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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of goal?  
Name/Title: 
An investigation of the effects of studying alone or in cooperative-learning groups on the performance of high achievers and low achievers, using either learner-or program-controlled computer-based instruction (CBI).
Research Question:  
How will the performance of high and low achievers be impacted when using program-controlled lessons as compared to learner-controlled computer lessons and what will be the difference if these lessons are done individually or in pairs? 
Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)
The study involved 92 sixth-grade students from a predominantly white suburban school.  Participation was voluntary.  Students were classified as high or low achievers according to performance on the reading sub-scale of the Standard Achievement Test (SAT).

2. Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

This study utilized both learner-controlled CBI and program-controlled CBI.  The learner controlled CBI treatment allowed students to independently determine their progress through a lesson and make choices of a variety of activities with different degrees of difficulty while the program-controlled CBI treatment required students to review concepts that they failed to master.  Cooperative learning groups (in this study, pairs of students) enable learners to work together in on the computer-based learning.  This intervention grouped high and low achievers heterogeneously by prior achievement and compared learning when working individually with learning when working in cooperative groups.  Attitudes toward the lesson and toward grouping were assessed.  Time on task and the number of options selected were recorded.  Performance under learner-controlled/cooperative learning conditions was contrasted with that under learner-controlled individual learning
3. Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)
Students were assigned to eight paired or individual treatment groups, using stratified-random sampling.  The groups were: high-achievement-learner controlled-individual; high-achievement-learner-controlled-paired; high-achievement-program-controlled-individual; high-achievement-program-controlled-paired; low-achievement-learner-controlled-individual; low-achievement-learner-controlled-paired; low-achievement-program-controlled-individual; low-achievement-program controlled-paired.  Various ecology topics were selected for the content study. The learner-controlled tutorial differed from the program-controlled in that it allowed the options selected to be up to the students.  In the learner-controlled treatment students were not required to review concepts that they failed to master and were not exposed to elaborate feedback following an incorrect answer.  Students in the cooperative-learning groups were instructed to come to a consensus before entering the group’s answer.  Students in the individual learning treatment were instructed to study independently at their own pace.  Partners in the cooperative learning treatment were assigned by combining a high and a low achieving student, based on their  SAT score.

What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)
The standardized achievement test was administered at the beginning of the academic year to determine placement of the students in the high or low achiever categories. Two identical 25-item multiple-choice posttests were given individually, one on the day the computer-based tutorial was completed and the other one week later. An attitude survey used in a previous study was individually administered.
A 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 (Source of Control x Grouping x Achievement Level x Posttest Measures) repeated-measures design was used to analyze the data from the posttests.  MANOVA was used to assess scores on the attitude measures and on the learner-controlled treatment.  The alpha level chosen for statistical significance was .05.
4. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

Results showed that both high and low achieving students in cooperative-learning groups had higher posttest achievement scores than students in either individual treatment. This was the case whether performing learned-controlled or program-controlled computer based instruction. In addition to significantly higher posttest scores, there was a greater increase in performance from immediate to the delayed posttest in the cooperative-learning group compared to the individual-learning group. The learner-controlled/cooperative learning group selected more options during the lesson and spent more time interacting with the tutorial than the high and low achievers in the learner-controlled/individual learning groups. 
Although both groups performed better working cooperatively as compared to individually, using either learned or program-controlled CBI, higher achievers showed the greatest improvement, working cooperatively, under learner-controlled CBI while low-achieving students, working cooperatively, performed better under program-controlled lessons CBI.

This study suggests that greater attention should be given to designing CBI for cooperative-learning groups.
5. Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did          implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?

The design and development of the computer-based tutorial were based on a study by Hooper and Temiyakarn (1992). The attitude survey was previously used in a study by Hooper et al (1993).
7. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

Yes, gains between the immediate and delayed posttest were reported.
If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time? Unknown
6. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this 

study a replication of an earlier study?
No.
Summary:

Rating
 5     Design (scale: 1-5)


Ninety-two sixth grade, predominantly white suburban school students, were classified as either high or low achievers for the purpose of investigating the effects of studying alone or in cooperative-learning groups on either learner-controlled or program-controlled computer-based instruction (CBI) in ecology.  Both high and low achieving students in cooperative-learning groups had higher achievement scores than students working individually when using either learner-controlled or program-controlled CBI.  However, higher achievers showed the greatest improvement, working cooperatively, under learner-controlled CBI while low-achieving students, working cooperatively, performed better under program-controlled lessons.
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