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Abstract:

This study investigated the effect of using a constructivist learning program based on
constructivist Bybee model (2009) 5Es that stands for (Engagement, Exploration,
Explanation, Elaboration, and Evaluation), for developing some argumentative writing
skills and Self-Efficacy among Palestinians' secondary stage students. Participants of
the study were two classes of first year secondary stage students divided into a control
group and an experimental group. Two classes randomly chosen from the first year
secondary stage, Salfeet school, The West Bank, Palestine. The instruments were. a
questionnaire for necessary skills of an argumentative writing, an argumentative
writing pre-posttest and an analytic scoring rubric, and a self-efficacy scale. The pre
argumentative writing and self-efficacy scale were administered to both groups. The
control group was taught through regular instruction, whereas, the proposed program
based on constructivist 5Es model was applied on the experimental group. Finally, the
post- argumentative writing test and self-efficacy scale were administered to both
groups. Results showed that the experimental group performed better in the post-
argumentative writing test and the post self -efficacy scale. This showed that using the
proposed program based on constructivist SEs model to develop EFL argumentative
writing skills and self-efficacy for the secondary stage students is effective.
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Introduction:

Nowadays there is a revolution in education, one that deals with the
philosophy of how one teach, the relationship between teacher and
student, the way in which a classroom is structured, and the nature of
curriculum. there is a powerful pedagogy, one that has been developing
over the past hundred years. It embraces social issues, the culture of the
classroom, life-long learning concerns, and technology. The basic issues
of such pedagogy can be described through such key words as
“constructivism”, “learner centered”, “problem-based”, centering on the
idea that people learn best when involved in the topic, motivated to seek
out new knowledge and skills as they are needed to solve the problem at
hand. The problem at heart as will be shown after wards is the bad need
of developing argumentative writing skills and self - efficacy for
secondary stage students in Palestine. This is very important because it is
via argumentative writing that a person can communicate a variety of
messages to a close or distant reader. Argumentative writing is one of the
writing modes that promote reasoning and critical thinking skills which
are often figured in the democratic society where different points of view
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are criticized, analyzed and supported. To give his point of view, student
considers his opinion on a controversial issue and supports his opinion
with arguments for the purpose of getting the audience to change their
mind on the controversial issue to reflect his point of view. Ultimately,
the writer is successful when the audience accepts his beliefs on the
ground of his discourse (Moore, 2009). Argumentative writing is one of
the writing styles which need a critical reader to analyze, criticize and
support different viewpoints.

Argumentative writing is a fundamental writing style which is
required in higher schools to compose various writing tasks. The goal of
argumentative writing is to convince an audience, and it is done in a
situation where there exists a conflict between the beliefs and attitudes of
the writer/speaker and the reader/audience. The writing of formal
argument places heavy cognitive demands on the writer. It involves
logical and coherent reasoning, which are acquired in cognitive
development (Dastjerdi and Samian, 2011).

The importance of argumentative writing for academic success and
for general life purposes has been considered in particular disciplines,
Benetos (2006) stressed that argumentative writing is a valued genre in a
range of disciplines and curricula because it requires that writers develop
logical relationships between ideas and a deep and multi-faceted
understanding of the topic. In school settings, critical thinking is often
assessed by asking students to identify the issue, consider different view
point, and respond to counterarguments. Argumentative writing is not a
skill that can be easily acquired. Kuhn cited in (Chase, 2011) investigated
the response of the adults and children to questions about controversial
issues. Kuhn found that they are not able to relate evidence in order to
claim which is essential if the argument is to be valid or not. Kuhn
concluded that more controversial topics should be given to the students
to be discussed to make valid arguments and that need specific
pedagogical guidance on argumentation and self-efficacy.

Self-efficacy is a strong sense that enhances students'
accomplishment and personal well-being in many ways. Students with
high assurance in their capabilities approach difficult tasks as challenges
to be mastered rather than threats to be avoided. Such an efficacious
outlook fosters intrinsic interest and deep engrossment in activities.
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Students set challenging goals and maintain strong commitment to them.
It heightens and sustains student's efforts in the face of failure. So, they
quickly recover their sense of efficacy after failures or setbacks. They
attribute failure to insufficient effort or deficient knowledge and skills
which are acquirable. They approach threatening situations with
assurance that they can exercise control over them. Such an efficacious
outlook produces personal accomplishments, reduces stress and lowers
vulnerability to depression.

In contrast, students who doubt their capabilities shy away from
difficult tasks which they view as personal threats. They have low
aspirations and weak commitment to the goals they choose to pursue.
When faced with difficult tasks, they dwell on their personal deficiencies,
on the obstacles they will encounter, and all kinds of adverse outcomes
rather than concentrate on how to perform successfully. They slacken
their efforts and give up quickly in the face of difficulties. They are slow
to recover their sense of efficacy following failure or setbacks. Because
they view insufficient performance as deficient aptitude, it does not
require much failure for them to lose faith in their capabilities. They fall
easy victim to stress and depression, (Bandura, 2001).

Teaching of writing need to switch from conventional learning
model (which is based on the assumption that knowledge can be
transferred intact from the mind of the teacher to the student's mind) to
the modern model of learning (constructivism). Learning models of a
constructivist approach is not implemented in isolation, but are
implemented in full in accordance with their interests, abilities, and
learning needs. Aspects of language, language skills, and vocabulary are
presented simultaneously as a whole taking into account the level of
development of the emotional, cognitive, and socio-cultural. The
Constructivist Learning Approach (C L A); is a suitable approach for
learning writing so, In Writing, teachers should engage their students in
the creative process, excite them about how their texts are coming out
into being, give them insights into how they operate as they create their
work, and to alter their concepts of what writing involves.

Context of the problem:

From the literature review and the researcher's experience as a
teacher of English language at Salfeet school in Palestine. The researcher
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observed that argumentative writing skills were not given much attention
when teaching English to the secondary stage students. This may be due
to the evaluation system adopted that mainly focuses on grammar,
reading and writing yet totally neglecting argumentative writing skills.

The researcher reviewed the previous studies related to the EFL
argumentative writing skills and self-efficacy, which revealed the actual
problem in them. She noticed that most of the students have some
negative attitudes towards writing. For example, they have some
difficulties in expressing what they want to write. They could not write
either simple coherent sentences or a paragraph. To make sure of this, the
researcher conducted a pilot study.

The researcher administered an EFL. argumentative writing test and
self-efficacy scale to a group of (30) students of the first year secondary
stage to write a paragraph about the importance of EFL writing skills for
them, and if it is easy to write it. Analyzing students' written texts, it was
clear that most students' writing were incoherent. They did not write
proper topic sentences, supporting details and concluding sentences.
Further, they did not use linking words to write coherent sentences. This
could be due to the students themselves; they have some problems to
express their ideas in English.

Also, a number of studies have proven weakness in argumentative
writing skills like Helwa (2014) who studied the effectiveness of a
program based on the combination of relevance and confidence
motivational strategies on developing EFL argumentative writing skills
and overcoming writing apprehension among students teachers at the
faculty of education. The results of the study revealed that the
participants' EFL argumentative writing skills developed after the
implementation of the combination of relevance and confidence
motivational strategies based program.

Ali's (2011) study aimed at investigating the effect of a suggested
program based on multiple intelligences on developing some
argumentative writing skills of the fourth-year primary education
prospective teachers of English. Mahmoud (2007) examined applying a
constructivist-learning model in Al-Fayouum preparatory schools on the
second cycle of basic education learners’ acquisition of some
grammatical concepts and their attitudes towards using the model.
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A Pilot study:

To determine the level of the student's mastery of argumentative
writing skills, a pilot study was conducted on 35 students from the first
year secondary stage, Salfeet School, The West Bank, Palestine. For the
argumentative writing skills, an argumentative writing test was designed
by the researcher. The participants were required to attempt these
argumentative writing skills:

Table (1)
Argumentative writing skills

Making the right argument:

1- Analyze opinions

2- Evaluate opinions.

3- State the opposite point of view.
4- Refute the opposite view

Organization:

5- Write a well-organized introduction.
6- Write a well-organized body.
7- Write a well-organized conclusion.

Thesis statement:

8- Write a clear, convincing thesis statement.
9- Write a positive thesis statement.

10- Write a negative thesis statement.

11- Support argument.

12- Give reasons for argument.

Table (2)
Results of the argumentative writing test of the pilot study
N Mean S D deviation percentage
30 4.2 1.8 36%

Results in table (2) indicate that the percentage of the mean score of
the students on argumentative writing test is 36%. The above results
show that students have difficulties in writing an argumentative writing.
The results obtained showed that those students seem to face difficulty in
producing convenient cohesive and meaningful pieces of writing with
accepted structural form. That may be due to the lack of knowledge in
this specific genre on one hand and to the traditional method of teaching
argumentative writing on the other hand.
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Statement of the problem:

Based on the results of the reviewed of literature and related studies
and the results of the pilot study made by the researcher, the problem of
this study can be stated as EFL secondary stage students' exhibit poor
writing skills to write a good argumentative paragraph; as well as, they
lack self-efficacy. They lack the ability to produce an argumentative
paragraph supporting a point of view using the evidences and proofs to
strengthen their opinions. They are unable to address varied readers; they
cannot adapt an idea, defend it and persuade the reader by evidences and
proofs. Hence, the present study attempted to investigate the effect of a
suggested constructivist - based program for enhancing the self-efficacy
and developing the argumentative writing skills for the secondary stage
students in Palestine.

Questions of the study

To tackle the research problem, the present study tried to answer the
following main question:

What is the effect of a proposed program -based on the constructivist
model (5Es) to develop EFL argumentative writing skills and self-
efficacy among first year secondary stage students in Palestine?

To answer this question, the following sub-questions were attempted:

1-What are the EFL argumentative writing skills required to be
developed for first year secondary stage students in Palestine?

2-What are the required self-efficacy dimensions to be developed
for the first year secondary stage students in Palestine?

3-What is the actual level of argumentative writing skills of students
at the first year secondary stage students in Palestine?

4-What is the real level of the students' self-efficacy in the first year
secondary stage in Palestine?

5-What are the main features of the proposed program -based on the
constructivist learning model (five Es) designed for developing the EFL
argumentative writing skills and self-efficacy of the first year secondary
school students in Palestine?
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6- What is the effect of the proposed program on each argumentative
writing skill for the first year secondary stage students in Palestine?

7-What is the effect of the proposed program on each dimension of
the self - efficacy scale (General Self - Efficacy Scale English Self-
Efficacy Perceptions Concerning Writing- Self-Efficacy Perceptions
Concerning Motivation and Expectations) for the first year secondary
stage students in Palestine?

Hypotheses of the study:
This study aims to verify the following hypotheses:

1-There is a statistically significant difference between the mean
scores of the experimental group and the control group on the
argumentative writing test, total skills and on making the right argument,
organization and thesis statement in favor of the experimental group.

2-There is a statistically significant difference between mean scores
of the pre and post administrations of the argumentative writing test of
the experimental group, total skills and on making the right argument,
organization and thesis statement, in favor of the post one.

3-There is a statistically significant difference between the pre and
post administrations of the mean scores of the experimental group on the
self-efficacy scale in all dimensions, in favor of the post administration.
Aim of the study:

This study mainly aimed at: Developing the required EFL
argumentative writing skills and self - efficacy for the secondary stage
students in Palestine through a constructivist - based program.
Significance of the study:

The study attempted to:

1-Provide empirical evidence to the value of adopting the
constructivist five E’s learning model - based program in reaching the
most learning incomes.

2-Offer the program that contains guidelines and procedures of
implementing the constructivist five E’s model and serves best in
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teaching EFL argumentative writing skills to secondary stage students.

3-Direct the attention of EFL researchers, instructors, educators,
course designers, curriculum developers, language specialists to the
effect of the constructivist five E’s model based learning program on
improving secondary stage students EFL argumentative writing skills.

4-Direct the attention of EFL researchers, instructors, educators,
course designers, curriculum developers, language specialists to the
effect of the constructivist five E’s model based learning program on
improving secondary students self-efficacy.

Variables of the study:

1-The independent variable is the constructivist five E’s model -
based program used with the experimental group.

2-The dependent variables are:

— The performance of the students on the argumentative writing
skills post administration of the test.

— The level of students' self-efficacy at the secondary stage in the
post administration of the self - efficacy scale.
Delimitations of the study:

The study was delimited to:

— Two classes randomly chosen from the first year secondary stage,
Salfeet school, The West Bank, Palestine to be the participants of the
study

— Developing the required argumentative writing skills that are
(Making the right argument- Organization- Thesis statement) according
to the final form of the present study checklist.

— Teaching specific forms of writing that suit the required
argumentative writing skills as follows:

1. writing an argumentative statement.
2. writing an argumentative introduction,

3. supporting argument using various techniques and methods of
development
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4. linking supporting arguments using appropriate connectives,
5. refuting and argument,
6. writing an argumentative conclusion

— Self-efficacy scale (General Self-Efficacy Scale English Self-
Efficacy Perceptions Concerning Writing- Self-Efficacy Perceptions
Concerning Motivation and Expectations) according to the final form of
the present study scale.

Definition of terms:

1-Constructivism:

According to Elliott et al., (2000) Constructivism is an "approach to
learning that holds people actively to construct or make their own
knowledge and that reality is determined by the experiences of the
learner”.

Mvududu and Thiel-Burgess (2012) stated that constructivism is
widely touted as an approach to probe for children’s level of
understanding and to show that that understanding can increase and
change to higher level thinking. Thus, constructivism refers to how of
learning and thinking. Constructivism describes the way that the students
can make sense of the material and also how the materials can be taught
effectively.

Twomey Fosnot (1989) defined constructivism according to four
principles: (1) learning depends on what individuals already know, (2)
new ideas occur as individuals adapt and change their old ideas, (3)
learning involves inventing ideas rather than mechanically accumulating
a series of facts, (4) meaningful learning occurs through rethinking old
ideas and coming to new conclusions about new ideas which conflict
with our old ideas.

The researcher defines Constructivism operationally in the present
study as the theory of learning that maintains the learners to construct or
create their own understandings through the interaction between what
they already know and believe and the ideas, events, and activities with
which they come in. So, it not the teacher who can simply give the
knowledge to the students at their class rather learners construct
knowledge through an active process development.
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2- The five E’s model:

Bybee (2009) defines the SE model as a model of teaching that
consists of five phases. The five E's stand for the following: (E)
Engagement, Exploration, Explanation, Elaboration, and Evaluation

According to Llewellyn (2007), the SE model “is the model that can
help “students move from concrete experiences to the development of
understanding and to the application of the principles” it consists of five
phases of instruction within the learning cycle: Engagement, Exploration,
Explanation, Elaboration and Evaluation

The researcher used Bybee's model operationally in the present
study as a model of teaching that consists of five phases, each of the 5 E's
describes a phase of learning, and each phase begins with the letter "E":
Engage, Explore, Explain, Elaborate, and Evaluate. It allows students and
teachers to experience common activities, to use and build on prior
knowledge and experience, to construct meaning, and to continually
assess their understanding of a concept.

3- Argumentative writing:

Benetos (2006) defines argumentative writing as follows “Genres
such as argumentation are thought to require students to process
information deeply and to construct relationships among ideas, thereby
attaining increased understanding and recall of curriculum material”

The researcher defines, operationally in the present study,
argumentative writing as the act of analyzing information to create
convincing reasons and drawing conclusions to apply them to the case in
discussion. These reasons should be developed by providing certain facts,
examples and opinions to make the points of view more acceptable.

4- Self-efficacy:

Bandura, (2001) defined self-efficacy as " an individual's belief in
his /her capacity to execute behaviors necessary to produce specific
performance attainments."

Bandura (2006) described perceived self-efficacy as peoples’ beliefs
in their capabilities to produce given attainments. Self-efficacy beliefs
are related to motivational behavior and stand for individuals’
perceptions of how capable they are of performing certain specific tasks
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or activities (Graham, 2007). Self-efficacy is a psychological construct
that plays important roles in many multi-dimensional and complex
processes including, of course, foreign or second language learning. Self-
efficacy people’s beliefs in their capabilities to accomplish or attain a
desired goal or do a certain task (Bandura,20006).

The researcher defined, operationally in the present study, self-
efficacy as the student's belief in his ideas and information to argue for
his own point of view and strengthen his opinions with evidence and
proofs.

Theoretical Background:

This section is divided into four sections, dealing with the literature
and previous studies related to the variables of the present study. The first
section deals with argumentative writing skills. The second section
covers self-efficacy among the students in Palestine. The third section
focuses on the constructivist learning approach and its role in developing
argumentative writing skills and other skills in the field of TEFL and the
related studies to the constructivist learning approach.

1. Argumentative writing:

Effective writing is essential for effective communication.
Constructivism advocates the process approach for teaching English
writing in contrast with the traditional product oriented method because
the method of constructivism helps students to organize creative ideas in
writing literary works. Constructivism can help students take a more
active role in their learning, giving them a forum to ask questions and
take part in discussions about a subject presented to them. This is
opposed to a more passive approach where students are expected to listen
to a lecture and absorb information.

Students can develop ideas, characterizations, good storylines and
the ability to raise current phenomena in writing stories. Unlike other
language skill, writing includes many conventions spelling, punctuation,
capitalization, grammar and paragraphing. Virtually the writer should use
conventions to enhance the readability of the paper. Consequently,
spelling should be correct. Punctuation should be smooth and guide the
reader through the paper. Capitalization should be used correctly and
paraphrasing should enhance organization (El-Meshry, 2013).
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Nature and Types of argumentation:

Due to the variety of its study approaches, it is difficult to find
accurate or all-inclusive description of argumentation in the literature.
Perhaps that is main reason why most researchers find it more acceptable
to identify argumentation by its components, purposes or functions.
Wingate, (2012) for example, mentioned three-part description
argumentation based on what the students need to write a good
argumentative paragraph; (1) the evaluation of content knowledge. (2)
the writer’s progress of a position, (3) the presentation of that position in
coherent manner.

Hillocks (2011) states that argumentative writing is that which
supports a claim through the analysis of a topic or text using sound
reasoning and valid evidence. It is meant to urge writers to think
logically, to be analytical and to learn to rely on evidences as they assess
sources in both life and literature.

Importance of Argumentative writing:

Argumentation is considered one of the most important aims of the
academic writing. The importance of having knowledge and instruction
in argumentative is stressed writing. Arguments have always been an
essential part of the society from the times of Aristotle and before.
Arguments are present in every field of learners’ lives from writing a
persuasive essay for winning a debate or convincing persons during a
political campaign or for selling a product or making real-life decisions.
Harria (2010), this genre of writing is essential for the development of
logical thinking, in addition to its importance in showing the relation
between languages and thinking.

Components of Argumentative writing:

Toumlin as cited in Qin (2009) suggested a model of argumentation
in which he stated that argumentation includes the following elements a)
Claim, which is an assertion presented in response to problem, b)
Warrant, which supports the relation between the claim and data, d)
Backing, known as support of the Warrant, e) Qualifier, which is a term
indicating the probable nature of the claim and f)-Reservation, which
refers to the circumstances under which the Warrant will not be accepted
and cannot support the claim. These elements represent the basis of
argumentative discourse and organizational framework for argumentative
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essay writing. The following table summarizes the components of the
elements of this argumentative writing model.

Table (3)
The elements in Toumlin Model of argument structure

Elements Definitions
. A proposition explaining a particular position and expressed by
Claim .
a thesis statement.
Fundament Data Evidences which are used to support and validate claims and
al elements provide reasons for why such claims should be accepted.
Warrant The underlying assumption that bring the reason and claim
together.

Backing | Providing extra reasons as an elaboration of evidence.
Acknowledging opposing points of view and refuting them using
sound evidence

Are words indicating degree of force or certainly attached to the
claim.

Secondary | Rebuttal
element

Qualifiers

El-Deen's (2011) study aimed at developing the necessary reading
skills for Egyptian EFL first year secondary school students, through the
use of a proposed program based on social constructivist learning model
(scaffolding).. The study results revealed evidence that there were
statistically significant differences at 0.01 level between the mean scores
of the control and the experimental groups on the post-test, in favor of
the experimental group in overall meta cognitive reading skills as well as
the meta cognitive reading skills awareness scale, in favor of the post
administration.

2. Self-Efficacy:

Self-efficacy conceptualizes students’ beliefs in their capabilities in
a specified field or task. Bandura (2006) describes perceived self-efficacy
as peoples’ beliefs in their capabilities to produce given attainments.
Self-efficacy beliefs are related to motivational behavior and stand for
individuals® perceptions of how capable they are of performing certain
specific tasks or activities (Graham, 2007). Self-efficacy is a psychological
construct that plays important roles in many multi-dimensional and
complex processes including, of course, foreign or second language
learning. Self-efficacy is people’s beliefs in their capabilities to
accomplish or attain a desired goal or do a certain task (Bandura, 2006).
In Bandura’s terms these are beliefs in one's capability to organize and
execute the courses of action required to manage prospective situations.
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Nature and source of self-efficacy:

To give an overview of the nature and sources of self-efficacy
beliefs, it can be maintained that the originator of the theory, Bandura
(1986) names four sources of self-efficacy; According to Bandura (1997)
individuals form self-efficacy beliefs by interpreting information
regarding their own capabilities. This information stems from four
sources: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion,
and physiological and affective states.

1- Mastery Experiences: The first and foremost source of self-
efficacy is through mastery experiences. However nothing is more
powerful than having a direct experience of mastery to increase self-
efficacy (Anderson & Betz, 2001).

2- Vicarious Experiences: The second source of self-efficacy comes
from our observation of people around us (Britner & Pajares, 2006).

3- Verbal Persuasion: Influential people in our lives can strengthen
our beliefs that we have what it takes to succeed which means that we are
more likely to put in the effort and sustain it when problems arise (Usher
& Pajares, 2008, 2009)

4- Emotional & Physiological States: The state you are in will
influence how you judge your self-efficacy (Chen& Usher, 2013).

The importance of self-efficacy in learning:

Self-efficacy that students have will help do the tasks well. Students
who have good self-efficacy tend to be proactive, competitive and
creative work diligently and finish well so that it can have an impact on
improving learning outcomes, while students with low self-efficacy tend
to avoid difficult tasks.

Elsayed's study (2021). aimed at investigating the effect of an e-
mentoring model on developing EFL student teachers’ self-efficacy and
emotional intelligence. The study adopted the pre- experimental one
group pre-post administration design. In the Faculty of Education, Ain
Shams University during their practicum in three different public
schools. Their instruments were used in the study before and after the
experiment. Results of the study revealed that the e-mentoring model was
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effective in developing pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy as well as
emotional intelligence.

Suleyman & Nese's (2014). Study probed into possible effects of E-
learning experiences on English self-efficacy by enabling participants to
listen to language learning podcasts repetitively and do related task-based
activities. It focuses on first-year university students’ self-efficacy
perceptions of listening, speaking, reading and writing at elementary,
intermediate and advanced levels. Participants’ self-efficacy perceptions
concerning motivation and expectations were analyzed. Findings support
the idea that novel technology-based applications can have positive
outcomes for language learning. However, participants’ self-efficacy did
not improve may be due to the fact that the program duration was
insufficient.

3. Constructivism:

Constructivism is an important approach that considers the learner as
an important component of the learning process. It is actually a
philosophy not pedagogy. It is not a theory about teaching, but it is a
theory about knowledge and learning (Foston & Perry, 2005). The
constructivism philosophy concentrates on knowledge construction not
knowledge production; Knowledge in the constructivist view is a
developmental, culturally and socially meditated, and in this way, non-
objective. It treated learning as self-organized process of solving inner
cognitive arguments that often become clear through contextual
situations, collaborative context, and reflection.

The nature of constructivism:

Constructivism has different faces and it has been used by numbers
of people and for various aims so there is not agreement on its meaning.
Yet, there have been some endeavors to clarify its meaning; according to
Hein (1991) constructivism indicates the notion that learners construct
knowledge for themselves, each learner individually (or socially). For
O’loughin (1992) constructivism refers to it as the process of
constructing and creating a concept. This mental construction then guides
following actions with objects or events.
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Importance of constructivism theory:

Constructivism is important as it is grounded in students’ active
participation in problem solving and critical thinking. Moreover, there
are several benefits from applying constructivism theory in the
classroom. First, students learn more and enjoy learning more when they
are actively involved. Second, education does best when it concentrates
on thinking and understanding. Furthermore, constructivism concentrates
on learning how to think and understand. Third, constructivist learning is
transferable. It can be said that, in constructivist classrooms, students
create organizing principles that they can take with them to other learning
settings. Fourth, constructivism gives learners ownership of their own
learning since learning is based on learners’ explanation and explorations.

The Constructivist Classroom:

Learning activities, in constructivist classroom, concentrate on tasks
that attract the students’ attention. Moreover, a group of probing and
thoughtful questions encourages the students interact mentally and
emotionally with the context. Examples of learning tasks are the
completion of open-ended questions, the combining parts to construct
wholes, perspective taking, moral reasoning, suggesting solutions to
identified problems, and identification of multiple causes and effects.
Hassan (2008) added that every learning activity helps the students to
show their own potential, to use their experiences and understandings in
interacting with the authentic situation and fully participate in forming
relevant meaning. Learning activities give the students the chance to
work together, fully participate, and make use of questioning in resolving
disagreement and reaching an agreement.

The Constructivist Teacher and the five stages of the constructivist
learning model (SEs model)

Teacher in the constructivist classroom is conceptualized as a
facilitator of student understanding not a transmitter of knowledge. His
role is not to dispense knowledge, but to provide students with
opportunities and incentives to make meaning (Gould, 2005).

The Consistent and effective use of the SE learning cycle model may
be the first step to eliminating the achievement gap in language education.
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The constructivist learning model stages on phases beginning with the
letter E Bybee (1997) as cited in EI-Nagady et al (2005) were used in the
present study as follows:

1-Engagement:

In this stage the students’ first encounter and identify the
instructional task. Here they make connection between past and present
learning experiences, lay the organizational ground work for the
activities ahead to stimulate their involvement in the anticipation of these
activities. Asking questions, defining problems, showing surprising event
and acting out problematic situations are all ways to engage students and
focus them on the instructional tasks.

2- Exploration:

In the exploration stage students have the opportunity to get directly
involved with the phenomena and materials. Involving themselves in
these activities develop grounding of experience with the phenomenon.
As they work together in teams, students build base of common
experience which assists them in the process of sharing and
communicating.

3-Explanation:

This is the point at which the learner begins to put the abstract
experience through which he has gone into a communicable form.
Language provides motivation for sequencing events into logical format.
Common language enhances the sharing and communication between the
facilitator (teacher) and the learner. The facilitator can determine levels
of understanding and possible misconceptions. Created work such as
writing, drawing, videos, or tape recordings are communications that
provide recorded evidence of the learner’s development progress and
growth.

4-Elaboration:

In this stage, the students expand on the concepts they have learned,
make connections to other related concepts, and apply their
understandings to the world around them. These connections often lead
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to further inquiry and new understanding. Students present and defend
their explanations and identify and complete several experiences related
to the learning task. Facilitators provide an occasion for students to
cooperate on activities, discuss their current understanding, and
demonstrate their skills.

5-Evaluation:

The fifth ”E”, is an on-diagnostic process that allows the facilitator
to determine if the learners have attained understanding of concepts and
knowledge. Evaluation and assessment can occur at all points along the
continuum of the instructional process. Some of the tools that assist in
this diagnostic process are rubrics, teacher observation structured by
checklists, tests, project and problem-based learning products, and other
tests.

Several case studies have indicated the efficiency of applying
constructivism in contemporary classrooms. Alnagar (2018) investigated
the effectiveness of using a constructivist learning model for developing
some critical reading and argumentative writing skills among al-Azhar
secondary stage students. Results showed that experimental group
performed better in the post- critical reading and the argumentative
writing tests. It was concluded that using the constructivist SEs model to
develop EFL critical reading and argumentative writing for the secondary
stage students is very effective.

Commentary:

In general, from what has been reviewed of the related literature
that will be shown after wards, the characteristics of the constructivist
classroom developing argumentative writing lessons so, they have been
summed up by the researcher in the following points:

e Students learn more, and enjoy learning more when they are
actively involved, rather than being passive listeners.

e Education works best when it concentrates on thinking and
understanding, rather than on rote memorization. Constructivism
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concentrates on learning how to think, understand and persuade.

o Constructivist learning is transferable. In constructivist classrooms,
students create organizing principles that they can take with them to other
learning settings.

o Constructivist assessment engages the students' initiatives and
personal investments in their journals, research reports, physical models,
and artistic representations. Engaging the creative instincts develops
students' abilities to express knowledge through a variety of ways. The
students are also more likely to retain and transfer the new knowledge to
real life.

e Constructivism stimulates and engages students. Students in
constructivist classrooms learn to question things and to apply their
natural curiosity to the world.

Method of the study:

The previous chapter included the review of literature and studies
related to the variables of the study. This chapter includes method,
procedures, participants, and instruments of the study. It also deals with
the description of the constructivist approach based program to develop
argumentative writing and self-efficacy among secondary stage students
in Palestine.

Design of the Study:

The study adopted the quasi-experimental design. Two intact classes
were assigned to the experimental and control groups. The two groups
were protested to determine equivalence in the actual performance of both
groups in the argumentative writing skills and self-efficacy before the
experiment. Then, the experimental group was taught through the syllabus
prescribed in the textbook through (five E’s model constructivist -based
program). On the other hand, the control group was taught through the
regular instruction. Both groups were post-tested in argumentative writing
skills and self-efficacy to measure any possible improvement. The
following figure shows the experimental design of this study:
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E . Pre- test The study Material Post-test
xperimental group "
- Argumentative a program based on the A .
N .. - Argumentative
Writing constructivist approach Writi
Control group - Self- efficacy nting
scale The traditional way - Self- efficacy

Figure (1): The experimental design

Instruments and materials:
The following instruments and materials were used:

- An argumentative writing skills checklist. (Submitted to jury
members to specify the list of argumentative writing skills required to be
developed by first year secondary stage students)

- An argumentative writing skills test. (Used as a pre-posttest)
- A self-efficacy scale (used as a pre-post scale) (by the researcher).

- A scoring rubric for correcting the performance of the students in
the required argumentative writing skills test.

Participants of the study:

Participants in this study were two classes (70) randomly chosen
from the first year secondary stage students, Salfeet School, The West
Bank, and Palestine. The participants' age ranged from sixteen to
seventeen years old. Both groups were female classes, so no differences
could be attributed to this variable. They represented the inhabitants of
the area in which the experiment was performed. So, they reflected the
socio-economic background of that area.

The Experiment of the study:

The results of the t-test of the control and experiment group in the
pre administration of the pre-argumentative writing skills test and the pre
self-efficacy scale showed that the t-value is not significant in the three
parts and in the total score of the argumentative writing skills test. This
showed that there is no significant difference between the mean scores of
the control and experimental groups on the pre- test. In other words, this
means that at the beginning of the experiment, the two groups were
equivalent in their EFL argumentative writing skills concerning the three
parts (Making the right argument, Organization, Thesis statement) and in

373




2024 455 (5) s ) By ) Sy oyl Kl

the total score before conducting the experimental treatment. Also,
homogeneity between the two  groups was ensured through the
measurement of the level of the two groups and the self - efficacy scale
before the experiment as a whole and on each dimension of the self -
efficacy (General Self - Efficacy Scale English Self-Efficacy Perceptions
Concerning Writing- Self-Efficacy Perceptions Concerning Motivation
and Expectations).

Duration of the experiment:

Two days before the treatment in the experiment, the present study
argumentative writing test and the self- efficacy scale were administrated
to the control group and the experiment group of the study to ensure their
equivalence in argumentative writing and self - efficacy.

Besides any improvement in the performance of the experiment
group would be due to implementing the proposed program based on the
SEs constructivist model. This which was built on proven educational
theories and had great support of research on conducting any weakness in
the control group student's performance would be due to the regular
instruction used in teaching them. The experiment of the present study
was conducted in the second semester of the academic year 2022- 2023.
The experiment lasted in 9 lessons 120 minutes each. For more detail
about the proposed program used by the experiment group that was
mentioned above, see Appendix E under the title Teacher's Guide - at the
end of the experiment the argumentative writing test and the self -
efficacy scale were post administration to the two groups of the study to
see the difference between their levels after using the regular instruction
with the control group and the constructivist model (5Es) in the proposed
program and the difference between the two groups achieved the aim of
the study as it was in favor of the experiment group which was taught the
constructivist program.

Description of the training program:

The experiment was conducted of the first year in the secondary
school students, Salfeet School, The West Bank, and Palestine in the
second semester of the academic year (2022-2023). The control group
used the regular instruction, while the experiment group used the
proposed program based on the constructivist SEs model. This program
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proposes that learners build on construct new ideas on top of their old
ideas. It could be easily used. The first unit consists of two lessons, the
second unit consisted of two lessons, and the third unit consisted of five
lessons. Each lesson stayed for 120 minutes. Each of the SEs describes a
phase of learning and each phase begins with the letter "E" Engage,
Explore, Explain, Elaborate, and Evaluate. The 5Es allowed the
experimental group students and the researcher as a teacher to experience
activities, to use and build on prior knowledge and to construct meaning
and to continually assess their understanding of a concept.

At the end of the experiment: Both the post argumentative writing
skills test and the post self - efficacy scale were administrated to both the
control and the experiment groups between the results of the two groups
of the students in the pre and post administrations of the argumentative
test and self - efficacy scale to come to the results through the statistical
analysis.

Objectives of the proposed program based on the 5Es model:

The proposed program was implemented to achieve the following
objectives:

1. Developing first year secondary stage students' argumentative
writing skills in English.

2. Drawing the students' and the researcher's on (teacher's) goal to
the importance of the constructivist learning model (5Es) on developing
the argumentative writing skills of the students.

3. Developing first year secondary stage students' self-efficacy in
English.

4. Drawing the students' and the researcher's (teachers) goal to the
importance of the constructivist learning model (5Es) on developing the
self-efficacy of the students.

Validity of the training program:

For making sure that the training program is valid and suitable to be
administered, the program has handed to three of specialists to validate it.
They agreed that the training program was valid and therefore, ready for
implementation.
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Experimentation:
Session One (Introductory Session):

Aim: familiarizing the students with the Training Program in the
light of the constructivist SEs model.

Objectives: By the end of this session students would be able to:
1. Identify what is meant by the constructivist SEs model.

2. Understand how students to apply the constructivist SEs model in
argumentative writing.

Time: 120 minutes.

Teaching procedures:

Explain thoroughly the teaching procedures step by step.
Session Two (The Second Introductory Session):

Aim: Introducing the training program: its objectives, duration, and
the teaching procedures.

Objectives:
By the end of this session, prospective teachers would be able to:

Know what is the training Program in the light of the constructivist
SEs model would be used while writing argumentative assays.

Time: 120 minutes.
Teaching procedures:

Explain thoroughly the teaching procedures step by step.

Statistical Analysis of Data and Discussion of Result:

This part deals with the results of the study in terms of analyzing
them statistically to verify the hypotheses and to answer the questions of
the study. Interpretation of the results will be delineated shedding light
on the similarities and differences between the results of the present
study and other related studies.
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Verification of the Study's hypotheses:

Thus, the three hypotheses of the study were verified and its main
question was answered and the sub one.

Hypotheses and the results of the study:

The argumentative writing skills test:

Hypothesis (1): To test the first hypothesis which addressed the
difference between the experimental and the control groups on the post
argumentative writing test, a t-test for independent samples was
employed. Table (4) shows the results.

Table (4)

Results of t-test of the control and experimental groups
on the post argumentative writing test

Parts of the test Std. 2 Sig
Sig Groups N | Mean Deviation df t U] at
Making the | experimental group 8.714 | 1.318
right argument|  control group 3 1.542 | 0.56 68 | 29605 0.928
Organization |-SXperimentalgroup | 5| 940 | 1.666 | (o | )6 785| 0913
control group 1.514 | 0.560 0.05
Thesis experimental group 10.114 | 2.083 )
statement control group 3 1.714 | 0.710 68 |22.580| 0.882
experimental group 28.228 | 4.413
Total control group 35 4771 | 1031 68 |[30.621 | 0.932

eThe difference between the average score of experimental group
students and the average score of control group students in making the
right argument of the argumentative writing test, where experimental
group students got an average (9.40) with a standard deviation (1.666),
while control group students got an average (1.514) with a standard
deviation (0.560). This means the average score of the experimental
group students was higher than the average score of control group
students in the post-test of the first question. Also the calculated value of
(t) for the significance of the difference between the average scores of
experimental group and control group students in the first question in the
argumentative writing test, which reached (29.785) and the significance
level was (0.000) which means that it was lower than the level of
significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant difference
at the level of significance (0.05) between responses of the students of
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the experimental group and control group in post- administration to
question 1 in the argumentative writing test, in favor of the experimental
group.

eThe difference between the average score of the experimental
group students and the average score of the control group students in
organization of the argumentative writing test, where experimental group
students got an average (9.40) with a standard deviation (1.666), while
control group students got an average (1.514) with a standard deviation
(0.560). This means that the average score of the experimental group
students was higher than the average score of the control group students
in the post-test of the second question. Also the calculated value of (t) for
the significance of the difference between the average scores of the
experimental group and control group students in the second question in
the argumentative writing test, which reached (26.785) and the
significance level was (0.000) which means that it was lower than the
level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant
difference at the level of significance (0.05) between responses of the
students of experimental group and control group in post- administration
of question 2 in the argumentative writing test in favor of the
experimental group.

eThe difference between the average score of experimental group
students and the average score of control group students in thesis
statement of the argumentative writing test, where experimental group
students got an average of (10.114) with a standard deviation (2.083),
while the control group students got an average of (1.714) with a
standard deviation (0.710). This means the average scores of the
experimental group students was higher than the average scores of the
control group students in the post-test of the third question. Also the
calculated value of (t) for the significance of the difference between the
average scores of the experimental group and control group students in
the third question in the argumentative writing test, which reached
(22.580) and the significance level was (0.000) which means that it was
lower than the level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically
significant difference at the level of significance (0.05) between response
of the students of the experimental group and the control group in the
post- administration to question 3 in the argumentative writing test, in
favor of the experimental group.
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oThe difference between the average score of experimental group
students and the average score of control group students in Total skills of
the argumentative writing test, where experimental group students got an
average of (28.228) with a standard deviation (4.413), while the control
group students got an average of (4.771) with a standard deviation
(1.031). It means that average score of the experimental group students
was higher than the average score of the control group students in the
post-test of Total skills. Also the calculated value of (t) for the
significance of the difference between the average scores of experimental
group and control group students in Total skills of Argumentative
writing skills test, which reached (30.621) and the significance level was
(0.000) which means that it was lower than the level of significance
(0.05). Thus, there is statistically significant difference at the level of
significance (0.05) between responses of the students of the experimental
group and control group in post- administration to Total skills of the
Argumentative skills test, in favor of the experimental group. This result
can be illustrated by the following figure (6).

Hypothesis (2): To test the second hypothesis which addressed the
difference between the scores of the experimental group on the pre-post
argumentative writing tests, a t-test was employed. Table (5) shows the
results.

Table (5)

Results of t-test of the experimental group
on the pre-post argumentative writing tests.

Parts of the test meas:tr “Me N | Mean Defit:t.ion t n S;tg
Making the right argument lf::t 35 ;ﬁﬂ ‘l’:giz 30.458 (1)53;
Organization lf::t 35 ;::g ‘l’:zzz 26313 Efrlg“e oo
Thesis statement lf::t 35 5 (1):?1) y g:ggg 24.584 0‘1’::‘:'8 .
Total lf::t 3 24é.625278 3:322 31637 ?3;

It is shown from the previous table (5):

oThe difference between the average score of the experimental
group on the pre and post administrations of the argumentative writing
test first question "Making the right argument", while the experimental
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group students got an average of (1.657) in the pre administration of the
skill, they got an average (8.714) in the post administration of the skill.
It means the average score in the post administration of making the right
argument in the argumentative writing test for experimental group
students was higher than the average score in pre administration of the
test. Also the calculated value of (t) for the significance of the difference
between the average scores of the pre and post administration of making
the right argument in the argumentative writing test, which reached
(30.458) and the significance level is (0.000) which means that it is
lower than the level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically
significant difference at the level of significance (0.05) between
responses of the students of the experimental group in the pre and post
administration of Word Recognition Skills of the listening skills test, in
favor of the post administration.

eThe difference between the average score of the experimental
group students on pre administration and average score on post
administration in "organization Skills of the argumentative writing test",
where the experimental group students got an average of (1.40) in the
pre administration of the organization Skills, while got an average of
(9.40) in the post administration of the organization Skills. It means that
the average score in the post administration of the organization Skills for
the experimental group students was higher than the average score in the
pre administration of the organization skills of the argumentative writing
test. Also the calculated value of (t) for the significance of the difference
between the average scores of the pre and post administrations of the
organization Skills of the Argumentative writing skills test, reached
(26.313) and the significance level was(0.000) which was lower than the
level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant
difference at the level of significance (0.05) between responses of the
students of the experimental group in the pre and post administration of
the organization Skills of the argumentative writing skills test, in favor of
the post administration.

eFor the difference between the average scores of the experimental
group students on the pre and post administrations in "Thesis statement
"Skill " of the argumentative writing test, the experimental group
students got an average of (1.60) in the pre administration of thesis
statement Skills, while got an average of (6.74) in the post administration
of the "Thesis statement skill'. It means the average score in the post
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administration the of "Thesis statement "Skill for the experimental group
students was higher than the average score in the pre administration of
the "Thesis statement "of the argumentative writing test. Also, the
calculated value of (t) for the significance of the difference between the
average scores of the pre and post administration of the "Thesis statement
Skill of the argumentative writing skills test, reached (29.306) and the
significance level was (0.000) which means that it was lower than the
level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant
difference at the level of significance (0.05) between the two responses
of the students of the experimental group in the pre administration and
post administrations of the "Thesis statement skill "of the argumentative
writing test, in favor of the post administration.

eThe difference between the average scores of the experimental
group students in the pre and the post administration in total skills of the
argumentative writing test, where the experimental group students got an
average of (4.657) in the pre administration of the total skills, while got
an average of (28.228) in the post administration of the total skills. It
means that the average score in the post administration of the total skills
for the experimental group students was higher than the average score in
the pre administration of the total skills of the argumentative writing test.
Also, the calculated value of (t) for the significance of the difference
between the average scores of the pre and post administrations of the
total skills of the argumentative writing test, reached (31.637) and the
significance level was (0.000) which means that it was lower than the
level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant
difference at the level of significance (0.05) between the responses of the
students of the experimental group in the pre administration and post
administration of total skills of the argumentative writing skills test, in
favor of the post administration.

Third: Verifying the validity of the third hypothesis of the
research:

The third hypothesis stated that "There was a statistically significant
difference between the mean scores of the experimental group in the pre
testing and post testing of the self-efficacy scale, in favor of the post
testing ". To test the validity of this hypothesis, the (t) test was employed
in pre and post-application of self-efficacy Scale for the experimental
students group. The results are shown in the following table (6):
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Table (6)

The value of “t” test and the level of its significance for the difference between the
experimental group in the pre and post application of the self-efficacy Scale

measurem Std. 2

variables N Mean R df t 1 | Sig at
ent Deviation
General Self-Efficacy Pre 1.342 0.481 0.914
Scale post 35 6.57 1.144 34125987 large
English Self-Efficacy Pre 1.22 0.426 0.814
Perceptl‘o‘l]ls. concermng post 35 3.742 0.700 34 |19.044 large
riting 0.05
Self-Efficacy Perceptions| Pre 1.00 0.00 0.783 |
Concerning Mot'lvatlon post 35 3.485 0.742 34 (19.806( =0.8
and Expectations large
Pre 3.751 0.698 0.921
Total post | > 1380 | 2206 | > |27 large

It is shown from the previous table (6):

eThe difference between the averages score of the experimental
group students of pre and post applications in" General Self-Efficacy
Scale" dimension of the self-efficacy scale, where experimental group
students got an average of (1.342) in pre application of"' General Self-
Efficacy " dimension, while they got an average (6.57) in post
application of general Self-Efficacy dimension. It means the average
score in post application of "General Self-Efficacy" for experimental
group students was higher than the average score in pre application of"
General Self-Efficacy" Scale. Also, the calculated value of (t) for the
significance of the difference between the average scores of the pre and
post applications in" General Self-Efficacy" of the Scale, reached
(18.317) and the significance level was (0.000) which is lower than the
level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant
difference at the level of significance (0.05). Between the responses of
the students of the experimental group in the pre and post applications in"
General Self-Efficacy Scale ", in favor of the post application.

oThe difference between the average scores of the experimental
group students of the pre and the post applications of " English Self-
Efficacy Perceptions Concerning Writing " of the self-efficacy Scale,
where the experimental group students got an average of (1.22) in the pre
application of Self-Efficacy perception concerning writing dimension,
while they got an average of (6.57) in the post application of the scale. It
means that the average score in the post application of " English Self-
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Efficacy perception concerning writing " for experimental group students
was higher than the average score in pre application of "English Self-
Efficacy Perceptions Concerning writing "in the self-Efficacy Scale.
Also, the calculated value of (t) for the significance of the difference
between the average scores of the pre and the post applications in
"English Self-Efficacy perception concerning writing", reached (19.806)
and the significance level was (0.000) which is lower than the level of
significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant difference
at the level of significance (0.05) between the responses of the students
of the experimental group in the pre and post applications in "English
perception concerning writing" in the self-efficacy, in favor of post
application.

eFor the difference between the average scores of the experimental
group students in the pre and post applications of "Self-Efficacy
Perceptions Concerning Motivation and Expectations, dimension of the
self-efficacy Scale, where experimental group students got an average of
(1.00) in the pre application of this dimension, they got an average of
(3.485) in the post application of the same dimension of the scale. It
means that the average score in the post application of" Self-Efficacy
Perception Concerning Motivation and Expectation" for the experimental
group students was higher than the average score in the pre application in
"Self-Efficacy Perceptions Concerning Motivation and Expectation, in
the Efficacy Scale. Also,the calculated value of (t) for the significance of
the difference between the average scores of the pre and post applications
in this dimension of the Self-Efficacy of the Scale, reached (19.806) and
the significance level is (0.000) which means that it was lower than the
level of significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant
difference at the level of significance (0.05) between the responses of the
students of the experimental group in the pre and post applications in
"Self-Efficacy Concerning Motivation and Expectations" in favor of the
post application.

eFor the difference between the average scores of the experimental
group students of pre and the post applications in Total dimensions of the
self-efficacy Scale, the experimental group students got an average of
(3.751) in pre application of Total dimensions, while they got an average
of (13.80) in the post application of the Total dimensions. It means that
the average score in post application of the Total dimensions for the
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experimental group students was higher than the average score in the pre
application of the Total dimensions of the Self-efficacy Scale. Also, the
calculated value of (t) for the significance of the difference between the
average scores of the pre application and post application in the Total
dimensions of the Self-efficacy Scale, reached (27.209) and the
significance level was (0.000) which was lower than the level of
significance (0.05). Thus, there was a statistically significant difference
at the level of significance (0.05) between the responses of the students
of the experimental group in the pre and post applications in the Total
dimensions of the Self-efficacy Scale, in favor of the post application.

The results of the present study are compatible with the results of the
study conducted by Alnagar (2018)The study investigated the
effectiveness of using a constructivist learning model for developing
some critical reading and argumentative writing skills among al-Azhar
secondary stage students. Also, Ebedy, (2013) conducted a study to
improve prep school reading and writing skills and their attitudes towards
English language. A constructivism-based program was applied to
achieve this aim. Also the results of the study conducted by Ali (2011)
are in line with the same results of the current study. The study aimed at
investigating the effect of a suggested program based on multiple
intelligences on developing some argumentative writing skills of the
fourth-year primary education prospective teachers of English.

Answering the Questions of the study:

To tackle the problem of the present study, the researcher tried to
answer the following main question:

What is the effect of a proposed program -based on the
constructivist model (SEs) to develop EFL argumentative writing
skills and self-efficacy among first year secondary stage students in
Palestine?

To answer this question, some sub-questions were attempted and
answered as follows:

The first sub question is "what are the EFL argumentative writing
skills required to be developed for first year secondary stage students in
Palestine"? The researcher answered it through the final form of the
argumentative writing skills.
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And the second sub question is "what are the required self-efficacy
dimensions to be developed for the first year secondary stage students in
Palestine?" the researcher answered it through the final form of the self-
efficacy dimensions scale of the present study.

The answers to the third and fourth questions were found in the
results of the pre- argumentative skills test and the pre self - efficacy
scales as it levels were weak in both of them. To the fifth question
displayed the features of the proposed program based on the
constructivist (5Es) model as shown in chapter 3 and for more details in
Appendix 4 under the title teacher's guide. The answers to the 6™ and 7"
sub questions showed the effect size on each argumentative writing skill
and on each skill test and on each self-efficacy dimension was large
through the compare of the pre and post results of the test and the scale.

Recommendations:

Based on the findings of the study, the following recommendation
could be offered:

-EFL  curriculum designers and developers should plan to
incorporate SEs learning model in TEFL curriculum as a constructivist
paradigm. This helps provide learners with authentic learning
environment through which learning outcomes can be achieved;
knowledge can be constructed, life skills can be acquired.

- Acquiring both pre-service and in service teachers with the
rationale method and the value of using the constructivist learning model
in TEFL context through systematic training courses.

- More emphasis should be given to the learner's individual creativity
and creation by involving thinking process such as applying knowledge,
information reasoning and discussing ideas.

-More consideration should be taken to enhance students' awareness
of the argumentative writing skills through explicit instruction from the
early classes.

- Students should be trained on the argumentative writing skills
through writing about varied topics using constructivist learning
techniques.

- Writing in EFL writing classes should be an opportunity for the
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students to write about their own opinions to enhance discussion and
exploration skills.

- The scope of the English course syllabus should be modified to be
more flexible to help teachers to manage the curricula units in innovate
ways.

-The future educational policies should give due care to highlight
the 21st century skills.

Suggestions for Further Research:
The following suggestions can be considered for further research:

1- Investigating the effectiveness of the constructivist SEs learning
model in EFL classes to develop other language skills such as oral
communication skills.

2- Investigating the effectiveness of the constructivist SEs learning
model in EFL classes to develop other writing genres rather than
argumentative writing.

3- Further research is needed to explore the extent to which the
constructivist learning SEs model can meet the content standards of
English language stated by the National Authority for Quality Assurance
and Accreditation of Education and Ministry of Education.

4- The Effectiveness of the constructivist learning (5Es) model on
self-confidence and writing apprehension among secondary stage
students

5- Further research is needed to investigate the effect of the
constructivist learning (5Es) model on improving students multiple
intelligences in different language areas.

6- New research should be conducted so as to measure the
effectiveness of the constructivist model (5Es) when applied on the
University Students.

7- New research should be conducted so as to measure the
effectiveness of the constructivist techniques on the students' attitudes.
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