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ROLE OF READING AND WRITING IN CRITICAL THINKING
The starting point of Critical Thinking is the work with the language, both spoken and written. It is predominantly based on learning by reading and writing where reading is considered the basic tool for acquiring information during the whole individualґs life. Reading is understood as the ability to get information and at the same time, thinking about the information. Critical view and analysing the read text is very important. 
Reading is related to writing very closely. Writing helps record our ideas, opinions, impressions and images. The possibility to return to our recorded text and analyse it from a time distance develops the ability to think critically, eventually to create new solutions to the problems. Klooster evolves the idea that writing is the most powerful tool for Critical Thinking. Writing forces students to be active. By writing, the thoughts of students become visible and accessible to teachers. Writing is independent thinking requiring author’s knowledge and skills. Well written text is always intended to solve some problems and to give the reader answers. 

Writing is the most difficult task for students generally, but when they find out that their teachers or classmates are really interested in their writing, they will like it19. We can deduce that writing improves thinking and leads to better understanding at studentsґ. 
It should be used as often as possible in the teaching process. Grecmanov (2000:23, 24) gives recommendation that teachers should.

 Put emphasis on the process of writing itself 

 Prefer the content to the form 

 Encourage the students to do their own notes connected to their thoughts and ideas for discussion 

 Support the studentsґ feeling that they themselves can be authors, because they are experts in their own experience 
Ideas, principles and theories of the mentioned movements put emphasis on activity, independence, ability to make decisions and communicate properly in different situations, which is the ground of the Critical Thinking theory.

There are many arguments that support the use of CL or group work in language learning. According to Long and Porter (1985) group work increases language practice opportunities, improves the quality of student talk, helps individualize instruction, promotes a positive affective climate and motivates learners. CL creates more input and more output. 
It creates context variables that facilitate language acquisition. This is why, according to Kagan, CL and ELT support each other. Even very early research shows that CL can be an effective aid to communication in the classroom across a broad range of social and interpersonal functions.
CL is not free from criticism. In fact, there are some serious concerns about its application in English language learning and teaching. Two major concerns are negative learning and the students’ use of L1 when doing group work. Negative learning refers to CL reinforcing incorrect learning. 
Plann suggests that exposure to incorrect peer input may lead to the fossilization of incorrect language use. Similarly, Pica points out that group work, while it may allow learners increased opportunity to interact in the target language, may also reinforce errors.
However, such concern is only speculation. Jacobs reports a study that investigated the presence of miscorrection when students engaged in peer feedback on writing tasks. Participants were 18 third-year English majors at a university in Thailand. Peer feedback consisted of corrections and indications of uncertainty about correctness. Corrections were coded into four categories: 

(A1) wrong in original − correction wrong; 

(A2) wrong in original − correction right; 
(A3) correct in original − correction also right; 

(A4) correct in original − correction wrong. 

Indications of uncertainty were coded into two categories: 

(B1) wrong in original; 

(B2) correct in original.

The researcher found that by far the largest category was A2, wrong in original – correction right. Categories A1 and A4 were the smallest. 

Furthermore, of the seven A4 miscorrections, just four were adopted when the original author wrote the final draft. All four were in the same student's draft and all concerned the identical grammar point: articles. The author notes that the findings of this study are consistent with the results of a study on spoken interaction. 

This latter study found only a small number of miscorrections by peers. Citing the two studies by Porter, Ellis believes that peer correction seems to be fairly accurate; and it is likely to be more helpful than harmful. 

The other major concern is the use of L1. Prabhu prefers not to rely on group work for his communicative activities, reasoning that, in monolingual classes, students will want to talk to each other in L1. Similarly, Porter reports evidence that group work among L1 and mono-cultural speakers might result in inappropriate input, and therefore may not help learners develop socio-linguistic competence from their interactions. 
Teachers have raised other concerns. Where students in a class have widely divergent proficiency levels some students may not benefit; in particular, high achievers may not benefit from interacting with low achievers. Another concern is about group conflicts. There can be many problems with student-student relations in diverse classrooms; for example, the high achievers may not want to help the low achievers. Here it is argued that teachers should aim to make the group heterogeneous. 

The more students of different backgrounds and language levels work together, the more they can learn from one another. If students cannot read well, teachers should not avoid group work activities that involve reading; instead, they should redouble their efforts to help the students learn to read. The belief here is that teachers actually do the high achievers a favour by giving them the opportunities to help peers.
There is one other very important concern about the use of CL. Some teachers argue that students need a certain level of proficiency before they can engage in group activities. In this study it is accepted that, with the proper amount of language support, even low proficiency students can participate in group activities. Groupmates can provide some of the required support. 
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