL) and why it is
obligatory to go from basic to sophisticated concepts will also be scrutinised.
Additionally, categories of HOTs specifically, the critical thinking and transfer thereof will
be examined. Finally, the six levels of Bloom’s revised taxonomy of cognitive domain
namely, remember, understand, apply, analyse, evaluate and create/design will be

discussed.
2.2 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Fundamental pedagogics and social constructivism were both theoretical frameworks

that provided the lens through which the study was both contextualised and
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conceptualised. The rationale behind the use of these two educational theories was
their opposing epistemological assumptions or stance regarding teaching and learning.
Fundamental pedagogics was pertinent in bringing to light whether the teachers (who
were sampled for the study) were informed by approaches of old pedagogics in their
teaching of English as FAL. Old pedagogics such as teacher-centred, teacher-directed,
transmission-based grammar-oriented approaches or methods such as form-based
instruction and so on, do not develop HOT in learners as they focus mainly on
transferring knowledge and facts, which tend to be easily forgotten (Harpaz & Lefstein,
2000). On the other hand, social constructivism shed light on whether the teachers were
guided by the approaches of new pedagogics like student-centered,
dialogical/discursive, student-directed, heuristic (which encourages learners to learn
independently through their own investigation) and suchlike. These approaches
promote the development of HOT habits in learners such as critical thinking, problem-
solving and creative thinking, which often persist in them for their whole lives (Harpaz &
Lefstein, 2002).

2.2.1 Fundamental Pedagogics

Taylor and Vinjevold (1999:132) hypothesise that Fundamental Pedagogics (FP) is a
philosophy or theory of education based on premises which can be interpreted as
authoritarian (for instance, the teacher as knowing adult leads the child to maturity),
which was the only doctrine of teaching in black schools during the apartheid era in
South Africa. In addition, Enslin (1990:83) concurs that fundamental pedagogics
justified authoritarian practices and perceived teachers as only those with the
knowledge whereas learners were viewed as only docile recipients of the knowledge.
This implies that this philosophy of education supports a teacher-centered approach,
which does not promote HOTs (Taylor & Vinjevold,1999). Chisholm (1992) confirms this
by stating that the values and techniques of fundamental pedagogics impede the
development of innovative and critical teaching strategies, which are indispensable for
the teaching of HOT. It is clear that fundamental pedagogics, as educational theory, is

not applicable to develop HOTs in learners.
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In addition, FP has its roots in the behaviourist paradigm of learning. Ertmer and Newby
(1993) argue that there is general agreement that behavioural principles cannot provide
an adequate explanation to the acquisition of HOTs or those that involve a greater
depth of processing, for instance, language development, problem-solving, and
inference generating, critical thinking. It is clear that Fundamental Pedagogics take the
direct transmission view of a student learning (this is a behaviourist paradigm of
learning) where the role of the teacher is to communicate knowledge in a structured and
clear way (Moseley, Baumfield, Higgins, Lin, Miller, Newton, Robson, Elliott & Gregson,
2004). They also remark that this view requires the teacher to give learners clear and
resolvable problems and explain correct solutions. By implication, this pedagogic

philosophy will not encourage and produce HOTSs in students.
2.2.2 Social Constructivism

Social constructivism also known as socio-cultural theory (SCT) is a social theory of
learning that views learning as a mediated process in which individuals develop as they
interact with their environment (Vygotsky, 1962). Vygotsky further states that tools such
as culture and language mediate such interaction. Indeed, SCT could be an effective
teaching philosophy if it serves as a guide to the English FAL teachers in the promotion
of HOTs in the learners. In addition, an important SCT concept for Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) is the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978).
According to Vygotsky, ZPD refers to the distance between what learners can do on
their own and what they can do with the assistance of an expert. This facilitates the
learning of the content through the process of creative construction, thereby increases
the opportunity for English language learners to engage the content in a more
meaningful way. This also helps the teachers to deliver optimal language input and
allow for maximum learner output by utilising HOTs and questioning skills (Dutro &
Moran, 2003).

Moreover, the applicability of SCT in the study was even more distinct when juxtaposed
with another strand of constructivism i.e. cognitive constructivism. This was essential in

seeing that there are two main types of constructivism that inform teachers’ teaching
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practices. First of these is individual or cognitive constructivism founded on Piaget's
(1952) theory, and the second is SCT based on Vygotsky (1962)'s theory (Powell &
Cordy, 2009). They further point out that the parallels between the two theories include
the teaching methods that are an inquiry into nature and learners who create concepts
by building on prior knowledge that is relevant and meaningful. However, they also
indicate that the dissimilarities between the two theories include language development
theory where cognitive constructivism holds that thinking precedes language whereas
SCT claims that language precedes thinking. In this study, SCT was given greater
preference to cognitive constructivism because of its central argument that language
precedes thinking. In addition, it was appropriate since it views language as the basis of
the conceptual ecology of an individual and as an instrumental vehicle to mediate HOT
(Vygotsky, 1978). This claim was more suitable for achieving the aim of the study, which
was to find out whether the intermediate English FAL teachers promote the teaching of
HOT in their classes in the Mankweng circuit.

2.3 DEFINING AND FRAMING HOT AND HOTS

Higher-order thinking refers to thinking that takes place in the higher categories of the
hierarchy or domain of cognitive processing (Ramos, Dolipas & Villamor, 2013). The
well-established hierarchical arrangement of this type in the teaching field, according to
Ramos et al. (2013) is Bloom’s Taxonomy, which lists a continuum of thinking skills from
knowledge-level thinking to evaluation-level of thinking. Equally, Fisher (2012) posits
that HOTSs inter alia include such skills as analysis, problem-solving and critical thinking.
She further states that these skills are a distinct contrast to LOTs such as recalling and
understanding because they equip learners with the ability to apply existing knowledge
in novel situations. Furthermore, Newmann (1990) maintains that HOTs refer to the
analysis, manipulation and interpretation of information in answering questions that the
usual application of previously learned knowledge cannot resolve. King, Goodson, and
Rohani (2013) concur that HOTs include logical, critical, reflective, creative and
metacognitive thinking, which are activated when people experience unfamiliar
guestions, uncertainties, dilemmas and problems. They also contend that success in

applying these skills requires decisions, performances, explanations and products that
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are valid within the context of available experience and knowledge; and also, that they
encourage sustained growth and development in these as well as other intellectual or

cognitive skills.

However, Beck and Dole (1992) note that when considering higher order thinking
(HOT), which refers to a complex process that involves, elaborating, adding complexity
and going beyond the given (Collins & Mangieri, 1992), it is essential to point out that
the following terms: thinking, higher order thinking, problem-solving, reasoning and
critical thinking are difficult to distinguish from each other. The same view is also
encapsulated by Resnick (1987) when stating that thinking skills resist the precise forms
of definitions associated with the setting of specialised objectives of schooling. Green
(2014) is of the same opinion that there is no single scientific definition of higher
cognitive abilities (HOT). She continues to say that like many other important concepts it
has fuzzy edges and can be approached in different ways. Likewise, Hughes (2014)

concurs that HOT as a concept often defies simple definition.

Nonetheless, regardless of the apparent absence of a universally acknowledged
definition of the concept HOT, Resnick (1987) argues that it is relatively easy to list
some key features of higher order thinking. He further contends that when this is done it
results in a strong awareness that, although HOT cannot be defined with precision, it
can be recognised when it occurs. By implication, HOT is not a rigid and inflexible
quality but a high-level hierarchy of cognitive processes with distinguishable
components or features. It then follows that HOTs, which are a reflection of HOT, can
largely be traced and discretely measured in students in various learning contexts. This
also strongly suggests that there could be frameworks for teaching HOTs. Perkins
(1981) refers to such frameworks as representations intended to guide the process of
thought, supporting, organising and catalysing that process, this may be verbal,
imagistic or kinesthetic. The examples of those are the Quellmalz Framework of
Thinking Skills (Ramos, Dolipas & Villamor, 2013), Biggs and Collis’s SOLO taxonomy,
Paul’s model of critical thinking, etcetera (Moseley et al., 2004).
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2.4 INTERNATIONAL STATE ON THE TEACHING OF HOTs

Teaching higher order thinking skills is currently at the centre of educational attention in
a number of countries. Actually, for the last thirty years, there has been a mounting
educational interest in thinking and new research pathways that seek to provide insights
into the teaching of HOT in the classroom (Marzano, 1991; Resnick & Klopfer, 1989).
Simister (2007) also holds the same view that the past few years have seen increasing
interests in the field of learning and thinking skills. Trickey and Topping (2004) confirm
this by stating that curricular specifications in many countries increasingly show
weakening focus on content knowledge and growing attention on transferable skills like
creative and critical thinking (which are HOTSs). They also point out that the revised
Northern Ireland Curriculum is a classic example of that. Zohar, Degani and Vaaknin
(2001) concur that there is a drive for teaching for understanding and HOT that is

gaining momentum in our schools.

In addition, Simister (2007) is of the view that “there is now a vast and often bewildering
tangle of ideas and materials being published within the field of thinking...” Collins and
Mangieri (1992) posit that the need to develop better thinking among America’s school
children has been well documented. Similarly, in Australia’s school systems there is a
growing focus on HOTs (Forster, 2004). She goes on to say that, a perfect example is
Tasmania’s curriculum that is structured around five ‘essential learnings’, which are also
labelled across five discipline constructs. These ‘learnings’, among other things, are
planned to produce the lifelong outcomes of inquiring and reflective individuals who are
self-directed, ethical, world contributors who are also responsible citizens (Forster,
2004). These are patent characteristics of HOT, which implies that the awareness about

the need to teach HOTSs is on the rise within the teaching fraternity across the world.
2.4.1 Research into International Classroom Practices

Research into classroom practices indicates that an overwhelming emphasis on the
lower-order knowledge (e.g. by rote learning) and cognitive skills to the exclusion of

HOT in numerous schools is an epidemic phenomenon across nations (Brophy, 1992).

19



In effect, the findings in a study in the Preliminary Report of the Malaysia Education
Blueprint 2013-2025 confirms this as it found that a great part of the classroom lessons
do not adequately engage learners in constructive thinking. The Malaysian study found
that many teachers depended on lecture format and the learning focus was mostly
directed at achieving superficial understanding or retrieval of information rather than
encouraging HOT (Malaysia MOE, 2012). Certainly, this strongly suggests that the
predominance of LOTs over HOTSs in countless classrooms is a worldwide occurrence.

Here again Cohen and Spillane (1992) maintain that the goal (in the knowledge domain)
is that all learners should gain high-level content knowledge and problem-solving skills
of higher cognitive-levels, which necessitate sophistication and depth in teachers’
comprehension of academic subjects. They go on to say that these capabilities are far
beyond most American teachers. Certainly, this strongly suggests that the
predominance of LOTs over HOTSs in countless classrooms is a worldwide occurrence.
The same, in the case of the United States (US), McGrane and Sternberg (1992) posit
that a great number of reports from various researchers and committees explicitly
indicate that the United States of America (USA)’s children have poor and lower thinking
skills and that the schools are doing little to teach learners to think. It is clear that
numerous calls that were made over the past 100 years ago, for teaching thinking,

though this may sound rather archaic, are still relevant today (Resnick,1987).

This is because in many classrooms worldwide today, students are not encouraged to
guestion what they see, or read or hear; they are not equipped with thinking skills to
challenge others’ thinking. On the contrary, they do not expect their own thinking to be
challenged by others (Burke and Williams, 2008). Du (2011) finds that in the case of
China, critical thinking (which is a dimension of HOTs) as a crucial capability for
academic study has not yet been fully recognised or effectively taught. Critical thinking
is a skill, which also needs to be taught in the language classroom, not only in the
content subject classroom. This is mainly on the part of language teachers’ poor grasp
of critical thinking, as well as insufficient empirical studies related to the integration of
critical thinking in language education (Brumfit, Myles, Mitchell, Johnston & Ford, 2005).

This implies that the awareness of the need to teach HOTs has not yet fully translated
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into actual day-to-day classroom practices of the content subject, not to mention the

language classroom.
2.4.2 The State on the Teaching of HOTs in South Africa

South Africa is not immune to the paucity of the teaching of HOTs in pedagogic spaces.
Actually, there is a broad consensus that teaching and learning in the majority of South
African schools leave much to be desired (Taylor & Vinjevold,1999). Taylor and
Vinjevold (1999) further remark that the problems inter alia include pupil passivity, rote-
learning, teacher-centeredness, which are associated with LOTs. Still, the President’s
Education Initiative (PEI) (1994) researchers indicate that both the structure of lessons
and the content do not encourage the incremental expansion of concepts. They also
state that in many classrooms, educator expectations of their students are far too low;
educators restrict their lessons’ content to information that is simple and that is, most of
the time, way below the level that is required. This implies that the teaching of LOTs is

more dominant than HOTs in many South African schools.

In addition, in Webb’s study, the observation of the teachers teaching fractions to Grade
5 pupils indicates that they used examples much easier than those that should be
taught in this grade. Likewise, recent systematic national studies such as the South
African Consortium for Monitoring Education Quality (SACMEQ) and the Annual
National Assessment (ANA) point out that there is lack of the teaching of HOTs in many
classrooms (Department of Basic Education, 2010). In like manner, in their longitudinal
study in South African classrooms practices, Hornberger and Chick (2001) note that the
majority of classrooms are characterised by ‘safe-talk’. They point out that in safe-talk,
teachers ask learners dumb questions so that children can give the answer without
thinking much or deeply. By implication, in many South African schools, teachers do not
introduce learners to much deeper learning; nor do they engage them with higher trains
of thought or higher-level hierarchy of cognitive processes such as analysis, synthesis

and evaluation (Siewierski, 2015).
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Similarly, the classroom study conducted by Macdonald (1991) cited in Taylor and
Vinjevold (1999), finds that teachers’ questions were mostly designed for the recalling of
data or for examining whether learners were paying attention to the lesson as opposed
to eliciting responses that were more challenging. She continues to say that tasks in the
classroom were generally oriented around the acquisition of information instead of
HOTs. Undoubtedly, this is what Cummings (1984) calls the ‘dumbing down’ of
education; this relates very closely to his quadrant C of his four quadrants of language
proficiency model. In this quadrant, learning activities are not cognitively and
linguistically demanding, for instance, listing of items. This is in contrast to quadrant D
where learning activities are cognitively and linguistically demanding. It requires the
application of inferential, comprehension and reasoning skills, which are by far more
valuable to the learning process. This is because they are abstract skills and compel
learners to think beyond their immediate constraint but rather think logically, provide
justifications and make connections between cause and effects arguments (Cummings,
1984). Sadly, the majority of classroom practices in South Africa, including language
teaching, do not engage learners in this quadrant since only few teachers are interested
in linking the subject matter to the world outside the classroom, which limits learners’
higher-level mental abilities (Siewierski, 2015). The Figure 2.1 below illustrates

Cummings’ quadrant:
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Cognitively demanding
(challenging)

B | C

High context Abstract
(relates to learner’s " (concepts hard to
experiences) relate to real

experience)

A | D

Cognitively undemanding
(not challenging)

Figure 2.1: Cummins’ model of thinking (taken from Cummins, 1984)

2.4.3 Research into South African Classroom Practices

In South Africa, research into classroom practices has been met with criticism for quite
a few reasons; including that it is generally conducted at a small-scale (Taylor &
Moyane, 2004; Taylor & Vinjevold 1999). Equally, Chisholm (1992) concurs that
research, which has investigated educational problems in South Africa, is minute and
has not yielded any sophisticated results. In general, the classroom-based studies that

present a sufficient base of knowledge regarding teaching and learning of HOTs in
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South African schools is minuscule (Hoadley, 2012). In addition, in Limpopo Province,
the province in which this study was done, the Khanyisa Education Support programme
baseline study, which studied 24 rural primary schools, is one of the few studies that
generated a number of interesting insights into classroom practices (Taylor & Moyane,
2005).

However, Taylor and Moyane (2005) contend that this effort is not adequate to
interrogate fully issues around teacher practices, such as the teaching of HOTs. The
review of the literature clearly indicates that so much still needs to be explored about
the teaching of HOTSs, particularly concerning English FAL classroom practices. Hence,
this study seeks to fill the gap that was identified in the literature. What is even more
important is that it appears that many schoolchildren do not know how to use their
‘intelligence’, which is HOTs, in order to learn successfully and are likely to become

adults who lack knowledge (Green, 2014).
2.2.4 General curricular aims in South Africa since 1994

Green (2014) notes that when South Africa became a political democracy in 1994 it
witnessed several curricular revisions, owing to the complex transformation of its
education system inherited from the apartheid education system. She continues to
argue that all versions of the national curriculums incorporated in the educational
system have the explicit goal to develop thinkers who can collaborate effectively with
others. Indeed, the Department of Basic Education (2011b) states that the general aims
of the Curriculum and Assessment Policy Statement (CAPS) document is to produce
learners who can identify and solve problems and make decisions using critical and
creative thinking. The CAPS document also seeks to enable learners to collect,
organise, analyse and critically evaluate information; as well as to demonstrate an
understanding of the world as an interconnected system by being aware that problem-
solving contexts are universal. Undoubtedly, these aims clearly indicate that the South
African Ministry of basic education’s ultimate goal is to have learners who at the exit of
their secondary school level would have thoroughly developed their HOTs. This would
suggest that HOTs should be taught in all subjects at all levels.
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However, Green (2014) contends that even though the above aims suggest the great
need for a range of cognitive skills (HOTS), it still appears that many students, in South
Africa and elsewhere, emerge from schooling without the knowledge and developed
thinking abilities necessary for them to be responsible citizens of the democratic state
and to survive independently, let alone succeed, in a global environment that presents
many challenges. This applies to South African schools and tertiary institutions too.
Siewierski (2015) concurs that after the exit of secondary school level, the majority of
learners’ social knowledge is still weak; they cannot evaluate rival positions and make

their own stand on difficult subjects.

Moreover, Marzano (1993) notes that as powerful as teaching and learning strategies
(which are informed by curricula aims) could be, an even more powerful set of them
may be underutilised. This seems to be the case in South Africa too as expressed by
the national teachers’ union specifically South African Democratic Teachers Union
(SADTU) in Molefi (2015) that the teachers are not adequately trained to adapt to the
rigours of CAPS which requires teacher to teach learners cognitive or HOT skills. The
implication here is that a great number of South African teachers lack the competence
to implement the aims of the curriculum, consequently, regardless of the potential
effectiveness of these aims with their specified strategies and how to operationalise

them, schools still attain inadequate success.

2.5 THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE TEACHING OF HOTS

The significance of the teaching of HOTs to 21 century learners is encapsulated (and
correctly predicted) by Brophy (1992) as he argues that schools should embrace the
need to instil HOT as a way of preparing the 21st century workforce as rapid changes in
the global economy and technology shape the occupational outlook of today’s learners.

He goes on to say that no longer is it enough for learners at the exit of high school to
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only know basic facts and skills; for them to be successful they should demonstrate the
mastery of the skills such as prioritising, strategising, decision-making and collaborative
problem-solving. Similarly, a number of researchers clearly indicate that when learners
acquire HOTSs they will go beyond recognition, recall, and reproduction of information, to
the analysis, synthesis, evaluation, production, and application of ideas; instead, they
will exhibit independence and initiative in directing their own learning (Gardner, 1991;
Sizer, 1985 & Darling-Hammond, 1997). These researchers further state that learners
will have the ability to evaluate evidence, ask questions, defend arguments and apply

their knowledge to novel situations.

In addition, Costa (1991) is of the view that teaching thinking is an essential foundation
for developing the minds of tomorrow’s adults. He also states that to prepare students
for the world of rapid change, it is imperative that teachers groom their students to think
critically and to think on their own. Furthermore, Burke and Williams (2008) claim that
the ability to think critically that comes with having the tools for higher order thinking can
help students far into the future to not only grasp new information and material but also
figure out how to change and adapt to new situations. In addition, Meir (1994) posits
that the enhancement of cognitive abilities in children can result in a snowballing effect,
as with these enhanced abilities children’s capabilities to learn additional or even more
complex cognitive strategies and operations are increased. These skills stick with
learners throughout life because they are cross-discipline (Fisher, 2012). By implication,
for today’s learners to become fully effective members of society at the exit of the
schooling system, they need to have been thoroughly equipped with HOTs. These skills
are even more essential seeing that the world is on the brink of the fourth industrial
revolution, which will require a completely new set of skills that will mostly be HOT in

nature.

2.5.1 Controversies over the Teaching of HOTs

There are significantly divided views about whether higher order thinking skills (HOTS)
should be taught consciously or unconsciously (Rajendran, 2001). In support of the
unconscious teaching of HOTSs, Atkinson (1997) holds that critical thinking (which is one
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of the dimensions of HOT) cannot be taught. The first reason is because, critical
thinking is rather an implicit common sense skill embedded in social practice than an
explicit set of skills; secondly, the teaching of critical thinking demands a culture that
praises and encourages criticality; and thirdly, critical thinking is context-bound, and the
skills learnt in one context might not be transferred to another. Rajendran, (2001) also
states that some argue that when a subject is taught properly, it will automatically lead
to the promotion of HOT. This suggests that thinking, in general, is the natural outcome
of teaching and learning (Rajendran, 2001). In the same vein, it implies that teachers
should not make any conscious effort in trying to teach HOTs to their learners since

people think spontaneously without being taught.

In contrast, Simister (2007) contends that the dispositions and habits of an active
learner and thinker need to be cultivated; this is because they are less likely to develop
on their own since they are specific and powerful. Green (2014) is of the same view that
students can acquire thinking skills and dispositions that promote critical and creative
thinking (these are HOTS) if teachers intentionally teach or mediate them. She goes on
to say that, the ability to think effectively can be encouraged and learned (a process
sometimes referred to as ‘cognitive education’ and that schools can become
communities in which both teachers and students are actively engaged in these

processes.

In addition, Du (2011) in Rajendran (2001) hypothesises that due to its abstract nature,
critical thinking may be better learned through guided practising and scaffolding from
more capable and experienced people, for example, teachers in this case. This is
essential in that people’s reasoning and thinking do not naturally escalate as they
mature. This is because their creative and critical thinking abilities do not develop
automatically (Rajendran, 2001). He further states that adults whose creative and
critical thinking were never developed exhibit intellectual abilities that are no more
advanced than the processes of thinking they employed when they were in the sixth
grade. This strongly suggests that HOTs cannot develop properly and fully unless there

are measures put in place to teach them consciously and explicitly.
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2.6 THREE APPROACHES TO TEACHING THINKING

Swartz and Parks (1994) posit that there are at least three general approaches to the
teaching of thinking. They further contend that, firstly, there is the teaching of thinking
(my emphasis) (also called direct instruction of thinking) which is used in non-curricular
contexts. When using this approach to teach thinking it will entail that, in a time chosen
for the instruction of thinking, learners learn how to employ thinking strategies explicitly,
usually directed by the educator; such lessons are characterised by tasks that are
oriented towards the language of thinking as well as procedures for doing them skillfully
(Swartz & Parks, 1994). Furthermore, the second approach for teaching thinking is
referred to as teaching for thinking (Swartz & Parks, 1994). They continue to say that
this approach involves the use of techniques or methods that stimulate learners’
comprehension of the content in a deeper way; examples of those methods involve
employing graphic organisers, cooperative learning, higher order questioning,
manipulative and enquiry learning. Certainly, this approach could be advantageous if
infused in the learning and teaching practices in South African schools. This could
reverse the current patterns of learning and teaching in the majority of classrooms
which are characterised by a great deal of repetitions, rhythmic chants, singing and rote
memorisations with little consideration to higher order thinking skills (Lebese, 2012).
The researcher anticipates that this will also be found to be the case in the schools that

form part of this study.

Furthermore, Swartz and Parks (1994) postulate that the third approach for the teaching
of thinking is called the teaching of thinking skills by means of the infusion approach.
They go on to say that when using the approach; lessons are fashioned in a way that a
clear emphasis on skillful thinking is included into content instruction so that learners
can improve their cognitive processes. Equally, classroom activities are carefully and
thoroughly concentrated on the content as well as on the thinking process or skill;
infusion lessons focus on a range of effective pedagogic practices that characterise the
way thinking is plainly emphasised in these lessons (Swartz & Parks, 1994). This is

essential in that there is a general misconception that sufficient understanding is gained
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only through the teaching of knowledge, that is, language content (Rajendran, 2001).
However, the primary focus or aim of education should be on building the basis, that is,
a deeper understanding of knowledge, to facilitate the active utilisation of knowledge
and skills (Perkins, 1981). Indeed, this approach could effectively facilitate the teaching
of HOTs since it does not focus only on language content but simultaneously
concentrates on thinking skills, which in turn will enhance the language skills needed to
express, for example, arguments or solutions. Figure 2.2 below presents these
approaches:

APPROACHES TO TEACHING

& THINKING 3
TEACHING OF I TEACHING FOR
THINKING THINKING

Direct Instruction I Use of methods
in thinking in non Y which promote

curricular contexts th.lﬁHlF"IQ in
curricular contexts

INFUSION

Restructuring
content lessons for
direct instruction

in thinking

INEFUSION integrates direct instruction in specific
thinking skills into content area lessons. Lessons
improve student thinking and enhance content learning

Figure 2.2: Three approaches to teaching thinking (taken from Swartz & Parks,
1994)

2.7 THE IMPORTANCE OF LANGUAGE IN TEACHING HOTS

Du Plessis, Conley and Du Plessis (2007) observe that one of the emphases in

Vygotsky’s learning theories is the relationship between thinking (i.e. cognition) and
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language. Palmer (2010) confirms this claim by remarking that the basis of Vygotsky's
most respected work is the interrelationship and interdependence between thought and
language (the most universal of cultural tools). She goes on to say that he maintained
that thought is 'internalised language'. In support of this view, Du Plessis et al. (2007)
state that “language is the vehicle of thought since language and thought are
inseparably intertwined.” This strongly suggests that “the speech structures mastered
by children, therefore, become the basic structures of their thinking” (Palmer, 2010).
This means to a great extent the child’s linguistic ability determines the development of
their thought; this also relies heavily upon the child's socio-cultural experience. For that
reason, to facilitate and encourage the development of rich, effective spoken language
is one of the most crucial functions of education (Palmer, 2010). Thus, any educator
who will engage in the teaching of HOTS should be fully aware of the pivotal role that
language plays in the facilitation of that process. Hence, this study is located in the

language classroom.

Moreover, there are quite a few reasons why teachers should improve their learners’
thinking abilities and their language abilities at the same time (Rajendran, 2001). Firstly,
pedagogic strategies that reinforce thinking capabilities turn to accelerate language
achievement (Collins, 1992). This is because of the interrelationship and
interdependence between language abilities and thinking competencies. To put it in
another way, they shape each other and both are of equal strength in developing
learning (Block, 1993). Secondly, language enables individuals to refine, clarify and
organise their thoughts and, in fact, shapes how they think and what is possible to think
(Green, 2014:21). It is apparent that the effective teaching of the language (English)
could give rise to deep conceptual understanding in learners; it could enable them to
use their higher order thinking skills when engaged in various activities. Rajendran,

(2001) concurs that language facilitates effective thinking.

2.7.1 Teaching HOTs in Second Language Learning

30



Shirkhani and Fahim (2011) are of the opinion that the teaching of HOTs should be a
primary focus of any Second Language (L2) curriculum, since language development
and thinking are closely related. They further point out that educators have emphasised
the importance of developing HOTs in foreign language classrooms - in South Africa
this will be in the second language classroom (Chamot, 1995; Tarvin & Al-Arishi, 1991).
In South Africa, and in this study, this will be in the second language classroom. In the
same vein, there is strong support from empirical evidence about the effectiveness of
teaching HOTSs, such as critical thinking skills, and the foreign (or second) language
concurrently (Chapple & Curtis, 2000; Davidson, 1994, 1995). In fact, language learners
who have improved and developed their HOTS, like creative and critical thinking, are
more capable of doing activities which other learners with LOTs may not be capable of
doing (Shirkhani & Fahim, 2011). Equally, a study by Mahyuddin, Lope, Elias and
Konting (2004) strongly suggests that language students with critical thinking abilities
are capable of thinking in a more creative and critical manner (these are HOTSs) and this
aids them in achieving the curriculum’s goals. Likewise, these learners become well-
rounded individuals as they are equipped with the capability to use their thinking skills to
understand language or its contents, to make sound decisions and effectively solve
problems as well as the capability to treat thinking skills as lifelong learning, which
makes them spiritually, intellectually, emotionally and physically well-balanced
(Mahyuddin et al., 2004).

However, in the face of much consensus among educators and theorists regarding the
significance of thinking skills in the development of second language, in normal
classroom settings, the learning of language and thinking skills are often dealt with as
discrete processes (Mirman & Tishman, 1988; Suhor, 1984). Pica (2000) states that in
the English language teaching methodology, traditionally the combination of language
and thinking skills has been marginal. Kabilan (2000) contends that even
communicative language teaching, which views language as a communication tool and
encourages the use of it for that end, does not really help learners to gain full
proficiency in the target language. His suggestion then is that for learners to have high

levels of proficiency in a language, they need to apply HOT capabilities such as creative
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and critical thinking when using the target language. Thus, by implication, teachers
need to use cognitive development approaches to help learners to develop HOTSs in
second language learning, in this instance English, since, it seems that even
communicative approaches to language teaching may be ineffective in developing

HOTs among learners.
2.7.2 Written Language and HOTs

Rajendran (2001) postulates that the four skills of language instruction, specifically
listening, speaking, reading and writing, should be used to improve the HOT abilities of
learners. In terms of the relationship of writing to thinking (which is the only focus in the
study out of other components) Vygotsky (1978) postulates that written language is not
just a translation of oral speech, but a more impersonal and de-contextualised form of
language, the mastery of which further enhances thought (Green, 2014: 21). Similarly,
Nickerson (1984: 33) states that “writing is viewed not as medium of thought but also a
vehicle or developing it.” He continues to remark that it is the robust nature of writing

that makes it a powerful tool for the enhancement of thinking.

In addition, Rajendran (2001) maintains that writing, as a composing process is a highly
demanding and complex intellectual task. One of the obvious reasons that make writing
to be one of the most cognitively taxing acts is its nature of maximising the information
load that has to be retained in working memory during performance (Rajendran, 2001).
He goes on to say that practice in writing should focus on enhancing performance in
any thinking process in which executive functioning or control over several variables is a
cause or factor, for instance, some form of problem-solving. This clearly suggests that
the writing process could be used to develop the conceptual abilities of learners; it can
serve as a tool to unleash and enhance higher order thinking skills in learners. This also

suggests that it could be easily detected whether teachers are infusing HOT.

However, not all forms of writing instruction will enhance such executive control
(Rajendran, 2001). Executive control or functioning involves conscious, thoughtful and

purposeful activation, monitoring, orchestration, adaptation of strategic resources,
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motivational states, knowledge, and skills to achieve the desired goal (Graham, Harris &
Olinghous, 2010). To acquire such executive control, Hillocks (1986) in his research for
meta-analysis of writing, argues that teachers should properly design instructional
activities that will culminate in a high-level learner autonomy and interaction regarding
the problems dealt with. He further remarks that this type of instruction has a powerful
effect on learners’ thinking. Certainly, this indicates that language teachers need to
consciously infuse higher order thinking strategies into their writing teaching practices.
This is necessary because all four-language components are still underutilised in

promoting HOTs in many classrooms (Rajendran, 1998).

2.7.3 Go from Basic to Sophisticated

Most proponents of cognitive education would agree that there are occasions when
Skinner’'s (1974) means of learning where, during a learning process, a behaviour's
strength is modified by reward or punishment, can be fruitfully applied to enhance the
rote learning of the basic facts or the acquisition of desirable social or even cognitive
habits (Green, 2014: 8). Green further states that this is also true of other behaviourism
theories like Bandura’s (1977) social learning theory, and she argues that the insights of
behaviourism cannot be dismissed out of hand in relation to the teaching of HOTSs. It
could assist in providing a proper mediational learning environment whereby English
language teachers scaffold learners from the basic concepts to the sophisticated ones.
This implies that teachers should ensure that learners have mastered basic concepts
before proceeding to more sophisticated, advanced, complex and abstract concepts or
else their effort to infuse HOTs into their English language teaching will be

counterproductive.

Furthermore, linking this to Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives, a UNISA study
guide (2017) notes that like all taxonomies, the taxonomy is illustrated as a pyramid
(see 30) suggesting that the lower domains or levels are more basic and that the higher
levels are more advanced and complex. It further states that the implication is that
every layer or level provides the ‘thinking material’ for the level directly above.

Therefore, if students do not possess complete mastery of basic concepts, they may try
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to memorise rather than understand (Thomas & Thorne, 2009). They further point out
that a weak understanding of basic concepts can be the cause for misunderstanding
and the lack of ability to apply knowledge flexibly. By implication, for HOTs to develop
fully in English language teaching, they (HOTs) need sturdy progression from a strong
base of low order thinking skills (LOTs), which might compel teachers to first develop a

firm foundation of LOTs before attempting to infuse HOTSs in their classroom practices.

In addition, the need to strengthen basic concepts in learners could be even more
necessary in South African classroom practices, as a study by Taylor and Vinjevold
(1999) finds that pupils did not have the language skills, which are equivalent to HOTs
and are required to process abstract concepts. Macdonald and Burroughs (1991)
maintain that the problem is also heightened when learners change the medium of
instruction from mother tongue to English in the fourth grade (what is called early-exit).
They further state that this is because English language lessons do not fully prepare the
learners for instruction in English in a broad range of subjects. Indeed, this could be one
of the apparent reasons that lead to an inability for higher level thinking in learners’

thinking processes.
2.8 CATEGORIES OF HOT

It was indicated in Chapter 1 that definitions of HOT fall into three classifications or
categories (Brookhart, 2010). The first classification defines HOT in terms of transfer;
the second one defines it in terms of critical thinking, and thirdly it is defined in terms of

problem-solving. These categories are discussed below:

2.8.1 The Transfer

The central focus of any educational aims is to encourage retention and to promote
transfer (which, when it takes place, shows meaningful learning). Retention entails that
learners recall what they have learned, while transfer involves not only remembering but
also to make sense of what was learned and be able to use what was learned
(Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001: 63). Ramos, Dolipas and Villamor (2013) note that

HOTs, what they call higher-level mental abilities of the students such as to interpret,
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analyse, reason out, synthesise or evaluate any type of information, have a high
likelihood of enabling them to transfer learning to entirely novel situations. They also
argue that knowledge acquired through HOT processes is more effortlessly transferable
so that students with a deeper conceptual grasp of an idea will be much more likely to
be able to apply that knowledge when solving new problems. This strongly suggests
that if teaching and learning take place at lower cognitive levels, which some
researchers found to be the case in the majority of classrooms in South Africa (Howie et
al., 2007; Taylor & Vinjevold,1999:143), it means that learners are not prepared to apply

existing knowledge in new areas.
2.8.2 Critical Thinking

The critical thinking classification encapsulates this definition: critical thinking entails
reasonable, reflective thinking that is concentrated on deciding what to accept as true or
do (Norris & Ennis, 1989:3). Likewise, critical thinking includes logical thinking and
reasoning which involves skills such as comparison, sequencing, classification, cause
and effect, webbing, patterning, analogies, deductive and inductive reasoning, planning,
hypothesising, forecasting and critiquing (Johnson & Lamb, 2011). Another insightful
example in this classification comes from Barahal (2008) who defines critical thinking as
‘artful thinking’. He states that artful thinking involves questioning, reasoning and
investigating; it also includes comparing and connecting, finding complexity, and
exploring viewpoints. Similarly, Chaffee (1994) avers that critical thinking involves
critical implication and discussion, which serves as a vital means to activating problem-
solving and decision-making processes. He continues to say that critical thinking is a
crucial constructivist analysis process, which helps people to examine or scrutinise what

is taking place in their environments.

In addition, Siewierski (2015:119) concurs that through critical thinking people can
actively interrogate idea(s) by asking the what, when, who, where, how and why
qguestions. She further states that by using critical thinking, faulty logic, generalisations,
ambiguity and other errors in argumentation could be recognised skills in foreign

language classrooms. Further, there is strong support from empirical evidence about
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the effectiveness of teaching critical thinking skills and the foreign language
concurrently (Chapple & Curtis, 2000; Davidson, 1994, 1995). This may apply to the

South Africa context too. Hence, this study is located in the language classroom.

2.8.3 Problem Solving

Foshay and Kirkley (1998) maintain that under the influence of cognitive learning
theories, such as SCT, problem-solving represents a complex mental activity including a
variety of cognitive skills and actions. Garofalo and Lester (1985:169) posit that problem
solving includes HOTs such as ‘visualisation, abstraction, comprehension, manipulation,
reasoning, analysis, synthesis, and generalization each needing to be 'managed' and
‘coordinated’.’” Furthermore, Miller, Imrie, and Cox (1998) argue that problem-solving
involves thinking skills like analysis, evaluation and synthesis, which are regarded as
the three higher levels of thinking on the Bloom’s taxonomy of cognitive domain (see
Figure 2:3, Section 2.9: 30).

However, Howie et al. (2007) note that within the South African education system,
syllabuses, forms of evaluation and methods of teaching do not encourage the
development of problem-solving skills such as critical, logical and analytical skills, which
are HOTs. This could be a reality in language classrooms. Hence, this study is located

in English FAL classrooms to find out if their claim is true.
2.9 SIX LEVELS OF BLOOM’S REVISED TAXONOMY OF COGNITIVE DOMAIN

Bloom, an educational psychologist at the University of Chicago, wrote the Taxonomy of
educational objectives, generally known as Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom, Engelhart, Furst,
Hill & Krathwohl, 1956). Borich and Tombari (2004:47) argue that Bloom’s Taxonomy
classifies various objectives of learning into specifically three main domains of learning:
cognitive which refers to mental skills and thinking, psychomotor which refers to manual
skills or physical activities, and affective, which refers to emotions, feelings,
experiences, or particular attitudes. Pohl (2000) maintains that the cognitive domain (in
consistence with the aim of this study, it will be the focus in the study) is the most

reliable and well-established framework that has been used for analysing the cognitive
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domain of human learning. He continues to say that its aim is to express qualitatively
various categories of thinking. It serves as a means to organise thinking skills into six
categories or levels, starting with the most basic to the more complex levels of thinking
(Pohl, 2000). These thinking levels or skills of the cognitive domain in Bloom’s original
taxonomy are knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and
evaluation (Booyse & Du Plessis, 2014).

However, after Bloom’s original taxonomy was criticised by several scholars, it was
revisited to incorporate the many advances in knowledge since its original publication; it
reflects a changed reflection on thinking and learning. Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001)
revision is the closest to Bloom’s revised taxonomy that continues to be used in the field
of teaching. The revised version draws heavily on Bloom’s original taxonomy; hence, its
categories are in accord with Bloom’s original version (Pohl, 2000). Most importantly, it
keeps six of the cognitive process categories: remember, understand, apply, analyse,
evaluate and create. However, one of the salient changes in the revised taxonomy is in
the major categories in the cognitive process dimensions where noun forms such as
application were relabelled with verb forms (e.g. apply) to show that thinking is an active
process (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). In addition, in the revised taxonomy, “synthesis”
is referred to as the action of creating and is deemed to be a more challenging cognitive
skill than “evaluation”, which requires forming an opinion. Moreover, a reinterpretation of
the revised taxonomy (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001) makes possible the application of
task choices, expected response and the ability to place a question in a particular
cognitive category. The teacher must contextualise the action word in the question; for
instance, simply compiling a list requires the recall of facts, while listing a sequence of
events requires the learner to choose, collect and classify information and is therefore

rated as “application” The figure 2.3 below illustrates these changes.
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1956 : 2002
I
I
N, I ,5\ Y
4 : i '\,A
i, Evaluation reat
< f'—h—" i | A\
é—’ /Synt esis’y : / Evaluate \ A
S/ Analysis \ : /  Analyse
,;b\/ﬁ Application I / Apply .
/ Comprehension \ 1 / Understand L
< v 4 knowledge “‘\.{' ! /’/ Remember .
4 I 5
1
Original Version Revised Version

Figure 2.3: Bloom’s original and revised Taxonomy (taken from Anderson &
Krathwohl, 2001).

This revised taxonomy or model was used in the study as one of the data analysis
techniques; it was used to analyse exercises in the Grade 4 English FAL workbook to
ascertain if they were promoting HOT. Bloom’s taxonomy was more appropriate for the
analysis of the exercises over Barrett’'s Taxonomy, which is used as a framework of
cognitive levels in the CAPS document for the phase and language proficiency. The
reason was that Chapter three discusses in detail how this model was employed to
analyse the workbook. The levels or categories of the revised version are discussed in

descending order below:
The first level (lowest level) as indicated in Figure 2.3 above is labelled remember.

Learners engaged in this level of thinking can only use language for remembering or

retrieving previously learned material. At this level, learners can only: identify, relate,
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know, list, define, recall, memorise, repeat, record, name, recognise and acquire

information.

The second level of thinking is named understand. Learners engaged in this category
demonstrate the ability to grasp or construct meaning from material. They are able to
use language to do the following: restate, locate, report, recognise, explain, express,
identify, discuss, describe, discuss, review, infer, illustrate, interpret, draw, represent,
differentiate and conclude.

The third level of thinking is apply learners operating at this level demonstrate the ability
to use learned material or to implement material in new and concrete situations. They
can use language to apply, relate, develop, translate, use, operate, organise, employ,
restructure, interpret, demonstrate, illustrate, practise, calculate, show, exhibit and

dramatise from the material that they learned.

The fourth level of thinking is analyse. At this level, learners show the ability to: break
down or distinguish the parts of material into its components so that its organisational
structure may be better understood. At this level learners will demonstrate the ability to
analyse, compare, probe, inquire, examine, contrast, categorise, differentiate, contrast,
investigate, detect, survey, classify, deduce, experiment scrutinise, discover, inspect,

dissect, discriminate and separate.

The fifth level is termed evaluate. Learners when operating at this level, they can make
judgments based on criteria and standards; they can justify a stand or decision, argue,
appraise, assess, critique, check, conclude, compare, criticize, defend, estimate,

evaluate, judge, justify, predict, rate, select, support, value.

The sixth category which is the highest level is labelled create/ design. Learners here
show their ability to: put elements together to form a coherent or functional whole;
reorganise elements into a new pattern. In other words, can the student create a new

product or point of view? Can the student assemble, combine, compile, compose,
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create, construct, design, develop, devise, formulate, generate, invent, organise, plan,

prepare, produce, propose, reconstruct, revise, rewrite and write?

In addition, these six categories of thinking based on Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of
cognitive domain could be easily conceptulised in the Table 2.1 below. Each of these

categories of thinking is listed in the Table below with its different types of verbs,

guestions and products/outcomes that are associated with it.

Table 2.1 Categories of Thinking Based on Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy

Categories/ Questions /  Verb | Potential Activities,
Level of Examples Outcomes or Products
Thinking Activities

1. REMEMBER Can the student recall | *Answer questions that begin

(lowest level)
Retrieving, recognising,
and

recalling relevant

knowledge

from long-term memory.

or remember the

information?
label,

arrange, define,

list, match, memorise,

name, order, recall,

recognise, repeat,

reproduce, restate, state

with who, what, when, where

(if the answer is explicitly

given in a story)

*Match characters to action

or dialogue

*Information gap questions
Either/Or

*Match L2

vocabulary to English

*True-False,

statements

2. UNDERSTAND
(LOT Level)

Constructing meaning

from oral, written and

graphic messages.

Can the student
explain ideas or
concepts?
classify, compare,
describe, discuss,

explain, express, give
examples, give main
idea, interpret,

paraphrase,  report,

Summarise a story in own
words

*Restate main idea of story
*Explain why a character in a
story does/says something
(when answer was stated in
story)

*Describe a person/place in
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identify, review, select, | the story
summarise, translate | *Translate text aloud to
English

3. APPLY Can the student use | *Act out novel commands
(LOT Level) the information in a|*Rewrite a story from a
Carrying out or new way? different point of view (POV)
using a apply, choose, | *Act out a story
procedure. demonstrate, *Draw a story

dramatise,  execute,

illustrate, implement,

interpret, outline, point

out, role play, show,

sketch, solve, use

Can the student
4. ANALYSE distinguish  between | *Answer why or open-ended
(HOT Level) the different parts? | questions (when answer is
Breaking material into | analyse, appraise, | indirectly stated or implied
constituent parts, | attribute, break down, | in a story)
determining calculate, categorise, | * Break down the main
how the parts relate | compare, contrast, | actions of the story
to one? differentiate, ,| *Use a VENN diagram to
another and to an | discriminate, dissect, | compare and  contrast
overall distinguish, examine, | (characters, situations,

structure or purpose.

organise, question, test

countries, cultures, schools,

etc.)
5. EVALUATE *Evaluate
(HOT Level) appropriate/inappropriate
_ _ Can the student justify _
Making judgments actions of characters

based on criteria and

standards.

a stand or decision?

*Compare cultures

*Predict what will happen
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argue, appraise,
assess  critique,
check, conclude,

compare, criticize,

defend, estimate,

evaluate, judge,
justify, predict,
rate, select,

support, value

next

*Make inferences

6. DESIGN

(highest level)

Putting elements
together to form a
coherent or functional
whole; reorganising
elements into a new
pattern.

Can the student create

a new product or point

of view?

assemble, combine,
compile, compose,
create, construct,

design, develop, devise,

formulate, generate,
invent, organise, plan,
prepare, produce,
propose, reconstruct,

revise, rewrite, write

Create and give novel
commands

*Write an original story
*Compose a class story
*Invent new details for a story
* Generate/invent answers to
hypothetical questions
*Rewrite a story adding
details &/or characters that

were not in the original

Source: The Alan Bloom’s classic 1956-revised learning taxonomy (adopted from

Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001).

What is more crucial in relation to teaching these cognitive skills in the Table 2.1 above,
the UNISA study guide for EDAHODS (2017) argues that it is vitally important to
remember that learners at any grade at school have the ability to function at all six
levels or domains of the Taxonomy. Church (2017) holds the same view, that mostly
infants, as well as toddlers, employ the first two categories or levels. However, by age
three (3), children can exploit all six levels. Certainly, this implies that these levels of
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thinking can be challenged in any pedagogic practice that learners are engaged in. This
also means that intermediate English FAL learners’ age levels allow of the teaching of
HOT. Hence, the intermediate English FAL teachers could use the English language
classroom to develop and challenge all of these levels in their interactions with English

FAL learners.

2.10 BLOOM’S REVISED TAXONOMY OF COGNITIVE DOMAIN VS BARRETT’S
TAXONOMY

The rationale for comparing the two Taxonomies is because the table of cognitive levels
provided in the CAPS document, 4.3.2, which presents types of assessments for FAL
content (Page 96), is the Barrett's Taxonomy and not Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of
cognitive domain (DBE,2011b). In the study the researcher drew some similarities and
dissimilarities between the two Taxonomies. In the discussion of dissimilarities two
reasons are presented as to why in the study Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy was preferred

over Barrett’'s Taxonomy.

2.10.1 Similarities

There are some significant overlaps between Bloom’s Taxonomy of the cognitive
domain and Barrett’'s Taxonomy. Both taxonomies have cognitive hierarchies that start
from the lowest thinking to the highest thinking skills. In Barrett's Taxonomy, the lowest
level of thinking is literal comprehension This level involves both the recognition and
recall of details, main ideas, sequence, comparison, cause and effect relationships, and
character traits. In Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain, this level is
equivalent to the lowest level of thinking namely remembering. The second level in
Barrett's Taxonomy is reorganisation, which includes the classifying, outlining,
summarising, synthesising of information. This level is comparable to the second
cognitive level in Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain specifically
understanding. Furthermore, inferential comprehension is the third cognitive level in

Barrett's Taxonomy. The cognitive level involves inter alia the inference of supporting
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details, main ideas, sequence, comparisons and character traits; also it involves the
thinking ability to predict outcomes and interpret figurative language. In Bloom’s
Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain, this level is parallel to the fourth level that is,
analyse. In addition, in Barrett’s Taxonomy, the fourth cognitive level is evaluation and
this includes the judgments of reality or fantasy, judgments of appropriateness,
judgments of adequacy, judgments of fact or opinion and validity. This cognitive level is
akin to the fifth cognitive level in Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain

specifically evaluating.

2.10.2 Dissimilarities

The fifth and the highest cognitive level in Barrett's Taxonomy that is, appreciation
presents the first salient dissimilarity between the two taxonomies. Notwithstanding that
this cognitive level encompasses other four dimensions, it focuses more on affective
(emotional) skills, such as emotional response to the content, identification with
incidents or characters, imagery and reactions to the author’s use of language (Barrett,
1968). Given the scope of the study, which is on cognitive skills only, Bloom’s Revised
Taxonomy of cognitive domain was found more suitable for the study since it has six
clear categories of thinking skills in one of its three domains of learning. This was most
appropriate to achieve the aim of the study, which was to find out whether the
intermediate English FAL teachers promote the teaching of HOT in their classes in the
Mankweng circuit. In the same breath, it was the researcher’s impression that the

effective skills, as a learning domain, require a study that is specifically dedicated to it.

Furthermore, the second salient difference between the two taxonomies is in the major
cognitive categories whereas in Barrett's Taxonomy noun forms are used whereas in
the Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain verb forms are used (Anderson &
Krathwohl, 2001). The use of noun forms in Barrett’'s Taxonomy, which is the same with
Bloom’s old version, suggests that thinking is a stagnant phenomenon. However, the
use of verb forms in Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain shows that
thinking is an active process (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). For that reason, Bloom’s

Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain was more appropriate in the current study to
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achieve one the study’s objectives which was to find out if the instructional verbs in the
Grade 4 English FAL workbook which promote HOT.

2.11 CONCLUSION

In summing up, this chapter provided the theoretical frameworks that guided this study
specifically Fundamental Pedagogics and social constructivism. Likewise, it defined and
framed HOTs and HOT. It argued that HOT is thinking that takes place in the higher-
levels of the hierarchy of cognitive processing; it indicated that its skills that is, HOTs
operate in a continuum fashion, starting from the lowest level of thinking that is,
knowledge to the highest evaluating-level of thinking. It also pointed out that though
HOT defies any simple universal definition, it is still possible to measure its components.
Furthermore, it discussed both the international state on the teaching of HOTs and
research into international classroom practices. It indicated that though the awareness
about the need to teach HOTs is on the rise within the teaching community across the
world, this has not yet fully translated into actual day-to-day classroom practices.
Similarly, the state on the teaching of HOTs in South Africa and research into South
African classroom practices were examined. It indicated that the majority of classrooms
practices in South Africa do not engage learners in classroom activities that encourage
HOT. Also, it pointed out that issues around teacher practices, such as the teaching of

HOTSs, have not yet been satisfactorily interrogated in many South African schools.

Additionally, general curricular aims in South Africa since 1994 as described in CAPS
document were explored (DBE (2011b). It is argued that the aims seek to promote HOT
in learners, however, a great number of South African teachers are not sufficiently
competent to ensure that the aims are realised. What is more, it discussed the
significance of the teaching of HOTs; it clearly showed that these skills are
indispensable in today’s world. In the case of controversies over the teaching of HOTS, it
argued that though thinking is a natural unconscious process, the ability for learners to
use their HOTSs, teachers would need to take conscious effort to develop these skills in
learners in an explicit manner. Likewise, it pointed out that HOT teaching could be

effectively done through the use of three general approaches for teaching thinking,
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specifically; direct instruction, teaching for thinking and infusion approach. In the same
way, it showed the importance of language in teaching HOTs and argued that the
development of thought is largely determined by the linguistic ability of the learners. In
addition, It recommended that when teaching HOTs in second language learning

teachers should go from basic concepts to sophisticated ones.

Moreover, in the case of written language and HOTSs it argued that the mastery of the
written language enhances thought. Categories of higher order thinking were explored
namely, transfer and critical thinking. It argued that the transfer categories prepare
learners to apply existing knowledge to new areas whereas critical thinking categories
equip them with reasonable, reflective thinking that is focussed on deciding what to
believe or do. Equally, it discussed six levels of thinking based on Bloom’s revised
taxonomy of cognitive domain. It pointed out some of the changes that were made in
the new taxonomy to incorporate the many advances in knowledge since its original
publication. It thus argued that the revision reflects a changed reflection on thinking and

learning.

Finally, the similarities and dissimilarities between Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of
cognitive domain and Barrett’'s Taxonomy were discussed. It was argued that four
cognitive levels in Barrett’'s Taxonomy are akin to four of the six cognitive levels in
Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain. It was pointed out that literal
comprehension, reorganisation, inferential comprehension and evaluation in Barrett’'s
Taxonomy are comparable to remembering, understanding, analyse and evaluation in
Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain respectively. Moreover, the
dissimilarities between the two Taxonomies were discussed. It was shown that the fifth
and the highest cognitive level in Barrett’'s Taxonomy that is, appreciation is dissimilar to
any of the six categories in Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain since it
focuses more on affective (emotional) skills. Equally, it was argued that the rationale for
choosing Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain instead of Barrett's

Taxonomy in the study was due to its use of verb forms as opposed to noun forms.
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CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
3.1 INTRODUCTION

The previous chapter dealt with the review of the literature relating to the justification for
teaching HOTs and the state of the teaching of HOTs in classroom settings both at local
and international level. This chapter outlines the design and methodology followed in
the study. The research methodology was guided by the aim and objectives of the
study. The aim of the study was to establish whether HOT is encouraged in the
intermediate English First Additional Language classes in Mankweng Circuit. In this
chapter, a comprehensive discussion of the following aspects is provided: research
methodology and research design, population and sampling, the data collection process

with its instruments and procedures, and the data analysis.

3.2 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study adopted a qualitative approach to research. Burns and Grove (2003:19)
describe a qualitative approach as “a systematic subjective approach used to describe
life experiences and situations to give them meaning.” Furthermore, Holloway and
Wheeler (2002:30) refer to qualitative research as “a form of social enquiry that focuses
on the way people interpret and make sense of their experience and the world in which
they live.” They go on to say that the qualitative approach is used by researchers to
explore the behaviour, perspectives, experiences and feelings of people and emphasise
the understanding of these elements. Thus, this approach was most appropriate to
achieve the aim of the study, which was to establish whether the intermediate English

FAL teachers encouraged HOT in their classes in Mankweng circulit.

3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN

The research design is a plan or blueprint of how research is to be conducted (Grinnell
1993 & Mouton, 2003). Parahoo (1997:142) describes a research design as “a plan that
describes how, when and where data are to be collected and analysed.” It is a road map

the researcher follows, from the study’s initial research questions and ultimately to its
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conclusions (Lincoln & Guba,1985). An exploratory case study design was employed in

this study.

3.3.1 Case Study

There are different types of case study methods and despite the widespread use of
case study methods throughout the social sciences, no consensus has emerged as to
the proper definition, either of a case or of a case study (Ragin & Becker, 1992; Gerring,
2007). This case study was exploratory and occurred in an educational setting with a
small group of educators. It does not profess to provide detailed data but to identify a
problem that could be the springboard for a larger study. Furthermore, the Centre for
Innovation in Research and Teaching (CERT) submits the following definition: This
method is a condensed case study and the purpose is to gather basic, initial data that
could be used to identify a particular question for a larger study. Hence, this study was
not designed to produce detailed data from which any conclusions could be drawn. Itis

simply exploratory in nature.

In addition, the study also drew on the following definitions: Stake (1995) posits that a
“case study is the study of the particularity and complexity of a single case, coming to
understand its activity within important circumstances.” Yin (2014: 16) further defines it
as “an empirical enquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon in depth and
within its real-world context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and
context are not clearly evident.” Therefore, this study was a study of a unique case
within a specific context. Moreover, the case study was more appropriate in that it
helped the researcher to focus on a single phenomenon in detail using multiple cases.
This was done to discover related variables that would not have been easily detected

using a quantitative research design.

Additionally, what prompted the researcher to select it is because he was not only
interested in what goes on in the environment, but also how and why things are
happening the way they are (cf. Yin, 2009; Denscombe, 2014). Hence, the ‘how’ and

‘why’ questions were used to investigate the phenomenon as they were likely to be
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appropriate for a case study (cf.Yin, 2009: 27). The questions were generated from the
literature sources about the teaching of HOTSs, which are reflected in Chapter 2. It was
also selected because of its major advantage in research which is to investigate
contemporary, real-world situations without manipulating them. The design was most
appropriate in this study because the researcher sought to evaluate in-depth the
teaching of HOTs in intermediate English FAL classes and to analytically study the
Grade 4 English Workbook.

It is true that, a case study does not provide an overview across a broad spectrum of
instances of the teaching of HOTs by the teachers, nor the entire content of the Grade 4
English workbooks. (This was explained above.) However, it can provide a much
deeper and detailed understanding of their teaching practices and the exercises done
by the Grade 4 learners within a particular context. The aim of this study was therefore
not to generalise, but as well stated by Denscombe (2010: 53), to apply a case study

approach which can ‘illuminate the general by looking at the particular.’

3.2.2 Population and Sampling

The target population of the study was intermediate (Grade 4) English FAL teachers
and the Grade 4 English Workbooks. This is the total set from which the individual units
of the study were chosen (Strydom, 2002). The research study took place in three
primary schools in the Mankweng Circuit, in the Capricorn District, Limpopo Province.
Two of the schools are situated in semi-urban areas and one school in a rural area. The
two schools in the semi-urban area, specifically Dikolobe and Pula Madibogo, have
better facilities compared to Diopong Primary School in a rural area. This school is
situated at the edge of the village near poor housing facilities. However, the common
denominator of the schools is that they all fall within a quintile three category, that is,

previously disadvantaged and underserved schools.

Sampling is defined as “a procedure that uses a small number of elements of a given
population as a basis for drawing conclusions about the whole population” (Neellankauvil,

2007: 240). The sample design was based on purposive sampling, also known as
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judgmental sampling. Babbie and Mouton (2010) state that this sampling technique is
used when the sample group chosen is based on the researcher's own knowledge of
the population, his own judgment and the purpose of the study. Bernard (2012) concurs
that purposive sampling is the sampling method whereby a researcher decides the
purpose he or she wants informants to serve and he or she goes out to find some. This
type of non-probability sampling is in accordance with the exploratory aims of this
research study (Babbie & Mouton, 2010).

In this study, the researcher firstly sampled five (5) intermediate English FAL teachers.
Two of the teachers were Grade 5 and Grade 6 females from the Diopong primary
school. The other two were, a Grade 6 male and a Grade 4 female from Pula Madibogo
Primary School, and the fifth one was a Grade 6 female working at Dikolobe primary
school. This small sample was chosen by the researcher to achieve the first objective of
the study: To assess their views, their conceptualisation of HOT, and its application in

their classroom practices.

Secondly, he sampled one (1) Grade 4 English workbook to achieve the other three
objectives of the study. Sampling one Grade 4 English workbook was useful in sourcing
rich data during analysis. This is because the researcher devoted more time to focus on
one workbook than on many, which could have resulted in a superficial analysis of data.
Another reason for using purposive sampling was to complete the interview schedule
within a set period of a day. Hence, it was preferred over other sampling techniques
such as snowballing, which tend to be difficult to use within a limited time set for
research.

3.3 DATA COLLECTION PROCESS: INSTRUMENTS AND PROCEDURES

Collection of data is a systematic process in which the researcher collects relevant
information to achieve the researcher’s purpose and objectives (Burns & Grove, 2005).
In the study, data were collected from two data sources, namely, interviews and one
intermediate English FAL Workbook.
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3.3.1 Interviews with Teachers

The first objective (of the four) of this exploratory case study was to collect qualitative
data in an effort to understand the intermediate English FLA teachers’ conceptualisation
of HOTs and its application in their classes. In the study, interviews were used to
achieve that objective. This is because interviews are specifically useful when the
researcher wants to know more than just the facts, but also how the participants feel
about, understand, interpret and experience the specific phenomena (Denscombe,
2014). One-on-one face-to-face semi-structured interviews were thus used to learn
more about their views, opinions and beliefs of the research topic (Strydom &
Bezuidenhout, 2014). Likewise, the interview schedule contained open-ended questions
to facilitate unrestricted discussion about the various topics was used in the study. Each
interview was about 25-minute long. This was enough time to ask five intermediate
English FAL teachers questions that would provide deeper insights into the

phenomenon that was under investigation.

Other methods of collecting the data such as questionnaires, focus groups and
participant observation were not considered for the study. The reason is that they tend
not to develop empathy or confidence with the participants (Hannan, 2007). Further,
semi-structured interviews do not necessarily limit the study, but when reconsidered
properly it involved large amounts of relatively unstructured text-based data that the
researcher spent a considerable amount of time transcribing them verbatim. In addition,
5 participants in the study answered the questions on a personal level, this made
transcribing and interpreting their opinions challenging. For that reason, this study
cannot claim to have captured all the opinions and feelings of the English FAL teachers,
particularly regarding tone of voice, facial expressions, and body language.

3.3.2 The Grade 4 English FAL Workbook
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Additional data were collected from one (1) Grade 4 English workbook. The researcher
requested it from the English teacher at Dikolobe Primary School since its content was
too big to be analysed in a day, the researcher asked the teacher whether he (the
researcher) could keep it until the analysis was completed. This was possible because it
was towards the end of the fourth Term; learners were no longer using them. The
teacher received the necessary permission from the principal and the parent of the child
to allow the researcher to leave with it. It took the researcher two weeks to analyse the
content of the workbook. The process of what and how it was analysed is discussed in
detail in the data analysis process below. It is discussed under Anderson and
Krathwohl’s (2001) Framework, which was used to analyse the workbook. In the main,
the workbook was used to achieve three primary objectives of the study: firstly, to find
out if the instructional verbs in the workbook activities promote HOT. Secondly, to
check if the questions in the exercises of Grade 4 English Workbook were pitched in
LOT or HOT categories of Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive domain. Thirdly, was to
determine any evidence of an incremental introduction of HOTS in its exercises through
the four Terms.

3.4 DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS

Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011) maintain that qualitative data analysis can be
described as a process of making sense from research participants’ views and opinions
of situations, corresponding patterns, themes, categories and regular similarities. This
study used both Tesch’s technique and Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) framework for
data analysis. The rationale for selecting Tesch’s inductive, descriptive open coding
technique for the data analysis process is because it is comprehensive and simple to
use; it starts with the generation of topics from the text, which helps the researcher to
progress easily into coding and theming (Creswell, 2014). Anderson and Krathwohl

(2001)’s framework will be discussed after the discussion of Tesch’s method below:

3. 4.1 Techniques for analysing data
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Initially, the researcher’s plan was to use computer-aided the qualitative data analysis
software such as INVIVO, for the analysis process. This could not happen due to the
lack of proper training and time constraints. Against this backdrop, the researcher opted
for manual coding. Cohen et al. (2011) observe that a pencil and paper coding process
provides a researcher with more control and ownership of their collected data. In this
study, the researcher applied Tesch’s (1990) method of coding to analyse the data.
This was done by first reading through the text that was transcribed from the recorded
interviews. In the process, the researcher also reverted to the sound recordings to
confirm other important aspects such as language expression, behavioural incidences,
and intonation and to check the text’s accuracy. Nuances such as attitude, beliefs, self-
confidence and frustration were identified. Thereafter, they were captured for further
use in the analysis and interpretation phase.

The next step was to write down topics that emerged from the content and these topics
were later aligned to the text to see their relationship to the content. At this point, a
pattern was already emerging regarding the common experiences that participants were
reporting on. The topics were later condensed into codes. After coding, similar topics
were grouped together into categories. From each category, a number of themes also
emerged which provided meaning to the data collected. The participants were also
asked to validate the analysed data. Thereafter, the researcher assessed the similarities
and differences in the coding process. He saw a need for re-coding and the merging of
some of the themes. Seven themes that emerged from this coding process and included

sub-themes that are all presented and discussed in Chapter 4.

3.4.2 Anderson and Krathwohl!’s (2001) Framework (A& K framework)

Anderson and Krathwohl’'s (2001) framework, which is a modified version of Bloom’s
taxonomy (see Chapter 2, Section 2.9: 29), was used for document analysis. This was
done after the realisation that Tesch’s method for data analysis would not yield sufficient
pedagogic insights into the phenomenon that was under investigation in the study. As a
result, it was decided that another technique for analysis was needed to enable an
insightful and rich analysis of data. It was the most appropriate in achieving three of the
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four objectives of the study. In the case of the second objective of the study, this sought
to find out if the instructional verbs in the 4th graders’ English Workbook promote HOT;
Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) Framework was used as a guide to locate in which of
the six categories of thinking in Bloom’s revised Taxonomy of the cognitive domain,
instructional verbs in the language exercises in the Grade 4 English workbook
belonged. Also, to see if those instructional verbs were classified in the two LOT
categories that is, remember and understand or were they in the four HOT categories,

namely, apply, analyse, evaluate and design/create.

The third objective of the study was to check if the questions in the exercises of Grade 4
English Workbook were in LOT or HOT categories of Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive
domain. The framework helped the researcher to establish if the questioning pattern
was in favour of LOT or HOT categories. This was not difficult to detect because each
category has a set of questions, based on their cognitive demanding levels, with which
the category is associated. Furthermore, the categories of the A & K framework each
have a set of skills that are related to the specific category; because of this, it was
suitable in achieving the fourth objective. The objective was achieved by comparing and
contrasting skills in two skill checklists in the Grade 4 English Workbook against the
skills described in the six categories of Bloom’s revised Taxonomy. These checklists,
one for Term 1-2 and the other one for Term 3-4, were designed to serve as a self-
assessment tool for learners. They represented a wide repertoire of skill sets the
learners were supposed to have acquired at the end of these Terms. The researcher
used the A & K Framework to achieve the fourth objective by assessing any evidence of
an incremental introduction of HOTs in the English FAL exercises through the four
Terms. This was done to see if the skills in the workbook were moving from the basic

ones to the sophisticated ones through Term 1-2 and Term 3-4.

3.5 QUALITY CRITERIA

Plowright (2011: 135) argues that the aim of a research study is to present results that

are as true as possible a reflection of the real event. To achieve this in this qualitative
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study, four of Lincoln and Guba’s criteria were utilised, specifically: credibility,

transferability, dependability and confirmability, to ensure the quality.

3.5.1 Credibility

Denscombe (2014) posits that the essence of credibility in research is the extent to
which a researcher can demonstrate the accuracy of the data collected. Lincoln and
Guba (1985) state that the qualitative nature of confirming credibility is by first doing
member checking into the findings, that is, seeking confirmation from the participant (s)
concerning the accuracy of the data collected. Secondly, is by using observation, as
one of the data collection technique to validate the findings from the interviews
conducted. Thirdly, credibility in qualitative research can be achieved by employing the
reported findings in previous conducted studies and what literature says about those
findings. Fourthly, that the activities used to obtain data are clear and will increase the
probability that credible findings will be produced. Finally, the use of a ‘devil’s advocate’

and supervisor to verify if coding was conducted robustly.

In this study, the member checking into the findings was used to increase credibility.
The researcher ensured that feedback was gained on the data. This was done by
asking the participants themselves to interpret and give their own conclusions on the
data that was interpreted by the researcher first. Lincoln and Guba (1985) consider this
method that is, member checking into the findings, as ‘the most critical technique for
establishing credibility.’

3.5.2 Transferability

Schwandt (2015) avers that transferability has to do with the researcher’s responsibility
for providing readers with adequate information on the case studied. He continues to

say that it helps readers to establish the degree of similarity between the case studied
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and the case to which findings might be transferred. Accordingly, to achieve
transferability in this study, the researcher provided a detailed and rich description of the
settings studied (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2: 36). This was done to provide the reader
with adequate information so that they are able to judge the applicability of the findings

to other settings that they know (Seale, 1999).

3.5.3 Dependability

Dependability focuses on the process of the inquiry and the inquirer’s responsibility for
ensuring that the process was logical, traceable and documented (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). This is measured by the standard to which the research is conducted, analysed
and presented. Therefore, the researcher reported in detail each process in this study,
to enable an external researcher to repeat the inquiry and achieve similar results.
Indeed, this has strong potential to ensure that the research findings are consistent and
could be repeated. Another researcher could evaluate the application of HOTS by

language teachers in other schools.

3.5.4 Confirmability

Lincoln and Guba (1985) argue that confirmability is concerned with establishing the
fact that data and interpretation of the inquiry were not merely the figments of the
inquirer's imagination. They go on to say that, it calls for linking assertions, findings,
interpretation and so on to the data themselves in readily discernible ways. An external
researcher does this or a third-part examiner to judge the case by studying the data

collected during the original inquiry (Schwandt, 2015).

Hence, in this study the researcher ensured that a clear audit trail was completed
throughout the study to demonstrate how each decision about the evaluation of the
application of HOTS by teachers and/or workbooks was made. This enabled a judgment
about the dependability of procedures employed by the researcher in this study and the

extent to which the findings of the study are confirmable.

3.6 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS
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In conducting the study, the researcher complied with a number of ethical
considerations. Firstly, he ensured that he received permission from the three principals
to do the study at their schools, as well as from the circuit managers. In the same
manner, he asked for a letter of ethical clearance from the University of Limpopo
Turfloop Research and Ethics Committee (TREC). The researcher explained the
purpose of the study clearly to the participants (teachers) so that they could willingly
give their informed consent, which Berg (1998) describes as the knowing consent of
individuals to participate as an exercise of choice. The letter gave full details of the
purpose, goals, and rationale and research procedures of the study to the participants.

Moreover, the participants were assured of confidentiality and that their reputation
would not be compromised (Gorman & Clayton, 2005:43). The researcher did that by
ensuring long-term data security, after the data collection requirements have been
satisfied. The researcher did not in any way deceive the participants since the giving out
of the incorrect information to the research subjects is in direct violation of ethical

standards in research (Strydom, 2002).

3.7 LIMITATION OF THE STUDY

The study was small-scale research limited to three schools in the Mankweng Circuit of
Limpopo Province. It made use of qualitative data and is identified as a classroom
based research study. Equally, the sample selection was limited to five participants and
one Grade 4 English workbook, which was not a sufficient sample to ensure
transferability of the results to other intermediate English FAL classes. However, as it is
the case with all other case studies, the aim of this exploratory case study was not to
generalise but to gain a better understanding of the phenomenon, the teaching of HOT

and its associated skills, that was under investigation.

3.8 CONCLUSION

This chapter explored the qualitative research methodology that was employed to
collect data. It also underpinned the research design, the population, sampling

procedure, data collection procedure that were followed in the study. Measures that
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were followed in order to enhance the quality of the research results were also outlined.
The following chapter will present, analyse and interpret the data collected through the

procedures described in this chapter.

CHAPTER 4: PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA
4.1 INTRODUCTION

The previous chapter provided the procedures followed in the study for data collection
and analysis. These procedures were organised in a way that would assist in achieving
the aim of the study, which was to establish whether the teaching of HOT is encouraged
in the intermediate English FAL classes in Mankweng circuit. Therefore, this Chapter
presents, analyses and interprets the data collected through the procedures described
in chapter 3. This will be organised in two sections, the first one provides a brief
background about the participants of the semi-structured interviews, and thereafter it
discusses the responses from semi-structured interviews using Tesch’s method of
analysis for qualitative data (Tesch, 1990: 117). A detailed description of this method
has been given in Chapter 3.

The second section presents document analysis (the Grade 4 English Workbook) using
Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) framework as an analysis sheet. The themes and
subthemes for document analysis were sourced from the content of the Grade 4 English
workbook; the researcher, as in the case of semi-structured interviews, did not

formulate them.
4.2 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS WITH TEACHERS

When designing the interview schedule, the researcher formulated the first question by
following a protocol by Jacob and Ferguson (2012) which advises that interviews should
start with the basics. It directs that at the beginning of the interviews, the interviewer

should ask interviewees basic background data about them (things such as name,
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where they grew up, their qualifications etc.) as a way of warming them up. Hence, the
researcher in the study focused his first question on the teachers’ profile, which is
illustrated in the Table below. However, for the sake of confidentiality, which is part of

ethical considerations, teachers’ names were coded.

Table 4.1: Teacher Profile
= Applicable; N= Not applicable

Teacher | Age Teachers’ Level of Qualifications

Code Range
3 year 3 Year Ed 4 Year | Grade Years of
Diploma | Degree Degree Qualificatio | Taught Experience

ns

A 26-33 | N N N 6A,B &C 7

B 30-39 [N v v N 6 15

C 40-49 | N N N 6 25

D 40-49 |+ N N N 5 24

E 40-49 |+ N N N 4 26

The interview data were sourced from five teachers as indicated in the Table 4.1 above.
Four of them were females and one male; the one respondent was between 26 and 33
years old, one between 30 and 39 years and three between 40 and 49 years of age. Of
the five respondents, four held a 3-year diploma; one boasted an Honours Degree, and
no one obtained a Master’s degree. Likewise, this Table indicates that four teachers
have been teaching intermediate English FAL for over 7 years. It is assumed that
experienced teachers would be more familiar with various teaching philosophies and
approaches than novice teachers. In addition, the assumption might be that they may
understand more clearly which philosophies are most effective to develop HOT in
learners and know which skills are needed for the 21st century that is, HOTs, more so
than the novice teachers would do. However, Mankga (2004:2) reports in his research

that the majority of experienced teachers are not willing to unlearn old teaching methods
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to accommodate new ones. The findings of this study found Mankga’s claim to be true.
This is because almost all the teaching approaches of the five teachers in the study
were informed by old and not by new pedagogics, which were discussed in detail in
Chapter 2 wunder the theoretical framework. These findings are discussed

comprehensively in Chapter 5.

4.3 CATEGORIES, THEMES AND SUBTHEMES FROM SEMI-STRUCTURED
INTERVIEWS

Following the process of data analysis, using Tesch’s method (see Chapter 3, Section
3.4.1:39), the semi-structured interviews with the five teachers, resulted in the
emergence of three main categories and seven themes as well as three subthemes.
The first general question that led to the emergence of the first category namely
Dominant focus of the English FAL teachers’ pedagogic practices was “What are the
most important skills you want your learners to acquire when teaching them the English
language?” Under this category, two (2) themes emerged. The first theme is form-based
instruction, which was generated from the question: “Are there any other skills that you
incorporate when teaching language content?” The second theme under the same
category is language content only; this was extracted from this question: “What are the
most important skills you want your learners to acquire when teaching them the English
FAL?” From the second theme came out one (1) subtheme which is teachers’ preferred
activities (see Table 4.2: 48).

Furthermore, the second category that was generated from the responses of semi-
structured interviews’ is conceptualisation of HOT. This is from a question: “What is
your understanding of HOT and how can you incorporate it in your classroom
practices?” From this category emerged three (3) themes, the first theme is vague
understanding of HOT, which was established from the question “What is your
understanding of HOT and how can you incorporate it in your classroom practices?”
The second theme is insufficient awareness and use of Bloom’s taxonomy. This was
generated from the question asked by the researcher specifically: Are you aware of the

Bloom’s taxonomy? The lack of thinking frame is the third theme, which was drawn from
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the question: “Do you have any thinking frame or theory-based framework that you use

when teaching your learners English FAL?” (see Table 4.3:49).

Moreover, the third category that was drawn out from the semi-structured interviews’
responses is curriculum and classroom context. This category was obtained from the
guestion: Do you see your classroom practices informed entirely by CAPS’s
specifications regarding the teaching of English FAL? The first theme under this
category is: discrepancy between curriculum’s aims and what is taught in the
classroom, which was deduced from the question that is “Do you think that CAPS is
encouraging the teaching of HOTs in your phase and if it does, how do you implement
that in your classroom?” The second theme is barriers to teaching HOT, which was
deduced from the question “Are there any barriers to the teaching of HOT?” Two sub-
themes emerged from this theme viz, poor foundation phase and teachers’ pedagogic
cognition. These subthemes emerged from the responses of the second category’s

guestion (see Table 4.4:53).

Each of these three (3) categories, seven (7) themes and three (3) subthemes is
discussed with appropriate quotations from the participants (five intermediate English
FAL teachers sampled for this study). Equally, applicable literature is cited as a control
to the findings of this research and to enrich the analysis process. The Table 4.2 below

presents the categories and themes.

Table 4.2: Categories, themes and subthemes (from semi-structured interviews)

CATEGORIES THEMES

4.3.1 Dominant focus of the English FAL | 4.3.1.1 Form-based instruction
teachers’ pedagogic practices 4.3.1.2 Language content only

(i) Teachers’ preferred activities

4.3.2 Conceptualisation of HOT 4.3.2.1 Vague understanding of HOT
4.3.2.2 Insufficient awareness and use of
Bloom’s taxonomy

4.3.2.3 The lack of thinking frame
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4.3.3 Curriculum and classroom context | 4.3.3.1 Discrepancy between curriculum’s
aims and what is taught in the classroom
4.3.3.2 Barriers to teaching HOT

(i) Poor foundation phase

(i) Teachers’ pedagogic cognition

4.3.1 Dominant Focus of the English FAL Teachers’ Pedagogic Practices
Table 4.3 below presents the first category, namely, Dominant focus of the English FAL
teachers’ pedagogic practices with its themes and subthemes. The themes and sub-

themes were extracted from the teachers’ responses.

Table 4.3: Dominant focus of the English FAL teachers’ pedagogic practices

Categories Themes

4.3.1 Dominant focus of the English FAL | 4.3.1.1 Form-based instruction
teachers’ pedagogic practices 4.3.1.2 Language content only

(i) Teachers’ preferred activities

4.3.1.1 Form-based instruction

One of the questions the participants were asked was “What are the most important
skills you want your learners to acquire when teaching them the English language?”
The question was designed with the aim to assess whether the English teachers’
teaching approaches were influenced by SCT or FP principles. The commonality of
voices that emerged across all the participants was that they want their learners to

master the language structure. Below are some of the remarks they made:

“At their stage what is most important is to equip them with the basics, for
example, if they can differentiate between parts of speech, to know that this is a
verb and this is a noun; to know that we have plural and singular and also know
tenses. These are the only skills that they must know at the stage (Grade 4

teacher).”
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“I want them to know how to construct sentences, that is why | emphases

grammar skills when | teach them (Grade 5 teacher).”

“We focus more on grammar with my learners; we read a story first, even if they
do not understand the content, | want to see if they have identified nouns, then the
next day from the same story we may focus on verbs or past tense, and this can
take a week while focusing on the same story. Because | want them to be rooted

in the grammar of English (Grade 6 teacher).”

The above responses provided enough evidence that the teachers were not mediators
of cognitive skills that is HOTs. This is because the skills they wanted to develop in their
learners were located within form-based instruction. Form-based instruction as a
teaching approach cannot develop HOTSs in learners since its central focus is to teach
elements of grammar. When using this approach grammatical structures are sequenced
and rules are taught inductively based on the assumption that language is habit
formation (Murcia 1991:4). This means that form-based instruction is informed by
behaviourist paradigm of learning that is FP, which Ertmer and Newby (1993) observe
that it cannot develop HOT in learners. This instruction specifically, Form-based which
is grammar oriented, does not involve a greater depth of processing (such as language
development, problem solving and inference generating, critical thinking, and so on),

hence its incapability to encourage HOT in learners.

Thus, the findings above strongly suggest that the English FAL teachers were not
guided by SCT whose principles require an expert (teacher) to move a novice (learner)
from basic knowledge to sophisticated knowledge. In this case, to help the learners to
move from the knowledge of grammatical structure to the higher cognitive levels uses of
the language. On the one hand, it was clear that based on their own responses, they
were guided by the principles of FP whose principles cannot provide adequate

explanation to the acquisition of HOTSs.
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4.3.1.2 Language content only

All the participants point out that language content is their top priority when teaching
English FAL. The focus on language content only means lessons are not fashioned in a
way that a clear emphasis on skillful thinking is included into content instruction so that
learners can improve their cognitive processes. These responses were based on the
guestion: Are there any other skills that you incorporate when teaching language
content? One of the participants remarked:

“Other skills such as ability to make logical arguments will be acquired at their
later stage of learning. What is most important now is for them to master

language conventions like parts of speech (Grade 5 teacher).”

The other English teachers also commented:

“For me the mastery of the language content is my primary focus; you can try to
include other skills like brainstorming ideas, but if they don’t have basic
knowledge of language structure, it won’t work. So | have decided to dedicate
most of my lessons on building their knowledge of the language content, like

knowing the use of countable and uncountable nouns (Grade 6 teacher).”

“Other skills are important but the language content must take precedence over
any other skill when teaching English, especially when teaching learners who are

not the first speakers of English (Grade 4 teacher).”

“They should be taught language conversions first; they must now how to use
demonstrative pronouns, use nouns that only have plural form and so forth. As
they advance into senior and FET phase they would have acquired solid base to

learn other various skills (Grade 6 teacher).”
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These findings confirm the findings of several researchers that were discussed in the
review of the literature. One such researcher is Rajendran (2001) (See Chapter 2,
Section 2.6: 29) who finds that there is general misconception that sufficient
understanding is gained only through the teaching of knowledge, that is, language
content. However, Perkins (1981), as indicated in the literature, disagrees with this view
by stating that the primary aim of education should be on building the basis, that is, a
deeper understanding of knowledge in order to facilitate the active use of that

knowledge and skills.

These findings indicate that the English FAL teachers, by focusing only on the language
content, fail to use any of the three approaches for teaching thinking, namely direct
instruction, teaching for thinking and teaching of thinking skills using the infusion
approach. These approaches were discussed in detail in Chapter 2 (See Section 2.6:
29). Nonetheless, their central argument is that content should not be taught separately
from thinking skills when teaching thinking. This strongly suggests that English FAL
teachers do not encourage HOT in English FAL by focusing only on the language
content. They have probably never been made aware of how important it is and/or not

taught how to include such skills in their lessons.

In addition, this teaching approach does not embrace the principles of SCT, which views
language as the basis of the conceptual ecology of an individual and as an instrumental
vehicle to mediate HOT (Vygotsky, 1978). Conversely, it is clear that this approach is

informed by behavioural principles which are associated with FP.
(1) Teachers’ Preferred Activities
The following subtheme emerged from the theme above: teachers’ preferred activities -

most of the participants’ preferred activities that did not promote HOT. The following are

their comments regarding the activities they preferred:
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‘Let’s say after story reading | would ask them to orally retell it using their own
words, sometimes ask them restate the main idea. | prefer these because they

improve speaking skills in my learners (Grade 4 teacher).”

“I want them to acquire the four language skills, that why most of the time | make
them read a story aloud, thereafter, | ask those who were listening to describe its
content, you see when do that | make sure they improve both their reading and

listening skills (Grade 5 teacher).”

‘I may be wrong but | think reading and listening they did them in lower grades.
Hence, | focus mostly on speaking and writing; | we do with them activities such as
discussion of characters from stories we read or sometimes retell those stories in
sequence. Because | have realised that they struggle mostly with these two
(Grade 6 teacher).”

“On a regular basis, | make them read poems and identify rhyming words in it so
that they improve their listening skills. Sometimes they read and discuss timetable
to improve their reading skills; | also ask them to write diary entries for that reason
(Grade 6 teacher).”

Most of the participants’ preferred activities focused on the four components of

language learning: speaking, listening, reading and writing. These four components of

language teaching can be used to encourage HOT in learners. In Terms of writing
Graham, Harris and Olinghous (2010) (See Chapter 2, Section 2.7.2: 33) state that

writing can enhance learners’ executive control. The same, through effective listening

and speaking learners can collect and synthesise information, solve problems, construct
knowledge... (DBE, 2011c).

However, the findings above confirm the findings of Rajendran (1998) in that the four

language components are still underutilised in promoting HOTs in many classrooms.

This is true because when all participants’ preferred activities are placed alongside
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Bloom’s taxonomy, it is clear that all of them are connected to LOT categories. For
instance, verbs such as describe, identify, retell etc. which were dominant in the
teachers’ preferred activities, belong to LOT categories. Moreover, this is clear that
teachers in this instance did not apply ZPD sufficiently to move learners from basic
English language skills, that is, LOT skills, to sophisticated ones which are HOTSs.

4.3.2 Teachers’ Conceptualisation of HOT

One of the objectives of the study was to assess the intermediate English FAL teachers’
views and their conceptualisation of how HOTs can be infused in the classroom
practices. Table 4.4 below presents the third category, viz, Teachers’ Conceptualisation
of HOT under which three themes emerged specifically vague understanding of HOT,
insufficient awareness of and use of Bloom’s Taxonomy and the lack of thinking frame.

These themes are discussed below the Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: Teachers’ conceptualisation of HOT

Categories Themes

4.3.2 Teachers’ conceptualisation of | 4.3.2.1 Vague understanding of HOT

HOT 4.3.2.2 Insufficient awareness of and use of
Bloom’s taxonomy

4.3.2.3 The lack of thinking frame

4.3.2.1 Vague understanding of HOT

One of the questions in the semi-structured interviews was: what is your understanding
of HOT? This question was asked with the aim to establish whether the participants
have a clear conceptualisation of HOT. The following responses were provided to this

guestion:

67



“I can’t plainly tell what HOT is, but my little understanding is that it about teaching
learners to think better. By adding higher order before thinking, it may mean that

you teach them better skills of thinking (Grade 5 teacher).”

“I guess it has to do with teaching learners to think. But | find it challenging to form
any clear picture in my mind of what it is and also how to exactly teach that to my
learners. | can't give a direct and clear answer to the question, is too abstract to

me (Grade 6 teacher).”

“My understanding of that is bit hazy; | can’t give a definite answer to that. | find it

bit complicated to explain to be honest (Grade 6 teacher).”

Moseley et al. (2004) contend that conceptualisation involves the relating of concepts to
one another so as to form arguments, criteria, explanations, principles and so on. They
further state that it includes processes such as explaining and defining which is what
demonstrates comprehension. These findings above confirm the research results by
Moseley et al. (2004) that theories and some concepts (such as HOT in this case) are
often too complex or too abstract for classroom application. The findings also point to
some other cases where teachers might ‘know’ about them but cannot apply them or

teach someone to apply them.

The conclusion here is that if the teachers do not fully comprehend the concept of HOT
they cannot apply SCT principles satisfactorily when teaching the English language.
This is true because this social theory of learning claims that learning is a mediated
process in which individuals develop as they interact with their environment (Vygotsky,
1962), in this instance learners interacting with their teachers. Since is evident here that
the teachers did not have a good grasp of the concept of HOT, it means that in their
teaching practices the mediation process to develop HOT in their learners is severely

limited.

4.3.2.2 Insufficient awareness of Bloom’s Taxonomy
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Though Barrett’'s Taxonomy, not Bloom’s Taxonomy, is prescribed in CAPS for the
teaching of English as FAL, the researcher found this question appropriate in the study.
This is because the extensive literature reviewed by the researcher indicates that
Bloom’s Taxonomy has been adapted for classroom use as a planning tool and it
continues to be one of the most universally applied models. This is well encapsulated by
Ramos et al. (2013) who contend that the well-established hierarchical arrangement of
HOTs in the teaching field is Bloom’s Taxonomy than any other. The rationale for asking
the question was based on the literature reviewed. Also the expectation of the
awareness of the Taxonomy by the teachers is justified by the literature review. The five
teachers were asked if they were aware of the Taxonomy as a way of assessing their
conceptualisation of HOT. The participants gave the following answers to this question:

“Yes | know about Bloom’s taxonomy, even though | wasn’t aware that it was
revised. There are times when | try to model my teaching on it but not always. This
is because they are some of the other things | don’t understand about it, especially

how to connect it with my teaching (Grade 6 teacher).”

“l heard of it but | do not really use it as a guide when | teach, but | think some of
its aspects are part of CAPS’s pacesetter that we use in our classes every day, in

a way | might be using it indirectly when | teach (Grade 5 teacher).”

“l sometimes talk about it with my colleagues; honestly speaking, | rarely refer to it
when | teach. | would say is because | have never received enough training on

how to use it (Grade 4 teacher).”

“We were slightly introduced to it when | was still at a college, but since | started
teaching | have never used it consciously (Grade 6 teacher).”

These findings are consistent with what the national teachers’ union (SADTU) cited in

Molefi (2015) that teachers are not adequately trained to adapt to the rigours of CAPS
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which requires them to teach learners cognitive skills (which are related to higher-level
hierarchy of Bloom’s cognitive processes). As such, the inductive inference that could
be drawn from these findings above is that the participants in the study have insufficient
awareness of Bloom’s Taxonomy and even less knowledge of how to effectively use it

to infuse HOTs in their English FAL teaching practices.

The conclusion from the findings above is that if the English teachers lack in the
knowledge and the use of Bloom’s Taxonomy, they cannot mediate the teaching of
HOT. In the same manner, the clear implication here is that the principles of SCT do not

underlie their teaching practices.

4.3.2.3 The lack of thinking frame

A Thinking frame is a representation intended to guide the process of thought,
supporting, organising and catalysing that process. This may be verbal, imagistic or
kinaesthetic (Perkins, 1981). The participants were asked if they have a specific
thinking frame or theory-based framework that they use when teaching their learners

English FAL. The following are the responses that they gave:

“l am guided by CAPS’s pacesetter in all my interactions with my learners; | would

say is the only guide | have when teaching my learners (Grade 4 teacher).”

“No, | don't have any thinking frame that | use when teaching English to my
learners. Everything | do with my learners is based on the pacesetter that has
been provided to us by CAPS (Grade 6 teacher).”

‘I don’t have any in particular, but sometimes | try to teach them to think. For
example, I'd sometimes ask them to analyse and break down information, but what
I've notice so far is that our learners find it difficult to learn those mentally

demanding skills (Grade 6 teacher).”
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‘By and large I'm guided by pacesetter when | teach, but to say that | have thinking
frame | would be lying, because | don’t have any specific one that | use (Grade 5

teacher).”

It is clear from the participants’ responses above that they did not have any specific
thinking framework that guides them when teaching English. This is regardless of a
number of available thinking frames such as Quellmalz Framework of Thinking Skills,
Biggs and Collis’'s SOLO Taxonomy, Paul’'s model of critical thinking and the like
mentioned by several researchers (cf. Ramos et al., 2013; Moseley et al., 2004). In
addition, out of the five teachers none of them mentioned Barrett's Taxonomy, which is
endorsed in CAPS as a framework for teaching cognitive skills. This is a strong
indication that they do not know about it and by extension do not know how to apply it.

To a greater extent these findings confirm what Pica (2000) claims that in the traditional
English language teaching methodology, the combination of language and thinking skills
has been peripheral. It is also abundantly clear that much of the teachers’ pedagogic
practices were not undergirded by the principles of SCT as a learning theory, which has
its focus on developing individuals by moving them from basic knowledge or skills to
higher level of knowledge or skills. This is true because according to cognitive
development theorists such as Perkins (1981), Swartz and Parks (1994) and others,

thinking skills cannot be instilled in learners without the use of a clear-thinking frame.
4.3.3 Curriculum and Classroom Context

Some of the general aims of the CAPS document are to produce learners who can:
identify and solve problems and make decisions using critical and creative thinking; and
to enable them to collect, analyse, organise and critically evaluate information (DBE,
2011b). These are HOTs, as Table 4.5 below presents the third category, viz;
curriculum and classroom context to show the dichotomy that exists between the

curriculum’s goals and the reality in many classroom settings.

Table 4.5: Curriculum and classroom context
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Categories Themes

4.3.3 Curriculum and classroom context | 4.3.3.1 Discrepancy between
curriculum’s aims and what is taught in
classroom
4.3.3.2 Barriers to the teaching HOT

(i) Poor foundation phase

(i) Teacher cognition

4.3.3.1 Discrepancy between curriculum’s aims and what is taught in classrooms

Teachers are expected to implement the national curriculum’s stipulations, although
they are allowed to customise those specifications to their own contexts, which is called
lived curriculum (Booyse & Du Plessis, 2014). Still, they should be guided by the
principles that undergird the broader national curricular framework when doing that. It
was evident in the review of the literature that amongst other things, the CAPS
document’s aims is to produce learners, who at the exit of secondary school, level
would have thoroughly developed their HOTs. In trying to establish if these aims are
being realised in the classroom setting, the researcher drafted one of the questions for
the semi-structured interviews thus: do you think CAPS is encouraging the teaching of
HOTs in your phase and if it does, how do you implement that in your classroom? The
following are teachers’ comments regarding curriculum’s specifications about teaching
HOT.

“I think it does because it says we must teach our learner to be creative, but the

curriculum designers do not understand what we are dealing with in rural schools,

if a learner in grade 5 can’t read or write how can you teach them to think, you

spend a lot of time dealing with the basics (Grade 5 teacher).”

“I think it does, but even though one tries to teach them, our children struggle to
understand simple things, for example, if you ask them to read a story and explain
its content, only few try but the rest will just look at you after they have read. So to

teach them thinking it will be even more challenging for them (Grade 4 teacher).”
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“As a teacher you have to use your own discretion, even if CAPS requires us to
implement certain things like thinking, is not always possible. To be honest | try to
engage them in discussions and role plays, but you end up doing those things

since most of them will not participate (Grade 6 teachers).”

These findings confirm what Hornberger and Chick (2001) observe, namely, that the
majority of classrooms are characterised by ‘safe-talk’, that is, teachers ask learners
dumb questions so that children can give the answer without thinking much or deeply. In
the main, the findings point to the discrepancy between the aims of CAPS document
and everyday teacher practices in the classroom setting. This is a clear discrepancy,
because some of CAPS’s goals are to produce learners who are equipped with higher
cognitive skills; learners who can identify and solve problems and make decisions using
critical and creative thinking; and those who can collect, analyse, organise and critically
evaluate information. However, the findings of this study lend credence to what
Marzano (1993) claims that as powerful as teaching and learning strategies (which are
informed by curricula aims) could be, an even more powerful set of them may be under-

utilised.

4.3.3.2 Barriers to the teaching HOT

The participants in the semi-structured interviews were asked the following question:
Are there any challenges that you encounter in teaching this language? The responses
to this question shed light on some of the barriers to the teaching of HOT. One of the

barriers that was clearly pointed out by the participants is the following:

(1) Poor foundation phase

All the participants showed strong concerns about the severe unpreparedness of the
learners due to a weak and poor foundation phase. They pointed out that this is what
makes it difficult for their learners to be taught any other skills beyond the basic ones.
Regarding this, the participants had the following to say:
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“Our learners can'’t read and write properly; it is even difficult for them to copy from
the blackboard.” She showed me one of her students’ classwork/homework book. |
could not read even a single sentence. Then she continued, “It is very challenging;
| do not want to lie and this is because of poor foundation these learners had

received (Grade 4 teacher).”

“The problem is foundation phase, when they come to intermediate phase they
should have been fully prepared to cope with the curriculum’s demands of this
phase. But we still have to deal with what was supposed to have been done in

lower grades (Grade 6 teacher).”

“The foundation phase did not equip them to be ready for tasks in this phase; they
struggle to understand very simple things. | think the department of education must

do something about that (Grade 5 teacher).”

‘I think we need well trained teachers at the foundation phase who can give
learners solid base that they can build on as they progress through higher grades
(Grade 6 teacher).”

A number of researchers concur with these claims made by the participants. Steyn,
Harris and Hartell (2011:583) observe that there is a serious shortage of well-trained,
gualified teachers for early childhood and the foundation phase. In the review of the
literature Macdonald and Burroughs (1991) also pointed out that in the foundation
phase English language lessons do not fully prepare learners for instruction in English

in a broad range of subjects after an early-exit that is, when they start Grade 4.

These findings suggest that a poor foundation phase does not adequately build
learners’ cognitive abilities to grasp abstract concepts, that is, HOT in the later stage of
their academic endeavours. Another important aspect that transpired in the findings is
that if learners in the intermediate phase still struggle with the skills that they were

supposed to have been equipped with in foundation phase. This strongly points out that
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SCT principles do not underlie the South African primary schooling system. This is
because the learners’ both cognitive and language abilities could have improved as they

go through the phases, which is central focus of SCT.

4.3.3.3 Teachers’ pedagogic cognition

Using the 8 steps of Tesch’s inductive, descriptive open coding technique for data
analysis process allowed the researcher to capture nuances such as attitudes, beliefs,
self-confidence and frustration from the sound recordings. The entire process is
described in Chapter 3. The teachers’ attitude and cognition about the teaching of HOT
in English FAL is clearly reflected in the analysis of the data. The following are their

comments, which revealed their attitude and beliefs, in respect to the teaching of HOT:

“At this level, the only thing that these learners must learn is language structure.

They are still young to do difficult things like debate (Grade 4 teacher).”

“l do not think they are ready for deep learning, you can’t engage them in deeper
discourses, which is why | focus most of my lessons more on the simpler things
(Grade 5 teacher).”

“These learners, | don'’t think that their intellectual abilities are already fully
prepared at this stage to deal with difficult tasks such as talking about tension or
conflict after they have read a story. For now, if they can identify the characters

from the story, | believe that would be enough (Grade 6 teacher).”

“You know, one thing that bothers me a lot about my learners is that, they don’t
have enough vocabulary to articulate ideas beyond sentence level. | try to include
more reading activities in my class, so that they can expand their vocab, but is like
they don’t have parents or guardians who can encourage them to read in their

home environment (Grade 6 teacher).”
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Borg (2003) finds that teachers’ pedagogic cognition that is, stores of beliefs,
knowledge, theories, assumptions and attitudes, their attitudes and cognition, have a
huge influence on what teachers deem necessary to be learned. The overriding
attitudes and beliefs from these findings above are in total contrast to the fundamental
principles of SCT, which views learning as a process that can be mediated from an
early age. SCT also claims that language precedes thinking and it views language as
the basis of conceptual ecology of an individual and as an instrumental vehicle to
mediate HOT. Contrastingly, their beliefs are congruent to cognitive constructivism by
Piaget’s (1952) theory, which holds that learning process ought to be sequenced based
on the levels of thinking capacities that the learners have already acquired. This is
probably why the teachers delay the teaching of thinking to later stages of learners’

learning process.

The teachers’ attitude and beliefs are inconsistent with what UNISA (2017) finds,
namely, that learners at any grade at school have the ability to function at all six levels
or domains of Bloom’s taxonomy. Church (2017) also holds the same view that infants
and toddlers use mostly the first two levels, but by age, 3 children can use all six levels.
Definitely, the teachers’ attitude and beliefs appear to be one of the barriers to the
effective teaching of HOTs in the intermediate English FAL classes in Mankweng

Circuit.
4.4 DOCUMENT ANALYSIS (GRADE 4 ENGLISH WORKBOOK)

In the case of document analysis, the researcher took the time to study the Grade 4
English Workbook. This was an attempt to achieve three of the objectives that were set
for this study: firstly, to identify if the instructional verbs in the 4th graders’ English
Workbooks promote HOT. The second objective was to check if the questions in the
exercises of Grade 4 English Workbook were pitched in LOT or HOT categories of
Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive domain. The third objective was to determine any
evidence of an incremental introduction of HOTs in the English FAL exercises through

the four Terms.
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The Department of Basic Education (DBE) in Limpopo Province delivers these English
Workbooks to the schools in Mankweng Circuit. They are developed for two Terms of
the academic year and are the extensions of the intermediate English textbooks in that,
exercises given in class are to be completed in the workbooks. This could be done in
the form of classwork or homework. In the main, the arrangement of their content is
reflected in the form of blank and lined columns. Text is minimal and is integrated with
images, visual presentations and drawings such as match figures; much of the
information is presented in graphic or pictorial images. They have few articles and
games; most of their exercises are focused on story reading and questions. Some of
those stories are in the form of cartoon strips. Equally, they contain a number of
grammar exercises such as cloze tests. Each task comes with an instructional manual,

which could be a combination of text and non-textual representation.

As it was pointed out in Chapter 3 and in the introduction that Anderson and Krathwohl’s
(2001) framework will guide the discussion of the exercises in Grade 4 English
workbook’s themes and subthemes. It will aid in assessing whether the exercises were
moving learners through the process of learning, from the most basic remembering to
the most sophisticated or complex creating/designing. This will be achieved in two-fold
ways. Firstly, the instructional verbs of the exercises will help in locating one of the six
categories of thinking to which the activities are linked. Secondly, the types of questions
from the exercises will reveal the level of thinking the learners are engaged in. The
exercises will reveal whether the questioning pattern covers all the six levels of the
taxonomy, thereby fosters HOT. This will also enable the findings to corroborate or differ
with Walker and Corben’s (2002) claim that 60% of questions in a typical classroom
setting are about recalling facts, while 20% of the questions are focusing on procedures
and only just about 20% require any kind of HOT. The presentation and discussion of

the English Workbook’s themes and subthemes are provided below:

4.5 PRESENTATION OF THEMES AND SUBTHEMES OF THE GRADE 4
ENGLISH WORKBOOK
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The presentation, analysis and interpretation of themes and subthemes for four Terms

are provided below.

Table 4.7: English Workbook for Grade 4

Term 1-2 Term 3-4
Theme 1. The|Theme 2: Fact and | Theme 1: | Theme 2:
things we do fiction (Animal tales) Caring for | People,

ourselves and | creatures and

others the weather
Subtheme: Subtheme: Reading | Subtheme: Subtheme:
Reading a story Information text Stories Stories to
celebrate
Mundu’s  running | Girl rescues her brother | Bird in the tree | My cousin’s
shoes (story) house wedding

45.1 Theme 1 and subthemes for Term 1-2 and theme 1 and subthemes for Term
3-4

Theme 1 for Terms 1 and 2 named ‘The things we do’ as indicated in Table 4.6 has one
of its subtheme as ‘Reading a story’. This subtheme was about story reading and had
two weeks allocated for it. The story that was read under this subtheme was titled
“Mundu’s running shoes.” On the other hand, one of the subthemes of Theme 1 for
Term 3 to 4 was labelled ‘Caring for ourselves and others’ was ‘Bird in the tree house’.
This is the title of the story that was read from this subtheme and that was allocated for
3 weeks. These subthemes are analysed and interpreted below. Thereafter, a checklist
from the English Workbook that was designed to evaluate learners’ progress will be
analysed and interpreted. As a way of avoiding repetition Theme 2 for Terms 1 to 2 as

well as Theme 2 for Terms 3 to 4 will not be discussed. This is because all the themes
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above were based on the same subthemes that is, story reading and most of the

exercises were similar.

4.5.1.1 Subtheme: Reading a story ( Mundu’s running shoes)

Mundu’s running shoes is the story about a Grade 4 female learner who was an
excellent runner and she practised running every day. However, she did not have
running shoes. One Saturday, she went to a sports shop in town to buy the running
shoes with the money she had been saving, but the shoes cost more than she saved.
She was very sad that she could not afford them. The owner of the shop Mrs Masondo
noticed the sadness in her eyes. She approached her and said to her “If you win the
race, | will let you have the running shoes for free.” “But if you don’t win you will need to
pay for them.” She won and kept the shoes. The following are the questions that were

asked after this story was read and their discussion:

(1) Who was the story about?

(2)  What did Mundu have that was special?

3) What happens in the story?

(4) What does this sentence tell us about Mundu “She ran and ran until her legs
ached”?

Possible answers: A. that she had pain in her legs; B. that she would never give up and
C. that she needed shoes to run.

(5)  Why did Mundu say the shoes were magical?

Possible answers: A. they encouraged her to practice; B. they were a gift and C. her

feet no longer hurt.

According to Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) framework, as indicated in Table 4.4, the
first two questions are associated with the LOT category, namely, remember. This is
because the first one requires the learners to remember the name of the character that
was read about in the story. Likewise, the second question requires the learner to recall

something. The third question is also related to LOT category, specifically
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understanding: the learner is asked to explain. Activities done within these categories

do not encourage HOT.

The last two questions are aligned to a HOT level, specifically evaluating, as they ask
the learners to give their opinions. This is so because the answer was not explicitly
given. However, the possible answers provided in this instance might have minimised
the right opportunity for them to use their high levels of thinking without clues. This
made the questions fall in quadrant B of Cummins’ model of thinking as indicated in
(see Chapter 2 Section). In this quadrant, learning activities are cognitively demanding
but linguistically undemanding since they are context embedded, that is, have many
clues. This is in contrast with quadrant D, in which activities are both cognitively and
linguistically demanding. When teaching HOT in English or any other the latter will be
more effective than the former, since it strengthens both cognitive and linguistic abilities

simultaneously.

4.5.1.2 Subtheme: Stories (Bird in the tree house)

‘Bird in the tree house’ is the story about two 11-year old girls who built a tree house in

their garden. This story was selected since it was read towards the end of Term 3. The

logic behind its selection was to get a wider spectrum across all these Terms to verify if

there was any variation in questioning pattern across these Terms. The discussion of

the questions that were asked after the story had been read is provided below. The

following questions were asked:

(1) What did the soccer boys want to do?

(2) How did the girls feel when they saw that two eggs had fallen?

3) Describe what happened when the little bird flew for the first time. Firstly,
secondly, thirdly.

(4) Do you think Mundu and Ann are caring? Why?

All four questions are linked to LOT categories. The first one requires learners to

describe whereas the second asks them to explain. The third one is clear by the use of
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the verb ‘describe’ - it wants the learner to describe. These verbs for three questions are
found in LOT categories i.e. remember or understand. The fourth question is also
associated with LOT levels. The learners were asked to explain what was stated in the
story. It was clearly stated in the story that the girls were more caring than the boys in
the story, because they (girls) took care of the egg in a nest until it was hatched. This

guestion then falls in the second category of thinking, namely, understanding.
4.5.2 Skill Checklists

The checklists below serve as a comprehensive measure of the outcomes expected
from all the exercises that were done in Grade 4 English workbooks for four Terms.
These checklists were designed as a self-assessment tool for learners. They represent
a wide repertoire of skill sets the learners were supposed to have acquired at the end of
these Terms. The left column consists of the questions the learners asked themselves
at the end of Term 2 and Term 4. The right columns show the levels of thinking at which
they were set, based on Bloom’s revised taxonomy. They will help in achieving one of
the objectives of the study, which sought to identify any evidence of the incremental
promotion of HOTs in Grade 4 English FAL Workbook.

Table 4.8: Skill checklist for Term 1-2

A learner asking himself/herself: Canl... Type of | Categories of
Thinking | thinking
Match synonyms LOT Remember
Identify the plot of the story. LOT Understand
Identify nouns and adjectives. LOT Understand
Discuss questions based on the text. LOT Understand
Explain a bar chart. LOT Understand
Write a description of a place. LOT Understand
Recognise word families LOT Remember
Label a map according to a key LOT Remember
Identify verbs ending in-ed LOT Understand

81



Use conjunctions and/because LOT Apply
Identify rhyming words in a poem LOT Understand
Role play the story LOT Apply
Use collections HOT Apply
Retell a story in sequence LOT Remember
Use verbs ending in—ed HOT Apply
Match words with their meaning LOT Remember
Recognise word families LOT Remember
Use conjunctions to join sentences HOT Apply
Use a mind map for planning HOT Apply

The checklist above in Table 4.8 shows that most of the skills the Grade 4 English FAL
learners were expected to acquire at the end of Term 2 were LOT in nature. Only few of
them were pitched at HOT levels. It could be concluded from this checklist that the

teaching of Grade 4 English FAL was more concentrated on LOTSs.

Table 4.9: Skill checklist for Term 3-4

A learner asking himself/herself: Canl... Type of | Categories
Thinking of thinking

Fill in the ocean names according to a key LOT Remember

Match flags with the correct country LOT Remember

Identify adjectives and adverbs in a sentence LOT Understand

Use adjectives to describe things HOT Apply

Present a TV weather broadcast HOT Apply

Write sentences in the future tense using will or | HOT Apply

am going

Use the simple present tense HOT Apply

Use a mind map to guide a story HOT Apply

Read a timetable HOT Apply

Use comparative adjectives HOT Apply

82



Identify uncountable nouns LOT Understand
Identify the beginning, the middle and the end of | LOT Understand
a story

Ensure correct subject-verb agreement HOT Apply

Join sentences using and or then HOT Apply
Predict stories from book cover HOT Evaluate
Distinguish meanings of homophones HOT Analyse
Punctuate text with missing speech marks HOT Apply
Rewrite sentences into direct speech HOT Apply

Plan to write a story using a mind map. HOT Design

The checklist in Table 4 indicates that there was apparent incremental introduction of
HOT in the exercises for Term 3 to 4. However, most of the HOT exercises were
pitched at the third category of cognitive domain i.e. apply. Only few exercises were set
at the other three HOT categories namely, analyse, evaluate and create/design. This
implies that this incremental introduction of HOTs in the third Term and the fourth Term
was not all-encompassing of HOTSs.

4.6 SUMMARY

This chapter provided the analysis and discussion of the five intermediate English FAL
teachers’ views and their conceptualisation of the teaching of HOTs in their classrooms.
This was done with the aim of achieving one of the objectives of the study specifically,
to establish the teachers’ views and their conceptualisation of HOT, and its application
in their classrooms. From the analysis of the data of the semi-structured interviews with
the teachers, four main categories, seven themes and three subthemes emerged from
the process. The first category was ‘Dominant focus of the English FAL teachers’
pedagogic practices’ and its two subthemes were the form-based instruction and
language content only. From language content only as a theme, one subtheme

emerged, namely, teachers’ preferred activities. What was clear from the analysis of
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this category and the themes and their subthemes was that HOT is taught too little and

inadequately in three intermediate English FAL classes in the Mankweng Circuit.

Equally, the discussion of the second theme namely language content only, indicated
that the participants’ tendency to focus on language content only does not promote
HOT. This is because this focus fails to embrace the three approaches for teaching
thinking, namely direct instruction, teaching for thinking and teaching of thinking skills
using infusion approach (Swartz & Parks, 1994) (see Chapter 2, Section 2.6: 20). In the
same way, the discussion of the teachers’ preferred activities showed that most of the
activities in the participants’ classroom practices were not structured to promote HOT.
Most of them were associated with the LOT categories of Bloom’s revised taxonomy.
Furthermore, the discussion under the second category namely, teachers’
conceptualisation of HOT, showed that the teachers in the study had poor and vague

conceptualisation of HOT.

In the same vein, the discussion of the second theme insufficient awareness and use of
Bloom’s revised taxonomy to be precise, pointed out that the participants in the study
had inadequate awareness of Bloom’s taxonomy. The discussion also revealed that
because of this inadequate awareness they could not apply the taxonomy in their
English FAL teaching practices. The third theme was the lack of thinking frame. From
the discussion about it, it also became clear that the participants in the study did not
have any thinking frame that guided them when teaching English FAL, which strongly

suggested that they do not teach HOTSs to their learners.

The third category was ‘curriculum and classroom context’. What became apparent in
the discussion of this category was that there is inconsistency between the aims of
CAPS document and everyday teaching practices in the classroom setting. The second
theme, namely, barriers to the teaching of HOT shed light on the barriers to the effective
teaching of HOT. A poor foundation phase was identified as one of the barriers since it
does not adequately prepare learners’ cognitive abilities to deal with abstract concepts

that are taught in the intermediate phase. The third theme was teachers’ pedagogic
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cognition, what came out from the discussion of the theme was that the teachers’

pedagogic cognition also served as a barrier to effective teaching of HOT.

In the case of document analysis, Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) framework was
used to discuss the exercises in the Grade 4 English workbook. What was apparent in
the discussion was that most of the instructional verbs in the Grade 4 English workbook
were connected to LOT categories. Secondly, like in the case of instructional verbs, it
was shown that most of the questions asked in the Grade 4 English workbook were in

LOT categories.

Finally, the skill checklists for both Term 1-2 and Term 3-4 of the Grade 4 English
workbook were compared and contrasted. The aim was to establish if there was any
steady introduction of HOTs in the Grade 4 English workbook exercises. There was
indeed a marginal incremental but insufficient introduction of HOTs in the English FAL
exercises throughout the four Terms-as expected, more in Terms 3 and 4 as in Terms 1
and 2. This was true because the skills that were expected to have been acquired by
the learners at the end of Term 3-4 were slightly in favour of HOT levels than it was in
Term 1-2.

4.7 CONCLUSION

In this chapter the presentation, analysis and interpretation of the data collected through
the procedures described in Chapter 3 were provided; it discussed the three categories,
seven themes and three subthemes that emerged from the data analysis with the aim to
establish the teachers’ views and their conceptualisation of HOT and its application in
their teaching practices. Equally, it used Anderson and Krathwohl’s (2001) framework to
discuss the exercises in the Grade 4 English workbook. Chapter five will present the

findings, recommendations, and conclusions of the study.
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CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter qualitatively presents the findings of the study, recommendations and
conclusions. This will be done in line with the aim of the study, which was to establish
whether HOT is encouraged in the intermediate English FAL classes in Mankweng

Circuit.
5.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

This study was set on the following objectives:

e To assess the teachers’ views, their conceptualisation of how HOT and its
application in their classroom practices.

e To find out if the instructional verbs in the 4th graders’ English Workbook promote
HOT.

e To check if the questions in the exercises of Grade 4 English Workbook were
pitched in LOT or HOT categories of Bloom’s Taxonomy of cognitive domain.

e To determine any evidence of an incremental introduction of HOTs in the English
FAL exercises through the four Terms.
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5.3 FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The study based on the literature review anticipated that the teaching of LOTs is more
dominant than the teaching of HOTs in the intermediate English FAL classes in
Mankweng Circuit. This expectation was to a greater extent proven correct. This was
true as all three categories with their seven themes and three subthemes, emerged
from the data collection through semi-structured interviews with the teachers, clearly
indicated that LOTs were more dominant than HOTs in the teachers’ classroom
practices. Likewise, even though the comparison of the two skill checklists for Term 1-2
and Term 3-4 indicated a slight incremental introduction of HOTSs in the exercises of the
Grade 4 English FAL Workbook, it was clear that the five teachers did not teach them
(HOTSs) to their learners. In the same way, almost none of the five teachers knew how to

apply HOTs in their classroom practices.

From the first category, dominant focus of the English FAL teachers’ pedagogic
practices, the researcher found that the central focus of the teachers’ teaching practices
was more on LOTs than HOTs. The most preferred and used method of teaching by all
the five intermediate English FAL teachers was the form-based instruction; the
emphasis was more on the mastery of English grammar than thinking skills. This
method is rooted in the principles of old pedagogics that do not encourage HOT in the
learners. One of the important findings from the second theme, which is language
content, only was that the teachers do not use any of the approaches for teaching
thinking in their classes. The researcher found that all the participants in the study
focussed more on content without incorporating other skills such as HOTs in their
pedagogic practices. Similarly, their preferred activities indicated that they dedicate
most of their classroom time on elementary aspects of language learning than on

developing the learners’ higher-levels of thinking abilities.
Furthermore, it was clear that all the participants found it difficult to conceptualise HOT
and its application in their classes; their understanding of it was vague and by

extension, their knowledge of how to infuse it in their interactions with the learners was
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poor. In the same vein, the study found that the participants had an insufficient
awareness and use of Bloom’s taxonomy. Out of the five participants, two of them
asserted that they were aware of it, however, they acknowledged that they hardly ever
use it when teaching English FAL. The study also found that the participants did not
have any thinking frame for guiding them in the teaching of the English FAL. This lack of
thinking frame, based on cognitive development theorists, it is clear that they do not
teach HOT to their learners. These theorists claim that thinking skills cannot be instilled

in learners without the use of clear thinking frame.

In the case of curriculum and classroom context as a third category from the semi-
structured interviews with the teachers, it was apparent that there is a large discrepancy
between CAPS’s aims and what is taking place in the classroom setting. The findings
from the participants revealed that the learning and teaching of the English FAL takes
place at far lower cognitive levels than it is anticipated by CAPS’s general aims. The
primary focus of those aims is to produce learners who can operate at higher-level
hierarchy of Bloom’s cognitive processes at the exit of secondary school. However, as
one of the participants admitted that most of her classroom activities are concentrated

on the basics, rather than on HOT ones.

What is more, the analysis of data from the semi-structured interviews revealed that
there were barriers to effective teaching of HOT. There were voices of commonality
across all the five intermediate English FAL teachers that a poor and weak foundation
phase severely underprepares learners and thus they are unable to ably cope with the
learning demands of the intermediate phase. The teachers pointed out that they spend
a great deal of time doing the basics that were supposed to have been learned in the
lower grades. This is one of the barriers to the effective teaching of HOT, which several
other researchers also found it to be a hurdle for learners’ future academic endeavours.
As Bloom’s Taxonomy claims, each level of thinking provides thinking material for the
next level above. This strongly suggests that the foundation phase does not provide
learners with ‘thinking skills’ nor the skills to think for the next level that is the

intermediate phase.
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The study also found that the teachers’ pedagogic cognition was also one of the barriers
to the teaching of HOT. It was apparent from the participants’ views and comments that
their pedagogic cognition was based on old pedagogies; there was overwhelming
evidence that their attitudes and beliefs were in total contrast to the fundamental
principles of SCT. For instance, most of them believed that the learners’ intellectual
abilities were not at the appropriate levels to deal with HOT activities. Their cognition
was consistent with cognitive constructivism based on Piaget’s (1952) theory of ‘the
origin of intelligence in children’; it claims that knowledge is acquired sequentially based
on its level of difficulty. Likewise, Piaget’s theory holds that language must be learned
first before teaching thinking. Several scholars such as Green (2014) regard this claim
to be an impediment to the teaching of HOT.

Additionally, there were important findings in the case of document analysis. By using
Bloom’s revised taxonomy by Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) to discuss the exercises
in the Grade 4 English Workbook, the study found the following. Firstly, regarding the
instructional verbs that were used in the Workbook, there was largely a balance
between those that fall within the LOT categories and those that fall in HOT categories
of thinking. For instance, learners were instructed to identify, play, define, match,
recognise, reproduce label and so on. These verbs belong to the first category of
thinking, namely, remember, LOT verb. They were also asked to classify, discuss,
summarise, give examples, describe, compare etcetera. As indicated on Bloom’s
revised taxonomy, these verbs are associated with the second category of thinking,

namely, understanding.

However, they were also asked to demonstrate, role-play, apply, dramatise, choose,
illustrate, show, sketch, use and the like. These verbs fall within the third thinking
category, which is, apply. Based on Bloom’s revised taxonomy, the instructional verbs
in this category are of HOT nature since learners engaged at this level, demonstrate the
ability to use learned material or to implement material in new and concrete situations.

Nonetheless, one of the important findings was that most of the HOT instructional verbs
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in the Grade 4 English FAL Workbook exercises were pitched only at this level, that is,
apply. Instructional verbs like categorise, discriminate, contrast, appraise, distinguish,
examine, question, were minimal. These belong to the fourth category of thinking,
namely, analyse. In the same way, instructional verbs such as argue, judge, predict,
value, estimate, conclude, critique, assess were used to a lesser degree. These verbs
are linked to the fifth category of thinking, that is, evaluate. In the same way, verbs such
as combine, produce, design, compile, construct, assemble, formulate, create, devise
which are located within the sixth thinking category specifically design or create, were
barely used in the Grade 4 English Workbook. Based on Bloom’s revised taxonomy these
three categories (analyse, evaluate and design) are classified as the HOT levels of

thinking.

Furthermore, the study established that most questions asked in the Grade 4 English
Workbook were of LOT nature. Most of them were pitched at LOT levels, that is,
remembering and understanding. To illustrate, learners had to answer questions that
begin with who, what, when, where from the stories in which those answers were
explicitly given. Information gap questions were also more dominant. This questioning
pattern belongs to the first category of thinking on Bloom’s revised taxonomy, that is,
remember. Other dominating questions were linked to the second thinking category,
namely, understand. Regarding this, learners had to describe a place in the story,
summarise a story in their own words, etcetera. The researcher found that even in a few
cases where the guestions were related to HOT categories of thinking, the questions
had many clues or props that prevented the learners from using their abstract cognitive
abilities to their fullest in English. As Cummins (1984) aptly put it, the questions were

“‘more context-embedded (with many clues) and not context-reduced (with fewer clues).”

Finally, though the two skills checklists indicated that there was an incremental
introduction of HOTs in the English FAL exercises, the most salient findings of this study
are that LOTs were more dominant in the five intermediate English FAL classrooms.
Firstly, this incremental introduction of HOT in the exercises of the Grade 4 English FAL

Workbook did not include the three top levels of Bloom’s revised taxonomy of cognitive
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domain namely analyse, evaluate and create/design. Secondly, the five intermediate
English FAL teachers who were interviewed in the study, did not have a clear

conceptualisation of HOT and how to apply it in their classroom practices.
5.4 RECOMMENDATIONS

e This qualitative study took place in the Mankweng Circuit in Limpopo Province. |
recommend that any future study relating to the teaching of HOT in English FAL
be conducted either in another circuit in the Province or outside the Province as
this exploratory case study’s results cannot be generalisable to other circuits and

provinces.

e Likewise, | recommend that the research population for the future research
projects in relation to the topic be defined in a different manner. Instead of
targeting the intermediate phase, | recommend that other phases such as senior
or FET phase be targeted. This might yield completely different results and assist

in addressing this problem in an effective and different way.

e The findings of the study indicated that all five teachers who participated in the
study, have a poor conceptualisation of HOT and its application in the teaching of
English FAL. The findings also revealed that they do not have any thinking frame
that guides them in their teaching practices. For that reason, | recommend that
intermediate English FAL teachers be involved, by the DBE, in the development
of theory-based thinking skill frameworks and be taught how to use them in their

teaching practices.

e | recommend that the DBE improve the content of the Grade 4 Workbooks, so
that it encourages the teaching of HOT at all six levels of Bloom’s revised
taxonomy. This is because, as pointed out in the findings, their instructional verbs
and questions along with the skills learners are expected to acquire from them,

are of LOT in character.

e | recommend that DBE in its curricular efforts use well known taxonomy such as

Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy of cognitive domain as a guide for teaching HOT.
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This is because none of the five teachers knew anything about Barrett's
Taxonomy despite the fact that is endorsed in the CAPS as a framework for
teaching cognitive skills. The second reason is because even though three of the
five teachers in the study struggled to conceptualise how Bloom’s Revised
Taxonomy of cognitive domain can be utilised in promoting HOT in their

pedagogic practices, they seemed to have a slight understanding about it.
5.5 CONCLUSIONS

The aim of the study was to establish whether the teaching of HOT is encouraged in the
intermediate English FAL classes in Mankweng circuit. This chapter presented the
findings of the study, recommendations and conclusions. The presentation focussed on
addressing the aim of the study, which was set around four objectives. The first
objective sought to assess the teachers’ views, their conceptualisation of how HOT, and
its application in their classroom practices. This chapter argued that all the five
intermediate English FAL teachers showed poor conceptualisation of HOT and of its
application in their classroom practices. In the case of the second objective, which
sought to find out if the instructional verbs in the Grade 4 English FAL Workbook
promote HOT, this chapter indicated that the most of instructional verbs in the English
Workbook did not encourage HOT. It showed that those that were promoting HOT were
pitched at the third category of the cognitive domain, that is, apply only. Likewise, it also
pointed out that most questions of exercises in Grade 4 English Workbook were in LOT
categories. It showed also that there was little incremental introduction of HOTs in the
exercises of the Grade 4 Workbook through Term 1-2 and Term 3-4. In conclusion, the
findings in this chapter provided strong evidence that there was inadequate teaching of

the HOTSs in the intermediate English FAL classes in Mankweng circuit.

92



9 REFERENCES

Anderson, L. W. & Krathwohl, D. R. 2001. A Taxonomy for Learning, Teaching and
Assessing: a Revision of Bloom’s Taxonomy. New York. Longman Publishing.
Babbie, E. & Mouton, J. 2010. The practice of social research. Cape Town: Oxford

University Press.

Bandura, A.1977. Social Learning Theory. New York: General Learning Press.

Barahal, S. L. 2008. Thinking about thinking: Preservice teachers strengthen their
thinking artfully. The Phi Delta Kappan, 90(4): 298-302.

Beck, I. L. & Dole, J. A.1992. Reading and thinking with history and science text. In
Collins, C. & Mangieri, J. N. (Eds.), Teaching thinking: An agenda for the 21st
century. Hillsdale, N.J: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Berg, B.1998. Qualitative Research Methods. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Bernard, H. Russell (2012). Social research methods: Qualitative and quantitative
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Barrett, T. C. Taxonomy of cognitive and affective dimensions of reading
comprehension. In T. Clymer (Ed.), What is "reading?": Some current concepts.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968.

93



Blaxter, L, Hughes, C & Tight, M.1996. How to Research. Buckingham: Open University
Press.

Block, C. C. 1993. Teaching the language arts: Expanding thinking through student-
centered instruction. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Bloom, B.S. 1956. Taxonomy of educational objectives. Handbook 1: Cognitive domain.
New York: Longmans, Green & Co.

Bloom, B.S., Engelhart, MD., Furst, E.J., Hill, W.H. & Krathwohl, D.R. (Eds). 1956.
Taxonomy of educational objectives: the classification of educational goals:
Handbook I, Cognitive domain. New York: David McKay.

Booyse, C. & Du Plessis, E.2014. Educator as learning programme developer. 2nd
edition. Pretoria: Van Schaik.

Borg, S. 2003. Teacher cognition in language teaching: A review of research on what
language teachers think, know, believe, and do. Language Teaching, 36(2), 81-
109.

Borich, G. & Tombari, M. 2004. Educational assessment for the elementary and middle
British Columbia’s Ministry of Education. 2010. Grade 6 Curriculum Package.
From: http://www.bcedgov.bc.ac/irp/curric grade packages/grécurric req.pdf
(accessed 23 March 2016).

Brookhart, S.M. 2010. How to assess higher-order thinking skills in your classroom.
Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Brophy, J. 1992. Probing the subtleties of subject-matter teaching. Educational
Leadership, 49(7):4-8.

Brumfit, C., Myles, F., Mitchell, R., Johnston, B. & Ford, P. 2005. Language study in
higher education and the development of criticality. International Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 15(2):145-168.

Burke, L. A. & Williams, J. M. 2008. Developing young thinkers: An intervention aimed
to enhance children’s thinking skills. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 3, 104—124.
Burns, SN & Grove, SK. 2003. Understanding nursing research. 3rd edition.

Philadelphia: Saunders
Burns, N. & Grove, SK. 2005. The practice of nursing research: Conduct, critique, and

utilisation; 5th edition. St. Louis, MO: Elsevier.

94



Chaffee, J. 1994. Thinking critically. Houghton Mifflin: Boston.

Chamot, A.1995. Creating a community of thinkers in the ESL/EFL classroom. TESOL
Matters, 5 (5):1-16.

Chapple, L. & Curtis, A.2000. Content-based instruction in Hong Kong: Student
responses to film System, 28 (Atumn):419-433.

Chisholm, L.1992. South African Technical Colleges: Policy Options (Paper presented
to National Education Policy Investigation, Conference on Human Resources
Policy for a New South Africa 1, Durban, May).

Church, E.B. 2017. The six levels of thinking: Grades PreK-K. From:
https://www.scholastic.com/teachers/articles/teaching-content/six-levels-thinking/
(accessed 20 March 2017).

Cohen, D. K. & Spillane, J.P. 1992. Policy and practice: The relations between
governance and instruction. Review of Research in Education, 18 (3):3—49.

Cohen, L., Manion, L. & Morrison, K. 2011. Research methods in education. 3rd edition.
Oxon: Routledge.

Costa, A. 1991. The School as a Home for the Mind. In A. Costa (Ed.), Developing
Minds: A Resource Book for Teaching Thinking. Alexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision & Curriculum Development.

Collins, C.1992. Thinking development through intervention. Middle school students
come of age. In C. Collins & J. Mangieri (Eds.), Thinking development: an agenda
for the twenty-first century. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Collins, C. & Mangieri, J. (Eds.). (1992). Teaching thinking: An agenda for the twenty-
first cen-tury. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum

Creswell, J. W. 2014. Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Cummins, J. 1984. Bilingual Education and Special Education: Issues in Assessment
and Pedagogy. San Diego: College Hill.

Curriculum Development Council. 2007. New senior secondary curriculum and
assessment guide (secondary  4-6): Integrated Science. From:
http://334.edb.hkedcity.net/EN/curriculum.php (accessed 29 March 2016).

95



Darling-Hammond, L.1997. Doing What Matters Most: Investing in Quality Teaching.
New York: The National Commission on Teaching and America's Future.

Davidson, B. 1995. Critical thinking education faces the challenge of Japan Inquiry:
Critical. Thinking Across the Disciplines, 14 (3): 41-53.

Davidson, B. 1994. Critical thinking: A perspective and prescriptions for language
teachers. The Language Teacher, 18 (4): 20-26.

DBE.2010. Report of the Annual National Assessments of 2011. Pretoria: Department
of Basic Education. From: http://334.edb.hkedcity.net/EN/curriculum.php.
(accessed 20 March 2017).

DBE.2011b National Curriculum Statement: Curriculum and Policy Assessment

Statement Further Education and Training Grade R-12. Tourism From:
http://www.education.gov.za (accessed on 14 June 2017).

DBE.2011c National Curriculum Statement: Curriculum and Policy Assessment
Statement Intermediate Phase Grade 4-6. Tourism From:
http://www.education.gov.za (accessed on 23 June 2017).

Denscombe, M. 2010. The good research guide for small-scale social research projects.
4th edition. Berkshire: Open University Press, McGraw-Hill Education.

Denscombe, M. 2014. The good research guide for small-scale social research projects.
5™ edition. New York: Open University Press.

Du Plessis, P., Conley, L. & Du Plessis, E. 2007. Teaching and learning in South
African schools. Pretoria: Van Schaik.

Dutro, S. & Moran, C. 2003. Rethinking English language instruction: An architectural
approach, in English learners: Reaching the highest level of English literacy, edited
by G Garcia. Newark, DE: International Reading Association: 39-48.

Ennis, R.H. & Millman.J.1985. Cornell critical thinking test, level Z. Pacific Grove, CA:
Midwest Publications.

Ertmer, P.A, Newby, T.J.1993. Behaviourism, cognitivism, constructivism: Comparing
critical features from an instructional design perspective. Performance

Improvement Quarterly, 6 (4):50-70.

96


http://334.edb.hkedcity.net/EN/curriculum.php

Fisher, C. 2012. How to Develop Students’ Higher-Order Thinking Skills. From:
http://calicospanish.com/how-to-develop-students-higher-order-thinking-skills/.
(accessed 22 November 2016).

Forster, M. 2004. Thinking skills. Research Developments, 11 (Autumn): 1-6. From:
http://www.edu.plymouth.ac.uk/resined/interviews/inthome.htm. (accessed 1 July
2017)

Foshay, W. R. & Kirkley, J. 1998. Principles for Teaching Problem Solving.
Bloomington, MN, PLATO Learning, Inc.

Gardner, H. 1991. The Unschooled Mind: How Children Think and How Schools Should
Teach. New York: Basic Books.

Garofalo, J. & Lester, F.1985. Metacognition, cognitive monitoring, and mathematical

performance. Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, 16 (3):163-76.

Gerring, J. 2007. Case study research. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Graham, S. Harris, K.R. & Olinghouse.N. 2010. Addressing Executive Function
Problems in Writing, in Executive Function in Education: From Theory to Practice,
edited by Lynn Meltzer. New York: Guilford Publications.

Green, L. 2014. Schools as thinking communities. Hatfield: Van Schaik Publishers.

Grinnel, M.R.1997. Social work research and evaluation: Qualitative and quantitative
approach. lllinois: Peacock Publishes.

Hannan, A. 2007. Interviews in Education Research Materials, Faculty of Education,
University of Plymouth. From:
http://cecs6200.pbworks.com/w/file/fetch/69409200/Using%20Interviews%20in%?2
OEducation%20Research.pdf (accessed June 2017).

Harpaz, Y. & Lefstein, A. 2000. "Communities of Thinking." Educational Leadership, 58
(3):54-57.

Hillocks, G.J.1988. Research on written composition. Urbana, IL: ERIC

Hornberger, N. & Chick, K. 2001. Co-constructing school safetime: Safetalk practices in
Peruvian and South African classrooms. In Voices of Authority: Education and
Linguistic Difference, M. Heller & M. Martin-Jones (Eds.), 31-56. Westport CT:
Greenwood.

97


http://cecs6200.pbworks.com/w/file/fetch/69409200/Using%20Interviews%20in%20Education%20Research.pdf
http://cecs6200.pbworks.com/w/file/fetch/69409200/Using%20Interviews%20in%20Education%20Research.pdf

Holloway, I. & Wheeler, S. 2002 Qualitative research in nursing. Blackwell Science,
Oxford.

Howie, S.J. Venter, E, van Staden, S, Zimmerman, L, Long, C, Scherman, V & Archer,
E. 2007. PIRLS 2006 Summary Report: South African Children’s Reading Literacy
Achievement. Pretoria: Centre for Evaluation and Assessment.

Hughes, J. 2014. Critical Thinking in the Language Classroom. From:
https://www.ettoi.pl/PDF_resources/Critical_ThinkingENG.pdf (accessed 20 April
2017)

Jacob, S.A. & Furgerson S.P. 2012. Writing Interview Protocols and Conducting
Interviews: Tips for Students New to the Field of Qualitative Research. The
Qualitative Report, 17(6):1-10.

Johnson, L. & Lamb, A. 2011. Teacher tap. From:
thttp://eduscapes.com/tap/topic69.htm (accessed 15 February 2017).

Kabilan, K.M. 2000. Creative and critical thinking in language classroom. Internet TESL
Journal, 6/6. From: http://iteslj.org/Techniques/Kabilan-CriticalThinking.html.
(accessed 30 April 2017).

King, F.J., Goodson, L. & Rohani, F.2013. Higher order thinking skills. Center for
Advancement of Learning and Assessment. From:
http://lwww.cala.fsu.eduf/files/higher_order_thinking_skills.pdf (accessed 02
February 2017).

Lebese, M.P.2012. Biliteracy in a rural Limpopo school. An ethnographic case study.
Unpublished M.A. dissertation, University of Limpopo, Limpopo.

Li, K.2010. A comparative study of the curriculum guidelines of high school in Taiwan

and Japan. #H& =K, 46 (Autumn):55-77.

Lincoln, Y.S. & Guba, E.G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. California: Sage Publications.

Logan, W.1985. An analysis of the Cognitive Levels of Instructional Questions in
Selected Fifth Grade Social Studies Textbooks. Diss. University of Colorado.

Macdonald, C. & Burroughs, E.1991. Eager to talk and learn and think: Bilingual
Primary Education in South Africa. Johannesburg: Maskew Miller Longman.

Mahyuddin, R. Lope, P.Z.A., Elias, H. & Konting, M.M. 2004. The incorporation of
thinking skills in the school curriculum. Kajian Malaysia, Jid, 22 (2):23-33.

98



Mankga, P.P.2004. Language use in one OBE learning area (Technology) in a poorly
resourced rural school in the Limpopo Province: A Case Study. MA.
Dissertation.University of the North. In N.M. Dikgari2011.The Implementation of
the Process Approach to writing of English Essay in Rural Grade 12 classes in the
Moroke Circuit. MA. Dissertation. University of Limpopo.

Marzano, R.J.1991. Language, the Language arts and thinking. In James Flood et al.
(Eds). Handbook of research on teaching the English language Arts. New York:
Macmillian Publishing Co.

Marzano, R.J.1993. How classroom teachers approach the teaching of thinking. Theory
into Practice, 32 (3):154-160.

McGrane, P. A., & Sternberg, R. J. 1992. Discussion: Fatal vision—The failure of the
schools in teaching children to think. In C. Collins & J. N. Mangieri (Eds.),
Teaching thinking: An agenda for the 21st century (333-344). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Miller A. H., B. W. Imrie and K. Cox. 1998. Student assessment in higher education:
handbook for assessing performance. (1% eds). Kogan page Ltd. London.

Mirman, J. & Tishman, S.1988. Infusing thinking through connections. Educational
Leadership, 45 (7): 64-65.

Molefi, L.2015. LiveMagSA: Education in SA — What's the deal? 12 January,
From: https://www.pa.org.za/blog/livemagsa-education-sa-whats-deal
(accessed April 2018).

Moseley, D. Baumfield, V. Elliott, J. Higgins, S. Miller, J. Newton, D.P. 2005a.

Frameworks for Thinking: A Handbook for Teachers and Learning. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

NEEDU National Report. 2012. The state of Literacy Teaching and Learning in
foundation phase. From:
http://www.education.gov.za/NEEDU/tabid/687/Default.aspx (accessed 29 March
2016).

Neellankavil, J.P. 2007. International business research: New York. Library of Congress
Cataloguing-in-Publication Data.

99


https://www.pa.org.za/blog/livemagsa-education-sa-whats-deal
https://www.pa.org.za/blog/livemagsa-education-sa-whats-deal

Newmann, F.M. 1990. “Higher Order Thinking in Teaching Social Studies: A Rationale
for The Assessment of Classroom Thoughtfulness,” Journal of Curriculum Studies,
22 (Summer):41-56.

Nickerson, R.S.1984. Kinds of thinking taught in current programs. Educational
Leadership, 42 (Autumn): 26-37.

Norris, S. & Ennis, R.1989. Evaluating Critical Thinking, Pacific Grove, CA: Midwest
Publications.

Palmer, S. 2010. Lev Vygotsky. From:
http://lwww.suepalmer.co.uk/education_publications.php (accessed 15 November
2016).

Parahoo, K. 1997. Nursing research: Principles, process and issues. London: MacMillan
Press.

Perkins, D.N.1981. The mind’s best work. Cambridge. M.A: Harvard University Press.

Piaget, J.1952. The origin of intelligence in children. New York: International
Universities Press.

Pica, T. 2000. Tradition and transition in English language teaching methodology.
System, 29 (2000):1-18.

Plowright, D. 2011. Using mixed methods: Frameworks for an integrated methodology.
London: Sage Publications.

Pohl, M. 2000. Learning to Think, Thinking to Learn: Models and Strategies to Develop
a Classroom Culture of Thinking, Cheltenham, Melbourne, Australia: Hawker
Brownlow Education.

Powell, K.C. & Cody J. K. 2009. Cognitive and social constructivism: developing tools
for an effective classroom. Education, 130 (2): 241.

Ragin, C. C., and H. Becker. 1992. What is a Case? New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Rajendran, N.S.1998. Teaching higher-order thinking skills in language classroom in
Malaysia: The need for transformation of teaching practice. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, Michigan State University, East Lansings Ml:

100



Rajendran, N. S. 2001. The Teaching of Higher-Order Thinking Skills in Malaysia.
Journaf Southeast Asian Education, 2(1).

Ramos, J.L. S., Dolipas, B.B. & Villamor, B.B.2013. Higher Order Thinking Skills and
Academic Performance in Physics of College Students: A Regression Analysis.
International Journal of Innovative Interdisciplinary Research, vol (4):40-66.

Resnick, L.B. 1987. Education and learning to think. Washington, DC: National
Academy Press.

Schwandt, T.A.2015. Qualitative Inquiry: A Dictionary of Terms. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Seale, C. 1999. The Quality of Qualitative Research. London: Sage.

Shirkhani, S. & Fahim, M. 2011. Enhancing critical thinking in foreign language
learners. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Siewierski, C. 2015. Introduction to scholarship. Cape Town: South Africa.

Simister, C.J. 2007. How to teach thinking and learning skills? A practical programme
for the whole school. SAGE publications.

Sizer, T.1985. Horace’s compromise: The dilemma of the American high school.
Boston: Houghton-Mifflin.

Stake, R.E. 1995. The art of case study research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Steyn, M.G, Harris, T & Hartell, C.G. 2011. Where are the foundation phase teachers
for our children? Black students’ perceptions. South African Journal of Higher
Education, 25 (3):583

Strydom, H. 2002. The pilot study. In De Vos, A.S., Strydom, H., Fouché, C.B., &
Delport, C.S.L. 2002. Research at Grass Roots For the Social Sciences and

Human Service Professions. 2nd ed. Pretoria: Van Schaik Publishers

Strydom, A. & Bezuidenhout, R. 2014. Qualitative data collection, in F. du Plooy-

Suhor, C. 1984. Thinking skills in English—And across the curriculum. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 250693).

Swartz, R. & Parks, S.1994. Infusing Critical and creative thinking into context
instruction, California: Critical Thinking Press.

101


https://journals.co.za/content/journal/high
https://journals.co.za/content/journal/high
https://journals.co.za/content/high/25/3

Tarvin, W. & Al-Arishi.1991. Rethinking communicative language teaching: Reflection
and the EFL classroom. TESOL Quarterly, 25 (1): 9-27.

Taylor, N. & Moyana, J. 2005. Khanyisa Education Support Programme: Baseline study
part 1: communities, schools and classroom. Johannesburg: JET Education
Services.

Taylor, N. & Vinjevold, P. 1999. Getting learning right. Johannesburg: Joint Education
Trust.

Tesch, R.1990. Qualitative research. New York: Falmer Press

The Centre for Innovation in Research and Teaching (n.d). Case Study Method.

From,https://cirt.gcu.edu/research/developmentresources/research ready/descripti

ve/case_study (accessed 20 August 2018).

Thomas, A. & Thorne, G. 2009. How To Increase Higher Level Thinking. From:
http://www.cdl.org/articles/how-to-increase-high-order-thinking/ (accessed 12 April
20170).

Trickey, S. & Topping, K.J. 2004. Philosophy for children: a systematic review.

University of South Africa (UNISA). Department of Curriculum and Instructional Studies.
2017. The Educator as Assessor. Study guide for EDAHODS5. Module 1. Pretoria.

Vandermensbrugghe, J. 2004. The unbearable vagueness of critical thinking in the
context of Anglo-Saxonisation of education. International Education Journal, 5(3):
417-422.

Vygotsky, L.S. 1978. Mind in society: The development of higher psychological
processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Vygotsky, L.S.1962. Thought and language. Cambridge MA: MIT Press.

Walker,J & Corben, T .2002. Higher Order thinking and Questioning Techniques for All
.From:(http://pjlanguagelearningassistance.com/page2/page25/files/Higher%200r
der%20TQ.pdf (accessed 12 August 20170).

Yin, R.K. 2009.Case study research. Design and methods. 4th edition. Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage Publications.
Yin, R.K. 2014. Case study research. Design and methods. 5th edition. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage Publications.

102


https://cirt.gcu.edu/research/developmentresources/research_ready/descriptive/case_study
https://cirt.gcu.edu/research/developmentresources/research_ready/descriptive/case_study
http://pjlanguagelearningassistance.com/page2/page25/files/Higher%20Order%20TQ.pdf
http://pjlanguagelearningassistance.com/page2/page25/files/Higher%20Order%20TQ.pdf
http://pjlanguagelearningassistance.com/page2/page25/files/Higher%20Order%20TQ.pdf

Zohar, A. Degani, A. & Vaaknin, E. 2001. Teachers’ beliefs about low-achieving
students and higher order thinking. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17
(Autumn): 469-4

APPENDICES
Appendix A: DEPARTMENT OF BASIC EDUCTION’S ETHICAL APPROVAL

103



LIMPOPO

FROVINC AL GOVERNMENT

REPLBLIC QF 30LITH AFRICA,

DEPARTMENT OF

EDUCATION

Fef: 22 Eng: MC Makala PRO - Tel Me: 295 290 9443 E: maeliMapplal 5@ 2o impopo.gev.za

Magwels P

LInivarsity of Limpopo
Frivabe bag X 1106
Sovenga

072y

RE: REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TD CONDUCT RESEARCH

1. The abowe bhaars reference.

2. The Departmant wishes o infarm you thal your redguest o conduct reseanch has
heen approved. Topic of the research proposal: “TEACHING OF HIGH OROER
THINKING SKILLS iN THE INTERMEDIATE EMGLISH (FAT) CLASSROM *'.

3. The following condificns should be considersd;

31The research shoukd ngt nave any financisl mpheatiens for Limpope Department of
Educaticn.

3.2 Arrangements should be made with the Circuit Offica and the schowls condesrned,

3.3The conduct of research shoukd not anyhow distupt the academic programs at the
schools.

3.4The resaarch should not be conducted during the time of Examinations espeoally
the fourth term.

4.5 During the study, spplicabke research ethics should be adhersd tor In particutar the
principte of voluntary perticipation {he pecple involved should be mespacied].

3.8 Upon campletion of research study, the researcher shall share the final product of
the researchwith the Departrient.

FEQUEST FOR FERWISSEIN 10 DOMGA ICT RESEARCH. MACWELER

CORFIDENTIAL

onr. 113 Biccard & 24 Excelslor Sirasd, POLOKWANE, 0700, Private Bag X3485, POLOEWAENE, 0700
Twi: 015 280 7EM, Fax: 015 207 &820/4220/4404

The heartiand of southarn Africa - development is about pesptal ]

Sl bl T

104



4 Furthermore, you are expected to produce this letter at Schoolsf Offices whera Yol

intend conducting your research as an 2vidence (hat you are pemnitted to conduel
the research.

5 The deparmenl appreciatas the contribution that you wigh to make and wishes WLl
BUSCEsS In your investigation.

Best wishes,

v T "':3 Q E/D'é/.rﬁ?
s MB Mutheiwana Data
Head of Depariment

REGUEET FOK FERMISZICN TO SONCUET RESEARCH. MaSWELER

CONFIDENTIAL

105



Appendix B: UNIVERSITY OF LIMPOPO’S ETHICAL APPROVAL

[§ M :
U

Liniversity of Limpope
Department of Research Administration and Deveiopment
Private Bag X111, Sovenga, 0727, South Afrdea
Tel: {015) 268 2212, Fax: ((15) 268 2306, Emallnoka.rnonens@ul.a,ze

TURFLOGOF RESEARCH ETHICS
COMMITTEE CLEARANCE CERTIFICATE

MEETING: 02 Movermber 2017
| PROJECT WEIRABER: TRECS20442017: PG
PROJECT:
| Title: Teaching higher order thinking skills in English second language

| Leaming clasarecm: A case of three interinaediate classrooms in
hankweng Circuit

Researcher: P Mapwele

Suparvisor: DOr B McCabe

Co-Supervisor MY A

School: Languages and Communication Studies
Dagrea: Masters in English Studies

The Turflaap Research Frhics Comrmithes (TREC) s registarad with the Mational Health Aesearch Ethics
Counsil, Reglstratlen Mumb=er: REC-0310111-031

Mote:

n Should amy daparture be cortemplated from the reseanch procedure as appraved, the
regearcher{s} must re-submit the protecol to the committea. )

i The budget for tha research will Be considered separately from the protocol. :
FLEASE QUOTE THE FROTOLOL MUMBER IM ALL FMOJUIRIES.

106



Appendix C: INTERVIEW SCHECDULE FOR TEACHERS
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Section B: INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS FOR TEACHERS

Transcript: Interview 1
Duration: 25 minutes

Date: 18 October 2017

Interviewer: Researcher

Interviewee: Grade 4 teacher

Interview Setting: the interview was conducted in a quiet classroom of the school
where the teacher works. It was on Wednesday 11:30 AM morning.

(Interview start)

Researcher: Thank you so much for allowing me to interview you.

Grade 4 Teacher: (0.1) Only pleasure.

Researcher: How long have you been teaching English?

Grade 4 Teacher: “(Coughing)” | have been an English teacher for 25, no for good 26

years now.

Researcher: It has been many years.

Grade 4 Teacher: YES, it has been many years.

Researcher: Are there any challenges that you encounter in teaching this language?

Grade 4 Teacher: (0.1) They have been quite a number of them. | big challenge in
teaching English to our learners | that they don’t read or have anyone to read for them
in their homes, and you know sir English learners do better when they love reading

books.

Researcher: Could you briefly describe the content and structure to your lessons?
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.2) Look sir, almost everything we do is in the CAPS’s pacesetter,
but because of the challenges we face with our learners, | spend most of my time

teaching my learners aspects of grammar.

Researcher: What are the most important skills you want your learners to acquire when
teaching them the English language?
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.6) | think the end goal of teaching any language is to develop

learners become good writers, readers, listeners and speakers. At their stage what is
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most important is to equip them with the basics, for example, if they can differentiate
between parts of speech, to know that this is a verb and this is a noun; um to know that
we have plural and singular and also know tenses. These are the only skills that they
must know at the stage.

Researcher: What are the skills do you want or hope that your learners will acquire
from your lessons?

Grade 4 Teacher: (0.4) Four language skills are very important to me and these are the
skills I would want to see in my learners. Also, | think these are the only skills that they
must know at the stage, other complex skills they will be taught as they progress into

other phases of their schooling.

Researcher: Are there any other skills that you incorporate when teaching the language
content?

Grade 4 Teacher: (0.6) Not to say that other skills aren’t important but for me as an
English teacher, | do believe that the language content must take precedence over any
other skill when teaching the language, especially when teaching learners who are not

the first speakers of English.

Researcher: What types of activities do you engage your learners in?
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.4) Let's say after story reading | would ask them to orally retell it
using their own words, sometimes ask them restate the main idea. | prefer these

because they improve speaking skills in my learners.

Researcher: Do you organise them sequentially according to their level of their
difficulty, if you do why and if you do not could you give the reason?

Grade 4 Teacher: (0.3) | start with the easy ones and move to the difficult ones.

Researcher: What is your understanding of HOT?
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.4) | have no clear understanding of that, | haven’t really studied
anything related to that.
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Researcher: What is your understanding of HOTs?
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.4) Even though | don’t have a clear answer; | think that may be

skills that are linked to thinking.

Researcher: Do you think CAPS is encouraging the teaching of HOTs in your phase
and if it does, how do you implement that in your classroom?

Grade 4 Teacher: (0.5) I think it does, but even though one tries to teach them, our
children struggle to understand simple things, for example, if you ask them to read a
story and explain its content, only few try but the rest will just look at you after they have

read. So to teach them thinking it will be even more challenging for them.

Researcher: Do you think is important to teach high order thinking skills, if yes why?
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.2) We have so many young people these days who live
irresponsibly, | think if our learners are taught to think better they may not be part of that

statistics.

Researcher: Do you think, thinking skills appear automatically in learners or they need
to be encouraged?
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.3) No, | don’t think they appear automatically without being taught.

Researcher: Do you know about Bloom’s Taxonomy and do you even try to use some
of its principle?

Grade 4 Teacher: (0.2) | sometimes talk about it with my colleagues; honestly
speaking, | rarely refer to it when | teach. | would say is because | have never received

enough training on how to use it.

Researcher: Do you have any thinking frame or theory-based framework that you use

when teaching your learners English FAL?
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Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) | am guided by CAPS’s pacesetter in all my interactions with
my learners; | would say is the only guide | have when teaching my learners. As for the
framework that guides me to teach thinking, | don’t think | have any.

Researcher: Thank you so much for your time.

TRANSCRIPT: INTERVIEW 2
Duration: 25 minutes
Date: 18 October 2017

Interviewer: Researcher

Interviewee: Grade 6 teacher

Interview Setting: the interview was conducted in quiet staff room of the school where
the teacher works. It was on Wednesday 10:30 AM morning.

(Interview start)

Researcher: Thank you so much for allowing me to interview you.
Grade 4 Teacher: (0.1) You are most welcome.
Researcher: How long have you been teaching English?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.1) Let’s see, I've been English teacher for 25 years.

Researcher: Are there any challenges that you encounter in teaching this language?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) Challenges of teaching the types of our learners are many; the
first one is that they have very poor foundation phase. This makes it difficult to teach
them the content of the intermediate phase. They are also many other challenges such
as lack of seriousness in our learners’ part, not doing home works, which will help us to
know how they are progressing in their learning of English. They are so many.

Researcher: Could you briefly describe the content and structure to your lessons?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) We as teachers follow only what is the CAPS’s pacesetter.

Researcher: What are the most important skills you want your learners to acquire when
teaching them the English language?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) | want my learners to be able to write, read and speak as well

as becoming good listeners. These are really skills | want to develop in my learners.
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Researcher: What types of activities do you engage your learners in?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.5) We do activities that have potential to enrich their grammatical

skills, word order and verb tenses.

Researcher: Are there any other skills that you incorporate when teaching the language
content?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) As | have told you in the previous question the skills | want to
develop in my learners, my lessons are more focused on grammar activities. Even
though we are guided by CAPS’s pacesetter, | make sure that | concentrate most of my
lessons on the basics of the language. | may be wrong, but | believe this approach will

produce in my learners the four language skills.

Researcher: Do you organise them sequentially according to their level of their
difficulty, if you do why and if you do not could you give the reason?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) We must start from simple activities to difficult ones.

Researcher: What is your understanding of HOT?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) | have some difficulty in explaining that perfectly. |1 can say

teaching good thinking perhaps.

Researcher: Do you think CAPS is encouraging the teaching of HOTs in your phase
and if it does, how do you implement that in your classroom?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) | think it does, but even though one tries to teach them, our
children struggle to understand simple things, for example, if you ask them to read a
story and explain its content, only few try but the rest will just look at you after they have
read. So to teach them thinking it will be even more challenging for them. Another thing
is that even us teachers, to be honest with you; we are not trained to teach our learners

thinking skills.

Researcher: Do you think is important to teach high order thinking skills, if yes why?
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Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) It is important because we can have better learners who can

change the world if they are good thinkers.

Researcher: Do you think, thinking skills appear automatically in learners or they need
to be encouraged?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) No, | think like any skills they don’t, | do think we must

encourage them.

Researcher: Do you know about Bloom’s Taxonomy and do you even try to use some
of its principle?

Grade 6 Teacher: We were slightly introduced to it when | was still at a college, but
since | started teaching | have never used it consciously.

Researcher: Do you have any thinking frame or theory-based framework that you use
when teaching your learners English FAL?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) No. | don’t have that, | only use CAPS’s pacesetter.

Researcher: Thank you so much for your time.

TRANSCRIPT: INTERVIEW 3

Duration: 25 minutes

Date: 20 October 2017

Interviewer: Researcher

Interviewee: Grade 6 teacher

Interview Setting: the interview was conducted in quiet office of the school where the
teacher works. It was on Friday 10:30 AM morning.

(Interview start)

Researcher: Thank you so much for allowing me to interview you.
Grade 5 Teacher: My pleasure.

Researcher: How long have you been teaching English?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.5) Is about 24 years.
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Researcher: Are there any challenges that you encounter in teaching this language?
Grade 5 Teacher: (0.3) Teaching learners who have weak foundation phase, that is the

main one for me.

Researcher: Could you briefly describe the content and structure to your lessons?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.3) Most of what we do with our learners is in CAPS’s pacesetter, it
is the guide we use, but you know our learners force us to concentrate on certain skills.
| often focus on the structure of the grammar, because | think this is one area our

English learners should know very well.

Researcher: What are the most important skills you want your learners to acquire when
teaching them the English language?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.4) Four language skills, | want them to become good speakers so
that they do well in activities such as debate. | also want them to become good readers

and writers.

Researcher: What are the skills do you want or hope that your learners will acquire
from your lessons?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.4) | do want my learners acquire the four language skills, that why
most of the time | make them read a story aloud, thereafter, | ask those who were
listening to describe its content, you see when do that | make sure they improve both

their reading and listening skills.

Researcher: Are there any other skills that you incorporate when teaching the language
content?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.5) Yes, What is most important now is for them to master
language conventions like parts of speech. As for other skills such as ability to make

logical arguments will be acquired at their later stage of learning.

Researcher: What kind of instruction do you use in your lessons and why?
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Grade 5 Teacher: (0.4) | focus more on grammar skills when | teach my learners
despite the fact that we are guided by pacesetter. | personally think that is unfair to
teach our learners other skills when they don’t have solid foundation, anyway that will

also be a waste of time because they won’t understand them.

Researcher: What types of activities do you engage your learners in?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.6) | may be wrong but | think reading and listening they did them
in lower grades. Hence, | focus mostly on speaking and writing activities, | do with them
activities such as discussion of characters from stories we read or sometimes retell
those stories in sequence. Because | have realised that they struggle mostly with these

two.

Researcher: Do you organise them sequentially according to their level of their
difficulty, if you do why and if you do not could you give the reason?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.2) It depends what you teach, but according to their level of
difficulty | would say. The reason is they need to know simple things before you teach

them what is difficult.

Researcher: What is your understanding of HOT?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.8) “(laughing)” | can’t plainly tell what HOT is, but my little
understanding is that it about teaching learners to think better. By adding higher order
before thinking, it may mean that you teach them better skills of thinking. Do | teach it; |
think | try to teach my learners to think? Isn’t it that the whole purpose of schooling is
about that?

Researcher: Do you think CAPS is encouraging the teaching of HOTs in your phase
and if it does, how do you implement that in your classroom?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.4) I think it does because it says we must teach our learners to be
creative, but the curriculum designers do not understand what we are dealing with in

rural schools, if a learner in grade 5 can’t read or write how can you teach them to think,

115



you spend a lot of time dealing with the basics. So to even thinking about teaching them

other important skills is not gone work.

Researcher: Do you think is important to teach high order thinking skills, if yes why?
Grade 5 Teacher: (0.3) Yes, | think they must be taught, so that our learners become

better thinkers.

Researcher: Do you think, thinking skills appear automatically in learners or they need
to be encouraged?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.5) | think they need to be encouraged, even though may be
difficult to know how to do it.

Researcher: Do you know about Bloom’s Taxonomy and do you even try to use some
of its principle?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.3) | heard of it but | do not really use it as a guide when | teach,
but | think some of its aspects are part of CAPS’s pacesetter that we use in our classes

every day, in a way | might be using it indirectly when | teach.

Researcher: Do you have any thinking frame or theory-based framework that you use
when teaching your learners English FAL?

Grade 5 Teacher: (0.4) | haven’'t heard of any, by and large I'm guided by pacesetter
when | teach, but to say that | have thinking frame | would be lying, because | don’t

have any specific one that | use.

Researcher: Thank you for taking time out to answer my questions.

Transcript: Interview 4
Duration: 25 minutes
Date: 20 October 2017

Interviewer: Researcher
Interviewee: Grade 6 teacher
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Interview Setting: the interview was conducted in a classroom of the school where the
teacher works. It was on Wednesday 11:30 AM morning.

(Interview Start)

Researcher: Thank you so much for allowing me to interview you.

Grade 6 Teacher: No, it's okay.

Researcher: How long have you been teaching English?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) | have been an English teacher for 7 years.

Researcher: Are there any challenges that you encounter in teaching this language?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.5) There are quite a lot, | think you would agree that to teach
English to learners who are not the first speakers of English presents many challenges.
You need to develop confidence in them to that they can participate in activities that

require them to speak. They cannot read, so you need to teach them how to read.

Researcher: Could you briefly describe the content and structure to your lessons?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) Most part of the content and structure of my lessons is based

on grammar related activities of the English language.

Researcher: What are the most important skills you want your learners to acquire when
teaching them the English language?
Grade 6 Teacher: | think as English teachers that the most important skills that we

should teach our learners is to read, write, speak and listen.

Researcher: Are there any other skills that you incorporate when teaching the language
content?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.5) In the phase that my learners are, they should be taught
language conversions firs, this means they must now how to use demonstrative
pronouns, use nouns that only have plural form and so forth. These are the skills
concentrate on when interacting with my learners. As they advance into Senior and FET

phase they would have acquired solid base to learn other various skills.
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Researcher: What kind of instruction do you use in your lessons and why?
Grade 6 Teacher: | ask them to read stories and when they are done, | ask them

guestions based on what we read.

Researcher: What are the skills do you want or hope that your learners will acquire
from your lessons?

Grade 6 Teacher: The four language skills, I think that are most important.

Researcher: What types of activities do you engage your learners in?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) They are many, activities such as role-playing, drama, signing,
debate, they are many. But you have to understand that everything that teachers do is
based on the pacesetter. Even if you come with your own activities, you must keep on

referring from those that are in pacesetter.

Researcher: Do you organise them sequentially according to their level of their
difficulty, if you do why and if you do not could you give the reason?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) I think this is how learning must be, but with our learners you
spend too much time teaching them simple things, because | don’t think they are ready

for difficult things.

Researcher: What is your understanding of HOT?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.7) | guess it has to do with teaching learners to think. But | find it
challenging to form any clear picture in my mind of what it is and also how to exactly
teach that to my learners. | can’t give a direct and clear answer to the question, is too

abstract to me.

Researcher: Do you think CAPS is encouraging the teaching of HOTs in your phase
and if it does, how do you implement that in your classroom?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) There some other skills | guess in the pacesetter that need our
learners to think, though they may not specified as thinking ones, they are somehow

related. But you know how that may be difficult to teach rural learners those skills.
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Researcher: Do you think is important to teach high order thinking skills, if yes why?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.2) | may say yes, is good to have thinking learners.

Researcher: Do you think, thinking skills appear automatically in learners or they need
to be encouraged?

Grade 6 Teacher:(04) | don'’t think they appear automatically; they need to be taught.

Researcher: Do you know about Bloom’s Taxonomy and do you even try to use some
of its principle?

Grade 6 Teacher: (03) | do know about it, how to use it is another story.

Researcher: Do you have any thinking frame or theory-based framework that they use
when teaching your learners English FAL?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) No, | don’t have any thinking frame that | use when teaching
English to my learners. Everything | do with my learners is based on the pacesetter that

has been provided to us by CAPS.

Researcher: Thank you for taking time out to answer my questions.

Transcript: Interview 5

Duration: 25 minutes

Date: 23 October 2017

Interviewer: Researcher

Interviewee: Grade 6 teacher

Interview Setting: the interview was conducted in quiet office of the school where the
teacher works. It was on Wednesday 10:30 AM morning.

(Interview start)

Researcher: Thank you so much for allowing me to interview you.

Grade 6 Teacher: My pleasure sir.
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Researcher: How long have you been teaching English and how has your experience
been so far?

Grade 6 Teacher: “(laughing)” is about 15 years now and it has been a journey that is
full of constant challenges.

Researcher: Are there any challenges that you encounter in teaching this language?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.7) By JUST teaching English in rural school is enough challenge
on its own, to teach learners who come from low English input environment is a big
challenge. Another THING some of our learners don’t have enough support with their
school work in their homes, when | mark their home works it shows that they were not

helped by someone who is more advanced in English language.

Researcher: Could you briefly describe the content and structure to your lessons?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) | channel a lot of my energy on important areas, but mostly |

focus on of the grammar of English.

Researcher: What kind of instruction do you use in your lessons and why?

Grade 6 Teacher: (03) Even though | am guided by the CAPS’s pacesetter, most of my
lessons are oriented around the basics of the language, What | mean is that | teach
grammar a lot even in activities that require other skills. The reason is because | want

my learners to have a solid ground in English language.

Researcher: What are the skills do you want or hope that your learners will acquire
from your lessons?
Grade 6 Teacher: Four language skills, | want them to become good writers, speakers,

listeners and readers.

Researcher: Are there any other skills that you incorporate when teaching the language
content?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.10) In my lesson | try to include other skills like brainstorming of

ideas, but the problem is that most of our learners don’t have basic knowledge of
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language structure. So | have decided to dedicate most of my lessons on building their
knowledge of the language content, like knowing the use of countable and uncountable
nouns. | am forced to include in the bulk of my lessons the VERr-r-r-r-r-r-y rudiments of

English language.

Researcher: What types of activities do you engage your learners in?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.2) Most of the activities that | give them are connected to four
language skills, which are speaking, listening, reading and writing. So | make sure that
they read poems and identify rhyming words in it so that they improve their listening
skills. Sometimes they read and discuss timetable to improve their reading skills; | also

ask them to write diary entries for that reason.

Researcher: Do you organise them sequentially according to their level of their
difficulty, if you do why and if you do not could you give the reason?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) You need to start them with the easier stuff and move to the

challenging ones.

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) | think as a teacher you have to use your own discretion, even if
CAPS requires us to implement certain things like thinking, is not always possible.
Honestly speaking | try to engage them in discussions and role plays, but you end up

doing those things since most of them will not participate.

Researcher: What is your understanding of HOT?

Grade 6 Teacher: (0.7) To be honest with you, my understanding of that is bit hazy. |
really can’t give a definite answer to that. Even to say how to implement its principles in
my class | find it bit complicated to explain to be honest. | don't know, sometimes | might

be teaching it without being even aware. You know that is possible “(laughing).”

Researcher: Do you think CAPS is encouraging the teaching of HOTs in your phase

and if it does, how do you implement that in your classroom?
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Grade 6 Teacher: (0.3) | would say that it does because it mentions them, but as you
know teaching in rural schools you need to teach learners things that you see that they
will improve their English, and most of the time is grammar related aspects of the

language.

Researcher: Do you think is important to teach high order thinking skills, if yes why?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) Yes, | think they need to be taught. Why, our learners may
become better people if they think right.

Researcher: Do you think, thinking skills appear automatically in learners or they need
to be encouraged?
Grade 6 Teacher: (0.4) | don’t think they can appear if they are not taught, as teachers

| think we need to know how to teach them.

Researcher: Do you know about Bloom’s Taxonomy and do you even try to use some
of its principle?
Grade 6 Teacher: (04) | heard of it, but | do not use it in my teaching, simple because |

don’t have any training on how to use it.
Researcher: Do you have any thinking frame or theory-based framework that you use
when teaching your learners English FAL?

Grade 6 Teacher: | would lie sir, | don’t have any.

Researcher: Thank you so much.
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Appendix D: PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM FOR TEACHERS

Title of Study: Teaching higher order thinking skills in English second language

learning: the case of three intermediate schools in Mankweng circuit

Researcher: Mr. Peter Magwele, University of Limpopo (Department of Languages)

Introduction

You are requested to take part in a research study that investigate the teaching of
higher order thinking skills (HOTs) in English second language classroom.

You were selected as a possible participant because the nature of my study requires
intermediate English FAL teachers’ perspectives.

| ask that you read this form and ask any question that you may have before agreeing to

be in the study.

Purpose of Study

The main purpose of the study is to establish whether higher order thinking skills
(HOTs) are encouraged in the intermediate English second language learning
classrooms; it seeks to determine the extent to which HOTs are used in English second
language learning classrooms. In the same way, it attempts to find whether grade 4
English second language teachers have conceptual grounding on how HOTs should be
infused in their classroom practices; and also it tries to identify any evidence of HOTs in
4th graders’ workbooks. Ultimately, this research may be presented as a paper and
subsequently published.
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Description of the Study Procedures

If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to do the following things: after | would
have introduced myself and explained fully the aim of my research study to you, | will
request you to be interviewed by me. The interview will be about your teaching practices
as an English second language teacher in the intermediate phase. Additionally, the
interview will include questions about: the content and structure of your lessons; the
lesson objectives before you interact with your learners; the kind of instruction you use
in your lessons and the reason for using that. Likewise, the questions will be about the
skills you want or hope that your learners will acquire from your lessons, the types of
activities you engage your learners in and why those activities; and also, the way you
organise those activities, whether they are organised sequentially according to their

level of their difficulty or not. The duration of the interview will be 25 minutes.

What are the possible risks or discomforts to you?

Your participation in this study does not involve any physical or emotional risk to you
beyond that of everyday life. Your reputation in the study will certainly not be

compromised.

Confidentiality

This study will be done anonymously; | will not collect or retain any information about
your identity. Also, I will ensure that the interview material or schedule, on which | will be
writing your responses during the interview, will be kept strictly confidential. This
material will also be destroyed after the writing up process, which is data analysis. | will
use shredder to do that. Furthermore, | will not include any information in any report that
| may publish that would make it possible to identify you.

Right to Refuse or Withdraw
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The decision to participate in this study is entirely up to you. In the same way, you may
refuse to take part in the study at any time without affecting your relationship with either
me, the investigator of the study or your school. Moreover, you have the right not to
answer any single question, as well as to withdraw completely from the interview at any
point during the process. You also have the right to request that the interviewer not use

any of your interview material.

Right to Ask Questions and Report Concerns

Please note that you have the right to ask questions about this research study and to
have those questions answered by me before, during or after the research. If you have
any further questions about the study, at any time feel free to contact me, Peter
Magwele, at petermagwele7@gmail.com or by mobile phone at 0766076557. Equally,

if you like, a summary of the results of the study will be sent to you.

Options for Participation

Please initial your choice for the options below:

____The researcher may contact me again to participate in future research activities.
____The researcher may NOT contact me again regarding future research.

Please take all the time you need to read through this document and decide whether
you would like to participate in this research study or not.

If you agree to participate in this research study, please sign below. You will be given a
signed and dated copy of this form to keep, along with any other printed materials

deemed necessary by the study investigators.

Participant Signature Date

Investigator Signature Date

125


mailto:petermagwele7@gmail.com

126





