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ABSTRACT -
alstiﬂst :enp@nents——a ccaperative rewarﬂ st:uctuze, 1n Hhich
students are evaluated and revarded based on the performance of the
group as a whole, and a cooperative task structure, in which students
are encouraged to peer tutor--have had pcsitive effects ccagpared tc
control methods on academic achievement. This study hypothesizes that
there would be a posftive effect on percent c¢f time cn task both for
teamg and for tutoring, and that there wculd be an ihteraction in
favor of a team; tutaring combination. 1The suhjéits were 275
fourth-grade students in eleven classes in' a primarily white rural.
school.. Classes were assigned to.one cf fcur treatment conditions:
teams and tutoring, teams only, tutoring only, and neither teams nor-
tutoring. Results of the experiment svugpcrt two of the hypotheses:
participation on learning teams did increase the percentage of time
students spent on task, and also increased the fpercent of time
students spent peer tutarlug. On the other hand, no te€eas tutoring

- interaction was found, “and there was a feer tutcring effect on
percent of time on task in favor of tutoring. Hcwever, tezm learning
techniques have had positive effects cr a variety cf nonacademic
variables, including cross-racial friendshig, mutual concern, and
.self-esteem, and it is doubtful that these effects wculd te obtained
without the tutoring ccsponent of student team learning techniques.,
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* Repraduct;cns supplled by EDES are the be;t that can be nade
* from the original dccument,
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There is a growing body of literature on the effects

o~

learning team techniques on various student outcomes. These dre interven-

e

tions

&

of student

n which students are assigned to small teams (4-6 members),

encouraged to help one another learn academic material, and then demon-

L}

-

strate their knowledge individually on a quiz or in a competition with

others. Their-individual performance contributes to a team score, and

teams are yewarded based on that score.

« Student team techniques have had positive effects compared to control’

1

Tournament, a team technique which employs academic games

Slavin, 1976). Aiaéémic achievement effects for mi

a

have been” found by Lucker, Rosenfield, Sikes, and Aronson
&

§lavin (1977a). Studies involving behavioral observation

positive effects of team techniques von percent of time on
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tutoring) behaviors (Hamblin, Hathaway, and Woddrski, 1974;

(DeVries and
students only
(1975)?and by
have shown

task (DeVries

and Slavin, 1976; Slavin, 1977a; Slavin, 197%) and freq%gﬁcy of coopera-

P

Buckholdt and wgﬁarski3 1974 Eéﬁfiés and Slavin, 1976;?513vinj 1977a;
Y L . = . .

-
g

Slavin, 19%b). .

However, thege treatments involve two conceptually distinct com-

r3

ponents -- a cooperative reward structure, in which students are evalua-

-
ted and rewarded based on the performance of the group as

=t

a whole, and

. : ] N + g
a cooperative task structure, in which students are encouraged to peer

Lutor. The effects of student team techniques on performance have most

oftgn been attributed to the cooperative reward structure

J
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imple, Johnson and Johnson, 1974; Slavin, in press). However, ther

(see, for

i

cvidence that same age peer tutoring may, under certain cir-

cumstances, increase performance by itself (Devin-Sheechan, Feldman and .

Allen, 1976), It may be that the effects of team techniques are due
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vention,

—~well as-their interaction,

=
a-
1

to da with CQDpEfEEiVE fewards. Gn the Dther hand Hulte nd ngtigs

(1976) fnund a team effect but not a peer tutoring effect,an academic

gghiavement in a study invelving, teams aﬁdfiﬂSEqutiDﬁal ggﬁes. Because

tedm reward and task structures have been lmplemented as a single inter-
the separate effects of each cannot be estimated. -
3

: , ; . ] . c.r Lo . f
This study investigated the separate effects on percent of time on

iF

task of cooperdative reward and cooperative task structures in a factorial’
design constructed to allowsdetermination of féwafd_and:task effects, as

It was hypathésizeﬁ’that there would be a

5

n

p ercerit of time on task b@th for, teams’ and™for tytor-.

p@éitive effec

ing, and that there would be an interaction in fEVDf of a team-tutoring *

combination. It was further expected that students in a peer tutoring
= - t ; =
conditghn with teams would be on-task a greater pércentage of ‘time: than

would dtudents in a peer tutoring condition without teams. '
- - * ) - = = } . 1)

e 275 fourth grade students in eleven classes in a

rural Maryland school «district, - A11 but two stud31tq and all teachars
were:-white; most were from families engaged in farm-related occupa-
tions, -The cléven classes ‘were lagsted in seven- Elpméntafy schools §

sen-

1w

One of tht schools was butit with open space, but followed an e

tiél}yﬂtfaﬁitignal program; the others were traditional in design é?d

v

" . ’ *

R

Intact classes were randamly assigned to one of four freatment

X 2 factorial design: teams and tutoring, tecams .only, -

[t

conditions in a

.ﬂ\
£
"~
I
T

tutoring only, and neither teams nor tutoring. Three class

ar . !-:t
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;éggigned to each conditioﬁ except teams ~and t;utc’f;ngi i%fﬁhlih there were
. . y }

! 5'! ’ : R : Le A o L
) .~ four classes.  No two classes in the same sc h ol were assigned to the

o . - same treatment. 7Students in all conditions ‘studied a language mechanics

A

unlt 45 minuges per day Every:dai for nine weeks., All ‘students studied

u—u
vm

thé same wa}ksheets and took the' same quizzes on the same sc h

. N -
. Treatments. r

-

1) Teams and tutﬁring; In this condition, students were agsigned

- to 4 5 membér teams that were hetéraéeﬂeaus on past academic ‘per ormance
\

p : ' ﬂﬁd sex. The teachers followed a rggular weekly Séhedule of teaﬁhl’g, team

¥

quiz which fook 2% 45-minute periods, . The classes com

a}

practice, and
P ~ __pleted two ecycles per week. Dufiﬁg the team ptractice Sessians, stu-

dents“were eﬁséufaged to help Dne.aﬁathéii;fgrn matarlal that had been

s pre;tnted by the ELSEhEtJ Thirgtudénts had worksheets containing ex-
amplegvﬂf the concept geing séuéié&=gfcf instance, commas-in a series),
and wérgvshawﬁ how to quiz each ;Ehér ‘on the examples to be ;uie that

‘ v ‘ S
; ! . they anﬂ their teammates knew the matériqlg In the last %ifteen minutes

1

day cycle, students took individual quizzes composed of ten

I
[
Zin

of the

items from the workshcets themselves, ten parallel -items cove Dé the

came concept, and five review items. Quiz scores were tfan51§fé; into’
team scores using a method described by Slavin (1977a) which removes the

core, That is, low performers -

piv]

effect of past performance from cach .

* )

v ,

who did their best ‘had as good a chance as high performers to €arn a
AT 5 i . _::,,f . o

high score’for their team, At the end of the week, the teacher prepared

a class news Iuttvr which . .tecognized successf teams and individuals

tter ul
» \
who contributed outstandingly to their team sc

ores. Thi treatment i

pied
Disd

~identical to Student Tecams-Achiwvement Divisions, a technique evaluated

ta
e

carlier by

lavin (1977a) in junior high schools,

by
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v *2) Teams only. |In these classes, students were assigned to hetero-
"~ geneous teams as- in the teams and tuto oring condition, The team members
BN - . were ass;gnédgtg-adjacént“seats, but were asked not to help one another
- . . : —_— g -
with académié work. THE classes followed the same schedule as that
fﬂllOWEd in the t eams and tutuflng condition, but studled worksheetq- .
) individually instead of with other students. 'Tea@ scores were Ecmputed

as for teams and tutoring. Students received a-class newsletter which

fét?gnized successful teams and individuals as in the teams-and-tutoring

C %

condition, o . .

3). Tutoring only. Students in the tutoring only condition were,

encouraged to Wka;With others, but could choose tutoring partrers and

change them as they wished. Teache these classes prepared class

' ) newsletters recognizing individduals who had done well according to past,
- ‘PérfﬂmeﬁCE—adjuSEEd scores,

' , o .

4) Neither teams nor tutoring (control). 1In the control classes,
students did individual work and took individual quizzes, A clas
newsletter recognized individuals who had done well according to past
performance =3dju5ted scores, 1In all other respects these classes were

) identical to the athnr three groups. _ N -
7 I
. -

Twa h&haVIDfal ob'servers were trained to an interobserver reliability
of .95 on a simple, five-item observation scheme. The fivé'éétégmriég
werco i) individua}, on task (student is at hls or her’deskg Qﬁrki%g=an
assigned material indiviﬁuslly); 2) peer, on-task (ééudent is inter-
acting with a peer on assigned material); 3) inﬁi%idualg foééask (5tu- 
dent is not on task during a period when tagk,ﬁéhﬂviaf is clgarly;éxé

? . 7 ;

=
|

pected, but is not interacting with iny gthe student): 4)‘p§Ef, off-
. ~ :

Q . ' U
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‘task (student is. off task and interacting with a peer); and 5) other

(including interacting with staff, not expected to be on task, out of
2 2 ;
seat with permission, etc.) Observers noted the behavior of fach student
¥
- ) L

B =

in order, observing each student in the class several times in a 45-
minute period. Only the.worksheet p#fiods were DbEEfVEd as all ffur

treatments were identical in the teacher presentation and quiz segments

1

of the schedule. Periodic reliability zhezks after training revealed a

mean interobserver reliability of .89, ,

4

2 h e

For analysis of the percent of time on task, the individual and peer

on task categories were summed to form total on task,, and indivigual and

peer @ffAtask were summed to form total off task. 'Other'" observations

were excluded; analysis is thus limited to "task opportunities,"” the
f

times when students were cle rly expected to be on task, A 2 X 2 X

%]

chi square analysis (teams x tutoring x on-off task) was used to assess

the effects of the team and tutoring factors on the percent Gf time on
[ .

task. Table 1 summarizes these findings. The amalysis showed the

students in the team conditions, teams and tutoring and teams.only --to be
: . !
on task significantly more than those in the no'team conditions --tutoring

£ @

: 2
ﬂnly and E‘Dntt‘nl (k (1)

1402, p <& .0Q1). The team students werc off -
task 3.97% of thtlr tagk opportunities, versus 6.57% for non-team classes.

The tutoring factor also had a significant effect on pércent of timé on

task, but in a direction opposite to that hypetkl

off task 6,27 of their task opportunities in the pee
(teams and tutoring and tutoring only), vs. 4.8% in the no tutoring classe
3

5

i
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. significant (11211)

=

1}

- .
4.30, p« .05), The team x tutoring interaction was not .

1i83,ng§g), A2X2 chi:squafg analysis (teams- i

s ‘no teams x on-off task) on the teams and tutoring and tutoring orily

conditions showed students in the team conditions to have tutored more

than studerits in the tutoring only condition (j{?(l)

Wl

8.87, p<£.01)., ~

; .
' Studepts tutored 80.9% of their task opportunities in the team and

[0

tutoring classes, as opposed to 75.6% in tutoring only. .~ \

The results’ support two of the hypotheges outlined in the introduction;

[

pafticipatidihﬁﬁ learning teams did increase the percent of time studemts’
’ spent on task, and also increased the percentage of time students Sﬁent )
. ’ : L

B . ~ . B . - ¢ . L s
peer futoring. On the other hand, no team x tutoring interaction was

found, and thé}eﬁwas a'§22f tutoring ‘effect on percent of time on task

) in favor of nq tutoring. These effects are small in terms of diffeffn¢25'
L _in percentages, but they are quite reliable because of the large nuﬁbgf
of st;dénts and observations fgvalved!- . ;
) rThe contrast bétﬁean the team éffaitg and the peer tutering effects

guggestg;a complex model of team learning effects on time and task, 1In
the more usual situation in which teams and tutoring are implement&d

\ together, thereby chfé¥5§ing separate interpretation, it may be ~that
the peer tutoring component is working agaidst iﬁcréSSiﬁg time on task
at the same time as the-cooperative reward structure 'is working toward
it. Many teachers who have used team and tutoring techniques complain

that the teams allow students to play, to socialize instead Df-&p king.

L5

il

same time, these teachers recognize the value of having students

At the

el
m

Ny

identify with a team whose focus is encouraging academic work. That is,

it may-be the fact that cooperative reward structures increase norms in
. ‘ xepn :-\a! :
favor of the group's goal (Deutsch, 1949; Thomas, 1957; Slavin, DeVries,
) » ' 2 ’
ERIC - | v
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groups effect;ye'in increaz;pg per forfiance. * :
Hovever, it is still too early to fECGmmEnﬂ discarding of the. peer \\

tutering cgmﬁanent of studenﬁ team techniques. Team learning techniques

have had positive effects on a variety of non-academic variables. These
* .

include cfaségfacial ffiéndghip (AfDﬂSGﬁ— Blaney, Sikes, Stephan, and

%naep, 1975; ﬁeVrles, Edwards;'and SlaVLn, 1977) . mutual concern (DeVries
4
and S%Vlﬁ, 1976) and self esteem (Blaney, dtephan, Rosenfield, Ardnsan,

and Sikes, 1977) It is doubtful that Fhese effects would be obtained

’ - ] -
without the tutoring component of student team learning techniques, o
. " - : L } _ 4

Furthermore, withéut data on othér achievemen%;:élated outcomes, the

may have little substantive importance. . 3

The priﬁ%ry significance of this study is that it demonstrates .
the separate effects of the two primary é@mponentz of team techniques,

peer tutoring (the cooperative task structure) and team reward (the

T
o]

B ¢ 2 LR
). As we continue refine cooperative™

H
]

cooperative reward structure

[

learning techniques for classroom use, we need to know the importance

_ . . L e o
of the various components of these t'echniques. This study offers a

perspective on two of the most important componeénts, .
: i
7
% ..r'l
=3 - &
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