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ABSTRACT

The study observed five introductory courses foe eemester at one public University in Ghana td fioit
academic literacy practices being engendered amdcnitical thinking is fostered through those preges. Five lecturers
observed were interviewed. Forty students from selasobserved participated in group interviews.rimges were
replicated with five lecturers and sixteen studentswo other public universities. Data was trialaged to identify
emergent patterns of lecturers’ and students’ eégpees with teaching and learning. Findings raisestions around the
levels of congruence between lecturers’ personaterpology and practice. Consensus about the irmpoet of critical
thinking in lecturers’ aims for student learningsa@ot translated into literacy practices. Thera disconnection between
the goals for learning and the teaching, learnimgy @ssessment system. Practices described bydmtindrs and students

are completely in tension with university policescturers need to learn new skills to cope witlydaclasses.
KEYWORDS: Critical Thinking, Academic Literacy Practicesrha Classes
INTRODUCTION

The development of students’ abilities to thinkicailly is one of higher education’s most widelpfassed goals.
Traditionally, critical thinking, analytical capdity, problem solving and originality have been tahto the goals of
higher education. The educational objective ofddeg critical thinking in students may be so widehlued because it is
an enduring skill that adds value to higher edocxtit prepares students to handle the multitudehaflenges that they are
likely to face in their careers and their persarad social lives where the content of educatioegiway to application of
knowledge and skills. The higher education expegeis to enable students to achieve the type ofatihn that liberates
them from dependence on lecturers and teachergettthem to learn to think on their own and in &bdration with
others, to enable students to challenge, questidreapress dissent. Higher Education pedagogiaseBg2009, p. 432)
suggests, should assist students in moving effdgtivom a relative state of ignorance to a stdtevell-formed knowing.
It could be argued that one of the aims of ‘highearning is the development of a more questionénigical engagement
with the world. It is not surprising then that ttiearters of universities worldwide signal the ingtons’ definition of the
educated person as one who is critical and reflectConsequently many institutions, through theission or vision

statements, profess their capacity to foster atlitiginking in their students and universities inaBa are no exception.

Gosling (2006) observes that a majority of gradsiatever directly use the subject matter of thegrde after
graduation, a view that suggests that qualificajatespite signifying a general level of ability dot necessarily equip

individuals with the skills necessary for particutcupations. Many graduates may change careeesasdimes in their
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lifetime. Those who remain in the confines of tredademic discipline are in the minority. While wlll have gained the
specialist knowledge of their degree subject, sthe¢ is the material they have been taught andtwtiiey have used to
complete their assessments and examinations, ontg svill be able to use this knowledge directlythieir professional
lives as teachers, doctors and engineers. Othérisenable to give direct application to their sedifspecific knowledge as
consultants. But for many, the study of a discipli; merely a means to an end. While the attainwieatsubject-specific
degree is essential for certain types of jobs wkalgect knowledge is necessary, for many it isskils and dispositions

to engage with the world around them in order tal eéth change throughout their careers that méktrley, 2007).

The mental framework or the critical perspectiveytllevelop through academic literacies (the moilestin
inseparable skills of critical reading, critical ithrg, critical listening, critical speaking anditaral thinking within
disciplines that constitute central processes tjinoshich students learn), is in many instancessfeanble (Neeley, 2005).
They are able not only to build productive conmatdi between their academic community and their eynpént
community when they graduate, but have develop#dxaility of thought that will serve them well iany encounter.

They have acquired a skill over and above subjectedge.

Definitions of critical thinking are wide-rangingdowever, key categories composing the construatritical
thinking include interpretation, analysis, evalaati inference, presenting arguments, reflection dispositions. In a
discussion on critical thinking, Van der Wal (1998ighlights the individual's personality traits,eih willingness to
engage in cognitive processes, as well as onetiptiite as factors that influence the individuakglingness to engage
critically. While the individual’s personality ttsi cannot easily be changed, one’s environmenthand one relates to
learning experiences in that environment, to adargtent tacitly influence the tendency to be aiti By implication, the
extent to which teachers encourage or use studigiess, the amount and cognitive level of studantigipation in class,
and the amount of interaction among students iauase are three instructor-influenced classrooeraations which are

noted to consistently and positively relate to gamcritical thinking.

Three key assumptions underlie this investigatibat first, effective learning in higher educatidepends on
being able to transform the knowledge presented ,sanbe able to use it in novel contexts. Such wdyhkinking do not
develop automatically. They are acquired througtruttion and practice and are crucial to succasalli academic
disciplines. Second, from a constructivist viewledrning (which suggests that knowledge is not @esesd, rather, it is
constructed and at best contingent upon sourcegwfknowledge), critical thinking might most uséfube seen as a
social practice embedded in academic literacy jp@&t Consequently, the development of criticalkirig is a product of
cognitive activity performed in social acts of coonmication. Third, it is assumed that certain teaghpractices might
develop greater synthesis and critical analyti&ilsswithin the student and encourage more reiflecand questioning

approaches to studies which would encourage déegering.
Research Context and Questions

Student enrolment in universities in Ghana hase@meed steadily since 1999. A major challenge is the
reclassification of non-graduate occupations intadgate occupations (Yikpabongo, 2011), as many firemselves
unemployed. While widening participation is seerdasirable, the effects of large classes are pnudtized by both male
and female lecturers with reference to overcrowdistgff overwork, resources issues, and the thi@ajuality and

standards (Morley, Leach, Lussier, Lihamba, Mwaipoporde, & Egbenya, 2010This notwithstandingcomplaints
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about the quality of student learning and by ingtiien methods of teaching abourithé Mirror, 2008; Gobah, 2007;
Viala, 2007). When university teachers themsehissuss publicly in various fora what they perceigebe a lack of
critical perspective in students, it begs the qaastvhat is it that our graduates are taking frioigher education as they

move into employment?

Research on the development of critical thinkingrtty degree-level courses suggests that critidakihg does
not emerge fronad hocpractice. Rather, it is nurtured through sustailitedacy practices on a longitudinal basis as an
integral part of courses when explicit instructiand the use of explicit description (models) of wisinvolved in
thinking critically raise students’ meta-cognitis@vareness of learning (see Chabrak & Craig, 201t8hRart, Turner &
Hadar; 2009; Walker, 2006; Wilson, Devereux, Mackimrarick & Trimingham-Jack, 2004; Canagarajah, 200
What there is, however, focuses on specific comtexich as Australian and British universities, e tlassrooms of
overseas students in the United States of AmeBeaides, much of the research emerging from witténdisciplines on
how to teach critical thinking more effectively hith subject areas focus on the level of individoalirses, usually the
researcher’s own. These are often published inipgliise-specific journals and tend to be silent anss-disciplinary
implications. Research into the development oficaitthinking during degree-level courses in Ghama relatively
unexplored field. This study attempts to fill tlgap in knowledge. It seeks to find out what litgracactices are being
engendered in undergraduate classrooms and widg &incritical thinking, if any, are undergraduatadents learning in

their courses. In line with the assumptions outliearlier on, this study seeks to answer the fatigwesearch questions:
* What are students’ experiences of academic litepaagtices on entering university?
* What do lecturers say they are doing to fostercatithinking in students?
» How do practices described by students and lecwarespond to university policies?

METHODS

A case study seemed appropriate particularly vhith kind of insider research that is trying to gethe complex
issue of experiences, actions, behaviours, andfbelMy interest in exploring social practices, iabgelations and
experiences rather than testing hypothesis by a@inag empirical research is matched to qualitatresearch.
While quantitative methods can effectively identlfyoad trends and common associations, in manyscasalitative
methods are more suited for in-depth analysis afteodual elements. Consequently, | anticipated thajualitative
approach to data collection, involving observatibmvhat transpires in classrooms coupled with prgbnterviews, would
yield valuable data and insights. Quantitative rodththat have structured response categories woyddse a limited
overview on participants (Marshall & Rossman, 20G8)d run contrary to the general objective of tpiag a full
understanding of what goes on during the teachdagiing encounter. In gathering data thereforeptkad within a
qualitative framework. The strategy was to identifipw participants themselves characterize and ibesahe

teaching/learning activity in order to convey theiplanations for why, how or which particular grees happen.

An institutional case study, involving a collectiease study (Stake, 2000), of five first year cesiracross
faculties was undertaken. First year students welected for this study because the first year mapee is most likely to
represent the extent to which students and unibiesgiegotiate their engagement with one anotimet of the effects and

efficacy of those negotiations. One public univgréinstitution A) was the focus of this study asthough the results are
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not generalizable in the probabilistic sense, tkpegences of lecturers and students in two othdalip universities
(institution B and C) were drawn upon for a wideedretical resonanc®@articipants were selected purposively enabling
quick access to the research participants. Randonplgng might have resulted in settling on parteits who would not
have helped in addressing the specific researcistigns. A total sample of 10 lecturer-participaf@smales and 2
females) and 56 student-participants (28 males Zthdemales) took part in the study. The gender larz among

lecturer-participants was due to staffing issues.

A list of introductory courses at the case studg §institution A) was selected and lecturers wbach those
courses were contacted to negotiate access. Siacgtudy was on participants’ experiences and petisgs, the option
was to contact the lecturer with the longest readrskervice and work my way down if he/she declite@articipate in the
study. In all cases though, my initial contact wgascessful. Student-participants were randomlycsedefrom a list of
volunteers taking the courses observed. Going bgethists, four male and four female students welected to form a
sample of eight students for each of the five fogtmips from the five courses chosen from the fagilties. Insofar as
this research represents a descriptive and explyratudy, this self-selecting sample of five greugf students was
deemed to be appropriate both to provide datadbakd be pursued in the study and in accordance thi¢ need for
participants’ consent in research. Five lecturetigipants (4 males and 1 female) and 40 studeritefizants (20 males
and 20 females) from the Faculties of Arts, Scielmiucation, Social Science and the School of Bassirfrom the case
study site were engaged in individual interviews #ocus group discussions respectively. Lecturdre participated in
the study have at least five years experience athieg in university. A mix of disciplines was ustdl elicit more

variation in perspectives.

Participants from two other public universitiesstitutions B and C were purposively sampled in otdeseek out
emerging resonance. Lecturers who teach first yaoductory courses and students who take suclhsesun these
universities were contacted through my social neétwdhree lecturers from the Faculties of SociakBce, Engineering
and Pharmacy in institution B agreed to participatéthe study. At institutions C, one lecturer efam the Faculties of
Arts and Social Science agreed to participate énstiudy. A third lecturer from the Faculty of Sa@enwho had initially
agreed to participate in the study pulled out. @gnently, five lecturers from institutions B and4males and 1 female)

participated in interviews, while sixteen studgi@snales and 8 females) participated in focus gaispussions.

Classes at the case study site were observed éosemester. Single interviews were designed tavdbaturers
to focus in depth on their individual experiencesmanaging and teaching their courses. Focus girdapviews with
students were to give them a voice, to provide thwith a comfortable setting to explore sensitiveesfions, and to
compare and share their ideas and experiences i(C@09). Documents such as academic programnuodisjgs and
regulations, course outlines and examination qomstivere obtained in order to examine the implisissages within
them. Documents are part of the public face ofitutsbnal activity. A qualitative content analysi§ documents was
carried out to yield data on the formal and adniatsre expectations of the university and lectsirarishes and intentions

for students.

The constant comparative method of data analydss@® & Strauss, 1967) was employed. Interviewstapts,
observational notes and documents were repeatedigwed. Similar or related categories were “cleesté into themes

from which conclusions were drawn. Analysis of ih&ta explored causal links and investigated pléaisiind rival
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explanations (Yin, 2003). Triangulation of dataowaled for refinement of interpretations and soldifion of findings.
While a two-step approach to data collection (oleston and interviews) was used, the data wasedteas one corpus
during analysis. This is because the research atmedplore the same themes within the observafmys groups and

individual interviews.

As an insider, my knowledge of how the informalanigation works gave me good access. However, gitias
good access can sometimes be problematic in tefractually doing the research. It involves confiogtthe dilemmas of
loyalty, behavioural claims and identification irms of relationships with participants and thditation and includes
difficult role conflicts (Coghlan & Brannick, 2005 was more concerned about the quality of tha dad problematizing
the issues which | have been thinking about foumber of years. This is not to say that | did respect or put aside my
sympathies with lecturers who were after all facthg same conditions as myself when teaching atuthieersity,
but rather that | was always trying to go beyonel selective description of classroom experiencas tdnds to be self
justifying. The number of hours that | spent sgtinith the students was helpful in interrupting hagturer's-eye view of
the classroom. Rather than being able to removealisposition to think as a lecturer, what | was doimas trying to
experience the teaching/learning encounter wittlesits. By maintaining a reflexive stance, beingraved my own biases
and trying to keep an open mind minimized the exterwhich my researcher identity as an insider hnigistort the

research.
Findings

Classroom observations suggest that students wey@ged in literacy practices with oral discoursenthating

classroom interaction as summarised below:

Table 1: Academic Literacy Practices

Listening

. Students listened to lectures and asked questmmaake

sure they understand.

Speaking
. Lecturers mostly model authoritative expounding.
. Question and answer activities mostly followed tbacher v

initiates, students respond, teacher gives feedlpidik) discourse
. . _ . Classroom feedback may be
There were no opportunities for evaluative reasptiat might foster
” _ described as minimal. They
critical thinking.

—

hardly required evaluation @
. There were some opportunities for peer discussionde | jeas that would invoke

Business and Education classes but these were atmot usually critical thinking. Feedbach

well structured. on writing came too late,

. Students had no model for critical interaction. partly as an effect of large
classes.

Reading
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. Students had little physical access to texts witivhiere nea

enough copies for the number of students, excef@daiology.

. Intellectual access only for the exceptional stadéor
example, in the Sociology class) as the texts seendifficult for

most students.

. Provision of supplementary materials was seen bgesits
as authoritative as they were able to predict whatequired in

examinations.

. Many students read no books or articles and rely

supplementary materials.
Writing

. Note-taking was the major writing activity of studg. This
was mostly based on lecturers’ cues or dictationomying from the
chalkboard.

. Some students were able to take their own noteshnmiay
have enabled them to recall content of the lecture if they read

them again they may have been able to reflect at tvd gone on.

. Multiple choice testing removed the need to write
assessment.
. Most students extracted from texts for presentat

(Sociology class).

. Some students wrote term essays but they were giee
guidance on how to construct an argument within #pecific

discipline.

on

Documents

The academic programmes, policies and regulatiomsurdent of the case study institution outlines the

choice questions.
Students’ Experiences of Academic Literacy Practice

In the focus group interviews, students’ descrimiof academic literacy practices includistening to what the

university’s philosophy of teaching and learning s with a focus on nurturing and challenging stud to grow
intellectually. It stresses, among others, inqaing application of knowledge to real-life situaspueritical thinking and
the value of life-long learning. The course dedairs of lecturers outlined objectives which stegssinalysis, problem

solving, application of knowledge, evaluation aeflaction. Examinations on the other hand mainlgsist of multiple
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lecturer is saying and asking yourself questitmsnake sure you understand what he or she is gayifocus groups,
institutions A, B and C). Students described lisigras an active process which involves tryingiteripret what they hear
and obtaining feedback from the lecturer in thecpss of negotiating the content of the interacti@ansensus among
students was thatbéing at lectures has an advantage ... any claifoms and exampldecturers give may prove useful’
(Focus group, institution A). Students perceive sfjioaing during lectures as very important in therspit of
understanding. Their descriptions of classroomrauion involved mainly question and answer ad#sit confirming my
observations. Three patterns emerged. First, therdecturers who: ‘..ask you questions, if you don’t know the answer
they will tell you’ (Focus group, institution B). This practice is s@tent with the IRF pattern of classroom inteatti
observed in classes which is known to encouragesitngssion of information. Second, lecturers ask questions and they
add more to your answe(Focus group institution C). Lecturers explain &sto students. They do the talking while
students listen. This is not very different frone ttfRF pattern. Third, lecturersask students to comment on answers of

other students or ask us to discuss with thosegitiround us... we get to share ide@Sdcus group, institution A).

My classroom observations, however, showed thatthere few opportunities for students to engagstuich
discussions that were organized by the lectureistead, the idea of forming study discussion graessnated among
both male and female students in various focuspggo®ur lecturers tell us to form study groups ... wershaur ideas
about lectures and what we read ... they help yaint®rstand the subject better’. (All focus groufs$)e encouragement
to interact in study groups, outside the classrsetting most likely will enable students to praetdisciplinary discourse.
However, only 70% (20) of males as opposed to 98% ¢f females invest time in discussion groups.lg/Rharmacy
students in institution B claim they do case stsidiBociology students at the case study site wbsereed making

presentations. These presentations were howewercégns from texts.

Students’ descriptions of an instructional protdo@blving every lecturer starting a course wittc@urse outline
...with a list of books to read and websites tostdih (Focus group, institutions A, B and C), wasnsistent with
observations. However, only 55% (15) of females 40 (11) of males said they always read beforites. If less than
half the number of students, 46% (26 out of 56) entide habit of reading prior to lectures, it woskkem to vindicate
lecturers’ claim that students do not read. Stuislemtuld not read because of what they describedrasmatch between

lecturers’ demands that they read widely and thesessment requirements:

The same people will tell you to go and read atisth books and look for information from the inté¢rpet they
don’t want the information you get on your own.e answer multiple choice questions ... we don’temessays...of what

use is our research?’ (Focus group, institution A)

Samples of examination questions corroborated stadelaims. Students they do not see the relevarice
reading when assessment tasks do not demand coemitonreading. Students linked this more stromgth summative
assessment and observed that:the incentive or motivation to explore to leas not there(Focus group, institution B).
Meeting assessment requirements is a determintgrfin how students lear&tudents are not going to put their best
efforts into work which is not going to count. Adihgh course descriptions emphasised problem sglainglysis and
evaluation among others, these are in tensionagfiessment requirements. Students also describéatthof continuous
writing in their courses. Those who write term papebserved thatmost of the assignments..., we don’t even get our

papers back{focus groups, institution A and B). This, as a0 observed, lends credence to students’ clatrthley do
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not get feedback on their writing that would regeltheir learning (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2008)he focus seems to
be on the successful completion of the task in hamohterviews with lecturers many denied thasthappens, yet the data

collected from my extensive observation and intma with both students and lecturers suggest otberw
What Lecturers Say they are Doing to Foster CritichThinking in Their Students

There was consensus among lecturers that they evamfester critical thinking in their students athet this was
an important outcome of university education. Hogreim keeping with the notion of academic literacikese lecturers’
views of the meaning of critical thinking variedpgading on the discipline. In Biology students wexpectedo: ‘ ... be
able to relate features or structures to functioreriticize each other’s reasoning ... solve pebé ... use basic laboratory
equipment like measurement instruments and micpes¢¢Lecturer, institution A)Here, analytical thinking and problem
solving are placed in the context of specific skil on the one hand they are laboratory skillsdouthe other they are
about being able to use peer interaction for @itimgagement. In the African Studies class theilecwas concerned that
students should be able to ‘state issues and witigyhich to him seemed to be mostly about undedstey causes of
behaviour. However, he was also concerned thatalrithinking was about being able to question wdthers say: ‘I tell

students to assess, evaluate, and question infiormhétecturer, institution A).

In Business Management, getting students ‘to ajgedéssues, analyze and solve problems’ demoesitithiat
they were being critical. This has some similatitywvhat the Biology lecturer talked about. In Edi@a critical thinking
entailed getting students ‘to ask questions, praheé think analytically’ (lecturer, institution A)Vhile the Education
lecturer shares the view with the Biology and BassiManagement lecturers that analytical thinkésngssential to critical
thinking, his definition seems to refer to the hégHevel skills of Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom et al965). For the
Sociology lecturer, critical thinking isthe ability to reason or demonstrate some fornawmédlytical skill. All I look for is
evidence of some logical thinkinglecturer, institution A). While she shares thensasentiments with the Biology,
Business Management, Education lecturers, and Bggidecturer in institution B, in stressing the partance of

analytical skills, her interest was in seeing ledents engage in reasoned arguments.

The lecturer of Engineering emphasized: ‘lookinghattigs from multiple perspectives and combininggisl in the
process’ (lecturer, institution B). Critical thimg to him involves encountering varied views anbbveing further
information to continually shape one’s opinions.isThesonates ideas expressed by the Biology, Afristudies and
Business management lecturers in institution APhlarmacy, critical thinking involved getting stutkerio ‘describe
substances, analyze, synthesize and apply ide&styter, institution B). Just as the Biology leetuin institution
A placed critical thinking in the context of speécitkills, here, analytical thinking and synthesgiare placed in the
context of chemical processes. In Philosophy anéed the Arts, critical thinking was described ‘@®nfronting new
problems and thinking broadly to offer solutions go beyond the ideas and come out with your owsitipo’
(Lecturer, institution C). Here, critical thinkingvolves problem solving, reflection, evaluativehbgiour and making
value judgments. The ability to recognize and makese of the different aspects of the subject madems to run
through almost all of these lecturers’ ideas of wdrdical thinking meant in their subject. Beingadytical, therefore, was
one aspect of academic literacy practice involvetheir discipline. However, beyond that they eattessed something
slightly different and contextual in terms of thébgect matter or ‘tools’ of the subject, for exampthe notion of domestic

violence in African Studies or the use of laboratequipment in Biology. Despite these differencesnvhat academic
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literacy might mean, the evidence of the lectureseoved suggests that the way that lecturers wonkaesd remarkably
similar. Indeed, even the idea of being analytdidl not feature much. The majority of class timeswaken up by the
lecturer’'s efforts to transfer information to statke optimizing course material coverage, a conipulgiorgan (2006)

notes as one of the greatest barriers to effetzaehing.

While lecturers explained their concept of critit@ihking, they were not very forthcoming with wtthey did to
foster these. A common response among lecturerghaashey engage students in dialogue throughtigueand answer
activities. My observations and students’ desarimgi of classroom interactions however indicate thiaat they were
referring to was the type of questioning which #ygfollowed the IRF pattern and seemed to be fedusn directing
students to the correct answer. In Education, $ogyo Business studies (institution A) and Pharméaogtitution B),
the lecturers talked about engaging students inmmiscussions which they believe give studentsodppities to
exchange ideas and be more critical in their respoRlowever, my classroom observations and intessieith their
students confirmed that group discussions entaitdihg students to talk about issues for shorbpsrith those around
them. Such emphases on class discussion werertltosirast to what was found in practice. This sstgthat the impact

of this classroom experience on students’ abiliethink critically is weaker than might be expastt

Lecturers described student engagenaantentral to promoting critical thinking but tatkabout it in terms of
workload: when you engage students you see evidence of mhglysblem-solving, evaluation. We don't pursue it
We don’t want to give ourselves too much wdldcturer, institution C). Fostering critical think is a challenging and
often daunting task which requires additional eéffdrom lecturers. Faced with large numbers, ddliginvolves a risk of
being dragged into very lengthy work which lectsr@rst cannot manage. Lecturers described tutosislan aspect of
their role they felt unable to prioritize. This gggts that they were not unconcerned about studestead, they felt they

were being realistic about what they could achiewhe face of competing daily pressures.

Lecturers noted that getting students to read widelnother way of fostering critical thinking tineir students.
However, resource issues that create poor teadndglearning environments resonated in intervieMsrigy et al.,
2010). Apart from lecturers in Sociology in institns A and B who claim students have plenty talredher lecturers in
the study stressed the need to give students supptary materials because physical access tostdintited: ‘I can't refer
800 students to the library when there are onlylwavédbooks for them to share’ (lecturer, institutiéy). Lecturers,
however, described students’ refusal to read asri@ impediment to effective teaching. They obedrthat widening
participation has resulted in a much wider intakahility and most students’ lack background knalge as in Pharmacy:
‘... we expect that they must have basic knowleitlg€hemistry, Botany, plant physiology, human pbiagy ... they
come in with their A’s but they are found wantimgthis particular subject (Lecturer, institution. Byso: ‘... Biology 101
cuts across a wide spectrum, those who might ne¢ tauched on certain areas have fundamental prsbl@.ecturer,

institution A).

Although all lecturers acknowledged the importan€esocializing students into academic writing, thigting
witnessed in classroom observations involved magtigents taking notes on lectures. Lecturers higpnessure to meet
deadlines and workload which dictate the length ypeés of assignments they can give studéntst limit them by the
number of pages they can write because of maamgtraints ...I can’'t meet deadlines ... | don’tegiliem a free range’

(Lecturer, institution C).Lecturers | interviewed generally reported doiittjel to incorporate writing in their courses
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because of student numbers and marking constrainitsh make it impossible to give useful and timédgdback on
students’ work. Thus giving students assignmergmsenfair and will serve very little purpose in ticcumstances. Clear
anxieties emerged when lecturers were questiondmwonequipped they felt to deal with writing in thelasses. It was,
therefore, surprising when a lecturer-participaiied about giving his 1,000 students an essagusising their work with
them and asking them to rewrite. | wondered whellgewas telling me what | wanted to hear rathen the reality of the
situation. My suspicion was confirmed by studentthie focus group who counteracted his claimshéninterviews, there
were differences between what lecturers mean bigalrthinking but what was striking about the whwat they talked of
fostering students’ critical thinking was that apfaom the lecturer of Philosophy at institution @body seemed to refer

to modelling it in their own discourse.
How Practices Described by Students and Lecturers@respond to University Policies

In the most important sense that the universitigsipolicy statements and course outlines prizégak thinking
and deep engagement with ideas and concepts, dbtgas described by students and lecturers argletaty in tension.
Teaching large classes has led to a preferenaadtiiple-choice testing which has removed the neecad, discuss and
write for assessment. This invites questions ath¢okinds of changes in students that are partigukought in the

educational process and the kinds of encounter kmittwledge that might engender the sought-for-chang
DISCUSSIONS

In examining the findings against the three keyuaggtions made in the study, one can argue thatde
practices manifested in the types of talk encowdagee reading required, the writing and assesshasis present few
opportunities for students to exercise criticahkng skills. Limited explicit avenues exist to pide and receive feedback
on ideas, voice dissenting views and question sthéews. As Canagarajah (2002) notes, an effeatiag multilingual
students can become insiders in a discourse conynignio enter the on-going discourse and conviensah a relevant
but critical manner (p. 207). In the context ofstetudy, both lecturers and students emphasisestiguiag as the main
source of interaction. What happens in the classremd how students think, therefore, depends upennature of
guestions posed and their use. This will requictulers to move beyond the IRF pattern of classrdmtourse and create

opportunities for critical discourse.

An important way of working on the social constivst view of learning is to give students the oppaity to
assume greater control over their own learningrityating ideas and responses. However, not muabher-student or
student-student interactions took place for lectite encourage or use student ideas. Class disnastescribed by both
lecturers and students are far from that knownostef critical thinking, which requires the lectute rely less on
lecturing, lecturers and students ask more questionlass; students are encouraged to respongestiqgns posed by their
peers; a greater proportion of students participatee discussion; students are motivated to ¢uest challenge what is
being said; and students are encouraged to voluntaements rather than participate in discussidy wien they are
called upon or asked a question (Mulryan-Kyne, 2@a4d¥ini, Kuh, and Klein, 2006).he virtual cessation of tutorials has
robbed students of opportunities for such intecasti

It is quite clear from course outlines, observationl interviews that students have a lot to reatl tHis is not

useful if text readings are not integrated intojscis to enable students to practice the patterpsesenting information
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in particular fields of study. When supplementargtenials supposed to promote the independenceregather directs
students towards reproduction of content as sted#egcribed, they lead students to focus on re€dictual knowledge
or the straightforward application of principles familiar problems instead. Consequently, studeuatsierstanding of
courses will be very limited and hence their apilio transfer their knowledge effectively to newntexts would be
equally poor. While students do not see the relewaof reading, lecturers attribute students’ laékreading to a
knowledge gab which makes books inaccessible mgesf understanding, particularly where lecturdds bt seem to
cover the ground of how to read them. Wilson et.(2004) suggest a positive link between the agbiagicipation of
students in teaching and learning and course rgadiimat aside, explicit models of what is invohiadhinking critically

that will raise students’ meta-cognitive awaren@arnett, 2009), was significantly absent in leetsf teaching practice

as only one lecturer-participant seemed to refenadelling critical thinking in his own course.

Observations and interviews indicate that the cairds of marking and giving useful feedback migave forced
lecturers to eliminate writing in their courses lwiducationally bad consequences. If students @iregghrough a full
course without having to write any essays, excephgps very short ones during examinations, thistrabviously be
contributing to lowering the skill level for sel&kpression and critical thinking among graduatesitii¢r invites students
into on-going intellectual dialogue that charaaesi the various disciplines as they engage ciitiead thoughtfully with
course readings (Svinicki, 2005). The nature okssent, multiple choice tests, appears to defrast the aim of
nurturing students’ abilities to think criticallWhat is assessed determines what students seéngsvatied. The nature
of assessment tasks thus greatly influences betkftbrt students put into learning and the quatitjearning. The extent

to which students believe that their efforts carkena difference to their success is an importasibfan their motivation.

One notices a disconnection between the goalsefimning and the teaching, learning and assessystans
While lecturers expect a critical perspective fratudents, my observation and interviews with stiglemd lecturers
described as typical teaching practice sessionigrid to transmit information to students, indiegtthat our teaching
does not support on-going commitment to criticatking. Lecturers might cite contextual factorscasating impediments
to providing quality teaching and learning. Whileese might provide excellent excuses for not demgh to make
teaching better, it does not necessarily implyducéon in standards. If lecturers do not wantis being dragged into

very lengthy work, they cannot legitimately faulidents for not thinking critically.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings of this study indicate that lecturgrsiniversities in Ghana have not really adaptethéochanged
circumstances of teaching large classes exceptaiyswhat mean that the critical acquisition of @&eaid literacies is
diminished, yet lecturers expect and demand ctitiiaking from their students, being ‘often hesitéo question our own
academic practices’ (Robinson-Pant, 2005, p. 1Bihdings from observations and interviews raisestigas around the
levels of congruence between lecturers’ personat@apology and practice as describédhis finding receives support in
subsequent research, it can be concluded thatdestiack trainingPedagogical training might increase lecturers’ llefe
teaching consciousness and possibly increasewlfigirgness to try to apply different methods o&¢hing. Such training
should facilitate rather than impose knowledge amderstanding of alternative discourse practicesdier to address the
realities of the classroom context and the needstuafents. Professional training which builds orsting systems and

structures, helps lecturers to explore their owliefseand supports lecturers' reflection on theagtice, is more likely to
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have an impact than the more traditional top-doppreach.

If as this study has shown, teaching large clagspact negatively on lecturers and students, it iayalid for
lecturers to aim for a successful outcome withiat tontext, rather than opting for methods whichilevconvenient and
practicable, may also be viewed as dissonant \Wwihuttimate aims of higher education. What is dtsing is that, in this
small sample lecturers feel under pressure to teaalays that conflict with their personal ideolegi What is even more
disturbing is that while lecturers feel pressuredteach in ways that conflict with their persondkdlogies, yet
simultaneously they still aspire to critical thingiin their students. By maintaining an expectatba critical perspective
in students, lecturers are failing to address ¢a issues of students, which include externalguresto teach in ways that
conflict with their expectations. As such, theresc®pe for lecturers to become ontologically insed®all, 2003), which

could result in forms of fabrication about whatyttt® and why.

The study is limited by the small sample size,ittability to observe classes in the other two puhblhiversities
and the purposive sampling of lecturers who volergd for the study thereby excluding those whosanica of
commitment may be different. While these findingl meed further exploration, the issues raiseddwnturers resonate
with many of the informal discussions that occurusid universities in the country. For this reagbe, study begins to

make a formal contribution to exploring teachindnigher educational institutions in the countryspiee its limitations.
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