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Abstract

The purpose of the research is to examine if integrating cooperative learning into
vocabulary learning helps to increase word recognition of students in an elementary
school in Iran. It tries to investigate whether cooperative learning approach enables
students to improve their language learning. This research used STAD (Students Team
Achievement Division) as a cooperative model in this study.

Two classes of the fifth grade students in an elementary school participated in the
study. The students in the experimental group received the treatment, which was teaching
vocabulary through cooperative learning approach. In this study quantitative data was
analyzed by using mean, t-test and standard deviation to find out whether there were
significant differences in participants’ word recognition before and after the treatment.
The results showed that there was significant improvement on word recognition of the
participants in the experimental group. Based on the conclusions of study, integrating of
cooperative learning into the elementary school English instruction is recommended.

Pedagogical implications and suggestions for future studies were provided.



TABLE OF THE CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ...ttt ettt st te et st ae s sae e sve e ae s saaee st vesssaeeens i
ABSTRACT ..ttt et ete e st e e e ee s et e e st tes st besseae s saeaetesesneesesneesseessnnsensnnes ii
TABLE OF CONTENTS .. .ottt et tr e e ste e ee st e e e s sae e aesente s enaeesesaee s iii
LISt OF TABLES ..o oottt sttt ettt st e e eev e sae e e a e sre st e e snnaesnessreaesbens v
CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION.....ctiiittriieirieiniressntiesestressesesssesesssessssessnssessnsseesnvnes 1
0 [ 4o Yo [T o1 [ o TS OO TP O T RSVRRRTTTRRRIN 1
1.2 Problems with EFL INSTruCtion in [raN.....c.ccevveeveneeeeineseseecrese e e seeeveeseseens 2
1.3 Background of the StUY........c.cccirireicece et et r e 4
1.4 ReSEArCh QUESTIONS....c..cuirieie it sttt sttt sttt sttt sttt e st es et ees 6
1.5 Significance of the STUY........ccuiieeieeiece et e b s 7
1.6 Definition Of K&Y TEIMS....c.uiuieiecece ettt et e e b bt e eee 8
1.6.1  CoOperative LEarNiNG.......ccccccvvereneseeeeeinientcsieseseses st st seseese e asresssessenss 8
1.6.2  LOW/HIZ ACNIRVEIS.....ooeeceeeeetecteeetee ettt ettt et et seeass et e 9
1.6.3  Traditional Language LEarning......ccccccoereieieeeeeeeeeie et evses e rees e 9
1.6.4 Vocabulary Learning Strat@gies.......cccevevuereinrereeeeere et ereerae e e 10
CHAPTER TWO LITERATURE REVIEW......uuiiiiiiiiis ittt csiescsnves e e sve e 11
28 N [ oY e Yo [UTox o T o PO OO OO PSR ORPRRR 11
2.2 CoOPErative LEAINING......cccccieeee e ceteee ettt et e stese e s e tesre s e saeseeen e e eesareenaes 11
2.2.1 Types of cOOPEerative LEarNiNgG........cccevverereeeerersrereseseseteresee s sesse e sesssesesne s 13
2.2.1.1 Formal Cooperative LEarning......ccccecoeeeceeeceiviesestiee e seeseeste e sveeeens 13
2.2.1.2 Informal Cooperative Learning..........cccceuerveeveeceeceeeerecreeeeeesvennenens 14
2.2.1.3 Cooperative Base GrOUPS.......ccccecereereeiieeseeeteseesreesseesseesssessessssesees 14
2.2.1.4 Integrating Use of all Three Types.....cccveevevevececeee et 15

2.2.2 Variables of cooperative Learning



2.2.2.1 Input

........................................................................................................... 15
2.2.2.2 OUEPUL... ettt sttt st et st e e sae e sae e e sae et ae e saeesaeeseesrnannnn 17
2.2.2.3 CONTEXL....imiieriirit ittt s s e e e s e 18
2.3 Theoretical Foundations of Cooperative Learning.........cccccccevuvvveveececveeesesesenne. 19
2.3.1 The Motivational PErspeCtiVe........ccuviveeeeeececesesec ettt st st 20
2.3.2 The Cognitive PErsPeCLIVE.......cceeeecece ettt st st v aesaeraes 21
2.3.3 The Social Cohesion PerspectiVe........ccuveceeeeeecese et sre s 23
2.4 Elements of Cooperative LEarning.......c.cccceveceeeeeieineeneereeie e et esaesesess e 23
2.4.1 Positive INterdepPendenCe.........cvveveeeeeececie ettt e e st st e enaees 24
2.4.2 Individual Accountability.......cccoeeeieceeeceee e e 25
2.4.3 Face to Face INTeractioN.....c.coceeieiieineiece e e e e e 25
244 SOCIAN SKIllS...cueieeeeeeietee ettt et ettt et st 26
2.4.5 GrOUP PrOCESSING.....cccteeceeceeeceieeestesrtte e ste s e eesessr e e e ste s e e sreesseesaessreensaen s 26
2.5 Cooperative Learning vs. Group LEAINING.......covviceieieere e secrtveee e seee e e e s 27
2.6 Cooperative Learning vs. Traditional LEarning..........ccoceeeeceeeineveeceeceee e eeanas 31
2.7 Modern Approaches to Cooperative LEarning.........ccceeeeeveeeeceseeseeceeieeiereerese e e e 32
2.7.1 Students Team Achievement DiViSiON........ccccceveeenererenene s e s 33
2.7.2 Learning TOGELNEI ...ttt sttt e e e s re e st et b s e et s 34
B T 1 =4 11 RS 35

2.7.4 Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC).......ccccceeereeerienennene. 36

2.7.5 Complex Instruction

................................................................................................... 37
2.7.6 Group INVESTIZATION......ei et et ee e st e e eesa e e sre s e sreenes 37
2.8 Rational for Using STAD MOAEL......c.ucueuiieeee ettt ettt s e e er s s 38

2.8.1 Review of the Previous Successful STAD Study......ccoceveveceeeeceieeeieie e e 39



2.9 Justification of Vocabulary Learning Strategy Investigation in This Work

.................... 43
2.10 Vocabulary Learning STrategies.......cuuiveieeiesesiee ettt e e se sttt es e raesaesesane s 47
2.11 Unique Language Learning Strategies.......cccuivriiveiiiinie et ceesties e seessaes e e sesessees 51
2.12 Specific Prior Research on Vocabulary Learning Strategies.......cccceevveveverceeecievenenns 54
2.13 Limitations of the Cooperative Learning Methodology........cccccecvvevvrvenvenesenne. 55
2.0 SUMIMIATY cetitiecie it erteee e eee st e e sre et e s seeste et seseesbeeesaesstesreeessenssesanessseensesnnasssesssesnneensens 57
CHAPTER THREE METHODOLOGY......cooiiiieeieinie ettt ettt en e s 59
3.1 INTrOUCTION ...ttt sttt et et ettt st s bbb s n s 59
3020 \Y/ =1 1 g To o [o] (o =4 /8OO U OO T USRS 60
3.2.0 SAMIPIING ittt et st ettt resbeste st e e benaeraerees 61
3.2.2 METNOM. .ottt s et e st e s 63
3.2 3 INSEFUMENT ... e e e e e s s e e s e 63
3.2.3.1 VOCADUIArY TESES...coiiietiee ettt sttt e e r st 63
3.2.3. 2 WOIKSHEET ...ttt ettt s 65
3.2.3.3 ObServation NOLES.......c.corrireeeceeeneireeirieteie sttt st s 67
3.3 PrOCEAUI ...ttt ettt e st s e e s e e e s s s e s s e ene s s 67
3.3.1 Class INSTIUCTION....c..ouee ettt st e st st e s es e s 69
3.3.2 TEAM WOTK ettt ettt sttt et st e bt s s e e e sn e 73
3.3.3. INAIVIAUAT WOTK... oottt sttt e s e e e e e 75
3.3.4 WEEKIY QUIZZES...ccuveeeteee et ceteeeteteeete et eeteeetaeeeette e eaeaeeetesetesesaaesesanesnsan 76
3.3.5 Team RECOZNITION....c.iiiie ettt et s e et e sreeas 77
3.4 Data ANAIYSiS..cueieeeeietieiet ettt st e s s e b st eneate st ste e s 77
CHAPTER FOUR  RESULTS ...ttt sttt et st ees e et se e e e 79

4.1 Results of Vocabulary Tests



4.1.1 Comparison of Vocabulary Tests........ccuecieieveveseeeisieee et 81

4.1.2 RESUILS Of ThE PrE-TeST...ueiiiiiie ettt sttt ettt ae s e san e sas 83
4.1.3 RESUILS Of The POST-TEST.....oiiuiieiiieiietiiecie ettt ettt vt st s svee e s 84
4.1.4 Results of the Delayed PoSt-TeSt.......cccceceerecieirere et 85

4.2 Results of the Comparison of the Pre-Test,Post-Test,and the Delayed Post-Test.87

CHAPTER FIVE CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS......cccooeiiiiriesiirriie s 90
5.1 INtrOAUCTION ..ottt e s 90
5.2 SUMMary of the FINAINGS......cciioiiiiecicecce ettt et st st s s ber s aerens 90
5.3 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt s st s e b s et s ne s s e sea 93
5.4 Pedagogical IMPlICatioNS.......ccccueiiieierisrce ettt ettt st st s e e e b s e e e ena s 95
5.5 Limitations Of the StUY.......ccucuiiiiiiece et st es v et st st eann 97

5.6 Suggestions for Future

APPENDIX B: Weekly Word
(O LU 47 1T 110

APPENDIX C: One-Sample Kolmogorove-Smirnove



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1 Differences between the Two Social Approaches to Language
Learning......cccecueeee. 29

Table 2.2 A Taxonomy of Schmit’s Vocabulary Learning
Stratgies. oo 48

Table 4.1 Results of the Pre-



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

In recent decades, due to the use of English in different fields such as education,
technology, business, and so on, this language has become a shared language in many
parts of the world (Moiinvaziri, 2002). English is an international language; as a result,
the study of English language has increased worldwide.

English as a foreign language is taught to Iranian students from the first year of
junior high school and during high school for three years, and for another year during the
pre-university level. English is not taught formally in elementary schools In Iran, but in
some schools English classes are extra-curricular classes. Children, who start learning
English at an earlier age in schools or private English language institutes, have access to
good resources. On the contrary, the others start learning English from the first year of
junior high school. They often receive less motivation from their families; therefore, their
success in learning English is slow.

In heterogeneous classes, there is an achievement gap between the English learners,

and this gap causes some problems for teachers. In such classes, English teachers can use



different methods to help learners with different level of proficiency to learn better.
Among them, the researchers pay much attention to cooperative learning. Researches on
cooperative learning have taken place at different kinds of schools and in all grades in
many countries. Most of these studies show the success of implementing cooperative
learning methodology in language learning in schools and universities (Johnson
&Johnson, 1989).

The elements of cooperative learning approach such as positive interdependence and
active interaction among the students with different level of proficiency caused
cooperative learning approach to be considered as an appropriate method for all students
(Johnson & Johnson, 1989). Cooperative learning approach helps learners to improve
their achievement, and retention of what has been learned (Johnson and Johnson, 1999).
The studies on cooperative learning show that it is a good method to be implemented in
elementary schools, where students can learn better in groups by helping each other than
alone.

Learners can use different strategy to facilitate their learning. Cooperative learning is
a student-centered method, and has positive effects on language learning. Many
researchers believe that cooperative learning is an advantageous teaching-learning method
for different subjects (Slavin, 1995). EFL students can be helped with how to use and
speak English to learn better through working in small groups. In Iran, however, it is

difficult for teachers to implement this method in their classrooms.



1.2. Problems with EFL Instruction in lran

One of the most serious problems that EFL students have in Iran is that most of them
don’t have the ability to use and speak English properly after studying in schools and in
universities (Vaezi, 2008). Their general English is weak, and they are not proficient in
using language after graduation from schools or universities. To improve the quality of
English teaching and learning in our educational system we should consider the reasons of
the English learning problems.

English as a foreign language is taught to Iranian students from the first year of
junior high school. It seems that EFL teaching in Iran is based on the students’ need to
read and translate English materials. Reading and translation are the most important skills
which are emphasized at schools in Iran. The traditional teacher-centered Grammar-
translation method is used in the English classrooms in schools as a powerful method. The
teacher has to teach, ask questions, and speak throughout the class, while the students sit
and listen to the teacher passively. The traditional approach makes students passive and
indifferent to what they are being taught (Liang. 2002). One of the most important reasons
of the low English proficiency of the students in Iran is the traditional teacher-centered
methodology.

In general, the problems of the Iranian system of English education are because of
the performance of this system for EFL teaching. In addition, the limitation of time is
another important problem of English teaching in English classes in Iran. It reduces the

effects of language teaching on students’ performance (Eslami and Fathi, 2002). Factors



such as increase in using the Internet and people’s interest in going to language institutes

have provided some opportunities for English language instruction in Iran.

1.3. Background and Purpose of the Study

Through cooperative learning, small heterogeneous groups are helped to work
together towards a learning goal. This approach entails changes to both task and incentive
structures. Through the task structure the teacher or students design activities which lead
to student learning where a cooperative structure involves students working together to
help one another (Slavin, 1992) The incentive structure moves from traditional to
cooperative atmosphere in many classrooms so that the success of one student is related to
the success of others (Slavin, 1992). It is important to monitor how students interact with
each other, since it has positive effects on students learning, their attitudes towards school,
as well as their self-esteem (Johnson and Johnson, 1994).

In EFL classes, learners with higher English proficiency (who have been learning
English in early ages in language centers) have higher motivation and use more learning
strategies. The important issue, however, is how teachers can take good care of every
student. Many EFL teachers think that teaching learners with different proficiency levels
is very difficult. Most of the time, they focus on the average sort of students, whereas low-
achievers, in fact, are those who need more help in their learning. Most low-achievers
depend on teachers at school to learn. They need more time to understand and take in the

material, so learning at school is not enough. Because of the schedules at schools, the



teachers don’t pay much attention to the needs of the low-achievers. When they are not
noticed in the class, they can’t learn perfectly (Dion, 2005).

As a researcher, | taught in an elementary school in Tehran, and my students were in
their fifth grades (their English class is an extra-curricular class). Each class consisted of
20 students, allocate into classes according to their level of proficiency. Although these
students had four years of English learning experience, some of them were still low-
achievers, and had problems in recognizing English words in their text book. These
students were weak in learning vocabulary.

In elementary schools, games and stories are often used to increase learners’
interest and help them to develop their listening and speaking abilities. The researcher
hopes to build up the students’ vocabulary through using the cooperative approach. It
seems effective to use cooperative learning in elementary schools, because the students
are more interested in interacting with their classmates. The good interaction among the
students creates a positive learning atmosphere, and increases their motivation in learning.
Motivation is an important factor which helps low-achievers to improve their learning
efficacy. The researcher; therefore, wishes to integrate cooperative learning into
vocabulary learning, and see if it helps to improve the student’s word recognition
effectively.

Teaching English as a foreign language to all students in Iran is a very important
activity. In this study, the researcher tries to investigate if integrating cooperative learning
into vocabulary learning helps students to increase word recognition in an elementary

school as measured by achievement tests. The researcher tries to investigate whether



cooperative learning activities enable students to improve their language learning or not. It
is hoped that they can use cooperative learning methods to memorize words. This study
tries to find out if the elementary school students’ interaction within cooperative learning
helps them learn the vocabulary better. Through cooperative learning, students are asked
to participate in group tasks, work with each other, and try to achieve the group goal.
Most low-achievers are passive learners who like to listen and follow teachers’

instructions, but cooperative learning helps all participants to be active learners.

1.4. Research Questions

The types of exercises that are used to process a foreign language are the causes of
non-fluency in speech. Understanding a language, knowing its rules and vocabulary help
learners to progress towards fluency; however, it cannot be equated with active fluency.
Cooperative learning could be a useful method in the instruction of students. In this study,
the following questions are examined and answered:

1. Does integrating cooperative learning into the vocabulary learning increase word
recognition of students?

2. What are the effects of cooperative learning on the improvement of the EFL learners’
language learning?

Hypotheses:

1. There is no significant difference in vocabulary learning between teaching vocabulary
through the cooperative learning approach and the traditional methods of teaching

vocabulary at the elementary level of education.



2. There is no significant difference between the retention of vocabulary learned through
the cooperative learning approach and that of the vocabulary learned through the

traditional methods of teaching vocabulary at the elementary level of education.

1.5. Significance of the Study

This study considers the field of cooperative learning and foreign language
acquisition to provide some experiences for EFL elementary school learners. It intends to
investigate how the fifth-graders influence each other on their vocabulary learning in the
cooperative model. Students learn new vocabulary items by memorizing their Persian
translation most of the time in Iran. Cooperative learning is not introduced and practiced
well in our country, and English books have given less attention to cooperative learning.
Lack of previous Iranian research in this area is observed. Thus, it is hoped that this study
can provide guidelines for EFL teachers who wish to use cooperative learning to increase
their students’ language learning ability. Therefore, the significant of the study is expected
both theoretically and practically:
1-The findings of this study will be significant in determining the value of the cooperative
learning approach in teaching vocabulary to elementary school students.
2-The findings of this study will be significant in determining whether integrating
cooperative learning into vocabulary learning increases word recognition of elementary
school students.
3-The findings will also be good evidence on whether cooperative learning has effects on

the improvement of the EFL learners’ language learning.



4-1t is hoped that EFL teachers at different levels pay attention to cooperative learning and
this study can provide guidelines for EFL teachers who wish to use cooperative learning
to increase their students’ language learning ability.

5- This study is to fill the gap in the literature that finds the relationship between

cooperative learning and vocabulary recognition of elementary school students in Iran.

1.6. Definition of the Key Terms

Some of the terms utilized in this study are important to be construed rightly, here |

will explain and operationally define them in detail:

1.6.1. Cooperative Learning

Cooperative learning is a type of learning in which learners try to work together to
reach to their learning goals. It is defined as a system of teaching and learning techniques
in which students work together to enhance their learning through their active
participation in small heterogeneous groups (Slavin, 1995). There are five key elements in
cooperative learning (1) positive interdependence, (2) individual accountability, (3) face
to face interaction, (4) social skills, and (5) group processing. The working definition of
cooperative learning methods, on the other hand, refers to 1) STAD (see below), 2)
learning together, 3) Jigsaw, as well as 4) group investigation.

STAD (Students Team Achievement Division) is a cooperative learning model
proposed by Slavin in1978 (Liang. 2002). In this model, learners work in heterogeneous

groups and help each other to learn better. Subsequently, to see how much improvement



each learner has made, they have to take quizzes individually, and their scores are
computed. The group whose members have made the greatest progress gets a reward.
Therefore, the only way the group can get a reward is that all group members work

together and help each other to achieve the shared goal (Slavin, 1995).

1.6.2. Low/High Achievers (or alternatively: Under/Over Achievers)

Low achievers are those students whose English scores fall within the weakest one-
third of the whole fifth graders in the school based on their pretest results (which in this
case happens to be scores under 10 out of 20).

High achievers, on the other hand, are the first one-third of the whole fifth graders in

the school based on their pretest results (scores above 18 out of 20).

1.6.3. Traditional Language Teaching

Traditional language teaching or the traditional method of language teaching here
refers to the method that includes lectures on grammatical rules as well as (in the context
of the present work) Persian translation of grammatical terms and sentence structures in
teaching English as a foreign language. In traditional language teaching vocabulary items

are taught through definitions and synonyms.

1.6.4. Vocabulary Learning Strategies



Language learning strategies refer to some specific actions the learners use in their
own language learning process (Oxford, 1990). Language learning strategies are divided
into six categories: memory strategies, cognitive strategies, compensation strategies,
meta-cognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social strategies (Oxford, 1990).
Vocabulary learning strategies are used by learners to get or retain the meaning of words.

There are different categories of vocabulary learning strategies (Segler, 2001).



CHAPTER TWO

Literature Review

2.1. Introduction

This chapter reviews some of the most prominent research and studies carried out in
the field of cooperative learning, and in so try to investigate the advantages and
disadvantages of each as opposed to the present work. Needless to say, without having a
clear understanding of the status quo of the corresponding research in this area is, I can’t
be confident that for all practical purposes, my work will be anything more than a

complete replication of other works of this nature.

2.2. Cooperative Learning

The concept of “cooperative learning” cannot be defined per se. This concept turns
out to be intractably elusive. Some have thought of it as a system of concrete teaching and
learning techniques, rather than an approach, with students being active agents in the
process of learning by means of small group structures in order that students work
together to increase their own and the others’ learning (Liang, 2002). By others,

cooperative learning may be considered as a learner-centered instructional process of



small groups of students who try to work together on a learning task. In this method
individual students are supposed to be accountable for their own performance, and the
instructor’s main responsibility is to serve and facilitate the process (Cuseo, 1992).All the
same, some of the concepts of cooperative learning are generally accepted, and all
definitions of this issue take account of them(Cuseo0,1992). Cooperative learning refers to
instructional methods which rest on small heterogeneous groups that work together and
help each other to maximize their learning. Cooperative learning calls for changes as to
task structure and incentive structure (Sharan,1980).

It is important to point up how students are supposed to interact. The main purpose
of cooperative learning is to involve students in the learning process. We can’t just simply
divide up the students into groups and encourage them to work together for cooperative
learning to take effects (Liang, 2002).

Up to the 1970s, with competition being the only significant motivational factor in
learning, cooperative learning has unjustifiably been neglected .Nevertheless, researchers
began to find fault with competition it would only promote norm-referenced evaluation by
setting down a pass mark below which learners were looked upon as unsuccessful. Thus,
they concluded that this was culturally inappropriate as social environment was not to be
created by merely relying on this approach. Competitive and cooperative learning
ideology contrast in that while in the former, some learners cannot help failing in order for
others to go through, the latter, i.e. cooperative learning, totally overlooks the gap

between high and low achievers (Coelhe, 1992).



