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Abstract

Cooperative Learning (CL) is notably superior among other instructional learning methods in
improving academic achievement and affective domains. Nevertheless, how learners think of the
enjoyableness of CL and the circumstances that heighten such positive learning outcomes are
often neglected. This research explored the perceptions of 36 high school learners who studied
the functions and patterns of the notoriously problematic Conditional Sentences within the
dynamics of a CL technique called Student Teams Achievement Division (STAD). It examined the
extent to which learners perceived their amount of learning, their contributions to the learning of
others and the overall pleasure of following the STAD cooperative strategy. As individual
characteristics contribute to the success of CL applications, the perception between boys and
girls, and high and low achievers were compared to ascertain any peculiarities.

Confirmed through Chi-square analysis, the research uncovered that neither gender nor past
achievement matter in the forming of perception as all participants perceived the learning
process positively. However, males were slightly more appreciative on the importance of team
contribution as well as individual accountability for their learning success. Only a small rate of
lower-ability students felt strongly positive of improved comprehension. Likewise, surpassing
their counterparts, high achievers more firmly verified the clarity of STAD concept. Both high
and low achievers provided adequate contribution to the teamwork, yet only 25% of the entire
population felt strongly about recommending STAD based on the unlikeliness for non-conceptual
learning to fit with the approach.
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1. Introduction

Based on the view that the discovery of how language works is essentially a collaborative
process, among the varied approaches in foreign language learning, Cooperative Learning
(CL) has taken the lead. In studies conducted by Bejarano (1987) and McGoarty (1989),
nonnative English speakers in CL classes show gains in language acquisition and academic
achievement that are superior to gains obtained through traditional whole-class instruction.
The carefully structured interactions between students in CL classes contribute to major gains
in language acquisition by allowing them to clarify meanings, elaborate explanations and

resolve discrepancies in the comprehension of lesson material.



In the past, language teaching focused on the learning of grammar and vocabulary. Despite the
later shift towards a more communicative approach, the teaching of grammar nowadays still
plays a big part in the language acquisition of foreign learners. With the communicative
approach, learners must know when and how to adjust the structure and form of a language to
a variety of contexts and how to fulfill a variety of functions. In striving to do so, learners need
a rich and collaborative learning environment. Thus, the CL method, theoretically, fits well to
the qualifications of good grammar teaching. Among the numerous CL techniques, STAD
(Student Teams Achievement Division) is popularly implemented in teaching grammar.
Teachers apply STAD by presenting the grammatical structures to be learned at first-hand,
then allowing heterogeneous groups of students to study together in preparation for
individually taking a quiz on that grammar focus. Note that the heterogeneous groupings,
setting students with varying individual characteristics to work together, is what establishes

effective collaborative peer modelling, tutoring and cognitive elaboration.

In spite of the numerous studies done to investigate the effectiveness of CL on students’
language and academic achievement, only few studies regard how learners think of the
enjoyableness, their own learning and how much they contributed to others through this
learning method. Green (as cited in Ghaith, 2000) insisted that subjective evidence and the
intuitive sense of teachers and researchers are the basis of previous studies on learners’
perceptions of classroom activities. Theoretically, learners’ perceptions of their learning
experience affect the ultimate outcome. Positive perceptions about learning underlie
Marzano’s (1992) Five Dimensions of Learning, which means in-depth learning (i.e.
knowledge becomes a habit of mind) will never take place unless learners’ initially perceive
their learning positively. Markus and Ruvulo (1990) also maintain that perceptions have been

a part of the learner’s self —system which oversees all other systems.

Two particularly important characteristics of learners that may have an impact on the
applications of CL strategies are levels of prior achievement and gender (Ghaith, 2000). Webb
and Dansereau (as cited in Ghaith, 2000) argued that because high achievers provide frequent
elaborated explanations, they would benefit the most from CL. Contrastively, in line with the

theoretical framework of CL, the results of Armstrong and Palmer’s study (1998) dispel the



misconception that high achieving students often outperform their groups while other group

members contribute less to learning at the expense of others’ effort and knowledge.

Gender differences based on some of the few studies conducted on learners’ perception
indicate an inconsistency between male and female’s perception towards the procedural,
usefulness and affective aspects of their CL learning experience. A study carried out by Ross-
Feldman (2007) reveals the influence of gender on task-based interactions and the language
learning opportunities that arose during language learning interactions. Similarly, a study
conducted by Ghaith (2000) in Lebanon shows that male learners perceived that the amount of
learning they had made is higher than that of their female counterparts. In spite of this, a
significant percentage of males did not recommend the use of CL in further instructions while
all of the female recommended further use of the strategy. As supported by previous studies
done by Lockheed et al. (as quoted by Ghaith, 2000), this result may have risen due to the fact
that males prefer working in same gender groups in a more competitive condition, rather than

a cooperative one.

Progressing from the scarcity of objective knowledge on learners’ feelings and thoughts of CL
and the conflicting results drawn from gender or past achievement studies to the proposed
benefits of heterogeneous groupings in CL, there is a need to examine what learners think of
the CL experience, and whether students of differing gender and ability have the same
perception. This study brought forth Conditional Sentence as the grammar focus to be taught
under STAD due to the frequent similar problems encountered by learners in mastering its
pattern and functions. Throughout the stages of STAD, the difficulty level and complexity of
this grammar focus provided flexibility and ample opportunities for learners to overcome and
triumph as a group. Hence, this study attempted to answer the following question:

What do high school learners think and feel about their STAD learning experience in

studying Conditional Sentences?
Students’ perceptions were then further analyzed to answer the following sub-questions:

1. Do high achieving learners differ from the low-achieving learners in their perception

of their STAD learning experience in studying Conditional Sentences?
2. Do male and female learners differ in their perception of their STAD learning

experience in studying Conditional Sentences?



Positive Perception and Cooperative Learning

Marzano (2011) believes that the process of learning involves the interaction of five types of
thinking called the Five Dimensions of Learning. They are loose but interactive and non-secluded
metaphors for how the mind works during learning. The five dimensions of learning are (1)
positive attitudes and perceptions about learning, (2) acquiring and integrating knowledge, (3)

extending and refining knowledge, (4) using knowledge meaningfully, and (5) habits of mind.

Without positive attitude and perceptions,
students have little chance of learning the
Ui el : language, or any subject matter, proficiently as it is

Meaningfully the basic premise of the dimensions of learning. If
. this element is not fulfilled, it will be difficult for

Extending and students to acquire the knowledge, let alone
Rl A e : integrate it to their previous and existing one,

extend it, or use the knowledge until it becomes a

Acquiring and 4 ) . .
Integrating habit of mind. According to Marzano (1992) there

Knowledge are two categories of attitudes and perceptions that
: affect learning: attitudes and perception about the

learning climate, and attitudes and perception

Adapted from Marzano (2011) about classroom tasks and activities.

Figure 1: How the Dimensions of Learning
Interact

Learning climate is embodied in a sense of acceptance and a sense of comfort and order. Learning
is, of course, inhibited if students do not feel accepted in the class, for example by their peers and
even their teacher. The more physical aspects of a learning climate that influence students
perception is the classroom comfort and order. The physical comfort of the classroom is affected
by such factors as the amount of physical activity during the day, the arrangement of desks, and
so on. Students also need to know the parameters of behavior in a learning situation otherwise the
psychological environment can become chaotic. This is where order of what routine and behavior
is acceptable in class need to be identified. Students’ perception of the value of their tasks,
whether they have a clear understanding of what the tasks require and whether they have the
resources necessary to complete the tasks also foster students’ positive attitudes and perceptions
of their learning experience. Studies conducted by Schunk (1990) indicate that learners are most
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motivated when they believe the tasks they’re involved in are relevant to their personal goals and
interest. Knowing what students are interested in and then linking tasks to their particular interest
is a form of overtly gearing tasks to students’ liking. Another element affecting perception
towards tasks is whether students have a clear model of how the task will look like when it is
completed. Students’ efforts to complete the task will not be effective if this image is vaguely
etched in their minds. In addition, motivation as an innate resource for completing those tasks
also affects students’ perception of learning. Learners who believe they have the inner resources
to successfully complete a task consider absolutely nothing is beyond their reach. Reversely,
learners who believe they are good at some things but not at others perceive themselves as

incapable of success at some tasks, and, ultimately, at the learning at hand.

CL supports these tenets proposed by Marzano that positive perception and attitude is influenced
by the learning climate as this collaborative learning method creates a non-competitive, non-
threatening, highly motivating, relaxing, and fun learning climate. According to Slavin (1995),
the effectiveness of CL in fostering acceptance and understanding among members of a group is
undeniable. On top of that, Jacobs and Inn (2003) stresses that because of individual
accountability and positive interdependence, a feeling of togetherness and sense of belonging are
developed since each group member assists their group mates to learn. There is also increased
external motivation to succeed because students are less isolated and feel significantly important
for everyone has a chance to contribute something significant to the other in their group. Praises
from peers, not just teachers, for in CL student’s success helps others, makes school a more fun

place to be.

In terms of task structuring, CL also confirms Marzano’s theory stating that students need to have
a good hold of what their task is about (task clarity) and whether they have the resources to
complete it. CL allows students to control aspects of the tasks and taps into students’ natural
inquisitiveness for students are responsible in the fragmented interconnected parts of the task.
Thus, curiosity on how they can put their heads together to solve the puzzle is created.
Furthermore, in CL, students’ efforts are paid off by rewards and recognition— rather than the
successful or perfect completion of tasks indicated by rigid scores. All these facts hypothesize

that, theoretically, CL is inclined to foster and nurture students’ positive perception and attitude.



The Heterogeneous Grouping in STAD (A Focus on Past Achievement and Gender)

In STAD, students are assigned to four or five members in groups, with each student’s overt
differing individual characteristics, as in ethnicity, nationality, motivational level, gender, and
past achievement, to make up the class. The distinct individual criteria of past achievement and
gender have been quite controversial as to whether they would benefit learners or instead waste

their valuable learning time.

a. Past Achievement
Placing students with different past achievements together is a group raises a great deal of
controversy. This is partly why Robinson and Allen (as cited in Ghaith, 2000) do not
recommend the use of CL with gifted students based on the assumption that the high
achievers could be held back by having to ensure the learning of their low-achieving
teammates. High achievers will feel bored explaining to their friends over and over again,
while the low achievers will feel frustrated unable to keep up with their friends’
significantly accelerated learning rate. However, studies done by Farivar and Webb
(1993) showed that properly structured CL does actually benefit both high and low

achievers.

Research summarized by Johnson and Johnson (1991) suggested that in the
heterogeneous groups of STAD, high achieving students learn and retain more than in
other learning arrangements. By explaining material to other students, these high
achievers also increase their level of cognitive reasoning. By having concern about their
friends’ academic progress and participating in group endeavors, high achievers grow a
feeling of belonging, acceptance, and compassion for others. The explaining or teaching
skills trained by high achievers when explaining and illustrating concepts to their friends
also prepare them for occupations in which leadership and teaching skills are necessary.
Low achievers, on the other hand, obtained higher achievement because they receive
more help, aside from the teacher’s limited presentation. They also benefit by observing
the process how high achievers learn and adopt the strategies they exert. From the
constant encouragement and patient tutoring, low achievers will also feel more motivated

to try because their group mates actually intend for them to succeed.



b. Gender
Several studies have shown that there are differences in the way males and females use
language (Aries, 1996; Ross-Feldman, 2007). It seems that when men and women
interact, men have more opportunities to participate and control conversational turns than
women. Concerning how gender affects language learning, there have only been some
studies dealing with the role gender plays in the interaction during language learning.
Despite the fact that these learning conditions are not necessarily cooperative ones, the

variable of gender can cause different perceptions of CL to emerge.

In a recent study, Ross-Feldman (2007) analyzed how gender affects learning discussions
in mixed-gender groupings. She investigated the influence of gender on task-based
interactions and analyzed the language learning opportunities that may appear in such
interactions. These interactions in which learning opportunities occur are called language
related episodes (LRE). LREs are conditions in which learners interact to concentrate on
linguistic elements within their conversation. They occur when learners focus on matters
of language form and meaning, pose such a discussion to come to a conclusion. These
interactions happen when learners draw attention to language form and meaning, both in
the context of meaningful communication as well as in contexts set apart from such
communication. Consider the following example:

Male learner 1: The doctors say my uncle’s heart condition is hereditary.

Male learner 2: Hereditary... means from birth, no?

Male learner 1: It means it’s inherited from his mother, my grandma, which

means my cousin is likely to have the same condition.

Male learner 2: Oh, that means you might have it too. You 're related to them.

(adapted from Ross-Feldman, 2007)
These male learners are interacting with one another to figure out the meaning of
“hereditary”, and find a word synonymous to it. These episodes of peer contingencies are

related to language constituting to a language learning opportunity.

Ross-Feldman’s findings indicated that the gender of the learners participating in task-
based interactions influenced the incidence and resolution of LREs. In mixed-gender
groups, the LREs initiated by males were resolved more often than those initiated by

females. This might lead to a situation in which males have more opportunities to learn
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from the interaction than females. Moreover, LREs initiated by males were resolved in a
more target like manner in mixed-gender groups. Males were advantaged in mixed-
gender groups because of their increased attention and their answered questions about
matters of language use. On the other hand, LREs initiated by females were resolved
more frequently on matched-gender groups. Females were advantaged in matched-gender
groups because their questions about language use were more likely to be resolved more
quickly when they worked with other females. From these findings, Ross- Feldman
concluded that while males had more opportunities to learn a language in mixed-gender
groups, females have more opportunities in matched-gender groups. Therefore, it can be

inferred that gender may well influence how learners interact in group work settings.

Methodology

Form

This study is categorized as a survey research as information is collected through a
questionnaire to describe characteristics, specifically, opinions of a group (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2007). This study has collected information through giving questionnaire
statements in which participants’ response of agreement constituted the data of the study.
The questionnaire was conducted after implementing specific treatments which have
provided the students’ experience in learning through STAD. The present study did not
intend to see the effect of CL on learners’ achievement or even remotely discuss about
achievement and how well learners master the materials because of CL. However, the full
experience of CL, including its grading and team recognition stage, were included in the
treatment to let the participants fully immerse themselves in the cooperative atmosphere.

Participants

The participants of the study were twelfth grade learners studying the Conditional
Sentences within the dynamics of STAD. They were selected from an elite Catholic
private school in Surabaya. There was no other reason other than the sake of convenience
in time and availability underlying why this particular school was chosen. Specifically,
the classes chosen through the convenience sampling method are XII Social 3 and XII

Social 5. Through random in-take class sampling, class XII Social 3 has been chosen to



be used as the pilot class in which the instruments were tried out first, whereas class XII

Social 5, consisting of 37 students, were the actual participants in the study.

Among the 37 students of XII Social 5 participating in this study, there were 19 female
and 17 male learners. Centered on the previous grammar test or Ulangan Harian 1 (UH
1), the high-achieving students and their low-achieving counterparts were determined by
applying the Education Evaluation proposed by Arikunto (1990). Arikunto maintained
that in a sample of less than 100 subjects, high and low achievers are obtained by
arranging students in the order from the highest score to the lowest, while omitting all
scores similar to its middle benchmark. This procedure led to finding 17 high-achievers

(10 females and 7 males), and 15 low-achievers (6 females and 9 males).

Instruments
Two research instruments were involved in the operation of the present study; they are
perception questionnaire, as the main instrument of the study, and an in-depth interview,

posing a triangulation to compensate for the weaknesses of the questionnaire.

1. Perception Questionnaire
After the students had undergone the STAD learning experience, they were required
to fill in a questionnaire of 11 Likert-type statements to assess their perception of their
STAD experience. Perception is conveyed through students’ level of agreement
toward the given statements. These questionnaire responses were then converted to
nominal data in the form of frequencies or tallies indicating the occurrences a certain
response is made. Therefore, the data generated from the questionnaire is considered

quantitative.

The Likert-type statements in the questionnaire are categorized into three sections: (1)
the participants’ perceptions of the amount of their own learning, (2) the group
interaction emphasizing on the amount of self-contribution to the learning of their
group mates, and (3) whether they would recommend STAD in other classes. The
scale of the responses ranges from strongly agree to strongly disagree to indicate the
participants’ level of agreement. Three open-ended questions requiring students’

reflective explanation of how they feel were given at the end of each questionnaire
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section for verification. Students’ brief reflections were used for further analysis to
determine the consistency or orientation between all of the responses under the
corresponding section. See Appendix A for a sample of the questionnaire.

Instrumental try outs were commenced twice to indicate whether the instructions and
overall format of the questionnaire were clear, and whether the meaning of the

statements were easily understood.

In-depth Interview

As a means of triangulation to verify questionnaire answers, an in-depth semi-
structured standardized open-ended interview was also conducted to check students’
consistency and to gather more comprehensive inputs. The interview questions were
similar to the questionnaire statements and were designed to elicit more detailed
information about (i) whether the respondents/participants were being earnest in
answering, (ii) reasons triggering participants’ responses, and (iii) considerations
taken when providing the referred response. Participants’ answers in the interview
were considered qualitative data that confirmed the validity of the quantitative data
obtained from the questionnaire. Refer to Appendix B for a sample of the interview

questions.

After analyzing questionnaire results and finding no students categorized as having
primarily Negative Perception, the researcher had chosen students with the following
characteristics:

a. Male high-achiever with no negative response in the questionnaire

b. Male high-achiever with one or two negative responses in the questionnaire
c. Male low-achiever with no negative response in the questionnaire

d. Male low-achiever with one or two negative responses in the questionnaire
e. Female high-achiever with no negative responses in the questionnaire

f. Female low-achiever with no negative response in the questionnaire

g. Female low-achiever with one or two negative responses in the questionnaire

10



d. Treatment
The treatment composed of three formal 90-minute long classroom meetings covering
one grammatical unit, Conditional Sentences, taught through STAD. Both the Pilot and
Participating Group received the essentially exact same treatment as the Pilot Group
should experience STAD beforehand in order to fill in the questionnaire trials. The
motivation lying beneath why the Pilot Group received a trial round of the treatment was
to realize the instructional and procedural flaws in carrying out the treatment. Technical
difficulties possible surfaced may have exacerbated from lack of classroom management
and time efficiency, errors on exercise and quiz, to material inaccuracy. These technical
hindrances were resolved and improved before presenting to the actual participants of the

study.

The students in both groups were first randomly assigned to heterogeneous teams of four
to five members based on gender and past achievement. The students’ past achievement
was determined by the average score of a series of their past assessment scores conducted
by their regular subject teachers. Generally, within the three meetings of treatment, the
participants had undergone all four stages of STAD in studying the conditional sentences:
« STAD Step I: The teacher presented a lesson via lecture, a textbook, audio-visual
technology-based presentation, etc.
« STAD Step Il: Students completed exercises in heterogeneous groups while
practicing collaborative skills in preparation for taking the quiz.
« STAD Step Il1: Students completed a quiz individually.
« STAD Step IV: Team recognition was given based on the degree of improvement

achieved exceeding from students’ average past scores.

A brief outline of the achieved treatment along with its time allocation for the pilot and

participating class is described in the succeeding table.
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Table 1: Treatment Schedule

Meeting Activity
PILOT GROUP
Class : XI1 Social 3
School : a private school in Surabaya
Number of students : 37
Meeting | . Mater!al : Real conditionals (Type_O and Type_l _Cpnditionalg)
(2x 45 = Technique : Student Teams Achievement Division (the first
minutes) three stages)
= Instrumental Try out 1 (questionnaire)
. = Material Unreal conditionals (Type Il and Type Il
M(eze)t(lzg . Conditionals)
minutes) = Technique : Student Teams Achievement Division (the first
three stages)
= Material : Review of all conditionals (Type 0 — Type Il
Meeting 111 Condit_ionals) . o
(2x 45 = Technique : Student Teams Achievement Division (all four
minutes) stages)
» Instrumental Try Out 2 (incorporating questionnaire
revisions

PARTICIPATING GROUP

Class : X1 Social 5
School : a private school in Surabaya
Number of students : 36

Meeting I | = Material : Real conditionals (Type 0 and Type | Conditionals)
(2x 45 = Technique : Student Teams Achievement Division (the first
minutes) three stages)
Meeting 11 . Mate_ri_al Unreal conditionals (Type Il and Type Il
(2x 45 Condlt_lonals) _ o _
: = Technique : Student Teams Achievement Division (the first
minutes)
three stages)
= Material : Review of all conditionals (Type 0 — Type llI
Meeting 111 Condit_ionals) . L
(2x 45 » Technique : Student Teams Achievement Division (all four
minutes) stages)
» Data collection wusing revised questionnaire from
Instrumental Try Out 2 and in-depth interview

Data Analysis Technique

As the data intended to be generated through the main research instrument are nominal,
participants’ responses on the questionnaire were tallied to find the frequency of how
many a particular rate on the Likert scale was chosen for each statement. To uncover

whether gender and past achievement influenced their perception, Chi-Square tests were
12



run with the variables of gender and past achievement as independent variables and the
participants’ responses to the scale as the dependent variable. In addition, the percentages
of response frequencies for each individual questionnaire statement were also sought out
on the basis of examining the occurrence of high and low frequency among the given

choices of agreement level.

3. Findings and Discussion

Based on the results of this survey research, all respondents who have been submitted to the

STAD approach generally claimed that they perceived the learning experience positively.

a. Learners’ Perception on STAD in General

Respondents in unison perceived the lessons to be interesting, worthwhile, useful and
fun. This is proven by positive perception on students’ elevated focus and
participation in the lesson and that the majority of the students achieved gains in their
scores. The presence of the Efficacy and Appropriateness factors, as proposed by
Thornbury (2003), in the order of the lessons may have propelled the quality of
learning that took place and the degree of attention it aroused. The lessons were
efficient in terms of brevity — teacher talk fell roughly below one-third of each lesson
as group discussions and independent peer testing were conducted afterwards to
exchange student role into active autonomous stakeholders. This is contradictory to
the commonly observed trend in most classrooms synthesized in the Two-thirds rule
by Flanders (as cited by Howe, 1997) maintaining that two-thirds of the talk in
classrooms comes from teachers, and pupil talk are merely responses to the teacher
talk. In addition, based on Marzano’s learning dimensions (2011), positive response
may have been caused by the accommodating learning climate and pupils’ clear
understanding of the classroom tasks, and behavior to be carried out. As supported by
Ostrosky et al. (2007) declaring that repetitive routines within the classroom
activities may help students predict what happens next, making them feel more
secure, prepared and attentive in the lesson, the structure of STAD excels in defining
and identifying routines and flow to the classroom activities. The present results were

consistent with Schunk’s studies (as cited in Marzano, 1991) on the value of tasks;
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students were motivated because they believed the tasks they were involved in were

relevant to their personal goals and interest

All participants admitted to gaining better teamwork skills, and approved the idea
that working in a team is superior over individual work. This is a striking contrast to
Howe, Rodgers & Tolmie (1990) and Howe, Tolmie & Rodgers (1992) who have
found that pupils can benefit academically from collaborating even when group
performance and structure is poor. Structured group interaction, as concluded from
the referred results, only acts as a catalyst for subsequent reflection and learning
regardless of the quality of the interaction itself. This was not the case for STAD as
learners noticed the benefits of a structured interaction within group work and this
was what compelled them to learn better. Backed by Kagan (1999) insisting that the
cons of CL emerge from lack of structure, a plausible cause for this is the
respectable fulfillment of the key central components of CL within the lessons (i.e.
positive interdependence, collaborative skills, heterogeneous groupings, individual
accountability). Other reasons may be the inherent characteristics and dynamics of
the class signifying an already prevailing tightly knit and intimate relationship among
the students. The generally positive disposition of the students who are relatively
willing and open to new learning methods may also contribute to this perception to

arise.

In spite of generally positive feedback on teamwork, some students acknowledged
their lack of motivation in helping their teammates learn. Students admitting this
inferiority fear being the liability, weakest link or the sole cause of a low team score;
therefore, place greater focus on their own learning progress. This led to the
overdependence on high-achievers as leaders of the group, and shyness to voice
opinions during group work. The misconception that contribution is only equivalent
to the amount of giving elaborated explanation and peer modelling to others also
lessened their motivation to have concern over other’s learning. Referring to the
instructor’s role, this phenomenon may have been triggered by failure in conveying
the essence of the STAD grading system which actually stress that individual gains

contribute to the group’s success.
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Regarding the overall pleasure of the lessons, all participants responded affirmatively
that STAD is appropriate for learning about Conditional Sentences. This is supported
by the fact that symmetric role division in the group work facilitates attainment of
grammatical concepts (conceptual learning). Reinforced by studies conducted by
Damon and Phelps, and Rogoff (as cited in Howe, 1997), symmetric roles (as
adopted in STAD) are most preferable when the content of the learning task is
conceptual. Although participants agreed to follow future STAD lessons on the basis
of the novelty of the approach, only around 25% of the entire population felt strongly
about recommending the positives of STAD. Technical reason for this arose as
STAD may not be suitable for simpler materials or for other types of learning, such

as dexterity training or rote-memorization.

b. Male and Female’s Perception on STAD

Answering the sub-questions of this research, according to gender divisions, results
suggested no significant variations between the perception of males and females.
This was supported by the fact that Chi-square tests were not possible to be run as all
perceptions remained constantly positive for every single student. However, minor
predispositions ascended between students with these opposing individual
characteristics.

Compared to females, males were reported to be slightly more certain on the
importance of team contribution for their learning success (35.71% of males, 16.67%
of females). This result contrasts with those of Bousted (1989) and Sadker & Sadker
(1985) that boys are more likely than girls to create conditions where their
contributions will be sought by the teachers, and they are more likely than girls to
push themselves forward when contributors are not explicitly selected. In our case,
boys admitted the selection of other external contributors in the group apart from
themselves. Boys may have considered the girls to be more capable than they were to
contribute and raise the group’s performance; hence boys did not try to take the lead
in discussions. In each of the 9 heterogeneous group compositions during the
treatment, the proportion of students who were seen as more competent within the

group primarily consisted of more females instead of males. Other factors may have
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included that boys put forth modesty and merely did not want to be seen as

arrogantly superior in the group, or simply did not want to waste too much energy.

Males’ perception takes the lead for fondness of group work over individual work
(78.57%). This is consistent with Ross —Feldman’s findings (2007) disclosing that
males have more opportunities to learn from the group interaction than females. The
participants of the current study, the boys, in particular, happened to be strongly
bonded to one another as classmates. Hence, the collaborative group interaction
proceeded well, supplying encouraging social interaction in the form of elaborated
explanation, peer tutoring and monitoring and profound opportunities of cognitive
deliberations during group work. Taber (1992) proposes that boys are more likely to
adopt a ‘public’ strategy to learning, whereas girls tend to exert more ‘private’ or
compensatory strategies that are less direct. The strategic learning employed by
males in this current study may have been more public, as advised in previous
studies; yet, its visibility was not targeted to the teacher. Instead, males tended to
direct questions and seek clarification to more knowledgeable peers in the group,
who in this case were predominantly female. This can be seen from the percentage
results of 85.71% of low-achieving males that favored group over independent work.
On the other hand, females’ questions may not have been resolved in a manner they

had preferred.

The percentage rate of strong agreements from the low-achieving males for
contentment on their individual accountability ranked first. Low-achieving males’
self-confidence was raised from the group mates’ acceptance. Self-esteem may have
been improved from the repetitive praises and support given by other group
members. In the end, low-achieving boys feel more content with the improvement

score they accumulated for team points in the STAD grading system.

C. Higher and Lower Ability Learners’ Perception on STAD

In the case of varying levels of ability, low-achieving students did not differ in
perception to their high-achieving peers. Although insignificant, the minor differences

that surfaced are worth analyzing.
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Even though perception about the amount of learning from high and low achievers
were equally positive, there was only a small rate of low-achieving students who felt
strongly positive about their understanding of the material (7.69%). Mild  self-
esteem and self-acknowledgment may have hindered satisfaction of the learning
progress made. Difficulties in adapting to the novel method of STAD and the
considerably elevated material complexity from previous grammar focuses may have

intensified this somewhat modesty.

Dispelling the notion that higher ability students contribute the most in CL groups,
both high and low-achieving students in the present study asserted that they made
enough contribution to the learning of their teammates. This is contrastive to the
results of Ghaith’s study (2000) saying that CL is beneficial for the low-achieving
learners who make learning gains at the expense of the high achievers. High-
achieving learners were reportedly eager to help and did not feel at a loss or
disadvantage from having to give assistance. Some low-ability students were pleased
with the gain score they contributed to the accumulated team points, raising their
confidence level, and pushing them to voice their opinions more frequently during the
group work. Some occasions of low-achievers feeling dissatisfied with their
contribution despite their high gain score was caused by the lack of knowledge that
contribution does not necessarily mean dominance in giving forth suggestions or help

during group work.

Lastly, all high achievers felt positively about the STAD method, supporting the
highest agreement for the clarity of STAD concept (80%). Low-achievers’ slightly
lower understanding of the concept (69.25%) may have been due to trouble in
adapting to the STAD stages, failure in recognizing its fundamental intentions and

absence during the conduct of the lessons.
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4. Conclusion and Suggestions

Research results deduce that Cooperative Learning is not only a renowned front-runner in
facilitating cognitive and affective development, but applications of this method are also
regarded as enjoyable and fruitful learning experiences by the agents of learning themselves —
the students. Students believe that, despite their differing levels of ability and achievement,
each and every member contributes the same amount of effort in helping the group learn as a
collective unit. All favor working collaboratively over independent work, and at the end of the
lessons, they acknowledge gaining better teamwork and appreciation for others. With this
knowledge, it is advised for teachers to apply CL lessons with all the key components of this
method in tact as poor fulfillment in just one component may affect the ultimate learning
outcome. Although all students are willing to learn under the CL strategy again, most are
concerned that simpler materials or non-conceptual learning might not be suitable to be taught
with this approach.

Perceptions of male and female learners do not differ significantly, yet males recurrently tend
to have stronger positive perception about the CL experience. Boys take great value on team
contribution than girls, and feel they would have understood less without the help of peers. On
the same token, males of lower ability, in particular, expressed greater satisfaction with their

contribution to the group as they were content and confident of their own learning progress.

Referring to the ability and achievement aspects, both lower and higher ability students
consider their contribution and role in the group as equal and that the group dynamics are
mutual. In spite of this, higher ability students understood the concept and intention of the
method better than their peers. However, this does not influence the fact that both high and
low-achieving students endorse the use of CL for future conceptual learning with similar

materials.

Finally, the findings of this research should not be generalized as they are perceptual and
context-specific. Students of different cultural background, current school values and culture,
past schooling experience, personal disposition, and learning styles may perceive otherwise.
The setting-regulating aspects, such as the textbooks, the CL technique, the audio-visual

materials used, and the content area in the study, may also serve as accountable factors.
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APPENDIX A Questionnaire Sample

QUESTIONNAIRE
Learner’s Perception of their STAD Learning Experience

Give a check () in the box which is most suitable for how you feel or think after joining the

lesson.
SA : Strongly Agree D : Disagree
A : Agree SD : Strongly Disagree

On the dotted lines, write a short reflection approximately 20 words in length according to the
topic asked

My opinion on my own learning SA A D SD

I think the lesson was interesting, worthwhile, useful and fun.

I was focused and actively engaged in the lesson and group work.

I could understand conditional sentences better now.

hwl\.)l—‘>

My team mates helped me understand conditional sentences better.

Personal reflection about my own learning:

My opinion on the group interaction SA A D SD

I learned to work and solve problems better with my teammates.

I was motivated and | felt responsible to help my teammates learn.

I felt that I made enough contribution to my teammates’ learning.

o~ o o m

I realized that working in a team is better than working alone.

Personal reflection about the group interaction and my contribution to my teammates’ learning:

C. My opinion on STAD SA A D SD

9  lunderstand the concept of STAD.

10 STAD is suitable for learning about conditional sentences.

11 I would recommend STAD in learning other materials.

Personal reflection about STAD :

Thank you for participating and filling in this questionnaire.
God bless you all.

21



APPENDIX B Interview Questions

: : Underlying
My Views on My Own Learning Theories
1. Do you think you’ve mastered the pattern and use of conditional Effi q
sentences better now? Why is that so? Icacy an
Appropriateness
2. Do you think the activities were worthwhile and useful in helping you L factor in grammar
understand the material? Why do you think so? teaching
& Heterogeneous
3. Did you often feel confused or frustrated during the lesson? What do Groupings in CL
you think causes this? B
4. When you needed help understanding the material, did you receive any Positive
help from your group mates? Did they play a big part in helping you Interdependence in
understand? CL
My Views on the Group Interaction U_?gerlymg
eories

1. Do you think you learned something about team work and problem

solving from this lesson? Would you say that you’ve learned to work Collaborative skills

better with your friends because of the lesson? in CL
Positive
2. Did you feel motivated to help your friends understand the material too,  interdependence &
or were you only concerned with your own success? individual

accountability in CL

3. Do you feel that you made enough contribution to your friends’
learning or is it you who benefitted the most from your friends’
explanation?

Individual
accountability in CL

4. Do you think working with your friends is better than working alone? . dPosn:jve .
Why is that so? inter epérlw_ ence in

My Views on STAD
Do you understand the basic concept of STAD clearly after joining the lesson?

2. Have you ever experienced a learning method like this before?
3. Do you think that STAD is suitable for learning conditional sentences?

4.  Would you like to use STAD in learning other materials? Why do you
think so?
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