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摘要

  本文探討合作式學習法在英語教學上的運用。利用合作式學習法，使低成就學生提高其學習意願，使消極和被動的學習態度轉為積極主動的精神。經由學生彼此間不斷的討論、互相指導和督促，增加學生的學習成效，使學習具有思考性和挑戰性，同時促進同儕間的情誼，達成學習的目的。二十四位二專一年級學生在期中考之後參與本研究，經由將近兩個月的合作式學習法，以期中和期末考成績做比較，並且分析三份問卷，結果顯示合作式學習法的學習成效超越以老師為中心的教學法，並且提升學生的學業成就和增加學習英語的興趣。
關鍵字：合作式學習法，學生小組成就區分法，分組學習
Abstract

This study was carried out to identify cooperative learning could provide successful and effective learning outcomes of tasks. The method created a revolutionary atmosphere to boost students’ learning interest and social skills and academic performance. A total of 24 junior college students participated in this study. . Two examinations revealed the differences of the academic achievements while the Friendship Survey determined attitudes toward classmates and the questionnaire toward cooperative learning. The results showed the achievement of positive learning was significantly higher than the teacher-led learning. 
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I. Introduction

     One of the greatest and inevitable challenges teachers face is to determine the most effective teaching strategies for their students. The traditional teaching methods have always focused on the lecture-based methods in which the students are passive recipients of knowledge. Therefore, understanding and assessing student involvement in learning will help teachers determine the most appropriate curriculum and how students best learn. In addition, teachers must consider which skills will be most practical for students to build relationships and promote academic performance. 
In the past few decades, cooperative learning became a commonly used form of active pedagogy in the 1980’s, and is one of the most remarkable and fertile areas of theory, research, and practice in academic institutions today (Johnson, Johnson, and Smith, 2007). Several central elements comprise cooperative learning including positive interdependence, individual accountability, face-to-face interaction, appropriate use of collaborative skills and group processing (Johnson et al. 1991). Studies on cooperative learning have indicated its positive relationship with student achievement and attitudes about learning (Slavin, 1989; Johnson and Johnson, 1989; Johnson et al., 2007). Since cooperative learning is based on student-centered learning and has been implemented widely and successfully. The researcher decided on implementing cooperative learning in class. The aim of the present research is to make use of methods and techniques of cooperative learning which will minimize the differences within a classroom and help learner to participate in class actively and effectively. 
II. Literature Review

Slavin (1996) described cooperative learning as teaching methods in which students work together in small groups to help one another learn academic content. It provides benefits for both students and instructors. Cooperative learning has also been revealed to enhance social and intellectual development (Cohen, 1984: Burton, 1987) and help students build interpersonal skills while developing a sense of achievement, productivity, and psychological well-being (Nilson, 1998).
Adams and Hamm (1994) mentioned  cooperative learning is a kind of effective learning. It occurs through an individual’s interaction with his or her environment, and language is the means by which learning and meaning are made conscious to the student. Interaction with others enables students to make sense of what they are learning as they become responsible for articulating and discussing class content with their peers.

Moreover, cooperative learning make students exhibit signs of higher understanding when they were responsible for teaching concepts to their classmates and when their classmates taught concepts to them (Webb, 1985). Meanwhile, group members were more inclined to help other members learn concepts when the entire group’s grade depended on each student’s understanding of the subject. Gokhale (1995) also declared team-based learning provided opportunities for discussion and clarification of ideas. In fact, interaction with peers offers students the chance to learn from one another’s scholarship, skills, and experiences. Studies found group discussion may force students to confront counter-arguments, encourage them to think beyond their own perspectives, and help improve respect for diversity (Cooper, Robinso, and McKinney, 1993; Slavin,1983).
As mentioned above, Johson and Johson (1994) declared that elements of cooperative learning should include the following: (1) positive interdependence. Each group member’s efforts are required for group success. No one in a group can get away from his or her own contributions. (2) face-to-face interaction. The peers in the groups mutually encourage, share ideas or resources, help and consult with each other. (3) individual accountability. The performance of each member affects the grade of the group. So every group members makes efforts to learn and contribute to their own potions of a group project. (4) social skills. This kind of learning is to instruct students the required interpersonal skills and small group skills. (5) group processing. It is focused on clarifying and improving the effectiveness of the members in contributing to the collaborative efforts to achieve the group goals. 

Slavin (1988) proposed STAD (Student Teams- Achievement Divisions) strategy. It emphasizes individual accountability and self-improvement. Students can earn points for the entire cooperative learning team. Four advantages of using STAD are: (1) each students has an equal opportunity to be successful in learning the targeted information and skills; (2) each student has an equal opportunity to receive rewards after each lesson; (3) each student has an equal opportunity to earn top grades (for example, student performances are compared with their own past performances, giving weak and strong students alike an opportunity to earn high grades); (4) group-based rewards motivate achievement among students (Kagan, 1989). Within the teams, every student contributes to his or her own success and that of the team only by improving his or her own base scores on outcome-aligned tests (Salvin, 1988). Base scores represented students’ average scores on past quizzes. STAD is made up of five major components: (1) class presentations (2) teams (3) quizzes (4) individual improvement scores (5) team recognition. (Robert E. Slavin, 1994)

III. Research Method

A. Participants

The class contained 24 students with multi-level English proficiency. All students were the first grade in a junior college. They were afraid to speak English and had low motivation in learning English.
B. Instruments

This study was focused on analyzing data collected from questionnaires and academic achievement in order to understand how students felt during implementing the cooperative learning. Three kinds of questionnaires were included in the study. The first kind of questionnaire was to find students’ attitude toward teaching and learning. The researcher adopted Likert five-point scale to have students answer the questions from the questionnaire. The second kind was Favored Academics Subjects that assessed students’ attitudes toward academic subjects. Favored Academic Subjects contained students’ preferences for three subjects as well as students’ perceived abilities in those academic subjects. The survey was administered as pre- and posttests. The third kind was Friendship Survey that enabled students to identify in-class friendships. At the out set of the study and again at the conclusion of the experiment, students were asked to write down the names of their best friends in class. As for the academic achievement, the researcher used the pretest (the midterm examination) and posttest (the final examination) as evidence of students’ academic achievement.
C. Data Analysis
1. Procedure
The English course was three-credit-hour, required course to meet three hours weekly, each for 50 minutes. The experiment conducted about two months. 

The class was instructed using the STAD strategy. The researcher used students’ average quiz scores as base scores after given three quizzes. Team members were tested individually and then scores were compared to base scores. Student team scores were computed based on individual scores and improvement points were given. 
2. Organization of small heterogeneous groups  
A list of students’ base scores was made for the class, ranked from highest to lowest student. Base scores were the average of three different quiz scores prior to the program. Every team was composed of the highest one, the lowest one and the middle two students in the class, according to their base score. The heterogeneity of these teams, each with four students of mixed levels, was meant to offer the greatest chances for peer tutoring. Students decided on their leaders and were given their personal base scores.

3. Presentation.  
Material was initially introduced in a class presentation. The direct instruction or a lecture-discussion was conducted by the teacher. It could include audio-visual presentations or group discovery activities in which students worked to find information or figured out concepts on their own before teacher instruction.
4. Group Practice. 
Within-Team Jigsaw ( Aronson et al, 1978) was utilized to ensure individual accountability and equal participation. Within-Team Jigsaw was used as a preview technique. Each student was responsible for check certain words in a dictionary in advance and became an expert in those words for their group. Then, students shared around the team orally. The major tasks of the group were to help members master the content and skills and to do well on the test. So the members in each group should do their best for the group and that the group did its best to help each member learn the content targeted. To ensure that students would follow CL structures, teacher should join each team at least 3 minutes and understood the implementation of cooperative learning in groups. When common difficulties were observed, the teacher gave the explanations to the whole class.
5. Individual Testing.  
The class took a quiz at the end of each unit.

6. Group Recognition.  
Students calculated their individual improvement scores by comparing their quiz scores with their base scores. The guidelines for determining improvement points are as follows (Robert E. Slain, 1994):
Improvement Point Criteria

	Quiz Score
	Improvement Score

	31 above base or a perfect paper (above 90 score) regardless of base scores 
	5

	21 to 30 above base
	4

	10 to 20 above base
	3

	9 above to10 below base
	2

	11 to 15 below base
	1

	16 or more below base
	0


After every two quizzes, students recomputed their base scores by averaging the old base score and the scores on quizzes since assigning the last base. The following is an example.
Improvement Scoring Role Book

	Name
	Base
	Quiz 4
	IP
	Q5
	IP
	Base
	Q6
	IP

	John 
	79
	83
	2
	90
	3
	84
	
	

	Tom
	81
	58
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	David
	60
	72
	3
	
	
	
	
	

	Sam
	94
	100
	5
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	
	
	10
	
	
	
	
	


Individual improvement scores were accumulated to determine group scores. Grades were utilized as the group reward. Two groups that had the top improvement scores in the class would get 2 extra bonus points to their final grades of the semester.

IV. Results 
In order to reveal students’ academic achievement efficiently, the researcher used statistic to analyze the difference between pretest and posttest. In the pretest, mean score was 43.63 and standard deviation was 22.07 (Table 1). In contrast, the mean of the posttest was 85.71 and its standard deviation was 10.28. The difference of mean scores between pretest and posttest was 42.08. The result indicates that there is a significant difference between pretest and posttest. Obviously, cooperative learning is effectively applied in the course.
Table 1

	Test
	N=the total number
	mean 
	Sd

	Pretest
	24
	43.63
	22.07

	Posttes
	24
	85.71
	10.28


In the questionnaire of students’ attitude toward teaching and learning, the outcome revealed that 65.9% of the students agreed to the cooperative learning. The data analyses of their questionnaires for the class were described as the following:

1. English course is an interesting subject.

	strongly agree
	agree
	undecided 
	strongly disagree
	disagree

	12.25%
	50%
	25%
	12.5%
	0%


2. Cooperative learning can stimulate my own interest in learning English.
	strongly agree
	agree
	undecided 
	strongly disagree
	disagree

	20.8%
	45.8%
	33.3%
	0%
	0%


3. Cooperative learning helps my learning English.

	strongly agree
	agree
	undecided 
	strongly disagree
	disagree

	16.6%
	50%
	33.3%
	0%
	0%


4. Cooperative learning makes me more interactive in class.

	strongly agree
	agree
	undecided 
	strongly disagree
	disagree

	16.6%
	66.6%
	12.5%
	4.16%
	0%


5. Cooperative learning makes me better with any other classmate in interpersonal skills.

	strongly agree
	agree
	undecided 
	strongly disagree
	disagree

	12.5%
	37.5%
	37.5%
	8.33%
	4.16%


6. Cooperative learning makes me have the feeling of “swimming or sinking” with my peers.

	strongly agree
	agree
	undecided 
	strongly disagree
	disagree

	20.8%
	45.8%
	33.3%
	0%
	0%


     In the questionnaire of Favored Academic Subjects, there were 15 students who selected English to be one of the favorite subjects in the posttest while 13 students in the pretest. And there were 5 students selecting English as the most favorite subject in the pretest. But the number added up to 15 in the posttest.
In the Friendship Probe, 12 students 
wrote the names of their best friends at the conclusion of the study different from the list in the pretest. It showed the cooperative learning instruction had changed half the class in their friendship.

V. Discussion

In cooperative learning, the Group Recognition portion of STAD functions is the great motivator that raises students’ academic achievements. It provides an incentive structures--- group rewards and class rewards. STAD allows each student to earn top grades for his group and get an equal opportunity for success. In order to get the group rewards and maximize their group scoring, students are required to be positive learners to increase their own achievement and the achievement of others. 66.6% students had the feeling of “swimming or sinking” with their peers.
By the peer tutoring and encouragement, the low-achieving students had the great improvement in their tests or examination. 66.6% students agreed that cooperative learning stimulated their own interest in learning English while 66.6% approved this method helped their learning English. One student said he had generated an interest in English. So he could pay more attention in class and did not fall asleep again. For the reward and honor of the group, he became  positive  in learning English. 83.2% students agreed that cooperative learning made them more interactive in class than in a teacher-led class. The method moved students from a passive form of learning to an active form. In group activity, the researcher observed every student participated in the discussion and learning actively. Half the class thought this kind of learning improved their interpersonal relationship and expanded their friendship with classmates.
VI. Conclusion

The results obtained in the study show that cooperative learning is more effective than competitive learning or individual learning. It is a learner-led method in which students experience the cognitive, psychological and social development. Cooperative learning is based on theories of motivation--- the reward structures. The reward structures motivate students to perform better themselves and to increase the academic gains of their groups. The class interaction encourages students to be involved in their learning actively rather than passively wait for the teacher to bestow knowledge on them. Since cooperative learning is developed for native speakers, the improvement of speaking and listening ability in the researcher’s class is not obvious. It is difficult for intermediate or low proficient students to express themselves or discuss in English. This is the limitation of the study. After all, the most important thing is that cooperative learning has raised their interest and built their confidence in learning English. Another limitation is the present research covering a short period of time is restrictive. Further study covering a longer period of time can be carried out in respect of the effectiveness of cooperative learning model. Since several cooperative learning techniques have been developed, the researcher only used three techniques including STAD, Learning Together and Within-Team Jigsaw. Further research can be done to analyze the effect of other cooperative learning techniques on teaching English.
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Appendix
Favored Academic Subjects

 Write down the names of the three 

subjects you LIKE THE MOST on the 

lines below. Write the name of your 

FAVORITE one first.
   1. ___________________________
   2. ___________________________
   3. ___________________________
Friendship Probe

Write down the names of your best 

friends in your class.

 ____________________________

____________________________

 ____________________________
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