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Cooperative Learning and the Academically Talented Student

Ann Robinson, Ph.D.
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Little Rock, Arkansas -

ABSTRACT

The research base on cooperative learning was examined for its applicability to
academically talented students. Common types of cooperative learning are described with
highlights of the model characteristics as they apply to academically talented students. The
models include: Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT); Student Teams Achievement Divisions
(STAD); Team Accelerated Instruction (TAI); Cooperative Integrated Reading and
Composition (CIRC); Circles of Learning or Learning Together; Cooperative Controversy;
Jigsaw and Jigsaw II; Group Investigation; Co-op Co-op and Cooperative Structures;
Groups of Four; and Descubrimiento or Finding Out. Advantages and disadvantages of the
various models for academically talented students were summarized. The weaknesses in
the cooperative learning literature, as it relates to academically talented students, were also
identified. Weaknesses fall into two broad categories which include: (1) lack of attention
to academically talented studr.ats and (2) reliance on weak treatment comparisons to
demonstrate the effectiveness of cooperative learning. In addition to an examination of the
research base, two issues in practice were identified as important for academically talented
students. These issues were: (1) curricular coverage and pacing and (2) group work and
motivation. Finally, a series of recommendations for practice was included.
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Cooperative Learning and the Academically Talented Student.

Ann Robinson, Ph.D.
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Little Rock, Arkansas

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Cooperative learning has been recommended as effective in most school subjects
across various groups of students measured on several cognitive and affective outcomes.
However, controversy has arisen over the use of cooperative leaming with academically
talented students. The general research base on cooperative learning is extensive; over two
hundred studies have been summarized by three research syntheses (Johnson, Maruyama,
Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981; Johnson, Johnson, & Maruyama, 1983; Slavin, 1990b).
In contrast, the research base on cooperative learning, as it relates to gifted or academically
talented students, is very limited (Robinson, 1990; Slavin, 1990a).

For example, a computer search of the PSYCHINFO data base from its inception in
1967 to September 1991 resulted in only two empirical studies which specifically examined
the effects of cooperative learning on identified talented students. One study included 14
gifted elementary students (Smith, Johnson, & Johnson, 1982); the second, 48 "high
ability" high school seniors and college freshmen attending a summer program (Johnson,
Johnson, Stanne, & Garibaldi, 1990).

Despite the lack of attention to talented students in the literature, teachers and school
administrators have been required to make instructional decisions about cooperative
learning which affect academically talented students. Unfortunately, the research literature
has been vulnerable to overgeneralization. Definitions of cooperative learning have been
blurred recently to include other forms of small group or social learning like synectics or
role playing (Bellanca & Fogarty, 1991; Joyce, 1991; Joyce & Weil, 1986). More
substantively, several weaknesses in the research base on cooperative learning, as it relates
to academically talented students, have been identified (Robinson, 1990}. By examining
specific cooperative learning models, reviewing their empirical literature, and noting the
distinguishing features of each model, it is possible to acquire a more thorough
understanding of the ways this reseazvn on cooperative learning should guide practice for
academically talented students.

Cooperative Learning: A Definition

Cooperative learning is a set of instructional strategies "which employ{s} small
teams of pupils to promote peer interaction and cooperation for studying academic subjects”
(Sharan, 1980, p. 242). Students must work together to accomplish a common goal or to
receive a common reward. Cooperative learning models recommend heterogeneous ability
or achievement grouping strategies for the bulk of the instructional time. Most of the
models include explicit guidelines for group composition in which a range of high,
medium, and low achieving students is to be placed in each cooperative group (Johnson,
Johnson, & Holubec, 1990; Slavin, 1980). Other cooperative models are less directive
about the range of achievement in the groups, but do assume and encourage heterogeneity
(Aronson, Blaney, Stephan, Sikes, & Snapp, 1978; Burns, 1987; Sharan & Sharan,
1976). Finally, peer tutoring or partner teaching is often a component of cooperative
learning models. Aronson's Jigsaw, Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT), Student Teams
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Achievement Divisions (STAD), and Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition
(CIRC) explicitly include students tutoring one another within small groups. Although
peer tutoring may consist of pairs of students who tutor or teach one another different
materials, cooperative learning most often implies that students collaborate in groups larger
tha(x)1 two and that they learn the same materials (Slavin, Leavey, & Madden, 1984, p.
410).

Common Models of Cooperative Learning

The most widely known models of cooperative leaming were developed by three
groups of advocates: (1) Slavin and associates, (2) the Johnsons, and (3) the Sharans and
S. Kagan. Sharan and Sharan and Kagan do not collaborate directly, but both have
developed group investigation types of cooperative learning models. Differences among
these models include their relative emphasis on competition wmong the small groups, the
use of external rewards, group versus individual grading practices, and general versus
specific subject matter learning.

Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT)

TGT, originally developed by Edwards and De Vries (1972), is a generic strategy
used in any subject matter area. Students are placed in four member heterogeneous teams.
They receive a teacher directed lesson, help one another master the material, and compete in
weekly tournaments with others of similar achievement (Slavin, 1986). Despite the
temporary grouping of students by achievement level for tournaments in TGT, the lessons
presented to the students, the materials completed by them, and the pace of instruction are
the same for all students in the class. Worksheets are the primary instructional materials
used in TGT. Slavin (1991) noted that TGT is best suited to basic skill instruction.

Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD)

STAD is a generic strategy used in any subject matter area. According to Slavin
(1986), STAD works best with material that has single, correct answers and is most likely
to be used in mathematics computation, spelling, language usage, and mechanics. Asin
TGT, students are placed in four member heterogeneous groups for teacher directed
instruction and for assisting one another in mastering the basic material. The tournaments
used in TGT are replaced with individually administered quizzes in which students do not
assist one another. STAD like TGT was developed to provide grade level instruction in
basic skill areas at the same general pace for all students.

Team Accelerated Instruction (TAI)

TAI (later renamed Team Assisted Individualization) was developed for pre-algebra
mathematics instruction in grades three through six (Slavin, 1986). It includes specific TAI
instructional materials on basic mathematics operations and topics: addition, subtraction,
multiplication, division, numeration, fractions, decimals, ratio, percent, statistics, and
algebra. Students are assigned to four or five member heterogeneous teams, are pretested,
and enter the curriculum at the point designated by their pretest performance. They work
through curriculum units which contain a guidepage reviewing the concepts, skill practice
pages, formative quizzes, a 15-item unit test, and answer pages so that a student monitor
may score the test. All studenits also take mathematics facts tests twice a week. The
management functions of securing materials, checking student papers, and scoring tests are
the responsibility of the students. After each three-week period of individualized
instruction, the teacher conducts group-paced instruction for a week.
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Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC)

CIRC was developed for grade level reading and writing instruction in the
elemientary grades. Research studies have been reported for grades 3-4 and grades 2-6
(Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Farnish, 1987; Stevens, Slavin, & Farnish, 1991).
Instruction is primarily based on basal readers and involves direct instruction in reading
comprehension, integrated writing, and language arts using a writing process approach.
Heterogeneous teams are composed of members of at least two different reading groups
who read to one another, answer questions about the story, practice spelling and
vocabulary words, and write on a topic related to the basal story. Team members receive
points based on individual performance on quizzes and composition which are "added" to
produce a team score. Achievement criteria are specified; teams that meet the criteria
receive certificates.

Circles of Learning or Learning Together

Johnson and Johnson have emphasized group process in their generic model
characterized by explicit and sustained teaching of structured social skills. Most of the
research by the developers and their associates compared the cooperative goal structure (in
which groups work together) with a competitive condition (in which teams or individuals
compete with one another) and with an individualistic condition (in which students work
alone on material). Heterogeneous groups of two to six students with maximum variation
in levels of achievement are recommended. In addition, the Johnsons have suggested
unmotivated students be placed in groups with on-task students. In some cases, students
are permitted to work together to complete a single worksheet or product for a group grade
(Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 1990).

Cooperative Controversy

Cooperative Controversy, also developed by the Johnsons, relies on the
constructive use of conflict to increase learning (Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 1990).
Heterogeneous groups of four students are given materials about a controversial topic--for
example, the hunting of wolves in Northern Minnesota--and asked to debate. Two
students take one side of the controversial issue, the remaining two team members argue
the opposite view. Then the two pairs of students switch sides and argue the opposite
points of view. Presumably, the same kinds of group products and group grades would be
possible in this form of cooperative learning as in the original Circles of Learning or
Learning Together.

Jigsaw and Jigsaw II

The Jigsaw models were developed for narrative materials in the core content areas
like social studies, science, literature, and other school subjects in which the goal is to learn
concepts rather than skills (Aronson et al. 1978; Slavin, 1986). Heterogeneous groups of
students are given sections or chapters of material to read and teach "their topic" or a part of
the text to others in their group. As is the case with TGT, STAD, Circles of Learning, and
Cooperative Controversy, the Jigsaw models rely primarily on grade level texts and other
printed materials.

Group Investigation

In contrast to the cooperative learning models which are largely structured around
traditional texts and classroom materials, Group Investigation is an interest-based study of

xi
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a topic selected by the tezcher (Sharan & Sharan, 1976). Small groups of students select
subtopics, develop and carry out a learning plan, and prepare a small group presentation for
the entire class. Teachers and students evaluate group and individual contributions.
Students work on group products, give group presentations, and receive group
evaluations. However, individual achievement is assessed through examinations as well.
Presumably, students have access to any materials including reference materials relevant to
their subtopic. The most extensive research study on Group Investigation was conducted
in Israel with problems in history and geography (Sharan & Shachar, 1988).

Co-op Co-op and Cooperative Structures

Like Group Investigation, Co-op Co-op is based on heterogeneous small groups
studying a subtopic as part of a whole class investigation. Co-op Co-op encourages library
research, interviewing, original data gathering, and creative products. Stadents are teacher
and self evaluated on team presentations, their written products, and on their contributions
to the team. Kagan (1989/1990) has also encouraged the use of short term cooperative
structures developed by other educators as well as himself. Two examples of these
structural cooperative strategies are Think-Pair-Share and Numbered Heads Together,
which are variations of group discussion. Few published studies are available on the short
term cooperative activities or on Co-op Co-op.

Groups of Four

Developed for elementary mathematics, Groups of Four is a collection of
cooperative problem solving activities. In one study conducted by its originator, this
approach resulted in improved problem-solving skills for students when compared with the
traditional classroom (Burns, 1981). The author does not propose the model as a
comprehensive mathematics curriculum. According to Slavin (1986), the research evidence
on this application of cooperative learning has not been extensive or promising.

Descubrimiento or Finding Out

Descubrimiento was developed as a hands-on elementary science program for the
bilingual classroom. Students work together on experiments to discover scientific concepts
and principles. Materials are printed in Spanish and English (De Avila & Duncan, 1980)
and an implementation manual has been developed (Navarette, Cohen, De Avila, Benton,
Lotan, & Parchment, 1985). Little published research is currently available on
Descubrimiento.

Apply-ing Cooperative Learning Research to Academically Talented Students

Cooperative learning research has reported positive effects in cross-ethnic
relationships (Johnson & Johnson, 1981; Warring, D. Johnson, Maruyama, & R.
Johnson, 1985), in acceptance and achievement of students with intellectual or emotional
handicaps (Johnson & Johnson, 1982; Salend & Sonnenschein, 1989; Slavin, 1984), and
in basic skills achievement in the academic content areas (Slavin, 1980; Slavin, 1984). In a
recent review, Slavin (1991) also listed improved self-esteem and self-concept as outcomes
for those cooperative models he helped to develop. These are significant outcomes.
However, the advantages of cooperative learning for academically talented students are
tempered by the nature of the research base on cooperative learning and by the ways it has
been translated into practice.




Problems of Definition and Sampling

Very few studies have been conducted with identified gifted or high ability
students. Some studies have investigated high achieving students, but with limited
information about their prior achievement. For example, high achieving may be defined by
single measures of teacher-made classroom or basic skills standardized tests (Lucker,
Rosenfield, Sikes, & Aronson, 1976; Webb, 1982) or by teacher judgment (Johnson &
Johnson, 1981; Johnson, Johnson, Tiffany, & Zaidman, 1983). In one study, students
were designated as high achieving if they scored above the median on a teacher constructed
mathematics pretest (Mervasch, 1991). “High ability" as defined by single achievement
measuizs of basic skills batteries, teacher constructed placement tests, or teacher judgment
alone should not be used interchangeably with giftedness. The indicators are too crude to
give us a "picture” of the kinds of students found in the high achieving groups and are
difficult to generalize to the gifted.

Weak Comparisons

The most misleading characteristic of the research base on cooperative learning, as
it relaies to academicaily talented students, is its reliance on weak treatrnent comparisons.
Specifically, these weak comparisons include: (1) the use of the traditional classroom as
the control treatment, and (2) the use of an individualistic comparison which specifically
discourages student discussion. In a recent review, Slavin (1991) commented that of the
67 cooperative learning studies which measured effects of student achievement all
"compared the effects of cooperative learning to those of traditionally taught control
groups"” (p. 76). In most cases, achievement was defined as basic skills outcomes.

In the studies which compared cooperative with individualistic learning, students in
cooperative groups were encouraged to communicate with one another and in some cases
were permitted to turn in one assignment for the group. In the individualistic condition,
students were directed not to talk and were required to complete the assignment on their
own (Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 1985). In some cases, students in groups and
students working alone were compared on the nature and frequency of their tatk.

To summarize, the effects of cooperative learning on academically talented siudents
are difficult to assess. First, they are not the population of interest. Few studies have
explicitly identified them, described them adequately in the sample, or analyzed ouicomes
clearly. Second, the comparisons made in the literature are limiied by the selection of the
traditional classroom rather than educational provisions more suited to academically talented
students as the contro! and by the individualistic comparison implemented as solitary seat
work. In other words, cooperative learning in heterogeneous classrooms has not been
compared with educational treatments of choice for academically talented students.

Issues in Practice

The weakness in cooperative learning research, as it relates to academically talented
students, is a correctable problem. Subsequent studies can be designed to identify
academically talented siudents in the sample and to include an appropriate test of
cooperative learning as compared to a well supported treatment for these students.

However, for decision makers to evaluate the use of cooperative learning with academically

talented students, two issues must be addressed in practice: (1) curricular coverage and
pacing and (2) group work and motivation.
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In the classroom, time is a fixed resource. If students are organized in cooperative
learning groups studying grade level material for the majority of their school day at the pace
of a heterogeneous group, their opportunity to master advanced material at their own pace
is restricted. A substantial body of work over the past thirty years indicates that various
kinds of acceleration produce consistent and positive achievement gains for talented
students (Daurio, 1979; Kulik & Kulik, 1984, 1991: Rogers, 1991; Shore, Cornell,
Robinson, & Ward, 1991). In fact, a recent study by Reis and Purcell (in press) indicates
that elementary teachers report between 39-49 % of the curriculum in mathematics and 36-
54% of the curriculum in language arts could be climinated because gifted students
demonstrated mastery of tne material prior to instruction. Unfortunately, much of the
educational community is wary of acceleration for academically talented students (Southern
& Jones, 1991). Contrast the reluctance of educators to admit that curricular exposure has
positive effects for academically talented students to support for the well-received argument
on behalf of students confined to low tracks in public schools. It has been argued that one
of the contributing factors to the low achievement of low achievers is the absence of
challenging curricular fare (Oakes & Lipton, 1990). Itis the argument of curricular access.
If students are given the opportunity to learn from 2 challenging curriculum, very often they
will do so. This logic applies to academically talented as well as to low achieving students.
To restrict access to appropriately advanced curriculum and to retard the rate at which
academically talented students move through that curriculum by organizing instruction in
grade level cooperative learning groups for the majority of the school day is aot defensible
and may result in boredom and repetition for these students.

Curricular Coverage and Pacing

Group Work and Motivation

The success of group work depends in part on the availability of a student who
understands the material being studied and who will explain the material to others if asked
to do so (Bennett & Cass, 1983; Petersen, Janicki, & Swing, 1981; Webb, 1982).
Although students who explain material to others benefit from this experience if the material
is new to them as well, too many repeated explanations may result in constant review.
Cooperative learning groups must be structured to eliminate the "free rider" effect that
allows some students to carry the instructional burden and others not to contribute to the
common goal. Two recent studies indicate that talented students perceive unequal
responsibility and failure of teammates to contribute in heterogeneous groups as unfair and
frustrating (Clinkenbeard, 1991; Matthews, in preparation).

Recommendations for Using Cooperative Learning with
Academically Talented Students

Due to the lack of attention to academically talented students in the cooperative
learning literature, research on educational practices effective with talented students also
forms the basis for the recommendations which follow. Where noted, the
recommendations are also based on an analysis of the various cooperative learning models
along dimensions considered important for academically talented students.
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RECOMMENDATION ONE: Cooperative learning in the heterogeneous
classroom should not be substituted for specialized programs and services
for academically talented students.

Discussion: Cooperative learning models have not been compared to special educational
programs and services for academically talented students in the research literature. Thus,
no clear superiority for cooperative learning in the heterogeneous classroom over
specialized programs and services for academically talented students has been established.
Even advo<ates of cooperative learning have acknowledged the need for separate course
offerings for academically talented students (McPartland & Slavin, 1990).

RECOMMENDATION TWO: If a school is committed to cooperative
iearning, models which encourage access to materials beyond grade level
are preferable for academically talented students.

Discussion: Cooperative learning models like Teams-Games-Tournaments (TGT),
Students Teams Achievement Division (STAD), and Jigsaw which primarily use prepared
grade level materials limit curricular access for academically talented students. Since Group
Investigation encourages the use of reference materials, library and media resources, and
other kinds of information gathering, this model may be less likely to restrict academically
talented students to grade level curriculum.

RECOMMENDATION THREE: If a school is committed to cooperative
learning, models which permit flexible pacing are preferable for
academically talented students.

Discussion: Ttis recommendation is related to the effectiveness of various forms of
acceleration with academically talented students. In general, cooperative leaming models
require students to study the same materials and to master material at the group pace.
However, Group Investigation allows students to research some information on their own.
During such opportunitiss, presumably academically talented students would be able to
read and study self-selected materials at their own pace. In mathematics, the Team
Accelerated Instruction (TAI) model at the elementary level has some flexible pacing
components in its individualized sequence. However, TAI may need to be combined with
cross-grade grouping to accommodate mathematically talented students.

RECOMMENDATION FOUR: If a school is committed to cooperative
learning, student achievement disparities within the group should not be
too severe.

Discussion: When high, medium, and low achieving students are grouped together, high
achieving students explain material to low achieving students, and medium achieving
students have fewer opportunities for participation. Academically talented students report
frustration when working in mixed ability groups with team members who are unwilling to
contribute to the group goal. Placing students who are similar in achievement together
continues to allow for heterogeneity in terms of ethnicity and gender in the groups. Slavin
(1990) has suggested cooperative learning might be used with groups of high achieving
students.

XV
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RECOMMENDATION FIVE: Academically talented students should be

provided with opportunities for autonomy and individual pursuits during
the school day.

Discussion: This recommendation targets educators who are sufficiently committed to
group models that they may overuse cooperative learning. Academically talented students
also need opportunities for autonomy and self-directed learning. Academically talented
students voice a preference for independent (in contrast to individualistic) learning
experiences and can profit from solitary absorption with a task or topic. Providing
opportunities for independent study under competent supervision of the teacheris a
supportable practice for acad=mically talented students.
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Cooperative Learning and the Academically Talented Student.

Ann Robinson, Ph.D.
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
Little Rock, Arkansas

Cooperative learning is a form of small group instruction. One of its earliest
expressions, Jigsaw, was developed to increase cross-racial relationships in classrooms
(Aronson, Blaney, Stephan, Sikes, & Snapp, 1978). Aronson hypothesized that by giving
each student in a small group control over part of the information needed by the group to
complete an assignment, the contacts between students of varying ethnicity would increase.
In other words, the original goals of cooperative leaming were social; later adaptations
broadened the purpose to include academic achievement.

Cooperative Learning: A Definition

Cooperative learning is defined as a set of instructional strategies "which
employ{s} small teams of pupiis to promote peer interaction and cooperation for studying
academic subjects” (Sharan, 1980, p. 242). According to Slavin (1980), "the term refers
to classroom techniques in which students work on learning activities in small groups and
receive rewards or recognition based on their group's performance” (p. 315).

In addition, cooperative learning models recommend heterogeneous ability or
achievement grouping strategies for the bulk of the instructional time. Most of the models
include explicit guidelines for group composition in which a range of high, medium, and
low achieving students is to be placed in each cooperative group (Johnscn, Johnson, &
Holubec, 1990; Slavin, 1980). Other cooperative iearning models are less directive about
the range of achievement in the groups, but do assume and encourage heterogeneity
(Aronson, et al; 1978; Burns, 1987; Sharan, 1980; Sharan & Sharan, 1976).

Finally, peer tutoring or partner teaching is often a component of cooperative
learmning models. Aronson's Jigsaw and Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT) and Student
Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) do explicitly include students tutoring one another
within small groups. Although peer tutoring may also involve pairs of students tutoring or
teaching one another different materials, cooperative learning most often implies that
students collaborate in groups larger than two and that they learn the same material (Slavin,
Leavey, & Madden, 1984, p. 410).

Small Group Work in the Education of the Gifted

Small group learning has a considerable history in gifted education. Many of the
most widely adopted enrichment models actively encourage the use of group work with
academically talented students. For example, the Osborn-Parnes creative problem solving
model involves the use of group brainstorming and other forms of social interaction among
participants (Isaksen & Treffinger, 1985). Principles of creative problem solving have also
been adapted to serve as the basis for the Future Problem Solving Program, a team-based
curriculum designed to enhance students' thinking about technological, social, and
community problems (Torrance, as cited in Clark, 1992).

In Renzulli's (1986) Systems and Models for Developing Programs for the Gifted
and Academically Talented, eight of the fifteen models specifically recommend group work
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for gifted students, and three others include group work implicitly. Most notably, the
Enrichment Triad Model (Renzulli, 1977), the Purdue Three Stage Model (Feldhusen,
1980), and the Autonomous Learner Model (Betts & Knapp, 1980) have explicit group
process components and devote considerable attention to the development of small group
invesiigations with students.

Controversy Over Cooperative Learning

‘Given that educators of the gifted have an interest and commitment to group work
and that cooperative learning is a group learning model, why is there controversy about the
use of cooperative learning with academically talented students? - The source of the
controversy may lie in the focus of cooperative learning, the nature of the claims made by
its advocates, and the implications for curricular access and the motivation to learn for
academically talented students.

To understand thesc issues, it is necessary to have a working knowledge of the
most common models of cooperative leaming. The most widely known of them were
developed by three groups of advocates: (1) Slavin and associates, (2) the Johnsons, and
(3) the Sharans and S. Kagan. The Sharans and Kagan do not collaborate directly, but
both have developed group investigation types of models. While there are areas in which
the developers agree, there are areas in which the groups of advocates differ quite
explicitly. Differences among these models include their relative emphasis on competition
among the small groups, the use of external rewards, group versus individual grading
practices, and general versus specific subject matter learning. The following section of the
paper describes briefly several of the more popular cooperative learning applications. The
descriptions highlight the characteristics of the models which have implications for
academically talented students. A summary of the cooperative learning models is presented
in Appendix A.

Common Models of Ceoperative Learning

Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT)

Developed by Edwards and De Vries (1972), TGT is a generic, organizational
strategy which can be used in any subject matter area. Students are placed in four member
heterogeneous teams. They receive a teacher directed lesson, help one another master the
material, and compete in weekly tournaments. The tournaments are organized by "tables"
of three similarly achieving students from different four member teams. In other words,
high achieving students are regrouped to compete with other high achieving students; low
achieving students compete with othier low achieving students. The winner of a tournament
table eamns points for his or her original four person team. High scoring teams receive team
rewards like certificates or other group recognition. Despite the achievement grouping in
TGT, the lessons presented to the students, the materials completed by them and the pace
of instruction are generally the same for each student. Thus, no curriculum differentiation
for the more able learners in the classroom appears likely. Worksheets are the primary
materials used in TGT, and Slavin (1991b) noted that TGT is best suited to basic skill
instruction.

Student Teams Achievemenft Divisions (STAD)
According to Slavin (1986), the generic STAD model works best with material that

has single, correct answers and is most likely to be used in mathematics computation,
spelling, language usage, mechanics, and grammar. As in the TGT model, students in
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STAD are placed in four member heterogeneous groups for teacher directed instruction.
Following instruction, team members assist one another with mastery of the material. The
tournaments of TGT are replaced by individually administered quizzes in which students do
not assist one another. Points are calculated by comparing students' current quiz grades to
their previous performance. In other words, students receive points based on improvement.
Perfect papers are recognized with a maximum score. In general, STAD like TGT, was .
developed to provide group-paced, grade level instruction in basic skill areas.

Team Accelerated Instruction (TAI)

In contrast to TGT and STAD which are generic strategies, TAI was developed by
Slavin and associates for pre-algebra mathematics instruction in grades three through six.
It includes specific TAI instructional materials on basic mathematics operations and topics:
addition, subtraction, multiplication, division, numeration, fractions, decimals, ratio,
percent, statistics, and algebra. In TAI, students take a placement test and begin instruction
at an appropriate place in an individualized mathematics sequence. Students may proceed at
different rates and work on different units which contain a guide page reviewing the
concepts, skill practice pages, formative quizzes, a 15-item unit test, and answer pages so
that a student monitor may score the test (Slavin, 1986, 1590c).

TAI, which was renamed Team Assisted Individualization, uses the four member
mixed ability team; however, students take final unit tests without the assistance of team
members. Presumably, students who are more advanced are more likely to give assistance
rather than receive it during cooperative seat work. Teams receive points on the basis of
how many units are completed by members. Scores depend on the number of tests passed,
perfect papers, and completed homework. Twice each week, students are also given
mathematics facts tests in basic operations. After each three-week period of individualized
instruction, the teacher conducts whole class instruction for one week.

Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC)

Slavin and his associates have also developed a cooperative learning model for
reading and writing in the elementary grades. Research studies have been reported for
grades 3-4 and grades 2-6 (Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Farnish, 1987; Stevens, Slavin,
& Farnish, 1991). Using basal readers, students are assigned to teams composed of
members of different reading groups. Pairs of students from two different reading groups
are recommended. According to Slavin (1986), "a team might be composed of two
students from the top reading group and two from the low group” (p. 33). If the school
has adopted a whole class reading program, and all students in the class are using the same
basal, CIRC is implemented with heterogeneous groups. Teachers continue direct
instruction with reading groups once a week while the remaining team members engage in a
variety of activities like reading quietly to one another, making predictions, practicing
spelling and vocabulary, and writing about what they have read. There are tests over the
basal material which include a comprehension measure, original sentences composed with
vocabulary words, and a word list the student reads aloud to the teacher. Teams receive
their points from the individual scores received by students on tests and from writing
assignments. Achievement criteria are specified; teams that meet the criteria receive
certificates. CIRC also includes writers' workshops and parental supervision of trade book
reading at home.

Johnsons' Circles of Learning or Learning Together

The Johnsons have emphasized group process and cooperation in contrast to
competitive and individualistic learning in the classroom. They define cooperative learning
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as "the instructional use of small groups so that students work together to maximize their
own and each other's learning” (Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 1990). Groups of two to
six individuals are recommended; heterogeneity is encouraged. They suggest that high,
medium, and low ability students be placed together for the maximum effect, and they
recommend that unmotivated students be placed in a group with on-task students. The
Johnson model of cooperative learning is characterized by interdependence (we all sink or
swim together) and by the explicit and sustained teaching of structured social skiils. They
suggest several ways to build interdependence. Examples include:

1. assigning studeuts particular roles to play in the small group, for example, the
"reader "or the "checker” or the "noise monitor”

2. distributing one set of materials to a group

3. asking the group to complete a single group product, report, or pape

Like TGT and STAD, the Johnsons' basic model is generic rather than subject
specific. Circles of Learning or Learning Together differs from TGT and STAD in its
avoidance of overt competition and in its use of group products for group grades.

Cooperative Controversy

Cooperative Controversy, a later adaptation of the Johnsons, relies on the
constructive use of conflict to increase learning (Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 1990).
Heterogeneous groups of four students are given materials about a controversial topic--the
Johnsons iritially developed learning packets concerning the hunting of wolves in Northem
Minnesota. The learning group is structured somewhat like a simple form of debate. Two
students take one side of the controversial issue, the remaining two team members argue
from the opposite side. Then the two pairs of students switch sides and argue the opposite
points of view. After the "debates," the group is asked to achieve consensus. Presumably,
the same kinds of group products or group grades would be possible in this form of
cooperative learning as in the original Circles of Learning or Learning Together. In the
research studies conducted on Cooperative Controversy, students were apparently limited
to the materials distributed to the group as background for the debate and consensus activity
(R. Johnson, Brooker, Stutzman, Holtman, & D. Johnson, 1985).

Jigsaw and Jigsaw II

The early Jigsaw model developed by Aronson and associates (1978) was designed
to be used with narrative materials in the core content areas like social studies, science,
literature, and other school subjects in which the goal is to learn concepts rather than skills.
In the original Jigsaw, members of heterogeneous groups were given individual sections of
material. Thus, each member of the group possessed unique knowledge and an
individual's contribution was necessary to the group's successful completion of the
learning task. According to Slavin (1986), the original Jigsaw was difficult to manage
because sections of content texts rarely make sense on their own without the preceding or
subsequent sections. Thus, students were asked to read "disembodied" materials or
teachers were required to rewrite the materials so that textual passages could stand alone.

To address these problems, Slavin (1986) developed Jigsaw II. In Jigsaw II,
heterogeneous groups of students are assigned chapters or sections of narrative material to
read. Presumably, these would be grade level materials if the groups are heterogeneous,
and all students are reading the same materials. Each student is given an "Expert Sheet"
which focuses his or her reading on a particular subtopic embedded in the text. After the
students have finished reading the material, they regroup from teams into expert groups, so
that students who have been reading for ihe same purpose have the opportunity to discuss
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their subtopic. It is also recommended that the expert groups be composed of high,
medium, and low achieving students. The expert groups then disband; members return to
their original heterogeneous groups and teach their particular subtopic to other team
members. Thus, each member serves as the teacher for one portion of the material.
Students complete brief quizzes (a minimum of eight questions or two questions per
subtopic) over all topics and their teams receive scores based on the improvement of each
member. As is the case with TGT, STAD, TA], and Cooperative Controversy, the Jigsaw
models rely primarily on grade level printed materials which can’be mastered by all
students.

Group Investigation

In addition to the cooperative learning models which are largely structured around
traditional texts and classroom materials, there are two cooperative learning applications
characterized by an interest-based, investigative approach. The early version, Group
Investigation, was developed in Isracl by Sharan and Sharan (1976). A similar model, Co-
op Co-op developed by Kagan (1985), is reviewed in the following section. The two
cooperative learning group investigation models share some characteristics with the group
and independent study recommended for academically talented students.

Characterized as cooperative group inquiry, the Sharans' Group Investigation
model involves academically and ethnically heterogeneous groups of students in the study
of specific topics. Sharan and Sharan (1989/1990) suggest a six step process.

1. Small groups of two to six students select specific subtopics from an area or
problem proposed by the teacher.

2. Students and teachers plan the activities and goals relevant to their subtopics.
At this stage, small groups also select one member of the group to serve on the
steering committee.

3. Students carry out the learning plan with assistance from the teacher. The plan
allows for division of labor so that students may work individually to locate and
learn their portion of the group assignment.

4. Students share, analyze, and evaluate the information with respect to preparing
a group presentation to all classmates. The teacher meets with the steering
committee to coordinate each group's presentation for the whole class.

5. Groups present their topics via a final report to the class.

6. Teachers and students evaluate the contribution of each group to the ciass.
Evaluations may be group, individual or both. Y. Sharan (1990) also suggests
the use of individual tests which include both higher and lower level items.

Although heterogeneity is encouraged, students may select which subtopic or
interest group they wish to join. Presumably, students have access to any materials,
including reference materials and other library resources relevant to their subtopic. The
most extensive research study on Group Investigation was conducted in Israel with
problems in history and geography (Sharan & Shachar, 1988).
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Co-op Co-op

Developed by Kagan (1985) for college students, a key feature of Co-op Co-op is
its student orientation. In this regard, Co-op Co-op has much in common with the interest
based elements of the Enrichment Triad Model (Renzulli, 1977). Co-op Co-op students
begin with a whole class discussion in some subject area to be covered in the curriculum.
Through the discussion, the teacher and the students discover what topics or subtopics
interest them. The group activities are centered around these emergent topics.

As with all of the previous cooperative learning applications, students involved in
Co-op Co-op are assigned to heterogeneous teams. The four or five member teams are
allowed to select their own topics with teacher guidance. Within each of the heterogeneous
groups, individual students select a mini-topic which contributes to the overall topic of the
group. According to Kagan (1985), it is predictable and acceptable that some students with
greater abilities and interests may contribute more to the effort. However, all students
should make some contribution.

Individual students now prepare mini-topic presentations through various kinds of
information gathering activities. Like the preparation for independent projects common to
programs for gifted students, Co-op Co-op encourages library research, interviewing,
original data gathering, or creative products. Individuals present their mini-topic to their
team members; teams present an integrated group project to other teams in the classroom.
Co-op Co-op also includes an evaluation component. Teachers evaluate a written product
for each mini-topic, team members evaluate one another for contributions to the team, and
the class evaluates the team presentations. To date, limited empirical research has been
published on Co-op Co-op.

Structural Approach to Cooperative Learning

In addition to Co-op Co-op, Kagan (1989/1990) has also recommended several
short term cooperative activities termed "structures.” Several of these are types of group
discussion or simple sharing activities. In Numbered Heads Together, the teacher asks a
question and students discuss the answer among group members. The teacher then asks
one child to give the answer. Kagan also recommends structures developed by other
educators such as Think-Pair-Share in which pairs of students discuss a question or topic
and then share their thinking with the class (Lyman, as cited in Kagan, 1989/1990).

Groups of Four

Two other cooperative learning models appear to have a discovery approach. The
first of these was developed for mathematics by Burns (1981). Emphasizing a cooperative
problem-solving approach to leamning, the research evidence on this application has not
been extensive or promising (Slavin, 1986). In one study conducted by its originator,
Groups of Four resulted in improved problem-solving skills for the students when
compared with the traditional classroom (Burns, 1981). Classroom materials with
appealing activities have been developed for students in the elementary grades (Burns,
1987); however, the author does not propose the model as a comprehensive mathematics
curriculum.

Descubrimiento or Finding Out
The second discovery approach application is an elementary school hands-on

science program primarily developed for bilingual classrooms. Students work together at
learning stations on experiments to discover specific scientific concepts and principles.
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Students may not move from station to station until all members of their heterogeneous
group have completed the activities or mastered the concepts. Materials are printed in
English and Spanish (De Avila & Duncan, 1980). The work has been generalized to treat
status differences among groups of children (Cohen, 1986; Cohen, Lotan, & Catanzarite,
1990). Descubrimiento encourages heterogeneity in groups and recommends various
strategies for equalizing the status of group members so that high status (high achieving)
children with advanced knowledge or with leadership skills do not dominate low status
children in the group. Little research beyond the work of the developers has been
published on Descubrimiento; however, one study reported decreasing achievement
disparities between high and low achieving children (Cohen, Lotan, & Catanzarite, 1990).
As reported in Cohen (1986), some curriculum materials have been developed (Navarrette,
Cohen, De Avila, Benton, Lotan, & Parchment, 1985).




Applying Cooperative Learning Research to Academically
Talented Students

Cooperative learning research has investigated the effects of various types of
cooperative strategies on a broad range of outcomes: academic achievement, affective and
or attitudinal measures, and race relations. The research reports consistent, positive effects
in cross-racial relationships (Johnson & Johnson, 1981; Warring, D. Johnson, Maruyama,
& R. Johnson, 1985), in acceptance, and achievement of students with intellectual or
emotional handicaps (Johnson & Johnson, 1982; Madden & Slavin, 1983; Salend &
Sonnenschein, 1989; Slavin, 1984), and in basic skills achievement in the academic content
areas (Slavin, 1980). In a recent review, Slavin (1991b) also listed improved self-esteem
and self-concept as outcomes for those cooperative models he has helped to develop
(Slavin, 1990a; Slavin and Karweit, 1981; Slavin, Leavey, & Madden, 1984). These are
all worthy and significant outcomes. However, the advantages of cooperative learning for
academically talented students are tempered by the nature of the research base on
cooperative learning itself and by the ways it has been translated into practice.

Sins of Omission

One of the most difficult problems in investigating the effectiveness of cooperative
learning for academically talented students is that these students are not theé population of
interest in the research base. A recent computer search of the PSYCHINFO data base from
its inception in 1967 to December 1989 resulted in 181 entries on cooperative learning
(Robinson, 1990). Only two of these examined giftedness (Chance & Chance, 1987,

* Smith, Johnson, & Johnson, 1982). A similar ten year search of ERIC yielded only three

out of 295 entries. Two of these three alluded briefly to the desirability of cooperation and
did not report data on the effectiveness of cooperative learning (Adams & Wallace, 1988;
Clifford, 1988). The third ERIC citation is a description of academically talented students
engaging in problem solving not specifically characterized as cooperative learning (Willard,
1989).

Updates of the PSYCHINFO and ERIC searches from January 1990 to September
1991 indicate that atteation to academically talented students in the empirical research on
cooperative learning has not increased substantially. The updated PSYCHINFO search
resulted in twenty-three entries, but only one study investigated the effects of cooperative
learning on students identified as high ability (Johnson, Johnson, Stanne, & Garibaldi,
1990). The updated ERIC search produced six relevant entries. Two of these entries are
rebuttals to an article commenting on the positive effects of ability grouping for gifted
students (Joyce, 1991; Slavin, 1991a). Two others debated the advantages and
disadvantages of cooperative learning for bright students (Robinson, 1990; Slavin, 1¢°0).
And, two are discussions of the reform movement as it relates to gifted students (Schatz,
1990; Sicola, 1990). Following these searches, an additional study which included
academically talented students only and which investigated cooperative versus competitive
learning was uncovered (Kanevsky, 1985).

Policies and Practices Ahead of the Data
While it is certainly within the right of cooperative learning researchers not to
investigate its effects on gifted students, the omission has produced some unfortunate

translations into the world of practice. Overgeneralization is one of them. For example, an
Educational Leadership article states in headlines that "cooperative leaming can benefit all
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students, even those who are low achieving, gifted, or mainstreamed” (Augustine,
Gruber, & Hanson, 1990, p. 4). No specific support is cited for the statement as it relates
to gifted students, although the article provides an example of gifted students who
benefitted from "learning to get along with others."

Other advocates of cooperative learning, have written articles or advice columns for
their proponents about what to say to parents of bright children who are concerned about
their child's achievement and motivation in cooperative learning groups (Johnson &
Johnson, 1989, 1991). The Johnsons suggest that the concerns or objections voiced by
parents or educators of academically talented children may not be rational and allude to
unidentified research studies to support their position that academically talented students are
better off in cooperative learning groups.

Finally, with increasing frequency, districts may assert that the needs of their
academically talented students are best met by helping others through cooperative learning
settings in the heterogeneous classroom. On that basis and to cope with the politically
sensitive issue of tracking in secondary schools, some districts may cease to offer advanced
courses. Such policies are implemented in the face of the evidence that advanced classes
which offer subject matter acceleration produce clear, consistent positive effects for
academically talented students (Kulik, 1992; Kulik & Kulik, 1984; Rogers, 1991b).
Further, other strategies such as homogeneously grouped instruction designated for
academically talented students and accompanied by changes in the curriculum permit them
to achieve better and to express more positive attitudes toward school (Kulik & Kulik,
1991; Shore, Cornell, Robinson, & Ward, 1991).

The practice of substituting cooperative learning for other learning opportunities that
are demonstrably effective with academically talented students is all the more distressing
because it is made on the basis of research findings which are difficult to generalize to
academically talented students, which fail to make crucial comparisons among treatments,
and which do not investigate several outcomes considered important for academically
talented students.

Problems of Definition and Sampling

Very few cooperative learning studies with identified gifted or high ability students
are available in the published literature. Of the five citations found in the combined search
of PSYCHINFO and ERIC, only one reports outcome data (Smith, Johnson, & Joh=son,
1982), and it illustrates the difficulty in evaluating the applicability of the research base to
academically talented students. Although Smith, Johnson, and Johnson (1982) compared
handicapped, regular, and gifted students, no specific descriptive information about the
gifted students nor the identification procedures used by the district to select them were
included in the report. In addition, the sample was small--only 14 students identified as
gifted were included. In the Kanevsky study (1985), 40 highly gifted (IQ above 145) third
and fourth grade students were investigated in cooperative and competitive conditions.
Students were randomly assigned to one of three conditions for learning basic math facts:
computer-assisted instruction (CAI) with a cooperative goal structure, computer-assisted
instruction (CAI) with a competitive goal structure, and a traditional condition in which
students were drilled with flash cards. Students in the CAI conditions outperformed the
traditional control; however, there were no differences between the CAI cooperative and
competitive conditions on measures of achievement or socialization (i.e., their desire to
work alone or in groups).

U
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Defining Giftedness by Single Achievement Measures

It is unreasonable to limit this review of the research base to the two published
empirical studies which explicitly investigated students labeled as gifted (Kanevsky, 1985;
Smith, Johnson, & Johnson, 1982). Other studies have investigated the differential effects
of cooperative leamning on students defined as high, medium, and low achieving. One
might assume that the results reported for high achieving groups within these studies are
directly applicable to academically talented students.

However, caution is advised; the ways in which the achievement or ability groups
are defined is fraught with difficulty. For example, in two studies comparing the effects of
mixed ability and uniform ability cooperative learning groups, Webb (1982a) defines ability
as the average of the mathematics and reading stanines on the Comprehensive Tests of
Basic Skills (CTBS). Unfortunately, the only data reported are the mean stanines for the
sample as a whole. No ranges or means are reported by "ability" group.

In a second study, Webb (1982b) reports that the schools from which the data were
collected define ability as performance on a 40 item mathematics measure designed by the
teachers as a mathematics placement test. A range of 20 to 38 and a mean of 31 are
reported for the full sample. Again, however, no descriptive data specific to the "ability"
sub-groups are provided.

In other examples, Lucker, Rosenfield, Sikes, and Aronson (1976) defined high
and low ability groups by the top 25% and the bottom 25% on an unidentified measure of
reading level, expressed presumabiy in grade equivalents. Mervasch (1991) reported two
studies in mathematics in which high and low achieving groups were defined as scoring
above and below the median on a teacher made placement test. Again, the descriptions of
the students are not sufficiently detailed to permit generalizations of the results to
academically talented students.

Researchers often designate high, medium, and lower achieving groups by the top,
middle, and lower one third of the classroom on an achievement measure. In other words,
the high achieving group includes the top 33% of the students. In contrast, most programs
for academically talented children serve 15-20% of the students identified by multiple
measures. Thus, the high achieving groups are not congruent with identified academically
talented children. Ip-a later analysis, perhaps in response to these criticisms of the
cooperative research base, Slavin (1991a) reported effects for high achieving students.
However, he continued to define groups on the basis of single achievement measures with
no ranges reported.

Defining Giftedness by Teacher Judgment

Other studies define ability or achievement designations solely on teacher judgment
(Johnson & Johnson, 1981; Johnson, Johnson, Tiffany, & Zaidman, 1983). What
information was available to the teachers, what factors they considered, or how they made
decisions is not provided. Gifted underachievers, less likely to be teacher nominated,
might be embedded in the medium and low achieving groups further obscuring our
understanding of the effects of cooperative learning on academically talented students.
Finally, a few studies which discuss subgroups do not define ability levels at all (Johnson,
Johnson, & Stanne, 1986; Johnson, Skon, & Johnson, 1980). It is not that gifted students
don't exist in these samples. Most surely, by chance alone, they do. However, the
descriptions of the students are not detailed enough nor are the analyses performed in such
a way to examine the effects of cooperative learning closely for these students.
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Not to belabor the point, these examples of cooperative learning studies
demonstrate the difficulty in generalizing their results to gifted students and the danger in
subsequently deriving educational implications and policy statements from them. "High
ability" as defined by single achievement measures of basic skill achievement batteries,
teacher constructed placement tests, or teacher judgment alone should not be used
interchangeably with giftedness. The indicators are too crude to give us a "picture" of the
kinds of students included in the high achieving groups.

Missing Comparisons Among Groups

An additional difficulty in interpreting studies of differential effects on subgroups of
students involves the kinds of comparisons made by the researchers. Return to the Webb
(1982b) study for an illustration. In an investigation of the mediating variables in
cooperative leaming groups, Webb (1982b) compared mixed ability groups (1 high
student, 2 medium students, 1 low student) with uniform ability groups (3 to 4 medium
students). Although the students' individual differences were described, no comparison
between high ability students in both kinds of grouping arrangements was possible. In
fairness to Webb, she clearly states that her population of interest is medium ability
students. This example is simply offered to illustrate that not all studies, even those which
include and describe students of differing ability or achievement levels, make outcome
comparisons necessary to fully understand the effects of cooperative learning on
academically talented students.

Problems of Weak Comparisons

Perhaps the most misleading characteristic of the research base on cooperative
learning is its reliance on weak treatment comparisons. Two of these comparisons account
for most of the claims of superiority by cooperative learning advocates: (1) the traditional
classroom and (2) the individualistic goal structure. Each of the weak comparisons will be
discussed as they relate to educational practice for academically talented students.

The Traditional Classroom as a Weak Comparison

At present, the most common treatment comparison in the cooperative learning
research base is the traditional classroom, characterized by large group, teacher driven
direct instruction and individual seatwork. In Sharan's (1980) review, all four studies
investigating Jigsaw compared that cooperative learning model to the traditional classroom.
Slavin (1980) summarized ten studies investigating Teams-Games-Tournament (TGT) and
six studies of Student Teams-Achievement Divisions (STAD) which reported many
positive effects for cooperative learning. Several, although not all, of these studies used
the traditional classroom as the control or compatison. In a more recent review, Slavin
(1991b) commented that of the 67 cooperative learning studies which have measured
effects on student achievement, all "compared the effects of cooperative learning to those of
traditionally taught control groups” (p. 75). In approximately 60% (41 out of 67) of these
studies, students in the cooperative learning condition outperformed students in the
traditional classroom.

Unfortunately, educators of academically talented students rarely suggest that the
traditional classroom is the educational treatment of choice for these learners. In fact, the
gifted education movement is. primarily one born out of the resistance to placing
academically talented students in lock-step, grade level traditional classrooms. That
cooperative learning presents some advantage over the lock-step grade level traditional
classroom is hardly news. Neither is it enough. The case for cooperative leaming will be
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compelling to educators interested in talent development only when comparisons are made
with classroom practices which are successful with academically talented students. For
example, the cumulative research base of the last thirty years repeatedly demonstrates that
subject matter acceleration permits increased achievement for academically talented students
(Daurio, 1979; Kulik & Kulik, 1984, 1991; Lynch, 1990; Petersen, Brounstein, &
Kimble, 1988; Rogers, 1991; Shore, Comell, Robinson & Ward, 1991). The conservative
and telling test of the superiority of cooperative learning for academically talented students
requires, at least, comparisons with various types of acceleration.

The Problem of Low-Level Outcomes

One reason the traditional classroom is a weak comparison for academically talented
students is its emphasis on basic skills. The basic skills focus is characteristic of many
cooperative learning studies as well, and the majority of these studies have used basic skills
measures to define student achievement. Several of the studies report subtests of basic
skills batteries like the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) (Slavin, 1984; Slavin
& Karweit, 1985; Slavin, Madden, & Leavey, 1984) or teacher made content tests of
factual knowledge (Kanevsky, 1985, Lucker, Rosenfield, Sikes, & Aronson, 1976; Yager,
Johnson, Johnson, & Snider, 1986).

The content areas represented by these studies include spelling (Widaman & Kagan,
1987), language mechanics (Slavin, 1978), vocabulary (Stevens, Madden, Slavin, &
Farhish, 1987), and mathematics (Slavin & Karweit, 1985). A closer examination of these
is instructive. In the case of mathematics, significant differences in favor of cooperative
learning occur more frequently in basic computation than in mathematics concepts and
applications (Slavin & Karweit, 1985). In a study comparing handicapped and
ngrgngz)mdicapped youth, no measures of concepts or applications were reported (Slavin,
1 .

In faimess to cooperative learning researchers, not all studies define achievement as
basic skills. Some have defined achievement outcomes in ways more relevant to
academically talented students. They do, however, present mixed results (Robinson,
1990). The most promising effects on higher level outcomes are reported in one lengthy
and well designed study of the Group Investigation model (Sharan & Shachar, 1988).
Three hundred and fifty-one eighth grade students of mixed ethnicity were taught either
through the Whole-Class or Group Investigation method. Although the primary focus of
the study was to assess the effects of cooperative learning on students’ language behavior
in multi-ethnic groups, a test of academic achievement which included both high and low
level items, favored the classrooms using the Group Investigation method. It should be
noted that Group Investigation closely resembles the group project work recommended by
educators of the gifted for academicalily talented students.

Individualistic Learning as a Weak Comparison

A second type of treatment comparison is individualistic learning, in which each
student's achievement is independent of others in the classroom. Because the literature in
gifted education is filled with recommendations for independent study as a means of
accommodating the learning needs of bright students, this comparison is of particular
interest. However, in order to evaluate the applicability of studies comparing
individualistic and cooperative leaming, it is necessary to describe both conditions and their
outcome measures carefully. Most of these studies have been conducted by Johnson and
Johnson and their associates who operationalize the conditions in the following way:
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In the cooperative condition students were instructed to work together as a
group, completing one set of papers as a group while ensuring that all group
members giving their ideas and suggestions, and with the teacher praising
and rewarding the group as a whole....In the individualistic condition,
students were instructed to work on their own, avoiding interaction with
“other students, and with the teacher praising and rewarding each student
individually. (Johnson, Johnson, Tiffany, & Zaidman, 1983, p. 191)

In general, students in both conditions are given teacher-selected self-contained
packets of material (Jones & Steinbrink, 1989). Two studies presented material as
computer assisted instruction (Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 1985, 1986). In the
cooperative condition, children were encouraged to communicate with one another and
were permitted to turn in one assignment for the group. In the individualistic condition,
students were asked not to talk and were required to complete and to turn in the assignment
on their own. In at least two of these studies, the outcome measures included comparisons
of the frequency with which students working in groups and students directed to work
alone talked with their classmates (Johnson, Johnson, & Stanne, 1985, 1986). Greater
frequency scores were offered as evidence of the effectiveness of cooperative learning. The
. difficulty with the individualistic learning comparison as the Johnsons have defined is that
it bears little resemblance to the real classroom, even the teacher centered traditional
classroom. Few teachers demand no student interaction, pass out self-contained packets of
materials for students to digest alone and in silence, and refrain from direct teaching.

The more conservative test of cooperative learning for the basic model by the Johnsons
would be to compare it with other kinds of classroom settings which permitted students to
interact with one another.

Summary of Research: Applicability to Academically Talented
Students

To summarize, the effects of cooperative leamning on academically talented students
are difficult to assess. First, they are not the population of interest. Thus, few studies
have explicitly identified them, described them adequately in the sample, or analyzed
outcomes by clearly defined achievement subgroups. Second, the comparisons in the
literature are weak. Many studies, particularly those by Slavin and associates, rely on the
traditional classroom as the control and emphasize basic skills outcomes. Other studies
include the individualistic comparison in which students are directed not to talk and to
complete written assignments on their own, often without direct instruction from the
teacher. Thus, the comparisons made in the literature are weakened by: (1) the selection of
the traditional classroom with an emphasis on basic skills outcomes and (2) the
implementation of the individualistic leamning condition as lonely and punishing.
Assertions by advocates of cooperative learning that theirs is a superior instructional model
for academically talented students are not currently supported by the research literature.
Failure to make crucial tests weakens their position. In other words, cooperative learning
in heterogeneous classrooms has not been compared with educational treatments of choice
for academically talented students.

4
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Issues in Practice

Cooperative learning presents challenges to decision makers concerned with the
education of academically talented students. While the weakness in cooperative learning
research as it relates to academically talented students is a correctable problem, adding to
the research base on academically talented students will take time. Unfortunately, decision
makers are faced with the need to make decisions now. To make well-informed decisions
for academically talented students, two issues in practice must be addressed: (1) curricular
coverage and pacing and (2) group work and motivation.

Curricular Coverage and Pacing

A substantial body of work over the past thirty years indicates that access to
advanced material, acceleration, produces consistent, positive achievement gains (Brody &
Benbow, 1987; Daurio, 1979; Kulik, 1992; Kulik & Kulik, 1984 & 1991; Rogers, 1991;
Shore, Cornell, Robinson, & Ward, 1991). For example, Kulik and Kulik (1984)
conducted a meta-analysis of 26 controlled studies in which elementary and secondary
accelerated students were compared with comparable nonaccelerated students. Accelerants
moved ahead of nonaccelerants by nearly a full grade level. In a comprehensive review of
various kinds of acceleration, Rogers (1991) reported that several different accelerative
strategies, including for example, curriculum compression and subject acceleration,
resulted in significant achievement gains for academically talented students. Reis and
Purcell (in press) noted that elementary teachers reported between 39-49% of the
curriculum in mathematics and 36-54% of the curriculum in language arts could be
eliminated because gifted students demonstrated mastery of the material prior to instruction.
Finally, the extensive evaluations of Talent Search participants demonstrate that adolescents
taking college-level courses consistently demonstrate knowledge gains (Brody & Benbow,
1987; Lynch, 1990; Petersen, Brounstein, & Kimble, 1988).

An examination of the cooperative learning models reveals that some restrictions to
curricular coverage and pacing are "built into" the models. For example, in
Descubrimiento, students have opportunities to investigate novel problems at various
learning centers in the classroom. In the early implementation of the model, students were
permitted to move freely from station to station as they acquired concepts and skills and
then moved to other centers to learn new information and skills. However, Cohen, Lotan,
and Catanzarite (1990) noted that high status (generally defined as high achieving) students
continued to learn more than the low achieving students in the group. Subsequently, the
model was adapted so that no student could move on to a new learning center until all
members of the heterogeneous group had leamed the material at the current learning station.
Such a practice may inhibit an academically talented student from accelerating his or her
own learning.

Regrettably, the educational community is wary of acceleration for academically
talented students (Southern & Jones, 1991). Some believe that only a minority of students
will be able to benefit from accelerative opportunities (Slavin, 1988). Others believe that
such opportunities constitute "pushing” and may result in an array of personal and social
problems for these students (Southern, Jones, & Fiscus, 1989). Still others see such
accelerative opportunities for academically talented students as dangerous because they
may enhance disparities in achievement.

Contrast the reluctance of the educational community to admit that curricular
exposure and accelerated pacing has positive and powerful effects for academically talented
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students to the well received argument on behalf of children confined to low "tracks” in
public schools. It has been argued that one of the contributing factors to the low
achievement of low achievers is that they are not given challenging curricular fare
(Gamoran, 1990; Oakes & Lipton, 1990). It is the argument of curricular access. If
students are given the opportunity to learn more, very often they will do so. This forceful
logic applies to arguments on behalf of academically talented students as well. To restrict
access to advanced curriculum and to retard the rate at which academically talented students
progress through the curriculum by organizing instruction in grade level cooperative
learning groups for the majority of the school day is not defensible and may result in
boredom and repetition for these students.

To address the issue of curricular coverage and pacing, decision makers may wish
to consider the relative benefits of models which are less likely to restrict access for
academically talented students. These models include the group inquiry models, Group
Investigation and Co-op Co-op and the "individualized learning” model, TAL. Group
Investigation and Co-op Co-op encourage students to use multiple sources, pursue
background reading, and place fewer limits on students' efforts to acquire information. TAI
utilizes placement tests and opportunities for individualized pacing in mathematics.

Group Work and Motivation

The second issue which must be addressed in practice is the motivation of
academically talented students in cooperative learning groups. Specifically, how do
academically talented students feel about cooperative learning? What cooperative learning
conditions are most likely to affect motivation positively for these students?

Voices From the Classroom

Remarkably absent from much of the research literature and from much of the
discussion about cooperative learning is rich information about academically talented
students' feelings toward cooperative learning. Although exploratory, two recent studies
provide insights into the experiences of academically talented students with group learning.

In a qualitative study of a middle school classroom, Clinkenbeard (1990, 1991)
sought to uncover the experience of being labeled gifted and placed in a special class. As
part of the observational study, students were asked to write an essay comparing and
contrasting "being in a class with kids who are all about as smart as you as compared to a
class where you're the smartest." In the analysis of the written products, one of the four
major themes to emerge was related to group work. Recall that Clinkenbeard's
observational work was not a study of cooperative learning; rather a descriptive study of
life in the classrooms for these students. Excerpts from their essays are telling.

Many times when our teachers put us in a group work situation, it never works out.
The gifted students always end up doing all the work. After it's over, the other
kids were mad at us for doing that. Weird uh? (Clinkenbeard, 1991, p. 6)

One more thing that's different from gifted class is group work. When doing group
work in a regular class, most of the time the gifted student ends up doing all the
work and the others get all the credit. In gifted classes doing group work, everyone
takes part and everyone gets a fair grade for whatever they do to help the project,
report, etc. (Clinkenbeard, 1991, p. 6)

16
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I think my worst problem is the group work. I think that group work in your own
gifted class is fine, but in other classes the other kids expect you to do all the work.
In one instance, I was in a group and we did a major project but one kid didn't do
anything even though he had said he would. And so he brought our grade down
and he got an 88! (Clinkenbeard, 1990)

Once I had to move to a different period social studies. The teacher gave me two
people from a group that wasn't doing {?} for a report. He said "You are smart
y'all should be able to do something very good."! When we got our report grade
back they had same grade I had and he knew I had done all the work.
(Clinkenbeard, 1990)

What academically talented students appear to find objectionable is not group work
itself, but compensatory group work forced on them by poorly motivated team members
and with the knowledge of the teacher. While it might be easy to dismiss these complaints
as simply the isolated by-product of a poorly implemented cooperative program, such a
dismissal does not correct the problem.

Similar "voices” were raised in a pilot survey of academically talented students'
attitudes toward cooperative learning (Matthews, in preparation). Academically talented
students do not appear to object to learing in cooperative groups, particularly if those
groups are composed of equally contributing members, but they do find the role of
motivation monitor an uncomfortable fit.

Extrinsic Rewards and Intrinsic Motivation

One of the areas in which there is least agreement among cooperative learning
advocates is the use of rewards, an issue which has implications for academically talented
students. One of the assumptions underlying cooperative learning is that positive
interdependence is necessary for an appropriately functioning group. However, experts
differ on the best ways to induce such interdependence among students. Slavin and
associates have opted for competitive opportunities among teams and for rewards such as
team scores composed of individual achievements. Other less academic rewards are also
suggested: certificates, recognition in a class newsletter, extra recess, a "super team"
label. The Johnsons de-emphasize competition, accept group products and group grades,
and also suggest rewards like stickers, stars, or a valued classroom activity. The Sharans
incorporate group presentations, but with unique and identifiable contributions from
individual members and with the safety net of individual exams for the purpose of
assigning grades. The Sharans do not appear to emphasize stickers, certificates, or other
extrinsic rewards for team recognition.

Cooperative learning has been criticized by some of its strongest advocates for its
reliance on extrinsic motivators rather than on instrinsically motivating tasks (Kohn, 1991).
Kohn's concerns are especially relevant to educators concemed with academically talented
students. He suggests that the reliance on group grades, certificates, awards, and other
rewards undermines the intrinsic interest students may develop in the learning task. Citing
the work of leading researchers on motivation like Deci and Ryan (1985) and Lepper and
Green 1978), Kohn (1991) cautions that the prominence of reward structures in many of
the cooperative learning models may inhibit creativity and task involvement, and suggests
that a reward driven student will be less likely to play with ideas and more likely to select
tasks which are the easiest to complete, thereby giving one a chance to acquire more
rewards.
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Slavin (1991c¢) disagrees, and the examples he uses in his arguments are revealing.
He takes issue with Kohn's interpretation of the literature on extrinsic rewards and points
out that rewards do increase motivation "when the task involved is one that students would
not do on their own without rewards”. He goes on to state,

I don't know many students who would put away their Nintendo games to do
complex math problems, to ‘write reports on the economy of Brazil, to write essays
comparing Shakespeare and Moliere, or to learn to use the subjunctive case in
French. (p. 90)

In fact, there are students who would do complex math problems simply for the
pleasure of doing them, and there are students who would write because it provides a sense
of accomplishment. Perhaps one of the reasons that external rewards are so crucial to the
Slavin models is that less emphasis has been spent on developing interesting curriculum
materials for the TGT, STAD, TAI, and CIRC applications than on developing elaborate
management and scoring systems.

The key point to be made about rewards rests with the kinds of tasks students are
asked to do cooperatively. If academically talented students are engaged in basic skills
learning in cooperative gronps, they may be more alert than they were in the traditional
classroom, but they are still receiving the same curricular fare. Task involvement occurs
only when a student is challenged and "gripped” by the task. In order for this most
valuable kind of educational engagement, the academically talented student has to reach
intellectually for content and skills they do not know or do not have. Intrinsic motivation
for these students is not likely to occur for lengthy periods of time unless they are
challenged and it is unlikely they will be challenged by grade level materials undertaken at
a pace that assures all students in the group will complete them to a prespecified criterion.
Unless there is an avenue for these students to get their hands on advanced materials, to
encounter new information at a suitable pace, and to follow individual interests, they will
be no more intrinsically motivated in cooperative learning groups than they were in
traditional classrooms.

Grading and the Politics of Interdependence

Grading is a special case in the reward structure of cooperative learning. Some
models suggest that cooperative learning groups may work together to submit a single
product (Johnson, Johnson, & Holubec, 1990). In many, but not all cases, this group
product then functions as the source of performance evaluation. In other words, individual
grades may be assigned on the basis of the group product. Presumably, all team members
receive the same grade for a group product unless the teacher is given information that one
or more team members have not contributed to its completion. Given that children and
adolescents rarely violate the norm of "not ratting on a mate," group products may result in
the same grade for all students, regardless of their contribution.

Cooperative learning models which employ group grades for group products
should be avoided for academically talented students. Under these kinds of conditions,
these students are more likely to carry more than their share of the instructional burden. As
Clinkenbeard (1990, 1991) indicates, these students may find unequal effort from team
members distressing.

At least two, perhaps more, dynamics may be at work in this cooperative learning
situation. First, many academically talented students have very high standards for
themselves and for others. Completing a product which does not meet these internally
imposed standards may be exceedingly worrisome to such students. For some
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perfectionistic children, the problem exists even when they have total control over their
own product. If they are also concerned about the standards of a group product, the
distress may be even more serious because they may perceive that they have less control
over the outcome.

It would be easy to state that group products are just what these children need to
learn how to compromise. However, compromising one's standards of excellence hardly
constitutes a positive step in cooperation. Such a compromise, which may violate the
child's own sense of what is the "right" level of care and concern over one's school work
is more likely to induce resentment. Worse, it may result in a defeatest attitude that one
cangot possibly do one's best and therefore, one should disengage from ownership of the
product.

If group products are used at all with academically talented students, they should be -
organized in a manner which allows for the individual contribution of a student to be
recognized. Two group investigation models lend themselves to group products with
“individual” components. The Sharans' Group Investigation apparently evaluates group
products although achievement is also monitored through safety net of individual test
scores. In Co-op Co-op, students are graded on their own mini-topic performance, and
this individual performance or product is then integrated into a group presentation. Group
presentations are also evaluated in Co-op Co-op. Presumably not all students in the group
receive exactly the same grade in ali cases although it certainly might occur if all student
presenters reached an agreed-upon criterion. In both Group Investigation and Co-op Co-
op, there is an evaluation of each person's contribution by other group members. Although
students are unlikely to "tell on" team mates, they may be able to give reasonable
evaluations for individual students if the activity is handled carefully by the teacher and the
group.

In summary, the motivation of academically talented students in cooperative
learning groups is likely to be affected by the kind of task given them (is it sufficiently
challenging?) and the degree to which all students in the group demonstrate effort to
complete a shared product (are there “free rider” effects?).
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Recommendations for Implementing Cooperative Learning With
Academically Talented Students

Because cooperative learning demonstrates positive effects in race relations, basic
skills achievement for some groups of students, and in a variety of social interaction and
attitudinal variables, how might decisior makers reconcile their concerns about cooperative
leaming for academically talented students with its benefits? What recommendations might
be made? Which of the many cooperative learning models are likely to be most effective
for aca(‘i’emically talented students? What cautions ought to be kept in mind by decision
makers?

This section includes five recommendations related to using cooperative learning
most effectively with academically talented students. Where possible, the
recommendations are research based. Due to the lack of attention to academically talented
students in the cooperative learning literature, research on the educational practices most
effective with academicaily talented students has also been cited to support the
recommendations. Attempts have been made to identify areas in which the purposes,
goals, or evidence from the two literatures may inform one another. Where noted, the
following recommendations are also based on an analysis of the various cooperative
learning models with respect to key issues which are important for academically talented
students. '

RECOMMENDATION ONE: Cooperative learning in the
heterogeneous classroom should not be substituted for specialized
programs and services for academicaliy talented students.

Discussion: Cooperative learning should not be implemented as a substitute for a
district's gifted program. First, the two programs have different purposes and goals.
Second, cooperative learning models have not been compared to special educational
programs and services for academically talented students in the research literature. Tlus,
no clear superiority for cooperative learning in the heterogeneous classroom over
specialized programs and services for academically talented students has been established.
McPartland and Slavin (1990) acknowledge that it may be necessary to retain separate
offerings for academically talented students, particularly at the secondary ievel.

RECOMMENDATION TWO: If a school is committed to cooperative
learning, models which encourage access to materials beyond grade level
are preferable for academically talented students.

Discussion: One of the most serious limitations of cooperative learning models for
academically talented students is the same limitation posed by an unresponsive traditional
classroom--reliance on grade level materials which limit curricular access for academically
talented students. Because the group investigation models and routinely encourage the use
of reference materials, library and media resources, and other kinds of information
gathering, these models are less likely to restrict academically talented students to grade
level curriculum. The Sharan's Group Investigation model has the most compelling
research support; however, it has been investigated only for history and geography content
with junior high students in Israel (Sharan & Shachar, 1988).
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RECOMMENDATION THREE: If a school is committed to
cooperative learning, models which permit flexible pacing are preferable
for academically talented students.

Discussion: This recommendation is related to the effectiveness of various forms of
acceleration with academically talented students. In general, cooperative learning models
require students to study the same materials and to master material at the group pace. Two
models appear to present some relief for academically talented students in terms of
instructional pacing: (1) Group Investigation in history and geography and (2) Team
Accelerated Instruction (TAI) in mathematics.

Group Investigation allows students to research some information on their own.
During such opportunities, presumably academically talented students would be able to
read and study self-selected materials at their own pace. Although the students continue
with a specific investigation until the class as a whole is ready to move on to other topics,
academically talented students would be able to engage in the independent research for
their subtopic at their own pace.

According to the description and materials accompanying TAI, students are
{ retested and given an individualized entry point in the upper elementary mathematics
curriculum. Students may work through the units at their own pace for at least two weeks.
Then they must stop and join a whole class unit for one week. While this solution is not
perfect for academically talented mathematics students, it does allow them some flexible
pacing. If mixed with computer access and some opportunities to engage in other forms of
group problem solving with materials and topics not generally covered in the traditional
mathematics curriculum, TAI would be less likely to inhibit the achievement of
academically talented students than Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD), Teams-
Games-Toumament (TGT), or other generic models applied to traditional mathematics texts
and workbooks. To be most effective for these students, TAI may need to be implemented
with cross-grade grouping.

RECOMMENDATION FOUR: If a school is commiited to
cooperative learning, student achievement disparities within the group
should not be too severe.

Discussion: If the district is committed to cooperative learning in heterogeneous
classrooms, there appear to be benefits for all students if the initial achievement disparities
are not too severe. For example, a cooperative learning group comprised of high and
medium achieving students or a group composed of medium and low achieving students
may have the optimal chance for success. This suggestion is based, in part, on the studies
of cooperative learning groups composed of a high, medium, and low achievers reviewed
by Webb (1985). She found that in such groups, the high achiever tended to spend most
of the group's time answering questions posed by the low achieving member or explaining
material to the low achiever. The medium achieving student had fewer opportunities for
discussion in groups where the broader range of achievement was represented.
Achievement differences will be less disparate in high and medium achieving cooperative
groups, and medium achieving students may benefit from the more challenging interactions
characteristic of high achieving groups.

Finally, Slavin (1990a) observed that cooperative learning could be implemented
with groups of academically talented students--that achievement differences among
members might be relative rather than absolute. While there are no extensive studies of
cooperative learning among groups of gifted students, support for Slavin's suggestion is
found in two studies which included small numbers high ability students in homogeneous
cooperative groups. In one study, the groups with the greatest achievement were those
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composed of high ability members (Bennett & Cass, 1988). In the second study,
academically talented students working cooperatively in homogeneous groups expressed
positive attitudes toward the experience (Rogers, 1992).

RECOMMENDATION FIVE: Academically talented students should
be provided with opportunities for autonomy and individual pursuits during
the school day.

Discussion: This recommendation targets educators who are sufficiently committed
to group models that they may overuse cooperative learning with academically talented
students. First, these students need the opportunities to develop self-direction as learners.
Several of the most widely known models in gifted education are anchored by the use of
student interests and student choice as key elements in an appropriately differentiated
program for academically talented students (Renzulli, 1977; Treffinger, 1986). An interest-
based curriculum provides students with the opportunity to make choices about what they
learn, to have a greater stake in the choices they make, and to seek out educational
experiences at an appropriate level of sophistication. Such autonomy in terms of individual
interests is not always possible in group learning.

Second, academically talented students voice a preference for independent learning
experiences (Boultinghouse, 1984; Dunn & Griggs, 1985). Like many creative adults,
academically talented students may have a desire for quiet pursuits, solitary absorption with
a task or topic, and opportunities for introspection. These needs also are not met in
cooperative learning groups.

Many children need, desire, and can proiit from solitary experiences in the school
day. A student can make a quiet oasis even in a noisy classroom, a buzzing computer lab,
or a busy library if he or she is permitted to do so. The apocryphal stories of creative
adults who spent time alone and were rewarded with inspiration and productivity because
of it are too numerous to dismiss. Decision makers need to assure time for academically
talented children to engage in independent pursuits.

Perhaps one of the greatest challenges cooperative learning poses for academically
talented students concerns the extent to which cooperation is confounded with conformity.
Working cooperatively with others is one valuable goal of schooling. Developing one's
personal identity and intellectual independence is another. School decision makers must
keep both goals in mind as they set policies for teachers and students.

Author's Notes: This manuscript benefited from the insightful comments of Gary Davis,
David Kenny, Sula Ramsey, Sally Reis, and other anonymous reviewers.

Parts of this manuscript appeared initially in the following article:
Robinson, A. (1990). Cooperation or exploitation? The argument against cooperative

learning for talented students. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 14(1), 9-27.




25

REFERENCES

Adams, H., & Wallace, B. (1988). The assessment and development of potential of high
school pupils in the Third World context of Kwa-Zulu Natal. Gifted Education
International, 5(3), 132-137.

Aronson, E,, Blaney, N., Stephan, C., Sikes, J., & Snapp, M. (1978). The jigsaw
classroom. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Augustine, D., Gruber, K., & Hanson, L. (1990). Cooperation works! Educational
Leadership, 47, 4-1.

Bennett, N., & Cass, J. (1988). The effects of group composition on group interactive
processes and pupil understanding. British Educational Research Journal, 15, 19-
32.

Betts, G., & Knapp, J. (1980). Autonomous learning and the gifted: A secondary model.
In A. Arnold (Ed.), Secondary Programs for the Gifted (pp. 26-36). Ventura, CA:
Ventura Superintendent of Schools.

Boultinghouse, A. (1984). What is your style: A learning inventory for lower elementary
grades. Roeper Review, 6, 208-210.

Brody, L. E., & Benbow, C.P. (1987). Accelerative strategies: How effective are they
for the gifted? Gifted Child Quarterly, 3, 105-110.

Burns, M. (1981, September). Groups of four: Solving the management problem.
Learning, 46-51.

Burns, M. (1987). A collection of math lessons from grades 3 through 6. New Rochelle,
NY: The Math Solutions.

Chance, E., & Chance, P. (1987). Applying control theory in the gifted and talented
classroom. Journal of Reality Therapy, 7, 36-41.

Clark, B. (1992). Growing up gifted: Developing the potential of children at home and
school. (4th ed.). NY: Macmillan.

Clifford, K. (1988). Educating the gifted adolescent as co-learner: The Leamning
Enrichment Service (LES) and the Mentor Academy Program (MAP). Gifted
Education International, 5, 160-169.

Clinkenbeard, P. R. (1990). Observing motivational patterns in gifted adolescents. Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the National Association for Gifted Children,
Little Rock, AR.

Clinkenbeard, P. R. (1991). Unfair expectations: A pilot study of middle school students
comparisons of gifted and regular classes. Journal for the Education of the Gifted,
15, 56-63.

Cohen, E. G. (1986). Designing groupwork: Strategies for the heterogeneous classroom.
NY: Teachers College Press.

r~

Lo




26

Cohen, E. G., Lotan, R., & Catanzarite, L. (1990). Treating status problems in the
cooperative classroom. In S. Sharan (Ed.). Cooperative learning: Theory and
research (pp. 203-229). NY: Praeger.

Daurio, S. P. (1979). Educational enrichment versus acceleration: A review of the
literature. In W. C. George, S. J. Cohn & J. C. Stanley (Eds.), Educating the
gifted: Acceleration and enrichment (pp. 13-63). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
University Press.

De Avila, E. A., & Duncan, S. E. (1984). Finding out/Descubrimiento. San Rafael, CA:
Linguistics Group.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human
behavior. NY: Plenum Press.

Dunn, R., & Griggs, S. (1985). Teaching and counselling gifted students with their
learning style preferences: Two case studies. G/C/T. No. 41, 40-43.

Edwards, K. J., & De Vries, D. L. (1972). Learning games and swdent teams: Their
effects on student attitudes and achievement (Report No. 147). Baltimore, MD:
Center for Social Organization of Schools, Johns Hopkins University.

Feldhusen, J. F. (1980). Using the Purdue three-stage model for curriculum development
in gifted education: In H.W. Singleton (Ed.). The gifted and talented among us.
Toledo, OH: The University of Toledo.

Gamoran, A. (1990). How tracking affects achievement: Research and
recommendations. National Center on Effective Secondary Schools Newsletter,
5(1), 2.6.

Isaksen, S. G., & Treffinger, D. J. (1985). Creative problem solving: The basic course.
Buffalo, NY: Bearly.

Johnson, D. W,, & Johnson, R. T. (1981). Effects of cooperative and individualistic
learning experiences on inter-ethnic interaction. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 73, 444-449.

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1982). The effects of cooperative and individualistic
instruction on handicapped and non-handicapped students. Journal of Psychology,
118, 257-268.

Johnson, D. W. & Johnson, R. T. (1989). What to say to parents of gifted students. The
Cooperative Link, 5, 1-3.

Johnson, D. W., & Johnson, R. T. (1991, January). What to say to people concerned
with the education of high ability and gifted students. Unpublished manuscript.

Johnson, D. W., Johnson, R. T., & Holubec, E. (1990). Circles of Learning:
Cooperation in the classroom (3rd. ed.). Edina, MN: Interaction Book Company.




Johnson, D. W, Johnson, R. T., Roy, P., & Zaidman, B. (1985). Oral interaction in
cooperative learning groups: Speaking, listening, and the nature of statements
mage by high-, medium-, and low-achieving students. Journal of Psychology,
119, 303-321.

Johnson, D. W., Skon, L., & Johnson, R. T. (1980). Effects of cooperative,
competitive, and individualistic conditions on children's problem-solving
performance. American Educational Research Journal, 17, 83-93.

Johnson, R, Brooker, C., Stutzman, J., Holtman, D., & Johnson, D. (1985). The effect
of controversy, concurrence seeking, and individualistic learning on achievement
and attitude change. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 22(3), 197-205.

Johnson, R. T., Johnson, D. W., & Stanne, M. (1985). Effects of cooperative,
competitive, and individualistic goal structures on computer-assisted instruction.
Journal of Educational Psyckology, 77, 668-677.

Johnson, R. T., Johnson, D. W., & Stanne, M. (1986). Comparison of computer-
assisted cooperative, competitive, and individualistic learning. American
Educational Research Journal, 23, 382-392.

Johnson, R. T., Johnson, D. W., Stanne, M. B., & Garibaldi, A. (1990). Impact of
group processing on achievement in cooperative groups. Journal of Social
Psychology, 130, 507-516.

Johnson, R. T., Johnson, D. W., Tiffany, M., & Zaidman, B. (1983). Are low achievers
disliked in a cooperative situation? A test of rival theories in a mixed ethnic
situation. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 8, 189-200.

Jones, R., & Steinbrink, J. (1989). Using cooperative groups in science teaching.
School Science and Mathematics, 89, 541-551.

Joyce, B.R. (1991). Common misconceptions about cooperative learning and gifted
students: Response to Allan. Educational Leadership, 48, 72-73.

Kagan, S. (1985). Co-op Co-op: A flexible cooperative learning technique. In R. E.
Slavin, S. Sharan, S. Kagan, R. Hertz-Lazarowitz, C. Webb, and R. Schmuck
(Eds.). Learning to cooperate: Cooperating to learn. NY: Plenum.

Kagan, S. (1989/1990). The structural approach to cooperative learning. Educational
Leadership, 47(4), 12-16.

Kanevsky, L. (1985). Computer-based math for gifted students: Comparison of
cooperative and competitive strategies. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 8,
239-255. .

Kohn, A. (1991). Group grade grubbing versus cooperative leamning. Educational
Leadership, 48, 83-81.

Kulik, J. A. (1992). An analysis of the research on ability grouping: Historical and
contemporary perspectives. Storrs, CT: The National Research Center on the
Gifted and Talented, The University of Connecticut.

45




28

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. (1984). Effects of accelerated instruction of students. Review
of Educational Research, 54, 409-425.

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. (1991). Ability grouping and gifted students. In N. Colangelo
& G. Davis, Handbook of gifted education (pp. 178-196.) Needham, MA: Allyn
& Bacon. «

Lepper, M., & Greene, D. (1978). The hidden costs of reward. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Lucker, G., Rosenfield, D., Sikes, J., & Aronson, E. (1976). Performance in the

interdependent classroom: A field study. American Educational Research Journal,
13, 115-123.

Lynch, S. (1990). Fast-paced science for academiceliy talented: Issues of age and
competence. Science Education, 74, 585-596.

Madden, N., & Slavin, R. (1983). Effects of cooperative learning on the social acceptance
of mainstre%med academically handicapped students. Journal of Special Education,
17, 171-183.

Matthews, M. (in preparation). Cooperative learning: What does it mean for gifted
students? Manuscript submitted for publication.

McPartland, JM., & Slavin, R. E. (1990). Policy perspectives: Increasing achievement
of at-risk students at each grade level. Information Services, Office of Educational
Research and Inprovement: Washington, DC.

Mervasch, Z. R. (1991). Learning mathematics in different mastery environments.
Journal of Educational Research, 84,225-.31.

Navarette, C., Cohen, E. G., De Avila, E., Benton, J., Lotan, R., & Parchment, C.
(1985). Finding out Descubrimiento: Irplementation Manual. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University, Program for Complex Instruction.

Oakes, ., & Lipton, M. (1990). Tracking and ability grouping: A structural barrier to
access and achievement. InJ. I. Goodlad & P. Keating (Eds.). Access to
achievement (pp. 187-204). NY: College Board.

Parnes, S. J., Nobler, R. B., & Biondi, A. M. (1977). Guide to creative action. NY:
Charles Scribner's Sons.

Peierson, N., Brounstein, P., & Kimble, J. (1988). Evaluation of college-level
coursework for gifted adolescents: An investigation of epistemological stance,
knowledge gain and generalization. Journal of the Education of the Gifted, 12, 46-
61.

Reis, S. M., & Purcell, J. H. (in press). An analysis of the impact of curriculum
compacting on classroom practices. Journal for the Education of the Gifted.

Renzulli, J. S. (1977). The enrichment triad model: A guide for developing defensible
programs for the gifted and talented. Mansfield Center, CT: Creative Learning
Press.

46




29

Renzulli, J. S. (1986). (Ed.). (1986). Systems and models for developing programs for
the gifted and talented. Mansfield Center, CT: Creative Learning Press.

Robinson, A. (1990). Cooperation or exploitation? The argument against cooperative
leaming for talented students. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 14(1), 9-27.

| Rogers, K. B. (1991a). Cooperative versus individualistic learning in English: Which
: works? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Association for
Gifted Children, Kansas City, MO.

Rogers, K. B. (1991b). The relationship of grouping practices to the education of the
gifted and talented learner. Report No. 9101. Storrs, CT: The National Research
Center on the Gifted and Talented, The University of Connecticut.

Ross, J. (1988). Improving social-environmental studies problem solving through
cooperative learning. American Educational Research Journal, 25, 573-591.

Salend, D., & Sonnenschein, P. (1989). Validating the effectiveness of a cooperative
learning strategy through direct observation. Journal of School Psychology, 27,
47-58.

Schatz, E. (1990, May/June). Ability grouping for gifted learners. Educating Able
Leamners, 3-15.

Sicola, P. K. (1990). Where do gifted students fit? An exarnination of middle school
philosophy as it relates to ability grouping and the gifted learner. Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, 14(1), 37-49.

Sharan, S. (1980). Cooperative learning in small groups: Recent methods and effects on
achievement, attitudes, and ethnic relations. Review of Educational Research, 50,
241-271.

Sharan, Y. (1990). Group investigation: Expanding cooperating learning. In M.
Brubacher, R. Payne, and K. Rickett (Eds.). Perspectives on small group learnirig
(pp. 168-184). Oakville, Ontario: Rubicon.

Sharan, S., & Shachar, H. (1988). Language and learning in the cooperative learning
classroom. NY: Springer.

Sharan, S., & Sharan, Y. (1976). Small group teachiﬁg. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Educational Technology Publications.

Sharan, Y., & Sharan, S. (1989/1990). Group investigation expands cooperative learning.
Educational Leadership, 47(4) 17-21.

Shore, B., Cornell, D. G., Robinson, A., & Ward, V. S. (1991). Recommended
practices in gifted education: A critical analysis, NY: Teachers College Press.

Slavin, R. (1978). Student teams and comparison among equals: Effects on academic
performance and student attitudes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 70, 532-
538.




30

Slavin, :l} E. (1980). Cooperative leamning. Review of Educational Research, 50, 315-
42.

Slavin, R. E. (1984). Team assisted individualization: Cooperative learning and
individualized instruction in the mainstreamed classroom. Remedial and Special
Education, 5, 33-42.

Slavin, R. E. (1986). Using student team learning (3rd. ed.) Baltimore, MD: Center for
Research on Elementary and Middle Schools, Johns Hopkins University.

Slavin, R. E. (1988). Academic programming for the gifted. Baltimore, MD: Johns
Hopkins University Press, Center for the Advancement of Academically Talented
Youth.

Slavin, R. E. (1990a). Ability grouping, cooperative learning and the gifted. Journal for
the Education of the Gifted, 14, 3-8. :

Slavin, R. E. (1990b). Cooperative learning: Theory, research and practice. Englewood
. Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. -

Slavin, R. E. (1990c). Research on cooperative learning: Consensus and controversy.
Educational Leadership, 47(4), 52-54.

Slavin, R. E. (1991a). Are cooperative learning and "untracking" harmful to the gifted?
Response to Allan. Educational Leadership, 48, 68-71.

Slavin, R. E. (1991b). Synthesis of research on cooperative learning. Educational
Leadership, 48(5), 71-82.

Slavin, R. E. (1991c). Group rewards make groupwork work: Response to Kohn.
Educational Leadership, 48(5), 89-91.

Slavin, R. E., & Karweit, N. (1985). Effects of whole-class, ability grouped, and
individualized instruction on mathematics achievement. American Educational
Research Journal, 2] , 125-736.

Slavin, R., Leavey, M., & Madden, N. (1984). Combining cooperative learning and
individualized instruction: Effects on student mathematics achievement, attitudes
and behaviors. Elementary School Journal, 84, 409-422.

Slavin, R., Madden, N., & Leavey, M. (1984). Effects of team assisted individualization
on the mathematics achievement of academically handicapped and non-handicapped
students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 76, 813-819.

Smith, K., Johnson, D.W., & Johnson, R. (1982). The effects of cooperative and
individualistic instruction on the achievement of handicapped, regular, and gifted
students. Journal of Social Psychology, 116, 277-283.

Southern, W. T., & Jones, E. D. (Eds.). (1991). Academic acceleration of gifted
children. NY: Teachers College Press.

Southern, W. T., & Jones, E.D., & Fiscus, E.D. (1989). Practitioner objections to the
academic acceleration of gifted children. Gifted Child Quarterly, 33, 29-35.




31

Stevens, R., Madden, N., Slavin, R., & Farnish, A. (1987). Cooperative integrated
rc?gc’ling and composition: Two field experiments. Reading Research Quarterly, 22,
433-454.

Stevens, R., Slavin, R., & Farnish, A. (1991). The effects of cooperative learning and
directed instruction in reading comprehension strategies on main idea identification.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 83, 8-16.

Treffinger, D. J. (1986). Fostering effective, independent learning through individualized
programming. InJ. S. Renzulli (Ed.) Systems and models for developing
programs for the gifted and talented (pp. 429-484). Mansfield Center, CT:
Creative Learning Press.

Warring, D., Johnson, D., Maruyama, G., & Johnson, R. (1985). Impact of different
types of cooperative learning on cross-ethnic and cross-sex relationships. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 77, 53-59.

Webb, N. (1982a). Group composition, group interaction, and achievement in
cooperative small groups. Journal of Educational Psychology, 74, 475-484.

Webb, N. (1982b). Peer interacting and leaming in cooperative small groups. Journal of
Educational Psychology, (5), 642-655.

Webb, N. (1985). Student interaction and learning in small groups: A research summary.
In R, E. Slavin, S. Sharan, S. Kagan, R. Hertz-Lazarowitz, C. Webb and R.
Schmuck (Eds.). Learning to cooperate, cooperating to learn (pp. 147-172). NY:
Plenum.

Widaman, K. & Kazan, S. (1987). Cooperativeness and achievement: Interaction of '
student cooperativeness with cooperative versus competitive classroom
organization. Journal of School Psychology, 25, 355-365.

Willard, D. (1989). Problem solving for students who are gifted. Teaching Exceptional
Children, 21, 30-33.

Yager, S., Johnson, R., Johnson, D., & Snider, B. (1986). The impact of group
processing on achievement in cooperative learning groups. Journal of Social
Psychology, 126, 389-397.




Appendix A

Overview of Cooperative Learning Models




35

24 s
JUSWIDASIYOR UY [OAJ]
ape1d 9A0qe 9q 0 A[oxI[ ae
OyM SIUIPN)IS JOJ UOROIIISUI
Teseq [9A9] opeid soziseydws .
:sddvjuvApesIq uonisodwo)
sdoysyzom pue Suipeay
sJoum pue Suipeas siuswugisse Junpum pue ¢ ydnoip g paeidauy
¥00q apen 30§ soniunpoddo o | $1591 UO SI0IS [enpIAIpUT Aprewud ‘sopeid aanesadoo)
:sddejueapy |  woyy slurod 9A193al1 Sured) Sunum ‘Surpeas Amyuomio UIA®R[S D
pooed-dnoid .
sozzinb
pue sjoaysyIom Ajrewrud
quopnIs Yors 10j ouwres
S} AT S[ELISIRU PUB SUOSSI o sozzmb pasisseun | Jomsue 10au109
sagejueApesia| porysmuupe Afenpraipur ‘a18urs sey SUOISIAI(]
SIuopMIS paINIs woJy padpnf jusworoidun | yorym fenajew TUIWIAAYOY
UO YOTBIs3l CU SJUIPIAD QUON o “uswdA0xdwt uo paseq | I 159q ‘SIS suregJ, uapms
:sadejueApy siutod juaprus fenprarpur | orseq ‘s19afqns e sopeid e UIAR[S avis
paoed-dnois .
s1oaysyIom Aprewnid :
uUapNIS OB J0] oures - so8apaud
S AIe STeUSleW PUE SUOSSS] o | JO SAIBONILISO ‘0T ‘SpIemal
:sadejueApesiq | wed) oAr00 sures) Sunoos :
S1udpmIs payzId YS1y-sjuourewIno; JoJ sures pliediici ()
UO YOTe3sal OU SJUSPIAD SUON o Snoduagowoy ysqelss STIRiS : SSUA Q| sowen-swes],
sadejueApy | 01 posn juswdAdTyoe Joud 2iseq (s100{qns e sopeid yre | 29 sprempy 1oL
sjuapnig PPON
pAWeY, L[jedpuapedy Joj [24977/303[qng | PAdT apein | xadopasg Suyuresr
sadejueapesi/safejusapy | saanpaooag uonenjesy | pIpULUIUIOIY | pIpuUIWU0IY | /I0ny saneradoo)

SI9POJA Sufiired ] 2ape1ddoo) Jo mAlAIAQ v xipuaddy




36

el
Vot

WAAU0D
wWnnoLLIND SSAIPPE J0U S0P o

$13039 , Jopul

9313, 98e1noous Aews sopeid
dnoi3 1oy seonpoid dnos8 .

'sadejueapesiq dnoigd Sururen Jayedor,
uonoRINUI ® Ul yJom 03 A1[Iqe Jotp SIS [B100S Surnwea]
JUSPNIS SATRINOSUD o uo pajel 9q Aew S3uApNIS uo siseydurd uosuyof Jo Suweay
sadejueApy | ‘orqissod are sopeid dnosg ‘s190[qus e sopeid e |  2p wosuyof Jo sopoa)
¥se)
SIWSPRIR UO SW) PUE ST}
TeUORONNSUT SIONPAL Yorym
udweFeuew yromioded
103 91qisuodsal are SJuIpIS o Iomamoy
suonerodo J1seq pa191dwos ‘siaded
aziseydwio SfeLISRW [V o 1991ad ‘passed 359
90UBADE 0} PaMOTe STIuopms | jo Joqumu *payordwod syun
Ul PBOUE JeJ MOY Jes[0 10U o | JO JOqUNU U0 paseq syurod UOTBZI[BnpPIAIPU]
s98ejueApesiq QAIIIAX SUIBd) SS9 N POISISSY WesL
oiqrssod 3uroed S[qIxay [eul pajsisseun Uo paseq OSTe “‘uononnsuy
JUSWIDAIIYOR SopBUIdIBUI siurod 9A190a1 STERpIAIpUT PRIy
01 uipi020e uowoe[d . ‘oouanbos sopewayew v wesL,
:sagejueApy | utjuswaoerd pazgenpiarpur SopewoyIeW 9-¢ UiARIS VL
sjuapmg PPOIN
pajudje], L[(BoMuapedy oj [2A97193fqng | P9 dpean | zadoyaasq duyuisay
S938JUBADESIQ/SITRIUBADY | SIINPIIGIJ UOnEn[EAT PIPUIWUIOIIY | PIPUIWUWIONY | /Iopny 3AneIadoo)

(Panunuod) SPPPOIA Sutuiea] 3AneIddoo)) JO MIAIIAQ

v xipuaddy

Ccy




37

9y

Gy
S109J9 , JopHl 33y,
o8einoous Lew suoneussald
Jo s1onpoxd dnoid «
Jed[o 10u uonenead dnoig .
:sagejueApesi(q
o1doiqns JO II0YD JUOPMIS o |  SUIEXS [ROPIAIPUT 35N OSTE
91qissod 3uwed s[qrxop owos |  Aew “uspnys pue SIoYOR)
Jrqissod Aq paenpeAs uoneuosald
STeLIlBW PAYOLIUD O] SS008 ® 0] SUOINQUIU0d SoIpM3S uereys uonednsoauy
‘sadejueApy dno13 Jo/pue renprarpur | eroos uslo Isow sopeis e 2 UBlRyS dnoin
$9ZZIND U0 STenplAIpUl
30 JuowraAo1du
11 MeSS1f Ut sJuapmis [[e J0j 9 uo paseq
owres are (sodessed 1xa1 [9A9] $2I00§ QAT SWES)
opeid Ajesoudd) speuoew o I mes8if 104 | reod oy are s[s
:sagejueApesiq s1onpoid a1seq URY Joyiel pea1 01 9[qe urAR[S
UOoISSNISIP S93eIN0IUI JO SWIeXa [enprArpul s1daouoo aroym | 9q 1snuw syuopmys SOUA g I mesgif
:sadejueApy mes3if 104 -JUANUO0D 0D ‘SopeIs e uoSuoIy pue mes3if
SUEN
[Te JOJ dures dyi. are SeUjeW .
:seSejueApesi(q 1onpoad uontm sopeid
areqap 103 Anunpoddo . TBULJ B UO PIjenieAd o sordoy e A1qissod uosuyof As19Aa0nU0)
:sadejueApy | swopms £jqissod ‘yesjoun [eISI9AORNUO0D | “‘paytoads duou | 29 uosuyof aaneIadoo)
sjudpN3S [PPON
pajude ], Ajednuapedy Jioj [9A9771/193fqng | [PAd] dpeas | xadoppaa( Jupureay
sadejueApesi(q/sa8ejuBApY | S3anpadold UOHER{EAT | PaPUAUINIOdIY PIPUdWUIONY | /IoyIny aapesadoo)

(PONUNUO0d) SPPO Suruiesy 3Ane13d00D) JO MaIAIAQ

'y xipuaddy

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




38

Gy
)

[eUSlew Ay} paidiseul
10 Anapoe oy payordwod
daey dnoid ay Jo syaquiaw
[Te [un 13U Junwes]
1@ UFRWIDI ISNUW SJUIPTYS o
wnnowno
Jatsudyardwoo e jou .
S]qe[reAR A1opim 10U SRUIRW
:sagejuBApeSI|q

WOOISSE[D
SI9)U9D Sulures] Jo oSN . rendumq uayo)
yoeoidde Lxoa00s1p Aianoe ooads | 3oy sonewsyew sopesd ‘ueoung | QO Swpur 10
:sadejueapy | uo puadop Lews ‘reapo jou pUe J0UdA1IS ATeIuowoR ‘BIAY 9 | OUSIUILIGNOS]
pauuf poddns YoIeasar .
wnnong
aatsusyadwoo e iou
‘sadejueApesiq
yoeoidde £30A0081p
senianoe yew Jureadde . Ananoe omoads sapeid
:sadejueapy |  uo puadop Kews ‘reapdi0u sonewdpew Areluswgpe swng | InoJ jo sdnoin
$199139 , JopU 9a1],, 932In00Ud suoneludsald wed)
Aew syonpoxd dnos§ . | yo uonenyeas ssepo ‘uren ap
'sadejueApeSIQ | 03 SUOHNGLAUOD 1O 1AUI0
Jqissod O3 3jen{eAd SIOqUUISW ouepmg soperd
STeLISIeW PAYOUIUD O} SSI00E o wred) :sordoy-muty Joj J2YBa) YIim | [T POPUSWIIOdaI
1Sa1oIU: JUAPNIS o | $10npoId USNUIAM [enpIAIDUL | ISQISUI JUSPMIS | ‘SjudpMS 9891100
:sagejueApy JO uonen[eAd J0Yoeal |  uo paseq so1dos 1oy padojaaap wesey|  do-0pdo-0D
Sjuapm§ opoy
pawRBY, Ajjednuapedy ioj 194977303{qng | A3 apBin | zadojaraq dupureay
sadejueapesiq/sadejueapy | saanpaooag uoyenieAy | papUIWWOdIY | papudmrioddy | jaowny aanexadoo)

(Panunuod) sPpojN Surures 3AneIdeo) Jo MIAIAQ :V xipuaddy

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




