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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: Cooperative, Competitive, and Individualistic learning






Research Question: 

What differences in student achievement and attitude would result in comparing learning science under the three different conditions of the research?
Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)

The students were from a ninth grade class in a midwestern, suburban, middle-class community.  The 44 students were stratified by gender and randomly assigned to three groups (15-14-15).    They were all middle range in academic achievement; the lower and higher 5% of students were not included in the study.

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

     Over a six week period three, two week units (heat, sound and light, and nuclear energy) were
     taught to all students.  Each unit was built around laboratory activities with instruction in
     each unit continued for nine, one-hour class sessions followed by a unit test.  All classes met 

     on the same days, at the same times, in adjoining science classrooms.  The same male teacher

     taught the same subject matter to each group but using a different teaching method with each. 

     Students remained in the same teaching method throughout the study.  A ne week following 

     the end of the third unit, students were given a retention test on all three instructional units.
3. Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

Low n (n=44)

The three male teachers received 20 hours of training in use of the three methodologies and additional training about the specific procedures of the study.  Each was given a booklet providing a general description of the experiment.  Analysis of covariance was used to adjust the posttest and retention-test scores from the pretest results.  A one-way analysis of variance was conducted to test for post experiment differences.  Unscheduled, unannounced classroom observations were made three – five times a week to validate that the three conditions were being implemented correctly.  In the first week, teachers administered a short questionnaire to the students to determine whether or not they were accurately perceiving the teaching methodologies.  Five achievement tests were administered  to all students:  multiple choice pretest covering all units, three multiple choice unit tests, and a retention test covering all units.

4. 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.)

Achievement results were tested and reported using analysis of covariance for the post test and retention test results.  These were adjusted for the pretest results using a one-way analysis of variance test.  An adaptation of the Norem-Hebeisen (1979) social interdependence scales and a semantic-differential instrument were used to examine students’ attitudes toward the three teaching methods.

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

The results indicate students scored higher on the achievement tests under the cooperative learning strategy than under either of the other two.  They also were more interested in learning cooperatively, perceiving this method to be the more worthwhile and important way to learn and with less associated anxiety.

6. 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?

No:  

X

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  



Yes: 

X

If yes, briefly describe.

Two tables showing data and accompanying discussion of results were included.

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?


There was a limited amount of time between the final unit of study and the retention test 

            due to the impending end of the school year.  There was only one week between the 

completion of the last unit and the administration of the retention test.

7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:  



Yes: 

X

If yes, briefly describe.

Reference was made to similar studies by two of the authors to similar, previous study results.  These studies, with elementary and secondary students, were supported by the present study.

Summary:

Rating

__4__     Design (scale: 1-5)


The authors conducted a comparative study of cooperative, competitive, and individualistic teaching strategies using 44 ninth grade science students in a Midwestern, suburban, middle-class community.  The student group included the middle range of academic achievers, the top and lower 5 % being excluded.  Over a six week period three units of study (heat, sound and light, and nuclear energy) were taught to all students.  The students were stratified by gender and randomly assigned to three groups, each of which would receive only one of the treatments but be with each of the three male teachers throughout the study.  The teachers were specially trained to teach using the three methodologies and were monitored throughout the six week period.  Student results indicated that the cooperative teaching method provided best learning results in both unit tests and in the retention test.  Also, the students perceived cooperative learning to be better and more worthwhile and, with it, they felt less anxiety while learning.  Two way analysis of covariance was used in testing content results and a one way analysis of variance was used in testing the results of administering adapted social interdependence scales developed by Johnson and Norem-Hebeisen used to examine attitudes.  While the research had a low n (n=44), the design was good and the results suggest further study to be worth while.  It suffered from having only a week between completion the treatments and the test for retention.
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