Journal of Education and Practice www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1735 (Paper) ISSN 2222-288X (Online) J,'—,i,.l
\ol.4, No.21, 2013 ||S E

Therelationship between Reflective Thinking and L earning Styles
among Sample of Jordanian University Students

Ahmad M. Mahasneh
Faculty of Education Sciences, Hashemite Univerdibydan

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the refstiip between reflective thinking and learning esyl
Participants of the study consisted of (476) stteldmale and females) selected randomly frdifferent
faculties of Hashemite University. Regression aodedation analysis were used for data. Resultgate that
there significant positive correlation between ddeprning styles and habitual action, critical eeflon
reflective thinking. Results also indicate thatsignificant correlation between Surface and strategic learning
styles and other dimensions reflective thinking.
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Introduction and Theor etical Framework.

One of the topical issues that have attracted \pides&l attention in educational research is thehtegcand
learning processes. Of particular interest is geaof student's academic learning issues, includowgerns
about the efficacy of learning approaches and ekiel$ of reflective thinking demonstrate by studemm their
academic learning. In recent years, there has bemsiderable renewed interest in the practiceetiéction
(Herrington & Oliver, 2002). Boud, Keogh and Walk@rO85) define reflection as: "those intellectuada
affective activities in which individuals engage ®&xplore their experiences in order to lead to new
understandings and appreciations". Another definitof reflection by Andrusyszyn & Davie (1997) ia "
personal process that evolves from the cognitivkaifective synthesis of ideas and that it maytbengthened
through dialogue," with the goal of constructingamimg through the reflection process. Hatton & 8nit994)
describe reflection as "deliberate thinking abatioa with a view to its improvement".

Dewey (1916) describes five features of the refleatxperience in practice:

- Confusion and doubt: learner is confronted wittew situation and/or experience

- Conjectural anticipation: learner begins to eadithe situation and makes tentative assumptiohgpmotheses
- Examination, inspection, exploration, and anahyjsiarner conducts a thorough evaluation of th@ton

- Elaboration of hypothesis: learner further defitiee hypothesis and begins to test it againss fact

- Testing the hypothesis: learner recreates thatgit in order to test the hypothesis.

In describing the role of reflective practice withthe professions, Schon (1983) defines refledticeference to
1) reflection-in-action, that is reflecting while the midst of problem-solving, and 2) reflectiomaction, that is
reflecting on the process of reflection-in-acti@s @ reflective practitioner). "When someone rédlée action,”
writes Schon (1983), "he becomes a researcheriprictice context. He is not dependent on thegosites of
established theory and technique, but constructewa theory of the unique case". Reflective pramiitrs
engage in a dialogue of reflection with their sfitoa, which allows them to engage in continuou$-sdlication
and lifelong learning as researchers-in-practiabb&(1988) also finds that reflection plays an amant role in
experiential learning, as the process of reflectieips solidify experience in the learner's memoaising the
potential for further learning. Research by Canbharri-Augstein, & Thomas (1985) indicates that when
students are not taught how to reflect and notigeal’subsequent guidance in reflective practicey thill not
automatically practice or actively engage in raftat. Bourner (2003) notes that "developing stuslecapacity
for reflective learning is part of developing the@mpacity to learn how to learn". By teaching audding
learners in the development of their reflectivdiskeducators thus support students in develotiie@ capacity
to learn and better prepare them for lifelong leagnHow then do we move instructional design adrayn a
focus on content mastery and toward a focus onisitign of HOTS and competencies such as critibaiking
and reflective practice? According to Bergman (90@9basic form of generating hots is to ask opeaed
questions that require the student to reflect leefesponding rather than cite facts. Bourner (2066d0mmends
the use of "searching questions”, guiding questtbas structure or scaffold the learner's reflextprocess. In
this way, the student is encouraged to think réftety and to use questions as a way of developiegning,
leading to deeper learning. Defining these guidjongstions is critical to supporting the studentettect in their
learning journals effectively (Pulman, 2007). Hati& Smith (1994) found that an effective strateggswto
engage with another person in away which encosrgéagj&ing with, questioning, even confronting, asted
other". Rose & Devonshire (2004) report that instior guidance in the form of scaffolding of feedka
providing prompts throughout the reflective progesssitively influenced the quality and depth ofidsnt
reflections. To support reflective practice in ttlassroom, Herrington & Oliver (2002) incorporativities
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such as project problem-solving, online journald draries, discussion boards, and publicationradifigs (as a
form of reflection-on-action). Hatton & Smith (19094lso identify numerous techniques for fosteriafjection,
from oral interviews and personal narratives tdetive essays based on practical experiencesamdgling.
According to Moon (2010), a learning journal isrpairily "helpful in personalizing and deepening thelity of
learning and in helping learners to integrate tregemial of learning...and is usually a vehicle feflection”.
Learning journals can also help learners to slosvl#arning pace, give them a stronger sense of rshipeof
their individual learning process, encourage dgualent of meta-cognitive skills (Moon, 2006), sugpdeep
exploration into issues, encourage linking of tlyetor practice, improve writing skills, support déagment of
critical thinking and learner autonomy, and provadeechanism for providing instructor feedback (¢teson,
Napan, & Monteiro, 2004; Rose & Devonshire, 2004rlyan, Rawlinson, & Weaver, 2006; Wolf, 2008). Case
studies published by Educause (2007) also found tthex use of learning journals reduced incidents of
plagiarism, helped predict a learner's overall stlaem performance, and supported learners in dewvejo
technology skills.

Having established the need for reflective thinkamgl reviewing techniques for developing this skibw then
do we assess reflection? There are those who d@hgti@ssessing learning journals is strictly subjecand is
akin to assessing learner emotions (Moon, 2010jtoHa& Smith (1994) note that ethical issues cageain
assessing reflections and that the assessmenityativst be carefully structured. Issues that sthobe
addressed prior to assessing learning journalsidecidentifying what should be assessed (procegsoaiuct),
how the journal should be graded (adequate or maate), who is responsible for developing the Ketéor
assessment, and what type of work should be askegsadten or oral) (Moon, 2006) Bourner (2003)
emphasizes that by assessing student work, edscaterguiding the learning process by helping learo
reflect and thus learn through reflection. Chuilcf(2D09) reports that students are more motivated raore
likely to blog (and reflect) when their learningobgk are graded. Moon (2006, 2010) recommends #33€ss
learning journals if only to address the increalsim@mmon phenomenon of the "strategic student,t whly
completes minimum course requirements (i.e., omigsé elements that are assessed. Bourner (2003)
recommends a two step assessment process:

1) identifying that the student is engaged in caitithinking, and 2) confirming that the studentndastrates
reflective thinking, basing the assessment "onexdé of the capacity to interrogate experience sétrching
questions". Bourner states that one must look Yatemce of reflective thinking, in particular thigtureferences
to past and current experiences.

When assessing the final reflective product, mpgr@aches recommend evaluating content based cale &
level of reflection. Henderson, Napan & Monteir®(@2, and based on Bain, Ballantyne, Packer & Milg99,)
examine levels of reflection starting from repagtiand responding, then moving to relating, reaspnamnd
reconstruction. Surbeck, Park Han, and Moyer (1@@&gribe three categories of reflection for aseess, each
monitoring the ability of the student to move frome category to the next as reflection deepens:

1) Reaction, where students describe general ogsctd the content and report on activities and @angonal
concerns or issues;

2) Elaboration, where students further expand eir tieactions in different ways, for example, blatiag them

to a specific event, example, or situation; anc@)templation, where students consider these oectind
elaborations in relation to their personal andfofgssional life and world view (social, ethicahdamoral).

Hatton & Smith (1994, based on Smith, 1992) progdose criteria for identifying types of reflectiweriting:

- Descriptive writing: describes what has happdneticonsidered reflective)

- Descriptive reflection: considering multiple vigeints and explaining what has happened by raiicingl or
justifying reasons for the action

- Dialogic reflection: entering into a dialogue wineself and/or others about an event or actemiewing
potential alternatives, and forming hypotheses

- Critical reflection: considering the social, pictl, and cultural factors that are influentiathimn the context of
the action Additional criteria identified by Moon2Q06) include: length, presentation, legibility, dan
number/regularity of entries; clear and objectivesatiption of events; clear relationship of contémtthe
coursework and course objectives; and evidenceegitive and critical forms of thinking and deeprigag, as
well as of speculation and willingness to reasgiesas and pursue further ideas and lines of quest.

More recently, research investigations have exterdehe study of how four stages of reflectivenkiig relate

to students learning approaches (e.g., Leung & l&¥@003; Drew and Watkins,1998; Mezirow,1991; 1998
Phan, 2006; Watkins,2001; Wong and Watkins, 199&) particular, the quantitative approach of latent
variables (Bollen, 1989; Byrne, 1998; Mueller, 1986ed in these studies has provided evidenceiatide the
important positive associations between studenggoaghes to their learning and reflective thinkifdnis
amalgamation of reflective thinking in SAL reseafely., Biggs et al., 2001; Bernardo, 2003; KemBaygs, &
Leung, 2004; Kember & Leung, 1998) has resulteithénstudy of different learning styles as poss#uerces of
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reflective thinking. Leung and Kember's (2003) stumh learning styles indicates that the four stagés
reflective thinking are related to the tow mainrieag styles. Confirmatory factor analysis in tlese indicated
a positive correlation between habitual action andace approach to learning, and understandirilgction,
and critical reflection and that of deep study apgh. Accordingly a surface approach to learning i;e with
habitual action, whereas a deep approach to lgnisimore reflective of the other three types dfertive
thinking.

Statement of the problem

The teaching and learning processes are influebgedifferent cognitive variables, important amongsm
include student learning approach and reflectivekthg. Where he found all of leung and Kember (20
their study with university students found that ther stages of reflective thinking were relatedhe two main
learning styles. Therefore, the problem with therent study is to examine the relationship betwesdlective
thinking and learning styles among the students®@Hashemite University.

Study purpose and Questions

The purpose of this study was to examine the welatiip between reflective thinking and learnindestyamong
the students of the Hashemite University in Jordan.

The specific study questions that guided this stwudge:

1 What different reflective thinking do undergratiuatudents in the Hashemite University in JordareR.

2 Are there significant differences in the levelreflective thinking of undergraduate students ttuthe their
sex?.

3 Is there a statistically significant relationsbigtween reflective thinking and learning styles?.

Significance of study
The basic goal of this study is to determine thati@nships between reflective thinking and leagrtyles.
In addition, this study is very important for mam@asons:

1. Importance of the subject to which, as of thateeflre thinking one of the mental activities thiabsld
concern by students and teachers alike, from His iro achieving a deeper understanding of the
contents of learning and operations.

2. It opens the door for researcher to conduct relstiedies in the field of reflective and its relaship to
other variables in different university.

Definition of terms

Reflective thinking: active, persistent, and careful considerationnyf lzelief or supposed from of knowledge in
the light of the grounds that support it and theabasion to which it tends (Dewey,1993).

Learning styles. the way of describing the response of student leaming task and that may, of course, vary
from time to time (Biggs, 1993; Rowe & Harris, 2000

M ethod

Population and sample of study

The population of this study consisted of (20250)lergraduate students, who were enrolled in theltfas of
Hashemite University in the academic year 2011/204® represent all levels of study at (HU). Far furpose
of this study, a random sample was chosen fronpdipailation, it consisted of (476) their ages rangetiveen
18-22 years.

Instruments

Participants completed measures of reflective thipkand learning styles. Each is described atevidhg.
Reflective thinking Questionnaire (RTQ)

The reflective thinking questionnaire (RTQ) devaldy Kember et al (2000) contains 16 items deteepf
the four types of reflective thinking advocated @ifew, 1977, 1991). The items on a five-point sclB
definitely agree, (3) only to be used if a definitieswer is not possible, (5) definitely disagre®)ude, for
example: "in this course we do things so many tithas| started doing them without thinking abo{ifabitual
action); " to pass this course you need to undedsthe content” (understanding); "I often reaigprany
experience so | can learn from it and improve for mext performance" (reflection); and " this ®ithas
challenged some of my firmly held ideas" (criticaflection). Using the same instrument, Leung kecdhber
(2003) reported reliability estimates ranging fr@b8- 0.74) for the four subscales of the RTQ.

Learning styles
The 52-item Approaches and Study Skills Inventany $tudents was used to measure the three appstzhe
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learning adopted by students (Entwistle & McCun@04). Participants indicate their relative agreemeith
statements by using a 5-point Likert-type scalagiag from 1 (lisagree) to 5 @gree). The Deep approach scale
contains four, four-item subscales (seeking meanigigting ideas, use of evidence, and interegieas). The
Surface approach scale includes four, four-itemssales (lack of purpose, unrelated memorisingabyl
boundness, and fear of failure). Total scale scéwesdoth the Deep and Surface learning approacbetd
theoretically range between 16 and 80. The Strategproach scale consists of five, four-item sulesca
(organised study, time management, alertness &ssisent demands, and monitoring effectivenessil Soale
scores could theoretically range between 20 and Effvistle and McCune reported acceptable reltads! for
the Deep ¢ = .84), Strategico= .80), and Surface.(= .87) scales.

Procedures

The instruments were administered to the parti¢gpan their regular classrooms by the researchée T
researcher explained to the participants the perposl the importance of their participation in thigdy. In
addition, the researcher assured the participantiseoconfidentiality of their response and thatitiresponse
would be used only for research purposes.

Then, the question booklets were distributed astruetions were given to the participants on hovatswer
them. The participants' responses were scoredebsedearcher and were entered into the computstdtstical
analysis. The data were analyzed using the SP3&gac

Results and Discussion

To facilitate understanding the results of thiglgtuguestions of this study are divided into thyeestions
Results related to study question (1): What different reflective thinking do undergraduatedents in the
Hashemite University in Jordan have?.

To answer this question, the student's means andestdptliations were calculated and reported in Table
Table 1: mean and stander deviations of studegftsttive thinking

Reflective thinking Mean SD
Habitual action 2.41 0.41
Understanding 2.91 0.42
Reflection 2.54 0.46
Critical reflection 3.25 0.47

As table 1 shows, that the scores obtained fronswlscales of the reflective thinking inventorgicate a
positive situation. From sub-scales of the reprebagher level of critical reflection, understangjrreflection
and habitual action.

Results related to study question (2): are there significant difference in the level eflective thinking of
undergraduate students due to their sex?.

To answer this question, mean and stander deviatiaths-gest were calculated and reported in table 2.
Table 2: mean and stander deviations and t-testudint's reflective thinking

Sex Male female t significant
Reflective thinking Mean SD mean SD

Habitual action 2.44 0.43 2.40 0.40 0.027 0.780
Understanding 2.82 0.39 2.95 0.43 0.074 0.786
Reflection 2.44 0.43 2.59 0.48 0.940 0.355
Critical reflection 3.18 0.60 3.29 0.39 3.860 0.052

As table 2 shows, no significant difference in teeel habitual action, understanding, reflectiord amitical
reflection reflective thinking between male and &en

Resultsrelated to study question (3): is there a statistically significant relationshietween reflective thinking
and learning styles?.

To answer this question, the correlation coefficidrgveen reflective thinking and learning styles @nesented
in table 3.

Table 3: correlation between reflective thinkingld@arning styles

Learning styles deep Surface strategic
Habitual action 0.26* 0.10 0.03
Understanding -0.11 0.03 0.15
Reflection -0.05 0.12 0.01
Critical reflection 0.27** -0.13 0.08
*(p<0.01)

*(p<0.05)

Table 3 shows that the habitual action and critieflection reflective thinking are positively réda to the deep
learning styles (p=0.01). The critical reflectiogflective thinking are positively related to theegdelearning
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styles (p=0.05). This results mean the habituabacind critical reflection reflective thinking isfluenced of
the deep learning styles university students. Tihe sf this correlation indicate that generally thigvels of
habitual action and critical reflection reflectitieinking are related to high levels of studentspdésarning
styles, and if one the variable increases, theratlileincrease, as well. This finding is considtevith previous
research by leung and kember (2003); Phan, (20083)2 Amidu (2012) which found a positive correbati
between habitual action and critical reflection afekp learning approach. Also, the habituailoac
understanding, reflection and critical reflectivenking are not related with the surface and sgiatéearning
styles.

Multiple Regression Analysis:

Table 4 shows the results of multiple regressiayais using learning styles as predicted to ré&fteahinking.
Table 4: Results of regression analyses predicting scores of learning styles of Habitual action reflective
thinking.

Learning R R2 F § t
styles
Deep 0.315 2.781
Superficial 0.300 0.090 2.991 0.106 1.056
Strategic -0.118 -1.041

Results given in table 4 show that the deep, sertaw strategic learning styles is a significargdpotor of
habitual action reflective thinking (R2= 0.090, =991, p=0.05). This results was supported by tlosec
moderate correlation between the third variables(109). approximated 9% of the variance of theletiis
habitual action reflective thinking was accountgddarning styles.

Table 5: Results of regression analyses predicting scores of learning styles of critical reflection reflective

thinking.

Learning styles | R R2 F B t
Deep 0.306 2.706
Superficial | 0.304 0.092 3.089 -0.129 -1.290
Strategic -0.760 -0.760

Results given in table 4 show that the deep, serfaw strategic learning styles is a significamdptor of
critical reflection reflective thinking (R2= 0.09Z= 3.089, p=0.05). This results was supportedhey dlose
moderate correlation between the third variablesO(B04). approximated 30% of the variance of thelents
critical reflective reflective thinking was accoedtby learning styles.
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