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ABSTRACT

Cooperative learning is claimed to be a learning strategy which generates a true sense of shared responsibility and tolerance and, as such, demands the attention of educators who are intent on maximising the full participation and engagement of the learners. Although it may be regarded as a strategy which is better suited to innovative teaching contexts and to younger learners, this paper explores the application of the strategy to adult learners in both Australia and Thailand in the field of teacher education. If teachers are to be encouraged to use cooperative learning in their classrooms, it is argued that they would benefit greatly from an experience of the strategy as learners themselves.

The paper examines the definition and purposes of cooperative learning and illustrates the way in which the strategy may be employed in two differing cultural contexts. The outcomes of the projects indicated that the strategy has far reaching implications for the development of a cooperative and tolerant spirit in learners. At the same time the projects identified the factors which inhibited the acceptance of cooperative learning strategies in learners and suggested ways in which difficulties in implementation could be obviated.

The paper presents a strong rationale for the consideration of cooperative learning strategies as a means of developing a sense of shared purpose and mutuality in young people. In the multiethnic classrooms of today, a strategy with such promise warrants serious examination.

EXPLORING THE NOTION OF COOPERATIVE EDUCATION
Cooperative learning has been described by its supporters as a strategy which results in the development of tolerance and cooperation in students (Conard, 1988) and encourages the development of voluntary, harmonious and fair minded collaboration between students even if they come from different backgrounds (Schiedewind and Davidson, 1987). The literature on cooperative learning describes a broad range of teaching techniques which promote various kinds of group work in classrooms. Some scholars have offered definitions of cooperative learning which simply focus attention upon learners being encouraged to work together on joint projects while others have been more precise in specifying what they see to be the essential elements of the cooperative process. The authors of this paper support the latter view and concur with the definition of cooperative learning provided elsewhere as 

a learning process in which students work in small teams of mixed membership on activities requiring the exercise of collaborative social skills and tasks demanding the combined efforts of students to achieve both individual and group learning goals.





Waterworth and Shepherdson, 1993, 44
We would maintain that cooperative learning activities display the following characteristics

• groups of mixed team membership where members vary according to gender, ethnicity, social class, ability or disability/impairment
• group and individual accountability for the activity and outcomes of the group

• group goals which cannot be reached without the individual effort of each student and individual goals which cannot be reached without shared effort and


• training and practice in cooperative social skills
The underlying premise for collaborative and cooperative learning is founded in constructivist epistemology. Nelson-LeGall (1992) captures the nature of cooperative learning when she states

Learning and understanding are not merely individual processes supported by the social context; rather they are the result of a continuous, dynamic negotiation between the individual and the social setting in which the individual’s activity takes place. Both the individual and the social context are active and constructive in producing learning and understanding (52).
In constructivist-oriented pedagogy

· knowledge is constructed, discovered and transformed by students. Teachers create the conditions within which students can construct meaning from the material studied by processing it through cognitive structures and then retaining it in long-term memory where it remains open to further processing and possible reconstruction.

· Students actively construct their own knowledge. Learning is conceptualised as something that is done to the learner. Students do not passively accept knowledge from the teacher or curriculum. Students activate their existing cognitive structures or construct new ones to subsume the input.

· Teacher effort is aimed at developing students’ competencies and talents

· Education is a personal transaction among students and between the teacher and the students as they work together

· All of the above can only take place within a cooperative context

· Teaching is assumed to be a complex application of theory and research that requires considerable teacher training and continuous refinement of skills and procedures (Johnson, Johnson and Smith, 1991)

The various forms of cooperative or collaborative learning have been well studied in the English language literature – much less so in the Thai language literature. The essential elements are, according to Bryant and Rivera (1995), positive interdependence, accountability, collaboration and group processing. In a more recent paper, Johnson and Johnson (1999), two of the pioneers of cooperative learning included each of these items and added the development of social skills. If cooperative learning is to be used as a pedagogical strategy, the teacher also needs to give thought to the content and assessment of the tasks and processes that constitute cooperative learning.

The focus of research and curriculum development activities in cooperative learning has been upon either testing the effectiveness of the strategy in terms of student achievement outcomes or refining the steps in the strategy to maximise the impact of the cooperative nature of student-to-student interaction. Each of these research foci has targeted students at elementary or (less often) secondary school level. There has been less work on the use of this strategy with adult learners. Yet teachers who, as learners, have had little or no experience of cooperative learning or whose experience has been fleeting or negative are unlikely to employ the strategy in their own classrooms. It seemed to us, therefore, that teacher education programs should contain many opportunities for teachers to experience first hand the positive results of cooperative learning.

A variety of models of cooperative learning have been developed over the last few decades by teachers and researchers. Some of these models have been refined and further developed in order to maximise the impact of the methodology. The most foundational type is group investigation. Joyce and Weil (1986) provided a description of the model, which they attribute to the seminal work and philosophy of John Dewey (1910, 1916), believing that children can learn to live in a democratic society only when their education provides them with actual experiences of democratic decision making and problem solving. He envisioned classrooms in which students participated fully in the democratic processes by investigating real problems. Thelen (1960) adapted Dewey’s philosophy to group investigation in which a class of students encounter or is presented with a puzzling situation that they are encouraged to discuss freely.  The teacher’s role was to facilitate the discussion without being over directive, and lead the group to make a plan for studying and investigating the issue further.  The larger group is divided into smaller study groups with various assignments to gather data and information to present to the larger group. Finally, the small group reports their findings and suggests the ideas or solutions to the entire group.

The group investigation procedure was adapted to include opportunities for students to participate in all aspects of planning the investigation.  In this model, students also participated in deciding on the methods they would use in the investigation and the type of products that would be generated by the group. Group investigation gives the students the opportunity to seek information, discuss and analyse it, and relate it to the knowledge and ideas they already have.  Group investigation maximises student opportunities to 


• ask questions about what interests them


• search for answers in a wide variety of sources 


• plan together the content and process of their inquiry 

• interpret the answers in the light of their personal experiences and prior knowledge and 


• interact with their peers in a constant exchange of information and ideas.

At all stages of the investigation, group members meet to discuss their findings.  Together they clarify, expand, and modify their understanding of the material.  They help one another, share ideas and information, and work together to achieve their common goal.

Aronson, Blaney, Sikes and Snapp (1978) proposed the second model, known as Jigsaw, which was developed to foster understanding among students from various racial and ethnic groups.  Each student is given a different portion of the total task to foster mutual interdependence.  Jigsaw may have "expert groups" meet or may have students split up work within their own group. Jigsaw does not require students to take individual tests that are then used to compute group scores, bonus points and group rewards. Vansickle(1994) described  the jigsaw II strategy as a valuable way to teach historical and social scientific knowledge and to develop practical skills. Jigsaw II tended to motivate students to work more persistently than usual.  Students’ interdependence, created by task specialisation, and team members’ ability to hold one another individually accountable for their contributions to achieving the group goal tended to motivate them.  The steps of jigsaw II from the teacher’s point of view were
Step 1

Select and locate reading materials

Step 2

Prepare expert sheets

Step 3

Determine students’ initial base scores

Step 4
Assign students to heterogeneous home teams (for developing an overview of the whole topic)
Step 5
Assign students to expert groups (for developing specialised views of the parts of the topic)
Step 6

Construct an outcome aligned test about the unit

Jigsaw III added a cooperative test review team phase as a new responsibility for the home team. 

A third type of cooperative learning was Student Team Achievement Division (STAD). Slavin (1995) and a team from John Hopkins University designed STAD, which incorporates a process that emphasises individual accountability and self improvement and that contributes to the accumulation of points for the entire cooperative learning team. STAD has seven major components 


• clear student outcomes


• preinstruction preparation


• ensuring that students encounter must-learn content


• cooperative learning STAD teams


• individual quizzes


• individual improvement scores and


• public team recognition and rewards 

Many teachers believed that the STAD strategy was a very complicated and time consuming cooperative learning strategy, however, as this paper shows, STAD is not difficult to use. STAD can be used from middle elementary level through to twelfth-grade classrooms with excellent academic and affective outcomes.

Other models of cooperative learning have become popular within a range of learning contexts. The Team Games Tournaments (TGT) is similar to STAD except that instead of the STAD groups preparing the students to do well on individual quizzes, TGT groups prepared for participating in a tournament. The Team Accelerated Instruction (or TAI) was designed especially to teach mathematics to children in grade 3-6. The model is best applied to small groups from 3-6 persons where the teacher first teaches the whole group followed by small group activities, a test, group recognition and rewards. Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) seeks to enrich conventional methods of teaching reading and writing in the elementary grades. Johnson and Johnson’s model has four basic elements of positive interdependence, face-to-face interaction, individual accountability and interpersonal and small group skills
In the projects reported in this paper, we examine how classes were set up using cooperative learning strategies, how those strategies were applied and the students’ responses to the cooperative learning approach. In the first, the model of cooperative learning used the group investigation strategy in which Australian students were working on a curriculum development task in citizenship education. In the second, an adaptation of the STAD model was used with Thai students working on educational leadership in and administration of schools.

RESEARCH ON COOPERATIVE LEARNING WITH ADULT AND TEACHER EDUCATION LEARNERS 
Much of the cooperative learning research has been conducted in western countries. There is little or no Thai literature on cooperative learning. This is important to consider because the way in which cooperative learning groups function is dependent, at least to some extent, on the social culture in which the school is embedded. It cannot simply be assumed that what works (or does not work) with Australian, British, American, or for that matter, with Loatian students, will work (or not work) with Thai students. Further, it cannot be assumed that what works with western children will work with Thai adult learners.
It has been argued above that the major principles of cooperative learning are likely to include

· positive interdependence

· individual accountability

· face-to-face interaction

· group processing

· social skills

· self-criticism and

· self correction

It can be seen that that these could be combined in a very great number of ways. This implies that a very wide range of pedagogical strategies could count as cooperative learning. This is seen in the diverse nature of the literature. It is seldom clear in the literature just what principles were used in any specific study. This makes it quite difficult to compare studies and to derive generalities from such divergent particularities.

Despite these difficulties it is clear that some or all of these principles have been used in higher education (Kealy and Witmer, 1991; Goodsell, 1992). Whitford (1990) considered the effects of cooperative learning on collegial interaction in a staff development program. A significant program outline was the independent formation of cognitive learning groups. However the stability, membership and focus of these cognitive learning groups is not made clear. The study suggests that collegiality improves educational leaders’ skills in dealing with human problems, and Whitford argued that staff developers ought to serve as models of the behaviours and processes that they are advocating. 
Hughes and Townley (1994) explored graduate students’ perceptions of cooperative learning strategies in education classes. Their study sought to determine whether students perceived the strategies to be more effective than traditional methods in increasing student knowledge and retention and in improving their decision-making, communication, social and group process skills. Their data indicated that students rated cooperative learning experiences higher than traditional competitive pedagogies. 

Dlugosh and Bryant (1994) described a course in teacher education that was based on the constructivist perspective. They emphasised the individual’s construction of reality through dialogue, observation, writing and reflection. The individual is however, a member of a community of inquiry based on self-directed learning and critical thinking (Lumsden, 1993; Wallace, Engel and Mooney, 1997; Posgai and Uline, 1999). In this community, the student can take intellectual risks in a safe environment. Feedback from students was very positive. For example, they requested that they be allowed to remain together as a cohort throughout their graduate program.
In a doctoral seminar for students in educational administration, Beebe (1994) used problem-based learning in which students addressed and solved realistic professional problems. Beebe’s pedagogy was based on the STAD model of cooperative learning developed by Slavin. Fourteen students in groups of three or four conducted interviews and reviewed written material provided by a school. The groups met four times in a class to work on their projects and at other times outside class. Then the groups presented their written reports to the class. Beebe’s evaluation data indicated that most students in the seminar achieved high grades.
Williams (1995) argued that student learning in teacher education classes is enhanced when student choice, teamwork and collaboration are increased and the ‘lecture paradigm’ is decreased. Similarly, it was thought that learning was more effective within contexts of small collaborative groups than lectures, particularly where a problem-based approach is adopted. Yerkes (1995) provided a more guarded endorsement of the use of cohort groups, showing that while her enthusiastic student participants increased in their use of collaboration, networking and reflective thinking, the strategy required increased input from her less enthusiastic teaching staff. 

Klotz and Whiting (1998) argued that cohort formation in education classes helps students to make theoretical concepts more real and practical. In a discursive paper Panitz (1999) argues that the benefits of collaborative learning may be categorizes into four types: academic, social, psychological and evaluative. Academic benefits include the development of critical thinking skills, active student participation in the learning process and high levels of student motivation. The social benefits include the group as an inherent support system, opportunities to practise cooperation, the development of learning communities and a practical understating of diversity. 

Saunders and Batson (1999) used a form of cooperative learning in a master of education program. They were particularly interested in exploring the effectiveness of cooperative learning strategies in promoting the affective and cognitive growth of adult learners. They did this by describing and analysing student and employer perceptions of cooperative learning as a pedagogical strategy. Although they do not give many details of the pedagogy they do report that the groups were composed of two or three. Data they collected over two year period indicated that cognitive growth occurred for graduates of the program. Graduates recorded a growth in their ability to demonstrate instructional effectiveness, manage classroom learning and be more reflective practitioners. Their supervisors reported that the graduates increased in their abilities to use varied resources, methods, technologies and teaching skills. These data support the conclusion that cooperative learning strategies contribute to cognitive and affective growth. Furthermore, cooperative learning is believed to enhance cognitive skills to the extent that students share ideas and explain their thinking as they work together (Meloth, 1991). However the literature is ambiguous on the cognitive benefits of cooperative learning (Slavin, 1995). A similar study with graduate students by McCabe (2000) found that students
· preferred a mixture of lectures and small group classes

· appreciated the opportunity to experience team participation and to test their effectiveness to function in groups

· were learning to think and act as professional school staff who could work in teams

· appreciated the opportunity to be assessed in an individual basis as well as part of a team.

Armstrong and Peters (2000) used an ethnographic technique to study group processes, learning processes and group facilitation in collaborative learning in a graduate education program. They identified elements of cohesion, trust, respect, confusion, frustration and conflict in their collaborative learning groups. The learning processes they observed included discourse, engagement and questioning, they also studied students as group facilitators. Their data led them to conclude that collaborative learning is a multi faceted, complex process that can best be understood in terms of knowledge construction, relationships and the participant’s roles in facilitating their own and other’s learning. 
COOPERATIVE LEARNING PROJECT IN AUSTRALIA
The project conducted in Australia was based on the strategies described above as the group investigation model. The 122 students involved in the project were undertaking a curriculum studies unit as part of their preservice preparation as elementary school teachers. They were already graduates in a variety of undergraduate degrees including arts, legal studies, science, medical science and veterinary science and ranged in age from 23 to 38 years. They were therefore experienced tertiary students, some holding doctorates, most having also been involved in some form of full time work. 

The students were set a cooperative task to develop a curriculum plan in citizenship education. The features and strategy of the project were as follows:

• students attended a one hour lecture on issues and problems in citizenship education. The lecture described the concept of citizenship and dilemmas in defining it; characteristics of citizenship education curriculum programs were outlined and the results of citizenship education research were described.

• students participated in a tutorial class brainstorming activity in which they brainstormed the ‘characteristics of a good citizen’.

• the tutor/researcher provided a point of view on the changing nature of citizenship in light of the increase in globalisation and the emergence of cross national issues in world affairs. He described emerging notions of global citizenship. 

• students were instructed in the features of cooperative groups and participated in practice sessions on cooperative learning

• students were randomly placed into cooperative groups of 4 to 6, ensuring that no students were in groups with other students with whom they had worked on previous tasks

• a cooperative task was set in which all students had to contribute equally and share the work load, where a group and individual presentation had to be made (in writing). The presentations from the group and individuals formed part of the assessment for the unit.

• all students were required to keep a reflective journal on the group processes, group progress on the task and personal reactions to working with others, including a discussion of the problems the group encountered and the way in which the group tackled those problems.

• the group task took three weeks to complete and cooperative groups met both during class time and in their own time and


• the group and individual projects were presented for assessment.

Previous research on cooperative learning with adult learners had indicated that there were critical stages in the development of the work of the cooperative group (Waterworth and Shepherdson, 1993). These stages included the allocation of tasks within the group, development of a cooperative working relationship within the group, communication within the group and sharing of leadership in the group. To summarise the results of that study


• adult learners tend to allocate and accept tasks within the group on the basis of pragmatism. Students who had the best resources, had a preference for particular tasks or who had a prior knowledge of the topic area were chosen or volunteered to do those tasks in the group. Dominance of a particular person in allocating tasks did not appear to occur often. In the 1993 study, younger students tended however to be allocated tasks last and females to be more concerned about maximising their grade in the allocation and acceptance of tasks.


• adult learners tended to form productive working relationships very readily and to feel positive about the work of the group. Older students tended however, to be more committed to spending time in developing the cooperative spirit in the group than younger ones.


• communication within the group of adult learners tended also to be cordial and open. Again, younger students were most often less consultative on their tasks than older ones.


• perceptions of students within the groups were that leadership was not claimed by any one person. It was rare for a particular person to recognised as the leader. However, females tended to claim that decision making processes were democratic, while males were more likely to claim that they had accepted the leadership role in the group.

The statistical approach adopted in the earlier study indicated trends towards particular modes of group operation which the present study was designed to investigate using a more qualitative method. Data were collected in the study from student interviews and a review of their reflective journals. Student responses were analysed in four themes as follows


• allocation of tasks to group members


• development of a group working relationship


• communication between group members and 


• sharing of leadership responsibilities.

The student responses were articulate and insightful and are presented here with minimal commentary.

Allocation of tasks to group members

We were allocated our groups by Peter. Names were chosen randomly to increase interaction between class members. I didn’t know any of the people in my group, so it was a good way for me to meet others in my course. This was done in the classroom. We introduced ourselves and then got straight into the assignment.

We began by brainstorming ideas related to citizenship. Each person had a chance to give their ideas... We commented on each others ideas. I recorded our ideas and suggestions... we made comments such as ‘I like that idea of yours Louise, maybe we could use it in conjunction with Ruby’s idea. We sort of did a cut and paste of everyone’s ideas. By the end of this meeting we had all agreed on the basic outline of the four lessons. Each of us picked a lesson which we had partially designed and took it away to develop the plan. For example, it was Louise’s idea to use role plays, so she prepared the lesson which involved role plays. This was allocated without any conflict.









Anthea
Anthea focussed her attention on how ideas were cooperatively generated and discussed, resulting in a willingness to select tasks which were jointly owned and developed. The process of cooperative discussion made the process of task allocation easier. 

The control element is gone when working with a group. I accept that the work isn’t ‘my’ piece of work, it is a piece of work I am contributing to. This change of perception allows me to be a successful member of a group. I know some of my ideas will be taken on board and some won’t.









Philip
These comments raise issues of individual and joint ownership of the task and the product. By surrendering individual ownership, Philip was able to contribute as a partner not so much as a defender of his own individual ideas. 

Development of a group working relationship

Ronnie, Kathy, Louise and myself worked well as a group. As we developed each lesson we all gave input. Sometimes we didn’t all agree with each other though we heard what each group member had to say about the issue and then decided what we were going to do as a group. It was great conducting this unit of work with three other people as we were able to gain ideas from each other member that were educational and different.









Gillian

I found the first assignment group much different (from the cooperative task). It was difficult working with some of the members who took on a bossy role or flirted with each other. The second assignment (the cooperative task) was better.









Jessica

As is always the case, some members of the group undertook more work than others, and without shooting myself in the foot, the extent of my participation was somewhat limited by being at camp. I have thanked both Kirsty and Kim for their understanding regarding this.









Bob

Patterns of group interaction will vary because of the unpredictable mix of social and interpersonal factors in a group and because of a disparity between levels of motivation in members. Cooperative groups do however have the potential to increase the quality of output, as implied by Gillian (above) and of focussing greater attention on the task as suggested by Jessica. The disarming honesty of Bob is overshadowed by a commitment to cooperative group processes despite his frustration at not being able to devote as much time to the group as he would have liked. His frustration may have been borne out of a desire to have participated more generously in the work of the group.

Communication between group members

Everyone had their say and was able to voice their opinion, which in turn was what we were trying to get across to the students! The process was surprisingly stress free and I felt that our goals were achievable at all times.

We ran into some difficulty whilst producing the finished piece of work. There were a few computer mishaps ... where the computer froze after we had completed the layout of the lesson plans. We all thought that we had lost the piece and we would have to begin typing it out again. Looking back it was quite astounding how calm we all were whilst facing this dilemma.









Susan
The problem then arose as to how we would be able to collate all four lesson plans into one template. To combat this problem one of the group members volunteered to carry out this task... In some cases this required the members to cross certain aspects of their work out and rewrite them to make the collating job easier.









Troy

I felt that the group dynamics that we upheld in our group were strong and stable. We were all able to communicate to one another, each member had a responsibility, and we all participated in the activities.









Kelly

On a personal note, I find that group work at university is most difficult. I understand the concept and its relevance within ... teaching ... however it is most difficult to achieve effectively at university. I just think that being postgraduate students, most of us work, some have children, and others are just very busy, which makes it difficult to achieve effective communication at all times.









Bob

It seems that in some cases the better levels of communication in cooperative learning guaranteed higher levels of tolerance for each other and consideration of the difficulties some faced. The truly cooperative spirit is forgiving and sympathetic and the mood it generates among participants affords lower levels of anxiety and stress. This however was not the experience of Bob, whose extended absence from group activities may have denied him access to such sentiments. 

Sharing of leadership responsibilities

Throughout the planning and development of this unit a general approach of consensus was used to make decisions. Ideas and options were proposed by individuals in the group then they were discussed and responded to by other members in the group. Eventually a feeling was obtained within the group about which option was the best and as long as no one disagreed, that direction was taken.









Jonathon

It was a balanced group, and we did not have one member who overpowered the rest of the group or a member that did not participate or contribute to the work.









Kelly

It was most common for leadership to be shared or, putting it another way, for decisions to be taken by the group as a whole. This technique may have been more time consuming but the results of subjecting the individual to the power of the group has a strikingly potent effect on the capacity to share.

In one group, however, the perceptions of leadership and democratic decision making varied between participants. Anthea’s view was that decision making was shared equally thus

At our next meeting we made sure everyone still agreed with our idea of ... Everyone did. We all shared a few ideas... At our 3rd meeting ...we took it in turns to share our ideas with all group members. It was a good process as we were all able to voice our own opinion.









Anthea

This view was not expressed by another in the same group who said

From the outset, Ruby and I unofficially adopted the role of group directors as we both had clear and coinciding ideas of what the group needed in order to achieve its objective.









Louise

However, models of leadership may vary in cooperative learning. Perhaps the only important exception to this is that group members should have opportunities to experience leadership roles as well as follower roles in cooperative classrooms.

COOPERATIVE LEARNING PROJECT IN THAILAND
A small scale project was conducted with twenty students who were first and second year undergraduate students at a regional college of education in North East Thailand (Duangpaeng, 2002). The students volunteered to take part in the project. They were aged from 22 to 47 and were studying educational and public administration. There were fifteen males and five females in the volunteer group, two of whom were school principals, three assistant principals, twelve classroom teachers and three police educators. Twelve students had completed a two-year Diploma in Teaching, seven held a two-year Diploma in Management and one other had finished a two-year Diploma in Construction. Their participation was not considered to be essential in their normal course and was not assessed for the purposes of course grades.

The pedagogy used in the project was based on Slavin (1990). Slavin advocated the use of cooperative learning in small groups. In Slavin’s model the role of the teacher is to

· make certain that students understand the nature of the learning task

· see that the group members are sitting so they can see each other

· distribute any materials that will be needed

· check that all students understand that they are responsible for all the content and skills targeted for learning, and that they all understand that they will all need to do the reading and work at preparing outcomes, responses, etc.

· encourage intragroup discussion

· encourage self criticism and self correction

· encourage group members to exhaust the group’s resources before seeking help from the teacher

· encourage an appreciation of logical, rational, workable or correct answers as well as correct inadequate answers

Initially the tutor/researcher exercised a considerable control over the teaching-learning process but, over the course of the project, the students were able to assume some control over the way they operated in groups and the directions each group took. Much of the instructor control was necessary to discuss the new pedagogy with the students and this meant telling them some of the theory of cooperative learning. Wherever possible, the tutor tried to confine his interventions to points where groups were clearly having difficulty in proceeding or being productive.
Typically, the session started with a mini-lecture in which the tutor outlined the material. This often took fifteen to twenty minutes. The pretest phase took another fifteen minutes. The next fifty to sixty minutes were time-on-task minutes. The balance of the time was taken up with a posttest and a plenary session.

The project was carried out with five groups of four students. The students were allocated to groups on the basis of a simple pretest. The scores were ranked and the student with the highest score was allocated to group one, the next highest to group two and so on for the first five scores. Then the sixth highest was allocated to group one, the seventh to group two and so on. In this way, five groups were formed with a mix of abilities in each group. Other student characteristics such as sex, age and experience were thus randomly spread through the groups on an ad hoc basis. 
The content of the classes was based on learning packages that were developed in consultation with colleagues at the College and coincided with the prescribed content of the course these students were doing. The content included theories of leadership, types of leaders, the psychology of leadership, communication and leadership and processes for preparing leaders. This content was divided across three ‘packages’, each one containing details of the specific content, exercises related to the content, the pre and post tests and information on how the group might work. The packages generally did not exceed ten pages. The content was based on the textbooks that the students owned. A typical exercise was the task of describing leadership styles using a management grid.

Lecturers who normally taught in this course tended to use only conventional methods of teaching or the lecture method.  The investigator had interviewed the students and discussed with colleagues the problems needing to be addressed in the course. The results of that investigation were that teachers perceived both the content and the lecture method as unsuited to the subject being taught. The respondents felt there was a need for a student centred model of teaching which encouraged the students to interact with each other and work on the activities within small groups. These findings coincided with the opinions expressed by the Office of National Education Commission, Thailand, (1993) codifying the ‘education reform agenda’ in Thailand which declared that

teaching and learning at all levels of teacher training institutions should be changed in such a way that teachers and students are closely related, and are ready to adapt themselves to the rapid changes in knowledge and thought in the present and the future. Teaching and learning should be interactive instead of being based on the passivity of learners.

The lecturers in higher education are constrained therefore to develop the quality of teaching they deliver. Thus the construction of learning packages using cooperative learning for teachers was thought to be apt.
The selection of specific content was based on three perspectives

· the perception of past students

· the content of the education reform agenda as quoted above

· personal experience

In interview-conversations with five past students the researcher sought opinions of what they had found most helpful in their course. These opinions together with personal insight into the reform agenda formed the basis for the selection of topics. The materials were designed for individual use, in a group setting. The work in each package was intended to be completed in one 100 minute session. The content was designed to be covered in class. This is normally the case in Thai higher education. The content was part of the normal curriculum so there was no ethical issue involved in there being different curricula for different groups. This project took place over a three week period there was one one-hundred minute class each week. There were no breaks in a session.
The method of teaching used in the three packages was cooperative learning following the Slavin STAD model. The processes were  

· teacher informs the students in the whole group of the outcomes and  objectives of the package 
· pre instruction preparation by the teacher
· teacher ensures the students encounter 'must learn' content 
· cooperative learning  in STAD teams
· individual quizzes
· individual improvement scores and 
· public team recognition and reward for teams.

Slavin (1990) suggested that cooperative learning should involve three concepts which would contribute to the cooperative nature of the strategy as follows
· the team may earn certificates or other rewards if it achieves a designated criterion.  Teams do not compete to earn scarce rewards; all or none of the teams may achieve the criterion in a given week

· individual accountability is necessary to ensure that team success could only occur with the individual learning all team members. Individual accountability ensures that team members focus upon tutoring one another and making sure that everyone in the team is ready for a quiz or any other assessment that students take on an individual basis

· equal opportunity for success means that students should contribute to their teams by improving on their own past performances.  This ensures that a high average team score would be maintained through the significant contribution of all team members and that the good performance of all team members is valued by all the others on the team.
A number of kinds of data were collected and analysed throughout the project. These included conversational interviews with the students, researcher observations of participant behaviour, researcher post session reflective journaling and reflective discussions with other members of staff.
Although students studied together, they could not help each other with quizzes.  Every student was required to know the material. This individual accountability motivated students to do a good job tutoring and explaining to each other, ensuring that all students in the team had mastered the information or skills being taught.  Because the scores were based on the students’ improvement over their own pretest scores, all students had a chance to be a team star in a given week either by scoring well above their past record or by getting a perfect paper, which always produced a maximum score regardless of  students' past averages.

In the first session, the students were just beginning to learn how to collaborate within groups. The group leaders had to work hard in distributing and collecting the documents to team members. They also encouraged their groups to answer the questions on a large chart or sheet. 
In conventional methods of teaching, the teachers usually use only lecturing and the approach is teacher-centred, but cooperative learning enhances the opportunity for learners to collaborate with others in learning.
Piri

Cooperative learning is an interesting model of teaching.
Sitri
These might have been students’ generous perceptions or initial perceptions of cooperative learning but, in the mind of the researcher, the teams in the first session didn’t help much in building effective group processes because they were not familiar with the strategy. It was the group leaders and the team secretaries who held the teams together. The tutor took too long introducing the process of the packages and the content. The teams ought to have had more time studying the content and discussing it together with other team mates. The results of interviews showed that most of the students liked cooperative learning because they had opportunity to work together and the success of each member guaranteed the success of the team too.

In the second session, far less time was spent on the introduction, because all participants were familiar with the process of learning from the last session.  All participants were in the same groups as the previous week.  Before starting the activities, the lecturer informed the participants their group scores for last week's test, and explained how to improve the points to be scored by each participant and the whole group.  The certificates for the best group and the best students were given to the group who gained the highest average score and the individuals progressing furthest from their pretest scores. 

It was clear that the process of learning was better than in the first session.  All participants knew their roles and their responsibilities to help one another and collaborating in finding out the answers. Every group displayed a strong incentive to improve their scores in learning.  The lecturer was not so busy in arranging the packages because he had an assistant and each group had a facilitator to help in distributing and checking the documents and exercises in the package.  The atmosphere for learning in the classroom seemed very enjoyable for the participants and there was a bubbly air of enthusiasm and expectancy.

In interviews, the participants described their enjoyment of this kind of study and recognised that it was a student centred approach. They were pleased that the packages were thoroughly prepared. They also appreciated and were motivated by their immediate access to results.

In the third session the content emphasised the training of leaders.  The first part of this session was an introduction to the process of learning. The students used only a few minutes to settle to the new tasks because all of them were by now familiar with the processes of the first and second sessions.  In the STAD process, the lecturer presented the lesson after which the students worked in teams which were the same teams as in the former sessions.  Every participant had changed their roles and responsibilities in the teams, with the roles of team leader, team facilitator, team timer and team secretary being prescribed.   
Cooperative learning makes the students understand and enables you easily to  remember the content of the packages.
Wisri
This model of teaching makes the learners accept other students in the team and to show friendship to them.
Wari
Moreover, participants were very interested in the concepts of leadership dealt with in the session. Most of them were satisfied by the cooperative learning process because it made them feel close to their colleagues in learning. Everybody had a responsibility in his/her role. When the roles were changed participants felt they could deal with their new roles very well. 
The session activities have many examples of situations which are enhanced by the learners striving to provide creative and analytical responses.
Wisri

When we finish in each unit, the lecturer and the students are involved together to conclude the lesson and initiate some interesting points concerning leadership education.
Dinri

We felt we developed our understanding better.
Pari
Most participants had the opinion that this method of teaching was suitable for a leadership course, because it supported the opportunity for the leaders to work collaboratively with others - in itself an important function of effective leadership. 

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION
These projects were conducted in settings which were similar in many ways including a similarity in the age of the learners, their enrolment in award courses in teacher education and the similar suitability of the course content for the application of cooperative learning strategies. Yet the settings were also vastly different in terms of the educational culture within which the learners were placed. It was therefore surprising to the researchers to note the similarity in findings in the two studies. We would suggest therefore that there may be elements in cooperative learning processes which promote human tolerance and mutuality which transcend geographical location and cultural environment and provide ideals in teaching which might be sought in a large variety of learning settings.

Many teachers believe that the STAD strategy is a highly complicated and time consuming cooperative learning strategy.  This experience showed that it was not a difficult strategy to use and that it can be readily adapted for use with students from adult learning settings with excellent academic and affective results.

We concluded that there may be some common themes which apply to the use of cooperative learning strategies for adult learners as identified in both of our studies. Those themes are that

• the cooperative task for adult learners should be demanding, new to the learners, yet achievable

• allocation of learners to groups should maintain the principle of heterogeneity of groups since adult learners can achieve as much benefit from appreciating the learning idiosyncrasies of learners different from themselves as do younger learners

• the model of cooperative learning for adult learners should be simple and straight forward because of the limited amount of time available for classes and the desire of adult learners to be purposeful and strategic in their learning

• the lecturer should allow sufficient time for adult cooperative learning groups to establish a sense of cohesion and group loyalty through gaming or ice breaking strategies which are directly related to the content being learned

• adult cooperative groups should be given the opportunity to be introduced to and practise group processes, team building skills and cooperative social skills, just like younger learners and

• the cooperative tasks should demand the sharing of responsibility by all members of the group so that group and individual learning goals are met in a collaborative way.

Cooperative learning has great potential for integrating otherwise disparate individuals and helping them acquire valuable skills in working with people unlike themselves. But more than that, it convincingly develops attitudes of tolerance and interdependence in learners which will remain with them in the future and serve to develop a sense of mutuality and community. If teachers are able to appreciate the benefits of the strategy and have acquired the skills of implementing it successfully in their classrooms, they stand in a good place to influence the lives of generations of young people for the better.
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