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The Center

The mission of the Center for Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students
(CDS) is to significantly improve the education of disadvantaged students at each level of
schooling through new knowledge and practices produced by thorough scientific study and
evaluation. The Center conducts its research in four program areas: The Early and Elementary
Education Program, The Middle Grades and High Schools Program, the Language Minority
Program, and the School, Family, and Community Connections Program.

The Early and Elementary Education Program

This program is working to develop, evaluate, and disseminate instructional programs
capable of bringing disadvantaged students to high levels of achievement, particularly in the
fundamental areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. The goal is to expand the range of
effective alternatives which schools may use under Chapter 1 and other compensatory education
funding and to study issues of direct relevance to federal, state, and local policy on education of
disadvantaged students.

The Middle Grades and High Schools Program

This program is conducting research syntheses, survey analyses, and field studies in middle
and high schools. The three types of projects move from basic research to useful practice.
Syntheses compile and analyze existing knowledge about effective education of disadvantaged
students. Survey analyses identify and describe current programs, practices, and trends in middle
and high schools, and allow studies of their effects. Field studies are conducted in collaboration
with school staffs to develop and evaluate effective programs and practices.

The Language Minority Program

This program represents a collaborative effort. Tae University of California at Santa
Barbara is focusing on the education of Mexican-American students in California and Texas;
studies of dropout among children of immigrants are being conducted at Johns Hopkins, and
evaluations of learning strategies in schools serving Navajo, Cherokee, and Lumbee Indians are
being conducted by the University of Northern Arizona. The goal of the program is to identify,
develop, and evaluate effective programs for disadvantaged Hispanic, American Indian,
Southeast Asian, and other language minority children.

The School, Family, and Community Connections Program

This program is focusing on the key connections between schools and faniilies and between
schools and communities to build better educational programs for disadvantaged childrsn and
youth. Initial work is seeking to provide a research base concerning the most effective ways for
schools ro interact with and assist parents of disadvantaged students and interact with the
community to produce effective community involvement.




Abstract

This paper describes cooperative learning strategies, their research base, and the rationale
for the use of cooperative learning as an instructional process for low English proficiency
students. The paper examines seven components of effective implementation of cooperative
learning for use with language minority students, and reports preliminary work on a five-year
project to examine the effects of the Bilingual Comprehensive Integrated Reading and
Composition (CIRC) model of cooperative leaming on the reading comprehension, language
skills, and writing performance of limited English proficient students.



Cooperative Learning for Limited English Proficient Students

Substantial evidence is now available that students
working together in small cooperative groups can
master material better than can students working
on their own ( Slavin, 1988). Joycc and Showers
(1988) report as part of their meta-analysis on the
most common tcaching strategics, that rescarch on
cooperative leaming is "overwhelmingly posi-
tive." Cooperative lcamning methods are consider-
ably more effective than traditional methods in
increasing basic achicvement outcomes, including
performance on standardized tests of mathematics,
reading and language arts, social studics, and sci-
ence (Slavin, 1983; Slavin, 1988).

Researchers (Johnson and Johnson, 1986 and
1988 Slavin, 1988) have also found that coopera-
tive lecaming structures promote higher self-
esteem and greater motivation to lecam. Seclf-
esicem has been found to be significantly higher
for all students, but particularly for students at risk
when they panticipate in cooperative leaming
classrooms.

Cooperative leaming strategies 4lso teach the
skills of the future. Cooperative skills are the
comerstone of our future economy, global peace,
and the basic family structures. Cooperative skills
will help our students maintain a stable family,
successful carcer, friendships, and a peaceful
environment.

The social and interpersonal relationship skills
developed through cooperative methods will
develop the leadership skills of the future, particu-
larly in those bright students who have great diffi-
culty relating to other students. Educators are
now called upon to prepare students for a very
different world. To succeed, students must leam
10 communicate and work well with others within
the full range of social situations, especially with-
in situations involving fluid social structures,
human diversity, and interdependence.

The age of cooperation is here (lacocca, 1988;
Drucker, 1989), not just in global economics,
business, and industry but in education as well.
All over the world, teachers and administrators are
discovering an untapped resource for accelerating
students’ achievement -- the students themselves.

Why Cooperative Learning for LEP Students?

As with other at-risk students, cooperative leam-
ing (CL) has often been proposed for use with
language minority children (Califomia State
Department of Education, 1986; Cohe.. and De
Avila, 1983; Calderon and Marsh, 1988; Cum-
mins, 1989). Because CL seemed such a promis-
ing approach, the federal govemment funded a
five-year project to study CL effects on linguistic,
academic, and social skills development of LEP
students.

This study is being conducted in the Ysleta Inde-
pendent School District in El Paso, Texas and in
Santa Barbara, Califomia, under the auspices of
the Johns Hopkins Center for the Study of Educa-
tion for Disadvantaged Students. Preliminary
findings from that study arc summarized in this

paper.
Benefits of Cooperative Learning for LEPS

Some of the characteristics of CL that appeal to
teachers of LEP students in bilingual, ESL, and
mainstreamed classes are the following:

1. CL can be used with students of all ages.
2. CL can be used with students of all levels
of language proficiency (pre-production,

early production, speech emergence, oral
fluency).

Students with diverse backgrounds are not
placed at a disadvantage when it comes to
communication, reading, writing, and criti-
cal thinking.

Students (particularly those identified as
Levels 4 and §) fine-tune their language
skills and develop leaming strategies for
mastering content.

Older pre-literate students gain knowledge
of the structure of the English language in 2
safe and non-threatening way. They also
leam how ideas are expressed orally and in
written form.



CL can be casily integrated with content
arca instruction, i.e., science, social studics,
math. eic.

CL can be used in bdingual instructional
scitings where students leam in two lan-

guages.

CL can be used in combination with ESL
instructional strategics in elementary and
secondary ESL classes.

CL is funda nental for "sheltered content”
classes in secondary schools.

10. CL is an effective management tool as well
as an instructional straicgy for main-
streamed classrooms where bilingual pro-
g£rams are not possible.

11.  CL helps LEP studenis Jdevelop a positive
image of themselves and others, enhances
positive cthnic relations, and cunails disci-
plinc preblems (Calderfn, 1949).

Cooperalive Learning and Primary Lang.aage
Instruction

Cooperative leaming consists of a mynad of
teaching strategics which develop socia.. academ-
ic. and communication skills, CL strategies such
as paired reading, treasure hunts, team writing,
and team products allow students (o begin reading
and writing their first language almost immediate-
ly. Students quickly realize that they have some-
thing 10 contribute and their ideas arc valued and
encouraged by peers and teacher. Finding Out/
Descubrimiento gives teachers a tool tcaching
math and science in the primary Janguage.

Cooperative Learning for Whole Language
Approaches

Cooperative leaming methods can be used with
literature-based approaches to reading. Coopera-
tive Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC)
as modificd for LEP student takes a whole lan-
guage view of Jeaming and intcgraics student
experiences with exciting pieces of literature, The
CIRC process can also he adapted to basal readers
and content arca textbooks in the primary ian-
guage. Teachers who prefer integrated subject
matter through thematic approaches are finding
CIRC to be the integrating management tool.

Cooperative Learning for ESL and Transition
into English

For LEP students, CL methods offer a Natural
Approach (Krashen, 1981) rich with language
expericnces that integrate speaking, listening,
reading, and writing. The activities tap the stu-
denis’ cultural background and make these experi-
ences meaningful, relevant, and interesting to the
students. When these activitics are structured for
ESL instruction, they can help students develop
proficiency in English efficiently and effectively.

Simple CL activities such as Roundtable, Num-
bered Heads Together, and Concept Cards can be
used to develop concepts and vocabulary in a fun
and meaningful way. However, communicative
competence is more likely to occur when students
lcarn 10 do Team Problem Solving, Group Investi-
gation, or Cooperative Integrated Reading and
Composition.

Moving beyond the simple cooperative strategies,
the Ysleta priject has adapted the CIRC process
10 the Macmillan Transitional Reading Series
(Tinajcro and Long, 1989) by merging the basal
reader’s activitics with CIRC strategies and by
developing treasure hunts for each of the stories
contained in the basal. Treasure hunts are also
being developed for the most widely used chil-
dren's literature in Spanish and English at each
grade Ievel.

Since students first lcam the CIRC process
through their reading in the primary language,
they can later concentrate on enjoying the stories,
getting creative with their writing in their second
language, and feeling proud of their daily products
and successes.

Cooperative Learning for Sheltered Instruction
and Critical Thinking

Shelicred instruction is a term used to describe
instructional practices or programs where LEP
students receive content instruction (algebra, sci-
ence, biology, etc.) in English with a teacher who
uses specific techniques to teach that content. The
content curriculum is never watered down. Rath-
er, the teacher uses modified speech, many visu-
als, manipulatives, step-by-sicp procedures, con-
stantly checking for understanding through
performance signs, and a variely of cooperative
leaming strategics (Calderon, 1989).
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Cooperative Learning for Developing Cogni-
tive and Metacognitive Strategies

During CL activities LEP students leam cognitive
and metacognitive strategics critical to their life-
long pursuit of knowledge. LEP students leam
how to ask for help, give help, solicit opinions,
present rationale, argue, defend, synthesize, listen
to others, and ask relevant questions. After CL
activitics, with the assistance of a well-trained
teacher, LEP students leam how 1o talk about their
thinking strategies; competitive and individualistic
goal structures.

In addition to cooperative skills, students leamn
how to compete and Pow to work independently.
The natural place for competitive and individual-
istic efforts is within the umbrella of cooperation,
Cooperative leaming teachers weave the three
structures together, setting up individual responsi-
bility, peer-assisted performance or reciprocal
teaching, competition, and cooperation.

What Cooperative Learning Is Not

Because CL is becoming very popular, many
teachers are quick to point out, "Oh, I've bcen
doing CL for the past ten years,” or "I've tried CL
and it doesn’t work with these kids.” Upon obser-
vations of their CL lesson, it is easy to distinguish
between “group activities” and actual CL lessons
that meet specific criteria. When these criteria are
not incorporated into CL activities, discipline
problems emerge, students have problems partici-
pating or cooperating, others copy the bright or
dominam student's work, or only low-level leam-
ing occurs in those structures. Therefore, it is
important to point out what CL is not in order to
avoid problems of effective implementation.

1. Cooperative leaming is not "playing
games.” Students, teachers, and adminis-
trators need to understand the principles
and theories behind CL.

2. CL is not placing students in groups with an
assigned task. Social rules, .oles, proce-
dures, processing strategies, and classroom
protocols are among the things that need to
be taught in order for groups to function
effectively.

3. CL is not a series of activities or tech-
niques. Rather, it is a way of thinking and
interacting.

4, CL is not just offering teachers a one-shot
inservice on CL without curriculum, coach-
ing, and suppont systems for effective
implementation.

5.  CL is not just a strategy for students. The
role of the teacher requires redefinition.

The Instructional Models

Cooperative leaming has several views and mod-
els. The ones most widely known and founded on
a research base are the following:

(1) conceptual approaches to be adapted by
users {Johnson and Johnson, 1975-88);

(2) conceptual and teaching strategies (Slavin,
1983-89),

(3) content-based formats for math and science
for grades 2-4 (Cohen and De Avila, 1983);

(4) activities, strategies, and approaches which
have been compiled, but for the most par,
have not been empirically tested or have
not demonstrated success; and

(5) inbilingual settings, the CL approach trains
teachers how to develop a conceptual base,
a repertoire of teaching strategies, and how
10 use curiculum packages for LEP and
non-LEP students.

CL In Bilingual Settings Approach

The approaches above have much to offer bilingu-
al and multilingual classroom settings. However,
curriculum and instructional adaptation have been
the biggest drawbacks for teachers of language
minority students in using these strategies. Two
models have targeted bilingual classroom settings
as their particular focus. The first is Group Inves-
tigation and the second is Cooperative Integrated
Reading and Composition.

The Group Investigation meths” (Sharan and
Hertz-Lazarowitz, 1980) has been used in Israel in
bilingual classrooms for many years. This
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approach trains teachers to be effective mediators
of student interaction and higher order thinking.
It prepares teachers and administra’ors to creatc
cooperative study groups at schools and trains
teachers to be trainers of other teachers.

The Group Investigation model is for teachers
who want to develop higher order cognitive pro-
cesses. In several experiments conducted by
Sharan .nd Henz-Lazarowitz (1980) and Hertz-
Lazarowitz (in press), students displayed signifi-
cantly higher achievemcent scores, high level
thinking, creative thinking, and social relations.

This model assumes that social inicraction and
communication play a vital role in the students’
construction of meaning and knowledge., Group
Investigation consists of the following stages:
Stage 1. Identifying the topic and organizing
students into rescarch groups.

Stage 2. Planning the lcaming task.

Stage 3. Carrying out the investigation.

Stage 4. Preparing the final repont.

Each stage consists of scveral substeps and proce-
dures, ensuring tht students leam to cooperate at
high levels at each stage.

Group Investigation is paricularly useful for
programs that usc thematic units for their instruc-
tion. It is an exciting and challenging way 10
teach science, social studics, literature, and any
other subject.

The sccond model for LEP students which is cur-
rently being implemented in the Ysleta Indepen-
dent School District in El Paso, Texas is called
Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition
(CIRC). The principle features of CIRC (Stevens,
Madden, Slavin and Famnish, 1987) proceed from
an analysis of recent research on cffective reading,
writing, and language instruction. This program
has been successful in accelerating the reading
comprchension, language skills, and writing per-
formance of students.

The Bilingual CIRC, which is the focus of
researchers from Johns Hopkins and the Universi-
ty of Califomia at Santa Barbara, The University
of Texas at El Paso, and Haifa University is bascd

on principles of first and second language acquisi-
tion (Cummins, 1981; Krashen, 1981), literacy
development for language minority students
(Duran, 1987, Goodman, 1982; Smith, 1982;
Trucba, 1987; Moll, 1986; Vygotsky, 1978 and in
press; Tinajero and Calderon, 1988), and in staff
development programs for bilingual settings
(Hertz-Lazarowitz, 1980; Calderon, 1984, 1986,
and 1988).

The Bilingual CIRC program consists of three
principal elements: basal-related or literature-
related activities, direct instruction in reading
comprehension, and integrated language arts/
reading/writing. In all of these activities, students
work in heterogencous leaming teams. All activi-
tics follow a regular cycle that involves teacher
presentation, leam practice, independent practice,
peer pre-assessment, additional practice, and test-
ng.

Some of the highlights of CIRC are Partner Read-
ing, Treasure Hunts, Story Retell, and Story-
Related Writing. The Writing Process of CIRC
has taken the basic principles and best iested prac-
tices from several writing processes

CIRC is a language ans/reading/writing manage-
ment program that enables bilingual teachers to
keep tack of their English, Spanish, and transition-
i readers in an efficient and effective manner.
Students are engaged in meaningful and challeng-
ing activities at all times, and time on reading
increases as much as 500%. The Bilingual CIRC
management system helps teachers integrate the
district’s assessment procedures and accountability
measures as well as develop other skills in stu-
dents. Next year, bilingual teachers will begin
exploring the use of CIRC with subject matter
reading such as social studies, science, etc.
through thematic units and as an integrated
approach with the Group Investigation method.

In order for CL to work in classrooms where there
are language minority students, a school must
adopt the following philosophy, methods, and
process for teacher training and implementation.

Philosophy
First, CL is 2a mind set. 1t is a belicf that the social

development of intelligence is the mechanism that
ultimately produces observed benefits. Teachers

tn



and administrators believe in CL. and they them-
sclves practice collegial coaching and collabora-
tive planning for instructional improvement.

Secord, the spirit of positive interaction and posi-
tive scif-csicem permeates all leaming environ-
ments.

Third, there is a belief that students' cognitive,
social, and moral development can be achicved to
a greater extent through group work. Central to
the use of CL is Vygotsky's theory that human
beings are thoroughly social. From the moment
of birth, we enter into social relations that shape
and mold us.

Fourth, a firm belief is held that bilingual instruc-
tion is not isolating skills for drill and practice nor
routine, right-answer tasks, but raiher group activ-
ities where students use their multiple abilitics 1o
explore open-ended questions. This is in contrast
io the philosophy that teaching skills and subskills
is the essence of linguistic or academic leaming.

The essence of a cooperative mind set is to allow
children to create and communicate meaning and
to leam to attain academic and social success
through collaborative activities .

Procedures For Effective Implementation
1. Preparing Students For Cooperative Work

The first step in starting CL is to prepare students
for cooperative work situations. Mos! students
have probably not had cooperative schooling
experiences. Most cooperative tasks have been
with friends, family members, or in sports. There-
fore, it is important to explain that work in the
world will require many tasks to be accomplished
cooperatively with persons who are not personal
friends or may be total strangers. Classroom
norms must be established cooperatively tor leam-
ing to work in groups. Students must be assisted
in developing responsibility not only for their own
behavior but for group behavior and the products
of the group.

In order to intemalize the classroom norms for
working in groups, students need to have social
rules, roles for interdependence, problems 10 solve
or products 1o develop and a process for self-
monitoring and debriefing of cooperative strat-
egies. These nomms of interaction need 1o be

modeled extensively at the beginning of the year,
and modified as students lcam to be more respon-
sive to the needs of the group.

Teaching specific cooperative behaviors and dis-
coursc involves on-going practice. Teachers
should begin with simple cooperative activities
that enable students to focus on developing coop-
erative skills. As skills improve, academic tasks
should become more complex and challenging.

Students need to lean social skills such as being
polite 10 each other, helping, accepting, praising,
encouraging, listening, asking for others' opinions,
being concise, giving reasons for ideas, synthesiz-
ing ideas, reaching conscnsus, etc. Later, they can
practice more complex protocols such as listening
between the lines, intemalizing their own point of
view, knowing when to interrupt and when to let

£0.

Simultancously, students are also practicing
behaviors and discourse such as summarizing,
generating questions, clarifying/asking questions,
probing, and making/asking for predictions for
reciprocal teaching of content (Palinscar, 1986
and 1987; Palinscar and Brown, 1984). Leamers
must concentrate on the material which they have
been assigned and on themselves as leamers,
checking to see if the mental activities are result-
ing in lcaming. As a form of expert scaffolding,
reciprocal teaching involves continuous trial and
crror on the pan of the student, coupled with con-
tinuous adjustment on the pant of the teacher to
the students’ current level of competence (Palins-
car and Brown, 1084),

In order for students to achieve competence in
group work, centain principles must be followed:

1.  The teacher models the discourse and pro-
cesses ovenly, explicitly, and concretely in
appropriate contexts of cooperative activi-
ties.

2. Strategies for working and leaming togeth-
er and the range and utility of the strategies
are discussed, and interventions and modifi-
caticns are attempted by the students.

3. Ineffective strategies and misconceptions

about group work and individual participa-
tion are confronted.
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4. Debriefing activities where thinking is
brought out into an open space where stu-
dents and teacher can see it and leam from
it are included in the cooperative leaming
activity.

5.  The responsibility for leaming to work col-
laboratively and debriefing of that process
should be transferred to the students as
soon as they can take charge. The transfer
should be gradual, working on one coopera-
tive skill at a time until it is intemalized.

6. Students should receive continuous feed-
back on their improvement.

7. Just as teachers need modeling, rationale,
practice, feedback, and coaching, so do
students.

2. The Teacher's Role

When teachers begin to use CL, they may feel
very uneasy because they are "not teaching.”
Teachers suffer from this anxiety mostly when
they believe that the teacher is expected to be a
knowledge provider and manager of assessment
and outcomes, It is important to explain to teach-
ers that their role has skified from transmitters of
Rnowledge to mediators of thinking. It is also
important for teachers to become involved in find-
ing new ways of articulating CL instruction and
assessment processes.

CL changes the teacher's role dramatically! The
teacher becomes the conductor by setting up
directions for the task, assigning students to
teams, delineating social rules and studemt roles,
modeling, teaching and monitoring the norms of
interaction, and leading the debriefing afier each
activity.

Cohen (1987) has found that if a teacher takes
time to observe low achieving or low status stu-
dents and praises them while they are making an
intellectual or artistic contribution to the teams,
they will do better and gain status in the group.
This carefully planned monitoring and feedback is
the basis of effective student cnoperation and
lecaming. The teacher does the bulk of the work
prior to the lesson but then observes, leams about
students, studies the process of the lesson, and
reflects upon new ways of improving the next
lesson.

3. The Student’s Roles

Each student in a team must have a specific mean-
ingful role assigned for each task. When roles are
not assigned, it is natural for students to tumn !o
the most academically capable student 1o do the
task so that the team can get the right answer.
Therefore, it is important to structure tasks that
draw on a8 wide range of abilities. Students must
be convinced that there are multiple intelligences
and multiple abilities (Eisner, 1988) and that
everyone has something special to contribute to a
team product. Students also need 10 be convinced
that they all have the responsibility for the leam-
ing of others and that in a work environment we
must be mentors.

Individual accountability and group interdepen-
dence is built into group activities through specif-
ic roles for each team member. The tasks and
products define the roles for each student in the
team. Roles can be as simple as: time keeper,
reporier, encourager, praiser, checker, artist, writ-
er, or more complex such as monitor, creator/
genenator of ideas, critic, scribe, clarifier, consen-
sus secker, representative to the coordinating
committec, etc. Individual accountability and
group interdependence are built into group activi-
ties through specific roles for cach team member.

One of the main functions of the CL classroom is
10 help students iniemalize their roles. They need
1o have descriptions of their roles, 10 practice
playing those roles, and to receive feedback on
how they performed those roles. A checklist for
self-monitoring or viewing their performance on
video tapes gives students feedback on their per-
formance.

4. Debriefing

Debriefing is a specific strategy that must be
incorporated into CL instruction. Debriefing
enables students to reflect on their leaming
experiences, attach personal meanings to them,
and deepen their understanding of the processes
(Calderon, 1989),

For John Dewey (1933), reflection consisted of
two stages:

(1) a state of doubt or perplexity, and

12



(2) inquiry and search for meaning to resolve
the state of unccrtainty.

Hillkirk, Tome, and Wandress (1989) describe
reflection as the second step in a leaming process:

(a) experience -- the initial leaming acti* ity
which involves the leamers behavior,
ideas, and feelings;

() rejection -- conscious mental requm 1o the
experience to examine one’s behavior, ideas
and feelings; and

{c) outcomes -- development of new perspec-
tives on the leaming activity and its mean-
ing for the lecamer,

Debriefing is a means for anchoring knowlcdge
after an activity. Debriefing creates "meaning”
for the leaming activity and helps students
remember more. During the process of debricf-
ing, students develop cooperative and social skills
and develop metacognitive strategies involving
both knowledge and control of sclf. Here leamners
monitor their attitudes, attention, and engagement
in a task.

Teachers need to set time aside afier every lesson
or main activity for students to debrief the content
and process of that segment. Teachers must pro-
vide students with a structure, a set of procedures,
key questions for content and process, or check-
lists and other tools. Sometimes it is important to
stop at various intervals in a CL activity and
debrief. This is particularly imponant at the
beginning of the year when students are in need of
leamning strategies for accomplishing tasks and
team building.

Debriefing is probably the most comfortable and
effective means of giving students feedback and
providing for individual and team evaluation.

S. Evaluation

Evaluation in CL is a combination of specific
feedback on their performance, debriefing, and
traditional grading so that students are well aware
of their strengths an weaknesses in their academic,
social, and linguistic dimensions.

Teachers can still give individual tests to measr're
student progress and leaming. However, other

dimensio.as are better measured through tescher
observation tools. systematic scoring of desired
interaction patterns; use of checklists by teacher
or by students; student questionnaires, outside
observers, video or audio recordings, and debrief-
ing strategies.

Evalusting CL activities is situational. Subject
matter, products, and specific teaching strategies
call for modifications in evaluation procedures.
At times, CL activities are used only for purposes
of studemt independent practice, for reviewing
before a test, or for working on a product that is
part of a larger task. In this instance, the intrinsic
motivation and the process speaks for itself.
There is no need for formal evaluation methods
since CL becomes the means and not an end in
itself.

When the goal is to teach specific cooperative
skills, checklists on group behaviors and video
analysis can be used. Other times, the product can
be the focus of evaluation and letter grades or
numerical scores can be assigned. Very complex
bookkeeping systems are also available for indi-
vidual and team scores biit they entail considera-
ble time and paperwork.

Whatever tool or -riteria for evaluation is select-
ed, Wie critical point is to state this clearly to the
students prior to the activity. Along with numeri-
cal scores and feedback on team performance, it is
vitally important to give praise to the students and
to reward all students in some way. Afier the
evaluation, give students time to review the
results, to discuss and to reflect on ways 10
improve.

6. Effective Implementation In Schools

Simply placing students in groups and encourag-
ing them to work together is not enough to0
produce leaming gains. Teachers must be well-
trained in appropriate teaching strategies and
classroom management techniques for otganizing
critical thinking, higher order questioning and
debriefing strategies, as well as materials and
curriculum adaptation.

The literalure on innovation implementation
(Sharan and Herntz-Lazarowitz, 1980; Fullan,
1982; Joyce and Showers, 1987; Calderén, 1982 -

1988: Calderdn and Marsh, 1989; Hall and Hord,
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1987) states that in order for new teaching strat-
egies to be fully implemecnted, tcachers must
receive support from adminisirators and peers and
be involved in the decisions, adaptations, and the
training and coaching of other teachers.

If cooperative methods are 10 be fully implement-
ed in a school, suppont systems for the teachers
must be established and sustained over the school
year for several years in order to see the benefits
of cooperative leamning.

Five stages of implementation have been identi-
fied through a Concems-Based Adoption Model's
Stages of Concem, Levels of Use, and Innovation
Configurations process (Hall and I'ord, 1987,
Sharan, Duran, and Hertz-Lazarowitz, 1979; Cal-
derdn, 1984; CalderSn and Herz-Lazarowitz, in
press). These stages show the progression of
teachers and students in scveral categories of
instruction such as student social skill develop-
ment, teaching strategies, monitoring and feed-
back, grading and evaluating, and quality of inter-
action. Several other categories will be added this
summer as additional data is analyzed and com-
pared with findings from another study being
conducted under the auspices of the Arizona Siate
Depantment of Education (McCarty and Calderdn,
1988 and in press).

This is the stage where teachers exhibit exccutive
control of a myriad of CL strategics, Group Inves-
tigation, and the various components of CIRC.
Teachers can combine methods, modify, quickly

adapt and restructure different pieces, and impro-
visc without fear. Students are still working on
finc-tuning their cognitive processes and taking
responsibility for their own leaming.

The stage is set for anchoring social, academic,
and linguistic skills. This is where teachers are
the true facilitators of knowledge and mediators of
thinking. Through inquiry processes, students can
manage Organizing very creative projects and are
rcaching unbelievable levels of information pro-
cessing and transferring that information into real-
life application.

7. An Ecology For Professional Growth

Perhaps the most significant contribution of the
implen.cntation of cooperative structures is that
tcachers and administrators develop an ecology
for professional growth and instructional improve-
ment. This has been evident in school districts
such as Ysleta where a major effort has been
niade to develop cooperative schools and coopera-
tive programs. The mind set of cooperation
becomes the source for creating positive change
and innovation.

Although change does not come ovemight,
change becomes a desirable goal when colleagues
have an opportunity to take control of organizing
their lcaming. Addressing the needs of language
minority students, and particularly LEP students
becomes a cooperative and collegial effort -- the
cormnerstone for future success.
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